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Abstract. We consider statistical inference for a class of mixed-effects models

with system noise described by a non-Gaussian integrated Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
process. Under the asymptotics where the number of individuals goes to infin-

ity with possibly unbalanced sampling frequency across individuals, we prove

some theoretical properties of the Gaussian quasi-likelihood function, followed
by the asymptotic normality and the tail-probability estimate of the associated

estimator. In addition to the joint inference, we propose and investigate the
three-stage inference strategy, revealing that they are first-order equivalent

while quantitatively different in the second-order terms. Numerical experi-

ments are given to illustrate the theoretical results.

1. Introduction

1.1. Background and motivation. This paper aims to develop a theory of sta-
tistical inference for a class of models used in analyses of longitudinal data. Longi-
tudinal data are measurements or observations repeated over time for multiple indi-
viduals; for example, in HIV research, the CD4 lymphocyte count or the HIV viral
load (so-called biomarkers) as response variables. These longitudinal data analyses
aim to infer or evaluate changes in the mean structure of the response variable over
time, the effects of covariates on the response variable, and the within-individual
correlation of the response variable.

When planning to measure or collect longitudinal data, the time points at which
the data will be measured are usually set in advance. However, due to reasons such
as dropout from the longitudinal study, not all individuals are necessarily measured
at all planned time points. In such cases, the number of measurements varies across
individuals, and the time intervals between measurements within and between indi-
viduals differ; such a data set is called “unbalanced”. As a traditional approach to
handling unbalanced data, the linear mixed-effects models [9] are frequently used
to analyze a continuous response variable in the unbalanced longitudinal dataset.
As an alternative approach, linear mixed-effects models with a Gaussian integrated
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (OU) process as a system noise are proposed in [17]; see also
[5]. A special feature of this model is that we could estimate a degree of derivative
tracking from longitudinal data [2]. Suppose each individual’s trajectory tends to
shift on a linear path. In that case, the model is said to have a strong derivative
tracking (i.e., linear mixed-effects model in which explanatory variables for fixed
and random effects include time variables). On the other hand, if the slope of each
individual’s trajectory tends to continually change, the model is said to have weak
derivative tracking. See [17] for more detail on the derivative tracking.
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2 T. IMAMURA AND H. MASUDA

The previous study [6] has shown the local asymptotics normality and the opti-
mality of a local maximum-likelihood estimator for a class of Gaussian linear mixed-
effects models having the integrated OU processes as system noises. Although the
classical linear mixed-effects models are usually applied under the Gaussianity of
the random effect and the measurement error, there have been some studies about
model misspecification of the random effect in the context of (generalized) linear
mixed-effects models, e.g. [14] and [15].

In this paper, we consider a class of linear mixed-effects models having the pos-
sibly non-Gaussian integrated Lévy-driven OU process as system noise. On the one
hand, as in [17], thanks to the continuous-time framework, this framework allows
us to smoothly handle an unbalanced longitudinal data set in a unified manner; this
nice feature cannot hold for the discrete-time first-order autoregressive structure.
On the other hand, by adding the integrated OU process term, the Gaussian quasi-
likelihood function becomes nonlinear with respect to the parameter associated with
the OU process, raising concern about the large computational load of simultaneous
optimizations for parameter estimates [6]. To mitigate this problem, we propose a
three-stage stepwise inference strategy in which the mean and covariance structures
are optimized separately and alternately. By splitting the target parameters, the
computational load is reduced compared to the simultaneous optimization.

In our main result, we will show the very strong mode of convergence of the
quasi-likelihood-ratio random field, namely, not only the weak convergence (locally
asymptotically quadratic property) and uniform tail-probability estimate. To the
best of our knowledge, within the class of linear mixed-effects models, there has been
no previous study that compared joint likelihood inference with stepwise likelihood
inference in terms of computational load and theoretical properties.

1.2. Setup and objective. Suppose that we are given a longitudinal data set
from ith individual at given time points 0 = ti0 < ti1 < · · · < tini

, described by

Yi(tij) = Xi(tij)
⊤β + Zi(tij)

⊤bi +Wi(tij) + ϵi(tij) (1.1)

for 1 ≤ i ≤ N and 1 ≤ j ≤ ni, where ⊤ denotes the transposition of a matrix and

max
i≤N

ni = O(1). (1.2)

Here and in what follows, the asymptotics is taken for N → ∞. We will use the
generic convention ξij = ξi(tij), so that (1.1) becomes

Yij = X⊤
ijβ + Z⊤

ij bi +Wij + ϵij . (1.3)

The ingredients are specified as follows.

• Xij ∈ Rpβ and Zij ∈ Rpb denote non-random explanatory variables for
fixed and random effects of the ith individual, respectively, such that

sup
N

max
i≤N

(|Xi|+ |Zi|) <∞,

where, with a slight abuse of notation, Xi := (Xij)
ni
j=1 ∈ Rni ⊗ Rpβ and

Zi := (Zij)
ni
j=1 ∈ Rni ⊗ Rpb , and | · | denotes the Euclidean norm.

• β ∈ Rpβ is the unknown fixed-effect parameter, which is common across
the individuals.

• Let b1, b2, . . . denote unobserved random-effect which are i.i.d. zero-mean
random variables in Rpb with common nonnegative-definite covariance ma-
trix Ψ(γ) for some function Ψ : Rγ → Rpb ⊗ Rpb .

– We do not fully specify the common distribution L(b1). For a specific
form of Ψ(γ), one may adopt the unstructured setting where all the
entries of Ψ(γ) are fully unknown. However, it may suffer from com-
putational issues caused by the high dimensionality of the parameters.
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• The stochastic processes Wi(·) represents unobserved random system-noise
processes driving the ith individual (i = 1, . . . , N), described as the inte-
grated Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (intOU) process:

Wi(t) =

∫ t

0

ζi(s)ds,

where ζi(·) denotes the Lévy-driven OU process with the autoregression
parameter λ > 0 and the scale coefficient σ > 0; see (1.4) below.

• The processes ϵ1(·), ϵ2(·), . . . denote i.i.d. white noise process representing
measurement error: for each i, the variables ϵi(ti1), . . . , ϵi(tini

) are centered
and uncorrelated, and have variance σ2

ϵ .
• The random variables {bi}, {Wi(·)}, and {ϵi} are mutually independent.

All the random elements introduced above are defined on an underlying filtered
probability space endowed with the i.i.d. random sequence

{(bi, ζi(0), (Li(t))t≤T , (ϵi(tij))j≤ni
)}i≥1,

where T > 0 is a fixed number for which supN≥1 maxi≤N maxj≤ni
tij ≤ T (such

a T does exist under (1.2)). As before, we will simply write the response-variable
vectors Yi := (Yij)

ni
j=1 ∈ Rni , 1 ≤ i ≤ N , so that

Yi = Xiβ + Zibi +Wi + ϵi

in the matrix-product form.
The model for the observation {(Xi, Yi, Zi)}i≤N is thus indexed by the finite-

dimensional parameter

θ := (β, v) =
(
β, γ, λ, σ2, σ2

ϵ

)
∈ Θ = Θβ ×Θv = Θβ ×Θγ ×Θλ ×Θσ2 ×Θσ2

ϵ

⊂ Rpβ × Rpγ × (0,∞)× (0,∞)× (0,∞)

with v := (γ, λ, σ2, σ2
ϵ ) denoting the covariance parameter. We assume that the

parameter space Θ is a bounded convex domain in Rp with p := pβ + pv, where
pv := pγ +3 denotes the dimension of v. Throughout, we fix a point θ0 = (β0, v0) ∈
Θ as true value of θ, assumed to exist. It should be noted that the parameter may
not completely characterize the distribution of the model, for we do not fully specify
the distributions of bi and ζi; in this sense, the model is semiparametric. We will
denote by Pθ, Eθ, Varθ, and Covθ for the corresponding probability, expectation,
variance, and covariance, respectively. The subscript “θ0” will be omitted such as
P = Pθ0 and E = Eθ0 .

