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ABSTRACT

This work establishes regularity conditions for consistency
and asymptotic normality of the multiple parameter maxi-
mum likelihood estimator (MLE) from censored data, where
the censoring mechanism is in the form of 1-bit measure-
ments. The underlying distribution of the uncensored data
is assumed to belong to the exponential family, with natural
parameters expressed as a linear combination of the predic-
tors, known as generalized linear model (GLM). As part of
the analysis, the Fisher information matrix is also derived for
both censored and uncensored data, which helps to quantify
the impact of censoring and assess the performance of the
MLE. The choice of GLM allows one to consider a variety
of practical examples where 1-bit estimation is of interest. In
particular, it is shown how the derived results can be used
to analyze two practically relevant scenarios: the Gaussian
model with both unknown mean and variance, and the Pois-
son model with an unknown mean.

Index Terms— 1-bit measurements, censored data, ex-
ponential family, maximum likelihood, generalized linear
model, Fisher information, radar, laser communications,
Gaussian noise, Poisson noise.

1. INTRODUCTION

In many engineering and scientific fields, parameter estima-
tion from censored data is a critical challenge due to the in-
herently limited information available from measurements or
observations. Such scenarios frequently arise in many appli-
cations, such as: (i) sensor fusion, where power and band-
width constraints force sensors to quantize observations to a
single bit, effectively censoring the data [1]; (ii) radar and
wireless systems, where the use of 1-bit analog-to-digital con-
verters at the receiver end offers a power-efficient solution for
future wireless systems that handle large signal bandwidths or
numerous radio frequency chains [2[]; and (iii) survival analy-
sis, where the event of interest (e.g., system failure or patient
mortality) may not be observed within the study period [3]].
In several applications where censoring mechanisms are
applied or advantageous, the underlying distributions often

belong to the exponential family. For instance, Gaussian
noise is widely used in numerous communication systems.
Similarly, Poisson noise, commonly called shot noise, is
frequently encountered in photon-limited imaging systems,
optical communication, and various counting processes [4]].
The exponential distribution is broadly used in survival anal-
ysis due to its suitability for modeling time-to-event data [J5].

While the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) has
been widely employed for parameter estimation from cen-
sored data, previous studies have often been limited in scope,
focusing on specific distributions tailored to particular appli-
cations and estimating a single unknown parameter. Further-
more, there has been a lack of theoretical analysis regarding
the (necessary or sufficient) regularity conditions to ensure
consistency and asymptotic normality. This work aims to
address this gap by providing a comprehensive study of the
asymptotic behavior of the MLE under a rather general model
of censored data from an exponential family, where the cen-
soring mechanism is in the form of 1-bit measurements.

In the signal processing domain censored, or 1-bit data,
is often studied under an additive noise model (i.e., ordinary
linear regression model). In this work, we take a more general
and unifying approach by adopting a generalized linear model
(GLM) [6]. The key idea behind the adopted GLM is that it
assumes that the natural parameters of the exponential fam-
ily distribution are described by a linear combination of the
predictors, hence making it a versatile tool in these contexts.

1.1. Relevant literature

Parameter estimation with 1-bit data has been widely studied,
and a comprehensive review is beyond this paper’s scope. In-
stead, we focus on highlighting key relevant works.
Estimating the mean from 1-bit quantized signals has been
extensively explored in various domains, including sensor fu-
sion, radar, and communication systems. Previous studies,
such as those in [1,[7], employed the MLE to estimate the
unknown mean under the assumption of Gaussian noise. No-
tably, these works primarily focused on single parameter es-
timation where the variance is known. The GLM approach
taken in this paper allows one to also study models where both
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the mean and variance are unknown. A rather general and
complete answer to the estimation of the mean from censored
data under an additive noise model was provided in [8]. In
particular, the authors of [8] derived asymptotically optimal
estimators and the rate of convergence for a censored model
with additive noise coming from a log-concave distribution.
Additionally, the authors of [8] provided these results under
various cooperation models between the 1-bit compressors.

The focus on more general parameter estimation that ex-
tends beyond mean estimation has received less attention.
The authors of [9] provided a more in-depth treatment of
the MLE for an additive noise model with multiple parame-
ters, allowing correlation across noise samples. In [[10], the
authors analyzed the Fisher information matrix (FIM) for
censored data in the context of linear models across arbitrary
distributions, providing important theoretical foundations for
parameter estimation in these settings. Estimation of param-
eters in auto-regressive processes with additive noise from
censored data was considered in [11,12]]. Kalman and parti-
cle filter methods for estimating signals from censored data
were explored in works like [[13//14]. Recent approaches, such
as [1315]], employed deep neural networks and reinforcement
learning under Gaussian noise assumptions.

1.2. Our Contributions and Paper Outline

The paper contribution and outline are as follows:

1. Section ] presents the censored GLM and the MLE.

2. Section[3l presents our main results. Proposition[l] in Sec-
tion characterizes the structure of the FIM under the
censored GLM. Theorem[I] in Section[3.2] provides a set
of conditions, which can be considered mild, that guaran-
tee the consistency and asymptotic normality of the MLE.

