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Abstract

In this paper, we propose a model that indicates the asymmetry structure for cell probabilities

in multivariate contingency tables with the same ordered categories. The proposed model is the

closest to the symmetry model in terms of the f -divergence under certain conditions and incor-

porates various asymmetry models as special cases, including existing models. We elucidate the

relationship between the proposed model and conventional models from several aspects of diver-

gence in f -divergence. Furthermore, we provide theorems showing that the symmetry model can

be decomposed into two or more models, each imposing less restrictive parameter constraints than

the symmetry condition. We also discuss the properties of goodness-of-fit statistics, particularly

focusing on the likelihood ratio test statistics and Wald test statistics. Finally, we summarize the

proposed model and discuss some problems and future work.

1 Introduction

Multivariate categorical data with ordinal variables is very common in various fields such as psychology,
education, and social science, and is typically summarized into a multi-way contingency table when
these variables are commensurable. A significant objective of statistical analysis of contingency tables is
to discover the association among these variables. Descriptive models are useful for reducing complexity
only if the parameters can be readily interpreted as representing structures of the data. When these
variables are expected to be highly associated, it is worth exploring whether the association pattern
exhibits a symmetry structure instead of independence. The emphasis on the symmetry structure is
for evaluation purposes, such as in panel studies and in the study of social mobility. Particularly, in the
analysis of occupational mobility tables, researchers have found that the cells on the main diagonal,
where each variable takes the same value, often need to be treated separately from the other cells in
the table, and that analyzing the table with the cells on the main diagonal deleted is often worthwhile
(see [8, 9, 11]). The issues of symmetry have been addressed in many studies, for example, [1, 19, 20].
Although models having symmetry structures are straightforward to interpret, these models have quite
strong constraints on the parameters. Therefore, we explore various models with asymmetry structures
that have less restrictive parameters and more beneficial properties.

For two-way contingency tables, [9, 10] discussed the diagonals-parameter symmetry (DPS) model,
and [1] focused on a special case of the DPS model, denoted as the linear DPS (LDPS) model. Further-
more, [22] introduced the extended LDPS (ELDPS) model. The LDPS and ELDPS models relax the
strong constraints of the symmetry (S) model by introducing parameters that depend on the distance
from the main diagonal and have theoretical justification. For ordinal matched pairs data, it is often
reasonable to assume an underlying continuous distribution that is approximately a bivariate normal
distribution with equal marginal standard deviations, and the LDPS and ELDPS models satisfy the
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relationships between the joint probabilities in the discrete case. More generally, the LDPS model can
be extended to the ordinal quasi-symmetry (OQS) model by replacing the integer scores with fixed
monotonic scores. The quasi-symmetry (QS) model further generalizes the OQS model by relaxing
the ordinal constraints, allowing for more flexible parameter structures. Recent studies have further
extended these models. [12, 13] generalized the QS and OQS models based on f -divergence, which
was introduced by [4, 5] and encompasses a wide family of divergences, including Cressie-Read power
divergence. Additionally, [20] introduced a model that bridges the gap between these models. These
generalized models are particularly important because they can improve the goodness-of-fit of the
models without requiring additional parameters.

For multi-way contingency tables, [21, 24] considered linear diagonals-parameter symmetry (LST )
and extended LST (ELST ) models as the extension of the LDPS and ELDPS models, and introduced
generalized LST (GLST ) model. Generally, the LST and ELST models may be appropriate for an
ordinal table if it is reasonable to assume an underlying multivariate normal distribution with moment
restrictions, while the GLST model does not impose any constraints. Despite the importance of these
models, there has been limited research on generalizing models for multi-way contingency tables. To
address this issue, we propose a model that enhances the goodness-of-fit without increasing the num-
ber of parameters. This parsimony in parameters allows for more interpretable and computationally
efficient modeling of the stochastic structure. Specifically, we introduce an f -divergence based asym-
metry model for multi-way contingency tables with ordinal categories, which is less restrictive than
the ST model. Furthermore, under certain conditions, the proposed model is the closest model to
the ST model, allowing for unequal marginal means, variances, and correlations while preserving key
properties of the GLST model.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the notation used throughout
the article and reviews the conventional models for contingency tables with the same ordinal variables.
Section 3 broadens the scope to the generalized family of the GLST model based on the f -divergence,
which is the closest model to the symmetry model under certain conditions. Section 4 discusses some
special cases of the proposed model and its dependent structures, and investigates its properties from
different perspectives for a multivariate contingency table. Section 5 provides partitions of the ST

model, which allows us to investigate the reasons for a poor fit of the ST model. Section 6 shows the
relationship between these models and corresponding goodness-of-fit statistics, and presents properties
of several types of test statistics. Finally, Section 7 summarizes the paper and discusses future work.

2 Notation and background

In this section, we introduce the notation used throughout the paper and provide an overview of
conventional models. Additional notation will be introduced in Section 6. For a comprehensive list of
notation, see Table 2 in Appendix A.

2.1 Notation

Let V = {1, . . . , T } be an index set, and we use (Xj , j ∈ V ) to denote variables with Xj ∈ I =
{1, . . . , r}. Let IV = I × · · · × I = I|V |, where |V | represents the number of elements in the set
V . Elements of IV are referred to as cells of the contingency table, and there are rT cells in total.
We generically denote a cell by i, with i = (i1, . . . , iT ) ∈ IV . The joint probability mass function of
X = (X1, . . . , XT ) is denoted by π, with

πi = Pr(X1 = i1, . . . , XT = iT ), i ∈ IV ,

which satisfies
∑

i∈IV
πi = 1 and πi > 0.
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To explicitly describe the ST model, we define the following sets.

