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Abstract

This paper considers maximum likelihood (ML) estimation in a large class
of models with hidden Markov regimes. We investigate consistency of the
ML estimator and local asymptotic normality for the models under gen-
eral conditions which allow for autoregressive dynamics in the observable
process, Markov regime sequences with covariate-dependent transition ma-
trices, and possible model misspecification. A Monte Carlo study examines
the finite-sample properties of the ML estimator in correctly specified and
misspecified models. An empirical application is also discussed.

Key words and phrases: Autoregressive model; consistency; covariate-
dependent transition probabilities; hidden Markov model; Markov-switching
model; maximum likelihood; local asymptotic normality; misspecified mod-
els.

arXiv:1612.04932v3 [math.ST] 6 Dec 2021

*We would like to thank Noureddine El Karoui, Adityanand Guntuboyina, Michael Jansson,
Ulrich Miiller, and three anonymous referees for useful comments and suggestions. All errors
are our own.

fe-mail: dpouzo@berkeley.edu (corresponding author). Address: UC Berkeley, Dept. of
Economics; 530 Evans Hall, Berkeley CA 94619, USA.

fe-mail: z.psaradakis@bbk.ac.uk. Address: Birkbeck, University of London, Dept. of
Economics, Mathematics & Statistics; Malet Street, London WC1E THX, UK

$e-mail: msola@utdt.edu. Address: Universidad Torcuato Di Tella, Dept. of Economics;
Figueroa Alcorta 7350, C1428 Buenos Aires, Argentina.



1 Introduction

Stochastic models with parameters that are subject to changes driven by an
unobservable Markov chain (the regime or state sequence) have attracted con-
siderable attention in many different areas, the influential work by Hamilton
[1989] being a prominent example from the econometrics literature. An im-
portant subclass of such models, the so-called hidden Markov models, in which
observations are conditionally independent given the regime sequence, are also
widely used in a variety of disciplines. A common assumption in these models
is that the unobservable Markov chain is temporally homogeneous.

In this paper, we focus on a larger class of models in which the hidden
regime process and the observation process (conditional on the regimes) are
both temporally inhomogeneous Markov chains. This is a useful generalization
of models with a time-invariant transition mechanism that has found numerous
applications, especially in economics and finance.! Statistical inference in this
class of models is predominantly likelihood based, even though very little is
known about the asymptotic properties of the relevant inferential procedures.
In a typical application, inference is conducted on the implicit assumption that
the maximum likelihood (ML) estimator of unknown parameters has its famil-
iar properties of consistency, asymptotic normality, and asymptotic efficiency,
and associated confidence sets and hypotheses tests are constructed in the usual
manner. It hardly needs noting that, unless these properties of likelihood-based
inferential procedures known from regular parametric estimation problems hold
for Markov regime-switching models with covariate-dependent transition prob-
abilities, inferences drawn from them cannot be justified in any meaningful way
and should be interpreted very cautiously. Arguing, for instance, as is com-
mon in applied work, that an economic variable is a useful leading indicator
for business-cycle phases because it appears to have a ‘statistically significant’
coefficient in the transition functions of a Markov-switching model for output
growth is problematic when little is known about the properties of the relevant
estimators and related tests.

The main contribution of this paper is to provide consistency and asymp-
totic normality results for a large class of models that are relevant in appli-
cations. Our approach allows for autoregressive dynamics in the observable
process, covariate-dependence in the transition functions of the hidden regime

!Examples include, among many others, applications to the analysis of business-cycle fluc-
tuations (e.g., Filardo [1994], Filardo and Gordon [1998], Ravn and Sola [1999], Simpson et al.
[2001], Gadea Rivas and Perez-Quiros [2015]), interest rates and yields (e.g., Gray [1996],
Bekaert et al. [2001], Ang and Bekaert [2002a], Ang and Bekaert [2002b], Psaradakis and Sola
[2021]), consumption growth (Whitelaw [2000]), currency crises (e.g., Martinez Peria [2002],
Mouratidis [2008]), and cryptocurrency returns (Tan et al. [2021]).



process, and potential model misspecification. To the best of our knowledge, the
only asymptotic results available on ML estimation in Markov regime-switching
models with covariate-dependent transition probabilities are those of Ailliot and
Péne [2015], who investigate consistency of the ML estimator in a correctly
specified model (i.e., a model which contains the data-generating process). Our
results include both consistency of the ML estimator and local asymptotic nor-
mality (LAN) for the model, from which asymptotic normality of the ML esti-
mator can be inferred. Unlike Ailliot and Péne [2015], who allow for a general
hidden state space, we require the latter to be finite, but do not restrict the
model to be correctly specified. In doing so, we also extend some results of
White [1982] for independent, identically distributed (i.i.d.) data to the case
of dependent observations and for classes of parametric distributions associ-
ated with dynamic models with hidden Markov regimes. As such stochastic
specifications are typically highly parametric, it is important to understand the
properties of likelihood-based inferential procedures in situations where the true
probability structure of the data does not necessarily lie within the parametric
family of distributions specified by the model. We show that the ML estimator
in our setting converges to the true parameter value if the model is correctly
specified and to a pseudo-true parameter set if the model is misspecified.? We
also show that the sample log-likelihood satisfies the LAN property, establish an
asymptotic linear representation for the ML estimator, obtain the asymptotic
distribution of the estimator, and present results relating to consistent esti-
mation of its asymptotic covariance matrix. These are the most general results
available for Markov regime-switching models with autoregressive dynamics and
covariate-dependent transition probabilities.

In related earlier work, Mevel and Finesso [2004] examine consistency and
asymptotic normality of the ML estimator in misspecified hidden Markov mod-
els with a finite state space, while Douc and Moulines [2012] consider consistency
under general state spaces. Bickel and Ritov [1996], Bickel et al. [1998], Jensen
and Petersen [1999], Douc and Matias [2001], and Douc et al. [2011] investigate
consistency and/or asymptotic normality in correctly specified hidden Markov
models with regime sequences defined on either a finite or a general state space.
Francq and Roussignol [1998] and Krishnamurthy and Rydén [1998] consider
consistency in correctly specified autoregressive models with Markov regimes
defined on a finite state space. Douc et al. [2004b] and Kasahara and Shimotsu
[2019] investigate consistency and asymptotic normality in a similar autoregres-
sive setup, but allow the regime sequence to take values in a space that is not
necessarily countable. In all of these papers, the hidden regime sequence is

%We refer to estimators for the various models discussed throughout as ML estimators even
though they may be obtained from a pseudo-likelihood based on a misspecified model.



assumed to be a temporally homogeneous Markov chain.

In the sequel, we follow Bickel et al. [1998] and Douc et al. [2004b] fairly
closely in terms of the technical tools and the arguments used to establish our
results, but our setup is more general in certain respects. Like Bickel et al.
[1998], we consider models with a finite hidden state space, but allow for au-
toregressive dynamics in the observation sequence, covariate-dependence in the
transition probabilities of the regime sequence, and potential model misspec-
ification. In Douc et al. [2004b], the hidden Markov chain is allowed to take
values in a compact topological space, but is restricted to be temporally homo-
geneous and the model is assumed to be correctly specified. The cornerstone of
the methods used in these papers for establishing the asymptotic properties of
the ML estimator are mixing-type results for the unobservable regime sequence
conditional on the observation sequence (see also Bickel and Ritov [1996]). This
is also true for our approach, although the aforementioned results cannot be in-
voked directly because they are established under the assumption of temporal
homogeneity of the hidden Markov chain. We, therefore, extend these results
to allow for more general Markov regime sequences; in particular, we establish
mixing-type results for the unobservable regime sequence given the observed
data, allowing for a particular form of covariate-dependence in the transition
kernels. This last result is, to our knowledge, novel and may be of interest in
its own right.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 defines the
class of models under consideration, gives sufficient conditions for stationarity
and ergodicity of the observation process, and describes the estimation problem.
Section 3 investigates consistency of the ML estimator in a general setting.
Section 4 contains results on the LAN property of the model and the asymptotic
normality of the ML estimator. Section 5 presents simulation results on the
finite-sample properties of estimators based on well-specified and misspecified
likelihoods. Section 6 presents an illustration using real-world data. Proofs of
the main results are gathered in an Appendix.

The following notational conventions are used throughout the paper. For
an infinite sequence (V;);, V.* = (Va,...,V}) for any a < b; P(V) denotes the
set of Borel probability measures on a Polish space V; for a probability measure
P, Ep(-) denotes expectation with respect to P, op(-) and Op(-) indicate order
in probability under P, = p signifies weak convergence under P, and L"(P),
1 < r < o0, denotes the class of measurable functions integrable to order r with
respect to P; Vy and V% are the gradient and Hessian operators, respectively,
with respect to 9; ||-|| denotes the Euclidean norm of a vector or matrix; 1{-}
denotes the indicator function; N denotes the set of positive integers. Unless
stated otherwise, limits are taken as the sample size, T', diverges to infinity.



2 Model and Estimation

2.1 Statistical Model

Let (X, S;)52, be a discrete-time stochastic process such that, for each t € N,
Sy €S = {s1,.. .,3|S|} C R is the unobservable state and X; € X C R", for
some h € N, is the observable state. Moreover, for each ¢t € N, the conditional
distribution of X;, given Xéfl and S¢, depends only on X;_; and S;, and the
conditional distribution of S, given Xé_l and Sé_l, depends only on X;_1 and
Si_1, so that

Xi | (X(t)_lv Sé) ~ P*(thlv Sta ')7
St ‘ (Xé_lvsé_l) ~ Q*(Xt—17 St—17 ')7

with (z,s) — Pi(x,s,-) € P(X) and (z,s) — Q«(z,s,-) € P(S) denoting the
true transition probabilities. It is further assumed that, for each (z,s) € X x S,
P.(z,s,-) admits a density p.(z, s, ) with respect to some o-finite measure on X.
Our framework imposes no additional restrictions on this measure; for instance,
it can be the Lebesgue measure (i.e., allow for continuous X;) or a counting
measure (i.e., allow for discrete Xj).

The researcher’s model is given by a family of transition probabilities (z, s) —
Py(z,s,-) € P(X) and (z,s) — Qo(z,s,-) € P(S) indexed by an (unknown) pa-
rameter 0 € © C RY, for some g € N, such that, for each 6 € O,

Xt ’ (Xé_17 56) ~ P@(Xt—ly Sta ')7

St ’ (X(t)_1756_1) ~ Q@(Xt—lv St—17 ')7

and, for each (z,s) € X xS, Py(x, s, ) admits a density py(x, s, ) with respect
to the same measure used to define p.(z,s, ).

A few remarks about this setup are worth making. First, and perhaps most
importantly, the unobservable states (regimes) are a Markov chain whose tran-
sition kernel can depend on the lagged value of the observable state. This is the
main departure from prior literature which, with the exception of Ailliot and
Péne [2015], has focused on the case where the conditional distribution of S,
given Xé_l and Sé_l, depends only on S;_1. Second, the model {(FPy, Qp): 0 €
O} is allowed to be misspecified in the sense that (Py, Qx) ¢ {(FPy,Qg): 0 € ©O}.
This setup encompasses a rich family of models that arise in econometric and
statistical applications, some examples of which are given below. Note that,
although the family {Qg: # € ©} may or may not contain @, it is defined on
the same finite state space S as @), so misspecification of the number of unob-
servable regimes is ruled out.? Finally, even though the conditional distribution

3Such misspecification would introduce additional complexities (e.g., locally non-quadratic
likelihood surfaces, non-identifiable parameters) which are beyond the scope of this paper.



of S;, given Xé_l and Sé_l, is assumed to depend only on X;_; and S;_1, it is
straightforward to extend all our results to situations where this distribution is
dependent on additional higher-order lags of X; and/or S;.

Example 1 (Hidden Markov Model with Covariate-Dependent Transition Prob-
abilities). Let z = (y,2) € X = R? and S = {0,1}. Let P, be determined by
the equations

Yy = p*(St) + o™ (Se) Ui s,
Zt = ,U; + w*Zt—l + O';UQ,t,

where (Uy 4, Uay)s areii.d. (independent of (S;);) with zero mean and covariance
*

p
1

ties of (S¢); are allowed to depend on Z;_q; for instance, (s,z) — Q«(z,s,8) =
Pr(Si=s|Zi_1=2,5-1=3s) = [l +exp(—a}—B:z)]"! for s €S. The homo-
geneous specification with 55 = 87 = 0 has been used to model regime shifts in
a variety of economic and financial time series, including output growth (Albert
and Chib [1993], Gadea Rivas and Perez-Quiros [2015]), foreign exchange rates
(Engel and Hamilton [1990], Bollen et al. [2008]), and equity returns (Rydén
et al. [1998], Ang and Bekaert [2002a]). The homogeneity restriction is relaxed
in Diebold et al. [1994], Engel and Hakkio [1996], and Ang and Bekaert [2002a],
among others, to allow the transition probabilities to depend on Z; ;. The
results obtained here establish the asymptotic properties of the ML estimator
in this class of models. A

matrix indexed by a parameter p*, e.g., [ pl* ] The transition probabili-

Example 2 (Markov-Switching Autoregressive Model with Covariate-Depen-
dent Transition Probabilities). A useful generalization of the previous example
is one where the outcome equation is extended to

Y =" (St) + ¢"Yi1 + 0" (Se)Ury.

Variations of the model with 3; = 57 = 0 have found widespread application
in economics (e.g., Hansen [1992], McCulloch and Tsay [1994], Ruge-Murcia
[1995], Ang et al. [2008]) and beyond. Generalizations of the model without the
restriction of time-invariant transition probabilities are also very popular and
have been used, for example, in the modeling of output growth (Gadea Rivas
and Perez-Quiros [2015]), interest rates (Ang and Bekaert [2002b]), consumption
growth (Whitelaw [2000]), and bond spreads (Psaradakis and Sola [2021]). The
results obtained here establish the asymptotic properties of the ML estimator
in this class of models. A

Example 3 (Mixture Autoregressive Model). Let x € X =R, S = {0, 1}, and
for each t € N, Pr(S; =0 | X;—1) = G«(X¢—1) for some z — G.(x) € [0,1] and



Xt ~ Py(X;-1,St ). This specification implies a conditional density for X,
given X;_1, that is a mixture of the type

T = pu(@ | w4-1) = Gu(@-1)ps(21-1,0,2) + (1 = Gu(@-1))ps (211, 1, 7).

The covariate-dependence of the transition functions is reflected by the fact
that G, depends on X;_;. Models which belong to the general class of mixture
autoregressive models (e.g., Dueker et al. [2007], Tadjuidje et al. [2009], Dueker
et al. [2011], Kalliovirta et al. [2015]) are covered by this framework. A

The examples above, as well as those that follow, illustrate that in many
areas of application the stochastic process (X, S¢)i2, is typically highly com-
plex and it is natural/desirable to allow for feedback from past realizations of
the observable process (X;)?2, to the law of the unobservable regime sequence
(S¢)20; a tractable way for modeling such feedback is to allow the transition
kernel Yy to depend on X;_ ;. This feature adds an additional level of complex-
ity and with it sources of potential misspecification. For instance, a common
assumption in most applications is that the transition probabilities of hidden
regimes are time-invariant, an assumption which may result in misspecification
of the transitions functions. In applications that allow for covariate-dependent
transition functions, a somewhat more subtle and often overlooked source of
misspecification, associated with endogeneity of the transition-driving covari-
ates, may come into play. Specifically, in the context of models such as those in
Examples 1 and 2, contemporaneous correlation between Uy ; and Us; is typi-
cally ignored and inference is based on the likelihood implied by the outcome
equation alone; we consider this case in more detail in Sections 5.2 and 6.

Before discussing estimation of 8, we give a result regarding the mixing and
ergodicity properties of (X3);2,. To do so, let Pr denote the true distribution
over (X;)22, when the distribution of (Xo, Sp) is k. Under the following assump-
tions, Lemma 1 below ensures that there exists a Borel probability measure on
X x S, denoted henceforth by v, for which (X¢)72, is stationary and ergodic.

Assumption 1. There exists a continuous function q : X — R\ {0} such that,
for all Q@ € {Qy: 0 € OYUQx, Q(z,s,8") > q(x) for all (', s,2) € S* x X.

Assumption 2. There exist constants ' € (0,1), v € (0,1), ¥/ > 0 and
R > 2V/(1 — v), a lower semi-continuous function U : X — [1,00), and
a measure w € P(X) such that, for all s € S: (i) [(U(z")Pi(z,s,da’) <
YU(x)+ b 1{x € A}, with A = {x € X: U(z) < R}; (ii) A is bounded and
w(A) > 0; (iii) infyea Pi(x,s,C) > Nw(C) for any Borel set C C X.

The following lemma establishes stationarity, ergodicity, and S-mixing of
(Xe)Zo-



Lemma 1. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Then, there exists a v € P(X x
S) such that, under P?, (Xt)§2, is stationary, ergodic, and B-mizing with mizing
coefficients By, = O(v"), n € N.

Proof. See Supplemental Material SM.1. O

The result follows in a standard manner by using Assumptions 1 and 2 to
establish that the implied transition kernel of the joint process (X, S¢);2, has a
unique invariant distribution and also that it is Harris recurrent and aperiodic.
This fact, in turn, is used to show that (X;)72, is stationary, ergodic, and
[-mixing at a geometric rate.

Remark 1 (Discussion of Assumptions 1 and 2). Assumption 1 is an extension
of a common assumption in the literature (cf. Douc et al. [2004b], Ailliot and
Peéne [2015]) to the case where the transition kernel of (S)§°, depends on X;_;.
Allowing the lower bound ¢ to depend on x is especially relevant when the
support of X; is unbounded because, while q(z) > 0, it is allowed to converge to
zero as ||z|| — oo. Although this assumption is not innocuous, we view it as mild
because it accommodates the typical specifications used in the literature, where
Q is parameterized by a standard Gaussian or logistic cumulative distribution
function and a single index zT73, with § restricted to take values in a bounded
subset of a finite-dimensional Euclidean space.

Assumption 2(iii) is an analogous condition for the transition kernel P,. By
inspection of the proof of Lemma 1, it is easy to see that it suffices to obtain a
minorization condition for the “joint” kernel, i.e., inf,c 4 Pi(x,s’,C)Q(x, s,s") >
Aw(C, ") for any Borel set C' C X and for some @ € P(X x S) and A € (0,1).
Thus, Assumptions 1(i) and 2(i) could be relaxed; e.g., the former could be
relaxed to Q(x, s,s’) > q(x)o(s"), where p € P(S), or the latter could be relaxed
to infyeq Pi(z,s,C) > N (C, s'), where @ € P(X x S).

Assumption 2(i),(ii) is a so-called Foster—Lyapunov drift condition; see Meyn
and Tweedie [1993] and references therein for a discussion of the assumption.
A

In view of Lemma 1, under v, the process (X;);2, can be extended to a
two-sided sequence (X;)i2_.. With a slight abuse of notation, we still use

P? to denote the true probability distribution over (Xy, S;)f°_..; Py is defined
analogously for the model (Qg, pg, ).*

4Throughout the text, we use P¢ to denote any marginal or conditional probabilities asso-
ciated with Py’; the same holds for P, .



2.2 Parameter Estimation

For any T' € N, let £%, : XT*1 x © — R be the sample criterion function given
by

T
UH(Xg,0) =T logpt (X, | X571, 0), (1)
t=1

where p¥ (X, | X{',6) denotes the conditional density of X; given X! for any
0 € O; the latter is defined recursively as follows: for any t > 1,

p;&/(Xt | Xé_la 0) = Z Zpe(Xt—la 8/7 Xt)Q@(Xt—la S, 31)51567’/(8)7
s'eS seS

and s — 55’”(3) = PY(S;-1 = s | Xt7'). For each t > 2 and any s € S,
s+ 5,56 "(s) satisfies the recursion

W@_Z%m&mm@%a&mﬁ®
t - 6
5cS ZS’ESPG(Xt—Za 5/7Xt—l)5tf1(8/)

with s — 67"(s) = Y aes Qo(Xo, 3, 5)v(3Xo), where v(-|) is the conditional
density corresponding to v.

For a given initial distribution x € P(X x S) over (Xo, Sp), we define our
estimator as HA,@T, where

CH(XJ , Onr) 2 sup U (Xg,0) —nr, (2)
S

for some ny > 0 and np = o(1).

