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Preface

This book can be regarded as a textbook on bilinear regression analysis which could
be used for a second course on classical multivariate analysis. The first course in
such a series would deal with multivariate linear models, focusing, for example,
on the estimation of parameters and the testing of hypotheses in such models.
However, the book definitely does not require any knowledge of PCA, PCR, PLS,
factor analysis, cluster analysis, multidimensional scaling, etc., since it does not
treat any of these methods or any related methods. The most important prerequisite
is some knowledge of linear models (univariate and/or multivariate models), and
some knowledge of the basics of linear algebra would be helpful. The book has
been written for PhD students in mathematical statistics or statistics, but researchers
will probably also find some of the presented ideas and results to be of interest.
The main purpose of writing this book was to present basic statistical theory for
bilinear models, extending linear models theory, which from a theoretical point of
view is a big and relevant step to take. For example, we mainly deal with non-
linear estimators where the estimators of the mean parameters are not independent
of the estimators of the dispersion parameters. Statistics goes hand in hand with
data analysis. Therefore, one of the topics included in the book is the analysis of
residuals, and it is emphasized that residuals are very important quantities to study.
Moreover, the problem of the influence of observations is treated with some care.
Generally speaking, a major part of the book includes tools that have been developed
for handling bilinear regression models from a practical perspective.

One can view the approach adopted in the book as a combination of solid
mathematics and illustrative and intuitive derivations, employing examples and pure
data analysis, and to some extent, this reflects my view of statistical thinking. One
of the cornerstones of the book is the definition of models which permit a clear
mathematical treatment, including the estimation of unknown parameters, together
with the presentation of methods for model validation against data.

It is worth noting that in several places in the book only the most enthusiastic
reader will follow the details, and in fact, there are many places where the reader
has to work out the details by themselves. For example, concerning several “moment
calculations”, only a few intermediate hints are presented together with the final

vii



viii Preface

result. The same can be said about the “matrix differentiation” which is performed.
If all the details had been given, I believe the technical side of the material would
have taken too much space. However, without any techniques it is difficult to derive
new results. My intention has been that readers should be able to identify the ideas
behind the different approaches presented in the book and should also be able to
copy the included calculations.

The book is not meant to provide easy reading. However, if one is willing
to devote time and effort to working with the material, one can expect to be
rewarded. Students should perhaps read the book in a manner similar to jumping
on a trampoline. One’s first jump on a trampoline is not high, one’s second jump
is higher and then, in a short time, one approaches the maximum height. There
are different thresholds to be crossed, but after a while readers will understand the
logic and basic ideas used in the book. One can also compare reading the book to
travelling on a safari which at the beginning takes one through a landscape filled
with trees and bushes severely obstructing one’s view, after which one reaches a
savannah, with an open landscape offering an excellent view of numerous exciting
animals.

The whole book can be studied within the framework of a two-semester course
which also includes solving some of the suggested problems, which can very
well be worked on in pairs. Note that some problems take quite a long time to
solve. Another alternative is to use the material in the first three chapters for a
course comprising, for example, 10 seminars, leading to knowledge about maximum
likelihood estimation in bilinear regression models (BRM) and extended bilinear
regression models. A third alternative is to consider only the BRM, i.e. the growth
curve model (GMANOVA), in each of the eight chapters. This would probably lead
to a course which takes a somewhat longer time to complete than one semester. If
desired one could reduce the course length by omitting Chap. 8, or Chaps. 7 and 8.

The structure of the book deserves a few comments. In the main body of the
text, few technical derivations are given if the results are available in the literature.
Instead, the reader is referred to the appendices, where notations and technical
results are presented. For proofs of many of the results, however, one is referred to
other sources where detailed proofs can be found. Concerning the literature reviews
at the end of each chapter, I have attempted to trace early references, and it is
fascinating to see how much was accomplished and understood a long time ago.
It is beyond my competence, from a statistics point of view, to provide a historical
perspective on the material, but I hope that some readers will delve deeper into the
early works, with a view to understanding the conceptual core of statistics and how
to transmit achieved knowledge to the next generation of scientists. The problems
that we face today can be solved better once we have apprehended how people
were thinking in the pre-PC era. Moreover, I have tried to cite the literature which
is directly connected to the content of this book, but I am convinced that I have
omitted important references which I do not know of or have merely missed during
the writing process. I would be happy to receive information about such omissions.

This book owes a great deal to many friends and colleagues. I am without
doubt most indebted to my wife, Tatjana, who encouraged me to start this project
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and with whose blessing a large amount of my time has been invested in. It has
been a long journey which has lasted for many years, and I am happy that it
has come to an end. My colleagues and friends Kai-Tai Fang, Tonu Kollo and
Muni Srivastava have all been very important for my view of statistics in general
and multivariate analysis in particular. I have learnt a great deal from our jointly
written articles and a book written together with Tonu Kollo. For example, some
of the material in this book stems from our collaborative works on Edgeworth-
type expansions and mean shift analysis, as well as influence analysis in general.
Over the years, many PhD students have contributed to discussions which have
helped me to understand various ideas implemented in this book. In particular, I
have borrowed ideas and material produced by Jemila Hamid (on residual analysis)
and Chengcheng Hao (on perturbation analysis). Furthermore, special thanks are
extended to Martin Singull, with whom I have shared the supervision of several
PhD students and have had numerous discussions on topics related to this book. I am
grateful to Thomas Holgersson who unselfishly spent time reading a draft version
of the book. Thanks also go to Katarzyna Filipiak and Augustyn Markiewicz for
organizing and inviting me to a very interesting workshop series in Bedlewo, Poland
(the Mathematical Research and Conference Center (MRCC) which is part of the
Institute of Mathematics of the Polish Academy of Sciences). I have visited the
workshops an uncountable number of times, and the stimulating discussions and the
“free thinking environment” have had a great impact on this book. At the very end
of this project, Paul McMillen made a complete linguistic revision and I am both
thankful for and impressed by his improvement of the English of the manuscript.
Finally, I would like to acknowledge gratefully all those (who are too many to be
listed) who have helped me by providing references and shedding light on detailed
concerns which I have had over the years.

I would be grateful to be informed of any errors which readers might find in the
book. The responsibility for the errors is, of course, mine alone.

Uppsala, Sweden Dietrich von Rosen
November 2017
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Chapter 1 )
Introduction Check for

1.1 What Is Statistics

Statistical science is about planning experiments, setting up models to analyse
experiments and observational studies, and studying the properties of these models
or the properties of some specific building blocks within these models, e.g.
parameters and independence assumptions. Statistical science also concerns the
validation of chosen models, often against data. Statistical application is about
connecting statistical models to data.

The general statistical paradigm is based on the following steps:

. setting up a model;

. evaluating the model via simulations or comparisons with data;
. if necessary, refining the model and restarting from step 2;

. accepting and interpreting the model.

AW N =

There is indeed also a step 0, namely determining the source of inspiration for
setting up a statistical model. At least two cases can be identified: (i) the data-
inspired model, i.e. depending on our experiences and what is seen in data, a model
is formulated; (ii) the conceptually inspired model, i.e. someone has an idea about
what the relevant components are and how these components should be included in
the model of some process, for example.

It is obvious that when applying the paradigm, a number of decisions have to
be made which unfortunately are all rather subjective. This should be taken into
account when relying on statistics. Moreover, if statistics is to be useful, the model
should be relevant for the problem under consideration, which is often relative to
the information which can be derived from the data, and the final model should be
interpretable. Statistics is instrumental, since, without expertise in the discipline in
which it is applied, one usually cannot draw firm conclusions about the data which
are used to evaluate the model. On the other hand, “data analysts”, when applying
statistics, need a solid knowledge of statistics to be able to perform efficient analysis.

© Springer International Publishing AG, part of Springer Nature 2018 1
D. von Rosen, Bilinear Regression Analysis, Lecture Notes in Statistics 220,
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-78784-8_1


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-319-78784-8_1&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-78784-8_1

2 1 Introduction

The purpose of this book is to provide tools for the treatment of the so-called bilinear
models. Bilinear models are models which are linear in two “directions”. A typical
example of something which is bilinear is the transformation of a matrix into another
matrix, because one can transform the rows as well as the columns simultaneously.
In practice rows and columns can, for example, represent a “spatial” direction and a
“temporal” direction, respectively.

Basic ingredients in statistics are the concept of probability and the assumption
about the underlying distributions. The distribution is a probability measure on
the space of “random observations”, i.e. observations of a phenomenon whose
outcome cannot be stated in advance. However, what is a probability and what does
a probability represent? Statistics uses the concept of probability as a measure of
uncertainty. The probability measures used nowadays are well defined through their
characterization via Kolmogorov’s axioms. However, Kolmogorov’s axioms tell us
what a probability measure should fulfil, but not what it is. It is not even obvious
that something like a probabilistic mechanism exists in real life (nature), but for
statisticians this does not matter. The probability measure is part of a model and any
model, of course, only describes reality approximatively.

1.2 What Is a Statistical Model

A statistical model is usually a class of distributions which is specified via functions
of parameters (unknown quantities). The idea is to choose an appropriate model
class according to the problem which is to be studied. Sometimes we know exactly
what distribution should be used, but more often we have parameters which generate
a model class, for example the class of multivariate normal distributions with an
unknown mean and dispersion. Instead of distributions, it may be convenient, in
particular for interpretations, to work with random variables which are representa-
tives of the random phenomenon under study, although sometimes it is not obvious
what kind of random variable corresponds to a distribution function. In Chap. 5 of
this book, for example, some cases where this phenomenon occurs are dealt with.
One problem with statistics (in most cases only a philosophical problem) is how to
connect data to continuous random variables. In general it is advantageous to look
upon data as realizations of random variables. However, since our data points have
probability mass 0, we cannot directly couple, in a mathematical way, continuous
random variables to data.

There exist several well-known schools of thought in statistics advocating
different approaches to the connection of data to statistical models and these schools
differ in the rigour of their method. Examples of these approaches are “distribution-
free” methods, likelihood-based methods and Bayesian methods. Note that the fact
that a method is distribution-free does not mean that there is no assumption made
about the model. In a statistical model there are always some assumptions about
randomness, for example concerning independence between random variables.
Perhaps the best-known distribution-free method is the least squares approach.
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Likelihood methods utilize classes of distributions which are generated by
unknown parameters and the idea is to estimate these parameters. A consequence
of this procedure is that we obtain the distribution which should be considered
the true distribution, as well as acquiring information about the parameters which,
if the model is appropriately specified, is interpretable. Concerning the normal
distribution, usually the mean and variance act as parameters, although from an
exponential family point of view, a more natural equivalent parametrization can be
set up.

In Bayesian methods the basic idea is that everything unknown is modelled with
the help of distributions, for instance, unknown parameters. One is avoiding some of
the problems with the likelihood approach, such as connecting continuous data to a
model, but instead one generates other problems; for example it is difficult to specify
distributions for all the unknown elements. Moreover, in the Bayesian approach
the concept of conditional independence is crucial, in contrast to the likelihood
approach, where independence is used. Which method is to be preferred is a matter
of taste.

This book is mainly likelihood-inspired, i.e. likelihood acts as a basis for the
presentations. However, one should note that many statistical inference procedures
are not purely frequentistic, Bayesian or likelihood procedures. For example, if one
is dealing with normally distributed variables with unknown singular dispersion
matrices, it is not clear which school of thought can be adopted when trying to
follow the general statistical paradigm. Other deep discussions can concern the
concept of confidence intervals and variable selection methods. General material
of interest, including deliberations on deeper philosophical issues, are presented in
Evans et al. (1986), Davison (2003), Berger and Molina (2004), Geisser (2006),
Mayo and Cox (2006) and Cox (2006), for example.

In fact, in some way, restricting the inference procedures to one particular
procedure is inconsistent with the statistical paradigm. The problem at hand should
guide one’s choice. Moreover, one has to decide if the conclusions and decision
making should be based on probabilistic arguments, for example hypotheses testing.
In this book we emphasize understanding the statistical model and the statistics
under consideration. For example, in the case of an estimator or a hypothesis test,
we want to understand what is really being estimated or tested. The basic problem is
the difference between a statistical model and the corresponding estimated model,
which is data-dependent, i.e. different data sets may lead to different interpretations
and conclusions.

Example 1.1 In this example, several statistical approaches for evaluating a model
are presented. Let

x = ﬂ’C+e’,

where x : n x 1, arandom vector corresponding to the observations, C : k x n, is the
design matrix, B : k x 1 is an unknown parameter vector which is to be estimated,
and e ~ N, (0, ol | ), which is considered to be the error term in the model and
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where o2 denotes the variance, which is supposed to be unknown. In this book the
term “observation” is used in the sense of observed data which are thought to be
realizations of some random process. In statistical theory the term “observation”
often refers to a set of random variables. Let the projector Por = C'(CC")~C
be defined in Appendix A, Sect. A.7, where (o)~ denotes an arbitrary g-inverse
(see Appendix A, Sect. A.6). Some useful results for projectors are presented in
Appendix B, Theorem B.11.

The least squares approach works as follows. Let x, be the observations of x,
and let us minimize, with respect to f,

(x, — E[x'D(x, — E[x']) = (x, - B'C)(x,, — B'C)’,
which yields
B.Cc=xPc, (1.1)

where /ﬁ\o stands for the estimate of B, i.e. an explicit numerical value of .
Moreover, it follows that

(x, —B'CO)x,, —B'C) =x,(I — Pcxo+ (x,Pcr — B'C)) = x,,(I — Pc)xo,

where (e)()’ is used according to Appendix A, Sect. A.7, with equality if and only
if (1.1) is true. In order to study properties of the estimate, x,, is replaced by x, and
when doing so, the estimator

ﬁ/C = x/Pc/
is obtained. Due to the linearity of the estimator
B'C ~ Ni(BC, o7 Peo);

ie. EC is unbiased and normally distributed with variance o> P¢s. The variance
parameter can be estimated as n6? = x'(I — Poo)x. According to the statistical
paradigm, models should be evaluated. The linear model in this example may, for
instance, be evaluated via residuals, i.e. x/ (I — P¢) and x'(I — P¢+). For example,
one should validate the model with respect to influential observations and outliers
as well as the fit of the model to data. Moreover, specific properties such as the
smallest variance properties of the -estimator can be shown or the “best quadratic”
properties of the variance estimator.

An alternative estimation procedure is based on finding estimators which mini-
mize the overall variance

E[(x' = B'O)" —B'OY],
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which can be rewritten in the following way:

E[x' - 'O - B'CY]
=Elx'(I = Pc)x]+ E[((x'Pc = B'OYX' P — B'CY]. (1.2)

Thus, it follows that the estimator equals
gc=xPe,

because in this case the second term in (1.2) equals 0. In order to verify the model
via comparisons to data, the estimate

-/
ﬁ()c :x;)P(jls

is calculated. The expressions for the estimator and estimate are the same as the
corresponding expressions in the least squares approach, although conceptually the
methods differ to a great extent; i.e. for the least squares method we start with data,
find an estimate and then construct an estimator by replacing the data, x,, by x.
For the minimization of the variance we started with x, found an estimator and then
constructed an estimate by replacing x by x,.

Now we turn to the likelihood approach. Here one starts with the likelihood,
which nowadays, for continuous random variables, is the density of x evaluated at
X, 1.€.

— _ 2
L(B.o%) = @m) ") " Pexp(~1 (x, — B'C)(x, — B'CY).
This function is maximized with respect to o> and g which gives

B.C =x/C'(CC) C=x,Pc,
ng? =x/ (I —C'(CCY C)x,=x,(I — Pc)x,.

In a second step of the likelihood approach ﬁ is constructed by replacing x, by x.
Hence, we establish that the likelihood approach will lead to the same conclusion as
the least squares and the minimum variance approaches.

0

Over the years many more estimation methods have been presented. For example,
shrinkage methods, robust methods and Bayesian methods. We would also like
to emphasize that models should be meaningful, i.e. that the parameters and their
estimators should be understandable, and computations connected to the model
should be fast. The past 20 years, with the arrival of increasingly powerful PCs and
computer facilities, have witnessed an absurd use of algorithms and one can even
see programs running for days and nights. The beauty of statistics, as well as its
relation to mathematics, has been partly lost. This is serious, because mathematics
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helps us to examine the models and understand the analysis. Without mathematics
it is easy to become trapped in too many ad hoc procedures. Intuition and ad hoc
procedures should be basic ingredients in statistical model building, but they should
also be possible to verify. This is the best way to create an end-product which can
later be improved. Using too many simulation studies will result in an end-product
which only with difficulty can be transmitted to the next generation of statisticians.

This book considers models which are called bilinear. Briefly speaking, the main
difference between linear and bilinear models is that in the estimation process, the
latter uses random weights when performing projections (due to an estimated inner
product), whereas linear models generally use non-random projections. Another
important fact is that under usual normality assumptions bilinear models do not
belong to the exponential family.

1.3 The General Univariate Linear Model with a Known
Dispersion

In this section the classical Gauss-Markov set-up is considered but we assume
the dispersion matrix to be completely known. If the dispersion matrix is positive
definite (p.d.), the model is just a minor extension of the model in Example 1.1.
However, if the dispersion matrix is positive semi-definite (p.s.d.), other aspects
related to the model will be introduced. In general, in the Gauss-Markov model the
dispersion is proportional to an unknown constant, but this is immaterial for our
presentation. The reason for investigating the model in some detail is that there has
to be a close connection between the estimators based on models with a known
dispersion and those based on models with an unknown dispersion. Indeed, if one
assumes a known dispersion matrix, all our models can be reformulated as Gauss-
Markov models. With additional information stating that the random variables are
normally distributed, one can see from the likelihood equations that the maximum
likelihood estimators (MLEs) of the mean parameters under the assumption of
an unknown dispersion should approach the corresponding estimators under the
assumption of a known dispersion. For example, the likelihood equation for the
model X ~ N, ,(ABC, X, I') which appears when differentiating with respect to
B (see Appendix A, Sect. A.9 for definition of the matrix normal distribution and
Chap. 1, Sect. 1.5 for a precise specification of the model) equals

AT (X —ABC)C =0,

and for a large sample any maximum likelihood estimator of B has to satisfy
this equation asymptotically, because we know that the MLE of X is a consistent
estimator. For interested readers it can be worth studying generalized estimating
equation (GEE) theory, for example see Shao (2003, pp. 359-367).

Now let us discuss the univariate linear model

x'=pC+e¢, e~ Ny(0,V), (1.3)
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where V :n x nis p.d. and known,x :n x 1, C :kxnand 8 : k x 1is to
be estimated. Let x,, as previously, denote the observations of x and let us use
vl = V_IPC/’V—FP(C/)U"/—] V1 (see Appendix B, Theorem B.13), where (C”)°

is any matrix satisfying C((C")°)* = C(C"), where C(e) denotes the column vector

space (see Appendix A, Sect. A.8). Then the likelihood is maximized as follows:

L(B) o |V|™exp{—1/2(x, = B'C)V " (x, — B'C)}
= |V["exp(=1/2(x, P, — B'COIV'())
xexp{—1/2(x, P o y-1V " x0))
< [V 2exp{—1/2(x,P (cro,y—1 V" x0)},

which is independent of any parameter, i.e. 8, and the upper bound is attained if and
only if

B,C =x,P, .
where ﬁo is the estimate of B. Thus, in order to estimate B a linear equation
system has to be solved. The solution can be written as follows (see Appendix B,
Theorem B.10 (i)):
i -1 —1 - /
B,=xVv_'C'(Cv—C"h +7(C),
where z’ stands for an arbitrary vector of a proper size.
Suppose that in model (1.3) there are restrictions (a priori information) on the
mean vector given by
B'G=0.
Then
ﬂ/ — 0/G()/

where 6 is a new unrestricted parameter. After inserting this relation in (1.3), the
following model appears:

X' =0GC+e, e~N,0,V).
Thus, the above-presented calculations yield

2 ! p!
B,C=x,Pricoy
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and from here, since thi§ expression constitutes a consistent linear equation in ﬁo, a
general expression for 8, (8) can be obtained explicitly.

If V is p.s.d the likelihood does not exist and the model consists of a continuous
and a discrete part. Because V is p.s.d., there exists a semi-orthogonal matrix H :
n xr,wherer = r(V)and V = HH’ (see Appendix A, Sect. A.5), such that

HV =0.

Note that we do not lose any “information” if a one-to-one transformation of x
takes place. Therefore the estimation of f in (1.3) can equivalently be carried out
viax'(H : H?), where (H : H°) denotes the partitioned matrix of H and H’ (see
Appendix A, Sect. A.8). Hence, with probability 1

x,H° = B'CH’ 1.4)
and therefore we assume (consistency assumption) H "/x,, e C(H o’ ), which is
equivalent to x, € C(C’ : V). Thus, the data put restrictions on 8, which is a new
feature in comparison with the case when V is of full rank. The meaningfulness of
this depends on the problem under consideration. Moreover,

x'H=p'CH+?¢, €~ N.(0, HVH). (1.5)

Equation (1.4) is linear in B and because of consistency (see Appendix B,
Theorem B.10 (i))

B =x H°(CH®)~ +0'(CH®)",

where one can view the elements of 6 as a new set of unrestricted parameters.
Inserting the solution into (1.5) yields

x'H=x H°(CH°)"CH +60'(CH°)"CH +°¢.
From earlier calculations we know that
-~ —
0, =x/ (I -H°(CH°) C)H
x(H'VH)""H'C'(CH*°(CH°)’ CH(H'VH) 'H'C'(CH®)")~
+Z/ (CH%)’ CH)", (1.6)
where z is an arbitrary vector and then
B, =x,H°(CH®) " +x,(I - H(CH°)"C)H
x(H'VH)""H'C'(CH°)’(CH°)’ CH(H'VH) 'H'C'(CH®)°) (CH®)’
+7 ((CH®)" CH)" (CH?)"'.
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If we study the statistical properties of this estimate, we should consider the
following (remember (1.4) and that H'H = I):

B =B CH’(CH)~
—B'CH’(CH°) CHH'C'(CH®)°((CH®)” CHH'C'(CH®)°)" (CH®)"
+x’HH'C'(CH®)’((CH®)" CHH'C'(CH®)°)" (CH®)"
+2/(CH®)’ CH)’ (CH)"

and then assume some conditions (estimability conditions) so that for E/L, for some
specific L, the term including z will disappear. Moreover, in practice the condition
x, € C(C' : V) may not be satisfied and then a pretreatment of data has to take
place, for example a projection of data on the space C(C’ : V).

Example 1.2 Here the singular Gauss-Markov model is illustrated. In an experi-
ment where the eating behaviour of n dairy cows was studied in connection with the
administration of food, one could keep the total amount of food fixed (let us say ?)
over a 24 h day-and-night cycle. During the 24 h, a record was made of how much
each of the n cows was eating. Due to breeding and local environmental conditions,
the cows are correlated with a covariance matrix o2V, where o2 is an unknown
scaling parameter. Since the cows have been part of many feeding experiments,
the correlation between the cows can be supposed to be known. The main idea
is to relate the recorded values to various explanatory variables, such as lactation,
the amount of produced milk and variables measuring the quality of the milk. If

the measurements are denoted as xo;, i = 1, 2,...,n, and the other explanatory
variables as c¢y;, ¢, . . . ki, the following linear model can be set up:
k
Xi=/L+Z,3jCji+6i, i=12,...,n,
j=1

which in matrix notation equals
x/ — ﬂ/c + e/;

C = (lnv clv 02, MRS} Ck)/, Cj = (Cji)’ e~ N}’l(ov 0_2‘/)’ and ﬂ = (Mv ﬁlv cee IBk)/
and o2 are unknown parameters. As an estimator of o> we can use

n—k—-135>=@x -B0)0,

for some estimator 23\ of 8. Thus, if we are able to estimate S, all the parameters can
be estimated.

The technical treatment of the model proceeds as follows. Note that by making
a one-to-one transformation of x, there is no information loss. Thus, x will be
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pre-multiplied by 1’ and 1°". From the experimental assumptions it follows that
x’1 = ¢, which in turn implies V1 = 0 and

BCl=x'1=1t.
This means that, according to the model, we have an equation with no variation, and

thus the equation can be treated as a deterministic equation which puts restrictions
on B. Solving this equation (see Appendix B, Theorem B.10 (i)) leads to

B =1(CH” +6(CD,
where @ is an arbitrary vector of a proper size. Moreover,
X'1° = 1(C1)"C1° +6(C1H° C1° +F,
where € ~ N, (0, 1 V1°). In this model the MLE is obtained via
B C1° =+(C1)~C1° +0(CH?’ C1°,
where

9(C1H’C1° = (x' —t(C1H)~O)1°A° V1°)~ 117 C’(C1)°
x((CH? Cc1°1° v19)y" "1 ¢’ (c1)?)~ (C1)? C1°.

from which $ can be obtained under certain conditions on C. O

In the example it was supposed that x'1 = ¢, which implied that 1'V = 0. However,
as noted above, we can assume that we have models where V is singular without
any exact restrictions on x. When restrictions are put on the dispersion (covariance)
matrix, we have restrictions on the random variable which only hold with probability
1. Therefore, it must in this case also be assumed that the data belong to a proper
subspace, which may indeed be difficult to verify.

Moreover, for the linear model

x'=pC+e¢, e=(0,0°V)

with restrictions

the situation can be described via the following model:

(x':h)y=B(C:K)+¢, e=(0,0°W),
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(1)

This clearly shows how general the singular Gauss-Markov model is.

where

1.4 The General Multivariate Linear Model

In this book we study models which are based on an underlying multivariate normal
distribution. The multivariate normal distribution is closely connected to linearity,
since a linear function of a normal variable is also normally distributed. The theory
around the normal distribution is well developed and one can, among other things,
show that the general multivariate linear model under certain conditions belongs
to the exponential family, which is very important. For example, for models which
belong to the exponential family, there are complete and sufficient statistics, and all
the moments and cumulants are at our disposal.

The general multivariate linear model equals

X=BC+E, (1.7)

where X : p x n is a random matrix which corresponds to the observations, B :
p x k is an unknown parameter matrix and C : k x n is a known design matrix.
Furthermore, E ~ N, (0, X, I), where X is an unknown p.d. matrix. For a
definition of the matrix normal distribution N, , (i, e, ®) see Appendix A, Sect. A.9.
The model in (1.7) is also called the MANOVA model. According to the model
specifications, the model consists of independently distributed columns. The design
matrix C is also called a between-individuals design matrix. In order to be able to
draw any conclusions from the model, we have to estimate the unknown parameters
B and X. Following the statistical paradigm, we also have to verify the model and
this usually takes place with the help of residuals.
If we examine the likelihood function, L(B, X), we have

L(B,X) « |X|"?exp{—1/2t{2 " (X, — BC)()'}}
= |Z|"exp(—1/2t{E'S, + T (X, Pc — BC)()')),

where
So =X, — Pc/)X;.

Let S be as S,, but with X, replaced by X. From here it follows that the model
belongs to the exponential family and that X P/ and S are sufficient statistics. It
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can be shown that the statistics also are complete. The MLEs for B and X are
obtained from

o~

B,C = X, P, (1.8)
nio =S,

since (1.8) constitutes a linear consistent equation system in B. The likelihood is
always smaller or equal to (27)7"/?|n~1S,|"/?exp{—np/2}, where the upper
bound is obtained when inserting B,C and X,,.

Example 1.3 This is an example where several variables are to be modelled simul-
taneously. In environmental monitoring one can use many chemical biomarkers.
For example, in Sweden, one monitors calcium, magnesium, sodium, potassium,
sulphate, chloride, fluoride, nitrogen, phosphorus, conductivity and other sub-
stances/properties in lakes spread over the whole country. Observations are collected
several times over the year. Imagine that we want to compare two regions for
a specific year. Then one can select 20 lakes from each region and as response
variables use the above-mentioned chemical variables, for which an average over
the summer months can be used, for example. The model for the data with ten
response variables and 40 observations equally divided between the two regions can
be presented in the following way:

X=BC+E,

where X: 10 x40, B: 10 x 2 consists of the mean parameters, E ~ Nj.40(0, X, I),
where X: 10 x 10 is the unknown dispersion matrix, and

% 0
c=(To ).
0 15,

Example 1.4 Now an example with repeated measurements with an unstructured
mean is briefly presented. Another strategy for comparing regions than that pre-
sented in Example 1.3 is to focus on one of the chemical variables, for example
nitrogen. Moreover, instead of averaging over the summer months as in Exam-
ple 1.3, we can use the measurements from June, July and August. Thus we could
set up the following model:

O

X=BC+E,

where X: 3 x 40, B: 3 x 2 consists of the mean parameters, E ~ N3 40(0, X, I),
where X: 3 x 3 is the unknown dispersion matrix, and the between-individuals
design matrix C is as in Example 1.3. O
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There are two natural follow-up questions concerning the models presented in
Examples 1.3 and 1.4. The first concerns with the repeated measurements for
nitrogen over the summer months. It would be of interest to use a linear model
for these measurements, in particular if we were to include data from some more
months. Then we would have a complete analogy with the analysis of growth curve
data, but here, instead of growth, nitrogen over time would be studied. The second
question is if we could analyse all ten chemical variables over time simultaneously.
In that case we would have an analogy with a spatio-temporal model setting. Here,
instead of geographic spatial information, we would be observing different chemical
variables. Both these extensions would be outside the general multivariate linear
model setting. However, under certain restrictions they could be analysed with
bilinear regression models, since the mean structure, instead of being linear, would
be bilinear. This would imply, among other things, that the models do not belong to
the exponential family.

1.5 Bilinear Regression Models: An Introduction

Throughout the book BRM is used as an abbreviation for bilinear regression model.
Other common names are the growth curve model or GMANOVA (generalized
multivariate analysis of variance). At the end of the previous section, it was noted
that even under normality assumptions, we have very natural models which do not
belong to the exponential family. It was also noted in the previous section that if a
model has a linear mean structure, the model belongs to the exponential family. In
this section, it will be shown, among other things, that if a bilinear mean structure is
assumed together with an arbitrary dispersion matrix, the model is not a member
of the exponential family and instead belongs to the curved exponential family.
Remember that if a matrix is pre- and post-multiplied by other matrices, we perform
a bilinear transformation.

Often the mean structure ABC is considered, where the unknown parameter is
given by B. Hence, we have a bilinear model:

X = ABC + E, (1.9)

where X: p x n, the unknown mean parameter matrix B: g x k, the two design
matrices A: p xg and C: k xn, and the error matrix E build up the model. Moreover,
let E be normally distributed with independent columns, mean 0, and a positive
definite dispersion matrix X for the elements within each column of X. Then the
density function for X is proportional to

1%/ *exp{—1/2tr{Z "' (X — ABC)(X — ABC)'}}

and after some manipulations it can be shown that this model belongs to the curved
exponential family. For example, this can be shown through a reparametrization,



14 1 Introduction

i.e. according to Appendix B, Theorem B.1 (i), A can be factored as A = F((I))T s
where T is orthogonal and T is a non-singular matrix. Moreover, let ® = T B,
V=T, Y=IX,Y = (Y’1 : Y’2) and

v L i} 11 V] 12
- \1121 ‘I‘22 '
Then the density function for the new variable Y is proportional to

W " 2exp{—1/2(t{W 'Y (I — Po)Y'} — 2u(Y ¥ ©C)
—2u{Y,¥?'0C) + r{(¥w'ecc'a'})),

which shows that the model belongs to the curved exponential family, since the
number of “free” parameters, i.e. V! and W@, is less than the number of
functions including observations and parameters. Note that

v!e=u:00'0: D' :0v d:0)v!'e.

The above-mentioned model is often termed the growth curve model and was
introduced by Potthoff and Roy (1964), although very similar models had been
considered earlier. The A matrix is often referred to as the within-individuals design
matrix and C, as in (1.7), is called the between-individuals design matrix.

A natural extension of the BRM is the following “sum of profiles” model

m
X=) ABiCi+E,

i=1

where X: p x n is the sample matrix, the mean parameter matrices are B;: q; X ki,
the within-individual design matrices equal A;: p x g; and the between-individual
design matrices C;: k; x n, are such that

c(c,,) ccC,,_) S cCiCy. (1.10)

Let E be matrix normally distributed with independent columns, mean 0, and a
dispersion matrix X for the elements within each column of E. Note that instead
of (1.10), we can suppose that

C(Am) S C(Ap—1) S -+ S C(A). (1.11)

The model is referred to herein as the extended bilinear regression model (EBRM])
and in order to distinguish between (1.10) and (1.11), as well as indicate m in
the profile expression, EBRMY and EBRMy, are used, where the subscripts B
and W stand for “between” and “within”, respectively, and are used depending on
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whether (1.10) or (1.11) is assumed to hold. Sometimes the £BRM" is called the
extended growth curve model. The conditions in (1.10) or (1.11) are mathematically
motivated since they lead to explicit MLEs. Concerning these conditions, there is an
analogy with the Behrens-Fisher problem; i.e. the purpose is to compare two groups
of size n1 and n, respectively, for testing equality of the means with the additional
assumption that random variables corresponding to the observations from different
groups have different variances, i.e.

X = [L/C—i-e/,

where u' = (1] : wt),

c=(ue() e ()

where ® denotes the Kronecker product (see Appendix A, Sect. A.6) and

0'121,,1 0
0 0'221,,2

e’NNn(0,< )), n=ni+ns.

Comparing p; and p, will not give any precise answer about differences between
2

groups, i.e. their distributions, unless o/~ is taken into account. If (1.10) or (1.11)
does not hold, we have, instead of a common mean and different variances (Behrens-
Fisher case), different means and a common dispersion matrix. This situation is
called seemingly unrelated regression (SUR) and has been extensively studied in a
univariate setting (e.g. see Kariya and Kurata, 2004). An example of a univariate
SUR model is the SUR model with two functionally independent regression lines,
but correlated error terms. In the multivariate case it becomes more difficult to
interpret results and there are reasons why one should avoid this type of model.

This section is concluded by giving some more examples.

Example 1.5 This example illustrates the use of the BRM to analyse Swedish
liming data (see also Examples 1.3 and 1.4). For many years there has been a
problem with the acidification of lakes in Sweden, and to help lakes to recover,
one is liming them to stimulate the recovery process. Below we present a data set
which covers ten lakes from each of two regions where the pH concentration has
been measured at three different depths, 0.5, 5 and 10 m. Since the pH is highest
close to the surface and thereafter decreases we can try to model the concentration
with a linear model. The data are presented in Table 1.1. The following matrices
are involved in the description of the data. The matrix X is the random matrix
which corresponds to the data and X ~ N3 20(ABC, X, I'), where B is an unknown
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Table 1.1 Selected data, with some minor modifications, from the integrated monitoring of the
effects of liming project at the Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences; pH represents minus

the decimal logarithm of the hydrogen ion activity

Lake Depth
0.5
5.0
10.0
0.5
5.0
10.0
0.5
5.0
10.0
0.5
5.0
10.0
0.5
5.0
10.0
0.5
5.0

10.0
0.5
5.0

10.0
0.5
5.0

10.0
0.5
5.0

10.0
0.5
5.0

10.0

O O O 0 00 0 N 1 1O OO AR R WW WD N ==

_— = =
S o O

pH

6.72
6.61
6.41
6.80
6.80
6.70
7.16
7.12
7.01
7.17
7.20
7.08
6.96
6.68
6.48
7.23
7.02
6.80
6.87
6.73
6.43
7.15
7.18
6.80
7.23
7.03
6.73
7.24
7.19
6.99

Region

= e e e e e e e b e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e b e e e

Lake
11
11
11
12
12
12
13
13
13
14
14
14
15
15
15
16
16
16
17
17
17
18
18
18
19
19
19
20
20
20

Depth

0.5
5.0
10.0
0.5
5.0
10.0
0.5
5.0
10.0
0.5
5.0
10.0
0.5
5.0
10.0
0.5
5.0
10.0
0.5
5.0
10.0
0.5
5.0
10.0
0.5
5.0
10.0
0.5
5.0
10.0

parameter matrix and X is p.d. but unstructured, and where

A=

10.5
5
110

/ 1 /
s C:<10®<0>:10®<

)

pH

7.29
6.78
6.76
6.91
6.91
6.71
7.23
7.37
7.10
6.81
6.68
6.18
6.66
6.47
6.17
6.89
6.59
6.19
6.98
6.64
6.24
6.88
7.01
6.71
7.01
6.90
6.80
7.20
7.17
7.07

Region

DN NN NN NN DD NN NN NDNDNDNDDNNNNDNDDNNDDNDNDNDNDNDND

Example 1.6 This example concerns the hormone melatonin and acute severe
depression. More than 30 years ago, depression was already being studied
concerning its relation to various hormones, in particular melatonin. Among other
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nmol/l
0.3+

0.2

Melatonin

0.1

| | | | | | | | | | | | |
[ I I I [ I I I I

\
8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 2 4 6 8
Time of Day

Fig. 1.1 Serum melatonin levels patients with acute depression (x) and a control group of healthy
individuals (4). Group-averaged sample means have been joined in the figure

discoveries, the melatonin peak level was found to be lowered in patients suffering
from acute depression in comparison to the corresponding level in healthy subjects.
The melatonin levels for these two groups are shown in Fig. 1.1. The peak levels
remained low when these patients were re-examined during remission. Therefore,
melatonin levels can be viewed as a bio-marker for depression. It is typical of
melatonin, as well as some other hormones (e.g. cortisol), that they follow a day-
and-night cycle.

If the data consist of ten repeated measurements over the day-and-night cycle,
the following model can be used: X ~ Njo,60(ABC, X, I), where (0 = 7 /24)

1  sin(w) cos(w) sin(2w) cos(2w)
1 sin(4w) cos(4w) sin(4*x2w) cos(4 *x2w)
1 sin(8w) cos(8w) sin(8 *2w) cos(8 *x2w)
sin(12w) cos(12w) sin(12 * 2w) cos(12 * 2w)
sin(14w) cos(14w) sin(14 % 2w) cos(14 * 2w)
sin(16w) cos(16w) sin(16 * 2w) cos(16 * 2w) |’
sin(18w) cos(18w) sin(18 * 2w) cos(18 * 2w)
sin(20w) cos(20w) sin(20 * 2w) cos(20 * 2w)
sin(22w) cos(22w) sin(22 x 2w) cos(22 * 2w)
sin(24w) cos(24w) sin(24 x 2w) cos(24 * 2w)

e (o () e )

i.e. there are two groups (28 patients and 32 healthy controls, which are supposed
to follow the mean structure indicated in Fig. 1.1). O

—_ e = e e =

Example 1.7 This is an additional example illustrating the application of the BRM,
utilizing the classical dental data set of Potthoff and Roy (1964). The data consist of
growth measurements, i.e. the distance in mm from the centre of the pituitary to the
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pterygomaxillary fissure, for 11 girls and 16 boys at ages 11 = 8,1, = 10,13 = 12
and #4 = 14. The design matrices equal

1y I
1t . 1112 .
Al = 2 , Linear growth; A, = 2% ,  Quadratic growth;
18 118 l‘32
1y 11 l‘f

cx (o) e ()

Then, the model is given by either X ~ N4 27(A1BC, X, I) or X ~ N4 27(A2BC,
¥, I). The data are presented in Table 1.2 and illustrated in Fig. 1.2. One can observe
that there is a difference between the boys and girls, and in subsequent sections
we are going to investigate if there is a statistical model which can be used in the
analyses, including a validation of the model, and where the difference between the
genders can be tested. O

Table 1.2 Four repeated growth measurements were taken at ages t; = 8, f, = 10, 3 = 12 and
t4 = 14 from 11 girls and 16 boys (by permission of Potthoff and Roy (1964) © Oxford University
Press 1964)

Id Gender 51 1) 13 2 Id Gender 1 15 13 I
1 F 21.0 200 215 230 12 M 260 250 29.0 31.0
2 F 21.0 215 240 255 13 M 215 225 23.0 265
3 F 205 24.0 245 260 14 M 23.0 225 240 275
4 F 235 245 250 265 15 M 255 275 265 270
5 F 21,5 23.0 225 235 16 M 20.0 235 225 260
6 F 20.0 21.0 21.0 225 17 M 245 255 270 285
7 F 215 225 23.0 250 18 M 220 220 245 265
8 F 23.0 23.0 235 240 19 M 240 215 245 255
9 F 20.0 21.0 220 215 20 M 23.0 205 31.0 26.0
10 F 16,5 190 190 195 21 M 275 28.0 31.0 315
11 F 245 250 28.0 28.0 22 M 23.0 23.0 235 250
23 M 215 235 240 28.0
24 M 17.0 245 260 295
25 M 225 255 255 260
26 M 23.0 245 260 30.0
27 M 220 215 235 250
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Distance in mm.

>

15 7

Age

Fig. 1.2 The distance in mm from the centre of the pituitary to the pterygomaxillary fissure in
girls (solid line) and boys (dashed line) at ages 8, 10, 12 and 14

Example 1.8 Now an example illustrating the applications of the EBRM 139 is
presented. Let us start from the very beginning and suppose that we have a random
vector x associated with observations which follow the model

x=pn+e,

where e ~ N,(0,X). Assume that there exists a linear relation between the
components in g, i.e. 4 € C(A). Thus, u = AP for some B (see Appendix B,
Theorem B.3 (i)) and x = AB + e. Moreover, suppose that we have n independent
observations which all have the same within-individuals model 4 € C(A), and
suppose that there additionally exists a linear model between the independent
observations. For example, there are three groups of individuals one corresponding
to a group receiving a placebo treatment and the others corresponding to groups
receiving two different treatments. Thus we end up with the following model:

X =ABC+E,
where X = (x15x27-'-axn)7B = (ﬂl’ ﬁZ’ ﬂ3)’ E ~ N[J,n(oazal) and

11...100...000...0
C=100...011...100...0
00...000...011...1
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Furthermore, assume that we have a polynomial growth. Then the Vandermonde
matrix, for example,

11 ...tffl
q—1

_ ...t
qg—1

Lty ...t}

describes the connection between growth and time. In this model all the individuals
follow the same polynomial growth model. However, if each treatment group
follows a polynomial of a different order, we may, for example, have the following
model:

X=A1BCi+ A2B,C, + A3B3C3 + E,
where

11...100...000...0
00...011...100...01,
00...000...011...1

Cy

cr_ (11:::100...000...0
27 00...011...100...0)°

C3=(11...100...000...0),

14 ...th_3
-3
Ly ...t
Al: o, . s Blz(ﬂlvﬁ2sﬂ3)s
S
Lty...t}
A, = (ﬁ’*z 42 tgfz), B> = (B3, Ba),

-1 g—1 -1
Aéz(tf R ) B3 = Bs.
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Note that C(C%) € C(C%) € C(C). The above example implies, for instance, that
the mean of the placebo group and that of the treatment groups, respectively, equal
B+ Prat + -+ ﬁl(q—z)tq_3,
Bt + Pt + -+ /5’2((;—2)tq*3 + ﬁz(q—l)tqu,

B31 + Baat + -+ Bag-—tT > + Bag-nt? 2 + Bagtd .
O

Example 1.9 In order to illustrate certain ideas, the “real” example presented as
Example 1.6 is now extended to form Example 1.9. An additional purpose of this
is to present the ingredients for performing simulation studies which, several times,
will take place later in this book. Suppose that there are three treatment groups
comprising 10, 15 and 20 patients. The groups are assumed to follow different
models over the day-and-night cycle, according to a nested subspace assumption:

X =A,B,C,+ A,B,C, + A3B3C3 + E,
E~N,,(0,.%.1I), C(C3) CSC(C)y) cSC(CY,

where (v = 7/24),

1  sin(w) cos(w) sin(2w) cosRw)
1 sin(4w) cos(4w) sin(4 * 2w) cos(4 x 2w)
1 sin(8w) cos(8w) sin(8 * 2w) cos(8 * 2w)
1 sin(12w) cos(12w) sin(12 * 2w) cos(12 * 2w)
A = 1 sin(14w) cos(14w) Ay — sin(14 * 2w) Ax = cos(14 * 2w)
! 1 sin(16w) cos(16w) | 2 sin(16 % 2w) |° 3 cos(16 % 2w) |’
1 sin(18w) cos(18w) sin(18 * 2w) cos(18 * 2w)
1 sin(20w) cos(20w) sin(20 * 2w) c0s(20 * 2w)
1 sin(22w) cos(22w) sin(22 * 2w) cos(22 * 2w)
1 sin(24w) cos(24w) sin(24 * 2w) cos(24 * 2w)
1 0 0
Ci=pe|o|: 1501 ]:1®]0].
0 0 1

1 0 0
Cr=(1})® (0) 15 ® (1) 11, ® (0))’ C3=(1)):155®0).
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Here C(C%) < C(C,) < C(C)) is satisfied and in order to generate data, the
remaining task is to specify the parameters:

0.01 0.14 0.20
By =021 -0.01 —0.004 |, B>=(-0.04-0.06), B3 = (0.10),
0.02 0.03 —0.01

10°x
0.25 —-0.10 0.10 —=0.10 0.10 0.20 0.05 0.00 —0.05 0.05
—0.10 0.29 —0.14 0.09 —0.04 —0.13 —0.07 0.05 0.07 —0.02
0.10 —0.14 0.33 —0.01 0.04 0.15 -0.01 0.03 0.11 0.12
—0.10 0.09 —0.01 0.31 0.01 —0.13 —0.09 —0.03 0.11 0.05
0.10 —0.04 0.04 0.01 0.21 0.03 0.01 0.03 -0.05 0.03
0.20 —0.13 0.15 —-0.13 0.03 0.45 0.10 0.05 0.03 0.05
0.05 —0.07 —0.01 —0.09 0.01 0.10 0.30 0.00 —0.15 0.13
0.00 0.05 0.03 -0.03 0.03 0.05 0.00 021 0.07 —-0.11
—0.05 0.07 0.11 0.11 =0.05 0.03 —0.15 0.07 0.28 —0.06
0.05 —0.02 0.12 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.13 =0.11 —0.06 0.34

The choice of parameters is directed by the values presented in Fig. 1.3. In this
figure two groups of individuals follow a day-and-night cycle, whereas in the present
example a third group of individuals has been added which does not show any
nocturnal peak level (see Fig. 1.3). Later, in Sect. 6.6, the data will be contaminated
and the effect of this contamination on various residuals will be studied. O

0.2 1

0.15 7

| | | | | | | | | |
I [ I I I [ I I I

|
T 1
8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 2 4 6 8
Time of Day

Fig. 1.3 Based on the serum melatonin data presented in Example 1.6 a new data set with three
groups of individuals has been generated. Group 1, Group 2 and Group 3 are indicated by asterisk
symbol, plus symbol and open circle, respectively, and follow the model in Example 1.9
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Example 1.10 The model in Example 1.8 is now reconsidered. This example
indicates how the E BRM;; and E BRM%V are related. However, in general the

relation between the EBRM 139 and £ BRM%V is not so clear. The following model
is equivalent to the model in Example 1.8:

X =A40,C1 +A4;0,C, + A303C3 + E,

where
Ci=(11...100...000...0),
C2=(00...011...100...0),
C3=(00...000...011...1),
ltl...ti]_l
1t2...tg_1 , )
A1= ... . ) ®1=(ﬂ17ﬂ37ﬂ5)7
1, ...197"
1t1...tf_2
1t2...tg_2 , )
Ay=1| . . . , O, = (B, B4),
11, .17
1t1...tf_3
lt.. 1973
Az=| . .. 2. ) 03 = B;.
1ty ...147°

The interesting point is that now C(A3z) € C(A2) < C(A;) holds instead of
C(Cy) < C(C,) < C(C'). Moreover, when considering the EBRM3, {B;},
i = 1,2, 3, are the objects of interest, whereas in the E BRM%, the parameters
{®;},i = 1, 2,3, are of interest. For example, if the estimability conditions are
considered, the estimability of B does not necessarily imply the estimability of
0. Of course, if {B;} is estimable, then so too are {®;}, i = 1,2, 3, but usually
we are not interested in estimating all the parameters in {B;}, i = 1,2, 3, uniquely
and then it is not so easy to find out the estimability conditions for ®;. Moreover,
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deriving D[@,-] from D[Ei] without knowledge about the covariance C [E,-, 3/],
i # j,1is impossible (see Appendix A, Sect. A.10 for definitions of these moments).
O

The next example involves a relatively complicated between-individuals design,
together with an easily interpretable within-individuals structure.

Example 1.11 E BRM%,: This example presents a so-called interference model,
see Filipiak and von Rosen (2012) and Filipiak and Markiewicz (2017), among other
presentations. Consider an agricultural experiment and suppose that one wants to
compare ¢ different varieties of spring barley, for example. There is likely to be an
interaction between the environment (the type of soil, rainfall, drainage, etc.) and the
variety of grain which will affect the yield. Therefore, b blocks are chosen where
the environment is fairly consistent throughout the blocks.

Let n experimental units (plots) be divided into the b blocks each of size k. Let
the ¢ treatments be applied to the units so that each unit receives one treatment. The
treatment which is applied to unit j in block i is determined by the design d. Within
the blocks the effect of the treatments applied to each unit can be quantified via a
random variable x.

Assume that the response of a given plot may be affected by treatments of
neighbouring plots, as well as by the treatment applied to that plot. Moreover,
consider experiments with a one-dimensional arrangement of plots in each block,
and in which the treatments have different left and right neighbour interference
effects.

The linear model associated with the design d can be written as follows:

x'=B,Cra+BrCra+B3C3+¢, (1.12)

where B;, i = 1, 2,3, are the unknown vectors of treatment effects, neighbour
effects and block effects, respectively, and e is the vector of random errors. The
matrix C1 4 € R”*" depends on the design and it is a matrix with binary entries
which satisfies C 1y = 1n. The matrix C, ; = (I, ® H)C ;,: (I, ® H')C )
is a known matrix of neighbour effects, where

H = (0;‘1 ! ) or H = (0;‘1 0 >
L1 0p L1 0p
for a circular design (Druilhet, 1999) and for a design without border plots (Kunert
and Martin, 2000), respectively (0x—; is a k — 1 dimensional vector of zeros). The
matrix C3 = I ® 1;{ is the design matrix of block effects. In the literature such
a model as the one presented above is called an interference model with neighbour
effects.

Suppose that for each treatment, we are measuring a response which consists
of p characteristics. Then the following extension of the interference model (1.12)
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appears:
X=A41BCi4+A2B2Cy 4+ A3B3C3+ E,

where X € RP*" is the matrix of observations, B;, i = 1,2, 3, are the unknown
matrices of treatment, neighbour and block effects, respectively,and A;,i = 1, 2, 3,
are within-individuals design matrices, which now will be specified. It is assumed
that in the experiment there is no left- and right-neighbour effect and no block
effect for the last characteristic, and for the second last characteristic there is no
block effect. Then Ay = I, A» = (I,—1,0,_1) and A3 = (I,-2,0,-2,0,-2),
which obviously satisfy C(A3) € C(A2) € C(Aj). Finally it is noted that E ~
Npn(0, X, I), where X > 0 is an unstructured dispersion matrix. O

Problems

1 Generate data according to X ~ N520(ABC, X, Iy), where

1 2 4 30 1.0 05 05 1.0
1 3 9 1.0 40 15 15 1.0 1 05
A=]1 4 16|, X=]05 15 20 1.0 05|, B= (3 4 )
1 5 25 05 15 1.0 20 0.5
1 6 36 1.0 1.0 05 05 20
C— <1 1 1111111 10O0O0O0O00O0O0O0®O0 0>
o0000O0O0O0OO0OO0OO0OT1T1TT1TT1TTT1T1T1TFT1:1

Present informative plot(s) of the data.

2 Letx; ~ Ns(u, X),i = 1,...,n, be independently distributed, where

40 20 15 25 1.0
20 50 05 25 20
, X=1]15 05 20 10 05
25 25 20 20 15
1.0 20 05 15 3.0

=
Il
T N N

Put
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(i) Formulate the weak law of large numbers, i.e. it converges in probability to
It, and indicate through simulations that the error is of order n~'. (ii) Formulate the
multivariate central limit theorem, i.e. I converges in distribution to the multivariate
normal distribution, and indicate through simulations that the error is of order n~1/2,

3 (i) Formulate a three-way ANOVA model with two-way interactions. (ii) Formu-
late a multiple regression model with three independent variables and an intercept.
(iii) Present the proposed models in (i) and (ii) using matrix notation. (iv) Formulate,
using matrix notation, an analysis of covariance model.

4 Let
18
112
A=1114
116
Find an orthogonal matrix I' and a non-singular matrix H such that A’ = H

(I, : O)T. (Hint: Utilize some linear algebra book.)

5 Let Pay = A(A'V'A)"A'V™!, where V is positive definite. Show (i)
tr{Payv} = r(A); (ii) PayvPay = Pay; (iii)) C(Pa,y) = C(A); and (iv)
N — Psy) = C(A). (For an explanation of the notation, see Appendix A,
Sect. A.7 and Appendix A, Sect. A.8.)

6 Let A be non-singular. Show that the inverse matrix A~! is unique.
7 Show that if a matrix I of size p x p satisfies [T" =1, thenI'T = I .

8 Show that the commutation matrix (for a definition of the matrix see Appendix
A, Sect. A.5) is an orthogonal matrix.

9 Show that the square matrices A and A’ have the same eigenvalues.

10 Show that if all the eigenvalues of the square matrix A are real and k of them
are non-zero, then (tr{A})? < k tr{AZ}.

Literature

The following literature review reflects the historical development of some part
of statistical science and includes background information on linear and bilinear
models. No details are provided, meaning, for example, that the techniques and
tools used by the various authors are omitted. Instead it is recommended that one
should study the original articles. Moreover, it should be noted that it is impossible,
in few pages, to present a complete survey of literature published on the topics under
consideration.
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Nowadays statistical science is mainly based on probability theory. One has
merged stochastics with statistics but this has not always been the case. Today
statisticians use probabilities to describe uncertainty, and probability and probability
distributions are used for the following purposes: (i) to build models, (ii) to create
random experiments (sampling), and (iii) to support conclusions. One challenge
has been to handle “continuous” data, and this is a problem which statisticians
are still faced with today. Fundamental theory was established at the beginning of
the twentieth century, including Kolmogorov’s (1933) famous axiomatic probability
proposal. The philosophy behind Kolmogorov’s work and alternative proposals, as
well as an interesting and beneficial historical perspective, has been presented by
Schafer and Vovk (2006). It is interesting to look into early works on probability
theory, for example, von Bortkiewicz (1917), where also references to earlier works
can be found.

An embryo of multivariate statistics was introduced by Galton (1886, 1888,
1889), who, among other things, exploited bivariate problems (see Anderson,
1996). The normal distribution has always played a fundamental role when it
comes to analysing continuous data. Two very well-known results/notion, which
are connected to the normal distribution and which appeared more than a hundred
years ago, are the t-test (Student, 1908) and Pearson’s product correlation coefficient
(Pearson, 1896). Concerning correlation, it was, however, Galton (1886, 1888)
who came up with the fundamental ideas, including the concept of conditional
expectation; see Bulmer (2003) and Stigler (2012), for interesting reading about
Galton. Pearson, besides referring to Galton, also refers to Bravais (1846), who
used the correlation coefficient (see Monhor, 2012). Cowles (2001) points out
that Galton’s half-cousin Charles Darwin used the term correlated variation in his
renowned book “The Origin of Species”.

Many references concerning the bivariate normal distribution can be found in
Kotz et al. (2000). Edgeworth (1892) presented a three-dimensional normal distri-
bution which was generalized by Pearson (1896) to a p-dimensional version. Fisher
(1915) derived the distribution of the sample Pearson correlation coefficient. Hence,
we can conclude that around 1900 it became possible to analyse continuous multi-
response data in a systematic way. To understand how important and impressive
the development of statistics was during the above-mentioned years, we refer to
historically oriented books and articles, for example see Stigler (1986, 2012) and
Cowles (2001).

Fisher’s result concerning the correlation coefficient was generalized by Wishart
(1928), who derived the distribution of a quadratic form of a p-variate normally
distributed variable, i.e. the joint distribution of sample variances and sample
covariances. Wishart’s result has been very fundamental to multivariate statistics;
see Aitken (1949) for additional references.

Matrices were not used in statistics during the period stretching from 1880s to
1920s. However, determinants were frequently applied, and for example, the inverse
dispersion matrix in the multivariate normal density was expressed with the help
of the determinant and minors. Today multivariate analysis is mostly presented
via matrices, but sometimes more abstract/geometric presentations are available;
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see, for example, Drygas (1970), Stone (1977, 1987), Herr (1980), Eaton (1983)
and Wichura (2006). Matrices can play different roles, and can, for example, be
used as a collection of elements or as representations of linear transformations.
It is advantageous to use both interpretations simultaneously, but this will not be
promoted in the present book. It should be noted that the concept of matrices has
existed for more than 150 years, but matrices and statistics established contact with
each other much later in the history of statistics. Searle (2000, 2005) (see also
David, 2006) states that it was around 1930 that matrices started to be used. Early
work using matrices was performed by Bartlett (1934b), Cochran (1934) and Aitken
(1935). Algebra has also entered multivariate analysis, which was highlighted by
Perlman (1987), for example. Now the use of algebra can be found in many branches
of multivariate analysis and one area is the derivation of moments and cumulants
(e.g. see Letac and Massam, 2008; Withers and Nadarajah, 2012).

In the following, a very brief overview is presented of the literature dealing
with the “chain”: linear models—multivariate linear models—bilinear models—
extended bilinear models. Least squares (different versions) and their applications
(data analysis) have a very long history in which many famous scientists have been
involved, such as Laplace, Legendre and Gauss (e.g. see Seal, 1967; Stigler, 1986;
Aldrich, 1999; Farebrother, 1999). The development of least squares theory has
been driven forward through applications. However, according to Seal (1967), based
on sums of squares the underlying linear models which were used were analysed
intuitively. It was Yates (1933) who first connected linear models to least squares
(see also Irwin, 1934; Aitken, 1936; Kolodziejczyk, 1935). However, it has been
clearly demonstrated by Hald (1981, 2002) that within the actuarial sciences, the
Danish statisticians Gram (1879) and Thiele (1889) worked with linear models and
least squares. There are also other interesting works written by these authors (see
Hald, 1981). Although regression analysis and analysis of variance models have
been applied for more than 100 years, it was not until the 1950s that these subject
areas were put under the same umbrella, for example, in a paper by Tocher (1952)
and in the impressive book by Kempthorne (1952).

As noted above, Galton, Thiele, Edgeworth, Pearson, Fisher and indeed several
others, at the beginning of the twentieth century, dealt with the concept of multi-
response. Thereafter followed an impressive period, 1930-1940, when multivariate
analysis was really blossoming with many new published ideas, covering topics such
as generalized distance: (Mahalanobis (1930, 1936) who was heavily influenced by
Pearson’s work, see Nayak (2009)); generalized variance (Wilks, 1932), including
the test statistic Wilks’ A (a term introduced by Rao (1948), in an excellent
survey of multivariate testing); principal components analysis (Pearson, 1901;
Hotelling, 1933); canonical correlation analysis (Hotelling, 1936); discriminant
analysis (Bose, 1936; Fisher, 1936, 1938) (according to Kendall (1957), Karl
Pearson around 1920 introduced the idea of discriminating between multivariate
populations); precise derivations of distributions of various statistics (Wishart, 1928;
Hotelling, 1931; Bartlett, 1934a; Cochran, 1934; Bose, 1936; Bose and Roy, 1938)
(in these works references are often made to earlier works of Fisher); distribution of
eigenvalues of, for example, certain functions of Wishart matrices (Fisher, 1939;
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Girshick, 1939; Hsu, 1939; Roy, 1939) (see also Anderson (2007), about the
connections between these publications); multivariate testing (Wilks, 1932; Bartlett,
1934b, 1939). A general probabilistically oriented review of multivariate analysis in
its early years was presented by Madow (1938). There are several other interesting
articles which were published during this period and many of the above references
cross-refer to each other (see e.g. Bartlett, 1974; Anderson, 1996, for some details).
One should also note that many of the above-mentioned fundamental ideas were
backed up by geometrical arguments; i.e. intuition and mathematics went hand in
hand.

During the next decade (the 1940s) structured dispersion matrices started to be
studied. Among others, Wilks (1946) (with his study of the intraclass structure, also
termed the uniform structure) and Votaw (1948) (with his study of compound sym-
metry, block symmetry) contributed to the development of the treatment of patterned
dispersion matrices. Nowadays many dispersion structures are treated, although
there is no general reference available. Time series structures, spatial-temporal
structures, structures fulfilling some invariance conditions, variance components
structures and several other structures are treated by various authors. However, if one
is interested in obtaining explicit estimators, structures satisfying a Jordan algebra
condition (a quadratic subspace condition, Seely, 1971) are the natural structures to
consider (e.g. see Jensen, 1988).

It took rather a long time before the first books on multivariate analysis
appeared, i.e. the seminal works of Roy (1957), Kendall (1957) and Anderson
(1958). It is interesting to note that Anderson’s book has been published in
a third edition, Anderson (2003), and is still in use. With the development of
computational facilities, the subject has also changed. Schervish (1987) made a
number of interesting reflections about multivariate analysis when comparing the
second edition of the book by Anderson (1958), i.e. Anderson (1984), with a book
by Dillon and Goldstein (1984). Schervish’s article, together with the discussion
by Anderson, Gnanadesikan and Kettenring, Goldstein, Perlman, Press and Sen,
makes very interesting reading. Now, more than 25 years since the discussion took
place, we can study how multivariate analysis has developed since then. Several new
methods have appeared, new classes of distributions (e.g. elliptical distributions) are
used and Bayesian analysts have acquired tools for obtaining posterior distributions.
Right now multivariate analysis is slowly moving towards the analysis of large-
dimensional observations (e.g. see Fujikoshi et al., 2013; Imori and von Rosen,
2015).

A number of books which treat classical multivariate analysis have been
produced over the years, for example, Dempster (1969), Srivastava and Khatri
(1979), Mardia et al. (1979), Muirhead (1982), Takeuchi et al. (1982), Eaton (1983),
Srivastava and Carter (1983), Seber (1984), Siotani et al. (1985), Bilodeau and
Brenner (1999), Morrison (2005) and Rencher and Christensen (2012). All these
works include a large number of references to works within classical multivariate
analysis. However, it should be emphasized that this list of interesting books in
this field could be extended considerably. The above selection is just a personal
choice indicating the broad spectrum of multivariate analysis. Fujikoshi et al. (2010)
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considered many classical multivariate analysis approaches through expansions of
distributions and, via the expansions, also considered high-dimensional problems.
Furthermore, over the years a number of specialized books have been published,
such as books on principal components analysis (Jolliffe, 2002), discriminant
analysis (McLachlan, 1992), correspondence analysis (Greenacre, 1984), cluster
analysis (Everitt et al., 2011), independent component analysis (Hyvérinen et al.,
2001), (which is related to projection pursuit), confirmatory and explorative factor
analysis, latent structural equations (Bartholomew et al., 2011) and graphical
models (Whittaker, 1990; Lauritzen, 1996; Cox and Wermuth, 1996; Andersson and
Perlman, 1998). Part of the theory around graphical models has many connections
with the subject matter of this book, although the links are usually not mentioned.
Moreover, distribution theory has been developed to fit the statistical problems
connected to multivariate analysis.

Above, a selection of the relatively rich body of literature concerning multivariate
analysis has been presented. A few of the references provided mention the BRM,
either under the heading of the growth curve model or GMANOVA. The history
of the analysis of growth curves through a repeated measurements analysis can be
traced back to works such as those by Wishart (1938) and Box (1950), which are two
well-known contributions. Both papers are of interest from a historical perspective,
with Box, for example, taking care of the dependency within repeated measurements
via split-plot analysis, as well as by assuming unstructured dispersion matrices.
Rao (1958) is another early contribution and in the above-mentioned book by Roy
(1957), bilinear hypothesis testing is presented; this topic is also dealt with in a
work by Anderson (1951) and in an abstract by Olkin and Shrikhande (1954). The
article by Potthoff and Roy (1964) is often considered to be the first paper where
the growth curve model was treated, but a similar model had already been discussed
by Rao (1958), as well as by other authors (e.g. see the reference list of Gleser
and Olkin, 1970). Moreover, an article by Burnaby (1966) which is related to the
article by Potthoff and Roy (1964) dealt with the discrimination of growth curves
(see also Rao, 1966a) and included more precise mathematical results than Potthoff
and Roy (1964). Soon after the article by Potthoff and Roy (1964), a number of
important contributions appeared, in particular, Rao (1965, 1966b, 1967), Khatri
(1966), Grizzle and Allen (1969) and Gleser and Olkin (1970) (the last of these
aforementioned papers was written much earlier than its publication date). Reviews
of the growth curve model have been written by Woolson and Leeper (1980), Seber
(1984, Chapter 9.7), von Rosen (1991), Kanda (1994) and Srivastava and von Rosen
(1999). The first book dedicated to the growth curve model was written by Kariya
(1985), who focused on testing hypothesis. Kariya and Sinha (1989) discussed the
model and provided many references, in particular it was noted that the model
belongs to the curved exponential family. Kshirsagar and Smith (1995) wrote a book
on the growth curve model which to some extent summarizes the earlier works
on the model. Pan and Fang (2002) considered model validation of the BRM, in
particular the recognition of influential observations. Timm (1997), in an interesting
review, considered extensions of the BRM, in particular the EBRM".
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Extended growth curve models have been presented in papers by Gleser and
Olkin (1970), Verbyla and Venables (1988), von Rosen (1989), Timm (1997),
Fujikoshi et al. (1999) and others. In particular, Srivastava and Khatri (1979,
Problem 6.9, p. 196) indicated one way to estimate the parameters. It is interesting
to note that in order to estimate parameters in a MANOVA model under bilinear
restrictions, an EBRM" is useful. However, when testing bilinear hypotheses
this can be performed without any knowledge of the EBRM]". Perhaps this is
one reason why the EBRM]" has not been discussed so much. However, to
test a hypothesis without estimating the appropriate parameters does not usually
constitute a complete analysis. Moreover, in relation to the £ B RM", lattice models,
considered by Andersson and Perlman (1993) and the approach of Andersson et al.
(1993), among others, are very interesting.

The term bilinear has previously been used in the context of statistical model
building by Gabriel (1998), for example, (see also Drton and Richardson, 2004;
Hoff, 2015), although the term has been used more often in the chemometrics
literature (e.g. see Linder and Sundberg, 2002). Moreover, a current topic of
discussion is the so-called bilinear least squares approach (see Valderrama and
Poppi, 2008).

Models partly overlapping the above-mentioned classes are mixed linear models
and variance components models. The latter class of models usually assumes an
unstructured mean and thus does not belong to the same class as the BRM and
its extensions. The book by Rao and Kleffe (1988) is one of several interesting
works dealing with the estimation of variance components. Concerning mixed
linear models (i.e. linear models with fixed and random effects), this class has
an extensive scope and comprises all the above-mentioned models. However, the
treatment of mixed linear models, except in a few special cases, is completely based
on asymptotics, and this approach is inconsistent with the philosophy of the book,
where a great deal of energy is devoted to obtaining explicit finite sample results.
One reference with a focus on mixed linear models and applications is Verbeke and
Molenberghs (2000).

Finally, a few comments follow on the growth curve model, i.e. the BRM.
Potthoff and Roy (1964) presented the model as a model for modelling growth
curves, but this is slightly misleading. The model calls for balanced data, which
means that each “individual”’, which is supposed to be the independent unit, has to be
observed at the same points in time and the same number of times. However, usually
growth curves consist of the so-called unbalanced data and a better approach for
studying growth curves (estimating parameters, testing hypotheses, predicting new
observations) than using the growth curve model is to consider random coefficient
regression models (see Rao, 1965). Random coefficient regression models use
the idea of analysing individual growth curves and this approach has natural
generalizations, for example, for the analysis of non-linear growth. Moreover, there
are interesting Bayesian approaches to the analysis of growth curves (e.g. see Fearn,
1975; Geisser, 1980). Nowadays the term “latent growth curves” is in use, but these
models differ significantly from the BRM (see Geiser et al., 2013).



32 1 Introduction

References

Aitken, A. C. (1935). Note on selection from a multivariate normal population. Proceedings of the
Edinburgh Mathematical Society, Series 2, 4, 106—110.

Aitken, A. C. (1936). On least squares and linear combinations of observations. Proceedings of the
Royal Society of Edinburgh, Section A, 55, 42—48.

Aitken, A. C. (1949). On the Wishart distribution in Statistics. Biometrika, 36, 59-62.

Aldrich, J. (1999). Determinacy in the linear model: Gauss to Bose and Koopmans. International
Statistical Review, 67,211-219.

Anderson, T. W. (1951). Estimating linear restrictions on regression coefficients for multivariate
normal distributions. Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 22, 327-351.

Anderson, T. W. (1958). An introduction to multivariate statistical analysis. New York/London:
Wiley/Chapman & Hall.

Anderson, T. W. (1984). An introduction to multivariate statistical analysis (2nd ed.). New York:
Wiley.

Anderson, T. W. (1996). R.A. Fisher and multivariate analysis. Statistical Science, 11, 20-34.

Anderson, T. W. (2003). An introduction to multivariate statistical analysis. Wiley series in
probability and statistics (3rd ed.). Hoboken: Wiley-Interscience.

Anderson, T. W. (2007). Multiple discoveries: Distribution of roots of determinantal equations. The
Journal of Statistical Planning and Inference, 137, 3240-3248.

Andersson, S. A., Marden, J. 1., & Perlman, M. D. (1993). Totally ordered multivariate linear
models. Sankhya, Series A, 55, 370-394.

Andersson, S. A., & Perlman, M. D. (1993). Lattice models for conditional independence in a
multivariate normal distribution. The Annals of Statistics, 21, 1318-1358.

Andersson, S. A., & Perlman, M. D. (1998). Normal linear regression models with recursive
graphical Markov structure. Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 66, 133—187.

Bartholomew, D., Knott, M., & Moustaki, 1. (2011). Latent variable models and factor analysis. A
unified approach. Wiley series in probability and statistics (3rd ed.). Chichester: Wiley.

Bartlett, M. S. (1934a). On the theory of statistical regression. Proceedings of the Royal Society of
Edinburgh, 53, 260-283.

Bartlett, M. S. (1934b). The vector representation of a sample. Mathematical Proceedings of the
Cambridge Philosophical Society, 30, 327-340.

Bartlett, M. S. (1939). A note on tests of significance in multivariate analysis. Mathematical
Proceedings of the Cambridge Philosophical Society, 35, 180-185.

Bartlett, M. S. (1974). Historical remarks and recollections on multivariate analysis. Sankhya,
Series B, 36, 107-114.

Berger, J. O., & Molina, G. (2004). Some recent developments in Bayesian variable selection.
In Bayesian Inference and Maximum Entropy Methods in Science and Engineering. AIP
Conference Proceedings (Vol. 735, pp. 417-428). Melville: American Institute of Physics.

Bilodeau, M., & Brenner, D. (1999). Theory of multivariate statistics. Springer texts in statistics.
New York: Springer.

Bose, R. C. (1936). On the exact distribution of D?-statistic. Sankhya, 2, 143-154.

Bose, R. C., & Roy, S. N. (1938). The distribution of the studentized D2 statistic. Sankhya, 4,
19-38.

Box, G. E. P. (1950). Problems in the analysis of growth and wear curves. Biometrics, 6, 362-389.

Bravais, A. (1846). Analyse mathématique sur les probabilités des erreurs de situation d’un point.
Mémoires de I’Institute de France, IX, 255-332 (in French).

Bulmer, M. (2003). Francis Galton: Pioneer of heredity and biometry. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press.

Burnaby, T. P. (1966). Growth invariant discriminant functions and generalized distances. Biomet-
rics, 22,96-110.



References 33

Cochran, W. G. (1934). The distribution of quadratic forms in a normal system, with applications to
the analysis of covariance. Mathematical Proceedings of the Cambridge Philosophical Society,
30, 178-191.

Cowles, M. (2001). Statistics in psychology: An historical perspective (2nd ed.). Mahwah:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Cox, D. R. (2006). Principles of statistical inference. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Cox, D. R., & Wermuth, N. (1996). Multivariate dependencies. Models, analysis and interpreta-
tion. Monographs on statistics and applied probability (Vol. 67). London: Chapman & Hall.

David, H. A. (2006). The introduction of matrix algebra into statistics. The American Statistician,
60, 162.

Davison, A. C. (2003). Statistical models. Cambridge series in statistical and probabilistic
mathematics (Vol. 11). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dempster, A. P. (1969). Elements of continuous multivariate analysis. New York: Addison-Wesley.

Dillon, W. R., & Goldstein, M. (1984). Multivariate analysis: Methods and applications. New
York: Wiley.

Drton, M., & Richardson, T. S. (2004). Multimodality of the likelihood in the bivariate seemingly
unrelated regressions model. Biometrika, 91, 383-392.

Druilhet, P. (1999). Optimality of neighbour balanced designs. The Journal of Statistical Planning
and Inference, 81, 141-152.

Drygas, H. (1970). The coordinate-free approach to Gauss-Markov estimation. Lecture notes in
operations research and mathematical systems (Vol. 40). New York: Springer.

Eaton, M. L. (1983). Multivariate statistics. A vector space approach. New York: Wiley.

Edgeworth, F. Y. (1892). Correlated averages. Philosophical Magazine (5th Series), 34, 190-204.

Evans, M. J., Fraser, D. A. S., & Monette, G. (1986). On principles and arguments to likelihood.
With discussion and a rejoinder by the authors. The Canadian Journal of Statistics, 14, 181—
199.

Everitt, B. S., Landau, S., Leese, M., & Stahl, D. (2011). Cluster analysis. Wiley series in
probability and statistics (5th ed.). Chichester: Wiley.

Farebrother, R. W. (1999). Fitting linear relationships: A history of the calculus of observations
1750-1900. New York: Springer.

Fearn, T. (1975). A Bayesian approach to growth curves. Biometrika, 62, 89-100.

Filipiak, K., & Markiewicz, A. (2017). Universally optimal designs under interference models with
and without block effects. Communications in Statistics: Theory and Methods, 46, 1127-1143.

Filipiak, K., & von Rosen, D. (2012). On MLEs in an extended multivariate linear growth curve
model. Metrika, 75, 1069-1092.

Fisher, R. A. (1915). Frequency distribution of the values of the correlation coefficient in samples
from an indefinitely large population. Biometrika, 10, 507-521.

Fisher, R. A. (1936). The use of multiple measurements in taxonomic problems. Annals of
Eugenics, 7, 179-188.

Fisher, R. A. (1938). The statistical utilization of multiple measurements. Annals of Eugenics, 8,
376-386.

Fisher, R. A. (1939). The sampling distribution of some statistics obtained from non-linear
equations. Annals of Eugenics, 9, 238-249.

Fujikoshi, Y., Enomoto, R., & Sakurai, T. (2013). High-dimensional AIC in the growth curve
model. Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 122, 239-250.

Fujikoshi, Y., Kanda, T., & Ohtaki, M. (1999). Growth curve model with hierarchical within-
individuals design matrices. Annals of the Institute of Statistical Mathematics, 51, 707-721.
Fujikoshi, Y, Ulyanov, V. V., & Shimizu, R. (2010). Multivariate statistics. High-dimensional and

large-sample approximations. Wiley series in probability and statistics. Hoboken: Wiley.

Gabriel, K. R. (1998). Generalised bilinear regression. Biometrika, 85, 689-700.

Galton, F. (1886). Regression towards mediocrity in hereditary stature. Journal of the Anthropo-
logical Institute of Great Britain and Ireland, 15, 246-263.

Galton, F. (1888). Co-relations and their measurement, chiefly from anthropometric data. Proceed-
ings of the Royal Society of London, 45, 135-145.



34 1 Introduction

Galton, F. (1889). Natural inheritance. London: Macmillan.

Geiser, C., Keller, B. T., & Lockhart, G. (2013). First- versus second-order latent growth curve
models: Some insights from latent state-trait theory. Structural Equation Modeling, 20, 479—
503.

Geisser, S. (1980). Growth curve analysis. In P. R. Krishnaiah (Ed.), Handbook of statistics (Vol. 1,
pp. 89-115). New York: North-Holland.

Geisser, S. (2006). Modes of parametric statistical inference. With the assistance of Wesley
Johnson. With a foreword by Anne Flaxman Geisser. Wiley series in probability and statistics.
Hoboken: Wiley-Interscience.

Girshick, M. A. (1939). On the sampling theory of roots of determinantal equations. Annals of
Mathematical Statistics, 10, 203-224.

Gleser, L. J., & Olkin, I. (1970). Linear models in multivariate analysis. In Essays in probability
and statistics (pp. 267-292). Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press.

Gram, J. P. (1879). Om reeckkeudviklinger, bestemte ved hjeelp af de mindste kvadraters methode.
Dissertation, Hgst og Sgn, Kgbenhavn (in Danish).

Greenacre, M. J. (1984). Theory and applications of correspondence analysis. London: Academic.

Grizzle, J. E., & Allen, D. M. (1969). Analysis of growth and dose response curves. Biometrics,
25, 357-381.

Hald, A. (1981). T.N. Thiele’s contributions to statistics. International Statistical Review, 49, 1-20.

Hald, A. (2002). On the history of series expansions of frequency functions and sampling
distributions, 1873-1944. Matematisk-fysiske meddelelser, 49. ISSN: 00233323.

Herr, D. G. (1980). On the history of the use of geometry in the general linear model. The American
Statistician, 34, 43-47.

Hoff, P. (2015). Multilinear tensor regression for longitudinal relational data. Annals of Applied
Statistics, 9, 1169-1193.

Hotelling, H. (1931). The generalization of Student’s ratio. Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 2,
170-198.

Hotelling, H. (1933). Analysis of a complex of statistical variables into principal components. The
Journal of Educational Psychology, 24, 417-441, 498-520.

Hotelling, H. (1936). Relations between two sets of variates. Biometrika, 28, 321-377.

Hsu, P. L. (1939). On the distribution of roots of certain determinantal equations. Annals of
Eugenics, 9,250-258.

Hyvirinen, A., Karhunen, J., & Oja, E. (2001). Independent component analysis. New York: Wiley.

Imori, S., & von Rosen, D. (2015). Covariance components selection in high-dimensional growth
curve model with random coefficients. Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 136, 86-94.

Irwin, J. O. (1934). On the independence of the constituent items in the analysis of variance.
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Supplements, 1, 236-251.

Jensen, S. T. (1988). Covariance hypotheses which are linear in both the covariance and the inverse
covariance. The Annals of Statistics, 16, 302-322.

Jolliffe, I. T. (2002). Principal component analysis (2nd ed.). New York: Springer.

Kanda, T. (1994). Growth curve model with covariance structures. Hiroshima Mathematical Jour-
nal, 24, 135-176.

Kariya, T. (1985). Testing in the multivariate general linear model. New York: Kinokuniya.

Kariya, T., & Kurata, H. (2004). Generalized least squares. Chichester: Wiley.

Kariya, T., & Sinha, B. K. (1989). Robustness of statistical tests. Statistical modeling and decision
science. Boston: Academic.

Kempthorne, O. (1952). The design and analysis of experiments. New York/London:
Wiley/Chapman & Hall.

Kendall, M. G. (1957). A course in multivariate analysis. Griffin’s statistical monographs &
courses (Vol. 2). New York: Hafner Publishing Company.

Khatri, C. G. (1966). A note on a MANOVA model applied to problems in growth curves. Annals
of the Institute of Statistical Mathematics, 18, 75-86.

Kolmogorov, A. N. (1933). Grundbegriffe der Wahrscheinlichkeitsrechnung. Berlin: Springer
(in German).



References 35

Kolodziejczyk, S. (1935). On an important class of statistical hypotheses. Biometrika, 27, 161-190.

Kotz, S., Balakrishnan, N., & Johnson, N. L. (2000). Continuous multivariate distributions, 1.
Models and applications. Wiley series in probability and statistics: Applied probability and
statistics (2nd ed.). New York: Wiley.

Kshirsagar, A. M., & Smith, W. B. (1995). Growth curves. New York: Marcel Dekker.

Kunert, J., & Martin, R. J. (2000). On the determination of optimal designs for an interference
model. The Annals of Statistics, 28, 1728-1742.

Lauritzen, S. L. (1996). Graphical models. Oxford statistical science series (Vol. 17). New
York/Oxford: The Clarendon Press/Oxford University Press.

Letac, G., & Massam, H. (2008). The noncentral Wishart as an exponential family, and its
moments. Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 99, 1393-1417.

Linder, M., & Sundberg, R. (2002). Precision of prediction in second-order calibration, with focus
on bilinear regression methods. Journal of Chemometrics, 16, 12-217.

Madow, W. G. (1938). Contributions to the theory of multivariate statistical analysis. Transactions
of the American Mathematical Society, 44, 454-490.

Mahalanobis, P. C. (1930). On tests and measures of group divergence. Part I. Theoretical formulae.
Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, 26, 541-588.

Mabhalanobis, P. C. (1936). On the generalised distance in statistics. Proceedings of National
Institute of Sciences (India), 2, 49-55.

Mardia, K. V., Kent, J. T., & Bibby, J. M. (1979). Multivariate analysis. Probability and
mathematical statistics: A series of monographs and textbooks. New York: Academic.

Mayo, D. G., & Cox, D. R. (2006). Frequentist statistics as a theory of inductive inference. In 2nd
Lehmann Symposium—Optimality. IMS Lecture Notes—Monograph Series (Vol. 49, pp. 77—
97). Beachwood: Institute of Mathematical Statistics.

McLachlan, G. J. (1992). Discriminant analysis and statistical pattern recognition. Wiley series in
probability and mathematical statistics: Applied probability and statistics. New York: Wiley.

Monbhor, D. (2012). A very short note on the origins of correlated bivariate normal distribution with
particular relevance to earth sciences. Acta Geodaetica et Geophysica Hungarica, 47, 117-122.

Morrison, D. F. (2005). Multivariate statistical methods. McGraw-Hill series in probability and
statistics (4th ed.). Belmont: Thomson/Brooks/Cole.

Muirhead, R. J. (1982). Aspects of multivariate statistical theory. New York: Wiley.

Nayak, T. P. (2009). Impact of Karl Pearson’s work on statistical developments in India.
International Statistical Review, 77, 72-80.

Olkin, I., & Shrikhande, S. S. (1954). On a modified T2 problem. Annals of Mathematical
Statistics, 25, 808 (abstract).

Pan, J.-X., & Fang, K. T. (2002). Growth curve models and statistical diagnostics. New York:
Springer.

Pearson, K. (1896). Mathematical contributions to the theory of evolution. III. Regression, heredity
and panmixia. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society A, 187, 253-318.

Pearson, K. (1901). On lines and planes of closest fit to systems of points in space. Philosophical
Magazine (6th series), 2, 559-572.

Perlman, M. D. (1987). Group symmetry covariance models. (Discussion of “A Review of
Multivariate Analysis” by Mark Schervish.) Statistical Science, 2, 421-425.

Potthoff, R. F., & Roy, S. N. (1964). A generalized multivariate analysis of variance model useful
especially for growth curve problems. Biometrika, 51, 313-326.

Rao, C. R. (1948). Tests of significance in multivariate analysis. Biometrika, 35, 58-79.

Rao, C. R. (1958). Some statistical methods for comparison of growth curves. Biometrics, 14,
1-17.

Rao, C. R. (1965). The theory of least squares when the parameters are stochastic and its
application to the analysis of growth curves. Biometrika, 52, 447-458.

Rao, C. R. (1966a). Discriminant function between composite hypotheses and related problems.
Biometrika, 53, 339-345.

Rao, C. R. (1966b). Covariance adjustment and related problems in multivariate analysis. In
P. R. Krishnaiah (Ed.), Multivariate analysis, (pp. 87-103). New York: Academic.



36 1 Introduction

Rao, C. R. (1967). Least squares theory using an estimated dispersion matrix and its application
to measurement of signals. In Proceedings of the Fifth Berkeley Symposium on Mathematical
Statistics and Probability, Volume 1: Statistics, Berkeley, 1965/1966 (pp. 355-372). Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Rao, C. R., & Kleffe, J. (1988). Estimation of variance components and applications. North-
Holland series in statistics and probability (Vol. 3), Amsterdam: North-Holland.

Rencher, A. C., & Christensen, W. F. (2012). Methods of multivariate analysis. Wiley series in
probability and statistics (3rd ed.). Hoboken: Wiley.

Roy, S. N. (1939). p-Statistics or some generalisations in analysis of variance appropriate to
multivariate problems. Sankhya, 4, 381-396.

Roy, S. N. (1957) Some aspects of multivariate analysis. New York/Calcutta: Wiley/Indian
Statistical Institute.

Schafer, G., & Vovk, V. (2006). The sources of Kolmogorov’s Grundbegriffe. Statistical Science,
21, 70-98.

Schervish, M. J. (1987). A review of multivariate analysis. With discussion and a reply by the
author. Statistical Science, 2, 396-433.

Seal, H. L. (1967). Studies in the history of probability and statistics. XV: The historical
development of the Gauss linear model. Biometrika, 54, 1-24.

Searle, S. R. (2000). The infusion of matrices into statistics. IMAGE, 24, 25-32.

Searle, S. R. (2005). Recollections from a 50-year random walk midst matrices, statistics and
computing. In P. S. P. Cowpertwait (Ed.), Proceedings of the 14th workshop on matrices and
statistics. Research letters in the information and mathematical sciences (Vol. 8, pp. 45-52).
Palmerston North: Massey University.

Seber, G. A. F. (1984). Multivariate observations. Wiley series in probability and mathematical
statistics: Probability and mathematical statistics. New York: Wiley.

Seely, J. (1971). Quadratic subspaces and completeness. Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 42,
710-721.

Shao, J. (2003). Mathematical statistics. Springer texts in statistics (2nd ed.). New York: Springer.

Siotani, M., Hayakawa, T., & Fujikoshi, Y. (1985). Modern multivariate statistical analysis:
A graduate course and handbook. American sciences press series in mathematical and
management sciences (Vol. 9). Columbus: American Sciences Press.

Srivastava, M. S., & Carter, E. M. (1983). An introduction to applied multivariate statistics. New
York: North-Holland.

Srivastava, M. S., & Khatri, C. G. (1979). An introduction to multivariate statistics. New York:
North-Holland.

Srivastava, M. S., & von Rosen, D. (1999). Growth curve models. In Multivariate analysis,
design of experiments, and survey sampling. Statistics: A series of textbooks and monographs
(Vol. 159, pp. 547-578). New York: Dekker.

Stigler, S. M. (1986). The history of statistics: The quantification of uncertainty before 1900.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Stigler, S. M. (2012). Karl Pearson and the rule of three. Biometrika, 99, 1-14.

Stone, M. (1977). A unified approach to coordinate-free multivariate analysis. Annals of the
Institute of Statistical Mathematics, 29, 43-57.

Stone, M. (1987). Coordinate-free multivariable statistics. An illustrated geometric progression
from Halmos to Gauss and Bayes. Oxford statistical science series (Vol. 2). New York: The
Clarendon Press/Oxford University Press.

Student. (1908). The probable error of a mean. Biometrika, 6, 1-25.

Takeuchi, K., Yanai, H., & Mukherjee, B. N. (1982). The foundations of multivariate analysis. A
unified approach by means of projection onto linear subspaces. New York: A Halsted Press
Book/Wiley.

Thiele, T. N. (1889). Forelesninger over almindelig iagttagelseslcere: Sandsynlighedsregning og
mindste kvadraters methode (in Danish). Kgbenhavn: Reitzel.

Timm, N. H. (1997). The CGMANOVA model. Communications in Statistics: Theory and
Methods, 26, 1083-1098.



References 37

Tocher, K. D. (1952). On the concurrence of a set of regression lines. Biometrika, 39, 109-117.
Valderrama, P., & Poppi, R. J. (2008). Bilinear least squares (BLLS) and molecular fluorescence
in the quantification of the propranolol enantiomers. Analytica Chimica Acta, 623, 38—45.
Verbeke, G., & Molenberghs, G. (2000). Linear mixed models for longitudinal data. Springer
series in statistics. New York: Springer.

Verbyla, A. P,, & Venables, W. N. (1988). An extension of the growth curve model. Biometrika,
75, 129-138.

von Bortkiewicz, Dr. L. (1917). Die Iterationen. Ein Beitrag zur Wahrscheinlichkeitstheorie.
Berlin: Julius Springer (in German).

von Rosen, D. (1989). Maximum likelihood estimators in multivariate linear normal models.
Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 31, 187-200.

von Rosen, D. (1991). The growth curve model: A review. Communications in Statistics: Theory
and Methods, 20, 2791-2822.

Votaw, D. E. (1948). Testing compound symmetry in a normal multivariate distribution. Annals of
Mathematical Statistics, 19, 447-473.

Whittaker, J. (1990). Graphical models in applied multivariate statistics. Wiley series in probability
and mathematical statistics: Probability and mathematical statistics. Chichester: Wiley.

Wichura, M. J. (2006). The coordinate-free approach to linear models. Cambridge series in
statistical and probabilistic mathematics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wilks, S. S. (1932). Certain generalizations in the analysis of variance. Biometrika, 24, 471-494.

Wilks, S. S. (1946). Sample criteria for testing equality of means, equality of variances, and
equality of covariances in a normal multivariate distribution. Annals of Mathematical Statistics,
17,257-281.

Wishart, J. (1928). The generalised product moment distribution in samples from a normal
multivariate population. Biometrika, 20 A, 32-52.

Wishart, J. (1938). Growth-rate determinations in nutrition studies with the bacon pig, and their
analysis. Biometrika, 30, 16-28.

Withers, C. S., & Nadarajah, S. (2012). Moments and cumulants for the complex Wishart. Journal
of Multivariate Analysis, 112, 242-247.

Woolson, R. F., & Leeper, J. D. (1980). Growth curve analysis of complete and incomplete
longitudinal data. Communications in Statistics: Theory and Methods, 9, 1491-1513.

Yates, F. (1933). The analysis of replicated experiments when the field results are incomplete.
Empire Journal of Experimental Agriculture, 1, 129-142.



Chapter 2 )
The Basic Ideas of Obtaining MLEs: Shethie
A Known Dispersion

2.1 Introduction

Multivariate linear models, as well as the bilinear regression models, are extensions
of univariate linear models. Therefore, possessing a good knowledge of linear mod-
els theory helps one understand the BRM and EBRM*. If the dispersion matrix
in the BRM or EBRM]" is supposed to be known, these models belong to the
class of univariate linear models (the Gauss-Markov model, after a vectorization).
It is well known that for this class of models a decomposition of subspaces is
essential. This decomposition is important for the mathematical treatment, as well
as for the understanding of the analysis based on these models. In this chapter, first
the singular Gauss-Markov model is treated, and thereafter the models which are
the main subject of this book are discussed in some detail. Note that the singular
Gauss-Markov model is the most general linear model when only a single variance
component (error variance) is present.

2.2 Linear Models with a Focus on the Singular
Gauss-Markov Model

The inference method adopted in this book is mainly based on the likelihood
function. The purpose of this section is to introduce vector space decompositions
and show their roles when estimating parameters. In Appendix B, Theorems B.3 and
B.11, a few important results about the linear space C(e), its orthogonal complement
C(e)™* and projections P4 = A(A’A)~ A’ are presented. Once again the univariate
linear model

x' =B C+eé, e~ N,0,0°1). 2.1
© Springer International Publishing AG, part of Springer Nature 2018 39
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Fig. 2.1 Consider the model et =
given in (2.1). Decomposition BC=Pcx X'(I— Pex
of the whole space according
to the design matrix C’ is ( | )
presented
c) ceht

will be studied. In Example 1.1 it was noted that &’ = B'C and the maximum
likelihood estimator of o2 equalled n62> = r'r, where the “mean” t = P¢x and
“residuals” r = (I — P¢/)x. Hence, the estimators and residuals are obtained by
projecting x on the column space C(C”) and on its orthogonal complement C(C”)*,
respectively. The estimates are obtained by replacing x by x, in the expressions
given above. Moreover, under normality, & and r are independently distributed and
constitute the building blocks of the complete and sufficient statistics. Thus, & and r
are very fundamental quantities for carrying out inference according to the statistical
paradigm, i.e. parameter estimation and model evaluation. Indeed, this is the basic
philosophy adopted throughout this book, even if the models presented later become
much more complicated. Consequently, the following space decomposition is of
interest:

R" =C(CHBCC)Ht,

where H denotes the orthogonal sum (see Appendix A, Sect.A.8), which is
illustrated in Fig. 2.1.

Suppose now that in the model x’ = B'C + €', the restrictions

BG=0
hold. The restrictions mean that there is some prior information about 8 or some
hypothesis has been postulated about the parameters in 8. Then it follows from
Sect. 1.3 that
B'C=x'C'G°(G”CC'G°) G’ C =x'Pcigo.
An important property is that if C(G) < C(C), then ﬁ/G = 0 because
BG=pcccc)yG=0o.

Moreover, 2 is proportional to the squared residuals r = (I — P ¢1go)x, where

r'r =x'(I = Pcrgo)x = x'(Pcrccrgoy + 1 — Ponx,
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ne? =

x'(I — P)x

( | 1 )

Vi V) V3

Fig. 2.2 Consider the model given in (2.1). Decomposition of the whole space according to the
design and the restriction 8'G = 0; V| = C(C'G?), V, = C(C'G’)- N (C), V3 = C(C)* and
P = PC’GO

since C(C'(CC'G®)°) = C(C'G’)* N C(C’) (see Appendix B, Theorem B.3 (vi)).
The estimators are obtained by projections of x using the space decomposition

R" = C(C'G°) BC(C'G°): nc(CHBC(CH*,

which is illustrated in Fig. 2.2.

Note that we have decomposed the whole space into three orthogonal subspaces.
It is easy to imagine that one can continue decomposing until spaces of dimension
1 occur. This can always be performed, but the procedure is only meaningful if
the subspaces can be interpreted. Usually applications induce restrictions on C(C")
and then, if a decomposition into orthogonal subspaces can be achieved, an easily
interpretable model is obtained. Unfortunately, the majority of linear models which
are to be analysed do not share this property, for example regression models and
many analysis of variance models which are unbalanced, i.e. models suitable to
handle a different number of observations in the “cells”, such as models for k-way
tables. A lack of orthogonality does not mean that one is unable to use the model,
but it indicates that many competitive models can exist. Choosing between models
is challenging and is at least partly a matter of taste.

Now the Gauss-Markov model presented in Sect. 1.3 and Example 1.2, i.e.

x' =B'C+é, €~N,0,6%V), V p.s.d.,

will be studied in some detail, because it provides a deeper understanding of how
to relate subspace decompositions to statistical inference. An unknown variance
parameter, o2, is now also included. Let V. = HH’, where H: n x r, r = rV)
and put G = (H'H)"'H'. Post-multiplying x’ by (G’ : H°) is a one-to-one
transformation, i.e. there is no loss of information, and

x,H° = B'CH", (2.2)
x'G'=pCG +¥, €~ N (0,0%I) (2.3)

is obtained. In comparison with Sect. 1.3 the approach is slightly different. The
presentation has been altered because now a very natural variance estimator is
obtained immediately. If (2.2) is to have a solution, it has to be assumed that
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X, € C(C") + C(V) (see Appendix B, Theorem B.10). In reality this may not hold
and, therefore, a projection of the data on C(C’) + C(V) has to take place before
starting to estimate the parameters. Note the difference in using the equality sign
“=""1n (2.2) and (2.3). In (2.2) it means that the relation holds with probability 1,
whereas in (2.3) it means that we have equality in distribution.

Hence, according to (2.2) and (2.3), the original model with a singular dispersion
matrix has been transformed into a model where a normal density is involved,
but where there are now also some restrictions on the mean induced by the data.
Note that in (2.2) the random variable x has been replaced by the observation
vector x,. Since the restrictions depend on the data one may question if this is
a statistical model and there are definitely problems with the interpretation of the
estimate. Solving (2.2) implies that B can be written as follows (see Appendix B,
Theorem B.10):

B =x H°(CH®)™ +0(CH")" (2.4)
where 6 is a new arbitrary parameter vector. Inserting the solution in (2.3) yields the
following linear model:

x'G' =x/ H°(CH°)"CG' +0(CH®)" CG' +¢. (2.5)

Now standard methods for obtaining MLEs can be applied. Put F = (CH 2'CG'.
Then the MLE of  is given by

0, =x (I — H (CH®) C)G'F'(FF')~ + 7 F°,

where z is arbitrary. Since G'G = H(H'V H)~'H', this expression is the same as
the one presented in (1.6). It follows that

C(F) = C((CH°’ CG') = C(CH°)’ CH(H'H)"'H)
— C((CH® C(I — H°(H° H°)" H°)) = C((CH*)"' C)

and, since F"/(CH")"/C =0,
~ 3 3 3 ,
B,C =x,H°(CH’)"C +x,(I - H’(CH’)"C)G'F'(FF)"(CH®)’ C. (2.6)

Moreover, it is important to note that this expression does not depend on any specific
choice of H°. The estimator can be rewritten as

B'C =x'H(CH°) C(I-G'F(FF) (CH°C)+x'G F(FF) (CH°’C,
2.7
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which thus is split into a deterministic and a stochastic part, since x’ H is constant
with probability 1. However, note that the deterministic part is data-dependent. If we
consider the estimates, there is no conceptual difference between the deterministic
and the stochastic parts. On the other hand, if we want to evaluate the model, as
the statistical paradigm requires, there are problems concerning how to evaluate the
deterministic part, since distribution theory will not help us, for example, to identify
what an extreme observation is. An alternative way of expressing ﬁ/C is given by

B'C=x'(I - (C)(C) V) (C)'V). 2.8)

This expression is presented because there are good and simple geometrical interpre-

tations which can take place, which we will return to later. The relation is obtained
in the following way. Start from (2.6) and then (letting Py = H(H'H) " 'H')
G'F'(FF)" (CH®)’'C = Py(I - (C)’(C"Y HH'(C))")"(C)” HH),

because C(C'(CH®)°) = C(H(H'(C')°)°) (see Appendix B, Theorem B.3 (v)),
and thereafter, applying the special case in Appendix B, Theorem B.13,

x,H’(CH’) " CPy =x,H°(CH°)"C — x,P po,
where (2.2) has been utilized, and
x,H°(CH°) " CPy(C)’ = —x,H°Py(C")°.
All these relations estabhsh the proposed estimator in (2.8).

Since the estimator [3 C is linear in x, it is normally distributed. Using (2.7), the
mean can be derived and it can be shown that the estimator is unbiased, i.e.

E[B'C1=p'C.

Concerning the dispersion, since the deterministic part of the estimator does not
have to be considered,

D[B'C] = DIC'B] = o2C'(CH®)°(FF)~(CH®)"' C

which does not depend on the choice of (FF')™; i.e. it is unique. Moreover, the
unbiased, quadratic, minimum variance estimator is given by

(r — r(F))32 =x'R(I — F(FF) F)R'x, 2.9)
where

= (I - H°(CH°) 0)G'.
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To show that the expression in (2.9) is unbiased, it is noted that E[x’'R(F')°] = 0
and tr{R(I — F'(FF)"F)R'V} =t{I — F'(FF')"F},since HG = I,. It can
also be observed that

G'(I — F/(FF)"F)G = G'(F)°(F)" (F))°)"(F)° G
— H(H/H)flH/(C/)U((C/)()/V(C/)())f(C/)U/H(H/H)flH/
and
x'(I — H°(CH°)"C)H(H'H)"'H'(C")’
=x'(I — H°(CH®)~C)(I — H°(H° H°)" H’)(C")° = x'(C")°,

since x € C(C’ : V). Note that x € C(C’ : V) is always true, but data x, may
not share this property. The relations given above imply that (2.9) can be written as
follows:

(r = r(F))3” = x'(C")°((C)" V(C))(C)'x, (2.10)

where it is important to note that » — r (F) is identical to the dimension of (C(C’) N
C(V))*, which also means that if V is positive definite, 7 (F) = r(C).

Now we study which spaces are involved when B'C is estimated and will

later study how linear spaces are connected to the estimation of o2, Let P be an
orthogonal projector on C(C’ : V), i.e. by assumption Px = x. Then,

C'B = Pix + Pyx,
where
Py =C/(H'C) HP,
P> = C'(CH°)’(FF)"FG( — C'(H°C")"H°)P.
One can show that PPy = P, P = 0 and
C(C") = C(P1) ® C(P2) = C(C'(H° Cy"H’ C") ® C(C") N C(H).
It is interesting to note that by choosing (H ?'C")~ we obtain different types of

decompositions. Consider a general expression (not the most general), which is
obtained by solving the linear equation system defining any g-inverse (Q Q™ 0 =

Q).

(H°C')™ = (HC")" + (CH")’Z,
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where 1 indicates the use of the unique Moore-Penrose inverse (see Appendix A,
Sect. A.6) and Z is an arbitrary matrix. If Z = 0, then

C(C'(HC")"H’C) =C(C'(H’C')TH’ C') = C(C'CH"),
but if

Z — _((CHO){),CC/(CH{))O)—(CH{))O/CC/(HO/C/)"I"

C(C'(H’C)"HC)
=C((I — C'(CH®)’((CH®)" CC'(CH®)°)~(CH®)’ C)C'(H’ C')TH"'C)
= (C(C"YNC(H) N (C(C)YNCH) +C(C'(H'CH H "))
= (C(C")NC(H)" NC(C,

since

C(CHNC(H) +C(C'(H’CYTH’ C") = C(C')NC(H) + C(C'CH?)
— C(C'(CH®)°) +C(C'CH’) = C(C").

One can sum up by stating that the following general decomposition holds:
R" = {C(C'(HC')"H’ C") ® C(C")NC(V)} ®C(V(C)°) B (C(C) +C(V)*',

since C(C)+C(V) = C(C) ®C(V(C')°), and this is illustrated in Fig. 2.3. For the
two special cases considered above,

R"={C(C'CV) @ CICHNC(V)}DC(V(CH) B (C(C) + C(V))l,
if Z = 0, and the second choice of Z leads to
R" = {C(CHNECECHNCV)EBCC)NCV)}®C(V(CH) B (C(C)+C(V)*E.

Other types of decompositions of R” which are expressed as subspace functions of
C(C") and C(V) exist, for example

R" = ((C(C) +C(V)NCECH @ () +c(v)nc(v)yHBe)newv)
B +c(V))*
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BC 52

Vi V2 V3 Vi

Fig. 2.3 Decomposition of the whole space in the strongly singular Gauss-Markov model; V; =
C(C'(H? C')"H" C),V, =C(C")NC(V), Vs = C(V(C')°) and Vy = (C(C") 4+ C(V))*

Bc 52

Vi V2 Vs

Fig. 2.4 Decomposition of the whole space in the weakly singular Gauss-Markov model; V| =
C(C", Vo =C(V(C)°) and V3 = C(V)*

and

R = (C(C) + C(V))NCCH B (C(C)+C(V)H)tnCCHBCWCHNCV)
B +Ccvyt,

but they will not be considered. More importantly, one conclusion from the above
discussion is that one should be very careful when estimating the mean parameters
if this involves C(C'(H o’ )"H ’c ). In the literature the above general situation is
called strongly singular (see also Fig. 2.3). If C(C") € C(V), one refers to the model
as a weakly singular Gauss-Markov model (see Nordstrom, 1985). In this case

R" ={C(C)@C(V(CH)BC(V)*,

which is illustrated in Fig. 2.4.
Moreover, some light is now shed on the decomposition

CC)+CV) =C(C) @ C(V(C)). 2.11)

Although it may look mysterious, this is a natural expression and in full agreement
with the results for the model in (2.1). For the Gauss-Markov model, a subspace
decomposition has been presented with a standard inner product. However, the
“natural” inner product is based on V; i.e. for any pair of vectors u, v the inner
product is defined as (u,v) = u'V~'v, if V™! exists. If V is singular and the
vectors u, v belong to C(V), one can use (u, v) = u’'V ~v. If either of the vectors
u, v does not belong to C(V), the inner product does not make sense. Let us return
to (2.11). If V is non-singular, (2.11) can be written

R" =Cy(C")BCy(V(CH).
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If V is singular and C(C") € C(V),
Cy(V) = Cy(CHBCy(V(C)).
Thus we have an informative orthogonal decomposition,
R" = Cy(CBCy(V(C))BCy(V)™.

Estimators are obtained by projecting random variables corresponding to data on
these spaces, with the additional assumption that x € C(V). If (2.8) is rewritten as

BC=x'(I-VVEC)UCHY'VV V) (C)V), (2.12)

the orthogonal projection of x on Cy (V (C’ )?)~ is uncovered. Moreover, (2.10) can
be written as follows:

r—r(F)o2=r'Vr,

which means that we have multiplied the residual r by itself, using the inner product,
with the residual being equal to

r=V({EC)°(CHY'VVV(C)) (CYVV x.

Thus, similar to the linear model with a non-singular dispersion matrix, the
estimators for the weakly singular Gauss-Markov model are also obtained with the
help of projections.

Turning to the strongly singular Gauss-Markov model, it follows immediately
from (2.10) and (2.12) that V'~ cannot be used as an inner product if one wants
to apply a geometrical approach based on projections. Hence, the question is what
inner product should be used. It follows from (2.12) that an inner product based on
amatrix W has to satisfy

(CH'W =(C)’'V, forany(C")’

(CYYWW™x =(C)x, xeCC)+CV).
We will not discuss these equations in detail, but note that one choice of solution is
W = C’'C + V.Hence, C'C + V is used to define the inner product instead of V.

However, W = C'MC + V, where M is any p.d. matrix, could also have been used
as a solution. Moreover, instead of (2.12),

B'C=x'(I—(C'C+V)"V(C)(C)V(C'C+V) V() (C)V)
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and instead of (2.10)
(r—r(F)g> =r'(C'C+V)r,
where
r=V(C)°(CYV(C'C+V)"VC))(CYVIC'C+V)x.

Therefore, we have the following spaces which can serve as a basis for the statistical
inference and evaluations:

R" = Cw (C) BCw(V(C°) BCw(C': V)1,

where W = C’C + V, and when calculating the inner product, the Moore-Penrose
inverse is used, i.e. (u, v) = u/ W v, for u and v in C(W). Among other things, this
implies that Cy (C’ : V)= is orthogonal to the other spaces and does not bear any
information. Hence, we have obtained a general basic decomposition for analysing
the strongly singular Gauss-Markov model. From the space decomposition we
cannot identify what role the deterministic part of the model plays. On the other
hand, if we choose the g-inverse (H ”,C’)’ to be the Moore-Penrose inverse, then
one can show that

R" = Cw(C'(H’ CY*H C')
B Cw(C") N Cw (V) BCw (V(C)°) B (Cw(C') + Cw (V)
= Cw(C'CV°)BCw(C)NCw (V) B Cw(V(C)H) B (Cw(C) +Cw(V))*.

By projecting observations on these spaces, estimators of parameters can be derived,
non-random parts can be identified and residuals can be derived, in order to validate
the model and estimate the variance parameter.

Finally, restrictions on the mean parameter space,

B'K =0,

are briefly considered. These restrictions are used, for example, when hypotheses
are tested. In this case

ﬁ/:yKo”

where y is a new parameter and, instead of (2.2) and (2.3), the following equations
hold:

x'H° = B'K°CH®,
x'G = BK'CG +¢ &~ N.(0,020).
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Note that x € C(C'K?) + C(V). Thus, the above approach can be copied and the
following estimators are obtained:

B'C=x'(I—(C'K°K’C+V) V(CK?°
x((C'K*)° V(C'K°K’ C + V)" V(C'K*)°) " (C'K°)°'V),
r —r(F)6=r'(C'K°K”C+V)r,
r=V(C'K°
x((C'K*)’ V(C'K°K’C + V)"V (C'K°)°)~(C'K°)’ V(C'K°K’ C + V)" x,

as well as the orthogonal subspace decomposition

R" = Cyy (C'K°K” CV?) B Cyyy (C'K°) N Cypy (V)
B Cyw, (V(C'K?)°) B (Cwy(C'K®) + Cwy(V))E. Wo=C'K°K“C+V.

These relations are natural, but it would have been interesting to have been able
to decompose Cy,(C") N Cw, (V) into two orthogonal subspaces Cy,(C'K°) N
Cw, (V) B Cwo(C'K°)* N Cwy(C’) N Cw,(V). This would have meant that
Cw, (C'K?) would have had to commute with Cy, (C") NCyw, (V) (for a definition of
commutativity see Kollo and von Rosen (2005, p. 31)), which, for example, takes
place if Cw, (K?) € Cw,((CV?)?), because in this case Cy, (C'K?) is a subspace to
Cw, (C") N Cw, (V) (see Appendix B, Theorem B.3).

2.3 Multivariate Linear Models

In this short section, an MLE for X is additionally given, for comparisons with
the estimator of the variance in univariate linear models (see Fig. 2.5). The purpose
of this section is to link univariate linear models with multivariate linear models,
which will later be linked to the B RM. The multivariate linear model was presented
in Sect. 1.4 and its MLEs were given by

B,C = X,Pc,
I’liu =r,r r:) = - PC’)X:;- (2.13)

0
In comparison with univariate linear models, the only difference when estimating
parameters is that instead of x": 1 x n, we have X: p x n. Thus, in some sense, from
a mathematical point of view, the treatment of the univariate and multivariate models
concerning estimation is the same. Indeed it would be mathematically more correct
to say “linear multivariate model” instead of “multivariate linear model”. However,
if one considers properties of the estimators, then differences appear. This is mainly



50 2 The Basic Ideas of Obtaining MLEs: A Known Dispersion

p ns = ., ne? =
X(I - Pc)X BC=Pcx x'(I — Pe)x
1 { ( | )
c(ch c(CH*+ () c(c*+

Fig. 2.5 Decomposition of the whole space according to the transpose of the design matrix C,
which is valid for both the multivariate and univariate linear models. The difference in size of
the figures indicates an observation space which is p-dimensional versus a space which is one-
dimensional

due to the difference between the Wishart distribution and the x? distribution
(see Appendix A, Sect. A.9, for definitions of the distributions). Moreover, from a
practical point of view, since in the multivariate case one is dealing with several
variables simultaneously, the data analysis also becomes more complicated. For
example, dependencies among the variables have to be taken into account, which
of course is not necessary in the univariate case. Obviously there are more questions
which are to be considered in the multivariate model. The differences between the
univariate linear and multivariate linear models are illustrated in Fig. 2.5.

It is worth noting that any multivariate linear model via a vectorization can be
written as a univariate linear model. Consider the multivariate linear model

X=BC+E, E~N,,0,X,I), X>0, (2.14)
which can also be written as follows:
vecX = (C' @ I)vecB + e, e~Np(0,I®%), X>0. (215

However, stating that any one of the representations given above has some general
advantages does not make sense from a statistical point of view. Finally, it is noted
that a general inference strategy in multivariate analysis is to take an arbitrary linear
combination of X, let us say I'x, leading to a univariate model, and then to try to
choose in some sense the best I (e.g. see Rao, 1973, Chapter 8).

2.4 BRM with a Known Dispersion Matrix

It should be stressed that the multivariate model illustrated in Fig.2.5 is a special
case of the model given in (1.9), which will serve as a basic model for the
presentation of the subject matter of this book. Before starting the technical
presentation, a formal definition of the BRM is provided.
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Definition 2.1 (BRM) LetX:pxn,A:pxq,q < p,B:q xk,C:k xn,
r(C)4+ p <nand X: p x p be p.d. Then

X=ABC+E (2.16)

defines the BRM, where E ~ N, ,(0, X, I), A and C are known matrices, and B
and X are unknown parameter matrices.

