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Abstract

Generalized estimating equation (GEE) is widely adopted for regression modeling for
longitudinal data, taking account of potential correlations within the same subjects. Al-
though the standard GEE assumes common regression coefficients among all the subjects,
such an assumption may not be realistic when there is potential heterogeneity in regres-
sion coefficients among subjects. In this paper, we develop a flexible and interpretable
approach, called grouped GEE analysis, to modeling longitudinal data with allowing het-
erogeneity in regression coefficients. The proposed method assumes that the subjects are
divided into a finite number of groups and subjects within the same group share the same
regression coefficient. We provide a simple algorithm for grouping subjects and estimating
the regression coefficients simultaneously, and show the asymptotic properties of the pro-
posed estimator. The number of groups can be determined by the cross-validation with
averaging method. We demonstrate the proposed method through simulation studies and

an application to a real dataset.
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1 Introduction

Longitudinal data where response variables (repeated measurements) within the same
subject are correlated widely appears in biomedical studies. For analyzing longitudinal
data, it is typically difficult to correctly specify the underlying correlation structures among
response variables within the same subject, and one of the standard approaches is the
generalized estimating equations (GEE) developed by Liang and Zeger| (1986)), which uses
“working” correlation structures specified by users. The advantage of the GEE approach
is that the estimator is still consistent even when the working correlation is misspecified.
However, the existing GEE methods assume homogeneous regression coefficients that are
common to all the subjects, which could be restrictive in practical applications since
there might be potential heterogeneity among subjects or clusters, as confirmed in several
applications (Barban and Billari, [2012; Lin and Ng;, 2012; Nagin et al.| 2018). To address
such heterogeneity, a crude approach is to apply a model separately to each subject, but
the results are typically inaccurate and unstable due to small subject-wise sample sizes as
often arise in real longitudinal data. Therefore, some compromised approach is required.

In this work, we extend the standard GEE analysis to take into account potential
heterogeneity in longitudinal data. Specifically, we develop grouped GEE analysis by
adopting the grouping approach that is widely adopted in literature for panel data anal-
ysis Bonhomme and Manresa| (2015); [Liu et al.| (2020)); |[Zhang et al.| (2019). We assume
that subjects in longitudinal data can be classified into a finite number of groups, and sub-
jects within the same group share the same regression coefficients; that is, the regression
coeflicients are homogeneous over subjects in the same groups. Since the grouping assign-
ment of subjects is unknown, we treat it as unknown parameters and estimate them and
the group-wise regression coefficient simultaneously. Given the grouping parameters, the
standard GEE can be performed to obtain group-wise estimators of regression coefficients.
On the other hand, given the group-wise regression coefficients, we consider estimating the
grouping parameters using a kind of Mahalanobis distance between response variables and
predictors with taking account of potential correlations via a working correlation matrix.
In other words, we employ the working correlation not only in performing GEE analysis in

each group but also in estimating the grouping assignment. We will show that the grouped



GEE method can be easily carried out by a simple iterative algorithm similar to the k-
means algorithm that combines the existing algorithm for the standard GEE and simple
optimization steps for grouping assignment. Moreover, we adopt the cross-validation with
the averaging method proposed in [Wang| (2010) to carry out a data-dependent selection
of the number of groups.

We derive the statistical properties of the grouped GEE estimator in an asymptotic
framework where both n (the number of subjects) and T' (the number of repeated measure-
ments) tend to infinity, but we here allow T" to grow considerably slower than n, namely,
n/T" — 0 for some v > 0. Hence, our method can be applied when 7T is much smaller
than n as observed in many applications using longitudinal data. As theoretical difficulties
of the grouped estimation in longitudinal data analysis, the true correlations within the
same subject can be considerably high, so the existing theoretical argument assuming neg-
ligibly small correlations imposed typically by mixing conditions |[Bonhomme and Manresa,
(2015); |Gu and Volgushev| (2019); Zhang et al.| (2019)) for the true underlying correlations
are no more applicable. To overcome the limitation of the existing theoretical argument,
we consider grouping assignment using a kind of Mahalanobis distance with working cor-
relation. We will show that such a grouping strategy leads to the consistent estimation of
the grouping parameters as long as the working correlation is reasonably close to the true
one. Therefore, even when the underlying correlations within the same subject are not
weak, we can successfully estimate the grouping parameters using a reasonable working
correlation matrix. Then, we will establish consistency and asymptotic normality of the
grouped GEE estimator of the regression coefficients and provide a consistent estimator
of asymptotic variances.

In the context of longitudinal data or clustered data analysis, several methods to
take account of the potential heterogeneity among subjects have been proposed. [Ng and
McLachlan| (2014)); Rubin and Wu (1997)); Sugasawa et al. (2019); [Sun et al.| (2007) pro-
posed a mixture modeling based on random effects, but the estimation algorithms can be
computationally very intensive since the algorithms include iteration steps that entail nu-
merical integration. On the other hand, [Rosen et al. (2000)); [Tang and Qu| (2016) proposed
a mixture modeling based on the GEE, but the primary interest in these works is estimat-

ing the component distributions in the mixture rather than grouping subjects. |Fokkema,



et al. (2018)); Hajjem et al. (2011}, 2017) employed regression tree techniques for grouping
observations, but the tree-based methods can handle grouping based on covariate informa-
tion rather than regression coefficients. Moreover, (Coffey et al.,| (2014)); [Vogt and Linton
(2017); Zhu and Qu| (2018) proposed grouping methods for longitudinal curves, and Tang
et al.| (2020]) developed covariate-specific grouping methods via regularization. Lastly, Zhu
et al. (2021)) is similar to our work, which proposed the GEE-type loss functions penalizing
pairwise distance of heterogeneous fixed effects, but computational cost rapidly becomes
much larger as the sample size increases compared to the k-means method. To the best
of our knowledge, this paper is the first one to consider grouped estimation in the GEE
analysis by the k-means algorithm with a quite small computational burden.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section [2| we illustrate the proposed GEE
analysis and provide an iterative estimation algorithm. We also propose the averaging
method for selecting the number of groups. In Section[3] we give the asymptotic properties
of the grouped GEE estimator. In Section we demonstrate the grouped GEE analysis
through simulation studies and an application to a real longitudinal dataset. We give some
discussions in Section[6] All the technical details and the proofs of the theorems, additional
numerical results, and data analyses are provided in the Supporting Information. R code
implementing the proposed method is available at Github repository (https://github.

com/sshonosuke/GGEE).

2 Grouped GEE Analysis

2.1 Grouped models for longitudinal data

For longitudinal data, let y;; be the response of interest and x;; be a p-dimensional vector of
covariate information of subject ¢ at time ¢, wherei=1,...,nand t =1,...,T;. For ease
of notation, we set T; = T for all i, representing a balanced data case, but the extension
to an unbalanced case is straightforward. We consider a generalized linear model for y;,
given by

F(yalwi; Bi, @) = exp [{yubi — al0i) + blyin)} /], (1)

T

where a(-) and b(-) are known functions, and 6;; = u(x,,3;) for a known monotone function

u(+). A commonly used link function is the canonical link function, that is, u(z) = x. Here
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3, is the regression parameter of interest that can be heterogeneous among subjects, and
¢ is a known scale parameter common to all subjects. Under the model , the first two
moments of y;; are given by m(z,;,3;) = a/(6;) and o%(x, 3;) = a”(0:1)¢, respectively. For
example, under binary response, it follows that a(x) = log{l + exp(z)}, leading to the
logistic model given by m(z;;3;) = {1 + exp(—=z,,8;)} *.

In the standard GEE analysis, the regression parameters are homogeneous, that is,
B; = B3, but we allow potential heterogeneity among the subjects. However, the number
of B, increases with the number of subjects, so 3, cannot be estimated with reasonable
accuracy as long as T is not large, which is the standard situation in longitudinal data
analysis. Hence, we consider a grouped structure for the subjects, that is, the n subjects
are divided into G groups, and subjects within the same group share the same regression
coefficients. Specifically, we introduce an unknown grouping variable g; € {1,...,G}
which determines the group that ith subject belongs to. Then, we define 8; = 8, under
which the unknown regression parameters are 3,...,35. Therefore, if G is not large
compared with n and 7', then 3,,...,8s can be accurately estimated. Moreover, due
to the grouping nature, the estimation results of g; give grouping of subjects in terms of
regression coefficients, so the estimation result is easily interpretable for users. We also
treat G as an unknown parameter, but we assume that G is known for a while. The

estimation will be discussed in Section 2.3

2.2 Estimation algorithm

Define y; = (yi1,...,yr)  as a T-dimensional response vector, X; = (x;1,...,x;7)! as a
T x p covariate matrix. We also define m(X;3,) = (m(mgﬁg), e m(acl.TT,Bg))T, Ai(B,) =
diag(o?(z}8,). ..., 0%(xrB,)), Ai(B,) = diag(v/(x}B,), ..., v (x/rB,)), where diag(a)
is a diagonal matrix with a vector a as the diagonal elements, and D;(8,) = Ai(B,)Ai(B,) X .
In what follows, we might abbreviate the explicit dependence on the parameters for no-

tational simplicity when there seems to be no confusion. We here introduce °

‘working”
correlation matrix R(a) to approximate the true underlying correlation matrix of y,,
which is assumed to be common across different subjects for simplicity. This assumption

can be easily extended to the heterogeneous correlation structures among different sub-

jects. The working correlation matrix can be chosen freely, where it might include the



nuisance unknown parameter «. Then, we define working covariance matrix V;(3) as
ViB) = Ail/2(5)1A%Ai1/2(,6) with R = R(&). If R is consistent to the true correlation
matrix R?, V;(8°) with the true parameter 3° is also consistent to the true covariance
matrix of y,.

Given the grouping parameter v = (g1,...,9n), We can estimate B, by performing
the standard GEE estimation [Liang and Zeger (1986) for each group, namely, solving the

following estimating equation:

i=1 (2)
s.t Si(ﬁg) = DiT(ﬁg)Vi_l(Bg){yz’ - m(XiIBg)}7

which is the GEE based on the subjects classified to the gth group. We can employ an
existing numerical algorithm for the standard GEE to obtain the solution of . On the
other hand, given 8 = (87 ,..., ﬁg)—r, it is quite reasonable to classify the subjects into
groups having the most suitable regression structures to explain the variation of y;. Thus,

we propose estimating the unknown -« based on the following minimization problem:

(0) = argmin. {y; ~m(X,B,)) Ry~ m(Xi8,). 3)

The objective function in can be seen as a kind of the Mahalanobis distance with
taking the working correlation structure into account. Such estimation strategy for the
grouping variable has not been paid attention to very much, but the use of the working
correlation in the grouping step is shown to be quite important to expand our theoretical
argument given in Section 3] Note that the above minimization problem can be carried
out separately for each subject; thus can be easily solved by simply evaluating all the
values of the objective function over g € {1,...,G}.

Regarding the estimation of the nuisance parameter « in the working correlation, we

suggest using a moment-based method. Given B and <, one can estimate a by solving



the following minimization problem:

a(B,~) = arg;nin HR(a) — %ZAZI/Q{% —m(XiBy, ) HY; — m(Xi/@gi)}TAi_l/ZHFa
=1
(4)

where || - || is the Frobenius norm. This method can be easily extended to the het-
erogeneous correlation structures among different groups. Let aq,...,ag be different

correlation parameters. Then, a4 can be estimated by minimizing

|Blag) =g 3" 109 = ) AT P Hys = m(XB, ) Hys — m(XiB, )} AT
=1

where ng is the number of subjects classified to the gth group.
The estimating equation and two optimization problems and define the
grouped GEE estimator of 3 and ~, and the estimator can be easily computed by the

following iterative algorithm:

Algorithm 1 (grouped GEE estimation).
Starting from some initial values B, ~O) and a9, we repeat the following procedure

until algorithm converges:
- Update v) to get vtV by solving (@ with B =B") and o = ")
- Update B to get BTV by solving @ with v = Y and a = 7).
- Update o) to get o™ by solving with B = ,B(TH) and v =+,

Since there might be multiple solutions for the grouped GEE estimator, the above
algorithm might be sensitive to the setting of initial values. A reasonable starting value
for a would induce an independent correlation matrix of R, for example, a = 0 in the
exchangeable working correlation. Regarding B and ~, we suggest two simple methods
to determine their initial values. First method is to apply the finite mixture models
with G components of the form: y;|(zy = k) ~ hk(yit;wiTt,Bk) and P(zy = k) = mg,
for k = 1,...,G, where hy is the distribution having mean m(m; ). Then, we set the
initial values of 3;, and g; to the estimates of 3;, and the maximizer of Zthl P.(ziy = k)

over k € {1,...,G}, respectively, where P,(z; = k) is the conditional probability that y;



belongs to the kth group. The second approach is separately fitting the regression model
with mean structure m(z,;3;) for each subject. Based on the estimates ,/B\Z of B;, we apply
the k-means clustering algorithm with G clusters to the n-points {Bl, cee Bn}, and set, the
initial values of 3, and g; to the center of the resulting clusters and clustering assignment,
respectively. Note that the second method is only applicable when T is sufficiently larger

than p to get stable estimates of 3,.

