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Abstract

We extend the notion of cointegration for time series taking values in a potentially infinite dimen-
sional Banach space. Examples of such time series include stochastic processes in C[0, 1] equipped with
the supremum distance and those in a finite dimensional vector space equipped with a non-Euclidean
distance. We then develop versions of the Granger-Johansen representation theorems for I(1) and 1(2)
autoregressive (AR) processes taking values in such a space. To achieve our goal, we first note that an
AR(p) law of motion can be characterized by a linear operator pencil via the companion form repre-
sentation, and then study the spectral properties of a linear operator pencil to obtain a necessary and
sufficient condition for a given AR(p) law of motion to admit I(1) or I(2) solutions. These operator-
theoretic results form a fundamental basis for our representation theorems. Furthermore, it is shown that
our operator-theoretic approach is in fact a closely related extension of the conventional approach taken
in a Euclidean space setting. Our theoretical results may be especially relevant in a recently growing

literature on functional time series analysis in Banach spaces.

1 Introduction

Conventionally, the subject of time series analysis is time series taking values in finite dimensional Euclidean
space. On the other hand, a recent literature on functional time series analysis deals with time series taking
values in a possibly infinite dimensional Banach or Hilbert space, for instance, those in C[0, 1] equipped
with the supremum norm. Examples of such time series are not restricted to function-valued stochastic
processes: those in a finite dimensional vector space equipped with a non-Euclidean metric, such as e.g.
Chebyshev distance or taxicab distance, are also included.

The property of cointegration, which was introduced by Granger (1981) and has been studied in Eu-
clidean space, was recently extended to a more general setting. A recent paper by Chang et al. (2016b)
appears to be the first to consider the possibility of cointegration in an infinite dimensional Hilbert space.
More recently, Beare et al. (2017) adopted the notion of cointegration from Chang et al. (2016b) and pro-
vided a rigorous treatment of cointegrated linear processes taking values in Hilbert spaces.

The Granger-Johansen representation theorem is the result on the existence and representation of I(1)

(and I(2)) solutions to a given autoregressive (AR) law of motion. Due to crucial contributions by e.g.
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Engle and Granger (1987), Johansen (1991, 1992, 1995, 2008), Schumacher (1991), Hansen (2005), Faliva and Zoia
(2002, 2010, 2011, 2021), and Franchi and Paruolo (2016, 2019), much on this subject is already well
known in a Euclidean space setting. For a brief historical overview of this topic, see the introduction of

Beare and Seo (2020). More recently, Chang et al. (2016a), Hu and Park (2016) and Beare et al. (2017) ex-

tended the Granger-Johansen representation theorem for the I(1) case to a more general Hilbert space setting.
Furthermore, Beare and Seo (2020) provided representation theorems for I(1) and I(2) AR processes in such

a setting based on analytic operator-valued function theory, and Franchi and Paruolo (2020) developed a

more general result for I(d) AR processes for d = 1.

This paper provides a suitable notion of cointegration and extends the Granger-Johansen representation
theorem for Banach-valued, not necessarily Hilbert-valued, AR processes that are I(1) or 1(2); that is, our
theory can be applied to more general AR processes, for instance, those taking values in C[0,1], L7[0, 1]
for 1 < g < o0, or any finite dimensional vector space equipped with an arbitrary norm. Viewed in the
light of our purpose, our representation theorems need to be developed without relying on the following two
preconditions commonly required in the literature: (i) a Hilbert space structure and (ii) a special restriction
on the AR polynomial. To see this in detail, we briefly review the relevant literature. For a given AR(p) law
of motion in a Hilbert space, which is characterized by the AR polynomial ®(z) = I — 2®; — ... — 2" D,
Beare et al. (2017) assume that 1, ..., ®, are compact operators when p > 1 (this compactness assumption
is not required if p = 1), and provide a sufficient condition for the existence of I(1) solutions and a charac-
terization of such solutions. In their representation theory, compactness of ®,. .., ®, makes ®(z) belong
to a special subclass of linear operators, called Fredholm operators, and the mathematical properties of such
operators play an important role. More representation theorems in a Hilbert space setting are provided by
Hu and Park (2016), Beare and Seo (2020) and Franchi and Paruolo (2020), among which the latter paper
more generally deals with I(d) AR(p) processes for d = 1 and p = 1. The representation theorems in
those papers are closely related to that provided by Beare et al. (2017) in the sense that Fredholmness of
®(z) has a crucial role in their developments. The Fredholm assumption explicitly or implicitly employed
in the foregoing papers turns out to place nontrivial restrictions on solutions to the AR(p) law of motion:
nonstationarity of such a solution is driven by a necessarily finite dimensional unit root process even in an
infinite dimensional setting. From another standpoint, Chang et al. (2016a) employ a different assumption
that ®(1) is a compact operator and provide an I(1) representation result. As opposed to the results under
Fredholmness of ®(z), it turns out that their compactness assumption always leads to I(1) solutions associ-
ated with an infinite dimensional unit root process unless the considered Hilbert space is finite dimensional.
To briefly sum up, all of these existing versions are developed in a Hilbert space setting, and each of those
relies on a special requirement about ®(z) which restricts solutions to the AR(p) law of motion in a specific
way. We thus need a novel approach to overcome these limitations in our more general setting.

To accomplish our goal, we first introduce a suitable notion of cointegration in Banach spaces by defining
a cointegrating functional that properly generalizes the conventional notion of a cointegrating vector. We
then characterize the cointegrating space (to be defined as the collection of cointegrating functionals) based
on the Phillips-Solo device (Phillips and Solo, 1992) applied to operator-valued functions. After doing that,

representation theorems for I(1) and I(2) AR processes taking values in a Banach space are provided. Our



representation theory is derived under more primitive and weaker mathematical conditions in a general
Banach space setting where we do not even have the notion of an angle (inner product) between two vectors.
From Johansen (1991, 1992) to the foregoing recent papers, it seems that some geometrical properties
induced by an inner product, such as orthogonality, have been thought to be essential for the representation
theory. However, it will be clarified in this paper that such a richer geometry is not necessarily required: in
our representation theory, geometrical properties induced by an inner product have no essential role.

To obtain our representation theorems, we first note that an AR(p) law of motion in a Banach space
allows the companion form AR(1) representation in a properly defined product Banach space, and it is thus
characterized by a linear operator pencil (to be introduced in detail later) denoted by &)(z) By studying
the spectral properties of a linear operator pencil, we find necessary and sufficient conditions for (f(z)_l
to have a pole of order 1 and 2, and also obtain a local characterization of cTD(Z)_I near z = 1. These
operator-theoretic results not only determine the integration order of solutions to the AR(p) law of motion,
but also lead us to a representation of such solutions in terms of the behavior of &D(z) around z = 1; that is,
our versions of the Granger-Johansen representation theorems for I(1) and I(2) AR processes are obtained.
The fact that solutions to the AR(p) law of motion are characterized in terms of a local behavior of &)(z),
rather than the original AR polynomial ®(z), makes it difficult to compare our results to those developed
in a Hilbert/Euclidean space setting. We thus provide further representation results so that important char-
acteristics of I(1) or I(2) solutions are expressed in terms of linear operators associated with ®(z). To this
end, we first show that our necessary and sufficient condition for &D(z)_l to have a pole of order 1 (resp. 2)
is equivalent to a natural generalization of the well known Johansen I(1) (resp. I(2)) condition, and then we
recharacterize solutions to the AR(p) law of motion in a desired way using those equivalent conditions. By
this further effort, not just we can obtain a more detailed characterization of such solutions but also we can
better clarify the connection between our representation results and those in the existing literature.

We structure the remainder of the paper as follows. In Section 2, we develop a suitable notion of
cointegration in Banach spaces and provide some related results. Our representation theory for I(1) and I(2)
AR processes are contained in Section 3, and concluding remarks follow in Section 4. Appendix A reviews

background material for our study, and Appendix B collects the proofs of our main results.

2 Cointegration in Banach spaces

Let { X} }+>0 be an I(1) time series taking values in Euclidean space of dimension 7, denoted by R". If there
exists a nonzero vector 3 € R" such that { 5TXt}t20 is stationary under a suitable choice of X|;, we then say
that {X;};>0 is cointegrated with respect to 3, and call 3 a cointegrating vector; see e.g. Johansen (1995,
Definition 3.4). In this conventional definition of cointegration, (3 itself acts as a scalar-valued map defined
on R", and what makes /3 a cointegrating vector is stationarity of scalar-valued time series { 5TXt}tzo- We
thus may understand cointegration as a property of scalar-valued maps defined on R"”, which leads to the

following alternative definition.

Definition 2.1. For an I(1) time series {X,};>o and any scalar-valued linear map f defined on R" (i.e.,
functional on R"), if { f(X,)};>0 can be stationary under a suitable choice of X, then we say that {X;};s0

is cointegrated with respect to f, and call f a cointegrating functional.



In fact, the above definition is equivalent to the conventional one due to the Riesz representation theorem
(see e.g., Conway, 1994, p. 13), implying that any functional f on R" is uniquely identified as a vector 3
in the following sense: f(z) = 8'x for all z € R". Nevertheless, defining cointegration as in Definition
2.1 is advantageous especially when we consider a more general vector space; as will be shown, we may
replace R" with a separable complex Banach space B without a serious theoretical complication, and then
may obtain a suitable notion of cointegration in B.

Throughout this section, we formally introduce cointegrated I(1) and I(2) processes taking values in a
Banach space and characterize the collection of cointegrating functionals. Prior to a detailed mathematical
treatment of those, it may be helpful to see an example of functional time series of economic or statistical

interest that can motivate our more general setting.

2.1 Example : Banach-valued time series and cointegration

Our more general setting is of central relevance for applications involving functional time series. As men-
tioned and analyzed in Horvath et al. (2010) and Hérmann et al. (2013), possibly one of the most natu-
ral functional time series is a sequence of intraday price curves of a financial asset. Let X;(s) be the
price of a financial asset at time s € [Smin, Smax] On day ¢ € {1,2,...}. By reparametrizing s into
u = (8= Smin)/ (Smax — Smin)> Xz = {X;(u),u € [0,1]} may be viewed as a random element in C[0, 1],
the Banach space of continuous functions on [0, 1] equipped with the usual sup norm. Linear functionals
defined on C[0, 1] reveal various characteristics of X;. For example, consider f1, fo, and f3 defined by
1 1

i@ =a). f@)= [ atde fi@) =2 - [ s @)
where x € C[0,1]. Then, f1(X;) (resp. fo(X;)) computes the closing (resp. average) price on day ¢, and
f3(X;) gives their difference.

We may assume that price curves observed on two adjacent days, X;_; and X, are tightly connected
in the sense that X;(0) = X;_;(1) or loosely connected in the sense that an overnight jump 14(0) :=
X;(0) = X;—1(1) is allowed. In either case, {X;(u) — X;—1(1)},e[0,1] denotes cumulative intraday returns
on day t¢. For illustrative purposes, we may model such a sequence returns as follows: for some stationary
process {4 }0,

Xi(u) = X1 (1) = vy(u), we€[0,1],
where {14(1)};»0 is assumed to have a positive variance for reasons to become apparent. By introducing a
linear operator ®; defined by ®;(x)(u) = x(1) for u € [0, 1] and then suppressing dependence on u for

convenience, (2.2) can be written as a curve-valued AR(1) process as follows,
Xt = ¢1Xt—1 + V. (22)
If we take the functional f; to both sides of (2.2), we obtain

Xi(1) = X1 (1) +14(1).

'An empirical evidence about stationarity of cumulative stock return curves of a financial asset was provided in Horvith et al.
(2010); however, we need to be careful in interpreting such evidence in our context since their results are obtained by viewing
intraday price curves as random elements of the usual Hilbert space L>[0, 1] rather than C[0, 1].



That is, the time series of closing prices { f;(X};)}:»0 is a random walk with stationary increments. There-
fore, { X;};s0 is a nonstationary curve-valued process; if it were stationary, { f1(X;)};»¢ would be stationary

since f7 is a continuous linear transformation. On the other hand, note that

f3(Xy) = f3(vy),

from which we find that { f3(X})}:s0 is stationary since f5 is a continuous linear transformation and {v }ssq
is stationary. That is, f3 transforms the curve-valued nonstationary process {X;};>o into a scalar-valued
stationary process. In view of Definition 2.1, f3 may be called a cointegrating functional, which is, of course,
informal at this point since we have not yet provided our formal definition of a cointegrating functional.

One may be interested in describing the above characteristics of the model (2.2) using the existing
theory of cointegration, assuming that the intraday price curves are random elements of the usual Hilbert
space L?[0,1], the space of square integrable functions on [0, 1] equipped with inner product (f,g) =
J()l f(u)g(u)du. In this case, however, the AR(1) operator ®; given in (2.2) and the functionals f; and f3
given in (2.1) lack an essential continuity property required in the existing theory, and dealing with those
linear maps in this context is far beyond what has been covered in the literature.” This example, therefore,
shows that our general Banach space setting is useful to accommodate more various functional time series
as subjects of the theory of cointegration.

Moreover, Banach space methodology is sometimes naturally in demand when researchers want to adopt
a different notion of distance for functional time series analysis. For example, Dette et al. (2020) noted that
two curves with rather different visual shapes may still have a small L?-distance and thus be identified
as similar in the usual LZ[O, 1] setting. They therefore employed the sup-distance, which is expected to
better reflect the visualization of curve-valued observations in statistical analysis, by assuming that such

observations are random elements of C[0, 1].

2.2 Notation

We here review our notation for the subsequent discussions. The setting for our analysis is a separable
complex Banach space B equipped with norm || - ||z. To conveniently introduce our notation, we let B
denote another such space, equipped with norm || - || 3, which can be set to, for example, 55 or the complex
plane C, or the topological dual B ' to be defined.

A linear operator A : B + B is said to be bounded if || Az||z < M]||z|| for some M < oo. Such
an operator is obviously continuous on B. Unless otherwise noted, every linear operator considered in this
paper is bounded. Let £(B, B ) denote the space of bounded linear operators from B to B equipped with
the operator norm || A||p, = supj, <1 || Az || 5. We are mostly concerned with the case B = B, so let £(B)
denote £(BB,B), and let I € L(3) denote the identity operator acting on . For any A € L(B,B), we let
ran A (resp. ker A) denote the set { Az : x € B} (resp. {x € B : Az = 0}). Commonly, ran A (resp. ker A)
is called the range (resp. the kernel) of A. If dim(ran A) < oo, then A is said to be a finite rank operator.

For any subspace V' C B, let V' denote the space of bounded linear functionals from V' to C equipped with

2¢>1, f1 and f3 are not continuous with respect to the topology of L2[0, 1]. Such a linear map is equivalently said to be
unbounded. As far as this author knows, unbounded linear operators or functionals have not been considered in the existing theory
of cointegration and the Granger-Johansen representation due to serious technical difficulties in dealing with those.



the operator norm, i.e., V= L(V,C), which is commonly called the topological dual of V.

For any subset V' of B, let cl(V') denote the closure of V, i.e., union of V and its limit points. For
subspaces V; and V5 of B, we let Vi + V5 denote the set {v] + v9 : v € Vi,vy € Va}, which is called the
algebraic sum of V; and V. If Vi + V5 = B and Vi n V5 = {0}, we then say that B is the direct sum of
V1 and V5, and write B = Vi @ V5. In this case, V] (resp. V) is said to be complemented by V5 (resp. V1),
and V5 (resp. V1) is called a complementary subspace of V; (resp. V5). These definitions can be extended
for a finite collection of subspaces V7, V5, ...,V in an obvious way. For any set V' C B, we let Ann(V)
denote the annihilator of V, defined by the set {f € B': f(xz) =0,Yx € V} which turns out to be a closed
subspace of B' (Fabian et al., 2010, p. 56). For any closed subspace V' of B, we let B |V denote the quotient
space equipped with the quotient norm || - || 5/, which are briefly reviewed in Appendix A.1.

The definitions of a B-random variable X, its expectation £ X, covariance Cx, and cross-covariance
Cx,y with another B-random variable Y are given in Appendix A.2. We are mostly concerned with the
collection of B-valued random variables X satisfying FX = 0 and F|| X ||?3 < 00, which is denoted by
£2(B). For X € £%(B), we say that X has a positive definite covariance if fCx(f) = 0 implies that f = 0.

2.3 Cointegrated I(d) processes in Banach spaces

Throughout this paper, we will need to consider I(d) processes in 3 and in C for d € {1, 2}, with innovations
in I3, so it is convenient to define the I(d) property with another separable complex Banach space B as in Sec-
tion 2.2. Our definition of the I(d) property is adapted from Beare and Seo (2020) and Franchi and Paruolo
(2020) for our more general setting. As a key building block for the I(d) property, we first define the I1(0)

property.

Definition 2.2. A sequence X = {X;}>, in £2(B) is said to be I(0) if we may write

[o0]

X, - B(X))=) e, Lzt 2.3)

7=0
where {£;};e7 is an iid sequence in £(B) with positive definite covariance C;, and {©;} ;0 is a sequence
in £(B, B) satisfying Z;io 1©;llop < o0 and Z;io 0; #0.

Remark 2.1. {¢,},c7 in Definition 2.2 is an iid sequence in £2(B), which is called a strong B-white noise
(Bosq, 2000, p. 148). The iid condition is imposed for simplicity, and the results to be developed remain
valid even if it is replaced by stationarity in the covariance structure, i.e., C;, does not depend on ¢ and

Ce,e, = Oforall t and s # t. Such a sequence {&;};e7 is called a weak B-white noise (Bosq, 2000, p. 161).
As in a Euclidean space setting, (2.3) may be conveniently expressed as
Xy — BE(X;) = O(L)e,

where O(z) = Z;io 0; 2’ and L denotes the lag operator. Note that ©(+) is an operator-valued function on
C, which is called an operator pencil (see Appendix A.4); if ©(+) is matrix-valued, it is specially called a
matrix pencil. Based on the I1(0) property given by Definition 2.2, we define the 1(1) and the I(2) properties

as follows.



Definition 2.3. For d € {1,2}, a sequence in £(5) is said to be I(d) if its d-th difference is an I(0) process
admitting a representation (2.3) with {©,} ;5 satisfying Z;il 7 119 ]lop < 0.

