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A general structuralequation m odelis tted on a paneldata set
that consists of I correlated sam ples. T he correlated sam ples could
be data from correlated populations or correlated observations from
occasions of paneldata. W e consider cases In which the full pseudo-
nom al lkelhood cannot be used, for exam ple, in highly unbalanced
data where the participating individuals do not appear in consecu—
tive years. The m odel is estin ated by a partial likelihhood that would
be the full and correct likelhood for independent and nom al sam —
ples. It is proved that the asym ptotic standard errors (@ase.s) for
the m ost In portant param eters and an overall- t m easure are the
sam e as the corresponding ones derived under the standard assum p—
tions of nom ality and Independence for all the observations. T hese
results are very im portant since they allow us to apply classical sta—
tisticalm ethods for inference, which use only rst-and second-order
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we show that the ase./sbased on the rst two m om ents have negli-
gbl bias and provide lss variability than the ase.’s com puted by
an altemative robust estin ator that utilizes up to fourth m om ents.
Our m ethodology and results are applied to real paneldata, and it
is shown that the correlated sam ples cannot be form ulated and ana—
lyzed as Independent sam ples. W e also provide robust a.se.'s for the
rem aining param eters. A dditionally, we show In the sin ulation that
thee ciency loss for not considering the correlation over the sam ples
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1. Introduction. Latent variabl analysis has been used widely in the
socialand behavioral sciences aswellas In econom ics, and itsuse in m edical
and business app lications is becom ing popular. Path analysis, con m atory
factor analysisand Jatent variablem odels are them ost popularpsychom etric
m odels, and are all special cases of structuralequation m odeling (SEM ).Ad-
ditionally, In econom etrics special cases of structural equation m odeling are
sin ultaneous equations, errors-in-variables m odels and dynam ic panel data
w ih random e ects. In latent variable m odels, underlying sub fct-m atter
conospts are represented by unocbservable latent variables, and their rela—
tionshipsw ith each other and w ith the cbserved variables are speci ed.The
m odels that express cbserved variabls as a linear fnction of latent vari-
ables are extensively used, because of their sin ple interpretation and the
existence of com puter packages such as EQS [P], LISREL [18] and PROC
CALIS (SA S Institute R7]). The standard procedures In the existing com —
puter padkages assum e that all the variables are nom ally distrbbuted. The
nom ality and linearity assum ptionsm ake the analysis and the interpreta—
tion sim ple, but their applicability in practice is often questionable. In fact, it
is rather com m on In m any applications to use the nom ality-based standard
errors and m odel- t test procedures w hen cbserved variables are highly dis—
crete, bounded, skewed or generally nonnom al. T hus, it is of practical and
theoretical interest to exam ine the extent of the validity of the nom ality—
based Inference procedures for nonnom aldata and to explore possble ways
to param eterize and form ulate a m odel to attain w ide applicability. In the
structuralequation analysis literature, this type of research is often referred
to as asym ptotic robustness study. M ost existing results on this topic have
been fora single sam ple from one population.T hispaper addresses the prob—
lem Prmultiple sam plesorm uliple populations, and provides a uni ed and
com prehensive treatm ent of the socalled asym ptotic robustness. The em —
phasis here is the suggestion that proper param eterization and m odeling
lead to practicalusefiilness and to a m eaningfill interpretation. It isthe st
study that show s robust asym ptotic standard errors (@a.se.s) and overall- t
m easures for correlated sam ples with xed factors for m odels w ith latent
variables. N ovel form ulas are provided for the com putation ofthe ase.s for
the m eans and variances of the xed correlated factors. A lso, In the case
of random correlated factors we prove that the ase.s of the m eans for the
factors are robust. T he superiority of the suggested ase.s to the existing
robust a.se.s that Involve the com putation of third and fourth m om ents is
shown num erically. Tn a sinulation study, the proposed ase.s are shown
to have less variability than the robust ase.s com puted by the so-called
sandw ich estim ator. A 1so, the sin ulation studies were conducted to verify
the theoretical results, assess the use of asym ptotic results in nie sam ples,
show the robustness of the power for tests and dem onstrate the e ciency of
the m ethod relative to the fulklikelihood estin ation m ethod that includes
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all the covariances of the variables over populations. T he proposed m ethod
can be applied to all correlated data that can be grouped as a few corre—
lated sam ples. In these correlated sam ples the cbservations are independent;
for exam ple, In panel data the correlated sam ples could be the occasions.
T he proposed m ethodology m odels variables w thin the sam ples and it can
ignore the m odeling of the variables between the correlated sam ples when
it is in possible, for exam ple, n highly unbalanced panel data in which the
participating individuals do not appear in consecutive years. A n application
w ith real panel data from the G reek banking sector ilustrates the in por-
tance of the proposed m ethodology and the derived theoretical results. In
this exam ple, i is shown that the correlated sam ples cannot be form ulated
and analyzed as Independent sam ples.
@

A general latent variable m odel for a m ultivariate observation vector 3

with dinension p® 1 that is an extension of the m odels considered by
Anderson [3, 4], Browne and Shapiro [14] and Satorra R8, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33]
is

@_ @ +B G @,

O . j'!

wih 7= ] and i= 1;:::5;1;9= 1;::5n9;

under the follow ing set of assum ptions. The m odel is extended w ith xed
and correlated-over-populations latent variables.

A ssumption 1.

(i) There are two cases:
Case A : The variablk @ is @) random with mean vector ( and co—
variance m atrix o, ) correlated over i (ie., the m easurem ents of the
Jjth Individual of the ijth population are correlated w ith the correspond-
Ing m easurem ents of the jth individual of the ith population, for j

m nfn®;n®qg) and (c) independent over j (for each population the m ea—
surem ents of the observed Individuals are ndependent).

Case B: Thevaribe |’ is () xed with liniting mean vector (o =
In @, , “ andlimithgcovarneematrix = lm_ w, ; S o and b)
correlated over 1 [see comm ents In case A (o) ].

)

.. . )
(i1 T here exists "jl = ("oj AP RS L(i)j)o,where @) "oj N ©O; "éi)),

©) "Y (=1;::519) are ndependent over i;  and j w ith m ean 0 and co-

J
variancem atrix ¢ and (c) @ are ndependentw ith " ("= 0;1;:::;L @

J

@
'
over iand j.
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(itl) The interoepts @, the coe cients B ¥ and the variance m atrices
of the nom ally distrbuted errors 4 can be restricted. Thus, they are
0

assum ed to be flinctions of a vector
(Ir) The m ean vectors @ , the variance m atrices @ of the corre—
lated factors and the variance m atrices of the nonnom alvectors o ('=

1;::5L 9) are assum ed to be unrestricted.

A comm on approach to verifying the identi cation and tting the m odel

is to assum e hypothetically that all j(i) 's are nom ally distrbbuted and to

concentrate on the st two m om ents of the cbserved vector j(l) . The issue
for the socalled asym ptotic robustness study is to assess the validity of
such procedures based on the assum ed nom ality, In tem s of inference for
unknow n param eters, for a w ide class of distributional assum ptions on j(l) .
It tums out that the type of param eterization used in the m odel, restricting

thecoe cientB ™ () butkeeping thevariances i ofthenonnom allatent

variables " (;) unrestricted, plays a key role in the study.
T he m odel, the notation and the assum ptions are explained by the fol-
low ng exam ple.

