arXiv:2404.12882v1 [econ.EM] 19 Apr 2024

The modified conditional sum-of-squares estimator for
fractionally integrated models®

Mustafa R. Kilin¢' and Michael Massmann'!?

'WHU - Otto Beisheim School of Management,
Chair of Econometrics and Statistics, Vallendar, Germany

2Vrije Universiteit, Department of Econometrics and Data Science,
Amsterdam, The Netherlands

22nd April 2024

Abstract
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1 Introduction

Fractionally integrated autoregressive moving average (ARFIMA) models are applied in
a wide range of fields for describing long-memory phenomena, witness inter alia the eco-
nomic and political as well as the natural sciences; see Hassler (2019) and Hualde &
Nielsen (2023) for general treatments. One particular variant of this model class that
has recently gained popularity is the so-called type-II ARFIMA model, which sets the
initial observations equal to zero and allows both stationary and non-stationary processes
to be described, see for example Nielsen (2004), Robinson (2005) and Johansen (2008).
A popular choice for estimating this model is the conditional sum-of-squares (CSS) esti-
mator whose main appealing features are that it is computationally straightforward and
that the memory parameter can be estimated consistently as long as it lies in an arbi-
trary compact interval on the real line. It was introduced by Li & McLeod (1986)) in
the context of stationary fractionally integrated models. Subsequent papers allowed for
non-stationary models, see for instance Beran (1995) and Velasco & Robinson (2000).
Local consistency proofs were provided by Tanaka (1999), Nielsen (2004) and Robinson
(2006). Global consistency was proved by Hualde & Robinson (2011)) and Nielsen (2015)
in a model without deterministic components. Only recently, Hualde & Nielsen (2020,
2022) derived global consistency and the asymptotic normality of the CSS estimator in a
model with deterministic components, such as a constant or a trending term. Empirical
applications include Hualde & Robinson (2011]) for aggregate income and consumption
data and Johansen & Nielsen (2016) for opinion poll data.

While the literature dealing with asymptotic inferences in the context of parametric
ARFIMA models is well-developed, some issues still require attention. One such concern
pertains to the small sample performance of the CSS estimator. Despite the widespread
use of the CSS estimator little is currently known about the impact deterministic terms
have on the properties of the estimator of the memory parameter in small samples. Early
on, Chung & Baillie (1993) and Cheung & Diebold (1994) conducted simulation studies
and found that the inclusion of a constant term in the model can substantially increase the
small-sample bias and mean squared error (MSE) of the estimated memory parameter.
Lieberman & Phillips (2005)) and Johansen & Nielsen (2016) are among the few theoretical
contributions to shed light on the issue. Lieberman & Phillips (2005) derive the Edgeworth
expansion of the memory parameter for the Gaussian maximum likelihood estimator in
stationary fractional time series model. Johansen & Nielsen (2016)) investigate the impact
of observed and unobserved initial values on the bias of the memory parameter estimator
in a non-stationary fractional time series model. Neither paper, however, includes short-
run dynamics in its model. In addition, we are not aware of any related work that
simultaneously tackles both stationary and non-stationary processes.

The purpose of the present paper is therefore to add to this literature and analyse
the small-sample bias of the CSS estimator in a type-1I fractional model with short-run
dynamics and constant term from an analytical, empirical and simulation point of view.
In particular, our analysis reveals that incorporating the level parameter into the model
introduces an additional bias in the CSS estimator. This bias is due to a biased score
which is particularly pronounced when the data is stationary. We will suggest what we
call the modified conditional sum-of-squares (MCSS) estimator which is easy to compute,
removes the leading bias term and allows much more accurate small-sample inference.



To do so, we will interpret the constant term as nuisance parameter and draw on a
large literature on bias correction. Laskar & King (1998) provide an overview of this
literature. We build on the approach to dealing with nuisance parameters initiated by
Conniffe (1987) and McCullagh & Tibshirani (1990) and recently applied by Bartolucci,
Bellio, Salvan & Sartori (2016) and by Martellosio & Hillier (2020)), i.e. we adjust the score
function so that its expectation equals zero. The idea is as follows: We find a stochastic
higher-order expansion of the estimator as a function of the derivatives of the profile
likelihood, cf. Johansen & Nielsen (2016 and Lawley (1956)). The expansion is simplified
by approximating the derivatives by their leading terms. This allows the expectation of
the estimator to be taken. We notice that premultiplying the objective function by a
modification term results in the expected score evaluated at the true parameter to be
equal to zero, thereby mitigating the bias of the estimator.

The main contributions of this paper to the literature are threefold: First, we examine
our MCSS estimator in type-II ARFIMA((p;,d,p2) models with constant term and compare
it to the standard CSS estimator. In particular, we derive its exact bias and we show
that it is consistent and asymptotically normally distributed. For expositional clarity,
our treatment starts by covering the type-II ARFIMA(0,d,0) model before treating the
general ARFIMA (p;,d,ps) case. The results generate new insights into bias correction
of other models nested in our setup, such as stationary and invertible ARMA (py,p2)
models. Secondly, we re-visit three classical datasets that have in the past been described
by ARFIMA (py,d,p2) models with constant term, namely the post-second World War
real GNP data, the extended Nelson-Plosser dataset, and the Nile data, by applying our
MCSS estimator to estimate the long-memory parameter and the short-run dynamics. All
three time series are short and therefore warrant the use of small-sample bias corrections.
Our conclusion sheds new light on the interpretation of these datasets. Thirdly, this
paper paves the way to extending the analysis of small-sample bias from univariate type-
IT ARFIMA modes to panel settings, see also the contributions of Robinson & Velasco
(2015) and Schumann, Severini & Tripathi (2023).

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. In Section [2] we present the MCSS
estimator for ARFIMA(0, d,0) models. The extension to ARFIMA(p,d, p2) models is
covered in Section [3] Section 4 presents the empirical illustrations. Section [5] contains
concluding remarks. All proofs are relegated to the appendix.

2 The modified conditional sum-of-squares estimator

In this section, we introduce the modified conditional sum-of-squares estimator, de-
signed for estimating the ARFIMA(0,d,0) model with a constant term. In Section 3]
we will expand our analysis to incorporate short-run dynamics, for instance covering the
ARFIMA(p1, d, p2) model as a particular case. Covering the ARFIMA (0,d,0) model first
serves two purposes: it allows a more straightforward explanation of our methodology,
without the need for cumbersome notation, and affords a direct comparison with Lieber-
man & Phillips (2005) and Johansen & Nielsen (2016), both of which do not consider
short-term dynamics. The theorems presented in this section are special cases of the
theorems in Section [3, proofs of which are presented in the appendix.



We start with introducing the simple type-II ARFIMA(0,d,0) model with a constant
term g in Section [2.1l Building upon this, Section introduces the conditional sum-of-
squares (CSS) estimator and discusses its asymptotic properties, distinguishing between
two scenarios: one where the constant parameter p is either known or unknown. Sub-
sequently, Section shifts our focus towards examining score biases in the CSS esti-
mators. It unveils a methodological approach to mitigating these biases: It discusses a
well-established approach by McCullagh & Tibshirani (1990) and demonstrates that, in
our setting, its application poses challenges. An adjustment of their approach resolves
the issues. Section introduces the modified conditional sum-of-squares (MCSS) es-
timator and delineates its asymptotic properties. In Section [2.5] we discuss how our
MCSS estimator aligns with alternative bias-reduction methodologies. Section [2.6| as-
sesses the asymptotic biases of the estimators, with specific attention to the performance
of the MCSS estimator relative to the CSS estimator. Analytical expressions for these
biases are derived, offering an understanding of their behaviour across distinct regions of
d. Finally, in Section [2.7] we conduct a simulation study to examine the small sample
properties of the estimators.

2.1 The model

Consider a so-called type II fractional process z;, t = 0,4+1,42, ..., generated by the
model

Zr = A:rth, (1)

where A = 1— L and L are the difference and lag operators, respectively, and where d can
take any value in R. For any series u;, real number ¢ and time index ¢ > 1, the so-called
truncation operator Ai is defined by

t—1

ASuy = Au (¢ > 1)} = 3 mi(=Ques, (2)

0

with I(-) being the indicator function, and with m;(a) = 0 for i <0, my(a) = 1 as well as

~ TIla+i) ala+1)...(a+i—1)
@) = R 7 " il

denoting the coefficients in the usual binomial expansion of A~ = > m(a)z'. T'()
is the gamma function with the convention that I'(¢) = 0 for ¢ = 0, —1,—2,... and that
I'(0)/T'(0) = 1. The parameter d in (1)) is known as the memory parameter or the fractional
parameter. The process z; has been widely applied in the literature, see Marinucci &
Robinson (2000, 2001), Robinson & Hualde (2003), Nielsen (2004), Shimotsu & Phillips
(2005), Robinson (2005) and Johansen (2008]), among others.

, for i > 1, (3)

Two comments on the memory parameter are of interest: First, its range is commonly
divided into a “stationary” and a “non-stationary” region: d < 1/2 and d > 1/2, respec-
tively. Yet the definition in implies that z; = 0 for £ < 0, which means that when
d < 1/2 and d # 0, z is in fact not covariance stationary. However, it may be consid-
ered asymptotically stationary for any such d. To see this, consider the so-called type-I
fractional process

Et = A_dEt (4)
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which is known to be covariance stationary for any d < 1/2. Marinucci & Robinson (1999)
observe that for |d| < 1/2,

E (Zt — 21&)2 = O(tZd_l), ast — o0, (5)

and hence the difference to z; vanishes. Although Marinucci & Robinson (1999) consider
only |d| < 1/2, (b)) actually holds for any d < 1/2. This follows from Stirling’s approxima-
tion and Johansen & Nielsen (2016, Lemma A.1). This asymptotic equivalence prompts
us to retain the terminological dichotomy between stationarity an non-stationarity. Sec-
ondly, it is worth noting that even for d > 1/2, i.e. in the non-stationary region, the
truncation operator in ensures that the process z; is well-defined in the mean-square
sense, see Johansen (2008, Section A.4) and Hualde & Robinson (2011).

While the model in covers a wide range of dynamics, it seems unsuitable for many
empirical applications because it implies that E(z;) = 0. Nonetheless, a fair amount of
theoretical work considers exclusively a purely random process, see for instance Hualde &
Robinson (2011)) and Nielsen (2015). In order to make our model more widely applicable,
we complement the model in by a constant term p, to yield

xp=pl(t>1)+ z (6)

and hence E(x;) = p for t > 1. The level parameter u has the added advantage of
reducing the bias in the estimate of d arising from the pre-sample behaviour of x;, as
shown by Johansen & Nielsen (2016) for d > 1/2.

The model in (@] is the well-known ARFIMA(0,d,0) model plus a level parameter. It
is considered as a special case in Hualde & Nielsen (2020) and Hualde & Nielsen (2022),
both of which include short-run dynamics and a trending component in the model. We do
not include a trend component in our analysis, but a discussion to that effect is presented
in Section . We do extend our results, however, by adding short-run dynamics to @ in
Section Bl

2.2 The conditional sum-of-squares estimator

We now discuss the conditional sum-of-squares (CSS) estimator of the parameters in
model (). This is the estimator considered by e.g. Hualde & Robinson (2011) who,
however, look at a model without the constant term. We distinguish the case in which p
is unknown from that in which it is known. As will be seen in Section below, the CSS
estimator may also be motivated as a maximum likelihood estimator under the assumption
of Gaussian innovation terms ¢, as in Johansen & Nielsen (2016) and Hualde & Nielsen
(2020).

Following Johansen & Nielsen (2016)), we make the following assumptions on the
model’s error term and the admissible parameter space. True parameter values are de-
noted by the subscript 0.

Assumption 2.1. The errors €, are IID(0,02) with finite fourth moment.
Assumption 2.2. The parameter space for (d,p) is D x R, where D = [V, V3|, —o0 <
Vi < V3 < 00. The true value dy is in the interior of D and not equal to 1/2.

>



For any (d, ) € D x R, define the residuals €(d, u) = A4 (2, — p). The CSS objective
function is then given by

Since is quadratic in g we can concentrate it by writing
t—1

A% (= p) = Alay = Y ma(—d)p,

n=0
= Aixt —m1(1—d)p = Aixt — Kot (d)

where

ro(d) = ALI(t > 1),

_ ;]M_d) — (1= d), (8)

the last line following from Johansen & Nielsen (2016, Lemma A.4). Unsurprisingly, the
CSS estimator of p for fixed d is given by

_ > oy (Ad ) ko (d)
Zthl Ko (d) '

Substituting fi(d) into ([7]) yields the profile (or concentrated) CSS function

fu(d)

(9)

L(d) = 5 > (Ao — () (10)

t=1

Note that we use asterisks to emphasise that we are dealing with a profile objective
function. The resulting CSS estimator of d is given by

d = argmin L*(d). (11)
deD

As discussed in Section the model effectively conditions on z; = 0, for ¢ < 0. For
this reason, Hualde & Robinson (2011) and Hualde & Nielsen (2020) prefer to call the
estimator in the truncated sum-of-squares estimator.

Hualde & Nielsen (2020, Theorem 1 and Theorem 2) show that if x; is generated by
@ and if Assumption and hold, then, as T' — oo,

d2 dy (12)
and
VT(d — do) 4 N (0,657, (13)

where (5 = 6/72.



A few remarks about the estimator fi(d) in () are instructive. For d = dy we have
that

,&(d ) lo = 23:1 Et“Ot(do)
0) = HO= T 3
i1 kge(do)

which has mean zero and variance o2(37, k2,(dy))™". In the stationary region, i.e. when
do < 1/2, this variance goes to zero because then Y./, x2,(dy) diverges in T, see Lemma
A.20, As opposed to that, in the non-stationary region, i.e. when dy > 1/2, this variance
does not go to zero because then L k2,(dy) is bounded in T, see Lemma [A.14] This is
the reason why

A

Ai(d) = po (14)
only if dy < 1/2, see Hualde & Nielsen (2020, Corollary 1) for the proof.

