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1 Introduction

Different regime switching models are in widespread use in economics, finance, and other fields. When
the regime switching probabilities are constants, these models are often referred to as ‘mixture models’,
and when these probabilities depend on past regimes and are governed by a finite-state Markov chain,
the term (time homogeneous) ‘Markov switching models’ is typically used. In this paper, we are
interested in the case where the regime switching probabilities depend on observed data, a case we
refer to as ‘observation-dependent regime switching’. Models of this kind can be viewed as special cases
of time inhomogeneous Markov switching models (in which regime switching probabilities depend on
both past regimes and observed data). Overviews of regime switching models can be found, for example,
in |Frihwirth-Schnatter| (2006) and Hamilton| (2016|). Of critical interest in all these models is whether
the use of several regimes is warranted or if a single-regime model would suffice. Testing for regime
switching in all these models is plagued by several irregular features such as unidentified parameters
and parameters on the boundary and is consequently notoriously difficult.

Tests for Markov switching have been considered by several authors in the econometrics litera-
ture. Hansen| (1992) and |Garcia (1998) both considered sup-type likelihood ratio (LR) tests in Markov
switching models but they did not present complete solutions. Hansen derived a bound for the dis-
tribution of the LR statistic, leading to a conservative procedure, while Garcia did not treat all the
non-standard features of the problem in detail. (Cho and White (2007)) analyzed the use of a LR statis-
tic for a mixture model to test for Markov-switching type regime switching. They found their test
based on a mixture model to have power against Markov switching alternatives even though it ignores
the temporal dependence of the Markov chain. (Carrasco, Hu, and Ploberger| (2014) took a different
approach and proposed an information matrix type test that they showed to be asymptotically optimal
against Markov switching alternatives. Very recently, both Qu and Zhuo| (2017) and |Kasahara and
Shimotsu (2017) have studied the LR statistic for regime switching in Markov switching models.

Regarding testing for mixture type regime switching, the existing literature is extensive, and several
early references can be found, for instance, in [McLachlan and Peel (2000, Sec. 6.5.1). Most papers in
this literature consider the case of independent observations without regressors. Notable exceptions
allowing for regressors (but not dependent data) and having set-ups closer to the present paper are
Zhu and Zhang| (2004} 2006) and Kasahara and Shimotsu/ (2015) who consider (among other things)
LR tests for regime switching. Further comparison to these works will be provided in later sections.

In contrast to testing for Markov switching or mixture type regime switching, there exists almost
no literature on testing for observation-dependent regime switching. The only two exceptions we are
aware of are the unpublished PhD thesis of Jeffries| (1998)) and the recent paper of [Shen and He| (2015]).
Jeffries’s thesis, which appears to have gone largely unnoticed, analyses the LR test in a specific (first-
order) mixture autoregressive model; we will discuss his work further in later sections. [Shen and He
(2015) consider the case of independent observations with regressors and observation-dependent regime
switching, and propose an ‘expectation maximization test’ for regime switching.

In this paper we consider testing for observation-dependent regime switching in a time series con-
text. Specifically, we analyze the asymptotic distribution of the LR test statistic for testing a linear
autoregressive model against a two-regime mixture autoregressive model with observation-dependent
regime switching. Mixture autoregressive models have been discussed for instance in [Wong and Li
(2000, 2001)), Dueker, Sola, and Spagnolo| (2007)), Dueker, Psaradakis, Sola, and Spagnolo| (2011), and
Kalliovirta, Meitz, and Saikkonen| (2015, |2016)); further discussion of this previous work will be provided
in Section 2. Motivation for allowing the regime switching probabilities to depend on observed data



stems, for instance, from the desire to associate changes in regime to observable economic variables.!»?

Following |Kasahara and Shimotsu (2015]) it would also be possible to consider the more general testing
problem that in a model with more than two regimes the number of regimes can be reduced. How-
ever, as even the case of two regimes is quite complex in our set-up, we leave this extension to future
research.

We consider mixture autoregressive (MAR) models in a rather general setting employing high-
level conditions that allow for various forms of observation-dependent regime switching. As specific
examples, we treat the so-called logistic MAR (LMAR) model of |Wong and Li (2001)) and (a version
of the) Gaussian MAR (GMAR) model of Kalliovirta et al. (2015) in detail. The technical challenges
we face in analyzing the LR test statistic are similar to those when testing for Markov switching and
mixture type regime switching. First, there are nuisance parameters that are unidentified under the null
hypothesis. This is the classical Davies| (1977, [1987)) type problem. Second, under the null hypothesis,
there are parameters on the boundary of the permissible parameter space. Such problems (also allowing
for unidentified nuisance parameters under the null) are discussed in Andrews (1999, 2001). Third,
the Fisher information matrix is (potentially) singular, preventing the use of conventional second-
order expansions of the log-likelihood to analyze the LR test statistic. Such problems are discussed
by [Rotnitzky, Cox, Bottai, and Robins (2000), and suitable reparameterizations and higher-order
expansions are needed to analyze the LR statistic. A particular challenge in the present paper is to
deal with these three problems simultaneously. Similar problems were faced by Kasahara and Shimotsu
(2015)), and inspired by their work we consider a suitably reparameterized model, write a higher-order
expansion of the log-likelihood function as a quadratic function of the new parameters, and then derive
the asymptotic distribution of the LR test statistic by slightly extending and adapting the arguments of
Andrews| (1999, 2001) and |Zhu and Zhang| (2006]) (who partially generalize results of Andrews). Our two
examples demonstrate that, compared to the mixture type regime switching considered by |[Kasahara
and Shimotsu| (2015)), observation-dependent regime switching can either simplify or complicate the
analysis of the LR test statistic.

We contribute to the literature in several ways. (1) To the best of our knowledge, apart from the
unpublished PhD thesis of |Jeffries| (1998]), we are the first to study testing for observation-dependent
regime switching using the LR test statistic and among the rather few to allow for dependent obser-
vations. (2) We provide a general framework to cover various forms of observation-dependent regime
switching, making our results potentially applicable to several models not explicitly discussed in the
present paper. (3) From a methodological perspective, we slightly extend and adapt certain arguments
of /Andrews| (1999, 2001)) and [Zhu and Zhang] (2006|), which may be of independent interest.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews mixture autoregressive models.
Section 3 analyzes the LR test statistic for testing a linear autoregressive model against a two-regime
mixture autoregressive model. Simulation-based critical values and a Monte Carlo study are discussed
in Section 4, and Section 5 concludes. Appendices A—C contain technical details and proofs. Supple-
mentary Appendices D-E, available from the authors upon request, contain further technical details
omitted from the paper.

Finally, a few notational conventions are given. All vectors will be treated as column vectors and,

for the sake of uncluttered notation, we shall write z = (1, ..., z,) for the (column) vector  where the

1See, for instance, [Hamilton| (2016), whose Handbook of Macroeconomics chapter begins “Many economic time series
exhibit dramatic breaks associated with events such as economic recessions, financial panics, and currency crises. Such
changes in regime may arise from tipping points or other nonlinear dynamics and are core to some of the most important
questions in macroeconomics.”

2More general models in which the regime switching probabilities are allowed to depend on both past regimes and
observable variables have also been considered, see, e.g., |Diebold, Lee, and Weinbach| (1994)), Filardo| (1994), and Kim,
Piger, and Startz| (2008).



components z; may be either scalars or vectors (or both). For any vector or matrix z, the Euclidean
norm is denoted by ||z||. We let X714 = 0pa(1) and X7, = Opa (1) stand for supye 4 [| X170l = 0p(1) and
SUPge [[ XTall = Op(1), respectively, and Apin(-) and Apax(-) for the smallest and largest eigenvalue
of the indicated matrix.

2 Mixture autoregressive models

2.1 General formulation

Let y; (t = 1,2,...) be a real-valued time series of interest, and let F;_1 = o0 (ys, s < t) denote the
o—algebra generated by past y;’s. We use P,_1 (+) to signify the conditional probability of the indicated
event given F;_1. In the general two component mixture autoregressive model we consider the ;’s are
generated by

p p
Yt = st (¢0 + Y by + 5’16t> + (1 —s1) (@0 +D Gy + 5’25t>7 (1)

i=1 i=1

where the parameters 61 and &9 are positive, and conditions required for the autoregressive parameters
¢; and @; (i = 1,...,p) will be discussed later. Furthermore, ; and s; are (unobserved) stochastic
processes which satisfy the following conditions: (a) &; is a sequence of independent standard normal
random variables such that ; is independent of {y;—;, j > 0}, (b) s; is a sequence of Bernoulli random
variables such that, for each ¢, P,_1(s; = 1) = ay with o a function of y, 1 = (Yt—1,...,Yt—p), and (c)
conditional on F;_1, s; and &; are independent.

The conditional probabilities a; and 1—ay (= Pi—1(s; = 0)) are referred to as mixing weights. They
can be thought of as (conditional) probabilities that determine which one of the two autoregressive
components of the mixture generates the next observation y;. In condition (b) it is assumed that the
mixing weight oy (and hence also the conditional distribution of y; given its past) only depends on p
lags of y;; allowing for more than p lags in the mixing weight would be possible at the cost of more
complicated notation.

We assume that of the original parameters ¢ = (¢g, b1, ..., ggp, 52) and @ = (@0, P1,-- -, Pp, 03) in
the two regimes, ¢q; parameters are a priori assumed the same in both regimes and the remaining ¢
parameters are potentially different in the two regimes (with ¢ + g2 = p + 2). For instance, one may
assume that qgo and Py are equal, or alternatively that 57 and 3 are equal. If such an assumption is
plausible, taking it into account when devising a test for regime switching will be advantageous (it will
lead to a test with better power). To this end, let 8 be a g1 x 1 vector of common parameters, and let ¢
and ¢ be g x 1 vectors of (potentially) different parameters. Then, for some known (p+ 2)—dimensional
permutation matrix P, (8,¢) = Pé and (B,¢) = P@. For simplicity, we assume that 5 and ¢ are
variation-free, requiring the autoregressive coefficients qgl, . ,qu to be contained in either 5 or ¢ (the
same variation-freeness is assumed of § and ¢). If there are no common coefficients in the two regimes,
the parameter 8 can be dropped and ¢ = ¢~) and p = @.

As for the mixing weight oy, in addition to past y;’s it depends on unknown parameters which may
include components of the parameter vector (3, ¢, p) and an additional parameter « (scalar or vector).
When this dependence needs to be emphasized we use the notation ay(a, 8, ¢, ¢).

Using equation and the conditions following it, the conditional density function of y; given its
past, f(- | Fi—1), is obtained as

fye | Fier) = a fr(B, @) + (1 — o) fi(B, ©), (2)



where the notation f;(53,¢) signifies the density function of a (univariate) normal distribution with
mean g + ¢1yr—1 + - + g?)pyt,p and variance 62 evaluated at y;, that is,

(3)

<f~>0 + leyt—l +---+ &pyt—p)>
01 ’

8.0) = (=
o1
with m(u) = (27)~ /2 exp(—u?/2) the density function of a standard normal random variable and
7 = 3.14... the number pi. The notation f;(3,p) is defined similarly by using the parameters ¢;
(i=0,...,p) and 75 instead of b (i=0,...,p) and 67. Thus, the distribution of y; given its past is
specified as a mixture of two normal densities with time varying mixing weights oy and 1 — «.

Different mixture autoregressive models are obtained by different specifications of the mixing
weights (or in our case the single mixing weight o). In some of the proposed models more than
two mixture components are allowed but for reasons to be discussed below we will not consider these
extensions. If the mixing weights are assumed constant over time the general mixture autoregressive
model introduced above reduces to (a two component version) of the MAR model studied by Wong
and Li (2000). In the LMAR model of Wong and Li (2001), a logistic transformation of the two mixing
weights is assumed to be a linear function of past observed variables. Related two-regime mixture
models with time-varying mixing weights have also been considered by |Gouriéroux and Robert/ (2006)),
Dueker et al.| (2007)) and |Bec, Rahbek, and Shephard| (2008) whereas |Lanne and Saikkonen| (2003)) and
Kalliovirta et al. (2015) have considered mixture autoregressive models in which multiple regimes are
allowed.

A common problem with the application of mixture autoregressive models is determining the value
of the (usually unknown) number of component models or regimes. As discussed in the Introduction,
several irregular features make this problem difficult and these difficulties are encountered even when
the observations are a random sample from a mixture of (two) normal distributions. To our knowledge
the only solution presented for mixture autoregressive models is provided for a simple first order case
with no intercept terms in the unpublished PhD thesis of |Jeffries| (1998]). As discussed in the recent
papers by |[Kasahara and Shimotsu| (2012, 2015) and the references therein, some of the difficulties
involved stem from properties of the normal distribution.

The difficulties referred to above also partly explain the complexity of our testing problem and why
we only consider test procedures that can be used to test the null hypothesis that a two component
mixture autoregressive model reduces to a conventional linear autoregressive model. Following the
ideas in [Zhu and Zhang| (2006 and Kasahara and Shimotsu| (2012, [2015), we derive a LR test in the
general set-up described above and apply it to two particular cases, the LMAR model of Wong and Li
(2001) and the GMAR model of Kalliovirta et al.| (2015)). Next, we shall discuss these two models in
more detail.

2.2 Two particular examples

LMAR Example. The LMAR model of Wong and Li (2001) is defined by specifying the mixing
weight oy as
af = ozf(oz) _ exp(ag +1yi—1+ -+ GYi—m) ’
1+ exp(ap + a1yi—1+ - + 4 Yi—m)

where the vector & = (v, a1, . . ., ayy,) contains m+1 unknown parameters and the order m (1 < m < p)
is assumed known.



GMAR Example. In the GMAR model of Kalliovirta et al.| (2015) the mixing weight is defined as

any(Y;_q; Cf;) (4)

Oy = Oy (Oé, Qb, 90) = Cknp<yt—1; (5) -+ (1 — a)np(yt—l; ()5)’

where a € (0,1) is an unknown parameter and ny(y;_;;-) denotes the density function of a particular
p—dimensional (p > 1) normal distribution defined as follows.
First, define the auxiliary Gaussian AR(p) processes (cf. equation ([1f))

p p
Vit = ¢o + E Giv1—i + 0160 and oy = Qo+ E PiVat—i + O2ey,
i=1 i=1

where the autoregressive coeflicients are assumed to satisfy

p p
b(z) :=1— quzzl #0for |z] <1 and @(z) :=1-— Z@izi #0 for |z| <1. (5)
i=1 i=1
This condition implies that the processes v1; and v ; are stationary and that each of the two component
models in satisfies the usual stationarity condition of the conventional linear AR(p) model. Now
set Vit = (Umty - Vmi—pt+1) and 1, = (1,...,1) (p x 1), and let p,,1, and Ty, , signify the mean
vector and covariance matrix of v,,; (m =1, 2).3 The random vector v follows the p—dimensional
multivariate normal distribution with density

(w143 6) = (27) 7 det(Trp) ™ exp { =4 (14— i 1,) TT) (1 = 1) | (6)

and the density of vy, denoted by n,(va24; @), is defined similarly. Equation and conditions f@
define the (two component) GMAR model (condition () is part of the definition of the model because
it is used to define the mixing weights).

3 Test procedure

We now consider a test procedure of the null hypothesis that a two component mixture autoregressive
model reduces to a conventional linear autoregressive model.

3.1 The null hypothesis and the LR test statistic

We denote the conditional density function corresponding to the unrestricted model as (see ([2)))

f2,t(a767¢7 (P) = f2(yt ‘ yt—l;avﬁa (ba (P) = Oét(Oé,B,¢, (p)ft(67¢) + (1 - th(Oé,,@, ¢7 90)) ft(,B, (P>,

where we now make the dependence of the mixing weight on the parameters explicit. With this
notation the log-likelihood function of the model based on a sample (y_p41,...,yr) (and conditional

on the initial values (y_p41,...,y0)) is Lr(a, B, ¢, @) = Zthl li(a, B, ¢, p) where

Li(a, B,¢,¢) =log[far (v, B, b, p)] = log [ou(a, B, 0, 0) ft(B,0) + (1 — aw(e, B, b, 9)) fe(B,0)] -

3We have p1 = ¢o/é (1) and p2 = $o/p (1), whereas each of T'y, pp, (m = 1,2), has the familiar form of being a
p X p symmetric Toeplitz matrix with vm,0 = Cov[Vm,t, Vm ] along the main diagonal, and Vi = Cov[Vm,t, Vi, t—i,
i =1,...,p — 1, on the diagonals above and below the main diagonal. Similarly to pu1 and ps the elements of the
covariance matrices I'y , and I's;, are treated as functions of the parameters (ZS and @, respectively (for details of this
dependence, see Liitkepohl| (2005| eqn. (2.1.39))).




The following assumption provides conditions on the data generation process, the parameter space of

(Oé, B? ¢7 So)a and the HliXiIlg Welght ay (Oé, /87 ¢7 (70)

Assumption 1.

(i) The yi’s are generated by a stationary linear Gaussian AR(p) model with (the true but unknown)
pammeter value gi) an interior point of ®, a compact subset of {(;5 ((j)o, (;31, ceey ¢p, %) € RPH2 .
qbo eR; 1 - i:1 qbl 75 0 for |z2| <1;6 52 € € (0,00)}.

(ii) The parameter space of (o, 3, d, ) is A x B x & x &, where A is a compact subset of R* and B
and ® are those compact subsets of R1 and R%, respectively, that satisfy (5,¢) € B x ® if and
only if P~Y(3,¢) € ® (here P is as in the third paragraph of Section 2.1).

(iii) For allt and all (o, B, ¢, ) € AXBXx® XD, the mizing weight oy (o, B, ¢, ), is 0(yi—1)—measurable
(with o(y;—1) denoting the o—algebra generated by y;—1) and satisfies oy (o, B, ¢, @) € (0,1).

As our interest is to study the asymptotic null distribution of the LR test statistic, Assumption
1(i) requires the data to be generated by a stationary linear Gaussian AR(p) model. Assuming a
compact parameter space in Assumptions 1(i) and (ii) is a standard requirement which facilitates
proofs. Assumption 1(ii) accommodates to the main cases of interest, namely = bo, B = (q}l, e ,qu),
= &2, or any combination of these.?

Assumption 1(iii) implies that our two-component mixture autoregressive model reduces to a linear
autoregression only when ¢ = ¢, regardless of the values of @ € A and 8 € B. The null hypothesis to
be tested is therefore ¢ = ¢ and the alternative is ¢ # ¢ or, more precisely,

Hy:(¢,0) € (®@x®)°, acA BeB vs. Hi:(do) e (@xd)\(®xd)° aecA,peB,

where
(©x 2)° ={(¢,0) €D X P: ¢ =}

Note that under the null hypothesis the parameter « vanishes from the likelihood function and is
therefore unidentified.

Let f2(¢) :== fO®ys | y,_1;¢) and L%((ﬁ) denote the conditional density and log-likelihood corre-
sponding to the restricted model, that is,

T

F(8) = farla, 8,0,0) = fu($) and LG() =D 1)(¢) with [)(§) =log[fi(¢)]

t=1

(here the superscript 0 refers to the model restricted by the null hypothesis). Note that these quantities
are obtained from a linear Gaussian AR(p) model. As f.(a, 5%, ¢*, ¢*) = fi(¢*) for any a € A, in the
unrestricted model the parameter vector («, 5%, ¢*, ¢*) corresponds to the true model for any « € A.

As already indicated, Assumption 1(iii) implies that the restriction ¢ = ¢ is the only possibility to
formulate the null hypothesis. However, this is not necessarily the case if (against Assumption 1(iii))
the mixing weight o (o, 3, ¢, p) were allowed to take the boundary values zero and one. Of our two
examples this would be possible for the GMAR model of |Kalliovirta et al.| (2015) but not for the LMAR
model of Wong and Li| (2001)). In the GMAR model oy («, 3, ¢, ) takes the boundary values zero and
one when the parameter a takes these values (see Section 2.2). In both cases a linear autoregression
results and either the parameter ¢ or ¢ is unidentified (see (2)) (the MAR model of [Wong and Li

4Note that assuming the autoregressive parameters ¢ and ¢ to have a common parameter space is made for simplicity
and could be relaxed; for an example where such a relaxation would be needed, see the ACR model of Bec et al.| (2008]).



(2000) provides a similar example). It would be possible to obtain tests for the GMAR model by using
the null hypotheses which specifies &« = 0 or & = 1. However, as in |[Kasahara and Shimotsu (2012)
(see also Kasahara and Shimotsu| (2015)), this approach would require rather restrictive assumptions
and would also lead to very complicated derivations.> Therefore, we will not consider this option.

