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ABSTRACT
Nowadays, the confidentiality of data and information is of great importance for
many companies and organizations. For this reason, they may prefer not to release
exact data, but instead to grant researchers access to approximate data. For exam-
ple, rather than providing the exact measurements of their clients, they may only
provide researchers with grouped data, that is, the number of clients falling in each
of a set of non-overlapping measurement intervals. The challenge is to estimate the
mean and variance structure of the hidden ungrouped data based on the observed
grouped data. To tackle this problem, this work considers the exact observed data
likelihood and applies the Expectation-Maximization (EM) and Monte-Carlo EM
(MCEM) algorithms for cases where the hidden data follow a univariate, bivariate,
or multivariate normal distribution. Simulation studies are conducted to evaluate the
performance of the proposed EM and MCEM algorithms. The well-known Galton
data set is considered as an application example.
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1. Introduction

Nowadays, protecting data confidentiality, security, and integrity is of great importance
for governments, organizations, and companies [4, 10, 17, 24]. For these reasons, these
institutions might not release exact raw data to researchers, analysts, or even the
public. Rather, they prefer to release data such as household income, house prices,
insurance losses, profits, and age in an interval format. The interval format can contain
either grouped data [22] or symbolic data [1]. This work focuses on grouped data,
where for a particular variable, only the intervals and the frequency of observations
falling into each interval are known. Table 1 shows how univariate grouped data can
be represented.

Interval Frequencies
[a0, a1) n1

[a1, a2) n2
...

...
[ak−1, ak) nk

Total n

Table 1. Univariate grouped data representation.

As can be seen from the grouped data representation in Table 1, these data are
histogram-based and, therefore, continuous. Continuous data can follow different dis-
tributions, including normal, log-normal, and Weibull. Many studies have been con-
ducted on grouped data from different perspectives. Tallis [20] has obtained approxi-
mate maximum likelihood estimates of the parameters for univariate and multivariate
grouped data. Stewart [19] has dealt with the problem of estimating the parameters
of a linear model using data in which the dependent variable is only observed to
fall in certain intervals on a continuous scale, with its actual values remaining unob-
served. Mclachlan and Jones [15] have considered the fitting of finite mixture models
to univariate grouped and truncated data using the Expectation-Maximization (EM)
algorithm [5, 16]. Heitjan [8] has considered Bayesian methods to analyze this type
of data. In another study, Heitjan [9] has applied Newton-Raphson’s method and the
EM algorithm to find parameter estimates of bivariate regression analysis for grouped
data. Cadez et al. in [3] have extended the work in [15] to multivariate grouped data
by using numerical techniques to evaluate the multidimensional integrals at each iter-
ation of the EM algorithm. Wengrzik and Timm [23] have studied the performance of
different methods for fitting a two-component Gaussian mixture model to univariate
grouped data. Velez and Correa [22] have estimated the mean, variance, and coefficient
of variation for univariate grouped data using their proposed bootstrap method. More
recently, Teimouri in [21] has applied the EM algorithm on univariate grouped data
arising from a mixture of skew-normal distributions.

The aim of this study is to find the parameter estimates for grouped data when they
are normally distributed for the univariate, bivariate, and multivariate cases using the
exact form of the likelihood. Therefore, the estimation approach of [15] and [16] for
univariate grouped data with missing counts is considered and extended to the uni-
variate, bivariate, and multivariate cases without missing counts using both the EM
and MCEM algorithms. To the authors’ knowledge, no other study has yet presented
the exact formulae of EM parameter estimates for the bivariate and multivariate nor-
mal grouped data, as is done in this work. This work also contains the formulae to
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obtain standard errors for the EM and MCEM mean estimates. In summary, three
possible approaches for parameter estimation of grouped data are presented: 1) max-
imum likelihood estimation (MLE) by numerical optimization of the exact grouped
data likelihood (Exact MLE), 2) maximizing the exact likelihood using the EM al-
gorithm, and 3) same as (2), but using the MCEM algorithm. All three methods are
implemented in R and available at https://github.com/desouzalab/infgrouped.

This study is organised as follows. In Section 2, the estimation methods for grouped
data are presented. In Section 2.1, univariate normal grouped data are considered,
and parameter estimates are provided for the three methods described in the previous
paragraph. In Section 2.2, the proposed methods are applied to bivariate grouped data
and extended to multivariate normal grouped data. Standard errors for the EM and
MCEM mean estimates are presented in Section 2.3. Section 3 deals with numerical
applications. In Section 3.1, the proposed methods are applied to the well-known
Galton data [6]. Simulation studies for univariate and bivariate normal grouped data
are described in Section 3.2. Finally, in Section 4, results and conclusions are discussed.

2. Methods

2.1. Univariate normal grouped data

For simplicity, this section starts with estimating the parameters for the univariate
normal grouped data.

2.1.1. Exact MLE

It is assumed that the unobserved data x1, x2, . . . , xn come from a normal distribution
with parameters θ = (µ, σ) and denoted by N(µ, σ). Let f(x; θ) be the density function
of N(µ, σ). According to k + 1 pre-established partitioned points a0 < a1 < · · · <
ak−1 < ak, let ni be the number of observations that fall into the interval Xi = [ai−1, ai)
for 1 ≤ i ≤ k, a0 = −∞ and ak = +∞. Furthermore, it is assumed that the observed
data y = {n1, . . . , nk} follow a multinomial distribution with n =

∑k
i=1 ni draws over

k categories (intervals), with the probability of being in category i equal to Pi(θ)
P (θ) , where

Pi(θ) =

ai∫
ai−1

f(x; θ)dx,

with P (θ) =
∑K

i=1 Pi(θ) = 1. Therefore, the log-likelihood function for the observed
data y (also called the incomplete data log-likelihood) can be written as:

logL(θ) =

k∑
i=1

ni logPi(θ) + C. (1)

Let φ(·) and Φ(·) be the density and the cumulative distribution function (CDF);
respectively; of a standard normal distribution. Therefore, the density of N(µ, σ) can
be written as:

f(x;µ, σ) =
1

σ
φ(
x− µ
σ

),
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where −∞ < µ < ∞ and σ > 0. By applying the reparametrization θ1 = µ
σ and

θ2 = 1
σ , the parameters are changed from θ = (µ, σ) to θ = (θ1, θ2). Now let the CDF

of N(µ, σ) be Φ(θ2t− θ1). Then the log-likelihood in (1) can be written as a function
of θ1 and θ2 as follows (see also [25]):

logL(θ) = n1 ln
[
Φ(θ2a1 − θ1)

]
+ nk ln

[
1− Φ(θ2ak−1 − θ1)

]
+

k−1∑
i=2

ni ln
[
Φ(θ2ai − θ1)− Φ(θ2ai−1 − θ1)

]
+ C. (2)

The parameter estimates θ̂1 and θ̂2 can be obtained by maximizing (2) with respect
to θ = {θ1, θ2} using Newton-Raphson numerical methods such as those implemented
in the optim() function in R.

