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Abstract

In this paper we discuss dynamic ARMA-type regression models for time series taking
values in (0,00). In the proposed model, the conditional mean is modeled by a dynamic
structure containing autoregressive and moving average terms, time-varying regressors,
unknown parameters and link functions. We introduce the new class of models and discuss
partial maximum likelihood estimation, hypothesis testing inference, diagnostic analysis
and forecasting.
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1 Introduction

In the last decades, several models for double bounded time series have been proposed in the

literature (Fokianos and Keden |_19_9§ ML&[MMLM |21)D_4ﬂ [Rocha. and Cribari-Netd
[ZDD_Q |Ba;&r_ei_&]..| [ZD_lj |ﬂ1m1ﬁj_aﬂ [20_19_];2”3 among others). These models are usually
based on the approach nowadays known as generalized autoregressive moving average models
(GARMA). The GARMA approach is based on embedding a time dependent structure into
the generalized linear models (GLM) framework. The main idea behind the approach dates
back to the late 70’s, but the name GARMA was solidified in |B_e_n,1_am1n_e_t_al.| (|2_O_Od)
Technically, GARMA models can be categorized as an observation-driven model @
) and, as such, includes two main components, the random and the systematic compo-

nents. On one hand, the random component is responsible for the distributional features of the
model, usually depending on a measure of interest, such as the (conditional) mean or median.
For instance, in Rocha and Cribari-Netd (|2Q0_d) the response variable follows a beta distribu-
tion, parametrized in terms of its mean, while ) consider a Kumaraswamy

distribution parameterized in terms of its median. On the other hand, the systematic com-
ponent prescribes the dependence structure driving the measure of interest, often called the

mean response. For instance, in Rocha and Cribari-Netd (lZDD_d) and [Bayer et al (|2Q11|), both

models consider an ARMA-like structure for the systematic component. The difference is that

in the former this structure models the conditional mean, while in the later, the conditional
median.

GARMA modeling presents several advantages over classical time series models, such as
the class of ARIMA models (IBQx_ei_aJ_J, |21)D}j) For instance, GARMA models are tailored to
handle bounded non-gaussian time series without the necessity of data transformations, or
other adaptations to accommodate such features. Although |B£_n,1_am1n_e_t_al.| (|2_QOd) only con-

sider the case in which the underlying distribution a member of the (canonical) exponential
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family, several distributions outside the exponential family have been considered in the liter-
ature, as for instance, in Ba;&r_ejmj (|21)_11|), where the authors consider the Kumaraswamy
distribution to model double bounded time series. The distribution applied and the particular

structure of the model may vary drastically depending on the characteristics of the data, the

application and its goals.

The GARMA framework also allows wide variety of distributional features to be embedded
into the model’s random component, while retaining any desired dependence structure on the
conditional mean response. This leads to a much simpler modeling strategy than the usual
approach of inserting distributional features through the error term in linear models also
allowing for non-gaussianity to be readily accommodated. Furthermore, conditional inference
is naturally accommodated within the framework, providing a powerful inferential tool.

Considering the case where the time series assume only positive values, |B_e_ng_a.mm_ei_a.l.|
) studies a GARMA model based on the Gamma distribution, while, more recently,

|B_om:gmgnm_ex_al.| (IZQZJ.I introduces a regression model where the response variable is beta

prime distributed. In terms of structure, in both cases exogenous covariates are allowed

in the mean response, but the later also includes an ARMA-like structure to handle serial
dependence. In this work our goal is to unite these two fronts and propose a class of positive
time series regression (PTSR) models allowing the dynamical part of the model to include
exogenous (possibly time dependent and random) covariates and also an ARMA-like structure

to handle serial dependence for the mean response, in the lines of [Benjamin et a J (I_L9_9§
[Rocha and Cribari-Netd (|2D_Qd |B_a.;LQr_eL_al.| (|2Qlj [Pumi et all (|2Ql9_ﬂ Moreover, we shall

not restrict ourselves to distributions belonging to the exponential family.

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section we introduce the proposed PTSR
model. In Section B we introduce a partial maximum likelihood approach for parameter
inference in PTSR models and derive closed formulas for the related score vector and Fisher
information matrix. Section Ml we develop the asymptotic theory related to the proposed
partial maximum likelihood estimator and from the asymptotic results we derive confidence
intervals and hypothesis testing for the model’s parameters. In Section [5l we discuss diagnostic

analysis and forecast for the proposed model.