As the parameter « is unidentified under the null hypothesis, the appropriate likelihood ratio type
test statistic is

LRy = sup LRy (o),
acA

where, for each fixed o € A,

LRT (O[) = 2[ sup LT(aa B) ¢7 QO) — Sup L%(gg)]
(B,,0)EBXPXD ped

To obtain an operational test statistic let, for each fixed o € A, (BTQ, qum Y1) denote an (approx-
imate) unrestricted maximum likelihood (ML) estimator of the parameter vector (53, ¢, ). We make
the following assumption.

Assumption 2. The unrestricted ML estimator satisfies the following conditions:

(i) LT(CV, BTO!? &Ton @Toz) - Sup(ﬁ,(ﬁ,(p)eBX{)X{) LT(OZ, ﬁa ¢7 SO) + OpOc(l);
(11) (BTOU QASTOU @Ta) = (B*a gb*, gb*) + Opa(l)'

Assumption 2(i) means that (BTa, AT, $T¢) is assumed to maximize the likelihood function only
asymptotically. This assumption is technical and made for ease of exposition (see Andrews| (1999) and
Zhu and Zhang| (2006) for similar assumptions in related problems). Assumption 2(ii) is a high level
condition on (uniform) consistency of the ML estimator and is analogous to Assumption 1 of |Andrews
(2001)). It has to be verified on a case by case basis (this is exemplified below for the LMAR model
and GMAR model).

As for the term sup; g L9(¢) in the LR test statistic, note that L(¢) is the (conditional) log-

likelihood function of a linear Gaussian AR(p) model. Let ¢ denote an (approximate) maximum

likelihood estimator of the parameters of a linear Gaussian AR(p) model, that is, o satisfies’

L9(67) = sup LH(8) + 0,(1) and o7 = ¢ + 0,(1).
ped

Noting that Lz (a, 8%, ¢*, ¢*) = LY.(¢*) for any a now allows us to write LRy () as

LRy (0) = 2[L1(0, Bras e, $1a) — L1l 8%, 6%, 6%)] — 2[L%(dr) — L)) + opa(1).  (7)
The analysis of the second term on the right hand side is standard while dealing with the first term is
more demanding requiring a substantial amount of preparation.
3.1.1 Examples (continued)

LMAR Example. In the LMAR example, we assume there are no common parameters in the
two regimes so that the parameter 3 is omitted, ¢ = ¢, o =¢,q =0, and go = p + 2. To satisfy

®See, for instance, the remarks following Proposition 5 in [Kasahara and Shimotsu| (2012) or property (a) on p. 1633
of [Kasahara and Shimotsu (2015).

%Note that the parameter space for q~§ is the compact set ® and not the entire stationarity region of a (causal) linear
AR(p) model. Asymptotically, also the OLS estimator can be used.



conditions (ii) and (iii) in Assumption 1, A can be any compact subset of {(ag, a1, ..., qy) € R™T!:
(a1,...,0am) # (0,...,0)} where 1 < m < p. This ensures that the mixing weight o is not equal to
a constant. For the verification of Assumption 2(ii), see Appendix B.

When m = 0, the mixing weight o (and hence 1—a}) is constant and the LMAR model reduces to
the MAR model of [Wong and Li (2000). In this special case our testing problem requires different and
more complicated analyses than in the ‘real’ LMAR case where m > 1 and (aq,...,a.) # (0,...,0)
(we shall discuss this point more later). Therefore, the conditions m > 1 and («q, ..., am) # (0,...,0)
will be assumed in the sequel. A similar restriction is made by |Jeffries (1998) in his (first-order) logistic
mixture autoregressive model to facilitate the derivation of the LR test (see the hypotheses at the end
of p. 95 and the following discussion, as well as the end of p. 110).

GMAR Example. The GMAR model exemplifies the setting with common coefficients by assuming
that the intercept terms in the two regimes are the same (note that this still allows for different means
in the two regimes). As will be discussed in more detail in Section 3.3.1, this assumption is partly due
to the fact that otherwise the derivation of the LR test would become extremely complicated. Hence,
in this example 8 = ¢g (= @o), ¢ = (¢1, . .. ,d;p,éf), 0= (1, ,Pp,03),q1=1,and gg =p+ 1. To
satisfy Assumptions 1(ii) and (iii) the parameter space A of « can be any compact and convex subset
of (0,1) (this also rules out the possibility that & = 0 or o = 1 discussed after Assumption 1). For the
verification of Assumption 2(ii), see Appendix C.

It may be worth noting that there are cases where the mixing weight af is time invariant and
equals «. If this happens the GMAR model reduces to the MAR model of [Wong and Li| (2000).7
However, unlike in the case of the LMAR model this fact does not complicate the derivation of our
test. The reason seems to be that in the GMAR model the reduction occurs only for certain values of
the parameters qg and ¢ whereas in the LMAR model it occurs for all values of (;3 and @.

3.2 Reparameterized model

In standard testing problems the derivation of the asymptotic distribution of the LR test would rely
on a quadratic expansion of the log-likelihood function Lp(«, 8, ¢, p) = ZZ;I li(a, B, p,p); when the
parameter « is not identified under the null hypothesis, the relevant derivatives in this expansion would
be with respect to (3, ¢, p) for fixed values of a € A. In problems with a singular information matrix it
turns out to be convenient to follow Rotnitzky et al. (2000)) and Kasahara and Shimotsu, (2012, |2015])
and employ an appropriately reparameterized model.

The employed reparameterization is model specific and aims to have two conveniences. First,
it transforms the null hypothesis ¢ = ¢ into a point null hypothesis where some components of
the parameter vector are restricted to zero and the rest are left unrestricted. Second, and more
importantly, it simplifies derivations in cases where the conventional quadratic expansion of the log-
likelihood function breaks down because, under the null hypothesis, the scores of the parameters
(B, ¢, ) are linearly dependent and, consequently, the (Fisher) information matrix is singular. As will
be seen later, this is the case for the GMAR model of Kalliovirta et al. (2015 but not for the LMAR
model of [Wong and Li| (2001]).

General requirements for the reparameterization are described in the following assumption. Only
the parameters restricted by the null hypothesis, ¢ and ¢, are reparameterized. The examples in this
and the following subsection illustrate how the reparameterization could be chosen.

5 "An example is when p = 1, ¢o = @o = 0, and 531/(1 — é%) = 53/(1 — ¢?) where the last equality can hold even if
(¢,57) is different from (@, 53).



Assumption 3.

(i) For every a € A, the mapping (7, @) = mao (¢, @) from ® x ® to I, is one-to-one with w4 and w1
contINuoOUS.

(ii) For every a € A, mo((® x ®)°) = ® x {0} and 7. (¢*, ¢*) = (7%,0) := (¢*,0).
(111) (BTOU TTa, @Ta) = (5*7 71‘*, 0) + Opa(l); where (7ATTa> @Ta) = ﬂa(ﬁng @Toz)-

We sometimes refer to the reparameterization described in Assumption[3|as the ‘r-parameterization’
and the original reparameterization as the ‘¢-parameterization’. Note that the transformed parameters
7 and w generally depend on « but, for brevity, we suppress this dependence from the notation. The
parameter space of (7, @) also depends on « and is given, for any o € A, by

I, = {(m,@) € R*® : (1, w) = wa(p, ) for some (¢, p) € & x B}.

By Assumption ii), the null hypothesis ¢ = ¢ can be equivalently written as @w = 0 or, more precisely,
as

Hy:me®, w=0,acA, B vs Hy:(m,w)ell,\ (®x{0}), a €A, peB.

Note that under Hy, the parameters 8 and 7 are identified, but « is not. As for Assumption (iii),
it is a high level condition similar to Assumption (ii) from which it can be derived with appropriate
additional assumptions. A simple Lipschitz condition similar to|Andrews| (1992, Assumption SE-1(b)),
given in Lemma in Appendix A, is one possibility.

To develop further notation, partition 7! (7, @) into two ga—dimensional components as w1 (7, w) =

1

an(m @), ;12(7r,w)), and define

(7,
fg,t(a7577raw) = fQ(yt | yt—l;a7/67¢7 SO) = at( 677‘- W)ft(,B, (ﬂ- w))—i—(l—a?(a,ﬁ,ﬂ,w))ft(ﬂ,7r;712(7r,w)),
where of (o, 8,7, @) = e, B, 7, (7, @), ﬂ'alz(ﬂ' w)) and the function fi(-) is as in . The log-

likelihood function of the reparameterlzed model can now be expressed as

L?(a,ﬁﬂﬂw Zlﬂ ,B,ym, ’(IJ (8)
where [ (a, 8,7, @) = log[f5;(cv, B, 7,w)], and in the m—parameterization equation reads as

LRy () = 2L (cr, Bra. e, ra) — Li(e 87, 6,0)] - 2(L3(6r) — LH(G)] + 0pa(1).  (9)

3.2.1 Examples (continued)

LMAR Example. The reparameterization we employ in the LMAR model is

(m, @) = ma(9,9) = (6,6 — ¢) so that (¢,) =m, ' (1, @) = (1,7 — ).

Note that in this case the reparameterization (via m(+,-)) does not depend on «, and the same is
true for the parameter space of (m,w). Verification of Assumption [3|is straightforward using Lemma
(for details, see Appendix B). In the LMAR case, the only benefit of the reparameterization is to
transform the null hypothesis into a point null hypothesis.
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GMAR Example. In the GMAR model our reparameterization is obtained by setting, for any
fixed a € A,

(7, @) = ma(9,9) = (ad+ (1 — a)p, & — ¢) 50 that (¢,) = w5 (7, @) = (7 + (1 — A}, 7 — aw).

Verification of Assumption |3|is again straightforward using Lemma (for details, see Appendix C).
In the GMAR model, simplifying the null hypothesis is not the only benefit of the reparameterization,
as will be discussed next.

As discussed before Assumption 3| the relevant derivatives when expanding Lp(«, 3, ¢, @) are with
respect to (5, ¢, ¢) and, in the GMAR case, these derivatives are linearly dependent under the null hy-
pothesis. To see this and how the reparameterization affects this feature, note first that straightforward
differentiation yields

Vs fi(B,¢) avdxft(ﬁ,éf)) (1-a)
fiB0) " fi(B9) fi(B,¢)

where the null hypothesis ¢ = ¢ is imposed and V denotes differentiation with respect to the indicated
parameters. As (fi(3,0)) "'V (.4 ft(B,¢) is the score vector obtained from a linear Gaussian AR (p)
model, it is clear that the covariance matrix of the (2p + 3)-dimensional vector V3 4 ,\li(a, 8, ¢, ¢),

V5.0l 5. 6,6) = (a Vo5, ¢>> |

and hence the (Fisher) information matrix, is singular with rank p + 2. In contrast to the above, in
the m—parameterization the score vector is given by (see Supplementary Appendix C)

vﬁft(ﬁvﬂ-) vﬂft(/ﬁaﬂ-) 0 )
B fBm) P

when the null hypothesis w = 0 is imposed. Now the score of w is identically zero so that the

Vgl (a,B8,m,0) = <

reparameterization simplifies linear dependencies of the scores which turns out to be very useful in
subsequent asymptotic analyses.

3.3 Quadratic expansion of the (reparameterized) log-likelihood function

As alluded to above, in standard testing problems the asymptotic analysis of a LR test statistic is
based on a second order Taylor expansion of the (average) log-likelihood function around the true
parameter value. An essential assumption here is positive definiteness of the (limiting) information
matrix but, as illustrated in the previous section, this assumption does not necessarily hold in our
testing problem due to linear dependencies among the derivatives of the log-likelihood function. As in
Rotnitzky et al. (2000), Zhu and Zhang (2006), and Kasahara and Shimotsu| (2012} [2015)), we therefore
consider a quadratic expansion of the log-likelihood function that is not based on a second order Taylor
expansion but (possibly) on a higher order Taylor expansion. The need for higher-order derivatives is
illustrated by the GMAR example: as the score of w is identically zero, the second derivative (which
turns out to be linearly independent of the score of (5, 7)) now provides the first (nontrivial) local
approximation for .

The following assumption ensures that the (reparameterized) log-likelihood function (8) is (at least)
twice continuously differentiable.

Assumption 4. For some integer k > 2, and for every fized o € A, the functions ay(a, B, ¢, @) and
w1 (7, @) are k times continuously differentiable (with respect to (83, ¢,¢) and (w,w) in the interior
of Bx ® x ® and I1,, respectively).

In our general framework the reparameterized log-likelihood function is assumed to have, for each
a € A, a quadratic expansion in a transformed parameter vector @(«, 8, 7, w) around (8%, 7*,0) given
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by

LT (o, 8,7, @) — LT (o, %, 7%, 0)

= (T72870) [T"?0(a, B, 7, )] — %[T”Qe(a,ﬁ, 7, @) TalT?0(a, B, 7,@)] + Rr(o, B, 7, ). (10)

To illustrate this expansion, suppose the information matrix is positive definite so that the quantities on
the right hand side are (typically) based on a second order Taylor expansion with S, and Z, functions
of (o, B*,7*,0). As already mentioned, this is the case for the LMAR model where (the following will
be justified shortly) the parameter 0(«, 8,7, w) is independent of a and given by (m — 7*,w) and,
for each o € A, S, is the score vector, Z,, is the (positive definite) Fisher information matrix, and
Ry (a, B, m,w) is a remainder term. As the notation indicates, these three terms depend on «, and
in general they may involve partial derivatives of the log-likelihood function of order higher than two
(this is the case for the GMAR model, as will be demonstrated shortly). Then it may also get more
complicated to find the reparameterization of the previous subsection and the transformed parameter
vector O(a, B, T, w), as the examples of Kasahara and Shimotsu (2015, 2017) and the discussion on the
GMAR model below show; one possibility is to consider the iterative procedure discussed by |Rotnitzky
et al.| (2000, Sections 4.4 and 4.5) (for a recent illuminating illustration of this approach, see |Hallin
and Ley| (2014)).

Our next assumption provides further details on expansion . We use = to signify weak con-
vergence of a sequence of stochastic processes on a function space. In the assumption below, the
weak convergence of interest is that of the process Sp, (indexed by a € A) to a process S,. The
two function spaces relevant in this paper are B(A,RF) and C(A,R¥), the former is the space of
all R*—valued bounded functions defined on (the compact set) A equipped with the uniform metric
(d(x,y) = supye4 ||z(a) — y(a)||), and the latter is the same but with the continuity of the functions
(with respect to a € A) also assumed.

Assumption 5. For each a € A, the log-likelihood function LT.(c, B, 7, @) has a quadratic expansion
given in (@, where

(1) for each o € A, 6(av, B, 7,w) is a mapping from B x I, to
O, ={0€R":0=0(«a,s,m,@) for some (B,m,w) € B x I} such that (a) O(c, B*,7*,0) =0
and (b) for all € > 0, infaeaInf(g r o)e BxITa:|(8,7m,m)— (8% 7,0)| > |10(a, B, T, @)|| > ¢ for some
0e > 0.

(ii) S7a = Zle St 18 a sequence of R"—valued Fr—measurable stochastic processes indexed by o € A;
Sta does not depend on (8, 7,w); Sra has sample paths that are continuous as functions of o;
the process T—Y2Sp, obeys T~Y2Sre = Se for some mean zero R”-valued Gaussian process
{Sa : a € A} that satisfies E[SyS.] = E[staS),] = Lo for all & € A and has continuous sample
paths (as functions of o) with probability 1.

(iii) Z, is, for each a € A, a non-random symmetric v X r matriz (independent of (B, m,w)); Ly is
continuous as a function of a and such that 0 < infyea Amin(Za), SUP acAAmax(Za) < 00.

(iv) Rr(a, B, 7, w) is a remainder term such that

sup ‘RT(CV,ﬁ,’/T,W)’ —0 (1)
(Bom)E BTt | (Bim,)— (8% O <ar (1 + [ T20(a, B, m, @) [)2 °

for all sequences of (non-random) positive scalars {yp, T > 1} for which yp — 0 as T — co.
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Assumption (1) describes the transformed parameter 8(«, 3, 7, w), with part (b) being an identi-
fication condition. Assumption (ii) is the main ingredient needed to derive the limiting distribution
of our LR test whereas [f(iv) ensures that the remainder term Ry (e, 3,7, @) has no effect on the final
result. Assumption (iii) imposes rather standard conditions on the counterpart of the information
matrix.

As in |Andrews (1999, [2001), |Zhu and Zhang (2006), and Kasahara and Shimotsu| (2012, 2015)), for
further developments it will be convenient to write the expansion in an alternative form as

L%<O‘a B,m, w) - Lg(@,,@*,ﬂ*,())
1 1
_ 5Z/TQIOCZTa 3 [T1/20(a,/3,7r,w) - ZTa]/Ia [T1/20(a,ﬂ, T, @) — Zra) + Rr(o, B,m, @), (11)

where Zpo = Z; T~ 1/2S1,. Assumptions 5(ii) and (iii) imply the following facts (that will be justified
in the proof of Lemma in Appendix A): Zp, is Fr—measurable, independent of (3, 7, @), continuous
as a function of o with probability 1, and Zre = Z, where the mean zero R"—valued Gaussian process
Zo = IS, satisties E[Z,2"] = Z;! for all @ € A and has continuous sample paths (as functions of
a) with probability 1.

3.3.1 Examples (continued)

LMAR Example. For the LMAR model, expansion (10 (with the unnecessary 8 being dropped
everywhere) is obtained from a standard second-order Taylor expansion. Speciﬁcally, for an arbitrary
fixed @ € A, a standard second-order Taylor expansion of L% (e, 7, @) = Y. IF(a, 7,) around
(7*,0) with respect to the parameters (,w) yields

Li(a,m,w) — Li(a,7*,0) = (7 — 7, @)'V (5 ) LT (e, 7, 0)
1 .. "

+ 5(77 ™, @) V(ﬂ ) (mwy LT (0, T, @) (1 — 7", @), (12)
where (7, <7) denotes a point between (7, @) and (7*,0), V(7 o LT (a, 7,0) = EtT:l V(o) lf (o, 7%, 0)
and V(Tr =), w), Ta,mw) = Zle V%ﬁ @) (r w),l,’f (o, m, @) (explicit expressions for the required deriva-
tives are provided in Appendix B), and V and V? denote first and second order differentiation with
respect to the indicated parameters. Set 8(a, 7, w) = (r —7*,w) = (6,9) and note that the parameter
space O, = O is independent of o and contains the origin, corresponding to the true model, as an
interior point. Then define the vector Sr, and the matrix Z,, as®

T
* T (1 of oy S)
Sta = Vir oy LE(a, 7*,0) = M) Z ok ()BT L) 13
ra = Viem 00 = 37 (T -0 et (13
Vie(x™) V' fe(r) L Vie(x™) V' fe(r)
B[] —E (1= ar@) e e

It
V fi(n*) V' fe(n* YV fe(m*) YV fe (*
~E [ - af ) ] B[ - ot S

Adding and subtracting terms and reorganizing, expansion can be written as
L%(O{, U ZU) - L}(av 7['*, 0) = (T71/2ST04)/[T1/20<047 , w)]

S [7726(, m, ) T[T 00,7, )] + Braom, ), (14)

8In what follows, V fi(-) denotes differentiation of f:(-) in with respect to ¢ = (¢o, d1, ..., Pp, 73).
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with the remainder term

Rp(o,m,w) = %[T1/20(a,7r,w)]’[T_lv%mw)(mw),Lﬂa,#,z'ﬂ) — (=Z)][T*?0(0r, 7, w)). (15)
These equations yield the expansion ((10)) in the case of the LMAR model. For details of verifying
Assumptions [4] and [5] we refer to Appendix B.

As mentioned in the LMAR example of Section 3.1.1, the treatment of the special case where the
mixing weight a is constant is more complicated than that of the ‘real’ LMAR case. Indeed, replacing
the mixing weight af by a constant in the preceding expression of the score vector Sz, immediately
shows that the second-order Taylor expansion breaks down because, contrary to Assumption 5(iii),
the components of St are not linearly independent and, consequently, the Fisher information matrix
T is singular. Thus, a higher order Taylor expansion is needed to analyze the LR test statistic.