Example 1. A twopopultion (I= 2) recursive system ofsin ultaneous
equations w ith errors In the explanatory variables is considered. T hem odel
isshown In 2).The system In (2) can be written In the m atrix form j(l) =

Wi @ Py O P4 el whih hasthe om ofmodel 1) with ¥ =

a® @yl @, 0= q0 @yl @,70]7ang " (1) j$i> . The m odel
is also a sgpecial case of the LISREL m odelw ith no ]atent variables In the
dependent variables y?, that is, y® = @&, ;n the LISREL notation. The

1) )

latent variables and are correlted for each j= 1;:::;500, wih
correlation 04.T hat is, them easurem ents ofeach JndNJdualﬁ:om the second
population are correlated w ith the m easurem ents of one Individual from
the st population. The rst population also has 500 individuals that are
Independent from all the Individuals of the second population. N ote that
the num ber of cbserved variables is di erent for the two populations. Four

(l) ), @ @)

m easuram ents, Y15 Y25 and y Y35 r T taken ﬁ:om the rst population

©% = 4) and three m easuram ents, .2 ,ylj and y2j , are taken from the

second (@ = 3).For j= 1;::3; ,w1thn(l)=lOOOandn(2)=500,
o _ ( ) @ @) _ ( ) )
Xy = +eoj, Xy = +e0],
® _ ( ) ® @) _ ( ) @)

Y15 = 1t 1 +eljr Y14 1t 1 +elj,
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@)
@) @) @) 1) @) ) ) 2)
Y23 = 2t 1Y154 + 2 3 + S5 7 Y23 = 2t 1Y154 + 2 3 + S57
@) 1) 1)
y3j = 3+ 2y2j + e3j .

Theparam eters 1; 2; 15 1 and , donot depend on i.That is, they are
comm on for the two populations. T hese param eters belong to the vector

The varizbls " and ? can be xed or nonnom al according to cases
A and B of A ssum ption 1. If all the errors are nom al in accordance w ith

the notation of A ssum ption 1, we have "(()lj) = ej@, whilke if eélj) is nom al

and all the other errors are nonnom al, then "élj) = eélj) and " (;) = e%) fori=

to A ssum ption 1, only the variances of the nom al errors can be restricted
to be the sam e over populations and these variances belong to the vector

Furtherdiscussion about them odelin (1) isgiven in Section 2.T hem odel
In 2) ofExampl 1 is sinulated in Section 4 and used as an exam plk to
explain the theory in this paper.

Latent variabl analysis of multiple populations was discussed by
Joreskog [17], Lee and Tsui RO], M uthen R3] and Satorra R9, 30]. The
so—called asym ptotic robustness of nom albased m ethods for Jatent variable
analysis has been extensively studied in the Jast 15 years. For exploratory
(unrestricted) factor analysis, Am em iya, Fuller and Pantula R]proved that
the Im iting distribution of som e estim ators is the sam e for xed, nonnor-
m al and nom al factors under the assum ption that the errors are nom ally
distrbuted.Browne [12] showed that the above results hold for a m ore gen—
eral class of latent variable m odels assum Ing nite eighth m om ents for the
factors and nom al errors. Anderson and Amem Iya [B], and Am em iya and
Anderson [l]extended the above results to con m atory factor analysis and
nonnom al errors; they assum ed nite second m om ents for the factors and
errors. B row ne and Shapiro [14] introduced a general linearm odeland used
an approach based on the nite fourth m om ents that di ers from that of
A nderson and Am en iya.C onsidering them odelofB row ne and Shapiro, An—
derson [3, 4] lncluded nonstochastic latent variables and assum ed only nie
second m om ents for the nonnom al Jatent variables. Latent variable m od—
els with m ean and covariance structures were studied by Browne [13] and
Satorra R8]. Satorra R9, 30, 31, 32, 33] rst considered asym ptotic robust—
ness for linear Jatent m odels In m ultisam ple analysis of augm ented-m om ent
structures. A dditional studies on the asym ptotic robustness of latent vari-
able analysis were conducted by Shapiro [37], M ocoipart and Bentler R2]
and Satorra and Bentler 35].

For the one-sam pl problem , asym ptotic distribbution-free ADF) m eth—
ods for latent variable analysis were proposed to dealw ith nonnom aldata
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(see, eg., B,11,23]). The ADF m ethods tumed out to be problem atic in
practice, since the fourth-order sam ple m om ents are very variabl (see, eg.,
[15, 24]) . In this paperm ean and covariance structures are considered for a
generalm ultipopulation m odel that contains xed, nom al and nonnom al
variables; som e of the nonnom alvariables are allow ed to be correlated over
populations. W e use the approach of Anderson and Amem iya [B] to show
that the nom albased m ethods are applicable for nonnom al and nonran-—
dom data assum ng nie second-order m om ents. W e also use extensively
theory and notation from m atrix analysis (see, eg., [16, 21]).

Section 2 explains the suggested param eterization and the estim ation
procedure. T he theoretical results are derived and discussed in Section 3.
Section 4 reports results from simulation studies and that the proposed
asym ptotic standard errors seem to be num erically m ore e cient than those
derived by the sandw ich estin ator. O ur m ethodology and the theoretical
results are applied and explained in Section 5 by the t of an econom etric
m odelw ith latent econom ic factors to realdata.

2. M odel, param eterization and procedure. In this paper we study the
m odel (1) Introduced In Section 1.W e consider I populations and we as—

and that p® m easurem ents are taken from each sam pled individual in the
ith population. D enote the multisam ple data set by j(i);i= 1;::51;9=
j(l) is the p® 1 measurem ent vector from the jth in—
dividual in the ith population. W e consider a very general latent variable
m odel that ncludesm odels w idely used In single population cases and cov—
ers a large class of distributional situations in one form . To cover various
distribbutional settings, it is convenient to assum e that the observed vector

j(i) can be written as a linear combiation of L ® + 2 independent latent
vectors and that the latent vectors can be divided into three groups: (1) a

xed or nonnom alvector that is correlated over populations j(l) , (2) a ran—
dom vector "(()ij) assum ed to be nom ally distrbuted and 3) L @ nonnorm al

vectors "%) (‘= 1;::5;L %), Note that the sample size n?, the number of
m easured variablesp® and the num ber of latent vectors L ¥ generally di er
over populations (dependent on i).T he generality ofthism odelallow s us to
dealw ith cases w here slightly di erent variables arem easured from di erent
populations w ith possbly di erent structures.

Allnomally distrbuted latent varizbks are inclided in "¢, and their
O therungpeci ed or nonnom alrandom latent variables are divided into in—
dependent parts ‘= 1;:::;;L % with unrestricted covariance m atrices. C ase
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A of Assumption 1 with xed j(i) can represent a situation where the in—
terest is In the model tting and estim ation only for a given set of In—

dividuals and not for the populations. In addition, the xed j(i)
used in an analysis conducted conditionally on a given set of j(i) values.

Such a conditional analysis m ay be appropriate when the lndividuals j=

can be

(

when a com ponent of ji) represents som e dependency over I populations.

For exam ple, the I populations m ay actually correspond to a single pop-—
ulation at I di erent tin e points. W ith j(l) being latent and xed, the

lin its of the unobservable sam ple m ean, @ r and of the sam ple covari-
ancem atrix,  ,are assum ed to be unknown and unrestricted. A1l D ()

and B @ () are expressed in tem s of , which represents known or re—

stricted elem ents and allow s functional relationships over I populations.

Even though also appearsin ,w (), the elements of are usually di-
0

vided into two groups:one for 4 (), and ancther or @ () and B @ ().