2 Proposed Model

Let {Y:}iez be a stochastic process such that P(Y; € (0,00)) = 1 and let { X }1ez be a set of
s-dimensional exogenous covariates, possibly time dependent and random. Let .%; denote the
o-field representing the history of the model known to the researcher up to time ¢, that is, the
sigma-field generated by ( 24_1, Y:, X, Y1, X4, -+ ). Notice that it is assumed that X
is known at time ¢. This is always true when {X}cz is non-random. In the general case,
one can assume that { X}z is a shifted version of a set of covariates and the assumption
holds.

Denote by f(:|-%#;—1) the conditional density of Y; given .#;_;. In this work we only
consider distributions for which p; = E(Y;|.%#;_1) exists and is finite with probability 1 and
that f(:|-%#;—1) can be parameterized in terms of y; and, possibly, a parameter ¢ that is not
time-dependent. To make this relationship clear, throughout the text we shall set f(|u¢, ) :=
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f(-|#-1) and use the following notation
Yil#io1 ~ f(lue, ), where pyp =E(Y|F1), ¢ €R. (1)

We propose to model u; using a dynamic GLM-like structure of the form

p q
= gi(p) = a+ X184+ Y ok [92(Yik) — Ix X8| + > Orer s, (2)
k=1 =1

€t IZYt—Mt,

where g; : (0,00) — R is a twice differentiable, one-to-one link function, g2 : (0,00) — R is a
link function (not necessarily differentiable), @ € R is an intercept, 8 := (81, ,8s)" is an s-
dimensional vector of parameter associated to the covariates, Iy is an indicator function which
assumes the value 1 if the regressors must be included in the AR recursion and 0, otherwise,
¢ = (é1,--- ,¢p) and 6 = (0y,---,0,) are p and ¢-dimensional vectors of parameters,
respectively.

In @), g(ue) = g(E(Y;|.F4—1)) follows a linear model incorporating the covariates and
an adjacent ARMA ((p, ¢)-like structure responsible for modeling a possible serial correlation
in the conditional mean. In the context of financial time series, Y; can be viewed as the
squared returns while u; is the conditional volatility. The proposed model is observation-
driven specified by the random component (I) and the systematic component (2)). This
approach is closely related to other GARMA-like models for non-Gaussian time series, such

as the SARMA (Rocha and Cribari-Netd |2_0_0_d), KARMA (Bayer et alJ |2_Qlj BARFIMA
(IPJ_lml_eL_a,]_J |2_Q19H and others (see also M}.&m&!, |2.0_Qd)

The main difference between the model proposed here and those in the literature is that we

consider the error term in the nominal level, namely, e; := Y; — ¢, instead of the predictive
level e; := ¢1(Y;) — E(Y:|.-%;—1) considered in the aforementioned works. This difference is
mainly due to the fact that BARMA and KARMA are models for double bounded time series,
while the proposed model considers positive responses. However, it entails an advantage that
will be important later: the sequence {e;, % }icz forms a martingale difference sequence. The
nature of the positive response is also reflected in the autoregressive component in (2), which
is measured in the transformed scale go(Y;). By choosing different go one can either match
the linear structure scale 7, or keep the original scale (by using the identity function).

3 Partial Likelihood Inference

Parameter estimation can be carried out by partial maximum likelihood approach. Let
{(Yz, X1)}, be a sample from a PTSR model under specification (1) and (2). Denote by
~ = (a,8,¢,0 ¢) the (p+ q+ s+ 2)-dimensional parameter vector and let ) C RPTa+s+2
be the parameter space. The partial maximum likelihood estimators (PMLE) are obtained
upon maximizing the logarithm of the partial likelihood function given by

Zet () = log (f (Yalue, ) (3)



4 PTSR

so that the partial maximum likelihood estimator of ~ is given by

¥ = argmax(£(7)).
YeQ

In most cases, v cannot be analytically obtained and we have to rely on numerical optimization
of the partial log-likelihood or upon solving the so-called normal equations.