For convenience, we briefly mention some preliminary facts about the intOU
process Wi(·). Let ζ1(·), ζ2(·), . . . be i.i.d. OU processes given by the stochastic
differential equation

dζi(t) = −λζi(t)dt+ σdLi(t) (1.4)

for i = 1, . . . , N , where L1, L2, . . . are i.i.d. càdlàg Lévy processes such that
Eθ[Li(t)] = 0 and Varθ[Li(t)] = t for t ∈ [0, T ]. The process ζi has a unique
invariant distribution. We assume that ζi are strictly stationary, that is, ζi(0)
obeys the invariant distribution; in this case, we can write

ζi(t) =

∫ t

−∞
e−λ(t−s)σdLi(s)

for a two-sided version (Li(t))t∈R of Li. We know that each ζi is exponentially
ergodic. We refer to [11], [12], and the references therein for related details. Now, we
defineWi(t) as unobserved random system-noise processes driving the ith individual
(i = 1, . . . , N), described as the integrated-Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (intOU) process:

Wi(t) :=

∫ t

0

ζi(s)ds
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=

∫ t

0

(
e−λsζi(0) + σ

∫ s

0

e−λ(s−v)dLi(v)

)
ds

=
ζi(0)

λ
(1− e−λt) +

σ

λ

∫ t

0

(1− e−λ(t−v))dLi(v).

We denote by Hi(λ, σ
2) = (Hi;jk(λ, σ

2))ni

j,k=1 ∈ Rni ⊗Rni the covariance matrix of

Wi := (Wij)
ni
j=1:

Hi;jk(λ, σ
2) := Covθ [Wij ,Wik]

=
σ2

2λ3

(
2λmin(tij , tik) + e−λtij + e−λtik − 1− e−λ|tij−tik|

)
. (1.5)

Under the aforementioned setup, our objective in this paper is to investigate the
asymptotic behavior of the marginal Gaussian quasi-likelihood (GQLF) random
functions, based on which we can prove the asymptotic normality, the second-
order asymptotic expansion, and the tail-probability estimate of the associated
estimator. The GQLF provides us with an explicit inference strategy only by using
the second-order (covariance) structure without full distributional specification of
the underlying model. We will formulate the two kinds of the GQLF, the joint and
the stepwise ones. Although our primary interest is the intOU mixed-effects model
(1.3), in the main sections 2 and 3 we will work with the following notation for the
mean vector and the covariance matrix:

µi(β) := Eθ[Yi] = Xiβ,

Σi(v) := Covθ[Yi] = ZiΨ(γ)Z⊤
i +Hi(λ, σ

2) + σ2
ϵ Ini

. (1.6)

This will not only make the arguments more convenient and transparent but also
extensions to various non-linear settings straightforward.

1.3. Outline. We first study the joint GQLF in Section 2 and then the stepwise
GQLF in Section 3. In both cases, we obtain the asymptotic normality, the second-
order stochastic expansion of the estimator, and the tail-probability estimate. Sec-
tion 4 provides some remarks about the original setup (1.3). Section 5 presents
some illustrative simulation results.

1.4. Basic notation. For two real positive sequences (aN ) and (bN ), we write
aN ≲ bN if lim supN (aN/bN ) <∞. We use the multilinear-form notation

M [ui1 , . . . , uim ] :=
∑

i1...im

Mi1...imui1 . . . uim

for a tensor M = {Mi1...im}; it may take values in a multilinear form. For a square
matrix A, we denote its Frobenius norm by |A|, minimum eigenvalue by λmin(A),
and trace by Tr(A). The d-dimensional identity matrix is denoted by Id. The
kth partial differentiation operator with respect to variables a is denoted by ∂ka ,
with ∂a for k = 1. We use the symbol ϕni(·;µ,Σ) for the ni-dimensional Gaussian
Nni

(µ,Σ)-density.

1.5. Comments on model selection. Our results include the asymptotic nor-

mality at rate
√
N of the form

√
N(θ̂N − θ0)

L−→ Np

(
0, Γ−1

0 S0Γ
−1
0

)
and the tail-

probability estimate supN P [|
√
N(θ̂N − θ0)| > r] ≲ r−L for any L > 0. With

these results, it is routine to derive the fundamental model selection criteria: the
classical marginal Akaike information criteria (AIC) and also Schwarz’s Bayesian
information criterion (BIC), related to the joint GQLF HN (θ): we obtain the forms:

−2HN (θ̂N ) + 2Tr(Γ̂′−1
N Ŝ′

N )
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for AIC, where Γ̂′
N and Ŝ′

N are suitable consistent estimators of Γ0 and S0, respec-
tively, and

−2HN (θ̂N ) + p logN

for BIC. Concerning this point, we refer to [3] and [4] for detailed studies of AIC-
and BIC-type statistics based on the GQLF.

Yet another well-known information criterion is the conditional AIC (cAIC) in-
troduced in [18]; see also [8] and [16] for some details of a conditional AIC based on
the genuine likelihood. Formulation and derivation of the cAIC will require some
different considerations, and we hope to report it elsewhere.

2. Joint Gaussian quasi-likelihood analysis

The joint GQLF is defined by

HN (θ) = HN (β, v) :=

N∑
i=1

log ϕni (Yi; µi(β),Σi(v)) .

Although the data generating distribution L(Yi) may not be Gaussian, we set our
statistical model Gaussian with possibly different dimensions across the indices
i = 1, . . . , N ; of course, HN (θ) is the exact log-likelihood if Y1, . . . , YN are truly
Gaussian.

In addition to the standing assumptions described in Section 1.2, we impose
further regularity conditions. Denote by Θ the closure of Θ.

Assumption 2.1.

(1) The functions θ 7→ (µi(β),Σi(v)) (i ≥ 1) are of class C4(Θ) and all the
derivatives with itself are continuous in θ ∈ Θ.

(2) inf
N

min
1≤i≤N

inf
v∈Θv

λmin(Σi(v)) > 0.

(3) sup
N≥1

max
1≤i≤N

max
1≤k≤4

(
sup
β∈Θβ

|∂kβµi(β)| ∨ sup
v∈Θv

|∂kvΣi(v)|

)
<∞.

Assumption 2.2. E[|L1(t)|q] + E[|ϵ1(t)|q] + E[|b1|q] < ∞ for every q > 0 and
t ≤ T .

The joint Gaussian quasi-maximum likelihood estimator (GQMLE) is defined to
be any element

θ̂N = (β̂N , v̂N ) ∈ argmax
θ∈Θ

HN (θ).

Under Assumption 2.2, at least one such θ̂N does exist (P -)a.s.

2.1. Uniform convergence of quasi-Kullback-Leibler divergence. To de-
duce the consistency of the joint GQMLE, we will prove the asymptotic behavior of
the normalized quasi-Kullback-Leibler divergence associated with HN , defined by

YN (θ) :=
1

N
(HN (θ)−HN (θ0)) .

Let us write YN (θ) = N−1
∑N

i=1 ξi(θ), where

ξi(θ) :=
1

2

(
log |Σi(v0)| − log |Σi(v)| − Σi(v)

−1[(µi(β0)− µi(β))
⊗2]

+ (Σi(v0)
−1 − Σi(v)

−1)[(Yi − µi(β0))
⊗2]

− 2Σi(v)
−1[µi(β0)− µi(β), Yi − µi(β0)]

)
.

For each θ,

E[ξi(θ)] =
1

2

(
log |Σi(v0)| − log |Σi(v)| − Tr

(
Σi(v)

−1Σi(v0)− Ini

)
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− Σi(v)
−1[(µi(β)− µi(β0))

⊗2]
)
.

Let

FN,1(v) :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

{log |Σi(v0)| − log |Σi(v)| − Tr
(
Σi(v)

−1Σi(v0)− Ini

)
},

FN,2(θ) :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

Σi(v)
−1[(µi(β)− µi(β0))

⊗2].

Note that we are not assuming any structural assumptions on the sequences (Xij)
and (Zij). To ensure the convergence of YN (·) to a specific limit in probability, we
impose the following.

Assumption 2.3. There exist non-random C2(Θ)-functions F0,1(v) = F0,1(v; v0)
and F0,2(θ) = F0,2(θ;β0) such that

sup
N

sup
θ

(√
N |FN,1(v)− F0,1(v)|+

√
N |FN,2(θ)− F0,2(θ)|

)
<∞.

and that F0,1(v) and F0,2(θ) and their partial derivatives of orders ≤ 2 are contin-

uous in Θ.