For comparison, we also analyse the situation where the true pg is known. As men-
tioned earlier, this may often not be particularly realistic in practice. The CSS estimator
for this model can be derived by substituting pg into to have

Li(d) = 5 3 (At — ) (15)
such that
d,, = argmin L7, (d). (16)
deD

This estimator is considered by Hualde & Robinson (2011)) and Nielsen (2015) who show
that if x; is generated by @ and if Assumption and hold, then, as T" — oo,

dy 2 do (17)
and
VT(dyy — do) % N(0,G7), (18)

where (;' = 6/m%. Remarkably, the asymptotic distribution of ciuo is identical to that
of d in . In other words, the distribution does not depend on whether p is known
or needs to be estimated. This contrasts to, for instance, unit root models in which the
asymptotic distribution of the first-order serial correlation coefficient hinges on whether
i is known or not.

2.3 The modified profile likelihood

A central concern in this paper is to investigate the bias of d in and of ci,m in (|16]).
This will be done in Section below. It will turn out that the expectation of the CSS
estimators is a function of the expectation of the score functions, or first derivatives, of
L*(d) and Ly (d) evaluated at d = dp, respectively. The present section will therefore



examine the bias of the two scores and builds on an approach by McCullagh & Tibshirani
(1990) to correct for it.

To that end, it will be instructive to interpret the CSS objective in @ as a log-
likelihood function, as do Johansen & Nielsen (2016) and Hualde & Nielsen (2020). As-
suming that e, ~ NID(0, 0?), the Gaussian log-likelihood of z; in (6]), conditional on z; =
0 for t <0, is given by

0(d, p,0%) = —glog (02> 21 z_: (Ad Ty — )2. (19)

Throughout the paper, we omit additive constants in the likelihood functions for nota-
tional simplicity. Maximising with respect to o2 yields

1 & d 2
:TZ(AJF(@—M))

t=1

and the profile log-likelihood
U(d, p) = €(d, p1, 6(d, 1))

_ _:g log (; sz (A, - u))2> . (20)

t=1

Maximising further with respect to p results in f(d) in (9) and the profile log-
likelihood function

2
(88 o - ata)’). @1

Clearly, the estimator of d resulting from maximising is identical to that obtained
by minimising since

L) = L exp (-%*(d)) | (22)

So, the CSS objective L*(d) can be seen as a negative non-logged profile likelihood. As
the maximum likelihood estimator of d is asymptotically efficient, see Hualde & Nielsen
(2020), so is the CSS estimator d in (11). The same can of course be said of Ciﬂo in (|16))
since the profile CSS objective Ly (d) in (15) can be obtained from by replacing p
by its known value po such that

L) = 5 exp (= 240, o)) (23)

We will in the present section therefore interpret L*(d) in (10]) as a profile likelihood.
As such, it is not a genuine likelihood, for it is not directly based on observable quantities,
see Barndorff-Nielsen ((1983) and Severini (2000). Instead, it is a function of the maximum
likelihood estimators of p and o which are treated as if they were the true parameter
values. In large samples, the concentration procedure has relatively minor effects, yet
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Chung & Baillie (1993) showed in Monte Carlo simulations that in small samples it leads
to a strong bias in d. This is because profile likelihoods do not necessarily possess the
same properties as genuine likelihoods. It is well-known that, under classical regularity
conditions and with a fixed number of regressors, the score of the profile likelihood is
biased. In particular, its expectation is O(1), see Kalbfleisch & Sprott (1973), McCul-
lagh & Tibshirani (1990) and Liang & Zeger (1995). The following theorem derives the
bias of the score of L*(d). The proof will be given in Appendix[A.4.1] Note that we adopt
Euler’s notation and denote the m*™ derivative of a function f(d) with respect to d by the

operator D™ such that D™ f(d) = 2 f(d).

Theorem 2.1. Let xy, t = 1,...,T, be given by @ and let Assumption be satisfied.
Then, the expected score of L*(d), evaluated at the true parameter dy, is given by

E (DL*(dy)) = O(log(T)I(do < 1/2) + I(do > 1/2)), (24)

when T — 0.

Clearly, the score DL*(d) is biased. In addition, the bias is not uniform in dy: The
classical result that E(DL"(dy)) = O(1) only holds for dy > 1/2. For dy < 1/2, how-
ever, the expectation of the score diverges at rate log(7"). The competition between the
stochastic and the deterministic component explains this difference in orders. In the non-
stationary region, i.e. when dy > 1/2, we recall that ﬂ(ci) is not consistently estimated,
see the discussion in Section . The reason is that the stochastic component z; in @
dominates the deterministic component . Hence, the bias in the score is less influenced

A,

by fi(d), resulting in the expected score being O(1) for such dy. On the other hand, if

A, A,

do < 1/2, i(d) is consistently estimated and ji(d) plays a more important role in the bias
of the score. This is reflected in the expected score being O(log(T")) for such dp.

The order of magnitude in also applies to the expectation of the score function
of the profile log-likelihood function ¢*(d) in (2I). To see this, note that entails

1 DL*(d)
2T-1L*(d)
From Theorem [2.1] we can then deduce the following corollary. The proof is omitted.

Corollary 2.1. Let z;, t = 1,...,T, be given by @ and let Assumptz’on be satisfied.
Then, the expected score of I*(d), evaluated at the true parameter dy, is given by

E (Dt (dy)) = O(log(T)I(dy < 1/2) + I(dg > 1/2)),

De*(d) = (25)

when T — o0.

The situation for L7 (d) in ([15]) is somewhat different. Although, technically speaking,
L7 (d) is also a profile likelihood, it will be proved in Appendix that its score
is unbiased despite the substitution of 62 for ¢?. This is summarised in the following
theorem.

Theorem 2.2. Let x;, t = 1,...,T, be given by @ and let Assumption be satisfied.
Then, the expected score of LZo(d)7 evaluated at the true parameter dy, is given by

E (DL} (do)) = 0 (26)

when T — 0.



This discussion highlights the need for a modification of the profile likelihood function
such that it behaves more like a genuine likelihood in terms of score unbiasedness. This
modification will eliminate the bias of the CSS estimator d stemming from the presence
of the unknown nuisance parameter, as will be seen in Section 2.6l The idea of modifying
the profile likelihood to obtain score unbiasedness is in fact not new and was previously
discussed by McCullagh & Tibshirani (1990). Martellosio & Hillier (2020), for instance,
implement this idea for a spatial model.

To obtain an unbiased score, McCullagh & Tibshirani (1990) recenter the score of the
profile log-likelihood function, yielding, say,

D (d) = DE*(d) — a(d), (27)

where ¢*(d) denotes, as before, the profile log-likelihood function and where a(d) is an
adjustment function only depending on d. Then they require that

E (De:(dy)) =0, (28)
which implies that
a(do) = E (Dt (do)), (29)
for all dy. Finally, they call
0 (d) = dDE:;(t)dt, (30)

the adjusted profile log-likelihood for d, which is subsequently maximised w.r.t. d.

Remark 2.3. McCullagh & Tibshirani (1990) further adjust D¢ (d) to make it informa-
tion unbiased, i.e. making its variance equals to the negative expectation of the derivative
of the score. While these adjustments may improve the efficiency of the estimator, they

are not addressed in this paper because they do not affect the location of the zeros of
Dr(d).

The adjustment function a(d) can in principle be computed from (29). Yet this cal-
culation is challenging as can be seen by rewriting as

see . Evaluating the expectation of the fraction is not trivial. Martellosio & Hillier
(2020) circumvent this problem by assuming ¢, to be Gaussian, thereby effectively using
the profile log-likelihood ¢*(d) as basis for the adjustment. We, however, avoid this strong
assumption and consider the profile CSS objective function L*(d) instead, as explained
in Section 2.2] Indeed, McCullagh & Tibshirani (1990) in their Remark 3 allude to the
possibility of using an objective function other than the profile likelihood for deriving an
adjustment. To that end, we need to frame the approach of McCullagh & Tibshirani
(1990) in terms of L*(d).

(31)

To do this, first note that can be written as
£(d) = [ (D) — a(t)) dt
d
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= {7(d) — A(d), (32)

with A(d) = [;a(t)dt. Based on the relationship between ¢*(d) and L*(d) in (22)), we can
write as

() = —:g log <;L*(d)) ~ A(d). (33)

Using a similar argument as in , it is clear that maximizing the adjusted profile log-
likelihood ¢ (d) in is equivalent to minimising the adjusted profile CSS objective,
defined as

L) = 5 exp (- 24(0)). (34)
Finally, replacing £;(d) in (34) by (33]) yields
2

L*(d) = exp (TA(d))L*(d). (35)

It is important to note that while the adjustment in is additive, it is multiplicative in
(35). Recall that a(d) in (31]), and thus A(d) in (35), is difficult to compute. We therefore

define, as an alternative, the modified profile CSS objective function
Ly, (d) = m(d)L*(d) (36)

where the multiplicative modification term m(d) > 0 depends only on d. The correspond-
ing score function is the first derivative of :

DL (d) = m(d)DL*(d) + Dm(d)L*(d). (37)

As McCullagh & Tibshirani (1990), we now require that our objective function is score
unbiased, i.e. that the score function in (37)) satisfy

E (DL, (do)) = 0, (38)

cf. ([28)). Using and the fact that Dlog(m(d)) = Dm(d)/m(d) and m(d) > 0 it follows
that is equivalent to the condition that

E (DL (do))
E (L*(do))
It will be seen below that the evaluation of the right-hand side of is straightforward,

as opposed to the evaluation of . In particular, it avoids imposing an additional
normality assumption.

Dlog (m(dy)) = — (39)

2.4 The modified conditional sum-of-squares estimator

The condition in is now used for finding the modification term m(d) for the modified
profile CSS objective in (36]): First, it is shown in Lemma that the expectation of
DL*(dy) equals

* ZT: HOt(do)filt(do)
E (DL*(dy)) = —o2 ==L ,
( (o)) 70 ZtT:1 "f%t(do)

11



where ko (d) = m—1(1 — d) and k14(d) = Dk (d) = —Dm—1(1 — d) see also . It is also
shown in Lemma [A 13| that

B (L (do) = 73T

Consequently, from , we have

2 0 koi(do)r1e(do)
Dlog (m(dy)) = =1 )
(o)) -1 Zthl kg (do)
Upon integrating we obtain

1

log (m(d)) = log (Z H3t<d>) o

before, finally, exponentiation yields

1

i) = (L) (a1)

The modified profile CSS objective function in (36| is thus given by the product of
m(d) in and L*(d) in (10)), i.e.

2

L) = (0] 53 (oo - (@)’

We call the estimator that minimises L% (d) the modified conditional sum-of-squares
(MCSS) estimator and denote the estimator of d by d,,, i.e.

d, = argmin L, (d). (42)
deD

Two important properties of the modification term m(d) are stated in the following
lemma. See Appendix for the proof.

Lemma 2.1. For all d € R,
m(d) > 1, (43)
where equality holds if and only if d = 1. Also, it holds that, for T — oo,
m(d) =14+ O(T  log(T)I(d < 1/2) + T~ I(d > 1/2)). (44)
for all d € R\{1/2}

The property in implies that the modification term m(d) acts as a penalisation
in the minimisation of the modified profile likelihood L} (d) through inflating L*(d) by
m(d). The property in ensures that m(d) — 1 such that the asymptotic properties
of the MCSS estimator d,, are the same as those of the CSS estimator d in (TT). This is
desirable because the CSS estimator is efficient under Gaussianity, as argued in Section
. The asymptotic properties of d,, are summarised for completeness in the following
theorem and are proved in Appendix [A.4.3|

12



Theorem 2.4. Let x;, t = 1,...,T, be given by @ and let Assumption and be
satisfied. Then, as T — oo,

A B do, (45)
and
\/T(sz - dO) i> N(07 C£1)7 (46)

where (31 = 6/m2%.

The intuitive explanation of Theorem follows from noticing that

Ly (dy) = L*(do) + Op(1) for dy > 1/2, (47)
L} (dy) = L*(dy) + Op(log(T)) for dy < 1/2,

where use was made of the definition L (dy) in and the asymptotic behaviour of

m(d) in ([44)) of Lemma 2.1} Since L*(dp) in is Op(T'), the second summands have

no influence on the asymptotic distribution of d,,. For the bias, however, the latter terms

require further analysis, which is carried out below in Section [2.6]

1.2 T y T T T 35 T
[ A B T=32 kY ! L
118 - . = 1 \ i .
\ T=64 345+ N I SR RN L
- \ ——-T=128 o [ #y
1.16 - \ T=256 | - !
- \ \ L

114 \

112 g \

m(d)
/

1.08 N "
N S ’
N 3 \
S N - N\
1.06 . |
AN : \.
1.04F S N
N . .
1.02 RS T |
. ‘ SOu e ‘ ‘ i ‘
-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 15 2 -0.05 0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3
d d
(a) modification term (b) likelihoods

Figure 1: Panel (a) plots the modification term m(d) in for d between —1 and 2, and
T = 32, 64, 128, 256. The value of d = 1/2 is added as a vertical line for clarity. Panel
(b) shows the Monte Carlo average over 10,000 replications of L*(d), Lj, (d) and L;,(d).
The DGP is given in (6) with e, ~ NID(0,1) with dy = 0.2, pp = 0 and T' = 64.