3.1 Score Vector

From (@) the derivative of the log-likelihood £(y) with respect to «y; is given by

05(7)_2":{%(7) O O () 6@] Z":[(%t(v) L Om, 94(y) Oy

oy = Om ooy Oy O Oue gi(u) Oy | O Ol

t=1 t=1
so that the score vector U(vy) = (Up(v)’, U¢(7))/, with p := (o, 3, ¢',8’)’, can be written as
Up(v) =DpThy  and  Uy(y) = 1,hs, (4)

where D, is the matrix for which the (7,7)th elements is given by [Dp,l;; = dn;/0pj, T is a
diagonal matrix given by

. 8:“’1 aﬂn } . { 1 1 }
T :dlag{—7...’_ :dlag —_, ,
' o’ Oy gi(n)” 7 gi(m)

1, =(1,---,1) € R", hy and hy are the vectors defined by

_(Oh(y) 0 (v)\' _(0(%) ol (v)\'
h1—< 6,u1 y s a,u,n and hg— 76@ s ’76@ .

Notice that both D, and T" depend only on the structure defined by () and will always be
the same, independently on the choice of the underlying conditional distribution. Moreover,
since e; = Y; — ¢, the following relationship holds

Jer %__891_1(/%)__ 1 O

i Oy i g5 () 0vi”

and implies that




Prass, T.S.; Carlos, J.H., Taufemback, C.G. and Pumi, G. 5
Now, upon observing that

o) - 5o (oo e+ S 5] 7))

and using the fact that 1/¢}(u¢), On /0y and dp/dv; are F;_1-measurable, one concludes

]E<a£t ‘3'7 > E(aet ‘ﬁt>— , implying E<w>:0.
Ot 0;

3.2 Conditional information matrix

In this section we derive the Fisher conditional information matrix, which will be useful later
on deriving the asymptotic properties of the partial maximum likelihood estimator for the

proposed model.
Let Hy(7y) be defined by

9?0y ()
H - _
t(’)/) 8’76’7/ )
and observe that , )
B 0“l(y 0l (y
Hi) = 0707 Z 0767 Z

Also, observe that both, H(vy) and ¢(7) depend on n, however, for simplicity and since no
confusion will arise, we omit this dependence from the notation.

Let I,(v) := E(H(v)) be the information matrix corresponding to the sample of size n

and I () is the negative expectation of the hessian H;(+) averaged over all observations,

that is,
1 (0P4(7)
IM(y)=—=N"E( =2 .
&) n; (%%’)

Hence,

2
I(")(7)=—%E<gj(§3> and I, (v) = nI™ (7).

Now, observe that

n 2
1 = (e

t=1

n

- 0?0y (v
]E< _1>.
p 0vyo~'

The matrix K, () is known as the conditional information matrix corresponding to the sample

9)) = LB ()

with

of size n and its (7, j)th element is given by

[Kn())ij = — Zn: E(?;ita(zj) ‘%_1)
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Under some regularity conditions (see Section M),

1
lH('y) ~IM™(y) 20 and ~Ka(v) - IM(y) 250, as n— . (5)
n

Furthermore, I (y) — I (=), where

I(y) = lim I™(y) = lim —1E<62£(7)>

n—o00 n—oo N 8'7[“)7’

which is the analogous of the I7(7) matrix for i.i.d. samples.

In order to derive K, for the model defined by () and (2), observe that the first derivative
of the log-likelihood ¢; := ¢;(«y) with respect to 7; can be written as

Ol(y) _ 0k Opr | 04 Op
Ovj  Oue Oy Op I,

so that
() _ [0%% %i(%) L ot 3_@+%i<0_¢>]0m
Opi 0v;  Ous Oue \0v; ) O dy; B Oy \ 05 ) | 0

[ O, O 0, <%> 0%, O ({%ti(@tp)} o
j i’

070

j

DOy 0vj O Op g% 0y; | Dy Dy

Since,
O Op i<%> i<0_¢> 3<%> and i<3_¢>>
o’ v Om\ow) O \ow) Op\Ow)’ D \ O,

are all .%;_i-measurable, it follows that

0l
El =
<3Mt

3/’3&1)20 and ]E<g£t

|7 =0
2

Hence

O Oy < %4,
g | —=—+ K
' 1> Oy O Oudyp

- 024,
Knlij =Y < |B( 5
ki =2 H (&z? i ) One O
82& o (9,ut 877t 62& 830 830
I A 1 (i) 7 A il
" [E<0¢0ut 7 1) o oy ( 7 1) 3’)’]‘] 8%}