3 Consistency

The main result of this section establishes convergence of the estimator HAZ,7T to
the set of points in © that are closest to the true model under the Kullback—
Leibler information criterion.

Let H* : © — R, U {oo} be the Kullback—Leibler information criterion
6 — H*(#), which is given by

log

V(X | XZL
H*(Q) _ EP;J p*( 0 ‘ —oo) ] ’

P(Xo | X250, 0)

where, for any 0 € ©, p"(Xo | X:;O,G) denotes the conditional density of
Xy given X~L induced by (Py,Qg,v), and p¥(Xy | X~ ) is its counterpart

—00



induced by the true transition kernels (P, Q,v); we refer the reader to the
Supplemental Material SM.3 for details about the construction of these objects
and their properties.

Our results allow for misspecified models, and thus p¥ ¢ {p”(- | -,0) : 6 € ©}.
Hence, as in White [1982], the relevant limiting set for our estimator is

O, = argminH™(0),
0cO

which is the pseudo-true parameter (set) that minimizes the Kullback—Leibler
information criterion. Under Assumption 3 below, O, is non-empty and com-
pact by the Weierstrass Theorem.

Assumption 3. (i) © is compact; (ii) H* exists and is lower semi-continuous.

The following additional assumptions are used to establish the main result.
To state these, for any 6 > 0 and any 0 € ©, let B(6,0) = {0 € ©: ||§—0|| < J}.

Assumption 4. (i) For any € > 0, there exists some § > 0 such that

P’ (Xo | X214, 0)

—00)

<1+e¢

max Ep, | sup —
bco veB(s,6) P’ (Xo | X, 0)

max,es po(X,s,X")

(i1) there exists a function (z,z") — C(x,z') € Ry such that supgeg i pe (s X7 S

maxg «(X,8,X’ DU
C(X,X') and Bexcsbelo) < O(X, X') a.s.-PY.

Assumption 5. T~ "7 max{1,0(X;_1, X;)} [T'Z5(1 — q(X;)) = op:(1).

Remark 2 (Discussion of Assumptions 3, 4 and 5). Assumption 3(i) is stan-
dard. Assumption 3(ii) is high-level but can be obtained from lower-level con-
ditions (e.g., by following the reasoning in Proposition 11 of Douc and Moulines
[2012)).

Assumption 4(i) is a high-level condition used for establishing uniform law
of large numbers results (see Lemma 3 in Section A.1). Assumption 4(ii) is akin
to Assumption A4 in Bickel et al. [1998]; it essentially restricts the support of
pe and p, for different values of the state variable.’

Assumption 5 essentially requires that ¢ is not “too close” to zero on average
and that C(X;_1, X;) is finite a.s.-P3. For instance, if ¢(x) > ¢ for some ¢ > 0,
then Assumption 5 is automatically satisfied provided E p:[C(Xo, X1)] < 0.
Moreover, by exploiting the fact that (X;); is S-mixing (see Lemma 1), Lemma
13 in the Supplemental Material SM.4 provides sufficient conditions of the form
Ep. [¢(X1)] > 0 and Ep. [C(X1, X0)!] < oo for some I > 1.5 A

®The second part of Assumption 4(ii) is used to show that p¥(-|X~L ) integrates to one.
5We thank a referee and the editor for suggestions on how to weaken Assumption 4, which
lead to these sufficient conditions for Assumption 5.
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We now establish consistency of the estimator defined by (2).

~

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumptions 1-4 hold. Then, de(0,1,0) = 0155(1).7

Proof. See Appendix A.1. O

This result is analogous to Theorem 2 in Douc and Moulines [2012] but for
a somewhat different setup; specifically, we allow for autoregressive dynamics
and covariate-dependent transition probabilities, but restrict S to be finite.?

Clearly, if the model is correctly specified and point identified, i.e., there
exists a 0§ € © such that (Py, Q«) = (Pp, Qg), then ©, = {0} and our estimator
converges in PY-probability to this point. If, however, the model is misspecified,
our estimator converges to the set of parameters that is closest to the true
set, when closeness is measured by means of the Kullback—Leibler information
criterion (cf. White [1982], Douc and Moulines [2012]).

To prove Theorem 1, we first show that 7! Zle log p¥ (X¢ | XS_I,G)
is well-approximated by 7! Zthl logp¥(X; | X'71,6) (see Lemma 2 in Ap-
pendix A.1). Second, relying on ergodicity (Lemma 1) and Assumption 4, we
establish a uniform law of large numbers for the latter quantity (see Lemma 3
in Appendix A.1). The proof of consistency then follows the standard Wald
approach.

The approximation result in the first step relies on “mixing” results for the
process (S)52_ o, given (X¢)22_ . The following theorem, which might be of
independent interest, establishes such a “mixing” result in our setting.

Theorem 2. Take any (j,m) € N2. Suppose that, for any 6 € ©, there evist
mappings & — o(x,-) € P(S) and q : X — Ry such that, for all (s, s') € $?,

Qo(X,s,s') > q(X)o(X,s") a.s.-P. (3)
Then,’
: . J
[P (S =18 m = b, XL,) = B (S0 =15 -m = 0, X2,) | < nljmu—q(Xn)).
Proof. See Appendix A.2. O

"For any set A C ©, do (0, A) =infy_ , (|0 — 0).

8Finiteness of S simplifies the proofs as we do not have to be concerned with uniformity
issues of certain quantities as functions of the hidden state. By combining techniques available
in the literature (e.g., Douc and Moulines [2012]) — which essentially amount to imposing
requirements like compactness of S and continuity — with ours, we conjecture that our results
can be extended to the case where S is a compact set.

’For any P,Q € P(S), ||[P - QI =X 5 [P(s) — Q(s)].

11



This result is analogous to results in Douc et al. [2004b] (e.g., their Lemma
1 and Corollary 1) but for a more general transition function Qg (albeit under
the requirement that S is finite). Specifically, we allow Qg to depend on X, and
do not restrict the lower bound in (3) to be uniform in s’; these features are, to
our knowledge, novel.

The proof of Theorem 2 relies on bounding the Dobrushin coefficient of the
transition kernel P} (S;41 = |9 = -, X7,,,) by 1—¢(X)), for each | € {—m, ..., j}.
The case where o(z, ), in condition (3), is uniformly bounded from below has
been studied in the literature, and such a bound can be obtained by elementary
calculations. For the general case, however, the standard technique cannot be
used, and we develop a novel, to our knowledge, approach based on coupling
techniques; see Appendix A.2 for details.

Remark 3. Remark 1 and the fact that Theorem 2 is established under condi-
tion (3), imply that, in regards to consistency, Assumption 1 could be replaced
by the weaker condition (3). This remark, however, does not extend to the
LAN results of Section 4, since we do not know whether Assumption 1 could
be weakened to condition (3) in this case. A

We discuss next a canonical example that encompasses many commonly
used specifications, such as those in Examples 1 and 2. The purpose of this
example is to verify our assumptions under primitive and low-level conditions.

Example 4 (Canonical Example). We verify the regularity conditions for a
model with S = {0,1} and

Xe=pu(Se) + 07X, 1 + 21/2(515)5167
St ~ Qﬁ(Xt—la Stfla ')7

where (e;); ~ i.i.d. N(0,I), I being the identity matrix, and = — Qj(z,s, s) =
Pr(S; =s| X1 =,5_1=s) =V (zTd,) for s € S, where ¥ is a full-support,
continuous cumulative distribution function (e.g., logistic or normal). It is as-
sumed that the parameter set © is compact and that any 6 = ((u(s), X(5))ses, @, 9)
in it is such that X(-) and ®®T have eigenvalues uniformly bounded away from
zero and infinity. For simplicity, we assume that the true model is indexed by
(114 (5), 24(5)) ses, Ps, U4 ), for which analogous conditions hold.

Let ¢(x) = inf, U(2Tb) and note that ¢(x) > 0 for each finite  as ¥ has
full support. Thus, Assumption 1 holds and Ep,[q(X)] > 0. The conditions
of Assumption 2 follow by the results in Douc et al. [2004a]; see Lemma 14 in
the Supplemental Material SM.5 for the formal argument. In Lemma 15 in the
Supplemental Material SM.5, it is shown that

C7pla,y) < Iv({y — T — pu(s)}2712(s)) < CB(z,y),
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for some C' > 1, where fyr is the N(0, I) probability density function,

— 2 2
p(z,y) =exp{=0.5(ar ly[|” + az |[=[|” + 2a3 [[z[| [yll) — as [yl — a5 [|=[]},

Bz, y) =exp{—0.5(b1 yll* + bz lll|* — 263 llz[| lyll) + ba Iyl + b5 [|z]]},

and a;,b; (i = 1,...,5) are positive constants that are functions of uniform
bounds of X(-), u(-) and ® over ©; they are defined in Lemmas 15 and 16 in
the Supplemental Material SM.4. Therefore, by Lemma 12 in the Supplemen-
tal Material SM.3, it follows that Assumptions 3 and 4 hold with (x,z’) —
C(z,2") = p(x, 2")/p(z,2'), provided that Ep.[exp{—0.5/((b1 —a1) 1Y%+ (by —
a2) | X2 = 2(bs + ag) | X 1V]) + (b1 + as) [yl +1(bs + as) | X||}] < oo for some
[ > 1. Lemma 16 in the Supplemental Material SM.5 shows that the latter
condition holds under some restrictions on the eigenvalues of X(-), X.(-), ®PT,
and ¢,P] (see the aforementioned lemma and its subsequent remark for the
exact formulation and more details). Finally, under these conditions, Lemma
13 in the Supplemental Material SM.4 shows that Assumption 5 holds. A

Lastly, we note that further characterization and interpretation of the pseudo-
true parameter set O, is not straightforward in our general setup, and we believe
that progress in this direction should be made on a case-by-case basis. While
pursuing this program is outside the scope of the present paper, in Section 5
we present numerical results that attempt to shed some light on the character-
ization of this set. In addition, Example 6 in the Supplemental Material SM.6
provides analytical results on the characterization of ©, for a subclass of the
models in Example 2, namely hidden Markov models with covariate-dependent
transition probabilities, when the (misspecified) model is a simple mixture.

4 Asymptotic Distribution Theory

In this section, we establish a LAN property ([Ibragimov and Has'minskii, 1981,
Ch. II], Le Cam [1986]) for our model and an asymptotic linear representation
for our estimator, from which asymptotic normality of the estimator is inferred.
For this, we require the following assumptions.

Assumption 6. (i) O, = {6.} C int(©); (ii) 0 — pe(X,s,X’) and 0 —
Qo(X,s,5") are twice continuously differentiable a.s.-PY for all (s,s') € S%.

Assumption 7. For some § >0 and a > 1, and for all (s',s) € S?: (i)

sup [V log Qa(X, 5,5)[**| < oo

Ep, | sup HVglogpg(X,s,X’)H%] < o0 and Epy
0€B(6,0+)

* 10eB(6,04)
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(i)

EPV

*

sup [|V3 logpg(X,s,X’)H%] < oo and Ep,
0€B(3,0+) :

0eB(5,0+)

1—a
e P\ 722
Assumption 8. > 7%, (Ep*l, [ o1 —q(Xy))T : a]) (%) < oo for some p €
(0,2/3) (and the same a > 1 that appears in Assumption 7).

Remark 4 (Discussion of Assumptions 6, 7 and 8). Part (i) of Assumption 6
is standard in the literature. The restriction that O, is a singleton could be
relaxed using the ideas of Liu and Shao [2003] for non-identified ML estimators.
This extension, albeit interesting, would present nuances that are beyond the
scope of the present paper. Part (ii) of Assumption 6 is also standard, and so is
Assumption 7 (see Bickel et al. [1998] for a discussion). Finally, Assumption 8
is a strengthening of Assumption 5, and is required in order to establish the
existence of a random sequence (Ay(6,)); which approximates the “score” func-
tion well (in the sense of Lemma 18 in Appendix A.3). As was the case with
Assumption 5, Lemma 13 in the Supplemental Material SM.4 provides sufficient
conditions of the form Ep. [(1- q(Xl))2a/(1*a)] <1l. A

The next theorem establishes a LAN-type property for the log-likelihood
criterion function defined in (1).

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 6, 7 and 8 hold. Then, there exists
a stationary and ergodic process (Ai(6y)): in L2(PY), a sequence of negative
definite matrices (&(04)):, and a compact set K C O that includes 0, such that,
for anyv e K,

Cr(Xg 04 +v) — r(Xg ,0.) =0T ( - ZAt )+ opy (T _1/2))

+ (1/2)07 ( 12& ) +opu( )>U+RT(U),

where v = Ry (v) € R is such that limg_,o PY (supveB((;’O) [[v||"2Rr(v) > e) =0
for any € > 0 and any T € N.

Proof. See Appendix A.3. O

Theorem 3 extends the results in Bickel and Ritov [1996] and Bickel et al.
[1998] (see their remark on p. 1620) to a more general setup which allows for
covariate-dependent transition probabilities, autoregressive dynamics, and mis-
specified models. The proof develops along the same lines as theirs. The main

14

sup valogQg(X,s,s’)Hh < o00.



difference relates to the way in which one establishes that the “score” Vyl%.(-, 6.)
and the Hessian V2¢4.(-,0,) can be approximated by T ZZ:() Ay(0,) and
T-1 ZtT:o C¢(04), respectively (see Lemmas 7 and 8 in Appendix A.3). As men-
tioned earlier, these approximations rely on “mixing” properties of the tempo-
rally inhomogeneous hidden Markov chain; see Lemma 22 in the Supplemental
Material SM.8.

Theorem 3 may be used to establish the following asymptotic linear repre-
sentation for our estimator in terms of (A.(6:))i2, and (&:(04))52-

Theorem 4. Suppose Assumptions 1-8 hold and ny = o(T~1). Then,
VT (0 — 6.)
V7—*:_E_u 0* +0 1/ 1T 1/2

e~ (Bl <o Z ﬁ e

where Sr(0.) = T~ Epy [{30 Ae(0:) HE 2o Ae(0.)T}-
Proof. See Appendix A.3. O

(1),

Theorem 4 readily implies that, if T—1/2%7(6,) "2 77 A(0 «) = pv N(0,1),
then
VTEr(0.) 2 Epy [61(0)](Gur — ) =5y N(0,1). (4)

(If X7(0,) — X(04), X7(0,) may be replaced by 3(6.) in these statements). This
result is akin to results in White [1982] and shares the same features, i.e., the
asymptotic covariance matrix Qr(6x) = (Epv[§1 (9*)])_1ET(9*)(EF>*U [€1(0,)]) 7!
has a “sandwich” form and the familiar Fisher information equality does not
necessarily hold (see also [White, 1994, Ch. 6]).

The next theorem complements Theorem 4 by presenting results on con-
sistent estimation of the asymptotic covariance matrix of éMT, vis., Qp(6y), in
both correctly specified and potentially misspecified models. In the latter case,
the proposed estimator is of the “heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation consis-
tent” type. As in many other results for such estimators (e.g., Newey and West
[1987], [White, 1994, Ch. 8]), consistency requires some conditions over the
score covariance process (A, (-)A;(:)T),, 7 € N, namely continuity and law
of large numbers results (see Lemma 25 in the Supplemental Material SM.9).
In what follows, the modulus of continuity is defined as

(8 = max

sup  [|A¢(6)Ag(0)T — Au(04)Ao(6:)T|
110—0.|| <5

9

LY(PY)

for any &’ € (0,9], where § is as in Assumption 7.1

YTLemma 25 in the Supplementary Material SM.9 shows that the modulus of continuity
converges to zero as § vanishes.
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Theorem 5. Suppose the assumptions of Theorem 4 hold.

(a) If 0. is such that, for anyt >0 and T > 1, pY (- | X! 77:0%) = pX(- | X 77),
then R
19(0) = {~Hz" (Ou.1)}] = 0py (1),

where

T
Hp(0) =T7")  Vilogp (X4 X', 0).
t=1

(b) If, for any 1 > 0, [|[Epv[A1(0:)A0(0:)T]|| < ©(1) for some integrable func-
tion [ — 0(l) € Ry, then

190(6) — Hy' (00,0) Jr(Bu) Hy (0,1 = 050 (1),

where

Jr(0) = 1Zvelogpt<xt|x ,0)Vglog p (X:| X5, 0)T
t=1

—T

Lt
T, LT T—
" Z—:1 é“_ Z Vo log Y- (Xetr| X5* 1, 0)Vologpy (Xe| X5, 0)T
& w(r,
" Z_:l Ti Z Volog plf (X:| X{ ", 0)Valog pf, (Xpsr | XEHT1,0)T,
w(+,+) are bounded real weights with imy_ oo w(7,L7) = 1 for all T > 1, and

(L7)$_; € N is such that L (co(T~/?loglog T) loglog T +rr +T~1/2) = o(1),
with (rp)r being a positive sequence converging to zero.

Proof. See Supplemental Material SM.9. 0

Part (a) of Theorem 5 deals with correctly specified models and makes use
of the Fisher information equality. Part (b) provides a consistent covariance
estimator in the general case of potentially misspecified models. The conditions
for the weights w(7, L) and the tuning parameters (Lp)r are standard for
estimators of this type.'’ The terms 1b(T*1/2 loglog T') loglog T and rr in the
growth condition for L7 are analogous to those appearing in Newey and West
[1987] and arise as “costs” of working with Vlog p¥ (X¢|Xt™1,8,7) as opposed

"' The additional condition that w(r, Lt) = f:THT

¢(1,Lr),...,e(Lr, LT) guarantees that Jr(0, 7) is positive semidefinite. Weights obtained
from the commonly used Bartlett, Parzen and quadratic-spectral kernels satisfy this condition.

¢(j, Lr)e(j — 7, L) for some constants
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to Vg logpy (Xt|Xé_1, 0.), and of working with sample averages as opposed to
population means, respectively.!? On the other hand, the T7~/2 term does not
appear in Newey and West [1987] and arises because we need to approximate
Ay(0,), that depends on X' | with the score, that depends on X§.

Theorems 4 and 5, together with an asymptotic normality result such as (4),
provide the means for constructing asymptotically correct confidence sets and
hypotheses tests for 6,. In correctly specified models, (A¢(0))52, is a martingale
difference sequence, and thus result (4) can be obtained by invoking a martingale
central limit theorem. In potentially misspecified models, (A¢(64))52, will not,
in general, be a martingale difference sequence, so one should use a different
approach; in some situations, a central limit theorem for S-mixing sequences
can be used instead. The following corollary formalizes this discussion.

Corollary 1. Suppose the assumptions of Theorem 4 hold.

(a) If 0. is such that, for anyt >0 and T > 1, p¥(- | Xf:%;@*) =pY(-| Xtt:ilp),
then R A
VT{=Hr(0,1)}"*(brr — 6.) =y N(0,1).

(b) If there exists L > 0 such that, for any k,T > L, PY(Xy | X]f:’}“;e*) _
L | XE7L0%), Himinfrs o eqin (S7(62)) > 0,1 and Ep, [ A (6.)]*F] <
oo for some d > 0, then

VIO (0,,7) " (001 — 0.) = pr N(0,1),

where QT(éV’T) = H;l(éy,T)JT(éy,T)Hfl(Hl,ﬁT).
Proof. See Appendix A.3. O

Regarding the asymptotic normality result, both parts of the corollary rely
on the structure of the process defined by the random variables Vg log p{ (X}, |
X E;}, 0*); this is a martingale difference sequence in part (a) and a geometri-
cally S-mixing sequence in part (b). The latter result is a consequence of the
B-mixing structure of (X;)i2_. and of the fact that the conditional density
at 0, depends on a finite number of lags. Examples of models for which such
properties hold true are mixture models (cf. Example 6 in the Supplemental
Material SM.6) and mixture autoregressive models (cf. Example 3).!4

12The loglog T factor is used in order to avoid working with constants.

BEor any real symmetric matrix A, emin(A) denotes its minimum eigenvalue.