3. Section 4] demonstrates the versatility of our approach by
focusing on several practically relevant examples. We an-
alyze the optimal asymptotic performance of the MLE for
two common noise distributions: Gaussian and Poisson.
Notably, we analyze the case of unknown mean and vari-
ance for Gaussian noise, which is practically important
(e.g., 1-bit radar) but has received limited attention. For
both the Gaussian and Poisson models, we establish sim-
ple conditions for consistency and asymptotic normality.

Notation. For any & € N, we define [1 : k] = {1,2,...,k};
logarithms are in base e; Oy, is the column vector of dimension
k of all zeros; ||x|| is the L2 norm of x and ||x||s is the L-
infinity norm of x. For two nonnegative definite matrices A
and B of equal size, we let A > B indicate that A — B is
nonnegative definite. We use the notion of weak consistency.

2. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Let X = [Xl X5 X,JT be an n-dimensional ran-
dom vector with independent components X; € X, such that

its density is px (x; 0) =[], px, (z;; @), where

px; (%;0) = h(z) exp((1;,9, Tz) — ¢(M;)); (1)

that is, each X; has a density that belongs to the exponential
family. With reference to (), we have that: (i) h(z) : X —
(0, 4+00) is the base measure; (ii) T, : X — R is the d-
dimensional sufficient statistic vector; (iii) ¢ : X — R is
the log-partition function; and (iv) 7, ¢ is the d-dimensional
natural parameter vector, where in our model n, y = V0
with @ € O being a k-dimensional vector that is common to
1,9, forall ¢ € [1 : n] and needs to be estimated, and V; is a
known d x k matrix. We will refer to this setting as a GLM.
We assume that X is not observed directly, and instead the
measurements are given by a 1-bit censoring mechanism:

1 ifX: <,
B; = o= )
1 X >,

where 7; for i € [1 : n] is a fixed threshold and an interior
point of X'. Therefore, for b € {—1,1}, we have that]

Pg,(b;0) =Pr(B; =b) = / px,(x;0) dz, 3)
X(b)

where X'(b) is a subset of X’ determined by b; specifically,
X)) ={zeX:z<ntand X(-1)={z e X:x>1}
In many applications, as discussed in Section [I] one can
only observe the censored data {b;};_,, which are realiza-
tions of {B;}; ;. From these observed data samples we
seek to estimate the k-dimensional vector 6 using the MLE
method. In particular, the MLE is defined as follows@,

~

0, = argmax (,, (0;{b;}._,), 4)
SE)

where £, (6;{b;}._;) = >.i_,log(Pg,(b;;0)) is the log-
likelihood function. By using (@), it is not difficult to show
that (see Appendix [Alfor the detailed computation),

n

o (0;{bi}iy) = Z [6(n;050:) — d(ni0)] . (5

i=1

where ¢(n); g; b;) is the log-partition function of px,| 5, (]b;).

3. MAIN RESULT

Here, we present our main result. We start by characterizing
the FIM, which plays a significant role in our analysis.

IThis should be understood in the sense of Lebesgue integral where dx
is some appropriate dominating measure. In particular, for discrete distribu-
tions, it should be understood as a summation.

ZWe note that the MLE may not be unique. In this case, we randomly
select one of these possible choices.



3.1. Fisher Information

The FIM is important for many reasons. First, it character-
izes the asymptotic variance of the MLE, as we show in Sec-
tion[3.2} second, via Cramér-Rao [16]], it can be used to pro-
vide a fundamental lower bound on some performance met-
rics, such as the mean square error and variance. Stoica et
al. [10] analyzed the FIM for censored data in the context
of linear models across arbitrary distributions. In the follow-
ing proposition, we extend the characterization of the FIM for
GLMs, as discussed in Section 2l

Proposition 1. The FIM of estimating the true parameter vec-
tor Oq from the censored data { B;}"_, is given by

n

J, =Y V/Cov(E[Tx,|Bi) Vi (6)
i=1
Proof. The proof is provided in Appendix Bl o

It is interesting to compare the FIM in (@) to the FIM of
estimating 0 from the uncensored data {X;}? ,, which fol-
lowing similar computations as in Appendix[Blis given by

L, =Y V/Cov(Tx,) V.. (7)
i=1

One can establish an inequality between the two FIMs.
Specifically, I,, > J,,, which follows from the data-processing
inequality of the Fisher information [17] using the Markov
chain g — X; — B; fori € [1 : n]. This suggests a loss
of information, as expected, when using censored data. The
magnitude of this loss will depend on the considered distri-
bution and choice of threshold 7; for i € [1 : n]. Note that
choosing a set of optimal 7;’s will help to maximize the FIM;
however, this choice often relies on unknown parameters that
need to be estimated. In Section 4] we will provide a choice
of the optimal thresholds for the Gaussian distribution.

3.2. Consistency and Asymptotic Normality of the MLE

The next theorem, whose proof is provided in Appendix [C]
states the regularity conditions under which the MLE in (4) is
consistent and asymptotically normal.