2.1.2. Parameter estimation via the EM algorithm

In a similar manner to [15, 16, 18], to find θ̂ that maximizes logL(θ) in (1) within
the EM framework, the vector of xi = (xi1, xi2, . . . , xini)

T , for i = 1, . . . , k, should be
introduced as missing (unobservable) data. In fact, for each interval Xi = [ai−1, ai), xi
consists of ni independent unobservable data points falling into that interval. Hence,
the complete-data vector can be written as w = (yT , xT1 , . . . , x

T
k )T . Furthermore, given

y, each xil has a density function f(xil|y) ≡ f(xil;θ)
Pi(θ)

for l = 1, . . . , ni and i = 1, . . . , k.

Therefore, the complete-data likelihood of can be written as

Lc(θ) ≡ f(w; θ)

= f(x|y; θ)p(y; θ)

=

k∏
i=1

ni∏
l=1

f(xil; θ)

Pi(θ)
×

k∏
i=1

(Pi(θ))
ni × C

∝
∏
i

∏
l

f(xil; θ),

and its corresponding log-likelihood as

logLc(θ) ≡
k∑
i=1

ni∑
l=1

log f(xil; θ) + C. (3)

Using (3), the EM algorithm can be used to iteratively estimate the parameters in θ.
The following describes the E and M steps of the proposed EM approach.

E-Step:
The E-step calculates the expectation of the complete-data log-likelihood in (3) con-
ditional on y and the current parameter estimates (θ(p)). Disregarding the constant
term, the expectation of the logLc(θ) conditional on y and θ(p) is given by:

Q(θ, θ(p)) ≡ Eθ(p)

[
logLc(θ)|y

]
=

k∑
i=1

niEθ(p)

[
log f(X; θ)|X ∈ Xi

]
,
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where the expectation is taken with respect to the density f(x;θ(p))
Pi(θ(p)) .

Therefore, for the normally distributed grouped data, we can write:

Q(θ, θ(p)) = −1

2
n{log(2π) + log σ2} − 1

2
σ2

k∑
i=1

niEθ(p)

{
(X − µ)2|X ∈ Xi

}
.

M-Step:
The M-step of the EM algorithm maximizes Q(θ, θ(p)) with respect to θ at iteration

p+ 1 to produce new estimates θ(p+1) = (µ(p+1), σ(p+1))T . By using the idea of inter-
changing the differentiation and the expectation (the Leibniz integral rule), Q(θ, θ(p))
can be differentiated with respect to θ = (µ, σ) to obtain the following updated esti-
mates:

µ(p+1) =

∑k
i=1 niEθ(p)(X|X ∈ Xi)

n
(4)

and

σ2(p+1) =

∑k
i=1 niEθ(p)

[
(X − µ(p+1))2|X ∈ Xi

]
n

, (5)

where n =
∑k

i=1 ni. The derivation of the expectations in (4) and (5) can be found in
Section A of the Appendix.

2.1.3. Parameter estimation via the MCEM Algorithm

Calculating the exact form of the expectations in (4) and (5) can be seen as a tedious
and difficult task. In this case, an alternative way is to use the Monte-Carlo EM
(MCEM) algorithm, in which the required expectations are replaced with an average
over simulations [16, 18]. The unobserved data x = (x1, . . . , xk) can be simulated

from the distribution f(x;θ(p))
Pi(θ(p)) over each specific interval. Now, considering M as the

number of observations generated for each interval in the Monte-Carlo simulation, the
simulated sample for the i-th interval can be written as (xi1, . . . , xiM ), and the MCEM
updates are:

µ(p+1) =
1

n

k∑
i=1

ni
1

M

M∑
m=1

xim

and

σ2(p+1) =
1

n

k∑
i=1

ni
1

M

M∑
m=1

(xim − µ(p+1))2,

where n =
∑k

i=1 ni.
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x1\x2 [b0, b1) [b1, b2) · · · [bs−1, bs) Total
[a0, a1) n11 n12 · · · n1s n1.

[a1, a2) n21 n22 · · · n2s n2.
...

...
...

...
...

...
[ar−1, ar) nr1 nr2 · · · nrs nr.

Total n.1 n.2 · · · n.s n
Table 2. Bivariate grouped data representation.

2.2. Bivariate and Multivariate Normal grouped data

2.2.1. Exact MLE for Bivariate Normal

The derivation of the exact MLE for bivariate normal grouped data is much like
that for the univariate case, except that the multinomial probabilities depend on the
bivariate normal CDF calculated over rectangles instead of intervals. The probability
of a bivariate random variable X = (X1, X2) belonging to a rectangale X1×X2 of the
form [ai−1, ai)× [bj−1, bj); for i = 1, . . . , r and j = 1, . . . , s, is

Pij(θ) ≡ P (ai−1 ≤ X1 < ai, bj−1 ≤ X2 < bj) =

=

ai∫
ai−1

bj∫
bj−1

f(x1, x2; θ)dx1dx2

= Fθ(ai, bj)− Fθ(ai−1, bj)− Fθ(ai, bj−1) + Fθ(ai−1, bj−1),

where f(.; θ) and Fθ(.) are the bivariate normal density function and cumulative dis-
tribution function, respectively; with parameters θ = (µx1

, µx2
, σx1

, σx2
, ρ).

For each rectangle (or cell in Table 2), the frequencies nij , for i = 1, . . . , r and
j = 1, . . . , s), are known, and therefore the following multinomial likelihood can be
assumed for them:

L(θ) =
n!∏r

i=1

∏s
j=1 nij

r∏
i=1

s∏
j=1

[Pij(θ)
P (θ)

]nij
,

where n =
∑r

i=1

∑s
j=1 nij and P (θ) =

∑r
i=1

∑s
j=1 Pij(θ) = 1. Hence, the exact log-

likelihood function is:

logL(θ) =

r∑
i=1

s∑
j=1

nij logPij(θ) + C

=

r∑
i=1

s∑
j=1

nij log
[
Fθ(ai, bj)− Fθ(ai−1, bj)− Fθ(ai, bj−1) + Fθ(ai−1, bj−1)

]
+ C (6)

To find the MLEs of the parameters in θ, the log-likelihood function in (6) is max-
imized using numerical methods implemented by the nlm() function in R.