Note that we require some summability conditions for I(1) and I(2) sequences, which are introduced for
mathematical convenience in order to facilitate the use of the Phillips-Solo device in Section 2.4.

Cointegration of an I(d) process in B may be defined by extending Definition 2.1 in an obvious way.
Let X be an I(d) process in B, f be an element of B', and A == I — L be the difference operator. If the
scalar-valued time series { f (Ad_lXt)}tzo is stationary (AO is understood as the identity operator) in C for
a suitable choice of X, we then say that X is cointegrated and call f a cointegrating functional. Obviously,

the collection of cointegrating functionals constitutes a subspace of B ' so we call it the cointegrating space.

2.4 Characterization of the cointegrating space

In this section, we characterize the cointegrating space associated with I(1) or I(2) processes in B. A key
input to our results is the Phillips-Solo device (Phillips and Solo, 1992, Lemma 2.1 and Section 4) for
obtaining an algebraic decomposition of a linear filter into long-run and transitory components. Even if
the Phillips-Solo device was presented in Phillips and Solo (1992) as a way to decompose matrix pencils
when the usual matrix norm is considered, it can be directly extended to our Banach space setting by just
replacing matrix pencils (resp. the usual matrix norm) with operator pencils (resp. the operator norm); no
further changes are required from their proofs.

Ford € {1,2}, let X = {X;};»—q+1 be an I(d) sequence in BB, admitting the following representation,
AYX, =0(L)e, t=1. 2.4)
Under the summability conditions given in Definition 2.3, we may apply the Phillips-Solo device to obtain
O(L) = O(1) + AO* (L), (2.5)

where © (L) = — Z;io @?Lj and O = ZZo:jﬂ Oy In (2.5), ©(1) (resp. A@* (L)) is called the long-run
(resp. transitory) component of ©(L); see Phillips and Solo (1992). We may deduce from (2.5) that (2.4)
allows the following representation, called the Beveridge-Nelson decomposition: for d € {1,2} and for

some 7y,
t
ATIX = +0(1)) es iy, 20, (2.6)
s=1

where {14 }1»0 is stationary and v, = ©"(L)e, for each ¢t. Given (2.6), the cointegrating space ¢(X)
associated with X is formally defined as follows: for d € {1, 2},

¢(X)={fenB": {f(Ad_lXt)}tzo is stationary for some 7 € 22(15’)}.

We also define
A(X) =ranO(1),
which is called the attractor space of X. We then provide useful results to characterize €(X ) when (i) there

is no restriction on 2((X') and (ii) the closure of 24(X) is complemented in B, i.e., for some V' C B,

B=cl(2A(X))e®V. 2.7)



If B is a Hilbert/Euclidean space, then V' = 20(X )J‘ always satisfies (2.7); however, there may not exist a
subspace V satisfying (2.7) if B is an infinite dimensional Banach space (Remark 2.3). Note also that, even
in a very simple case, a subspace V satisfying (2.7) is not unique; for example, in the case where 5 = R?
and c1(2((X)) = span{(1,0)}, the span of any arbitrary vector that is not included in span{(1,0)} canbe V.
However, the subsequent results do not depend on any specific choice of V, and hence V' can be arbitrarily
chosen among possible candidates. For such V', we can define a unique projection Py, € £(B) onto V along

cl(A(X)), which is defined by the following three properties:
Py =P}, ranPy=V,  kerPy = cl(A(X)); 2.8)

see Megginson (2012, Theorem 3.2.11). Our first result given below characterizes €(X') in terms of (X))
and Py,.

Proposition 2.1. If X = { X, };>_4+1 is I(d) for d € {1, 2}, the following hold.
(1) €(X) = Ann(A(X)).
(i) If (2.7) is satisfied for some V C B, then €(X) = {foPy : f € B'}, where Py, satisfies (2.8).

Proposition 2.1-(i) shows that €(X) is given by the annihilator of (X ), and thus a closed subspace
of B regardless of whether 2((X) is closed or not. Moreover, under the direct sum condition (2.7), Propo-
sition 2.1-(ii) says that €(X), as a subspace of B, is fully characterized by the projection Py € L(B),
which in turn leads to a natural decomposition of {Ad_lX + }+=0 into two components with different kinds of

cointegrating behavior; see Remark 2.2 below.

Remark 2.2. In our Banach space setting, the cointegrating space €(X) is, by definition, a subspace of
B' which is in general different from 3. However, the result given in Proposition 2.1-(ii) makes it possible
to understand €(X') as a subspace of B. Consider the Beveridge-Nelson decomposition (2.6). Using Py,
defined under the direct sum (2.7), we may decompose Ad_lXt into (1 —PV)Ad_lXt and PVAd_lXt. The
former is the unit root component in the sense that { f (1 —PV)Ad_lXt}tzo cannot be stationary for all f €
B'as long as f(I —Py,) # 0 while the latter is the stationary component in the sense that { f PVAd_lXt}tzo
can be made stationary under a suitable choice of 7 for all f € B ' This projection-based decomposition of
a cointegrated time series is what has been done in a Euclidean space setting (see e.g. Johansen, 1995, pp.

40-41), and as discussed, it is also possible in our setting without a richer geometry of a Hilbert space.

Remark 2.3. If B is an infinite dimensional Banach space, a closed subspace may not be complemented
(Megginson, 2012, pp. 301-302), hence (2.7) is not generally true. It, however, turns out that either of the

following is a sufficient (but not necessary) condition for the existence of V' satisfying (2.7),
(i) dim(A(X)) < oo, (ii) dim(B/2A(X)) < oo;

see Theorem 3.2.18 in Megginson (2012). The two conditions lead to different dimensionalities of the
cointegrating space of B'. In case (i), V is necessarily infinite dimensional, and we deduce from Proposition
2.1 that the cointegrating space is also infinite dimensional. In case (ii), on the other hand, V is finite

dimensional, hence the cointegrating space is finite dimensional as well.



One may be interested in how the general results given by Proposition 2.1 reduce to what we have known
about cointegration in a Hilbert/Euclidean space. Let H be a separable complex Hilbert space with inner
product (-, -). If B = H, the Riesz representation theorem (see e.g. Conway, 1994, p. 13) implies that every
f e H'is given by the map (-, y) : H +— C for a unique element y € H. Therefore, we may alternatively
define the cointegrating space as follows: for d € {1, 2},

Cy(X)={yeH: {(Ad_lXt,y)}tzo is stationary for some 7 € 22(7-1)}. (2.9)

Moreover, in this case, the closure of any subspace is complemented by its orthogonal complement, i.e.,
the direct sum (2.7) holds for V' = (X )J' (Conway, 1994, pp. 35-36). For this choice of V, Py be-
comes an orthogonal projection. Under all these simplifications, Proposition 2.1 reduces to the following

characterization, which is identical to the description of €4,(X') given by Beare et al. (2017).
Corollary 2.1. If X = {X;};s_g4.1 is I(d) ford € {1,2} and B = H, then € (X) = Ql(X)J'.
We close this section with some remarks on Proposition 2.1 and Corollary 2.1.

Remark 2.4. Suppose that B = R" or C" equipped with the usual inner product {z,y) = 2'y. This is of
course a special case of a Hilbert space, so we may consider the alternative definition of the cointegrating
space, €4,(X), given in (2.9). If there exists a nonzero cointegrating vector, the long-run component ©(1)
from the Phillips-Solo decomposition in this setting is a reduced rank matrix, i.e., rank ©(1) = s < n. If so,
there are two full column rank n X s matrices #; and 65 satisfying ©(1) = 6, 9; (see e.g. Faliva and Zoia,
2010, Theorem 3 in Chapter 1). As a result, €4,(X') is given by the collection of vectors that are orthogonal

to the columns of 6, which is an (n — s)-dimensional subspace of R" or C".

Remark 2.5 (Second-order cointegrating functionals). Under the summability requirement for the I(2) prop-

erty in Definition 2.3, we may apply the Phillips-Solo device to e" (L) in (2.5), and obtain
O(L) = (1) + AO" (1) + A’ (L), (2.10)

where O (L) = — Z;io @?Lj and @’;ﬁ = Z,Zijﬂ ©}. We then may deduce from (2.10) that (2.4) with

d = 2 allows the following representation: for some 7 and 77,

t r t
X, :TO+Tlt+@(1)ZZss+®*(1)Zss+u?, t=0,
s=1

r=1s=1
where {1/} };»0 is stationary and v/ = ©™ (L)e, for each t. Note that for any f € €(X) = Ann(ran©(1)),
we have f(X;) = f(6"(1) Zi=1 es) + f(v4) by assuming f(7) = f(71) = 0. Then it may deduced from
a nearly identical argument used to prove Proposition 2.1-(i) that {f(X;)}»0 is stationary if and only if
f € Ann(ran © (1)) also holds. To sum up, {f(X;)}s>¢ can be made stationary under a suitable choice of
70 and 7 for any f € Ann(ran ©* (1)) N Ann(ran ©(1)). We call such f as a second-order cointegrating

functional, which will be of interest to us in Section 3 as an important aspect of I(2) AR processes in B.



3 Representation of I(1) and I(2) autoregressive processes
For fixed p € N, suppose that a sequence {X;}>_p+1 C 22(8 ) satisfies the following AR(p) law of motion:
¢(L)Xt = &, t= 1, (31)

where {¢,}1cz C £%(B) is an iid sequence with positive definite covariance Ce, and
p .
B(z)=I-) &, ®1,...,0, € L(B).
j=1

We let the operator pencil ® : C — L(B) be called the AR polynomial. The iid condition imposed
on {&;}se7 can be replaced by stationarity in the covariance structure without affecting the results to be
developed in this section; see Remark 2.1. We hereafter say that ® has a unit root if it satisfies Assumption
3.1 below, where the following notation is employed: o(®) denotes the spectrum of ® given by the set
{z € C: ®(z) is not invertible } and Dy denotes the open disk with radius R centered at 0 € C.

Assumption 3.1 (Unit root).
(@) o(®) N D4y = {1} for some > 0 and (1) # 0.
(b) ran ®(1) and ker (1) can be complemented, i.e., for some [ran ®(1)]c € B and [ker ®(1)]c C B,

B=ran®(1) ® [ran ®(1)]c = ker (1) & [ker (1)]¢. (3.2)

Note that we require ran ®(1) (resp. ker (1)) to allow a complementary subspace [ran ®(1)]c¢ (resp.
[ker ®(1)]¢) in Assumption 3.1-(b). In general, [ran ®(1)]c and [ker ®(1)]¢ satisfying (3.2) do not
uniquely exist, but the results to be developed in this section only require their existence. If B is a Hilbert
space as a special case, any closed subspace can be complemented by its orthogonal complement, hence
(3.2) holds for [ran ®(1)]¢ = [ran q)(l)]l and [ker ®(1)]c = [ker q)(l)]l as long as ran ®(1) is closed
(ker ®(1) is necessarily closed since ®(1) € L£(B)). In the existing representation theorems developed in
a Hilbert space setting, closedness of ran ®(1) is implied by the employed assumptions, so (3.2) conse-
quentially holds (see Remark 3.1 to appear in Section 3.1). In a general Banach space setting, on the other
hand, (3.2) does not necessarily hold when ran ®(1) is closed; see the example given by Megginson (2012,
Theorem 3.2.20). Nevertheless, Assumption 3.1-(b) may not be restrictive in general and, moreover, is a
fairly weaker requirement which is strictly implied by the regularity conditions on ®(z) employed in the
existing literature; a more detailed discussion will be given in Remark 3.1.

In this setting, what we seek are (i) a necessary and sufficient condition under which the AR(p) law of
motion (3.1) allows I(1) or I(2) solutions, and (ii) a characterization of such solutions; in the case B = R"
or C", these issues are dealt with in Johansen’s representation theory. Hereafter, we conveniently say that a
sequence {Xt}tz_p_'.l from (3.1) allows the Johansen I(1) representation if it satisfies the following: for 7

depending on initial values of (3.1), a stationary sequence {4 };s9 C £2(B ),and Y_; € L(B),
t
Xy=mo+T_1) e+, 20, (3.3)

s=1

We also say that { X t}tz_p_'.l allows the Johansen I(2) representation if it can be represented as follows: for 7
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and 7, depending on initial values of (3.1), a stationary sequence {v;};s0 C £2(B), and Y_o, Y_; € L(B),

t r
Xt:T0+T1t+T_QZZES+T_1ZES+Vt, t=0. (3.4)

t
=1

r=1s=1 s

In the case B = R" or C", Johansen (1991, 1995) shows that a necessary and sufficient condition for the
AR(p) law of motion (3.1) to allow I(1) solutions is given by that

alq)(l)(l)ﬁl is invertible, (3.5)

where, if we let o and 3 are full-rank n X r matrices satisfying ran ®(1) = aB' for some r < n, then
oy (resp. 1) is a full-rank n X (n — ) matrix whose columns are orthogonal to « (resp. 3) and satisfies
that ala L= BJTL By = I,_, (the identity matrix of dimension n — r). The condition given by (3.5) is
called the Johansen I(1) condition, under which a sequence {Xt}tz_p_'.l from (3.1) allows the Johansen I(1)
representation with a certain operator Y _1; see e.g. Johansen (1995, Theorem 4.2). A similar representation
result for the I(2) case is also given by Johansen (1995, Theorem 4.6). Extending these results to a general
Banach space setting may not be done by a simple extension: in general, B is not equipped with an inner
product and, moreover, it can be infinite dimensional; hence we cannot rely on some important geometrical
properties and matrix algebraic results that are allowed in Euclidean space. We thus need a novel approach
that relies on neither of geometrical properties induced by an inner product nor finite dimensionality of 5.

As observed in an early contribution by Schumacher (1991), the 1(d) property of solutions to the AR(p)
law of motion, characterized by a matrix pencil ®(z), in R" is determined by the behavior of the inverse
<I>(z)_1 around z = 1. This is also true in our Banach space setting, so our approach for developing
representation theory for I(1) and I(2) AR processes essentially boils down to examining the inverse of
the AR polynomial around z = 1. As a way to achieve this goal, we first consider the companion form
of (3.1) characterized by a linear operator pencil ® to be defined later, and study the behavior of &D(z)_l
around z = 1 based on the spectral theory of linear operator pencils given in e.g. Kato (1995), Gohberg et al.
(2013), Albrecht et al. (2011), Albrecht et al. (2019) and references therein. We then recover the behavior
of ®(z) ™" around z = 1 from that of ®(z)".

It will be convenient to fix standard notation and terminology, based on Appendix A.4 providing a brief
introduction to operator pencils, for the subsequent discussions. For any operator pencil A and its spectrum
o(A) = {z € C: A(z) is not invertible }, we let p( A) denote the set C \ o(A), which is called the resolvent

set of A. Now suppose that A allows the Laurent series at z = 2 as follows: for some d = 0,

0
Az)= Y Aj(z=—z), Ag#0. (3.6)

j=—d
If d = 0, we say that A(z) is holomorphic (or equivalently, complex-differentiable) at z = z; and let
AY) (29) denote the j-th complex derivative of A(z) evaluated at z = z,. In this case, (3.6) becomes the
Taylor series of A(z) at z = zg, which is specially called the the Maclaurin series of A(z) if z5 = 0. If
d + 0, A(z) is said to have an isolated singularity at z = 2. An isolated singularity with d < oo is called

a pole of order d. A pole of order one is said to be simple. If d = oo, A(z) is said to have an essential

singularity at z = zg. The sum of the leading terms indexed by j = —d, ..., —1 is the called the principal
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part and the sum of the remaining terms is called the holomorphic part.

3.1 Relations with the literature

A few different versions of the Granger-Johansen representation theorem have been proposed in the recent
literature on cointegrated functional time series taking values in a Hilbert space, such as Chang et al. (2016a),
Hu and Park (2016), Beare et al. (2017), Beare and Seo (2020) and Franchi and Paruolo (2020). Compared
to those, our versions are to be developed under a general Banach space setting without relying on a richer
geometry of a Hilbert space, which can help us consider more various functional time series as subjects
of the theory of cointegration, as illustrated in Section 2.1. Apart from such mathematical gains, we here
briefly describe how our setting is related to the assumptions employed in the aforementioned papers by
assuming B = H (recall that H denotes a separable complex Hilbert space).

We first focus on the I(1) case. Except for the paper by Chang et al. (2016a) providing a quite different
representation result, the AR polynomial ®(z) in the foregoing papers satisfies the following condition: for
z € C,

dim(ker ®(z)) < o0 and dim([ran @(z)]L) < 00. (3.7
If (3.7) holds, ®(2) is called a Fredholm operator. Fredholmness of ®(z) can be more generally defined in
our Banach space setting by replacing the latter condition in (3.7) with dim(ran ®(z2)/B) < oo. The Fred-
holm property, combined with the unit root assumption (Assumption 3.1), produces some special behavior
of <I>(z)_1 near z = 1, which becomes a crucial input to the existing theorems; see Beare and Seo (2020,
Appendix A.1) and Franchi and Paruolo (2020, Appendix B). An important consequence of assuming (3.7)
is that Y _; in (3.3) always becomes a finite rank operator, hence the random walk component T _; Zts=1 Es
in (3.3) essentially boils down to a finite dimensional unit root process. As a result, the attractor space
(resp. the cointegrating space) associated with the AR(p) law of motion is necessarily finite dimensional
(resp. infinite dimensional). On the other hand, the version of Chang et al. (2016a) relies on the assumption
that ®(1) is compact, which turns out to result in the opposite case, where the cointegrating space is finite
dimensional and the random walk component takes values in an infinite dimensional space unless H is finite
dimensional. Their compactness assumption is not compatible with Fredholmness of ®(z) in an infinite
dimensional setting. We thus have two qualitatively different I(1) representation results depending on two
generally incompatible regularity conditions on ®(z).

To the best of the author’s knowledge, the existing representation theorems for I(2) AR processes in
a general Hilbert space setting were recently provided by Beare and Seo (2020) and Franchi and Paruolo
(2020), where Fredholmless of ®(z) is an essential assumption for their representation theory. Similar to
the I(1) case, the Fredholm assumption makes Y _ and T_; in (3.4) become finite rank operators, hence the
random walk component T _o Zi:l ZZ:l es+ T Zts=1 €, 1s intrinsically a finite dimensional unit root pro-
cess. This requirement entailed by the Fredholm assumption not only compels the attractor space associated
with I(2) solutions to be finite dimensional, but also places some more restrictions on their cointegrating
behavior; a more detailed discussion will be given in Section 3.4.

