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Preface

Léopold Simar became Professor of Statistics at the Université catholique de
Louvain (UCL) in 1992, after moving from the Faculté des Sciences Economiques
Sociales et Politiques (FSESP) at Facultés Universitaires Saint-Louis in Brussels
where he had served as Professor of Statistics since 1974 and as Dean of the FSESP
from 1978 to 1990. He founded the Institute of Statistics at UCL in 1992, and
chaired the Institute from its creation until 2004. During this period, the Institute
became recognized as a leading center for research in mathematical statistics. Over
his long and successful career, Léopold Simar has worked on a variety of topics
in statistics, including count-data models, Bayesian estimation and inference, and
frontier estimation. He is regarded as one of the world’s leading experts on frontier
estimation; his work in this area has found applications in a broad variety of
fields, including efficiency studies in industry, air traffic control, research output
of universities, insurance companies, etc. He has published over 100 refereed works
in academic journals and books, and has given over 100 invited talks at conferences
and universities around the world. Léopold Simar is also a gifted and inspirational
teacher. He is very well appreciated by his students at all levels, especially by his
Ph.D. students.

In May 2009, 60-70 statisticians, econometricians, students, and others gathered
in Louvain-la-Neuve to honor our friend Léopold Simar at his retirement. The
group included Léopold’s colleagues, coauthors, and students, as well as university
administrators and other academics who have over the years worked with Léopold,
served on committees, organized conferences, or otherwise participated in academic
life with Léopold. The sets of colleagues, coauthors, and students included both
current and former members, and each of the possible intersections of these three
sets are nonempty.

The celebration in Louvain-la-Neuve was organized around a small, 2-day
research conference where researchers presented results from some of their current
work. This volume contains the papers that followed from those presentations.
Between presentations, there was much discussion and learning over coffee and
other refreshments; in the evening, there was still more discussion (and still more
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learning, and no less fun) over dinner. For many at the conference, there was the
chance to see old friends; possibly for everyone except Léopold (who already knew
everyone attending), there was the chance to meet new friends. As is common at
academic gatherings such as this, the transition between organized presentations,
coffee breaks, more presentations, lunch, still more presentations, and dinner was
almost seamless. Conversations flowed smoothly, and the boundary between work
and fun was not discrete but rather blurred. In fact, for us, there remain questions
about the existence of such a boundary. We have not merely worked with our friend
Léopold, but we have also had much fun together over the years. And, we have not
finished.

To the outsider, statistics and econometrics might seem to be the same. Often
in our professions, however, there is little discussion between statisticians and
econometricians, and sometimes where there is discussion between the two, it
is not polite. This is not the tradition in Louvain-la-Neuve. The Institute of
Statistics founded by Léopold in 1992 at the Université catholique de Louvain
in Louvain-la-Neuve has always been a place for the two groups to meet and
learn from each other. Over the years in the Institute, both members and visitors,
including both econometricians and statisticians, have benefited from each other
with econometricians adopting the mathematical rigor that is more common among
statisticians, and with statisticians appreciating the subtlety of estimation problems
arising in economics.

The 11 papers in this volume are at the frontier of current research. Not
coincidentally, ten of the papers are related (at least to some extent) to estimation
of frontiers, a topic that Léopold has contributed much to over the past two
decades. The eleventh paper deals with estimation of single index models, an
area that Léopold has also contributed to. Both frontier estimation and single
index models are important topics. In particular, frontier estimation is important
in economics, management, management science, finance, and other fields for
purposes of benchmarking and making relative comparisons. Some of the ideas in
the papers collected here may also be useful for image resolution as well as other
purposes. The chapters in this volume reflect the varied interests of their authors;
some chapters are mostly theoretical, while others involve varied applications to
real data to answer important questions; we expect that everyone in a very wide
audience will find something useful in this collection.

Abdelaati Daouia, Laurent Gardes, and Stéphane Girard use extreme value theory
to extend asymptotic results for (Nadaraya 1964) kernel estimators to estimation
of extreme quantiles of univariate distributions. The results are then applied to
derive the asymptotic distribution of smooth nonparametric estimators of monotone
support curves. While estimation of efficiency in production has traditionally relied
on linear programming techniques, the research in this chapter is a nice example of
the new approaches that are currently being developed.

Alice Shiu and Valentin Zelenyuk examine the effect of ownership type on
the efficiency of heavy and light industry in China. In recent years, a number of
countries have attempted to reorganize their industry after turning away from direct
central planning and state-owned enterprises. China is currently in the middle of



Preface vii

this process, and for the moment presents an opportunity to examine differences
in ownership structure as reflected in operating efficiency. The results potentially
provide guidance for future transitions in other countries.

Maik Schwarz, Sébastien Van Bellegem, and Jean-Pierre Florens consider an
additive measurement error model in which the error on measured inputs is
assumed to be normal, but with unknown variance. They study a new estimator
of the production frontier under this model and establish conditions required for
identification and the consistency of their estimator. Their estimator is a modified
version of the order-m frontier considered earlier by Cazals et al. (2002), and as
such involves estimation of a survivor function for inputs conditioned on output
variables.

Iréne Gijbels and Abdelaati Daouia propose a new class of robust estimators of
the production frontier in a deterministic frontier model. The class is based on so-
called extremiles, which include the family of expected minimum-input frontiers
and parallels the class of quantile-type frontiers. The class is motivated from several
viewpoints, revealing its specific merits and strengths.

Alois Kneip and Robin Sickles revisit the (Solow 1957) residual and discuss
how it has been interpreted by both the neoclassical production literature and the
literature on productive efficiency. Kneip and Sickles argue that panel data are
needed to estimate productive efficiency and innovation, and in doing so attempt
to link the two strands of literature.

Paul Wilson extends theoretical results obtained by Kneip et al. (1998) for input-
and output-oriented distance function estimators to hyperbolic distance function
estimators. Asymptotic properties of two different hyperbolic data envelopment
analysis distance function estimators are derived, and computationally efficient
algorithms for computing the estimators are given. In addition, asymptotic results
obtained by Cazals et al. (2002) for the input- and output-oriented order-m estimator
are extended to the corresponding estimators in the hyperbolic orientation. The
hyperbolic orientation is particularly useful for making cross-period comparisons,
as in the case of estimation of changes in productivity, etc. using Malmquist or
other indices, where infeasibilities often arise when working in the input or output
directions due to shifts in the frontier over time.

Luiza Bidin and Cinzia Daraio consider the problem of estimating productive
efficiency conditionally on environmental variables, some of which may be discrete.
Bédin et al. (2010) proposed a data-driven, cross-validation technique for choosing
bandwidths when the environmental variables are continuous. In this chapter, Badin
and Daraio describe how conditional estimation can be carried out when some
environmental variables are continuous while others are discrete. The work builds
on the work of Li and Racine (2008) which considers a similar problem in a
regression context. Here, Bddin and Daraio also propose an heterogeneous bootstrap
that allows one to make inference about the influence of environmental variables.

Cédric Heuchenne and Ingrid Van Keilegom cast the problem of regressing a
random variable Y on a covariate X in terms of a location functional (which might
be a conditional mean function, but which can also be a quantile or some other
feature of interest) by focusing on L-functionals. Censoring is a common problem
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in such problems, and Heuchenne and Van Keilegom propose a new method for
estimation that involves nonparametric imputation for the censored observations.
The approach should be useful in a variety of applications, but particularly so in
survival analysis.

Seok-Oh Jeong and Byeong Park consider the general problem of estimating
a convex set as well as the upper boundary of that convex set. Estimation of a
production set and its frontier function with multivariate covariates are examples
of such estimation tasks. The developed methodology is applied to conical hull
estimators and data envelopment analysis. In addition, Jeong and Park discuss
practical considerations for bias-correction and interval estimation in the frontier
context.

Pavlos Almanidis and Robin Sickles consider parametric frontier estimation.
Simar and Wilson (2010) examined problems for inference in the (Aigner et al.
1977) model in finite samples situations where residuals are sometimes skewed
in an unexpected direction, even if the (Aigner et al. 1977) model is the correct
specification. Almanidis and Sickles extend the (Aigner et al. 1977) model to
allow for skewness in either direction using a doubly truncated distribution for
inefficiency.

Yingcun Xia, Wolfgang Hirdle, and Oliver Linton consider the problem of
estimating a single index regression model. The authors propose a refinement of
the minimum average conditional variance estimation (MAVE) method involving a
practical and easy-to-implement iterative algorithm that allows the MAVE estimator
to be readily derived. The authors also discuss the difficult problem of how to select
the bandwidth for estimating the index. In addition, they show that under appropriate
assumptions, their estimator is asymptotically normal and most efficient in a semi-
parametric sense.

We (i.e., the editors of this volume) have been partially supported by an
Inter-university Attraction Pole (IAP) research network grant from the Belgian
government and by a grant from the European Research Council. We also thank the
editor at Springer, Niels Peter Thomas, and the staff at Springer for their efficient
handling of the manuscript.

Louvain-la-Neuve Ingrid Van Keilegom
Clemson Paul W. Wilson
January 2011
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Chapter 1
Nadaraya’s Estimates for Large Quantiles
and Free Disposal Support Curves

Abdelaati Daouia, Laurent Gardes, and Stéphane Girard

Abstract A new characterization of partial boundaries of a free disposal multivari-
ate support, lying near the true support curve, is introduced by making use of large
quantiles of a simple transformation of the underlying multivariate distribution.
Pointwise empirical and smoothed estimators of the full and partial support curves
are built as extreme sample and smoothed quantiles. The extreme-value theory holds
then automatically for the empirical frontiers and we show that some fundamental
properties of extreme order statistics carry over to Nadaraya’s estimates of upper
quantile-based frontiers. The benefits of the new class of partial boundaries are
illustrated through simulated examples and a real data set, and both empirical
and smoothed estimates are compared via Monte Carlo experiments. When the
transformed distribution is attracted to the Weibull extreme-value type distribution,
the smoothed estimator of the full frontier outperforms frankly the sample estimator
in terms of both bias and Mean-Squared Error, under optimal bandwidth. In this
domain of attraction, Nadaraya’s estimates of extreme quantiles might be superior
to the sample versions in terms of MSE although they have a higher bias. However,
smoothing seems to be useless in the heavy tailed case.
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2 A. Daouia et al.
1.1 Main Results

Let (X,Y), (X1,Y1), (X2,Y2) ... be independent random vectors from a common
probability distribution on R‘fr x R4 whose support boundary is assumed to be
nondecreasing. For x € Ri such that P(X < x) > 0, the graph of the frontier
function!

Ei(x) =inf{y > 0:P(Y < y[X <x) =1}

coincides with the monotone surface of the joint support W of (X, Y) (Cazals et al.
2002). As a matter of fact, the graph of &, (+) is the lowest nondecreasing curve larger
than or equal to the upper frontier of W. In applied econometrics for instance, the
support W is interpreted as the set of all feasible production units, i.e., (x, y) € W in
a certain sector of technology if and only if it is possible for a given firm to produce
a quantity y of goods by making use of a quantity x of resources. The production
set W is by construction free disposal. This means that its optimal frontier which
represents the set of the most efficient firms is nondecreasing. The free disposal hull
(FDH) estimator of £;(-) is given by

£, (x) = max{Y;|i : X; < x}

(Deprins et al. 1984). The FDH frontier is clearly the lowest step and monotone
curve which envelopes all the data points (X;,Y;) and so it is very non-robust
to extreme observations. To reduce this vexing defect, instead of estimating the
frontier of the support W, Aragon et al. (2005) have suggested to estimate a partial
boundary of W of order @ € (0,1) lying near its true full boundary. The frontier
function & (x) being the quantile function of order one of the distribution of Y
given X < x, they rather proposed to estimate the «th quantile function of this non-
standard conditional distribution

go(x) =inf{y > 0: P(Y < y|X < x) > a}.

The resulting sample quantile function, obtained by plugging the empirical version
of the conditional distribution function may suffer from a lack of efficiency due
to the large variation of the extreme observations involved in its construction.
A smoothed variant §, (x) of this sample estimator may be then preferable as shown
in Martins-Filho and Yao (2008), where P(Y < y|X < x) is estimated by

Fya(y) =) 1(X; <x)H (y = Y)/h) /Y 1(Xi < x),

i=1 i=1

IFor two vectors x| and x, with x; < x, componentwise, & (-) satisfies £ (x;) < £ (x2).
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withh = h, — 0, H(y) = f_}oo K(u)duand K(-) being a density kernel. However,
no attention was devoted to the limit distribution of §, (x) := Fy:! () = inf{y >
0 : Fy (y) = «a} when it estimates the optimal boundary itself. Daouia et al.
(2009) have addressed this problem by specifying the asymptotic distribution of
the smoothed a-frontier for fixed orders « € (0,1] as well as for sequences @ = «,
tending to one as n — o0.

It is important to note that the distribution of Y being conditioned by X < x,
the estimation of the corresponding quantiles does not require a smoothing proce-
dure in x which would be the case if the distribution was conditioned by X = x (see
e.g. Girard and Jacob 2004). It should be also clear that although the simple nature
of the conditioning X < Xx, it requires more powerful techniques of proof than the
unconditional quantile setting. Our main contribution in this note is to get rid of this
conditioning by exploiting the fact that

Ei(x) =inf{y > 0:P(Z* <y) =1},

where Z* = Y I(X < x). This simple formulation of the monotone frontier func-
tion was pointed out by Daouia et al. (2010, Appendix). Note also that the FDH
estimator coincides with the maximum of the random variables Z;* = Y; I(X; < x),
i = 1,...,n. Moreover, given that the interest is also the estimation of a concept
of a partial frontier well inside the sample but near the optimal boundary of W, a
natural idea is to define the alternative simple «cth frontier function

Ea(x) 1= FZ! (@) = infly 2 0 Fz:(y) = o},

where Fzx(y) = P(Z* < y). In the context of productivity and efficiency analysis,
when the performance of firms is measured in terms of their distance from partial
frontiers rather than the full frontier, the use of the ath production frontier g (x)
as a benchmark can be criticized for its divergence from the optimal frontier as x
increases. Instead, Wheelock and Wilson (2008) favored the use of a hyperbolic
unconditional variant of ¢, (x). Our partial unconditional quantile-type frontier
&,(x) provides a more attractive alternative to reduce the vexing defect of the
conditional version g,(x) because of its construction and conceptual simplicity.
The benefits of using this new class of partial support curves are demonstrated in
Sect. 1.3.1 via two examples in the cases where Fz«(-) is attracted to the Weibull
and Fréchet extreme value type distributions.
A natural estimator of &, (x) is given by the sample quantile

Ean(x) == F! (@) =inf{y = 0: Fz,(y) = o},

where Fz:,(y) =n"! Y I(ZF < y). Therefore, the extreme-value theory
holds automatically when « = 1 and when letting « = o, 7 1 as n — oo, which
is not the case for previous concepts of partial support curves such as those of
Cazals et al. (2002), Girard and Jacob (2004), Aragon et al. (2005), Wheelock and
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Wilson (2008) and Martins-Filho and Yao (2008). Following Nadaraya (1964), an
alternative estimator to &, , (x) is given by the ath quantile

E,(x):= F (@) =inf{y > 0: Fze(y) > o} (1.1)

of the kernel-smoothed empirical distribution function Fyx y)=n"! Y
H ((y -7/ h) based on a sequence of bandwidths /4 and an integrated kernel
H(:). In the ordinary framework where the order « is a fixed constant in (0,1),
Azzalini (1981) established a second-order approximation to the mean squared
error of the smoothed quantile éa (x) under optimal &, which makes §a (x) more
efficient than the sample version &,,(x). The smoothed estimator may also be
preferable to the sample one for the following additional aspect: the construction of
asymptotic confidence intervals for &, (x) using the asymptotic normality of &, ,, (x)
requires the estimation of the derivative F7.(&,(x)), whereas smoothing gives
a naturally derived estimator of this quantile density function. Nadaraya (1964)
has proved under mild conditions the asymptotic normality of éu (x) when the
order « is fixed in (0,1). In the present chapter, we rather concentrate in Sect. 1.2
on specifying the asymptotic distributions of Nadaraya’s estimates éa (x) when
o = o, — 1 at different rates as n — oo, and we verify whether the benefits of
smoothing are still valid when considering these extreme quantiles. This does not
seem to have been appreciated before in the literature. Theorem 1 characterizes
possible limit distributions of é 1(x) and Theorem 2 discusses moment convergence.
When n(1—«,) is a constant, Theorem 3 shows that §an (x) converges with the same
centering and scaling as él (x) to a different extreme value distribution. However,
when n(1 — ;) — o0, Theorem 4 establishes the asymptotic normality of éa,, (x)
as an estimator of &, (x).

As a matter of fact, in this context where the underlying distribution function
Fzx(-) has a jump at the left-endpoint of its support, we show by using simple
arguments that the smoothed maximum g? 1(x) is equal to a deterministic translation
of the sample maximum £;,(x) for all n > 1. Likewise, it turns out that a
smoothed quantile of the form é(,,_k+1) /n(x) is within a fixed multiple of the
bandwidth of the sample quantile £, _x41)/n(x) for all n large enough. As an
immediate consequence, the asymptotic theory of the sample extremes &; ,(x) and
&(n—k+1)/n.n(x) carries over to the smoothed variants.

Our Monte Carlo exercise, provided in Sect. 1.3.2, shows that the smoothed FDH
function él (x) is a remarkable bias-corrected estimator of the frontier function
&1(x) < oo. It outperforms frankly the sample FDH estimator &; ,(x) in terms of
both bias and mean-squared error (MSE). Moreover, an explicit expression of the
optimal bandwidth is derived in this case by minimizing the asymptotic MSE.
Simulations seem to indicate also that, when Fzx(-) belongs to the maximum
domain of attraction of Weibull and the bandwidth is chosen appropriately, the
smoothed extreme quantile function é(n_k.l,_l) /n(X) is superior to the empirical
version in terms of MSE although it has a higher positive bias. This result is
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similar to what happens in the ordinary framework. Although the naive extreme
sample quantile &, —xt1)/,,,(x) might not be so efficient, it has the advantage of
not requiring the choice of the bandwidth which is not addressed here. In the heavy
tailed case, it appears that é(,,_k+1) /n(x) achieves at most the same performance
as the empirical version &(—k+1)/s,,(x) in terms of both bias and MSE and so,
smoothing seems to be useless in this case.

The limit theorems in Sect. 1.2 are provided in the general setting where the
distribution function of Z*, or equivalently the conditional distribution function
of Y given X < Xx, is attracted to the three Fisher-Tippett extreme value type
distributions, whereas the previous results of e.g. Martins-Filho and Yao (2008) and
Daouia et al. (2009) only cover the domain of attraction of a Weibull distribution.
These results and their proofs, postponed to the Appendix, are also extensions of
some results and techniques described in Daouia et al. (2010, 2009). Illustrations
on how the new class of unconditional quantile-based frontiers {&,(-), éa ()} differs
from the class of conditional quantile-type frontiers {gq(-), o (-)} are provided in
Sect. 1.3 through simulated examples and a real data set.

1.2 Limit Theorems

To simplify the notation we write &, and g?u, respectively, for &,(x) and éu (x)
throughout this section. We first show that the smooth estimator é 1 of the endpoint
&) has a similar asymptotic behaviour as the maximum Z,) = max{Z,...,Z,}
under the assumption that

(A1) ffc K(u)du = 1 for some constant ¢ > 0.

This is a standard condition in nonparametric estimation, which is satisfied by
commonly used density kernels such as Biweight, Triweight, Epanechnikov, etc.

Theorem 1. Assume that (Al) holds.
(i) We have & = Z + he, foralln > 1.
(ii) Suppose there exist a, > 0, b, € R, n > 1 such that
Pl (1 —by) <7] — G(z) as n— oo, (1.2)
where G is assumed nondegenerate. Then G has one of the three forms
0 z<0
exp{—z "} z>0

expi—(=2)’} 2 <0
1 z2>0

Gumbel: G(z) = A(z) = exp{—e™*}, ze R.

Fréchet: G(z) = ®,(z) = { for some p >0

Weibull:  G(z) = W,(z) = % for some p >0
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It is clear from Theorem 1(i) that (1.2) holds if and only if F, belongs to the
maximum domain of attraction? of an extreme value distribution G € 1D, W, A}
Then the characterization of a, and b, can be easily deduced from the classical
theory of limit laws for maxima (see e.g. Resnick 1987) in conjunction with
Theorem 1(i). Putting F; = 1—Fy, itis well-known that F; € DA(W,)iff § < oo
and® Fz (& — %) € RV_,, t — o0; in this case we may seta, = § — &1/, and
b, = & + hc. Likewise Fz € DA(®,) iff F; e RV_,; in this case §; = oo and
(@n, b,) can be taken equal to (§1—1/,, hc). Finally Fz € DA(A) iff there exists a
strictly positive function g on R such that Fz (¢t + g(t)z)/ Fz(t) — e “ast 1 &,
for every z € R; in this case the constants (a,, b,) can be taken equal to (g(§1—1/x),
Ei—1/n + ho).

On the other hand, by making use of Theorem 1(i), it is easy to show that
the convergence in distribution (1.2) of the smoothed maximum él implies the
convergence of moments in the three cases G € {®,, ¥,, A} under some condition
on the left tail of F.

Theorem 2. Let (Al) and (1.2) hold and denote by T'®) the kth derivative of the
gamma function T.

(i) If G = ®, in (1.2) with (a,, by) = (E1—1/n, hc) and fi)oo 2| Fz(dz) < oo for
some integer 0 < k < p, then

tim Bla ' G~ ho) = [ #0,(d2) =T - k/p)
n—>oo R

(i) If G = W, with (ay,b,) = (&1 — E1-1yn, &1 + he) and [ |2 F2(d2) < oo
for some integer k > 0, then

0
W, (d2) = (=T (1 + k/p).

Jim Ela; 66— henpt = [

(iii) If G = A with (an,by) = (g(E1—1/n). E1-1/n +he) and [°_ |2/ Fz(dz) < 0o
for some integer k > 0, then

lim Bfa," (€1 — b} = / ZAdz) = (=D TOQ).
n—o0 R
When estimating the endpoint §; < oo of Fz € DA(V,), an optimal value of /

can be derived by minimizing the asymptotic mean-squared error of é 1. By making
use of Theorem 2(ii), it is not hard to check that the optimal bandwidth is given by

2We write F; € DA(G) if there exist normalizing constants a, > 0, ¢, € R such that a, Wz o —
d
) = G.

3 A measurable function £ : R — R is regularly varying at co with index y (written £ € RV,)
if limy 00 £(x)/£(¢) = x7 for all x > 0.
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hopt = an(cp)™'T'(1/p). (1.3)

Next we show that if & converges in distribution, then &/, converges in
distribution as well, with the same centering and scaling, but a different limit
distribution.

Theorem 3. Assume that (A1) holds. If a; ' (€, — by,) 2, Gand a'h — 0, then
for any integer k > 0,

~ d
a;l(g%—bn)—ﬂG as n— oo

for the distribution function G(z) = G(2) Zfzo(— log G(2))'/i!.

For the condition a,; Il — 0 to be satisfied in the case G = ®,, one only needs
to suppose for instance that lim, .. & < 0o. However, for the case G = W, the
condition a,'h — 0 holds if h/(& — &—1/s) — 0. The case G = A is less
flexible since the characterization of the normalization constant a, = g(§1-1/,) is
not as explicit here than in the cases G € {®,, W,} (see e.g. Resnick (1987, p. 38)
for more details). It should be also clear that for éa to converge to the extreme-
value distribution G, it suffices to choose the sequence @ = @, 71 1 such that
n(l —a) = k, with k < n being an integer, whereas for §a to have an asymptotic
normal distribution, we show in the next theorem that it suffices to choose o — 1
slowly so that n(1 — o) — oo.

The three Fisher—Tippett extreme-value distributions can be defined as a one-
parameter family of types

G.() = exp{—(1+y2) "}y #0, 14+yz>0
v exp{—e™*} y=0, zeR,

where y is the so-called extreme-value index (see, e.g., Beirlant et al. 2004). The

heavy-tailed case Iz € DA(®,) correspondstoy > 0and p = 1/y.Fory =0, it

is clear that G, = A. The case I’z € DA(W,) correspondstoy < Oand p = —1/y.

In either case we give in the next theorem asymptotic confidence intervals for high

quantiles &, by imposing the extra condition that

(A2) The derivative U’ of U(t) = &y, exists so that it satisfies U’ € RV, _.

As pointed out in Dekkers and de Haan (1989), the assumption U’ € RV, _; on the
inverse function U(t) = (1/(1 — Fz))~'(¢) is equivalent to Fj, € RV_j_,, for
y >0, F,(§& —1/t) € RVi4y, for y < 0and 1/F,, is I'-varying for y = 0 (for
the I'-Variation, see e.g. Resnick 1987, p.26).

Theorem 4. Given (Al) and (A2),

\/%(EL-H - Ean) / (EL—H - Ei—i—l)

n
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is asymptotically normal with mean zero and variance 2*'y*/(2" — 1)?, provided
that oy, 1 1, n(l — a,) — oo and the integer part k of n(1 — w,) satisfies
hic*?{nU’ (n/ k)™ — 0asn — oo.

Note that in the case y = 0, the asymptotic variance is understood to be the limit
{1/1og2}? obtained as y — 0. This theorem enables one to construct an asymptotic
confidence interval for &, by replacing the tail index y in the asymptotic variance
with a consistent estimator. One can use for example the moment’s estimator
introduced by Dekkers et al. (1989) or the recent proposal by Segers (2005). Note
also that in frontier and efficiency analysis, econometric considerations often lead
to the assumption that the joint density of the random vector (X,Y) € R‘fl has a
jump at its support boundary, which corresponds to the case where y is known and
equalto —1/(p + 1) as established in Daouia et al. (2010).

1.3 Numerical Illustrations

We provide in this section some modest illustrations in the context of frontier
analysis, i.e., when Z = Z* and §a = §a (x). In this case, it is important to note
that the bandwidth /4, the normalizing sequences (a,, b, ), the extreme value index
y or equivalently the tail index p, the order «, and the sequence k, should
depend on the fixed level x € Rﬁ_. We do not enter here into the question of
how to choose in an optimal way &, «, and k,. Deriving asymptotically optimal
values of these parameters is a tedious matter. Using for instance (1.3) calls
for selection of subsidiary smoothing parameters (using plug-in methods requires
explicit estimation of the spacing a, and the tail index p, which demands optimal
selection of the amount of extreme data involved in each estimate, etc). Such
complexity is arguably not justified. Instead, we suggest an appr0x1mate empirical
method as follows. We tune the bandwidth / involved in }Ea (x) = F3] (a) so that
approximately a reasonable percentage A% of the data points Z7, ..., Z; fall into
the support of u +— K((z — u)/h). In case of kernels with support [—1, 1], as
Triweight and Epanechnikov kernels, we use the explicit formula

A’ X
he = 200 (Max, 27—, min_Z7).

Our method itself requires selection of a smoothing parameter A, but it has the
advantage to be very simple to interpret and to implement, particularly in the
difficult context of nonparametric curve estimation. The same rule can be applied
to the estimator g, (x) = I:‘Y_Xl (o) whose computation is similar to éu (x). Indeed,
similarly to Fzx(y) we have Fyx(y) = (1/Ny)Yi=, H (v — Y*)/ h), where
Ny = 27 I(X; < x)and Y}',..., Yy are the ¥;’s such that X; < x. As a
matter of fact, Y}*, ... Yﬁ are the N, largest statistics of the sample (Z7, ..., Z;).
Note also that the two families of nonparametric (unconditional and condmonal)
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quantile-based partial frontiers éu () and g, (+) coincide for @ = 1, but they differ
from one another when o < 1. This difference is illustrated through a real data set
and two simulated examples in the cases where the support boundary is finite and
infinite.

For our practical computations in Sect. 1.3.1, the smooth estimators will be
evaluated only for fixed extreme orders « by using a Triweight kernel K and for a
grid of values of A. Section 1.3.2 provides a comparison between the sample extreme
frontiers and their smoothed versions via Monte Carlo experiments.

1.3.1 Ilustrative Examples on One Sample

1.3.1.1 Case of a Finite Support Boundary

We choose (X, Y') uniformly distributed over the support ¥ = {(x, y)|0 < x
1,0 < y < x}. In this case, the true frontier function is & (x) = ¢q1(x) =
and the class of conditional quantile-based frontiers ¢,(x) = x(1 — +/1 — ) is
different from our class of unconditional quantile-type frontiers &, (x) = max{0, x—
1 —a}, for @ € (0,1]. Both partial order-« frontiers are graphed in Fig. 1.1 for
some large values of « = 0.9,0.95, 0.99.

Note that in traditional applied econometrics, the distance from the full support
frontier is used as a benchmark to measure the production performance of firms.

=
X

0.8t

0.6

quantile function
o
[&)]

04f
0.3}
02f
0.1}
% 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1

value of x

Fig. 1.1 The full frontier in solid line. The frontiers ¢, () in thin lines and &, (+) in thick lines, with
o = .9 in dashdotted lines, o = .95 in dotted lines and o = .99 in dashed lines
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The economic efficiency can also be measured in terms of partial frontiers as
suggested recently in the econometric literature to avoid non-robustness of the
envelopment nonparametric frontier estimators. It is clear that the partial frontiers
{(x,ga(x)) : 0 < x < 1} of the support ¥ diverge from the support boundary
as x increases and so, measuring efficiency relative to these curves may result in
misleading efficiency measures. To reduce this defect, Wheelock and Wilson (2008)
favored the use of a hyperbolic unconditional variant of g, (x). The new partial
frontiers &, (x) parallel the full frontier & (x) providing thus a simple alternative
for measuring partial efficiencies without recourse to the hyperbolic framework.
However, this desirable property is valid only for input factors x ranging from the
(1 — a)th quantile of the marginal distribution of X to its endpoint. It is easy to
see that the value of &, (x) is zero whenever P(X £ x) > «, but the class {gq(x)}
does not necessarily take advantage from this drawback of {&,(x)}. Indeed, given
that the interest is in estimating partial frontiers &, and ¢, lying close to the full
support boundary, the order « shall be selected large enough in such a way that the
estimates of &, and ¢, capture the shape of the sample’s upper boundary without
enveloping all the data points*. For such a choice of & 1 1, the (1 — «)th quantile
of the distribution of X should be very small and so, the shortcoming §a (x;)) =0
is expected to hold only for very few observations (x;, y;) at the left border of the
sample. For these few observations with too small inputs-usage x;, the estimates
Guo(x;) of gq(x;) are expected by construction to coincide with the non-robust
envelopment FDH estimates (as illustrated below in Figs. 1.2, 1.4 and 1.5), which
goes against the concept of partial frontier modeling. Examples are also provided
below in Fig. 1.8 where only g, (-) suffers from left border defects, whereas éa () is
clearly the winner.

Figure 1.2 (top) depicts the true a-frontiers g, (x) and &,(x) with estimated
smooth frontiers g, (x) and éu (x) for « ranging over {0.95,1} for a simulated data
set of size n = 100. The three pictures correspond to the values 5,30,60 of the
parameter A. The kernel estimator é | of the full frontier &; is clearly sensible to the
choice of the smoothing parameter A. The worse behavior of this estimator for too
large and too small values of A is explained by Theorem 1(i) which states that g? 1(x)
is nothing else than a shifted value of the conventional FDH estimator. The choice
of h, according to a high percentage A% generates a very large bandwidth, which
may result in over-estimations of the true frontier. On the other hand, when A | 0
we have &, | 0, and so é 1(x) converges to the FDH estimator which underestimates
the frontier & (x). In contrast, §.95 and § 5 are less sensible to the choice of A in this
particular case. Figure 1.2 (bottom) corresponds to the same exercise with « ranging
over {0.99,1}. Again we obtain the same results as before. Reasonable values of
the smooth frontier § | require, via computer simulation, the choice of a moderate
parameter A, say A = 20,25,30,35.

4Once a reasonable large value of « is picked out, the idea in practice is then to interpret the
observations left outside the ath frontier estimator as highly efficient and to assess the performance
of the points lying below the estimated partial frontier by measuring their distances from this
frontier in the output-direction.
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Fig. 1.2 In thick lines the frontiers &, (solid), &, (dotted) and q, (dashed). In thin lines their

estimators 3;‘1, 3;'0, and g,. n = 100 and from left to right A = 5,30,60. From top to bottom
o =.95,99

1.3.1.2 Case of an Infinite Support Boundary

We consider the standard case where the distribution of ¥ given X = x is Pareto of
parameter 8 > 0, that is

1—(x/y)Pif y>x
PO < ylx == | T Y

Here we choose X uniform on (0,1). The two partial wth frontiers are then given by

du(x) = max{x, x[(1 —a)(1 + B)]""/*},
£,(x) = max{x, x"TVA[(1 —a)(1 + p)]7V/F}.

Both families of partial frontiers differ following the values of the distribution
parameter 8. A graphical illustration is displayed in Fig. 1.3. In each picture we
superimpose the lower support boundary, the quantile functions g, (x) and &, (x) and
the regression ath quantiles of Y given X = x, for a fixed 8 € {1,10} and for two
large values of @ = 0.95,0.99. First note that &,(-) is overall smaller than g, (-) and
that g, (-) itself is overall smaller than the «th regression quantile function, for any
a € (0,1). Second note that for small values of B (e.g. 8 = 1), the use of extreme
regression quantiles (e.g. « = 0.99) to capture the most efficient firms seems in
this particular case to be less justified than the use of ¢,(-) and &,(-). Indeed, from
an economic point of view, it is not reasonable for optimal dominating firms to
be too far in the output direction from the set of relatively inefficient firms (lower
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Fig. 1.3 The lower support boundary in dotted line, the quantile functions g, () in dashed lines
and &,(-) in solid lines and the regression quantiles in dashdotted lines. On the left-hand side
B = 1, on the right-hand side B = 10. In thick lines @ = .95, in thin lines @ = .99

Fig. 1.4 Here = 3. In thick lines: true lower frontier (dotted), £ o5 (solid), q 95 (dashed). In thin
lines: £ (dotted), & 95 (solid) and § .95 (dashed). n = 100 and from left to right A = 5,30,60

support boundary). The use of the three types of quantile-based frontiers seems to
be more justified from an economic viewpoint for large values of the parameter j
(e.g. B = 10). In particular the parabolic shape of the function &,(-) diminishes as
B increases. The three ath quantile functions converge to the linear lower support
frontier as 8 — oo.

For a simulated data set of size n = 100 using 8 = 3, the true frontiers ¢, (x)
and £,(x) with the smooth estimators g, (x) and éa (x) are graphed in Fig. 1.4
for « € {0.95,1} and A = 5,30,60. We obtain the same conclusions as in the
precedmg example. Here also, while §.95(x) dlverges from the extreme smooth
frontier El(x) as x increases, the partlal frontier é 95 parallels El(x) in much the
same way as the partial frontiers éa do in Fig. 1.2. In this particular example, it is
clear that § g5 is more attracted by extreme data points with small X;’s. In general,
for < 1, the frontiers g?a are by construction more robust to extremes than ¢, and
are less sensible to the border effects from which the frontiers g, suffer due to the
conditioning X < x.
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Fig. 1.5 n = 4,000 French post offices. In dotted line g?l, in solid line éa and in dashed line q,.
From left to right « = .99,.995,.999. From top to bottom A = 25,35

1.3.1.3 Frontier Analysis of French Post Offices

To illustrate our methodology, we employ data on 4,000 post offices from France
reported in Cazals et al. (2002). These data consist of the cost variable X; which
represents the quantity of labor and the output variable Y; defined as the volume of
delivered mail.

In Fig. 1.5, we provide in each picture a scatterplot of the data and plot the
frontiers §1, éa and g, for @ = 0.99, 0.995 and 0.999, from left to right. From
top to bottom, we used A = 25 and A = 35 in our computations. We first observe
that both «th frontiers i?a and g, are not influenced by the choice of the smoothing
parameter A, whereas the full extreme frontier él changes slightly. We also see
that large frontiers §a suggest better capability of fitting efficient post offices than
large g,. It is apparent that the estimates éx (solid lines) are less sensitive to the
choice of extreme orders « than the frontiers §, are (dashed lines). Figure 1.6
plots the «th frontier estimates §a (respectively, ¢o) for the three values o =
0.99,0.995,0.999 against each other: each panel indicated by ‘circles’ (respectively,
‘dots’) compares estimates {(§m (Xi),gaz(X;)) : i = 1,...,n} (respectively
{(@o,(Xi). 4o, (Xi)) 1 i = 1,...,n}) for a pair (a1, az) of values for «. Unlike the
panels in ‘circles’, most points fall on or near a straight line for all ‘dotted’ panels,
confirming thus the impression from Fig. 1.5, i.e., while the frontier estimates
§a obtained with the three extreme values of o are somewhat similar, one sees
substantial differences for the frontiers g,.

Note that the full extreme frontier él (x) in Fig.1.5 is far from large partial
frontiers ga(x) even when « increases (this is not the case for g,(x)). This
might suggest the heavy-tailed case Fz» € DA(G,,) with y, > 0. However, this
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Flg 1.6 The ‘circles’ (respectively, ‘dots’) consist of the points {(&'D[1 (X;), 50,2 (X;) i
.n} (respectively {(Gu, (Xi),Ga,(X;)) @ i = 1,...,n}). From left to right (e, )
(.99,.995), (.995,.999), (.999,.99). Here A = 25

assumption can hardly be accepted by looking to the two first moments® plots
displayed in Fig. 1.7 and consisting of the sets of points {(k, (k) : 1 < k <
N,}, for x = 1,000, 2,000 (top panels). In contrast, when the bottom graphs (for
x = 3,000, 4,000) look stable, they correspond to values 7, > 0.

The frontier é 1(x) being by construction a shifted variant of the FDH estimator,
it is more sensitive to extreme values. This frontier is clearly determined by very
few outlying post offices. At the opposite, the partial frontier §a (x) is more resistant
to these outliers than 51 (x) and g, (x) even for too high values of «. This explains
the substantial difference between Su (x) and El(x) even when o = 0.9993, 0.9995
and 0.9997 as shown in Fig. 1.8.

1.3.2 Monte Carlo Experiments

1.3.2.1 Comparison of the Full Frontier Estimators

Let us first compare the performance of both estimators él (-) and & ,(-) of the
full frontier function &(-). In the particular example described above in Para-
graph 1.3.1.1 where &(x) = x, we have Fzx € DA(¥,, ) with p, = —1/y, =2
and a,(x) = x — max{0, x — \/1/n}. For the computation of the smoothed esti-

mator &(x), we use here the true value of the optimal bandwidth /,,,(x)

an(x)p;'T(p;!) derived in (1.3), as well as the plug-in values hgp,1(x) =
an(X)p7'T(p7!) and hopia(x) = d,(x)p7'T(p;") obtained by replacing a,(x)
and p,, respectively, with the empirical counterpart @, (x) = Z () — Z{u—1, and the
moment’s estimator p, = —1/y,. The computation of p, depends on the sample
fraction k whose choice is difficult in practice. By definition of the moment’s

SThe moment’s estimator . of the tail index y, is defined as 7, = HY +1— %{1 -

(H2/HDY " with HY = (1/k) Y2y (log Z;,_,) —log Zj, ) fork < nand j = 1,2
(Dekkers et al. 1989).



1 Nadaraya’s Estimates for Large Quantiles and Free Disposal Support Curves 15

05 5
0 W
~05 0
g g
5 E
S 15 g
S 3 S _10
8 2
é -2.5 é
£ £ 15
7 -3 %
w w
35 20
4
-45 -25
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500 0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500
Values of k Values of k
10 2
o 0
) 2
-0 g j
g -20 :
E -30 o -
) S _g
5 —40 @
8 -50 5 -10
T £
£ -60 7 12
@ w
w _70 -14
-80 -16
%0 _18
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000 0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000
Values of k Values of k

Fig. 1.7 Moments plots for x = 1,000, 2,000, 3,000, 4,000, respectively from left to right and
from top to bottom
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Fig. 1.8 Asin Fig. 1.5 with A = 25 and, from left to right, « = .9993,.9995,.9997

estimator, the sequence k = k,(x) must be chosen as a function of both n and
x such that Zi‘n_k) > 0, which is equivalent to selecting k in {1,..., N, — 1}, with
N, =Y !_, I(X; < x) being the number of strictly positive Z;’s. Here, we only
use the values k € {{N23], [N*7], [N*°]} to illustrate how much the estimates é 1(x)
based on /1, 2(x) differ from those based on /1, 1(x) and Ap; (x).

Figure 1.9 provides the Monte Carlo estimates of the Bias and the Mean-Squared
Error (MSE) of él(x) and & ,(x) computed over 2,000 random replications with
n = 1,000 (what is important is not the sample size n itself but the number
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Fig. 1.9 Bias (top) and MSE (bortom) of the FDH estimator &, (solid thick line) and of the

smoothed estimates & computed with : h,,, (circles), hp (solid thin line) and h,,,> with
k = [N%2], [NO7], [INO] (respectively in dashdotted, dashed and dotted lines). 2000 Monte-Carlo

simulations with n = 1,000
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N, of observations X; smaller than or equal to x). The results are displayed for
the FDH estimator &; ,(x) in solid thick line and for the smoothed version &;(x)
computed with the true bandwidth /,,,(x) in ‘circles’. We see clearly that the

resulting smoothed maximum £ (x) outperforms the sample maximum §&; ,(x) in
terms of both Bias (top picture) and MSE (bottom), for every x.

When only the tail-index p, is supposed to be known and equal to —1/2 as is
typically the case in the econometric literature on nonparametric frontier estimation,
the results for §1 (x) obtained with the plug-in bandwidth %, 1 (x) are displayed in
solid thin line. We observe that the smoothed maximum’s performance deteriorates
when using the naive spacing d, (x) in place of the theoretical scaling a, (x), but it
remains still appreciably better than the sample maximum’s performance in terms
of both Bias and MSE, say, for all x > 0.05 (for too small values of x < 0.05, g? 1(x)
performs at least as good as &; ,,(x)).

When p, is estimated by py, the results for él (x) obtained by using the plug-
in bandwidth h,p,2(x) with k = [N23], [N®7],[N®9], are displayed respectively
in dashdotted, dashed and dotted lines. These three lines are graphed only for the
values of x where §1 (x) behaves better than &; ,,(x) in terms of Bias and MSE. We
see that, when N, is large enough (x > 0.5), the three different selected values
of k used for the computation of p, in h,p;2(x) give very similar results to the
“benchmarked” case /.1 (x) (the idea is that for a properly chosen value of k, both

cases h,p;,1(x) and hp; 2(x) should approximately yield similar values of é 1(x)). In
contrast, the results are all the more sensitive to the choice of k as N, becomes
small : large values of k seem to be needed as N, decreases in order to get sensible
results.

It should also be clear that the minimal value of N, computed over the 2,000
realizations is given, for instance, by Np3 = 60 for x = 0.3 and by Nyp; = 1 for
x = 0.1. While the estimation of p, from the sample {Z(‘n_NXH), e Zi‘n)} of size
Ny as small as Ny 3 can hardly result in a satisfactory moment’s estimate (or any
other extreme-value based estimates), it is not even feasible when N, < 2. This is a
recurrent problem in extreme-value theory.

Apart from this vexing border defect, we could say in view of the results
described above that the smoothed estimator’s performance may be improved in
terms of Bias and MSE by deriving a more efficient estimate for @, (x) than the
naive spacing d,(x), and by providing an appropriate choice of the sample fraction
k = k,(x) involved in the tail-index estimates.

1.3.2.2 Comparison of Extreme Partial Frontiers

Let us now compare the asymptotically normal estimators é(n_kH) /n and
En—k+1)/nn = Z();—k+1) of the extreme partial frontier £, 41)/,, for two values

of k = k, € {[n°?], [n°7°]} and two sample sizes n € {100, 1,000}.
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Fig. 1.10 Results for k = [n%°]. Bias (right panels) and MSE (left panels) of the estimates

E—k+1)/nn (solid line) and §(,,_k+1)/,, (dashdotted, dashed and dotted, respectively, for r =
0.5, 1, 1.5) over 2000 MC simulations, sample size n = 100 (top) and n = 1,000 (bottom)

Case of a finite frontier: In the scenario of Paragraph 1.3.1.1 above, the derivative
of the quantile tail function U,(t) := &_1/,(x) exists for all + > x72 and is
given by U/(t) = t"*7'/2 € RV,,_;. Hence Condition (A2) holds in this case
and the assumption of Theorem 4 that hk*/2{nU/(n/k)}~" — 0 reduces to the
simple condition that n'/2h — 0. For the computation of the smoothed estimator
g?(,,_k+1)/n, we use here & = n™" with three values of r € {0.5, 1, 1.5} : the choice
r = 0.5 (for which n'/?h A 0 and nh — oo) corresponds rather to the asymptotic
normality of ordinary smoothed quantiles, whereas the cases with r > 0.5 (for
which n'/2h — 0 and nh - o0) correspond to the asymptotic normality of
extreme smoothed quantiles. The Monte Carlo estimates of the Bias and MSE of
the empirical partial frontier £, 41)/,» and the resulting smoothed three variants
E(u—k+1)/n are shown in Fig. 1.10 for k = [2°5] and in Fig. 1.11 for k = [n°79].

It may be seen that the smoothed extreme frontier §(n_k+1) /n achieves its best
performance in terms of MSE as / approaches n~'/2 and behaves in this case (i.e.,
for r ~ 0.5) better than £;,—x+1)/.,, but not by much, as is to be expected from
their asymptotic behavior. This appears to be true uniformly in x except for too
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Fig. 1.11 As for Fig. 1.10 but with k = [n%7%]

small values : a plausible explanation is that what is important when estimating
&(n—k+1)/2(x) is not the sample size # itself, but the number of non-null transformed
observations Z* = Y; I(X; < x), which becomes negligible for x too small and so,
smoothing fails in this case.

It is also interesting to note that when é(,,_H 1)/n attains its greatest gains in terms

of MSE (as h approaches n~!/?), its bias becomes however considerably larger, as
is the case for ordinary smoothed quantiles.

Case of an infinite frontier: In the scenario of Paragraph 1.3.1.2 above, where
Fz« € DA(®,,) with p, = 1/y, = B, Condition (A2) holds and the assumption of
Theorem 4 that hk*2{nU/(n/k)}~" — 0 is equivalent to hn~"/Pf3/2+1/F=1 _ 0,
When 8 = 3 as chosen above, this assumption reduces to n'/1>h — 0 for k = [n°7]
and to n”/**h — 0 for k = [n°7°]. Here, our Monte Carlo experiments are not in
favor of the smoothed extreme quantiles and so we do not reproduce the figures for

saving place : é(n_kH)/,, performs at most as well as the sample version £, —x4-1)/n s
in terms of both Bias and MSE.
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Appendix: Proofs

Proof of Theorem 1. (i) For any x < Z,) + hc, we have X_TZ(”’ < ¢, and so

H (Y_TZ(”’) < 1 and Fz(x) < 1, whence Z,y + he < él. On the other hand, for
any x > Z,y+hce wehave%’L > ¢ foreachi = 1,...,n, whence H (%L) =1
for eachi = 1,...,n. Consequently Fz(x) = 1forany x > Z(, + hc. Thus
Zw + he > él-

(ii) Since ]P’[a,,_l(i?l —by) < x] - G(x) and .g?l = Zu) + hc, we have
Pla;"(Zw — ¢n) < x] — G(x) for the sequence ¢, := b, — hc. As an
immediate consequence, the nondegenerate distribution function G has one of the

three forms described in Theorem 1(ii) according to the Fisher-Tippett Theorem
(see e.g. Resnick 1987, Proposition 0.3, p.9). O

Proof of Theorem 2. By Theorem 1(i) the convergence in distribution (1.2) implies

a;l(Z(n) —cn) i) G, thatis Fz € DA(G) with ¢, = b,, — hc. For the first assertion
of the theorem we have G = ®, with a, = (1/(1 — Fz))"'(n) and ¢, = 0. Then
by Proposition 2.1(i) in Resnick (1987, p.77), we have

tim Ela; ' Z}* = [ 40,02 = T(1-k/p)
n—0o0 R

and the assertion (i) follows by using (él — hc) = Z,. Assertions (ii) and (iii)
follow in the same way by an easy application of Proposition 2.1(ii)—(iii) of Resnick
(1987). O
Proof of Theorem 3. First note that for any fixed integer k > 0 we have k < n for
all n large enough. Denote by Z,x) the (k + 1)-th largest order statistic and let us
show that

Zp—ky —hc < é% < Zu—k) + hc forall n large enough. (A.1)

For any x > Z(,—x) + hc, we have X_TZ(’) > ¢ foreachi < n — k. Then Fz(x) >
A/m) i, H (X_,—lz(”) = % Therefore Z,—x) + he > énfk. On the other
< n—k

hand, Fz(Z—iy —he) = (1/n) Y, x H (—Z(”*",;_Z“’ — c) nok=l - =

n n
A

Fy (éu ), which implies Z,_x) — hc < &.—«. Now we can turn to the desired

n

assertion of the theorem. If ¢, ! (él —by) i) G we have an_l (Zwy+hc—by) i) G
by Theorem 1(i). Then following Theorem 21.18 in van der Vaart (1998, p. 313),

we obtain an_l(Z(,,_k) + hc —by) i) H . Since
an_l(Z(,,_k) + hc —by) — 2hcan_1 < a;l(gu —by) < an_l(Z(,,_k) + he —by),

the desired conclusion follows immediately from the condition a;, i — 0. O
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Proof of Theorem 4 Let 0 = (Z—i+1) — Z(n_2k+1))/m. First, we know from
Dekkers and de Haan (1989, Theorem 3.1) that 6 ! (Z (,—x+1)—&) is asymptotically
normal with mean zero and variance 22" *1y2/(2” — 1)2, provided that o — 1,
n(l —a) — oo and k is the integer part of n(1 — ). We also know from Dekkers

and de Haan (1989, Corollary 3.1) that (Z (,—k+1)—Z n—2k+1))/ (n/2k)U’ (n/ 2k) KA
(2" — 1)/y and so, it follows from the condition /4 (2k)*?{nU’(n/2k)}~" — 0 that

o~'h 5 0. Thus we conclude by making use of (A.1) that 6! (€.—x+1 — &,) has the

same asymptotic distribution as o ! (Zn—k+1) — ). We also have by (A.1) for all
n sufficiently large,

~ ~

(Zn—k+1)=Zn—2k+1))—2hc <<§w - Sw)< (Zn—k+1)=Zn—2k+1))+2hc.

Since o~ 'h > 0, we get h/(Zp—k+1) — Zpn—2k+1)) % 0. Therefore (én—k+1 -

én—2k+1)/(Z(n_k+1) — Zp—2k+1)) 2 1, which completes the proof by using
Slutnsky’s Lemma. O
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Chapter 2
Production Efficiency versus Ownership:
The Case of China

Alice Shiu and Valentin Zelenyuk

Abstract In this study, we explore the pattern of efficiency among enterprises in
China’s 29 provinces across different ownership types in heavy and light industries
and across different regions (coastal, central and western). We do so by performing
a bootstrap-based analysis of group efficiencies (weighted and non-weighted),
estimating and comparing densities of efficiency distributions, and conducting
a bootstrapped truncated regression analysis. We find evidence of interesting
differences in efficiency levels among various ownership groups, especially for
foreign and local ownership, which have different patterns for light and heavy
industries.

2.1 Introduction

Extraordinary changes have taken place in China over the past three decades since
the adoption of the open door policy. These changes have been exemplified by those
seen in China’s industrial structure, especially in the radical moves toward non-state
ownership. The corporatization of the state sector, the government’s encouragement
of merger and acquisition activity among state-owned enterprises (SOEs), and the
dramatic development of the non-state sector with enormous foreign investments
have dominated both the Chinese economy and political debate for the past decade.
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The purpose of this chapter is to tackle the timeworn political debate about which
type of ownership is more efficient in the Chinese economy and whether it depends
on the industry (light or heavy) or the region (central, western or coastal). While the
literature includes many studies of productivity in China (see the citations below),
none have focused on the relative efficiency of various ownership types for both light
and heavy industry combined. This is the issue we attempt to address in our study.
Our particular focus is on foreign versus local ownership. While there is little doubt
that private ownership should outperform state ownership on average, the situation
is not so clear for foreign versus local ownership and whether it depends on the type
of industry.

To achieve our goal, we use the most recent census data constructed for Chinese
enterprises of different ownership types in 1995. Our methodological approach
exploits recent developments in the area of efficiency analysis and is implemented
in two stages. The first stage involves the estimation of efficiency scores for
individual observations (each province in each type of industry) using the data
envelopment analysis (DEA) estimator. In the next stage, we analyze the individual
efficiency scores obtained in the first stage using three different methods. The
first method is based on the analysis of densities of efficiency distributions for
different ownership groups using a kernel density estimator and testing for their
equalities using an adaptation of the Li (1996) test. The second method is based
on the aggregation method of Fire and Zelenyuk (2003) and investigates group
efficiency scores obtained as weighted averages, with the weights representing the
economic importance of each observation. Statistical inferences for these group
efficiency scores are made via bootstrapping techniques suggested by Simar and
Zelenyuk (2007). The third method assumes more of a dependency structure
and allows us to analyze the dependency of efficiency scores on hypothetical
explanatory variables. Here, we use the truncated regression proposed by Simar and
Wilson (2007) in which bootstrapping is used as a means of statistical inference
to investigate how the conditional mean of efficiency scores is influenced by
explanatory variables such as ownership and regional dummies, as well as by
size. These methods yield interesting evidence of performance variations among
ownership groups and regions. Remarkably, the pattern of performance for light
industry is found to differ from that for heavy industry.

In common with the results of other studies, our results provide robust evidence
confirming the expectation that non-state ownership is superior to state ownership
in terms of the performance levels achieved. In addition, we confirm our prediction
that foreign-owned firms in heavy industry perform distinctly better than their
counterparts with other ownership types. Somewhat surprisingly, foreign ownership
in light industry appears to be associated with lower efficiency, on average, than
the other non-state ownership types we consider. This unexpected result can
nevertheless be explained by the theory of technology diffusion/adoption, which
can be traced back at least as far as the studies of Gerschenkron (1962) and Nelson
and Phelps (1966).

Among our other findings, we present evidence of agglomeration effects that
are pronounced in light industry but are not particularly marked in heavy industry.
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Interestingly, we find no significant difference in average efficiency between light
and heavy industries. Overall, apart from confirming a number of previous findings,
our study sheds new light on the pattern of productivity in China that will be of
interest to researchers and practitioners.

The remainder of this chapter is organized as follows. Section2.2 briefly
discusses our methodology and Sect. 2.3 provides a brief discussion of the data.
Section 2.4 reports the empirical results in detail and Sect. 2.5 concludes the chapter.

2.2 Methodology

2.2.1 Estimation of Efficiency (Stage 1)

In the first stage of our analysis, we use the data envelopment analysis (DEA)
estimator to obtain efficiency scores for each observation. This approach usually
assumes that all decision-making units (DMUs) within a sample have access to
the same technology for transforming a vector of N inputs, x, into a vector of M
outputs, y.! We also assume that technology can be characterized by the technology
set, T, as?

T ={(x, y) e Rﬁ X R{‘f : X € Rﬁ can produce y € Rf} 2.1

Note that while our approach requires that all DMUs have access to the same
technology, it also allows for any DMU to be either on or away from the frontier
of such technology. The distance from each DMU in T to the frontier of T is called
the inefficiency of each DMU caused by endogenous or exogenous factors specific
to that DMU. These endogenous factors could include internal economic incentives
influenced by motivation systems, ownership structure, management quality, etc.
Exogenous factors might include different demographic or geographic environ-
ments, regulatory policies, and so on. Our goal is to estimate such inefficiency and
analyze its dependency on the hypothesized factors.

Technical efficiency for each DMU j € {1,..., n} is measured using the
Farrell (1957)/Debreu-type output-oriented technical efficiency measure

TE/ = TE(x/, y/) = maxy{6 : (x/, 0y/) e T}. (2.2)

'The DEA was originally designed for firm-level analysis, but it has frequently been applied to
more aggregated data; see, for example, Fire et al. (1994) and the more recent studies of Kumar and
Russell (2002), Henderson and Russell (2005), Henderson and Zelenyuk (2006), and Badunenko
et al. (2008).

2We assume that the standard regularity conditions of the neo-classical production theory hold (see
Fére and Primont (1995) for details).
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Obviously, the true 7" is unobserved, and so we replace it with its DEA-estimate, ?,
obtained through the following activity analysis model

T N M. Tk Lk _

T ={(x,y)e Ry xR : Zk=lz Y = Ymom=1,..., M,

Yo Az =1L N Fzo k=1 @3
where {7 : k =1, ..., n} are the intensity variables over which optimization

(2.2) is made. Note that such 7 is the smallest convex free disposal cone (in (x, y)-
space) that contains (or ‘envelopes’) the input-output data.® In our discussions, we
focus on the constant returns to scale (CRS) model only for several reasons. First, the
CRS model (2.2) has greater discrimination power, making it capable of identifying
more inefficiency than non-CRS models. Some of the inefficiency identified under
the CRS model will be due to the scale effect (i.e., where a DMU is too small or
too large), which will be tested at the second stage by including a proxy for scale.
Second, the CRS model compares all DMUs evenly to the same cone, whereas for
the non-CRS DEA estimator, a large proportion of DMUs are often in or near the flat
regions of the estimated technology and so obtain high or perfect efficiency scores
while being quite inefficient from an economic perspective. Third, the CRS model
is a natural choice when aggregate (country- or region-level) data are used.

We choose the Farrell efficiency measure over others for two reasons that make
it the most popular in practice. This measure has been shown to satisfy a set
of attractive mathematical properties that are desirable in an efficiency measure.*
Moreover, this estimator is fairly easy in terms of computation and allows for
straightforward interpretation.

Note that the true efficiency scores from the Farrell measure are bounded between
unity and infinity, where unity represents a perfect (technical or technological)
efficiency score of 100%. On the other hand, (1 JTE’ ) would represent the relative
%-level of the efficiency of the j™ DMU (j € {1, ..., n}). By replacing T with
T in (2.2), we obtain the DEA estimator of TE/ under the assumptions of CRS,
additivity, and free disposability. Applying this estimator will give estimates of

the true efficiency scores, {TE/ : j = 1, ..., n}, which we denote as {TE’
j =1, ..., n}. These estimated efficiency scores have the same range as the true
efficiency scores and, as in many other extreme-value type estimates, are subject to

3 Alternatively, if we add Y j_, ZF < 1 and }j_,z* = 1 to equation (2.3), then we can model
the non-increasing returns to scale (NIRS) or the variable returns to scale (VRS), respectively.
4These properties include various forms of continuity, (weak) monotonicity, commensurability,
homogeneity, and (weak) indication for all technologies satisfying certain regularity conditions
(see Russell (1990,1997) for details).
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small-sample bias, which nevertheless vanishes asymptotically as the estimates are
consistent with their true counterparts.

2.2.2 Analysis of Efficiency Distributions (Method 1 of Stage 2)

The aim of the second stage of the analysis is to study the dependency of the
efficiency scores obtained in the first stage on DMU-specific factors such as
ownership structure, regional location, size, etc.

The starting point of our second-stage analysis is to explore the efficien-
cies within and between groups that might theoretically represent different sub-
populations in the population as a whole. For example, state-owned firms have
different incentives to other firms which are likely to be reflected in the efficiency
distribution of state-owned firms relative to other firms. In particular, we first
analyze the distributions of efficiency within various groups. Here, we start with
estimation and visualization of the densities of corresponding distributions using
the kernel density estimator. For this, we use the Gaussian kernel, Silverman (1986)
reflection method (around unity), to take into account the bounded support of
efficiency measure, and Sheather and Jones (1991) method for bandwidth selection.
We then apply a version of the Li (1996) test (adapted to the DEA context by Simar
and Zelenyuk (2006)) to test the equality of efficiency distributions between various
groups of interest.

2.2.3 Analysis of Aggregate Efficiency Scores (Method 2
of Stage 2)

We proceed to analyze the various groups by testing the equality of group
(aggregate) efficiencies, which is estimated using the weighted and non-weighted
averages of the individual efficiency scores for each group. Because the weights
used for averaging might be critical here, they must be chosen on the basis of
some (more-or-less) objective criterion. We use the weights derived from economic
optimization by Fare and Zelenyuk (2003) which were extended to the sub-group
case by Simar and Zelenyuk (2007). In summary, our (weighted) group efficiency
score for group /(I = 1,..., L) is estimated as

TE =" TEWSM . I=1. L. 2.4)
i

3See Korostelev et al. (1995) and Park et al. (2010) for proof of consistency and rates of
convergence of the DEA estimator under CRS, and other statistical properties and required
assumptions. Also see Kneip et al. (1998, 2008) for related results on VRS.
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where the weights are
Lj — pohoi L P —
S py’/p E s Jj=1..n. (2.5)

in which p is the vector of output prices. For convenience, we would present the
reciprocals of the estimated group efficiency scores, i.e., (and the corresponding
confidence intervals) to give them meaning in percentage terms.

To make statistical inferences based on these group efficiency scores, we use
the bootstrap-based approach suggested by Simar and Zelenyuk (2007); readers
are referred to the same study for further details of this method. In summary, the
statistic used for testing the null hypothesis that the aggregate efficiencies for any
two groups, e.g., A and Z, are equal (i.e., Hy : TE" = T_EZ) is given by the relative
difference (RD) statistic:

— —A —=Z
RDs; =TE /TE (2.6)

The null hypothesis will be rejected (at certain level of confidence) in favor of H :
TE' > TE” if RD 4z > 1(or H, : TE' < TE” it RD 47 < 1) and the bootstrap-
estimated confidence interval of RD 4 z does not overlap with unity.