6



2.2.2. Parameter Estimation via the EM Algorithm

Extending the ideas of the univariate case, the goal is to maximize the exact log-
likelihood for bivariate grouped data (see Equation (6)); using the EM approach.
Therefore, the first step is to introduce x as missing observations in array form as:

x =
{

(x1ik, x2jk) for i = 1, . . . , r; j = 1, . . . , s; k = 1, . . . , nij
}
.

Then the complete-data w =
{
y, x
}

can be defined over the rectangles, and their
log-likelihood can be written as:

logLc(θ) = logL(θ) +

r∑
i=1

s∑
j=1

nij∑
k=1

log
f(x1ik, x2jk; θ)

Pij(θ)

=

r∑
i=1

s∑
j=1

nij logPij(θ) + C +

r∑
i=1

s∑
j=1

nij∑
k=1

log
f(x1ik, x2jk; θ)

Pij(θ)

=

r∑
i=1

s∑
j=1

nij∑
k=1

log f(x1ik, x2jk; θ) + C (7)

The following presents the proposed E and M steps of the EM algorithm.

E-Step:
The E-step calculates the expected value of (7) given y and the current θ(p), that

is,

Q(θ, θ(p)) ≡
r∑
i=1

s∑
j=1

nijQij(θ, θ
(p)), (8)

where

Qij(θ, θ
(p)) = Eθ(p)

{
log f

(
(X1, X2); θ

)
|(X1, X2) ∈ (Xi1 ×X2j)

}
,

with the expectation taken with respect to the density f((x1,x2);θ(p))
Pij(θ(p)) .

M-Step:
The M-step aims to find the parameter updates that maximize (8). Using a similar

framework as in Section 2.1.2, the results are:

µ(p+1)
x1

=

∑r
i=1

∑s
j=1 nijEθ(p)

(
X1i|(X1, X2) ∈ (Xi1 ×X2j)

)
n

(9)

µ(p+1)
x2

=

∑r
i=1

∑s
j=1 nijEθ(p)

(
X2j |(X1, X2) ∈ (Xi1 ×X2j)

)
n

(10)
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σ2(p+1)
x1

=

∑r
i=1

∑s
j=1 nijEθ(p)

(
(X1i − µ(p+1)

x1 )2|(X1, X2) ∈ (Xi1 ×X2j)

)
n

(11)

σ2(p+1)
x2

=

∑r
i=1

∑s
j=1 nijEθ(p)

(
(X2j − µ(p+1)

x2 )2|(X1, X2) ∈ (Xi1 ×X2j)

)
n

(12)

ρ(p+1) =

∑r
i=1

∑s
j=1 nijEθ(p)

(
(X1i − µ(p+1)

x1 )(X2j − µ(p+1)
x2 )|(X1, X2) ∈ (Xi1 ×X2j)

)
n

(13)
The expectations in (9) to (13) are the moments of a truncated bivariate normal

distribution (f(x1,x2;θ(p))
Pij(θ(p)) ) and, therefore, the results of [13] are used to calculate each

one of them (for details, see Section B of the Appendix).

2.2.3. MCEM for bivariate grouped data

The MCEM algorithm can be used to replace the expectations in (9) to (13) by the
average of simulated values. That means that M random samples of (X1, X2) are

simulated from the density f((x1,x2);θ(p))
Pij(θ(p)) over the rectangles, and then their averages

are used to replace the expectations in the EM parameter updates, obtaining the
following MCEM-based parameter estimates:

µ(p+1)
x1

=

∑
i

∑
j nij

1
M

∑M
h=1 x1ih

n
,

µ(p+1)
x2

=

∑
i

∑
j nij

1
M

∑M
h=1 x2jh

n
,

σ2(p+1)
x1

=

∑
i

∑
j nij

1
M

∑M
h=1(x1ih − µ

(p+1)
x1 )2

n
,

σ2(p+1)
x2

=

∑
i

∑
j nij

1
M

∑M
h=1(x2jh − µ

(p+1)
x2 )2

n
, and

ρ(p+1) =

∑
i

∑
j nij

1
M

∑M
h=1(x1ih − µ

(p+1)
x1 )(x2jh − µ

(p+1)
x2 )

n
.

2.2.4. Extension of EM and MCEM to Multivariate Normal Grouped Data

By extending the ideas of univariate and bivariate normal grouped data, it is possible
to find the parameter estimates (mean vector and covariance matrix) for multivariate
normal grouped data using a matrix notation. Let (x1, . . . , xd) be an unobservable
vector arising from a d-dimensional multivariate normal distribution with parameters
Θ = (µ,Σ). Consider r1r2 · · · rd as the number of d-dimensional surfaces of the form
X1i1×X2i2×· · ·×Xdid = [a1i1−1, a1i1 ]×[a2i2−1, a2i2 ]×· · ·×[adid−1, adid ] for i1 = 1, . . . , r1;
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i2 = 1, . . . , r2; . . . , id = 1, . . . , rd. Let ni1,...,id be the observed number (count) of data
points falling in each surface. These observed counts form a multinomial likelihood as
follows:

L(Θ) ≡ n!∏r1
i1=1 · · ·

∏rd
id=1(ni1,i2,...,id)!

r1∏
i1=1

· · ·
rd∏
id=1

(Pi1,i2,...,id(Θ)

P (Θ)

)ni1,...,id
where n =

∑
i1
· · ·
∑

id
ni1,...,id ,

Pi1,i2,...,id(Θ) ≡
a1i1∫

a1i1−1

· · ·

adid∫
adid−1

f(x1, . . . , xd)dxd . . . dx1,

and

P (Θ) ≡
r1∑
i1=1

· · ·
rd∑
id=1

Pi1,i2,...,id(Θ) = 1,

with f(x1, . . . , xd) being the probability density function of a multivariate normal dis-
tribution. Representing the observed data as y =

{
ni1,...,id for i1 = 1, . . . , r1; . . . ; id =

1, . . . , rd
}

, the goal is to maximize

logL(Θ) =
∑
i1

· · ·
∑
id

ni1,...,idPi1,...,id(Θ) + C,

with respect to Θ using the EM framework. Let x =
{

(x1i1k, x2i2k, . . . , xdidk) for i1 =

1, . . . , r1; . . . ; id = 1, . . . , rd; k = 1, 2, . . . , ni1,...,id
}

be the missing vectors of observa-

tions. Thus, considering the complete data as w =
{
y, x
}

, the complete-data log-
likelihood function can be written as:

logLc(Θ) = logL(Θ) +

r1∑
i1=1

· · ·
rd∑
id=1

ni1,...,id∑
k=1

log
f
(

(x1i1k, x2i2k, . . . , xdidk); Θ
)

Pi1,...,id(Θ)

=

r1∑
i1=1

· · ·
rd∑
id=1

ni1,...,id logPi1,...,id(Θ) + C

+

r1∑
i1=1

· · ·
rd∑
id=1

ni1,...,id∑
k=1

log
f
(

(x1i1k, x2i2k, . . . , xdidk); Θ
)

Pi1,...,id(Θ)

=

r1∑
i1=1

· · ·
rd∑
id=1

ni1,...,id∑
k=1

log f
(

(x1i1k, x2i2k, . . . , xdidk); Θ
)

+ C

The E-step and M-step of the EM algorithm are described as follows.

