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Abstract

We give a general proof of the strong consistency of the Maximum Likelihood Estimator
for the case of independent non-identically distributed (i.n.i.d) data, assuming that the density
functions of the random variables follow a particular set of assumptions. Our proof is based
on the works of Wald [I], Goel [2], and Ferguson [3]. We use this result to prove the strong
consistency of a Maximum Likelihood Estimator for Orbit Determination.

1 Introduction

Maximum Likelihood Estimation is an estimation method that has been intensively studied since
presented by Fisher [4]. The goal is to estimate a set of parameters such that the joint probability
distribution of the observed data is maximized.

Consider a set of n random variables X;, for i = 1,...,n, with a joint distribution g(x1,...,zy;0)
governed by some parameter vector § € ©. So, the objective of Maximum Likelihood Estimation
is to find the parameter 6 that maximizes the likelihood function

L(0) =g(x1,...,2,;0).

When the random variables are consider to be independent, then the likelihood function becomes
the product of the individual density functions g;(x;;8), i.e.,

£(60) = [ i(as:0).
i=1

In practical terms, due to the fact that the logarithm function is a monotonic function, the opti-
mization usually is performed considering the log-likelihood function

log L(0) = Z log gi(wi; 0),
i=1
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as it simplifies the computation in many practical cases [5].

Over the yeares, different works have proven different properties for the Maximum Likelihood
Estimator under different circumstances, such as asymptotical normality and consistency of the
estimator [3, [6]. In this work, we present a proof for the strong consistency of the Maximum
Likelihood Estimator for the case of independent non-identically distributed random variables,
based on the works of Wald [I], Goel [2], and Ferguson [3]. With this result, we show that the
Maximum Likelihood Estimator used for orbit determination in [7] is strongly consistent.

2 Strong consistency of Maximum Likelihood Estimator for i.n.i.d
random variables

Firstly, in a generic way, for ¢ = 1,2, ...,n, consider the observations x; which are realizations of the
i.n.i.d random variables X; with density g;(x;#) with respect to a o-finite measure v, respectively.
Assume that the parameter § € © C R% and its true value 6y € ©. All the expected values,
variances and probability statements are determined under the assumption that 6y is the true
parameter point. All the assumptions, lemmas, theorems and proofs are based on the works of
Wald [1], Goel [2], and Ferguson [3].

Now, assume that all density functions g; satisfy the set of assumptions presented in Assump-
tions [l

Assumptions 1.

(i) © is a compact set;
(ii) (Identifiability) g;(x;0) = gi(x;00) almost everywhere (a.e.) = 0 = y;

(i) The function g;(x;0,p) = sup{g;(x;0') : |0’ — 0| < p}, fori = 1,2,..., is a measurable
0'cO
function of x for any fixed 6 € © and p > 0;

(iv) For each 0 # 0y, each sufficiently small value of p > 0, and for some non-decreasing sequence
b, of constants there exists an € > 0 and an integer N*(0, p) such that for all n > N*

1 n
b ZE [log g;(Xi; 6, p) — log g;(Xi;60)] < —
(v) For each 0 # 0y, and any sufficiently small values of p,

Z y Var [log g;(X;; 0, p) — log gi(Xi; 6o)] < o<

=1

Based on these assumptions, we consider the next lemma, which will help to prove our first
theorem.

Lemma 1. For any 0 # 6y, we have

E [log g:(X;;0)] < E [log gi(Xi;60)] -



Proof. Due to Assumption (ii), this lemma follows from the Shannon-Kolmogorov information
inequality [3]. O

Theorem 1. If Xq,...,X,, are i.n.i.d random variables whose density functions satisfy Assump-
tions[l, and w is any closed subset of the parameter set © which does not contain the true parameter
0y, then

sup [Tis1 9:(Xi;6)
P | lim & =0 =1.
n—oo [ gi(Xi;00)