To give an idea of how one could proceed, we first note that the partial derivatives of the log-
likelihood function behave in the same way as their counterparts in Kasahara and Shimotsu (2015)
where mixtures of normal regression models (with constant mixing weights) are considered (see par-
ticularly the discussion following their Proposition 1). This is due to the fact that in the special case
of constant mixing weights the LMAR model is obtained from the model considered in [Kasahara and
Shimotsu (2015) by replacing the exogenous regressors therein by lagged values of y;. Thus, the ar-
guments employed in that paper could be used to obtain the asymptotic distribution of the LR test
statistic. Instead of a conventional second-order Taylor expansion this would require a more compli-
cated reparameterization and an expansion based on partial derivatives of the log-likelihood function
up to order eight. As most of the details appear very similar to those in|Kasahara and Shimotsu| (2015)
we have preferred not to pursue this matter in this paper.

The preceding discussion means that, in the case of the LMAR model, time varying mixing weights
are beneficial when the purpose is to derive a LR test for the adequacy of a single-regime model. A
similar observation was made already by Jeffries (1998, p. 80). However, this does not happen in all
mixture autoregressive models with time varying mixing weights, as the following discussion on the
GMAR model demonstrates.

GMAR Example. As alluded to earlier, in the case of the GMAR model the expansion ([10)
cannot be based on a second order Taylor expansion of the log-likelihood function. A higher order
expansion is required, and similarly to Kasahara and Shimotsu| (2012)) the appropriate order turns out
to be the fourth one with the elements of V3if (a, 5*,7*,0) and VI (o, 8, 7%,0) and the distinctive
elements of V o] (a, 8%, 7*,0) (suitably normalized) used to define the vector S7,. In Appendix C
we present, for an arbitrary fixed o € A, the explicit form of a standard fourth-order Taylor expansion
of Lj(o, B, m,w) = Zle 7 (a, B,m,w) around (S*,7*,0) with respect to the parameters (5,7, w).
Therein we also demonstrate that this fourth-order Taylor expansion can be written as a quadratic
expansion of the form (or (11))) with the different quantities appearing therein defined as follows.
Define the vector 6(a, 8,7, @) in (10) as

B—p
0(, B, 7, @)
O(a,B,m,w) = - —r 7
(o, 8 ) [ﬂ(a757 F,W)] (1 — a)v(w)

where 0(a, 5, m,w) is (@1 + g2) X 1 and ¥ (a, B, 7, @) is g9 X 1 with g9 = g2(g2 + 1)/2 (where ¢; = 1
and g2 = p+ 1) and where the vector v(w) contains the unique elements of ww’, that is,

_ 2
v(w) = (@7, .., Wy, DLW, - -, W1 Wy, W2W3, - - -, Wgy—1Wgy)
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(note that v(w) is just a re-ordering of vech(ww’)). The parameter space
Oq = {0 = (0,9) e RET2TW . g = (3 — B* 7 — 7*),9 = a(l — a)v(w) for some (B,7,w) € B x I1,}

now depends on « and has the origin, corresponding to the true model, as a boundary point (due to
the particular shape of the range of ¥ = a(1 — a)v(w)); both of these features will complicate the
subsequent analysis.

Next set

T
Sr(=Sra) = Y _Velf*  where Vol = (VoI Vyli*)  ((q1 + a2+ av) x 1) (16)
t=1

with the component vectors @glf * and @191,? * given by

Vol = (VlT (a, B, 7%,0), VI (a, B, 7%,0)),
@ﬁlf* = (011V2 (e, 8%, 7,0),... ,cmv? (e, 8%, 7",0),

w1 w1 Wao Waq

Cl?v?ﬂlwzlf(av ﬁ*v 77*’ O)’ s ?CQQ*LQQvaqQ,lqu lf(av 5*7 W*a 0))/(0[(1 - a))v (17)

where ¢;; =1/2 if ¢ = j and ¢;; = 1 if ¢ # j. Explicit expressions for Vol and VyIT* can be found in
Appendix C, and from them it can be seen that Sr depends on (8*,7*) only and not on (o, 8, 7, @).
The same is true for the matrix Z (= Zo) ((¢1 + g2 + @) X (¢1 + ¢2 + g9)) whose expression is also
given in Appendix C. Finally, an explicit expression of the remainder term Rp(c«, 3,7, w) is given in
Appendix C. For the verification of Assumptions [4] and [5 see Appendix C.

In the GMAR example we have assumed that the intercept terms ¢q and po in the two regimes are
the same. We are now in a position to describe the difficulties that allowing for ¢ # ¢o (and, hence,
dropping ) would entail. In this case, the additional parameter @y would correspond to w1, the first
component of . As in Section 3.2.1, it would again be the case that V5, T («, 7*,0) = 0, leading us to
consider second derivatives. But now, due to the properties of the Gaussian distribution, it would be
the case that V?mwl
it unsuitable to serve as a component of S7. A reparameterization more complicated than that used
in Section 3.2.1 would be needed, with the aim of obtaining VZ, _ IT(a,7*,0) = 0 and, instead of

V2 _ I (a,7*,0), using V3 IF(a, 7*,0) or perhaps V2 7 (o, 7,0) as the counterpart of

wi1wil w1w1w1 w1w1w1wi1

[T (o, 7*,0) is linearly dependent with the components of VI («,7*,0), making

the score of the parameter ;. It turns out that (restricting the discussion to the case p = 1 only) the
third derivative is suitable when « # 1/2 and ¢1 # —1/2, but that fourth (or higher) order derivatives
are needed when o = 1/2 or ¢1 = —1/2. Similar difficulties (involving situations comparable to the
cases = 1/2 vs. a # 1/2, but apparently not ones involving also a counterpart of gz~51) were faced by
Cho and White (2007, Sec. 2.3.3) and |[Kasahara and Shimotsu, (2017, Sec. 6.2), whose analyses suggest
that expanding the log-likelihood at least to the eighth order is required. As the required analysis gets
excessively complicated, we have chosen to leave it for future research.

3.4 Asymptotic analysis of the quadratic expansion

We continue by analyzing the expansion evaluated at (BTa,frTa,@Ta). Previously, a similar
analysis is provided by |Andrews (2001) but his approach is not directly applicable in our setting. The
reason for this is that in the quadratic expansion in the dependence of the parameter 8(«, 3, 7, ™)
and its parameter space O, on the nuisance parameter « is not compatible with the formulation of
Andrews (2001}, eqn (3.3)). The results of |Zhu and Zhang| (2006) probably cover our case, but instead
of trying to verify the assumptions employed by these authors we prove the needed results by adapting
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the arguments used in |Andrews| (1999, [2001) and Zhu and Zhang (2006)) to our setting. We proceed
in several steps.

Asymptotic insignificance of the remainder term. We first establish that the remainder term
Ry (a, B, m,w), when evaluated at (BTO” o, @Ta), has no effect on the asymptotic distribution of the
quadratic expansion. A crucial ingredient in showing this is showing that the transformed parameter
vector 0(a, BTQ, TTas ©Ta) 18 TOOt-T consistent in the sense that ||T1/20(a, ﬁTa, T @ra)| = Opa(l).
This, together with part (iv) of Assumption |5 allows us to obtain the result Rp(a, Bros #Ta, Wra) =
0pa(1). We collect these results in the following lemma.

Lemma 1. If Assumptions 1-5 hold®, then (i) \|T1/20(a,BTa,frTa,sza)|| = Opa(1),
(i) Rr(a, Bra, iTa, ©7a) = opa(1), and (iii)

L%(C% BTOH ﬁTom 7AﬂTOé) - L%(Ch 5*7 7T*7 0)

1 1 N . . A N N
= §Z§“QIO¢ZT01 - 5 [Tl/Qo(au BTOU TTas wTa) - ZTOz] /Ia [T1/20(Oé, /BTaa TTa wToz) - ZTa] + Opoc(l)-
(18)

Note that assertion (iii) of Lemma |l|is analogous to Andrews (1999, Theorem 2b).

Maximization of the likelihood vs. minimization of a related quadratic form. The first two
terms on the right hand side of provide an approximation to the (reparameterized and centered)
log-likelihood function L7(«, 8,7, w) — LT(ar, B*,7%,0) evaluated at the (approximate unrestricted
reparameterized) ML estimator (BT&, e, WTe) I equation . For later developments it would be
convenient if the ML estimator on the right hand side of could be replaced by an (approximate)
minimizer of the quadratic form [T20(a, 8,7, @) — Zra)Ta|TY?0(a, 8,7, @) — Z1s). In order to
justify this replacement we first note that, by definition, (cf. Andrews (1999, eqn. (3.6)))

(M;)nemea{ [TY20(c, B, 71, )— Zra] To [TV?0(a, B, 7, @)~ Z70] } = Aei(%i,T {A = Z72) Ta(X — Zr4a)}

where, for each T,
Our = {AER": X = T'20 for some § € O,}

and O, is as defined in Assumption (1) Next, for each a € A, let S\Taq =T120(a, BTaq, Tag, WTaq)
(with the additional ‘¢’ in the subscripts referring to quadratic form) denote an approximate minimizer
of (A= Zra)To(X — Z1a) over O, 7, that is, (cf. Zhu and Zhang| (2006, eqn. (12)))

(Mg = Z1a) Ta(Arag = Zra) = | inf {(A=Zra)Ta(A = Zra) } + 0pal(1). (19)
a, T

Now we can state the following lemma justifying the discussed replacement of (BTa,frTa,sza) with
e,

Lemma 2. If Assumptions 1-5 hold, then
n 3 2 o T * % 1 / I s / N
LT(avﬂTou 7"-Tou'w'Toz) - LT(Oé7,B , T 70) = §ZTaIaZTOz - §(>\To¢q - ZTa) Ia()\Taq - ZTa) + Opa(l)‘

Approximating the parameter space with a cone. In the previous subsection the quadratic
form (A — Z7q) Zo(X — Z1o) was minimized over the set ©, 1 which can be complicated and hence

9Here and in what follows, a subset of the listed assumptions would sometimes suffice for the stated results.
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difficult to use. Therefore we next show that the quadratic form (A — Z74) Zo (A — Z7,) can instead
be minimized over a simpler set, and to this end we first introduce some terminology.

We say that a collection of sets {I',, o € A} (where for each a € A, T', C R") is ‘locally (at the
origin) uniformly equal’ to a set A C R" if there exists a ¢ > 0 such that I',N(—4,6)" = AN(=4,)" for
all & € A. Note that {T',, a € A} is locally uniformly equal to A’ implies that (i) ‘for all & € A, T
is locally equal to A in the sense of Andrews (1999} p. 1359)’, but the reverse does not hold; and also
that (ii) {T'a, o € A} is uniformly approximated by the set A in the sense of Zhu and Zhang] (2006),
Defn. 3). Finally, we say that a set A C R" is a ‘cone’ if A € A implies that aX € A for all positive real
scalars a.

Based on the preceding discussion we state the following assumption.
Assumption 6. The collection of sets {Oq, o € A} is locally uniformly equal to a cone A (C R").

Note that by Assumption [fi)(a), 0 € ©4 for all @ € A, so that the cone A in Assumption [f]
necessarily contains 0 (€ R"). The cone A also does not depend on . Now we can establish the
following result.

Lemma 3. If Assumptions 1-6 hold, then

N {A = Zra)Ta(A = Zra)} = inf {(A = Zra) Ta(X = Zra) } + 0pa(1).

Describing the limiting random variable. From Lemmas [2| and [3| and the definition of S\Taq we
can now conclude that

AL (e, Bra, 7Ta, @ra) — LE(a, B, 7%,0)] = ZipoToZra — inf {X = Z16)'TaX = Z1a)} + 0pa(1).
(20)
The assumed weak convergence of St, (and hence that of Z, = Z,'S,) allows us to derive the weak
limit of this random process described in the following lemma.

Lemma 4. If Assumptions 1-6 hold, then

2(L7 (o Bre. Tre.ore) — L (0. 6,7, 0)) = ZTuZ0 — inf {(A~ Z))Te(A ~ Z2)} .

The limiting random process in Lemma can be written in a somewhat simpler form (cf. /Andrews
(1999, Thm 4) and /Andrews (2001, Thm 2)). The motivation for this comes from the fact that in our ap-
plications 6(«, 8, 7, @) can be decomposed into two parts as 8(«a, B, 7, @) = (0(«, 8, 7, w), Ha, B, 7, w))
with O(«, 8, 7,w) € R® and ¥(«, B, 7,w) € R® (with g9 = ¢1 + q2 and r = gy + qy) such that (i)
the values of 0(«, 3,7, w) are not restricted by the null hypothesis and do not lie on the boundary
of the parameter space and (ii) the values of ¥(a, 8,7, w) are restricted by the null hypothesis and
potentially lie on the boundary of the parameter space. Specifically, we assume the following.

Assumption 7. The cone A of Assumption[q satisfies A = R% x Ay with Ay a cone in R%.

Partition Sy, Za, A, and Z,, conformably with the partition 8(«, 8, 7, w) = (0(a, B, 7, w), ¥, B, 7, ™))

S@a
So =
[ Sﬂa

Z@a
Zl‘}a

Ao
Ay

Zooo  ZLova

5 Za —
Lo Lyva

7A: aIa:

and let (Z;!)yy denote the (g X gy) bottom right block of Z_;*. Assumption [7|together with properties

(0%
of partitioned matrices yields the following result.
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Lemma 5. If Assumptions 1-7 hold, then
ZLToZy — )1\161& {()\ — Zo) To(X — Za)}
= 2T )i o~ 0E {0~ Zaa) (2 )y s — Zaa)} + SthaTagh St
9 v
Explicit expressions for (Z;!)gy and Zy, in terms of S, and Z, are given in the proof of this lemma
in Supplementary Appendix D.
3.5 The LR test statistic

3.5.1 Derivation of the test statistic

The previous subsection described the asymptotic behavior of 2[L7.(c, ﬁ}m e, W) — LT (a, 5%, 7%, 0)],
the first term in the expression of LRy («) in (9)). Now consider the second term, namely 2[L%(q3T) —
L%(&*)]Lcorrespond{ng to the model restricted by the null hypothesis. Recall that LY(¢) = Zthl 19(¢)
with 19(¢) = log[f:(¢)] so that V(gl?((b*) = (f(¢*)) "tV fi(¢*) with ¢* an interior point of ®. Denote

the score vector and limiting information matrix by

9

T s 7 / e
50 = N VAP) 0 _ p|VIle) V(97
’ ; £1(6%) E[ £(6%) fi(¥)

respectively. For the following assumption, partition the process St, of Assumption [5| as S, =
(ST9as ST9a) (With Stps go—dimensional and Spy, gy—dimensional). The following simplifying as-
sumption, which holds in our examples (see the expressions of St in and ), allows us to
obtain a neat expression for the likelihood ratio test statistic in Theorem 1 below.

Assumption 8. Spy, = S%.

Together with the earlier assumptions, Assumption [8] implies that T—/2Spg, = T~/ 25’% LA S0 a
qo—dimensional Gaussian random vector with mean zero and covariance matrix Zyg, = E [SOSO’ | = 70,
Standard likelihood theory now implies the following result.

Lemma 6. If Assumptions 1-8 hold, then 2[LY(¢r) — LY-(¢*)] LN SY(Z9~18Y, and the convergence
is joint with that in Lemma [{}

The preceding results, in particular Lemmas [4] [5} and [6] now yield the distribution of the LR test
statistic in the following theorem:.

Theorem 1. If Assumptions 1-8 hold, then
(1) LR (o) = Zjo(To") 55 Zoe — infr,en, {( Ao — Zoa) (T )5 (No — Zsa)}, and
. d — . -
(11) LRy = SUPqeA LRr (Oé) — SupaGA{Zﬂéa (Ia 1)191%21901 - lanﬂeAﬂ {()‘19 - Zﬁa)l(za 1)191%()‘19 - Zﬁa)}}'

This completes the derivation of the LR test statistic. The asymptotic distribution is similar to
that in Andrews (2001, Thm 4). As we next discuss, this distribution simplifies in both the LMAR
and the GMAR examples.
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3.5.2 Examples (continued)

LMAR Example. As was noted in Section 3.3.1, the LMAR case is rather standard in the sense
that a conventional second-order Taylor expansion with a nonsingular information matrix and with no
parameters on the boundary was sufficient to study the LR test. The only nonstandard feature in this
case is the presence of unidentified parameters under the null hypothesis. Validity of Assumptions
is easy to check (see Appendix B) with the cone A of Assumption [6]equal to R”. Thus the infimum in
the distribution of the LRy statistic in Theorem 1(ii) equals zero and the result therein simplifies to'’

d —1\—
LRy = sup LRy (a) = sup { Zjo (23 1) g5 Zoa } -
acA acA

For every fixed a € A, the quantity ZJ, (Z, 1)552190[ is a chi-squared random variable, so that the
limiting distribution is a supremum of a chi-squared process similarly as in, for example, |Davies| (1987)),

Hansen (1996, Thm 1), and Andrews (2001}, eqn. (5.7)).

GMAR Example. In Section 3.3.1 it was seen that in the GMAR example Z, and Z, do not
depend on «. As the cone A of Assumption @ does not depend on « either, the weak limit of LRy («)
does not depend on «. Therefore the result of Theorem 1 (validity of Assumptions is checked in
Appendix C) simplifies to

LRy = sup LRy () 5 Z)(T V)54 Zs — inf {(Ag— Zo) (T )yl (X — Z9)},

acA AgEAy
where the unnecessary o has been dropped from the notation. Here Zy follows an gg-variate Gaussian
distribution with covariance matrix (Z~!)yy, and the limiting distribution, which is sometimes referred
to as the chi-bar-squared distribution, is similar to the one in|Kasahara and Shimotsu| (2012, Proposition
3c,d). Note that the cone Ay = v(R%) (see Appendix C) is not convex (in contrast to (at least most of)
the examples in |Andrews| (2001)), but similarly to Kasahara and Shimotsu (2012, Proposition 3c,d))
and the dimension of this cone, ¢y = ¢2(g2 + 1)/2, may not be small either (¢9 = 3,6,10,... for
q2 = 2,3,4,...).

4 Simulation-based critical values and a Monte Carlo study

4.1 Simulating the asymptotic null distribution

Similarly to [Hansen| (1996) and |Andrews (2001), the asymptotic null distribution of the LR statistic
in Theorem 1 is typically application-specific and cannot be tabulated. Following these papers, we
use simulation methods to obtain critical values of the asymptotic null distribution. The following
procedure is based on Hansen (1996]) and is analogous to the one used by Zhu and Zhang (2004}, Sec
2.1) in a related mixture setting.!!

Let A be some finite grid of « values in A. For each fixed o € Ag, let 8¢, signify an empirical
counterpart of sy, (see Assumption 5) where the unknown parameter ¢* (or (8%, 7*)) is replaced by

its consistent estimator under the null, <Z;T~ (The specific forms of §;, in the LMAR and GMAR

10This result could also be obtained from [Andrews and Ploberger| (1995, Sec 2.2, 2.4) as their assumptions 1-5 appear
to be satisfied in the LMAR case.

1 An alternative to this procedure is to use bootstrap. However, the validity of bootstrap in the presence of param-
eters on the boundary and singular information matrices is not clear (see, e.g., |Andrews| (2000)). Another reason for
preferring the proposed simulation method is that repeated estimation of the mixture model under the alternative may
be computationally rather demanding.
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examples are provided in Appendices B and C, respectively.) Set Tro =T7! Zthl 5108}, Now, for
each j =1,...,J (where J denotes the number of repetitions), do the following.

(i) Generate a sequence {vy;}2; of T i.i.d. N(0,1) random variables.
(ii) For each o € Ag, set S’%a =T S0, Z%a = ff;T_1/2§ja, and (using similar partitioning
notation as before)

— ~ NNy ) o ~ 1 o ‘
LRp(a) = Z%ﬂa(ITa)ﬁﬁ Zgwa - Aéggﬁ{()‘ﬁ - ngﬁa),(ITa)w()‘ﬁ - ngﬁa)}’

here the minimization of the quadratic form over the cone Ay has to be performed numerically.
(iii) Set ZR]T,AG = MaXacAq EEJT(Q)

—1 —J
This yields a sample {LRT, Ags - LRp 4 G} of J realizations. An approximate p—value corresponding

to an observed LR test statistic LRy is computed as J ! ijl 1(@% Ag > LRr) (here 1(:) denotes
the indicator function). The precision of this approximation can be controlled by choosing J large
enough, see Hansen (1996) (in the illustration below we use J = 1000).

4.2 A small Monte Carlo study

We now study the finite sample properties of the LR test statistics and the simulation-based critical
values. The results are presented in Table 1. We consider two LR test statistics, one based on an
estimated LMAR model, and another based on an estimated GMAR model (as in our two examples in
the preceding sections). In all simulations, we use an autoregressive order p = 1, J = 1000 repetitions
(see the previous subsection), and three different sample sizes: T' = 250, 500, and 1000.