Theorem 1. Provided that the following conditions hold:

1. lim max E [||Tx,

n—00 je[lin]

3} < 00,

2. lim max ||Ville < 0, and
n—00 ie[lin]

3. J:= lim %Jn exists and is positive definite with finite
n—oo

determinant, where J,, is the FIM in Proposition|[l]

Then, the following two results are true:

1. 0, is a consistent estimator of 8, and

2. (6, — 60y) = N(0;, I 1)

The first two conditions in Theorem[T]ensure a valid Tay-
lor series expansion of the log-likelihood function and enable
one to apply the weak law of large numbers, while the third
condition ensures the existence of the asymptotic covariance
J~!. From Theorem[I] it is clear that J~! is the key to under-
standing the performance of the MLE.

4. EXAMPLES

In this section, we consider two different densities px, that
belong to the exponential family. In particular, in Section 4.1
we focus on the Gaussian distribution, whereas in Section[4.2]
we consider the Poisson distribution.

4.1. Example 1: Gaussian Distribution

We consider the following model:

X, = w;a+ C, 1€ [1:n], )
where: (i) {w;}?_, is a set of known constants; (ii) « is an
unknown deterministic scalar (e.g., the unknown signal in a
wireless sensor network [[1], the amplitude of the radar cross
section [7])); and (iii) C; ~ N(0,0?%). The model in (8) is
widely used in estimation from censored data [1,8,[15)]. The
probability density function of X; in (8) is given by

(2) = 1 x? n TW; o w?oz2 ©)
Pxiit) = Vorg2 xp 202 o2 202 )

We now consider three different cases depending on which
quantities we want to estimate.

e Case 1: Unknown mean and known variance. With refer-
ence to (1), we have that T, = x and

Lo (22, e = LA - T
oo 202 ) CNIB0) = 902 2

ws
1i,0 = vl where v; = — and = a.
g

h(z) =

For this case, the FIM in (@) is given by (see Appendix [D.I)

Pk, (7i)

Tn= 2 i Fx,(r)(1 = Fx, (7))’

=1

Y

where F'x, denotes the cumulative distribution function. This
recovers a well-known result in [8]. Thus, for Theorem [1] to
hold, it is sufficient that: (i) limy,—co Max;e[1.) Wi < 00,
which often holds in practice; and (ii) lim,,— o %J n (With J,,
defined in (ID) exists and is positive, which also holds as long
as the w;’s are chosen non-trivially.

The maximum value of the FIM in occurs at 7; =
w;ofori € [1:n], anditis givenby J,, = -2, 37" | w? (to
show this, it suffices to find the first and second derivatives of



each term in (II)) with respect to 7;). Similarly, the FIM in (Z)
of estimating « from the uncensored data { X; }?_; is given by
I, = 0—12 oy w?. Thus, the censoring mechanism requires
a fraction 7w/2 (= 1.6) of additional data to match the FIM
performance of uncensored data. This result extends to sensor
fusion, where n is the number of sensors: if n sensors achieve
a target FIM with uncensored data, then [n7/2] sensors are
required for the same performance with censored data [[1]].

e Case 2: Known mean and unknown variance. With refer-
ence to (), we have that T, = (z— p1;)? with u; =w;c, and

Mi,0 = v;0 where v; = —1/2and 6 = 1/02,
h(z) = ?(Mi0)

For this case, the FIM in (@) is given by (see Appendix[D.2)

1

1 1
(2m)"2, = log(|o]) = — log([27i,0])-

"ot 2 p%(i(Ti)
n= 2 (i we) ey

i=1

12)

Thus, for Theorem[I]to hold, similar to Case 1, it suffices that:
(1) lim,, 0 MaX;e[1:n) Wi < OO, which holds in practice; and
(i) limy, s o0 %J n (with J,, defined in (12)) exists and is pos-
itive, which, for example, is satisfied almost surely if the 7;’s
are chosen i.i.d. from an absolutely continuous distribution.

e Case 3: Unknown mean and unknown variance. With ref-
erence to (1), we have T, = [z xQ}T, h(z) = -, and

N, = Vi where V; = {u(); _04 and 0 = [% %}T,
2
2.2
61,0) = g +log o

For this case, the FIM in (@) is given by (see Appendix[D.3)

14
Xl wf —%(Tﬂrwﬂ)] o

. )2
—% (Ti + ’LUZ'Oz) 7(7-1+7:1a)

Remark 1. Each matrix in the sum in (14) is singular. How-
ever, this does not necessarily imply that J,, is singular. To see
this, consider the following simple example: n = 2, a = 1,
w;=1,1i€[l1:2,0=1m = -1, and o = 2. In this
case, even if both matrices in the sum in (14) are singular, the
determinant of Jo in (I4) is 0.1294, i.e., J5 is not singular.