Proof. Define ¢;(x,r) = sup g;(x;0). Fix € > 0 and let ry be such that
6]]>r

E[IOgSDz(XWO)] < E[loggZ(XaHO)] - for i = 1,2,...,7'L, (1)

and let wy = {0 : 0 € w,||0|| < ro}. For each point § € wy, assume there is a py > 0, such that
E [log ¢:(X;0, pp)] < Eloggi(X;6p)], for i = 1,2,...,n. The existence of r¢g and pg derive from
Lemmal[lland Assumption (i) that © is compact. Since w; is a closed subset of ©, it is also a compact
set, thus there exists a finite number of points 601, ..., 0 € wy such that B(61, pg, )+ - - -+ B(6y, pe,,)
contains w; as a subset, where B(0, pg) denotes the ball of center # and radius pg. So, we have

bew
h n n
<> [Hgi(X;%apej) +H%’(X;7’o)] :
j=1 Li=1 i=1

Therefore, we can prove Theorem [I] if we show that
" ) Xz'; 0 i L0 n i Xz
P(hm Hz_ig( J pej):()):l, fOI‘j:l,...,h, and P(hm H%,LZISO( 77’0):()):1.
n—oo  J[iLy gi(Xi;6o) n—oo [ i1 9i(Xi3 6o)

We can rewrite these equations as

P (nlggoz [log gi(Xi; 05, pa,) — log gi(Xi; 00)] = —OO> =1, forj=1,...,h, (2)
i=1
and
P (Jggo; [log i (X;70) — log g;(Xi; 60)] = —OO> =1 (3)
Both Egs. ([2) and (@) can be easily obtained by combining Assumptions (iv) and (v), with Eq. (1)
and Kolmogorov’s strong law of large numbers [8]. Thus, we prove Theorem [I1 O

With this result, we can now show that the MLE estimator for i.n.i.d random variables whose
density functions follow the set of Assumptions [l is strongly consistent.

Theorem 2. Let 0, (x1,...,,) be a function of the observations 1, ..., x,, which are realizations
of the i.n.i.d random variables X;, whose density functions satisfy Assumptions[d, such that

H?:l gi(wi;0n)
[Ti=1 9i(wi; 60)

for all n and all (x1,...,2z,). Then P ( li_}rn 0, = 00) =1.

>c>0,

3



Proof. We must show that for any ¢ > 0, the probability is one that all limit points @ of the
sequence {0} satisfy the inequality || — || < e. Assuming that there exists a limit point § such
that [|0 — 6p|| > € implies that

n
sup H ':Ula H 332, na

6—60ll>e ;1
for infinitely many n. However, then

sup  [Ti gi(i; 0)
10-60]><

[Ti=, 9i(wi; 60)

for infinitely many n. Since, according to Theorem [I], this is an event with probability zero, then we
proved that with probability one, all the limit points 6 of the sequence {6, } satisfy the inequality
”9 - 90” <e. |

>c>0,

The MLE estimator, if it exists, satisfies Theorem 2] with ¢ = 1. Therefore we establish the
strong consistency of the MLE estimator for i.n.i.d random variables whose density functions satisfy
Assumptions[Il So, to show the strong consistency of our MLE estimator, we must show that these
assumptions are satisfied.

3 Strong consistency of Maximum Likelihood Estimator for Orbit
Determination

As an example, we will apply this result to the estimator in [7], by showing that satisfies Assump-
tions [l As a summary of the work in [7], the goal is to determine a six-parameter state vector
that describes the motion of a satellite, specifically the position, r € R3, and velocity, v € R3, in
the Cartesian reference frame.

We consider a set of N monostatic radars (capable of transmitting and receiving its own signal),
located at s; € R3, fori = 1,..., N, all able to observe the satellite at the same instant. We assume
that each radar i is able to collect a set of different measurements:

e Range measurements, d; = ||r —s;|| + €g4;;

e Angle measurements, u; = + €y,

||r si ||

e Doppler shift measurements

2f . _ <. \T
f:f_<78> v

¢ \lfr—sil

where ¢ denotes the speed of light and f.; denotes the carrier frequency of the signal from radar :.
Range and Doppler shift noise is modeled as a Gaussian distribution with zero mean and variance
afli and a?i, respectively, so €4, ~ N (O,Ui) and €5, ~ N (0,0%).

Angle measurements are represented as unit-norm vectors and can be retrieved from elevation
and azimuth measurements. Therefore, we model angle noise as a von Mises-Fisher distribution with

mean direction zero and concentration parameter k;, which can better represent the distribution
of directional data, so e,, ~ VMUF (0,k;), 0 := (0,0,0).