The modification term is plotted in panel (a) of Figure [I| for some illustrative values
of d and T. Four important observations can be made: First, recall from that the
modification term m(d) penalises the CSS objective L*(d) through inflating it by the
factor m(d). It appears from the plot that in the stationary region, i.e. when d < 1/2,
m(d) inflates L*(d) more than in the non-stationary region, i.e. when d > 1/2. This is
a reflection of the fact that the bias in the score is larger in the stationary region, as
was argued in Theorem [2.1} Secondly, it is plain that when d = 1 the bias caused by
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estimating the constant term  is the smallest, as predicted in Lemma [2.1] Thirdly, even
for a moderately large sample of size T' = 256, m(d) still turns out to be substantial in
the stationary region, implying that the corresponding bias in the score is large. Fourthly,
the negative slope of the modification term m(d) for d < 1 implies that the minimum of
L? (d) is shifted to the right of that of L*(d). This is illustrated in panel (b) of Figure
which displays a Monte Carlo simulation of the CSS and MCSS objective functions. The
DGP is stationary and corresponds to the model in () with e, ~ NID(0,1), dy = 0.2
and g = 0. The sample size is T = 64 and the number of replications is 10,000. On
display is the Monte Carlo average of the simulated L*(d), L7 (d) and Ly, (d). The solid
line represents the Monte Carlo average of L*(d): it can be seen that the CSS estimator
underestimates the true dy = 0.2 on average. The dash-dotted line represents the Monte
Carlo average of Ly (d), which takes the constant term as known. This estimator is, on
average, close to dy. The dotted line represents the Monte Carlo average of L* (d), whose
minimum is shifted to the right of that of L*(d). It therefore corrects for the distortion
in L*(d) caused by estimating .

2.5 Relationship with other modifications

There is a large literature on correcting the bias of maximum likelihood caused by the pres-
ence of unknown nuisance parameters. Seminal contributions include Barndorff-Nielsen
(1983)) who proposed the modified likelihood function, and Cox & Reid (1987) who con-
tributed the idea of the conditional profile likelihood by approximating the modified like-
lihood function. Both modifications result in modified profile likelihoods that are ap-
proximately score unbiased, see Liang (1987)) and Cox & Barndorff-Nielsen (1994)). It
is therefore illuminating to investigate how our MCSS objective, with an expected score
exactly equal to zero, relates to alternative approaches to bias-reduction, or how our mod-
ification term m(d) compares to alternative adjustments. This section discusses two such
ideas.

First, reconsider the adjusted profile log-likelihood ¢:(d) proposed by McCullagh &
Tibshirani (1990) and derived in Section . Denote the corresponding estimator by

d, = argmax (*(d).
deD

The proof of the following corollary follows easily from (31) and and is therefore

omitted.

Corollary 2.2. Let 2, t = 1,...,T, be given by (6) and let Assumption [2.1] and [2.9 be
satisfied. Then if

DL (dy)\  E(DL(do))
E( L+(dh) ) = B () (48)

it holds that d,, = d,,.

As mentioned earlier, it is not easy to evaluate the left-hand side of . One exception
is if we assume ¢; to be NID. Yet it turns out that even in this special case does not
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hold. The proof is omitted here but can be derived by applying Martellosio & Hillier
(2020, Lemma S.7.1).

Secondly, a modification term closely related to m(d) in (41) is the one discussed in
An & Bloomfield (1993) who implement the idea of Cox & Reid (1987) to adjust the log-
likelihood function. The setup in An & Bloomfield (1993) is different from ours, however:
They consider a stationary Gaussian type-I fractional process Z; generated by the model

,’:ﬁt = U + 215, (49)

where Z; is defined in () with ¢, ~ NID(0,0?) and |d| < 1/2. This contrasts to our type-II
process whose d we also allow to lie in the non-stationary region and whose error term ¢,
is not assumed to be Normally distributed.

It will prove helpful to phrase the approach by An & Bloomfield (1993) in matrix
notation: Define the T' x 1 vector & = (Z1,...,%7) such that & ~ N(u,0*%(d)) where ¢
is a T x 1 vector of ones and X(d)o? is the T x T variance-covariance matrix of Z, see for
instance Hosking (1981, Theorem 1) for the elements of ¥(d). The log-likelihood function
is then given by

0(d,11,0%) = — o8([2(d)]) — 5 108(0) — o5 (7~ 1) S(d) ™ (F 1) (50)

and the profile log-likelihood function for d by
F(d) = U(d, f(d), 6*(d, ()

= S log(1(d)) — 5 1og (1 (7 — @) S(@) " (7~ () )

where /i(d) and 6%(d, ) are the maximum likelihood estimator of y and o, respectively.
The modified profile log-likelihood function that An & Bloomfield (1993)) find is

P (d) = *(d) + ; log (32(d, fd))) + ;log(IE(d)|) _ ;log (Y@ 6

It can be shown that the orders of magnitude of the last three summands on the right-
hand side of are Op(1), O(1) and O(log(T)), respectively. For the proof of the second
summand, we refer to Dahlhaus (1989). The order of magnitude of the third summand
follows from Hadamard’s inequality, see Horn & Johnson (2013, Theorem 7.8.1), implying
that T~ 'log |%(d)| < log(Var(Z;)/o?) where the right-hand side is O(1) because |d| < 1/2.
The order of magnitude of the fourth summand follows from /¥ (d) ™'t = O(T'2¢*¢) for
each ¢ > 0, cf. Adenstedt (1974, Theorem 5.2). The leading of the three summands is
therefore the last one, its order of magnitude being O(log(T)).

In order to compare £*,(d) to our MCSS function L%, (d) in (6] we transform the latter
in a fashion similar to that in or and define

T 2
() = 5 log (£L,(@)
such that

£,(0) = — log (Zmld)°(@))
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= ¢°(d) ~  log (m(d)).

with ¢*(d) given in (21]). Using the definition of m(d) in yields

£uld) = £(0) ~ 5 1on (E ).

= 0*(d) — ;bg (z; nﬁt(d)> + Op(T log(T)), (52)

since T/(T—1) =1+ 1/(T — 1). Clearly, the second summand is of order O(logT) as is
shown in Lemma [A.20]

Two observations are now instructive. First, the leading modification term in £} (d) is
of the same order of magnitude as that in %, in (5I), namely O(log(T)). Second, we note
that the Cholesky factor of X(d)™" is the GLS transformation matrix that filters out the
correlation structure of the type-I error term Z;. Similarly, in our setting, A filters out
the correlation structure of the type-II error z,. Indeed, if we could replace ¥(d)~/2; in

by AiL, we would obtain

o ((20(840) = 108 (L300

using the definition of ko (d) in . Let us emphasise again, however, that the approach by
An & Bloomfield (1993), although asymptotically equivalent to ours, is based on a model
that assumes stationary and Normally distributed data. In addition, it necessitates the
computation of the T" x T variance-covariance matrix, or its Cholesky factor, which is
often onerous computationally.

2.6 Asymptotic biases

This section investigates the asymptotic biases of the estimators considered so far, with
particular attention paid to the bias of the MCSS estimator d,,, in . Two questions are
of central interest. First, by how much does the MCSS estimator d,, reduce the bias of the
CSS estimator d in ? Second, is the bias of the MCSS estimator d,, comparable to that
of the CSS estimator with known ug? To address both questions, we find expressions for
the asymptotic biases of cZ, cfuo and d,,, based on a stochastic expansion of the estimators.
For the non-stationary region, i.e. when dy > 1/2, the expansion of d and CZ“O as well as
their asymptotic biases are derived in Johansen & Nielsen (2016). In the analysis below,
we also consider d and JMO in the stationary region, i.e. when dy < 1/2. The bias of the
MCSS estimator d,, is derived for dy > 1/2 and dy < 1/2.

Johansen & Nielsen (2016] Section 3.2) consider a second-order Taylor series expansion

A,

of DL*(d) = 0 around d, yielding

A,

0= DL*(d) = DL*(dy) + (d — do) D*L*(dy) + ;(ci— do)>D? L*(d¥), (53)
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where d* is an intermediate value satisfying |d* — do| < |d — do| 2 0. For dy > 1/2, they
demonstrate that the derivatives satisty DL*(dy) = Op(T"?), D*L*(dy) = Op(T), and
D3L*(d) = Op(T) with d uniformly in a neighbourhood of dy, see Johansen & Nielsen
(2016, Lemma B.4), which allows them to obtain

DL*(do) 1., (DL*(dy))* D3L*(d")

D?L*(do) 2 (D2L*(do))’

It is shown in Lemma below that the derivatives DL*(dy), D*L*(dy) and D3*L*(dy)
are of the same orders of magnitude for dy < 1/2, implying that holds for both the
non-stationary and stationary region of d.

T2 (d - do) = ~T"* +O0p(T7Y.  (54)

Based on , the asymptotic bias of d can be found. In a first step, the approxima-
tions of the derivatives in Johansen & Nielsen (2016, Lemma B.4) for the region dy > 1/2
and in Lemma for the region dy < 1/2 are used to find

E (d - do) = —(T¢)™ [ao—QE (DL*(do))} —(T¢)™ [36365 1] +o(T™),  (59)

where (s is Riemann’s zeta function ¢, = 3272, 7%, s > 1. This shows the relationship
between the bias of the estimator and that of the score function. The first term on
the right-hand side of dominates the remainder only if dy < 1/2, because then
E (DL*(do)) = O(log(T)) from Theorem 2.1l As opposed to that, we have from the same
theorem that £ (DL*(dy)) = O(1) if dy > 1/2 and hence the first term on the right-hand
side of is of the same order as the remainder.

It follows from Lemmata [A.18] [A.19] [A.24] and [A.25] that analogues of the derivation
in the previous two paragraphs also hold for d,, and d,,. Replacing in DL*(d) by
DL} (d) and using Theorem , it is clear that the expected score term in F (aAluO — do)

vanishes. Similarly, £ (DL} (dy)) = 0 by construction, justifying the modification of the
CSS objective function in Section in order to obtain score unbiasedness.

In a second step, explicit expressions of the expected scores are found and substituted
into , yielding one of the main results of this paper, summarised in the following
theorem. The results in and are derived in Johansen & Nielsen (2016, Theorem
4) and mentioned here for completeness. The proof of the other cases is presented in

Appendix [A.4.4]

Theorem 2.5. Let x;, t = 1,...,T, be given by @ and let Assumption and be

satisfied. For the non-stationary region, i.e. when dy > 1/2, the biases of d, d,,, and d,
are

bias(d) = —(T¢) ™" [3C3C§1 + (V(do) — W(2do — 1))} +o(T™), (56)

bias(dy,) = —(TG) ™ [3¢s¢ | +o(T71), (57)

bias(dn) = —(T¢) ™ [3G:¢5"] +o(T7), (58)

where ( is Riemann’s zeta function (s = 3272,77°, s > 1, and ¥(d) = DlogI'(d) denotes
the Digamma function. For the stationary region, i.e. when dy < 1/2, the biases of d: czuo
and cim are

bias(d) = —(T¢) ™ [log(T) + 3¢5 " — (¥(1 —do) + (1= 2do) )] +o(T7"), (59
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bias(dy,) = —(TG) ™ [366 " | +o(T7), (60)
bias(dm) = —(T¢) ™" [3G:¢5] +o(T7). (61)

The order of the leading term in and varies depending on dy: if dy < 1/2 it
is O(T'log(T)) while if dy > 1/2 it is O(T~!). Therefore, in the stationary region, the
bias of the CSS estimator is stronger than in the non-stationary region. The difference
in the orders can be ascribed to the expectation of the score function, see and the
subsequent discussion. As opposed to that, the leading bias term of d,, does not depend
on dy and is identical in both regions. Furthermore, the leading bias terms in and
are the same as the leading bias terms in (58| and . That is, the estimated
Ay, behaves, on average, the same as if we had known the true value pg, discounting the
higher order bias term. The remaining bias term (T'¢;) '3¢3¢; ! is due to the correlations
of the derivatives of the likelihood and is not eliminated by our modification. The same
bias term appears also in Lieberman & Phillips (2004) for the bias of the estimated
memory parameter based on the maximum likelihood estimator in the type-I fractional
model in (50) with 0 < dy < 1/2 and o2 as well as u known, see Johansen & Nielsen
(2016}, p. 1106) for a discussion. As Johansen & Nielsen (2016, p. 1108) note, the key
factor to assess the distortion in testing or calculating confidence intervals for dy is the
relative bias, i.e. the ratio of asymptotic bias to asymptotic standard deviation. The
asymptotic standard deviation of the three estimators is equal to (T'¢;)~"/2, see ,
and . Then it follows from Theorem that the relative bias for the three estimators
is of order O(T~'/?) in the non-stationary region. In the stationary region, it is of order
O(T~?10og(T)) for the CSS estimator with unknown s while it of order O(T~/2) for
the CSS estimator with known gy and the MCSS estimator.

We would like to point out that the remaining bias term of dy is pivotal and can be
easily eliminated. We refer to this estimator as the bias-corrected MCSS (bem) estimator
and denote it by

Cibcm = dAm + T713C3C272' (62)
We obtain from and the following property of this estimator.

Corollary 2.3. Let x4, t = 1,...,T, be given by (@ and let Assumptz'on and be
satisfied. Then,

bias(dpem) = o(T7H).