The condition (C) + p < n is an estimability condition when X is unknown.
However, for ease of presentation in this section, it is assumed that the dispersion
matrix X is known. The idea is to give a general overview and leave many details
for the subsequent sections.

For the likelihood, L(B), we have

L(B) x |T |7"/2671/2"{271(XofABC)(X{,—ABC)/}.

From (2.16) it is seen that there exists a design matrix A which describes the
expectation of the rows of X (a within-individuals design matrix), as well as a design
matrix C which describes the mean of the columns of X (a between-individuals
design matrix). It is known that if one pre- and post-multiplies a matrix, a bilinear
transformation is performed. Thus, in a comparison of (1.7) and (2.16), instead of a
linear model in (1.7), there is a bilinear one in (2.16). The previous techniques used
when R" was decomposed into C(C") B C (C"* are adopted; i.e. due to bilinearity
the tensor product R” ® R" is decomposed as

(C(A) ® C(C) B (C(A) ® C(CH) B (C(A)F @ C(C) B (C(A)*F @ C(C)Hh).

Let the projections P4y = A(A’L7'A)"A’L~! and P be as before (see
Appendix A, Sect. A.7). It appears that the likelihood can be decomposed as follows
(omitting the proportionality constant (277) ~"P/?):

L(B) o« |Z| " exp{—1/2t{Z "' P4 £(X, — ABC)(X, — ABC)' P/, 3 }}
xexp{—l/Ztr{Z_l(I —Pax)X,—ABC)(X, — ABC)' (I — P;LZ)}}’
since (I — P/A’E)Z’IP 4.5 = 0. Thus, a decomposition of R? into two orthogonal

subspaces has been utilized. Continuing as in the linear case, i.e. using P ¢ and
I — P, the following expression for the likelihood is obtained:

L(B) o |E|™"?exp{—1/2tr{Z "' P4 (X, — ABC)P/(X, — ABC)' P}, 5})
xexp{—1/2tr{):‘1PA,z(Xo —ABC)I — Pco)(X, — ABC)/P;LE}}
xexp{—1/2tr{}:‘1(1 —Psx) X, —ABC)Pc(X,— ABC) (I — P:A,E)}}

xexp{—1/2tr{Z " (I — P4 5)(X, — ABC)(I — Pc))(X, — ABCY (I — P)y 5)});
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i.e. the likelihood consists of four factors. Utilizing (I — P4, s)A = 0 and (I —
P)C' = 0, this expression reduces to
L(B) o |Z| " ?exp{—1/2t{2 "' P4 (X, — ABC)Pc/(X, — ABC)' P/, 3 }}

xexp{—1/2tr{):_1PA’gX0(I - PC/)X/oP;LE}}

xexp{—1/2t(Z~ (I — P4 5)Xo P X, (I — Py 2)}}

xexp{—1/2t{X (I — Pas)Xo(I — Pc)X,I — P’A,E)}}, (2.17)
and only the first term involves the unknown parameter. Since X is supposed to be
known, the maximum of the likelihood occurs when

AB,C = P, sX,Pc
=AA'T'A)~" AT 'Xx,C(cCcHC, (2.18)

because in (2.17) one term smaller than one cancels. If a vectorized form of the
model had been used, i.e.

vecX = (C' @ A)vecB+e, e~ Npy(0,1®X),

we would have obtained, applying standard linear models theory, the estimator given
in Sect. 2.2, which is a BLUE (best linear unbiased estimator). In the next section the
“real” case when X is unknown will be considered. The decomposition of R? @ R"
when estimating the parameters is illustrated in Fig. 2.6.

Note that Cx (A) means that the inner product is defined through £~!; i.e. take
any two vectors x and y from Cx(A) and then the inner product is defined by the
operation x’X~'y. When ABC is estimated, X is projected on the tensor space
Cs(A) ® C(C"). If Cx(A) is the whole space, P4 = I, which for example takes

Cx (At :

Cx(A)

c(ch ccH*+ c(c’) ccht

Fig. 2.6 Decomposition of the whole space according to the within-individuals and between-
individuals designs, illustrating the mean and residual spaces in the BRM, and a comparison with
the multivariate linear model (MANOVA)
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place when A: p x p is non-singular. Moreover, in Fig. 2.6, Cx (A)* stands for the
space where any element, let us say u, satisfies ' £~ 1A = 0.

2.5 EBRMY with a Known Dispersion Matrix

In Sect.1.5 two extensions of the BRM were presented, i.e. the EBRMp and
E B RMy;, together with examples of the application of these models. In this section
the reader is introduced to the mathematics concerning the EBRM'}, with m = 3,
which will also be used later when studying the model without a known dispersion
matrix. Now (2.16) is formally generalized and the EBRM is specified in detail.

Definition 2.2 (EBRMp) Let X: p xn, A; : p X qi,qi < p, Bi:q; xk;, C;:
kixn,i=12,....mr(C1)+p < n,C(C;) gC(C;il),i =2,3,...,m,and
¥: p x pbep.d. Then

m
X:ZAiBiCH—E (2.19)
i=1

defines the EBRM;’;, where E ~ Nj, (0, X, I), {A;} and {C;} are known matrices,
and {B;} and X are unknown parameter matrices.

In the present book it is usually assumed that m = 2,3, and in this section X
is supposed to be known. In that case, r(C1) + p < n, C(C}) € C(C}_)), i =
2,3,...,m are not needed when estimating B;. However, since the results from
this chapter will be utilized in the next chapter, it is assumed that C(C}) € C(C}_,),
i =2,3,...,m,holds. Thus, the following model will be handled:

X =A1BC1+A2B,C,+A3B3C3+E, E~N,,0,X,1I), (2.20)

where C(C%) € C(C%) € C(C)), A;: p X gi, the parameter B; : p X g;, is unknown,
C; : ki x n and the dispersion matrix X is supposed to be known. It has already been
noted in Sect. 1.5 that without the subspace condition on C(C;), we would have
the general “sum of profiles model” (a multivariate seemingly unrelated regression
(SUR) model). Later (2.20) is studied when C(A3) € C(Az) € C(A}) replaces
C(C%) < C(C%) < C(C)), i.e. we have an EBRM%V. Since the model under the
assumption C(A3) € C(Az) € C(Ay) through a reparametrization can be converted
to (2.20) and vice versa, i.e. EBRM% = EBRM%V, the models are in some sense
equivalent. However, because of non-linearity in estimators of mean parameters, this
does not imply that all the results for the models can easily be transferred from one
model to the other.

From now on, under the nested subspace condition C(C%) € C(C%) < C(C)),
MLE:s will be derived when X > 0 is known. The likelihood is proportional to

|Z| ™" 2exp{—1/2t{Z " (X, — E[X]D(}}, (2.21)
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where E[X] = A1B1C1 + A, B2C, + A3 B3C3. A chain consisting of three links
of relatively straightforward calculations involving the trace function will start. The
calculations will involve the following three basic quantities:

S1 = Xo(I - P¢))X), (2.22)
P s = AY(A]ZADAS'E, (2.23)
Py x=A1(A 7AD" AT (2.24)

For notational convenience Q| = P 49,51 and P = P4, = will be used. Note that
S is positive definite with probability 1 and both @, and P are projectors which
are related, i.e. Py =1 — Q’1 (see Appendix B, Theorem B.11 (v)). Thus,
w27 (X, — EIXDO} = u(E7'81) + u(E7 (X Pe; — EIXDO')

(because C(C%) € C(C%) <€ C(CY))

= {27181} + t{(Xo Py — EIXD'E™ (X, Pe; — EIXD)
(because tr(UV) = tr(VU))

= (27181} + w{(XoPc; — EIX)EZ7'P1(X, P — E[XD)
Fr{(Xo Py — E[X])/le_l(XOPCi — E[X]D)}
(because Ql)S_l +3X7'P =321 (see Appendix B, Theorem B.11 (v))
> {27181} + u{(X, P — E[X]) Q27" @} (X, Py — E[X])}

(because 0,27 !'= Q,271Q))

= (271} + 1= Q)Xo Pc; — ELQIXDO) (225)

(because tr(UV) = tr(VU)).

Note that E[ Q] X] = Q[A2B>C> + Q) A3B3C3; i.e. the parameter By has been
excluded (filtered) and thereby the number of parameters has been reduced. Equality
holds in (2.25) if and only if

A&Z_l(X(,Pci — A1B1C1 — A2B,C> — A3B3C3) =0, (2.26)
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and this expression will later be used in order to determine B. When continuing,
the calculations which started with (2.22) will be repeated, but now using matrices
which have been projected on C(A ;). Put

S2 =581+ Q\X,Pc;(I - Pcy)) P X, 0, (2.27)
02 = Py a0 31 = (2142)°((Q142)7 2(0]42)°) 7 (Q142)” %, (2.28)
Py=Py5 = 01A2(A,0,2710,42)7A,0,27! (2.29)

and then continuing from (2.25), as well as repeating the arguments used in (2.25),
yields

w{Z7S2) + u{(Q) Xo Py — E[QXD'E71(Q) X0 Py — ELQ1X])
= w{Z7'S2) + u{(Q) X, Py — E[Q\X))'E™ P2(Q| X, Pc, — E[Q|X])
+r{(Q1XoPc, — E[Q1 X1 0,27 (Q) X0 Pc, — E[Q|X])
> {27 $2) + t{(Q) Xo Py — E[Q) XD @27 05(Q\ X0 Py — E[Q) X D)
= {2782} + u(E7(Q, Q1 X, Py — E[Q5,Q1XDO)). (2.30)
Equality holds in (2.30) if and only if

501Z7(Q) X Py — 01A2B2C2 — Q1 A3B3C3) =0.  (231)

Moreover, since in (2.30) E[Q, Q1X] = Q) 0Q]A3B3C3, we have in two steps
reduced the EBRM?9 toa BRM. Let

S5 =S8+ 050/ X,Pc;(I = Pc))P; X, 0105, (2.32)
03 = P g0, 40,51 = (050143)°((Q5 0143 £(052143)°) (250, 43)" Z,
(2.33)

Py="Pyoa.x = 050145450, 0,27 0501457 450,0,Z7"  (2.34)
and then advancing from (2.30) yields
wr{Z 783} + {(Q5 Q)Xo Py — E[Q5 0\ X1 Z (@501 X, Py — E[Q5 Q) X))
=tr{T 'S5}
+((Q5 0\ X, Py — E[Q5 Q1 X)'E™' P3(Q5 Q1 X, Pc, — E[Q5 01 X])

+1{(Q5 Q) X, P, — E1Q4 @1 X1 03571 (05 Q) X, Py — ELQ5 Q1 X1}
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> {2783} + (05, Q1 X, Pey) Q337" Q5(Q5 Q1 X0 Pey))

=uw(Z7!S5) +u{=71 050, 0\X,Pc;X,0,0,03) (2.35)

with equality if and only if

A50,0,Z7 (0501 X,Pc; — 0501A43B35C3) = 0. (2.36)

It follows that the last line in (2.35) is independent of the parameters B;,i = 1,2, 3,
and if we can find estimators of B; so that the lower bound is obtained, we have
found the MLEs.

From the above-presented chain of calculations, it follows from (2.26), (2.31)
and (2.36) that three linear equations in three unknown parameters appear which
then have to be solved. This means that if we can find solutions to these equations,
the lower bound given in (2.35) can be attained. Thus we have to verify the existence
of a solution. From (2.36) it follows that

C(A50, 0,27 0301 XoPcy) S C(A50, 0,27 05,0143) = C(A50, Q)

and thus there always exists a B3 (see Appendix B, Theorem B.10 (ii)). Moreover,
for (2.31) there is a solution with respect to B> if and only if

C(450,Z7' Q)(X,Pc; — A3B3C3)) € C(A5 Q1)

holds, which is always true, and finally (2.26) implies that a solution with respect to
B3 exists if and only if

C(AIZ ™ (X, Pc; — A2B2C2 — A3B3C3)) € C(Ay),

which also is trivially true. Thus there exists at least one solution. To estimate B;,
i = 1,2,3, uniquely, we need conditions on C(A;), i = 1,2, 3, which will be
considered in Chap.4. However, the general mean E[X] can always be uniquely
estimated:

E[X]= A;B1oC + A2B2C> + A3B3C3
=P X, P+ - P1)(A2B3Cy + A3B30C3)
=P X,Pc; + Q/1(A2§2()Cz + A3B30C3)
= P1XoPc + P20\ Xo Py + Q) Q| A3B3C;
= P1XoPc; + P20\ XoPcy + P3 2301 XoPcy. (237)
In order to understand E/[Y], as well as the calculations leading to the final

expression, it is of interest to note that calculations constitute projections of
observations. Therefore, it is informative to know which spaces the observations



2.5 EBRMy with a Known Dispersion Matrix 57

are projected onto. Moreover, since X is known, standard linear models theory (see
Sect.2.2) implies that E[X] should be expressed through a projector. Therefore,

the projectors P, P, and P3 will be exploited. To establish that P, P, and P3
are projectors, straightforward calculations show that each of the three matrices is
idempotent. From (2.23) it follows that
C(P1) =C(A1),

and using (2.29) and the projection theorem (Appendix B, Theorem B.11 (iv)) yields

C(P2) = C(Q1A2) = C(ZAY) N (C(A)) +C(A2) = Cx (AN N (Cx (A1 1 A2)). (2.38)
Moreover, (2.34) implies

C(P3) = C(Q50143) = C(X(Q142)") N (C(Q) A2) +C(Q] A3))
(because of the projection theorem, i.e. Appendix B, Theorem B.11 (iv))
=C(Z(Q142)) NC(Q)) N (C(A1 : Ay 1 A3)

(because of the projection theorem, i.e. Appendix B, Theorem B.11 (iv), and (2.38))
= (C(A]) +C(E(A1 : 42)°) NC(ZAD N (C(A1 < Ay : A3)
= (CADNCEZA)) +C(X(A1: A2)°)NC(A;: Ar : A3z)
(through application of the modular identity, see Appendix B, Theorem B.3 (iv))
=C(Z(A1:A42)°)NC(A1: Ay : A3)
(because C(A1) NC(TAT) = {0})
= Cx(A1: AT NCx(A) 1 Ay @ A3).

Note that these relations imply that P, Q| = P> and P3 Q) Q| = P3, which means
that instead of (2.37),

—

E[X]=P1X,Pc; + P2X,Pc; + P3X,Pcy. (2.39)

Furthermore, when the inner product is defined via X, the projectors P, P, and P3
project onto orthogonal subspaces. Thus, there is enough information to generalize
Figs.2.3 and 2.6 so that the EBRM 139 can also be described graphically, for example
as in Fig.2.7.
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Fig. 2.7 Decomposition of
the whole space according to
the within-individuals and the
between-individuals designs,
illustrating the mean and
residual spaces in the
EBRM3: Vi = Cx (A1),

V) =Cx(A;:

Ar) NCs (AN,

V3 =Cx(A]: Ay :

A3) NCx (A : At V3
Vi=Cz(A;: Ay : Ay)*,

Wi = C(CY), v,
W, = C(CH) NC(CHL,
Wi = C(C)) NC(CH)*L,
Wy =C(C)*

V4

Vi A1§1C1 ;I-A2§2C2+A;§3C3
|

Wi Wh Wi Wy

Note that in Fig.2.7 the so-called stairs structure is indicated, which is a
distinctive feature of the EBRM].

The estimation procedure for obtaining E/[Y] will now be graphically illustrated.
The fact is that if one understands the link between Fig.2.7 and the derivation of
the maximum likelihood estimators, more general models can be treated and, for
example, expressions for the EBRMp can be derived. Moreover, similar figures
will be used when working with the E BRM%,. First it is noted that vec(E[X])
belongs to the mean space

Vi@ Wi BW BW)) B OV, @ Wi BW) B (V3 @ Wh);

the notation used here, including the definition of the subspaces, and the reasons for
using the expressions employed follow from Fig.2.7.

The estimation of the parameters follows a three-step procedure with a final
updating of expressions. The process is illustrated in Figs. 2.8 and 2.9. Let V; be as in
Fig.2.7. In the first step of the estimation procedure the tensor space C(C) @ Cx (I)
is decomposed into two parts and the observation vector is projected on C(C') ® Vi
and C(C)) ® V2, B V3B Vy), via the projections (Pci ® P1)x, and (Pci ® Q)xo,
where P and Q) are defined by (2.24) and (2.23), and x, = vecX, (see Fig.2.8).
The projection (Pci ® P1)x, is used for estimating B and one can, according

to (2.26), express §10 as a function of B, and B3. Moreover, the second projection
does not include B, which is essential. Relative to B the second projection
generates a residual space which is part of the total residual space (see Figs. 2.8
and 2.9). This space will be utilized when estimating B, and Bj3. In Fig.2.8, P
symbolizes the projection.

In the second step the ideas from the first step are repeated and C(C%) ® (V> B
V3HV%) is decomposed into two parts, C(C5)®V and C(C5) @ (V3HV;). Therefore,
(Pcé QP>) (Pci ® Q)x, and (Pcé ®0%) (Pci ® Q')x, will be utilized. However,
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Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
(Pc; ® Q)x, P (Pcy ® @50))x, P2 (Pc, ® 05050))x,
(Pc; ® Pi)x, (Pcy ® P2)x, (Pc; ® P3)x,
B,(B2, B3) ————— BBy —— Bs,

Backwards determination yields
E[X1=Y]_| A;BiC; = P\X,P¢; + P2X,Pc, + P3X, Py

Fig. 2.8 Illustration of the various steps in the maximum likelihood estimation procedure. For
details, the reader is referred to the text

Wi Wa Wi Wi Ws

Fig. 2.9 Illustration of the steps when obtaining maximum likelihood estimators. For the notation
see Fig. 2.7 and the text

(Pey®P2)(Pci® Q) = P, ®@Prand (P ® 03)(Pe;® Q) = P, ® 05 0.
According to (2.31) and PCé ® P, Ezg can be expressed as a function of Bj.
Moreover, the projection on the new residual space is in Fig. 2.8 indicated by P>.
In the third step C(C ’3) Q@ (V,HV3HVy) is also decomposed into two parts and the
part which is obtained from the projection (Pcé ® P3)x, is used to estimate Bj3.

The explicit expression for B3, is obtained from (2.36). Since there are no more
unknown parameters involved in Egg, all the estimators can be found via a final
backwards updating; i.e. Egg is used in (2.31) in order to find Ezo and then Ego and
Ezg are used in (2.26).

So far we have only considered how to estimate the parameters of the model. The
statistical paradigm, however, demands that methods for validating the EBRM
should be developed. Many natural methods are based on the exploration of residual
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spaces; i.e. we have to consider the tensor space (C(C|®A41)+C(C5®A2)+C(C,®
Az))L, which equals

(C(C} ® A1) +C(Ch ® A2) + C(Ch ® A3))*
=C(Cy) ®Cxs(A1: Ar: A3)T B C(CHENC(ChH) ®Cx (A : Ax)t
BC(CHT NneC)) ® Cx(Ant B C(C)HT @RP. (2.40)
Thus, residuals are introduced which are projections on the subspaces introduced
in (2.40), i.e.
R =X(I-Pc). Ri=0\XPc.
R3;=0,0\XPc;,  Ri=030,0XPc;.

Indeed, a finer division of the subspaces can be performed and this is illustrated via
the BRM, where

Rii=PursX(U - Pr), Ryy=U—-Psps)XU - Pc), (241)

Ry=(I—-Puss)XPg. (2.42)
All these residuals are presented in Fig. 2.10. However, any treatment and utilization
of the residuals are postponed until the models are considered under the assumption
of an unknown X.

The following is worth noting. Suppose that in the BRM there are bilinear
restrictions on the mean parameters, i.e.

E[X]= ABC, FBG =0,
where F and G are known matrices. Because F BG = 0 forms a linear system of
equations, the restriction F BG = 0 can be reformulated as follows (see Appendix

B, Theorem B.10 (i)):

B — (F/)()@l + F/G)ZGO”

Fig. 2.10 llustration of four ( | ‘ ‘ 2
. . |
residual spaces in the ! ! : ‘
EBRM% and the three v | Re : : | Cx(A)* R, ' Ry
residual spaces in the BRM. ‘ ‘ :
For the notation see Fig. 2.7 | ‘ T
V Rz | R2 ! Rl
3 |
‘ Cx(A) Ry
V2
V1 J

Wi Wy Wiz Wy c(C) c(cH*+
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(a) (b) (©

Cs (At

Cx(A)

c(ch c(chH*+

Fig. 2.11 In(a), a BRM without restrictions is shown, in (b), the area where F BG = 0 may have
an effect is illustrated and in (c), F BG = 0 holds, leading to a stairs structure, i.e. an EB RM123.
Furthermore, V| = Cx (A(F')?), V> = Cx(A) N Cx (A(F)°)*, V3 = Cx (AL, W, = C(C'G?),
Wh = C(C)NC(C'G*)L and W; = C(C)+

where @1 and @, are new parameters. Thus the BRM with bilinear restrictions
turns into an E BRM%. This is illustrated in Fig.2.11. Later in Chaps.3 and 7
a complete theory is presented concerning how to estimate parameters and test
hypotheses when bilinear restrictions exist.

This section is ended by briefly considering residuals for the liming data
presented in Example 1.5.

Example 2.1 In Example 1.5, liming data for 20 Swedish lakes were presented. A
BRM with ¥ = I3 and A, given in Example 1.5, was applied and led to

= 7.09 7.03
Bo = <—0.o3 —0.04) ’ 243)

The residuals Rjj, R»; and Rj in Fig.2.10 were calculated according to (2.41)
and (2.42), and are presented in Table 2.1. Now the problem is to interpret the
residuals and decide if there are any extreme residuals. This can be accomplished in
many ways. It is, however, crucial that we derive the distributions for the residuals
(e.g. for the largest or the smallest residual). A detailed handling of the residuals will
be provided in Chap. 6. Moreover, it should be noted that if, for example, the value
for Lake 1, depth 0.5m is changed from 6.72 to 10, this will affect the residuals
in Region 1, whereas the residuals in Region 2 will be unaffected. The residual for
Lake 1, depth 0.5 m changes from —0.3 to 2.1. Other changes also appear, but are
not very pronounced. If the values for Lake 1, depth 5 and 10 m are also altered,
supposed to equal 10, the three residuals Rq; for Lake 1 equal 2.6, 2.7 and 2.8,
respectively, are much larger than the other residuals. Thus, it has been demonstrated
that outstanding observations can be identified via the residuals. O
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Table 2.1 Residuals for the liming data presented in Example 1.5 where in the model X = I3

Lake Ry Ry x1073 Ry x 1072 Lake Ry Ry x 1073 Ry x 1072
1 -0.3 5 -2 11 0.2 109 -2
1 -0.3 -9 3 11 01 —207 4
1 -0.3 4 -2 11 0.1 98 -2
2 —0.3 0.9 -2 12 —0.1 —-15 -2
2 -0.2 -2 3 12 0.0 28 4
2 —0.0 0.8 -2 12 0.1 —13 -2
3 0.1 7 -2 13 0.3 —52 -2
3 02 -—I3 3 13 0.4 100 4
3 0.3 6 -2 13 0.6 —47 -2
4 0.1 -8 -2 14 —0.1 41 -2
4 0.2 15 3 14 -0.2 77 4
4 0.3 -7 -2 14 —04 —37 -2
5 —0.1 36 -2 15 —0.3 4 -2
5 —-02 -70 3 15 —0.4 -7 4
5 —03 32 -2 15 —0.4 3 -2
6 0.2 20 -2 16 —0.1 7 -2
6 01 =37 3 16 —0.2 —14 4
6 0.0 18 -2 16 —04 6 -2
7 —0.2 -7 -2 17 —0.0 15 -2
7 -0.2 12 3 17 -0.2 —28 4
7 -0.3 -6 -2 17 0.4 13 2
8 01 =51 -2 18 —0.1 —56 -2
8 0.1 97 3 18 0.1 105 4
8 01 —46 -2 18 0.2 —50 -2
9 0.2 5 -2 19 0.0 22 -2
9 0.1 -9 3 19 0.1 —42 4
9 —0.0 4 -2 19 0.2 20 -2

10 0.2 7 -2 20 0.2 7 -2

10 0.2 12 3 20 0.3 —14 4

10 0.3 -6 -2 20 0.5 6 -2

26 EBRM {,”V with a Known Dispersion Matrix

Here the estimators for the EBRM ‘?V when X is known are derived and compared
with the estimators for the E BRM;}, which were obtained in the previous section.
For completeness, the definition of the model under consideration is given below.

Definition 2.3 (EBRMy;) LetX: pxn, A;: pxqi,qi < p, Bi:qixk;,Ci: ki xn,
i=1,2,...,mr(C};:C,:CyH+p<n,C(A) CC(Ai—1),i=2,3,...,m,and
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¥: p x p bep.d. Then

m
X = ZA,’B[C[ +E (2.44)
i=1

defines the EBRM7y,;, where E ~ N, ,(0, X, I), {A;} and {C;} are known matrices,
and {B;} and X are unknown parameter matrices.

When estimating the parameters of the EBRM3, a chain of straightforwardly
performed calculations was presented. Now, in order to estimate the parameters in
the E BRM;?V, a between-individuals subspace decomposition is utilized and it is
noted that (use Appendix B, Theorem B.3 (iii))

R" =C(C))BC(CHTNC(Cy: CHBCC, : chHr ne(cy : ¢l Ch)
BC(C) : Ch: Cy* .
Let P;,i = 1,2, 3, 4, be orthogonal projections on these spaces, i.e.
Pl:PCi’ P2=PQ1C£’ P3=PQ2Q1C§’ P4=P(CiZCéZCé)U’ (245)
where

Q1="P)pe, Q2= P

The likelihood up to proportionality is stated in (2.21) and from there it follows that
one should consider

4
(X1 (X, — E[XD(X, — E[X])} = Ztr{Z_I(Xo — E[X)P;(X, — E[X])},

i=1

where one has utilized the fact that Py + P, + P3 + P4 = I, since Z?:l P;isa
projector on the whole space. Because of the stairs structure, the within-individuals
space, i.e. R”, is split. Hence,

(=7 (X, — E[XD(X, — E[X])} = r{Z~ (X, — E[X])P4(X, — E[X])'} (2.46)
3

+Y {7 Pa, 5 (X, — EIX)Pi(X, — E[X]) P, 5} (2.47)
i=1
3

Jthr{z—lp/Aig’E,l (X, — E[XD)Pi(X, — E[X])'P g0 5-1}. (2.48)
i=1
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Note that the right side of (2.46) and (2.48) are free of By, B, and B3, and thus
MLEs are obtained if estimators can be found so that (2.47) equals O; i.e. in this
case there is an upper bound of the likelihood which is attainable and which is free
of parameters. The condition that (2.47) should equal 0 is equivalent to the following
system of linear equations:

A3 N(X,— A|B1C| — A;B,Cy — A3B3C3) P =0, (2.49)
A7 (X, — A2B2Cy — A3B3C3) P2 = 0, (2.50)
A7 (X, — A3B3C3)P3 = 0. (2.51)

o~

In order to find the estimates B;,, i = 1, 2,3, (2.49)—(2.51) have to be solved. It
can be shown that these linear equations are consistent, but, as for the £ BRM;; itis
meaningless to consider the parameters separately without additional assumptions.

Thus, once again the focus will be on 1:{[7], i.e.

—

E[X] = Pa xXoPci+ PaysXoPg c;, + PaysXoPp,0,c;  (2.52)

which through the following calculations will be shown to hold. Solving (2.49)-
(2.51) yields

E/[z\\’] = A1B|C; + AyB>C> + A3B3C;
= P4,z X,P1 + A2B2Co(I — P1) + A3B3C3(I — P))
=Pa s XoP1+ Pays X, Pry(I — Py) + A3B3C3(I — Po)(I — Py)
=PA s XoP1+ PaysXoPy(I — P1)+ Pay s X, P3(I — Pr)(I — Py),
which is identical to (2.52) since Po(I — P{) = Py and P3(I — P,)(I— P) = P3.
While Fig.2.7 shows a decomposition of the tensor space for the EBRM3,
Fig.2.12 provides the corresponding information for the EBRM sv
Moreover, while Fig.2.10 illustrates the four residual spaces in the EBRM3,
Fig.2.13 presents the four residual spaces in the E BRM%,. In Fig. 2.13 the natural
residuals are given by
Ri=X(I—-"Ps), Ry=U—-Puyz)XU - P3),
R3y= (I —Puyx)X(I —P3), Rs=UI—- Py x)XUT—Py); (253)

P;,i =1,2, 3,4, are defined in (2.45).
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Vi

V3

1%

Fig. 2.12 Decomposition of the whole space according to the within-individuals and the between-
individuals designs, illustrating the mean and residual spaces in the E BRM%V: Vi = Cx(A3z),
V, = Cx(A2) NCx(A3)t, V3 = Cx(A)) NCx (A, Vs = Cx(ADL, Wy = C(C), W, =
C(Ch : CHNCCHE, W3 = C(CY : Ch - CHNCC) = CHLE, Wy = C(C) 2 Ch = C4)*. The
estimator E/'[-)?] is presented in (2.52)

V4

V3
V2
Vi

Wi Wa Wi Wy

Fig. 2.13 Tllustration of the four residual spaces in the EBRM ‘34, For the notation see Fig.2.12

Problems

1 Give examples, i.e. specify appropriate matrices, of a weakly singular and a
strongly singular Gauss-Markov model.

2 Let
X' =B C+e, €~N,0,0°V), V psd.

and suppose that 'L = 0, for some known matrix L. Estimate the parameters 8
and o2
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3 Suppose that the model is identical to the one in (2.44) with m = 2 and known
Y. Estimate B and give conditions on K and L so that K B L does not depend on
any choice of g-inverses.

4 In (2.20) let A3 = 0. Find, for given X, maximum estimators of By, B, and
determine

X’ = A1§1C1 + A2§2C2.

Moreover, show that E[?] =A1BC+ AyB,C)>.

5 Let the model be given by (2.20), but suppose that the nested subspace condition
C(C%) € C(C%) <€ C(C)) does not hold. Derive expressions for B;, i = 1,2, 3.

6 For each task presented below create three matrices: Ay, A> and As.

(i) Create the matrices such that C(A;) is orthogonal to C(A ), i # j.
(ii) Create the matrices such that C(A;) is disjoint with C(A;), i # j, but not
orthogonal.
(iii) Create matrices such that C(A1) N C(Az) = {0}, C(A1) N C(A3) = {0}, but
C(A1)NC(Az: Az) # {0},

7 Show that | X| is proportional to

/ expl—1/20(Z " yy'}}dy.

where X is a dispersion matrix of full rank.
8 Show that |S+ VV’| > |S|, where S is p.d. and V is any matrix of a proper size.

9 Let R;,i = 1,2, 3, be given by (2.53). Are these residuals mutually indepen-
dently distributed? Why/why not?

10 Solve (2.49)—(2.51).

Literature

In this chapter the dispersion matrix was supposed to be known, and therefore we
have the obvious connections between the BRM, the E BRM" and univariate linear
models, generally speaking the Gauss-Markov model. Therefore, it is appropriate
here to provide some background references on univariate linear models. Before
commencing, from a practical point of view it is worth noting that analysis of
variance, regression analysis and covariance analysis can all be treated in the
same fashion within linear models theory. However, for each of these topics,
of course, special problems and ideas have been dealt with and exploited, for
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example balancedness, multiple testing problems, variable selection and a huge
range of methods for performing model validation, including the topic of influential
observations (see Chap.8 for references). A general ultimate goal has been to
develop corresponding results for the BRM and its extensions, but this has only
been partly fulfilled.

In his classical book entitled “The Design and Analysis of Experiments”,
Kempthorne (1952) presented, among other things, general linear univariate models
with the help of matrices (see also Hinkelmann and Kempthorne, 2005, 2008). The
main topic of Kempthorne’s book was analysis of variance methods, which were
treated in great detail, and even today this book is still highly useful. It constitutes a
basis for a solid handling of models connected to least squares. The development of
methods for handling models via least squares was to a large extent complete in the
1960s. Some other well-known books on linear models and their theory have been
presented by Scheffé (1959), Graybill (1961, 1976), Seber (1966), Searle (1971,
1987) and Rao (1973). In contrast to Kempthorne’s work, the authors who came
after him (in particular Rao) started to use generalized inverses (g-inverses) instead
of performing reparametrizations, in order to handle the rank deficiencies of the
design matrix in the general linear model. In the 1960s a large amount of research
activities on g-inverses started, although the concept is much older. Today many
books are available which specialize in g-inverses, for example, the classical work
by Rao and Mitra (1971) or the newer book by Ben-Israel and Greville (2003),
which among other things includes many references connected to g-inverses (note
that the first edition of the book by Ben-Israel and Greville appeared in the 1970s).
In parallel with all the above-mentioned publications, interesting work on linear
models (slightly more abstract in nature and based on linear spaces and a coordinate-
free approach) was performed by Kruskal (1961), Drygas (1970), Eaton (1970) (see
Eaton, 2007, for some notes on Kruskal’s work), Stone (1977, 1987) and Wong
(1993), among others. Among the more recently published works on linear models
is the book by Sengupta and Jammalamadaka (2003), who present the topic in a
clear and interesting way.

After the basic theory on linear models had been established the academic
challenge was then to develop methods for handling a general linear model with a
known singular dispersion matrix. Under the assumption of a singular dispersion
matrix, there exist random variables which equal a constant with probability 1,
which is indeed quite special. This leads to some philosophical concerns (see
Baksalary et al., 1992). With regard to non-singular dispersion Aitken (1936) had
already presented work on estimation and least squares, i.e. had derived the best
linear unbiased estimator of the mean parameter. There exists a huge volume of
literature on the singular Gauss-Markov model, for example Zyskind and Martin
(1969), Rao (1973, Chapter 4i), Alalouf (1978), Baksalary and Kala (1979, 1981),
Nordstrom (1985), Tian et al. (2008) and Baksalary and Trenkler (2011). In
particular we refer to Nordstrom, because he divided the singular Gauss-Markov
model into two cases, i.e. the weakly singular and the strongly singular Gauss-
Markov model, and to Baksalary & Trenkler for a number of recent references.
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Concerning the BRM, it is of interest to discuss weighted versus unweighted
estimators of the mean parameters. This topic has a long history within the Gauss-
Markov model framework (see Puntanen et al., 2011, Chapter 10; Haslett et al.,
2014). For a complete set of references on the topic up to 1989, one should consult
Puntanen and Styan (1989).

It should be noted that there are articles which treat in detail the £EBRM]" (and
the BRM) with almost-known dispersion matrices (proportional to an unknown
constant), i.e. a Gauss-Markov model where the overall design matrix is a sum of
Kronecker products of matrices and thus the corresponding linear space is a tensor
product. Examples of such articles are those written by Tian and Takane (2007,
2009), Beganu (2009), Song (2011) and Song and Wang (2014), who considered
best linear unbiased estimators (see also Zhang and Zhu, 2000; Xu and Wang, 2011).
Also relevant for this book are the results and ideas of Hu (2010), who proposed,
by first assuming a known dispersion matrix, a two-stage estimator of the mean
parameters. Admissibility of linear estimators for the B RM with known correlation,
under some specific restrictions, was obtained by Zhang and Gui (2008) and Zhang
et al. (2009, 2011).
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Chapter 3 )
The Basic Ideas of Obtaining MLEs: Shethie
Unknown Dispersion

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter, the maximum likelihood estimators of all the parameters in the
BRM, E BRM%V and E BRM139 are derived when the dispersion is supposed to
be unknown; i.e. when following the statistical paradigm, it is supposed that the
experiment has been designed and accomplished, and now it is time to estimate
the parameters of the model. Only the estimators are obtained, while statistical
properties such as their distributions are left to subsequent chapters. The subject
matter of this chapter is essential for the book and it is worthwhile devoting some
time to reflection on the derivations and results.

3.2 BRM and Its MLEs

Let
X=ABC+E, E~N,,»0%XxI), X>0, 3.1

where all matrices are specified in Definition 2.1. From general maximum likelihood
theory we know that estimators are consistent. This means that the MLE of X,
should converge to X and, therefore, intuitively, the estimators of B with a known
or estimated X should be of a similar form. Let us restate the appropriate part of
Fig.2.6 as Fig. 3.1 which will serve as a basis for understanding how subspaces are
connected to the MLE:s.
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Fig. 3.1 Consider the model ( ‘ )
given in (3.1). Decomposition :

of the whole space according Cx(A)*+ R> ‘ Ry
to the within-individuals and ‘
between-individuals designs, !
illustrating the mean and
residuals in the BRM, is
presented

Cs(A) R

c(c c(CH*t

First a strict mathematical treatment of the model is presented and thereafter
the mathematics is illustrated graphically in Fig.3.2. It follows from (3.1) that the
likelihood, L(B, X), is given by

L(B, Z) — (zn)fnp/zlz|7}’l/2e*1/2tr{271(ngABC)(ngABC)/}.

Using the results from Sect. 2.4 when X was known, the likelihood, L(B, X), in
agreement with Fig. 3.1, can be decomposed as

L(B. %) = Qn) "2z "2
X exp{—l/2tr{)3_1PA,z(X,, —ABC)Pci/(X, — ABC)’P’A’E}}
x exp{—1/2t{Z ' X, (I — Pc)X)}}
x exp{—1/2t{Z (I — Pas)XoPoX,(I —Pax)}).
This expression is smaller than or equal to the profile likelihood
(27_[)7}1])/2|z|7n/2
x exp{—1/2t{Z "' (X,(I = Pc) X, + (I = Pa x)XoPcX,(I — Pax))}}
(3.2)
with equality if and only if
ABC = P4 sX,P¢
= AT 'A)~"A'x X, CclccHC. (3.3)
In Fig. 3.1 this implies that the part of the likelihood which is connected to the mean

(E[X] = ABC) has been eliminated. Moreover, from Appendix B, Theorem B.9
(iv) it follows that (3.2) is smaller than or equal to

Q) P2|(So+(I~Pas)XoPor X,(I-P 4 5))/nl"" exp{—np/2}, (3.4)
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where S, = X, (I — PC/)X;, which is obtained if
nE =S, +U~Prx)XoPcX,(I - Pyyx) (3.5)

is inserted in (3.2). Since the right-hand side of (3.5) equals (X, — ABC)()’, there is
no problem applying Theorem B.9 (iv) in Appendix B. It is less clear if this theorem
can be applied for optimization purposes, if instead of B, we have a function in X;
i.e. B(X), which sometimes appears.

Using (2.41) and (2.42), it follows from (3.5) that X = Ry R, + R21 R}, +
R> R, among other things showing the whole tensor space R" ® R” to be included
in the estimation process. Both Egs.(3.3) and (3.5) are complicated functions
in X, but fortunately the only requirement for finding explicit MLEs are a few
straightforward calculations. Pre-multiplying (3.5) by A’X ! yields

nA' = A'’x7'S,,

and thus under the assumption that S;l exists

—

AT =nA's; L (3.6)

This means that A’Y ! has been estimated, which is exactly what is needed
in (3.3) and (3.5) because P 4. x is used, and now it is known that P4 5 = P4 s,.
It follows that the upper bound in (3.4) does not depend on any unknown parameter
and is obtained by inserting the estimate/sg\iven in (3.3) and (3.5), in the likelihood,

which thus yields MLEs. Moreover, A’S ™! = A’ T We may summarize our
finding as follows. Out of all the relations, the relation shown in (3.6) is the most
important one because it implies:

1. the finding of an upper bound of the likelihood function;
2. the finding of MLEs;
3. establishment of the relation P 4 ¢ = P4 5.

In particular, implication (3) tells us that there is no great difference between
obtaining MLEs when X is known and obtaining them when X is unknown, since
all the estimators, including the estimators of the residuals Ry, Ry and R are
similar, i.e. the projection operators used in the estimation process project on the
same spaces.

In the next theorem the above results are summarized and the MLEs of B and X
are explicitly presented.

Theorem 3.1 For the BRM given in Definition 2.1 and with S = X(I — Pc)X’
supposed to be p.d., withn — r(C) > p, the MLEs are given by

ABC = A(A'S 1A~ A's 'xc' «cc)Hc,
nE =S+ -AA'S 1A~ A's hxc'«ccy cx' I -S1A'S 14)"A).
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The assumption that S is p.d. holds with probability 1, if n — r(C) = p. Moreover,
¥ is always unique, i.e. does not depend on any choice of g-inverse.

Corollary 3.1 Let B satisfy the relation ABC given in Theorem 3.1. Then
B=(A'S'A)"A'ST'XC(CC) +(A)°Z, + A Z,C,

where Z1 and Z, are arbitrary matrices.
If the estimability conditions C(K') € C(A’) and C(L) C C(C) are fulfilled,
then

KBL=K(A'S'A)-A'S"'xc'(cC) L,

which is independent of any choice of g-inverse, i.e. is unique.
If p(A) = q and p(C) =k, then

B=@A'S"'A'A's'xc'«ccH.

It is questionable whether B under non-estimability should be called an estimator,
because Z; and Z, are both unknown and unrestricted. For this reason B, in this
case, is definitely not a very useful quantity.

Corollary 3.2 If A = I, then
BC = Xxc'(cc)Hc,
n¥ =S.

In Corollary 3.2 the MLEs for the classical multivariate analysis of variance model
(MANOVA) are presented. The estimators should be compared to those given in
Theorem 3.1. It is clearly seen that a member of the exponential family is easier to
deal with than with a member from the curved exponential family. Among others,
for the BRM the mean estimator is non-linear. This implies that many statistical
properties are more difficult to verify for the BRM than for the MANOVA model.
The mathematics behind the above presented estimation approach is illustrated in
Fig.3.2. Note that we can consider the approach to consist of two steps.

For completeness and to illustrate how the decomposition of subspaces and
projections leads to three different residuals (see Figs. 3.1 and 3.2), the next relations
are presented:

Ri1 = PysX(I - Pc); (3.7)
Ryi= —Pas)X(I— Pe); (3.8)
Ry=(—-Ps5)XPc. (3.9)

All these relations bear information about the BRM. Later, in Chap. 6, the above
residuals will be studied in detail.
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Step 1 Step 2
%
I I
I I
Cx (At R ! R; Cs(A)*+ R> ! Ry
I I
I I
I B H ]
Cx(A) Ry Cs(A) ‘ R
c(ch c(chH* c(ch J c(chH*
B b))

Fig. 3.2 Step 1 is used to find information about the inner product, which is then estimated using
S=XU - Pc)X' = R 1R}, + R R}, In Step 2 the MLEs are constructed via projections on
appropriate subspaces

The MLEs given in Theorem 3.1 provide interesting information and also force
us to examine more deeply the estimation process of the parameters of the BRM.
It appears that X plays two roles. One role is to reflect the uncertainty in the data
and another role is to determine the inner product when the mean estimator ABC is
to be derived. Mathematically this means that when quantifying uncertainty, we are
operating with an outer product of vectors, i.e. [ ® £ = E[vec(X —ABC)vec' (X —
ABC()], whereas when considering the estimators of the mean parameters X is used
in the definition of an inner product. On the other hand, we do not have to distinguish
between these two roles of X, because the use of ¥ when defining the inner product

is taken care of through the relation A’ T =nA's, implying that automatically
only the variation connected to C(C/)l, ie. § = ﬁllﬁ/“ + ﬁlzﬁ/lz, will be
involved, omitting ﬁzﬁ/z (see (3.7)—(3.9)). However, it is conceptually beneficial
to regard X as having two roles.

The residuals ﬁn, ﬁzl and ﬁz all carry information about X, and it was shown
in the proof of Theorem 3.1 that the sum of the squared residuals will form the
MLE of X. However, it is really worthwhile to complicate the picture somewhat
and not just think of ¥ as an object summarizing the variation, because if X is
structured, e.g. banded, we can use some basic principles for estimating X in a
straightforward manner. For example, we can use projections on subspaces and then
adjust the estimator so that it becomes banded.

Moreover, as noted above, the parameter ¥ represents the dispersion (vari-
ances/covariances) within individuals. Usually, in order to estimate the dispersion,
independent observations are needed. However, for the BRM it appears that once
there are enough independent observations, one can also utilize within-individuals
information, i.e. ﬁz, to estimate X. The idea is that based on the independent
observations, one can estimate the inner product defining the dependency within
individuals (¥ in Cxg(A)), via ﬁn in (3.7) and ﬁzl in (3.8), and then due to
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the mean structure in the BRM, there exist degrees of freedom to improve the
estimated dispersion via within-individuals information. This can also be restated
in the following way: the between-individuals source of variation is based on the
difference between the observations and the estimated mean, i.e. R11 and R21,
which simultaneously provides information about the inner product, and the within-
individuals source of variation is then based on the difference between the estimated
mean and the estimated model, i.e. ﬁz in (3.9).

Another interesting aspect is that we can very well regard S as being a known
quantity when considering

ABC = A(A'S™'A)-A'S"'xc'(cc)c, (3.10)

because the distribution of S is independent of B, i.e. S is an ancillary statistic (see
Ghosh et al., 2010) if we disregard that the distribution of both ABC and S depend
on X. The projection A(A’S™'A)~A’S~! which is a function of S can be used to
improve the unbiased estimator X C'(C C")~ C through the possibility to improve its
dispersion. However, there do not exist any results which indicate that this way of
performing inference, in general, will improve non-conditional inference. Moreover,
note that the variation introduced by S in (3.10) is in some way artificial. If an
experiment which is analysed by the BRM is intended to be repeated, the new
estimate will differ from (3.10) (with inserted data), which will be partly due to
the fact that S is not constant, and if conditioning with respect to S, this has to be
taken into account. However, if only a single study is performed, one can very well
condition with respect to S, which simplifies inference significantly.

Above, in (3.10), a weighted estimator was presented. Alternatively, an
unweighted estimator,

ABC = A(A'A)~A'XC'(CC)C, (3.11)

can also be used. The difference between (3.10) and (3.11) equals (see Appendix B,
Theorem B.13)

ABC = ABC — A(A’A)" A/SA°(A” SA°)~A” XC'(CCY"C. (3.12)

However, since the two terms on the right-hand side of (3.12) are not independently
distributed it is not obvious how (3.12) should be interpreted.

Example 3.1 Consider the Potthoff and Roy data presented in Table 1.2. In a
preliminary analysis of the data, the results for two different model versions and two
types of estimates are now shown. The model equals X ~ N, ,(A.B.C, X,, I),
where A, indicates that different choices of the within-individuals design matrix
will be used and B,, X, means that different estimates will be obtained in the
different model versions applied below. In the formulas, S, = X,(I27 — P¢c)X ;
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Model la
The MLEs for a model where the linear growth is defined through

1 8
Al = 1 10
1 12
1 14
are derived:
N B B 3 _ 17.4 15.8
B, = (415, 'AD7"415,'X,C'(CC) 1=( 0.48 0.83 )

51 24 36 25

- 39 27 3.1
Tl = 6.0 3.8
4.6

The first column in B}, refers to the girls and the second to the boys. Since there
does not seem to be any structure in X1,, the assumption about an unstructured
dispersion matrix is reasonable.

Model Ib
This model is the same as M,(\)del la, but now / an unweighted estimate of the mean
parameters is derived, and nX,, = (X, — A1 B2,C)()":
_ _ 174 16.3
B, = (A\A) A X, C(CCH) = ,
20 = (414D A4, X,C(CCY) 0.48 0.78

51 25 36 25

s _ 40 27 3.0
20 = 6.0 3.8
4.6

In comparison with Model Ia there does not seem to be any big numerical
differences. However, the distributions for the estimators in Model /b are much
easier to work out than those in Model /a.

Model Ila
The MLEs for a model with quadratic growth are now presented, i.e.

1 8 64
1 10 100
A> =
2 1 12 144 |°
1

14 196
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171 220
B3, = (A, A tALs I x,clcceh = | 054 —031 ],
—0.003  0.050
50 25 3.6 25
N 3.9 27 3.1
230 = 6.0 3.8
4.6

In comparison with Models /a, b, the intercept for the boys has increased, whereas
for the girls not much has been altered. Thus, the data indicate that the growth
patterns for the girls and the boys differ and the use of a BRM may be questionable.

Model IIb

This model is the same as Mgdel I1a, but now an unweighted estimate of the mean
parameters is derived, and nX4, = (X — A2B4,C)()":

170 222
By, = (ALA))'ALX,C'(cCch)y P = | 054 —031 |,
—0.003  0.050
50 25 3.6 25
= 3.9 2.7 3.1
Y4, =
4o 6.0 3.8
4.6

The estimators in Model / /b are almost identical to those in Model //a.
Figure 3.3 illustrates the data. The most striking revelation in Fig.3.3 is that
there are some indications that the boys may follow a quadratic growth. This

mm Girls mm Boys
351 351
30,
g
§ 251
© 20f
15+ 15+
i I ! I i 1 j 1
8 10 12 14 8 10 12 14
Age Age

Fig. 3.3 The growth in the Potthoff and Roy (1964) data set (see Table 1.2) is illustrated for boys
and girls, separately. In each figure the four models presented in Example 3.1 are given. The dashed
lines indicate the unweighted estimators
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will be investigated in subsequent sections. Moreover, the differences between the
MLEs and the unweighted estimates are minor. Thus, considering the BRM for data
analysis, one has to consider seriously if it is advantageous to use MLEs, since the
distribution for these estimators is much more complicated than the distribution for
the unweighted estimators, for example. O

3.3 EBRM; and Its MLEs

Let

X =ABC1+A;B,C, +A3B3C3+E, E~N,,0,X,I), X>0,
C(C3) S C(Cy) S C(Ch),
where all sizes of matrices are given in Definition 2.2. Following the structure of the
previous section, first the derivation of the MLEs is performed in a rigorous way,
culminating in Theorem 3.2, and thereafter the mathematics is illustrated in Fig. 3.4.

Note that a major part of the derivation for obtaining MLESs has already been carried
out in Sect. 2.5. The likelihood, L(B1, B>, B3, X), equals

L(Bl, Bz, B3, Y) = (27{)7"1’/2|2|*"/2e*1/2tr{271(Xo*A[Blcl7A232C27A3B3C3)()’}.

Let, as in Sect. 2.5,

Pi=1-0\=Psx. Pr=1-0y=Pyazx. Pi=1-05=Pypasx (3.13)
Si = Xo(I = Pc))X,,, or X(I — Pcp)X', (3.14)
$2=S1+ Q1 Xo(Pc; — Pcy)X, 0y, or S1 + Q1 X(Pc; — Pey)X' @, (3.15)

3= 8+ 0,0\ X, (Pc, — Pc))X, 010y, o 2+ 050\ X (P, — Pc)X' Q0.
(3.16)

Adopting the results from Sect. 2.5 when X is known, it is seen that the likelihood
can be factored in the following way:

L(B1, By, B3, %) = (2n) "}z ™"/
xexp{—1/2u{E~"S1}exp{—1/20{(X, Pc; — EIXD'E' P10}
xexp{—1/2t(2~" (@) X, P — E[Q/XDO'}}

= (m) "z
xexp{—1/2t{Z ™" Sa}}exp{—1/2u{(X, Pc; — EIX))'E™' P10})
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Determination of the mean structure yields
—_— 3 -~
E[X] = Zi:l A;B;C; = PA1351XPC; + P@'IAZ,TS‘\ZXPCé + P@’Z’Q\’IA3,§3XPC§'

Fig. 3.4 Estimation flow for the EB RM%. For a detailed explanation of the various steps and
notation see Sect.3.3. Wy = C(C}), Wy = C(Cy) NC(CHL, W3 = C(C)) NC(CH, Wy =
CCDH Vie = Co(A1), Vae = CalADE NC(A] 2 A2), Vie = Co(A1 1 A2)NCW(A 1 Az A3),
Vie = Co(Aj : Ay : A3)L, where o represents X, Sy, §2 or §3. In the expressions _L is interpreted
as denoting the orthogonal complement relative to the inner product
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xexp{—1/2tr{(Q) X, Py — ELQ} X))~ P20}
xexp(—1/2t{Z (@50 X, Pc; — E[Q5Q1XD0})

= (m) 7"z
xexp{—1/2t{Z " S3}}exp{—1/2u{(Xo, Pc; — EIXD'E™' P10})

xexp{—1/2te{(Q) X, Py — E[Q X])Z ™ P20})
xexp{—1/2t{(Q5 Q1 X Py — E[Q5 Q1 X, )T P30}
xexp{~1/2t(27' 050501 Xo P, X, 0, 0, Q).
This expression is smaller than or equal to
@m) PRI Pexp(—1/2r{E 7S5 + 271 0305 Q1 Xo Py X, 010203 (3.17)
with equality if and only if (see (2.26), (2.31) and (2.36))
A/l):’l(X,,PCi — A1B|C, — A,B,Cy — A3B3C3) = 0, (3.18)
50127 (Q)XoPc; — Q1A2B2C2 — Q1 A3B3C3) =0, (3.19)
5010,271(0,01X,Pc; — 050143B3C3) = 0. (3.20)
Moreover, using (3.18)—(3.20) and the equality
3
S3+ 05050\ XoPc; X, 010,05 = (X, — ) AiBiC))O),
i=1

which is independent of X, it is established that the likelihood L(B1, B2, B3, X) is
smaller than or equal to (see Appendix B, Theorem B.9 (iv))

(2n) 2183 + 0505 Q1 Xo Py X, Q1 Q2 Q51 Pexpl-np/2) (321

and (3.21) is obtained if and only if

nE =3+ 05050, X, Pc, X, 0,005, (3.22)

which is an equation in ¥ since Q;,i = 1, 2, 3, are functions of X. Thus, if we are
able to solve (3.18)—(3.20) and (3.22), the MLEs will be found, because then it has
been shown that these equations determine (3.21), i.e. (3.21) will be independent of
any unknown parameter which becomes the upper bound of the likelihood.
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From now on, for notational convenience, only estimators are considered. Note
that (see Appendix B, Theorem B.11 (iv))

CQ) =CsAant=c'Ap*t,
C(Q50) =C(E' Q1A NC(Q) =C(E7 QAT ne(E~ A,
C(Q50,0) =CEZ10,0Ant neE ' QiantneAnt.

Hence, pre-multiplying (3.22) by A| X!, A, @/ =" and A, Q) Q| = ! yields the
important relations

Az =nAlSs!, (3.23)
50,27 =nas 0,85, (3.24)
A50,0,37" =nA50,0,87". (3.25)

Equation (3.23) implies that ¥ in @, can be replaced by S and then O will be
denoted Ql. Let §2 be S», with O having been replaced by Ql. Moreover, (3.24)
implies that ¥ in @, can be replaced by §2 which will then be denoted by Qz
with the additional supposition that @, has been replaced by @ 1- Let §3 be S3 with
S2, O, and @, having been replaced by §2, Qz and Ql, respectively. The facts
and notations given above yield that instead of (3.18)-(3.20), a consistent linear
equation system in B, B, and B3 has emerged which equals

A} ST (XP¢; — A1B1C1 — A2B>C; — A3B3C3) =0,
o~ A_l o~ o~ o~
4508, (Q\XPc, — 0)A2B:C2 — 01A3B5C3) =0,
=~ 5 o155 7y
A50,0,5; (0,0,XPc;— 0,0,43B5C3) = 0.
These equations compose a nested structure; i.e. in the first equation By, B, and
B3 are included, in the second equation B> and B3 are included and in the last
equation only B3 is included. Thus, we can solve for B3, insert the solution in the

other equations, and then solve for Bj, etc. The solution is presented in the next
theorem:

Theorem 3.2 For the EBRM?9 given in Definition 2.2 and with §1 = X —
PC] )X supposed to be p.d., withn — r(C}) = p, the MLEs are given by

Bi = (A S7'ADTAISTH(X — A2Ba2Cr — A3B3C3)C(C1Ch)™
+(AD°Zn + A/1Z12C(1)/,

= PN N P = _
By = (4,08, 0142 4,0,5, 0j(X — A3B3C3)C5(C2Ch)
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+(450)Za1 + 450,222C
B = (450, 0,8;' 0501437450, 0,8;' 050/ XC4(C3CY)”
+(450,0,)°Z31 + A5 0, 0,Z3,C5,
n% = (X — A|B1C — A2B,C; — A3B3C3)()
=55+ 030,01XP;X'0,0,05.
where Z;;, i = 1,2,3, j = 1,2, are arbitrary matrices, Ql =1 — P:‘h,Sl’ @2 =

I PQ’.Az,sz’ Qs =1 PQ’zQ’lA3,Sz’

83, with Q; having been replaced by /Qi’ i =2,3; 82 and S3 are defined in (3.15)
and (3.16), respectively. The assumption that Sy is p.d. holds with probability 1,
sincen > p + r(Ch) is assumed to hold.

and S> and S3 are estimators of S> and

From this theorem it follows that the upper bound of the likelihood is obtained when
one inserts the estimators presented in the theorem in the likelihood; i.e. the upper
bound equals

2n) "2 (S5 + 050,01 X Py X' Q) 02 031" exp(—np/2}.
Corollary 3.3

E[X]= A\B.C\ + A2B,C» + A3B;C5
= PAl,S1XPCi + P@]Az,S\zXPCé + PQ/ZQ,IALS\}XPC;'

Now the estimation process will be described in more heuristic terms, similar to
the discussion connected to Figs. 2.9 and 2.10. This is important, because one needs
to develop one’s intuition in order to generalize the above-presented treatment in a
meaningful way.

In Sect.2.5, where ¥ was supposed to be known, we established how the
estimation was performed via projections. It appeared that ¥ was involved only
as a matrix defining the inner product. Thus, the estimation strategy will be, as with
the BRM with an unknown dispersion matrix, to estimate the inner product first
and then project observations on suitable spaces, i.e. the same spaces as when X is
known.

In Fig.3.4 a particular estimation scheme for the E BRM% is presented. It
switches between estimating the inner product in certain regression spaces and then
projecting observations on appropriate spaces in order to obtain estimators of the
parameters of the mean, or to be more precise, to obtain estimators of estimable
linear combinations of B;, i = 1, 2, 3. The estimation scheme appears when solving



84 3 The Basic Ideas of Obtaining MLEs: Unknown Dispersion

the likelihood equations
X —E[XDC, =0, i=1,2,3, nZ=(X—-E[X](,

starting with A1 X~ 1(X — E[X])C]| = 0.

From the estimation of the parameters in the BRM it follows that in Step 1
the natural starting point is to construct 1 = R 1R/1, where Ry = X(I — PCI)
which then in Step 2 will replace ¥ in V;x, i.e. the space V; with the inner product
defined by X, i = 1,2,3,4 (see Fig.3.4 for a definition of V;). Note that we
do not have to involve n such that instead ¥ the matrix n~ 'S (it is a consistent
estimator) is used because in the projector the scalar n is not included. Thereafter
in Step 2, two projections are performed. One projection gives an estimator of
linear combinations of B as a function of B> and B3, while the other projection
projects observations on the tensor space C(C/ ) ®Cs, (’Q\/1 (A, A3, Ay)) for further
manipulations. Remember that Q1 is a projector.

In Step 3 the information in R; is directly used via S in the calculations of 82
given by

S =81+ ﬁzﬁ/z,

where R, = /Q\/IX (Pci — Pcé)- It is interesting to observe that after the application

of Step 2, we have an E BRMIZ; model, which can also be seen in the illustration in
Fig. 3.4 in Step 3. Moreover, in this figure it is indicated that the spaces connected
with the estimation of B, as well as R? ®C(C); )L, where R? = Zl Vi =Cs),
will not be used anymore.

Now, going from Step 3 to Step 4 is identical to going from Step 1 to Step 2.
Instead of the sum of squares matrix S, the matrix S, appears as an inner product
estimator. Two projections are carried out, one via Pcé ® ’Q\/z ’Q\/l and one which is
used to estimate linear combinations of the mean parameter B> as a function of B3,
which is indicated by §2(B3) in Fig.3.4.

In Step 5 in Fig.3.4 it can be seen that the BRM structure has been obtained
and we can continue as before, i.e. the inner product is updated with the help of
§3 = §2 + §3§g, where §3 is obtained from R3, with S>, O, and @, having
been replaced by §2, @2 and Ql, respectively. Thereafter, in Step 6, projections
on the mean space and its orthogonal complement are carried out. Thus, B3
can be estimated and by backwards updating §2, El and E/[-)?] are obtained.
Moreover, since this is the last step, ¥ is estimated via S3 and a pr0]ect10n on

C(Cy) ®C(Q30,0)). ie nZ = S5 + Q3Q2Q1XPC’X 0,0, 0;. However,

note that any of properly scaled S and S, , I = 2,3, can be used as an estimator of
¥ and serve as alternative estimators to the MLE.
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Now

X=A,B,C,+AB,C>+ A3B3C3+E, E~N,,0,X,I), X>0,
C(A3) CC(A2) S C(A),

is studied where all the sizes of the matrices are presented in Definition 2.3. Once
again the mathematical derivation of the estimators is given first, and then the
approach is illustrated. It is interesting to compare the results for the EBRM ev with
those for the EBRM%.

At the beginning of the mathematical derivation, we completely rely on Sect. 2.6,
where MLEs were obtained for a known X. The likelihood, L(B1, B3, B3, X),
equals

L(By, By, B3, ) = 2r) /2| x| 7/2¢=1/20(Z7 (Xo—A1B1C1~A2B2C2-A3B3C3)0)'},
(3.26)
Let, as previously in Sect. 2.6,
P = PCi’ P, = PQ1C§’ P; = PQng’ Py = P(Ci:Cé:C;)[’v (3.27)
where
Q,="Pc)p. Q2= Py (3.28)
Thus, the likelihood can be written as follows:

L(B1, By, B3,Y)
4
= Qm)"PPIE| T Pexp(—1/2) w{Z7 (X, — EIXDP;0'}}).  (3.29)
i=1

From Sect.2.6 it follows that an upper bound of the likelihood is achieved if a
solution can be found to the system of equations consisting of (2.49)—(2.51), i.e. the
nested system

A2 (X, — A|B|C| — A2B2,Cy — A3B3C3) P =0, (3.30)
ALY N (X, — A2B2Cy — A3B3C3) P = 0, (3.31)
A7 1(X, — A3B3C3)P3 = 0. (3.32)



86 3 The Basic Ideas of Obtaining MLEs: Unknown Dispersion

Based on (2.46), (2.48), (3.26) and (3.29), it follows that X has to satisfy (see
Appendix B, Theorem B.9 (iv))

3
n% = (X, — EIXD() = X, P4X, + Y P’ 0 51 XoPiX,Pyo 51, (3.33)
i=1

In order to find estimators for B; which are independent of X, explicit expres-
sions for A;E’l, i = 1,2, 3, are required. However, it is straightforward to obtain
such expressions from (3.33), since pre-multiplying (3.33) by A} ¥ 1, i=1,2,3, leads
to the following important relations:

nAyST! = AT nAlS, = AT nAlSy) = Az, (334)

where
Sio = XoP4X!, Sy =Sio+ P/A?Sl;‘ X0P3X;PAZ’S;01, (3.35)
S30= 820+ P, s 1 XoP2aX P 5. (3.36)

2°%20

As before, the ™ on Sy, and S3, indicates that an inner product has been estimated.
It follows that, instead of (3.30)—(3.32), a system of consistent linear equations in
B;,i = 1,2, 3, has been obtained, which equals

A8 (X, — A\B|C| — AyB2Cy — A3B3C3)Py =0, (3.37)
A,8,) (X, — A3B,Cy — A3B3C3) Py =0, (3.38)
A4S} (X, — A3B3C3)P3 = 0. (3.39)

Hence, from these hierarchically structured equations E,-, i = 1,2, 3, are derived.
Moreover, X is obtained via (3.33). The results are summarized in the next theorem,
but we alter the presentation by using random variables instead of observations.

Theorem 3.3 For the EBRM%, presented in Definition 2.3 let S1 and g,' i=2,3,
be defined through (3.35) and (3.36), respectively; Q;, i = 1,2, is defined in (3.28)
and P;, i = 1,2,3,4, in (3.27). Moreover, S1 = X P4X' is supposed to be p.d.,
which holds with probability 1 if n — r(C : C5 : C3) > p. Then the MLEs are
given by

N ol ] N N _
B, = (A/ls3 A1) A/IS3 (X—AszCz—A3B3C3)C/1(C1C/l)
+(A)D°Zn +A/1212C"f/,

P S . | =~ _
B, = (A)S, Ay)~A,S, (X — A3B3C3)Q,C5(C2Q,Ch)
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H(AY Zo1 + A5 Z25(C2 0,
B; = (A}S7'A3) AL STX Q,C5(C30,C)
H(AYZ31 + AL Z3(C3 Q)7
nE = (X — A1B1Cy — A,B>C> — A3B3C3)()
=S+ P’A{l,j;lXPqX/PA?@;l,
where Z;j, i = 1,2,3, j = 1,2, are arbitrary matrices.

Corollary 3.4 Let B be given in Theorem 3.3. Then

E/[z\\’] = A1B|C; + AyB>C5 + A3B3C;
= PA11§3XPC1 +PA2,§2XPQ1Cé +PA3sS1XPQ2C§‘

Corollary 3.5 Let B, be given in Theorem 3.3, and suppose that C(C)) is
orthogonal to C(C/2 : Cg) and C(C/z) is orthogonal to C(C/1 : Cg). Then, the MLEs
are given by

Bi = (4|8, AN 4,8, XCL(C1C)™ + (A)°Z11 + A| Z12CY,
By = (435, ' A2) A48, XCH(C2Ch)™ + (AD)°Zoy + A4 Z2C5,
B3 = (A}S7'A3)" ALST X CL(C5Ch) ™ + (AD°Zs1 + AL Z3,CF
nE = (X — A1B1Ci — A2B2Cy — A3B3C3)()

=S5+ Pl 51 XPX'P oo,

where

S1=X(I - Pciopc)X, Sa=S81+P,, XPycX'P

— -1
AL.S; A3.ST

§3 =§2~|—P/

/
a5 XPocX'P

o o—1.
A28

There is one interesting aspect of Corollary 3.5. In the EBRM, because of the
unknown dispersion X, it is not possible to interpret any orthogonal relations
among A;, immediately. However, for the E BRM%, it makes sense to include
orthogonality restrictions for C;, i = 1,2,3, which, as seen in Corollary 3.5,
then also simplifies the expressions of the estimators. In fact, in many applications
one can reformulate an EBRM;’; and transform it into an EBRM%, with an
orthogonal between-individuals structure and interpretable parameters, for example
when studying growth curves in different treatment groups.
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Similar to the description of the estimation of the parameters in the EBRM3,
which was presented in Fig. 3.4, an estimation algorithm for the EB RM;JZ is now
descrlbed Moreover, P4, 5, l = 1,2, 3, are determined by (3.34), i.e. P4, x =
Py, s, PA2 5 = PA 5 and PA1 5 = PA 5 The estimation scheme in Fig. 3.5
follows in principle (3. 30) (3.32), starting W1th (3.32), then using (3.31) and, finally,
considering (3.30).

We can summarize the estimation in six steps. In Step 1 a sums of squares matrix
S1 = RR,where Ry = X(I — PC;:Cézcg)’ is constructed which is used to replace
¥ in Step 2. Moreover, in Step 2, B3 is estimated. In Step 3 the inner product
estimator is updated with the help of R,="P A%.Sy 1XP 02C} It is also indicated

in Fig. 3.5 that R, is not needed anymore in the estlmatlon process. Proceeding to
Step 4, B is obtained as a function of B3. The arguments from Step 3 and Step 4
are then repeated in Step 5 and Step 6, and Step 6 produces B, as a function of B,
and Bz, as well as )3 where R4 = PAO Gy 1XPCr and R3 = P 4355 1XPQ1C£ are
used.

A comparison of Figs. 3.4 and 3.5 uncovers both similarities and some principal
differences. If one examines the spaces which are involved, for the EBRM g there
are two decompositions,

C(CH BC(CY NC(CyF Be(c) nech mec))*,
C(A)BCADNTNCA,: A) BC(A; : A))TNC(A : A : A3)
HC(A; : As : A3)T,

which build up the tensor space, illustrated in Fig. 3.4, whereas for the EBRM w in
Fig. 3.5 the corresponding spaces are

C(CHBC(Cy: CHNCCHEBCCy: Ch:ChHNCCy: CH*
BC(C): Cy: Cht,
C(A3) BC(A3)T NC(A2) BC(A)ENC(A) BCAD™.

For the EBRM3, the condition C(C) € C(C3) € C(C}) means that the spaces
are nested within C(C'), whereas for the EBRM SV there are three arbitrary spaces,
C(C%), C(CY%) and C(CY), which are comparable but do not have to be nested in any
way. The nestedness applies to C(A;),i = 1, 2, 3, when working with the EBRM%V.
However, what the two models have common is the fact that the estimation in both
of them starts with YW, from where X is estimated when X is used to define the
inner product. Thereafter, one transmits the information, via §2, to Wi, updates the
estimation of the inner product, transmits the information, via §3, to W, obtains a
new estimator of the inner product, and finally transmits the information to W, after
which X is estimated as a dispersion matrix. However, the procedures for finding
the estimators of the mean parameters in E BRM% and E BRMSV are different.
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Fig. 3.5 Estimation flow for the EB RM%,. For a detailed explanation of the various steps and
notation see Sect.3.4. Wi = C(C)), W, = C(C} : C)) NC(CHL, Wi = ¢(C : €, : CH N
CC) + CYE Wy = C(C) 2 € : CFi Vie = Co(A3), Voo = Co(A3)F N Ca(A2), V3o =
Ca(A2)E N Cy(A)), Vie = Co (A1), where o represents X, Sy, §2 or 33
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For the E BRM?9 case we immediately, via a projection, obtain a model which
isan E BRM%, i.e. we can define a recursive estimation process, whereas for the

EBRM ;V we perform orthogonal decompositions, which is perhaps best illustrated
in formulas (2.46)—(2.48).

3.5 Reasons for Using Both the EBRM;, and the EBRM?,

One may question if it is necessary to present results for the E BRM;; and EBRM a,
in parallel. Since there is a one-to-one correspondence between the models, it should
be possible to derive the maximum likelihood estimators and their properties from
both set-ups. Consider the EBRM 139

X =A1B|C; + A2B,Cy+ A3B3C3+ E, C(C%) € C(Ch) CC(C)).

Then, according to Appendix B, Theorem B.3 (iii), C(C') = C(C%)H C(D}), where
D, is any matrix satisfying C(D}) = C(C) N C(C5)*, and C(Ch) = C(C) B
C(D}), where D is any matrix satisfying C(D}) = C(C5) N C(Cg)J-, implying that

C) = (Cy:Dy)H,, Ch=(Cy:D)H,

for some non-singular matrices H; and H;. Hence, for any choice of basis D
and D; there exist non-singular matrices H; and H»> such that the model X =
A1B|C| + A>2B>C, + A3B3C3 + E can be presented as

X = A1®1(C/2 : D/z)/ + A2®2(Cg : D/l)/ + A3B3C3 + E, (3.40)

where ®; = B;H, i = 1,2. Now let @] = (0@ : O13) and @, = (O :
©3;), where the partitions correspond to the partitions (C’ : D) and (C5 : D)),
respectively. Moreover, let ¥ = @11 H /2 and then partition ¥; = (W11 : W)
so that it fits (C% : D/l)’ . All these definitions and operations lead to (3.40) being
equivalent to

X =(A1:Ay: A3)(W), : @), : By Cs+ (A1 : A)(¥), : ©),)' D,
+A41012D, + E,

which is an E BRM%,. Hence, it has been shown how, by a reparametrization,
any EBRM% can be formulated as an EBRM%V. The opposite is, of course, also
true, i.e. any E BRM%, can be formulated as an EBRM g. In principle one might
believe that it would be sufficient to, for example, only consider the EB RM%.
However, there are some problems with this approach. Firstly there are several
reparametrizations and several partitions involved, which means that individual
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parameter estimates may be difficult to interpret, and secondly all MLEs are non-
linear estimators and, therefore, it is not so easy to work out how to transmit
properties, for example knowledge about moments of the MLEs, from one model
to another, i.e. from the EBRM 139 to the E BRM%V or vice versa. Thus, to achieve
greater ease of application and clarity, one should work with the two different types
of models separately.

Problems

1 For the BRM, calculate the residuals Ry, R21 and R» in (3.7), (3.8) and (3.9),
respectively, and compare with the data in Table 2.1. What conclusions can be
drawn?

2 (GMANOVA + MANOVA) Let
X=ABCi+ B,Cr+ E,

where the observation matrix X: p x n, the unknown mean parameter matrices
Bi: g x k1 and By: p X kp, the three known design matrices A: p x g, Cy:
k1 x n and Cy: ky» x n, and the error matrix E form the model. Moreover, let E
be normally distributed with independent columns, with mean 0, and an unknown
positive definite dispersion matrix X for the elements within each column of E. Find
maximum likelihood estimates of the parameters. Can the model be used when there
is a MANOVA model with some specific background information? Can the model
be used when there is a GMANOVA model (B R M) with some specific background
information?

3 Let
X =ABCi+ A2B,C2 + E, C(C)) CC(CY),

where the observation matrix X: p x n, the unknown mean parameter matrices B:
q1 X k1 and Bj: g2 X k>, the four known design matrices A1: p X g1, A2: p X q2,
Ci: k1 x nand C»: kz x n, and the error matrix E ~ N, ,(0, X, I), where X > 0,
form the model. Find maximum likelihood estimates of the parameters.

4 In Problems 2 and 3 suppose that ¥ = I and estimate the parameters in both
models. Moreover, generate X, according to the models in Problems 2 and 3
(choose matrices A;, B;, C; and X). Compare the unweighted estimates (assuming
¥ = I') with the MLEs, assuming X to be an unknown parameter.

5 In Problem 3 replace C(C,) < C(C)) by C(A2) € C(A;) and derive the
parameter estimators.
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6 Let W~ Wy,(X,n), Xisp.d., and let A be of size p x g.

(i) Show that A(A’'W~1A)"A" and W — A(A'W~'A)~ A’ are independently
distributed. (Hint: note that the g-inverse can be replaced by the inverse and
a matrix A of full rank. Thereafter factorize A.)

(ii) Show that A(A’'W~'A)~A’ and I — P 4y are independently distributed.

7 Let W ~ W,(X%, n). Show that with probability 1, C(W) € C(X) and if n >
r(X), C(W) =C(2).

8 Consider Example 1.9 and generate data according to the proposed model.
Estimate the parameters of the model.

9 Analyse the data presented in Example 1.5. Discuss the model fit via appropri-
ately chosen residuals.

10 In the EBRM%, suppose that the condition C(A3) € C(A2) € C(A1) does not
hold. Try to understand why in this case it is so difficult to obtain explicit maximum
likelihood estimators.

Literature

Potthoff and Roy (1964) formulated the BRM but did not derive MLEs. They
provided the structure which “natural” estimators should satisfy and, undoubtedly,
stimulated many other authors. Explicit maximum likelihood estimators were
obtained by Khatri (1966), who derived the results using precise matrix manip-
ulations. A completely different approach was taken by Rao (1965, 1966), who
applied a variable selection approach together with multivariate covariance analysis
(see also Baksalary et al., 1978; Kenward, 1985; Verbyla, 1986; Fujikoshi and
Rao, 1991; Mikulich et al., 1999; Soler and Singer, 2000; Vasdekis, 2008). Rao’s
estimator appears to comprise Khatri’s and Rao showed that the approach taken
by Potthoff and Roy did not take care of all the information in the data. Grizzle
and Allen (1969) provided a number of insightful comments on the approaches
taken by Rao and Khatri. A “canonical reduction” of the BRM through singular
value decompositions of the known within-individuals and between-individuals
design matrices, leading to a canonical formulation of the BRM, was performed
by Gleser and Olkin (1970). Estimators of the model were obtained with the help
of a fundamental inequality applied to the likelihood function. Anderson and Olkin
(1985) presented a general overview of techniques of finding MLEs in the BRM, as
well as for finding them when there are some restrictions on the mean parameters.
The elegant work by Gleser and Olkin (1970) inspired many others, including
Kariya (1978, 1985), Banken (1984a,b), Fujikoshi and Satoh (1996) and Kariya and
Sinha (1989). Kariya, as well as Banken, applied group symmetry arguments when
working with the BRM. A monograph by Srivastava and Khatri (1979) was the first
book where inequalities were used to derive the MLEs in the BRM. In contrast to
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Gleser and Olkin, Srivastava and Khatri used the original matrices in the derivation
of the MLEs (see also Gleser and Olkin, 1972). Another approach is to solve the
likelihood equations. Elswick (1985), Chinchilli and Elswick (1985) and von Rosen
(1985, 1989), among others, all showed how to solve the likelihood equations.
These equations look complicated and are clearly non-linear, and therefore, from
a mathematical point of view, it is somewhat surprising that explicit solutions exist
and that, in fact, all the solutions can be explicitly presented.

The estimation of parameters in the BRM with a bilinear restriction such as
FBG = 0 was considered by Tubbs et al. (1975), where F and G are known
matrices. Kabe (1981) discussed more general restrictions. The estimators proposed
by these authors are not MLEs (see also Lewis and van Knippenberg, 1984). Gleser
and Olkin (1970) and Fujikoshi et al. (1999) put restrictions on the mean parameters
in the canonical formulation of the model, which was fully exploited by Banken
(1984Db). Srivastava and Khatri (1979, Problem 6.9, p. 196) indicated how to obtain
MLEs under bilinear restrictions (Srivastava, 2002, gave some more details). von
Rosen (1989) considered F; BG; = 0,i = 1,2, ..., s, where F; and G; are known,
and C(Gy) € C(Gy—1) C --- C C(Gy), and showed how MLEs can be obtained.

Estimating parameters in the BRM under bilinear restrictions on the mean
parameters is equivalent to estimating the parameters in the EBRM]", although,
in order to have nested subspace relations, sometimes additional restrictions have
to be put on the design matrices or the matrices defining the restrictions (see von
Rosen, 1989; Kollo and von Rosen, 2005, Chapter 4). Verbyla and Venables (1988),
in an interesting article, presented an extended growth curve model (EBRM]"),
which was termed “the sum of profiles model”, and the authors came up with
several important observations, for instance that the EBRM]" without a nested
subspace condition is a multivariate seemingly unrelated regression (SUR) model.
The estimation algorithm proposed by Verbyla and Venables, designed to estimate
the parameters of the SUR model, will stop in one iteration if either a within-
individuals or a between-individuals nested subspace condition holds (see also
Stanek and Koch, 1985; Kabe, 1992; Timm, 1997; Drton et al., 2006). von
Rosen (1989) presented explicit MLEs for the EBRMY , where estimators were
recursively presented. Takane and Zhou (2012) discussed the MLEs provided by
Verbyla and Venables’ estimation algorithm and von Rosen’s solution.

Moreover, Verbyla and Venables (1988) also studied a special EBRM %V which is
a combination of a GMANOVA and a MANOVA model (GMANOVA+MANOVA),
ie. E[X] = AB1C1+B>C»,, where B;,i = 1, 2, are the unknown parameters. This
model had also been studied by von Rosen (1985), Elswick (1985) and Chinchilli
and Elswick (1985). All these authors presented MLEs. Note that this model is a
special case of the £ BRM‘%V. Klein and Zezula (2015) studied an E BRMy; with
mutually orthogonal between-individuals design matrices (see also Hu et al., 2011).

As noted above, Gleser and Olkin (1970) presented a canonical version of the
E BRM,2, showed how to reduce the original model to be of a canonical form (see
also Fujikoshi and Satoh, 1996) and derived the MLEs. This approach was later
generalized, to cover a general EBRM]", by Banken (1984b), who also presented
MLEs. Furthermore, Fujikoshi et al. (1999) presented estimators and discussed
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variable selection in the E BRM%V (see also Srivastava, 2002; Filipiak and von
Rosen, 2012).

An interesting generalization of Gleser and Olkin’s (1970) approach was pre-
sented in an article by Andersson et al. (1993), where the concept of totally
ordered subspaces was introduced in the context of estimating mean parameters
and an unstructured dispersion matrix. Explicit MLEs were obtained. Note that a
chain of nested subspaces implies that the spaces are totally ordered subspaces. In
general the presentation by Andersson et al. (1993) is more mathematical than other
presentations. Moreover, this work was extended in Andersson and Perlman (1993),
where other references can also be found.

Wong and Cheng (2001) also used a mathematical language when considering
the BRM, but instead of a positive definite dispersion matrix, they treated a singular
dispersion matrix (see also Wong et al., 1995). The BRM with a singular dispersion
matrix was also discussed by Srivastava and von Rosen (2002).

Above we have mostly been considering MLEs which also constitute the main
theme of this chapter. However, alternative estimating approaches have been used
over the years. Probably the most frequently applied estimation alternatives are
Bayesian oriented approaches or different versions of a two-step approach.

Geisser (1980) presented a Bayesian review of the BRM. Among other things, it
was noted that the posterior mean estimator of the mean parameters is identical
to the corresponding MLE. Furthermore, Geisser presented a number of results
concerning prediction (see also Geisser, 1970; Lee and Geisser, 1972, 1975; Fearn,
1975; He and Xu, 2014).

A two-step approach usually means that first an estimator is constructed when
the dispersion matrix is known and thereafter, in a second step the dispersion matrix
is replaced by an estimator. For examples, see Rao (1967), Fearn (1977), Kariya
and Kurata (2004, Chapter 9), Hu and Yan (2008), Hu et al. (2012a,b) and Liu et al.
(2015).

Other types of estimators for the BRM have also been suggested. For example,
Fang et al. (2006) introduced an approach termed restricted expected multivariate
least squares. Tan (1991), in an interesting article, showed how to improve the
MLE of the mean parameter in the BRM via different types of loss functions.
Other authors who have used loss functions to improve MLEs are Kariya (1989),
Kubokawa et al. (1992), Kariya et al. (1996, 1999). Moreover, for the EBRMY
minimum risk estimators were considered by Wu (1998, 2000), and Wu et al. (2006)
applied a MINQUE-related approach and estimated both the mean parameters and
the dispersion matrix simultaneously. Kubokawa and Srivastava (2001) studied
robustness of mean estimators in the BRM. Kanda et al. (2002) considered
simultaneous confidence regions for EBRM ‘lfv using a canonical formulation of the
model.

In the above-presented literature review, two large areas have not been covered.
One of them is the estimation of parameters in the BRM and EBRM]" when there
exist data which are missing at random. The other uncovered area is the estimation
of parameters when the models include structured dispersion matrices.
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Chapter 4 )
Basic Properties of Estimators Shethie

4.1 Introduction

Since statistical models usually consist of unknown parameters, these parameters
have to be estimated in order to make the models interpretable. A general strategy
(plugging-in strategy) is to replace the original unknown parameters with estimated
quantities, i.e. to create an estimated model and then hope that this procedure
will provide useful information. In order to draw firm statistical conclusions, one
needs to know the distribution of the estimated model, the estimated parameters
or in general the distribution of any statistic of interest. One consequence of the
estimation procedure is that the produced estimators of the parameters in a model are
usually dependent (correlated), which obviously cannot be the case in the original
model where there is no distribution put on the parameters. This deviance from the
original model may be essential for the interpretation of the output from any analysis
based on the model.

Unfortunately, exact distributions may be difficult to derive. Therefore one has
mostly to rely on approximations. There are many ways of performing approxima-
tions. One is to approximate the original model with a model where the necessary
distributions can be obtained. For example, a non-linear model can be approximated
by a linear model, and if one additionally supposes an error which is normally
distributed, the basic distributions are available for applying the model to real data.
Sometimes this is a good idea, but sometimes the original model has a specific
meaning, including an understanding of the parameters, whereas its linearization is
more difficult to interpret.

Another type of approximation is implemented when a multivariate set-up, with
an unknown dispersion matrix, is approximated with a number of independent
univariate models, for example, when a p-dimensional multivariate linear model
is approximated by p independent univariate linear models.

A third type of approximation is to consider the approximation from an asymp-
totic perspective, i.e. to suppose that many independent observations, let us say n,

© Springer International Publishing AG, part of Springer Nature 2018 99
D. von Rosen, Bilinear Regression Analysis, Lecture Notes in Statistics 220,
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-78784-8_4


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-319-78784-8_4&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-78784-8_4

100 4 Basic Properties of Estimators

are available. The mathematics usually requires that n — oo, but, of course, we
always have a finite number of independent observations. One rarely knows how
many observations are needed in order to trust results based on n — oo.

In statistics and, in particular, multivariate analysis, functions of the inverse
dispersion matrix, >l p X p, are often used. However, there may be a problem
estimating the inverse, e.g. due to multicollinearity in “specific functions of data” or
there may simply be too few independent observations. In this case one can use the
Cayley-Hamilton theorem (see Rao, 1973, pp. 44-45), which implies

p—1
= Zcizl, ¢; are functionsof ¥, X9 = 1,,
i=0

with the following approximation (pretending that ¢; are unknown constants):

a—1
¥ la Zc;Zi, for some a < p.
i=0

This type of approximation can motivate the use of partial least squares (PLS) (see
Li et al., 2015). There exist several other types of approximations of £~!, among
others the Moore-Penrose inverse £ T (see Appendix A, Sect. A.6) or the regularized
dispersion matrix (X + AI)~! with some particularly chosen A.

When approximating distributions it is fairly straightforward to base the approx-
imations on moments, if they can be explicitly derived or approximated in a
reasonable way. For distributions with compact support, moments contain the
necessary information for determining the distribution. However, if the support is
not compact moments can still be used in the approximations. Deciding the order
of moments to be used in the approximations is similar to the problem of deciding
which polynomial degree should be used when approximating a non-linear function,
e.g. via a Taylor series expansion. In this book we use the so-called Edgeworth-type
expansions, which in principle involve the approximation of one density based on
another density via knowledge about moments from both the original distribution
and the approximating distribution.

In Chap.3, MLEs were presented for the BRM, as well as for the E BRM;;
and E BRM%,. Unfortunately all the estimators are non-linear functions of the
random variables of the model. Therefore, no expressions for exact distributions
are available which can be of practical use. Since the estimators are MLEs, it is
known that they are consistent and asymptotically normally distributed, but usually
in applications the difference between the number of unknown parameters and the
number of independent observations is relatively small and utilizing asymptotic
theory is questionable.

Approximations of distributions via simulations can be useful when there are
a few parameters of interest. However, with a larger number of parameters, it
can become too complicated to perform such approximations via simulations. For
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example, there may be a large number of nuisance parameters, e.g. X in the BRM
when B is of primary interest. In principle the size of ¥ may approach infinity and
then there is the problem of how to estimate B.

Finally, it is noted that for the BRM, as well as the EBRMY and EBRMy;,
which all belong to the curved exponential family, there are no optimal properties
available, such as minimum variance estimators or most powerful tests. Therefore,
there are many more possibilities for choosing strategies and methods when
applying bilinear regression models than when dealing with models belonging to the
exponential family. In this book, we mainly use maximum likelihood theory, which
makes it possible to obtain optimal asymptotic properties, which unfortunately are
rarely of use when analysing medium-sized data sets. When testing hypotheses,
the likelihood ratio test is based on maximum likelihood estimators which replace
the unknown parameters of the likelihood. This, however, does not mean that
maximum likelihood estimators have to be used when interpreting models and their
parameters. One can very well use other classes of estimators for the interpretation
of parameters and models, and use maximum likelihood estimators solely for
constructing likelihood ratio tests, where the estimators are used so that correct
levels and high powers are obtained. Hence, it can be concluded that maximum
likelihood estimators are of the utmost interest, but there can be many reasons for
using other estimators when evaluating statistical models.

4.2 Asymptotic Properties of Estimators of Parameters
in the BRM

The statistics presented in the following are all functions of the number of
independent observations, n. Thus, when writing n — 00, we imagine a sequence of
statistics under consideration which can be exploited in many ways. In the following
we only elucidate whether a sequence converges and not how fast it converges.
There exists a huge body of mathematical literature which studies sequences, in
particular the convergence of sequences, and in this book we follow statistical
tradition in our use of convergence in probability and in distribution (see Appendix
A, Sect. A.11 for definitions).

The next lemma is fundamental for the following presentation of asymptotic
results for the BRM (see also Appendix B, Theorem B.18).

Lemmad.l Letr S = X(I — P¢c)X', where X follows the BRM presented in
Definition 2.1. Then, if n — oo, and r(C) < k is independent of n,

i n's S x;
(i) ), vee(S - 3) B Np@ M), N=U,p+K,)(EQE),

where K, , is the commutation matrix. See Appendix A, Sects.A.5 and A.6 for
definitions of K ;, , and vec(e), respectively.
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Proof Since S = Z::lr(c) y:¥;, for some y; ~ N, (0, X), where y; and y;, i # j,
are independent, statement (i) follows from the law of large numbers and statement
(i1) from the central limit theorem (see Appendix B, Theorem B.18 (ii) and (v)) and
that D[S] = (n —r(C)U 2 + K p) (X ® X). ]

Suppose that there are two matrices K and L, such that the following estimation
conditions hold: C(K') € C(A’), and C(L) < C(C,) € C(C) for some fixed
number v, where C, is a matrix which consists of the first v columns in C. The
reason for the latter assumption is that when n — oo, the number of columns in C
increases and without this assumption it would not make sense to consider K §L,
where B is the MLE of the mean parameter of the BRM.

The estimability conditions given above and Theorem 3.1 together provide

KBL=K(A'S'A)-A’S"'xC'(cC) L. (4.1)

Among other things, it is noted that this expression does not depend on the choice
of g-inverse (see Appendix B, Theorem B.7 (ii)), and K BL is built up with the help
of two independent quantities (jointly sufficient statistics), § ~ W,(X%, n — k), and
XC'(CC")"L ~ Np(ABL, X, L(C'C)~ L’). From Lemma 4.1 (i), since for any
continuous function k(e), h(}l S) — h(X), in probability, it follows that

KA'STTA) " A'S T = KA (') 'A)y A (n 187!
E KA 445", 1o 4.2)
Let
KBsL=KA'x 'A)-A'x"'xCc'(cC) L

and it will be demonstrated that the tr-distance, || e || (see Appendix A, Sect. A.6),
converges to zero, i.e.

IKBL — KBxL|| = t{(KBL — KBsL)Y(KBL — KBsL)} 5 0, n— oc.
(4.3)

This means that under the tr-distance K BL is asymptotically equivalent to K By L.
Note that (see Appendix B, Theorem B.9 (iii)) ||AQB — APB|| > ||[CQD —
CPD||forall P and Q if andonly if BB’ ® A’A — DD’ ® C'C is p.d., where it
is supposed that the matrices are of proper sizes.

Now let € be any small quantity and

P(|IKBL — KBxL|| > €) = P(|ID(S,X)XC'(CC)"L|| > €), (4.4
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where
D(S,2)=K(A'ST'A)~A'S ' —A'z ')A’z (4.5)

Note that from (4.2) it follows that D(S, X) £ 0. Let M be any arbitrary non-
stochastic matrix and Y = X — ABC. Then, (4.4) equals

P(|IKBL — KBxL|| > ¢)
= P(||D(S,X)YC'(CC) L|| > €, MM' —YC'(CC')"LL'(CC')~CY'is p.d.)
+P(||D(S, )YC'(CC)L|| > e, MM’ —YC'(CC")"LL'(CC')~CY’is not p.d.)
< P(ID(S, 2)M|| > €)+ P(MM' — YC'(CC')"LL'(CC’)~CY'isnot p.d.). (4.6)
The first term in (4.6) converges to zero and the second one is discussed now. Since
the number of columns in C is increasing when n — 00, one most proceed with
a certain degree of caution. Note that, based on Markov’s inequality (see Appendix
B, Theorem B.9 (i)),
P(MM' —YC'(CC)"LL'(CC)~CY'isnotp.d.)
=P@YC'(CC) LL(CC'Y CY'a > o'’ MM'«, for some a)
- tr{L'(CC")"L}a'Xa - tr{L’(C,C)) Lla'Za
- oMM '« - o’ MM o

’

and the right-hand side does not depend on n. Thus, by choosing M appropriately,
the probability given above can be made smaller than any pre-requested quantity.
Hence, from (4.6) it follows that K BL is asymptotically equivalent to KBy L.
Moreover, since K By L converges to K B L the next theorem has been established.

Theorem 4.1 Let KBL be given by (4.1), where K: r x q and L: k x s. Then, if
n — 0o,

1) Jn(KEL — KBL) A3 N;5(0, K(A'S'A)"K',L'(CC"~L);
i) KBL 5 KBL.

Concerning asymptotic results for f, the following expression, obtained from
Theorem 3.1, is now considered in some detail:

nE=S+—-AAS A ASHXPoX'(I-S A4S 'A)"A).
(4.7)

It can be shown that this expression is asymptotically equivalent to

nEx =S+ —-AA'T A AT HXPoX'(I - 'AA'TTA)~A),
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since

(I—AA'S'A) " A'SHXPo
and

(I-—AA'X A" AT HXPo

are asymptotically equivalent, which follows from (4.3); i.e. when the asymptotic
equivalence of K BL and KB s L is proven. The distribution of nX'x equals the
sum of two independent Wishart-distributed variables, and the Wishart distribution
is a much simpler distribution to deal with than the distribution for n¥.

The matrix X in (4.7) can be replaced by ¥ = X — ABC. Moreover,
Y Pc/Y' is independent of n, if r(C) = k, which is supposed to hold. Therefore,

jn YPoY' L. Thus, applying Lemma 4.1 and Appendix B, Theorem B.17 (iii),

the next theorem is established.

Theorem 4.2 Let 3. be given in Theorem 3.1. Then, if n — o0,

) \/nvec(f -2) 2 N, 01D, M=, +Kpp)(X®X);

i) =5 =

It is interesting to note that when studying ¥ from an asymptotic point of view,
the space Cx(A) ® C(C') is not involved and there is a clear difference between
performing non-asymptotic inference and performing asymptotic inference. In some
way this indicates that if there are many observations in relation to the number of

parameters, there is no point in performing an analysis based on the BRM instead
of using a MANOVA model.

4.3 Moments of Estimators of Parameters in the BRM

Throughout this section, as in Corollary 3.1, two matrices, K and L, will be used
which satisfy C(K’) € C(A’) and C(L) € C(C), respectively. These are the so-
called estimability conditions in the BRM in the sense that unique estimators are
obtained when these conditions are met. Then, once again,

KBL =K(A'S'A)~A'S"'xc'(cC) L, (4.8)

where § = X(I — P¢/)X’. Moments for K BL and X will now be derived, but there
derivation is a rather technical issue. In principle, one needs to combine knowledge
from the matrix normal, Wishart and inverse Wishart distributions. As K and L,
the matrices A and C may be chosen and then, if these matrices are of full rank,
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ie. r(A) = g and r(C) = k, one may pre-multiply (4.8) by (A’A)~'A’, post-
multiply by C’(CC")~!, and obtain

B=A'S'A'A's'xc'«ccH . (4.9)

Thus, by studying (4.8) one always obtains complete information about (4.9). When
considering the general B -expression presented in Corollary 3.1, for each choice
of Z;,i = 1,2, we have to treat the estimator separately. If Z; is non-random, we
just have a translation of B and, as will later be seen, we have a biased estimator.
If Z; is random, everything is more complicated and less clear and there is no point
discussing this case.

In (4.8) the matrix S is random, and therefore the expression for K BL is quite a
complicated non-linear random expression. As noted before, it consists of two parts,
namely

KA'S'A)y~A's! (4.10)
and
xc'(ccHL, (4.11)

but fortunately S and XC’ are independently distributed (see Appendix B, Theo-
rem B.19 (viii)), which will be utilized many times.

The distribution of KBL is a function of S which is used because of the inner
product estimation. However, X, which defines the inner product, may be regarded
as a nuisance parameter and, therefore, it is of interest to neglect the variation in
KBL which is due to S and compare the estimator with the class of estimators
proposed by Potthoff and Roy (1964);

KBgL =K(A'G'A)~A'G'xc'(cC)L, (4.12)

where G is supposed to be a non-random positive definite matrix. One choice is
G = I. According to Appendix B, Theorem B.19 (i), the distribution of K EGL is
matrix normal. Therefore, it can be valuable to compare the moments of K BL with
the corresponding moments of K EGL in order to understand how the distribution of
K BL differs from the normal one. Furthermore, one can use a conditional approach
concerning K BL,ie. conditioning with respect to § in K BL, since the distribution
of § does not involve the parameter B.
Now the first two moments for K BL are presented.

Theorem 4.3 Let K BL be given by (4.8). Then

(i) E[KBL] = KBL;
(i) ifn —r(C)—p+r(A)—1>0,

n—r(C)—1

D[KBL]Zn—r(C)—p—G—r(A)—l

L'(CCHY LKA 'A)"K.
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Proof Because of independence between S and XC’ (see Appendix B, Theo-
rem B.19 (viii)),

E[KBL] = E[K(A'S"'A)"K'S "1E[XC’(CC)"L]. (4.13)

Since E[X] = ABC implies E[XC'(CC’')"L] = ABL, the expression in (4.13)
is equivalent to

E[KBL] = E[K(A'S™'A)"A’S"'|ABL

= E[K(A'S™'A)"A’S"'A|BL = KBL,

where in the last equality a result from Appendix B, Theorem B.7 (i) has been used.
Continuing with statement (ii), based on the definition of the dispersion matrix,

D[KBL] = E[vec(K(B — B)L)vec (K(B — B)L)] (4.14)
and
K(B—-B)L=K(A'S'A)"A'S" (X — ABC)C'(CC')"L. (4.15)

Moreover, since C(K') € C(A"), K’ = A'H, for some H. The fact will be utilized
that from the uniqueness of the projectors, it follows that

Pis=AA'S'A) AS = AUA'S'A)TAS =Py, (4.16)
where A is any matrix of full rank such that C(A) = C(A).

Put Y = (X — ABC)C'(CC’)~ L, which, according to Appendix B, Theo-
rem B.19 (viii), is independent of S, and the dispersion of Y equals

DIY]=L'(CC)"L®X. (4.17)
Now,
DIKBL) = E[(I ® H'P 4 s)E[vecYvec'Y](I ® P;"SH)]
=E[I®H'P4s)DIYI(I® P sH)]
=L’(CC’)fL®E[H/PA,SZP’A’SH]. (4.18)

Therefore, remaining task is to derive E[H' P4 sX P’A ¢H]1, and to derive this
expression it is convenient to work with a canonical form. Let (see Appendix B,

Theorem B.1 (1))

AT V2 =T a0, (4.19)
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where T is non-singular, I = (I} : T%), (p x r(A) : p x (p —r(A)), is orthogonal
and £~1/2 is a symmetric square root of £ ~!. Moreover, put

V=Tx 2837121 ~ W,(I,n — r(C)). (4.20)

The matrices V and its inverse V! will be partitioned as follows:

v — (Vu V12> r(A) x r(A) r(A) x (p —r(A)) @21
Vo Vo (p — r(A) x r(A) (p —r(A) x (p — r(A))’ ‘

v-l— <V“ V”) r(A) x r(A) r(A) x (p — r(4)) 422)
\vHyZz (p —r(A)) x r(A) (p—r(A) x (p —r(A))’ '

Thus, from (4.20) and (4.22) it follows, since (V!H)~ly12 = —V12V2721 (see

Appendix B, Theorem B.8 (1)), that
E[PA,SZP%’S] — E[zl/?.r/[(vll)—l(vll . V12)(V11 : VIZ)/(Vll)—lrlzl/Z]
_ E[Zl/zr/l{l + (V“)flV12V21(V11)*1}F121/2]
=220\ 22 4 212 E(V 12V, V) Vo IT 212

—r(A
= 321,10, 2201 + p=rid) ), (4.23)
n—r(C)—p+r(A) -1
where result (vii) of Theorem B.21 in Appendix B has been applied. A remaining
task is to express (4.23) in the original matrix A, and some calculations yield

20N 22 = AA'Es71A)" A (4.24)
Hence, (4.23) and (4.24) verify statement (ii). |
Corollary 4.1 Let B be given by (4.9) withr(A) = q and r(C) = k. Then
(i) E[B]= B;
() fn—k—p+qg—1>0,
D[B] = . Z :I’j :1 e e @ET T

Corollary 4.2 Let E/[Y] = ABC. Then

(i) E[ABC] = ABC;
(i) ifn —r(C)— p+r(A)—1>0,

n—r(C)—1

DIEIX] = n—r(C)—p+r(A) —1

C'(CCHY CRAAT'A)~A.
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It is worth noting that the factor

n—r(C)—1 ]
n—r(C)—p+rd)—1_
which appears in both Theorem 4.3 and Corollary 4.1, shows the contribution to
the dispersion due to the random weight S. If we had assumed a known covariance
matrix, this factor would have been replaced by 1. When n — r(C) is somewhat
larger than p — r(A), the effect of the factor on the dispersion is rather small.

Next for consideration are moments of a higher order and for notational
convenience we have chosen to use the moment representation

E[(K(B — B)L)®"].

The Kroneckerian power is a convenient way to gather all the possible mixed

moments (;j..., i.. monomials (E[x{xé xé‘ ...]), as well as operate on them.Ihe
drawback is that the same moments (i;jx...) appear in several Elaces in (K(B —
B)L)®* and, therefore, from a computational point of view (K (B — B)L)®* is not
efficient. Different representations and moments of arbitrary order can be studied
(see Kollo and von Rosen, 1995), but the technical treatment is rather lengthy and
therefore omitted here.

Theorem 4.4 (Kollo and von Rosen, 2005, Theorem 4.2.2) Let K BL be given
by (4.8). Put

v(A) = vec(K(A'E~'A)"K"),
v(C') = vec(L'(CC)™L).

In these notations the following statements hold:

() Ifrisodd, E[(K(E —B)L)®*1=0.
) Ifn—r(C)—p+r(A) — 1> 0, then

E[(K(B — B)L)®?] = ¢ou(A)v'(C"),

where

n—r(C)—1
O O —prrA) — 1
@{i) Ifn —r(C)—p+r(A) —3 >0, then
E[(K(B — B)L)®*] = (1 + 2¢)){v(A)v' (C")}**
+(1+2e)Tp @ K p ® 1,){v(A)' (€N, @ Ky @ 1)
+(1+2c)K, 3 {p(A)'(C))**K 3,

+Hed +e3lTp @ Kpp ® 1)) + K, pD{v(A)' (€))%,
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where

p—r(A)

1= —r(C)—ptr(A)—1°

2(p=r(A)(n—r(C)—p+r(A)—D+{2+0—r(C)—p+r(A)) (n—r(C)—p+r(A)=3)}(p— r(A))z

2= (n1=r(C)=p+r(A)(=r(C)= p+r(A) =12 (1—r(C) — p+r(A)—-3)
- p—r(4)
37 (—r(C)=p+r(A)(n—r(C)—p+r(A)-3)

+ (p—r(A))?
(n—r(C)—p+r(A)(n—r(C)—p+r(A)—1)(n—r(C)—p+r(A)=3)

Gv) If n —r(C) — p+r(A) —2r + 1 > 0, then (for notation see Appendix A,
Sect. A.12)

E[(KBL)®¥]1=0m™").

Proof Because of independence between S and XC’ (see Appendix B, Theo-
rem B.19 (viii)),

E[(K(B — B)L)® ] = E[(K(A'S"'A)~A’S™1)®"]
xE[(X — ABC)®'|(C'(CCY"L)®". (4.25)

Due to normality, E[(X — ABC)®"] = 0 for odd r and thus statement (i) is
established.

Statement (ii) is just a reorganization of the elements in D[K BL], given in
Theorem 4.3 (ii).

Now statement (iii) is considered. In Appendix B, Theorem B.19 (v), the fourth
order moments of a variable with a matrix normal distribution with mean 0 are
given. Put

K'=1, K*=1®K;;®1;, K"'=K,;, (4.26)
where the size of the matrices is indicated by i, which in the following equals either
p or n. Then some manipulations yield (for details see Kollo and von Rosen, 2005,

p. 415)

E[(K(B — B)L)®]

w

Z K/ P{E[(vec(T\ (I + V12V3, Vo, VanT )@/ (€K, (4.27)
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where I'; and V are defined in (4.19) and (4.20), respectively. Expanding (4.27)
gives

3
E[(K(B — B)L)®*] = Z Kj’p{(vec(l“/lﬁ))@z
j=1

+vec(T|T1) ® E[vec(T1 V12V, V) Vo Ty)]
+E[vec(TV 12V 5, Vo VaiT )] ® vee(I' 1 T))

+E[(vec(T{V 12V 5, Vo V21F1))®2]}v’(C’)®2Kj’"/. (4.28)

From Appendix B, Theorem B.21 (vii),
E[T}|V12V, V' VT ] =TTy,
El(vec(T\ V12V, V5, VT 1)#%

= ¢ (vec(T|T1)®* + ¢3(K*P 4 K3P) (vec(T;T1))%2, (4.29)

and together with (4.28) these expressions establish statement (iii) of the theorem.
In order to demonstrate statement (iv) it is first noted that

E[(KBL)®”] = E[(K(A'S™'A)"A’S")®¥ E[(XC'(CC')"L)®™].
Since one is just interested in the order of magnitude and no explicit expressions
of E[(KBL)®?¥], it follows from knowledge about moments of the matrix normal
distribution that it is sufficient to consider (see Appendix, Theorem B.19 (vi))

El[(vec(K(A'S™'A)"A’S7'2S7'AA’S7'A)"K')®].
As in (4.29), this expression can be presented in a canonical form,

El(vec(T) V12V VL Vo TN ] = E[(T) V12V, ) 1E[(vecV ) ®' ],

where the equality follows from the independence relation given in Appendix B,
Theorem B.20 (iv). Furthermore,

E[(vecV3;))® 1= O™,

which is proven in Kollo and von Rosen (2005, p. 417). Furthermore, Theorem B.20

(iv) in Appendix B states that the matrix V2 V;zl/ 2 i normally distributed with
moments independent of n. Thus, the theorem is established. O
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In Theorem 4.3 (ii) and Corollary 4.1 (ii) the dispersion matrices for K BL
in (4.8) and B were presented. However, these expressions are of little use if X!
is not replaced by some appropriate value. If unbiased estimators are of interest, an
unbiased estimator of A(A’X~'A)~ A’ has to be found. This is indeed fairly easy,
since Eq. (3.6) stated that

nA's = A5

where ffl is the inverse of the maximum likelihood estimator, and (see
Appendix B, Theorem B.20 (v))

E[A(A'S'A)"A'] = 1/nE[A(A'S™'A)"A']
Ot g4y

n

Hence, the following theorem has been established.

Theorem 4.5 Consider the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, and let $ be the
maximum likelihood estimator. Unbiased estimators of the dispersion matrices for
KBL in (4.8) and B are given by the following statements.

G Ifn—r(C)—p+r(A) —1>0, then

Bl — (n—r(C)=1) - 14—
DIKBLY= (, .\ pirihr 1yinr(C)—pirian L' (CCH"L® KA’ A)"K".

@) Ifn—k—p+qg—1=>0,and A and C are of full rank

—

Bl — (n—k—1) -1 o1 ,-1
DIBI= (, 4 0 Dokpig)(CCH T ® AT A)".

In the following, the first and second order moments for ¥ in the BRM are
established. The estimator X was presented in Theorem 3.1, i.e.
nE =S+ ~Pas)XPoX'(I-P)y)
=S+ P/Ao’S—IXPC’X/PAO,S*Ia (4.30)
where A for convenience is chosen to be of full column rank, i.e. A’ : p x (p —
r(A)).

Theorem 4.6 (Kollo and von Rosen, 2005, Theorem 4.2.3) Let ¥ be as
in (4.30).

G Ifn—r(C)—p+r(A) —1>0, then

n—r(C)=2(p—-r(A) -1

- 1
EEI=2=r0) )= ptra)—1

AA'T'A)" A
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@) Ifn —r(C)—p+r(A)—3 >0, then

DIZ] =di(I + K, )(AA'Z7'4)"A) ® (A(A'Z7'4)"A"))
+do(I + K, ){(A(A'Z7TA)"A) ® (T — A(A'Z7'4)”A"))
+do(I + K, ){(Z - AA'T7'A)"A) ® (A(A'Z7'14)"A"))

+i T+ K, J(Z-AAZT'A)"A)®(Z - AA'Z'A)"A))

+d3vec(A(A'E 1 A)" A )vecd (A(A'Z1A)" A,

where
_ n—r(C) p—r(A) 2c1+c2+c3 2¢3
di = n? +2r(€) n2(n—r(C)—p+r(A)—1) +r(0) n? +r(€) n?’
with
¢l = p—r(A)

(n—r(C)—p+r(A)—-1)°

2p—r(A)(n—r(C)—p+r(A) = 1)+24(1—r(C) = p+r(A)(n—r(C)— p+r(A)—3)}(p—r(A))?

2= (1=r(C)— p+(A)) (1= (C)— p+r(A)— D)2 (1= (C)— p+r(A)—3) ’
or = p—r(A)
3= (0—r(C)=p+r(A)(1—r(C)—p+r(4)-3)
+ (p—r(A))?
(n—r(C)—p+r(A))(n—r(C)—p+r(A)—1)(n—r(C)—p+r(A)=3)°’
and
_ n—p+r(A)—1
D= hr(©)-pra)-1)°
d3 = 2r(C)(n—r(C)—1)(n—p+r(A)—1)(p—r(A))

T n2(n—r(C)=p+r(A) (n—r (€)= p+r(A) =12 (n—r(C)—p+r(4)-3)"

Proof Only statement (i) will be proven here. For details concerning statement (ii)
see Kollo and von Rosen (2005, Theorem 4.2.3). The reason for not giving a proof
of the second statement is that it consists of lengthy calculations where most steps
in the proof have been applied earlier. Moreover, D[] will not be used in the
following presentation and is only included for completeness of presentation.

The fact will be utilized that § ~ W, (X%, n —r(C)) and

AYXPEX A% ~ W,_p(a)(A” T A%, r(C))
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are independently distributed (see Appendix B, Theorem B.19 (ix)). From (4.30)
and Theorem B.19 (iv), (vii) in Appendix B,

E[nX] = E[S]+ E[P',, ( [ XPc/X'P 40 g1
= E[S] + E[SA°(A” SA°)"E[A” XC'(CC')"CX'A°1(A” SA°)~ A’ S]

= (n—r(C))Z—i—r(C)E[P’Aa’S,IZPAa’Sq]. (4.31)

Let £!/2 be a symmetric square root of X and it follows that there exist a non-
singular matrix H and an orthogonal matrix I' = ('} : T}), where 'y : (p —
r(A)) x pand I'y : r(A) X p, such that (see Appendix B, Theorem B.1 (i))

A =H (4 :0OTE"/2 = Hr, £/ (4.32)
holds. Moreover, similar to (4.20), let

v =rx"28x"121 (4.33)

but now with the partition

V= <V11 Vlz) (p—r(A)) x (p—r(A)) (p—r(A)) xr(A) (4.34)
Vor Vo r(A) x (p —r(A)) r(A) x r(A)
Therefore,
I vilv
P, ZP g1 = ):—l/zr’< _ 1z )r):—l/2
A0, 51 Ao, §-!1 V21V111 V21V111V111V12
and

1 ViV

E[nX] = E[S]+r(C)X'/2T'E [ _ e
V21V111 V21V111V111V12

} rx-12. (4.35)

Thus, from Theorem B.20 (ii), (iv), and since E[V 3] Vﬁl] =0, (4.35) is identical to

EmS] = —renz +rcyz-2r (L 0 rx-2
0 cil,

= —r(CNE +r )X VTT1Z72 4 1(C)e) 272, r5 2712, (4.36)

Finally, one returns to the original matrices and

M2 =2 - AA'STIA) A, AT EYE = Aa'E A A
(4.37)
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Thus, the expectations given by (4.36) can be expressed in the original matrices and
from (4.37) it follows that (4.36) can be written as

E[nE] = (n — r(C)E +r(C)E — A(A'T'A)"A") + r(C)ci A(A'Z1A)" A/,
(4.38)

which is identical to statement (i) of the theorem. |

It is interesting to devote some thought to the results of Theorem 4.6 (i). Here
it is stated that the maximum likelihood estimator of X is not unbiased. Indeed it
follows that ¥ underestimates ¥, on average. This was expected, because the MLEs
of variances in linear and multivariate linear models are biased estimators. For these
estimators, unbiased estimators can always be obtained by rescaling the original
estimator. The estimator % involves A and therefore rescaling is not possible.
However, in the next theorem, an unbiased estimator of X is presented which only
is a function of ¥.