2.8 Selecting the number of groups

Since the number of groups is typically unknown in practice, we need to estimate it based
on appropriate criteria. One possible strategy is to adopt a criterion using quasi-likelihood
Wedderburn| (1974)) and to use a penalty term in view of Bayesian-type information crite-
rion in GEE analysis Wang and Qu| (2009). However, the theoretical asymptotic properties
of such approaches are not necessarily clear even under the standard GEE settings so that
the theoretical investigation would be more complicated under the grouping structure. In-
stead, we here adopt the cross-validation with averaging method (CVA) proposed in|[Wang
(2010), which is shown to have the selection consistency when the clusters are properly
separated into subgroups. The same strategy is adopted in [Zhang et al.| (2019) in the
context of quantile regression for panel data.

The CVA criterion is concerned with clustering instability under given G. For ¢ =
1,...,C, we randomly divide n subjects into three subsets: two training datasets with
sizes M and one testing set with size n — 2M, where the subject indices included in
the three subsets are denoted by Z{, Z§ and Z§, respectively, that is, |Zf| = |Z5| = M,
|Z§| =n—2M, Z; N Z, = 0 for h # A" and Up=1 2375 = {1,...,n}. We first apply the
proposed grouped GEE method to the two training datasets, which gives us the estimates
of regression coefficients and working correlation matrices. Then, we can compute the

optimal grouping assignment in the test data as

N . ~(h) () — ~(h) , c
gl(h) = ar%mlg{yi - m(X;8, R Yy, — m(X:B, )}, i€ Zs,
g=1,..

~(h ~(h
where ,6; ) and R( ) are estimates of regression coefficients and working correlation based

on the hth training data for h = 1,2. Based on the grouping assignment, grouping



instability can be quantified as

w@)= Y 1{1@" =3 +167 =3 =1}.
i,jE€ 28
since the summand of 5¢(G) takes the value 1 when the ith and jth subjects in the testing
set are classified into the same group if we use the estimators based on one training data,
but they are classified into the different groups if we use the estimators based on the other
training data, which implies that the grouping results are more unstable as 5°(G) is large.
By averaging the above values over ¢ = 1,...,C, we have 5(G) = C~! chzl $°(@), and we
select G as the minimizer of the criterion among some candidates of G. Finally, regarding
the choice of M, we set M = |n/3], so the three subsets have almost the same numbers

of subjects.

3 Asymptotic Properties

We here provide the asymptotic properties of the grouped GEE estimators, that is, the
grouping parameter < can be consistently estimated, and Bg admits both consistency and
asymptotic normality. Our asymptotic framework is that both n and T tend to infinity,
but we allow T' to grow considerably slower than n, as discussed later.

We first prepare some notations before assumptions. Let My(8,) = Cov(S4(8,)) =
S g = g}D] V'Si(B,)V; ' D; and Hy(B,) = —E[0S4(8,)/08,] = > iy H{gi =
g}DZ-TVi_lDi. We here denote the working correlation matrix as R(a,3,7y) to em-
phasize its dependence on «, 3 and <, and let ﬁ(ﬁ,’y) = R(a,3,7v). We also let
R(B,v) = R(a,B3,~) be a constant positive definite matrix, where @ is a nonrandom
constant to which & converges. We do not require R(3,7) to be the true correlation ma-
trix R?. Next, we denote Vi(B,) by replacing R(B,~) with R(3,7) in Vi(B,). Si(B,),
gg(ﬁg), Mg(,@g) and Hg(,@g) are defined similarly. To facilitate the Taylor expansion
of the estimating function of GEE, we denote the negative gradient function of S;(3,)
as 2:(8,) = —8Si(,89)/8,8;. 2i(B,) is defined as V;(8,). For g = 1,...,G, let ,82
be a true value of 8, and g? be a group variable which ith cluster actually belongs to.

Then, we also define the oracle score function for 8, under the true grouping assign-

*

ment as S5(8,) = Y1y 1{g) = 9}Si(B,). S,(8,), MZ(,BH) and ﬁ;(,ﬁg) are similarly



defined. As discussed in Xie and Yang (2003), to prove the existence and weak consis-
tency of the clustered GEE estimators, we need assumptions given later in Assumption
(A3), that is, for all g = 1,...,G, H,(B9)s or Amin(H ') = mini<g<c Amin(H,(8))
are divergent at a rate faster than 7 = supg, Amax({R(B,9)} ' R"). To make further
assumptions, we need to introduce some notations similar to those in |Wang (2011);
Xie and Yang (2003). We denote a local neighborhood of B° = (8Y",...,8%)T as
Bur = {8 = (B].....80)" : maxg—1__¢ |[{H,(BN}*(B, — BY)|| < Cr'/2}. Lastly,
we denote g;; = Aﬁl/z(ﬁgg){y% - m(w,;ﬁglq)} and €; = (€i1,...,e7) foralli=1,...,n
andt=1,...,T.

We here give some regularity assumptions, and the other technical assumptions are

given in Supporting Information Section S.1.

Assumption 1.

(A1) (i) For all g = 1,...,G, the unknown parameter By belongs to a compact subset
B € RP, the true parameter value [5’2 lies in the interior of B, (i) the covariates {xit, i =
1,...,n,t=1,...,T} are in a compact set X.

(A2) (i) For all g = 1,...,G, limy00(1/n) >0 1{¢) = g} = 7, > 0 and (ii) for all
9,9 =1,...,G such that g # ¢’ and ¢ > 0, minj<y4 y< Hﬁg — BB/H > c.

(A3) TA_L (H') — 0.

(A4) Foralli=1,...,nandt=1,...,T, E[a?t”/c] < M for some 0 < ( <1.

(A5) The eigenvalues of the true correlation matriz R° are bounded away from 0, and

the eigenvalues of R(B,~) are bounded away from 0 uniformly for any B and ~. All

off-diagonal elements of R® are uniformly bounded away from 1.

Assumption (A1) seems to be slightly strict. However, the compactness of the pa-
rameter space and the set of all possible covariates is required because in the proof of
the consistency of our grouped GEE estimators, we need to bound a”(0;) and w},(n;)
uniformly on the whole parameter space foralli=1,...,nand t=1,...,7T. Assumption
(A2) is typically imposed in the literature on the grouping approach in panel data models
(Bonhomme and Manresa, (2015))), which ensures that the G subgroups are well separated
so that the parameters (8,’s and « can be identifiable. Assumption (A3) is the same as

the condition (L*) in Xie and Yang (2003). Assumption (A4) is slightly stronger than the
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condition in Lemma 2 of Xie and Yang| (2003)) since we require the fourth moment of error
terms to be finite. Assumption (A5) is the same assumption imposed well in the literature
on GEE with large cluster sizes. Assumption (A5) is a much weaker assumption than
the one typically adopted in the existing literature on the grouped estimation | Bonhomme
and Manresa (2015)); |(Gu and Volgushev| (2019); Zhang et al.| (2019) in which {e;}s=1,. 7
is assumed to satisfy some strong mixing conditions with a faster-than-polynomial decay
rate. Such assumptions are quite unrealistic in longitudinal data analysis, so we do not
impose any restriction on the correlation strength of {5“},5:1,_,1, which is essentially re-
lated to the use of a kind of Mahalanobis distance for grouping assignment given in (3)).
Moreover, since we assume that true correlations are uniformly bounded away from 1, we
can estimate each 3; consistently by solving S;(3;) = 0 from Assumptions in Supporting
Information Section S.1, as argued in Xie and Yang| (2003).

We now give our main theorems. We first establish the existence and weak consistency

of the grouped GEE estimators and the classification consistency of the grouping variables.

Theorem 1. Suppose the Assumptions (A1)-(A5) and the Assumptions in Supporting
Information Section S.1 hold. For oll g =1,...,G, Sg(,Bg) = 0 has a root Bg such that
Bg — [32 in probability. Moreover, as n and T tend to infinity such that n/T" — 0 for
some v > 0, it holds that P(maxj<i<n |§Z(B) — g9 > 0) = o(1) + O(nT~°) for all § > 0

for @(,B) ’s are obtained by (@)

Since the second part of Theorem [I]holds for all § > 0, the probability of miss-clustering
vanishes if we take 0 larger than v in Assumption (A9) (iv) in Supporting Information
Section S.1.

We next establish the asymptotic normality of Bg for g = 1,...,G. The following
notations are similar to |Xie and Yang (2003)): ¢* = maxj<4<qg )\maX(MZ(,Bg)_IF;(BS))
and

* =7 — w1 ks do —
7" = max, max Aax(Ho(85)"* D] (B))V (85) Di(Bg) Hy(By) ™).

The following result is a direct consequence of Theorem 4 in |Xie and Yang| (2003) combined

with Lemma S.9 in Supporting Information Section S.1.
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Theorem 2. Suppose the Assumptions (A1)-(A5) and the Assumptions in Supporting
Information Section S.1 hold. Moreover, suppose that, for all g = 1,...,G, there exists
a constant ¢ such that (c*T)*Cy* — 0 as n — oo. Moreover, suppose the marginal
distribution of each observation has a density of the form from . Then, asn and T tend
to infinity such that n/T" — 0 for some v > 0, we have M;(BS)*lﬂﬁ;(Bg)(Bg — ,82) —

N(0,I,) in distribution.

From Theorem it can be easily shown that for all n, {ﬁ;(ﬁg)}*lﬁz(ﬁg){ﬁ; (,82)}*1
is minimized in the matrix sense when V; = X; for all . This implies that the group GEE
estimator becomes most efficient when we can specify the working correlation matrix cor-
rectly, and the corresponding asymptotic variance of E}g is given by lim, o[> i, 1{g) =
9}D/ = D"

Moreover, {H (,Bg)}*lMg (,Bg){Hg (,Bg)}*l can be used as the estimator of the asymp-
totic variance of ,@g. Since this estimator of the asymptotic variance of Bg involves M , (B g)
depending on the unknown covariance matrix s = Ei(ﬁa) for g; = g, following [Liang

and Zeger| (1986)), we suggest obtaining Mg(Bg) by

n

2 1(g: = 9)D] (B)V ;1 (B,){y; — m(XiB,) Hy: — m(X:B,)} V1 (B,)Di(3,) 6,23,
i= «

which is consistent to M;(ﬁg) as n — oo from Lemma 1 in Supporting Information Sec-
tion S.2. Similarly, we can show that H Q(Bg) is consistent to ﬁ;(ﬁg), which implies that
{Hg(Bg)}_lMg(Bg){Hg(,Bg)}_l converges to the asymptotic variance of Bg. Although
the variability in the estimation of grouping parameters can be ignored according to Theo-
rem [I]and [2] it can be considerable under finite sample sizes. As an alternative method, we
also suggest using clustered bootstrap (e.g. Field and Welsh, [2007). This approach gener-
ates the bootstrap sample y7, ...,y from the distribution placing probability 1/n on each
of yi = (yi1,...,yir). Letting B; be the estimator obtained from the bootstrap sample
vl, ..., Y, the asymptotic variance of Bg can be approximated by the sample variance of

replications of B;
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4 Simulation studies

We investigate the finite sample performance of the proposed grouped GEE method
through simulation studies. First, we consider the estimation and classification accu-
racy of the grouped GEE estimator. To this end, we generated two dimensional covariate
vector (1, x2;¢) form a two-dimensional normal distribution with mean 0, marginal vari-
ance 1 and correlation 0.4, for : = 1,...,nand t = 1,...,T. We considered the logistic
model for the marginal expectation of Yj;, namely, Y;; ~ Ber(m;;) and logit(m;;) = X iTtﬁgi,
where X = (1,213, 72i) ', ¢; € {1,...,G} and B, = (Bg0, Bg1, Bg2) " is a vector of un-
known regression coefficients. Here we set G' = 3 and 3; = (0,-2,0)7, By = (1,1,2)" and
Bs = (—1,1,-2)T. For the true grouping assignment, we set g; = 1 for i = 1,...,n/3,
go=2fori=n/3+1,...,2n/3 and g; = 3 for i = 2n/3 + 1,...,n. Based on the prob-
ability m;;, we generated (Yji1,...,Yir) from a correlated binary vector using R package
“bindata” with two scenarios of correlation matrix, exchangeable correlation matrix with
0.5 correlation parameter, and AR(1) correlation matrix with 0.7 correlation parameter.
We then applied the proposed grouped GEE method with G = 3 and four options of corre-
lation matrices, independent (ID), exchangeable correlation (EX), AR(1) correlation (AR),
and unstructured correlation (US) matrices, and unknown parameters in these correlation
matrices were also estimated. For comparison, we also applied the naive grouping (NG)
method that first separately fits the logistic regression to each subject to estimate subject-
specific regression coefficients, then group them via k-means clustering and re-estimate
group-wise regression coefficients.