By assuming that the noise is independent, we can obtain the maximum likelihood estimator
by solving the optimization problem

minimize frango(r) + fangle(r) + fdoppler(ra V) (4)

r,v

such that the functions are defined as

N
frange(r) = Z—(Hr_SZH _di)2= (5)

2
— 2O-di
N r—=s;
fangle(r) = - Z Hiu?727 (6)
2N ]
N T 2
1 2fci r—s;
= d - ] 7
fdoppler(r7v) ; 20_‘?‘1 < c (Hr _SZH v fl ) ( )

for the range, angle and Doppler shift measurements, respectively.

3.1

Fulfillment of the necessary assumptions

Before we demonstrate that our estimator fulfills the necessary assumptions to be strongly consis-
tent, we reiterate the practical assumption that each radar is able to obtain a tuple of three types
of measurements, z; = (d;, uy, f;), for i = 1,..., N. This practical assumption will be important
to prove the identifiability assumption.

(i)

O is a compact set;

The first assumption is easy to demonstrate as the parameters have some physical constraints.
Remember that in our case, the parameter we are trying to estimate is the object orbital state
in the Cartesian reference frame, i.e., 6 := (r,v). In the extreme, the speed of the object must
not surpass the speed of light, thus ||v|| < ¢, where ¢ in this case denotes the speed of light.
On the other hand, the position parameter r is the position of a satellite on an Earth-centered
referential so we can bound it to a volume as big as we want, i.e., we can choose a constant M
such that ||r|| < M. Also, we must consider the object to be above the Earth’s surface, so we
can also consider a constant m greater than the radius of the Earth, such that ||r|| > m. From
these constraints, we see that © is a closed and bounded set, therefore, by the Heine-Borel
theorem [9], © is a compact set.

(Identifiability) g;(z;0) = gi(x;0p) almost everywhere (a.e.) = 6 = 0y;

Assume that the random variables X; describe a tuple of the three types of measurements
obtained by each radar, i.e., z; == (d;,w, f;), for i = 1,...,N. Remember that we con-
sider N radars, each one able to obtain a measurement of each type. We assume that

T
d; ~ N(Hr—siH,Ji), w ~ VMF (|r_—sl K}i> and f; ~ /\/<2f“' ( S > v,ai). Since

[r—sq|’ ¢ \lr=sil

we assume each measurement is independent from each other, then we can see the den-
sity function of the tuple as g;(z4;0) = g4,(di;0) gu,(ui;0) gy, (fi;0), such that gg,(x;;60) =



. \T
N (d; |r — siH,ai), gu; (03 0) = VMF <u,-; ﬁ,m) and gy, (fi;0) =N <fi; lc“ (ﬁ) v,a?ﬁ_).

So, to prove identifiability we must show that

9a;(di; 0) = ga (di; 00) \ gu: (i 0) = gu, (s 00) /\ 95, (fi:0) = 9, (fi:600) = r =710 [\ v =

Letting z = r — s; and zg = rg — s;, first we start with the density function of the range
measurements.

94, (d;; 0) = gq,(di; 00) <= # exp <_ (d; — |2’ZH)2> _ 1 exp <_W)

= (di — |2ll)* = (di — ||zo]))?

= |zl llzoll* — 2d; 2| + 2d;]|o|| = O

= (llzll + llzol)(llzll = llzoll) — 2i([|z]] — [|zol[) = O
> |lzll = llzoll = 0 V [zl + [[zoll — 2di =0

> llzll = llzoll Vv Izl + llzoll = 2d:

> |lr =sill = [fro = sill v [Ir —sil[ + [Jro — sil| = 2d;.