Theorem 4.7 Let T be given by (4.30) and

_ n—r(C)—2p+2r(A)—1
€1 =7(C) (ur (€)= pr (D=1 (n—r (€)= p+r(A))

Then fU =3 + elA(A/f_lA)_A/ is an unbiased estimator of X.

Proof The proof is based on the fact A’ T = nA’S7! and (see Appendix B,
Theorem B.20 (v))

E[A(A'ST'A) A 1=(n—r(C)—p+r(A)AA'Z'A)" A
Hence, from Theorem 4.6 it follows that

n—r(C)—2p+2r(A)—1
n—r(C)—p+r(A)—1

xAA'T'A) A =%.

S 1 1
E[ZU]IZ—i—{—r(C)n +r(C)e1n(n—r(C)—p+r(A))}

It can be observed that in Theorem 4.7

AAT Ay A = P, sIP, 5

i.e. a projection on C(A) takes place. Moreover, one can note that , rl(C)S also

is an unbiased estimator of X. If one compares the estimator n_}(C)S with the
one given by Theorem 3.1, there is in principle only one firm conclusion which
can be drawn, namely that the distribution for the estimator n }(C) S is a Wishart
distribution, whereas the distribution of the maximum-likelihood-based estimator is
unknown.
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The maximum likelihood estimator f, given by Theorem 3.1, combines the
deviation between the observations and the sample mean and the deviation between
the sample mean and the estimated model (see also Fig.3.2). Hence, the maxi-
mum likelihood estimator uses two sources of information whereas | rl o) S uses
only one. Intuitively the maximum likelihood estimator should be preferable,
although one must remember that one’s choice of estimator depends on the number
of observations and the choice of design matrix A.

It is possible to compare the two estimators with respect to their variances. Since
a comparison can only be made for a given A, however, no such comparison will
be made. It should, furthermore, be noted that in multivariate analysis the statistic
n }(C) S is often used as an estimator of X, for example in principal component
analysis, canonical correlation analysis and different versions of factor analysis.
However, if the mean value is structured as in the BRM, i.e. E[X] = ABC, one
can very well apply Theorem 4.7.

Next an interesting statement is given which can be proven in the same fashion
as several of the previous theorems.

Theorem 4.8 Let KBL and ¥ be given by (4.8) and (4.30), respectively. Then
CIKBL,X]=0.

This theorem states that K BL and ¥ are uncorrelated. However, K BL and T are
not independently distributed, which can be seen from

E[KBL® KBL®X]+# E[KBL® KBL|® E[X].

To verify this statement, rather lengthy moment calculations have to take place and,
therefore, these are omitted here.

This section is ended by showing some calculations when applying the estima-
tors.

Example 4.1 (Continuation of Example 3.1, Potthoff and Roy (1964) data) In
Example 3.1 two different models were considered. Now the estimated dispersion
of the mean estimators and an unbiased estimator of the dispersion matrices is
presented. For details concerning the models the reader is referred to Example 3.1.

Model la
According to Corollary 4.1 (ii) and Theorem 4.5 (ii),

0.09 O
0 0.06

= 009 0 179 —1.3
le]_( 0 0.06>®<—1.3 0.1 )

D[B1] =24/22( )@(A’IZ‘IAl)‘l,
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It follows from Theorem 4.7 that an unbiased estimator of X is given by
= = o1, .=
Tiv =314 5 AI(A T AT AL,
54 2.7 38 2.7

$ _ 42 3.0 33
0o = 63 4.1 |’
5.0
where fl = (X — A1§1C)()’. For comparison, n_rl(c) S, is presented as an

alternative unbiased estimator of ¥ which equals

54 27 39 27

1 1 42 29 33

S, = X,(I — PcnX!, =
n—r(C)"° " n—r(C) o )Xo 6.5 4.1
5.0

It is interesting to note that there are very small differences between flyo and the
estimator based on S,.

Model Ib R
The dispersion for B, = (A]A1) "' A1 XC'(CC’)~! can be written as follows:

D[B2) = (CCH '@ (AjAn~'A|z A (Aj AL

One way of estimating the dispersion is to replace ¥ by an unbiased estimator, for
example 1/(n — r(C))S, i.e.

D[Bzl =, | ,(CC) @ (A1A) ' A|SAI(A1A) " (4.39)
The expectation of fz =(X — A1§2C)()’ equals
E[Z)=""O% 4+ O - Ps)ZU - Py).

Finding an unbiased estimator of X is performed via the following relation:

=~ n 5 r(C)

Yoy = n— r(C) 2 — » —r(C))z(I —Ps)SU —Py)). (4.40)

Now explicit calculations of (4.39) and (4.40), respectively, yield

—— (009 0 166 —1.2
Dwz]_( 0 0.06)®<—1.2 0.1 )
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and

54 27 39 27

s _ 42 3.0 33
2o = 63 4.2
5.0

The difference in performance between Model Ia and Model Ib can be measured
by (see Appendix B, Theorem B.9 (v))

—

D[B,] - D[B]
=(cchH! L AA)TTA SA (A AT — n—k=1 A'S71a)7!
( ) ®{n—k( 1 )] 1 1( 1 iy (n—k7p+qfl)(nfk7p+q)( ) }
1 (a+ap)? k-1 —1 —1 4y—1
= Gtk dary ~ ke prg—Dn—k—ptq) (CCN T @ (A'STA) T,

where A, and A; denote the smallest and largest eigenvalues of S, respectively. The
inequality is according to the Loewner order (see Appendix A, Sect. A.3). Thus,
since Ay = 15.3and A, = 0.9,

49 —-04 O 0
D[B2] — D[B1] < 34 -0.2

0.02

Hence, it can be seen that the upper bound indicates that there might be a difference
in the estimated variance between the two approaches. However, we do not know
how sharp the upper bound is in reality and one can suspect that it is not very sharp,
in particular if the smallest eigenvalue is close to 0.

Model Ila
This model is similar to Model Ia. The difference is that now a second degree
polynomial describes the growth instead of a line. The results are as follows:

0.09 O

D[33]=24/23< 0 0.06

)@ (ALZ 1A,

- 286.7 —51.0 22
D[B3] = ( 0'89 0%6 )@ 510 93 04
’ 2.2 —04 0.02

In comparison with Model /a, the estimated variance of the intercept and slope is
much higher. It has indeed become so large that it is difficult to determine whether
B3 differs from 0.
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An unbiased estimator of X is given by

= = -1, .=
T3 = o+ 555, A2(ALX, Ay A),

54 27 38 2.7

— 42 3.0 33
Vo = 63 4.1
5.0

The estimator of X is almost the same as the previously presented unbiased
estimators of X, but, in contrast to that, the estimated dispersion of the mean
parameters differs significantly between Model /a and Model //a.

Model IIb
This model is an extension of Model /b and it follows that
D[B,4] = (CC")™' ® (A542) ' A5 Ax(A)Ay) ",

- 216.6 —404 1.8
D[B4] = ( 0‘89 0(())6 )@ —404 7.6 —03
: 1.9 —03 0.02

Thus, as for Model I1a there is a relatively large dispersion. An unbiased estimator
of X is given by

54 27 39 27

S, 41 3.0 33
4o = 6.4 42
5.0

The most striking discovery in this example is that when adding a mean parameter
to the model, the dispersion of the mean estimators becomes large. Therefore, if
in practice one has to choose between a two-parameter linear model and a three-
parameter model, the results indicate that a two-parameter model is more relevant
to use than a three-parameter model.

—_—

The upper bound of the difference D[§4] — D[§3] is rather large and computa-
tions yield

87.7 —15.6 0.7 0 0 0

28 —01 0 0 0

R — 0.005 0 0 0
D[B4] — D[B3] < 60.3 —10.7 0.46
20 —0.08

0.004
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Hence, it can be seen that the upper bound indicates that there can be a difference in
the estimated variance between the two approaches. O

Example 4.2 (Continuation of Example 1.5, “Liming Data”)

7.1 7.0
B, = ,
? (—0.03 —0.04)
D[B] =17/16(CCY ' @ (A’=~'4)~",

= 01 0 0.041  0.0010
D[B] = ,
LB] < 0 0.1 >®< 0.0010  0.00049 )

)

0.036 0.034 0.042

3, = 0.060 0.066 |,
0.088

Ty =3+ 2 AT a)714,
0.040 0.038 0.047
YU, = 0.067 0.073
0.097

If S in B is considered to be fixed,

D[B|S] = (CC) '@ (A'S'A)'A'TAA'S 1A)~!

—

with an unbiased estimator D[§|S] = %gD[E], where X has been replaced by
s_ 1

2= n—r(C) g
since in this case the distribution of B is known. O

S. Hence, a conditional approach is fairly relevant to use, in particular

44 EBRM; and Uniqueness Conditions for MLEs

In order to study the estimators of parameters in the EBRM 139, the estimators or the
bilinear combinations of them have to be unique. If the estimate B;, is considered to
be unique, it is understood that Bi,hasa unique expression, whereas if the estimator
B; is unique, this means that it has a unique distribution (excluding events with
probability mass 0). In the following, however, B, represents both the estimators
and the estimates. It is essential, as for the BRM, to obtain uniqueness conditions,
since the conditions reveal whether or not the parameters or bilinear functions of the
parameters are estimable. Unfortunately, in comparison with the BRM, there are
more parameters for the EBRM 139 and their estimators are functionally connected.
Thus, the handling of the EB RM% is more complex and the technical treatment
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more complicated. In general the technical details presented in the following will be

sparse.
The next theorem presents the uniqueness conditions necessary and sufficient for

the estimators of the parameters in the EBRMy 3

Theorem 4.9 For the EBRM; presented in Definition 2.2, let Bii=102, , 3, be
given in Theorem 3.2 and let KBiL,i = 1,23, be linear combinations of Bi: K
and L are known matrices of proper sizes. Then the following statements hold:

(i) Bj is unique if and only if
r(A3) =q3, r(C3)=ks, C(A3)NC(A1: Az) = {0};
(ii) K§3L is unique if and only if
C(L) CC(C3), C(K") CC(A5(A1: A2)*);
(iii) By is unique if and only if
r(A2) = q2, r(C2) =kz, C(A1)NC(A2) = {0},
C(ADT NC(A] : A2)) NC(A; : A3) = {0);
@iv) K§2L is unique if and only if
C(L) CC(Ca), C(K") CC(AY (A1 : A3)*);
W) El is unique if and only if
r(A1) =q1, r(C1) =k, C(A1)NC(A2) = {0},
C(A2)" NC(A1: A2) NC(Az : A3) = {0);
(vi) KBL is unique if and only if

C(L) SC(Cy), C(K') S C(AY,
C(AS(I — P oAz (AP a0 A2)” AY)A1(A] A1) " K') C C(A5(Ar : A2)"),
C(A4A1(A[AD)K') € C(ALAY);

(vii) The estimaﬁ)r\ % in Theorem 3.2 is always uniquely estimated as well as the

estimator E[X] given in Corollary 3.3.

Proof The proof is based on the expressions given in Theorem 3.2. The estimators
will be unique if the expressions do not include the Z;; matrices. Moreover, since
the matrix expressions involving Z;; do not include any inner product estimators,
the uniqueness conditions will hold irrespective of whether X is known or unknown;
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i.e. in principle the conditions could have been derived from standard linear models
theory.

Now the derivations of the statements begin and we start by considering Bs,
which is unique if (A5Q,Q1)° = 0 and C§ = 0. Note that instead of @, Q; in
Theorem 3.2, 0, O, can be used, since the estimate of the inner product, as has
been noted above, can be disregarded. Since the derived uniqueness conditions do
not depend on the inner product, this fact shortens the derivations significantly. It
follows that

C(Q,0)) = C(A; : Ay,
and therefore (see Appendix B, Theorem B.5 (iv))
r(A50,0)) =r(A1: Az : A3) —r(A; : Ay),
which implies that (A5 @, Q)° = 0 is equivalent to
C(A3)NC(A;: A2) = {0}, r(A3) =gq3.
Thus, statement (i) has been verified and statement (ii) can also be obtained from
these calculations.

Turning to statement (iii), it follows immediately from Theorem 3.2 that
(A501)° =0and C% = 0 have to be satisfied. The conditions are equivalent to

C(A)NC(A) =1{0}, r(A2)=q2, r(C2)=ko.

Moreover, according to Theorem 3.2, A, Q, x-! Q’1A3§3 C3C), should be unique
and using statement (i)

C(A50 27" Q1 A2) € C(Aj(A1 : A2)") = C(A50, Q)
should hold. Since C(X ™! Q' A2) = C(I — Q,), this expression is equivalent to
C(A50)) S C(A50,(0,42)").
Hence, applying Appendix B, Theorem B.3 (vii), this relation yields
C(Q143) NC(QA2) = {0},

which is an identical statement to statement (iii) of the theorem (see Appendix B,
Theorem B.11 (iv)).
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Concerning statement (iv), after some reflection, the following relations for a
unique expression of K B, L are obtained from Theorem 3.2:

C(L) € C(Cy),
C(K') C C(A,AD), (4.41)
C(ALP 4o Ar (AL P 4o A7) K') C C(Af(A) 1 Ay)°). (4.42)

However, further manipulations show that (4.41) and (4.42) jointly can be
replaced by

C(K') € C(Ay(A1 : A3)").

Now, B is studied very briefly. For details the reader is referred to Kollo and von
Eosen (2005, p. 392). From Theorem 3.2 it follows that, in order to have a unique
B, the rank conditions r(A) = g1 and r(C1) = k; have to hold, and

(4141)7' 4] (A2B2C5 + A3B3C3)CH(CiC) ™!
must be unique. Note that
C(A%) € C(ALAY)

has to be true and that Ez is a function of §3 which, after some further calculations,
leads to the condition

C(AS(I — P o A2(AP a0 A2)” A5)A)) S C(A5(A) : A2)”).
This relation can be shown to be equivalent to
C(PagA3) NC(P A1) = {0},
which is identical to (see Appendix B, Theorem B.11 (iv))
C(A2) NC(A1: A2) NC(A3 1 Ay) = {0).

The proof of statement (vi) is omitted because, in addition to being lengthy, the
calculations are very similar to those presented above. Finally, it is noted that (see
Corollary 3.3)

E[X]=Pa, 5 XPc,+ Py, 5,XPc;+ Ppoa5,X Py,
and instead of this expression it is sufficient to consider

PA],EXPCi + PQ/IAZ,):XPCQ —+ PQ'ZQ'IALEXPC;‘



4.5 Asymptotic Properties of Estimators of Parameters in the £ BRM; 123

Once again, repeating arguments and calculations for proving the other parts of the

theorem, it can be shown that E[X] is uniquely estimated. Moreover, it then follows
that ¥ can also be uniquely estimated. O

A general reflection is that the conditions for uniqueness/estimability for the mean
parameters are interpretable and useful, whereas when considering K B; L, it is more
difficult to understand the relations.

4.5 Asymptotic Properties of Estimators of Parameters
in the EBRM,

Similar to Lemma 4.1 the next lemma can be established.

Lemma4.2 Let Sy, S, Ss, @1, @2, 0, and Q, be defined through Theorem 3.2
and (3.13)—(3.16). Suppose that for large n, r(C1) < ki, and that both r(C1) —
r(Cy) and r(Cy) — r(C3) are independent of n. Then, as n — 00,

Mnls; Sy 2185y 155y

Y ~ P

(i) Q01— 0 0>~ 0».

Proof Since the distribution for § (see Lemma 4.1) used in the BRM and the
distribution for §; are the same, n-ls 1 —P> Y. follows from Lemma 4.1, and this
is also true for Ql £ Q. Then it is noted that ’Q\/lAl =0, and hence

S2=81+ 0\(X — AiBIC))(Pc; — Pe)(X — AiBIC))' Q). (443)
From Appendix B, Theorem B.20 (vi) it follows that
(X — A1BIC)(Pcy — Pc))(X — A1B1C1) ~ Wp(Z,r(C1) —r(C2)),
because (A3 B3C3 + AQBQCQ)(Pq — ch) = 0. It is assumed that r (C{) — r(C2)

is fixed for large n, which indeed implies that for large n the Wishart distribution
does not depend on the values of n. Hence,

1
(X~ A1BIC)(Pc; — Pcp)(X — ABiC) 5 0.

which is precisely what is needed in the following. Thus, (4.43) yields n™! (§2 -
S1) £ 0, and then n’1§2 Ly Moreover, @2 £ 0, and then copying the above

. 15 P
presentation one may show n~'S3 — X. O
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In Lemma 4.2 the most basic relations for a discussion of asymptotically equivalent
expressions for K B;L,i =1,2,3, have been presented and the derivation of these
equivalent expressions begins now.

Starting with K B;L it is assumed that K and L have been chosen so that K B;L
is unique. Hence, K BsL equals (see Theorem 3.2)

=~ N N PN N _
KB;L = K(A;0,0,5; 0,0543) A50,0,8; XC5(C3Cy)L. (4.44)
From Theorem 4.9 (ii) it is seen that one of the uniqueness conditions is C(L) C
C(C3). This condition depends on the number of columns, n, in C3. Therefore, as

for the BRM (see Sect. 4.2), it will be supposed that
C(L) € C(C3y), (4.45)

for some v, where v is a fixed number and C3, stands for the first v columns of C3.
Let, correspondingly to D(S, X) for the BRM in Sect. 4.2, i.e. (4.5),

D83, %) = K((4;0,0,5; 0105457 450,0,5;"
—(A50,0,271Q] 05437450, 0,27 (4.46)
and put
KB;3y L = K(A 0,0,x Q1Q2A;) A’ 0,0, ~“lxc! (C3C/3) L, (4.47)

which is a linear function in the normally distributed matrix X. Note that
D(S;, YH)E[X] =0, as well as

DGELE) L0, n— 0. (4.48)
Moreover, for any small € > 0,

P(/|K (B3 — B3x)L|| > €)
= P(/|ID(S3, ©)(X — E[X])C5(C3CY)L|| > €); (4.49)
the trace distance || o || has already been used in (4.3). Now let M be an arbitrary
matrix of a proper size. Then
P(|ID(S3. £)(X — E[X])C5(C3C5) LI > €)
= P(/[D(S3. B)(X — E[X])C4(C3C5) L > €
— (X — E[X])C(C3Cy)~LL' (C5C5)~Cs is p.d.)

+P(/ID(S3, Z)(X — E[X]))C5(C3C) LI > e,
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MM’ — (X — E[X])C5(C3C) " LL'(C3C)~C3(X — E[X])' is not p.d.)
< P(ID(S5. 2)M| > €.)
+P@'(X — E[X])C5(C3C4) ™ LL'(C3C})~C3(X — E[X])a > «’ MM'«),
(4.50)
for some specific p-dimensional vector «. The first expression in (4.50), based
on (4.48), converges to 0, and due to Markov’s inequality (see Appendix B,
Theorem B.9 (1)) and by choosing M appropriately, the second expression can be
made arbitrarily small:
P(e/(X — E[X])C5(C3C%)~LL (C3C%)~C3(X — E[X])ot > &' MM ')

_ {L/(C3C)TLY _u{L/(C3,C5,) L)

/ = ) 4.51)
oMM o oMM o

Thus,
K(Bs — Bix)L 5 0. (4.52)
It is worth noting that
KB3sL ~ N, (KB3L,A;Q,0,%7' 0,0/ A3, L'(C3Cy)"L), (4.53)

if K has r rows and L has s columns. Thus, for K B3 L there exists an asymptotically
equivalent expression which is normally distributed. If ¥ had been known, the
distribution in (4.53) would have been the natural one to use.

In order to discuss Ez and El, one needs to reformulate (4.52) somewhat. Let
K" be a sequence of matrices such that for a given n, C(K"/) - C(Ag@l @2) and

K" £> K, for some K. Then
K"Bi;L — KB3sL 5 0. (4.54)
In the following there are also some expressions where L in K BsL depends on

n, ie. C3C;(C;C})"L,i = 1,2 (here L is different from the above one and does
not depend on n), and in particular the following results will be utilized:

K"B3C3C,(C2Ch) L — KB35 C3C,(C2CY) "L 5 0,
C(L) S C(C2), n— oo, (4.55)

K"B3C3C)(C,C})"L — KB3:C3C(C,C))"L S0,
C(L) CC(Cy), n— . (4.56)
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Proceeding by showing K B> L to be unique, it follows from Theorem 3.2 that
~ 1 N _
K(4,0,8, 01427 4,0,8, 0)(X — A3B3C3)Cy(C2Cy) "L (4.57)
and
P N N ~ _
K(4,0,S, 0142)"450,5, 0\ A3(Bs — B3)C3C5(C2Ch) L (4.58)
have to be considered. Analogously to C(L) < C(C3,) in the previous case,

i.e. (4.45), it is now assumed that C(L) € C(C»y) for a matrix C», which consists
of the first v columns of C». Put

~ra—1
G" = K(4,0,5,'0,4,)"4,0'5,
and

G =K(A,0/27'0,42)"A, 0,27 (4.59)

From Lemma 4.2 it follows that G" £ G, n — oo. Furthermore, C(A5(G")") €
C (A/ Q 1 Qz) Hence, utilizing (4.53) results in (4.58) converging to 0.

Turning to the proof of (4.57), the proof of (4.52) shows that it is sufficient that
the next probability can be made arbitrarily small:
P(a'(X — E[X])C5(C2C%)"LL'(C2C%)~Co(X — E[X])a > «'MM'a), (4.60)
where a is some p-dimensional vector and M is an arbitrary matrix of size p x

p. However, choosing M appropriately, via Markov’s inequality (see Appendix B,
Theorem B.9 (i)), (4.60) can be made arbitrarily small. Therefore,

K(A,0,5,'0/4,)74,0,5,' 0/ XC5(C2C2) L — GXCH(C2C) "L 5 0,
n — 0o, 4.61)
where G is given by (4.59). From (4.54) and (4.61), and setting

KBysL = K(A,Q,27"' 0142)" 450,27 0/ (X — A3B33C3)C5(C2C) L
(4.62)

lead to the asymptotic result,

KB,L —KBysL 50,  1n— oo. (4.63)
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Moreover, if K has r rows and L has s columns,
KB)sL ~ N, (KB>L, K(A/z QIZ_I Q&Az)_K/, L/(CQC/Z)_L). (4.64)

Next K B/ L is discussed under the condition that it is unique. From Theorem 3.2
it follows that asymptotic expressions for

K(A|S7'AN~ A sTIxCh ()L, (4.65)
K(A|S7'A)" AL Pays, 0, X P, Ci(CiCY)TL, (4.66)
K(A|ST AN A ST (I — Pay.s5,,0)A43B3C3C(C1C)TL (4.67)
have to be derived. Moreover, for the same reasons as before, C(L) = C(C1y) is

supposed to hold, where v is a fixed number and C1, consists of the first v columns
in C1. Copying some of the previous proofs yields that for (4.65)

KA} S7' A AlsT XC(C1C)L - K@z ap Az x el ccpL S,

n— oo,

(4.68)
and for (4.66)
KAy ST AN A|ST P,y s, 0, X P CL(CCYTL

~KA AT ATET P, 5,0, X Py CHCC) L S0, 0 — 00, (4.69)
and (4.67) converges to

K(AY27'A)NTA{Z NI — Pa,x.0,)A3B35C3C(C1C)) L. (4.70)
Set

KBisL=KA|Z'A)"A|Z7' (X — A2B22C2 — A3B33C3)
x C{(C1C)L, 4.71)

where the linear combinations of B3y, and B,y are obtained from (4.47) and (4.62),
respectively. Thus, using (4.65)—(4.71) it has been shown that

KB\L—KBxL 50, 1n— . (4.72)
If K has r rows and L has s columns,

KBisL ~ N, (KBL, K(A’IZ_IAl)_K’, L' (C,C)"L).
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Hence, the ﬁg)llowing theorem has been established, where the last two statements
concerning X follow immediately from Lemma 4.2.

Theorem 4.10 Let E,- be the maximum likelihood estimators of B;, i=1,2,3, in the
EBRM%, given in Theorem 3.2.

@) IfKEgL for the specific known matrices K and L is unique for some n, and
if additionally there exists a number, v, such that C(L) C C(C3y), where C3y
is a matrix whose columns are identical to the first v columns in C3, then

K§3L — KB3y L £> 0, n — oo, where K B3y L is given by (4.47).

(ii) IfKEQL for the specific known matrices K and L is unique for some n, and
if additionally there exists a number, v, such that C(L) C C(Cay), where Coy,
is a matrix whose columns are identical to the first v columns in C,, then

KEZL — KB>s L —P> 0, n — oo, where K By L is given by (4.62).

(i) If K§1Lf0r the specific known matrices K and L is unique for some n, and
if additionally there exists a number, v, such that C(L) € C(C1y), where C,
is a matrix whose columns are identical to the first v columns in Cy, then

K§1L — KB s L £> 0, n — oo, where K B1x L is given by (4.71).
(iv) Let Xy, C1y, Coy and Cs3y denote the first v columns in X, Cq, Cy and C3,
respectively. Then for E|X,] = Z?:l A1§;C,-v

B p
E|X,] - (A1B1xC1y + A2B25Co, + A3B35C3,) - 0, n— oo,

where A1B1x C1y follows from statement (iii) by choosing K = Ay and L =
C1y, A2Bo3x Coy follows from statement (ii) by choosing K = A and L =
C»y, and A1B3xC3y follows from statement (i) by choosing K = A3z and
L =Cs,.

(v) Let S3, Oy, O, and Q5 be defined in (3.13)—(3.16). Then

~ 1 P
):—n(Sg—l—Q3Q2Q1XPC§X’Q’1Q’2Q3)—>0, n— oo.

) 2Ly no

4.6 Moments of Estimators of Parameters in the EBRM %

For the BRM, the distributions of the maximum likelihood estimators are difficult
to find. In Theorem 3.2, the estimators for the E BRM;; were given and one can see
that the expressions are stochastically much more complicated than the estimators
for the BRM. To understand the estimators, moments are useful quantities. For
example, approximations of the distributions of the estimators have to take place,
and in this book these approximations are based on moments. Before studying
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K BiL,i = 1,2,3, the estimated mean structure E [X] = Zl_ A;B;C; and
3 are treated Thereafter D[K B L],i = 1,2,3, is calculated. The 1de§@r

calculating D[K B, L] are very similar to the ones presented for obtaining D[E[X]]
and E[Z]. Some advice is appropriate here. The technical treatment in this section
is complicated, although not very difficult. Readers less interested in details are
recommended merely to study the results in the given theorems. Moreover, the
presentation in different places is not complete due to computational lengthiness.
Table 4.1 includes definitions which are used throughout the section.

First it will be shown that in the E BRM%, under the uniqueness conditions
presented in Theorem 4.9, the maximum likelihood estimators of K B; L will be
unbiased and then it follows that E X] = Zl =1 A; B C; is also unbiased. In
Theorem 3.2 the maximum likelihood estimators B;, i = 1,2, 3, were presented.
Since C(C%) € C(C,) < C(C)), the following facts, which are obtained from
Appendix B, Theorem B.19 (ix) and (xi), will be utilized.

Table 4.1 Special definitions used in Sect. 4.6

Notation Definition Reference
Al:r Al:r = (A1 . A2 Ll Ar) (493)
my my =p—r(Ay) +r(Ar-1) (4.78)
cr et = (4:86)
(p=mp)(n—r(C)—1)
er - (n r(Cr)—m, !)17’7)01" r(rC )—my_1+p—m,—1) (491)
Ir fr= nfnr(é'(,():i)m,lfl (4.92)
8ij gij=CcCiCiy1 X---xXcj_ymj/(n—r(Cj)—m; —1), i<]j (4.118)
gj,j :m]'/(}’l —r(Cj)—mj - 1)
G, Gry1 =G, (G.A41)° Go=1I (4.73)
W, W, =X - Pc)X 4.74)
T, r,=@“:1r!y T,:m_;xm_, T,T.=T.T,=1I
T :m, xme_y, To=1 4.75)
14 VI=T, Ty e x rixz—'2w,z-12ry
X TV ~ Wy (I,n—r(C,)) (4.80)
vi=riz-12w z-121Y
U’ U' =T, T" , x---x T4z~ 12w, z-121¢
X oee X r;"zr; L~ Wi, ,I,n—r(C))) (4.81)
vl =3"1"2wz712, v?=riz 2w,z Y
M, M, =(I:(V;)~'vi) (4.83)
E, E,=T'_T',x---xT4x"1/24, (4.84)
1/2
Zg Z, =T' T" ,x-..xT¥z"V P’G . ‘P,G,H,W;‘I
“x P, 2<r<s (4.107)
Gy, Wy
Zi =P P xeeex P s> (4.108)
G Ga W, G, Ws

Z,gs=1, r>s

In this book mostly r < 3
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Facts
(i) S is independent of XC'|, XC/, and XC5.
(i) 0,8, isindependent of X C) and XC}.
(iii) 0,0,S; " is independent of XC}.
These facts will be used throughout this section. Instead of Facts (ii) and (iii), it

<1, . <1 . .
could be stated that S, is independent of XC’ and XC%, and S5 is indepen-
dent of XC’. Moreover, it is interesting to note that here there are two nested
structures of information which are so linked that explicit moment calculations

can take place. On the one hand there is a structure connected to the mean,
ie. ({XC|, XC,, XC%}, {XC), XC%}, {XC%}), and on the other hand there is the

residual structure ({S1}, {/Q\ITS\; 1}, {Q2@1§; 1}). In the following the notations
related to projectors and quadratic forms, presented in Appendix A, Sect. A.7, will
frequently be used.
Now, using the expressions presented in Theorem 3.2
EIKB;L] = EIK(4;0,0,5; 010347 4;0,0,5; ' 0,05
><E[XC§(C3C§)7L]
(because X} is independent of S and 0,0,5; ")
= E[K(4)0,0,8;" 0105437450, 0,55 0} 051A3B;5L = KBsL,
E[KB,L] = E[K(A,0,5, 0,4, 4,0,5,' 0|
(E[X]— A3B3C3)CH(C2Cy) L]
= KB:L - E[K(4,0,8;' 01427 450,85,
x 01 A3(B3 — B3)C3C5(C2Ch) L]

(because XC} is independent of 9,8, and E[A3(Bs — B3)C3] = 0)
— KB,L,

E[KB L] = E[K(A|ST"A)~ A} ST (E[X] — A,B2C, — A3B3C3)C(C1C)) L]
- KB|L
—E[K(A4}S7'A1)”A1ST' (A42(B2 — B2)Ca + A3(B3 — B3)C3)C)(CiC)) L]
(because X, and X C), are independent of §; and E[A;(B; — B)C;1=0,i=1,2)
- KB, L.
Hence, these calculations have established the following theorem.

Theorem 4.11 Consider the EBRM% presented in Definition 2.2. Under the
uniqueness conditions given in Theorem 4.9, K B;L is an unbiased estimator of
KB;L,i=1,2,3, where B; is given in Theorem 3.2.



4.6 Moments of Estimators of Parameters in the EBRM ?3 131

In the same way as the unbiasedness of K B, L was verified it can be shown that
the sum of profiles Z?:l A; B; C; is unbiased. The difference is that now we do not

have to rely on uniqueness conditions, because Z?:l A; B;C; is always unique.

Corollary 4.3 Considerthe EB RM% presented in Definition 2.2. The expression
o ,'Ai i is an unbiased estimator o =)>:_,A;B;C;, where A,', i =
> A;B;C biased f E[X] >_| A;B;C;, where B

1,2, 3, is given in Theorem 3.2.

In several of the forthcoming proofs it is indicated how one can handle a model
with a mean E[X] = Z:": 1AiB;C;, m > 3, but the comments and explanations
concern the model when m = 3, since it is only in this case explicit estimators have
been presented. The dispersion of E/[Y] = Zf’: 1 A,~§,~C ; 1s studied in some detail,
since all the essential steps for carrying out general moment calculations are used.
However, before calculations start, in order to shorten the presentation, a number of
definitions are provided (see also Table 4.1). Let

Gri1 = G (GlA11)°, Go=1, (4.73)
W,=X(I—-Pc)X'. 4.74)
In particular,
G| = Af,
G, = G1(G}A2)°, C(Ga) =C(A)) NC(AY) =C(A; : Ap)*,

G3 = G2(GLA3)°, C(G3) =C(G2) NC(AS) = C(A1 : Ay : A3)T.

For convenience, G; is supposed to be of full column rank. Moreover, let the non-
singular matrix H,: m, x m,, Ho = I, and the orthogonal matrix

T, =@ T, T,:me_yxme_y, T:m xm,_y, (4.75)

r

be defined through a factorization of (GL1 Al ie.
G, =AY =H (I, ;4 : 0O Z7"2 = HTVz"'/2, (4.76)
(G;flAr)”/Hr,l =H, U, 0, =H,T;, r=2,3,..., 477
where m, is a decreasing sequence in r given by

mr=p—r(Ay:Ay:---:A)+r(Aj:Ay:---1 A1), mo=p, m=p-—r(Ay).
(4.78)
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Since by definition G, = G,_ (G;_lAr)”, it follows that
G, = H,T'T" | x ... xT{z~1/2 (4.79)

which is a relation to be used frequently in the following. Moreover, note that the
size of G, is p x m,. Furthermore, define

V' =T,T"  x...xT's~12w,x-1/2r¥

X oo X T T~ Wy ((Iin—r(C,)), r=2,3,..., (480
vi=Tiz 2w 72T ~ W (I,n — r(Ch)),
U' =T,_T" , x - x TVz~12w, 571/21%

X oo X TV ST~ Wy, ,(L,n—r(Cy)), r=3,4,..., (481)
U' =7 12w 2712 ~ w,(I,n —r(Cy)),
U? = Ty 12Wos 121 ~ W, (L, n — r(C2)),

and
hW=Up OV Uy, :0), Uiy =Ty, :0OU I, : 0). (4.82)

In particular, many of the forthcoming moment relations will be based on calcula-
tions involving V', and U, given in (4.82). Connected to these matrices are

M. = (1 vy 12) , (4.83)
E,=T" T' ,x-.-xT4x"124,, (4.84)

where specially it is noted that
r(E,) =r(G,—14;) = p — m,. (4.85)

One of the main tricks when deriving the moment expressions is to use the
observation presented in the next lemma.

Lemma 4.3 Let V', and U\, be given by (4.82) and let h(e) be any measurable
Sfunction of(Uql)_1 of proper size. Then

E[(VTHTTRU D) = ¢, ELUL )T TRUS DY, 1 =2,3,
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where

n—r(Cy)—my_1—1 -1 r(Cr—1) —r(Cy)

= (4.86)
n—r(Cr—1) —my_1 —1 n—r(Cr-1) —my_; — 1

Cr—1 =

Proof According to the definitions of V{l_l and U',, and Theorem B.22 (i) in
Appendix B, there exists a unique lower triangular matrix 7' such that

LW=TT, V), '=TFT, (4.87)

where F ~ MBr(m,—_1,n—r(C,_-1),r(Cr-1)—r(C,)) (see Appendix A, Sect. A.9
for a definition of the multivariate B-distribution) is independent of T'. Since (see
Appendix B, Theorem B.22 (iii))

E[F'1=¢ 11,

the lemma is established. O

The result in (4.87) is of special interest, in particular the fact that F is
independent of T', which follows from the derivation of the M (e, o, @) distribution
(e.g. see Kollo and von Rosen, 2005, pp. 248-249). One should note that U'}; =
Vql_l + W, where U7, V{l_l and W ~ W, ,r(Cr-1) —r(C,)) are Wishart-
distributed, and W is independent of Vql_l.

Another important result which will also be used repeatedly is the following
lemma.

Lemma 4.4 Let M, be given by (4.83) and let Q be an arbitrary non-random
matrix of a proper size. Then

1

EIM; QM. ] = E[< Vi Vi~

Je(r wivi)

_( 0 0 )
L0 E[{(vipTtonr )

Proof Since V" is Wishart-distributed, there exists an N ~ Ny, n—rc,)(0, 1, I)
such that V" = NN'’. Corresponding to the V', partition N' = (N} : N}),
ie. V{l = NlN’l, and it is noted that N, is independent of Nj. Then the proof
follows by an application of Appendix B, Theorem B.19 (iv). O

—

In Corollary 3.3 E[X] was presented as a sum of three random variables:

3
E[X]=) A;BiCi =P 5XPc + Po a5 XPcy+ P4, 5,X Py,
i=1

(4.88)
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where
Pi=Pus, Pr= P/Q\'lAz,gz’ P3 = P’Q‘IZ’Q‘IIASS‘S, (4.89)

0,=1-P,, 0,=1-P,. (4.90)
The variables in (4.88) are of the same type as E/[Y] in the B RM but unfortunately
the variables are not independently distributed. Now it will be shown how to derive

—

the dispersion matrix D[E[X]]. Note that E[E[X]] = E[X] and

—_

3
DIE[X]] = DIE[X] - E[X]] = D[Z Pi(Xx - E[XDPc],

i=1

This means that in order to find D[E/[)?]], it is sufficient to consider the
dispersion

D[P.(X — E[XDPc]. r=1273,
and the covariance

CIP,(X — EIX)Pc, Ps(X — E[XDP¢/], l<r<s<3.

—

By summing all the necessary dispersion and covariance matrices, D[E[X]] is
obtained. In the next theorem the dispersion is studied, whereas the covariance

—

is treated in Theorem 4.13. The final expression for D[E[X]] is presented in
Theorem 4.14.

Theorem 4.12 Consider the EBRM?; presented in Definition 2.2. Let m, and c,
be defined by (4.78) and (4.86), respectively. Put

dip=crey, diz=cicre;, dr3=ces,

where
_ (p—m))(n —r(C)—1) _
e = ., r=273,
n—r(Cy)—mp—1 =) —r(Cy) —my_1+p—my — 1)
(4.91)
and
f= o=l r=1,2,3. (4.92)

n—r(Cy)—m,—1’
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Furthermore, let
Ali=(A1:Ary:---1A), A1o=0 (4.93)
and define
Ki=%(Pg,_ 51— Pg,51)
= AL (AL AT AL — Au(A BT AL )AL
where in particular
Ki = A (A|Z7'A) A,
K> = A12(A], 27 A1) " A), — A1(A| 71 A) " A],
K3 = A13(A152 7 A13) " Al — A12(A1,2 7 A1)~ A,
Then, if e, and f, are finite and positive,
D[P 4, 5,(X = E[XDPc/]1 = fiPc; ® K1, (4.94)
DIPg A, 5 (X — EIXD Pl = Pcy ® (di2K1 + f2K>),
DIP G514, 5,(X = EIXD Pl = Py ® (d13K1 + do 3K + f3K3),

where Q,, r =1, 2, is defined in (4.90).

Proof Tt follows that the proof in principle holds for an arbitrary r, which,
however, will not be highlighted. Due to independence between the “mean” and
the “residuals”

D[P,(X — E[X))Pc/1=Pc, @ E[P,XP,], r=1,23, (499

where for notational convenience ﬁ, in (4.89) is used, and therefore the crucial
quantity to consider is

E[P,XP].
When r = 1, relation (4.95) is immediately obtained from Theorem 4.3 (ii), since
the expressions which have to be calculated have the same form as those used when
calculating the dispersion for the dispersion of B in the BRM, i.e.

E[P,ZP|] = fiK|, (4.96)

where fj is given by (4.92).
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Before starting the derivation of E [/15,22?;], r = 2,3, some preparatory results
are stated without proofs. For r = 2 the “open sesame” relation

P ~ =1 _
0,5, 0, =05, =G(G\W,6)"'G} (4.97)
will be used, where G| and W are defined in (4.73) and (4.74), respectively. This

relation and a similar one given below in (4.101) are two of the most important
relations for treating the EBRM 139 theoretically, since, for example, the right-hand

side of (4.97) shows that 0, S, ! 0,=0,5, " is inverted Wishart-distributed, and
therefore moments are also available. Moreover, with M| as defined in (4.83)

~ —~ 1/2 -1
Py = 0,P4, 6w,6,.6, = P/GI,WI—IPAZ.G’IW2GI,61 =2'’T\MH'Pg: 4,.6,w,6, G
(4.98)
yields

) D’ 1/2 1/2
PyEP, = B'°T\M P, 12 Py o MITIEY,

where E> is defined in (4.84). Then, because V! is Wishart distributed, V! = NN’
and V%z = NN/, for some normally distributed
N = (N/l : N/z)/ ~ Np,n—r(Cl)(Os I1,1),
implying, among other things, that V5 is independent of N1 and U %1 = Vh + W,
where W ~ W), 4)(I, 7(C1) —r(C2)) is independent of V{l. It follows, by using
Lemma 4.4, that
D.vp 12w 172
E[Py2P)) = BT ELPy, 1 P o ITYEY
+Zl/21’11,1’11Zl/zE[tr{(Vh)_lPEz’Ulzl P

/
E21U121 }]'

Using Lemma 4.3 and Theorem B.26 (i) in Appendix B, the expectations can be
calculated:

E[PEz,Ulzlp;fz,Ulzl] = [2PE,,
El{(ViD ™ P, 12 P/Ez,U%l}] =l E[u{(U) ™ Py, 2 P/E2’U121}]

= aAEl(UT) " Py, 2 )1 =dia, (4.99)
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defined in the statement of the theorem. Furthermore, it can be shown that K| and
K, also given in the statement of the theorem, satisfy

K, =31z
K, ='’1Y PE,T'3!/?,
respectively, and hence
E[P,3P)] =di K, + /oK (4.100)

has been determined.
Next r = 3 is considered and the derivation follows the previous case when
r = 2. Instead of (4.97), the following equations now appear:

P VN . _
0,0,5; 0/0,=0,0,5; =G2(G,W3G2)"'G) (4.101)
and
=S -l
= 32T\ M\TAM2H; ' Py, 6,w,6,G (4.102)
as well as

) D’ 1/2 1/2
PsZP, = ' T\M\Ts Mo Py, o Pl o MSTIMITIEY,

Then, once again applying Lemma 4.4 and using V%z = NN/, for some normally
distributed N = (N} : N}), where N is uncorrelated with N1, M and U {’1,

D D/ 1/2yu’ 1/2
E[P;XZP;]1=x'/°TY F’ZE[MZPELUislP;ELUfIM’Z]l"zFLfZ / (4.103)

+ Z1/21"11/1"11Z1/2E[tr{(Vh)_l1"2M2PE3’U131 P;%’U?l M,THY].
(4.104)

It is observed that E[M, P s P oM ’2] has the same stochastic structure as
E3’Ull E3;U11

E [ﬁzE ﬁ;] and therefore the right-hand side of (4.103) equals
1/2¢u’ 1/2
I r;E[MzPELUlzlP’E}’U?IM’Z]rzr'f): /
12 yu’ 1/2
=x!2rv'ry E[Pg, u3, P;%,U?l]l"gr‘f): /

+EV AT IO E 2 (Vi)™ P, g Pl g 1]
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Now Lemma 4.3 and Theorem B.26 (i) in Appendix B, yield
/
E[PE3’U131PE3,Uf1] = 3P,
2 \—1 / _ 3\-1 l
E[tc{(V1)) PE3,U131 PE3,U131 H = cE[tc{(Uy)) PE3,U131 PE;,Ufl H

= E(U]) ™ Py, 31 =das, (4105

where f3 and c; are given in Table 4.1 and d> 3 is defined in the beginning of the
theorem. Finally, (4.104) is considered:

120yl ¥ 1/2 1 =1y’ ’ /
22ri T2 2Ef(vl)) ToMaP g, o Py s MT2)]
12pl' vl v1/2,. 2 \—1
=z2ri vl =2 Efu{(U3) I"ZMZPES’U?IP%LU?IM’ZI‘Z}]
12pl' pl 51/2
=z!/2ririsl/
xc E[r{(U3) "' T V2T,ry (V%l)*IPELU?l P%&U?I(V%l)’lrgr’szI‘z}]

= 3'/2r!'rh 51/2¢, Efur{rY (V%l)_1PE3,Uf1 P’Ew131 D ¥4

12l pl y1/2 2 y—1
= x12rlrl =12 Efu{(v3) PELU?IP’ELU?]}],

since l“/2 V2F2 = U%l and I‘ZU%II‘? = V%l. Thus, the last expression has the same
form as the left-hand side of (4.99) and, therefore, the expectation in (4.104) equals

1 \—1yv / / _
E[tr{(V) FZMZPELU?IPELUEIMZFZ}] =d 3.
The statement of the theorem concerning » = 3 is verified by observing that

K, =3'/’rvr,ririx!’?, (4.106)

_ yl2ypu o’ uypuy1/2
0O
It is of interest to reflect on how the proof was carried out and understand that
the main parts consist of two recursive relations, and in particular to understand

when and why Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4 were applied. Now the covariance between the
terms in

E[X] = PAI’Slxpci +P§/1A2’§2xpcé +P§/263A3’§3xpcg

is studied.
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Theorem 4.13 Let r < s < 3 and let the notation be the same as in Theorem 4.12
and its proof. Then, for the E BRM% presented in Definition 2.2, if ey, given in
Theorem 4.12, is finite and positive,

C[P,(X — E[X])P¢,, P{(X — E[X])P/]

—Pc; ®dr3K, ifr > 1,
PC; ® (d1sK1+ Ky), ifr=1.

Proof The following proof indicates that the result holds for a general m > 3 in
an EBRMY, if MLEs have been derived. The matrices M, and E, given by (4.83)
and (4.84) will be used. Additionally, a matrix Z, s simplifies the presentation as
follows:

Z,g=T" T" ,x---x 1”;):—1/2P’thr,lP’GM,W;+ll XX PG
2<r<s, (4.107)
Zis= P/GI,W;'P/GQ,WQI XX Pl sz (4.108)
Z.s=1, r>s.
First consider the case r = 1:
E[P|ZP,] = E[):1/2r’1M1r'f):1/2P;‘MG;71WSGH’GSZ/LH]
- El/zrlf/E[rlle/ZP/AS,G;ilWSGS,I,GSZ/Zsfl]rlllzl/z
+EM((V) ST PER) o o 6 2 NE AT T B2
=z!2rv U122 ez 12T < x r?/—lP;ES,Uf;I] (4.109)
xTY_| x - x T{E? 4+ d) (K, (4.110)

= 212U 1285121 X T PR TY | x--- x TUEY2 4 a4 K,
= K; +d1,SK17 (4111)

where, among other used results, Lemma 4.4 has been applied.
Now suppose r = 2 and s = 3. Note that (X — E[X])Pcé can be written as

(X — EIXDP¢; = (X — EIXD(P¢, + P¢; — Pey),

where (X — E[X]) P, is independent of P,, Py and (X — E[X))(P¢, — P()).
Hence,

CIP2(X — EIX)Pcy. P3(X — EIX)P ] = Pcy ® E[PEP3].
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Thus, from now on E [’PZZ/I;;] is discussed in a manner similar to the way in which
we discussed the case when r = s, and it turns out that there exists a recurrence
property which is somewhat easier to handle than when » = s, as in Theorem 4.12.
It can be shown, using the same arguments as were used when (4.103) and (4.104)
were obtained, that if one assumes that

E[el (Vi) TYE 2P o, 1wy B P

Az, G’ W3G2,G2o
xG2(GyW2G) " GyW, 121w }] (4.112)
then
- =7
E[PyEP3] = E[Z11P 4, 6/ wy6,.6, =Py, WG, 6,215
=3'’r EM TV 2P TP Z, M T, x'/?
1 1 A2,G\W2G1,Gy A3,GyW3Ga,G, 2,27 110 1

= 220U TV 2ELP y, 61wy 6, P Z) ,ryx!2 4.113)

Asz, G’ W3G>,Go
To verify (4.112), Lemma 4.3 together with some calculations are used. The left-
hand side equals

A El{UT) ' T{ET 2Py, 6iwoc.6, B P, GyW;G1.G»

xG2(GHLW2G2) "' GHLW,E /2T Y

= E[w{T{E""? Py, 61 wy6,.6, 2P G2(GLW1G) ' HoTY)]

Az, G’ W3G,,Go

= CE[(GLP 4, 61 wy6,.6, 2P, G2(GLW1Gy) 1)1 =0,

Az, G/ W3G,,Go
since according to the definition of G, given in (4.79), G’2A2 = 0, which implies
that

/
GZPAz,G’IW2G1,G1 =0.

Continuing with (4.113), by the definition of P 42.G W2G1,Gy» it is obtained
that (4.113) equals (in particular using (4.79))

2!2rere s V2E[(I - P! YT P’ Z,,ITYx?, (4.114)

G2, Wy ! A3,G,W3G2.Gy

which consists of a difference of two moment expressions. Concerning the first
expression, it follows that:

21/21"14 ruzl/2E[P/

uy1/2
A3 G'W3G2 Gzzz’z]rlE

_ 21/21"14 ruzl/2E[P/

A43.G,W3Ga, G, JZ AT TY T2, (4.115)
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since
2y, 122 = Py 27T T
=37 12rvr¥ (v2)" (V3 vI)rarixl2,

and when in (4.115) the expectation is taken, the expression including V%z
is cancelled. Because for some normally distributed N = (N/1 : N/z)’ ~
Npyn—r(cy)(0,I,1), i.e. N has independent elements and a zero mean, V%z =
NN/, and in particular N is independent of the other random quantities in (4.115).

X . ,
It appears from the following that it is not necessary to express E[P 43.G, W36, Gz]

in (4.115).
When studying the second expression in (4.114), it can be observed that
12’ ~1/2 1/2
DY Ty 2EP G, 1 2P GGy 6, 22211 EY
1/2pu pu’ 1/2 —1/2qpu pu’ 2
=x2reryririst/ EIPy, 61w,65,6,)% 2reryrsrizl/ (4.116)
+ =T IS E B (Vi) T ST E 2P Gy, 6,5 T T.
(4.117)
since
1/2pu’ —1/2 pt / 1/2
XTI TIX PGZ,W;'ZPAz,G’szGz,GzZerle
_ yl2pd —1/2 p/ / —12q1pd 1/2
=X /“T{I{X PGQ,W;IZPAs,G’2W3Gz,GzPGz,W{'Z G IT{X

= 32114 MyT4TY S 2 P/

=12 pu’ pq7 uy1/2
A3,G/2W3Gz,G2Z rl r2 M2r2r12 s

and if one calculates the expected value of this expression, one obtains the sum
of (4.116) and (4.117). However, (4.116) is identical to (4.115), since

22rYra TATY 226Gy = V2TV TV 2126, = 6.
Hence,
E[P,2P5] = —2'21¢'r T, T3/

2 1 1/2 =172y’ pl’
EW{(Vi) T ST E2 P o6, 6,27 AT T,
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Finally, it is noted that, according to (4.106), K» = '/2T% T, T, T%%!/2 and using
Lemma 4.3

2 \—1 1/2 —1/2ypu ypu’
E[u{(Vi)~'Tiryz! P 61,62y ® T4

3,1 1/2 —1/2ypu ypu’
= Elr{(U) TS 2P 6y, 6, PTETH

= E[(U) T P, 3 1] = das,
where E3 is given by (4.84) and the last equality follows from (4.105). All these
calculations establish the theorem. |
Theorems 4.12 and 4.13 imply the next result.

Theorem 4.14 Consider the EBRM?; presented in Definition 2.2 and apply the
notation used in Theorems 4.12 and 4.13. Then

3
DIE[X]] = D[Y_ A;B:Ci]
i=1
= D[PA1,51XPC1 + PQ]A2,§2XPC£ + P§§§3A3,§3XPC§]
= D[P, 5 XPc]+ D[PQ’IAzszPCﬁ] + D[P§§§3A3,§3XPC§]
+2C[PA1,51XPC1, P§3A2,§2XPC§]
F2C[P A, 5: X Pcrs PG pia, 5, X Pyl
+2C[P@/1A2’§2XPC5, P@;@}Asfsxpcé]
= fiPc; ® K1 + Py ® 3d12K 1 + (f2+2)K2)
+Pc, ® (Bd13K1 —dr3Ko 4 (f3 +2)K3).
Now the expectation of ¥ is considered (see Theorem 3.2 for a presentation of

f). The necessary calculations will be similar, but easier than those presented above,
because certain random matrices are not included in the expressions given below.

Theorem 4.15 Let K; be defined in Theorem 4.12 and let m, and c, be defined
by (4.78) and (4.86), respectively. Put

gi,j =cCiCit1 X - xcj_imj/(n—r(Cj)—mj; — 1), i< j <3,
(4.118)

gjj=mj/(n—r(C;)—mj;—1),
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which are supposed to be finite and positive. For the E BRM%, let ¥ be as in
Theorem 3.2, i.e.

nE =X(I - Pc)X + Q\X(Pc; — Pc))X' 0,
Y o~ o V- o~~~
+0,0,X(Pey — Pe)X'0,0:+ 030,0,XP, X' 0,0,03. (4.119)

where Qi is defined in Theorem 3.2. Then

EnZ] = (n—r(C)Z+ Y (r(Cj-1) —r(C))
j=2
j—1
x() gij1Ki+2G; (G 2G; 1)"'G_ %)
i=1
3
+r(C3)Q_ gi3Ki + £G3(G42G3) G4 X).
i=1

Proof The proof of the theorem could be based on many of the calculations
and established relations which were used when verifying Theorems 4.12 and
4.13. However, since the problem is now somewhat simpler, the proof will
mainly rest on taking the expectations of squares of Z,, defined in (4.107)
and (4.108). From the given expression of nX, it follows that the expectatlons

of X(I — PC/)X/ QIX(PC/ PC/)X Ql’ Q2Q1X(PC/ PC/)X Q1Q2 and

Q3 Q2 Q X PCr X' Ql Q2 Q3 are needed. When obtaining the moments, Facts (i)—
(iii) presented at the beginning of Sect. 4.6 will be utilized. The following moment
expressions will be used:

E[XUI = Pc)X'T=(n—r(C)Z,
EX(Pc, | — PC})X/] = (r(Cj-1) —r(C))X, Jj=2.3,
E[XPCéX/] =r(C3)X.
Then it follows from (4.119) that the theorem is verified if it is shown that
E[0120,]1=¢1.1K1 + £G1(G|2G)"'G|Z, (4.120)

E[0,0,20,0:] = g12K| + 822K2 + £G2(G,2G2) ' G4 T
(4.121)

E[05050,20,0,05] = 213K + 223K2 + 233K

+ 263(G52G3) G4
(4.122)
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Expression (4.120) is true, since

E[Q12 Q] = E[Z1,22} ] = £'*T|E[M, M| ][, 2!/
=3'2r¢rvs'2 4 2120 T2 2 E[n (Vi)
=2Gi(G\ZG) "G\ T + 11K,

where M, is defined in (4.83), r = 1, and E[tr{(V%l)’l}] follows from Appendix

B, Theorem B.21 (i).

Concerning (4.121),
E[0,0120,0,] = E[Z,,3Z) ;] = £'/*T|E[MZ,,3Z) ,M|IT 2"/
=321 E[2,,32), T2 + 22T T 2 2 E(((V]) 7' 22232 )]
= 22T T EIMaMAITL T % 4 ¢ 212D T B 2 Elr{(U3)) ' 222325 )]
=320y rary s + 220y rh e ry s 2 Ef((vi) 71
+a 22T T B 2 Er (V)

=XG2(G4ZG2) ' GL T + 12K + g22Ko.

Finally, (4.122) is presented and the ideas for proving the result are similar to
those used when calculating (4.120) and (4.121):

E[030,0,20, 0,051 = E[Z) 33Z] ;]
= 3G3(G42G3) 'GLE + g33K3 + 213K 1 + g23Ko.

Hence, based on the above-derived formulas, it is straightforward to obtain £ [X I—
PcX'], QlX(PC’ = PcpX’ 0. E[Q2Q1X(Pc’ = PcpX’ 0,0,] and
E[ Q3 Q2 erpcg X' Q1 Q2 Q3], and then the theorem is established. O

As shown in Theorem 4.15, the estimator 3 is not an unbiased estimator. This is by
no means unexpected, because this fact has already been observed when m = 1 in
the EBRMYF,i.e. the BRM. It can be shown that

E[nZ] =nX
3 j—1

3
+D D (€)= r (€ )(gij—1 — DK +7(C3) Y (g3 — DK

j=2i=1 i=1
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where K;,i = 1,2, 3, are given in Theorem 4.12. Thereforei,\ if unbiased estimators
of K;,i = 1,2,3, can be found, an unbiased estimator of X is available. Copying
previous calculations yields

E[A(A\Z 7 A~ A}] = E[A1(A|ST'AD Al = (0 — r(C)) — mDK],
E[Q)A2(4,0,2 ' 01 42)"450,1 = E[0)42(4, 0,5, 0} 42)~ 450,

=m—r(C2)—my+p—m))Kr+ci1(p—mp)Ky,
E[/Q\Q/Q\;A3(A§’Q\2/Q\1§71’Q\Q/Q\;A3)7A§’Q\2’Q\1]

= E[Q) 0,43(4;0,0,5; ' 0,043 A,0,0]

=n—r(C3) —my+p—m3)Kz+ci(p—m3)Kz +cica(p —m3)K.

From these expressions unbiased estimators of K;, i = 1,2, 3, let us say K i, can be
obtained which are pure functions of the MLE of X. Hence, the next theorem has
been established.

Theorem 4.16 With % as presented in Theorem 4.15, an unbiased estimator of X
in the EBRM%, presented in Definition 2.2, is given by

3 j—1 3
- -1 -1 -
Ly=%- j—1) — iNgi,j—1 — DK; — i3 — DK,
v ”gizl(r(cj D =€) gij-1—1) nr(c3)(;(g,3 )
where
K = ! AA T A4
l—n_r(cl)_m1 1 1 1 s
> 1 -/ -~ 1= _ o~
K, = Ar(AL 0, Asr)~ Al
2 n_r(CZ)_m1+[7—m2Q1 2( 2Q1 Ql 2) 2Q1
_ Cl(P_mZ) I?l,
n—r(Cz)—mi+p—my
- 1 )~ ey
K; = 0)0,43(A;0,0,% 0,0,43) A4;0,0,

n—r(C3) —my+p—m3

B c1(p —ms3) R, crea(p —m3) e
n—r(C3) —my+p—ms3 n—r(C3)—my+p—mz

R In the rest of this section D[E,-] and D[E,-], i =1, 2,3, will be considered. For
B3 it follows from Theorem 3.2 that

B; = (A5G2(GyW3G2) "' GLA3) ' ALGa(GLW3Ga) ' GLX Ch(C5C5) 7,
(4.123)
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where G, and W3 are given by (4.73) and (4.74), respectively. Thus, from
Corollary 4.1 (ii), if n —kz —mpy + g3 — 1 > 0,

n—ky—1

D[B3] =
B3l n—kz—my+q3—

1<cacg)*1 ® (A4G2(GH2Gr) ' GhHA3) .

It is now shown how to obtain the dispersion matrix for B,. Because of the
assumption of uniqueness, given in Theorem 4.9 (iii),

G'A2B12C)
can be studied, since
(A’zGlG/lAz)*lA/zGlG/1A2§2C2C/2(C2C’2)*1 = B>.
It has already been shown that B is an unbiased estimator and therefore
G| A2(B> — By)C> (4.124)

is treated. The expression in (4.124) can be rewritten as
G| A2(B2 — B2)Ca = PG 4,.1w,6,G1 (X — E[X] — A3(B3 — B3)C3) Py

= PG a,.6,w6, GI{(X — EIX))(P¢, — P¢) + (X — E[X]) P,

=P 4,.6,w;65,6,(X — E[XDPcy}
= P a,.6,w6,G1 (X — EIXD(P¢; — Pcy)

+P G 4y.6,w6,G1T = P gy 61ws6,.6,) (X — EIXD Py (4.125)

The idea behind the decomposition of G’1 A2(§2 — B»)C, is that the components
are partly independent: (X — E[X])PC; is independent of (X — E[X])(Pcé —
ch), PG}Az,G’IWzGlG/l and PA3,G’2W3Gz,Gz’ because W and W3 are independent
of X PC;. Hence,

CI:PG’IAQ,G’IW2G1G/1(X — EIXD(Pc; = Pcy),
PGy w60 (I = P Ay 6yw365.6.) (X — E[X])Pcé] =0
and therefore

D[G}Ax(B; — B>)C3]
= D[P g, 4,6/ w,6,G\ (X — EIX)(P¢; — P¢y)] (4.126)
+DIP G ay,61wa6, (I = P a3 GiwsGy,G,) (X — EIXD Pyl (4.127)
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The two expressions given by (4.126) and (4.127) are now treated separately. Firstly,

DIP G p,.6,w,6,G1(X — E[X])(Pc; — Pc))]
= (PC£ - PCé) ® E[PG3A21G/1W2G1GEZGIP/G/IALG/IW2G1]
and the rest follows from the treatment of the BRM, e.g. see (4.23). Thus, (4.126)
equals
DIP G, p,.6,w,6,G1(X — E[X))(Pc, — Pl = (Pc; — Pcy)

n—r(Cp —1

PG 4y 36,G1 261 (4.128
(€)= mi + (G Ay — 1T G1A6126 GG (4 128)

Secondly, the expression (4.127) is treated, which is somewhat more complicated to
handle. Note that
D[PG/IAZaG,I WZGIG,I (I - PA3,G’2W362,GZ)(X - E[X])ch] = PC; ®

’ ! 4
ElP G, 45,616, O1UT = Py 6,w365,6) 2T = Py, 616, 6,)01P 614, 616 ]

and
PG, 4.6y, G1 = HATSTSTYE™2 — HTG V3 (v3) 7' T4 E 712, (4129)

where I'y, 'y and H; are defined in (4.75) and (4.76). Then, because
E[Vy(Vip~'1=0,

E[P G 4,,6,w,6,G1U = P, 6,w,6,.6.) 2 = Py 61,6, 6,61 P61 4, 61 w06, )
= E[H,T,T,TY®~12(1 - P,y wi60.6) E — PA3,G/2w3c;2,az)E‘”2F‘f ryr,HY)

I'y2 2 \—1 —1/2
+E[H11“2V21(V“) T4TYE" 20 = Py yws6,.60 2 = Py i)

BT T (V) Vit | (+.130)

The two expressions on the right-hand side of (4.130) will from now on be
considered separately. The difference between obtaining moments for the mean
parameters and obtaining moments for E/[Y] or T is that in the latter cases one
has not to rely on uniqueness for the mean parameters. Concerning B, it follows
from the proof of Theorem 4.9 (iii) that in order for Ez to be unique, C(A5G) =
C(A%G>) has to be true. Thus, utilizing (4.79),

T'x 71245 = Zr4TY 271245
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for some matrix Z, and
LiZ™2(0 = Py, 6,w,62.6,)
=Yz ~12 - Zririrsrys =12 4 Zzryv3 (vip 'rirsris =12,
Then, since E[V3,(V3,)"'] = 0 and T,T% =0,
Uyl —-1/2 —1/2yu' ' vl
EMHTSDOTYE ™20 = Py, rwny.6) 2 — P GWsG2.G)E I2rvrhrhH)

n—r(Csz)—1

— H,T'T H’
17272 1_l—n—r(ng)—m_o,—l

HThrhzri Tz’ T T’
where lelz’rle’l and legFéZFgFéZTgFle’l now have to be expressed in
the original matrices. A few calculations show that
ATl = TUT* X 1/2 A5(A '¥Gy) 'GLAL)TALETV2TYTY | (4131
343 =121 3(A362(GLXG2) Gy A3) A 1 Ty, (4130
T5T) = TY=7124,(A5G1 (G} 2G1) ™' G} A2)~ A=~ 1/2TY (4.132)
r‘r* = £'2G6,(G,xG,)"'6|z'?, (4.133)
and then (4.132) implies the relation
H|T,T) = G1A2(A5G1(G£G1) ™' G Ay~ ALz~ 1/21Y
and (4.131) implies that
ZTLTLZ = TYE 712 A5(A,G2(GL2Gr) "' GLA3)~ AL Z~1/2TY

Moreover, using (4.133) the first expression on the right-hand side of (4.130) equals

'yl —-1/2 —1/2pu’ pl' pl
E[H,\T,T5TY 2= 12(1 — P 4, 6, w36,.6) T — P:‘\s,G/szGz,Gz)E 2rerhrhHY
—r(C3)—1 -1 -
= S et P46y 56, G1 A3 (A562(GLEG2) T GL AY) A5GIPG 4, 65,
+ PG a,.6,26,G1ZG1. (4.134)

The second term on the right-hand side of (4.130) can after some calculations be
shown to equal

U'y2 2 \—1 -1/2 —1/2yu’ pu’
E[lezvﬂ(v“) ryrixz-Y I = P A, Gyw362,6)ZT = Ply, 616, 6,)% 2rury

< (V3 VALY
= H\T5TLH E[w{(V3) ' T4TY =121 — P 4, Gyws6,.6, 2 — P

’
A3,G’2W362.Gz)

xT~12rYTY ), (4.135)
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and the remaining task is to obtain the expectation of the trace function in (4.135).
However, the necessary calculations have by now been repeated several times and
therefore, without showing any details, it is stated that

2 \—1 —-1/2 —1/2vu’ pu’
E[r{(Vip~'maryz =2 - p . Gy WsGa.G) EU — A% Gy W362,62)F & X ER)

= aEl(Wip ™03 Ty (vip T (vipTITui
m3

oy w1 (4.136)

= Et{(ViD =0

where U 31 is defined in (4.82).

Hence, by using (4.126)—(4.130), (4. 134) (4.136), D[G} A2(B2 — B»)(C], can
be obtained and after a discussion of D[ 1], a forthcoming Theorem 4.17 will be
presented where, among other things, a complete expression for D[Bz] is given.

Concerning D[Bl] it should be noted that the treatment of D[Bl] is sumlar to
the treatment of D[Bz] although some additional arguments are needed. If 31 is
to be unique, it follows from Theorem 4.9 that A; and C | must be of full rank and,
therefore, instead of B 1, the linear combinations A | (31 B1)C, with expectation
0, will be studied.

As when treating (4.124), A1(§1 — B1)C; will be decomposed, i.e.

A((B, - B1)Cy
=Paw (X —EXD(Pc; — Pcy)
+P 4w (I = Py, Grwng,.6) X — EIXD(Pe; — Py)
+Pa (= P o, iwsc,.6)T = Paycywsa.6) X — EIXDP¢,. (4.137)

Due to independence among the terms

D[A(B, — B))Cy]
= D[P a,.w, (X — EIXD(P¢; — P¢y)]
+D[P 4, w,(I = Py, 61wy6,.6) (X — EIXD(Pc, — Py

+D[PA1,W1 (I - PAZvG/IWZleGI)(I - PA3~G,2WSGZ~GZ)(X - E[X])Pcé] (4.138)

The three terms on the right-hand side of (4.138) are now treated one by one. Using
the independence between P 4, w, and (X — E[X])(Pci — PC§)7

DIP 4, w,(X — EIX))(P¢; — Pepl = (Por — Pey) ® ELP A, w, BPy, ],
and knowledge about the BRM yields

n—k —1

E[P, w, 2P’ =
[ A, W Al,Wl] n—ki—p+q —1

A(A[Z7TAD AL (4.139)
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Concerning the second expression, it is noted that (X — E[X ])(Pcé — ch) is
independent of P4, w, and P4, G\ w,c,.G,- Hence,

D[P g, w, (I — PAz,G/IWZGl,Gl)(X - E[X])(Pcé - ch)]
/ I
= (PCQ - PCQ) Q@ E[Pa,w, (I — PAz,G’lequGl)Z(I - PAZ,G’IWZGI,Gl)PAl,Wl]'

(4.140)

In order to find an explicit expression of (4.140), the approach to finding the
expectation in (4.130) is copied. Rewriting P4, w, and P 42.G,W2G1.G, in a
canonical form, one obtains:

Pa.w =220l =~12 g2y (vi)~iris-12
and
PAz,GGW2G1,G1 = ZlHlI‘ZZ/FIZFIfZil/Z - Zllegvgl(v%l)ilrgrlldzil/z’

where Z; is defined based on the fact that the uniqueness of B, implies C(A}) =
C(A,G): hence a Z; exists such that

Ay = Z1GAs.
Applying the same techniques as before gives

E[Paw (I — PAzyGllszlyGl)Z(I - P;xz,G’lszl,Gl)P;\l,Wl]

= (1+e "2 YA (A1Z7 A7 A]
n—r(Cz)—myp—1 ! !
n—r(Cp)—1

B (C) — g — 1PAI,ZAz(Agcl(GQZGl)*lc’lAz)*A;PQ,hZ.
Finally, the third term in (4.138) can be written as follows:
DIP o, wy,(I = P o, Grwy60.6)U = P ay 6w362,6,) (X — EIXDP ]
=P ® E[PAl,Wl (I = P4, 6'w,61.6)UT = P a3 6, w365.6,) E

i / i
X(I - PA3,G’2W3G2,G2)(I - PAQ,G,IWQGI,G])PALWI]'
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It can be shown that the expectation equals

E[ZV Ty T2 - P 4, .6 wy61,6)UT = P a3 GiwsGy,G)) X

12l ol 5 1/2
x(I' = PA3 G, W3Go, G, — Az G, WaG1, )T 2ririz'?]

+E[):1/21"’1 Vu (Vi ' TE2U = Py, 61wae,.6)T = Payaywi6,.6,) %

x(I = PA3 G/ W3Ga, Gz)(l A2 G, 1 WaGy, Gl)zil/zrllt,(vil)ilV{ZF?ZI/Z]’

(4.141)

where
12 pu iy —1/2
E[): PLYT{E"2U = P o, 6wi61.60T = P as 6, ws62.60) E

x(I—P -

—1/2¢l' vl y1/2
A3G W3G2,G2 )2 FlrlZ ]

Az G’ 1W2G1,Gy
= PAI,EZ + PAI,EAz(A2Gl(G&ZGl)_lGlAz)_AéP/AI’):

n—r(C3)—1
+n—r(C3)im3—1 Pz — PAZ*G/lzGl*Gl)

x A3(A5G2(GHZG) ' GhA3) A — Py, 3Gy .6) Py s (4.142)

and

EI:Z1/2rl1,V%l(V%l)_lrlfz_l/z(I - PAz,G&WzGl,Gl)(I - I)A3,G/2W3G2,Gz)Z

—1/2 1 1 \—1y/1 1/2

x(I — Pf43 G,W3Ga, Gz)(I Az G\ WGy, Gl)Z / (rl)/(Vll) ‘/121-‘11{Z / ]

= A (A=A Al ere "3 (4.143)
= 1 1 112 r(C3)—m3—1' .

In the next theorem D[B;], i = 1,2, 3, are stated explicitly.

Theorem 4.17 Consider the EBRM?9 presented in Definition 2.2. Let B,, i =
1,2, 3, be given in Theorem 3.2 and suppose that for each B the uniqueness con-
ditions in Theorem 4.9 are satisfied. Let G;, m; and c; be defined by (4.73), (4.78)
and (4.86), respectively. Then, if the dispersion matrices are supposed to exist,

() ifn—ks—ma+q3—1>0,

DIB3) =, oot (C3C5) 7" ® (A5G2(GLEG) ' GhA) ™
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() ifn—r(Cz) —m3—1>0andn —r(C1) —mi+q2—1>0,
DBy = D[(A;GlG’lAz)—lA’zGlPGQAz,GGWzGIG’l(X — E[X])
X(Pc, = P))C5(C2C5) ™" |
+D|:(A/2G1G/1A2)_1A/2G1PG’IAz,G’lszlG/I(I = P4, 6, w36,.Gy)
X(X — EIX)P¢,CH(C2C) 7",
where

D[(A’ZGIG/IAZ)_IA’ZGIPGEAZ,G;%GIG’l(X — E[X])(P¢; - Pcé)C/z(CQC/z)_l]
= (C20) 7' Col = P)CH(C2Cy)™!
®, el (A5G 1(GIZG) TGl Ay T,
and
D[(4561G1 42 4561 P g 4,626, G U = P oy 6wy (X — ELX))
xpcgc’z(czc’z)—l]
= (€2€5) 7' C2 P, CH(C2CH) !

®{ eSO F1A3(A5G2(GYEGa) T GhAs) T ALF)

+(A+ 02, 1) (A5G 1 (G126 T Gl Ay ™! }
where
Fi = (A34) ' A3P 4, 615616,
(i) ifn—ki—p+q1—1>0,n—r(Cy)—my—1 > 0andn—r(Cz)—m3z—1 > 0,
D[B]= DI(A{ A1) " A| P, w, (X — EIX))(P¢; — Pcy)Ci(C1C)) 7]
+D[ (AT AT AL P A, (T = P g, Giw,6,,6)(X — ELXD)
x(Pc, = Pc)CHCiC) ']
+D[(A/1A1)71A/1PA1,W1 (I = P4, 6\w,61.6)UT = P 43 G, w3G,.G,)

x(X = EIXDPeCL(C1 )7,
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where
DI(A A AV P4, w, (X — EIXD(P¢; — Pcy)CH(C1C)) 7'

= (€iC)TICid = Pe)CiCiC)T e, TN (Al ET AT

DIAYAD T AP 4w (I = P A, Grwy6,.6) (X — EIXD(Py — Pc)CH(CiC7'

= (C1C)7'Ci(Pgy = Pe)CH(CiCY)™

n—r(Cy)—my—1

®{<1+q mo AT Ap !

4 ner(C)-l F2A2(A’2G1(G/IZGI)_IG’IAZ)_A’ZF’Z}

n—r(Cp)—mo—1
with
Fy=(AjA)'A[ P4, 5 (4.144)
and
D[(AﬁAl)_lA’lPAl,Wl (I = P p, 6 wrG1,6)T = P 4y 6, w3G1,Gy)
X(X = E[XDP¢,Ci(C1C) "]
= (ich~lerpg i)
®{(1 + 102, o)A AN
+F2A2(A5G1(G{2G1)"'G| A2)~ A, F),
AL FaAs(Agcz(ngcz)1G’2A3)A’3Fg},
where
F3=(AjA)'A[Pa, s = Py, 656,60 (4.145)

o~

In Theorem 4.17 D[B;],i = 1,2, 3, was presented. However, in order to apply
the results, estimators of these quantities are needed. Now estimators based on the
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MLEs are derived, and according to Theorem 4.17, these estimators are immediately
obtained if unbiased estimators of L1 — Lg, given below, are found:

Li = (A5G2(Gy2G2) ' GLA) ™!, Ly = (A45G1(G1ZG)'GlA) ™,
Ly = (A|27'A)7!, Ly = F1A3(AG2(GLEGr) "' GLA3) " AL F),
Ls = F2A2(A5G (G 2G) "' G| Ay~ AL F),

Le = F3A3(A5G2(G43G2) ' GLA3) " AL F,.

An unbiased estimator of L1, let us say Ly, is given by

n

A50,0,27'010543) 7", (4.146
”—V(C3)—m2+r(AgG2)( 3002 0,0,43) ( )

fi=
since 0, 0, (%) 0 05 = G2(GyW3G2) ' G, GYW3Gy ~ Wiy (G4EGo, n—
r(C3)), and then Appendix B, Theorem B.21 (i) gives the result.

For the same reasons, an unbiased estimator of L, equals

n

A, 0,270 A, 4.147
n—r(Cg)—ml—i-r(A’zGl)( 201221 42) (4-147)

T =

since 0;(n2)'Q) = G1(G\W2G1)"'G}, G'W2G1 ~ W, (G/2G,n —
r(C»)), and once again Theorem B.21 (i) in Appendix B gives the result. Moreover,
since

E[(A D) AT = ELA ST AN 1= (e = r(C1) — p +r(AD)
x Az AT,

n

-1 —1
= AY A . 4.14
n—r(C) - p+rapAZ AV (4.148)

L;

Concerning Ls—Lg the situation is slightly more complicated. Details of how to
obtain L4 are presented, whereas the other estimators are only listed. Inspired by
the handling of (4.127),

E[P G, 4,,G,,6,G1A3(A3G2(GyW3G2) T ASGI Pl 4 iy, ] (4:149)

is now studied. From (4.129) it follows that the expectation in (4.149) equals
H/ T TiTUE " 2 A3 E[(A3G2(GLW3Ga) ™' GLA3) A=~ 2TV T T, HY,

+H Ty TS H E[{(V3) ™ Es(B5(UT) ™ Es) "' ES)),
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where H, I'1, T'; are defined in (4.75) and (4.76), and E3 is defined in (4.84). The
formula comprises two expectations which have been calculated before; i.e. they are
given by
(n —r(C3) — my — r(A5G2))H TH T T E 72 A3(A3G2(GLE G2) ' GhA3) ™!
x AT V2T T T  HY,
= (n = r(C3) —m2 +r(A562)) P 4,.6,56,G1(A3G2(GL2G2) ' GLA3) ™!
XA%GZP/G/lAz,G/IZGl
and
ex(p —m3)H \ThThH) = ea(p — m3)P g 4,.6,56,G1ZG1,

respectively. Hence, once again using

G2(GLW3G2) 'G)y = 0,0,n2)"' Q) 05, (4.150)
G1(G\W2G1)'G = 0,n%)' 0, (4.151)

it can be shown that

Ly = (n—r(C3) —ma +r(A5G2) 1 (A,G1G Ay) " A5Gy PG 4.6 w56,
><G’1A3(A’3(}2(G’2W3G2)’1G’2A3)’1A’3(}1P’G,IAZYG,IWZGIG/IAZ(A/zGlG/lAz)’l
—ca(p —m3)(n — r(C3) — ma +r(A3G2)) 'L, (4.152)
is an unbiased estimator of L4. Note that in the above relation, if one uses (4.150)

and (4.151), Ly is explicitly expressible as a function of o}
Similar calculations yield that an unbiased estimator of L5 is given by

Ls = (n—r(Ca) —m +r(A5G )" H(AJA) T A Py, s,

x A2(A5G1(GIW2G )™ Gl A) T AYGI PG 4 iy, P s Ar(AjAD T
—ci(p —m2)(n —r(C2) —my +r(AyG1) ' Ls, (4.153)

which is expressible as a function of T via (4.151). Concerning Lg, an unbiased
estimator equals

Lo = (n—r(C3) —my+7r(A3G2)) (A AN A P, 5, = P o, 61wy6,.6,)

x A3(A5G2(GyW3G2) ™ GY A3 AS(I = Py, 1wy6,.6,) Par.s A1 (A1 4D

—c1(p —m3)(AT AN TTAY(Ls — e2Ly) A (AL AT, (4.154)
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where (4.150) and (4.151) can be used to express the estimator through T

Theorem 4.18 Consider the EBRM% presented in Deﬁnmon 2.2. Let D[ il
i =1,2,3, be given in Theorem 4.17 and suppose that for each B the uniqueness
conditions in Theorem 4.9 are satisfied. Let for i=1,2,3, G;, m; and c; be defined
by (4.73), (4.78) and (4.86), respectively, and let i,-, i=1,2,3,4,5,6, be defined
by (4.146)—(4.148), (4.152)—(4.154). Then, if the estimators exist:

®

—

DIB3] =, oo (C3Cy) ' ®Ly;
(ii)
D[Ba] = 5[(A’261G’1A2)_1A’261PGGAZ’GGWzGIG’l (X — E[X))
x(P ¢, — Pc)Ch(C2Ch)” ]
+b\|:(A/2G1G/1A2)71A/2G1PG’IAZ,G’IWQGIG/l(l = P 43.6,W3G1,G,)
X(X = E[XD P, Cy(C2CY 7.
where
ﬁ[(A’zGlG’lAz)’lA’zGlPG/IALG/IWZGIG’l (X — E[X])
x (P — Pc)Ch(C2Ch) ]
= (C20) ' Ca(Py — P CH(C2C) ' ® Mo,
and
5[(AéGlGaA2)71AaGlPG’IAZ,G’lszlG/I(I — P4, 6, w36,,6,)(X — E[X])
xpcgc’z(czcg)*l]
= (C20) 7' C2 P, CH(C2CH) !

n—r(C3)—1 T m T .
®{n—r(C3)im3—1 Ly+(1+ C2n—r(C3)3—m3—1)L2}’
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(iii)
DIB1] = DI(A[ A~ A} P g,y (X — E[X)(Pc; — Pc)CI(C1CD7]
+D[(A AT AP (T = P s, 66,6 (X — EIX])
X(Pc, = P)CH(C1C) ™|
+5[(A’1A1)_1A’1PA1,W1 (I = Pa, 6\w,61,6)U = P 436G w3G5,G,)
x(X = E[XDP¢,Ci(CiC) ™.
where
DI(A}AD) ™ AP A, w (X — EIX])(Pcr — Pc))Ci(C1C)) 7]

— — —k1—1 T
= (€iC)7'Ci(Pe - PeyCiCiC)yT e, TN L,

DI(AA) ™ A1 R0 — P 4, Gw,6,,6,)(X — EIXD(Pey — Pc))CH(CiC) 7]
= (C1C) 7' C1(Pcy = Pc)CH(CiCY) !
R+ 1oy L3, S Ls)
and
b\[(A/lAl)ilA/IPAI,WI (I = P4, 6twy61.6)UT = P oy 6, w3G,.G,)
X(X = E[XDP¢;C1(€1¢)~"|
= (cicp'eipgcicicp!

(1 +c1c2, e L3 + Ls+ , S0 Ll

47 EBRM 3‘, and Uniqueness Conditions for MLEs

The E BRM%, is presented in Definition 2.3 and our study of this model in this
section and the following sections includes fewer details than were provided for the
EBRM g in the previous section. For definitions of the matrices used in Sects. 4.7—
4.9 the reader is referred to Chap. 3. The difference between the treatments of the
two models will be highlighted, but usually only theorems containing the results are
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stated without proofs. Indeed, if one has followed the treatment of the E BRM;},
the proofs can be considered as classroom exercises. Estimators for the parameters
of the E BRM%V were given in Theorem 3.3, and in Corollary 3.4 the estimator

E/[Y] was presented. As before, E/[Y] and ¥ are always unique. When treating
the E BRM;}, it was noted that the uniqueness of estimators is independent of the
estimated inner product. Thus, by assuming ¥ = I, the next theorem can be verified
by transposing the matrices in the E BRM% and applying Theorem 4.9.

Theorem 4.19 Consider the EBRM‘?V presented in Definition 2.3. Let Ei, i =
1, %i 3, be given in Theorem 3.3 and let KB;L, i = 1,2, 3, be linear combinations
of Bi; K and L are known matrices of proper sizes. Then the following statements
hold:

@) §3 is unique if and only if
r(A3) =q3, r(C3) =ks, C(Cy)NC(C]:CH) ={0};
(ii) K§3L is unique if and only if
C(K') € C(A}), C(L) S C(C3(CY: €)%
(iii) B is unique if and only if

r(A2) =q2, r(C2) =k, C(C))NC(CH = {0},
C(CHTNCC): ChHnecy : €l = {0):;

@iv) K§2L is unique if and only if
C(K') CC(A}), C(L) S C(C2(C : C5)°);
) B is unique if and only if

r(A)) =q1, r(Cy) =k, C(CHNCCH = {0},
C(CHT NC(CY: CHNC(Ch: Ch) = {0};
(vi) K§1L is unique if and only if
C(K') CC(A}), C(L) SC(Cy),
C(C3(I = P10 Co(C2P ()0 C3) " C2)C1(C1C) L) S C(C3(C 1 C3)°),
C(C2C(C1C)TL) S C(C2(C)?).
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4.8 Asymptotic Properties of Estimators of Parameters
in the EBRM3,

Concerning asymptotic properties we can once again rely completely on the
approach and results for the E BRM;}. Correspondingly to Lemma 4.2 the next
lemma can be stated, whose proof follows directly from the proof of Lemma 4.2.

Lemma 4.5 Let Sy, §2 and §3 be as in Theorem 3.3. Suppose that for large n,
r(Cy) < ky, and that bothr(C1 : C : C3) —r(Cy : Cp) and r(Cq : C2) — r(Ch)
do not depend on n. Then, if n — 00,

I’l7151 —P> X, n71§2—P> IR n71§3—P> X.
The following limiting quantities will be used:

KB3sL = K(AyXA3) " AL2X Q,C4(C30,C5) L, (4.155)

KBysL = K(AyX7'45)" A2 1(X — A3B35C3) Q,C5(C2Q,C) "L, (4.156)

KBisL = K(A\X7'4))" A2 (X — A;B25Cy — A3B35C3)C(C1C)) L,
(4.157)

which all are normally distributed, and where it is supposed that K and L are so
chosen that (4.155)—(4.157) do not depend on the choice of g-inverses, i.e. are
unique. The matrices @ and O, are defined in (3.27),ie. Oy = I — PCi and
Q,=1-Pcc

Correspondingly to Theorem 4.10, where the E BRM;; was considered, the next
theorem can be verified.

Theorem 4.20 Consider the EBRM‘?V presented in Definition 2.3. Let for i=1,2,3,

Ei and ¥ be the maximum likelihood estimators of Bi and X inthe EBRM ev given
in Theorem 3.3.

@) IfKEgL for the specific known matrices K and L is unique for some n, and
if additionally there exists a number, v, such that C(L) € C(C3Q,,), where
C3 Q,, is a matrix whose columns are identical to the first v columns in C3 Q,,

then K§3L — KB3s L —P> 0, n — oo, where K B3x L is given by (4.155).
(ii) IfKEQL for the specific known matrices K and L is unique for some n, and
if additionally there exists a number, v, such that C(L) € C(C2Q,,), where
C, 0, is a matrix whose columns are identical to the first v columns in C2 Q 1,

then K§2L — KB)s L —P> 0, n — oo, where K B>y L is given by (4.156).
(i) If K §1L for the specific known matrices K and L is unique for some n, and
if additionally there exists a number, v, such that C(L) C C(C1y), where C 1y
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is a matrix whose columns are identical to the first v columns in Cy, then
K§1L — KB s L —P> 0, n - oo, where K B1x L is given by (4.157).

(iv) Let Xy, C1y, Coy and C3y denote the first v columns in X, Cy, Cy and C3,
respectively. Then for E|X,] = Z?:l A;iB;C;,

—— p
E|X,] = (A1B12C1y + A2Br5Co + A3B35C3,) - 0, n— oo,

where A1B1xC1y follows from statement (iii) by choosing K = A1 and L =
C1y, A2B2x Coy follows from statement (ii) by choosing K = Ay and L =
C»y, and A1B3xC3y follows from statement (i) by choosing K = A3z and
L = Cs,.
(v) Let S35 =81 + P/A" 2,1XP3X/PA(; s-1+ P, ,IXPQX/PAo -1 with P3
3 3 AZ,Z 2
and P defined in (3.27). Then

~ 1 P
Z—n(S3—|—P;A(l,’):,lXPciX’PA(I)’):q)—>0, n — oQ.

Vi) 2L no oo

4.9 Moments of Estimators of Parameters in the EBRM 3‘,

Let, as in Theorem 3.3, S, §2 and §3 be defined by

’ < ’ /
S1=X{U - PCizCéng)X . S=81+ PAg’SI*IXPchg‘X PAg,Sfl’

< < / /
S3=8, + PA%,S\Z’IXPQICEX PAZ@;I’

where the projections @ = I — PCi and O, =1 — PCi:Cé- Similar to the facts
for the estimators in the E BRM;}, stated at the beginning of Sect. 4.6, the following
facts now hold.

Facts

(i) XC} isindependent of X Q,C’ and X Q,C.
(i) X Q,C} is independent of X Q,C?.
(iii) S is independent of X Q,C%, X @,C’ and XC7.
(iv) S» is independent of X 0,C), and XC.
(v) 83 is independent of XC/.

Using these statements, correspondingly to Theorem 4.11, the next theorem can
be stated concerning the unbiasedness of the mean parameter estimators in the
EBRM;,.
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Theorem 4.21 Consider the E BRM‘?V presented in Definition 2.3. Under the
uniqueness conditions given in Theorem 4.19, K B L is an unbiased estimator of
KB;L,i =1,2,3, where B is given in Theorem 3.3.

Corollary 4.4 The expression Z?:l A;B;C; is an unbiased estimator of E[X] =
21'3:1 A;B;C;, where B is given in Theorem 3.3.

Many of the following moment expressions rest on the next lemma, for example
when considering E[nX] and D[KB;L],i = 1,2, 3.

Lemma 4.6 Let all the matrices be as in Theorem 3.3. Then,
@) ifn—r(C/lzC’Z:Cg)—1>0

_ nr(CCC)l / ~—1 — 4l
E[Pay s 2P, 51 =, r(C:Cy:Cy)—p+r(A3)— 1 A3(432 A3) " Ay

(1) if0 <ci <o00,i = 1,2, where

p—r(Az) n—r(C}:Ch)—p+r(A3)—1

L= (€O —ptr(A) =17 2= e (C}:C):Cl) = ptr(Az)—1°

E[P,,5,2P, 5]=A24)% A" AL + ClpA{, Z,lAz(A’zE*IAz)fA’zPAg,E_l
+c1e2A3(ASZ T A5) T A
= (1+c)A2(AST 7 A5) " A) + c1(ca — DA3(AE ' A3)7 Af;
(iil) if0 <d; < o0, i = 1,2, where

dy =  pr(dD g = "r(C)—ptr(An)-1
U= n—r@p—p+ran-10 27 nr(C}:Ch—ptr(An) -1

and if 0 < ¢y < 00,
E[P, 52P) 51=(1+d)AI(A1Z7 A" A| +da(dz — DA AYE "' A2)” A)

+dad) (c; — 1) A3(ALZ 71 A3)~ AL

Proof Statement (i) is almost identical to the moment expression in (4.96), which in
turn followed from calculations used when proving Theorem 4.3 (ii). The difference
is that in Theorem 4.3, § ~ W,(X,n — r(Cy)), whereas now §1 ~ W,(Z,n —
r(C}: C,: CY)).

Provmg statement (ii) turns out to be much more complicated than proving
statement (i). This stems from the fact that 82 is not Wishart-distributed. Because it
is easier to work with P 435" instead of P 4, 5, the following relation will be used:

E[P),5ZP) 1= Eld =P, s DEI P50l (4158)
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and after expansion the terms on the right-hand side of (4.158) will be considered
in detail. It appears that E[P’ §,IE] is symmetric and, therefore, in order to

determine (4.158), it suffices to consider

/

EIP), 5% (4.159)
/

EIP), 51 ZP 5] (4.160)

In several places the following trick of multiplying by projectors, decomposing the
whole space, will be used. It is noted that since I = P’A{, s-1 TP Ay x (see Appendix
31

B, Theorem B.11 (v)), (4.159) is identical to

EI(Plyg 51+ Paye) Py 5 1= EIP, o (P

o5 T (4.161)

257
Note that the expression A’3271 XI- PCI :c;:cg) is independent of A‘2’/X and

A‘3’/X, and E[AgZ*IX(I — PC]:C&:CQ] = 0, and therefore in (4.161)

E[PALEP/AZEEIZ] =0.

Moreover, put
W=_5 ~|—XPQ2C§X’~ Wp(Z,n—r(C}:Ch) (4.162)
and then the important relations
AYS,AS = ASWAS, (4.163)
AYS,AS = A WA (4.164)

can be obtained, meaning that Ag/P/ ~_, is solely a function of a Wishart variable

43,87
W and
I / / I / /
E[PAZ,E*‘PAgj;‘Z] = E[P ‘3’,2*1P Z,W*IZ] = PA%’,E*IP g,z”z
= P’A%’)I,IZ =3 - Ay(A,3 7147 AL, (4.165)
where Appendix B, Theorem B.20 (ix) has been applied.
Next (4.160) is considered and following the above ideas it is noted that (4.160)

equals

/ / / /
Py sEIP, o BP g s ilPly s + Py s EIPy o BP g 5i1P g 5.
(4.166)
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This is true since PA3,EE[P/AO 31 P, §71]PA§ s-1 = 0, which holds because
2:5; 292 ’

ALZTIX (T - Pci.c;.c;) is independent of Ang and Ag’lX, and
E[ASE7'X(I = Prcpey)] = 0.
Now, due to (4.163) and (4.164)

/ / / /
Pl s BP0 BP gy 5lP g ot = Pl s 1 EIPy B ag iy 1P ag 5

=% - A (AL A Ay el Py o 1 As(ALE T A) T AP o s (4.167)

/
0
A3

c1 in this equation and in the formulation of the lemma is determined by following
the proof of Theorem 4.6 (i) and, in particular, by making a comparison with the
derivation of (4.31), as well as by performing some calculations.

In order to complete the proof of statement (ii), the remaining task is to discuss

PALEE[P/ASSZ,IZPAgj{l]P;‘S’Z. (4.168)

Now another trick is applied. Note that I = P 4, s, ~|—P/Ao 51 and A3 s;lszAg =0.
3041
Therefore (4.168) is identical to

/ / /
PA},ZE[P g,S;lP %’3\;1ZPAZ,SEIPAE\:,SFI]PALZ

- PAS,EE[P’A;SFIP/ s w1 EPag w1 P g 1P 5. (4169)

The reason for including P ,, g1 in (4.168) is that §2 is not Wishart-distributed,
371

whereas (4.169) is a function of Wishart matrices, i.e. S| ~ Wy(X,n—r(C} : C} :
Cy))and W ~ W, (X, n — r(C} : C%)), which therefore is relatively easy to treat.

Moreover, since A;X X (I — P¢.cr.c;) is independent of Ang and A‘Z’/X, and
1"=2>3
hence also independent of Ag/WAg and A WA, (4.169) equals

PAB,EZP’ALZE[U{P’A%’W,IZPA%’WflAg’(Ag/SlAg)_lAg/ 1. (4.170)

For the derivation of moments of estimators in the E BRM%, Lemma 4.3 has turned
out to be crucial and this will also be the case when exploiting the expectation of
the trace function in (4.170). Let
V=328~ W,(I,n—r(C}:Ch:Ch),
Vit =T ag), OV U9, 0) ~ Wp_ranT,n —r(Cj : €5 : CY)).
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Since C(A9) S C(A$), according to the definition of W, Ag/P/A‘Z’,W*I ZPAZ’W—I Af

is a function of V11 and a random quantity which is independent of A‘3’/S 145.
Therefore, applying Lemma 4.3 yields

E[tr{P/Ag,WflZPAg,WflAg(Ag’SlA’g’)*lAgf}]
= czE[tr{P/A;W,l ZPAg’WflAg(Ag’WAg)*lAg,}]
= 2 E[r{TAS(A] WA AS )],
where ¢, is given in the statement of the lemma. Furthermore, it can be shown
(Theorem B.21 (i) in Appendix B) that ¢; = E[tr{XAJ(AS WA‘Z’)_lAg 1.
Thus, (4.170) equals
clczA3(A/3271A3)7A’3, 4.171)
and (4.159) and (4.160) have been determined. By expanding (4.158) and then
using (4.165)—(4.167) and (4.171), statement (ii) of the lemma has been verified.

Now the proof of statement (iii) is briefly described. The first observation is that
the expectation in statement (iii) equals

/ -~
E[(I - PA[;S;])E(I — PA?S;l)] 4.172)
and therefore
/
E[PA7’§3,1)3], 4.173)
/
E[PA?@,]ZPA{I,@?] 4.174)

are of interest. When proving statement (ii), the decomposition C(A3) B C(A3)*
was used. For statement (iii), let A>3 be any matrix generating C(A3) N C (A3)*.
Thus,

C(A3) B C(A2) N C(A3)T BC(A2)" = C(A3) BC(A2) BC(A2)™,
and (4.173) is identical to

i I I i
(P 312—1 + PA23,): + PA3,Z)E[PA0 ’S‘—IZ] = E[PAZ,E’IP (1)’3?3—12]1

13

since (P 4y, % + PA3,2)E[P:40 §,IZ] = 0. Furthermore, put
1°-3

W1 = W+XPQ1CéX/ ~ Wp(z,n —F(Cl)),



4.9 Moments of Estimators of Parameters in the EBRM SV 165

and then
AYS349 = AT W, A, (4.175)
AYS3A9 = AS W, AS. (4.176)
Hence,
/ l _ l l
ELP)g i Py 51 ZI= B[Py o Py, 1 %]
/7 /7 /
=Pl 1Pl =Pl T (4.177)

Since (4.177) is a symmetric expression, E[X P §71] takes the same value as the
3

A9,
moment expression in (4.173).

Now E [P/A 051 XP o 5-1]in (4.174) is derived. The first observation is that the
1:93 3

expectation equals

P/AZ,E*IE[P/Af §;IZPA?,§;1]PA3,>:*1 (4.178)
+PA23,EE[P;X?’»§3,1ZPA(I;”%—I]PAZ}’Z (4.179)

/ /
+PA3’ZE[PAT’S\;IZPAT,S\;I]PA}aE’ (4.180)

which is true since P;xg,zfl E[P//ag'@;'ZPA‘l’f;l]PA%Z =0andC(Ay) = C(A3)H

C(A33). The expectations (4.178)—(4.180) are derived separately and one starts
with (4.178), which equals (see (4.167) for hints about calculations)

T - A(AZTTAN A+ 4 P/AZ’E,IAl(A&E*IAl)*A’lPAg’Efl, (4.181)

where dj is given in statement (iii) of the lemma. Since A’2§2_ 1§3A‘f =0, 4.179)
can be written as follows:

’
PA23’):E[PAZ,§2’

/ /
P ?j;lZPA?@;'PA‘2’,§2"]PA23,)I
= PAB,ZE[P’AS’W,IP;‘T’WI,IZPA[I,’W;lPAZ’Wq]P’Az},E
/ 1 ’
= P, sEP), E[u{P o B g AS(AT WA T AS)). (4.182)
However, since C(A{) € C(A9), it follows from Lemma 4.3 that (4.182) equals
d1A23(A’23):_1A23)_A’23E[tr{P’A?’W1,1 ):PA?W;lAg(AglwlA‘z’)_lAg’}]

= d1 A2 (AT As3) T AL E[r{ZAS (AT WA AY]
= dhd1(A2(ALZ 7 A5) " A — A3(ALZ 71 A5) " AY), (4.183)
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where d» is given in statement (iii) of the lemma and
A (AT Ap3) " ALy = Ax(ALE 1A T AL — A3(ALZ 1 A5) T AL

Finally, the expression for (4.180) is obtained. Since both Ag§f1§3A‘1’ =0and
A,S,"8349 = 0, (4.180) is identical to

PALEE[P/ 1P/

P/
— 1
ALS;

- -~y XP 1P, 1P, —1]P
9.5 Ao st ALS ! ags)! Ag,sll] A3,%

= PAL):E[P/Ag’Sl,]P:AZ,W,IPAT’WI,IZPAT’WFIPAZ,WAPA;S;]]PTA&E
and the following chain of calculations holds, i.e. (4.180) equals
Pay P s EIP P BP0 P g -1 A3(AS S149) 7" AT )]

- C2A3(Ag)S_lAg)_AgE[tr{P’A?’Wl,l ZPA?W;lAg(Ag,WA‘z’)_lAg,}]

= c2d1 A3(ASZ 7 A3) T ALE[n(Z A (A W1 A) T ALY

= crd1dyA3(ALE 71 A3) T AL (4.184)

Thus, by combining (4.172)—(4.174), (4.177), (4.183) and (4.184), the expression
for statement (iii) of the lemma is obtained. |

In Lemma 4.6, necessary preparatory results were presented. Next they will be used
when deriving D[ E[X]], where

E[X] - E[X] =P, 5, (X — E[X])Pc; + Py 5 (X - E[X])PQIC&
+Pp3.5(X — E[X])Pg,c;- (4.185)
Due to independence (see Facts (i)—(iii) at the beginning of this section), the
covariances between the terms in (4.185) equal 0, i.e.
CIP 4, 5, (X —E[XDP¢;. P4, 5,(X — EIXDP 0,1 =0,
CIPy 5(X — E[XD P/, Pays,(X — E[X])Pg,c;]1 =0,
ClP,, 5 X — E[X])PQlcé’ Py, s (X — E[X])Pché] =0.

In comparison with E/[Y] for the EBRM?3, where the covariances between the
terms differed from 0, the situation for the EBRM ev is somewhat simpler. Without
a proof we state the next theorem.
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Theorem 4.22 Consider the EBRM ‘%V presented in Definition 2.3, and apply the
notation used in Lemma 4.6. Then

—

DIE[X]] = D[P, 5,(X — E[XDPc/ 14+ D[Py, 5,(X — E[XDPy ]
+D[PA3,S1 (X — E[X])Pché]
_~ 4 <. !
= Pci ® E[PA1,S3ZPA1,§3] + PQlCé ® E[PAz,SzzPAzfz]

+PQ2C§ ® E[P 44,5, EP:‘\LSl]’

where E[PA1’§3ZP;‘I’§3], E[PAzfz):P;xzfz] and E[PALSlzP;h,sl] are all

given in Lemma 4.6.

The estimated dispersion was presented in Theorem 3.3, i.e.

3 < ’ /
nE =85+ P, o XPeX'P g (4.186)

Calculating the expectation of T is relatively straightforward since the necessary
moment expressions were used in the proof of Lemma 4.6. Note that X PCi is

independent of §3, XP 01C} is independent of §2 and X P 02} is independent of S,

’ . 1 N ’
and that E[PA?@, ZPA‘;,S;‘]’ E[PA‘;@;'EPA%’S{]] and E[PAg,S;IZPAg,Sfl]
are obtained in the proof of Lemma 4.6.

Theorem 4.23 Consider the EBRM ‘%V presented in Definition 2.3, and apply the
notation used in Lemma 4.6. Then

E[nX] = E[S1] +r(chg)E[P;xg,s;'EPA?SFI]

/ /7 /!
+r(Q, DEP )y s ZP gl + r(C)E[P 051 TP g 5011,

Al
where
E[Si]=(n—r(C}|:C,:CYE,
E[P:“?SFIEPA?’SFI] - n—r(C’I:C§:E€3§é3p)+r(A3)—1A3(A3271A3)7A§,
+A3(AT T A9 A,
EIP), 51 ZP o 511 = AS(ATZA9) ™AL + As(A33 7 A9) 7 44

+01P/Ag,>:—l 1“2(1“/2271“‘2)71‘4/2})/“?’)3’1

+c102A3(ASZ 7 A3 T A,
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E[P’A[I,S;IZPA?S;I] = ?(A‘I”ZAT)”A({+d1Png,z4A1(A/1)3_1A1)—
XA|P gg 51 +didrAr3 (A Agy)~ Ay

+erd1dr A3 (AT A5) T A,

and

r(Q,C%) =r(Cy:Cy:Cy) —r(C:Ch), r(Q,C) =r(Cy:CH —r(Cy).

The next task is to find an unbiased estimator of X, which, according to
Theorem 4.23, can be achieved if unbiased estimators of E [P;‘ R g,lZP a0 5115
1253 193

E[P’Ag §2712PA%’§271] and E[P/Ag S;IZPA%Sfl] are established. Thus, unbiased

estimators of A;(A/Z7'A;)"A} and A?(AYZAN)'A?, i = 1,2,3, solve the
problem. One strategy for finding these unbiased estimators is to replace X by its
MLE and then, after rather lengthy calculations, to find an estimator which is solely
a function of the MLE. This procedure was carried out for the EBRM g and the
result was presented in Theorem 4.16. However, there are many alternatives and an
easy method is to apply Appendix B, Theorems B.20 (v) and B.21 (i) to S and
(AY'S149)7 ! ie.

Ai(ALST AN AL ~ WA (ALZT AT AL n — r(C : €y 2 Ch) — p+r(A)),
E[Ai(A}ST AN Al = (n —r(C} : €y C%) — p+r(A))A(AZ 1A~ AL,

andifn —r(Cy:Cy:CyH) —p+r(A))—1>0

ELAYATSIADTATT = crcpen-prrian-1 ATAT ZAD AT

Via these relations the next lemma can be proved.

Lemma 4.7 Let Sy, §2 and §3 be as in Theorem 3.3 and put

/’111 — 1 p—r(A3)
n—r(C:C5:C)—p+r(A3) n—r(C}:CH:Cy)—p+r(A3)—1°

hio n—r(C/l:Cé:Cg)—p+r(A3)—1,
h21=n—r(C’1:C/2: /3)—p+r(A2)—1a

— 1 _ 1
hy = n—r(C}:Cy:Cy)—p+r(A3)° haz = n—r(C:Cy:Cl)—p+r(Az)°

h31=n—r(C’1:C/2: ’3)—p+r(A1)—l,

— 1 _ 1
hiy = n—r(C}:Cy:Cy)—p+r(Ar)° h3z = n—r(C}:Cy:Ch)—p+r(Az)°
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Then

E[P/Ao S,l):PAg’Sfl] = h11A3(ALST A3)" AL + hleg’(AgfslAg)—le,,
3271

—

ELP, 5 1 BP jy 511 = hai AS(A7 S14)7 AT + hods (4357 A3) ™ 45
+haze1 A2(AS ST A2) T AY — hasei A3(A5 S| A3) T A
+hocicrA3(AL ST A3) T Al,

E[P;*?’;Z\PATE;‘] = h31 A7 (AT $1AD) T AT + hadi A1(A} ST A" 4
—hase1 Az (A4S An) T A
+h33d1d2A23(A/23S1’1A23)7A/23 + h22c2d1d2A3(A§Sf1A3)*Ag.

Using Lemma 4.7 the following theorem is established.

Theorem 4.24 Let % be as in Theorem 3.3. Then, for the E BRM%, presented in
Definition 2.3, an unbiased estimator of X is given by

S r(C}:Ch:Ch) _ r(@,CY) I T w1
Ty =2+ n(n—r(c’lzc’z:cg))sl n E[PAg,s;IZPAZqSI']
Q) e T sp 4 _rCprp  yp -
n o ELP, o BP y 5l = UV EIP ), o TP 4 5],
here E(P' . P ,, 1], E[P, - P, <1]and E[P',  ZP,, <
where [ A‘;’S;l A3’Sl l] [ A(Z)’Sz—l AZ’SZ l] an [ A(I),S;I AI’S3 l] are

all presented in Lemma 4.7.

Now D[K E,-L], iA= 1,2, 3, will be obtained for known K and L under the
assumption that K B; L is unique.

Theorem 4.25 Let Ei, i = 1,2,3, be given in Theorem 3.3 and suppose that for
each KB;L,i = 1,2, 3, the uniqueness conditions presented in Theorem 4.19 are
satisfied. Then, if the dispersion matrices are supposed to exist,

®

n—r(C}:C5:Ch)—1

DIKB3L] = n=r(C}:C:Ch)—p+r(Az)—1

L'(C30,C5) L K(A,X 'A3) "K',
(ii)
D ro—1 — o1 / IN—
DIKB>L] = D[K(A,S, Ay)~A,S, (X — E[X])Q,C5(C2Q,C5) L]
+D[K (A} Ay)" A4A3(B3 — B3)C3Q,C5(C2Q,C) L],
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where  DIK(A,S, A7)~ A58, (X — E[X])Q,C4(C20,C5) L] is
obtained by applying Lemma 4.6 (ii) and D[K(A,A>)” A A3(B3 —
B3)C3Q,C,(C2Q,C%)™ L] follows from statement (i) of this theorem;

(iii)

DIKB,L] = DIK(A,S; ' A)~A,S; (X — E[X])C}(C,C})"L]
+D[K(A|A)" AP, 5,X0,C5(C20,C5) C2C(C1Cy) L]
+D[K(A/1A1)_A/1A3(§3 —B3)C3(I — 0,C5(C20,CH)~Cr)C(C 1 CHTLY,

where
DIK(A|S;' A~ A[S; (X — E[X])C)(C,C)) L]
and
DIK(A1A1)” AP ,, 5,X0,C5(C20,C5)~C2L1(C1C)) L]
are obtained by applying Lemma 4.6 (ii) and (iii), and
DIK (A1 A1)” A1 A3(B3 — B3)C3(I — Q,C5(C2Q,Ch)~C2)Ci(C1C) L]

follows from statement (i).

Proof Note that D[K §3L] has the same structure as D[K EL] in the BRM (see
Theorem 4.3 (ii)); i.e. the result for statement (i) follows from Theorem 4.3 (ii).
For K §2L in statement (ii) the moments are more difficult to obtain than those
for K B3L in statement (). It follows from the facts presented at the beginning of
Sect. 4.9 that X Q C}, is independent of S| and S, as well as X Q,C’%. Hence

~—1 _ ~—1 —
K(A,S, A2)~ALS, (X — E[X])Q,C5(C20,C)"L
and
K(A5A2)~A5A3(B3 — B3)C3Q,C5(C20,C) L

are uncorrelated. Moreover, due to assumptions about K and the fact that C(A3) C
C(Ay),

K(A)S, ' A)" A4S, ' As = K (A} Ay)~ AbAs

and therefore Lemma 4.6 (ii), together with statement (i) of this theorem, establishes
statement (ii).
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Similar arguments to those used for the proof of D[K B>L] also apply to
D[K B L] in statement (iii), but these arguments are omitted here. O

When performing inference about parameters in a model, it is important to
understand how the estimators of these parameters are correlated. Ideally the
estimators should be independently distributed, but uncorrelated estimators or
estimators with low correlations are to be preferred to highly related estimators.
For the BRM and its extensions, usually only statements about correlation can
take place. In the next theorem the covariances between Bl, 32 and 33 are
presented. The proof is based on the facts presented at the beginning of this section,
i.e. Sect. 4.9, and, since the technical treatment follows the one used when verifying
the previous theorem, it is omitted here.

Theorem 4.26 Consider the EBRM‘?V presented in Definition 2.3. Let B,, i =
1,2, 3, be given in Theorem 3.3 and suppose that for each B,, i = 1,2,3, the
uniqueness conditions given in Theorem 4.19 are satisfied. Then, if the dispersion
matrices are supposed to exist,

()
C[B2, B3] = —((C20,C) "' C20,C} ® (A3A2)~' A5 A3) D[B3],
where D[§3] is presented in Theorem 4.25 (i);
(ii)
C[Bi, B3] = —((C1C})™'CiC) ® (A1 A1)~ A| A2)C[B,, B3]
—((€,C)T'C1C, ® (A1A1) ' A A3) D[B3),
where C[Eg, §3] follows from statement (i), and D[§3] follows from Theo-
rem4.25 (i);
(iii)
CIB1, B2l = —((C1C))™'CiC} ® (A1 A1) "' A| A3)C[B,, B3]
—((€,C)T'C1C, ® (A1A1) ' A|A2) DIB),
where C[Ez, §3] follows from statement (i), and D[Ez] follows from Theo-
rem 4.25 (ii).

Corollary 4.5 Let B;, i=12,3, be given in Corollary 3.5, where it is supposed
that C(C/l) is orthogonal to C(C/2 : ) and C(C ) is orthogonal to C(C/ /3).
Then C[B1, B2] = 0, C[B), B3] = 0 and C[Ba, B3] =
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Problems

1 Consider the BRM presented in Definition 2.1. Use simulations to indicate that
the MLE B is unbiased. For a given data set estimate D[B]. Moreover, show via
simulations that B is not normally distributed.