1At this level of generality, we cannot establish an asymptotic normality result in the
general case where the model is misspecified and Vologpl(Xy | X*71;60*) depends on the
entire Xf;} The reason is that, although the process X2 is S-mixing, there is no guarantee
that Vplogp%(Xy | X*71;0*) inherits these mixing properties, or that it is a martingale
difference sequence.
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Regarding the covariance estimators used in parts (a) and (b) of the corol-
lary, these rely on the corresponding parts of Theorem 5. The result in part
(b) is established by exploiting the [-mixing structure of the score process
(Ak(6:))5 . and the finiteness of its 4 + 46 moments (under PY) for some
6 > 0. Lemma 9 in Appendix A.3 shows that rp = LyT~Y2, and, since
0 — logpy and 6 — log Qy are smooth (see Assumptions 6 and 7), it follows
that ¢’ — @ (d") = C¢' for some finite constant C. Hence, the growth condition
on (L7)7 translates into LT~ /4 loglog T = o(1), which is analogous to that in
Newey and West [1987] (apart from the loglogT factor, which was introduced
in Theorem 5 for convenience).

The next example verifies the assumptions in the context of the models
considered in Example 4.

Example 5. In view of the results in Example 4, we only need to verify As-
sumptions 6-8. Part (i) of Assumption 6 is standard and is directly imposed,
while part (ii) follows from the setup of the example. Assumption 7 follows
by the continuity of the derivatives. Finally, Lemma 13 in the Supplemental
Material SM.2 implies that Assumption 8 holds.

Thus, Theorem 4 holds for the class of models considered in Example 4.
In particular, in the correctly specified case, Corollary 1(a) guarantees asymp-
totic normality of the studentized ML estimator of 6, thereby providing the
basis for inference. These results are, to our knowledge, new in the context
of Markov-switching autoregressive models with covariate-dependent transition
probabilities. A

5 Monte Carlo Simulations

The objective in this section is twofold. First, to assess the quality of approxima-
tions provided by our asymptotic results by examining the finite-sample prop-
erties of the ML estimator and related statistics in a correctly specified Markov-
switching autoregressive model with covariate-dependent transition probabili-
ties. Second, to explore the effects of a type of empirically relevant misspecifi-
cation which involves the use of an incomplete approximation to the likelihood
function that ignores potential contemporaneous correlation between the obser-
vation variable (Y;) and the variable (Z;) upon the lagged value of which the
transition probabilities depend.

Monte Carlo experiments are based on artificial data (X; = (Y3, Z;)); gen-
erated according to the equations

Yy = po(1 — S¢) + p1Se + ¢Ye1 + [o0(1 — S) + 015¢]U1 4, (5)
Zy = po + V2 + 02Uy, (6)
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for t € N, with Xo = (0.5,0.4), po = —p1 = 1, ¢ = 0.9, 09 = 01 = 1,
He = 0.2, T/) = 08, g9 = 06, and (Ul,ta Ug,t)t ~ 1.i.d. N <|: 8 :| s |: ; ? :|> with
p € {0,0.8}. The regimes (S;); are a Markov chain on {0,1}, independent of
(U4, Uz)e, with transition probabilities

Qo(2,8,8) =Pr(Sy =5 | Zi_1 = 2,51 =5) = [1 +exp(—as — B:2)] 7, (7)

for s € {0,1}, where ap = a1 = 2 and fy = —f1 = —0.5. The model defined by
(5)—(7) is a prototypical Markov-switching autoregressive model with covariate-
dependent transition probabilities (cf. Example 2). In each of 1000 independent
Monte Carlo replications, 100 + T' data points for (X;); are generated, with
T € {200,800, 1600, 3200}, and the last T" points are used to compute estimates
of the parameters of interest. In order to conserve space, only a selection of the
results are reported (the full set of results is available upon request).

5.1 Correct Specification

In the first set of experiments, we consider estimation of the parameters of
the model in (5)-(7) using the likelihood function based on the conditional
distribution of X; given Xé_l. Table 1 reports the deviation of the mean of
the finite-sample distributions of the ML estimators of the elements of ¥ =
(10, p1, ¢, 00, 01, 0, Po, a1, $1) from the corresponding true parameter values
(bias) when p = 0.8. We also report the ratio of the sampling standard deviation
of the estimators to the estimated standard errors (averaged across replications);
the latter are computed using the Hessian estimator (cf. Theorem 5(a)).!?
Although the estimators of Sy and 31 are somewhat biased when T' = 200, bias
is insignificant in the rest of the cases. Estimated standard errors are somewhat
downwards biased in most cases but, unless T is small, the bias is not generally
substantial and decreases as T' increases.

We also examine conventional hypothesis tests for 9. Table 2 reports the
rejection frequencies of: (i) a t-type test of Ho : ¥; = 19; versus Hi : ¥ # 19}'7,
where oJ; is the j-th element of ¥ and 97 is its true value; (ii) a t-type test of
Ho : ¥; = 0 versus Hy : ¥; # 0. These rejection frequencies are referred to as
“size” and “power”, respectively, and are computed using the 0.975 standard-
normal quantile as critical value.'S Tests tend to have Type I error probabilities
which are generally close to the nominal 0.05 level, especially for T > 200.
Tests are also powerful enough to reject the hypothesis of a zero parameter

5Results for p = 0 are not reported since they are very similar to those for p = 0.8.

16Results should be interpreted with caution in the case of Ho : 0y = 0, i € {0, 1}, because
the null value of o; is on the boundary of the maintained hypothesis. Our asymptotic theory
does not allow for parameters that may lie on the boundary of the parameter space.
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Table 1: Bias and Standard Deviation of ML Estimators (p = 0.8)

T Ho p1 ai B1 Qo Bo a0 a1 ¢

Bias

200 -0.007 0.023 0.004 0.126 0.043 0.209 -0.011 -0.005 -0.005

800 -0.002 0.004 -0.002 0.023 0.002 0.026 -0.001 0.000 -0.001

1600 -0.001 0.002 -0.002 0.019 0.007 0.019 0.001 0.000 -0.001

3200 0.001 0.002 0.002 -0.005 0.002 0.011 0.001 0.000 0.000
Ratio of sampling standard deviation to estimated standard error

200 1.085 1.016 1.084 1.078 1.132 1.178 1.066 1.043 1.072

800 0.983 0.991 0.980 1.024 1.044 1.018 1.012 1.010 1.045

1600 1.021 1.002 0.964 0955 1.033 1.042 1.000 0.999 0.997

3200 1.026 0.979 1.010 1.017 0.990 0.955 1.012 1.020 1.020

Table 2: Size and Power of t-Type Tests (p = 0.8)

T o 11 [e%1 B1 (e 73} Bo (o} o1 ¢

200 0.063 0.076 0.069 0.069 0.081 0.043 0.084 0.088 0.108
800 0.053 0.063 0.061 0.051 0.074 0.049 0.065 0.065 0.073
1600 0.065 0.061 0.047 0.043 0.060 0.048 0.052 0.047 0.068
3200 0.049 0.058 0.053 0.058 0.054 0.042 0.051 0.061 0.053

200 0.999 1.000 0.990 0.261 0.934 0.207 1.000 1.000 1.000
800 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.812 0.999 0.732 1.000 1.000 1.000
1600 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.988 1.000 0.966 1.000 1.000 1.000
3200 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

value, except in the case of By and By with T" = 200. The distributions of
studentized statistics associated with the elements of the ML estimator of ¥
(ratio of estimation error to corresponding estimated standard error) generally
tend to have mean and variance (not shown) that do not differ substantially
from zero and one, respectively, and Gaussianity is never rejected for T' > 200.'7

5.2 Misspecification

In the second set of experiments, we consider estimation of the parameter ¢ =
(1o, p1, ¢, 00,01, 0, Po, 1, S1) using the partial likelihood function based on

17Statistics associated with ¢, oo and o1 appear to fare somewhat worse than others when
T = 200, a finding similar to that reported in Psaradakis and Sola [1998] for models with a
time-invariant transition mechanism.
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the conditional distribution of Y; given (Y;_1,S;). Inference in models like
(5)—(7) is predominantly based on such a partial likelihood that ignores the
equation for Z; (see, e.g., Diebold et al. [1994], Filardo [1994]). Formally, the
misspecified model may be viewed as defined by equations (5)—(7), with the
additional assumption that p = 0. Under this assumption, estimation of 1 is
based on (5) alone, the (potentially incorrect) rational behind this approach
being that, since the conditional distribution of Y; given (Y;—1,S5;) and the
transition probabilities of (S;); depend only on Z;_;, (5) may be analyzed,
without loss of relevant information, independently of (Z;);. Even though such
an approach may be appealing because of its relative simplicity, it is far from
obvious that it provides a valid way for conducting inference on ¥J; it is unclear,
for example, what the limit point of the ML estimator based on the partial
likelihood might be when p # 0. In earlier sections, we considered a theoretical
framework that acknowledges this source of misspecification (among others)
and provided tools for asymptotically valid inference. We now quantify the
implications of this misspecification in finite samples. For brevity, we refer to
the maximizer of the partial likelihood function associated with the conditional
distribution of Y; given (Y;_1,S;) as the ‘partial ML’ estimator to distinguish
it from the ‘joint ML’ estimator based on the joint model for the conditional
distribution of X; given X5™! (cf. Section 5.1).

Table 3 shows the estimated bias of the partial ML estimators of the elements
of ¥ and the ratio of the sampling standard deviation of the estimators to
the estimated standard errors (averaged across replications) when p = 0.8.
To reflect what is common practice in applied research, standard errors are
computed using the Hessian estimator (which relies on the assumption of a
correctly specified likelihood) instead of a “sandwich” estimator (which allows
for mispecification). It is immediately apparent that the partial ML estimator of
most of the parameters is considerably more biased than the joint ML estimator.
The differences between the two estimators are more pronounced for parameters
associated with the transition probabilities (ag, 5o, a1, 51), the partial ML
estimators of which are significantly biased even for T" = 3200. This suggests
that the bias of the partial ML estimator when p # 0 is not associated only
with small samples, a finding that is consistent with our asymptotic results.
Regarding the accuracy of estimated standard errors, the latter are downwards
biased in most cases, the bias being somewhat larger than it is for joint ML
estimators. However, unless T  is small, this bias is not generally substantial
and declines as T' increases, despite the fact that standard errors are obtained
from the Hessian.'®

8Results for p = 0 (not shown) are not substantially different from those obtained from the
joint ML procedure. This is not surprising since the joint and partial ML estimators are both
consistent for the true parameter value when p = 0.
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Table 3: Bias and Standard Deviation of Partial ML Estimators (p = 0.8)

T o H1 a1 B ap Bo a0 o1 ¢

Bias

200 0.019 0.046 -0.172 0.898 0.397 1.363 -0.056 -0.039 -0.001

800 0.017 0.017 -0.156 0.485 0.216 0.838 -0.025 -0.024 0.002

1600 0.008 0.011 -0.150 0.446 0.211 0.824 -0.018 -0.021 0.003

3200 0.012 0.008 -0.149 0.444 0.196 0.773 -0.020 -0.019 0.003
Ratio of sampling standard deviation to estimated standard error

200 1.244 1.135 1.395 1.585 1.349 1406 1.161 1.062  1.250

800 1.027 1.041 1.153 1.170 1.067 1.119 0.988 1.020 1.080

1600 0.991 1.014 1.070 1.075 1.072 1.161 1.006 0.959 1.054

3200 1.047 1.027 1.050 1.063 1.034 1.088 1.021 1.004 1.056

We note that hypothesis tests based on studentized statistics analogous to
those considered in Section 5.1 (not shown) are unreliable when partial ML
estimates are used. This is especially true in the case of parameters associated
with the transition probabilities, the corresponding tests being either excessively
conservative or excessively liberal. Although tests of this type are extensively
used in applied work, they should be interpreted with caution since the statis-
tics on which they are based have an asymptotically normal null distribution
only when p = 0. We also note that using the “sandwich” estimator of The-
orem 5(b) instead of the estimator based on the observed information matrix
is not without difficulty when p # 0. As Freedman [2006] points out, the use
of such an estimator for inference is unlikely to produce results that are any
less misleading under misspecification since the problem of bias/inconsistency
of the ML estimator for the true parameter value remains. It is indeed clear
from the results in Table 3 that the bias of the partial ML estimator presents a
much more serious problem in our setting than the inaccuracy of conventionally
computed standard errors.

6 Empirical Illustration

In this section, we present an empirical illustration based on a regime-switching
model of a type that is commonly used in economics.'” Specifically, we investi-
gate the potential contribution of the interest rate spread and the growth in tax
revenues in predicting regime changes in U.S. real output growth. The model

9An additional empirical example, which examines the predictive ability of an index of
leading indicators for regime changes in U.S. output growth, is discussed in the Supplemental
Material SM.10.
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is a variant of the specification used in the simulations and is given by

h1
Vi = po(1 = S0) + mSe+ Y ¢iVii + 01Uy, (8)
i=1
ha
Zy = po + Z ViZi—i + oaUay, 9)
i=1

for some hi, he € N, with the hidden, two-state Markov chain (S;); being gov-
erned by the transition probabilities

Qo(z,8,8) =Pr(Sy =8| Zi_1 = 2,511 = 5) = [ + exp(—a, — Bs2)] 7', (10)

with s € {0,1}, and (U4, Usy): postulated to be iid. N ([ 8 ] , [ ; /1) ])

and independent of (S;);. In (8)—(10), Y; stands for the growth rate of real gross
domestic product and Z, is either the spread between the 10-year Treasury note
rate and the 3-month Treasury bill rate or the growth rate of real government
receipts of direct and indirect taxes.?’ The data are quarterly and span the
period 1954:3-2009:2.%!

Since the aim is not only to assess the predictive ability of the interest rate
spread and tax revenues for regime changes in output growth but also to ex-
amine whether treating these variables as exogenous yields results which are
different from those obtained from a joint model, we compute two sets of esti-
mates: partial ML estimates based on (8) alone and joint ML estimates based
on the system (8)—(9). We note that in econometric models of the business
cycle such as (8)—(10), it is common to rely on partial ML estimation (see, e.g.,
Filardo [1994]). Parameter estimates are reported in Tables 4 and 5, with es-
timated standard errors given in parentheses; the latter are obtained from the
“sandwich” estimator of Theorem 5(b).?? On the basis of t-type tests based on

20The model could be generalized to allow for Markov changes in all the parameters. How-
ever, since Z; is thought of here as a potential leading indicator for business-cycle phases, it
does not seem sensible to allow the parameters in both (8) and (9) to be subject to changes
driven by (S;):. Modeling regime changes in (Y;): and (Z;); as being driven by two inde-
pendent Markov processes is more attractive, but we choose to abstract from this as it is not
directly related to the main problem under study.

2nterest rate data are taken from the FRED database; output and tax data are taken
from Auerbach and Gorodnichenko [2012]. The likelihood ratio test of Hansen [1992] rejects
the hypothesis that po = p1 in (8).

22The weights w(-, L) are obtained from the Parzen kernel and Lt is determined using the
automatic plug-in method of Andrews [1991].
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Table 4: ML Estimates (Output Growth, Interest Rate Spread)

Partial ML Joint ML
uo  0.0091 (0.0012) no  0.0092 (0.0012)
u1 - 0.0001 (0.0013) u1 - 0.0004 (0.0013) u2  0.2956 (0.0984)
¢1 0.1543 (0.0761) @1 0.1449 (0.0763) 1 0.8098 (0.0012)
@2 0.0620 (0.0855) @2 0.0595 (0.0852) o -0.1065 (0.1251)
¢3  -0.0468 (0.0867) ¢3  -0.0435 (0.0759) 3 0.3368 (0.1747)
¢4 -0.0136 (0.0929) ¢4 -0.0183 (0.0914) s -0.2495 (0.0859)
ao  -1.3367 (3.8866) ao  -1.5210 (2.6935) o2 0.7053 (0.1091)
Bo  8.8363 (9.4778) Bo  9.1169 (6.4769) o -0.0849 (0.1198)
a1 3.1927 (0.7646) a1 3.1218 (0.7688)
B1 -1.0779 (0.4304) 51 -1.0338 (0.4293)
o1 0.0077 (0.0006) o1 0.0078 (0.0006)

joint ML estimates, at least one of the parameters (5, 51) is significantly differ-
ent from zero, indicating that the spread and tax revenues contain significant
information about the probability of switching between the two regimes.

Regarding the implications of treating Z; as exogenous, the differences be-
tween partial and joint ML estimates are substantial in the model with tax
revenues (especially for autoregressive coefficients and the parameters associ-
ated with the transition probabilities) but much less so in the model with the
interest rate spread. This is not entirely unexpected in view of the fact that
the estimated value of the conditional correlation p is relatively large (0.6034)
in the former model but much smaller (—0.0849), and insignificantly different
from zero, in the latter. Such findings are in line with the analytical and sim-
ulation results presented in previous sections. The relatively large estimate of
p in Table 5 also suggests that inference based on the partial ML estimator is
potentially misleading because of the likely bias of the estimator.
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Table 5: ML Estimates (Output Growth, Growth in Taxes)

Partial ML Joint ML
uo  0.0071 (0.0014) uo  0.0081 (0.0014)
u1 - -0.0119 (0.0034) u1 - -0.0100 (0.0075) p2  0.5455 (0.2633)
¢1 0.2076 (0.0679) ¢1 0.0987 (0.0665) 1 0.1723 (0.1220)
¢2  0.0709 (0.0953) @2 0.0754 (0.0833) o2 3.0458 (0.3082)
¢z -0.0530 (0.0754) ¢3 -0.1168 (0.0610) p 0.6034 (0.0673)
¢4 -0.0291 (0.0885) ¢4 -0.0345 (0.0721)
ap  3.4588 (0.6379) ap  3.8835 (1.3467)
Bo  0.2754 (0.1237) Bo  0.4061 (0.1379)
a1 0.3852 (0.8704) a1 -2.5349 (4.7906)
51 0.2558 (0.1053) B1 0.0579 (0.1713)
o1 0.0076 (0.0006) o1 0.0084 (0.0009)

A Appendix: Proofs

A.1 Consistency

In order to prove Theorem 1, we need two lemmas (the proofs of which are
relegated to the Supplemental Material SM.2). The first lemma shows that the
log-likelihood function E%(Xg ,-) can be approximated by the sample average of
(log p” (X | X'}, ))sen; this function is used to construct the function H* that
defines the pseudo-true parameter set. The result relies on “mixing” properties
established in Theorem 2 (see Lemma 11 in the Supplemental Material SM.2).

Lemma 2. Suppose Assumptions 1, 4(ii) and 5 hold. Then,

sup

T
sup T (logpy (X¢ | X{71,0) — log p” (X, | Xt_;;,e))| = opu(1).
€ t=1

The second lemma essentially establishes a uniform law of large numbers for

the sample average of (logp”(X; | X' L, ))sen.

Lemma 3. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and /(i) hold. Then: (i) For any
compact K C O and any € > 0, there exists T'(e) € N such that

T
P (s 13 (s 05 X22.0) - i e (5 | XL0)]) > ) <
t=1

feK
(11)
for all T > T(e).
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(ii) For any 0, € O,

= 0155(1)'

T
Ty (logp”(Xt | X“1,60) — Epy [logp”(Xy | Xfoo,Ho)])
t=1

Proof of Theorem 1. For simplicity, we set n7 = 0 throughout the proof. For-
mally, we wish to establish that, for all ¢ > 0, there exists T'(¢) € N such
that

P! (do(,r,0.) > ¢) <

for all ¢ > T'(e). For this, it suffices to show that there exists a 6y € ©, such
that, for any e > 0, there exists a T'(6y, €) such that

pY < sup (X ,0) > E%(XOT,GO)> <€
9co\Ox
for all T > T'(0y, €), where ©5 = {0 € ©: do(0, O, ) < 5} Since, by Lemma 2,
e (XT,-) is well approximated by £5.(XT ) = TS logp”(X; | X121, ),
it suffices to work with the latter function.
Let Ap(d) = {Xfooo: SUPgeo)\oc Ty <logp”(Xt | X1 ) — Epy [log p¥ (X | X122 9)]) (5}

and Br(5) = { X5 |17V ST, (< logp” (X, | X451 00) + gy logp”(X, | X451 00)])| < 6.
for any d > 0 and any 0y € O,. Observe that

Pf( sup (XL ,0) > (X —00790)>
9cO\Ox

<pY ( sup (XL ,0) > (XL, 00) N Ap(6) N BT(6)> + PY (A7(6)°) + P? (Br(6)°)

6O\ 0¢
T
gP:( sup T~ 1ZEP, >T7'Y Ep

ASCNCH t=1
+ P (Ar()°) + PY (Br(6)°)

(Xt | X—ooﬂe)

p”(Xi | XL, 6o) 95
PY(Xe | XD)

<Pr(,int HU(6) < H(60) 4 20) + P2 (Ar(O)) + P (Brl0)).
where the last line follows from the stationarity of X°¢  and the definition
of H*. By Assumption 3 and the fact that, for any § € © \ ©5, H*(0) >
H*(6p) (otherwise, § would belong to ©.), it follows that infgce\e: H*(0) —
H*(6y) = A > 0. Hence, choosing § < 0.5A, the first term of the right-
hand side (RHS) vanishes. By Assumption 3(i), © \ ©f is compact; hence,
by Lemma 3, there exists a 7" (which may depend on e and 6j) such that
PY (A7(8)¢) + PY (Br(6)¢) < € for any 6 < 0.5¢ and all T > T, and thus the
desired result follows. O
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A.2 Mixing Results

Throughout, fix m and j as in the statement of Theorem 2. For any n,n’ such
that —m < n,n’ < j + 1, we denote the Dobrushin coefficient of P} (S, = - |

Sp=- X7 ) as

g n(X7,) = max

PY(S =S, =a, X' )= PY(S,, =-|S, =b X H
(a.b)es? 5 ( | a,X?”,.) 5 ( | , X) L

(12)

Since ag’j+1,7m(Xim) < [P—_,, @mi1n(X7,,) (e.g., Dobrushin [1956],
Sethuraman and Varadhan [2005]), to prove Theorem 2, it suffices to show
the following.