D(i) = D(i1, . . . , iT )

= {(j1, . . . , jT ) ∈ IV | (j1, . . . , jT ) is any permutation of (i1, . . . , iT )}.

The cell probabilities that satisfy the symmetry structure are defined as follows.

πS
i =

1

|D(i)|
∑

j∈D(i)

πj , i ∈ IV . (1)

2.2 Conventional models

Let p = (pi) and q = (qi) are two discrete finite multivariate probability distributions. The f -
divergence between p and q is defined as

IC(p : q) =
∑

i∈IV

qif

(

pi
qi

)

,

where f is a strictly convex function on (0,∞) with f(1) = 0, f(0) = limx→0 f(x), 0 · f(0/0) = 0 and
0 · f(a/0) = a limt→∞[f(t)/t] (see [5, 6]).

For two-way contingency tables, let X1 and X2 denote the row and column variables, and take the
values i, j ∈ I, respectively. Assuming a set of the integer scores, the ELS2 model is expressed as

πij
πji

= αj−iβj2−i2 , i < j.

The ELS2 model is reduced to the LS2 model when β = 1. Herein, we consider random variables Z1

and Z2 having a joint bivariate normal distribution with means E(Z1) = µ1 and E(Z2) = µ2, variances
Var(Z1) = σ2

1 and Var(Z2) = σ2
2 , and correlation Cor(Z1, Z2) = ρ. Then the joint bivariate normal

density function f(z1, z2) satisfies

f(z1, z2)

f(z2, z1)
= exp

[

− z1 − z2
2(1− ρ2)

{(

1

σ2
1

− 1

σ2
2

)

(z1 + z2)− 2

(

µ1

σ2
1

− µ2

σ2
2

)

− 2ρ(µ1 − µ2)

σ1σ2

}]

.

[1] described the relationship between the LS2 model and the joint bivariate normal distribution as
follows: When σ2

1 = σ2
2 , the ratio f(z1, z2)/f(z2, z1) takes the form ξz2−z1 for some constant ξ. Hence,

the LS2 model may be appropriate for a square ordinal contingency table if it is reasonable to assume
an underlying bivariate normal distribution with equal marginal variances. On the other hand, [22]
elucidated that the ELS2 model, rather than the LS2 model, would be more appropriate. This is the
case if the underlying bivariate normal distribution does not require equal marginal variances.

Assume that {ui} is a set of known scores u1 < u2 < · · · < ur that can be assigned to the row and
columns. [20] proposed the asymmetry (ASk[f ]) model based on the f -divergence that fills the gap
between the QS[f ] model [13] and the OQS[f ] model [12] by considering a natural extension on the
asymmetry. For a given k ∈ {1, . . . , r − 1}, the ASk[f ] model is defined as

πij = πS
ijF

−1

(

k
∑

h=1

uhi αh + γij

)

, i, j ∈ I,

where γij = γji, π
S
ij = (πij + πji)/2, f is a twice-differentiable and strictly convex function, and

F (t) = f ′(t). The ASk[f ] model is reduced to the OQS[f ] model when k = 1 and the QS[f ] model
when k = r − 1. For k ∈ {2, . . . , r − 2}, the ASk[f ] model is more restrictive than the QS[f ] model,
but is less restrictive than the OQS[f ] model. Thus, it provides intermediate asymmetry models to fill
the gap between the QS[f ] and OQS[f ] models.
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For multi-way rT contingency tables, [24] considered the GLST models defined as

πi =

(

T
∏

s=1

αis
s

)(

T
∏

t=1

β
i2
t

t

)(

T−1
∏

s=1

T
∏

t=s+1

γisitst

)

ψi, i ∈ IV , (2)

where ψi = ψj and j ∈ D(i). To ensure identifiability, we may set constraints such as αT = βT =
γ(T−1)T = 1 without loss of generality. The special cases of this model are the ELST model with
{γst = 1}, the LST model with {βs = 1} and {γst = 1}, and the ST model with {αs = 1}, {βs = 1}
and {γst = 1}. For a multivariate table with the same classifications, [24] argued that the GLST

model may be appropriate if it is reasonable to assume an underlying multivariate normal distribution
without any moment restrictions. Moreover, [21, 24] provided the decomposition properties of the ST

model using these models.
In this paper, we focus on an asymmetry model based on f -divergence that incorporates mo-

ment constraints specific to multivariate contingency tables. Furthermore, we discuss the relationship
between the proposed model and the GLST model and present the advantageous properties of the
proposed model.

3 Modeling based on the f -divergence

We define the proposed model, denoted as f -divergence based GLST (GLST [f ]) model, and provide
its construction in the following theorem.

Definition 1. The GLST [f ] model is defined by

πi = πS
i F

−1

(

T
∑

s=1

αsis +

T
∑

s=1

βsi
2
s +

T−1
∑

s=1

T
∑

t=s+1

γstisit + ψi

)

, i ∈ IV , (3)

where ψi = ψj and j ∈ D(i). For identifiability, we may set, e.g., αT = βT = γ(T−1)T = 0 without
loss of generality.

Theorem 1. The GLST [f ] model is the closest to the ST model in terms of the f -divergence under the
conditions where the sums {

∑

j∈D(i) πj},
∑

i∈IV
ihsπi (s ∈ V ) for fixed h ∈ {1, 2}, and

∑

i∈IV
isitπi

(s, t ∈ V, s < t) are given.