E-Step:
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The E-step calculates:

Q(Θ,Θ(p)) =

r1∑
i1=1

· · ·
rd∑
id=1

ni1,...,idQi1,...,id(Θ,Θ
(p)),

where

Qi1,...,id(Θ,Θ
(p)) = EΘ(p)

{
log f

(
(X1, . . . , Xd); Θ

)∣∣∣(X1, . . . , Xd) ∈ (X1i1 × · · · × Xdid)

}
.

Hence,

Q(Θ,Θ(p)) =
∑
i1

· · ·
∑
id

ni1,...,idEθ(p)

{[
− d

2
log(2π) +

1

2
log(|Σ|−1)

−1

2
(xi − µ)TΣ−1(xi − µ)

]∣∣∣(X1, . . . , Xd) ∈ (X1i1 × · · · × Xdid)
}

=
∑
i1

· · ·
∑
id

ni1,...,id

{
− d

2
log(2π) +

1

2
log(|Σ|−1)

−1

2
Tr

[
Σ−1EΘ(p)

(
(xi − µ)(xi − µ)T

∣∣∣(X1, . . . , Xd) ∈ (X1i1 × · · · × Xdid)
)]}

.

M-Step:
The M-step maximizes Q(Θ,Θ(p)) w.r.t Θ, obtaining:

µ(p+1) =
1

n

r1∑
i1=1

· · ·
rd∑
id=1

ni1,...,idEΘ(p)

{
Xi

∣∣∣(X1, . . . , Xd) ∈ (X1i1 × · · · × Xdid)

}
(14)

Σ(p+1) =
1

n

r1∑
i1=1

· · ·
rd∑
id=1

ni1,...,id×

EΘ(p)

{(
(Xi − µ(p+1))(Xi − µ(p+1))T

)∣∣∣(X1, . . . , Xd) ∈ (X1i1 × · · · × Xdid)

}
. (15)

The expectations in (14) and (15) are the moments of a truncated multivariate

normal f(x1,...,xd;Θ)
Pi1,...,id (Θ) and as in the bivariate case, the results in [13] are used to calculate

these moments, as shown in Appendix B.
The calculations of these expectations for the multivariate normal case, particularly

for d > 2, are complex and error-prone. To avoid such calculations, an alternative
approach is to use the MCEM algorithm. The MCEM approach first simulates M

multivariate random samples of X = (X1, . . . , Xd) from the density f(x1,...,xd;Θ)
Pi1,...,id (Θ) over

all surfaces and then replaces the expectations in (14) and (15) with the averages of
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the simulated sample vectors obtaining the following parameter updates:

µ(p+1) =
1

n

[∑
i1

· · ·
∑
id

ni1,...,id
1

M

M∑
h=1

xhi

]

and

Σ(p+1) =
1

n

[∑
i1

· · ·
∑
id

ni1,...,id
1

M

M∑
h=1

(xhi − µ(p+1))(xhi − µ(p+1))T

]
.

2.3. Standard Errors for the EM and MCEM mean Estimates

Following the ideas in Chapter 4 of [16], standard errors for the EM estimates for
grouped data can be obtained using an approximation of the observed information
matrix, which is called the empirical observed information matrix, Ie,g. For the uni-
variate grouped data, Ie,g can be calculated as:

Ie,g(θ̂; y) =

r∑
i=1

nisi(θ̂)s
T
i (θ̂)− ns̄(θ̂)s̄T (θ̂), (16)

where s̄(θ̂) = 1
n

∑r
i=1 nisi(θ̂), si(θ̂) = ∂Qi(θ,θ̂)

∂θ |θ=θ̂, and θ̂ contains the EM estimates.
Similarly, the empirical observed information matrix for multivariate grouped data

is as follows:

Ie,g(Θ̂; y) =

r1∑
i1=1

· · ·
rd∑
id=1

ni1,...,idsi1,...,id(Θ̂)sTi1,...,id(Θ̂)− ns̄(Θ̂)s̄T (Θ̂) (17)

where si1,...,id(Θ̂) =
∂Qi1,...,id(Θ, Θ̂)

∂Θ
|Θ=Θ̂.

The inverse of Ie,g demonstrates an approximation of the covariance matrix of the
EM estimates, with the diagonal containing the standard errors.

For our study, we calculate the standard error for the EM estimates of µ and µ using
equations (16) and (17), respectively, and fixing the variance-covariance parameter
values to ones obtained by the EM algorithm. Using the notation from the previous
sections, we can show that the score function for µ for univariate grouped data is:

si(µ̂, σ̂
2) =

1

σ̂2
E
{

(X − µ̂)|X ∈ Xi
}
,

and for the multivariate case is:

si1,...,id(µ̂, Σ̂
2) = E

{
(X − µ̂)|X ∈ (X1i1 × · · · × Xdid)

}T
Σ̂−1.

Using the previous score functions, we also obtain standard errors for the mean MCEM
estimates using the Louis’ approach [12] as described in Chapter 6 of [16] with all
expectations replaced by the averages of observations simulated using the final MCEM
estimates.
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We use the standard errors (se) proposed above to construct 95% confidence inter-
vals of the form: µ̂± 1.96se(µ̂).

3. Results

3.1. Galton Data

The Galton dataset was first introduced by Francis Galton in 1886 [6, 7] and consists
of a two-way frequency table containing the number of parents and children falling
into different possible height intervals. The individual height observations are not
available; only the frequencies (grouped data) are available. Moreover, for each interval,
the midpoints (as the averages of the lower and upper limits of the intervals) are also
available. This data set is a well-known example of normally distributed grouped data.
The Galton data are electronically and publicly available in the R package HistData. In
this study, each of the variables (parent’s height and child’s height) was first analyzed
separately as univariate normal grouped data before considering the bivariate case.
The results are provided in Sections 3.1.1 and 3.1.2 respectively.