We evaluated the performance of the estimation of 8, by using the squared error loss
defined as SEL, = Zizo(ﬁgk — Bgk)?, and assessed the classification accuracy via the
classification error given by CE =n~! 3" | 1(g; # ¢;). In Tables|l|and [2| we reported the
average values of SEL and CE using 5000 Monte Carlo replications, respectively, under
four combinations of (n,T).

From Table |1} we can see that the correct specification of working correlation matrices
induces the most efficient estimation of the regression coefficient. In contrast, using the
other working correlations that are not necessarily equal to the true correlation structures

can still provide a more efficient estimation than the independent working structure. We
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Table 1: Average values of squared error loss of the regression coefficients in three groups
based on the proposed grouped GEE method with independent (ID), exchangeable corre-
lation (EX), first-order autoregressive (AR), and unstructured (US) working correlation
matrices. The results of the naive grouping (NG) method using the subject-wise esti-
mation of regression coefficients are also given for comparison. The reported values are
averaged over 5000 Monte Carlo replications and are multiplied by 100.

true correlation: EX true correlation: AR

(n,T)  Group ID EX AR US NG ID EX AR US NG

1 88 7.8 9.0 87 129 79 74 72 7.3 10.2

(180, 10) 2 93 83 9.1 86 127 82 76 75 74 101
3 9.3 7.8 93 87 12.7 80 74 76 7.7 10.3

1 44 3.7 44 5.0 5.0 3.1 29 28 32 3.1

(180, 20) 2 43 3.8 43 51 4.9 3.1 29 28 32 3.2
3 43 38 44 53 5.0 3.1 30 28 33 3.0

1 6.5 52 6.2 56 103 58 5.0 5.0 47 74

(270,10) 2 6.4 54 6.1 5.6 10.1 57 49 48 50 7.5
3 6.8 52 63 55 104 57 48 4.8 48 7.5

1 29 25 28 3.0 34 21 19 18 20 2.1

(270, 20) 2 29 25 29 29 34 20 20 19 19 20
3 28 25 29 30 34 21 20 19 20 2.1

Table 2: Average values of classification error (%) of the grouping parameters in the
grouped GEE analysis with independent (ID), exchangeable correlation (EX), first-order
autoregressive (AR) and unstructured (US) working correlation matrices, averaged over
5000 Monte Carlo replications.

true correlation: EX true correlation: AR
(n,T) ID EX AR US ID EX AR US
(180, 10) 96 44 6.6 5.3 6.5 4.8 4.0 4.8
(180, 20) 43 15 23 1.8 1.9 16 12 1.5
(270,10) 85 4.3 6.0 4.9 6.1 4.6 4.0 44
(270, 20) 3.7 15 21 14 1.8 14 13 14
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also note that the US working correlation includes both EX and AR, although the num-
ber of unknown parameters is much larger than these structures. Hence, the estimation
performance under the moderate sample size such as (n,7") = (180, 10) is not very satis-
factory, but the performance improves as the sample size increases. Regarding NG, the
performance is comparable when 7' is not small (e.g., T'= 20), while the performance gets
worse as 1" decreases. This would be because the subject-wise fitting does not perform well
when T is not large, leading to poor grouping results. From Table [2] it is observed that
introducing working correlation structures in the classification step achieves a more
accurate classification than the common classification strategy using the standard sum
of squared residuals as adopted in existing literature when observations within the same
subject are correlated. Moreover, the results reveal that the correct specification of the
working correlation leads to the most accurate classification. In Supplementary Material,
we provide simulation results for 95% confidence intervals of 81, 82 and [3s.

We next investigate the performance of the CVA selection strategy given in Section [2.3
by adopting the same data generating process with an exchangeable correlation structure.
For the simulated dataset, we selected the number of components G using the CVA criteria
from the candidate G € {2,3,...,7}, noting that the true number of components is 3. We
employed four working correlations, ID, EX, AR and US, to carry out the grouped GEE
analysis for each G. Based on Monte Carlo replications, we obtained selection probabilities
of each GG, which are reported in Table[3] It is observed that the use of independent working
correlations under significant correlations within the same individual does not necessarily
provide satisfactory selection performance when the number of samples is limited. We
can also see that the selection probabilities of the true number of components based on
EX and US working correlations tend to be larger than those of using the AR working
correlation structure since the true correlation is EX. Moreover, when the sample sizes are
large, such as (n,T') = (270, 20), the adopted CVA strategy can select the true number of
components with a probability of almost 1, which would be compatible with the selection
consistency of the strategy.

Finally, we compare the proposed grouped GEE method with some existing methods
under situations where the subjects do not necessarily admit perfect grouping. To this

end, we considered the following underlying scenarios for the subject-specific regression
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Table 3: Selection probabilities (%) of the number of groups (G) obtained from the CVA
criteria in Section [2.3| with independent (ID), exchangeable (EX), first-order autoregressive
(AR) and unstructured (US) working correlation matrices, based on 200 Monte Carlo
replications.

working G
(n,T)  correlation 2 3 4 5 6 7
1D 0.5 61.0 80 10.0 3.5 17.0
EX 3.0 950 05 1.0 05 0.0
(180, 10) AR 30 780 50 7.5 25 4.0
US 0.0 8.5 20 25 1.0 5.0
1)) 0.0 940 3.0 1.0 05 1.5
EX 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(180,20) AR 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Us 00 935 55 00 00 1.0
ID 30 775 35 95 05 6.0
EX 20 980 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(270, 10) AR 20 970 00 05 00 0.5
US 0.5 985 0.5 00 05 0.0
1D 00 965 1.0 15 00 1.0
EX 05 995 00 00 00 0.0
(270,20) AR 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Us 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

coeflicients:

(S1) B; ~m8(0,—2,0) + md(1,1,2) + m38(—1,1,-2), 7 =7y =73 =
(S2) B;=(0,-2,0)1(g; = 1) + (1,1,2)1(g; = 2) + (—1,1,-2)1(g; = 3) + U([-0.5,0.5]*)

(83) By ~U([-0.2,0.2]), Bi1 ~U([-2,2]), Piz~U([0,2]),

where (a1, a2, az) denotes a Dirac distribution on (a1, ag, as), U(A) denotes the uniform
distribution on the region A, and g; is the grouping variable defined as g; = 1 for ¢ =
1,...,n/3,g2=2fori=n/3+1,...,2n/3 and ¢g; = 3 for i = 2n/3 4+ 1,...,n. Note that
scenario (S1) is quite similar to the one used in the previous simulation study. On the
other hand, in scenarios (S2) and (S3), the subjects do not admit complete classification
since the regression coefficients are different among subjects. We also note that in scenario
(S2), the subjects may admit approximate classification based on g;, but there seems to
be no trivial classification in scenario (S3) as the regression coefficients are completely

random. The binary response variable Yj; in the same way as the previous study with the
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exchangeable correlation structure with 0.5 correlation parameter. We generated a new
vector of covariates X; 741 from the same data generating process, and the target to be
estimated is the success probability of future observations, u; = logit™(X IT 4+18;). For
the simulated dataset, we applied the proposed grouped GEE (GGEE) method with the
estimated number of groups to estimate 3, by B@_. For comparison, we applied random
coefficient models (RC), growth mixture models (e.g. Ram and Grimm| 2009), denoted
by GMM, and pairwise penalization approaches (Zhu et al. [2021), denoted by PWL, to
estimate the subject-specific coefficient 3;, where the details of each method are provided
in the Supplementary Material. Then, pu; is estimated by X IT H[Ai’i. Furthermore, we
also applied the generalized linear mixed model tree (Fokkema et al. 2018; Hajjem et al.,
2017), denoted by GLMMT, to directly estimate u;, for which we used the R package
“glmertree” (Fokkema et al., 2018).

The performance of estimating u; is measured by the square root of mean squared
errors (RMSE), defined as {n=' 3" | (fi; — pi)?}'/2. The averaged values of RMSE based

on 1000 Monte Carlo replications are presented in Table

Table 4: Squared root of mean squared error (RMSE) of estimators of the success proba-
bility of future observations, averaged over 1000 Monte Carlo replications, for the proposed
method with two working correlation matrices (GGEE-EX and GGEE-US), and four com-
peting methods.

(S1) (S2) (S3)
Method T=10 T=20 T=10 T=20 T=10 T=20

CGEE-EX 12.6 6.3 15.0 9.5 29.0 23.8
CGEE-US 13.8 8.9 16.1 114 29.1 24.2
RC 22.3 21.3 22.5 21.6 24.2 24.3
LCM 13.7 10.2 15.8 12.7 24.5 24.1
MT 32.7 33.3 34.0 35.4 20.5 21.3
PWL 19.9 15.9 20.8 16.8 21.3 21.5

In scenario (S1), since the subject-specific regression coefficients can be perfectly
grouped, the proposed methods provide better estimation accuracy than the other meth-
ods except for LCM. Moreover, in scenario (S2), the subjects do not hold exact grouping
structures but can be approximately grouped, and the proposed method still works better
than the other methods except for LCM. On the other hand, the regression coefficients are

completely random in scenario (S3), and the results show that MT and PWL are appeal-
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ing. It should be noted that the difference between the grouped GEE and RC methods
are relatively comparable, which would indicate that the proposed grouped GEE method
can reasonably approximate the subject-specific random coeflicients by grouping subjects
having similar regression coefficients. Finally, comparing the two working correlations,
the EX correlation provides better performance than the US correlation since the EX is
the true underlying correlation structure within the same subject. In contrast, the US

correlation is quite comparable with EX.

5 Application to the health and retirement study

We apply the proposed method to the Health and Retirement Study (HRS) data, which
come from the study conducted by the University of Michigan. This longitudinal panel
study surveys adults over the age of 50 in the United States through detailed interviews
once every two years for each participant and provides information on their health and
economic circumstances. For more details, see Juster and Suzman| (1995). The main
goal of the study is to investigate the change in participants’ health conditions in the HRS
study over time and the relevant factors associated with their condition. We used the data
set from the HRS study, which can be obtained from an R Package “LMest”. The sample
includes n = 7074 individuals followed at T' = 8 approximately equally spaced occasions
without missing responses or dropouts. The response variable is the self-reported health
status (named SHLT), in which five categories of statuses: ‘poor’, ‘fair’, ‘good’, ‘very
good, ’excellent’, are recorded as an ordinal response variable from 1 to 5, noting that a
smaller value corresponds to a high level of health condition. We then dichotomized the
response by setting values of 1 or 2 to “healthy” (1) and the other values to “unhealthy”
(0). As auxiliary information, we adopted indicator variables of gender (1:male, 0:female),
indicators of black and others, respectively, indicators of two education levels, “some
college” (SC) and ”college and above” (CAA), and age which is measured in years for
each time occasion. We also included a quadratic term age and seven time effects for
t = 2,...,8. Among the individuals, it would be reasonable to assume that different
types of individuals exist, that is, some individuals are always healthy, whereas some

individuals are not, or their health condition changes during the term. Therefore, instead
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of focusing on population-averaged regression coefficients, we here focus on such potential
heterogeneity in the population to apply the proposed grouped GEE approach.