As discussed above, any regularity conditions imposed on ®(z) may compel solutions to the AR(p)

law of motion to have some specific characteristics. It is thus desirable to develop representation theory for
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I(1) and I(2) AR processes under minimal regularity conditions on ®(z). We in this paper require weaker
conditions on ®(z) than either of Fredholmness or compactness, which naturally makes our representation
theory place weaker restrictions on solutions to the AR(p) law of motion. As an example, the random walk
component of I(1) or I(2) solutions can be either finite dimensional or infinite dimensional in our results; this
is in contrast to that the component is required to be exclusively finite dimensional or infinite dimensional

depending on the employed regularity condition on ®(z) in the recent literature.

Remark 3.1. As discussed, in the existing literature, ®(z) is either Fredholm or compact. Fredholm prop-
erty (3.7) implies that ran ®(1) (resp. ker (1)) allows a finite (resp. an infinite) dimensional complemen-
tary subspace. This is also true in a more general situation where B is not necessarily a Hilbert space and
®(z) is a Fredholm operator acting on 13; this can be shown from Remark 2.3 and the fact that both ker ®(1)
and B/ ran ®(1) are finite dimensional in this case. If ®(z) is compact and satisfies Assumption 3.1-(a),
then ®(1) is necessarily a finite rank operator (Chang et al., 2016a, Lemma 1). Thus, ran ®(1) (resp.
ker ®(1)) allows an infinite (resp. a finite) dimensional complementary subspace. Note that Fredholmness
or compactness of ®(z) places some specific dimensionality restrictions on [ran ®(1)]¢ and [ker ®(1)]c,

while no such restrictions are required by Assumption 3.1-(b).

Remark 3.2. As will be shown in Proposition 3.4, the random walk component in the I(1) case always
takes values in ker ®(1), whose dimension is finite (resp. infinite) if ®(z) is Fredholm (resp. compact)
under Assumption 3.1-(a). This shows where the difference between the existing I(1) representation results

about the dimensionality of the random walk component originates from.

3.2 Linearization of the AR polynomial

Consider the product Banach space B” equipped with the norm ||(z1, ..., z,)||gr = Z;’:l |||l 5 for any
(21,... ,xp) e BP. We let I, denote the identity map acting on B’. In fact, the AR(p) law of motion (3.1)

may be understood as the following AR(1) law of motion in B?:
S(L)X, = &, (3.8)

where ® : C — £(B") is a linear operator pencil given by ®(z) = I, - 2®; and

Xt (I)l (1)2 ove (I)pfl (I)p Et

~ X,_ ~ I 0o - 0 0 -~ 0

X, =| "7, &= . N A I (3.9)
Xi—pi1 0 0 - I 0 0

Commonly, (3.8) is called the companion form of (3.1); see e.g. Johansen (1995, p. 15) or Bosq (2000,
p- 128, 161). From a mathematical point of view, the behavior of (I>(z)_1 that we want to know may be
obtained from that of &)(z)_l, which is as described in Proposition 3.1 below, where the following notation
is employed: II, : B” — B and H; : B — B denote the maps defined by

(21,29, ..,2,) = 1, IL) (1) = (21,0,...,0). (3.10)

Proposition 3.1. Under Assumption 3.1, the operator pencils ® and ® satisfy the following.
(i) o(®) = o(®) and T,B(2) 7'} = &(2)7".
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(i) Under Assumption 3.1, if either of ®(2) ™" or ®(z) ™" has a pole of order d (resp. essential singularity)

at z = 1, then the other has a pole of order d (resp. essential singularity) at z = 1.

Proposition 3.1-(i) shows that <T>(z) inherits the unit root property of ®(z) given by Assumption 3.1,
and ®(z) ™" can be recovered from ®(z) ™" using the maps given in (3.10). Moreover, Proposition 3.1-(ii)
implies that we can obtain a necessary and sufficient condition for <I>(z)_1 to have a pole of order 1 or 2 at
z = 1 by finding such a condition for &)(z)_l. These results will become useful in the development of our

representation theorems for I(1) and I(2) AR processes.

3.3 Representation of I(1) autoregressive processes

In Section 3.3.1 we develop our representation theory for I(1) AR processes resorting to the companion form
AR(1) representation (3.8); this is done by studying the spectral properties of i)(z) under Assumption 3.1.
We then discuss on how the results obtained via the companion form can be reformulated in terms of the
behavior of the AR polynomial ®(z) in Section 3.3.2.

3.3.1 Representation via the companion form
Resorting to the companion form (3.8), we in this section provide a necessary and sufficient condition for
the AR(p) law of motion (3.1) to admit I(1) solutions and a characterization of such solutions.

Under Assumption 3.1-(a), we know from the results given in Appendix A.4 (especially, see (A.1)) that

$(2)™" can be written as the following Laurent series: for d € N U {oo},

[y

B(2)"' == ) Nj(z-1) - ) Nj(z-1). (3.11)
j=—d j=0

For notational convenience, we let

P:=N_®,. (3.12)
The operator given above turns out to be a projection under Assumption 3.1 (Lemma B.1-(ii)) and has a cru-
cial role in the subsequent discussion. What we first pursue for the development of our representation theory
is a necessary and sufficient condition under which the AR(p) law of motion (3.1) admits I(1) solutions (or
equivalently, &)(z)_l has a simple pole at z = 1). When B = R" or C", a well known such condition is
the Johansen I(1) condition given by (3.5), and it plays an essential role in Johansen’s representation theory
for I(1) AR processes. Beare et al. (2017), who studied the same issue for the case B = H, revisited the
Johansen I(1) condition and provided its geometric reformulation given by a certain nonorthogonal direct
sum of H”; see Remark 3.4. Inspired by their direct sum condition that can be applied for H of an arbitrary

dimension, we propose the following condition.
I(1) condition: B” = ran ®(1) & ker ®(1).
Some remarks on the I(1) condition are given in order.

Remark 3.3. The I(1) condition is given as the direct sum of 3” by two fixed subspaces ran &D( 1) and
ker Cf( 1), and this specific direct sum condition will be shown to be necessary and sufficient for the existence
of I(1) solutions. In the case where our I(1) condition holds, it is worth noting that a unique projection whose
range is ker Cf( 1) and kernel is ran i)(l) is well defined (Megginson, 2012, Theorem 3.2.11).
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Remark 3.4. In the case where B = H of an arbitrary dimension and ®,,. .., ®, are compact operators,
Beare et al. (2017) showed that the nonorthogonal direct sum H” = ran i)(l) ® ker i)(l) is a sufficient
condition for the AR(p) law of motion (3.1) to admit I(1) solutions; however, its necessity was not discussed
in their paper. They showed that their condition becomes equivalent to the Johansen I(1) condition if # = R"

or C". The reader is referred to the results given in Section 4 (and the proofs of those) of their paper.

Our first result in this section not only shows that the I(1) condition is a necessary and sufficient condition

for cTD(,Z)_I to have a simple pole at z = 1 but also characterizes the principal part of its Laurent series.

Proposition 3.2. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. The following conditions are equivalent.
(i) (2)"" has a simple pole at z = 1.
(ii) P is the projection onto ker ®(1) along ran ®(1).
(iii) The I(1) condition holds.
Under any of these conditions, the following holds: for some n > 0,
(1-2)8(2)"' =P+ (1-2)H(2), z€ Dy, (3.13)

where H(z) denotes the holomorphic part of the Laurent series of &D(z)_l around z = 1. Moreover, each

~

Maclaurin series of (1 — 2)®(z)

! and H(z) is convergent on D ..

Examples of the use of Proposition 3.2 for verifying that &)(z)_l has a simple pole at z = 1 will be
given later in this section. Proposition 3.2 extends the results given by Beare et al. (2017), which are briefly
reviewed in Remark 3.4, in the sense that it provides a necessary and sufficient condition for the existence

of I(1) solutions without requiring either of a Hilbert space structure or compactness of ®1,...,®P,. In

b
addition, combined with Propositions 3.1, the local behavior of &D(z)_l around z = 1 given by (3.13)
provides a characterization of solutions to the AR(p) law of motion (3.1), which leads to our first version of

the Granger-Johansen representation theorem for I(1) AR processes given below.

Proposition 3.3. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. Under the I(1) condition, a sequence {X;}s>—p+1
satisfying (3.1) allows the Johansen I(1) representation (3.3) with

(o]

T =ILPI;, v =ILH(L)e, = )y ,8](L, -P)e;, (3.14)
§=0

where P and H (z) are given in Proposition 3.2, and I1,, and H; are given in (3.10). Moreover, the AR(p)

law of motion (3.1) does not allow I(1) solutions if the I(1) condition is not satisfied.

Proposition 3.3 shows that, under our I(1) condition, solutions to the AR(p) law of motion (3.1) can
be represented as (3.3) similar to the Beveridge-Nelson decomposition (2.6) of an I(1) cointegrated linear
process. For such a solution {X;};>9, we may deduce from our discussion in Section 2.4 that { f(X;)}s0
can be made stationary under a suitable initial condition if and only if f € Ann(pr’H; ). Some more

remarks on the results given by Proposition 3.3 are in order.

Remark 3.5. Proposition 3.3 may be viewed as an extension of Theorem 4.1 of Beare et al. (2017), which

provides a version of the Granger-Johansen representation theorem in a Hilbert space setting resorting to the
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companion form representation of a given AR(p) law of motion.

Remark 3.6. In the case dim(B) = oo, neither of the attractor nor the cointegrating space associated with
(3.1) is compelled to be finite dimensional in our representation theorem; this is in contrast to that one
of those subspaces is necessarily finite dimensional in the existing theorems developed in a Hilbert space
setting; see Section 3.1. As a simple illustration, let p = 1 and ®; be an arbitrary projection. In this
case, we may deduce from Propositions 2.1, 3.2, and 3.3 that the dimension of the attractor space (resp.
the cointegrating space) associated with (3.1) is equal to dim(ran ®;) (resp. dim(ker ®;)). Since ®; is an
arbitrary projection, all the following cases are possible: (i) dim(ran ®;) < oo and dim(ker ®;) = oo, (ii)

dim(ran ®;) = oo and dim(ker ®;) < oo, and (iii) dim(ran ®;) = oo and dim(ker ®;) = oo.

In this section, the I(1) condition and solutions to the AR(p) law of motion (3.1) are characterized
in terms of the behavior of &)(z) around z = 1. For this reason, our results do not clearly reveal how
the proposed I(1) condition and the cointegrating behavior of I(1) solutions are related to the structure
of the original AR polynomial ®(z). This is a natural consequence resulting from that we resort to the
companion form representation of (3.1) to obtain our main results given in this section. In the next section,
we will discuss on how these results can be recast in terms of the behavior of the AR polynomial ®(z). By
doing so, we obtain a more detailed characterization of I(1) solutions and find the connection between our
representation results and those developed in a Hilbert/Euclidean space setting. We close this section with a

few examples illustrating the use of Proposition 3.2 for verifying that (f(z)_l has a simple pole at z = 1.

~

Example 3.1. In the example given in Section 2.1, B = C[0,1], ®(2) = I — 2Py, and P, is defined by
®1(z)(u) = z(1) for u € [0,1]. Note that &(1) # 0 and ®(1)z(1) = 0 for any arbitrary z € C[0,1].
This implies that every y € ran ®(1) must satisfy y(1) = 0, from which we find that ®(1) is not invertible.

Moreover, it can be verified that &)(z)_l is well defined for any z # 1 and given by
() w(u) = 2(u) + 22(1) /(1 - 2), we[0,1].

Thus, Assumption 3.1-(a) is satisfied. Let Cy be the set of continuous functions x € B satisfying x(1) = 0,
and let C; be the set of constant functions. Then, B = Cy @ C; may be easily deduced. We will show that
ran (T)(l) = Cp and ker (T)(l) = (Cy; this implies that both Assumption 3.1-(b) and the I(1) condition are
satisfied, and thus &)(z)_l has a simple pole at z = 1. It was already shown that any 2 € ran ®(1) satisfies
(1) = 0, hence ran $(1) ¢ Cy. Moreover, for any 2 € C( we have z = ®(1)x € ran $(1), which implies
that ran ®(1) 2 Cp. Thus, ran (1) = C holds. To show ker ®(1) = Cy, we first observe that

rekerd(1) = z(u)=zx(1), wel0,1],

and hence ker ®(1) ¢ C; holds. The reverse inclusion (C; C ker ®(1)) immediately follows from the fact
that $(1)z = 0 for any constant function 2 € C[0, 1]. We thus also find that ker ®(1) = C.

Example 3.2. Suppose that B = C[—1,1], &(z) = I —z®,, and ¥, is defined by
Oix(u) =x2(u)/2 + 2(-u)/2, ze€B, uwel[-1,1].
One can easily show that o(®) = {1}, and @, (resp. ] —®;) is the projection onto the space of even

(resp. odd) functions along the space of odd (resp. even) functions. Moreover, in this case we have B =
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ran ®(1) @ ker (1) and ker (1) = ran ;. Therefore, Assumption 3.1 and the I(1) condition are satisfied,
from which it is concluded that i)(z)_l has a simple pole at z = 1. In fact, we reach the same conclusion in

cases where any arbitrary projection replaces @ in the above.

Example 3.3. Let cq be the space of complex sequences converging to zero equipped with the norm ||a|| =
sup; |a;| for a = (ay,as,...) € cg. The space ¢y may be viewed as a natural generalization of a finite
dimensional vector space equipped with the supremum norm, and also turns out to be a separable Banach
space (Megginson, 2012, Examples 1.2.13 and 1.12.6). Let ®; be defined by

®q(ay,as,a3,ay4...) = (ar,a; + ag,)\ag,)\2a4,...), (3.15)
where A € (0,1). Then, ®(z) = I —z®; maps a = (ay,as,...) to
(I —2®1)a = ((1 - 2)aq, (1 = z)as — zay, (1 — z\)as, (1 — z)\z)a4, ce)e
It may be deduced that ®(z) is injective on cq for any z € Di4yy \ {1}. Furthermore, for any sequence
b= (by,bg,bs...) € co, we can find a sequence a = (a1, as,as...) € cg satisfying ®(z)a = b by setting
ay = by [(1=2), ag=byf/(1=2)+2b/(1-2)°, a;=b;/(1—2N"7), j=z3.

This shows that ®(z) is also a surjection for z € Dy \ {1}. Therefore, we have shown that d(2) is
invertible on D1, \ {1}. Note also that ran $(1) and ker (1) are given as follows,

ran (1) = {(0,b1,by,...) : bj € C, lim b; =0},  ker &(1) = {(0,4;,0,0,...) : by € C}. (3.16)
]—)OO

The above subspaces can be complemented (see Example 3.4), hence Assumption 3.1 is satisfied. However,
(3.16) clearly shows that B # ran ®(1) @ ker ®(1). We thus conclude that $(z) ™" does not have a simple
pole at z = 1; it will be shown in Section 3.4 that <T>(z)_1 has apole of order 2atz = 1.

3.3.2 Further characterization of I(1) solutions

If B = R" or C", the Johansen I(1) condition given by (3.5) is necessary and sufficient for <I>(z)_1 to
have a simple pole at z = 1. If we let P, a(1))t (tesp. Pl o(1)]+) denote the orthogonal projection
onto [ran q)(l)]l (resp. [ker q)(l)]l), then the Johansen I(1) condition can be alternatively understood as
invertibility of Pp,, a(1)]* ¢(1)(1)(I—P[kor¢,(1)]l. ) as amap from ker ®(1) to [ran (I>(1):|J'. A natural gen-
eralization of this condition to a general Banach space setting may be the following: for some [ran ®(1)]¢
and [ker ®(1)]¢ satisfying (3.2),

Aic = P[ranq>(1)]C‘I’(1)(1)(I — Plrera(1)].) ¢ ker @(1) = [ran ®(1)]c is invertible, (3.17)
where Plrana(1)]c and Prrer o(1)], are the projections satisfying
ranPy, = V¢, kerPy, =V, (V,V¢) = (ran®(1), [ran ®(1)]c) or (ker (1), [ker ®(1)]c). (3.18)

These projections are uniquely defined linear operators for each choice of [ran ®(1)]c and [ker ®(1)]c;
see Megginson (2012, Theorem 3.2.11). In the case where B = R" or C", [ran ®(1)]¢ = [ran <I>(1):|J‘, and
[ker ®(1)]c = [ker q)(l)]l, the condition (3.17) becomes equivalent to the Johansen I(1) condition, under
which we know from Johansen (1995, Theorem 4.2) that <I>(z)_1 has a simple pole at z = 1. Proposition

3.4 given below shows that this result can be extended to a more general Banach space setting, and also
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provides a characterization of Y _; in terms of the operators defined above.

Proposition 3.4. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. Then the following conditions are equivalent.
(1) The I(1) condition holds.
(i) Ajc :ker ®(1) + [ran ®(1)]c is invertible for some choice of [ran ®(1)]¢ and [ker ®(1)]c.
(iii) Aqc : ker ®(1) » [ran ®(1)]c is invertible for every possible choice of [ran ®(1)]c and [ker (1)]¢.

Let any of the above conditions hold. Then for any choice of [ran ®(1)]¢ and [ker ®(1)]c, a sequence
{ X }is—p+1 satisfying (3.1) allows the Johansen I(1) representation (3.3) with Y_ satisfying

P[ker@(l)]cT—l = T—I(I - P[ran@(l)]c) =0, T_q: [ranq>(1)]c = kerq)(l) = AI,E (3.19)

It is interesting that a natural generalization of the Johansen I(1) condition is equivalent to our previ-
ous necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of I(1) solutions developed in a general Banach
space setting. This shows that our operator-theoretic approach is in fact closely related to the conventional
Johansen’s approach. We know from the equivalence between the three conditions given in Proposition
3.4 that [ran ®(1)]¢ and [ker ®(1)]¢ can be arbitrarily chosen among possible candidates; this, of course,
implies that [ran ®(1)]c (resp. [ker ®(1)]c) can always be fixed to [ran q)(l)]l (resp. [ker <I>(1)]J') in
a Hilbert/Euclidean space setting without loss of generality. Moreover, (3.19) describes how the operator
Y_; acts as a map from ran ®(1) & [ran ®(1)]c to ker (1) & [ker ®(1)]¢; this in fact provides a full
characterization of Y _q, given that B allows the direct sums given in (3.2).