Proof. For T ≥ 3, consider minimizing the f -divergence under conditions that

vSi =
∑

j∈D(i)

πj , i ∈ IV ,

vhs =
∑

i∈IV

ihsπi, s ∈ V, h ∈ {1, 2},

and
vst =

∑

i∈IV

isitπi, s, t ∈ V, s < t,

are given. Note that the superscript of vSi does not denote an exponent. The Lagrange function is
written as

L({πi}) = IC(π : πS) +
∑

h∈{1,2}

∑

s∈V

λ(h)s

(

∑

i∈IV

ihsπi − vhs

)

+
∑∑

s,t∈V
s<t

λst

(

∑

i∈IV

isitπi − vst

)

+
∑

i∈IV

φi





∑

j∈D(i)

πj − vSi



 .
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Equating the partial derivative of L({πi}) to 0 with respect to πi gives

f ′

(

πi
πS
i

)

+
∑

h∈{1,2}

∑

s∈V

λ(h)s ihs +
∑∑

s,t∈V
s<t

λstisit +
∑

j∈D(i)

φj = 0.

Let f ′, −λ(1)s , −λ(2)s , −λst and −
∑

j∈D(i) φj denote F , αs, βs, γst and ψi, respectively. We have

F

(

πi
πS
i

)

=
∑

s∈V

αsis +
∑

s∈V

βsi
2
s +

∑∑

s,t∈V
s<t

γstisit + ψi,

where ψi = ψj and j ∈ D(i). Since f is a strictly convex function, it follows that F ′(x) = f ′′(x) > 0
for all x. Hence, F is strictly monotone, which ensures that F−1 exists. From the above equation, we
obtain

πi = πS
i F

−1







∑

s∈V

αsis +
∑

s∈V

βsi
2
s +

∑∑

s,t∈V
s<t

γstisit1 + ψi






, i ∈ IV ,

where ψi = ψj and j ∈ D(i).

Similarly, we can define two new models as special cases of the GLST [f ] model: the f -divergence
based ELST (ELST [f ]) model, obtained by setting {γst = 0}, and the f -divergence based LST (LST [f ])
model, obtained by setting {βs = 0} and {γst = 0}. Furthermore, we establish the corresponding
corollaries for these models, which can be derived using the same approach as the GLST [f ] model, as
follows.

Corollary 1. The ELST [f ] model is the closest to the ST model in terms of the f -divergence under
the conditions where the sums {

∑

j∈D(i) πj} and
∑

i∈IV
ihsπi (s ∈ V ) for fixed (h ∈ {1, 2}) are given.

Corollary 2. The LST [f ] model is the closest to the ST model in terms of the f -divergence under the
conditions where the sums {∑j∈D(i) πj} and

∑

i∈IV
isπi (s ∈ V ) are given.

More generally, the LST [f ] model can be extended to the f -divergence based OQS (OQS[f ]) model
by replacing the integer scores with fixed monotonic scores, as discussed in [15]. This extension allows
for more flexible modeling of ordinal data while maintaining the desirable properties of the LST [f ]
model.

4 Properties of the GLST [f ] model

4.1 Variants of the proposed model

This section shows that the GLST [f ] model is reduced to some existing models by choosing a divergence
in f -divergence. From (3) and the constraints πS

i = πS
j and ψi = ψj for any j ∈ D(i),

∑

j∈D(i)

πj = πS
i

∑

j∈D(i)

F−1

(

T
∑

s=1

αsjs +

T
∑

s=1

βsj
2
s +

T−1
∑

s=1

T
∑

t=s+1

γstjsjt + ψj

)

,

⇔ |D(i)| =
∑

j∈D(i)

F−1

(

T
∑

s=1

αsjs +

T
∑

s=1

βsj
2
s +

T−1
∑

s=1

T
∑

t=s+1

γstjsjt + ψj

)

. (4)

We can explicitly represent the stochastic structures using (4) as follows.
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(i) If f(x) = x log x (x > 0), then the f -divergence reduces to the Kullback-Leibler divergence [14],
F−1(x) = ex−1, and the GLST [f ] model (3) becomes

πi = πS
i exp

(

T
∑

s=1

αsis +

T
∑

s=1

βsi
2
s +

T−1
∑

s=1

T
∑

t=s+1

γstisit + ψi − 1

)

, i ∈ IV ,

which, with the help of (4), is transformed to

πi = πS
i

|D(i)|ai
∑

j∈D(i)

aj
, i ∈ IV , (5)

with

ai = exp

(

T
∑

s=1

αsis +
T
∑

s=1

βsi
2
s +

T−1
∑

s=1

T
∑

t=s+1

γstisit

)

.

It can be easily shown that (5) is equivalent to the GLST model proposed by [24], which exhibits a
departure from the ST model in the form of a ratio. The following theorem, proved in Appendix B,
gives the fact.

Theorem 2. When we set f(x) = x log x (x > 0), the GLST [f ] model is equivalent to GLST

model.

Additionally, the following corollaries can be proposed as well.

Corollary 3. When we set f(x) = x log x (x > 0), the ELST [f ] model is equivalent to ELST

model.

Corollary 4. When we set f(x) = x log x (x > 0), the LST [f ] model is equivalent to LST model.

From equation (5), the following equation can be derived.

πi
πj

=
ai
aj
, (6)

where j ∈ D(i). From equation (6), it can be observed that the ratio of cell probabilities at
symmetric positions is expressed in terms of the parameters {αs}, {βs}, and {γst}. Furthermore, by
taking the logarithm of both sides, we can confirm that the ratio of cell probabilities is represented
as a linear relationship in terms of the logarithmic function.

(ii) If f(x) = (1−x)2, then the f -divergence reduces to the Pearsonian distance [16], F−1(x) = x/2+1,
and the GLST [f ] model (3) becomes

πi = πS
i

(

1

2

T
∑

s=1

αsis +
1

2

T
∑

s=1

βsi
2
s +

1

2

T−1
∑

s=1

T
∑

t=s+1

γstisit +
1

2
ψi + 1

)

, i ∈ IV .