Let y;; be the binary response variable, and x;; be the vector of five covariates and
an intercept, for ¢ = 1,...,n(= 7074) and t = 1,...,T(= 8). We consider the mean
structure Elyg|eq] = m(x;8,,) with m(x) = exp(z)/{1 + exp(z)} and g; € {1,...,G}.
In this analysis, we use unstructured working correlation. We first selected the number
of groups, G, from candidates {2,3,...,10}, using the CVA value. The CVA value for
each GG is shown in Figure 1 in Supporting Information Section S.5.3, and the CVA value
is minimized at G = 8. Thus, we carried out the grouped GEE analysis with G = 8 in
what follows. The estimated regression coefficients and their standard errors in 8 groups
are shown in Table Bl

Table 5: Point estimates (PE) and standard errors (SE) of group-specific regression coef-
ficients, where the values of PE and SE are multiplied by 1000.

Group
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
group size 1478 1650 191 686 310 117 559 2083
Intercept PE -0.87  0.79 -7.64 2.87 4.33 7.02 -2.29  -0.02

SE 0.01 0.01 0.83 0.13 0.07 0.54 0.09 0.01

Gender PE 425 -1.50 1138.89 -11.86 195.25 -1455.80 34.66 2.33
SE 2.07 1.66 75.91 2753  10.40 75.20 29.57 1.54

Black PE 0.67 -0.28 -200.84 -1.34 37.33  -481.21 217  0.23
SE 0.27  0.26 17.67 3.08 1.93 30.07 1.87  0.15

Other PE -0.16  0.06 42.70 -0.10 0.54 -41.30 -1.64 -0.03
SE 0.04 0.01 4.10 0.30 0.02 2.25 1.10  0.02

SC PE 0.63 -0.81 -31.44 0.36 95.86 339.82 5.53  0.32
SE 0.36  0.69 50.64 0.82 3.76 45.74 5.07  0.22

CAA PE -1.78  1.40 84.76 6.20 -145.79 406.11 -11.38 -0.70
SE 0.65 0.83 25.22 9.68 7.17 47.82 799 045

Age PE -25.82 23.28 -370.78 85.88 126.41  317.68 -70.48 -0.75
SE 0.31 0.24 24.73 3.89 2.12 15.64 2.68 0.19

Age? PE 0.24  -0.20 6.40 -0.94 -1.89 -5.48 0.70  0.01
SE 0.01 0.00 0.43 0.06 0.03 0.27 0.04  0.00

It is observed that estimated regression coefficients in the eight groups are very different
from each other. To visualize the difference, we computed the estimated quadratic function
of the age effect in Figure [l which indicates that some groups have representative shapes

of the age effect.
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Figure 1: Estimates (solid line) and 95% point-wise confidence intervals (dotted line) of
group-wise quadratic effects of age (left) and group-wise probability being “unhealthy”
(right) in detected eight heterogeneous groups. This figure appears in color in the elec-
tronic version of this article, and any mention of color refers to that version.

For example, the probability of “health” of individuals classified in group 3 increases
according to their age, while the opposite tendency is confirmed in group 6. Although clear
differences among four groups (groups 1,2,7, and 8) are not observed from Figure |1, the
regression coefficients of other covariates reported in Table 5| are quite different. Moreover,
in each group, we computed average values of y;; for t = 1,...,T, where the results are
presented in the right panel in Figure|ll From the result, we can more directly understand
the characteristics of the eight groups. For example, individuals in groups 3 and 7 have a
low probability of being “healthy” at the earlier period, and the probability increases with
the period. On the other hand, the probability in groups 5 and 6 decreases according to the
period, but there is a difference in the shape of the decrease. Therefore, we can conclude
that the classical GEE analysis assuming homogeneity in the regression coefficients is not
an appropriate strategy for the dataset. In contrast, the proposed grouped GEE analysis

can successfully capture the potential heterogeneity among individuals.
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6 Concluding Remarks

This paper developed a new statistical approach to analyzing longitudinal data. The pro-
posed method called grouped GEE analysis carries out grouping subjects and estimating
the regression coefficients simultaneously to take account of potential heterogeneity. We
employed working correlations in estimation and grouping steps and provided a simple
iterative algorithm to obtain grouped GEE estimator. We also developed asymptotic
properties of the proposed method. The simulation studies and an application to the
health and retirement study suggest the usefulness of the proposed approach.

The proposed method has some useful extensions. First, we can introduce a penalty
term in the grouping step as considered in Sugasawa| (2021), which can make subjects
have similar characteristics or covariates tend to be classified to the same group. This
might make the estimation results more interpretable. Secondly, it would be possible
to extend the proposed grouped GEE method for incomplete longitudinal data. Since
the grouped GEE separately applies the standard GEE to each group, we can employ
existing methodology to handle missing data in the standard GEE method. Moreover,
when the dimension of the regression coefficients is large, it would be better to conduct
variable selection, which can be done by introducing a penalty function in the estimating
equation as considered in [Wang et al.| (2012). Finally, instead of using working correlation
matrices, it would be beneficial to consider quadratic inference functions|Qu et al.| (2000),
and develop the grouped GEE method with theoretical justifications. We leave the detailed

investigation of these issues for interesting future works.
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Supplementary Materials for “Grouped
Generalized Estimating Equations for
Longitudinal Data Analysis”

Tsubasa Ito and Shonosuke Sugasawa

S1 Additional assumptions

We give the following notations similar to those in Xie and Yang] (2003), which are needed
to provide assumptions assuring a sufficient conditions for the conditions (I*), (L*) and
(CC) in Xie and Yang (2003), under which the existence, weak consistency and asymptotic

normality of the GEE estimator hold:

—-1
T = sup )\max(R_l (B 7)), E=1 max x;{ﬁ;(ﬁg)}_lmit.

p— : ~max
B Amin(R (8,7)) 1<i<n, 1<t<T 1<g<G

In addition to the Assumption (A1)-(A5), we assume the following regularity assumptions

for the grouped GEE:

Assumption 2.

(A6) For alli =1,....,n and t = 1,...,T, a'(0;) is uniformly three times continuously
differentiable, a” (0;1) is uniformly bounded away from 0, and u(n;) is uniformly four times
continuously differentiable and u'(n;) is uniformly bounded away from 0.

(A7) For all i = 1,...,n, there exist positive constants, by, by and bs, such that by <

A

Amin (0T) 71300 X T X0) < Amax(0T) 700 X X)) < be and Aax(T7' X[ X5)
bs. For all i, there is q such that x;tq # xipq for some t # .

(A8) (i) 72¢ — 0 and (ii) vr& — 0 for v = (vVnT ATr/ minlgign,lgth{UQ(5132;52?)})'
(A9) (i) suppep, , maxi<k i<t [{R(e, B,7) = R(c, B 1) }nal = Oyt (H')7Y/?) for
any o and 7, (ii) for any v, supgep, , maxi<ki<r |{R(B,7) — R(B,7)}ki| = Op(n~/2 v
i (H)7Y/2) and maxy < <7 [{R(B°, %) — R(B°, ) }ra| = Op(n=1/2), and (iii) for any
a, B and v, whose only ith component differs from that of v, maxi<k <7 [{R(o, B,7) —

R(a, B,7%)} k| = Op(1/n). () for any B € B and all 6 > 0, maxlgklgﬂ{ﬁ(ﬁ,’y) —
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R(B,9")} | = 0p(T7%) for v € T, where T = {y = (g1, -, 9n) : n Ty H{gs # g7} =
0p(T~%) for all & > 0}.

Assumption (A6) requires that the marginal variance of y;; is uniformly larger than
0 for any 3 € B and ®;y € X for all i = 1,...,nand t = 1,...,T. The boundedness
of a®(0;) and u® (n) for B,’s in a local neighborhood around [32 is also required to
ensure the asymptotic properties of GEE estimators, which is satisfied from Assumptions
(A1). Assumption (A7) is also imposed well and ensures combined with Assumptions
(A2) (i) that Hy(8,), M4(B,) and so on are invertible when n or T is sufficiently large.
Assumption (A8) is the technical assumption similar to the assumptions in Lemma A.2
(ii), and A.3 (ii) of Xie and Yang| (2003]), which ensure the sufficient conditions for the
conditions (I*) and (CC) in Xie and Yang (2003). The idea behind Assumption (A9) is
similar to that of the condition (A4) in|Wang (2011)), that is, it is essential to approximate
Sy4(8,) by EZ(,BQ) whose moments are easier to evaluate. For this, Assumption (A9)
(i) and (ii) say that the estimated working correlation matrix can be approximated by
R(B°,7) in a local neighborhood of ,Bg’s and &. Assumption (A9) (iii) says that each
cluster is linearly additive for estimating the working correlation matrix. Then, this is an
intuitively reasonable assumption that most of the working correlation matrix estimators
satisfy. Assumption (A9) (iv) says that the estimated working correlation matrix can
be approximated by R(3,~°) if groups are consistently classified to their true groups
on average. In Section we provide the accuracy of these approximations under the
unstructured working correlation matrix.

We use the following notations. The notation a,r < b, means that a,r < Cb,p for
all n and T, for some constant C that does not depends on n and 7T'. For a column vector a,
we use @' to denote the transpose of a and ||a|| to denote the Euclidean norm of a. For a
matrix A, { A} denotes the (k,l)-element of A, Apin(A) (Amax(A)) denotes the smallest
(largest) eigenvalue of A, A" denotes the transpose of A and ||A||p = {tr(AT A)}'/? is

the Frobenius norm of A. We use the notation a V b = max(a, b) and a A b = min(a, b).

S2 Proof of Theorem 1

First of all, we need to show the next lemma.
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Lemma S1. Suppose the Assumptions (A1)-(A9). If n/T" — O for some v > 0, it holds

that for all 6 > 0,

n

sup S 1GHB) # 60} = 0p(T77),

ﬁEBnT i=1
where g;(B) is obtained by (2.3) in the main text.

Proof. For any =, 7, is obtained by replacing only its ith element with g? , that is v,9 =
(91,--+,Gi-1,90, Gi+1,---,9n). Note that, from the definition of g;(8), we have, for all

g=1,...,G,

1{5:(8) = g} <1{{y; — m(X:B,)} TR (8,9){y; - m(X:8,)}
< {y; —m(XBp) TR (B,vio)ly; — m(XiBy)} ).

Then, we can write

G n n

G
*Zl{gz ) £ 90} = Zizl{gz#g}l{gz = SZ% Zig(B,),

=1

where

Zig(By) =14g? # g1 {{y, - m(X:B,)} TR (B, ){y, — m(Xi,)}
< {y; — m(XiBp) R (B,vi0){y; — m(XiBy)}}-

Similar to the proof of Lemma B.4 in Bonhomme and Manresa (2015)), we start by bound-

ing Zig(ﬁg) on B € B,r by a quantity that does not depend on 3. Denote

Wig(B) ={y; — m(XiB,)} TR (B,7){y; — m(XiB,)}
—{y; - m(Xzﬂgg»Tff (B, vi0){ys — m(XiBy)},

then we have

Ziy(ﬁg) = 1{9? # 9}1{Wi9(ﬁ) <0} < 1{910 # 9}1{Wi9(50) < ing(ﬁo) - Wzg(ﬁ)‘}
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We have

[Wig(8°) = Wig(B)] <|{y; = m(XiB)} TR (8% vio) i — m(Xi8%)}
~ {yi = m(XiB) TR (B.vio) lyi — m(XiBp)}|
+ |{y = m(XiBY TR (8 ) {y; — m(X.8))
—{y; ~mXBY R (B {y; —m(XiB,)}

=K.)(8)+ K (8).
We can write

KD (8) <y — m(XiB)Y (R (8% 7i0) — R (8, 7:0) Hys — m(X:8%)}]
+2/{m(X i) — m(XiByp)} R (B,vi0){y: — m(X:8%)}
+{m(XiByp) - m(Xiﬁgg)}Tﬁ_l(ﬁ, Yo {m(XiB) —m(XiBy)}

3
EZIJ
j=1
Since Ait(B,) < oo for all i = 1,...,n and ¢t = 1,...,T, for I;, we can write From

Assumption (A1) , (A5) and (A9) (i), there is a constant C, independent of n and T" such

that

—_

>a)

Jj=1

sup Iy = C1CT)__ 1/2 1/2<

min
BEBnT

For I, from Taylor expansion, for B;Q between ,820 and B, we have
m(XiBg) —m(XiBy) = ¢Ai(Bj) Ai(By0) Xi(Bgo — Byo)- (S1)
Since maxi<;<y Maxi<i<T u’(w;ﬁ’g) < oo from Assumptions (Al) and (A6), we have

I IR (8% 7vi0) (m(Xi8%) — m(XiB,)}| - [l
max( B (8% 7:0){(B% — B,0) X Ai(Bg) AZ(B10) Ai(Bp) X s(B — Byo) 177! lei

~—1
Shmaxc(B (8% 7i0) Al (X X3)[1Bgo — Bl (e €0)'/2.
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Then, from Assumptions (A5), (A7) there is a constant Cy, independent of n and 7" such
that

WE

1
min

sup I < CQCT)\_l/?(H*)Tl/Q(—
BEB,r T4

5\ 1/2
€5 .
1

As is the case with Is, there is a constant C3, independent of n and T such that supgeg,,; I3 <

min

C3C?TA_L (H")7. For KZ-(;) (B), we can write

K2 (8) <|{y; - m(X:iBY} (R (8°7) — R ' (B.4)Hy: — m(X:60))]
+2H{m(X 8% —m(X:B,)} R (B, v){y: — m(X:BD}

+{m(X,B82) —m(X,8,)} TR (B,9){m(X:82) — m(X.8,)}.

