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Abstract

We consider the famous Rasch model, which is applied to psychometric surveys when
n persons under test answer m questions. The score is given by a realization of a random
binary n x m-matrix. Its (j, k)th component indicates whether or not the answer of the jth
person to the kth question is correct. In the mixture Rasch model one assumes that the
persons are chosen randomly from a population. We prove that the mixture Rasch model
is asymptotically equivalent to a Gaussian observation scheme in Le Cam’s sense as n tends
to infinity and m is allowed to increase slowly in n. For that purpose we show a general
result on strong Gaussian approximation of the sum of independent high-dimensional binary
random vectors. As a first application we construct an asymptotic confidence region for the

difficulty parameters of the questions.
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item response model; Le Cam distance; psychometrics.

AMS subject classification 2010: 62B15; 60B12; 62P15.

1 Introduction

The Rasch model is a famous and widely used approach to analyse surveys in the field of

psychometrics. It assumes that each of n subjects (typically persons) are exposed to m items
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(typically questions to be answered). For each j = 1,...,n and k = 1,...,m the correctness of
the answer of person j to the question k is a binary random variable X ; where the probability
of a correct answer, i.e. X =1, is given by
exp{f3j — O}
1+ exp{Bj — Ok}’
The parameter ), characterizes the difficulty of the kth item and the parameter g; reflects the

P(X;p=1) =

ability of the jth individual. The ; may be either considered as unknown parameters (standard
Rasch model) or as realizations of i.i.d. random variables with distribution F. The latter case
describes the situation in which the individuals are randomly selected from a large population.
Then the observation vectors Y; = (Xj1,...,Xj,,) are i.i.d. and it holds for every binary matrix
€ = (&jk)j=1,..nsk=1,...m that

P((Yr,..., V)  =¢) = H::l / {H:;l efi{zgié__%z)}} } dF(B), &€ {0,1}. (L1)

This type of psychometric model is called the mixture Rasch model which will be the central

object in this paper.

For original literature we refer to the book of Rasch (1960/1980), after whom the model has
been named. Also we mention the books of Alagumalai et al. (2005) and Bezruczko (2005) for
applications of the Rasch model. It has also confined attention in the econometric literature
(Hoderlein et al. (2011)). The mixture model is used in Lindsay et al. (1991), Rice (2004) and
Strasser (2012a,b). Also we refer to the books of Fischer and Molenaar (1995) and von Davier
and Carstensen (2007).

So far most of the literature on the Rasch model has mainly focused on the estimation of the
difficulty parameters, consistency and asymptotic normality for bounded m where maximum
likelihood (ML) or quasi-ML methods are preferred, see e.g. de Leeuw and Verhelst (1986)
or Pfanzagl (1993, 1994). Lindsay et al. (1991) consider semiparametric estimation in the
Rasch model and related problems. Biehler et al. (2015) study saddlepoint approximation
of the ability parameters. Doebler et al. (2013) construct confidence intervals for the ability
parameters. Strasser (2012a,b) thoroughly investigates the covariance structure and asymptotic
distribution of quasi-ML estimators in the mixture Rasch model.

In this work we approximate the mixture Rasch model in the strong Le Cam sense by a
model which contains a Gaussian observation, and — conditionally on that — another Gaussian
observation whose distribution does not depend on the ability distribution F' (as n — o0).
This investigation is motivated by the fact that, for Gaussian models, the structure of optimal
estimators and tests is understood very well in both the parametric and nonparametric case.

As a first application we will construct a uniform asymptotic confidence ellipsoid for the dif-

ficulty parameters in the asymptotically equivalent Gaussian model under potentially increasing



(but restricted) dimension m, which, thus, also represents a uniform asymptotic confidence el-
lipsoid in the original mixture Rasch model. Also the asymptotic equivalence result will open a
broad field of further applications as we will explain in the conclusions.

The distribution F in (1] is not nonparametrically identified for bounded m, a situation
that is similar to the binomial mixture models. Therefore we allow m = m,, to tend to infinity,
as n — oo. Therein m,, has to be of smaller order compared to n. This means that there
are much more subjects under test compared to the total number of questions contained in the
sheet, a condition that is satisfied in almost all applications and especially in the Programme

for International Student Assessment (PISA), to which the Rasch model has been applied.

2 Asymptotic Equivalence

In this section we provide a brief introduction to the concept of asymptotic equivalence. Assume
we have two statistical experiments & = (Q;,%;, (Pp,j)sco) with the same parameter space ©.
By Ri; and i,j € {1,2} we shall denote the set of all Markov kernels K;; : ; x €; — [0, 1].
The application of K1 on Py, i.e.

(K21Pp2)(A1) = /K2,1(A1,w2)P9,2(dw2)

is a probability measure on (£21,%;). The two statistical experiments are called equivalent if
there are Markov kernels K; 2 and K> 1, both not depending on 6, such that Ko 1Fpo = Py
and Ky 2FPy 1 = Py for all § € ©. Then the two experiments are also equivalent in the decision
theoretic sense. Indeed, if (D, D) is a decision space, L(a, ) a loss function and D;(B,w;), B €

D, w; € §; is a (randomized) decision for the ith experiment then
Dj(B,wj) = /Di(B,wi)Kj,i(dwi,wj)

is a decision for the other experiment and it can be easily seen that both decisions have identical
risk functions. Now suppose that T : 21 — )9 is sufficient, i.e. there exists some Markov kernel
K which does not depend on 6 but represents a version of the conditional measure given T
under Py, for all # € ©; concretely K(A1,T) = Ep1(1a, | T) Pyi-as., for all Ay € 2;; and
that Ppo = P10 T~ for all # € ©. Let 6, denote the Dirac measure concentrated at point a.
Then K 2(Az2,w1) = 0p(,,)(A2) is a Markov kernel and it holds that Ky 2Py = Py;1 0 T—1. The
sufficiency of T" implies that there is a Markov kernel K51 with K3 1P 2 = Py 1. The two models
are equivalent, therefore.

The concept of deficiency makes precise in what sense the approximate sufficiency of a

statistic or, more generally, the approximate equivalence is to be understood. It is defined



with the help of the total variation distance TV(P,Q) = 2supy |P(A4) — Q(A)| between the
distributions P and Q. Put, for i,5 € {1,2},7 # j,

8, E) = Kj’lilg;ii’jSlelgTV(KjJPe,j,P@,i)

A(gl, 52) = max(é(é'l,é’g), 5(52, 51))

Therein §(&;, £;) is called the deficiency of & and &; and A(&;, ) is the Le Cam distance of &;
and &. It is a metric in the space of equivalence classes of statistical experiments with a joint
parameter set. Two sequences &, = (2 n, Ajn, (Pojn)oco,),J = 1,2 of statistical experiments
are called asymptotically equivalent if lim,, oo A(E1 n,E2,) = 0. By a slight abuse of language
one calls the experiments &, and &, asymptotically equivalent while this means asymptotic
equivalence of the corresponding sequences. Sometimes the sample spaces are identical, then

A(&1n,E20) < esu®p TV(Py1m, Poon)-
€On

Asymptotic equivalence allows to take over asymptotic properties such as convergence rates of
estimators or asymptotic confidence regions from one experiment to the other.