3.1.1. Univariate Case

First, the exact MLE of the parameters with the assumption of normal distribution of
both parent height and child height data were obtained using the approach described in
Section 2.1.1. As described, for the grouped data, the exact likelihood estimation was
conducted numerically using the R functions optim() and nlm (L-BFGS-B method);
the results are shown in Table 3 under Exact MLE. Note that the numerical maximiza-
tion of the exact likelihood is highly sensitive to initial values. The parameter estimates
using the EM algorithm to maximize the exact likelihood were then found, along with
those using the MCEM algorithm. The results for both EM and MCEM algorithms are
also presented in Table 3. As can be expected by the convergence properties of the EM
algorithm [16], its estimates were close to those obtained by direct maximization of
the exact likelihood (mean absolute relative difference (MARD) across parameters =
0.005672%). The MCEM estimates were also close to the Exact MLE results (MARD
= 0.020222%), but not as close as the EM results, which was also expected from the
properties of the MCEM [16].

Table 3. Estimates of the mean (with its standard errors (se) for EM and MCEM) and variance (Var)

of parent and child height variables (considering the univariate case) from the Galton data using the three
proposed methods.

Method Mean parent (se) Mean child (se) Var parent Var child
Exact MLE 68.30030 68.09834 3.24432 6.50945

EM 68.30026 (0.03818) 68.09834 (0.05232) 3.24482 6.50971
MCEM 68.30070 (0.05992) 68.09600 (0.08435) 3.24312 6.50763

3.1.2. Bivariate Case

In this case, the Galton data were considered as bivariate grouped data and the meth-
ods proposed in Section 2.2 were used to find the parameter estimates. The results
for all five parameters (including mean of parents, mean of children, variance of par-
ents, variance of children, and correlation of heights between parents and children) are
shown in Table 4. Note that as mentioned in Section 2.2.1, for parameter estimates
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using the exact MLE method for bivariate data, the nlm() and optim() functions in
R were used. The EM estimates were closest to those from the exact MLE method,
with mean absolute relative difference over the five parameters of 0.0012%.

Table 4. Estimates of mean, variance (Var) and correlation (Corr) parameters for bivariate Galton data using

the three proposed methods. Standard errors (se) for the mean EM and MCEM estimates are also provided.

Method Mean parent Mean child Var parent Var child Corr
Exact MLE 68.300475 68.098651 3.243895 6.513746 0.470162

EM 68.300495(0.059656) 68.098736(0.084259) 3.243960 6.513621 0.470171
MCEM 68.302157(0.058073) 68.098961(0.070917) 3.248326 6.514850 0.469763

3.2. Simulation Studies

In this section, the parameter estimation methods for normally distributed grouped
data are applied to simulated data for both the univariate and bivariate cases. Result-
ing tables and plots are displayed at the end of this manuscript.

3.2.1. Univariate Simulation

In this study, we conducted simulations on 15 different scenarios obtained by varying
the sample size n (50, 100, 300, 600 and 1000) and the number of equal-sized intervals
(or bins, k = 8, 15, and 30). For each scenario, 500 univariate datasets (in total 7500
datasets) are simulated. All simulated data are from a univariate normal distribution
with parameters µ = 68 and σ = 2.5 (σ2 = 6.25). Moreover, according to [2] and [14],
as the number of MCEM iterations for the univatiate data was between 10 to 30, we
fix the number of Monte-Carlo simulations for MCEM estimates to m = 1000.

The parameters (µ and σ) are estimated using the three methods described in
Section 2.1: Exact MLE, EM algorithm and MCEM algorithm. For all the methods,
we set the initial values of the parameters as µ = 67, σ = 2. The root mean squared
error (RMSE) of µ and σ over 500 samples are presented in Tables 5 and 7. Box plots
of the parameter estimates obtained across all different scenarios are shown in Figures
1 and 2. We can observe that for all parameters and all bin sizes the RMSE of the
estimates of Exact MLE, EM, and MCEM decrease as the sample size n increases.

To evaluate the performance of our proposed standard errors for the mean estimates,
we calculate the empirical coverage (EC) of 95% confidence intervals of the form
µ̂±1.96se(µ̂). We observe in Table 6 that most of the ECs are close to the established
confidence level of 95%. In addition, we can observed that the standard deviations of
the mean estimates are close to the mean of the proposed standard errors as expected.

3.2.2. Bivariate Simulation

For bivariate data we simulated 500 datasets for each sample size n of 50, 100, 300,
600, and 1000 with 10 equal intervals for each variable (X1 and X2) resulting in 100
rectangles and 2500 datasets. Datasets are simulated from a bivariate normal with

parameters µ = (68, 68) and Σ =

[
3 2
2 6

]
. The initial values selected for exact MLE,

EM and MCEM methods are µ = (67, 67) and Σ =

[
3.2 2.227106

2.227106 6.2

]
. According

to [2] and [14], the number of Monte-Carlo simulations to obtain the MCEM estimates
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was fixed to m = 5000 as the number of MCEM iterations for bivariate data was more
than 40.

Figures 3 to 7 present the box plots of the parameter estimates for each method and
different sample sizes. Our results also show that the Exact MLE, EM and MCEM
yielded very similar estimates as expected even for the smaller n of 50. In addition,
we can observe in Table 8 that the root mean squared error (RMSE) of the estimates
decrease as the sample size n increases for all parameters and methods. Table 9 shows
the ECs for 95% confidence intervals of the form µ̂±1.96se(µ̂) for both µx1

and µs2
. We

observe that in most cases the ECs are close to the established 95% level of confidence
for both EM and MCEM methods.

4. Discussion on Conclusion

We have proposed three approaches, namely, Exact MLE, EM and MCEM algorithms
to estimate the parameters of normally distributed grouped data. The cases of uni-
variate, bivariate and multivariate normal were considered and parameter estimates
using each method were presented. For the exact MLE approach, by considering the
distribution of the counts to be multinomial, with probabilities based on the normal
CDFs, the exact data log-likelihood could be formulated and the MLE values could
be found using numerical methods. For EM and MCEM algorithms, using the exact
observed data log-likelihood, the complete data log-likelihood was computed and the
parameter estimates obtained in closed forms using the formulas in Sections 2.1.2,
2.1.3, 2.2.2, 2.2.3 and 2.2.4.

To compare the methods, first, we considered the well-known Galton data, and
parameter estimates were found for the cases of univariate and bivariate grouped data.
Next, the mean absolute relative differences between the estimates obtained by Exact
MLE and each of the other methods (EM and MCEM) were calculated and showed
that EM led to the closest results to the exact MLE. Then, simulation studies were
implemented for the univariate and bivariate cases for different scenarios. For most
parameters, the results from the EM and MCEM algorithms were similar to the ones
from the exact MLE as expected by their convergence properties shown in Chapters
1 and 3 of [16].