A ssum ption 1 (iii) and (i) provjdé a particular identi able param eterization
forthem odelin (1).Forthe singlke population casew ith I = 1, variousequiv—
alent param eterizations have been used in practice. Som e place restrictions
on covariance m atrices (eg. by standardizing latent variables) and leave
the coe cientsunrestricted.T he param eterization that leaves the covariance
m atrices (and possbly som e m ean vectors) of latent variables unrestricted
and that places identi cation restrictions only on the coe cients and in—
tercepts is referred to as the errors-in-variables param eterization. For the
single population case, a param eterization w ith restricted covariance m atri-
ces generally has an equivalent errors-in-variables param eterization, and the
tw 0 param eterizations w ith one-to-one correspondence lead to an equivalent
Interpretation. T he onesam ple asym ptotic robustness resuls have shown
that the asym ptotic standard errors for the param eters In the errors-in-
variables form ulation com puted under the nom ality assum ption are valid
for nonnom al data, but that the sam e does not hold under param eteriza—
tion w ith restricted covariance m atrices. For the m ultisam ple, the m odel in
1), wewill show that the errors=n-variables type param eterization given In
A ssum ption 1 provides asym ptotic robustness. H owever, for the m ultisam —
Pl case there are other reasons to consider the param eterization speci ed in
A ssum ption 1 (i) and (iv).A s m entioned earlier, a m ultipopulation study
is conducted because the populations are thought to be di erent, but cer-
tain aspects ofthe structure generating data are believed to be com m on over
populations. Suppose that the sam e or sim ilarm easurem ents are taken from
di erent populations. For exam ple, a sin ilar set of psychological tests m ay
be given to a number of di erent groups, for exam pl, two gender groups,
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groups w ith di erent occupations or educational backgrounds, groups in
varying socioeconom ic or culural environm ents, or di erent tim e points in
the grow th ofa group . T he sub ctm atter or scienti ¢ interest exists In m ak—
Ing Inferences about som e general assertion that holds com m only for various
populations. Such interest isusually expressed as relationships am ong latent
(and observed) variables that hold regardless of the location and variability
ofthe variables. T hen a relevant analysis is to estim ate and test the relation—
ships, and to explore the range of populations for which the relationships
hold. T he param eterization in A ssum ption 1 (iii) and (i) w ith unrestricted

.o and generally structured B & () corresponds very wellw ith the scien—
ti ¢ interest of the study, and allow s an Interpretation consistent w ith the
practicalm eaning of the problem .Note that ¢ ;i= 1;::5;1; = 1;::5L @,
are unrestricted covariance m atrices and do not have any relationships over
ior Y, and that ® () and B @ () can have known elem ents and elem ents
w ith relationships over i and ‘. On the other hand, the covariance m atrix
1)

.o of the nom al latent vector néj

0
populations through . This gives the generality of the model In (1) with
only one nom al Jatent vector, because a block diagonal i corresponds

can have restrictions or equality over

0
to a num ber of ndependent subvectors in the nom al "élj) . In addition, the
possbility of restrictionson 5 over populations can also be In portant in

applications. For exam ple, jfthoe sam e m easurem ent instrum ents are applied
to di erent sam ples, then the variances of pure m easuram ent errorsm ay be
assum ed to be the sam e over the sam ples. H ow ever, the nom ality assum p—
tion for pure m easuram ent errors is reasonable in m ost situations, and such
errors can be inclided in "éij) .Assum ption 1 (iv) and (v) do not rule out la-
tent variable variances and covariances w ith restrictions across populations,
but do require the latent variables w ith restricted variances to be nom ally
distributed. T his requirem ent is not very restrictive in m ost applications,
as discussed above, but it is needed to obtain the asym ptotic robustness
resuls given in the next section. T he general om of ® () and inclusion
ofthe =xed latent vector allow virtually any structure for the m eans of the
observed j(i) . Hence, the errors-in-variables type param eterization In A s
sum ption 1 (iil) can solve the identi cation problem , provide a general and
convenient way to represent the sub pct-m atter theory and concepts, and
produce asym ptotic robustness resuls presented In the next section.

For the multisam plk data j(i) n @), e 9 and s? pe the sam ple
m ean vector and sam ple covariance m atrix (unbiased) for the ith popu-—
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are nonsingular w ith probability 1.D e ne
1
1)
@ c

3) c®= ; c=

- &
vecs ?)

c®

W e consider m odel tting and estin ation based only on ¢, because such
procedures are sin pl and have som e useful properties. A 1so note that A s—
sum ption 1 does not specify a particular distributional form of cbservations
beyond the st two m om ents and speci es no particular correspondence
or relationship between sam ples.Let bead 1 vector containing allun—
known param etersin E ()= () underthem odelin ( 1) and A ssum ption 1,
and ket = ( % 9% where and ocontain the param etersm entioned i A s—
sum ption 1 () and (v), respectively. That is, ocontains param eters that
can be restricted, while contains the param eters that cannot be restricted
over populations. Under the model In (1) and A ssum ption 1, we com pute
the expected m eans

YO=e(% and “0O=£6%):

Fortheestin ation of ,we consideran estim ator obtained by m inin izing
over the param eter space
XI
00= n%=EY 9t0) bgp® 9t p¥
=1

N O) R R OT S NN O) -F

T he obtained estin ator is a slight m odi cation of the nom alm axin um
likelthood estimator (M LE). The exact nomal M LE can be obtained if

9 1)=n915 ¥ isused ; place of S P . A sym ptotic results are equiva—

lent for the two estin ators.W e consider because it can be com puted w ith
existing com puter packages. The form ofQ () correspoonds to the so-called

m ean and covariance structure analysis, but the existing covariance struc—
ture com puter packages w ithout m ean structure can be used to carry out
the m Inin ization of Q () using a certain technique (see, eg., the EQ S and

LISREL m anuals). N ote that other estin ation techniques that are asym p—
totically equivalent to M LE can be used, such asm Ininum distance, which
is actually a generalization of the generalized m ethod of m om ents. In the

next section, asym ptotic distribbution results for are derived for a broad
range of situations.
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3. Theoretical results. Them ain resuls of this paper are presented In
Theorem 1.W e now de ne a set of assum ptions for themodel n (1) that
assum es nom aland Independent variables over populations under the sam e
param eterization as in A ssum ption 1.

A ssumption 1B.
(1) Foralliand j (A= 1;:::;I;3= 1;:::;n(i)) . N ( w; ®)and

are iIndependent.

(i) Forall ‘= 0;1;:::;L (i);"fl) N O; ,w).

(iil) T he m atrices @ ;B @ and . can be restricted and are assum ed

0

to be fiinctions of a vector

(v) Thematroes ; ® and ,w;'= 1;:::5L (l),are assum ed to be
unrestricted.

Theorem 1 show s sinm ilarities and di erences ofthe 1im iting resuls for the
two di erent sets of A ssum ptions 1 and 1B.

Theorem 1. Assume thatthe modelin (1) holds under A ssum ption 1.
In addition we m ake the follow ing assum ptions:

Assumption 2,, Thereexistslin,, 11 @ O=n)= r® wheren, = mnfn®;

sin@Pgandn=" L, n®.

Assumptign 3. (8"> 0)(9 > 0)3 () ( 0)J< ) k ok< ™,
where kxk=" x% and , is the lin iting true value of .