In the local asymptotic decision theory © is an open subset of R? and for a fixed fy € © and a
sequence a,, tending to zero one introduce a local parameter h € H, = {h : g+ a,h € O} C R%
The so called LAN condition for & ,,, see Strasser (1985) is equivalent to the following statement:
There is a matrix Z(6p), called information matrix, such that (& ,), converges weakly to the
Gaussian experiment & = (R? B(R?), (N(Z(00)h,Z(00))pere). Weak convergence means that
A(é’fn,é’;‘) — 0, where the superscript H means that for consider the experiments only for
a finite but arbritrary subset H C H, as parameter set. A typical situation, in which this
condition holds, occurs if the family Py is Lo-differentiable and a,, = % and Py 1, = P(%” , l.e.
if we have i.i.d. observations.

For books on Le Cam theory we refer to Le Cam (1986), Strasser (1985) and Le Cam and Yang
(2000), Shiryaev and Spokoiny (2000), Liese and Miescke (2008). In nonparametric literature
research mainly focuses on showing asymptotic equivalence of curve estimation problems to
white noise models, in which the target curve occurs as the drift function of a Wiener process.
Therein we mention e.g. Nussbaum (1996) and Carter (2002) for density estimation; Brown and
Low (1996), Rohde (2004), Carter (2006), Cai and Zhou (2014) and Schmidt-Hieber (2014) for
nonparametric regression; Meister (2011) for functional linear regression; Reifl (2011), Genon-
Catalot and Larédo (2014) and Mariucci (2016) for the analysis of more complex stochastic
processes. The paper of Meister and Reif§ (2013) somehow deviates from this list as it establishes
asymptotoic equivalence of nonregular nonparametric regression and a specific Poisson point

process. Still Gaussian limit models are most popular.



3 Dimension Reduction

The sample space for the Rasch model is © = {0, 1}"*™, the space of all binary n x m-matrices
w=(wjk),1 <j<n;1 <k <m. Throughout we equip a discrete sample space X' by the power
set P(X) as o-algebra. Therein X ,(w) = wj i indicates the correctness of the answer of person
J to question k. Then Y; = (Xj1,...,X; ) is the response vector of person j.

We fix some R > 0 and a set F of admitted distributions F' in (II)) and set
0= {ee [—R,R]m;ZHk:o}. (3.1)
k=1

Note that the condition that the 6 add to zero is a common calibration to ensure identifiability
of the difficulty parameters. For 6 = (0y,...,6,,) and F' € F we denote by P@AF the joint
distribution of Y7, ...,Y,. The density dPé‘}F /dEpsm of Pé‘}F with respect to the counting measure

Knxm on € is the probability mass function and (1)) yields

dPA n m eXP W4 -
L (w) = P =TT, / {H p{w;r(8 ek>}} IF (). (32)

dKnxm k=1 1+ exp{/B - ek}
Putting together all components we arrive at the experiment (or mixture Rasch model)
‘An,m = ({0’ 1}n><m’ P({Ov 1}n><m)’ (Pef}F)(G,F)E@X]:) :
We set

Sj = ZXng, Ny = Zj:l 1{k} (Sj)v Ty = Zvak’ (33)
k=1 j=1

where 14 is the indicator function of the set A; and

G(k,0,F) =log { / { exp{kB} HZl . +exp1{ﬁ — Hl}}dF(ﬁ)}

for k =0,...,m. The representation ([B.2]) yields

dP;}F

dRnxm

—exp{-D" 0Tt G(S0.F) | =exp{-D " OTitd " NieG(k.6.F)}.

Then, by the Fisher-Neyman factorization criterion in standard Polish experiments, we realize in
a first step that the statistic (S1,...,Sn, T4, .., T),) which consists of the sums of the rows and
of the columns is sufficient, a fact that has already been established in Andersen (1977, 1980) or
on p. 41 in Fischer and Molenaar (1995) for the standard Rasch model and extended to the poly-
tomous Rasch model in Andrich (2010). But the above representation shows that one can reduce
the mixture Rasch model further to the statistic (71, ...,Tmn, No, ..., Np) in a second step. As

vy Ty = > 1ty Nk, = n we may remove two components of (T, ..., Ty, No, ..., Ny) without



losing sufficiency of the statistic. Especially the statistic (T, N) = (T1,...,Tim—1, N1,..., Np) is
sufficient and takes its values in {0,...,n}?*™~1. Denoting the distribution of (T, N') under P@AF

by P(fp we arrive at the model

Bun = ({0, .0} PHO, ... 0} ), (PP 0.ryconr) - (3.4)

As explained in Section 2] sufficiency implies equivalence in Le Cam’s sense so that we obtain

the following statement.

Theorem 3.1 The experiments Ay, in (3.2) and By in (34) are equivalent.
Put (0,b) = >, 0;b;,b € {0,1}" and
S(k,m) = {b e {0,133 b= k}
To study the distribution of Y; on {0,1}" = |J;-,S(k,m) we deduce from (B.2) that
Py (Y =b) = exp {— (0,b) + G(k,0,F)} , beS(k,m). (3.5)

Moreover, the Y; are i.i.d. which implies that (No,..., Np,) has the multinomial distribution

M;, m,0,7 With the cell probabilities

wor = ¥ [(fIEO

beS(k,m)

= Z exp{— (9,b> +G(k:,0,F)}. (3-6)
beS(k,m)

The conditional distribution I'gp z(-|¢) of Y; given S; = ¢ has the probability mass function

T (1) = Bptty =0, =) = =0 B )

_ exp( >y ﬁkbk)
ZCES(i,m) exp ( — Dk ﬁkck)

: 1S(i,m) (b) )
where ¥ := 0 — 6,,. Writing ij_l = (Xj1,...,Xjm—1) the event {ij_l = b} equals the
union of {Y; = (b,0)} and {Y; = (b,1)} for any b € {0,1}™~! so that

exp ( >y ﬁkbk)
ZcES(i,m) €xp ( o Ek):ll 19kck)

where B(i,m) := S(i — 1,m — 1) US(¢,m — 1). The conditional measure of ij_l given S; =i

Plp(Y" =08 =1i) = Ap(im (), (3.7)

under Pé‘}F is denoted by Uy p(- | ). As the random vectors (ij_l,Sj), j=1,...,n, are

independent the conditional measure of T in ([B.3)) given Si,..., S, under Pg“}f turns out to be

L(T|S1,....80) = Uy p(- | Sj) = #- 1U*Nk( | k),



where * denotes convolution. Therein we have used that convolution is a commutative operation
and that Uy p(-]0) = dp. Since the random measure L(T' | Si,...,Sy) is measurable in the o-field

generated by N we conclude that
*, IV,
LT | N) = sty Ug gt (- [ ).
This proves

Theorem 3.2 For the observation (I, N) = (T1,...,Tm—-1,N1,..., Np) in the experiment By, m,
in (34), the random vector (No :=n — > ", N;, N1, ..., Ny,) has a multinomial distribution with

the cell probabilities qi (0, F'); and *glu;;’]}i(- | i) is the conditional distribution of T given N.