Remark 2.4. In our setting, the explicit forms of F0,1(v) and F0,2(θ) are not
available in general because of the possible unbalanced nature of the longitudinal
data under consideration; unfortunately, it is the case even when we assume that
(Xi, Zi) is the sequence of i.i.d. random processes. Concerned with the identification
of the limits, we have the same situations in Assumptions 2.7 and 2.8 below. Still,
the situation could be simplified to some extent when µi(β) = Xiβ. See Section 4.

Assumption 2.3 implies that

sup
N

sup
θ∈Θ

∣∣∣∣∣√N
(

1

N

N∑
i=1

E[ξi(θ)]− Y0(θ)

)∣∣∣∣∣ <∞, (2.1)

where

Y0(θ) :=
1

2
(F0,1(v)− F0,2(θ))

is a non-random C2(Θ)-function. We see that F0,1(v) ≤ 0 by invoking the property
of the Kullback-Leibler divergence between two multivariate normal distributions.
Since F0,2(θ) ≥ 0, it holds that Y0(θ) ≤ 0. We follow the custom of [19] to state
the identifiability condition:

Assumption 2.5. There exists a constant χ0 > 0 such that F0,1(v) ≤ −χ0|v−v0|2
and F0,2(θ) ≥ χ0|θ − θ0|2 for every θ ∈ Θ.

The following two conditions are sufficient for Assumption 2.5:

• {θ0} = argmaxθ∈Θ Y0(θ), namely, Y0(θ) = 0 if and only if θ = θ0;

• −∂2θY0(θ0) is positive definite.

The sufficiency can be seen through the Taylor expansion and the compactness of
Θ: first, take δ > 0 small enough to ensure that

sup
θ: |θ−θ0|≤δ

|θ − θ0|−2Y0(θ) ≲ − inf
θ̃: |θ̃−θ0|≤δ

(−∂2θY0(θ̃)) ≤ −χ0,1

for some χ0,1 < 0; second, with the so chosen δ > 0, the compactness implies that

sup
θ: |θ−θ0|>δ

|θ − θ0|−2Y0(θ) ≤ δ−2 sup
θ: |θ−θ0|>δ

Y0(θ) ≤ −χ0,2

for some χ0,2 < 0. Hence Assumption 2.5 is verified with χ0 = χ0,1 + χ0,2 > 0.
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Under Assumption 2.5, the consistency θ̂N
p−→ θ0 follows from the uniform con-

vergences in probability supθ |YN (θ)−Y0(θ)|
p−→ 0. We will derive it in the following

stronger form:

∀K > 0, sup
N
E

[
sup
θ

(√
N |YN (θ)− Y0(θ)|

)K]
<∞. (2.2)

Observe that

YN (θ)− Y0(θ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

(ξi(θ)− E[ξi(θ)]) +
1

N

N∑
i=1

E[ξi(θ)]− Y0(θ).

By (2.1), for (2.2) it remains to look at the first term on the right-hand side. We will
make use of the following basic uniform moment estimates. Recall that p denotes
the dimension of θ.

Lemma 2.6. Let Θ ⊂ Rp be a bounded convex domain, q > p∨ 2, and let χNi(θ) :
Θ → R, i ≤ N , N ≥ 1, be random functions. Then, we have

E

[
sup
θ

∣∣∣∣∣
N∑
i=1

χNi(θ)

∣∣∣∣∣
q]

≲ sup
θ
E

[∣∣∣∣∣
N∑
i=1

χNi(θ)

∣∣∣∣∣
q]

+ sup
θ
E

[∣∣∣∣∣
N∑
i=1

∂θχNi(θ)

∣∣∣∣∣
q]

If in particular ∂kθχN1(θ), . . . , ∂
k
θχNN (θ) for k ∈ {0, 1} and θ ∈ Θ forms a martin-

gale difference array with respect to some filtration (FNi)i≤N , then

E

[
sup
θ

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
N

N∑
i=1

χi(θ)

∣∣∣∣∣
q]

≲ sup
θ

1

N

N∑
i=1

E [|χi(θ)|q] + sup
θ

1

N

N∑
i=1

E [|∂θχi(θ)|q] .

Proof. The first inequality is due to the Sobolev inequality [1] which says that
supθ |f(θ)| ≲

∫
Θ
(|f(θ)|+|∂θf(θ)|)dθ. Then, we can apply the Burkholder inequality

to obtain the second one. □

Returning to our model setup, by Lemma 2.6 we have

E

sup
θ∈Θ

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
N

N∑
i=1

(ξi(θ)− E[ξi(θ)])

∣∣∣∣∣
K


≲ sup
θ∈Θ

E

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
N

N∑
i=1

(ξi(θ)− E[ξi(θ)])

∣∣∣∣∣
K


+ sup
θ∈Θ

E

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
N

N∑
i=1

(∂θξi(θ)− E[∂θξi(θ)])

∣∣∣∣∣
K
 .

From Burkholder’s inequality and Jensen’s equality, it follows that

E

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
N

N∑
i=1

(ξi(θ)− E[ξi(θ)])

∣∣∣∣∣
K
 ≲ E

( 1

N

N∑
i=1

|ξi(θ)− E[ξi(θ)]|2
)K/2


≤ 1

N

N∑
i=1

E
[
|ξi(θ)− E[ξi(θ)]|K

]
.

For every K > 0, we have

sup
N≥1

max
1≤i≤N

E[|Yi|K ] <∞ (2.3)
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hence also supN≥1 max1≤i≤N supθ E[|ξi(θ)|K ] <∞. Therefore,

sup
N

sup
θ∈Θ

E

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
N

N∑
i=1

(ξi(θ)− E[ξi(θ)])

∣∣∣∣∣
K
 <∞.

Similarly, we obtain

sup
N

sup
θ∈Θ

E

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
N

N∑
i=1

(∂θξi(θ)− E[∂θξi(θ)])

∣∣∣∣∣
K
 <∞.

This concludes (2.2), hence the consistency θ̂N
p−→ θ0.

2.2. Quasi-score function. Define the quasi-score function by

∆N (θ) =
1√
N
∂θHN (θ).

We have ∆N (θ) = (∆N,β(θ), ∆N,v(θ)) ∈ Rpβ × Rpv with

∆N,β(θ) :=
1√
N

N∑
i=1

Σi(v)
−1[∂βµi(β), Yi − µi(β)],

∆N,v(θ) :=
1√
N

N∑
i=1

(
1

2
(Σi(v)

−1(∂vjΣi(v))Σi(v)
−1)[(Yi − µi(β))

⊗2]

− 1

2
Tr(Σi(v)

−1(∂vjΣi(v)))

)pv

j=1

.

From now on, we will often omit “(θ0)”, “(β0)”, and “(v0)” from the notation, such
as ∆N = ∆N (θ0). Obviously, E[∆N,β ] = E[∆N,v] = 0. Let

Aij := Σ−1
i (∂vjΣi)Σ

−1
i .

Then, the covariance matrix

SN := Cov[∆N ] =

(
Cov[∆N,β ] Cov[∆N,β ,∆N,v]

Cov[∆N,β ,∆N,v]
⊤ Cov[∆N,v]

)
=:

(
SN,11 SN,12

S⊤
N,12 SN,22

)
is given by

SN,11 =
1

N

N∑
i=1

Σ−1
i [(∂βµi)

⊗2] ∈ Rpβ ⊗ Rpβ ,

SN,12 =
1

2N

N∑
i=1

(
Σ−1

i [∂βµi, E[(Yi − µi)
⊗2Aij(Yi − µi)]]

)pv

j=1
∈ Rpβ ⊗ Rpv ,

SN,22 =
1

4N

N∑
i=1

(
E[Tr(Aij(Yi − µ⊗2

i ) · Tr(Aik(Yi − µi)
⊗2)]

− Tr
(
Σ−1

i ∂vj
Σi

)
· Tr

(
Σ−1

i ∂vkΣi

))pv

j,k=1

∈ Rpv ⊗ Rpv .

To identify the asymptotic covariance of ∆N , we need the convergence of SN .