Assumption 4. For alli= 1;::5;I; ®(); B 9 ()and 4 () are

0
tw ice continuously di erentiable in the param eter space of .The colum ns
ofthematrix @ ( ¢)=@ °are linearly ndependent.

Theorem 1 (cont.).

(i) Then

where V C(; " and v 131) are the asym ptotic covariance m atrices of under the
general A ssum ption 1 and under the standard A ssum ption 1B, respectively
(the initials N I stand for nom ality and independence over populations and
G stands for the general set of A ssum ptions 1). The m atrix V é ) is the part

ofthem atrix V é ) that is the asym ptotic covariance m atrix for the estim ated
vector
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(i) For the asym ptotic covariance m atrices for the m ean vectors ),

(1) in case A of Assumption 1 with =xed j(i),
€ w) € w)

(5) \Y% G =V NI (1)

holds, and (2) in case B of A ssum ption 1 with random j(i),

@) O @)
®) Vs =Vy1
holds.
(iil) For the asym ptotic covariance m atrices for vec(C ), (1) In case A
of Assumption 1 with xed j(i),

vec( (1)) vec( (1)) 2
(7) Vg =Vy1

n @) (1) (1) )

(&3

holds, and (2) in case B of A ssum ption 1 with random 3 ) and assum ing
that j(i) have nite fourth m om ents,

(vec ( (1) )) (vec( (1) ) l @  @o
®) Vg =Vy1 + mVar[vec( )]

2
) (i) @)

holds.
(iv) The function Q (), de ned in (4), evaluated on itsm inim um con-—

P . L
verges to a chi-square distribution, 0 () 1 é,wjth g= L.b9+p® %+
1)=2] d.

Proof of Theorem 1. Forthe proofwe need the follow ing three lem —
m as.

Lemma 1. Assume thatthemodelin (1) holds. IfA ssum ptions 1, 2 and
3 hold, then asn, ! 1,

) S

Proof. From Assumption 1 and the law of large numbers, c p! (o),

which ImpliesQ ( ) I? 0.SnceQ ()> 08 and m Inin izes Q , we have

il ( O)I

Q () R 0. From the last result and Assumption 2 we get ( ) !

and (9) holds from A ssum ption 3.

Lemma 2. Let , = (8; 2)0, where  is the true value of and 4,
contains the vectors ®, vec(S ) and vec(S,w); = 1;::5L Y, oralli=
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(i) Then, under the m odel and the assum ptions considered in Lemma 1,
and under A ssum ption 4,

p— p—
(10) n ( n)=Ao nfl ( )]+ o (1);
where A ( is free of n® and
1) Ao= (0% ' J0) P3G o
where Jg= J( ( o)) isthe Jacobian of () evaluated at o, Ol = Ly =
[r(l) @ 1 ( O)] (I)[r (I 1 ( O)] and @ 1 () = @ 1 () f%
[9P0 P10

Recall that the ratios r¥ were de ned in A ssum ption 2 and ¢ was de ned
in 3).The symbol is the direct sum for m atrices.
(i) Also,

(12) 0()=nk ()Mo (I+0@
withM o= @ Ay).

Proof. () From Taylor's expansion and Lemma 1 i tums out that

there exists on the line segm ent between and , such that

13) 3D ()= 3R (DI+FHDR (I n);

where J and H are the Jacobian and H essian m atrices, respectively. N ow
for the Jacobian and H essian m atrices we proved that

14) IR ()= 230 e (W)t ol T);

(15) Hp ()19 233 Jtao:

The result n (10) follows ifwe use (14), (15) and the factthat IR ( )]= 0
n (13).

(i) A fter doing severalm atrix m odi cations, we get the quadratic form
(16) o()=nk (P *Ok ()I+o0Q):
A lso, there exists  on the lne segm ent between and , such that

a7 () (n)=J0( )N n):
From (17) and (10) we get that

18) c ()= JoAole ()]t P= ;

and the resul ollow s from (16) and (18).
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Lemma 3. (@) Forthemodelin (1) under A ssum ption 1 it holds that
19) Cc ( n)= Ew;

where E is a constant m atrix, w consists of the subvectors w (i);i= 1;::51,
and w ® consists of the subvectors "® ;vec(S, ), ) and vec Sxwyw) orall
0 0

n

w@®

@ p _

(i) The Iim iting distrdbution of © nw is the sam e under A ssum ptions 1
and 1B.

Proof. (i) W e proved that the com ponents of c ( n) are written in
the fom

(20) @ @ ( n) =B @ n @ 7

0 S wwa B 0,

’

(21) S w @w(n)=0B @

va(i) (1) S"(i) w (i) D w(i)
whereD .oy = 0 S, o LiS . The resul in (19) follow s by noting
1 L @
n (20) and (21) that the com ponents of c ( n) are products of constant
m atrices (finctions of B @) and the subvectors of w ¥, and also usihg the
property vec@ABC )= (C O A)vec®).
(i) Note that them atrix Swiynw D w@ doesnotdependon S, ,w or ‘=

of  nw ® are mndependent and their lim iting distrbutions do not depend
on the nonnom ality of the latent variables and on the xed latent variables
In case A (see B], Theorem 5.1).Now between the populations, the lim iting
covariance between w @ and w @) for i6 m is 0 despite the correlation of

% and j(m ) reach j.Thisholdsbecause the lin ing covariance betw een

nvecS waw) and  nvec(S w)nm)) I8 0 shee the errors are assum ed to
be independent over populations.

Now we m to the proof of Theorem 1.For (i) Lenmas 2 (@) and 3 ()
show that ™ n( 0) is a linear combination of  nw and thus the result
ollow s from Lemm a 3 ().

For cases (i) and (iil) we use the respective equations

p— p— - p—
(22) n( o  Cu)= nl o H+Tn® %)

0

p— pP— r—
23)  nvec( g 95)="nvec(C & S w)+ nvec@ g @)

w here o(i) and O(i, are the true values of the corresponding param eters.

In both (i) and (i), for case A with xed factors, we need the lim iting
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distribbutions of the rst vectors In the second parts of (22) and 23). For
case B w ith random factors, we need the lin iting distribbutions of the vectors
In the rstpartsof (22) and (23). Since the procedure is the sam e for (i)
and (iii), we explain the proof only for part (). So for case A in (23)
we com pute the lim iting covariance m atrices of all three vectors under the
A ssum ption 1B,

(vec( (1) ))

24) Vit =V2+n(i)

( w W)

From Lemmas 2 (i) and 3 it follow s that the rst vector of the second part
of (23) has the sam e lim iting distribbution under A ssum ption 1 wih xed

vec( ()

factors and under Assum ption 1B. ThusV ;= V. and the result

(vec( (1))

follow s by solving (24) forv G
Now forcase B in (iil) we com pute the lin ing covariance m atrices under
A ssum ption 1B and under A ssum ption 1, and we get, respectively,

(vec ( (i) )) 2
@5) Vit =Vt —5 (o W )i
eel @) L ® ®°
(26) Vg =Vg + mVarBfec( )]z

Again, from Lemmas 2 and 3 it llows that V; = V ;. The result ollow s
by solving 25) forV ; and substituting the result in (26).

(Iv) Lemmas 2 () and 3({) show that Q () is a quadratic function of
nw , and the result ©llows from Lemm a 3 () and the known resul that

o()f é under A ssum ption 1B .

Theoram 1 (i) and (i) actually extend T heorem 1, proved by Satorra [B33]
for independent groups, to correlated populations and it can be applied to
any type of correlated data that can be grouped into a few groups w ith
unocorrelated data (eg. In paneldata by grouping the occasions).