Fig.[IJoffers an illustration of the performance of the MLE
for Case 3 when X; ~ N(2,1) forall i € [1 : n]. For
Case 1, the optimal choice of the 7;’s would be 7; = 2, for all
i € [1 : n], whereas for Case 2 the optimal choice of the 7;’s
would be 7; = 0.42 for all ¢ € [1 : n]. The dashed curve in
Fig.[dcorresponds to the case when the 7;’s in Case 3 are cho-
sen to be either 2 or 0.42 with equal probability. Similarly, the

0.010g; : --Uncensored Data
A, _‘....o...,.. -A Pr(7; = 042) = Pr(r; = 2) = 0.5
a. 20 @ Pr(r; =1.2) =Pr(r; =1.9) = 0.5
= “A G
g A O °
5} ""\‘:::f‘a ..... o
) a0
ée A, O e
E a Qg
' 0.001 - Qg
=1 A TrA
<
)
p=
2 T4 6 s 1
n (x10°)

Fig. 1. Case 3: Unknown mean and variance; X; ~ N(2,1)
foralli € [1: n].

dotted curve in Fig. [lcorresponds to the case when the 7;’s in
Case 3 are chosen to be either 1.2 or 1.9 with equal probabil-
ity. These values were selected randomly, but close to the true
parameters. From Fig. 1l we observe that the performance of
the MLE improves as n increases; however, for a given n, the
performance] depends on the choice of the 7;’s. From Fig. [}
it is also apparent that the mean square error from uncensored
data (i.e., solid curve) is smaller than the one from censored
data.

We conclude the Gaussian example with a proposition
providing sufficient conditions on the 7/s to satisfy (almost
surely) condition 3 of Theorem[T] for Case 3. The proof is in
Appendix[El

Proposition 2. Consider the model in 8) with unknown mean
and variance. Assume that lim,, .o max;c(1.n) w; < 00, and

Ty, oo L2025 wﬁ&o}‘ > 0. Then, choosing the T;’s i.i.d. from
some absolutely continuous dzsmbutzon suffices to ensure that

lim 1J,, with J,, defined in (T4), is positive definite almost

n—oo
surely.

4.2. Example 2: Poisson Distribution

We consider the following model:

X, ~ Poisson(exp(v;6)), € [l:n], (15)
where (i) {v; }1_; is a set of known finite constants, and (ii) ¢
is an unknown determlnlstlc scalar. This model is widely used
in low-power laser communications [[18]], where exp(v;0) re-
lates to the applied current, and in photonics applications like
image acquisition with binary Poisson statistics [4], where v;
represents the detector efficiency and 6 is the light source in-
tensity. The probability mass function of X; belongs to the

3Deriving an optimal choice of {7 }7_, for Case 3 is an interesting open
problem, which is worth of further 1nvest1gat10n



exponential family and the FIM in (@) is given by

_ - 2 ex v (FXi (Ti)_FX«;(Ti - 1))2
_; Fexp(zud) Fx,(1i) (1 = Fx,(1:)) ~

which is computed in Appendix [Hl For Theorem [ to hold,
it suffices that: (i) lim,,— oo max;e[1.,) v; < 00, which holds
in practice; and (ii) lim,, o %Jn (with J,, defined in (16))
exists and is positive, which also holds as long as the 7; > 0
forall ¢ € [1 : n] and the v;’s are chosen non-trivially.

(16)

5. CONCLUSION

This work has established regularity conditions for the con-
sistency and asymptotic normality of the MLE of multiple pa-
rameters from a censored GLM model. The derived condi-
tions can be considered mild. The FIM under both censored
and uncensored data scenarios has been characterized, which
is crucial for quantifying the information loss due to censor-
ing. Finally, the asymptotic performance of the MLE has been
analyzed for two common noise distributions: Gaussian, with
both unknown mean and variance, and Poisson, with an un-
known mean.

Appendices

A. PROOF OF (5)

From the definition of the log-likelihood function,

= Z log (Pg, (b:;0))

=1

= Z [log (Ps, (bi; 0))+(n;.6)—¢(1;6)]

%

U (60;{bi}izy) A7)

Il
-

Iz
INgE

N
Il
-

[log ( / px,(z;0) dfC) +é(n;.0) — ¢("7i,0)}

X (b:)
Qi [log( / h(z) exp((n;,6, T) — ¢(1;0)) dx)
i=1 X (bi)

+é(n;g) — ¢(77i,0)}
(1o ([ h@)exp(mi,T2)) do) ~on0)]

X (bs)

[éf’(m,e; bi) —

n

1

-
Il

—~

C

$(ni0)] (18)

=1

where the labeled equalities follow from: (a) substituting (3);
(b) using (); and (c) letting ¢(n; o; b;) be the log-partition
function of px, g, (|b;) (note that ¢(n; g; b;) is a normaliza-
tion quantity that ensures that px, |, ([b;) is a valid density).

B. PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1

For brevity, let 6,. denote the r* element of @ for all r € [1:
k]. The (r, 5)!"* element of the FIM, indicated as J, , is

6logPBl BZ,H)alogPB (B,O)
Y w0
(@) [ N~ Olog P, (Bi; 0) dlog P, (B;; 0)
SR o

—

—E[Tx, (0) Vit 5)) |

n d d
=>">"> Cov(E[Tx,(j)|Bi],E[Tx,(0)|Bi])
i=1 j=1 (=1
X Vz(.]7 T)VZ(E, S)
D3 VI (r)Cov (E| ) Vi(s), (19)

i=1

where the labeled equalities follow from: (a) the fact that
the B;’s are independent; hence, when i # j, the expected
value of the product can be written as the product of the ex-
pected values and the expected value of the score is zero (see
Lemmal [l below); (b) applying Lemmal[l] below; and (c) let-
ting V;(s) denote the s-th column of V;. This concludes the
proof of Proposition Il

Lemma 1. Foreveryi € [1: n]andr € [1 : k|, the score
function is given by

Blog PBl _i

where T x,(j) is the j-th element of Tx, and V;(j,r) is the
(4, 7)-th element of V;.

Proof. From (I8) we have log (P, (b;;0)) = 6(n; ¢;b:) —
¢(n; o) and by applying the chain rule, we have that

dlog Pp,(b;0) 0

00, 59 (¢(771 0;0) — ¢(77i,0))
_ d 09(M;0;b)  09(1n;6)\ INie(J)
- 72:; ( O;,6(7) - 3771',90')) 00,
_ : a¢(77ie;b) a¢(77i,9) s
B Z( o) am_ﬂ(j)) Vi)

1

<.
I

[
M=~

<.
Il
-



where the last equality follows from [19]. Note also that by

the law of total expectation, we have [81((’9’%:31‘ } = (. This
concludes the proof of Lemmalll O

C. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

In [20], the authors developed a theory for the MLE when the
observations are independent and come from distinct, yet re-
lated populations, i.e., with some parameters in common. The
authors referred to such populations as associated. In particu-
lar, the authors derived regularity conditions under which the
MLE of parameters in associated populations is shown to be
consistent and asymptotically normal. In what follows, we
tailor these conditions to our GLM with 1-bit measurements
described in Section

1) We require the existence of the following partial deriva-
tives to ensure that the Taylor series expansion of the
log-likelihood function in exists [20, conditions

1],

Olog Pp,
90,

0?log Pp,
00,00,

93 log Pg,
06,00,00,

(22)

for all (r,s,t) € [1: k]* and i € [1 : n]. We start with
the first order partial derivative. From Lemmal[Il

8log Pg, i

—E[Tx;, (7)) Vi(s,r)-

Thus, condition 1 and condition 2 in Theorem[I]ensure
the existence of 0log Pp, /00, forall r € [1 : k].

Similarly, for the second order partial derivative, by ap-
plying the chain rule, we arrive at

02 log Pp, 0?

00,00, - = 06,00, (¢(77i,9;b) - ¢(77i,9))
— i d a ¢ 771 07 ) - 82¢(T’i,9)
j=1+¢=1 6,’719 8771,9(]) 6771)9(8)(’“)77179(])
l(ﬂ’ S) i(ja ’f')

[
M=
M&

[Cov (Tx, (5), Tx; (€)|Bi = b)

j=1

~

=1

ov(Tx,(j), Tx, ()]

<
Il

|
0O

Vz(gu S)Vi(j7 T)a (23)

where the last equality follows from [19]. Thus, con-
dition 1 and condition 2 in Theorem [T] ensure the exis-
tence of 92 log Pg, /00,.00, for all (r,s) € [1 : k>

Finally, for the third order partial derivative, by apply-

2)

ing the chain rule, we have that

93 log Pp, 93
.90, = 56.90.90, \P(1:.0:0) = 6(11:0))

: P61, 0:b)
kz:: [37710 )377i,0(€)377i,9(j)

Pp(n; ) . N (i
_anw(k)anw(g)anw(j)] Vi(k, t)Vi(L, s)Vi(j, 7)

d
=222 [HTxi‘Bi:b(j, 6k) — Ky, (4,4, k)

j=1£=1 k=1
X Vi(k,t)Vi(L, s)Vi(j,7), (24)

where the last equality follows from [19] where

|
TM&

KJTX”BI.:b(jaEa k) =

Bl T (Tx () —ETx

ue{j,¢,k}

(w)|Bi = b])|Bi = b},

(25a)

RTx, (.]7 ¢, k) =E H (TXi (’U,) - E[TX«; (’U,)])

ue{j,l,k}
(25b)

Thus, condition 1 and condition 2 in Theorem [1f en-
sure the existence of 9°log Pg, /00,0000, for all
(r,s,t) € [1:Kk]3.

Now we check [20, conditions I(ii)], which consist of
two parts. First, we require the convergence of the first
and second order partial derivatives, which will allow
to interchange the differentiation and summation. This
is indeed satisfied, as from (2)) we have

Z 8PBl(b,0) . 8PB¢(1§0) 8PB¢(_1;0)
aer o aer 697‘
be{l,—-1}
_ OFx,(ri) 01 —Fx, (1)) _
=~ T o, 0 26)
and similarly we have that
*Pp(b;0)  *Fx,(ri) 9°(1—Fx, (1)) _0
00,00, — 00,00, = 00,00,
be{l,-1}
(27)

Hence, both the first order and second order partial
derivatives converge.