The top part of Table 1 presents results for size simulations. Data is generated from an AR(1)
model (for a range of different parameter values shown in Table 1) and AR(1), LMAR(1), and GMAR(1)
models are estimated (LMAR with m = 1; GMAR with the restriction $o = @o; in estimation of the
mixture models we use a genetic algorithm as singularity of the information matrix may render gradient
based methods unreliable). Two LR test statistics are calculated based on the estimated LMAR and
GMAR models, respectively, and labelled ‘LMAR LRy’ and ‘GMAR LRp’. Simulation-based p—values
are computed based on the asymptotic distributions in Section 3.5.2 and using the simulation procedure
in Section 4.1. Using nominal levels 10%, 5%, and 1%, a reject/not-reject decision is recorded. This
exercise is repeated 1000 times, and the six rightmost columns in Table 1 present the empirical rejection
frequencies (for the LMAR LRy and GMAR LRy tests and the three nominal levels used).

As can be seen from the results in Table 1 (top part), the LMAR LRy test’s size is satisfactory
overall, typically being somewhat oversized for sample sizes T" = 250 and 500, and somewhat conser-
vative for the largest sample size (I' = 1000). The parameter values used in simulation do not seem
to have a large effect on the size. The GMAR LR7 test, on the other hand, appears to be moderately
oversized across all sample sizes and parameter values used.

The lower part of Table 1 presents results for power simulations. Data is generated either from a
GMAR model or from an LMAR model (for a range of different parameter values shown in Table 1),
and empirical rejection frequencies are calculated as above. Both the LMAR LRt test and the GMAR
LRy test appear to have good overall power. As expected, when the two regimes differ more from
each other, the tests have higher power, and the same happens when sample size is increased. Besides
having good power against the ‘right’ alternatives, the tests also turn out to have decent power against
‘wrong’ alternatives: When data is generated from the GMAR (resp., LMAR) model, the LMAR LRy
(resp., GMAR LRr) test rejects reasonably often (the GMAR LRy test in particular seems capable
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of picking up LMAR type regime switching). Naturally, the power of the tests may be inflated due to
the tests being oversized.

As a computational remark we note that the LMAR LRy and GMAR LRy tests and their p—values
are reasonably straightforward to compute in a matter of seconds using a standard, modern desktop
computer (for one particular model, one particular sample size, and J = 1000 repetitions). The GMAR
LRy test is computationally more demanding than the LMAR LRy test as it involves the minimization
of a quadratic form over a cone which is not needed in the LMAR case (see Sections 3.5.2 and 4.1);
this is also one potential reason for the less precise size of the GMAR LRy test.

5 Conclusions

This paper has studied the asymptotic distribution of the LR test statistic for testing a linear au-
toregressive model against a two-regime mixture autoregressive model. A distinguishing feature of
the paper is that the regime switching probabilities are observation-dependent. Technical challenges
resulting from unidentified parameters under the null, parameters on the boundary, and singularity of
the information matrix were dealt with by considering an appropriately reparameterized model and
higher-order expansions of the log-likelihood function. The resulting asymptotic distribution of the LR
test statistic is non-standard and application-specific. Critical values can be obtained by a straightfor-
ward simulation procedure, and a Monte Carlo study indicated the proposed tests to have satisfactory
size and power properties.

The general theory of the paper was illustrated using two concrete examples, the LMAR model of
Wong and Li (2001)) and (a version of the) GMAR model of Kalliovirta et al. (2015). Considering other
mixture AR models, as well as the general GMAR model, is left for future research. This paper was
concerned with testing linearity against a two-regime model, and considering tests of M > 2 regimes
versus M + 1 regimes, similarly as in Kasahara and Shimotsul (2015) in a related setting, forms another

interesting research topic.
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DGP Parameter values T LMAR LRt GMAR LRt
10% 5% 1% 10% 5% 1%

AR %o i
0 -0.75 1 250 0.13 0.07 0.014 0.18 0.11 0.028
500 0.10 0.05 0.011 0.15 0.08 0.024
1000 0.07 0.03 0.009 0.15 0.09 0.026

0 -0.50 1 250 0.13 0.07 0.011 0.15 0.08 0.019
500 0.10 0.06 0.012 0.15 0.08 0.024
1000 0.08 0.04 0.008 0.14 0.09 0.020

0 —0.25 1 250 0.14 0.07 0.022 0.16 0.09 0.020
500 0.12 0.07 0.015 0.17 0.09 0.022
1000 0.11 0.07 0.017 0.13 0.07 0.027

0 0.00 1 250 0.12 0.06 0.009 0.14 0.07 0.023
500 0.11 0.06 0.016 0.14 0.08 0.021
1000 0.07 0.04 0.003 0.12 0.06 0.018

0 0.25 1 250 0.14 0.09 0.022 0.16 0.09 0.026
500 0.09 0.05 0.012 0.14 0.07 0.024
1000 0.09 0.04 0.007 0.14 0.08 0.018

0 050 1 250 0.14 0.08 0.023 0.17 0.10 0.031
500 0.11 0.06 0.011 0.16 0.09 0.026

1000 0.08 0.04 0.012 0.13 0.07 0.019

0 0.75 1 250 0.12 0.06 0.012 0.16 0.10 0.024
500 0.08 0.04 0.003 0.15 0.08 0.013

1000 0.09 0.05 0.010 0.17 0.11 0.026

GMAR ¢ S A A
0 0.4 1 0.6 1 0.33 250 0.13 0.07 0.01 0.20 0.13 0.04

500 0.11 0.07 0.01 0.19 0.12 0.04
1000 0.10 0.06 0.01 0.27 0.18 0.06

0 0.3 1 0.7 1 0.33 250 0.13 0.07 0.02 0.35 0.24 0.10
500 0.17 0.10 0.03 0.50 0.36 0.17
1000 0.18 0.12 0.04 0.69 0.58 0.32

0 0.2 1 08 1 033 250 0.23 0.15 0.04 0.68 0.56 0.33
500 0.33 0.23 0.09 0.88 0.81 0.60
1000 0.49 0.40 0.20 0.99 0.98 0.92

0 0.5 1 05 2 033 250 0.24 0.14 0.04 0.44 031 0.14
500 0.26 0.17 0.05 0.55 0.42 0.20
1000 0.32 0.21 0.09 0.70 0.60 0.34

0 0.5 1 05 3 033 250 041 0.29 0.13 0.78 0.67 0.41

500 0.57 0.46 0.25 0.92 0.86 0.70
1000 0.74 0.67 0.46 0.99 0.98 0.94

LMAR ¢ ¢ 5% G0 P 53 o

0 0.50 1 0 0.50 2 0 1 250 0.52 0.39 0.17 0.35 0.25 0.08
500 0.74 0.64 0.40 0.45 0.35 0.14
1000 0.94 0.90 0.76 0.61 0.47 0.23

0 050 1 0 0.50 3 0 1 250 0.89 0.83 0.63 0.67 0.57 0.33
500 0.99 0.98 0.93 0.88 0.80 0.61
1000 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.96 0.89

0 0.25 1 0 0.75 1 0 1 250 0.63 0.50 0.28 0.61 0.48 0.26
500 0.87 0.81 0.64 0.80 0.70 0.47
1000 1.00 0.99 0.96 0.95 091 0.76

0 025 1 0 0.75 2 0 1 250 0.87 0.81 0.62 0.72 0.62 0.40
500 0.99 0.98 0.95 0.91 0.84 0.64
1000 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.98 0.92

Table 1: Results of a Monte Carlo study. Empirical rejection frequencies (six rightmost columns) for LMAR LRy and GMAR
LRy tests for nominal sizes 10%, 5%, and 1%. Different rows correspond to results with data generated from AR, GMAR, or
LMAR models (with parameter values used shown in the table) with different sample sizes (7" = 250, 500, or 1000).
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Appendix

A Details for the general results

Lemma A.1l. When Assumptions[3(ii) and[3(i,ii) hold, a sufficient condition for Assumption[d(iii) is
that

17a(®,9) = 7a(d%, ") < Ch([(¢,0) — (6%, ¢7).) for all (¢,¢) € X &,

where C is a finite positive constant, h : [0,00) — [0,00) is a strictly increasing function such that
h(x) 0 asz |0, and ||, is any vector norm on R%42.

Proof of Lemma [A. 1] First note that supaeA\|(3Ta, o, @ra) — (B, 7%, 0)]| < SUPaeA”BTa —B*||+
sUPneall(ATa, @Wra)— (7%, 0)||, where the former term on the majorant side is 0, (1) by Assumption 2(ii).
Second, the latter term equals sup,c 4|7 (¢70a, P1a) —Ta (¢, ¢*)|| which, due to the assumptions made

in the lemma, can be bounded by C'sup,c4 h(H(qASTa, O1a) — (0%, ¢*)||*) < Ch(supaeAH(qua, PTa) —
(¢*,¢*)||+). By Assumption 2(ii) and the fact that all vector norms on R?# are equivalent, the majorant

side is 0p(1). [ |

Proof of Lemma [l Set 07, = Ig/ 27/ 20((1, BTO“ TTas WTa), and rewrite equation evaluated at

(aJ BTOH 7érTon ﬁTa) as

Opa(1> S L%(Oz, BTou ﬁ'Ta, ﬁTa) — L}(O&, ,8*, 7'('*, 0) = (Ié/QZTa)’HTa - % HBTaHz +RT(CM, BTOH frTa, fﬂTa)

(21)
(the lower bound is due to Assumption (1) and the definitions of (BTQ, TTa, Wra) and LT.(o, B, 7, w)).
As to the first term on the right hand side, note that

1/2
Sup |22 Zra| = sup (ZpaTaZra)'"? < sup (Amax (Za) 2 sup | Zrall < C sup | Zral = O, (1),
acA acA acA acA

acA
(22)
where the latter inequality holds with some finite C' in view of Assumption (iii), and the last equality
will be justified below. Thus
Ié/2ZTo< = Opoz(l)v (23)

a result which also implies ||(Zo/2Zra) 07all < [07allZ8/* Z1all = 1076/|0pa(1).

Next consider the third term on the right hand side of , where the assumption (BTQ, o, WTa) =
(8%, 7*,0) + opa(1) (see Assumption [3{iii)) allows us to choose a sequence {yp, T" > 1} of (non-
random) positive scalars converging to zero slowly enough to ensure that P(sup,cal|(B7a, 770, @Ta) —
(B*,7*,0)|| <~r) — 1, and with this sequence {y7, T > 1}, Assumption [5f(iv) implies that

‘RT(O%BTonﬁTOU@Ta” - (1 + HTl/ZG(aaﬁATonfrTavﬁTa)H)Qopa<1) (24)

(cf. [Pakes and Pollard, (1989, proof of Thm 3.3)). Here |[TV20(, Bra, 7Ta, @ra)|| = ||I;1/20Ta|| S0
that, as 0 < inf,e 4 Amin(Zo) by Assumption (iii),

| R (@, Bras 7, @ra)| < 0pa(l) + 1070l 0pa(1) + 1870 0pa(1). (25)

Combining the results above (see , the inequality below , and ), organizing terms, and
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absorbing ||074]| 0pa(1) into ||@74|| Opa(l) leads to

0 < 074l Opa(1) + 0pa(1) + (0pa(1) — %) 167a ] (26)

In Supplementary Appendix D we show that the last term on the right hand side of is dominated
by —1 074|%> + 0pa(1) so that (absorbing constants into the Op (1) and 0pa(1) terms) [|@7q]> <
2110714l Opa(1) + 0pa(1). Denoting the Opo(1) term on the majorant side with {7, and reorganizing
one obtains

(107all = €7a)? = 07al® = 211070l éra + o < Ea + 0pa(1) = Opa(1).

Taking square roots yields [|@74 = Opa(1) so that | TV20(c, Bra, 7, @1a)|| = Opall) as claimed in
assertion (i) of the lemma. Assertion (ii) of the lemma follows from the result ||@74|| = Opa(1) and
([25). Assertion (iii) follows directly from assertion (ii).

To complete the proof of Lemma (1, we now justify the last equality in . By Assumption (ii),
T1/28p4 = Se in C (A,R"), and by the continuous mapping theorem (justification in Supplementary
Appendix D), Zp, = ;' T~Y/2S7, converges weakly in C(A,R") to a mean zero R”-valued Gaussian
process Z, = I,'S, whose sample paths are continuous in a with probability one and that has
E[Z,Z!) =TI, for all « € A. A further application of the continuous mapping theorem (justification
in Supplementary Appendix D) implies that sup,c4 || Z7q]|| converges in distribution in R and, as all
probability measures on R are tight, the limit must be tight. This justifies the last equality in . |

Proof of Lemma [2] By the definition of S\Taq, the fact that 0 € ©,,7, and ,
-~ 2 ~ -~
Hzol/2(}‘Taq - ZTOé)H = ()‘Taq - ZTa)/Ia()‘Taq - ZTa) < Z/TaIOcZTa + Opa(l) = Opa(1)7

implying that I;/ 2(S\Toéq — Zra) = Opa(1l). Thus, a further use of 1} and the condition 0 <
infyeA Amin(Zo) in Assumption (iii) yields S\Taq = Opa(1).

Next, we establish that Ry (a, BTaq, TTag, WTag) = Opa(l). First, S\Taq =TY20(a, BTaq, TTag, WTag)
and S\Taq = Opa (1) imply that («, BTaq, TTag, WTag) = Opa(l). Second, to show that (BTaq, TTag, WTagq) =
(B*,7*,0) + o0pa(1l), pick arbitrary e, > 0, and conclude from Assumption (1)(b) that

infaefl inf(ﬁ,ﬂ',w)GBXHaZ”(,8,71',‘!7)*(,3*,71’*,0)”26 HG(OJ, 5, ™, w) H > (55 > 0 for some 5e~ NOW, as
0(c, Brag, ™Taqs @Tag) = 0pa(l), we can find a Tjs5 such that for all T > Tjs,
P(supyeal|0(c, BTaq, TTaq: WTaq)|| < 6 > 1 — 6. Note that whenever the event

{SUPaeAHO(avBTaqvﬁ'Taqv @rag)| < e} occurs, the event {SUPaeA”(BTaqv TTaq, @raq) — (65,7, 0)|| <
€} must also occur (if, on the contrary, ||(Braq TTaq: @Wraq)— (8%, 7*,0)| > € for some o € A, then neces-
sarily  [0(c, Brag: TTaq @Taq) || > 0e)). Therefore  for all T > Tss.,
1= 8 < P51 80, Brag: o Frag)l| < ) < Peupaeall Brag Frag Frag) — (3% 7, 0)] < ),
so that sup,eall(BTag, TTag @Taq) — (8%, 7*,0)|| = 0p(1), as desired.

Third, as (BTaq,ﬁTaq,@Taq) = (B*,7*,0) 4+ 0pa(1), using the same argument as in the proof of
Lemma [] (see the derivation of equation (24))) now leads to

|RT(aaBTaqaﬁTaq>ﬁTaq)‘ =1+ ||T1/29(a75TaqvﬁTaqvﬁTaq)H)%pa(l) =1+ Hj‘TaqH)Qopa(l)-
This, together with the result S\Taq = Opa(1) established above, yields RT(Oé’BTaq’ﬁ'Taq,?ADTaq) =

0pa(1).
Now, by expansion , the definitions of (Bra, AT, @ra) and S\Taq, and making use of results
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RT(aaBTavﬁ-Tcw?AﬂTa) = Opa(l) and RT(O%BTaq,ﬁ-TaqﬂAﬂTaq) = Opa(l))

Opa(l) S L}(aa BTOH 7?‘—Toca 7ADToc) - L?(aa BTaqy 7?‘—Tocqa 7ADTocq)

1 < -
= §(>\Tozq - ZToa)/Ioz(ATozq - ZTa)

1 5 . 4 5 . 4
- 5 [T1/20(a7 BTas ATas wTa) - ZToc] /Ia [Tl/ZG(a7 BTa;s TTa; wToz) - ZToz] + Opa(l)

S Opa(l)v

implying, by , the desired result. |

172 and

Proof of Lemma[3l For any vectors a,b € R", we denote [la — b1 = [(a — )'Za(a — b)]
for any point p € R” and a set S C R", we define [|p — S| via [[p — SH%A = infseg s —pH%q =

infscs[(s—p)'Za(s—p)]. With this notation, we need to prove that || Zrq — Oq 1 @71 = |Zra — AH%H—

0pa(1). First note that, because A is a cone, we have, for any T,
1Z7a — Allz-2 = T}i\g\{(T‘lﬂ}\ — T2 200) (TN = T2 Z00)} = T|| T2 2o — Al[.
Similarly, by the definitions of ©, 7 and O,

1270~ @arlzs = inf {(TV2X~ Z70)'To(T"°X = Z1a)} = T| T2 Z1ra — €41

Now let Gr(a,x) = T ||x — @a||§gl —T |z - A||%;1 define a (non-random) function on A x R".
Because {O,, a € A} is locally uniformly equal to the cone A, we can find a § > 0 such that
Oa N (—=0,0)" = AN(=6,0)" for all @ € A. Furthermore, 0 € O, and 0 € A (here 0 € R"). Therefore,
we can find a neighborhood Ny of 0 such that for all (o, ) € A x Ny,

Gr(a,@) =T ||z — ©a N (~0,0) |21 — T e — AN (~8,6) |2, =0.

Now define G7(a), a random function of a, as Gr(a) = Gp(a, T~Y?Zp,). In the proof of Lemma
it was shown that sup,ecal|Z7al = Op(1) (see ) so that T7Y2||Z1s|| = 0pa(1). Therefore, for all
e >0,

P(supae |Gr (@) > €) < P(supyeq |Gr (@) > € T-1/2 SUPaea [ Zral € No)
+P(supaea |Gr (@) > € ; T2 sup e || Zrall ¢ No)
P(supaeq |Gr (a)| > €5 T2 supaeq || Zrall & No)
P(T™?supac 4 | Zrall ¢ No)

0,

IN

1

where the equality holds because G (a, ) = 0 for all (o, ) € A x Ny, and the convergence holds be-
cause TV2|| Zra|| = 0pa(1). Thus sup,e4 |G (a)| = 0p(1), implying the desired result || Zrq — @a7T||%,1 =
1Z7a = Al5=1 + 0pa(1)- u

Proof of Lemma [ It was shown in the proof of Lemmathat ZTe = Ze in C(A,R"). Therefore also
(ZTe,Ze) = (Ze,1s) in C(A,R") x {Z,} (Billingsley| (1999, Thm. 3.9)). As the function g : C(A,R") x
{Z.} — B(A,R) mapping (ze,Zs) (€ C(A,R") x {Z,}) to 2,Zexe — infacp {(A — o) Ze(A — q)} is
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continuous (justification in Supplementary Appendix D), the continuous mapping theorem is applica-
ble. This, together with [Billingsley| (1999, Thm 3.1) (for which it is necessary that the remainder term
in is 0pa(1) and not only o0,(1)), implies that

2[L7.(, BTe, T, G7e) — L9, B, 7%, 0)] = Z,TaZs — infrcp { (A — Zo) To(X — Z4)},

establishing the desired result. |

Proof of Lemma [5l The proof consists of reasonably straightforward matrix algebra. For details,
see Supplementary Appendix D. [ |

Proof of Lemma [6l The required arguments are standard but presented for completeness and to
contrast them with arguments that lead to Lemmalfd] The reparameterization described in Assumption
is unnecessary and the original éfparameterization may be used (alternatively, consider the identity
mapping T = 7r(g5) = g?)) As for the quadratic expansion of the log-likelihood function, let 0(q~5) =
(gg - ¢~>*) take the role of O(«, 8, 7, w), and note that straightforward derivations (similar to those used
in the LMAR example in Section 3.3.1) yield

LYy(9) = LY(¢") = (T7'259)[T'26()] — %[T1/20(¢3)]’I°[T1/20(¢3)] + Rr(9),

Rr(3) = [1V20@) [TV s LH(B) — (-T)T20(0),

with ¢ denoting a point between ¢ and ¢*. Validity of Assumptionfollows from the arguments used in
connection with the LMAR example together with Assumption |8} Assumption |§| holds with A = RP+2,
Arguments analogous to those that lead to Lemma [ now yield the stated convergence result, and the
convergence is joint as in both cases it follows from the weak convergence result 7-/2S7, = S,. W

Proof of Theorem 1. Under Assumption (8, the random process Sy aI;ngga in Lemma [5| coincides
with the random variable S”(Z°)~1S% in Lemma |§| Therefore the expression of LR7(«) in (7)), Lemmas
and @, and Billingsley| (1999, Thm 3.1) (for which it is necessary that the remainder term in @ is
0pa(1) and not only op,(1)) imply the weak convergence result for LRz (cv). The result for LRy follows
from the continuous mapping theorem. |

B Details for the LM AR example

In this appendix it appears convenient to denote af , instead of aF and to set a%’t =1- O‘lL,t~ In some
cases we also include the argument o and denote aft(a) and oz%,t(oz). The same notation is employed
in the Supplementary Appendix and a similar modification is used in the case of the GMAR model.