Assumption 2.7. There exists a positive definite matrix

S0 =

(
S0,11 S0,12

S⊤
0,12 S0,22

)
∈ Rp ⊗ Rp

such that (SN,11, SN,12, SN,22) → (S0,11, S0,12, S0,22), hence SN → S0, as N → ∞.
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Let ∆N =:
∑N

i=1N
−1/2ψi. We have E[ψi] = 0 as was mentioned, hence∑N

i=1 Cov[N
−1/2ψi] =

∑N
i=1E[(N−1/2ψi)

⊗2] = SN → S0. Trivially, for each δ > 0,

N∑
i=1

E[|N−1/2ψi|2+δ] = O(N−δ/2) → 0,

since maxi≤N E[|ψi|2+δ] = O(1), so that the Lyapunov condition holds. Accord-
ingly, the Lindeberg-Lyapunov central limit theorem concludes that

∆N
L−→ Np(0, S0). (2.4)

Further, by Burkholder’s inequality and Jensen’s inequality,

E
[
|∆N |K

]
= E

∣∣∣∣∣
N∑
i=1

1√
N
ψi

∣∣∣∣∣
K
 ≲ E

( 1

N

N∑
i=1

|ψi|2
)K/2

 ≤ 1

N

N∑
i=1

E[|ψi|K ],

so that

∀K ≥ 2, sup
N
E
[
|∆N |K

]
<∞. (2.5)

2.3. Quasi-observed information. Define the quasi-observed information ma-
trix by

ΓN (θ) := − 1

N
∂2θHN (θ) =

(
ΓN,11(θ) ΓN,12(θ)
ΓN,12(θ)

⊤ ΓN,22(θ)

)
,

where

ΓN,11(θ) :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

{Σi(v)
−1[(∂βµi(β))

⊗2]− Σi(v)
−1[∂2βµi(β), Yi − µi(β)]},

ΓN,12(θ) :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

(
(Σi(v)

−1(∂vjΣi(v))Σi(v)
−1)[∂βµi(β), Yi − µi(β)]

)pv

j=1
,

ΓN,22(θ) :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

(
(Σi(v)

−1(∂vjΣi(v))Σi(v)
−1(∂vkΣi(v))Σi(v)

−1)[(Yi − µi(β))
⊗2]

−1

2
(Σi(v)

−1(∂2vjvk
Σi(v))Σi(v)

−1)[(Yi − µi(β))
⊗2]

+
1

2
Tr
(
− Σi(v)

−1(∂vj
Σi(v))Σi(v)

−1(∂vkΣi(v))

+ Σi(v)
−1(∂2vjvkΣi(v))

))pv

j,k=1

of sizes pβ × pβ , pβ × pv, and pv × pv, respectively.
As in Assumptions 2.3 and 2.7, we need the following for the asymptotic behavior

of the non-random sequence ΓN = ΓN (θ0).

Assumption 2.8. There exists a block-diagonal matrix

Γ0 = diag(Γ0,11,Γ0,22) ∈ Rp ⊗ Rp

with both Γ0,11 ∈ Rpβ ⊗Rpβ and Γ0,22 ∈ Rpv ⊗Rpv being positive definite, such that

sup
N

√
N

∣∣∣∣∣ 1N
N∑
i=1

Σ−1
i [(∂βµi)

⊗2]− Γ0,11

∣∣∣∣∣ <∞

and that

sup
N

√
N

∣∣∣∣∣ 1N
N∑
i=1

(
1

2
Tr(Σ−1

i (∂vjΣi)Σ
−1
i (∂vkΣi))

)pv

j,k=1

− Γ0,22

∣∣∣∣∣ <∞.
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Fix any K ≥ 2 and write ΓN = N−1
∑N

i=1 ΓN,i. Then, supi≤N E[|ΓN,i|K ] =
O(1). It follows from Burkholder’s and Jensen’s inequalities that

sup
N
E

[(√
N |ΓN − E[ΓN ]|

)K]
≲ sup

N
E

( 1

N

N∑
i=1

|ΓN,i − E[ΓN,i]|2
)K/2


≤ sup

N

1

N

N∑
i=1

E
[
|ΓN,i − E[ΓN,i]|K

]
<∞. (2.6)

We have E[ΓN,12] = 0 and it is easy to see that supN N1/2|E[ΓN ]−Γ0| <∞ under
Assumption 2.8. This combined with (2.6) concludes

sup
N
E

[(
N1/2|ΓN − Γ0|

)K]
<∞, (2.7)

in particular ΓN
p−→ Γ0.

2.4. Asymptotic normality and tail-probability estimate. Let

ûN :=
√
N(θ̂N − θ0) =

(√
N(β̂N − β0),

√
N(v̂N − v0)

)
.

The following theorem is the main claim of this section.

Theorem 2.9. Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.5, 2.7, and 2.8 hold.

(1) We have the stochastic expansion

ûN = GN,1 +
1√
N
GN,2 +Op

(
1

N

)
,

where

GN,1 = Γ−1
0 ∆N , (2.8)

GN,2 = Γ−1
0

{
(
√
N(Γ0 − ΓN ))[Γ−1

0 ∆N ]

+
1

2

(
1

N
∂3θHN (θ0)

)
[(Γ−1

0 ∆N )⊗2]

}
. (2.9)

In particular,

ûN
L−→ Np

(
0, Γ−1

0 S0Γ
−1
0

)
. (2.10)

(2) For any L > 0 there exists a universal constant CL > 0 for which

sup
N
P [|ûN | > r] ≤ CL

rL
, r > 0. (2.11)

It immediately follows from (2.11) that the random sequence (ûN )N is Lq-
bounded for any q > 0, hence the convergence of moments E [f(ûN )] → E [f(û0)],
where û0 ∼ Np

(
0,Γ−1

0 S0Γ
−1
0

)
, holds for any continuous function f of at most poly-

nomial growth. We note that S12,0 = O if the distributions of bi, Li(1), ϵi are all

symmetric, so that ûN
L−→ Np

(
0, diag{Γ−1

0,11S0,11Γ
−1
0,11, Γ

−1
0,22S0,22Γ

−1
0,22}

)
.

Before the proof of Theorem 2.9, we state the following lemma.

Lemma 2.10.

∀K > 0, sup
N
E

[
sup
θ

(∣∣∣∣ 1N ∂3θHN (θ)

∣∣∣∣K +

∣∣∣∣ 1N ∂4θHN (θ)

∣∣∣∣K
)]

<∞.
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Proof. The components of the third-order derivative ∂3θHN (θ) are explicitly given
as follows:

∂3βHN (θ) =

N∑
i=1

{Σi(v)
−1[∂3βµi(β), Yi − µi(β)]− 3Σi(v)

−1[∂2βµi(β), ∂βµi(β)]}

∂2β∂vHN (θ) =

N∑
i=1

(
∂vjΣi(v)

−1[(∂βµi(β))
⊗2]
)pv

j=1
,

∂β∂
2
vHN (θ) =

N∑
i=1

(
∂2vjvkΣi(v)

−1[∂βµi(β), Yi − µi(β)]
)pv

j,k=1
,

∂3vHN (θ) =

N∑
i=1

(
− 1

2
∂3vjvkvlΣi(v)

−1[(Yi − µi(β))
⊗2]

+
1

2
Tr
{
−∂vl

(
Σi(v)

−1(∂vjΣi(v))Σi(v)
−1(∂vkΣi(v)

−1)
)}

+ ∂vl

(
Σi(v)

−1∂2vjvkΣi(v)
))pv

j,k,l=1

.

Recalling (2.3), it is easy to see that supN E[supθ |N−1∂3θHN (θ)|K ] <∞. The case
of the fourth-order derivative ∂4θHN (θ) is similar, hence omitted. □

Proof of Theorem 2.9. (1) By the Taylor expansion of ∆N (θ̂N ) around θ0,

∆N (θ̂N ) = ∆N +
1

N
∂2θHN (θ0)[ûN ] +

1

2
√
N

1

N
∂3θHN (θ̃N )[û⊗2

N ],

where |θ̃N − θ0| ≤ |θ̂N − θ0|. By the consistency, we may and do set ∆N (θ̂N ) = 0;
similar remarks apply to the stepwise version in Section 3. Then,

Γ0[ûN ] = ∆N +
1√
N

(
1√
N

(∂2θHN (θ0) +NΓ0)[ûN ]

)
+

1

2
√
N

(
1

N
∂3θHN (θ̃N )[û⊗2

N ]

)
= ∆N +

1√
N

(
(−

√
N(ΓN − Γ0))[ûN ] +

1

2N
∂3θHN (θ̃N )[û⊗2

N ]

)
.