2.2.4 Regression Analysis of Determinants of Efficiency
(Method 3 of Stage 2)

The last method used in our investigation involves the application of regression
analysis to study the dependency between efficiency scores and some expected
explanatory variables. Here, we assume and test the following specification

TE' ~a+Z;§+e;, j=1,....n, (2.7)

where a is the constant term, ¢; is statistical noise, and Z; is a (row) vector
of observation-specific variables for DMU j that we expect to influence DMU
efficiency score, TE/, defined in (2.2), through the vector of parameters § (common
for all j) that we need to estimate.

For some time, a practice commonly adopted in the DEA literature was to
estimate model (2.7) using the Tobit-estimator. However, Simar and Wilson (2007)
illustrate that this approach would be incorrect here and instead propose an
approach based on a bootstrapped truncated regression, showing that it performs
satisfactorily in Monte Carlo experiments. We follow their approach (specifically,
their “Algorithm 2”) and instead of using the unobserved regressand in (2.7), TE/,
use its bias-corrected estimate, ﬁ?{m, which is obtained using the heterogeneous
parametric bootstrap they propose. Note that because both sides of (2.7) are bounded
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by unity, the distribution of ¢; is restricted by the conditione; > 1 —a — Z;§. To
simplify the estimation process, we follow Simar and Wilson (2007) by assuming
that this distribution is a truncated normal distribution with a mean of zero, unknown
variance, and a (left) truncation point determined by ¢; > 1 —a — Z; §. Formally,
our econometric model is given by

T\Eﬂc%a+zj5+8ja J=1....n, (2.8)
where
ejNN(O,of),suchthat gj>1—a—-2;6, j=1,...,n. (2.9)

We then use our data to estimate the model shown in (2.8)—(2.9) by maximizing the
corresponding likelihood function with respect to (a, 8, 62). To obtain the bootstrap
confidence intervals for the estimates of parameters (a, 8, 082), we use the parametric
bootstrap for regression that incorporates information on the parametric structure
(2.7) and the distributional assumption (2.9). For the sake of brevity, we refer readers
to Simar and Wilson (2007) for the details of the estimation algorithm.

2.3 Data

The data used in this chapter are drawn from the Third National Industrial Census
of the People’s Republic of China conducted by the State Statistical Bureau in 1995,
which is the latest census for which statistics have been put together and published.
The data provided in the census are the only industry-level data available that are
categorized by type of ownership. Specifically, the census provides cross-sectional
data for Chinese enterprises divided into four ownership types that are aggregated
at the province level (29 provinces) for light and heavy industries in 1995. The
four types of ownership are: (a) state-owned enterprises (SOEs); (b) foreign-funded
enterprises (FFEs); (c) township-owned enterprises (TOEs); and (d) collectively-
owned enterprises (COEs). Given these data, we have 8 ‘representative’ DMUs for
each of the 29 provinces in China: SOEs, FFEs, TOEs, and COEs in the light and
heavy industries, respectively.

A brief explanation of the industry sectors is warranted here. “Light industry”
refers to the group of industries that produce consumer goods and hand tools. It
consists of two categories distinguished from each other according to the materials
used. The first category include industries that use farm products as materials while
the other category includes industries that use non-farm products as materials.®

6Some examples of the first category of light industries are food and beverage manufacturing,
tobacco processing, and textiles and clothing, and some examples of the second category are the
manufacturing of chemicals, synthetic fibers, chemical products, and glass products.
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“Heavy industry” refers to industries that produce capital goods and provide
materials and technical bases required by various sectors of the national economy.’
The level of competition among light-industry firms is generally more severe than
that among heavy industry participants because there are usually more firms in the
former group. Also, because most light-industry firms are non-SOEs, they face hard-
budget constraints and are fully responsible for their profits and losses. On the other
hand, because most heavy-industry firms are SOEs which are larger and fewer in
number, the level of competition between such firms is usually lower than it is
among light-industry firms.

To construct the constant returns to scale (CRS) output-oriented activity analysis
model for the DEA estimator in the first stage, we use three inputs (i.e., total wage,
the net value of fixed assets, and the value of intermediate inputs) and one output
(the gross industrial output of each type of ownership in each province). Some
descriptive statistics and a brief discussion of the data are provided in the appendix.
Further details can be found in two studies conducted by Shiu (2000, 2001).

2.4 Main Results

2.4.1 Analysis of Densities and Means for Light Industry

After obtaining the DEA estimates of efficiency scores, we use the kernel density
estimator to approximate the distributions of the individual efficiency scores for the
four ownership groups in each of the light and heavy industry sectors. Statistical
tests for the equality of distributions suggested by Li (1996) (and adapted to the
DEA context by Simar and Zelenyuk (2006)) are used to test for differences
in distributions amongst the ownership groups. Figure2.1 shows the (estimated)
densities of the distributions of the estimated individual efficiency scores for each
ownership group in the light industry sector. The estimated densities seem to be
relatively divergent among groups. Interestingly, the only ownership group that has a
density with an estimated mode of unity is the township-owned enterprises (TOEs).
Intuitively, this means that for TOEs, the highest frequency at which the level of
efficiency is observed is where one would expect it to be for highly competitive
firms: at the 100% level of efficiency. Other groups have estimated modes that are
not at unity but are instead at some level of inefficiency, which we view as evidence
of some degree of ‘pathological’ inefficiency. The state-owned enterprises (SOE)
group has the most ‘inefficient” mode (around 2, i.e., about 50% efficient), making

"Heavy industry consists of three branches distinguished according to the purpose of production
or how the products are used. They include (1) the mining, quarrying and logging industry that
involves the extraction of natural resources; (2) the raw materials industry, which provides raw
materials, fuel and power to various sectors of the economy; and (3) the manufacturing industry,
which processes raw materials.
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Kernel Est. Densities of Indiv. Eff. Scores for Diff. Ownership Types (Light Industry)
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Fig. 2.1 Estimated Densities of Individual Efficiency Scores for Ownership Groups in Light
Industry. Notes: (i) Groups 1, 2, 3, and 4 refer to SOEs, FFEs, TOEs, and COE:s, respectively. (ii)
Vertical axis refers to (estimated) probability density function of the distribution of the efficiency
scores and horizontal axis refers to efficiency scores

Table 2.1 Simar-Zelenyuk-adapted for DEA Li-test for equality of efficiency distributions across
different types of ownership

Null hypothesis Light industry Heavy industry Both industries
Test statistic p-value Test statistic p-value Test statistic p-value

f(effsop) = f(effrrg) 10.61 0.00 5.83 0.00 16.6 0.00
f(effsop) = f(effrog) 12.24 0.00 0.47 0.47 18.2 0.00
f(effsog) = f(effcog) 12.39 0.00 0.21 0.76 13.52 0.00
f(effprg) = f(effrog) 2.32 0.01 1.24 0.07 1.01 0.08
f(effepg) = f(effcog) 1.19 0.06 4.52 0.00 —0.13 0.85
f(effrog) = f(effcog) 0.55 0.34 1.23 0.06 1.32 0.56

Notes: All calculations are done by authors in Matlab using, after adopting from programs used for
the work in Simar and Zelenyuk (2006)

it radically different from other groups and the least efficient group. Columns 2 and
3 of Table 2.1 present the results of tests for the equality of distributions between all
dyads of ownership groups in the light industry sector; we reject equality for most
of the comparisons at the 95% confidence level. The exceptions are the efficiency
distributions of foreign-funded enterprises (FFEs) and TOEs versus collectively-
owned enterprises (COEs). We also reject equality for FFEs versus COEs at the
10% level (est. p-value of 0.06).

Given the evidence of different efficiency distributions among ownership groups,
a further issue that arises is whether this divergence is due to differences in
group aggregate efficiency scores and whether these differences are statistically
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Table 2.2 The light industry: Group-wise heterogeneous sub-sampling bootstrap for aggregate
efficiencies (aggregation into 4 types of ownership)

Original Bootstrap estimate of Est. 95% Conf. Int.
Reciprocal Bias-corrected
of DEA Standard efficiency score Lower  Upper
Groups estimates deviation (reciprocal) bound bound
1 0.55 0.26 0.43 0.39 0.55
Weighted (output 2 0.71 0.13 0.62 0.57 0.74
shares) group 3 0.83 0.07 0.75 0.71 0.88
efficiencies 4 0.79 0.09 0.71 0.67 0.83
All 0.69 0.14 0.59 0.55 0.70
1 0.53 0.3 0.41 0.36 0.53
Non-weighted 2 0.66 0.18 0.55 0.51 0.71
group 3 0.75 0.12 0.65 0.61 0.80
efficiencies 4 0.72 0.13 0.62 0.58 0.77
All 0.65 0.18 0.54 0.50 0.66
RD statistics for 1 vs. 2° 1.30 0.11 1.48 1.23 1.62
compar?ng 1 vs. 3 1.50 0.18 1.80 1.38 2.00
groups 1 1 vs. 4 1.43 0.15 1.70 1.35 1.87
terms of 2 vs. 3 1.16 0.08 1.23 1.02 1.33
weighted 2 vs. 4° 1.10 0.06 1.16 1.01 1.24
average
efficiencies 3vs. 4 0.95 0.05 0.93 0.85 1.06
RD statistics for 1 vs. 22 1.26 0.11 1.40 1.13 1.54
compar?ng 1 vs. 3 1.43 0.16 1.67 1.30 1.84
groups 1 1 vs. 4 1.38 0.14 1.60 1.27 1.74
terms of 2 vs. 3¢ 1.14 0.08 1.21 0.98 1.31
non-weighted ) /4 1.10 0.07 1.15 0.96 1.25
average
efficiencies 3vs. 4 0.96 0.05 0.95 0.84 1.08

Notes: Groups 1, 2, 3, and 4 refer to SOEs, FFEs, TOEs, and COEs, respectively. Also, 2, b and ©

indicates the rejection of the null hypothesis of Hj : TE' =TE" at 1%, 5% and 10% significance
levels, respectively —

For convenience, we present reciprocals of estimated efficiency scores, i.e., 1/TE!, | =1, 2, 3, 4
(and the corresponding confidence intervals) so that they have percentage meaning. All calculations
are done by authors in Matlab using, after adopting from programs used for the work in Simar and
Zelenyuk (2007)

significant The upper part of Table2.2 lists the weighted efficiency scores for
each light industry ownership group in the 29 provinces in 1995. The aggregate
efficiency scores are calculated using Fire-Zelenyuk weights, with bias corrected
and confidence intervals estimated on the basis of the Simar and Zelenyuk (2007)
group-wise-heterogeneous bootstrap-based approach. The second column indicates
the ownership groups. The numbers in the 3 and 5 columns represent the reciprocals
of the original DEA efficiency scores and of the bias-corrected efficiency scores,
respectively. (Reciprocals are taken for convenience to show the percentage meaning
of the efficiency scores.) The last two columns show the lower and upper bounds of
the 95% confidence interval.
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The results in the upper part of Table2.2 indicate that SOE performance is
different from non-SOE performance. A relatively large estimated bias in the
aggregates of efficiency scores is found among all ownership groups, especially for
SOEs (0.55 and 0.43). This indicates that in the light industry sector, the technical
efficiency of SOEs varies widely across the provinces.

Furthermore, bootstrap-based tests of the equality of aggregate efficiencies are
employed to test for pair-wise comparisons of the aggregate efficiencies of the
various sub-groups (see the lower part of Table 2.2). The relative difference (RD)
statistics computed for the DEA and bias-corrected aggregate efficiency scores are
shown in the third and fifth columns, respectively. If the RD statistic for group A
versus group Z is greater than 1 and the confidence interval does not overlap with
1, then the null hypothesis that the aggregate efficiencies of the two groups are
equal is rejected in favor of the alternative hypothesis that the aggregate efficiency
of group A is worse than that of group Z.® The RD statistics suggest that SOEs
are operated in a significantly (at the 1% level) less efficient manner than all the
other groups. This finding supports the results obtained in our distributional analysis
and can be explained by the fact that SOEs are often ill-equipped to meet their
business objectives as they tend to use out-of-date capital equipment and usually
have no funding available to them for technological upgrades (for more discussion,
see Groves et al. 1994; Weitzman and Xu 1994; Zheng et al. 1998; Zhang and
Zhang 2001; Dong and Tang 1995; Lin et al. 1998; Huang et al. 1999; Wu 1996,
1998).

Regarding the performance of non-SOEs, it is interesting to find that in the
light industry sector, FFEs perform significantly less efficiently than COEs and
TOEs (at the 5% level for weighted averages and at the 10% level for non-
weighted averages). One possible explanation for this result is that the network of
bureaucratic restrictions adversely affecting the competitiveness of FFEs offset the
benefits gained from the government’s preferential policies for foreign investors.
Examples include high-profile administrative intervention in the operation of FFEs,
the levying of miscellaneous fees of an ambiguous nature, and the imposition of
stringent policies. (For more discussion, see ACC 1998; Melvin 1998; Weldon and
Vanhonacker 1999; Transparency International 2001). These issues could lead to
higher transaction costs being incurred in FFE operations and thereby cancel out
certain competitive advantages enjoyed by FFEs over local firms (see, for example,
Yeung and Mok 2002). Other reasons that may account for the lower level of
efficiency in FFE operations include the large initial investment required and the
steep learning curve for foreign investors (e.g., see Wei et al. 2002).

8E.g., the RD-statistic for comparing the weighted average efficiency scores for groups 1 and 2

was estimated as TE'/TE? = 1.30, meaning that group 1 is less efficient than group 2, and this
difference is significant, since 95% confidence interval is [1.23, 1.62], not overlapping with 1.
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Kernel Est. Densities of Indiv. Eff. Scores for Diff. Ownership Types (Heavy Industry)
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Fig. 2.2 Estimated Densities of Individual Efficiency Scores for Ownership Groups in Heavy
Industry. Notes: (i) Groups 1, 2, 3, and 4 refer to SOEs, FFEs, TOEs, and COE:s, respectively. (ii)
Vertical axis refers to (estimated) probability density function of the distribution of the efficiency
scores and horizontal axis refers to efficiency scores

2.4.2 Analysis of Densities and Means for Heavy Industry

Figure 2.2 shows the (estimated) densities of individual efficiency distributions of
the four ownership groups for the heavy industry sector. The densities appear to
be more tightly grouped in the heavy industry sector than those observed for the
light industry sector, other than in the case of FFEs, for which we see a clear
difference in the density of efficiency relative to that of the other groups. The
SOEs group again has less of its distributional mass close to unity, while the FFEs
group has more of its distribution close to unity than the other groups. Columns
4 and 5 of Table 2.1 formally support these observations via tests for the equality
of distributions between the four groups in the heavy industry sector. Note that
the overall situation in the heavy industry sector is somewhat different from what
we have seen for the light industry sector. The efficiency distributions cannot be
statistically distinguished from each other, the sole exception being the FFEs, for
which the distribution appears to be significantly different from those of all the
other groups. We also observe significance at the 10% level for TOEs versus COEs
(which are not significantly different from each other in the light industry sector).
The results reported in the upper part of Table 2.3 also show that in comparison
with the light industry ownership groups, all the ownership groups in the heavy
industry sector have relatively small aggregate inefficiency scores and an (absolutely
and relatively) lower level of estimated bias. These results suggest that performance
varies to a lesser degree among ownership types in the heavy industry sector.
This could be explained by the fact that heavy industry operations are more stable
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Table 2.3 The heavy industry: Group-wise heterogeneous sub-sampling bootstrap for aggregate
efficiencies (aggregation into 4 types of ownership)

Groups  Original Bootstrap estimate of Est. 95% Conf. Int.
Bias-corrected
DEA Standard  efficiency score Lower Upper
estimates  deviation  (reciprocal) bound bound
1 0.81 0.06 0.75 0.70 0.82
Weighted (output 2 0.88 0.04 0.83 0.79 0.87
shares) group 3 0.87 0.04 0.81 0.78 0.89
efficiencies 4 0.83 0.06 0.76 0.72 0.85
All 0.83 0.04 0.77 0.73 0.83
1 0.79 0.07 0.74 0.68 0.80
Non-weighted 2 0.86 0.04 0.81 0.78 0.86
group 3 0.83 0.05 0.75 0.71 0.82
efficiencies 4 0.79 0.07 0.71 0.67 0.81
All 0.82 0.04 0.75 0.72 0.81
1vs.2 1.09 0.06 1.09 0.98 1.21
RD statistics for 1vs.3 1.08 0.06 1.08 0.97 1.18
comparing groups 1vs. 4 1.03 0.05 1.00 0.90 1.09
in terms of 2vs. 3 0.99 0.04 0.98 0.90 1.07
weighted average 2vs. 4 0.95 0.05 0.91 0.83 1.02
efficiencies 3vs. 4 0.95 0.04 0.93 0.85 1.03
RD statistics for 1vs.2¢ 1.08 0.06 1.10 0.99 1.21
Compar%ng 1vs.3 1.04 0.05 1.01 0.91 1.10
groups in 1vs. 4 1.00 0.06 0.95 0.84 1.04
terms of 2vs.3° 096 0.04 0.91 0.83 1.01
non-weighted 2vs. 40 092 0.06 0.85 0.76 0.98
average
3vs. 4 0.97 0.04 0.94 0.86 1.03

efficiencies
Notes: Groups 1, 2, 3, and 4 refer to SOEs, FFEs, TOEs, and COEs, respectively. Also, ?, b and

¢ indicates the rejection of the null hypothesis of H, : TE' = TE” at 1%, 5% and 10%
significance levels, respectively

For convenience, we present reciprocals of estimated efficiency scores, i.e., 1/TE l'1=1,2,34
(and the corresponding confidence intervals) so that they have percentage meaning. All calculations
are done by authors in Matlab using, after adopting from programs used for the work in Simar and
Zelenyuk (2007)

than operations in the light industry sector, which is more dynamic and features
larger numbers of firms breaking through and firms lagging behind thereby causing
more variation in efficiency. In addition, because heavy industry is more capital-
intensive in nature and light industry is more labor-intensive, greater automation
in the production process leads to less human-driven inefficiency (such as human
mistakes and shirking on the job) in the heavy industry sector. Firms operating in
heavy industries therefore tend to operate in a relatively similar manner and are
more similar in terms of performance, both of which contribute to less variation in
efficiency estimates and, in turn, less estimated bias.
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Although it has long been held that SOEs are less efficient than their non-state
owned counterparts, our results from the analysis of densities and aggregate effi-
ciencies do not provide strong support for this view in the case of the heavy industry
sector. Specifically, a comparison of weighted aggregate efficiencies between the
heavy industry groups using RD statistics indicates no statistical difference between
them. This result could be attributed to the high level of automation in production
activities in the heavy industry sector, a factor which has been discussed in the
previous paragraph.

A similar test for the non-weighted efficiency scores confirms the insignificance
of the differences between these group efficiencies, other than for the FFEs, which
appear to be more efficient than SOEs and TOEs (at about the 10% significance
level) and COEs (at about the 1% significance level). This is consistent with our
analysis of the distributions for these groups, but contrasts with the results obtained
for the light industry sector, where we find that FFEs perform significantly less
efficiently than COEs and TOEs, while SOEs perform significantly worse than all
of the other groups. We explain this difference between the industry sectors in more
detail later in this chapter.

2.4.3 Truncated Regression Analysis

The regression analysis method we employ is not simply a generalization of the
above analysis because it imposes a particular structure on the dependency between
the efficiency of a DMU and the hypothesized explanatory variables. Moreover, the
dependent variable (i.e., the efficiency score), does not account for the economic
weight (e.g., size) of the observations. Nevertheless, this analysis complements
the methods used above in a number of very important respects. In particular,
it allows for inferences to be drawn about different factors that simultaneously
influence efficiency scores by focusing on the (marginal) effect of each variable. One
additional advantage of this approach is that it allows for the effects of continuous
variables to be investigated.

Our empirical specification shown on the right-hand side of regression equation
(2.8) includes the intercept, dummy variables and one continuous variable. The
first dummy variable is the industry indicator (1 for light industry and O for
heavy industry). The next three dummies — D2, D3, and D4 — represent the DMU
ownership type and take the value of 1 if the observation belongs to a group of FFEs,
TOEs, and COEs, respectively. Thus, for the sake of convenience in testing, the
group of SOE:s is taken as the base and so the coefficients on D2, D3, and D4 would
estimate the difference in effects between the corresponding group (e.g., FFEs for
D2) and the group of SOEs. For example, a negative coefficient on D2 would suggest
evidence that FFEs introduce improvements relative to SOEs, on average.
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The next two dummies — D5 and D6 — represent the regions and are assigned the
value of 1 if the observation belongs to the coastal and central regions, respectively.’
That is, the coefficients on each of these dummies will estimate the difference in
effects between their region (e.g., coastal) and the western region, which is taken as
the base. The continuous variable on the right-hand side of the regression model is
used to control for the size effects (measured as the logarithm of output) of DMUs.
The size effect variable is expected to capture at least part of the agglomeration
effect of the province: the larger the gross output of a particular type of firm in a
province in a given industry, the higher we expect the efficiency level to be for this
type of ownership. The agglomeration effect is expected to have a positive influence
on efficiency for at least two reasons. First, there is a spillover effect derived from
the activities of firms that are in the same general industry sector (light or heavy) but
are not direct competitors (e.g., shoemakers versus textile producers, etc.). Second,
there is also a competition effect between firms producing the same products that is
expected to encourage firms to strive for greater efficiency. We expect both effects
(the spillover and competition effects) to be ‘proxied’ by this size control variable,
but unfortunately we cannot decompose it into its two components in our data or
results because of the aggregate nature of our data.

The results of our bootstrapped (truncated) regression analysis with DEA are
presented in Table 2.4.' We run several specifications to test the robustness of
our conclusions. The results confirm our previous findings, but also shed some
additional light on the issue under study. We see consistently strong evidence for
the argument that at an aggregate level, non-SOEs of all types of ownership have
significantly higher efficiency levels than their SOE counterparts. This evidence is
robust in that it is confirmed by all the regression specifications we run. While this
result is also consistent with those of many studies and is therefore not surprising,
we also provide some interesting new results.

Turning to the pooled models (models 1-4) in which we consider both industries
under the same frontier, the greatest efficiency improvement over that of SOEs
comes from TOEs and is followed in turn by FFEs and COEs.

The size effect in all four models is found to be significant such that larger output
leads to a better (smaller, i.e., closer to unity) efficiency score, on average. This
finding supports the hypothesis of a positive spillover effect on efficiency. That is,

9We follow the categorization used by the State Planning Commission of China: (1) the Coastal
region, which includes Beijing, Tianjin, Heibei, Liaoning, Shandong, Shanghai, Zhejiang, Jiangsu,
Fujian, Guangdong, Hainan, and Guangxi; (2) the Central region, which includes Shanxi, Inner
Mongolia, Jilin, Heilongjiang, Anhui, Jiangxi, Henan, Hunan, and Hubei; and (3) the Western
region, which includes Sichuan, Yunnan, Guizhou, Shaanxi, Gansu, Qinghai, Ningxia, Tibet, and
Xinjiang.

10The significance tests are based on bootstrapped confidence intervals using Algorithm 2 of Simar
and Wilson (2007), with 1,000 replications for the bootstrap bias correction of the DEA estimates
and 2,000 replications for the bootstrapping of the regression coefficients.
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the more activities (total output) performed by a particular type of enterprise in a
certain province, the higher the efficiency level is expected to be for that type of
enterprise. Notably, the coefficient of the industry dummy is insignificant (and near
zero) in Model 1, so we drop it from Model 2 and, as expected, observe almost no
change in the estimates. Interestingly, the coefficients on the regional dummies are
insignificant in both Model 1 and Model 2, so we drop these dummies from Model 3
and again see almost no change in the coefficients. In Model 4, we drop both the
industry dummy and the regional dummies and the coefficients remain almost the
same as in the previous three models. These results suggest that, at least on this
aggregate level, neither type of industry nor location has a real effect on the level of
efficiency. This finding is contrary to the conventional expectation, at least for the
coastal region versus the western or even the central region.'!

More interesting results are revealed when we consider each industry separately.
Models 5, 6, and 9 consider light industry alone, while models 7, 8, and 10 consider
heavy industry in isolation. There is no qualitative change in most of the results. The
region dummies remain insignificant (and almost zero for heavy industry). However,
note that the size effect is much more pronounced now for light industry and is much
less pronounced in the heavy industry sector relative to what we observed in the
pooled models. This suggests that although the agglomeration effect is present in
the heavy industry sector, it is much less pronounced than it is in the light industry
environment.

Also note that in the heavy industry context, the largest improvement on state
ownership comes from FFEs, while the coefficient on the dummy representing
the efficiency difference between COEs and SOEs is barely significant. (Recall
that in the foregoing analysis, we could not confidently reject the differences
between the aggregate group efficiency scores for heavy industry.) On the other
hand, we find that in light industry, FFEs make the smallest improvement relative
to SOEs (smaller than the other types of ownership), so we use Model 9 to test
the efficiency difference between FFEs and other types of ownership in the light
industry sector. We see that while SOEs are significantly less efficient than FFEs
on average (as was also seen in models 5 and 6), the latter are significantly less
efficient than the other (non-state local) ownership groups. Although this result
might be somewhat unexpected, it is consistent with the results we obtain using other
methods and is robust in this sense. Zelenyuk and Zheka (2006) report a similar
result for foreign ownership on a disaggregated level in another transitional country
(Ukraine).

""However, Zelenyuk (2009) reports Monte Carlo evidence suggesting that the power of the test of
the significance of coefficients on dummy variables in the Simar-Wilson (2006) model is very low,
even when the true difference is quite substantial from an economic standpoint. It is therefore likely
that in some cases, we are simply unable to reject the null hypothesis of equality of efficiencies due
to a relatively small sample size, which is clearly not the same as accepting the null hypothesis.
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2.5 Concluding Remarks

Over the past three decades, the Chinese economy and its industrial structure have
experienced remarkable changes which have been rooted in the reform and open-
door policy initiated by Deng Xiaoping in 1978. Although these changes have
continued to gain pace over time, their impact has not been uniform across different
types of ownership, industries, and regions in China. Given the continued growth
of China’s economic power since the turn of the new millennium, it is imperative
to gain a better understanding of how China has achieved its economic success and
how its economy will evolve in the near future.

In this chapter, we investigate efficiency levels and their determinants for
different types of ownership, industries and regions in China. The question of the
performance of different types of ownership in general, and in China in particular,
is a very sensitive issue that often carries political connotations. It goes without
saying that great care is required in selecting reliable methods. We employ several
recently-developed efficiency analysis methods to examine efficiency variations
across different cohorts of Chinese industrial firms. In particular, we employ the
latest bootstrap-based estimation procedures involving DEA, aggregation, density
estimation and truncated regression. The results obtained in this chapter provide
robust statistical evidence that contributes to the ownership-performance debate.
While some results support the earlier work of Shiu (2000, 2001), others shed
significant new light on the ownership-performance nexus.

We confirm that in comparison with state ownership, all the other types of
ownership we consider result in an improvement in performance. This finding is
highly robust, is supported by most of the models and methods employed, and is
no great surprise. It confirms the results of many other studies that claim modern
China is no exception to the economic laws of the free market and related incentives
offered by the ‘invisible hand’ of Adam Smith.

A somewhat unexpected finding that is nevertheless robust is that foreign-owned
firms perform worse on aggregate than non-state local enterprises in the light
industry sector, but perform slightly better than firms of all other ownership types
in the heavy industry sector. To the best of our knowledge, this finding is new to the
productivity literature and therefore warrants a greater degree of attention than our
other findings.

We consider that the main explanation for this phenomenon stems from the fact
that heavy industry, on average, is more capital-intensive than light industry and
that purchasing and adopting new technology requires greater financing. As a result,
foreign investors in the heavy industry sector, most of which are huge multinational
corporations, are likely to have an advantage over local firms in introducing more
advanced capital equipment and expensive technologies, both of which lead to better
performance.

In light industries, even when foreigners have initial technological and capital
advantages, local private firms should be able to absorb, adopt and disseminate
such technology according to local specifications more easily and quickly than in
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heavy industries. On the other hand, because light industries tend to be more labor-
intensive than heavy ones, the performance of firms active in the former is more
likely to be dependent on local content (culture, traditions, habits, etc.). This is likely
to give an advantage to local firms and, given a similar level of technology adoption,
should enable them to become more efficient than their foreign counterparts — a
prediction we confirm in our study.

Our explanation of the foreign versus local ownership question in the heavy
versus light industry puzzle is not entirely new or ad hoc. One theoretical foundation
for this explanation is closely related to the technology diffusion argument that goes
back at least to the work of Gerschenkron (1962) and Nelson and Phelps (1966),
as well as the more recent studies of Grossman and Helpman (1991), Parente and
Prescott (1994), Banks (1994), and Helpman and Rangel (1999), in various areas of
economics.

2.5.1 Possible Extensions

It is worth noting that our results are based on cross-sectional data obtained from
the most recently available national census and leave to one side the empirical
estimation of changes in efficiency and productivity over time which would be
possible with a panel data set. This would be a natural extension of our study and
we hope that the work presented in this chapter provides a good foundation for such
future research when new census data become available.

Another natural extension to our work would be to use a non-parametric
truncated regression method, e.g., proposed by Park, Simar and Zelenyuk (2008),
which would be possible when more data become available. Yet another interesting
extension would be to test for the stochastic dominance of the distributions of
efficiency scores of various ownership groups and regions.'?

Overall, we hope that our study spurs theoretical development of related method-
ology issues that can improve our work, as well as encourage more of empirical
investigations of the current topic using other methods.
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Appendix

All inputs and outputs used in our activity analysis model for the DEA estimator
are measured in units of one hundred million Chinese yuan. Total wage refers
to the total remuneration paid to staff and workers during a certain period. This
includes wages, salaries and other payments to staff and workers regardless of their
source, category and form (in kind or in cash). The net value of fixed assets is
calculated as the original value of fixed assets minus depreciation, in which the
original value of fixed assets owned by the enterprise is calculated as the price
paid at the time the assets were purchased, installed, reconstructed, expanded or
subject to technical innovation and transformation. These include expenses incurred
in purchasing, packaging, transportation and installation, and so on. The value of
intermediate inputs is proxied as the difference between the gross value of industrial
output and value added. These are goods that have been processed in one production
process and then sold for final processing in another production process. The gross
industrial output is the total volume of industrial products sold or available for sale
in value terms. It includes the value of finished products and the value of industrial
services.

Tables 2.5 and 2.6 show the summary statistics for each ownership type in the
heavy and light industry sectors, respectively. See Shiu (2000, 2001) for more
information and a discussion of the data set.

Table 2.5 Summary statistics for ownership types (heavy industry)

Gross industrial output ~ Net value of fixed assets Total wage Intermediate inputs

(Hundred million yuan)  (Hundred million yuan)  (Hundred million yuan) (Hundred million yuan)
Ownership Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
SOEs 609.05 401.22 568.77 322.74 65.89 39.96 396.75 267.34
COEs 152.79 258.26 89.19 181.46 6.71 10.36 111.00 189.47
TOEs 197.71 295.94 58.73 75.45 12.69 15.65 147.86 227.69
FFEs 152.79 258.26 89.19 181.46 6.71 10.36 111.00 189.47

Table 2.6 Summary statistics for ownership types (light industry)

Panel A Panel B Panel C Panel D
Gross industrial output ~ Net value of fixed assets Total wage Intermediate inputs
(Hundred million yuan)  (Hundred million yuan)  (Hundred million yuan) (Hundred million yuan)
Ownership Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
SOEs 283.51 206.26 167.44 110.05 22.86 15.94 209.46 157.48
COEs 278.80 354.33 86.06 93.20 22.23 21.97 206.38 273.89
TOEs 204.01 336.27 52.84 88.17 11.36 19.00 158.39 263.53

FFEs 216.65 405.08 82.45 134.91 12.22 23.89 169.26 318.28
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Chapter 3
Nonparametric Frontier Estimation
from Noisy Data

Maik Schwarz, Sébastien Van Bellegem, and Jean-Pierre Florens

Abstract A new nonparametric estimator of production frontiers is defined and
studied when the data set of production units is contaminated by measurement error.
The measurement error is assumed to be an additive normal random variable on
the input variable, but its variance is unknown. The estimator is a modification
of the m-frontier, which necessitates the computation of a consistent estimator of
the conditional survival function of the input variable given the output variable. In
this paper, the identification and the consistency of a new estimator of the survival
function is proved in the presence of additive noise with unknown variance. The
performance of the estimator is also studied using simulated data.

3.1 Introduction

The modelling and estimation of production functions have been the topic of many
research papers on economic activity. A classical formulation of this problem is to
consider production units characterized by a vector of inputs x € Rﬁ_ producing a
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vector of outputs y € R’_f{_. The set of production possibilities is denoted by ® and

is a subset of R‘f” on which the inputs x can produce the outputs y. Following
Shephard (1970), several assumptions are usually imposed on ®: convexity, free
disposability and strong disposability. Free disposability means that if (x,y)
belongs to @ and if x’, y’ are such that x” = x and y" < y then (x, y") € ®. Strong
disposability requires that one can always produce a smaller amount of outputs using
the same inputs.

The boundary of the production set is of particular interest in the efficiency
analysis of production units. The efficient frontier in the input space is defined as
follows. For all y € R%, consider the set p(y) = {x € R% |(x, y) € ®}. The radial
efficiency boundary is then given by

p(y) ={xeRL : x ep(y).0x &p(y) VO<0 <1}

for all y. Similarly, an efficient frontier in the output space may be defined (e.g. Fére
et al. 1985).

In empirical studies, the attainable set ® is unknown and has to be estimated
from data. Suppose a random sample of production units X, = {(X;,Y;) € RT_'] :
i = 1,...,n} is observed. We assume that each unit (X;, Y;) is an independent
replication of (X, Y'). The joint probability distribution of (X, Y') on Riﬂ describes
the production process. The support of this probability measure is the attainable set
®, and estimating the efficiency boundary is related to the estimation of the support
of (X,Y).

Out of the large literature on the estimation of the attainable set, nonparametric
models appeared to be appealing since they do not require restrictive assumptions
on the data generating process of &},. Deprins et al. (1984) have introduced the Free
Disposal Hull (FDH) estimator which is defined as

D = (e, ) eRTT Ly <Y x= X i=1,....n)

and which became a popular estimation method (e.g. De Borger et al. 1994; Leleu
2006). The convex hull of <i>fdh, called the Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA),
is the smallest free disposal convex set covering the data (e.g. Seiford & Thrall
1990). Among the significant results on this subject, we would like to mention the
asymptotic results proved in Kneip et al. (1998) for the DEA and Park et al. (2000)
for the FDH.

The consistency of the FDH estimator and other data envelopment techniques is
only achieved when the production units are observed without noise, and hence
when P((X;,Y;) € ®) = 1. However, FDH in particular is very sensitive to the
contamination of the data by measurement errors or by outliers (e.g. Cazals et al.
2002; Daouia et al. 2009). Measurement errors are frequently encountered in
economic data bases, and therefore there is a need for developing more robust
estimation procedures of the production frontier.
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In Cazals et al. (2002), a new nonparametric estimator has been proposed to
overcome the nonparametric frontier estimation from contaminated samples. When
p = 1 and under the free disposability assumption, the authors show that the frontier
function ¢(y) can be written as

@(y) = inf{x € R4 such that Sy|y>,(x) < 1}, 3.1

where Sy|y>,(x) = P(X = x|Y > y) denotes the conditional survival function. If
X!, ..., X™ are independent replications of (X|Y = y) for some positive integer
m, then a key observation in Cazals et al. (2002) is that the expected minimum input
functions

on(y) :==E(min{X',....X"}|Y = y) m=12.3,... (3.2)

are such that

om(y) = /0 (Sxirey ()" du (33)

and ¢,, (y) converges point-wise to the frontier ¢(y) as m tends to infinity (assuming
the existence of ¢,,(y) for all m). The functions ¢,,(y) are estimated in Cazals et al.
(2002) from nonparametric estimators of the conditional survival function S|y ,.
The empirical survival function is defined by S xy(x,y) = n7' Y 1(X; = x,
Y; = y) and the empirical version of S|y, is thus given by

Sxy(x, )

= (3.4)
Sy(y)

Sx|y=y =

where Sy (y) =n"'Y", 1(Y; = y). Cazals et al. (2002) have studied the asymptotic
properties of the frontier estimator

b= [ {Suiry 0] au (5
0

which is called the m-frontier estimator. They argue that this estimator is less
sensitive to extreme values or noise in the sample of production units than FDH
or DEA-type estimators.

In this chapter, we slightly amend this claim and show that when the noise level
on the data does not vanish as the sample size n grows, then the m-estimator is no
longer asymptotically consistent. When the noise level is too high, we show that
consistency may be recovered when a robust estimate of the conditional survival
function is plugged in the integral in (3.5). By “robust estimate”, we refer here to an
estimator of S|y, thatis consistent even in the presence of a non-vanishing noise
in the sample.

In this chapter, a new robust estimator of the survival function is studied when
the inputs X are contaminated by an additive error. We show the consistency of
the estimator under the assumption that we only have partial information on the
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distribution of the error. More precisely, we assume that the additive noise is a zero-
mean Gaussian random variable with an unknown variance.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sect. 3.2, we give an overview of existing
methods to nonparametrically estimate a density from noisy observations when the
distribution of the noise is partially unknown. In Sect. 3.3, we define a new estimator
of the survival function in the univariate case, when the data are contaminated
by an additive Gaussian random noise with an unknown variance. We prove
the asymptotic consistency of our estimator. Finite sample properties are also
considered through Monte Carlo simulations. In Sect. 3.4, we define and illustrate
on data a new robust m-frontier estimator that is defined similarly to the estimator in
(3.5), except that our robust estimator of the conditional survival function is plugged
in the integral. The consistency of the robust m-frontier estimator is also established
theoretically in this section. The last section summarizes the results of this chapter
and suggests future directions of research.

3.2 Density Estimation from Noisy Observations

Estimating the distribution of a real random variable X from a noisy sample is
a standard problem in nonparametric statistics. The usual setting is to assume
independent and identically distributed (iid) observations from a random variable
Z such that Z = X + ¢, where ¢ represents an additive error independent of X.
Many research papers focus on the accurate estimation of the cumulative distribution
function (cdf) of X under the assumption that the cdf of ¢ is known. The additive
measurement error implies that the density of Z, if it exists, is the convolution
between the density of ¢ and the one of X:

F2@ = f % X @) = / FO£ -0

Based on this result, most estimators of f* studied in the literature use the Fourier
transform of the densities since the Fourier coefficients of the convolution are the
product of the coefficients:

vZ ) =y )Y X ), el

where ¥V (£) := E{exp(i £U)} denotes the {-th Fourier coefficient of a density fY.
A usual estimator of Z (£) is (a functional of) the empirical characteristic function
of the sample (Zy, ..., Z,), i.e.

20y = LS  exn(ioz,
O > explitZi). Lel.

i=1

From this estimator and under the condition that f; is known and nonzero, the
standard estimators are based on the inverse Fourier transform of % (£) /v*(£) (e.g.
Carroll & Hall 1988; Fan 1991). Alternative estimators have also been studied in the
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literature, for instance in the wavelet domain (Pensky & Vidakovic, 1999; Johnstone
et al., 2004; Bigot & Van Bellegem, 2009).

The exact knowledge of the cdf of the error is however not realistic in many
empirical studies. If we want to relax the condition that the cdf of the error is known,
one major obstacle is that the cdf of X is no longer identifiable. To circumvent this
problem, at least three research directions can be found in the literature.

A first approach assumes that an independent sample from the measurement error
¢ is available in addition to the sample of Z. From the independent observation
of &, the density £ is identified and so is the target density fX. In a first step,
a nonparametric estimator of f* can be constructed from the sample of &’s .
This estimator is then used in the construction of the estimator of f X (Neumann,
2007; Johannes & Schwarz, 2009; Johannes et al., 2010). If this approach may be
realistic for a set of practical situations (e.g. in some problems in biostatistics and
astrophysics), it is hardly applicable in production frontier estimation.

A second approach is to assume various sampling processes. Li & Vuong (1998)
suppose that repeated measurements for one single value of X are available, such as
Z; =X +¢jforj =1,...,m. Assuming further that X, 1, and &, are mutually
independent, E(e;) = 0, and that the characteristic functions of X and & are non-
zero everywhere, they show how the latter characteristic functions can be expressed
as functions of the joint characteristic function of (Z;, Z,). From this representation
it follows that the cumulative distribution function (cdf) of both X and e can be
identified from the observation of the pair (Z, Z5). The joint characteristic function
of (Z;, Z,) can be estimated from a sample of (Z;, Z;) and is then used to derive
an estimator of f*. The characteristic functions of X and &, denoted by ¥* and
¥, can then be computed using the above-mentioned representation. Delaigle et al.
(2008) have also considered this setting and present modified kernel estimators
which, if the number of repeated measurements is large enough, can perform as
well as they would under known error distribution.

A related situation is when there are repeated measurements of X in a multilevel
model. In Neumann (2007) it is assumed that Z;; = X; +¢;; for j = 1,..., N and
i = 1,...,n are observed (see also Meister et al. 2010). In this samphng process,
the identlﬁcatlon of the cdf of X is ensured by a condition on the zero-sets of the
characteristic functions of X and . Let Z = (Z;1,..., Z;n), ¥ its characteristic
function, and 1/73 the empirical characteristic function of Z. A consistent estimator
of the density of X is obtained by minimizing the discrepancy

/R [ (0 + o DY) U () — U E () | t)dE

over certain classes of possible characteristic functions ¥* and ¥ of X and s,
respectively.

Repeated measurements of multilevel sampling appear in some economic situa-
tions, for instance when production units are observed over time (a case considered
e.g. in Park et al. 2003; Daskovska et al. 2010).
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A third approach to recover the identification of X in spite of the noise ¢ is
to assume that the cdf of ¢ is only partially unknown. A realistic case for practical
purposes is to assume that € is normally distributed, but the variance of € is unknown.
Of course the cdf of X is not identified in this setting, and it is necessary to restrict
the class of cdfs of X in order to recover identification.

Several recent research papers have proposed identification restrictions on the
class of X given a partial knowledge about the cdf of the noise. Butucea & Matias
(2005) assume that the error density, is “s-exponential” meaning that its Fourier
transform, V¢, satisfies

bexp(—|ul’) < [¥*(u)| < B exp(—|ul’)

for some constants b, B, s and |u| large enough. In their approach the error density
is supposed to be known up to its scale o (called “noise level”). As for the density
fX, both polynomial and exponential decay of its Fourier transform are shown
to lead to a fully identified model. To define an estimator, let /¢ be the Fourier
transform of (of¢). The key to the estimation of ¢ is the observation that the
function |F(t,u)| = |¥Z(u)|/ |1// (u)| diverges as u — oo when 7 > ¢ and that
it converges to 0 otherwise. Let F(z, u,) = |1/fZ (un)|/|¥¢ (uy)|- Then Butucea &
Matias (2005) show that

6, = inf{t > 0: |F(T,un)| = 1}

yields a consistent estimator of o for some well balanced sequence u,. This
estimator is then used to deconvolve the empirical density of Z and to get an
estimator of the density of X. Some extensions are proposed in Butucea et al.
(2008), where the error density is assumed to have a stable symmetric distribution
with ¥¢(u) = exp(—|yu|*) in which y represents some known scale parameter and
s is an unknown index, called the self-similarity index.

A similar setting is considered in Meister (2006). In this chapter, the error
is supposed to be normally distributed with an unknown variance parameter.
Identification is recovered by assuming that X lies in {¢/ : c|u|™ < |¥(u)| <
c2|u| =P for all u > 0} for some strictly positive constants ¢y, c;.

In Meister (2007), it is assumed that ¥° is known on some arbitrarily small
interval [—v, v] and that it belongs to some class

G,» = {f isadensity such that || f|le < C, W/ (1) = pu V|t| = v

The target density /¥ is assumed to belong to
s
Fscp = {f is a density such that / f(u)du = 1 and
-5

/ v/ (0)]2(1 + t)Pdr < C},
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that is to the class of densities with compact support that are uniformly bounded
in the Sobolev norm. The direct empirical access to ¥* via Fourier deconvolution
is restricted to the interval [—v, v]. However, it is shown using a Taylor expansion
that X is uniquely determined by its restriction to [—v, v], and therefore identified
everywhere.

Because the deconvolution of the density of Z is solved via the Fourier transform,
most of the assumptions on X or ¢ recalled above are expressed in terms of their
characteristic functions. They appear to be ad hoc assumptions, as they do not
have any obvious economic interpretation. In Schwarz & Van Bellegem (2010), an
identification theorem is proved on the target density under assumptions that are not
expressed in the Fourier domain. It is instead assumed that the measurement error &
is normally distributed with an unknown variance parameter, and that ¥ lies in the
class of densities that vanish on a set of positive Lebesgue measure. This restriction
on the class of target densities is reasonable for our purpose of frontier estimation,
in which it is structurally assumed that the density of X (or the conditional density
of (X|Y = y)) is zero beyond the frontier. Since this is a natural assumption in the
setting of frontier estimation, we use this framework in the next section in order to
estimate a survival function from noisy data.

3.3 A New Estimator of the Survival Function from Noisy
Observations

3.3.1 Identification of the Survival Function

Suppose we observe a sample {Z, ..., Z,} of n independent replications of Z from
the model
Z=X+¢, (3.6)

where ¢ is a N(0, 02) random variable, independent from X, and with an unknown
variance 0. As explained in the previous section, the probability density of Z is the
convolution ¢, x fX, where f¥ is the probability density of X and ¢, denotes the
Normal density with standard error 0. The following theorem, quoted from Schwarz
& Van Bellegem (2010), defines a set of identified probability distributions f ¥ for
model (3.6). The survival function S* of X will hence be identified on that set from
the observation of Z.

Theorem 3.3.1. Define the following set of probability distributions:
Py := {P distribution : 3 Borel set A such that |A| > 0 and P(A) = 0},

where |A| denotes the Lebesgue measure of A. The model defined by (3.6) is
identifiable for the parameter space Py x (0,00). In other words, for any two
probability measures P!, P2 € Pyand oy, 0, > 0, we have that @0, *Pl = o, * P2
implies P! = P2and o, = 0».
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3.3.2 A Consistent Estimator

From model (3.6), we also observe after a straightforward calculation that the
survival function of Z, denoted by S Z also follows a convolution formula:

S%(2) = ¢o *x S*(2)

where S¥ is the survival function of the variable X and ¢, denotes the density
function of a N(0, 0%) random variable.

Our estimator of S¥ is approximated in a sieve as follows. For any integers
k,D > 0, define A®P) := {(§ e R* : 0 <8 < ... <68 < D} and for
§ € A®D) define

1 k
Ss(t) = EZMJ» > 1) . (3.7)
j=1

For any § € A%P) denote by Ps the probability distribution corresponding to
the survival function Ss. The choice of the approximating function is performed
minimizing the contrast function

Y(S.6:T) = /_ (b * S)(1) — T(0)|h(r)dr,

where / is some strictly positive probability density ensuring the existence of the
integral.

We are now in position to define our estimator of the survival function. Let
(kn)nen and (D), en be two positive, divergent sequence of integers. The estimator
(S;, \,0y) is defined by

s(n)’
(S(n),(?n) := arg min y(S;s,0; §nz) , (3.8)
seAkn.Dn)
0€[0,D,]

where SAnZ =n"! Y %=1 I(Zy > 1) is the empirical survival function of Z. Note
that the argmin is attained because it is taken over a compact set of parameters.
Though, it is not necessary unique. If it is not, an arbitrary value among the possible
solutions may be chosen.

Theorem 3.3.2. The estimator (Sé(n)’ G,) is consistent in the sense that

c R
ng = P¥ and 6,—>0

n

L L.
almost surely as n — 00, where —> denotes weak convergence of probability
measures.
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Table 3.1 The inputs simulated in this experiment are uniformly distributed over [1, 2]. For each
sample size and noise level, we compute the mean of ¢ — 6, from B = 2,000 replications (the
standard deviation is given between parentheses)

True o
n 1 2 5
100 1.30 —1.08
(1.05) (0.51)
200 0.91 0.07 —0.38
(3.84) (0.45) (0.45)
500 0.37 0.06 0.14
(0.30) (0.44) (0.49)

The proof of this result is based on some technical lemmas and can be found in
the appendix below.

To illustrate the estimator, we now present the result of a Monte Carlo experi-
ment. The estimator of the standard deviation o of the noise is of particular interest.
In the following experiment, we consider two designs for the input X. One is
uniformly distributed over [1,2], and the other is a mixture U[1,2] + Exp(1). In
both cases the density of X is zero below 1, and in the second case the support of X
is not bounded to the right. For various true values of o, we calculate the estimators
(3 (n), 6,,) for sample sizes n = 100, 200 and 500. No particular optimization over
the value of k (appearing in (3.7)) is provided, except that we increase k as the
sample size increases. For the considered sample sizes, we set k = 101'/2. The
minimization of the contrast function is calculated using the algorithm optim in
the R software. For this algorithm, we have chosen the initial values of § j to be
equispaced values over the interval [0, 3] and the initial value of ¢ is the empirical
standard deviation of the sample Z;, ..., Z,.

Tables 3.1 and 3.2 show the result of the Monte Carlo simulation using B =
2,000 replications of each design. The mean and standard deviation of o — 6, over
the B replications are displayed. Some results are not reported for very small sizes,
because a stability problem has been observed, especially in the mixture case. In
these cases, the optim algorithm did not often converge (a similar phenomenon
has been observed using the nlm algorithm). It also has to be mentioned that the
stability is very sensitive to the choice of k and to the choice of initial values for
8 and o. For larger sample sizes, or larger values of the noise, the results overall
improve with the sample size.

3.4 Robust m-Frontier Estimation in the Presence of Noise

3.4.1 Inconsistency of the m-Frontier Estimator

Let us now consider our initial problem of consistently estimating the production
frontier ¢(y) from a sample of production units (X;,Y;), where X; is the input
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Table 3.2 The inputs simulated in this experiment are a mixture U[1,2] 4+ Exp(1). For each
sample size and noise level, we compute the mean of ¢ — &, from B = 2, 000 replications (the
standard deviation is given between parentheses)

True o

n 1 2 5
100 2.84 —0.92
(7.80) (7.15)
200 —0.49 —0.49
(6.32) (5.92)
500 1.78 0.029 0.014
(5.90) (4.88) (6.69)

and Y; is the output. To simplify the discussion, we assume that the dimension of
the input and the outputare p = g = 1.

In the introduction we have recalled the definition of the m-frontier estimator in
equation (3.5). Compared to the FDH or DEA estimator, this nonparametric frontier
estimator provides a more robust estimator of the frontier in the presence of noise.
In (Cazals et al., 2002, Theorem 3.1) it is also proved that for any interior point y in
the support of the distribution Y and for any m > 1, it holds that

Oman(¥) = @m(y) almost surely as n — 0o 3.9

where ¢,,(y) is the expected minimum input function of order m given in equation
(3.2).

When the input of the production units is contaminated by an additive error, the
actually observed inputs are

Zi=Xi +e, &~ N0

instead of X;, for some positive, unknown variance parameter o2, If o2 does not
vanish asymptotically, the limit appearing in (3.9) is no longer given by the expected
minimum input function (3.2). Instead we get

Omn(¥) > E(min{Z,,..., Z,}|Y = y) almostsurely asn — oo .

The expectation appearing on the right hand side is not (3.2) because the support
of the variable Z is the whole real line. Therefore, the m-frontier estimator does
not converge to the desired target function, due to the non-vanishing error variance.
Note that this is in contrast with the approach of Hall & Simar (2002) or Simar
(2007). In the two latter references, the noise level is assumed to be asymptotically
negligible.

The inconsistency of the m-frontier estimator is illustrated in Figs. 3.1 and 3.2.
The true production frontier in this simulation is given by ¢(y) = ,/y and is
represented by the dotted line. We have simulated 200 production inputs from model
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Fig. 3.1 The gray circles are the simulated production units and the dotted line is the true
production frontier. The solid line is the Free Disposal Hull (FDH) estimator of the frontier

X = Yi2 + E;, where E; ~ Exp(1). The production inputs are then contaminated
by an additive noise, so that the observed inputs are Z; = X; + ¢&; instead of
X;, where ¢; are independently generated from a zero mean normal variable with
standard error 0 = 2.

The FDH estimator computed in Fig.3.1 is known to be inconsistent in this
situation, because it is constructed under the assumption that all production units
are in the production set ® with probability one. Figure 3.2 shows the m-frontier of
Cazals et al. (2002) for m = 1 and 50 respectively (cf. 3.5). As discussed in Cazals
et al. (2002), an appropriate choice of m is delicate and, as far as we know, there is
no automatic procedure to select it from the data. If m is too low, the m-frontier is
not a good estimator of the production function. In the theory of Cazals et al. (2002),
m is an increasing parameter with respect to the sample size. For large values of y,
the estimator is above the true frontier.

For larger values of m, as shown in Fig. 3.2, the estimator is close to the FDH
estimator. Because the value of m increases with » in theory, the two estimators will
be asymptotically close. This illustrates the inconsistency of the m-frontier in the
case where the noise on the data is not vanishing with increasing sample size.

3.4.2 Robust m-Frontier Estimation

In order to recover the consistency of the m-frontier, we need to plug-in a consistent
estimator of the conditional survival function in (3.3). The construction of the
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Fig. 3.2 Using the same data as in Fig. 3.1, the two solid lines are the m-frontier estimator with
m = 1 and m = 50 respectively

estimator is easy from the above results if we assume that the additive noise to
the inputs is independent from the input X and the output Y. Let y be a point in
the output domain where the support of Y is strictly positive. Restricting the data
set to (Z;|Y; = y), we can construct the empirical conditional survival function
S z|y =y using the usual nonparametric estimator (3.4). Note that this estimator does
not require any regularization parameter such as a bandwidth. In analogy to (3.8),
we also define

(3(n),8,) == arg min y(Ss,0; Szjy>,) - (3.10)

SEA(k"‘D")
0€[0,D,]

The final robust m-frontier estimator is then given by

@;ﬁﬁ,’(y)=/0 {Sg(,,)(u)} du . 3.11)

Note that this integral is easy to compute since SS(n) is a step function. The
following result establishes the consistency of this new estimator under a condition

on the parameter m.

Proposition 3.4.1. Suppose we observe production units {(Z;,Y;);i = 1,...,n}
in which the univariate inputs are such that Z; = X; + &;, where &; models a
measurement error that is independent from X; and Y;, normally distributed with
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zero mean and unknown variance o*. Consider the robust m-frontier estimator
given by equations (3.10) and (3.11) and let m,, be a strictly divergent sequence
of positive integers such that

(S50 (@ONI™ — 1 (3.12)

almost surely as n — oo. Then qﬁ,’n‘;bn (y) = @(y) almost surely as n — oc.

This result illustrates well the role of the parameter m = m,,, which has to tend
to infinity at an appropriate rate as n — oo in order to achieve consistency of the
robust frontier estimator. Indeed, if m,, is bounded by some M > 0, Fatou’s Lemma
implies that almost surely

[e.]

o0
lim g7 (y) > / (Sxirey (0} du = o(r) + / (Sxir=, 0} du.
n—00 0 o)

Except for the trivial case where the true conditional survival function is the
indicator function of the interval (—oo, ¢(y)), the last integral on the right hand side
is strictly positive. This shows that the robust estimator asymptotically overestimates
the true frontier ¢(y) if m, does not diverge to infinity.

On the other hand, if m,, increases too fast in the sense that the condition in (3.12)
does not hold, then qﬁ,’n‘ffn (y) may asymptotically underestimate the true frontier
@(y) as one can see decomposing the integral from (3.11) into

/0 - {Sg(n)(u)}m” du = /0 - {Sg(n)(u)}mn du + /¢

The second integral on the right hand side tends to 0 almost surely for n — oo
as we explain in the proof of Proposition 3.4.1. As for the first one, the integrand
converges to a non-negative monotone function S with S(¢(y)) < 1, and hence the
integral may tend to a limit that is smaller than the true frontier ¢(y). However, this
need not be the case, and thus the condition in (3.12) is sufficient but not necessary.

Summarizing the above discussion, the sufficient condition in (3.12) implicitly
defines an appropriate rate at which m, may diverge to infinity such that the new
robust frontier estimator is consistent. This rate depends on characteristics of the
true conditional survival function, and we do not know at present how to choose it
in an adaptive way. Nevertheless, the simulations show that even for finite samples,
large choices of m do not deteriorate the performance of the robust estimator.

The estimator is computed for each possible value of y. In practice, it is not
necessary to estimate the standard deviation of the noise for each y. We can first
estimate the noise level using the marginal data set of inputs only, and use the
techniques developed in Sect. 3.4. We then use this estimated value in (3.10) even
as an initial parameter of the optim algorithm, or as a fixed, known parameter of
the noise standard deviation.

o

o {Sg(n)(u)}m” du.
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Fig. 3.3 Using the same data as in Fig. 3.1, the two solid lines are the robust m-frontier estimator
with m = 1 and m = 50 respectively

Figure 3.3 shows the estimator on the simulated data of Fig.3.1. As for the
standard m-frontier, the robust m-frontier with m = 1 is not a satisfactory estimator.
The interesting fact about the robust m-frontier is that it does not deteriorate the
frontier estimation for large values of m. For the sake of comparison with Figs. 3.2
and 3.3 also displays the robust m-frontier estimator with m = 50. This estimator
does not cross the true production frontier and does not converge to the FDH
estimator.

3.5 Conclusion and Further Research

One original idea in this paper is to consider stochastic frontier estimation when the
data generating process has an additive noise on the inputs. The noise is not assumed
to vanish asymptotically. In this situation, the m-frontier estimator introduced by
Cazals et al. (2002) is still a valuable tool in robust frontier estimation, but it requires
to plug-in a consistent estimator of the conditional survival function in order to be
consistent itself.

Constructing this consistent estimator is a deconvolution problem. We have
solved this problem in this chapter. An important feature of our results is that the
noise level is not known, and therefore needs to be estimated from a cross section
of production units.

Measurement errors are frequently encountered in empirical economic data, and
the new robust estimator is designed to be consistent in this setting. The rate of
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convergence of the estimator is however unknown. This study might be of interest
for future research in efficiency analysis.

As it was suggested by a referee, one might also be interested in the case where
the measurement error is in the output rather than in the input variable. We would
like to end this paper by explaining how the above methods can be transferred to
this problem and where the limitations are. In this setting, in contrast to Sect. 3.4,
the inputs X; are directly observed, but only a contaminated version

Wi =Yi+ni, m~N(©,0? (3.13)

of the true output variables Y; is observed, with n; independent from X; and Y;.
Let us briefly discuss the case where both the input and the output spaces are one-
dimensional, i.e. p = ¢ = 1. As the frontier function ¢ : Ry — R givenin (3.1)
is strictly increasing, its inverse function ¢! : R4 — Ry exists. The efficiency
boundary can be described by either of the functions ¢ and ¢~!. Estimating ¢! is

thus equivalent to estimating ¢ itself. The inverse frontier function can be written as

o' (x) =inf{y e Ry 1 Fyjx<:(y) =1}

where Fy|x<. denotes the conditional distribution function of ¥ given X < x.
To apply the robust m-frontier methodology we therefore need to estimate the
conditional distribution function Fy|y<, . From the model (3.13), one can easily
show that the estimation of Fy|x<, is again a deconvolution problem, and recalling
that Fy|y<c = 1 — Sy|x<x, we can define

(S(n),(?n) := arg min y(S;s,0; §W|sz) and F,:=1—38

se Alkn.Dn)
0€[0,D,]

S(n)

in analogy to Sect. 3.4.2. F, is the deconvolving estimator of the conditional distri-

bution function Fy|y<,. We proceed by defining the robust m-frontier estimator of
-1

@ as

@ﬁuy=A—A%Ewﬁ%m

where A > 0 is some constant fixed in advance. Let m, be a strictly divergent
sequence such that {ﬁn (p(x))}™ — 1 almost surely as n — oo. In analogy to
Proposition 3.4.1, it can be shown that for such a sequence, @;}}’n (x) is consistent
if A > ¢7'(x). Otherwise, ¢, (x) tends to A almost surely. This suggests
the following adaptive choice of A. First, one computes the estimator with some
arbitrary initial value of A. If the result is close to A, recompute it repeatedly for
increasing values of A until a value smaller than A is obtained.

This estimator is thus robust with respect to noise in the output variable, but

note that it is not obvious how to generalize this procedure to a multi-dimensional
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setting. Moreover, it is not clear how one could cope with a situation with error in
both variables. These questions could be subject to further investigation.

Appendix: Proofs

Proof of Theorem 3.3.2

In order to show the consistency of the robust frontier estimator, we first need to
prove two lemmas.