Lemma 4. For anyl € {—m,...,j} and any 0 € O, 2 1+1,0(X7,,) < 1—q(Xy)
a.s.-Py.

Lemma 4 follows immediately from Lemmas 5 and 6 below. To state these
lemmas, we construct the following processes that will be used for coupling. For
any ¢ € {1,2} and any 0 € O, let (X;4,Mit, Vit)i2 _pn, With (X ¢, mie, vig) € X X
S x {0,1}, be defined as follows: (X —m, 1i,—m) ~ v; given (X; )%, (Vi) _,n,
is iid. with Pr(vi; = 1| X, ) = Pr(viy = 1| X!_, ) = ¢(X;4); for each
’ Qo(Xiemie)—a(Xin)e(Xin) .

—q(Xi0) if
vi+ = 0 (the last quotient expression is a valid transition kernel under condition
(3) in Theorem 2); finally, X; 41 ~ po(Xit, Mit+1,)-

This construction implies that the transition kernel of (;¢): is given by

QG(Xi,b Mit, ) - q(Xi,t)Q(Xi,tv )

t > —m, g1 ~ o(Xiy,-) if vy =1, and 19441 ~

Pro (e = - | i, Xip) =q(Xip)o( X, ) + (1 — q(Xiy)) 1= q(Xo0)
=Qo(Xit, Wit ),

and since the transition for X; ;41 given (X;¢,7is41) is governed by pg, the
following result holds (its proof is relegated to the Supplemental Material SM.7).

Lemma 5. For anyl € {—m,...,j} and any 0 € ©,
PGV(SI+1 = | S = 7X]—m) = Pr@(ni,lJrl = ‘ Nl = ‘7Xim)7 Vi € {172}7
a.s.-P?.

Furthermore, since 7; ;41 becomes independent of its own past whenever
vi¢+ = 1, the following result can be established (its proof is relegated to the
Supplemental Material SM.7).
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Lemma 6. For anyl € {—m,...,j} and any 0 € O,

maXx ‘

Pro(mt1 = | my=a,X7,,) = Pro(npii1 =+ | oy = basz)H < 1-¢(Xy),
a,b)€S? 1

1
2

(
a.s.-P?.

It is easy to see that Lemma 4 (and thus Theorem 2) follows from the last
two lemmas.

A.3 Asymptotic Distribution Theory

The next two lemmas are used to prove Theorems 3 and 4 (their proofs are rele-
gated to the Supplemental Material SM.8.1). In what follows, for vector/matrix-
valued functions X + f(X), ||f[|;p is short-hand notation for the L"(P)-
norm of x — || f(x)||, where ||-|| denotes the Euclidean/dual norm of f.

Lemma 7. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 6, 7(i) and 8 hold. Then, there ezists a
stationary and ergodic (under PY) process (Ay(0:))52_ in L*(PY) such that

o0

=0.
L2(PY)

lim
T—o0

T
T7-1/2 Z{Vg log pY (-], 05) — Ay(6:)}
t=0

Lemma 8. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 6, 7 and 8 hold. Then, there exists a
sequence of R 1-valued continuous functions (0 w— &(0)); such that &(0) is
negative definite for all t and

lim
T—00

sup ||T~ IZ{Velogpt( [ 0) = &(0)}]

0eB(6,0+) t=0

=0,
LY (Py)

where § > 0 is the same as in Assumption 7.

Proof of Theorem 3. Choose K compact such that, for any v € K, ||v|| < § for
6 > 0 as in Lemma 8. For any v € K, by Assumption 6,

1
C(XTE, Or0)— (X T, 0.) = 0TVl (XT, 0,)40.507 ( /0 vt ( XL, 6. + wv)dw) v

By Lemmas 7 and 8, and the fact that (0, + wv) € B(v,0,),

Ur(Xg 5 0x +0) — Ur(X(, 0.) =0T ( ! ZAt )+ opy T_1/2)>
1
+0.507 / T’lzft(ﬁ*—l—wv)dw—i—o@(l) v.
0 t=0

28



Now, let Rp(v) = oT (T*1 ST fol {& (04 +wv) — §t(0*)}dw> v. Observe that
loll 2 Re ()] < Jy |7 S of6 0 + wo) = €(6.)} | duw, so, for any 5> 0,
dw > e)

_ R _ 1
P?| sup | T(g)’ >e| <P/| sup /
veB@0) |Vl veB(5,0) Jo
where the second line follows by the Markov inequality and stationarity. The

1

sup [ ea(6. + o) — (6] du
vEB(8,0) J0O

desired result then follows by the continuity of &; (see Lemma 8) and the same

arguments as in [Bickel et al., 1998, p. 1634]. O

T
T3 {60, +wo) — &(0.)}
t=0

9

Proof of Theorem 4. Henceforth, let Ap = T~V Y"1 Ay(6.) + 0py (T—1/?). By
Theorem 1, OAVVT—H* converges to zero with probability approaching one (w.p.a.1).
Thus, Rr(vr) = Op*,,(HvTHQ) and, by Theorem 3,

(XS, 0ur) — 6r(XT 04) =(0u7 — 0.)TAr

—|—0.5(0VT— ( 12& +0PV )) (éV,T_H*)-

Ergodicity of X2 (Lemma 1) implies ergodicity of (& (64))52
Lemma 8 and Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem,

therefore, by

t=—o00"

CH(XG,bur) — r(XG  04) =(0ur — 0.)TAr

+ 0507 — 0.7 (Epyl1(6.)] + 0pr (1)) (B — 02),
(13)

and Ep, [£1(0x)] is non-singular. The rest of the proof proceeds in two steps.

STEP 1. Let rp = min{Opi,(l),o(T_l) + Epv [(AT)T(AT)]}. We first es-
tablish that [|6,.7 — 6.]| = Opy(y/r7); by Theorem 1, the op, (1) part of 77 has
been established.

By (13) and the fact that 6, 7 is an (approximate) maximizer of the likeli-
hood function,

—2n7 < 20,1 — 0.)TAr — (B, — 0.)TA(6,) (6,1 — 6.),

with A(6,) = (—Ep*u €1(6.)] + 0p:(1)). Simple algebra yields
“onr < _H (G — 0.)TAB,)Y2 — ATLA( WH + ALA,) A
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Moreover, by simple algebra and the Markov inequality,

|G = 00746012 = 05, <x/77?+ e [y, [51<0*>1>1<AT>]> .

This expression, the fact that Ep,[§1(0s)] is non-singular, and nr = o(T™1),
imply the desired result.

STEP 2. We now show that, for any € > 0,

P (rp2 | Gur = 0.) = (= Bpyl61(8.)] + 0 (1)) A 2 €) — 0.
Since, by Step 1, éu,T — 04| = Op:(\/ﬁ), it suffices to show that
P2 ({r"]| o = 0) = (~Epe61(0] + 05 (1) A > €} 1}z — 0] < vrmary) -0,
(14)

where M > 0. To this end, note that, by Theorem 3 and the fact that
T=15 0 &(0,) = Epy[61(64)] + 0py (1), it follows that

(X 0 +0) — (X 0.) = (Ag)To— 050 (~ Epy [€1(0,)] +0pe (1))0 + Rr(v),

for any v € K. Letting Ar(v) = e(XE 0, +v) — e(XE,0,) and Qr(v) =
(A7) Tv—0.50T(=Epy [£1(05)]+0py (1))v, we show that sup,ey . o)<, /rrir} rot |Ar(v) — Qr(v)| =
opy(1). To do so, it suffices to prove that sup,c . ||o||<,mrary [B7 (V)] = 0py (r7).
But this follows from Theorem 3 and the fact that \/rr = opy(1). Since

A~

Oy — 0s) € {v: ||v]| < /rrM} and maximizes Ap(-) (within a ny margin),
the previous result implies that

0,7 — 0, =arg max Qr(v) 4+ opv (\/rT) + N1
ve{v: |jo||<T-1/2M} -

(= Epy[60(6.)] + 0p (1) B + 0pe (7T),
and thus (14) follows. O

The proof of Corollary 1 uses the following lemma (whose proof is relegated
to the Supplemental Material SM.8.2).

Lemma 9. Suppose there exists L € N such that Vg logpf;(Xt\Xé_l,H) =
Vo logpé’(Xt|Xtt:%, ) for allt > 0. Then:

(a) For allt >0,

Ar(02) = At oo(0:) (XL o) = Vg log pf (Xe| X, 77, 65).
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(b) If, in addition, there exists § > 0 such that Ep.[|[Vg logp‘l’(XllX?ii, 0.)||*+4] <

oo, then, for any L € N,

T
s NIT7 S Ao (0) A oo (0)T = By [ oo (0) B0, oo (0)T)I| = O
""" t=1

Proof of Corollary 1. Throughout the proof, we use C' to denote a universal con-
stant that can take different values in different places. Also, for any k,7 > 0 and
any 0 € O, we write Ay ,_7(0) = Ak,k—T(9)(X/’§,T) = Vy long(Xk|X,]§:%;0)
(for the last equality, see Lemma 17 in the Supplemental Material SM.8.1) and
AR(0) = Ak —oo(0).

We first show that, under the conditions of part (a), (A¢(0.)); is a martingale
difference sequence (MDS) with respect to the natural filtration of (X;);. To
establish this, observe that

Ep, [Akz,k—T(e*) | Xﬁ;}] =Epy [Ak,k—T(e*) | X;f:%]

Vopy(zr | XF~ 55 0%) _
= [ RO S | X
Pk | X3 "p:0%)

By assumption, pj(x | X,f:%;&*) = pY(zy | X,’j::lr). Moreover, by using the

representation of Ay ;_7(-) in the Supplemental Material SM.8.1 and Assump-
tion 7, it can be shown that Vglogpy(- | XF~1:0) is uniformly bounded for
all € B(0,0,) (where § > 0 is as in Assumption 7). This result allow us to
use standard “Fisher information equality” calculations and thus deduce that

Ep, [Ak,k—T(9*) | Xﬁ;ﬂ = 0.

Next, we show that, for any k > 0, Ay, = Epy [Ak,,oo(é?*) ] Xﬁ;}} =0. To
do so, observe that, for any k,T > 0,

2
HAkH%Q(Pg) :EP;/ [(Epi' |:Ak,700<9*) ’Xﬁ;}} — Elf’f [Ak,k,T(e*) ’Xﬁ;}]) :|
< ”Ak,foo(e*) - Ak,ka(e*)”i%p:)

= [| 80,00 (6:) = Do —1(0) 725
—1 [—T/2]—1
<Cmax{ > o(G,-T), > o-Li)}|,

J=I=T/2 =T

where the second line follows from the Jensen inequality, the third line follows
from stationarity, and the fourth line follows from Lemma 18(i). Now, recall

l1—a

that, for any j > k, 0(j. k) = (Bpy [TE_x(1 — a(X0) ™5 |) ™ = (Epy |THZ5(0 - a(X)
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o(j — k,0). Moreover, by Assumption 8, (o(7,0)); is p-summable with p < 2/3,
and thus lim;_, 0(j,0)?7 = 0 (if not, then o(j,0) > ¢/j'/? for some ¢ > 0
and all j above certain point, and this violates the assumption). Hence, for
sufficienly large T',

-1 [-T/2]-1
1Ak T2y <C | max{ > o(j+T,0), > o(-1-j0)}
i=[-7/2] j=—T
T-1 T-1
=C | max{ Y 0(,0), Y o0}
1=[T/2] 1=[T/2]
T-1
<C Z 1—(1/p)

1=[T/2]

As 1/p > 1, it follows that, as T diverges, the RHS converges to zero, and thus
HAkHiz(py) = 0. Since Ag(04) = Ak, _oo(bs) for any k, the desired result follows.
By Theorem 4 and the central limit theorem for MDS, we have, therefore,

VT (Ou1 = 0.) = po N0, (Epy[€1(02)]) 7" S(0:) (Epe[€1(8:)) ),

where X(0,) = limp_o0 X7(0y), with X(0,) = Epv [(A1(04)) (A1(64))T] since
(A(64)): is a stationary MDS. Moreover, it can be shown that Epv[&1(04)] =
—Epy [(A1(0x)) (A1(0«))T]. This follows by standard “Fisher information equal-
ity” calculations and derivations analogous to those above (so they are omit-
ted). Hence, the proof of part (a) is complete once we show that —H 1(9,,7T)
converges in PY-probability to (Epy [51(0*)])_12(0*)(E13*V [€1(0,)])~L. But this
follows from Theorem 5(a).

Under the conditions of part (b), and in view of Lemma 9(a), Ag(6.) =
Vo logp,’;(Xk\X]i?:%;G*) for all £ > 0. This result and the fact that (Xj)p2 _
is f-mixing with mixing coefficients 8, = O(7") (see Lemma 1) imply that
(AR(04))32 _ is also B-mixing with mixing coefficients of the same order.
Hence, to establish that 7—1/2 ZtT:O Ay(6x) = pv N(0,%(0)), it is enough to
verify that, for some § > 0, Ep*u[HAl(G*)HQH] < ooand > o7, ad/ ) < o,
where (ay,), are the a-mixing coefficients of (A (64))72 _ ., (see, e.g., Doukhan
et al. [1994]). But, the summability condition on the a-mixing coefficients is
satisfied, because the S-mixing coefficients of the process decay at rate O(y"),
and the moment condition is directly assumed.

The proof of part (b) is completed by showing that QT(GAV,T) converges in
PY-probability to (Epv [51(6’*)])_12(9*)(]5155 [€1(0,)]) !, which is non-singular
by assumption. We do so by invoking Theorem 5(b) and verifying its conditions.
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As stated above, o, = O(%"). Moreover, by Corollary 6.17 in White [2001],
there exists C' < oo such that, for any [ > 0,

1EB [Au(8:) Ao (6:)T]]| < C(az)ﬁ\/Epg[IIAz(G*)IP](Ep;[I|A1(9*)H2+251)ﬁ-

Under our assumptions, the RHS equals C(al)ﬁ for some C' < oo. Hence,
one can set 0(l) = C’('yﬂi?ﬁ)l. Since v < 1, the function | — ©(l) is integrable.
Also, by Lemma 9(b), it follows that 7 = LyT /2.

Next, we show that @ (d") = C¢’ for some C' < oo and any &' < §, where
6 > 0 is as in Assumption 7. To do so, we note that for any 8 and any ¢t € N,

[1A4(0)A0(0)T — As(64) Ao (8:)TI| <[|A0(O)]] x [[As(8) — As(6:)]]
+ A0 % [[A0(0) — Ao(6:)]]-

By the calculations in the proof of Lemma 18 in the Supplemental Material
SM.8, [|A¢(#)]| is a linear combination of terms involving I'(-,6) and A(-,0).
Since A¢(6) only depends on X! ; for some finite L, there are only finitely
many terms in this linear combination. Moreover, by Assumption 7, there
exists C' < oo such that Ep.[supgepsg,) [|A:(0)]|?] < C, where § > 0 is as in
Assumption 7. This bound is also uniform over ¢. Hence, on account of this
result and stationarity, there exists C' < oo such that

Ep, | sup  [[A4(0)A0(0)T — Ar(0+) Ao ()T
|16—0. <&

1/2
sup IIAo(H)—Ao(9*)|!2D ;

[10—0.||<é’

<o <E

for any ¢’ < § and any t € N. It remains to show that the RHS is of the form
C¢’ for some finite constant C. By the mean value theorem, [|Ag(0) — Ag(0,)|| <
SUPge(5,0.) || VoDo(0)|[x||0—0.|], so it suffices to show that Epy [supgep(s.) Voo (0)]%] <
C for some C' < oo. Since Ag(6) = Vglog pf(Xo | X:%), this condition is equiv-
alent to Epy[supgep(s,.) |1V2 log p§(Xo | X:%,H)HQ} < C. By the calculations
in [Bickel et al., 1998, pp. 1627-1628], V2 log p§(Xo | XEZ,H) is a linear com-
bination of finitely many terms involving I'(-,8), A(,0), and their derivatives.
By Assumption 7 and calculations analogous to those in the proof of Lemma
18, it then follows that Ep,[suppep(s,0.) |V2 log p§(Xo | X:%, 6)||?] < C. Thus,
there exists C' < oo such that ©(0") < C¢' for any ¢’ < §. Therefore, all the
conditions of Theorem 5(b) are satisfied.

O
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Online Supplemental Material

For any measure P, we use L"(P), 1 < r < oo, to denote the class of
measurable functions integrable to order r with respect to P; ||| .- (p) denotes
the usual r-norm in L"(P). For a vector/matrix-valued functions X — f(X),
|[fl|zr(py is short-hand notation for the L"(P)-norm of z +— [[f(z)||, where
|| - || denotes the Euclidean/dual norm of f. For any two sequences of random
variables (X)), and (Yy,)n, X5 3 Yy, implies that X,, < CY}, for some universal
positive finite constant C'.

SM.1 Ergodicity and Stationarity

Let ({)i2_., be a Markov chain with transition kernel { — P((,-) € P(Z) and
¢ € Z C R? for some d > 0. Also, for any probability measure P over Z and
any f : Z — R, let P[f] = [ f(2)P(dz) and P[f = [ f(u)P(z,du) (if it
exists).

Assumption 9. There exist constants v € (0,1), A € (0,1), b > 0 and R >
2b/(1 — ), a function V : Z — [1,00), and a probability measure o such that:
(1) PIV](C) <AV(() +b1{¢ eC} forall( € Z withC={( € Z:V({) < R} ;
(i) infeee P(C,-) > Ao(+), with o(C) > 0.

The next result is used for the proof of Lemma 1; it contains well-known
results that are stated and proved here for convenience. In particular, the first
part of Lemma 10 is a re-statement of Theorem 1.2 in Hairer and Mattingly
[2011]. The second part of Lemma 10 and Assumption 9(ii) imply that P is
Harris recurrent (see [Athreya and Lahiri, 2006, Ch. 14]) and aperiodic (see
[Thierney, 1996, p. 65]). The proof follows from standard arguments.

Let v = |[|v]|v = sup, 1|+£,2‘) Also, for any A C Z, let Ty = inf{t > 0: (; €
A}

Lemma 10. If Assumption 9 holds, then:
(i) P admits a unique invariant measure v*, and there exist constants v €
(0,1) and C > 0 such that

[IP"[v] = v*[u][[v < CY"[Jo —v*[v]llv

for every measurable function v such that ||v||v < oo, where v*[v] = [ v(¢)r*(dC).
(ii) P((,{Tc < o}) =1 for all ¢ € Z, and P({y,C) > 0 for all (, € C.

Proof of Lemma 10. Part (i) is Theorem 1.2 in Hairer and Mattingly [2011].
Assumption 9(i) implies their Assumption 1 with K = b and Assumption 9(ii)
implies their Assumption 2.