Considering (4), it can be verified that the model reduces to

πi = πS
i



ai −
1

|D(i)|
∑

j∈D(i)

aj



 , i ∈ IV , (7)

with

ai =
1

2

T
∑

s=1

αsis +
1

2

T
∑

s=1

βsi
2
s +

1

2

T−1
∑

s=1

T
∑

t=s+1

γstisit.

6



This model represents a departure from the symmetry model in the form of a difference. Under
certain constraints, this model is the closest to the ST model when the divergence is measured
by the Pearsonian distance. Thus, we shall refer to this model as the Pearsonian GLST (PGLST )
model. Then, the following equation can be derived.

πi

πS
i

− πj

πS
i

= ai − aj ⇔ πc
i − πc

j =
ai − aj
|D(i)| , (8)

where j ∈ D(i) and

πc
i =

πi
∑

j∈D(i)

πj
.

Equation (8) shows that the PGLST model represents the structure of the difference between two
conditional probabilities, which is linearly expressed in terms of the parameters {αs}, {βs}, and
{γst}.

(iii) If

fλ(x) =
x(xλ − 1)

λ(λ + 1)
, F−1

λ (x) =

(

λx+
1

λ+ 1

)
1
λ

, x > 0,

where λ is a real-valued parameter, then f -divergence reduces to the Cressie-Read power divergence
[18], and model (1) becomes

πi = πS
i

(

λ

(

T
∑

s=1

αsis +

T
∑

s=1

βsi
2
s +

T−1
∑

s=1

T
∑

t=s+1

γstisit + ψi

)

+
1

λ+ 1

)

1
λ

, i ∈ IV . (9)

When λ = 0 or λ = −1, f0(x) = limλ→0[fλ(x)] and f−1(x) = limλ→−1[fλ(x)]. Under certain
constraints, model (9) is the closest to the ST model when the divergence is measured by the
Cressie-Read power divergence. This model also reduces to model (5) when λ = 0 and model (7)
when λ = 1. Additionally, when λ = −1/2, we consider a model based on the Hellinger distance,
which is referred to as the Hellinger GLST (HGLST ) model.

In a similar manner to the above, the following relationship can be derived.

(

πi

πS
i

)λ

−
(

πj

πS
i

)λ

= λ
(

aλi − aλj
)

⇔ (πc
i )

λ − (πc
j)

λ =
λ
(

aλi − aλj

)

|D(i)|λ , (10)

where j ∈ D(i) and

ai =

(

T
∑

s=1

αsis +
T
∑

s=1

βsi
2
s +

T−1
∑

s=1

T
∑

t=s+1

γstisit

)

.

It can be verified that equation (10) reduces to equation (8) when λ = 1. This equation represents
the difference of conditional probabilities raised to the power of λ as a linear relationship. Fur-
thermore, it suggests that by adjusting the parameter λ, the model may exhibit robustness to the
underlying assumed probability distribution.

It is also possible to consider other models by using different types of divergence in the f -divergence
framework, where the divergence is minimized under certain conditions. Notably, the GLST model (5),
which represents the log-linear form, and the PGLST model (7), which shows the difference between
two conditional probabilities in symmetric cells, have stochastic structures that are straightforward to
interpret.

7



4.2 Interpretation of the proposed model

In this section, we provide an interpretation of the parameters α = (α1, . . . , αT ), β = (β1, . . . , βT ),
and γ = (γ12, . . . , γ(T−1)T ) of the proposed model, as well as how the choice of the divergence captures
stochastic structures. To facilitate understanding for the reader, we consider the GLST model expressed
as

log πi = ψ +

T
∑

s=1

αsis +

T
∑

s=1

βsi
2
s +

T−1
∑

s=1

T
∑

t=s+1

γstisit + ψi, i ∈ IV , (11)

where ψi = ψj and j ∈ D(i). We may set, e.g.,
∑

αs =
∑

βs =
∑∑

γst = 0 without loss of
generality. In the following, we provide an interpretation of the GLST model (11) from the log-linear
model perspective. For simplicity, we present a saturated model for a three-way contingency table as
follows.

log π(i1,i2,i3) = µ+

3
∑

u=1

µu(iu) +

2
∑

s=1

3
∑

t=s+1

µst(is, it) + µ123(i1, i2, i3), (i1, i2, i3) ∈ I{1,2,3} (12)

where, for example,

r
∑

iu=1

µu(iu) = 0,

r
∑

iu=1

µ123(i1, i2, i3) = 0, 1 ≤ u ≤ 3,

r
∑

is=1

µst(is, it) =

r
∑

it=1

µst(is, it) = 0, 1 ≤ s < t ≤ 3.

The {µs(is)} are effect terms that represent the main effects of the levels for each variable. The
{µst(is, it)} and {µ123(i1, i2, i3)} are interaction terms that reflect deviations from independence (see
[2]). For a multi-way contingency table, we shall consider higher-order interaction terms.

