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Abstract

We consider the estimation of the mixing distribution of a normal distribution

where both the shift and scale are unobserved random variables. We argue that

in general, the model is not identifiable. We give an elegant non-constructive

proof that the model is identifiable if the shift parameter is bounded by a known

value. However, we argue that the generalized maximum likelihood estimator

is inconsistent even if the shift parameter is bounded and the shift and scale

parameters are independent. The mixing distribution, however, is identifiable if

we have more than one observations per any realization of the latent shift and

scale.

Keywords: Empirical Bayes,GMLE,Normal mixture

1 Introduction

? considered nonparametric examples in which the MLE (maximum likelihood esti-
mator) exists and but is not consistent. His the first example is simple. Consider the
class of all bounded (e.g., by 2) densities on the interval:

F = {F : with a continuous density f(x) ≤ 21I(|x| < 1)},
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and i.i.d. observations Y1, . . . , Yn from F . Here, 1I(·) is the indicator function. The

MLE is simple but not unique: any probability density function f̂ such that f̂(Yi) ≡ 2.
This example is not too interesting, and there is a good version of the MLE. Let
Fn be the empirical distribution function and F̂ be any distribution with continuous
density f̂ satisfying ‖F̂ −Fn‖∞ < n−1/2 and f̂(Yi) = 2. The distribuiton F̂ is a weakly
consistent MLE.

His second estimator is more interesting, but much more complicated. Bahadur
presents an a countable number of distributions, P = {P∞, P1, P2, . . . }, supported on
the positive integers suck that limk→∞ Pk = P∞, the MLE, P̂ = P̂k̂n

, exists, is unique,

and k̂n
a.s.−→ ∞.

In general, we consider in this paper non-dominated families and thus we need
to use the generalized maximum likelihood estimator (GMLE) as defined in ?: if
Y1, . . . , Yn are i.i.d. sample from P ∈ P , then P̂ ∈ P is a GMLE if

∀P̃ ∈ P :

n
∑

i=1

log
dP̂

d(P̂ + P̃ )
(Yi) ≥

n
∑

i=1

log
dP̃

d(P̂ + P̃ )
(Yi).

In this short note, whose subtitle is ?’s title, we present another example of incon-
sistent MLE. The example is the natural generalization of a problem consider recently
in the context of empirical Bayes, cf. ????, in which we observe a mixture of distribu-
tion convoluted with a normal distribution. If the variance of the normal distribution
is known, the MLE exists, and is relatively easy to compute (see the discussion and
references in ?). In our problem, we assume that both the location and the scale of
the normal distribution are unknown random variables. We show that, depending on
the assumptions on the support of the location and shift parameters the problem may
be identifiable or unidentifiable. We show that if the location parameter is unlimited,
then the model is unidentifiable even if we try to restrict the definition to a minimum
class. However, we show using a surprising technique that the model is identifiable if
the shift parameter is bounded. This raised the question whether the GMLE is con-
sistent in this identifiable situation. We argue that the answer is negative. It is well
defined but converges to a wrong distribution. Assuming that the location and shift
are independent random variables does not qualitatively these statements. The situa-
tion is interesting since the GMLE is inconsistence if we use a valid assumption while
it is consistent if this true assumption is ignored. A similar situation happens with the
GMLE for star shape distributions.

2 On the identifiability of the normal mixture model

The normal error measurement model is probably the most basic model of statistical
science. We observe an i.i.d. sample Y1, . . . , Yn from a random variable Y , where Y
is a random measurement of a value X . Unlike most standard models, we consider
Yi = Xi + Siεi, where Yi is observed, but (Xi, Si, εi), i = 1, 2, . . . , n are unobserved
i.i.d. sample, εi ∼ N (0, 1) is independent of (Xi, Si) ∼ Π, and Π is unknown. Thus,

Y ∼ F (y; Π) , Π ◦ Φ
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,

∫

Φ
(y − x

s

)

dΠ(x, s),

where Φ is the standard normal distribution.
Let

F(I,S) = {Π ◦ Φ,Π ∈ P(I,S)},

where P(I,S) = {Π : suppΠ ⊆ I × S}, suppΠ is the support of Π, S ⊆ R, and
S ⊆ [0,∞). Let F∗(I,S) and P∗(I,S) be defined similarly but with the restriction
Π(X | S) is symmetric around 0.