For part (ii), we first establish that P(¢y,C) = P(p,{¢1 € C}) > 0 for all
(o € C. For this, note that P((yp,C) > inf¢ce P((,C) > Ao(C) > 0 by Assumption
9(ii). .

We now show that P((,{T¢z < oo}) = 1 for all ¢ € Z. It suffices to show
that P[7¢](¢) < oo for all ¢ ¢ C. Under Assumption 9(i), V > 1, so

Te—1

PITe)(Q) <P VI =D BEe[V(G) | Te = T+1,¢] Pr(¢. {Te = T+1})
j=0

T=0j=0

for any ¢ € Z \ C. To establish the desired result, it is sufficient to show that
supy Y- i_o Bp[V(¢) | Te = T+ 1,] < oo.
Take any 7' > 0 and any j < 7T, and note that

Ep[PV](G) |G ¢C, VI<T+1] =Ep {/ggé() PIVI(QP(¢j-1,dC) | G ¢ C, VI < j— 1]

< Er [ /< VORG A0 G e W - 1]

<vEp [P[V](Gj-1) |G ¢C, VI < j—1]
<V (o),

where the second line follows from Assumption 9(i) and the fact that ¢ ¢ C,
the third line follows from the fact that V > 0, and the last line follows from
repeated iteration of the first lines. Note that Te = T + 1 is equivalent to
¢ ¢C, Vj <T and (ry; € C. Thus, the previous display implies that

Ep[V(¢) | Te =T+ 1] <7V ()

for any T'> 0 and any j < T. Consequently, ZJ'T:() Ep[V(() | Te =T+ 1,¢]

<
V() Z?:o v < Y%CV), and thus the result follows. O

Proof of Lemma 1. Let ((;)72_ . be the stochastic process given by ¢; = (X4, St).
This process is a Markov chain with transition kernel X x § 5 ¢ — P((,-) €
P(X x S) given by

P((z, ), {G4+1 € A1 X As}) = Z Q*(CC,S,S/)P*(.’L‘,S/,Al),

s'€Ag

for any Borel sets A; C X and A, C S.
By Lemma 10, there exists a unique invariant measure v, provided that
the conditions of Assumption 9 are met. In order to verify the first part of



Assumption 9, consider V(¢) = U(x), and C = C; xS with C; = {z € X: U(x) <
R}. By Assumption 2(i),

P[V](¢) = / {ZQ 7,5,8)Pe(x,s dx)} <A U(x) +20'1{x € C1}.

s’'eS

Thus, b = 2. Regarding Assumption 9(ii), observe that, by Assumption 1(i),
for C' and any s € S,

P((z,s),C x {s'}) > q(z)P.(z, s, C),

and, by Assumption 2(iii), Py(z,s’,C) > Nw(C) and X' € (0,1). Also note that,
by Assumption 1, ¢ is continuous and ¢(z) > 0 for all z € X. Furthermore, by
Assumption 2(ii), U is lower semi-compact, because {z € X : U(x) < R} is
closed (x — U(x) is lower semi-continuous), and is also bounded. Therefore,
inf,q/(0)<r q(7) = mingyyz)<r q(z) > ¢ > 0 (because it is a minimization of a
continuous function on compact set). Therefore,

P(,C x {s'}) > c)\'w(C)|é|,
and, by putting o = w()l—él and A\ = c¢)\, Assumption 9(ii) follows since
w(Cy) > 0. Since v is unique, it is trivially ergodic. Therefore, the process
with initial probability measure v is stationary. Ergodicity of ({;); follows from
Theorem 14.2.11 in Athreya and Lahiri [2006] (recall that P is Harris recurrent
and aperiodic). Since X; is a deterministic function of ¢;, X§° is also stationary
and ergodic. Finally, observe that

[ s [B110) sl ) 397 [ 1+ U@ o)
0<f<1

Since U satisfies Assumption 9(i), it follows that [P[U](¢)v(d¢) < U] + K.
Since v is the invariant measure of P and v € (0, 1), this implies that v(d¢) <
K /(1 — ). Therefore,

/ sup [PU[£1(C) — w[fl| v(dC) <",

0<f<1

thereby implying that ((;); is S-mixing with rate 3, = O(y") (see Davydov
[1973]). Since X; is a deterministic function of ¢;, the same holds for X§°. [



SM.2 Proofs of Supplementary Lemmas in Appendix
A.l

To prove Lemmas 2 and 3 we use the following result.
Lemma 11. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 4(ii) hold. Then, for all t € N and
—-n<-m<t-—1,
t—1
sup log py (X; | X*,1,60) —logp (X; | X1, 0)] < C(X1, Xp) [ (1—a(X0))
€

i=—m
a.s.-PY.
Proof of Lemma 11. Observe that, for any n € N,
logp{ (X | X151,0) = log >~ po(Xe-1,5, Xo) By (s | X1,
seS
Sses Po(Xi—1,8,X0) (By (St=s|X",0)— Py (Si=s|X",1))

and since log z—logy < x/y—1, it suffices to study S po(Xe 1.5 X0 B2 (X D)
ses Po t—1,5,At)7g —n

This expression can be bounded above by

maXges Po (Xt—17 S, Xt

) 1P t=1y _ P t—1
Fy(Si=-1X - PY(S =X )
minges po(Xi_1, 5, Xt) || P5 (S | X)) — Py (S | X' )Hl

By Assumption 4(ii), supgeq mesilolli=tod) < (X, 1, X;) a.s.-PY. So

it suffices to bound || Py (Sy = - | XU~ Py(S: = | Xt:nl)Hr
By Lemma B.2.2 in Stachurski [2009],

1P5 (St = - | X5,) = Py (S =+ | X5,

1 _ _ _ _
<5 sup [Py (St =" Som=bX"0) — FY(Sy = | S-m = X)),
b,ceS?

1 = — 14 -
=7 sup [Py (S =1 Sem =0, X)) = By (Se = - | S = ¢, X10)|
b,ceS?

1 )

where the last line follows from the fact that, given S_,,, it is the same to

condition on X! and on X' 1. Hence,

sup llog p} (X | X150, 0) —log p} (Xy | X151, 0)| < Clagy—m (X10),
€

-n

where a97t7_m(Xt_*n%) is defined in expression (12). By Applying Lemmas 6 and
5 and the fact that g (X)) < H;;{m g ;j+1(X50), it follows that

t—1
sup [log py (X | X55,,0) = logpy (X; | X15,1,0)] < O(Xi-1, X0) IT (1 —axi)),
c i=—m
a.s.-PY. O



We now prove Lemmas 2 and 3.

Proof of Lemma 2. Fix any € > 0. By Lemma 11, with m =0 and n = M,
sup [log pf (X | X571, 0) —logp” (X, | XL, 0))|
€

< lim sup sup }logpé’(Xt | Xéfl, 0) — log py (X | XS},H)‘

M—oo 0€0©
t—1
<C(Xi-1, Xt) H(l — q(Xi)).
=0

Thus, it suffices to show that there exists a T such that for all ¢t > T,
P (T_l Zle C(Xi—1,X4) Hf;(l)(l —q(X3)) > e) < €. This follows from As-
sumption 5. ]

Proof of Lemma 3. Recall that, by Lemma 1, the process X>7_ is ergodic and
stationary under PY.

Part (i). Consider a § > 0 and an open cover {B(,d): § € ©} where
B(0,9) is an open ball centered around 6 with radius § > 0. Since © is compact
(Assumption 3), there exists a finite sub-cover B; = B(6;,6) with j =1,...,J.
Also note that, pointwise in 0 € ©, ¢4(XZL,0) — Epy (XL, 0)] = 0 as.-PY
by the ergodic theorem and the fact that X%+ ¢4.(XT_ 0) € LY(Py.). Thus,

—0o0)

it suffices to show that there exists a T'(j, €) such that, for all ¢ > T'(j, €),

T
‘P: (Sup Til Z (lt(Ximae) - EP: [lt(X£m79)]) > 6) <k,
t=1

GEBJ'

pV(Xt|Xt_;iye)

XXy Observe that, for any j,

where [;(X! ,0) = log

T T
t t t t
sup g (XL 0) = Bpy (XL, 0)]) < g sup (XL 0) = Bpy (XL, 0)])
T
t=1

Moreover, observe that

—00)

P (X | X550, 6) P(Xe | X0, 6)
sup log u —1.

0B, pV(Xt ’ Xt—_oévej) B 0EB; pV(Xt | Xt—_o<1>’9j)



By Assumption 4(i), for any € > 0 there exists a § > 0 such that Ep, [supgeB],

1+e€forany j € {1,...,J} and any t. Therefore, we can choose a § > 0 such
that .
"(Xo | X2, 0
Ep, | sup log P"(Xo | — )
*loes;, pY(Xo | XZ5.,05)

This in turn implies that Ep, [l:(XL )] < €/2. This result and the ergodic
theorem establish that limy . T~ 321 I;(Xt ) < ¢/2 a.s-PY. This implies
the result in (11).

Part (ii). Follows directly from the ergodic theorem and the fact that
X2 logp’(X; | X1, 6,) is in LY(PY). O

—0o)

< e/4.

: 0
SM.3 Properties of py(X;| X" )
For any t € Ng = NU {0}, any X* __ and any 0 € ©, p*(X;| X'}, 0) is defined
as iminf o0 P4 (X3 | X50); p2 (X3 | XL is defined analogously.

Lemma 12. Suppose Assumptions 4(ii) and 5 hold. Then:

(1) For any t € No, z — p"(-|X'},0) and z — pY(-| X'} are densities,
a.s.-PY.

(2) Suppose © is compact and that for each n € Ny, 0 — pf(X:1]|X2,,) is
uniformly continuous a.s.-PY. Then, for any 0y € © and € > 0, there exists a
0 > 0 such that

P! (sup sup  |pY (X1 X0, 0) — pY(X11X° ., 60)| > e) < €.
00€0 0 B(60,0)

(3) Suppose © is compact and that for each n € Ny, 0 — p4(X1|X°,,) is uni-
formly continuous a.s.-PY. Suppose also that there exists functions (r1, ) —
(P(x0, 1), p(x0,21)) such that for any p € {pg : 0 € O} Ups, p(xo,z1) <

p(x0,8,71) < P(xo,21) for all s € S, and Epv[p(Xo, X1)/p(Xo, X1)] < oo.
Then, Assumptions 3 and 4 hold.

Proof. (1) We need to show that the functions integrate to 1. By analogous

p” (Xo| X3, .0)

P (XolXZ2.05)



steps to those in the proof of Lemma 11, it follows that

[ @lX L 0) — (el sl

/ZPG (X 1,8xd:5hmsup\|P0( '|Xt—7\})_Pé/(St |X )Hl
M—o0
t—1
/ZP@ (Xi—1, s, z)dz limsup H q(X;))dx
M—oo 27
t—1
= II (0 —axi))sl.

Since this holds for any n such that —n < ¢t — 1, we can take averages and
obtain, for any € > 0, that

<M+1Z\/ (2] X' )dx—1|>€> PV<M+1ZH1—q \S|>€>

n=0i=—n

<M+IZH 1—q(X \S\>e>.

n=0i=—n

Since this holds for any M, by taking M — oo, stationarity and Assumption 5
imply that the RHS vanishes. Thus, it follows that PY (| [ p” (x| XL 0)dx — 1] > €) =
0. As the e > 0 is arbitrary, this implies that [ p¥(z|X"},0)dz = 1, a.s.-PY.
Following the same logic, an analogous result can be shown for p¥(- \Xt_oé) (2)

Similarly, for any n such that —n <t —1,

t—1
sup o (1X'1,0) = g (5 IXD) < 3 polXia,5.X0) [ (1-g(0)
€ sSES i=—n

Hence, for any 6; in ©,

sup [p" (Xe| X135, 0) — (X | X120, o)

0€B(00,0)
Z H

n=0i=—n

< sup po(Xi—1,8, Xy)
< B(60,5) SEZS 1 + M

M

1 y _ y _
sup  |py(Xe| XL, 0) — ply (X X1

+
L4+ M “=gep9y,0)



For any 7 > 0, choose M such that P” (1+M Zn OHZ_ 2(1—=q(X;)) > ,y) <

~; such M exists by Assumption 5. Given such M, for any ¢ > 0 and any ¢ > 0,
it follows that

Pf<sup sup [p¥ (X[ XL, 0) — p” (X4 | XL, 0 )|>€>
00€0O 0€B(00,5)

<PY suprg (Xi-1,8,X¢) > 0.5¢/v | +7/3
0cO s€S

M

_ 1

+ P/ E sup  sup p”XXt__n P45 (X XD > 0.5¢ | .
<1+M _09069963(90,5)| pX )~ Pl (KX

Let § > 0 be such that for each n € {0, ..., M}, supg, co SUPpe B(g,,5) Iy (X | X —
Doy (X¢| X" 1)| < 0.5¢ a.s.-PY; such 6 > 0 exists by our conditions. So the third

term in the RHS is 0. Also, under our conditions, it follows that supgcg po(Xi—1,s, X¢) =

Opv (1) and thus the first term in the RHS can be made smaller than €/3 by a
suitably chosen v € (0,¢). Thus, the desired result holds. (3) By the definition

of p”(.|.,0), it follows that
pV(Xl‘Xgoove) < I?Eanpe(Xo’ 57X1)7

and, for some n € Ny,

P’ (X1 X%,0) 0.5 " py(Xo, s, X1)Pro(S1 = s | X2,)
seS
>0.5 min py(Xo, s, X1)-
seS
Thus, by our conditions, for any § > 0 and 6y € O,
sup P (X X2,0) _ P(Xo, X1)
beB(,00) PV (X11X2,00) ~ p(Xo, X1)’

and the RHS is in L!(P?). Thus, by part (2) and the dominated convergence
theorem, for any e > 0, there exists a § > 0 such that

(Xl‘Xfoov )
Eps. sup <1+e,
P 0e Bloo.s) P (X11X0 o, 60)

for any 6y € ©. This readily implies Assumption 4(i). Part (ii) also follows with

(xo,x1) — C(x, 1) = % Similarly, by noting that
X,|X° X,]X0 X X0
. ( 1‘ —00) ) <] ( 1‘ —00) ) ( 1’ —00) ) 1,

<log? <
p*(XllX_oo) PUXIXY ) p*(X1|X—oo)



it follows that, for any 8 € ©,

Y(X XO p(Xo, X
g - p*( 1] ) <1+p( 0, X1)
Since the RHS is in Ll(Pf ), the results in part (2) and the dominated conver-
gence theorem imply that 0 — H(6) is continuous. O

SM.4 Sufficient Conditions for Assumptions 5 and 8

By exploiting the fact that (X;)2_ . is f-mixing and stationary, the following
lemma provides sufficient conditions for Assumption 5.

Lemma 13. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold.
(1) Suppose further there exists | > 1 such that

Ep, [(1 —Q(Xl))l’] <1 and Ep, [C(Xl,xo)’} < 0,

where 1/I' +1/1 = 1. Then,

T t—1
—1 _
Jim Ep | T ;—1 C(X¢-1, Xy) |0| (1-¢(X))| =0

2a

(2) Suppose further Ep. [(1 —Q(Xl))m} < 1. Then, Assumption 8 holds.

Clearly, by the Markov inequality, Part (1) implies that

t—1
Jim P ( IZC (X1, X)) JJ(1 = g(X0) = e) =0.
t=1 =0
Proof. (1) We use well-known _coupling results for S-mixing sequences (see Yu
[1994]). For any ¢ € N, let (X;)?2__ be such that: (a) for any i € Ny, U; =
(Xig+1s - qu+q) has the same distribution as U; = (Xjg+1, ..., Xig+¢); (b) the
sequence (U;)i even is i.i.d. and so is (U;); oaq; (c) for any i € Ng, P(U; # U;) <
Bq, where P is the product measure of the random processes (X;)i2__ and
(Xt)?i—oo'
By stationarity, for any t € N,
t—1

Epe |C(Xi-1,X1) H(l —q(Xy))| =Eps [C( X1, Xi)(1 — ¢(X1))...(1 — ¢(X0))]
i=0

=Ep. [C(X-1,X0)(1 = ¢(X-1))...(1 = g(X—y))]




By the conditions of the lemma, E[C(X_1, X()!] < 0o, so by Jensen’s inequality
(and the fact that 1/1I" <1, where 1/l + 1/I' = 1), it suffices to show that

1:[(1 - q(Xi))ll] = 0.

T—oo

T
lim 771 Ep.
t=1

Note that, for any 1 < m < T,

T t—1 T t—1
r 3 |- | < e 3 |- a0 .

We now examine the term Ep. [Hf;é(l —Q(Xi))l’} for any t = gk and some
positive integers ¢ and k; if this does not hold, ¢ in the product is simply
replaced with gk(t), where k(t) is the largest integer such that ¢ > gk. Letting
Mj={jq+1,..,(j +1)q}, it follows that {1,...,t} = U¥Z M;. Thus,

t—1 [k—1
£ {110 - 900 | 22 I T 1 -

i=0 j=04ieM,;

<Ep; H H(I—Q(Xi))l/ )

_jGEk €M

where B, = {0 < j <k —1:jis even}. Observe that

IT ITa e | =ee || T] TT 0 —ax)" - I TT

JEE i€ M, JEEL ieM; JjEE ieM;
+E ] T]-
JEE) i€M;
<P(FjeEBw:U; 2U;) +E | [T [ Q- a(X)
JjeE ’LGM

<gk+E|J] J]T1-

JEE) ’iGM]'

10



Because of the properties of the process (Uj) PR

BT TT0-a&)"| < IT B0 - a(Xies)']

JEER i€M; JjEB

Noting that ¢t = gk, these results imply that

t—1

[T - q(Xi))l/] < Byt/a+ (Ep; [(1 - Q(Xl))l/D

1=0

t/q—1)/2
Ep, (t/q )/‘

Therefore, for any 1 < m < T,

Ty Bpy | TI0—a(x)" | < Z+T70 Y {Betfa+ (Be, [0 - a(x0)"]) 2
t=1 =0 t=m+1

By Lemma 1, 8, = exp{glog~}. This fact and the condition Ep, [(1 — Q(Xl))l/} <

1 imply that we can take, for instance, ¢ = t1/2 and m = /T, so that the RHS
vanishes as T diverges.

(2) We wish to show that

t—1 Pzt
[T —a(x2) 12]) < oo

=0

i (EPr

t=1

By our previous calculations,

B ([0 —q<Xz->>f—”a] < atfa+ (B; [0 - a0 )
=0

thus, it suffices to show that there exists a choice t +— ¢(t) such that Y2 {8,t/q(t)+

(Ep; [(1 _ Q(X1)>12lla}>(t/q(t)_l)/2} < co. Let q(t) = V/t; then as Ep. [(1 —q(X1))T

1 by assumption, it follows that the second term in the sum is finite. Since
t = Bynyt/q(t) = exp{v/tlogy}V/t is summable (note that logy < 0), the same
holds true for the first term.

2a
—a

<

O

11



SM.5 Proofs and Results for Example 4

In what follows €4, (M) and e, (M) denote the maximal and minimal eigen-
values of a matrix M.

Lemma 14. Assumption 2 holds.

Proof. For each s € S, we apply Theorem 3.3 in Douc et al. [2004a]. To do
so, we first verify their Assumptions 3.3 and 3.4. In our case, e ~ N(0, X(s)),
so their Assumption 3.3 is satisfied for any zp and ~y = 1. In their notation,
9(x) = pl(s) + ®Tz. Observe that [|g(x)|| < [l4(s)]| + Emar(®BT)][z]|. By
assumption, €,,q,(PPT) = < 1 and

()] < (1 = emaa(®2T))[J]|(1 — [[2]|7"?)

for all = such that ||z|| > Rp. Such an Ry exists because ||u(s)]|| is bounded and
emaz(®®T) < 1. This choice ensures that ||g(z)|| < ||z]|(1 — ||=||°®), which, in
turn, ensures the validity of their Assumption 3.4 with r = 1 and p = 0.5. By
their Theorem 3.3, Assumption 2(i) holds.
Assumption 2(ii), (iii) is satisfied because infye 4 Pi(s, 2, C) > [ infyea p(z,a)da

and, since A is bounded, it follows that inf,e 4 p(x, a) > exp{D+ (/)T Fa+Ga},
so the RHS plays the role of the measure w, which clearly is such that w(A) >
0. O

Let K = maxXses Supy(s)co eﬁax(Z(s)) and k£ = minges infy (5o €min(3(5));
M = MaXses SUP,(s)co |[1(8)[; M = supgpeg emax (PPT) and M = mingee emin(PPT);
Re = MaXses €maz (2x(5)) and £, = minges €min(X4(8)); M = maxges ||«(8)]];

M, = enae(P®l) and M, = ein(P.Pl). By the assumptions in the text,
R, Fox, Ky Ky M, M, M, , M, are all in (0, 00).