Based on our results, we conclude that there are some advantages and drawbacks
regarding the three methods. The exact MLE method leads to efficient and unbiased
estimates; however, there is no closed-form for the parameter estimates, and they
are found using numerical optimization methods. Moreover, this method is highly
sensitive to the optimization method and initial values. In comparison, the EM and
MCEM methods in our analyses were not as sensitive to initial values as the Exact
MLE method. In addition, for both EM and MCEM algorithms, there are specific and
closed formulae for the parameter estimates.

Acknowledgments

This work was supported by the National Science and Engineering Research Council
of Canada.

14



References

[1] H.H. Bock and E. Diday, Analysis of Symbolic Data, Springer, 2000.
[2] J.G. Booth and J.P. Hobert, Maximizing generalized linear mixed model likelihoods with

an automated monte carlo em algorithm, Journal of the Royal Statistical Society. Series
B (Statistical Methodology) 61 (1999), pp. 265–285.

[3] I.V. Cadez, P. Smyth, G.J. McLachlan, and C.E. McLaren, Maximum likelihood estimation
of mixture densities for binned and truncated multivariate data, Machine Learning 47
(2002), pp. 7–34.

[4] Y.J. Chen and T. Miljkovic, From grouped to de-grouped data: A new approach in distri-
bution fitting for grouped data, Statistical Computation and Simulation 89(2) (2018), pp.
272–291.

[5] A.P. Dempster, N.M. Laird, and D.B. Rubin, Maximum likelihood from incomplete data
via the em algorithm, Royal Statistical Society. Series B (Methodological) 39(1) (1977),
pp. 1–38.

[6] F. Galton, Natural Inheritance, Macmillan and Co, 1889.
[7] J.A. HANLEY, Transmuting women into men: Galton’s family data on human stature,

The American Statistician 58(3) (2004), pp. 237–243.
[8] D.F. Heitjan, Inference from grouped continuous data: A review, Statistical Science 4(2)

(1989), pp. 164–179.
[9] D.F. Heitjan, Regression with bivariate grouped data, Biometrics 47(2) (1991), pp. 549–

562.
[10] J.Z. Huang, X. Wang, X. Wu, and L. Zhou, Estimation of a probability density function

using interval aggregated data, Statistical Computation and Simulation 86(15) (2016), pp.
1–13.

[11] P. Jones and G.J.McLachlan, Algorithm AS 254: Maximum likelihood estimation from
grouped and truncated data with finite normal mixture models, Journal of the Royal Sta-
tistical Society. Series C (Applied Statistics) 39(2) (1990), pp. 273–282.

[12] T.A. Louis, Finding the observed information matrix when using the em algorithm, Journal
of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological) 44 (1982), pp. 226–233.

[13] B.G. Manjunath and S. Wilhelm, Moments calculation for the doubly truncated multi-
variate normal density, Journal of Behavioral Data Science 1 (2021), pp. 17–33.

[14] C.E. McCulloch, Maximum likelihood algorithms for generalized linear mixed models, Jour-
nal of the American Statistical Association 92 (1997), pp. 162–170.

[15] G.J. McLachlan and P.N. Jones, Fitting mixture models to grouped and truncated data via
the em algorithm, Biometrics 44(2) (1988), pp. 571–578.

[16] G.J. McLachlan and T. Krishnan, The EM algorithm and extensions, Vol. 382, John Wiley
& Sons, 2007.

[17] C. Minoiu and S.G. Reddy, Estimating poverty and inequality from grouped data: How
well do parametric methods perform?, Income Distribution 18(2) (2009), pp. 160–178.

[18] C. Park, A quantile implementation of the em algorithm and applications to parameter
estimation with interval data, In Technical Report TR2006-05-CP, Department of Math-
ematical Sciences, Clemson, SC: Clemson University (2006).

[19] M.B. Stewart, On least squares estimation when the dependent variable is grouped, The
Review of Economic Studies 50(4) (1983), pp. 737–753.

[20] G.M. Tallis, Approximate maximum likelihood estimates from grouped data, Technometrics
599-606 (1967), p. 9(4).

[21] M. Teimouri, Em algorithm for mixture of skew-normal distributions fitted to grouped
data, Journal of Applied Statistics (2020), p. DOI: 10.1080/02664763.2020.1759032.
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Table 5. Simulation results: univariate case. RMSE of mean estimates of 500 simulated sam-
ples for n = 50, 100, 300, 600, and 1000 and number of intervals (bins) k = 8, 15, and 30 over
three estimation methods.

RMSE for Means
Method n k = 8 k = 15 k = 30
Exact MLE 50 0.34368 0.34848 0.80577

100 0.25917 0.25484 0.73227
300 0.13859 0.15677 0.62772
600 0.10698 0.10678 0.33962
1000 0.07972 0.08207 0.22194

EM 50 0.34369 0.34849 0.37453
100 0.25917 0.25485 0.25459
300 0.13859 0.15678 0.14536
600 0.10697 0.10678 0.10202
1000 0.07972 0.08207 0.07917

MCEM 50 0.34369 0.34845 0.37479
100 0.25922 0.25501 0.25457
300 0.13893 0.15668 0.14526
600 0.10705 0.10687 0.1022
1000 0.07976 0.08243 0.07925
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Table 6. Simulation results: univariate case. Average standard error (SE) and empirical
coverage (EC) (over 500 simulated datasets) for the EM and MCEM estimates of µ for
n = 50, 100, 300, 600, 1000, and k = 15 number of intervals (bins).

Standard Errors for Mean Estimates
n Method Ave. µ̂ (std µ̂) Ave. SE for µ̂ EC
50 EM 68.00287872 (0.34882416) 0.36509683 94.8

MCEM 68.00295812 (0.34879046) 0.35490471 94.6
100 EM 67.99932895 (0.25510392) 0.25597085 94.4

MCEM 67.99935779 (0.25526480) 0.25237501 93.8
300 EM 68.00202742 (0.15692531) 0.14679516 92.8

MCEM 68.00153299 ( 0.15683075) 0.14610848 92.4
600 EM 67.99406868 (0.10672629) 0.10381674 94.2

MCEM 67.99370576 (0.10679113) 0.10354026 94
1000 EM 67.99913644 (0.08215109) 0.080350265 93.8

MCEM 67.99914431 (0.08250915) 0.080233290 93.8
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Table 7. Simulation results: univariate case. RMSE of variance estimates of 500 simulated
samples for n = 50, 100, 300, 600, and 1000 and number of intervals (bins) k = 8, 15, and 30
over three estimation methods.