We can consider three different statistical problems with this model in the
background:

1. Estimate F using the fact that F ∈ F(I,S) to improve over the standard and
simple empirical distribution of the sample.

2. Estimating Π (i.e., deconvolution of F ).
3. Find the empirical Bayes estimator:

D(y) = E(X | Y = y) =

∫

xϕ
(

y−x
s

)

dΠ(x, s)

∫

ϕ
(

y−x
s

)

dΠ(x, s)
,

where ϕ is the standard normal density.

These three statistical problems presents three different challenges for the GMLE.
The GMLE of F , the GMLE of Π, and the direct GMLE of D(·), respectively. The
GMLE as a procedure, although the same, may succeed in one task and fail in another.

Clearly, every cumulative distribution function (cdf) F of a real random variable
Y is the weak limit of the convolution of F with N(0, σ2), σ2 ց 0. In other words,
F ∈ F(I,S), for any S ∋ 0 and I is large enough (possibly the real lines R) such that
suppF ⊂ I. Moreover, it is easy to see that for any a such that S − a ⊆ R+ (where
R− and R+ are the negative and positive reals, respectively), F(R,S) ⊆ F(R,S − a),
since for any σ ≥ a, G ∗ N(0, σ2) = (G ∗ N(0, a2)) ∗ N(0, σ2 − a2), where ∗ is the
convolution operator. However, this argument does not hold for F(I,S) for I 6= R

since the support of G ∗N(0, σ2) is R. Thus, we have an identifiability question to be
resolved.

To obtain identifiability, we may consider a restricted parameter set. We say that a
distribution P does not have a normal component, P ∈ 6N , if it cannot be represented
as a convolution of another distribution with a (proper) normal distribution. We then
define

PNN (I,S) = {Π ∈ P(I,S), ΠX ∈ 6N}
PNCN(I,S) = {Π ∈ P(I,S), ∀s ∈ S : Π(X | S = s) ∈ 6N}.

where ΠX is the marginal distribution of the location. Similarly, we define FNN(I,S)
and FNCN (I,S)

3



A simple test whether a distribution belongs to 6N is to consider its Fourier trans-
form. Thus, a distribution function G with characteristic function g̃(ω) is in 6N if for
no α > 0, g̃(ω) exp(αω2) is a characteristic function. One conclusion from this test is
that if G1 ∈ 6N and G2 6∈ 6N then γG1 + (1 − γ)G2 ∈ 6N . Using this test we are going
to argue that the main tool to ensure identifiability is restricting the support of ΠX .
Theorem 1. Suppose F (Y ; Π) ∈ F(I, [a, b]), a < b. Then,

1. For any Π̄ ∈ PNCN (R, [a, b]) with supp Π̄ = R × [ā, b̄], a ≤ ā < b̄ ≤ b, there is a

Π ∈ PNCN (R, [a, b]), Π̄ 6= Π, such that F (Y ; Π) = F (Y ; Π̄).
2. However, if F (Y ; Π) ∈ F∗([−c, c],S), c < ∞, then Π is identifiable.

Proof. Suppose supp Π̄ = R× [ā, b̄] with a ≤ ā < b̄ ≤ b. We construct Π by “wraping”
Π̄ around the middle of its S support:

Π(x, s) =
(

Π̄(x, s) + Π̄
(

x, s+
1

2
(ā+ b̄)

)

∗N(0, δ(s)
)

)

1I
(

s ∈ (ā,
1

2
(ā+ b̄)

)

,

where δ(s) = s(ā+ b̄) +
1

4
(ā+ b̄)2.

By the test suggested above, Π ∈ PNCN (R, [a, b]) since its first component is with no
Gaussian component, but F (Y ; Π) = F (Y ; Π̄).

We prove now the second part of the theorem. Suppose Π1 ◦Φ = Π2 ◦Φ, Π1 6= Π2.

We take the Πis to be the cdf’s of (X,S). Let π̃(ω | s) = E
(

ejωX | S = s
)

, where

j =
√
−1. Consider now the characteristic function of f :

f̃ i(ω) =

∫

π̃i(ω | s)e− 1

2
s2ω2

dΠi
S(s), i = 1, 2,

where Πi
S is the marginal distribution of S.