Lemma 15. There exists a C € [1,00) such that, for any (z,y) and any s,

In((y — ®Tz — u(s)) 27 V2(s))
<Cexp{—0.5x(||y|[> + M||||?> — 2v/31|||[||yl]) + £(|yl| + V][] |ym}

and

vy — ®Ta — u(s))2712(s))
>0 exp{—0.58(||y||> + M||||* + 2V D ja||[yll) — 7 (|[yl| + V||| ym}.

An analogous bound holds for far((y — ®Llx — u*(s))E;l/Q(s)).

12



Proof. We have (a,s,b) — py(a,s,b) < ¢((b — pu(s) — ®Ta)L~12(s)). Thus,
there exists a C' € [1,00) such that, for any u € RP,
In((u = p(s)572(s)) < Cexp{—0.5x]ju — p(s)|I*},
In((u—p(s)T72(5)) = € exp{—0.58]|u — pu(s)|[*},
nd K

€ (0,00) are the largest and smallest eigvenvalues
)ses in ©.

where £ € (0,00) a
within the collection (E( )
Observe that

[l = yI* < 2l + [yl + 2|z [[]]1l,
and, if [|z[| > [lyl],
lle = ylI> > (]| = [lyI)* = ll=]* + [ly]* = 2llz[ll|ll,

and the same for ||z|| < ||y|]-
Hence,

In((u = p(s)Z72(s)) <Cexp{=0.5x(][ull® + [|u(s)]]* = 2l[ul[[[1(5)[))}
<Cexp{—0.55]|ul|* + £||u||m}

and
I = pu(s)) =712 (5)) >0 exp{—0.58(|[ul|* + [|(s)|[* + 2[[ulllln(s)I)}
>C ! exp{—0.58||u||* — 0.55m? — &||u||m}
=C ' exp{—0.5%||u||* — &||u||m},

where T = sup,,()co maxses ||1(s)]]-
Observe that

lly — ®Tal[* <[[y][? + || @7 + 2/|®Ta]|[ [y
<lylf? + M]J|? + 2V ||| [y
and
lly — ®Tal|? >[[yl]? + [|@7|| — 2/|@T]|[[y]
>|lyl[? + MlJz||? — 2v/3|z]lllyll,

where M = supgeg €maz(PPT) and M = minge emin(PPT), which, by our
conditions, are finite and positive. Hence,

Iy — BT — u(s)) 57 1/%(s))
<Cexp{—0.5x(|[y||> + Mja||* — 2v/M|[[|||y]]) + £(||yl| + V|||

13



and

vy — @z — u(s))2712(s))
>0 exp{—0.58(|y||> + M||||* + 2V D |ja||[yl) — 7 (|[yl| + V||| ym}.

O

Lemma 16. Suppose there exists a | > 1 such that Ik < Ik + K, and [EM <
kM + k,. Then,

Ep. [exp{—0.51((b1—a1)||Y|[*+(ba—a2)[| X ||*—=2(bs+as) || X |[||Y [|)+L (bataq) [|Y ||+1(bs+as5) || X |[}] < oo,
where

a1 =k, by =&,
as =RM, by = kM,

az = E\/ﬁ, b3 = ﬁ\/ﬁ,

a4 = R, b4 =K,
as = ﬁ\/ﬁ, bs = E\/ﬁ.

Remark 5. Before going to the proof, we discuss the conditions in the lemma.
They basically require that the “spread” of the eigenvalues of the matrices
¥(-) and ®P* is not too large relative to the eigenvalues in ¥,(-). This con-
dition comes naturally since we are essentially requiring that the ratio of two
exponential functions is integrable with respect to a Gaussian measure. For
instance, if 3(-), 3.(-) and ®PT, ®,P] are matrices with eigenvalues bounded
between 0 < a and a + A, then sufficient conditions are given by [A < a and
[(2aA + (A)?) < a, which is equivalent to % <a. A

Proof. It is enough to show that

Ep, [T1(Y)]
EP; [T2 (X)]
Ep, [T5(X,Y)]

Ep, [exp{~0.51(b1 — a)|[Y ||* + (bs + ag)|[Y |[}] < oo,
Ep.[exp{—0.51(by — a2)||X|* + U(bs + a5)|| X||}] < oo,
Epy[exp{l(bs + a3)[|[ X[[[|[Y]])}] < oo

Il
3

For any d € {1,2}, suppose there exists ¢ such that [ Ty(b)p.(z,s,b)db <
o(x)Ty(x) for any z, and, for any v > 0, {x : p(x) > 7} is either empty or

14



compact. Then, for any v > 0,
[ Tutwtdn) = [ 1) <N Ta@wid) + [ 1) > 2 a(wp(do)
= [ [ ot@) <N Tup (o5 b)dbo(deds) + [ 1{p(e) > ) Ta(evlda)

gfy/Td(a:)y(dx)—i— sup Ty(z),
zip() >y

where second line follows because v is the invariant probability distribution.
Since {z : p(z) > v} is bounded and compact (if it is non-empty), Sup,.,(2)>~ Tu(z) <
M < oco. Choosing v < 1, it follows that [ Ty(x)v(dz) < % < 00, as desired.

We now show that [ T7(b)p«(z,s,b)db < ¢(z)T1(z) for any z. To do this,
note that

/Tl(b)p*(w, 5,b)db < / exp{0.51(F — &)||y||* + L + &)||y||}p«(z, s, y)dy,

and, by Lemma 15,

Pn((y — BTz — ()55 2 () <exp{—0.55,(||y]]* - 2¢ﬁuxuuym + &, ||yl [}
X By(x),

with By (z) = C, exp{—0.56, M ||z||> + £,/ M.||z|[m.}. Therefore,

f Tl(b)p* (SL‘, S, y)dy
B.(x)

< [ exp{0:5(5 — sl + 16+ w1} exp (0.5, (ol = 24/ Mol + .7 bl
- / exp{0.5(1(F — 1) — &) Iy + s\ Tl llllyl] + (5,78, + 17 + ) Iy .

By our conditions, I(k — k) — k, < 0. Hence, the expression above is an integral
of an exponential function of a quadratic form with negative leading coefficient,
and is thus finite. Moreover, after some algebra, there exists a finite constant C,

such that [ T1(b)ps(z, s, y)dy < CB.(x) exp{r, vV M.|z||/(=(I(F — &) — £.))});
we re-define the RHS as OB, (z) exp{Dk,\/ M.||z||}) with D > 0. Therefore,
the result holds with

2 > (@) = exp{~05(8, M, + (7 — £)|[o2 + (g, FL(D +77.) + 1(bs + aa)) ]}

15



As the coefficient ||x||? is —0.5(k, M, +1(K — k)), which is negative, the function
satisfies the required conditions.

The case for d = 2 is analogous and is thus omitted; for this case, we use
the restriction that [EM < [M + k,, instead of (K — k) — &, < 0.

Finally, observe that, if [ T5(z,y)p«(z, s, y)v(dz, ds)dy < C [ exp{c1||z||[}v(dx)
for some ¢; < 0o, then we can follow the same approach as before to show that
[ Ts(z, y)ps(x, s, y)v(de,ds)dy < oo. Observe that, by the same calculations as
before,

/Tg(:c,y)p*(x,s,y)dy
SB*(!E)/GXP{I(G:%+53)||$||||y|\ —05a(lly|? — 2V M[2lllyl) + £llylim}dy
<CB.(z)exp{(l(as + b3) +5\/ﬁ)\|x|\}

The RHS is of the form Cexp{ci||z||}, as desired. O

SM.6 Pseudo-True Parameter Set

In this Section, we present an example in which it is possible to characterize the
pseudo-true parameter set O, of Theorem 1. The example shows that for a sub-
class of the models in Example 2, namely hidden Markov models with covariate-
dependent transition probabilities, ©, can be characterized when the (misspec-
ified) model is a simple mixture. Specifically, we show that, even though the
mixture model misspecifies the dependence structure of the hidden state — and
thus of the overall system — parameters related to the outcome equation are
consistently estimated.

Example 6. Suppose the true model is a version of the hidden Markov model
of Example 1 with

Yy = p*(Se) + 0" (Sy)U,
Zy = ps + 0 Zi1 + o5Usy,

where (U1, Usy)) are iid. with zero mean and covariance matrix ¥ =

1 p* . : .
[ p pl ], and S; ~ Q«(Zy-1,5t-1,). The only additional requirement is
that the process (St, Z;): is stationary with invariant distribution vzg. Since
the focus of the example is misspecification of the Markov transition mechanism,
we also assume that the process for (Z;); is correctly specified. The researcher,

16



however, postulates a mixture model (with i.i.d. regimes) of the form

Yy = pu(Se) + o (St)et,
St ~ QE:

where Qy is parameterized as Qy(s) = ¥, for s € {0,1}, with 95 € (0,1) (see,
e.g., McLachlan and Peel [2000]).%3

The following proposition shows that, although the mixture model is mis-
specified, ML estimates correctly the parameters of the outcome equation.

Proposition 1. The choice ji = jix, 0 = 0y, and ¥ such that Qg = E,,4[Q«(Z, S, )]
is a pseudo-true parameter, i.e., minimizes 6 — Ep, [log Y ees Qa(s)a(s)f (%ﬂ ;
where f is the probability density function of Uy 1.

Proof. Throughout the proof, we omit the sub-index ”1” from the parameters
in the outcome equation to ease the notational burden.
Observe that H* is proportional to

[ 1 2ses Qg(s)a(s)™ f ((y — p(s))/a(s))
o /1 8 f«(y)

where

y = fuly) =Y Pra(S1 = )ou(s) 7 f ((y — pa(s)) /0u(s))

seS
and Pr, is the true probability over the hidden state, given by
s Pry(S1=s) = / Z Qx(z, 80, 8)vzs(dz, dsp).
S0ES

It is well-known that the minimizers of this function are all € such that

> Qs(8)a(s) T f (- = p(s)) /() = fu()-

SES

It is straightforward to check that by choosing ¥ such that Qg(-) = Pr.(S; = -)
and p = p, and o = o4, the equality holds. O

273F0r our results to go through, it suffices that a weaker condition holds, namely there exists
a ¥ such that s — Qz(s) = E,,5[@+(Z,S,s)]. The idea is that the parametrization is “rich
enough” to mimic the average behavior of the true transitions.
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Remark 6. This result may be of practical interest because it indicates that
dependence of the regimes in a hidden Markov model may be ignored if the
parameters of interest are only those of the outcome equation. Note, however,
that the result does not hold in cases where the right-hand side of the outcome
equation contains lagged values of the dependent variable. In this case, the mis-
specification of the transition function will affect estimation of all parameters.
Carter and Steigerwald [2012] make a similar point in the context of a simple
data-generating process with time-invariant transition probabilities. A

SM.7 Proofs of Supplemental Lemmas in Appendix
A.2

Proof of Lemma 5. For any a,b in S,

Py (Sm e — Xim)

P (Sz+1 =b| S = a,Xim) :ZCES = (Sz+1 —¢ S =a, Xim)

pé/ (leJrl ’ Sl-i—l = b, S = G‘7Xl—m> Q9 (le a, b)

>ces Py (le-u | Sip1=1¢,8 = G,Xl_m) Qo (Xy,a,0)

The expression Py (le+1 | Sjp1=05,5 = a,Xl_m> equals Py (XijJrl | Spp1 = b,Xl>
because of the Markov property. The latter probability depends on the tran-
sitions of X411 given (Xy, Siy1) and Spyq given (X, Sy) for each ¢ > [ + 1.
Since these are the same for the process with ¢ = 1 and ¢ = 2 and the ”origi-
nal” process” (Sy, X;)g2 it follows that the last line of the previous display

t=—m>
equals Prg (7717“1 =b|n,= a,X],m> = Pry (7727l+1 =b|ny =a, X{m), as
desired. n

Proof of Lemma 6. Throughout this proof, we omit the dependence on 6 in the
probability terms and on other quantities. For any a,c in S,

HPr (771,1+1 =-|m;=a, X]—m) —Pr (772,l+1 =-|lmi=c Xim) Hl
< HPT (771,z+1 =0 =0]n,; = a,Xfm) —Pr (772,z+1 =91 =0]|m,; =c, Xﬂm> Hl

+ HPI“ (771,z+1 =v=1|n,= G,X1m> —Pr (772,1+1 = v =1|m=c, X1m> Hl

=Termi + Termeo
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To bound the second term, note that
Pr (771,1+1 =qvg =1 = a,Xj_m> =Pr (771,Z+1 =y =1n,= aij_m>

x Pr (’Ulyl =1|n,= a,X{m) .

It follows that Pr (Uu =1|ny,= a,XZm> = q(X)) because, given Xim, U1
is drawn independently according to a probability function that only depends
on X; (in particular, it does not depend on 7;), and is given by ¢(X;). By
some algebra, the Markov property, and the fact that, given vl,f: 1 and
X! the random variable M1 +1 is independent of its past, it follows that

m?
a+— Pr (771,l+1 =-|vy=1mnm,= a,X{m> is constant (i.e., does not depend
onny; = a). Thus, a — Pr (771,Z+1 =-v=1|n,= a,Xim> is constant (i.e.,
does not depend on the value of a); since one can obtain the exact result for
c+— Pr (7727”1 = vy =1|m=c Xj_m) and, moreover, the laws for i = 1

and i = 2 coincide (see the proof of Lemma 5), it follows that Termsy = 0.
To bound Termy, it follows that from the previous arguments that

Term; = Z ‘Pr (771,Z+1 =s|vy=0,m;= a,XJ_m> —Pr (ng’H_l =s|vg=0,m2;=c, X]_m)‘
SES

x (1 —q(Xi))
<2(1 —¢(X3)),

and thus the desired result follows. O

SM.8 Proofs of Supplementary Lemmas in Appendix
A.3

SM.8.1 Proofs of Lemmas 7 and 8

In this section, we provide the proofs of Lemmas 7 and 8. To do this, we use a
series of lemmas which we state below (their proofs are relegated to the end of
this section).

Henceforth, for any j > m, let

7 ou 2a
(1—q(Xy)) 1]) ) (15)

2

o(j,m) = <EP:

where the constant a is the same as in Assumption 7. We also introduce the
following notation: for any 6 € ©, (2/,x,s) — T'(2|x, s;0) = Vylogpg(z, s, 2’)
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and (s,z,s) — A(s'|s,z;0) = VglogQy(x,s,s’). Furthermore, for any k > n
and any [ > m, let

k
gk, n,l,m) = Epy | Y T(X;|Xj-1,550) | X,

j=n

and Wy(k,n,l,m) = Epy | > A(S]Sj-1, X;j-1;0) | X,

j=n

To state the first lemma, for any k,T and X l’jfT and any 6, let

Api-r(0)(XF_p) =Pp(k — 1,k — T,k k —T) + Vo(k — 1,k —T — 1,k k —T)
—Bg(k—1,k—Tk—1,k—T) =Ygk —1,k—T—-1,k—1,k—T)
+ ®g(k, ke, b,k —T) + Uk, k, ke, k —T)
k—1

= > Epy [P(G1X51,55:0) | XE_r| = Epy [D(X51X;1,85:0) | X[~
j=k-T
k—1
+ Y Bpy [ASIS 1 Xi1:0) | XEog| = Epy [A(SUSI1 Xi130) | X[
j=k=T
Epy | D(Xk| Xp—1, Sk 0) | Xi_ T} +Epu[ (Sk|Sk—1, Xp_1;0) | XF_ T}
(16)

The next lemma is analogous to the results in Douc et al. [2004b] and Bickel
et al. [1998], and uses ideas of missing data models.

Lemma 17. Suppose Assumption 6 holds. Then, for any k,T > 0 and for any
e,
Vo log pi(Xe| Xp =7 0) = Apo—r(0)(XF_7)
0.5.-PV 21
This Lemma characterizes the asymptotic behavior of the score functions; in
particular, it shows that they are well-approximated by (A¢ —oo(64)),, which is

to be defined below, but at this stage is worth pointing out that it is stationary
and ergodic; this last fact is established in Lemma 19 below.

Lemma 18. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 6, 7(i) and 8 hold. Then:

24When there is no risk of confusion, we will omit the dependence of Ay ,_7 on the data
Xt
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(i) There ezists a finite constant C > 0 such that for any k and T > 0,

k—1 [k—T/2]—1
1Ak k-7 (0:) =Dk (Ol p2(pry < C [ max{ > o(G,k=T), >  ok—15}];
J=[k=T/2] Jj=k-T

(i)

=0.
L2(Py)

lim
T—o0

T
T71/2 Z{At’_m(a*) —Vy Ing;’(.‘-, 9*)}
t=0

Lemma 19. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2 and 5 hold. Then, (At —oo(04))52_ o 1S
a stationary and ergodic L?(P?) process (under PY).

Lemma 20. Suppose Assumption 1 holds. Then, there exists a finite constant
L > 0 such that:
(i) For —m < j < k and any 0 € ©,

| Py =, = Py(s; = x50 < Llﬁ(l — q(Xy)),
=

a.s.-PY.
(i) For —n < —m < j < k and any 6 € ©,

J
| Prisy = 1xE,) = B(s; = x| <L I (- a0,
a.s.-PY.
Proof of Lemma 7. Follows directly from Lemmas 18 and 19. O

Proof of Lemma 8. Lemma 8 is analogous to Lemma 10 in Bickel et al. [1998].
The proof follows by their Lemma 9, which in turn holds by analogous steps to
theirs and by invoking Lemma 20 (which is analogous to their Lemma 7). [

SM.8.1.1 Proofs of Lemmas

Throughout this section, in cases where the expectations are taken with respect
to P!, we omit the probability from the notation and simply use E[].
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Proof of Lemma 17. By [Louis, 1982, p. 227],
Vo log pf(X1 X;77:0) =Volog py (X[ 1:0) — Vg logpf_y (X 71:6)
=Epy [Volog pi (Xii_7s Si_730) | XE_1]
— Epy[Vologpf 1 (X;~1. S¢_1:0) | Xi—7l.
(Note that the expectation is with respect to S,’j_T, which takes finitely many
values; thus interchanging differentiation and integration is allowed).
Since pf(X§_g, Sf_130) = po(Xi-1, Sk, Xi)Qo(Xre—1, Sk-1, S6) xPf (X321, Si136)

(and an analogous result holds for p{ (X ,’j:clp, S,f:ilp; 0)), it follows that

Vo log pj,(Xk| X773 6)
k k
=Epy | > Vologps(Xj-1.8;,Xj) | Xj_r| + Epy Z Volog Qo(Xj-1.8j-1,5)) | Xi_r
j=k-T Jj=k=T
k—1 k—1
— Epy Vologpe(Xj-1,9, X)) | Xp7p| = Epy | D ValogQo(Xj-1,5;-1,9) | X} 7}
j=k-T j=k=T

k-1
A(Si|S1—1, X121 0) | Xif—T]

l=k-T-1

— Epy D(X5Xj1,8550) | Xp—p| — Epy
j=h—T

+ Epy [F(Xk|Xk:7175k;0) \ XllétT} + Epy [A(Sk|5k717Xk7159) \ Xllgch} :

k-1
Z A(Si|S1-1, Xi1-1;0) | Xllj—zl“]
I=k—T—1

The proof of Lemma 18 requires the following lemma.