2 Consider the EBRM %V presented in Definition 2.3. Show that the MLE 3 is not
an unbiased estimator. Derive three different unbiased estimators of X.

3 (GMANOVA + MANOVA, continuation of Problem 2 of Chap. 3) Let
X=AB,C,+ B,C,+ E,

where all matrices are given in Problem 2 of Chap.3. Consider the MLEs and
show their consistency, and that the estimators of the mean parameters are unbiased.
Moreover, find the dispersion of the estimators of the mean parameters and E[X].

4 Show the relations presented in (4.97).

5 In Example 3.1 the MLE and an “unweighted” estimator of B were presented.
Moreover, an upper bound (which due to randomness is not a real upper bound)
between the differences of the corresponding dispersion matrices was shown. Try to
find out via simulations how sharp this upper bound is.

6 Let X ~ N, ,(n, X, ¥). Find E[tr{XX'}] and D[tr{X X"}].

7 Consider the E BRM3, presented in Definition 2.3. Show that Zl 1A B.C;,
where B is the MLE of B;, i = 1, 2, is an unbiased estimator of E[X] and derive
its dispersion matrix.

8 Let X ~ Ny ,(A1B1Cy + A2B,Cy + A3B3C3, X, 1), where B;,i = 1,2, 3,
and X are the unknown parameters,

1, 0 0
A= 0 |, Ay=[1I, |, As=| 0 |,
0 0 1,

where pi + p2 + p3 = p, and C(C%) € C(C5) € C(C)). Find the MLEs of the
parameters, as well as their asymptotic distributions.

9 In the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, suppose that FB = 0 and BG = 0
hold, where F: s x g and G: k x t are known matrices. Give conditions when the
MLE for B is unique.

10 In the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, suppose that FBG = 0 holds, where
F:s x g and G: k x t are known matrices. Find E[X], where X is the MLE of X.
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Literature

Asymptotics for linear models (including regression models), constitutes in fact the
basis for the asymptotic results for the BRM and the EBRM' and was presented
by Eicker (1963, 1966) (see also Drygas, 1971). Another way of contemplating
asymptotic inference is, when the inference is based on an assumption about
normality of errors, as in this book, to view it in the light of classical likelihood
theory modified to handle non-identically distributed observations. Since this book
contains explicit estimators, one can adopt some approach based on working with
the estimators directly. An alternative approach is first to study an appropriate
sequence of criteria functions (loss functions, likelihood functions) and determine
that they converge for large n, i.e. many independent observations, and thereafter
to utilize that the estimators obtained through minimization/maximization of the
criteria function also converge (e.g. see van der Vaart, 1998).

Essential for the interpretation of results for the BRM and the EBRM" is
the concept of estimability. Bose (1944) formally introduced the concept and
its importance is highlighted in classical Gauss-Markov theory (e.g. see Rao,
1973; Wang and Chow, 1994). However, Thiele (1889) had already considered
the estimability problem in remarkable detail (see Hald, 1981). Essential for the
asymptotics applied to dispersion are the results for the sample dispersion matrix
which is proportional to S = X (I — P /)X’ (following the notation of the book). An
early work which treated the results of Lemma 4.1 is the monograph by Anderson
(1958). A useful trick when obtaining asymptotically equivalent expression for the
MLE:s of the BRM and the EBRM" is to apply the Cramér-Slutsky theorem (see
Rao, 1973; Gut, 2013). The estimator n~'S in the projection operators converges
in probability to X, and the remaining parts of the MLEs of the mean parameters
and their approximating quantities are equal in distribution. Thus, results about
asymptotically equivalent expressions are easily obtained via the Cramér-Slutsky
theorem.

Moments are used in this book to understand estimators and perform den-
sity approximations (see Chap.5) called Edgeworth-type approximations. These
moments are based on moments of the normal distribution, i.e. the multivariate
normal distribution and the matrix normal distribution (see Holmquist, 1988; von
Rosen, 1988a), and moments from the Wishart distribution (Holmquist, 1985;
Lu and Richards, 2001; Letac and Massam, 2004; Graczyk et al., 2005; Collins
et al., 2014). For the most commonly used definition of the Wishart matrix (X X’,
where X is matrix normally distributed) these results can be obtained from the
moments of the matrix normal distribution. Moreover, moments from the inverse
Wishart distribution (Haff, 1982; von Rosen, 1988b, 1997; Letac and Massam,
2004; Matsumoto, 2012; Collins et al., 2014), and sometimes moments for the
multivariate B-distribution of type I and the multivariate B-distribution of type
II (see Kollo and von Rosen, 2005, Subsection 2.4.5) are needed when working
with the BRM or its extensions. Many of the above-cited references on Wishart
moments and inverse Wishart moments are fairly mathematical and often based
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on combinatorial theory. Wong and Hua (2000) solved some of the combinatorial
problems via differentiation. However, if one is only interested in the mean and
dispersion, i.e. the first and second order moments, these moments have for a long
time been available in many texts on multivariate analysis (e.g. see Srivastava and
Khatri, 1979; Kollo and von Rosen, 2005). When looking for moment relations for
the symmetric Wishart matrix, it is important to clarify which object the moments
are being derived for, i.e. whether they are being derived for the upper or lower
triangular of the Wishart matrix, W, for all elements in W or for the object W which
belongs to the space of symmetric matrices. It is also advisable to distinguish clearly
between real valued and complex valued vectors/matrices. Moreover, sometimes
expectations of the trace of a Wishart matrix or an inverse Wishart matrix are needed
and both categories of expectations can be obtained via moments of hypergeometric
function with Wishart arguments (e.g. see Muirhead, 1982; Watamori, 1990; Lu and
Richards, 2001) or by applying some of the results derived by Letac and Massam
(2004), among others.

Moments for the mean and dispersion for the BRM were first presented by
Grizzle and Allen (1969) who also referred to Rao (1967) and other authors where
similar calculations had been performed. The other moment expressions presented
in Theorems 4.6—4.11 follow from results in von Rosen (1990) (see also Kollo and
von Rosen, 2005, Chap. 4). The moment results for the EBRM 139 mostly stem from
von Rosen (1990) and for the corresponding results for the EBRM3,, the reader is
referred to Filipiak von Rosen (2012).
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Chapter 5 )
Density Approximations Shethie

5.1 Introduction

In the previous section some of the most elementary properties, i.e. moments, of the
MLEsinthe BRM, E BRM;; and EBRM a, were derived. In these models the exact
distribution of the MLE:s is difficult to obtain in a useful form. Thus, one needs to
rely on either simulations or approximations. In general, simulations may be useful
in some particular cases, but can often become computationally demanding, for
example when used to solve distributional problems connected to high-dimensional
statistical problems.

When finding approximations of distributions, it may be advisable to start from
the asymptotic distribution under the assumption of a large number of independent
observations. It is a fairly natural approximation strategy that one should let the
asymptotic result direct the approximation. For example, if the distribution of a
statistic converges to the normal distribution, it is natural to approximate with
a normal distribution. The art in this connection resides in the correction of
the approximation for the finite number of independent observations concerned.
Moreover, in any serious context it is always of interest to indicate the error of
the approximation and the best approach here is to find a sharp upper bound of the
error.

Distributions of a statistic can be approximated in many ways, for example,
by approximating the statistic itself, by approximating the characteristic function
before transforming it back into a density, by approximating the density function
or by directly approximating the distribution function. In this section a special
type of density approximation will be considered which is termed Edgeworth-type
expansion. From the derivation of this type of approximation it follows that one
approximates the characteristic function by excluding higher terms in a Taylor
series expansion of the characteristic function. At this stage the knowledge of
moments and cumulants is crucial. Thereafter an inverse transform is applied to
obtain the density approximation. The reason for calling this type of approximation
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an Edgeworth-type expansion is that it is based on the normal distribution. However,
the correct term is Gram-Charlier A series expansion. Usually the difference
between Edgeworth and Gram-Charlier expansions lies in the organization of terms
in the expansion, which then affects the approximation when series are truncated.
The reason for choosing the term “Edgeworth-type expansion” is that in our
approach we do not have to distinguish between the Gram-Charlier and Edgeworth
expansions, and at the same time, the term “Gram-Charlier expansion” is incorrect
from a historical perspective (see Hald, 2002).

This chapter focuses mainly on the approximation of the distribution of the
maximum likelihood estimators of the mean parameters. Here the results are
unexpectedly beautiful. The same approach could be adopted for the estimators of
the dispersion estimators, but in this case it is not possible to bound the errors of the
approximations and therefore no results will be presented.

5.2 Preparation

Let Y be a random matrix variable with density fy(Y,). The density fy(Y,)
should be approximated via another random variable X and its density fx(Y,), and
knowledge about the cumulants for both distributions. Moreover, the approximating
density and the characteristic functions are going to be differentiated several times
and this will be based on the following matrix derivative.

Definition 5.1 Let Y be a function of X. The kth matrix derivative is defined by

d*y dd-ly

= , k=1,2,...,
dxF  Xdxk!
and
dY _ dvec'Y Y _
dX ~ dvecX’ dx°
where, if X € RP*9,
d d d d d d d )
dX dxu"“dxpl’dxlz’“.’dxpz’“.’dxlq"“’dqu '

: : dky a'y .
Note that a more precise, but clumsy, notation would have been @xk T dXdx..dx>

i.e. here in Definition 5.1, X k does not denote the matrix power.
Since the Edgeworth-type expansion is based on knowledge about multivariate
cumulants, it is necessary to define them. Let ¢x(T) denote the characteristic
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function (Fourier transform),
ox(T) = E[e" ),

where i is the imaginary unit, and then the kth cumulant ¢, [X] is presented in the
next definition.

Definition 5.2 Let X be a random matrix. Supposing the existence of cumulants of
X, the kth cumulant of X is given by

k
grxy= e
l daT T=0

In particular, ¢1[X] = E[vecX] and ¢2[X] = D[X] (see Appendix B, Theo-
rem B.16 (iii)). Since j}; = dzegy, it follows that ¢x[X] = cx[vecX], which
is sometimes useful to note. There exist one-to-one relations between cumulants
of an arbitrary order and moments of an arbitrary order. Moreover, for normally
distributed variables cumulants of an order > 2 equal 0. In the following the kth
derivative of a density fx (X,) will be denoted by f% (X,) and f%(X,) = fx(X,),
where the derivative is given in Definition 5.1. Now necessary notations have been
introduced and it is time to present a result concerning multivariate Edgeworth-type
expansions.

Theorem 5.1 Let Y and X be two random matrices of the same size with densities
Jfr(Xy,) and fx(X,), respectively, both evaluated at X ,. Then

fr(Xo) = fx(X,) — vec (E[Y] — E[X]) f x (X,)
—l—;vec/(D[Y] — D[X]+ vec(E[Y] — E[X])vec (E[Y] — E[X]))vecfg((Xa)
- é (vec’(cg[Y] — e3[X1) + 3vec/(DIY] — DIX]) ® vec'(E[Y] — E[X])
+vec'(E[Y] = E[XD®® )vec 3 (Xo) + ...

Proof Consider the trivial identity

_ov(T)

T
oy (T) ox(T)

¢x(T) = gx(T)exp{lny (T) — Inpx (T)}.

Now Ingy(T) — Ingx(T) is, according to the above definition given in Defini-
tion 5.2 of cumulants, expanded as

gy (T) — lngx(T) = > Lt (V] — e[ XDe® T,
k=1



180 5 Density Approximations

where t = vecT. Thus,

ov(0) = ox () [ T expt it (exl¥] - el XDGD=).
k=1

Ordering the terms in a series expansion, according to ¢®, this relation yields

py(T) = ch(T){l +ieillY]—e1[X])'t

+ 5 vec {2V — e[ X1+ (er[Y] — e [XD(er[Y] — ¢ [X)}¢®?

+i; (Vec/(03[Y] —¢3[X)) + 3ved (e2[Y] — e2[X]) ® (e1[Y] — e1[X])
eV T- X)) 4 }

Next this expression is inverted via the inverse Fourier transform; i.e. the following
relation is utilized:

(—Dka'vee f& (X) = @r)~P4 / ox(Ta' (it)® e T OgT |k =0,1,2,...,
RPY
(5.1

where a is an arbitrary constant (pq)*-vector, which establishes the theorem. O

The theorem shows how one density is approximated using another density via
knowledge about cumulants and derivatives of the approximating density. The
approximation is point-wise and the approximating density does not necessarily
have to be a real density, i.e. positive, and when integrating the approximation over
all the values of X, it equals 1.

From Theorem 5.1 it follows that derivatives of densities are needed. Thus, if
the matrix normal distribution is used, the derivatives of the corresponding normal
density are needed; i.e. the Hermite polynomials have to be expressed, and they are
presented now in the next lemma (see Appendix A, Sect. A.13 for a definition of
Hermite polynomials).

Lemma 5.1 Let X ~ Nj ,(p, X, W). Then the generalized Hermite polynomials
of an order up to 3 equal
Ho(X, p, %, ¥) =1, (5.2)
Hi{(X,pn, X, ¥) =vec(T (X — ¥, (5.3)
Hy(X, 1, ,¥) = vec(T X — ¥ Hved 1 (X — v
v gzl (5.4)
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H3(X, p, 2,¥) = vee(Z™ (X — ¥~ H(ved (7 (X — ¥ 1)®2
—vec(THX — ¥ Hved (U@ =7
—ved T X — ¥ Hew legx!
Ul @ved @ IX —pw¥ ). (5.5)
In Theorem 5.1 no errors were presented. Next a special case is considered for
which not only are errors presented, but also an upper bound of the error is given.

Let in the next theorem | e | denote the absolute value (modulus) of a real (complex)
number.

Theorem 5.2 Let Y and X be two random matrices of the same size, p X q,
with densities fy(X,) and fx(X,), respectively, both evaluated at X ,. Moreover,
suppose that

Y=X-U, (5.6)

where X and U are independently distributed, and let u = vecU and t = vecT.
Then, if m + 1 is even,

fr(Xo) = fx(Xo))+ ) kl! vec' E[u®Ivec f5 (Xo) + 17y
k=1

where

lrml < Qm)~P4 E[(u/)®m+1]/ 8" oy (T)|dt.
RPY

(m + 1)!

Proof The proof is in principle a copy of the proof of Theorem 5.1. However, due
to the assumption ¥ = X — U, where X and U are independently distributed,
the equations of the proof look somewhat different from those in the proof of the
previous theorem. Now let us begin to work with the trivial identity

T
oy () = "D (1) = o u(Mex ()
ox (T)
mo ok
— ox(T)(1 + ; ( k’l) Cme[wlt® D 4 (T, (5.7)
_ 1 r m+1 ®m
rm(T) = (m+1)!t(p7U O o Ht", (5.8)

where q)T;;l (® ©T)isthe m 4 1 derivative of ¢p_y(®@ O T) evaluatedat @ © T,
O is the Hadamard product (element-wise product, see Appendix A, Sect. A.6) and
® is a p x ¢ matrix whose elements have values between 0 and 1.
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Next the inverse Fourier transform given in (5.1) is applied to (5.7) and (5.8).
Thus, the density presented in the theorem is found and a remaining task is to find
the upper bound of

ry = (Qm) " /1VWWEW®®D@W%WGMUWAWADM.
(m + 1)' RPY
Then
1
rr| < Qm)~ P4 / vec "t (@ © T)1®"t! T)|dt
7| < 27) m+ 1) qul 0 g ( ) llox (T)|
1
< @m)~r / E[@)®" T e® oy (T)|dt,
(m + 1)' RPq
which is identical to the statement of the theorem. O

It is interesting to note that if E[(@)®"*!] and [, t®"!@x(T)|dt can be
calculated, an upper bound of the error has been found. However, this does not
mean that the proposed boundary is sharp. In special cases one can probably find
better bounds.

An important approximating distribution is the normal distribution with a mean
equalto 0. If X ~ N, »,(0, X, W), then

¢x(T) = exp(— tr{ETWT'}),
which is real-valued. Moreover, this expression, as a function in 7', is proportional

to the normal density and therefore the next corollary can be stated. The normal
distribution is, however, not the only possible choice of density.

Corollary 5.1 Let Y and X be two random matrices of the same size, p X q, with
densities fy(X,) and the matrix normal density (see Appendix A, Sect. A.10)

fx(Xo) = 2m) P42\ | PR |~ 2exp(— Jr{Z 7' X, 01X},

respectively, both evaluated at X ,; it is supposed that both ¥ and V are p.d., and
E[X] = E[Y] = 0. Suppose that

Y=X-U, (5.9)

where X and U are independently distributed and let u = vecU. Then

3
1
fr(Xo) = fx(Xo)+ 3 (=DFEL@) vecHk(X,, 0, %, %) fx (Xo) + 77,
k=1"""
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where Hi(X,, 0, X, W) follows from Lemma 5.1 and
1
Il = o) IR TR @) P E

withz ~ Npg(0, ¥~ @ =71,

It follows from the corollary that the precision of the density approximation
mainly depends on E[(vecU)®*], which in our application can be made small when
the number of independent observations becomes large. Indeed, U can be thought
of as an error term when approximating Y using X. However, at the same time the
eigenvalues of ¥ and W, and E[z®] play a role. The expression E[z®*] is given in
Appendix B, Theorem B.19 (v). Thus, if it is possible to choose a structure for ¥ and
W, this can be utilized when planning experiments so that, before the experiment is
carried out, there is some guarantee that an approximation of the density will work.

Moreover, when calculating the error term of the approximation, the mean can
very well differ from 0 since under normality |@x(T)| is not affected by the
mean. Thus, Corollary 5.1 can immediately be extended by replacing fx (X,) and
H;(X,,0, X, W) by

Q) P42 | P2 BT exp(— Jtr{Z TN (X, — ¥ T (X, — )}
and

Hk(X(h Il‘s zv \I’)s

respectively. Under these assumptions the error is still the same as in Corollary 5.1.

In Corollary 5.1 it was assumed that X followed a matrix normal distribution with
mean 0. Next it is assumed that for vectors y, x and u, the relation y = x — u holds,
where u is independent of the normally distributed x and, in addition, symmetrically
distributed with a mean equal to 0. Then

E[u®*] = vec(D[y] — D[x]).
Furthermore, noting that
Hi(xo, . 2, 1) =27 (xp — ) (xo — )T~ =27,

the next corollary can be established.

Corollary 5.2 Let y and x be two random vectors of size p with densities fy(x,)
and

fe(xo) = Q) P 2exp(— {27 (xo — w) (0 — 1)),
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respectively, both evaluated at x,; it is supposed that X is p.d. Moreover, suppose
that

y=x—u, (5.10)
where u is independent of x and symmetrically distributed with mean 0. Then

fy(xo) = fe(xo)
+atr{(Dy]l = Z)(E 7 (xo — ) (xo — W' E7" = T D) fe(xo) + 15
= (1 = 3r{DIYIZ~'I}) fe (x,)
+,tr{(DIYIZ ™ = D(xp — p)(xo — 0T} fi(x0) + 13,

where
1
il = @m)7P  IZIT2EL@) P ER®

with z ~ Np(0, Z71).

Later Corollary 5.2 will be applied when D[y] is proportional to ¥ and
then the expressions of the corollary can be simplified further. The difference
D[y] — X is positive definite. Moreover, note the following interesting fact. When
integrating the approximation over x,, i.e. omitting the error term in the expansion,
the integral equals 1, meaning that if the approximating density is positive, the
approximating density is also a proper density, which is very uncommon when
applying Edgeworth-type approximations. A second interesting fact appears when,
instead of independence in (5.10), only uncorrelatedness holds.

Corollary 5.3 Let y and x be two random vectors of size p with densities fy(x,)
and

fe(xo) = Q) PHE T 2exp(— {27 (xo — w) (0 — 1)},

respectively, both evaluated at x,; it is supposed that X is p.d. Moreover, suppose
that

y=x-—u, (5.11)

where Clu,x] = 0 and u is symmetrically distributed with mean 0. Then an
Edgeworth-type approximation of fy(x,), which also is a density, is given by

fe(xo) + 50 {(DIy] — Z)(E " xo — ) (xo — )T = TN} fr(x0),

provided that the approximating function is > 0 for all x,,.
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5.3 Density Approximation for the Mean Parameter
in the BRM

For the BRM, presented in Definition 2.1, the density of B — B is now approxi-
mated. It is assumed that B is unique, i.e. the matrices A and C are of full rank, and
therefore (see Corollary 3.1)

B-B=(AS'A)'A'S'(x —ABCO)C'(cC)H! (5.12)

is discussed, where § ~ W, (X, n — k). Since (see Appendix B, Theorem B.18 (ii))

a natural approximating quantity is
By —B=Ax'A)7 AT ' (x —ABC)C'(cC)H7!. (5.13)
Moreover, By is normally distributed and

E[B — B] = E[Bx — B] = 0,
p—q

D[E]—D[Bz]zn_k_p+q

B 1(CC’)—1 R AT 1A (5.14)

where (5.14) is obtained from D[E], presented in Corollary 4.1 (ii), and D[Bx]
is established with the help of Appendix B, Theorem B.19 (iii). In many natural
applications (CC")~! will become small, or at least its elements are bounded when
n — oo, and therefore the first two moments (cumulants) of B and By are close
to each other. We also know that B — By £ 0 as n — oo (see the proof of
Theorem 4.1). Hence, many properties of B support the idea of approximating the
density of B — B with the density of By — B. The consequences of this approach
are studied now and our starting point is the next important observation:

B-B=Bs—-B-U,
where
U=AST"ATAS(Pys — )X —ABC)C'(CC)™\.
Now (A’S71A)~1A’E-'XC(CC’)" ' and (P4 x — I)XC'(CC’)~! are indepen-

dent (see Appendix B, Theorem B.19 (x)) and XC'(CC’)~! is independent of S
(see Appendix B, Theorem B.19 (viii)). Therefore, By, and U are independently
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distributed. Hence, Theorem 5.2 can be applied and the following quantities are
needed if m = 3 is chosen in Theorem 5.2:
By — B~ Ny (0, Az 'a)~! cch™,

E[U] =0, Eu®1=0, (u=vecl),
pP—q

EWw®)=vee(DIB - DIBz) = =

lvec((cc’)—1 @Az 1.

The last expression above is a vectorized version of (5.14). Moreover, in order to
obtain the error bound of the approximation E[u®*] has to be considered. Although
it is not difficult to derive E[u®*] explicitly, it makes sense only to consider the
order of the error without presenting any details involving A and C. The important
observation is that

UIS ~ Ny x(0,(A'ST'A)'A’s'Es 1 aa’s Ay — 'z~ 'A)~ 1 (cch ™.
(5.15)

Now, using T and V, given in (4.19) and (4.20), respectively,
A'ST'AHTASTIESTTAASTI AT - AT AT = (@) T VRV, VL VT
However,

—-1/2
Z=VvVnvy

is independent of V7, (see Appendix B, Theorem B.20 (iv)), and instead of (5.15)
U|Z, Vo ~ Ngx(0. (T 'ZV5, 2T~ (€CH™h

can be studied. It follows that E[u®4|Z, V2,] is a linear function in ZV2_21 Z'®

ZVz_ZIZ’, and since (see Appendix B, Theorem B.19 (vii) and Theorem B.21 (iii))
in the sense of the Loewner order (see Appendix A, Sect. A.3)

EZV5Z) ) = 1

for some specific constant ¢, depending on A and C, the following theorem has been
established.

Theorem 5.3 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, suppose that r(A) = q
and r(C) = k, and that

B=@A's'a'aA's xc'«cc)H .
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Let
By =A's ') AT xC(€C)y N ~ Nyk(B, (A2 A7 (cchh.
Then an Edgeworth-type expansion of the density 0f§ equals

fg(By) = fBp(Bo) + 713,
where

fB:(Bo) = {1 — }skq + Jstr{A’S"'A(B, — B)CC'(B, — B)'}} fp5 (B,),
pP—q
= , —k— —1>0,
s n—k—ptqg—1 n p+tgq >
and

c
*

r3| < s

| 3 | = f’l2

for some fixed constant ¢ which is a function of A and C.

In general the sum of the first terms in an Edgeworth-type expansion is not a density.
However, as was also observed after Corollary 5.2, the density approximation for B
given in Theorem 5.3 works unusually well.

Theorem 5.4 The function fg,(B,) given in Theorem 5.3 is a density if
0<1-— éskq.

Proof If 0 < 1 — éskq, then fp,(B,) > 0. Hence, it has to be shown that the
integral of fp,(B,) over the whole space equals 1, i.e.

/ fB:(Bo)dB, =1~ }skq + JsE[u{A’S'A(Bx — B)CC'(Bx — B)}] =1,
Raxk

where the expectation is taken with respect to Bx~Ng (B, (A’E~14)~1, (cC’)~)
and equals kgq. O

The density function
fr(Yo) = c| BT 20| P Pg(t(Z7 (Yo — ;¥ (Y, — )},

where c is a standardization constant, is of the form g(u) = u exp(—u/2),Y: p x n,
p:pxn, X >0:pxp, ¥ > 0:n xn, and is the density function of a random
variable Y with a matrix Kotz-type distribution (see Nadarajah, 2003 and Appendix
A, Sect. A.10 for a definition of the Kotz-type distribution).
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Theorem 5.5 The distribution of B g with density fg,.(B,), given in Theorem 5.3
is a mixture of a normal distribution and a matrix Kotz-type distribution with
weights 1 — ;skq and éskq, respectively, assuming that 1 — ;skq > 0.

A consequence of this theorem is that the distribution of B g may be multimodal,
which is an undesirable feature in that it makes it more difficult to interpret extreme
observations. However, it can be shown that if

2

s < ,
2+ pq

(5.16)

the distribution is unimodal. This means that if p is large in relation to n, i.e. the
dimension in relation to the number of independent observations is large, one may
run into problems when interpreting estimators via the approximation. Broadly
speaking, if the approximating distribution deviates to a large extent from the
normal distribution, then the conclusions should be carefully evaluated. However,
if condition (5.16) holds, we can be reasonable confident in the validity of our
conclusions.

When showing the independence between By and U, the bilinear structure of the
model was indeed used. The matrix U is a function of S and XC'(CC’)~!, whereas
By is a function of XC'(CC’)~!. The spaces which are involved are R" @ R”, and
its decomposition, i.e. (C(C")BC(C)) ® (Cx (A) BCx (A)T), and the projections
on these spaces: Pc/, I — Pc/, P4y and I — P 4 5. When projecting X on these
spaces, four independent quantities are obtained: P4 s XP¢/, Po s X(I — P¢),
(I — PA’):)XPC/ and (I — PA’Z)X(I — Pc/). Since ABNC = PA,ZXPC/ and
U is a function of (I — P4, x)X and X(I — P(/), the variables By and U are
independently distributed. Hence, vector space decomposition is also essential for
the Edgeworth-type expansion of the mean estimator in the BRM, and one should
apply knowledge concerning the tensor space R" @ R” in a manner similar to that
used when estimating parameters. Moreover, an interesting technical observation is
that projecting X on Cx (A)* with an estimated inner product, i.e. (I — P 4 s)X, is
the same as first projecting X on Cx(A)~ and then performing a second projection
on Cs(A)*.

If one’s intention is to perform the inference marginally on the elements of B,
then the marginal distribution will also be a mixture of a Kotz-type distribution and
a normal distribution, but the influence of the Kotz part will be less in this case
compared to the case where simultaneous inference on the elements of B is taking
place. Without a proof, Theorem 5.3 is now generalized as follows.

Theorem 5.6 For the BRM, suppose that C(K') € C(A") and C(L) € C(C), and
KBL=K(A'S'A)-A'S"'xc'(cC) L.
Let
KBsL =KA'X'A)~A'T"'XC'(«cC) L
~ Noo(KBL,K(A'S'A)"K',L(CC)"L)).
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Then an Edgeworth-type expansion of the density of K BL equals

fxaL(Bo) = fkBrL(Bo) + 73,
where

frBrL(Bo) = {1 = Jsir(K)r(L) + ys1tr{K'(K(A'S™'A)"K')" K
x (B, — B)L(L'(CC")"L)"L'(B, — B)'}} fkB:L(B,),

—r(A
SI:n—r(Cf—;(—Fi(A)_l’ n—r(C)—p+r(A)—1>0,

and

Ir3l < -,
3 nz

for some fixed constant ¢ which is a function of A and C.

Example 5.1 In Example 3.1 different estimates of B in the BRM were presented,
for example the maximum likelihood estimate (Model Ia)

~ IR 174 15.8
B, =(A'S;'A)7tA'S Ix,cl(cc)y ! = 5.17
1o=(A'S,"A) ceH” 048 083 (5.17)
and an unweighted estimate (Model Ib),
17.4 16.3
By, = (A'A)'A'X,C/(CcC)! 5.18
20 = (A"A)” ccH~ (048 078) (5.18)

These estimates are very close to each other and one wish to ascertain which of
the corresponding estimators is to be preferred. A natural means of determining
this is to compare their distributions. The unweighted estimator has a matrix
normal distribution and now Theorem 5.6 provides a density approximation which,
according to the theory, is fairly accurate, i.e. O, (n ~2) (see Appendix A, Sect. A.12
for a definition of O, (e)).

In Fig.5.1 the approximate distribution of B, and the distribution of B are
compared. Since there are four elements in B;,i = 1,2, the distribution is presented
v1a the following pairs: (b,u, ,21) the estimated mtercept and slope for girls;
(b,u, ,12) the estimated 1ntercepts for glrls and boys; (b,lz, ,22) the estimated
intercept and slope for boys; and (b,zl, ,22) the estimated slopes for boys and
girls.

The overall conclusion when inspecting Fig. 5.1 is that there is almost no differ-
ence between the distributions of the estimators 31 and 32 Note that the different
shapes in (a)—(d) are due to scaling and are not of any particular interest. Thus, from
now on one can completely rely on Ez, which, due to its well-known distribution, is
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(d)

——\

Fig. 5.1 Illustration of the distributions in Example 5.2. The first row shows for the MLE, B, =
(A'ST'A)TTA’STIXC'(CC)7!, given in (5.17), the bivariate densities for the following pairs:
(b11, b21), given under (a), (by1, b12), given under (b), (b2, b22), given under (c¢), and (b>1, b22),
given under (d). The second row shows the corresponding densities for the unweighted estimator
B, = (A’A)"'A’XC’(CC’)™!, given in (5.18)

casier to handle than B}, for example when constructing tests concerning B. Hence,
an estimator is chosen which is not the maximum likelihood estimator and thus is
not asymptotically the best estimator. Moreover, redirecting the discussion one can
conclude that the density approximation presented in Theorem 5.3 seems to work
well. O

Finally, an example is presented where there are some differences between the MLE
and an unweighted estimator of the mean parameters.

Example 5.2 Artificial data have been generated according to

X=ABC+E, E'\’Np,n(oyzsl)s

where
1 8
1 12
1 1 0
A=]1 16], B:(2 g) C=<1’14®<0>:1’14®(1>>,
1 20
1 24
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2 16 09 15 09
1.6 4 19 30 19
X=109 19 2 19 09
1.5 30 19 4 15
09 19 09 15 2

The correlations among the variables are medium-sized, i.e. they vary between 0.45
and 0.75. If one generates data with correlations around 0.90, the estimators, due to
collinearity, start to perform poorly. With the above choice of matrices, the following
data were generated:

157 17.6 183 19.5 192 169 18.1 19.0 16.0 16.6 153 16.8 179 16.8,

269 29.7 284 244 239 253 262 27.8 265 274 294 250 273 268

193 269 249 274 247 257 23.6 243 23.6 262 22.1 245 273 260,

42.1 41.8 392 334 374 394 399 404 364 42.0 41.0 37.8 409 42.0

X = 30.0 34.7 31.7 34.0 334 33.0 325 32.0 31.5 31.7 309 33.5 33.6 344,
- 529 532 48.6 469 51.3 522 494 522 49.6 53.4 50.5 494 51.0 507
36.3 43.4 422 434 41.0 40.8 39.2 39.5 40.0 40.7 39.0 42.0 43.5 40.5,

63.7 63.9 60.1 58.5 63.0 63.0 62.7 62.5 59.9 64.4 61.8 61.2 62.7 63.7

443 49.1 48.6 52.3 48.2 49.1 50.7 49.0 47.8 48.1 46.1 48.6 49.9 49.26,

76.8 77.1 754 72.6 73.8 728 74.6 758 73.6 76.4 75.6 72.1 783 75.0

Note that each row in X: 5 x 28 is represented by two lines. The data produced

El,,=(A’S;lA)—IA’Sglxoc’(cc’)—l=(1‘63 2‘45), (5.19)

1.97 2.97
S e oy (143323
By, = (A'A)'A'X,C(CC) _<1.96 Sos ) (5.20)

Moreover, the estimated dispersion matrices for the weighted and unweighted
approach equal

239 250 1.23 1.11 229
2.50 6.46 3.61 3.91 421
T, =(X—-AB,0)0' /28 =| 123 361 308 257 242 [,
1.11 391 257 3.37 233
229 421 242 233 4.13

229 196 096 1.09 1.88
196 543 2.83 337 3.25
% = (X — AB»,C))'/28 = | 0.96 2.83 2.59 234 1.76
1.09 3.37 234 343 1.96
1.88 325 1.76 196 3.29

Both dispersion estimators are fairly far away from the true values, but this is not
completely unexpected since the estimators according to the theory are biased. The
estimator based on the unweighted mean is less biased. In Fig. 5.2 the approximate
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(d)

Fig. 5.2 Illustration of the distributions in Example 5.2. The first row shows, for the MLE, B, =
(A S lA) lA’s~'xc’ cc’ ) 1 glven in (5.19), the blvanate densities for the followmg palrs
(b11 bz 1), given under (a); (b11 b12) given under (b); (blz b22) given under (c); and (bz 1 b22)
given under (d). The second row shows the corresponding densities for the unweighted estimator
B, = (A'A)"1A’XC’(CC’)7!, given in (5.20)

distribution of the MLE and the exact distribution of the unweighted estimator are
presented. Small differences between the weighted and the unweighted estimator
can be observed. With more parameters describing the mean, it would be possible
to show larger differences.

0

5.4 Density Approximation for the Mean Parameter
Estimators in the EBRM,,

For the BRM, the results possess a certain degree of mathematical beauty. Now the
more complicated EBRM 133, presented in Definition 2.2, is considered. Once again,
only the densities of the maximum likelihood estimators of the mean parameters
will be treated. Since moments for these estimators were derived in Chap.4, it is
clear that an Edgeworth-type expansion can be performed. However, it is of interest
to know what can be stated concerning the error of the approximation. For B in
the BRM it was shown that the estimator was a sum of a normally distributed
variable By and a random variable (—U) which was independent of By, and it
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is now investigated if this also takes place for B;,i = 1, 2, 3, in the EBRM%. It is

always supposed that the conditions for uniqueness of the estimators are satisfied,

which, as has been shown in Theorem 4.9, depend on which Ei is being studied.
Let us start with B3 and the expression presented in (4.123) is used:

B3 = (A}G2(GLW3G2) "' GLA3) ' A,Ga(GLW3Ga) ' GLX CL(C3Ch) 7.
(5.21)

Then, as was also noted when obtaining its dispersion, the estimator has the same
form as B in the BRM . Therefore,

B; — B3 = B3y — By — Us,
where the normally distributed variable B3y satisfies

Biy — B3=(A;G2(G52Gy) ' GLA3) T ALGA(GLEG) G
x (X — A3B3C3)C4(C3C5) ™! (5.22)

and

Us = (A5G2(GyW3G2) ™' GLA3) ' A5G (G W3Go) ™!
x (Pgyay.6,56, — DGLXC5(C3CH) 7" (5.23)
According to Appendix B, Theorem B.19 (viii), the matrix X C’3(C 3C g)_l is

independent of W3 and A3G»(G,XG>)~'G,X is independent of (see Appendix
B, Theorem B.19 (xi))

(Pgyas.6556, — DGLX,

which implies that U3 is independent of B3y. Thus, U3 can be regarded as an error
matrix. Let u3 = vecUs3 and then Theorem 5.3 establishes the following theorem.
Theorem 5.7 Let §3, B3y and U3 be given by (5.21), (5.22) and (5.23), respec-
tively. Then an Edgeworth-type expansion of the density of B3 equals

f3,(Bo) = [y (Bo) + 13,

where

fB3:(Bo) = fBsy (Bo) + 5 EL(u3)®Ivec f 3, (B,)

= (1 — Jskama + )5 tr{A}G2(GL 2 G2) "' GLA3(B, — B3)C3C5(B, — B3)')) fp,y (Bo).

s = p = n—ks—p+m—1>0
n—k3s—p+my—1 3TP 2 ’
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my is defined in (4.78) and

Cc
*
|r3| 5 n27

for some fixed constant c which is a function of the design matrices. The expectation
E[(ué)®2] equals

El@y)® )=, 2% ved (€307 ® (4562(GLEG) ' GhA3) ™).

The density fp,,(B,) is a real density, i.e. the density of a matrix Kotz-type
distribution mixed with a normal density.

In the following Ez will be considered. However, it is convenient first to
manipulate

G A2(B; — By)Cs,

which then due to uniqueness assumptions can be transformed into B> — B,.
From (4.125) it follows that

G/1A2(§2 - Bz)CQ = PG/IALG/IWZGIG/I(X - E[X])(Pcé - ch)

+ PG, 4,.6,w:6,G1( = P ay 6yws6,.6,)(X — E[IXD Py (5.24)

As with B3, the idea is to split this expression into two independent components,
one of which is normally distributed, i.e.

GﬁAz(Ez — B7)C2 = G Ax(Bay — B2)Co2 — G A2ULC, (5.25)
where it can be shown that
G Ax(Boy — B2)Cy = P a, 156,61 (X — A2B2C2) (P — Pcy)

+ PG 4,.6,56,G1(I = P Ay 6456,.6,) X Py
(5.26)

which is normally distributed, and
/ / /
G AU2Cr = Py, 6i56,G1P ay,6,w362,6.P 6, 51X Py

/ /
= PG ay,6,m6,G1P g, 51 = Pay Giwi6,,6.) X Py

= PG 6,6, G P, 1 X(Pey — Pey). (5.27)
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Itis now briefly shown how (5.26) and (5.27) arose. First, in (5.24) the trivial identity
I — Pgiay6s6, T Poiaycisc, = 1 is utilized; i.e. a decomposition of the
whole space into C(G A2) and its orthogonal complement is applied. Moreover,
PG 4,.6,w,G, G A2 = G| A. Then (5.24) equals

PG ay,6,36, (X = E[X)(Pc; — P¢y) (5.28)
+PG’1A2,G’1W201 I - PG’IAz,G’IZGl)G/l(X — E[X])(Pcé — PC;) (5.29)
+PG’1A2,G’1):G]G/1 (I = P a5 GLw3Gy,G,) (X — E[X]) Py (5.30)

PG ay.6,w6, (I = P ay 615661 = Pay 6,w,6,.6,)
x(X — E[XD)P;. (5.31)

Now, using
(I = PG ,.6126,)G) = G\ Py, 51,
(I = Pgya,.6,56,)G2 = GyPy, 51,
splitting (5.30) into the following parts
PG a,.6,56,G1U — P o, 6,56,.6,) (X — EIXD Py
=P 4,656, G1 P 43.6,w362.6, (I — P ay.6126,.6,) (X — E[XD P,
= PG’IAQ,G’IEGIG/l(I = P 43.6,56,,6,)(X — E[X]D) Py
=P 4,.6156,G1P a3.6yw36,.6, P, 51 (X — EIXD Py
and observing that (5.31) is identical to
PGia6,w:6,G1 PG, 51 (I = Pay 6ywy6,) (X — E[X]) Py

yield that (5.28)—(5.31) can be transformed into

P a,.6/56,G (X — EIXD(P¢, — Py) (5.32)
+PG’1A2,G’IZGIG/1(I - PA3,G’22G2,62)(X - E[X])Pcé (5.33)
+P G 2,.6,w:6,G1 P, s 1 (X — EIXD(Pey — Pey) (5.34)
=P G14,.6,56, G1 P 4,.6,w362.6, P g, 51 (X = EIXD P, (5.35)

PG ay6,wa6,G1 PG, 51 (I = Py GiwsGy.6,)(X — EIXDPe;. (5.36)
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The sum of the first two equations, i.e. (5.32) and (5.33), is identical to
G| A2(Bay — B»)Cy, given in (5.26), and (5.34)—(5.36) imply G| A,U-C>,
presented in (5.27). The reason for presenting slightly more complicated expressions
in (5.34)—(5.36) than those in (5.27) is that (5.34)—(5.36) are more suited to
showing independence between G|A»(Boy — B2)C> and G|AU,C». For
G’1 ArU,>C, the translation X — E[X] has been replaced by X, since its
expectation cancelled out. Note also that E [G’1A2U2C2] = 0 and that W,
and W3 in (5.24) have been replaced by X, yielding (5.26), where W, and W3
are both consistent estimators of X. This motivates the decomposition presented
in (5.25).

Now it is shown that G} A>(Boy — B2)C» and G| A>U,C, are independent
so that Corollary 5.2 can be applied. The idea is to show that (5.32) and (5.33)
are independent of (5.34)—(5.36). Firstly it is established that (5.32) is indepen-
dent of (5.34)—(5.36). Note what kinds of projections are used and what space
decomposition and inner product estimators are treated. The following facts are
applied:

* X(Pcy,— Py is independent of XPc, and Wy;
* G)X isindependentof P 4, 6/ 26, G X.

The second condition implies that G,W3Gz and Pgia, G156, G1X are
independent. Thus, (5.32) is independent of (5.34)—(5.36). Furthermore, (5.33)
is independent of (5.35)—(5.36), since

. XPCQ is independent of X(Pcé — ch) and W;,i=1,2,3;
. GgX is independent of PG,IAz,G,IEGlG/l(I — PA}qG/QEGZqu)X'

The last fact above can be verified by calculating the covariance between the
expressions.

Since in a forthcoming theorem a few specific results for B,y and U are needed,
we note that it follows from the above calculations, provided that inverses exist, that

Byy — B>
= (456161 A2) ' A5G 1 P 4, 6/ 56,G1 (X — A2B2C2) (P — P ) CH(C2CH) ™!
+(A/2GlG/1A2)71A/261PG’IAZ,G’IEGIGE(I = P 4;.6,56,,G,)
X(X = A2B2C2) Py CH(C2CH) ™! (5.37)
and
Uz = (45G1G)A2) ' A5G 1P 4, 6156, G (I — P oy 6,w36,.6,) X Py CH(C2CH) ™!
—(45G1G1A2) ' ASG 1 PGy 4, 61wy G Pl 51 P as 6y WG X Py CH(C2CH) ™!

—(A§G1G’1Az)7lA/zGlPG;AZ,G’IWZGIGGP/GZ,YlX(ch — P)CH(C2C) ! (5.38)
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In the Edgeworth-type expansion, D[B2y] is also needed. Since X (Pcé — ch)
and X ch are independently distributed,

D[B:y]
= (C20)7'C2(I = Pcy)CH(C2C5) ™" ® (A561(G12G )™ G Ay ™!
H(C2C) O P CHECH) T @ [(4561(G126) G4
+(43G1(G12G) ™G Ay ™!
x A5G (GG 1) G| A3(AG2(GLEGy) " GLA3) " ALG1(G2G) G A,
x(45G1 (G126~ Gi A~} (5.39)
Although By is normally distributed, it does not follow a matrix normal distribu-
tion, and as a consequence the inverse of D[By] can be difficult to express in a
convenient way. However, from a computational point of view it can be shown that

D[B>y]~! is not too difficult to obtain and the result is indeed applicable. Using
Corollary 5.2 the next theorem can be stated.

Theorem 5.8 Let Ez, Boy and Uy be defined by (5.25), (5.37) and (5.38),
respectively. Then an Edgeworth-type expansion of the density of B2 equals

I8,(Bo) = B, (Bo) + 13,

where

fB2: (Bo)= (1 = Jtr{D[B21D[Bon]"" = I}) fp,y (Bo)
+ Yu{(DIB21D[Ban1~" — Ivec(B, — Ba)vec (B, — B2)D[Ban17"} f5,y (Bo);

D[Ez] and D[ B> y] are given in Theorem 4.17 (ii) and (5.39), respectively, and

73] < 2

for some fixed constant ¢ which depends on the design matrices.

It can be noted that the approximating density is not a density where a matrix
Kotz-type distribution is included. In fact the density does not even belong to the
class of matrix elliptical distributions. From an interpretation point of view, this is
slightly unfortunate. To obtain a better and more understandable approximation, the
next step is to approximate D[B>] with an error which is proportional to n~2, so

that the overall error of the density approximation will be of the same size as |r3],
given in Theorem 5.8.
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The dispersion matrix D[Eg] was presented in Theorem 4.17 (ii), and since ¢ —
1=0®") and

n—r(Csz) —1 ms3

—(+e ) =0m?),
n 1

n—r(C3)—m3—1 —7r(C3) —m3 —

an approximative dispersion equals
DIBa] = 51(C2C5) 7' ol = Py)CH(C2CH) ™" @ Hy
+52(C205) ' C2P o CH(C2CH) ™' © H,
where, ifn —r(C1) —m;+q2—1>0andn —r(C3) —m3z — 1 > 0,

n—ky—1 _ n—r(Cs)—1

., s = , 5.40
n—r(C)—mi+qg—1 7" n—r(C3) —ms—1 (.40)

s =
H| = (A}G(G/2G)) "G, A2) ™" = (ALA%AITA) AT Ay, (5.41)
H,; = (A’zGl(G’1A3)”((G’1A3)"’G’1261(G’1A3)")‘(G’1A3)”'G’1A2)‘1
= (A(A1 1 A3)°((A1 1 A3)° (A1 1 A3)°) (A1 : A3)” Ap)~'. (5.42)
The matrix H» is obtained because

H, =H,
+H,A,G(G,2G1) "' G| A3(A;G2(GLEG)) "' GLA3) " AG1(G 2G) " G AL H,y
= (I4,: 0){(A2: A3)G1(G\ZG1) ' G (Az: A3)} (I, 2 0).

Moreover, D[B>y], given in (5.39), equals
D[Bay] = (C2€5) ™' Co(I = Py)CH(C2CH) ™' @ Hy

+(C2C5) 7 C2P ¢ CH(C2Ch) ™' ® H).

Hence, B[E ~] and D[Bjy] are of the same form, which helps when exploiting an
Edgeworth-type expansion. It follows from Theorem 5.8 that

tr{5[§2]D[BZN]’1 — I} (5.43)
and

tr{(D[B21D[Ban1~" — Ivec(B, — By)vec (B, — B2)D[Bay1~'} (5.44)
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are of interest. To facilitate calculations, based on the decomposition C(C%) =
C(CYBC(CH)NC(C)*, the following non-singular matrix is used, where, without
any loss of generality, it is assumed that the symmetric square roots exist:
M) = (C2C5(C3C%) ™% 1 C2CH(C2CL)°{(C2CL)7 C2CH(C2Ch)°)12).
(5.45)

To be more explicit about the space decomposition and (5.45), note that (applying
Appendix B, Theorem B.3 (v))

C(CH(C2C5)°{(C2C5)° €2 (C2CH)°} (C2C)7 €2) = C(Ch) N C(CH)™ .

The pre-multiplication by C» inside M, is only needed for technical reasons, which
can be seen from the next two equations:

0 0

M (CCH) eI — PCQ)C’Z(C2C’2)_1M’2 = (0 L
1

>, r1 =k, —7r(C3),

(5.46)

1, 0

M>(C2C5) ™' C2P ¢, CH(C2CH) ™ M) =< o

) , rn=r(Cz). (547)

Now (5.43) and (5.44) equal
tr(D[BaM4ID[BoayM5] ™" — I} = qa(ri(s1 — 1) + ra(s2 — 1))
and
tw((D[BaM41D[Bay M5~ — I)vec((B,—B2)Mb)vec (B,—B2)M5)D[BoyM5]~')
= (s2 — Dr{H ' (B, — B))C4P ¢, C2(By — B2)')
+(s1 — Dr{HT (B, — B2)C2Ch(C2C5)°{(C2C5)” C2CH(C2CH)°) !
x(C2C%)” C2CH(B, — B2)'},

where s1 and sy are given in (5.40). Hence, applying Theorem 5.8 and the above
calculations then lead to the next theorem which has quite an easily interpretable
structure. Furthermore, s — 1 and s» — 1 are both O(n ™).

Theorem 5.9 Let By and Bay be defined by (5.25) and (5.37), respectively. An
Edgeworth-type expansion of the density of B, equals

fﬁz(Bo) = fT;zE(Bo) +r§7
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where
F3,y (Bo) = (1 = Yqa(ri(s1 = 1) + ra(s2 = 1) fisy (Bo)
~|—é(s2 — 1)tr{H2_1(Bo — Bz)CéchCz(B,, — Bz)/}fBZN (B,)
+4(s1 = Dr(H T (B, — B))Co(I — P;)Ch(Bo — B2} f5,y, (Bo):

ri,si, Hi, i = 1,2, are given by (5.46), (5.47) and (5.40)—(5.42), and

c
*
|”3|§n2,

for some fixed constant ¢ which depends on the design matrices. The density fg,),
can be factorized as

[Bay (Bo) = |C2CH| P2 g, ¢, (BoC2) fByy, €, (BoC),
where fBle c,(B,C3) and fBZN2C2 (B,C>) are density representations for
Boy,Co = (A/2G1(G/I)SGl)’lG/lAg)’lA/zGl(G/IZGl)’lG/lX(Pcé —Pc)
~ Ngn(B2Co2(I = Pcy). Hy, Poy — Pcy)
within X(Pcé — ch) and

By, C>
= (4G 1(G} 2611 G142 A561(G 26 ) I GI U — Py, 615.6,.6,) X Py
~ N‘JZ’”(BZCZI)Cé’ H, PCé)

within XPC;, respectively. Moreover, Boy = Ban, + Bay,.

Proof From Theorem 5.8 it follows that the only detail which remains to be proven
is

fBay = 1C2C51"" fg, ¢, (BoC2) fBay, 5 (BoC2).
Now, if using M, given by (5.45), then
fBZN (Ba) 1’4 |D[BZN]|—l/26—étr{D[BZN]_lVCC(B(;—Bz)VCC/(Bo—Bz)}

1 ! 1— !/ ’ !
= |C,C |q2/2|D[BZNM/ ]|—1/26—2tr{D[BzNM2] Vec((Bo—B2)M))vec' (Bo—B2)M))}
2 2

= |C2C51%" [y, €2 (BoC2) fBay, €2 (BoC2).
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The density factorization in Theorem 5.9 was presented in order to give some insight
into the structure of the Edgeworth-type expansion. The expression Boy, C2, i =
1, 2, was included in the density functions, but this does not mean that a true variable
substitution has taken place, which explains why no Jacobians were included in
the expressions. Moreover, the densities fB,, c,(BoC2) and fB,y, c,(B,C?2) are
representations of densities for normally distributed random variables with singular
distributions; i.e. the expressions can only be considered to be real densities on
appropriate subspaces.

Finally, El is considered, which is more difficult than Ez and §3, because El isa
function of both B, and B3. However, the approach to obtaining results concerning
a density approximation for B, will follow the same procedure as that used when
obtaining Theorems 5.8 and 5.9. Let us restate A §1C1 as given in (4.137):

Ai(Bi - B1)C,
=Pawm (X = EIXD(Pc; — Pcy)
+Paw (I = P, giw,6,,6) X — EIXD(Pc; — Pcy)
P awi (I = Pa, 6iwy6,,6)U = P ay 6,ws65,6,) (X — E[X) Py
(5.48)
Similar to the treatment for §3 and Ez, the estimator A1§ 1C1 is split into a

normally distributed variable and a symmetrically distributed error term AU Cy
with mean 0, i.e.

Ai1(B; — B)Ci = A|(Biy — B1)Ci — A UCy, (5.49)

where A1BiyC is a matrix obtained from A1§1C1 when W;, i = 1,2,3,is
replaced by X, i.e.

Ai(Biy — B))Ci = Pa, (X — E[XD(Pc; — Pcy) (5.50)
+Pa s = Py, gi56,,6)X = EIXD(Pc; — Pcy) (5.51)
+Pa s = Py, 6 56,.6)T = Pu;6,56,6,)(X = EIXD Py,

(5.52)
and Biy — B = (A}A)'A|A|(Bi\y — B1)CiC{(CiC})~". The three

terms, (5.50)-(5.52), in A;BinxC; are independent since X(ch — Pcé)’
X (Pcé - ch) and X P c; are independently distributed. Therefore,

D[Bin] = (C1C))~'C1(I = Pey) ® (A1 1A

+H(C1CDTICI(Pey = Pe)Ci(Ci )
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®((AIZ7'AN T + F142(A5G1(G ZG1) ' Gl Ay)” AL F)}
+HCiCTIC P (i)
@{(A\T7'AD T + F24,(A5G1(G2G1) ' G| Ay)" AL F)
+F3A3(A5G2(GLEG2) ' Gy A3) " AL F,), (5.53)
where Fy and F3 are given by (4.144) and (4.145), respectively. Moreover, it is
obvious that E[A;BiyC1] = A1B;C|. Now A U C; is studied. After some

calculations it follows from (5.48) and (5.50)—(5.52) that the “error” term AU C
in (5.49) equals

AWUICy = ~Py,w Py o X(Pe = Pg) (5.54)
—Paw Py s (I =Py, 6w6y.6)X(Pcy = Pey) (5.55)
+PaxP s, 6,w,61.6, P, 51 X(Pcy — Pey) (5.56)
—Pa,w P/G],):*I I - PAZqG/IWZquGl)(I - PA3,G’2W3G2,G2)XPC§ (5.57)
+PA 2P A, 6 wi61.61 P, 51T = P ay 6yws65.6.) X Py (5.58)
+Pa s = Py, 6,56,.6)P 45.6,w,61.6, P 5, 51 X Py (5.59)

and Uy = (A]A1)"'A AU CC(CiC})~". Next the independence between
A1B1yC1 and A1UC is established. First it is shown that the right-hand side
of (5.50) is independent of (5.54)—(5.59) and thereafter that (5.51) is independent
of (5.54)—(5.59), and finally it is established that (5.52) is independent of (5.54)—
(5.59).
The expression in (5.50) is independent of (5.54)—(5.59), since
. X(ch - Pcé) is independent of W and Xch;
e Py, »X is independent of (I — P4, »)X and G;X, i = 1,2,3, as well as
G/l W,G1 and G/2W3Gz.
Moreover, the expression in (5.51) is independent of (5.54)—(5.59), since

. X(Pcé - ch) is independent of Wy, W, X(ch — ch) and XPCg;

* Payx(I - Py, 6 56,6,)X is independent of G, X and G,W3G>.

Furthermore, the expression in (5.52) is independent of (5.54)—(5.59), since

. XPCQ is independentof W;,i =1, 2,3, X(Pci — PCQ and X(Pcé — PCQZ
P 4, G,5G,.6,X is independent of G, X.

Hence, Corollary 5.2 can be applied and the following theorem, corresponding
to Theorem 5.9 for B, has been verified.
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Theorem 5.10 Let El, By and U be defined via (5.48), (5.50)—(5.52)
and (5.54)—(5.59), respectively. Then an Edgeworth-type expansion of the density
of By equals

fﬁl(B()) = fBlE(B()) +r§7
where
fB,:(Bo)=(1 = yu(DIBID[BiNT~" — 1)) f5,,(B,)
+ {(DIB11DIB1N1"! — Dvec(B, — Bi)vec (B, — B1)DIB1in1~"} B,y (Bo);

D[El] and D[B1y] are given in Theorem 4.17 (iii) and (5.53), respectively, and

C
*
|r3| 5 n27

for some fixed constant c which depends on the design matrices.

As for §2, in order to obtain a more understandable approximation, the next
step is to approximate D[El] with an error which is proportional to n~2. From
D[El] in Theorem 4.17 (iii) it follows, by performing some calculations, that an
approximative dispersion equals

D[B1] = s3(C1C)™'C 1 = P)CH(C1C) ™' @ (A]Z7'AD ™!
+54(C1CY) 7' C1(Pey — Pe)CH(CiC) ' @ {41 =7 ap™!
+ F2A>(A,G1(G2G1) 'G|Ay)” AL F))
+(€1C)TICIPECHCIC) T ® [sz{(A’lzflAl)*l
+ F3A3(A5G2(GL2G2) ' G, A3) ™ A F))
+ F2A2(A’2G1(G’l):Gl)_lG’lAg)_A’zF’z},
where

n—ky—1 n—r(Cy) —1

= , = 5.60
n—r(Cy))—p+q1 —1 54 n—r(Cy)—mp—1 ( )

$3

and s7 is given in (5.40). Hence,
D[B11 - D[Biy] = (s3 — D(Ci1C)™'C1(I = P)CL(C1C) 7 @ (A1 ap™
+ (sa = D(CICYTIC1(Py — PCHCICH T @ {(AjZ A ™!

+ F2A5(A5G (G 2G1) "' G} Ay)” AL F))
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+ (2= D(CiCPTICIPCCC) T @ {(AiE AD !

+ F3A3(A5G2(GLEGy) ' GLA3)~ AL FS). (5.61)
The constants s; — 1,i = 2, 3,4, are all O(n~1).
When discussing B>, the calculations were simplified by introducing the matrix

M in (5.45). Now, when considering B, the same technique is applied, but instead
of M», the matrix

M = (C1C5(C3C5) ™21 €105 (C2CH){(C2C5)7 C2C5(C2CH) )2
L CICH(CI1C) (€17 €Ly (€ e ) (5.62)
is used. The matrix is created according to the decomposition
C(CY) =C(CHECICHN C(C’3)l BC(C)N C(C’z)l.
Then, (diag(e, e, ®) denotes the block-diagonal operator, see Appendix A, Sect. A.6)

Mi(C1C)'Ci = Pey)CY(C1C) ™ M) = diag(0,0,1,,), 11 =ki —r(Ca),
(5.63)

M;(CC)~'Ci1(Pc, — Pc)CY(C1CY) ™ M = diag(0, 1,,0,),
r2 =r(C2) —r(C3), (5.64)
Mi(CiC)'C1PeCY(C1CY) ™' M = diag(14,0,0), 13 =r(C3), (5.65)

and applying (5.61)

D[BM{] - D[B\xM)] = (s; — 1)diag(0. 0. 1,,) ® (A|Z~'4))~!

+ (s4 — 1diag(0, I,,0) @ {(A1Z7' A1) ™" + F245(45G1(G1ZG1) ' G| A2)” Ay F))

+ (s — D)diag(I5,0,0) ® (A1Z7'A1) 7! + F3A5(45G2(G,2Gr) "1 GLA3) ™ AL FY).
(5.66)

Moreover, according to Corollary 5.2 the following two expressions are needed:
tr{(D[B\] — D[Bin)D[B1y] "} (5.67)
and

tr{(D[B1] — D[B1y])DIB1n]"'vec(B, — B1)vec (B, — B1)D[Biy]~'}.
(5.68)
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Explicit calculations of (5.67) and (5.68) are left to the reader. Here it is noted that
all calculations become straightforward if one uses the matrix M, given in (5.62),
since

tr{(D[B1] — DIBix]))D[Bin] ')
= tr{(DIB1M}] — D[BiyM1)DIBiyM|1™"}
and
tr{(D[B 1] — D[B\x1)D[Bx]"'vec(B, — B))vec (B, — B1)D[B iy}
=tr {(5[§1M1] — D[B\yM))DIBixyM/]™!

xvec((B, — B1)M")vec (B, — Bl)M/l)D[BlNM/l]_l} :

Among other things, (5.66) presents [N)[§1M’l] — D[ByM], and
D[BiyM]™!
= diag(0,0,7,,) ® A’IE*IAl + diag(0,1,,,0) ® H3_1 +diag(1,5,0,0) ® H',
where
H3=(I:00((A: AT (A1 : A)) ' T : 0)
= (A =7'ADT + F2A2(A5G (G 2G1) T G Ay) T ALF,  (5.69)
and

Hi=U:0:00((A;:A2: AT A1 : A2:A3)"'UT:0:0)
2
=@z 'Ap ! + ZFi+1Ai+1(A§+1Gi(G§ZG!’)_IGgAi+1)_A;+1F;+1-
i=1

(5.70)

Moreover, let
Hs = (A\Z7'A) 7 + F343(A5G2(GLEGy) "' GLA3) “ AL FS.  (5.71)
Theorem 5.11 Let El and By be defined iﬁ (5.48) and (5.50)—(5.52). Then an
Edgeworth-type expansion of the density of B1, assuming that all the constants

given below exist, equals

f3,(Bo) = f5,,(Bo) + 13,



206 5 Density Approximations

where

I8, (Bo) = (1= J(q1(ri(s3 — 1) +ra(sa — D) + (52 — De{HsH'}) £, (B,)
+3(s3 — Dr{(A{ =747 (B, — B1)C{(I — P,)C1(B, — B1)'} [,y (Bo)
+3(sa — Dur{H; (B, — BUC1(Pc, — Pc))Cy (B, — B1)} [,y (Bo)

+1(s2 = Dtr(H; ' HsH; (B, — B)C1 P, C1(By — B1)) £,y (Bo):

ri, i = 1,2,3, are defined in (5.63)—(5.65), si, i = 2, 3,4, in (5.40) and (5.60), and
H; i=3,4,5in(569)-(571) and
Ir3] < <

nz’

for some fixed constant ¢ which depends on the design matrices. The density fg,,
can be factorized as

IBix(Bo) = [C1C |2 fiy ¢, (BoC) fB1y,c1 (BoC1) fB1y, €1 (BoC1),
where fp,y.c,(B,C2), i =1, 2,3, are density representations for
By, C) = (A&Z’lAl)’lA’l):*lX(Pci - Pcy)
~ Nyy.a(BiC1(I = P¢y), (A Z7' A7) P — Pey)
within X(PC{ — PCé)y
Biy,C1 = (A[Z7'AD 1A 7 — P4, 6/56,,6)X(Pcy = Pcy)
~ Ngyn(B1C1(Pcy — Pcy), H3, Py — Pcy)
within X(Pcé - ch)r and
Biy,Ci = (A\ T AN AZ TN = Py oi56,.6)U = Paycys6,.6.)X Py
~ Ngyn(B1C1Pcy, Ha, Pcy)
within XPCQ, respectively. Moreover, Biy = By, + By, + B1p;.

5.5 Density Approximation for the Mean Parameter
Estimators in the EBRM 3‘,

The ideas presented below are the same as those used when working with the
EBRM% in the previous Sect.5.4. In correspondence with Sect.5.4, it will be
shown that the distributions of the estimators E,-, i = 1,2,3, for the E BRM%,,
can all be decomposed into a normally distributed part and an error term which has
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an expectation equal to 0 and is independent of the normal part. Indeed, from a linear
model point of view (e.g. see Exercise 1.3, p. 308 in Rao, 1973), the decompositions
are both natural and interpretable.

Starting with §3, given in Theorem 3.3, it follows that under full rank conditions

B3 = B3y — Us,
where

Biy = (A;37'45)714371X 9,C5(C30,C%) 7, (5.72)

Us = —(AyS7 A3)TALST (T — Pay )X Q,C45(C30,CH)7 . (5.73)

Since S| is independent of X Q,C% and (I — P 4, )X is independent of AgZ_lX,
the two matrices B3y and U are independently distributed. Moreover,

D[B3y] = (C30,C5) ' ® (A5Z7'A43)7! (5.74)
and, if n — r(C} : C5 : C%) — p + g3 — 1 > 0 (see Theorem 4.25 (i),
DIB3] = (1 +s1)(C30,C5) "' ® (453" 43)7, (5.75)
where

_ p—43
SU= ()€ Cl) —prgs—1° (5.76)

Hence, correspondingly to Theorem 5.7, we can present the next theorem, omitting
a proof of the statement concerning the error term.

Theorem 5.12 Let §3, B3y and U3 (u3 = vecU3) be given by Theorem 3.3, (5. ZZ)
and (5.73), respectively. Then an Edgeworth-type expansion of the density of B3
equals

f3,(Bo) = B, (Bo) + 13,

where

IB3:(Bo) = fByy (Bo) + ) E[u3)® Ivec f 3, (Bo)

= (1 = )siksqs + 351 r{A5Z 7 A3(B, — B3)C30Q,C5(B, — B3)'}) fB3y (Bo).

with s1 defined in (5.76) and supposed to exist, and

*
|r3| 5 n27

for some fixed constant ¢ which is a function of the design matrices.
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In Theorem 5.12 the density corresponds to a mixture of a Kotz-type distribution
(see ApRendix A, Sect. A.10) and a normal distribution.

For B, given in Theorem 3.3, the following decomposition holds under some
full rank conditions. Let F = (A} A2)~! A}, then

By =F,P,,5X0,C5(C20,CH)!

—F2P 4,5, X 0,C5(C30,C4) C30Q,CH(C20Q,CH ", (5.77)
Boy = FaP A, X Q,C5(C20,C5) ™! (5.78)
—F3P 4, 5X 0,C5(C30,C5) 7 C30,CH(C20,CH) ", (5.79)

Us=—FyP, 5(I—Pa5)X0Q,CH(C20,CH)"

+F2Pa, 5,(I — Pa, 5)X Q,C4(C30,C4) " C30Q,CH(C20,CH) 7",
(5.80)

and

~

B> = B,y — Uj.

As before, the independence between B,y and U; has to be proven. Note that
X Q,C) is independent of Sy, S, and X Q,C%, and P4, x X is independent of
(I —P 4, 5)X. Hence, the expression on the right-hand side of (5.78) is independent
of U». Moreover, X Q,C} is independent of S; and P 4, » X Q,C% is independent
of Sz, (I — Pa, )X and (I — P4, 5)X. Therefore, (5.79) is independent of U»,
implying independence between B,y and U».

Concerning moments, E[U>] = 0,

D[Boy] = (C20Q,CH) 7' ® (ALZ 7 Ax)~!
+(C20,C5)7'C20,C5(C30,C5) C30,CH(C2Q,CH) !
®F2A3(AX 7 A3) " AL F), (5.81)

and according to Theorem 4.25 (ii)
DIB2] = (€20, @ [(1 + (4~ ap) ™!
tei(en — 1)F2A3(A’32—1A3)—A’3F’2}

+(1+¢3)(C20,C5) 7' C20,C4(C30,C%) " C30,CH(C2Q,CH) ™!
®F2A3(ALE 7 A3) " ALF), (5.82)
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where

P—q o — n—r(C}:Cy)—p+r(Az)—1
n—r(C:Cy)—p+q2—1° 2= n—r(C:C5:Cy)—p+r(A3)—1°

— p—r(A3)
€3 = ner (€}l —pr(A3)—1° (5.84)

¢ = (5.83)

and all three constants are supposed to be positive and finite.

Theorem 5.13 Let Ez, Byn and Uy be_defined by (5.77)~(5.80). Then an
Edgeworth-type expansion of the density of B, equals

13,(Bo) = f8,,(Bo) + 13,

where

fB2:(Bo) = (1 — Jte(D[B2]D[Bon]1™" = 1)) fp,y (Bo)
+1u{(DIB21D[Ban]™" — I)vec(B, — Ba)vec (B, — B2)D[Bay1~"} f5,, (Bo);

D[Ez] and D[Ban] are supposed to exist and are presented in (5.82) and (5.81),
respectively, and

Bl 5

for some fixed constant c which depends on the design matrices.

Noting that ci(c; — 1) = Omn™?), it immediately follows that a natural
approximation of D[B>] in (5.82) is given by

D[Ba] = (1 +¢)(C20,CH) ' @ (4,271 4y) 7!
+(1+¢3)(C20,C5) 7' C20,C5(C30,C5) ™ C30,C4H(C20,C)!
®F2A3(ALZ 7 A3) " AL F). (5.85)

Moreover, to simplify calculations, a matrix M is introduced which corresponds to
the matrix given in (5.45):

M, = (ASZ 7T A5(ALT 1 A3) 72 AL ST AL (AL A5)°
x{(ALE71A43)7 AL Z 1A (AL 45)0) 1),
where, without any loss of generality, the square roots are supposed to exist; i.e. it
has to be supposed that A3 is of full rank, which we can always assume to hold

in (5.82) and (5.85). Then

DIM,B;] — DIM2Bay) = cHy ® I, + c3H3 ® diag(I(45), 0),
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where
Hi=(C20,C)", (5.86)
H3 = (C20,C5) ' C20,C5(C30,C5) C30,C5(C20,C) ™. (5.87)
Moreover, let
Hy=H;+Hs;=(:0)((C,:C,) Q,(Ch:C) 'UI:0). (588)
Then
DIM>Boy1™' = H' ® diag(0, I 4,—ray) + H; ' ® diag(I,(45), 0)
and
D[M;Byy]"'vec(M2(Bay — B2))
= vec {{(A’Zz*A3)”’A/2):*1AZ(A;):*IA3)U}*1/2
(A, A3)° Ay As(Bay — BZ)H;I]
+vec{(A5E 71 A3) " 2AL 37 Ay (Boy — Bo)H ).

Theorem 5.14 Let Eg and BQNAbe defined by (5.77)—(5.80). Then an Edgeworth-
type expansion of the density of B> equals

f3,(Bo) = f5,, (Bo) +73.
where

I8, (Bo)

= (1 = 5(q2 — r(A3)kac) — yerr(Aw{H Hy'} — Jc3r (A3)t{H3H;'}) f5,, (Bo)
+iete{H (B, — By) AYAY(AS $A) ™A Ay(B, — B2)) fg,y (B,)
+heite{Hy 'HiHy (B, — B2) AyZ 7' Py, 5 A2(B, — B2)} f,y (B,)

+leste(Hy"H3H, (B, — B2) Ay 7' P a, 5 As(B, — B2))} fp,y (Bo),

where c¢1 and c3 are supposed to exist and are given by (5.83) and (5.84),
respectively, and H;, i = 1, 2, 3, are given by (5.86)—(5.88). Furthermore,

Ir3l < -,
3 nz
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for some fixed constant ¢ which depends on the design matrices. The density fg,),
can be factorized as

fBox (Bo) = |A5E 7" Ao fa, 8, (A2Bo) fa,B,y, (A2B),
where fAZBZNl (A2 B,) and fA232N2 (A2 B,) are density representations for
A2Bon, = (Pays — Pay5)XQ,C5(C20,Ch) !
~ Npiy((I — Payx)A2Bo, (P4, s — Pay»)X, Hy)

within (P a,,;5 — P a,,5)X and

A2Bon, = Pay X — Q) /3(C3 0, /3)7C3)Q1 /2(C2Q1 /2)71
~ Npgy(Pay,sA2Bo, Pay 3%, Hy)

within P 4, 5 X, respectively. Moreover, Boy = Bon, + Ban,.

Finally, B is discussed briefly. The results are obtained using a procedure similar
to that presented earlier. Now Theorem 3.3, together with a number of calculations,
yields

By =By —U,,
where
BlN=F1PA1,2XC/1(C1C/1)_1 (5.89)
—F1PA,5X0,C5(C20,Ch) C,L(C,CH7! (5.90)

—F 1P, £X0,C5(C30,C5) C3(I — Q,C5(C20,CH)~C)CH(C1CH™'.  (5.91)
with Fi = (A]A1)"'A] and

Uy=-F P, 5I-Ps5)XCi(C,CH!
+F P4, 5,(I— Pa,5)Q,CH(C20,Ch) C2C(CCH)™" —
+F Py s,(I—Pa, )X Q,C5(C30,C4) C3(I—Q,CH(C2Q,CH)~Cr)Ch(CCH7
(5.92)
The independence between By and U has to be verified. In the right-hand side
of (5.89) the expression is independent of U1, since

* X is independent of§3, §2, S1,X0Q,,XQy;
e P4, xXC] isindependentof (I — P4, 5)X.
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The second term of By, given in (5.90), is independent of U1, since

* X Q) C) is independent 0f§2, S1, X Q»;
e P4, X Q,C)isindependent of S3, (I — P4, )X, (I — P, 5)X.

The third term, given in (5.91), is independent of U, since

o XQ2C3 is independent of Sy;
e Py, EXQ2C3 is independent of S3, Sz, I — Pa2)X, (I — Py, )X,
(I — Payx)X.

Thus, By and U are independently distributed. Moreover, in order to perform an
Edgeworth-type expansion, dispersion matrices are needed, among others D[ B y],
which equals

D[By]1=(C:C) '@ A1z A"
+(C1C)TICICH(C20,C) ™ CLC(C1CY) T ® F1A2(AYZ ™ Ay)~ AYF)
+(CCYTICIT - CH(C20,C)C20))
xC5(C30,C) ™ C3(I — 0,C5(C20,CH) ™ C)CH(C )~
®F1A3(ASZ 1 A3) " AL F). (5.93)
Theorem 5.15 Let El, By and Uy be defined by Theorem 3.3, (5.89)—(5.2])

and (5.92), respectively. Then an Edgeworth-type expansion of the density of B
equals

[3,(Bo) = fB,;(Bo) + 13,
where
fB1:(Bo) = (1 — yue(D[B{1D[B 1" — I}) 8, (Bo)
+u{(D[B11D[B1n]"" = I)vec(B, — By)vec (B, — B1)D[Bin1""} 5,y (B,):

D[El] and D[B1y] are given in Theorem 4.25 (iii) and (5.93), respectively, and
c
*
<
|r3| = }’l2 )

for some fixed constant ¢ which depends on the design matrices.

Now D[B] is approximated with an error which is proportional to n~!.
Using the definition of the constants ¢; and dj presented in Lemma 4.6 (see also
Theorem 4.25 (iii)), an approximative dispersion equals

DIBi1=(1+d)(CC)'®@z7lapn~!
+(1+¢)(C1C)HTICICHC20,CH) ™ CLCH(C I C) T @ FiA(ALE T A))~ AL F
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+(1+e)(C1C))7'C1T = C5(C2Q,C)) ™ C2Q1)C5(C30,C5) Cs
x(I = Q,C5(C20,Cy) ™ C)CI(CIC)) ' @ F1A3(A}X 7' A3)” ASF),

where

— p—r(A3)
€= (€ Cl —ptr (A1 (5.94)

assuming n —r(C : C} : C4) — p +r(A3) — 1 > 0. Applying the same procedure

as was applied to the other parameters for obtaining an Edgeworth-type expansion
of the density of the parameter estimators, the next matrix is introduced:

M, = (A’IZ_IA3(A’3):_1A3)_1/2
CALE T A (ALE T A {(ALE T A3 AL T Ax (AL T A5) )12
: A’lz*lAl(A’lz*lAz)”{(A/lz*lAz)”’Agz*1A1(A@E*IAQ)U}*l/z),
which is inspired by the space decomposition
Cx (A1) = Cx(A3) BCx(A2) NCx(A3)" BCx(A1) NCx(A2)™
with the corresponding dimensions

r1=r(A3), ra=r(A2) —r(A3), r3=r(A1) —r(Ay). (5.95)

Hence,

DIMB|]— DIM B y]=diHs @ I + c;Hs @ diag(I,, 1,,. 0)

+eHe ® diag(1,,,0,0),

where

Hy=(CiC)H7, (5.96)

Hs = (C,C)™'C1C5(C20,Cy)~ C,C(CiC), (5.97)

Hg= (C,C))7'Ci(I — C(C20,Ch) ™ C20,)C5(C30,C5) C3

x(I — Q,C5(C20,C5)~Cr)CI(CiCH~" (5.98)

Moreover,

DIM B\y1"'=H,"' ® diag(0,0, I,,) + (Hs + Hs)~' ® diag(0, I,,, 0)
+(Hy+ Hs + Hg)~' @ diag(I,,,0,0).
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With the above-provided definitions and relations the next theorem can be formu-
lated.

Theorem 5.16 Let §1 and By be defined by YZleorem 3.3and (5.89)—(5.91). Then
an Edgeworth-type expansion of the density of B1 equals

I8,(Bo) = fg,,(Bo) + 13,
where
f5,,(Bo) = (1= Y (dikirs + tr{ra(dy Hy + cy Hs)(Ha + Hs)™!
+ri(dHy +c1Hs + eHe)(Hs + Hs + He)™'}) 3,y (B,)
+yu{di By (B, - B ATET A4 E7 40
(A2 A7 A1 ST AL (A 27 40 (A 2T A A ST A (B, — Bl)}
X fBy (Bo)
+itr {<H4 + Hs)"'(diHs+c1Hs)(Hs + Hs) ™' (B, — B1) A{Z 7' Ay(A, 71 A3)°
x{(ALZ 7 A3)” AL Ay (AL A3)°) (AL A5) AL E A (B, — Bl)}
X fBy (Bo)

+u{(Ha+ Hs + Ho ™' i Ha + e Hs + eHo)(Hy + Hs + Ho) ™ (B, — B1)'
XA ET Py 5 A1(Bo — B} fa,(Bo);

ri, i = 1,2,3, are defined in (5.95), c1, di and e are defined by (5.83), Lemma 4.6
and (5.94), respectively, H;, i = 3,4, 5, are given by (5.96)—(5.98), and

73] < 2

for some fixed constant ¢ which depends on the design matrices. The density fp,
can be factorized as

Iy =1ATZ 7T AN f4, B,y (ALBo) fa, By, (A1Bo) fa, By, (A1B,),

where fa, B,y (A1B,), i =1, 2,3, are density representations for
1

12
ABiy, = (Pa,x — Pa,s)XH)/
~ Npi (I = Pa)A1B1, (Pa,s — Pay2)X, Hy)
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within (P 5, — P 4,)X,

A1Bin, = (Pays — Pays)X(Hy + Hs)'/?
~ Np i (Payx — Pay2)A1B1, (Pay s — Payx)X, Hy + Hs)

within (P 4, — P a;)X, and

Ai1Biy, = Pay s X(Hs + Hs + He)'/?
pki(PaysA1B1, Py, s, Hy+ Hs + Hg)

within P 4, X. Moreover, By = By, + Bin, + Bin;.

Problems

1 Using the matrix derivative given in Definition 5.1, demonstrate the following
relations: (a) ¢, ‘”Xl = | X|vec(X~ 1Y, (b) dtr{A X} — vecA and (c) dtry&X} = 2vecX.

2 Suppose that X is a symmetric matrix. Calculate dtrx{X h dd‘? and dtrg{iﬁx h

using the same matrix derivative as in Problem 1.
3 Prove Lemma 5.1.

4 GMANOVA + MANOVA continuation of Problem 2 in Chap.3 Let
X=AB,C,+ B,C,+ E,

where all the matrices are given in Problem 2. Consider the MLEs and perform
Edgeworth-type expansions for By and B, for the case where the estimators are
uniquely determined.

5 Prove Corollary 5.1 and determine an upper bound of |r3| as a function of
E[(vecU)®4].

6 Give a complete and detailed proof that B3y in (5.22) and U3z in (5.23) are
uncorrelated.

7 Simulate data according to a BRM . For example, use the same design matrices,
A and C, as in Example 1.7. Apply Theorem 5.2 and try to understand how well the
Edgeworth-type expansion works. Consider the centre of the distribution, as well as
its tails. What can be said about the upper error bound? Plot the error bound versus
the number of independent observations.
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8 Let X follow a matrix Kotz-type distribution. Derive E[X] and D[X]. Do the
marginal distributions of a matrix Kotz-type distribution always follow a Kotz-type
distribution? Give a detailed explanation of the reasons for your answer.

9 Calculate (5.67) and (5.68).

10 Approximate the distribution (using an Edgeworth-type expansion) of the
maximum likelihood estimators of the mean parameters in the EBRM %V

Literature

One tool used in this chapter is the concept of the matrix derivative, which Dwyer
and Macphail (1948) were the first to introduce. Since then numerous papers have
been written using different versions of matrix derivatives (see MacRae, 1974; Nel,
1980; Polasek, 1985; Wong, 1985; Magnus and Neudecker, 1988; Magnus, 2010).
In Kollo and von Rosen (2005), as well as other published works, it has been
stressed that a matrix derivative is nothing but a collection of partial derivatives
which can be organized in different ways. Moreover, the organization of elements
of multivariate moments and cumulants (marginal moments and cumulants) follows
the definition of the matrix derivative in use (see Kollo and von Rosen, 2005), which
stems from the fact that moments and cumulants can be obtained by differentiation
of the characteristic function and the cumulant generating function, respectively.

It is interesting to follow the ideas behind the introduction of cumulants and
their relations to moments. In fact these ideas arose from deep studies of the
approximation of densities. A survey covering the developments in this field up
to the 1940s has been provided by Hald (2002) (see also Hald, 1981, 1998). At the
beginning of the nineteenth century, there existed a general idea of approximating
a density function with some series where the first term is another density which
is easy to use (mostly the normal density), and the other terms may be viewed as
correction terms. For details see Hald (2002). One of the main results in this area was
presented by Laplace (1811), who used the normal density, derivatives of the normal
density (Hermite polynomials) and their expectations. Later Bienaymé (1852) and
Chebyshev (1859) improved some of Laplace’s work and operated with moments
and cumulants, although cumulants at that time had not been explicitly defined. The
series which Laplace obtained was called the A-series by Charlier (1905); there are
also a B-series and a C-series.

The above-mentioned authors were mainly inspired by the central limit theorem
and the average of n independent observations. Around 1870, one started to search
for non-normal distributions in order to handle data which obviously could not
be normally distributed and instead followed a skewed distribution. Among other
discoveries, it was observed that if the normal density function was multiplied by a
polynomial the obtained function was not symmetric. It was then that Thiele (1873)
rediscovered the A-series and applied it.
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Gram (1879, 1883) (see also Hald, 2002), who was a colleague of Thiele at an
insurance company in Copenhagen, came up with the idea of using least squares
to determine the coefficients of the A-series, i.e. to estimate the coefficients via a
specific multiple regression model. Moreover, Gram supposed that in the A-series
the approximating functions were orthogonal polynomials and, therefore, one refers
to the series as Gram’s orthogonal A-series. Thiele (1889) improved Gram’s results
by assuming a normal density and Hermite polynomials came into the picture.
Moreover, Thiele introduced cumulants (half-invariants (semi-invariants) according
to Thiele; at that time there existed mathematical results about invariants and semi-
invariants which were used in different kinds of linearizations) and used them
instead of moments, which Gram had been using. In this way, Thiele reobtained the
result of Laplace (1811). Thiele (1899) presented a remarkable non-linear relation
between moments and cumulants of an arbitrary order. On the basis of Laplace’s
results, Edgeworth (1905), among others, presented the A-series in the same fashion
as Thiele, but rearranged the terms of the series so that the terms as a function of the
number of independent observations decreased. The A-series which Thiele obtained,
where normality was used in the approximation, is often called the Gram-Charlier
series, but from a historical point of view this name is slightly misleading.

Hald (2002) presents many more contributors to the field of density approxima-
tions. In particular he mentions the Danish “school” (Oppermann, Thiele, Gram,
Jgrgensen), the German “school” (Bruns, Lipps, Hausdorff, von Mises), the British
“school” (Edgeworth, among others) and the Swedish “school” (Charlier, among
others). Some relations between the different schools can be found, but at the same
time it appears from the outside that many scientists (astronomers, mathematicians
and statisticians) have been working in parallel without being aware of each other.

Several more results on the A-series were produced from 1920 to 1945, for
example by Cramér (1926, 1928) (see also Cramér, 1946, pp. 221-231) and
Andersson (1944). Examples of topics focused on during that period are the
convergence of the A-series and determination of the coefficients of the series.
In articles published during this period one often used the characteristic function,
its inverse and the cumulant generating function using techniques similar to those
presented in this book.

Although many researchers have been working on the above-mentioned expan-
sions, both the Edgeworth and the Gram-Charlier expansions suffer from the fact
that the approximations may not be densities. Moreover, in comparison with the
expansion of the centre of the density the expansions of the tails of the density
functions may perform poorly. Therefore, research on distribution approximations
has continued in various directions. The most commonly applied methods are the
tilted Edgeworth expansion, the saddle point approximation and the Cornish-Fisher
expansion (see Strawderman, 2000; DasGupta, 2008, which also include many
references). For some multivariate distribution expansion, see Kollo and von Rosen
(1998), where in particular a g-dimensional density was approximated using a
p-dimensional density with p > ¢ (the results comprised Theorem 5.1 in the present
book).
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When considering the BRM or the EBRM]', the purpose of the density
approximations in this book is to approximate the distribution of a given estimator
and not, as was the purpose of density approximation for Thiele and others, to
find a suitable density for a given data set. A general problem in connection with
density approximations is that they are point-wise. For the BRM or the EBRM[",
two remarkable results appeared in the presentation. The approximating density
happened to be a real density and it was possible to present an upper error bound
of the approximation. In Theorem 5.3 the results for the BRM were presented. An
early reference to that approximation is Fujikoshi (1985). In Kollo et al. (2007) (see
also Kollo and von Rosen, 2005) it was observed that the approximating density
was in fact a true density. The upper bound of the density approximation was first
obtained by Fujikoshi (1985) (see also Fujikoshi, 1987; Fujikoshi and Shimizu,
1989; Kanda, 1994). The results for the EBRM f’ in this chapter, i.e. Theorems 5.7—
5.16, are new. However, the derivation of these results is completely based on the
technique developed for handling the BRM.

Concerning the exact distribution results for B in the BRM only a few results
are available; see, for example, Gleser and Olkin (1972), Kenward (1986) or Bai and
Shi (2007). In the paper by Bai and Shi (2007), the GMANOVA+MANOVA model
is studied (see also Bai, 2005). The results are, however, difficult to apply.
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Chapter 6 )
Residuals ot o

6.1 Introduction

This chapter is devoted to the study of residuals. Residuals summarize the variation
and may be used for estimating parameters connected to the description of uncer-
tainty in a model, identifying outliers (extreme observations) and identifying some
of the influential observations (see Chap. 8). Moreover, residuals can be used to
construct tests, which is fairly obvious, since statistical hypothesis tests are usually
constructed via functions of estimators of parameters describing the variation in the
model under consideration.

Generally speaking, residuals can be defined as the difference between the
observed and the predicted observations, or as the difference of the random variables
corresponding to the observations and the predicted observations. As an introduction
to a discussion of residuals and bilinear models, let us consider the general
multivariate linear model

X=BC+E, E~N,,0,%1I), X0,

where B and ¥ are unknown parameters. The matrix residual R, collecting all the
residuals, is given by

R=X-BC=XI-Pp),

which is illustrated in Fig.6.1. In the above model, residuals are obtained by
projecting X on C(C’)*. The observed residuals are, of course, given by R, =
Xo(I = P¢r).

The term “residual”, as used in the following, includes the concepts “matrix
residual” and “components of the matrix residual”. To utilize the residual, since
it is a random quantity, it is natural to consider its distribution and then evaluate
the observed residual, i.e. R,, with respect to the distribution. In the general
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Fig. 6.1 The mean and
residual spaces in the general
multivariate linear model

e cchHt

multivariate linear case, under the assumption of a normally distributed error, it
follows immediately that the distribution equals

R~ Np,(0,%,1—Pc). (6.1)

Unfortunately the distribution of R depends on X and the columns of R are not
independent nor identically distributed. Moreover, the dispersion matrix for R is
singular. Hence, the relation in (6.1) cannot be used directly. There exist a large
number of ways to exploit R and R,, but in this book only a few ideas will be
presented. Focus will be set on the basic structures of the residuals in the bilinear
models.

A general approach to dealing with residuals, from a distribution point of view,
is to study shifts in the mean. One can also adopt approaches based, for example, on
the absolute value of each single element of the matrix of residuals, R,. Concerning
the mean shift approach, one can study the following five cases, letting R;;, R; and
R; denote R and making some extra model assumption for the i jth element, the jth
row or the ith column, respectively.

(i) Forl <i<mn,1<j<p,use
Rij ~ Np,n(djee;, . I - PC/),
where d: p x 1 and e;: n x 1 are unit basis vectors, e.g. ¢; is 1 in the ith
position and O elsewhere, it is assumed that ¢; ¢ C(C’) and @ is an unknown
parameter (below @ is an unknown parameter vector).
(i1) For1 <i <n,use

Ri ~ N,,(16¢,, =, I — Pcr)

or

(iii)

Ri~N,,0¢,Z,1—Pc).
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@iv) For1 < j < p,use
Rj~ Np,(djo1, %, 1— Pcr)

or

v)
Rj~Np.(dj8,=,1—Pc).

Note that in cases (i), (ii) and (iv) a bilinear mean structure is imposed, whereas
cases (iii) and (v) are described through linear structures. However, without any
assumption concerning X, the model in case (v) cannot be considered with the usual
likelihood-based estimation methods, because there are not enough independent
observations (not enough degrees of freedom) for carrying out the estimation. Later
the strategy will be first to assume that X is known and, when evaluating a test
statistic, a plug-in estimator will replace X.

Since we plan to make a statistical decision about the residuals, it is natural to set
up the problem of identifying large elements of the residual as a statistical decision
problem, i.e. a testing problem, which means that we are going to test

Hy: 6=0 against Hi : 6 differs from 0
in cases (i), (ii) and (iv), or
Hy: 6=0 against H; : 0 unrestricted

in cases (iii) and (v). However, when evaluating the residual, multiple testing is
performed with correlated tests, and one is interested in the large or largest elements
of the residual. Based on standard analysis of variance ideas, natural test statistics
for testing cases (i), (ii) and (iv) are

_ (I’l — V(C) — 1)d’jR,-je,'(e;(I — Pcr)e,-)’le;jodj
Y diRI —ei(€;(I — Peye)Te)Rd;
- (n —r(C) — D1, Riei(e,(I — Pce)'eR]1,
’ U,Ri(I —ei(ej(I = Pchep'eDR1,
and

(=) - Dd';R;1,(1,(I — PC,)1n)*11;R/jdj
/ d'R;(I —1,(1,( — PcHL,) ' L)Rd;

respectively. The above test statistics are all F-distributed under Hy. For example,
let us consider Fj;. In case (i), post-multiplying R;; by e; and pre-multiplying by
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d/j yield, after some further manipulations,
d;xd;)""*(d;Rije; — 0)(ej(I — Pce)™ > ~ N(O, 1). (6.2)
Furthermore, independently of this expression,
d;xd;)"'dRij(I — ei(e;(I — Pce) ' e)Rj;d; ~ x*(n —r(C) — ).
(6.3)

Hence, taking the square in (6.2) and dividing it by (6.3) yield the null distribution,
i.e. under Hy the statistic F;; ~ F1 ,_rc)—1. However, we need the distribution of
max{F;;} or the second largest observation of {Fj;}, the third largest, etc. These
distribution problems can be studied in depth, but here it is suggested that one
should apply a straightforward parametric bootstrap approach as a tool for finding
an approximate solution, i.e. to simulate the distributions.

Alternatively the mean shift could also have been introduced in the original
model, i.e.

X ~N,,(BC+djbe;, X,I). (6.4)

If e; ¢ C(C"), which usually is true, the F-test statistic presented for testing case (i)
is not the same as the likelihood ratio test for testing Hy in model (6.4). Choosing
between the two approaches is an interesting philosophical question. Since our
intention is to evaluate a given model, the residuals are the main objects to exploit.
However, if our intention had been to find deviating observations among the set of
all the observations, (6.4) would have been the model to discuss. To some extent
the approach used in this book is a marginal inferential procedure and hence also
simpler than the approach based on (6.4).

Returning to the bootstrap simulations for the MANOVA case, which are needed
in order to determine the distribution of the large Fj; values, we need to generate
observations from N ,(0, X, I — P /) which is impossible since X is unknown.
However, if we replace X by an unbiased estimate, e.g.

N 1
X, = X,(I — Pc)X,
o n—r(C/) U( C) 0

or the maximum likelihood estimate, and then generate observations from
Np.a (0, .1 — P), this gives the possibility of finding an approximative
distribution for max{F;; }, max{F;} and max{F;}, as well as finding the distributions
of the second largest elements, and so on; i.e. for each generated X, we calculate
max{Fj;}, for example, and then the procedure of generating X, is repeated many
times which leads to an estimate of the distribution for max{F;;}.
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6.2 Residuals for the BRM

In this subsection quite a large number of results and ideas are presented which do
not follow general practise and are open to discussion. In general, for each residual
we first derive an approximate density which will later be used in a “mean shift”
testing approach. The ideas are backed up via some data analysis.

In Fig. 3.1 a decomposition of the overall residual was shown which was based
on the following space decomposition:

(C(C) ®Cx(A)T =C(C) ®Cx(RP) BC(C) ® Cx(A)*
=C(C)" ®Cx(A)BC(C)" ®Cx(A)TBC(C) ®Cs(A)".
Moreover, it was shown in Chap. 3 how the defining inner product quantity, i.e. X,
should be estimated and then, instead of the decomposition given above,
cccHe Cg(A))l =C(CH ® Cs(RPYBC(C) ®C§(A)J‘
=C(C ®Cs(A)BC(C)T ® C5(A) BC(C) ®Cs(A)*
(6.5)
was suggested as a basis for inference. Concerning the estimator of the inner

product, the sums of squares matrix S (omitting 1/(n — r(C)), which could have
been used when estimating X¥) was used, which, as before, equals S = X(I —

—

Pc)X'. It has been mentioned that residuals can be defined through X — E[X],
which means that for the BRM

X-—EX]=X-ABC=X—-P,sXP¢
=X(UI—-Pc)+T—Pas)XP¢
=PpasXU—-Pc)+UT—Pas)XUI—Pc)+T—Pas)XPc

gives three natural residuals obtained by projecting X on appropriate subspaces. The
residuals are in complete agreement with the subspace decomposition given in (6.5).

Definition 6.1 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1 the following residuals are
considered:

1 Riy=X{U - P,
(i) Ro=U —Pas)XPc;
moreover, Ry = Ry; + Rz, where
(i) Ry = PasX(U — Pcr),
(iv) Rip=(U — Py )X — P¢).



226 6 Residuals

Fig. 6.2 For the BRM the ‘ )
three different residuals, R, :

R, and R», are presented. Cs(A)t R | Ri»
Moreover, the residual !

Ry =R + Ry can be !
understood

Cs(A) Ry

cch c(C*+

These residuals are illustrated in Fig. 6.2. Note that in Chap. 3, instead of R11, R12
and R», the following notations were used, ﬁll, ﬁlz and ﬁz, because there the aim
was to highlight the fact that the inner product had been estimated.

In principle one would like to find the distribution of the residuals, but, as for
the MLEs of the parameters in the BRM, useful expressions for the distributions
(densities) do not exist for R11, R12 and R;. Therefore, density approximations will
also take place for the residuals and these approximations will serve as a basis for an
evaluation via a likelihood based test procedure. However, note that, in particular,
the residual Ry = R1; + Ri2 = X(I — P¢/) is normally distributed.

Moreover, although the decomposition of the tensor space seems to be natural,
it is even more important that the objects, i.e. the residuals, should be interpretable.
Therefore, it is of interest to note that the quantities in Definition 6.1 have a clear
meaning, explained below.

* R, gathers the differences between the “observations”, X, and the “mean”,
X P . The residual can be used to detect observations which deviate from the
others without taking into account any model assumption.

* R, gathers the differences between the “mean”, X P ¢, and the estimated model,
ABC = P A,sX P . The residual gives a hint of the appropriateness of the
model assumptions about the mean structure.

* Rj; gathers the differences between the “observations”, X, and the “mean”,
X P, relative to the within-individuals model. The residual is useful for
detecting if observations do not follow the “within-individuals” model.

* Rj, is the overall residual and gathers the differences between the “obser-
vations”, X, and the “mean”, X P/, relative to the case where the within-
individuals model does not hold.

In Fig. 6.3 the four different residuals are presented for the Potthoff and Roy (1964)
data set previously considered in Example 1.7. In Fig. 6.3d the model is evaluated
via R;. One can observe that there is a better fit for the girls than for the boys, and it
is clearly indicated that it is worthwhile investigating whether different models can
be used for the girls and for the boys. For example, it can be of interest to apply an
E BRM%. Moreover, in Fig. 6.3a—c there are interesting observations which will be
highlighted in the following presentation. However, the main problem which we are
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(@) (b) (©) (d)

Fig. 6.3 The residuals Rj,, Ry,, Ri1, and Rjj, (see Definition 6.1) for the Potthoff and Roy
(1964) data presented in Table 1.2. On the x-axis the 27 observations are listed. The first 11
observations concern the girls and the others concern the boys. On the y-axis the values of the
residuals are presented. A linear model over time has been applied and the estimators are given in
Example 3.1. Under (a), R}, is presented and then in (b) and (c) the split into R1, and Ry, is
given. The plot in (d) shows R,, with the four lines per gender corresponding to the four ages and
the four estimated mean values

going to address is to obtain the distribution of the largest residual and, as mentioned
above, this will be dealt with using probabilistic arguments.

Next we prepare for density approximations of the residuals, i.e. we derive the
mean and dispersion for the different residuals. Additionally, the moments give a
basic understanding of the residuals.

Theorem 6.1 Let Ri, Ry, R11 and R, be given in Definition 6.1, and

:n—r(C)—p+r(A) _ p—r(A)

; = ) (6.6)
n—r(C) n—r(C)—p+r(A) —1

C1

where it is assumed thatn — r(C) — p +r(A) — 1 > 0. Then

(i) E[R1]=0, E[R;]=0, E[R11]=0, E[R;2]=0;
(i) D[Ri]=U - Pc)®Z;
(iii) C[R1,R2] =0, C[R2,R;2]=0, C[R,R11]=0, C[R1,R12]=0;
(iv) D[R] =Pcr @ TP o 51 + 2P0 @ PpxX;
(v) DIR;1]=c1(I — Pc)® PasX;
(vi) D[Ri2]=U = Pc)®ZPyo -1+ (1 —c)(I —Pc) @ PasX.

Proof Since A”X and X (I — P¢) both have an expectation equal to 0 and the
residuals are odd functions in X, the expectation of any residual in statement (i)
equals 0.
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The result in statement (ii) follows because X (I —P¢/) ~ Np (0, X, (I—P¢)).
For statements (iii)—(vi), it is useful to rewrite the residuals in a canonical form.
Let, as in (4.32),

A = H(I,_,a): )TZ 2, 6.7)

where H is a non-singular matrix, I’ = (I} : T%): p x (p —r(A)) : p x r(A)
is orthogonal and X!/? is a symmetric square root. Define ¥ = (Y| : Y})' ~
Npn(0,1,I — Pcr) with Yi: (p — r(A)) x n, Y2: r(A) x n, and let Z ~
Npn(0,1, Pcr). Moreover, note that Z = (Z : Z})', with Z1: (p — r(A)) x n, is
distributed independently of ¥ and hence also of Y| and Y. Using these matrices it
follows that the distribution of the residuals given in Definition 6.1 can be described
as follows:

* Ry =(I—P,s)XPc isdistributed as /2T Z1 + ZV2TLY Y (Y1 YT Zy;

e Ry =X — P¢)is distributed as £'/?TY, i.e. is normally distributed;

* Ryj = PasX(I — Pc)is distributed as Z'/2T5Y (1 — Y, (YY) 7'Yy);
(6.8)

* Rp=U—-Pys)XU — P) is distributed as

T2y, + 2P YL Y (VY)Y

Moreover,

TIADE 2 =3 - AA'E7TA) A, VAT EY2 = AA'ET1A)7 A
(6.9)

In statement (iii) it is affirmed that the residuals R;;, Ri> and R; are uncorrelated.
Because Y1 and Y, are independent,

CIR11, Rio] = Elvec{Z!2ToY oI — Py)hvec (12T Y 1))
+E[V3C{Zl/2r/2Y2(1 - Pyl/)}vec’{Zl/zI"lYZPYI,}]
= B -V o) Y)Y oY) e 3T < 0

Furthermore, because Z; is independent of Y, C[R>, R12] = 0 and C[R>, R11] =
0. Hence, statement (iii) has been established.
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Now it is shown concisely that statements (iv)—(vi) are true. Concerning state-
ment (iv), it follows, since Y is independent of Y| and Z;, that

DIR:] = Pe ® (21T 22
—i—Zl/zF/zE[YzY/l(YlY’l)’l(YlY/l)’lYlY’z]l"le/z)

and the expectation in this expression is given in Appendix B, Theorem B.21 (vii).
Next, when studying D[R ;] in statement (vi), since Y is independent of Y 1,

D[Rl = — Pc) ® (BTN 22 + E[Py] @ 2'T5TLE'2).
Theorem B.23 (ii) in Appendix B implies

p—r(A)
E[Py] = I— P¢
[Py] n—r(C)( c)
and thus statement (vi) is verified. Finally, for statement (v), one can note that R
and R, are uncorrelated and sum to R, from which the expression in statement
(v) can be obtained. |

In Theorem 6.1 (iii) it was given that the three different residuals are pairwise uncor-
related. A natural question arises as to whether the residuals are indeed independent.
Unfortunately the answer is negative, i.e. the residuals are not independent. One way
of showing this is to study higher-order mixed moments of the residuals; e.g. one
can show that

E[R11R|, ® RyR,] # E[R11R},]1® E[R2R)].

In univariate linear models or the MANOVA model the residuals and the estimated
mean are independent. If this were true for the BRM, this fact could be exploited,
but once again a negative answer appears. Concerning the correlation between the
residuals and the mean estimator, the following theorem holds.

Theorem 6.2 Let R, Ri1 and Ry be given in Definition 6.1, and ABC =
P4 sXPc. Then

(i) C[Ri1, ABC] = 0;
(ii) C[Ry2, ABC] = 0;
(iii) C[R,2, ABC] =

1>0.

— A .
—n_r(C’;_;(Jrr)(A)_lPc/®PA,>:Z, ifn—r(C)—p+r(A)—

Proof Since X P ¢ is independent of R1; and R; both statements (i) and (ii) follow
immediately. Concerning statement (iii),

C[R>2, ABC] = C[XP¢, ABC] — D[ABC] = P ® P, 3% — D[ABC],

and D[AEC ] was presented in Theorem 4.3 (ii). Hence, statement (iii) is verified.
O
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Since R, measures the deviation from the model, but according to statement (iii)
of the theorem is also correlated with ABC , any conclusion based on R should
also take this fact into account; i.e. marginal inference based on R; should not be
performed uncritically. Moreover, note that the covariance is negative and that it
“diminishes” when n increases.

The next theorem includes unbiased estimators of the dispersion of the residuals
which can be used when quickly evaluating them, i.e. to decide about the tails of the
distribution of the residuals. However, it is questionable to suppose unbiasedness
for functions of quadratic expressions, since in general quadratic forms are not
symmetrically distributed. On the other hand, there are no obvious alternative
estimators which are easily calculated.

Theorem 6.3 Let D[R>], D[R11] and D[R13] be given in Theorem 6.1 and s
in Theorem 3.1. Then, the following estimators are unbiased estimators of the
dispersion of the residuals (the constants c¢1 and c; are presented in Theorem 6.1):

() ifn —r(C)— p+r(A) >0,
DRul=, e —Pc)®P,5X;
) ifn—r(C)—p+r(A)—1>0,
DRI == Pc)®E+ (" (=) =c), o) piriay Pas D)
(i) ifn —r(C) — p+r(A) —1>0,
DR =P ® T+ (c2— 14" =), o) pirayPas D).

Proof The proof of the three statements is based on a combination of E [f], given
in Theorem 4.6 (ii), and (see Theorem B.20 (v) in Appendix B)
nA(A’f_lA)_A’ =AA'S'A)" A
~ W,,(A(A’Z_IA)_A’, n—r(C)— p+r(A)).
0

The conditionn—r(C)—p+r(A) > 0in statement (i) and n—r(C)—p+r(A)—1 >
0 in statements (ii) and (iii) are needed to secure existence of ¢; and c;.
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6.3 Distribution Approximations of the Residuals in the
BRM

In the previous section the most basic properties for the three residuals R11, R
and R, were presented. Next the distribution of the residuals is studied, but this
can only be performed approximately. As for the MLEs, an Edgeworth-type density
approximation will be derived.

Since n~!S converges to ¥ in probability, as n — oo (see Appendix B,
Theorem B.18 (ii)), the residuals R11, R12 and R, can respectively be approximated
as follows by

Riiy=PasX(I—Pc)~Ny,(0, AT 4" A 1 - Pc), (6.10)

Ron=(I—-Pax)X(I—Pc))~Npn(0,TA°(A”"TA%)"A”E, I — P¢),
6.11)

and
Roy = — Pas)XPcr ~ Ny (0, TA°(AYTAYTAYX, Po), (6.12)

respectively. Moreover, R11 = R11N — U11, R12 = R12N — U12, R2 = R2N — U2,
where

Uit =(Pas—Pas)XU — P¢), Up=-Un (6.13)
and
Uy=(Pasx—Pas)XPc. (6.14)

In Sect.5.3 the density approximation of the mean estimator in the BRM
was considered and a U-matrix (“error matrix””) was obtained, which in turn was
independent of the normally distributed approximating quantity. This is not true for
the above-suggested U1, U2 and U,. These quantities only satisfy C[Ren, Ue] =
0, i.e. the U-matrices are uncorrelated with the quantities which approximate
the residuals. Under some mild conditions, according to Corollary 5.3, we can
approximate the density of the residual with another density, although this time no
error bound for the approximation can be presented. Concerning U1 and U 12, the
main difference compared with the mean estimator in the BRM is that X(I — P ¢r)
is not independent of S, unlike X P ¢ which is part of the mean. The independence
between S and X P was important when considering the mean estimator. To find
an error bound of the approximation is, of course, of interest. However, this is
more crucial for the density approximation of the mean estimators than that of the
residuals. One reason is that in this case one intends to compare the residuals from
all the different subjects and, since one is carrying out the same procedure for each
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subject, it is often not very essential to find an upper error bound, because it will not
increase the discrimination power among the subjects. The matter of importance
is the distribution of the multiple comparison procedure which is applied for each
residual, which will be treated in detail in Sect. 6.4.

Now some basic moment relations are presented which will be used in the
theorems presented below where Edgeworth-type approximations are presented.
The results follow from Theorem 6.1, where ¢, (used below) is also defined and
supposed to exist. From (6.10) to (6.12) the said moment relations are as follows:

E[R1]=E[Rn]=0, E[R;2]=E[Ri2nv]=0, E[R2]=E[Rny]=0,

(6.15)
p —r(A)
D[R] — D[R iN] = — (I—-Pc)®PaxX, (6.16)
n—r(C)
—r(A
DIRuI-DIRowl =" "M _peyePasE. (6.17)
n—r(C)
D[R3] — D[Roy] = 2P @ PA s 3. (6.18)

Note that (6.16) shows that the approximation suggested by (6.10) has a larger
variation than the quantity which is to be approximated and this is not desirable.
The result in (6.16) indicates that something is not optimal, which follows from the
fact that S and X (I — P ¢’) are dependent.

However, the approximation can be sharpened, somewhat, and an approximation
will indeed be derived whose error has a mean which equals 0 and is independent of
the approximating variable. The idea is to manipulate Ry1x in R11 = Ryjxy — U1q1.
Instead of Ry,

0 0

PosXMI - Pc) = PA,ZXM<
0 I, pira

)(I_PC’)
I,y O
+ PA,EXM( p 0’“‘) 0) (I-Pc)

will be used, where M is an orthogonal matrix which satisfies

P, 1 X(I—Pc)=XM (I"‘O’(A) g) M';
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i.e. an eigenvalue decompo,sition of the idempotent matrix (I —P¢/) X' A° (A”,X -
Pc)(I — Pc)X'A%)~ A% X(I — P¢) has taken place. Thus,

0 0

R = PA,EXM(
0 I, pira

> I —Pc)

I, , 0
+ PA,):XM< pO(A) 0) I —Pc)—Uqs.

The explanation for our next result is that P4 5 X and P4 5 X M have marginally
the same normal distribution, since M'M = I and M is independent of P4 X,
but P4 s XM has some advantages in comparison with P4 5 X, i.e. it is possible
to have an approximating quantity which is independent of the error.

Theorem 6.4 The distribution of the residual Ry given in Definition 6.1 can be
approximated through the difference

Ri1 =Ry — Uy,
where

0 0

Ry = PA,ZXM(
0 I, pira)

> (I —-Pcr)
is normally distributed and

I,_ 0
Ui, = —PA,EXM< P 0’“” 0) (I—Pc)+(Pas—Pas)XU — Pcr),

with I~(11 ~N and U 11y being independently distributed and M satisfying

1, 0
M (@ M
( 0 0

=T —P)X A% (A’ X — P — Pe)X A% A X(I — Pe).
Proof First note that
(Paxs—Pas)XU —Pc)=Pys(I—Pys)XUI - Pcr)

_ / _ Ipray 0,
_PA,ZPA[,S1X(1—Pc/)_PA,2XM< 0 o)™
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It will be proved that Tin y and Ujj, are independently distributed. Note that
A’Y~'X and A’ X are independent, which implies that P4 s XM and M are
independent, since M is a function of A” X and the distribution of XM is
0 0

independent of M. Moreover, P4 s XM <
0 I, pira

) is independent of

PysXM (Ip K(A) g), since the expressions comprise different independent

observations. Thus, the theorem has been established. m]

Note that the sizes of I, in the decomposition, i.e. I, ) and I,,_p1,(a), follow
from

r((I — Pc)X' A% =r(SA°) =r(A°) = p —r(A).

Hence, the distribution of R1; is approximated with a subset of X M. It is somewhat
unsatisfactory that the decomposition is not unique and there are in fact (p—;l( A))
possibilities to approximate.

For the Edgeworth-type approximations of the density for R;; in the following,
moments of order 1 and 2 are needed and for their error terms moments of the fourth
order have to be obtained. Therefore, it is noted that

E[R11] = E[R11x] =0,
DIR11] — DIR11n]

0 0

=(ciI —Pc)—U — P
(c1( c) —( c)<0 L piria)

) (I -=Pc)QPssx, (6.19)

with ¢y defined in Theorem 6.1. Unfortunately, the difference in (6.19) is not positive
definite. The derivation of the fourth-order moments will be omitted, since this needs
relatively lengthy calculations, but these calculations follow those performed when
obtaining higher-order moments for the estimators in the B R M. Moreover, since the
densities for R; and Tin ~ do not exist, linear combinations of the residuals with
dispersion matrices which are of full rank will be considered. Indeed, residuals are
commonly evaluated via K R, L, where K and L may be vectors and, in particular,
unit basis vectors which select one element of R, (e means that it can be Ry, Ri2,
R/ or R»). The proof of the next theorem follows from Theorem 5.2 and (6.19).

Theorem 6.5 For the BRM, let the residual Ry be as given in Definition 6.1, let
K: p1 x pand L: n x ny, both of which are known, and let

KRiiyL ~ Ny, »,(0, KA(A'S'A)"A'K’, D),

0 0

D:L/(I—PC/)(
0 I, pira

) (I—Pc)L.
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Then an Edgeworth-type expansion of the density of KR 1L, via the density of
KR11NL and under the assumption that D[KR11NL] is p.d., equals

fkRy ;L(KR,L) + 1%,

where

fxruL(KRoL) = {1 = ye1pie{L'(I = Pc)LD ™'} + 5 piny
+itu{(KA(A'T'A)"A'K) 'KR,LD™!
x(c1L'(I — Pc)L — D)DilL/R;K/}}
XfKT{“NL(KRoL)§
ci1 is supposed to exist and is defined in Theorem 6.1, and the leading term of |r*| is
proportional to E[vec(K (R11 — R11n)L)®* which is a function of A, C, K and L.