To derive large sam ple results for m inim izing (4) underthem odelin (1)
and A ssum ption 1, we consider the case where alln ¥ increase to in nity at
a comm on rate and use n, asthe index for taking a lin i in A ssum ption 2.
A ssum ption 3 is a standard identi cation condition used in Lemma 1.Note
that the true value of In case A of Assum ption 1 wih xed variables de—
pends on n (i), since i contains ® and S @ - Thus, we denote the lim it of

the true value as g.Lemm a 1 gives the consistency of the estim ator that
m inin izes (4) for the m odel in (1). Hence, under very weak distrdbutional

speci cations in A ssum ption 1, the estin ator is consistent for the lim iting
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true value . In fact, it is clear from the proof that the consistency of
holds for any generalm ean and covariance structurem odel ()= E (c) sat—

isfying ¢ P ( 0).To characterize the 1im iting behavior of In m ore detail,
egoecially for the assesan ent of the so-called asym ptotic robustness proper—

ties, it is convenient to consider an expansion of , not around the true value
or the lim iting true value ¢, but around som e other quantity , de ned in
Lemm a 2 that depends on the unobservable sam ple m om ents of the non-
nom al latent variables @ and "fi) ("= 1;::5;L Dy, T hus, the lin iting true
value ( that consists of the true covariance m atrices of the random latent
variables is replaced in , by , that consists of the uncbservable sam ple
m om ents. W hile statistical inference is to bem ade for the true value of ; ,
w ih an arti cialquantity , playsa ussfulrol in assessing the property of

in ,aswellas in characterizing the Iim iting distrbution of the whole
w ithout specifying any m om ents or @ and n® (= 1;::5;L9) higherthan

second order. To ocbtain an expansion of around ,,weneed som e an ooth—
ness conditions or @ ();B W () and ,u (), and the falkcolum n rank

of the Jacobian m atrix J[ ( ()] that are st?ated in A ssum ption 4. Since the

Iinear independence ofthe coim nsof J[ ( ()] associated w ith the part of
is trivial, we need to assum e only that the part ofthem odelis speci ed

w ithout redundancy. T hus in A ssum ption 4 we Just assum e that @ ( o)=@ °

isof fullocolum n rank and Lem m a 2 expresses the leading term ofpﬁ( n)
in temm s of ¢ ( n).Note that theuse of , In Lemm a 2 produces an ex—

pansion of around , wih the existence of only second m om ents of &
and "Ei) = 1;::5L @) . & can be shown from the proof that the expansion
In Lemma 2 holds for the generalmodel ()= E (c) and forany , wih

n 'p o provided thatp nk ( n)]converges In distrlbution. H ow ever, the
special choice of ,, forthem odelin (1) m akes the result of Lemm a 2 prac—
tically m eaningful. Lemm a 3 is actually the key toolin the proofthat show s
asym ptotic robustness. It expresses” nlc ( p)] i tem s of nw , which
has the sam e 1im iting distributions under A ssum ptions 1 and 1B . T hus, the
main di culy iIn the proof of Theorem 1(i) is to express N ( o) In
term s of a vector  nw whose lin iting distribution does not depend on the
existence of xed, nonnom aland correlated-overpopulation variables. Sin —

ilarly, we proved T heorem 1 (i) by expressing Q ( ) as a quadratic function
of nw .The omuls i (5) and (7) in Theorem 1 show what corrections
should bem ade when we have xed variables in order to get correct asym p—
totic standard errors for ) and vec( ) ). These results are novel even
for the case w ith one population.The form ula (6) in Theorem 1 (i) (2) show s
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that the asym ptotic standard errors for 4 are robust. Equation (8) in
Theoram 1 (iil) (2) gives the lim iting covariance m atrix for vec(” ;) when

@ are random . Fomula (8) involves the com putation of furth-order cu—
mulants of the latent variables @ in practice. This is possbl i practice
and we cbtain satisfactory results when we use the errors-n-variables pa—
ram eterization and have nomn al errors. For Instance, n Exam pl 1 for the
m odelin (2) with nom alerrors the fourth-order cum ulants for @ are equal
to the Burth-order cum ulants of the cbserved variables or x ¥, since the
fourth-order cum ulants of the nom al errors are equal to 0. T his technique
was used In our sin ulation study and the results are illustrated In the next
section . N ote that in m ost practical cases the m easurem ent errors ollow a
nom al distribution.

A though the paper refers to the multisam ple case the sam e theory and
m ethodology can be applied to longiudinal data. That is, two di erent
applications, correlated populations and panel data, can be considered by

tting the sam e kind of m odeling and applying the results presented in
this paper.A sim ilarm ethod developed for longitudinaldata, known as the
general estin ating equation (GEE) method, was proposed by Liang and
Zeger [L9]. The GEE m ethod was proposed for generalized lnear m odels
w ith univariate outcom e variables. In this paper several response variables
are observed and their relationships are explained by a few latent variables
w ihin the tin e ponts. It can be shown that a special case of the GEE
m ethod, using the identity m atrix as the \working" correlation m atrix, is
a special case of the m odel considered in this paper. T his can be done by
treating the outcom e variable and the covariates of the generalized linear
m odels as cbserved variables in the m odel considered in this paper and
setting latent variables equal to covariates by xing error variances equalto
zero. T hus, the results presented in this paper can be also applied to sin pler
m odels such as generalized linearm odels for longitudinaldata.O n the other
hand, the use of a \working" correlation m atrix as the one used in the GEE
m ethod, could be also used In this m ethodology in order to increase the
e ciency of the m ethod.

Now we de ne a generalized version of the so-called sandw ich estin ator
used by the GEE m ethod for generalized linear m odels w ith the identity
m atrix as the \working" correlation m atrix, and also used by Satorra 28,
29, 30, 31, 32, 33] for Iatent variable m odels. W e generalize thism atrix for
correlated populations and we are going to com pare it w ith our proposed
m atrix VC(; ) de ned in Theorem 1 theoretically and num erically. A general-
ized version of the sandw ich (S) estin ator is

@7) V' =RE GaAJ;
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where A §j isde ned in (11) and E (Sy) is the expected m ean of the sam ple
m atrix Sg4 that nvolves third—and fourth-order sam ple m om ents de ned as

0 1
1 CED 1 a1
E n@n~d nan~d S
2
1 1 _ap®
n@n~d n @D —d
w ith
Sla
(ik) _ 1 1) 1) k) (k)0
Sq = ] (dj d )(dj a*™’)
j=1
and
!
) :
1) j
a: = . 3 ‘ .
j @) i @) h,0, 7
vec[( ; (1))( ; (1)) 1
where k= 1;:::5;1;7= l;:::;n(i), and n %) denotes the number of corre—

lated individuals between the ith and the kth populations. N ote that the
form ofthem atrix V{ ' in (27) can be derived from Lemm a 2.Equation (12)
In Lenma 2 also holds if we replace , by the true value of , and the re-
sult follow s by noting that Varfc ( 0)]= E (Sgq)-Theoram 1 actually gives
an altemative form of som e of the parts of the m atrix V s( ) The parts of
the m atrix Vé ) de ned in Theorem 1 are actually theoretically exactly the

sam e as the corresponding parts of the m atrix V é ' practice, the m atrix

Ag=A (g) Isestimated by A o= A () and them atrix E (Sq) is estim ated
by Sg4.Despoie the fact that the two mat‘doesvé) and VS() are theoreti-
cally equal in practice, the asym ptotic standard errors (ase.s) com puted
by the m atrix Vé " have less variability than the ase.s com puted by the
m atrix V S( ) This happens because the estin ation of V S( ) involves third—
and fourth-orderm om ents that are m ore variable than the second m om ents
of the m atrix Vé).Themaujx Vé) Involves fourth m om ents only in the
form ula of Theorem 1 (iif) (2), but these m om ents do not a ect the com puta-
tion of the other ase.s. T his advantage of using the m atrix V é ) is shown
n the simn ulation study in the next section.