Now, analyzing the density functions for the angle measurements, we obtain

Kq T VA Kj T Z
(30) = g, (i3 0p) = —F o ) - u
Gu: (133 0) = g (W55 60) 47 sinh k; &P <qul Hz||> 47 sinh k; exp <qu2 ||Z0H>
z zZ
= mul — = rgul —
]| [|Zo|
z %0 (Vk,ka:kTy:>x:y)
z]l  [lzoll
r —=sj B rg — Sj
v —sill  lro —sil

where sinh(-) denotes the hyperbolic sine function. By combining this result with the previous
one for the density function of the range measurements, we have

r —s; ro — S
(1 =il = lro =il /e =il o = s = 20 ) A (= = oo ) = r=mo

v —sil|  |lro — s

_ T
Finally, for the density function of Doppler shift measurements, let M; = 2022 4 = <i> \'%

¢’ (B



T
and wy = (II:S:?II) v, then we have
1

95:(fi:0) = g5:(fi:60) = exp [~ . ) = exp _u
27“7]20. 207, 2mo? 20%,

= (fi — Myw)® = (f; — Myw)?
— MPw? — MPwi — 2f;Myw + 2f; Mywo = 0
— (Mw — Mywp)(Myw + M;wy) — 2f;(M;w — M;wy) =0
<~ w=wqg V w+w0:2—fi
M;
<~

r — Sj T rg — Sj T
1 1
— ) v=(——] wvg
<Hr—SiH> <||ro—SiH> vV
(I'—Si >T +<l"o—Si >T 2f;
— ] v+ [ ——— ] vo=—.
[[r — s [ro — sil M;
The combination of this result with the previous one implies that r = r¢ and with the fact

that Vk, k'x = kTy = x =y, implies that v = v(. So, we have demonstrated the
identifiability assumption.

(iii) The function g;(z;6,p) = sup{gi(z;0') : |0’ — 6| < p}, for i = 1,2,..., is a measurable
0'cO

function of x for any fixed § € © and p > 0;

For any fixed # € © and p > 0, the functions g;(x;6) = g4,(di;0) gu,(0s;0) gy, (fi;6) are
the product of continuous functions, therefore they are continuous. Thus g;(x; 6, p) are also
continuous since they are the pointwise supremum of continuous functions. So, if g;(x; 6, p)
are continuous, then it is also measurable.

(iv) For each 0 # 6y, each sufficiently small value of p > 0, and for some non-decreasing sequence
by, of constants there exists an € > 0 and an integer N*(¢, p) such that for all n > N*

1 n
b > E[log g;(Xi; 0, p) — log g:(Xy: 60)] < —e;
i=1

First, choose dy,dy > 0 such that [[v' —r|| < 6y, ||V — V| < dy and [|§/ — 8| < p, where
6 == (r,v). For the density functions gg,(d;;0), gu,(u;;0) and gy, (fi;6), define the functions
94;(di; 0, p), gu; (w356, p) and gy, (fi;0, p) as in the previous assumption. Note that

E [log g;(Xi; 0, p) — log g:(Xs; 00)] = E [log ga, (Ds; 0, p) — log g4, (Ds; 00)]
+ E [log g, (Us; 6, p) — log gu, (Us; 60)]

where D;, U;, F; denote the random variables of the range, angle and Doppler shift measure-
ments, respectively. As before, let z = r —s; and zg = rg — s;. Given the constraints on §



and p, by the triangle inequality let r = rg + A, such that ||A;]| < &y, and v = vg + Ay,
such that [|Ay| < dy. Let § = max{dy,dyv}. So, for the first term, we obtain

(D; — ||zol))? — (D; — uzn)?]

2
2adi

E [log gq,(D;; 0, p) —log g, (Ds; 60)] = E

_E |1zo]|> — 2Dilzo || + 2Dz — ||z]*
2032_
- 2
_ (=l gZoH) <_ 12 52
QO'di 20’di

Lemma 2. Consider two vectors x and y, such that x =y + A and |A|| < |ly|l. Then

X _ Y A
<l Iyl = 1yl
A—
Proof. Tt | A]l < [lyll, then x| = [ly]l. So & — 2 ~ LAy — A -

For the second term, we have

E [log g, (Ui; 0, p) —log gu,(Us; 00)] = E [f%UiTHZ?H — i UF 20 }

"zl
Z T z Z
< x; <_0> <___0>
1o Izl ol
Ki
™ llzoll

The first inequality comes from the fact that E(U;) = <coth(/£i) - 1) 2o < 2o for all

ki ) Tzoll = Tzoll’
k; [10]. The last inequality comes from the combination of Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and
Lemmas Il and 21

Lemma 3. Consider the vectors x and 'y, such that x =y + A; and ||A] < ||y, and the
vectors u and v, such that u =v + Ay. Then