—-1/2

min

From the similar argument for KZ-(gl)(B), we can bound K2 (B) by C4(CTA

9 (ﬁ*)Tl/Q_‘_

2T}

min

H)7) for some Cy > 0. Next, we will bound W, B°,~) from below. It can be
g

written as

Wig(8%, %) ={w: — m(XiB%)} {R (8% ) — R (8% vi0)Hy, — m(X:8%)}
+ {m(XiBl) — m(XiB)} TR (8%, ) {m(Xi8%) — m(X:80)}

+2{m(XiB) — m(X:BNYT R (8°,9){y, — m(XiB%)}

3
> ;.
j=1

From Assumption (Al) , (A5) and (A9) (iii),, there is a constant Cjy, independent of C'
and T, such that J; > —C5(T/n)(3.1_, €%/T). For Ja, we have

Jo ={m(XiBY) — m(XB))} TR (8% v){m(X8Y) - m(X:65)}
+ {m(XiB) — m(X:BY (R (8%, 7) ~ B (8% ) Hm(X 8L — m(X.8))}

=Jo1 + Joo.
For Js1, by using , we have for ,8;2, between BSQ and ,82,
* x \p 1 * *
Jo1 = (,329 - B0 X[]Ai(B;)Ai(B;, )R (50,’Y)Ai(ﬁgi)Ai(/@gi)Xi(ﬁgg — B9).
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From Assumption (A7), Jy; is at least of order Op(T"). Then, from Assumption (A2) (ii)
there is a constant Cf, independent of C' and T', such that Jo; > CgT. From Assumptions
(A5) and (A9) (ii), it can be shown that Ja2 is dominated by Ja;, then there is a constant
Cs, independent of C' and T, such that J, > CsT. Denote &; = (R%)~'/2¢;. For Js, we

have

J3 ZQ{m(XiﬂS?) — m(XiIB(g))}Tﬁ_l(ﬁ();V)A;/Q(ﬁgg)(RU)l/Zgi
+2{m(Xi8%) — m(X:iB} (R (8% ) — R (8°9) Hy: — m(Xi6%)}

=J31 + J32.

From Assumption (A9) (i), Jsz is dominated by J3;. Let UAU " be the eigendecomposi-
tion of E_l/Z(ﬁO,'y)AZ-l/Z(ﬁgQ)(RO)I/Q, where A = diag(A1,..., A7) for \y >,...,A\pis a
diagonal matrix formed from the eigenvalues and U is the corresponding eigenvectors of
—1/2

R (,@0,’7)A;/2(,829)(R0)1/2. Then we can write

Js ={m"(XifBp) — m*(XiBy)} A& (1 + 0y(1))

T
=C 3" Mm@ Bl) — m (@, B9))E (1 + 0p(1)),
t=1

for m*(X;8,) = UE_I/Q(,BO,'y)m(Xi,Bg) and €; = Ug;. Combined with the above

results, we thus obtain

sup Zig(B,)
IBEBHT

<1{g} # g}
1 C T /1 £l 2 CT C d A x/ T 20 x0T 20\ =% 1 1
{_ 55(?2%) +CeT +Cr > Mfm (@3t Bg0) —m* (234 By) 1€ (1 + 0p(1))

t=1 t=1

N

T
<O CTAH 1/2( Z %) + CoCTALL P (H ) 1/2(% ZE%)I/Q

=1 t=1

+ CyCTALL (H )7 + Co(CTAL P (H )72 4 CPTALL (H )7 |

min

Since the right-hand side of the above inequality does not depend on 3, for g =1,...,G,
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we can denote it as Z;4. As a result, we have

sup%21{9,< B) £l <— ZZZW

BeBnr ' Ty zlgl

Using standard probability algebra, we have for all g and M in Assumption (A4) and for

any 0 <c <1,

T T
1/1 9 1 % T 20 s (T g0\ =%
P(=Cop (7 ek) + Ot O nm @) = (@ LB)IZ +001)

t=1

< cron- V22 (L =, 1212 1 1/2
SCiICA " (H )T <TZE)+C2C)\ ( Zst)

t=1 T t=1
F OO ()7 4 CH{ONM )72 4 0L (7))
T
1 _ 1 1/2 5%y —
SP Al Zgzzt > nl ‘M +P( = Zezzt > Amin(H )T 1/2M
(72 )+ (72 )
1 T
+ P(T > el > /\min(H*)flM)

T
(50> Mm@ 8) — m (@ B)E (1 + 0,(1)

< Csn M — Cg + C1LCM + CoCVM

+ 0302)\

mm( min

H')7 4 Co( OOl (H)r 2 4 COSL(H 7)),

From Markov’s inequality, we have for any § > 0,

»

Since E[T'3.1 €3] = 1 and Var(T—' Y.L | £2) < oo from Assumption (A4), we have

zT:&Qt > nl_cM> < eXp(—nl_CM) [exp(1 ist)}.

t=1 t=1

’ﬂ\H

T-1 Zthl 2 = Op(1). Then, we have P(T 1 Zle g2 >nl=cM) = op(T_5) for any § > 0.
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Similarly, we have

For the last probability,

T
]' * * K
P50 Yo Mm@} BY) — m* (@} B3)}25(1 + 0,(1))
t=1
< COsn °M — Cg+C1CM + CoCVM

min min min

+ O3CPATL ()7 + Cu(CN Y2 )72 + 020 (ﬁ*)T)),

the right-hand side of the inequality in the probability, the first and the last two terms
are dominated by other terms as n,T" — oco. Then, by taking a sufficiently small C, for

n > 0, the probability can be bounded above by

T
P(|Cr 3o ndm* @l 8Y) — m* (@ 80)}8| = Tn).

t=1
Moreover, it is noted that m* (:1:;&62?) — m*(a:iTt,B(g]) = Op(1) for all 7 and ¢, and A;’s can be
bounded by the eigenvalues of R (8°,~4)(R")Y/2 multiplied by a constant. Then, the
left-hand side of the inequality is a linear combination of €7,, and its expectation is 0, and
the order of its variance is at most O(T + 7). Since €}, for t = 1,...,T are uncorrelated,
we can use Theorem 6.2 in Rio (2000)), in which the second term of the right-hand side of
the equation (6.5) vanishes in this case due to the uncorrelatedness of £;;’s. Thus, by using
the consequence of Theorem 6.2 in [Rio (2000)) for A = Tn/4, r = TY2 and 52 =T+, the
probability above is bounded above by 4{1 +T2772/(16T1/2(T+7’)))}_T1/2/2 = o(T~°) for

any 0 > 0. This ends the proof. O
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Similar to Wang (2011), in order to prove the consistency it is essential to approximate
S4(By), Hy(B,) and so on by g;(ﬁg) and H;(,@Q) whose moments are easier to evaluate.
The following lemmas [52] - [S8] establish the accuracy of these approximations, which play

important roles in deriving the asymptotic normality.

Lemma S2. Suppose the Assumptions (A1)-(A9). If n/T" — 0 for some v > 0, it holds

that, for allg=1,...,G and all § > 0,

sup |[{H(B)}2(84(8,) — S5(B)}| = Op(Api > (H)nT)op(T7°),
BeB,,yED

sup ||[{H,(85)}/2{84(8,) — 5, (B)}H| = Op (it (H )nT)op (T70).
BeB,,yeD

Proof. We will show the second part of the lemma. Form Assumption (A9) (ii), the first
part of the lemma can be shown similarly by replacing R(3,~) and R(3,~°) with IA%(B, )

and R(B, ~Y) respectively. It can be written as

Sq(8,) — S,(8,)
=" 1{g: = g} XT Ai(B,) AP (B R™ (B, 1) AT (B ) y: — m(XiB,)}
=1

S 1 = g} XT Ai(B,) AV (B,) R (B.AY) A (B )y — m(XiB,))
=1

=" 1{g? = g} X[ Ai(B,) AP (B R (B,7) — B (B4} A; (B {y: — m(XiB,)}

i=1

+3 (g = g} — Hg? = ) X] Ai(B)A*(B)R (B, ) A, (B,)ly; — m(XiB,)}
=1

)

=0 + 5.

For I, we have

T
L=Y Y {RBY) R (BA) unAl (B AL (B i, — m(a],By) @i,

irgd=gt1,t2=1

T T
=S SHRTBAY)-RBA 0w

t1=1t2=1

< |3 AL B AL P BIAL Bz + m(w, 8)) — mi@],B,)}win, |

irg)=g
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It is noted that we have

[H Z Azlt/12 ;21/2(169) zlt/f(:@g)ﬂtzwim 2] S Z wg;lxitl :O(n)v

irgd=g iig)=g

and

2
sup Z AY2(B,) AL (B,) Im(@],BY) — m(z],B,) @i,
BGBnT
192—9
2
< sup > ||4iA(8,)45) 2 (B (e, B, Y )2, (85 — By,
BEBnT’ing:g
< sup Z BO Bg)mZtQ @tQ(/BO ﬂg)wztlmltl
BeBnTZg =g

:O (nAmlIl( *)T)'

It is noted that maxlSk,lST\{ﬁ_l(ﬂ,'yo) - IA%_I(B,’)/)}M] = 0,(T7°%) for v € T from
Assumption (A9) (iv). Then, we have supgep . [[11]| = 0,(n'?T?)0,(T~°). For I, we

have from the triangle inequality

1

115]1% < Z 1{g; # ¢0} Z 1X7 A:(8,)A(B,)R ™ (B,7)A; (B, {y; — m(X:B,) I

Since we have

1X7 A(B,) A (B,)R (8,7 A, *(8,){y; — m(X:B,)}I*

SAmax(XZTXZ)Hyz - m(XZﬂg)”2 = OP(T2)7

we have sup,cr || 2| = Op(nT)o,(T~?), which ends the proof. O

Lemma S3. Suppose the Assumptions (A1)-(A9). It holds that, for allg=1,...,G,

sup |[[{H, (85)}/*{Sy(8,) = Sy(B)H| = Op(Ail*(H)T?).

EnT

Proof. From Lemma it is enough to show that

{H (B9} 2(85(85) — Sy(BDYI| = Op(Nsl” (H)T?).
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The proof is almost the same as that of Lemma 3.1 in Wang (2011)). Let Q = {q;, j, }1<j1,jo<T
~_1 —_
denote the matrix R (3,7°) — R 1(,6,70). Then,

*

S;(ﬁg) - §g(lag)

n T T
33 SHRT(BAY) - BB A A B ALY (B i, — m(wg,8,) @i,

i=1 t1=1ta=1

T T
= Z Z {R_l(lgv 70) - R_l(lgv 70)}t1,t2
t1=1ta=1
[Z AL2B)AL BLALBY i, + m(wi, 89) — m(w ], B) ke, |
Note that

1/2 —1 2 1 2
|:H ZAZt/l th/ (169) lt/2 (180 gltgwltl

] sztlxztl = O(n),

and

2
sup ZAJ/f VAL 2(8,) {m(x],8)) — m(z],B8,)
/BGBnT i=1

_ . N 2
= sup 0[[A208,) 458, (] B,1 ), 8~ B,
BeBnT,L 1
S Sup Z 60 w1t2w;2(62_ﬁg)w;glwitl
IBGBnT z_

=C?)\_L (H")10,(n).

min

Similar to the proof of Lemma we have maxlSk’lgT{ﬁil(,B,*yo) — E_l(ﬁ,yo)}kl =
O,(n~1/?) from Assumption (A9) (ii). Then, we have supgeg, ;. [155(8y) — ?;(ﬁg)ﬂ =

O,(T?), which proves the lemma. O

The following Lemma is from Remark 1 in |Xie and Yang) (2003]).