4. Smmulation study. W e simulate the model n (2) of Exampl 1. A
sam ple from both populations was generated 1000 tim es. The sim ulation
was done twice: once with xed ® and once with random @ (cases

A and B of A ssum ption 1, respectively). In both cases, ® ang @

3 3 are
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related (correlated over populations) and were generated as linear com bina—

tions of chisquare random variables w ith 10 degrees of freedom . In case A,

a sam pk of ( j(l); j(2)

variance ) = 4:95; @ = 9:95;5% = 1:97;5°, = 195 and s ) o = 136,

j(l); j(z)) was used In all 1000 M onte C arlo

sam ples. In case B, 1000 independent sam ples were generated for £ j(l);j =
@)

) was generated w ith sam ple m eans, variances and co-—

respectively, and the set of (

and . are @ =5; ¢ = 10; 2(1) = 2; 2(2) =2and g @ = 14.
N ote that the above m eans and variances are estin ated, but the covariance

1 @ Isnot, n accordance w ith the estim ation m ethod that we suggest.
N ote that we suggest thism ethod for several populations w ith quite unbal-
anced data. In this study it iseasy to use the full ikellhood and estin ate the
covariance ) @), but this isnot always true in m ore com plicated studies.
By not estim ating som e of the covariances between the two populations, we
lose som e e ciency, or exam ple, we cbtain larger ase/s. W e discuss the
e ciency ofthe m ethod in m ore detail Jater In this section.

In both cases A and B, 1000 sam ples were generated for independent
ePiz 1,2, = 0;1;0:50 %, with LY = 3and L@ = 2. The errors eéij);i=

1;2; are nom ally distrdbuted w ith m ean 0 and unknow n variance Z(i) ,while
S0
@, were generated from a chi-
square distribution wih 10 degrees of freedom , %0, w ith adjisted mean 0
and variance ? .The variance for eélj) is comm on for the two populations,
e,

2 _ 2
e @
S 0

ues for the error variances are °4, = % = 01 and % = ©°} = 02, and
So € & S3

the true value for the vector is ?= @;2; 1, 04;04; 0:01;1;0d). The

param eters of are shown in the st column ofthe rstpart of Tablk 1.

In accordance w ith the notation of this paper, the vector = ( 0 99, where
contains 2(1) (= 1;2;'= 1;::3;L @) and the m eans and variances of j(l)
e,

= 2(2) . In both cases with xed and random j(i), the true val-

(i= 1;2).Toestm ate ,weusenom alM LE by m inin izing (4) despite the
appearance of xed and nonnom al variables, and when we estin ate the
param eters, we are pretending that we do not know the true values of the
param eters.

Som e of the results in the sin ulation study are shown in the rstpart of

Tabk 1.Columns 2, 4 and 6 show results from case A with xed j(i),wthe

columns 3, 5 and 7 show resuls from case B with random j(i) .Columns 2

and 3 ofTabl 1 com pare the ase./s G se) com puted by them att:ixVé "1
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Table 1
Results from the sum ulation study

E ciency of the m ethod

Bias ofG s= Variability of G se relative to the fi1ll lkelhood
G se SM C se PL M C se
M C se G M C se FL M C se
P aram eters Fixed R andom Fixed R andom Fixed R andom
1 1.01 1.01 1.63 1.56 0.99 1.03
2 1.01 0.99 1.78 1.68 101 1.05
3 0.97 1.00 1.84 1.50 1.00 1.06
1 1.00 0.99 144 147 1.00 1.04
2 0.97 0.99 2.02 1.56 101 1.05
1 1.00 1.00 1.65 157 1.00 1.03
2 1.00 0.98 1.60 144 1.02 1.06
20 0.99 0.99 2.68 1.56 1.00 1.03

Results for ; underdi erent distrdbbution assum ptjons| degrees of freedom for

7 Panandel; @)

dy dz
1 1 1.00 1.00 1.59 1.69 101 1.09
3 3 1.00 101 155 143 101 1.07
3 10 0.99 0.98 148 141 101 1.07
10 3 0.99 1.00 151 151 101 1.04

M onte C arlo standard errors (M C se) for the estin ated param eters in  versus the pro-—

posed ase)s Gse) of , computed by V G( ' de ned in Theorem 1.Com parison between
theM Cse or Gse (GM Cse) and the M C se for the ase.s com puted by the sandw ich es—

tin ator, VS( ), given iIn (27) (SM Cse).M C se com puted under the full likelhood FL) and

under the partial likelhood (PL).Results are shown for cases A and B of A ssum ption 1
wih xed and random .

Theorem 1 (1) wih the M onte C arlo standard errors M C se). A 1l the ratios
are 1 or very close to 1 and thism eans that the proposed ase.'s have very
an all bias. B ias exists because we use the ase.s as estin ates for the true
se/softhe param eters In nite sam ples.A ctually, Lenm a 1 proves that the
bias converges to 0 as the sam ple sizes Increase to in nity. In this study, for
sam pke sizesn® = 1000 and n® = 500, the bias is negligble.

Now we com pute M onte C arlo standard errors for the ase.'s com puted
by the m atrix Vé) GM Cse) and for the ase.s com puted by the m atrix
vV$' (SMCse), de ned in (27).The ratio (SM Cse)/ (GM Cse) com pares the
variability of the two di erent estin ates of the ase./s. This ratio is com -
puted for the param eters in  and the results are shown In colum ns 4 and 5
ofTabk 1 forboth casesw th xed and random j(i) .A Il the ratios are signif-

icantly larger than 1 and this fact indicates that the a se.’s com puted by the
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sandw ich estin ator V S( " have larger variability than the ase.s com puted
by our suggested estin ator V é "

Now , as to the e ciency of the m ethod, we com puted the ase.s under
the full lkelhood L) and under the partial likellhhood PL) given in (4).
The ratio ofthe two ase/s,

PL MC se

FL MCse'

isgiven forallthe param etersin in the lasttwo colum nsofTabl 1.T hese
ratios actually show the e ciency of them ethod relative to the FL . In both

cases the e ciency is very satisfactory since the ratios are close to 1. The

£ and relatively s all or

(28) e clency =

e ciency lossisvery snallforcase A with xed
case B wih random .

In the second part of Tabl 1, wem ake the nonnom aldistributionsm ore
skewed to the right by changing the degrees of freedom , d;, and d,, for
j(l) 2 d;) and ef;)j 2 (dy). A1l the results rem ain the sam e for case
A wih =xed j(l) and the only di erence In case B w ith random j(l) is that
the e ciency ratio ofthem ethod relative to the fiill lkelhood (last colum n)
becom es largerbut rem ains an allerthan 1.10 even In theextrem ecasew ith 1
degree of freedom forboth d; and dy . T hus, the derived asym ptotic standard
errors give satisfactory results fordistributionsw ith very long tails that often
appear in applications (eg. In nance and banking).