Lemma 3.5.1. The estimator (Sj,, . 0,) satisfies

(n)’
Y (S30s O $7) >0 asn— oo.
Proof. By the triangle inequality, we have, for any (S’,0”) € C x RT,

AL 8Zy . ~. QZ
y(SS(n),(fn, S7) Seil(llclrlr}D,,) v(Ss.6:8);)
6€l0,D,]

< min y(S5.0: 8% * @) + y(S¥. g1 S7).
seAkn.Dn)
0€[0,D,]

(A1)

Letn > 0and T > 0 be such that fToo SX(x)dx < n/2. For n sufficiently large,

we have 0 < D, and there is § € A%Pn) with fOT |(Ss — S*)(x)|dx < n/2, such
that [ [(Ss — S X)(x)| dx < n. It follows that the first term on the right hand side
of (A.1) is a null sequence, because

V(85,05 8% % o) < [1(S5 = S%) % o1 < (1S5 =S¥t lbollr < 0.

The second term is also a null sequence by virtue of Glivenko-Cantelli’s and
Lebesgue’s Theorem. |

Lemma 3.5.2. The estimator S;

5n) defined by (3.8) satisfies

c
(Py(y * ¢5,) — P?
almost surely as n — oo.

Proof. The survival function SZ is continuous everywhere as it can be written as a
convolution with some normal density. Therefore, the convergence

S‘nz(x) inta e S%(x) as.
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holds for every x € R. Hence, by Lebesgue’s theorem,
y(S¥. o; S‘nz) 720 as.
The triangle inequality, together with Lemma 3.5.1, implies
V(S5 001 S2) < ¥(S5y: 603 87) + ¥ (8¥.0:87) =50 as,
A continuity argument implies
(S0 * 05,)(X) 7% SZ(x) as.

for every x € R, which is in fact weak convergence and hence concludes the
proof. O

Our proof of consistency also needs the following two lemmas. The first one
is quoted from Schwarz & Van Bellegem (2010), the second one is an immediate
consequence of Lemma 3.4 from the same article.

Lemma 3.5.3. Let Q, be a sequence of probability distributions and o, a sequence
of positive real numbers. Suppose further that (Q,, x N(0, 0,,))nen converges weakly
to some probability distribution. Then, there exist an increasing sequence (ny)yen,
a probability distribution Q «, and a constant 0o = 0 such that

c
On — O and 0, — 0

asn — Q.

Lemma 3.5.4. A weakly convergent sequence of probability distributions that have
all their mass on the positive axis has its limit in P,.

We are now in position to prove the consistency theorem.
Proof of Theorem 3.3.2. For probability distributions P, P’ and positive real
numbers o, o', define the distance A(P,o; P’,0’) := d(P, P’') + |0 — 0’|, where
d(-,-) denotes a distance that metrizes weak convergence, e.g. the Lévy distance.
The theorem is hence equivalent to

n—o0

A(P;, \,6n; PY,0) —— 0

8(ng)’

almost surely. The proof is obtained by contradiction. Suppose that there is some
d > 0 and an increasing sequence (7 )ren such that

A(P;, .6(nk): P¥.0) > d

forall k € N.
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By Lemma 3.5.2, we know that the distributions given by (S; m * ¢5,) converge

almost surely weakly to PZ. Lemma 3.5.3 implies that there is a distribution Py,
some 0, = 0, and a sub-sequence (n;()keN such that almost surely

P

Sn]) —> Py and Oy > Ocos

which implies the almost sure point-wise convergence of S; ~ t0 Seo. Fatou’s lemma
"k
then implies

V(Soo, 0003 $7) < liminfy (S, 6,:5%) =0 as.,

where the last equality holds because of Lemma 3.5.2. Hence, ¥ (Sco, 000 SZ) =0,
and using continuity again, we conclude that Seo * @, = S x5 . Or equivalently,
in terms of distributions, Peo * ¢g., = P¥* x N, As all the distributions Pg nl) have
their mass on the positive axis, Lemma 3.5.4 implies that P, € Py, and hence that
Pss = P¥X and 05, = o, which contradicts the assumption and thus concludes the

proof. O

Proof of Proposition 3.4.1

We begin the proof by plugging-in the sequence m,, into the robust estimator and by
splitting up the integral occurring in (3.11) into

oo

/0 N {50y du= /0 - 85, @)] " du+ /w .

with obvious definitions for 4, and B,. We have that B,, — 0 almost surely as n
tends to infinity. To see this, let 7, := @(y) vV sup{t € R Sg(n)(t) = 1} and
decompose B, further into

{Sg(n)(u)}m” du=: A, + B,

oo tn oo
/ {Sg(n)(u)}m" du = / 1du+ / {Sg(n)(u)}m” du. (A.1)
@(y) @(y) In

Firstly, 7, — ¢(y) as n — oo because of the consistency of S3 . Therefore, the
first integral on the right hand side of (A.1) tends to 0 as n — oco. Secondly, Sé(n)
is non-increasing and strictly smaller than 1 on (#,, 00) for every n € N. As the
sequence S 5n) is further surely point-wise convergent on R, the other integral of the
decomposition in (A.1) also tends to 0.

It remains to show that A, — ¢(y) almost surely as n — oco. Since Sﬁ(n) is
non-increasing and Sg(n)(O) = 1, we have that 5, < ¢(»). On the other hand,
Sn = () {Sﬁ(n) (¢(»))}", which proves the result by virtue of the assumption. 0O
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Chapter 4
Estimating Frontier Cost Models Using
Extremiles

Abdelaati Daouia and Iréne Gijbels

Abstract In the econometric literature on the estimation of production technolo-
gies, there has been considerable interest in estimating so called cost frontier models
that relate closely to models for extreme non-standard conditional quantiles (Aragon
et al. Econ Theor 21:358-389, 2005) and expected minimum input functions
(Cazals et al. J Econometrics 106:1-25, 2002). In this paper, we introduce a
class of extremile-based cost frontiers which includes the family of expected
minimum input frontiers and parallels the class of quantile-type frontiers. The class
is motivated via several angles, which reveals its specific merits and strengths.
We discuss nonparametric estimation of the extremile-based costs frontiers and
establish asymptotic normality and weak convergence of the associated process.
Empirical illustrations are provided.

4.1 Introduction

In the analysis of productivity and efficiency, for example of firms, the interest lies
in estimating a production frontier or cost function. Among the basic references
in economic theory are Koopmans (1951), Debreu (1951) and Shephard (1970).
The activity of a production unit (e.g. a firm) is characterized via a set of outputs,
y € R‘i that is produced by a set of inputs x € Rfr. The set of attainable points can
be characterized as
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W = {(y,x) € R4™?| y can be produced by x}.

This set can be described mathematically by its sections. In the input space one
has the input requirement sets C(y) = {x € RZ|(y,x) € W}, defined for all
possible outputs y € R‘i. The radial (or input-oriented) efficiency boundary is
then given by dC(y), the boundary of the input requirement set. In the case of
univariate inputs dC(y) = min C(y), the input-efficiency function, also called the
frontier cost function. From an economic point of view, a monotonicity assumption
on this function is reasonable, meaning that higher outputs go along with a higher
minimal cost. Different other assumptions can be made on W such as for example
free disposability, i.e. if (y, x) € Wthen (), x") € W forany x’ > x and y’ < y (the
inequalities here have to be understood componentwise); or convexity, i.e., every
convex combination of feasible production plans is also feasible. See Shephard
(1970) for more information and economic background.

In this paper we will focus the presentation on the input orientation', where
we want to estimate the minimal cost frontier in the case of univariate inputs. To
our disposal are observations &, = {(Y;, X;)| i = 1,---,n} generated by the
production process defined through for example the joint distribution of a random
vector (¥, X) on R’_’{_ xR, where the g-dimensional vector Y represents the outputs
and the second variable X is the single input. Let (€2, A, IP) be the probability space
on which both Y and X are defined. In the case where the production set W is equal
to the support of the joint distribution of (¥, X'), a probabilistic way for defining the
cost frontier is as follows. The cost function dC(y) is characterized for a given set
of outputs y by the lower boundary of the support of the conditional distribution of
X givenY > y,ie.

@(y) := inf{x > 0| F,(x) < 1} = dC(y), (4.1)

where Fy (x) =1—F,(x), with F),(x) = P(X < x|Y > y) being the conditional
distribution function of X given Y > y, for y such that P(Y > y) > 0. The frontier
function ¢ is monotone nondecreasing, which corresponds to the free disposability
property of the support W. When the support boundary dC(-) is not assumed to be
monotone, ¢(-) is in fact the largest monotone function which is smaller than or
equal to the lower boundary dC(-). See Cazals et al. (2002) for this formulation and
a detailed discussion on the concept of frontier cost function.

There is a vast literature on the estimation of frontier functions from a random
sample of production units A),. There have been developments along two main
approaches: the deterministic frontier models which suppose that with probability
one, all the observations in &, belong to W, and the stochastic frontier models where
random noise allows some observations to be outside of W.

'The presentation for the output orientation, where we want to estimate the maximal production
frontier in the case of univariate outputs, is a straightforward adaptation of what is done here.
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In deterministic frontier models, two different nonparametric methods based
on envelopment techniques have been around. The free disposal hull (FDH)
technique and the data envelopment analysis (DEA) technique. Deprins et al. (1984)
introduced the FDH estimator that relies only on the free disposability assumption
on V. The DEA estimator initiated by Farrell (1957) and popularized as linear
programming estimator by Charnes et al. (1978), requires stronger assumptions, it
relies on the free disposability assumption and the convexity of W. Such a convexity
assumption is widely used in economics, but it is not always valid. Because of the
additional assumption of convexity the FDH estimator is a more general estimator
than the DEA estimator. The asymptotic distribution of the FDH estimator was
derived by Park et al. (2000) in the particular case where the joint density of (Y, X)
has a jump at the frontier and by Daouia et al. (2010) in the general setting. The
asymptotic distribution of the DEA estimator was derived by Gijbels et al. (1999).
Today, most statistical theory of these estimators is available. See Simar and Wilson
(2008), among others.

In stochastic frontier models, where noise is allowed, one often imposes para-
metric restrictions on the shape of the frontier and on the data generating process to
allow identification of the noise from the cost frontier and subsequently estimation
of this frontier. These parametric methods may lack robustness if the distributional
assumptions made do not hold.

Since nonparametric deterministic frontier models rely on very few assumptions,
they are quite appealing. Moreover, the FDH estimator of the frontier cost function
can simply be viewed as a plug-in version of (4.1) obtained by just replacing the
conditional distribution function by its empirical analog F y(x) resulting into

¢(y) = inflx € Ry| Fy(x) > 0} = min X; .
Yizy

iZ

with £y (x) = Y02 I(X: < x. Y = p)/ Yo, 1(Y: = p).

The FDH estimator, as well as the DEA estimator, however are very sensitive
to outlying observations. In the literature two robust nonparametric estimators of
(partial) cost frontiers have been proposed to deal with this sensitivity. Cazals et al.
(2002) introduced the concept of expected minimal cost of order m € {1,2,3,...}.
It is defined as the expected minimal cost among m firms drawn in the population
of firms exceeding a certain level of outputs. More precisely, for a given level of
outputs y, the cost function of order m is given by

om(y) = Elmin(X} - . X})] = /0 (F, ()} dx.

where (X D ¢ ,;V1) are m independent identically distributed random variables
generated from the distribution of X given ¥ > y. Its nonparametric estimator is
defined by

Pmn(¥) =/0 {1 —ﬁy(x)}mdx,
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The estimator ¢,, ,(v) does not envelop all the data points, and so it is more robust
to extreme values than the FDH estimator ¢(y). By choosing m appropriately as a
function of the sample size n, ¢, ,(v) estimates the cost function ¢(y) itself while
keeping the asymptotic properties of the FDH estimator.

A second approach to deal with the sensitivity to outlying observations was pro-
posed by Aragon et al. (2005). They consider extreme quantiles of the conditional
distribution of X given ¥ > y. Such non-standard conditional quantiles provide
another concept of a partial cost frontier as an alternative towards the order-m
partial cost frontier introduced by Cazals et al. (2002). The duality between expected
minimum input frontiers and quantile-type cost frontiers has been investigated by
Daouia and Gijbels (2011).

In this paper we introduce a new class of extremile-based cost frontiers which
includes the class of order-m expected minimum input frontiers. The class also
parallels the class of quantile partial cost frontiers in the sense that it is related to
the mean of a random variable rather than the median (or quantile more generally).

The chapter is organized as follows. In Sect.4.2 we introduce the class of
extremile-based cost frontier functions, and discuss the relation with the order-m
partial cost functions and the quantile-type cost functions. Some basic properties
of the new class of frontier functions are provided. Section 4.3 is devoted to
nonparametric estimation of an extremile-based cost frontier, and studies the
asymptotic properties of the estimators. An empirical study on a simulation model
and on a real data example is provided in Sect. 4.4. Section 4.5 concludes.

4.2 The Extremile-Based Cost Function

Consider a real y € (0, 1) and let K, be a measure on [0, 1] whose distribution
function is

1—-(1-0)'" ifo<y=<1
Ky(l) =
3= if 1 <y<l
where loa(1/2
s(y) = Log1/2). >1 for ye[0,1/2].
log(1—y)

Define the score function J,, () to be the density of the measure K, on (0, 1).

Definition 4.3. The extremile-based cost function of order y denoted by &,(y) is
the real function defined on Rz_ as

5 () =E[XJ, (F,(X))[Y = y]

where we assume the existence of this expectation.
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As a matter of fact, the partial cost function &,(y) coincides with the yth
extremile (see Daouia and Gijbels 2009) of the conditional distribution of X given
Y > y. The following proposition is a basic property of extremiles.

Proposition 4.4. IfE(X|Y > y) < oo, then &,(y) exists for all y € (0, 1).

Proof. Following Daouia and Gijbels (2009, Proposition 1 (ii)), the yth extremile
exists provided that the underlying distribution has a finite absolute mean which
corresponds here to E(X|Y > y) < oc. O

From an economic point of view, the quantity X of inputs-usage is often assumed
to be bounded or at least to have a finite mean and so, in this case, the yth cost
function is well defined for any order y in (0, 1) and all y € Ri such that P(Y >
y) > 0.

More specifically, the extremile function &,(y) is proportional to conditional
probability-weighted moments:

‘) s(y)E [X {Fy(X)}S(y)_l Y > y] for 0<y<
yW) =
s(1—)E [X (F,O) "7y = y] for

In the special case where y < 1/2 with s(y) being a positive integer, &,(y)
equals the expectation of the minimum of s(y) independent random variables
x7,..., Xsy(y)) generated from the distribution of X given Y > y. Whence

£,(y)=E [min (Xf, e Xf(y))] = @y ().

Thus the class of our conditional extremiles includes the family of expected
minimum input functions introduced by Cazals et al. (2002). Likewise, if y > 1/2

with s(1 —y) = 1,2,... we have &,(y) = E[max (Xf, . "Xsy(l—y))]’ where

X ly, X sy(l_y) are independent random variables generated from the distribution
of X givenY > y.

Proposition 4.5. Ifthe conditional distribution of X givenY >y has a finite mean,
then it can be characterized by the subclass {§,(y) : s(y) = 1,2,...} or {§,(y) :

s(l—y)=1,2,...}.

Proof. This follows from the well known result of Chan (1967) which states that a
distribution with finite absolute first moment can be uniquely defined by its expected
maxima or expected minima. O

The non-standard conditional distribution of X given ¥ > y whose E(X|Y >
y) < oo is uniquely defined by its discrete extremiles. This means that no two such
non-standard distributions with finite means have the same expected minimum input
functions.
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Of particular interest is the left tail y < 1/2 where the partial yth cost function
has the following interpretation

E[min (X7, X0 )] £ 600 < B [min (X7, X0

where [s(y)] denotes the integer part of s(y) and X;, X , ... are iid random vari-
ables of distribution function F,. In other words, we have @[y +1(y) <& (y) <
Qs (y) for y < 1/2. Hence £, (y) benefits from a similar “benchmark” inter-
pretation as expected minimum input functions. For the manager of a production
unit working at level (x, y), comparing its inputs-usage x with the benchmarked
value &, (y), for a sequence of few decreasing values of y \ 0, could offer a clear
indication of how efficient its firm is compared with a fixed number of (1 + [s(y)])
potential firms producing more than y.

Yet, there is still another way of looking at &,(y). Let X} be a random variable
having cumulative distribution function

1—{F)Y ifo<y<
Fyy =

{F, (=7 ifi<y<l

Proposition 4.6. We have &,(y) = E(X;) provided this expectation exists.

Proof. Since E|X) | = E(X;) < oo, we have E(X)) = fol F_i(t)dt in view
14

of a general property of expectations (see Shorack 2000, p.117). On the other

hand, it is easy to check that &,(y) = fol Jy(t)Fy_l(t)dt = fol Fy_l(t)de(t) =

f F);y}, (t)dt. o

This allows to establish how our class of extremile-based cost functions is related
to the family of quantile-based cost functions defined by Aragon et al. (2005) as

0,0) = Fy_l(y) =inf{x e Ry| F)(x) >y} for O0<y <l

Indeed, while &, (y) equals the mean of the random variable X} , it is easy to see that
the quantile function Q, (y) coincides with the median of the same variable X};V .
Consequently the yth extremile-based cost function is clearly more tail sensitive
and more efficient than the yth quantile-based cost function. The latter means that
the (asymptotic) variance for the extremile-based cost function estimator is smaller
than the (asymptotic) variance of the yth quantile-based cost function. Recall that
for many population distributions (such as e.g. a normal distribution) the sample
mean has a smaller asymptotic variance than the sample median, when both are
estimating the same quantity. See for example Serfling (1980).

One way of defining &, (), with 0 < y < 1, is as the following explicit quantity.
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Proposition 4.7. [f E(X;) < oo, we have

[} - s(y)
&) = #O)F fiy O3 Jorb=v = 4.2)

o)+ [y (1= (R ™ )dx fory =y

=

IA

Proof. Wehave &,(y) = E(X;) by Proposition4.6 and E(X;) = [;° {1 — Fyy (x)}

dx = o(y)+ f;(j) {1 - F X (x)} dx by a general property of expectations (Shorack
2000, p.117). |

This explicit expression is very useful when it comes to proposing an estimator
for &,(y). Obviously, the central extremile-based cost function &/, (y) reduces to
the regression function E(X|Y > y). The conditional extremile &,(y) is clearly
a continuous and increasing function in y and it maps (0, 1) onto the range {x >
00 < Fy(x) < 1}. The left and right endpoints of the support of the conditional
distribution function F), () coincide respectively with the lower and upper extremiles
§0(») and & (y) since s(0) = oo. Hence the range of &, () is the entire range of X
given Y > y.

Of interest is the limiting case y | 0 which leads to access the full cost function
©(y) = & (y). Although the limit frontier function ¢(-) is monotone nondecreasing,
the partial cost function &, (-) itself is not necessarily monotone. To ensure the
monotonicity of £,(y) in y, it suffices to assume, as it can be easily seen from
Proposition 4.7, that the conditional survival function F. ) (x) is nondecreasing in y.
As pointed out by Cazals et al. (2002), this assumption is quite reasonable from an
economic point of view since the chance of spending more than a cost x does not
decrease if a firm produces more.

The next proposition provides an explicit relationship between the yth quantile
and extremile type cost functions at y | 0. Let DA(W,) denote the minimum
domain of attraction of the Weibull extreme-value distribution

W,(x) = 1 —exp{—x”} withsupport [0,00), forsome p >0,

i.e., the set of distribution functions whose asymptotic distributions of minima are
of the type of W,. According to Daouia et al. (2010), if there exists a sequence
{a, > 0} such that the normalized minima a, ' (¢(y) — ¢(y)) converges to a non-
degenerate distribution, then the limit distribution function is of the type of W, for
a positive function p = p(y) in y.

Proposition 4.8. Suppose E(X|Y > y) < oo and F\(-) € DA(Wyy)). Then

£,(y) —o(y)

EASEERA SN N! -1 log 21— 1/p() 0.
0,0) —o(y) ~ TUH P )ilog2] as y |

where T'(+) denotes the gamma function.
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Proof. This follows immediately by applying Proposition 2 (ii) in Daouia and
Gijbels (2009) to the distribution of —X given Y > y. O

Consequently, as y | 0, the quantile curve Q, (-) is closer to the true cost frontier
@(-) than is the extremile curve &, (-) following the value of the tail index p. In
most situations described so far in the econometric literature on frontier analysis,
it is assumed that there is a jump of the joint density of (Y, X) at the frontier:
this corresponds to the case where the tail index p(y) equals the dimension of
data (1 + g) according to Daouia et al. (2010). It was shown in that paper that
B(y) = p(y) — (1 + q), where B(y) denotes the algebraic rate with which the joint
density decreases to 0 when x approaches the point at the frontier function. Since
a jump of the joint density at the frontier implies that S(y) = 0, it follows that
p(¥) = 1+ ¢q in that case. In such situations, Q, (-) is asymptotically closer to ¢(-)
than is &,(-) when ¢ < 2, but £, (-) is more spread than Q,(-) when g > 2.

On the other hand, the score function J,(-) being monotone increasing for
y > 1/2 and decreasing for y < 1/2, the conditional extremile £, (y) depends by
construction on all feasible values of X given ¥ > y putting more weight to the high
values for y > 1/2 and more weight to the low values for y < 1/2. Therefore &, (y)
is sensible to the magnitude of extreme values for any order y € (0, 1). In contrast,
the conditional quantile Q, (y) is determined solely by the tail probability (relative
frequency) y, and so it may be unaffected by desirable extreme values whatever the
shape of tails of the underlying distribution. On the other hand, when Q, () breaks
down at y | 0 or y 1 1, the yth conditional extremile, being an L-functional,
is more resistant to extreme values. Hence, &,(y) steers an advantageous middle
course between the extreme behaviors (insensitivity and breakdown) of O, (y).

4.3 Nonparametric Estimation

Instead of estimating the full cost function, an original idea first suggested by Cazals
et al. (2002) and applied by Aragon et al. (2005) to quantiles is rather to estimate
a partial cost function lying near ¢(y). Thus the interest in this section will be in
the estimation of the extremile function &, (y) for y < 1/2. The right tail (i.e. y >
1/2) can be handled in a similar way and so is omitted. Results below are easily
derived by means of L-statistics theory applied to the dimensionless transformation
ZY = XI1(Y > y) of the random vector (Y, X) € R‘fl. Let Fzy = 1 — Fz be
the survival function of Z”. It is easy to check that I*:y (X) = Fzo (ZY)/P(Y > y).
Then

£0)=E[Z°J, (Fy(X))]/PY = y) for 0<y<]
s(y)—1
E20(y)

Fz0(Z%) _
P = )P0

PY > y)

o s(y) y

1
— for 0 <y < -
PY = y) 2

4.3)
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where &2, (y) = s(y)E [Z«V (Fy (Z«V)}“‘”‘l] = [ F7ldK, is by definition the
ordinary yth extremile of the random variable Z”. Therefore it suffices to replace
P(Y > y) by its empirical version P(Y > y) = (1/n) >_/_, 1(Y; > y) and &2y (y)
by a consistent estimator to obtain a convergent estimate of the conditional extremile

& ().
As shown in Daouia and Gijbels (2009), a natural estimator of the ordinary
extremile §7» (y) is given by the L-statistic generated by the measure K:

TAOEDY {Ky (lz) - K, (i ; 1)} Zy (4.4)

i=1

where Z {1) <Z (yz) <...<Z (yn) denote the order statistics generated by the sample
{Z) = X;1(Y; > y) :i = 1,--- ,n}. Itis easy to see that the resulting estimator of
the yth cost function &, (y), given by

éy(J’) =&, () /B = y)p®

coincides with the empirical conditional extremile obtained by replacing F,(x) in
expression (4.2) with its empirical version £ (x), i.e.,

b= [ h-Awf e =om+ [T l-Aeof i as

()

This estimator converges to the FDH input efficient frontier ¢(y) as y decreases
to zero. In particular, when the power s(y) is a positive integer m = 1,2, ... we
recover the estimator ¢, ,(y), of the expected minimum input function of order m
proposed by Cazals et al. (2002). See Sect. 4.1. The following theorem summarizes
the asymptotic properties of éy () for a fixed order y.

Theorem 4.10. Assume that the support of (Y,X) is compact and let y €
(0,1/2].
(i) For any point y € Rﬁ_ such that P(Y > y) >0, éy(y) = £, (y) as n—o0,
and \/ﬁ(éy ) — Ey(y)) has an asymptotic normal distribution with mean
. 2 s
zero and variance E[Sy(y,Y, X)] , where S,(y,Y.X) = W
[RPX > x, Y > p)FO7 (X > x, Y > y)dx — D2 gy > ),

P(Y=y)
(ii) For any subset yCRﬁ_ such that inf,ey P(Y >y) >0, the process

Jn (éy - =& ()) converges in distribution in the space of bounded functions

on Y to a q-dimensional zero mean Gaussian process indexed by y € Y with
covariance function

S =E[S,0% 7. X) S, 7. X)].



74 A. Daouia and 1. Gijbels

Proof. Let m = s(y). When m = 1,2,... the two results (i)—(ii) are given
respectively by Theorem 3.1 and Appendix B in Cazals et al. (2002). In fact, it is not
hard to verify that the proofs of these results remain valid even when the trimming
parameter m is not an integer. O

The conditional distribution function F, even does not need to be continuous,
which is not the case for the empirical conditional quantiles Qy(y) = ﬁy_ L(y)
whose asymptotic normality requires at least the differentiability of F, at Q,(y)
with a strictly positive derivative (see Aragon et al. (2002) for the pointwise
convergence and Daouia and Gijbels (2009) for the functional convergence).

Next we show that if the FDH estimator ¢(y) converges in distribution, then for
a specific choice of y as a function of n, éy (y) estimates the true full cost function
@(y) itself and converges in distribution as well to the same limit as ¢(y) and with
the same scaling.

d
Theorem 4.11. Suppose the support of (Y, X) is compact. If a; (¢(y) — ¢(»)) —
_1 (2 d )
Wo(y), then a, ! (éyy(n)(y) — (p(y)) — W,y provided

(14 0(1)) log(1/2) }

or v = l_exp% B + Dilog(Cn)P(Y > )

log(2)
FFD (@)
1
nP(Y > y)

yy(n) < 1_{ 1—

with B > 0 such that a,n® — oo as n — oo, and C being a positive constant.
Proof. We have a;" (Sy ) - w(y)) =a; (@) — () +a,! (Ey 0 - @(y))-
Let Ny =Y 7 1(Y; > y) =Y '_, 1(Z] > 0). Itis easily seen from (4.5) that

Ny

(éy(Y) - @(J’)) = Z { NVN: J }S(w (Z(yn—Ny+j+1) - Z(yn—zvy-i-j)) .

=1

The support of (Y, X) being compact, the range of Z” is bounded and so
A . s5(v) 1 (¢ A
(sy(y) - (p(y)) =0 (n {1 — Ni‘} ) Then, for the term a; ! (Sy(y) - (p(y))

to be 0,(1) as n — oo, it is sufficient to choose y = y,(n) such that

s(yy(n)) s(yy(n))
{ — NLy} " = 0(n#*D) or equivalently {1 — NLy} < (Cn)=B+D
with C > 0 being a constant and B > 0 is such that a;'n™? = o(1) as
(B+1) log(Cn)

n — oo. Whence the condition s n)) >
ry(m) = 1og(1—NLy)1og(1/2)

, or equivalently,

log2
} (BFD)log(Cn)

yy(n)fl—{l—NLy .Sincelog(l—%)w—%w—masn%

o0, with probability 1, it suffices to assume that s(y, (n)) > & +}())'g’(1§§(1€r"£(§zy ) or
. 1+o(1)) log(1/2

equivalently, y,(n) < 1 —exp {(ﬂ-'t{l)n()lg);()cf)gp’ (/Y)zy) } O
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Note that the condition of Theorem 4.11 on the order y, (n) is also provided in
the proof in terms of s ()/y (n)) and reads as follows:

s(yy(m)) = —— P+ DloglCn) or s(yy(m) =

log (1 IP’(Y> )) log(1/2)

(B + Dnlog(Cn)P(Y > y)
log(2) (1 4 o(1))

(4.6)

Note also that in the particular case considered by Cazals et al. (2002) where the
joint density of (Y, X) is strictly positive at the upper boundary and the frontier
function ¢(y) is continuously differentiable in y, the convergence rate a, satisfies

a;l ~ (nﬁy)l/p(y) with p(y) = 1 + ¢ and £, > 0 being a constant (see Park et al.
2000). In this case, the condition a,n? — oo reduces to B > 1/(1 + g).

It should be clear that the main results of Cazals et al. (2002) are corollaries of
our Theorems 4.10 and 4.11. Indeed, when the real parameter s(y) € [1, c0) in our
approach is taken to be a positive integer m = 1,2, ..., we recover Theorems 3.1
and 3.2 of Cazals et al. (2002). However, we hope to have shown that the sufficient
condition m,(n) = O (Bnlog(n)P(Y > y)) of Cazals et al. (2002, Theorem 3.2)
on the trimming parameter m,(n) = s(y,(n)) is somewhat premature and should
be replaced by (4.6).

Alternative estimators of the conditional extremile &,(y) can be constructed
from expression (4.3). Instead of the sample extremile (4.4), one may estimate the
ordinary extremile £z» (y) by

gzy(V) ZJ( ) (i)

This estimator which is in fact first-order equivalent with é zv(y) (see Daouia and
Gijbels 2009) leads to the alternative estimator éy (y) of &, (y) defined as éy (y) =
E,0(y)/{P(Y > y)¥*"). In the particular case considered by Cazals et al. (2002)
where s(y) is only a positive integer, the statistic

n—=s(y)+1 [s(y)—1
)

— 1
=0 % 1‘[ (n ;fj) Dz,

is an unbiased estimator of the ordinary extremile £y () with the same asymptotic
normal distribution as g? z»(y) and § z» () (Daouia and Gijbels 2009). This provides
an attractive estimator §7(y) = §7,(y)/ {I@J(Y > y)¥*®) for the order-s(y) expected
minimum input function &, (y) = @) (»).
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4.4 Empirical Illustration

Let N, be the number of the Y; observations greater than or equal to y, i.e. N, =
Y I(Y; = y), and, for j = 1,..., Ny, denote by X(yj) the jth order statistic

of the X;’s such that ¥; > y. It is then clear that X(}j) = Z(yn for each

=Ny+j)
j =1,...,N,, and the estimator £, (y) can be easily computed as

A Ny—1 ¢

b= 20 S (- 2) - x)

yW) = {}’l_lNy}S(y) - ) Ny (+D -
j=1

This estimator always lies above the FDH ¢(y) = X (yl) and so is more robust

to extremes and outliers. Moreover, being a linear function of the data, éy (»)
suffers less than the empirical yth quantile Qy(y) to sampling variability or
measurement errors in the extreme values X . The quantile-based frontier only
depends on the frequency of tail costs and not on their values. Consequently, it
could be too liberal (insensitive to the magnitude of extreme costs X (yj)) or too
conservative following the value of y. In contrast, putting more weight to high
and low observations in the input-orientation, the extremile-based frontier is always
sensible to desirable extreme costs. Nevertheless, being a linear function of all
the data points (L-statistic), it remains resistant in the sense that it could be only
attracted by outlying observations without enveloping them.

We first apply Theorem 4.11 in conjunction with these sensitivity and resistance
properties to estimate the optimal cost of the delivery activity of the postal services
in France. The data set contains information about 9,521 post offices (Y;, X;)
observed in 1994, with X; being the labor cost (measured by the quantity of labor
which represents more than 80% of the total cost of the delivery activity) and the
output ¥; is defined as the volume of delivered mail (in number of objects). See
Cazals et al. (2002) for more details. Here, we only use the n = 4, 000 observations
with the smallest inputs X; to illustrate the extremile-based estimator éy‘, m(y) of
the efficient frontier (). The important question of how to pick out the order y v (1)
in practice can be addressed as follows.

We know that the condition of Theorem 4.11 provides an upper bound on the
value of y,(n). Remember also that in most situations described so far in the
econometric literature on frontier analysis, the joint density of (Y, X)) is supposed to
be strictly positive at the frontier. In this case, the upper bound for y, (1) is given by

(14-¢) log(2)
1 } 2+F¢) log(Cn)

=1-{1-—
=11t

)

where the number of outputs g equals here 1 and the positive constant C should be
selected so that log(Cn) # 0, i.e., C > 1/n. The practical question now is how
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Fig. 4.1 Evolution of the percentage of observations below the frontier EAV(C) with C

to choose C > 0.00025 in such a way that éy(a provides a reasonable estimate of
the frontier function ¢. This can be achieved by looking to Fig. 4.1 which indicates
how the percentage of points below the curve &, ., decreases with the constant C.

The idea is to choose values of C for which the frontier estimator éy(a is sensible
to the magnitude of desirable extreme post offices and, at the same time, is robust to
outliers (or at least not being drastically influenced by outliers as is the case for the
FDH estimator).

The evolution of the percentage in Fig.4.1 has clearly an “L” structure. This
deviation should appear whatever the analyzed data set due to both sensitivity and
resistance properties of extremiles. The percentage falls rapidly until the circle, i.e.,
for C < 0.000257. This means that the observations below the frontiers {éwm :
C < 0.000257} are not really extreme and could be interior observations to the
cloud of data points. So it is not judicious to select C < 0.000257. In contrast,
the percentage becomes very stable from the triangle on (i.e. C > 0.000276), where
precisely 1.4% of the 4000 observations are left out. This means that these few 1.4%
observations are really very extreme in the input-direction and could be outlying or
perturbed by noise. Although the frontier éy(c), for C > 0.000276, is resistant to
these suspicious extremes, it can be severely attracted by them due to its sensitivity.
This suggests to choose C < 0.000276. Thus, our strategy leads to the choice of
a constant C ranging over the interval [0.000257,0.000276) where the decrease of
the percentage is rather moderate.

The two extreme (lower and upper) choices of the frontier estimator éy(a are
graphed in Fig. 4.2, where the solid line corresponds to the lower bound C;, =
0.000257 and the dotted line corresponds to the upper bound C, = 0.000276.
The frontier estimator é)/(c , in dashed line corresponds to the medium value C,, =
(C¢ + C,)/2. The obtained curves are quite satisfactory.
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Let us now test this strategy on a data set of 100 observations simulated following
the model

Y =exp(—5+10X)/(1 4+ exp(—5+ 10X)) exp (—U),

where X is uniform on (0, 1) and U is exponential with mean 1/3. Five outliers
indicated as “*” in Fig.4.3, right-hand side, are added to the cloud of data points
(here n = 105). The picture on the left-hand side of Fig. 4.3 provides the evolution
of the percentage of observations below the frontier ém with C. This percentage
falls rapidly until the circle (i.e., for C < 0.0122) and then becomes very stable
suggesting thus the value 0.0122 for the constant C. The resulting estimator é)’(_0122)
and the true frontier ¢ are superimposed in Fig.4.3, right-hand side. The frontier
estimator g?y(.om) (in solid line) has a nice behavior: it is somewhat affected by the
five outliers, but remains very resistant.

We did the same exercise without the five outliers. The results are displayed
in Fig.4.4. The percentage of observations below the extremile-based frontiers
becomes stable from the circle on (i.e., for C > 0.0167) and so it is enough to
choose the value 0.0167 for the constant C. One can also select C in the interval
[C, = 0.0167,C, = 0.0244) which corresponds to the range of points between
the circle and the triangle. As expected, in absence of outliers, both estimators ém)
(solid line) and éwcu) (dashed line) are very close from the FDH frontier (i.e., the
largest step and nondecreasing curve enveloping below all observations). However,

as desired, here also Ey(cg) and &), capture the shape of the efficient boundary of
the cloud of data points without enveloping the most extreme observations.
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4.5 Conclusions

Instead of estimating the full cost frontier we rather propose in this paper to
estimate a boundary well inside the production set W but near its optimal frontier
by using extremiles of the same non-standard conditional distribution considered by
Cazals et al. (2002) and Aragon et al. (2005). The extremile cost function of order
y € (0,1) is proportional to a specific conditional probability-weighted moment.
It defines a natural concept of a partial cost frontier instead of the m-trimmed
frontier suggested by Cazals et al. (2002). The concept is attractive because the
“trimming” is continuous in terms of the transformed index s(y), where s(y) €
[1,00), whereas m € {1,2,...}. In the particular case where s(y) is discrete
(i.e. s(y) = 1,2,...), the corresponding yth extremile-based function coincides
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with the expected minimum input function of order m = s(y). So the family of
order-m frontiers of Cazals et al. (2002) is a subclass of the order-y extremile
frontiers. As a matter of fact, the discrete order m being replaced with the continuous
index s(y), the general class of extremile-based cost functions can be viewed as a
fractional variant of expected minimum input functions. This new class benefits
from a similar “benchmark” interpretation as in the discrete case. Moreover, the
continuous trimming in terms of the new order y allows the partial yth extremile
boundaries to cover the attainable set W entirely giving thus a clear information of
the production performance, which is not the case for the discrete order-m frontiers.

The class of extremile-type cost functions characterizes the production process
in much the same way the quantile-type cost functions introduced by Aragon et al.
(2005) do. Moreover, while the yth quantile-type function can be expressed as
the median of a specific power of the underlying conditional distribution, the yth
extremile-type function is given by its expectation. Being determined solely by
the tail probability y, the yth quantile-based cost frontier may be unaffected by
desirable extreme observations, whereas the yth extremile-based cost frontier is
always sensible to the magnitude of extremes for any order y. In contrast, when
the y-quantile frontier becomes very non-robust (breaks down) at y | 0, the y-
extremile frontier being an L-functional, is more resistant to outliers. So the class
of extremile-based cost frontiers steers an advantageous middle course between the
extreme behaviors of the quantile-based cost frontiers. We also show in the standard
situation in econometrics where the joint density of (¥, X) has a jump at the frontier
that the yth quantile frontier is asymptotically closer (as y | 0) to the true full cost
frontier than is the yth extremile frontier when ¢ < 2, but the latter is more spread
than the former when ¢ > 2.

The new concept of a yth extremile-based cost frontier is motivated via several
angles, which reveals its specific merits and strength. Its various equivalent explicit
formulations result in several estimators which satisfy similar asymptotic prop-
erties as the nonparametric expected minimum input and quantile-type frontiers.
Nevertheless, the underlying conditional distribution function even does not need
to be continuous, which is not the case for the empirical conditional quantiles
whose asymptotic normality requires at least the differentiability of this distribution
function with a strictly positive derivative at the conditional quantile. On the other
hand, by choosing the order y as an appropriate function of the sample size n, we
derive an estimator of the true full cost frontier having the same limit distribution as
the conventional FDH estimator. Combining the sensitivity and resistance properties
of this frontier estimator with the theoretical conditions on the order y = y(n),
we show how to pick out in practice reasonable values of y(n). Our empirical
rule is illustrated through a simulated and a real data set providing remarkable
results. It should be clear that, unlike the approaches of Cazals et al. (2002) and
Daouia and Simar (2007), the conditional extremile approach is not extended here
to the full multivariate case (multi-inputs and multi-outputs). This problem is worth
investigating.
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Chapter 5
Panel Data, Factor Models, and the Solow
Residual

Alois Kneip and Robin C. Sickles

Abstract In this paper we discuss the Solow residual (Solow, Rev. Econ. Stat.
39:312-320, 1957) and how it has been interpreted and measured in the neoclassical
production literature and in the complementary literature on productive efficiency.
We point out why panel data are needed to measure productive efficiency and
innovation and thus link the two strands of literatures. We provide a discussion on
the various estimators used in the two literatures, focusing on one class of estimators
in particular, the factor model. We evaluate in finite samples the performance of
a particular factor model, the model of Kneip, Sickles, and Song (A New Panel
Data Treatment for Heterogeneity in Time Trends, Econometric Theory, 2011), in
identifying productive efficiencies. We also point out that the measurement of the
two main sources of productivity growth, technical change and technical efficiency
change, may be not be feasible in many empirical settings and that alternative survey
based approaches offer advantages that have yet to be exploited in the productivity
accounting literature.

5.1 Introduction

In this chapter we discuss the Solow residual (Solow 1957) and how it has
been interpreted and measured in the neoclassical production literature and in the
complementary literature on productive efficiency. We point out why panel data are
needed to measure productive efficiency and innovation and thus link the two strands
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of literatures. We provide a discussion on the various estimators used in the two
literatures, focusing on one class of estimators in particular, the factor model. We
evaluate in finite samples the performance of a particular factor model, the model
of Kneip et al. (2011), in identifying productive efficiencies. We also point out that
the measurement of the two main sources of productivity growth, technical change
and technical efficiency change, may be not be feasible in many empirical settings
and that alternative survey based approaches offer advantages that have yet to be
exploited in the productivity accounting literature.

The plan of the chapter is as follows. In the next section we discuss how
productivity growth has been measured and how certain aspects of its evolution
have been disregarded by classical economic modeling that abstracted from the
realities of inefficiency in the production process. We also point out how closely
linked technical change and technical efficiency change can appear and how it is
often difficult to discern their differences in productivity growth decompositions.
Section 5.3 discusses alternative survey based methods that may be implemented
to assess the contributions of technical innovation and technical efficiency change
to productivity growth through the development of a series of Blue-chip consensus
country surveys that could be collected over time and which could serve as a new
measurement data source to evaluate governmental industrial and competition poli-
cies. Section 5.4 outlines methods that have been proposed to measure productivity,
efficiency, and technical change as well as focusing on the class of factor models
which may have an advantage over other methods proposed to identify productive
efficiencies. Section 5.5 focuses on one such factor model developed by Kneip et al.
(2011) for generic stochastic process panel models and which we reparametrize
to estimated time-varying and firm-specific efficiency while allowing a common-
stochastic trend to represent technical change. Concluding remarks are provided in
Sect. 5.6.

5.2 Productivity Growth and Its Measurement

Productivity growth is the main determinant of changes in our standard of living.
Although anecdotal evidence about particular levels of wealth creation is interesting
it does not provide governments, sectors, or individual firms with an adequate
picture of whether growth in living standards is economically significant and how
the growth in living standards is distributed, both within countries and among
countries. The linkages between productivity growth and living standards is clearly
seen during different epochs for the U.S. economy in Fig.5.1 (Koenig 2000).
Growth in GDP per capita tends to rise and fall in conjunction with growth in labor
productivity.
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5.2.1 Classical Residual Based Partial and Total Factor
Productivity Measurement

Measurements of productivity usually rely on a ratio of some function of outputs
(Y;) to some function of inputs (X;). To account for changing input mixes, modern
index number analyses use some measure of total factor productivity (7FP). In its
simplest form, this is a ratio of output to a weighted sum of inputs

Y

TFP = ———.
> aiX;

(5.1)

Historically, there are two common ways of assigning weights for this index.
They are to use either an arithmetic or geometric weighted average of inputs:
the arithmetic weighted average, due to Kendrick (1961), uses input prices as the
weights; the geometric weighted average of the inputs, attributable to Solow (1957),
uses input expenditure shares as the weights. some reference point to be useful.
Solow’s measure is based on the Cobb-Douglas production function with constant
returns to scale, ¥ = AXYX 1 and leads to the TFP measure

Y

TFP = — .
X¢Xie

(5.2)

At cost minimizing levels of inputs, the o parameter describes the input

expenditure share for labor. The TFP growth rate would be described by TFP =
dTY - [oc dXLLL + (- ot)d)f—;]. In applied work, both sets of weights (Kendrick’s and

Solow’s) are often inconsistent with the observed data.
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Endogenous growth models were developed to weaken the strong neoclassical
assumption that long-run productivity growth could only be explained by an
exogenously driven change in technology and that technical change was exogenous.
The classic model put forth by Romer (1986), which began the “new growth
theory,” allowed for non-diminishing returns to capital due to external effects.
For example, research and development by a firm could spill over and affect the
stock of knowledge available to all firms. In the simple Romer model firms face
constant returns to scale to all private inputs. The production function frontier is
formulated as

Y = A(R)f(K,L,R). (5.3)

In the new growth theory, the production frontier is shifted by a factor A(R) where
R is the stock of some privately provided input R (such as knowledge) that is
endogenously determined. What is its source? Arrow (1962) emphasized learning-
by-doing. Recently, Blazek and Sickles (2010) have pursued this as an alternative to
the stochastic frontier model. Romer (1986) modeled A as a function of the stock of
research and development. Lucas (1988) modeled A as a function of stock of human
capital.

Where multiple outputs exist, TFP can also be described as a ratio of an
index number describing aggregate output levels ( y j) divided by an index number
describing aggregate input levels(x;). As such, they derive many of their properties
based the assumptions of the underlying aggregator functions used. Fisher (1927)
laid out a number of desirable properties for these index numbers. Many of these
properties are easily achievable, while others are not. Following Jorgenson and
Griliches (1972), a (logarithmic) total factor productivity index can be constructed
as the difference between log output and log input indices, i.e.

InTFP =1lny —Inx/. (5.4)

An implication of the endogenous growth model is that if a time trend is added
to the standard neoclassical production function then the trend must be stochastic.
This clearly has implications for stationarity (Reikard 2005). Recent work by Kneip
et al. (2011) has addressed the estimation issues that are associated with estimating
the endogenous technical change in the presence of technical efficiency change.

5.2.2 Technical Efficiency in Production

It is often quite difficult to separate the impacts of technical change from constraints
in the use of the existing technology, or technical efficiency. An example of the
overlay of technology (and its change) and efficiency (and its change) can be found
in the classic story of the reason behind the specifications of the solid rocket boosters
(SRB’s) for the space shuttle (see, for example, one of the many URL’s where it
is documented at http://www.astrodigital.org/space/stshorse.html). The SRBs are
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made by Morton Thiokol at a factory in Utah. Originally, the engineers who
designed the SRBs wanted to make them much fatter than they are. Unfortunately,
the SRBs had to be shipped by train from the factory to the launch site in Florida
and the railroad line runs through a tunnel in the mountains. The SRBs had to be
made to fit through that tunnel. The width of that tunnel is just a little wider than the
U.S. Standard Railroad Gauge (distance between the rails) of 4 feet, 8.5 inches. That
is an odd number and begs the question of why that gauge was used? It was used
because US railroads were designed and built by English expatriates who built them
that way in England. The English engineers do so because the first rail lines of the
19th century were built by the same craftsmen who built the pre-railroad tramways,
which used the gauge they used. The reason those craftsmen chose that gauge was
because they used the same jigs and tools that were previously used for building
wagons, and the wagons used that wheel spacing. The wagons used that odd wheel
spacing since if the wagon makers and wheelwrights of the time tried to use any
other spacing, the wheel ruts on some of the old, long distance roads would break the
wagon axles. As a result, the wheel spacing of the wagons had to match the spacing
of the wheel ruts worn into those ancient European roads. Those ancient roads were
built by Imperial Rome for their legions and the roads have been used ever since. The
initial ruts, which everyone else had to match for fear of destroying their wagons,
were first made by Roman war chariots. Since the chariots were made by Imperial
Roman chariot makers, they were all alike in the matter of wheel spacing. Why
4 feet, 8.5 inches? Because that was the width needed to accommodate the rear ends
of two Imperial Roman war horses. Therefore, the railroad tunnel through which the
late 20th century space shuttle SRBs must pass was excavated slightly wider than
two 1st century horses’ rear-ends and consequently, a major design feature of what
is arguably the world’s most advanced transportation system was specified by the
width of the read-end of a horse.

The story is a bit of folk lore whimsy and has an oral and written tradition
that is as old as the aging space shuttle fleet. Although this is just one of such
anecdotes, it illustrates how constraints to adopting the most advanced technology
may arise seemingly by a random process, in fact arise by historical precedent. We
thus turn to an alternative to the Solow type neoclassical model of productivity
and focus on a component neglected in the traditional neoclassical approach,
technical inefficiency. Since the fundamental theoretical work by Debreu (1951),
Farrell (1957), Shephard (1970) and Afriat (1972), researchers have established a
method to measure the intrinsically unobservable phenomena of efficiency. Aigner
et al. (1977), Battese and Cora (1977), and Meeusen and van den Broeck (1977)
provided the econometric methods for the applications waiting to happen. The
linear programming methodology, whose implementation was made transparent
by Charnes et al. (1978), became available at about the same time. The U.S. and
international emphasis on deregulation and the efficiencies accruing to increased
international competition due to the movement to lower trade barriers provided a
fertile research experiment for efficiency modelers and practitioners.

The efficiency score, as it is usually measured, is a residual. Parametric assump-
tions about the distribution of efficiency and its correlation structure often are made
to sharpen the interpretation of the residual. However, that efficiency measurement
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should be highly leveraged by parametric assumptions is by no means a comforting
resolution to this measurement problem. Productivity defined by the Solow residual
is a reduced form concept, not one that can be given a structural interpretation.
Different efficiency estimators differ on what identifying restrictions are imposed.
Not surprisingly, different efficiency estimators often provide us with different
cross-sectional and temporal decompositions of the Solow residual.! Kumbhakar
and Lovell (2000) and Fried et al. (2008) have excellent treatments of this literature.
It addresses the continuing debate on how the distributional assumptions made in
Pitt and Lee (1981), Kumbhakar (1990), Battese and Coelli (1992), and others drive
the estimates of efficiency. The robust and efficient estimators have been developed
by Park et al. (1998, 2003, 2007), Adams et al. (1999), Adams and Sickles (2007).
These share a number of generic properties with the estimators proposed by Schmidt
and Sickles (1984) and Cornwell et al. (1990).

5.2.3 Difficulty in Measuring the Decomposition of Productivity
Growth into Technical Change and Technical Efficiency
Change

We point out below problems in decomposing productivity change into its innova-
tion and its efficiency change components. One conclusion from this discussion is
that it simply may not be possible from purely econometric models, no matter how
sophisticated, to model structurally the role of innovation and the role of efficiency
in determining 7FP growth. We give two illustrations. The first is based on expe-
rience gleaned by Sickles as the Senior Research Coordinator for the Development
Economic Policy Reform Analysis Project (DEPRA), USAID/Egyptian Ministry
of Economy, Contract No. 263-0233-C-00-96-00001-00. A portion of this research
was the basis for Getachew and Sickles (2007). The study analyzed the impact of
regulatory and institutional distortions on the Egyptian private manufacturing sector
from the mid 1980s to the mid 1990s. We focused on the impact of economic
reforms undertaken since 1991. The second is based on work of Sickles and
Streitwieser (1992, 1998) who addressed the impact of the Natural Gas Policy Act
of 1978 on the U.S. interstate natural gas transmission industry.

5.2.3.1 How Can We Identify Specific Constraints at the Macro Level?

The Development Economic Policy Reform Analysis Project in Egypt was a
USAID/World Bank project that began in the mid-1980s and lasted through the

I'Since cross-sectional data are used, the efficiencies estimated are typically conditional expecta-
tions, as it is mentioned in Simar and Wilson (2010).
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mid-1990s. The aim of the project was to transition from the planned economy left
by the Soviet Union to a private sector market economy via a structural adjustment
program. Initial efforts focused on macroeconomic stabilization which involved
a reduction of the fiscal deficit through a variety of measures. These measures
included:

. Cuts in public investment and subsidization programs.

. Tax reforms, particularly through the introduction of a general sales tax.
. Improvements in collection.

. Monetary policy tightening to fight inflation.

AW N =

The structural adjustment program also involved extensive price liberalization
that affected each sector of the Egyptian economy. This involved:

1. Adjustments of relative prices.

2. Removal of all export quotas, except for tanned hide, in the trade and financial

sectors.

. Lifting of tariffs on almost all imported capital goods.

4. Removal of constraints on nominal interest rate ceilings, administrative credit
allocation, foreign exchange controls and prohibitions against international
capital mobility.

5. Reform of labor laws, which gave employers the right to hire and lay off workers
in accordance with economic conditions.

W

How do we develop a model that identifies such a plethora of structural changes
in the Egyptian economy? One approach was undertaken by Getachew and Sickles
(2007) who utilized a virtual cost system and were able to identify allocative
distortions that existed before the reforms were undertaken and those that existed
after the reforms had worked their way through the Egyptian private sector after
the deregulatory reforms. Getachew and Sickles found substantial welfare benefits
accruing to the Egyptian economy due to these reforms in total. Unfortunately, the
specific determinants of the benefits of market reforms could not be ascertained
since the specific constraints could not be modeled and thus incorporated into an
estimable structural model.

5.2.3.2 How Can We Identify Specific Constraints at the Micro Level?

Another illustration is found in the regulatory change accompanying the U.S.
Interstate Natural Gas Policy Act of 1978. The regulatory history of natural gas
transmission industry is long and complicated. Figure 5.2 provides a schematic
diagram that outlines the maximum ceiling price schedules from 1978 to 1985
and the 24 different price combinations over the period for different categories of
natural gas (for details, see Sickles and Streitwieser 1992). As Fig. 5.2 points out,
the regulations and their impact on the various firms involved in the deregulatory
initiatives are enormously complex. A formal model of the constraints in an
estimable structural econometric model is simply not feasible. One can clearly see
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the difficulties inherent in any attempt to parsimoniously quantify the constraints,
not to mention the difficulties one would have in ultimately interpreting how these
constraints could impact optimal natural gas transmission decisions.

5.3 Alternatives to Measurement of Technical Change
and Technical Efficiency Change

5.3.1 Survey-Based Methods for Decomposing Total Factor
Productivity Growth into Technical Change and Technical
Efficiency Change: A New Blue Chip Indicator

Various approaches to decomposing total factor productivity into sources that are
due to efficiency change and due to technological change have been discussed. One
popular index number approach based on the decomposing the Malmquist index
(Caves et al. 1982) was introduced by Fire et al. (1992). Of course, regression based
approaches using either traditional neoclassical growth models, growth models in
which endogenous growth is allowed, or growth models in which inefficiency is
explicitly introduced via a frontier technology offer potentially richer empirical
specifications and a more structural determination of the sources of productivity
growth. However, all approaches suffer due to poor empirical proxies for the
measures of loosening constraints to business activity. One possibility to circumvent
the paucity of reliable empirical measures of the determinants of productivity
growth would be to conduct a structured survey of business leaders, political leaders
World Bank, International Monetary Fund, and Non-governmental Organizations
to identify what are the most important of an array of factors contributing to
economic growth. The results of such a survey would allow us to parse out the
contribution of efficiency change, in the form of loosening of binding constraints,
to economic growth and its relative contribution vis-a-vis technical progress.
The Blue Chip Economic Indicators each month survey America’s top business
economists and ask them to supply their forecasts of U.S. economic growth,
inflation, and interest rates, among other business indicators. The survey began
in 1976. The experts who make up the Blue-Chip panel are on the order of 50
or so economists and come from a cross section of manufacturing and financial
services firms. The Blue Chip Economic Indicators are used by business journalists
and by forecasting companies such as the Wall Street Journal, Forbes, and Reuters.
The specific information contained in the survey contains forecasts for this year
and next from each panel member as well as an average, or consensus, of their
forecasts for the following measures of economic activity: Real GDP, GDP price
index, Nominal GDP, Consumer price index, Industrial production, Real disposable
personal income, Real personal consumption expenditures, Real non-residential
fixed investment, Pre-tax corporate profits, 3-mo. Treasury bill rate, 10-yr. Treasury
note yield, Unemployment rate, Total housing starts, Auto and light truck sales,
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Real Net exports. Along with forecasts by each member of the panel is published
the consensus forecast for each variable, as well as averages of the 10 highest and
10 lowest forecasts for each variable; a median forecast to eliminate the effects of
extreme forecasts on the consensus; the number of forecasts raised, lowered, or left
unchanged from a month ago; and a diffusion index that indicates shifts in sentiment
that sometimes occur prior to changes in the consensus forecast.> One may question
the accuracy of the Blue Chip indicators. However, in recent work by Chun (2009),
the Blue Chip indicators were found to compare favorably with forecasts from
the Diebold and Li (2006) model at short horizon forecasts of short to medium
maturity interest rates. Development of a survey-based method to decompose total
factor productivity growth in a technical change and a technical efficiency change
component is motivated not only by an interest in sharper forecasts but also on
the possibility that our econometrically based estimates may not be reliable or
meaningful. A survey-based set of indicators of such a decomposition may well
be all that we can hope for.

How might a questionnaire be constructed? What might be the best survey
methods to use in order to solicit answers to such basic questions as:

Total factor productivity growth is the percentage change in production not
attributable to changes in labor, capital, and other inputs. Historically total factor
productivity growth in the U.S. has averaged 2% per year. Assuming that all
contributions to total factor productivity growth much sum to 1 in percentage terms
please answer the following 5 questions:

1. What portion of total factor productivity growth (regress) is due to the innovation
provided by new technology?

2. What portion of total factor productivity growth (regress) is due to the better use
of existing technology?

3. What portion of total factor productivity growth (regress) is due to changes in
government regulations, business climate, or other institutional factors such as
political stability and the democratic process?

4. What portion of total factor productivity growth (regress) is due to changes in the
scale of operation?

5. What portion of total factor productivity growth (regress) is due to other factors?
(Please list them and their relative importance.)

We expect that information of this sort, collected by a set of experts in countries
of the world, will allow us to better understand the role of technology transfer,
government regulation, institutional factors such as political stability and the
democratic process, and market concentration on the engine for long term and
sustainable economic growth: Total Factor Productivity growth.

2See Wolters Kluwer’s Aspen Press website for the Blue Chip Economic Indicators publication by
Randell E. Moore:

http://www.aspenpublishers.com/product.asp?catalog_name=Aspen&product_id=SS01934600
&cookie%5Ftest=1.


http://www.aspenpublishers.com/product.asp?catalog_name=Aspen&product_id=SS01934600
&cookie%5Ftest=1

5 Panel Data, Factor Models, and the Solow Residual 93

5.4 Measuring Technical Change and Efficiency Change
Decompositions of Productivity Growth Decompositions

5.4.1 Index Number Procedures

Either index number or regression based approaches require panel data (at a
minimum). The index number approach (Fire et al. 1992) begins by assuming a
panel of firms (or countries, etc.) withi = 1,..., N firms,t = 1,..., T periods,
j =1,...,J inputsand k = 1,..., K outputs. Thus, x,;, is the level of input
j used by firm 7 in period ¢ and yy;, is the level of output k produced by firm
i in period ¢. Assume an intertemporal production set where input and output
observations from all time periods are used. The production technology, S, is

S={(x.y) | x eR], y eRE, (x,y) is feasible}. (5.5)

The efficiency scores are the distances from the frontier. An output-based
distance function (Shephard 1970) , OD, is defined as

OD(x, y) = min{A | (x,y/X) € S}. (5.6)

Holding the input vector constant, this expression expands the output vector
as much as possible without exceeding the boundaries of S. An output efficient
firm has a score of 1 and it is not possible for the firm to increase its output
without increasing one or more of its inputs. Conversely, an output inefficient
firm has OD(x, y) < 1. The productivity index requires output distance functions
calculated between periods. OD; (x; 1, y;+1) = min{A|(x; 11, yi+1/1) € S;} has the
technology of time ¢ and scales outputs in time 7 41 such that (x,4, y;+1) is feasible
in period ¢. The observed input-output combination may not have been possible in
time ¢; the value of this expression can exceed one which would represent technical
change. OD; 1 (x;, y;) = min{A|(x;, y//2) € S;41} has the technology of time ¢ + 1
and scales outputs in time ¢ such that (x;, y,) is feasible in period ¢ 4 1. The final
equation can be expressed as

OD, Xi11,
M(xf"rlsyf"rls-xtvyt) = g]l)((;+lyy;+l) (57)
t ts Jt

OD; (x/ 41, Yi+1)  OD/(x;, y1) 1/2
OD; 41 (Xt 41, Yi+1) ODyy1 (X, y1) '
Eip1 X Aryr.

(5.8)

This index captures the dynamics of productivity change by incorporating data
from two adjacent periods. E, 4 reflects changes in relative efficiency. A, 4 reflects
changes in technology between ¢ and ¢ + 1. For the index, a value below 1 indicates
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productivity decline while a value exceeding 1 indicates growth. For the index
components, values below 1 signify a performance decline while values above 1
signify an improvement. There may be significant shortcomings of this approach, as
noted by Fgrsund and Hjalmarsson (2008), due to potential vintage capital effects
or its lack of any obvious inferential theory (Jeong and Sickles 2004).