While log-linear models are commonly used to describe associations among variables in terms of
interaction, the GLST model focuses on characterizing associations conditioned on the symmetric
structure. For the GLST model (11), the first term ψ is an intercept corresponding to µ in (12).
The second term,

∑

s αsis, expresses the linear effects of the levels for each variable, while the third
term,

∑

s βsi
2
s, captures the non-linear effects. In other words, these two terms can be regarded as

explanatory variables that approximate the main effects as the response variables in a regression-
like manner. The fourth terms,

∑∑

s<t γstisit, represent the first-order interactions between each

variables and correspond to the third terms in (12). The last term, ψi, represents the (T − 1)th order
interaction among all variables under the assumption of a symmetric structure. Note that the GLST

model is given within the log-linear framework conditioned on the symmetric structure. While the
log-linear models can specify how associations among categorical variables, the GLST model focuses
on associations among symmetric cells. Notably, when all elements in γ equal 0, we interpret this as
all first-order interactions being the same, not absent; the association terms in the log-linear model
reflect deviations from independence.

Analogously, we can also represent associations using different divergences. In general, we give the
GLST [f ] model with conditional probabilities πc

i as

F (|D(i)| πc
i ) =

T
∑

s=1

αsis +
T
∑

s=1

βsi
2
s +

T−1
∑

s=1

T
∑

t=s+1

γstisit + ψi, i ∈ IV ,

where ψi = ψj and j ∈ D(i). The proposed model enables a more detailed description of each
effect and interaction. For instance, we can evaluate the linear effects by contrasting α and the first-
order interactions with γ. Furthermore, if a function F is useful in the sense that a linear model with
explanatory parameters is plausible for that link, it is noteworthy that the proposed model characterizes

8



the stochastic structure with respect to that link function. Thus, akin to the concept of link functions
in generalized linear models (GLMs), the function F allows us to construct various paradigms that
extend beyond the log-linear model framework.

5 Partition of symmetry

Since the ST model rarely fits real data due to its strong restrictions, it is often necessary to consider
more relaxed models that impose fewer constraints on the cell probabilities. In this section, we are
interested in sets of models that, when combined, are equivalent to the ST model. In other words, we
seek to identify groups of models such that the ST model holds if and only if all the models in a given
group hold simultaneously. This approach allows us to decompose the ST model into a collection of
less restrictive models, which can be used to analyze the structure of the data more effectively. By
examining the goodness-of-fit of these component models, as discussed in the next section (Section
6), we can gain insights into the specific aspects of the data that contribute to the poor fit of the ST

model. This information can be valuable in identifying the sources of the lack of fit and can guide the
development of more appropriate models that better capture the underlying structure of the data.

In the following subsections, we will introduce several groups of models that, when combined, are
equivalent to the ST model. By studying these model groups and their relationships to the ST model,
we aim to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the structure of multivariate categorical
data and to facilitate the selection of appropriate models for a given dataset.

Firstly, consider the marginal mean equality (MET ) model defined as

µ1 = µu, u ∈ V,

where µu = E(Xu).
Secondly, consider the marginal variance equality (VET ) model defined as

σ2
1 = σ2

u, u ∈ V,

where σ2
u = Var(Xu).

Finally, consider the marginal correlation equality (CET ) model defined as

ρ12 = ρst, s, t ∈ V, s < t,

where

ρst =
E(XsXt)− µsµt

σsσt
.

In addition, we can consider models that incorporate the conditions of several models. We consider
the marginal mean and variance equality (MVT ) model defined as

µ1 = µu and σ2
1 = σ2

u, u ∈ V,

and the marginal mean, variance, and correlation equality (MVCT ) model defined as

µ1 = µu, σ2
1 = σ2

u and ρ12 = ρst, u, s, t ∈ V, s < t.

The CET and MVCT models are defined under the condition of T ≥ 3. The following theorem and
corollaries detail how the ST model can be decomposed into various combinations of models.

Theorem 3. The ST model holds if and only if all the GLST [f ], MET , VET , and CET models hold.

Theorem 3 provides a comprehensive decomposition of the ST model into four models. This result
is particularly useful for identifying the sources of lack of fit in the ST model. The proof of this theorem
is provided in Appendix B. In addition to Theorem 3, we present four corollaries that offer alternative
decompositions of the ST model. These corollaries can be useful in different contexts, depending on
the research question and the nature of the data.

9



Corollary 5. The ST model holds if and only if both the GLST [f ] and MVCT models hold.

Corollary 6. The ST model holds if and only if all the ELST [f ], MET and VET models hold.

Corollary 7. The ST model holds if and only if both the ELST [f ] and MVT models hold.

Corollary 8. The ST model holds if and only if both the LST [f ] and MET models hold.

The proofs for these corollaries are omitted as they follow similar lines of reasoning as the proof of
Theorem 3.

Remark 1. The theorem and corollaries presented above provide a powerful tool for investigating
the reasons behind a poor fit of the ST model to a given dataset. By decomposing the ST model into
less restrictive models, such as the GLST [f ], MET , VET , and CET models, we can identify which
aspects of the data are not adequately captured by the ST model. This approach allows us to pinpoint
the specific properties of the data that contribute to the lack of fit, such as unequal marginal means,
variances, or correlations.

6 Property of goodness-of-fit statistics

Let ni denote the observed frequency in the ith cell, for i ∈ IV , in a rT contingency table. Assume
that the cell counts follow a multinomial distribution. Let mi and m̂i denote the expected frequency
in the ith cell and its maximum likelihood estimate under a given model, respectively. The maximum
likelihood estimates (MLEs) of the expected frequencies can be obtained using the Newton-Raphson
method to solve the log-likelihood equations. For instance, we can utilize the package Rsolnp in R to
calculate the MLEs under any model.

To assess the goodness-of-fit of a model, one can use various test statistics such as the likelihood
ratio Chi-square statistic. For a given model M, the likelihood ratio Chi-square statistic is defined as

G2(M) = 2
∑

i∈IV

ni log

(

ni

m̂i

)

,

with the corresponding degrees of freedom (df). Table 1 presents the df for various models in the
context of an rT contingency table, including the ST , GLST [f ], ELST [f ], LST [f ], MVCT , MVT , MET ,
VET , and CET models.