Second, we need to check that the third order derivative
is finite. From (24)), we have that

d
)3 3 BN

—rry, (L, k)} Vilk, Vil 9)Vi(Gir).  (28)

9% log Pg,
00,.00,00,



3)

Under condition [Tl and condition2]in Theorem[I] there
exists some finite positive constant KX such that

d d d
’ZZZ [KTX |B; _, (L k) — KTx, (4,4, k)

J=1 £=1 k=1
X Vi(ku t)Vl(ﬂu S)Vi(ju ’f‘) S Ka (29)
for all (r,s,t) € [L : k]>and i € [1 : n]. In other

words, with reference to [20, condition I(ii)], we have
that H;,.t(b) = K for all (r,s,t) € [1 : k|3, b €
{=1,1},and i € [1 : n]. Now, it holds that

be{l,—1} be{1,—-1}
(30)
forall @ € ©, (r,s,t) € [1 : k|3, and i € [1 : n].
Hence, for all i € [1 : n], with reference to [20} condi-
tion I(ii)], we can set M; = K.

This condition is [[20} condition II(i)] and it is needed to
apply the weak law of large numbers for independent
random variables [21, p.174]. In order to check this
condition we first need to find the set D;, which for all
i € [1:n]andforall » € [1: k] is given by

BlogPBl(b 0)’ - n} 31)

T

Dy; {b e{-1,1}: '

Under condition [1] and condition 2] in Theorem [I] the
derivative dlog Pg, /00, is finite for all ¢ € [1 : n] and
r € [1: k]. Thus, for a sufficiently large n, there will be
nob € {—1,1} such that ’%}Zi(b;a)’ > n. Hence,
for large n, the set Dy; will be empty, i.e.,

Dy = foralli€[1:n) (32)

Hence,

(33)

i Z PBz(b70):07

i=1beDy;

which satisfies the conditiond " 37, ., - Pp, (b;6) =

o(1) [20, conditions II(i)]. Similarly, we can find the
set Dy; forall ¢ € [1: n]and r € [1 : k] as follows,

Dgi:{bE{—l,l}i‘ 90

Using the same reasoning as above, Do; = {—1, 1} for
a sufficiently large n whenever condition [1| and condi-
tion 2l in Theorem [[1hold. Now, we need to check the
following condition [20, condition II(i)],

Z Z <810gPB b 0)> PB (b 0)_0( 2)

1=1 beDs; 35
(35)

4)

From Lemmall]l we have that

d
0log Pp, _ . .
0. :Z(]E[Txi(]”Bi] —E[Tx, (7)) Vi(j, 7).
j=1
(36)
Hence, whenever condition[l| and condition[2]in Theo-

rem[I]hold, there exists some constant C such that

d
Z(E[TX

j=1

r) <VC,

(37)
forb € {—1,1} andforalli € [1 : n]and r € [1 : k].
Therefore, the left-hand side of (33) can be written as

DY (Z
i=1be{-1,1} j=1
“E[Tx, () Vi(r)) Ps, (b:6)

gzn: > CPg, (b;6) =Cn.

i=1be{—1,1}

—E[Tx, (7)) Vi(i,

[Tx, (j)|Bi = 0]

z

(38)

Thus, (33) is satisfied for all r € [1 : k.

This condition is [20, condition II(ii)] and, as the one
above, it is needed to apply the weak law of large num-
bers for independent random variables [21} p.174]. In
order to check this condition we first need to find the
set Ds3; which for all ¢ € [1 : n], is given by

0% log Pp, (b; 0)

Dyi=dbe{-1,1}.|L 287807 .
3 { e{ } ‘ 90,90, >n (39)
Whenever condition [I] and condition 2] in Theorem
hold, the derivative 9% log Pg, /060,00, is finite for all
i € [1 : n] (see our analysis of (23)). Thus, for a suffi-

ciently large n, there will be no b € {—1,1} such that

02 log P, (b;0)
90,00,

will be empty, i.e.,

> n. Hence, for large n, the set Ds;

Ds; =@ forall i€[l:n)]. (40)

Therefore,

S S P (10) =0 = o(1).

1=1 b€ D3;

(41)

as required by [20, condition II(ii)]. Similarly, we can
find the set Dy; forall i € [1 : n] as follows,

Phe a0 L

D4i—{b€{—1,1}2‘ 90-00

Using the same reasoning as before we have, Dy, =
{—1,1} for a sufficiently large n. Now, we need to



5)

check the following condition [20, condition II(ii)],

9% log Pg, (b; ) 9
Z Z (W Pp,(b;0)=0(n"), (43)
i=1bEDy;
where % is givenin (23). Hence, whenever con-
dition[Tland condltlon@m Theorem[lhold, there exists
some constant C' such that

M&

> (Cov(Tx, (). Tx, (0B = b)

14=1

~ Cov (T, (), Tx, (0)) ) Vill, )V

<.
Il

r < Ve,

(44)
foralli € [1:n]and (r,s) € [1 : k]?. Therefore,
- 8 log Pg, (b;0)\°
Z 2 ( 96,00, > P, (b:6)
1=1 b€ Dy;
<> >  CPg (1;6)=Cn. (45)

i=1be{—1,1}

Thus, is satisfied. Always with reference to [20,
condition II(ii)], we also need to verify that the two lim-
its in [20} eq.13] are the same. In particular, the limit
on the right-hand side of [20, eq.13] is given in (6),
whereas the limit on the left-hand side of [20, eq.13] is
given in (7)), both at the top of the next page, where
the equality in (a) follows since, as proved above, for a
sufficiently large n, we have that Dy; = {—1,1}; and
the equality in (b) is due to the law of total covariance.