The proof follows directly from Theorem [2.5] and is therefore omitted.
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bias(d) bias((iuo) bias(d,,) bias(d) bias((zuﬂ) bias(dy) bias(d) bias(zjuo) bias(d,,) bias(d) bias((jw) bias(d,)

Ao\ T 32 64 128 256

—0.2 —9.94 —4.16 —4.16 —5.63 —2.08 —2.08 —3.14 —1.04 —1.04 —1.74 —0.52 —0.52

—0.1 —9.97 —4.16 —4.16 —5.64 —2.08 —2.08 —3.15 —1.04 —1.04 —1.74 —0.52 —0.52
0.0 —-9.95 —4.16 —4.16 —5.63 —2.08 —2.08 —3.14 —1.04 —1.04 —1.74 —0.52 —0.52
0.1 —9.81 —4.16 —4.16 —5.56 —2.08 —2.08 —3.11 —1.04 —1.04 —1.72 —0.52 —0.52
0.2 —9.42 —4.16 —4.16 —5.37 —2.08 —2.08 -3.01 —1.04 —1.04 —1.67 —0.52 —0.52
0.3 —8.32 —4.16 —4.16 —4.82 —2.08 —2.08 —2.74 —1.04 —1.04 —1.53 —0.52 —0.52
0.4 —4.18 —4.16 —4.16 —2.75 —2.08 —2.08 —1.70 —1.04 —1.04 —1.02 —0.52 —0.52
0.5 - - - - - - - - - - - -
0.6 —11.29 —4.16 —4.16 —5.64 —2.08 —2.08 —2.82 —1.04 —1.04 —1.41 —0.52 —0.52
0.7 —6.71 —4.16 —4.16 —3.36 —2.08 —2.08 —1.68 —1.04 —1.04 —0.84 —0.52 —0.52
0.8 —5.26 —4.16 —4.16 —2.63 —2.08 —2.08 —-1.31 —1.04 —1.04 —0.66 —0.52 —0.52
0.9 —4.56 —4.16 —4.16 —2.28 —2.08 —2.08 —1.14 —1.04 —1.04 —0.57 —0.52 —0.52
1.0 —4.16 —4.16 —4.16 —2.08 —2.08 —2.08 —1.04 —1.04 —1.04 —0.52 —0.52 —0.52
1.1 —3.91 —4.16 —4.16 —1.95 —2.08 —2.08 —0.98 —1.04 —1.04 —0.49 —0.52 —0.52
1.2 —3.73 —4.16 —4.16 —1.87 —2.08 —2.08 —0.93 —1.04 —1.04 —0.47 —0.52 —0.52

Table 1: (100 x) Theoretical bias, up to o(T~1) terms, of the CSS estimator of d with
unknown and known pg and of the MCSS estimator of d.

Analysing the theoretical bias terms through numerical comparisons may assist in
building an intuition. Table |1| therefore presents the theoretical biases, up to o(T1)
terms, of the CSS estimator with unknown and known py and of the MCSS estimator for
selected values of dy and T'. It is evident that the bias of the CSS estimator decreases in
both the stationary and non-stationary region as dy decreases, and decreases everywhere
as T increases. As Johansen & Nielsen (2016, p. 1107) note, the bias of d is equal to
that of JMO when dy = 1. Yet it is curious to see that bias(ci) is actually smaller than
bias(cfuo) for dy = 1.1 and dy = 1.2. In fact, this occurs for all dy > 1. The reason is
that W(dg) — ¥(2dy — 1) becomes negative for dy > 1 and therefore reduces the term
3¢3¢5 ~ 21923 in of Theorem [2.5] Note also that the term W(dy) — W(2dy — 1) is
monotonically decreasing in dy > 1/2. Furthermore, from Abramowitz & Stegun (1964,
eqn. 6.3.18), for dy — oo, it holds that W(dy) = log(dp) + O(dy*'), implying that W(dy) —
U(2dy — 1) — —log(2) ~ —0.6931 for dy — oo. It then follows that, for all dy > 1,

—1log(2) < U(dy) — U(2dy — 1) < 0,

implying that 0 < 3G + (U(do) — U(2dy — 1)) < 3¢3¢; " — log(2) ~ 1.4992. Therefore,
the leading bias term of d is smaller than the leading bias term of d,,, for all dy > 1.

2.7 Simulation

In this section, we report the results of a Monte Carlo simulation of the small sample
properties of the various estimators considered so far. In particular, we look at the CSS
estimator of the memory parameter with g known and unknown, see and
respectively, the MCSS estimator in , together with the bias-corrected version thereof
in (62). We take as our DGP the model (6) with e, ~ NID(0,1). Without loss of
generality, we assume that pg = 0, since all estimators are invariant to the value of py. In
all settings covered by our experiment, we generate x; for T' = 32, 64, 128, 256. We let the
long memory parameter dy vary. In particular, we set dy = —0.2,—0.1,...,1.1,1.2. We
compute the estimates using the optimising interval d € [dy—5, dp+5]. All results are based
on 10,000 replicationsﬂ. We use the fractional difference algorithm of Jensen & Nielsen

LAll computations in this paper are done using MATLAB 2019a, see MathWorks Inc. (2019). The
convergence criteria used for numerical optimisation are the default ones. The code for replicating the
main results in this paper is available on request.
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(2014) to generate the fractionally integrated series, as well as to filter the fractionally
integrated series in order to evaluate the objective function of the estimators.

Tableshows the Monte Carlo bias (multiplied by 100) of CZ CZMO, d,. and dp.,. We also
report the percentage increase of the bias from |bias(d,,)| to |bias(d)| by A%|bias| in the
last column for each 7. We now summarise the main findings. The Monte Carlo biases
of the estimators are almost everywhere in accordance with the theoretical counterparts
in Theorem see Table [I] Nevertheless, some obvious differences are noticeable for
T = 32. In particular, the Monte Carlo biases of d in the stationary region are smaller
than the theoretical approximations. The theoretical biases of d in the neighbourhood
of dy = 0.5 also seem to differ from the Monte Carlo biases. The reason for this is that
the theoretical bias of d in the stationary and non-stationary region diverges for the case
when dy = 0.5. Recall that the situation of dy = 0.5 needs a separate analysis which is
not covered in our analysis. As can be seen from Table [2] the bias in the CSS estimator
is stronger in the stationary region than for the non-stationary region as is expected from
Theorem [2.5] However, for the MCSS estimator, the bias in the stationary and the non-
stationary region is of an identical order of magnitude, since its leading bias terms are
—(T¢)" ¢3¢, Y, regardless of dy, see Theorem . For T" = 256, the bias of the CSS
estimator compared to the MCSS estimator increases between 277% and 384% in the
stationary region while the increase is between —14% and 131% in the non- stationary
region. This increase is negative for dg = 1.1 and dyp = 1.2 and implies that the bias of d
is smaller than that of d,,, as well as d#0 Indeed, as discussed in Section [2.6] this result
is in line with the theoretical biases in Theorem [2 - 2.5 Importantly, our snnulatlon results
confirm that we can remove the bias that occurs due to the estimation of the constant
term by using the MCSS estimator. The leading bias of the MCSS estimator is the same
as the CSS estimator with known g, neglecting higher order terms, resulting in similar
values of the simulated biases. Notice also that, the bias-corrected MCSS estimator in
performs best since the order of magnitude for the bias of this estimator is o(71),
see Corollary [2.3]

In Table|3 ' the Monte Carlo MSEs (multiplied by 100) are reported The last column
for each T reports the percentage increase of the MSE from MSE(d,,) to MSE(d) by
A%MSE. A few relevant observations can be made from this table. First, it can be seen
that the MCSS estimator is favourable as compared to the CSS estimator. For example,
for T" = 32 the MSE of the CSS estimator when compared to the MCSS estimator is
between 44% and 62% higher in the stationary region and increases between 7% and 60%
in the non-stationary region. Furthermore, even for a moderately large sample of T' = 256
the MCSS estimator improves substantially upon the CSS estimator in terms of the MSE.
Second, the MSE of cim and czbcm are close to each other. Although the bias of cibcm is
smaller than the bias of d,,, the additional improvement in the bias does not lead to large
improvements in MSE. Third, MSE(d,,,) is smaller than MSE(d,,). Yet, the difference
diminishes for 7" increasing. Since the leading bias terms are the same, the difference is
explained by the larger finite sample variance of d,, relative to a@m.
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3 Generalisation

We now consider an extension of the analysis to the case where the short-run dynamics
are allowed to have a more general structure than the simple IID shocks assumed so far
in model @ Theoretical aspects are presented in Section including the derivation of
the MCSS estimator and of the analytical bias expression for the general model. Following
that, Section focuses on obtaining analytic expressions for the asymptotic biases of
specific models. This encompasses bias expressions for the ARFIMA(1,d,0) model in
Section [3.2.1] and bias expressions for short-memory models in Section [3.2.2] The analysis
concludes with a simulation study presented in Section [3.3]

3.1 Asymptotic biases

The extended model is given by

zp = pl(t > 1) + AL My, (63)
uy = w(L; p)e;. (64)

where t = 0,+£1,£2,.... The lag polynomial w captures the short-run dependence struc-
ture parametrically and is given by

w(Lig) = i wy(9) L. (65)

where ¢ is an unknown p x 1 vector and wo(p) = 1, |w(s;¢)| # 0 for |s|] < 1, and
2520 |wj(w)| < oo. More precise conditions on w will be specified below. The representa-
tion of u; in as a MA(o0) model in (65)) is common in the literature and considered
by, among others, Hualde & Robinson (2011 and Hualde & Nielsen (2020, 2022). One
well-known special case of u; in is an ARMA ((p1, p2) model which is given by

a(L; o)
B(L;p)’

where 5(L; ) is the AR polynomial of order p; and a(L; ¢) is the MA polynomial of order
po. It is assumed that the polynomials do not have common roots and that their roots lie
outside the unit circle. Then (63)), and is an ARFIMA (py, d, p2) model. Another
special case of is Bloomfield’s (1973) exponential spectrum model, see Robinson
(1994) and Hassler (2019)).

w(L; @) =

(66)

Following Hualde & Nielsen (2020), we make the following assumptions. We use the
notation ¥ = (d, ¢’)’, with true value denoted again by subscript 0, i.e. ¥g = (do, )’

Assumption 3.1. The errors €, are IID(0,03) with finite fourth moments.

Assumption 3.2. The parameter space for 9 = (d, ') is given by © = [V, Vs x ®,
with —oo < Vi < Vo < 00 and ® being a compact and convex subset of RP. The true
value 99 = (dy, pp) € © with dy not equal to 1/2. The parameter space for p is R.

Assumption 3.3. (i) For all ¢ € P\{po}, |w(s; )| # |w(s;po)| on a set S C {s :
|s| =1} of positive Lebesque measure.
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(ii) For all ¢ € ®, w(e™; ) is differentiable in X with derivative in Lip(c) for 1/2 <
¢<1

(iii) For all X, w(e™; ) is continuous in .
(iv) For all p € ®, |w(s;p)| #0, |s| < 1.
(v) The true value ¥y is in the interior of ©.

(vi) For all X, w(e®;p) is thrice continuously differentiable in o in a closed neighbour-
hood N:(po) of radius e € (0,1/2) about pg. For all p € N.(po) these partial
derivatives with respect to ¢ are themselves differentiable in A\ with derivative in
Lip(s) for 1/2 < ¢ < 1.

(vit) The matriz

B 72/6 — 2521 byri(0)/
A= (— S b (90) /i S5 bos(0) mo)) (67)

is nonsingular, where

by(i20) = iwkmw@_k(%)/aw (68)

and where ¢; is defined by

b(s10) = w i (s190) = i b;(0)s'. (69)

Assumption [3.1] is the same as Assumption 2.1} In fact, the IID assumption can be
weakened to martingale difference series as in Hualde & Nielsen (2020, 2022) but for the
sake of convenience we keep this condition simple. Assumption [3.2] extends Assumption
by including the parameter space of . Assumption [3.3|(é)-(iv), which ensures the
identification of short-term dynamics, is standard in the literature on parametric short-
memory models since its introduction by Hannan (1973). Assumption [3.3|(v)-(vii) serve as
additional regulatory conditions necessary to establish the asymptotic distribution theory.
We refer to the papers of Hualde & Robinson (2011)), Nielsen (2015), Hualde & Nielsen
(2020, [2022) for a discussion. Importantly, Assumption is satisfied for the stationary
and invertible ARMA model and also the exponential spectrum model of Bloomfield
(1973)).

For any (d, ¢, 1) in the admissible parameter space, define the residuals €,(d, ¢, u) =
¢(L; )AL (x; — p1). The CSS objective function is then given by

& (d, ¢, ),

M=

L(d7 2 :U“) =

N~ DN~
o~
Il
—

i
I\

(6(L: )AL, — perld, ), (70)

M=
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where we define the convoluted coefficient
c(d, o) = ¢(L;90)Ad t>1) Z¢J ﬁOt —7) (d), (71)

with ko (d) given in . Since is quadratic in p we can concentrate it. Differentiating
with respect to p and solving yields

Zthl(¢<L; @)Aixt)ct(d: ©) '

1(19) —
M( ) Zthl C?(da 90)

(72)

with the profile CSS function

1 & . 2

=53 (#(Li )ALz — ld, p)erld. ¢)) (73)
t=1

Note that, as in Section 2, we use asterisks to emphasise that we are dealing with a profile
objective function. The resulting CSS estimator of ¥ = (d, ¢’) is given by

A

¥ = argmin L*(9). (74)
V)

Hualde & Nielsen (2020) show that if z, is generated by (63)-(65) and if Assumptions
to[3.3 hold, then, as T"— oo,

5 0, (75)
and
VT = 99) % N(0ps1, A7Y). (76)
where A is given in .

For comparison, we also analyse the situation where the true pg is known, as in Section
. The CSS estimator for this model can be derived by substituting g into to have

1E 2
5 Z ( +5L't ,UOCt(dv 90)) ) (77)
t=1
such that
3, = argmin L7, (9). (78)

Y€O

Hualde & Robinson (2011)) show that if z; is generated by (63)-(65) and if Assumptions
B.1] to [3.3] hold, then this estimator is consistent, too, and attalns the same limiting
distribution as 9 in ([74), see (76).

The CSS objectives in ([73]) and may again be motivated in terms of a Gaussian
likelihood, see Hualde & Nielsen (2020). Therefore, as in Section [2.3] it will be instructive
to interpret the CSS objectives in and as profile likelihood functions. As such,
they are not genuine likelihoods, for they are not based on observable quantities. Instead,
they are functions of the maximum likelihood estimators of ;1 and o which are treated as if
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they were the true parameter values. This shows that profile likelihoods do not necessarily
possess the same properties as genuine likelihoods. Accordingly, we show below that the
score function of L*(d, ) in evaluated at the true parameters is biased. The score
function of L} (d, ») in (77)) is unbiased.

For simplicity, we will assume in the sequel that the initial observations of the short-run
dynamics are equal to 0 for ¢ < 0. Alternatively, an argument of asymptotic negligibility
of pre-sample observations as in Hualde & Robinson (2011, Lemma 2) could be made.

Assumption 3.4. For allt <0, we assume that ¢, = 0 in (64)).