0?2
and the conditional Fisher information matrix for + is then given by

Kn(')’) = < Kp,p KP#’ ) , (6)

dp | Oue O
%1>_@0}ﬁ e

Kxp Koo
with
Ky p= D;,TlEﬂTle, Ky, = K;J’p = D;,Tle,ln and K, ,= 1’nE,,1n

where D,, T} and 1,, are the matrices and the vector defined in @) and E,, E,, and E, are
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diagonal matrices for which the (¢,¢)th element is given by

024,

0%,
ke =g

Outdyp

ﬁt1> .

0%l
ytl) and [Ey:lt7t = —E(a—@;

ft1>a [Euwltt = —E<

4 Asymptotic theory and hypothesis testing

A rigorous asymptotic theory for the PMLE in the context of GARMA-like models the under-
lﬁini distribution belongs to the canonical exponential family can be found in MLQL&MMQEQ'

). Although the exponential family is broad enough to be useful in practice, this is

)

still a limitation that must be observed in practice. For PTSR models, when the underlying
distribution belongs to the canonical exponential family, the model falls into the context of
[Fokianos and Keden (|2_O_0_4|) and the asymptotic theory for the PMLE follows under assump-
tions Al to A4 there stated. Under those conditions, there exists a non-random information
matrix, denoted by I(7y), such that

Knrfv) o 1),
holds (in probability), I(7y) is positive definite and invertible matrix in an open neighborhood
of the true parameter v,. It can also be shown that the probability that a locally unique max-
imum partial likelihood estimator exists in a neighborhood of = tends to one. Furthermore,
the estimator is consistent

i
Tn 55 70
asymptotically normal
~ d _
V¥, — o) 2 Notgrs+2 (0,1(vp)7"), (7)

and () holds.
For distributions that are not member of the canonical exponential family, a general asymp-
totic theory for the PMLE in the context of GARMA-like models is not available. We speculate

that, under assumptions closely related to Al to A4 inmgmm_&dgﬂ dZDD_éﬂ), the proofs

presented in i (|_19_9jj) can be adapted to provide asymptotic results similar

to (@), in a case by case fashion. However, we shall not pursuit this matter here.

4.1 Confidence intervals and hypothesis testing inference

Construction of asymptotic confidence intervals/regions and test statistics for hypothesis test-
ing can be obtained using (). Let {Y;}}_; be a sample from a PTSR model, v; denote the ith
component of the true parameter vector v and let 4; be its PMLE obtained from the sample.
Let I(4)% denote the (4, j)th element of the inverse of the conditional information matrix (G
evaluated at 4 € RPTa+s+2,

From (), we have

I 4 N0, 1),
I(%)"
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Hence a 100(1 — a)%, 0 < a < 1/2, asymptotic confidence interval for ; is given by

{%’ — 212\ L) 5 + 21a)2/ I(’?)”] ;

where z; is the d-quantile of the standard normal distribution.
From ([7]) one can also derive asymptotic test statistics for hypothesis testing. Let %Q be a
given hypothesized value for the true parameter v; and consider the test

Ho:vi = 'yZQ against Hy :v; # 'y?.

An asymptotic version for the signed square root of Wald’s statistic can be obtained from ()
by considering
A=

TG

Under Hy, the distribution of Z is approximately standard normal for large n. For details
m) and [Fahrmeit (Il%j).

Versions for other well-known statistics such as the likelihood ratio, Rao’s score, Wald’s

and a proof of this claim see

\

and the gradient statistics to perform more general hypothesis testing inference can also be
derived from () in similar fashion. In large samples and under the null hypothesis, such
statistics are approximately distributed as in the traditional i.i.d. case. More generally, for
E<p+qg+s+2 let T : RPHatst2 5 RF be a vector valued transformation such that its
jacobian J () exists, is of full rank k and it is a continuous function of 4 in an open subset
of Q. To test a composite hypothesis of the form

Ho:T(y) =0 versu Hq:T(vy)#O.

we can use the traditional Wald’s statistic, given by

-1

W =nTH) [JH'THH)IF)] TEH).