Table 1: Degrees of freedom for various models in an rT contingency table
Models df

ST rT − L(r,T )

GLST [f ] rT − L(r,T ) − (T 2 + 3T − 6)/2

ELST [f ] rT − L(r,T ) − 2(T − 1)

LST [f ] rT − L(r,T ) − (T − 1)
MVCT (T 2 + 3T − 6)/2
MVT 2(T − 1)
MET T − 1
VET T − 1
CET (T 2 − T − 2)/2

Note: L(r,T ) =

(

r + T − 1

T

)

=
(r + T − 1)!

(r − 1)!T !
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[7, 23] discussed the properties of test statistics for several models. In general, suppose that model
M3 holds if and only if both models M1 and M2 hold, and the following asymptotic equivalence holds.

G2(M3) = G2(M1) +G2(M2) + op(1),

where the df for M3 equals the sum of the df for M1 and M2. When both M1 and M2 are accepted
with high probability, M3 would also be accepted (see [3]).

To facilitate the discussion of the properties of goodness-of-fit statistics, we introduce some addi-
tional notation. Let PV be a subset of IV , defined as

PV = {(κ1, . . . , κT ) | κ1 ≤ · · · ≤ κT } ⊂ IV .

For a set V = {1, . . . , T }, we define a set C(2)
V related to the parameters γ as

C(2)
V = {(λ1, λ2) | λ1 < λ2, λ1 ≤ T − 2} ⊂ V × V.

We also introduce the concept of lexicographical ordering (�) defined as

∀v,v′ ∈ N
n, v � v′ ⇔ ∃i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, (∀j < i, vj = v′j) ∧ (vi ≤ v′i).

Using the order �, we can define totally ordered sets (IV ,�), (PV ,�), and (C(2)
V ,�). For an

arbitrary totally ordered set A, we define a sequence of its elements (an)n∈N satisfying a1 � · · · � a|A|.
This allows us to express each totally ordered set {ι1, . . . , ι|IV |}, {κ1, . . . ,κ|PV |} and {λ1, . . . ,λ|C

(2)
V

|
}

as a permutation of the elements of IV , PV , and C(2)
V , respectively. These notations and concepts will

be used in the following discussion of the properties of goodness-of-fit statistics for given models.
The GLST [f ] model may be expressed as

F

(

πi

πS
i

)

=

T−1
∑

s=1

(is − is+1)αs +

T−1
∑

s=1

(i2s − i2s+1)βs

+

T−2
∑

s=1

(

T−1
∑

t=s+1

(isit − isit+1)γst + (isiT − is+1is+2)γsT

)

+ ψi (13)

where ψi = ψj and j ∈ D(i).
It is important to note that although the parameters {αs}, {βs} and {γst} in (13) share the same

notation as those in (3), they are not necessarily the same and are used here without ambiguity. Then,
we discuss separating the ST model under the condition of T ≥ 3. Let

π =
(

πι1 , . . . , πι|IV |

)⊤

,

F
( π

πS

)

=

(

F

(

πι1
πS
ι1

)

, . . . , F

(

πι|IV |

πS
ι|IV |

))⊤

,

θ = (α,β,γ,ψ)⊤,

where

α = (α1, . . . , αT−1),

β = (β1, . . . , βT−1),

γ =

(

γλ1 , . . . , γλ
|C

(2)
V

|

)

,

ψ =
(

ψκ1 , . . . , ψκ|PV |

)

.
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Then the GLST [f ] model is expressed as

F
( π

πS

)

=Xθ = (x1, . . . ,xd2,XT )θ

where XT is the rT × L(r,T ) matrix of 1 or 0 elements determined from the structure of the GLST [f ]
model, and

x1 = Jr ⊗ 1rT−1 − 1r ⊗ Jr ⊗ 1rT−2 ,

...

xT−1 = 1rT−2 ⊗ Jr ⊗ 1r − 1rT−1 ⊗ Jr,
xT = J2

r ⊗ 1rT−1 − 1r ⊗ J2
r ⊗ 1rT−2 ,

...

x2T−2 = 1rT−2 ⊗ J2
r ⊗ 1r − 1rT−1 ⊗ J2

r ,

x2T−1 = (Jr ⊗ 1rT−1)⊙ (1r ⊗ Jr ⊗ 1rT−2)− (1r ⊗ Jr ⊗ 1rT−2)⊙ (1r2 ⊗ Jr ⊗ 1rT−3),

...

xd2 = (1rT−3 ⊗ Jr ⊗ 1r2)⊙ (1rT−2 ⊗ Jr ⊗ 1r)− (1rT−2 ⊗ Jr ⊗ 1r)⊙ (1rT−1 ⊗ Jr),

where 1s is the s × 1 vector of one element, J l
r = (1l, . . . , rl)⊤, “⊗” denotes the Kronecker product,

and “⊙” denotes Hadamard product. Note that XT1d2 = 1rT holds, and the rT × L matrix X has
full column rank where L = d2 + L(r,T ) and d2 = (T 2 + 3T − 6)/2.

We also denote the linear space spanned by the columns of the matrix X by S(X) with dimension

L. S(X) is subspace of RrT . Let U be an rT × d1, where d1 = rT − L, full column rank matrix such
that the linear space is spanned by the column of U . Namely, S(U) is the orthogonal complement of
the space S(X). Thus, U⊤X = Od1,L where Od1,L is the d1 × L zero matrix.