Assumptions 1-4. Assumption 1(i) is assumed to hold, 1(ii) holds as A is compact, and 1(iii) holds
by the definition of the mixing weight. For the verification of Assumption 2, see the GMAR example in
Appendix C; the LMAR case is treated there as well. To verify Assumption 3] note first that conditions
(i) and (ii) clearly hold, and for condition (iii), we have

Ta(d,9) = Tal(9",0") = ($,0 — ) = (¢",0) = (¢ = ¢", (6 — ¢") — (¢ — ¢")) of, .
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Choosing ||z||, = ||z, = 2?11 |z;| and using the triangle inequality it is straightforward to check that

1@ = ¢" (¢ = ¢%) = (g = ¢" NI < 2[|¢ — ™[ + [l — ¢"[| < 2[(&,0) — (&7, 0)l; -

Thus, Assumption (iii) holds by Lemma Regarding Assumption , as aft does not depend on
(¢, ¢) and w1 (7, ) = (7, T — @), the required differentiability conditions hold for all positive integers
k.

Assumption 5: Computation of the required derivatives. As aft does not depend on (¢, ¢)
and 7! (7, @) = (7,7 — @), the quantities f3(a,m, @) and If (o, 7, @) take the form

fila,m @) = af (@) f(m) + (1 - af (@) fulr — @),
If (o, m, @) = loglag,(a) fy(m) + (1 — a1y(a)) fe(m — w)].

Straightforward differentiation yields the following expressions for the first and second partial deriva-
tives with respect to 7 and w (recall that V and V? denote first and second order differentiation with
respect to the indicated parameters, and V fi(-) denotes differentiation of fi(-) in with respect to

¢ (¢07¢17"'a¢p7 ))

Valf (0, m,w) = [af,(a)Vfi(7) + agy () Vfi(m — @)]/ (e, 7, @),
Velf (a,m,@) = [~ag, () Vfi(r — w)l/ ff(a, 7, @),

2 —al(a V2ft(7f) B Vfi(r) o t( WV fi(m) + ait(a)V’ft(w —w)
Vanli (0, @) = ary( )<f§t(a,ﬂ,w) [ (e, m, @) f3(a, T, @) >
oL (o V2 fi(m — @) _ Vii(r — @) alt( V' fe(m) +a£t(a)V’ft(ﬂ — @)
+ ozl )< fg,t(a’ﬂ’w) fgt(a ™, @) f2’t(oz,7r,w) >7
2 —al ([ = V fi(m) a2t( WV fi(m — w)
Vioif o7 ) = of o) (- AT ST

 Vifilr —w) | Vii(r - w) o (V' fi(m — @ ))

fér,t(avT‘-?w) fg:t(oz,ﬂ,w) f2t(a T w)

Viin o), Tiln o) 00 lr )

Vi (o, T, @) = —ak,(« (—
flonm @) = —0g o\ = o) T e mm) fe )

The corresponding expressions evaluated at (a, 7, @) = (o, 7*,0) take the form

V(™)

V(W,w)l?(a’ﬂ-*vo) =(1,-(1 - ( ) @ fi(mr ) (27)
s oL V) V() V)

Ve T O = T T R A %)
V2 (an,0) = ~(1 — o)) I 1 (o ) D TIED )
2 gn * —(1— ol (a V2 fi(m*) _ ol o Vfi(m*) V' fi(7*)

VAl (0,7,0) = (1 = (o) TP - (1 - af ()P TR (30)
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Assumption 5: Verifying the assumption. Omitting the unnecessary 8 from 6(«, 5,7, w), we
have 6(a, m,w) = (m — 7", w) = (0,7) so that part (i) is clearly satisfied with the parameter space

O, =0={0=,9) R :0=n— 7% 1 =w for some (7,w) € I}
={0=(0,0) cR*2:0=¢— ¢*, 0 = ¢ — ¢ for some (¢, p) € P x O}

independent of o and with 0 (€ R?%) an interior point of ©. The first two requirements in part (ii) are
similarly clear, whereas the third requirement follows from the continuity of aft(a) in . The weak
convergence requirement in part (ii) is verified in Supplementary Appendix E.1.

Now consider part (iii) of Assumption |5, and first consider the positive definiteness of Z,, for a fixed
a € A. Tt suffices to show that

YIT) _ oy VI (31)

fe(m*) fe(m*)
only if a = (ay,.. an) =0and b= (b1,...,by) = 0. For brevity, denote g;(7) = [y — (m1 + m2yr—1 +

CF T Yp)] /T p+2 = [y — (<l~50 +oryr—1+ - ‘+§5pyt*p)]/51 and z;1 = (1,9,,) so that g,(7%) = &.
Stralghtforward differentiation yields

Vfi(m) _ %Zt—lgt(ﬁ) M B ;—th_lst
ulm) [ 357 (97 () = 1) ] sothat “p oy = [ A1) ] (32)

(where 67 = mpi2). Multiplying both sides of equation by (2 — 1)2632, taking expectations
conditional on F;_1, and making use of the fact that odd moments of the normal distribution are zero,
yields ag, E[(e7 — 1)%] = of t( )by, E[(e7 — 1)?] a.s. Because ait(a) # 0 and not equal to a constant
(see Section 3.1.1), it follows that aq2 = by, = 0. Therefore, equation (multiplied by o7]) now
reduces to (a1,...,aq-1) 2t—16t = 05 t( )(b1,...,bg—1) 2zt—16+ a.s. Multiplying this equation by e,
taking expectations conditional on F;_1, and dividing by E[e?] = 032 yields (a1,...,a4-1)2t-1 =
ont( )(b1,...,bg—1)'2z¢—1 a.s. This is clearly impossible unless a1 = ... = ag—1 = by = ... =
bg,—1 = 0, because ait(a) is a positive and strictly decreasing function of o’z;—1 (# ap) and because
(a1,...,aq,—1)'z¢—1 and (b1,...,bg—1) z¢—1 are normally distributed or constants (if only a; and by
are nonzero). Therefore, a = b = 0, so that Z, is positive definite (for any fixed a € A).

To complete the verification of part (iii), we show that Z, is a continuous function of « and such
that 0 < infaea Amin(Zo) and sup aeaAmax(Zo) < oco. For continuity, let «,, be a sequence of points
in A converging to a, € A. It suffices to demonstrate that limn%mE[ait(an)Vf{zg;) V}tf(t;f; )} =

E[a%t(a')vfﬁg;) v}ffﬁf; )] and similarly with O‘%,t(') replaced by its square. This, however, is an

immediate consequence of the dominated convergence theorem because aé ;(a) is a continuous positive
Vfi(m*) V' fi(7*) :

AN A ] < 00 due to Lemma (in

Supplementary Appendix F.5). The statements on the eigenvalues follow from the continuity of Z,,

function of « and smaller than 1, and because E[H

the compactness of its domain A, and the positive definiteness of Z, for all fixed o € A shown above.

As for part (iv) of Assumption , based on the expression of the remainder term in it suffices
to show that for all sequences of (non-random) positive scalars {yr, 7" > 1} for which 77 — 0 as
T — o0,

SUP (7,@)ell:||(7,)—(7*,0)|| <vr HTﬁlv%Tr,w)(Tr,w)’L?(a7 T, W) — (—Ia) H = Opa(1)7 (33)

where the parameter space of (7, @), denoted by II, is independent of «, as noted above. First we

show that a uniform law of large numbers applies to the matrix T_1V%mw)(mw)/L§(oz, m,w) on A x 11,
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that is,

Sup acA Sup(w,w)eﬂ HT_lv%ﬂ',w)(ﬂ’,w)’L%(a7 T, w) - E[v%w,w)(w,w)/lzr(a? T, w)] H - Op(l)' (34)

_ _ T .
AsT 1V%ﬂ’w)(7r,w)/L§(a, mw) =T"1Y,_, V%mw)(mw),lf(a, 7, w) with v%ﬂ,w)(ﬂ,w)’
tion of the stationary and ergodic process (y:, y,_;) (by Assumption 1(i)), we only need to establish
that E[supaca sup(7r,w)€1-[HV%7r =) (r w),lf(a,ﬂ,w)H] < oo (see Ranga Rao| (1962)). Verification of

this moment condition is provided in Supplementary Appendix E.2. Furthermore, using the domi-

[T (o, m, @) a func-

nated convergence theorem and arguments similar to those used in part (iii), it can be shown that
E[V%ﬂjw)(mw),lfg(a, 7,w)] is a (uniformly) continuous function of («, 7, w) on A x II. Now note that
the left hand side of is dominated by

Sup(ﬂ,w)el_[ HT_IV2 L7’IT“(O‘7 T, w) - E[v%mw)(mw)’l? (Oé, T, w)] H

(m,@)(m,@)’

+ SUD (et (ms)— (r-,0) [ < | B LY oy oy (T )] = (=) |-

The former term is, due to , of order 0, (1). Regarding the latter term, the supremum of it over
a € A converges to zero due to the uniform continuity of E[V%ﬂ,w)(mw),lf(a, m,w)| and the fact that
E[V?Z o)l w),l?(a, 7*,0)] = —Z, (this fact follows from the expression of V%ﬁ =) (r w),lf(a, 7*,0) given
in f and Lemma [F.3)). Thus, we have verified , and hence Assumption 5(iv).

Assumptions 6-8. That O is locally (uniformly) equal to the cone A = R?? follows from the
expression of the set © given in the verification of Assumption 5 above and the fact that 0 (€ R??)
is an interior point of ©. Assumption 7 is clear, as Assumption |§| holds with the cone A = R%.
Assumption 8 is clear from the verification of Assumption [5}

Expression of s, in Sectiop 4'11 Let &; denotfz the OLS residuals rescaled by thAe estimz}ted stan-
dard deviation, i.e., & = (yt_ﬁz;T,O_QéT,lytflA_‘ =1 pYi—p) /o7, and set o = (V fr(dr)/ fe(br), —(1—
o @)V AiGr)/ FGr) with Y F(61)/ i) = (0180 (2 = 1)) Gee 13) and ().

C Details for the GMAR example

Assumption 1. Assumption 1(i) is assumed to hold. Assumption 1(ii) holds as A is a compact
subset of (0,1). Assumption 1(iii) holds by the definition of the mixing weight.

Assumption 2. For each fixed a € A, compactness of B and ® together with the continuity of
Ly(a, B,¢,p) = 23:1 li(a, B, b, p) ensures the existence of a measurable maximizer (BTa, T, OTa)-
Hence part (i) holds (with the o0po (1) term equal to zero). (In the GMAR case, this maximizer is not
unique when a = 1/2; but this does not matter for Assumption 2.)

To prove that sup,eca H(BTa,dA)Ta,@Ta) — (B, 9%, 0| 20, by |Andrews (1993, Lemma Al) it
suffices to show that (a) sup(, g4 o)cAxBxdx® | T Ly (o, B, ¢, ) — Elli(a, B, 0, 9)]| L 0asT =
and that (b) for every neighborhood N(8*, ¢*, ¢*) of (8%, ¢*, ¢*),

sup sup (Elli(c, B, 0, ¢)] — Elli(a, B%, 0%, ¢%)]) <O0.
a€A (8,0,0)EBXPXP\N(B*,0*,0*)

Property (a) can be verified by using the uniform law of large numbers given in |[Ranga Rao| (1962).
As T Lp(a, By, ) = T71 Zthl li(a, B, ¢, ) with li(«, 5, ¢,¢) a function of the stationary and
ergodic process (y¢,¥y;_1), we only need to show that E[sup(%@(b,‘p)eAxBX@X@ le(a, B, 0, 0)|] < oo.
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Making use of Assumption 1, it is easy to show that C; exp{—Co(1+yZ+--- +yt2_p)}) < fi(B,9) < Cy
for some 0 < C1,Cy < oo and for all (8,¢) € B x ®, so that log(Cy) — Co(1 +y2 + - + yf_p) <
li(a, B, ¢, p) <log(Cy) for all (o, 8,0, p) € Ax Bx ®x P (cf. Kalliovirta et al.| (2015, pp. 264-265));
this holds in both the LMAR and GMAR cases. The required moment condition follows from this.

As for property (b), the uniform law of large numbers used above also delivers the continuity of
the limit function E[l:(c, 3, ¢, )] on the compact set A x B x & x ®. Therefore it suffices to show
that, for each fixed o € A, E[ly(a, 5,0, 0)] — Elli(a, B*, ¢*,¢*)] < 0 with equality if and only if
(B, 0,0) = (8%, ¢*,¢*). For the GMAR model, this can be straightforwardly shown with arguments
used in the proof of Theorem 2 in Kalliovirta et al. (2015). To this end, define

(Vl,t - 450 - Zfﬂ QgiVl,ti)2>

~2
2071

n(vis | vie; (8, ¢)) = (2767) /2 GXP<—

where v, is the auxiliary Gaussian AR(p) process introduced in the GMAR example of Section 2.2.
Clearly, ni(v1 | V1,115 (5, ¢)) is the conditional density of v 4 given v1 ;1 = (V1,4—1,...,V14—p). The
notation ny(vey | v24-1;(B,¢)) is defined similarly by using the parameters ¢; and &3 instead of b
and &3.

Now, in the same way as in the above-mentioned proof of Kalliovirta et al. (2015]) we can use argu-
ments based on the Kullback-Leibler divergence and conclude that, for each fixed a € A, E[l;(ev, B, ¢, )] —
Elli(a, B*, ¢*, ¢*)] < 0 with equality if and only if for almost all (y,y) € R x RP

afni(y | y;(B,8)) +aSniy [ y; (B,9) = ni(y | y; (8%, 9%)), (35)

where we use a& to stand for oz%t but with y,_; therein replaced by y (m = 1,2). Using well-known
results on identification of finite mixtures of Gaussian distributions we find that, for each fixed a € A,
and for each fixed y € R at a time, n1(y | y; (8,9)) = n1(y | y; (B8, ¢)) = n1(y | y; (B*, ¢*)) for almost
all y. Using the arguments following equation (A.4) in Kalliovirta et al. (2015) we can now establish
the desired result (53, ¢, ) = (8%, ¢*, ¢*).

The arguments used for the GMAR model above can also be used for the LMAR model, but two
things are worth noting. First, the proof given for the GMAR model above goes through even when
there are no common parameters so that ¢ and ¢ could be used in place of (5, ¢) and (5, ¢). Second,
equation can be obtained in the same way as in the GMAR case even though the derivation of the
related equation (A.4) in Kalliovirta et al.| (2015) made use of the explicit expression of the stationary
density of (y¢, y,_q) which is known for the GMAR model but, in general, unknown for the LMAR
model. The reason for this is that the null hypothesis is here assumed to hold so that y; is a linear
Gaussian AR(p) process, implying that (y:, y,_;) is normally distributed with density function a p+ 1
dimensional counterpart of the p dimensional normal density function np(v14; q;) defined in equation
(6) (see the GMAR example of Section 2.2). After observing these two facts we can proceed in the
same way as in the GMAR case and conclude that equation holds also for the LMAR model as
long as we replace the mixing weights of the GMAR model with those of the LMAR model. As the
arguments employed in the proof of the GMAR case after equation (35) made no use of the mixing
weights they apply also to the LMAR model and can be used to complete the proof.

Assumptions 3 and 4. Conditions (i) and (ii) of Assumption [3| clearly hold and condition (iii) can
be verified in the same way as in the case of the LMAR model. Specifically, we have

Ta(9,0)—Ta(¢7, ¢7) = (ap+(1-a)p, p—¢)—=(¢,0) = (a(¢ — ¢") + (1 — ) (¢ — ¢), (¢ — &%) — (¢ — ¢7)),
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and choosing ||z|, = ||z]|; = Zfil |z;| it can straightforwardly be seen that condition (iii) holds by
Lemma Regarding Assumption based on the expression of atG and the definition of w (7, ) =
(m+ (1 — a)w, 7 — aw), the required differentiability holds for all positive integers k.

Assumption 5: Derivation of expansion ([10)). First note that, as 7, (7, @) = (7+ (1 —a)w, 7 —
w), the reparameterized mixing weight in the GMAR model is given by

any(y;_1; (B, 7+ (1 — a)w))
any (Y15 (B;m + (1 — )w)) + (1 = a)np(y,—1; (B, 7 — aw))

and the quantities fJ,(«, 8,7, @) and {[ (o, B, 7, @) take the form

(X?:;T(Oé, ﬂa U w) =

f%:t(avﬁaﬂvw)_alt< ,B,, w)ft(ﬁvﬂ"i_(l_o‘) )+(1_af?(a767ﬂvw))ft(67ﬂ_aw)a
l?(a’ﬁaﬂ—,w) 1Og[a1t( ,ﬁ,w,w)ft(ﬁ,w+(1—oz)w)+(1—agf(a,ﬁ,w,w))ft(ﬁ,wfozw)].

Partial derivatives of the (reparameterized) log-likelihood function (with respect to (3,7, w@)) can be
obtained with straightforward differentation but, as the calculations are somewhat lengthy, they are
relegated to Supplementary Appendix F.1.

Now consider, for an arbitrary fixed o € A, a standard fourth-order Taylor expansion of LT.(c, B, 7, @) =
Zthl I7(a, B,m,w) around (B*,7*,0) with respect to the parameters (5,7, w). For brevity, we write
7 = (B,7) and 7 = (B*,7*). Collecting terms that turn out to be asymptotically negligible into a
remainder term yields

= (7 — )V L (o, 7,0) + — (7 — %) V2., LT.(a, 7, 0)(

a+q2 g2 Q2

1 ~ % ~ ~ %
+ gwlv?ﬂw,b}(a, 7, 0)w —|— Z Z Z Vmwywk 7, 0)(70; — 7 )y,
’ =1 j=1k=1

— )

M|

VA o o D (a, 7, 0)miwjmkw + RY (o, 7, ) (36)

4 W T TR

with an explicit expression of the remainder term Rg} )(oz, 7r,w) available in Supplementary Appendix
F.2. Therein we also demonstrate that this fourth-order Taylor expansion can be written as a quadratic
expansion of the form (10| given by

L7 (o, B, m,w) — Lp(a, B, 7", 0)

= 810(a, 6,7, @) — 5[T"/20(a, 6,7, @) ZIT*0(a, f, 7, )] + Re(e fomm)  (37)

or, setting Zr = Z-'T~1/287, in an alternative form corresponding to , with an explicit expression
of the remainder term Ryp(«, 3,7, w) available in Supplementary Appendix F.2.

The required derivatives are available in Supplementary Appendix F.1. Here we only present
the derivatives that appear in the expression of Sp in , that is, the components of @glf* =
(@gl,’f * @gl? *). From Supplementary Appendix F.1 we obtain (here V; denotes the ith component of
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a derivative, and Vny(-) denotes differentiation of n,(-) in @ with respect to ¢ = (¢o, b1, . . ., qZ;p, 52))

v *
vﬂl?(aHB*:W*?O) - }){t (38)
t
Valf §n,0) = Vit (39)
t
Vi Vo fr Verfr Vians V2o fi
Vszwl?(a”B*’ﬂ'*?O) _ Oé(l o a) |: +*1 p v]‘f’ift + VZ—i-i.ft ]+*1 P 4 ’L+1,]*+1ft (40)
] "p fi b np It

where 4,5 = 1,...,p + 1, and, for brevity, we denote f; = fi(8*,7*), n; = n,(8*,7*), and similarly
for their derivatives. Explicit expressions for the derivatives of f; and n, are given in Supplementary
Appendix F.3.

Assumption 5: Verifying the assumption. As 0(a, (3,7, @) = (8 — p*,7 — 7", a(l — a)v(w)),
part (i.a) is clearly satisfied. Assumption 1 requires « to be bounded away from zero and one, so that
also part (i.b) is satisfied.