The following theorem generalises Theorem and Theorem [2.2] The proof will be
given in Appendix[A.4] Note that we use the notation D; f(d, ¢) and D;; f(d, ¢) to denote,
respectively, the first derivative and second derivative of a function f(d, ) with respect
to parameters i, j € {d, p}.

Theorem 3.1. Let x;, t = 1,...,T, be given by — and let Assumptions to
be satisfied. Then, the expected scores of L*(d, ), evaluated at the true parameter dy and

o, are given by

E(DaL’(do, o)) = O(log(T)I(doy < 1/2) + I(do > 1/2)), (79)
E(D,L*(do, o)) = O(1), (80)

when T — oo. The expected scores of L:O(d, ©), evaluated at the true parameter dy and
o, are given by

The expectation of the score in , i.e. the score with respect to d, is not uniform
in dy. For dy < 1/2 it diverges at the rate of log(7"), while it is O(1) for dy > 1/2. This
is not true for the expectation of the score in , i.e. the score with respect to ¢, which
is O(1) uniformly in dy. The rationale behind this is that the score bias measures the
relative strength of the level parameter and the stochastic component. The score bias with
respect to d gauges the strength of the level parameter relative to the fractional dynamics,
whereas the score bias with respect to ¢ evaluates the strength of the level parameter in
relation to short-run dynamics. Recall that in the pure fractional model the bias of the
CSS estimator is a function of the score bias scaled by T, see in Section . If an
analogous relationship were to hold in the present setting one might be tempted to think,
from ([79)) and , that in the stationary region the bias of d will be of a larger order of
magnitude than the bias of ¢. Yet this turns out not to be true. As will be shown below,
the biases of d and ¢ are functions of not only their own score biases but, instead, of a
weighted sum of both score biases. This will lead to the bias of the short-run dynamics
to behave the same as the order of the bias of the memory parameter. The expectation

of the score of L} (d, ¢) is equal to zero, see and ([82).

The discussion above again highlights the need for a modification of the CSS profile
likelihood L*(dy, o) such that it behaves more like a genuine likelihood or, equivalently,
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more like L7 (do, o). Following the same arguments as in Section [2) we consider a mul-
tiplicative modification term for the profile CSS objective function in . We therefore
define again the modified profile CSS objective function as

Ly, (9) = m(9) L™ (D), (83)

where the multiplicative modification term m(«J) > 0 depends only on ¥. The correspond-
ing (p+ 1) x 1 vector of scores is the first derivative of (83):

Dy L7 (9) = m(9) Dy L* (9) + Dym(9)L*(19). (84)

We again require that our objective function is score unbiased, i.e. that the score functions
in satisfy

E (Do Ly, (90)) = Op4a, (85)

cf. (38). It is important to stress that requires all the scores to be unbiased. As was

alluded to above and will be shown below, this is due to the fact that the bias of the

CSS estimator depends on the biases of all scores and not of their own scores only. Using

and the fact that Dylog(m(d)) = Dym(¥)/m(¥) and m(d) > 0 it follows that
is equivalent to the condition that

E (DyL*(9))
Dylog (m(vy)) = ———F7-—. 86
Evaluating the right-hand side of yields
2 2 D
Dy log (m(ﬂo)) _ Zt:l Ct(ﬁ0> ﬁct<790) (87)

T—1 Yo (Vo) ’
see Lemma As can be easily seen, the primitive function of is

os (m(0) =t (- 0))

t=1

Finally, exponentiation yields

1

nio) = (yd0) (58)

cf. . The modified profile CSS objective function in (83)) is thus given by the product
of m(¢¥) in and L*(9) in (73), i.e.

T—11 T

L) = (S an) 53 (0l oata - pald o)

2=
We again call the estimator that minimises L* (1) the modified conditional sum-of-squares

(MCSS) estimator, as in Section and denote the estimator of ¥ by Uy, i.e.

D, = argmin L (). (89)
9e0

The following lemma shows that the two properties of the modification term m(d) in
Lemma [2.1] carry over, to m(¥) in (88). As such, the modification term m(¥J) acts again
as penalisation through inflating the CSS objective function L*(9) by the factor m(4).
See Appendix [A.4.2] for the proof.
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Lemma 3.1. Foralld € R and ¢ € P,

m(¥) > 1. (90)
Here, equality holds if d = 1 and ¢ = 0. Also, it holds that, for T — oo,
m(9) =1+ O0(T  og(T)I(d < 1/2) + T '1(d > 1/2)) (91)

for all d € R\{1/2}.

The asymptotic properties of the MCSS estimator are the same as of the CSS estimator
and are summarised for completeness by the following theorem. The proof is given in
Appendix . The result follows from the fact that the modification term m(d) — 1,

see (91) in Lemma [3.1]

Theorem 3.2. Let x;, t = 1,...,T, be given by - and let Assumptz’ons to
be satisfied. Then, as T — oo,

D 5 9o, (92)
and
VT (D —90) % N(0pr1, AV, (93)
where A is given in .

However, the asymptotic bias of the estimator U,» behaves differently from that of
J. In order to find the asymptotic biases, we proceed in a similar fashion as in Section
, involving two steps: finding the asymptotic expansion of U and approximating this
expansion. The bottom line of the derivation is that

E (1§l - 190) == ST(do, 800) + BT<Q00> + O(T_1>, (94)

where we call Sr(dy, po) = —A~1T! [00_2E (DﬁL*(ﬁo))} the score bias and Br(pg) the
intrinsic bias. Detailed expressions are given in Appendix [A.4]

Importantly, we refer to St(do, ¢o) and Br(go) as “exact” biases, as we evaluate the ex-
pectations terms without taking the limits. The asymptotic counterparts, for 7" — oo with
appropriate scaling, are denoted by S(do, o) and B(gg). We refer to these asymptotic
biases as “approximate”. Lieberman & Phillips (2005)) also make a comparable dichotomy
concerning the Edgeworth expansions of the memory parameter. The rationale behind
emphasising the distinction lies in the exact and approximate biases being potentially
very different from each other. This is because the number of quantities in By (yy) that
are approximated by B(pg) amounts to a maximum of 3 x (p + 1)® + (p + 1)%. If T is
relatively small, the difference between Br(yg) and B(gg) can therefore be substantial.

It follows from Lemmata [A.18] |A.19] |A.24] and |[A.25| that analogues of also hold
for 1%0 and U,,. Replacing DyL*(d,) by Dy, (¥o), it is clear that the expected score
term gets eliminated. Similarly, E(DyL; (Yy)) = 0 by construction, justifying the MCSS
objective function in order to obtain score unbiasedness in all parameters. Indeed, the
leading bias of U, is the same as that of ﬁuo. The following theorem is the main result

of this paper and presents the approximate bias of 19, 1%0 and 9,,. The proof is given in

Appendix [A4]
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Theorem 3.3. Let x;, t = 1,...,T, be given by - and let Assumptz’ons to
be satisfied. The approximate biases of U, ¥,, and ¥, are

bias(V) = S(do, po) + B(po) + o(T ™), (95)
bias(V,,) = B(go) +o(T™), (96)
bias(Vm) = B(gpo) + o(T™Y), (97)

where the intrinsic bias B(pg) is given in (A.131) of Appendix . The score bias for
do > 1/2 is given by
1 oo a(P)eq (V)

TS(dy, o) = A
(do, o) >, ()

while the score bias for dy < 1/2 is given by
—log(T) + (¥(1 — do) + (1 — 2do)™")

DAO1 ¢(1§4P)
TS(do, p0) = A "

DWPQ;(L(P)
p(Lp)
where A is given in (67), c,(9) in and ¢(1;¢) in (69). Furthermore, the intrinsic
bias B(pg) = O(T™1), whereas the score bias S(dy, o) = O(T " 1og(T)) in the stationary
region and S(dy, po) = O(T™') in the non-stationary region.

The approximate biases reveal two key points. Firstly, the bias in the estimators is
again composed of two terms: the score bias and the intrinsic bias. As outlined earlier
in the discussion below Theorem [3.1] the score bias measures the relative strength of the
deterministic component when contrasted with the stochastic component. The intrinsic
bias is what remains even if the true value of the deterministic component 1y were known.
The score bias term will dominate as the leading bias term in the stationary region.
Secondly, the value of the memory parameter solely affects the bias through the score bias,
not through the intrinsic bias, the latter merely depending on the short-run dynamics .

As discussed in Section to quantify the accuracy of test statistics or confidence
intervals for 190, the relevant quantity is the relative bias, i.e. the ratio of asymptotic
bias to the asymptotic standard deviation. Theorem implies that the relative bias for
the three estimators is of order O(T~'/2) in the non-stationary region. In the stationary
region, the relative bias is of order O(T~/21og(T)) for the CSS estimator with unknown
to, while it is of order O(T~'/?) for the CSS estimator with known g and the MCSS
estimator. Thus, especially in the stationary region, the t-test for the memory parameter
as well as the short-run dynamics are more accurate when using the MCSS estimator
compared to the CSS estimator. Later in the empirical study, we will exploit this feature
to our advantage.

3.2 Special cases

In this section, we find analytic expressions of the asymptotic biases for specific models.
Section [3.2.1] presents bias expressions for the ARFIMA(1,d,0) model, while Section [3.2.2]
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covers bias expressions for short-memory models, concluding with the biases of the AR(1)
model.

3.2.1 ARFIMA(1,d,0) model

Theorem enables us to express the bias of particular models explicitly. One such
model is the ARFIMA(1,d,0), commonly used for modelling fractional integrated time
series. In a Monte Carlo simulation performed by Nielsen & Frederiksen (2005), this
specific model underwent thorough analysis. This section will provide an explanation of
their findings. In the following theorem, we will present the approximate bias expression
for this particular model.

Theorem 3.4. Let x4, t = 1,...,T, be given by (63 . ) and let uy = P +¢;. Let Assump-
tzons E to E be satisfied. The approximate biases 0f19 19% and O, are

bias(9) = S(do, o) + Blspo) + o(T ™), (98)
bias(V,,) = B(go) +o(T™), (99)
bias(V,) = B(po) + o(T7Y), (100)

where the intrinsic bias B(pg) is given by

VAT e(Gi+ ) J (A71CA™H © A
TBle) = A (410 (Go+ Byl T 27 |V ((A1CpA-Y) ® A)s
a_| 7/ —¢ " log(1 — )
—pMlog(l—¢)  (1—¢*)7!
o - —6Gs 207" Lis(—1%;) — ¢~ log?(1 — )
U |20 Lia(—15) — ¢ g’ (1 - ) plsl-p)
2071 Lip(—12) — o' log?(1 — ) 2802
Coz = olog(1-¢) 0
L 1—¢?
o 2 —¢ " log*(1 — o)
P e Lia(— %) lell=)
r - . log(1—
gy [ i)
0 0
G _ [ —4C3 280_1[122(—&)
P e g (- ) + o Lin(— 1) U — o7 (15 4 log(1 - )|
G, _ |79 g’ (1= ) + o7 Lin(—55) lglp) — =2 (12 +log(1 — ¢))
i 2log(1 — gp)ﬁ —2(1_% ]

The score bias S(do, o) for dy > 1/2 is given by

rst) = a7 (-0 (570 <o ()]
(1— @) (%) (@(2d — 1) = W(d) + (%) (¥(2d + 1) = ¥(d + 1))
(e =) +0.5(%)
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while the score bias S(do, o) for dy < 1/2 is given by

TS(d, p) = A (101)

| —log(T) + ¥ (1 —doy) + (1 — 2d0)_11
1
1-¢
where (, is the Riemann’s zeta function (s = 3272,77°, s > 1, and ¥(d) = DlogI'(d) de-
notes the Digamma function and Liay(p) = 352, 12" is the dilogarithm function (Spence’s
integral). The binomial coefficients are represented using the notation ()

0.15 . . . . . . . . . 0.15

Memory parameter

Memory parameter
.......... AR coefficient

AR coefficient
01f 1 o1r

0.05 - 0.05

-0.05 -0.05

0.1 0.1

-0.15 -0.15

I I I I I I I I I I I I I
-1 -0.8 -06 -04 -02 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 -1 -0.8 -06 -04 -02 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

(a) B(po) (b) Br(¢o)

Figure 2: The approximate and exact intrinsic bias for the ARFIMA(1,d,0) model with
T =128 in panel (a) and (b), respectively.

Figure (a) shows the approximate intrinsic bias of both the memory parameter and
the autoregressive coefficient. Interestingly, the biases for these two parameters exhibit
near-symmetry. Specifically, the bias for the memory parameter tends to be negative,
while the bias for the autoregressive parameter is typically positive. Furthermore, both
biases display a degree of moderation and linearity when the true value of ¢q is below 0.
However, beyond this value, a pronounced acceleration in bias growth becomes evident
until reaching a peak at around 0.5; beyond this point, the biases start to diminish rapidly.
This same trend was noticed in a Monte Carlo simulation by Nielsen & Frederiksen (2005)).
They noted that the memory parameter’s downward bias is particularly pronounced when
the AR coefficient is either 0 or 0.4 and that the estimation methods seem robust against
stronger positive AR coefficient, such as 0.8, which aligns with the bias expression in
Theorem Figure [J[(b) displays the exact intrinsic bias of both the memory parameter
and the autoregressive coefficient. The patterns of the biases closely resemble those of the
approximated intrinsic bias in Figure (a). However, the specific values differ significantly,
particularly in the range between 0 and 0.6. This discrepancy suggests that the asymptotic
approximation can lead to notable distortion, especially within this range. Consequently,
we suggest to use the exact intrinsic bias when correcting for it. As we will observe later,
these biases also align with the findings of the simulation study. It is suboptimal to use
the approximate intrinsic bias when the sample size is small.
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Figure 3: The approximate and exact score bias for ARFIMA(1,d,0) model with 7" = 128
in the graphs on the left-hand side and right-hand side, respectively.
Figure [3] illustrates the approximate score bias as well as the exact score bias of the
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ARFIMA(1,dp,0) model with the memory parameter dy taking on values of —0.2, 0.4,
and 1. Several observations can be drawn from these score biases. Firstly, the score bias
tends to be more pronounced in the stationary region compared to the non-stationary
region, which aligns with what we anticipated from Theorem Secondly, there exists a
noticeable symmetry between the memory parameter and the autoregressive coefficient.
Thirdly, a close match is observed between the exact and approximate score biases for
dy = —0.2 and d = 1, except when the autoregressive coefficient approaches 1 in the case
of dy = —0.2. However, this correspondence breaks down when dy = 0.4; the approximate
biases become distorted. This distortion arises due to the presence of the term (1 —2dy) ™"
in , which diverges as dy approaches 0.5. Robinson & Velasco (2015)), who, in a panel
setting, correct for the score bias of the CSS estimator, also observe that the precision
of the approximate score bias expression diminishes unless the region is non-stationary.
It is, therefore, recommendable to employ the exact score biases in practical empirical
applications. Importantly, this bias is inherently eliminated by the MCSS estimator,
obviating the need for additional correction.