Let h1(π) and h2(π) be a vector of functions defined by h1(π) = U
⊤F (π/πS) and h2(π) =Mπ

with the d2 × rT matrix M = (x1, . . . ,xd2)
⊤, respectively. Note that M⊤ belongs to the space

S(X), namely, S(M⊤) ⊂ S(X). From Corollary 8, the ST model is equivalent to the hypothesis
h3(π) = (h⊤

1 (π),h
⊤
2 (π))

⊤ = 0d3 , where 0s is the s × 1 zero vector and d3 = d1 + d2, because the
GLST [f ] model is equivalent to the hypothesis h1(π) = 0d1 and the MVCT model is equivalent to the
hypothesis h2(π) = 0d2 .

LetHs(π) for s = 1, 2, 3 denote the ds×rT matrix of partial derivatives of hs(π) with respect to π,
i.e.,Hs(π) = ∂hs(π)/∂π

⊤. Also, let Σ(π) = diag(π)−ππ⊤, where diag(π) denotes a diagonal matrix
with the ith component of π as the ith diagonal component, and p denotes π with πλi

replaced by
pλi

, where pλi
= nλi

/n with n =
∑

λ nλ. Since
√
n(p−π) has an asymptotically multivariate normal

distribution with mean 0rT and covariance matrix Σ(π), using the delta method,
√
n(h3(p)−h3(π))

has asymptotically a multivariate normal distribution with mean 0rT and covariance matrix

H3(π)Σ(π)H⊤
3 (π) =

[

H1(π)Σ(π)H⊤
1 (π) H1(π)Σ(π)H⊤

2 (π)

H2(π)Σ(π)H⊤
1 (π) H2(π)Σ(π)H⊤

2 (π)

]

.

Then,

H1(π) = U
⊤ ∂

∂π⊤
F
( π

πS

)

,

and
H2(π) =M .

Thus, under the hypothesis h3(π) = 0d3 , since H1(π)Σ(π)H⊤
2 (π) = Od1,d2 (∗), we obtain that

W3 =W1 +W2,
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where
Ws = nh⊤

s (p)
(

Hs(p)Σ(p)H⊤
s (p)

)−1
hs(p).

We can show (i) W1 is Wald statistic for the GLST [f ] model, (ii) W2 is that for the MVCT model, and
(iii) W3 is that for the ST model.

Thus, we can lead to the following theorem when T ≥ 3.

Theorem 4. When the ST model holds, the following equivalence holds:

W (ST ) =W (GLST [f ]) +W (MVCT ),

where W (M) denotes the Wald statistic for model M.

As the Wald statisticWs asymptotically follows a chi-squared distribution with ds df for s = 1, 2, 3,
and given the asymptotic equivalence of the Wald statistic and the likelihood ratio statistic (see [17]),
we obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 5. Under the ST model, the following asymptotic equivalence holds:

G2(ST ) ≃ G2(GLST [f ]) +G2(MVCT ).

Theorem 5 extends the decomposition result of Theorem 4 to the likelihood ratio statistics, which
are more commonly used in practice.

7 Concluding remarks

In this paper, we introduced the GLST [f ] model, a novel and flexible approach to modeling multivariate
categorical data that incorporates the f -divergence to capture complex dependence structures. The
key advantage of the GLST [f ] model is that it is the closest model to the ST model in terms of the f -
divergence, under certain conditions on the marginal probabilities and symmetric cell probabilities. By
applying a function f(x) that satisfies the conditions of the f -divergence, the GLST [f ] model provides
a general framework for constructing new models tailored to the specific characteristics of the data
and the research objectives.

One of the most significant features of the GLST [f ] model is its interpretability. As demonstrated in
Section 4.2, the GLST model, which is a special case of the GLST [f ] model when f(x) = x log x (x > 0),
offers valuable insights into the dependence structures present in the data through its parameters. This
interpretability is crucial for understanding the complex relationships among variables in multivariate
categorical data and making substantive conclusions based on the model results.

Moreover, the GLST [f ] model provides a unified approach to modeling multivariate categorical
data, with the GLST model as a special case when the Kullback-Leibler divergence is chosen. By
choosing appropriate divergence functions, researchers can construct models that are best suited for
their specific data and research questions. This flexibility enables a more comprehensive and adaptive
analysis of multivariate categorical data, potentially uncovering new insights and patterns that may
not be captured by existing models.

The paper also presents several theoretical results, including the decomposition of the ST model
into the GLST [f ] model and other models, as well as the asymptotic equivalence of the likelihood ratio
statistics for these models. These results provide a deeper understanding of the relationships among
various models and their goodness-of-fit statistics, facilitating model selection and assessment.

In conclusion, the GLST [f ] model introduced in this paper offers a powerful, flexible, and inter-
pretable approach to modeling multivariate categorical data. Its ability to capture complex dependence
structures and provide a general framework for constructing new models makes it a valuable tool for
researchers across various fields. As future work, we plan to further investigate the properties of
the GLST [f ] model and extend the model to handle sparse contingency tables. We leave detailed
investigations of these for future work.
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Appendix

Appendix A Notation

Table 2 provides a summary of the notation used throughout the paper.

Table 2: Notation reference
Symbol Definition

V The indices set, usually {1, . . . , T }
I Levels of any variable, by default {1, . . . , r}
i (i1, . . . , iT ) with ij ∈ I, generic notation to denote a cell
IV

∏

j∈V I, the collection of all cells

X (X1, . . . , XT ), collection of T variables with Xj ∈ I
π Joint p.m.f of X, πi = π(i1,...,iT ) = Pr(X1 = i1, . . . , XT = iT ) for i ∈ IV
PV The subset of IV that imposes restrictions on the order of its elements.

C(2)
V The subset of V × V , the collection of all index of γ.