In Section 3.3.1, the I(1) condition and the cointegrating behavior of I(1) solutions are characterized
in terms of some operators associated with &)(z) given in the companion form (3.8); however, one may
be interested in characterizing those using operators associated with the original AR polynomial ®(z).
The conditions given by (ii) and (iii) in Proposition 3.4 are already given in such a manner, and those are
equivalent reformulations of our I(1) condition. Moreover, our characterization of Y _;, given by (3.19),
helps us characterize the cointegrating behavior in a desired way; see Remarks 3.7 and 3.8 below. Some
more remarks are given for comparison between our I(1) representation result given by Proposition 3.4 and

the existing ones developed in a Hilbert/Euclidean space setting.

Remark 3.7. From (3.19), we know that the attractor space of I(1) solutions is given by ranY_; =
ker ®(1), which is complemented by another subspace [ker ®(1)]¢ under Assumption 3.1-(b). We then
deduce from Proposition 2.1 that a cointegrating functional f satisfies f = g P[rera(1));» Where g € B
This result, of course, holds for any arbitrary choice of [ker ®(1)]¢; a different choice of [ker ®(1)]¢ only
affects the definition of P[ye; ¢(1)], Without any further changes.

Remark 3.8. Using the results given in Proposition 3.4, we may obtain a stronger characterization of the
cointegrating behavior of I(1) solutions than that given in Section 3.3.1. From the expression of T _; given

in (3.19), we find that a nonzero element f € B' satisfies
{f(X{)}i201s I0) if and only if f € Ann(ker ®(1)); (3.20)

see Appendix B.2.3 for our proof of (3.20). The above characterization not only shows that the cointegrat-

ing space is given by Ann(ker ®(1)), but also establishes 1(0)-ness of {f(X;)}:»o for any cointegrating
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functional f. In the case B = H, any f € H' is identified as the map (-, v) for a unique element v € H,
so f € Ann(ker ®(1)) is given by the map (-,v) for some v € [ker <I>(1):|J'. (To see why, note that
(x,v) = 0forall z € ker (1) if and only if v € [ker <I>(1)]L.) Thus, (3.20) reduces to the following: for
any v € H \ {0},

{{X;,v)}10 is I0) if and only if v € [ker ®(1)]". (3.21)
If ®(2) is a Fredholm operator satisfying (3.7) and, as a result, ker ®(1) is finite dimensional, (3.21) reduces
to the characterization of the cointegrating behavior of I(1) solutions provided by Beare and Seo (2020) and
Franchi and Paruolo (2020). However, our results given by (3.20) and (3.21) do not require the Fredholm
assumption and, as a consequence, ker ®(1) is not necessarily finite dimensional; noting that ker &)(1) =

ker ®(1) in the case p = 1, we see this from Remark 3.6 and/or Example 3.2.

Remark 3.9. If B = H, we know from Proposition 3.4 that the following is a necessary and sufficient
condition for the AR(p) law of motion (3.1) to admit I(1) solutions:

At = Phano@ @ (1)1 = Pueroe) : ker ®(1) - [ran ®(1)]" is invertible. (3.22)

If the Fredholm assumption (3.7) holds and thus ker ®(1) is finite dimensional, the above invertibility
condition reduces to one of the necessary and sufficient conditions for the AR(p) law of motion (3.1) to
admit I(1) solutions given by Beare and Seo (2020, Theorem 3.2). Their invertibility condition, a spe-
cial case of (3.22), was given together with an equivalent nonorthogonal direct sum condition given by
H =ran®(1) @ ) (1) ker ®(1). In the same setting, Franchi and Paruolo (2020) provided a necessary
and sufficient condition for the existence of I(d) solutions for any d = 1, which is characterized as an orthog-
onal direct sum of H and turns out to be useful to identify the cointegrating behavior of I(d) solutions; for
d = 1, their condition is equivalent to the nonorthogonal direct sum condition given by Beare and Seo (2020)
(Franchi and Paruolo, 2020, Proposition 4.6). Under any of these equivalent conditions, solutions to (3.1)
allows the Johansen I(1) representation (3.3) with Y _; of finite rank. (To see why, note that (3.19) implies
ran Y_; = ker (1) and ker ®(1) is necessarily finite dimensional under the Fredholm assumption.) This
implies that the random walk component given in (3.3) reduces to a finite dimensional unit root process. On
the other hand, if ®(z) satisfies Assumption 3.1 and ®(1) is a compact operator, then ®(1) turns out to be
a finite rank operator (Chang et al., 2016a, Lemma 1). In this case, (3.22) reduces to the condition given by
Chang et al. (2016a, Theorem 2) as a sufficient condition for the existence of I(1) solutions, and the random
walk component of such a solution takes values in ran Y _; = ker ®(1), which is infinite dimensional unless
H is finite dimensional. In our results for the case B = H, ran Y_; = ker ®(1) is not required to be either
finite or infinite dimensional; we see this from Remark 3.6. Thus, our I(1) representation result given by

Proposition 3.4 complements the earlier results developed in a Hilbert space setting.

Remark 3.10. Suppose that B = R” or C", [ran ®(1)]¢ = [ran ®(1)]", and [ker ®(1)]¢ = [ker ®(1)]".
In this case, T_; may be understood as an n X n matrix. Using the notation introduced for (3.5), the
results given by (3.19) can be written as 5(5T5)_15TT_1 = T_la(aTa)_laT = 0 and ﬁJTLT_louL =
(alq)(l)(l)ﬂl)_l. We then may deduce that T _; can be written as

o= By (el 80181 ) .
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which is equivalent to the expression of Y _; given by Johansen (1995, Theorem 4.2).

3.4 Representation of I(2) autoregressive processes

In this section, we suppose that the I(1) condition fails and develop our representation theory for I(2) AR
processes. The failure of the I(1) condition means either of (i) B” # ran &D(l) & ker &)(1) or (ii) nonin-
vertibility of the map A, ¢ given in (3.17) for some [ran ®(1)]¢ and [ker ®(1)]¢. Due to Proposition 3.4,
we know that [ran ®(1)]¢ and [ker ®(1)]c may be arbitrarily chosen among possible candidates without
loss of generality. Especially, [ran ®(1)]c = [ran ®( 1):|L and [ker ®(1)]¢ = [ker ®( 1):|l can be assumed
whenever B3 is a Hilbert space; this helps us compare the results to be developed with the existing 1(2) results

given in a Hilbert space setting. We define P[ran o(1)], and Pliera(1)], as in (3.18) and let
R = Phano), @ (1) ker &(1), K= {z € ker&(1) : (1) € ran &(1)}.
The conditions that we require for our I(2) representation results are summarized below in Assumption 3.2.

Assumption 3.2.

(a) Assumption 3.1 holds and the I(1) condition fails for some [ran ®(1)]¢c and [ker ®(1)]c; if B is a
Hilbert space, [ran ®(1)]c = [ran q)(l)]l and [ker ®(1)]¢ = [ker <I>(1)]J'.

(b) R (resp. K) can be complemented in [ran ®(1)]¢ (resp. ker ®(1)), i.e., for some R¢ € Band K¢ C B,
[ran®(1)]c = R® Rg, ker ®(1) = K@ K¢. (3.23)

The complementary subspaces R¢ and K¢ appearing in Assumption 3.2 do not uniquely exist in gen-
eral; however, our subsequent results only require their existence. The direct sum conditions required by
Assumption 3.2, i.e., (3.2) and (3.23), may not be restrictive in general and do not invalidate that our I(2)
results to be developed can complement the earlier results developed in a general Hilbert space setting;
the regularity condition imposed on ®(z) for the existing I(2) results strictly implies the required direct
sums and, moreover, places some certain restrictions on the dimensions of the complementary subspaces

appearing in Assumption 3.2, see Remark 3.11.

Remark 3.11. Fredholmness of ®(2) is an essential assumption in the existing I(2) representation theorems
developed in the case B = H. In such a setting, the direct sums given by (3.2) hold for some [ran ®(1)]¢
and [ker ®(1)]c (Remark 3.1), and both [ran ®(1)]c and ker ®(1) are finite dimensional. Since every
finite dimensional space can be complemented (Remark 2.3), the direct sums given by (3.23) hold for some
Rc and K¢. This is also true in a more general situation where 3 is not necessarily a Hilbert space and
®(z) is a Fredholm operator acting on 3; this can be seen from Remark 2.3. Note that the Fredholm
assumption requires that [ran ®(1)]¢, ker (1), Rc and K¢ are all finite dimensional in (3.2) and (3.23),
which means that Fredholmness of ®(z) naturally leads us to stronger conditions than the direct sums

required by Assumption 3.2.

As in Section 3.3, we first develop our representation theory for I(2) AR processes resorting to the
companion form representation (3.8). We then discuss on how the results obtained via the companion form

can be recast in terms of the behavior of the AR polynomial ®(z). In the subsequent discussions, we will
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need a notion of a generalized inverse operator in our Banach space setting. Appendix A.3 introduces a
suitable one extending the notion of the Moore-Penrose inverse, employed in Beare and Seo (2020) and

Franchi and Paruolo (2020) for their I1(2) representation results developed in a Hilbert space setting.

3.4.1 Representation via the companion form

As in Section 3.3.1, we first resort to linearization of ® : C — B3, hence consider d:Cwo B given in (3.8)
and (3.9). Under Assumption 3.2, we have the Laurent series of <T>(z)_1 near z = 1 asin (3.11), and also
define P as in (3.12). Before stating our main results, we collect some preliminary results and fix notation.

Under Assumption 3.2, ran <T>(1) and ker i)(l) can be complemented (Lemma B.2-(i)), i.e., for some
[ran ®(1)]c ¢ BY and [ker &(1)]c c B,

B” = ran ®(1) @ [ran $(1)]¢ = ker $(1) @ [ker $(1)]c. (3.24)

The complementary subspaces [ran ®(1)]¢ and [ker ®(1)]¢ given in (3.24) are not uniquely determined
in general, but the subsequent results only require their existence and do not depend on a specific choice of
them. Under the direct sums given by (3.24) and for any choice of [ran ®(1)]¢ and [ker ®(1)]c, we may
define the projections P, §(1)], and Ppye, (1)), satistying

ran Py, = Vo, kerPy, =V, (V,V¢) = (ran ®(1), [ran ®(1)]c) or (ker (1), [ker &(1)]c), (3.25)
and the generalized inverse ®(1)? of ®(1) satisfying
i)(l)i)(l)g = Ip _P[ran?{;(l)]c’ i)(l)gi)(l) = P[kor?{;(l)]c‘ (326)

The operators Pp..%(1)le> Plker®(1)]c> @nd $(1)? are uniquely defined for each choice of [ran ®(1)]¢
and [ker ®(1)]c; see Megginson (2012, Theorem 3.2.11) and Appendix A.3. If B = H, [ran®(1)]¢ =
[ran &D(l)]l, and [ker (1)]¢ = [ker &D(l)]l, then Ppn%(1)). €SP Plier §(1)],) becomes the orthogonal
projection onto [ran 5(1)]J‘ (resp. [ker i)(l)]l) and &(1)? becomes the Moore-Penrose inverse of $(1)

(see Appendix A.3). For notational convenience, we let
K = ran ®(1) N ker ®(1). (3.27)

A crucial preliminary result is that K # {0} is required for $(z) " to have a pole of order 2 at z = 1 (Lemma

B.2-(iv)); based on this result and the notation defined above, we propose our I(2) condition as follows.
1(2) condition: K # {0} and B” = (ran ®(1)+ker ®(1))@P (1)K for some [ran D(1)]¢ and [ker &(1)]c.
Some remarks on the I(2) condition are given in order.

Remark 3.12. The I(2) condition is given as the direct sum of B” by two subspaces ran i)(l) + ker i)(l)
and ®(1)7KC, where the latter depends on the choice of [ran ®(1)]¢ and [ker $(1)]¢ since the definition of
®(1)7 does so. However, it turns out that if the direct sum holds for a specific choice of [ran ®(1)]c and
[ker ®(1)]c, then it also holds for any arbitrary possible choice of those; see Lemma B.2-(iii). Therefore,
the choice of [ran ®(1)]¢ and [ker $(1)]¢ does not affect the subsequent results, and also may be arbitrarily
chosen among possible candidates without loss of generality; for example, in a Hilbert space setting, we may
assume that [ran ®(1)]¢ = [ran é(l)]l and [ker ®(1)]c = [ker é(l)]l
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Remark 3.13. Suppose that B = H and ®(z) satisfies the Fredholm assumption (3.7). In this case, we
may assume that [ran ®(1)]¢ = [ran <T>(1)]J' and [ker $(1)]¢ = [ker <T>(1)]J' in the 1(2) condition given
above without loss of generality (see Remark 3.12), then ®(1)? becomes the Moore-Penrose inverse ®(1)
of (f(l) (see Appendix A.3). In this setting, Beare and Seo (2020, Theorem 4.2 and Remark 4.7) showed
that ®(z) ™" has a pole of order 2 at z = 1 if and only if H” = (ran®(1) + ker &(1)) @ &(1)'KC for
K # {0}.3 However, it is worth noting that Fredholmness of ®(z) requires ker $(1) (and thus K) to be

finite dimensional while no such restriction required in our 1(2) condition; see Example 3.5 to appear later.

Our next result shows that the proposed 1(2) condition is indeed necessary and sufficient for &D(z)_l
to have a pole of order 2 at z = 1, and provides a partial characterization of the principal part of the
Laurent series; a more detailed characterization of the principal part can be obtained in terms of some
operators associated with i)(z), but which is postponed to Appendix B.3.3 since more preliminary results

and concepts, which are to be developed in Appendix B, are required.

Proposition 3.5. Suppose that Assumption 3.2 holds. Then $(2)" hasa pole of order 2 if and only if the
1(2) condition holds. Under the I(2) condition, the following holds for some 1 > 0,

(1-2)"3(2) " = -N g+ (1= 2)(Ny + P) + (1 - 2)°H(2), =€ Dy, (3.28)

where N_, satisfies ran N_y = K, H(z) is the holomorphic part of the Laurent series of ®(z) ™", and each

Maclaurin series of (1 — 2)°®(2) ™" and H(z) converges on Dy

Examples of the use of Proposition 3.5 for verifying that cTD(,Z)_l has a pole of order 2 will be given
at the end of this section. Proposition 3.5 provides a characterization of the local behavior of <T>(z)_1
around z = 1 under the I(2) condition, which, together with Proposition 3.1, leads to our first version of the

Granger-Johansen representation theorem for I(2) AR processes as follows.

Proposition 3.6. Suppose that Assumption 3.2 holds. Under the I(2) condition, a sequence {X;};>_p11
satisfying (3.1) allows the Johansen I(2) representation (3.4) with

T_o=-TL,N_,I0,, Y_;=II,(N_, + P)II, yt:HpH(L)H;at:ZHpcf{(Ip ~P)Te,—;, (3.29)
§=0

where N_y, P and H (z) are given in Proposition 3.5, and 11, and H; are given in (3.10). Moreover, the
AR(p) law of motion (3.1) does not allow I(2) solutions if the I(2) condition is not satisfied.

Note that the representation (3.4) with (3.29) is similar to the Beveridge-Nelson decomposition (2.6)
of an I(2) cointegrated linear process. From our discussion in Section 2.4, we may deduce that f €
Ann(HpN_ZH; ) (resp. f € ADH(HPN_2H; ) ﬂAnn(Hpﬁ’H; ) is a cointegrating functional (resp. a second-
order cointegrating functional). Appendix B.3.3 provides characterizations of N_g and P in terms of certain
operators associated with <T>(z), which complements the results given by Proposition 3.6.

In this section, we have shown that the AR(p) law of motion (3.1) admits I(2) solutions if and only if

*In fact, the direct sum condition given by Beare and Seo (2020, Theorem 4.2 and Remark 4.7) is slightly different. However,
with a simple algebra, it can be shown that the direct sum given in the 1(2) condition is equivalent to B = (ran ®(1) + ker (1)) &
(I, — ®(1)?)K, which is exactly comparable with their direct sum condition.

22



the I(2) condition holds, and provided a partial characterization of such solutions. All these results are ob-
tained resorting to the companion form representation of (3.1), hence it is not clearly revealed how the 1(2)
condition and the cointegrating behavior of I(2) solutions are related to the structure of the original AR poly-
nomial ®(z). This issue will be addressed in the next section by providing a more detailed characterization
of I(2) solution in terms of operators associated with ®(z). Before closing this section, we give examples

of the use of Proposition 3.5 for verifying that i)(z)_l has a pole of second order.

Example 3.4. Consider Example 3.3, where we showed that i)(z)_l does not have a simple pole at z = 1,
hence know that Assumption 3.2-(a) holds. Note that ran ®(1) (resp. ker ®(1)) allows a complementary
subspace [ran ®(1)]c (resp. [ker ®(1)]c); specifically, [ran $(1)]¢ and [ker ®(1)]c may be set to

[ra‘n&)(l)]c = {(b170707"')7 b € (C}, [ker(f(l)]c = {(b1707b27b37---)7 : bj € C? hm bj = O}
J—00

Then it can be shown that Assumption 3.2-(b) is also satisfied; observe that ran ®(1) ® R = ran ®(1) +
<I>(1)(1) ker ®(1) = ran ®(1)+ker ®(1) = ran ®(1) and K = ker (1), hence the required direct sums hold
for Rg = [ran®(1)]c and K¢ = {0}. For any (by,0,...) € [ran $(1)]¢, we find that —®(1)(b;,0,...) =
(0,b1,0,...). Pre-composing both sides of this equation with ®(1)?, we obtain

(=b1,0,...) = &(1)7(0,b,0,...), (3.30)

where the equality holds since (b;,0,...) € [ker ®(1)]¢c and ®(1)?®(1) = Pleer (1)) - From (3.16), (3.30)
and the fact that K = ran ®(1) N ker (1) = ker (1), we deduce that &(1)7K = {(b,0,...), b, € C},
which is a complementary subspace of ran ®(1) + ker ®(1). Thus, ()" has a pole of order 2 at z = 1.