The two most basic moment properties of K R11g L are now given. Statement (ii) in
particular will be used later.

Corollary 6.1 Let KR gL be defined via fkRr,,,L(KR,L), presented in Theo-
rem 6.5, where it is assumed that xR, ,L(KR,L) > 0. Then

(i) E[KR1gL]=0
(i) DIKRy L] =ciL'(I — Pe)L @ KA(A'S~'A)-A'K’.

Proof The derivation of statement (ii) follows from Appendix B, Theorem B.23 (i),
because according to the theorem
DIKRygL] = (1— yeipite{L'(I — Pc)LD™ '} + Jpin))D @ KA(A'Z'A)"A'K’
+ipite{D~ (| L'(I = Pc)L — D)}D ® KA(A'S7'A)"A'K’
+(ci L' —Pc)L — D)@ KA(A'S'A)"A'K’

which is identical to statement (ii). |

Now we switch from a discussion of Ri; to a discussion of the other two
residuals, R1> and R», presented in Definition 6.1. However, for these residuals
no results will be presented which correspond to Theorem 6.4, i.e. no modification
like the one which led to R 115 will take place. The next two theorems are based on
Corollary 5.3, and density approximations for R1> and R, are presented.

Theorem 6.6 The distribution of the residual R12 given in Definition 6.1, can be
approximated through the difference

Ry, =Rippy — Uy,
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where Rian and U 13 are defined by (6.11) and (6.13), respectively. Let K: p1 X p
and L: n x ny, both of which are known, and

KRioNL ~ Np, (0, KZP 0 5 1K', L'(I — Pc)L).

Then an Edgeworth-type expansion fg R, L(KR,L) of the density of K R\2 L, via
the density of K R1an L, under the assumption that DK R1pn L] is p.d., is given by

fkRpL(KR,L) = {1 — éf:::((g;nltr{KPA,gZK’(KZPAU’ZflK’)_l}

+ 3c1tr{(KZP 4o 51 K'Y 'KP4 s XK' (KXP 4o 51 K)7!
x KR,L(L'(I — PC/)L)_IL’RZ,K’}}fKRIZNL(KRaL),

where c1, supposed to exist, is defined in Theorem 6.1.

Corollary 6.2 Let KRi>gpL be defined via fxr,,,L(KR,L), given in Theo-
rem 6.6, where it is assumed that fgxR,,;L(KR,L) > 0. Then

(i) E[KR2eL] =0;
(i) DIKRi2gL] = L'(I — Pc)L ® (fiIKZP 40 51K +c1KPy s ZK),
where

fi=1- éfl’::((é;nltr{KPA,zZK/(KZPAO’ZflK/)’l}
+leimt{(KEP g0 5 1K) 'KP A sZK').

Theorem 6.7 The distribution of the residual R», given in Definition 6.1, can be
approximated through the difference

R; = Ry — Uy,

where Ron and Uy are defined by (6.12) and (6.14), respectively. Let K: p; X p
and L: n x ny, both of which are known, and

KRoNL ~ Ny o (0, KEP 4o s 1K', L'PciL).

Then an Edgeworth-type expansion fgRr,.1L(KR,L) of the density of KR, L, via
the density of K Ryn L, under the assumption that DK Ron L] is p.d., is given by

frkRyL(KR,L) = {1 — Jeapin,
+tr{(KP4 XK ) ' KR,L(L'Pc'L)"'"L'R,K"}} fx Ry . (KR, L),

where c2, supposed to exist, is defined in Theorem 6.1.
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Corollary 6.3 Let KR L be defined via fxR,.1.(KR,L), given in Theorem 6.7,
where it is assumed that fgr,.L(KR,L) > 0, and suppose that copin; < 2.
Then

(i) E[KR2gL] = 0;
(i) DIKR2gL]= (1—}copinmi4+nit{(KPAo s EK)'KEP 40 5 1 K'})L'PcrL

®KZPA()1271K/
F2L'PLOKEP o 5 1K' (KP A sXK) 'KEP 4o 51 K.

6.4 Mean Shift Evaluations of the Residuals in the BRM

In the presentation of Sect. 6.3, approximate densities of the residual matrices Ry,
R1> and R> have been obtained. The expressions depend on unknown dispersion
parameters and if one uses the densities directly, the parameters have to be replaced
by estimates. This can be carried out and then it is possible to look for extreme
values in the data set i.e., one tries to understand if the extreme observations are in
the tail of the distribution.

However, one should remember that a weak point of Edgeworth-type expansions
is that the tails of the distributions may be poorly estimated.

Another approach, already demonstrated in Sect. 6.1, where it was shown how it
can work for the MANOVA model, is based on statistical testing for extreme obser-
vations. This can be achieved by studying the so-called mean shift assumptions. In
this case a model is assumed for the residuals. Let R, represent any of the residuals
R11, R17, R; and R;. Then the model which will be studied can, in principle, be
written as follows:

R. = FOG + E., (6.20)

where the density for E, is one of the densities presented in Theorem 6.5,
Theorems 6.6 and 6.7 or the matrix normal density.

The F and G matrices in (6.20) can correspond to the five cases mentioned in
Sect.6.1,ie. F =1, F =djor F =1,and G = 1,G = e; orG =1, whered;
and e; stand as usual for the unit basis vectors.

A test can be constructed for testing Hy : ® = 0 via the previous theorems
where density approximations were derived. The idea is to construct, for any given
¥, a test which is similar to the likelihood ratio test. Many tests will be performed,
e.g.foreachi and j in {d;, e}, and the maximum value or some of the largest values
of the test statistics are of interest. Even if we were to estimate X, the distribution
of the test statistic would still be a function of X. Therefore, no energy will be
spent on obtaining special estimators of X so that pivot quantities will appear which
are completely independent of all the parameters. Instead, when interpreting the
distribution of the mean shift test, only the MLE of X from the BRM will be utilized
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as a consistent plug-in estimator. An obvious alternative estimator which might be
used is the unbiased estimator presented in Theorem 4.7.

In the following a number of test statistics will be presented which will later be
evaluated through a parametric bootstrap approach. Let us start with Rj» and some
preparations. The density approximation given by Theorem 6.6 cannot be directly
applied if D[K R12g L] is singular, and therefore an appropriate working density
has to be found. For example, when applying a likelihood-based approach, densities
have to exist. Under Hy, i.e. with no mean shift, the information about the residuals
is solely available on the space connected to the eigenvalues of D[R2x] which are
larger than 0, where the dispersion is given in Theorem 6.6. Therefore, D[R12x] is
spectrally decomposed as

DR NI =VV QWW', V:inxn—r(C), W:px(p—r(A);

ie. XPyoy-1 = WW and I — Pcr = VV’'. Note that W is a function
of X, and later, when analysing data, W is obtained by factorizing X P Ao S5
Le. XP o551 = WW’. A modified non-singular residual can be obtained by pre-

and post-multiplying R in the following suitable way:
RY, = (WW) 'WRpV(V'V)™!;

this density approximation leads to a non-singular distribution. By choosing K =
(WW) 'W and L = V(V'V)~! Theorem 6.6 can be applied directly and an
appropriate density has been obtained. Hence, the following formal model will be
“tested”:

RY,.; = Kdj0e;L + E, (6.21)

where E > has the density presented in Theorem 6.6 with the particular choices of
K and L provided above. Moreover, note that R12 is the same matrix as RIIV2 but
in order to indicate which residual is to be tested, R12 - is used. It follows that
D[KRlzL] = Iplnl,where pr=p—r(A),n =n— r(C) and it is supposed that
K is a function of X, not 3. Note that RIIV2 bears the same amount of information
as R12

Let L11V2;ij (5) and L11V2;ij denote the likelihood for R %;ij under H;: 6 # 0 and Hy:
0 = 0, respectively, where under H; an estimator of 6 is needed. If a strict likelihood
ratio test were to be constructed, 6 would have to be the MLE for 6. However, this
estimator can only be obtained via an iterative algorithm due to the expression for
the density of E12 given in Theorem 6.6. Instead a least squares approach can be
used, e.g.

mintr{T~ 1(R121]0 Kdjoe;L)()'},
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where
T=fil+caKPsxXK', (6.22)
f1 and ¢ are presented in Corollary 6.2 and Theorem 6.1, respectively, and R %;iju
is the observation of levz; ij which equals
RY.io = WW) "W R, V(V'V)™.

A unique least squares solution under the assumption of a known X is given by

0o =(d,K'T"'Kd;)"'d;K'T"'R),,,

L'ej(e;LL'e;)™". (6.23)
If one replaces X by its MLE presented in Theorem 3.1, there is enough information
for forming a test statistic for testing Hyp: & = 0, which is then given by

@ (6.24)
LIIVZ;ij

N
L12;i
ijo =

However, one may question this approach, because it depends on the approximat-
ing density and its singularity; i.e. one may question whether an estimator should
be based on the matrices K and L, which appear because of the choice of the
approximating distribution.

An alternative approach is to use the observation (R12,);; as an estimate of 6
when considering d ;0e;. This implies that the likelihood ratio in (6.24) is in fact a
ratio between a density without the i jth observation (with an improper standardizing
constant) and a density for all the observations. In the following examples this latter
choice of 8, will be applied.

Letij! denote the pair of indices which corresponds to max; i Tijos 1] 2 is the pair
of indices which corresponds to the second largest value in {T};,} and i 73 is the pair
of indices which identifies the third largest value in {7;;,}. Now the remaining task
is to determine the distribution of the corresponding 7;;1, 7;;2 and T;j5.

The statistic in (6.24) has been constructed via density approximations and a
“semi-likelihood ratio test” approach. If the observations are replaced by their
corresponding random variables, we can write as follows:

N —~
- Li;0)
ij = N

L12;ij

. 0=d,Rpe;. (6.25)

and our interest is, for example, 7;;1 and its distribution. One way of handling this
distribution is via simulations. However, it is less clear how these simulations should
be performed. The density presented in Theorem 6.6 can be used and via a random
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number generating algorithm, suited to handling a known multivariate density, one
can obtain observations so that the distribution for 7;;1 can be described.

In this book a somewhat easier approach is applied. The proposed strategy is to
generate observations, X ,, according to

X ~Np,0,%,, 1),

where ¥ is presented in Theorem 3.1. In other words the parametric bootstrap
philosophy is applied. Note that other relevant estimators of X could also have been
used. The observations X, are then used to calculate Ry = (I — P A, )Xo —

P /). Thereafter L (9 ) and L . are calculated, as well as {Tj,}. Thus, T,
k=1,2,3,is obtarned This process can be repeated a large number of times, and
a density can thereby be estimated, which can be used to determine how far out in
the tails of the distributions the original deviating residuals appear.

When working with vector-valued residuals, instead of single elements of the
residual matrix, as above, there is one immediate advantage of using a test statistic
instead of directly working with the density. The advantage is that it is easier to draw
conclusions from a one-dimensional test statistic than to draw conclusions based on
an evaluation of a multivariate density function.

In the next example the above ideas are illustrated.

Example 6.1 (The Classical Potthoff and Roy (1964) Data Set) The data have
already been used for illustration, see Examples 1.7 and 3.1. The residual Ry, =
I — 1)X o(I — P¢) is presented in Table 6.1 together with the test statistic
presented in (6.25).

It is seen from Table 6.1 that the test statistic reflects the size of the components
in Rj;,, which supports the presented approach. Hence, the remaining task is to
find the distribution of the large residuals, taking into account the fact that one
has to investigate 108 correlated observations from 27 independently distributed
individuals. In Table 6.2, simulated quantiles for 7;;1, T;;> and T;;3 are presented.
It is only Th03, = 1367.0 which is significant, since 1t is larger than T; jlp at a
95% level. Moreover, note the small value 7591, = 0.5. Since maximum likelihood
estimators are not used, the test statistic can become smaller than 1, but this value is
clearly much smaller than the other values. Since both the smallest and the largest
value appeared for the same individual, i.e. #20, and we know beforehand that
observations within individuals are correlated, we can only conclude that individual
#20 deviates from the others. Table 6.2 also gives simulated quantiles for the
residuals corresponding to the three largest (by absolute value) residuals, Rys.;;1,,
Ryy.ij2, and Ryy.;;3,. The results are in agreement with those based on the test
statistic given by (6.25); i.e. individual #20 deviates. It is interesting to determine
how large the residuals need to be in order to become significant; i.e. even if the
residuals are asymptotically normally distributed with mean 0 and a variance which,
according to Table 6.1, does not seem to imply great variability, large values are still
not very unlikely to appear. O
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Table 6.1 The residuals Rjp, = (I — P, 1)Xo(I — Pcr) = (Rizijo) and the test statistic
given in (6.25) applied to the Potthoff and Roy (1964) data presented in Table 1.2

Residuals Test statistics
id Gender  Rizite  Rizizo  Rizizo  Riziae  Tite Ti2o Tizo Tio
1 F 1.22 —0.87 —0.29 0.16 2.0 1.5 1.1 1.0
2 F 0.77 —0.54 0.33 0.07 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.0
3 F —1.12 0.80 —0.10 —0.13 1.7 1.4 1.0 1.0
4 F 0.05 —0.04 —0.44 0.03 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.0
5 F —0.54 0.38 —0.51 0.04 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0
6 F —0.08 0.05 —0.64 0.03 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.0
7 F 0.16 —0.12 —0.71 0.06 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.0
8 F 0.29 —0.21 —0.02 0.03 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
9 F —0.28 0.21 0.88 —0.08 1.1 1.0 1.3 1.0
10 F —1.00 0.71 0.11 —0.12 1.6 1.3 1.0 1.0
11 F 0.55 —0.38 1.37 —0.01 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.0
12 M 1.47 —1.04 0.47 0.15 2.2 1.6 0.9 1.0
13 M 0.02 —0.03 —1.55 0.09 1.0 1.0 1.8 1.0
14 M 0.97 —0.70 —1.34 0.19 1.8 1.4 2.2 1.0
15 M —1.49 1.05 —0.38 —0.15 2.3 1.7 0.9 1.0
16 M —1.51 1.06 —1.84 —0.08 1.6 1.4 1.1 1.0
17 M —0.18 0.13 —0.02 —0.02 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
18 M 0.64 —0.45 —0.02 0.02 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.0
19 M 1.71 —1.21 0.41 0.18 3.0 2.0 0.9 1.0
20 M 2.18 —1.49 6.87 —0.12 0.5 0.9 1367.0 1.0
21 M 0.19 —0.13 1.09 —0.04 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.0
22 M 0.04 —0.03 —0.58 0.04 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.0
23 M —0.33 0.22 —1.69 0.05 0.9 1.0 1.7 1.0
24 M —2.78 1.97 —0.25 —0.31 22.2 6.9 0.8 1.1
25 M —1.71 1.22 0.18 —0.21 3.6 2.2 1.1 1.0
26 M 0.14 —0.11 —1.34 0.09 1.0 1.0 1.6 1.0
27 M 0.64 —0.45 —0.02 0.08 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.0

Up to now only single observations, i.e. d’leze,-, have been studied. If instead
individuals are of interest, Rjze; will be exploited and there are two different models
which one should, “naturally”, investigate. The first model equals

R}, = K0e]L + Eyy, (6.26)
where K, L and E; are as in (6.21) and R{Vz,l. = levz, where i is only used

to indicate the mean shift for the ith observation; the notation also applies to the
likelihood functions Lllvz; ;(0,) and Lllvz; ; given below. Now # is a vector of size p,
meaning that there is a shift for each component of the residual connected to the ith
observation vector. If, however, the mean shift is the same for each component, then
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Table 6.2 Estimated quantiles for T;;1, T;;» and T;;3 connected to the test statistics T;;1,, T;j2,

and T;;3,, with T;; defined in (6.25), and applied to the Potthoff and Roy data set presented in
Table 1.2

Quantile Tijto Tij2, Tij3, Ryn.ijte Riz.ij20 Riz.ij30
100% max 1.7x 108 1.3x10* 1.9x10° 8.6 7.5 6.0

99% 3.9x10° 22x10? 66.3 6.4 52 4.6
95% 4.2x10% 64.2 274 5.5 4.5 4.0
90% 1.7x10% 37.7 18.1 5.0 4.2 3.7

75% 51.3 17.5 10.2 4.3 3.7 33

50% 18.5 9.1 6.3 3.7 3.1 2.8
25% 8.9 5.5 4.2 3.1 2.7 2.5

10% 53 3.8 3.1 2.7 2.4 2.2

5% 4.1 3.1 2.6 2.5 2.2 2.0

1% 2.7 2.3 2.1 2.1 1.9 1.8

0% min 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.5
Estimated quantiles are given for the three largest (by absolute value) residuals, Ryy,;ik,s
k = 1,2,3, obtained from the same data set. The estimated quantiles are based on 10,000
simulations

instead of (6.26) the following second model can be used:
RY,, = K1,0¢/L + E, (6.27)

where E 17 follows the distribution (density) presented in Theorem 6.6.
Let us start by constructing a test for Hp: # = 0 in (6.26). Via a least squares
approach, an estimate of @ is given by

9, = (K'T'K)"'K'T™'RY,., L'ei(e;LL'e;)"",
where T is given in (6.22), and in T as well as Rllvz_ ; the unknown X is replaced
by an appropriate estimate. Alternatively, similar to the treatment of Rj3;;;, an
unweighted estimator,

0 = Ryse;, (6.28)

can be utilized. In this case, a test statistic corresponding to (6.24), when, for
example, (6.28) is used, equals

LN (@,
12; o
o=y (6.29)
L12;i
where L{Vz,i equals L11V2~ij’ given above, i.e. the likelihood under the Hp of no mean

shift. Moreover, Lllvz_ ; (@\0) is the likelihood under the alternative hypothesis where 8
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Table 6.3 The same data as in Table 6.1 are analysed, but in this table the test statistic for column-
wise mean shift, T;,, based on (6.28) and (6.29), is presented

Individual

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
T, 24 13 18 1.1 1.1 1.1 12 1.0 14 1.7 1.5 25 1.8 35
Ti, 10 10 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1 .1 1.0 12 1.0 1.5 1.0 16 15

Individual

5 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27

T; 26 32 10 12 35 93792 13 11 18 360 46 17 12
T, 10 20 10 1.0 10 94867 13 1.1 1.8 1.0 1.0 14 10

The test statistic for column-wise mean shift, 7';,, based on (6.30) and (6.31), is also shown

has been estimated by the ith column of Rj>,, and hence the likelihood levz; ; (50),
besides including a correct standardization constant, is the likelihood of all the
observations except the ith one. Based on T;, in (6.29), the distribution of the test
statistic Tjx, k = 1, 2, 3, can be simulated, i.e. the distribution of the largest, second
largest and third largest value of the statistic can be simulated. The procedure is
illustrated in the next example.

Example 6.2 (The Classical Potthoff and Roy (1964) Data Set, Given in Table 1.2.)
The residual R12p = (I — P4 g-1)X,(I — P¢s) was presented in Table 6.1, and in
Table 6.3 the test statistic of no mean shift in columns according to (6.29) is shown
for the case where (6.28) is used as an estimate of #. Moreover, the quantiles of the
three largest values of the test statistic are presented in Table 6.4.

From Tables 6.3 and 6.4 it follows that only individual #20 has an extreme
residual, since 720, = 9379.2is larger than T}, at a 95% level, which is in complete
agreement with the results of the mean shift analysis presented in Tables 6.1 and 6.2.
Furthermore, in Tables 6.1 and 6.3, one can observe that the behaviour of individual
#24 is peculiar too, but it is not significantly peculiar. O

Now the alternative test procedure based on Hp: 6 = 0 in (6.27) is discussed
in some detail. It is assumed that there is a mean shift which is equal for all the
components in a column of Rj,, for example the ith column. The least squares
approach yields an estimate of 6 which equals

bo=A'K'T'K1)"'WK'T'RY,; ,L'e;(e;,LL'e;)”", (6.30)

where T is given in (6.22) with X in T replaced by an estimator, for example the
unbiased one presented in Theorem 4.7. The replacement of ¥ by T also applies
to R{Vzm. Moreover, the hypothesis concerning Hp, together with the least squares
approach, implies a somewhat different interpretation of the residual evaluation than
that given above, i.e. the interpretation of the test statistic in (6.29). A test statistic
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Table 6.4 Estimated quantiles connected to the test statistics Ty, and Tx,, k = 1,2,3,
respectively, defined in (6.29) and (6.31), are presented
Quantile T, T, T:, T, T2, T3,
100% max 7.6x10° 4.1x10* 2.5%103 3.0x10° 4.0x10* 1.9x103
99% 1.7x10* 6.3x10% 1.7x10? 4.4x103 2.3%x10? 59.5
95% 1.6x103 1.6x 102 59.9 4.2x10% 57.0 22.5
90% 5.6x10? 914 37.7 1.5x10? 29.5 13.8
75% 1.5x10? 37.2 19.3 37.8 12.2 7.1
50% 44.8 17.3 10.5 11.0 55 3.8
25% 183 9.1 6.2 4.6 2.9 23
10% 9.6 5.7 42 25 2.0 1.7
5% 7.0 4.4 3.4 2.0 1.6 1.5
1% 4.0 3.1 25 13 12 12
0% min 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.0 1.0 1.0
The estimated quantiles are based on 10,000 simulations
corresponding to (6.29) equals
LN (@,
o = 12;( ” (6.31)
12;i

where @:, is presented in (6.30). Indeed a test based on (6.31) is close to a traditional
likelihood ratio test based on a normally distributed sample with known dispersion,
although instead of the normal density, the density in Theorem 6.6 is used. The
test statistic is illustrated in the next example. However, any significant results only
reflect that the equal mean shift hypothesis is not true and do not automatically
imply that the residuals are extreme.

Example 6.3 (The Classical Potthoff and Roy (1964) Data Set Given in Table 1.2)
The residual Ry, = (I — PA’S{jl)X,,(I — P /) was presented in Table 6.1, and
in Table 6.3 the test statistic for no equal mean shift in columns according to (6.31)
is shown. Moreover, in Table 6.4 the distribution for the three largest values of the
test statistic is presented. Once again it follows that individual #20 deviates from the
others. O

Finally, concerning the residual R1,, the mean shift tests within the rows of R, are
presented. A test statistic corresponding to (6.29) for testing Hyp : 6 = 0 in

Ry, =Kd;0L + E>,
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where 0 is a row vector of proper size and the density for E1, is presented in
Theorem 6.6, equals

12 (0,)
jo= T (6.32)
L12 Jj
where @\0 = d’jR 120. The notation follows the same ideas as those used when

constructing (6.25) or (6.29). Concerning (6.32), the reader should be warned that
there are too many parameters involved and the test statistic is rather heuristic.
Moreover, a test statistic corresponding to (6.31) for testing Hy : 0 = 0 in

N
R = Kd;j01'L+ E»
equals

LY, @)

N
Ll2]

jo = , (6.33)

where (with an estimated X)
0o = (d;K'T"'Kd;)"'d;K'T"'RY, jUL’l(l/LL’l)’l,

and T is given in (6.22). Example 6.4 presents some explicit data analysis.

Example 6.4 (The Classical Potthoff and Roy (1964) Data Set Given in Table 1.2)

The residual R, = (I — PA’S{Tl)X,,(I — P ) was presented in Table 6.1, and in
Table 6.5 the test statistic for no mean shift in rows according to (6.32) or (6.33) is
shown. Simulations did not reveal any significant values. Because the tests are across
individuals, a significant difference in this example would have been somewhat
difficult to explain. O

Above, Ry has been exploited and next R; will come into focus. However,
all the expressions concerning testing for mean shifts in Rj; are similar to the
corresponding expressions for Riy. Therefore, a theorem will be presented which
covers both residuals, but first a number of preparatory notations will be introduced.
As before, the problem of singularity of the distribution has to be taken care of

Table 6.5 The data in Table 6.1 are analysed and the test statistics for row-wise mean shift, T,
and T j,, given in (6.32) and (6.33), respectively, are presented

Time
8 12 14 16
Tio 1.4x10* 6.1x10? 6.8x10° 1.3

T 0.7 2.0 0.8 0.7
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via bilinear transformations. Let Tiu ~ and R, be defined in Theorem 6.4 and
Definition 6.1, respectively. From the above discussion concerning R1», it follows
that one can use

Kip=(WyWy) "Wy, Lin=Vy(VyVy) !, (6.34)
where it is assumed that D[R1oy] = V2V, ® W2 W), and

Kii=WW) "W, Liy=vi(vVivp, (6.35)
since

DIRiNl =V V@ WiW)|

0 0
0 I, pira

= (I — Pc/) < ) (I - PC’) ® A(A/ZilA)iA/

for some V;, W;, i = 1,2, obtained via a spectral decomposition. Note that V;
and W; are not unique and we always assume that ¥ in Ky;, i = 1, 2, has been
estimated. Five types of mean shift hypothesis will be considered, i.e.

(a) dj0e;, (b) e, (c) 10e!, (d) d;61, (e) djf, (6.36)

with the tests Hy: 6 = 0 against H1: 6 # 0 and Hy: @ = 0 against H;: 6 unrestricted.
In the following definition, models with the above types of mean shift hypothesis
are presented, as well as the notation for the likelihood under Hy and its alternative.

Definition 6.2 Models and notation are presented for the likelihood functions
related to R1; and Rj2, given in Definition 6.1; these models and notation are used
when testing for mean shifts under the conditions stated in (6.36).

(@ RYN

11;,’j=K11dj'9€;L11+E11, Rllvl;ijo=K11R11oL11,L11vl;,~j(é;), LY

11:ij°

N 0. N _ N N .
Ry, = Kiodjbe;Lio+ Erz, Ry, = Ki2Ri2oL12, L15,;;,(60), L1y

(b) Rllvl;,~=K11982L11+E11, Rll\'l;l.o=K11R110L11,L11Vl;i(00), Lllvl;i,

Rllvz;i = Kpbe;Lix + Ep, Rzle;w = KiaRisLi, LY,;00).  Libs

(© RY.;=Kul0eLi1+Ey, RY,; =KiRiuoLi, LY@, L},

Rllvz;i = Kp10€e;L1s + E12, Rllvz;ig = Ki20R120L12, Lllvz;i(é;), Lllvz;i;
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(d)

(e)

E,
K,
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R“;j=K11dj91/L11+E11, R} ;o = KuiRuoLiy, Ly ;(60), LYy,

Rllvz;j = K2dj61'L1y + E 3, Rllvz;j,, = KpR2,L12, Lllvz;j(%), Lllvz;j;

Rllvl;j=K11dj0L11+E11, RY, =K11R110L11,L11V1;j(ao), Lllvlj,

11:jo
Rllvz;j =Kppdj0Lx + Eqa, Rllvz;j,, = KpRi20L12, Lllvz;j(aa), Lllvz;j;

1 and E 1, follow the densities given in Theorems 6.5 and 6.6, respectively, and
1, K12, L1 and Ly are given in (6.34) and (6.35). The estimates of 6 and 6

are presented in Theorem 6.8. Moreover, Lﬁc,.(@,) and L{\;{,., k =1, 2, denote the
likelihood under Hy and the alternative hypothesis, respectively, which are based on

E,

k=12
Enough preparations have now been completed for the presentation of the next

theorem; the results concerning R, have already been given in detail above.

Theorem 6.8 In Definition 6.2 notation and models with five types of mean shift
were presented for testing for no shift in the residuals Ri; and Ria. The test

Sta

G

(ii

tistics for each type are presented below.

) Let the models and mean shift be as in Definition 6.2 (a). Then the test statistics
T11;ijo and T1y;ij0 for R11 and Ry, respectively, equal

LY. @)

N
le;ij

Tik;ijo = . Oo=d|Riei, k=12,

) Let the models and mean shift be as in Definition 6.2 (b). Then the test statistics
T11:i0 and T12:i, for R11 and R12, respectively, equal

LN (0, -
1k; o
le;io = ]:/ s 0(1 = le()eis k= 17 2.
1k;i

(iii) Let the models and mean shift be as in Definition 6.2 (c). Then the test statistics

T11:i0 and T2, for R11 and R12, respectively, equal

LY (6,
Tikio= o k=12
1k;i
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ifk=1

0o = 'K} Ky)'VK| RY, (L} (I — PcHLy) "' Lyje;
x(e;L11(L} (I = PcHLin) ™ Lyje) ™,
andifk =2
0, =(1 K/2T12 K~ K/2T12 R12 lelei(egLnL/llei)fl,
where T 17 equals T, given by (6.22), where an estimate of X has been plugged-
@iv) ll,,le't the models and mean shift be as in Definition 6.2 (d). Then the test statistics

T11; o and Ty, j, for R11 and Ry, respectively, equal

G
LY. ;Bo)

Tijo= v - k=12
le]

ifk =1
0, = (d;K} Knd;)"'d,K

RY. (L, (I = PeHLi) ™' L1

xalu@hu—Pamuthn*,
andifk =2
0o = (d;K,T1) Kiod )" d K}, T RY, Ly 1Ly Ly 1) ™,
where T 12 equals T given by (6.22).

(v) Let the models and mean shift be as in Definition 6.2 (e). Then the test statistics
T11;jo and Tz jo for R11 and Ry, respectively, equal

LY. 8,) —~
le;jo = ]{/ s 0, = d/lekm k=1,2.
le J

Proof Almost all the statements of the theorem were explained when considering
R, above. It should be added here that a weighted least squares estimator is used
for k = 1 in statements (iii) and (iv), based on Corollary 6.1 (ii). |

All the five types of mean shifts can now be investigated. The ideas will once
again be illustrated by analysing the Potthoff and Roy data, and this time Ry is
considered. However, our focus will be fixed on individuals, i.e. cases (a)—(c) in
Definition 6.2, and therefore Theorem 6.8 (i)—(iii) are applied.
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Table 6.6 The residual Ry, = P 1Xo(I — Pcr) = (Ry1;ijo) and the test statistic given in

Theorem 6.8 (i) applied to the Potthgt? and Roy (1964) data given in Table 1.2
Residuals Test statistics
id Gender Ri1;ite  Rinize Rinize Rivide Titite Tinizo  Tinize  Titide
1 F —-141 -0135 —-130 —1.25 2.8 2.0 0.7 0.2
2 F -095 -0.19 0.58 1.34 2.6 1.1 1.1 2.4
3 F 0.44 0.97 1.50 2.03 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.1
4 F 2.27 2.31 2.34 2.38 1.4 1.7 1.2 1.1
5 F 0.86 0.39 —-0.08 —0.56 1.5 1.1 1.0 1.3
6 F —-1.11 —-128 —145 —-1.62 0.7 0.9 1.2 1.3
7 F 0.16 0.39 0.62 0.85 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9
8 F 1.53 0.98 043 —-0.13 2.3 1.3 0.9 1.1
9 F -090 -—-144 —197 =251 0.6 0.8 1.6 2.4
10 F —3.68 -394 —420 —447 0.2 14 3.3 1.1
11 F 2.77 3.15 3.54 3.92 0.5 1.0 2.1 0.5
12 M 1.65 2.23 2.81 3.39 0.5 1.0 2.0 1.8
13 M -140 -129 -1.17 -1.06 1.1 1.1 1.0 0.9
14 M -0.84 -0.61 —-038 -0.15 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0
15 M 4.11 2.63 .16 —-0.32 34.1 3.9 0.8 1.4
16 M -136 —-1.37 —-138 —1.39 1.0 1.1 1.1 0.9
17 M 1.81 1.56 1.30 1.05 1.3 1.3 1.0 0.8
18 M -1.5 —1.4 —-1.2 -1.0 1.1 1.2 1.0 0.9
19 M -0.58 —-1.1 -1.6 -2.1 0.8 0.9 1.3 1.6
20 M -2.06 -1.82 —-159 -1.35 1.3 1.4 1.0 0.7
21 M 4.43 4.31 4.19 4.07 1.0 3.7 2.1 0.3
22 M 0.08 —-0.78 —-1.64 —2.51 1.0 0.9 1.5 2.9
23 M —-1.04 -0.53 —0.03 0.48 1.4 1.1 1.0 2.9
24 M -3.10 —1.28 0.53 234 29.0 1.9 1.2 12.1
25 M 1.33 047 -039 —1.26 2.0 1.1 1.1 1.9
26 M —0.02 0.80 1.62 2.44 1.0 0.9 1.5 2.6
27 M -151 -1.86 —220 -2.54 0.7 1.1 1.5 1.2

Example 6.5 (The Classical Potthoff and Roy (1964) Data Set Given in Table 1.2)

The residual Ry, = P AT 1Xo(I — P¢) is presented in Table 6.6 and will first be
analysed via the test statistic given in Theorem 6.8 (i). It is seen from Table 6.6 that
individuals #15 and #24 may deviate from the other individuals. It is remarkable that
individuals #10, #11 and #21 do not show up in the test, although they have relatively
large residuals. One possible explanation is that within individuals there is a strong
interdependence, so that, when testing for no mean shift, single elements will not
influence the likelihood much; i.e. some kind of masking effect exists. Moreover,
note that once there is a program for calculating the residuals, it is possible to
generate knowledge about the data and model by perturbing observations and then
studying the effects of the perturbations. The situation is rather complex, although
the model is simple; i.e. there are two groups of individuals of different group sizes
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and for each group a separate model is assumed to hold. In addition to this, repeated
correlated observations are gathered. If we want to validate the model via a multiple
testing procedure, it follows from Table 6.7 and the parametric bootstrap approach
that none of the residuals presented in Table 6.6 have a significant mean shift. One
can artificially perturb the data to understand how large residuals should be in order
to have significant mean shifts.

In Table 6.8 the statements of Theorem 6.8 (ii) and (iii) have been applied
for testing all the observations from an individual for a mean shift. Theorem 6.8
(ii) concerns simultaneously testing for a mean shift within an individual and
Theorem 6.8 (iii) assumes that the same mean shift appears within an individual.
In the analysis, individuals #15, #21 and #24 are highlighted. However, according
to Table 6.7 the mean shifts for these observations are not significant. O

Table 6.7 Estimated quantiles for 7j.;;1, Tyy,;;2 and Tyy,;;3 corresponding to the test statistics
Ti1.ij100 Th1:ij20 @nd Ty, (Th1;ij0 Was presented in Theorem 6.8 (1)) as well as for T+, and
Ty.ikp» k = 1,2 (T11;i0 and T 11, were given in Theorem 6.8 (ii), and (iii), respectively)

Quantile  Ty1;5,  Tigjze Tiipo Tinito Ty1.2 Tiie  Tinize
100% max 5.8x10'  89x107 1.2x107 1.5x10'® 1.3x10"0 1.7x10" 1.7x10%
99% 1.8x10°  52x10° 53x10®2 1.1x107 87x10* 1.2x10° 1.2x10°
95% 1.9x10%  25x102 654 2.1x10*  9.0x102  1.0x10° 5.1x10?
90% 3.4x10% 772 29.9 1.9x10°  1.7x10>  1.7x10®2  54.6
75% 55.5 20.3 11.6 1.8x102 422 35.5 12.4
50% 17.4 9.0 6.3 44.9 17.3 12.7 6.1

25% 8.5 55 42 18.8 9.6 6.5 3.8

10% 5.5 3.9 3.2 10.8 6.4 4.1 2.8

5% 44 3.3 2.8 8.1 5.2 33 24

1% 3.1 2.6 23 5.1 3.7 24 1.9

0% min 2.0 2.0 1.8 25 2.1 1.1 1.1

The estimated quantiles are based on 10,000 simulations

Table 6.8 The data in Table 6.1 are analysed and the test statistic for column-wise mean shift,
T11.i0, based on Theorem 6.8 (ii), is presented
Individual
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
Ti.io 21 24 14 31 19 13 10 26 24 92 76 38 13 11
Ti.io 19 19 14 32 11 1.1 1.1 13 1.1 64 81 24 13 1.1
Individual
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27
Tiio 459 14 16 14 18 18 207 31 15 935 28 28 21
Tiio 25 14 15 13 13 1.7 205 12 1.0 12 1.0 12 18

The test statistic for column-wise mean shift, 7'11.;,, based on Theorem 6.8 (iii), is also shown
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6.5 Residual Analysis for Ry in the BRM

So far Ry; and R, have been exploited. However, since these residuals are not
independently distributed, it can be worthwhile performing a residual analysis of

R =X - Pc) =Ry + Rya.

Because Ry ~ N ,(0, X, I — P(), i.e. the distribution is known, this case should
be both simpler and more reliable than considering R and R, separately, although
R cannot completely contain the same amount of information as R and Rj».
Moreover, since R is also the residual in the MANOVA model, R has in fact
already been considered in Sect. 6.1. Next some of the statements of Sect.6.1 are
repeated, but the idea now is to carry out the presentation, although very briefly,
relatively systematically in line with the treatments of Ry and Rj;. Let

I—-Po=VV', V:nxny, n=n-r(C)),
and by post-multiplying R one eliminates the singularity, i.e.
RV=R/L,, Li=vyv'v) L (6.37)

Now Definition 6.2 and Theorem 6.8 are adjusted so that the presentation fits R {V .
The results of the theorem will, however, not be proved, since all the results are
obtained by simply copying the results presented in earlier sections.

Definition 6.3 Models and notation are presented for the likelihood functions
related to Ry = X (I — P(/); these models and this notation are used when testing
for mean shifts under the conditions given in (6.36):

(a) R{‘{ij =d;0e,L + E\, R{‘{ijo = Ry,L;
(b) RY, =6e/Li+E. R}, =RyL:
(©  RY;=10¢]Li+E;. Ry, =Ri,Li;
d  RY;=d;0ULi+E;, R}, =RiLi;

E; ~ Npu(0,2,1),ny =n—r(C), Ly is defined by (6.37), and d; and e; are
unit basis vectors.
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Denote the observed value of Ry by Ry,. Moreover, Ry.;jo, R1;io and Ry, j, are all
equal to Rj,, given in Definition 6.1, and as before the subscripts ij, i and j only
indicate which type of mean shift and which element is being studied.

Theorem 6.9 [n Definition 6.3, in order to test for no mean shift in the residual R,
models with four types of mean shift were presented. The test statistics for the four
types are presented below.

(i) Let the model and mean shift be as in Definition 6.3 (a). The test statistic for

Ril\f ij testing for no mean shift, is given by
. (n—r(C) = 1)d;Rio(I = Pcej(ej(I — Pcr)en) ™ ej(I — Pc)R d;
Liijo = 8

Ve d;Rio(I = Pc) —ei(ej(I = Penep)~le)I — PeHR),d,

(ii) Let the model and mean shift be as in Definition 6.3 (b). Then the test statistic
for Rll\{ ;» testing for no mean shift, is given by

B IR1o(I — Pc)R),|
IR1o(I — Pe)(I — ei(ej(I — Peen)~'e))(I — PeOR), |

Tl;io

(iii) Let the model and mean shift be as in Definition 6.3 (c). Then the test statistic
for Ry, testing for no mean shift, is given by

(n—r(C) = DVR1,(I — Pcrei(ej(I — Pce) ' ej(I — PR}, 1

T1io = ’ (! =1,/ ’
I'Ri,(I — Pc)(I —ei(e;(I — Pcei)~ e )(I — Pcr)R 1

(iv) Let the model and mean shift be as in Definition 6.3 (d). Then the test statistic
for Ry, testing for no mean shift, is given by

Tiw— (n—r(C) = Dd;Ri,(I = Pc)1,(1,(I — Pc)1,) ', — Pe)R)d;
e d;Ri,(I = Pc)(I = 1,(1,(I — Pc)1,)~'1,)(I — Pe)R, d;

Proof Since I — P/ is idempotent, L1 in (6.37) equals V because V is a semi-

orthogonal matrix, i.e. V'V = I n;- Moreover, note that all the models of the

theorem are of the form

XV:ILV+E17 EIN p,nl(ovzsl)f

where u equals d j6e’, fe;, 10e; or d j01'. This is a standard MANOVA model with
bilinear restrictions on the mean and the results will be verified in detail in the next
section under more general assumptions. O

To understand best what may occur when performing data analysis, once again
the Potthoff and Roy (1964) data set is used. It is also of particular interest to
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Table 6.9 Estimated quantiles for 7y.;;1, Ty,;;> and T,;;3 connected to the test statistics 77.;;1,,
Ty.;j2, and Ty,;;3, (with Tj;;5, defined in Theorem 6.9 (1)) are given, and applied to the Potthoff
and Roy data set presented in Table 1.2

Quantile Ti.ijto Ti.ij2 Ti.ij% Ryn.ijte Rypz.ij20 Ryiz.ij30
100%max 45.6 252 17.5 11.1 9.2 8.8
99% 21.7 14.2 10.8 8.6 7.3 6.6
95% 16.2 11.1 8.6 7.6 6.6 6.0
90% 13.9 9.7 7.8 7.1 6.2 5.7
75% 11.1 8.1 6.7 6.4 5.6 5.2
50% 8.8 6.9 5.8 5.7 5.1 4.8
25% 7.3 5.9 5.1 52 4.6 4.4
10% 6.3 52 4.6 4.7 4.3 4.0
5% 5.8 4.9 4.4 4.5 4.1 3.8
1% 5.0 4.3 3.9 4.1 3.7 3.5
0% min 4.0 3.4 3.1 3.4 3.2 3.1

Estimated quantiles are given for the three largest (by absolute value) residuals, R;; jkos k=1,2,3,
obtained from the same data set. The estimated quantiles are based on 10,000 simulations

compare the results for R; with those for R1; and R> to determine whether there
is any significant advantage in decomposing R; (Table 6.9).

Example 6.6 (The Classical Potthoff and Roy (1964) Data Set Given in Table 1.2)

The residual Ry, = X,(I — P¢) is presented in Table 6.10. Also shown in this
table are the values of the test statistic of Theorem 6.9 (i). It can be observed that
individuals #10, #11, #21 and #24 differ from the other individuals, with the largest
value for individual #24 when j = 1, i.e. at age 8. However, from Table 6.9 it
follows that no residuals have a significant mean shift, i.e. even the value 77,241, =
9.0 is not significant.

Since there seem to be some individuals which deviate from the rest, we now
test for a mean shift for a whole individual or for an equal mean shift for a whole
individual. The results are presented in Table 6.11. For Ti.;, only individual #20
seems to stand out, whereas according to T'1.;,, individuals #10, #11 and #21 should
be investigated. The appropriate distributions for decision making are presented in
Table 6.12 and it is Tj.51, = 5.2 which exhibits a mean shift which is significant,
as well as T'y.113, = 4.6. The last result is interesting, but difficult to interpret, since
neither 7'y.q1, nor T'y.qy2, are significant. Therefore, the final conclusion from the
residual analysis for the residual R and the split Ry = R;| + Ry is that only the
residual from individual #20 is too far away from 0 to be deemed non-significant.

Now all the significant findings concerning R; are hereby summarized. In
Table 6.1 the observation 77,5031, Was significant, as well as Ry;.,(31,- Moreover, in
Table 6.3 the statistics Tp.591, = 9379.2 and T .51, = 9486.7 were significant.
Tables 6.6 and 6.8 give indications that observations or individuals deviate, but
the overall conclusion is that no elements in Rp;, with its mean shift, deviate
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Table 6.10 The residual Ri, = X,(I — P¢’) = (Ryijo) and the test statistic given in
Theorem 6.9 (i) applied to the Potthoff and Roy (1964) data presented in Table 1.2

Residuals Test statistics
id Gender Ry Ruizo  Ruize  Ruido  Trite Tiizo Tiizse  Tiio
1 F —0.18 —2.23 —1.59 —1.09 0.0 1.3 0.4 0.3
2 F —0.18 —0.73 091 1.41 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.4
3 F —0.68 1.77 1.41 1.91 0.1 0.8 0.3 0.8
4 F 2.32 2.27 191 2.41 1.1 14 0.6 1.3
5 F 0.32 0.77 —0.59 —0.59 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1
6 F —1.18 —1.23 —2.09 —1.59 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.5
7 F 0.32 0.27 —0.09 0.91 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
8 F 1.82 0.77 0.41 —0.09 0.7 0.2 0.0 0.0
9 F —1.18 —1.23 —1.09 —-2.59 0.3 0.4 0.2 1.5
10 F —4.68 —3.23 —4.09 —4.59 5.2 3.0 3.1 5.5
11 F 3.32 2.77 491 3.91 2.4 2.1 4.7 3.7
12 M 3.12 1.19 3.28 3.53 2.0 0.4 1.8 2.9
13 M —1.38 —1.31 —2.72 —0.97 0.3 0.4 1.2 0.2
14 M 0.12 —1.31 —1.72 0.03 0.0 0.4 0.5 0.0
15 M 2.62 3.69 0.78 —0.47 1.4 3.9 0.1 0.0
16 M —2.88 —0.31 —3.22 —1.47 1.7 0.0 1.8 0.5
17 M 1.62 1.69 1.28 1.03 0.5 0.7 0.3 0.2
18 M —0.88 —1.81 —1.22 —0.97 0.1 0.8 0.2 0.2
19 M 1.12 —2.31 —1.22 —-1.97 0.2 14 0.2 0.8
20 M 0.12 —3.31 5.28 —1.47 0.0 3.0 54 0.5
21 M 4.62 4.19 5.28 4.03 4.9 5.2 5.4 3.9
22 M 0.12 —0.81 —2.22 —2.47 0.0 0.2 0.8 1.3
23 M —1.38 —0.31 —1.72 0.53 0.4 0.0 0.5 0.1
24 M —5.88 0.69 0.28 2.03 9.0 0.1 0.0 0.9
25 M —0.38 1.69 —0.22 —1.47 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.5
26 M 0.12 0.69 0.28 2.53 0.0 0.1 0.0 1.4
27 M —0.88 —2.31 —2.22 —2.47 0.1 1.4 0.8 1.3

significantly from 0. For R1 = Rjj + Rj2, the results were presented in Tables 6.10
and 6.11, and it was concluded that only individual #20 had a significant mean
shift. Thus, it can be stated that only individual #20 had a large residual, which to
some extent can also be seen in an ocular data inspection. Finally we claim that
the residual analysis has shown that if one just observes data without referring
to distributions and probability statements, it is difficult to determine how large
deviating values should be to be deemed as outlying (extreme) observations. O

In the residual analysis so far, the residual R; has been scrutinized; i.e. the
residual has been decomposed and various mean shift tests have been performed.
Now Ry, = (I — P4 s5,)Xo P is considered. As noted before, R» is suitable
for validating the model, but is not connected to single observations or columns in
X. In Theorem 6.7 it was noted that R, has the same distribution as Roy — U».
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Table 6.11 The data in Table 6.10 are analysed and the test statistic for column-wise mean shift,
T1.i0, based on Theorem 6.9 (ii), is presented
Individual
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
T, 1.1 11 11 11 10 10 10 10 1.1 13 12 12 11 1.1
T 05 00 03 15 00 07 00 01 07 60 46 23 07 0.1
Individual
5 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 206 27
T, 16 11 10 10 12 52 13 11 11 27 13 11 1.1
Tio 08 11 05 04 03 00 72 05 01 01 00 02 1.1

The test statistic for column-wise mean shift, 7'1.;,, based on Theorem 6.9 (iii), is also shown
Table 6.12 Estimated quantiles connected to the test statistics Tj.;x, and T'y.;x,, respectively,

defined in Theorem 6.9 (ii) and (iii), are presented for the Potthoff and Roy (1964) data given
in Table 1.2

Quantile Ty, Ty.;2, Ty.53, Ty, T2, T30
100% max 3.7 2.4 2.0 34.4 10.6 6.9
99% 2.5 1.9 1.7 17.4 7.6 5.1
95% 2.2 1.8 1.6 12.3 6.3 4.4
90% 2.0 1.7 1.5 10.4 5.6 4.0
75% 1.8 1.6 1.5 8.0 4.8 35
50% 1.7 1.5 1.4 6.1 4.0 3.0
25% 1.6 1.5 1.4 4.9 34 2.6
10% 1.5 1.4 1.4 4.1 3.0 2.3
5% 1.5 1.4 1.3 3.7 2.8 2.2
1% 1.4 1.4 1.3 3.2 2.4 1.8
0% min 1.3 1.3 1.3 2.2 1.8 1.1

The estimated quantiles are based on 10,000 simulations

The approximating density fk g,y (KRoL) is utilized for specific K and L, and
D[R>y] is decomposed spectrally, i.e.

DIR:N1=VV' @WW', V:nxr(C), W:px(p—r(A)),

which follows from £ P 4, 5-1 = WW' and P = VV'. In the same way as R},
was introduced, let

RY, ,=KR,L, K=WW) "W, L=vV'V)"
and then with these choices of K and L in Theorem 6.7, a non-singular density
approximation exists. The model for testing for a mean shift, e.g. following (6.21),
is written as

RN

2ij = deOegL +E; dj:pxl1, e :r(C)xl, (6.38)
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where E» has the approximating density given in Theorem 6.7. The density depends
on X, but if one replaces it by s, given in Theorem 3.1, or by S, given in
Theorem 4.7, we have a complete specification of the likelihood and can formulate
the following test quantity for Hy : 6 = 0 versus H; : 6 # 0:

LY @)

N
L2 ij

T2;ij0 = , (6.39)

where LQ{ ij is the likelihood for Rév under Hy and RQ’ (é:,) under H; with @:, =
d ’/ R>,e;. Moreover, a parallel discussion of testing for mean shifts via

RY, = KO¢]L + E3,
RY, = K10e]L + E>,

RY, = Kd;6U'L + E,

follows the same ideas as before; RQ’ and RN 2, j are identical to RN However, one
should remember that r(C) is often a small value, meaning that there are only a
few independent observations available, and therefore formal tests usually have low
power.

6.6 Residuals for the EBRM g

In this section the basis for studying residuals for the EB RM% is given. Figure 2.7
presented a decomposition of the whole tensor space showing the characteristic
“stairs structure”. The next figure (Fig. 6.4) once again shows the spaces, but now
the focus is directed on the residuals.

In Fig.6.4, for any given X, ten different residuals are presented. All these
residuals can be studied, as well as linear combinations of them. In a textbook this
is impossible and only the following four residuals will be highlighted:

(i) Rin=Ri1+ Ri2+ Ri3+ Ryy;

(i) Roy = Ro1 + Roo + Ros;
(iii) R3ny = R31 + R3p;
(iv) R4y = Ryn.
Explicit expressions for any given X can be obtained by projecting X on W; ® V;,
i < j,ie vecRs_ ;;j = (Py, ® Pyjﬁz)vecX, where W; and V; are defined in
Fig.6.4. However, X is unknown and then the inner product has to be estimated.
Therefore, the residual analysis will rest on Corollary 3.3, i.e. X — E/[Y] will be
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Fig. 6.4 Decomposition of

the whole space according to

the within-individuals and the
between-individuals designs,

illustrating the mean and

residual spaces in E BRM%: Va
V) =Cz(A1), V2 =Cxs(Ar :
Ar)NCx(ADt,

V3 = Cz(Al : AZ .

A3)NCx(Ar : Ax)t, Vs
Vi =Cx (A : Ay @ A3)t,

Wi = C(CY),

Wy = C(CH) NCCyL, v
Wi =C(C)NC(Cyt,

Wy =C(CH*t W

considered. The fact will be utilized that (using the notations of Theorem 3.2)

——

X—EX]=X—Py5XPc;— Py, 5,XPc; — Ppy5a,5,XPc;
=XU - Pci) + - PA],S])X(PCi - PCé)
+UI = Pays, = Pyia,5)X(Pey — Pcy)

+I — Py, s, — PQQA2,§2 - P’Q\’Z’Q\’IA3,§3)XPC§'

Thus, since C(I — Pci) = Wi, C(ch - ch) = W;s, C(ch - ch) = W, and
C(ch) = W), the next definitions make sense.

Definition 6.4 Let Q;, S1 and S;, i = 2, 3, be as in Theorem 3.2. For the EBRM,
the following residuals will be considered:

() Ri =X - Pc));
(i) Ry = = Pa, 5)X(Pc; — Pcy);
(iii)) R3 = — Pa,s — P@;Az,@)X(PCé - PC§)§
(iv) Rey =T —Pa, s, — P@’lAzfz — P@z@’]Az,@)ché‘

Note that the residual R; is identical to Ry ~ Np,(0, X%, I — PCi) for the
BRM and, therefore, for R only the mean shift test of the residual analysis
will be provided. Missing details can be found in Sect. 6.2. However, it should be
remembered that in many applications only the residual in Definition 6.4 (i) bears
enough information to be analysed in detail, for example via statistical tests. This
does not mean that Ry, R3 and R4 should be discarded, but it may happen that
for these residuals there is only enough information available for presenting some
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graphs which can be ocularly inspected. Note that R concerns how independent
observations relate to the other independent observations, whereas R, R3 and
R, all consider how the model fits the data. For example, if one’s intention is to
determine whether a second or third degree polynomial growth model fits one of
several treatment groups, then the residuals can be supportive.

In Definition 6.4 the projections are performed with the help of inner products.
Due to the estimation procedure, different projections have different inner products.
Howeyver, since

A8y = AlST!, 450,87 = 450,85,

all residual projections can be considered to take place on spaces where the inner
product defined via S3 is used, i.e. Ry = (I — PA1,§3)X(PC1 — Pcé)’ R; =
I — PA1’§3 — P@’lAzfs)X(PCQ — ch)jnd Ry = (IA— PA11§3 — P@’lAz@ _
P@z o A3’§3)X PC§~ Moreover, instead of S3 the MLE X, given by Theorem 3.2,
could have been used without any difference in the performed projections.

Concerning the stochastic properties of the residuals the basic relations which
will be utilized are the following:

* 8 is independent of X(ch - Pcé), X(Pcé - ch) and XPCQQ
e Syis independent of X(Pcé - PC;) and Xch;
. Sis independent of X Pc.

Applying these properties it can be shown that
E[R2] = E[R3] = E[R4] = 0.
The result follows from the fact that
(I = Pay sy — Pgra,5)42 =0,
(I = Paysi = Pga, 35— Ppy5ay5)43 = 0.
The next theorem is a direct consequence of the above-mentioned independence
relations and the detailed moment calculations performed in Chap. 4. It is based on

the fact that the following alternative expressions for the residuals can be obtained
(Gi, W; and Z ; are defined in Table 4.1):

~
R, = P/Gl’WI—IX(PCi —Pcy) =0, X(Pc; — P¢y)

= ZI,IX(Pci - Pcé), (6.40)
= ! ! — 1) = 0.0’ /7 — /
R; = PGl,W;IPGz,WZ*lX(PCQ Pe)=0,0,X(Pc; — Pcy)

=Z12X(Pc, — Py, (6.41)
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_ p / , . i, Y )
Ry = PGI,Wf‘PGz,ngPGg,W;‘XI)Cz = 03 Q2Q1XPC3

=Z13XP¢;. (6.42)

Theorem 6.10 Let Ry, R3 and R4 be as in Definition 6.4. Then

(i) D[R] = (Pc;—Pc)® E[Q,% 0], where E[ Q% Q] is given by (4.120);

(i) DIR3] = (Pc; — Pcy) ® E[Q5012 Q1 0,], where E[Q,01Z 0, Q5] is
given by (4.121); I )

(iii) D[R4] = Pc; ® E[Q30,0,% 0 Q,03], where E[030,0,% 0, Q0> 05]
is given by (4.122);

(iv) C[R1, R2] = C[Ry, R3] = C[Ry, R4] =0; C[R;, R3] = C[R2, R4] =0;
C[R3, R4] = 0.

It is noted that the unbiased estimators of the dispersion matrices in Theorem 6.10
can be obtained via the unbiased estimators of the K-matrices in Theorem 4.16.

Since the residuals R;, R3 and R4 follow complicated distributions which are
not available in any practical form, Edgeworth-type approximations will be used.
The approximations will be based on the following decompositions:

R =Ry — Uz, R3=R3y—Us, Rs=Ryny—U,, (6.43)
where
Roy = (I = Pa, 5)X(Pc,— Peyp) = Pl s X(Pey — Py, (6.44)
/ /
Us= (PG, 51— Py 0X(Pe; = Pey). (6.45)

Rsy = (I = Payx — Poia, s)X(Pcy — Pcy)

=P s X(Pc,— Pey), (6.46)
! / !
U?) = (PGl,Z’I(PGQ,E’l - PGZ’WZ—I)
/7 / /
PG 51— Py 0P )X (P = Pep. (647)

Riy = = Payx = Poja 5 = Pojoiann) = P 51 XPcp. (648)

— / 4 / — !
Us= (PGI,):*IPGz,)I*I(PGLZ’I PGz,W{‘)
/ ’ / /
TP -1 (PG, 5 PGz,ng)PGs,ng

/ / /
+(Pg, 51— Py P, )XPg;. (6.49)

P’ )
—1 —1
2,W2 G35W3

The residuals R>y, R3y and R4y are all normally distributed. Moreover, demon-
strating (6.43) for R3 and R4 is a rather straightforward task. The idea is to
replace by ¥ the matrices in the projections which define the inner product. The
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decomposition of R is trivial. For Rj3 it is noted that

’ ’ _ p/ ’
PGI,W;'PGZ,ng =Pg z1Pg,z
/ / / / / /
_PGI’E—I(PGZ’E—I - PGZ’Wz—l) - (PG1,271 - PGlwal)PGZngl
and P’Gl _— P’G2 w1 = P’G2 s-1- Moreover, concerning R4, calculations applied
to R3 yield
’ ’ I Y ’ ’
PGI,W;‘PG2,W;1PG3,W;‘ =P6 5-1Pg 51 PG 50
/ / / /
P65z PG, 51 Pz — PG3,W;')
/! /7 / /!
_PGI’E—I(PGLE—I - PGz,ng)PG3,W;l
/7 /7 / /7
(PG, z PGI,W;I)PGQ,W;IPG3,W;‘
’ ’ ’ _ p/
and PG[,E*IPGZ,Z*IPGLZ*' = PG},):’I'

Hence, the approximating quantities Rox, R3y and R4y have been established.
To validate if they make sense, it will be shown that E[U;] = 0 and C[R;y, U;] =
0,i = 2,3, 4. Concerning the expectation, E[U;] = E[R;n] + E[R;] = 0. For
the covariance it is noted that (see also Theorem B.21 (viii) in Appendix B and its
proof)

E[PGIYWFI] = PGI,Z—I, E[PGQ,WEI] = PGZ,Z—I, E[PG3,W;1]:PG3»271’
E[PG3,W3_1PG2,W2_1] = PG3,2-17 E[Z/l,s] =Pg, 51,

which, if one applies one or more of these results directly to C[R;n, U;],i = 1, 2, 3,
will show that the covariance equals 0. For example,

CIR3y, Usl = (Pc, = Pc) ® {E[P/Gz,)I*IZ(PGz,E*I —Pg, w0 PG 511
+ ELP, 3 \EP g, o1 (PG, 51 — PGI’WFI)]} =0,
since

E[(Pg, s-1 — PGz,ng)] =0,
E[PGQ,WEI(PGhZ’l — PGI’er)] = PGZ’Z—I — PGz,):’l =0.
With these calculations, the preparations for presenting Edgeworth-type approxi-

mations are now completed. The first result concerns R, and it is given in the next
theorem.
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Theorem 6.11 The distribution of the residual R;, given in (6.40), can be approx-
imated through the difference

R; = Ry — Uy,

where Ron and Uy are defined by (6.44) and (6.45), respectively. Let K: p; X p
and L: n x ny, both of which are known, and

KRoNL ~ Np (0, KEP 4o 51 K', L'(Pc — PeyL).

Then an Edgeworth-type expansion fgRr,,L(KR,L) of the density of KR, L, via
the density of K Roy L, assuming D[K Ryn L] is p.d., is given by

1 —r(4 -1
frroL (KR,L) = {1 — 2nfr(cf)flg#zm)ilnltr{KPAl,XZK’(KZPA?ZqK’) }

1 p—r(Ay) nel / Nl
+ 3 nr Ay (K EP yo s 1K) 'K P A, s ZK'(KEP 4o 51 K')

x KR,L(L'(I — Pc)L)'L'R,K'}} fx oy L. (KR, L).

Proof The proof follows by applying Corollary 5.3, Theorem 6.10 and (4.120). O

Using Appendix B, Theorem B.23 (i) gives the dispersion of the approximating
distribution.

Corollary 6.4 Let K R>p L be definedvia fxr,.1L.(KR,L), givenin Theorem 6.11,
where it is assumed that fgR,,1.(KR,L) > 0. Then

(i) E[KR>gL]=0;
(ii) DIKReL1=L'(I — Pc)L ® K(ZPA?’E—I +g1.1PA, 32K,
where g1.1 is given in Theorem 4.15.

Similar results to those presented above for R, are now given for R3.

Theorem 6.12 The distribution of the residual R3, given in (6.41), can be approx-
imated through the difference

R3 = R3y — U3,

where R3n and Uz are defined by (6.46) and (6.47), respectively. Let K: p; X p
and L: n x ny, both of which are known, and

KRyNL ~ Np (0, KEPG 1K', L'(Pc, — Pc))L).
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Then an Edgeworth-type expansion fgRr,.1L(KR,L) of the density of KR3L, via
the density of K R3n L, under the assumption that DK R3y L] is p.d., is given by
SRRy L(KRL) = {1 = Jnitr{K (g12K1 + g22K2)K'(KEPG, 5-1K) ')
+ r{(KZPg, 1K) 'K(g12K1 + 822K2)K' (KZPg, s 1K) ™!
x KR,L(L'(Pc; — Pc)L)"'L'R,K'}} frroy L (KR, L),

where g, 2 is defined in Theorem 4.15 and K;, i = 1, 2, in Theorem 4.12.

Corollary 6.5 Let K R3g L be definedvia fgrs,1(KR,L), given in Theorem 6.12,
where it is assumed that fg Ry, (KR,L) > 0. Then

(i) E[KR3gL]=0;
(ii) D[KR3gL] = L/(Pcé — ch)L ® K(EPGZ’Zfl +212K1+ 22.2K2)K'.

Finally, R4 is considered.
Theorem 6.13 The distribution of the residual R4, given in (6.42), can be approx-
imated through the difference

R4y = Ryn — Uy,

where Ry and Uy are defined by (6.48) and (6.49), respectively. Let K: p; X p
and L: n x ny, both of which are known, and

KRiNL ~ Np (0, KEP G, 1K', L' P L).

Then an Edgeworth-type expansion fgr,;1(KR,L) of the density of K R4L, via
the density of K R4y L, under the assumption that DK Ray L] is p.d., is given by
fkRizL(KR,L) = {1 — énltr{K(ngl +g23K2 + g3,3K3)K/(KZP03,271K/)_l}
+ 3u{(KEP 4o 51 K') ' K(g13K1 + g23K2 + g33K3)K'(KZP 40 51 K)) 7!
x KR,L(L'Pc;L)"'L'R,K'}} fxroyL(KR,L),

where g; 3 is defined in Theorem 4.15 and K;, i = 1,2, 3, in Theorem 4.12.

Corollary 6.6 Let K R4g L be definedvia fxr,,L(KR,L), givenin Theorem 6.13,
where it is assumed that fxr,,L(KR,L) > 0. Then

(1) E[KR4pL]=0;
(i) DIKR4gL1=L'Pc;L® K(XPg, 51 +813K1 + 823K + g33K3)K".

Hence, a basis for validating the residuals in the E BRM;; has been established.
As for the BRM, it is suggested that the validation should be carried out via mean
shift tests. For the BRM five different tests have been suggested, see Sect. 6.1,
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although details have not been given for all of them. Here we have four different
residuals and the task of constructing most of the possible alternative tests is left to
the reader. The case which will be treated here is that where the mean shift is of the
formd ;fe:.

Consider Ry = X — PCi ), which bears information on how columns
(individuals) deviate from the average of the columns (individuals). The residual
R; is identical to R; for the BRM, and all BRM -results connected to R can be
copied. First we have to eliminate the singularity (see (6.37)), and thereafter the test
statistic is presented which corresponds to the mean shift hypothesis in Theorem 6.9.
As before, the parametric bootstrap is suggested for evaluating which elements in
R are truly large.

Turning to R, we also have a very similar quantity to R, obtained froma BRM
and presented in Definition 6.1 (ii). Thus, with minor modifications, i.e. changing
Pcrto Per — Poy = Py, 0=1- P/, one can use the same ideas as those
used for the BRM and the same results as those obtained for the BRM. When
further considering R3 and R4, one can use the same statistic as was used for R»,
since the approximate likelihood in all cases will be of the same form. For example,
see Theorems 6.11-6.13 and note that nothing unexpected happens when moving
from R to R3 or Ry4. Thus, in the next theorem we can immediately summarize the
appropriate test statistics for a relatively detailed residual analysis of the E BRM;}.

The same notation will be adopted as that used when working with the BRM, i.e.

Ry, = Kdj0e;L+E, k=1,2,34.

The residual Rﬁfij is the same as R,ICV = KR;L,k = 1,2,3,4, and, as before,
ij only indicates which element is supposed to have a mean shift, while R,ICV is
presented in (6.37) and (6.38) for k = 1 and k = 2, respectively, and for k = 3,4
it will be defined in the following. The vectors d; and e; are unit basis vectors, ¢
is an unknown parameter, E1 ~ Nj ,, (0, X, I), and E;, i = 2,3, 4, are defined
through the densities in Theorems 6.11, 6.12 and 6.13, respectively. The matrices
K and L depend also on k, k = 1,2,3,4, and are chosen so that non-singular
distributions are obtained. Finallykit is noted that Ty;j0, k = 1,2,3,4, represents
the observed test statistic, L,I{\;.j (0) is the likelihood based on Ej, and as 6 the

estimator 6 = d’j Rye; is used, Ly;;; is the likelihood under Hy, i.e. with no mean
shift, and Ry, is the observed version of Rj. In the likelihood, both under Hy
and Hji, the dispersion matrix has been replaced by %,, the maximum likelihood
estimate, given in Theorem 3.2.

Theorem 6.14 Consider R;, i = 1,2, 3, 4, given in Definition 6.4.

(i) For Ry let

RY, =d;0e;L+E,, RY,=RL, L= vwv'wvy)y“l, d- Pc)=VV/
(Vis of full rank), Ei ~ Np,,(0, %, 1,,).
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Then a test statistic for testing Hy : 0 = 0 against Hy : 0 # 0 is given by

(n—r(C1) = DdjRio(I = Pcei(e,(I — Pepen)™ el (I — Pc)R)d,

Tiijo =
e d;Rio(I — Pc)U —ei(e;(I — Pcpe)~'e)(I — PcR,d;

(i) For R; let

N
R2 ij
(W and V are of full rank), fPA‘l’,')f*I = WW/, Pci - PCé = VV/;

= Kdj6e/L + E», RQ{,./:KRZL, K=Ww)'w L=vv'v)!,

E> has the approximating density given in Theorem 6.11. Then a test statistic
for testing Hy : 6 = 0 against H : 6 # 0 is given by

Ly, @)
Dijo = li, ;
2:ij
where LN is the lzkellhoodfor RN (obtained via E») under Hy and L2 ij (90)

is obtamed under Hy, with 90 = d Ryye;.
(iii) For Rj3 let

RN

Y, =Kdjbe;L+E;, RY;,=KRsL, K=WW)'W, L=vy'v)’

(W and V are of full rank), fPngq =WW/, ch - ch =VV

E3 has the approximating density given in Theorem 6.12. Then a test statistic
for testing Hy : 0 = 0 against Hy : 0 # 0 is given by

Ly (@)
T3;ij0 = l;, ;
35ij
where LN is the lzkellhoodfor RN (obtained via E3) under Hy and L3 ij (90)

is the llkellhood under Hy with 90 = d Rspe;.
(iv) For R4 let

RY,; =Kdj0e;L+Es, R}, =KRL, K=WW'W L=vy'V)!

(W and V are of full rank), fPng_l =WW, Pc, = vV’

E 4 has the approximating density given in Theorem 6.13. Then a test statistic
for testing Hy : 0 = 0 against Hy : 0 # 0 is given by

4,/(90)
Tyijo= Ty >
4ij
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where Li\{ij is the likelihood for Li\{ij (obtained via E 4) under Hy and thv (50)
is obtained under Hy, with 6, = d’j Ry.e;.

To finalize the residual analysis, one has to take care of the large residuals,
i.e. those residuals which significantly deviate from the other residuals, for example
when testing hypotheses. A pure data analysis approach is suggested for deter-
mining the distribution of these large/largest residuals; i.e. X, is simulated from
Np.n, (0, f(,, I), which can then be used to generate the residuals and thereby
the largest values of the residuals, as well as the distributions of the large/largest
residuals. The estimate ¥, is for example the observed maximum likelihood
estimator, presented in Theorem 3.2.

This section is concluded by an example which shows how the residuals R;,
i =1, 2, 3,4, can be utilized when evaluating an EBRM%.

Example 6.7 In this example the aim is to demonstrate how outlying observations
will show up in the residuals R;, i = 1,2, 3, 4, presented in Definition 6.4, and
not to present a residual analysis where the distribution of the largest residuals is
investigated. The approach is completely in line with what was performed with the
BRM. Consider the model presented in Example 1.9. Based on the given design and
parameter matrices, a data matrix X: 10 x 45 can be generated. Here in Example 6.7
some values are replaced by outlying observations. The effect of the contamination
is studied with the help of the absolute difference my;;;, defined as

miij = |d;(Reo — Rio)eil .k =1,2,3.4,j = 1,2,...p.i = 1,2,...ng,
(6.50)

where d; and e; are unit basis vectors of proper size, i.e. depend on py and ng,
which in turn are given by the size of Ry,, Ry, is the observed residual based
on the manipulated data and Ry, is the observed residual for the original data. To
summarize the difference T?;m — Ry, for example, the following three measures can
be used: m,i, the absolute largest difference, i.e. m,i = max;; {m;;}, m,%, the second
largest difference and mz, the third largest difference.

Before calculating (6.50), in this example it is relatively easy to interpret the four
residuals and it is suggested that this is carried out before doing explicit calculations.
The main issue is to understand C(ch — Pcé)’ C(Pcé — ch) and C(ch), and
then relate, in this example, these spaces to the different groups of individuals. Note
that

1, 0 0
1, 00
Ci= 01/15? ; Cz=((1)01/150)a C3=(1},00).
0 0 1
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Then
C(Pc; — Pcp) =C(CHN C(CHL =C((0:0:15)),
C(Pc, — Pcy) = C(CHNCICHT =C((0: 1}5: 0)),
C(Pcy) = C((L}y:0:0)),

Hence, PC{ - Pcé is connected to the third group, P~ — P/ is connected to
the second group and ch is connected to the first group, and these three facts can
constitute the basis in any residual analysis.

As before, Ry shows the difference between individuals and the “group means”.
The residual R, indicates if the third group can be described by the parameters
in By, since P — Pcé is a projection of the individuals in the third group,
with X(Po — P;) being the “mean” which is then compared to the model
Py s X (PCi — Pcé)- The residual R3 indicates if the second group is described
by the parameters in By and B;, and R4 can be used to determine whether the
first group follows the proposed model, i.e. whether the complete set of parameters,
B, B, and B3, describes the data. Indeed, it is interesting to note that by studying
the different residuals, quite a large amount of information on the model fit can be
obtained.

Let us first perturb one single observation in X,. In order to highlight the
consequences, the choices are all extreme:

Py @ add 60 to (X5.30); P : add60 to (X5,15); Py - add 60 to (X55).

Note that the above perturbed observations in P(;y, Py and Pi;) belong to different
groups. According to Table 6.13, all three perturbations show up very clearly in Ri,.
Moreover, P, which is a modification of an observation in group 3, is also visible
in INQU, i.e. the residuals connected to group 3 are affected. Concerning Pij), the
effect of the perturbation, besides showing up in Ri,, appears in R3, (i.e. residuals
connected to group 2 are affected), and for Py the residual T€4U is highlighted,
which means that group 1 is influenced. Thus the residuals behave as expected and
it seems that a residual analysis based on single observations has the possibility of
strengthening the statistical analysis.

Another type of perturbation occurs when the mean for an individual is shifted,
i.e. all the observations of an individual are altered with the same value:

P(v) : add 60 to the elements in x3¢ (x30 stands for the 30t/ column of X,);
P() : add 60 to the elements in x15;  P(yi) : add 60 to the elements in x5.
The different perturbed individuals given in Py, P(y) and Py belong, as do those
in Pg), Pgi) and Pgj), to different groups. From Table 6.13 it follows that the

outlying observations are visible only in R, and it does not seem that there is
any information in R20, R3,, and R40 This is, however, expected, because in A
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Table 6.13 The largest value m,l( and the second largest value m,% defined via (6.50), are
calculated for the perturbations P(;)—P vy in the model considered in Example 6.7

Talo §2(1 7230 ’1}40

Value Obs Value Obs Value Obs Value Obs

The largest value, m ,1(
Pg 57 X530 3 Xs5026-45 * *ok * ok
Pgy 56 X515 * *ok 4 Xs511-25 % ok
Pgiy 54 Xs5 * *ok * sk 6 Xs5,1-10
Pay 57 X1-10,30 * ok * *ok * Kk
Pny 56 X1-10,15 * ok * *ok * ok
Pniy 54 Xi-105 * *k * *ok * )k

The second largest value, mi
Pg 3 X5.26-29,31-45 * *ok * Kok * K%
P 4 X5.11-14,16-25 * ok * *ok * Kk
Pii 6 X5.1-4,6-10 * ok * *ok * Kk
Pay 3 X1-10,25-29,31-45  * *% * *% * *%
Pw) 4 X1-10:11-14,16-25 % *k * *k * *%
Pwiy 6 X1-10;1-4,6-10 * ok * sk * ok

In the table “Value” stands for the value of mj( and “Obs” for the observation which it concerns.
If there is only one observation, X; ; is used, and if all the rows between k and / for the jth
observation are included, then Xj_; ; is used. If a given row and a sequence of observations
are included, then X;;_; is used, and if two sequences of columns have to be indicated, then

Gy

Xi:ky—1y,ko—1, 1s used. Moreover, “*” means that the value < 1.5, and in this case “xx” indicates
that no specific observation is highlighted

(see Example 1.9) the first column equals 119 and thus, when all the observations
of an individual are shifted with the same amount, this will take place within
the regression space which is orthogonal to the residual space, i.e. the basis for
the residuals. Moreover, in Table 6.13 there is a threshold of 1.5. The reason for
introducing it is that there are some small effects on several observations, but these
effects appear due to the estimated weights used in the projections and are not really
related to the mean shift of the residual. However, if the weights play a key role in
the analysis, then thresholding may not be appropriate. O

6.7 Residuals for the EBRM %,

This section consists of a suggested residual analysis for the E BRM%, which
follows very closely the residual analysis for the EBRM3,, considered in Sect. 6.6.
The procedure for the proposed residual analysis for the EB RM&V is the same as
that for the EBRM g (see Fig. 6.4), but includes some changes of the spaces defining
the tensor products.
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Fig. 6.5 Decomposition of
the whole space according to
the within-individuals and the
between-individuals designs,
illustrating the mean and
residual spaces in the
EBRM3,: Vi = Cx(A3),

V2 = Cx(A2) N Cx(A3)F,
Vi =Cz(A)) NCx (At
Vi =Cx(ADh, &
Wy =C(C)),

Wy =C(C) : CHneECt,

V\f3 = C(C/’1 : C/’2 L Vs
Cy)NC(C:CH),

Wy =C(C}: Cy: Cpt W

V4

As was suggested for the EBRM3,, the proposed residuals in Fig. 6.5, i.e. R;;j,
will be merged:

(i) Rin=Ri1+Rio+ Ri3+ Ry
(ii)) Roy = Ro1 + R + Ros;
(iii) R3y = R31 + R3p;
(iv) R4y = Ryn.

Moreover, explicit expressions for any given X can be obtained by projecting X on
Wi®Vj,i < j,ie Rs—ij = (P, ® Py, s)vecX. To handle the case of an
unknown X, Theorem 3.3 is applied, where, in particular, several of the matrices
utilized below are identified, i.e.

X—EX]=X—-P, 5XPc,— P, 5 XPyc;— Pay s, XPgc
=X(I =P —Pgc;—Ppyep) +U =Py 3)
+XPci+ T =Py, 5)XPg,c; + I = Pays)XPo,c,
where, according to the projection theorem (see Appendix B, Theorem B.11 (iv))
C(C) 1 €5 €5) = C(CY) +C(Q,C)) +C(Q,CY).
C(Q,CH =c(ChHtnec) : ¢y,
C(Q,C%) =C(Cy : CHFNC(C) : € Ch).

These spaces are illustrated in Fig. 6.5 and it makes sense to define the four residuals
given in the next definition.
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Definition 6.5 Let S, g,-, i=2,3,and Q;,i = 1,2, 3, be as in Theorem 3.3. For
the E BRM%, the following residuals will be considered:

(i) Ry =X — Pci.cpcy)s
(i) Ry = — Pay5)XPy,cs;
(i) Ry = (I — P, 5)XPg,c:
(V) Ra=(I - P, 5)XPc,.

The residuals presented in Definitions 6.4 and 6.5 are identical in the following
sense: if starting with an E BRM% and applying the transformation in Sect. 3.5,
which yielded an EBRM3,, then inserting the transformed matrices in Defini-
tion 6.5 will give the same residuals as when the original matrices are inserted in
Definition 6.4. Thus, in principle, it is enough to study either the EBRM 139 or the
EBRM %,, although it is mostly beneficial to investigate the “original” model in the
“original” matrices.

A common inner product for all the projectors presented in Definition 6.5 can be
based on either S3 or X, since, for example,

A,ST = A8, = A4S, ALS, =458

Moreover, R; is normally distributed, similar to R; in the EBRM 3 , which in turn
was similarly distributed to R in the BRM. Hence, most attention will be focused
on R>, R3 and R4. Now,

(i) Sy is independent of X @,C%, X Q,C’ and XC7;
(ii) S is independent of X Q,C’ and X C';
(iii) S3 is independent of XC /1
Hence, because C(A3) € C(Az) € C(A1), E[R;] =0,i = 2,3, 4. The dispersion
matrices of the different residuals follow from the next theorem.

Theorem 6.15 Let Ry, R3 and R4 be as in Definition 6.5. Then
(i) D[R>] = PQZC’ ® E[P ZP 1] where E[P’
given in Theorem 4.23;
.. - / ;o . ;o R
(i1) D[R3] = PQ1C2 ® E[PAZ,SQIZPA%SZI]’ where E[PA‘Q’,S; ZPA%’SZI] is
given in Theorem 4. 23
(iii) D[Rs4] = Pc; ® E[P
in Theorem 4.23;
(iv) C[Ry, R2] = C[Ry, R3] = C[R, R4] =0; C[R2, R3] = C[R2, R4] =0;
C[R3, R4] = 0.

XP —1] is
.57

A”Sl AgST!

ZPA,, 5! 1], where E[P’ A*IZPA’;,Egl] is given

AT, 53 AT.S;

Following the presentation for the EBRM3, the next issue will be to prepare for
Edgeworth-type approximations; i.e. it is noted that

R, =Ry — Uz, R3z=R3y—U3z, R4=Ryy—Uy, (6.51)
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where

Roy = = Pay 2)XPg,c;, Uz=(Paysy — Pays)XPg,c;.  (6.52)
Riy = = Pay2)XPg,c;, Us=(Py,5 —Pas)XPg ., (653)
Ry = — PAl,E)XPC]v Us=(Py, 5 — PAlsE)XPCi‘ (6.54)
The residuals R>y, R3y and R4y are all normally distributed. Furthermore,
E[U,;] = E[U3] = E[U4] = 0 and C[R;N,U;] = 0,i = 1,2,3,4, hold
and are established by direct calculations. Hence, by referring to Corollary 5.3,
several results can be proven when combining it with Theorem 6.15 (i)—(iii). In the

results given below we assume that the sample size is large enough for the included
constants to exist.

Theorem 6.16 The distribution of the residual R», given in Definition 6.5 (ii), can
be approximated through the difference

R; = Ry — Uy,

where Ron and U, are defined by (6.52). Let K: p1 x p and L: n x ny, both of
which are known, and

KRoNL ~ Np, (0, KZP 4o 1K', L'P ¢, L).

Then an Edgeworth-type expansion fgRr,.1L(KR,L) of the density of KR, L, via
the density of K Ryn L, under the assumption that DK Roy L] is p.d., is given by

fKRyL(KR,L) = {1 + jnipi — jte(DIKR2LI(DIK Ron L)™'}
—3u{(DIK Ry L]) ™ (DIK Ry L] — DIK Roy L1)(DIK Roy L)) ™!
xvec(KR,L)vec (KR,L)}} fk R,y (KR, L),

where

_ o/ p—r(A3) /5 —1 — 4/
DIKR:L] = L'Py,c;L ® (n—r(C'l:C’zng)—p+r(A3)—lKA3(A3E A3) ALK

+KA(A£A)~ASK),
DIKRovL] = L'Py,c L ® KX AS(AS TA9)™ A ZK'.

Using Theorem B.23 (i) in Appendix B gives the dispersion of the approximating
distribution.
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Corollary 6.7 Let K R L be definedvia fgRr,,1(KR,L), given in Theorem 6.16,
where it is assumed that fgR,,1.(KR,L) > 0. Then

(i) E[KR2gL] = 0;
(ii) DIKRgL]1=tN QM — énltr{M_l(Ml —MINQM -N®(M; — M),
where

t =1+ bnipi — Ju(DIKRLI(DIK Ron LD ™),
M = KZAS(A{£A) A TK,
— p—r(A3) 7y —1 — A’
M, = n—r(C/l:C"z:Cg)—p+r(A3)—lI<A3(A3Z A43) A3K
+KAJ(ATA AJK,
N = L/PchéL,
DIK R, L] and D[K R,y L] are presented in Theorem 6.16.
Now the Edgeworth-type expansion for Rj3 is stated.

Theorem 6.17 The distribution of the residual R3, given in Definition 6.5 (iii), can
be approximated through the difference

R3 = R3y — U3,

where R3y and U3z are defined by (6.53). Let K: p1 x p and L: n x ny, both of
which are known, and

KR3NL ~ Npy 5y (0, KEP g 51 K/, L'P o L).

Then an Edgeworth-type expansion fgr,,L(KR,L) of the density of KR3L, via
the density of K R3n L, under the assumption that D[K R3y L] is p.d., is given by

SRR L(KRoL) = {1 4 jn1p1 — Ju{DIKR3LI(DIKR3y L)™'}
—tr{(DIK R3y L)™' (DK R3L] — DIK Rsy L))(D[K R3y L)~
xvec(KR,,L)vec’(KR(,L)}}fKRwL(KR,,L),
where
DIKR;L] = L'Py,c; L ®(KA3(AS TA) A K + KA3(A5Z 7 A3)” ALK
~|—c1KP’A{3,’2,1A2(A’22*1A2)*1A’2PA§’271K’
+ci1c2K A3 (AT A3) " ALK,
DIKRsyL] = L'P o, c;L ® KX AS(AS TAS)™ A3 ZK,

with ¢1 and c; defined in Lemma 4.6 (ii).
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Corollary 6.8 Let K R3g L be definedvia fgrs,1(KR,L), given in Theorem 6.12,
where it is assumed that fg gy, (KR,L) > 0. Then

(i) E[KR3gL] = 0;
(ii) DIKR3gL]=tN QM — énltr{M_l(Ml —MINQM -N®(M; — M),
where

t =1+ ynip1 — St(D[KR;LY(D[KR3yL]) ™'},
M = KX AS(AS TA3) ™A K,

M| = KAS(ASZA) A K’ + KA3(A,Z 7' A3)~ ALK’
+c1KP’A§’Z,1AZ(A;YIAZ)*IAQPA?E,IK/
+c1e2K A3(AS 371 A3) " ALK,

N=LPyqL;

D[K R3L] and D[K R3n L] are presented in Theorem 6.17. Moreover, c1 and
¢y are defined in Lemma 4.6 (ii).

Finally, results for R4 are presented.

Theorem 6.18 The distribution of the residual R4, given in Definition 6.5 (iv), can
be approximated through the difference

R4y = Ryn — Uy,

where Ry and Uy are defined by (6.54). Let K: p1 x p and L: n x ny, both of
which are known, and

KRiNL ~ Npy o (0, KEP o 5 1K', L' P/ L).

Then an Edgeworth-type expansion fxr,,L(KR,L) of the density of K R4L, via
the density of K Ran L, under the assumption that D[K R4y L] is p.d., is given by

fxRyuL(KR,L) = {1+ Lnip1 — Lu(DIK R4LI(DIK Ran L))"}
—u{(DIK Ran L))~ (DIK RsL] — DIK Ray L1)(DIK Ran L))~
xvec(KR,L)vec (KR,L)}} fk ryyL.(KR,L),
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where

DIKR4L] = KAS(AS £A) ™' AVK'
+d1KP’Ag’Z,1A1(A’lz—lAl)—A’IPAg’z,lK’
+d1dr K A3 (A 27 Ap3) " A K
+cadidy K A3 (A7 A3) ALK,
DIKRyyL] = L'Pc L ® KTAJ(A] ZA))~ A7 K,
with ¢3, d and d> defined in Lemma 4.6 (ii) and (iii), and
A (AT Ap3) " ALy = Ax(ALE 1A AL — A3(ALZ 1 A5) T AL

Corollary 6.9 Let K R4g L be definedvia fxr,,L(KR,L), givenin Theorem 6.13,
where it is assumed that fxr,,L(KR,L) > 0. Then

(1) E[KR4pL] =0;
(i) DIKRsgL]=IN Q@M — \nitr{M~" (M ~M)IN®@M —N® (M, — M),

where

t =1+ jmpi— yt{DIKRsLI(DIK Ray LD ™),
M = KZAY(ATA)™ A SK/,
Mi = KA{ATZAD T ATK + diK Py o Al(A\ZT ADT APy 51 K
+d1dry K Ap3(Ay3 27 An3) " A K + crdida K A3 (A5 271 A3) " ALK,
N =LPcL;

D[KR4L), DI[KR4yL] and A23(A’232271A23)_A’23 are presented in Theo-
rem 6.18. Moreover, d, dr and ¢y are defined in Lemma 4.6 (ii) and (iii).

Using the above results concerning the residuals R;, i = 1,2, 3,4, model
validation can take place for the EBRM%V. As for the BRM and EBRM%, it is
suggested that mean shift tests should be carried out. Now the case is briefly treated
where the mean shift is of the form d ;0e;.

Consider, among other things, Ry = X{ — PC{ :Cé:Cé)’ which includes
information on how columns (individuals) deviate from the average of the columns
(individuals). As usual when performing the residual analysis, we have to eliminate
the singularity, e.g. see (6.37), and thereafter the test statistic corresponding to the
mean shift hypothesis can be presented as in Theorem 6.19, given below. Moreover,
as previously, a parametric bootstrap is suggested for evaluating which elements in
R are really large.
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The same notation will be adopted as that used when working with the BRM or
EBRM;, ie.

RY,; = Kdj0e;L+Ey, k=1234 (6.55)

RN is the same as RN and, as before, i j only indicates which element is supposed

to have a mean shift. The residual R,iv, k = 1,2,3,4, is obtained from R,I{V by
removing the deterministic part (remember that the dispersion matrix is singular)
in order to utilize the existence of a density. The vectors d; and e; are unit
basis vectors, Ei ~ Np,,(0,%,I), ni = n—r(C}; : C, : C%), and E;,
i = 2,3,4, are defined through the densities in Theorems 6.16, 6.17 and 6.18,
respectively. Moreover, as before, it is noted that 7.0, k = 1,2, 3, 4, represents the
observed test statistic, L (9) is the likelihood based on Ey, and as 9 the estimator

0 =d. i Rje; is used, Lk ij is the likelihood under Ho, i.e. with no mean shift in
the model in (6.55), and R, is the observed version of R;. In the likelihood, the
dispersion matrix has been replaced by %,, the maximum likelihood estimate, given
in Theorem 3.3.

Theorem 6.19 Consider R;, i = 1, 2, 3, 4, given in Definition 6.5.
(i) For Ry let

1 ij= =d;fe;L, + E\, le\iij =R\L, L=VV'V)! (Vis of full rank),

(I_PC/I:C&:C/})ZVV/ﬂ EINN[J,nl(Oa Za Inl), ni ZH—F(C/l C/ZCg)

Then a test statistic for testing Hy : 0 = 0 against Hy : 6 # 0 (with P =
PC;:Cé:Cé) is given by

(n —r(P1) — Dd;Ri,(I — Py)ei(e;(I — P1)e)"'e;(I — PR, d,

Tiijo =
Ve d;Ri,(I — P)I —ei(e;(I — P1)e))~'e))(I — PR} ,d,

(i1) For R let

RN

Y =Kdjbe;L+E> Ry, = KR:L, K = WW) 'w L=vwv'v)!,

(W and V are of full rank), iPAg’f,l =WW', Py, =VV,

where E> has the approximating density given in Theorem 6.16. Then a test
statistic for testing Hy : 0 = 0 against Hy : 0 # 0 is given by

LY, @)
25ijo = N s
2;ij
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where Lgij is the likelihood for RQ] (obtained via E») under Hy and RQ] (50)
under Hy with 0, = d’]-Rzoei.

(iii) For Rz let

RY

N =Kdjoe]L+ E3, Ry, = KRsL. K = (WW)"'W . L=V(V'V)"",

(W and V are of full rank), fPAg’ffl =WWwW/, PQ1C§ =VVv,

where E3 has the approximating density given in Theorem 6.17. Then a test
statistic for testing Hy : 0 = 0 against Hy : 0 # 0 is given by

N
L3,;;(00)

I3ijo= "y
35ij

where LQ{U is the likelihood for Rév (obtained via E3) under Hy and Rév (50)
under Hy with 0, = d’jR30e,'.
(iv) For R4 let

R),; = Kd;0e;L+ E4, R}, = KR4L,K = (WW)"'W, L=v(V'V)",

(W and V are of full rank), ’Z\PA?’f—l =WW/, Pe, = |74 %48
where E4 has the approximating density given in Theorem 6.18. Then a test
statistic for testing Hy : 0 = 0 against Hy : 0 # 0 is given by

LY. @)

N
Ly

Tyijo =

3

where Lﬁij is tﬁe likelihood for thv (obtained via E 4) under Hy and thv (1/9\0)
under Hy with 6, = d’j Ryse;.

Finally, as before, to complete the analysis of residuals, X is simulated from
Np.n, (0, f(,, I) to obtain the distribution of the large/largest residuals.

This chapter is ended by copying Example 6.7 and then reparameterizing the
model so that it becomes an E BRM%,.

Example 6.8 Consider the model presented in Example 1.9 and let it be reformu-
lated as an EBRM%,. Put

Al =(A1: Ay A3), Ay =(A1: Ay, A3= Ay,
where A;, i = 1,2, 3, is defined in Example 1.9,

Ci=);:15580), Cr=1}®0:1j5:15500), C3=15®0: 1)
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and then instead of the model in Example 1.9, the following EBRM ;V has emerged:

X =24,0,C;+4,0,C, + 4303C3 + E,
E~N,,0,2,1), C(A3) CC(Ay) CC(A)),
and ©;, i~= 1, 2, 3, are new parameters.
Now C;, i = 1,2,3, correspond to the different groups, which leads to
an excellent direct interpretation of the model. However, since the residuals in
Definition 6.4 “equal” the residuals in Definition 6.5; i.e. in this case the proposed

residuals for the E BRM%, and E BRM;; are identical and no more calculations
have to take place. O

Problems

1 (GMANOVA + MANOVA, continuation of Problem 2 in Chap. 3) Let
X=ABCi+ B,C,+ E,

where all the matrices are given in Problem 2 in Chap. 3. Define residuals. Estimate

the dispersion of the residuals and calculate the covariances among them.

2 Is the proposed density approximation in Theorem 6.5 a true density?

3 Give a detailed derivation of the test statistic in (6.31).

4 Derive appropriate residuals for the EBRM é.

5 Derive appropriate residuals for the EBRM %V

6 Find appropriate density approximations for some of the residuals in Problem 4
or5

7 Perform a residual analysis of the data in Table 1.1.

8 In Table 1.1, strongly contaminate three observations and perform a residual
analysis.

9 Try to challenge some of the results in this chapter by constructing a data set with
“extreme observations” which cannot be identified by the given theorems.

10 In this chapter a parametric bootstrap approach was suggested. If instead a
standard bootstrap approach (with resampling from the residuals) was to be applied,
identify what would be problematic with this approach and suggest how to proceed
in order to apply a standard bootstrap approach.
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Literature

It may be worthwhile thinking of a residual as something which is left over. The
study of residuals and outlying observations has followed the theory of least squares
for a long time. Wright (1884) frequently used the term ‘“residual”. Farebrother
(1978) discusses Pizzetti (1891) in relation to the so-called recursive residuals.
The Danish scientist Thiele and colleagues of his used residuals at the end of the
19th century (e.g. see Lauritzen, 2002). Anscombe and Guttman (1960) also gave
several earlier references where the problem of outlying observations was discussed.
Indeed, there is a huge body of literature on outliers, which often by definition can
be linked to residuals. Some of the literature on outliers falls within the subject areas
of robust statistics, explorative data analysis and regression analysis, among others,
but this literature will not be considered in this brief survey of literature on residuals.

Broadly speaking, residuals were from the beginning used for model eval-
uation and this is still the case. Checking the linearity of the mean, checking
the homoscedasticity of variances and checking distributions for normality can
all be performed via residuals. Today in many standard books which include
regression/variance analysis some kind of residual analysis is also performed.

Below a concise survey of the topics that have been discussed over the years
and a few of the authors who have treated these topics are now presented. In the
well-known book by Fisher (1925), the terms “residual”, “mean square residue”
and “residual variance” were used. Later Fisher (1935) used the terms “residual
sums of squares”, “residual error” and “residual deviations”. In particular “residual
sums of squares” is frequently used today. Bartlett (1934) used the term “residual”
when showing how matrices and vectors can be used in least squares analysis.
Yates (1937) used the term “residual effect”, which nowadays is a common
term in experimental design, for example when carry-over effects occur in cross-
over studies (see also Anscombe, 1948; Tocher, 1952; Box and Hunter, 1957,
Yates et al., 1957). Dwyer (1941) investigated skewness, i.e. normality, with the
help of residuals and Durbin and Watson (1950) used residuals for testing for
serial covariance. Rushton (1951) utilized residuals when presenting a specific
computational algorithm for polynomial regression models.

Around 1960 many interesting articles appeared where residuals and outliers
were discussed. In particular, the work by Anscombe and colleagues of his is worth
mentioning. Anscombe and Guttman (1960) defined outliers as observations of
abnormally large residuals, presented approaches to the rejection of outliers and
provided a brief history of this topic (see also Srivastava and von Rosen, 1998,
where several references are given). Anscombe (1961) discusses the distribution
of residuals, including skewness and kurtosis. In Anscombe and Tukey (1963)
residuals are exploited in detail and some graphical plots are provided to assist in
the joint understanding of data and model assumptions. Anscombe (1967) discussed
residual analysis from the perspective of making computations easier to carry out.
Moreover, Zyskind (1963) considered what may be termed ‘“variable selection”
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with the help of residuals. An old problem, and one which is also mentioned by
Anscombe and Tukey (1963), is deciding if an observation which corresponds to a
large residual is an outlier and should perhaps be removed (see also Kruskal, 1960,
who gives general comments and a number of references). Grubbs (1950) published
a well-written article focusing on the testing of large residuals. In Grubbs (1950)
one can find several older interesting references.

In the 1970s, residual analysis for linear models became more sophisticated
and researchers studied what types of deviance from the models could be found
via residuals. An interesting article, which in a way summarizes the results of
the 1970s, is that written by Draper and John (1981) (see also Cook, 1977, 1979;
Andrews and Pregibon, 1978; Draper and Smith, 1981; Cook and Weisberg, 1982;
Jgrgensen, 1993). In the 1980s, mixed linear models started to become popular, and
therefore one started to develop residual analysis for mixed linear models, including
longitudinal models and random coefficient regression models (e.g. see Verbeke
and Molenberghs, 2009). In particular, Longford (2001) can be mentioned, where a
parametric bootstrap approach is applied and where several references on handling
outliers in mixed linear models are given. An excellent overview of residual analysis
in mixed linear models is presented by Schiitzenmeister and Piepho (2012).

In Chap. 6 we have used parametric bootstrap simulations (Efron and Tibshirani,
1993) to find an approximation of the distribution of extreme residuals. For
references on bootstrap methods see, for example, Davison and Hinkley (1997)
or Chernick (2008); many more references exist which treat various aspects of
bootstrapping. In particular, bootstrapping theory has been developed for perform-
ing residual analysis within the context of regression analysis (Wakefield, 2013;
Weisberg, 2014) or within time series analysis (e.g. see Krampe et al., 2015).
Moreover, there are interesting connections between the bootstrap method and
Edgeworth expansions (Hall, 1992).

Residuals are often exploited through graphical methods using different types of
plots. Examples can be found in many books, for example those by Atkinson (1987),
Cook (1998) and Atkinson and Riani (2000).

In this chapter, via simulations, test have been performed for a mean shift in the
residuals. For some analytical results on mean shift testing in multivariate regression
models, including the BRM, see Srivastava and von Rosen (1998). Moreover,
through a decomposition of linear spaces residuals for bilinear models have been
presented by von Rosen (1995) and Hamid and von Rosen (2006). However, many
of the results presented in this chapter have not been presented earlier, for example
the density approximations presented in various places and all the results connected
to the EBRM;,.
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Chapter 7 )
Testing Hypotheses Shethie

7.1 Introduction

Up to now the focus has been on point estimation, interpretation of estimators and
model validation. In this chapter, the important concept of hypothesis testing is
considered and various tests for the BRM are derived. It is interesting to note that
in order to achieve some of the results for the BRM, knowledge about the E BRMIZ;
and the EBRM%V is useful. Concerning the EBRMY or EBRMy, there exist a
large number of possibilities of testing various hypotheses, but only a few will be
considered. On the other hand, readers who understand how to construct tests for
the BRM will also be able to obtain many results for the EBRMY or EBRMY;.
This chapter will only present work on tests under the null distribution. There
are still several open problems concerning, for example, the power of tests and
approximations of non-null distributions. Some results exist for the BRM and
several of them are connected to the theory about invariant tests. In particular,
invariance together with sufficiency has been used to find tests with good properties.
In this chapter, tests based on the likelihood ratio are presented, as well as some
alternatives. In particular, the interpretations of the tests are highlighted.

7.2 Background

The general multivariate linear model, as formulated in Sect. 1.4, equals
X=BC+E, E~Np,0,XxX,I), X>0, (7.1)

where C is a given design matrix and B and ¥ are unknown parameter matrices.
Moreover, suppose that there are the linear restrictions BG = 0 on the parameter
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Fig. 7.1 Consider the model (a) (b)
in (7.1). A decomposition is
presented of the whole space
according to the design and
restrictions. In (a), there are
no restrictions and the
decomposition consists of the
subspaces C(C") and C(C")*.
In (b), with the restrictions
BG =0,V =C(C'G?),

V) = C(C'G%)* Ne(C) and
Vi =C(C)*

() cch*t Vi %) V3

space, where G is known, corresponding, for example, to a hypothesis testing
problem. The model with and without restrictions is illustrated in Fig. 7.1.

Note that BG = 0 is equivalent to B = G)GO/, where © is an unknown
new parameter matrix. Thus, a reparametrization may take place and under the
restrictions the model can equivalently be written as follows:

X=0OG°C+E, E~N,,0%,1I. (7.2)

This means, among other things, that the model with restrictions belongs to the same
class of models as the unrestricted one. Estimating ® yields a maximum likelihood
estimator of B, i.e. B= @Go/, which satisfies BG = 0.

In Fig. 7.1b, the decomposition

C(CH) =C(C'G*BC(C'G*F ncC)

is illustrated. It is natural to believe that if the variation is large for observations
which have been projected on C(C'G®)* N C(C’), then the null hypothesis Hy :
BG = 0 should be rejected. In statistics, this is then formally verified using
distribution theory. Let us follow this decision process in some detail. The estimated
likelihood without restrictions is proportional to | X (I — P¢/) X' |~"*/2 and that with
restrictions is proportional to | X (I — P¢igo) X’ |~/2, both of which results follow
from the estimation of . Let & H, denote the MLE of X under the null hypothesis,
and ¥ H, the MLE of X under the alternative hypothesis, i.e. the unrestricted case.
The likelihood ratio statistic is equivalent to (see Theorem 3.1 with A = I)

2 _ InZml _ 1XU — Pego)X'|
[nX g | | X(I — PcHX'|
_|XI = Pc)X' + XC'(CC')"N(N'(CC)"N)"N'(CC')~CX'|

, (1.3
|X(I = Pc)X'| 7
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Fig. 7.2 Consider the model
in (7.1). A decomposition is
presented of the whole space
according to the design and
the restrictions BG = 0, and

the residuals R and R», R R
given in (7.5) and (7.6), are
illustrated. V; = C(C'G?),
V2 = C(C'G%)* NC(C’) and
Vi =c(CH*t
Vi Vs V3

where N is any matrix satisfying C(N) = C(C) N C(G). The numerator in (7.3) is
obtained from Appendix B, Theorem B.12. Moreover,

C(C'(CC")"N) =C(C'G)*nc). (7.4)
Now, the observed 1, i.e. A,, is large when
X,C'(CC"™N(N'(CC")"N)"N'(cC)~CX,

is “large”, which is what we would like to see, for example, when testing a
hypothesis and desiring a clear interpretation of the test. The remaining task is
to find out if A,, the observed A is “extreme”, and to verify such a property, the
distribution for A is needed, which we will return to in detail later in Sect.7.3. An
interesting fact is that a similar ratio to the one in (7.3) will be obtained when testing
general hypotheses in the BRM, which indeed is quite remarkable.

In Chap. 6, residuals were considered. We know that quadratic forms of residuals
summarize information and thus can be used as a basis for constructing tests. In
Fig. 7.2, corresponding to Fig. 7.1b, the residuals

R =X - Pc), (7.5)
Ry =XPccoy-n (7.6)

are presented.

2
It is of interest to note that the test statistic A», given in (7.3), is identical to

/ /

o — |RIRY +$2R2|, (1.7)
|R1R|

meaning that the likelihood ratio test is based on a decision as to whether RoR),
is “large”. Moreover, it follows immediately that R 1R’1 ~ Wy(X,n — r(C))
and RZR/2 ~ Wp(Z,r(N)) are independently distributed (see Appendix B,
Theorem B.19 (ix)). Hence, Theorem C.3 in Appendix C can be used, which verifies



284 7 Testing Hypotheses

the next theorem. Let X% denote a chi-squared distributed variable with f degrees

of freedom and xé( f) its B-percentile (see Appendix A, Sect. A.9).

Theorem 7.1 Let A, be the observed value of A, given in (7.7). For the model
presented in (7.1), the null hypothesis BG = 0 is tested against an alternative
without restrictions. Let

to=2(f=3(p—m+1)Ink,

where f = n —r(C) andm = dim{C(G) NC(C)} = dim{C(C'G® )L NC(C")}. The
likelihood ratio test, approximately at significance level a, rejects the hypothesis if
t, satisfies

P{xpm = 1o} + c1(1 = c)(P{Xpya = to} = PlXpy = 1o)

+2(P{Xppig = lo} = Pltpm = 10}) <,

where c1 and cy are defined in Appendix C, Theorem C.3. O

Suppose that for the model in (7.1), there are bilinear restrictions on the
parameter space which equal FBG = 0, where F and G are known matrices. By
using Theorem B.10 (i) in Appendix B, it follows that the MANOVA model with
the bilinear restrictions can be written as follows:

X = (F)°0,C + F©,G°C +E, E~N,,0,%, 1), (7.8)

which belongs to the class of EBRM?Z, since C(C'G’) < C(C’). Thus, by
introducing bilinear restrictions, without further assumptions, the MANOVA model
turns into an E BRM%. Figure 7.3 shows what happens when a bilinear restriction
is imposed.

The illustration in Fig.7.3b is based on the decompositions Cx (F') B Cx (F')*
and

C(C") =C(C'G°)BC(C'G°) nc(C).
Suppose that the aim is to test
Hy: FBG =0 versus Hj: B unrestricted.

It follows from Fig.7.3 that this case can be handled in a fairly straightforward
manner. Under the alternative Hj, i.e. with no restrictions,

nEy =8 =XI—-Pc)X,
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(a) (b)

Cx(F)
R,

Cs(F)*

(o0 ccht Vi V) V3

Fig. 7.3 Consider the model in (7.1). A decomposition is presented of the whole space according
to the design and restrictions. In (a), there are no restrictions and the decomposition consists
of the subspaces C(C’) and C(C’)*. In (b), with the restrictions FBG = 0, V| = C(C'G°),
V, = C(C'G°)L Nn¢(C’) and V3 = C(C')*. The residuals equal Ry = X(I — P¢r) and
Ry=P, o1 XPcicoyw

and under Hy (see Theorem 3.2)

niﬂo = Sl + P/ IXPC/(CC/)_NX/P

Fl.s7 Frsit

where C'(CC’)™ N is justified by (7.4). Suppose that, without any loss of generality,
H=(F.,S 1_1 (F’)?) is of full rank. The likelihood ratio criterion is equivalent to

Aﬁ _ 1Zwl _ |H'ZgH|  |FS\F' + FX,Pciceny-nX,F/|
T 1Zwl  |H'EpH| |FS|F'|
_ IFRRF' + FRyR), F| 79
|FR,R F'| ’ ‘

where R, and R;, are observed versions of R; and R, which are defined in
Fig.7.3 and 1 = X,(I — P¢/)X/,. In the forthcoming presentation, for notational
convenience, S| will represent either S| = X(I—P¢)X or S1 = X,(I —Pc)X),.
The same understanding also applies to S, S> and S3. For a detailed explanation of
how to obtain the relations in (7.9), see the more general BRM case presented in

the next section. It is important to note that since F P’F g1 = F, FR 1R\ F' ~
Pl

W, ry(FZF',n — r(C)), which then under Hy is distributed independently of
FRoR,F' ~ W,p)(FXF',r(N)). Hence, even if the bilinear restrictions give
non-linear MLEs, the test statistic has the same form as that used when linear
restrictions BG = 0 are imposed.
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A number of different cases will be treated in the following subsections. In
Sect. 7.3 the hypothesis

Hy: FBG =0 versus Hj: B unrestricted

will be tested for the BRM, presented in Definition 2.1. Then in Sects. 7.4-7.7 the
more complicated hypothesis

Hy: F1BG, =0, F;BG>, =0
versus different types of alternatives will be studied. Among others,
Hy: FIBGy =0, FBG, =0 versus H;: B unrestricted

will be discussed, which turns out to be rather difficult. Moreover, in Sect. 7.11, an
EBRM?9 versus a BRM will be tested and in Sect. 7.12

Hy: F1BG| = F,®G, versus Hip: B unrestricted

will be tested for the B RM; in this hypothesis, ® is also an unknown parameter. All
the above-mentioned hypotheses will be tested via the likelihood ratio statistic, but
in Sects. 7.8-7.10, alternative test statistics will be considered.

7.3 Likelihood Ratio Testing, Hy : F BG = 0, in the BRM

A likelihood ratio test statistic for testing bilinear restrictions in the BRM is now
derived. This can be achieved in many ways. In this presentation the concept
of dispersion in particular is utilized. Tests for general linear or multivariate
models utilize functions of residuals measuring deviances from the model. The
residuals are obtained by projections of X on certain between-individuals subspaces.
For the BRM, it follows from Sect.6.2 that natural residuals are obtained via
projections of X on between-individuals spaces and within-individuals spaces.
Because projections are idempotent matrices and not of full rank, it appears that
the concept of “residual” has to be modified somewhat when performing likelihood
ratio testing in the BRM. The projection on the within-individuals space causes the
problem. However, all the spaces which were of interest when constructing residuals
for model validation are also of interest when constructing likelihood ratio tests.

Definition 7.1 The dispersion D on the tensor space )V ® W is given by
D=HYPY'H,

where H is a basis matrix of full rank on W, P is a projector on V and E[Y] = 0.
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Note that in Definition 7.1, the projector P can very well include random variables
which, however, in this book have to be independent of H'Y. Moreover, if
Y ~ Npn(0, %, I), then D is Wishart-distributed. We remark that the parameter
¥ in the BRM also often is called dispersion matrix, but X is obviously not related
to Definition 7.1. In (7.9), FR{R|F' and FR,R,F' can be thought of as two
independently distributed dispersions.

In the following presentation, the results concerning the MLEs obtained in
Chap. 3 will be applied. Let

X=ABC+E, E~N,,0.%,1), X>0,

where all the matrices are defined in Definition 2.1. Moreover, the testing problem
is identified by

Hy: FBG =0 versus Hj: B unrestricted,

where F and G are known matrices. It is noted that all the matrices represent a
specific quantity of interest.

Example 7.1 Forthe BRM,let X = ABC + E and suppose that

1 1 t12

1 t2 t22 / / / /
A= I =1, ®1:0):1,, ®(0:1)),

11,

indicating that there is a quadratic within-individuals model and two treatment
groups. If one is testing for a linear within-individuals structure, then

Hy: FB =0 versus H;: B unrestricted,

where F = (0 : 0 : 1) can be an appropriate specification. Furthermore, if only one
of the treatment groups follows a quadratic structure, this can be tested by

Hy: FBG =0 versus Hjp: B unrestricted,

where F=(0:0:1)and G = (0: 1)". |

A common strategy for obtaining tests based on the likelihood ratio is to obtain
estimators under the hypothesis Hp and under the alternative hypothesis Hj, which
are inserted in the likelihoods corresponding to Hy and Hp. Moreover, as seen above,
the models under Hyp and H; generate the following two models:

H: X=ABC+E, (7.10)
Hy : X = A(F)°©,C + AF'©,G°C + E, (7.11)
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where @1 and ©; are unknown parameters. Under the alternative Hy, according to
Theorem 3.1,

ABC =P, 5 XP¢,

nE =(X—-ABC)) =S+ P’

/
o s 1 XPCX'P

AosTh

where S| = X(I — P¢/)X’, which yields that the maximum of the likelihood is
proportional to

ISt + P, 1 X,PcX,P |72, (7.12)
91

Ao,y

andnow S| = X,(I — P¢c)X ;, where it has been indicated that observed values
are used. Under Hj the corresponding quantities equal, according to Theorem 3.2
(taking C3=0),

ABC = A(F')’®1C + AF'©:G°C = P4, 5, XPc; + P 4,5 X Py,
n¥ = (X - ABC)) =$:+ 0,0,XP¢;X'0, 0>,
where

Si=XI-Pc)X, Ci=C, C,=GC,
AIZA(F/)Us A2:AF/1 Ql:I_ /Alssl’ QZ:I_P/Q\/IAZ,TSE’

! N

_ _ ~
0,0, =1-Pa5,—Pgy a5 S2=S+0\X(Pe;— Pc)X Q).

At this stage the parameters will not be put into focus. Here, in Sect. 7.3, the purpose
is to present the general mathematics for performing likelihood ratio testing. When
deriving the distribution of the likelihood ratio statistic, it will be apparent that
we relatively freely will switch between observed random variables and random
variables. This is legitimate if experiments and calculations are repeated, but there
is no real mathematical justification for the approach. For notational convenience,
in the following, we will not normally distinguish between random and observed
random variables when a hat, “ ", is used and it will be clear from the presentations
what is meant.