Fortheparameters «); @7 2(1) and 2(2) weused the omulasin (5),
6), (7) and (8) provided in Theoram 1 (i) and (i) and we derived resuls
sin ilar to the previous ones. It should be pointed out that the sandw ich
estim ator does not provide correct ase.s for case A with xed D or

j
the param eters Wi 2(1) and 2(2) . Our novel ormulas n (5) and

(7) show what corrections should be m ade in order to obtain the correct

asets in thiscase. The ase.s are evaluated at the estin ated value of ;

N ote that allthe a.se.’s are functions of exoept the ones for 2 a1, and 2 @)

(€lem entsofthem atrix ~ 3 In Theorem 1) that require fourth m om ents (or

cum ulants) for j(i) . In general, the fourth-order cum ulants, , areprescribed
by the Pollow Ing property: if x = y+ z with y and z Independent random
variables, then ;= + ,.Thus, In themodelused in the sinulation, it

hodsthat ,u = @ + 0, since the errors, eéij) , are assum ed to be nom al,
having fourth-order cum ulants equal to 0. T hus, the sam pl fourth-order
cum ulants of x ¥ were used for the com putation ofthe ase.s or 2, and

2
2) -

The ase/s can be used for hypothesis testing of the param eters. The
power of the tests is also robust when the sam ple sizes are quite large due
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to the applicability of the m ultivariate central lim it theorem . In the above
sin ulation study,weuse,asan exampl, Hg: 1= OversusH;: ; < 0 In case
A wih xed .(l).Usjng]evelofsignicanoe = 0:05;H g isrectedwhen z<

1645 wherez= 1= 21 . Thus, the expected power EP) is approxin ately

@9) EP ()= 1645+ ———— = 0:956;
MCse for

where the flnction isthe standard cum ulative nom aldistrbbution and we
com pute the power for the actualvalue of 1; ;= 001.W e also com pute
the sin ulated power (SP) as

B # oftinesthat [ 1=@se.of 1)]< 1645
1000

T hus, the resuls support the robustness of power for nonnom al and cor-
related populations. T he power for overall- t m easures was investigated by
Satorra and Saris [36] and Satora [34] In structural equation m odels.

T he robustness of the chisquare test statistic is shown In Tabl 2 for

case A with xed .(i).Themean and the variance of the 1000 sim ulated

30) SP = 0:967:

valiesofQ () in (4) are close to the expected 6 and 12, respectively. A 1so,
the sim ulated percentiles in the second row are close to the expected ones
given In the rst row of Tabl 2. For sim ilar studies using sin pler m odels,
see 30, 32, 33] and R5].

In summ ary, themodel In (1) with the errors-in-variables param eteriza—
tion can form ulate them ultipopulation analysis in am eaningfulfashion.The
corresponding statistical analysis under the psesudo-nom alindependence
m odelgives a sin ple and correct way to conduct statistical inferences about
the param eter vector w ithout specifying a distribbutional form or depen-
dency structure over populations. In practice, ocontains all the param eters
ofdirect Interest. T he asym ptotic covariance m atrix and standard errors can
be readily com puted using existing procedures, and provide a good approx—
In ation In m oderately sized sam ples. T he proposed ase.s have an aller
variability than the varability of the robust sandw ich estin ator, provide
high e ciency relhtive to the fulkikelihood m ethod and can be used for

Table 2
M onte C arlo m ean, variance and percentikes for the chi-square test statistics with 6
degrees of freedom

M ean= 6 Variance= 12 10% 25% 50% 75% 90% 95% 99%%

6.0 117 92 236 497 759 905 963 98.9
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hypothesis testing w ith robust power. For instance, in the sin ulation study

for one of the m ost In portant param eters, 1, n case A with xed j(l), the
variability ratio is1.65 (see Tablk 1), thee ciency ratio is1.00 (see Table 1)
and the power ofthetest Hg: 1= 0O versusH1: 1 < 0 is 0.967. That is, if
the standard deviation of our proposed ase. for 1 is 1, then the standard
deviation ofthe ase. for 1 com puted by the robust sandw ich estin ator is
1.65.A 1s0, ourproposed ase. or ; isclose enough to thease. or 1 using
the full likelihood, and the power of the test is very high, 0.967, and very

close to the expected power, 0.960.

5. Application. An application form odel (1), estim ated by m inin izing
(4), and for Theorem 1 ispresented by analyzing a data set from the Bank
0f G reece w ith annual statem ents for the period 1999{2003. W e exam Ine the
relationship between asset risk and capital n the G reek banking sector. A s
capital, we use total capital over total bank assets (capitalto-asset ratio).
T he variable for total capital includes core capital (tier I) plus supplem en—
tary capial (tier IT) m inus deductions such as holdings of capial of other
credit and nancial nstitutions. A sm easures or asset risk, we use the two
m ain com ponents of risk-weighted assets which re ect credit and m arket
risk. T here is a two-way direction e ect between capial and asset risk, and
these relationships can be analyzed In a m ultivariate setting w ith sin ultane-
ous equations; see [7] for the life Insurance industry.Barano , Papadopoulos
and Sager [6] com pared the e ect of two m easures for asset risk to capial
structure by approaching latent variables for the risk factors via a dynam ic
structural equation m odel, and they pointed out the di erences between
large and sm allcom panies. They tted latent variable m odels on a balanced
data set concentrating on com panies for which data for all years are avail-
able. In such balanced cases we ignore com panies that have been bankrupt
or have been m erged w ith other com panies, and new com panies that started
after the rstyear.In m any studies, researchers are interested In exam lning
such com paniesand t latent variables, such asm acroeconom ic and risk fac—
tors orm easuram ent errors, In a highly unbalanced data set. P apadopoulos
and Am em Iya R6] discussed the disadvantages of the existing m ethods for
unbalanced data. T hem ethodology proposed in thispaper is appropriate for
highly correlated, nonnom aland unbalanced data.A 1so, T heorem 1 ensures
robust asym ptotic standard errors and overall- t m easures.

In thispaperwe analyze rst di erences of the logarithm ic (In) transfor-
m ation, which actually approxin ate percentage changes, In order to avoid
spurious regression, nonstationarity and cointegration to som e extent. T he
explicit form ofthem odel is

: (t)
capital © ©, n®,
assets

._lj 197
J
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credit risk ® _ CIRC
assets i S 23 23!
(31)
t= 2000;:::;2003;3= 1;2;::5;n®;
m arket risk © _ ©
assets .23 33

j
Theabovem odelisa con m atory factor analyticm odelw ith one underlying

factor, j(t) , that explains the relationships of the three observed variables,

and it isa sinple case ofmodel (1). The param eter ; is xed equalto 1,

for identi cation reasons, and this actually assigns the latent factor, j(t) ’
to have the sam e units as the corresponding observed variable. T he vari-
ables j(t) ;"Z(tj) and "3(tj) are assum ed to follow nonnom al distributions, since
the observed variables have long tails, which is very comm on for nancial
variables. T hese variables also have unrestricted variances over tin e due to
the heteroskedasticity over tim e of the cbserved variables. By view ing "1(tj)
as m easuram ent error, then as a sn ooth and invariant latent variable over
tin e it is assum ed to follow a nom aldistribution w ith equal variances over
tin e. A Iso, we assum e that the autocorrelation of the ocbserved variables is
explained by the autocorrelation of j(t) and that the errors "]itj) k= 1;2;3;
are Independent over tin e, which isa comm on assum ption when we analyze
di erences and applications in this analysis. In general, if there is still auto—
correlation after taking the st di erences, we can try second di erences,

and so on.