Example 3.5. In the setting of Examples 3.3 and 3.4, we observed that ker (i)( 1) and K are finite dimensional
under the I(2) condition. However, these subspaces may not be finite dimensional in general. To see this, we
will consider slight modifications of ®1; under any of the changes in ®; to be given below, it can be easily

shown that Assumption 3.2 is still satisfied. We first replace (3.15) with the following,
®y1(a1,ag,a3,a4...) = (a1,az + a1,a3 + a1, a4, a5 + ay, a6 + ayg, a7, a3 + az,ag + ar, ...).

It can be easily shown that ®(z) is invertible for z # 1. We note that ran ®(1) and ker (1) are given by

ran ®(1) = {(0,b1,b1,0,bg,b9,0,b3,b3,...) : bj € C, lim b; = 0}, (3.31)
J—)OO

ker ®(1) = {(0,b1,bg,0,b3,b4,0,b5,bg,...) : b; € C, lim b; = 0}. (3.32)
J—)OO

Since K = ran ®(1) N ker &(1) = ran ®(1), we know from (3.31) and (3.32) that both ker ®(1) and K
are infinite dimensional. With some algebra, it may be deduced that ran <T>(1) (resp. ker i)(l)) allows a

complementary subspace [ran ®(1)]¢ (resp. [ker ®(1)]c), and especially [ker ®(1)]c may be set to
[ker &(1)]c = {(b1,0, by, b3,0,b4,b5,0,b5,...) : b; € C, lim b; = 0}. (3.33)
J—00

Moreover, note that for (by, 0, by, bs, 0, by, bs, 0, bg, . ..) € [ker ®(1)]c,
- i;(1)(b1707b27b3707b47b5"') = (07 b17b1707b37b37"')' (334)

Since (by, 0, by, bs, 0, by, bs ...) € [ker &(1)]c and ®(1)/P(1) = Plier(1)]e» We find the following equal-
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ity by pre-composing both sides of (3.34) with ®(1)?,
- (b17 07 b27 b37 07 b47 b5 .. ) = &)(1)9(07 b17 b17 07 b37 b37 .- ) (335)

From (3.31), (3.32) and (3.35), we deduce that ran ®(1)+ker (1) = ker $(1) and $(1)/K = [ker B(1)]c,
hence (2) " has a pole of order 2 at z = 1.

Now we replace (3.15) with the following,
®1(ay,ag,a3,a4...) = (a1,a3 + a1, a3, a4, 0as,...).
Then, we find that

ran (1) = {(0,b1,0,0,...) : by € C}, ker &(1) = {(0,by,bo,b3,...) : b; € C, lim b; = 0}, (3.36)
J— 00

and thus K = ran Cf( 1). From similar arguments, it can be shown that our I(2) condition holds. In this case,

as may be deduced from (3.36), ker &D( 1) is infinite dimensional but K is finite dimensional.

3.4.2 Further characterization of I(2) solutions

Suppose that B = R" or C" and the Johansen I(1) condition fails. With the notation introduced for (3.5), we
let w and o be full-rank (n — ) X s matrices satisfying OélL(P(l)(l)BJ_L = wp', where s < n —r. Let
(resp. o1 ) be a full-rank n X (n — r — s) matrix whose columns are orthogonal to those of («, .y @) (resp.
(B, B 0)). Without loss of generality, we may assume that wlw L= QL_ on = I,—._s (the identity matrix
of dimension n —r — s). Johansen (1992, 1995) provides a necessary and sufficient condition for (I)(Z)_l to

have a pole of order 2 at z = 1, which is given by that
1
@l (§q>(2)(1) - <1>“)(1)<1>(1)Tc1>(1)(1)> o0y is invertible, (3.37)

where <I>(1)T is the Moore-Penrose inverse of ®(1). To provide a natural generalization of the Johansen 1(2)
condition that can be applied to our Banach space setting, as we did in Section 3.3.2 for the I(1) case, we
first review some preliminary results that hold under Assumption 3.2 and fix notation.

Under Assumption 3.2, we let Plran (1)) and Plrera(1)] be defined as in (3.18), and also let o(1)7

denote the generalized inverse satisfying the following properties:
®(1)®(1)? = I ~Prranele:  ®(1)72(1) = Plrerao()]- (3.38)

The operators P[ran a(1)]c» Plier #(1)]); and ®(1 )? are all uniquely defined for any fixed choice of [ran ®(1)]¢
and [ker ®(1)]c. If B = H and thus [ran ®(1)]c = [ran <I>(1):|l and [ker ®(1)]c = [ker <I>(1)]L, then
®(1)” is equivalent to the Moore-Penrose inverse <I>(1)Jr of ®(1); see Appendix A.3. Moreover, we note
that the direct sum conditions given in Assumption 3.2 can be combined and equivalently formulated as
follows,

B=ran®(1)® R® R¢ = [ker ®(1)]c ® K ® Kg, (3.39)

where [ran ®(1)]c = R @ R¢ and ker ®(1) = K @ K¢. Then for any possible choice of R¢ and K¢, we may
define the projections Pr, and Pk satisfying

ranPgr, = Re, kerPg, =ran®(1) ® R, ranPgk =K, kerPy = [ker ®(1)]c & Kc; (3.40)

see Megginson (2012, Theorem 3.2.11). Suppose that B = R" or C", R¢ = Rt (the orthogonal comple-
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ment to ran ®(1) & R), and K¢ = K (the orthogonal complement to [ker <I>(1)]J‘ @ K) hold. Then the
Johansen I(2) condition given by (3.37) can be alternatively understood as invertibility of PRJ_(%(I)@) -
o) (1)<I>(1)T<I>(l)(1))PK as a map from K to R™. Given this observation, we know that the Johansen 1(2)
condition is a special case of the following more general condition stated without the notion of an orthogonal

complement in a general Banach space setting: for some choice of R¢ and Kg,
1
Asg = Pg, (§<1>(2)(1) - <I>(1)(1)(I>(1)g<13(1)(1))PK : K = Rg is invertible. (3.41)

We will show in Proposition 3.7 below that the above condition is equivalent to our I(2) condition developed
in a general Banach space setting, and also characterize T _o and Y _; in terms of some operators associated
with the AR polynomial ®(z) using this equivalence. To simplify mathematical expressions, we employ the

following notation:
VI[; =P q)(l)(l)(l -P )
1 [ran®(1)]c [ker ®(1)]c />

M; = 20 (1) - oV (1)e(1) 9 (1),

M;

%@“’)(1) ~oMma)ysM(e(1)e™M(1).

As the last piece of our preliminary results for Proposition 3.7, we note that the generalized inverse M? of
M; is uniquely defined for any choice of R¢ and K¢ under Assumption 3.2, and it satisfies ran Mﬁ' = K¢
and ker M = ran ®(1) ® R¢ (Lemma B.3).

Proposition 3.7. Suppose that Assumption 3.2 holds. Then the following conditions are equivalent.
(1) The I(2) condition holds.
(i) Agc : K+ Rc is invertible for some choice of R¢ and K.
(iii) Ao : K+ Rg is invertible for every possible choice of R¢ and K.

Let any of the above conditions hold. Then for any choice of R¢ and K¢, a sequence {X};>—_p+1 satisfying
(3.1) allows the Johansen 1(2) representation (3.4) with Y _o satisfying

(I-P)Ya="T o(I-Pgr) =0, T_p:Rcr K=Asg, (3.42)
and Y _; satisfying
(I = P)Ty (I = Pgy) = =My,
(I = P)T_1Pr, = (@(1)°@0 (1) + MM, ) T,
PRT_1(1 = Prp) = Ty (@D (1)@ (1) + MyMY),
PyY_1Pg, = T_, (M3 ~ My®(1)?d (1) — P (1)@(1)'M, — MzMﬁ'Mz) Y.

Proposition 3.7 not only shows that the condition given by (3.41) is equivalent to our I(2) condition
developed in a general Banach space setting, but also implies that R¢ and K¢ can be arbitrarily chosen among
possible candidates; this, of course, means that R¢ and K¢ can always be fixed to the relevant orthogonal
complements in a Hilbert/Euclidean space setting without loss of generality. Moreover, Proposition 3.7

characterizes in detail how YT_, and T _; act on B satisfying the tripartite decompositions given by (3.39).
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Based on such characterizations, we can further characterize 1(2) solutions; see Remarks 3.14-3.16 below.
Some more remarks are given for comparison between our I(2) representation result given by Proposition

3.7 and the existing I(2) results developed in a Hilbert/Euclidean space setting.

Remark 3.14. From (3.42), we know that the attractor space associated with I(2) solutions is given by
ran Y'_p = K. Then Proposition 2.1 implies that a cointegrating functional f satisfies f = g(I — Pk ), where
g € B'. This result holds for any arbitrary choice of K¢; a different choice of K¢ only affects the definition
of Pk without any further changes.

Remark 3.15. Using the results given in Proposition 3.7, we can obtain a stronger characterization of the

cointegrating behavior of I(2) solutions as follows: for any nonzero element f € B' and for some r € {0,1},
{f(X{)}is0is I(r) if and only if f € Ann(K), (3.43)
{F(X)}1s0 is 1(0) if and only if f € Ann(ker ®(1)) N Ann(®(1)7®V(1)K). (3.44)

Obviously, (3.43) (resp. (3.44)) identifies the cointegrating space (the collection of the second-order cointe-
grating funcitonals). A detailed discussion including our proofs of these results is given in Appendix B.3.4.
If B = H and thus the complementary subspaces are all set to the relevant orthogonal complements, then
®(1)? is equivalent to the Moore-Penrose inverse ®(1)" (see Appendix A.3) and f € Ann(V) is given by
the map (-, v) for some v € vt (see Remark 3.8). In this case, (3.43) and (3.44) can be reformulated as
follows: for any v € H \ {0} and for some r € {0, 1},

{{X;, 1)} 10 is I(r) if and only if v € KT, (3.45)
{{X},0)} 10 is 1(0) if and only if v € [ker ®(1)]* n[@(1) a1V (1)K]* . (3.46)

If ®(z) satisfies the Fredholm assumption (3.7) and, as a result, both ker ®(1) and K is finite dimensional,
our characterization given by (3.45) and (3.46) reduces to that provided by Beare and Seo (2020, Remarks
4.5 and 4.6). It, however, should be noted that (3.45) and (3.46) hold without the Fredholm assumption and,
thus, ker ®(1) and K are not required to be finite dimensional; noting that ker $(1) = ker ®(1) and K = K

hold in the case p = 1, we see from Example 3.5 that those can be infinite dimensional.

Remark 3.16 (Polynomial cointegration for an I(2) AR process). For any cointegrating functional f €
Ann(K), f may or may not satisfy f € Ann(ker ®(1)) since K C ker ®(1). If f € Ann(ker (1))
and one combines levels and first differences as in f(X;) — f(®(1)7 <I>(1)(1)AXt), then such a sequence
is always I(0); this phenomenon does not occur if f ¢ Ann(ker ®(1)). A detailed discussion including
our proof of this result is given in Appendix B.3.5. The case where the sequence of f(X;) and that of
F(@(1)? (IJ(I)(I)AXt) are both I(1) may be understood as polynomial cointegration or multicointegration
(Yoo, 1987; Granger and Lee, 1989; Engsted and Johansen, 1997; Kheifets and Phillips, 2019) in our set-
ting; a detailed treatment of this topic for the case 5 = H is given by Franchi and Paruolo (2020, Section
4.2). In the case B = H, ®(1)? may be set to the Moore-Penrose inverse ®(1)" and f € Ann(K) (resp.
f € Ann(ker ®(1))) is identified as the map (-, v) for some v € Kt (resp. v € [ker q)(l)]l). Then the
above characterization given in a Banach space setting can be rewritten as follows: for f € KJ', the sequence
of (X, v) — ((I>(1)T(I>(1)(1)AXt,v) is I(0) if and only if f € [ker <I>(1)]J'. If the Fredholm assumption
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(3.7) holds, this result becomes consistent with the characterization of polynomial cointegration given by
Franchi and Paruolo (2020, Remark 4.10). However, ker ®(1) and K are necessarily finite dimensional un-
der the Fredholm assumption, while such restrictions are not required for our results given in this remark;

see Remark 3.15 and Example 3.5.

Remark 3.17. Suppose that B = 7 and all the complementary subspaces are set to the relevant orthogonal

complements. In this case, (3.41) reduces to that
1
Prt (§q>(2)(1) - <1>(”(1)<I>(1)*<1>(1)(1)) Py : K > RY s invertible, (3.47)

where Pr1 (resp. Pk) is the orthogonal projection onto Rt (resp. K). If ®(z) satisfies the Fredholm as-
sumption (3.7) and thus both ker ®(1) and K are finite dimensional, then (3.47) reduces to the invertibility
condition for the existence of I(2) solutions given by Beare and Seo (2020, Theorem 4.2). Their condi-
tion is given together with an equivalent nonorthogonal direct sum condition in 7; on the other hand,
Franchi and Paruolo (2020) provided an orthogonal direct sum condition for the existence of I(2) solutions
under the same setting, see Section 4 of their paper. Under any of these equivalent conditions, solutions to
the AR(p) law of motion satisfies the Johansen 1(2) representation (3.4) for Y_5 and Y _; of finite rank; it
can be deduced from our characterizations of Y _5 and Y _; given in Proposition 3.7 that the ranges of these
operators are finite dimensional if both ker ®(1) and K are finite dimensional. Hence the random walk com-
ponent of I(2) solutions is intrinsically a finite dimensional unit root process. However, in our results for the
case B = H, either ker (1) or K is not required to be finite dimensional and the random walk component
can take values in an infinite dimensional subspace; we see this by noting that ran Y _y = K and K can be
infinite dimensional as in Example 3.5. Thus, Proposition 3.7 complements the earlier I(2) representation

results developed in a Hilbert space setting.

Remark 3.18. Suppose that B = R" or C" and all the complementary subspaces are set to the relevant
orthogonal complements. In this case, T _o and Y _; may be understood as nXn matrices. Using the notation
introduced for (3.37), the results given in (3.42) can be recast as Q(QTQ)_IQTT_Q = T_gw(wTw)_le =0
and Q]LT_yﬂJL = (w]L (%CD(Z)(l) - <I>(1)(1)<I>(1)T<I>(l)(1)) 01 )", From these results, we find that

1
T = o [wl (§q>(2)(1) - c1>(1)(1)<1>(1)T<1>“)(1)) gl} @l (3.48)

Letay = ayw, 81 = Bio, oy = al(alal)_l and 3, = ﬁl(ﬂlﬂl)_l. Then the operator M; can be written
as M; = ay wo' BIL and its Moore-Penrose inverse MI is given by MJ{ = Blal. By replacing Y _5 and M?
with (3.48) and MJ{ respectively in our characterization of Y_; given in Proposition 3.7, we can obtain T _;
characterized as an n X n matrix. These expressions for Y_, and Y _; are equivalent to those in Johansen’s
representation of I(2) AR processes (see e.g., Johansen, 2008, Theorem 5). The case where 5 = R" or C"
was discussed in detail as a special case of a Hilbert space in the recent literature, so the results given in this

remark were already noted in the earlier works; see e.g., Beare and Seo (2020, Remark 4.4).
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4 Concluding remarks

In this paper, we provide a suitable notion of cointegration in Banach spaces and study theoretical properties
of the cointegrating space. We also extend the Granger-Johansen representation theorem to a potentially
infinite dimensional Banach space setting. Compared to the existing results, our representation theorems are
derived under a weaker geometry of a Banach space and weaker regularity conditions on the AR polynomial.
As a consequence, not only more general AR(p) law of motions can be accommodated in our representation
theory, but also our results do not place any dimensionality restrictions on the random walk component of
I(1) or I(2) solutions to a given AR(p) law of motion.

To develop our representation theorems under weaker assumptions, this paper only focuses on the I(1)
and I(2) cases; on the other hand, Franchi and Paruolo (2020) recently studied the general I(d) case for
d = 1 and provided a complete characterization of the cointegrating behavior in a convenient form based on
the geometry of a Hilbert space and the spectral properties of Fredholm operator pencils. Extending their
results directly to our Banach space setting, where non-Fredholm AR polynomials are allowed, seems to be
nontrivial. This can certainly be further explored in the future study.

Beyond representation theory, research on the development of statistical procedures for analyzing Banach-
valued cointegrated time series also needs to be pursued to complement the existing papers on estimation,
testing, and forecasting with stationary Banach-valued time series such as e.g., Pumo (1998), Bosq (2002),
Labbas and Mourid (2002), Dehling and Sharipov (2005), Ruiz-Medina and Alvarez-Liébana (2019), and
Dette et al. (2020). There may be a lot of possibilities for further studies in this direction.
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A Preliminaries

A.1 Quotient spaces

Let V' be a subspace of an arbitrary separable complex Banach space B equipped with norm || - ||z. The
cosets of V are defined as the collection of the following sets: x + V = {x + v : v € V}, x € B. The
quotient space of V, denoted by B/V/, is the vector space whose elements are equivalence classes of the

cosets of V': two cosets x + V and y + V are in the same equivalence class if and only if x —y € V. In
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the present paper, any quotient space 3/V is mostly associated with a closed subspace V. For such V, the
quotient map gy is defined by the map 73/ (x) = x + V for x € B and the quotient norm || - || 5/
is defined as ||z + V|| = inf ey ||z = yl|g for x + V € B/V. BV equipped with the quotient norm
Il - 1l 3/v is a Banach space (Megginson, 2012, Theorem 1.7.7).

A.2 Random elements in B

We briefly introduce Banach-valued random elements, called 3-random variables. The reader is referred to
Bosq (2000, Chapter 1) for a more detailed discussion on this subject.

Let (2, F,P) be an underlying probability triple. A B-random variable is a measurable map X : Q — B,
where B is understood to be equipped with the Borel o—field. We say that X is integrable if E|| X ||z <
oo. If X is integrable, it turns out that there exists a unique element £X € B such that for all f € B,
E[f(X)] = f(EX). Let £2(B) be the space of B-random variables X with EX = 0 and E|| X||* < oo.
The covariance operator C'y of X € SZ(B) is a map from B' to B, defined by Cx (f) = E[ f(X)X] for
f e B For X,Y € £*(B), the cross-covariance operator Cxy isdefined by Cx y(f) = E[ f(X)Y].