The maximum of the likelihood under Hy can be shown, as with (7.12), to be
proportional to

52+ 05 QQXUPCQX; 0,0,
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Thus, the likelihood ratio for testing Hy in (7.11) versus Hj in (7.10) is equivalent
to

~ o~ 7 —~
2 Zhl 152+ 0:01X0P X, 0,0,

o= QS - ’
Zml 181+ P, XoPeXP o ol

(7.13)

2
which seems to be a difficult expression to handle. However, A, can be manipulated
so that a satisfactory and interpretable test statistic appears. First, it is noted that

Ql @2 is a projection on a space where the inner product is defined through §2_ '
and (see Appendix B, Theorem B.3 (v))

C(010y) = C(01(0149%) =C(Q) NC(AYT =CcApt ncayt =cat.
Hence,
2 |52+P/ IXUPC’G“X;PAU,%”'

n 4.8y
r =
|S1 + P’AO S,IXUPC/X;PA[, S;1|
291 ’

15211478,4° 71 |AS,A° + AV X, PrrGo X, A°|
IS11]1A° S1A°71|A” X, X A°|
_ [S2]|AYSA°1 714V X, X, A% [85]|AY S A0 !

81147 8,40 AT X, X A% isupal s act O
IS11[A” S1A%| A X, X, A% [S1]|A” §1A7]

Put H=(A°:S l_lA), where A° is supposed to be of full rank and A is any matrix
of full rank satisfying C(A) = C(A), and note that H is of full rank. Then

|H'S1H| = |A"/SIA"||A’SI_1A|
and since A(A’S; ' A)~1A’ = S, — §,4°(A4°§,4%)14°'S,,
|H'S:H| = |A°S,A°||A'ST  A(A'S, ' A)"' A'ST Al
Thus, because H is non-singular, it follows from (7.14) that

2 1A'sT' Al
=10 (7.15)
|A’S, Al

Next |A’§; 1A| is manipulated. Let N be any matrix of full rank such that C(N) =
C(C) N C(G) and define (see also Theorem B.12 in Appendix B)

Pg=Pc — Pcigo = Pcrcen-n-
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Note that B indicates that this is a projection on a between-individuals subspace.
Then, by calculating §; ' via Appendix B, Theorem B.6 (i) and using the fact that

Pey = Pcy = Pp,
1A'S, Al = |A'ST'A|Il — Pa s, 0'X,P5
(PX, 0,5 0\X,Ps+1)"'PpX,0,S;"|
= |A'STTA|T + PBX;PA?qsflSl_lXUPBFllI
+PBX;PA0’S;151’1X0PB|
and

2 |I+PBX;PAT’SI15171X,,PB| 016
’ |I+P3X;PAU’S;15171X,,PB|' '

Using the definition of P and taking out (N'(CC’)” N )1 yield
2 IN'(CCY~C + X;PA,I,’SlflSIIX,,)C/(CC’)*M
T IN(CCHC + X;PAU’SlflSIIX,,)C’(CC’)*N|.

Moreover, from Appendix B, Theorem B.12, the following relation between projec-
tors appears to be useful for the presentation (remember that A = (A(F "19)9):

PA?’Sfl = PA”,SFI + PWa
where

Py = PsflA(A,SflA),M’Sﬁ, (7.17)
M is any matrix of full rank satisfying C(M) = C(A") N C(F’), and W denotes
that the projection takes place on a within-individual subspace. The application of
this relation between projectors is crucial for deriving a good approximation of the
distribution for A. The next issue is to understand the following chain of equalities,

where in particular (7.17) has been applied:

2 IN'(CC)TCU +X)(P , o1+ PW)ST Xo)C'(CC)™N]
Ay = '
? IN'(CC")=C(I + X,,P ,, «157'X,)C'(CC")~N]|
91
= I + PyyS7'X,C'(CCHY™N

X(N'(CCY™CU + X, P, 18T Xo)C'(CC)"N)IN'(CC)~CX)|
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= M'(A'S7'A) M+ M'A's] A" A'ST'X,C'(CC)N
x{N'(cCh~c + X;PAO’S;lSI_IXU)C’(CC’)_N}_l
xN'(cCh~CX, ST AA'sT A" MM A'sT Ay M7 (7.18)
From a distributional point of vie;v, the expression in (7.18) seems rather awkward.

However, it will be shown that A/} has the same form as the test statistic presented
in (7.9); details are presented below after Theorem 7.3. Now we replace the observed
variables in (7.18) by the corresponding random variables. From Appendix B,
Theorem B.20 (v), it follows that

M'(A'ST'A) "M ~ W,y (M (A’ A) "M, n — r(C) — p +r(A))

and A” X is independent of A’Y 71X, see Appendix B, Theorem B.19 (xiii).
Moreover,
M'(A'ST'A)"A'ST'X
=M AT A AT XU — (I - Pc)X'A°(A” §14%)~ A X),
which, given A°'X , is normally distributed. Thus, conditionally on A”X , for
M'(A'sT Ay A'sT X
xC'(CCHY™N(N'(CCY"CU+X'P,, 187 X)C'(CCH"N)™1/2, (7.19)
M1
under Hy, i.e. FBG = 0, the mean and dispersion equal 0 and I ®

M'(A’X7'A)~ M, respectively, with the remarkable conclusion that the distribution
of (7.19) is indeed independent of A X, and thus (7.19) is normally distributed
2

and its “square” Wishart distributed. If, inside the determinants of A} in (7.18), one
pre- and post-multiplies by the matrix (M'(A’X~'A)~ M)~'/2, the result of the
2

multiplication establishes that An follows the same distribution as

V+U , (7.20)
V]
where V and U are independent, with V.~ W,y(I,n — r(C) — p +r(A)) and
under Hy, U ~ W,y (I, 7(N)). Hence, the likelihood ratio (7.13) has been turned
into a well-known form of a ratio of determinants of Wishart-distributed variables
and then the results given in Appendix C.3 can be utilized. Note that in the above
derivation, it has implicitly been assumed that both M and N differ from 0. If one
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of the matrices equals 0, then it can be shown that A, = 1, i.e. the hypothesis
does not put any restrictions on the parameter space and thus the hypothesis is not
meaningful to test. However, it is worth noting that the usual testability conditions
C(F')y € C(A’) and C(G) < C(C) are not needed. On the other hand, it is much
easier to interpret a test under these nested subspace conditions than without them.

Theorem 7.2 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, the null hypothesis Hy:
FBG = 0 is tested against an alternative without restrictions on B. Let A, be the
observed value of A, given in (7.13), and let

to=2(f — 3(po—m+ 1) Ink,,

where f =n —r(C) — p+r(A), p, = dim{C(F)NC(A")} and m = dim{C(G) N
C(C)}. The likelihood ratio test, approximately at significance level a, rejects the
hypothesis if t, satisfies

P{xpm = 1o} + c1(1 = ) (P{Xp pia = to} = PUXpm = 1o}
+ 2Pt mis = 1o} = Plxpm = to}) <,
where

_ pom(py+m*=5)

CA8(f — y(po —m + 1)2

10% N Pom(3p + 3m* + 10p2m? — 50(p2 + m?) + 159)
1920(f — 3 (po —m + 1))*

4]

Cc) =

O

Corollary 7.1 If F = I, for the BRM, presented in Definition 2.1, the test of the
null hypothesis BG = 0 against an alternative without restriction is obtained from
Theorem 7.2 if one uses p, = r(A). O

Corollary 7.2 If G = I, for the BRM, presented in Definition 2.1, the test of the
null hypothesis FB = 0 against an alternative without a restriction is obtained
from Theorem 7.2 if one uses m = r(C). O

Note that if p, = 1 or p, = 2, instead of Theorem C.3 in Appendix C, the
reader is referred to Theorem C.2 (ii) or (iii) in Appendix C, leading to a simplified
version of Theorem 7.2. Let F, r and Fg(m, f) denote the F-distribution and its
B-percentile (see Appendix A, Sect. A.9).

Theorem 7.3 The model and hypothesis are the same as those in Theorem 7.2. Let
A be given in (7.13) and put Up, . 5 = A_'zz, where p, = dim{C(F") N C(4")},
f=n—r(C)—p+r(A)andm = dim{C(G) N C(C)}. Then

. — 1/2 1/2
M) ifpo=2 Tu="DA=U0 )0~ Famairi
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(i) ifpo=1, Tip= ,£(1 —Utm, )/ U, f ~ .t
O

Note that for notational convenience we do not distinguish between an observed
Up,.m, s and a random U, ., . The appropriate interpretation is obvious from the
context. Above were presented a number of complicated relations leading to quite
a good result, stated in Theorem 7.2. However, it is possible to extract more insight
into the construction of the test statistic, as well as increase our understanding of the
test, if one exploits some details. First, consider the proof of (see also Appendix B,
Theorem B.20 (v))

M'(A’ST'A) "M ~ W, (M'(A'Z7'A) "M, n — r(C) — p+r(A), (1.21)
where M satisfies C(M) € C(A’). This proof can run as follows:
M A'ST'A)y M =M Az A" As A’ sT A" Az A s )M
=M AT A" AT (S — §14°(A% 5,4%) A7 s lAA's A M
=M AT A" AT xPX's AT 14 M,
where
P=1-Pc—(I—-Pc)X A°(AS A% A X(I — Pe).  (1.22)

Now A’YX~!X is independent of A”X and P2 = P,ie. P is idempotent of rank
n —r(C) — r(A°). Thus, it is possible to establish (7.21) by using a conditional
argument, i.e. condition with respect to A?X, and then conditionally (7.21) is
true, which, however, due to the idempotency of P, with probability 1, does not
depend on A“ X and hence holds unconditionally. This also means that according to
Definition 7.1, we may consider M'(A’ SflA)’M to be interpreted as a dispersion
quantity. Furthermore, it is interesting to note that when conditioning with respect to
A”X , information is moved from the within-individuals subspace to the between-
individuals subspace.
Next M'(A’S7'A)~A’ST' XC'(CC’)~ N in (7.18) is exploited. It follows that

M'(A'S7'A)"A'STIXC/(CC)N
=MA'E'A)" AT AA'ST A" A'STIXC'(CcCH)TN
=M AT 'A) AT T - $1A°(A” $1A%)A°)XC'(CC)"N
=M A'T'A)" A’ 'XP,C'(CC')N,
where

Pi=1—(—-Pc)X A°(A”S1A%) A X. (7.23)
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It can be shown that P is idempotent, C(P1) = C(X'A°)* and N (P) = C((I —
P )X’ A%). Therefore, according to Appendix B, Theorem B.11 (iv)

C(P1C'(CC)™N) =C(X' A% n{C(U - Pc)X'A°)BC(C'(CCH™N)} (7.24)

and PPC’'(CC’)~ N = 0. Thus, with probability 1, (7.18) is identical to

where
V=MAZ"'A)"M)"'’M AT 'A)" AT 'XPX
xT AT TA) " MM (AT A" M)"1/2,
U=M AT "'A) " M) '"’M AT '4A)" AT 'Xx
xPC'(CCY”"N(N'(CC"~CP|P,C'(CC")"N)"N'(CC")~CP)
xX'TTAA'ET"A) " MM A2 1A) M)~ /2,
and V and U are, conditionally on AX , independently distributed. More-
over, conditionally on A°X, V. ~ W,un(,r(P)) and, under Hy, U ~
W, r(Pq C’(CC’)™N)), which then also hold unconditionally, where
r(P)y=n—r(C)— p+r(A), (7.25)
r(P1C'(CC")"N) =r(N),
and it also follows that V and U are independently distributed. Furthermore, it is
possible to interpret A via dispersion quantities; i.e. it has in fact been shown above
that in (7.18)
D =M A'ST'A) ™M, (7.26)
Dy = M'(A’ST'A)~A'ST'XC'(CC)"N(N'(CC')~CP\P,C'(CC")"N)~
xN'(CC"Y"CX'ST'AA'S'A)™M, (7.27)
both of which, according to Definition 7.1, are dispersion quantities which are

independent and Wishart-distributed. Therefore, the test criterion A, has the same
distribution as

> |Dia+ Dy

An o= (7.28)
|D13]
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(b)

1% V3

Fig. 7.4 In (a), the dotted area corresponds to Hy: F BG = 0. In (b), those areas are given which
are of interest for the likelihood ratio test. Furthermore, Wi = Co(A(F')?), Wy = Co(A) N
Co(A(F))E, W3 = Co(A)L, V) = C(C'G?), Vv, = C(C") NC(C'G)L, v3 = c(CHL, D, =
C(P1C'(CC")"N) and 173 = C(P(C")?), where P is defined in (7.23). The dispersion matrices
D1 and Dy are defined in (7.26) and (7.27), respectively

2
Before leaving the likelihood ratio test statistic A, , given in (7.18), the following
reflections seem to be appropriate. The distribution of an is described through
a ratio of determinants of Wishart-distributed dispersion matrices. Moreover, it
was shown that the distribution does not depend on A”X. Unfortunately, this

does not mean that when replacing X by the data X,, in order to calculate
2

X, the observed likelihood ratio statistic will be functionally independent of
A° X,. Hence, when evaluating this fact, the projectors P and Py or (I —
Pc)XA°(A% S1A°)~ A% X,(I — P¢) have to be investigated. If, for example,

2

P is “small”, the observed likelihood ratio, A/, may be “large”. This occurs if
r(X/ A%) is close to n — r(C), which may take place in high-dimensional problems
when p and n are close to each other (see also (7.25)), although it is still important
to assume that p < n — r(C), which means that “real” high-dimensional problems
are not covered by the present approach. The effect of A X, is usually not serious.
However, performing some simulations may help us to understand if a particular
choice of A in a particular situation may have the potential to harm conclusions.

In Fig.7.4, those spaces are presented which are involved in building the test
statistic. The conditioning by A° X has an influence on the result via the projection
P). In particular, V, =C(P1C'(CC’)"N) and V3 = C(P) = C(P1(C")°) should
be understood, since the dispersions on these spaces build up the likelihood ratio
test. This means that we have spaces which depend on AX,, ie. depend on data
when the test concerns the mean parameters. However, this is not very satisfactory,
because it is more difficult to interpret the outcome of this test than, for example,
to interpret the outcome of the most commonly applied test in MANOVA (see
e.g. Fig.7.2). On the other hand, it can be shown via (7.24) that W, equals {0}
if C(N) = {0}, which is exactly what we want to test.

Example 7.2 Consider the Potthoff and Roy data presented in Table 1.2 and
analysed in Example 3.1. Let, as in Model Ila of Example 3.1, X = ABC + E,
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where

18 64
| 110100 o L .
A=l €=0n@0:0): 1@ 1)).

114 196

Thus, the growth is modelled with a second-order polynomial. First one tests
whether the quadratic term in A BC equals 0, meaning that one tests the following
hypothesis:

Hy: FB =0, versus Hp: B unrestricted,

where F = (0 : 0 : 1). In Theorem 7.2 it follows that f = 24, p, = 1 and m = 2.
Since p, = 1, instead of Theorem 7.2, Theorem 7.3 (ii) is utilized. Moreover, the

calculations show that )»(2,/27 = 1.0976. Thus, Uy 2,04 = A;2/27 =00911 and

24
Ti20 = 5 (1 =U1224)/U1204 = 1.2 < Fpos5(2,24) = 3.4.

Hence Hj cannot be rejected at significance level 0.05.
Next it is supposed that only the girls follow a quadratic growth, which is
reflected in the following test:

Hy: FBG =0, vwversus Hj: B unrestricted,

where F = (0 : 0 : 1) and G = (0 : 1)". Theorem 7.3 (ii) informs us that the
hypothesis should not be rejected, since

T2 =24(1 = U1,124)/U1,1,24 = 2.3 < Fpos(1,24) =4.3.

Finally, it is tested whether there is no growth between age 8 and age 14 for both the
boys and the girls, i.e. Hy: F B = 0, where

010
F= .
<001)

In this case, according to Theorem 7.2, f = 24, p, = 2 and m = 2. Since p, =

2, Theorem 7.3 (i) can be applied. The calculations yield )\3/ T~ 6.123. Thus,

Uzpos = 2, 2*" = 0.16 and

1 1

23
Ti1o = 5 (1 = U3, 1)/ U3y 54 = 17.0 > Fo05(4, 46) = 2.6.
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Hence, Hj can be rejected at significance level 0.05. Of course, if there is any power
in the test, this hypothesis should be rejected, which was fortunately also what took
place. O

Example 7.3 Below, a couple of tests are performed which are based on the
melatonin data described in Example 1.6. The data were generated with the help
of the following design and parameter matrices. Let = /24,

1  sin(w) cos(w) sin(2Qw) cos(2w)
1 sin(4w) cos(4w) sin(4 * 2w) cos(4 x 2w)
1 sin(8w) cos(8w) sin(8 * 2w) cos(8 * 2w)
1 sin(12w) cos(12w) sin(12 * 2w) cos(12 * 2w)
A= 1 sin(14w) cos(14w) A — sin(14 * 2w) A — cos(14 * 2w)
1 1 sin(16w) cos(16w) |* 2 sin(16%2w) |° 3 cos(16 % 2w) |
1 sin(18w) cos(18w) sin(18 * 2w) cos(18 * 2w)
1 sin(20w) cos(20w) sin(20 * 2w) c0s(20 * 2w)
1 sin(22w) cos(22w) sin(22 * 2w) cos(22 * 2w)
1 sin(24w) cos(24w) sin(24 * 2w) cos(24 * 2w)
1 0
C, —(110® 0]: 15® 20® o],

0 1

0
1
0
X 0 Y

0.01 0.14 0.20
By =10.21-0.01 —0.004 |, B2 =(-0.04:-0.06), B3 = (0.10);
0.02 0.03 —0.01

¥ is given in Example 1.9. Then data according to
X =A41B:Ci+ A2B2Cy + A3B3C3+ E, E ~ Nioss5(0, X, I)

are simulated. Note that the data set consists of three different groups of independent
observations, each of which has a somewhat different within-individuals means
structure. Moreover, no explicit data values are presented, since it is expected that
the readers can generate their own data with the help of the matrices given above.
Thus, it is not possible to copy the calculations in this example exactly, but the sizes
of the estimates and the tests should be the same. (This will also be the case in
several of the following examples.)
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Now the BRM is studied and, therefore, we put A = (A : Ay : A3), i.e.

1  sin(w) cos(w) sin(2w) cos(2w)
1 sin(4w) cos(4w) sin(4 *x2w) cos(4 *x2w)
1 sin(8w) cos(8w) sin(8 *2w) cos(8 * 2w)
sin(12w) cos(12w) sin(12 * 2w) cos(12 * 2w)
sin(14w) cos(14w) sin(14 % 2w) cos(14 x 2w)
sin(16w) cos(16w) sin(16 * 2w) cos(16 * 2w) |’
sin(18w) cos(18w) sin(18 * 2w) cos(18 * 2w)
sin(20w) cos(20w) sin(20 * 2w) cos(20 * 2w)
sin(22w) cos(22w) sin(22 * 2w) cos(22 * 2w)
sin(24w) cos(24w) sin(24 x 2w) cos(24 * 2w)

—_ e = e e =

1 0 0
C=1)p|0]: 1501 ]|:ye0).
0 0 1

On the basis of how the data were generated, it is known that they do not follow the
BRM model. In fact, the true model is a BRM with F;BG; = 0,i = 1, 2, where

00010

F i =0:0:0:0:1), Gi=(0:1:0), Fy =
1=( ), G =( ) 2 (00001

), Gy,=(0:0:1),
(7.29)

which equivalently can be stated as: for B = (b;;), bsa = baz = bs3 = 0.

If there is a reasonable power of the likelihood ratio test, which is not obvious
since p = 10 is relatively large, the observed test statistic should lead to rejection.
First Hy: F B = 0 against H;: B unrestricted is tested, where

00010
F= (0 000 1) ’
which is identical to F in (7.29). Here it is tested if Hy is “true”, with the knowledge
that since the data consist of three groups with different mean structures, as assumed
above, this cannot be correct; i.e. G2 indicates that only one group out of the three
is restricted by F. Additionally, F1BG| = 0 should be valid. Hence, whether or
not the difference is uncovered is only a matter of power. The test statistic equals
Ag/ 45 = 2.49. In order to choose an appropriate transformation of X, for example
T11 or T12 of Theorem 7.3 (i) or (ii), one needs to determine p,. It can be shown
that p, = dim{C(F’) N C(A")} = 2. Moreover, m = dim{C(I3) N C(C)} = 3
and f = n—r(C) — p+ r(A) = 37. Thus, Theorem 7.3 (i) can be used and

Uz337 = Ay '™ = 0.40, leading to

Tio =" (1= Uy 37)/ Uz 37 = 6.9 > Foos(6,74) =2.2.

Hence, Hy is rejected at significance level 0.05.
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Furthermore, Hy: F BG = 0 versus Hi: B unrestricted can be tested with an F
which is identical to the F of the previous test and G = (1 : 0 : 0)'. In this case
)»(2,/45 = 1.31, p, = 2 and m = 1. Then, according to Theorem 7.3 (i), U2,1,37 =

Ao 2% _ 076 and, since

1 1
Tito = 36(1 — U7, 37)/ Uy 37 =5.2> Foos(2,74) = 3.1,

the hypothesis Hy is rejected at significance level 0.05. If instead of via G = (1 :
0 : 0)’, the restrictions in Hy are defined via G = (0 : 0 : 1)/, the test statistic
T11, = 1.4 implies that the hypothesis should not be rejected, which is in complete
agreement with the data-generating assumptions in (7.29).

Finally, the hypothesis Hy: F BG = 0 is tested against an unrestricted B, where
G=(1:0:0and F = (0 : I4), i.e. the first group has a constant mean. As
before, in order to choose an appropriate test statistic, p, has to be determined and
in this case equals p, = 4. Thus, there is no test statistic with an exact F-distribution
and the result will rely on Theorem 7.2. Now m = 1, f = 37 and the value of ¢, of
the theorem is 10.2. Therefore,

P{xi > to} + c1(1 — c)(P{x§ = to} — P{x3 = 1o})
+ea(Plxh = 1o) — P{x3 = 1) = P{xZ > 1,} = 0.04,

since ¢1 and ¢, are small, and therefore Hj is rejected at the significance level o« =
0.05. O

7.4 Likelihood Ratio Testing Hy : F1BG; = 0 in the BRM
with the Restrictions F,BG, = 0, C(F’l) ccC (F’z)

In this section, the BRM is treated, together with two bilinear restrictions on
B, ie. F;BG; = 0,i = 1,2, where F; and G; are known matrices. The
presentation closely follows the one given in the previous section. Theorem B.10
(iii) in Appendix B implies that

F;BG; =0, i=1,2,
is equivalent to
B = (F! : F})°®, + (F) : (F\ : F})°)’©,G¢
+(F : (F}: /2)”)”®3G§, + ((F))° : (F5)°)°04(G : Gy,



300 7 Testing Hypotheses

where ® — @4 are new parameters, which, however, are not considered in this
section. Then, multiplying by A and C, the mean structure for the BRM with double
bilinear restrictions is obtained:

E[X]= ABC = A(F\ : F})°©.C + A(F : (F} : F)°)’©,G{ C
+ A(F) : (F} : F’z)”)0®3Gg,C + A((F))° : (F5)°)’0O4(G : Gz)"/C.
(7.30)

Because (7.30) does not expose a hierarchical subspace structure (stairs structure),
it follows that in order to utilize results for either the EBRMy or EBRMjy,, an
additional assumption has to be introduced. For example, any of the following
assumption can be chosen:

C(F)) CC(F5), A(Fy:(F|:F)°)° =0, C(G9 CC(GY),
C(C'GH) C C(C'GY).

In this section, C(F ’1) CC(F ’2) is discussed, but the other cases which are listed can

be handled in a similar fashion. Under the assumption C(F ’1) CC(F ’2), an EBRM 13?

emerges with a mean structure given by

E[X]1= ABC = A(F))°®,C + A(F' : (F})°)°@3G3 C + AF,04(G, : G2 C.

(7.31)

Note that the nested subspace condition C(C'(G1 : G2)?) € C(C'GY) < C(C")

holds. Before starting the mathematical derivation of the test, a simple example is
presented illustrating the model assumptions.

Example 7.4 (Similar to the Potthoff and Roy Data Presented in Example 1.7) To
illustrate the test presented and the assumptions made in this section, the following
BRM is supposed to be valid: E[X] = ABC with F, BG, = 0, where

11t}
2
_lt2t2 — 1 00V -1/ 10V -1 01y
= 772 c=a,e0:0:0/:1,00:1:0/:1, ®0:0: 1)),
Ly 12
001
Fy= , G,=(0:1:0).
2 (01()) 2=( )

The hypothesis is specified as Hy : F1BG| = 0, where

Fi=0:0:1), G =(0:0:1).
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Hence, C(F/| ncc (F ) and we have an example reflecting (7.31), similar to the
Potthoff and Roy data set. However, instead of two groups (girls and boys), as in the
data set of Potthoff and Roy, there are three groups of individuals whose members
have a constant mean, or follow a linear or a quadratic mean structure over time.
The restriction F> BG> = 0 states that for the second group, the mean over time is
constant. The hypothesis F1 BG1 = 0 is supposed to test whether the mean over
time for the third group is linear. O

For the model of this section, the likelihood ratio for testing Hy : F;BG; = 0,
i =1,2,against Hy : FoBG> = 0, i.e. testing Hy : F1BG| = 0 within the BRM
with the restriction F, BG> = 0, according to Theorem 3.2, is equivalent to

|§Ho| 1S3+ 050,0'X, Pc X, 0,0,0;
Tl ISz+P’ X PCéX P, Ao 51 N

n __
- ’

where

Al = A(F,)°, C1=C, Ay=A(F):(F)°° C1=GSC,
Ay = AF,, C3=(Gi:G"C
nXp, =83+ P/Ao’§;1XUPC3X;PA",§;1’

-~ _A , _ , / —~
S3=S:+P e 5 Ko (P ey = PepXoP (4500 571

S, =S8+ P’Ao 51 Xo(Pep = Pe)X Py 1. S1=Xo(I = PcpX,,
Q) =1-P, g, 0,=1- QA 5’

N ) BN
Q3=1-Pp5 45 @ 0,0; = LR

In order to determine the distribution of the test statistic, a somewhat technical
treatment takes place. It is suggested that those who are only interested in the results
should jump directly to Theorem 7.4.

Taking out 52 and 83 from the determinants of the numerator and the denomina-
tor yields after a few calculations

< ’ ’ A e
2 SR, g Ko PO XoP o sitl 541478540
12+ Py, 51 XoPeyXoP 5l 1S2]|A”S,A°) 1

Put H = (A? : /S\; IA), where, as previously, A is any matrix of full rank satisfying
C(A) = C(A) and A is of full rank. Thus, H is of full rank and

|H'S,H| = |A”$,A°||A'S; " A|.
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Since A(A'S;'A)"'A’ = 83 — S3A°(A”S34%)'A°S; (see Appendix B,
Theorem B.13),

|H'S:H| = |A”S3A°||1A'S,  AA'S; ' 4)'A'S, Al
These calculations show, because H is non-singular, that

2 _ 148, 4l

Al 2 (7.32)
|A’S; A

Neither §2 nor §3 are Wishart-distributed and, therefore, this ratio is slightly more
complicated to handle than (7.15). Let N be any matrix of full rank satisfying
C(N) =C(G5 C)NC(GY Gy) and define

P ="Pcgyaycoay-n

implying that PCQ - ch = Pp, since
C(C'GS(GY CC'GY)™N) = C(C'G4(GS CC'GS)~GJ C(C'G(GY G1)°)")
=C(C'GS(GS CC'G)™ G C(C'(Gy : G2)°)°) = C(C' G NC(C'(Gy : G2)°)*,

where in the last equality the projection theorem, Appendix B, Theorem B.11 (iv),

has been utilized. Then, by calculating S3l as a function of 52 1, according to
Appendix B, Theorem B.6 (i),

1A'S; ' A = |A'S,  A|
) N PN _
x| =P, 350,0,X,P5(P5X,0,0,S, 050\X,Ps+1D)"

PP
xPpX,0,0,S, |

— |A'S; AT + PBX;P(AI:A2)0’§71§;1X0P3|_1
XII+ P5X,P 4515, "X, Pgl.
Hence,
2 |I+PgX,P 185 X, Pyl

(A1:A2)°,5y
I+ PBXoPAojz*lSZ XUPB|

=

IN'(GS CC'GH™GTCU +XyP 10 5185 Xo)C'GS(GS CC'GY)™N]

/ / ~—1 /
IN'(G§ CC'G9)~GY CL + X, P, 5187 X)C'G3(G5 CC'GY)N|
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Moreover, once again applying Appendix B, Theorem B.12,

P(AI:A2)0,§;' = PAO’STZ—I + Pyy,
where, since C(A1 : Az) = C(A(F})?),

Py = P§;'A(A’§;'A)*M,§;1’

and M is any matrix of full rank satisfying C(M) = C(F') N C(A’). Thus, by
copying the calculations presented when deriving (7.18),

2
1= IM(A'S, A M+ M'(A'S; 4)” A8 ' X,C'G3(GS CC'GY)™N
x{N'(G§CC'G)~G§ C + X’OPAU’§2,1§2—1XU)Cng(Gg/CC’G‘z’)_N}—l
xN'(GSCC'GY)~GYCX, S, AA'S, Ay MM/ (A'S, Ay M|™'. (7.33)

The remaining task is to study the distributional properties of the corresponding
2
statistic An . Let

W =X(I-Pc)X' ~ Wy(Z,n—r(C)).

Noting that (7.33) does not depend on the choice of M as long as it satisfies C(M) =
C(A") NC(F), the representation M = A’(A(F')?)° can be used and

M'(A'S5 A)"M = (A(F))°)” A(A'S, ' A)~ A (A(F/)°)°
= (AF)")” S2(A(F})°)° — (A(F))°)? 8,A%(A7 8, 4%)~ A” S5 (A(F/)°)°
= (AF)")” W(A(F)%)° — (A(F})°)” WA (A" WA®)~ A” W(A(F))°)°
=M AW A)™M ~ W, 31y (M'(A'E71A) "M, n — r(C2) — p + r(A)),

where Theorem B.13 in Appendix B has been applied. Moreover,
M/(A'S, ' A)"AS, =M AW Ay AW!
Thus, using (7.33),
An = IM' (AW~ A)"M + M (AW~'4)" AW 'XC'G(G§ CC'G)™N

X(N'(G§ CC'G)™GSCU + X'P o 1 W X)C'G3(GS CC'G3)™N)™!

xN'(G§CC'G)™ G CX' W' AA W™ Ay M||M' (AW~ A" M|, (7.34)



304 7 Testing Hypotheses

Since XC’'G$ is independent of W, the expression in (7.34) has the same form
as (7.18) and it can immediately be stated that A2/ follows the distribution of

|V +U|

, 7.35
% (7.35)

where V and U are independent, V ~ W, 3y(I,n — r(C2) — p +r(A)) and under
Hy, U ~ W,yI, r(N)). Hence, the next two theorems can be stated and they are
similar to Theorems 7.2 and 7.3.

Theorem 7.4 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1 with the restrictions
F;BG> = 0, the null hypothesis Hy: F1BG, = 0, FBG, = 0, where
C(F) C C(F)), is tested against Hi: FyBGy = 0. Let }, be the observed value
of A, given in (7.32), and let

to=2(f — 5(po—m+ 1) Ink,,

where f = n — r(Gg,C) - p+r(A), p, = dm{C(F)) N C(A)} and m =
dim{C (Gg/C )ynce (Gg/Gl)}. The likelihood ratio test, approximately at significance
level a, rejects the hypothesis if t, satisfies

PO = 1o+ e1(1 = e (P s = fo) = PUC,m = o))
+ (Pt mrs = o} = PUtpm = fo]) <,

where c1 and ¢y are defined in Theorem 7.2. O

Theorem 7.5 The model and hypothesis are the same as those in Theorem 7.4.
Let A, be given in (7.32) with a corresponding A and put Up, m, f = )\_’21, where
po = dim{C(F/)NC(A"}, f =n—r(G§C)— p+r(A) andm = dim{C(G§ C)N
C(G§ G1)). Then

. — 1/2 1/2
M) ifpo=2 To="Y DA=U"2 )/U"L -~ Famaipy

() ifpo=1 To='0~Uimp)/Ums~ Fnrs
O

Moreover, as Wit/h (7.20), the final result presented in (7.35) was obtained by
conditioning on A° X. Correspondingly to (7.22) and (7.23), which were used
in (7.26) and (7.27), the following projections were utilized:

P=P(I-Pc)=I1-Pc—- PCQ)X’A”(A"/WA")’A”/X(I - P¢y,
Pi=1I—(I- PCé)X’A”(A”’WA")_A”’X.

Via these projections, dispersion matrices can be defined and random properties
of the presented test statistic stem from the obtained dispersion matrices. The
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(a) (b)

Vi V2 V3 Vs

Fig. 7.5 In (a), the dotted area corresponds to Hy: F1BG| = 0 in the BRM with the restrictions
F,BG, = 0, where C (F/l) cC (F’Z). In (b), those areas are given which, after conditioning with
respect to AYX , contribute to the likelihood ratio test. Furthermore, W) = C4(A(F ’2)"), W, =
Ca(A(F))?) N C(A(FS)°)E, W3 = Co(A) N Co(AF))E, Wy = Co(A)E, V1 = C(C'(G
G2,V = C(C'GH NC(C'(Gy : G, vy = ¢(C) ﬂC(C’Gg)J—, Vi = cCHH Y, =
C(P p,crgcq ccroy-n)» CN) = C(G5 C)NC(GS Gy) and V3 +Vy = C(P ;)" The dispersion
matrices D31 and D377 are defined in (7.37) and (7.36), respectively

dispersion matrices of interest are

Dy =M AW A" M=MAL A AT 'XPX' 3 'AA'T'A) ™M,

(7.36)
Dy =M AETATATTXP ), oo o0 cogey -y X ETAMAZTIA) M. (7.37)
232 2
Therefore,
2 D D
s — D132+ D3l (7.38)

|D3422]

The likelihood ratio test, the dispersion matrices and the spaces which are involved
in building up the test are illustrated in Fig. 7.5. It is recommended that one should
compare Fig. 7.5 with Fig. 7.4 in order to understand the similarities and differences
between deriving the tests in Sect. 7.3 and deriving those in Sect. 7.4.

In the above derivation, the likelihood ratio test for testing Hy : F1BG1 = 0 was
derived when F2BG, = 0 and C(F')) € C(F?) held. However, it follows from the
derivation of the test that the same test statistic is obtained when C(F) = C(F}),
which in fact leads to a case where the result of the test is often easier to interpret
than when C(F'|) € C(F}) occurs.

Example 7.5 In this example the same data as those in Example 7.3 are used. The
matrices which are considered are the following:

00010

F =0:0:0:0:1), Gi=(1:=1:0), Fr,=
1=( ), G =( ), Fa (00001

),Gg:(O:O:l)/.
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For the parameters selected by Fi, the matrix G; is used to identify that the
first and second groups share the same parameter. With the given matrices, the
likelihood ratio A, for testing Hy: F1BG; = 0 equz/lls )»(2)/ S /1.06. Moreover,
pPo = dim{C(F)) N C(A"} = 1, m = dim{C(G§C) N C(G5G1)} = 1 and
f=n— r(Gg,C) —p+r(A)=45-2—-10+5 = 38. Since p, = 1, Theorem 7.5

(ii) can be used, U;.1 38 = A;2/45 = 0.94 and

1220 =38(1 — Uy 1,38)/Ut,1,38 = 2.4 < Fpos(1,38) =4.1.

Hence, Hy cannot be rejected at significance level 0.05. O

7.5 Likelihood Ratio Testing Hy : F2BG, = 0inthe BRM
with the Restrictions F1BG1 = 0, C(F'l) c C(F'Z) and
C(G2) € C(Gy)

In the previous section, when testing Hy : F{BG; = 0 in the BRM with the
restrictions F2BG, = 0 and C(F}) € C(F}), the EBRM% was utilized. Now
the following testing problem in the BRM with the restrictions F1BG; = 0 is
considered:

Hy: FBG, =0, FIBG; =0, versus Hi: F1BG; =0, (7.39)

where C(F}) € C(F}) and C(G2) € C(G1). One reason for discussing this testing
problem is to present an alternative approach to the one given in the previous section.
Without any loss of generality, it can be shown that it is appropriate to assume
C(Gy) = C(Gy) instead of C(Gy) € C(Gy), which, however, will not take place.
Moreover, assume that C(G2) € C(Gy) does not hold, i.e. the same assumptions
as in Sect.7.4 hold. If one only focuses on Hy, it follows from the assumption
F,BG, = 0 that F{BG, = 0 also holds. Hence, under Hy, F1BG; = 0 is
identical to F{B(G| : G2) = 0 and, of course, C(G|) C C(G : G3). Thus, the
restrictions on the parameter space of B under Hy are the same in Sects. 7.4 and
7.5.

Example 7.6 To illustrate the test and model assumptions of this section, we use
three groups of individuals with different mean structures. Let E[X] = ABC with
F{BG; = 0 and under Hy: F2BG, = 0, where

11y 1
11 13

, C=1,,®1:0:0):1, ®©0:1:0):1,, ®(©0:0:1)),

2
Lipt;
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001

00
Fi,=0:0:1), Gy=]01], F,=
1 =( ) 1 2 (010

), G, =(0:1:0).

10

Hence, C(F)) € C(F%) and C(G2) € C(G1). The “growth” for one of the groups is
modelled with a second-order polynomial; i.e. one of the groups has a quadratic
growth and the two other groups follow a linear growth. Moreover, it is tested
whether one of the two groups with a linear growth has a constant mean. Thus,
under Hy, one group has a constant mean, one group follows a linear mean model
and one group follows a quadratic mean model.

It is clear that under Hy, the mean has a nested structure in the same way as it
has with the E BRM% or EBRM ‘?V Under the alternative hypothesis, the treatment
groups follow either a linear or a quadratic mean model. Let B = (b;;), and then
alternatively to the matrix formulation of the restrictions F; BG; = 0,i = 1, 2, the
hypothesis can be written as Hy: b3» = b33 = by = 0. O

The general solution to the system of equations F1BG; = 0, F,BG, = 0
is presented in Appendix B, Theorem B.10 (iii). With the additional subspace
conditions, the results imply the following mean structure:

E[X] = A®,G{ C + A(F})°©(G1 : G9)’'C + A(F,)°©3G)C.

This means that under H, since C(A(F})°) € C(A(F))°) € C(A), the mean
model yields an EBRM ;V Hence, Theorem 3.3 provides the MLE for X, i.e.

nEp, =83+ P, - XPc X'P

— o1
A9.5; A7.83

S3=85+P , . XP,X'P
A3.5;

< / /
S>=8+ PAg,Sl’IXP3X PAg,Sfl’

o o—1
A58,

where P and P3 are orthogonal projectors on C(C})* N C(C} : C%) and C(C :
/2)J- N C(C"), respectively, A1 = A, Ay = A(F)°, A3 = A(F,)°, S1 = X(I —
PcNX,Ci =G C,Cr=(Gy: G’ C and C3 = G,C.
For the alternative hypothesis there is only the restriction F1BG; = 0 on the
mean parameter space and in this case the mean of the model may be written as
follows:

E[X]= A®,G{ C + A(F,)°©,G/C. (7.40)
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Since C(A(F’l)") C C(A), it follows that in this case there is an EBRM%V which
has to be considered. Thus, from Theorem 3.3,

nZy =%+ P, XPoX'P
2

49,87 A5 "
<. / 1
$= 81+ P, S XPX'Py o, (7.41)

where P4 is the orthogonal projector on C(C’) N C(C’I)J-, A1 = A, Ay = A(F)°,
C| = G‘l’/C, C, = G’IC and S1 = X(I — P¢/)X’. This implies that under Hy and
Hj, the matrices A1, Az, C1 and S are the same. Note also that the parameter @
in (7.40) is not affected by the hypothesis.

Using the same type of calculations as in the previous sections, it can be shown
that the likelihood ratio statistic is equivalent to

1Tl I83]1A785A% 7 AT X, X, A

n

o T3 YN 0/'Q. A0 |—11 A0 I go0° (7.42)
IZm | 1820147 $2A° 1A X X, A

Since Py = P3 + Pj3 it follows that A2 S34° = A°§,A° and AJ 345 =
A‘Z’/SZA‘Z’. Moreover, expanding |§3| and |Sz| yields

Aﬁ 182114 S2 49171 AS (St + X, P3X, + X, P2 X)) AS)|
’ 1S11149 S1A3I71AS (S1 + X, PaX,)AS]
_15211495,49

= 2o (7.43)
IS111A5 S1A45]~

which has the same form as (7.14); i.e. replacing A in (7.14) by A, = A(F/)? and
replacing A| = A(F')? in (7.14) by A3 = A(F)) lead to (7.14) being identical
to (7.43), where in particular

< ’ ’
S> =8 +PA§,SI’1X(PCi — PCé)X PAg,Sfl'

Thus, if one replaces observations by random variables,

2 |ALST Ay

=T (7.44)
14,8, Aol
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Indeed, the above observations immediately show the possibility of using (7.18) (see
also (7.15)), which implies that the likelihood ratio test statistic is given by

2
an = |M'(A5S7 A2) "M + M'(A,S7 A2) A, ST XC/(CC)™N

X(N'(CCY CU +X'P g o sT'x)c'ccy Ny

xN'(CC")~CX'ST' A2 (A, ST Ax) ™ M|IM' (A, ST Ax) M|, (7.45)
where S| = X(I — P¢)X’, and M and N are any matrices of full rank satisfying

C(M) = C((F))” A'(A(F5)°)%),
C(N) =C(C)NC(Gy).

Put

Pi=1—(I—Pc)X A5(A] S1A9)”AS X, (7.46)

P=P (I —-Pc)=1-Pc — (I - Pc)X AJ(AS 1A ™A XU — Pe). (7.47)

2
Then it can be shown that A» has the same distribution as (see also Theorem 7.4
and (7.28))

|V +U|

) 7.48
% (7.48)

where V.~ W, (I, r(P)) and U ~ Wy, r(P1C’(CC')" N)) with r(P) =
n—r(C)—p+r(A: F))—r(Fy) and r(P1C'(CC")"N) = r(N). Hence, the
next two theorems have been verified.

Theorem 7.6 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1 with the restrictions
F>BG, = 0, the null hypothesis Hy: F1BG1 = 0, F2BGy = 0 is tested against
Hi: F1BG| = 0; i.e. all elements in FyBG; differ from 0, with C(F}) S C(F%)
and C(G2) C C(G). Let L, be the observed value of A, given in (7.44), and let

to =2 (f = 3(po—m~+1)Ink,,
where f =n—r(C)—p+r(A": F))—r(F1), po = dim{C((F/l)"/A’(A(F/z)”)”)}

and m = dim{C(G3) N C(C)}. The likelihood ratio test, approximately at signifi-
cance level a, rejects the hypothesis if t, satisfies

Pixpm = 1o} + c1(1 = cO)(P{Xp pia = To} = Pt m = 1o}
+ (P mis = Lo} — PXpym = 1o}) < @,

where c1 and c> are defined in Theorem 7.2. O
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Theorem 7.7 The model and hypothesis given below are the same as those in
Theorem 7.6. Let A be given in (7.44) and put Up, . f = )f'zz, where p, =
dim{C((F’l)”/A/(A(F’z)")")}, f=n—rC)—p+r(A : F)) —r(F)and
m = dim{C(G) N C(C)}. Then

. — 1/2 1/2
M) fpo=2 Tu=" DA =00 )/UYS o~ Fanairony

() ifpo=1, Ta= (0 ~Uimp)/Ulms~ Fnr.
O

As in the previous sections, we can try to understand what we are testing and how
we are testing the hypothesis Hy: F2BG, = 0 when applying the likelihood ratio
statistic, i.e. try to find some expressions which correspond to (7.36) and (7.37).
Define the dispersion matrices

Dy =M (A58 Ay "M = M/ (A, 3714y~ AL IXPX'E 1Ay (A2 Ay " M, (7.49)

Dy = M’(A/ZYIAz)*A/zz*lXPPlC,(CC,),NX’z*lAz(A’zzflAz)*M, (7.50)

where P and P; are defined in (7.47) and (7.46). Then applying these definitions
to (7.45) yields after some calculations, similar to those used for handling (7.34)
and (7.18),

2 |Di2+ D]
)\,n =
|D1s|

’

which in fact also explains (7.48). The dispersion matrices are illustrated in Fig. 7.6.
The figure should be compared to Fig. 7.5, and the difference between the figures
shows how the different hypotheses (restrictions) act on the mean space.

Moreover, it is interesting to note, concerning the way in which the test is
derived, that one could consider the calculations as using a conditional approach,
i.e. conditioning with respect to A‘Z’/X . Note that at the end of the derivation, the

distribution of the test statistic is indeed independent of Ag,X . This idea will also
be utilized later in Sect. 7.7.

Example 7.7 In this example, the data which were generated in Example 7.3 are
considered again. However, now the additional condition C(G2) < C(Gy) is
imposed. The matrices which define the restrictions on the parameter space are

00
Fi=0:0:0:0:1), Gir=|01], F2=<
10

00001

— . . /
00010), Gr=(0:1:0),
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(a) (b)

Fig. 7.6 In (a), the dotted area corresponds to Hy: F2,BG> = 0 in the BRM with the restrictions
F{BG; = 0, where C(F’l) - C(F/z) and C(Gé) C C(G’l). In (b), those areas are given, which
after conditioning with respect to Ag/X , contribute to the likelihood ratio test. Furthermore, Wy =
Ca(A(F)?), Wy = Co(A(F})°) N Ca(A(FS)°)E, Wi = Co(A) N Co(A(F)))E, Wy = Co(A)*,
Vi = C(C'G), V>, = C(C'GS NC(C'GHL, Vs = C(C)NCC'GHY, vy = C(CH, Vs =
C(P p,cricen-n)s CIN) = C(GS €) N C(GY Gy) and V4 = C(P), where P and P are defined
in (7.46) and (7.47), respectively. Moreover, the dispersion matrices Dy, and Dj; are defined
in (7.50) and (7.49), respectively

which satisfy C(F}) € C(F2) and C(G2) € C(Gy). The restrictions under Ho:
Fi1BG, =0, F2BG, = 0,if B = (b;j), yield by = 0, bs = 0 and b53 = 0. In
this case, the test statistic given by (7.42) takes the value A,z,/ B 1.9 and, hence,
Up,.m,f = 0.51. Moreover, p, = 1, m = 1 and f = 36. Thus, from Theorem 7.7

(ii),
To40 = 36(1 — U1,1,36)/ U1,1,36 = 34.1 > Fpos(1,36) = 4.1

and the hypothesis Ho: FoBG> = 0 is rejected.

Instead of G, the subvector G; = (0 : 0 : 1)’ can be used in order to avoid any
overlap between FF'1 BG1 = 0 and F, BG, = 0; for instance in the present example
F1BG, = 0 appears in both F1BG1 = 0 and F,BG> = 0. In this case, of course,
we are back in Sect. 7.4.

If instead of G, = (0 : 1 : 0)’, the between-individuals matrix G, = (0: 0 : 1)’
is used, we are closer to the model which generated the data in Example 7.3 and
obtain

Tr4o = 36(1 — U1,1,36)/ U1,1,36 = 1.6 < Fpos5(1,36) = 4.1,

and this time H is not rejected. O
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7.6 Likelihood Ratio Testing Hy : F;BG; =0,i =1, 2,
Against B Unrestricted in the BRM with C (F’l) C C(F’Z)

Now we consider a more challenging testing situation than the situations discussed
in the previous sections, i.e.

Hy: F;BG; =0, i =1,2, versus B unrestricted, (7.51)

where C(F}) < C(F%). In Fig.7.7a, b, the spaces which correspond to the
hypotheses tested in Sects. 7.3 and 7.4 are illustrated. In this section the structure
presented in Fig.7.7c is discussed. It is immediately seen that the hypothesis
generates a restriction on the parameter space which has a different form compared
with the restrictions in the previous sections, and therefore it also appears that the
testing problem differs from the problems in the previous sections. Unfortunately,
the spaces connected to the indicated area of Fig. 7.7c will generate a likelihood ratio
which is more difficult to handle as precisely as the ratios in the earlier sections were
handled. On the other hand, the hypothesis treated in this section, i.e. (7.51), is in
a sense the most natural extension of Hy : FBG = 0, which was discussed, in
Sect. 7.3 in particular.

From Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 (see also (7.31)), it follows that the likelihood ratio
for testing (7.51) is equivalent to

~ -~ sy sy Ay s
)\5 _Zml 1S3+ 030,0,X0P ¢, X;,0,0,05]

0o = |§H1| - |S1 +Pi40,51—1X0PC/X/0PA”,S1_1|

, (7.52)

() (b) (©)

Vi Vi Va2 W3 Vi Vi Vo W3 Vi

Fig. 7.7 In (a), the dotted area corresponds to Hy: FoBG, = 0 in the BRM. In (b), the area is
shown for testing Ho: F1BG| = 0 in the BRM, given F2BG, = 0, where C(F) € C(FY), and
in (¢), the area is shown for testing Ho: F; BG; = 0,i = 1,2, inthe BRM, where C(F}) C C(F})
holds. Furthermore, W = Co(A(F})?), Wa = Co(A(F)?) N C.(A(F/Z)O)J-, W3 = Co(A) N
Ca(AFDO)E, Wy = Co(A)L, Vi = C(C/(G) : G2)°), V, = C(C'GY) NC(C'(Gy : G)°)L,
V3 = C(C) NC(C'GH)* and Vy = C(C')*
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where the notation follows that of Sect. 7.4. However, an interesting factorization of
Ao can take place, namely

)\u = Alo)\201
where

N ’ /
2 Bot P, XoPeX P g 5]

A = (7.53)
1 k]
° 8 +P/AO’SI,IX0PC/X;PA0’S;1I
S3+ P _ X,PoX.P,, +
. 153 VIR a5 (7.54)

)‘20 =9 / ’ :
|S2 + PAo’fg\z*lX"PCéXUPA",TS\Z’ll

Then it is noted that, correspondingly to A1,, given in (7.53), A1 is the test statistic
for testing a BRM with respect to Hy: FoBGo = 0 against B unrestricted, which
was presented in Sect. 7.3, i.e. Theorems 7.2 and 7.3. Moreover, correspondingly to
A20, given in (7.54), Ay is the statistic used for testing, within a BRM framework,
Hy: F1BG = 0, given that Fo BG, = 0 holds, which was treated in Sect.7.4,
i.e. Theorems 7.4 and 7.5.

Expressing the statistics with the help of dispersion matrices, it follows from
Sect. 7.3 and (7.28) that

2 |A'ST'Al D+ Dy

)\'Vl

_ Ao Al , (7.55)
LA |D12

where

Dz ~ Wy (M (A7 A" My, r(P)),
r(Py=n—r(C)—p+r(A),
Doy ~ Wy (M (A'S™A) "My, r(Ny)),

with M1 and N satisfying
C(M) =C(F3) NC(A, C(N1) =C(G2) NC(O).
Section 7.4 and (7.38) yield that A» can be expressed as follows:

o 1S AL D1 + Dy

= (7.56)
|A'S; Al |D13+22]
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where

D132 ~ Wy (My(A'S7 A)™ Mo, r(P)),
r(P)=n—r(C2) — p +r(A),
D31 ~ Wy (MY(A'E7YA) ™Mo, r(N2)),

with M and N satisfying
C(My) =C(F))NC(A"),  C(N2) =C(G}C)NC(GSG).

However, it can be shown that A; and A, are not independently distributed, which
means that the interpretation of the statistics becomes complicated. Unfortunately,
the joint distribution of A; and X, is not easy to obtain. In order to find an
approximate upper bound of the p-value for testing (7.51) via (7.52), a Bonferroni
correction may take place. In general, the Bonferroni approach also overcomes
the difficulty associated with any dependence among the tests and is definitely
suitable when only a few tests are to be considered. For example, in our case this
approach can be used since there are only two tests to be performed. Moreover, it
is interesting to discover that the factorization of the likelihood ratio test statistic
has a natural hierarchy; i.e. one should first apply A; and thereafter A,, given that
Hy: F2BG> = 0 has not been rejected. If the test is rejected in the first step, then
the test described in (7.51) should, of course, also be rejected. Hence, a testing
strategy has been derived which is similar, for example, to classical profile analysis
in multivariate analysis. Since the tests based on A1 and A, are not independent, it
is quite natural to use equal rejection probabilities, although it is not necessary to
carry out the overall test in this way.

Theorem 7.8 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, let, as in (7.51), the null
hypothesis Hy: FiBG; = 0, i = 1,2, where C(F) € C(F}) holds, be tested
against the alternative hypothesis Hi: B is unrestricted. Let )1, and ), be the
observed values of A and \», defined by (7.53) and (7.54), respectively. Moreover,
let

to = 2(fi — 3(p1o —m1 + 1)) Iniy,,
o = 2(f2 — 5(p2o —m2 + 1)) InAg,,
where

fi=n—r(C)— p+r(A), fo=n—-r(Cy) — p+r(A),
p1o = dim{C(F3) NC(A")}, P20 = dim{C(F}) N C(A")},
my =dim{C(Gy) NC(C)},  my = dim{C(GS C) NC(GY G))}.
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The likelihood ratio test for this hypothesis, approximately on level «, rejects the
hypothesis if

P m = tod + i1l = ct)(P{Xp, s = 1o} = Pt my = o))
+ (Pt mytg = Hot — PlXpym = ho)) < a1,

or

P my = 120} + 211 = 2)(P{Xpy mya = 120} = Pl gy my = 120)
+ (P myts = 120} = PXppmy = 120)) < 02,

where c11 and c12 correspond to c¢1 and ¢y in Theorem 7.2, with pi1,, m1 and fi
inserted, cp1 and cyp correspond to ¢y and cy in the same theorem, with p»,, mo and
|2 inserted, and o1 + o2 = . a

In Theorem 7.8 it was suggested to use o1 + o2 = «, where « is the prespecified
significance level. Since A; and A, are not independently distributed it is difficult to
find 1 and « so that the Type I error equals exactly . Therefore it is reasonable to
apply the Bonferroni approach when choosing o1 and . However, note that under
independence of the two hypotheses we can use the relation

I-a)=0-a)( -a)=1-a —ay+aa,

i.e. the overall hypothesis is not rejected if the hypothesis connected to A1 and the
hypothesis connected to A, are not rejected. Since ooy will be small it makes
sense to also under independence use o; + ap = «. An exception would be if
the distribution of A; A, could be found.

Example 7.8 Here, once again, the melatonin data generated in Example 7.3 are
considered. Now, for the BRM, Hy: F;BG; = 0,i = 1,2, against B unrestricted
is tested with the following matrices:

Fi=@0:0:0:0:1), Gy =(@:0:1), F2_<00010>, G,=(0:1:0),
and in comparison with Example 7.3, G and G, are interchanged, which means
that the hypothesis which is tested in this example differs from the true model from
which data have been generated. Moreover, alternatively, it can be stated that for
B = (b;j), the restrictions equal bs3 = bs; = bgp = 0. From the derivation, it
follows that A1 is a test statistic for testing bsy = b4y = 0, and A, tests bs3 = 0
given that b5y = byp = 0.
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To calculate A1,, the matrices S and §2 are needed, which equal $1 = X,(I —
Pc)X, and

Sy=81+ P, . X,(Pc;— Pc)X,P

A9ST Af.st

where A| = A(F,)°,C; =Cand C2 = G‘Z’/C. Moreover, (F})? = (I3 : 0) and

F (100
GS = :
2 (001)

Concerning the second test, to calculate 1y, additionally the following definition is
needed:

S3=5+P Xo(Pey— Pep)X, P

(A1:A2)°, 85 (Ap:A2)0, 551

where Ay = A(F] : (F})?)°’ =A0:0:0:1:0),C; =C,and C3 = (G :
G»)’'C=(:0:0)0C.

The test connected with A1, Hy: FoBG> = 0 versus B unrestricted, is rejected
2/45 _ 1.95-1 = 0.51, and from Theorem 7.3 (i)

0

since Uz,137 = Ay

Tito = 36(1 — Uy/757)/ Uy 3y = 143 > Foos(2,72) = 4.1,

Thus, the overall hypothesis Hy: F; BG; = 0,i = 1, 2, is rejected.
Parenthetically it is noted that the test connected with A», Hy: F1BG| = 0 given
F>BG, = 0, is not rejected since Uj 133 = A502/45 = 1.037! = 0.97, and from

Theorem 7.5 (ii)
Tao = 38(1 — U1,1,38)/U1,1,38 = 1.2 < Fps5(1, 38) = 3.1.
Next we investigate what happens if

00001
00010
00100
01000

Fi1=0:0:0:0:1), Gi=(0:0:1), F, = , Go=(1:0:0)
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are used, which is a rather extreme spggestion in relation to how the data have been
generated. Thus, C1 = C, Cy = G‘2’ C=0:1))C,C3=(G1:G)°C=(0:1:
0)C,

000
100
. A= AF (Fp'=A]o010],
001
000

Al = A(F,)° = A

S O O O =

and A3 = AF/I. When testing F2BG, = 0, since p;, = 4, Theorem 7.8 is
suggested to be used. In this case, )\%45 = 1.34, 11, = 10.2 and applying the
theorem yields P{ xf > t1o} = 0.04 < 0.05 and thus Hj is rejected. Note that
the same test was performed in Sect. 7.3, in Example 7.3. Moreover, Agéﬁ =1.0
and then the corresponding Hy is not rejected, which, however, is extraneous to
the conclusions concerning the rejection of the hypothesis about the double bilinear
restrictions. It is worth noting that as long as C(F /1) C C(F /2), the value A1, will
not depend on the choice of F| and A3, will not depend on the choice of F’. This
observation helps us to evaluate and break down the overall test defined through
the double bilinear restrictions; i.e. we can, for example, marginally interpret

F,BG; =0. O

7.7 Likelihood Ratio Testing Hy : F;BG; =0,i =1, 2,
Against B Unrestricted in the BRM with C(F ’1) C C(F ’2)
and C(Gy) € C(G1)

It was seen in the previous section that a test statistic appeared which was somewhat
different from the test statistics of the other sections, since it “naturally” presented
a product of two test statistics instead of being only one statistic. The tests in the
previous section were, however, not independently distributed, which should be
taken into account when interpreting them. The fact is, however, that the dependence
of these tests is difficult to handle in a precise manner. Now we exploit what happens
if, additionally, the condition C(G3) € C(G1) is imposed on the testing problem of
the previous section, i.e. what happens in the BRM when C(F /1) C C(F /2) and
C(G2) C C(Gy) hold. The hypothesis of interest is given by

Hy: F;BG; =0, i =1,2, versus B unrestricted. (7.57)
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From Sect. 7.5, recall the following matrices:

A=A, Ay=A(F)’, A3;=A(F)°, (7.58)
Ci=G{C, C,=(G2:G)’C, C3=G),C,

which can be used to express b3 Hy- Then, as in Sect. 7.5,

S3=8S+P , . XP,X'P
AZ’SZ

o,
43.5;
<. _ ’ ’
S>=81+ PAg,Sl’IXP3X PAg,Sfl’

Si=X(I-PX,

< l /
52 = Sl +PA(2),S;1XP4X PAZ’Sfl’

where P, P3 and P4 are orthogonal projectors on C(C))L NC(C) : C4), C(C] :
C)TNC(C) and C(C') N C(CY)*L, respectively.

Utilizing the maximum likelihood estimator of X in the BRM, i.e. the unre-
stricted case, and ) H, of Sect. 7.5, it follows that the likelihood ratio test for testing
Hp in (7.57) is based on
2 (Spl _ IS Py X PaXo Py s

? |§H1| |Sl+P:4[, 571X0PC’X;)PA0 Sfll.
191 =1
In Sect. 7.6, as already mentioned, it was shown that the ratio A, could be factorized.
Since, in the present section, only the condition C (G’z) ccC (G’l) has been added,
this may of course also take place here. It follows that

Ao = AloA2o,
where
< ’ ’ N
i |S2 + PA?,SZ"XOPCIX”PA?»S;”

AL = (7.59)
1 ’
o7 S| + PCA?’SFIXUPC’X;PA?,SI’”

< / ’
2 |S3+PA7’§;1X0PC1XUPA?’S;1|

n

A = ~
2
¢ |52+P/ ?1A271XUPC‘1X;P

, (7.60)
2.3

with the important observation that within the BRM frame, correspondingly
to (7.59) and (7.60), A; is a statistic for testing Hyo: F1BG1 = 0 against no
restrictions on B (which was presented in Sect. 7.3, Theorems 7.2 and 7.3), and A
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is a statistic for testing Ho: F2BG2 = 0, C(F}) € C(F}), C(G2) € C(Gy), given
that F{ BG| = 0 (which was considered in Theorems 7.6 and 7.7 of Sect. 7.5).
Now we investigate the role which the condition C(G>) € C(G1) can play when
2

obtaining the distribution of the test statistic An. Note that Sz, given by (7.41),
equals S of Sect. 7.3 if one replaces F by F1 and since P4 is identical to PCi — PC&
of Sect. 7.3. Moreover, from Sect. 7.3, it follows that A; can be written as follows:

> Vit U

n

L vy

with

Vi=MAZ A M)V PMA'Z A A ST IXPX' S AMU'E T A)”
XM (M} (A'E7 )" M)V ~ Wy (L n = r(C) — p+r(A)), (7.61)
Ui=MAS A" M) '2M, (A2 TA)y"A's 71X
xP1C'(CC)"N{(N}(CC)~CP|PC'(CC’)"N1)"N,(CC)~CP)
xX'T AT A" M (M{(A'E7 A" M)V ~ Wy L r(NY)),
(7.62)
where M satisfies C(M ) = C(A’)DC(F’I),C(Nl) =C(C)NC(Gy), P and P are

defined in (7.22) and (7.23), respectively; V| and U are independently distributed.
Turning to A, and applying the results of Sect. 7.5 yield

» V2t U

n

S | 2

with

Vo = (My(AY S A)) " Mo) T P MY (AL E T Ay) T AL T X Py X
x T Ay (ASZ T Ar) T Mo (MY (AL ST A))™ M) ™2 ~ Weary (I, 7 (P22)),
Uy = (M5(A,Z 7 A0) " M)~ 2P M (A2 Ay~ AL T 1X
xP12C'(CC')"No(NH(CC')~CP',P1,C'(CC")"N2) Ny(CC')"CP,

X X'Z7 Ar (AL Ag) T Ma (MY (AL T An)™ M) ™2 ~ Wiy (I, r(N2)),
where M, satisfies C(M») = C((F’l)"/A/(A(F’z)O)”), C(N7) =C(C)NC(Gy), and
P>, and P correspond to P and P, defined in (7.47) and (7.46), respectively;
V, and U3 are independently distributed.

Both A; and A, are functions of Wishart-distributed random variables. In

Sect. 7.6, A;, i = 1,2, were not functions of independently distributed variables.
However, with regard to A1 and X, of this section is now shown that they are
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independently distributed test statistics. Let
Y =M (AT '4)"A'27'X,
Y2 =My(A,2 7 45)" AL X
and note that
ClY, Y2l =1 @ M (A'Z7'4)" A’ 27 4,(AL 271 A0) ™ M.

Since C(M1) = C(A") NC(F), one can, without any loss of generality, choose M
to equal

M = A (A(F)%)°.

Thus,

HA'ZTA)" AT A (ALZ 7 A ™ M,

= (A(F))°)" A2(A,Z 7' Ap) "M, =0,
since by the definition of A5 in (7.58), it is trivially obtained that (A (F ’1 )")",Az =0.
Hence, Y and Y, are independently distributed./Now Ui and V| are functions
of Y| and at the same time independent of A° X/ . Moreover, U, and V, are
functions of Y, as well as being independent of Ag X. Therefore, based on these
observations, A1 and XA, are independently distributed.

In Fig.7.8 the spaces which are involved in testing (7.57) are presented. A

comparison of Fig.7.7 with Fig.7.8 yields that the figures are very similar. The
only difference is that the space V> = C(C'G5) N C(C'(G : G2)°)* in Fig.7.7

(a) (b) (©

Vi V» W3 Vs Vi V2 V3 V4 Vi Vv W3 Vi

Fig. 7.8 In (a), the dotted area corresponds to Hy: FoBG, = 0 in the BRM. In (b), the area is
shown for testing Hy: F1BG| = 0 in the BRM, given Fy BG, = 0, where C(F') C C(F%), and
in (c), the area is shown for testing Ho: F; BG; = 0,i = 1, 2, inthe BRM, where C(F) C C(F?)
and C(Gy) € C(G)) hold. Furthermore, Wy = Cy(A(F})?), Ws = Co(A(F))°) N Co(A(F})*)L,
Wi = Ce(A) N C.(A(Fll)”)l, Wi = Co(A)E, V) = C(C'GY), Vv, = C(C'GH N C(C/G(f)l,
V3 =C([CHN C(C/Gg)l and V; = C(C")*



7.7 Likelihood Ratio Testing Hy : F;BG; =0,i = 1,2, Against B... 321

differs from V, = C(C'G5) N C(C'G$)* in Fig. 7.8. The question arises, of course,
of whether the difference is crucial, and the answer is that this difference may be
important, but that it will not matter in many cases. However, one approach to adopt
is that if there is a risk of a problem arising, then, if possible, one should try to
design the experiment so that C(G2) € C(G) holds.

Theorem 7.9 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1 let the null hypothesis Hy:
FiBG; =0,i = 1,2, where C(F|) € C(F}) and C(G2) S C(G1) hold, be tested
against the alternative hypothesis Hi: B is unrestricted. Let A1, and Ay, be defined
by (7.59) and (7.60), respectively. Moreover, let

to = 2(fi — 3(p1o —m1 + 1)) InAy,,
to = 2(fa — 5(p2o —ma+ 1)) Inky,
where
fi=n—r(€)=p+r(A),  fr=n—-r(C(G2:G))") —p+r(A),
plo=dim{C(F)) NC(A"},  pay = dim{C((F))” A’ (A(F})*))},
m1 =dim{C(G) N C(C)}, my = dim{C(G>) N C(C)}.

Then the likelihood ratio test for testing Hy, approximately at significance level «,
rejects the hypothesis if

P{xm = tod + i1l = ct)(P{Xp, mya = To} = Pt my = o))

+ (Pt mytg = Hot — PXpym = Ho)) < a1,

or

P{X G my = 120} + 211 = 2)(P{Xpy mya = 120} = Pl gy my = 120))
+ (P myts = 120} — PXppmy = 120)) < 02,

where c11 and c12 correspond to c1 and ¢y in Theorem 7.2, with pi1,, m1 and fi
inserted, cp1 and cyp correspond to ¢y and cy in the same theorem, with p»,, mo and
|2 inserted, and o1 + o2 = . a

Note that if p;, = 1 or pj, = 2,i = 1, 2, one can use Theorems 7.3 and 7.7.

Example 7.9 Reconsider the melatonin data given in Example 7.3. All the design
matrices are the same as those in Example 7.3. For the BRM, this time the null
hypothesis Hy: F;BG; = 0,i = 1,2, is tested against the alternative hypothesis
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Hi: B unrestricted, with

Fi=0:0:0:0:1), G&:(OOl), F, =

00001
010

, G,=(0:1:0).
00010) 2= ( )
These matrices generate in B = (b;;) the restrictions bsy = bs3 = by = 0, and A4
is the test statistic for testing bsp = bs3 = 0 versus B unrestricted, while A, is the
test statistic for testing b4o = 0, given bsy = b5z = 0. Hence, the intention is to test
Hy as in Example 7.8, but the test is carried out differently. Moreover,

1000 100
0100 010
Fp°=]oo10|., Fy°=]oo01],.
0001 000
0000 000

G‘l’/ =(1:0:0)and (G : G’l’)"/ =(0:0:1). Then,

A=A, Ay=A(F)’, A;=A(F,°,
Ci=G{C=(1:0:00C, C2=(G2:G)’C=(0:0:1)C, C3=G)C.

According to Theorem 7.9, the test based on A1, given in (7.59), is not rejected

since )\%(/)45 = 1.1. However, the second test, based on A, which is presented
in (7.60), is rejected since )»%{}45 = 1.9, which corresponds to Uj 1,39 = 0.52, and

Theorem 7.7 implies that
Toao = 39(1 — U1,1,39)/ U1,1,39 = 35.7 > F5(1,39) = 4.1.

Thus the overall test is rejected. Now, because of the results of Example 7.8, it is
reasonable to test Hy: b4y = 0, since in Example 7.8, A1, was large and in the present
example Xy, was large. When testing Hy: bsy = 0, this hypothesis can be stated in
matrix form as FBG = 0, where F = (0:0:0:1:0)and G' = (0: 1 : 0).
Theorem 7.3 (ii) yields that Hp: bsr = 0 is rejected since )L(z,/ 45 _ 1.94 and

T2 =371 — Uy, 1,37)/Ur,1,3 =347 > F1 39,005 = 4.1.

Thus, it can be concluded that b4 = 0 is not in agreement with the observations, as
was expected based on how the data were generated in Example 7.3. O
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7.8 A “Trace Test” for the BRM, Hy : FBG = ( Against
Unrestricted B

Previously, for the BRM, likelihood ratio tests for the hypotheses Hy : FBG =0
and Hy : F;BG; = 0,i = 1,2, were considered, and the latter case was treated
under various types of additional conditions. In this section, an alternative procedure
to the likelihood ratio testing procedure is presented. The hypothesis Hy : FBG =
0 is treated in this section, while Hy : F;BG; = 0,i = 1,2, will be in focus in
the next section. In addition to a presentation of the explicit derivation of the tests, a
number of differences from the likelihood ratio tests will be pointed out. Moreover,
the differences will be summarized in Sect. 7.10.

Before starting with Hy : F BG = 0, an introduction to the construction of the
“trace test” statistic is presented where the hypothesis Hy : BG = 0 is discussed
and several reflections on the approach are made. Consider the BRM

X=ABC+E, E~N,,0%,1), (7.63)

and temporarily X is supposed to be known. In Sect. 2.4, based on linear models
theory, the use of the estimator

ABC =P, sXP¢
was justified, and using that, D[X] = I ® X yields
D[ABC]=Po @ A(A'S7'A)" A (7.64)

It could be asserted that if one’s purpose was to make inference concerning B,
it would be of interest to consider X to be a nuisance parameter. However, it
has already been established in the special case A = I that, although BC does
not depend functionally on X, the distribution for BC does, and in particular
D[BC] = P ® X. Thus, strictly speaking, X cannot be considered as a nuisance
parameter. Moreover, for the interpretation of ABC, it may be fruitful to recall that
the parameter matrix X plays two roles; i.e. it is used to mimic the variation in the
data and also is used to define the inner product. Hence, from a nuisance parameter
point of view, the inclusion of X in P4 x when estimating ABC is conceptually
not very problematic and is to some extent independent of the variation in the data.
However, one cannot circumvent the fact that the distribution connected with B
depends on X.
Now, consider

S=XUI-Pc)X.

It is known that § is independent of X P/, and S and X P ¢, are statistics which
are jointly sufficient, with S not bearing any information about B. Thus, it is natural
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1

to replace X by }lS or .

estimator

S) in (7.64), leading to the maximum likelihood

ABC = P, sXP¢. (7.65)

Moreover, similar to the conditional principle and the use of ancillarity, it is
reasonable to evaluate ABC conditionally on S, i.e.

ABC|S ~ N, ,(ABC, P4 s3P; 5. Pc),
or by performing an estimation of the variation
ABC|S ~ N, ,(ABC, | A(A'SA)" A", P¢»),

where the distribution, given S = S, and B, is now completely known.
A competitive estimator to the maximum likelihood estimator in (7.65) is

ABC = P,XP¢/ ~ Npn(ABC,PpX Py, Pcr),
and in this case too, a conditional argument can be used to replace X, i.e.
ABC|S ~ Nyp,(ABC, ' PoSP 4, Pco).
However, it is interesting to note that
PsSPy— A(A'SA) A" =PA(S— A(A'SA)"A)P4

is positive semi-definite (see Appendix B, Theorem B.13). Thus, when carrying out
the conditional inference, the use of ABC has some advantages in comparison with
ABC.

Next, as promised at the beginning of this section, the basic ideas are illustrated
with the help of a simple testing problem. For the BRM in (7.63), the hypothesis
and its alternative equal

Hy: BG =0, versus Hjp: B unrestricted. (7.66)

Thus, since BG = 0 is equivalentto B = G)G”/, where @ is an arbitrary matrix,
under Hy the BRM is defined as

X =AOG’C+E, E~N,,0,%,1I).

For any given X, it follows that the likelihood ratio test for Hy versus B unrestricted
is proportional to

1 —1 n no 1 -1 Ao ’
e—ztr{): (Xo—ABC)() }eztl‘{z (Xo—AOG° C)() }’ (767)
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where
AECZPA’):XUPC/, A@GU,CZPA’):X,,PC/(;a.
The relation in (7.67) can be written as follows:

e étr{Z’l (S1+(I—PA5)Xo P X,(I-P 3) )+ ; tr(Z 1 (So+(I =P )Xo Prgo Xo(I—Pa5))} (7.68)

where

S1=Xo(I - PcHX,, S2» = X,(I — Pcrgo) Xy,

S2— 81 =X,(Pcr — Pcigo) X, = XoPercony-nX
remembering that (see Appendix B, Theorem B.12)

Pcr— Pcige = Percen-ns
where N is any matrix satisfying C(N) = C(G) N C(C). The expression Sy — S
can be viewed as the square of the difference of two residuals.
A few manipulations in (7.68) yield that the likelihood ratio test is proportional

to

1 _
o2 'PA,):XoPc'(cc’)*NXgP;‘a,E},

Thus, a natural test statistic for testing (7.66) is
tr{Z 7' Pa s XPoicoy-nX P g} (7.69)

In order to acquire a deeper understanding of the test statistic in (7.69), one should
note that X P c/(ccn-n 18 a projection on the between-individual subspace, and the
statistic is built up by a projection of X P ¢/(ccr)-y on the within-individuals space
Cs(A),ie.

PsxXPcicchy-n»

and then the projection is squared. Since this takes place on the within-individual
space, the inner product has to be taken into account, meaning that

Pceicery-nX'P)y s 'PasXPoicen-n (7.70)
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(a) (b)

Cx(A)* w Cx(A)* w

Cx(A) Cs(A)

c(cch cehHt Vi W Vs

Fig. 7.9 Consider the BRM model in (7.63). A decomposition is presented of the whole space
according to the design and the restrictions BF = 0. In (a), where there are no restrictions the
decomposition consists of the subspaces C(C”) and C(C")*, as well as Cx (A) and Cx (A)L. In (b),
with the restrictions BG = 0, V| = C(C'G°), V> = C(C'G°): NC(C’) and V3 = C(C)*+

should be calculated. Finally, in order to summarize the information in this
expression, the trace is taken in (7.70), which leads to an expression which is
identical to (7.69).

For (7.69) to become applicable, X has to be replaced by an estimator. Consider
Fig. 7.9, which illustrates the fact that the hypothesis (7.66) concerns the testing of

C(C'G*) NC(C) ®Cx(A) =C(C'(CC')"N) ® Cx(A),

i.e. testing whether the dimension of this space equals 0. This space is highlighted
in Fig.7.9b. However, the inner product in Cx(A) has to be estimated, which
means that a suitable estimator of ¥ has to be found. The variation in the BRM is
uncovered via projections of the observations on C(C)* ® W and C(C’)NCx (A)*,
with W representing the whole within-individuals space. However, it is natural only
to use C(C")t ® W, since C(C’) N Cx(A)* depends on X; i.e. it is proposed that
(I — P /)X should be the basis of the space where an estimator of X is obtained.
Hence, as an estimator of X, when using the dispersion matrix to define the inner
product, the quantity to use is

~ 1 1
= S= XUI-Pc)X. (7.71)
n n

Remember that when obtaining the maximum likelihood estimators of the mean
parameters in the BRM, the data were projected on the space C(C') N Cs(A)L;
i.e. the inner product was estimated using S, which is in agreement with the above
discussion concerning the estimation of X.

Now, since Pcrccn-y is a projection on C(C'G%)L N C(C'), Pax is a
projection on Cx(A) and n~'S can be used to estimate the inner product, instead
of (7.69), a test statistic which is functionally independent of the parameters under



7.8 A “Trace Test” forthe BRM, Hy : F BG = 0 Against Unrestricted B 327
Hy is given by

T3 = tr{S_lPA,SXll’c'(cc’)*NX/ij,s}-
This statistic is called the “trace test” statistic. More precisely, it is a statistic which

belongs to a class of “trace tests”.

Proposition 7.1 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, let the null hypothesis
Hy: BG = 0 be tested against H|: B unrestricted. Let S be defined in (7.71) and
let N be any matrix satisfying C(N) = C(G) N C(C). A test statistic is given by

Ts = tr{S ' PasXPcicor-nX Pl g)-

The hypothesis is rejected when the observed value of T3 is large.

Moreover, it has been observed several times that S is independent of
XPcccy-yX', and in the next theorem the fundamental property is stated that
the distribution of 73, under Hy, is independent of the parameters. Hence, replacing
¥ in (7.69) by S makes sense.

Theorem 7.10 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, let the null hypothesis
Hop : BG = 0 be tested against Hy: B unrestricted. Under Hy the distribution of
the test statistic T, presented in Proposition 7.1, is independent of X and B.

Proof Rewrite T3 as
T3 = to{ST' X Porcony-n X'}
—tr{A°(AY SA°) T AY X P ey n X AC(AY SA%) 1A,
for an appropriately chosen A°. It is noted that the first term in 73 equals

(ST X Pocon-nX'} = t{(ZTV2SETVH I 2(X — A@GO C) Py
x(X — A®G° C)'x /%,

since for any ®, A@G? CC'(CC')"N = 0. Then under Hy the distribution
is independent of ¥ and B. Moreover, the second term can be rewritten in the
following way:

tr{AO(AO/SAO)71AO/XPC/(CC/)—NX/AO(AO/SAO)71AO/}
= tr{A°(A7 £A%) " 2((A° T A%) 1247 S A° (A7 £ 4°) /%)~
(AT A4 X P oeen-n X'
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Since the distribution of (A”,EA”)’U 249X is independent of ¥ and B, the
distribution of

(AO/ZAO)—l/ZAO/SAO(AO/ZAO)—l/Z

is also independent of the unknown parameters, which establishes the theorem. O

Theorem 7.11 Let T3 be defined in Proposition 7.1, and let the constants co., s and
Cins.t 1 = 1,2,3, be given in Definition B.1 (i)—(iv), of Appendix B, Sect. B.15.
Moreover, let ry =r(N), ra =r(A) andrc = r(C). Then

(1)
1
E[T3] = co + tr{ZflABN(N/(CC/)fN)fN/B/A/},
n—rc—p—1
where

ryra(n—rc—1)

0= (—re—p=D)(r=rc—p+ra=1)’

(i1) under Hy
DIT3] = c1 + ¢2+ c3 + ¢4 — E[T3],
where E[T3] = co, with co defined in statement (i), and

2 .2
CL =ryP Clin—rc,p + 2rNPCxn—rc,p
2 2
= VN(p —7ra) Clin—re,p—ra + ZVN(P - VA)CZ;n—rC,p—rAv
22— )2 a2 (p—
3 = ”N(P ra) Clin—rc,p—ra "N(P rA)CZ;nfrC,pfrA

_ 2ryra(p—ra)
(n—rc—p—1)(n—rc—(p—ra))’

cqa =2ryra(n —rc — Dcon—re, p—ra-
Proof According to Appendix B, Theorem B.19 (iv)
E[XPciccy-nX'1=ryE2+ABN(N'(CC')"N)"N'B'A’,

and using the independence between X P c/(ccy-y X' and S, together with Theo-
rem B.26 (ii) in Appendix B, establishes statement (i).

Concerning statement (ii), since D[73] = E [T32]—E [T3]3, the expectation E [T32]
has to be determined. First it is noted that

E[T{] = t{E[(S' PA)®* (X P con-nX )P}

= tr{E[(S™' Pa,9)®*IE[(X P con-n X )21,
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and according to Appendix B, Theorem B.19 (vii)
E[(XPcicoy-nX)P1 =12 @ T +ry(vecZvec'E + K ,T ®@ X).
Now
tr{E[(S™' P )N (vecEved'E + Kp , T ® X)])
= 2rytr{E[Z/2STTA(A’ST1A)"A'STIEST'AA'STTA) " A/ST I E 2,

which, according to Appendix B, Theorem B.26 (iii) equals c4. The remaining task
is to derive the quantity rl%]tr{E[(S_1 P A,s)®22 ® X1}, which can be written as

r]?\./tr{E[(Zl/ZS—lzl/z _ Z1/2AO(AO/S—1AO)—AO,Z1/2)@2]}
and is obtained via

a =ryue(E[(E? @2 e sTH(E2 e 2/,

2 = rRu{E[(2'2A4°(A% S A%) "1 A% £1/2)82),
where Theorem B.21 (iii) in Appendix B has been used. Finally, Theorem B.24 in
Appendix B determines that

c3 = —rjte(B[Z'2871212 @ 31/24°(A° $4°) 1 A 512
—ryt{E[Z1/2A°(4° SA°) "1 A7 512 @ /2571212,

and thus the proof of the theorem is complete. O

From Theorem 7.11 (i), it follows that when B # 0, the expected value of T3 is
larger than cg. Moreover, if

B|N(N'(CC’)"N)"N'B} — B,N(N'(CC")"N)"N'B),
is positive semi-definite, then (see Appendix B, Theorem B.9 (ii))
tr{ZflABIN(N/(CC/)fN)fN/B/lA/} > tr{):71AB2N(N/(CC/)7N)7N/B/2A/}.

Hence, it makes sense to use 73 as a test statistic, because deviances from H are
reflected in the test statistic.

Unfortunately, the exact distribution for 73, given by Proposition 7.1, is
not available. There are several ways to solve this problem approximately
and it is worthwhile examining 73 more closely. First it can be noted that
s—12x Pcoicon-nX ’S$~1/2 is multivariate B-distributed of type II (see Appendix
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A, Sect. A.9), and H = (A’S™'A)~1/24’S71/2 is semi-orthogonal, i.e. HH' = I.
Thus,

T3 = te{HS™'>X Pocor-nX'S™V2H').
Exploiting this expression is somewhat difficult, since H and

are not independently distributed. Therefore, to gain a better understanding of the
statistic, a canonical version of 73 can be derived. As has been done many times
before, let A’ = T, q) : 0)1"21/2, where T is a non-singular matrix and I is an
orthogonal matrix (see Appendix B, Theorem B.1 (i)). Moreover,letY =T'X -12x
and V = TX~!/28§3~1/21", Then

L=tV T :0/(T:0V'UT:0)'T:0V'YPocoy-nY ')
Through a spectral decomposition, it follows that

r(A)
Ty =) hiXivyio (7.72)
i=1

where A; are eigenvalues of
via:0a:-0ovia:0) \a.0v"!= (

Vll V12
V21 V21(vll)—lvl2> ’

which contains already known notation. Note that in (7.72) the index i is used
to indicate that we have different chi-square variables. The distribution for T3
is relatively easy to simulate, i.e. only V needs to be simulated. Then A; are
obtained and, given A;, the test statistic 73 has a weighted chi-square distribution.
Approximating a weighted chi-square distribution with a chi-square distribution is a
classical problem which has been studied by many authors. In the next proposition,
a well-known idea is presented. However, note that X; is random, which usually is
not the case.

Proposition 7.2 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, let the null hypothesis
Ho : BG = 0 be tested against Hy: B unrestricted. The corresponding test statistic
T5 is given by Proposition 7.1. Then the hypothesis connected to T3 is rejected at
approximate significance level a if P (T3, > aX[Zf]) < «, where T3, is the observed

value of T3, | f] denotes the integer part of either f or f + 1 and the integer part
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which is closest to f is chosen;

C1+C2+C3+C4—C(2) 2c(2)

3 27

2co 4 atata—c

where coy — cq are defined in Theorem 7.11.

Proof Below are presented a few hints explaining the choices of @ and f. In (7.72)
it was seen that the test statistic is a weighted sum of y2-distributed variables. This
type of distribution appears frequently and is often approximated by an adjustment
of a chi-square distribution where one uses a scaling parameter, a, and a degrees-of-
freedom parameter, f. These parameters will be determined by identification of the
mean and dispersion, i.e.

E[T31=af,  DIT3] =2df.
Solving these equations, where the results of Theorem 7.11 are utilized, establishes

the theorem. O

Note that it is possible to have non-integer degrees of freedom in a chi-square
distribution and in Proposition 7.2 it is not necessary to use | f| instead of f, in
particular since the distribution is only used to approximate another distribution.

Now a trace test for B inthe BRM, i.e. Hy: F BG = 0 against H;: B arbitrary, is
derived. First X is assumed to be known. Following the ideas previously presented
in this section, a reparametrization takes place and it is noted that FBG = 0 is
equivalent to

B — (F/)()@l + F/G)ZGO”

where @1 and @, are new parameters. Thus, the following models under H; and
Hj, respectively, are considered:

H,: E[X]= ABC,
Hy: E[X]= A(F)’©,C + AF' ©,G°C.

Since X is supposed to be known, the likelihood ratio statistic can be shown to be
equivalent to

r{Z 7 (X — ABy,0)()'} — tr{Z (X — ABy,C)()'}, (7.73)

where B H, and B H, denote the maximum likelihood estimators of B under H; and
Hy, respectively.
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Let

A =A(F)°, C;=C, A,=AF, C,=G"C,
0,=1—Psx, Q\=1—-Pux, 0)=1I- PQ/IAQ,):,
Si=8S=XUI—-Pc)X, S2=81+ Q| X(Pc—Pc)X 0.

Then (7.73) can be rewritten as

tr{Z (S + 0) Q/lXPCer/Ql 05} — wr{X1(S| + QE)XPC/IX’QO)}, (7.74)

which, since @, 0, = Q,, equals
(TS, + Q6XPC/2X’ 0y— 81— Q{)XPC/1 X' 00}
= tr{E_l(Q’lX(PCrl — PC/z)X’Ql — QE)X(PCr1 — PC/z)X’QO)}.

From Theorem B.12 in Appendix B, it follows that the differences between the
projections equal

Per = Poy=Pocen-n. Q1= Qo= Paws-14-u35
where N and M are arbitrary matrices satisfying C(N) = C(C)NC(G) andC(M) =
C(A")NC(F'), respectively. Thus, with a known X (since @y Q; = Q; Qy = Q).
tr{271PA(A/E—IA)—M’EXPC/(CC/)fNX/P/A(A,E,IA),M’E} (775)

is a natural test statistic. However, if ¥ is unknown, the inner product which is
behind the expression in (7.75) has to be estimated.
It is of interest to note that
C(C'(CCH™N) =C(CHNCC' G,
Cx(AA'27TA) " M) =Cs(AA'T A~ AT L= TAF)?)
= Cs(A) NCx(A(F)")*.

These expressions give clear interpretations of the spaces involved in (7.75).
Consider Fig. 7.10, where it can be seen that the tensor space

Vy @ Wh = C(C'(CC')"N)@Cx(A(A'E~'A) " M)

should be studied, and the test statistic, given in (7.75), is used for deciding if V> ®
W, equals {0}. Since X is involved in the expression, X has to be estimated and,
in order to avoid the estimator exerting too much influence on the test, a natural
quantity to use, as before, is n~LS, since, both under Hy and Hi, the distribution



7.8 A “Trace Test” for the BRM, Hy : F BG = 0 Against Unrestricted B 333
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Fig. 7.10 Consider the BRM model in (7.63). A decomposition is presented of the whole space
according to the design and the restrictions FBG = 0. In (a), X is known, whereas in (b),
has been replaced by ,11 S. The decomposition in (a) is based on the subspaces V| = C(C'G?),
V) = C(C'G)*t ne(C)), Vs = C(C)HY, W) = Cx(A(F)°), Wsr = Cs(A(F)*)* NCx(A) and
W3 = Cx(A)L. In (b), the subspaces Vi, W and V3 are the same as in (a), whereas the within-
1nd1v1duals decomposition is based on W1 = Cs(A(F")?), W2 = Cs(A(F)°)* N Cs(A) and
W3 = Cs(A)*

of § is independent of B. Note that when constructing the likelihood ratio test in
Sect. 7.3, different estimators of the inner product were obtained under Hy and Hj,
i.e. S1and §2, defined in Sect. 7.3, were utilized. In the present situation, the statistic
was derived by first assuming X to be known and then replacing the dispersion with
n~18; i.e. the same estimator was chosen irrespective of the hypothesis, which in a
way makes sense since we are interested only in B and not in X. Hence, the next
proposition has been motivated.

Proposition 7.3 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, let the null hypothesis
Hy : FBG = 0 be tested against H\: B unrestricted. Let S be defined in (7.71),
and N and M be matrices satisfying C(N) = C(G) N C(C) and C(M) = C(A") N
C(F"), respectively. A test statistic is given by

Ty = tr{S™' Py (as-1a)-msX Porcon-nX' P as-1a-ms)

The hypothesis is rejected when the observed value of Ty is large.

Theorem 7.12 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, let the null hypothesis
Hy : FBG = 0 be tested against Hy: B unrestricted. Under Hy the distribution
for the test statistic Ta, presented in Proposition 7.3, is independent of X and B.

Proof Under H the statistic T4 equals

T, = tr{S_lpA(A’S*IA)*M,S(X —ABC)Pcocoy-n(X — ABC)/P;\(A/anA)fM,S}
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and the distribution of S is functionally independent of B, as well as independent of
(X - ABC)PC’(CC’)’N‘

If one uses the factorization A’ = T,y : 0)1"’21/2, where T is a non-singular
matrix and I' is an orthogonal matrix, it follows from the definition of 74 that under
Hj its distribution is independent of both ¥ and B. Thus, the theorem has been
established. |

Theorem 7.13 Let T4 be defined in Proposition 7.3, and let the constants co., s and
Ci:ns.tr 1 = 1,2, 3, be presented in Definition B.1 (i)—(iv) of Appendix B, Sect. B.15.
Moreover, put H = A(F')°, ry = r(N), ra = r(A), rc = r(C) andry = r(H).
Then

1) E[T4] =r(N)(p — rH)CO:n—r(C),p—ry — (P — TA)COR—rc, p—r4)
+C0n—re.p—rgt{(HO ZH®)~H® ABN(N'(CC')"N)"N'B'A’'H°);
(i1) under Hy

D[T4] = ¢1 + ¢2 — 2¢c3 — E[T4]?,
where

E[T4] = r(N)((p — rH)COn—r(C), p—rty — (P — TAICOn—rc,p—ra)s
c1 =13 (p = rA) Climre.p—ra F NP = 14) + (D =)D Conrc.p—ra
F2rn (P = Fa)Clin—re.p—ra + 20N (P = F4) + (P = FAD)Coinrcop—ra-
2 =13 (p = r8) Clinere.p—ry + NP —TH) + (P = TH)P)Coin—rc p—ry
F2rn(p = T Clin—rc.p—ry + 20N (P = TH) + (P = TE)P)Coin—rp—rys
= ”12\7(17 - ”A)zcl;nfrc,pfm.pfm + 2”12\1(17 = FA)Cun—rc,p—ra.p—ry
+r12\,(p —14)(rA — TH)C3in—rc. . p—ra,p—ry
+2rn(p — ra)Clin—rc,p—ra,p—ru

+2ry((p —ra) + (p — ’A)Z)CZ;n—rC,P—VA,P—VH'
Proof Since (see Appendix B, Theorem B.13)
Paasrayms=Pas—Pagys= P/(A(F’)")”,S*l - /A”,S*I’

it follows, by assuming the generators of the orthogonal complements to be of full
rank, that

Ty = tu{(H° SH°) "' H® X P oy nX'H®)

—tr{(A”SA°) 1A X P ooy n X A°).
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Thus, since S and X P ¢/(c¢7)- v are independent, statement (i) follows by applica-
tion of Theorems B.20 (ii) and B.21 (i) in Appendix B.

Turning to statement (ii), since D[T4] = E [T42] — E[T4]?, the expectation E [T42]
has to be determined. Let T4 = v — u, where

u = tr{(A” SA®) 1A X P oy nX 'A%,
v="t{(H"SH®) "H X P ccry-nX H®).
Then E[T42] = E[u?] + E[v?] — 2E[uv] and each of these terms has to be

determined. Since X P/ ccn-nyX' is independent of S it is noted, as when
discussing 73 (see Appendix B, Theorem B.19 (vii)), that

E[(XPC’(CC’)*NX/)@)Z] =r3Z®F +rn(Kp ,(Z®Z) + vecEvec'Y).
This relation leads to
E[u®] = r3tr{E[(A° SA°) ™' ® (A°SA°) 114”2 A° ® A° £A°)
+2rntr{E[(A° SA°) 1A T A° (A% SA°) A9 X A°]).

Hence, using Appendix B, Theorem B.21 (iii) and (v) it can be shown that
c1 = E[u?). Similarly, the expectation for v2 can be obtained and ¢, = E[v?].
Finally, E[uv] is to be determined. However, using Theorems B.19 (vii) and B.25
in Appendix B, as well as copying the calculations for obtaining E[u?], yields
c3 = E[uv], which establishes the theorem. O

Proposition 7.4 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, let the null hypothesis
Hy : FBG = 0 be tested against H: B unrestricted. The corresponding test
statistic Ty is given by Proposition 7.3. Then the hypothesis connected to Ty is
rejected at approximate significance level a if P(Ts, > a x[zf]) < o, where Ty,
is the observed value of Ty, | f] denotes the integer part of either f or f + 1 and
the integer part which is closest to f is chosen;

c1 +C2—2C3—C% 2c(2)
a = . f:

2co C1+C2—2C3—C2,

where co = E[T4] and c1 — c3 are presented in Theorem 7.13.
Proof As in Proposition 7.2, the coefficients a and f are obtained by solving

E[Ts=af,  DI[Ts] =2d*f,

which via Theorem 7.13 then suggests the statement. O
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Now the proposition is illustrated via one of our data sets which has been used
several times before.

Example 7.10 Our main interest is to compare the “trace test” with the likelihood
ratio test. Therefore, consider the Potthoff and Roy data presented in Table 1.2,
which have been analysed in Example 7.2, among other places in the book. Let
X = ABC + E, whose matrices have previously been defined. In particular, note
that

18 64
110 100
4= 112144 |’ C:(1/11®(1:O)/; /16®(031)/),

114 196

meaning that the growth for both the girls and the boys is modelled with a second-
order polynomial.
In Example 7.2, three tests were carried out using the following hypotheses:

(i) no quadratic term in ABC;
(ii) only girls follow a quadratic growth model;
(iii) no growth exists for both the boys and the girls between age 8 and age 14.

Both the hypotheses related to statement (i) and statement (ii) were deemed to be
non-significant when performing a likelihood ratio test, while the hypothesis linked
to statement (iii) was rejected, which was in accordance with our expectations.

Concerning the “trace-test”, the results are in agreement. For statement (i) it is
obtained that T4, = 0.1 and Ty4,/a = 1.4, which are non-significant since the values
of the test statistics are below Xg.os (3) = 7.8. However, the exact probabilities
for rejection differ somewhat between the likelihood ratio test (p = 0.32) and the
“trace test” (p = 0.67). This discrepancy may be due to the ad hoc procedure
implemented when deriving the “trace test” statistic or the relatively crude method
used for technically determining the probability for the “trace test”.

For statement (ii) the corresponding numbers are T4, = 0.1, Typ/a = 1.5 and
Xg.os (2) = 6.0, and thus this test is not rejected. The rejection probabilities for the
likelihood ratio test and the “trace test” are given by p = 0.14 and p = 0.34,
respectively.

For the third hypothesis, presented in statement (iii), i.e. the most extreme
hypothesis, the following were obtained: 74, = 5.1, Ts,/a = 82.4 and Xg.os 2) =
6.0. Both the “trace test” and the likelihood ratio test provide very small rejection
probabilities. O
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7.9 A ““Trace Test” for the BRM,H): F;BG; =0,i =1,2,
C(F’l) ccC (F’Z), Against Unrestricted B

As when performing tests with the help of the likelihood ratio criterion in Sect. 7.4
and other places in the book, the condition C(F') € C(F)) is supposed to hold. The
reason for assuming such an condition is that, as before, the theory developed for
the class of EBRM?9 is going to be utilized. Note that F; BG; = 0,i = 1, 2, with
C(F}) € C(F%), is equivalent to

B = (F})°0 + (F} : (F))’@3G5 + F|04(G1 : Go)”,

where @; are new unknown parameters which have to be estimated and, of course,
C((G1 : G2)°) € C(GY). Thus the reparametrization implies that the mean structure
of the BRM under Hy becomes

E[X]=ABC = A(F,)°0©,C + A(F] : (F’2)0)0®3Gg'c + AF|©4(G; : Gy C,
ie. an E BRM%. For the time being, suppose that the dispersion matrix X is

known. The following notations, also used in Sect.7.4, will be applied, but now
the projections are solely functions of X:

Al = AFy. C1=C. Ay=A(F;: (Fy°). C2=G3C,

A3 = AF|, C3=(G,:Gy’C,

S3 = S2 + P/(Al:Az)”,Z’IX(Pcé - PCQ)X/P(AIIAZ)Oszil’

S, =8+ P’A{I,’Ele(ch —Pc)X'Pyo 51, Si=8=X(IT-PcpX',
Qi =1-Py 5, Q=I1-Py, .

Q3=I1-Py o, s ©Q:205="Py 5

Under the alternative hypothesis, i.e. with an unrestricted mean assumed to hold, the
estimated mean equals (e.g. see Sect. 2.4)

Eg[X]1=PssXPc,
whereas from (2.39)

Ep[X1= - QDXPc + I — QDXPcy+ I - Q)XPc. (7.76)
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Vi V2 V3 Vs

Fig. 7.11 The dotted area corresponds to Hy: F; BG; = 0,i = 1, 2, in the BRM, where C(F/l) C
C(F%). Furthermore, Wi = Co(A(F})?), Wr = C.(A(F))°) N C.(A(F’z)")i, Wi = Co(A) N
Ca(AFD)E, Wy = Co(A)F, V1 = C(C'(G) 1 G2)°), V2 = C(C'GY) NC(C'(Gy = G2))™,
V3 =C(C)NC(C'GH* and V4 = C(C)*

Hence, similar to when tests were performed within the BRM, in Sect. 7.8, a trace
test statistic can be constructed via

r{Z (X — B [X1)0'} — r{Z "' (X — Egg, [XDO'). (1.77)

In Sect. 7.8, it was relatively easy to simplify the test statistic. Because E g,[X] and
E i, [X] are built up with the help of projections of observations on certain spaces,
it makes sense to consider the corresponding spaces and their decompositions. In
fact, what are needed are the projections of spaces indicated in Fig. 7.11 (the dotted
area), which are in agreement with the construction of Fig.7.7.

Now, instead of performing a large number of calculations, the idea is to rely
on one’s intuition. Based on Fig. 7.11, the spaces which are involved in the test are
given by

Vo @ W3 + V3@ Wh + Ws), (7.78)

where V; and W;, i = 2,3, are defined in Fig.7.11. The test which will be
constructed is to some extent a goodness-of-fit test which will help us to decide
if the space given in (7.78) differs from {0}. What is needed to construct the test is
the construction of projections on the spaces in (7.78). Firstly, note that Q}, Q5 Q)
and Q% Q% Q) in (7.77) and (7.76) are all projectors and

C=(Q) =Cx(ADt, Cs(0Q50) =Cx(A; : At

C(05050)) =Cx (A1 : Ayt A3t =Cx (A
Moreover,

Cs (AT =Cx(ADT NCxs(A) +Cx (A,

Cz(Ar: A)t =Cs(A): At NCx(A) +C2(A),
Cz(A;: Ay : A3t =Cs(A)t,
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and let

V2 =C(N1) =C(C'GY NC(C'(G) : G2)*)™,
V3 =C(N2) =C(C) NC(C'GH*,
Cs(M)) = Cx(A) NCx(A(F)*)T,
Cx(M3) = Cx(A) NCx(A(F)°)*,

with the corresponding projections
Py, =Pcgs — PciGi:Gyes  Pny =P — Peigy,
PM[,E == PA’E - PAI(F{)O’Z’ PMZ’E == PA,E - PA](FZ/)[)vZ.

Therefore, the test statistic presented in (7.77), where X is known, equals

w{Z (Pas — Pa,@)o.2) X (Pocg — PGy X'

+(Pax — Py (rpo.s)X(Pc — Pogg) X))
Since the distribution of S does not depend on B, either under Hy or under Hi,
the same argument as that applied when obtaining 73 in Proposition 7.1 can be
used; i.e. replacing X by n~!S, in order to present a test statistic for the hypothesis

involving the bilinear restrictions F;BG; = 0,i = 1,2, and C(F) € C(F}) is a
natural procedure.

Proposition 7.5 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, let the null hypothesis
Hy: F;BG; =0,i=1,2, C(F)) C C(F)), be tested against H,: B unrestricted.
Let S be defined in (7.71). A test statistic is given by
Ts = Ts1 + Ts2,
where
Tsi = (S~ (Pas = Pago.s)X(Pocy — PoGiGo) X'},

Tso =t{S™ ' (Pas — P o)X (P — PcocX').

The hypothesis may be rejected if any of the observed values of Ts1, Tsy or Ts is
large.

The statistics 751 and Ts; are also test statistics. In particular, they are both positive
and, therefore, it is possible to consider them separately. From Proposition 7.5, since

Pas—Pyrpes = Paas1ay-u Pcr=Pogy=Pecern,
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where C(M) = C(A") N C(F}) and C(N) = C(C) N C(Gy), it follows that Tsp
tests Ho: F2BG, = 0 in the BRM against B being arbitrary. Moreover, 751
is a test statistic for testing Hy: F1BG; = 0 in the BRM given BG, = 0.
The latter statement follows from the fact that E[X] = ABC = A@G‘z’/C
for some @, and F1BG| = 0 is equivalent to F1®Gg/Gl = 0. Furthermore,
C(G‘z’(Gg,Gl)") = C(G1 : G2)*, which altogether implies the expression for T5.
It is also worth noting that X (Pc'Gg — P ¢/(G:6,)0) X" and X (P — Poigg) X' are
independently distributed. This implies that 751 and 75, are uncorrelated, and given
S, also independent.

Now a few results will be presented without proofs, since the statements can be
verified using the same procedure as was applied in Sect. 7.8.

Theorem 7.14 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, let the null hypothesis
Hy : F;BG; = 0,i = 1,2, C(F)) < C(F}), be tested against Hi: B
unrestricted. Under Hy the test statistics Ts; and Tsy, presented in Proposition 7.5,
are functionally independent of B and X.

Theorem 7.15 Let Ts1 and Ts; be defined in Proposition 7.5, and let the constants
Co:n,s and Cin sy, i = 1,2,3, be given in Definition B.1 (i)—(iv) of Appendix B,
Sect. B.15. Moreover, let N1 and N, be any matrices satisfying C(N1) = C(G‘z’/C) N
C(G‘z’/Gl) and C(N2) = C(C) NC(Gy), respectively, and let Hy = A(F)°, Hy =
A(F’z)", ra; =r(Hy), rg, =r(H2), ra =r(A) andrc = r(C). Then

(1)
ElTs52] = rny (P = THy)€0:n—r(C). p—rpg, — (P = TA)CO:n—rc,p—ra)
+C0in—re,pryg, U{(HS THS)™H3 ABNy(N5(CC')™Ny)” N4 B'A'HS):;
(i) under Hy
D[Ts2] = c1 + ca — 2c3 — E[Ts]’,
where
E[Ts2] = rvy (P = THy)CO;n—r(C). p—rig, — (P = TA)COn—rc.p—ra)
1 =13, (P — 1) Clinmre.p—ra + 3, (P = 74) + (p — T4)?)
XC2n—r(C),p—r(A) T 2rN, (P — FA)CLin—rc, p—ra

+2rn, ((p = ra) + (p — ra)?)

XCun—rc,p—ras
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= rj%,z(p — er)zcl;nfrC,pfer + 71%12((17 —rg) +(p— ”Hz)z)
XCun—re,p—ry, T 2N (P = TH)Clin—rc,p—rp,
+2rny (P = 11 + (P = 1) )Conrc. p—ruy
= V]%lz(p - rA)ZCl;n—rc,P—rA,P—er + 2}’]%,2(]7 - rA)CZ;”_’C’p_rA’p_rHZ
~|—r12\/2 (p—ra)ra — ”Hz)c3;n7r(C),p*rA7P*rH2
+2rn, (p — rA)Cl;nfrC,pfrA,P*VHz
+2rn, ((p —ra) + (p — ”A)z)CZ;nfrc,p*rA,P*er;
(iii)
ElTs51] = rny((p = rH)C0:n—r(C), p—rig, — (P = TACOn—rc, p—ra
+C0un—rc.p—ry, WH] TH)™H ABN (N} (CC)"N1)"N| B'A’HS);
(iv) under Hy
D[Ts1] = c1 + ¢2 — 2c3 — E[Ts1]%,

where

E[TSI] =TInN, ((]7 —I'm )CO;n—r(C),p—rHl - (]7 - rA))CO;n—rc,p—rA7
_ 2 2 2 2
c1 =1y (p—ra)cin—rep—rs + 1y, (P —14) + (P = 1) )C2n—r(C),p—r(a)
+ 2VN1 (p— VA)Cl;nfrC,pfrA + erl ((p—ra)+(p— ’”A)Z)C2;n7rc,p7rAs
= r12\/1 (p— rH, )ch;nfrc,pfrﬂl + rlzvl ((p— VHI) +(p— 'H, )Z)CZ;nfrC,pfrHl
+ 2VN1 (p— rH, )Cl;nfrc,pfrﬂl + erl ((p — rHl) + (- 'H, )Z)CZ;)lfrc,pfrHI s
_ .2 2 2 .
3= er (]7 - rA) Cl;n—r(;,p—rA,p—rHl + 2er (]7 - rA)LZ;n—rc,p—rA,p—rHl
+ r12\71 (P —=ra)(ra = rH)C3in—r(C).p—ra.p-ru, F2rN (P = TA)Cln—rc.p—ra.p-ry,
+ 2N (P = 1a) + (P = rA))C2nre prap—rm, -
Proposition 7.6 Let the test statistic Tsy be given by Proposition 7.5. Then the

hypothesis connected to Tsy is rejected at approximate significance level o if
P(Tsp, > a)([zf]) < «, where Tsy, is the observed value of Tsy, [ f] denotes the

integer part of either f or f + 1 and the integer part which is closest to f is chosen;

c1+c—2c3 — 0(2) 7 268
a = , = ,
2co c1+cr—2c3—c?

where co = E[Ts2] and ¢y — c3 are presented in Theorem 7.15 (i) and (ii).
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Proposition 7.7 Let the test statistic Ts) be given by Proposition 7.5. Then the
hypothesis connected to Tsy is rejected at approximate significance level o if
P(Ts1, > ax[zf]) < «, where Ts1, is the observed value of Tsi, | f] denotes the
integer part of either f or f + 1 and the the integer part which is closest to f is
chosen;

2 2
c1+c2—2c3—c¢j 2¢;

a = . =

2co C1+C2—2C3—C2,

where cy = E[T51] and c1 — c3 are presented in Theorem 7.15 (iii) and (iv).

Example 7.11 The melatonin data generated in Example 7.3 are considered one
final time. In Example 7.8 the likelihood ratio test was carried out for these data.
More precisely, for the BRM, Hy: FiBG;, = 0,i = 1,2, was tested against
B unrestricted. The likelihood ratio statistic equals a product, A2, of two test
statistics. For these tests, A tests Hy : FoBG, = 0 versus B unrestricted, which
turned out to be far below the critical value, while A, which tests Hy : F1BG| = 0
given that Fo BG, = 0, was not significant.

Concerning the “trace-test” for the hypothesis Hy: F;BG; = 0,i = 1, 2, versus
B unrestricted, it follows from Propositions 7.6 and 7.7 that the test statistics 75, for
testing Hy: F2BG> = 0 versus B unrestricted, and 75, for testing Hy: F1BG| =0
versus BG; = 0, are of interest. Note that 75, corresponds to A1, mentioned above.

The results of the “trace-test” are as follows: T5y, = 1.1, T52,/a = 22.0 >
X3 os(1) = 3.84, Tsj, = 0.03 and T515/a = 0.6 < x3s(1) = 3.84. Thus, there
is a very strong agreement between the likelihood ratio test and the “trace-test”.
Note that three parameters are put to zero under the null hypothesis and that this
hypothesis is tested via two chi-square distributions which both have one degree of
freedom. From an asymptotic point of view this is somewhat unnatural and should
be exploited further. O

7.10 The Likelihood Ratio Test Versus the “Trace Test”

Firstly, it is noted that if the dispersion matrix X is known, the likelihood ratio test
and the “trace test” for a given hypothesis connected to the BRM, with restrictions
on the mean, will yield identical test statistics. However, a known X will never
occur and when X is unknown, the construction of the two types of tests culminates
in different tests.

The likelihood ratio procedure considers the whole space, i.e. a tensor space
which consists of the within-individuals subspace and the between-individuals
subspace. Moreover, the likelihood ratio procedure is a precise mathematical
formulation of the testing problem and has for a couple of centuries been known to
be the best test from an asymptotic point of view. However, with many parameters
being included in a model, there are situations where the likelihood ratio test is
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not useful, since, for example, the test may reject the null hypothesis too often.
There can also be a problem understanding what is really being tested when many
parameters appear in the model, in particular when there are several nuisance
parameters in the model.

In Sects. 7.3-7.7, likelihood ratio tests of hypotheses concerning B in the BRM
were mainly of interest, whereas X played a secondary role; i.e. knowledge about
¥ was only applied when evaluating the distribution of B. In the likelihood ratio
test the maximum likelihood estimator of X was used whereas for the “trace test” it
was decided to use n~!'S. Since n~!'S and the maximum likelihood estimator of X
both converge to ¥ with the same “speed”, the two different testing approaches
are asymptotically equivalent. However, small sample comparisons between the
approaches have yet to be performed. One advantage of the “trace test”, when
n~LS is used, is that the spaces which are involved in the construction of the test
statistic are easier to interpret than the projections used in the construction of the
likelihood ratio statistic, where some kind of conditional approach is applied; for
example see Sect.7.3. Moreover, when considering Hy: F;BG; = 0,i = 1,2,
C(F}) € C(F}),inthe BRM, the derivation and the construction of the test statistic
are more straightforward for the “trace test” than for the likelihood ratio test.

It can be mentioned that the “trace test” is a goodness-of-fit test in the sense that it
compares the fit under Hy with the fit under Hj, i.e. it highlights the difference of fit
under Hy and H;. The drawback of “trace tests” is that their distributions and power
for various alternatives have not yet been studied in detail, whereas the likelihood
ratio test has been scrutinized with respect to different statistical properties. In the
previous sections, we have been relying on some ad hoc approximations, which
seems to work, but no real proofs are given. On the other hand, although likelihood
ratio statistics are associated with certain errors no sharp upper error bounds are
available for the tests of the hypotheses in Sects. 7.3-7.7.