Frequently, In nance and banking we are interested in exam ining the re—
lationship between asset risk and capital ratio, particularly when the asset
risk increases or decreases signi cantly. In these cases the restricted vari-
ables of asset risk have truncated distrlbbutions, in addition to their long
tails, and the issue of robustness of standard m ethods to such nonnomm al
data becom es very In portant and necessary. E specially In the cases w ith
restricted variables, the already unbalanced data lose the appearance of the
banks in consecutive years, since they do not satisfy the required condition
every year. T herefore, it isvery di cul and in m any, if not all, applications
it is in possible to m odel the tin e serdes structure. T hen m ethodologies that
focus on m odeling relationshipsbetween variables w ithin the occasions, such
as the proposed m odelin (1), becom e very attractive and usefiil.

Table 3 show s resuls form odel (31) using the proposed m ethodology for
all data and for data arising by restricting one of the ocbserved variables.
Form ore details, see the explanation In Table 3. Tablk 4 show s the explicit
pattem ofm issing values for the case w ith m arket asset risk lessthan 0:05.
Thus, if we try to reform ulate the four correlated sam ples as independent

sam ples based on the m issihg pattem of the banks, then we end up wih
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Table 3
Results for the coe cients y;k= 1;2;3; ofmodel (31) for several cases: for all availablke
data (column 2) and for data that arise by restricting one of the observed variables to e
signi cantly positive (> 0:05) (columns 3, 5 and 7) or be negative (< 0:05) (columns 4,

6 and 8)
W ithout R estrictions on R estrictions on R estrictions on
restrictions capialto-asset ratio credit risk ratio m arket risk ratio
All > 0:05 < 0:05 > 0:05 < 0:05 > 0:05 < 0:05
n= 68 n= 23 n= 39 n= 37 n= 18 n= 26 n= 41
1 0.96 053 047 0.61 1:00 0.82 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1:00 1.00 1.00
() () (H (I () () (H
2 0.45 036 057 016 0:03 054 0.58
046 0.68 121 025 0:03 0.66 0.58
(1.95) (1.58) 043) (0.94) ( 0:13) (2.18) 4.57)
3 0.48 1.00 016 1.00 054 0.73 051
0.50 1.88 034 1.64 054 0.89 051
(1.98) (3.00) (0.56) (4.69) (2:74) (2.37) (3.76)

For each cell we report the standardized ( rst row; see I10] for a de nition) and the
unstandardized (second row ) coe cients, and the value of the z test funstandardized
coe cient over its asym ptotic standard error (ase.) ]. The sum ofthe sam ple sizes for the

ur years, n @000 4 n @00 4 [ 2002) 4 () 2003) apbears in the third row for each case.

Table 4
P atterm ofm issing data for the case with di erences of the In’s for m arket risk
ratio < 0:05

G roup N um ber of banks 2000 2001 2002 2003

-

O W Jo U WN R
PR R RRP WREMSNDREDN
PP PR OOWRMNOOO
PF P ORRPR WREONLRO
P ORRPRPOWOMDNON

11
Totalnum ber of banks

O RrRFPFRFEFRPRPRPEOOOOOO

-
[e)
=
[
=
[
=
N

In the last four colum ns the nonzero num bers Indicate that for the corresponding
group (umbered In colum n 1) the num ber of banks stated in colum n 2 appears in
these particular years labelled In row 1. The nonzero num bers in colum ns 2{6 are
the sam e in each row .
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11 Independent sam ples that have very amn all sam ple sizes| an aller than
fbur| and m ost of them having jist one cbservation. T herefore, the analysis
ofbalanced data isnot possible since there is only one bank that appears in
all our years that satis esthe required restriction.A 1so, the analysis oftin e
series structure is not possible, since all sam ples that have banks appearing
In any two orm ore consecutive years have sam ple sizes lss than three. T he
m ethodology suggested in this paper can be applied to four correlated sam —
plesw ith observations from the four years, respectively. T he sam ple sizes for
the four years are 5, 11, 11 and 14 from 2000, 2001, 2002 and 2003, respec—
tively, and the sum of the four sam ples is 41 (see the last row In Tablk 4).
A coording to ourm ethodology, we analyze 41 cbservations from banks that
appear In at least one year. In this case, there are 18 di erent banks that
appear in som e of the four years. It should be noted that the estin ated pa—
ram eters of interest, , and 3, belong to the vector and thus, according

to Theorem 1 (i), their asym ptotic standard errors can be com puted by the

covariance m atrix V 151) . The com putation of V 151) Involres m om ents only

of st and second order, and this issue is very in portant especially when
the sam ple size, as In this exam ple, is an all. O nly the asym ptotic covari-

(vec( (y))

ance m atrix V G ,de ned n (8), requires fourth-order m om ents for
its com putation, and for its use we need larger sam pler sizes than the sam —
Pl sizes of this exam ple. Thus, we can t panel data m odels of m oderate
sam ple sizes relative to the num ber of estin ated param eters and m ake sta—
tistical nference for the m ost In portant param eters w thout using m om ents
of order higher than two in the analysis.

A 1so, in the case w ith allbanks (w ih no restriction on any observed vari-
abl), there are 20 di erent banks that provide data for som e of the four
years, creating a very unbalanced data set w ith only 12 banks appearing In
all four years. As Tabl 3 show s In this case, if we add the banks that ap-
pear every year, then we have a total of 68 observations from the 20 banks.
A ctually, these 68 observations were analyzed In four correlated sam ples,
giving consistent estim ates, and correct and e cient asym ptotic standard
errors relative to the sandw ich estin ator, despite the nonnom ality and au-—
tocorrelation of the variables, according to Theorem 1.

T he standardized coe cients n Tabl 3, In the case w thout restrictions

on the cdbserved variables (colum n 2), indicate that the Jatent factor, © , is
strongly associated w ith the capitalto-asset ratio, 0.96, and has alm ost the
sam e degree of correlation w ih the two m easures for asset risk, 045 and
048. The resuls signi cantly change when we restrict one of the observed
values on signi cantly positive or negative. W hen we restrict the capial-

to-asset ratio on positive values, the factor j(t) coincides w ith m arket risk,
and gives a stronger and signi cant correlation w ith capitalto-asset ratio
than the onew ith credit risk . T he results found by restricting capitalto-assst
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ratio on negative valies are not statistically signi cant.W hen we restrict the
credit risk ratio on positive and on negative values, the factor ® oncides
w ith m arket risk and capitalto-asset ratio, respectively, and is signi cantly
correlated w ith capitalto-asset ratio and m arket risk, respectively, 0.61 and
054, and not w ith the other variable. C om paring the results from the last
two colum ns to the results of colum n 2, we cbserve that the standardized
coe clents for , and 3 are higher in these colum ns than the ones in
coluim n 2. A Iso note that In colum n 7 the m arket risk gives a much higher
standardized coe cient, 0.73, than the credit risk, 0.54, and indicates the
strongest relationship betw een capitalto-asset ratio and asset risk .A 11in all,
as expected, the capitalto-asset ratio is always positively correlated to both
credi and m arket asset risk.A 1so, the results change w hen we restrict one of
the cbserved variables to be positive or negative, and thus it is worthw hile.
Even though the paneldata are highly unbalanced and additionally lose their
consecutive appearance over the years, ourm ethodology can be applied and
can provide correct statistical nference.
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