It is remarkable that the conditional distribution of T' given N does not depend on the ability
distribution F' but only on the difficulty parameter 6. This fact has also been mentioned e.g. in
Pfanzagl (1993) and Strasser (2012a,b).

4 High-dimensional Gaussian Approximation

In this section we establish a general result on the approximation of the sum of high-dimensional
independent binary random vectors by Gaussian models. Later we will apply this finding to the
experiment By, ,,. The results of Carter (2002), which are restricted to multinomial experiments,
are included in a special setting. In particular those results are not applicable to the statistic T'
in the experiment B,, ,,. Moreover we use a completely different strategy of proofs.

The starting point of this section is a triangular array of independent binary vectors Y; ,, =
(X1ims--->Xdin) where the dimension d = d,, is allowed to tend to infinity moderately with
respect to n. That rate will be made precise later. We write W, := yo + >, Yi, for any
deterministic yg € Z%. As W, is a discrete random vector which takes its values in Z¢ one cannot
approximate the measure Py, of W, by a continuous probability measure such as a normal
distribution in the total variation sense. Therefore one has to apply a smoothing procedure to
W,,. Concretely, a d-dimensional random vector U is generated independently of W,, and, then,
W, and U are added so that we consider the continuous probability measure L(W,, + U) =
LW,) x L(U).

Now suppose that W,, represents the observation in a statistical experiment. Then the
Markov kernel K (z,-) := L(U + ) transforms L£(W,,) into L(W,, + U). As an attempt for the
inverse transformation, one could round each component of W,, + U and denote the outcome
by [W,, + U]. Carter (2002) applies this strategy where U is uniformly distributed on the cube
[~1/2,1/2]¢. Then [W,, + U] = W, so that the original data are reconstructed by the rounding



procedure. In this case the experiment in which one observes W, is equivalent to the experiment
in which the observation is W,, + U.

It turns out that, in the experiment B,, ,,,, the approach which involves uniformly distributed
U would require d, to increase only at a logarithmic rate in n in order to obtain asymptotic
equivalence to a Gaussian model. Therefore we consider £(U) = N(0,b,I) where I denotes the
d x d-identity matrix and the sequence (b,), is allowed to tend to infinity. Now the random
vector W, cannot be identified from W, + U but we will show that the total variation distance
between L£(W,,) and L([W,, + U]) still tends to zero (uniformly with respect to the parameter)
under some constraints so that the experiment in which one observes W, is asymptotically
equivalent to the experiment which describes the observation of W,, + U.

We introduce the notation

—J._
Y n (Xl,’imn R 7Xj—l,i,n7 Xj+1,i,n7 R 7Xd,i,n) )

2y

and
) n n
pii = EXin | YD =Y b oy i= 2y pial—pa).
=1 =1

Moreover we define

:= inf i i Ep:: (1 —p;.; 4.1
foi= Jnf min omin  Ep;i(l—pji), (4.1)

when the distributions of the Y;, are indexed by a parameter ¢’ € ©’. In order to show

asymptotic proximity between L£(W,,) and its shifted versions we provide the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1 Fiz any 6 > 0 such that k > n~Y?1% and nk > 2. Then the total variation distance

between L(W,,) and L(W,, +1), for some deterministic | € Z2, obeys the following upper bound
d
TV(L(W,), LW, +1)) < Aflog(nm)}/ 20126712 3 |y,
j=1

for a universal constant A € (0,00).

Lemma [Tl represents a robustness property of £(W),,) with respect to shifting the measure on
the Z?-grid. That provides the major tool for the announced upper bound on the total variation
distance between £(W,,) and L([W,, + U]).

Lemma 4.2 Under the conditions of Lemma[].1 we have, for L(U) = N(0,b,1), b, > 0, that
TV(L(W,), L([W,, + U))) < Aflog(nw)}/?n= 25712 d, (1/2 + bY/?).

with A as in Lemma [{1].



Thus, if the right hand side of the inequality in Lemma 2] tends to zero (uniformly with respect
to a family of admitted measures of the Y; ,, ¢ = 1,...,n), the observation of W, on the one
hand, and of W,, + U, on the other hand, represent asymptotically equivalent experiments.

In the next step we will approximate the smooth distribution £(W,, + U) by the normal
distribution whose expectation vector and covariance matrix coincide with those of W,, +U. We
establish a central limit theorem (CLT) for independent binary random vectors with increasing
dimension in the total variation sense. We write f; and A; for the expectation vector and the
covariance matrix of Y; ,,, respectively. Accordingly, i = yo+ Yy fi; and A = Y"1 | A; are the
corresponding quantities of W,,. Preparatory to this CLT we provide a positive lower bound on

the eigenvalues of partial sums of the matrices A;.

Lemma 4.3 All eigenvalues of the matriz ) ;. s A;, for any N C {1,...,n}, are bounded from
below by (#N) k/d.

Besides Lemma 3] also yields invertibility of the matrix A whenever x > 0. Another important
result which will be used to derive the CLT is the asymptotic proximity of the smoothed version
of each L£(Y;,) (i.e. L(Y;,) convolved with some normal distribution N(0,A)) and the normal
distribution with the same expectation vector and covariance matrix as £(Y;,) * N(0, A). We

provide

Lemma 4.4 Let A be some positive definite d x d-matriz. Then,

TV(L(Yin) * N(0,A),N(7;, A; + A)) < BA32d3,
for a universal constant B € (0,00) where A denotes the smallest eigenvalue of the matrix A.

We are now ready to prove a strong CLT for sums of independent binary random vectors.
Lemma 4.5 If (b,), is bounded away from zero then

TV(L(W,) * N(0,b, 1), N(TZ, A + b, 1)) < Cb, Y2 d} /sy,
for k = Ky, with a universal constant C'.

Now we have a fully Gaussian random variable with the law N(z, A + b,I) where i and A
represent the expectation vector and the covariance matrix of the original random vector W,,.
Therefore the term b,,I should be removed in the covariance matrix of the new random vector.
By a famous formula which governs the Hellinger distance between normal distributions we

deduce



Lemma 4.6 We have that
TV(NF+, A+ b,1),N(7,R)) < 2v2b,n ke dP/2 .

Piecing together the Lemmata [4.2] and [4.6] we derive the following central theorem which
allows to approximate statistical experiments, in which one observes a sum of independent binary
random vectors, by Gaussian experiments. Assume that the distributions of Y;,,, i = 1,...,n,
and yy € Z¢ are indexed by a parameter ¢, which lies in a set ©’. Then the experiment
X,, describes the observation of the random vector W,,. Furthermore we define the Gaussian
experiment Z, by

2, = (RY,BR), {N(zg, M) }orcor) -

The above consideration leads to the following theorem, which is one of our main results.

Theorem 4.1 Suppose that k = Kk, > n~ 20 for some fized § > 0 and n sufficiently large;
and that inf(b,), > 0. Then the Le Cam distance between the experiments X,, and Z, satisfies

A(Xn, Zn) < const. - ({log(n,«;n)}1/271_1/2/@;1/2 dy, bi/z + b51/2 d Jkn + bynte T dip) )
for some universal constant.