5.4.2 Regression Based Approaches

Regression based approaches to decomposing productivity growth into technical
change and efficiency change components can be explained using the following
generic model. Assume that the multiple output/multiple input technology can
be estimated parametrically using the output distance function. Since the output
distance function, OD(Y, X)) < 1, specifies the fraction of aggregated output (Y)
produced by given aggregated inputs (X), it gives us a radial measure of technical
efficiency. For an m-output, n-input production technology, the deterministic output
distance function can be approximated by

Vi
mnry;’

<1 (5.9)
P
Hkak

— 4

where the y;’s and the fB;’s are weights representing the technology of the firm.
If one simply multiplies through by the denominator, approximates the terms
using a Young Index, a geometric mean with varying weights (Balk 2009), and
adds a disturbance term v;, to take account of general statistical noise, and specify
a nonnegative stochastic term u;; for the firm specific level of radial technical
inefficiency, then a regression based approach to decomposing productivity growth
into technical change and efficiency change can be specified. The Cobb-Douglas
stochastic distance frontier model can be written as

0="> yinyi— ) Belnxii +vie — . (5.10)
J k

The output distance function is linearly homogeneous in outputs and if one
imposes this restriction and then normalizes with respect to one y;(the last) the
following expression (Lovell et al. 1994) can be derived

—In(y,)) =Y _y; T — Y Belnxiie + vie — i, (5.11)
j k

where y;is the normalized output and y; = y;/y;, j = 1,....J — 1. Let
X! = —In(xx), Y,y =In(y;;), and Y;; = —In(y;). Then the stochastic distance
frontier is
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II_X ﬁ"‘ t)/+v,,—u”,l—l N,t=1,...T (512)

Letting &;; = vi; —uir, X/, = [ X7, Y* l, € = [ B,y ], we obtain the familiar
functional form for a stochastlc frontier productlon model under a classical panel
data setting

Yi=X\E4e,i=1.Nit=1_.T (5.13)

This is the generic model vehicle for estimating efficiency change using frontier
methods. If we assume that innovations are available to all firms and that firms’
specific idiosyncratic errors are due to relative inefficiencies then we can decompose
sources of TFP growth by adding either an exogenous or a stochastic time trend
(see also, Bai et al. 2007). The panel stochastic frontier model is quite flexible and
robust. Technical efficiency of a particular firm (observation) can be consistently
estimated. Estimation of the model and the separation of technical inefficiency
from statistical noise and from a common technical change component does not
require a set of specific assumptions about the parametric distribution of technical
inefficiency (e.g., half-normal) and statistical noise (e.g., normal) and dependency
structure. For example, it may be incorrect to assume that inefficiency is independent
of the regressors since if a firm knows its level of technical inefficiency, this should
affect its input choices. Pitt and Lee (1981) and Schmidt and Sickles (1984) have
developed random and fixed effects as well as maximum likelihood based estimators
for such panel frontier models. To allow for time varying and cross-sectional specific
efficiency change one can use a parametrization chosen in Cornwell et al. (1990).
They used a quadratic function of time u;;, = W/,u; = 6;1 + 6,2t + 0;5t2. Other than
a quadratic function of time, u;, has been modelled asuj; = y(t)o; = [1+exp(bt+
ct®)] 'a; (Kumbhakar 1990), and u;, = n;;0 = exp[—n(t — T)]o; (Battese and
Coelli 1992). Both of these approaches used maximum likelihood estimation (MLE)
to estimate efficiency. We now turn to other reduced form approaches for measuring
the growth in the key components of 7FP : efficiency and innovation.

5.4.3 Bayesian Treatments for Time Varying Inefficiency

Sickles and Tsionas (2008) consider a model similar to the KSS model with
common factors whose number is unknown and whose effects are firm-specific.
Bayesian inference techniques organized around MCMC are used to implement the
models. The model is

yi[:x;tﬂ—‘l_@i([)—‘l_vi[, i=1,....n, t=1,...,T, (5.14)

where x;; and B are k x 1, and ¢; (¢) is a unit specific unknown function of time.

They assume v;; o N (0, 02). The model can be written in the form y;; = x{ B+
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Vit +Vi;. For the i th individual we have y; = X;8+y; +v;,i = 1,...,n. Assuming
yi1 < -++ < yiT, they assume a spline prior of the form

n "0 y; 1
p(B.oy)oco T _ exp (— yzg;/') =0 exp (_ﬁ”/ (Ir® 0) y) ,
(5.15)
where Q = D’D, and D is the (T — 1) x T matrix whose elements are D;; =
1, D;—;; = —1 and zero otherwise. @ is a smoothness parameter which stands

for the degree of smoothness. This prior says that y;; — y;,—1 ~ N (O,wz) or

11D . o .
Dy; ~ N (0,w?Ir—y), that is it assumes that the first derivative of functions ¢; (¢)

is a smooth function of time. It is possible to allow for smooth second derivatives

by using the formulation y;; — 2y;,—1 + ¥i1— ~ N (0,w?), which can be written
as D@y, 0N (0,w?I7—-1). We can still define Q = D®’'D® and the analysis

below goes through unmodified. Since y;; plays the role of an intercept, we can

assume «; BN (0,02), i = 1,...,n. The model generalizes Koop and Poirier
(2004) in the case of panel data with individual-specific intercepts and time effects.
Moreover, it does not rely on the conjugate prior formulation for the y;,s which can
be undesirable. The posterior kernel distribution is

p(B.y.o|Y. X, w) occ o™ "D exp [_(Y —Xp—y) (Y —Xp — )/)}

202

2—0)23/ (Ir ® Q) )’} ; (5.16)

X exp |:—

where X =[X],..., X,/,]/, and Y =[y..... y;]/. Bayesian inference for
(nT xk) (nTx1)
this model can be implemented using Gibbs sampling.

5.4.4 The Latent Class Model

As discussed in Greene (2008), one way to extend the normal-half normal stochastic
frontier model (or others) with respect to the distribution of v; is the finite mixture
approach suggested by Tsionas and Greene (2003). This is a class specific stochastic
frontier model. The frontier model can be formulated in terms of J ‘classes’ so that
within a particular class,

2
& l — ) — 2 q> _Si(au/avj) e —&; ;
Jelerlelass = J) = s [ ( Jorror, | | TP\ Zorrar) (5.17)

& =DYi —Ol—,BTxi-
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Indexation is over classes and involves the variance of the symmetric component
of &, 0y ;. The unconditional model is a probability weighted mixture over the J
classes, fo(s;) = X m; fo(ei| class = j), 0 < m; < 1, ¥;7; = 1. Mixing proba-
bilities are additional parameters to be estimated. The model preserves symmetry of
the two-sided error component, but provides a degree of flexibility that is somewhat
greater than the simpler half normal model. The mixture of normals is, with a finite
number of classes, nonnormal. This model can be estimated by Bayesian (Tsionas
and Greene 2003) or classical (Orea and Kumbhakar 2004; Tsionas and Greene
2003; Greene 2004, 2005) estimation methods. After estimation, a conditional
(posterior) estimate of the class that applies to a particular observation can be
deduced using Bayes theorem, i.e.

f(yi|class = j)Prob[class = j]

Problclass = j|yi] = —
> =1 f(yilclass = j)Prob[class = j]

Individual observations are assigned to the most likely class. Efficiency estimation
is based on the respective class for each observation.

Orea and Kumbhakar (2004), Tsionas and Greene (2003) and Greene (2004,
2005) have extended this model in two directions. First, they allow the entire frontier
model, not just the variance of the symmetric error term, to vary across classes. This
represents a discrete change in the interpretation of the model. The mixture model is
essentially a way to generalize the distribution of one of the two error components.
For the fully mixed models, the formulation is interpreted as representing a latent
regime classification. The second extension is to allow heterogeneity in the mixing
probabilities;

exp(6]z)

—_— 6, =0. (5.19)
=7 exp(81z:)

7'[,‘]' =

The rest of the model is a class specific stochastic frontier model

fo(ei|class = ) = %gb (gal) [@ (_AC’I—S”)} , (5.20)
J J J

where g;|j = yi —oj — ,BJTxi. This form of the model has all parameters varying
by class. By suitable equality restrictions, subsets of the coefficients, such as the
technology parameters, @ and 8, can be made generic.

5.4.5 The Semiparametric Model and Estimators of Technical
Efficiency: The Park, Sickles, and Simar SPE Estimators

The models for which the SPE estimators have been derived vary on how the
basic model assumptions have been modified to accommodate a particular issue
of misspecification of the underlying efficiency model. A number of SPE estimators
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that differ on the basis of assumed orthogonality of effects and regressors, temporal
variation in the efficiency effects, and correlation structure of the population
disturbance have been considered and developed in a series of papers by Park and
Park and Simar (1994) and Park et al. (1998, 2003, 2007). For example, when one
believes that the effects and all of the regressors are dependent and are unwilling
to specify a parametric distribution for the dependency structure then one can
specify the joint distribution A(-, -) using kernel smoothers. The Park, Sickles, and
Simar (PSS) estimators are based on the theory of semiparametric efficient bounds
estimators and utilize an orthogonalization of the scores of the likelihood function
with respect to the parameters of interest and the nuisance parameters. The PSS
estimators are also adaptive in the terminology of semi-nonparametric estimation
theory.

5.4.6 Alternatives to the Semiparametric Efficient Estimators

There are a number of panel frontier estimators that have been used widely in the
empirical efficiency literature. They differ from the SPE estimators based largely
on assumptions made about the distribution of the unobserved efficiency effects and
about the correlation of efficiency effects and regressors. In order to measure time
variant heterogeneity, «;; can be specified as

Qi = Ci1&1 + Cingx + -+ CiLgLs, (5.2D)

where ¢;, are unknown parameters, and the basis functions g;, are smooth, real-
valued functions of x;,.This approach is more general than fitting polynomials
and can be used to parsimoniously model virtually any temporal pattern of firm
efficiency. The firm efficiencies are obtained from the structures of the g;, and from
the distribution of the effects «;. The fixed and random effect models are nested in
the mixed efficiency effects specification as are the CSS and SS estimators. Methods
for estimating ¢;,, g, and L can be found in Kneip et al. (2011).

5.4.7 Using Factor Models to Estimate the Solow Residual

The literature on factor models and state-space representations of latent factors
using the Kalman filter is quite lengthy and dense. First, we will give a very brief
introduction to the factor models. Next we will try to provide some overview of
the most recent papers. Then we will select a particular factor model introduced by
Kneip, Sickles, and Song to decompose the Solow residual into a technical change
and an efficiency change component. Breitung and Eickmeier (2005) provide a very
review of factor models and we relay on it in what is discussed below.
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5.4.7.1 Strict Factor Model

Strict factor models are the most simple of the factor model class and utilize the
following basic assumptions

Yie = Aitfu oo+ A fro +ui (5.22)
=X f + ui (5.23)
or
w=Af+u (5.24)
Y =FAN+U (5.25)

where A = [Ay Ay - AN]".Y =[yiy2 -~ yrl  F =[fi o+ fr] and U =
[y up --- MT]/-

For the strict factor models it is usually assumed that u, are mutually uncorrelated
with E [u,] = 0and E [uu)] = £ = diag(o?,03....,0%). Moreover, E [ f;] = 0.
The principle components estimator, the most widely used of the various strict factor
specifications, will be inconsistent for fixed N and 7 — oo unless ¥ = 021 as can
be seen by considering the principle components estimator as an I'V estimator.

5.4.7.2 Approximate Factor Models

When we allow for N — oo we can avoid the restrictive assumptions of strict
factor models (Chamberlain and Rothshield 1983; Stock and Watson 2002; Bai
2003) and in this case it is possible to allow for (weak) serial correlation for the
idiosyncratic errors. However, persistent and non-ergodic processes are generally
ruled out. Idiosyncratic errors can be allowed to be (weakly) cross-correlated and
heteroscedastic and (weak) correlation among the factors and the idiosyncratic
components are possible. With these and some other technical assumptions Bai
(2003) establishes the consistency and asymptotic normality of the principle
components estimator for A and f;. However, as noted by Bai and Ng (2002), the
small sample properties of this estimator may be severely affected whenever the
data is cross-correlated.

5.4.7.3 Dynamic Factor Models
The dynamic model is given by

Y = Aogz +Aig—1 4+ + Amgt—m + uy, (5.26)
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where A ; are N x r matrices and g, is a vector of ¢ stationary factors. Idiosyncratic
components of u, are assumed to be independent (or weakly dependent) stationary
processes. Forni et al. (2000) provide a method to estimate this model. Let n, =
g —Elglgi-1.8-2. .1, fi = [&.8&—1.-...8&-m| (Whichis r = (m + 1) x q),
and A = [Ag, Ay, ..., Ay In their first stage the usual principal components are
estimated. Note that rather than f; a rotated version of it, Q f;, is estimated. The
second step estimates a vector-autoregression (VAR) model given by

fi=Afi+ Asfiat -+ Ay fiy + e (5.27)

Note that the rank of the covariance matrix for the e, term is ¢ since f, includes
estimation of lagged factors. If we let W, be the matrix generated by the g largest
eigen values of the covariance matrix of e;, 3, = % Z[T=p+l ee) then ), = Wr’é,.

An important problem is to determine the number of factors. Forni et al. (2000)
provide an informal criterion based on the proportion of explained variances. Bai
and Ng (2007) and Stock and Watson (2005) suggest consistent selection procedures
based on principal components. Also, information criteria and tests of the number
of factors are suggested by Breitung and Kretschmer (2005). Pesaran (2006) is an
interesting paper since it has potential for productivity analysis, in particular frontier
production. His paper deals with estimation and inference in panel data models with
a general multifactor error structure. The unobserved factors and the individual-
specific errors are allowed to follow arbitrary stationary processes and the number of
unobserved factors need not be estimated. Individual-specific regressors are filtered
with cross-section averages and when the cross-section dimension (N) tends to
infinity, the differential effects of unobserved common factors are eliminated.

Carriero et al. (2008) look at the forecasting performances of factor models,
large scale Bayesian VARs, and multivariate boosting, while Marcellino and
Schumacher (2007) focus on factor models that can handle unbalanced datasets
in their analysis of the German economy. The approach followed by Doz et al.
(2006) and Kapetanios and Marcellino (2009) casts the large factor model in state-
space form. Kapetanios and Marcellino (2009) estimate the factors using subspace
algorithms, while Doz et al. (2006) exploit the Kalman filter and kernel smoothers.
We will focus below on a recent contribution by Kneip et al. (2011) who develop
the asymptotic theory for general factor models using a combination of principal
components and smoothing spines. In that model not only are methods developed
to select the number of factors but also address the potential for nonstationarity.
The nonstationarity applies here in regard to a stochastic trend in the standard
production function. Below we use the Kneip, Sickles, and Song approach to
provide a method to decompose total factor productivity change into a technical
change and a technical efficiency change component.
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5.5 The Kneip, Sickles, and Song Factor Model Estimator

The Kneip et al. (2011) model specifies the factors in the following fashion

p
Yie=Bo(®) + Y BiXiuj +vi) + e i=1..nt=1..T (5228)
j=1

where denotes a general average function, and v;(¢) are non-constant individual
effects. In the context of the production decomposition we consider here think of
Bo(t) as an exogenous or stochastic long term trend due to technical change in
production (Y;;) and the v;(¢) as the firm technical efficiency terms in a stochastic
frontier production function. Details of the estimator are given in KSS. B () can be
eliminated by using centered variables Y;; — YI, Xijs -X 1j» Where 17, = nl Zi Y;; and
X, ;= % > X ; and can be viewed as a nuisance parameter, although in the context
of production analysis we will use it to identify the common technical change factor,
common to all firms. This is just the diffused technical change that is appropriated
by each firm in the industry. With this normalization, we can write the model as

P
Y,'t —Yt = Z:Bj(Xitj —X,;j)+v,-(t)+e,-, —é,', I = 1,...,7’l,t = 1,...,T,
j=1

(5.29)
with €, = nlzl €;;. Identification requires that all variables X;;;, j = 1,...,p
possess a considerable variation over . Our focus lies on analyzing v;(t), t =
1,..., T which of course is motivated by our application in the field of stochastic
frontier analysis wherein individual effects determine technical efficiencies and are
the main quantity of interest. The coefficients B as well as the functions v; can
be estimated by semiparametric techniques using partial spline estimation where
the basic underlying assumption is that v; () represent “smooth” time trends. KSS
generalize the usual concept of smoothness by relying on second order differences
which also allows them to deal with stochastic processes, for example, random
walks. They assume the functions v; can be represented as a weighted average of an
unknown number L € {1,2,...} of basis functions (common factors) gi,...,gr
given by

L
vi(t) =) 0irg: (1), (5.30)
r=1

with unknown factor loadings 6;,,in which case the centered model can be rewritten

P L

Yi—Y, = Z:Bj(Xitj_ij)+Zeirgr(t)+6it_gts i=1,....,n,t=1,...,T.
j=I r=1

(5.31)
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Parametric mixed effects models of this form are widely used in applications
and assume that individual effects can be modeled by linear combinations of pre-
specified basis function (e.g. polynomials). Cornwell et al. (1990) assume that the v;
can be modeled by quadratic polynomials which in our notation corresponds to an
L =3 and g, g2, g3 forming a polynomial basis. Battese and Coelli (1992) propose
amodel with L = 1 and g;(¢) = exp(—n(t — T)) for some 1 € IR. The underlying
qualitative assumption is that there exist some common structure characterizing all
Vi,...,v, and that (5.30) is always fulfilled if the empirical covariance matrix ¥, r
of the vectors (v; (1),...,v(T)),i = 1,...,n, possesses rank L. This is the setup
of factor models considered by Bai (2003, 2005) and Ahn et al. (2005) although
the focus of KSS is to analyze non-stationary but smooth time trends. We will
outline the basic steps in the estimation process. Estimation is based on the fact that
under the above normalization g, g2, . .. are to be obtained as (functional) principal
components of the sample vi = (vi(1),...,vi(T)),...,vyu = (vy(1),..., v, (T)) .
If welet X, 7 = % >, vivi’denote the empirical covariance matrix of vy, ..., v,
(recall that ), v; = 0)anduse Ay > A, > -+ > Ar as well as y1, y2,..., Y7 tO
denote the resulting eigenvalues and orthonormal eigenvectors of ¥, r,then some
algebra reveals the following relationships

g @) =T -y, forallr=1,....1=1,....T, (5.32)

1
6 = 7Zt:vi(z)g,(z) forallr =1,2,....i=1,....n, (5.33)

and T
Ay = -~ Z@ﬁ, forallr =1,2,.... (5.34)

Furthermore, forall/ = 1,2, ...,

Taeees, Tseees

T [ [
2 A =2 i)=) g0 = min 3 min 3 i()=)_ 0 (1))’

r=Il+1 it r=1 =1
(5.35)

The estimation algorithm can be represented in five basic steps.
Step 1: Determine estimates fi,...,[f, and functional approximations

V1,..., Dy by minimizing

| o ) 2 | T
Z T Z(Yn -Y - Z,Bj (Xirj — Xij) —vi (f)) + ZKT /1 (Vi(m)(s))zds
3 : = i

(5.36)
over all possible values of B and all m-times continuously differentiable functions
Vi,...,v, on [1,T]. Here k > 0 is a preselected smoothing parameter and v,-(m)

denotes the m-th derivative of v;.
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Step 2: Determine the empirical covariance matrix ﬁ]n,r of
=011, 512), ..., 0i(T)) oo sV = (0n (1), 04(2), ..., 9 (T)) by

o 1 “
Zn,T = — V,'Vi
n i

and calculate its eigenvalues )ALI > )Akz > ... )AkT and the corresponding eigenvectors

7,/\1’7;27"'3)’)7—-
Step 3: Set §,(t) = /T - P, r = 1,2,...,L,t = 1,..., T, and forall i =

1,...,n determine 6, ..., 0;; by minimizing
2
p ) L
Do\ Y= Y= B (X = Xi) = Y 0 (0) (5.37)
t j=1 r=I1
with respect to 9;, ..., 0p;.

KSS develop the asymptotic theory underlying this particular factor model.
Their main assumption is their Assumption 5: The error terms €;; are i.i.d. with
E(¢;;) =0, var(ej;) = o> > 0, and E(e?t) < 00. Moreover, €;; is independent
Sfrom vi(s) and X;,; for all t,s, j. They analyze the asymptotic behavior of the
parameters of their factor model as n, T — oo. They do not impose any condition
on the magnitude of the quotient 7'/n and they allow the smoothing parameter «
remain fixed or increase with n, 7.

We consider below a range of stochastic frontier productivity models in a series
of Monte Carlo experiments based on the panel data model (5.28)

P
Yie = Bo(6) + Y B Xusj +vi(0) + €ir. (5.38)
j=1

Two of the existing time-varying individual effects estimators are the random
effects GLS (Cornwell et al. 1990) and MLE (Battese and Coelli 1992). We also
compare the fixed and the random effects estimators (Schmidt and Sickles 1984).
These estimators have been used extensively in the productivity literature that
interprets time varying firm effects (time trends) as technical efficiencies. The CSS
estimator allows for an arbitrary polynomial in time (usually truncated at powers
larger than two) with different parameters for each firm. The BC estimator is a
likelihood based estimator wherein the likelihood function is derived from a mixture
of normal noise and an independent one-sided efficiency error, usually specified as
a half-normal. In the BC estimator, efficiency levels are allowed to differ across
firms but the temporal pattern of efficiency is the same for all firms. We simulate
samples of size n € {30, 100,300} with 7 € {12,30} in a model with p = 2
regressors and with Bo(¢) = 0 and compare the finite sample performance of four
different stochastic frontier estimators. The error process €;, is drawn randomly from
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ii.d. N(0, 1). The values of true B are set equal to (0.5,0.5). In each Monte Carlo
sample, the regressors are generated according to a bivariate VAR model as in Park
et al. (2003, 2007)

Xit = RX, -1 + nis, where n;; ~ N(O, 1), (5.39)

R — ( 0.4 0.05)‘
0.05 0.4
To initialize the simulation, we choose X;; ~ N(O, (I, — R?)™!) and generate the
samples using (5.39) for ¢+ > 2. Then, the obtained values of X, are shifted around
three different means to obtain three balanced groups of firms from small to large.
We fix each group at 1 = (5,5)', o = (7.5,7.5), and u3 = (10, 10)’. The idea is
to generate a reasonable cloud of points for X .
We generate time-varying individual effects in the following ways:

and

DGPI : v, = b0 + 051t + 021
DGP2 : v;; = —exp(—n(t — T))u;
DGP3 : vi; = vj1811 + Vi2&
DGP4 : vy = —u;

where 0;; (j = 0,1,2) ~ N(0,1)/10%, n = 0.15, u; ~ i.i.d. [N, 1)|, v;; (j =
1,2) ~ N(0,1), g1, = sin(xrz/4) and g5, = cos(xt/4). DGPI is the GLS version
but the fixed effects treatment is used in the experiments (CSS). We also consider
a limited set of simulations in which the data generating process is a random walk.
DGP2 is based on Battese and Coelli (1992). DGP3 is considered here to model
effects with large temporal variations. DGP4 is the usual constant effects model.
Thus, we may consider DGP3 and DGP4 as two extreme cases among the possible
functional forms of time-varying individual effects.

For the KSS estimator, cubic smoothing splines were used to approximate v;, in
Step 1, and the smoothing parameter k was selected by using generalized cross-
validation.> Most simulation experiments were repeated 1,000 times except the
cases for n = 300 for which 500 replications were carried out. To measure the
performances of the effect and efficiency estimators, we used normalized mean
squared error (MSE)

o~ 2
Zi’[ (Vit - Vit)

RO,v) =
Zi,t Vizt

3We let k = (1 — p)/p and chose p among a selected grid of 9 equally spaced values between 0.1
and 0.9 so that generalized cross-validation rule is minimized.
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For the estimates of technical efficiency, we also considered the Spearman rank
order correlations of true average technical efficiency across the simulations and the
estimates of technical efficiency based on the different estimators. Before we present
the simulation results, we briefly introduce the other estimators. For the Within and
generalized least squares (GLS) estimators which treat the effects as temporally
varying, once individual effects v;; are estimated, technical efficiency is calculated
as TE = exp{v; — max(v;)} following Schmidt and Sickles (1984). Battese and
Coelli (1992) employ the maximum likelihood estimation method to estimate the
following equation

P
Yi :,30+Z.3intj + €ir — Uiy, (5.40)

Jj=1

where the time-varying effects terms are defined as u;; = n;,u; = {exp[—n(t — T)]}
u; fori = 1,...,n. Technical efficiency is then calculated as TEp¢c = exp(—u;;).
Cornwell et al. (1990) approximate time-varying effects by a quadratic function of
time. The model can be written as

Y, = X,'/,,B + I’Viltsi + &y, (5.41)
where W;, = [1,t, t2]. If W contains just a constant term then the model reduces

to the standard panel data model with heterogeneity in the intercept. If we let §; =
80 + u; then the model can be rewritten as

Yi, = Xz/t:B + VV;/[(S() + wiy, (5.42)
wir = Wi + &0 =vi(t) + €, (5.43)
or
Y =XB+ Wé + w, (5.44)
ow=Qu+e=v+e. (5.45)

The Within estimator for § is then
,,B\Lx\'sw = (XV/MQ)()_1 X/MQ Y,

where Mg =1—-0(Q'0)7'0’, O =diag(W;),i =1,...,n, . Technical efficiency
is defined as TEcss = exp{vi; — max(v;,)}. For the KSS estimator, technical
efficiency is calculated similarly as for the CSS estimator.

We now we present the simulation results. Tables 5.1-5.4 present mean squared
errors (MSE) of coefficients, effects, and efficiencies, and the Spearman rank
order correlation coefficient of efficiencies for each DGP. Also, average optimal
dimensions, L, chosen by C(/) criterion are reported in the last column of second
panel in each table. Note first that optimal dimension, L, is correctly chosen for the
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Table 5.1 Monte carlo simulation results for DGP1
MSE of coefficients*
N T Within GLS BC CSS KSS
30 12 0.9107 0.6039 0.4933 0.8863 0.4998
30 4.5286 4.0001 1.1767 0.2329 0.1462

100 12 0.2635 0.1438 0.1454 0.2504 0.1170
30 1.2219 1.0068 1.4172 0.0726 0.0410

300 12 0.0801 0.0402 0.0360 0.0790 0.0343
30 0.3409 0.2848 0.1456 0.0258 0.0151
MSE of effects
N T Within GLS CSS KSS L
30 12 0.6159 0.5692 0.4675 0.2278 1.1200
30 0.4476 0.4455 0.0051 0.0037 1.0510

100 12 0.5940 0.5755 0.4438 0.1769 1.0620
30 0.4539 0.4531 0.0050 0.0100 1.0590

300 12 0.6068 0.5990 0.5504 0.1964 1.0341
30 0.4379 0.4376 0.0064 0.0025 1.0500
MSE of efficiencies
N T Within GLS BC CSS KSS
30 12 0.3429 0.3255 0.1485 0.3329 0.0921
30 0.6967 0.7005 0.8430 0.2069 0.0289

100 12 0.4415 0.4294 0.3817 0.3969 0.0529
30 0.8305 0.8279 1.1184 0.2790 0.0236

300 12 0.5102 0.5070 0.4574 0.4575 0.0364
30 0.9401 0.9400 1.6111 0.3470 0.0154
Spearman rank correlation of efficiencies
N T Within GLS BC CSS KSS
30 12 0.5052 0.5004 0.8085 0.7692 0.9806
30 0.4829 0.4834 0.7533 0.9841 0.9980

100 12 0.3886 0.3886 0.5656 0.7837 0.9923
30 0.3885 0.3885 0.5900 0.9871 0.9993
300 12 0.3037 0.3037 0.6267 0.7771 0.9924
30 0.2805 0.2805 0.5469 0.9878 0.9995
Note: * is multiplied by 10?

KSS estimator in all DGPs* Thus, we can verify the validity of the dimension test
C(I) discussed in Sect.5.2.

For DGP1, the performances of the KSS estimator are better than the other
estimators by any standards. This is true even when the data is as small as n = 30
and 7 = 12. In particular, the KSS estimator outperforms the other estimators
in terms of MSE of efficiency. Since the data are generated by DGP1, we may

4 Although DGPI consists of three different functions, [1,7,¢%], > term is dominating as T gets
large. Thus a one dimensional model is sufficient to approximate the effects generated by DGP1.
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Table 5.2 Monte carlo simulation results for DGP2

MSE of coefficients*
N T Within GLS BC CSS KSS
30 12 2.2939 1.6274 0.3427 0.8901 0.4661
30 161.0314 106.1230 9.6053 5.4253 0.1499
100 12 0.7709 0.6094 0.1149 0.2505 0.1206
30 53.4336 39.4729 8.1635 1.9065 0.0403
300 12 0.2873 0.1760 0.0339 0.0800 0.0371
30 18.4371 11.9706 1.3051 0.6689 0.0141
MSE of effects
N T Within GLS CSS KSS L
30 12 0.3892 0.3753 0.0699 0.1401 1.0720
30 0.7443 0.7351 0.0202 0.0705 1.0430
100 12 0.4678 0.4642 0.0701 0.2120 1.0350
30 0.8029 0.8007 0.0217 0.1024 1.0050
300 12 0.4475 0.4452 0.0617 0.1966 1.0260
30 0.7911 0.7902 0.0213 0.0986 1.0020
MSE of efficiencies
N T Within GLS BC CSS KSS
30 12 0.2260 0.1951 0.0321 0.2586 0.0786
30 0.7924 0.7321 0.0096 0.5236 0.0544
100 12 0.2598 0.2473 0.0400 0.2944 0.0787
30 0.7361 0.7548 0.0091 0.5788 0.0116
300 12 0.2695 0.2618 0.0338 0.3607 0.0916
30 0.7542 0.7342 0.0213 0.5568 0.0040
Spearman rank correlation of efficiencies
N T Within GLS BC CSS KSS
30 12 0.8941 0.8914 0.9950 0.9716 0.9976
30 0.6239 0.6293 0.9993 0.8871 0.9946
100 12 0.8283 0.8249 0.9981 0.9784 0.9966
30 0.5349 0.5342 0.9997 0.8917 0.9999
300 12 0.8448 0.8446 0.9982 0.9726 0.9938
30 0.5478 0.5479 0.9982 0.8820 1.0000

Note: * is multiplied by 10?

expect that CSS estimator performs well. This is true for 7 = 30. However, if
T is small (T = 12), the CSS estimator is no better than the other estimators.
The performances of Within, GLS, and BC estimators generally get worse as T
increases. Results in Table 5.1a, generated from a random walk data generating
process, are comparable to those in Table 5.1. For DGP2, when data is generated
using the model specification of the BC estimator the performances of the KSS
estimator is comparable to or sometimes better than that of the BC estimator. The
BC estimator seems to work fine for the estimation of effects and efficiencies. In
terms of MSE of coefficients, however, it appears that the BC estimator is not
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Table 5.3 Monte carlo simulation results for DGP3

MSE of coefficients*
N T Within GLS BC CSS KSS
30 12 1.6631 0.6852 0.6986 2.7261 0.7099
30 0.5340 0.2621 0.2779 0.6766 0.1821
100 12 0.4224 0.1597 0.1649 0.6866 0.1290
30 0.1468 0.0667 0.0715 0.1853 0.0396
300 12 0.1549 0.0606 0.0638 0.2429 0.0378
30 0.0516 0.0250 0.0281 0.0649 0.0138
MSE of effects
N T Within GLS CSS KSS L
30 12 1.0897 1.0259 1.1143 0.2710 2.1609
30 1.0432 1.0240 1.0840 0.1140 2.0483
100 12 1.0602 1.0393 1.0672 0.2351 2.0585
30 1.0364 1.0294 1.0829 0.0929 2.0102
300 12 1.0424 1.0353 1.0197 0.2081 2.0061
30 1.0307 1.0285 1.0734 0.0822 2.0021
MSE of efficiencies
N T Within GLS BC CSS KSS
30 12 2.1298 2.4086 7.9252 1.4860 0.2583
30 2.2636 2.5640 5.0451 1.6066 0.1031
100 12 2.4655 2.6934 12.8728 1.4582 0.2175
30 7.1729 7.6171 18.6293 4.2421 0.1109
300 12 3.8455 3.9679 25.7966 1.9365 0.2085
30 8.9848 9.2055 26.4074 4.8352 0.1122
Spearman rank correlation of efficiencies
N T Within GLS BC CSS KSS
30 12 0.1754 0.1729 0.0408 0.2535 0.9298
30 0.0597 0.0600 —0.0181 0.0019 0.9842
100 12 0.2050 0.2051 0.1513 0.2674 0.9277
30 0.0499 0.0498 0.0477 0.0325 0.9731
300 12 0.2131 0.2130 0.0754 0.2615 0.9236
30 0.0575 0.0574 0.0136 —0.0248 0.9691

Note: * is multiplied by 10?

reliable when T is large (T = 30). The Within and GLS estimators also suffer from
substantial distortions when 7 is large. DGP3 generates effects with large temporal
variations. Hence, simple functions of time such as used in the CSS or BC estimators
are not sufficient for this type of DGP. However, the KSS estimator does not impose
any specific forms on the temporal pattern of effects, and thus it can approximate
any shape of time varying effects. We may then expect good performances of the
KSS estimator even in this situation, and results in Table 5.3 confirm such belief. On
the other hand, the other estimators suffer from severe distortions in the estimates
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Table 5.4 Monte carlo simulation results for DGP4

MSE of coefficients*
N T Within GLS BC CSS KSS
30 12 0.5732 0.3586 0.3734 0.8634 0.6515
30 0.2023 0.1513 0.1504 0.2319 0.2292
100 12 0.1741 0.1346 0.1260 0.2529 0.1816
30 0.0571 0.0537 0.0510 0.0695 0.0596
300 12 0.0609 0.0360 0.0364 0.0910 0.0617
30 0.0218 0.0164 0.0142 0.0258 0.0221
MSE of effects
N T Within GLS CSS KSS L
30 12 0.4390 0.3500 1.2061 0.5407 1.0250
30 0.1681 0.1465 0.4526 0.2217 1.0130
100 12 0.2769 0.2631 0.8046 0.2988 1.0300
30 0.1082 0.1065 0.3145 0.1186 1.0200
300 12 0.2689 0.2614 0.7959 0.2799 1.0250
30 0.0969 0.0954 0.2871 0.1015 1.0220
MSE of efficiencies
N T Within GLS BC CSS KSS
30 12 0.1211 0.0993 0.1178 0.2600 0.1344
30 0.0488 0.0421 0.0416 0.1205 0.0595
100 12 0.1719 0.1622 0.0478 0.3488 0.1778
30 0.0798 0.0763 0.0252 0.1857 0.0829
300 12 0.2124 0.2075 0.0449 0.4120 0.2157
30 0.0914 0.0907 0.0231 0.2168 0.0938
Spearman rank correlation of efficiencies
N T Within GLS BC CSS KSS
30 12 0.9964 0.9742 0.9738 0.9481 0.9955
30 0.9982 0.9804 0.9787 0.9757 0.9977
100 12 0.9989 0.9883 0.9896 0.9106 0.9987
30 0.9997 0.9946 0.9949 0.9528 0.9996
300 12 0.9997 0.9997 0.9995 0.8946 0.9996
30 0.9997 0.9995 0.9997 0.9588 0.9997

Note: * is multiplied by 10?
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of effects and efficiencies, although coefficient estimates look reasonably good. In

particular, rank correlations of efficiencies are almost zero when 7 is large.

DGP4 represents the reverse situation so that there is no temporal variation in the
effects. Hence, the Within and GLS estimators work very well. Now, our primary
question is what are the performances of KSS estimator in this situation. As seen
in Table 5.4, its performances are fairly well and comparable to those of the Within
and GLS estimators. Therefore, the KSS estimator may be safely used even when
temporal variation is not noticeable.
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In summary, simulation experiments show that either if constant effects are
assumed when the effects are actually time-variant, or if the temporal patterns
of effects are misspecified, parameters as well as effect and efficiency estimates
become severely biased. In these cases, large T increases the bias, and large n does
not help solve the problem. On the other hand, our new estimator performs very well
regardless of the assumption on the temporal pattern of effects, and may therefore
be preferred to other existing estimators in these types of empirical settings, among
potentially many others.

5.6 Conclusion

We have discussed the Solow residual and how it has been interpreted and
measured in neoclassical production literature and in the complementary literature
on productive efficiency. We have also pointed out why panel data are needed
to measure productive efficiency and innovation and thus link the two strands of
literature. We provided a discussion on the various estimators used in the two
literatures, focusing on one in particular, the factor model and evaluated in finite
samples the performance of a particular factor model, the KSS model.
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Chapter 6
Asymptotic Properties of Some Non-Parametric
Hyperbolic Efficiency Estimators

Paul W. Wilson

Abstract A hyperbolic measure of technical efficiency was proposed by Fare
et al. (The Measurement of Efficiency of Production, Kluwer-Nijhoff Publishing,
Boston, 1985) wherein efficiency is measured by the simultaneous maximum,
feasible reduction in input quantities and increase in output quantities. In cases
where returns to scale are not constant, the non-parametric data envelopment
analysis (DEA) estimator of hyperbolic efficiency cannot be written as a linear
program; consequently, the measure has not been used in empirical studies except
where returns to scale are constant, allowing the estimator to be computed by
linear programming methods. This paper develops an alternative estimator of the
hyperbolic measure proposed by Fare et al. (The Measurement of Efficiency of
Production, Kluwer-Nijhoff Publishing, Boston, 1985). Statistical consistency and
rates of convergence are established for the new estimator. A numerical procedure
allowing computation of the original estimator is provided, and this estimator is also
shown to be consistent, with the same rate of convergence as the new estimator. In
addition, an unconditional, hyperbolic order-m efficiency estimator is developed by
extending the ideas of Cazals et al. (J. Econometric. 106:1-25, 2002). Asymptotic
properties of this estimator are also given.

6.1 Introduction

The performance of firms and other decision-making units in terms of technical
efficiency, as well as allocative, cost, and other efficiencies, has received widespread
attention in the economics, statistics, management science, and related literatures.
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In the case of private firms, estimates of inefficiency have been used to explain
insolvency rates and merger activities, the effects of changes in regulatory envi-
ronments, and overall industry performance. In the case of public and non-profit
entities, estimates of inefficiency are intrinsically interesting because these entities
do not face a market test, and inefficiency estimates often provide the only objective
criteria for gauging performance. Measuring the performance of public entities may
be important for allocating scarce public resources, for deciding which to eliminate
during periods of consolidation, etc. In particular, identifying inefficient entities is a
critical first step in any attempt to improve performance.

Non-parametric approaches to estimation of technical efficiency have been
widely applied. Non-parametric methods usually involve the estimation of a pro-
duction set or some other set by either the free-disposal hull (FDH) of sample
observations, or the convex hull of the FDH. Methods based on the convex hull
of the FDH are collectively referred to as data envelopment analysis (DEA). DEA
is well known and has been applied widely: as of early 2004, DEA had been used
in more than 1,800 articles published in some 490 refereed journals (Gattoufi et al.
2004).

The overwhelming majority of these applications have involved either input-
or output-oriented measures of efficiency. In the input-orientation, one measures
the proportion by which input quantities can feasibly be reduced without reducing
output quantities, while in the output-orientation, one measures the proportion
by which output quantities can feasibly be increased without increasing input
quantities. The statistical properties of input-oriented DEA estimators have been
established, and methods are now available for making statistical inferences about
efficiency based on DEA; these results extend to output-oriented estimators after
changes in notation.'

Unfortunately, however, the choice between input- versus output-orientation
can give rather different, and perhaps misleading, indicators of inefficiency. To
illustrate, consider the situation shown in Fig. 6.1 where a single input is used to
produce a single output. Feasible combinations of input and output quantities are
bounded from above by the convex curve labeled 7. Now consider the (technically
inefficient) firm operating at point A; this firm can attain technical efficiency by
reducing its input usage a small amount by moving to point A’ while avoiding a
decrease in output production. Alternatively, in can increase its outputs by a large
amount by moving to the efficient point A” without increasing its input usage. In
the input-orientation, the firm operating at point A is slightly inefficient, but in the
output-orientation, the firm is perhaps grossly inefficient. Similar reasoning reveals
that, in contrast to the firm operating at point A, a firm operating at point B is slightly

See Simar and Wilson (2000b) for a survey, and Kneip et al. (2008) for more recent results,
on the statistical properties of DEA estimators. See Simar and Wilson (1998, 2000a) and Kneip
et al. (2008, 2011) for details about the use of bootstrap methods to make inferences based on
DEA.
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Fig. 6.1 Input, output, and hyperbolic efficiency

inefficient in the output-orientation, but very inefficient in the input orientation (i.e.,
the distance from B to B” is much smaller than the distance from B to B’).

Note that the choice between input- and output-orientation when measuring
technical efficiency is largely arbitrary, in the sense that there is no notion of
causality or endogeniety as in the case of regression models. As seen below in
Sect. 6.2, assumptions about a joint distribution for input and output quantities with
support over the production set bounded by P? are needed, but from a statistical
viewpoint, one is free to choose either an input- or output-oriented measure of
technical efficiency.

One can also measure technical efficiency along hyperbolic paths, as proposed
by Fire et al. (1985). The firm operating at point A fig. 6.1 can become technically
inefficient by simultaneously reducing its output usage while increasing its output
production by the same factor (this is explained in detail below in Sect. 6.2.1) and
moving to point A”” on the production frontier. Similarly, the firm operating at point
B can simultaneously reduce its input usage and expand its output usage by the same
factor to arrive at point B”” on the production frontier. When technical efficiency is
measured along the hyperbolic paths passing through points A and A” and through
points B an B”’, the two firms operating at points A and B are seen to have similar
levels of inefficiency. Moreover, their efficiency levels, when measured along these
hyperbolic paths, are not dependent on the slope of the production frontier P in the
neighborhood of the point at which either firm operates. This stands in contrast to
the input- and output-oriented measures of technical efficiency.
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I propose in this paper two different DEA-type estimators for the hyperbolic
efficiency measure proposed by Fire et al. (1985). Both estimators are easy to
compute. In addition, I derive asymptotic properties of the estimators.

Despite their popularity, DEA estimators have some obvious drawbacks.
Although these estimators avoid the need for a priori specification of functional
forms, they do impose (eventually) non-increasing returns to scale; i.e., they do not
allow increasing returns to scale everywhere. Moreover, it has long been recognized
that DEA estimates of inefficiency are sensitive to outliers in the data. Perhaps
even more problematic, at least in many applications, is that DEA estimators suffer
from the well-known curse of dimensionality that often plagues non-parametric
estimators. Not surprisingly, the DEA estimators of hyperbolic efficiency share
these limitations with their input- and output-oriented cousins. Regardless of the
orientation (i.e., input, output, or hyperbolic), the number of observations required to
obtain meaningful estimates of inefficiency increases dramatically with the number
of inputs and outputs. In many applications, including the one in this chapter,
there are simply too few observations available to obtain meaningful estimates of
inefficiency using DEA.?

Some recent approaches to efficiency estimation have focused on estimating
distances to some feature near the production frontier, as opposed to distance to the
frontier itself. Specifically, efficiency can be measured relative to some notion of a
partial frontier. This has several advantages; the estimators are robust with respect to
outliers, achieve root-n rates of convergence, and are asymptotically normal. Daouia
(2003), Aragon et al. (2005) and Daouia and Simar (2007) developed input- and
output-oriented conditional order-« estimators and derived their asymptotic prop-
erties. These results were subsequently extended to an unconditional, hyperbolic
order-a estimator by Wheelock and Wilson (2008).? Similarly, Cazals et al. (2002)
proposed input- and output-oriented conditional order-m estimators and derived
their asymptotic properties. In addition to the hyperbolic DEA estimators developed
below, I also describe an unconditional, hyperbolic order-m estimator and derive
its asymptotic properties. The properties are analogous to those obtained by Cazals
et al. for the input- and output-oriented conditional order-m estimators.

The hyperbolic order-m estimator avoids a problem noted by Wheelock and
Wilson (2008). Both the conditional order-m efficiency measures as well as the
conditional order-« efficiency measures (either input- or output-oriented) measure
distance to different partial frontiers with different slopes, depending on the
orientation. This creates additional ambiguity for interpretation of inefficiency
estimates, in addition to the ambiguity surrounding the choice between input- and

20ne can find numerous published applications of DEA to datasets with 50150 observations and 5
or more dimensions in the input-output space. DEA-based inefficiency estimates from such studies
are likely meaningless in a statistical sense due to the curse of dimensionality problem (see Simar
and Wilson (2000b) for discussion).

3Wheelock and Wilson (2008) also derived asymptotic properties for a hyperbolic FDH efficiency
estimator.
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output-orientation when DEA estimators are used as described above. As will be
seen below in Sects. 6.2.2 and 6.5, and as with the unconditional hyperbolic order-o
estimator, the unconditional hyperbolic order-m estimator developed below avoids
this problem by estimating distance to a partial frontier that does not converge to the
full frontier at some corner of the production set.

In the next section, I describe notation and a statistical model for efficiency esti-
mation, as well as various measures of technical efficiency. In Sect. 6.3, I introduce
the hyperbolic DEA estimators and their asymptotic properties. Followed by a brief
discussion of the hyperbolic FDH estimator in Sect. 6.4, I present the unconditional,
hyperbolic order-m estimator and its asymptotic properties in Sect. 6.5. Results of
some Monte Carlo experiments designed to assess bias, variance, and mean-square
error of the estimators are presented in Sect. 6.6, and conclusions are discussed in
Sect.6.7.

6.2 A Statistical Model of Production

6.2.1 The Basic Framework

In situations where non-parametric efficiency estimators are used, researchers
typically have in mind a model of the production process, whether it is stated
explicitly or not. Let x € R‘fr and y € R‘i denote vectors of inputs and outputs,
respectively, and denote the production possibilities set by

P = {(x,y) | x can produce y} C R‘f”. (6.1)
The production possibilities set can be described in terms of its sections
X(y) ={x eRY | (x,y) € P}, (6.2)

and
V(x)={y eRy | (x.y) e P}, (6.3)

or input requirement sets and output correspondence sets, respectively.

The upper boundary of P, denoted P?, is sometimes referred to as the technology
or the production frontier, and is given by the intersection of P and the closure of
its compliment; i.e.,

Pl ={(x,y) | (6 'x.8y) ¢P V> 1} (6.4)
Similarly, the efficient subset of X'(y) is given by

X (y)={xeRl |x e X(y), Ox ¢ X(y)V 0 € (0,1)}. (6.5)
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The efficient subset of J(x) is

Vix)={yeRl |y eV(x). Ay ¢V(x)V 1> 1}. (6.6)

Typical assumptions (e.g., see Fire 1988) include:
Assumption 6.2.1 The production set P is convex and compact.

Assumption 6.2.2 The production set P allows free disposability; i.e., for
X>s5,y<y if(x,y) P, then(X,y) € Pand (x,y) € P.

Assumption 6.2.3 All production requires the use of some inputs, i.e., (x,y) & P
ifx=0,y>0y#0.

Assumption 6.2.3 merely says that lunch is not free, while Assumption 6.2.2 is
equivalent to an assumption of (weak) monotonicity of the frontier ?. Assump-
tion 6.2.1 is needed to establish statistical consistency of the DEA estimators
discussed below in Sect. 6.3. FDH and order-m estimators, however, do not require
convexity, and remain consistent when P is not convex.

The Farrell (1957) input measure of efficiency

O(x,y)=inf{0 > 0| (6x,y) € P} (6.7)

measures distance from an arbitrary point (x, y) € Riﬂ to the boundary P? along
the ray (Ax,y), 6 > 0. For a firm operating at (x,y) € P, the corresponding
efficient level of inputs, denoted x?(y), is given by

x’(y) = 0(x. y)x. (6.8)
Similarly, the Farrell (1957) output efficiency measure
Alx,y)=sup{A>0]| (x,Ay) e P} (6.9)

measures distance from an arbitrary point (x, y) € R’fq to the boundary P? along
theray (x,Ay), A > 0. Again, for a firm operating at (x, y) € P, the corresponding
efficient level of outputs is given by

y'(x) = Ax,y)y. (6.10)

The measures 0(x, y) and A(x, y) provide measures of the technical efficiency of
a firm producing levels y of outputs from levels x of inputs.* A firm operating at
a point (x, y) in the interior of P could become technically efficient by moving to
either (x?(y), y), (x, y?(x)), or perhaps some other point along the frontier 7.

4The Farrell (1957) input and output distance functions defined in (6.7)—(6.9) are reciprocals of the
corresponding Shephard (1970) measures.
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Let V(P) denote the convex cone of the set P. Then P? is characterized by
globally constant returns to scale (CRS) if and only if P = V(P). Otherwise, P C
V(P), and P? exhibits variable returns to scale (VRS).

Under CRS, 8(x, y) = A(x, y)~'. However, with VRS, the choice of orientation
(either input or output) can have a large impact on measured efficiency. As discussed
in Sect. 6.1, with VRS, a large firm could conceivably lie close to the frontier 2
in the output direction, but far from P? in the input direction. Similarly, a small
firm might lie close to P? in the input direction, but far from P? in the output
direction. Such differences are related to the slope and curvature of P?. Moreover,
there seems to be no criteria telling the applied researcher whether to use the input-
or output-orientation. In the case of parametric, stochastic frontier models along the
lines of Aigner et al. (1977), one specifies a production, cost, or other relationship,
which determines how efficiency is to be measured; e.g., when a production function
is specified, efficiency is measured in the output direction. By contrast, the model
specified by Assumptions 6.2.1, 6.2.2, and 6.2.3 leaves open the question of the
direction in which efficiency might be measured.

The hyperbolic graph efficiency measure

y(x.y)=inf{y > 0| (yx.y"'y) € P} 6.11)

defined by Fire et al. (1985) provides an alternative measure of technical efficiency.
This measure gives distance from the fixed point (x, y) to P? along the hyperbolic
path (yx,y"'y), vy € Rﬂ_ 4~ Measuring efficiency along a hyperbolic path avoids
some of the ambiguity cited above.’
By construction, y(x, y) < 1 for (x, y) € P. While it is easy to show that under
CRS,
y(x.y) =0(x. )" =Ax. )72 (6.12)

no such relationship exists under VRS. Just as the measures 6(x, y) and A(x, y)
provide measures of the fechnical efficiency of a firm operating at a point (x, y) €
P, so does y(x, y), but along a hyperbolic path to the frontier P?. Using y(x, y),
any point in the interior of 7 can be projected onto P?.

Definition 6.2.1 For any (x,y) € P, the corresponding hyperbolic-efficient input-
output combination denoted by (x°(x, y), y?(x, y)) € P? is given by

3 Alternatively, one might consider estimating the directional distance function

o(x,y) =suple | (1 —@)x, (1 + @)y) € P},

which is a special case of the general directional distance function proposed by Chambers et al.
(1996). While this distance function can be estimated by linear programming methods, proofs of
asymptotic properties such as consistency, rate of convergence, etc. remain elusive.
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xY(x,y) = xy(x,y),
Y, y) = yy@x, ) (6.13)

Assumptions 6.2.1-6.2.3 define an economic model, but additional assumptions
are needed to define a statistical model. First, assume independent sampling of
input/output combinations:

Assumption 6.2.4 The sample observations S, = {(x;,y;)}/_, are realizations
of identically, independently distributed (iid) random variables with probability
density function f(x,y) with support over P.

Next, along the lines of Kneip et al. (1998), assume that the probability of
observing firms in a neighborhood of the boundary of P approaches unity as the
sample size increases:

Assumption 6.2.5 At the frontier, the density f is strictly positive, i.e.,
fo=f (xg, yg) > 0, and sequentially Lipschitz continuous, i.e., for all sequences

(x4, ¥,) € P converging to (x{, y0), | f(xn, y,) — f(x{, yD| < aill(xn, y,) —
(xg, yg)||f0r some positive constant c;.

Finally, an assumption about the smoothness of the frontier is needed:

Assumption 6.2.6 Forall (x,y) inthe interior of P, 0(x,y), A(x,y), and y(x,y)
are twice continuously differentiable in both of their arguments.

The characterization of the smoothness condition in Assumption 6.2.6 is stronger
than required; e.g., Kneip et al. (1998) require only Lipschitz continuity for the dis-
tance functions, which is implied by the simpler, but stronger requirement presented
here. As noted earlier, Assumptions 6.2.1-6.2.3 are standard in microeconomic
theory of the firm, while Assumptions 6.2.4-6.2.6 complete the definition of a
statistical model.

6.2.2 Order-m Measures

Cazals et al. noted that the density f(x, y) introduced in Assumption 6.2.4 implies
a probability function

H(x,y)=Pr(X <x.,Y >y). (6.14)

This is a non-standard probability distribution function, given the direction of the
inequality for Y'; nonetheless, it is well-defined. This function gives the probability
of drawing an observation from f(x, y) that weakly dominates the firm operating at
(x,y) € P in the sense that an observation (X,y) weakly dominates (x, y) if ¥ <
x andy > y. Clearly, H(x, y) is monotone, nondecreasing in x and monotone,
non-increasing in y.
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Using H(x, y), the efficiency measures defined in (6.7), (6.9), and (6.11) can be
given a probabilistic interpretation by defining the measures in terms of H(x, y) as
follows:

O(x,y)=inf{d >0 | H(Ox,y) > 0}, (6.15)
A(x,y) =sup{A >0| H(x,Ay) > 0}, (6.16)

and
y(x,y):inf{y>0| H()/x,y_ly) >O}. (6.17)

Cazals et al. used the distribution function defined in (6.14) to define a partial
frontier of order m. Using the definition of conditional probability and applying
Bayes’ theorem, (6.14) can be written as

H(x,y) =Pr(X <x|Y > y)xPr(Y > y)

=Ev\)r(x0‘y()) =Sy(»)
Pr(Y >y | X <x)xPr(X <x) (6.18)

:Sy\x(ylx) =Fy(x)

(the terms on the right-hand side of (6.18) also appear in Daraio and Simar 2005).

Now for a given level of outputs y in the interior of the support of Y, consider
the set of m iid random variables {X ; }/_|, X ; € R%, drawn from the conditional
distribution F|,(- | ). Define the (random) set

m
Pu(y) =@V R JT =X, Tz (6.19)
j=1
Replacing P in (6.7) with P,,(y) yields the (random) efficiency measure
On(x,y) =inf{f > 0| (Ox,y) € Pyn(y)} (6.20)

The expectation of this random efficiency measure follows trivially from Cazals
et al. (2002, Theorem 5.1); in particular, if £ (6,,(x, y)) exists, then

O (x,y) = E (Op(x,y)) :/0 [1—Fyyux | »)]" du. (6.21)

Cazals et al. define, for any x € R, the expected minimum input level of order
m (defined for all y in the interior of the support of Y') as

x3(y) = xE (Ou(x. ). (6.22)

where the expectation is assumed to exist. Cazals et al. (2002, Theorem 5.2)
establishes that for any x € Rﬁ_ and for any y in the interior of the support of Y,



124 P.W. Wilson

lim 6,,(x.y) = 0(x.) (6.23)
and

lim x) (o) = x"(yy). (6.24)

m—00

Cazals et al. (2002) define similar, output-oriented measures in Appendix A of
their paper. The output-oriented measures have properties analogous to the input-
oriented measures.

It is straightforward to extend the ideas of Cazals et al. (2002) to obtain an
unconditional, hyperbolic measure of order-m efficiency. Consider a set of m
iid random variables {(X;,Y j)};f’zl drawn from the density f(x,y) defined in
Assumption 6.2.5 with bounded support over P. Define the random set

m
meU{(x,y)eRTﬂsz,,ng,»}. (6.25)
j=1

Then for any (x, y) € ]RT"I, define the random distance measure

Ym(x.y) = infly | (yx.y"'y) € Pu)}. (6.26)

The next result is analogous to the result in (6.21) obtained by Cazals et al.
(2002).

Theorem 6.2.1 If E (v (x,y)) exists, then

VX, ¥) = E (Yu(x,y)) = /0 [1— Hux,u"'y)]" du. (6.27)

Proof. The distribution function of y,,(x, y) is given by

X/ yk
Pr(ym(x,y) <u) =Pr| min max | = — || <u
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1-[1-PrX <ux, Y zu_ly)]m

1= [1— Hux,u' y)]" (6.28)

where x/, y* denote the jth and kth elements of x and y. Denote this distribution
function by G (). Then the probability density function of y,,(x, y) is dG(u) =
g(u) du, and

[e.]

E (yu(x, ) = /0 L dG(0)

=/000/0[dudG(t)
= /Ooo /uoodG(t)du

- / [l - G(w)] du, (6.29)
0

establishing the result. In (6.29), the third line follows from the second line due to
the fact that the integrand is non-negative; hence, the order of the integration can be
reversed. |

Definition 6.2.2 The expected efficient frontier of order m, denoted 7321, is defined
for all (x, y) in the interior of P as

P ={E V)| ¥ =xE(yu(x,y), ¥ = yE@n(x,y)7", (x,y) € P}.
(6.30)
Definition 6.2.3 For any (x,y € R‘f'q, the expected minimum input, maximum

output combination of order m, denoted by (x? (x,y), y? (x,y), is given by

x}(x,y) = xE(ym(x. ) (6.31)
and
y3,(x.9) = YE@m(x.y)™! (6.32)

where the expectation exists.

The limiting behavior of the expected minimum input, maximum output combi-
nation of order m, as m — o0, is similar to that established by Cazals et al. (2002)
for the expected minimum input of order m (conditional on y) given in (6.23)—
(6.24), as demonstrated by the following result.

Theorem 6.2.2 Provided E(y,(x,y)) exists,
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(i) mli_r)nooE(ym(x, y)) =vy(x,y); and (6.33)
(i) N (x,(e9).9,,(x.9) = ('(x.p). 3 (x.p) . (634

Proof. From (6.27),

y(x.y) s
E(ym(x,y) :/ [I—H(Mx,u_ly]m du+/ [1_H(ux,u_1y]m du.
0 y(x.y)
(6.35)
For all u < y(x, ), H(uwv,u™y) = 0. Foru > y(x, ). [1 - Hiux,u™'y)] <
1. Hence foy(x.,y)[l — H(ux, u—ly]m du=1y(x,y). In addition, by the Lebesgue

dominated convergence theorem, lim,,—eo f;)(i.y)[l — H(ux,u™! y]m du = 0.
Therefore (i) holds. The second part of the theorem follows after taking the limit
in Definition 6.2.3 and applying Definition 6.2.1. O

Example 6.2.1 As an illustration, let p = q = 1, and consider the DGP given by

4r7 'V xe0,1], y e [0, (2x —xz)l/z]

0 otherwise.

flx.y) = { (6.36)

The frontier P is the northwest quarter of a circle with radius 1 centered at (1,0),
shown as a solid curve in Fig. 6.2. It is straightforward to show that the marginal
distributions are given by

1 1
Fo(x) = 4! [XT (2x —x2)'* ¢ Ssin” (r— 1)+ ﬂ , (6.37)

and | |
_ 1/2 .o
Fy(y) = 4m ‘[Ey(l—yz)/ + 5 sin ‘(y)] (6.38)

while the conditional distribution functions are given by

1 Vx>1;
[1-F, ()] 4!
[’“T_l(2x—x2)l/2
Fx\y(x|YZY)= —i—%sin_l(x—l)—yx
—5y(1—yH)l?
—%sin_1 (—\/l—yz) —l—y] Vxe [1 — 1=y 1];

0 otherwise,

(6.39)

and
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Fig. 6.2 Order-m frontiers (m = 50)

1 Yy >(Q2x—xH)?%
Fo(x) '4rg~! { x—1)y

Fe(y [ X =x) =
! [y (1= 45 )]} vy € 0. 2x —x2);
0 Vy<0.
(6.40)
Moreover, it is clear that
H(x,y) = Fyp(x | »)[1= F,(»)]. (6.41)

The input-oriented and output-oriented conditional order-m frontiers (for m = 50)
described by Cazals et al. (2002) are shown as dotted curves in Fig. 6.2; the steeper
of the two curves is the input-oriented frontier. The unconditional, hyperbolic order-
m frontier (again, for m = 50) can be found by computing y,,(x,y) defined in
(6.27) for each point on the frontier, and then computing points on the unconditional,
hyperbolic order-m frontier using Definition 6.2.3. This is shown by the dashed
curve in Fig. 6.2.

Example 6.2.1 illustrates the fact that the conditional order-m frontiers described
by Cazals et al. (2002) have different slopes, depending on the orientation. By
contrast, the unconditional, hyperbolic order-m frontier “parallels” the path of the
full frontier P?. Since in the example f(x, y) is uniform over P, the unconditional
hyperbolic order-m frontier is equidistant from the full frontier throughout its range.
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6.3 Hyperbolic DEA Estimators

Non-parametric DEA estimators are often used in cases where the researcher is
willing to assume that the production set is convex. In such cases, P can be estimated
by the convex hull of the free-disposal hull of the observations in the sample S,
given by

n n
7/5DEA,n = {(X,y) € Riﬂ [y < Z&yi, x = Z&‘xi,

i=1 i=1

Z&:l,é’,zow:l,...,n}. (6.42)

i=1

This estimator has been proved consistent by Korostelev et al. (1995b) under
Assumptions 6.2.1-6.2.3 and 6.2.4-6.2.6, for the case p = 1, ¢ > 1, with

da (?SDEA,n,P) = 0, (n7?/4*?) (6.43)

where d (-, -) denotes the Lebesgue measure of the difference between two sets.

Replacing P on the right-hand sides of (6.7), (6.9), and (6.11) with 73DEA,,, gives
(VRS) DEA estimators ,G\DEA,H (x,y), ;\\DEA,,, (x,y), and Ppgan(x,y), of O(x, y),
A(x,y), and y(x,y), respectively. In the case of the input- or output-oriented
measures, @DEA,” (x,y) and ’XDEA,,, (x,y) can be computed by solving familiar
linear programs; for example, in the input-oriented case,

OpEan(x,y) = min 36 |y < D Siyi. 0x = Sixi,

Sii=1,..,n i=1 i=l1

Y &i=1686=0Vi=1 .. np. (644)

i=1

See Simar and Wilson (2000b) for details using the output orientation. For the input-

oriented case, Kneip et al. (1998) established consistency of ’QKDEA,,, (x, y) under
Assumptions 6.2.1-6.2.3 and 6.2.4-6.2.6, with

Opean(x.y) = 0(x.y) + 0, (n™2/7Fa+D) (6.45)

for p,q > 1. This result extends to the output oriented case after straightforward, if
tedious, changes in the notation of the proof given by Kneip et al. (1998).