� The ordinal relation defined on finite vector space N
n.

ι {ι1, . . . , ι|IV |} is elements of IV ordered in ascending order.
κ {κ1, . . . ,κ|PV |} is elements of PV ordered in ascending order.

λ {λ1, . . . ,λ|C
(2)
V

|
} is elements of C(2)

V ordered in ascending order.

Appendix B Proofs

Proof of Theorem 2.
If f(u) = u logu(u > 0), then GLST [f ] model (5) is represented to

πi = πS
i

|D(i)|ai
∑

j∈D(i)

aj
, i ∈ IV ,

with

ai = exp

(

T
∑

s=1

αsis +

T
∑

s=1

βsi
2
s +

T−1
∑

s=1

T
∑

t=s+1

γstisit

)

.

Now, this model can be written as follows.

πi
∑

j∈D(i)

πj
=

ai
∑

j∈D(i)

aj
, i ∈ IV .

This is an equivalent expression for the GLST model (2).

Proof of Theorem 3.
If the ST model holds, then the GLST [f ], MET , VET and CET models hold. Assuming that these

models hold, then we show that the ST model holds. Let {π̂i} denote the cell probabilities satisfying
the structure of GLST [f ], MET , VET and CET simultaneously. Since {π̂i} satisfy the GLST [f ] model,

F

(

π̂i
π̂S
i

)

=
T
∑

s=1

αsis +
T
∑

s=1

βsi
2
s +

∑∑

s<t

γstisit + ψi, i ∈ IV ,
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where ψi = ψj , j ∈ D(i) and (1). Then for i ∈ IV ; j ∈ D(i),

F

(

π̂i

π̂S
i

)

− F

(

π̂j

π̂S
j

)

=

T
∑

s=1

αs(is − js) +

T
∑

s=1

βs(i
2
s − j2s ) +

∑∑

s<t

γst(isit − jsjt). (B.1)

The sum of right side of equation (B.1) multiplied by π̂i gives

T
∑

s=1

∑

i∈IV

αs(is − js)π̂i = 0,

because π̂i satisfy the structure of MET ,

T
∑

s=1

∑

i∈IV

βs(i
2
s − j2s )π̂i = 0,

because π̂i satisfy the structure of MET and VET , and
∑∑

s<t

∑

i∈IV

γs(isit − jsjt)π̂i = 0,

because π̂i satisfy the structure of MET , VET and CET . Therefore,

∑

i∈IV

π̂i

(

F

(

π̂i

π̂S
i

)

− F

(

π̂j

π̂S
j

)

)

= 0.

Here, we define the following set

Dn(i) = Dn(i1, . . . , iT )

= {j = (j1, . . . , jT ) ∈ IV | j is any permutation of the n elements of i ∈ IV },
for n ∈ V , and function

G(i, j) = F

(

π̂i
π̂S
i

)

− F

(

π̂j
π̂S
j

)

.

The function F being monotonically increasing, G(i, j) = 0 is satisfied only when π̂i = π̂j .
Then, we will prove that the following proposition holds

∀n ∈ V, ∀j ∈ Dn(i),
∑

i∈IV

π̂iG(i, j) = 0 ⇒ π̂i = π̂j . (B.2)

Firstly, we consider j ∈ D2(i), without loss of generality, permuting i1 and i2 in i. Since the following
equivalence holds

∑

i∈IV

π̂iG(i, j) = 0 ⇔
∑

i∈IV

i1<i2

(π̂i − π̂j)G(i, j) = 0,

we can easily obtain π̂i = π̂j . Thus, when n = 2, the proposition (B.2) holds. Then, assuming that
proposition (B.2) holds for the case of n = k − 1, we will consider the case of n = k. We consider
j ∈ Dk(i), without loss of generality, that is permutation of (i1, . . . , ik) in i. If jk = ik, we can consider
j ∈ Dk−1(i), and, from assumption, (B.2) holds. If jk 6= ik, we can derive the following proposition
holds from assumption, with k ∈ Dk−1(i) that is permutation of ik and jk in j

∑

i∈IV

π̂iG(i, j) = 0 ⇔
∑

i∈IV

π̂iG(i,k) +
∑

i∈IV

π̂iG(k, j) = 0

⇒ π̂i = π̂k ∧
∑

k∈IV

π̂kG(k, j) = 0

⇒ π̂i = π̂k = π̂j .
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Therefore, the proposition (B.2) holds, namely, π̂i = π̂j for any permutation of i, and {π̂i} satisfy the
structure of symmetry.

Proof of Equation (∗).
Let us denote the matrix F and their elements Fij as

F =
∂

∂π⊤
F
( π

πS

)

,

and

Fij =



























1

πS
ιi

(

1− πιi
|D(ιi)|πS

ιi

)

f ′′

(

πιi
πS
ιi

)

j = i,

− πιi
|D(ιi)|(πS

ιi
)2
f ′′

(

πιi
πS
ιi

)

j 6= i ∧ ιj ∈ D(ιi),

0 otherwise.

Thus, we obtain
H1(π)π = 0d1 ,

and, under the hypothesis h3(π) = 0d3 , i.e., under the ST model, we see

H1(π)diag(π) = cU⊤
(

I − J
)

,

where c = f ′′(1) and the elements of J , Jij , as

Jij =







1

|D(ιj)|
ιj ∈ D(ιi),

0 otherwise.

It is easily verified that J belong to the space S(X), that is, S(J) ⊂ S(X). Therefore, noting that
U⊤J = Od1,d2 and MU = Od2,d1 , we obtained that under the ST model

H1(π)Σ(π)H⊤
2 (π) = Od1,d2 .
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