However,X is bounded. For simplicity (and WLOG) we assume it has a symmetric
distribution. Hence, it has a Fourier representation:

The conditional density: πi(x | s) =
∞
∑

k=0

(−1)kaik(s) cos(πkx/c)1I(|x| ≤ c)

Its Fourier transform: π̃i(ω | s) =
∞
∑

k=−∞
aik(s)

sin(ωc)

ω − kπ/c
, i = 1, 2.

Thus, the characteristic function of Y :

∞
∑

k=−∞

sin(ωc)

ω − kπ/c

∫

a1k(s)e
− 1

2
s2ω2

dΠ1
S(s) =

∞
∑

k=−∞

sin(ωc)

ω − kπ/c

∫

a2k(s)e
− 1

2
s2ω2

dΠ2
S(s),
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or

∞
∑

k=−∞

1

ω − kπ/c

∫

a1k(s)e
− 1

2
s2ω2

dΠ1
S(s) =

∞
∑

k=−∞

1

ω − kπ/c

∫

a2k(s)e
− 1

2
s2ω2

dΠ2
S(s),

Since we are dealing with analytic functions. Let

Ak(ω) =

∫

a2k(s)e
− 1

2
s2ω2

dΠ2
S(s)−

∫

a1k(s)e
− 1

2
s2ω2

dΠ1
S(s).

We obtained

∞
∑

k=−∞

Ak(ω)

ω − kπ/c
= 0.

This implies that Ak(ω) = 0, ω ∈ C, k ∈ Z. Otherwise we would have

Am(w) = −(ω −mπ/c)
∑

k 6=m

Ak(ω)

ω − kπ/c
,

where the both the RHS and the LHS are analytic functions, but only the RHS has
poles. Spelling out,

∫

a1k(s)e
− 1

2
s2ω2

dΠ1
S(s) =

∫

a2k(s)e
− 1

2
s2ω2

dΠ2
S(s), , ω ∈ R, k ∈ Z. (1)

But, ai0(s) ≡ (2b)−1 (a distribution function has mass 1), hence (1) with k = 0:

∫

e−
1

2
s2ω2

dΠ1
S(s) =

∫

e−
1

2
s2ω2

dΠ2
S(s),

Since the Laplace transform is 1-1:

Π1
S = Π2

S . (2)

But (2) together with (1) for k 6= 0 implies that

a1k(·) = a2k(·), k ∈ Z.

which concludes the proof. �

3 The generalized maximum likelihood Estimator

A simple observation that was made is that every distribution belongs to the weak
closure of F(R, [0, b]), and hence if the support of Π is unbounded, then the GMLE
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among all distributions is the same as the GMLE among F(R, [0, b]). That is, the
empirical distribution is the GMLE, which is a good estimator of F , but an inconsistent
estimator of Π.

This is not a surprise, because we have already proven that Π is unidentifiable
within this model. But Theorem 1 shows that the model F([−c, c], [0, b]), c < ∞,
is identifiable. This leaves the possibility that the GMLE of Π is consistent under
this assumption. However, the proof of identifiability was based on a non-constructive
argument, and it is not clear how to apply it for an estimator. The analysis shows
that in some sense the GMLE is actually worse under F(I,S) with bounded I than it
is under F(R,S). Assuming F(R, I) yields inconsistent GMLE of Π , but the GMLE
of F is consistent, while assuming a bounded I leaves the GMLE of Π inconsistent
but, also, the GMLE of observed F itself is inconsistent. In other words, suppose
F ∈ F([−c, c], [0, b]), c < ∞. The GMLE of F is better assuming nothing (i.e., the
empirical distribution function) than holding to the restricted family. Here is formal
asymptotic and non-asymptotic statements. The interesting phenomena is comparing
Part 1 of Theorem 1 to its Part 2. Suppose it is known that F ∈ F(R−,S). Assuming
that we would obtain inconsistent GMLE, however since F(R−,S) ⊂ F(R,S) we could
assume less, only that F ∈ F(R,S) and then the GMLE is consistent.
Theorem 2. Suppose it is considered that F (Y ; Π) ∈ F(I,S) with S ∋ 0. Then:

1. If I = R then the GMLE of F is Fn, the empirical distribution function of

Y1, . . . , Yn, and it is consistent.