A.3 Generalized inverse operators

Let B and B be separable complex Banach spaces and let A € L(B, B) Suppose that B = ker A @ V
and B = ran A @ W hold for some V C Band W c B. Since A = A : V + ran A is invertible,
A]_,zl : ran A — V is well defined. The generalized inverse A7 of A is obtained by extending the domain
(resp. codomain) of A;zl to B (resp. B); specifically, A is defined as the map

Bsaz +~ AR (I-Py)zeb,

where Py denotes the projection onto W along ran A. It can be shown that the generalized inverse A’
satisfies the following properties: AAYA = A, AYAAY = A%, AAY = (I — Py ), and AYA = Py, where
Py denotes the projection on V' along ker A.

Note that V' and W satisfying 5 = ker A & V' and B =ranA @ W are not uniquely determined in
general, so the above definition of A7 depends on the choice of V' and W ; however, for any fixed choice of
V and W, A? is uniquely defined. In the case where 3 and B are Hilbert spaces, V (resp. W) can be set to
[ker A]J' (resp. [ran A]J'), which makes AY become equivalent to the Moore-Penrose inverse of A. For a

more detailed discussion on generalized inverses, see Engl and Nashed (1981).

A.4 Operator pencils

Let U be some open and connected subset of the complex plane C. An operator pencil is an operator-valued
map A : U — L(B). An operator pencil A is said to be holomorphic on an open and connected set Uy C U
if, for each zy € Uj, the limit A(l)(zo) = lim,,, A(z) — A(20)/(z = 2p) exists in the norm of L(B).
It turns out that if an operator pencil A is holomorphic, for every 2y € Uy, we may represent A on Uy in
terms of a power series A(z) = Z;Zo Ai(z - zo)j for z € Uy, where Ay, A1, ... is a sequence in L(B). If
there exists k such that A; = 0 for all j > k, then A is called a polynomial operator pencil. If A; = 0 for
all 7 = 2, then A is called a linear operator pencil. The collection of z € U at which the operator A(z) is

not invertible is called the spectrum of A, and denoted by o(A). It turns out that the spectrum is always a
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closed set, and if A is holomorphic on U, then A(z)™" is holomorphic on U \ o(A) (Markus, 2012, p. 56).
U \ o(A) is called the resolvent set of A, and denoted p(A). If A is holomorphic and 2 is an isolated point

of o(A), then A(z)™" allows the following Laurent series in a punctured neighborhood of z = z:

A(z) = ) Aj(z-%), deNu{cw}, AjeL(B). (A.1)
j=—d

dz, where I'' C p(<T>) is a clockwise-oriented

-1
By Cauchy’s residue theorem, we have A; = L IF Alz)

T 2w JT (z=1)7T

contour around zq such that the only element of o( A) included inside the contour is z.

B Mathematical Appendix

We provide mathematical proofs of the results given in Sections 2-3. It is sometimes convenient to consider
A € L(B) whose domain is restricted to V' C BB, which is denoted by A|y; thatis, A|yy = A: V - B.

B.1 Proofs of the results given in Sections 2 and 3.2

Proof of Proposition 2.1. To show (i), we take 0 # f € B' to both sides of (2.6) and obtain f (Ad_lXt) =
flm) + f@(l)(ztsz1 es) + f(vy), t = 0. Then {f(v;)}ss0 is stationary since f is Borel measurable and
{v; }150 is stationary. Because E[(f@(l)z—:t)2] = fO(1)C,, fO(1), the second moment of f@(l)(Zizl €s)
is given by £ fO(1)C,,
{f (Ad_lXt)}tzo to be stationary, f©(1) = 0 is required. In this case, a suitable initial condition on 7 can
be obtained by letting f(79) = 0. Moreover, one can show without difficulty that f©(1) = 0 if and only if
f € Ann(ran©(1)), so €(X) = Ann(A(X)).

To show (ii), suppose that g € €(X). Note that x € B allows the following unique decomposition,

fO(1), which increases without bound as ¢ grows unless fO(1) = 0. Therefore, for

T = Taeu(x)) + Ty, where g x)) € cl(A(X)) and zy, € V. From (i) and continuity of bounded linear
functionals, we find that €(X) = Ann(((X)) = Ann(cl(A(X))). Therefore, g € €(X) implies that
g(x) = g(zy) = g o Pyy(x). Now suppose that g = f o Py,.. Then clearly g(X;) = g(79) + g(v4), t = 0.
This can be made stationary by letting g(7g) = 0. O

Proof of Corollary 2.1. Under the simplifications discussed in Section 2.4 for the case B = H, Proposition
2.1-(ii) implies that f € €(X) is given by the map (-, Py y) for y € H. Then the stated result follows. [

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Note that &)(z) may be viewed as the following block operator matrix,

T=a®yy —aby 2By e 2By,
—Z] | I 0 0 >~ >~
. k) )
B(z)=| o -1 1w o |=|TonG) Pnzle)) (B.1)
A . . Dra11(2)  Progy(2)
0 [ 0 0 —z1 I

where <T>[22](z) : B! B”7!is invertible for all z € C. Define the Schur complement of <T>[22](z) as
‘i’fru](z) = &)[11](2) - &)[12](2)(5[22](Z)_l(i)[gl](Z). From a little algebra, we find that &DEH](Z) = O(2).
When @997 is invertible, ®(z) is invertible if and only if (I)ELM](Z) is invertible (Bart et al., 2007, Section
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2.2), 50 o(®) = o(P). Furthermore from the Schur’s formula in Bart et al. (2007, p. 29), we have

= -1 _ o(2)7" —®(2) " Bri2)(2)Praz)(2)
®(2) ‘(—?5[22](z)‘1?§[21](z)<1>(z)‘1 Ba21(2) " + Ba2)(2) D21 (2)8(2) T Bpaay(2)Ppany(2) ) (B.2)

which shows ®(z)~! = HI,,(I)(Z)_IH;. (iii) is deduced from (B.2) and invertibility of &J[m](z). O

B.2 Mathematical appendix to the I(1) representation (Section 3.3)

B.2.1 Preliminary results

We provide important preliminary results for the subsequent discussions. Hereafter it should be noted that

P and N may be alternatively expressed as the following contour integrals,

27”[(1,, )R (- )T, K, ——J(Ip ) N em 1)V e, jez. B3)

where ' ¢ p(®) is a clockwise-oriented contour around one such that the only element of o(®) included
inside the contour is one. From ®(z) ' &(z) = I, = $(2)d(2) ™", the identity map may be understood as

the power series defined in a punctured neighborhood of one as follows,

o0 o0

> (Njoi®y - N1, =81)) (2= 1) =L, = Y (81N, - (4, -3)N;) (2= 1), (B4

j=—00 j=-00
The above identity expansions give us the following relationships,
N_1®, - NO(I]) -3,) = I, = N, - (1, -&;)No, (B.5)
Nj—l(fl - N](Ip _(fl) =0 = (lej—l - (Ip —(fl)Nj, j # 0. (B6)
The following lemma collects some essential spectral properties of i)(z)

Lemma B.1. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. Then the following hold.
(i) If &(2) "' &, has a pole at z = 1 of order ¢, then N_,,,®(1) = 0 for all m = £.
(ii) N&)lNk =(1-mn;- nk)NjJr/Hl, where n; = 1{j = 0}. Moreover, N_;®, and N_; are projections.
(iii) N <I>1 <I>1N forall j € Z.

(iv) ®(2)"" has a pole of order at most £ at z = 1 if and only if (a) n ™" ||G£_1(Ip —G)"||op = 0 for some
¢ € N and (b) ran(G™) is closed for some m € N satisfying m = ¢, where G = ®(1)P.

Proof. To show (i), we note that I, = ([, —zél)_l(lp ~$y) - (2 - 1)(I, —23,)7'd, in a punctured
neighborhood of z = 1. It is then clear that (I, —zﬁ)l)_l(Ip —&;) must have a pole of order ¢ — 1 if
(I, —2®,)7'®; has a pole of order ¢ = 1. We therefore have N_,,,®(1) = 0 for all m = £.

Our proof of (ii) is similar to those in Kato (1995, p. 38) and Amouch et al. (2015, p. 119). Let I, r'c
p(®) be contours enclosing z = 1, and assume that I' is outside T, Using the generalized resolvent equation
(Gohberg et al., 2013, p.50), it can be shown that

~ox N (I )\(I)l)_ —(I —Z(I)l)
N, = (2m) [ St ®.7)
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From Kato (1995, p.38), we may deduce that

1 O="
2wt Jp (2= 1)

1 (A=2)""

% o md)\ = (1 - nk)(z - 1)_k_1. (BS)

dz =n;(X - 1)_]'_17
Since we may evaluate the integral in any order, the right hand side of (B.7) can be written as

2 _ ~1 -1 9 p—z~1 -1
(%) J'J'r ()\—z)((jp— 1A>;I)+1)(A—1)k+1d“lA - (%) J'FJ"()\—z)((zj—1)?*1)()\—1)k+1d)\dzl'

) Q@

From (B.8) and Cauchy’s residue theorem, we deduce that D = —anjJrkH and @ = (n — 1)Nj+k+1,
from which we find that Nj&)lNk =(1-n - Uk)Nj+k+1- By putting ; = —1 and k = —1, we obtain
N_l(le_l = N_l, which implies that N_1<T>1 is a projection. We now let U(z) = 21 — <T>1, and define
Py = ﬁ JF U (z)_ldz. Then Py is a projection (Gohberg et al., 2013, Lemma 2.1 in Chapter I) and
Py = N_ holds (Beare and Seo, 2020, Remark 3.11).

To show (iii), note that ®; and I, —2®, commute, and this implies that (1, —zﬁ)l)_lél = @1(1}, —z&)l)_l
commute (Kato, 1995, Theorem 6.5). We thus have Njél = <T>1Nj for all j € Z.

To show (iv), we will first verify that the following holds for some 1 > 0,

[e¢]

—(L,=23)7'® =) P(e-1) T+ NLdi(2 - 1)+ Ny(2), z€Di,\ {1}, (BY)

j=1

where N 1 (2) is the holomorphic part of the above Laurent series. We deduce that <T>1N_2 = <T>( 1)N_1 from
(B.6), and ®(1)N_; = &(1)N_;®;N_; = &(1)P = G from (ii)-(iii). We thus find that G = N_,&; =
®,N_,. It is also deduced from (ii) and (iii) that N_,&; = G*and GFT = i)(l)k_lﬁ’ holds for k& = 2,
from which we find that (B.9) holds. In order for (B.9) to converge for z € Dy, \ {1}, limj_,4 \G* ||(1){fC =0
must hold (Kato, 1995, pp. 180-181). In this case, (a) and (b) are necessary and sufficient for G* to be zero
(Laursen and Mbekhta, 1995, Lemma 3 and Corollary 7). If Gt = 0, we know, from (B.9) and (i), that
—(1, —2$,) 7' has a pole of order at most £ at z = 1 and N_,&(1) = 0 for all k = £. Combining these
results with (B.6), we have N_;_1®; = N_,&(1) = 0forall k = ¢. Since N_,_; = N_,_1®(1)+N_;_; D,
we find that N_,_; = 0 for all k = £, so (I, —z<f>1)_1 has a pole of order at most £ at z = 1. Conversely, if
(1, —z&)l)_l has a pole of order at most £ at z = 1, we have N_k_lci)l =G" = 0fork = £. For G™" to be
nilpotent, (a) and (b) must hold; see Laursen and Mbekhta (1995, Lemma 3 and Corollary 7). ]

B.2.2 Proofs of the main results
Proof of Proposition 3.2. Since (ii)) = (iii) is trivial, we will show that (i) = (ii) and (iii) = (i). This
completes our proof of the equivalence of (i)-(iii). Then we will verify (3.13).

We will show (i) = (ii). Since <T>(z)_1 has a simple pole at z = 1, we may deduce from (B.6) that

®(1)N_; = 0. This implies that ran N_; C ker ®(1). We then find that ran P C ker ®(1) since P =
N_;®,. Furthermore, ker $(1)  ran P holds. To see this, note that if z;, € ker (1),

~ 1 ~ o] 1 -1 B

Pz, = ~5 L(Ip —2®,) Pyx1dz = 5 Jr(z - 1) xpdz = . (B.10)

We thus conclude that ran P = ker <T>(1) Moreover, N_li(l) = 0 is deduced from (B.6) and I, -P =
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I, —&,N_; is deduced from Lemma B.1-(iii). Since N_; ran ®(1) = {0}, we have (1, —P)ran d(1) =
ran (1), which implies that ran $(1) ¢ ran(1, —P). On the other hand, for any z € ran(1, —P), we
have z = (I, —@1N_1)w since 1), —Pisa projection and P = &DIN_L We know from (B.5) that <I>1N_1 =
®(1)N, + IL,. Therefore, x = (I, -$,N_|)z = —&(1)Nyz, which implies that z € ran $(1). Hence,
we have ran (7, —P) c ran ®(1), from which we conclude that ran(/, —P) = ran ®(1) since ran (1)
ran(1, —P) was already shown. To sum up, ran P = ker $(1) and ran(/, —P) = ran (1), which means
that P is the projection onto ker ®(1) along ran ®(1).

To prove (iii) = (i), we first show that <T>(z)_1 has a pole of order at most 2 at z = 1. Due to Lemma B.1-
(iv), it suffices to show that n~* IG(1, -G)"||op — 0 and ran(G?) is closed for G = ®(1)P. Since & and
P commute, G* = $(1)*P = PH(1). Moreover, it can be shown that ran(P®(1)?) = ran P nran $(1).
To see this, note that for z € ran(P®(1)?), there exists y € B” such that z = PP(1)%y = &(1)*P, where
the second equality results from commutativity of P and <T>(1)2. This shows that z € ran P N ran <T>(1)2,
hence ran(P®(1)?) ¢ ranP n ran ®(1)%. The reverse inclusion is trivial, so we omit its proof. Since
ran(‘f’i)(l)2) =ranP n ran(CT)(l)z) and ran P is closed, ran(ﬁ’@(l)z) is closed if ran(CT)(l)Z) is closed.
Under the direct sum B = ran ®(1) @ ker (1), (1)B” = &(1)[ran &(1) @ ker (1)] = ®(1) ran H(1)
holds. That is, ran($(1)*) = ran $(1), which is closed. It remains to show that n ™" |G(1, -G)"||op = O.
It can be easily deduced that (I, —-G)" = (I, —P) + &]P. From the fact that &; and P commute, we have

-1 12 1\& -1 & ~
n G =G) llop = n” (1212 llop < ™ 19T |ran 31y llop | 2(1) lop- (B.11)

Under Assumption 3.1, we may deduce, from nearly identical arguments used in Beare et al. (2017) to prove
a similar statement, that there exists & € N such that for all n > k, ||<T>?|ranz§(1) || < a" for some a € (0,1).
Hence, the upper bound in (B.11) vanishes to zero, and we conclude that &)(z)_l has a pole of at most 2
at z = 1 under the direct sum B” = ran ®(1) & ker ®(1). From (B.5) and (B.6), we have N_,®(1) = 0
and N_y®; = N_;$(1). The former (resp. the latter) shows that N_2|ran5(1) = 0 (resp. N—2|ker$(1) = 0).
Since B = ran ®(1) & ker &(1), we conclude that N_, = 0. Hence, ®(z) " has a simple pole at z = 1.

It remains only for us to show that (3.13) holds. Let H(z) denote the holomorphic part of the Laurent
series given in (3.11). Note that if Assumption 3.1 holds and <T>(z)_1 has a simple pole, the Maclaurin
series of (1 — 2)®(2)™" = P + (1 — 2)H(2) is convergent on D1 4;. Then from Lemma 4.1 of Johansen
(1995) (or its obvious extension allowing power series with operator coefficients), it may be deduced that
the Maclaurin series of H(z) is convergent on D;,. Now we will show P=N _1 to complete our proof.
One can deduce from our proof of (i) = (iii) that ran P = ran N_l. Moreover, Lemma B.1-(ii) implies that
N_l is a projection. Therefore, N_l is clearly a projection whose range is equal to ran P = ker (I, —&)1).
Then we find that P = N_lffl = élﬁ_l = N_l, where the second equality is from the fact that <T>1 and N_l

commute, and the last equality is from that &, lker(z, ~&,) = Ip lker(z, -,) and ran N_; = ker (I, ~-&,). O

Proof of Proposition 3.3. From Propositions 3.1 and 3.2, we have (1 — z)CI)(z)_1 = HPN_ll'[; + (1 -
Z)H;DH(Z)H;. Applying the linear filter induced by (1—2)®(2) " to (3.1), we obtain AX; = HPN_IH;€t+
Ay, where v, = HpH(L)H;;et and H(z) = Z;io szj with H; = H(j)/j! is convergent on Dy ;. Clearly,
the process given by HPN_lﬂ; Zts:1 €, + 14 is a solution, which is completed by adding a time invariant

component 7 given as the solution to the homogeneous equation AX; = 0.
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We then verify the claimed expression of v; in (3.14). Once we show that
Hy=1,-P, H;=®H;,, j=>1, (B.12)

then the claimed expression given in (3.14) may be easily verified. First, it can be shown that H(z) =
H(z)(1, —P) holds. To see this, note that H(z) = — Z;Zo Nj(z —1)’. Since Lemma B.1-(ii) implies that
NJ(Ip —P) = N] — Nj(I)lN_l = Ny fOI'j > 0, we find that H(Z)(Ip —P) = - Z;io N](Ip —P)(Z - 1)j =
- Z;io N,(z — 1)’. This also shows that (ID(z)_l(Ip -P) = H(z), and

I

P =3(2)8(2)7' (1, -P) = B(2)H(2). (B.13)
We then easily deduce that Hy = I, —P from (B.13) evaluated at z = 0. Furthermore, (B.13) can be

rewritten as (7, ~$)H(z) - (2 -1)®,H(z) = I, —P, from which we have
g9 =i, 7V V() - 28,089 () =0, j>1. (B.14)

Evaluating (B.14) at z = 0, we obtain H(j)(O) = j&)lH(j_l)(O) = j@lHj_l, which verifies (B.12).
It remains to show that if the I(1) condition is not satisfied then the AR(p) law of motion (3.1) does not

allow I(1) solutions. This immediately follows from Propositions 3.1 and 3.2. O

Proof of Proposition 3.4. Throughout this proof, we write the Laurent series of (I)(Z)_l near z = 1 as fol-
lows: ford € NU {00}, ®(2)™" = — Z;Z_d N, (z — 1)’ Since it is obvious that (iii) = (ii), we will only

show that (i) = (iii) and (ii) = (i). The whole proof is divided into several parts.