It follows that

ûN = Γ−1
0 ∆N +Op(N

−1/2). (2.12)

By (2.4) and (2.7), we get (∆N ,ΓN )
L−→ (S

1/2
0 η,Γ0), where η ∼ Np(0, Ip). Hence

(2.12) gives (2.10). Substituting (2.12) for the right-hand side of (2.4), we get

Γ0[ûN ] = ∆N +
1√
N

{
(−

√
N(ΓN − Γ0))[Γ

−1
0 ∆N ]

+
1

2N
∂3θHN (θ̃N )[(Γ−1

0 ∆N )⊗2]

}
+Op(N

−1).

By Lemma 2.10, we have N−1∂3θHN (θ̃N ) = N−1∂3θHN (θ0)+Op(N
−1/2). Therefore,

ûN = Γ−1
0 ∆N +

1√
N

Γ−1
0

{
(−

√
N(ΓN − Γ0))[Γ

−1
0 ∆N ]

+
1

2

(
1

N
∂3θHN (θ0)

)
[(Γ−1

0 ∆N )⊗2]

}
+Op(N

−1).

This completes the proof of (1).
(2) Based on the estimates (2.2), (2.5), (2.7), and Lemma 2.10, the claim readily

follows from the general machinery of [19, Theorem 3]. □
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We now discuss how to construct an approximate confidence set. Let

Âi,j := Σi(v̂N )−1(∂vjΣi(v̂N ))Σi(v̂N )−1.

Let

ŜN :=

(
ŜN,11 ŜN,12

Ŝ⊤
N,12 ŜN,22

)
, Γ̂N = diag(Γ̂N,11, Γ̂N,22),

where

ŜN,11 =
1

N

N∑
i=1

Σ−1
i (v̂N )[(∂βµi(β̂N ))],

ŜN,12 =
1

2N

N∑
i=1

(
∂βµi(β̂N )Σ−1

i (v̂N )(Yi − µi(β̂N ))⊗2Âij(Yi − µi(β̂N ))
)pv

j=1
,

ŜN,22 =
1

4N

N∑
i=1

(
Tr
(
Âij(Yi − µi(β̂N ))⊗2

)
· Tr

(
Âik(Yi − µi(β̂N ))⊗2

)
− Tr

(
Σ−1

i (v̂N )∂vjΣi(v̂N )
)
· Tr

(
Σ−1

i (v̂N )∂vkΣi(v̂N )
))pv

j,k=1

,

Γ̂N,11 :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

Σi(v̂N )−1[(∂βµi(β̂N ))⊗2]

Γ̂N,22 :=
1

2N

N∑
i=1

(
Tr(Σi(v̂N )−1(∂vjΣi(v̂N ))Σi(v̂N )−1(∂vkΣi(v̂N )))

)pv

j,k=1
.

Since (β̂N , v̂N ) = (β0, v0) + Op(N
−1/2), we have (ŜN , Γ̂N )

p−→ (S0,Γ0). This shows
the following result.

Corollary 2.11. Under the assumptions in Theorem 2.9, we have(
Γ̂−1
N ŜN Γ̂−1

N

)−1/2

ûN
L−→ Np(0, Ip). (2.13)

When µi(β) = Xiβ, we can obtain an estimator of p-value for the significance
of each component of the explanatory process X; see also Section 4. Note that
the Studentization (2.13) does not require us to know beforehand if the model is
Gaussian or not.

Remark 2.12 (Gaussian case). The previous study [6] derived the local asymp-
totic normality and asymptotic optimality of the local maximum-likelihood estima-
tor when the model is fully Gaussian so that the Gaussian quasi-likelihood HN (θ)
becomes the genuine log-likelihood. As mentioned before, we have SN,12 = 0 because
of the symmetry of the Gaussian distribution. Moreover, by [10, Theorem 4.2],

SN,22 =
1

N

N∑
i=1

(
1

4
Tr
(
Σ−1

i ∂vjΣi

)
· Tr

(
Σ−1

i ∂vkΣi

)
+

1

2
Tr
(
Σi(v0)

−1(∂vjΣi)Σ
−1
i (∂vkΣi)

)
− 1

4
Tr
(
Σ−1

i ∂vjΣi

)
· Tr

(
Σ−1

i ∂vk
Σi

))pv

j,k=1

=
1

2N

N∑
i=1

(
Tr
(
Σ−1

i (∂vjΣi)Σ
−1
i (∂vkΣi)

) )pv

j,k=1
.
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We have E[ΓN ] = SN and consequently
√
N(θ̂N − θ0)

L−→ Np(0, S
−1
0 ), where S0 is

the Fisher information matrix. It follows that, when the marginal distribution is

truly Gaussian, any estimator θ̂′N that satisfies
√
N(θ̂′N − θ0) = Γ−1

0 ∆N + op(1) is
asymptotically efficient.

Remark 2.13. Our proof based on [19] may apply to a broader situation where,
for example, the random-effect sequences b1, b2, . . . are not mutually independent.
Under suitable additional requirements such as the strict stationarity exponential-
mixing Markov property and the boundedness of moments, it would be possible to
deduce similar results to Theorem 2.9 and Corollary 2.11 with the same quasi-
likelihood HN (θ); this point may be related to the fact that the stationary (invariant)
distribution of a Markov chain contains enough information; we refer [7] for related
details and also to [13, Remark 2.4] for a related remark. For example, one may
think of the following situation: let {Yi(tij)}j≤24 denote i-day longitudinal data from
a subject which we obtain hourly data every day. In that case, one natural way to
model the dependence of the “daily” data set sequence Y1, Y2, . . . would be to make
b1, b2, . . . serially dependent. The same remarks apply to the stepwise procedure
presented in the next section.

3. Stepwise Gaussian quasi-likelihood analysis

3.1. Construction and asymptotics. The joint estimation of all parameters can
be computationally demanding in our mixed-effects model setup due to the covari-
ance function’s non-linear dependence on some parameters; we will see some quan-
titative differences in computation time in Section 5. To mitigate this issue, in this
section, we will propose a stepwise estimation procedure which goes as follows:

Stage 1: Preliminary least-squares estimator β̃N,1 ∈ argmaxβ∈Θβ
HN,(1)(β)

for the mean, where

HN,(1)(β) :=

N∑
i=1

log ϕni
(Yi;µi(β), Ini

),

which is designed based on fitting the homoscedastic Gaussian distribution.
Stage 2: Mean-adjusted covariance estimator ṽN ∈ argmaxv∈Θv

HN,(2)(v),
where

HN,(2)(v) := HN (β̃N,1, v) =

N∑
i=1

log ϕni(Yi;µi(β̃N,1),Σi(v)).

Stage 3: Improved β̃N ∈ argmaxβ∈Θβ
HN,(3)(β), where

HN,(3)(β) := HN (β, ṽN ) =

N∑
i=1

log ϕni(Yi;µi(β),Σi(ṽN )),

which is the re-weighted Gaussian fitting to take the heteroscedastic nature
into account, thus improving Stage 1.

Let us call θ̃N := (β̃N , ṽN ) the stepwise GQMLE. The estimators at the 1st and
3rd stages are explicit if µi(β) = X⊤

i β; see Section 4. Numerical optimization in
the second stage can still be time-consuming due to the non-linear dependence on
λ; recall the expression (1.6).

We will investigate the asymptotic behaviors of the stepwise GQMLE as in The-
orem 2.9. Define the following variants of the quasi-score function and the quasi-
observed information matrix for the first-stage Gaussian quasi-likelihood function
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HN,(1)(β):

∆N,(1) :=
1√
N
∂βHN,(1)(β0) =

1√
N

N∑
i=1

[∂βµi, Yi − µi],

ΓN,(1) := − 1

N
∂2βHN,(1) =

1

N

N∑
i=1

{
(∂βµi)

⊗2 − ∂2βµi[Yi − µi]
}
.

Let ũN :=
√
N(θ̃N − θ0) = (

√
N(β̃N − β0),

√
N(ṽN − v0)).

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.5, 2.7, and 2.8 hold.
Moreover, suppose that there exist a positive definite matrix Γ0,(1) ∈ Rpβ ⊗Rpβ and
a measurable function F1,2(β) such that

sup
N

√
N

∣∣∣∣∣ 1N
N∑
i=1

(∂βµi)
⊗2 − Γ0,(1)

∣∣∣∣∣ <∞, (3.1)

sup
N

sup
β∈Θβ

√
N

∣∣∣∣∣ 1N
N∑
i=1

(µi(β)− µi(β0))
⊗2 − F1,2(β)

∣∣∣∣∣ <∞, (3.2)

and that there exists a constant χ1 > 0 such that F1,2(β) ≥ χ1|β − β0|2 for every
β ∈ Θβ.