Remark 4.1 The Markov kernel which transforms X, into Z, in Theorem [{.1] equals x +
N(z,b,1), x € Z%; and the inverse transformation is carried out by rounding each component of

the observation from Z,.

Pointing out the dominating terms, the upper bound on the Le Cam distance which is

provided in Theorem [A.T] converges to zero as n — oo whenever

li_>m {log(nkn)}n et d2 b, + b dSk,2 = 0. (4.2)

5 Gaussian Approximation of the Mixture Rasch Model

In this section we apply the general Gaussianization scheme provided in Section @ and, in
particular, in Theorem 1] to the experiment B, ,,, in ([3.4). Therein we distinguish between the
statistics 7" and N. Obviously d,, from Theorem Il equals m — 1 and m for the statistic 7" and
N, respectively, while the quantity x, has to be studied in both settings.

10



5.1 Gaussian Model for the Difficulty Parameters

The new statistical experiment, which is denoted by Cy, ,,, describes the observation of (7™, N)
where N is as in the experiment B, ,,,. Let T* be an (m — 1)-dimensional random vector whose

conditional distribution given N is N(EF(T|N),covg .(T|N)). We define the experiments

B = ({0,...,n}™ L PO, n}™ ), (LER(T | N =n))or),
cr = (RTLUBR™Y, (LE (T | N =1'))or) -

Now we consider sequences of experiments indexed by the random vector N. Note that

A(Bpm,Cnm) < up Egp ABY 0 Co) - (5.1)
By Theorem [3.2] the observation in the experiment Bﬁlm can be written as the sum of nj +--- +
n,,_; independent binary random vectors so that it has the structure of the random vector W,

from Section @ when putting yo = n/, - (1,...,1). The following lemma gives us a lower bound

on k in (@.1]).

Lemma 5.1 Assuming that L(W,, —yo | N) =+ 'UY N"( | k) in the notation of Section [J);
and that m > 3, the quantity k in ({{.1) satisfies

o> exp(—6R)
~ (m—1)(1+exp(2R)) "

Note that the number of Y;,, which is denoted by n in Section M equals n} +---+n/ _; in
the experiment lem Therefore the following assumption and lemma are required. We impose
that every distribution F' in F has a Lebesgue density f; and that there exists an envelopping
function f with [ f(x)dz < oo such that

f < fae., VF e F. (5.2)
Condition (5.2]) represents a tightness property of F. Then
Lemma 5.2 Under the conditions (5.2), m > 3 and p € (0,1) sufficiently large, we have that

lim  sup P(,F(N0+N > pn) = 0.
n—=009eO,FeF

By (51)) we deduce for some p € (0,1) from Lemma [5.2] that

m—1
A(Bp s Crm) < ZSupPgF(N0+N >,0n) + Séup EGFl 1—p)n,00) ( N]> Bgm,CN ),
7 ’ ]:1

11



where the latter term tends to zero as n — oo whenever

lim n~tm3b, + b, 'm!® = 0,

n—oo
thanks to Lemma [5.I, Theorem [£1] and equation (£2]). The convergence of the first term is
guaranteed by Lemma We establish asymptotic equivalence between the experiments B, .,

and C,, ,, under some constraints.

Theorem 5.1 Assume (5.3); m = m, > 3; that there is some 8 > 13 such that sup, mh/n <
o0o. Then the selection b, < n® with o € (10/5,1 — 3/p) yields asymptotic equivalence of the
experiments By, and Cp , as n — 00.

Let us consider the conditional Gaussian distribution of the statistic 7% given N in the
experiment Cy, ,,. Since L(T | N) = *?:OUZ”];]“(- | N) with (T, N) as in the experiment B,, ,, we
have that E(fF(T | N) = —VUy(9) and COVEF(T | N) = AW N (9) where

U, () = zm:n;g-log( Z exp{—%z?ﬂn}), 9= (%1,...,9m-1),
k=0 =1

beS(k,m)
and V and A denote the gradient and the Hessian matrix, respectively.

We introduce the experiment D,, ,,, by

Dnﬂn = (R2m_17 %(R2m_1)7 (ﬁG,F(N7 T**))ge(—lFe}') ?

where N is as in the experiment C, ,, and the conditional distribution of T** given N equals
N, {AW N (9)} 1) if Ng + Ny < n; otherwise put T** = 0. By the Lemmata B3] and 511 the
matrix AWy (x) is invertible for all x € R™~! on the event {Ng + N,, < n}. Therein note that,
for any € R™™!, there exist some R > 0 and § € O such that ¥ = x. That also implies
injectivity of the mapping = — VW y(z) on the domain R™~! in the case of Ny + N,, < n. Now
define the function ® by

VU, (z),n), ifnj+--4n | #0,
sonry . [ i #

(0,n'), otherwise.

By D, ,, we define the experiment in which one observes ®(7**, N) with (T**, N) as in Dy, .
Clearly N is uniquely reconstructable from ®(7**, N). If Ny + --- 4+ N,,—1 = 0 then T** = 0;
otherwise the injectivity of x — VW (z) enables us to identify 7**. Therefore the experiments

Dym and Dy, ,,, are equivalent in Le Cam’s sense. Then its suffices to establish that

lim sup TV(LPp(®),Pfy) =0, (5.3)
N0 9O, FEF 7 ’

in order to show the following theorem.

12



Theorem 5.2 Under the conditions of Theorem[5.1 the experiments Cyp, , and Dy, , are asymp-

totically equivalent as n — oo.

The experiment D, ,, has the advantage compared to C, ,,, that the directly observed statistic

T** represents an asymptotically unbiased estimator of . This will be exploited in Section [6l

5.2 Gaussian Model for the Ability Distribution

We focus on the multinomial statistic /V in the experiment D,, ,,. If we can show that the sub-
experiment in which only N is observed is asymptotically equivalent to the experiment which

describes the observation of N* with
L(N*) = N(EfpN,covfp(N)),
then we have asymptotic equivalence of D), ,,, and the experiment &, ,,, which is defined by
Enm = (R BRY™ ), (Lo, p (T, N*))peco,rer) ;

such that ££F(T** | N*) = N(v, {A\IJ[N*]+(19)}_1) if [Nf]4++---+[N}_1]+ >0 (put T := 0
otherwise) where [z]; denotes (max{[z;],0});=1, m for any € R™. Note that, for all § € ©
and F' € F, we have that

Ly p(T™ |N*=N)=Lyp(T"™ | N), as.,

for N as in the experiment D,, ,,,. Moreover, by the multinomial distribution of N, we immedi-

ately derive that
EjpN =n-4(0,F) = n-(q1(0,F),...,qu(0, F))",
covgp(N) = n- (Q(0, F) = 46, F)i(0, F)")
where q;(0, F) is as in (6] and Q(6, F) denotes the (m — 1) x (m — 1)-diagonal matrix whose
(k, k)th entry equals g (6, F'). The asymptotic equivalence of D,, ,,, and &, ,, is shown by a direct
application of Theorem [A.J] where the quantity x in (£I]) has to be bounded from below again.