<L>T B <L>T yTA+ ATA, +vTA,
x|l Iyl [Nl

Proof. The result is readily obtained from applying Lemma [2] and rearranging the expression.
O



T T
For the last term, let M; = 2f“, w = ( S > v and wy = <|r°;s‘> v, then we have

Iro—sill

E [log g1,(F3; 0, p) — log gy, (Fy;00)] = E

(F; — Mywg)? — (F, — Miw)Ql

2
20'fl_

M?w3 — 2F; M;wq + 2F; Myw — M2w?
207

I
=

Mi2(w — w0)2
202
(M IIZOII+|IVOII+1>
_ 52

llzoll

202

AN

fi

The last inequality results from the combination Lemma [B] and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.
Combining the results for the three terms, we have

n n 52 . (M ”ZOHWH‘TIOHH)
E 1 zXze —1 quH < L (5 %0 (52
; [log g:(Xi; 0, p) — log g:(Xi;00)] < ; 207 + Tz0] + %07

Therefore, the inequality of the assumption is satisfied for

1 — 52 2%K;
b, = = Mi sy

27\ od =l o%,

lIzoll

(M ||ZO||+||V0||+1>
52

(v) For each 6 # 6y, and any sufficiently small values of p,
1
d 2 Var 08 i(Xis 0, ) — log gi(Xi; o)) < o0
i=1

As before, choose 4,y > 0 such that ||t/ —r|| < &y, ||V — v| < Iy and ||0" — 0] < p, where
0 = (r,v). Let z=r—s; and zg = ro —s;. Given the constraints on ¢ and p, by the triangle
inequality let r = rg + Ay, such that |A;]| < &y, and v = vg + Ay, such that [[Ay] < dy.
Let 0 = max{dy,dy}. Due to the assumption of independence between measurements, note
that

Var [log g;(X;; 0, p) — log g;(Xi; 00)] = Var [log g4,(D;; 0, p) — log ga, (Ds; 0o)]
+ Var [log gu, (Ui; 0, p) — log gu, (Us; 60)]
+ Var [log gy, (Fi; 0, p) — log gy, (Fi; 0o)] -



So for the first term,

A 2 _ . 2
Var [log ga,(Ds:6. ) — Iog ga,(Ds;60)] = Var [(DZ Izo]))2 — (D; — |12]) ]

2
20di

Ve [nzOu? — 2D;|1zo]| + 2D |z - Hz||2]

2
20di

— 2 2
(el = 11201D° e 1 —

7

For the second term, we have

Var [lOg gm(UZv 97 p) - IOg gm(Uza 00)] = Var |:"€2U2T”2—H - HZUZT HEOH:|
0

R R?Var [UZT Ar ]
[[Zol

"%2 T
= HZ0||2AY Var [U;] A,
< /{22 A T I+ A < A} >T A
= lzoll? T Zoll \ [[Zoll i
B 252/122

[|Zol|?

20K )
< H&{H , for sufficiently small 6.

Zg

lIzoll

T
The first inequality results from the fact that Var(U;) < I+ ﬁ ( 20 ) . The last inequality
holds for sufficiently small §. For the last term, we obtain

Var [log gy, (Fi; 0, p) — log gy, (Fi; 6p)] = Var

(F; — Mywo)? — (F; — Myw)?
"

Ve [Mfwg — 2F; Mywo + 2F; Mw — M3w2]

2
2Ufi
Mf(w — wp)

2
= S Var 1

9

<Miw)2
52,

lIzoll

S 5
7§

Combining the results for the three terms, we have

52 ok (Miwy
Var [log g;(Xi; 0, p) —log gi(Xi;600)] S | = Ly ||2Zo|| 52
04, |Zol| 0¥,

10



So, if we remember b, in the last assumption, with this result, we see that
1
b; = 3 Z;Var [log g;(Xi; 6, p) —log g;(Xi;60)] .
‘7:
Therefore, the inequality of this assumption holds due to the following lemma:

Lemma 4. Let a, be a sequence of non-negative real numbers, and let S, = a1+as+---+ay,.
Then ) 2| & < 0o,

So, we finalize our proof and show that the Maximum Likelihood Estimator for orbit determi-

nation in [7] is strongly consistent, i.e., the estimated parameters converge almost surely to the
true parameters, as it fulfills the necessary assumptions.
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