1. (i) = (iii) : Let [ran®(1)]c and [ker ®(1)]c be arbitrarily chosen among possible candidates. We
know thatd = 1, N_; = HPISH;, and P is a projection onto ker <T>(1) under the I(1) condition; see Propo-
sitions 3.1 and 3.2. Since (z1,...,2,) € ker ®(1) implies that zq = -+ = x, € ker ®(1), it may be
deduced that ranN_; = ran 1'[1,1‘51'[;,< C II, ker (1) = ker ®(1). Moreover, from the coefficients of
(z—1)"" and (2 —1)" in the identity expansion ®(z) '®(z) = I, we know that N_; satisfies N_;®(1) = 0
and N_1<I>(1)(1) + No®(1) = —I. From these equations, we observe that —N—1P[ranq>(1)]c<1>(1)(1)(f -
Priera(1)]e) = I — Plker (1)), holds, hence ker (1) C ran N_;. We thus find that ran N_; = ker (1),
so Ay ¢ : ker ®(1) + [ran®(1)]c is an injection. Also, from the coefficients of (z — D" and (2 - 1)°
in the expansion (IJ(z)(I)(z)_l = I, we find that ®(1)N_; = 0 and <I>(1)(1)N_1 + ®(1)Ny = —1I, which
implies that —P[ran¢(1)]C<I>(1)(1)N_1 = Plran®(1)]; holds. Since ranN_; = ker ®(1) was already shown,
it is concluded that A; ¢ : ker ®(1) + [ran®(1)]c is also a surjection, i.e., it is a bijection. The above
arguments do not depend on the choice of [ran ®(1)]¢ and [ker ®(1)]¢. Thus (i) = (iii).

2. (ii)) = (i) : Suppose that the direct sums given in (3.2) hold and A, ¢ is invertible for some choice of
[ran ®(1)]¢ and [ker ®(1)]c. We define Q¢ : BY — B as follows,

Prrana)e | Prane) Y5-0 % _ Plrane)le X5-3®i_ = Plranam)®p
0 | 0 0 0
Q¢ = : | ; (B.15)
0 : 0 0 0
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Then Q¢ is a projection on B” and Qcti)(l) = 0. The latter may be verified by noting that
=01y - [ Ppz(1) I 0 (1) Pp()) _
®(1) = ( 0 5[22](1)) (5[22](1)_15[21](1) 1p-1)’ QC( 0 5[22]0)) =0, (B.16)
where i)[lg](°), <T>[21](~), <T>[22](~) are defined in (B.1). We thus find that ker Q¢ D ran®(1). It can
also be shown that ker Q¢ C ran ®(1). To see why, we first note that Prranao(1)1c (21 + Z§=2 iy +
Z?:S ®jxg + -+ + ®px,) = 0 holds for any x = (x1,...,x)) € ker Qc, and $(1)(0, zo, . . ., Z?:z r;) =
(- Z?:z P,xy — Z?:?, Pxg— oo — Ppxp, T9,...,1p). Lety; = — Z?:z P,zy — Z?:g Pxz— o — Dy
With some algebra, we obtain the following results.
(2,0,...,0) € ran ®(1) for 2 € ran (1), (B.17)
¥1 = Prrano1e¥1 + (L = Phane(n)lc)¥1, Phrane(n)le¥1 = Prrane())cz1- (B.18)
Using (B.17) and (B.18), we find that (P[an o(1)]; 21, %2, - - -, Tp) € ran ®(1). Combining this result with
(B.17), we conclude that z = (z1,...,2,) € ran ®(1), so ker Q¢ C ran $(1).
We have shown that ker Q¢ = ran <T>(1), so we know that Q¢ is a projection onto a complementary

subspace of ran ®(1). Let ), = (T1 s -5 Tpp) € ker ®(1), then it may be easily shown that Ty ==
x, and 27 j, € ker ®(1). With a little algebra and from the fact that z1 ;, = (1 —P[er o(1)]. )%1,%> We Obtain

1
Qcay = (—P[rancp(n]c‘l)( YT = Plrer o)), ) 2160, - .- ,0)- (B.19)
Moreover, we may deduce that ran Q¢ C {(z1,0,...,0) € B” : 1 € [ran ®(1)]c}. Combining this result
with (B.19) and invertibility of A; ¢ : ker ®(1) + [ran®(1)]c, we find that Q¢ p = Q¢ : ker (1) »
[ran ®(1)]c is invertible. This implies that ker ®(1) is a complementary subspace of ran ®(1), which may
be deduced from Fact 4.3 of Fabian et al. (2010) and the fact that the map D : ran (1) @ [ran $(1)]c ~

~ ~ 1
ran ®(1) @ ker (1) given by D = (

0
P . . .
0 QE}R ) is invertible.

3. Formula for Y_; : For any arbitrary choice of [ran ®(1)]¢ and [ker ®(1)]c, we found earlier that
~N_1Prrana()) (1) = Phera()]e) = I = Pliero(1)]; and the map Ay ¢ : ker (1) +> [ran ®(1)]¢

is invertible, from which (3.19) follows immediately. ]

B.2.3 A detailed discussion on Remark 3.8
From (3.19), we find that ran Y'_; = ker ®(1). Therefore, for a nonzero f € Ann(ker ®(1)),

f(Xt) = f(ro) + f(ve), t=0. (B.20)
Let 7, be satisfy f(7o) = 0. We know from Proposition 3.2 that ®(z) " = —N_l(z—l)_l—z;io Nj(z—l)j,

H(z) is convergent on Dy, for n > 0 (and thus the coefficients of the Maclaurin series of H(z) decay
exponentially in norm) and Ny = — Z;io IL,H jH;. We therefore only need to show that fNy # 0 to
establish 1(0)-ness of {f(v4)}s»0. Under the I(1) condition, we know that N_1<I>(1)(1) + No®(1) = -1,
which implies that ran N_; + ran Ny = B. In this case, for any f € ker (1), fNy = 0 implies that f = 0,

which contradicts our assumption that f # 0. Therefore fINg # 0 is impossible.
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B.3 Mathematical appendix to the I(2) representation (Section 3.4)

B.3.1 Preliminary results

We first collect some preliminary results that are useful for the subsequent discussions.

Lemma B.2. Let everything be as in Section 3.4. The following holds.
(i) Under Assumption 3.1, ran ®(1) and ker ®(1) can be complemented in B".
(i) Under Assumption 3.2, the following hold for some R¢ C BY and K¢ C B,

B =ran®(1) ® R ® R¢ = [ker ®(1)]c ® K & K¢, (B.21)
where R = P[ran%(l)]c ker i)(l)

(iii) Under Assumption 3.2, the I(2) condition is equivalent to the following: K # {0} and B = (ran <T>( 1)+
ker ®(1)) @ &(1)?K holds for any arbitrary choice of [ran ®(1)]c and [ker ®(1)]c.

(iv) Under Assumption 3.2, K # {0} is necessary for ®(z)~" to have a pole of order 2.

(v) Under Assumption 3.2, the operator ) = P, F(1)]; (I, —Plier &(1)1c ) allows the generalized inverse
Q7 satisfying ran QY = K¢ and ker Q7 = ran ®(1) & Re.

Proof. Under Assumption 3.1, we may define the projection Q¢ given (B.15). Since ker Q¢ = ran <T>(1),
it is complemented by ran Q¢. Moreover, ker &D(l) is also complemented. To see this, we note that x =
(z1,...,7,) € ker & (1) implies that z; = 29 = ... = x, and 1 € ker ®(1). Let T¢ be the (p X p) operator
matrix whose entries of the first column are all equal to I — P[ie; 9(1)], and all the other entries are equal to
zero. Then it can be easily shown that this is a projection defined on B” and its range is equal to ker <T>(1);
hence ker &D( 1) is complemented by the kernel of this projection. This completes our proof of (i).

To show (ii), note that ran ®(1) + ker &(1) = rand(1) & R. We define S¢ : B” — B” as the
block operator matrix obtained by replacing P[ran (1)}, With Pr; in (B.15). Then it can be easily shown
that S¢ is a projection on BY and Sc®(1) = 0. If # € ker ®(1), then = = (a4, ..., x;) for some z), €
ker ®(1). For such x, we have Scz = —PRC(IJ(I)(l)xk = 0, which is because ker Pr, = ran®(1) +
o ker ®(1). Then we find that ker S¢ D ran®(1) + ker #(1). Moreover, it can be also shown that
ker S¢ C ran ®(1) + ker &(1). To see why, we let z = (21, . . . ,Tp) € ker S¢. Then z = (x4, ..., x,) must
satisfy Pg, (21 + Z§=2 P,xy + Z?:s ®,x3 + -+ + ®px,) = 0. As in our proof of Proposition 3.4, if we let
Yy = — Z§=2 P,zg — Z?:?, P x3 — -+ — O,x,, then we have Pr.y; = Pr 1. It can also be shown that
$(1)(0, zo, . . ., Z§=2 z;) = (y1,22,...,2,). We note that

(2,0,...,0) € ran ®(1) + ker (1) for z € ran ®(1) + ‘13(1)(1)1{61‘ d(1), (B.22)

which is because for any arbitrary u € B and w € ker ®(1) we have &(1)(v — w,v — 2w, ... ,v —
pw) + (w,w,...,w) = (P(1)v + @(1)(1)11),0, ...,0). Combining all these results with the fact that
ran(I — Pgr,) = ran ®(1) + <I>(1)(1)ker (1), we may deduce that (z1,...,2,) € ran ®(1) + ker &(1).
We have shown that S¢ is a projection whose kernel is ran ®(1) + ker (1) = $(1) ® R, hence (1) @ R
is complemented by ran Sc. The latter direct sum of (B.21) clearly holds for K¢ = ker ®(1) N [ran ®(1)]c.
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To show (iii), we let &D(l)? and &)(1)% be the generalized inverse operators depending on two different
choices of [ran ®(1)]¢ and [ker ®(1)]c. Let V = ran ®(1) + ker ®(1), V4 = ®(1)JK, and V5 = ®(1)IK.
We know from Megginson (2012, Theorem 1.7.14 and Corollary 3.2.16) that two complementary subspaces
of ker <T>(1) must be isomorphic, which implies that AV} = V5 and V; = A_le for some invertible map
A € L(V},V3) and its inverse Al e L(V5,V1). Definethemap D : VeV —» V@&V, givenby D =
( Ié” 2 ), which is obviously invertible and its inverse D':vVe Vo = V @ V] is given by D= ( Ié’ A0‘1 )
Note that D(V) = V, D(V;) = Vo, D"Y(V) = V, and D' (V,) = V;. We then deduce from Fact 4.3 of
Fabian et al. (2010) that B” = V & V; holds if and only if B = V' & V5 holds. This completes the proof.

To show (iv), suppose that ®(z) ™" has a pole of order 2 at z = 1 and K = {0}. It can be shown that
ker $(1) € ran P C ker(H( 1)2) holds under Assumption 3.1, where the first inclusion follows from (B.10).
To see why the second inclusion holds, we note that N_g = (i)( 1)f’ (Lemma B.1-(iv)), and then deduce from
(B.6) that $(1)N_, = 0. From these results, we find that $(1)N_, = $(1)*P = 0, which proves the second
inclusion. Since K = {0} implies that ker (1) = ker(&)(l)2), we find that ran P = ker (1) and so
N_, = &(1)P = 0. This contradicts our assumption that $(=) " has a pole of order 2 at z = 1, so K # {0}.

To show (v), we note that B” = ran &D( 1) @ ran Q ® R¢ under the former direct sum (B.21). Moreover,
from the latter direct sum of (B.21), we have B” = ker Q @ K¢, where ker Q = K & [ker ®(1)]¢. Therefore,
the generalized inverse ” exists and ran Q7 = K¢ and ker QY = ran &)(1) ® R, see Appendix A.3. [

Lemma B.3. Suppose that Assumption 3.2 holds. Then for any arbitrary choice of R¢ and K¢, the operator
M, = P[ran¢(1)]C<I>(1)(l)(I — Plxer #(1)]. ) allows the generalized inverse MY satisfying

MM{ = (I = Pry)Prana()]e: MiM; =Py, rtanM{ =K¢, kerM{ =ran®(l)®Re, (B.23)
where P, is the projection onto K¢ along [ker ®(1)]c @ K.
Proof. Under the direct sums given in (3.39), B = ran ®(1) @ ran M; @ R¢ holds. Note also that ker M; =
[ker ®(1)]c @ K, hence we have B = ker M; @ K¢. (To see why, recall that B = ker ®(1) & [ker ®(1)]¢

and ker ®(1) = K @ K¢.) We then know from Appendix A.3 that M; allows the generalized inverse M?
whose range is K¢ and kernel is ran ®(1) @ R¢, from which (B.23) immediately follows. O

B.3.2 Proofs of the main results

Proof of Proposition 3.5. Under the direct sums (B.21) given in Lemma B.2-(ii), we let Pz, denotes the

projection onto R¢ along ran i)(l) ® R, which is well defined. The whole proof is divided into several parts.

1. Necessity of the I(2) condition : If the I(2) condition is not satisfied, then it must be the case either

(ran (1) + keri)(l)) N®(1)K # {0} or B° #ran®(1) + ker d(1) + &(1)’K. (B.24)
It will be shown that (B.24) is false if cTD(,Z)_I has a pole of order 2 at z = 1. From (B.5)-(B.6), we have
N_o®(1) =0 = ®(1)N_,, (B.25)
N_y®; - N_;&(1) =0 = ;N_y — (1)N_, (B.26)
N_1®; - No®(1) =1, = $,N_; — &(1)N,. (B.27)

From (B.25), we observe that
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o= ®;N_y = N_,d,, (B.28)
N_s = NooPran (1), (B.29)
Restricting both sides of (B.26) to ker ®(1), we find that
Noolway =0 = Nopkerd(1) = {0}. (B.30)
‘We note that <T>( 1)? exists, and then deduce from (B.26) and (B.28) that
Not (T ~Prrand))e) = N-2@(1)?, Ppeegy N-1 = (1)'N_,. (B.31)

(B.29) implies that post-composing both sides of the latter equation in (B.31) with P, %(1)), changes

nothing, hence

N_1Ppons) = 2(1)'Nog + (I —Ppe 31910 ) N-1Pran 51, - (B.32)
From the former equation in (B.31) and (B.32), we find that

N—l :N_gi)(l)g + (f(l)gN_g + (Ip _P[ker?{;(l)]c)N—lP[ran5(1)]c' (B.33)

Restricting both sides of (B.33) to K, we obtain N_; | = N_o®(1)?|,, which is due to (B.30). Further,
N_1|c = I, | is deduced by restricting both sides of (B.27) to K, so we find that N_ilc = No® (1) =
I, |xc. Given PR, the former direct sum given in (B.21), equations (B.29)-(B.30), and the fact that ran Cf( e
R = ran ®(1) + ker &(1), we conclude that N_, = N_ZPRC. Therefore,

N_oPr, ®(1) |k = I, |k (B.34)

This proves injectivity of PRC&)(l)g : K » R, hence the former condition in (B.24) is impossible.

Pre-composing both sides of the latter equation in (B.26) with Pr, <T>( 1)? and using (B.28), we have

PRCi)(l)gN_g = PRCP[ker&;(l)]CN—l = P’RCN—Ia (B35)
where the last equality is established from the fact that the kernel of P is ran ®(1) + ker ®(1) and thus
Pr. (I, —Plier F(1)] C) = 0. Similarly, pre-composing both sides of the latter equation of (B.27) with Pr_,
Pr,®N_| = P, + Pz, ®(1)N; = Pg,. (B.36)
Note that PRCN_l = Pncff(l)N_l + Pncfle_l, where the first term is 0. We therefore deduce from

(B.36) that Pr N_; = Pg,. Combining this with (B.35), we obtain Pr,®(1)’N_5 = P, which implies
sujectivity of PRC(TD(l)g : K — R¢. Hence, the latter condition in (B.24) cannot hold.

2. Sufficiency of the I(2) condition : Suppose that i)(z)_l has a pole of order m = 3 at z = 1. We deduce
that N_,, = N_,,,®; = ®;N_,, from (B.6), and also N_,,, = Gt = (f(l)m_lf’ from Lemma B.1-(iv). If
the I(2) condition holds, any = € B” can be written as = = Zyan + Tier + P(1)? 2, Where .4, € ran (1),
Trer € ker ®(1) and 2z € K. From the definitions of ran ®(1) and K, we also know that there exist
y; € BY and yy € B” satisfying #pan = ®(1)y1, zxc = ®(1)ys, and 5(1)2312 = 0. We thus find that

(1) P = P (@ran + Trer + D(1)%2) = PB(1) ™ yy + PE(1)™  (ager + 12) = 0, (B.37)

where the first equality comes from commutativity of P and CT>(1) It is then deduced from (B.37) that
(1) 'PB = {0}, so (1) 'P = 0. Thatis, N_,, = 0is concluded, which, however, contradicts our as-
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sumption that $(z) " has a pole of order m > 3. In addition, K # {0} implies that B # ran ®(1)@ker &(1),

which excludes the existence of a simple pole (see Proposition 3.2).

3. Formula for N_l : Note that N_l = <T>(1)N_1 + i)lN_l. We also know from (B.28) that N_QCT)% =
N_,®; = N_,. Combining this with (B.26), it is deduced that N_; = ®(1)N_; + ®;N_; = N_5 + .

4. ranN_y = K : The result immediately follows from (B.34) and invertibility of PRC<T>(1)9 K- Re.