Therefore a constraint on the tail behaviour of the Lebesgue density f of the ability distribution

F' is required; concretely we assume that
f(z) = Doexp{ — Dilz|}, VxeR,FeF, (5.4)

for some universal positive constants Dy and D;. As an alternative for condition (5.4]) we may
consider m = m,, as bounded with respect to n. Then Gaussian models for F' are still included.

In the notation of Section [ it holds that
K 2> iGHIEk:ilnf mQ0(97F) Qk(ev F)/(Q0(97F) + Qk(97F)) :
Thus a lower bound on the g (0, F') is needed.

13



Lemma 5.3 Under condition (5.7)) we obtain that

inf inf 0, F) > t..m3/2=D
g’a”:g}.”mqk( ,F) > const.-m ,

for a universal constant factor.

Hence k,, < m~3/27D1 50 that, by ([2), the following statement is evident.

Theorem 5.3 Assume the constraints of Theorem [ condition (5.4); and the existence of
some 3 > 3D; + 29/2 such that sup,, mg/n < o00. Then the selection b, =< n® with o €
((11 +2Dy)/8,1 — (7/2 + Dl)/ﬁ) yields asymptotic equivalence of the experiments Dy, ,, and

Enm as n — o0o.

Instead of condition (5.4]) one can assume that m = m, is bounded in n and the claim of
Theorem [5.3] remains valid.

Thanks to the multinomial distribution of the statistic IV in the experiment B,, ,, a transfor-
mation of the experiment &, ,, (in particular, of the statistic N*) is possible in order to obtain
independent components. Similar arguments have been used in Carter (2002). We introduce
the (m + 1)-dimensional random vector N** with L(N**) = N(nq(8, F),nQ(0, F')) where

Q(evF) = (QO(97F)’ s 7Qm(97F))T7
Q(HvF) = {1{j}(k)qk(67F)}j7k:07m7m‘

Then the conditional distribution of T** given N** equals N(9, {AW[;(y++y, (9)} 1) on the event
{IrT(N**)] 41+ -+ + [T(N*)]+m > 0} (again T** := 0 otherwise), where the function 7 from
R™*! to R™ is defined by

T :x= (0, .,Tm) — (xl,...,xm)-n/max{{,Zaﬁj},
j=0

for some deterministic ¢ > 0 still to be chosen. We consider the experiment
Fom = (Rzm,%(}Rzm), (ﬁg,F(T**,N**))g’F).

In order to show asymptotic equivalence of &, ,,, and F,, ,, we consider the statistic N** from
the experiment 7, ,,, and the sum of its components, which we call V. As N** can be uniquely
reconstructed from (7(N**), V') we derive equivalence of F, ;, and the experiment 7}, ,, in which
(T, 7(N**),V) is observed. It holds that

Lorp(N™|V)
Lo p(T(N*) V)

(VQ(HvF)vnQ(HvF) - nQ(e’F)Q(HvF)T) )

=N
= N(ng(0, F)V/max{T, ¢},n*(Q(0, F) — 4(6, F)§(6, F)") /(max{V, (})?) .

The following asymptotic approximation is required.
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Lemma 5.4 Assume the conditions of Theorem [5.3 and select ( = n/2. Then,

i sup B, TV (Lo, r(r(N™) | V).N(ng(0, F),nQ(0, F) — ng(0, F)g(0, F)T)) = 0.

As the conditional distribution of T** given 7(N**) and V equals that given 7(N**), Lemma
541 provides asymptotic equivalence of F}, ,,, and F}/ ,,, where the latter experiment describes the
observation of (T**, N*,V*) where V* and V are identically distributed but V* and (T**, N*)
are independent. As, in addition, Ly r(V*) = N(n,n), the distribution of V* does not depend
on 6§ or F and, thus, V* can be omitted without losing any information on (0, F'). Therefore,

Fom and &, , are equivalent so that the following result has been established.

Theorem 5.4 Under the conditions of Theorem[i.3, the experiments &, ,, and Fy, p, are asymp-

totically equivalent as n — oo.

6 Applications

In this section we apply the Gaussian models of Section [, which have now been proved to be
asymptotically equivalent to the mixture Rasch model A, ,,, to develop asymptotic inference.
In particular we will construct an asymptotic confidence ellipsoid for the difficulty parameters.
Thus the results carry over to the original mixture Rasch model.

Let T** be the part of the observation from the experiment D, ,, where L(T** | N) =
N(J, {A¥N ()} 1) if Ny +-- + Np—1 > 0. We define the random ellipsoid

B = {a; ER™: S a; =0, (x— 2T 2(Z272)  AUN(T™)(212) 21 (2 - 2T) < L} ,
j=1

for some threshold ¢ > 0 to be determined and the m x (m — 1)-matrix

1-1/m -1/m -+ —=1/m
—1/m 1-1/m --- —=1/m
Z = : : : :
—1/m —-1/m - 1-1/m
-1/m -1/m - —=1/m

Note that § = Z9 for all § € © thanks to the definition (BI]). In order to motivate the selection

of + we give an oracle version of E by

B = {x ER™ S w;j =0, (z - ZT™) 2(212) AUN©D)(212) " 21 (@ — 2T™) < L} .
j=1

15



Concretely we have replaced T* by its conditional expectation given N in the argument of
AW y. Conditionally on N under {N; + --- + N,—1 > 0} we may represent T** by T** =
I+{ AW (9)}~1/2¢ where here e denotes an (m—1)-dimensional random vector with independent
N(0, 1)-distributed components. On this event it follows that

PPr(0c E|N) = P(le]" <)

1

That inspires us to choose ¢ as the a-quantile of the x?(m — 1)-distribution, i.e. ¢ = F 1, (a)

where F,_1 denotes the x%(m — 1)-distribution function, for some given o € (0,1). Then,

liminfianel?F(H € E) > a,

n—oo 6, F

as PfF(NO + N,, < n) tends to zero uniformly in # and F. Focusing on the ellipsoid E we

provide the following result.

Theorem 6.1 In the experiment Dy, ,, we have

limsupsuprF(H ¢ E) <1l—-a,

n—oo  6.F

under the assumptions of Theorem [0l for any fized o € (0,1). The mazimal axis é of E obeys
the following asymptotic upper bound

lim 1imsupsupP£F(é > c-my/yn) = 0.

€70 n—oo §,F
Remark 6.1 Theorem 6.1l shows that E is an asymptotic a-confidence ellipsoid for 6 in the
experiment Dy, . The mazimal axis of this ellipsoid shrinks to zero at the rate Op(my/y/n)
as n — oo. By the Theorems [31), [3.2, [5.1] and the properties established in Theorem [6.1]
extend to the original mizture Rasch model (experiment A, .,) after applying the appropriate
Markov kernel which transforms experiment Dy, m to Ay, . Note that the asymptotic confidence
region is uniform with respect to the parameter 8 € © and F € F. Thus we have developed a
stronger version of asymptotic confidence regions than in the usual setting where 0 and F are
viewed as fized, i.e. 0 and F' must not change in n. This is thanks to the fact that we have used
asymptotic approximation with respect to the Le Cam distance rather than central limit laws for
specific estimators in terms of weak convergence, where the latter results are commomly used to

construct asymptotic confidence regions.