(1) We have the stochastic expansion

ũN = GN,1 +
1√
N
G̃N,2 +Op(N

−1)
L−→ Np

(
0, Γ−1

0 S0Γ
−1
0

)
, (3.3)

where GN,1 is the same as in (2.8) and G̃N,2 = (G̃N,2,β , G̃N,2,v) with

G̃N,2,β := Γ−1
0,11

{√
N(Γ0,11 − ΓN,11)[Γ

−1
0,11∆N,β ]

+
1√
N
∂β∂vHN (θ0)[Γ

−1
0,11∆N,v]

+
1

N
∂2β∂vHN (θ0)[Γ

−1
0,11∆N,β ,Γ

−1
0,22∆N,v]

+
1

2N
∂3βHN (θ0)[(Γ

−1
0,11∆N,β)

⊗2]

}
, (3.4)

G̃N,2,v := Γ−1
0,22

{√
N(Γ0,22 − ΓN,22)[Γ

−1
0,22∆N,v]

+
1√
N
∂v∂βHN (θ0)[Γ

−1
0,(1)∆N,(1)]

+
1

2N
∂v∂

2
βHN (θ0)[(Γ

−1
0,(1)∆N,(1))

⊗2]

+
1

2N
∂3vHN (θ0)[(Γ

−1
0,22∆N,v)

⊗2]

}
. (3.5)

(2) For any L > 0, we can find a universal constant CL > 0 for which

sup
N
P [|ũN | > r] ≤ CL

rL
, r > 0.

From (2.12) and (3.3), we see that the joint and stepwise GQMLEs are asymp-

totically first-order equivalent, that is, |ûN − ũN | p−→ 0. The expressions (2.9) and
Theorem 3.1 (1) quantitatively show their difference in the second order. The proof
of Theorem 3.1 is given in Section 3.2.
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The Studentization (2.13) remains the same. Define (S̃N , Γ̃N ) by (ŜN , Γ̂N ) in

Section 2.4 except that all the plugged-in θ̂N therein are replaced by θ̃N = (β̃N , ṽN ).

Corollary 3.2. (
Γ̃−1
N S̃N Γ̃−1

N

)−1/2

ũN
L−→ Np(0, Ip).

Remark 3.3. In Stage 2 in the stepwise procedure, we adopted the Gaussian
density, the random function HN,(2)(v)). We could modify it as follows:

Stage 2’: v̂
(0)
N ∈ argminv H̃(2),N (β̂

(0)
N , v) where

H̃(2),N (β̂
(0)
N , v) :=

N∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥(Yi − µi(β̂
(0)
N )
)⊗2

− Σi(v)

∥∥∥∥2 .
This may be further divided into the two stages, which would be numerically more
stable, while entailing an efficiency loss. Let us explain briefly. Recall the expression
(1.6): Σi(v) = ZiΨ(γ)Z⊤

i + Hi(λ, σ
2) + σ2

ϵ Ini
. Since Σi(v) is partially linear in

c := (Ψ(γ), σ2
ϵ ). Regarding θ′ := (λ, σ2) as a known constant, we can explicitly

write down the least-squares estimator of c as a functional of data and θ′, say

c̃N (θ′). Then, plugging-in it back to the original H̃(2),N (β̂
(0)
N , v), we obtain a contrast

function for the parameter θ′ only, say Ĥ(2),N (θ′). Minimize Ĥ(2),N to obtain θ̂′N ,

and then estimate the remaining parameter c by ĉN := c̃N (θ̂′N ); of course, we further
need the explicit form of γ 7→ Ψ(γ) to obtain a direct estimator γ̂N of γ. In this
paper, we do not consider this point further.

3.2. Proof of Theorem 3.1. We will first prove the tail-probability estimate (2)
and then the second-order asymptotic expansion (1); we proceeded in reverse in
Section 2, but it was not essential, just because we wanted to make a natural flow
by introducing several notations step by step.

3.2.1. Tail-probability estimate. We will separately deduce the tail-probability es-
timate for each component of

(ũN,1, ũN,2, ũN,3) :=
(√

N(β̃N,1 − β0),
√
N(ṽN − v0),

√
N(β̃N − β0)

)
,

again by applying the criterion given in [19, Theorem 3].
First, for ũN,1, we can follow the same line as in the proof of Theorem 2.9

(2) by replacing the variance-covariance matrix by the identity matrices Ini
for

i ≤ N . It follows that supN supr>0 r
LP [|ũN,1| > r] < ∞, therefore, in particular

supN E[|ũN,1|K ] <∞ for every K > 0, which will be used subsequently.
Turning to ũN,2, we apply the Taylor expansion

∂kvHN,(2)(v) = ∂kvHN (β̃N,1, v)

= ∂kvHN (β0, v) +

(∫ 1

0

1√
N
∂β∂

k
vHN (β0 + s(β̃N,1 − β0), v)ds

)
[ũN,1]

for k = 0, 1, 2, 3. As in the proof of Theorem 2.9 (2), the random functions required
for proving the tail probability evaluation in stage 2 are given as follows:

∆N,(2) :=
1√
N
∂vHN,(2)(v0) =

1√
N
∂vHN (β̃N,1, v0)

= ∆N,v +

{(∫ 1

0

1

N
∂β∂vHN (β0 + s(β̃N,1 − β0), v0)ds

)
[ũN,1]

}
, (3.6)

ΓN,(2) := − 1

N
∂2vHN,(2)(v0) = − 1

N
∂2vHN (β̃N,1, v0)
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= ΓN,22 −
1√
N

{(∫ 1

0

1

N
∂β∂

2
vHN (β0 + s(β̃N,1 − β0), v0)ds

)
[ũN,1]

}
,

YN,(2)(v) :=
1

N
(HN,(2)(v)−HN,(2)(v0)) =

1

N
(HN (β̃N,1, v)−HN (β̃N,1, v0))

= YN,v(v) +
1√
N

{(∫ 1

0

1

N
∂βHN (β0 + s(β̃N,1 − β0), v)ds

)
[ũN,1]

−
(∫ 1

0

1

N
∂βHN (β0 + s(β̃N,1 − β0), v0)ds

)
[ũN,1]

}
,

where YN,v(v) := N−1(HN (β0, v)−HN (β0, v0)), and finally,

1

N
∂3vHN,(2)(v) =

1

N
∂3vHN (β0, v)

+
1√
N

{(∫ 1

0

1

N
∂β∂

3
vHN (β0 + s(β̃N,1 − β0), v)ds

)
[ũN,1]

}
.(3.7)

As in Section 2, under the present assumptions, we can show that the curly-bracket
parts {. . . } in the expressions (3.6) to (3.7) are all LK-bounded for every K > 0
uniformly in v, enabling us to proceed with the moment estimates as we have done
for ∆N , ΓN , YN (θ), and ∂3θHN (θ) in Section 2. Thus, we proved Theorem 3.1 (2)
for ũN,2, followed by supN E[|ũN,2|K ] <∞ for every K > 0.

Finally, as for ũN,3, we note that

∂kβHN,(3)(β) = ∂kβHN (β, ṽN )

= ∂kβHN (β, v0) +

(∫ 1

0

1√
N
∂v∂

k
βHN (β, v0 + s(ṽN − v0))ds

)
[ũN,2]

for k = 0, 1, 2, 3. As before, we have

∆N,(3) :=
1√
N
∂βHN,(3)(β0) =

1√
N
∂βHN (β0, ṽN )

= ∆N,β +

(∫ 1

0

1

N
∂v∂βHN (β0, v0 + s(ṽN − v0))ds

)
[ũN,2]

and supN E[|∆N,(3) −∆N,β |K ] <∞ for every K > 0. In a similar fashion,

ΓN,(3) := − 1

N
∂2βHN,(3)(β0) = − 1

N
∂2βHN (β0, ṽN )

satisfies that supN E[|ΓN,(3)−ΓN,11|K ] <∞ for every K > 0. Also, as in YN,(2)(v)
in the previous paragraph,

YN,(3)(β) :=
1

N
(HN,(3)(β)−HN (β0, ṽN )) =

1

N
(HN (β, ṽN )−HN (β0, ṽN ))

satisfies that supN E[supβ |YN,(3)(β)− YN,β(β)|K ] <∞ for every K > 0, where

YN,β(β) :=
1

N

(
HN (β, v0)−HN (β0, v0)

)
.