2. If I = R− and S = {0, 1}, then .

Π̂(A×B) = Fn(A ∩ R−)1I(0 ∈ B) + Fn(Y > 0)1I
(

(0, 1) ∈ A×B
)

p−→ F (A ∩ R−)1I(0 ∈ B) + P (Y > 0)1I
(

(0, 1) ∈ A×B
)

F̂ (y) =

{

Fn(y) + Fn(Y > 0)Φ(y), y < 0

Fn(Y > 0)Φ(y), y ≥ 0.

p−→
{

F (y) + P (Y > 0)Φ(y), y < 0

P (Y > 0)Φ(y), y ≥ 0.

Thus, neither the GMLE or Π nor that of F are consistent.

3. Suppose F ∈ F∗([−c, c], [0, b]) for c > b, F (c) < 1, and let η be the solution of

η = ce−c(c−η)/b2. Then:

Π̂(X ∈ A) =
1

2
Fn(Y ∈ A) +

1

2
Fn(Y ∈ −A), ∀A ⊂ (−c+ η, c− η)

Π̂(X ∈ (c− η, c)) =
1

2
Fn(Y ∈ (c− η, c)) +

1

2
Fn(Y ∈ −(−c,−c+ η))

+
1

2
Fn(|Y | > c).
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Proof. Assume I = R. Any observation Yi can be explained completely by Π having a
point mass at (Yi, 0). The GMLE among F(R,S) is the GMLE among all distributions
on the line, namely Fn. This proves the first part.

For the second part note that any negative observation Yi can be explained
completely by Π having a point mass at (Yi, 0). On the other hand, the positive obser-
vations contribute to the likelihood only through a density of a normal distribution
centered at a non-positive point. Thus, we consider the GMLE with respect to the
Lebesgue measure plus the counting measure on the observations;

ℓ(Π;Y1 . . . , Yn) =
∑

i: Yi≤0

log pi +
∑

i:Yi>0

log
∑

j

qjϕ(Yi − xj).

pj, qj ≥ 0,
∑

pj +
∑

qj = 1, xj ≤ 0, .

If Yi > 0, ϕ(Yi − xj) is maximized by having xj = 0 (which is the closest possible
value of X). Then the maximization is done by have pj = 1/n and q1 = Fn(Y > 0).
This proves the second part.

We turn to the third part. For simplicity we considerX which has a strictly positive
density on (−c, c). The GMLE is permitted to have points of mass inside the [−c, c]
interval, and we write the likelihood to be with respect to the Lebesgue measure plus
the counting measure on the observations within the (−c, c) interval and their mirror
image (since the distribution is symmetric):

ℓ(Π;Y1 . . . , Yn) =
∑

i: |Yi|<c

log pi +
∑

i:|Yi|>c

log
∑

j

pj
sj

(

ϕ
(Yi − xj

sj

)

+ ϕ
(Yi + xj

sj

)

)

pj ≥ 0,
∑

pj =
1

2
, 0 ≤ xj ≤ c, 0 < sj ≤ b.

(The sum of the probabilities is only 1/2 since any point mass of the mixing distribu-
tion has its mirror image.) Any N(xj , s

2
j), xj 6= Yi, s

2
j > 0, does not contribute to the

likelihood with respect to this measure at a point Yi ∈ (−c, c). Any point mass at xj ,
does not contribute to the likelihood at any observation with Yi 6= xj .

The true distribution, F (Y ; Π), is symmetric and supported on all of R. Clearly,
Π̂ has a point mass of 1/2n at (±Yi, 0) for any |Yi| < c. This part of Π̂ explains well
the observations within the interval (−c, c), but only them. With probability greater
than 0, there are, however, observations outside this interval, which are more or less
with comparable number at both sides of the interval. The GMLE component due to
the points outside the interval is discrete. Each xj belonging to the support of this
component is maximizing

ℓO =
∑

i:|Yi|>c

log
∑

j

pj
sj

(

ϕ
(Yi − xj

sj

)

+ ϕ
(Yi + xj

sj

)

)

.
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Now,

∂ℓO
∂xj

=
∑

i:|Yi|>c

pj

s3
j

(

(Yi − xj)ϕ
(Yi−xj

sj

)

− (Yi + xj)ϕ
(Yi+xj

sj

)

)

∑

k
pk

sk

(

ϕ
(

Yi−xk

sk

)

+ ϕ
(

Yi+xk

sk

)

)

=
∑

i:|Yi|>c

(

αji(Yi − xj)− α̃ji(Yi + xj)
)

, say

=
∑

i:|Yi|>c

(αji − α̃ji)Yi − xj

∑

i:|Yi|>c

(αji + α̃ji).