To date, no such results have been obtained for the hyperbolic DEA efficiency
estimator Ppga_, (x. y). In addition, until now, computation of the estimator when

PpEa.x 1s used under VRS has been problematic since linear programming methods
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cannot be used. In fact, to my knowledge, the only cases where a hyperbolic
DEA efficiency estimator has been used in empirical applications have imposed
an assumption of CRS on the efficient frontier P?, allowing the hyperbolic DEA

efficiency estimator to be computed as the square root of Opga ,(x, y), analogous
to (6. 12).6/\
Using Ppga., under VRS, Ppga, (x, y) is the solution to the non-linear program

n n
YpEAn(X.y) = min {yly‘lyfz&ywxiz&xh

S i=1 ... i=1 i=1

dsi=18=0vVi=1 .., n§ (6.46)

i=1

(see Fare et al. 1985, p. 129). Rather than solving (6.46) directly, note that
for (¥,y) on the boundary of ﬁDEA,n, YoEan(X,yY) = 1 and </9\DEA,,, x,y)v

;\\DEA,,! (x, '5;)—1) = 1. This fact makes it easy to use the bisection method to solve

for Ypga., (x, y) for an arbitrary point (x, y) € RT"{ using the following algorithm:

Algorithm #1

[1] Sety, == 1,y := 1.

[2] Compute ’Q\DEA,n(yax, Vo 'y) by solving (6.44); if a solution to the linear
program does not exist, set /G\DEAJ, (yax,y;'y) := ¢, where { is an arbitrary
number greater than 1.

[3] If’G\DEA,n(yax, )/u_ly) > 1, then set y, := 0.5y,.

[4] Repeat steps [2]-[3] until ’67DEA,n(yax, ya_ly) < 1.

[5] If’Q\DEA,n (ypx. v, 'y) <1, thenset y, := 2y,.

[6] Repeat step [5] until /Q\DEA,,, (vpx, )/b_ly) > 1.

[7] Set y. := (Ya + ¥»)/2 and compute ’G\DEA,,, (yex, v ty).

[8] If’Q\DEA,n (yex, yc_ly) < 1 then set y, := y,; otherwise, set yp 1= y,.

[9]1 If (yp — ya) > &, where £ is a suitably small tolerance value, repeat steps
[71-8].

[10] Set Ypean(x,y) := (vo + va)/2.

The procedure can be made accurate to an arbitrary degree by choosing (a priori)
the convergence tolerance £ to be suitably small. Setting & equal to 107° will

6 In cases where CRS is assumed, the constraint 221:1 8; = 1 is omitted from (6.42). In such
cases, efficiency is estimated in terms of distance to the boundary of the convex cone of the sample
observations, as opposed to the convex hull (of the free-disposal hull) of the sample observations.
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result in precision to 5—-6 decimal places, which is likely to exceed the number of
significant digits in most data that researchers use.

Note that the speed of Algorithm #1 can be increased by forming, after the first
computation of’Q\DEA,n(yax, v, ly) in step [2], the set S = {(x;,¥;) | (xi,y;) €
S, ’8\, > 0} where the g, are the values of the §; in (6.44) when a minimum is
attained. Then using this set of observations, rather than the set S,, in all future
computations of /Q\DEA,,, (Yax, v, 1 y) will result in a smaller constraint set when the
linear program in (6.44) is solved. Nonetheless, the algorithm requires a number
of iterations, and consequently its execution will require more time than a single
solution of a linear program such as (6.44).

An alternative estimator of y(x, y) offers computational burden similar to input-
or output-oriented DEA estimators. Consider a mapping ¢ from R x R% to R”. x
RY :

¢:(x.y) e (xy™h (6.47)

where y~! is the vector whose elements are the inverses of the corresponding
elements of y. Denote w = ¢(x, y). In addition, note that ¢ is a continuous, one-
to-one transformation; hence (x,y) = ¢~'(w). Moreover, %J;‘y) = —y~2and
% = 2diag(y>). Then (6.14) can be rewritten as
H(x,y)= H*(w) =Pr(W <w). (6.48)
Rewriting (6.17) as
y(x,y) =inf{y > 0| H*(yw) > 0}, (6.49)

it is clear that y(x, y) is equivalent to an input-oriented efficiency score similar
to that in (6.7) and (6.15) when the (x, y)-space is transformed to the w-space.
Working in the w-space, a new estimator of y(x, y) is given by

VoEA* A (X, Y) = min gy | ywzz&wi,z& =1,6>0Vi=1,...,n

i i=l ..n i=1 i=l1

n n
1 _l . _1 . .
min gylyy > Syl yx =) Gixi,

Si.i=l...n i=1 i=1

n
28i=1,8i20‘v’i=1,...,n ) (6.50)
i=1

The following theorem establishes consistency and the convergence rate of the
new estimator Ypgax , (x, y), as well as its limiting distribution.

Theorem 6.3.1 Under Assumptions 6.2.1-6.2.6, for all (x, y) in the interior of P,
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(i) Poeara(x,y) = y(x,y) + 0, (n=>/P+1tD): and

Vpea* n(@x, 07" y) _
y(ox, 07 y)

(ii)  lim Pr I:nl’+‘27+1 ( 1) < 5] = F,()Yaw>0,

where F,(8) is a well-defined, continuous probability distribution function.

Proof. 1t is clear from (6.48) and (6.49) that in the w-space, y(x, y) is an input-
oriented efficiency measure along the lines of (6.7) and (6.15), where there are (p +
¢) inputs and no outputs. Moreover, in the w-space, Ypga*, (X, y) is an ordinary
input-oriented (VRS) DEA efficiency estimator along the lines of (6.44), again with
(p+¢q) “inputs” and no outputs. Hence Theorem 1 of Kneip et al. (1998) establishes
the result in (i), while Corollary 1 of Kneip et al. (2008) establishes the result in (ii).

|

The result in Theorem 6.3.1 can now be used to establish consistency and the
convergence rate of the estimator defined in (6.46).

Theorem 6.3.2 Under Assumptions 6.2.1-6.2.6, for all (x, y) in the interior of P,
YpeAn (X, y) is a consistent estimator of y(x, y), with

VoEan(x,y) = y(x, ) + O, (02 FatD)

Proof. Ypea.n(x,y)is computed in Algorithm #1 in terms of distance to the convex
hull of the free-disposal hull of the observations in S,,. the set ﬁDEA,n in the (x, y)-
space implies a set ﬁEEA,n ={w|w=(x.y") V (x,y) € Ppgan} in the
w-space. In the (x, y)-space, the facets of ﬁDEA,n are subsets of (p+¢) dimensional
hyperplanes, whereas in the w-space, subsets of ﬁBE A corresponding to particular

facets of 7,5DEA,,, are strictly convex (from the origin in w-space) due to the mapping
from (x,w) to w. Consequently,

YpEA* (X, Y) = VDEAN (X, ¥) = Y(x,y) (6.51)

forany (x, y) € 7/5DEA,,1. Hence consistency holds due to Theorem 6.3.1 and (6.51).
Moreover, Ypgas (x, y) is computed in Algorithm #1 using Opga, (x, y) to assess

convergence of the bisection algorithm. Hence Y pga, (x, y) and Opga ,(x, y) must
converge at the same rate in 72, and from Theorem 1 of Kneip et al. (1998), this rate
is as given above. O

In finite samples, the two hyperbolic estimators will yield different estimates, but
they are equivalent asymptotically, as the next result indicates:

Lemma 6.3.1 Under the conditions in Theorem 6.3.1,

Voea* n(X.Y) = VpEAN(X,y) = O, (n_2/(”+"+1)) . (6.52)
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Proof. The lemma follows directly from Theorems 6.3.1 and 6.3.2.

Since only asymptotic results exist for DEA estimators, the fact that the two
estimators yield different values in finite samples should be of little consequence,
apart from the fact that (6.51) in the proof of Theorem 6.3.2 indicates that the
bias of Ypga* ,(x, y) is larger than that of Ypga »(x, y). The limiting distribution
in Theorem 6.3.1 is not directly useful for estimating confidence intervals in
applications, but is useful for establishing consistency of either a double-smooth
bootstrap or a sub-sampling bootstrap along the lines of Kneip et al. (2008). In the
case of a sub-sampling bootstrap, the methods discussed by Simar and Wilson
(2011) can be used to calibrate the sub-sample size.

As an illustration, the two hyperbolic DEA estimators were used to estimate
y(x;,y;) for each of n = 70 observations on educational performance given by
Charnes et al. (1981). The data contain observations on p = 5 input quantities
and ¢ = 3 output quantities. The results are shown in Table 6.1, where estimates
obtained from the three hyperbolic DEA estimators are shown along with estimates
obtained from the input- and output-oriented DEA estimators. Estimates obtained
using Algorithm #1 are given in the second column of the table (observation
numbers appear in the first column); estimates in the third column are from the
estimator based on inverting the output data, while estimates in the fourth column
are from the estimator based on the logarithmic transformation.

The results shown in Table 6.1 confirm that the hyperbolic estimators, though
equivalent asymptotically, produce different estimates in finite samples, Moreover,
the results can be seen to conform to the ordering given in (6.51). A more rigorous
examination of the estimators’ performance will be discussed later in Sect. 6.6.

6.4 The Hyperbolic FDH Estimator

For cases where the production set is not assumed to be convex, Deprins et al. (1984)
proposed estimating P by the free-disposal hull (FDH) of the observations in S,,,
ie.,
Peown = |J () Ry <y x=xi). (6.53)
(xi.y;)ES,

For the case with p = 1, ¢ > 1, Korostelev et al. (1995a) proved that
da (ﬁFDH,n,P) = 0, (n~1/r*9). (6.54)

Replacing P in (6.7), (6.9), or (6.11) gives FDH estimators /H\FDH,,, (x,y),
;\\FDH,,, (x,y), and Prpu.,(x, y) of the efficiency measures 6(x, y), A(x, y), and
y(x,y), respectively. Park et al. (2000) proved consistency of the input-oriented
estimator, with
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Table 6.1 DEA efficiency estimates, Charnes et al. (1981) Data (n = 70)

Obs. VoEan (X, ) VoEa* . (X, ) OpEAs (X, y) Apeas(x, y) !
1 0.9827 1.0000 0.9621 0.9687
2 0.9493 0.9705 0.9011 0.9015
3 0.9672 0.9922 0.9348 0.9360
4 0.9499 0.9622 0.9016 0.9030
5 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
6 0.9526 0.9805 0.9099 0.9049
7 0.9447 0.9688 0.8914 0.8936
8 0.9515 1.0000 0.9050 0.9056
9 0.9274 0.9402 0.8585 0.8615

10 0.9715 1.0000 0.9407 0.9483
11 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
12 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
13 0.9294 0.9366 0.8623 0.8650
14 0.9938 1.0000 0.9897 0.9847
15 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
16 0.9748 1.0000 0.9501 0.9506
17 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
18 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
19 0.9762 1.0000 0.9526 0.9532
20 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
21 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
22 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
23 0.9875 1.0000 0.9748 0.9754
24 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
25 0.9894 1.0000 0.9787 0.9791
26 0.9710 0.9905 0.9425 0.9432
27 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
28 0.9946 1.0000 0.9903 0.9877
29 0.9243 0.9586 0.8833 0.8478
30 0.9455 0.9540 0.8934 0.8950
31 0.9152 0.9244 0.8369 0.8383
32 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
33 0.9760 1.0000 0.9521 0.9531
34 0.9275 0.9518 0.8590 0.8615
35 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
36 0.8889 0.9186 0.7930 0.7883
37 0.9155 0.9431 0.8393 0.8391
38 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
39 0.9689 1.0000 0.9414 0.9371
40 0.9746 1.0000 0.9498 0.9498
41 0.9762 0.9971 0.9523 0.9534
42 0.9737 1.0000 0.9531 0.9476
43 0.9297 0.9725 0.8648 0.8648
44 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000

(continued)
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Table 6.1 (Continued)

Obs. VoEan (X, ) VoEa* . (X, Y) OpEan (X, ) ApEan(x, y)”!
45 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
46 0.9558 0.9765 0.9129 0.9143
47 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
48 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
49 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
50 0.9790 1.0000 0.9587 0.9583
51 0.9591 1.0000 0.9199 0.9199
52 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
53 0.9333 0.9543 0.8696 0.8722
54 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
55 0.9997 1.0000 0.9994 0.9994
56 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
57 0.9631 1.0000 0.9270 0.9281
58 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
59 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
60 0.9903 1.0000 0.9804 0.9809
61 0.9391 1.0000 0.8927 0.8815
62 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
63 0.9815 1.0000 0.9635 0.9632
64 0.9648 0.9929 0.9303 0.9314
65 0.9872 1.0000 0.9754 0.9737
66 0.9676 0.9866 0.9356 0.9368
67 0.9731 0.9957 0.9463 0.9476
68 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
69 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
70 0.9820 1.0000 0.9640 0.9647

Orpia(x,y) = 0(x,y) + O, (n~ "/ 0TD); (6.55)

this result extends to the output oriented-estimator ’XFDH,H (x, y) after reversing the
roles of the inputs and outputs in the proof given by Park et al. Park et al. also
derived the limiting distribution of the input-oriented estimator, which is a Weibull
distribution containing an unknown parameter that depends on features of the model.

In the input-oriented case, /G\FDHﬂ (x, y) can be written as an integer programming
problem:

n
~ . B N
Broma (x.y) =min 3y [y™'y <D &y,

Sj.i=1,..n i=1

yx =Y Sixi, 5 €{0.3Vi=1 ... n (6.56)

i=1
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Table 6.2 Hyperbolic order-m and FDH efficiency estimates, Charnes et al. (1981) Data (n = 70)
Obs. 7m235,n (x ) y) 7/n270,n (x 5 y) 7m21404/1 (x 5 y) ,y\FDH,n (x 5 y)

1 1.1550 1.0729 1.0241 1.0000

2 1.0706 1.0269 1.0070 1.0000

3 1.1004 1.0517 1.0173 1.0000

4 1.0255 0.9962 0.9840 0.9800

5 1.2437 1.1074 1.0319 1.0000

6 1.1251 1.0449 1.0109 1.0000

7 1.0278 1.0076 1.0014 1.0000

8 1.1584 1.0801 1.0256 1.0000

9 1.0323 1.0137 1.0045 1.0000
10 1.1148 1.0549 1.0151 1.0000
11 1.1351 1.0773 1.0292 1.0000
12 1.1615 1.0829 1.0282 1.0000
13 1.0092 0.9945 0.9886 0.9866
14 1.1373 1.0481 1.0103 1.0000
15 1.4024 1.1802 1.0512 1.0000
16 1.2173 1.1151 1.0399 1.0000
17 1.3924 1.2054 1.0697 1.0000
18 1.1605 1.0820 1.0271 1.0000
19 1.1200 1.0625 1.0212 1.0000
20 1.2168 1.1198 1.0390 1.0000
21 1.1570 1.0732 1.0224 1.0000
22 1.1673 1.0833 1.0296 1.0000
23 1.1234 1.0648 1.0209 1.0000
24 1.1991 1.0960 1.0270 1.0000
25 1.1079 1.0548 1.0164 1.0000
26 1.1088 1.0544 1.0196 1.0000
27 1.1385 1.0554 1.0131 1.0000
28 1.1095 1.0372 1.0094 1.0000
29 1.1271 1.0646 1.0208 1.0000
30 1.0739 1.0260 1.0066 1.0000
31 0.9870 0.9646 0.9513 0.9454
32 1.3055 1.1372 1.0346 1.0000
33 1.1043 1.0487 1.0153 1.0000
34 1.0610 1.0283 1.0087 1.0000
35 1.1423 1.0729 1.0224 1.0000
36 1.0294 1.0062 1.0012 1.0000
37 1.0623 1.0149 1.0018 1.0000
38 1.2733 1.1220 1.0340 1.0000
39 1.1077 1.0560 1.0181 1.0000
40 1.1223 1.0604 1.0223 1.0000
41 1.0613 1.0278 1.0087 1.0000
42 1.1058 1.0356 1.0093 1.0000
43 1.0847 1.0404 1.0126 1.0000
44 1.4417 1.2562 1.0881 1.0000

(continued)
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Table 6.2 (Continued)
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Obs. 7m=35.n (x s y) 7m=70.n (x s y) 7m=140,n (x s y) /)/\FDH,n (x 5 y)
45 1.2669 1.1148 1.0320 1.0000
46 1.0553 1.0317 1.0094 1.0000
47 1.1222 1.0608 1.0196 1.0000
48 1.4043 1.1678 1.0476 1.0000
49 1.1797 1.0656 1.0190 1.0000
50 1.0799 1.0412 1.0147 1.0000
51 1.1404 1.0699 1.0237 1.0000
52 1.1767 1.0895 1.0302 1.0000
53 1.0567 1.0086 0.9908 0.9872
54 1.1628 1.0701 1.0188 1.0000
55 1.1872 1.0991 1.0342 1.0000
56 1.3111 1.1093 1.0187 1.0000
57 1.1041 1.0488 1.0155 1.0000
58 1.4047 1.2078 1.0782 1.0000
59 1.8001 1.4280 1.1304 1.0000
60 1.0967 1.0430 1.0140 1.0000
61 1.1347 1.0625 1.0199 1.0000
62 1.7145 1.3917 1.1279 1.0000
63 1.1658 1.0827 1.0271 1.0000
64 1.0546 1.0179 1.0027 1.0000
65 1.2056 1.1161 1.0384 1.0000
66 1.0248 1.0051 0.9986 0.9979
67 1.0631 1.0269 1.0074 1.0000
68 1.3750 1.2009 1.0626 1.0000
69 1.6459 1.3328 1.1162 1.0000
70 1.1017 1.0408 1.0119 1.0000

However, recalling the decomposition of H(x, y) in (6.18), it is clear that (6.15)
can be written as

O(x,y) =inf{0 > 0| Fy,(0x | y) > 0}.

The empirical analog of Fy|,(x | y) evaluated at (x, y) is

ﬁxly(x | y) =

YroI(xi <x,y;,>y)

S Iy = y)

Substituting this for Fy|, (6x | y) in (6.57) yields

Orpia(x,y) = inf{0 > 0 | Fyy(0x | y) > 0},

which can be computed (for a fixed point (x, y)) as

(6.57)

(6.58)

(6.59)
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J
Orpu.n(x,y) = min max x—’ , (6.60)
’ ieZ(y) \j=1,..p \ x/

where Z(y) = {i | y; > y, i = 1, ..., n}. As a practical matter, it is easier to
compute ?O\FDH,H (x, y) using (6.60) instead of solving the integer program in (6.56).

Wheelock and Wilson (2008) extended the results of Park et al. (2000) to the
hyperbolic FDH efficiency estimator. In particular, Wheelock and Wilson proved
that the hyperbolic FDH estimator Yrpy., (X, ¥) is a consistent estimator of y (x, y),
converges at rate n~"/(?+9) and is asymptotically Weibull distributed (see Wheelock
and Wilson 2008, Theorem 4.1 and Corollary 4.1, and corresponding proofs given
in their appendix).

Computation of the hyperbolic FDH estimator is straightforward. The empirical
analog of the distribution function defined in (6.14) based on the sample S,, is

Hy(x,y) =n""Y I(x; <x0,y; = yy), (6.61)

i=1

where I(-) denotes the indicator function. Then Prpy.,(x,y) can be written,
analogously to (6.17), as

VEpHa(x,y) = inf{?[,, (yx,y ly) > 0} . (6.62)

For a fixed point (xo, y,), the estimator in (6.62) can be computed by solving’

~ . x! oy
VepHA (X0, o) = i=r{11n ., max | —, = . (6.63)

xo yl‘

As in Sect. 6.3, the data can be transformed from (x, y)-space to w-space using
the mapping ¢. Then

Prowa(x. ) = inf {H (yw?) > 0} (6.64

which can be computed for a fixed point w by

J
VepHa(X,y) = min ( max (w—’)) (6.65)
i=lon \j=1 .. (p+q) \ wJ

7 Wheelock and Wilson (2008) gave a numerical algorithm for computing their unconditional,
hyperbolic order-o quantile efficiency estimator. When @ = 1, their estimator is equivalent to
(6.61) and (6.62). Typically, computing H 2(x,y) using (6.61) will be faster than setting o = 1
and applying the numerical algorithm given in Wheelock and Wilson.
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This is identical in form to the input-oriented estimator g(x ¥) in (6.60) in (x, y)-
space with no output dimensions.®

For the hyperbolic FDH efficiency estimator, it makes no difference whether the
estimator is computed in the (x, y)-space or the w-space; in either case, the resulting
estimate is the same. This is due to the fact that the transformation ¢ preserves the
ordering of observations in S, each of the (p + ¢) dimensions, and the estimator is
computed in terms of distance to the free-disposal hull of the sample observations.
This differs from the DEA case discussed above in Sect. 6.3, where the ¢ “bends”
the facets of ﬁDEA,n in transforming from (x, y)-space to w-space.

The last column of Table 6.2 gives hyperbolic FDH efficiency estimates for
each of the 70 observations on educational performance appearing in Charnes et al.
(1981). These estimates are analogous to the hyperbolic DEA estimates appearing
in Table 6.1. Due to relaxation of the convexity assumption, many more estimates
in the last column of Table 6.2 are equal to one than in Table 6.1.

6.5 The Hyperbolic Order-m Estimator

An estimator of the expected hyperbolic order-m efficiency defined in Theorem
6.2.1 is obtained by substituting the empirical distribution function given in (6.61)
into (6.27) to obtain

P9 = B = [ 1=t n)] e 666

There is no simple expression for this estimator due to the multivariate nature of
H »(x,y). Nonetheless, it can be computed using Monte Carlo methods along the
lines of Cazals et al. (2002).

Consider a Monte Carlo sample S? = {(X;, Y »;)}/_, obtained by drawing
m times, independently and with replacement, from input-output pairs in S,. Then

compute
Xj» k
P° (x,y)= min ( max (—bf, y—k)) (6.67)
’ i=l,.m\j=L..p \ x/ Y~
k=1, ...q bi
Repeat this exercise B times, forb =1 ..., B. Then
B
Vma(x.y) ~ B™' Y 90 (x.p). (6.68)
b=1

8 To see this, replace x in (6.60) with w, set ¢ = 1, y = 0, and replace p with (p + ¢). The
resulting expression is equivalent to (6.65).
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with the approximation improving as B increases.
The next theorem establishes asymptotic properties for the hyperbolic order-m
efficiency estimator defined in (6.66).

Theorem 6.5.1 Let Assumptions 6.2.2—6.2.6 hold, and assume P is compact. Then
for any (x,y) for which there exists y such that (yx,y~'y) € P, and for any
m>1,

() Pma(x,y) =5 7,,(x, y); and

(D) 02 (Fua 6. 9) = 7)== N (0,05(x,9))

where

(o] 2
o2(x,y)=E [m/ [1- H(ux,u_ly)]m_1 Iw; > u)du— m?nl’n(x,y)}
0

andw; > uifwlj > uforeachelementw{ ofw,j =1, .... (p+q).

Proof. By the strong law of large numbers, H, (xy) N H (x, y). Part (i) of the
result then follows from the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem applied to
(6.27) and (6.60).

To prove part (ii), use the transformation from (x, y) space to w-space that was
introduced in Sect. 6.3. After applying the transformation, the proof is similar to the
proof of Theorem 3.1 in Cazals et al. (2002). In particular, after transforming to
w-space, (6.27) can be written as

7m,n(xv y) = /0 [1 - H*(MW)]m du
= / OO[SC,W (u | 2)]" du, (6.69)
0

where S, (u | z) is a conditional survivor function; the form of S, ,, (u | z) depends
on the fixed point of interest (x, y), or equivalently, on w. The conditioning is on
an artificial output z=0; the conditioning is in effect redundant. The conditional
survivor function has bounded support on [0, 00). In addition, S, (u | z) = SS(LEZZ))
where S(u,z) is the joint survivor function and S,(z) is the marginal survivor
function for z.

Now define the statistical functional

T(s) = /0 [Sen(ut | D" du 6.70)

so that T'(S) is an operator that assigns a real value to any survivor function S.
The operator is Fréchet differentiable with respect to the sup-norm; i.e, for any two
survivor functions R and S,
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T(R)—T(S)=DTs(R—S)+€(R—9)||R— S|l (6.71)

where || - ||oo denotes the sup-norm and where €(V') — 0 when |V ||ec — O.
A central limit theorem result then follows from arguments in Boos and Serfling
(1980). The Fréchet derivative is

/0 "5 (W)™ V() dt — m%(xo’)y)vm), 6.72)

PTs(V) = 55

noting that S, (1) = S, (u, z) since z = 0. Noting that DTy (§,, -S) = DTS(§n)
and using (6.72), (6.70) becomes

n'2[TS)-T(9)] = i Z [ SO / Sw()"™ 1 w; = u) du

(6.73)

By the Doveretzky, Kiefer, and Wolfowitz inequality (see Boos and Serfling 1980,
p. 619), n'/ 2| 1S, = S|lec = 0,(1). Moreover, S, converges uniformly, implying

G(S n—2y) 25 0. Hence the second term on the right-hand side of (6.73) converges
to 0 in probability. Standard central limit theorem arguments lead to the asymptotic
normality result. In addition,

My _ g Tma oY)
E [SZ(O)’”/O Sy(@)" " I(w; > u)du—m X0) I(z; > 0):|
=n [m /OOS(M)$—ISW(u)du - m7m’n(x,y):| =0, (6.74)
0

establishing the zero mean in part (ii). The variance expression in part (ii) of the
theorem follows after noting that Sy, (1) = [1 — H(ux,u™'y)]. O

The root-n rate of convergence established by Theorem 6.5.1 is atypical in non-
parametric estimation, although the conditional input- and output-oriented order-m
estimators examined by Cazals et al. (2002), as well as the order-« efficiency estima-
tors of Daouia and Simar (2007) and Wheelock and Wilson (2008) achieve this rate.
The variance expression can be used to estimate asymptotic confidence intervals for
Y (X, y) by replacing the unknown quantities with consistent estimates.

The limiting form of the unconditional, hyperbolic order-m estimator (as m—00)
is the hyperbolic FDH estimator, as demonstrated by the next lemma.

Lemma 6.5.1 Under Assumptions 6.2.2—-6.2.6, for fixed n,

lim ’fm,n(x,y) = VepHa (X, y).
m—00
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Proof. Re-write (6.66) as
/V\FDH,n(xsy) R m

/ [1—H,,(ux,u_1y)] du
0

+/y\\ [l—ﬁn(ux,u_ly)] du

FDHn (X,))

Vman(x,y)

o

VepHa(x, y) + /;

YFDHn (X,Y)

- Fln(ux,u—ly)]m du. (6.75)

The second term on the right-hand side of (6.75) converges to 0 as m — oo since
[1 — H,(ux, u_ly)] <1V u>Vrpua(x,y). O

Cazals et al. (2002) discuss how m can be sensibly chosen in applications using
their input- and output-oriented conditional order-m estimators; one can use similar
criteria with the unconditional hyperbolic order-m estimator. In addition, as with
the Cazals et al. estimators, by letting m — oo at an appropriate rate as n — 00,
’7\,”,” (x, y) can be used to estimate y(x, y). This is apparent when one considers the
result in Lemma 6.5.1 in conjunction with Corollary 4.1 in Wheelock and Wilson
(2008), which demonstrates that Yrpy., (X, y) converges to y(x, y) asn — 0o. As
remarked by Cazals et al., m can be viewed as a “trimming” parameter. The next
result formalizes these ideas.

Theorem 6.5.2 Under Assumptions 6.2.2—6.2.6, for m = m(n) a sequence in n

such thatm(n) = O (Bnlog(n)H (x,y)) where B > —— p+q

n!/ (Pt (Vm<n)n(x y) —y(x, y)) L Weibull (ué’foq p+q)

where L is a constant given in Wheelock and Wilson (2008, (A.7)).
Proof. By Corollary 4.1 appearing in Wheelock and Wilson (2008),

o~ d 1
n" P Fepy, (x, y) — p(x,y)) — Weibull (u;’foq, p+ q) (6.76)

Using (6.75), it is clear that

P D (G, 9) =y, 9)) = 10D [P (e, p) =y (e p)]
0 -~ m
+L [1—H,,(ux,u—1y)] du. 6.77)
VFDH (X, Y)
Hence m = m(n) must be such that the last term on the right-hand side of

(6.77) is 0p(1) as n — oo. Let gw(u) = [1- H, (ux,u"'by] so that the

integral in this term can be written as [~ x y)[ xy (u)] du. Then, using the

YFDH.n
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~ m
integral mean value theorem, this integral can be written as (V(u(x.y)). V1) [S xy (it)]

where U € [vi, Vuxyy] and n(x,y) = >'_ I(x; < x,y; > y). Since the
support of (X,Y) is compact, the ranges of both X and Y are bounded. Also, for
U > VPrpHa(x,y), Sxy@ is bounded by "(x e ) L Hence, the integral in the last

m(n)
term on the right-hand side of (6.77) is 0,,(1) pr0v1ded [”ff(xy?v) 1] =0, (n7?),

where > (p + )" Since log ("7 ) <~y and n(x.y) < nH(x.y).

it follows that m(n) log (%) = % = O (—Blogn); hence m(n) =

O (Bnlog(n)H(x. y)). o

Example 6.5.1 Figure 6.3 shows 250 observations from the DGP introduced in
Example 6.2.1 in each of the figure’s three panels (the data are the same across
panels). In panel (a), the hyperbolic order-m (m = 50) frontier is shows as a dashed
curve, and its estimate is traced by the irregular solid curve. Similarly, in panel (b),
the conditional input order-m (m = 50) frontier is shown with its estimate, while
in panel (c), the conditional output order-m (m = 50) frontier is shown with its
estimate. Comparing the three panels in Fig. 6.3, it is apparent that the hyperbolic
order-m frontier estimate is smoother than either of the conditional order-m frontier
estimates. Conditioning on either input or output levels causes large jumps in the
frontier estimates in panels (b) and (c).

Columns 24 of Table 6.2 give hyperbolic order-m efficiency estimates for the
Charnes et al. (1981) data. As expected, increasing m from 35 to 70 and then to 170
reduces the value of the efficiency estimates.

6.6 Monte Carlo Results

In order to examine using Monte Carlo methods the bias, variance, and mean-square
error properties of the estimators discussed in Sects. 6.3, 6.4, and 6.5, it is first
necessary to simulate a DGP. For p input quantities and ¢ output quantities, consider
the unit (p 4+ g — 1)-sphere centered at the origin in (p + ¢)-space.’ Let z be a draw
from the uniform distribution on the surface of the unit (p + ¢ — 1)-sphere centered
at the origin. The vector z has length (p + ¢), and can be partitioned by writing
z= [zx zy] where z, has length p and z, has length g.
Now define
X =1—|zy (6.78)

and
Y = lzyl. (6.79)

° Recall that for any natural number d, a unit d-sphere is the set of points in (d + 1)-dimensional
Euclidean space lying at distance one from a central point; the set of points comprises a d-
dimensional manifold in Euclidean (d + 1)-space.
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Fig. 6.3 Estimated order-m frontiers (m = 50, n = 250)

Then (X — 1,7y) represents a draw from the uniform distribution on the surface
defined by the intersection of the unit (p + g — 1)-sphere centered at the origin and
the closed orthant in R?*¢ defined by the Cartesian product R? x R'_ﬂ_. The addition
of 1 to —|z| on the right-hand side of (6.78) amounts to shifting this surface one unit
in the positive direction along the axes in R”-space. In the case where p = g = 1,
(X,7) represents a draw from the uniform distribution on the northwest quarter of a
circle of radius 1 centered at (1, 0) in R2.

A draw z from the uniform distribution on the surface of the unit (p + g —
1)-sphere can be simulated using the method of Muller (1959) and Marsaglia
(1972). First, generate a pseudo-random vector u from the (p + ¢)-variate normal
distribution with zero means and variance-covariance matrix equal to a (p + ¢q)
by (p + ¢) identity matrix. In order to introduce inefficiency, I first generate a
point (X,y) lying on the frontier described above, and then project this point away
from the frontier randomly by drawing a pseudo-random value v ~ Exp(3) and
computing x = X(1 + v) and y = J(1 + v)~! to generate a point (x, y) lying
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a random (exponential) distance from the frontier, in the interior of P, along a
hyperbolic path from the frontier.'’

Generating observations as described above for DGPs with p = ¢ € {1, 2, 3},
I performed a series of Monte Carlo experiments to evaluate the performance of
the hyperbolic efficiency estimators developed in earlier sections. In each case, a
fixed point of interest (xo, y,) was defined by setting each element of zy equal to
(p + q)~V/? (so that zjzo = 1) and then computing (X, y,) using (6.78)~(6.79).
The fixed point of interest is obtained by setting xo = Y, 'Y and y, = y0¥o,
where yo = y(xo, yq) = 0.6 is the “true” level of efficiency defined by (6.11) to be
estimated by the DEA and FDH estimators.

Each Monte Carlo experiment consisted of 2,048 trials. On each trial, data were
generated, and efficiency for the fixed point of interest was estimated. Then Monte
Carlo estimates of bias, variance, and mean-square error (MSE) was computed using
the true value of efficiency given above. Results for the hyperbolic DEA estimators
YpEaa (X0, ¥o) and Ppra* , (X0, ) are given in Table 6.3.

The results in shown in Table 6.3 indicate that for both of the hyperbolic DEA
estimators, bias, variance, and MSE all decrease as the sample size increases,
holding dimensionality constant. For a given sample size, bias, variance, and MSE
each increase with increasing dimensionality. Both of these patterns are consistent
with the theory developed in Sect.6.3. In addition, the results suggest that the
estimator Ypgan(xo, o) defined by the non-linear program in (6.46) is more
efficient than the alternative estimator Ypga* , (X0, y) defined by the linear program
in (6.50) and employing the transformation of the input-output space in (6.47). In
every case represented in Table 6.3, the alternative estimator has larger MSE than
the estimator Ypga » (X0, ¥)-

Table 6.4 shows similar results for the hyperbolic FDH estimator defined in
(6.62). As with the hyperbolic DEA estimators, for given dimensionality, increasing
the sample size reduces both bias and variance, and hence MSE. Holding sample
size constant, increasing the dimensionality leads to increases in both bias and
variance, and hence MSE. These results are consistent with the theoretical results in
Wheelock and Wilson (2008) that were discussed in Sect. 6.4.

Comparing results for the DEA estimators in Table 6.3 with those for the FDH
estimator in Table 6.4 reveals that in each of the 12 cases considered, both of the
DEA estimators have smaller bias, variance, and MSE than the FDH estimator. In
addition, for a given dimensionality, MSE of the FDH estimator declines less rapidly
than MSE of the DEA estimators. For example, with p = g = 3, dividing the MSE
corresponding to n = 1,000 by the MSE corresponding to n = 10 yields 0.24845
for the FDH estimator, but only 0.002396 for the DEA estimator Ypga » (X0, ¥o)- In
other words, when the sample size increases from 10 to 1,000, the MSE of the DEA
estimator declines by about 99.76%, while the MSE of the FDH estimator declines
by only about 75.15%. This is to be expected since the FDH estimator has a slower
convergence rate than the DEA estimators.

10 The notation Exp(3) denotes an exponential distribution with parameter 3; hence E(v) = 1/3.
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Table 6.4 Performance of hyperbolic FDH estimator

,V\FDHJt (x,y)

p=q n Bias Var MSE

1 10 2.0246E—01 1.9895E—02 6.0887E—02
1 100 5.0597E—02 7.9889E—04 3.3589E—03
1 1,000 1.4683E—02 6.3263E—05 2.7886E—04
1 10,000 4.5313E—03 5.2999E—06 2.5833E—05
2 10 3.8546E—01 2.8594E—02 1.7717E—01
2 100 1.6011E—01 3.6050E—03 2.9240E—02
2 1,000 7.5936E—02 6.3692E—04 6.4032E—03
2 10,000 3.9857E—02 1.5461E—04 1.7432E—03
3 10 4.6633E—01 4.3366E—02 2.6083E—01
3 100 2.2331E—01 4.2423E—03 5.4110E—02
3 1,000 1.3022E—01 1.1161E—03 1.8075E—02
3 10,000 7.8372E—02 3.3769E—04 6.4799E—03

Performance of the hyperbolic order-m estimators discussed in Sect. 6.5 was
examined in the same experimental framework. However, for a particular order
m, it is difficult to determine analytically the “true” value y,,(xo, y,) defined in
Theorem 6.2.1 that is to be estimated by ’7\,,”, (x0, y) defined in (6.66). In order to
determine ,,(xo, y,) for each value of m considered in each of the three cases
where p = g = 1, 2, or 3, initial Monte Carlo experiments were performed
with 2,048 trials and a sample size of 33,600,000. On each trial, /V\m,n (x0,y0) was
approximated using (6.68) with B = 1,000,000; the results were then averaged
over Monte Carlo trials in order to approximate ,,(xo, y,). Then, a second set
of Monte Carlo experiments were performed, identical to those in the first set
except that the sample size was set at 42,000,000 — 25% larger than in the first
set of experiments. The approximated values of y,,(x0, y,) were compared to the
corresponding approximations from the first set of experiments. For every pair of
corresponding approximations, the results were identical to at least 5 digits to the
right of the decimal point.

Using the “true” values of y,,(xo, y,) obtained from the initial Monte Carlo
experiments, I then performed a second set of experiments to evaluate the perfor-
mance of hyperbolic order-m estimator /7\,,1 (x0,y,) defined in (6.68) with B =
2,000 to reflect the number of replications in (6.68) an applied researcher might
reasonably use. I considered four values of the order m € {10, 50, 100, 200} for
each of the sample sizes used in the previous experiments. Results for estimated
bias, variance, and MSE are given in Table 6.5.

The results in Table 6.5 confirm that bias, variance, and consequently MSE
decrease as n increases, in every case. The results also indicate that for the same
sample size n and the same number of dimensions, the order-m estimators have
smaller MSE than the FDH estimator for the values of m that were considered.
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Of course, Lemma 6.5.1 establishes that as m — oo, the order-m estimator
converges to the FDH estimator; but for the particular values of m considered here,
the order-m estimators have smaller MSE than the FDH estimator.

Comparing the MSEs of the DEA and order-m estimators reveals additional
phenomena. For p = ¢ = 1, the DEA estimator Ypga ., (xo, y,) has smaller MSE
than the order-m estimators for any of the values of m that were considered. With
p = g = 2, however, the corresponding MSE estimates are more similar between
the DEA and order-m estimators, and when p = ¢ = 3, the order-m estimators
outperform the DEA estimator in terms of MSE in many cases, particularly as
sample size increases beyond 10. This is to be expected; the DEA estimator incurs
the curse of dimensionality, while the order-m estimators do not.

6.7 Conclusions

In this paper I provide two easily-computable estimators of the hyperbolic measure
of technical efficiency proposed by Fire et al. (1985). The estimators do not
require an assumption of constant returns to scale. Asymptotic results, including
consistency, rates of convergence, and the limiting distribution are derived. In
addition, an unconditional, hyperbolic order-m estimator of technical efficiency and
its asymptotic properties are derived by extending results from Cazals et al. (2002)
for their conditional, input-oriented order-m estimator.

As discussed in the Introduction, measuring efficiency along hyperbolic paths
rather than along paths parallel either to input or output axes avoids results that
might depend on the slope of the production frontier in the neighborhood where
an inefficient observation is projected onto the frontier using either input- or
output-oriented efficiency scores. This problem has been discussed by Wheelock
and Wilson (2008, 2009). Wheelock and Wilson (2009) used the unconditional,
hyperbolic order-a measure of efficiency to construct Malmquist-type productivity
indices. Similar indices can be constructed using either the hyperbolic measure of
efficiency y(x, y) defined in (6.11) or the expected unconditional, hyperbolic order-
m measure y,, (x, y) defined in (6.27).

Avoiding the choice between input- and output-orientation is potentially even
more important in dynamic settings where Malmquist indices and their components
are estimated. With cross-period comparisons needed to define such indices, the
sensitivity of results to the choice of input- or output orientation is more likely to
arise than in cross-sectional settings. Whereas a firm might lie near the middle of
the range of the data for one period, it might lie near the steeply-sloped or nearly
flat portions of the frontier prevailing in the other period, in which case estimates of
productivity or efficiency change may be highly sensitive to the choice of input- or
output-orientation.

Moreover, from a practical viewpoint, the cross-period comparisons used to
estimate changes in technology often result in infeasible solutions when input- or
output-oriented DEA or FDH estimators are used. In particular, it is sometimes the
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case that a firm’s position in one period is either above or to the left of the frontier
estimate in another period; in the former case, cross-period, input-oriented DEA
or FDH efficiency estimates cannot be computed, while in the latter case, cross-
period output-oriented estimates cannot be computed. Similar problems exist for
the input- and output-oriented conditional order-m and order-« estimators of Cazals
et al. (2002) and Daouia and Simar (2007). Measuring efficiency along hyperbolic
paths avoids these problems.
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Chapter 7

Explaining Efficiency in Nonparametric
Frontier Models: Recent Developments
in Statistical Inference

Luiza Badin and Cinzia Daraio

Abstract The explanation of efficiency differentials is an essential step in any
frontier analysis study that aims to measure and compare the performance of
decision making units. The conditional efficiency measures that have been intro-
duced in recent years (Daraio and Simar, J. Prod. Anal. 24:93—121, 2005) represent
an attractive alternative to two-step approaches, to handle external environmental
factors, avoiding additional assumptions such as the separability between the input-
output space and the space of external factors. Although affected by the curse
of dimensionality, nonparametric estimation of conditional measures of efficiency
eliminates any potential specification issue associated with parametric approaches.
The nonparametric approach requires, however, estimation of a nonstandard con-
ditional distribution function which involves smoothing procedures, and therefore
the estimation of a bandwidth parameter. Recently, Badin et al. (Eur. J. Oper. Res.
201(2):633-640, 2010) proposed a data driven procedure for selecting the optimal
bandwidth based on a general result obtained by Hall et al. (J. Am. Stat. Assoc.
99(486):1015-1026, 2004) for estimating conditional probability densities. The
method employs least squares cross-validation (LSCV) to determine the optimal
bandwidth with respect to a weighted integrated squared error (WISE) criterion.
This paper revisits some of the recent advances in the literature on handling exter-
nal factors in the nonparametric frontier framework. Following the Badin et al. (Eur.
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J. Oper. Res. 201(2):633-640, 2010) approach, we provide a detailed description
of optimal bandwidth selection in nonparametric conditional efficiency estimation,
when mixed continuous and discrete external factors are available. We further pro-
pose an heterogeneous bootstrap which allows improving the detection of the impact
of the external factors on the production process, by computing pointwise confi-
dence intervals on the ratios of conditional to unconditional efficiency measures.

We illustrate these extensions through some simulated data and an empirical
application using the sample of U.S. mutual funds previously analyzed in Daraio and
Simar (J. Prod. Anal. 24:93-121, 2005; Eur. J. Oper. Res. 175(1):516-542, 2006;
Advanced Robust and Nonparametric Methods in Efficiency Analysis: Methodol-
ogy and Applications, Springer, New York, 2007a).

7.1 Introduction

The nonparametric envelopment estimators of frontiers and technical efficiency,
namely Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA, see Farrell 1957; Charnes et al. 1978)
and Free Disposal Hull (FDH, see Deprins et al. 1984) have been extensively
used in empirical studies aiming to estimate the efficiency scores of producers
from a wide variety of fields. The success of these nonparametric envelopment
methods is mainly due to the few assumptions required for specifying the Data
Generating Process (DGP). However, the nonparametric approach presents also
several limitations, namely the difficulty in carrying out statistical inference, the
curse of dimensionality and the influence of extreme values and outliers. Recent
advances on robust nonparametric efficiency estimation provide useful tools for
overcoming the main drawbacks of traditional nonparametric efficiency estimators,
such as FDH and DEA.

An increasing number of recent studies on efficiency and productivity include
external, environmental factors in the analysis of the performances of economic
producers. These environmental factors can be considered as exogenous variables,
which may influence the production process, but, unlike the inputs and the outputs,
are not under the control of the production unit. Including such factors in the analysis
can help not only explaining the differences in efficiency, but also improving the
management of the analyzed units.

A fully nonparametric setting which includes external variables in the frontier
model and permits use of conditional Debreu—Farrell efficiency scores and their
nonparametric estimators was developed by Daraio and Simar (2005, 2007a,
2007b), extending previous results from Cazals et al. (2002). Conditional effi-
ciency measures and their nonparametric estimators, including conditional FDH,
conditional DEA, conditional order—m and conditional order-o have proved to
be a useful tool for investigating the impact of external-environmental factors
on the performance of production units in a nonparametric framework. However,
nonparametric estimators require at some stage the estimation of a nonstandard
conditional distribution which depends on a smoothing parameter (bandwidth). So
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far, the bandwidth selection method was an open issue in this framework. Daraio
and Simar (2005) suggested to use the cross-validation or plug-in rules, but those
are based on marginal properties of the external, environmental variables and do not
consider the influence of these variables on the production process when estimating
the bandwidth.

Badin et al. (2010) adapted the theoretical results from Hall et al. (2004) and Li
and Racine (2008) to the particular setting of conditional frontier estimation and
proposed a data-driven method for selecting the optimal bandwidth for nonparamet-
ric conditional efficiency estimation. Beside providing the optimal bandwidth, the
procedure allows detection of the components of the external variables that have no
influence on the production process.

This chapter revisits the method proposed by Badin et al. (2010) and examines
the case where the external variables are vectors having both continuous and
discrete components, as opposed to the case considered by Bidin et al. (2010)
where all environmental variables are continuous. The paper is organized as follows.
Section 7.2 gives an overview of recent results in nonparametric frontier estimation
when external, environmental factors are included in the model, stressing advan-
tages as well as shortcomings of the different approaches. In Sect. 7.3 we present
the probabilistic formulation of the frontier model, the conditional measures of
efficiency, and their corresponding nonparametric estimators. Extending the results
of Badin et al. (2010) we describe in detail how to handle mixed continuous and
discrete external factors in Sect. 7.4. In Sect. 7.5 we suggest a consistent bootstrap
approach to estimate pointwise confidence intervals for the ratios of conditional
to unconditional efficiency measures. We investigate the finite sample behavior of
the optimal bandwidth through simulated examples and an empirical application
using data on U.S. mutual funds. The simulation exercises, with univariate and
multivariate external factors, and with different impact of the external factors,
illustrate how to operationalize the statistical inference in this conditional frontier
setting. The chapter ends with a section discussing conclusions.

Throughout the chapter, we discuss the output orientation focusing on the
nonparametric conditional efficiency estimators. Similar results are straightforward
to derive for the input orientation case, which we leave as an exercise for the reader.

7.2 Introducing External Factors in Nonparametric Frontier
Models: An Overview on the Literature

For the most part, the literature on efficiency analysis focuses on the estimation of
production frontiers, which provide benchmarks against which economic producers
are evaluated. Recent studies have attempted to explain efficiency differentials by
including exogenous variables that cannot be controlled by the producer, but which
may influence the production process. From an economic viewpoint it is important
to identify the “particularities” of the production process or the economic conditions
that might be responsible for inefficiency, as well as to detect and analyze possible
influential factors that can determine changes in productivity patterns.
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The meaning and the economic role played by external, environmental variables
is strictly linked to the economic field firms are operating in. The choice of
environmental variables has to be done on a case-by-case basis, requiring knowledge
of the production process and its characteristics and by taking into account the
economic field of application.

In the efficiency literature, three main approaches have been proposed to explain
efficiency differentials by introducing external, environmental variables (denoted
below by Z).

First, the one-stage approach is based on including in the model the external
factors Z as free-disposable inputs or outputs (see, for example, Banker and Morey
1986). The approach involves external variables Z as inputs or outputs in defining
the attainable set, but these are not active in the optimization for estimating the
efficiency scores. The method has several drawbacks since it requires restrictive
assumptions on the free disposability and convexity of the resulted (augmented)
attainable set and moreover the a priori specification of the favorable or unfavorable
role of the exogenous factors, since they may act either as free disposal inputs
or as undesired freely available outputs. Moreover, the linear programs involved
in defining the corresponding efficiency scores depend on the returns to scale
assumption made on the non-discretionary inputs or outputs. All these assumptions
look restrictive because quite often the analyst has not a clear view on the possible
influence of Z on the production process.

The second traditional approach is the so-called two-stage approach. Here,
the nonparametric efficiency estimates obtained in a first stage are regressed in a
second stage on covariates interpreted as environmental variables (see Fire et al.
1994, Simar and Wilson 2007, 2008 and all the references therein, as well as
the DEA’s bibliographies by Cooper et al. 2000 and Gattoufi et al. 2004). Most
studies using this approach have used either tobit regression or ordinary least squares
for estimating the second-stage parametric models. Simar and Wilson (2007) note
that “None of the studies that employ two-stage approaches have described the
underlying data-generating process. Since the DGP has not been described, there is
some doubt about what is being estimated in the two-stage approaches.” In addition,
DEA estimates are by construction biased estimators of the true efficiency scores.
Finally, a more serious problem arises from the fact that DEA efficiency estimates
are serially correlated and that the error term in the second stage is correlated
with the regressors. As stated by Simar and Wilson (2007) “consequently, standard
approaches to inference [...] are invalid.”

Simar and Wilson (2007) proposed a semi-parametric bootstrap-based approach
to overcome the problems of the traditional two-stage approaches outlined above.
In particular, Simar and Wilson (2007) proposed two bootstrap-based algorithms to
obtain valid, accurate inference in this framework. Still, the two-stage approach has
two inconveniences. First, it relies on a separability condition between the input-
output space and the space of the external factors, assuming that these factors have
no influence on the attainable set, affecting only the probability of being more or
less efficient, which may not hold in some situations. Second, the regression in
the second stage relies on strong parametric assumptions (e.g., linear model and
truncated normal error term).
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More recently, Park et al. (2008), suggested using a nonparametric model for
the second stage regression. Unfortunately, this two-stage approach also relies on
the separability condition between the input—output space and the space of external
factors that was mentioned above. It is important to note that neither Simar and
Wilson (2007) nor Park et al. (2008) advocated using the two-stage approach. The
goal of Simar and Wilson was to define a statistical model where a second-stage
regression would be meaningful, and to provide a method for valid inference in
the second-stage regression. Daraio et al. (2010) provide a test of the separability
condition that is required for the second stage regression to be meaningful, and
also remark that if this condition is not met, the first-stage estimates have no useful
meaning; see also Simar and Wilson (2010) for additional discussion.

A third, more general and appealing approach is the nonparametric conditional
approach proposed by Daraio and Simar (2005) in which conditional efficiency
measures are defined and estimated nonparametrically. The approach is based on
the extension of the probabilistic formulation of the production process proposed
by Cazals et al. (2002). Here the attainable set is interpreted as the support of some
probability measure defined on the input-output space and the traditional Debreu—
Farrell efficiency scores are defined in terms of a nonstandard conditional survival
function. The approach allows a natural extension of the model in the presence of
environmental factors, leading to conditional Debreu—Farrell efficiency measures.
The nonparametric estimators of conditional efficiency measures are then easily
defined by a plug-in rule, providing conditional FDH estimators as in Daraio and
Simar (2005) or conditional DEA estimators, as in Daraio and Simar (2007b). Since
the conditional efficiency estimators are based on a nonstandard conditional survival
function, smoothing procedures and the estimation of a bandwidth parameter are
required. Daraio and Simar (2005, 2007a) suggest using bandwidth selection meth-
ods, such as cross-validation and plug-in rules related to kernel density estimation
for the external variables Z. For estimating the density of Z, they propose the
likelihood cross-validation method based on a k-nearest neighbor technique. This
method has the merit of providing bandwidths with appropriate asymptotic rate, but
as observed by Daraio and Simar (2005), the resulting bandwidth does not possess
optimality properties in finite samples. Moreover, these methods do not take into
account the influence of the environmental variables on the production process while
determining the window size, since they are based only on marginal properties of Z.

Regarding asymptotic properties of the nonparametric conditional estimators,
Jeong et al. (2008) proved their asymptotic consistency and derived the limiting
sampling distribution of the conditional efficiency estimators. Methods of statistical
inference in conditional frontier models continue to be developed.

Estimation of the bandwidth parameter in the nonparametric, conditional
approach was until recently an open issue. Bidin et al. (2010) proposed an adaptive
data-driven method for selecting the optimal bandwidth by extending theoretical
results obtained by Hall et al. (2004) and Li and Racine (2007, 2008) in the
context of conditional density or distribution function estimation to the frontier
framework. The approach is based on least squares cross-validation, and provides
a bandwidth which optimizes, in terms of integrated square error, the estimation
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of the conditional survival function involved, where the dependence between the
output variable and the external factor Z is implicit.

This paper provides further extensions to the nonparametric conditional approach
described above. The methodology applies to full conditional FDH as well as to
robust conditional estimators (order-m, order-«). To improve the detection of the
impact of Z we propose an heterogenous bootstrap for constructing bootstrap con-
fidence intervals for the ratios of conditional to unconditional efficiency measures.

7.3 Conditional Efficiency: Probabilistic Model
and Nonparametric Estimation

The activity of production units is usually characterized by the feasible input-output
combinations which define the attainable set W, i.e.,

U ={(x,y) € Rﬁ_ X Rl_ﬂ x can produce y}, (7.1)

where x € Rﬁ_ is the input vector required to produce the output vector y € R’_f{_.

The probabilistic frontier model introduced by Cazals et al. (2002) assumes that
the set of observed production units represents a random sample of independent,
identically distributed observations from the population of input-output pairs (X, Y)
on Rﬁ_ X Rz_. Consequently, the production process can be fully characterized by the
joint distribution of X and Y, whose support is the production possibilities set V.
The support of the g-variate survivor function Sy|x (y|x) = Prob(Y > y|X < x)
can be interpreted as the attainable set of output values Y for a producer using an
input level x. For ¢ = 1 and for any given x, the upper boundary of the support
of this conditional survivor function provides the production frontier, as defined by
Cazals et al. (2002), i.e.

@(x) = sup{y | Sy|x(y|x) > 0}. (7.2)
In the multiple output case (¢ > 1), it is more convenient to use radial distances
A(x,y) = sup{A | Sy|x (Ay[x) > 0} (7.3)

for evaluating the efficiency level of a given point. Here A(x, y) represents the
output-efficiency measure for a unit operating at level (x, y) and is equivalent,
under free disposability of inputs and outputs, with the Farrell output-efficiency
score (Farrell 1957).

Daraio and Simar (2005) extended the probabilistic model by introducing
external environmental factors that are exogenous to the production process, but
which may influence the process and productivity patterns. Consider (X,Y,Z) €
Rﬁ_ X ]R'_I{_ x R’, where Z € R’ represents a vector of external variables and define
the following nonstandard conditional distribution:
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H(x,y|z) = Prob(X <x,Y > y|Z =2). (7.4)
Using the decomposition
Prob(X < x,Y > y|Z =z) =Prob(Y >y | X <x,Z = z) Prob(X < x|Z = 2)
= Syix.z(y]x,2) Fx|z (x]z),

where Sy |y z(y|x,z) = H(x, y|z)/H(x,0|z) and Fy z(x|z) = H(x,0|z), the con-
ditional output-efficiency measure can be defined by

A(x, y|z) = sup{A|Sy|x,z(Ay|x,z) > 0} = sup{A|H(x,Ay|z) > O}. (7.5)

The conditional order-m output efficiency measure can be introduced as follows.
For a given level of inputs x, draw m i.i.d. random variables ¥;, i = 1,...,m from
Sy|x,z(y]x, z) and define the set

W (x) ={(u,v) e R Ju<x, Y <v,i=1,...,n}. (7.6)

This is a random set which depends on z since the Y; are generated through
Sy|x,z (¥]x, z). When the environmental variable Z takes the value z, the conditional
survivor of X and Y given Z = z defines the data generating process which depends
on the exogenous environment represented by Z. The conditional order-m output
efficiency measure is defined as

A (X, ¥12) = Eyixz (A5, (x, ) | X <x,Z =2), (1.7)

where ifn (x,y) =sup{A | (x,Ay) € W (x)}. This can be computed as

Do y]2) = /0 [ — (1= Sypy. 2y lx,2)"1du. (1.8)

where lim,,— 00 A (X, y|2) = A(X, ¥]2).

An alternative to the order-m partial frontier is the order-o quantile-type frontier
defined by Daouia and Simar (2007) and extended to conditional measures by the
same authors. The conditional order-« output efficiency measure given that Z = z
is defined as

Aa(x,y|2) = sup{A | Sy|x.z(Ay[x.2) > 1 —a}. (7.9)
The nonparametric conditional output-efficiency estimator is computed by sim-

ply replacing the unknown theoretical quantities in (7.5) by their empirical analogs
to obtain

T (x, y12) = sup{A|Syx z(Ay|x,2) > 0} = sup{A|H(x, Ay|z) > 0}.  (7.10)
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A nonparametric estimator of A,,(x, y|z) is given by

Buntryld = [ [1-0=Suztolx.o]du

~ //l\n(xsylz) ~
= Tyl — / (1= Sypz(ylx.2)"du. (1.11)
0

Since i\n,m(x, yiz) — ;\\,, (x,y|z) when m — o0, the order-m conditional
efficiency score can again be viewed as a robust estimator of the conditional
efficiency score A(x, y|z) when choosing m = m(n) — oo with n — oo. For
finite m, the corresponding frontier estimator will be more robust to outliers, since
it will not envelop all the data points.

A nonparametric estimator of A4(x,y|z) is provided in a similar way, by
plugging in its formula, the nonparametric estimator of Sy|x z(y|x,z). Formally,
it is defined as

Jona(x, y12) = sup{A | Syxz(Ay|x,2) > 1 —al. (7.12)

Here also we have limy_, | :X\,,,a (x,yl2) = Ton (x,y]2).

Estimation of the conditional distribution and survivor function involved in
(7.10), (7.11) and (7.12) requires smoothing procedures and consequently estima-
tion of a bandwidth parameter, which is crucial for providing a reliable estimator of
the conditional efficiency score. Daraio and Simar (2005, 2007a) propose selecting
the bandwidth by a cross-validation rule which is based on the estimation of the
marginal density of Z, using a nearest-neighbor technique. Although the resulting
bandwidth is of appropriate asymptotic order, it is not optimal for finite samples;
moreover it does not consider the influence that Z might have on the behavior of
Y given that X < x. For the conditional FDH case, with an univariate baseline
bandwidth 4, we have

Ton (3, ¥12) — A(x, y]2) = 0, ((nn")~"r+a), (7.13)

as h — 0 with nh' — oo when n — oo (Jeong et al. 2008). For the unconditional
FDH, according to Park et al. (2000) we have

T (3, ) = A(x, ) = 0, (n~1FD), (7.14)

Bddin et al. (2010) proposed an adaptive, data-driven method which optimizes
the estimation of the conditional survivor function Sy|x z(y|x,z), where the
dependence between Y and Z for X < x is implicit. The optimal order of the
bandwidths for estimating the conditional survivor function Sy|x z(y|x,z) with
the kernel estimator gy|x,z (y]x.z) is h ~ n~/+9 (see Li and Racine 2007;
for details see Badin et al. 2010, the extension of Li and Racine’s results to the
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conditional frontier framework). Therefore, as observed by Jeong et al. (2008), the
rate of convergence of the FDH conditional efficiency estimators deteriorates to
n*/ D+ Similar results are available for the order-m and order- as well as
for the DEA version of the estimators.

7.4 Handling Mixed Continuous and Discrete External
Variables

In attempting to explaining efficiency differentials by analyzing the impact of
external factors, one is often confronted with situations where mixed continuous
and categorical data types are available. These may include, for example, the
type of economic environment, ownership and property rights, quality factors, or
environmental factors that might be represented by either continuous or discrete
variables. A general approach involves developing estimation procedures which
allow inclusion of both continuous and discrete exogenous variables. In the
following, we describe in detail how to handle multivariate mixed discrete and
continuous external variables when selecting the optimal bandwidth for estimating
the conditional survival function on which the conditional efficiency estimators are
based.

Denote by Z = (Z¢, Z?) the vector of external variables, where Z¢ € R’ is the
r-dimensional subset of the continuous components of Z and Z¢ € D* denotes the
subset of discrete components of Z.

Consider the conditional pdf of ¥ given X < x and Z = z, defined as

S, X <x,2) JO. X <x,2)
gi(X =x.2  g{(X <x,zz?)Prob(Z? =z9)

g|IX <x,2) = (7.15)

where f and g are respectively the joint and the marginal density in y and z and
gi(X < x,7¢ |z¢) denotes the density of Z¢ given Z?¢ = z¢.

Let X = {(X;,Y;,Z;) | i = 1,...,n} be the set of observed production units,
which can be viewed as a random sample of i.i.d. observations drawn from the joint
distribution of (X,Y,Z) € R} x RY x R’, with t = r + 5. The estimate of the

conditional density in (7.15) can be written as

7O0.X <x.2)
?1()( <x,7)

T Y X < X)Ki(Zi ) Ko Zi 2 L, (Y, y)
B U (X < X)Kn(Zi. ) Ka(Zi )
(7.16)

SOIX <x,Z=2=

where L, e K}, and K are nonnegative generalized kernels, with bandwidths &, h
and A respectively; these will be described in more detail below.
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Note that the number of observations used in the estimation above is N, =
Z,’-’=1 I(X; < x), i.e. the number of observations in the sample where X; < x.
Consequently, the selected bandwidths will be determined for a specific value of
X, but in order to simplify the notation, we will denote the bandwidths simply by

(hy,h,A).
For the output variables Y we use the product kernel
L, (Y
Ly, (Y;,y) = ]_[ h_y,L ) (7.17)
j=1 j J

where L(-) is a traditional univariate kernel function. The kernel used for the
external factors Z is described in detail in the following section.