Lemma 21. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 7(i) hold. Then, there exists a
finite constant C' > 0 such that:
(i) for any —n < —m < —m/ <1 <k,

Hq>9*(l7_m/ak> _m) _@9*(l7_m,ak7_n)”[12(15g) < C Z Q(ja _m) )
(it) for any —m < —m/ <1<k —1,

H(De*(l7_m/7k7 —m)—@g*(l,—m/,k—l m)HLZ(_i/) SC Z Q(k_17j) X
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(iii) for any —n < —m < —m/ <1 <k,
H\Ije*(lv_m,ak7_m) - ‘PG*(la_m,aka _n)HL2(P;’) < C Z Q(] - 1a_m) ;
(iv) for any —m < —m/ <1<k -1,

H\IJO*(lv _m/7 ]{Z, _m) - \1’9*<l7 _m/’ k — 17 _m)HLQ(Pf) <C Z Q(k - 17])

j=—m

Proof of Lemma 21. Throughout the proof we omit the dependence of EJ-] on
]59”* . Also, let L denote the constant in Lemma 22.
Part (i). Observe that, for any j < k,

HE [P(ijxj_l, Sj;0.) | Xﬁm} ~E [F(Xj\Xj—h Sj; 0s) | Xﬁn}

> T(XG1X 1, 0;0.){Pf.(S;=a | X5,) - Py (S; =a| an)}H
a€sS

< mane [T X1, 050 1| P (5 = - | X5, = By(sy = 1 x5, -

By Lemma 20(ii),

| B [P 11, 85:00) | XE,,] = B [D(XG1X51,8550.) | X, ]
J
<L max|[T(X;]X;1,a;6.)| :H (1—q(Xy)),

Therefore, by the Hélder inequality, it follows that, for a=! +b~1 = 1 (with a
as in Assumption 7),

i {E [F(ijxj_l,sj;o*) | Xﬁm] _E [P(Xj|Xj_1,sj;9*) | Xﬁn”
j=—m/ L2(PY)

< 30 [ 00501 X5] ~ B PO 1850 45

P— L2(PY)
1/(2a) y 1/(2b)
<L (Z Ep, [||T(X1]Xo, a; 9*)H2“]> > (Ep*u IT - q(Xz-))z”D :
a€esS j:—m’ i=——m
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where the second line follows from the triangle inequality and the third follows
from stationarity (Lemma 1). The fact that T'(X1|Xo, a; 6.) = Vg log pg, (X0, a, X1),
Assumption 7(i) and definition of p imply the desired result.

Part (ii). Follows from analogous calculations to those in part (i) and
Lemma 20(i).

Parts (iii) and (iv). We only work out part (iii) since (iv) is analogous.
Observe that

=\ > AOla, Xj1;0){ P (S; = b,Sj1 = a| X)) — Pf(S; = b,Sj-1 = a | XE,)}
(a,b)eS?
< > [[Ala, Xjo150.)|] (155;(5]- =b,Sj1=a|X",) - Pp(S;j=b,8-1=a| X*,)
(a,b)eS?
= > [|AGla, Xjo150.)|| P (S = b | Sj1 = a, X[ y) ’Pa”*(sj—l =a|XE,) = B(Sj-1=al| XE,)
(a,b)eS?

HE [A(Sj’ijIanflée*) | Xfm] —-E [A(Sj‘sjflanfUH*) | an}

where the last line follows from the Markov property of the model and the fact
that —m < j. Thus

|5 [ACS)18)1, X510 | XE,,] = B [A(S185-1, Xj130.) | XE,

< mabeA(b\a, Xj—1:0.)]|

[Py (Sjm1 =+ | XE,,) = P(8jm1 =+ | XE5,)

1
j-1
<L max ||A(bla, Xj—1;0. )| _H (1—q(X3))
where the last line follows from Lemma 20(ii). Hence

l

/

g=—m L2(PY)
1/(2a) -1 1/(2b)
<L| Y Ep [lIAGla, Xo; 6.)]1*] > <EP; ITa _Q(Xi))%]> :
(a,b)eS? j=—m/' i=—m
so the result follows from Assumption 7(i). O
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Proof of Lemma 18. Throughout the proof we denote |[.[|;2(pvy as ||.||f2. Also,
we use ¢ and ¥ to denote @y, and ¥y_, resp.

Part (i): Observe that ®(k—1,k—T,1,k—T) = ®(k—1,[k—T/2],1,k—T)+
O([k—T/2]—1,k—T,l,k—T) and an analogous result holds for ¥. Therefore,
by the definition of Ay ;_7 and analogous calculations to those in [Bickel et al.,
1998, pp. 1624-1626],

Ak k—1(0x) = Ak—oo(6)|| 2

<Dk — 1, [k — T/2), b k= T) — Dk — 1, [k — T/2), k, —0)| 12

1Bk — 1, [k = T/2) k= 1k = T) — ®(k — 1, [k — /2], k — 1, —00)]| 12

(k= T/2) = L,k =T ko k —T) — D[k —T/2) = Lk =Tk — 1,k —T)|| 12
Wk =1, [k — T/2), ko — T) — U(k — 1, [k — T/2), k, —o0) | 2

Ok = Lk —T/2k— Lk —T) — U(k—1,[k — T/2), k — 1, —00)| 2

Ok —T/2] — 1,k —T -1,k k—T) —U((k—T/2 —Lk—T —1k—1,k—T)|
Dk, kb —T) — (k. k, k, —00) || 2 + [0k, ey ey ke — T) — W(k, ki, k, —00)|| 2

8
= Z Term,.
i=1
Terms 1 and 2 are analogous of the form

|®(k—1,[k—T/2,k,k —T) —®(k—1,[k —T/2],k, —00)| 2

= Y Epy D(Xj | Xm0, 85560 | Xitql = Y Epy (X | Xjo1,85:6.) | X7
J=[k=T/2] J=[k=T/2] 12

form € {k,k—1}. By Lemma 21(i), for ¢ € {1,2}, Term; 3 (Z‘I;;[lka/Q] o(j, k — T))
Termy has the same bound by analogous calculations.
The Terms is of the form

[k—T/2]—1 [k—T/2]—1
Y Ep DG Xm1, 500 | Xigl = Y Epy IN(X5 | Xjo1,85:6.) | Xf 7]
j=k—T j=k—T 12

By Lemma 21(ii), T'erms = (Zy:,i/Tz}_l o(k — 1,j)). The term Termg has the

same bound by analogous calculations.
The terms Termy and Terms are of the form

Z EPV S ’S] 1, X150 ) | Xilp] - Z EPV S ’S] 1, Xj-1;0 ) | XT]
J=[k=T/2] J=[k=T/2] 2
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and by Lemma 21(iii) are bounded by C' (EJ (e—T2] o7 —1,k— T)) for some

universal constant C' > 0.
Finally, by analogous calculations to those for Terms, Termg is bounded

by C (Zy:,i/qgw]_l o(k — l,j)) by Lemma 21(iv).

Part (ii). By part (i) and Lemma 17,

T
1/2Z{At - Vologs{ (130} TS0 (0) — Bra(0),
L2 t=1
T [t/2]-1
STERD 9D WFTTREST) o ol
t=1 j=[t/2] t=1 j=0
By Kronecker’s lemma, it suffices to show that
t—1 [t/2]-
Zt‘l/Q Z (7,0) and Zt‘1/2 Qt ) (17)
=[t/2] j=0
1—a

are bounded uniformly in T, where, recall, o(j, k) = (E [H p(1—q(X;))T GD e

Moreover, j +— o(j, k) is non-increasing and k — o(j, k) is non-decreasing
since 1 — ¢(-) < 1. By Assumption 8, (o(j,0)); is p-summable with p < 2/3,
thus lim; oo 0(4,0)Pj = 0 (if not, then o(j,0) > ¢/j/P for some ¢ > 0 and all j
above certain point and this violates the assumption). Hence,

t—1 t—1

1 t
0(4,0) < ,g/ 2 VPdy < t/2)t=1/p,
>oei0< Y s [ e s Tt

J=l[t/2] J=[t/2]

for all ¢ > 7 and some 7 > 0, and this implies that, for some constant const > 0,

t—1 T
Zt 1/2 0(4,0) < C(7) + const x Z %tlfl/pflﬂ < C < o0,
=[t/2] =1 P

because 1 —1/p —1/2 < =1 & p < 2/3 (C is a finite constant, which may
depend on 7).
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By stationarity of X>_ (Lemma 1),

[t/2)-1 ¢ = ¢ =
3, o0 = (2 |[[u-aon]) "+ (o[-
j=0 =0 i=1
+- +( (1 - (X))
—1
t 12aa t—1 2aa
(E [1a- ]) + <E H(1—q(Xi))12”aD
=0 =0
[t/2] 1 . e
+.. —I—(E — (X)) Te

t/2]+
Z (t—3,0)

7=0

Thus ZEZ%]H ot — 7,0) < Ztﬂ [+1 (t—;)l/P < f[i/2}—1 ul—l/pdu and by our

previous calculation the result follows. Thus, the terms in (17) are uniformly
bounded. O

Proof of Lemma 19. Tt is easy to see that A; _(6) is adapted to the filtration
associated with the o-algebra generated by X' . Since X is stationary and
ergodic (by Lemma 1), s0 is (A¢ —oo(64))52 O

t=—00"
To prove Lemma 20, we need the following results.

Lemma 22. Suppose Assumption 1 holds. Then, there exists a finite constant
L >0, such that, for any —m < j <n <k and any 0 € O,

max Hpé’ (Sj =S, = b, Xﬁm) 71 (Sj =Sy, =¢, Xﬁm> Hl < Lﬁ(l—q(X

pv
a.s.-Py.

Lemma 23. For any —m <i <1 <71 <n, let S| =(5,...,5:). Then, for any
0O,

Py (SilS], X" 1) = PY (SilSt X" 1) s

i.e., the Markov property holds backward in time.
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Proof of Lemma 22. Observe that, for any b, c € S?,

| P8 (85 =150 = b, X"5,,) = By (S) = 1S = e, X5, H1

— > (Sj = S50 =5, XI0) (B (S0 = 5180 =0, X5, ) = By (Sj31 = 5180 = . X%,,))

seS

1
<agjy1,5(X HP9 ( j+1 =[S = b, Xt ) N Pé/ (SjH =S =c, XE"”)H1

where the second line follows from Lemma 23 with ¢ = j, r =1 = j 4+ 1 and
n = k, and the third follows from Lemma B.2.1 in Stachurski [2009] and the
definition of ayg ;11 ;(X¥,,) in expression (12). Iterating in this fashion it follows
that

|25 (85 =180 =0, X5, ) = Py (85 =180 = e X5, )|| < 2T cwasna(X:

Thus, it suffices to show that g 41, (XE ) <1 - q(X7). Since
agr(XE,) =1- n(;ugl Z min{ P} <Sl =S = a,Xﬁm> , P} <Sl = 5'|Si41 = b, Xfm)}
7 os'es

(see [Stachurski, 2009, p. 344]), it suffices to show that, for any (a,b) € S?,
Py (Si=alSi = b, X5,,) = g(X)w(XL,,000a),

where (X", L .)€ P(S).

To do this, first note that Py (S = a|Sj11 = b, X, ) = (sl = alSi1 =b Xl+1)
by Lemma 23, and
) _ Po( X1, b, X141)Qo(X1, a,b) 9”( L1 S1=a)
ZSGSPQ(XU b Xl-i-l)Q@(Xla b) (X—m+1a Sl = S)

PY(XL, .0, S =a)
ZQ(XZ) (—,/ —;1 )
ZSES P@ (X—m—i—l’ Sl - S)

By (Sl = alSi41 = b, len}wrl

Py (Si=|XL,, 1)
Yses Py (Si=sIXL 1)
U

where the last line follows from Assumption 1. Letting (-, X! 1) =

the desired result is obtained.

Proof of Lemma 23. Throughout the proof, we omit 6 from the notation. Let
St = (5i 51,8141, -, Sr—1, Sr) and note that

il =
P@ (Xn ‘ S:l7erl+l) (S:PXimlJrl)

By (Xp |8y, X 0) Py (S), X700)

PH (S |Sl7 —m+1>
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by Bayes’ rule. By the Markov property, it follows that Py (X]} | SI,, X an +1) =

Py (X | Xr-1,8,), so

pé/ (S::Z’XC;LI-FI) — P:)GV (ST ‘ S;‘:Z_I’Xi:nl-i—l) ?QV (S;:I_I’Xi;l-ﬁ-l)
Py (ST, XT0) Py (Se IS8T X0 000) Py (ST X 0)

Péj (51‘5;7 Eerl) =

Observe that Py (S, | S]~1, X" 1 1) = Qo(X,—1, Sp—1, Sr), and thus PY (S;|X",,,.1,S)) =
Py (Siq X i)

Py(Sy X 0)

and, by iterating, it follows that

Py (Si, 81, XL ,,11)

BY(Si|ST, X" ) = b
o (SISE X omet) = B X )

- PHV <Si|Sl7Xl—m+l) )

as desired. 0

Proof of Lemma 20. Part (i). By Lemma 23 with [ =r =k —1, n = k, it
follows that

Pé/ (SZ|XEm+1) :Zpé/ (81|S/€—1 = 57Xﬁm+1> _911 (Sk—l = 5|Xﬁm+1>
seS

=) B (5i|5k—1 = 87X5;11+1) 1 (Sk—l = S|X5m+1) ;
seS

and similarly,
Py (5550 = S0 By (SiSics = 5. X550) BY (S = X551,
seS

Thus, by Lemma B.2.2 in Stachurski [2009],

|2 (55 = 1x i) = B (85 =1X550 )|,
< max Hpey (Sj = [Sk-1 = a>XE;11+1) — (Sj = Sh-1 = b’XE;}“) Hl

k—1

<L ] - ax)),

1=j

where the second line follows by Lemma 22 with n = k — 1. Thus, the desired
result follows.

Part (ii). The proof is analogous to that of Lemma 5 (third part) in Bickel
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et al. [1998]. By analogous calculations to those in part (i),

| Py sy = 1 X8, = Pr(s; = | XE,)

1
Sj=-|8_m="0,X") 1

<max | Py(S; =+ | Som = b, XE,) = Py (
—max || Py (S = - | Sen = b, XE,,) = B (S5 = | Som =¥, X5,

where the last line follows from the fact that, given S_,,, it is the same to
condition on X* = and on X* . The results thus follows from following the
same steps as those in the proof of Theorem 2. O

SM.8.2 Proof of Lemma 9

Proof of Lemma 9. To simplify the exposition, we present the proof for the case
where Ay o (04) (X% ) is a scalar; since the dimension of this quantity is finite,
the vector case follows readily from the results below.

Part (a) follows easily from Lemma 17 in the Supplemental Material SM.8.1.

For part (b), it follows from part (a) that At+j7_oo(9*)(Xt_té)At7_oo(9*)(Xioo)
depends only on (X,_z,...., X¢4;). By Lemma 1, (X;)2__ is f-mixing. Since,
for any fixed j, the o-algebra generated by (At —oo(6x)As —oo(6x))s<t is con-
tained in the o-algebra generated by (Xy;)s<¢, and the o-algebra generated by
(Agtj—00(0x)Ag,—o0(04))s>¢ is contained in the o-algebra generated by (Xs) > 7,
it follows that, for each 5, (Asij —oo(0x)Ar —0o(6x))F2_ o is also S-mixing with
mixing coefficients that decay at rate O(y"~2F) as n diverges through the pos-
itive integers; as L is taken to be fixed, the decay rate is O(y™). As is well
known, this result implies that the corresponding a-mixing coefficients (c, ),
decay at the same rate; i.e., a,, = O(y") for all n. ‘

Henceforth, let Qs oo(fe) = Apjoo(0:)(XT)AL oo (6:)(XE ) and
Qg —oo(bs) = Lyt —00(bs) — Ep, [Q4jt,—00(bs)], for any ¢,j. Observe that,
for any j,

T 2 T
Epy (Tl > Qt+j,t7—oo(9*)> =T'Y Ep, [(Qtﬂ; ,—00(9*))2]
=1 =1

T t—-1

+277 Z Z Epy [(Q1jit,—00(05)) (Qstjir—oo(64))]

t=1 7=0
:T_lEpr |:(Qj,0,—oo (9*))2}
T-1 ~

+2T7 Y (1= t/T)Epy [(Qrjt,—o0(62)) (250, -00(62))]
t=0
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where the last equality follows by stationarity. By Corollary 6.17 in White
[2001], for any m € N,

_ 2 — — _1
| Epy [€25,0,—00(0:)Qjtm,m,—o0 (0:)]| 3 (a0 ) 728 \/ Epu[(€,0,-00(0:)) 2 (B [[Qm,m, oo (0:) 7)) 7535,

for any j (the implicit constant in the display does not depend on 7). Thus, for
any j,

T 2
Ep, (T—l Z QH]-,t,_oo(e*)) =3 T—lEpf[(Qj,O,_oo(e*))Q]
t=1

#2073 (1= /T )20 By (@50 (0PN By [0 (62) 242]) 2529

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and sationarity, for any j,
— ) 2
EF’:[(QJ}O,—OO(G )) |3 EP: [AO,—OO(G*)(XgooylL

which is bounded by assumption. In addition, by similar calculations, it follows
that, for any j,

Ep (250,00 (0%)) 2426 Ep[Do,—00(8:) (X% )14,

which is bounded by assumption. Therefore, there exists a finite constant C
(which does not depend on j) such that

T 2 -
(T—l Z Qt+j,t,—oo(9*)) <o(Tr ' +or! Z(l — /T () 2+29).
=1 =0

As oy = O(~Y), it follows that -7 (1—t/T) () +2) = O <Zt L(1 —t)T)(y/(2+20))t )
Since v < 1, it follows that Z (1 —t/T)(y)??+29) = O(1), which in turn

2
implies that Ep, [(T S Qoo (0 )) ] < OT~!. Hence, by the Markov

inequality, for any a > 0,

<, max 1T ZAtﬂ oo () (XER) At o0 (00) (X2o0)T = Epy [A,—00 (02) (XL o) Ao, o0 (0:)(X2) ] Za>

L
Z Py <|T 1ZAt+J —oo (03) (X At o0 (0:) (X o)™ = Epy [A,—00 (0:) (XL ) Ao, —0 (0:) (X2 o) ]| > a>
which implies the desired result.
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SM.9 Proof of Theorem 5

To prove Theorem 5, we use the following results, whose proofs are relegated
to the end of this section. The following lemma shows that we can “quantify”
convergence in probability.

Lemma 24. Suppose a random sequence (X1)3_, converges to zero in prob-
ability. Then, there exists a deterministic positive sequence (r7)3_, such that
rr = o(1) and, for any € > 0, there exists T, such that

Pr(|Xp| > rp) <e,
for all T > T¢. In particular, |Xr| = Opy(rr).
The next lemma presents some useful properties for the “score process”.
Lemma 25. Under the Assumptions of Theorem 5, the following are true:
1. ||supgeps,) [180,—cc (||| L2(pr) < 00 (6 >0 is as in Assumption 7).

2. Ao and At,—ooA(T),—oo are continuous in L'(PY)-norm, i.e., for any

€ > 0, there exists § > 0 such that

max sup  ||A¢ 0o (0) At —00(0)T — At — oo (80) At — oo (60) 7| <e
o ]llle—6oli<s Li(Pr)
and
w(d) = max sup  ||A¢—00(0)A0,—00(0)T — At — oo (80) Ao, —0o (60) 7| < e.
[[0—60]|<6 LY(PY)

3. There exists a constant C' < oo such that, for any t and M,

< COoM*p,
L2(PY)

sup Ay —oo(0) — A (0)
0€B(5,0+)

Moreover, by Assumption 8, p € (0,2/3) and thus the RHS vanishes as
M diverges.

Proof of Theorem 5. The proof has several parts and steps.

PART (A). We show that

T
177 Vilogp} (Xe Xg~! bu,1) — Epy [€1(62)]I] = 0p (1),
t=1
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We do this by using the triangle inequality and showing that the following
expressions hold:

lim
T—o00

1Z{V210gpt| ) = &(0ur)}

L1(Py)

(which implies convergence in probability),

1¥4n IZ{& vr) = &(0:)H] = opv (1),

and
[¢n 12& — Epy[£1(0:)]]| = 0py (1)

The first expression holds true because, by Theorem 1, for any § < §,
é,,’T € B(d',0,) w.p.a.l and, hence, by Lemma 8, the desired result follows.