Thus, a zero of the derivative can be at a point that satisfies

xj =

∑

i:|Yi|>c(αji − α̃ji)Yi
∑

i:|Yi|>c(αji + α̃ji)
.

(This result is the basis of the EM algorithm for such a mixture.)
Considering the second derivative at a maximizer xj

0 ≥ ∂2ℓO
∂x2

j

=
∑

i:|Yi|>c

(

αji
(Yi − xj)

2

s2j
+ α̃ji

(Yi + xj)
2

s2j

)

−
∑

i:|Yi|>c

(αji + α̃ji).

which implies that xj > c − b. Otherwise all of the fractures would be greater than
1 and the expression on the right hands side would be positive. More generally, let

xj > c− η. Now, αji/α̃ji = eYixj/s
2

j , Thus,

xj =

∑

i:|Yi|>c |αji − α̃ji||Yi|
∑

i:|Yi|>c(αji + α̃ji)

≥
∑

i:|Yi|>c |αji + α̃ji|(1− e−c(c−η)/b2)|Yi|
∑

i:|Yi|>c |αji + α̃ji|
≥ c− ce−c(c−η)/b2 .

Thus, we have established that xj ≥ c− η, where η is the solution of η = ce−c(c−η)/b2 .
�

4 Examples and remarks

Example 1. Suppose, it is known that Y1, . . . , Yn are i.i.d. from F (Y ; Π) ∈
F∗(0, 1, z0.025), where zα is the 1−α quantile of the normal distribution. Let the true
Π be a point mass at 0. We can compute η = 0.046 and the GMLE of Π converge to
a normal distribution with its 0.05 tail wrapped into the intervals of 0.046 from the
end points, very far from the true point mass.
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Example 2. Let n → ∞ and cn → ∞. Suppose it is known that Yn1, . . . , Ynn are
i.i.d. from Fn ∈ F(0, b, cn). Suppose under the truth, P (S = 1) = 1, while Xn1 has
a uniform distribution on (−cn,−cn + 1) ∪ (cn − 1, cn). Let Ỹn1 = |Yn1| − cn. Then

Ỹn1
D−→ G(y) ≡

∫ 0

−1
Φ(y − z)dz. Similarly, let X̃n1 = |Xn| − cn.

By considering W̃n1 we can concentrate on the behavior at the two end points,
which, since cn → ∞ become independent. In that case η = ηn → 0 and the second
component of the GMLE becomes asymptotically two point mass. The GMLE of ΠX̃

is, asymptotically, G(x)1I(x < 0) +
(

1−G(0)
)

δ0.

It follows from what was discussed so far that S conditional on X̃ < 0 is asymptot-
ically concentrated on 0. However, when X̃ = 0 the GMLE of the distribution of S is
asymptotically found to maximize the Kullback-Leibler affinity between G(y)1I(y > 0)
and a mixture of normal distributions with 0 mean. I.e.,

argmax
H

∫ ∞

0

log
(

∫ b

0

1

s
e−y2/2s2dH(s)

)

dG(y).

Remark 1. The situation of I = R− is just purifying the I = [−c, c] when c → ∞. It
disassociates what happens on outside the interval from the right from the observations
on the left of the interval.

Remark 2. The analysis was based on the assumption of one observation per latent
variable. In many cases we have more than one. For simplicity, let assume that we have
unobserved (X1, S1), . . . , (Xn, Sn) i.i.d. from Π, and for each i we observe (Yi1, Yi2)
i.i.d. N (Xi, S

2). In that case the density is

f(y1, y2 | Π) =
∫

1

2πσ2
e−

1

2σ2
(y1−x)2− 1

2σ2
(y2−x)2dΠ(x, σ)

≤
∫

1

2πσ2
e−

1

4σ2
(y1−y2)

2

dΠ(x, σ)

≤ 2

π(y1 − y2)2
.

Thus the observation are from a mixture of a bounded two parameters full rank
exponential family and the GMLE (actually, MLE) exists, is unique and consistent.

Remark 3. The analysis so far was based on the assumption that (X,S) may have any
distribution on I × S. Suppose we assume that S and X are independent, Π(A,B) =
ΠX(A)ΠS(B). This is equivalent to the assumption that the distribution of Y is the
convolution of ΠX with G(y) =

∫

S s−1Φ(y/s)dΠS(s). The distribution G is unimodal
and symmetric. However it is not strongly unimodal.