From and (@7), it follows that the two limits in [20]
eq.13] are the same. Moreover, from (or equiva-
lently (6)), we have that

o I yr
J_nlgn;OﬁZVi Cov (E|

i=1

i) Vi, (48)

which needs to be positive definite with finite determi-
nant. This is ensured by condition 3 in Theorem[T}

This condition is [20, condition II(iii)] and, as the two
above, it is needed to apply the weak law of large num-
bers for independent random variables [21, p.174]. In
order to check this condition we first need to find the
following set for all ¢ € [1 : n]

D5i:{b S {—1, 1} cHipst (b) > n}

As discussed above in whenever condition [1| and
condition 2] in Theorem [1] hold, we have that H;,4; is
finite for all ¢ € [1 : n]. Thus, for a sufficiently large

6)

n, there will be no b € {—1, 1} such that H;,.s; (b) > n

for all ¢ € [1 : n]. Hence, for large n, the set Ds; is
empty, i.e.,
Dsi=2 forall ic[l:n] (49)
Hence, .
> P (b:0)=0. (50)

1=1 bED5;
This satisfies the condition 27, >, Pp, (b;0) =

o(1) [20, condition II(iii)]. Similarly, we can find the
set Dg; forall i € [1 : n] as follows,

Dg; = {b S {—1, 1} cHirst (b) < n} (29

Using the same reasoning as above we have that Dg; =
{—1,1} for a sufficiently large n. Now, we need to
check the following condition [20, condition II(iii)],

SN

i=1 b€ Dg;

b) Pp,(b;0) = o (n?). (52)

From [2)] above, we have that H;,..; (b) = K for all

(r,s,t) € [1: Kk, b€ {-1,1},andi € [1 : n].
Hence,
Z Z m"st PBi (b70)
i=1 b€ Dg;
<Y K* > Pp(b:0) = K*n=o(n?), (53)
=1 beDg;
and
1 n
=3 M=K, (54)
n

which is a finite positive constant.

This condition is [20, condition III] and it is needed to
ensure asymptotic normality. In particular, we need

fin 130 3 (PO, 0

i=1 beD7; r=1
(56)

where Dr; for all i € [1 : n] is defined as follows,

Drpeter i [ (PEpeE 0] )

for every € > 0. By using Lemmal[Il we have that (33))
at the top of the next page holds.

Moreover, as shown above in whenever condi-
tion [l and condition ] in Theorem [1] hold, the deriva-
tive 0log Pp, /06, is finite for all ¢ € [1 : n] and



810gPB (b; 0) Olog P, (b; 9)

nhng ! Z {Z | o Py, (b:0) nlgngo % ZE {810g]?)39T(B1,0) 810gP(’9BHS(BZ,0)}
i=1be{l,-1 i=
n d
= lm —>"E [(Z E[Tx,( )J)vm,r)) (Z (E[Tx, (j)|B] ~ E[Tx.( )])vm,s))]
. d dj_ "
:nlgngogZZZCOV ()|Bi] E[Tx, (0)|Bi]) Vi(j,r)Vi(L, 5) (46)
i=1 j=1 (=1
1 « 92 log Pg, (b; 0 a) .. 1 0?log Pg, (b; 0
tm 3 3 - (S ) ) i 13- SR
i=1 bEDy; i=1
n d d
= lim % >3 (Cov(Tx, (4), T, (€) — E[Cov (Tx, (7), Tx, ()| Bi = b)]) Vi(¢, ) Vi(j, )
i=1 j=1¢=1
n d d
2 tim 3 ST Cov (B[Tx, (5)IB] B [T, (0] B) Vi, 1)Vl ) )
i=1 j=1 ¢=1
dlog Pg, (b; 0 : b )\ *
(Z( 8 09 ) — [ [ ® s, ()18 = 1~ E [T, () Vil ) (55)
r=1 r r=1 \j=1

r € [1: k]. Thus, foralli € [1:n]andr € [1: K,
there exists some positive constant C' such that

d
3 (E[Tx, ()| Bi=b~E [Tx, (j)]) Vi(j.r) <VC,

! 57
which leads to o7

(3 (ReEnlelyy i < (5 0)' - v
(58)

Thus, for a sufficiently large n, there will be no b €
{—1,1} such that

( 5 (o108 Po,0)/08,)" ) > v, 59)

r=1

for any € > 0. Hence, for large n, the set Dr; will be
empty for any € > 0, i.e.,

D7 =9, forall i€ll:n)]. (60)