RMSE for Variances
Method n k = 8 k = 15 k = 30
Exact MLE 50 1.40998 1.26072 1.90078

100 0.93567 0.89101 1.2376
300 0.54813 0.50938 1.00808
600 0.39345 0.35808 0.49013
1000 0.30994 0.29212 0.45055

EM 50 1.40998 1.2607 1.28548
100 0.93576 0.89092 0.86004
300 0.54812 0.50927 0.5132
600 0.39336 0.35814 0.35481
1000 0.31006 0.29215 0.29758

MCEM 50 1.40989 1.26103 1.2848
100 0.93697 0.89189 0.86105
300 0.55068 0.50973 0.51382
600 0.39327 0.35742 0.3557
1000 0.31167 0.29247 0.29938
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Table 8. Root mean squared errors (RMSE) of bivariate parameters (µx1
,µx2

,σ2
x1

,σ2
x2

,ρ) across
500 data sets for each sample size n = 50, 100, 300, 600, 1000 with 10 intervals for each variable
(100 rectangles) and three methods used.

parameter sample size Exact MLE EM MCEM
µx1 50 0.252397 0.252381 0.252402

100 0.17686 0.176857 0.176825
300 0.099135 0.099115 0.099109
600 0.06756 0.067556 0.067578
1000 0.054078 0.054073 0.054092

µx2 50 0.337363 0.337353 0.337348
100 0.250034 0.250038 0.250025
300 0.140965 0.140715 0.140641
600 0.101405 0.101408 0.101358
1000 0.075395 0.075394 0.075369

σ2
x1

50 0.636113 0.635723 0.63575
100 0.438604 0.438275 0.438731
300 0.244176 0.244165 0.244096
600 0.187619 0.187514 0.187396
1000 0.138219 0.13813 0.138106

σ2
x2

50 1.306861 1.305404 1.30616
100 0.953621 0.952149 0.953117
300 0.519407 0.519655 0.520149
600 0.378151 0.376675 0.376777
1000 0.287702 0.286377 0.287136

ρ 50 0.115697 0.115659 0.115676
100 0.081728 0.081703 0.081697
300 0.044546 0.044568 0.044561
600 0.033404 0.033389 0.033383
1000 0.026724 0.026709 0.026731
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Table 9. Simulation results: bivariate case. Average standard error (SE) and empirical cover-
age (EC) (over 500 simulated datasets) for the EM and MCEM estimates of µX1 and µx2 for
n = 50, 100, 300, 600, 1000, and 100 rectangles.

Parameter n method Ave. µ̂ (sd µ̂) Ave. SE for µ̂ EC

µx1
50 EM 67.99029176 (0.25244727) 0.24601741 0.942

MCEM 67.99024615 (0.25246634) 0.23884756 0.934
100 EM 68.01838946 (0.17607445) 0.17393201 0.936

MCEM 68.01840550 (0.17604050) 0.16872550 0.934
300 EM 67.99715989 (0.09917395) 0.10089726 0.966

MCEM 67.99715451 (0.09916721) 0.09782386 0.958
600 EM 67.99817344 (0.06759916) 0.07171556 0.966

MCEM 67.99813458 (0.06762007) 0.06942490 0.96
1000 EM 67.99940268 (0.05412395) 0.05552854 0.946

MCEM 67.99927880 (0.05414088) 0.0537654701 0.942

µx2 50 EM 67.98844687 (0.33749244) 0.34712279 0.934
MCEM 67.98851100(0.33749043) 0.28934334 0.892

100 EM 68.01415707 (0.24988641) 0.24504268 0.95
MCEM 68.01411880 (0.24987648) 0.20503459 0.898

300 EM 67.99908176 (0.14085275) 0.14285627 0.958
MCEM 67.99912894 (0.14077926) 0.11950836 0.9

600 EM 67.99156129 (0.10115777) 0.10078140 0.948
MCEM 67.99151371 (0.10110339) 0.08452820 0.892

1000 EM 67.99395405 (0.07522677) 0.07822683 0.954
MCEM 67.99405000 (0.07520861) 0.06556686 0.918
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Figure 1. Simulation results: univariate case. Mean estimates for k = 8, 15 and 30 intervals (bins) for sample
sizes n = 50, 100, 300, 600, 1000. True mean value µ = 68.
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Figure 2. Simulation results: univariate case. Variance estimates for k = 8, 15 and 30 intervals (bins) for
sample sizes n = 50, 100, 300, 600, 1000. True variance value σ2 = 6.25.
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Figure 3. Simulation results: bivariate case. Estimates of µx1 for sample sizes of n = 50, 100, 300, 600, 1000,

and k = 10 intervals for each variable. The horizontal solid line corresponds to the true value µx1 = 68.
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Figure 4. Simulation results: bivariate case. Estimates of µx2 for sample sizes of n = 50, 100, 300, 600, 1000,

and k = 10 intervals for each variable. The horizontal solid line corresponds to the true value µx2 = 68.
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Figure 5. Simulation results: bivariate case. Estimates of σ2
x1

for sample sizes of n = 50, 100, 300, 600, 1000,
and k = 10 intervals for each variable. The horizontal solid line corresponds to the true value σ2

x1
= 3.

26



n=
50

n=
10

0

n=
30

0

n=
60

0

n=
10

00

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Estimation of Variance_X2 using MLE Exact

sample Size

V
A

R
 X

2

n=
50

n=
10

0

n=
30

0

n=
60

0

n=
10

00

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Estimation of Variance_X2 using EM Algorithm

sample Size

V
A

R
 X

2

n=
50

n=
10

0

n=
30

0

n=
60

0

n=
10

00

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Eystimation of Variance_X2 using MCEM Algorithm

sample Size

V
A

R
 X

2

Figure 6. Simulation results: bivariate case. Estimates of σ2
x2

for sample sizes of n = 50, 100, 300, 600, 1000,
and k = 10 intervals for each variable. The horizontal solid line corresponds to the true value σ2
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= 6.
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Figure 7. Simulation results: bivariate case. Estimates of ρ for sample sizes of n = 50, 100, 300, 600, 1000,

and k = 10 intervals for each variable. The horizontal solid line corresponds to the true value of ρx1,x2 .
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Appendix A. Expectations for the E-step of the EM algorithm for
univariate grouped data

In Section 2.1.2, to find the updated estimates of the parameters, we have to calculate

the following expectations w.r.t the density f(x;θ)
Pi(θ)

:

Eθ(p)

(
X|X ∈ Xi

)
and

Eθ(p)

(
(X − µ(p+1))2|X ∈ Xi

)
,

where f(x; θ) is the univariate normal distribution. Let Xi = (a, b), these expectations
can be obtained as follows:

Eθ(p)

[
X|X ∈ Xi

]
= [F (b)− F (a)].E(X) =

b∫
a

x
1√

2πσ(p)
e−

1

2σ2(p) (x−µ(p))2

dx

=

b∗∫
a∗

(σ(p)t+ µ(p))
1√
2π
e−

1

2
t2dt

= σ(p)

b∗∫
a∗

t
1√
2π
e−

1

2
t2dt+ µ(p)

b∗∫
a∗

1√
2π
e−

1

2
t2dt

= µ(p)
[
F (b∗)− F (a∗)

]
− σ(p)

[
f(b∗)− f(a∗)

]
,

where t = x−µ(p)

σ(p) , a∗ = a−µ(p)

σ(p) , and b∗ = b−µ(p)

σ(p) . See also [11].