Lemma S4. It holds that, for alli =1,...,n,
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for Bi(8,) = B.(8,) + BY (8,) and E,(B,) = £ (8,) + £(8,), where

Bl(8,) = X[ dinsg[R ' A;(8,) (m(X8%) — m(X:8,))1G (8,) X
BY(B,) = X] 84(8,)A1*(8,) R dinglm(X8%) — m(X:8,)G(8,) X,

(8, = X[ diag[R ™' A7 %(8,) A} (8))ei)G 1 (8,) X
and
E7(8,) = X] (B, A (B, R diaglA]*(80)e ]G (8,) X..
Here, GY(8,) = diag(q'y (B,), .., d'(B,), for £ = 1,2, where
0 (B,) = 0" (0u) 2w/ (). 4} (B,) = [a"(0:)] V2,

and

1 a(3)(0it) 1 a()( t)

/1] _ m” (nit) /2] _
qi}, (5g)——§W{ m’ (i)} + W’ di (Bg,) = 2 (et)]g,/Q m' (1)

Lemma S5. Suppose the Assumptions (A1)-(A9). It holds that, for any A € RP and

g=1,...,G,

sup sup [NT[Z5(8,) — Zy(By) A = Op({ At (H )72 v 0=/ 12),
BeB,T ||A||=1

Proof. By Lemma it is sufficient to prove the following three results:

sup  sup [AT[HE(B,) — Ho(By)IAl = Op({An 2 (H)7'/2 v n =12} T2n),
BEBLT ||A||=1
sup  sup |AT[BL(B,) — Bo(By)IAl = Op({rni > (H )72 vn =12 1),
BeBLT ||Al|=1
and
sup  sup [N [Ex(By) — En(B A = Op({ At >(E )72 v n 2} T%n).
BEBLT ||A||=1
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We have

ATIH(8,) — Hy(BIN =| Y- ATXTA«(B) A (B)R™ (8. 1){R(B,7) - R(B,)

T BAB)ABY)
<IIR(B.7) —R(ﬁ,vmmm( > x!x).

iig)=g

which implies that supges , sup|a—1 1A [Hi(8,) — H,(B)A = Op({Ant*(H /2 v

n~1/2}T%n) from Assumptions (A2) (i), (A7) and (A9) (ii). Next, we will verify

sup sup [AT[BI(8,) — BI(B,)]A] = O, (02 (H )72 v n=1/2) 1),
BeBLT ||Al|=1

and
sup sup [AT[BE*(8,) — B (B,)A| = Op({Ai2(H )72 v n =2y 1),
BEByT [|Al|=1

We have from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

IAT[BI*(8,) - BL (8,12

| > ATxTdingl{R(8,7) - R (8.9)}4;*(8,)

i:g)=g

x {m(X:89) — m(X:B8,)}1G(B,) XA

= > ATxT 6B, diag X AR (8,7) - B (8,714, V(8,)
i:g?:k

X {m(X:B2) — m(X:8,)}
< 3 |ldiag[X NG (B,) XA
iig)=g
< |{R " (B,7) - B (B, 1)}A; (B, (m(XiB)) — m(XiB,)} I

We have

AT X! G (B,)diag? [ X AIG (8,) XA < max |wlt)\\ max ¢4 (8,) Amax(X] X5),

1<t<T
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and, by using , we have for ﬁ; between BS and B,,

{(m(XiB9) —m(Xi8,)} AT (BYR T (B.4) ~ R (B,7))?
x A7V2(8,){m(XiB5) — m(XiB,)}

=(8)— B,) X! AB) A:«(B) A (BB (BAR By - R (8,7)
x R (B,7)12A;*(8,) Ai(B)) A8, X:(65 — B,)

SIRB,7) = R(B ) [ Amax (X X i)\t (H)I{H,(BY)} (8, — BYI.

Then, from Assumptions (A7) and (A9) (ii), we have

* —[1]|*
sup sup |AT[BI(8,) — BV (BN
BrEBnt ||A]|=1

=nO,(TY?)0,({TA (@ )72 v Tn /210, (TV2) A2 (H)7'/?

min min

=0, (Al 2(H 2 v V2 T2 (H )2,

min min

) % —[1]*
which proves supgep, .. Sup)||=1 |AT[B£71] (Bg) — B[ |

S (BNl = Op(INPH)TV2 v

min

n~1/2}T?n) since AL

min (ﬁ*)T — 0. Moreover, we have from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

IAT[BE(8,) — B (8,)Al

= > ATXTAB)AAB )R (B) - R B

iig)=g

x diaglm(X8)) — m(XiB8,)|GI (B,) X A

| S ATXT A8, A8, (R (8. - R (BA)CRS,)

iig)=g

X diag[Xi)\}{m(Xiﬁg) - m(Xzﬁg)}’

< Y ||diag[X NG (B,){R(B.7) — R(B,7)} A (B,)Ai(B,) XAl

iig)=g

x [[m(X8y) — m(XiB,)||-
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We have

ATX] A(B,) A (B)R T (B,) - R (B,)1GP(8,)diag? [ X AIGP (8,)
< {R(B,7) - R '(B,7)}A%(8,)Ai(8,) XA

< 2 /2] 2|t _Rr! 2 Tx,
S e [z Al” max 105 (By)PIR - (8,7) = B (8, %) [P Amax (X X),

and for ﬂ; between 3, and ﬁg, we have

Im(X:89) — m(X:B,)|1> =(8Y — B,) " X[ Ai(B;) A (B])A:(B;) X (8] — B,)

Smax (X X o)A, (HD)|{H ,(89)} (B, = BY-
Then, from Assumption (A7) and (A9) (ii) we have

sup sup |AT[B2#(8,) — B (8,)Al
BeBLT ||A]|=1

—n0,({TALL2(E )72 v Tn= 210, (T2) 0, (T2 A 2 () e /2

=0,({\ 1/2( ) 1/2\/n_l/Q}TQn))\_I/Q(H*)Tl/Q,

min max

. * 2]
which proves supses, , supjx—1 AT (B (8,) — By (B)IAl = O,({\i*(H )72 v
n=Y23T2n) since A1 (H )T — 0. Lastly, we will verify
% —|1]* —
sup sup AT (B,) — EM(B)IA| = Op(IAnl 2(H )72 v =/} ),
BEByT ||Al|=1
and
* —|[2]* — _
sup sup [AT[ER(B,) — EX (BN = Op({Ant*(H w2 v n /2y T2n),
BEBuT |IA]|=1
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We have from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

ATIEN(B)) — &, (B
=| > ATxTGM(8,)diag X AR (B.7) - B (B.4)14; 2(8,)A)* (B)e:

i:g)=g

< 3 I (8,)diag X N XAll - [{R ' (B.7) — R ' (B.4)}A4; 2 (B,) A (B)eill
i:g0=g

S > ma {2 A ALL(XT XOIIR(8,7) = R(8,7)llrle:ll
ixgd=g

Then, from Assumption (A7) and (A9) (ii) we have we have

sup sup [AT[EL(8,) — €
BeB, T [IAl|=1

(Br)IA]

=n0,(TY?)0,({T A1 ()7 /2 v Tn=Y21)0,(T"?)

min

=0p({Ait” (H )72 v n=1/2)1%n),

min

which proves supgeg, ;. SUD||x||=1 AT [8[ ]*(,Bg) 1]*(69)])\| ({)\;ulf( H7r'/2yn=1/2yT2n).
Moreover, we have from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
ATEER(8,) — €, (B
= 3 ATXTAB)APBHR T (B.y) — R (8.4 }iaglA! (B G (8,) XA
gy =g
e — 1/2
<(X IHEB) -R B (B,)A(B)XANP)
i:g?=g
/
(3 IldinglA 28l B, X AP)
i:g)=g
SIRB.7) = R(B.A) e max {14 (B)el s (D X7 X).

i:g)=g
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Then, from Assumption (A7) and (A9) (ii) we have

sup sup [AT[EP(B,) — EX(B,)A
BeB,T [IAl|=1

=0,({TAi 2 (H )72 v Tn=Y/?}) 0, (nT)

min

=0, ({\2E 2 v 02T ),

min

2]*

(B)IAl = Op(IAi 2 (H )7V /2vn =12} T20).
Il

which proves supgeg, . SUp||ajj=1 IAT[E g5 (By)—€

The following three lemmas are from Lemma A.1. (ii), Lemma A.2. (ii), Lemma A.3.
(ii) in Xie and Yang (2003)), respectively. These three lemmas are hold under the assump-

tion (AH) in [Xie and Yang (2003, which is satisfied in our problem from Assumptions
(A1).

Lemma S6. Suppose Assumption (A1) and (A8) (i) hold. It holds that, for any X € RP
and g=1,...,G,

sup sup |AT{H(B9)} V2 H (B, {H (8} °A = 1] = 0,(1).
BB, |IAl|=1

Lemma S7. Suppose Assumptions (A1) and (A8) (i) hold. It holds that, for any A € RP
and g=1,...,G,

sup sup |NT{H,(89)} "/ *B,(B){H, (B} *Al = 0p(1).
BEB,T ||Al|=1

Lemma S8. Suppose Assumptions (A1) and (A8) (ii) hold. It holds that, for any A € RP
andg=1,...,G,

sup  sup [AT{H(8))} 7€ (B) {H ,(B9)} /2A| = 0p(1).
B,EBur |IN][=1

The proof is based on that of Theorem 3.6 in [Wang (2011)). We will verify the following

condition: for any € > 0, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that for all n and T sufficiently
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large,

Pl o Ba = B S0l605) <0) 21—

where B,y = {8 : maxg_1,.c|[{H,(B)} (B, — By)ll = C7'/?} and T = {y =
915y gn) s n7 I3 1{gi # 0} = 0,(T7%) forall § > 0}. This is a sufficient con-
dition to ensure the existence of a sequence of roots Bg of the equation Sg(,@g) =0
for ¢ = 1,...,G such that B € B,r for v € I'. This is because from Assumption

(A5) and (A7), we can estimate each 3; consistently by solving S;(3;) = 0, and then,

P(y ¢ T') = 0p(1) from Lemma [S1]

From Taylor expansion, we can write

n

(By — B S4(By) =(By — BY) " Sy(By) — (B, — B D Uai = 9}2:(8;,)(By, — By)

i=1

=l + I,
where B lies between B, and 8% for i = 1,...,n. Next, we write
i gi g
I = (B, — By) " 5,(89) + (B, — BY) " {S4(8)) — 84(BY)} = In1 + Lo,

For / =1,...,p, denote ey € RP with fth element equal to 1 and the others equal to 0.

Then, we have

El{e/ {H (85} /28,(89)}?]
—e/ {H, (B0} 2 1{g? = g} XT A:(B) A (BOR ™ (B°~+")R°R ™ (8°,7°)
=1
x A2 (B0 A(BY) X T, (89)) e

ax(R'R ™ (8°,7°)):
Thus, we can bound |I11| by

sup [In| < [[{H,(B)}/*(8, — Byl - I{H,(89)} /S, (By)l| < C.

/GEBnT
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From the Lemma [S2] and we have

sup | 11a] <[[{H,(89)}'%(8, — Byl - I{H (8} /*{S4(Bg) — Sy(BH}|

€bnr

<71 20,(A 1 (HT?).

min

Since 7 1/2\"1/2

min

(H")T? — 0 from Assumption (A3), supgeg, . [112| = op(7). Hence, we

have supgeg, .. [11] < C7. In what follows, we will evaluate 5. It can be written as

n

IL=—(B,- 8" g =g}2:8;)(8, — B5)
=1
— By = BN g = gH{2:(B;,) — 2:(8;,)} (B, — BY)
=1

=191 + I9o.