7 Conclusions and Outlook

In this paper we derive asymptotically equivalent Gaussian experiments for the mixture Rasch

model. In Section [6] asymptotic statistical inference on the difficulty parameters is provided
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based on these Gaussian experiments. But the asymptotic equivalence of the experiment F, ,,
and the original mixture Rasch model A, ,,, also opens the perspective for nonparametric infer-
ence on the ability distribution. While this goal exceeds the framework of the current paper the

authors are working on this issue and intend to present their future results in a separate paper.

8 Proofs

Proof of Lemma [[.1} Thanks to the shift-invariance of the total variation distance we may put

yo = 0 without any loss of generality. Note that we may write
LW, +1) = L(W,) * (*?:1 (5ljej) )

where e; denotes the vector with its jth component equal to 1 while all other components vanish.

By a telescoping sum we deduce that

QL

d
TV(L(W,, 4+ 1), L(W,,) Z L(W,) % p,e;) < ZuyTv )y L(Wy) % 0,) -

We have that

TV(L(Wa), L(Wy) %8e;) = > |P(Wy = w) = P(W,, = w — ;)|

weZd
< EY [PWnj=u|Yn;) = PWj=u—1[Vnj), (81
UEZL
where ), ; denotes the o-field generated by Yf,{ yeee ,Yn_ﬁ. By Fourier inversion we obtain that

1 4 .
PWyj=u|Yn,) = %/ exp{—iuz}w, |y, . (¥)dz,

for all u € Z where ¥z denotes the characteristic function of a random variable Z. Since

n

VW, v, (@) = fllwxj’i’”yi”z(x” = le |exp{iz}pji + 1 — pjl
< ﬁexp{ —2p;i(1 —pj)a®/m*} = exp{ —2072*/7%},
for all € [, 7] it follows that
[P(Wyj=u|Vn;) = P(Wnj=u—1]Vny)|

_ %\ /_ _exp{—iuz}(1 —exp{—i})vw, i, ()

1

;/ zexp { —20J2»x2/712}da; < 77/(40?).
0

IN
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Therefore the total variation distance between L(W,, ; | Vp ;) and L(Wy, ;+ 1| Y, ;) is bounded

from above by

Z ‘P(Wn,j =u|Vnj) = PWp;=u—1| ymj)‘

UEZ
< Y [ PWag=u|Yng) = PWny =u—1]Vuj)| + 2P(Whj — 5] > 705 | V)

lu—pj|<Toj+1

(2105 + 3)772/(2%2») + 4exp{—1%/4} + 4dexp{—30;7/4},

IN

for any 7 > 0 where Bernstein’s inequality has been used in the last step. We introduce the
event A; 1= {0’]2- > EJJQ-/Z} where EJJZ > nk and we put 7 := y/c - log(nk) with a constant ¢ > 0
sufficiently large so that

EY | PWhj=u|Vnj) = PWnj=u—1] ;)|
u€EZ
< 2(1 — P(A;)) + A*{log(nk)}/2n1/251/2
for a universal constant A* € (0,00). Finally Hoeffding’s inequality yields that

1—P(A;) < 2exp{— (Ea?)z/@n)} < 2exp{—nx?/2},

which completes the proof of the lemma. O

Proof of Lemma[-.2 As W, is Z%valued it holds that [W,, + U] = W,, + [U] so that

TV(L(Wen + U, L(W)) < > TV(L(W, +1), L(Wy)) - P([U] = 1)
leza

d
< Aflog(nw)}/>n~ 126712 3 " B|[US]]
j=1

where E|[U;]| < 1/2 + E|U;| < 1/2 + b2, O

Proof of Lemma [{.3% Let A be an arbitrary eigenvalue of the matrix ), ., A; with the corre-

sponding unit eigenvector v. As A; is the covariance matrix of Y; ,, we deduce that

d
A\ = UTZK,-U = ZvTKw = Zvar(ZUka,i,n>

1EN 1EN 1EN k=1
d
2
= Z EE{(ZUk(ka - EXk,i,n)) ! Yl_nl} > Z Evar (v Xk p | anl) > vf - (#N) -k,
1EN k=1 1EN
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foralll =1,...,d. Summing up both sides of the above inequality over [ = 1,...,d we obtain
that
d\ > (#N) -k,

which completes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma Note that A — AT is a positive semi-definite matrix so that
N(0,A) = N(0,\I) * N(0, A — \I),
from what follows that
TV(L(Yin) * N(0,A),N(ft;, A + A)) < TV(L(Y;,) * N(0O, AI), N(fis, A; + D)) .
The distribution £(Y; ) * N(0, AI) has the d-dimensional Lebesgue density
go(x) = B @r\) " exp { — |o - Vi 2/(20)}

Since N(zi;, A; + M) = N(7;, A;) *N(0, M) the Lebesgue density g1 of the distribution N(z;, A; +

AI) may be written as
gi(@) = E@2eN)" P exp { — |z — Ziul?/(2N)}

where £(Z;,) = N(zi;, A;). The total variation distance between N(7;, A; + ) and L(Y;,,) *
N(0, \I) equals the L;(R%)-distance between the densities go and g;. Thus,

TV(L(Y;,) * N(0, A), N(f;, A; + M)
= (2m) %2 / |Eexp{ — |z — )\_1/2}/;7n\2/2} —Eexp{—|z— )\_1/2Z,~7n]2/2}‘da;.
Taylor expansion around x yields that
exp (= |z — AP/2) = Paa(A) + Ron(A),

for all A € R? and any fixed z € R¢ where P, ; is a d-variate quadratic polynomial and Ry ; is
the corresponding remainder term. As the expectation vectors and the covariance matrices of

Y and Z;,, coincide we deduce that
EP,(A\?Y:,) = ER, (V2.
Therefore,
TV(L(Yin) * N(O, M), N(5;, A + X))

< (2m) = / E|Ry(AV2Y,,) |da + / B|Ry. (A"122;,) |dz).
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Calculating the third order partial derivatives of = + exp(—|z|?/2) we deduce that

d
(271)_d/2E/‘ng()\_lp}/}m)‘d:ﬂ < A—3/2E<Z\Xk,i,ny>3
k=1

< B* AT (8.2)

for some universal constant B* € (0,00) where £(Z) = N(0,1). When replacing X}, ; , by the
kth component of Z; ,, the identical upper bound applies (with a different constant B*). Note
that this component is N(EXk,i,n,var Xk,i,n)—distributed. O

Proof of Lemma [{.5 Again the shift-invariance of the total variation distance allows us to

restrict to the case of yo = 0. As a telescoping sum, we consider

TV(L(W,) % N(0,b,1),N(f, A + b,1))
= TV(N(0,b,0) % { #j—y L(Yin)}, N(0,b,T) = { xi_ N(5;, As) })
< ZTV({ it 1 ﬁ(Yi,n)} * N(0, b, ) * { *211 N(ﬂi,xi)},
k=1

n

<Y TV(N(g, A + Agp—1), LYkn) N0, Ag—1))
k=1

where A := b, I + Zizl A;. By Lemma 3 the smallest eigenvalue of A, is bounded from below
by by, + lk/d,,. Then Lemma (4] provides that