Thus, the condition in (36) will be satisfied. This concludes
the proof of Theorem![I1

D. DERIVATION OF THE FIM FOR THE GAUSSIAN
DISTRIBUTION

D.1. FIM in Case 1

To compute the FIM in Proposition I} we need to derive the
following variance,

Var (E[Tx,|Bi]) = E |(B[X:|Bi])’| - (B[X])?
= (E[X;|B; = 1])*Pr(B; = 1)
+ (E[X:|B; = —1))* Pr(B; = —1) — (E[X,])
gt Pxm) (61)
Fx,(1i)(1 = Fx, (7))
where the last equality follows since
E[X;|B; = b] = p; — bcf?})f(*’];%_(_)b) be{-1,1}. (62)

By substituting (1)) inside (6) with v; = %%, we obtain (LT).



D.2. FIM in Case 2

To compute the FIM in Proposition Il we need to derive the
following variance,

Var (E[Tx,|B]) = E [(E[TXABM ~ (E[Tx.))?

= E |(B[(X; — )| B)] = (BIXG - 1))
— (E[(X: — w)?|Bi = 1])* Pr(B; = 1)
+ IE[ )2|B; = —1])° Pr(B; = —1)

(
- (E[(x )2

P, (Ti)
Fx,(r:)(1 = Fx, (7))

=o' (i — ui)z (63)

where the last equality follows from (62) and the fact that for
b € {—1,1} we have that

PX; (Tl) (

E[X}|B; = b] = 0+ i —bo?

Ti + i) - (64)

Thus, we have that

E[(Xi — )% Bi = b]
S R,
— 2/ (Mz' — bo Pf(Xi()b)) +
=0%—bo PI]?(Xli(Tl)b) (i — s) - (65)
By substituting (63) inside @) with v; = —1/2, we ob-

tain (12)).

D.3. FIM in Case 3

To compute the FIM in Proposition [II we need to derive
Cov (E[Tx,|B;]). In what follows, we let Tx, (j),j € [1: 2]
denote the j-th component of T'x,. We start by noting that
from Case 1 in Appendix [D.1l we have that

Var (E[Tx, (1)|Bi]) = o' — P, (7 (66)

x (1) (1 = Fx, (13))

Similarly, from Case 2 (see (63)) in Appendix[D.2] we obtain

P, (7i)

Fx, (1)1 = Fx,(73))
(67)

Var (E[Tx, (2)|Bi]) = o* (1: + 1)

where (1; = w;a. Finally, we have that

Cov (E[Tx, (1)|Bi],

= Cov (E[X;|Bi], E[X?|Bi])

= E [E[X;| Bi|E[X?|Bi]] — E [E[X;|B;]] E

= E[X;|B; = 1|E[X?|B; = 1]Pr(B; = 1)
+E[X;|B; = —1]E[X?|B; = —1]Pr(B; = —1)
- E[X;]E[X]]

E[Tx, (2)|Bi])

[E[X7|Bi]]

P, (7i)
Fx, (1)1 = Fx,(1:))

= pio? + i + o (7 + i)
— pi(0® + i)
P, (1)
Fx, (1) (1 = Fx, (7))’
where we have used (62) and (64) to find E[X;|B; =
bE[XZ|B; = b] for b € {—1,1}. By substituting (68)

inside () with V; = ‘gi _Ol] , we obtain (I4).
2

(68)

= ot (7 + 1)

E. PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2
We need to make sure that
T
[u ’U} J [u U} >0 (69)

for all vectors [u  v] " £ 0,. By using J,, in (Id), the above
condition can be equivalently written as

n 2
lim l Zci (wiu — vw) > 0. (70)

n—oo N 2
i=1

It is now a simple exercise to show that if the 7;’s, with 7 €
[1: n], are chosen i.i.d. from some absolutely continuous dis-
tribution, then (ZQ) is satisfied almost surely. This concludes
the proof of Proposition 21

F. DERIVATION OF THE FIM FOR THE POISSON
DISTRIBUTION

The probability mass function of X; in (13)) is given by

exp(v;0x — exp(v;0))

px, (@) = . an

With reference to (I)), we have that T,, = z and

1
5,0 = V30,

d(1i,0) = exp(vill) = exp(1ip).-



Now, to compute the FIM in Proposition [ for the model
in (13), we need to derive the following variance,

Var (E[Tx,|Bi]) = E | (B[X:|Bi])’| - (B[X:])?
= (E[X;|B; = 1])*Pr(B; = 1)
+ (E[Xi|B; = —1))*Pr(B; = —1) — (E[X,])°

(Fx,(ri) = Fx, (i —1))°
Fx, (1) (1= Fx,(13))

= exp(2v;0) (73)

where the last equality follows since for b € {—1, 1} it holds

that

E[X;|B; =b] =

1
2

¢O(1-Fy, (1-1)) * (Fx,(ri—1))
(1= Fx,(r)) = (Fx, (7)) F

(74)

By substituting inside (@), we obtain (16).

(1]

(2]

(3]

(4]

(5]

(6]

(7]

(8]
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