[F (b)− F (a)]E(X − µ(p+1))2 =

b∫
a

(x− µ(p+1))2 1√
2πσ(p)

e−
1

2σ2(p) (x−µ(p))2

dx =

b∫
a

x2 1√
2πσ(p)

e−
1

2σ2(p) (x−µ(p))2

dx−

2µ(p+1)

b∫
a

x
1√

2πσ(p)
e−

1

2σ2(p) (x−µ(p))2

dx.

µ2(p+1)

b∫
a

1√
2πσ(p)

e−
1

2σ2(p) (x−µ(p))2

dx.
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Now let a∗ = a−µ(p)

σ(p) , b∗ = b−µ(p)

σ(p) , t = x−µ(p)

σ(p) , and using

b∫
a

x2 1√
2πσ(p)

e−
1

2σ2(p) (x−µ(p))2

dx =

b∗∫
a∗

(σ(p)t+ µ(p))2 1√
2π
e−

1

2
t2dt =

σ2(p)

b∗∫
a∗

t2
1√
2π
e−

1

2
t2dt+ µ2(p)

b∗∫
a∗

1√
2π
e−

1

2
t2dt+

2σ(p)µ(p)

b∗∫
a∗

t
1√
2π
e−

1

2
t2dt

σ2(p)

[
[F (b∗)− F (a∗)]− [b∗f(b∗)− a∗f(a∗)]

]
+

µ2(p)[F (b∗)− F (a∗)]− 2σ(p)µ(p)[f(b∗)− f(a∗)],

we obtain

E(X − µ(p+1))2 =
1

F (b∗)− F (a∗)
×

σ2(p)

[(
F (b∗)− F (a∗)

)
−
(
b∗f(b∗)− a∗f(a∗)

)]
+(

µ(p+1) − µ(p)
)2[

F (b∗)− F (a∗)
]

+

2σ(p)

[(
µ(p+1) − µ(p)

)[
f(b∗)− f(a∗)

]]
.

Appendix B. Finding EΘ(p)

[
Xi

]
and EΘ(p)

[
(XiX

T
j )
]
for Multivariate

Normal

In Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.4, to find the exact estimate of the parameters using the EM
approach, the expectations in the general form of

EΘ(p)

[
Xi

∣∣∣(X1, . . . , Xd) ∈ (X1, . . .Xd)
]

and

EΘ(p)

[
(Xi − µ(p+1))(Xj − µ(p+1))T

∣∣∣(X1, . . . , Xd) ∈ (X1, . . .Xd)
]

should be found. In what follows we present the main steps of the calculations. For
further details see [13].
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Using the moment generation function for the multivariate normal, the expectations
can be obtained as follows:

E(Xi) =
∂m(t)

∂ti
|t=0 =

d∑
k=1

σi,k(Fk(ak)− Fk(bk)) (B1)

where

Fi(x) =

b∗1∫
a∗1

· · ·

b∗i−1∫
a∗i−1

b∗i+1∫
a∗i+1

· · ·
b∗d∫
a∗d

φαΣ(x1, . . . , xi−1, x, xi+1, . . . , xd)dxd . . . dxi+1dxi−1 . . . dx1

a∗i = ai −
d∑

k=1

σi,ktk,

b∗i = bi −
d∑

k=1

σi,ktk

and at tk = 0, for all k = 1, 2, . . . , d, a∗i = ai and b∗i = bi. It should be noted that in
Fi(x), φα,Σ(x) is coming from:

φα,µ,Σ(x) =

{
φµ,Σ(x)

P (a≤X≤b) for a ≤ x ≤ b
0 otherwise

m(t) = eTΦαΣ

for ζ = Σt:

ΦαΣ =
1

α(2π)( d
2

)|Σ|
1

2

b−ζ∫
a−ζ

exp
(
− 1

2
xTΣ−1x

)
dx

for the case of µ = 0 and α = P (a < X < b). Considering Y ∼ N(µ,Σ) with
a∗ < y < b∗, then using the transformation, X = Y − µ ∼ N(0,Σ) which change
within the range of a = a∗ − µ < x < b∗ − µ = b. So, for the general case µ (not
the case of µ = 0), using the transformation idea for the expectation, we will have
E(Y ) = E(X) + µ, then for the multivariate normal expectation we will obtain:

E(Yi) =

d∑
k=1

σi,k(Fk(ak)− Fk(bk)) + µi
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Similarly, we can show that for all tk = 0, k = 0, . . . , d (see [13]) we obtain:

E(XiXj) =
∂2m(t)

∂tj∂ti
|t=0 = σi,j +

d∑
k=1

σi,k
σj,k(akFk(ak)− bkFk(bk))

σk,k

+

d∑
k=1

σi,k
∑
q 6=k

(σj,q −
σk,qσj,k
σk,k

)

[(
Fk,q(ak, aq)− Fk,q(ak, bq)

)

−
(
Fk,q(bk, aq)− Fk,q(bk, bq)

)]

where

Fk,q(x, y) =

b∗1∫
a∗1

· · ·

b∗k−1∫
a∗k−1

b∗k+1∫
a∗k+1

· · ·

b∗q−1∫
a∗q−1

b∗q+1∫
a∗q+1

· · ·
b∗d∫
a∗d

φαΣ(x, y, x−k,−q)dx−k,−q′

and

x−k,−q = (x1, . . . , xk−1, xk+1, . . . , xq−1, xq+1, . . . , xd)
′

for k 6= q. As the covariance matrix is invariant to the shift of the variables we will
have

cov(Yi, Yj) = cov(Xi, Xj) = E(XiXj)− E(Xi)E(Xj)

All of these expectations are calculated at the current state of the parameters µ(p) and
Σ(p).
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