Regarding the second expression, again by Theorem 1, éy,T € B(d,0,)
w.p.a.l. Thus, it follows that, for any ¢ > 0, there exists T'(¢) such that,
for any t > T'(e),

T T
Py <HT_1 > {&bur) — &0} = 6) <Py (IIT_1 > {&lbur) = &0 = €. 0,7 € 3(5',9*)> te
=1 t=1

SfilEpu

*

sup  [[€1(0) — &1(64)]]

0cB(8 05)

=+ 0.5¢,

where the second line follows from the Markov inequality and stationarity. By
Lemma 8, &; is continuous — and thus uniformly continuous over compact sets.
Since &’ > 0 can be chosen to be any number less than § (4 as in Assumption
7), we can choose it so that the first term in the RHS is less than 0.5¢. Hence,
the desired follows.

Finally, ergodicity of X2 (Lemma 1) implies ergodicity of (ét( D)2 oo
therefore, by Lemma 8 and Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem, [|[T—'S 7 &(6.) —
Epv[&1(0:)]]| = 0pv(1). Hence,

T
1771 Valogpf (Xul X5, 0u1) — Epu[61(0.)]]] = 0 (1)
t=1

With this result and the Fisher information equality (established in the
proof of Corollary 1), the result of part (a) of the theorem follows.
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PART (B). STEP 1 To prove part (b), it suffices to show that

| Epy[€1(0.)] = Hr(0,7)|| = 0py (1)

and
157(0.) — Jr(0u,7)|| = 0p (1).

The first expression was established in Part (A). Regarding the second ex-
pression, we introduce some notation. For any ¢,[,M € N and any 6 € O,
let

Qi (0) = A ar(0)(Xhr) Arar(0)(X3,)T,

where it is left implicit that this quantity depends on Xr_n;}({t’l}. Also, for any
T E {1,. .. ,LT},

0 — Arr0(0) = Z Qiyrt0(0

Recall that A;o(0)(XE) = Vep¥ (X; | X571, 0), s0 47.-.0(0) is the sample covari-
ance of Qyy740(0).
Given this notation, observe that

t—1

T
1ZEPV Q1000 + T {Epu [t —00(0:)] + Ep[Q1,—00(6:) 7]}
=0

t=1

The aim is to show that each of the summands above is well-approximated by
its counterpart in Jp. For the first summand, we show in Step 2 below that

T
17713 AQ00(007) = Bpe Qoo (011 = 0 (1).
t=1

Regarding the second summand, we observe that, for any ¢ > [,
Epy[Qu1,—00(0:)] = Epy[Q—1,0,—00(0x)] = 11-1(04)

(the first equality, which follows from stationarity, can be established by anal-
ogous arguments to those presented at the beginning of Step 2). Hence,

T
T Y B[00 (0:)] =T (31.(60:) + (72(02) +71(62)) + - + (yr(6a) + -+

T—

= (1= j/T)ys1(6:).

Jj=0

._\
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Thus, it suffices to show that

T-1 Lr—1
1 (1 =5/T)1(8) = Y (G DArg+1007.0)l] = 0py (1),
j=0 =0

the proof of which is in Step 3 below.

STEP 2 We now show that

T
177 {200 (B0 (XE) Aro(Bur) (X)T = Epy [Ar -0 (84) (XL o) At —oo (64) (XL ) THI = 052 (1),
t=1

where, by the definition of Ay rr, Aro(0)(X?) = Vglogpi(Xe | X571,0).
First, observe that

Epy[At—o0(0:) (X 00) At -0 (0:) (X o)) = By [A0,-00(0:) (X2 50) Ao, 00 (6:) (X2 10)T].

This follows from stationarity (see Lemma 1) and the fact that A _o(6) can
be approximated (uniformly in ¢) by A p(0«) (see Lemma 18). Hence, it
suffices to show that

*

T
1T Avo(Br,0) (XN Aro(By ) (XN = Epy[A0,—00(0:) (X2 00) Ao, 00 (0:) (X2 )T = 05 (1).
t=1

By Lemma 1, ergodicity of A;;—pr(6s) for any M follows. This, Birkhoft’s
ergodic theorem, and Lemma 18 imply that

T
1771 Aac(B:)(XLo) = By [Acc(8.)(X 2]l = 05 (1),
t=1

where, for any M € ZU{oo}, Anr(8)(X{_y) = Ao, -ar(8)(X{_y) B0 nr (O)(XL_ )"
Hence, in order to obtain the desired result it suffices to show that

T
1771 {Au(Gr)(XE) — Boo () (XL o)} = 05y (1).
t=1

In order to do so, by the triangle inequality, it is sufficient to show that

T
1771 {Ace(0:)(X! o) = Boo (G 1) (XL )| = 0py (1) (18)
t=1
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and
T — A~ — ~
1T~ {AGr)(XE) — Ao (Bur) (XL )] = 0w (1). (19)
t=1

Expression (18) holds by Lemma 25, the fact that, for any § > 0, HAT,,, €
B(6,60,) w.p.a.1-P (by Theorem 1) and the Markov inequality. Regarding
expression (19), by the Markov inequality and the fact that éTW € B(4,6.)
w.p.a.1-PY (by Theorem 1 ), it is sufficient to show that

IZEP” sup [|A¢(6)(X5) — Aoo(6:) (X[ = o(1).

*

i—1 0€B(5,0+)

In turn, the LHS is bounded by

-1 sup ||A¢o At oo(0s pv
;HQEBM* 1A0(0) = Ar,—oo(0:) [l L2 P2y

(I sup  [[Apo(O)|l[2pry + I sup  [[A¢—oc(O)[ll[2(pr))-
S 0€B(5

By Lemma 25(3), the first term in the RHS is bounded (up to constants) by
T-! Z?zl t'=1/P_ The second term in the RHS is bounded by Lemma 25(1).

Thus, under Assumption 8, the whole expression converges to zero and the
desired result follows.

STEP 3. We next show that, for any L = Ly such that limp_,., L = oo
and Ly(co(T~/?loglog T) loglog T + rr + T~ 1/2) = o(1),

T-1 Lp—-1
1) (1= 3/T)v41(0:) = D wlis DAz j41.00)]| = 050 (1),
=0 =0

where, for any 7 € {1,..., Ly} and any M <1,
0 — Y170 (0 - Z A7 (0)(X57T) Ara (0) (X )T

(recall that A;o(0)(XE) = Vep¥ (X: | X571, 0)).
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Putting 47+ = A7 r,—0, We have, by the triangle inequality,

T-1 Lr—-1

1Y @ = /T)v41(0.) = > wli, LA j41,0(01,)]]
j=0 j=0
T—-1 Lp—1
<Y A= 3/T)v4a004) = Y w(G, L)y (64|
j=0 j=0
Lr—1
11D wl, D) {1(8) = Ar 18 }]
=0
Lr—1 .
1) Wl L {Ar+1(0:) = Ar1 (1)}
j=0
Ly—1
+11 > Wl D{Ari+1.00010) = 1511 0) HI-
=0

We now bound each term in the RHS individually.
By assumption, for any [ > 0, ||7;(0«)|| < v(l) and thus, for any L,

T-1 L1 T-1
1) (1= 3/T)y1(0) = D w(G L)yia(8)1 <[ Y 1 (6]
j=0 =0 j=L

L-1
DA =5/T) = w(G. L)} (6]

Jj=0

<> o(j)
j=L
L—-1

DA = 5/T) = w(is L)}y (811
5=0

Since, v is integrable, the first term in the RHS converges to zero as L diverges.
Furthermore, since w(, -) is bounded, ||v;41(6«)|| < v(j+1), which is integrable,
and (1 — j5/T) — w(j, L) converges to zero pointwise in j as T (and thus L =
Ly) diverges so, by the dominated convergence theorem, the second term also
converges to zero as T (and thus L = Lp) diverges. Therefore, for any ¢ > 0,
there exists T, such that, for all T' > T¢,

T—1 Lr—1
1> (0= 3/T)v1(6) = > w(, L)y (0] < e
j=0 Jj=0

37



We now consider
) L—1 T—j '
P wl, DT ™ Avk—oo (0)(XTD) Ay oo (02)(XE )T = 75(0)}] = 6
=0 t=1

for any & > 0. Since S22 =0 ' w(j, L) < L, it follows that this expression is bounded
above by

]6{07 7LT}

< max [|T~ ZAt+J, (XED) A oo (0:) (XL o) T = ()] = 5/L) :

By similar arguments to those presented in Step 2 and Birkhoff’s ergodic theo-
rem, it follows that, for each L,

—J
o (T30 A oo (B (XD Ay ae (B.) (XL o) =2 (00)]| = 0 (1)
2

By Lemma 24, for each L, there exists a positive sequence (r7)7 such that rp =

o(1) and P (majeqo oy T S5 At oo (B:)(XH ) Ay oo (B)(XE )T = 56| > 1) =
o(1). Thus, by setting 6 = 2rpL , it follows that, for any ¢ > 0, there exists T
such that, for all T' > T,

_ T—j '
PY D @l AT 7Aoo (0 (XD A oo (0:) (XL o) = 75(0:)}|| = 27 L | <.
j= t=1

By Theorem 4, HA,,,T € B(T-'?loglogT,6,) w.p.a.1-P”. Hence, for any
€ > 0 there exists T, such that for, all T" > T¢,

P/ w( D) {Ar+1(02) = Amj41(0u1) | > Les(T~/? loglog T) log log T

<P/ sup 1 " w( I{Amj41(0+) — A7, 11(0)}| > Les(T~ '/ loglog T) loglog T
0cB(T~1/21loglog T,0+) =0

+ PY(0,7 ¢ B(T"'/*loglogT,6.))
L—1

<P! sup > Wl DA+ (0:) = Ar41(0)]| = Les(T™? loglog T) loglog T | + .
0cB(T—1/21oglog T,0+) =0
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Moreover, by the Markov inequality,

L-1
Py sup > W DAT+1(6) = Ar41(0)]| > Leo(T~? loglog T) loglog T
GEB(T71/2 loglogTﬂ*) j=0
1 L-1
< — Epy sup w(g, D|Y7,5(0x) — 31,50
LTD'(Til/Z lOg 10g T) IOg lOgT P eeB(Tfl/Z loglogT,H*) ]Z(:) ( )H J( ) J( )H
1 L-1 ) .
< — w(j, L)E sy sup Aj _oo(0s) — Ay (0
L (T2 loglog T') loglogT]Z; 2 P HEB(T71/210glogT,9*)|| simoo(Be) o0

L— . -
- ijolw(j,L)w(T 1/210glog T)
Ls(T—1/2loglog T) loglog T '’

where the last line follows from Lemma 25 and A; _p/(0) = Ay _1(0) Ao — 1 (0)7
for any t € {0,...,T,...} and M € NU {oc}. Since Zf;olw(j, L)/L <1, the
last expression is less than e for sufficiently large 7. Thus,

L—1
Py @ D11 (0) = Ar a1 (Bur) Y| > Lés(T~/? loglog T) loglog T | < e.
=0

Finally, since, for any 7 € {1,..., L}, 0+ 47,0(0) = T~ S0 Aprr0(0)(XE) Aro(8)(XE)T,
by Lemma 25(3) (with M = t),

L-1 L-1

T—j
1> w( D{Ari+1(00r) = A1541.0000) Hipzpry 3 Y w(G, LT Y #1717,
j=0 j t=1

<
Il
=)

By the proof of Lemma 18, T-1/2 Z?:l t'=1/7 vanishes; thus, the RHS is of
order o( LT~1/?).

Therefore, we have shown that, for any ¢ > 0, there exists T, such that, for
all T > T,

T-1 Lp—1
Py <| Z(l = 3/T)vj+1(0) — Z w(g, L)’AYT,J'+1,0(9AT,V)|| > e+ LT(L%(T_U2 loglog T) loglog T + 2rr + T_1/2)) <,
=0 =0
where the € inside the probability arises from bounding || Zg:ol (1—3/T)vj+1(0+)—
Zf:To_ Yw(j, L7)vj+1(6+)|| and requires Ly to diverge. Therefore, by taking
L = Ly such that limy_, LT = 0o and LT(zb(T_l/2 loglog T') loglog T + rp +
T-1/2) = o(1), we establish the desired result.
[
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SM.9.1 Proofs of Supplementary Lemmas

Proof of Lemma 24. Since (X7)7°_, converges to zero in probability, for any
€ > 0, there exists T, such that

Pr(|X7| > €) <,

for all T > T.. Now consider the sequence ¢; = 1/2! for [ € {0,1,...}. For each
l, let T; be the smallest T'> T;_1 (T is set to 0) for which

Pr(|X7| > 1/2") < 1/2%.

Such T always exists by the definition of convergence in probability.

Next, we construct (rp)3_,. For any T' € {0,1,...}, there exists an [ for
which T) < T < T4, so set 7 = 1/2!. First, observe that for any § > 0, there
exists a sufficiently large T for which the corresponding [ is such that 1/2! < §.
Thus, r7 converges to 0 as T' diverges. Second, take any ¢ > 0 and choose [,
such that 1/2% < ¢, and finally, take T, = T;,. For any T > T, it follows that

Pr(|Xr| > r7) = Pr(|X7p| > 1/2%) < 1/2% < ¢,

as desired.
O

Proof of Lemma 25. We show that || supgeps,0,) [|20,—00(0)]l[| 2(pvy is bounded
(6 is_as in Assumption 7) and that A; _o and A _oAg —oo are continuous in
LY(PY) norm, i.e., for any € > 0, there exists § > 0 such that

w(0) = max|| sup  {As—co(0)At—00(0)T = Ar,—00(00) At,—00 (00) T} |12 (pr) < €
[|6—60]|<6
(20)
and

w(6) =max|| sup {A-oo(0)A0,—0c(0)T — At —00(60)A0,—0c(00) T H| 1 (pr) < €

b ll0-60l1<s
(21)
We also show that there exist a constant C' < oo such that, for any ¢ and M,
| sup Ay oo(0) = Aryonr(0)]] p2(pyy < CM'HP, (22)
0eB(5,0)

Moreover, by Assumption 8, p € (0,2/3) and thus the RHS vanishes as M
diverges.

40



We first establish (22). To do so, observe that, by inspection of the proof
of Lemma 18, it follows that the conclusion of that lemma holds uniformly in
(and also in t), i.e

i—1 [t—M/2]—1
Iosup Apoo(0) = AensOllrzery 3 D, elt=M)+ D ot =1
vepe0.) j=lt=M/2) j=lt-M]
(23)

By the definition of p and stationarity, we have that, for any j > k, o(j, k)
o =0 and thus 354y 000 M) < Tl /GG = (6= M)

Sty 1/ (@) VPdw < 2o (M/2) VP, and S0 2 o(t-1—4,0) < ST 1/ ()P <
f%p(M/Q)l /P, Thus,

<

I sup Av—oo(0) = Apemnr(0)l]2(pyy 3 M2,
0€B(5,0+)

as desired.

Since, under Assumption 7, ||supgepsg.) |[Do0,—n1(0)]|[|L2(pv) < oo for any
finite M, (22) implies that || supgepsg,) [[20,—00(0)|[|12(pv) is bounded.

We show next that (21) holds (the proof of (20) is completely analogous and
is, therefore, omitted). To this end, observe that

I osup Apoo(0) = At —cc(O0)lri(pey <l sup At oo(8) = Ao nr (0)]] 11y
[|6—60||<d 0eB(5,04)

+ 1l sup Api-m(0) — At,th(QO)HLl(P*V)
{]160—00||<6}NB(8,0+)

+| sup Ay —o(o) = Are-ar(00)]] 11y
00€B(5,0.)

=Termyn + Termaog v +Terms v,

where, for any t € {0,...,T,...} and M € NU{oo}, A _r(0) = At 1 (0)Ao,_p1(6)7.
We now bound each of these terms to obtain the desired result.

Regarding terms 1 and 3, by simple algebra and the fact that || supge B(5,6.)
oo for any M € NU {oo}, it follows that, for some finite C' < oo,

[ Ao~ ar (DIl p2(pry <
Termy g+ Termssn < Cl| sup (| -oo(0) = Aremar (0)][l| 2oy
0eB(5,0+)

and, by (22), the RHS is bounded by O(M'~1/P). Therefore, under Assumption
8, for any € > 0, there exists an M such that, uniformly over ¢, T'ermqpr +
Terms v < €. Henceforth, fix this M.
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Regarding term 2, observe that M < oo and that At,th is the prod-
uct of two functions that are comprised of M-term-sums of products of § —
logpg(x,s,2’), 6 — log Qg(z, s, x’) and their derivatives, all of which are con-
tinuous functions by Assumption 6. Thus, it can be shown that A;; s is
continuous, thereby implying that, for any € > 0, there exists some 7 (which
could always be chosen to be smaller than § > 0) such that Termg,yr < €.
This completes the proof. O

SM.10 Additional Empirical Example

In this empirical example, we examine the predictive ability of an index of
leading indicators for regime changes in U.S. output growth. The model, based
on Filardo [1994], allows for shifts in the mean output growth, and is given by

4
Y, = ,uo+u15t+z¢i(yt4 — po — p1Si—i) + 01U, (24)
i1
4
Zp = po + Z ViZi—i + 02Uay, (25)

i=1

with the hidden, two-state Markov chain (S;); being governed by the transition
probabilities

PT(St =S | Zy1 = 2,51 = 5) = [1 + exp(—as - ﬁsz)]_lv s € {07 1}» (26)

and (U, Ua,): postulated to be i.id. N <[ 8 ] , [ ; /1) ]) and independent

of (S;):. Here, Y; stands for the growth rate of total industrial production and Z;
stands for the growth rate in the Composite Index of Eleven Leading Indicators
(CLI). The data, taken from [Kim and Nelson, 1999, Ch. 4], are monthly, span
the period 1948:1-1991:4, and are transformed in the way detailed in Filardo
[1994]. Note that the analysis in Filardo [1994] is based on a slightly longer
sample period ending in 1992:8. The likelihood ratio test of Hansen [1992]
rejects the hypothesis that pp = py in (24).

We compute two sets of ML estimates: partial ML estimates based on (24)
and (26) (as in Filardo [1994]) and joint ML estimates based on the system (24)—
(26). Results are presented in Table 6, with estimated standard errors given in
parentheses. The latter are obtained from the “sandwich” estimator defined in
Theorem 5(b); the weights w(-, L7) are generated from the Parzen kernel and
the truncation parameter L is determined using the automatic plug-in method
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Table 6: ML Estimates (Real Output, Index of Leading Indicators)

Partial ML Joint ML
uo  -0.8567 (0.3257 ) no  -0.7892 (0.2786)
ur 1.3762 (0.3257) u1 o 1.3099 (0.2179) u2  0.0090 (0.0678)
¢1 0.1949 (0.0784) ¢1 0.1952 (0.0694) Y1 0.3769 (0.0490)
¢2  0.0802 (0.0540) @2 0.1278 (0.0493) P2 0.1891 (0.0538 )
@3 0.1094 (0.0602) ¢3  0.1161 (0.0453) s 0.0049 (0.0486 )
¢4 0.1229 (0.0611) ¢4 0.1169 (0.0484) ¥4 0.0570 (0.0515 )
ap  1.6311 (0.5351) aop  1.7158 (0.6145) o2 0.7729 (0.0437)
Bo  -1.0428 (0.7048) Bo  -0.8408 (0.4131) p 0.4498 (0.0345)
a1 4.3743 (0.6891 ) a1 4.1188 (0.7618)
B1 1.7669 (0.4805) 51 1.6020 (0.8209)
o1 0.6969 (0.0386) o1 0.6928 (0.0393)

of Andrews [1991]. The differences between partial and joint ML estimates are
not very substantial, a finding which is not perhaps surprising in view of the fact
that the estimated conditional correlation p is moderate (0.4498). Conventional
t-type tests based on joint ML estimates reject the hypotheses that Gy and
B1 are zero, suggesting that the lagged CLI has significant information about
the probability of switching between the two Markov regimes. Needless to say,
inference based on the partial ML estimator must be viewed with caution unless
p=0.

It is worth noting that, although partial ML and joint ML estimates of
the parameters are not substantially different, the inferred probabilities that
S; = 1, conditional on sample information available at time ¢, based on these
estimates are not always close. This can be seen in Figure 1, which plots the
difference between the inferred probabilities based on the two sets of estimates.
The estimated covariate-dependent transition probabilities based on the two
sets of ML estimates (not shown) are, on the other hand, fairly similar.
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Figure 1: Difference between the inferred probability of S; = 1 based on partial
ML and joint ML estimates.
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