5. Holomorphicity of (1 — 2)?>®(z)™" and H(z) on D4, : We know that the Maclaurin series of (1

z)2§>(z)_1 is convergent on Dy,,. Then from an obvious extension of Lemma 4.1 of Johansen (1995), it

may be deduced that the Maulaurin series of H (z) is convergent on D). O

Proof of Proposition 3.6. From Propositions 3.1 and 3.5, we have (1 — 2)*®(2)"" = —HPN_ZH; +
IL,(N_, + P)ITS (1 = 2) + I, H(2)IL,(1 — z)*. Applying the linear filter induced by (1 — z)®(z)™"
to (3.1), we obtain A2Xt = _HpN_QH;Et + Hp(N_g + f’)H;(Et —¢e4-1) + (Av; — Avy_1). We then may
deduce that solutions to (3.1) satisfies (3.4) for some 7y and 77. The claimed expression of 1, can be veri-
fied from nearly identical arguments used in our proof of Proposition 3.3. Moreover, we may deduce from
Propositions 3.1 and 3.5 that (3.1) does not allow I(2) solutions if the 1(2) condition is not satisfied. ]

Proof of Proposition 3.7. We write the Laurent series of <I>(z)_1 around z = 1 as follows: ford € NU{oo},
<I>(z)_1 = - Z;’i_ aN;i(z = 1)j . Since it is obvious that (iii) = (ii), we will only show that (i) = (iii) and

(i) = (i). The whole proof is divided into several parts.

1. (i) = (iii) : Let R¢ and K¢ be arbitrarily chosen among possible candidates. If (z1,...,z,) € K, we
know from (4.40) of Beare et al. (2017) that xy = --+ = x,, and there exists y; € B such that ®(1)y; =
~®"(1)2;. This implies that 21 € K. Since ranN_, = K, ranN_y = ranT[,N_,IT% ¢ K holds. Under
the I(2) condition, we know that (I)(Z)_l has a pole of order 2 at z = 1 and may deduce the following from
the coefficients in the identity expansion ®(z) '®(2) = I = ®(2)®(z) ",

N_,®(1) =0 = ®(1)N_,, (B.38)

N_p® V(1) + N_;8(1) =0 = " (1)N_, + B(1)N_,, (B.39)

N_,dP(1)/2 + N_, oM (1) + Ng@(1) = =T = P (1)N_/2 + 3V (1IN, + ®(1)Ny.  (B.40)
From some algebra similar to that in proof of Theorem 4.2 of Beare and Seo (2020), we find that N_o(I —
Pr.) = 0 and -N_yPgr MyPk = Py. This implies that K C ranN_, (hence ranN_s = K has been

established) and thus Ay ¢ = Pr,M3Pk : K = R is an injection.
Now from the latter equation in (B.39) and the properties of ®(1)Y, we may deduce that

1 1 1 1
oM (N = =0 (1)2(1) (1N, + (1)1 = Pperaqay IN-1- (B.41)
From the latter equation in (B.40) and (B.41), we obtain Pr, MoN_5 + PRC<I>(1)(1)(I — Pliera(1)]c )N-1 =
—Pr,. Note that Pr, &) (1) ker ®(1) = {0}, which implies that Pr, ®™ (1)(I = Pryer o(1)]. )N_1 = 0. We
thus find that PR MaN_5 = —Pg,. Since ran N_, = K as shown above, this implies that Ay ¢ = Pr,M>Pk :

K = R is also a surjection, i.e., it is a bijection. The above arguments do not depend on a specific choice
of R¢ and K¢, and thus (i) = (iii).
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2.(ii) = (i) : Suppose that Assumption 3.2 hold and A, ¢ is invertible for some choice of R¢ and K¢. It
suffices to show that the 1(2) condition holds for some choice of &D(l)g (Lemma (1)-(ii1)). Let

3 (1)’ (1) B (1131
$(1)" = | 51 5() At e R (B.42)
—Pl22] (2112(1) ‘I’[zzJ +‘1’[22]‘I’[21]‘I>(1) ‘1’[12]‘1’[22]

From the factorization formula (2.3) of Bart et al. (2007), it may be easily shown that <T>(1)<T>( 1)? = I, -9
for O, the bounded projection whose kernel is equal to ran ®(1), given in (B.15). Moreover, ®(1)?®(1) =
I, —7T¢ for T¢, the bounded projection whose range is equal to ker <T>(1) given in our proof of Lemma B.2-(i).
Therefore, ®(1)? given in (B.42) is the generalized inverse of ®(1) for some [ran ®(1)]c and [ker ®(1)]¢
depending on the choice of [ran®(1)]c and [ker ®(1)]c. As in our proof of Lemma B.2-(ii), we let
Sc : B — B denote the block operator matrix obtained by replacing Plran®(1)]c With P, in the definition
of Q¢ given by (B.15), and let S¢ [1 97 : B”~!' v B denote the upper-right block of S¢. We already showed
that S is a projection onto a complementary subspace of ran ®(1) + ker ®(1) in our proof of Lemma
B.2-(ii). Then using the formula (2.3) of Bart et al. (2007), we find that SC<T>(1)9 = ( %1 %2 ), where

C1=Pg®(1)? - 3c,[12]&’[_212]§’[21]q’(1)g,
Co=Pro®(1)"$p19)(1)P221(1) ™ +Se 1123 B2y (1) +@pea)(1) ™ Bpang ((1) Pz (1) Bpan (1)),
and i)[lg](‘), 5[21](-), <T>[22](~) are defined in (B.1). Consider ), = (21, ..., Zp k) € K, then we find that
Ti =+ = p ) and xq1, € K. For such x;, we obtain the following after a tedious algebra,

Sc®(1)z), = (~Pr,MyPk1 4,0, ...,0). (B.43)

From the definition of Sg, it may be deduced that ranS¢ C {(z1,0,...,0) € B’ : z; € Rc}. Com-
bining this result with (B.43) and invertibility of the map Ayc = Pr.MaPk : K = R¢, we may con-
clude that S¢ : <T>(1)IC ~ R¢ is invertible. This implies that é(l)g K is a complementary subspace of
ran CT>(1) + ker <T>(1) by a similar argument that we used in our proof of Proposition 3.4. From the above

proof, we know that K = {0} is impossible since it implies K = 0.

3. Formula for T_5 : We know —N_yPr.MsPy = Pk holds under the I(2) condition. Since the map
As ¢ : K= R is invertible and T_5 = —N_y, the desired results given by (3.42) are easily obtained.

4. Formula for Y_; : We first establish some preliminary results. According to the direct sums given in

Assumption 3.2 and for any arbitrary choice of the complementary subspaces therein, we have

I'=(I~-Prana(1)le) * (I = Pre)Plrana)]c + Pre- (B.44)
As shown in our previous proof, for z = (z1k,...,2pr) € BY, 7), € ker ®(1) (resp. z, € K) implies that
Ty =+ = Ty and 21, € ker (1) (resp. z1 ;, € K). Based on the identity (B.44), we will obtain explicit

expressions of N_i (I — Plrana(1)1c)» No1({ = Pr¢)Prana(1)]c and N_;Pg,. In the subsequent proof, we
need (B.39), (B.40) and the following obtained from the coefficient of (z — 1)1 in the identity expansion
O(2) ' B(2) =T = B(2)®(2)7,

N_p @ (1)/6+N_10P (1) /2+N,8 (1) =0 = 3P (1)N_y/6+0 P (1)N_, /240 (1)N,.  (B.45)
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From (B.39), we have

N_i(I = Prranan)) = -No2@ (1)2(1)". (B.46)
From (B.40) and the identity N_lq)(l)(l) = N_;(I - P[ran¢(1)]c)(13(1)(1) + N_lP[ran¢(1)]C<I>(1)(1), we
have [N_,®®(1)/2+N_, (I - Plran®(1)]e Yo (1) + N—1P[ranq>(1)]c<1>(1)(1)](f ~Prerayie) = -1 -
Pliera(1)]¢ ). Substituting (B.46) into this equation and using the definition of M;, we have

N_iM; = =(I + N_oMo) (I = Pliera(1)1e) (B.47)

Post-composing both sides of (B.47) with Mi] and using the fact that MlMg = (I-Pg, )P[ranq)(l y]c (Lemma
B.3), we obtain that

N_1 (I = Pre)Pprana(1)]; = —(1 + NooMy)M7. (B.48)
Now from (B.45), we have [N_2<I>(3)(1)/6 + N_1(I>(2)(1)/2 + Noq)(l)(l)]PK = 0. We note from the
definition of K that Ng® ") (1)Pk = No(I = Pprana(1)], )2 (1)Pk, and deduce from (B.40) that No(I —
Plrana(1)]e) = —®(1)7 — N_2<I>(2)(1)<I>(1)g/2 - N_lq)(l)(l)@(l)g. Combining these results, we obtain

N_MyPy = —=[N_yMs — N_oM,®(1)?dM (1) — d(1)a(1)]Py. (B.49)

Since N_1 Pr.MyPy = [N_1My=N_; (/ =Pran o(1)1c )M2—N_1 (/ =Pr )Pran a(1)): M2 Pk, and N_; (1 -
Plrana(1)]e) and N_j (I = Pr, )P[ran o(1)]; are given in (B.46) and (B.48), we have

N_1PreMaPk = — [N_pMy — NopMo®(1)7 (1) — (1) (1) 1Pk
+ N_p@M(1)B(1)MaPy + (I + N_oM,)MIM,Py. (B.50)

By post-composing both sides of (B.50) with N_,, a formula for N_; Pr, is obtained. Combining this with
(B.46), (B.48), and the fact that Y_5 = —N_5 and T _; = N_;, we obtain

T =-M + (@(1)%‘”(1) + MiMz) Y o+ (<1>‘”(1)<1>(1)g + MQM‘{)
+T ., (M3 ~ Myd(1)1 (1) — Y (1)B(1)7M, - M2M§M2) T, (B.51)
Using the fact that ran Mi] = K¢ and T_3 = Pk T_3Pg,, the desired results are obtained from (B.51). [

B.3.3 Supplementary results to Proposition 3.5

We here characterize the principal part of the Laurent series ®(z) " in more detail. Let Plran®(1)]es
Prier$(1)], and $(1)? be defined as in Section 3.4.1. Given the direct sum conditions given in (B.21),
which holds under Assumption 3.2, we let P, (resp. Px) be the projection onto R¢ (resp. K) along
ran ®(1) & R (resp. [ker ®(1)]c ® K¢). Let A be the map given by PRC<T>(1)9 : K » R¢ and let
Q = Prandm)]e ({p ~Prrer (1)1, )- Given the direct sums (3.24), the generalized inverse Q7 is well de-
fined and satisfies that ran Q7 = K¢ and ker QY = ran i)(l) ® R¢ (Lemma B.2-(v)). We will show that
A:Kw R is invertible and N_g satisfies

(I, =Px)N_y = N_y(I, =P, ) =0, N_,:R¢mK=A"", (B.52)
and P = (I, -T,)Q%(I, =Ty) + Ty(I, -T,) + T, where Ty = ®(1)'N_y and T, = N_,&(1)’.
Formula for N_g : Under the I(2) condition, we know from our proof of Proposition 3.5 that (B.34) holds,

1.
N_g = N_2PRC and A = PRC<T>(1)9 : I = R is bijective, from which (B.52) immediately follows.
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2. Formula for P : We will verify the claimed formula for P. From the former direct sum in (B.21), we have

IP = (IP _P[ran5(1)]c) + (Ip _PRC)P[rana(l)]C + PRC' (B.53)

Thus P = P(I, —Pland()]e) + P(I, —Pr)Prand(1)) + PPj,, we will obtain an expression for each
summand.

Pre-composing both sides of the former equation in (B.26) with (fl, we obtain <T>1N_2<T>1 = <T>1N_1<T>( 1).
We then deduce the following from (B.28) and the fact that <T>1N_1 = ﬁ’,

P(IP _P[rang(l)]c) = N—Zq)(l)g' (B.54)
Using the identity I, = (I, =P[,an3(1)].) + Plran$(1)], @nd post-composing both sides of the former equa-
tion in (827) with Ip _P[kerz}g(l)]c’ we find that 1:~)Q = (Ip —].S(IP _P[ran5(l)]c ))(Ip _P[ker5(l)]c ) Then

from (B.54), we obtain PQ = (1, _N_2$(1)g)(lp —Plier $(1)]; )+ It may be deduced from Lemma B.2-(v)
that QQ? = (I, —Pg, )Plran®(1)]; - Thus, post-composing both sides with Q?, we find that

P(I, ~Pro)Phand())e = (I ~N-2®(1)7) Q°. (B.55)

Post-composing both sides of the former equation in (B.27) with <T>(1)g Py, we obtain lsi)(l)g Py -

No(Z, —Pland(1)]:)Px = ®(1)?Px. Note that (I, —Pland(1)]e )P = Px. We also deduce from (B.6)

that Ng®; = N;&(1), which implies that NyPx = 0. Combining these results, we find that P$(1)'Py =
®(1)?P. Then from the identity decomposition (B.53), we have

PP ®(1)"Px =®(1) Pic — P(I, —Ppan (11, )2(1) P = P(I, —Pre )Pprans1)1 (1) Pr. (B.56)

We then substitute (B.54) and (B.55) into (B.56), and then post-compose both sides with N_g, noting that
P ]CN_2 = N_g due to (B.52). This gives us an explicit formula for ISPRC. Combining this with (B.54) and

(B.55), the claimed formula for P can be obtained.
B.3.4 A detailed discussion on Remark 3.15
Since ran T_5 = K, f € Ann(K) is a cointegrating functional. For any nonzero f € Ann(Y_5), we may
deduce from the formula of Y_; given in Proposition 3.7 that fY _; is equal to
— IMI(T = Mo _y) + f0(1)% (1) _s. (B.57)
Using the expression of fY_; given by (B.57), we will show that the following holds,
ffroi=0 < fe Ann(@(l)gfb(l)(l)K) N Ann(ker ®(1)). (B.58)

Since ran Y _5 = K, the second term in (B.57) is zero if and only if f € Ann(@(l)g@(l)(l)K). It thus only
remains to show that f € Ann(K¢) because ker ®(1) = K @ K¢ and f € Ann(K). To see this, we first
show that ran(MJ (I — MyY_5)) = Kc. Since ran M{ = K¢, ran(MJ(I — MyY_5)) € Kc. Note that for
any V C B, M?(I - MyY_5)V C M?(I — MyY_5)B C K¢ holds. Thus, if there is a subset V' such that
MY (I-MyY_5)V = K, then ran(MJ (I —=MyY _5)) = K¢ holds. Let V = (I —=Pg)[ran ®(1)]c. We then
know from (3.42) that My Y5V = {0}. Moreover, ran M{ = M{V holds since ker M{ = ran ®(1) & R.
From these results, we find that M{ (I — MY _5)V = MYV = K¢, so ran(M{(I — MyY_5)) = K¢. We
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thus conclude that f € Ann(K¢) if and only if the first term in (B.57) is zero.

We have shown that (B.58) holds for f € Ann(K). We know from Proposition 3.7 that (ignoring 7
and 7; without loss of generality) a nonzero element f € Ann(K) satisfies either of the following: (i)
Froy # 0and (X)) = fYoy(Yhoies) + F(w) or (i) f(X,) = f(rr). In case (). {f(X;)}imo is
I(1) obviously. In case (ii), f(X;) is I(0) under our I(2) condition. To see this, note that we know from
Proposition 3.5 that ®(z) ™" = =N_o(z = 1) > = N_;(z = 1)™" - Z;io N;(z - 1)/, H(z) is convergent
on Dy, for n > 0 (and thus the coefficients of the Maclaurin series of H(z) decay exponentially in norm)
and Ny = — Z;io IL,H jH; . As in Appendix B.2.3, it suffices to show that fNg # 0 to establish the desired
I(0)-ness. Under the I(2) condition, we know from (B.40) that ranN_5 + ranN_; + ran Ny = I. Since
fN_s = fN_; = 0in case (ii), fNg = 0 implies f = 0, which contradicts our assumption that f # 0. We

thus find that fNj # 0, so the cointegrating behavior of 1(2) solutions is characterized as stated.

B.3.5 A detailed discussion on Remark 3.16
For a nonzero f € Ann(K), we deduce from (B.57) that f(X;) — f(tID(l)gtI)(l)(l)AXt) is given by

t
- f M?(I—Mﬂ_z)Zes) + f(V), (B.59)
s=1

where ) = v — @(1)9@(1)(1)€t + Av,. As shown in Appendix B.3.4, ran(M{ (I — MyY_5)) = Kq.
Since ker ®(1) = K ® K¢ and f € Ann(K), f ¢ Ann(ker ®(1)) implies that f ¢ Ann(Kc). Therefore,
the sequence given in (B.59) cannot be stationary for f ¢ Ann(ker ®(1)). On the other hand, if f €
Ann(ker ®(1)) then the first term in (B.59) is zero. Hence, it only remains to prove I(0)-ness of { f (2} )}+=0
for the desired result. The summability condition for the I(0) property is satisfied, which can be easily
shown. We rewrite v/} as 1/} = Z;io W;e;_;, and find that Z;io ¥, = =Ny - <I>(1)g<I>(1)(1)N_1. If this
operator is nonzero, then { (¢ )}:s0 is I(0). Suppose by contradiction that fN = —f@(l)gé(l)(l)N_l.
Pre-composing (B.40) with f®(1)? and using the fact that ®(1)?®(1) = Pier a(1)],» We find that

FO(1)72P (1)N_y/2 + fB(1)dM (1)N_; + fPrer o). No = —fB(1)”.

In the above, f@(l)g@(l)(l)N_l = — Ny under our supposition, and fP[ye o(1)].No = fNg since f(I —
Pliera(1)].) = 0 for any f € Ann(ker ®(1)). We thus find that f<I>(1)g<I>(2)(1)N_2/2 = —f®(1)”. From
our expression of N_y = =Y _, given in (3.42), we know that N_g ran ®(1) = {0} and so

0= fo(1)70 P (1)N_yz = — f®(1)%z, forall z € ran ®(1). (B.60)

From the properties of a generalized inverse, we have ® (1) ran ®(1) = [ker ®(1)]c and thus find that
(B.60) holds if and only if f € Ann([ker ®(1)]c). Since f € Ann(ker ®(1)) and B = ker (1) &

[ker ®(1)]c, we conclude that f = 0, which contradicts our assumption that f is nonzero.
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