7.4.1 Kernel Smoothing with Mixed Continuous
and Discrete Data

Since the conditional efficiency estimators are based on the nonparametric estima-
tion of a conditional survival function and smoothing procedures for the external
variable Z, it is natural to involve methods which allow smoothing all the com-
ponents of Z, continuous or discrete. The classical nonparametric frequency-based
estimator for discrete distributions is based on splitting the data into cells according
to the distinct values taken by the categorical variables. This may result however, in
a large number of cells, sometimes exceeding the sample size, making the estimation
unfeasible. Many studies have overcome this issue by proposing kernel estimators
for categorical data. Perhaps the most desirable feature of kernel estimators for
discrete data is that there is no curse of dimensionality associated with smoothing
discrete probability functions, with the estimators achieving /71-consistency similar
to most parametric estimators.

The idea of kernel smoothing for discrete probability distributions can be traced
back to Aitchison and Aitken (1976), who proposed an extension of the kernel
approach from continuous to multivariate binary data as an alternative to the
classical frequency-based nonparametric estimator. The method allows extensions
for data with more than two categories, ordered or unordered, and can be further
generalized to handle mixed discrete and continuous data.

Titterington (1980) studied kernel-based density estimates for categorical data,
analyzing also several techniques for computing the smoothing parameter for
the case of multivariate, multi-category and even incomplete data. Wang and
Van Ryzin (1981) proposed a class of smooth weight function estimators for
discrete distributions, and provided a general procedure for choosing the weight
function smoothing parameter, which is the analogous to the smoothing parameter
of Aitchison and Aitken (1976). Various methods for computing the smoothing
parameter have been proposed and compared; e.g., jackknife likelihood or cross-
validation, minimizing the mean squared error and pseudo-Bayesian techniques.
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Although it is known that kernel smoothing is likely to introduce some finite
sample bias, the resulting estimators are superior to the frequency-based estimators,
significantly reducing the variance, which leads to an overall reduction in mean
square error.

Consider the probability function p(z?) =Prob(Z?¢ =z%), where Z¢ is an
unordered discrete variable assuming ¢ distinct values {0,1,2,...,¢ — 1} corre-
sponding to the possible outcomes of Z¢. Aitchison and Aitken (1976) proposed
the following kernel estimator for p(z¢):

P = %ZI(Z,-" =9, (7.18)

i=1

where /(-) is a kernel function defined by

1-1 ifzd =24
(zf =z = , 7.19
(27 =) {A/(c —1) otherwise, (7.19)
with smoothing parameter A € [0, (¢ — 1)/c] and where {Z{, ..., Z¢} is a random

sample on Z?. The range of A ensures that the kernel function is a pdf with mode
atz¢ = Z9. For A = 0, l(Zid = z%) becomes the indicator function and p(z?)
simply estimates the probability function by the corresponding relative frequencies,
while for A assuming its upper bound, we have [(Z¢ = z?) = 1/c, therefore p(z%)
becomes the uniform discrete distribution, whatever the data. This feature is very
appealing since for a uniform distribution, / (Z,d = z%) is invariant with respect
to the data and seems reasonable to smooth out the corresponding component,
when detecting the irrelevant components of the conditioning variable. One possible
shortcoming of the previous kernel function could be that it depends on the support
of the data which is required to be known. This may be avoided by using the
following alternative:

- 1 ifzd=7
[(z4 =71 = i 7.20
(Zi ) A otherwise, ( )

where A € [0, 1]. We note again that the indicator function and the uniform weight
function are obtained as particular cases for A = 0 and A = 1, respectively.
However the above kernel function does not sum to 1. In order to avoid this problem,
the resulting probability estimator must be normalized accordingly. For practical
situations which also involve ordinal variables, particular weight functions able
to reflect the ordered status are needed, as for example near-neighbor weights.
Aitchison and Aitken (1976) suggested the following kernel function:

k(zd =77 = (C,))Lj(l—/\)c_l,when|Z,f’l—zd| =j, for j €{0,....c—1}.
J
(7.21)
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This weight function sums to 1, but for any ¢ > 3 there is no value of A such that
the weights become constant. Wang and Van Ryzin (1981) proposed the following
ordered categorical kernel:

o 1—A if|Z4 -z =0
k(Zl =2z ): %A‘Z;j_zd‘ 1f|Zld—Zd|21

(7.22)

For alternative kernels for discrete data, or mixed continuous and discrete, see
Ouyang et al. (2006), Li and Racine (2008), and Li et al. (2009).

Using generalized product kernels, one can easily extend this approach to the
multivariate setting, allowing for mixed discrete and continuous variables, as well as
for ordered discrete variables, by replacing the kernel function with an appropriate
one. In determining the optimal bandwidths, the use of generalized kernels requires
more computational effort, but has the advantage of providing asymptotically
optimal smoothing for the relevant components of Z, while eliminating irrelevant
components by oversmoothing (the bandwidths for the continuous irrelevant com-
ponents converge to infinity and those for the discrete attain their upper extreme
values). Therefore we determine an optimal bandwidth for each component of Z
and detect in the same time irrelevant components of Z.

We develop below the kernel approach for mixed continuous and discrete
data in the conditional frontier framework. For the discrete components of the
environmental variable Z, we use the kernel proposed by Aitchison and Aitken
(1976) and defined in (7.19); our presentation follows Hall et al. (2004).

Consider the vector Z; = (Zf, Zid ) of continuous and discrete components
of each observation, where Z{ = (Z{,...,Z;,) and Zld = (Z,?“;, R Zlds), and
assume that Zl?‘; takes the values 0, 1, ...,c¢; — 1. Now define the product kernel

U VAR &
Ki(zf.<) =[] -k (%) : (7.23)
joi hi j

where z° = (zf,....z0), K is a traditional kernel function, and /; represents the
bandwidth for the continuous component Z fj with 0 < h j<ooandi =1,...,n.
For the discrete components, consider

s A Nij
K (78,72 = / 1—A;)! =N, 7.24
Az 2 ,E[l(c;—l (1=2;) (724)
where z¢ = (z‘ll,...,zf), Njj = H(Zi‘; #* zj) and Aq,..., A are the smoothing

parameters for the discrete components with 0 < A; < (c; — 1)/c;.
At the end, the kernel used for estimation will be the product of the kernels
defined in (7.23) and (7.24), i.e.,

K(Zi,2) = Kn(Z5, 2K (28, 2%). (7.25)
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7.4.2 Optimal Bandwidth Selection

The least squares cross-validation (LSCV) method is employed to find the optimal
values for /1, h and A. In terms of conditional efficiency estimates, we are mainly
interested in finding the optimal values for (h,A) = (hy, ..., h,, A1, ..., Ag), since
we will not use /1, in estimating the conditional survival Sy |x z (y]x, 2).

The criterion is based on a weighted integrated squared error (W I SE). We have

wisE=Y. [@0IX <v.2=9-g0/X < vz =97
d

X g1(X < x,29)w(°)ddy, (7.26)

where the integral is over (y,z°) and the sum is taken over all atoms of the
distribution of Z¢. Here, w(z¢)dz¢ has the role to avoid dividing by 0, or by numbers
close to 0, in the ratio }’\(y, X <x,2)/g1(X < x,z) in (7.16). By straightforward
developments, it can be seen that the part of W1 SE that depends on the bandwidths
(hy,h,A) can be expressed as 11, — 21»,, where

In=) / TIX =x.Z =2g{(X < x,2°2)Prob(Z¢ = 2)yw(Z)dz dy
Zd

(7.27)
and

L, = Z/’g\(le <x,Z=2f(y, X <x,7w(z)dzdy. (7.28)

With the notation G (x,z) = f?z(y,Xfx,z)dy, the integrals Iy, and I,
become:

~ g(X < x,z%|z%)Prob(Z? = z%) o e
L, = G(x, — d 7.29
1 E,d / (x,2) 2 <x.2) w(z9)dz (7.29)

and
Ion = Z/g(ﬂX <X, Z=2f(y. X < x,9w()dz". (7.30)
Zd

Moreover, since G (x, z) can be expressed as

. 1 , :
G0 = > > Ki(Zi.)Ki(Z. ) Ka(Ziy. ) Kn(Z1y. )

i1=liy=1

x I(X;, = x)I(Xi, < x)/Lhy (Yi. )L, (Yiy, y)dy, — (7.31)
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we obtain the following cross-validation approximations for 7, and I5,:

% 1y Gi)(x. Z)I(X; < x)w(Z{)

n = — 7.32
" P giH(X =x,2) (732
and .
~ Il & fo(Yi X <x,Z)IX; < Z¢
Ty = _Z f(l)( i = X, Z)I(X; < x)w( l)’ (7.33)
n X =<x,Z;)

i=1
where by the subscript (i) we indicate that the corresponding function of the data
was calculated by the leave-one-out rule, namely by deleting the ith observation
(X;,Y:, Z;) from the sample {(X1, Y1, Z1),..., (X, Yu, Z,)}.
The optimal bandwidth (/,,/,A) is then obtained by minimizing the cross-
validation criterion C V' given by

CV(hy b, A) =11, — 212, (7.34)

In the case of two or more local minima, in order to avoid using too small
bandwidths, we select the second smallest of these resulting points, as recommended
in Hall et al. (2004).

Hall et al. (2004) and Li and Racine (2008) prove that the LSCV criterion
provides optimal bandwidths for the relevant components of Z, while for those
irrelevant, the corresponding elements of (%, 1) assume their upper extreme values,
and consequently, the respective components of Z are smoothed out. In practice,
this results in appropriate smoothing for the relevant components of Z and over-
smoothing for the potential irrelevant components.

Finally, we have to correct the resulting bandwidths by an appropriate scaling
factor, since the method provides the optimal bandwidths for estimating the
conditional pdf, while we are considering the estimation of the conditional cdf
(survivor) (for details regarding the correction, see Li and Racine 2007). The scaling
factor in our conditional frontier framework is n~4/((@T+HU+4) where ¢ is the
dimension of ¥ and ¢ is the dimension of Z.

These bandwidths can be successfully used to estimate all the conditional
measures of efficiency discussed in Sect. 7.3: full, order-m and order-c«.

7.5 Improving the Detection of the Impact
of Z by Bootstrapping

Daraio and Simar (2005) proposed an effective methodology for detecting the
impact (positive, negative, neutral or variable) of the external factors on the
performance of the production units. The method is based on analyzing the shape

of a nonparametric regression curve of Q° = )’k;(x, v|z)/ )C, (x, y), the ratio of the
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conditional to the unconditional efficiency scores, as a function of the conditioning
factor Z. An increasing regression in the input orientation case suggests that Z is
an unfavorable variable with negative effect on the production process, which may
be interpreted as an undesired output, while a decreasing regression suggests that Z
is a favorable variable, having a positive effect on the production process, and may
be interpreted as a freely available input. Conversely, for the output orientation,
an increasing regression indicates that Z is a favorable variable with a positive
effect on the production process, while a decreasing regression suggests that Z
is an unfavorable variable, having a negative effect on the production process.
This approach provides satisfactory results not only for the case of univariate Z
but also for the multivariate case that needs more careful analysis in order to
recover the marginal impact of the components of Z to the production process. As
extensively explained and illustrated in Daraio and Simar (2007) the investigation
of the interaction effects may be very useful in this complex framework. The next
subsection and the following numerical examples illustrate this methodology.

7.5.1 A Heterogeneous Bootstrap on Q*

In this section we propose a bootstrap based procedure to test the impact of some
external-environmental factors on the production process, i.e., to test whether the
impact is real, or merely due to sampling variation. Our aim is to investigate the
sampling variation of the surface of Q¢ against Z; and Z,. In this multivariate
setting, we propose a heterogeneous bootstrap approach which avoids the strict
assumption of the homogeneous bootstrap. Our approach allows to estimate point-
wise confidence intervals on the estimates of the smoothed nonparametric regression
of Q% against Z. It is based on the subsampling approach as suggested by Kneip
et al. (2008) and adapted to this complex framework a data driven procedure
suggested by Simar and Wilson (2009) for selecting the appropriate size of the
subsamples.

The subsampling bootstrap (drawing 77 <n observations out of the n) with
replacement or without replacement have the same behavior with 77 — co and ’ni —0
when n — oo. In this paper we apply the subsampling without replacement.

As smoothed nonparametric regression we use the local linear technique (Fan
and Gijbels 1996; Li and Racine 2007). We estimate the pointwise derivatives of
Q* against Z. In the case of multivariate Z we estimate the marginal derivatives
of Q% against each component of Z using the same procedure to detect interaction
effects described in Daraio and Simar (2007a). Pointwise derivatives capture the
varying response coefficients across the values of z, while the average derivatives
provide constant (fixed) response coefficients. The pointwise derivative captures the
local behavior of the shape of the regression function whereas the average derivative
gives an indication on the global behavior.

As also pointed out by Pagan and Ullah (1999, pp. 172-173), an important
statistical advantage of an average derivative estimator is its /7 consistency
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and asymptotic normality, which is the usual rate of convergence of parametric
estimators. Moreover, the asymptotic rate of convergence is not affected neither
by the dimension ¢ of Z, nor by the bandwidth /4. On the contrary, pointwise
derivative estimators which are based on the data in the neighborhood of a point,
have less than /n rate of convergence and this rate depends on /1, becoming worse
with an increasing ¢. The implication is that for statistical inference, one may need
much smaller samples with average derivative estimators compared to pointwise
estimators. Despite this disadvantage, pointwise estimates provide useful detailed
information able to characterize the behavior of variables that have a changing
behavior not normally distributed as it is usually the case e.g. for mutual funds data
that we will illustrate in the following.

We first fix a grid of values for Z; and Z, and study the sampling variation of
the estimator of O on this grid. Then we make a local linear fit on this grid. The
bootstrap is done by subsampling on X = {(X;,Y;,Z;) | i = 1,...,n}, keeping
the optimal bandwidth / estimated on the full sample using the method described in
the previous sections.

We compute basic bootstrap confidence intervals on the statistics of interest (the
ratios Q¢ and its derivatives) scaled by their appropriate scaling factors that are:

4
n\ GFoo+o [n
n n

for the estimator of the ratios Q¢ and

4
n\ GFoe+a (1
n n

for its derivatives, where 7 is the subsample size and n is the sample size. The
exponent of 7 depends on the rates of convergence (see Simar and Wilson 2008 for
more details).

[IN)

wil—

7.5.2 Simulated Examples with Univariate and Bivariate Z

For the simulated examples we consider the same convex model as in Simar (2007),
Daraio and Simar (2007a) and Badin et al. (2010), with p = ¢ = 2 and additive
output. The efficient frontier is defined by:

y@ = 1.0845(x V)03 (x@)04 _ (D (7.35)

where y(, y® and xM, x® are the components of y and x, respectively. The
input and output variables are independent, X i(] )~ U (1,2) and Yi(] )~ U 0.2,5)
for j = 1, 2. The output efficient frontier is characterized by:
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Y(l) 3 1.0845(Xi(1))0.3(Xi(z))0.4

i eff ;36
2 1 2 1

where S; = f’i(z) / 17,-(1) represent the slopes of the random rays in the output space
for j =1,2.

The efficiencies are then simulated according to U; ~ Exp(1/3) in the case of
univariate Z and U; ~ Exp(1/2) in the multivariate case and the output variables
are defined by Y; = Y; oy * exp(—=U;).

7.5.2.1 Univariate Z
In this first example we introduce an environmental factor Z generated from the

Uniform distribution, Z ~ U(1, 4), having a negative impact on the production
process till a value of 2.5 and with a positive impact above this value.

We simulate a sample of n = 100 observations according to the following
scenario:
Y\ =1+ (Z —2.5 % Y}« exp(=Uj) (7.38)
A _ _ ©) U
Y =0 +41Z=25[) %Y, 5 * exp(=U;). (7.39)

Table 7.1 presents the various measures of efficiency computed on this simulated
data set for 10 randomly selected units.

The robust measures of efficiency were computed using m = 10 and ¢ = 0.95.
In practice, the values for the tuning parameters m and o are controlled by their

Table 7.1 Results for 10 random units from the simulated data in the case of univariate Z. N is
the number of observations dominating the corresponding unit and N, the number points used for
estimation given Z = z

Units N A,(x,0) do(¥,9) An@,y) b N, A, 010 Ao, 912) Auw(x, y]2)

42 42 33069  3.1244 3.1196  0.4779 20  1.7369 1.4455 1.7369
19 0 1.0000  0.7973 0.8908 0.4964 9  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
71 1 1.6448 1.6448 1.6448 1.2452 2 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000

3 4 12354 1.1248 1.2001  0.5691 3  1.1243 1.1243 1.1243
32 3 1.4312 1.2282 1.3217  0.6142 12 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
35 20 1.7801 1.5273 1.6283  0.5104 24  1.0530 1.0000 1.0530
79 11 1.6905 1.4427 1.5548 0.4825 13 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
35 20 1.7801 1.5273 1.6283  0.5104 24  1.0530 1.0000 1.0530
53 7 1.4792 1.2710 1.3463  0.5336 16  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
39 1 1.1691 1.0000 1.1084 0.4835 7  1.1691 1.1691 1.1691

Mean 5.5 1.4820  1.3194 1.3802  1.1327 8.8 1.1441 1.1194 1.1441
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Fig. 7.1 Simulated example Effect of Z on Full frontier
with univariate Z. Smoothed 15[ T T T T
nonparametric regression of 51
An(x,y12)/An(x, ¥) on

Z (top panel), of

A (X, y|Z)/An.a(xy y) on
Z (middle panel) and of
A’?‘l‘/}'l('x’)}|Z)/A‘Vl‘/}'l('x? y) on 1
Z (bottom panel) values of Z
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values of Z

economic interpretation: a benchmark against the best m virtual competitors or
against a level of production with a probability (1 — ) x 100% of being dominated.

For the nonparametric regression, we used a truncated gaussian kernel, but we
note that the results remain stable when other kernels with compact support are
used. The results are displayed in Fig.7.1. The three panels (top for the FDH case,
middle for the o frontier case and bottom for the m frontier) depict the ratios of
conditional to unconditional FDH, « and m efficiency scores respectively, allowing
to detect the “U — shape” effect of Z on the production process, as expected.

7.5.2.2 Bivariate Z

We consider now a bivariate external factor Z = (Z;, Z,) with two independent
components, Z; ~ U(1,4), j = 1,2. The impact of Z on the production process is
captured as follows:

v = (142521 - 25P) * ), % exp(~Up)

Y2 = (1+2%|Z1 =25« ¥,2) x exp(~Up).
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i 1 Effect of Z; on Full frontier

eff(x,ylz)/eff(x,y)

values of Z;

y Effect of Z, on Full frontier

0.9}
0.8}

eff(x,ylz)/eff(x,y)

values of Z,

Fig. 7.2 Simulated example with multivariate Z. Top panel: smoothed nonparametric regression
of A, (x, y|2)/An(x, y) on Z; for Z,’s quartiles. Bottom panel: smoothed nonparametric regression

of A, (x, y|2)/Au(x, y) on Z, for Z,’s quartiles. The dashed line corresponds to the first quartile,
the solid line to the median and the dashdot line to the third quartile

We simulate n = 100 observations according to this scenario and we use a multi-
plicative quartic kernel with a vector of bandwidths & = (A, ..., h,) for Z and for
Y, a product gaussian kernel with /1, = hos, where h¢ is an univariate bandwidth
and s, is the vector of empirical standard deviations of Y.

For a more detailed information on the impact of Z on the simulated production
process, Fig.7.2 plots the ratios X,, (x,y]z) /,/{n (x,y) against Z; (top panel) and
Z, (bottom panel) at the three quartiles (first, median and third) of the other
component of Z. As we expected, we recover a cubic effect of Z; and a neutral
effect of Z,. The same effects were obtained also for ;\\n,a (x,y|2) /Xn,a (x,y) and
for Xn,m (x,y|2) /Xn,m (x, y) (here we do not have outliers). Here we see that Z; has
a cubic effect, while Z, has no effect on the production process (Fig.7.3).

The marginal effects can better be viewed in Fig. 7.4 which shows the surface
regression evaluated at the observations (X;,Y;, Z;) but represented marginally,
as function of each component Z; and Z, separately. The lines in the pictures
represents local average lines of the points to stress the global effect. The cubic
effect for Z; and the neutral effect for Z, are again explicit.

To improve the analysis of the impact of Z we also construct basic bootstrap
confidence intervals for Q¢ and its derivative and plot the corresponding pointwise
intervals against Z; and Z,. For this example we selected 7 = 84 (out of n = 100
observations) based on Simar and Wilson (2009). Looking at Fig. 7.5, bottom panel
we see that the derivative is negative up to Z; = 2.5 and positive after this value,
suggesting (as also depicted in the upper panel) the shape of Q¢ (Fig.7.6).
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Fig. 7.3 Smoothed nonparametric surface regression of Q¢ = )/L;(x, vlz)/ )/t; (x,y)on Z; and Z,.
Adapted from Béadin et al. (2010)

Effect of Z; on Full frontier
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Fig. 7.4 Marginal view of the surface regression of Q° = ),t;(x, ylz)/ )f; (x,y) on Z at the
observed points (X;, Y;, Z;) viewed as a function of Z; (top panel) and relative derivatives (bottom
panel). Adapted from Bédin et al. (2010)

7.5.3 An Illustration on Mutual Funds Data

In this section we apply the heterogeneous bootstrap described in this section to the
sample of US Mutual Funds that was previously considered in several papers (see
Daraio and Simar 2005, 2006, 2007a; Badin et al. 2010).
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Fig. 7.5 95% BB confidence intervals (dotted points) on Q* (solid line) against values of Z; (top
panel) and 95% BB confidence intervals (dotted points) on the estimates of the derivatives of Q¢
with respect to Z (solid line) against values of Z; (bottom panel)
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Fig. 7.6 95% BB confidence intervals (dotted points) on Q* (solid line) against values of Z, (top
panel) and 95% BB confidence intervals (dotted points) on the estimates of the derivatives of Q¢
with respect to Z, (solid line) against values of Z, (bottom panel)
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Fig. 7.7 Scatterplot and smoothing nonparametric regression of Q¢ = é;(x, ylz)/ é',\l (x,y)on Z
(top panel) and estimates of the derivatives of Q¢ with respect to Z (bottom panel)

We selected the Aggressive-Growth category of Mutual Funds which seek rapid
growth of capital and may invest in emerging market growth companies. The
selection of variables is the same as in earlier studies (see Daraio and Simar 2006
for a detailed analysis), and we perform an input oriented analysis in order to
evaluate the performance of mutual funds in terms of their risk (as expressed by
standard deviation of return) and transaction costs (including expense ratio, loads
and turnover) management. The usual output in this context is given by the return
of the funds. In our illustration we use market risks as environmental variable
to investigate its effect on our data, i.e. if it is detrimental or favorable to the
performance of mutual funds in the period under consideration.

The subsample size selected for the analysis, based on the Simar and Wilson
(2009) method is 7 = 68 out of 129 observations; the bandwidths were computed
by applying the methodology described in Sect. 7.4.

The scatterplot, top of Fig. 7.7, together with the estimated derivatives, bottom
of Fig.7.7 show that market risks do not have an impact on the mutual funds
performance.

Moreover, to assess the statistical meaning of this descriptive result we should
look at Fig. 7.8 that shows the basic bootstrap confidence intervals on the estimated
Q¢ (top panel) as well as the basic bootstrap confidence intervals on the estimated
derivatives of Q¢ (bottom panel). It appears that there is not a statistical impact of
market risks on the performance of mutual funds because the ratios Q¢ are flat, the
derivatives are constant and the zero is always contained in the pointwise confidence
intervals.
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Fig. 7.8 95% BB confidence intervals (dotted points) on Q¢ (solid line) against values of Z (top
panel) and 95% BB confidence intervals (dotted points) on the estimates of the derivatives of Q¢
with respect to Z (solid line) against values of Z (bottom panel)

7.6 Conclusions

The measurement of the technical efficiency of the decision making units is indeed
informative as such for making comparisons and informing managers and policy
makers on existing differentials and potential improvements across a sample of
analyzed units. The step further in the analysis of technical efficiency is to relate
the obtained efficiency estimates to some external or environmental variables which
may affect the performance evaluation and may help explaining the obtained
efficiency differentials. The recently introduced conditional measures of efficiency
of full frontiers (FDH, DEA) and of partial frontiers (order-m and order-o) represent
attractive fully nonparametric tools to evaluate the efficiency and explain the
influence of external factors on the production process.

In this paper we extend the results on nonparametric conditional approach on
two directions. On the one hand we focus on bandwidth selection for conditional
efficiency estimation when the external factors have both, continuous and discrete
components. Based on Badin et al. (2010) approach for selecting the optimal
bandwidth (defined with respect to an integrated square error criterion) through
a data-driven method, we illustrate how to handle and implement the estimation
in the presence of both categorical and continuous external factors. The approach
has the appealing feature of detecting the irrelevant factors, as those conditional
components of Z orthogonal to the dependent variable. Based on LSCYV, the method
automatically detects the irrelevant components, by assigning to those irrelevant
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discrete conditioning components, smoothing parameters which assume their upper
extreme values, whereas for the continuous ones, provides large bandwidth param-
eters, smoothing out the respective components. In this setting, the partial frontiers,
conditional order-m and order-«, have an advantage over the full conditional FDH
estimator: they capture better the effect of the discrete components of external
factors, providing more sensible information on conditional efficiency estimators.
Beside the +/n-consistency and the robustness properties of their unconditional
counterparts, the conditional order-m and order-o encompass the effect, being able
to detect the influence of both continuous and discrete components of the external,
environmental factors, on the production process.

On the other hand, we improve the detection of the impact of external factors
on the production process using conditional frontier models. In order to do so
we apply a heterogeneous bootstrap approach to compute pointwise confidence
intervals on the ratios of conditional to unconditional efficiency measures and of
their derivatives. In this way, it is possible to assess whether the impact detected
with conditional measures is a real impact or is just the effect of sampling variation.
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Chapter 8
Estimation of a General Parametric Location
in Censored Regression

Cédric Heuchenne and Ingrid Van Keilegom

Abstract Consider the random vector (X,Y), where Y represents a response
variable and X an explanatory variable. The response Y is subject to random right
censoring, whereas X is completely observed. Let m(x) be a conditional location
function of Y given X = x. In this paper we assume that m(-) belongs to some
parametric class M = {my : 6 € ®} and we propose a new method for estimating
the true unknown value 6. The method is based on nonparametric imputation for the
censored observations. The consistency and asymptotic normality of the proposed
estimator are established.

8.1 Introduction

Consider the random vector (X, Y'), where Y represents a (possible transformation
of a) response variable and X an explanatory variable. This chapter is concerned
with the estimation of a location functional of Y given X, when Y is subject to
random right censoring and X is completely observed. We suppose that this location
functional belongs to some parametric family.
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This problem has been widely studied in the literature when the location
functional is the conditional mean (see e.g. Stute (1993), Fygenson and Zhou
(1994), Van keilegom and Akritas (2000) among many others) or the conditional
median (see e.g. Buchinsky and Hahn (1998), Portnoy (2003), Yin et al. (2008),
Wang and Wang (2009) and the references therein). Here we focus attention on
L-functionals, given by

1
m(x) =/0 F~(s|x)J(s)ds,

where F(y|x) = P(Y < y|X = Xx) is the conditional distribution of ¥ given
X = x, F7!(s|x) = inf{y : F(y|x) > s} is the conditional quantile of order s, and
J(s) is a weight function satisfying J(s) > 0 forall 0 <s < 1 and fol J(s)ds = 1.
This type of location functionals includes as special cases the conditional mean,
trimmed mean, or any other kind of weighted mean. The conditional median can be
regarded as a limiting special case, obtained when J(s) puts all its massons = 1/2.

Another interesting special case is obtained for J(s) = I(1 — 8§ < s < 1)/8 for
some 0 < § < 1. Suppose the upper bound of the support of ¥ given X = x is finite
(say equal to 7y) and one is interested in the estimation of the support curve x — 7.
The above choice of J yields a robust estimator of this curve for small values of 8,
and is an interesting alternative to the so-called m-frontiers or «-frontiers, which are
based on order statistics of order m or quantiles of order 0 < @ < 1 (see e.g. Cazals
et al. (2002) and Aragon et al. (2005)).

We suppose in this chapter that Y is subject to random right censoring, i.e. instead
of observing Y we only observe (Z, A), where Z = min(Y, C) is the observed
survival time, A = I(Y < C) is the censoring indicator, and the random variable
C represents the censoring time, which is independent of ¥ conditionally on X . Let
(Xi,Z;,A;) (i =1,...,n) be n independent copies of (X, Z, A).

In the context of regression with right censored responses it is well known that the
nonparametric kernel estimator of the conditional distribution F(-|x) is inconsistent
in the right tail. The modeling of the above location functional m(x) is therefore
especially attractive in this framework, since particular choices of J-functions
enable us to get rid of these inconsistent parts (see Sect. 8.2 for more details).

The goal of this chapter is to propose a new estimation method for m(x), when
it is believed that m(-) belongs to the class

M ={my:0 € O},

consisting of location functionals determined by a finite-dimensional parameter
vector 6 € ©, where ® is a compact subset of IRY. The class M can be taken
equal to the class of polynomial functions of order d — 1, but any other parametric
class of “smooth” functions (in 8) can be chosen as well.

The chapter is organized as follows. In the next section we introduce some
notation and explain in detail the proposed estimation procedure for 6y, the true
unknown value of 6. Section 8.3 gives the main asymptotic properties of the
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proposed estimator. In Sect. 8.4 we summarize the results of the chapter and give
ideas for future research, whereas the appendix contains the proofs of the main
asymptotic results.

8.2 Description of the Method

The estimator 6, is defined as follows. First, we note that 6 can be written as

1
0y = argmin, E[(/ F~(s|X)J(s)ds — mg(X))Z]
0
— argmin, E[(Y - mg(X))zJ(F(YlX))]
— argmin, E[(z — mg(X))2J(F(Z|X)A

N J52 (v —me(X))2J(F(y|X)) dF (y|X)
1—-F(Z|X)

(1- A)].

The idea is now to estimate 6y by a minimizer 6, of an empirical version of the
above quantity, namely

n

6, = argmingq n~! Z [(Zi — mo(Xi))ZJ(ﬁ(Zi [ Xi)A,;
i=1
A —mo(X;)2J(F (y| X)) d F (X))
1 - F(Zi|X;)

(1— Ai)]. (8.1)

Here, F (y|x) is the nonparametric kernel estimator of the conditional distribution
F(y|x) proposed by Beran (1981):

A I/1/'1‘()("7{1}1) }
F =1- 1 - , 8.2
ko Zislyl:l { doimt I(Zi = Zi)Wi(x, an) ®2

(when no ties are present), where

()

dn
n x—X, ’
Yo K (52)
K is a kernel function and {a, } is a bandwidth sequence.
Hence, the estimation procedure for 6 can be summarized as follows:

1. First, for fixed 0, estimate the weighted squared error (Z; —mg(X;))>J (F(Zi{X))
of an uncensored observation (X;, Y;, A; = 1) by (Y; — mg(X;))>J(F (Y;| X)),

u/i(xvan) =
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where F is defined in (8.2), and of a censored observation (X;, C;, A; = 0) by a
nonparametric estimator of E[(Y — mg(X))ZJ(F(Y|X))|X =X;,Y > (.

2. Then, estimate 6p by minimizing the average of the weighted squared errors
obtained under the previous step.

Although the above idea of estimating 6, has never been considered in the present
context of nonlinear parametric estimation of a general location functional, similar
versions of this idea have been applied in other contexts. See e.g. Akritas (1996),
who, in the context of polynomial regression, first replaced all observations Z;
(censored and uncensored ones) by a nonparametric estimator 71(X;) of m(X;), and
then applied a classical least squares procedure on the so-obtained ‘synthetic’ data
(X;,m(X;)). His method has the disadvantage that it is quite sensitive to the choice
of the bandwidth, as the bandwidth is playing an important role for both the censored
and the uncensored data. Another related methodology is given in Heuchenne and
Van Keilegom (2007), who consider the estimation of the conditional mean of Y
given X when the relation between Y and X is given by a nonparametric location-
scale model. They also replace the censored observations by some kind of synthetic
data estimated under the assumed location-scale model. Also see Pardo-Fernandez
et al. (2007) for a goodness-of-fit test in parametric censored regression.

For the presentation of the asymptotic results in the next section, we need to
introduce the following notation. Let H(y|x) = P(Z < y|X = x), Hs(y|x) =
P(Z <y, A=8X=x)(8=0,1), F(y]x) = P(e < y|X = x) and Fy(x) =
P(X < x). The probability density functions of the above distribution functions
will be denoted by lower case letters. Also, let

)./;._+°°<y — my(x)>J(F(y|x))dF(y]x)

€y(x.2.8, F) = {8(z—mgp(x))*J(F(zlx)) + (1 -6 e

(where E[€4(X,Z,A,F)] = E[(Y — myg(X))?>J(F(Y|X))]), which implies that
the estimator 6, can be written as

0, = argmingq ZE@(X,’, Zi A, F),

i=1

where F is the Beran estimator defined in (8.2).

8.3 Asymptotic Results

We start by showing the convergence in probability of 6, and of the least squares
criterion function. This will allow us to develop an asymptotic representation for
0,;j —60j (j = 1,...,d), which in turn will give rise to the asymptotic normality of
these estimators. The assumptions used in the results below, as well as the proof of
the two first results, are given in the appendix.
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Theorem 8.3.1. Assume (Al), (A2) (i), (A4) (i), (iv), (v) and (A7). Moreover, assume
that, J is continuously differentiable, fol J(s)ds =1,J(s) = 0forall0 <s <1,
Fx is two times continuously differentiable, inf,er, fx(x) > 0, © is compact, 0y is
an interior point of ®, and mg(x) is continuous in (x, 0) for all x and 6. Let

1 & A
$n(0) = Y €o(Xi. Zi AL F).

i=1
Then
by — 0o = op(1),
and

Sn(6,) = E[€4)(X, Z, A, F)] + 0p(1).

The next result decomposes the difference 8, — 6 into a sum of i.i.d. terms and a
negligible term of lower order. This decomposition will be crucial for obtaining the
asymptotic normality of 6,,.

Theorem 8.3.2. Assume (Al)—(A7). Then,
n OP(n_l/z)
O =60 =Q'n7' > p(Xi. Zi Ay + : :
=l 0p(n1/?)

where @ = () (j.k=1,....d),

ij —F |:8m90(X) 3m90(X):| ’

96, 20y
o= (p1,....pa)T, andforany j =1,...,d andi = 1,...,n,

8m90(Xi)

j XivzivAi =
P]( ) 39j

{8i(Zi = ma (X)) I (F(Zi| X))

+o0
7. (v —mg (X)) J(F(y|Xi)dF(y|Xi)
A [—F(ZIX)

COD I PACRUNCNINTALE)

§=0,1

where the function y ; is defined in the appendix.

We are now ready to state the asymptotic normality of 6,.

Theorem 8.3.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 8.3.2, n'/?(6, — 6p) 4
N(0, X), where
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Y =Q 'E[p(X,Z,A)pT(X.Z, N]QL.

The proof of this result follows readily from Theorem 8.3.2.

8.4 Summary and Future Research

In this chapter we have proposed a new method to estimate the coefficients of a
parametric conditional location function, when the response is subject to random
right censoring. The proposed estimator is a least squares type estimator, for which
the censored observations are replaced by nonparametrically imputed values. The
consistency and asymptotic normality of the estimator are established.

In the future, it would be interesting to compare the proposed method with
other estimators that have been proposed in the literature, for instance, when the
conditional location is the conditional mean. The least squares estimators obtained
in this chapter can be introduced in a test statistic to test the validity of the assumed
parametric model, and it would be interesting to work out the asymptotic theory for
that test statistic. Finally, extensions of the current work to semiparametric models
(like the partial linear or single index model) can also be worked out based on the
results in this chapter.

Appendix

We first introduce the following functions, which are needed in the statement of the
asymptotic results given in Sect. 8.3:

dH\(s]x) Iz<yd=1)
— H(s|x))2 1 — H(z|]x)

YAZ
R

am@o(xl)

(282 =
X](V Z ) 391'

{ [al(zl —mg,(x")J'(F('|x"))
Oy —mgy (x")) J(F(y|x"))dF (y|x")

1
+ (18 (= FE@ )

j|§(z2’ 52,Z1|x1)

+oo 1 1 2 @2 1
L= me () J(F(y|x)dE(z", 87, ylxh)
+(1_8)|: 1 — F(z'xh)

. ST = may (NI (F(x"))EE, 8% yIx)dF(y|x")
1 — F(z'xh) ’

i =1,....d, where v! = (x!,z!,8").
J
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Let 7' be any value less than the upper bound of the support of H(:|x) such that
infyer, (1 — H(Tx|x)) > 0. For a (sub)distribution function L(y|x) we will use
the notations /(y|x) = L'(y|x) = (3/dy)L(y|x), L(y|x) = (3/dx)L(y|x) and
similar notations will be used for higher order derivatives.

The assumptions needed for the results of Sect. 8.3 are listed below.

(A1) (i) na’(logn)™ — oo and na} — 0.
(i) The support Ry of X is a compact interval.
(iii) K is a density with compact support, [uK(u)du = 0 and K is twice
continuously differentiable.
(iv) € is non-singular.

(A2) (i) There exist 0<sy<s; <1 such that s;<inf, F(Ty|x),s0 < inf
{s € [0,1];J(s) # O}, sy > sup{s € [0,1];J(s) # O} and
infrery infy, <5<y f(F 7' (s]x)]x) > 0.
(it) J is three times continuously differentiable, fol J(s)ds = 1 and J(s) >
Oforall0 <s <1.

(A3) Fy is three times continuously differentiable and infyecg, fx(x) > 0.
(A4) (i) L(y|x) is continuous,
(@) L'(ylx) = I(y|x) exists, is continuousin (x, y) and sup, ,, [yL'(y|x)| <
o0,
(#if) L"(y|x) exists, is continuous in (x, y) and sup, , |y2L" (y|x)| < oo,
(iv) L(y|x) exists, is continuous in (x, y) and sup, , lyL(y|x)| < oo,
(v) L(y|x) exists, is continuous in (x, y) and sup, [y2L(y|x)| < oo,
(vi) L'(y|x) exists, is continuous in (x, y) and sup, , lyL'(y|x)| < oo, for
L(y|x) = H(y|x) and H;(ylx).
(A5) For the density fx|z a(x|z,d) of X given (Z, A), sup, _ | fx|z.a(x|z,8)|<00,

sup, . | fx|z.a(x|z,8)] < oo, sup, .| fxjz.a(x]z,8)] < o0 (§ =0.1).

(A6) O is compact and 6, is an interior point of ®. All partial derivatives of mg(x)
with respect to the components of 6 up to order three exist and are continuous
in (x, #) for all x and 6.

(A7) The function E[(Y —mg(X))*>J(F (Y |X))] has a unique minimum in 6 = 6.

Proof of Theorem 8.3.1. We prove the consistency of 6, by verifying the
conditions of Theorem 5.7 in van der Vaart (1998, p.45). From the definition of
6, and condition (A7), it follows that it suffices to show that

Sl;P [S:(0) — So(0)| —» O, (8.1)

where So(0) = E[(Y — ma(X))>J(F(Y|X))] = E[e?J(F.(¢|X))]. The second
statement of Theorem 8.3.1 then follows immediately from (8.1) together with the
consistency of 6,. (8.1) is obtained by using (A2), the uniform consistency of the
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Beran (1981) estimator (given in Proposition A.3 of Van keilegom and Akritas
(1999)) and Theorem 2 of Jennrich (1969). O

Proof of Theorem 8.3.2. For some 6,, between 6,, and 6y,

= —R;'Ry,.

925, (1) } =1 95,(60)

O — 60 = —
0 % 36007 30

First, we treat R»,,.

Ropi = ——Zam"°(x) AN Zi=may (X)) (F(Z\ X)) (F (2, X)~F (Z;] X))

-, *(y—mg, (X)) J' (F(y| X)) (F (y|X:)~F (y1X:))dF (y| X;)
+ ) 1-F(Z;|X;)

%y = mg, (X)) J(F(y1X)dF (y| X;)
(1 - F(Zi|X:))?

Zw(y — mgy (X)) J(F(y| X)) d(F (| X;) — F(y]X:))
1 - F(Zi|X:)

(F(Zi|X:) — F(Zi]X)))

2 Z dmg, (X;)

20 ANi(Z; —mo, (X)) J(F(Z;]1X}))
e

(y = magy (X)) J(F(y|Xi)dF(y|X;)
1 - F(Z;|X;)

+(1-A) Z +op(n'?)

= Raink + Rogur +0p(n™'?),

k =1,...,d. Developing R,k leads to

2 Xi—X; _
Royup = —EZK( la,, j)Xk(Vi,Zj,Aj)'FOP(” 1/2),
i#j

where V; = (X;, Z;, A;). Next, we rewrite Ry1,) as
Rouic = — Z{Ak<v,,V>+ E[Ac(Vi, VDIV + E[A(Vi. V)V
Ty

— E[A(Vi, V)l 4+ 0p(n™'?)
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where X — X

an
and A7 (Vi,V;) = Ar(Vi, V) — E[A(Vi, V)IVi] = E[Ac(Vi, V)IV;] + E[Ak
(Vi, V;)]. Consider

AV = Y [ [0h 20K (T Yhatelo o) dzdx

a
§=0.1 n

=0, Y [[ 102K - auhs(@x)+0)

§=0,1

x (fx(Xi) — apu fy(X;) + O(a})) dzdu

—afx () Y [ 0z 8hs(elX) dz + 0@) = 0a)

§=0,1
(8.2)

fori =1,...,n, since
Z /5(1,8,y|x)hg(z|x)dz =0
§=0,1
forall x € Ry and y < T\. Hence, we also have E[A;(V;,V;)] = O(ag). Ina

similar way, using three Taylor expansions of order 2, we get

E[Ax(Vi, V)IV;] = an fx (X;) Z /Xk((stZﬁ)s(stAj))dHa(de)
§=0,1

+ 0(a). (8.3)

Note that for 77", E[T}",] = 0, resulting, by Chebyshev’s inequality, in

P(T| > K(nay)™") < K2 (na,)*E[(T{})’]

=4K 7272 S CEAF (Vi V) AR (VL Vi),
J#im#El

for any K > 0. Since E[A}(V;, V;)] = 0, the terms for which 7, j # [, m are zero.
The terms for which either i or j equals / or m and the other differs from / and m,
are also zero, because, for example when i = [ and j # m,

E[AZ(Vi, V) E[AL (Vi Vi) lVi, V1] = 0.
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Thus, only the 2n(n— 1) terms for which (7, j) equals (/, m) or (m,[) remain. Since
A} (V;, V;) is bounded by CK( X ) 4+ O(a,) for some constant C > 0, we have
(1n the case (i, j) equals (/,m)) that

EUF (V)] = Ca, [ f30dx [ K2 du+ 0@) = 0@,
The case (i, j) equals (m, /) is treated similarly. It now follows that
TV = op(n”'a;"), (8.4)

which is 0 p (n7'/2). By (8.2), (8.3), (8.4), we finally obtain

R =23 % [ 0280z A fr a0

118 0,1

+op(n™V?), k=1,....d.

Finally, we treat the term Ry,,.

2 1< N
Rin = —= {Z [sz,« — ma,, (X)) J(F(Zi] X))

i=1

+ (1-4)

75 = man (X)) (F(1X)d F(y1X0) ] 82mg, (X,)
1= F(Zi| X)) 89367

J(F(y|X>)dF(y|X)]

Zl
-y [A JEEIXD) + (= AT

i=1

o (E)mgé”@(Xi)) (8111;155&-))}

= Ri1n (01, F) + Ri2a (010, F).

Using the uniform consistency of the Beran (1981) estimator together with (A6), it
is clear that

Ri1a(B1ns F) + Rizn(B1n, F) = R11y (60, F) + Ri24 (6o, F) + 0p(1).

Since E[R11,(6y, F)] = 0 and

amgo(X))(amgO(X))]’

E[R12, (60, F)] = ZE[( 90 207
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we obtain that

dmg,(X) ) <8m90(X)

Riy = 2E] ( 20 267

):I +op(1).
This finishes the proof. |

Acknowledgements Financial support from IAP research network P6/03 of the Belgian
Government (Belgian Science Policy) is gratefully acknowledged (Cédric Heuchenne). Financial
support from IAP research network P6/03 of the Belgian Government (Belgian Science Policy),
and from the European Research Council under the European Community’s Seventh Framework
Programme (FP7/2007-2013)/ERC Grant agreement No. 203650 is gratefully acknowledged
(Ingrid van Keilegom).

References

Akritas, M.G. (1996). On the use of nonparametric regression techniques for fitting parametric
regression models. Biometrics, 52, 1342—1362.

Aragon, Y., Daouia, A., & Thomas-Agnan, C. (2005). Nonparametric frontier estimation: a condi-
tional quantile-based approach. Econometric Theory, 21, 358-389.

Beran, R. (1981). Nonparametric regression with randomly censored survival data. Technical
Report, University California, Berkeley.

Buchinsky, M., & Hahn, J. (1998). An alternative estimator for the censored quantile regression
model. Econometrica, 66, 653—-671.

Cazals, C., Florens, J.P.,, & Simar, L. (2002). Nonparametric frontier estimation: a robust approach.
Journal of Econometrics, 106, 1-25.

Fygenson, M., & Zhou, M. (1994). On using stratification in the analysis of linear regression
models with right censoring. Annals of Statistics, 22, T47-762.

Heuchenne, C., & Van Keilegom, I. (2007). Nonlinear regression with censored data. Technomet-
rics, 49, 34-44.

Jennrich, R.I. (1969). Asymptotic properties of nonlinear least squares estimators. Annals of
Mathematical Statistics, 40, 633—-643.

Pardo-Fernandez, J.C., Van Keilegom, 1., & Gonzalez-Manteiga, W. (2007). Goodness-of-fit tests
for parametric models in censored regression. Canadian Journal of Statistics, 35, 249-264.
Portnoy, S. (2003). Censored regression quantiles. Journal of the American Statistical Association,

98, 1001-1012.

Stute, W. (1993). Consistent estimation under random censorship when covariables are present.
Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 45, 89-103.

Van der Vaart, A.W. (1998). Asymptotic statistics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Van Keilegom, I., & Akritas, M.G. (1999). Transfer of tail information in censored regression
models. Annals of Statistics, 27, 1745-1784.

Van Keilegom, 1., & Akritas, M.G. (2000). The least squares method in heteroscedastic censored
regression models. In Puri, M.L.(Ed.) Asymptotics in Statistics and Probability (pp.379-391),
VSP.

Yin, G., Zeng, D., & Li, H. (2008). Power-transformed linear quantile regression with censored
data. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 103, 1214—1224.

Wang, J., & Wang, L. (2009). Locally weighted censored quantile regression. Journal of the
American Statistical Association, 104, 1117-1128.



Chapter 9
On Convex Boundary Estimation

Seok-Oh Jeong and Byeong U. Park

Abstract Consider a convex set S of the form § = {(x,y) € lRi xRy |0 <
y < g(x)}, where the function g stands for the upper boundary of the set S.
Suppose that one is interested in estimating the set S (or equivalently, the boundary
function g) based on a set of observations laid on S. Then one may think of building
the convex-hull of the observations to estimate the set S, and the corresponding
estimator of the boundary function g is given by the roof of the constructed convex-
hull. In this chapter we give an overview of statistical properties of the convex-hull
estimator of the boundary function g. Also, we discuss bias-correction and interval
estimation with the convex-hull estimator.

9.1 Convex-Hull Estimation

Consider a convex set S C IR’jr x IRy defined by S = {(x,y) € IR’J'r xIR4|0<y
< g(x)}, where the function g forms the upper boundary of the set S. Suppose that
one is interested in estimating the set S (or equivalently, the boundary function g)
based on a set of observations X, = {(X, Y1), (X2, Y2),---,(X,,Y,)} laidon S.
A natural and popular estimator of S is the convex-hull of &}, defined by

S= {(x,y) S IR‘:_ xRy [x=XTy,y=pTY forsome y > 0 such that lTy=1},
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where Y = (Ylv Y27"' ’Yn)T’ X = [XlsXZs"' 7Xn]T9 Yy = (V17V27"' s)’n)T
and1 = (1,1,---,1)T. The corresponding estimator of g at x € IR’jr iS geony(x) =
max{y : (x,y) € S’}, or equivalently

Zeonv(x) = max {yTY ‘x = XTy for some y > 0 such that lTy = 1} . (9.

The problem arises in an area of econometrics where one is interested in evaluating
the performance of an enterprise in terms of technical efficiency, see Gattoufi et al.
(2004) for a comprehensive list of the existing literature on this problem.

By construction, the convex-hull estimator gcony(x) always underestimates the
true boundary function g(x) for all x € IR”. One may be interested in quantifying
the deviation g.ony(x) — g(x). For this, the asymptotic properties of the deviation
have been investigated under the assumption that X, is a set of iid copies of a random
vector (X, Y') of which the distribution is supported on S. Kneip et al. (1998) proved
that the convex-hull estimator is a consistent estimator with rate of convergence
n=2/(r+2) Gijbels et al. (1999), Jeong (2004), Jeong and Park (2006) and Kneip
et al. (2008) derived its sampling distribution. This chapter aims at providing an
overview of these works. Also we present a practical guide to utilizing them for
further analysis such as correcting the bias and constructing confidence intervals for
the boundary function.

9.2 Rate of Convergence

For the convergence rate of the convex-hull estimator g.ony(X0) at a given point
xo € IR, we assume that

(A1) The boundary function g is twice continuously differentiable in a neighbor-
hood of x, and its Hessian matrix V2g(x,) is negative definite.

(A2) The density f of (X1,Y;) on{(x,y) € S :|(x,y)— (x0,8(x0))| <€} for
some € > 0 is bounded away from zero, where || - || is the Euclidean norm.

Theorem 1. Under the assumptions (Al) and (A2), we have
g(x0) — g(xo) = Op(n~/ 742, 9.2)

Proof. The proof is basically a special case of the proof of Theorem 1 in Kneip et al.
(1998). Define B, (t,r) = {x € R” : |x —¢|| < r}and

C=Bx{ h/2)xR, r=1,..2p,

where xf)zj_l) = xo — he; and xézi) = xo + hej for1 < j < p, e; is the unit
p-vector with the j-th element equal to 1, and / is a positive number whose size

will be determined later. Let U, denote the input observation X; € B(xg) Jh/2)
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whose output observation Y;, denoted by V., takes the maximal value among those
Y;r such that (X ;/, Y;») € C,, i.e.,

WU,,V,) =argmax{Y; : (X;,Y;))eC,,i=1,....n}, r=1,...,2p.
Then, we have
gconv(Ur) > Vl = g(U;) + OP(n_lh_p), r = 1, . ,2p (93)

In the above claim, the inequality follows from the definition of g.oy, and the
equality from (A2) since then the number of points in &), falling into S N C, is
proportional to nh?. Since the convex-hull of {U, : 1 < r < 2p} contains x(, one
may findw, >0, 1 <r <2p, suchthat xg = le,il w, U, and Zfil w, = 1. This
with (A1) gives

2p 2p

> wegUy) =Y wi [g(x0) + &' (x0) T (U, — x0)] + Op ()

r=1 r=1

=g(xo)+ O0p(h®), r=1,...,2p. (9.4)

The results (9.3) and (9.4) together with the concavity of the function g..ny entail

g(xO) = gconv(xO)

2p 2p
= g'conv (Z WrUr) = Zwrgconv(Ur)

r=1 r=1

2p 2p
=) wiVe = ) wegUn) + Op(n™'h77)
r=1 r=1

= g(xo) + Op(h*) + Op(n~'h77).

Taking i = n~"/P*2) completes the proof of the theorem. O

9.3 Asymptotic Distribution

The asymptotic distribution of g..,y Was studied by Jeong and Park (2006). Here,
we outline their results, and discuss bias-correction and interval estimation based on
the results.

Under the assumption (A1), the matrix —V2g(x)/2 is positive definite. Hence
we have a spectral decomposition for this matrix: —V2?g(xo)/2 = PAPT, where A
is the diagonal matrix whose diagonal elements are the eigenvalues of —V?g(x¢)/2
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and P is the orthonormal matrix formed by the associated orthonormal eigenvectors.
Consider a canonical transform: (X;, ¥;) — (X[, Y;*) with

Xl* — nl/(p+2)Al/2PT(Xi _xO);
Y* = n? P Y, — g(x) — Vg(x0)  (X; — x0)}

and write X = {(X7,Y"),(X5. %), . (X, Y,))}. Let Z% () be the roof of
the convex-hull of the transformed data X"

Zr . (x™) = max {yTY* :x* = X*Ty forsome y > Osuchthat1'y = 1}

with Y* = (Y, V5, -+, V)T and X* = [X], X5, -+, X}]T. Due to Lemma 1
of Jeong and Park (2006), it follows that, with probability tending to one as n goes
to infinity,

Zin (0) = 1?72 {Geony (x0) — g(x0)} - (9.5)

Under (A1), one can show that the new boundary function g, for (X[, ¥;*) can
be locally approximated by y* = —x*Tx*. Also, putting

}2/(174-2) 9.6)

Kconv = { Vv detA/f(xo, g(XO))

it holds that the density of (X ?‘, Y;*) in the transformed coordinate system, denoted
by fF, is uniformly approximated by a constant in a neighborhood of the origin: for
any € | Oasn — oo,

sup{n| £, (x*, y*) — kg 2] lxt|| < en0FD —x ¥ Tt

_ E}’lz/(p+2) < y* < _x*Tx*}
goes to zero as n— o0o. Now consider a new random sample
vk v ox v oo v oox
X, ={(X.Y)). (X5, 7)), (X,. Y,))}

from the uniform distribution on C, where

1,Kconv

C =ty ] < nl/(ﬂ+2)@ for

N.Keonv

1<j<=p,

—x*Tx*_nz/(p+2)Kconv§y* S_x*'l'x* )

Note that the uniform density on Cy .., is 1 ke T 2/%. Let Z* , be the version

of Z*  constructed from /f’n*. Lemma 2 of Jeong and Park (2006) asserts that the

conv

asymptotic distributions of Z* and Z  are the same.
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Theorem 2. (Jeong and Park 2006). Under (A1) and (A2), we have for z < O:

P(Z0(0) <2) = P(Z,(0) <2) — 0

conv

as n— oo, and hence, by (9.5), Z*_(0) and n*' P+ {§ .. (x0) — g(x0)} have the
same limit distribution.

Below in this section we discuss bias-correction for geony(xo) and interval
estimation based on the estimator. For the moment, suppose that the constant k¢ony
is available. Consider U; ~ Uniform[—1/2,1/2]” and W; = —UlTUi — V;, where

V; ~ Uniform[0, 1] is independent of U ;. Then, we have

conv

{(X,*v z*)} é {(nl/(p+2)\/Kconv Ui, nz/(p+2)Kconv : VV;)} .

Let Z** (-) be the version of Z*

conv

(+) constructed from the (U, W;)’s. Then,

Conv(0) = max{ TY 0= X*Ty for some y > O such that 17y = 1}

L2 0Dy 7% (0),

conv

where X~ = [XT)}'; ,X:]T, Y© = (?*,YZ*,--- ,Yn* T = (W, W,

W)TandU = [U,,U,,---,U,]". Thus, one may appr0x1mate the limiting
distribution of n%/(P+2 {g .. (x0) — g(x0)} by the convex-hull of (U;, W;). One
can easily obtain an empirical distribution of Zx* (0) from a Monte Carlo experi-

ment as follows.

conv

Algorithm to get an empirical distribution of ZConv (0).
I. Puth = 1.
II. Generate a random sample {(U @ l(b)), U ,(f’ A )} as follows:
U" ~ Uniform[—1/2,1/2]”, V) ~ Uniform|[0, 1],
w® — _g®Tg® _ o)
III. Compute Zaxb )(0) using {(U(b), Wl(b)), e (Uflb), W,,(b))}.

IV. Repeat Il and Il for b = 2,--- , B.
V. Compute the empirical distribution of Z:Oif,b) 0),b=1,...,B.

The constant K¢y in (9.6) depends on the unknown quantities A and
f(x0,g(x0)). We will discuss the estimation of k¢ony in Sect. 9.4. The asymptotic
bias of the convex-hull estimator g.ony (X¢) is approximated by

E[gconv(XO)] _g(x0) ~ n—2/(]7+2)E[Z:OnV(0)] = Kconv [Z:OTlv(O)]
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so that a bias-corrected estimator of g(x¢) is given by
g(t:)gnv (x0) = econv(X0) — Keon E [Z:otlv 0],

where Koy 1S @ consistent estimator of k¢ony. The expected value E [Z o (0)] may be

replaced by the Monte Carlo average of Z:Ozf,b) (0)overl <b < B.A100x(1—)%
confidence interval for g(x) can also be obtained. Let Q, denote the a-quantile of
the distribution of Z** (0), i.e., P[Z (0) < Q4] = a. Then, a 100 x (1 — a)%
confidence interval for g(x) is given by

[gconv(xo) - ’zcoanl—a/Zs gconv(xo) - iécoanoz/Z] .

In practice, one may replace Q, by the corresponding empirical quantile of
Zaw O3,

9.4 Estimation of k .,y Via Subsampling

The bias correction and the interval estimation discussed in the previous section
require a consistent estimation of the unknown constant kony. Jeong and Park (2006)
and Park et al. (2010) discussed some methods for estimating the constant. Instead
of estimating kcony, Kneip et al. (2008) considered a subsampling technique for
approximating the asymptotic distribution of the convex-hull estimator. As noted
there and in other works, a naive bootstrap does not work in the case of boundary
estimation. Hall and Park (2002) suggested a bootstrap method based on translations
of an initial boundary estimator. Here we discuss the subsampling idea for boundary
estimation. The idea of subsampling as a way of estimating a sampling distribution
dates back to Wu (1990), and discussed further by Politis and Romano (1994),
Bickel et al. (1997), and Bickel (2003) among others. For a detailed account of
this technique and a collection of related works, see Politis et al. (1999).

Let gfcs(iv denote a version of g.,,y based on a subsample of size m drawn
randomly from the set of observations X),. Denote by F, the subsampling bootstrap
distribution of m?/(P+2[ S8 (x() — cony(x0)] conditioning on X;,. Also, denote by
F the sampling distribution of n2/(?*2[ g..n, (x0) — g(x¢)]. Finally, let dx s denote
the Kolmogorov-Smirnov metric for the space of distribution functions. Using the
technique of Kneip et al. (2008) and our Theorem 2, one can prove the following
theorem.

Theorem 3. Let m = m(n) = n° for some constant 0 < ¢ < 1. Under the
conditions of Theorem 2, it follows that d g s (F,,, F) converges to zero in probability
as n— oo.

In the implementation of the m-out-of-n technique, the choice of m is a key issue.
This problem has been treated in a general context by Bickel (2003), and Bickel
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and Sakov (2008) for example. Here we give an alternative way of determining m,
specific to the context of convex-hull estimation, based on a regression idea. Note
that, according to Theorems 2 and 3, the conditional distribution F;,, approximates
the distribution of n%/ P+ ko0, Z%* (0), denoted by F**. This implies that, asymp-
totically, the a-quantile Q, , of F;, admits the following relation with the a-quantile

0: orn /T 72, 0y
Ona = Kcoan:*, O0<a<l. 9.7

One may obtain empirical values of Q,, from repeated subsampling, and those
of Q)* by simulating Z:O’;V(O) repeatedly. For a large number B which is the
number of repetitions, one may get empirical quantiles Q,,/p and QZ/"‘B for
b = 1,...,B — 1. The relation (9.7) suggests fitting a simple regression model
with {(QZ/*B, Onby B)}f;ll to estimate k.o by the fitted regression coefficient.
For each given m, one may calculate the value of a criterion that measures how
well {(QZ/*B, Onpy B)}fz_ll fit the regression model. As a criterion one may use the
residual sum of squares of the fit, or a measure of the prediction error. Then, one

can choose m that minimizes the criterion.

Algorithm to determine the subsample size m.

I. Choose a large number B and do II, III, IV below for a grid of ¢ € (0, 1).
1. Get Z2x)(0) forb = 1,..., B by the algorithm in Sect. 8.3.
IL. Generate B subsamples of size m = n° and compute m2/(?+2[ g55P) () —
Seonv(xg)] forb =1,..., B.
IV. Identify the empirical quantiles QZ;*B and Q, »,p from the computed values of
12/ (P2 Z2D (0) and m/ P g (x0) — Goon (¥0)], respectively.
V. Find c that gives the minimal value of a goodness-of-fit measure for fitting a
straight line with the empirical quantiles Q;/*B and Q, /5.

9.5 Conical-Hull Estimation

Conical-hull estimation arises when the maximal value of y for an x-value within
the support S admits the so-called “constant returns-to-scale”. The latter means that
an increase of x by a scalar factor gives an increase of y by the same scalar factor.
In other words, S is a convex cone with the boundary function g satisfying

g(lax) = ag(x) forall scalar a > 0. (9.8)

Park et al. (2010) developed a sound theory for the conical-hull estimator of the
boundary g that satisfies the above constant returns-to-scale property (9.8). In this
section, we briefly review their derivation of the asymptotic distribution of the
conical estimator. Here, we exclude the trivial case where g represents a hyperplane,
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ie., g(x) = ¢"x for some constant vector ¢. Also, we assume that, for all
x1,x;, € IR? with x| # ax, forany a > 0,

gloaxi + (1 —a)xy) > ag(xy) + (1 —a)g(x,) forall a € (0,1).