For g? =g = ¢, ﬂ;i lies between B, and ﬂg, and then we write ,6;_ = ,8; for such 1.

Hence, we can write

In=— (B8, B 7,88, — B)

— (B, = BN (Mg = g} - L{g! = 91)Z:(8;,)(By, — BY)

i=1

=Io11 + I212.

For I»11, we write

Iy =— (8, — B TH,(8)) (B, — B2 — (B, — B {Z,(8%) — H,(B:)}B, — B°)

=Is111 + I2112.
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For Is111, we can write

I =~ (B, — By) " H ,(89)(8, — By)
— (B, — BT (L (B [{H,(80)) ™ H (8 (L, (8)) ™ ~ 1,
x {H,(B9)}'*(8, — BY)

=Ir1111 + I21112-

For B € B,r, we have I1111 = —C?7. Moreover, for g0 = g; = g, ;_ = ,6; is contained in

a local neighborhood of ,62. Then, for I51112, we have from Lemma

ozl < sup o { P ([(FL30)} 2 H, (35) (H, (80)) 2~ 1, )

s ([{F (801 H (8, (H,(89)) /2~ 1,] )|}
< {8128, — B
=o(1)C?,

which is dominated by I»1111. Hence, for 8 € B,r we have Io;11 = —C?7. Next, we verify

I5112. For g? = g; = g, we have from Lemma and

L112| =|(8, — BY) T{B,(8) + E,(B2)} (B, — BY)]

< sup {Amax({H,(89)}/*B,(By){H,(B)} /)

ﬁeBnT
+ Amax({H (8Y)} /7€, (85) {H (8} /) YI{H,(B)} (8, — BY)II”
=o(1)C?r,
which is dominated by Is111. Hence, for B € B,z we have Ir1; = —C?7. Next, we verify
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I515.

3

Ta12] <|(8, — BT > (1gs = 9} — Ua! = gHHi(B;,)(By, — BL)
=1

+ |8, = BT S (1gi = 9} — Us! = g Bi(B;)(B,, - BY)
=1
+ |8, = BT (1gi = 9} — Ua! = gHE(B;) (B, — BY)

=1

=I2191 + I2192 + I2123.

From Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, 8 € B,,r we have

[ Boron| SA i (HD)|[{H,(89)}/%(8, - BY) IIZl{gz %97 yn{ max SupAmax( Hi(B,,))}

i=1
SCAI:]%I<2 (ﬁ*)71/2n<% Z 1{g; # g?})n{ max sup /\maX(HZ(Bgi))}-

1<i<n
i=1 " BeB

From Assupmtions (A1) and (A6), for i =1,...,n we have

%gg{kmax( i(Bg:))} S max ¥ maXT[a”(Hit(ﬁgi)){U'(wlﬁgi)}Q]kmax(X i Xi) = 0y(T),

for ﬁ; between BSQ and 3,,, which implies that

sup  [Iiar| = CAL 2 (H )7 20T o, (T~0) = o0,(7).
BeB, el

Similarly, Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we have

sup  [[a122] <C)\m11r{2(H) /2 ( ZH%#Q%)
BeB,r YD i=1

< nll s sup 1B,(8,)I1r) + L sup 1B (8,
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It is noted that we have from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

(B (8,)}in
=e] X[ diag[R ' (8,7)4; (8, ) {m(Xi8%) — m(XiB,)IGI (8,) X sex

S)‘maX(XzTXi)AmaX(diag[ﬁil( )A‘il/2(ﬁg¢){m(Xi’62?) - m(Xi'BQi)}]))‘max(GEH (ﬂgz))

M%

=hmax (X Xi) 1r<nka<XT {

B AL By ) m(w ) Bl) — m(8,)} |

X Amax (G (8,,)

:OP(TQ)-

Similarly {E?] (By,)}jk = Op(T?), then we have

V2 Fg

sup  |Iarze| = Ay (H )T 2noy(T°)nT™? = o, (7).

BEBH,T 7‘\/61_‘

Similarly, we have

sup [l SONAE) P n( 23 145, 2 )
BEBHT i=1

U 212
[{lrg%sup!\f (Byllr} +{max sup [I€:7(8,,)ll )]

It is noted that we have

E[[E"(8,)I13]

T
=S Ele[€(8,) €8, el

)
I

plqu

Blel A[%(8))A; (8, R (8,v)diag[ X e]GL'(8,) X,

)
)

X XZ-TGl[l](,B)dlag[X e R (,8 ¥)A _1/2(5%) 1/2(/60 )Ei

< )\maX(XiTX) max max\q (,6 )l ma; |$1t65|2

1<i<n,1<t<T pBeB 1<i<n, 1<t<T

E

)
)

—1 0 T
x| max, A (By)Au(Bg) }Elei el
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which implies that [|€;"(8,,)||r = Op(T3/2). Similarly [[E1(8,,)[|r = O,(T%/2), then we

have

sup  |Tonas| = Ay (H )7 2n0,(T~0)nT%2 = 0,(7).
ﬁEBnT,’YEF

Thus, Is121, I2120 and I2193 are dominated by Io1; for B8 € B,r and v € I'. Hence

Iy = —C?7 for B € B,r and v € I. Lastly, we verify ;. We can write

Iy =— (B, — BN 1{gi = g}1{gi = o’ H2:(8;,) — Z:(8;,)} (B, — BY)
=1

— (B, =BT 1{gi = g}1{g: # 91}{2:(8;,) — Z:(B;,)} By, — BY)
=1

=191 + I299.

For 591, we can write, from Lemma

’1221| S sup max{’)\max(-@i(ﬁzl) (Bg)” |)\m1n( l(/B ) (IBg))|}

BEB,T
X A (O {H (B} (8, — BY)|?
—0 ({)\ 1/2( ) 1/2\/n—1/2}T2n)02)\ 1 (7‘;)7_

min min

Since Amin (ﬁ*) is at least of order larger than O,(nT"), and from definition, we have 7 =

SUPges,~ )‘maX({ﬁ(ﬁa’)’)}_lRo) < SUPges~ )‘maX({E(ﬁy'Y)}_l))‘maX(RO) < Op(T) form

Assumption (A5), the order of 7A_2 (H )n? is at most O,(T~"). Then, from Assumption

min

(A3) we have supgep, . [I221] = T0p(1). As for Isz9, we have

| Lana| <Al (H)||{H,(B0)Y2(8, — B

X Z Wgi = 9}1{gi # 97} - 112:(8;,) — Z:(B;,)l | r - |18y, — Byl
=1

D)oY g # 07Y) S 1124(8;,) — Fu(B;)lle - 118y, — 8511
=1

i=1

It is noted that he order of || Z;(8,,) — Z:(B,,)||F is at most O,(T). Then, form Lemma

SUPBeRB, el |I290| = op(T_5), which implies that Iyo is dominated by I;. Thus,
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By — ﬁg)TS 9(By) on B € Byr and v € T is asymptotically dominated in probability by
I11 + Iy; = C1 — C?7, which is negative for C large enough, which proves the first part of
the Theorem.
Next, we show the second part of the theorem. We have
3.(8) — ¢°
P(gg@g 19:(8) — gi| > 0)

_ _ PR
<G max P(B, ¢ Byr) +n 112%13(@ € Bur, 5:(B) # gz>.

The order of the first term is o(1) from the first part of the Theorem. We have supgep, . 1{9:(83) #
g1 < Eff:l Z-g. Then,

max P(B, & Bur.6i(B) # of ) = max E[L{B, € Bur}1{5: # o7}

1<i<n

1<i<n

G
< max E[I{Bg € Bur} Z Zig}
g=1
G

< P(Zi, =1) = o(T°
< max (Zig=1) =0o(T™°),

which proves the theorem.

S3 Proof of Theorem 2

To show Theorem 2, we need to show the next lemmas.
Let Bg denote a root of EZ(,BQ) = 0. The next result shows that the grouped GEE
estimator and the infeasible estimator with known population groups are asymptotically

equivalent.

Lemma S9. Suppose the Assumptions (A1)-(A9) hold. Asn and T tend to infinity such

that n/T" — 0 for some v > 0, we have Bg = Bg +o0p(1) forg=1,...,G.

Proof. We have

sup |’SQ(IBQ)_§;(BQ)H

BeBrr,YED

< ou 18(8,) - S4(By)l| + . 154(8,) — Sy (By)ll-
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Then, we have supgep, .. ver |1S4(8,) —§;(Bg)|| = 0,(T?) from Lemmasand Since
,@g € B,r for v € T’ from Theorem 1 and Bg € B,r from Theorem 2 in |Xie and Yang

(2003)), this implies

sup|(B, — By) "{S4(B,) — S,;(By)} = 1B, — By) 'S, (B,)] = 0,(T?).

~el
From Taylor expansion, for B; between Bg and Eg we have
=~ H,(8;)(B, ~ B,) — {Z,(8) — H,(B;)} (B, — By)-
Then, we have, from Lemmas [S6] -
‘(Bg - Bg)T{SQ(I/B\g) - g;(Bg)}‘ :(Bg - Bg)—rﬁ;(l@;))<ag - Bg) + OP(1>'
Hence, we have

sup _inf Awin(Hy(8))[18, = B,|I> < Op(T%) + 0,(1),
~el BEBrr

which implies ||[A5'g - BQH = 0,(1), since the order of Apin(H,

4(8)) is at least Op(nT’). The

Lemma follows from Lemma O
Next lemma is almost the same with Lemma 2 in | Xie and Yang (2003).

Lemma S10. Suppose the Assumptions (A1)-(A9) hold. Moreover, suppose that, for all
g=1,...,G, there exists a constant ( such that (C*T)Hcfy* — 0 as n — oco. Moreover,
suppose the marginal distribution of each observation has a density of the form from (2.1)

in the main text. Then, when n — oo, we have
{M;(ﬁg)}*l/z'?;(ﬁg) — N(0,I,) in distribution.

Proof. For any px1 vector A such that [|X|| = 1, let X" {M(89)} /28 (89) = X, .0_y Znris
where Z,,1; = )\T{M;(,BS)}*UQX;—AZ-(52)Ail/2(52)§;1(60,’yo)si. To establish the asymp-

totic normality, it suffices to check the Lindeberg condition for AT {M;(ﬁg)}_l/ 2§z(ﬂ2),
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that is, for any € > 0,

Z E[Z2p1{| Zuri| > €}] = 0,

iig=g
which is shown in the proof of Lemma 2 in Xie and Yang| (2003). t
We will show

{MZ(ﬁS)}_WﬁZ(BS)(E’g — ﬁg) — N(0,1I,) in distribution.

The theorem follows from Lemma

For ,8; € B, between Eg and ,6'2, from Theorem 1, we have

{H,(89)}'/*5,(8y)
= —{H,(B)}'*(B, — BY) + [{H,(By)}"* — (H,(B)}'* (B, - 8))
— [{H(80)} 2T (B {H (89} 2 = L] {H,(8)}/*(B, — 8)).

From Lemmas[S4] and [S6]- [S8] the second term in the right hand side of the above equation
is 0,(1), which implies that {M (8%)} /25, (8%) and {M (89)}V/*H,(80)(8,—B2) are

asymptotically identically distributed. Hence, the theorem follows from Lemma

S4 Property of R*(ﬂ,’y)

In this section, we denote the estimated unstructured working correlation matrix as
1?6*(,[3,7) = R*(a(B,v),8,~) for a(B,~) given in (2.4) in the main text. Then, it follows

that

R (B) = - > A8, AL (B0 A (8 AT 8,,)
=1

+ % Z Afl/Q(ﬂgi){m(Xiﬁgg) — m(Xiﬁgi)}{m(Xiﬁgg) — m(Xilggi)}TA;l/2(/3gi)'
i=1

The next lemma shows that R (3,~) satisfies Assumption (A5) (ii).
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Lemma S11. Suppose Assumptions (A1)-(A8) hold. It holds that Admax({R"(8°,~)} 2R =

Op(1) for any ~.