For part (ii), notice from , , and f that St = Ethl s¢ with

£
_ (VL X (41)
St = | —7x 5 C11AL 11 Cp—1,02 Mt go—1,q0
t

where, for i,j € {1,...,¢2}, the ¢;;’s are as in Section 3.3.1 (¢;; = 1/2 if i = j and ¢;; = 1 if ¢ # j) and

e Viriny Ve fi Vigiff Vieany Vi aff 19
14, — * * + * * + * ( )
n, i i Ny i

(note that s, and hence Sp, does not involve « as it cancels out from the expressions in and
(40)). Therefore the first three requirements in part (ii) are clearly satisfied. For the weak convergence
requirement in part (ii) it now suffices to show that 7-1/2Sp 4 S'in R for some multivariate Gaussian
random vector S with mean zero and F[SS’| = Z. To this end, s; clearly forms a stationary and
ergodic process. Moreover, due to Lemma in Supplementary Appendix F.5, E[V;ff/f | yi—1] =
E [V?j fi/f5 | ye—i] = 0 for any 4,5 € {1,...,q2} so that s; is a martingale difference sequence. From
the expression of Z in in Supplementary Appendix F.2 it is clear that E[s;s}] = Z. Positive
definiteness of Z is proven in Supplementary Appendix F.3. The stated convergence result now follows
from the central limit theorem of |Billingsley| (1961)) in conjunction with the Cramér-Wold device.

For part (iii), it suffices to show the finiteness and positive definiteness of Z; these are proven in
Supplementary Appendices F.2 and F.3. Part (iv) is proven in Supplementary Appendix F 4.

Assumption 6. By the definition of the set ©, and the transformation (¢, ¢) — (7, @), the set O,
(see Sec 3.3.1) can equivalently be expressed as

O = {0 = (0,9) e RTTEH = (8~ 5", (¢ — ¢") + (1 — a)(p — ¢")), 9 = a(l — a)v(d — )
for some (B, ¢, ) € B x ®*}.

We aim to show that the collection of sets {©,, a € A} is locally uniformly equal to the cone
A = ROF2 x y(R?2) where v(R®2) = {v(w) : w € R2}.

Let S((8*,¢*),d) denote a closed (q1 + g2)-sphere centered at (8*,¢*) and with radius §, and
S(¢*,6) a similar ga-sphere. As (3%, ¢*) is an interior point of B x ®, we can find a §; > 0 such that
S((B*, ¢%),81)xS(¢*,d1) C Bx®2. By the definitions of the transformations (c, 3, ¢, ) — 0(a, B, ¢, )
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and (a, B, ¢, ) = Ha, B, ¢, p) (defined implicitly by the definition of ©, above), we can find a d, > 0
such that

(=02,02) 1792 x v((=02,02)2) C Naca®a(01) C Naca®a

where

a(¢—¢%) + (1 —a)(e—¢)),0 = a(l —a)u(¢ - )
x S(¢,01)}-

Thus (—d2,82)11192 x v((—d2,02)%) C O, for all & € A so that (assuming, without loss of generality,
that (52 < 1)

0, (01) = {6 = (0,9) e RUT2FD . g = (5 — B*,
for some (B, ¢, p) € S((5*, ¢*),61) x

(=03, 05) 1 FHD N Oy = (=03, 03)1H% x v((=b2,82) %) = (=03, 65) M FLTD O [ROFE x p(R)]

for all @« € A. Thus the collection of sets {0,, a € A} is locally uniformly equal to the cone
A =ROTe x y(R2).

Assumptions 7 and 8. Assumption 7 is satisfied as Assumption@holds with the cone A = R%1+42 x
v(R%) (note that now gy = ¢2(g2 + 1)/2). Assumption 8 is clear from the verification of Assumption

51

Expression of 5, in Section 4.1. Let &; and Vft(d:);r)/ (¢T) be as in the LMAR example (see Ap-

pendix B) and set (see (11) and (12)) 5 = (VA(6r)/ fi(6r), 11 Xu11 (57, -t Xean-10(07))
where, fori,j € {1,... ,qg} the ¢;;’s are as in Section 3.3.1 (¢;; = 1/2if i = j and ¢;; = 1 if i # j) and

A Vz‘+1“p(<ZT) g+1ft(¢T) i+1ft(€ZT) Vj+1np(<ZT) V?H,jﬂft((;:r’)
Xt,z,j ((bT) - z z z + z .
np(ér) ft(¢T) fi(ér) np(o7) fe(ér)

Explicit expressions for the elements of V2 ft(ggT) / ft(qu) can be obtained from in Supplementary
Appendlx F.3 by replacing ¢; and o7 therein with é; and ¢ o, respectively. Expressmns for the elements

of Vnp(ngT) / np(ngT) can be obtained by evaluating (51)) in Supplementary Appendix F.3 at ¢ = qu
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Supplementary Appendix to
‘Testing for observation-dependent regime switching in mixture autore-
gressive models’ by Meitz and Saikkonen (not meant for publication)

D Further details for the general results

Proof of Lemma [1], further details. To justify that the last term on the right hand side of is
dominated by —3 1070 ]|* + 0pa(1), note first that

1 1 1 1
(000 )= 5 ) 16701? = (0 (1) = ) 102l = § 101l = W 20l - § 161,

where Wrq = —1 + 0pq (1). Thus, P (supaes Wra <0) — 1 and (here 1(-) denotes the indicator
function)

sup Wrq ||0TO(||2 = sup Wrq ||0TC,4||2 1 (sup Wra < 0) + sup Wy |\0Ta\|2 1 <sup Wra > O>
acA acA acA acA acA
< sup Wrq HBTOCHQ 1 (sup Wre > 0) ,
acA a€EA

where the last term is non-negative and positive with probability that is at most P (sup,e 4 Wra > 0) —
0. Thus, combining the above derivations yields the desired result (0pq (1) — 3) [|07al* < —1 (/074> +
opa (1).

To justify the use of the continuous mapping theorem, note that in the first instance it is applied
with the function g : C(A,R") x {Z,} — C(A,R") mapping (z.,Zs) to Z, 'xe. Here Iz, is continuous
in a by Assumption [f(iii). Also, the latter set in the product C(4,R") x {Z,} contains only the
non-random function Z,; this product space can be equipped with essentially the same metric as
C(A,R"); cf. Andrews and Ploberger (1994, p. 1392 and 1407) and Zhu and Zhang| (2006} proof of
Theorem 5). In the second instance, the continuous mapping theorem is applied with the function
g : B(A,R") — R mapping zs (€ B(A,R")) to sup,c4 ||za||. For continuity, we need to establish that
if a sequence x,o converges to z, in B(A,R"), then g(zne) = g(ze) in R (i.e., if supye g [|Tna — ol —
0, then [supyeca [|[Znall — Supaea |zalll = 0). The triangle inequality implies that sup,eca ||Znal <
SUPnea || Tna — Tall + SUPaca [|Zall, as well as the same result with x,, and z, interchanged, and the
desired result follows from these inequalities. |

Proof of Lemma [4], further details. It remains to verify the continuity mentioned in the proof. For
simplicity, consider the continuity of the functions g1 : C(A4,R") x {Z,} — B(A,R) mapping (z,Zs)
to 2,Zexe and g2 : C(A,R") x {Z,} — B(A,R) mapping (xe,Zs) to infrep {(A — ze¢) Ze(A — zo)}
separately. For g¢j, continuity is rather clear, for if a sequence (Zpe,Ze) converges to (ze,Ze) in
C(A,R") x {Z,}, then g1((zne,Ze)) — g1((ze,Zs)) in B(A,R) (i.e., if supyea ||Tna — ol — 0, then
SUPnea |ThaZla®na — TnTaTa| — 0). For the continuity of g2, suppose that sup,c4 [|[Zna — Zal — 0,
and consider sup,¢ 4 [Infaea {(A — Zna)'Za (A — Zna)} — infaepr {(A — 20) Zo(X — 24)}|. Noting that

. . 2
inf {(A = 2n0) Ta(A = 2na) } = { i0f [|Z/2(A = 2o |1}

36



and similarly for the other infimum, we need to consider

: 1/2 _ s 1/2 o : 1/2 _ : 1/2 o
sup { | fnf 170/%(A — ) | = fnf |72\ = el (0 1228~ )| + fnf T =)l - (43)

Using the triangle inequality and properties of the Euclidean vector norm,
||Iol/2()‘ — Zna)|| < ”I;/Q()‘ —za)| + HIOIC/Q(:E”Q —za)|| < HIOI/Q()‘ — Ta) || + (Amax (Ia))1/2 [Zna — Zall ,
and similarly with x,, and x, exchanged, so that

i f Il/Q)\_ no — i f Il/Z}‘_ 67 < )\max Ia 1/2 no — Lall -
dnf [[Zo/%(A = @na)ll = nf [IZo/5(A = zo)ll| < (Amax (Za)) ™ 200 — 2all

As was noted after Assumption 6, the cone A contains the origin, so that the term in in parentheses
is dominated by (Amax (Za))Y? (||Znall + [|zal]). Now, due to Assumption 5(iii), the fact that Zpe, e
are bounded, and the assumed sup,c4 ||Zna — Zal — 0, the quantity in converges to zero. [

Proof of Lemma [5l For brevity and clarity, within this proof we use somewhat simplified notation
and let
A B

—1
o =\p ¢

denote the partition of Z ;! (so that, e.g., C is shorthand for (Z;!)gy). This implies that Z, can be
expressed as
D! —~D'BC!

T =
o —c-1p'p~1 o'+ Cc-'B'D1BC!

where D = A — BC~!B’ (thus, e.g., D! = Tyg,). Note also that A, C, and D are symmetric (as Z,
is symmetric).
First note that S, = Z,Z, can be expressed as

D1 —D1BC-t
—Cc-'BD! cl4+cCc'BDBC!

Zea
Zﬂa

D 'Zy, — D'BC~ ' Zy,
—C 'B'D'Zy,, +C ' Zy,, + C'B'D-'BC~1Zy,

Sa =

so that Sj_DSp, equals

ShoDSoa = (D' Zgo — DYBC™ Zy,) D(D™ Zyo, — D' BC™ Zy,,)
= Zyo D Zpo — Z)p, D' BC Zy — 24, ,CT'B'D7 Zpo + Z,,,C B’ D' BC™ Zy,.

Now, since Z!Z,Z, can be written as

!/

Zoa D1 —-D'BC! Zoa
Zya| |-C7'B'D™Y C7'4+C'B'D 'BC™| | Zya
= Z) D" Zpo — 2, D' BC™ Zgo — Z4,.C ' B' D Zyy
+ Z4,C 1 Zyo + 7}, ,C'B'DTIBC™ Zy,,,

7! ToZo =

we obtain

2! T0Zo = 2y, C Zge + Sho D Spar- (44)
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Now consider infxcp {(A — Z4)'Zo (X — Z,)}. Similarly as above,

<)‘ - Za)/Ia(A - Zcx)

) )
+ (Ao = Zpa) O Ay — Zya) + (Ao — Zpa)'C'B'D*BC™H( Ay — Zya)

) D™ (X9 = Zpa) — (Mg — Zoa)' D BC™H(Ag — Zga)] — [BC™' ( Ay — Zga)' D™ H(Xg — Zpa)
Cc )+ [BC™Y( Ay — Zya) DHBC ™ (Ny — Zya)]
= (A0 = Z9a)' C ™ (A9 = Zoa) + {(Xg — Zoa) — [BCT (A9 — Zga) ]} D™ H{ (X6 — Zpa) — [BC™' (Ao — Zpa)]}-

Now, for any fixed Ay € R%, Assumption [7] implies that
o {(Xo = Zga) = [BC™H (Ao = Zoa)]Y' D™ H(Ag — Zpa) — [BOTH(Ag — Zpa)]} =0
0

(cf. |Andrews| (1999, eqn. (7.35))) so that

)i‘relg\ {AN=Z)Ta(AN=Za)} = Agngﬁ {XNg = Z9a) C 7 (Xp — Zga) } - (45)

Combining and and recalling that C~! = (T 1)1;1% and D = Ieieix yields the equality stated

in the lemma.

Finally, (Z;!)g9 and Zy, can be expressed as

(Z2 Yoo = (Zova — ZooaTygeLove) " [= Ty + LogoZooaTooa — LosaLyg.Lova)  LovaLyy,:

(Ve
Zoo = (T3 1)00(S9a — LooaLyyeSoa) [= LygSoa + LygeLooa(Zooa — TovaLyyyLooa)  (ZovaLpg,Soa — Soa)l:

where the two different expressions result from two different ways of writing the inverse of a partitioned
matrix. |
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E Further details for the LM AR example

E.1 Verification of Assumption 5(ii), further details

As for the weak convergence requirement in part (ii), we rely on Theorem 2 (and the remarks that
follow it) in Andrews and Ploberger| (1995). As can be seen from the proof of their Theorem 2,
it suffices to verify their conditions EP1(a), EP1(e), and EP4 (omitting the weakly exogeneous X;
variables therein). Under the null hypothesis, y; is a linear Gaussian AR(p) process so that condition
EP1(a) is satisfied with geometrically declining mixing numbers. To check condition EP1(e), we show
that E[supaea SUP (r =)ent |7 (@, T, @)|] < 00, E[supacallV(zmlf (o, 7,0)[|"] < oo for any positive r,
and F[supaca SuP(rr,w)eH||V?ﬂ7w)(ﬂ7w)/l17;r (o, m,@)||] < co. The first of these moment conditions follows
from the arguments used to verify our Assumption 2 (see the verification of this Assumption for the
GMAR model; the details for the LMAR model are presented there). The second holds due to the
expression of V. oI (o, 7%,0) in , the fact that 0 < aft(a) < 1, and Lemma ﬂ The third is
verified below in Supplementary Appedix E.2. As the compactness requirement of condition EP4(a)
holds by our Assumption 1(ii), it remains to verify EP4(b). To this end, note that for arbitrary a,b € A,

Vft(ﬂ'*) "
(%)
By straightforward differentiation, Vaaf (o) = of ;(a)(1 — af ;(a))(1,4t-1,. .., Yi—m), so that by the
mean value theorem

Hv(w,w)lzr(av 7*70) - V(ﬂ,w)l?(baﬂ*’ O)HT = ‘O‘it(a) - alL,t(b> "

O‘lL,t(a) - alL,t(b) = alL,t(Ca,b)<1 - aft(ca,b))(L Yt—1y- - - 73/t—m)/(a —b)

for some ¢, p € R™+! between a and b (as A is not necessarily convex, Cq,p does not necessarily belong
to A, but this has no effect in what follows as the expression aft(ca’b) is nevertheless well defined for
all cap € R™T). Setting By = 1+ |ys—1| + ... + |yt—m| and noting that 0 < aft(ca,b) < 1 this implies
that

oy (a) = oy (O] < 1L g1, - gem) (@ = DI < (L [yeea| + - + [ge—ml)|a = b = Bifla —b].

T]
where on the majorant side the expectation is finite (due to the fact that the y;’s possess moments

of all orders, see also the proof of Lemma [F.1]). Hence condition EP4(b) holds, and the desired weak
convergence follows.

Hence

Vfi(7™)

B[ sw  [Vimifa,n.0) - Vit 0r 0] <8 |5y | ST

abeA,[la=b]| <5

E.2 Verification of Assumption 5(iv), further details

It remains to show that E[supaeA SUD (7, o) eHHv (m)(mwy it (o, m,@)||] < oo. This in turn follows

™,

if we show the same with V( pv— (o, m, @) replaced by V2 I (a, 7, @), V2 _ T (o, m, @), and
V%w,l”(a,ﬂ,w). Consider the expression of me,lt (o, m,w) given in Appendix B and recall that
0 < ofy(a),a5,(a) < 1 and Vfi(r) = fi(m)Val)(r) with If(x) = log[fi(r)]. Then we can, for

instance, write
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af y(@) fi(m) Vil (m)
O‘ft( ) fi(m )+a2,t(a)ft(77_w)

af (@) V fi(r)

f2,t(a’ T, w)

H < V.10

and

afy (@) V' fi(m) + of () V' fi(m — @) H _

f;;t(oh 7'(', W)

afy (@) fi(m)Vali (7) + agy (@) fi(m — @) Vil (m — @) H
afy (@) fe(m) + ok (@) film — =)
< |V () || + ||V (r — )]

As similar inequalities can be obtained for the second term of V2_,iT(«, 7, w), we get

\V4
V20 (0, )| < ‘af (a>f2t(aff7r L H+Hv )| + Vo) | | Vol — o)
+ ‘ o (o) AT = =) H |Vl r = )| + VAl [Tl — )]
fzt(oz T, T0) t t

Next note that
VAfi(m) YV (fi(m)Val)(m) _ fi(m) VRl (m) Vel (7) N fe(m)V2 17 ()

f%tt(a,ﬂ','W) fg,t(a7ﬂ-7w) B f;:t(a77r7w> f;:t(chﬂ—aw) ’

so that arguments similar to those already used above give

V2ft(7r)
L
Joti0) | < 9 + [t
and -
’ait(a)MHSHle?(ﬁ— )|+ | V2 0(r — )|
Hence, we can conclude that
V2 07 (0, 7, )| < 2||Vall(r H2+2Hv O — )| + 2| Vald (@) || | V2l (7w — =)
H| V2L ()| + || V2l (r — @) -
To bound the expression on the dominant side, note that V,I9(r) = % and V2 _,1)() = VQJEt())

%% so that Lemma ensures that E [supaeA SUD (1w ell Hme,lf(a,w,w H} < 00. An
inspection of the expressions of V2_,iT(a, 7, @) and V2 _,IT(a, 7, @) in Appendix B shows that a
similar result can be obtained with V2 _,IT(a, 7, ) replaced by V2_IT(a, 7, @) and V2 _IT(a, 7, @),

yielding the desired result.
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F Further details for the GMAR example

F.1 Partial derivatives of the reparameterized log-likelihood function

Here we present certain partial derivatives of I («, 3,7, @) with respect to (8,7, w). For brevity, set
7 = (B, m) (and similarly 7* = (8*,7*)), so that the desired derivatives are with respect to 7 and w
or, elementwise, with respect to m; and w; fori =1,...,p+2and j =1,...,p+ 1. In the derivative
expressions below, the subindices in © and w are tacitly assumed to be withing these ranges. For
brevity, denote I[* = I (o, 7*,0), f" = fi(7*), n; = ny(7*), and similarly for their partial derivatives.

The following derivatives are obtained with straightforward (but tedious and lengthy) differentia-
tion. The necessary calculations for the first- and second-order derivatives are presented in Supplemen-
tary Appendix F.7, but for brevity we omit the detailed calculations for the third- and fourth-order
derivatives.