3.2.2 Short-memory models

Theorem also covers bias expressions in cases where long memory is absent in the
model. This derivation is straightforward and hence the proof is not included; it involves
truncating the matrix B(pg) by removing the components related to long memory and by
setting dp = 0 in S(do, o). The following theorem presents an approximate bias expres-
sion applicable to models characterised by short memory. It is important to emphasise
that our model is not restricted to ARMA models alone; rather, it encompasses a broader
category of short-memory models, with ARMA models being just one particular instance.
Indeed, any representation that conforms to is allowed, incorporating models like the
Bloomfield exponential model.

Theorem 3.5. Let x4, t = 1,...,T, be given by with dy = 0 and let Assumptz‘ons
to be satisfied. Furthermore, when d is set to zero in the respective objective functions,
the approximate biases of ¢, ¢, and ¢, are given by

bias(¢) = S(¢o) + Blgo) +o(T ™), (102)
bias(Puy) = Blo) +o(T7), (103)
bias(@m) = B(po) + o(T ), (104)

where intrinsic bias is given by

/(Ao (G*l +F))

TB(p) = A~ : — ;Al :
v (121_1 ® (Gp + F,,)) L v ((A‘léopA*) ® fl) L
and the score bias is given by
5 -1 D0, 0(1; 0)
TS(pg) = A1 =222
(o) ¢(1; )
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form =1,....p. Here, b;(po) is defined in (68).

It is instructive to compare these expressions to analogous results for stationary and
invertible ARFIMA models in Theorem [3.3] In that context, the bias of the short-run
dynamics in the stationary region for the CSS estimator is of order O(T ! log(T)). This,
however, is not true for the bias of the short-run dynamics of the CSS estimator for
stationary and invertible ARMA models models, which is of order O(T~!), as shown
above in Theorem [3.5] An extension of a stationary ARMA model to an ARFIMA model
increases the bias of the short-run dynamics to be of the same order of magnitude as that
of the memory parameter. Nevertheless, the MCSS estimator effectively eliminates this
bias through its construction, leading to a reduction in the bias order of ¢ to O(T 1) for
general ARFIMA or ARMA models.

Based on this theorem, we can deduce the analytic bias of an AR(1) model as an
illustration. The following corollary presents the expressions describing the analytic bi-
ases of the three estimators. The proof of this corollary is omitted because it follows
straightforwardly.

Corollary 3.1. Let xy, t = 1,...,T, be given by with dy = 0 and let uy = uy_1 + €.
Let Assumptions[3.1] to[3.4 be satisfied. Furthermore, when d is set to zero in the respective
objective functions, the approximate biases of ¢, @, and $,, are given by

bias(@) = S(po) + Blpo) + o(T ™), (105)
bias(Bue) = Blgo) + o), (106)
bias(Pm) = B(po) + o(T™Y), (107)

where intrinsic bias is given by TB(p) = —2¢ and the score bias is given by TS(pg) =
—p—1.

The bias expression is the same as the one discovered by Tanaka (1984). This ob-
servation is intriguing as Tanaka’s focus was on maximum likelihood estimation, while
we consider the CSS estimator. This suggests that the bias of the estimators remains
unaffected in this basic model when the initial observation is set to zero.
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3.3 Simulation

In this section we conduct a simulation study of the finite sample properties of the CSS
estimators with known and unknown fp and of the MCSS estimator. In Section [2] the

focus was on the pure fractional case, here we incorporate an autoregressive component.
In particular, we take as our DGP the model in with u; an AR(1) model, i.e.

U = PoUi—1 + €,

with ¢, ~ NID(0,1). We choose the same values for dy as in Section and for the
autoregressive parameter we let g € {—0.5,0,0.5}. We computed the estimates using
the optimising interval d € [dy — 5,dy + 5], ¢ € [—0.9999,0.9999]. All results are based
on 10,000 replications. In accordance with Assumption [3.4], we put the initial observation
of the short-run dynamics equal to 0, i.e ug = 0. It should be noted, however, that this
condition is not necessary to achieve consistency and asymptotic normality of the MCSS
estimator.

Table {4 and |5 present the Monte Carlo biases (multiplied by 100) of the memory
parameter and the autoregressive parameter, respectively. We also report the percentage
increase of the bias of the CSS estimator relative to the bias of the MCSS estimator
by A%|bias| in the last column for each 7. In addition, Table [6] and [7] present the
Monte Carlo MSE (multiplied by 100) of the memory parameter and the autoregressive
parameter, respectively. We now summarise the main findings. To explain the simulation
results, it is useful to consider each case of ¢y € {—0.5,0,0.5} separately.

We will first consider the case where ¢y = —0.5. The addition of an autoregressive
term to the pure fractional model considerably increases the bias of the CSS estimator of d,
especially in the stationary region, cf. Table The CSS estimator d clearly underestimates
the true dy, while the ¢ overestimates the true ¢y. The MCSS estimator, however, reduces
a large part of the bias. The largest reduction occurs in the stationary region, which is also
expected from Theorem [3.3] Importantly, the bias of the MCSS estimator and the bias
of the CSS estimator with known g are close to each other, confirming our theoretical
findings that the leading bias of J,, is the same as that of 19 . It can also be seen that
the MCSS estimator almost everywhere outperforms the CSS estimator in terms of MSE.
The largest improvement occurs again in the stationary region, which is also where the
largest bias reduction occurs according to Theorem [3.3] The CSS estimator with known
o performs the best and outperforms the MCSS estimator, while the biases are somewhat
similar, the variance of this estimator is significantly lower because p is known.

We next discuss the situation where ¢y = 0. This situation is not covered in our
theoretical analysis, since Assumption [3.3{(i)| does not allow for overspecification of the
AR polynomial. Nevertheless, this is an interesting case and a realistic one. Usually the
AR lags of the regression model are not known and often a lag selection procedure, such
as the one by Box & Jenkins (1990) or an information criterion, is used to estimate the
true number of lags, see for example Huang, Chan, Chen & Ing (2022)). It is possible and
not unlikely that the lag selection procedure or the information criterion overestimates
the number of lags. Then, according to our simulation, the estimated parameters are
strongly biased when the level parameter term is not known, so wrong conclusions may
be drawn from these approaches. The MCSS estimator, as opposed to the CSS estimator,
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significantly reduces the bias and therefore seems a better alternative to base the lag
selection procedure on, e.g. see Lee & Phillips (2015). We also note that the biases of the
MCSS estimator and the bias of the CSS estimator with known g are close to each other.
This result indicates that the leading bias terms are indeed the same for both estimators,
which was also true for the purely fractional case, see Theorem [2.5] It can also be seen
that the MCSS estimator outperforms everywhere the CSS estimator in terms of MSE.
The largest improvement occurs again in the stationary region. The CSS estimator with
known pg performs again the best and outperforms the MCSS estimator.

Finally, we now discuss the situation where ¢g = 0.5. The comments made above are
also true for the non-stationary region. In particular, the bias of the MCSS estimator is
close to that of the CSS estimator with known p. In the stationary region, however, the
two estimators behave differently. Nevertheless, the differences become small for T' = 256.
Furthermore, the CSS estimator performs the worst in terms of the bias, while the other
two estimators significantly improve on this estimator. In terms of the MSE, we see
that the MSE of the MCSS estimator and that of the CSS estimator with known gy is
significantly lower than that of the CSS estimator. As opposed to that, the MSE of the
CSS estimator for ¢ is lower than that of the MCSS estimator and also the CSS estimator
with known gy when 7" = 32. In order to better understand the differences in the bias
and MSE of the estimators, we have plotted in Figure [4] densities of the three estimators
for the constellation dy = —0.2, ¢y = 0.5 and T = 32 (upper panel) and 7" = 256 (lower
panel). It can be seen that the CSS estimators strongly underestimate the true dy = —0.2
and strongly overestimate the true pg = 0.5 for 7" = 32. This strong bias in the CSS
estimator contrasts with less variation. The CSS estimator’s poor performance extends
somewhat to the case T' = 256. The MCSS and CSS estimators are well-centred, but this
centring comes at the cost of an increase in the variance. This explains the differences
in the MSE of the CSS estimator relative to that of the MCSS estimator and the CSS
estimator with known pg. Also, it appears that for small 7" the MCSS estimator recentres
the memory parameter relatively more than the autoregressive component, explaining the
differences with the bias of the CSS estimator with known pg. Nevertheless, these plots
show that MCSS density estimates are more similar to CSS density estimates with known
o than to CSS density estimates with unknown p. The good finite sample performance
of the MCSS estimator is again evident.
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) bias(d) bias(d,,) bias(dy) AY[bias| bias(d) bias(dyy) bias(dy) AY[bias| bias(d) bias(d,,) bias(dy) AY%[bias| bias(d) bias(d,,) bias(dy) AY[bias|
A\ T 3 61 128 756

-0.2 -37.62 -9.02  —12.15 209.55 —13.70 20. —1.89 —2.00 194.61 —2.88 —0.90 —-0.90 219.88
—0.1 —38.59 0 —12.20 216.22 —13.86 205.57 —1.89 —2.01 196.14 —2.89 —0.90 —0.90 220.69
0.0  —39.26 —12.35 —13.86 202.82 —1.89 —2.01 195.97 —2.89 —0.90 —0.90 220.00
0.1 —39.60 —12.35 —13.92 199.07 —1.89 —2.02 193.49 —2.87 —0.90 —0.91 216.75
0.2 —39.80 —12.49 —13.87 198.41 —1.89 —2.03 186.95 —2.82 —0.90 —0.91 209.18
0.3 —-39.18 —12.42 —13.54 189.92 —1.89 —2.04 173.99 —2.70 —0.90 —0.92 194.59
0.4 —12.35 —12.88 177.86 —1.89 —2.05 155.29 —0.90 —0.92 169.89
-05 0.5 —12.17 —11.83 158.39 —1.890 —2.05 128.31 —0.90 —0.93 134.69
0.6 —12.10 —10.32 128.34 —1.89 —2.03 96.41 —0.90 —0.93 94.92
0.7 —11.68 —8.73 97.08 —1.89 -1.99 64.77 —0.90 —0.93 59.79
0.8 —10.96 —7.25 69.05 —1.89 —1.95 39.25 —0.90 —0.92 34.33
0.9 —10.39 - 44.64 —1.89 —1.93 21.77 —0.90 —0.91 17.89
1.0 —9.82 26.45 -1.89 —1.91 9.60 —0.90 —0.91 E
1.1 —9.67 11.50 -1.94  -1.89 —1.90 212 —0.90 —0.90 1.00
1.2 —9.51 1.84 -1.85 —1.89 —1.90 —2.73 —0.90 —0.90 —3.40
—0.2  —57.19 —16.99 201.58 —17.91 189.68 —6.90 —2.09 —2.36 191.75
—0.1  —58.58 —17.18 206.35 —18.19 194.03 —6.97  —2.09 —2.39 191.14
0.0  —=59.70 —17.31 208.95 —18.48 196.00 192.48
0.1  —60.38 —17.42 211.67 —18.62 196.74 193.12
0.2 —60.14 —17.40 209.18 —18.44 192.98 186.62
0.3  —58.88 —17.67 201.11 —17.77 186.04
0.4  —56.06 —17.81 187.11 —16.57 163.68
0 0.5 —51.49 —18.14 163.92 —14.55 141.40
0.6 —45.50 —18.20 130.98 —12.12 109.84
0.7 38.84 18.01 93.86 9.37 73.28
0.8 —3L76 —17.34 —17.36 59.14 —7.27 39.92
09 —2592 —17.06 —14.10 31.10 —5.95 18.74
1.0 —21.81 —16.80 —12.12 14.89 —5.32 7.49
L1 —19.14 —16.75 —11.04 5.95 —5.01 1.88
1.2 —17.51 —16.60 —10.52 1.60 —4.91 —4.88 —0.43
—0.2 2.77  1105.96 —24.73 2957.56 —19.03 —5.82
0.1 2.56 1209.35 3848.19 19.15 5.82
0.0 2,15 1430.67 3422.44 —19.02 —5.82
0.1 145 2091.57 2264.08 —18.51
0.2 0.37  7615.84 1129.85
0.3 1755.66 594.38
04 —20.17 547.84 291.96
0.5 0.5 15.68 266.08 136.53
0.6 136.48 62.16 —4.83
.7 26.52 —4.89
0.8 8.70 —4.88
0.9 —0.14 —4.85
1.0 —1.67 —4.84
11 - —4.81
1.2 —4.82

Table 4: (100 x) Monte Carlo bias of the estimated memory parameter for
ARFIMA(1,dy,0) of CSS estimator with unknown and known g and the MCSS esti-
mator.