7.11 Testing an EBRM;’} Againsta BRM

Now we return to exploiting likelihood ratio tests, and the results of Sects. 7.6 and
7.7 will be slightly extended. The reason is that in the next section, restrictions of
a different type than F; BG; = 0,i = 1, 2, are considered and the results will rely
on the present section. In the previous sections, restrictions were put on B in the
BRM, X = ABC + E, through F;BG; = 0,i = 1,2,C(F2) € C(F). In this
section it is assumed that under Hy

E[X]= AB|C| + A2B2Cy + A3B3C3, C(Ch) C C(Ch) € C(C)), (7.79)

where B;, i = 1,2,3, are the parameters of interest. Under the alternative
hypothesis we have

E[X]= ABC,
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where in particular C(A; : Ay : A3) € C(A), C(C1) € C(C) and B is completely
unknown, i.e. no restrictions apply to B. Thus, an E BRM;; is tested against a
BRM . From Theorems 3.1 and 3.2, it follows that the likelihood ratio test statistic
for testing (7.79) is equivalent to

~ -~ sy sy ~ o~
> Tl 1S3+ 0;0,0,XPc; X' 0,0,0;

An = =
|ZH1| |S+ P;&”,S*IXPC/X/PAU,S*”

, (7.80)

where the notation follows that of Sect. 7.4, except that A;, i = 1,2, 3, and C;,
i = 1,2, 3, are arbitrary known matrices following the conditions

C(C3) SC(Cy) S C(C)) cC(Ch,
C(A1 : A2 1 A3) CC(A). (7.81)

Let A be any matrix such that
C(A) =C(A1: As : A3).

As in Sects. 7.6 and 7.7, the test statistic in (7.80) can be factorized, but this time it
is natural to work with three factors (see Fig. 7.12):

A= A1A2A3,

where

2 |Sl+P/go,5;1XPCiX/PX”,Sl’1|

Al = , 7.82
! IS+ P\,  (XPcX'Pyo (7.82)
. 1$24 P, 5 XP o X P 511 (7.83)
2 = s .
|S1+ PiZa’SI*IXPCiX/PX”,Sl’Il
2 |§3+P;0§71XPCIX/PXU§71|
Al 3 ’ 3 (7.84)

=9 ’ / ’
82+ P, o XP X Py 5

and for clarity S, §2 and §3 are also given:

S =X - PCi)X/,

S, =8 +P \X(Pc; = Pcp)X'P

.57 Afsh

S3=8,+P —X(Po — Po)X'P
,Sz 2 3

(A1:A2)° (Aj:42)0,55 1
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Fig. 7.12 In (a), the dotted
area corresponds to the
likelihood ratio test Hy:
E[X]=AB|C| +
A2B,C) + A3B3C3 against
H: E[X] = ABC, where
C(Ay: Ay : A3) CC(A) and
C(Cy S c(Cy) cC(C)) <
C(C). The test statistic A is
presented in (7.80). In (b), the
test statistic A in (7.82) is
illustrated, and (¢) and (d)
show what is tested with A,
and A3, respectively.
Furthermore, V| = C(C%),
V, = C(CH) NC(CHL,

V3 =C(C)NCC),

V4 = C(C1) NC(C")* and
Vs =c(C)*

Note that A, and Az correspond to (7.53) and (7.54), respectively, and Theo-
rem 7.8 describes how the tests based on A, and A3 should be performed. In Fig. 7.12
the three different test stgtistics are illustrated. Here it can be seen that A tests if
the space (C(C’l)l ® C(A)H) N (C(C) ® C(A)) equals {0}. If this test is rejected,
then the overall hypothesis about the EBRM 133 against the BRM is also rejected.
However, if it is not rejected, then it makes sense to investigate A, which tests if
the space (C(C5)L NC(C))) ® (C(A1)t NC(A)) equals {0}. Moreover, if A is not
rejected either, then the test statistic A3 should be considered, and in t~his case it will
be tested whether the space (C(C5)* NC(C})) @ (C(A; : A2)= NC(A)) equals {0},
given that (C(C5)1 NC(C))) ® (C(A)T NC(A)) = {0}.

Before deriving the approximating distributions of the three test statistics
mentioned above, it can be noted that if one wants to simplify the technical
treatment, which, however, is not necessary, X can be replaced by I without any
loss of generality; i.e. the distribution of the test statistic does not depend on X.
Therefore, in order to indicate that ¥ = I is assumed to hold, X is replaced by
Y ~ Npu(0,1,,1,),S; by V; (defined as the matrix where in §; the matrix X
has been replaced by Y), and S is replaced by V ~ W,(I, n — r(C)). Moreover,
instead of A;,i = 1,2, 3, and A one should now have 21/2A,~ and ZI/ZA, but it
is not necessary to emphasize this. The obtained distributions will not depend on
A; or A, and only the ranks of these matrices are important; these do not change
with pre-multiplication by X£!/2. Now we start to derive an approximation of the
distribution of the likelihood ratio test and to consider

3 V1 +P/ZD,V1‘1YPC1Y/PZ",V171|

)‘1 = / / :
|V+PA0;V_1YPC/Y PAO;V*1|

(7.85)
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It is worth noting that in Sects. 7.6 and 7.7, the matrices satisfied C(A] : A : A3) =
C(A) and C(C) = C(C"), and therefore in these sections it was not necessary to
consider a statistic like A1 in (7.85). The expression in (7.85) can be rewritten as

VAT VA A Y Y A%
IVII(A” VAY)~|(AYY' A%)|

n _

(7.86)
Based on the assumption C(Z) =C(A] : Ay : A3) C C(A) and utilizing Appendix
B, Theorem B.3 (ii)

C(A%) =C(A°) BC(H), (7.87)

where H is a matrix of full rank satisfying C(H) =CA)N C(A)L Using the
decomposition in (7.87), it follows that in (7.86), A’ can be replaced by (A° : H).
Thus, Appendix B, Theorem B.8 (iv) establishes that

2 Vil VAT H'V i H — H'V{A°(A° VA% AV H|™!

)\‘n
= o’ oy—1
[VII(A” VA~
|(A"YYA")||HYYH H'YY A°(A°YY'A°) 1A’ YY' H)|
[(A°YY'A%)]| '

Hence, the test statistic can be factored into
Al = A11A12,

where

s ViIAY VA7

= / ’ (788)
vt vao)-
)\5 _|H'YY'H - HYY'A°(AYY'A°) ' A°YY'H|
2 |H'V\H — H'V,A°(A” VA% 1A V| H]|
HAA (YY) 'A)'A'H
_IHAA@Y) )T AH| 759

|H'A(A'V'A)~-1A'H|

and A is any matrix of full rank satisfying C(A) = C(A). The appearance of two

test statistics instead of A is in agreement with Fig. 7.12b.
2

Concerning Ay, this expression is similar to (7.14). Therefore, it is possible to
copy all the calculations from (7.14) into the final expression in (7.20). The only
issue that has to be addressed is the definition of the corresponding M and N
matrices, which are similar to those used in (7.18). It follows that NV has to satisfy

Pcr—Per = Pecen-ws
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ie. N = C(C))°. Moreover, M must satisfy
C(M)=C(A)

and M should be of full rank. Then the result of Theorem 7.2 can be utilized.
Another way of obtaining the result is to suppose that F' = I in Sect. 7.3 and apply
Corollary 7.1.

In the following, (7.89) is exploited. First it is noted (putting Pg = Pcr(ccn-n-
N = C(C))?), that

YY =V +YPgY,
and applying Theorem B.6 (i) in Appendix B yields (since Pp is idempotent)
¥Y) '=v ' v YPr(PgY'V]'YPs+ D) 'PRY' V.
Thus, using Appendix B, Theorem B.6 (i) once again,

AXY)Y A =@vi'aT +@AvVIATTAVI Y P + PY'V]'Y Py
—PY'VI'AA' VI ATAVIYPr) T PrY VANV A)T!
=@V @VTTATTAVIIY P + PY A%(AY VAT A Y Pg) !

xPgY'Vi'a@A'vila)~l
Utilizing the above derivation, 117 in (7.89) can be shown to equal

2
Ay =1+ PRY'A°(A” VA% A”Y Pp| ™' I + PY'A°(A” V1A' A”Y Py

+PRY' AA'V AT
xA'HH AA'V'A)TAH) "H'A(A' V] A)TIA'Y Py
= I+ PRY' A°(A° V1A' A Y P |1 + PRY'V{'YPg
—PRY' A(AH)(AH)” AV AA'H))" (AH) A'Y Pg|
= I+ PRY'A°(A" V1A% A Y Py ™!
x|I + PRY'(A(A'H)*)*(A(A'H)°)° 'V (A(A'H)*)*) " (A(A'H)*)°' Y Pp|.

2
However, [, has the same form as the expression in (7.16). Thus, the remaining
task is to determine an M such that

P(A(A’H)")”,Vf' - PA”,V(' = PVI’IA(A’VI’IA)*M,VI’I’
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(a) (b)

Vi Vo V3 Wy Vs Vi Vo Vs WVs

Fig. 7.13 In (a), the dotted area corresponds to the likelihood ratio test statistic Ajj, given
in (7.88). In (b), the test statistic A1 in (7.89) is illustrated. Furthermore, V| = C(C ’3), V), =
c(CHNe(Cy)t, vs =c(€) Ne(Ct, va = C(Cr) Nt and Vs = C(CHt

implying that M can be chosen as M_= A'A° (see Appendix B, Theorem B.12).
Hence, with N = C'C{ and M = A’ A’ the relation in (7.20) can be utilized.

The test statistics A1 and Ajy given in (7.88) and (7.89), respectively, are
illustrated in Fig.7.13.

Theorem 7.16 Testing an E BRM% presented in Definition 2.2 against a BRM
presented in Definition 2.1. Under Hy the data are assumed to follow an EB RM%
with the mean

E[X]1=A|B|C|+ A2B,C, + A3B3C3, C(C%) CC(Ch) < C(C)).
Moreover, under Hy the data are modelled by a standard BRM with the mean
E[X]= ABC, C(C’l) c Cc(Ch, C(:l) =C(A]: Ay : A3) C C(A).

Then the likelihood ratio test statistic A for testing Hy against Hy can be factored
into four components:

A = A11A12A2A3,

where A11, A12, A2 and A3 are identified via (7.88), (7.89), (7.83) and (7.84),
respectively.

Each component can be considered to be a test statistic and Hy is rejected if
one or several of the observed test statistics are in the tails of their corresponding
distributions.

The next proposition utilizes Theorem C.3 in Appendix C. Note that the results
concerning A and A3 stem from Theorem 7.9.
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Proposition 7.8 Let

@

(i)

(iii)

ipo fomy = | PP
P B = A8 = L po — m + 1))2

2(po, fom) = 4dog Pom* (Pl +m* —5)?

+p0m(3p3 + 3m* + 10p2m* — 50(p2 + m?) + 159) .
1920(f — 5 (po —m + 1))*

Let )10 be the observed value of ‘i1, given by (7.88) and used in the
expression of the likelihood ratio test, presented in Theorem 7.16. Put

to=—2(f = (o —m+ D) InAi1,,
where f = n—r(C)—p+r(A), po =r(A)andm = r(C)—r(C1). Moreover,
let c1 = c1(po, f, m) and ¢y = c2(po, f, m). The hypothesis corresponding to

the statistic L11 in Theorem 7.16 is rejected, approximately at significance level
o, if t, satisfies

POC o = 1o} + c1(1 = ) (PUOC s = 1o} = PUCom = 1o))
+ 2 (PIX2 is = fo} = PG = 10]) < .

Let )12 be the observed value of ‘iz, given by (7.89) and used in the
expression of the likelihood ratio test in Theorem 7.16. Put

to=2(f = Y (po—m+ 1)) Iniip,
where [ = n —r(C) — p+r(A), po = r(A) — r(Z) andm = r(C) —
r(C1). Moreover, let ¢ = c1(po, f, m) and c2 = c2(po, f, m). The hypothesis

corresponding to the statistic L1z in Theorem 7.16 is rejected, approximately
at significance level «, if t, satisfies

P{Xﬁom > to} + c1(1 — Cl)(P{X§0m+4 >1,) — P{Xlzhzm > 1))
+ (P s = 1o} = PUXZm = o)) < .

Let Ay, be the observed value of A2, given by (7.83) and used in the expression
of the likelihood ratio test in Theorem 7.16. Put

to=2(f = 3(po—m+ 1)) Iniy,,
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where f = n —r(C) — p+r(A), po = r(/~1) —r(Ay) and m = r(Cy) —
r(C7). Moreover, let c1 = c1(po, f, m) and c2 = c2(p,, f, m). The hypothesis
corresponding to the statistic A1 in Theorem 7.8 is rejected, approximately at
significance level «, if t, satisfies

P{xpm = 1o} + c1(1 = c)(P{Xp i = to} — Pt = 1)

+ 2Pl mig = 1o} = Pixgm = o)) < .

(iv) Let A3, be the observed value of A3, given by (7.84) and used in the expression
of the likelihood ratio test in Theorem 7.16. Put

to=2(f — 3(po—m + 1)) InA3,,

where f =n—r(C) — p+r(A), pp = r(/~1) —r(Ay1: Ay) andm =r(Cy) —
r(C3). Moreover, let c1 = c1(po, f, m) and c2 = c2(p,, f, m). The hypothesis
corresponding to the statistic Ay in Theorem 7.8 is rejected, approximately at
significance level «, if t, satisfies

P{xpm = to} + c1(l = c)(P{Xp mia = to} — PXp,m = to])

+ 2P mig = 1o} = Pixgm = o)) < .

7.12 Estimating and Testing in the B RM with
F1BG1 = F,0G,

In this section, a new way of formulating restrictions is presented. However, it can
be worth noting that most of the mathematical treatment is not presented. The reader
who has understood the previous sections is supposed to be able to fill in the gaps,
and one may regard this section as a kind of follow-up section. The restrictions for
the BRM with the mean E[X] = ABC are in this section assumed to satisfy

F\BG; = F,0G,, (7.90)

where F; and G;,i = 1, 2, are known matrices, and ® and B unknown parameters.
The purpose is to estimate the parameters in (7.90) and test (7.90) against B
unstructured. It is natural to consider (7.90) as a system of linear equations
whose solution is generated by free parameters (i.e. a reparametrization will take
place), and then use knowledge about the E BRM;}. Howeyver, before a detailed
presentation and discussion are provided, an explanatory and illustrative example is
given.
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Example 7.12 Suppose that there are two samples of different types of plants where
a linear growth over time is observed by following each plant at the same time
points, i.e.

ElXijxl =a; + Bitj, k=1,2,...,n;.
However, if ¢; is proportional to another factor (let us say the temperature), then
a; =0temp;, =12,
for some unknown 6. Thus, the following mean structure emerges:
E[Xijt) =0temp; + Bit;, i=1,2; j=12,....p; k=12,...,n;.
In matrix notation the model can be written as follows:
E[X]=ABC+E, E~N,,0,X,1),
o] ap
b= (.31 ﬂz) ’
A/=<1 1... 1)’ C - <11...100...0)7
hit...ty 00...011...1
Fi=(1:0), G,=(temp, : temp,),
where F1B = 0G».

If instead of two groups, there are three groups, two of which only are affected,
then

10
s=(n) o=(o1)
1 P2 P3 00

where F1BG| = 6G,. Moreover, if «;, i = 1,2, are affected not only by
temperature, but also by the pressure (pre;), for example, then F1BG| = OG,,
with

temp, tem
0= :6), G2=< P1 p2>.
pre; pre,
O

Now a few theoretical results connected to the restrictions F1BG| = F,®G; are
derived. From Theorem B.10 (iv) in Appendix B, the general solutionto F1BG; =
F,0G; is given by

0= F;Fl(F/l 5 (F&)”)”Z3(G1(G/2)”)”/G1G27 + (F/z)"Zl + F/2Z2G”/,
B = (F\F}: (F)")°Z3(G1(Gy)")" + F\F$Z4G{ + (F)Zs, (7.91)
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where Z;,i = 1,2,...,6, are arbitrary matrices. These relations inform us that
the restrictions F1BG|{ = F,0©G; in the BRM lead to an EBRM%. Therefore
Theorem 3.2 is at our disposal and the next theorem can be established.

Theorem 7.17 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, let F1BG| = F,0G,
hold, where F; and G;, i = 1,2, are known and ® and B are unknown. Then the
mean can be written as follows:

E[X] = A(F’l)”BlC + A(F/ng : (F/l)”)”Bz(Gl(G’z)”)”/C + AF/IFgBy,G‘fIC,
where Bi, i = 1,2, 3, are new parameters and the model belongs to the class of

EBRM 139. The maximum likelihood estimators of the mean parameters are given by

o~

© = F; F\(F{F$: (F)")’B2(G1(G)")" G\G; + (F)°Zi + F)Z,G3 ,
B = (F})’Bi + (F\F5 : (F})°)°B2(G1(Gy)°)" + F|F3B3GY,

where Ei, i = 1,2,3, follow from Theorem 3.2 and Z;, i = 1,2, are arbitrary
matrices.

Theorem 7.18 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, let F1BG| = F,0G,
hold, where F; and G;, i = 1,2, are known and ® and B unknown. Let the mean
structure be as in Theorem 7.17. Then

@) Bsis unique if and only if
C(AF|F5) NC(A(F|F%°) = {0}

gnd AF’1 F‘2’ and C/G‘l’ are of full rank;
(ii) Bj is unique if and only if

C(A(F)?) NC(A(F F5: (F)")%) = {0},
CA(F)°) NC(A(F F5)°) NC(A(F | FS: (F})?) = {0}

and A((F))° : F{F$)° and C'(G1(G%)°)° are of full rank;
(iii) B is unique if and only if

C(A(F)°) NC(A(F'| F5 : (F)°)%) = {0},
C(A(F|F$: (F’l)")))J‘ NC(A(FF5%) NC(AF)) = {0},
r(C) =k and A(F/l)” is of full rank;
IZ{”H = (F\F4: (F)°);
(iv) O is unique if and only if

C(F\Fy) S C(H)BC(A)NC(H)™,
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and both Fy and Gy are of full rank, i.e. Z;, i = 1,2, in ® in Theorem 7.17
disappear;
(v) B is unique if and only if

C(F)™NC(AN" ={0}, C(F1H) NC(Fi(A)%) = {0},
C(F\F5 cC(A"), r(C)=k.
Finally, the BRM with the restrictions F1BG; = F,0G; is tested against
unrestricted BRM. The goal is to utilize Sect.7.11, where in general an E BRM;;

was tested againsta BRM.
From Theorem 7.17, it follows that A; and C; in the EBRM 139 are given by

A| = A(FY)’, C=C,
Ay = A(F|F5: (F))°), C2 = (G1(Gh)")’C,
A3 = AF|F5, C3=GIC.

Now two important observations can be made based on these relations: C(C ’1) =
C(C"y and C(A; : Ay : A3) = C(A). Therefore, the testing problem in Sect.7.11
can be simplified, and only A, and A3 in Proposition 7.8 (iii) and (iv) have to be
considered. It follows that the likelihood ratio test for testing (7.90) against an
arbitrary B is equivalent to (see (7.80))

s Tyl 185+ 0350,01XP;X'0,0,05

P _ ) , , (7.92)
| Za, | IS+ Py s XPCXP o 5-1]
whete 95050} = P/, and
*P3
o~ _A / , , / —~
S3 = S2 =+ P(AI:A2)0,§{1X(PC2 PC})X P(A]ZAQ)”qS;l’
S2=8+ P/A?,Sle(ch = Pe)X'P o 51,
S=XU-Pc)X'.
Moreover,
A= A1Ag,
where
> [§+ P, XPoX'P,, 5
A0S A0S
Al 2 g 2 (7.93)

TISH P, L XPOXP gl
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2 |S3 + PA0’§;1XPC§X/PA0’§;1|

n

2 T84 P XPuX'P 759
|S2 + 405" c}

A0 5! |
leading to the next theorem.

Theorem 7.19 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, let F1BG| = F,0G;
hold, where F; and G;, i = 1, 2, are known and ® and B are unknown. Then the
following statements can be made.

(1) Let A1, be the observed value of A1, given by (7.93) and used in the factorization
of the likelihood ratio test, presented in (7.92). Put

to= 2 (f = 3(po—m+1)Inky,,
where f =n —r(C) — p +r(A), po =r(A) — r(A(F’l)”) andm = r(C) —
r(C3). Moreover, let c1 = c1(po, f,m) and c2 = c2(po, [, m) be defined in

Proposition 7.8. The hypothesis corresponding to the statistic My is rejected,
approximately at significance level , if t, satisfies

PO 2 1)+ c1(1= )P s = 10} = PUCm = 10))
+ (P as = to) = PG = 10]) < 0

(i) Let Ay, be the observed value For X, given by (7.94) and used in the
factorization of the likelihood ratio test, presented in (7.92). Put

to=2(f — 5(po—m+ 1)) In s,
where f = n —r(C) — p +r(A), p, = r(A) — r(A(F{F%)°) and m =
r(Cy) — r(C3). Moreover, let ¢c1 = c1(po, f, m) and c2 = ca(p,, f, m) be

defined in Proposition 7.8. The hypothesis corresponding to the statistic Ly is
rejected, approximately at significance level «, if t, satisfies

PO 2 1)+ c1(1 = (P s = 10} = PO = 10)

+2(P{Xp i = lo}) = Plxpym = 1o)) < .

Problems

1 In the Potthoff and Roy (1964) data set presented in Table 1.2, remove the out-
lying individuals and perform significance tests to answer the following questions.
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(i) Do the observations follow a linear growth model? (ii) Do the boys and the girls
follow the same growth model?

2 In the Potthoff and Roy (1964) data set presented in Table 1.2, replace the
outlying observations by trustworthy observations and perform significance tests
to answer the following questions. (i) Do the observations follow a linear growth
model? (ii) Do the boys and the girls follow the same growth model?

3 Construct a test, based on the likelihood ratio, for testing whether a GMANOVA +
MANOVA model is a GMANOVA model (suppose an arbitrary dispersion matrix).

4 Construct a test, based on the likelihood ratio, for testing whether a GMANOVA
+ MANOVA model is a GMANOVA model if £ = ¢21, where o2 is unknown (Bai,
2009).

5 Copy Example 7.3, but choose some parameters B;,i = 1, 2, 3, and ¥ other than
those used in the example.

6 Why are V| and U}, given by (7.61) and (7.62), respectively, independently
distributed? Give a detailed explanation.

7 Perform the same tests as those described in Example 7.10, but remove individu-
als which are deemed to be outliers. Explain your choice of outliers for removal.

8 For the EBRM%, construct a test for testing F1B1G; = F;B>G> in an
EBRM;, with the mean E[X]= A1B|C| + A2B,C> + A3B3Cs.

9 Prove at least two of the statements in Theorem 7.18.

10 Prove Theorem 7.19.

Literature

According to Cox and Hinkley (1974, p. 82), testing hypotheses have been
performed for more than 200 years. A relatively deep discussion of significance
testing was provided by Cox (1977), with insightful comments made by E. Spjgtvoll,
S. Johansen, J.F. Bithell, W.R. van Zwet, O. Barndorff-Nielsen and M. Keuls. By
the end of the nineteenth century, one was focusing on the problem of whether
data fitted a specific distribution (followed a specific frequency curve), and Pearson
(1900) (see also Plakett, 1983) came up with the chi-square test. Nowadays this test
is also termed a goodness-of-fit test and it is a test which is carried out without an
alternative hypothesis. Student (1908) derived the ¢-distribution in order to evaluate
a mean in small samples, when the variation was estimated, which later became
known as the t-test (see also Fisher, 1925, 1939). Over many years (1912-1922,
approximately, see Aldrich, 1997), Fisher developed the likelihood theory, and
this work culminated in the remarkable article, Fisher (1922), where many basic
inferential concepts were introduced, including sufficiency (see also Fisher, 1920;
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Stigler, 1973). A few years later in another seminal work, Neyman and Pearson
(1928a,b) started to consider statistical testing through a null hypothesis and an
alternative hypothesis (see also Neyman and Pearson (1933), where a complete
theory was presented). Inspired by Fisher, Neyman and Pearson (1928a) proposed
to use the ratio of the likelihood corresponding to the null hypothesis and the
likelihood corresponding to the alternative hypothesis. Neyman and Pearson (1933)
also considered Student’s result and showed, under Student’s assumptions, that the
likelihood ratio test was equivalent to the ¢-test. The links between Fisher, Neyman
and Pearson and Wald (1939), who replaced the power function by the loss function
and created decision theory, are very interesting to study, but outside the scope of
this book.

At the beginning of the 1930s, the Wishart distribution was available and
Hotelling (1931) derived a multivariate version of the z-distribution. Therefore,
it was natural that one started to work on multivariate testing problems. Wilks
(1932) was successful when using the likelihood ratio test of Neyman and Pearson
(1928a,b) together with the multivariate normal distribution. The Wilks statistic
(Wilks, 1935) was quickly adopted by the statistical community and, among others,
Bartlett (1934) and Hotelling (1936) used it (see also Bartlett, 1939). Rao (1948)
gave an important overview of multivariate testing problems in various areas and in
particular in discriminant analysis.

After Neyman and Pearson had formalized the testing of hypotheses, statistics
could be used as a tool for decision making, which was not uncontroversial.
From the 1950s onwards, testing in multivariate analysis became more common.
Anderson (1951) studied multivariate problems which were not direct extensions
of univariate problems, for example rank restrictions on parameters (today the term
“reduced rank regression” is in use). For example, if there are three parameters, the
hypothesis might be that the parameters follow a line instead of varying freely. In his
article from 1951, Anderson applied the likelihood ratio test. S.N. Roy had for many
years been working on the problem of composite hypothesis when he (Roy, 1953)
introduced the union intersection procedure. This testing procedure has often been
applied in multivariate analysis. Less known is the intersection union procedure.
Lehmann (1952) introduced this procedure, but for multivariate testing problems,
many open questions remain (e.g. see Berger and Sinclair, 1984; Berger, 1997).
Moreover, in one of the first books on multivariate analysis, written by Roy (1957),
the MANOVA model was treated together with a bilinear null hypothesis, i.e. Hy:
FBG = 0, where F and G are known matrices and B is the parameter matrix.
The alternative hypothesis was that B is unrestricted. It is interesting that a precise
likelihood ratio test could be carried out without estimating the parameters under
the null hypothesis.

Khatri (1966) was the first to present the maximum likelihood estimators for
the BRM. Moreover, in Khatri’s article from 1966, the likelihood ratio test for
testing Hy: FBG = 0 in the BRM was derived, and some alternative types of
test statistics were proposed (see also Pillai, 1955; Troskie, 1971). Among the
tests which were obtained was one based on the union intersection procedure. All
the derived test statistics are functions of eigenvalues of specific sums of squares
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matrices. However, there are some difficult results which are not easy to apply,
for example exact non-null distributions for the likelihood ratio test statistic for
testing Ho: FBG = 0 (see Kabe (1975a) who followed Gleser and Olkin (1970),
Nagarsenker (1977), Kabe (1986), Tang and Gupta (1986)). Asymptotic expansions
of the non-null distributions of the statistics considered by Khatri (1966) were
discussed by Fujikoshi (1973a,b, 1974a,b,c). A review of various test statistics,
including the above-mentioned ones, was presented by De Waal (1976). In addition
to the literature discussing the likelihood ratio testing in the BRM, there exists
quite a large volume of literature connected to the test statistic Wilks A, its
density under the null hypothesis, and its alternative hypothesis (see, for example,
Gupta 1971; Hart and Money, 1975, 1976; Gupta and Nagar, 2000; Bekker et al.,
2011). Moreover, connected to the Wilks A test statistic are beta distributions and
multivariate beta distributions (see Appendix C in this book), as well as extensions
of these distributions (newer references are Nadarajah, 2005; Pham-Gia, 2008).

For the performance of multivariate analysis and, of course, for the application of
the BRM and its extensions, simultaneous test procedures are of interest and results
have been presented by Krishnaiah (1969, 1975). Newer works, however, mostly
consider simultaneous confidence intervals for multiple comparisons (e.g. see Seo
and Kanda, 1996). An interesting area of application for growth curve analysis and
testing is profile analysis (see Srivastava, 1987; Ohlson and Srivastava, 2010; Seo
etal., 2011).

Concerning information about testing in the BRM or E BRMY¥, an outstanding
work from a theoretical point of view is a monograph by Kariya (1985). This
monograph includes theory about the statistical tests in these models which is based
on a discussion of a joint application of sufficiency and invariance. The basic ideas
go back to Gleser and Olkin (1970) and Kariya (1978) (see also Giri and Das,
1988), which in turn relied on older material. The following steps for testing in the
BRM were presented by Kariya (1985) (see also Muirhead, 1982, pp. 520-525):
(i) consider a “natural” sufficient statistic; (ii) find the largest group which leaves
the testing problem invariant; (iii) choose a convenient maximal invariant under the
group found; (iv) derive the distribution of the maximal invariant; (v) derive the
uniform most powerful invariant test or locally best invariant test, etc.; (vi) derive
an approximate distribution of the test statistic under the null hypothesis. Gleser and
Olkin (1970) reduced the BRM to its canonical form (inspired by Hsu, 1941). Then
it is easy to identify the sufficient statistic, i.e. a canonical version of (XC'(CC")~,
S) and show that the statistic is not complete. Using the group considered by Gleser
and Olkin (1970), Banken (1984) presented an explicit expression of the maximal
invariant. Moreover, Kariya (1978) studied a larger group (see also Muirhead, 1982,
p- 524) than that studied by Gleser and Olkin (1970), and this larger group was
shown by Banken (1986) to be the largest group which leaves the testing problem
invariant. In Kariya (1985), locally most powerful invariant tests were presented.
A most interesting and advanced article is that by Andersson et al. (1993), where
mathematically bilinear regression models were described via the general block-
triangular group and invariance. The authors mentioned that the models belonged to
the class of the so-called totally ordered linear models (nested models) which they
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introduced. Andersson et al. (1993) presented some results concerning likelihood
ratio testing, but their main focus was directed on estimation. However, it is quite
clear that through factorization of the likelihood various types of likelihood ratio
test could have been produced. For a few examples of likelihood ratio tests, see
Fujikoshi et al. (1999).

In this chapter, it is assumed that the random variables corresponding to the
observations are normally distributed. However, test statistics are often true under
broader classes of distributions; for example in addition to the normal distribution,
tests can also be valid for heavy-tailed distributions. If a test statistic can be
used for other distributions than the normal distribution, the test is deemed to be
robust. Results for the BRM can be found in Kariya and Sinha (1985, 1989),
who considered the locally best invariant tests which Kariya (1978) had obtained;
see also Khatri (1988) as well as Giri and Das (1988), where an EBRM]" was
considered (we also refer to Yanagihara, 2001, 2007).

Kabe (1975b) considered the test Hy: F1BG1 = 0, given Fo BG, = 0, without
any nested subspace condition, for example C(F}) S C(F), as in Sect.7.4 (see
also Kabe, 1981; Giri and Das, 1988). This means that Kabe’s test cannot be a
likelihood ratio test. In Sects. 7.8 and 7.9, a so-called trace test was presented for
some of the testing problems treated previously via the likelihood ratio. Originally
the trace test was introduced by Hamid et al. (2011). A problem with this test is the
approximation of its distribution, which is a weighted sum of chi-square variables
which are not necessarily independently distributed. This is an old problem; see for
example, Kotz et al. (1967a,b), Solomon and Stephens (1977), Gabler and Wolff
(1987) or Castaio-Martinez and Lépez-Blazquez (2005), which is a more recently
published article.

In this chapter, it has often been emphasized that one should distinguish between
the observations of a random variable and the random variable (statistic) itself. In the
theory presented, the mathematics sometimes consists of replacing random variables
by observations and vice versa. However, there are several articles which provide
expressions which combine random variables with their corresponding observed
realizations for the purpose of handling nuisance parameters when one is performing
hypothesis testing and predictions. For example, the concept of generalized p-
values has been introduced (see e.g. Tsui and Weerahandi, 1989; Weerahandi, 2004;
Nkurunziza and Chen, 2011; Mathew et al., 2016).
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Chapter 8 )
Influential Observations Chack for

8.1 Introduction

Via experiments or observational studies, statistical samples are obtained. Ideally all
the observations of a sample should contribute equally to the statistics of interest.
However, it is a common knowledge among statisticians that this is not usually
the case, and some observations are definitely more “influential” than others when,
for example, one is calculating an estimate or performing a statistical test. If the
significance of a statistical test stems from a few observations, this is usually not
satisfactory. Thus, over the years, methodologies have emerged for quantifying
observations to make it possible to rank them with respect to their influence.

One basic problem is that there is no general agreement as to what an influential
observation is; i.e. there is no commonly accepted definition of an influence
measure. This is, of course, not so remarkable since different aspects are considered
in different studies, and the choice of aspects to be focused on depends on the
aims of the study. Alternatively, if one is concerned about the possibility that
some observations may spoil the inference, one should perhaps apply some robust
approach as a complement to the main approach, or sometimes one’s main approach
should be to apply a robust method. However, using robust methods by default
may, for certain problems, lead to important information being hidden. Moreover,
influential observations may be deviating observations, and it is always appropriate
to identify deviating observations to determine the reason for their deviation, as well
as to understand why they become influential.

There are at least three possible reasons why observations become influential; (1)
gross errors due to data processing; (2) by chance the observations are connected to
the tail of the corresponding distribution; (3) the statistical model does not fit the
data and therefore some observations become influential. Covering all the possible
cases with one analysis seems impossible.

Thus, one of the main issues is to decide what we mean by “influential
observations”. The first step in accomplishing this is to determine the statistic of
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interest, which, for example, can be an estimate, a test, a predicted observation or,
in general, some function of a statistic. A traditional method of handling influential
observations has been to define them via case deletion; i.e. observations are deleted
one by one. Applying this method, outlying observations are mainly considered
and, according to some measure, one investigates which observation has the greatest
impact, for example on a specific estimate. The observation with the greatest impact
is deemed to be the most influential observation. However, this is not the only way
of dealing with influence and sometimes case deletion does not provide enough
information. In the literature, the most commonly applied alternative approaches are
based on some perturbation of the observations or design variables and a subsequent
study of the effect of the perturbation. An extreme action based on perturbation is
to remove an observation from the analysis. In our opinion, one should remove
an observation if it is not trustworthy, but keep the observation if it seems to be
in the tail of a distribution. Thus, it seems beneficial not to base an influence
measure on the deletion of observations. There are also other possible reasons for an
observation becoming influential and some will appear later. Moreover, observations
are realizations of random processes and, therefore, the exact value of the realization
of a continuous random variable is rather artificial. Hence, it can be advantageous to
utilize the observation in some analysis after a perturbation has taken place and
study the effect of the perturbation. In this chapter the approach of perturbing
observations is implemented. It is worth reflecting on whether the observations
should support the model or the model should fit the observations.

Usually statistical analysis concerns models and methods for analysing those
models. For example, we may have a linear model where the parameters are
estimated through the least squares criterion or the likelihood function. It is
definitely important to understand how single observations affect a statistic. On the
other hand, as noted above, if we are afraid that there are many observations which
may have a strong effect, an alternative robust estimation method can be used. We
now formalize the perturbation analysis to a higher degree and note that it consists
of two main ingredients:

* a perturbation scheme;
e one or several evaluation criteria.

Comparing the perturbation scheme with the design of an experiment, one can state
that while the design of an experiment governs the performance of the experiment
and the analysis of the data, the perturbation scheme governs the evaluation of the
analysis after it has been carried out. Depending on the choice of scheme, we can
draw different types of conclusions about the performed analysis. In addition to
creating a perturbation scheme, it may also be appropriate to put certain restrictions
on the perturbations. For example, if parameters can be explicitly estimated without
a perturbation, one should naturally use a perturbation scheme which guarantees
that explicit estimates are also obtained after a perturbation has been applied. In
perturbation analysis within mixed linear models, this type of restriction makes
sense.
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Concerning the second main ingredient of the perturbation analysis, there are
several ways to evaluate a perturbation. Below we consider an estimate to be a
function of one or several perturbed observations. A function where the argument
includes perturbed observations is naturally exploited by a Taylor series expansion
with respect to the perturbation, but, of course, there are also alternative methods
which are not based on a Taylor series expansion. Previously, in Chap. 5, density
approximations were used which, in fact, were based on a Taylor series expansion of
the cumulant generating function, and when performing Taylor series expansions in
this chapter, the same techniques can be applied. Therefore, the proposed influence
analysis is based on the terms in the Taylor series expansion. Moreover, it can be
noted that all the terms can be obtained through differentiation.

Next the perturbations used in this chapter are described further and the purpose
of the perturbation scheme is explained. Perturbation schemes provide a scientific
basis for the exploitation and analysis of data.

Definition 8.1 Let ©2 be a space which includes all the perturbations of a certain
type, i.e. {w;}, together with an algorithm which governs how {w;} is applied to the
model. Moreover, let 6 ({w;}) denote an estimate of @, a parameter in the statistical
model, under a set of perturbations {w;}. Then €2 is a perturbation scheme if there
is a null perturbation, {wp} € {w;}, such that ({wp}) equals @ in the unperturbed
model.

Note that in the definition the estimate can be replaced by a test statistic or any other
statistic of interest.

In the following, instead of {w;}, the vector notation @ will be used, because the
latter alternative is more suitable for showing which calculations are taking place.
The definition is slightly academic, but via the null perturbation the perturbation
scheme can be evaluated, e.g. as mentioned above via a Taylor series expansion.

Sometimes it is appropriate to stipulate more conditions in addition to the
mere existence of a null perturbation. For example, one possible condition is that
0(w) should be differentiable with respect to w, or that a perturbation @; exists
such that §(w1) equals @, but now the estimate is calculated via a subset of all
the observations. In the next section, these ideas are illustrated. Note that in this
chapter we do not distinguish between random variables and their corresponding
observations (because of the notational burden that would be involved). The golden
rule, however, is that only observed values are perturbed.

8.2 Influence Analysis in Univariate Linear Models

Let us recall the univariate linear model introduced in Example 1.1:

x'=pC+eé, e~ Ny(0,021,), (8.1)
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where x :n x 1, C : k xnand 8 : k x 1 is to be estimated. Moreover, o2 is

an unknown scalar and the model states that we have n independent observations.
There exist several ways to make alterations in the assumptions. In this section and
the following sections, we study the following three choices of perturbation of some
elements in x, C, and both x and C together. All of these perturbations are based on
a perturbation, @, which in this book is usually a scalar .

Definition 8.2 For the model in (8.1) the following perturbations can take place.

(i) Let z = x 4+ wv, where v is a known vector to be specified in advance.
(i) Let G = C + oV, where V is a known matrix to be specified in advance.
(iii) Letx’ consist of {x;, v/wx/} and let C consist of {Cp, \/wC'}, where x; and C;
are subsets of perturbed elements of x and corresponding perturbed columns
of C, respectively, and x(o and Cy are unperturbed elements and columns of x
and C, respectively.

In the alternatives of Definition 8.2 it is easy to identify particular actions which
take place and are part of the algorithm mentioned in Definition 8.1, i.e. addition
or square root multiplication by . However, Definition 8.2 (i)—(iii) do not specify
completely the perturbation scheme, because as yet no complete algorithm has been
presented. One choice of algorithm in the case of Perturbation (iii), for example,
would involve this perturbation taking place for each independent observation,
after which an estimate would be delivered which would include the perturbed
observation. Furthermore, note that Perturbations (i) and (ii) have fairly natural
interpretations. In Perturbation (i), we study the impact of changing the observation,
i.e. adding some (small) quantity to x, and it is easy to interpret the results. Since
x is a realization of a random variable, it is important to determine whether small
changes in x will affect the statistic under consideration. In Perturbation (ii), we
have changed the design, which is useful when, for example, one is planning new
experiments. Perturbation (ii) can also be used if the values in C are not exact, for
instance to follow-up the effect of round-off errors. Moreover, in Perturbations (i)
and (ii), we use an additive perturbation, whereas in Perturbation (iii) some rescaling
is performed, meaning that the variation is perturbed. Thus, Perturbations (i)—(iii)
deal with various types of influence. When performing maximum likelihood esti-
mation and individual perturbations, all three perturbations satisfy Definition 8.1.
In Perturbations (i) and (ii), wg = 0, whereas in Perturbation (iii), wg = 1. Note
also that in Perturbation (iii), @ = 0 means that observations are excluded from the
analysis. R R

Let B, B.(w) B (w) and B, (w) denote the maximum likelihood estimates of B,
where unperturbed observations have been used, as well as perturbed observations
according to Perturbations (i)—(iii), respectively. Then, under full rank conditions,

@ B =x'ccc)™; (8.2)
(i) B.(w) =B +wv'C'(CC); (8.3)
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(i) By(w) =x'G(GG) ' =&'C' +ox'V)GG)™"; (8.4)
(iv) By, (@) = (x(Ch+ wx;CH(CoCh+ wCiCH~". (8.5)

Thus, it follows that ﬁ = ﬁz ) = EG ) = ﬁxo(l) and it has been demonstrated
that for each of the perturbations, according to Definition 8.1, besides the algorithm,
a perturbation scheme has been constructed. In the next step the perturbation scheme
is completed by specifying v, V, x, x;, Co and C;, and we will keep in mind that
each individual will be perturbed separately. For example,

e v = e;, where e; is the unit basis vector of size n;

e V =(0: 1 :0), where 1; stands on the ith position;

* Xx( is identical to x, except for the ith element, which has been removed;
e x; is the ith element, i.e. x; = x;, where x = (x;);

* (9 is identical to C, except for the ith column, which has been removed;
e (; is the ith column, i.e. C; = ¢;, where C = (c;).

Now the effects of all the perturbations in Definition 8.2 are investigated, one by
one. The overall objective to keep in mind is that we are to determine whether there
is any particular observation which in a pronounced way is more influential than the
other observations.

With regard to Perturbation (i), it follows from (8.3) and the particular choice
of V that the perturbation effect is linear and that it is largest when e;C’ = ¢| is
“largest”, where ¢; is the ith column of C, which corresponds to the ith observation.
Note that in the case of Perturbation (i), even if x is perturbed, we are only concerned
with the design and not with what has been observed. Therefore, the remaining task
is to compare the columns ¢;. This can be performed in many ways, for example
by comparing ¢}¢; or ¢;(C C’)~l¢;. However, from a statistical point of view, it is
more appropriate to consider ¢;(CC ")~l¢;, since, among other things, it is invariant
under non-singular linear transformations. From (8.1),

x =BT 'TC +¢, e~ Ny(0,0°1,),

where T is non-singular and which bears the same information as the model in (8.1).
Moreover, it should be immaterial whether one studies [.‘I’T_1 or 8, which means
that the result of any influence analysis should be the same whether it is based on C
or T'C. Fortunately,

c(CcCcHh ey =T (TCC'T) ' Te;. (8.6)

The expression ¢; (CC’ )~ l¢; is usually called the leverage and is considered to be a
measure of how single independent observations differ, due to their design, from the
rest of the independent “observations”. This also means that the leverage measures
the design variation, which fits perfectly into a discussion of influential observations;
i.e. a large design variation yields a large influence.
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Now Perturbation (ii) in Definition 8.2 is studied. The maximum likelihood
estimate under this perturbation is given in (8.4). In order to perform a Taylor series
expansion (using only a few terms) around @ = 0, it is noted that (see Appendix B,
Theorem B.6 (iv))

(GG ' =wcccH ' —weccH(ve +cvHee)H!
+o2{((ccH~Nwve +cvyyree)t —ccH'vvie ) + O?)
and, using this result,
Bo) =B —o@ (vC +cCVvHcc) —x'vicc)™
+o? (B (VC + V)Y
—BvviccH) —x'vec)TH Ve + cvHe) T + 0wd).

When studying influence, it appears from this expression that there are two terms of
interest which correspond to w and w?, respectively:

Bwc +cvyce) ' —x'viecH, 8.7)
Bve +cevyee)y Y —gvvice) ! —x'vicc)T ve +cviyee).
(8.8)
It now makes sense to use the definition V = (0 : 1 : 0) and then (8.7) equals
(B'lic, — (xi — B'en1p)(CcC ™,
where, in fact,
o~
ri=xi — B
is the usual residual, i.e. the difference between the observation and the corre-
sponding predicted value. Thus, large residuals indicate that the observations are
influential. To evaluate (8.7), the expression is squared relative to CC’, i.e. one
obtains
(B'1kc; — i )(CC) T (B Lc) — i1, (8.9)
which can be rewritten as
¢ (CCY e B 1B + rP1,(CCH 1 — 2rici(CCH 1,1} B.

Hence, once again, it seems that the leverage and the residual play a role, but
c;(C c’ )_llk also plays a role. We can conclude that an observation can be



8.2 Influence Analysis in Univariate Linear Models 369

influential if both the residual and the leverage are “large”, but it can also be

influential if the residual is “small” and the leverage “large”, if the residual is “large”

and the leverage “small”, or if the difference between ﬁ/lkc; and r; 1} is “large”.
The second term of interest above, (8.8), can be written as follows:

B'Lic, — 1)) (CC) " Aie, + ei1))(cCH ™ = B a,ccy.

Thus, the information concerning influential observations provided by (8.7) and that
provided by (8.8) differ somewhat; i.e. the terms in the Taylor series expansion bear
different information, but this will not be exploited further.

Finally, we turn our attention to Perturbation (iii) in Definition 8.2. After some
manipulations and applications of Theorem B.6 (iv) in Appendix B the Taylor series
expansion with respect to w can be written as

Bl (@) = (x(,Ch + ox,C})(CoCl+ wC;i €)™

(0.¢]
= x(CH(CoCH ™ + > (=)ol (x] — x{CHCHCH T Ch)
j=1

x D!~ ci(coCy) !, (8.10)

where D; = C; (COCE))_lCi. Moreover, when we define the “residual” r; = x; —
x,C((CoCy)~'C;, we can thereby see that the terms in the expansion are linear
in the residual and include powers of a quantity which, if C; is a column vector,
is similar to the leverage, i.e. c;(CC’)’lc,'. From (8.10), it follows that a general
influence measure is given by

i—1 — i—1 2j—1 .
riDITClCoCyTICiD! T i =D T, j =12,

which, if only one column is perturbed, reduces to (note that D; is a scalar)
2D o)t = 2D, =12, 81D

Thus, it is seen from (8.11) that the residual effect is the same for all j, although
Dl.zj ~! will either increase or decrease with j depending on whether ¢;(CoC 6)_10,-
is larger or smaller than 1. Hence, it is natural to know if c; (COCE))’lc,' < 1.

For the three different perturbations in Definition 8.2 and the general univariate
linear model discussed above, both residuals and “leverages” play an important role,
and in Perturbation (ii), another quantity also has an impact on the estimate. If the
linear effect is studied, then the focus will be on the term corresponding to w, if
the second-order effect is of interest, then the term corresponding to ? is in focus,
etc. In influence analysis, usually one is only considering the linear term, but the
fact is that there is no well-founded justification for this strategy. Indeed, later,
when considering the BRM, it will be shown that even the fifth term bears some
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information. There is, however, the general unanswered question of how many terms
are meaningful to investigate or, in other words, how much information about the
estimator, for example, we are losing by only considering a few terms in a Taylor
series expansion.

It is important to stress that the basic idea when using the three different
perturbation schemes is to make a recalculation for the elements in x; i.e. if there are
n observations, the calculations have to be repeated at least n times. This means, for
example, that in Perturbations (i) and (ii), V' has to be changed for each observation,
for each pair of observations, for each triple of observations, etc. Perturbing more
than one observation may be meaningful if a so-called masking effect exists, i.e. if
the perturbation of one observation gives no indication of the existence of any
influential observation, but the perturbation of two or more observations suddenly
gives indications of strong influential observations. A crucial recommendation when
developing influence analysis is that one should aim for methods which do not
demand a large number of computations. For example, if there is a need to carry out
iterations for each individual, each pair of individuals, etc. performing computations
and understanding them could start to become a burden. Keeping this in mind, it is
a challenge to perform influence analysis (model validation) in more complicated
models.

Example 8.1 Twenty observations were generated according to the regression
model

x' =pC+¢, (8.12)

where B/ = (0.78,0.14), C = (¢;), ¢; = (ll), i = 1,2,...,20, and e ~
N2o(0, 0.011;p). Moreover, x was contaminated as follows: for i = 3,7, 19, we
had x3 = 3.2, x7 = 4.0 and x19 = 5.0, leading to the data set in Table 8.1, whose
observations are also plotted in Fig.8.1. This example should be regarded as an
appetizer and there is no ambition to present a complete analysis.

In Fig. 8.1, it can be seen how the contaminated observations show up, and indeed
are rather extreme observations. From this figure, it follows that those observations
which have a relatively “large” residual should have an effect on the intercept, but
should not have any effect on the slope.

Next we study how the perturbations in Definition 8.2 identify the manipulated
observations. Starting with Perturbation (i) in Definition 8.2, it has been shown that

Table 8.1 Data x = (x;) generated according to (8.12); observation x3, x7 and x19 have been
manipulated

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Xi 1.10 1.05 3.20 1.23 1.70 1.56 4.00 1.89 1.98 2.18
11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Xi 2.25 2.43 2.67 2.66 2.81 2.94 3.19 3.27 5.00 3.62
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Fig. 8.1 Plot of the data presented in Table 8.1

Table 8.2 The leverage values /; = c; o) e, given in (8.6), are presented for the data in
Table 8.1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
l; 0.19 0.16 0.13 0.11 0.10 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.05

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
l; 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.10 0.11 0.13 0.16 0.19

Table 8.3 The evaluation criterion (ﬁ’lkc; —ripeceH! (ﬁ’lkc; —ri1})" in (8.9), denoted as
cri, is applied to the data presented in Table 8.1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
cr; 0.51 0.55 0.03 0.47 0.24 0.32 0.27 0.21 0.20 0.16

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
cr; 0.16 0.14 0.13 0.15 0.16 0.17 0.20 0.23 0.96 0.34

the natural evaluation criterion is the leverage, given in (8.6). The leverage for each
individual is presented in Table 8.2.

Since the leverage only concerns the design, i.e. C, and no response observations
are involved, it is fairly clear that, in the present analysis, nothing special will show
up, which is also confirmed by Table 8.2.

For the perturbation presented in Definition 8.2 (ii), an evaluation criterion was
proposed in (8.9). In Table 8.3 the results obtained by an application of that criterion
are presented. It can be seen in Table 8.3 that observation i = 19 seems to deviate
from the rest, whereas i = 3, 7 do not deviate. In particular, it is worth noting that
out of all the observations, i = 3 has the lowest influence on the estimates.
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Table 8.4 Results are presented for the evaluation criterion rl.zDzj -1 j =1,2,0f (8.11), denoted
as p;./ , applied to the data presented in Table 8.1 (100 x pil, 10* x piz are presented)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
p} 2.6 53 51.7 43 0.34 1.9 30.2 0.83 0.88 0.50

pi2 13.7 19.0 125.1 7.0 0.38 1.5 16.3 0.33 0.28 0.14

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
pl-l 0.73 0.51 0.22 0.79 0.82 0.93 0.30 0.69 54.1 0.19

pi2 0.21 0.16 0.09 0.42 0.63 1.0 0.50 1.7 192.4 0.97

Table 8.5 For the perturbed linear model x' = B'C + ¢’ in (8.12), with data given in Table 8.1,

ﬂ (@, ﬂ) is presented for the case where the ith observation, i = 1, 2, ..., 20, has been deleted
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

a 1.32 1.35 0.95 1.34 1.28 1.31 1.04 1.29 1.28 1.27

B 0.12 0.12 0.14 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.12

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
1.27 1.26 1.26 1.25 1.25 1.24 1.25 1.24 1.40 1.25
0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.10 0.12
The true values equal (0.78, 0.14)

=) ”)

Finally, Perturbation (iii) in Definition 8.2 is studied. Now (8.11) is utilized and
in Table 8.4 the results are presented for two terms of the Taylor series expansion
in (8.10). From Table 8.4, it is clear that Perturbation (iii) catches the manipulated
data, which is due to the large residuals.

It is of interest to compare the above results with those for the case deletion
approach. Table 8.5 presents the results obtained when observations have been
deleted, one observation at a time, with a view to studying what happens to S,
i.e. with the estimated intercept and slope considered. From Table 8.5, one can
learn that by removing outlying observations, one does not necessarily improve the
estimates. For example, removing observation i = 19 leads to estimates which are
further away from the truth than the estimates obtained by removing other observa-
tions. Hence, if, in the validation process, one compares the estimates obtained with
the case deletion approach with the estimates based on all the observations, one
may not be making an appropriate comparison. The problems in this connection
basically stem from the fact that a masking effect can occur; i.e. merely removing
one observation at a time is not sufficient to uncover peculiarities. O

When there are more complicated expressions than unweighted least squares
estimates, it is not obvious how one should discover the existence of any kind
of masking effect. Therefore, in the following, the perturbation approach will be
advocated and, when connecting it with knowledge about matrix derivatives, which
build up the Taylor series expansion, we acquire some powerful tools for validating
the BRM and its extensions.
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8.3 Influence Analysis in the BRM

This section treats the BRM presented in Definition 2.1. There are many different
alternatives which can be explored, for instance the three different perturbations
presented in Definition 8.2 and several types of statistics, for example maximum
likelihood estimates of the mean and dispersion matrices, predicted observations
and likelihood ratio tests for various types of hypotheses. However, first the per-
turbations in Definition 8.2 are reintroduced, now adjusted to fit into a multivariate
scenario.

Definition 8.3 Three different perturbations are defined below. The perturbations
are supposed to be applied for each “individual” separately, i.e. each column of X
in the BRM, and the perturbation scheme can be said to be “case-weighted”.

(i) LetZ = X + oV, where V is known and has to be specified in advance.

(i) Let G = C + oV, where V is known and has to be specified in advance.

(iii) Let X consist of {X|,, /&wX’} and let C consist of {Cp, /wC;}, where X;
and C; are subsets of perturbed columns of X and corresponding perturbed
columns of C, respectively, and X and C¢ are unperturbed columns of X and
C, respectively.

Let us consider the MLE of B in the BRM, i.e.
B=@A'sS'a'aA's'xc'«ccH!, (8.13)

where S = X(I — Pc)X' and under the perturbatlon i.e. when Perturbation
(i), (ii) or (iii) holds, instead of B we write B(a)) throughout this section, to
simplify the derivations, A and C are supposed to be of full rank (see Corollary 3.1).
Perturbation (iii) in Definition 8.3 will be applied first. Perturbations (i) and (ii)
in Definition 8.3 will be treated later, but will not receive as detailed treatment as
Perturbation (iii) will have received. Note that under Perturbation (iii), E(l) = E,
i.e. a null perturbation exists. The effect of the perturbation will be exploited through
the effects on the sufficient statistics

Sand XC'(CCH™',

and thereafter the effects on the inverse S™! and on (A’S7'A)"1A4’S™! will be
determined. Since the effects are investigated via a Taylor series, differentiation will
take place and knowledge about the differentiation of a product of matrices and an
inverse matrix will be utilized. In fact, in the following only the derivatives will be
presented and not the complete Taylor series, but it is worth remembering that the
first derivative is connected to the linear term (linear effect) of the series, the second
derivative is connected to the second term, etc. Moreover, another matrix derivative
than that used in the previous chapters, i.e. Definition 5.1, will be implemented in
order to make the subsequent calculations easier to look through.
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Definition 8.4 LetY: g x r be a function of X: p x n. If X consists of functionally
independent elements, then

()
dY dy,'j , ,
= d:e'. ,
IX EI dm(( i€;) ® (fr8))
where I = {i, j,k, ;1 <i<q,1<j<r1<k<p,1=<I[<n}andd;:

gx1l,ej:rx1, fr: px1andg;:n x 1 are unit basis vectors;

(i1)

&y  d (dk‘1Y> Y _
dXx*  dx* ’ ‘

k=1,2,..., =
d Xk! dXx°
The next lemma, where the kth derivatives of the perturbed § = X(I — P¢/)X’ and

XC'(CC’)~! are presented, is the starting point for an influence analysis for the
BRM. Although this lemma is conceptually easy, it turns out to be rather technical.

Lemma 8.1 Let S(w) = X(I — C'(CC")~'C)X’, where X = (Xo, J/wX;) C =
(Co, \/wC;). Put

D; = Ci(CoCy)~'Ci, Ri = X; — XoCy(CoCY)~'C;.

Then
i 430 = COFRRDEIR, k=
(ii) deCd/(kaC’)*l - _ (_1)k+lk!Rin§—1C;(COC6)—1’ k> 1.

Proof The proof follows from an application of Appendix B, Theorem B.6 (iv) to
cc’ )_1, as well as a few additional calculations. O

The matrix R; in Lemma 8.1 is a kind of residual matrix with E[R;] = 0. The
most commonly applied residual, assuming that @ = 1 in the perturbed model,
equals R; = X; — XC/(CC’)_IC,-. Moreover, the matrix D; is very close to the
usual leverage measure, C : (cc’ )_1C i, which is obtained when using @ = 1 in the
perturbed model, and it is worth noting that it is a pure function of the between-
individuals design matrix.

In the following, let So = S(0), where S(0) follows from the assumptions
in the lemma given above, i.e. S = Xo(I — PC(/))XE). The next lemma is

meant as a preparation for differentiating (A"/SA”)_l, which is useful because
(A'ST1A)TA’S™! = (A’A) 1A' (I — SA°(A” SA°)~' A?) and which simplifies
calculations, since S is a function of w (see Appendix B, Theorem B.13).
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Lemma 8.2 Let B be a constant matrix of proper size and rank, and let S(w), as
well as R; and D, be defined in Lemma 8.1. Then

() CES@BT _ (g5 By~
W=
(i) ¢ES@B” ' _=—(B'SoB)"'B'R;R;B(B'S;B)"";
(iii) a
2R/ —1
4(B 5;‘”2)3) =2(B'SoB)"'B'R;(D; + R,B(B'SoB)"'B'R/))R.B(B'SoB)™!;
w=0
(iv)

d3*(B'S(w)B)~!
dw’

= —6(3’503)—13’1&,-(0,.2 +R/B(B'SoB)"'B'R;

w=0
x(Dj + R;B(B’SOB)_IB’Ri)R;B(B’SOB)_lB’R,-)R;B(B’SOB)_l.
Now one of the main theorems of this chapter is presented.

Theorem 8.1 Let E(w) be the perturbed version of E, given in (8.13), when X =
(X0, V/oX;) and C = (Cy, o/wC}), i.e. when Perturbation (iii) in Definition 8.3 is
applied. Then

d*B(w) akxc'ccH!

— (A/A)_lA/
d(l)k w=0 d(l)k w=0
k k— 11 P P / -1
s d?(A° SA°
Y ey S A5
AR do" d wh
i1=0i=0
Jdk-h-xeece’)!
xA° . ( . ) , k=0,
d wk—i1—iz w0
where dldscf)?)) , dIXCL;(aC)lC,)il and dl(Aod‘jjlo) l are derived via
=0 w=0 =0

Lemma 8.1 and Appendix B, Theorem B.15.

Proof The statement follows from an application of Theorem B.15 (i) in
Appendix B. O

We now express the result of Theorem 8.1 in the special case where k = 1,2, 3,
which will later be applied when analysing the classical Potthoff and Roy growth
curve data set (see Example 1.7). In particular, it can be noted that the influence
exerted by the residual R; is not linear, which it was in the univariate case
(see (8.10)).
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Corollary 8.1 Let the matrices and perturbation be as in Lemma 8.1 and Theo-
rem 8.1, and put So = S(0) = Xo(I — PC(r))Xf). Then,

@) ifk =0, d(j’;%” = (A'Sg1A)TA'S; X0 Clp(CoCl) Y
(i) ifk =1,

dB(w) e _
o = (A'S;'A) ' A'S IR Cl(CoCp)™!
w=0
—(A’S; A)TA'S TR R A (A7 SoA%) T AY X0 C(CoCl) Y
(iii) ifk =2,
d2§(a)) Ja—1 —1 4/ co—1 / /y—1
g = —2(A'S;"A)TA'S; R D C(Co Ch)
w=0
—2(A'Sy " A) Ay R RIA (A7 SoA%) AT R CL(Co Cl) !
F2(A'S; A)TA'S R Di R A (A% SHA”) T AV X o C(CoClp) ™!
+2(A’S;'A) T A'S; R R A% (A9 SoA%) T AV R;
xR} A%(A? SpA%) ' A” X Cl(CoCl) ™"
(iv) ifk =3,
PB@| et g1 g1 AXC(CCH!
do w:o_(A S, A)TA'S, Jo o

a2xccc)y!

+3(A’A) T A'SHA(AY S)A°) T AV R R, A% (A7 SpA%) " A7 o
w w=0

d*(A” $oA°)!

3(A’A)TA'SpA°
+3(4°A) 0 do?

AR, C;(CoClp)~!

=0

d* (A% $yA%)"!

e A” XCl(CoCl) !

=0

+(A’A)7TA'SA°

+6(A’A)"'A'R; R, A°(A” SoA°) " AY R, D; C(CoC)) ™!
+6(A’A) " A'R; R A°(A” SoA%) 1 AY R R} A° (A% SpA°) 1 A” R C(CoCY) ™!

dZ(AO/SOA())—l

Lo AY X CH(CoCh)!

—3(A’A)"'A'R; R} A°

w=0
+6(A’A) ' A'R; D; R} A°(A” SoA°) "' AY R, C}(CoC) ™!
+6(A’A)"A'R; D; R, A°(A” SHA°) ' A” R; R, A°(A” SyA®) ™' A% X(C{(CoCl)~"

—6(A’A) 'A'R; D?R, A°(A” SoA°)~' A” X, C}(CoCl)~",



8.3 Influence Analysis in the BRM 377

k o oy—1
where ¢ A SOkA )
d o

, k = 2,3, is obtained from Lemma 8.2.

w=0
Proof The statements are all verified by performing calculations using Lemmas 8.1
and 8.2. O

Since

where 7 is so large that the approximation works well (it is assumed that the series
converges), the effect of the perturbation w can be measured via the derivatives.
Moreover, according to the general ideas of influence analysis, some evaluation
criteria to be applied to the derivatives should be defined, but if there are only a
few observations, the derivatives corresponding to the perturbed observations can
be listed and the parameters can be evaluated element-wise.

Example 8.2 (The Classical Potthoff and Roy (1964) Data Set) The analysis of the
Potthoff and Roy (1964) data presented in Example 1.7 is now evaluated. It was
shown that the MLE of the mean parameter B equals

B b b\ _ (1743 1584
T\ by b/ \0476 0827)°
The parameters b1 and by describe the growth of the girls,Awhereas b1 and byy
describe the growth of the boys. In Table 8.6 the derivatives d“B(@) o k=1,2,3,

dof | )=

and E(O) (i.e. the estimate where the ith observation has been removed) are
presented for four different individuals. The focus is on one “normal” individual, for
which we cannot find any extreme observed values in the data, and three individuals
which include “outlying” observations. In Examples 6.1, 6.5 and 6.6 residuals for
the data set were presented. In particular, it follows from Tables 6.1, 6.6 and 6.10 that
individual 16 sometimes has “larger” residuals than individual 15, but this individual
seems to have a higher influence on the mean estimates than individual 16 and,
therefore, is reported in Table 8.6. Moreover, concerning all the other observations,
we could not find anything remarkable when calculating the derivatives.

In Table 8.6, individual 6 is a girl, whereas individuals 15, 16 and 24 are boys.
Therefore, it appears, as expected, that for individual 6 the influence on b1; and by
is greater than on b1 and byy. For individual 15, if k = 1, 2, or 3, the derivatives
for b12 and by are large. For individuals 20 and 24, all the derivatives are relatively
large, and those for individual 20 in particular show some outstanding values. The
main conclusion from this example is that the influence on the estimated parameters
differs among these individuals and the analysis is insufficient if one only uses the
first derivative. In order to evaluate the above results, they should be studied in
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Tab!e 8'.6 The results qf an kK by b by by
application of Perturbation .
(iii) in Definition 8.2 to the Individual 6 (normal)
Potthoff and Roy data set (see 0 17.47 15.84 0.48 0.83
Example 1.7) 1 —0.047 0.0012 —0.0094 0.00025
2 0.010  —0.00027  0.0021 —0.000055
3 —0.0032 0.000057 —0.00069 0.000022
Individual 15
0 1745 14.86 0.47 0.90
1 —0.032 1.14 0.0023 —0.084
2 0.010 —0.36 —00074 0.027
3 —-0.0016 0.10 0.00012 —0.0076
Individual 20
0 17.50 16.74 0.47 0.79
1 -0.34 —4.07 0.013 0.16
2 2.41 28.85 —0.095 —1.14
3 7040 —1.78 700.36 —17.16
Individual 24
0 17.36 17.53 0.48 0.68
1 0.10 —2.57 —0.0089 0.23
2 —0.11 2.094 0.0093 —-0.24
3 0.11 —-3.17 —0.097 0.27
For k = 0,1, 2, 3, the derivative dkfw(kw ) o has been

calculated for individuals 6, 15, 20 and 24

relation to the observed variation. Therefore, it is of interest to compare the results
with

48.55 —3.62 0 0

D/[\ﬁ]: -3.62 035 0 0
0 0 3034 -226|°

0 0 =226 022

which was obtained in Theorem 4.5. This estimate is for unperturbed observations

—

and, of course, D[E] will change, somewhat, if some individual is excluded or if a
perturbation which has taken place turns out to be important, but for our discussion
this is not very crucial. It follows that, in comparison with the estimated variation of
the estimators, most derivatives are fairly small. It is only individual 20 which seems
to have some influence on the estimates which is not a surprise when one inspects
the original data. Note that when comparing different derivatives of a different order
k, it is reasonable to divide the derivative by k!, where k stands for the order of the
derivative. A final comment is that the perturbation induces non-linear effects (see
individuals 20 and 24). |
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Now Perturbation (ii) in Definition 8.3 is studied. This perturbation acts only
on the design matrix C. In this case the structure in C will interfere with the
perturbation defined through V. For example, if C reflects a block design, then
V should in some sense match the design. Here our argumentation is rather
vague, but the topic has so far not been studied in detail. The next example will
illustrate our mode of thinking. However, since S is included in the estimates, it
is somewhat unclear how perturbations affect the derivatives (compare the results
for Perturbation (ii) in Sect. 8.2). Firstly, results are presented which correspond to
Lemmas 8.1 and 8.2 and which can be obtained by the application of Appendix B,
Theorem B.15 (i)—(iii). Unfortunately the results are based on a somewhat technical
treatment.

Lemma 8.3 Let S(w) = X(I — G'(GG)"G)X', where G = C + wV, as in
Definition 8.3 (ii). Then

d*S(w) _ 1 k—iy k\ (k—i1\di1G' d2(GG')™" ak=i1=2G v/
(1) dof |y—o = -X ZiI:O Zizzk—il—l (il)( izl) d o'l d w2 d k=12 X w=0"
where
. "=l
(i) 4G ‘ = =€)V + Ve
W=

(ii) ‘”GG) ' =(cH) i v +veHee) v +veHee)!

w=0

—2ccHtvviccHl;

(iv) ifk =3,
dk(GG/)—l k—1 ij—1 ]1 i
S R S () ()eer
@ =0 j=k—2 i1=jir=j—1 ij=1 L
ij / ij_1—ij /
. d1(GG) (cch! d '.(?'.G) €CH ! x
d ol =0 do'i=17N |20
o, d'2(GG)) o1 d1(GG)) "ol
G N s
where ¢ (66" L =oviveil =1, 466 =2Vl =2,

and forl > 2 the derivative equals 0.

Using the expressions in Lemma 8.3 leads to the next result for S(w). For the final
1 -1

expressions the derivatives d (33,) 1

needed.

= 1,2, given in the previous lemma, are

Lemma 8.4 Let S(w) be as in Lemma 8.3. The derivatives given below,

dl((d;g,,)il . l = 1,2, are to be found in Lemma 8.3. Then
i “S@|  —s=xa-cec) o)X
@07 =0
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(ii)
ds
(@) =-Xc'«ccH)'vx —xv'«cc)H)'cx’
dw w=0
d(GGH™!
_XC/ ( ) CX/;
dw w=0
(iii)
d*s d(GGH™! d*(GGH!
@) _ oy 1€ vx - xc ¢¢) cx'
d w2 w=0 dw w=0 d w2 w=0
d(GGH™!
—2xv'«ccHytvx —2xv’ (GG) cX
dw w=0
(iv)
d3 d2 n—1 3 nN—1
S@f -y @66 vy _ xc © GG cx’
do’ |,_p d w? e d w3 e
d(GG)H™! d*(GGH™!
_exy 166 vx —3xv & 2) cx'.
w w=0 do =0

Similar to Theorem 8.1, a theorem for Perturbation (ii) can be formulated.

Theorem 8.2 Let B(w) = (A'S '(w)A)'A’S  (w)XG' (GG')!, where
S(w) =X — Pg)X ' and G = C + oV for some known V; i.e. Perturbation (ii)
in Definition 8.3 is applied. Then

= _ k k—ip
d*B(w) 1, ,d"G"(GGH! ky (k—i -1
d ok = @ATAXT T -2 2 AT
w=0 w=0 i1=0i=0
d" S(w) AodiZ(A”lS(w)A”)*l AO/Xd"*iI*iZG/(GG/)*l =0
d o'l d wi2 d wk—i1—i2 ’ -
w=0
d'G'(GG)™! _ (v di(GG)! rd'=1(GG)! d'S(w)
where dof o = c "o o +1V'E oo e ddd |y and
I 70 oy—1
44 Z(;;)A ) are derived via Lemmas 8.3, 8.4 and Theorem B.15 (iii) in
w=0
Appendix B.

Since usually only a few derivatives of low order are needed, the next corollary is
presented to help us use the results of Theorem 8.2.
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Corollary 8.2 Let the matrices and perturbation be as in Theorem 8.2 and S(0) =
S=X(I - Pc)X'.

Q) Ifk=0, @B
w=!

.= (A'S7'Aa)-tAa’s'xc/cchH .

dad
) rk=1, ‘G| =(A'sTIA)TASTIX 466Gy -
(i) Ifk =2,
B &G (GG
d (;0) — (A/SflA)flA/Sflx ; 5 )
@ =0 w w=0
o oy—1 / N—1
(A A) I ASA d(A? S(w)A?) A'X dG' (GG
dow e dw =0
d*(A” S(w)A%)~! ,
_(A/A)—lA/SAg ( d(a)z) ) A° XC/(CC/)—l
@ w=0
ds / . dG'(GGH™!
L B3@ o g ga0)1 40 x 16(GC)
dw w=0 dw =0
ds d(A” S(w)A%)™! ,
5 (w) A0 (A7 S(w)A?) A XC(CCH!
dw w=0 dw o
d’s . ,
— d (Z)) AU(AU SAU)*IAU XC/(CC/)fll
w w=0
(v) Ifk =3,
PB@)| ettt ety PG(GGHT!
dob | = @s'ylasTix DT .
3AA) T A'SA? d(A” S(w)A%)~! 4oy 666!
dw et d w? =0
3(A'A) A'SA° d*(A” S(w)A®)~! % dG'(GG')™!
dw? e dow =0
340 oy—1
—ay arsae TATS@AD A’xcccH!
d w3 "o
2 n—1
aayta B@O) goad g0y a0 x ©ECG)
d[l) w=0 dwz =0
o oy—1 ’ N—1
_6(A/A)—1A/ dS(w) A° d(A% S(w)A°) AU/X dG'(GG")
do |,— dw o dw w=0
2040 oy—1
Ayt @ g A j“’;A ’ A’xcceh™!
=0 @ w=0
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Ssaay i PS5O yoqd a0 40 x 16 GET
d w? =0 dw =0
_3(474)7'A e5@| L, d(A” S@)A")"! A’ xccc)™!
dw? =0 dw
- w=0
d’s , ,
—(A'a) A @) A°(AYSA) A x e
d w’ =0
d'(S(w))~! d'(A” $pA%)~! d'G'(GG')™!
do ) ! and ; , 1 = 1,2,3, are
w w=0 do dw w=0

=0
obtained by applying Lemmas §.3, 8.4 and Appendix B, Theorem B.15.

A significant difference between Perturbation (iii) and Perturbation (ii) is that in
the latter, we have to choose V and, as noted before, there is no real strategy of
choosing V.

Example 8.3 (The Classical Potthoff and Roy (1964) Data Set (See Also Table 1.2))

Since the data set consists of two groups of individuals, the design matrix C
consists of two rows which are orthogonal to each other. The maximum likelihood
estimates of the mean parameters in the BRM will be exploited with respect to
Perturbation (ii) in Definition 8.3. When carrying out the calculations, we have to
define the matrix V in Perturbation (ii). Firstly, V is chosen so that the ith column
of V equals (}) and the other columns of V are identical to (8) One can question
if this choice of V is appropriate, because the perturbed ith individual will affect
both the girls and the boys through the design matrix, i.e. C + wV. Other possible

alternatives are choosing V so that the ith column equals ((1)) or choosing V so that

the ith column equals ((1)), which will be considered later.

Necessary results for performing model validation according to the perturbation
scheme have been presented in Corollary 8.2. When applying Perturbation (iii),
individuals 15, 20 and 24 appeared to deviate from the others. However, when
investigating Perturbation (ii), only individual 20 becomes highlighted when G)
is used. In this case, in Table 8.7, the first three derivatives (averaged) are presented
for the girls and boys separately, with individual 20, a boy, excluded. It appears
that the second derivative for the girls’ intercept was large. When individual 20 was
perturbed, the effect was different from that for the other boys; see, for example, the
second derivative for the girls’ intercept, where we have —2.32 versus 1.66. Thus,
there is an indication that individual 20 differs from the other boys. Studying the
original data, one can confirm that individual 20 is “extreme”. Since Perturbation (ii)
represents a perturbation of the design matrix C, one conclusion is that individual 20
does not follow the same model as the other boys are doing. A possible explanation
is that there has been a typing error, and that the observation at age 14 (26) should
be the observation at age 12 and the observation at age 12 (31) should be the
observation at age 14. This would make sense, but, of course, we cannot know if this
is true if we do not have access to the original files. One final comment concerning
this perturbation is that the choice of G) only identified a few individuals, of
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Table 8.7 The results kK by b boy by
obtained when Perturbation .
(ii) in Definition 8.3 was ref 1743 15.84 0.48 0.83
applied to the Potthoff and Girls
Roy data set (see 1 -3.02 0.00 —0.12 0.00
Example 1.7), with v; = (}) 2 —890 -2.15 —0.31 —0.054
in V and the other columns in 3 —0.40 0.61 0.0078 0.028
V equal to (8) Bo S
ys, except for individual 20
1 0.018 —2.07 —0.00072 —0.082
2 —232 —6.48 —0.13 —0.29
3 0.86 0.036 0.18 —0.0047
Individual 20 (boy)
1 -0.27 -2.27 0.011 —0.074
2 1.66 —3.37 0.023 —0.17
3 —-0.65 —-1.91 —0.015 —0.097
For k = 1,2,3, the average of the derivative
d*B(w)

dok has been calculated separately for the girls

and the ‘13625 (except for individual 20), as well as for
individual 20. The case k = ref is provided for com-
parison and presents the maximum likelihood estimates
based on all the individuals (see Corollary 3.1)

which individual 20 showed the “largest” deviance from the others. However, it is
outside the scope of this chapter to understand completely the influence exerted by
individual 20, and it seems that this cannot be achieved without calculating higher
order derivatives, for instance derivatives of order 4 or 5. Moreover, it can be noted
that the girls obtained larger derivatives than the boys (see Table 8.7). One can
speculate if this is due to the model fit or the group size.

Now V is chosen so that the ith column of V equals ((1)) and the other columns

are identical to (8) This means, among other things, that the influence on the girls

exerted by individual 20, as indicated in Table 8.7, should be less clear, which is
also shown in Table 8.8. Moreover, in the third derivative, there seems to be a small
effect from individual 20, meaning that influential effects may be non-linear. Also
in this case, the effect is stronger on the two parameters corresponding to the girls’
growth than on the parameters connected to the boys’.

Finally, Table 8.9 shows some results obtained when the perturbation V was
defined in such a way that the ith column of V equalled ((1)) and the other columns

were identical to (8) In this case, however, no effects of the perturbation could be
discovered. We can also have a perturbation which is based on ((1)) for the girls and

((1)) for the boys, or these quantities can be weighted according to, for example, the
group sizes.

To round off this example, one can state that different alternative perturbations
have been introduced, but neither their interpretations and nor their conclusions
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Table 8.8 The results
obtained when Perturbation
(ii) in Definition 8.2 was
applied to the Potthoff and
Roy data set (see

Example 1.7), with v; = ((l))
in V and the other columns in
V equal to (8)

Table 8.9 The results
obtained when Perturbation
(ii) in Definition 8.2 was
applied to the Potthoff and
Roy data set (see

Example 1.7), with v; = ((l))
in V and the other columns in
V equal (8)

8 Influential Observations

k b b1z by by

ref 1743 15.84 0.48 0.83
Girls

1 —1.44 0.00 —0.075 0.00
2 —2.96 —2.25 —0.15 —0.057
3 —0.56 0.020 —0.017 0.0011
Boys, except for individual 20

1 0.00 —0.98 0.00 —0.052
2 0.037 —4.27 0.0019  —0.22
3 0.0058 —0.28 0.00027 —0.013
Individual 20 (boy)

1 0.00 —1.18 0.00 —0.044
2 0.039 —-2.78 0.0019  —0.15
3 0.058 —0.87 0.0032  —0.054
For k = 1,2,3, the average of the derivative
d*B(w)

dok has been calculated separately for the girls

and the ‘13635 (except for individual 20), as well as for
individual 20. The case k = ref is provided for com-
parison and presents the maximum likelihood estimates
based on all the individuals (see Corollary 3.1)

k  bn b1y by by

ref 17.43 15.84 0.48 0.83
Girls

1 —1.58 0.00 —0.043 0.00

2 —6.27 0.044 —-0.017 0.0013
3 —1.05 0.047 —0.028 0.0013
Boys, except for individual 20

1 0.018 —1.09 —0.00072  —0.030
2 —2.55 =252 —0.14 —-0.071
3 0.36 —0.44 0.020 —0.028
Individual 20 (boy)

1 -0.27 —-1.09 0.011 —0.030
2 —048 —2.48 —0.085 —-0.072
3 0.30 —0.65 0.028 —0.041
For k = 1,2,3, the average of the derivative
d*B(w)

dok has been calculated separately for the girls

and the al;Sys (except for individual 20), as well as for
individual 20. The case k = ref is provided for com-
parison and presents the maximum likelihood estimates
based on all the individuals (see Corollary 3.1)
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are very clear. In addition, more time has to be spent on introducing additional
perturbation schemes, in particular to create some kind of optimal scheme. O

Now Perturbation (i) in Definition 8.3 is treated briefly. Copying ideas from the
above discussion concerning Perturbation (ii), it can be noted that if

Z=X+owV, for some known V,

then
Sw)=Z(I - Pc)Z,
B(w) = (A'S(@)'A)'A'S() "' zc'(cC)!
and
#B@)|  _ waa?l ey
dwk w=0 B dwk w=0
2 k—iy i i Y -1
i diS d?2 (A% S(w)A° /
_ Z Z (ik)(kle)(A/A)—lA/ (w)l A° ( (w) ) A°
- - 1 %) d o'l —0 d wi?
i1=0i=0 W= w=0
O0<k—i;—ip<l
dk—il—izz
x o c'«cccH .
dwkfllflz =0
In this expression, dlds (j") and dlzl can be presented immediately, whereas
@ =0 do'|,—0

d' (A S(w)A®)~!

dol is more sophisticated and, concerning this case, the reader is

w=0

referred to Appendix B, Theorem B.15 (iii):

: X, 1 =0,

4z _ Vv I=1

d(l)l - ) - )

0, [ >1;
XI-Po)X', 1=0,
d'S(w) XU =PV +VU - Pc)X/, =1,
do' |,—g |2V - PV, 1=2,
0, [ > 2.

The next theorem comprises the first three derivatives of the perturbed mean
estimate B(w).
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Theorem 8.3 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, let the perturbed estimate
B(w) = (A'S " w)A)'A'S H(w)ZC'(CC')7!, where S(w) = Z(I — Pc)Z'
and Z = X 4+ oV for some V; i.e. Perturbation (i) in Definition 8.3 is applied.
dk(Ao/SA())fl

Aok , k = 2,3, is used below and explicit expressions are

w=0

Moreover,

obtained through Appendix B, Theorem B.15 (iii). Put D1 = dj(a‘)") K Then
w=

®

dB
d(“’) —A'sT'a)las v ey
w w=0
—(A'ST'A)'A’STI D AY(AY SAYY T AV X (e
(i)
d’B(w)
da)2 w=0
=2(A'A)'A'SA’ (A SA°) ' AY D1 A°(A” SA*) A’ v (cC)!
—(A'A)TA'SA0 TASATH qdx ey
w=0
—2(A’A)"'A’D1A°(A” SA°) A v (cC)!
+2(A’A)"'A'D 1A (A” SA°) ' A D1 A°(AY SA°) ' AY X C'(cC) !
—2(A'A) AV — P)V/A% (A SA%) A X C(cc)
(iii)
3B (o)

o = 3441 AIsA FASAOT gy ey

—(A'A)TTASAC FASITH 4% e

w=0
_6(A/A)71A/D1AU d(A”dS£0)71 AU/VC/(CC/)71
w=0
“3(A'A) A DA FASAT g0k e
w=0

—6(A’A) AV — Po)V'A(AY SA) 1A ve'(cC)!

A’xc'«ccH.

w=0

_ o' ¢ q0y—1
—6(A’A)TTA'VI — PeyV'A° A 54D
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We will not exploit Perturbation (i) any more, mainly because further research needs
to be conducted on this topic and there are no strategies available for choosing V.
Moreover, it is quite conceivable that a random choice of the columns in V can
make sense.

Hitherto only perturbations which affect X and C have been considered (see
Definition 8.3). Now we briefly examine the problem of perturbing A in the BRM
and, firstly, put

X () = (X} : JoX}), (8.14)
A) = (A} : JoA)), (8.15)

where X; and A; are the ith row of X and A, respectively, and are analogous
o X(w) = (Xo : J/wX;) and C = (Cy : JwC;), i.e. Perturbation (iii) in
Definition 8.3. Using the perturbation scheme defined via (8.14) and (8.15) yields

B(w) = (A (0)S() ' A(@) 1A (@)S(0) " X (@)C'(CcC)™!
—A's'atas'xc«ccH ! =B,

where B is the MLE. Direct calculations show that the expressions (A’ (w)S ()~ 1
A(w)) ' and A’ (@) S(w) "' X (w) are both independent of w and, therefore, that Bis
also independent of w, as indicated in the above calculations. Thus, for every o, the
same expression is obtained, which means that we cannot extract any information
about influence via the above-specified perturbation. Moreover, the phenomenon
which has been observed means that, around w = 0, the estimate is not differentiable
and, therefore, this type of perturbation scheme does not make sense. However, it
can be noted that if one deletes a row in X and A, this will have a direct effect on X,
causing it to “shrink™; i.e. X will consist of fewer parameters. This means that the
perturbation changes the whole model and then the results obviously are difficult to
interpret.

Alternatively, we can turn our attention to a second type of perturbation. Let, as
before, V be a known matrix and consider the perturbation H = A 4+ oV, which
is of the same type as C + wV/, i.e. Perturbation (ii) in Definition 8.3. However, the
fundamental difference between the two perturbations is that C + wV concerns the
perturbation of observations and H(w) = A 4+ wV concerns the model sensitivity.
It follows that

k ' —Lg—1 gk—i g/
d'(H'S"H) 'd'H
k —1 1 n—1
= . . . ST Xc(cce ,
d o* l_ ;1 d o' d ki ey o
—k— w=
where ¢ ' 50)1 ) can be obtained by applying Appendix B, Theorem B.15

=0
(i)—(iii). In the next theorem the first three derivatives are explicated.
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Theorem 8.4 For the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, let

Bw) = (Hw)S 'Hw) '"Hw)S™'xc'(cc)H™,

where H(w) = A + oV for some V. Put D| = d(H;lS:H) 0= V'STIA +
w=
A'STIV. Then
®
dB
d(“’) —A's7 A v's ' xccch!
W |w=0
—A's'A) Dy a'sTtata's xe'«cehH
(i)
d*B
(;‘)) — _2(A'S A ' DA'S T A VST x ey
dw w=0
—2(A'S7'A)lv'sTlva'sTtata’s I x e ccH)!
+2(A'S7'A)'D(A'ST'A)IDA'STTA)TTA'S T x e ey
(iii)
d*B Jo—1 =
) (20) _ 3 dz(H;wle) ! V's-lxc'cc)!
w- w=0 w=0
PH'SH) ! ra—1 ’ n—1
SN L AsTIxceaeh,
with
d}(H/S—lH)—l
dao’ =0
_ —1 4\—1 dH'S™'H —1 4\—1 d*H'S™'H —1 4y—1
=3(A’S714) S (A'S7'A) or T (A’S7'A)
re—1 4\—1 d’*H'S™'H r@—1 4\—1 dH'S™'H ro—1 4y\—1
+3(A’S7'A) 'S, ‘w:O (A’S7'A) do |, (A7)
—1 4\—1 dH'S™'H —1 4\—1 dH'S™'H —1 4y—1
—6(A'S7'A) S (A’S7'A) o ], (A’S7'A)
rg—1 _ _
X deSw H o (A/S IA) 1’
d*(H'S ' H)™!

=2A'S"A) v s lva'sA)~!

d o? —

+2(A’S*1A)’1 dH;ls;H - (A/SflA)fl dH;ls;H - (A/SflA)fl
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and
st IH‘ —V'SA+AS Y,
d*H'S 1H‘ —ov's-ly
d w? :

Example 8.4 In this example, Theorem 8.4 is discussed very briefly. For instance,
consider the Potthoff and Roy (1964) data set, which was exploited in Example 1.7.
Here we can choose V to equal

0 1 0 0.5 0 O
0 1 0 O 0 O

V = 0 1 or V= 0 0 or V= 0 0 ,
0 1 0 O 0 0.5

for example. With the above choices of V, the second column of A has been altered.
In the first case the whole model has been shifted and investigating this case does
not make sense. In the other two cases, only one time point is perturbed and here
one can see some effects (the computations are not shown here). In particular,
the perturbation of the fourth time point has the largest effect on B. This is in
complete agreement with least squares regression theory, where it is maintained
that the observations which are at the “end-points” of the observation period have
the largest influence on the mean estimates. O

Now, the influence on the maximum likelihood estimate of the dispersion matrix is
treated briefly. The three different perturbations given in Definition 8.3 could have
been reconsidered, but only the results for Perturbation (iii) will be presented in
detail. All the results for ¥ depend heavily on the results for B, since

= (X — ABC)(X — ABC) (8.16)

= XX — XC'B'A' — ABCX'+ ABCC'B'A’. (8.17)
Theorem 8.5 Consider the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, and assume that
Perturbation (iii) in Definition 8.3 is applied, i.e. X = (X, JwX;) and C =
(Co, /oC;). Then

nE () = (X — AB(@)C)(X — AB(w)C)/,
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where E(a)) is the same as in Theorem 8.1, and

1
d*nZ(w) _ d*xx’ _ AZ (k) d*1B(w) dicx’
dof |,_0 dof |,— i) dot= g do' [,—
i=0
1 e
_ ky d'XC’ d*~B(») /
Z (1) dot w=0 d k=i w=0 A
i=
k k—iy i i i
k\ (k—iy\ d*"'1B(w) d2CC’ d*172 B (w) /
+A Z Z (il)( i ) d k11 do'? dwt—i1712 a)=0A ’
i1=0i=0
0<ir<1
.. d'B . .
with 5, given in Theorem 8.1.
@ =0

Next the first three derivatives for f(u)) are presented.

Corollary 8.3 For f(w) in Theorem 8.5:

@)
MEO| = XX - (XoCy BY| 4 xiCiBOopa’
—ACRY| coXy+ BOCXD+ABY| oy BY| A
14 B0 _ CiCB DA + ABOICOC,B (04"
(ii)
dz:}i e Yt dzﬁ;(zw) T 2X;C} dfj’fuw wZO)A/
—A( d?w(zw) 0 CoX(+2 d?fﬁ)) =0 CiX)+A d?w(;)) w=0 CoCo d?a;(zw) =0 v

’ dB(w) / dB(») i
WA T do |, C0C0 Tan A

w=0

d*B(w) v d*Bl(w)
124 d w? a):OCtCi d w? o

+24 4B e CiC;B' A" + ABO)CoC B (0)A’;

(iii)
BnE(w) _ ) 3B (w) v d*Bl(w) /
dw’ w=0 (XOCO dw? w:O+3X’Ci dw? w:O)A

4 PB) / d*B(w) Ty dB(w) 1 d*B(w) /
AT CoXo+3 @S Cixp At ) CoChy w:OA
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&3 B(w) ) d°B'(w) / ’B(w) ; d’°B(w) /
+34 W CiCH LS =OA +3 7 24 cocy P =0A
’B(w) v dB () dB(w) / dB () /
+64 ¢ PO cicp 958 (A3 , CoCo 58 A
w= w=

+6A ‘“*(‘”) o C;C/B'(0)A’ + AB0)CoCHB (0)A'.

Based on Theorem 8.5 and Corollary 8.3, the influence from one or more “subjects”
(let us say the ith column in X and C) depends on the influence on §(a)). A natural
question is if it is sufficient to study the influence on E(w) when one is interested
in the influence on nZ(a)) _Indeed, we can also twist the question slightly and
wonder if we should study B at all when studying the influence on nZ(a)) since
the dependency between Band T is usually not very strong. However, from earlier
chapters, in particular Chap. 6, we know that nf(w) is a function of residuals and,
therefore, deviating residuals should have an impact on nf(w). Remember how
nf(w) can be dissected, for example

nE =S+ (XPc—ABC)XPc — ABC)
=S+ (XC'(CC) ' —AB)CC(XC'(CC)™' —AB)Y, (8.18)

and that S and XC'(CC’)~! are sufficient statistics. Hence, it may be sufficient to
study the influence on § and XC'(CC’)~!, and relatively easy expressions appear
when S and XC'(CC')~! — AB are studied. The most complicated expressions
arise when (8.18) is differentiated.

Theorem 8.6 Consider the BRM presented in Definition 2.1, and assume that
Perturbation (iii) in Definition 8.3 is applied, i.e. X = (X, JwX;) and C =
(Co, \/oC}). Then

d*nZ (w) _ d*S(w)
dok |,—0~  dof [,—0
k ko 1 k— 1
d'xc'(cc’y~ AB(w) di2cc’ dk ’2(XC’(CC’) AB(a)))
+ Z Z d ol d o2 d wk—1—12 ’
i1=0i=0
0<ir<1 w=0
where
d'XC'(CCH '—AB(w) _ d'xc'«cc) ! A d'B(w)
do! - do! o do! ’
w=0 w=0 w=0
/ —_—
Jdec CoCy, [ =0,
— / —
dol = C.C;, =1,

0, [ > 1;
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d'S(w) d'xc'cc)H! d'B(w)
do! =0 dol and do!
(ii), and Theorem 8.1.

o are obtained from Lemma 8.1 (i) and

Often the number of parameters in B is not very large, whereas the number
of parameters in X is considerably larger. Therefore, when the influence from
observations on X is studied, extra attention must be focused on the possibility that

a function of ¥ is of interest. An example of such a function is (A’ f_lA)_l, where
A 1is the within-individuals design matrix in the BRM (e.g. see (8.18)), and this
expression appears in the estimated dispersion for B, see Theorem 4.5 (i1). Other
functions which may be of interest are tr{Z} |Z| or some specific elements in 3.

Example 8.5 The purpose of this example is to demonstrate that it is complicated
to study which observations are influential on B and nX. Examples of different
questions to answer are how such influence should be measured and summarized
when many parameters are being considered, and what quantities in a statistical
analysis should be studied. Usually both mean parameters and dispersion matrices

—

are of interest; for example, as noted above, the estimator B andiits dispersion D[E],
which is a function of X, are important for the understanding of the analysis for the
BRM. Let us now analyse, once again, our favourite data set, the Potthoff and Roy
(1964) data set, which has been studied many times before in this book (e.g. see
Examples 8.2 and 8.3, as well as several examples included in earlier chapters).
In the present example, the first and second derivatives of the perturbed statistics
under consideration are used as an influence measure. The statistics which we are
interested in are E, xc'cc )_1, SandnX. However, to simplify the presentation,
only the influence on the sum of the elements of B is presented. The same also
holds for the “mean” XC’'(CC)~!, i.e. the influence on the sum of the elements is
presented, while concerning the dispersion, the influence on the sum of the upper
triangles of S and n¥ is shown. Adopting this approach, it is discovered that the first
and second derivatives in our setting provide very similar information. Moreover,
observations 10, 11, 20, 21 and 24 (see Table 8.10) show up as being influential for
different statistics. This means that it is crucial to motivate which statistic should

Table 8.10 Here B; and B, stand for the sum of the elements in dgfu“’) ‘ and ¢ f;) 12 o
- =
/ 1
respectively, M; and M, stand for the sum of the elements in dXC LJ(SC) ‘ 0 and
w=

2 xcco! ively, ) and S, stand for th f the el £ th iangl
Jo? _, respectively, S1 and S, stand for the sum of the elements of the upper triangles
of ¢ dscf)‘“ ’ 0 d d dsm(;“) , respectively, and Sig; and Sigy denote the sum of the elements of
0=
the upper triangles of <" dzagw) ‘ and ¢ ;z(w) = respectively
By B, M, M, S S Sigi Sig>

Obs 20and 24 20and 24 10and 11 10and 11 21 and 10 21 and 10 20 and 10 20 and 10

For each of the eight measures, the two observations (denoted as Obs) are listed which had
the greatest influence on the statistics; the observation listed first had the largest influence. The
numbering of observations follows the numbering in Table 1.2
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be evaluated and thereafter perform calculations for that specific statistic. To study
all possible statistics without any strategy can make it more difficult to take the
appropriate decisions. It also implies that more research is needed of how to evaluate
the BRM.

0

8.4 Influence Analysis in the EBRM %

This section concerns influence analysis for the EBRM g presented in Defini-
tion 2.2, using an approach which, from both a conceptual and technical perspective,
is similar to the one used for the BRM in the previous section. Although the
influence analysis in this section concerns the EBRM 3, it is a fairly straightforward
task to extend it to comprise the general EBRM;, m > 1. However, one discovers
already when m = 3 that there are too many optional analyses which can be
performed. There are the estimates of three mean parameters, i.e. B 1, Ez and §3,
and the estimate of the dispersion matrix ¥. When combining the validation of
these estimated parameters with respect to different types of perturbation schemes,
one immediately discovers that the number of alternatives on which the different
kinds of perturbation are to be performed is so large that all the alternatives cannot
be covered in a book. Therefore, we focus only on one perturbation scheme, namely
a scheme based on the following perturbations:

X = (X0, VoXi), €= (Ci, JoCi),
Cy = (Ca, VCa), C3=(C39, JoC3). (8.19)

Usually X; and Cj;, j = 1,2,3, consist of one vector, meaning that the ith
observation is perturbed and then the influence on the parameters is studied for
each observation separately. Moreover, when considering the parameters By, B,
and B3, it will be assumed that the parameters are uniquely estimated (i.e. many full
rank conditions are supposed to hold), but they are not essential for the presentation
in this chapter and will therefore not be listed. The following expressions will be
studied (see Theorem 3.2):

By = (A|S7'AN AT (X — A3B2Cr — A3B3C3)CH(C1C))TY, (8.20)
By = (450,85, 0142)7'4,0,5, 01 (X — AsB3C3)CH(C2C) ", 8:21)
B3 = (450,0,5;' 05014371450, 0,5, 0,0/ XC5(C5Ch) ™", (8.22)
n® =53+ 050,0/XP,X'0,0,0;,

where §; and Q s Jj = 1,2, 3, can be obtained from Theorem 3.2. Moreover, for
simplicity, all the g-inverses included in the matrices @ j and S j.Jj =1,2,3, are
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assumed to be real inverses. Of course, a large number of calculations are needed to
obtain the influence measures, i.e. the derivatives of the perturbed models have to
be found. On the other hand, the calculations are not more complicated than those
performed when studying the BRM.

The derivative defined in Definition 8.4, which is used in the influence analysis,
has one serious disadvantage, namely the fact that no simple chain rule expression is
available such as that for the derivative used in Theorem 5.1, for example. However,
there will be so much structure in our expressions that we do not have to rely on any
chain rule. Instead, the results will be obtained recursively. R

The plan in the calculations given below is to approach dlBj 0 j=123,

lw=0
step by step. Firstly, S (a)) and Q 1 are considered, thereafter 52 (w) and Ql Q2
and finally S3(w) and Ql Q2 Q3 Furthermore, XPC/ X, XC’ (C; C’ ) and

CkC/J (C; C/]) 1 j =1,2,3,k # j, also have to be dealt with, i.e. differentiated
and evaluated at w = 0. Thereafter the influence of observations on the estimates of
the parameters will be presented.

: . _dhc;ep!
Lemma 8.5 Let all the matrices be as in (8.19) and obtain d"w/ ,
w=0
Jj =1,2,3, from Appendix B, Theorem B.6 (iv).
(i) Forj=1,2,3,
1 1 I—i . .
T T R R
do! - i1/ \ iy d o'l d o™ do!~i17i2
w=0 i1=0ir=l—i1—1 w=0

(i) Forj=1,2,3,

1

d'xcic;cp! _Z n d'Xcd=ie; et

d ot - d o' d o't
w=0 i=0 w=0
(iii) For j =1,2,3andk # j,
1
dcyelc;c)! d' ckc’ d=c;c)!
ilcul ’ Z d ol
w=0 i=0 w=0
Now the pairs {S1(@), 0.}, {S2(@). 0,05} and {S3(w), O, QZQ } are studied.
All these quantities constitute the building blocks of B, j =1, 2,3, as well as X.

Note that

d* S (w) . _ (—l)k+1k!R,’D£~{71R;, k>1, (8.23)
w=

d ok
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which is copied from Lemma 8.1 (i), where
R = X; — XoCy(CoCp)~'Ci,
D; = Ci(CoCyp~'C;.
Since
0, =1-S7"41(A|S7"AN A} = AY(A 14D 71 AT S,
it follows that

d' 0,

dao'

dol—i
w=0

I
_ g0 Z d’ (A" SIAU) A d' S (w) , (8.24)
i=0

w=0

where d- do S '(“’) can be replaced by (8.23), 44 dsllA D is obtained from Appendix

B, Theorem B 15 (iii) and the first three derivatives can be found via Lemma 8.2
(i1)—(iv). Therefore, an influence measure can be established for {S(w), Q 1}. When
differentiating B1,

d' (A ST (@) AD AL ST ()
do!

needs to be calculated, which follows from (8.24) since
(AL ADT'ANU - Q) = (A ST (@A AL ST ). (8.25)
For the second pair, {§2 (w), Ql @2}, it is noted that

$2= 581+ Q\X(Pc; — Pc)X' 0.

Thus,
d'Sh(w) _ d'S| ()
dof w=0 o dol w=0
[—ip i .
l ” dil ’1 d2XPC/X, dlzXPCéX, dl—ilfiz Ql 826
+ Z Z i tz dw‘l ( d o2 d w2 )da)”il’iZ , (8.26)
i1=0i1=0 =0

d'XPo X

l -~/
where expressions for ,j=1,2,and d dg,‘ are presented in Lemma 8.5 (i)

J
do! IS
and (8.24), respectively. The next formulas show how @ @, can be differentiated.

Note that

0,0,=(-75, 014,(4,0,S, 0,4,)7'4)0,
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and
o ! 1
d 0,0, _ Z d'1-8; Q1A2(A [ Q1A2) A, ' Q) (8.27)
d o' - dol dwl—i .
i=0 w=0
with
!
d'8y'0142(450,8;" 01427 4 nd'$;' 0 (440,58, 04!
PEm Zdallz S :Z(i) dzm"QlAz dlm’zl A
©=0 i=0 w=0
(8.28)

<1

. . ~ oA~ ~
where it can be utilized that 05, Q/1 = 0,5, ,

/

0,5 _ Nd 0, d" 8 (@)
d(lul2 - Z(l) dwil dwlzf" ’
=0 i=0 w=0
1 o1
and ¢ “:lzwl(w) follows from Appendix B, Theorem B.15 (iii) and (8.26). Furthermore,

if B, is to be differentiated, S, Q) A2(450,5, Q)A2)~! has to be differen-
tiated, where the derivative, through post-multiplying by A2(A’2A2)’1, follows
from (8.28). R R

Now the thirc/l\ pair, {§3(£)), 0,0, 03}, is treated and in principle the above
calculations for {S2(w), @ Q,} are repeated, although they are now performed in a
somewhat more difficult environment. For

$3=3%+0,0\X(Pc, - Pc)X' 0,0,

we have
d' S3(w) _ d'Sw)

dot |y—g —  do' |y—p

— i —~ ’ i ’ L A
4 ZZ l ll de 0 (dZXPC/X dePcéx)dI*’l*IZ 0,0, (829)
i/\ iy do't d o™ d o dol=h1712 A
i1=0i1=0 w=0
g Q Q d'XP. X

where 1 2, evaluated at @ = 0, was obtained in (8.27) and dw/ ,

w=0

1 o1
j = 2,3, are obtained from Lemma 8.5 (i). Furthermore, d 330),(0)) follows from
Appendix B, Theorem B.15 ,giii,)\ arlgl (8.29),
We also have to discuss Q O, O3, and after a few calculations, it can be shown

P YN ~ae ]
that 0, 0,8; 050) = 0,0,5; and
0,0,0;=(U-75; 0,0,43(450,0,S; 0,0143)7'4,)0,0,.
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Therefore, we need to express

l
d' 0,0,8;" Nd' 0,0,d 35 @)
0110)12 ? = Z (1) anl)iQZ dw?*iw ’ (8.30)
@=0 i=0 =0
Moreover, utilizing (8.30),
4'37'0,0,45(4,0,0,8,' 0,0 45)"' 4,
do!
w=0
! il 5 —i =~ N o1l 5 _
_ Nd'S; 0,0] 4 d7(450,0,8; 0501497
- Z (l) Bda)iz 1A3 : daol—i A3 (8.31)
i=0 w=0

Since (A} 0, ’Q\ZTS\; 0501 A3) ! equals (A} ’Q\Z’Q\IS\;AQ_I, the derivative

N Tl -
d'(A50,0,5, 050,43
d ot

Aj

w=0

is obtained from Appendix B, Theorem B.15 and (8.30). Finally,

1 . ~] P PPN
=S 0,014:(45010:5; 0,01497' '~ 0,0,
i d o' dol~i

i=0

d' 0,0,05
d o'

(8.32)

w=0

w=0

where the deri)\fatives can be obtained from (8.27) and (8.31). Moreover, the
expression for B3 implies that the derivative of

(450, 0,5; () 0,0143)7'4,0,0,5; (@) (8.33)

is needed and it can be obtained from (8.31) through post-multiplying by
A3(AyA3) 7L
The next theorem summarizes the calculations presented above.

Theorem 8.7 For the EB RM% presented in Definition 2.2, let the perturbation
be defined in (8.19), and under “full rank” assumptions the following perturbed
estimates will be considered:

Bi(w) = (A1S7 (@A) ' A]ST (@) (X — A2B2(0)C2 — A3B3(w)C3)C(C1C) 7Y,

= ' ol -~/ 14 ol -~/ = ’ /N—

By(0) = (A5 0,5, (0) 0142 '450,5; () Q) (X — A3B3(w)C3)CH(C2CH) 7!,
~ ~_1

Bi(w) = (450, 0,8 (@) 0,0,43) 71450, 0,5; (@) 05 0| XC4(C5CH ™",
nZ(0) = S3(@) + /Q\;/Q\/Q/Q\/IXPQX//Q\I/Q\Z/Q\%
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where X, C; and Qj, Jj = 1,2,3, also are functions of w, and S, 'Sj, Jj =23
and Qj, Jj =1,2,3, are obtained from Theorem 3.2. Then
(i)

~ ! i P T & ~ =~ 51
d' Bs(w) _ Z () d' (4,0, 0,85 () 0,0143)7'4,0, 0,85 ()
do'  |,—0 i d o
i=0
d'=i XCh(C3Ch)!
da)”i

, [ >0,

w=0
where the derivatives of (Ag@l /Q\zlS\gl(a))/Q\;/Q\/l A3) 1A 0, @2§;1(w) are

1—i / 7y—1
obtained via (8.31) and d'T XC3(C3Cy)

doli follows from Lemma 8.5 (ii);
(1)

w=0

- ! A S P P -
dBrw)|  _ 3 ()¢ 0% @0142)7'4,0,8; (@)
do  |,—0 i d ot

i=0
y d=1 (X CH(C2C)) ™~ A3 B3(0)C3CH(C2C) ™

dol—i ’
w=0

[ >0,

where the derivatives of (A/Z/Q\lgz_l(w)’Q\/IAQ)’IA/Z/Q\IS\;(Q)) are obtained

1 ! /=1
via (8.28), d Xczd(fjcz) follows from Lemma 8.5 (ii), and

w=0
d' C3CH(CLCH)™!

ol follows from Lemma 8.5 (iii);

w=0

(iii)

I .
d' B () _ Z (1) d (A ST @A) A ST
do'  |,—0 i d o'

i=0

4o (€1C)) "'~ 42Br(@)C2C1 (C1Ch) ™ = A3B3(0)C3C (€, €D~

dol=i ’
w=0

[ >0,

where the derivatives of (A’lgl_l(w)Al)flA/ls\l_l(a)) are obtained via (8.25)

1—i / 7y—1
and (8.24), a Xg{")(f,?cl) follows from Lemma 8.5 (ii), and

=0

1—i Wall 7y—1
TG0 , J = 2,3, follow from Lemma 8.5 (iii);

dol—i
. w=0
(iv)
d'n% () _ d'S3(w)
do' |y=0 ~  do |y=
[ 1= )y~ gin / o
+ 3 (e LA o209, 0,0 10
i d o'l d w2 dof=l1712 ’ ’
i1=01i=0 w=0
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where 410300, and axr /X/ follow from (8.32), which in turn is
d o'l da)’ '
=0 0
based on several relanons which needa;o be expressed, and on Lemma 8.5 (i),
respectively.

Example 8.6 In Example 6.7 the EBRM g of Example 1.9 was studied with respect
to outlying observations. In this example, data were generated and then a few obser-
vations were artificially altered in such a way that they clearly deviated from the
other observations. Now the same data are used to study influence among the obser-
vations and the following four contaminations will take place (with X = (X; ;)):

(1) add 60 to (X5,30); (ii) add 60 to (Xs,15);  (iii) add 60 to (X5.5);
(iv) add 60 to the elements in x5, with x5 standing for the 5th column of X. (8.34)
In Example 6.7 the modified observations led to large residuals and, therefore, it
can be expected that the contaminated observations will also show up as influential
observations.

Although it is a straightforward task to derive the relevant expressions, the
calculations unfortunately become lengthy. Therefore, only the zero derivative
(i.e. the ith observation is omitted) and the first derivatives are presented in

some detail. The next formulas give the details necessary for deriving the results.
Instead of $;(0) and Q i(0), we sometimes will write S jo and Q o> j =123,

respectively. Moreover, E(O) and B ; ;(0) are written as Yoand B jo,j =1,2,3.The
idea behind presenting the formulas given below is that readers who want to carry
out their own calculations can receive guidance as to what their expressions should
look like. Those who only are interested in seeing the consequences of the different
perturbations can jump directly to Tables 8.11 and 8.12, and their interpretations.
Let us start with the case where the ith observation is excluded from the analysis:

S10 = Xo(I — Pc’)X6,

010 =1-S1) A4} S} A1 4],

S0 = S0+ QloXO(Pc; — ch)Xf)Qlo,

00 = I — S5 Q19A2(45 01085 01942 ' 4,010,

S30 = 820 + 0 Q10 X0(Pc; — Pc))X 0190,

030 = I — 83 05 010A3(45 01902085 0% 010434501000,

nTo = S3 + /Q\/SO/Q\/ZO/Q\/IOXOPCQXé)/Q\IO/Q\ZO/Q\SOv

B30 = (450102085 05 0Q1043) 7' 450102085 05 Q’6X0C5(C30C5) "
Bay = (450,085 010A2) "' 450085 (Xo — A3B3C3)Chy(C20Chy) ",

~ ~1 _ _ = = —
By = (A1S)p A1) 1A/15101(X0 — A3B2Cy — A3B30C3)Chy(Ca0Ch) !
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The first derivatives (at the point @ = 0) of the above-mentioned quantities, i.e. Si,
01, S2, 02, etc., will be presented and below are listed those results of Lemma 8.5
which are of use:

d°XP. X
d o = XOPC}0X67
=0
dXP. X'
dw = XoCj(CjoC’) "' Cji X,
w=0

—XoC'i(C0C'i) "' CiCi(C0Cli) 7' Cjo Xy + X € (C o Clig) ' Cjo Xy,

axcic;c)H)!
da®

= XOC/jo(CjOC/j())il,
w=
axcic;c)y!

do = X;C/;(CjoCl) ™" = XoCio(CjoC0) ' Cji € (CjoClp) ™",

w=0

a’cielc;c)™!
d o

= CkOC/j()(CjOC/j())il,

w=0

dCiC'(C;C’)7! _ _ _
Yl = CiiCl;i(CjoC0) " = CroCly(C10C0) ™ C i€ (C o Cli) ™

=0

Now, §j and @j, j =1,2, 3, are differentiated:

d _
T = K= XoCl(CioCl) ™ €10
G| = AT S0ADT AT S AT AT S10AD T AT S|
w=! w=!
d8: (@) dS(w) 5 / dQl(w)
= + 010Xo(Pe — Pe)X)
do |, do |,_o T Q0Xo(Pc; = Pcy) et
o dXPyX dXPe, X' ~
Q10 44 - de ) Q1o
w=0 w=0
d0) ~
+ 1o Xo(Pc; = Pc))X Q1.
w=0
Il oo = I~ S50 01042(45 01083 01042) ' 4} dQ‘(w)
_ "
_d8 @) 0} @ 42(450, @8, (@) 8 (@)An)™! Al
dw 2
w=0
with
43, (@ 0} @) 42450, @)8; ' @) 0} (@) A2)~!
d
© w=0
R B .
15, d4,0,@38; @0 (@A)
=S5 0042 2@ 2 (o 0, 2
w=0

P N
dS,; () Q@ (w) 5 ol —1
- ;JwQI ¢ A2(A5 01085 Q10A2)

=0
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and

40, ()8 (@)
dw

5 o1 dS <1, d0 <
— 0108y 5@ S+ %‘a()w) S,
=0 w= =0

(40,55 (@) 0} (@A) ™!
dw

=0

= Sloy “1 4 d0(@38; @0}
= (A50105y Q19A2) ™' A5 “F1R2 BN

PO _
A2(450108y Q040"

w=0
~ ~—1 ~ . . . ~ ~—1 ~ ~ ~_1
01(®)S, (w)Q;(w) is obtained since Q1(w)S, (@) Q;(w) = Q1 (w)S, (w).
Moreover,
ds ds A1 o dQ; 0, )
phd w0 ol weo T 050 Q10X0(P¢; — P Xy QIdeZ “ e
o~y dXP X dXPo X PO
+ 00010( 4, - e 1010092
=0 w=0

d 0w) 0)(@)
+ zdw !