TV (L(Wy) * N(0,b,1),N(r, A + b,1)) < Bd> an(bn + (k= 1)k/d)~>3/?
k=1

< Bd& (bgw +/ (b + m/dn)—3/2dx) = Bdb;%? +2Bdio; Y ? k.
0

Thus the lemma has been shown. O

Proof of Lemma [{.6f The total variation distance between two distributions is bounded from

above by twice their Hellinger distance. It follows from e.g. eq. (A.4) in Reif} (2011) that

dn,
TVZ(N(G, K + b, D), N(m R)) < 862K |7 = 825" A72,
j=1

where || - | p denotes the Frobenius norm and A, j = 1,...,d,, are the eigenvalues of the matrix

A. Applying the lower bound on the eigenvalues provided in Lemma completes the proof of
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this lemma. O

Proof of Lemma [5.1k In the notation of Section Ml we assume some random vector Y;, =
(X1imy--rXdin) withd=m —1 and L(Y; ) = Uy (- | k). Then

PLi = E(Xl,i,n ‘ Y;,_nl) = % 1{k 1}( Z X, ,z,n) + 1{k 2}( Z Xq,z,n) P

q#l
so that
_ exp(=Y) = _
Epi(l—pii) = e Uﬁ,F( ; Xpin=k—1]| k:)
exp(—) pa
= T o anN €xXp / exp | — Wici ),
1+ exp(—v) beﬁ%%m) < ; ) CE]BZU;m) ( ; >

where B/(1, k,m) collects all b € B(k, m) such that EZ# b; = k — 1. Note that

""U (l,k,m),

=1
as ke {l,...,m —1}. Also we have
m—1
Z exp( Zﬁb)<exp4R) Z exp(—Zﬂibi),
beB/ (I,k,m) £l beB (I, k,m) il
for all [,1" € {1,...,m — 1}. Tt follows that

exp(—6R)
—1)(1 +exp(2R))’

Epi(1—pi) > o

which completes the proof. O

Proof of Lemmal[2.2 Note that Ny + N,, has a binomial distribution with the parameters n and
q0(0, F) + qm(0, F) where q(0, F) is defined in ([3.6]). For any s > 0 we have

w(o.F) < | _ Fade + (1t exp(-s—R) "
a0, F) < / F(o)dr + (1+exp(—s — R)) ™™, (8.3)

for all # € ©. For any fixed € > 0 we choose s sufficiently large such that the first addends in
both lines of (83]) are bounded from above by /2 and, then, M sufficiently large such that for
all m > M the second addends in (83]) are smaller than €/2. Thus, for all m > M, we obtain
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that qo(0, F) + gm (0, F) < . On the other hand, if m < M, we fix s’ > 0 sufficiently large such
that

/ flx)dr < 1/2,
|z|>s

so that f | <’ (x)dz > 1/2 holds true for all F' € F. Then we consider the continuous positive

mapping T;,, m—2,...,M, with
Z Heprl.’ﬂ—el)
beS(1,m) I= 11+expx—91)

which take its positive minimum on the compact domain [—s’, s'] x [-R, R]™. Hence

inf 0, F 0 Ym=2,...,.M
Qeé,nFe]: ql( ) ) > U, m ) ) )

so that supgeo rer (0, ') + ¢ (0, F') < 1. Thus we have shown that

q:= sup sup qo(0,F)+gm(0,F) <1
0€cO,FeF m>3

Now we choose p := (1 4+ ¢q)/2 € (0,1) so that simple application of Chebyshev’s inequality
completes the proof. O

Proof of Theorem[5.2 Fix some p € (0,1) from Lemma[5.2] Thus the probability of { Ng+ N,,, >
pn} converges to zero uniformly with respect to 6 and F'. Therefore it suffices to show that the
mean total variation distance between Eg (@ | N) and PgF(' | N), restricted to the event
N :={Ny + N,, < pn}, tends to zero uniformly in § and F as well. The first (conditional)
probability measure has the Lebesgue density

ho(z | N) = (20)Y27 Y™ (det AW n (9))?(det AWy (x)) ™
cexp { — (VUN) " (=) — 0) T AUN () ((VEN) "} (—2) — ) /2},
on the range R of —V Wy, on which hy(- | N) is supported and on which the function V¥ y has

an inverse mapping. We write gg(- | N) for the density of P(fp(' | N) =N(=VUyN(D), AN (D).

Moreover note that
Ely [ Iho(e | N) - golo | Nlde < 2E1N/R\he«uN)—ga(:uN)!d:v.

Applying the integral substitution via —V Wy the right hand side of the above inequality equals
2 E1x]Y — 1| where

det AU N (X) - {

- SO e { — 5 ((T000) - VErO) (20}

(VUN(X) = VEN (D)) — (X — ) AT (9)(X — 19))} ,
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where £(X | N) = N(9, {AUx(9)}~1). All third-order partial derivatives of ¥y are bounded
by 6n so that
VUN(X) = VUN@) = AUN(I) (X —9) + Ry,

where the remainder term R; satisfies |R;| < 6nm?®/2|X —9|?. The matrix-valued function AW y

has the following Lipschitz property (with respect to the Frobenius norm),
AT N (X) — AUN)|, < 6nm®?|X — V).
The Theorem of Courant-Fischer yields that

sup  [A(X) = N(0)] < 6nm>?| X — 9|,
j=1,.m—1

where \;(X) and A;(Y) denote the eigenvalues of the matrices AW (X) and AW y(¥), respec-
tively, in decreasing order. We learn from the Lemmata [£.3] and [5.1] that

inf (m? /n) 'i%finf Aj(09) > 0,
n j

for m = m,,. Thus, on the event C := N N{|X —J| < anm;9/2}, for any sequence (a,) | 0, we
deduce that

- QAT TR MO0 ZA0)

_ 7 < - ln,
det Ay (9) ) )| = const.

J=1

where, in the sequel, const. stands for a constant only depending on p and R. Furthermore,

(VUN(X) = VI ) {AUN ()} (VIN(X) = VINB)) — (X — )T AN B)(X —0)
= 2R{(X —9)+ RT{A\I/N(ﬁ)}_lRl < const. - (naim;n + naim;lg) ,

holds true on the event C. Any selection of (a,), such that

. —-4,1/3
lim a,m,, nt3 =0,
n— o0

guarantees uniform convergence of E'l¢|Y — 1| to zero. On the other hand the probability of

MJ{IX =¥ < apmy o/ 2} also tends to zero uniformly with respect to 6 and F' if

1/2, 6

oapn /' “m, — oo,

as n — oo since £(X — ¥) = N(0,{AUy(9)}1). As sup, mhn < oo for some 8 > 13 such a

choice of (a,), exists. Then,

lim sup Ely|Y -1c — 1| = 0.