Qualitatively, this would make a little difference if S = R− and 0 ∈ S (or, more
generally, in its closure), since G may have a point mass at 0. Thus, the GMLE is still
defined on the counting measure on the negative observations plus Lebesgue. Let G
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have a point mass q at 0 and Lebesgue density (1− q)g. The likelihood is

ℓ(q, g, (p1, x1), . . . , ;Y1, . . . , Yn) =
∑

Yi<0

log(piq) +
∑

Yi>0

log
(

∑

j

(1− q)pjg(Yi − xj)
)

.

xj ≤ 0,
∑

pj = 1.

As it was in the general case the mass at 0 of the S distribution contributes nothing
to the positive observations (since Yi > 0 ≥ xj) and the continuous part does not
contribute anything to the observations where the dominating measure has a point
mass. Thus, q̂ = Ni/n trivially, where Ni is the number of negative observations. Since,
g is unimodal and Yi − xj > 0, the second term is maximized by having j = 1 and
x1 = 0, thus g maximize:

∑

Yi>0 log g(Yi). As a simple example, consider S = {0, 1},
then the maximum likelihood estimator converges weakly,

F̂
p−→ F (0)F (y

∧

0) +
(

1− F (0)
)

∫ 0

−∞
Φ(y − x)dF (x) +

(

1− F (0)
)

Φ(y),

where a
∧

b is the minimum of a and b.
For another example, suppose I = R− and I = [0, 2], while the true distribution

is N(0, 1). In that case, the limiting g would be the standard normal, since it would
give a perfect fit to the Y distribution on R+, and thus the limit would be different
from the true F0(y) = Φ(y):

F̂ (y)
p−→ 1

2
Φ(y

∧

0) +
1

2

∫ 0

−∞
Φ(y − x)ϕ(x)dx +

1

2
Φ(y)

=
1

2
Φ(y

∧

0) +
1

4
− 1

4
Φ2(−y/

√
2) +

1

2
Φ(y)

Where we used the fact that the derivative of the integral in the first expression
satisfies:

∫ 0

−∞
ϕ(y − x)ϕ(x)dx =

1

2π

∫ 0

−∞
e−(y−x)2/2−x2/2dx

=
1

2π

∫ −y/2

−∞
e−(y/2−t)2/2−(y/2+t)2/2dt

=
1

2π
e−y2/4

∫ −y/2

−∞
e−t2dt

=
1

2
√
2π

e−y2/4

∫ −y/
√
2

−∞
e−u2/2du

=
1

4π

∂

∂y

(

∫ −y/
√
2

−∞
e−u2/2du

)2

= −1

2

∂

∂y
Φ2(−y/

√
2).
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Remark 4. Suppose S = R but I = [a, b]. The model is unidentifiable as stated in
Theorem 1. This is relevant to the deconvolution and empirical Bayes problems, but
not to the estimation of the distribution of Y . The latter is, of course, identified and
it can be estimated by the GMLE which is weakly consistent, whether or not a = 0
or a > 0. It was not estimated consistently by the GMLE when S = R− and a = 0,
see Theorem 2. The problem seems caused by the fact that the GMLE has non-zero
density with respect to the counting measure on the observations. The GMLE will be
consistent if we avoid this component. This will happen with a few variations.

For one, we may restrict attention to 0 < a. In that case, the density is bounded
by 1/a, the GMLE is simply MLE, and then argument similar to the consistency of
the MLE for a fixed noise scale (cf. ? for references) would apply.

Another possible variation is keeping I = R− and S = [0, b], but considering only
the positive observations, by either truncation—sampling from F (Y | Y > 0), or
censoring—observing Yi1I(Yi > 0), i = 1, . . . , n. The log-likelihood functions are

ℓC = N− log
∑

j

pjΦ
(

−xj/sj
)

+
∑

Yi>0

log
∑

j

pj
sj

ϕ
(Yi − xj

sj

)

ℓT =
∑

i

log

∑

j
pj

sj
ϕ
(Yi−xj

sj

)

∑

j pj
(

1− Φ
(

−xj/sj
)) ,

for the censored and truncated cases, respectively. It can be argued that the xjs are
bounded (for a given sample), and the sj are bounded away from 0. Therefore it is still
a maximization of smooth bounded functions in a family which includes the truth.
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