Xo(Pc; — Pc))X(Q10020.
=0

d0,(@) 0, 03(w) 1y I W, A —1 41 d0% 0\ ()
Qi@ oo =T =52 030010A43(A45010 02039 02 Q19A3) ' A5 “=41

w=0
483" (@0 01 @)43(45 01 @) 0@)8; @ Q2@ Qi@An ™ |
- d 3
© w=0
with
435" 0,0 (@) 01 (@A3(4; 01 (@) 0(@)8; ' (@) 0y (@) Q) (@)A3)™!
d
@ w=0
> ~ ~1, Y 1
15 B 4 A0, 0@585 (@) 0 (@) O] @A3)
:S30 Q20Q10A3 3= ? 3dm ? ! } 0
e

_ 5 @0 (@0 @
d

w

PP PSR PP _

A3(A501005053 05 Q10A43) ",

w=0

40,(@) 0,@38; @)
dw

~ =~ o143 (w)‘ ! d@z@l(‘b‘)‘ <
=— S ? Sy + N
. 010020530 “du |, _, 50 do |,
and
d(450, (@) 0,(@)85 ' (@) 05 (@) 0} (@) A3) ™!
do
w=0

AP DT B B Al 0@ 0:@85 @) 0s) Q) (@)
= —(A43010020830 @20 Q1043)" A3 Y do 1 o
=

PP PN _
x A3(A5010 020830 0% 01043 "

since 0 () 0,(@)8; (@) 02(@) 0 (@) = 0,(®) 0(@)8; ().
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Having performed all these lengthy calculations, we are ready to find the first
derivative for B, j = 1,2, 3, and X. From Theorem 8.7, it follows that:

= P T |
dB d(A501(w) @1 (0)S3 (0) Q2 (@) @1 (@) A3)" A30; (@) @r()S3 (@) -
dsb(Jw) — 301(@) 01 (@)S3 (@)@ delj 3)7 450,(@) @2(0)S3 X0Cho(C30Ch) 1

=0 =0

I N b U Y 1an 5 ol dXC/(CSC/)—l
+(A43 010 Q20530 2021043 A3010020530 Ydo )
w=0

dA3B3(@)C3C(C;C))7!
dw

B _ ~ dcseic;c)!
=43 TG | C30Co(CoCl) " + AsBay T

dw

=0

dBr () 440,58, (@0} @471 4,0, @55 @)

do m:O_ do

=0

x(X0Chy(C20Ch) ™" — A3§3OC3C/20(CZOC/20)71)

P, g 1.5 a1 dXCL(C3CY) ' —A3B3C3CL(C2Ch) !
+(A501082 Q10A2) 1Ay QS T T ,
w=0
dA;By(@)C,C)(C, Ch)™! _ dB(w) / /y—1 = dCyCh(c !
PPt =42 V5|, €20C10(C0Clo) ™ + A2B2o o | ;
=0 ©= =0
4B (@) _ d(AiSl’l(w)bQ/l(m)Az)’lA’Z/Ql(m)’s\';l(m)
dw m:O_ dw 0
w=
—1 ) —1
X (XCh0(C20Ch) ™" — A3B30C3Ch(C20Ch) ")
P ., g 1.5 a1 dXCL(C3CY) ' —A3B3C3CL(C2Ch) !
+(4501082 Q10A2) 1Ay QS T T
w=0

Concerning the derivatives of the estimates of the parameters, some of the
derivatives of the expressions given above have not been expressed. However,
all these derivatives where presented fully earlier in the example.

The data of the example were generated according to the model

E[X]1=AB|C| + A2B,C> + A3B3C3,

where B| = (bl;,'j),i =1,2,3,j=1,2,3,By = (byx). k =1,2,and B3 = b3
(see Example 1.9). It is relevant in this connection to remember that the data consist
of three groups and the groups, respectively, consist of 10, 15 or 20 independently
distributed observations.

One can make a few comments on the results and first we focus our attention on
Table 8.11. The results are presented according to two alternatives. Alternative
1 shows the value of the statistic (the estimate or the first derivative of the
estimate) when the contaminated observation is processed, and Alternative 2 is
the average value of the statistic as calculated over all the individuals except for the
contaminated one.

The effect of adding a relatively large value to all the observations in x5 is for

d;ﬁ)‘ visible in 31; 11(0), i.e. 31; 11(0) = 7.56 under Alternative 2. The parameter

by.11 is the intercept of the group which individual #5 belongs to. Alternative 2
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Table 8.11 Let the data be generated as in Example 1.9

b1 bi;21 b1:31 bi;12 b1.22 b1;23 b1;13 b1;23 b1.33
B,
da®

Individual #5 has been contaminated, using (iii) in (8.34)

Al 0.038 0.175 0.018 0.129 0.010 0.033 0.187 0.009 —0.016
A2 0.038 0.172 0.020 0.129 0.011 0.032 0.187 0.008 —0.016
Individual #15 has been contaminated, using (ii) in (8.34)

Al 0.060 0.142 0.019 0.126 0.014 0.028 0.187 0.009 —0.016
A2 0.060 0.142 0.019 0.126 0.013 0.030 0.187 0.008 —0.016
Individual #30 has been contaminated, using (i) in (8.34)

Al 0.068 0.131 0.020 0.129 0.010 0.033 0.185 0.009 —0.017
A2 0.068 0.131 0.020 0.129 0.011 0.032 0.185 0.007 —0.016
Individual #5 has been contaminated, using (iv) in (8.34)

Al 0.063 0.136 0.019 0.129 0.010 0.033 0.187 0.009 —0.016
A2 7.56 0.132 0.021 —1.35 0.010 0.033 1.03 0.009 —0.016

d B
do w=0
Individual #5 has been contaminated, using (iii) in (8.34)
Al —-0.102 -2.90 28.1 —0.038 2.68 —13.5 0.000 0.000 0.000

A2 0.000 —0.000 0.000 —0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 —0.000 0.000
Individual #15 has been contaminated, using (ii) in (8.34)

Al 0.016 0.230 -1.27 —-0.374 -2.85 249 0.000 0.000 —0.000
A2 0.000 —0.000 0.000 —0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 —0.000 0.000
Individual #30 has been contaminated, using (i) in (8.34)

Al —0.173 1.610 —-845 —0.177 1.65 —8.67 0.010 1.20 —0.594
A2 0.000 —0.000 0.000 —0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 —0.000 0.000
Individual #5 has been contaminated, using (iv) in (8.34)

Al 6.69 —0.031 0.002 0.000 —0.000 0.000 —0.000 0.000 —0.000
A2 —0.14 0.000 0.000 —0.001 0.000 —0.000 0.000 —0.000 0.000

The contaminations in (8.34) are evaluated with the help of B in the E BRM%. Two statistics

> da®
effects of the contaminations are presented according to two alternatives. Alternative 1 (A1) is the
value of the statistic when the contaminated observation is processed in the perturbation algorithm.
Alternative 2 (A2) is the average of the statistic when the perturbation algorithm is processed over
all the subjects, except for the contaminated subject, i.e. when 44 individuals are used. The columns
of the table represent By = (by;;;)

are used, % B! and ddB;)‘ v where the perturbation scheme based on (8.19) is applied, and the
w=

shows up because the contaminated data are included in the calculation of the
average, i.e. each term is a function of the extreme observation. In contrast, in
Alternative 1, where only the effect of processing individual #5 is presented, there
should not be any effect and this is also the case.

Moreover, it can be observed when adding a large value to all the observations in

x5, the first derivative, dzz) 1 . is largest under Alternative 1, i.e. it equals 6.69,
w=!
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Table 8.12 Let the data be generated as in Example 1.9

b by b3 by b b3
d"By (o) d By ()
da® do |, _o

Individual #5 has been contaminated, using (iii) in (8.34)

Al —0.035 —0.070 0.085 Al —-37.4 17.2 0.173
A2 —0.036 —0.069 0.085 A2 —0.000 —0.000 —0.000
Individual #15 has been contaminated, using (ii) in (8.34)

Al —0.034 —0.068 0.069 Al 1.65 —-33.2 0.000
A2 —0.034 —0.069 0.069 A2 —0.000 —0.000 —0.000
Individual #30 has been contaminated, using (i) in (8.34)

Al —0.035 —0.070 0.064 Al 10.7 11.0 —0.000
A2 —0.035 —0.069 0.064 A2 —0.000 —0.000 —0.000
Individual #5 has been contaminated, using (iv) in (8.34)

Al —0.036 —0.070 0.066 Al 0.000 —0.000 —0.015
A2 —0.035 —0.070 0.064 A2 —0.000 0.000 0.000
The contaminations in (8.34) are evaluated with the help of By, k = 2,3, in the EBRM%. Two
statistics are used, doﬁ;k and ‘?;" , k = 2,3, where the perturbation scheme based on (8.19)

is applied, and the effects of the contaminations are presented according to two alternatives.
Alternative 1 (A1) is the value of the statistic when the contaminated observation is processed in
the perturbation algorithm. Alternative 2 (A2) is the average of the statistic when the perturbation
algorithm is processed over all the subjects, except for the contaminated subject, i.e. when 44
individuals are used. The columns of the table represent By = (i), k = 2,3

whereas under Alternative 2 it equals —0.14. Since this derivative measures the local
linear change, it is natural that its value under Alternative 1 should stand out.

Concerning the results of the contaminations, which are shown in Table 8.11,
there are no observable effects for the cases where a single observation has been
omitted (Alternative 1). However, concerning the local linear change, there are
effects on the estimates corresponding to the intercept and the sine and cosine
terms. There is information about the data which is included in the large values
for ddl:)' 0 among other values we observe 28.1, 24.9, —13.5, —8.67, etc., but a
detailed saéady of these values is outside the scope of this chapter. In summary, it can
be concluded that with the help of the derivatives, the contaminated observations
are identified. It would also be interesting to examine the second order derivatives,
but we omit to do so here.

In Table 8.12 the influence of observations on the estimates of the parameters
B> and B3 is presented. It appears that it is not possible to identify anything by

omitting observations, i.e. by putting @ = 0 in the expressions. However, if one

d dl:) 2 ‘ 0 then the contaminated observations are identified.
w=

O

studies the derivative

L e
In Theorem 8.7 (iv), the derivative d Zf},(‘”) o was presented and now this
w=

subsection is ended with an alternative expression. Indeed, the result follows directly
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from Theorem 8.7 (i)—(iii). Note, similar to (8.16) for the BRM, that ¥ can be
decomposed as

nE = (X — A1B|Ci — A2B2Cy — A3B3C3)()
3 3 303
=~/ -~ -~ =~/
= XX - ) XC.B{A, - > AB.C,X'+) ) AB,C,C;BA;, (835)
s=1

s=1 s=1 t=1
which verifies the next theorem.

Theorem 8.8 Consider the EBRM 139 presented in Definition 2.2 and assume that
the perturbation scheme is based on X = (Xo, J/0X;), C1 = (Cio, /0C1i),
= (C20, V/©C2), C3 = (C30, /C3;) and

3
nE() = (X = Y AB,(@)Cy)(),
s=1

where Es(a)) are perturbed versions of the estimates given by (8.20), (8.21)
and (8.22). Then

3 1
d'nE(w) d’XX’ Z A Z d'= By(w) dic,X'
do' |y—o W= ’ -0 i do'= |y do' |u=p
301 ) .,
_ Z Z (1) d'xc, d' Bi(w) A
i d o' w=0 dol—i s
s=1i=0 =0
3 3 I—ij i . i —in
1 zl d'=11 By(w) d2C5C, d'~1 2 B)(w) ,
+Z As Z Z i l2 do'™l  do2 dolTi172 Ay
s=1 t=1 i1=0i=0 =0

For practical use, two identical versions (see Theorem 8.7 (iv)) of the first derivative
of the estimated dispersion matrix are given in the next corollary.

Corollary 8.4 For the perturbed version off, ie. f(w), given in (8.35),

3
dns dB(w)
O] = XX - Y (K€

= dw
s=1

+ X,C.,;B.(0)A,

_ZA (4B.) . Cs0X) + B(0)Cyi X))

dBY(w) / dByo)
+ZZA o CsoCro G
s=1t=1

A

w=0

+ Z Z A, 1B _ CsiCliBI0)A] + A;B,(0)Cs0Co B (0) A7,
s=1t=1
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which is identical to

d0,0,0;
dw

s dSs(w) )
dnX(w) 3 /
= + XoP, X

do |, PO 030 Q20 Q10X0Pc; Xy
w=0

S sy oy dXPEX
+030020C10 44

=0

P U

~ o~y d ~ oy oy
Q10Q20Q3o+ 800 XoP ¢, X0 Q10020 Q30-

=0

W=

This section is concluded with a continuation of Example 8.6, where the effects
of the contaminations in (8.34) on the estimated dispersion matrix are studied via
Corollary 8.4.

Example 8.7 (Continuation of Example 8.6) In Table 8.13 the results of the

contaminations in (8.34) are presented. The influence pattern in Table 8.13 follows
the patterns of Tables 8.11 and 8.12; i.e. for a ;i(w) the influence measure is high

in Alternative 1 and low in Alternative 2, and for d'nZ (@) ‘ it is vice versa. Since

Table 8.13 Let the data be

- Sigi Sigy
generated as in Example 1.9 § gA
0% (@) dnZ(w) ‘
da®

Individual #5 has been contaminated, using (iii) in (8.34)
Al 658 Al 0.22
A2 0.026 A2 355
Individual #15 has been contaminated, using (ii) in (8.34)
Al 655 Al 0.21
A2 0.027 A2 340
Individual #30 has been contaminated, using (i) in (8.34)
Al 658 Al 0.21
A2 0.026 A2 129
Individual #5 has been contaminated, using (iv) in (8.34)
Al 3300 Al 048

A2 0.026 A2 4059

The contaminations in (8.34) are evaluated with Athe help

of X in the EBRM;. Two statistics are used, do;féw)

dnf(a))
dw

and

, where the perturbation scheme based on (8.19) is
applied, and the effects of the contaminations are presented
according to two alternatives. Alternative 1 (Al) is the
value of the statistic when the contaminated observation
is processed in the perturbation algorithm. Alternative 2
(A2) is the average of the statistic when the perturbation
algorithm is processed over all the subjects, except for the
contaminated subject, i.e. when 44 individuals are used. The
columns of the table represent the averages of the upper
triangles of do:}ié”’) and d”i()w)
and Sig», respectively

, which are denoted by Sig;
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the contaminated data comprise an outlier, the residuals should be affected, which
means that 73 in turn should be affected, because the estimated dispersion matrix
is a function of the residuals. The main conclusion to be drawn from Table 8.13
is that the method for identifying influential observations (outliers) seems to work
very well. O

8.5 Influence Analysis in the EBRM 3‘,

The EBRM ;V presented in Definition 2.3 is now treated using a procedure similar to
that used for the EBRM 13? . Among other similarities, only the perturbationsin (8.19)
are implemented. Under suitable full rank conditions, the MLEs are given by (see
Theorem 3.3)

= a1 1 a1 = = _
By = (A|S; A1) 'A[S; (X — A2B2Cy — A3B3C3)C(C1C)7!,

P BN R | ~ _
2= (458, A2) 71458, (X — A3B3C3) Q,C5(C20,Ch) 7,

=)

B3 = (A5S'A3) 7 ALSTIX 0,C5(C3 0,57,
nE = (X — A1B1C| — A3B,Cs — A3B3C3)()
_9Q ’ / =R
=S5+ Py, s XPX'P o 5o,
where

(8.36)

r R / /
S =XPisX', S»=8 +PA§,S(‘XP3X PAg,Sfl’

9 < / /

S3 =95, + PA;,S\Z’IXPzX PA%’STZ—I, (8.37)

with
P1:Pci, P2:PQ1C£’ P3:PQ2Q1C§’ P4:P(CEIC£IC§)”’ (838)

and

Q1="P)po, Q2= Pcjcye-

Thus, in order to create influence measures, there is a need to differentiate per-
turbed versions of S1, Si,i = 2,3, XQ,C5(C20,C5)~!, C30,C5(C2Q,CH~!
and X @,C4(C30,C%)~", where the perturbation follows (8.19). Similar expres-

sions were differentiated when the E BRM;; was treated, but for completeness, a
few details are presented below.
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We begin by differentiating C3Q,C5(C20Q,C5)~" and firstly C2Q,C) is
studied. Since @ =1 — PCI’

d'c,0,C) _d'ca-cie chTlenc
do! - do'
=0 w=0
d'c,C) gl d'1C,C) di2(cic))t dTiT e
_ 2 l 11 2 1 165
=" Z S (G a@Td RO (8.39)
i1=0ir=l—i1—1 w=0
dlc,cp! . . .
where Jof is obtained from Appendix B, Theorem B.15 (iii). The
w=0
. d'X 0,C) . S .
expression for d%’l 2 is also needed and through the similarity with the

w=0
derivative given above, it follows that

d'xQ,c) __d'xa-cyc,cpytenc,
d ot - d ot
w=0 w=0
I—iy ) ) o
d'xc) I\ (l—ip d1XC di2(c eyt al-i2e,C)
dao' Z Z (il)( i ) d 'l d w2 do!l—i1—i2 -(8.40)
i1=0ir=l—i;—1 w=0
d'XQ,C,(C20,CH)7! .
Hence, & 2,1((;& 2 should be expressed, i.e.
w=0
1 / 7y—1 ! i 1 gl—i ry—1
d'X0,C5(C20,C%) _ Nd'XQ,C, d7'(C20,Cy) (8.41)
dof (1) d o dol—i , .
w=0 i=0 w=0

where more explicit expressions can be obtained by applying (8.39) and (8.40).
Similarly, C3 Q,C5(C>Q,C5)~" can be mastered and

i
d'C30,C5(C20,Ch)! Nd'C30,C) d'~(C20,Ch)!
e => 0" e . (842)
@=0 i=0 w=0
where
d'c3Q,C} __dlcsU-cjc,c)Hie)c,
dot - d ot
w=0 w=0
I [—iy
d'cic), Z Z z ,1 d'CiCy d2(C )~ d'miiT20,C)
dol i d o'l d w2 do'~il—i2
i1=0i=l—i;—1

w=0
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Expressions involving @, such as C3Q,C% and X Q,C% appear more compli-
cated to handle than (8.39) or (8.40), because @, is a function of C| and C», i.e. two
perturbed matrices instead of only one. However, mathematically, differentiating
C3 0, and differentiating C» Q| C}, instead turn out to be the same problem, and
it can immediately be stated that

d'C30,C} _dICUI~(C}:CYC):CY (C:Ch) ™ (C):CH)) T
do - do!
=0 =0
_dlescy
T dd
=0
l - 1 (l—ip) d'1C3(C}:Ch) di2((C}:CL) (Ch:Cy))~! d!=I1=2(C|: €)' C
=2 2 T '« e . (843)
i1=0iy=l—i;1—1 e
d'(C}:Ch) (C:Ch)) ! . . .
where ¢ (€1 zja()l ) is obtained from Appendix B, Theorem B.15 (iii).
w=0
d'X 0,C}

The expression for is also needed and through the similarity with the

do!

w=0
derivative given above, it follows that

d'X 0,C}, _d'XI—(C}:CH((C:CH) (Ch:Ch)) =1 :Ch)) Y
do! - d o'
w=0 w=0
_d'xcy
T ddo
w=0
! il d1X(C):Ch) d2((C:ChH)Y (C:Ch))™ dl==2(C:C)' C
_ Ly (=i 16 1°¢2 1°¢2 1:62)C3
Yoo @WEDT ' Pyt . (8.44)
i1=0ir=I—i;—1 w=0
Therefore,
1 ’ ry—1 ! i rgl—i ry—1
d'X 0,C5(C30,C%) _ (l) d'X 0,C5 d7'(C30,C3) (8.45)
do! - i do' d o~ :
®=0 i=0 w=0

is established, and can be explicitly expressed by utilizing (8.43) and (8.44). We also
need to differentiate X P> X" and X P3X’, where P, and P35 are given in (8.38), i.e.

I , .
d'XPrXx’' _ Z d'XQ,C5(C20,Cy) 7" d!=1Cr 0, X (8.46)
do! =0 ' d ot dol—i ’ :
i=0 w=0
d'XP3X' l d'X 0,C5(C30,C5) ™" d!=1C30,X’
do! =0 = Z da);' d ol : (8.47)

i=0 w=0
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Since S, §2 and §3 are involved in the estimates Ei, i = 1,2,3, and nf, the
matrices are now exploited. Put F| = (C| : C, : C%), Fj = (C}, : Cyy : C%)
and F|; = (C); : C%; : C%;), where Cyo and Cy;, k = 1,2, 3, are as in (8.19). Then
(compare with Lemma 8.1)

1 _ , /
4 $1@) d'XU=P )X

d o' w=0 = d o'

= (D"NR, DR, k=1, (8.48)
w=0

where
D; = F\,(F\oF,))"'Fii, Ri=X;—XoFy(F1oFy) ' Fi.

Furthermore,

d'(ALST (@ A3) 1AL 8T ()
do!

(8.49)

w=0

[
icar o1 -1 1—i ¢—1
o () AS @Ay S e

d ot dol—

Turning one’s attention to S, it is somewhat more complicated to perform the
necessary calculations, since P A0 g1 is to be differentiated:
3°71

1
o A S1@ADT! (o dIi S (@)
- A3 Z d o' A dol

!
dPA”S (@)

da)l

. (8.50)

w=0

w=0 i=0

d'(A] S1(@)A9 ™!
do!

(iii), and (8.48). Thus,

where is obtained from Appendix B, Theorem B.15 (ii) and

d' $1(w) _ d'Si(
do! w:() do!
1—iy i ) dl il 12P/
_ (50 Pagsil anxpyx 4357 @ .
Z Z 11 12 d o'l d w2 dol—i1—i2 ’ (851)
i1=0i=0 w=0

the derivatives in this formula were presented in (8.47) and (8.50). It also follows
that

5-1 1!
d'(A8; () A2)T1ALS, (w)
dol

_ zl:(l)dlm’ @A) Al dl* 1 ') (8.52)

d wl =1
i= w=0

=0
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The calculations Qf the derivative of §3 (w) are almost identical to the calculations
of the derivative of S>(w). Therefore,

d' S3(w) _ d'Sw)
do' w— 0 dol
1—iy N ) d'=i-i2p’
l ,1 A S5 Lw) d2X Py X’ A, 52 Lw)
- Z Z i\ i da)’l d o' dol=i1—i2 ’ (8.53)
i1=0i>=0 w=0
! 4 . .
where ¢ )flisz ‘ 0 is given by (8.46) and
AP o 510 L (A @AD" o dTBa)
2 — o 2 o 2(w
da)l - A3 Z do' A d ol ’ (8.54)
w=0 i=0 w=0
d' (A8, (w) A~ . . .
and ¢ 42 ;(wa;) 2) is established via (8.51). Moreover,
w=0
d' (A ST @AD AL ST (@) : N A ST @ADL, disT )
3 3 — 3 3
do =D O A T 859)
w=0 i=0 w=0

where the derivatives can be obtained through (8.53) and a few calculations.

Theorem 8.9 For the EBRM%V presented in Definition 2.3, let the perturbation be
defined in (8.19), and then, under “full rank” assumptions, the following perturbed
estimates will be considered:

Bi(@) = (4|87 @A) 4187 (@)X — 42B2(0)C2 — A3 B3(@)C3)C(C1C) 7,
Br(@) = (458, (@)A2)”' 458, (@)(X — A3B3(0)C3) 0,C5(C20,Cy) ",

B3(w) = (A;S7" (0)A3) 7 4587 (@)X 0,C5(C30,CH) 7"

nZ() = (X — A1B1(0)C1 — A2B2(0)C2 — A3B3()C3)() .

where X, Cj and Qj, Jj = 1,2, also are functions of w, and Sy, E,-, i =2,3 and
0, j = 1,2, are obtained from Theorem 3.3. Then

@

I
d' Bs(w) _ di (4,87 (@)A3) " A8 ()
do |, =0 Z (l) d o'
i=0

d'=1 X 0,C5(C30,C)!

dol—i ’
w=0

[ >0,
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where the derivatives of (AgS;l(w)Ag)flAgSfl(a)) are obtained via (8.49)
and the derivative of X Q,C%(C3 QZCg)*1 follows from (8.45);
(i1)
~ l il 1 el
d' Br(w) _ 1y d' (458, (@) A2) ' 455 (@)
do'  |p=0 Z (l) d o'
i=0
471X Q,C)(€20,C) ! - A3B3()C30,Cy(C20,C)) ! 150
d ol 0 ’ =
w=

where the derivatives of B3 and (A’zggl(w)Az)_lA’zggl(w) are obtained
1—i ! /y—1
via statement (i) and (8.52), respectively, and a XQI;Z)(,ZZQICZ) and
w=0

d'=1C30,05(C20,C)7!
do'—i

follow from (8.41) and (8.42);

w=0

(iii)

i 51 1!
d' (A} S; @A) 14|83

!
d' B (w) _ 1
0 a):O_Z(i) do

dol
i=0

dI7 (X (C1C)) ™ = A2 By () C2C1 (€1 €)™ = A3 B3 (0)C3C) (€1 €))7
dwl—i ’
w=0

[ >0,

where the derivatives of (A’lggl(w)Al)flA’IS\;l(a)) are obtained via (8.55),

follows from Lemma 8.5 (ii), the derivatives of Ei, i =

d=ixcic,cp!
dwl—i -
w=0
d-ic;cic ¢!
1,2, and Jdaljl(—il D

, ] = 2,3, follow from statements (i) and (ii),

e w=0
and Lemma 8.5 (iii);
(iv)
d'= By(w) dicyx’

3 1
1
—0 — Z Ag Z (z) dol—i =0 do
s=1 i=0

w=

d'nZ () _ d'xx
do'  |p—0  do!

w=0

301 . .,
I d'XC, d'" 7 B (w) A
- Z Z (i do dol—i K
S=1 i=0 a)=0 a)=0
2.9 LS INf—i1y d—1 Byw) d2C5C) d'=172 B(w)
—i 1 By(w sCy AL /
+ZZAS Z Z (il)( i ) d o= d w2 dol—i1—i2 w0 At

s=1t=1 i1=0i=0

where the derivatives of B;, i = 1, 2, 3, are obtained from statements (i)—(iii),
.. . . d2c,C
and it is a straightforward task to determine GG
d w2
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Problems

1 Using a BRM, construct a data set which includes masking effects. Verify the
existence of such effects.

2 In Corollary 8.1 the second derivative was presented for the MLE of the mean
parameter. Extend the result and derive the third derivatives for B. Use the same
perturbation as that used in Theorem 8.1, and, in addition, use another one; see, for
example, Definition 8.3 (i) or (ii). Apply the results to a real data set.

3 Fita BRM to the data in Example 1.5 and perform an influence analysis.

4 For the BRM, derive the basic derivatives for performing an influence analysis

—

for D[E]. Determine whether there are any observations in the Potthoff and Roy

—

(1964) data set (Table 1.2) which can be deemed to be influential on D[E].

5 Based on the Potthoff and Roy (1964) data set (Table 1.2), carry out an influence
analysis for the case where pairs of observations are perturbed.

6 Conduct an influence analysis of the MLE %, with the help of Perturbation (ii) in
Definition 8.3, using the Potthoff and Roy (1964) data set.

7 Generate data according to an EBRM é. Firstly, contaminate a few observations
and determine whether these observations are influential. Secondly contaminate the
data so that some of the contaminated observations are influential and some are not
influential.

8 Choose a suitable perturbation and derive basic equations for performing an
influence analysis in a GMANOVA+MANOVA model.

9 For Theorem 8.9 (i)—(iv), present explicit expressions for the cases where [ = 0
and/ = 1.

10 Forthe EBRM %,, use the statement that
S _79 / B N
n¥x = S3(w) + PA[(,?;‘(CU)XPQX PA[I;’S;I(CU).

Derive an influence measure, which is based on a suitable chosen perturbation
scheme, and which can be of use when discussing influence on nX.

Literature

“Influential observations” is a relatively new concept, although it must have existed
informally for a long time. It has been a common knowledge among statisticians,
among others, that different observations have different impacts on the analysis.
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This has led to the development of statistical research areas such as “design of
experiments” and “optimal design”. According to Anscombe (1960), for more than
100 years the deletion of outliers has frequently been discussed. Anscombe (1960)
provided a historical survey of this topic, but no real traces have been found of what
we may classify as influence analysis. Beckman and Cook (1983) include many
references, in particular historical references on the deletion of outliers. Moreover, a
short but informative discussion about the deletion of outliers is provided by Kruskal
(1960). It is interesting to note that Kruskal writes, “My own practice in this sort of
situation is to carry out an analysis both with and without the suspect observations.
If the broad conclusions of the two analyses are quite different, I should view any
conclusions from the experiment with very great caution”. This clearly means that
Kruskal was interested in the influence of outlying observations, although he did
not take the leverage (the deviation due to the design) into account. However, when
studying the interesting paper by Tukey (1962) on “data science”, it is notable that
one cannot find any mentioning of influence analysis, meaning that the concept
of influence was not yet in circulation at that time. Concerning the analysis of
data, see Huber (2011), where many important aspects of model validation are
presented. An interesting source for early references on outliers and the rejection of
multivariate outliers is Wilks (1963) (see also Caroni and Prescott, 1991). Among
other publications, Wilks mentioned papers by Thompson (1935) and Pearson and
Chandra Sekar (1936), where the rejection of outliers was discussed. Moreover,
important facts about influential observations, from a historical perspective, have
been provided by Farebrother (1999).

As mentioned above, there had been several articles which had discussed the
identification of outliers (large residuals) when Anscombe and Tukey (1963) wrote
a seminal article on how to utilize residuals in order to perform model validation (for
related interesting articles, see Yates et al. (1957), Anscombe (1967) and Wooding
(1969)). The ideas of Anscombe and Tukey (1963) have been implemented in
modern statistical analysis, in particular in the analysis of least squares (in univariate
regression analysis and univariate analysis of variance). Another interesting article
including a number of relevant references was written by Gentleman and Wilk
(1975a), who provided advice on how to use residuals in two-way tables, especially
when more than one outlier exist (see also Gentleman and Wilk 1975b). John and
Draper (1978) provided comments on the articles by Gentleman and Wilk (1975a,b).
There is also a considerable body of literature on testing for large residuals; for
example, see Srikantan (1961) and Prescott (1975) (in the latter article many
references can be found). Newer references concerning the identification of outliers
are Atkinson and Riani (2000) and Riani et al. (2009) (see also Cerioli et al., 2011).

After the articles published in the 1960s, it was observed that the variances
of residuals, which in linear models are functions of the design matrices, bear
information about the model fit (e.g. see Behnken and Draper, 1972). Wood (1973)
(see also Gentleman and Wilk, 1975b) suggested that one should use individual
residual analysis and study the influence on estimates. These ideas are similar to
what is meant today by influence analysis. In the second half of the 1970s, several
important articles addressed the problem of deciding if outliers were influential,
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i.e. important for the analyses which had been carried out, although it was an
acknowledged fact that outliers do not necessarily have an impact on estimates, for
example. Cook (1977) (see also Cook, 1979) combined information based on large
residuals and leverage in his measure of influence, while Andrews and Pregibon
(1978) were inspired by ideas from the design of experiments and introduced a
selection operator which would operate on a specific ratio. Furthermore, Andrews
and Pregibon addressed the problem of masking (see also Atkinson, 1986; Fung,
1993). Draper and John (1981) combined and extended the achievements of Cook
and Andrews and Pregibon. In an interesting article, Pregibon (1981) mainly
considered a logistic regression model. However, in the article, Pregibon devoted
some attention to a review of influence analysis in linear models and introduced the
idea of perturbing the original model for all the observations, one by one, although
his treatment of these topics represented a minor part of the article. In Gentleman
and Wilk (1975b), an additive perturbation was carried out and those observations
which, after the perturbation, were found to have a pronounced impact were deemed
to be influential. This particular perturbation approach may be called the mean shift
approach (e.g. see also Wei and Fung, 1999). A specific problem in this connection
is that one has to find the distribution of the largest shift.

In the 1980s, the so-called empirical influence function was introduced and it was
based on special choices of the perturbation quantity (e.g. see Cook and Weisberg,
1980). Influence analysis was thereby connected to the influence function used in
robust statistics. Two books which include the above-mentioned topics are Belsley
et al. (1980) and Cook and Weisberg (1982) (see also the interesting review by
Beckman and Cook (1983)). Chatterjee and Hadi (1986) summarized and discussed
many of the ideas and techniques which had emerged until the mid-1980s. Their
article from 1986 was published together with comments and critical evaluations by
Cook, Atkinson, Welsch, Brant, Hoaglin and Kempthorne, Velleman and Weisberg,
and the article, comments and evaluations, taken together, make a very interesting
contribution to statistical science (see also Chatterjee and Hadi, 1988). Lawrance
(1995) presented a fundamental article about case deletion where the concepts of
masking and swamping were considered.

Another seminal work was an article written by Cook (1986) (including com-
ments by Atkinson, Beckman, Cox, Critchley, Farebrother, Lawrance, Loynes,
Nachtsheim, P&na, Prescott, Ross, Tsai and Weisberg). In this article Cook intro-
duced differential geometric thinking in his search for general methods for finding
influential observations (see also Fung and Kwan, 1997). On the basis of a
perturbation scheme, Cook perturbed the likelihood and introduced an influential
graph which was evaluated. His evaluation of the graph led to an influential approach
which was called local influence analysis. Besides the technical presentation, Cook
(1986) also included a broad spectrum of references. Beckman et al. (1987) applied
Cook’s approach to the analysis of mixed linear models. Some new references
dealing with influence analysis in mixed linear models are Lesaffre and Verbeke
(1998), Shi and Ojeda (2004), Chen et al. (2010) and Pan et al. (2014), where many
references to previous works can be found. A newer book which considers outlying
observations from different points of view is that by Barnett and Lewis (1994).
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The above presentation of literature on outlier detection and influential observa-
tions is not complete, but is meant to provide an introduction to the publications
in this subject field and is mostly oriented towards univariate linear models. In
recent years, influence analysis has been considered in other types of statistical
analysis, including survival analysis, time series analysis, influence and missing
data, machine learning approaches, etc., but literature on these topics will not
be reviewed and only a few references will be given below. There are also
close connections between the literature on influence analysis and that on robust
statistics, which deals with topics such as the influence curve, samples and empirical
influence curves; see Cook and Weisberg (1982) and Tanaka and Zhang (1999).
Moreover, concerning multiple outlier observations and robust statistics see Rocke
and Woodruff (1996) and Pend and Prieto (2001), where many references are also
given. An interesting work which promoted the use of the sensitive function instead
of the influence curve was that written by Critchley et al. (2001) (see also Kim,
1996).

For generalizations of influence measures useful for univariate least squares to
influence measures suitable for multivariate response modelling (MANOVA), with
a focus on case deletion, see an interesting article by Barrett and Ling (1992) where
several influence measures are suggested and, among other topics, their relation to
the univariate work carried out by Cook (1977, 1979) and Andrews and Pregibon
(1978) is discussed. There are also a few other earlier works on influence analysis
in multivariate models, for example Hossain and Naik (1989). In a well-written
article, Liski (1991) extended the area of application for some case deletion results
to include the analysis of growth curves (B RM). Pan and Fang (1995, 1996) and Pan
(2004) continued Liski’s work and considered a multiple-individual-deletion model
and a mean-shift-regression model (see also Srivastava and von Rosen (1998),
which, additionally, included several older references), as well as the generalized
Cook’s distance. A new idea in outlier detection was presented by Pan et al. (2000),
who applied projection pursuit to multivariate data and thereafter were able to apply
univariate ideas. Pan (2002) discussed, in connection with the BRM, a generalized
Cook’s distance, generalized Welsch-Kuh’s Statistic, generalized Cook-Weisberg’s
statistic, generalized Andrew-Pregibon’s statistic, among other topics.

Cook (1986), as already has been mentioned, introduced the local influence
approach, of which case deletion is a special case, and since then a huge number
of authors have followed and modified Cook’s ideas, often depending on specific
applications. Thorough reviews of the concept were presented by Escobar and
Meeker (1992), Fung and Tang (1997), Poon and Poon (1999) and Gonzélez Sierra
and Sudrez Rancel (2001). One problem with the local influence approach is that
it is not scale-invariant (see Schall and Dunne 1992; Poon and Poon, 1999). Schall
and Dunne (1992) and Farebrother (1992) considered collinearity diagnostics and
influence, in particular, the condition number and the variance inflation statistic, a
concept from the 1970s. Concerning references dealing with local influence and the
MANOVA model, see Kim (1995) and Liu (2002). The following references on local
influence and the BRM are recommended: Pan and Fang (1995, 1996), Pan et al.
(1996, 1997, 1999), Bai (1999), and You and Mao (2000) and the book by Pan and
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Fang (2002). This book also includes a good introduction to influence analysis, as
well as appropriate references. Local influence and discriminant analysis have been
considered by Fung (1996) and Riani and Atkinson (2001), among others, local
influence and principal component analysis by Shi (1997), local influence analysis
and structural equation models by Lee and Wang (1996), local influence analysis
in generalized linear modelling and non-linear regression modelling by Thomas
and Cook (1990) and St. Laurent and Cook (1993), respectively (see also Wei
etal., 1998), and local influence analysis and regression transformation by Lawrance
(1988)).

Moreover, Cook (1986) proposed using the likelihood displacement criterion
to study influence. However, over the years, other suggestions have appeared.
In particular, in a Bayesian setting the Kullback-Leibler divergence has been
applied, for example see McCulloch (1989), Pan et al. (1996) and Pan and Fung
(2000). Other works treating influence analysis within a Bayesian framework are
Johnson and Geisser (1983, 1985), Guttman and Pefia (1993), Pan et al. (1999),
Bai and Fei (2000) and Zhu et al. (2011); Zhu et al. (2011) also includes many
references. Escobar and Meeker (1992) discussed Taylor series expansions of the
likelihood displacement and different types of perturbations (see also Gu and Fung,
2001). Indeed, the influence analysis in the present book is based on different
perturbation schemes and Taylor series expansions which were applied for the
BRM by von Rosen (1995). Connected to the Taylor series expansion is the so-
called derivative influence (e.g. see De Gruttola et al., 1987). In most studies where
perturbations take place, case-weighted perturbations are applied. An important
article which considers the case-weighted approach is that written by Zhu and Zhang
(2004), but its focus is slightly different from that in many other articles. Usually
the aim is to find “extreme” observations relative to a given model, but in Zhu and
Zhang (2004) the aim is to investigate the model (see also Billor and Loynes, 1993).
A precise discussion of the impact of chosen perturbation schemes was provided for
a Bayesian setting by Geisser (1992) and for a non-Bayesian setting by Hao et al.
(2014, 2015), who worked with balanced cross-over studies.
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Appendices

There are three appendices to this book. The notation is presented in Appendix A,
while in Appendix B many technical results are compiled and for their proofs the
reader is mostly referred to other publications. At the end of Appendix B, a number
of exercises are provided which the reader can use to practise what they have learnt.
Finally, Appendix C presents some material on the approximation of the distribution
of the likelihood ratio test which is used in Chap. 7. Note that the references cited in
the appendices are listed after Appendix C in the section “References”.

Appendix A: Notation

This appendix presents the notation and abbreviations used in the book.

A.1 Abbreviations

* BRM =bilinear regression model

* EBRM =extended bilinear regression model

* e.g. =for example

* GMANOVA = generalized multivariate analysis of variance
* ie.=thatis

* 1ii.d. =independent and identically distributed

* MANOVA = multivariate analysis of variance

* MINQUE = minimum norm quadratic unbiased estimation
¢ MLE = maximum likelihood estimator (estimate)

* p.d. = positive definite

* p.s.d. = positive semi-definite

* SUR = seemingly unrelated regression
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424 Appendices

A.2  Vectors and Matrices

Throughout the book, all the vectors and matrices are real-valued and of finite
size.

Lowercase boldface letters denote vectors, e.g. x is a vector and x: p x 1 is a
vector of size p (sometimes written as x € R?).

Uppercase boldface letters denote matrices, e.g. X is a matrix and X: p x g is a
matrix with p rows and ¢ columns (sometimes written as X € R7*9).

X, denotes an observation of the random matrix X.

Sometimes a matrix is described via its elements, e.g. A = (a;;).

A.3 Loewner (Lowner) Order

Let A and B be symmetric matrices. Then the expression A > B isusedif A — B
is positive semi-definite, and A > B if A — B is positive definite.

A.4 Partitioned Matrices

Two matrices of a proper size which are put side by side represent a partitioned
matrix (augmented matrix), and this expressed using the following type of
formula A = (A : Ap).

If A;,i = 1, 2, in the above statement are vectors, then A = (a1, a3) can also be
used.

Sometimes block matrices are convenient objects to work with, e.g.

A= (All A12> ’
Ay Ap

where the included matrices are supposed to be of proper sizes.

A.5 Special Vectors and Matrices

Parameters are usually denoted with the help of the Greek alphabet. Parameter
vectors are usually denoted by letters from the Greek alphabet, lowercase
boldface. Parameter matrices are usually denoted by letters from the Greek
alphabet, uppercase boldface, with the exception that the capital B is used instead
of capital .

The vector of p ones is denoted by 1, or just 1.
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* The null vector and null matrix are both denoted by 0 and sometimes a subindex
indicates the size of the matrix.

e The identity matrix I is a matrix with 1 on the main diagonal and 0 elsewhere.
The identity matrix of size a X a is sometimes denoted by 1.

e A, is a diagonalized matrix of A; i.e. the off-diagonal elements are put to O,
whereas the diagonal elements are kept as they were.

* The unit (standard) basis e;, of size p, is the ith column of I,. Sometimes d ;,
[ and g, etc. are used together with e;.

* The upper triangular matrix T' = (#;;) is definedas T =}, _ . tijeie

¢ The strictly upper triangular matrix T' = (#;;) is definedas T =) _

* The lower triangular matrix T = (#;;) is defined as T = >

/
i

i<jlijeie

/
/ /
i>j t; jeie iz
* The strictly lower triangular matrix T = (#;;) is defined as T = Zi> j tije,-e’j.
 The orthogonal matrix I is a square matrix satisfying TT” = I. This implies that
T is of full rank and T'T = 1.
¢ The semi-orthogonal matrix I': p x ¢ is a matrix satisfying TT" = I, or I'T =
1,.
* The commutation matrix K , is defined by

K,,= Ze,dj ®d;e;,
i,j

where e; and d; are unit basis vectors of size p and g, respectively. The
Kronecker product @ is defined in Sect. A.6 below.

* A square matrix P is idempotent, i.e. P is a projector, if PP = P.

* A matrix V is positive definite, which sometimes is denoted V > 0, if and only
if V.= XX’ for some square matrix X of full rank.

* A matrix V is positive semi-definite, which sometimes is denoted V > 0, if and
only if V = XX’ for some matrix X.

A.6 Special Matrix Operators

* The transpose of a matrix is denoted by ". For example, the transpose of A is
defined through A’ = (aji),if A = (a;j).

« IfVV~! =1=V~'V, then V~!is the inverse of V.

e IfAA™ A = A, then A is a g-inverse of A.

 One special g-inverse is the Moore-Penrose inverse A™, defined through the
following four conditions: AATA = A, ATAAT = AT, (AAT) = AAT
and (ATA) = ATA.

* The square root of V, which is p.d., is denoted by V!/2. It is any symmetric
matrix satisfying V = V1/2y1/2,

* The rank of a matrix is denoted by r(e) and is the largest number of linearly
independent columns (rows) of the matrix.
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* The trace is denoted by tr{e} and defined through tr{A} = )", a;;, where A =
(a;j) is a square matrix.

» The trace distance or Frobenius norm (squared) for arbitrary matrices A and B,
which are of proper size, is defined through ||A — B|| = tr{(A — B)(A — B)'}.

* The determinant of a square matrix A: m x m is denoted |A| and is defined by

m
|A| = Z (_I)N(le,Jm) l—[aiji ,
1 Jm i=1

where the summation is taken over all the different permutations (ji, ..., ji) of
the set of integers of {1, 2, ..., m}, and where N(ji, ..., jn) is the number of
inversions of the permutations (ji, ..., j,) (for details, consult an introductory
course book).

* The Hadamard product (element-wise product) of A = (a;;) and B = (b)),
where A and B are of the same size, is denoted by © and defined through A ©
B = (a,'jb,'j).

* The Kronecker product of A = (a;;) and B = (by) is denoted ® and defined
through A ® B = (a;; B).

* The Kroneckerian power A®F is identical to é AR - ® 4

ktimes
* The vec-operator is denoted by vec(e) and is defined through

vec: A = E aijeid’j — E aijd; ® e;,
ij ij

where e; and d ; are standard basis vectors of proper sizes.
» The block diagonal operator is defined by

A1 0 ... 0
0 A>... 0
dlag(Als A27 RN ) Ap) = . . . .
0 0..4,

A.7 Special Notation for Projections and Squared Expressions

For projectors we use the following notation:

e Py=AAA) A,

s Pyay=AAV'A-AV Vispd;

* Povp=AABV'B'A)~A'BV-!B, Vispd
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The first two expressions are projectors on C(A) (see Sect. A.8 below) and the
third expression can be a projector under some condition on A and B. In the
first expression the standard inner product is assumed to hold, and in the second
expression an inner product defined by (x,y) = x’V~ly is assumed to hold.
Moreover, P 4 and P 4,y are idempotent matrices (see Sect. A.5).

Since we are often working with quadratic forms, the following notation is useful
for shortening matrix expressions:

* (A)(A) can be written as (A)()".
* (A)V(A) canbe written as (A)V ().

A.8 Linear and Multilinear Spaces

* C, @ and H denote “is a subspace of”’, “is a direct sum of”” and “is an orthogonal
sum of”’, respectively.

* V., W, ... denote linear spaces.

¢ The column vector space C(A), where A: p x ¢, is defined through C(A) = {a :
a = Az, z € R1}.

¢ dimC(A) = r(A) (sometimes dim{C(A)} is used).

* The null space A'(A), where A: p x g, is defined through N (A) = {a : Aa =
0,a € R7}.

* The space Cy(A) denotes a column vector space with an inner product defined
through the positive definite matrix V; i.e. for any pair of vectors x and y, the
operation x'V !y holds. If V = I, instead of C;(A) one writes C(A).

* The orthogonal complement to Cy (A) is denoted by Cy(A)* and is generated
by all the vectors orthogonal to all the vectors in Cy(A); i.e. for an arbitrary
a € Cy(A), all the y satisfying y'V~'a = 0 generate the linear space (column
vector space) Cy (A)~*.

+ A’ is any matrix satisfying C(A°%) = C(A)*L.

¢ The tensor space of Cy (A) and Cy (B) is denoted by Cy (A) ®Cyw (B) and defined
as

Cv(A) @ Cw(B) =Cyew(A ® B), (A.8)

where, on the right-hand side, the Kronecker product is used.

A.9 Basic Distributions

+ “X ~” means that X is distributed as and ~ denotes approximately distributed.

 The multivariate normal distribution is denoted by N, (p, X), where u: p x 1is
the mean and X: p x p is the dispersion matrix. If p = 1 we have the univariate
normal distribution and then the index p in N (u, X) is omitted.
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* The multivariate matrix normal distribution is denoted by N, ,(p, X, ¥) where
p:pxn, XipxpandW¥:n xn If X ~ Np,(u, X, ¥) its distribution is
identical to vecX ~ Np,(vecp, ¥ @ X).

e The random variable u is chi-squared distributed with n degrees of freedom if
and only if u = x’x, for some x ~ N, (0, I'), which will be denoted by u ~ x,%.
There exist more general definitions comprising non-integer degrees of freedom.
The equation in x,, P( x,% < X,) = B, can be written xé (n) = x,, which defines
the B-percentile xé(n).

e The random matrix W is Wishart-distributed with n degrees of freedom if and
only if W = XX/, for some X ~ Ny (0, X, I), which is denoted by W ~
W, (X, n). There exist more general definitions based on the Laplace transform.

* The random variable F is F-distributed with m and n degrees of freedom, which
is denoted by F ~ Fj ,, if and only if F = u/v, for some u ~ xz(m),
v ~ x2%(n), where u and v are independently distributed. The equation in x,,
P(Fun < x,) = P, can be written Fg(m,n) = x,, which defines the B-
percentile Fg(m, n).

e The B-distribution is denoted by B ~ S(m, n) and defined via its density (see
also Sect. A.10)

1 1
r -1 L.
P B A (S EAL N S S RIS
B\ro) = 2"t

0 elsewhere.

e If W~ Wpy(2,n)and n > p, the inverse exists with probability 1 and wis
said to follow the inverse Wishart distribution. If the Wishart density exists, it is
a straightforward task to derive the density for the inverted Wishart distribution.

e Let Wy ~ W,(I,n), p < n,and Wo ~ W,(I,m), p < m, be independently
distributed. Then

F =W +W) 12WyW, +Wy~!/?

is said to follow a multivariate B-distribution of type I, which is denoted by
MBi(p, m,n).

e Let Wy ~ W,I,n), p <n,and Wy ~ W,(I,m), p < m, be independently
distributed. Then

F— W2—1/2W1W2—1/2

is said to follow a multivariate S-distribution of type II, which is denoted by
MBii(p,m,n).
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A.10 Density and Moments of Specific Distributions

* fx(X,) denotes the density for a random matrix X.
* The density of a matrix normal variable X ~ N, ,(p, X, ¥) equals

fx(Xo) = Q) P 2| =P 2 |7 2exp(—1/2t{Z 7 (X, — )W 1 (X, — w)'D).

» The Wishart density equals (W ~ W, (X, n))

c(p, WIZ| "2 Wo|=P=D/2exp(—1/2t{Z " Wo}), Wo >0,
Sfw(Wo) =

0 elsewhere,

where c(p, n)~! = 2P"2T, () and T (%) = PP~ DATT_ T (n + 1 - 0)).
e The multivariate B-distribution of type I (MB;(p, m,n)) has a density which
equals

) | Fo| =P =D 1 — Fo|"=P=D/2 I — Fo| > 0, |Fo| >0,

fF(Fo) =

0 elsewhere;

c(p, n) is the same constant as in the Wishart density.
» The Kotz-type distribution for x of size p is defined through the following density
(c is a normalizing constant):

fe(xo) = c(x'x)N lexp{—r(x'x)’}, r,s>0, 2N+ p > 2.

* The matrix Kotz-type distribution for X is defined through vecX, which should
follow a Kotz-type distribution.

* The characteristic function of a random unstructured matrix X: p x n is given by
(i is the imaginary unit)

ox(T) = E[eitr{T/X}], T c RPX",
¢ The cumulant function of a random unstructured matrix X: p x n is given by
Yx(T) =Ingx(T), T € RP™.
* Expectation: E[X] = (E[x;;]).

» Dispersion: D[X] = E[vec(X — E[X])vec (X — E[X])].
» Covariance: C[X, Y] = E[vec(X — E[X])vec (Y — E[Y])].
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. gk . .
Let the matrix derivative ;’ XYk be as in Definition 5.1.

* Suppose that ¢x (T) is k times differentiable. Then the kth moment m[X] is
given by

k

1
mi[X] =

ik d Tk (pX(T)

T=0

* Suppose that ¥ x (T) is k times differentiable. Then the kth cumulant cx[X] is
given by

1 d*
alX]= o ¥x(D)

=0

* Suppose that ¢x(T) is k times differentiable. Then the kth central moment
mci[X] is given by

1 d*
mep[X] =my[X — E[X]] = i di(PX—E[X](T)

T=0

A.1l1 Convergence

* Convergence in distribution (in law; weakly) can be defined in the following way:
Let F(x) and F,(x), n = 1,2,..., be distribution functions. The sequence
F1, F>, ... converges in distribution if for each continuity point x of F(x),
lim,, 0 F,(x) = F(x), where x can be scalar or vector-valued (matrix-valued).

Convergence in distribution is denoted by 2).

» Convergence in probability can be defined in the following way.
Let X and X,,, n = 1,2, ..., be random matrices. The sequence X1, X», ...
converges in probability to X if for every € > 0, lim,— o P(0(X,, X) > €) =0,
where p(e, @) is the Euclidean distance. Convergence in probability is denoted

by —P>.

A.12 Limits

e If a positive constant m exists, such that | f(e)| < m|g(e)| for all € in the
neighbourhood of zero, then f(€) = O(g(e)) ase — 0.

o Iflimeo £§§ =0, then f(€) = o(g(€)) as € — 0.

* A sequence of random variables X1, X2, ..., X, is bounded in probability if,

given € > O, there exist constants m and ng such that P(|X,| > m) < €
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for all n > ng. This is denoted by X, = O,(1). If a,X,, = O,(1), then
X, =0, (an’l). A sequence of random vectors x1, X2, ..., X, is bounded in
probability if x;1, xj2, . .., X, is bounded in probability for each i.

» If a sequence of random vectors x1, X2, .. ., X, converges to zero in probability,
this is denoted by x,, = o(1). If ayx,, = 0o(1), then x,, = o(an’l).

Note that the last two statements also hold for matrices, because any matrix can be
vectorized.

A.13 Hermite Polynomials

Let X ~ Np ,(p, X, ¥) and let fx(X,) be its density evaluated at X,. Moreover,
let the derivative dk];’;(kx") be defined in Lemma 5.1. Then

o

d* fx(X,)

TXED (O H (X 2 ) fr (X,

dX5

for the functions Hy(X,, u, X, ¥), which are called generalized Hermite polyno-

mials. If X ~ N ,(0,1,1)or X ~ Ny(0,I), we obtain polynomials which are
usually termed Hermite polynomials.

Appendix B: Useful Technical Results

This appendix comprises several technical results which are frequently applied
throughout Chaps. 1-8. In many of the suggested proofs, the reader is referred to
Kollo and von Rosen (2005), although the same results can often be found in other
texts.

B.1 Factorization and a Determinant Relation

The next theorem is often used when presenting canonical forms of linear and
bilinear models.

Theorem B.1

(i) Let A: p x q be of rank q. Then there exist a non-singular matrix T and an
orthogonal matrix T such that A" =T (I, : O)T.

(i) Let V be p.d. Then there exist an orthogonal matrix of eigenvectors of V, T,
and a diagonal matrix D of positive eigenvalues of V such that V. = T DT
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Proof Statement (i) is a special case of the well-known Q R-decomposition, e.g. see
Golub and Van Loan (2013) (see also Rao 1973, p. 20), and the proof of statement
(i) can be found in Kollo and von Rosen (2005, Corollary 1.2.39.1). O

Theorem B.2 Let B = (b1, by, ..., b)) be an orthogonal basis with respect to a
positive definite matrix W: p x p, i.e. b;Wb; =0, i # j. Then

p
(Wi =c TTI0;Whil, c=1B.
k=1

Proof The theorem is true because |W| = ¢~ '|[B'WB| = ¢! ]_[,’;:1 |b;Wb;|. O

B.2 Subspace Relations

Theorem B.3 Let A, B and C be matrices of proper sizes. Then
(i) ifx € C(A), then x = Aq for some q;
(ii) if C(A) C C(B), then C(B)*+ C C(A)*;
(ili) if C(A) € C(B), then C(B) = C(A) BC(B) NC(A)*;
(iv) (modular identity) C(A)N(C(B)+C(A)NC(C)) =C(A)NC(B)+C(A)N
C(C);
(v) C(A(A’B°)°) = C(A) NC(B);
(vi) C(A’(AA'B°)°) = C(A'B°)+ NC(A);
(vii) C(A") € C(A’B°) is equivalent to C(A) N C(B) = {0}.
Proof All the proofs are given in Kollo and von Rosen (2005, Section 1.2). O

Theorem B.4 For A and X of a proper size,
Cx(A)F =C(ZA%) =Cc((z7'a)") =cE At

Proof By the definition of A, ATY 1A = 0, which verifies the equalities. [

Note that from this relation, it does not follow that Cx(A) = C (271 A), since in
this case we operate with different inner products on the left and right side.

B.3 Rank Relations

Theorem B.5 Let A and B be arbitrary matrices of proper sizes and let dim{e}
denote the dimension of a vector space. Then

(i) r(A) =r(A);
(i) dim{C(A) NC(B)} = r(A(A’'B°)°) = r((A° : B°)°);
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(iii) r(A : B) =r(A) + r(B) — dim{C(A) N C(B)};
(iv) ¥(A'B°) =r(A: B) — r(B).

Proof The proof of the theorem is presented in Kollo and von Rosen (2005,
Section 1.2). ([l

B.4 Special Matrix Inverses

Theorem B.6 Let S be positive definite and suppose that V, W and H are of a
proper size, with H™ being supposed to exist. Moreover, suppose that o is a scalar
andput D = S"'VW and E = DS™". Then

Q) S+VHWH) ' =51 _slyiws v+ H H-lws !
() S+VHW) 'VH =S"'v(Ws'v+HH
(i) (S+oVW) =Y (1o DS 4 20D DI (S VW) ETT
r=1,2,...;
(v) (S+wVW) 1 = Z,fio(—l)kkakS*I, provided that the sum exists.

Proof The proof of the first statement can be found in Kollo and von Rosen (2005,
Proposition 1.3.6), and statement (ii) follows directly from statement (i) by applying
a few calculations. The expressions in statement (iii) and (iv) are presented in von
Rosen (1995, Lemma 2.1). (I

B.5 Matrix Relations Involving g-Inverses
Theorem B.7 Let C(K) € C(A') and let S be p.d. Then

(i) K(A'S"'A)~A’S™'A = K;
(i) K(A’S™'A)" K’ does not depend on the choice of g-inverse.

Proof Both statements follow since C(A) = C(A’S™' A). O

B.6 Matrix Relations for Partitioned Matrices

Theorem B.8 Let
A All A12 All A12
- Az Am ’ A21 A22 ’

where the size of A;j corresponds to the size of Al
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@ (AT = —Apas);
(i) C(A12) € C(A11 — ApAy,) Agp);
(iii) if A is p.d., then C(A12) C C(A11)s
(iv) if A is non-singular, then |A| = |Ax||A11 — A12A;21A21|.

Proof For a proof, see, for example, Kollo and von Rosen (2005, Proposition 1.3.3).
O

B.7 Inequalities

Theorem B.9

(i) Markov’s inequality. Let X be a non-negative integrable random variable and
a > 0. Then

P(X > a) < E[X]/a.

(i) If A — B isp.s.d., thentrA > trB.

(iii) The tr-distance (see Sect. A.6). ||AQB — APB|| > ||C QD — CP D|| for all
Pand Q ifand onlyif BB'® A’A — DD’ ® C'C is p.d., where it is supposed
that the matrices are of proper sizes.

(iv) Let X and S be positive definite matrices of size p x p. Then

1 1 _ 1 1
|z|—2ne—2tr{2 S}S|rlls|—2ne—2np’

and equality holds if and only if ¥ = rllS.
(v) For A (of full rank) and X (p.d.) of proper sizes (see Liu and Neudecker, 1997)

A+ Ap)?
A'A)'A'zAU A < (1 2p) Azt
YRV
where L, and Ly are the smallest and largest eigenvalues of X, respectively.
The ratio
_ A 1A
YR

is the square of the first antieigenvalue of X (see Gustafson, 1972, 2012).

Proof For a proof of statement (i), see, for example, Gut (2013, Theorem 1.1,
p- 120). Because of the linearity of the trace-function, statement (ii) is trivial.
Statement (iii) follows by using the following equation:

tt{FGHH G'F’} = vec (FGH)vec(FGH) = vec (G)(HH' ® F'F)vec(G).
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The proof of statement (iv) can be found in Srivastava and Khatri (1979, Theo-
rem 1.10.4) and for the proof of statement (v), the reader is referred to the references
given in the statement. ]

B.8 Linear Equations

Theorem B.10
(1) The matrix equation AXB = C in X. IfC(C) € C(A) and C(C’) € C(B'),
the system of equations is consistent and has the following general solution:
(Co denotes any particular solution)
X =Co+(A)Z +AZ,B”
or
X =Co+Z B’ +(A)°Z,B
or
X =Co+ (A)Z B +AZB” + (A)°Z3B”,
where Z;, i = 1,2, 3, are arbitrary matrices of proper sizes.

(ii) For the consistent equation AX B = C, the bilinear expression K X L is unique
and equals KA“CB™L, if C(K') € C(A’) and C(L) € C(B). Note that one
choice of particular solution is Co = A" CB™.

(iii) The homogeneous matrix equation A; XB; = 0, i = 1,2, in X, has the
following general solution:

X = (A)°Z S|+ (A] - AL ZyS, + (A)°Z3S + Z4S),

or

X =TZ B} +T2Zy(B; : B’ + T3Z3B + T4Z4

or

X = T3Z15/1 + T4Z2S/1 + T4Z3S/2 + T1Z4S/3 + T4Z55/3

+T1Z6Sy + T2Z7S, + T323S, + T4Z9S),

where Z;,i = 1,...,9, are arbitrary matrices of proper sizes, and S; and T ;,
i =1,...,4, are any matrices satisfying

C(S1) =C(B1 : By) NC(B)*Y, C(T1) = C(A] : Ay) NC(AD*L,
C(S2) =C(B1) NC(By), C(Ty) = C(A)) NC(A)),
C(S3) = C(By : B2) NC(By)*t, C(T3) = C(A] : Ay) NC(AY)*,
C(S4) =C(B; : B>)", C(T1) =C(A] : A)*.
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(iv) The homogeneous matrix equation A1 X1B1 + A X2B> = 0in X1 and X
has the following general solution:
X1 = —A7 A2 (ALA7 1 (A)?)°Z3(Ba(B))°)” BaBT + (A})°Z1 + A\ Z2BS
X2 = (A5A9) 1 (A)°) Z3(B2(B))")” + ALAZ4BY + (A))°Zs
or
X1 = —A] A2 (A5A9)°(ALAS)” Ay Z6(B2(BY)°)” BaBy + (A})°Z) + A\ Z2BS
X2 = (A5A49)7 (41497 AY)°Zs + (AL AD)° (ALAD)” Ay Z6(B(BY)”)

+A,ASZ,BY,

where Z;, i = 1, ..., 6, are arbitrary matrices.

Proof The proof of the statements can be found in Kollo and von Rosen (2005,
Section 1.3.5). [l

B.9 Results Involving Projectors

Next a few useful results for projectors are presented.
Theorem B.11 Let Py y = A(A'V'A)"AV~!. Then

(i) PavPayv =Py, Pav(I—Ppy)=0;
(i) tr{Pa,v}=r(A);
(ii) C(Pa,v) =C(A), N(P4y)=C(VA°);
(iv) (projection theorem) C(PavB) =C(PAoyv)NN(Payv)+C(B));
W I=P, , +Pyy.

Proof The proofs of statements (i) and (ii) can be found in most lin-
ear algebra books. The relations in statement (iii) are fairly trivial, since
A(A'VTA)"A'V7'A = A (eg see Kollo and von Rosen, 2005, Proposi-
tion 1.2.2) and A(A’V"'A)"A’'V~'VA® = 0. The proof of statement (iv) is
presented in Kollo and von Rosen (2005, Theorem 1.2.16). Statement (v) follows
from Theorem B.13. ([

The following theorem constitutes a basis for handling linear models within a
theoretical perspective and reflects a decomposition of the whole space into two
subspaces.

Theorem B.12 Let S be p.d., let A and B be arbitrary matrices of proper sizes and
let C be any matrix such that C(C) = C(A") N C(B). Then
A(A'SA)"A' — AB°(B” A'SAB°) " B” A’
= A(A'SA)"C(C'(A’'SA)"C)"C'(A'SA)" A"
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Proof Let S = I. The general case follows by changing A to S2A.1f S =1, the
statement consists of three orthogonal projectors: P4, Pspo and P 44/4)-c. The
result follows since

C(A) = C(AB°)BC(A)NC(AB°): =C(AB°) HC(A(A'A)~C),

see Theorems B.3 (v) and B.11 (iv) in this appendix. O
Theorem B.13 If S is p.d. and C(B) C C(A),

Pas=Pps+SP), (B°(B”SP) ¢B°) B’ P, s.
A special case is
S~ — B°(B”SB°) "B’ =S 'B(B'S"'B)"B'S™".

Proof The result follows from Theorem B.12. (|

B.10 Properties of a Matrix Derivative

Theorem B.14 Let iji be given by Definition 5.1. Then

@) Z§ = 1,4, where X € RP*4;
(ii) ”f;g = cl pg, where X € RP*4;
(iii) dA'vecX _ A;
(- ) deJrXZ _dyY + dZ
V) “gx T dx Ta4dx-
V) Let Z=Z(Y)and Y = Y(X), then 9% = 1Y 42 (chain rule);
(vi) 9% =B®A/;
(vii) ‘93" = Gx(B®A);
(viii) %Z: quy, »ifX e Rl;xzq;
(ix) x =axZeD+ 12 RY);
(x) tr}}X} = vecA;
xi) X =X |vec(x Y.
xii) If X: p x p is symmetric g§ =I,+Kpp,—(Kppa

Proof The proofs of the statements can, for example, be found in Kollo and von
Rosen (2005, Section 1.4.3, Table 1.4.2). [l

Theorem B.15 Let the derivative be given by Definition 8.4 and suppose that the
matrices are conformable. If X and Y are functions of w, then

o d¥XY _ xk (k\diX d*lY
(€ _Zi=0(i)dwidwk—i1 k= 0.
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(i) Let A and B be functionally independent of the scalar w. Then

d*AXB _ dkx

= B.
d ot d ok

(iii) Let X be non-singular and a function of the scalar w. Then

dkx—1 k—1 i1—1 ij—1—1
— _Y~ Jj+1 . 1
S =x +Z< DY 3 20 (@) ()
iTJiyj—1 z =1
L diX _diTiX _dhTx o dkehx o
x X . X X xeeex X L X,
d o' d w171 dwh—i2 d wk—i

io=k>1.

Proof The proofs of statements (i) and (iii) are presented in von Rosen (1995,
Lemma 3.1) and statement (ii) follows from statement (i). [l

B.11 Basic Moment Identities

Theorem B.16 Let E[X] = p and D[X] = ¥ ® X. Then

(i) E[IKXL] = KuL;
(i) D[KXL] = L'¥L ® KXK'

For moments and cumulants,

(i) c1[X]=m[X], c[X] = D[X];
(iv) mi[X] = E[vecX (ve¢’ X)® 1], m[X] = E[vecX].

Proof All proofs of the relations can be found in Kollo and von Rosen (2005,
Section 2.1). [l

B.12 Limit Theorems

The first theorem below is a multivariate version of some of the statements of
Cramér’s theorem, which is also known as Slutsky’s theorem.

Theorem B.17 Let {X,} and {Y,} be sequences of random matrices, not necessar-

ily independent, such that X, 2 XandyY, £ 0. Then, provided the operations
are well defined,

() X, @Y, > 0;
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(ii) vecX,vec'Y, £ 0;
(i) Xn + Y, 2 X.

Proof Proofs of the relations are given in Kollo and von Rosen (2005,
Lemma 3.1.1). [l

Now a central limit theorem for the sample mean and sample dispersion is presented.

Theorem B.18 Letx1, x2,..., X, be an i.i.d. sample of size n from a p-dimensional
population with E[x;] = p and D[x;] = X, p.d., with the elements of ma[x;] being
finite, and let

1 « 1 «
x:n;xi, S:n_l.XI:(x,-—x)(xi—x)’.
1= 1=

Then, if n — oo,
() x5
(i) § 5 =
(iii) n(x — p) 2 N, (0, B).
(iv) vavee(S — £) 3 N,»(0, ),
where I1: p? x p? consists of the fourth- and second-order central moments:

I = D[(x; — p)(x; —p)']
=E[xi—p)Q@xi—pn) @ x;i—pn)® (x; —p)] —vecXvedX.

(V) Let x; ~ Ny(h, ), then /nvec(S — £) 5 N,>(0, TIV), where

n"=1,+K,,)(ZQX).

Proof A proof can be found in Kollo and von Rosen (2005, Theorem 3.1.4). [l

B.13 Properties and Moment Relations for the Matrix Normal
Distribution

Theorem B.19 Let X ~ N, ,(n, X, W) andY ~ Np ,(0, X, ¥). Then

(i) KXL ~ Ny (KpL, KXK', L'WL), where K: q x p and L: n x k;
(i) E[X]=pn;
(i) D[X] =¥ ® %
(iv) E[XAX'] = tr{WA)S + pAp.
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(v) Put H = (vecXvec' W)®2, Then

EY®*=H+(U,0K,,[,)HUI, K, ,®I,)
+U, K2 )HI, Q K, ,2);

vi) ElY®" 1 =7 ,,® K i, ® I 2-i)(vecEvec' ¥ @ E[Y®2~1])
X(Un®K, ji2® 1), r=12,3,...;
(vii)

E[XAX @ XBX'| = tr{VA}tr{¥YB}X ® X + tr{WAW B }vecTvec' X
+r{WAVBIK, ,(2® %) + tr{WA}X @ uBp' + vec(u BY¥A'p')vec'E
+K, ,(tBYAR' QX + X @ uAVBu')
+vecXved (WB' WA +tr{UBYuApn @ X +pnAp’ @ nBu'.

(viii) Let S = Y(I — P¢)Y/', where C is a matrix of a proper size. Then S and
Y P ¢ are independently distributed.
(ix) YPY and Y QY' are independently distributed if P Q = 0, where P and Q
are symmetric matrices of proper sizes.
(x) YP and Y Q are independently distributed if P Q' = 0, where P and Q are
of proper sizes.
(xi) YPY' and Y Q are independently distributed if P Q = 0, where P and Q
are symmetric matrices of proper sizes.
(xii) Let A be a matrix of a proper size. Then Ps sX and (I — Py )X are
independently distributed.
(xiii) Let A and B be matrices of proper sizes. Then A'X and B'X are indepen-
dently distributed if and only if C[AX, BX] = 0.

Proof For the proofs, see Section 2.2 in Kollo and von Rosen (2005), where the
above-presented results are obtained. O

B.14 Properties and Moment Relations for the Wishart
Distribution

Theorem B.20 Let W ~ W, (X, n), V ~ W,(I,n), where n > p. Then

(i) A'WA ~ W,(A'T A, n) for any matrix A of size p x q. In particular A =
(I : 0) results in quadratic blocks along the diagonal of W also having a
Wishart distribution.

(i) E[W]=nX;

(iii) D[W]l=n(I +K, )X Q X.
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(iv) Partition V as follows:

v — (Vu Vlz)’
Va1 Vo
where Vii:r xr, Vig = Vyirx(p—r)and Va: (p —r) X (p —1).
Then V12V3,> ~ Ny p—r (0,1, 1), and V12V, and Voo ~ W,_, (I, n)

are independently distributed.
(v) Let A: p x q. Then

AAWTTA) A ~ W,(A(A'T'A) A n — p+r(A))
and
E[AAW A" Al=m - p+r(A)AA'T'4)" A

(vi) Let X ~ Np (0, %, 1) and P be any idempotent matrix of a proper size.
Then

XPX' ~ W,(Z,r(P)).

(vii) A(AWTA)" A" and W — A(A'W~'A)~ A’ are independent.
(viil) A(A'WA)"A" and I — A(A’W~'A)~ A'W~! are independent.
(ix) E[A(A'WA)"A'W]=A(A'TA)"A'X.

Proof Proofs of the above statements can be found in Kollo and von Rosen (2005,
Section 2.4). Concerning statement (v), it is stressed that there exists a new proof
which is fundamental. There always exists a matrix X ~ N, ,(0, X, I) such that
W = XX'. Then

AAWTA) A =PosAAW A" AP, ¢

=Pas(W— WA (A"WA*)"A“W)P), = P4 sXPX'P) .

where P = I — X'A°(A” WA°)~A” X. The proof follows since A’S~'X and
A? X are independently distributed and P is idempotent with rank r(P) = n —
r(A°). O

B.15 Moments for the Inverse Wishart Distribution

In the following, the constants introduced in the next definition will frequently be
applied.
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Definition B.1

. 1 .

@) cons = nes—1°

5 _ n—s—2 .
(D) crnse = (n—t—1)(n—s)(n—s—3)°
cee 1 .
(i) con50 = n—s—2Clins,ts

. _ 1
(V) Cinst = (rs—1ym—i—1)"

If s = ¢, then ¢;.,, s will be used instead of ¢;., 55,1 = 1, 2, 3.

Theorem B.21 Let W ~ W,(X,n) and let c;,, s be defined in Definition B.1.
Then,

@ ifn—p—-1>0,
EIW ™= con, 27"
@) ifn—p—-3>0,
DIW N =crp I+ K, ) )E'@Z™H + (cronp — cg;nyp)vecEflvec/Zfl;
(i) ifn —p —3 >0,
EW '@ W™ =cpp p(vecZ ved S+ K, (271 @27
+ern, 2@ T
@iv) ifn—p—-3>0,
E[{W 2] = 200, ptr{Z ' 27 4 1 ptr{Z 712
) ifn—p—-3>0,
EW'W = (comp +ctnpE ' 27 e, 27 0{2 71
(vi) ifn—p—-3>0,
E[t{W' W™ = (canp + o ) ET 7 + con ptr{Z71

(vii) Let

W= Wi Wi rXr rxp-—r
AWy Wy ) p—rxrp—rxp—r)’
Then, if ¥ =Iandn—p+r —1>0,

p—r

Ir,
n—p+r—1

E[WoW, W Wl =
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andifn —p+r—3>0,

E[(vec(W oW, W3, Wo )®%] = W, Vvecl, ® vecl,
+ (W, W 2 + Ky,

where tr{ Wz_zl}2 and tr{ W2_2l Wz_zl} are given in statement (iv) and statement
(vi), respectively.
(viii) E[A(A'WTA)"A'W- 1= A4’ 14)" AT~
Proof Proofs of statements (i)—(vi) can be obtained from Kollo and von Rosen
(2005, Theorem 2.4.14). Concerning statement (vii), it is noted that W, W2—21/ 2~
Ny, p—r(0, 1, 1) is independent of Wy, (see Appendix B, Theorem B.20 (iv)) and
Appendix B, Theorem B.19 (v) together with statement (iv) and statement (vi) of
this theorem establishes statement (vii). With regard to statement (viii), it is noted
that there exists a matrix A of full rank such that

AAW A AW T =AA4W A TAW L.

Moreover, there exist a non-singular matrix T and an orthogonal matrix I' such that
A =Td:0OIrx2 = T2, anda V = T 2WE-12T ~ W, (I, n).
Then

E[AAW Ay~ aAw = EizlPryvih~ (vl vihre-1/2)
=32rrz 12 = A4’z A" A

since E[(VH)~ly12] = —E[V12V521] =0. U

B.16 A Property and Moments for the Multivariate 8 Type 1
Distribution

Theorem B.22 Let F ~ MgB;(p, m,n), and let W and W, be as in Sect. A.9.
Then

(i) one choice of (W1 + W2)'/2 is a unique lower triangular matrix with positive
diagonal elements, let us say T, such that (W + W) = TT' and F =
='Wy

G ELF)= % Ipi

cen 71 _ ernf —
(iii) E[F~'] = m_p’il I,.
Proof Statement (i) follows from a remark made after Theorem 2.4.8 in Kollo and
von Rosen (2005). Moreover, the proof of statement (ii) is given in Theorem 2.4.15
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(iii) in Kollo and von Rosen (2005), and statement (iii) follows from the proof of
Theorem 2.4.15 (i) in the same book. [l

B.17 Special Moment Relations

Theorem B.23 LetY ~ N, ,(0, X, W) and Z ~ Ny 40,1, 1,). Then
(i) for the known constants q1 and g, and the known symmetric matrices M and
N,
Elgivec(Y)vec (Y) + qotr{ MY NY'}vec(Y)vec' (Y)]
=q1¥Y QX+ pu{NVItr{MII¥ Q@ X + 22 YNV Q@ TMX;

(i) E[Z/(2Z)'Z)="1,.

Proof To verify statement (i), the statement is vectorized, i.e. instead of vecYvec'Y,
VRXand YNV Q SMX,

vec(vecYvec'Y) = vecY ® vecY, vec(¥ ® X), vec(WNW¥ @ TMY)
are used. Moreover, note that
r{MYNY'}(vecY)® = (vec'I py ® 1,,2)(N ® I ® I ® M)(vecY)®*.

Thus, the fourth moments of a multivariate normally distributed variable are needed.
From results in Kollo and von Rosen (2005, Corollary 2.2.7.4), it follows that

E[(vecY)®?] = vec(¥ @ %),

E[(VCCY)®4] = (I(pn)4 + Ipn ® Kpn,pn ® Ipn + Ipn ® K(pn)z,pn)(vec(‘l’ ® E))®2-

Utilizing these expressions, the statement follows from the following facts:

o (vecTp ®I(p2)(N® T ® I ®M)(vec(¥ @ X))%?
=tur{NV}r{MX}vec(¥ ® X),

o (e Ipn ® I () (N QTR I QM) pn ® K pu,pn ® I p) (vec(¥ ® X))S2
= vec(UNV¥ ® TMY),

o (el @I )(N® I QT ® M)y ® K (2, ) (vec(¥ ® X))
=vec(UNV @ IMY).

To prove statement (ii), a different technique is used. Note that for all orthogonal
matrices, I,

I'E[Z(ZZ)"'ZIT = E[Z/(2Z)~'Z],
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since I'Z'(ZZ')™'ZT = I"Z'(ZTT'Z")~'ZT, and the distribution of ZT equals
the distribution of Z. Thus, E[Z(ZZ')"'Z] = cI, for some constant c¢. Now the
constant is determined by taking the trace, giving p = cn, and the statement is
established. (I

Theorem B.24 Let W ~ W, (X, n) and A: pxq. The constants ¢j.p 51,1 = 1,2, 3,
are given in Definition B.1. Then

E[AAWA) A @W ' =crn,m ,A(ATA) A’ @ A(A'ZA)" A
¢ r(a). p(Vec(A(A'ZA) " A')vec (A(A'SA)~A")
+K, ,A(A’ZA) A’ ® A(A'£A)"A))
+e3nra), pA(AZA) A ® (7' — A(A'ZA)"A)).

Proof Without any loss of generality, identify A by A, p x r(A) and use that A" =
T, : 0)1"2’1/ 2 for some non-singular T' and orthogonal I'. Moreover, put

V=rx 2wz,
Then
E[A(AWA)"A'@ W

—1 ®2 —1
=(z—1/2r’>®2(E[(V51 g) ]+E[(V51 g)eaH])(rz—”z)@Z,

where

~ViiVi —1y -l =
H = I Vo =VuV Vi) (=VauVy D).

Let V=UU', Vi =U U} and Vi3 = U U/, where
U=(U/1:U/2)/, Uy:r(A)xn, Uy: (p—r(A)) xn, UNN,,,,,(O,I,I).

It can be noted that, given U1, the matrix V21V1711 is independent of V41 = V2o —
V21V 'V 1. Therefore, E[V | V12V |U11 =0, and

—1 —1
E[(V(;l ﬁ) ® H] = E[E[(VO11 3) ® H|U1|

_ vio © E[V ViV VvaviiUi] 0 ]
00 0 E[V,31U1)"
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Moreover, E[Vg.lllUl] = nféfllp_’(A)' Hence,
vilo 1 vilo (p—r(A)VLO
E 11 Hl = E 11 11 .
[(0 0>® 1=, [<0 0)®< 0 1)

Now, according to Theorem B.21 (i) and (iii),
Elvilil= L T
11 n—r(A)—117(4)
and
E[(Vﬁl)m] = clinrA) a2 + C2inr(4) (vecl yayvec' I ay + Kr(a).ra)s

and it also follows that £~/2I'(I, 4y : 0)'(I,a) : OTEZ /2 = A(A'ZA)~A/,
which in turn implies that 212170 : I,_,(4))'(0 : I, a)TE7/2 = 271
A(A’XA)~A’. Summing up, all these calculations yield the result of the theorem.

O

The next theorem includes a minor generalization of Theorem B.24 and the proof
rests completely on this theorem.

Theorem B.25 Let W ~ W, (X, n), A: pxq and B: pxr suchthatC(B) C C(A).
Then

E[(B(B'WB) B'® A(AWA)" A"l = c1:n.r8),r1)B(B'ZB)” B’ ® B(B'XB)" B’
+c2:n.r(B).r(4)(vec(B(B'XB)” B')vec'(B(B'XB)” B')

+K, ,(B(B'EB)"B'® B(B'XB)" B'))
+¢3:0.0(8).r(A)B(B'EB)"B ® (A(A'SA)"A' — B(B'SB)" B),

where C1.n.5.1, C2:n.5.t And C3.5 5 1 are given in Definition B.1 in this appendix.

Proof Since C(B) C C(A), the trivial relation P 4 B = B holds. Thus,
B(BWB) " B' = P,B(B'P,WPsB) B'P,.
Moreover, A’ = T4 : 0)I'’, where T is orthogonal, T is non-singular and
Py=TT;, T=(T1:T2), (pxr(A):px(p—r(A)).
Therefore,

B(B'WB) B’ @ A(AWA)" A’
= (T ®T)(T)B(B'T|VI,B) BT, @ V)T, ®T)),
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where V ~ W, (,) (1"/l ¥TI'{, n). Now the result follows from Theorem B.24, since

I T,B(BT T\ TB) BT \T)=B(B'EB) B

and
(=07 = A'24)" A
([
Theorem B.26 Let S = X(I — P¢c)X', where X ~ Np ,(n, X, I), ' € C(C)
and A: p x q. Moreover, let the constants ci.ps: I = 1,2,3, be given in

Definition B.1 in this appendix. Then
() E[ST'AA’STIA)-A'S™
= Con—r(C).pE " — COn—r(C), p—r(H)A°(A° TA%)~A”;
(ii) E[A(A S~ 1A) A'STIESTAA'S 1A~ A
r(€)-1 1
-~ n— r(C) p+r(A)— lA(A - A) A/
(i) E[ST'A(A’ST1A)"A'STIESTTAA'STIA)"A'S™!] = ((p + Deanp +
Cl;n,p)zi1 + (([7 —r(A)+ 1)(02;n,p7r(A) - 2C2;n,r(A),pfr(A)) +Clgn,p7r(A) -
Cl;n,r(A),p—r(A)) X AO(AU ZA0)7A0 .

Proof Concerning statement (i), it is noted that
STTAA'S'A) " A'S ! =S — A2(A7 SA?)~A”
and, according to Theorem B.21 (i),

E[s™'1= CO,n—r(C),pzily
E[A°(A” SA°)™ A% = c0—r(C).p—r(0)A” (AT EA%) A",

which establishes statement (i).

Concerning statement (ii), suppose, without any loss of generality, that A is of
full rank and factor A as A’ = T(I : 0)['X!/2, where T is non-singular and T
orthogonal. Utilizing Theorem B.21 (vii) establishes the result.

The expression in statement (iii) is more complicated to handle than statement
(ii). Note that

E[ST'AA'S'A)"A'S IS 1AA'S71A)"A'S7]]
= E[(S™' — A2(A7SA%) TAHYE(S7! — A°(AY SA?) ' A7)]
and, therefore, the following three types of moment calculations are needed:

E[S7'zs™", E[A°(A” SA°)"'A° T A°(A” SA°)"'A°] and E[S™'TA°
(A? SA%)~1A).
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Since T 1/28x1/2 ~ W, (I, n), according to Theorem B.21 (v),

E[ST'ss = 21 2E[(x12s5-1/2)~ (1255112~ 15 -2
= (Comp +Clin )T+ canppE L (B.1)
Similarly, since (A° ZA%)~1/2A7 SA? (A £A°) "2 ~ W,_,(ay(I, n), applying
Theorem B.21 (v) once again yields
E[A°(A” SA°)'A” £ A°(A” SA®)~1 A7
= (CZ;n,pfr(A) + Cl;n,pfr(A) + C2;n,p7}’(A)(p - r(A)))AO(AO/ZAO)_lAB/Z)

Concerning the third type of moment expressions, it is convenient to rely on
Theorem B.24. Post-multiplying the statement of Theorem B.24 by vecX and
replacing A by A°: p x p —r(A) leads to

E[A°(AWA®)~A? @ W 'vecE = vec(E[W 'ZA°(A” WA%)~ A”])
= Clnr(A). p—r(a)Vec(A° (A" TA%)~A%)
0o r(A), p—r(a) (P — F(A))Vec(A° (A7 TA%)TA”) 4 vec(A%(A” £A°)~A%)).
Thus, E[W 1T A°(A” WA?)~A” ] = E[A°(A° WA°)~ Ad’SW~!] and
E[W 'ZA°(A°WA%)~ A"
= (Cl;n,r(A), p—r(A) T+ C2nr(A), p—ra) (P — T (A) + 1)A°(A” A%~ AY). (B.3)

Summing (B.1) and (B.2), and subtracting two times (B.3) establish statement (iii).
O

Problems
1 For any A and C such that C(C") € C(A") and V, p.d., of proper sizes, show that
C(AVA) A'VA=C.

2 Show that AX ™ C does not depend on the choice of g-inverse if and only if
C(A") € C(X') and C(C) € C(X) hold.

3 Suppose that all the given operations are well defined. Show that

AA'(AA' + BB BB = BB'(AA' + BB') AA'.
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4 Suppose that there is a simple matrix block structure whose inverse exists and
which is as follows:
A B
-B A)°
Derive its inverse.
Suppose now that a minor extension of the above block structure is available,
providing the following structure:

Derive the inverse matrix of the given block structure. Try to find out why these
structures are connected to complex numbers and quaternions.

5 Let A and B be of proper sizes. Show that C(AA’B°) N C(B) = {0}.

6 Show that C(A; ® Bj) is orthogonal to C(A> ® B») if and only if C(Ay) is
orthogonal to C(A3) or C(B) is orthogonal to C(B5).

7 A subspace C(M) is A-invariant if C(AM) € C(M). Show that C(M) is A-
invariant if and only if C(M )1 is A’-invariant.

8 Let A: pxgq,B:q xr,C:r xs and D: s x p. Show that tr{ABCD} =
(vec'(C") @ vec A)(I, @ Ky 4 ® I,)vecB @ vecD').

9 LetA:r xs,B:s xt,C: m xnand D: n x p. Show that
ABQ®CD = (I, ® vec'D')(I, ® vecC'vec'B' @ I ) (vecA’ ® I ;).

10 Show that x®3 = (Kp,p® Ip)sz’px@’?’, where x is a vector of size p.

11 Interpret the matrices 5 (1 2 + K ). 5(I 2 — K ) and (K )a.

12 Let A, B and T be upper triangular matrices and put U = AT B. Derive the
Jacobian for the transformation from 7T to U.

13 Let T be a Toeplitz matrix. Use a matrix derivative ddT and study j;
14 Let X ~ N, (p, T, ). Derive E[X®*].

15 Let X ~ N, (0, X, ¥), and let A, B and C be fixed matrices of proper sizes.
Derive E[XAX' @ XBX' ® XCX'].

16 For a matrix normal distribution, show that all the cumulants of an order > 2
equal 0. Let U ~ W,(I,, n) and suppose that p > n. Because of Wishartness,
U=YY.,Y = (Y’l : Y’z)’, Y ~Npn,1,,1,)andY | ~ N, ,(0,1,,1,);itis
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assumed that (Y ;) = n. Derive the Moore-Penrose inverse of U as a function of
Yiand Y>.

17 Let X1 ~ Npn(py, X1, ¥1) and Xo ~ Np,(py, X2, ¥2), and let Z have a
mixture distribution defined through the density

fz(X) =yfx,(X) + 1 - y)yfx,(X), O0<y<l.

Derive D[Z] and E[Z%?2].

18 Let Wy ~ W,(X(,n) and Wy ~ Wy(X1,m). Show that W + W, ~
Wp(Z,n+m).

19 Let W ~ W, (X, n). Derive E[tr{W_l}W].

20 Let W ~ W, (X, n). Derive the asymptotic normal distribution for W~ when
n — oo.

Appendix C: Test Statistics

C.1 Distribution of Test Statistics

The test statistics presented and applied in Chap.7 are all functions of Wishart-
distributed quadratic forms and, in principle, the distributions of the test statistics are
derived from assumptions about the MANOVA model as it is discussed in Chap. 7.
Let

XZ[LC+E, E'\’Np,n(oazﬂl)’

where u: p x k is the unknown parameter describing the mean, X: p x p is the
unknown positive definite dispersion matrix and C: k x n is a known between-
individuals design matrix. Moreover, suppose that the restrictions which are to be
tested are given by

Hy: nG =0,

where G is a known matrix. The hypothesis Hy is tested against an alternative

hypothesis, Hi, which states that p is unrestricted. Then the likelihood ratio test
1

. . . . . . - n
statistic in this book is equivalent to U » ,%l Iz where

InX|

U = -,
P S

(C.1)

with f = n — r(C), m = dim{C(G) N C(C)} and
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nE=XI -PHX, nZo=XU - Pcg)X'.

Let N be any matrix satisfying C(N) = C(G) N C(C), which implies (see the proof
of Theorem B.12 in Appendix B) that

C([C'GHt =cchHt e ne'GHt =cchHt e’ (ccH™N).
Then
fo = 21 + fz,
where n%, = XPcccy-yX and

InXq|

Urmd = s + aNN'(CCY-N)IN'R|
where N = XC'(CC’)~ N. It also follows that D[t N] = N’(CC’)™ N and, if the
null hypothesis is true, N should be “small”. Moreover, the statistic U pom,f <1
if and only if C(C) N C(G) # {0}. Often it is assumed that C(G) < C(C) (the
testability condition), but this is not necessary. The statistic Up »,, r makes sense
and is understandable.

Coy\cerning the distribution of U n, 1, nfl ~ W,(Z, f), under Hy it follows
that nX ~ W, (X, m). Hence, under Hy,

Wil

= = [(W1 4+ W) V2Wa(W, + W)~ V2, Cc.2
g, f Wi+ W [(W 2) 2 (W1 2) | (C2)

Up

where Wi ~ W,(Z, f) and Wy ~ W,(X, m), with W and W independently
distributed. The test statistic is invariant with respect to non-singular transformations
of X and, therefore, ¥ may be replaced by I; i.e.(C.2) does not depend on X.
Thus, Up,m, 5 is the determinant of a multivariate B-distribution of type I (see
Sect. A.9 in Appendix A). The following lemma presents a Bartlett decomposition
for F ~ MB;(p, m, n) which provides the fundament for studying the distribution
of Up m, f, as well as the distribution of the likelihood ratio test statistic for testing
Hy: nG = 0.

Lemma C.1 Let F ~ MB;(p,m,n) and F = TT’', where T is a lower triangular
matrix with positive diagonal elements. Then Ty, 122, . . ., Tpp are all independent
and

2 . .
Ti~pBm+1—in), i=12,...,p.
Proof Since F is positive definite, a lower triangular matrix T always exists such

that F = TT’. The density for F is given in Appendix A, Sect. A.10, and combining
this expression with the factorization F = T T, together with the Jacobian for the
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variable transformation (see Kollo and von Rosen, 2005, Theorem 1.4.18), yields

c(p.m)c(p,my __ m=p-1 nep=l it
T’ 2 I-TT| 2 2/[]7f
i=1

c(p,n+m)
p i n—p-1
—op PP iy "5 €3)
c(p,n+m)

i=1

Now it is shown that T121 is beta-distributed. Partition 7 as follows:

T = (T“ 0 )
tr1 T
Thus,
I —TT'|=(1—TH) (1 —v'v)[I — TyThl,
where
v=( —TnTh) ty(1 - T /2

In the next equation, a change of variables takes place, i.e. 111,221, T2 —
T11, v, T3, and the corresponding Jacobian equals

p—1 1
|J(ta1, Ti1, Too — 0, Tip, Too)ly = [ J (21 = 0)|w = (1 = TH) 2 [ —TnTh|2,

where the last equality was obtained by the definition of a Jacobian (e.g. see Kollo

and von Rosen, 2005). Thus, the joint density of 771, v and T'»; equals
n—p—1

op €(Pm)E(p, m) A -T18) 2

c(p,n+m)

n—p—1 n—p—1 p—1 1

X|I=TpTh| 2 (1—vv) 2 (1-T{) 2 [I—TyTh|2

c(p,n)c(p, m) m=1 n_

= 2F (Tf) 2 A-18)2""
c(p,n+m)

n—p—1

L . n—p p
x ]—[ T —TyTh| 2 (1-v'v) 2
i=2

Hence, T7; is independent of both T'»; and v. Moreover, making another transfor-
mation, 771 — lel, and applying its Jacobian yield that T121 ~ B(m, n) distributed.
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To obtain the distribution for 733, T33,...7Tpp, one uses the fact that T, is
independent of 771 and v, and its density is proportional to

p ) , n—p
m—i

||T” [I —T»nTyl 2 .

i=2

This density function has the same form as the one given in (C.3), and by repeating
arguments and using the fact that the size of T»; equals (p — 1) x (p — 1), it follows
that Top ~ B(m — 1, n) distributed. Continuing in the same fashion with 7;;, i =
3,4, ..., p, establishes the lemma. O

Now, applying Lemma C.1 yields Theorem C.1.

Theorem C.1 Let Wy ~ W, (X, f), p < f, Wo ~ W,(X,m), p < m, and let
Up,m,  be given by (C.2). Then

14
Up,m,f = l_[ﬂla
i=1
where B; is independent of B;, i # j, and

Bi~pm+1—1i, f).

From general asymptotic likelihood theory, it follows that

— 200 Upmf ~ K- (C.4)

since BG = 0 implies that pm restrictions have been introduced on the parameter
space. It is now shown that this result can be improved via some expansion (the so-
called Bartlett correction), i.e. the convergence can be made faster than oY%,
which is the usual speed of the central limit theorem, which was applied when
showing (C.4).

Since 0 < Up,m,r < 1, the statistic has compact support and, therefore, the
moments determine the distribution. From Theorem C.1 it follows that the kth
moment of Uy, ,, ¢ is known. Thus, since

E(UY,, (1= EletmUrnr),

the moment-generating function for —2In U, ;. r is available. For details about how
to utilize this result, see Srivastava and Khatri (1979) or Anderson (2003).

In the next theorem some special cases of (C.2) are presented where exact
distributional results exist, and which can be shown to hold via moment calculations.
Finding some exact special cases should be possible, because if, for example, p = 1,
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we are working within univariate analysis of variance, where exact F-tests are used
for testing Hp.

Theorem C.2 Let Up ,,  be given by (C.2) and let F, j, denote the F-distribution
with parameters a and b (see Sect. A.9 in Appendix A). Then

1) Uthf Umpf+m D’
1 2
i =" VA -0 /U~ Pty
(iii) > = ,ﬁ(l -~ Ul,m,p/Ul,m,f ~ Fp /.
O

In fact, the above theorem covers quite a large number of testing situations,
since after transformation and conditioning, it is often the case that p = 1 or
p = 2. Concerning the distribution of the general case, the reader is referred to
Srivastava and Khatri (1979) or Anderson (2003). The main problem is that it is
difficult to invert the moment-generating function and therefore one has to rely
on approximations. Since the moment-generating function is a function of gamma
functions, the idea is to approximate these functions appropriately, i.e. as functions
of the moment-generating function for a chi-square distributed variable. After a
great deal of bookkeeping of terms in expansions, this provides the next important
theorem.

Theorem C.3 Let Up,m,f be given by (C.2). Then
()
P{~(f = Jp—m+ D)) Upumy <23~ Pix2, <2)

+e1(l = )P puia <2 = Plipn <D+ 2P puis <2 — Plxpn < 2D

+ Om™®,
where
_ pm(p*P+m*=5)
48(f — y(p—m+ 1)?

pm(3p* +3m* + 10p’m? — 50(p? +m?) +159).

1.2
c) = ,¢cf +
2720 1920(f — L(p — m + 1))*

1
(i) LetA = U 2" m, f be the likelihood ratio statistics for testing Hy: pG = 0 against
Hi:p unrestrtcted Then

PER(f—3(p—m+D)na<z}=P{—(f— y(p—m+1)InUpu s <z}



Appendices 455

Proof A proof of statement (i) is given in Srivastava and Khatri (1979, Sec-
tion 6.3.7) and Anderson (2003, Theorem 8.5.2), [l

Note that c; = O(n=2) and c» = O(n~*). However, ¢c; = O(p) and c; = O(p?)
and, therefore, for large p > n, the approximation given above will not behave well;
i.e.if p/n — 1 when (p, n) — (00, 00), then ¢ and ¢, turn to oo.

Corollary C.1 Let Uy, be given by (C.2). Then

i)
P{—(f = Y(p—m+ 1) InUpms <2}~ P{xp, <2}+0m);
(i)
P{—(f = 5(p—m+ 1)) InUpmy <2}~ Plxp, <2)
+ c1(1 = )Pl pya <2V = Pl 2D+ 007, _
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Subject Index

Note that BRM, EBRM 139 and E BRM%, appear before the key words which are
given in alphabetical order. There will be no references given to Appendix A or

Appendix B, and only a few references are given to Appendix C.

BRM E known dispersion, 52
asymptotically equivalent B, unknown dispersion, 74
B, By, 102 3,74
Y, Xy, 103 moments of estimators
convergence in distribution D[ﬁ], 105
$, 104 D[Z], 111
convergence in probability D[E/[\X]]’ 107
B, 103 E[B], 105
Z, 104 . E[B®"], 108
Edgeworth-type expansion E[f], 111
B, ‘187’ 188 moments of trace test statistic
resuiual, R11, 234 T3, 328
reS}dual, R >, 235 Ty, 334
residual, R;, 236 Ts;, 341
hypothesis testing Tso, 340
F1BG,| = F,0G,, 350 perturbation

F\BG, = 0 given F,BG, = 0,
C(F’l) C C(F’z), 299, 304

F,BG, = 0 given F1BG| = 0,
C(F') S C(F%), C(Gy) < C(Gy),
309, 310

F2BG2 = Ogiven FIBGl = 0,
C(F}) C C(FY),
C(G2) S C(Gy), 306

F;BG; = 0,i=1,2, C(F/l) C C(F/Z),
312,314

F;BG; = 0,i=1,2, C(F/l) C C(F/Z),
C(G,) € C(Gy), 317,321

ma)gmgm likelihood estimators
B, © when FIBGl = erGz, 352

§, case (i), 386

B, case (i), 380, 381

B, case (iii), 375, 376

3, case (iii), 389-391

within-individual, 388
residuals

R, definition, 225

R, mean shift test, 252

R, moments, 227

R», definition, 225

R;, moments, 227

R, definition, 225

R, mean shift test, 247

R, moments, 227
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R, definition, 225 3, 405
R, mean shift test, 247 residuals
R >, moments, 227 DI[R;],i=2,3,4, 259

unbiased estimator of D[R], 230
unbiased estimator of D[R 5], 230
unbiased estimator of D[R], 230

R;,i=1,2,3 4, definition, 257

R;, i=1,2,3,4, mean shift test, 263

unbiased estimator of dispersion

trace test
T3, moments, 328
T4, moments, 334
Ts1, moments, 341
Ts»>, moments, 340
BG = 0,327,330
FBG =0, 333-335

FiBG; = 0,i=12, C(F}) C C(F)),

337, 339-341

unbiased estimator of dispersion
X, 114
D[R], 230
D[R], 230
D[R:>], 230
D[B], 111

uniql\le estimators
B.74
B, ©,352
2,73

EBRM;

asymptotically equivalent
B;, B;x,i=1,2,3, 128
3, 128

convergence in probability
S, i=1,2,3,123
Y, 128

Edgeworth-type expansion
B, 202, 205
B>, 197, 199
B3, 193
residual, R», 261
residual, R3, 261
residual, Ry, 262

maximum likelihood estimators
El , known dispersion, 54
B, unknown dispersion, 82
Eg, known dispersion, 55
B, unknown dispersion, 82
§3, known dispersion, 56
B3, unknown dispersion, 82
3,82

moments of estimators
D[B3],i=1,2,3, 151
DIE[X]], 142
E[B;],i=1,2,3, 130
E[Z], 143

perturbation
B;.i=123, 2,397

D[B;],i=1,2,3, 156
X, 145

unbiased estimator of mean parameters

B;,i=12.3, 130
> | AiBC;, 131

unique estimators

B:,i=1,2,3, T and E[X], 120

EBRM;,
asymptotically equivalent

B;, Bix,i=1,2,3,159
%, 160

convergence in probability

Si,i=1,2,3,159

=~

X, 160

Edgeworth-type expansion

By, 212,214
B, 209, 210
B3, 207
residual, R, 270
residual, R3, 271
residual, Ry, 272

maximum likelihood estimators

El’ known dispersion, 64
B, unknown dispersion, 86
Ez, known dispersion, 64
B, unknown dispersion, 86
§3, known dispersion, 64
/133, unknown dispersion, 86
¥, 86

moments of estimators
D[E[X]], 167
DI[B;],i=1,2,3, 169
E[B;),i=123,161
E[X], 167

perturbation
B;,i=123,X,411

residuals
DI[R;],i=2,3,4, 269
R;,i=1,2,3,4, definition, 268
R;,i=1,2,3,4, mean shift test, 274

unbiased estimator of dispersion
¥, 169

unbiased estimator of mean parameters

B;,i=1,2,3, 161

> | AiBC;, 161
uniql\le estimators

B;,i=1,2,3, 158
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¥ and E[X], 158

asymptotically equivalent
BRM
B, By, 102
s >y, 103
EBRM;
Bi, Bix.i=1,2,3, 128
T, 128
EBRM;,
Bi, Bix,i=1,2,3, 159
3, 160

Bartlett correction, 453

Bartlett decomposition, 451

between-individuals design matrix, 11, 12, 14,
51

between-individuals subspace, 63, 290, 342

bilinear model, 2, 13

bilinear regression model, 13, 39

bilinear restrictions, 60, 93, 284

BLUE, 52

Bonferroni correction, 314

Cayley-Hamilton theorem, 100
characteristic function, 177, 178
chi-square approximation, 330, 335, 341, 342
convergence in distribution
BRM
B. 103
%, 104
BRM
S, 101
convergence in probability
BRM
B. 103
¥, 104
S, 185
EBRM;
S, 1=1,2,3,123
%, 128
EBRM;,
Si,i=1,2,3, 159
%, 160
BRMS, 101
curved exponential family, 13, 74, 101

definition of dispersion, 286
definition of models

459

BRM, 50
B RM/growth curve model/GMANOVA,
13
EBRMy, 53
EBRMy;, 62
GMANOVA+MANOVA, 91
MANOVA, 11
definition of multivariate cumulants, 178
definition of perturbations
multivariate linear model
Case (i), Case (ii), Case (iii), 373
univariate linear model
Case (i), Case (ii), Case (iii), 366
definition of residuals
BRM
Ry, R, Ry, Ry, 225
EBRM;
R;,i=1,2,34,257
EBRM;,
R;,i=1,2,34,268

Edgeworth-type expansion, 178, 179, 181, 259
BRM
B, 187, 188
residual, R, 234
residual, Ry;, 235
residual, R», 236
EBRM;
B, 202, 205
B, 197, 199
B3, 193
residual, R», 261
residual, Rj3, 261
residual, Ry, 262
EBRMj,
B, 212,214
B>, 209, 210
B3, 207
residual, R, 270
residual, R3, 271
residual, Ry, 272
estimability conditions
BRM, 104
EBRMj, 120
EBRM;,, 158
exponential family, 3, 6, 11, 13, 74, 101
extended growth curve model, 15

Fourier transform, 178
inverse, 180, 182
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Gauss-Markov model, 6, 39, 41, 46
singular, 9, 39, 67
strongly singular, 46, 67
weakly singular, 46, 67
GMANOVA, 13, 30
GMANOVA+MANOVA, 93, 172, 215, 218,
276, 355, 413
growth curve model, 13, 14, 30

half-invariants, 217
Hermite polynomial, 180
hypothesis testing
BRM, 286
F\BG| = F,0G,, 350
FBG, = 0 given F,BG, = 0,
C(F') S C(F%),299, 304
F,BG, = 0 given F1BG| = 0,
C(F') C C(F}),C(Gy) € C(Gy),
306, 309, 310
FiBG; =0,i=12,C(F)) € C(F%),
312,314
F;BG; =0,i=12,C(F)) € C(F%),
C(Gy) €C(Gy),317,321
EBRM% againsta BRM, 343, 348
MANOVA
BG =0, 281, 284

influence analysis

BRM, 373

EBRM3, 393

EBRM;,, 407
influence curve, 416
influential observations, 4, 67, 221, 363
inner product, 6, 46, 52, 75, 76, 105, 269
inverse Fourier transform, 180, 182

Kotz-type distribution, 187, 188, 194, 208, 216
Kroneckerian power, 108

least squares, 2, 4, 238, 242, 243

likelihood ratio test versus trace test, 342

linear equations, 7, 281, 287, 299, 312, 337,
351

MANOVA, 11, 49, 74, 104, 222, 224, 229,
252,281, 283, 284

Markov’s inequality, 103, 125, 126

masking, 249, 370, 372, 415

matrix derivative, 178, 373, 377, 394
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maximum likelihood estimators
BR M
B,74
B, © when F|BG| = F,0G3,, 352
B, known dispersion, 52
3, 74
EBRM;
El’ known dispersion, 54
B, unknown dispersion, 82
Ez, known dispersion, 55
B, unknown dispersion, 82
§3, known dispersion, 56
B3, unknown dispersion, 82
3,82
EBRM;,
El’ known dispersion, 64
B, unknown dispersion, 86
Ez, known dispersion, 64
B, unknown dispersion, 86
§3, known dispersion, 64
/133, unknown dispersion, 86
¥, 86
MANOVA, 74
mean shift test for residuals
BRM, 237
Ry, 252
Ry, 247
Ry, 247
EBRM;
R;,i=1,2,3,4,263
EBRM;,
R;,i=1,2,3,4,274
MANOVA, 222
moments of estimators

=]

D[B;],i=1,2,3, 151
DIE[XT], 142
E[B;),i=123, 130
E[Z], 143

EBRM;,
D[B;1,i =1,2,3, 169
DIE[X]], 167
E[B;],i=1,2,3, 161
E[T
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moments of residuals

BRM
Ri.R\1.R2.Ry, 227,232
EBRM;
DIR;],i=2.3.4, 259
EBRM;,

DI[R;],i=2,3,4, 269

moments of trace test statistic
BRM

T3, 328

Ty, 334

Tsy, 341

Ts;, 340
monomials, 108
multivariate cumulant, 179
multivariate linear model, 11, 39, 49, 99, 221,

281, 373

non-random part, 48
nuisance parameter, 101, 105, 323, 343

open sesame relation, 136
outliers, 4, 221, 407

parametric bootstrap, 224, 238, 240, 250, 263,
273
partial least squares (PLS), 100
perturbation
BRM
E, case (i), 386
B, case (ii), 380, 381
B, case (iii), 375, 376
Y, case (iii), 389-391
within-individual, 388
EBRM3, 393
B;,i=123, %, 397
%, 405
EBRM;,
B =123, 3,411
perturbation scheme, 364, 365, 373, 393
plug-in estimator, 223, 238
Potthoff & Roy estimator, 105
profile analysis, 314
projection pursuit, 30, 416

residuals, 4, 11
BRM, 225
moments of Ry,R1,R2,R>, 227
unbiased estimator of D[R], 230
unbiased estimator of D[R 5], 230

461

unbiased estimator of D[R>], 230
EBRM;
DI[R;],i=2,3,4, 259
R;,i=1,2,3,4, definition, 257
R;,i=1,2,3,4, mean shift test, 263
EBRM;3,, 267
DI[R;],i=2,3,4, 269
R;,i=1,2,3,4, definition, 268
MANOVA, 283
robust statistics/method, 363, 415, 416

seemingly unrelated regression (SUR), 15, 53,
93

semi-invariants, 217

semi-likelihood ratio test, 239

singular dispersion matrix, 9, 10, 39, 67, 94

stairs structure, 58, 63, 256, 300

statistical paradigm, 1, 11, 43, 59, 71

sum of profiles model, 14, 53, 93, 131

swamping, 415

test statistics, 286, 450
BRM,F BG, = F,0G,
LRT, 354
EBRMj against a BRM
LRT, 348, 349
BG =0
trace test, 327
trace test, 73, 328, 330
FBG =0
LRT, 292
LRT, Ty1, T12, 292
trace test, T4, 333-335
FIBGl =0 given F2BG2 = 0,
C(F) S C(FY)
LRT, 304
LRT. 7»1,T5;, 304
FQBGZ =0 given FIBGl = 0,
C(F}) S C(F}).C(G2) € C(Gy)
LRT, 309
LRT, T»3, T4, 310
FiBG; =0,i=1,2,C(F}) € C(F})
LRT, 11, 1, 314
trace test, Ts, 151, 342
trace test, Ts, T51, Ts2, 339, 340
trace test, Ts, Tso, 341
FiBG; =0, i=12, C(F|) S C(F}),
C(Gy) € C(Gy)
LRT, 11, 1, 321
residuals
F;;, F;, Fj,223
T;j, 239
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T;, 242
residuals, Ry, Ri»
Tij, Tij, 247
testability condition, 292
testing hypothesis
BRM
Hy: BG = 0,327,328
Hy: FBG =0, 292, 333, 334
H()Z FlBGl = F2®G2, 354
Hy: F1BG| = 0 given F,BG, = 0,
C(F)) S C(F}),304
Hy: F;BG, = 0 given F1BG| =0,
C(F}) S C(F}), C(Ga) C C(Gy),
309, 310
H()Z F,'BG,‘ = 0, i=1,2,
C(F') S C(F}), 314,340
H()Z F,'BG,‘ = 0, i=1,2,
C(F}) € C(F}), C(G2) S C(Gy),
321
residuals, 239, 247, 252
EBRM;
residuals, 263
EBRMj againsta BRM, 348
EBRM;,
residuals, 274
MANOVA
Hy: BG = 0,284
residuals, 222, 223
trace distance, 102, 124
trace test
BRM
BG = 0,327,330
FBG =0, 323, 333-335
FiBG; = 0,i=1,2, C(F}) € C(F%),
337, 339-341

unbiased estimator of dispersion
BRM
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D[B], 111
>, 114
D[R], 230
D[R 5], 230
D[R;], 230
D[B], 111
EBRM;
DI[B;],i=1.2,3, 156
>, 145
EBRM;,
>, 169
unbiased estimator of mean parameters
BRM
B, 105
EBRM;
B;,i=1,2,3, 130
>3 | ABiC;, 131
EBRM;,
B;,i=1,2,3, 161
>3 ABiC;, 161
unimodal, 188
unique estimators
BRM
B, 74
B, ©, 352
3,73
EBRM;
B;,i=1,2.3, T and E[X], 120
EBRM;,
B;,i=1,2,3, 158
3 and E[X], 158
unit basis vectors, 222, 234, 237, 251, 263,
265, 274, 367, 374
univariate linear model, 3, 39, 66, 121

within-individuals design matrix, 14, 25, 51
within-individuals subspace, 63, 290, 342
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This index will show where to find theorems, corollaries, lemmas, propositions,
definitions and examples. However there will be no reference to results in the
appendices since specific results within these parts can easily be found.

Corollaries Chapter 8
Chapter 3 8.1, 376
3.1,74 8.2, 381
32,74 8.3, 390
33,83 8.4, 405
34,87 Definitions
35,87 Chapter 1
Chapter 4 1.1, 51
4.1, 107 1.2,53
4.2,107 1.3,62
4.3, 131 Chapter 5
44,161 5.1, 178
4.5,171 52,179
Chapter 5 Chapter 6
5.1, 182 6.1, 225
5.2, 183 6.2, 246
53,184 6.3, 251
Chapter 6 6.4, 257
6.1, 235 6.5, 268
6.2, 236 Chapter 7
6.3, 236 7.1, 286
6.4, 261 Chapter 8
6.5, 262 8.1, 365
6.6, 262 8.2, 366
6.7,271 8.3,373
6.8, 271 8.4,373
6.9, 273 Examples
Chapter 7 Chapter 1
7.1,292 1.1,3
72,292 1.2,9
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