Moreover, we have

sup
N
E

[
sup
β

∣∣∣∣ 1N ∂3βHN,(3)(β)−
1

N
∂3βHN (β, v0)

∣∣∣∣K
]
<∞

for every K > 0. With these moment estimates, we obtain Theorem 3.1 (2) for
ũN,3.
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3.2.2. Stochastic expansion and asymptotic normality. We will look at ũN,2 and
ũN,3 separately. The fact ũN = Op(1) derived in the previous subsection will be
used repeatedly without mention.

As in Lemma 2.10, we can show that supN E[supβ |N−1∂4βHN,(3)(β)|K ] <∞ for
all K > 0. Then, we expand the score functions in the stage 3 around β0:

1√
N
∂βHN,(3)(β̃N ) =

1√
N
∂βHN (β0, ṽN ) +

1

N
∂2βHN (β0, ṽN )[ũN,3]

+
1√
N

1

2N
∂3βHN (β0, ṽN )[ũ⊗2

N,3] +Op(N
−1).

Since β̃N
p−→ β0 with the limit lying in the interior of the parameter space, we

have Nκ∂βHN,(3)(β̃N ) = op(1) for any κ ∈ R, in particular, N−1/2∂βHN,(3)(β̃N ) =

Op(N
−1). This gives

− 1

N
∂2βHN (β0, ṽN )[ũN,3] =

1√
N
∂βHN (β0, ṽN )

+
1√
N

1

2N
∂3βHN (β0, ṽN )[ũ⊗2

N,3] +Op(N
−1). (3.8)

First, we note the first-order expansion. Obviously,

1√
N
∂βHN (β0, ṽN ) = ∆N,β +Op(N

−1/2),

− 1

N
∂2βHN (β0, ṽN ) = ΓN,11 +Op(N

−1/2) = Γ0,11 +Op(N
−1/2).

By ∆N,β = Op(1), we conclude that

ũN,3 =
(
Γ0,11 +Op(N

−1/2)
)−1 (

∆N,β +Op(N
−1/2)

)
= Γ−1

0,11∆N,β +Op(N
−1/2).

Similarly,

ũN,2 = Γ−1
0,22∆N,v +Op(N

−1/2). (3.9)

It follows that ũN = GN,1 +Op(N
−1/2).

Turning to the second-order expansion, we note by (3.9),

1√
N
∂βHN (β0, ṽN ) = ∆N,β +

1

N
∂v∂βHN (θ0)[ũN,2]

+
1

2N

1√
N
∂2v∂βHN (θ0)[ũ

⊗2
N,2] +Op(N

−1)

= ∆N,β +
1√
N

1√
N
∂v∂βHN (θ0)[Γ

−1
0,22∆N,v]

+
1

2N

1√
N
∂2v∂βHN (θ0)[(Γ

−1
0,22∆N,v)

⊗2] +Op(N
−1)

= ∆N,β +
1√
N

1√
N
∂v∂βHN (θ0)[Γ

−1
0,22∆N,v] +Op(N

−1),

and similarly,

− 1

N
∂2βHN (β0, ṽN )

= ΓN,11 −
1√
N

1

N
∂v∂

2
βHN (θ0)[Γ

−1
0,22∆N,v] +Op(N

−1)

= Γ0,11 −
1√
N

(
−
√
N(ΓN,11 − Γ0,11) +

1

N
∂v∂

2
βHN (θ0)[Γ

−1
0,22∆N,v]

)
+Op(N

−1),
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and

1√
N

1

2N
∂3βHN (β0, ṽN ) =

1√
N

1

2N
∂3βHN (θ0) +Op(N

−1).

Substituting these three expressions in (3.8) and then arranging them, we obtain

ũN,3 = Γ−1
0,11∆N,β +

1√
N

Γ−1
0,11

{√
N(Γ0,11 − ΓN,11)[Γ

−1
0,11∆N,β ]

+
1√
N
∂v∂βHN (θ0)[Γ

−1
0,22∆N,v]

}
+

1

2
√
N

Γ−1
0,11

{
1

N
∂2v∂βHN (θ0)[(Γ

−1
0,22∆N,v)

⊗2]

+
2

N
∂v∂

2
βHN (θ0)[Γ

−1
0,11∆N,β ,Γ

−1
0,22∆N,v]

+
1

N
∂3βHN (θ0)[(Γ

−1
0,11∆N,β)

⊗2]

}
+Op(N

−1)

= Γ−1
0,11∆N,β +

1√
N
G̃N,2,β +Op(N

−1). (3.10)

As for the stochastic expansion of ṽN , we calculate the stochastic expansion of
the estimator β̃N,1 in the stage 1 up to Op(N

−1/2):

ũN,1 = Γ−1
0,(1)∆N,(1) +Op(N

−1/2).

In the present case, we have

1√
N
∂vHN (β̃N,1, v0) =

1√
N
∂vHN (θ0) +

1

N
∂β∂vHN (θ0)[Γ

−1
0,(1)∆N,(1)]

+
1

2
√
N

1

N
∂2β∂vHN (θ0)[(Γ

−1
0,(1)∆N,(1))

⊗2] +Op(N
−1),

1

N
∂2vHN (β̃N,1, v0) =

1

N
∂2vHN (θ0) +

1√
N

1

N
∂β∂

2
vHN (θ0)[Γ

−1
0,(1)∆N,(1)] +Op(N

−1),

and

1√
N

1

N
∂3vHN (β̃N,1, v0) =

1√
N

1

N
∂3vHN (θ0) +Op(N

−1).

Using these expressions, we can proceed as in the case of β̃N to arrive at the
stochastic expansion:

ũN,2 = Γ−1
0,22∆N,v +

1√
N

Γ−1
0,22

(√
N(Γ0,22 − ΓN,22)[Γ

−1
0,22∆N,v]

+
1√
N
∂β∂vHN (β0, v0)[Γ

−1
0,(1)∆N,(1)]

)
+

1

2
√
N

Γ−1
0,22

(
1

N
∂2β∂vHN (β0, v0)[(Γ

−1
0,(1)∆N,(1))

⊗2]

+
2

N
∂β∂

2
vHN (β0, v0)[Γ

−1
0,(1)∆N,(1),Γ

−1
0,22∆N,v]

+
1

N
∂3vHN (β0, v0)[(Γ

−1
0,22∆N,v)

⊗2]

)
+Op(N

−1)

= Γ−1
0,22∆N,v +

1√
N
G̃N,2,v +Op(N

−1). (3.11)

Combining (3.10) and (3.11) completes the proof of Theorem 3.1 (1).
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4. Remarks on partially linear case

In this section, we take a closer look at some of the assumptions and statements
in Theorem 3.1 in the original model, that is, (1.1) and (1.3) where

µi(β) = Xiβ,

Σi(v) = ZiΨ(γ)Z⊤
i +Hi(λ, σ

2) + σ2
ϵ Ini

with the expression (1.5). We have

HN (θ) = C ′
N − 1

2

N∑
i=1

(
log |Σi(v)|+Σi(v)

−1
[
(Yi −Xiβ)

⊗2
])
,

where C ′
N is a constant independent of θ. Some entries of ∂kθHN (θ) can be simplified:

for l ≥ 0,

∂lv∂βHN (θ) =

N∑
i=1

X⊤
i ∂

l
v

(
Σi(v)

−1
)
(Yi −Xiβ),

∂lv∂
2
βHN (θ) = −

N∑
i=1

X⊤
i ∂

l
v

(
Σi(v)

−1
)
Xi,

∂lv∂
3
βHN (θ) ≡ 0.

Still, the forms of the partial derivatives of HN with respect to v are somewhat
messy. But the cross partial derivatives of Σi(v) with respect to the variables γ,
(λ, σ2), and σ2

ϵ vanishes, and ∂kσ2Σi(v) = 0 and ∂kσ2
ϵ
Σi(v) = 0 for k ≥ 2.