20 Dias(Pg)  Dias(m)  AVa[bias] Dias(p)  bias(Pp,)  bias(@,)  AVi[bias| Dias(p)  bias(Ppy)  bias(@m)  AVi[bias] Dias(2)  Dias(Puy)  Dias(Pm)  AVE[bias]
32 (] 128 256

825 089 17241 043 o7 396 137.96 .86 T90 10799 o7 0.95 095 107.64
8.24 9.8 9.55 399 13020 1.86 190 109.35 198 0. 095  108.25
8.25 9.94 183.75 4.01 137.38 1.86 1.90 109.73 1.98 0.95 108.10

8.25 9.87 18851 407 135.59 1.86 190 108.76 1.96 0.95

8.25 9.95 189.11 4.06 137.42 1.86 1.91 105.22 1 0.95

8.24 9.82 189.15 4.06 132.98 1.86 1.91 97.22 1.86 0.95

8.24 072 18483 101 126.00 1.86 191 85.99 L73 0.96

—0.5 8.24 9.57 3.97 112.61 1.86 1.91 68.64 1.55 0.96

825 950 301 88.08 231 .86 TO1 4758 131 0.96

8.24 9.39 3.67 3.90 63.94 2.40 1.86 1.89 26.62 115 0.96

8.24 9.01 3.67 4 2.07 1.86 1.88 10.31 101 0.96

8.24 8.72 3.67 1.87 1.86 187 0.26 0.93 0.96

8.24 8.43 3.67 1.74 1.86 1.86 0.88 0.95

8.24 8.47 3.67 1.68 1.86 1.86 0.85 0.95

8.25 8.44 3.67 1.65 1.86 1.86 0.84 0.95
-0.2 12.08 10.83 9.35 221.49 15.59 4.18 200.96 1.89 2.10 195.07
—0.1 12.00 10.93 939 227.04 15.85 4.16 205.38 1.89 213 194.01
0.0 12.09 10.96 9.43 230.15 16.10 4.17 208.00 1.89 213 195.69
0.1 12.10 10.99 9.31 234.19 16.22 417 209.35 1.89 2.12 196.65
0.2 12,08 10.95 928 23166 16.06 417 205.01 1.90 212 18058

0.3 12.08 11.21 9.25 222.42 15.44 4.17 197.74 1.89 2.09

0.4 12.08 11.41 920 205.59 418 172.47 1.89 2.00

0 0.5 12.08 11.86 9.09 177.41 4.16 147.18 1.88 2.04
06 1209 12.16 895 138.07 10.31 717 11249 88 T99 8458
0.7 12.10 1232 8.81 95.50 7.90 417 7278 1.89 196 4485
0.8 12.09 12.06 8.67 57.96 6.09 4.18 38.20 1.89 1.92 20.42
0.9 12.10 12.11 864 29.06 5.03 117 17.31 1.89 1.92 8.32
1.0 12.09 12.07 8.52 13.97 4.55 4.19 ) 1.89 1.89 3.00
11 12,10 12,13 845 6.53 436 4.19 1.89 1.87 218
1.2 12.09 12.08 8.42 3.78 4.33 4.20 1.90 1.89 1.97
0.2 15.50 2.25 8.38 84.89 0.66 300.20 2.56 0.09  13834.33 3.01 400.54
—0.1 5 90.58 0.66 283.08 256 —0.16  7966.49 3.01 410.69
0.0 91.86 0.66 281.65 255 017 743274 10.88 3.01 396.56
0.1 93.08 0.66 286.12 255 —0.08 14628.76 10.69 3.01 383.96
0.2 83.05 0.66 313.86 2.56 018  6182.65 10.10 3.01 357.94
0.3 73.04 0.66 373.7 2.55 0.75 1199.28 8.87 3.01 273.09
0.4 49.85 0.66 547.99 2.56 140 43816 7.15 3.01 163.48
05 05 083 066 —0.16 255 187 18276 5.36 301 2
06 6413 0.65 036 669.70 255 73T 301 5
7 —85.13 0.66 056 216.75 2.55 2778 3.01 09
0.8 —49.04 0.66 0.66 92.05 2.55 11.85 3.01 6.45
0.9 —28.66 0.66 070 45.54 2.55 2.56 7.21 3.01 351
10 —2141 0.66 068 5467 2.56 257 6.19 3.01 338
1.1 49 0.66 0.71 49.18 2.56 2.55 6.99 3.01 4.26
1.2 —22.26 0.67 073 53.33 2.78 2.55 254 .37 3.01 372

Table 5: (100 x) Monte Carlo bias of the estimated AR coefficient for ARFIMA(1,dy,0)
of CSS estimator with unknown and known pg and the MCSS estimator.
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70 MSE(d) MSE(d,,) MSE(d,) A%|MSE| MSE(d) MSE(d,,) MSE(d,) A%MSE] MSE(d) MSE(d,,) MSE(d,) A%|MSE] MSE(d) MSE(d,,) MSE(d,.) A%|MSE|
32 61 28 256

A\ T
—0.2 38.58 7.89 14.57 7.04 2.21 3. 108.65 1.50 0.86 1.10 36.42 0.54 0.39 18.83
—0.1 40.16 7.89 14.52 221 3.4 109.90 1.52 0.86 110 38.22 0.54 0.39 19.14
0.0 41.46 7.89 14.69 221 3.45 106.42 1.54 0.86 1.10 39.89 0.54 0.39 19.45
0.1 T 14.54 221 3.57 106.19 1.56 0.86 1.10 42.15 0.54 0.39 19.73
0.2 14.55 221 3.50 117.52 1.55 0.86 1.09 42.69 0.54 0.39 19.93
0.3 14.08 221 3.45 122.40 1.51 0.86 1.07 40.28 0.53 0.39 19.95
0.4 13.52 . 221 3.29 30.76 1.49 0.86 1.05 42.51 0.52 0.39 19.
—0.5 0.5 12.89 230.00 2.21 3.06 136.20 1.43 0.86 1.01 40.59 0.50 0.39 17.67
0.6 12.70 219.98 221 2.90 122.43 1.31 0.86 0.97 34.27 0.48 0.39 14.16
0.7 11.93 207.16 221 2.76 104.61 116 0.86 0.94 23.98 0.45 0.39 9.69
0.8 10.76 193.36 221 86.96 1.03 0.86 0.90 14.40 0.42 0.39 5.81
0.9 9.91 166.44 221 65.47 0.98 0.86 0.88 10.69 0.41 0.39 3.22
1.0 21.39 7.90 8.97 138.38 221 47.86 0.91 0.86 0.87 4.69 0.40 0.39 1.71
1.1 17.14 7.89 8.81 94.52 2.21 26.62 0.89 0.86 0.87 2.38 0.39 0.39 0.86
1.2 14.10 7.89 8.63 63.37 2.21 12.70 0.87 0.86 0.86 1.08 0.39 0.39 0.36
—0.2 16.06 29.91 8.56 11.69 11.74 4.87 141.09 279 1.05 97.75
—0.1 16.06 30.85 8.54 11.71 12.04 4.87 147.28 2.84 1.06 98.77
0.0 16.06 31.56 8.55 11.75 12.35 1.89 152.54 2.88 1.05 101.76
0.1 16.07 177.55 31.86 8.56 11.57 12.62 4.89 157.84 293 1.06 107.90
0.2 16.07 189.20 31.96 8.56 11.44 12.68 4.89 159.47 2.88 1.06 105.33
0.3 16.06 196.03 31.58 8.55 11.22 12.37 4.73 161.39 277 1.05 101.69
0.4 59.17 16.06 198.56 8.56 10.87 11.80 4.75 148.55 2.68 1.05 99.97
0 0.5 55.90 16.06 188.28 8.55 10.40 10.61 441 140.38 248 1.05 99.57
0.6 50.68 16.07 170.28 8.56 9.95 148.45 9.09 4.13 120.19 2.09 1.05 79.60
0.7 44.09 16.07 144.38 8.56 9.50 116.02 7.08 3.75 88.63 1.67 1.05 49.09
0.8 36.42 16.06 112,94 8.56 9.15 78.80 5.37 3.52 52.39 1.38 1.05 26.65
0.9 29.58 16.07 76.14 8.56 9.00 44.56 4.25 3.35 26.85 1.24 1.05 14.15
1.0 24.57 16.07 48.81 8.56 8.79 24.01 3.72 3.30 12.71 112 1.05 6.13
11 20.98 16.08 8.56 8.66 11.84 345 3.28 5.28 1.07 1.05 3.95
12 1870 1607 8.56 8.59 5.34 3.37 3.30 195 106 106 120
0.2 18.68 9.55 11.81 6.57 7.58 817 5.05 61.73 5.48 60.01
—0.1 19.25 9.55 12.03 6.57 7.55 8.28 5.02 65.00 5.53 61.79
0.0 19.73 9.55 N 12.20 6.57 7.45 8.34 5.00 66.82 5.53 61.53
0.1 20.11 9.55 79.03 12.28 6.57 7.23 8.39 4.94 69.67 5.56 6
0.2 19.91 9.55 88.96 12.09 6.57 6.91 8.29 4.84 7117 5.50 64.22
0.3 19.18 9.55 93.28 11.56 6.57 6.59 7.89 4.73 66.86 5.22 59.64
0.4 17.74 9.55 85.77 10.49 6.57 6.41 7.12 4.61 54.63 4.71 47.53
0.5 0.5 15.91 9.55 69.42 9.18 6.57 6.39 6.10 4.53 34.67 4.03 30.02
0.6 13.86 9.55 4 8.04 6.57 6.48 5.35 4.53 17.89 3.46 14.80
0.7 12.04 9.55 7.29 6.57 6.52 4.88 4.57 6.87 3.16 5.31
0.8 10.89 9.55 6.90 6.57 6.61 4.67 4.58 1.81 3.03 1.60
0.9 10.10 9.55 6.67 6.57 6.61 1.59 1.60 —0.19 2.96 —0.28
1.0 9.74 9.55 6.56 6.57 6.62 4.54 4.59 —0.99 294 —0.72
11 9.56 9.55 6.50 6.57 6.62 4.52 4.59 1.54 2.93 0.66
1.2 9.41 9.55 6.46 6.57 6.60 4.53 4.59 —1.33 2.92 —1.10

Table 6: (100 x) Empirical MSE of the estimated memory parameter for ARFIMA(1,dy,0)
of CSS estimator with unknown and known pg and the MCSS estimator.

20 MSE(Z) MSE(Z,) MSE($n) AVGNSE[ AV;INISE| NISE(7) MSE(Zp) MSE($n)  AVGMSE| NISE(7) MSE(Zp) MSE($,)  AVGMSE|
A\ T 3 B 256
—02 2823 791 7140 105.20 132 0.98 .05 2650 0.52 045 0.16 .95
0.1 2035 7.91 183.70 106.59 1.35 0.98 105 2851 0.52 045 0.46 12.10
0.0 30.10 7.91 188.64 101.49 0.98 1.05 29.41 0.52 0.45 0.46 12.21
01 3052 791 99.60 098 105 30.75 0.52 045 046
02 3128 7.91 110.82 098 104 30.67 0.52 045 046
03 3119 7.91 113.64 0.98 1.04 26.87 0.51 045 046
04 30.82 791 119.33 0.98 1.03 28.24 0.51 0.45 0.46
—0.5 0.5 30.61 791 120.77 1.28 0.98 1.02 25.36 0.50 0.45 0.46
06 20.10 791 10223 121 098 0T 19.70 0.8 045 045
07 2622 7.90 183.24 82.52 112 098 1.00 11.73 0.47 045 045
08 2288 7.91 162.01 66.02 1.05 0.98 0.99 5.74 0.46 045 045
0.9 19.22 7.91 129.68 47.62 1.03 0.98 0.99 4.31 0.45 0.45 0.45
1.0 15.81 7.90 98.09 34.10 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.84 0.45 0.45 0.45
11 13a7 791 61.05 17.31 0.98 098 098 —0.07 0.44 045 045
12 1124 791 3743 7.04 0.98 098 098 —0.44 0.44 045 045
0.2 1517 15.21 125.60 131.08 5.10 T g 7708
—0.1 15.18 139.84 5.10 145 176 78.67
0.0 15.18 144.28 5.12 144 175 81.17
01 15.19 149.47 5.13 145 173 85.65
0.2 15.18 151.63 511 145 172 83.48
03 15.18 150.92 198 144 170 80.42
0.4 15.18 147.40 5.02 1.44 1.67 77.75
0 05 T5.18 135.32 7T T 159 TA58
06 5.19 110.36 1% T4 52 57.20
0.7 15.18 80.52 127 145 149 33.84
0.8 15.18 50.72 4.12 1.44 1.47 17.87
0.9 15.19 27.08 4.01 144 147 9.12
1.0 15.19 14.00 398 144 145 3.90
11 15.19 7.19 397 144 143 2.87
1.2 15.19 4.01 3.99 1.45 1.44 1.21
—0.2 6.69 9.11 —6.59 18.11 4.20 2.83 3.14
—0.1 6.87 9.11 —5.41 19.93 4.23 2.83 3.13
00 7.07 9.11 ~3.15 2125 424 2.83 3.14
01 7.29 9.11 0.46 23.50 4.27 2.83 3.13
0.2 7.64 9.11 1.62 25.98 121 2.83 3.08
0.3 811 9.11 7.43 2517 4.08 2.83 3.02
04 855 9.11 7.92 20.74 3.78 2.83 2.96
05 05 R30 9.10 6.16 1287 300 253 201
06 9.09 9.10 320 6.20 3.00 283 286
0.7 9.15 9.10 1.27 2.08 2.9 2.83 2.86
0.8 9.20 9.11 —0.34 0.14 2.87 2.83 2.85
09 917 9.10 —0.76 —0.67 2.83 2.83 2.84
1.0 9.10 9.11 157 1.04 2.82 2.83 2.84
11 9.03 9.10 —1.98 ~145 2.82 2.83 2.83
1.2 8.96 9.10 —2.30 —1.34 2.81 2.83 2.83

Table 7: (100 x) Empirical MSE of the estimated AR coefficient for ARFIMA(1,d,,0) of
CSS estimator with unknown and known gy and the MCSS estimator.
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Figure 4: Density plots of the CSS estimator with unknown and known level parameter
and of the MCSS estimator for the ARFIMA(1,dy,0) model with 7" = 32 (upper panel)
and 256 (lower panel) and dy = —0.2 and ¢ = 0.5. The density estimates use a normal
kernel.