Under H its distribution converges to a chi-square with the usual degrees of freedom.

5 Diagnostic analysis and forecasting

Model selection criteria

Diagnostics in the context of PTSR models follow the usual procedures of GLM theory.

Model selection among several competing models may be based on the usual information
criteria such as Akaike’s (AIC), Schwartz’s (SIC) and Hannan Quinn’s (HQ) information
criteria, respectively defined by

AIC = —2/ 4+ 25, SIC = —2/ +log(n)s, and HQ = —2/ + log (log(n)) k,

where k denotes the number of parameter in the fitted model and 7 is the log-likelihood
function () evaluated at the PMLE. As usual, these criteria should be applied in combination
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with residual analysis, discussed next.

Residuals

Residuals are extremely important in assessing the quality of fit from a model. There are
several types of residuals that can be computed given a model. The most commonly applied
ones are the simple residual given by r, = Y; — uy and the so-called quantile residuals defined
by

e = &Y (F(Yi|.F1 1)),

where ®~! denotes the standard normal quantile function. In the present framework, if the
model is correctly specified, then r; should behave as a martingale difference (with respect
to #_1), while the quantile residuals should follow a standard normal distribution. These
simple results are often applied in the construction of goodness-of-fit tests.

The literature related to testing the martingale difference hypothesis has grown signifi-
cantly in the last decade and several tests and computational packages are available to perform
such tests. For instance, m (M) proposed the so-called wild bootstrap automatic vari-

3

ance ratio test. ) proposed an approach based on the Cramer
von Mises and Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistics to test the martingale difference hypothesis,

which is called the Dominguez-Lobato test. Finally, another approach based on the general-

ized spectral distribution function is presented in i (IZDD_d) We refer
the reader to the aforementioned papers for details. See also Charles et all (121)_11'), where the
authors discuss finite sample performance of these methods. Such tests are readily available
in most softwares. For instance in R (R_Core !eaml, [2021'), they are available in the package

vrtest (m, ).

In the present scenario, after we perform parameter estimation, we can obtain an estimate
for the simple residuals. Then a martingale difference test can be applied to the estimated
simple residuals, resulting in a goodness-of-fit test. As long as the second moment of the fitted
model is finite, one can also apply a white noise test to the estimated simple residuals as, in
this scenario, a martingale difference is, unconditionally, a white noise.

When the model is correctly specified, the quantile residual should follow a standard
normal distribution. Hence, testing the estimated quantile residual for normality can be used
a goodness-of-fit test. Another useful diagnostic tool is as follows. When n is sufficiently

large, the distribution of the residuals sample autocorrelation function at lag h, p(h), is

approximately normal with zero mean and constant variance 1/(n—m) i )
Eﬁé [Andﬂsoﬂ |l9.éd |Bm_elz_a.l.| |209§ The plots of the residual ACF with horizontal lines
at £1.96//(n —m) can be useful for assessing whether the residuals display white noise
behavior (IKe_dﬂm_a.nd_I‘lLkla.mA, |2_O_Oj) The traditional Ljung-Box test (Ilgung_ami_B_o;A, M)
based on the residual, to test the null hypothesis Hg : p(1) = --- = p(l) = 0, for some [ > 0,
the following test statistic can be used

lA.
n+2zp

Under the null hypothesis and large n, ) is approximately chi-squared distributed with [
degrees of freedom.
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5.1 Forecasting

Upon applying the partial maximum likelihood estimators in (2]), we can obtain the in-sample

forecast, denoted by {fi:}}_, and the h steps ahead predicted values (out-of-sample forecast)

for the conditional mean of a PTSR model, which we denote by fin+n = fin(h). We shall

assume that the covariates X, for t =n +1,...,n + h, are available or can be obtained.
Starting at ¢ = 1, we sequentially set

P q
A~ ~_/ A~ A~
U Z [g12(Vei) = IxX, B8]+ Orérs,
=1 k=1
with )
0, =0, t<1
lp 07 pIX:07t<17
N = Yi, p>0,t<1, . P
Y; = p; XQ: %ng, plx >0, t <1,
Y, 1<t<n =1
X, t>1,
Mty t>n
Y, -y, 1<t<n,
ﬂt (7715) t>1 and ét == ! a -
0, otherwise.
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