This means that g restricted to the space of x with ||x || = ¢ is strictly convex for all
c>0.

When one knows that the underlying support S is a convex-cone, and thus the
boundary g satisfies (9.8), then one would use the conical hull of &}, defined below,
instead of the convex-hull § as defined in Sect. 8.1:

S'C(,ni= {(x,y)elRixIR+:x =XTy, y =yTY for some y 20},

where Y = (Y. Y2, . Y)", X = [X1. X0+ . X,y = (yivae- v T
It can be verified that §C0ni coincides with the convex-hull of the rays R, =
{(aX;,aY;)|a > 0},i =1,...,n. The corresponding estimator of g is the conical-
hull estimator given by

Zeoni(x) = max {yTY ‘x = X Ty for some y > 0} . 9.9

To give the main idea of the derivation of the limiting distribution of g.op;, fix
Xo € IRﬁ_. Project each data point (X;, Y;) along the ray R;,i = 1,...,n, onto
P(x0) x IRy, where P(xy) is the hyperplane in IRﬁ_ which is perpendicular to x
and passes through x, that is, P(xo) = {x € IR‘J”r |xg(x — xo) = 0}. Then, the
projected data point (X ?, Y?) is given by

lxolI”
xJXi

(X7.Y") = XY, i=1,...,n.

Define S° = [P(xo) x IR4+] N S, which is a section of S cut by P(x) x IR Then,
the upper boundary of S° equals the locus of y = g(x) for x € P(xy), so that the
projected points (X ?, Ylo) are all laid on S°. Also, the convex-hull, in P(x() xR, of
the projected points (X ?, Yio) coincides with the section of §C0ni cut by P(xp) x IR.
If we denote the convex-hull by SO then

conv?

SO = [P(x0) x IR] N Seoni.

conv

Thus, it follows that

g(xo) = max{y : (xo,y) € S},

gconi(xO) = max{y : (xOv y) € SAcOonv}'
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Let Q bea p x (p — 1) matrix of which the columns form an orthonormal basis
for x(—)r , the subspace of IR” perpendicular to x(. Then, P(x() is nothing else than
[xo + (the column space of Q)] N IR’.. Note that

v ol yry ) s =
i—Xo—'-Q Q Xi . l—l,...,n.

x(—)l—X,'
Consider a transform (x, y) € IRi xRy  (z,y") € R”! x IRy such that

_ lxol?

(Z, yO) - T(QTxv y)
xox

In the new coordinate system (z, y"), the projected data points (X ?, Y') are
represented by (Z;, Y°), where

_ ol

T 0 ||J€0||2
x]X; ’

Y; i=1,...,n.
! x(]—X,»

i

Let y° = g%z) represent the equation y = g(x) in the new coordinate system
(z, y°). It follows that g°(z) = g(xo + Qz). Let g% . be a version of cony
constructed from (Z;, Y). Forz € R”™,

ggmv(z) = max {yTYO ‘z = ZTy for some y > 0 such that lTy = 1} ,

with YO = (Y2, ¥, . YO and Z = [Z,,Z>,---,Z,]". Then, since x
corresponds to 0 in the new coordinate system, it can be shown that

gO(O) = g(xo)v g’((:)onv(o) = g;Coni(xO)'

The above arguments imply that studying the statistical properties of the conical-
hull estimator of a p-variate boundary function that satisfies (9.8) is equivalent to
studying those of the convex-hull estimator of a (p — 1)-variate convex bound-
ary function. Hence, the convergence rate of the conical-hull estimator equals
n=2/((p=D+1+D — ,=2/(p+1) "and the asymptotic distribution of geoni(x¢) may be
derived from the results for the convex-hull estimators obtained by Jeong and Park
(2006). We refer to Park et al. (2010) for technical details.

9.6 Application to Productivity Analysis

Suppose that one is interested in measuring relative efficiencies of decision making
units (DMU'’s) participating in a production activity. Let S be the set of all
technically feasible points (x, y), called the production set, where x is the vector
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of p inputs used for the production activity and y is the produced output. Then,
the upper boundary of S, represented by the equation y = g(x) for a function g
defined on IRfr, forms the set of best production plans. In other words, the value of
g(x) stands for the maximal amount of output attainable by using the input level x.
The set {(x, y) : y = g(x)} is called the production frontier, and one may evaluate
the efficiency of a DMU by referencing it. Since each point in S corresponds to a
production activity of a specific DMU, &), can be considered as a set of observations
on input and output levels observed from n DMU’s. In practice, since neither the
production set nor the production frontier are available, we have to estimate them
using X),.

In economics it is often assumed that the production set S is convex and satisfies

x,y)esS = (x',y)eSifx'>xandy <y. (9.10)

The property (9.10) is referred to as free disposability, and (strict) convexity as
variable returns-to-scale (VRS). Convexity and free disposability of S imply that
the function g is monotone increasing and concave in x € IR”. In this case, the
convex-hull estimator defined in Sect. 8.1 is slightly modified to take into account
free disposability. Instead of the convex-hull S of X,, one uses as an estimator of S
the smallest free disposable set that contains S, and as an estimator of g

8y (x) = max {yTY :x > X"y forsomey > Osuchthat1'y = 1} . (9.11)

The estimator at (9.11) is called the data envelopment analysis (DEA) estimator.
In addition to convexity and free disposability, it is often assumed that S satisfies

aS = S for all scalar a > 0,

which is referred to as constant returns-to-scale (CRS) property. The corresponding
production frontier g satisfies the identity g(ax) = ag(x) for all scalar @ > 0. The
DEA estimator at (9.11) in this case is modified to

84 (x) = max {yTY :x > X "y for some y > 0} . (9.12)

For some detailed discussion on the VRS and CRS assumptions from an economic
point of view, one may refer to Chaps.2 and 3 in Coelli et al. (2005) and Chap. 5 in
Cooper et al. (2000).

The free disposable version in (9.11) equals geony in (9.1) with probability
tending to one in the region of x where the production frontier function g is strictly
increasing. This is Proposition 2 of Jeong and Park (2006). Also, it is easy to see that
gfjf; in (9.12) is identical to the estimator g.oy; defined at (9.9). Thus, under the free
disposability assumption, the limiting distributions of g\ and g are the same as

dea dea
those of the estimators g.ony and geoni, respectively, studied in Sects. 9.3 and 9.5.
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As a final remark, we note that the problem of measuring the radial efficiency
in the full multivariate setup (with multiple inputs and multiple outputs) can be
translated to that of estimating a convex boundary function g with multiple inputs.
This is done by making a canonical transformation on the output space so that the
problem with multiple outputs is reduced to the case of a single output. The radial
efficiency of an inputxoutput pair (xo, y,) is defined by

A(xg,y0) =sup{d > 0: (xo,Ay,) € S}

for a production set S of inputxoutput pairs (x, y) € IRi X IR'_I{_. The canonical map
T on the output space introduces a new coordinate system on which the ¢ outputs
turn into (¢ — 1) inputs and one output. Specifically, one takes 7(y) = (u,w) €
R xRy whereu =TTy, w =yl y/|lyoll, and T"is ¢ x (¢ — 1) matrix whose
columns form a normalized basis for y(J)-. If one defines a function on IR”?T4~! by

gr(x,u) = sup{w>0: (x,Fu+w||y0||) € S} ,
Yo

then the production set S is transformed to Sy = {(x,u,w) : 0 < w < gr(x,u)}
and A(xo,y,) = gr(x0,0)/||yoll- This means that the problem of estimating the
radial efficiency A(x¢, y,) from a set of observations in S reduces to the estimation
of gr at (x¢,0) € IR? x IRY™! from the transformed observations in S7. Thus, the
statistical properties of the DEA estimators of A(x, y,) are readily obtained from
those of the DEA estimators of the boundary function g. This technique has been
used in several works including Jeong (2004) and Park et al. (2010).
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Chapter 10
The Skewness Issue in Stochastic Frontiers
Models: Fact or Fiction?

Pavlos Almanidis and Robin C. Sickles

Abstract Skewness plays an important role in the stochastic frontier model.
Since the model was introduced by Aigner et al. (J. Econometric 6:21-37, 1977),
Meeusen and van den Broeck (Int. Econ. Rev. 18:435-444, 1997), and Battese
and Cora (Aust. J. Agr. Econ. 21:169-179, 1977), researchers have often found
that the residuals estimated from these models displayed skewness in the wrong
direction. In such cases applied researchers were faced with two main and often
overlapping alternatives, either respecifying the model or obtaining a new sample,
neither of which are particularly appealing due to inferential problems introduced
by such data-mining approaches. Recently, Simar and Wilson (Econometric Rev.
29:62-98, 2010) developed a bootstrap procedure to address the skewness problem
in finite samples. Their findings point to the latter alternative as potentially the
more appropriate-increase the sample size. That is, the skewness problem is a
finite sample one and it often arises in finite samples from a data generating
process based on the correct skewness. Thus the researcher should first attempt to
increase the sample size instead of changing the model specification if she finds
the “wrong” skewness in her empirical analyses. In this chapter we consider an
alternative explanation to the “wrong” skewness problem and offer a new solution
in cases where this is not a mere finite sample fiction but also a fact. We utilize the
Qian and Sickles (Stochastic Frontiers with Bounded Inefficiency, Rice University,
Mimeo, 2008) model in which an upper bound to inefficiencies or a lower bound
to efficiencies is specified based on a number of alternative one-sided bounded
inefficiency distributions. We consider one of the set of specifications considered by
Qian and Sickles (Stochastic Frontiers with Bounded Inefficiency, Rice University,
Mimeo, 2008) wherein inefficiencies are assumed to be doubly-truncated normal.
This allows the least square residuals to display skewness in both directions and
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nests the standard half-normal and truncated-normal inefficiency models. We show
and formally prove that finding incorrect skewness does not necessarily indicate that
the stochastic frontier model is misspecified in general. Misspecification instead
may arise when the researcher considers the wrong distribution for the bounded
inefficiency process. Of course if the canonical stochastic frontier model is the
proper specification the residuals still may have the incorrect skew in finite samples
but this problem goes away as sample size increases. This point was originally made
in Waldman (Estimation in Economic Frontier Functions, Unpublished manuscript,
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, 1977) and Olson et al. (J. Econometric.
13:67-82, 1980). We also conduct a limited set of Monte Carlo experiments that
confirm our general findings. We show that “wrong” skewness can be a large sample
issue. There is nothing inherently misspecified about the model were this to be found
in large samples if one were to consider the bounded inefficiency approach. In this
way the “wrong” skewness, while problematic in standard models, can become a
property of samples drawn from distributions of bounded inefficiencies.

10.1 Introduction

The stochastic frontier model (SFM) was introduced by Aigner et al. (1977),
Meeusen and van den Broeck (1977), and Battese and Cora (1977). The SFM
assumes that a parametric functional form exists between the dependent and
independent variables, as opposed to the alternative approaches of data envelopment
analysis (DEA) proposed by Charnes et al. (1978) and the free disposal hull (FDH)
of Deprins et al. (1984). In the SFM model the error is assumed to be composed of
two parts, a one-sided term that captures the effects of inefficiencies relative to the
stochastic frontier and a two-sided term that captures random shocks, measurement
errors and other statistical noise, and allows random variation of frontiers across
firms. This formulation proved to be more realistic than, e.g., the deterministic
frontier model proposed by Aigner and Chu (1968), since it acknowledges the fact
that deviations from the frontier cannot be attributed solely to technical inefficiency
which is under firm’s control. Since the SFM was introduced a myriad of papers
have emerged in the literature discussing either methodological or practical issues,
as well as a series of applications of these models to the wide range of data sets. A
detailed discussion of up to date innovations and empirical applications in this area
can be found in Greene (2007).

Methodological developments in the SFM have been made in model specifi-
cation and estimation techniques. There are two main methods of estimation that
researchers adopt in general. One is based on traditional stochastic frontier models
as they were first formulated and uses maximum likelihood estimation techniques
(MLE) or linear regression (OLS). The other employs the Bayesian estimation
methods introduced by van de Broeck et al. (1994) and Koop (1994), and Koop
et al. (1995, 1997). These Bayesian approaches typically utilize Gibbs sampling
algorithms with data augmentation and Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
techniques to estimate the model parameters and individual or mean inefficiencies.
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Kim and Schmidt (2000) provide a review and empirical comparison of these
two methods in panel data models. Regarding model specification, researchers
attempted to relax the most restrictive assumptions of the classical stochastic frontier
model, such as nonflexible distribution specifications for inefficiencies and their
statistical independence from regressors and the random noise. In this chapter
we also pursue issues of model specification, specifically the specification of the
distribution of the one-sided inefficiency term. In their pioneering work Aigner et al.
(1977) proposed the normal distribution for the random error and a half normal
distribution for the inefficiency process, while at the same time and independently
Meeusen and van den Broeck (1977) proposed exponential distribution for the latter.
These random errors were assumed to be independent and identically distributed
across observations and statistically independent of each other. More flexible one-
sided densities for the efficiency terms such as the gamma (Greene 1980a,b;
Stevenson 1980) were also proposed. Other distributions such as the lognormal
and Weibull were considered for the prior distribution of inefficiencies by Deprins
and Simar (1989b) and Migon and Medici (2001) in Bayesian applications of the
SFM. In subsequent years researchers using both classical and Bayesian methods
have developed nonparametric approaches to relax the assumption of a specific
distribution for inefficiencies. Researchers have also introduced time varying and
firm-specific effects and have allowed for more general correlation structures for
the random errors in panel stochastic frontier models. Sickles (2005) analyzed these
latter developments in panel stochastic frontier models.

A common problem that arises in fitting stochastic frontier models is that the
residuals estimated from the SFM may display skewness in the “wrong” direction.
While the theory would predict a negative (positive) skewness in production (cost)
frontiers in the population, researchers often discover that the sample residuals are
positively (negatively) skewed. However, as Simar and Wilson (2010) point out, as
do we in this chapter, in finite samples the skewness statistic of the least squares
residuals can have the opposite sign from that the theory would predict. Indeed
this is more frequent in cases of low dominance of the inefficiency process over
the two-sided noise (see also Carree 2002). This is called “finite sample fiction”.
Nevertheless, researchers still consider the skewness statistic to be an important
indicator of the specification of the stochastic frontier model. Therefore, whenever
they find the residuals skewed in the “wrong” direction they tend to believe that
the model is misspecified or the data are inconsistent with the SFM paradigm. Two
course of actions are oftentimes taken: respecify the model or obtain a new sample
which hopefully results in the desired sign of skewness. Instead of respecifying the
model, applied researchers also often respecify their interpretation of the results by
assuming away inefficiencies and utilizing straightforward least squares regression
approaches.! This weak point of the stochastic frontier models is emphasized in a
series of papers, some of which try to justify that this phenomenon might arise in

'This is in particular due to the results that Olson et al. (1980) and Waldman (1982) obtain for
stochastic frontier models when half-normal distribution for inefficiencies is specified.
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finite samples even for models that are correctly specified (see Greene 2007 and
Simar and Wilson 2010 for more discussion on this point).

The above discussion brings us directly to the question raised in the title: Is the
“wrong” skewness just a finite sample fiction, or it is fact? If it is a fiction, then
the bagging method proposed by Simar and Wilson (2010) should be employed to
make inference in stochastic frontier models. This method could also be generalized
to the case of the bounded inefficiencies we discuss in this chapter, since the
normal/half-normal model is a special case of the normal/doubly-truncated-normal
model considered herein. We will show via simulations later in this chapter that the
former can be recovered from the latter without imposing any a priori restrictions
on model parameters. Our main concern in this chapter, however, is the case where
this phenomenon is not a finite sample artifact but fact.

In general, this chapter intends to illustrate how the bounded inefficiency
formulation proposed by Qian and Sickles (2008) might overcome the issue of the
“wrong” skewness in the stochastic frontier model. We first show that the imposition
of an upper bound to inefficiency (lower bound to efficiency) enables the distribution
of the one-sided inefficiency process to display positive and negative signs of
skewness. This is in particular true for the truncated-normal distribution with strictly
positive mean. Imposing a bound on the truncated-normal density function apart
from the zero yields both positive or negative skewness depending on the position of
the bound in the support of inefficiency distribution, thus justifying the occurrence
of the so called “wrong” skewness.”> We show that the normal/doubly-truncated-
normal model is capable of handling and estimating the SFM model with “wrong”
skewness and we show that it is also quite reasonable to obtain such a pattern of
residuals in large samples. Our analysis can be extended to include the gamma
and the Weibull distributions as well. It is also worth noting at this point, and it
is shown later in the chapter, that the bound is not set a priori but can be estimated
along with the rest of the parameters of the stochastic frontier model via the method
of maximum likelihood. Moreover, even though the support of the distribution of
the inefficiency term depends on unknown bound the composed error term has
unbounded range and thus the regularity conditions for maximum likelihood are
not violated unless we consider the full frontier model which assumes no stochastic
term, a case not studied in current chapter. We also perform a series of Monte Carlo
experiments on a stochastic frontier production function with bounded inefficiency
and show that when we have a positively skewed distribution of errors we can still
get very reasonable MLE estimates of the disturbance and inefficiency variances
and as well as other parameters of the model. An interpretation of our results
is that although a potential misspecification may occur if the stochastic frontier
model is used and skewness is found to be “wrong” this can be avoided if the
stochastic frontier model with bounded inefficiency is specified instead. This chapter

2The “wrong” skewness is as it seen from applied researcher’s point of view. This is the reason why
we put this word in quotes. We do not perceive this to be wrong. It is either finite sample artifact as
discussed in Simar and Wilson (2010) or fact, which implies that the model itself is misspecified
in the sense that the wrong distribution for inefficiencies is considered.
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is organized as follows. In Sect. 10.2 the general problem of “wrong” skewness in
stochastic frontier models and its implications are discussed, as well as solutions
proposed in literature to solve it. Section 10.3 provides the main framework of
the stochastic frontier model with bounded inefficiency. In Sect. 10.4 we check
the validity of the bounded inefficiency model under the “wrong” skewness using
simple models and generalize Waldman’s proof to formally support the use of
stochastic frontier models under these circumstances. Monte Carlo simulation
results and concluding remarks are then discussed in Sect. 10.5.

10.2 Skewness Issue in Stochastic Frontier Analysis

10.2.1 “Wrong” Skewness and Its Importance in Frontier Models

We consider here the single cross-sectional (or potentially time-series) classical
stochastic frontier model. We will discuss extension to panel stochastic frontiers
briefly in a later section. We will also assume that the functional specification of
technology or cost is linear in parameters. In this classical setting, the stochastic
specification is ¢; = v; — u; for production frontiers, or &; = v; + u; for the case
of cost frontiers. The stochastic term v; represents statistical noise and is usually
assumed to be i.i.d N(0,02) and u; > 0 represents technical inefficiency and
is usually assumed to be an i.i.d random variable that follows some one-sided
distribution. The error terms v; and u; are also usually assumed to be statistically
independent of each other and from the regressors. Given these assumptions, the
distribution of the composed error is asymmetric and non-normal implying that
simple least squares applied to a linear stochastic frontier model will be inefficient
and will not provide us with an estimate of the degree of technical inefficiency.
However, least squares does provide consistent estimates of all parameters except
the intercept since E(g;) = —FE(u;) < 0. Moreover,

E[(si — E[&:])’] = E[(vi —ui + E[w])’] = —E[(w; — E[u;])’] (10.1)

which implies that the negative of the third moment of OLS residuals is a consistent
estimator of the skewness of the one-sided error.

The common distributions for inefficiencies that appear in the literature are
positively skewed, reflecting the fact that a large portion of the firms are expected
to operate relatively close to the frontier. For production frontiers whenever we
subtract the positively skewed inefficiency component from the symmetric error the
composite error should display negative skewness. We will focus on the production
function but clearly all that we say about it can be said about the cost function with
a sign change on the one-sided error in the composed error term. Thus researchers
find stochastic frontier models inappropriate to model inefficiencies if they obtain
residuals skewed in the “wrong” direction. The typical conclusion is that, either
the model is misspecified or the data are not compatible with the model. However,
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there can be a third interpretation as well based on the fact that inefficiencies might
have been drawn from a distribution which displays negative skewness. This simply
says that if the “wrong” skewness is not a finite sample artifact but fact, then any
stochastic frontier model based on inefficiencies that are drawn from positively
skewed distributions will be misspecified.

The first formal discussion on skewness problem is found in Olson et al. (1980)
in their derivation of modified ordinary least squares (MOLS) estimates as a
convenient alternative to maximum likelihood estimates. They explicitly assume
half-normal distribution for technical inefficiencies in their formulation. MOLS
method estimates the slope parameters by OLS. These are unbiased and consistent
under standard assumptions about the regressors and the error terms. On the other
hand, the OLS estimate of the constant term is shown to be biased and inconsistent.
The bias-corrected estimator of the constant term is obtained by adding /2 /7oy,
term which is the expected value of the composed error term. Of course we do
not know o,,. Estimates of o2 and 6> are derived by method of moments using the
second and third moments of OLS residuals. These are consistent, although not
asymptotically efficient, and are given by

62 = Va2 () i I (10.2)

and

2 A T—2\ .
ogz,uz—( - )ouz (10.3)

where i, and ji; are the estimated second and third moments of the OLS residuals,
respectively.

It is obvious from (10.2) that a serious flaw in this method occurs whenever ji3
is positive, since the estimated variance of inefficiencies becomes negative. This is
referred by Olson et al. (1980) as a “Type I’ failure of MOLS estimators. A “Type II”
failure arises whenever [1, < (”T_Z)c}f . Waldman (1982) proved that MLE estimate
of o2 in this case is zero and that the model parameters can be efficiently estimated
by OLS. We will outline the main steps and results of Waldman’s proof which are
necessary benchmarks and links to our further analysis.

Starting from the log-likelihood function for the normal-half-normal model

log L = nlog(v/2/7) —nlog(c) + Zlog [1 - (—)} Zs (10.4)

i=1 i=l1

where &; = y; — x;f, A = %, 6% = 02 + 02, and ®(e) denotes the cdf of

the standard normal dlstrlbutlon Waldman notes there are two stationary points
that potentially can characterize the log-likelihood function. Defining the parameter
vector 0 = (B’,02%, 1), the first stationary point would be the one for which the
first derivatives of the log-likelihood function are zero while the second is the OLS
solution for 8 wherein the parameter A is set to zero. The superiority of these two
stationary points is then compared in cases of the wrong skewness. One way to
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do this is to examine the second-order derivative matrix of log-likelihood function
evaluated at these two points. The Hessian matrix evaluated at OLS solution,
0* = (b',5%,0), is

—s72Y 0 xxl 2 /s Y x 0
HO") = | 2/as7 ' Y0 xi —2n/w 0 (10.5)
0 0 —n/2s*

where b = (Z:.’:l X x;)_l S xiyi st = nl > "_, e? and ¢; is the least squares
residual.

This matrix is singular with k 4+ 1 negative characteristic roots and one zero
root. This essentially would require the log-likelihood function to be examined in
the direction determined by the characteristic vector associated with this zero root
which is given by the vector z = (s+/2/x, 1,0). Departing from the point of OLS
solution, the term of interest is then the sign of

Alog L = log L(6* + §z) — log L(6™) (10.6)

-5l + Zlog[Z —2®(e;8s 1 — 8%y/2/m)]
7

i=1

where § > 0 is an arbitrary small number. If we expand A log L using a Taylor series
it can be shown that

AlogL = (8/65%)y/2/m[(r —4)/7] Y &} + O(8*). (10.7)

i=1

Thus if the term Y_/_, &} > 0 then the maximum of the log-likelihood function is
located at the OLS solution, which is superior to MLE. This result suggests two
strategies for practitioners: apply OLS whenever the least squares residuals display
positive skewness or increase the sample size, since

plim (% Ze?) =02y2/n[(m —4)/7] <0 (10.8)

i=1

which implies that asymptotically the sample third moment of least squares
residuals converges to its population counterpart by the law of large numbers and
thus the problem of the “wrong” skewness goes away.

Undoubtedly, this is true if the inefficiencies are indeed drawn from the half-
normal distribution which is positively skewed. What if they are not? What if they
are drawn from the distribution which displays negative skewness as well? We will
attempt to give answers to these questions.

The problem of the “wrong” skewness is also made apparent and emphasized
by the two widely-used computer packages used to estimate stochastic frontiers.
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The first package LIMDEP 9.0, which is developed by Greene (2007), calculates
and checks the skewness of the OLS residuals just before maximum likelihood
estimation begins. In case the sign of the skewness statistic is positive, significantly
or not, the message appears that warns the user about the misspecification of the
model and suggests using OLS instead of MLE. The second software FRONTIER
4.1, produced by Coelli (1996), also obtains the OLS estimates as a starting values
for the grid search of starting value of the y parameter.’ If the skewness is positive,
the final maximum likelihood value of this parameter is very close to zero, indicating
no inefficiencies. More detailed description and comparison of FRONTIER 4.1 and
the earlier version 7.0 of LIMDEP can be found in Sena (1999).

Related to these results, several parametric and non-parametric test statistics have
been developed to check the skewness of least squares residuals in stochastic frontier
models. Schmidt and Lin (1984) proposed the test statistic

m
Vb = =5 (10.9)
m;

where m, and m3 represent the second and the third moment of the empirical
distribution of the least squares residuals. The distribution of +/b; is not standard
and the application of this test requires special tables provided by D’ Agostino and
Pearson (1973). Coelli (1995) proposed an alternative statistic for testing whether
the third moment of residuals is greater than or equal to zero

\/b? =7 (10.10)
(6m2/N)1/2

where N denotes the number of observations in the sample. Under the null
hypothesis of zero skewness, the third moment of OLS residuals is asymptotically
distributed as a normal random variable with zero mean and variance 6m% /N. This
implies that \/b_i“ is asymptotically distributed as a standard normal variable and
one can consult the corresponding statistical tables for making an inference. These
two tests, although easily computed and implemented, have unknown finite sample
properties. Coelli (1995) conducts Monte Carlo experimentations and shows that
\/b_i“ has correct size and good power in small samples. This is the reason why this
test statistic is commonly accepted and used in applications.

10.2.2 Solutions to the “wrong” Skewness

Nonetheless, the standard solutions considered in the case of “wrong” skewness
essentially constitute no solutions with regard to the stochastic frontier model.
Setting the variance of inefficiency process to be equal to zero based on the
skewness of OLS residuals is not a very comforting solution. This solution to the

3y = G—{J’r””— which is another reparametrization used in stochastic frontier models
oy
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problem would imply that all firms in the industry are fully efficient. Moreover,
the estimated standard errors will not be correct if straightforward OLS is applied
to the data.* Moreover, data-mining techniques will introduce inferential problems
and possibly biases in parameters and their standard errors (Leamer 1978). Carree
(2002), Greene (2007), and Simar and Wilson (2010) note that in finite samples,
even the correctly specified stochastic frontier model is capable of producing least
squares residuals with the “wrong” skewness sign with relatively high frequency.
Thus another suggested solution is to get more data. Of course the availability of
the data in economics is often rather limited and this alternative may not possible
in many empirical settings. Another solution is to argue that the inefficiencies are
drawn from an efficiency distribution with negative skewness. A major problem
with this assumption is that it implies that there is only a very small fraction of the
firms that attain a level of productivity close to the frontier. For example, Carree
(2002) considers a distribution for inefficiencies that allows for both, negative and
positive skewness.> He proposes a binomial distribution b(n, p) which for a range
of values of the parameter p is negatively skewed.® This is a discrete distribution
wherein continuous inefficiencies fall into discrete “inefficiency categories”. He
employs the method-of-moments estimators as in Olson et al. (1980) and Greene
(1990) and provides an explanation for how theoretically and empirically the
“wrong” skewness issue may arise in stochastic frontier model.” Empirically, the
use of the binomial distribution can be justified by a model in which the cycle
of innovations and imitations occurs. This would suggest that the occurrence of
positively skewed residuals would correspond to the cases where very few firms
in the industry innovate while the large proportion of firms experience large
inefficiencies. In contrast, as it will be shown later, the stochastic frontier model
with doubly-truncated normal inefficiencies does not imply such a pattern in firms’
inefficiencies, but instead it precludes the probability of occurrence of extreme
inefficiencies.

10.3 Stochastic Frontier Model with Bounded Inefficiency

10.3.1 Model

In this section we briefly introduce the stochastic frontier model with bounded
inefficiency proposed by Qian and Sickles (2008). The formulation of the model
is similar to the traditional stochastic frontier model. The key difference is that an

4We thank anonymous referee for this point.

SCarree (2002) also argues that distributions with bounded range can be negatively skewed but
further development of these is not pursued by the author.

5Qther authors also considered distributions with negative skew (see Johnson et al. 1992, 1994).

"The shortcoming of this approach is that method-of-moments estimators may not be defined for
some empirical values of the higher sample moments of the least squares residuals
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upper bound to inefficiencies or a lower bound to efficiencies is specified. This
amounts to imposing a second truncation point other than zero to the distribution
of the inefficiency process. Thus, if the model is y; = x; 8 + &;, the composed error
is &; = v; — u; where v; ~™ N(0, 03) is statistical noise and v; and u; are assumed
to be statistically independent from each other and from regressors, we assume that
the u;, which represent the unobserved technical inefficiencies, are non-negative
random variables with doubly-truncated-normal distribution density f(-) defined on
the positive domain. The doubly-truncated normal distribution nests the truncated-
normal, the truncated-half-normal and the half-normal distribution.

The initial purpose of the bounded inefficiency model was to introduce a
stochastic frontier model in which the bound can be used for gauging the tolerance
for or ruthlessness against the inefficient firms and thus to serve as an index of
competitiveness of an industry. It can be thought as naturally instituted by the
market, competitive in most of the cases, and precludes the existence of extremely
inefficient firms. Another purpose was to introduce (in a panel data setting) another
time-varying technical efficiency model in the literature. However, in this chapter
we note another useful feature of this model, which is reflected in the flexibility
of the one-sided distribution of inefficiencies. This flexibility enables the truncated-
normal distribution with strictly positive mean to display positive, negative, and
zero skewness. This potentially attractive option leads us to take a closer look at the
doubly-truncated-normal inefficiencies whose density is given by
PR AG)
Ju(x) = @(B(E/‘) %CD(_“)

Oy Oy

where ®(-) and ¢(-) are the cdf and pdf of the standard normal distribution
respectively, and /(-) denotes the indicator function. Under parametric restrictions,
it can be verified that this distribution generalizes the truncated-normal (B = 00),
truncated-half-normal (1 = 0), and the half-normal (B = oo, = 0) distributions.

lop(x), 0,>0,B>0 (10.11)

10.3.2 Estimation

Using the parametrization of Aigner et al. (1977), the log-likelihood function for the
normal/doubly-truncated normal model composed error for the SFM is given by

B _ _
log(L) = —n log |:<I> ((I G /;))—CD(U (U”A))] (10.12)
n ] 2
—n logo—glog(Zn)—;%
n . _ —1 ) — —1
—i—Zlog%d)((B—i_gl)A—;(B 1A )_q)(s,/\ UM )}

i=1

where 0,(0,1) = —2—, 1 = 2, and &; = y; — x; .
1+ v
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This log-likelihood function can be maximized to obtain the MLE estimates
of the model parameters along with the parameter that determines the bound of
the one-sided distribution. The conditional distribution of the inefficiency term
Elu;ile; = &;], where & = y; — X,ﬁ, can be used in the same spirit as in Jondrow
et al. (1982) to derive individual and mean technical inefficiencies. It should be
noted that, while the support of the distribution of u# depends on the bound, the
support of the composite error is unbounded. Hence, this regularity condition for
MLE is not violated. However, global identifiability of this model fails (Rothenberg
1971), which is also true for the normal/truncated-normal model, and thus some
parameters are only identified locally.

10.4 Skewness Statistic Under the Bounded Inefficiencies

10.4.1 Derivation of Skewness and MOLS Estimates with
Doubly-Truncated-Normal Inefficiencies

The location parameter of the doubly-truncated-normal distribution, as a function of
the bound (B), mean (), and variance of the normal distribution (c2) is given by

Vi(B. j1.02) = E(u) = u + oy (10.13)

with
d(&1) — (&)
O(&) — @(51)

where & = £, & = %, while ®(-) and ¢ (-) are the cdf and pdf of the standard
normal distribution, respeuctively. n represents the inverse Mill’s ratio and it is equal
to 4/2/7 in the normal-half-normal model and &; and &, are the lower and upper
truncation points of the standard normal density, respectively.

The central population moments up through order four as a functions of B, pu,

2 .
and o, are given by

n= (10.14)

), Si9(5) —§2¢(§2)) (10.15)

2y .2 _
V2(B. . 0,) = o, (1 T (&) — P(61)

o 3r 3 E19(&1) — &£20(62)
vaB.p ’“”)‘““(2" [3( () — (e )“}" (1010

EoE) —E¢(5)
(&) — P(&1)
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(10.17)

Va(B. 1, 0;) = 0;(— 3t 42 [351(15@1) — 69 (&) 1] n

®(5) — P(61)

o (s%as(sl) - 52245(52)) o (slas(a) - 5245(52))
(&) — (E) (&) — (E)

o) - (&)
&)~ OE) 3)

+

Three special cases immediately arise from the doubly-truncated-normal dis-
tribution. If we let & = —oo and & = oo then n becomes zero and if we
additionally use the L’Hospital’s Rule, it can be shown that limg, . oo £1¢ (1) =
limg, 00 £20(62) = 0 and limg, ——o00 £2¢(§1) = limg, 00 E2¢(£2) = 0, in which
case we obtain exactly the cumulants of the normal distribution. On the other hand,
if only the lower truncation point exists and p is non zero we obtain results for
the truncated-normal distribution. Setting p to zero we obtain the moments of the
half-normal distribution.

The skewness of the doubly-truncated-normal distribution is derived from
expressions in (10.15) and (10.16) as

V3 V3
B’ bl 2 == ==
AN, &

L (B9 —80E) ] £26 () — £26(5)

(2” [3( B(E) — B(E) )“ T e — 0k )
E1 (81) — m@gr/z

®(&) — (&)

|:1 —n*+
(10.18)

The skewness parameter describes the shape of the distribution independent of
location and scale. Although many non-symmetric distributions have either positive
or negative skewness statistic for the doubly-truncated-normal distribution the sign
of skewness is ambiguous. It is either positive, whenever B > 2u, or nonpositive
when B < 2pu for p strictly positive. This follows from the fact that the bound B
is strictly positive by assumption. We provide a graphical representation of doubly-
truncated inefficiencies with i > 0 in the appendix.®

The consequences of both positive and negative skewness of the doubly-
truncated-normal distribution in the SFM are not clear. The residuals in a SFM can
be skewed in both directions while the variance of inefficiency term is nonzero.
Moreover, in finite samples the sampling variability of the skewness statistic

8Tt should be noted that parameter 1 is not restricted to be strictly positive in estimation procedure.
It takes negative values as well.
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could give rise to a positive or negative skewness statistic even if the population
skewness parameter was negative or positive. The issues for estimation of the SFM
when the inefficiencies are doubly-truncated-normal are similar to those when the
inefficiencies are truncated-normal. MOLS estimates can be used to obtain method-
of-moments estimates of A and 0. The second and higher order moments of &
when it is a mixture of a normal and doubly-truncated normal distribution are
nonlinear functions of parameters. Due to the two-folded nature of the normal
distribution we cannot express the distributional parameters of the model uniquely
as a function of the moments of the least squares residuals and the data. Hence, the
global identifiability of the model fails (Rothenberg 1971), which is also the case
for the normal/truncated-normal model. Identifiability is problematic even for large
number of observations for large values of parameter w. This is because for large
M the truncated-normal distribution converges to the normal distribution resulting
in a mixture of normally distributed inefficiency and random components in the
composed error. Correspondingly, it can be shown that the second order derivative
of the log-likelihood function with respect to i converges to zero as W increases
without bound, resulting in a nearly flat log-likelihood function in the dimension
of u of course in inferential problems as well. The existence of the bound avoids
this problem. We provide a simple proof of the points we make above in the
appendix. Greene (1997), and Ritter and Simar (1997) provide more discussion on
identification issues in SFM. Local identification of both models can be shown by
examining the Fisher’s information matrix, which is nonsingular at any point of the
parameter space ® for which A parameter is strictly greater than zero and is not
too large. However, for A — 0 and A — oco, Wang and Schmidt (2008) show that
the distribution of & degenerates to a point mass at E [u] or to the distribution of u,
respectively. We do not pursue these two limiting cases but rather on intermediate
cases for strictly positive and bounded A.

The second and third central moments of the SFM residuals based on OLS are

i = -+ (1—P+ S and vy = —o} o~ DR + 11+
)-89 (&)

(6 =) ) respectively. Solving these two equations we can derive the MOLS

estimators of 62 and 2. The MOLS estimators of the variances of the inefficiency
term and the random disturbance are given by

2/3
62 = 3
“ Eip(&1) — &9 (& ) i| E2p(&) — E2¢(&)
2n3 — 1|3 1
1 [ ( &)o@ )T o o6
10.19)
nd £ (E) — E20(82)
A2 A AD 2 1 1) — 62 2
% = =0, (1 T o) - o) ) (1020

To illustrate how skewness is indeterminate for the normal/doubly-truncated
model we can fix the values of parameters B and u and calculate 62 and o> from
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(10.19) and (10.20). In the normal/half-normal model these values are also fixed
(B = o0, i = 0). Since the negative of the third moment of the OLS residuals is an
unbiased and consistent estimator of the skewness of inefficiencies, one can see that
the estimate of the 072 can have positive sign even in the case of positively skewed
residuals as opposed to the standard model. Most importantly, the “type I’ failure
goes away asymptotically since a positive 713 would imply that v; is negative, which
occurs whenever B < 21. Thus 62 cannot take on negative values. In cases where
we have B = 2pu the ratio in (10.19) is unidentified. By applying the L’Hospital
rule and evaluating the limits it is straightforward to show that the variance of the
inefficiency term is a strictly positive number. Only in the case when B = 0 is the
variance of the inefficiency term zero.

We can test the extent to which the distribution of unobservable inefficiencies
can display negative or positive skewness using the observable residuals based on
the expression in (10.1). For this purpose we can utilize the adjusted for skewness
test statistic proposed by Bera and Premaratne (2001), since the excess kurtosis is
not zero. By using the standard test for skewness we will have either over-rejection
or under-rejection of the null hypothesis of non-negative skewness and this will
depend primarily on the sign of the excess kurtosis. In addition, since there are two
points at which the doubly-truncated-normal distribution has zero skewness, the
standard tests are not appropriate. Since the standard tests do not distinguish these
two cases, application of standard skewness tests may lead researchers to accept the
null hypothesis of zero variance when it is false at levels larger than nominal test
size would suggest. The modified likelihood ratio statistic (see Lee 1993) is still
asymptotically distributed as % 12(0) + % x2(1) and should still be appropriate in this
case.

10.4.2 Generalization of Waldman’s Proof

We next examine the consistency and identifiability of the parameters of the
normal/doubly-truncated normal bounded inefficiency stochastic frontier model
utilizing the same approach as in Waldman (1982). To compare and contrast the
problem of the “wrong” skewness with the benchmark case of the normal/half-
normal model of Aigner et al. (1977), we set the values of the deep parameters
B and 1 and consider the scores of parameter vector § = ( 8,02, 1) as a function
of these fixed parameters. Note that the normal/half-normal model fixes these values
at oo and 0, respectively. We begin by examining the second-order derivative matrix
evaluated at the OLS solution point, * = (b, s2,0), given by

=T Yoy, —g Yo —pxi 0
HO) = | =L Y0 (e —w)xi 2% — £ Y0 1(ei —)? 0 (10.21)
0 0 0
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where b = (37—, xix)) " Y0 xiyi st = 137 e? and ¢; is the least squares
residual.

Obviously, H(0*) is singular with k& + 1 negative characteristic roots and one
zero root. The eigenvector associated with this zero root is given by z = (0/,0, 1).
We then need to search the sign of Alog L = log L(8* + 8z) — log L(6%) in the
positive direction (§ > 0 ), since A is constrained to be non-negative. By expanding
the Alog L the first term in the series is 0 since OLS is a stationary point. The
second term also vanishes since |H(60*)| = 0. Thus, the only relevant point that
remains to be considered is the third derivative of the log-likelihood function with
respect to parameter A evaluated at the OLS solution,

1,8 log(6")

. o (10.22)

Substituting for the third derivative and ignoring higher order terms, we can write

L& 3 W (w2) — wiPp(w1)
AlogL = @{ —2wd + [3( )~ S ) n 1]w (10.23)

03¢ (@) — wi¢(w)
O(w1) — P(w2)

n
3
2«

i=1

where w; = —&, w, = —¢q§wa1)§)—_w£ i‘)‘?).

The simple mspectlon of (10 23) reveals that the third order term of the least
squares residuals need not always have the opposite sign of Alog L. This will
mainly depend on the relationship between the imposed bound B and the mean
of the normal distribution p. For B < 2, @ is negative and the term in the curly
brackets becomes positive. Thus positive skewness would imply the existence of
inefficient firms in the sample. The implication of this is that whenever a researcher
finds positively skewed residuals it may be the case that the inefficiencies have been
drawn from a distribution that has negative skew. For B = 2u, Alog L = 0 and
in this case MLE should be employed since it will be more efficient than OLS and
will provide us with technical inefficiency estimates. Asymptotically the third order
term of OLS residuals and the expression in curly brackets have the same sign since

N B U R B §19(51) —59(5)
plim (E ;e’) - (2” - [3 (oo, ) * 1} 7102
EoE) —E0(5)
(&) — P(51)

+

which implies that we can observe the “wrong” skewness even in large samples.
Thus, in our model the problem of the “wrong” skewness is not a just finite sample
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issue; positive or negative skewness of least squares residuals will always imply
a positive variance of the inefficiency process in large samples. In finite samples,
anything can happen. We can obtain negatively skewed residuals even if we sample
from a negatively skewed distribution of inefficiencies.

10.5 Further Discussion and Conclusions

We also conduct Monte Carlo experiment in the same spirit as in Simar and Wilson
(2010) wherein they note that in the finite samples even the correctly specified
stochastic frontier model is capable of generating least squares residuals with
the “wrong” skewness statistic with relatively high frequency. They calculate the
proportion of samples with positively skewed residuals which converges to zero as
the sample size grows large. We conduct the same experiment under the modified
error specification allowing for bounded inefficiency and display the results in
Table 10.1. Without loss of generality, we set the parameter p to 1 and use the
inverse CDF method to sample from a convolution of inefficiency and random
noise distributions by varying the bound parameter. We examine the three cases
of the skewness sign and compute the proportion of 1,000 samples with positive

Table 10.1 Proportion of samples with positively skewed residuals in normal/doubly-truncated-
normal model

n B =1 B =2 B=5 B =10
50 0.519 0.505 0.480 0.509
100 0.481 0.501 0.516 0.520
200 0.495 0.473 0.514 0.493
500 0.487 0.503 0.539 0.507
103 0.520 0.516 0.510 0.494
104 0.504 0.483 0.512 0.498
A=0.1 10° 0.532 0.492 0.437 0.405

50 0.517 0.485 0.503 0.510
100 0.545 0.491 0.459 0.479
200 0.551 0.490 0.486 0.466
500 0.520 0.488 0.431 0.459
103 0.564 0.514 0.453 0.435
104 0.684 0.491 0.397 0.318
A=05 10° 0.759 0.496 0.107 0.092

50 0.565 0.536 0.367 0.383
100 0.524 0.513 0.317 0.335
200 0.529 0.512 0.224 0.245
500 0.567 0.514 0.155 0.122
103 0.576 0.524 0.063 0.051
104 0.709 0.501 0 0
A=1 10° 0.943 0.503 0 0
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skewness. The first column shows that the proportion of the samples with the
positive (“wrong”) skewness increases as the sample size grows larger. It converges
to one as the variance of the one-sided inefficiency term becomes larger relative
to the variance of two-sided error. In the second column we have the case where
B = 2. Under this case there is about a 50-50 chance that we generate a sample
with positive skewness. In most of the cases, the positive skewness appears to be
statistically insignificant. The third and forth columns correspond to the case where
the distribution of inefficiencies is positively skewed and as in Simar and Wilson
(2010) the proportion decreases as the sample size and parameter A increase. Our
findings again clearly indicate that the skewness issue is also a large sample issue,
since for B < 2y the proportion of the samples with positive skewness converges
to one. This simply would mean that if the true DGP is based on inefficiencies
that are drawn from a doubly-truncated-normal distribution, the researcher fails to
recognize this and finds a skewness statistic with the “wrong” sign, then she will
reject her model. Moreover, if there is the potential for increasing sample size and
researcher keeps increasing it and finds continuously positive signs of skewness then
she may erroneously conclude that all firms in her sample are super efficient. The
flexibility of the bounded inefficiency model avoids this problem. Qian and Sickles
(2008) also conduct experiments for other error specification such as truncated-
half-normal (x = 0) and truncated exponential model. It is worth mentioning
that in these cases, for certain levels of the bound, the skewness statistic becomes
statistically insignificant and thus the null hypothesis of no inefficiency cannot be
rejected, even if A is not zero, when one applies the standard tests. We also note
that if the DGP from which a sample of data is drawn has bounded inefficiency but
this is ignored, then it will sometimes mask the true skewness. It is often the case in
such settings that point estimates of skewness may have the “wrong” sign. However,
this may simply due to the weak identifiability of skewness in a stochastic frontier
with bounded inefficiency and the “wrong” sign is not “significantly wrong” in a
statistical sense.

An important question for applied researchers is, what happens in the case if the
true model is the normal/half-normal but we estimate the normal/doubly-truncated-
normal model instead and visa-versa? To answer the first question, we conduct an
additional Monte Carlo experiment to assess the validity of the model whenever
the underlying true data generating process is the one proposed in ALS, that is
wherein inefficiencies are drawn from the half-normal distribution. For this purpose,
we specify the simple Cobb-Douglas production frontier with two inputs as

Vi=0ap+aInx;; +axlnxy + v —u;

where v; ~ N(0,02) and u; ~ N*+(0,02). v; and u;, as previously, are assumed
to be independent of each over and from regressors.

Throughout, we set g = 0.9, ; = 0.6, and o, = 0.5. Inx;|;=1> are drawn
from N(ij,oij) with uy = 1.5, uy» = 1.8, and qfl = qu = 0.3. These draws
are fixed across Monte Carlo replications. We keep o, = 0.3 and vary the o, in a
way that A? takes on values of 1, 10, and 100, while we also vary the sample size
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Table 10.2 Monte Carlo results for Half-Normal model. The number of repetitions M = 1,000

n =100 n =200 n = 1,000

True AVE MSE AVE MSE AVE MSE

o 0.42 0.4307  0.0099 0.4359  0.0079 0.4250  0.0041

v 0.5 0.5634  0.1332 0.5605  0.0025 0.5565  0.0382

a 0.0 —0.0071  0.3069 —0.0351  0.2801 0.0082  0.2003

a 09 0.9799  0.1197 0.9728  0.0728 0.9757  0.0450

a 06 0.5814  0.0160 0.5997  0.0034 0.6021  0.0012

=1 a 05 0.5105  0.0139 0.5043  0.0021 0.4958  0.0013
o 0.31 0.3264  0.0076 0.3256  0.0021 0.3148  0.0011

7 0.91 0.9404  0.0068 09161  0.0006 0.9107  0.0004

a 0.0 —0.0398  0.1277 —0.0566  0.0439 —0.0115  0.0175

a 09 09144 0.0247 0.8982  0.0043 0.9001  0.0026

a 0.6 0.6079  0.0043 0.6033  0.0006 0.6012  0.0003

22=10 a 05 0.5015  0.0036 0.4973  0.0007 0.5005  0.0004
o 0.30 0.3064  0.0049 0.3050  0.0013 0.3030  0.0006

v 0.99 0.9958  0.0001 0.9912  0.0001 0.9905  0.0001

o 0.0 —0.0252  0.0559  —0.0092  0.0104 —0.005 0.0050

a 09 0.9102  0.0098 0.8986  0.0014 0.8951  0.0006

a 06 0.5995  0.0016 0.5993  0.0108 0.6003  0.0001

A2=100 @& 0.5 0.4978  0.0012 0.5016  0.0125 0.5002  0.0001

by 100, 200, and 1,000, respectively. To facilitate the numerical optimization we
consider the y-parametrization instead of the A-parametrization in the maximum
likelihood estimation. y is contained in the compact set [0, 1] and is related to A
through y = A2/(1 + A?). We set the number Monte Carlo replications to 1,000
and examine the performance of normal/doubly-truncated-normal model without
imposing any restrictions on model parameters. Table 10.2 reports the averaged
values (AVE) of the estimates over the replications and their mean squared errors
(MSE). The first case in the first column is where n = 100 and A?> = 1. In this
case about 1/3 of the samples will have least squares residuals positively skewed
according to Simar and Wilson (2010). The distributional parameters obtained from
the DTN model have relatively large mean squared errors. We presume that this is
due to the fictitious “wrong” skewness that yields large variances of the estimates
because the determinant of Fisher’s information matrix is close to zero. DTN cannot
provide a remedy in this case and the bagging technique proposed by Simar and
Wilson (2010) can be employed to make an inference. As either the sample size
or signal-to-noise ratio increase, the fictitious ‘“wrong” skewness goes away, MSE
decreases and the ALS model is recovered from the DTN model. It would appear
from our intuition and from our simulations that in finite samples the large estimated
standard errors of the distributional parameters can serve as an indicator of the
presence of “fictitious” wrong skewness in the model.
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To answer the second part of the question we consider the conditional mean
inefficiencies conditional on the stochastic error in the same spirit as in Jondrow
et al. (1982). For the DTN model these are given by

p(—L2) — p(Ftx)
() — (- Lx)’

E(uilé;) = px + 0x

2__o~2
where px = 2520 and o, =

estimates of the inefficiencies scores.

As we have pointed out in this chapter, most of the distributions for inefficiencies
considered in the stochastic frontier models literature are positively skewed. The
half-normal distribution is commonly used in the literature and in applications. The
doubly-truncated-normal inefficiency distribution generalizes the SFM in a way that
allows for negative skewness as well. This implies that finding incorrect skewness
does not necessarily indicate that the model is misspecified. A misspecification
would arise, however, were the researcher to consider an incorrect distribution for
the inefficiency process, which has a skewness that is not properly identified by
the least squares residuals. The “wrong” skewness can be a finite sample artifact
or fact. In this chapter we have considered the latter case and have shown that the
normal/doubly-truncated-normal composed error SFM can still be valid with the
“wrong” sign of the skewness statistic using a generalization of Waldman’s (1982)
proof. Moreover, “wrong” skewness in finite samples does not necessarily preclude
its appearance in large samples under our specification. This chapter thus provides
a rationale for applied researchers to adopt an additional strategy in cases when this
perceived empirical anomaly is found.

0u0y
o

. Ignoring the bound will yield incorrect

Appendix
Truncated-Normal and Doubly-Truncated-Normal Distributions

Four distributions for inefficiencies that are discussed in this chapter. These are
the truncated-normal distribution and the doubly-truncated-normal distribution with
zero, positive, and negative skewness. The skewness statistic of truncated-normal
distribution is given by

~ = Ee)
Qi — [B(ELEL) + 1] + 1522
1 q)(%-l) 1 (D(El) (10.25)

32
_ &19(51)
[1 o 1—@(50]

yi(B, i, 02) =

where 17 = % , which has positive sign implying that y; is positive also.

Note that, as u grows large 77 as well as y; tend to zero and the truncated-normal
distribution resembles the bell-shaped normal distribution.
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Truncated-normal distribution: positively skewed inefficiencies

In the standard model the variance of the inefficiency term must be assigned a
zero value whenever the skewness of the OLS residuals is zero. This leads to the
conclusion that there are no inefficient firms in the sample. On the other hand,
in the normal/doubly-truncated-normal model we may have the variance of the
inefficiency process strictly positive even if the skewness is zero. This case is well
illustrated in the next figure where B = 2y and 0, = 0.3.

0.6 4

0.4 4

0.2+

0.0 t + + + + ——
00 02 04 06 08 10 12 14 16
u

Doubly-truncated-normal distribution: symmetrically distributed inefficiencies (y; = 0)

The graphs of positively skewed (B > 2u) and negatively skewed (B < 2u)
inefficiencies are provided in the next set of figures. Again it is clear that negative
skewness does not imply a lack of inefficiency.

The last distribution can describe a scenario where only a small fraction of firms
attain levels of productivity close to the frontier. This is described as “few stars, most
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Doubly-truncated-normal distribution: positively skewed inefficiencies (y; = 0.69)
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00 02 04 06 08 1.0 12 14 16
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Doubly-truncated-normal distribution: negatively skewed inefficiencies (y; = —1.2)

dogs” in the business press. The standard models only describe the case where there
are “most stars, few dogs”. Note that, this is not the only case we can reproduce
negatively skewed distribution for inefficiencies. The condition that is required is
that B < 2u with strictly positive u.

Identification in Normal/Doubly-Truncated-Normal Model

The classical SFM is likelihood-based and such as requires careful examination of
the identification of parameters and measures of inefficiencies, as pointed out by
Greene (1997) and Ritter and Simar (1997). Rothenberg (1971), defines two kinds
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of parametric identifications in models based on likelihood inference: global and the
local identification.

Definition 1. Two parameter points (structures) 0" and 6% are said to be observa-
tionally equivalentif f(y,0') = f(v,0?)forall y in R". A parameter point §° € ©
is said to be identifiable if there is no 0 € ® which is observationally equivalent. For
exponential family densities, this definition is equivalent to the Fisher’s information
matrix to be nonsingular for every convex set of parameter points containing ©. For
nonexponential family densities the condition requires that every parameter can be
expressed only as a function of sample moments and the data. That is, suppose there
exist p known functions g1(Y), ..., g (Y') such that for all 0 in ®

9,‘ =E[g,(Y)] i=1,2, ...... , P
Then every 0 in © is identifiable.

Definition 2. A parameter point (structure) 0° is said to be locally identified if
there exists an open neighborhood of 0° containing no other 6 in ® which is
observationally equivalent. Equivalently, let 6° be a regular point of Fisher’s
information matrix 1(0).° Then 0° is locally identifiable if and only if 1(6°) is
nonsingular. In other words, if 1(0) is nonsingular for ° € ©, then there exists a
neighborhood N(6°) C ® of 6° in which no 0 is equivalent to 6°.

Claim: Normal/truncated-normal model is not globally and locally identified as |
increases without bound and/or A — 0.

Proof. Stochastic frontier models do not belong to exponential family and thus
the second approach outlined in definition 1 is employed to establish the global
identifiability of the standard models (See Greene(1990), Coeli (1995) among
others). We follow the same method to check the global identification of the
normal/truncated-normal model. The identification of the normal/doubly-truncated-
normal deserves special treatment and it is discussed in Almanidis et al. (2010).

Under the assumptions made for the error terms the population central moments
of the composed error term, & up to forth order are given by'’

pr = Ele] = —p —ou]
pr = E[(e — j1)’) = E[V] + E[(u— E[u)’] = 0_ + 0, [1 = 7 + &i7]]

ps = El(e — m1)’] = —E[(u— E[u])’] = —o 27 — [3&17 + 117 + £17]]

“see Rothenberg 1971, pp 579 for the relevant definition of the regular point
10Note that p in the definition 1 is equal to 4.
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s = El(e — p)*] = Ev*] + 6 E[V’|E[(u — E[u])’] + E[(u — E[u])*]
=30} + 60202 [1 — 77 + &7i| + 0, [-37" + 6617 — 27 — 4€]77
+ 3817 + £7 + 3]

where 7 and &, are as defined above.
In addition it can be shown that

2
pa =315 = E[(u— E[u))*] =3 (E[(u— E[u))*))
and after dividing this expression by Mi/ ? we get

g€ = 15 (s —313)

which is a function of & only. Replacing the population moments by their sample
counterparts we can solve for & numerically from

=306 — 67t + g} + 12076 —TPE 4z s 342) — 0
- — T (= 3) =
(—[27° — [3&17 + 117 + £777])

he) =

For a range of values of &; it is shown by implicit function theorem that function
h(-) has no unique solution. Hence, the global identifiability fails. However, the local
identifiability of the normal/truncated normal model, which is necessary condition,
can be established according to definition 2 unless u is very large and/or A — 0.
In this two extreme cases both global and local identification fail since the Fisher’s
information matrix /() evaluated at this points is close to singular

Ly xx, =LY w0 -4 Yy
1(0°) — _ﬁ doimi (& + X 30T # Yii(ei + 10?0 _ﬁ Yoioi(ei + )
0 0 0 0
_ﬁ Z:?:l Xi _ﬁ Z?=1(8i +/»L) 0 —%

The above argument can be made simpler as in Ritter and Simar (1997). The
authors note that the distribution of the composite error in the normal/gamma
stochastic frontier model tends to the normal distribution as the shape parameter
of the gamma distribution increases without bound and the scale parameter remains
relatively low. In this case the model parameters and inefficiencies cannot be iden-
tified. This is also the case for normal/truncated-normal model, where for relatively
small values of parameter A the distribution resembles the normal distribution as
parameter . becomes relatively large. Therefore, this model fails to be locally
identified in this particular case. On the other hand, the bounded inefficiency model
is still capable of identifying the model parameters even for large values of p, since
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the existence of the bound will distinguish the distribution of inefficiencies from the
normal distribution which is assumed for the noise term.

An illustration of these two cases is provided below in the two figures, where the
truncated-normal density appears like the normal density for values of parameter p
as low as 1, while keeping the variance of inefficiencies to be one third. On the other
hand, the doubly-truncated-normal distribution distinguishes itself from the normal
distribution in the sense that its right tail will be shorter than its corresponding left
tail. Thus the model will be identified even for large values of the parameter p. It
is also worth mentioning that the empirical distribution of inefficiencies may often
appear to be shaped like the normal distribution and, therefore, without imposing
the bound it is difficult to identify it from normally distributed noise term.

1.2+
f(w)

1.0 1
0.8 1
0.6 1

0.4 1

0.2 1

0.0 t + + + + + + +
00 02 04 06 08 10 12 14 16 138

f(u)
1

0.8+
0.6+
041

021

e .

0.0 t t t t t t t t
00 02 04 06 08 10 12 14 1.6u

Doubly-truncated-normal distribution with u = 0: 5, B = 1.1 (solid line)yand u = 1, B = 1.6
(dotted line)
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Both the normal/doubly-truncated normal SFM and normal/truncated-normal
SFM fail to be globally identified, but are potentially locally identified. However,
if the inefficiencies have a large mean, the latter model fails to be even locally
identified. The former can still yield precise and stable estimates of parameters and
inefficiencies. It remains unclear how statistical inference can be validated in the
locally identified case. Shapiro (1986) and Dasgupta et al. (2007) discuss some cases
there valid statistical inference can be obtained. Moreover, Bayesian methods could
be utilized to identify the parameters through nonlinear constraints imposed by the
skewness condition. The Ritter and Simar (1997) argument can also be avoided
if one considers the normal/truncated-gamma stochastic frontier model. We leave
these possibilities for the future work.
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Chapter 11
Optimal Smoothing for a Computationally and
Statistically Efficient Single Index Estimator

Yingcun Xia, Wolfgang Karl Hiirdle, and Oliver Linton

Abstract In semiparametric models it is a common approach to under-smooth the
nonparametric functions in order that estimators of the finite dimensional parameters
can achieve root-n consistency. The requirement of under-smoothing may result,
as we show, from inefficient estimation methods or technical difficulties. Xia et al.
(J. Roy. Statist. Soc. B. 64:363—-410, 2002) proposed an adaptive method for the
multiple-index model, called MAVE. In this chapter we further refine the estimation
method. Under some conditions, our estimator of the single-index is asymptotically
normal and most efficient in the semi-parametric sense. Moreover, we derive higher-
order expansions for our estimator and use them to define an optimal bandwidth for
the purposes of index estimation. As a result we obtain a practically more relevant
method and we show its superior performance in a variety of applications.

11.1 Introduction

Single index models (SIMs) are widely used in the applied quantitative sciences.
Although the context of applications for SIMs almost never prescribes the functional
or distributional form of the involved statistical error, the SIM is commonly fitted
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with (low dimensional) likelihood principles. Both from a theoretical and practical
point of view such fitting approach has been criticized and has led to semiparametric
modelling. This approach involves high dimensional parameters (nonparametric
functions) and a finite dimensional index parameter. Consider the following single-
index model,

Y =g(0) X) +e, (11.1)

where E(¢| X)) = 0 almost surely, g is an unknown link function, and 6 is a single-
index parameter with length one and first element positive for identification. In
this model there is a single linear combination of covariates X that can capture
most information about the relation between response variable Y and covariates
X, thereby avoiding the “curse of dimensionality”. Estimation of the single-index
model is very attractive both in theory and in practice. In the last decade a series
of papers has considered estimation of the parametric index and the nonparametric
part with focus on root-n estimability and efficiency issues, see Carroll et al. (1997)
and Delecroix et al. (2003, 2006) for an overview. There are numerous methods
proposed or can be used for the estimation of the model. Amongst them, the most
popular ones are the average derivative estimation (ADE) method investigated by
Hirdle and Stoker (1989), the sliced inverse regression (SIR) method proposed by
Li (1991), the semiparametric least squares (SLS) method of Ichimura (1993) and
the simultaneous minimization method of Hirdle et al. (1993).