Proof. Since the eigenvalues of R (3°,v)(R")~Y/2 and (R®)~Y4R"(8°,~)(R")~1/* are the
same, we will show that Apin((R%)™Y4R" (8%, ~)(R%)~1/4) is bounded away from zero. It

can be written as

Amin (R) VAR (8%, ) (R%) /%)
. —1/al 12 1/2 1/2 ~1/2 ~1/
> Ao ((R) VLA B AR A ) A B () 1/4)
i (B2 57 AT (30 ) (X 8Y) — m(X.69,))
i=1

X {m(XiﬁS?) — m(XZﬂOi)}TA;1/2(132i)(R0)71/2>‘

Since the smallest eigenvalue does not diverge to infinity, it is enough to show that the
first term of the right-hand side of the above inequality is bounded away from zero. Then,

we have

)\mln((RO 1/41 ZA 1/2 gl) 11/2(/32?)R0A21/2(ﬁ2?)A;l/Q(IB(g)Z)(R0)71/2>
ZEZ)‘min«RO)_lMAi—m( )A 1/2(50 )R A 1/2(ﬂ0 )A 1/2( gi)(Ro)—m)
kam( (RO)~/1A712(85) A} (8Y) (RY)/?)

—Z min {A;( Z) it(,@(g]g)})\rln/li(RO) >0,

1<t<T

where the last inequality follows from Assumption (A5) (i). O
The next lemma shows that R (B,7y) satisfies Assumption (A9) (i).

Lemma S12. Under Assumptions (A1)-(A8), it holds that for any ~,

R (3° _ —1/2 %y 1/2
S EE%T{R (8,7) = R (8”7}t = Op(Api (H)777).
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Proof. For any -, we can write

R'(8,7)- R (8°)
- ZA 2By s — m(X By ) Hy: — m(XiB,,)} AT(8,,)
- 2_: AT(B9 ) {y; — m(XB)) Hy, — m(X85)} T A7)
= i{A;”%ﬂgi) — A8 Hy: — m(X8,)}
< {yi — m(XiBy )} {AT*(8,) — A7(83))
+o i{Ail/ %(8,) — A7 (83 Hy: — m(XiB,) Hys — m(Xi,)} A7 *(8))
+o E_j ATP(B0) Ty — m(XiB,) Hy, — m(XiB,) Y {A]2(8,) — 47285}
e Z; AT280) [{ys — m(XiBy) Hy; — m(Xi8,)}T

— i = m(XiB5) Hy, — m(Xi)} ] A7 (85)

I

4
=1

J

From Taylor expansion, for ﬁ;, between 3, and ,6'21,, we have

a"(x}By,)
a(x;, 8,
1

— S la" @} )" @l 80} (@] B ) (B, — 8.

1- A%(8,)A,*(85) =1 -
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Then, the (k,)-element of I; can be written as

fZ{A-l/Z (By) — A2 (B9 HAL*(B,,) — 43'°(80))

< {yir — m(x 3By, ) Hya — m(z;8,,)}
Z{a” zle ” zkﬁol)} 12 /( zkﬁgl) (ﬁgl - 21)

x {a”(z}B;,)a" (2 89,)} " (x4 B ).y (B, — BY)
x A2 (8,) (i — m(@5.8,) Hya — m(zaB, )} A, (8,,)

n

1 1/2
S(5 D28, — ) wuw (B, — )y — ml@8,)1?)
=1

1 1/2
X (ﬁ > By — BY) Ty (By, — BY) i — m(wz—'ll—/ggi)}Q)
=1
<{1r£1ta)§l“ Amax ( mztht )= Z\Iﬁgz _IBOZH {yix — m(z z—'ll—cIBgi)}27

where the second last inequality follows from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Since we have
for all t = 1,...,T, Amax(wiesy) = Op(1) and 2577 {ys — m(w;;B,,)}* = Op(1), this
implies that the order of {I}y; is O ()\r;m(i )7) for B € B,p. Similarly, the order of
{I2}1 and {I3}y are Op(A 1I{Q(H )71/2) for B € B,r. For Iy, we can write

% ST A7) Im(X85) — m(XiB,) Hy: — m(X:85)} T A;7V3(85)
=1
+ % S ATy — m(XiB5) Hm(XiB5,) — m(XiB,,)} T AT (8Y)
=1
+%ZAZ V2(B){m(XiB5,) — m(XiB,, ) Hm(X85,) — m(XiB,)} A7 %(8Y)

3
= 214
j=1

By using (S1) for 3, between 3, and ,60 the (k,1)-element of I4; can be written as from
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Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

fZA-W )AL 285 (2 ,85,) — mi(x.By,) Hya — mi(z8),)}
_ ZA_1/2 _1/2(130 )QSAzk(:B ) /(w;gcﬁ;)fcgg(ﬁol o ﬁgL){yll - m(m;lrlﬂoz)}

/
s(Eyoe - Bgi)TwmwiTk(ﬁgi—ﬁgi))”

=1

< (= ZAM AT (043,85 0 w85, — (B (o — m(@800})

—1/2
min

which implies that the order of {I4}s is Op(A\' (H )7'/?) for B € B,r. Similarly, the

order of {Iy2}r; and {Isz}p are Op(A ml/Q(H )71/2) and O,(A\_L (H ")), respectively for

min

3 € B,r, which proves the lemma. d
The next lemma shows that R (B,7y) satisfies Assumption (A9) (ii).

Lemma S13. Under Assumptions (A1)-(A8), it holds that for any -,

r _ —1/2 —1/2 0yY,.1/2
Sup 1£?§T‘{R (B,7) = R (B, ) ial = Op(n™ 2 VAL (H (8%)71/2),

Proof. From Lemma [S12] it is enough to show that

max {R (8% ) — R (8% )} = Op(n~/?).

1<EIL<T

We can write
R'(8%7) - R'(8"7)
:% > A;1/2(/32i){{y¢ —m(XiB) Hy; — m(XiBgp)} ' — zi}Ai—l/Q(Bgi)
i=1
+ %ZAZI/Q(ﬁgZ){m(XzIBS?) - m(Xlﬁol)}{yz _ m( zﬁo )}TA 1/2( gl)
i=1

£ AT ) s~ m(X ) Him(XoBl) — (X)) AL MA(8Y,)
i=1

:Il + IQ —+ I3.
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For ok = {3;} ki, the (k,1)-element of I; can be written as
~1/2 A2
{Iiha = §3A,/ 2280 o — (@B Hora — m(xB%)} — ol
Then, it is obvious E[{I; }x] = 0 and

Var({l1}w) =5 Z Ayt (g)l)Aik(ﬁB?)Ail(BS?)Var(gikgz’l)

QZAM AN (B, Ak (529)1411(52?)(E[ﬁk]E[%])l/Q Op(1/n),

where the last equality follows from Assumptions (A1) and (A4). Then, this implies that
the order of the (k,1)-element of I is O,(n~'/2). Similarly, both of the (k,!)-elements of

Iy and I3 are O,(n~'/2), which implies the lemma. O
The next lemma shows that R (B,7y) satisfies Assumption (A9) (iii).

Lemma S14. Under Assumptions (A1)-(A8), it holds that for any B € B, v and ~,,

whose only ith component differs from that of =,

max [{R(8,7:.) — R (8,7)}ul = Op(1/n).

1<k IL<T

Proof. The lemma immediately holds since we can write

{B'(B7:) = R (B,
:%{Ai‘kw(ﬁg;)A; 2By ik — m(@h By ) Hya — mi@h By:)}

— A5 2B, A7 (B {yir — (B, ) Hua — miz] By}
which is of order O,(1/n). O

The next lemma shows that R (B3,~) satisfies Assumption (A9) (iv).

Lemma S15. Under Assumptions (A1)-(A8), it holds that for any B € B, any vy satisfying

SUPgep, N Yo Wi # 67} = 0p(T~%) and all § > 0,

max [{R (8,7) — R (8,7")}ul = 0,(T°).

1<k, I<T
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Proof. From Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we can write

{R'(B.7) - R (B4
= > g £ H AR 28,0478, ) Ty — (@] B,) o — m(x]8,))
=1

— A2 (8,0) AT (B0 Ty — mi(@ ] Byo) Huw — mlx Byo)} }
. /
S(i;l{gi #g?}>1 :
% <% Z;{ lkl/Q(ﬂgl) 1/2(/891){?/1]6 ( z—gm@gz)}{yll - m(chTl,Bgz)}

— AG8,0) 45 B ik~ m(=l B0 i~ miw B ) )
Since we have
*XXZWW% VAL 2(8,,) ik — m(@ By Hya — m()8,,))
— A3 (8,0) AT (B 0) ik — i@ By Ho — m(al B} = 0,(0),
the lemma follows from Lemma O

S5 Additional numerical results

S5.1  Details of competing methods in simulation studies

We here provide details of competing methods used in the simulation study in Section 4.

- (RC; random coefficient model) Fit the following logistic random coefficient model:

Yit ~ Bel‘(pz‘t), logit(pit) = o’EiTtﬁm B; ~ N(/BOa V)-

The model is fitted by using the R package “lme4” (Bates et al.l 2016).

- (GMM; growth mixture model) Fit the following growth mixture model:

L L
ficlzie) = ZWBe(yit; iL’iTtﬁe)a ZW =1,
=1
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where Be(y;s; 2, 3;) denotes the Bernoulli distribution with success probability being
1/{1+exp(—z}3,)}, and L is set to the same number of groups used in the GGEE
method. The model parameters are estimated via an EM algorithm. The subject-
specific estimates of coefficients are given by BZ = 25:1 @g,@g, where Dy is the

posterior probability that the ith subject is classified to the £th group.

- (PWP; pair-wise penalization method) Consider the subject-wise logistic regression,
yit ~ Ber(py) with logit(p;) = x,}3;, and estimate 3; by maximizing the following

objective function:

n T p
> Hwilogpi + (1= yir)log(L = pi)} = AD> > 1Bk — B,

i=1 t=1 i~y k=1

where ¢ ~ j denotes contingency between ith and jth subjects and X is a tuning
parameter. Based on the output of RC, we first computed the pair-wise difference
of estimated regression coefficients and obtained a minimum spanning tree over n
subjects. Then, pairs of connected subjects in the minimum spanning tree are re-
garded as “adjacent” in the above penalty term. The above objective function is
easily optimized, and X\ can be selected via cross-validation by using the R package
“glmnet” (Friedman et al., 2010). This method can be regarded as an alternative

and scalable version of the pair-wise penalization method by [Zhu et al.| (2021).

S§5.2  Performance of confidence intervals

We carry out simulation studies to investigate the performance of the Wald-type confidence
intervals based on the estimated variance-covariance matrices using the form given in
Theorem 2 (plug-in method) and the clustered bootstrap. We adopted the same data
generating process used in the first simulation study in Section 4. We estimate variance-
covariance matrices of 3, for g = 1,2, 3, based on the plug-in and clustered bootstrap (with
100 bootstrap samples) methods, and then obtain Wald-type 95% confidence intervals,
denoted by Clgy for & = 1,...,p. The performance of the intervals are evaluated by
coverage probability (CP), (pG)~! 25:1 >k _11(Bgr € Clgk), and average length (AL),
(pG)~t Zle > b |ClLgl, which are averaged over 500 Monte Carlo replications. The

results are shown in Table It shows that the plug-in method tends to exhibits under-
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coverage probability when 7" is small. On the other hand, the bootstrap approach produces
desirable confidence intervals with coverage probability close to the nominal level and

longer interval lengths than those of the plug-in method.

Table S1: Coverage probability (CP) and average length (AL) of 95% confidence intervals
of group-specific parameters based on the plug-in and clustered bootstrap methods un-
der exchangeable correlation (EX), first-order autoregressive (AR) and unstructured (US)
working correlation matrices, averaged over 500 Monte Carlo replications.

Plug-in Bootstrap
(n,T) EX AR US EX AR US
(180, 10) CP 90.7 87.3 88.4 95.3 93.8 95.3
AL 0.67 0.66 0.65 0.95 1.04 0.95
(180, 20) CP 92.9 90.4 88.0 95.2 94.6 96.5
AL 0.56 0.56 0.55 0.68 0.74 1.08
(270, 10) CP 90.5 86.0 88.5 94.7 924 945
AL 0.55 0.54 0.54 0.71 0.78 0.73
(270, 20) CP 93.1 91.1 89.7 954 95.1 95.7
AL 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.54 0.60 0.66

$5.8  Additional results in Section 5

In Figure 2] we provided the CVA values for candidate values of G. It shows that the

CVA value basically decreases from GG = 2 and attains the minimum value at G = 8.
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