Concerning the stepwise GQMLE, the first and third stage ones are explicitly
given as

β̃N,1 =

(
N∑
i=1

X⊤
i Xi

)−1 N∑
i=1

X⊤
i Yi,

β̃N =

(
N∑
i=1

X⊤
i Xi

)−1 N∑
i=1

X⊤
i Σi(ṽN )−1Yi,

while ṽN still requires numerical optimization.
Here are some further related details.

(1) Assumption 2.1 holds if
(a) Ψ(γ) is C4-class;
(b) inf Θσ2 + inf Θσ2

ϵ
> 0.

It may happen that infγ λmin(Ψ(γ)) = 0.
(2) Assumption 2.5 holds if

(a) lim inf
N

inf
v
λmin

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

X⊤
i Σi(v)

−1Xi

)
> 0;

(b) There exists an i0 ≥ 1 for which Σi(v) ̸= Σi(v0) whenever v ̸= v0;

(c) lim inf
N

λmin

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

Tr
(
Σi(v0)

−1∂vΣi(v0)Σi(v0)
−1∂vΣi(v0)

))
> 0.

Here, we used the fact that the inequality log |A|−log |B|−Tr(B−1A−Ia) ≤
0 holds for any a×a symmetric positive definite matrices A and B with the
equality holding if and only if A = B. The items (b) and (c) correspond to
the two items mentioned just after Assumption 2.5.

Assumption 2.2 (moment conditions) is needed as it is. Also, as already mentioned
in Remark 2.4, the convergences in Assumptions 2.7 and the convergences at the
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N1/2-rate required in Assumptions 2.3 and 2.8 and also in (3.1) and (3.2) are not
straightforward to verify in the present unbalanced-sampling framework.

5. Numerical experiments

We performed numerical experiments to evaluate the asymptotic normality of the
GQMLE under the non-Gaussian distribution of the longitudinal data (Yi)i≥1 and
to evaluate the differences between the joint GQMLE and the stepwise GQMLE.
We assumed a scenario where the random-effect distribution does not follow the
Gaussian distribution. For the evaluation of differences between the joint GQMLE
and the stepwise GQMLE, we confirmed the bias and computational load for the
estimates. Our numerical experiment was conducted with the R software.

For the numerical experiment, we generated the longitudinal data (Yi(tij)) for
i = 1, . . . , N and j = 1, . . . , ni from the model

Yi(tij) = β1 + β2 × tij + β3 × gi + bi +Wij + ϵi(tij)

with the explanatory variables Xi(tij) = (1, tij , gi) and Zi(tij) = 1. Here, gi
denotes a dummy variable representing two hypothetical treatment groups (i.e.,
treatment or control group), which were generated from a binomial distribution
(p = 0.5). The random system-noise variable (Wi(tij))j=1,...,ni

followed a multi-
variate Gaussian distribution with the mean zero vector and the covariance ma-
trix Hi(1.30, 0.40

2). The true fixed-effect parameter was given as (β1, β2, β3) =
(2.0,−1.0, 0.5). The number of time points ni was obtained from the integer part
of Uniform(15,20)-random number and the measurement time points ti1, . . . , tini

were randomly selected from {1, 2, . . . , 20} for each individual. The measurement
error vector (ϵi(tij))j=1,...,ni

followed a multivariate Gaussian distribution with the
zero-mean vector and the diagonal covariance matrix 0.52× Ini . The random effect
followed a variance-gamma (VG) distribution whose density is given by

x 7→ 2aa1
1 (2a1 + a24a

−1
3 )

1
2−a1

√
2πa3 Γ(a1)

×
Ka1− 1

2

(√
Q(x; a2, a3)(2a1 + a24a

−1
3 )

)
e(x−a2)a

−1
3 a4

(√
Q(x; a2, a3)(2a1 + a24a

−1
3 )

) 1
2−a1

,

where Ka(·) is the modified Bessel function of the third kind, Q(x; a2, a3) = (x −
a2)

2/a3. This probability density function is asymmetric and had a heavier tail
than the Gaussian distribution. We generated the VG-random numbers by us-
ing the R-package ghyp. The true parameters were given as (a1, a2, a3, a4) =
(3,−3, 0.1, 3), then the mean and the variance of the random effect were 0 and
σ2
b := 3.01, respectively. Thus, the true-parameter values are summarized as fol-

lows: θ =
(
β1, β2, β3, σ

2
b , λ, σ

2, σ2
ϵ

)
= (2.0,−1.0, 0.5, 3.01, 1.3, 0.42, 0.52). We used

the built-in optim function to numerically optimize the joint GQLF and stepwise
GQLF (stage 2). The NelderMead method was applied as the optimization algo-
rithm.

For the computation time of the joint and stepwise estimates, Table 1 shows
summary statistics and Figure 1 shows the box plots. The computation time for
obtaining the stepwise GQMLE is much shorter than that for the joint GQMLE.
Table 2 shows the means and standard deviations of the biases, that is, the differ-
ences between each parameter and the true parameters for 1000 iterations. For the
parameters regarding the fixed effect, the random effect, and the white noise, the
results are similar for the joint estimator and the stepwise estimator. In contrast,
for the two parameters in the system noise, the biases of the stepwise GQMLE
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are larger than that of the joint GQMLE. As the sample size N increases, the
biases of the stepwise GQMLE become smaller, so a larger sample size seems nec-
essary to obtain estimates that are less different from the true parameters. Figures
2 and 3 show histograms and normal quantile-quantile plots (Q-Q plots) for the
joint GQMLE and the stepwise GQMLE. From these figures, the standard normal
approximation seems to hold for both estimators well.

Table 1. Summary statistics of the computation time (seconds)
for calculating the joint GQMLE and the stepwise GQMLE (N =
1000) for 1000 iterations; SD means Standard deviation.

Min Q1 Mean (SD) Median Q3 Max

Joint GQMLE 395.19 628.88 763.71 (1027.20) 714.53 828.17 32547.95
Stepwise GQMLE 105.13 173.47 204.99 (243.49) 196.23 219.97 7679.54

Figure 1. The box plot of the computation loads for calculating
the joint GQMLE and the stepwise GQMLE in N = 1000 for 1000
iterations.

6. Concluding remarks

In this paper, we considered the asymptotic behavior of the joint and stepwise
GQMLE for the class of possibly non-Gaussian linear mixed-effect models. We
proved that both estimators have the asymptotic normality with the same asymp-
totic covariance matrix and the tail-probability estimate. Moreover, we showed
that the quantitative difference in the second-order terms of the joint and stepwise
GQMLEs: the equation (2.9) in Theorem 2.9 and the equations (3.4) and (3.5)
in Theorem 3.1. This should be informative in studying the cAIC which involves
the second-order stochastic expansion of the estimator. We also note that, as we
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Table 2. The mean bias and the standard deviation (SD) of the
joint GQMLE and the stepwise GQMLE for 1000 iterations.

Joint GQMLE Stepwise GQMLE

Parameter N = 500 N = 1000 N = 500 N = 1000

β1 -0.002 (0.118) -0.001 (0.086) 0.000 (0.116) -0.001 (0.083)
β2 0.000 (0.003) 0.000 (0.002) 0.000 (0.003) 0.000 (0.002)

β3 -0.001 (0.164) 0.001 (0.117) -0.003 (0.160) -0.001 (0.115)

γ -0.002 (0.283) -0.010 (0.206) -0.008 (0.283) -0.015 (0.204)
λ -0.001 (0.725) 0.043 (0.733) 1.110 (10.065) 0.250 (1.074)

σ 0.000 (0.215) 0.013 (0.217) 0.331 (2.994) 0.074 (0.320)

σϵ 0.002 (0.008) 0.001 (0.006) -0.002 (0.009) -0.001 (0.006)

Figure 2. Histograms of the studentized joint GQMLE and the
studentized stepwise GQMLE and probability density function of
standard Gaussian distribution (red curve)

mentioned in [6, Remark 2.5], instead of the intOU we could consider the fractional
Brownian motion to model the system noise for each individual.

The numerical experiments showed that the joint and stepwise GQMLEs have
competitive performance with the asymptotic normality. Furthermore, the com-
putation time for the stepwise GQMLE is much shorter than that for the joint
GQMLE, hence recommended in practice.
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Figure 3. Normal Q-Q plots of the studentized joint GQMLE
and the studentized stepwise GQMLE
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