First- and second-order derivatives:

Vifi
Vil = »
! I
ijlf* =0
o2 e Viall Vit Vift
Tt ft* ft* ft*
Vi =0
Viiin: V. * ; *Viiin® V? ; N
v?ziw]-lzr* — aja +*1 PVJ-F:ft + Vz+ift J+*1 p + +1,J*+1ft
n, i fi N, i
Third-order derivatives:
3 * * * * * 2 fx * * * *
vl Virlt VOl VefE VARVl Vi Vil 4o Vil Vil Vil

Tt e e e oK VA A

2 * LAk *
2 e Vifi [ Vikrinp  Viny Viging
ﬁ'iﬁ'jwk t 102 f* n* n* n*
t D y4 p
* 2 * * 2 *
o3 I — e I:vk"i‘lnp Viillt  ViffVialft . Viany (Vigalt  Viff Veaf:
Tt T - -
7 p It fi It np It fi fi
3 * 2 * 2 * * *
N Viirien £ Viff Vit N Vikt1"  Ving Vg \ Vi ff
f* f* f* n* n* n* f*
t t t 4 D D t
2 * Ak ) *
N Vijt1Mp  Viny Viang \ Vi ff
p p D t
2 * 2 * 2 *
3 —_— Vi1 Vo /i Vieres 1" Vigafi | Visresi" Vigrff
\Y l (g — aq)
wiwwE 't T Qiaziaz — aq n* f* n* f* n* f*
p t P t p t
* 72 * * Y72 * * 72 *
Viginy Vigi St Vigany Vigy et Vieang, Vi i ff
* * *
n, i ny i n; i
3 *
Viijeks1fe
+ —ft*

Fourth-order derivative (fourth-order derivatives with respect to 7 will not be explicitly needed, and
thus we omit their expressions):
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TOk
wrwy 't

v4

W

* 72 *
Vit VieikMp

* 2 *
Vijit1ng Vit 1M

* 2 *
o202 Vi1, Vigr 41\ Vi fe
- 12 * * * * * * *
ny ny ny ny ny 14
* 2 * * 2 *
+ z+1n vg+1 141" Vjt1n, vz‘+1,l+1“:n Virin, Vidrjap | Vi fe
D D p p D t
* 2 * * 2
N Vz+1n vk—i—l 1" Vierng Vi, Vigang Vi png j+1ft*
p p p p p p
* 2 * * 2
I VJHn vk+1 141" p V’f+1np vj+1,l+1np VHlnp vj+1,k+1 p z+1ft
* * * * * *
np np np np np np
* 2 *
n Vieany Vigff | Virny Via ff | Vil
n; ft n; ft* ft*
* * 2 *
Vieetny Vi ff L Viriny Vi ff | Vi fe
ny It ny It It
* * 2 *
N Vi1 Vi fi - Verns Vi ff Vikies fe
np It np e fi
* * 2 *
Vitin, Vi ff | Vising Vi ff | VielJi
ns It ny It It
* * 2 *
(Y Ve S Vi Vi ff Vitrife
* * *
ny i n, i i
* * 2 *
Vit Vi ff L Ve Vi ff | Vigie e
ns It ny It It
3 * 3 * 3 * %
. (1-3 ) Virtirik1 Vi fi - Vigrjenia™ Vi /T Vieies101" Vi f;
1o 10 i IR - = " %
14 t P t P t
3 * * 73 * * 73 *
n Vitiksri1 Vi fi | Vg Vi e /i Vi, Vs e fi
ny It n; It ny It
* Y73 * * 73 * 4 *
Viriny Vit it Viany Voo kSt Victjries141/7
ny It ny It It
2 vz—i—l J+1Np Vk;+1 l+1ft Vz+1 kt1Mp v]+1 1t Vz+1 1+1"p Vj+1 k+1ft
+ Oz1042(042 — al) +
P t P t p t
2 2 2
N Vo Vis | Vi Vil Viewa Visafe
ny It ny It n, It
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F.2 Fourth-order expansion of the log-likelihood function

Justification of 1) and expression of R(Tl)(a,fr,w). Straightforward calculation yields the
fourth-order Taylor expansion with the remainder term (for brevity, we again write 7 = (3, m)
and 7 = (%, 7))

2
RW(a, #, @) = @' Vp (o, 7,0) + = (% — ) VZ_, L3 (a, #*,0)w

Q1+q2 q1+492 q1+q2

Z Z Z Vﬂﬂr]ﬂk *7 0)(ﬁ2 - ﬁ-:)(ﬁ] - ﬁ;)(ﬁ-k - 77[';;)
=1 =1 =

tI1+q2 q1+q92 q2

S S W e 7 O 7 )5y~ T

i=1 j=1 k=1

q2 g2 Qg2

53 3 D BN C TS

i=1 j=1 k=1

q1+4q2 q1+92 q1+q2 q1+q2

Z Z Z E Vﬂ'ﬂrjﬂ'kﬂ'l (Oé 7T w)(ﬂ - 7}:)(7}) - ﬁ;)(ﬁk - 77rlt)(ﬁ—l - 7?7)
i=1 j=1 k=1 I=

q1+q2 q1+q2 q1+q2 g2

Z Z Z vaﬂﬂrkwlljﬂ &, 7T w)(w - 7}:)(7?] - 77r;k)(7~rk - ﬁlt)wl
=1 j=1 k=1 [=1
tI1+(I2 q1+q2 q2 g2 '

Z Z Z Z vmﬂjwkwll’%(av T, w)(ﬁ-l - ﬁ:)(ﬁj - ﬁ;)wkwl
=1 j=1 k=1Il=1
tI1+(I2 @2 92 q2 )

Y Y Vi L0 7, ) (1 — w7

=1 j=1k=11=1

92 42 q2 q2

4] Z Z Z Z W; W W W] Lﬂ- (Ck, 7%(7 w) - Vwiw]-wkwl L?(Oz, ﬁ*, 0))wiwj'wkwl, (46)

i=1 j=1 k=1 [=1
where (7, %) denotes a point between (7, ) and (7*,0).

Justification of (37)) and expression of Rr(«,7,w). We begin with some useful notation. Let J
denote the index set

= ((17 1)’ (272)7 R (‘D)‘D)? (172)’ (173)7 SR (L‘D)a (273)’ cee (Q2 - 1aQ2))'

For any scalars (or d x 1 column vectors) A;; indexed by i and j (here and elsewhere it is tacitly
assumed these indices belong to {1,...,¢2}), let [Aij}(ij)ej denote the following 1 x g2(g2 + 1)/2 row
vector (or d x g2(g2 + 1)/2 matrix):

Z]ZEj: 11 ¢t qzqz: 12 ¢ -0t @2—1,q2] -
[Aij) i jyes = 1A Agyqy : A A ]

For instance, v(w) = [wiwj]/(i Der Similarly, for any scalars A;;;; indexed by 1, j, k, [, let [Aijkl](i k) ETXT
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denote the following g2(g2 + 1)/2 X g2(g2 + 1)/2 matrix

A1t e Al1gago At112 e A11,go—1,0
[A. 'kl] _ quqzll T Aq2q2q2q2 Aq2q212 e quﬂzﬂz—qu
1) i,7,k,0)ETXT
(g kD)e Atra11 e A12g0g5 A1212 e A1,
_AQ2*1,Q271,1 T AQQ*LQZ:(D#D ACI2*1,€I271,2 T AQ2*17Q2,Q2*1¢12_

With this notation, and for any scalars A;jr and B;; such that A;jx = Ajin, Aijr = Aijik, and
B;; = Bj; for all 4, 7, k,1, it holds that!?

q2 492 Q92 Qg2

[Biili.jyes leiicnAijil g g eaxa Bril(enes = Z Z Z Z Aij Bij B, (47)
i=1 j=1 k=1 Il=1

where the ¢;;’s are as in Section 3.3.1 (¢;; = 1/2if i = j and ¢;; = 1 if ¢ # j).
Now, to obtain , introduce the matrix

Iriz I row
Jr = ’

jT,frww jT,wwww

where the matrices Jr#x ((¢1 + ¢2) X (1 + ¢2)), J;'p sww (@1 +q2) X @), and JT wwww (@ X q) are
defined as follows (here V2., LT* stands for VZ-, L7.(av, 7*,0) etc.)

—1y72
jTjrfr =-T""Vixz

4 1
jY/’,frww =7 [Cijv%wiij%*] (i)

1009
T N N T/ - Vi LT
- - a0 Cl1Vigw T ¢ *Cga—1,q2 AWy —1Way T 11
718 1 T
IT wwww = —1' [Cz Cklv L ]
’ 4202 9T T mimmee T G g heaxs
T %
g 1 Cllcllvw1w1w1w1LT Cqo— 17112611qu2 1wq2W1w1LT
_ _m—-1° .
- 4! o202
P2

4 T 4 T*
C11€q2—1,92 vwlw1 Wao—1Wgy Ly Cg2—1,42Cq2—1,q2 qu2 1 Wy Wy —1Wgy T

12To justify , partition the index set J as J=(J,,7,) with 71 = ((1,1),(2,2),...(¢g2,¢92)) and J» =
((1,2),(1,3),...,(1,42),(2,3),...,(g2 — 1,q2)). With straightforward algebra,

[Bid]a,j)ej [CijcklAijkl}(i,j,k,l)eﬁxj [Bkl]/(k,l)eﬁ

= Z Z Cijck'lAijleijBkl

(4,5)€7 (k,1)€T

Z Z AijleijBkl'f'% Z Z AijleijBkl+% Z Z AijriBijBri + Z Z AijkiBijBri

(i,5)€31 (k,1)€T1 (4,5)€31 (k,1)€T2 (4,5)€T2 (k,1)€T1 (4,5)€T2 (k,1)€T2
1
=1 Z Z AijriBijBri + 2 Z Z AijriBijBri + 2 Z Z AijriBijBri + 4 Z Z AijrkiBij B
i=j k=l i=j k<l i<j k=l i<j k<l

q2 92 492 Qg2

= = ZZZZA'L]HBUBkh

'Lljlklll

where the properties Ajju = Ajikt, Aijii = Aijik, and B;; = By; for all ¢, 5, k, [, are used in the last equality.
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Straightforward computations (for the third one, use property ) now show that

1

1 ~ ~ % ~ ~ % ~ ~ %
—g T2 (7 = 7) TrasTV2(7 — 7%) = 5(7 = 77 Vig L (o, 7,0) (7 = ),
— T2 — 7Y T} i T 21 av(w)
= (7 -7 ) [Cllvwwuml’w (cv, T, O)W% to Tt CEI2—17¢12V??wq271wq2 Ly(a, 7, O)WQ2—1w¢Z2
3 q q2 Qg2
=5 DD VR L, 7, 0) (7 — 7 ),
Ti=1 j=1 k=1

2 92 q2 Qg2

1 .
—§T0z%a%v(w)"7T’wwwwv =1 Z Z Z Z vmwgwwm LT (o, 7, 0)wwwy ;.
i=1 j=1 k=1 l=1
Therefore the fourth-order Taylor expansion of L7.(a, 7T, @) in can be written as a quadratic

expansion given by
1
Li(a, 7, @)~ Li(a, 7, 0) = S78(a, 7, @) 5 [["*0(a. 7,2)] Tr[1"*8(a, 7, @) + Ry (. 7, ). (48)

Next, define
Lzz I

TwWw

T ’ (49)

Ifrww waww

where the matrices Zzx ((¢1 +¢2) X (¢1 +¢2)), Z: . ((¢1 +q2) X @9), and Zpwwe (g9 X gg) are defined
as follows

I.-—E [Vft(fr*) V’ft(fr)*)]

ft(@k) fo(7*
Trows = i Ei fﬁ( ))X 'j”(m)eﬁ’

Iwwww = [Cz'jcklE [Xt:iva;kle(i,j,k,l)ejxj’

and where we have used the short-hand notation X}

tij 53 € {1,...,q2} (see (42))). Finiteness of 7

follows from Lemma [F.I] Now, defining

RP(a,#,) = —~[T26(a, 7, @) (Jr — T)[TV26(a, 7, )

2

and adding and subtracting terms, expansion can be written as with
Rr(a,7r,w) = Rg})(a,ﬁ',w) + Rg)(a,ﬁ,w).

F.3 Some more explicit derivatives and the verification of Assumption 5(iii)

Some more explicit derivative expressions. We will require more explicit expressions for the
components of s; in (see also . and ( . Stralghtforward computatlon shows that (as
before, V f;(-) denotes dlfferentlation of ft in with respect to ¢ = (d)o, b1, ..., gi)p, 52))

V2£1(9)

VIO s, T - 9 og 4480 + T hn(10) Y o545
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where (as log(fi(9)) = —5 1og(27) — 5 10g(57) — 597 (9) with g:(9) = [ye—(do+01ye—1+ - +dpy—p)]/51)

&%gt(gg) —&% _%%y;tfl —&i?gt(gg)
Vlog(fi(¢)) = &%yt—lﬁt(ﬁg) . VPlog(fi(9)) = —%%yt—l —&%yt—w%—l —%?gt(qg)yt—l
37 (9(0) — 1) ~n(@) —Fa@yi 52079~ 1)
so that
1
Vft(z*) = | & ;ig;t ’
fi(m*) 2}:2(5% 1
W: _Hiytfl _fiytf/lyt—l —lg,?yt;ﬁt + i?fyt;lft fﬁyt;ﬁt
| —Emet TEsYias a2 1) e — V| |l —1)
LE-1 oD (e
= &Li«zytq(fg—l) &szyt—lyéq(&??—l) ﬁytq(f?—&?t) . (50)
(e 82 gy - 30) (el - 67+ 3)

Similar formulas hold for n,(y,_; (5) Aslog(ny(y;_q; (5)) =-£ log(2fr)—% log(det(I’Lp))—%(yt_l—
M11p)/rl_,zla(yt—1 — p11p) (see Section 2.2), we obtain, for each i = 1,...,p +2, (cf. Magnus and
Neudecker (1999, p. 325))'3

-1 [or} A 1 ory !
i1 19)) = =t =) —u1ly) T (1) —= —ul,) —=2 —ml
V;log(ny(y,—1; ¢)) B 7"< 00 1p | H(Yio1—p1lp) 1,p(a¢i ») 2(’.‘/1571 pily) 00 (Yr—1—m1p),
where (see Section 2.2 for the notation)
o(1) "
o | GO
== | ¢o(6(1))"1,
¢
0
-1

For the expression of 8;%?, first note that I‘i; can be expressed as (see, e.g., Galbraith and Galbraith

(1974)) I‘l_ll) = L(U'U — V'V) with U and V being p x p Toeplitz matrices given by
. 0'1

1 bp
U= _'ﬁgl . . ’ V= qu‘,l
—Ggp—l =1 1 SRR qu—l ¢~)p

ory, : : L . - _ . L
Thus B é’p equals a zero matrix when differentiating with respect to ¢, ——&12 I 11) when differentiating
. 1 9.

(3

13 As before, V denotes differentiation with respect to = (qgo, b1, ., ép, &%) and Vi, i = 1,...,p + 2, with respect
to the ith component of ¢.
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with respect to 57, and

ar;},: 1(8U’ LU VOV
06 0 0¢;  09; 0%

when differentiating with respect to to the autoregressive parameters. To summarize,

)

- i (y,-1; 9)
\Y% ~ .
nn?((ggﬁ) = Vlog(np(y;—15¢)) = d2(yt—1;¢~)) ) (51)
P d3(y;—1:9)
where (note that ¢r (a;;;rl7p> = W@@C(Iﬁ »)

A (Y13 9) = (9(1) (Y1 — 1) T 1,

RO S SLCLLC LT S S NE 100 S ETR o T
Y T S oG,y ) P
1 dvec(Ty,)
2“((% 1= 111p) ® (Yp—q — p1lp)),
ds(y;_130) = — 72 + Tif(yt_l - Mllp)lri;(yt_l —pily)

(first and last scalars, middle one p x 1). Therefore

di(ye_1;7")
Vn,(m* . .
YT _ 9 log(np(yp1;7%)) = | daly_yi )
np(7*) ok
d3(yt71’77 )

Based on the preceding derivations, the derivatives appearing in f can now be expressed
as

1
Vil (o, 8%, 7%,0) = pr
1

1
= Yi_1Et
vwl?(ayﬁ*aﬂ—*vo): [ iTl .

W 1)] (p+1) x 1)
2532\t

d2(yt—1;77*)5*1>{yi:—15t d2(yt—157*)ﬁ(5t2 - 1)]

ngw’lW(OZ?B*’W*vO) :a(l_a) *
! d3(yr-;; ) 3=y a8 (Y137 ) gz (5F — 1)

1 1

2~*2(5t - )dz(yt 157") 2~1*2(€t D)ds(ys—q;7

|

Verification of Assumption (iii). Finiteness of Z was already established in Supplementary

Fr¥iacdy (Y15 7) FrYiacds (Y15 7)
™)

T2yt 1Y 1( —-1) 7*3yt 1(5t — 3¢e1)
20*3% 1(f = 3e1) 4~*4(5t 67 + 3)

Appendix F.2. For positive definiteness, it suffices to show that the components of the vector s;
are linearly independent. Note that for linear independence, it does not matter if the order of the
elements is changed or if some of the elements are multiplied by nonzero constants. Therefore, making
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use of the explicit expressions given above, it suffices to show that the components of the vector
St = (541, 5t,2, 5.3, 5t 4, 5.5, 5t,6) (where the dimensions of the six components are 1,p, 1,p(p+1)/2,p, 1,
respectively) are linearly independent, where

_ N -
_gt,l_ 1 o1 o

5,2 ff?t;gt )

- — -1

St3| 20{2 &t

St vech[da(y,—1; T )Y;_1 + Yr_1d5(Ys—1; W*)];Tf@t + ”€Ch[yt—1yft—1]5%2(5t2 —1)
‘%’575 d2 (Y13 W*)ﬁ(fg = 1) +yads(ye W*)?lfft + ﬁyt—l(f‘:g’ — 3¢t)
L5¢,6. d3(Ys—1; W*)ﬁ(fg -1+ ﬁ(gﬁ — 627 +3)

To this end, suppose that ¢’5; = (c1, ¢2, €3, ¢4, ¢5, ¢6) (5,1, 5¢,2, 5¢,3, St.4, 8¢5, 5¢.6) = 0 (with the dimension
of ¢ and its subvectors chosen conformably). Note that the only random quantities §; depends on
are y,_; and & which are independent. First, as the term &} only appears in 516, the equality
E[c'5; | &) = 0 can be expressed as cgef/(465%) + P3(g4) = 0, where Ps(g;) is a third-order polynomial
in g;. As the components of the vector (g;,e7,¢},¢}4) are linearly independent (this clearly follows
from normality), it follows that ¢ = 0. Next, basic properties of the standard normal distribution
imply that E[¢'3;(e} — 3e¢) | y;1] = cgﬁyt_lE[(eﬁ — 3g¢)?] = 0, so that necessarily c5 = 0 (as the
components of y,_; are linearly independent and E[(¢} — 3&;)?] > 0). Next note that (as c5 = 0,
cg =0)

0= E[5(sf — 1) | ys1] = esE[(e} — 1)°]/(267%) + cyvech[y, yy; 1B} — 1)%] /57

so that cjvech|y,_y;_,] = —c3/2. As the components of vech[y,_y}_,] are linearly independent (as
vech(y,_1y;_1) = Djvec(y;_19;_1) = D} (y;_1 ®y,_1), with D/} denoting the Moore-Penrose inverse
of the duplication matrix D,, Cov[vech(y, 1y;_1)] = Df Cov(y,_1 ® y,_1)D,"; because D, is of full
row rank and Cov(y,_; ® y,_;) has rank p(p + 1)/2 (Magnus and Neudecker (1979, Thm 4.3(v)),
Covlvech(y,_1Y,_1)] is positive definite), it necessarily follows that ¢4 = 0 and ¢3 = 0. Finally, as only
¢1 and cp may be nonzero, E[d/$i; | y,_1] = clé—lf +C/25*1Tyt,1 = 0, from which ¢z = 0 and ¢; = 0 follow
(as the components of y,_; are linearly independent).

F.4 Verification of Assumption 5(iv)

First consider Rg})(a, 7,w). Of the quantities on the right hand side of , the first two are equal to
zero because VT (a, 7,0) = 0 and Vi [J (a, 7*,0) = 0; for the other eight quantities, Lemma
provides upper bounds that aid in bounding them. Now, to verify Assumption (iv) (for Rg,} ) (o, T, )),
let {yr, T > 1} be an arbitrary sequence of (non-random) positive scalars such that v — 0 as T' — 0.
Condition ||(8,7,w) — (8*,7*,0)|| < yr (appearing in Assumption (iv)), together with the properties
10(cv, 8,7, @)||* = |7 — 7*||* + afa} |o(@)||* and [[v(w)] < [|w]?, implies that

16(c, 8,7, @)/ < |7 — 7% + a1y o(@) |2 < 7al? + )b Pr.