n—o0 G,F
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As Y is non-negative, E1xY <1 and limy, o0 supy (1 — P(,(’jF(./\/')) = 0 we arrive at
lim sup Ely|Y — 1] = 0,
n—o0 G,F

which completes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma Setting

ne(B) = exp{B — Oi}/(1 +exp{B—0O}), &

1,....m,
we may write

00.F) = [ {4y BOLm(E)}F (D).
As 6 € [-R, R]™ we have that

nk(B) < exp(2R) - m(B),
1—n(B) < exp(2R) - (1 —m(8)),

forall € Rand k=2,...,m.
On the sets A1 == {8 : m(B) < em™/*} and Ay = {8 : 1 —m(B) < em™ 3/} for

some constant ¢ > 0, we apply Poisson approximation of binomial distributions. Precisely, an

IN

inequality of Le Cam (see p. 657 in DasGupta (2008), for instance) yields that
TV(P(Q(). 1B(Lk(B))) < 2exp(dR)c*m™"2, VG € Ay,
where Q(8) = Y7  mk(B). Put I(8) :== Q7N ([k — 6,k +6]) for k = 1,...,m — 1; Ip(8) =

Q~([0,4]) and I,,(8) := Q~([m — §,m — §/2]) for some fixed § € (0,1). By Stirling’s approxi-

mation,

b(m, k, B) = {2 B(L,m(B8))} (k) > exp{—Q(B)}Q"(B)/k! — 2exp(4R) - *m~ '/
exp{ —1/(12k) — 6} (1 — §/k)* )N 2rk — 2exp(4R) - 2m /2

> const. - m_1/2,

v

for all B € Ay NI(d), k > 1, and a constant factor only depending on R, when choosing the
constant ¢ > 0 sufficiently small. For £ = 0 this bound applies as well.

For 8 € Ay NI (6) the identical lower bound applies since g (6, F') is viewed as the density
of xj”B(1,1 —mn(B)) at m — k.

Finally we consider the complement Az := R\(A;UAy). Clearly n,(8) € (em=3/* 1—cm=3/4)
holds for all 5 € As. By Fourier inversion,

b(m, k. ) = — / " exp { — itk — Q@) it B)dt.

27 J_,
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with

H exp{it(1 —m(B))} - m(B) + exp{~itm(8))} - (1 = m(B)),

Z )1 =m(B)).
=1

As in the proof of Lemma [Tl we derive that

2
< I
‘fm(twﬁ)’ — exp{ 7T277(/8)}7
for all t € [—m, 7]. Moreover, for all 5 € Az, we have
n(8) > cexp{=2R}m" /(1 - cexp{-2R}m~*/").

Put v := {D(logn(B3))/n(B)}'/? for some constant D > 0 sufficiently large. Then |f,,(t,3)| <
m—D/(27%) if |t| € (v, 7]. Otherwise, for t € [—v, v]|, Taylor approximation yields that

Fu(t,8) = exp { — 20(8)/2} - (1 + An(t, B))

with the remainder |A,,(t, 8)| < const. - v for some universal constant factor. Combining these
facts with
|1 —exp { —it(k — Q(B))}| < [t|d,

for all g € Ij(9), we deduce that
b(m, k, ) > const. - m~Y/?, (8.4)

for all 5 € It (6) N A3 and some universal positive constant. Summarisingly, the inequality (8.4))
has been verified for all 5 € Ij(d) where the constant factor only depends on R and 4.
We conclude that

@(0, F) > const. - m~ /2. f(x)dx
I (8)

for all kK =0,..., m where the constant does not depend on k. As the derivative of @) is bounded

by m the length of the interval I;(d) has the lower bound 6/(2m). Moreover,
sup{|z| : z € I;(6)} < R+ |log(6/2)| + logm,

for any § € (0,1/2) and all £ = 0,...,m. Finally, by the tail condition (5.4]) on f, the proof is
completed. O
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Proof of Lemma[5Z The total variation distance between N(ng(8, F),nQ (6, F)—ng(0, F)§(0, F)T)
and L(7(N**) | V) is bounded from above by

Lo, ) (V) + 1¢00) (V)

TV(N(nd(0, F), n%(Q(6, F) — (0, F)a(6, FYT)/V2), N(nd(0, F), n(Q(6, F) — (6, F)(0, F)T)))
Li—o00)(V) + g,y (V) - H(N(0, (n?/V)I), N(0, 1))

Loy (V) + V2(m +1) - 1 o) (V) - [n*/ V> = 1],

where H denotes the Hellinger distance and I the (m + 1) x (m + 1)-identity matrix. Therein

<
<

equation (A.4) in Reifl (2011) has been used to bound the Hellinger distance between normal

distributions. Applying the expectation to the above term we obtain

Pfe(V <) + V2(m+ 1)(2En? = V2| < 4/n + 4y/2(m + 1)(2n%? + n) /n?,

as ﬁgF(V) ~ N(n,n) and ¢ = n/2. Thanks to the conditions on m,, in Theorem [5.3] the above

expression tends to zero uniformly in § € © and F € F. O

Proof of Theorem [6.1t We consider that

Pyr(0¢ E|N)
< Ljg)(No + Nip) PPp (T AW N (9) TV 2AW N (T AT N (0) 2 > 0| N) + PPp(No + Ny = n)
< Loy (No + Ni) PP (12 - {1 + 6nm® 2| {AW N (0)}2|Ple]} > ¢ | N) + BP(No + Ny = 1),

where || - || denotes the usual matrix norm which is induced by the Euclidean metric; we have
used that
\IJN($)‘ < 6n.

83
sup Sup |m7——=—F%F—
zeRmM=1 [,j.5/ al‘laﬂfja$j/

By the Lemmata [4.3] and 5.1l we deduce that
PPp(0 ¢ E) < 2PPp(No+Nu > pn)+P(le| > hun'/?m=)+P(|e|*- (146¢(1-p) "*/%h,) > 1) ,

for some sequence (hy,), such that (h,my), { 0 (with m = m,,) but (h%nm,‘zlo)n T 00, some
constant ¢ > 0 only depending on R and some fixed p € (0,1) from Lemma Taking the
supremum over 6 € © and F' € F and, then, the limit superior n — oo on both sides of the
above inequality we conclude that

limsupsupPé?F(H ¢E) < limsupP(M2 > L) =1—-q,

n—oo  6,F n—00

where we have used Lemmal5.2land the fact that the x?(m—1)-density, as a consecutive sequence
of convolutions, is bounded uniformly with respect to m where ¢ < m (since a € (0, 1) is fixed).

Moreover the choice of ¢ is crucial in the last step.
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The maximal axis é of E turns out to be 2/v/Amin Where Api, is the smallest positive
eigenvalue of the matrix Z(Z7Z) " 'AUN(T**)(Z7Z)~1Z1. For all z € R™ with iy =0
we have |(Z tz2)"lz Tx‘ > |z|. Therefore Ay, is bounded from below by the smallest eigenvalue

! . of the matrix AWy (T**). Then it follows from the Lemmata 3] and 5] that

min = const. - {(1 = p)n/mi — (L= p)~2[e] -mn/n' ),
holds on the event { Ny + N,,, < pn}. Using Lemma [5.2] we establish that
1/>\min = OP (m%/n) )

uniformly with respect to # and F. O
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