The existing estimation methods are all subject to some or other of the following
four critiques: (1) Heavy computational burden: see, for example, Hirdle et al.
(1993), Delecroix et al. (2003), Xia and Li (1999) and Xia et al. (2002). These
methods include complicated optimization techniques (iteration between bandwidth
choice and parameter estimation) for which no simple and effective algorithm is
available up to now. (2) Strong restrictions on link functions or design of covariates
X: Li (1991) required the covariate to have a symmetric distribution; Hirdle and
Stoker (1989) and Hristache et al. (2001) needed a non-symmetric structure for the
link function, i.e., |[Eg’ (6?(;r X)| is bounded away from 0. If these conditions are
violated, the corresponding methods are inconsistent. (3) Inefficiency: The ADE
method of Hirdle and Stoker (1989) or the improved ADE method of Hristache
et al. (2001) is not asymptotically efficient in the semi-parametric sense, Bickel et al.
(1993). Nishiyama and Robinson (2000, 2005) considered the Edgeworth correction
to the ADE methods. Hérdle and Tsybakov (1993) discussed the sensitivity of
the ADE. Since this method involves high dimensional smoothing and derivative
estimation, its higher order properties are poor. (4) Under-smoothing: Let hy’ " be
the optimal bandwidth in the sense of MISE for the estimation of the link function
g and let hy be the bandwidth used for the estimation of 6y. Most of the methods
mentioned above require the bandwidth /4 to be much smaller than the bandwidth
hg‘” "ie. hg/ hg‘” " 0asn — oo, in order that estimators of 6y can achieve root-
n consistency, see, Hiardle and Stoker (1989), Hristache et al. (2001), Robinson
(1988), Hall (1989) and Carroll et al. (1997) among others. Due to technical
complexities, there are few investigations about how to select the bandwidth Ay for
the estimation of the single-index. Thus it could be the case that even if hg = hg’’

allows for root-n consistent estimation of 6, that A} " — 0or by hy? "0,
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where hg‘” ! is the optimal bandwidth for estimation of . This would mean that using

a single bandwidth hy" " would result in suboptimal performance for the estimator
of 6. Higher order properties of other semiparametric procedures have been studied
in Linton (1995) inter alia.

Because the estimation of 6, is based on the estimation of the link function g,
we might expect that a good bandwidth for the link function should be a good
bandwidth for the single-index, i.e., under-smoothing should be unnecessary.
Unfortunately, most of the existing estimation methods involve for technical reasons
“under-smoothing” the link function in order to obtain a root-n consistent estimator
of 8. See, for example, Hirdle and Stoker (1989), Hristache et al. (2001, 2002),
Carroll et al. (1997) and Xia and Li (1999). Hérdle et al. (1993) investigated this
problem for the first time and proved that the optimal bandwidth for the estimation
of the link function in the sense of MISE can be used for the estimation of the single-
index to achieve root-n consistency. As mentioned above, for its computational
complexity the method of Hérdle et al. (1993) is hard to implement in practice.

This chapter refines the method in Xia et al. (2002) and Xia (2006). It avoids
undersmoothing and the computational complexity of former procedures and
achieves the semiparametric efficiency bound. It is based on the MAVE method
of Xia et al. (2002), which we outline in the next section. Using local linear
approximation and global minimization, we give a very simple iterative algorithm.
The proposed method has the following advantages: (a) the algorithm only involves
one-dimensional smoothing and is proved to converge at a geometric rate; (b) with
normal errors in the model, the estimator of 6, is asymptotically normal and efficient
in the semiparametric sense; (c) the optimal bandwidth for the estimation of the link
function in the sense of MISE can be used to estimate 8y with root-n consistency;
(d) by a second order expansion, we further show that the optimal bandwidth for the
estimation of the single-index 6y, Ay ', is of the same magnitude as hg’".

Therefore, the commonly used “under-smoothing” approach is inefficient in
the sense of second order approximation. Powell and Stoker (1996) investigated
bandwidth selection for the ADE methods. We also propose an automatic bandwidth
selection method for our estimator of 6. Xia (2006) has recently shown the first order
asymptotic properties of this method. Our theoretical results are proven under weak
moment conditions.

In section 3 we present our main results. We show the speed of convergence, give
the asymptotic estimation and derive a smoothing parameter selection procedure.
In the following section we investigate the proposed estimator in simulation and
application. Technical details are deferred to the appendix.

11.2 The MAVE Method

Suppose that {(X;,Y;) : i = 1,2,...,n} is a random sample from model (11.1).
The basic idea of our estimation method is to linearly approximate the smooth link
function g and to estimate 6y by minimizing the overall approximation errors. Xia
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et al. (2002) proposed a procedure via the so called minimum average conditional
variance estimation (MAVE). The single index model (11.1) is a special case of
what they considered, and we can estimate it as follows. Assuming function g and
parameter 6y are known, then the Taylor expansion of g(@oT X;) at g(@oT X) is

g6y Xi) ~ a + do) (X; —x),

where a = g(@oT x)andd = g’ (GOT x). With fixed 6, the local estimator of the
conditional variance is then

n

07 (x) = min 4 n fy(x)} ™' Y ¥ —{a + 0T (X; —x)P K0T (X — x)

i=1

where ng(x) =n'Y0_, Ku{07(X; — x)}, K is a univariate density function, &
is the bandwidth and K, (u) = K(u/h)/ h; see Fan and Gijbels (1996). The value
092 (x) can also be understood as the local departure of ¥; with X; close to x from
a local linear model with given 8. Obviously, the best approximation of 6 should
minimize the overall departure at all x = X;, j = 1,---,n. Thus, our estimator of
0 is to minimize

0.(6) =) 0j(X)) (11.2)

with respect to 6 : |#] = 1. This is the so-called minimum average conditional
variance estimation (MAVE) in Xia et al. (2002). In practice it is necessary to
include some trimming in covariate regions where density is low, so we weight
092 (x) by a sequence /6?, where ﬁ? = pui fg(X )}, that is discussed further below.

The corresponding algorithm can be stated as follows. Suppose 6, is an initial
estimate of 6. Set the number iteration T = 1 and bandwidth /;. We also set a final
bandwidth /. Let X,’j =X, — Xj.

Step 1: With bandwidth /2, and 6 = 0., calculate ﬁ)(Xj) =n! i Kht(GTXij)
and the solutions of a; and d; to the inner problem in (11.2):

a¥ . 1 1 e
j _ Ty..
(dfhr) 2 K6 X”)(QTXij/hr) (QTXif/hf)
i=1

xZKh 0 X,])(QTX " )Y

Step 2: Fix the weight K, (QTXij), Jo(X;), af and df. Calculate the solution of 6
to (11.2):
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-1

0 =13 Ki (0T X)) {ds (X)) X; X;] fo (0T X))

ij=1

> K (07 Xi)p0do (X)) X3 (Y; — )/ fo (0T X)),
i,j=1

where 57 = pu{ fo(X;)}-
Step3: Sett =1+ 1,0, := 0/|0| and h, := max{h, h./~/2}, go to Step 1.

Repeat steps 1 and 2 until convergence.

The iteration can be stopped by a common rule. For example, if the calculated
0’s are stable at a certain direction, we can stop the iteration. The final vector
6 := 6/|6] is the MAVE estimator of 6, denoted by 6. Note that these steps are
an explicit algorithm of the Xia et al. (2002) method for the single-index model
with some version of what they called ‘refined kernel weighting’ and boundary
trimming. Similar to the other direct estimation methods, the calculation above is
easy to implement. See Horowitz and Hérdle (1996) for more discussions. After 6
is estimated, the link function can then be estimated by the local linear smoother as

g@ (v), where
g7 (v) = s )s§ M) —(s] )1

x Y S 0)—=s{ ) OT Xi—v)/ he} Kn, (0T X; =Y, (11.3)

i=1

ands!(v) =n~ ' Y0 Ky (07X —v{(OT X; —v)/ ho}* fork = 0,1,2. Actually,
£%(v) is the final value of af in Step 1 with 67 X; replaced by v.

In the algorithm, p,(.) is a trimming function employed to handle the boundary
points. There are many choices for the estimator to achieve the root-n consistency;
see e.g. Hirdle and Stoker (1989) and Hérdle et al. (1993). However, to achieve
the efficiency bound, p,(v) must tend to 1 for all v. In this chapter, we take p,(v)
as a bounded function with third order derivatives on R such that p,(v) = 1 if
v > 2con=°%; pu(v) = 0if v < ¢on™¢ for some constants ¢ > 0 and ¢y > 0. As an
example, we can take

1, ifv>2con=s,
() = T if 205 > (14
Pniv) = exp{(2con—s —v) " }texp{(v—con—5) "1}’ 1L =con V> com >, ’
0, ifv <con=s.

The choice of ¢ will be given below. The trimming function is selected to be smooth
and to include all sample space as n — oo.
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11.3 Main Results

We impose the following conditions to obtain the asymptotics of the estimators.

(C1) [Initial estimator] The initial estimator is in ®,, = {6 : |8 — 6y < Cn~—*} for
some C >0and0 <o < 1/2.

(C2) [Design] The density function fy(v) of T X and its derivatives up to 6th order
are bounded on R for all § € ©,, E|X|® < oo and E|Y|? < oco. Furthermore,
SUpP,er geo, |fo(V) — fo,(V)| < c|0 — 6| for some constant ¢ > 0.

(C3) [Link function] The conditionalmean gg(v) = E(Y|6TX =v), E(X|0TX =
v), E(XXT|#TX = v) and their derivatives up to 6th order are bounded for
all @ such that |6 — 6| < 6 for some § > 0.

(C4) [Kernel function] K(v) is a symmetric density function with finite moments of
all orders.

(C5) [Bandwidth and trimming parameter] The trimming parameter ¢ is bounded
by 1/20 and the bandwidth / is proportional to n~* for some p with 1/5 —¢€ <
p < 1/5+ € for some € > 0.

Assumption (C1) is feasible because such an initial estimate is obtainable using
existing methods, such as Hérdle and Stoker (1989), Powell et al. (1989) and
Horowitz and Hirdle (1996). Actually, Hérdle et al. (1993) even assumed that
the initial value is in a root-n neighborhood of 6, {6 : |6 — 6| < Con™'/?}.
Assumption (C2) means that X may have discrete components providing that 6 T X
is continuous for 0 in a small neighborhood of 6y; see also Ichimura (1993). The
moment requirement on X is not strong. Hirdle et al. (1993) obtained their estimator
in a bounded area of R”, which is equivalent to assume that X is bounded; see also
Hirdle and Stoker (1989). We impose slightly higher order moment requirements
than the existence of the second moment for Y to ensure the optimal bandwidth
in (C5) can be used in applying Lemma 11.8.1 in section 6. The smoothness
requirements on the link function in (C3) can be relaxed to the existence of a
bounded second order derivative at the cost of more complicated proofs and smaller
bandwidth. Assumption (C4) includes the Gaussian kernel and the quadratic kernel.
Assumption (C5) includes the commonly used optimal bandwidth in both the
estimation of the link function and the estimation of the index 6y. Actually, imposing
these constraints on the bandwidth is for ease of exposition in the proofs.

Let g (X)=E(X[0TX=0Tx), vg(x)=p9(x) — x, wo(x) = E(XXT|0TX =
07 x), Wo(x)= vg, (x)v;'o— (x). Let A™ denote the Moore-Penrose inverse of a sym-
metric matrix A. Recall that K is a symmetric density function. Thus, [ K(v)dv = 1
and [vK(v)dv = 0. For ease of exposition, we further assume that p, =
[V?K(v)dv = 1. Otherwise, we can redefine K(v) := /L;/ZK(/L;/ZV).

We have the following asymptotic results for the estimators.

Theorem 11.3.1 (Speed of algorithm). Let 6, be the value calculated in Step 3
after t iterations. Suppose assumptions (CI)-(C5) hold. If h, — 0 and |60, —
6o|/ h* — 0, we have
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1 1
Octr = 00 = {1 = 608y)) + o(1)} (6 — o) + N O(n*hy)

almost surely, where N, = [E{g' (0] X)*Wo(X)}Tn=V2 30, /(0] Xi)ve, (X:)
gi = 0,(n"1?).

Theorem 11.3.1 indicates that the algorithm converges at a geometric rate, i.e.
after each iteration, the estimation error reduces by half approximately. By Theorem
11.3.1 and the bandwidth requirement in the algorithm, we have

1
10,41 — 60| = {E + 0(1)} 16, — 6] + O(n™"2 + n* .

Starting with |8, — 6] = Cn™, in order to achieve root-n consistency, say |0y —
O] < en™?1ie.27%Cn= < cn™'/?, the number of iterations k can be calculated
roughly by

k = {(%—a) 10gn+10g(C/c)}/log2. (11.5)

Based on Theorem 11.3.1, we immediately have the following limiting distribution.

Theorem 11.3.2 (Efficiency of estimator). Under the conditions (C1)—(C5), we
have

V(6 —60) 5 N (. 5),

where So=[E {g' (6] X)*Wo(X 1T E{g’ (6] X)*Wo(X)e3}[E{g/(6] X2 Wo (X }]*.

By choosing a similar trimming function, the estimators in Hérdle et al. (1993)
and Ichimura (1993) have the same asymptotic covariance matrix as Theorem
11.3.2. If we further assume that the conditional distribution of ¥ given X belongs
to a canonical exponential family

Joix %) = expiyn(x) — B(n(x)) + C(y)}

for some known functions B, C and 7, then X is the lower information bound in
the semiparametric sense (Bickel et al. 1993). See also the proofs in Carroll et al.
(1997) and Hérdle et al. (1993). In other words, our estimator is the most efficient
one in the semiparametric sense.

For the estimation of the single-index model, it was generally believed that under-
smoothing the link function must be employed in order to allow the estimator of the
parameters to achieve root-n consistency. However, Hérdle et al. (1993) established
that undersmoothing the link function is not necessary. They derived an asymptotic
expansion of the sum of squared residuals. We also derive an asymptotic expansion

but of the estimator 6 itself. This allows us to measure the higher order cost of
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estimating the link function. We use the expansion to propose an automatic band-
width selection procedure for the index. Let fy,(.) be the density function of GJ X.

Theorem 11.3.3 (Higher order expansion). Under conditions (C1)-(C5) and if ¢;
is independent of X;, we have almost surely

§— 0y =& + f;—h +eanht + Hy + O3Sy,

where y, = h* + (nh/logn)="/2,

Ev = W)Y pul fay (X))} (6] Xi)ve, (6] Xi)ei,

i=1

with Wy=n""3""_| pu{ foo (X )}(&" (6] Xi))?v (X j)vg (X)), Hy = Ofn™" 2y, +
n='h=V2Y with E{H,&,} = o{(nh)™> + h®} and

n

cLa=[ K> dva® W)™ pad fo (X ) Hvh (X )+ 15 (X )vay (X )/ fa (X))},
j=1

=g ( [ kontav- 1) WS ot fo (X)) (67 X )8 (67 X Vi (X ).

J=1

Because K(v) is a density function and we constrain that [V K(v) = 1, it
follows that us = [ K(v)v*dv > 1. In the expansion of 6 — 6y, the first term
&, does not depend on /. The second and third terms are the leading term among
the remainders. The higher order properties of this estimator are better than those
of the AD method, see Nishiyama and Robinson (2000), and indeed do not reflect a
curse of dimensionality.

To minimize the stochastic expansion, it is easy to see that the bandwidth
should be proportional to n~'/>. Moreover, by Theorem 11.3.2 we consider the
Mahalanobis distance

(6= 60)"S5 (0 — 0p) = T, + ofh® + (nh) ™2},

where

Cln Cln
nh

nh

T, = (5,, + =2 4 eaht + Hn)T =f (5,, + =2+ eraht + Hn)

is the leading term. We have by Theorem 11.3.3 that

_ Ty+ ‘1 A et (€1 4 8 -2
ET, = E(E] = 5n)+(nh+czh) oh (nh—i-czh)—i-o{h + ()2,
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where ¢;= [ K22 dvo* Wyt E{vy(X)+ 71 (X) £/ (X)vo(X)}, Wo = E{(g' (0,
X))?vg, (X)V;(—)(X)} and

0 = % (/ Kw)vidv— 1) Wt Elg' (6, X)g" 6y X)vj (X)].

Note that £ (5,3— E(‘f &,) does not depend on /. By minimizing E 7, with respective
to £, the optimal bandwidth should be
1/5
e = % (9r3 + 16r)"/2 — 3r2} s
8 9

where 1y = ¢ 1 /(c] 2 ea) and ra = ¢ Ef ea/c) Tf 2. As a comparison, we
consider the optimal bandwidth for the estimation of the link function g. By Lemma
11.5.1 and Theorem 11.3.2,if fy,(v) > O we have

1
nfg,(v)

20) =g + %g”(v)zh2 + > K] Xi = v)er + Op (™2 + ).
i=1
(11.6)
In other words, the link function can be estimated with the efficiency as if the index
parameter vector is known. A brief proof for (11.6) is given in section 5. It follows
that
18(0) = WP = $,(v) + Op (™2 + W2 yu) v},

where the leading term is S, (v) = [38”(v)* + {nf5, ()}~ Y1) Kn(6) Xi —v)&i]*.
Suppose we are interested in a constant bandwidth in the region [a, b] with weight
w(v). Minimizing f[u, nE S, (v)w(v)dv with respect to /i, we have that the optimal
bandwidth for the estimation of the link function is

[ K200 fuyy fi7 003 00erav ]S
¢ Sy & 0Pw()dv ‘

It is noticeable that the optimal bandwidth for the estimation of the parameter
vector 6 is of the same order as that for the estimation of the link function. In other
words, under-smoothing may lose efficiency for the estimation of 6 in the higher
order sense. These optimal bandwidths th "and he’ " can be consistently estimated
by plug-in methods; see Ruppert et al. (1995).

Although the optimal bandwidth for the estimation of 6 is different from that
for the link function, its estimation such as the plug-in method may be very unstable
because of the estimation of second order derivatives. Moreover, its estimation needs
another pilot parameter which is again hard to choose. In practice it is convenient
to apply Ay’ " for hy! " directly, and since he’ "and hy! " have the same order, the loss
of efficiency in doing so should be small. For the former, there are a number of
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estimation methods such as CV and GCV methods. If the CV method is used, in
each iteration with the latest estimator 6, the bandwidth is selected by minimizing

n
he = argmin n™' > (¥; — 2907 X )},
h :
j=1

where §f- (v) is the delete-one-observation estimator of the link function, i.e. the
estimator of g%(v) in (11.3) using data {(X;,Y;),i # j}. Another advantage of this
approach is that we can also obtain the estimator for the link function.

11.4 Numerical Results

In the following calculation, the Gaussian kernel function and the trimming function
(11.4) with ¢ = 1/20 and ¢y = 0.01 are used. A MATLAB code rMAVE.m for the
calculations below is available at

http://www.stat.nus.edu.sg/%7Estaxyc

In the first example, we check the behavior of the bandwidths s, and hy.
We consider two sets of simulations to investigate the finite performance of our
estimation method, and to compare the bandwidths for the estimation of the link
function g and the single-index 6y. Our models are

model A: Y = (8, X)* + 0.2¢, model B: ¥ = cos(f, X) + 0.2¢,

where 6y = (3,2,2,1,0,0,—1,-2, -2, —3)T/6, X ~ Nip(0,1),and e ~ N(0,1)
is independent of X. The OPG method was used to choose the initial value of 6.
With different sample sizes n and bandwidths &, we estimate the model and calculate
estimation errors

A 1 < A A A oA
errg = {1 =100 OI1'2 errg = =3 pal (0T X)}E"OT X)) — (B X))].
j=1

where g7 (éTX ;) is defined in (11.3). With 200 replications, we calculate the mean
errors mean(errg) and mean(err,). The results are shown in Fig. 11.1.

With the outer product of gradients estimator as the initial value (Xia et al.
2002), we have the following observations. (1) Notice that n'/2mean(errg) tends
to decrease as n increases, which means the estimation error errg enjoys a
root-n consistency (and slightly faster for finite sample size). (2) Notice that
the U-shape curves of erry have a wider bottom than those of err,. Thus, the
estimation of 6 is more robust to the bandwidth than the estimation of g. (3) Let

opt __ . opt __ . opt opt
hy" = argmin, mean(errg) and hg = argminy, mean(erry). Then k" and hg
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o model A, n=50 o model A, n=100 o model A, n=200 o model A, n=400 model A, n=800
0
hg/hy=1.34 hg/hy=1.62 hg/hy=2.33 hy/hy=2.33 hy/hg=2.36
-2 -2 -2 -2 -2
-4 - -4 -4 -4 -4
-6 -6 -6 -6 : -61\./"
0 hghe 0.5 1 0 hgha 0.5 1 0 hg hy 0.5 1 0 hg hy 0.5 1 0 hg hy 0.5 1
model B, n=100 model B, n=200 model B, n=400 model B, n=800
0 0 0
hg/hg=1.1 hy/hg=1.26 hg/hy=1.37 hg/hy=1.64
-2 -2 -2 -2
-4 -4 -4 -4
-6 -6 -6 -6
0 hshy 05 1 0 hghy 05 1 0 hghy 05 1 0 hghy 05 1

Fig. 11.1 The wide solid lines are the values of log{n'/>mean(erry)} and the narrow lines are
the values of log{nl/ 2mmn(errg)} (re-scaled for easier visualisation). The dotted vertical lines
correspond to the bandwidths /4 and &, respectively

represent the best bandwidths respectively for the estimation of the link function
g and the single-index 6. Notice that 4"/ hg”" tends to increase as n increases,
but seems to converge to a constant. Thus the under-smoothing bandwidth is not
optimal.

Next, we compare our method with some of the existing estimation methods
including ADE in Hérdle and Stocker (1993), MAVE, the method in Hristache
et al. (2001), called HIS hereafter, the SIR and pHd methods in Li (1991, 1992)
and SLS in Ichimura (1993). For SLS, we use the algorithm in Friedman (1984) in
the calculation. The algorithm has best performance among those proposed for the
minimization of SLS, such as Weisberg and Welsh (1994) and Fan and Yao (2003).
We consider the following model used in Hristache et al. (2001),

Y = (6, X)*exp(af, X) + oe, (11.7)

where X = (x1,---,X10) ', 90=(1,2,0,...,0)T/«/§, X, -, X0, & are indepen-
dentand e~N(0, 1). For the covariates X : (xy+1)/2~Beta(z, 1) fork =1,--- , p.
The parameter a is introduced to control the shape of the function. If ¢ = 0, the
structure is symmetric; the bigger it is, the more monotone the function is.
Following Hristache et al. (2001), we use the absolute deviation Zle |é]~ — 05|
to measure the estimation errors. The calculation results for different o and t based
on 250 replications are shown in Table 11.1. We have the following observations
from Table 11.1. Our methods has much better performance than ADE and the
method of Hristache et al. (2001). For each simulation, the better one of SIR and
pHd is reported in Table 11.1, suggesting that these methods are not so competitive.
Actually the main application of SIR and pHd is not in the estimation of single-
index models. See Li (1991, 1992). For SLS, its performance depends much on the
data and the model. If the model is easy to estimate (such as monotone and having
big signal/noise ratio), it performs quite well. But overall SLS is still not so good
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Table 11.1 Average estimation errors Zﬁ;l |é ; — 6| and their standard deviations (in square
bracket) for model (11.7)

a=1 a=0

n o t© ADE* HIS* SIR/pHd SLS MAVE SIR/pHd  SLS MAVE

200 0.1 1 0.6094 0.1397 0.6521 0.0645 0.0514 0.7500 0.6910  0.0936
[0.1569] [0.0258] [0.0152] [0.1524] [1.2491] [0.0255]
200 0.2 1 0.6729 0.2773 0.6976  0.1070  0.0934  0.7833  0.8937  0.1809
[0.1759] [0.0375] [0.0294] [0.1666] [1.3192] [0.0483]
400 0.1 0.75 0.7670 0.1447 0.3778 0.1151  0.0701  0.6037  0.0742  0.0562
[0.0835] [0.0410] [0.0197] [0.1134] [0.0193] [0.0146]
400 0.1 1 0.4186 0.0822 0.4868 0.0384  0.0295 0.5820 0.5056  0.0613
[0.1149] [0.0125] [0.0096] [0.1084] [1.0831] [0.0167]
400 0.1 1.5 0.2482 0.0412 0.5670 0.0208 0.0197  0.5760  0.0923  0.0669
[0.1524] [0.0063] [0.0056] [0.1215] [0.0257] [0.0175]
400 0.2 1 0.4665 0.1659 0.5249 0.0654  0.0607 0.6084  0.7467  0.1229
[0.1353] [0.0207] [0.0178] [0.1064] [1.2655] [0.0357]
400 04 1 05016 03287 0.6328  0.1262  0.1120  0.6994  0.9977  0.2648
[0.1386] [0.0406] [0.0339] [0.1370] [1.2991] [0.1880]
*The values are adopted from Hristache et al. (2001)

as MAVE. The proposed method has the best performance in all the simulations we
have done.

11.5 Proof of Theorems

Let fy(v) be the density function of 87X and A, = {x : |x| < n¢, fo(x) >
n~%,0 € ©,) where ¢ > 1/3 and ¢ > 0 is defined in (C5). Suppose A, is a
random matrix depending on x and 8. By 4, = O(a,) (or A, =< (a,)) we mean
that all elements in A, are O, 5 (a,) (or 0, 5.(a,)) uniformly for 6 € ®, and x € A,,.
Let 8, = (nh/logn)="2,y, = h* + 8, and 83 = |0 — 6. For any vector V(v) of
functions of v, we define (V(v)) = dV(v)/dv.

Suppose (X;, Z;),i = 1,2,...,n, are i.i.d. samples from (X, Z). Let X;, =
X,’ — X,

sp) =n"" Y Kn(0T Xi) {0 Xio/ 1Y,

i=1

tke(-x) = n_l Z Kh(eTXix){eTXix/h}th

i=1

W]g(-x) = n_l Z Kh(eTXix){eTXix/h}kXiX,'Ts

i=1

ef(x) = n7 Y KnOT Xet0T Xi/ hi¥es,

i=1
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el =s! (x) Es{(x),& =1!(x)—Et!(x), ng(x) = 58 (x)sf (x)—s{ (x)s 4, (x),
E’fyk =5 (x)sk_H(x) sy (x)sk (x) for k = 1,2,.... For any random variable Z
and its random observations Z;,i = 1,...,n, let

T (Z]x) = 5§ (x)n™! Z K (Xi) (0T Xio/ ) Zi — 5] (x)n ™!
i=1

X Y KR (Xi)(0T Xi/ ) Z;,

i=1

SP(Z1x) = s0n™" > KL (X)) (0T X/ 1! Zi — 5] (on ™!

i=1

<3 KJ(Xi) (0 Xin/ W) Z
i=1

By the Taylor expansion of g(@oT X;) at 9(;'— X, we have

5
1
200 Xi) = g(6 %) + 3 8“0 0107 X + (60 — 0) T X}

+ 0(0T Xix + (60— )T X1 }0)
= g(8) x) + A%(x, X;) + B (x, X;)(6p — 0)
+ 0{(07 X:)° + 83(1X:1° + |x[)}. (11.8)

where A (x, X;) = Y5_, (k)™ g™ (6 x)(67 X;.)* and

BY(x, X)) —Z(k 11)v © 6y ) O X)X+ g”(eTx)(e 60) T Xi X,

For ease of exposition, we simplify the notation and abbreviate g for g(GJ X)
and g',g", g" for g'(6) x), g"(0, x), g"” (0, x) respectively. Without causing
confusion, we write f3(8"x) as fs, fg(GTXj) as fp(X;) and Kh(GTX,-j) as
K ,f (Xi;). Similar notations are used for the other functions.

Lemma 11.5.1 (Link function). Let

0 I - 0y, ! :
En (X) =n : Z Kh (XIX) (QTXzX/h) (QTXlx/h)

i=1

T
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and
ag(x)
( de(x)h) =0 (o)) ‘ZKh(X,x) (QTX /h)Y

Under assumptions (C2)—(C5), we have

ag(x) = g(0, x) + A% (x)h* + BY (x) (6o — 0) + V. (x) + Oy +83)(1 + |x]%),
do(x)h = g’ (0, x)h+A° (x)h*+ BY (x) (00— O0)h+ V! (x) +O(h*y2 +83) (1+]x[°),
where

Ay =¢" + -

- 1
5 (o = D" i (fa fy' = 2(f)") + zmag ¢ B + H,\ (),

- 1 1 1
Aﬁ(x) = 58’”(#4 - 1)f0_1f9/h + Eg(3)ﬂ4h + Eg”fe_l(% - 61) + O(h)/n)
Bl (x) = g'vo + Oyn +89). Bl (x) =g (0 x) f " { fove (x)} + O(yn).

where ng,n(x) = %g”(@t;rx){fe_l(ez _50) + Q2= pa)fy 2f0/h€1 fg_zfoheg} +
%fg_lgmhésg and V) (x) = f;'eg — f> fihe] +M4f9 2fy'hle /2+f9 *(ege; —
?619)—/«L4f9_2f9’”h3€9+{f9 (D= (a4 1) £ }{fo 'h2ef — f;” 2f9h3 9}
fo_l(ég + 6?){f0 0 fo zfol 9} + 21y g elheefo 0 ‘md Ve(x) = fo 1
fo_zfg//hzele/2+f9 2(60 —€ eg)_fo 2f@heo +f9 [ (g + l)fg lfol/hz/
2T e+ €+ 1P,
Lemma 11.5.2 (Summations). Let 1%(x)=n"'>"_, K/(Xix)Xixe;. Under
conditions (C1)—(CS5), we have

AL ST pulsh () (B0 X (X)) /s(X )

J=1

=&+ 1100 —00) + Q) + Om*> ),

B! () an{s Xl (XX /s8(X;)) = o+ oWy,

def _
¢ Y s XL NGNS = MY + OGSy,
j=l1

where £f =Y 1_ | pu{ fo(X)}g (0T Xi)va(0T Xi)ei, 1l o =2 (1),

= O{(n/logn)™%},  0f = O{(n/logn)™" 2y}, RS = O™,
M? = O{n'%5,},
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with E{£0Q% = o(h® + (nh)™2), E{EYRY} = o(h® + (nh)™2), E{E!MP} =
o(h® + (nh)™), and &, = [VY'K*W)dVE[pa(fo(X))) Sy (X)) (ve(X;) fo
(X)) (X )] if k is odd, 0 otherwise.

Lemma 11.5.3 (Denominator). Ler D = n™> Y1 | p, (s§ (X;)dj (X ;) K] (Xij)
Xjj X,.—jl.—/sg (X;) in the algorithm. Suppose (0, B) : p x p is an orthogonal matrix.
Then under (C1)-(C5), we have almost surely

DOH =00Tdlh™2—0d’,BTh™" — B(d?)T0Th™" + BdS,BT,
where

- 1 _
diy = (G o), dfy=Hlh+O(p), djy=S(B"W/B)™ + Oy,

with Gl = n=" 35 pa(fo (X)) f37 (X)(8' (60X ))* and H, = 50~ Y7, pu
So X)) f7 (X D{(fave) (X} T (G~ l(g () X; ))ZB(BTWQB) Land W) =
n IZ, 1 o fo(X )38 (QTX))ZVe(X g (X))

11.5.1 Proof of Lemma 11.5.3

Let (0, B) be an orthogonal matrix. It is easy to see that
n
nt Y K (Xi) 0" Xin X1 0 = sY(x)h?,
i=1
n~' K (Xin)0 Xio X[ B = {1] (x) — 5] (x)x} T Bh,
i=1

n' Y K (Xi) BT Xi X[ B =BT {wh(x) — 1 (0)x T — x(t (x)) T+ xx T s (x)} B.
i=1

Thus

DY > (DY,)TBh

1
©.B)",
BTDYh BTDng)

(DH™' = (6, B) (

where
DYy =01 pu(sh (XA (X)¥s8 (X)) /0 (X ),
j=1

DYy =n"Y" pa(s§ (X ))de (X ) Y] (X)) = s{ (X)X 3T /0 (X)),
j=1
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DY =n7" Y palsh (X)) (da (X)) {wh (X)) — 1§ (X)X ] = X80 (X))
j=1

+X; X6 (X)) /s0(X)).
By the matrix inversion formula in blocks (Schott, 1997), we have the equation in
Lemma 11.5.3 with d;={D¢ —(D%,)TBBT(D%,)"'BBT DY}, d\,=d! (D) "
BB'DY,B)™', d}, = {B"DY,B}™" + dn{B"DY B} 'BTD},(D},)" B{BT
DY,B}~". By Lemma 11.8.1, we have
DYy =G +o(l), DYy = Hyh+O(ya). Dy =2W, + O(y).
Thus, Lemma 11.5.3 follows. O

Lemma 11.5.4 (Numerator). Let N = n™2 > p,(s§(X;) K] (Xij) X {Y: —
ij=1

ag(X;) —dy (Xj)QJXij}/sg (X;). Under assumptions (C1)—(C5), we have almost

surely

St Gy uh* + RE + BE(O — ) + O™ (v + 6D}

0 _ 0, €l
=¢
Ny =&+

where RY = O{n~'(logn/h)/>+(logn/n)~"/?h?}, 6 TRY = O{hn~" (logn/ h)"/?
+(logn/n)~V2 and E{ROELY = O{(nh)™2 + h®}, B = W +o(1) with W,?
defined in Lemma 11.5.3, ¢\, and Eg are defined in Lemma 11.5.2 and

1 n
Con = (s = 1) D pal fo(X)1g (6] X))g" (05 X)vg (X)),
j=1

11.6 Proof of Theorem 11.3.1

By assumption (C2), we have

yop (U{Xf ¢ An}) <Y nP(Xi ¢ Ay) <) nP(X| > n)

n=1 i=l1 n=1 n=1

o0
< X:}111_6"E|X|6 < 0

n=1

for any ¢ > 1/3. It follows from the Borel-Cantelli lemma that

P (ﬂ CJ{X,» ¢ A,,}) =0. (11.9)

n=1i=1
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Let A, = {x: f3(8"x) > 2n¢}. Similarly, we have
o0 n ~
P (ﬂ Jex: ¢ A,,}) = 0. (11.10)
n=1li=1

Thus, we can exchange summations over {X; : j = 1,--- ,n}, {X; : X; €
Ap,j = 1,---,n}yand {X; : X; € A,,j = 1,---,n} in the sense of almost
sure consistency. On the other hand, we have by (C2)

Y (X% = 01).

‘Xj |<ne

By the notation in Lemmas 11.5.3 and 11.5.4, after one iteration of Steps 1-3,
the new 6 is

0 =6+ (DHINY. (11.11)

Note that 6§ TE! = 0,6T¢f, =0,0Tc¢, =0,0TW! =0, WWHT =1-607
and 85/ h?> — 0. We have

6 = 60+ 6[0Td}\h (R + BJ(6 — bo) + On* (v, + 54 — df,BTh™' ]
— Bd{,)T0ThTRY + BI(6 — 60) + O{n* (v, + 6] + BdS, BTN,

1 1
= (L +anb+ -0 - 600, ) + buy (8 —60) + E{W,fﬁs,? + O(h%),

where a, =o(1) and b, =o(1).
By (11.25) below, we have 5§ (x) = fp (8" x) 4+ O(y,). Thus by the smoothness
of p,(.) and (11.10), we have

Pa(s0 (X)) = pu(f3 (8T X)) + O ) = 1+ O(n°y,). (11.12)

Since p,(.) is bounded, we have E{p, (ﬁ; (8" x)) —1}2 =o(1). By (C3) and Lemma
11.8.1, we have

n
g =n! Zg’(QgXi)ve() (X))ei +o(n™1?).
i=1

Note that W, = W, +0o(8g). It is easy to check that |§| =1+4a, +b, +0OMh* =
1 +o(1). Thus
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o 1 1 -
0/101 =60+ 15U - 606, ) +o(1)} (6 — 6) + 3" Wit D g (0] Xiyv,, (Xi)e;

i=1
+ o(h +n71?).
Let %) be the value of 6 after k iterations . Recall that hy4; = max{hy/cy, h}.

Therefore,
[Ok+1 — 90|/h%+1 — 0,

forall k > 1. We have

1
) = b+ | 50— ) 4o 6~ )
] n
+ En_lWO‘|r Zg/(GJX,-)v% (X)) +o(hi +n~"?).
i=1

Recursing the above equation, we have

U+l — 0o +

k

1 1

2o =0060) +o(1) ) 5} (0 — 6y)
=1

+

k n k
1| - 1 _
> 5} n~ Wty g (6] Xiyv, (X)e; +o(§ Ehi_L +n 1/2) .

=1 i=1

Thus as the number of iterations k — oo, Theorem 11.3.1 follows immediately
from the above equation and the central limit theorem. O

11.7 Proof of Theorem 11.3.3

Based on Theorem 11.3.2, we can assume 8y = (logn/n)!'/?. Note that 0 T{E +
c1,(nh)™" 4+ c2,h*} = 0. We consider the product of each term in (D)~ with
NY. We have

007 d\\h 2N = 00T d{h 2 [RE + B (0 — ) + O{n™ (v + 83)}]
=a’0y +a’ 6 — 6,
0d,BTh™'N? = b0y + b (0 — 6p).
and hence,

(DY)IN, = 6{S,T(0 — o) + H,E + On* v}
= 00{S,T (0 — 6p) + H,E + Om> )} + ¢, (6 — ),
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where S, = O(1) and ¢, = O(y,/ h). It is easy to see that ¢, =o(1) provided that
|6 — 6y|/ h* — 0. By Lemma 11.5.3 and 11.5.4, we have

/

- 1 c
6 =60p{145,T (0 — 90)+Hn5(§)+(’)(n2§y,f)}+§W,,9 {5§+ L) HRY + Qﬁ}

1
nh
+ { %(1 —007) + cn} (0 — 6) + O{n*s (v + hlogn/n)}.

It is easy to see that |é| =1+S8(0—00) + H,ES + O(n*y?). Thus

!
Qﬂ
nh

< 1
9/|9|=90+5W,f{55+ +c§,nh4+R§+5gHJ5§}

+ % é([ —00") + c,/,} (0 — 60) + O{n* (v + hlogn/n)},

where ¢, =o(1). Similar to the proof of Theorem 11.3.1, we complete the proof
with ¢, = Wn_lc{ﬁ and ¢, = Wn_lcé,n. O

11.8 Proofs of the Lemmas

In this section, we first give some results about the uniform consistency. Based on
these results, the Lemmas are proved.

Lemma 11.8.1. Suppose G, ;(x) is a martingale with respect to F; =0{G, ¢(x),
L <i}with y € X and X is a compact region in a multidimensional space such
that (1) |G,.;(x)| < &, where & are IID and sup Eélzr < oo for some r > 2;
() EG.(x) < aus(x) with infs(x) positive, and (Ill) |G, (x) — Gui (D) <
n|y — ¥|M;, where M;,i = 1,2, ... are IID with EM} < cc. If a, = cn™ with
0 <8 < 1—2/r, then for any o} > 0 we have

sup 1757200 Y Gai (0] = Ot ay logm) 2}
i=1

[xl=n®1

almost surely. Suppose for any fixed n and k, Gy, ; () is a martingale with respect
10 Fix = 014G ox(0),£ < i} such that (1) |G,k (0)] < &, (1) EG2,,(6) < ay
and (Ill) |Gy x(0) — G,,,,-,k(é)| < n*2|0 — é|Mi, where &;,a, and M; are defined
above. If E|ex|*" < 0o and E{ex|Gy; ;(0),i < j,j =1,....,k —1} =0, then

n k—1
sup [172 {3 Guia(O) o] = Ot(antogm) 2/}

k=2 i=1

0e®

almost surely.
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11.8.1 Proof of Lemma 11.8.1

We give the details for the second part of the Lemma. The first part is easier and can
be proved similarly. Let A, (6) be the expression between the absolute symbols in
the equation. By (III) and the strong law of large numbers, it is easy to see that there
are n; = n® balls centered at 6, : B, = {6 : |0 — 6,| < n™*} with oy > oy + 2,
such that  J'L, B, D ©. By the strong law of large numbers, we have

max sup |A,(0) — A,(8)] < n® max sup |0 — 6,|n~ Z|ek|

1<i<n feB, =t=n 0€EB, k=1

x> M; = O{(a,logn)"?/n}
i=1

almost surely. Let A, x(60,) = Zf‘;ll G,ix(0,). Next, we show that there is a
constant ¢ such that

def (ﬂ U{max max |A,x(6)] > ci(nay, logn)l/z}) =0. (11.13)

I<k<n l<t<m
{=1n={(

Let T, = {na, log(m)}"/, G!,,(6) = G, x(6)1(1G, 1 (6)| <T,) and G2, ,(6,)
= Gnix(0) — G, (6). Write

k—1 k—1

Ak (0)=Y 4G}, (BN=EG) ((0)}+ > {GY 1 (0)—EG?, (6}  (11.14)

i=l1 i=l1

Note that E|G2; ,(6)| < T, E|&|" = E|& | {na, log(n)}~""V/2 If a, =cn™
with0 <§ <1 —2/r and k <n, we have

|ZEG K O)I<El& | (k — Dina, log(n)}y~""V?<CE|& " {na, log(n)}'">.
(11.15)

Note that

DUIGL (@) = D & (&] > T) < T, Y &1 1(&] > T).
i=1

i=1 i=1
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For fixed T', by the strong law of large numbers, we have
n
nT' Y CIEIT(E] > T) - EQ&ITT(E] > T))
i=1

almost surely. The right hand side above is dominated by E{|£;|"} and tends to zero
as T — oo. Note that T, increases to co with n. For large n such that 7, > T', we
have

n D IET(E > Ty <07 Y IET(E] > T) — 0
i=1 i=1
almost surely as T — oo. It follows that
Y IGO0 = 0T, ") = of(na, logn)' %} (11.16)
i=1

almost surely. Thus by (11.15) and (11.16), if ¢; > CE|&;|" we have

I<k<nl<it<n
{=1n=( -

oo 00 k—1
e (ﬂU%max max | Y (G, (0)—EGY?, ,(6)}|>c](na, 1ogn)“2})
121G ,

=P (ﬂ U §Z|§i|(|$f| > T,) > c|(na, 10gn)1/2})

L=1n=¢ Ui=1

1<k<n l<t<nm;

0o 00 k—1
+P (m U § max max |ZEG£,,k(9l)|>c{(na,, logn)l/z}) =0
i=1

{=1n=L
(11.17)
By condition (II), if k < n we have
k-1 def
lgzglVarZ;{G,{,i’k(éh) — EG!, (8} < cana, £ Ny, (11.18)

where ¢, is a constant. By the condition on a, and the definition of G,f 1k (0), we
have constants c¢3 and ¢4 such that

max I{Gr{,i,k(el) - EGr{,i,k(et)H < T,
1<i<n“%
= cs{na,/logn}'{a;" log" ! n/n =21/ CC1)

< catnay/logn¥V? < N, (11.19)
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Let N3 = cs{na, logn}!'/? with ¢2 > 2(a3+3)(c2+cqcs). By Bernstein’s inequality
(cf. de la Pefia 1999), we have from (11.18) and (11.19) that for any k < n,

k—1
_N2
P Gl (6)—EG!, (6)} > N3 | <2 (—3)
(';{ nix (00 = EGJ (60} 3) < 26%P | SR Ao

< 2exp{—c§ logn/(2cy + 2c¢4c5)}

< 06}1_0[3 -3 .

Let ¢; > max{cs, c|}. We have

e

n=1

max max | Z[Gn i (0) — EG,{,i,k(Ql)H > ci(nay, logn)l/z}
i=1

l<k<n l<t<nm;

oo n n

k—1
=X PUSTIGE 1(6) — EGL 4 (6] > ci(nay logn)?)

1k=21=1 i=1

cen~ B3It < o0, (11.20)

M8 ||

=

B
I
—

By (11.14), (11.17) and (11.20) and the Borel-Cantelli lemma, we have

l<k<n l<i<m;
{=1n=¢

Pn < P{ ﬁ G max max |Z[G ik (0) — EG,{,i,k(Ql)H > ci(nay, logn)l/z}

+ p, =0.

Therefore (11.13) follows.
Let Aé,k(et)zAn,k (QL)I{IAn,k (QL)I = Cl(nan IOg n)l/Z} and UZ(QL)z Zi:z A;ik
(0,)er. Write

An(et) = Un(et) + Z Ar?k(el)gka
k=2

where A? (6,) = Aux(0) — A, (6). It is easy to see from (11.13) that for the
second part on the right hand side above,

1<i<n

max | Y A (6)er| = O{n(a,logn)"/?} (11.21)
k=2

almost surely, since for any constant ¢ > 0,
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oo

A% (8 2 logm)V/2 <y P A%, (6)|>0
,; 12}2"'2 2 (0)ex]>cn(ay logn) 2 max max A7 (6)]>

o0
< ZP{ max max |AL (8] > ci(na, logn)'/?}

l<i<n; 1<k<

< 0.

n/2

Now consider the first term. Let 7,, '~/ logn,

U (0) = ZA wO)tb eI (o] < T;) — Ele (le| < T)]}

and UZO 6,) =Ui(6)— UZI (6,). Similar to the proof of (11.15) and (11.16), we have
almost surely

IZA (0D Eterd (x| > T} = Otn(aylogn)' 2}, (11.22)

l
1Y A2 BeI(ex| > T;)| = Ofn(aylogn)'’?}. (11.23)

Note that
|AL O erd(lex] < T)) — Elexd(le| < TN < 2¢1(nay logn)' /T,

= ZCln(an/logn)l/2 N4

and by (II), VaI{U[ 0)} = cézandéng, where ¢/ is a constant. Let Ng=c}n
(a, logn)'/? with cgz > 2(a3 + 3)(2¢1¢} + ¢). By Bernstein’s inequality, we have
Ng

P(ULB)| > Ng) <2 e
(100 = No) = 2exp |~ e

} <2n %73,

Therefore
n n
> 7 | max 0@ = Nof < S om PUL )] = Noj < o
1<i<nm;
n=1 n=I1
By the Borel-Cantelli lemma, we have

max \UL(6)] = O(Ne) (11.24)

1<i<n

almost surely. Lemma 11.8.1 follows from (11.21), (11.22), (11.23) and (11.24). O
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11.8.2 Proof of Lemma 11.5.1

Write 57 (x) = €/(x) + Es!(x). By Taylor expansion, we have
3
PO =Y pire £ (O + € (x) + O(h*). (11.25)
=0

Because Var{ek (x)} = O{(nh)™"}, it follows from Lemma 11.8.1 that elf(x) =
O(6y). It is easy to check that

Dfy(x) = f92+§(u4 + 1) fo fi'h? = (f)Ph + folel + €5) = 2f;hel +O(D).

DfL(x) = f7 + malfo £y — (f)DN? + 2fo€d — fihed — pafihe] + OG).

Df3(x) = foe] + Ohy,), D y(x) = pafj + Oya), D 5(x) = O(h).

T (X [x) = five(x) + O(a),  S1o(X|x) = O(h), T (X|x) = O1),
SY(X|x) = O(1), fork > 1,

T0o(107 Xix®|x) = O(h°). SYo(167 Xix|°]x) = O°). To(XX T |x) = O(D),
SPo(XX T[x) = O,

Ena(x) = (a = 1) fo fih + fo(e3 — €)) + Ohyn), Ens(x) = pafi + Oya),
E,4(x) = O(h).

Note that

a’(x) = T2, (Y|x)/ D o(x),  d®(x)h =S¢ (Y|x)/ DY o(x).

and

(x)
0 (k) T nk pk—2
A (x) = Zk, 00 55— 0() :

1 Tn k(X|x)_Dn k(-x)-x
Bl(x) =) —g*t(@x)—= ’ h*,
kg k! 0 DY o (x)

1
Cp(x,0) = -g”(eJx){Tn,O(Xxﬂx) —Tho(X|x)xT = xT,0(X T|x)

+ xxTDeo(X)}{D FCoTme

0,
10 (k) T nk
Al(x) = Zk, (00 )55 — 0()
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Sn,k(X|x) — En,k(x)x
D,f,o(x)

4

- k

Bl(x) =) 8" ) hk,
k=1 """

- 1,
Calx, 0) = 58" (0 X){Sno(XX T|x) = Spo(X [)xT = x8,0(X T |x)

+xx T E! j(x)HDY ()}

Lemma 11.5.1 follows from simple calculations based on the above equations. O

11.8.3 Proof of Lemma 11.5.2

It follows from Lemma 11.8.1 that 7% (x) = O(8,)(1+ |x|) and s§ = fy + €] where
€ =€ + (Es! — fo) = O(yn). Because |p)/(.)| < n*s, we have

pu(sg (X)) = pu(fo(X ;) + 0l (fo(X)E (X)) + O™ y)).  (11.26)

Thus
Ay =&+ 05, + 00y,
where & = n 2 Y e (fo (X)) f (X)) g (0T X)) K} (Xij) Xij e, and
", fo=n"tY0 Gr?,i with
"l
Gl =n"" Z [E 7 (XD, (o (X)) — pa(fo(X))) f5 (X)) }h?
j=1
1= o o X)) S (X3 (X)) |
x i (X)g O X )KL (Xij) Xijei.

Simple calculations lead to EEO =0, E(E‘é))2 O™, E(G!,)=0and E(foyi)2
= O{h* + (nh)™'}. By the first part of Lemma 11.8.1, we have

= O{(logn/m)'?}. 0}, = Olh*(logn/n)"* +n~" (logn/ h)"/?}.

By Taylor expansion, g’(6,) x) = g’(07x) + g” (v*)(6p — ) T x, where v* is a value
between 6 T x and 9(;'— x. Write

gf = 5’19 + Qg,z + rn,O(e - 90)7
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where Q7 ,=n"> 31 3 {pa(fo(X))) £ (X;)g" (0T X ;) K}l (Xij) Xij—pu (fo
(X:))g' (0T X;)ve(X;)}e; and rno = O(yn/h). By Lemma 11.8.1 and the fact that
Var(Q,f,z) = O{h* + (nh)™'}, we have

07, = O{(n/logn)™"?y,}.

Let QY = 3’1 + Q,‘Z,z. It is easy to check that E{Q?E} = o(h® + (nh)72).
Therefore, the first part of Lemma 11.5.2 follows.
Similarly, we have from (11.26) that

BY = (nh)™" Y {pa(fa (X)) + 0, (fo(X))ES (X)) bel (X)) (X )/ fo(X )

J=1

+ 0>y, /h).
Let R’ be the first term on the right hand side above. Then

Ry = n7 Y ion(fa (X)) + 0}, (fo(X)E (X))}

J=1

< D KXOTXi) O Xy /W Xipe2/ fo (X))

i=1

+ 07 {on(fo(X))) + 0, (fo(X;)E0 (X))}

J=1

x Y Kn(0TXii) (0T Xy / WY K (07 Xoj) Xejeien/ fa(X,)
ikl
def ~p 50 50 50
- Rn,l + Rn,Z + Rn,3 + Rn,4‘
If € is independent of X, then

de
Eo(x) <

E{Ky (0T Xi)(07 Xij/ hY* Xice7}
2.1
=h'y] g_!ﬂk+é{f9(x)l)9(X)}“)h[02 + 0(h?),
=0

where fiy = [ K?(v)v*dv. By Lemma 11.8.1, we have

n' Y K OT X)) (07 Xio/ Y Xivel — Eg(x) = O(h™'8,).

i=1
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Thus

Ry L @) pa(fa(X) [n—lz K207 X,)(07 X/ b X 62—Eg (Xj)]

j=1 i=1

= O{(nh*>)7'6,}. (11.27)
It is easy to check that E{&? Rg,o} = 0. Write
(*h)~! an(fe(X NEo(X;) = (nh)™ E{pu(fo(X))Eo(X))} + Ry |,
j=1
where E{Rg’lé'f} = 0and

R) = *h)™ Y lpn(fo (X)) Ea(X)) — E{pu(fo(X ;) Eg(X )]

J=1

= O{(nh> ™ (n/logn)~"/?}. (11.28)

Note that E{p,(fo(X))ve(X)} = 0. We have

() E{pu(fo(X;) Eo(X )} = (11.29)

h n, 2’
where RY, = O(n™') and E{R{,&]} = 0. By (11.27)~(11.29) and the fact that
(n/logn)="? = o(y,), we have
RI = —h + RS +RY, (11.30)
Similarly
Ry, = O{(nh)™ ). (11.31)

Let G,?;,-,z=n_l Y oa(fo (XD Kn (0T Xij) (O Xij/ Ky (07 X)) Xoj / fo(X ).
Write R ; as
3 - n_2 Z (Gn it + Gr?,é,i)s"‘% = n_2 {Z (Gn il + Gr?,é,i)si}sz

i#L (=1 i<t

By the second part of Lemma 11.8.1, we have

RSy = O{n"8,}. (11.32)
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Similarly, we have
RY = On™'25,}. (11.33)

Thus the second part of Lemma 11.5.2 follows from (11.30) and (11.31).
The third part of Lemma 11.5.2 can be proved similarly as the proof of the second
part. O

11.8.4 Proof of Lemma 11.5.4

By (11.8), Lemma 11.5.1 and 6y = 6 + (6p — ), simple calculations lead to
Y —ap(x) — do(x)0) Xix = & + {A(x, X;) — A%(x)h?} + {BY(x, X;)
— B (x)} (60— 0) = V) (x) + Oy, + 5},

where /fe(x,X,-) = A%x, X;) — dg(x)0T X;, and Bo(x,Xi) = B%(x,X;) —
dg(x)X;,. It follows from the Taylor expansion that

def

Clix) = ! ZKh<X,x)(eTx,x/h)k ,X—Zg,uw(fue)“)husk+0(h6),

i=1
where £ = n~' Y7_ (K (Xi) (0T Xin/ W)  Xix — EKP(Xi) (0T Xix/ W) Xii} =

0 0
&, — xe. We have

n! Z K] (Xix) Xix A% (x, X;)
i=1

5
(/6 ) — do(1Cua (0 + 3 18D 6] OCH
k=2"""

- 1 / ’
= 38— DL O fo) B+ 58 ) (€ — DR
~ 1 , ~
+ V(v fo) h + 8#4(1}9]‘9) "h® 4 £V
I 1
+ 58 W fove + Spalfove) W} + 4g(4)u4fev9h4 + g”hzéze

1 ~
+ 58" IE + Oy
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Thus

n”! ZK,,(X,X)X,X{A (x, X;) — Af ()R} = —(m— Dg" fovi + BY (6 —60)

i=1

+ Hy, + Oy, (11.34)

where BY | = {(vofo)'h + Lpa(v fo)"h® + EVYBI(x)T with BY(x) defined in
Lemma 11.5.1, and

Y, =58 — DI fo) + 17 oo b+ 5 S ooy e
+ fi 2 (fo)hiege] —efed) = f 2 f (fv)IPel + f7H(fv) 'heg
‘5“‘4 + DT = e e+ ST

1 _ 1 ez _ - 1 ~
s T E 7 R+ e

1 /) / / —
8IE — g — g (00 S (€3 —€))
+ (2_M4)f9_2f9/h51 Jo zfohég}vefehz 68'///63?” h3-

By the expansions of dy(x) in Lemma 11.5.1, p, (s§ (x)) in (11.26), and (11.34), we
have

w7y palsh (X))o (X)) Y KJ(Xio) Xy (A (X, Xi) — AL (X )R} /56X )

j=1 i=1

= Gah* + (BY,)T(0 = 60) + R | + O™ (P} + 83h + 83)}.

where B, =n™" 31 pu(s§(X;))do(X;)Bf, (X;)/s§(X;) and RS | =n~" 3",
Pn (s,f (X;)da(X; )H29n (X;) /s8(X;). Again by the expansion of dy and the fact
that 51 O(6,), we have an—(’)(h + &n). It is easy to check that HZOJL =
O(hé, + §2). We have

Ruy = n7 S lou (o0 + a0 + 5 17X

j=1

1
+ €0 (X)IHE (05 X)) + 28" (0g X;)h?
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VO Y HE, ) fi7 () = 3 17 ) £ (X2

— f7 (X )eg (X))} + O™ y))

de
Y Rut + 0> p).

Next, we need to consider the terms in R, ; one by one. Write

R LS pa(fo X)) f (X)X (X)) el h

J=1

== YA KX on S (X £ (XD o (X ) va(X))) e

i=1 j=1

Note that E{pn(fg(X))f9_1(X)(fg(X)\)g(X))’|9TX} = 0. We have by Lemma
11.8.1
R, = O{hn™ " (h" " logn)~"/?}

and

E{EGRY, b= hn 7 E Y {3 K (X)) pu(fo(X)) fi7 (X (fo(X v (X)) |
i=1 j=1
X pu(fo(X))g' (0 Xi)ve(X:)e?

D KL Opa (fo (X)) fi (X)) (fo(X)va (X))

J=1

=hn3E

X pu(fo(X;))g (67 X))vo(X )
=0mn™?).
Applying a similar approach to all the terms in R,‘Z 1> We have

Rﬁyl = Of{n~'(logn/h)"*+(logn/n)"/*h*} and E{EfR3’1}=0{(nh)_2 + nty.
(11.35)

By Lemmas 11.5.1 and 11.8.1, we have



11 Optimal Smoothing for a Computationally and Statistically Efficient 259

By, 0 D o (X)) do(X)) Y K (Xip) Xij{BY (X X;)
i=1 i=1
— BJ(X;)} /50 (X))

=W + Ol(yn + 80)/ 1}

By Lemma 11.5.2, we have

n72 > plsh (X do(X)) Y K(Xij) Xijei /s (X))
j=1 i=1

Eln
— 50_,_ s
" nh

+ BY ,(60— 0) + RS, + O™ y})),

where ¢}, is defined in the lemma, and
By, =n""> pa(fo (X)) + 0 (fo(X))ed (X)) (X)) (BL(X;) T/ h
j=1

and

n

1
Rl ,=n"")" [gpn (fo(X;))g" (6 X)) + p),(fo(X;)eq (X;){g' (6, X))
j=1

+ V) B ] X)),

Noting that 1) = O(8,), we have B{, = O(8,/ ). Similarly, we have

n72Y " oa(s§ (X))o (XN V(X)) K(Xip) Xip /56 (X)) = RY 5 + O y)),

j=1 i=1

where
- 1
Rl =n" 3 ouls (X))o XV X Do (X)) 4 5 f57 {(Fovo)”
j=1

— [ fve (XY + & (X)) — €5 (X))].
By the same arguments leading to (11.35), we have

RY,=0{n""(logn/h)"/* + (logn/n)"/?h*} and E{EIRY ,} = o{(nh)™* + h®},
(11.36)
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Ry =0{n""(logn/h)"* + (logn/n)"*h*} and E{EI R ;} = o{(nh)™* + h*}.
(11.37)

Lemma 11.5.4 follows from the above equations with Rz = R,‘f 1t Rfj Pha Rfj sand
Bf =B, + Bls+ B, = W, + O{n* (v, + 89)/ h}. u]
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Nonlinear regression, 180

Nonparametric conditional approach, 155
Nonparametric estimation, 151, 178-180, 182
Non-parametric hyperbolic efficiency, 127
Nonparametric regression, 164

Nonstandard conditional distribution, 156
Nonstandard conditional survival function, 155
Nonstationarity, 100

Nuisance parameter, 101

One-stage approach, 154
Optimal bandwidth, 151, 162
Optimal smoothing, 229-259
Order-«, 156



Index

Order-m, 156
Outliers, 158
Output-efficiency measure, 156
Oversmoothing, 162
Ownership
heavy industry sector, 42
light industry sector, 42
types, 29

Panel data, 83

Pointwise confidence intervals, 152
Pointwise derivatives, 152, 165
Principal component, 102
Probability-weighted moment, 69, 79
Production frontier, 119, 198
Production set, 93, 197

Production set P, 120

Productive efficiencies, 83
Productivity growth, 84

Quartic kernel, 169
Quartiles, 169
Questionnaire, 92

Radial distances, 156
Random walks, 101
Rate of convergence, 166
Regression, 94
analysis, 28, 29
function, 165
Robust, 156
Robust estimator, 158

Semi-nonparametric, 98

Semi-parametric bootstrap-based approach,
154

Separability condition, 154

Serial correlation, 99

Shape, 165

Simulation, 104
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Simulation experiment, 110

Single-index model, 230, 233, 235

Skewness statistic, 203, 208, 211-213, 216,
217,219

Smoothing parameter, 8

Solow residual, 83

State-owned enterprises (SOEs), 23, 29-37,
39,42

Subsample size, 166, 195

Subsampling, 165, 194

Survey, 91

Survival analysis, 178

Survival function, 155

conditional, 47, 48, 55-58
Survivor function, 156, 158

Tail
costs, 76
index, 72
probability, 72
Technical efficiency, 86
Time trend, 86
Total Factor Productivity growth, 92
Township-owned enterprises (TOEs), 29-37,
42
Trimming, 141
Truncated Gaussian kernel, 168
Truncated regression analysis, 36-39
Truncated-normal distribution, 204, 212, 213,
219, 220
Two-stage approach, 154

Uniform distribution, 161
Upper boundary, 156

Variable returns-to-scale (VRS), 198

Weighted integrated squared error (WISE),
151, 163
Welfare benefit, 89
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