This, Lemma [F.4] and the fact that « is bounded away from zero and one on A, imply that for some
sequence {yp, T > 1} of (non-random) positive scalars such that 47 — 0 as 7' — oo and for some
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finite C,

IR (a, 7, )|
sup sup

Q€A (#,w)EBxIl,, (1 + HTl/ze(a,ﬁ',w)H)z
|(7,@)—(7@*,0)[I<yr

S :YT Z sup [’T_lvgriﬁjfrkljg(aa 7}*1 0)‘ + ‘T_lvf’?ﬁrjwk[’?(a? 7}*7 0)’ + ’T_l/QVS L?(O‘a 7~T*, O)H

g,k @4 klitiel.
iy —1v4 ~ —1v4 ~
+T Z 21612 * W)Seugxn UT Vfrifrjfrkfrng(aa"Taw)’ + [T VfriﬁjfrkmL?(a,mw”
1.1 k.1 ) s
S ()~ (7 0| <vr
—1v4 ~ —1v4 ~
+ |T vﬁiﬁjwkwlL}(aﬂra w)‘ + ‘T Vfriw]-wkwng(av’]nw)H
—1 4 ~ 4 ~
+C Z 21613 - )SEUEXH |T (VwiijkwlL}(a,ﬂ,w) — VwmjwkwlL}(a,ﬁ*,O))], (52)
i3,k 7, o
B # )~ (7 0l <vr

where the summations above are understood to contain counterparts of each term in (46)). As the data
is assumed to be generated by a linear autoregression (Assumption , the y;’s form a stationary and

ergodic process. Moreover, as the reparameterized log-likelihood of the GMAR model is four times

3

continuously differentiable (see Assumption [4f and its verification), also the Vﬂﬁrﬁrk I7 (o, 7*,0)’s form

a stationary and ergodic process (for any ,j,k). An analogous result holds for all the third and fourth
partial derivatives of [T («, 7, @) appearing on the majorant side of .
Now, Lemma (iii) together with the ergodic theorem implies that sup,e 4[| 71 V2 L%(a,7*,0)|] =

TT4 T
Op(1) (for any 4,7,k). Similarly, supaeAHT_IV%ﬁjkag(a,7?*, 0)|] = O,(1) (for any i,j,k?).lc Expression
of V%—ijw;c I7 (o, 7*,0) in Supplementary Appendix F.1, Lemmas and and the compactness of
A, imply that supaeA]T_1/2Vf’mijkL:7}(a,7?*,0)\ < C|T~Y23,_ MDS}; ;1 (7*)| for some finite C
and for some square integrable martingale difference sequence M DS, ; ; (7). Moreover, for any 4,5,k,
the last upper bound is O,(1) by an appropriate central limit theorem (Billingsley| (1961))).
As for the fourth-order partial derivatives appearing on the majorant side of , Lemma (iv)

and a uniform law of large numbers for stationary and ergodic processes (Ranga Rao| (1962)) imply

that sup,ca sup(ﬁ@)eBXna,||(7~r’w)_(7~r*,0)||§w|T*1V§riﬁj7~rk7~UL}(a,ﬁ,w)| = Op(1) (for any ¢,5,k,l). The
next three terms in can be handled similarly. As for the last term on the majorant side of ,

-1 4 ~ 4 ~
Sup Sup |T (vwiwj'wkwl L}(a7 7T7 w) - vwiwj'wkwl L}(a7 7T*7 0))‘
acA  (7,w)eBxIla,
| (7,) = (7, 0)[[<yr
—1y74 ~ 4 ~
S 2 Sup Sup ’T vwiwj'wkwl L}(a7 7['7 w) - E[vwlewkwll? (O[, 7T7 w)”

a€A  (7,w)EBxIla,
I[(7,w) = (7*,0)[[<vr
where the dominant side is 0,(1) (again relying on Lemma [F.2{iv) and a uniform LLN). To conclude,
the upper bound in (52)) is 970,(1) + Cop(1) = 0p(1). This completes the verification of Assumption
(iv) for the term Rgpl)(a, T, ).
Now consider Rgg)(a,fr,w) = —3[TY%0(a, 7, @) (Jr — I)[TY?0(a, 7, w)]. We will below show
that (a) Jp B TasT — oo, where the matrix J will be specified below (and J7,J do not depend
on «). Write (—2 times) Rg)(a,ﬁ,w) as

[TY20(0, 7, @) (Tr — T)TV%0(a, 7, @)] + [T%0(a, 7, @) (T — T)[T?6(c, 7, @)).

We will below also show that (b) the latter term above equals zero. The validity of Assumption[5{iv) for
the term Rg,? ) (cv, 7, w) follows from results (a) and (b) (together with usual properties of the Euclidean
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norm).
To prove claim (a), we first define the matrix J as

g [ Ten Theves ]

jﬂww jwwww

where the matrices Trz (1 +@2) X (1 +@2)), Tiwo (01 +¢2) X @9), and Tomwe (g9 X q9) are defined
as

vft* v/ft*:|
Jez =F [ o
e f
VI s
jf;ww =F [ Cij f : th]
t (,5)€T7

1 * * *
jwwww = g [cijckl (E[Xt,i,j :,k:,l] + E[X:,i,kXt ] + E[ t,i, ZX ])](i,j,k,l)ejxj

where the X7, ; (4,5 €{1,...,q2}) are as in (42). Finiteness of J follows from Lemma .

Now consider the convergence result Jr A J for each block at a time. For the top-left block,

AT = fot Vf{t Vf{t so that ergodic theorem and

from Supplementary Appendix F.1 we have Vizz
Lemmas u and [F - latter ensuring the first term on the right-hand side of the previous equation has
2 e B 7

For the off-diagonal block, consider the expression of V2

zero expectation) imply that Jrzz = -1~ 12
A =, Ut In Supplementary Appendix F.1.
Lemma ensures that of the ten summands in this expression, only the second, fourth, and sixth

ones have non-zero expectation. Therefore the ergodic theorem and Lemma imply that

1
/ -1 T . 3 k) P /
jT,frww =-T Qs [CllvwwumLT s cqz—l,qzvﬁ-wtm—lw@ L ] = Jrww:

Lastly, for the bottom-right block, consider the expression of Vw o wkwll”* in Supplementary
Appendix F.1. Lemma reveals that the terms in this expression that have non-zero expectation
can be expressed as

—061062 [X*

tzth*kl+X;sz:]l+X:lez<]k]

Therefore the ergodic theorem and Lemma imply that

8

* p,
4! o |:Clj Cklvwle Wy L% — Jowww-

jT,wwww = - .
(4,5,k,1)ETXT

This completes the proof of claim (a).

To prove claim (b), first note that from the definitions of J and Z (see (49)) it can be seen
that only the bottom-right blocks of J and Z differ. Therefore, as TV/20(a, 7, w) = (T'/?(x
7*), TY?(arasv(w))), claim (b) holds if T'(a100)*v(w) (Twwwe — Lewwe)v(w) = 0 where

1 * * * * *
S 3 [cijer (BIXE j X ]+ BIXE o XE ] + E tzlXt,j,k’])](i’j’k,l)erj7

Lowww = |CijenBIX ;X[ ]](i’j’k’l)ejxj.

Note that the scalars A;jp = E[Xt”thl] satisfy A;jp = Ajim and Agji = Aijy for all 4,5, k,1 so
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that using property we obtain

1 * * * * * *
v(w)’jwwwwu(w) = g”(w)/ [Cz’jckl (E[Xt,i,j t,k,l] + E[Xt,i,kXt,j,l] + E[Xt,i,lXt,j,k])}
© @2 @ @

ZZZZ BIX{i j Xe e + BIXE X 50] + BIX 0 XT 5, k]) Wil j WLl
1—1] 1k=11=1
g2 92

q2 q2
=120 > BlX Xy wiwjmim
=1 j=1k

=11=1

1
17
= 0(0) Zowowt(@).

(i,j,k,1)€TXT v(w)

This completes the proof of claim (b).
Therefore, the verification of Assumption 5(iv) is done.

F.5 Additional Lemmas

The following four lemmas contain results needed in the proofs. Note that the first and the third lemma
are not specific to the examples in this paper, whereas the second and fourth lemmas concern only
the GMAR example. In the first lemma, nyy1(®) = np1 (e, yy—1; @) denotes the (p + 1)-dimensional
density function of an AR(p) process based on parameter value 6 evaluated at (yt,y,_1); cf. equations

f@ for the p-dimensional counterpart np(¢) =np(ys_1; ).

Lemma F.1. For anyi,j, k,l € {1,...,p+2} and any positive r, the following moments are all finite:
(i) Elsupseq|Vifi(9)/ ()], E[supses| V5 f(0)/ F( D] s Elsupgea Vi fi(@)/ f(d)'],
(ii) B[supseg|Vinp(6)/ny(9)["], E[Sup$€é|v?jnp(€g)/np( ']y Blsupseq | Vimny(9)/np(9)['],

fiii) B [5u054Vinps1(3)'], E[supgeaIVEnps1(@) ], . Blsupseq | Vuunpsa (B)I7].

Lemma F.2. In the GMAR example the following hold, where each of (the scalars) zi,zo, 23,24
is a ‘placeholder’ for any of m;, 7j, Ty, 7 (3,4, k,1 € {1,....q1 + q2}) or w;,wj, @y, w; (1,5,k,1 €
{1,...,(]2}).‘

(i) B [$bue 5D (s myemxn, Va1 1 (0, 7, )| < o,

(i1) B [$UPaca SUP(z c)exrn, [ V2, 1 (0 7, @) | < o,

(MZ.) E _SupaeA Sup(w w)eEBXIl, ‘VZ1ZQZ3lt (av 7~T7 w)’} < 00,

(0) B [$0Paca SUD(s )11, [V sy (00 7, 2] < 0.

Lemma F.3. For anyi,j, k,l€{1,....,p+ 2},

- 2 fa Gt
E[ Y |ya] = B[ B |y = B l}fft i) = B[ 95 yia] = 0.
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Lemma F.4. In the GMAR example the following hold for all o € A, (7,w) € B x I, T, and
i, g kL€ {l,...,q1 + q2} (subindex in 7) ori,j,k,l € {1,...,q2} (subindex in w):

(i) Tl — 7|17 — 75|17 — 75 < (14 TV?0(a,

(ii) TI7 — 77|75 — 7|kl < (1+ | T%6(a,

(iii) TY?|wi||wj|lwe] < (14 |TV%6(,

(iv) T(& —77) (75 — 75) (7 — 75) (7 — 77) < (1+[|T"?6/(a,
< (
( (
( (
( (

\.ﬂl

\.:“

2(1a2) 32 (|0(a, 7, @) |2,

\.:}l

\.:“

(v) T(&—7)(7; - 7)) (@ — F)e < (1+ | T?6(a,

(vi) T(7—7)(7; — 7})wpw < (1+ | T?0(a, [@l”,

\.ﬂl

1+ TY%6(a,
(viti) Twiwjwpw < (1+ 1720 (a,

\.:11

(vii) T(7; — 7} )wjwpw; <

—_— — — — — — — ~—

|
|
(
|
|
|
*ara2) 2 [0, 7, )2,
(

\.:11
9 8 8 8 48 49 8 9

\.ﬂl

F.6 Proofs of Lemmas [F.1-F.4l

Proof of Lemma [Tl Writing g:(¢) = [y — (o + ¢191—1 + - - - + Spy—p)] /51 and recalling the defi-
nition of f;(¢) we can write f;(¢) = &7 '9(g¢(¢)) where 9(-) denotes the density function of a standard
normal random variable. Recall also that derivatives of 9(-) can be expressed using (one version
of) Hermite polynomials H,(z) as Loo(z) = (—1)"H,(z)n(z). Using the chain rule for differenti-
ation repeatedly, it can therefore be seen that each of the functions Vifi(®)/f:(9), V?jft((g)/ft(q;),

wk‘ f+(#)/ f+(¢), and VUM +(¢)/f:(¢) can be expressed as a sum of terms each of which is a product
involving Hermite polynomials H,,(g;(¢)) and powers of derivatives of g;(¢) (and functions of ¢). Thus,
each of these functions is a polynomial in terms of ys, y¢—1,...,%:—p. As the y;’s are generated by a
stationary linear Gaussian AR(p) model, they possess moments of all orders, implying (together with
the definition of ®, implying in particular that &; is bounded away from zero on i)) the finiteness of
the moments listed in part (i) of the lemma.

As for part (ii), note that n,(¢) can be expressed as ny(¢) = g1(¢)n(ga.+(4)) for some function g;(¢)
not depending on the y;’s and gg,t(qz) the square root of a second-order polynomial in y;—1,...,y—p.
Therefore the finiteness of the moments listed in the part (ii) follows using similar arguments as above
(noting that the definition of ® implies that the determinant of the covariance matrix appearing in
ny() is bounded away from zero on ®).

Finally, for part (iii), similar arguments, together with the observation that np+1(q~5) is bounded on
®, yield the desired result. ]

Proof of Lemma [[.2] To prove (i), first consider the derivatives with respect to @. From the for-
mulas in Supplementary Appendix F.7 we obtain

DY ny(¢) DUy ; DV v £(d)
—— _ $w PN np () fi(9) $ow It
e T @) ) Famm) | Hamm) "
;UIVn (@) DY) Vn,(p) £(3) DY)V ()
— o100 — - — = — (1—oay)
np(¢) np(@) f2,t(a7777w) f2’t(a,7r,w)

where ¢ and ¢ are understood as functions of (o, 7, @) (i.e., ¢ = (8,7 + asw) and @ = (8,7 — a1w@)).
Note that whenever o € A and (7, w) € B x Iy, ¢ € ® and ¢ € ®. Also note that over o € A and
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(7,w) € B x I1,, the quantities
1 1 o - O -
javel, ozl IDS) N IDGLIL 1£:(8)/ f5ule 7, @), 1£o)/ F5 (e, 7, )

are all bounded by finite constants. Therefore E [sup,e sup(;r7w)€N(7~r*70)valf(a,7~r,w)m < 00 as

long as E[supéeéHVft(&)/ft(&)H] < oo and E[sup(;;ei,HVnp(qg)/np(qg)H] < 00, which is ensured by
Lemma The argument for VI (o, 7, w) is entirely similar and is omitted.

To prove (ii)—(iv), entirely similar arguments can be used. Tedious calculations (details omitted)
show that the finiteness of the required moments is ensured by the finiteness of the moments in Lemma

F.1[(1) and (ii). [ |

Proof of Lemma [F.3l For the first two derivatives, the stated result follows directly from the ex-
pressions of Vf}/ff and V2f;/fF in . The results for the third and fourth derivatives can be
obtained with straightforward calculation. |

Proof of Lemma [F.4] First recall that HT1/29(04,7~r,w)H2 = T ||7 — 7> + Ta}ad |Jv(w)|?. (i) By
an elementary inequality, T'|m; — 77| |7 — 7| |7 — 75| < T |7 — 7*||* and therefore the result follows
by adding nonnegative terms on the majorant side of this inequality. Parts (ii) and (iv)—(vi) are shown
similarly. (vii) As 8(«, T, @) = (7 — 7%, cyav(w)), each of the terms |7; — 77, alagw]z, gy, and
apazw? are dominated by [|0(a, 7, @)|. Therefore

Tl o l|willml < T(ar00) 2 |8 7, @) /2 < (a100) 221+ T/26(0, 7, ) )2 |00, 7, )]/

where the second inequality holds because nonnegative terms were added to the majorant side. (viii)
Similarly as in the previous part,

2
Tl | llwpl 1] < (ra2) 2 | 7/26(0, 7,)||” < (@102)2(1 + |[TV20(0, 7, =) )2
Finally, for (iii) we, similarly as above but scaling with 7%/ instead of T, obtain
T2y oy |l < TV (a102) /2100, 7, @) P < (ar02)"/2(1+]| T/26(a, 7, a) )2 [0(a, 7, )]

which completes the proof. |

F.7 Partial derivatives of the reparameterized log-likelihood function (continued)

Note that If (a, 8,7, @) = log[f5(c, B, 7, )] with

fg,t(av B,m ) = ait(a”@’ T, @) fi(B, 7+ aew) + (1 — Oflr,t(aw@a T, @)) fi(B, T — a1m),

a?,t(aa B77Ta w) = Oéﬁt(Oé, (/Bvﬂ- + OQW)’ (B’ﬂ- - Oél’W)).

For the sake of brevity, but with slight abuse of notation, we will write these as

fgt(aw@vﬂ-vw) - O‘T,t(OJ?BvW?w)ft(({s) + (1 - O‘it(a?Bvﬂ'?w))ft(@)a

of (o, B,m,0) = Nanp(cfﬁ)
T @)+ (- (@)
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where ¢ and ¢ are understood as functions of («, 3,7, w), that is, ¢ = (8,7 + asw) and ¢ = (8,7 —
aw).
The following notation will be helpful:

8(B, T+ Oézw)

1
R
I(B, T+ asw) 0
p — QLT T ME) 1
¢w ow'’ aoly, (14 ) < a)
0B, m—aw
D)= (87?/1) = Do
1y 0B, m—aw) 0
DY/ =——' - ‘< = 1
pw O’ _alqu (( + q2) X q2)

First-order partial derivatives. = With straightforward differentation we obtain

vﬁf{t(au 7~T, w)
fétt(a, T, @)
vwfgt(av ﬁ-> w)

fgt(a7ﬁ-7w)

Vil (a, 7, w) =

Vol (o, 71, w) =

with

Vifaila, T, @) = Vear 1 fi(@) + Vfi(P)arr — Vaarcfi(P) + VIi(P)(1 — a1y)
w

and
v B a1V, (9) a1Vn, (@) + aaVn, ()
7Ot = = T a1t = =
ainy(9) + azny(P) ainy(9) + azny(P)
1D Vn,(9) 1D Vny(9) + a2 DY) Viny ()
Vear s = = — iy : .

a1np(@) + azny (@) a1np (@) + azny(P)

where simplification leads to

Vzais = a1y Vnr:(,((g;)) — (al,t vnzz()g)j) + agy Vn?(fé?)
_ Vnp(@ B Vin,(9)
a1,ta2,t< np(N) np(@) )
DY)V, () DY'Vny(6) DU (¢
b P b ” P 5.0V Mp(#)
Vears = a1y (@) 1t ( 1.t (@) + ag—F 0 (@) )

DY Vny(6) DY v, ()
= Qq,t0g¢ = - = .
np(¢) np()
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np(7*) ’
f;t(OZ?ﬁ*vO) = ft(’ﬁ’*)a Vfr {t(a,fr*,O) = Vft(ﬁ’*)a wa;it(OZ?ﬁ-*ao) = 07
so that V()
VAT (o, 7,0) = 0T ) VoI (o, 7%, 0) = 0.
t( ) ft(ﬂ-*) t( )

Second-order partial derivatives With straightforward differentation we obtain

v%fr’f%:t(a7ﬁ-7w) Vﬁ—f{t(a,ﬁ',W) Vﬁ/f;:t(oé,ﬁ',W)

Vi I (a, 7, w) =

fola,m@)  fi(am @) 5 (a7 @)
Vi w) = izl D) Vel T ) Ve il T )
i f3 (o, 7, @) o, m,@) [T (o, 7, @)
V2 (0,7 ) = V?m/féit(ixﬁw B waéit(oz: T, w) Vw/féit(o?ffﬂv)
= fg:t(oa,w,w) fE(o, 7, @) fﬁit(a,mW)

with

V%ﬁ/f{t(a, 7,w) = Vizar fild) + Viar V' (@)

+ V(@) Vaars + a1V fi(¢)

— Viaa1fi(@) — Vaar, V' fi(§)

— V(@) Vrars + (1 — a) V(@)
Vi 5,7, @) = V2 a1 fi(d) + vfral,tv/ft(ﬁg)Dg)

+ Vfi(§)Varar, + a1,tv2ft(¢~5)D§)

~V2_ a1 fi(@) — Vfra17tv’ft(¢)Dgzﬂ
~ V(@) Verare + (1 - a1) V2 fi(¢) DL L
Vo foio 7 @) = VZ o1 fi(d) + Vwal,tV’ft(qg)Dg)

w

+ a1, DYV [ 6D+ DY fi(G) Ve,
— V2 a1 f1(P) = Vwar V' (@) Df;,fx,

+(1—ar) DL V2 (@) DY), — DUL Y f(3) Ve s

For brevity, we omit the expressions of V%ﬁ/au, V%w,alvt, and V?ﬂw,al,t. Evaluated at (o, 7, w) =

(o, 7*,0) we get

Vi f5,(0, 7,0) = V2fi(7")
vgrw’fg,t(av 77(*7 0) =0
V?zw’fg,t(a7 7", 0) = vwaitvl(z,,_7p+2)ft(ﬁ*) + V(gp_ﬂp_*_g)ft(ﬁ'*)vwlOdit + alaQV%Q,...,p+2)(2,,_,,p+2)ft(ﬁ—*)

=Vgaj, ,(2 p+2)ft(7~7*) + Vo, pro)ft(7) Vol , + ala2v(22,...,p+2)(2,...,p+2)ft(ﬁ-*)

-----
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so that

V(@) V() V' fi(7)
fe(7*) fe(7@) - fu(7*)

Vi1 (a,7*,0) =

V2 _ T (o, 7,0) =0

V2 07, 7,0) = vwaitv/(Z,_..,p-i-Z)ft(ﬁ'*) + Vo, pr2) (T )V mrad , + 051Oézv(227m7p+2)(27m7p+2)ft(,ﬁ_*)
ww! 't ) ’ -

fi(@)
= oo Ve..ph() VI(27~--uP+2)ft(7~T*) n Vi, pr2) fi(T) v/(2,...,p+2)np(fl'*)
1002 np (%) Fi(7) A3 (7
N V%Z,‘..,p+2)(2,...,p+2)ft(ﬁ-*)
(@)
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