4 Empirical examples

As an illustration of the results discussed in Sections [2] and [3| we now present three
empirical applications, reconsidering the long-memory modelling of classical datasets:
First, we examine the long-memory properties of U.S. post-Second World War real GNP.
Secondly, we test for a unit root in the time series considered by Nelson & Plosser (1982]).
Last, we re-examine the issues of long memory and structural breaks in the well-known
Nile data. What all three applications have in common is that the datasets consist of
short time series of 79 to 171 observations each, warranting the use of our MCSS estimator
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to correct the small-sample bias of the received ML or CSS estimatorﬂ.

4.1 Post-second World War real GNP

Sowell (1992) conducted a well-known empirical analysis of the long-memory behaviour
of U.S. post-Second World War quarterly, seasonally adjusted, log real GNP. The dataﬂ
comprise observations from 1947:2 to 1989:4 and are displayed in panel (a) of Figure .
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(a) Post-Second World War real GNP data (b) Nile data

Figure 5: Panel (a) 171 quarterly observations on first differences of log quarterly U.S.
real GNP for the time period 1947:2 to 1989:4, as in Sowell (1992). Panel (b) displays
100 annual observations of the volume of the Nile for the time period 1871 to 1970.

Sowell (1992) estimates an ARFIMA(3,d,2) type-I model of mean-adjusted first differ-
ences using full maximum likelihood (ML), basing the lag order on the Akaike information
criterion. He obtains an estimated memory parameter of —0.59. However, Smith, Sow-
ell & Zin (1997) assert that Sowell’s results are substantially biased and especially the
memory parameter is strongly underestimated. They propose a simulation-based bias cor-
rection of the profile maximum likelihood (BC-PML) estimator, resulting in d = —0.46.
The BC-PML estimator relies on the assumption that the bias is a linear function in the
parameters. However, Lieberman & Phillips (2005)E| show this not to be the case for a
simple ARFIMA(0,d,0) type-I model. We circumvent this problem by using our MCSS
estimator, which does not require the bias to be linear in the parameters. Table [§| presents
the CSS and MCSS estimates of d for the ARFIMA(3,d,2) type-1I model in , along
with the ML estimate of Sowell (1992)) and the profile maximum likelihood (PML) as well
as BC-PML estimate of Smith, Sowell & Zin (1997)). It can be noted, first, that the CSS

2The computations are again performed using MATLAB 2019a with the code to reproduce the em-
pirical examples available on request.

3We use the data provided by Potter (1995) in the JAE Data Archive who mentions Citibase as his
source, as does Sowell (1992). The dataset can be downloaded from https://journaldata.zbw.eu/
dataset/a-nonlinear-approach-to-us-gnp.

4Lieberman & Phillips (2005) consider the profile plug-in maximum likelihood estimator instead of
the profile maximum likelihood estimator for tractability reasons.
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estimate is of similar order of magnitude as the maximum likelihood estimates, compare
e.g. CSS and (P)ML. Secondly, the bias-correction increases both the CSS and PML es-
timates substantially, cf. MCSS and BC-PML. In fact, the CSS estimate is increased by
a larger margin than the PML estimate. Thirdly, the type-II estimates are less signifi-
cant than the type-I estimates, and the significance is reduced by the bias-correction. In
conclusion, our results indicate that the long memory parameter is closer to zero than
previously thought, even relative to its standard error.

type-1I type-11
ML PML BC-PML | CSS MCSS
d [—0.59 -0.61 —0.46 —0.53 —0.26
SE | 0.35 0.29 0.29 0.37 0.30

Table 8: The memory parameter estimates for the ARFIMA(3,d,2) model and their stan-
dard errors. The standard errors are calculated using the inverse of the empirical Hessian
matrix.

4.2 Extended Nelson-Plosser dataset

There is a long-standing controversy on whether it is apt to describe the 14 time series in
the well-known Nelson & Plosser (1982) dataset, as extended by Schotman & Van Dijk
(1991)|E], by unit root processes. More recently, the literature on long memory processes
has broadened the debate by considering a fractional integration parameter d that can take
any value on the real line instead of merely zero or one. Yet the test statistics for the null
hypothesis of d = 1 tend to be close to their critical values, impeding strong conclusions.
Prominent papers are, amongst others, Crato & Rothman (1994)), Gil-Alafia & Robinson
(1997), Shimotsu (2010) and La Vecchia & Ronchetti (2019).

Our enquiry proceeds in two stages: First, we revisit Crato & Rothman (1994)E] who
use profile maximum likelihood (PML) to estimate an ARFIMA type-I model. We com-
pare their PML to the CSS and MCSS estimates of d in our type-II setting, using either
the model in @ or . Secondly, we conduct unit root tests and relate them to the
results obtained in the frequency-domain setting considered by Gil-Alana & Robinson
(1997) and Shimotsu (2010). This comparison is of interest because the MCSS estimator
shares one interesting characteristic with frequency-domain estimators, namely that the
leading bias of the estimator is not altered by an inclusion of a level parameter, a feature
not present in PML or CSS.

5The dataset can be downloaded from http://korora.econ.yale.edu/phillips/data/np&enp.dat
and is included in the R package ‘tseries’.

SUnfortunately, we did not succeed in replicating the results of Crato & Rothman (1994). They
use Sowell’s Fortan program GQSTRFRAC, which is not available to us. Also, Hassler (2019, p. 110)
mentions an error in the autocovariance formula of Sowell (1992, eq. (8)). We hence exercise caution in
interpreting their results.
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real industrial
real GNP nominal GNP per capita GNP production employment
1 5.4 8.5 5.2 11.7
6.3 13.7 8.0 3.5 111
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Figure 6: The extended Nelson-Plosser data in levels. All of the series are in logs, except

for the bond yield.

PML CSS MCSS

series T  BIC d SE t d SE t d SE t

real GNP 79 (1,d,0) | =041 0.21 —-1.95|—-0.43 021 -2.11|-0.32 0.23 —1.42
nominal GNP 79 (1,d,0)| -0.19 0.24 -0.80 | —0.21 0.25 —0.85| —0.07 0.26 —0.27
real per capita GNP | 79 (1,d,0) | —043 0.22 —-1.96 | —0.44 021 -2.10| -0.33 0.23 —1.41
industrial production | 128 (1,d,0) | —0.64 0.33 —1.95| —0.59 0.24 —-2.42 | —046 0.21 -2.16
employment 98 (0,d,1) | =0.19 0.12 -1.60| —0.20 0.12 —-1.65|—0.14 0.13 —1.09
unemployment rate 98 (0,d,1) | —0.58 0.11 —5.14 | —0.57 0.11 —5.17 | —=0.52 0.11 —4.62
GNP price deflator 99 (1,d,0) | —=0.39 0.21 —-1.88| —0.40 0.20 —-1.95| 0.22 0.27 0.79
CPI 128 (0,d,1) 0.19 0.08 2.24 0.21 0.09 2.40 0.24 0.09 2.60
real wage 88 (0,d,0) 0.12 0.10 1.16 0.13 0.11 1.19 0.17 0.11 1.59
nominal wage 88 (1,d,0) | —0.21 0.25 —-0.85| —0.23 0.25 —0.91 | —0.07 0.28 —0.24
money 99 (1,d,1) | —0.50 0.22 —-2.26| —0.52 0.21 —-249 | —-044 0.26 -1.71
velocity 119 (0,d,0) 0.04 0.08 0.47 0.04 0.08 0.46 0.07 0.08 0.81
bond yields 88 (0,d,1) | —0.19 0.10 —-1.81| —0.20 0.10 —-1.92 | —0.15 0.11 —1.42
SP500 index 117 (0,d,1) | =0.21 0.10 -2.21 | —0.21 0.09 —-2.21 | —=0.17 0.10 —1.76

Table 9: Estimated ARFIMA models of the extended Nelson-Plosser data. The time
series are transformed into log-differences, merely bond yields are only in differences. The
second column shows the length T of the individual series, the third column the model
specifications based on the BIC for the profile maximum likelihood (PML) estimator.
Subsequent columns then list the estimates of the memory parameter for PML, conditional
sum-of-squares (CSS), and modified conditional sum-of-squares (MCSS). The empirical
Hessian is used to calculate the standard errors, and the ¢-statistics are computed for
the unit root null Hy: d = 0. The PML estimates are computed in R using the ‘arfima’

Package, see R Core Team (2023]).
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The extended Nelson-Plosser dataset consist of 14 annual macroeconomic series, start-
ing between 1860 and 1909 and running to 1988, and are displayed in Figure [6] For the
analysis, all of the series are log—differencedﬂ except for the bond yield, which is merely in
differences. Table[9|displays the PML, CSS and MCSS estimates of the memory parameter
as well as their respective standard error and the t-statistics for testing the unit root null
that d = 0. Following Crato & Rothman (1994), the model selection is based on the BIQﬂ
of the PML estimator. The table reveals that (a) four of the PML ¢-statistics are larger
than the 5% critical values of a two-sided test, with a further five being borderline cases,
(b) the MCSS estimates are consistently larger than the PML and CSS ones, and (c) of
the MCSS t-statistics, only three lie in or close to the critical region. Another interesting
point to note in Table [J]is that, for the GNP price deflator, PML and CSS provide a long
memory estimate of —0.39 and —0.40, respectively, while the MCSS estimator yields a
value of +0.22. This disparity may be attributed to the fact that CSS strongly underes-
timates the memory parameter when positive AR(1) dynamics are present whereas the
MCSS estimator eliminates the bias, as demonstrated in Theorem |3.4] and the simulation
study presented in Section [3.3] In summary, we find greater evidence than in the previous
literature in favour of the unit root hypothesis in 11 out of the 14 Nelson-Plosser series.

Let us now turn to the second issue of interest, i.e. the comparison of our time-domain
estimation to the frequency-domain approaches in Gil-Alana & Robinson (1997) and Shi-
motsu (2010). For the unit root null hypothesis, Gil-Alana & Robinson (1997)) employ
Robinson’s (1994) LM-type test based on the Whittle (W) estimator, while Shimotsu
(2010) uses a t-type statistic based on the extended local Whittle (ELW) objective func-
tion. Table [L0] compares the results of the unit root test based on the frequency domain
estimators W and ELW with those based on the time domain estimators in Table [ a
checkmark indicating that Hy is (almost) rejected at the 5% level. Two important obser-
vations can be made from this table. First, the tests of Gil-Alana & Robinson (1997)) and
Shimotsu (2010) give completely different outcomes, confirming the impression that there
is presently no consensus in the literature on the unit root issue. A discussion of the rela-
tive merits of the W and ELW estimators is provided in, for instance, Hualde & Robinson
(2011). Secondly, the test decisions of Gil-Alafia & Robinson (1997)) are consistent with
the majority of the MCSS tests. They only differ for real GNP, the unemployment rate
and CPI, the reason for which could be that Gil-Alana & Robinson (1997) capture the
short-run dynamics solely through AR(k) components, which may be somewhat restrictive
considering that the BIC also discovers MA lags.

"The “differencing and adding back” technique, a commonly used method to simplify estimation
by removing drift through differencing, has been found to deliver inconsistent CSS estimates in type-
IT models when the data in levels exhibit a memory parameter of less than 0. As a solution to this
problem, Hualde & Nielsen (2020) recommend modelling the data in levels instead of first-differences or,
alternatively, employing a single dummy variable to capture the initial observation. Implementing this
latter approach, our results remain qualitatively the same.

8Huang, Chan, Chen & Ing (2022) have recently shown the BIC criterion to provide consistent selection
of the short-run dynamics when based on the CSS estimator in ARFIMA models without constant term.
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rejection of unit root hypothesis
time domain frequency domain
series PML CSS MCSS | W ELW
real GNP v) (V) v
nominal GNP v
real per capita GNP | (v)) (V) (V')
industrial production | (v') vV v v
employment
unemployment rate v v v
GNP price deflator V) (V) v
CPI v v v v
real wage
nominal wage v
money v v v
velocity
bond yields V) (V)
SP500 index v v

Table 10: Summary of the unit root tests, based on time-domain and frequency-domain
estimators. W denotes the LM-type test of Gil-Alana & Robinson (1997) based on the
Whittle estimator, while ELW is the LM-type test of Shimotsu (2010) based on the
extended local Whittle estimator. The presence of a checkmark shows that the null
hypothesis of a unit root is rejected at a 5% significance level against a two-sided fractional
alternative. A checkmark in parentheses means that the t-statistic is just outside the
critical region.

4.3 Nile data

We now present an empirical application to the classical datasetl?] on the annual water
flow volume of the Nile for the years 1871 to 1970. The 100 time-series observations are
displayed in panel (b) of Figure . Several studies have analysed this dataset either in
a long memory or short memory framework, with or without the presence of a break in
the time series. Hosking (1984)) and Boes, Davis & Gupta (1989)) focus on long memory
without considering a break. MacNeill, Tang & Jandhyala (1991), Wu & Zhao (2007),
MacNeill, Jandhyala, Kaul & Fotopoulos (2020)) examine breaks in a short memory time
series context. Atkinson, Koopman & Shephard (1997)) look at breaks in a unit root
model. Shao (2011) and Betken (2017)) address the testing and estimation of a break
using a procedure that is robust to long memory although, after identifying a break, they
do not proceed to estimating the fractional parameter. In summary, while there appears
to be a consensus on including a break in the model, there is disagreement on whether
the dynamics are better described by short or long memory. In particular, the literature
currently does not consider the estimation of the memory parameter that is robust to a
break. This is what we aim to achieve.

To that end, we proceed in two steps: First, we extend our model in to incorporate

9The dataset used in this analysis can be obtained from the R package ‘datasets’.
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a break, i.e. u in (63)) is replaced by

ui(r) = p+ BI(t < [T)), (108)

where the break fraction 7 € (0,1) is assumed unknown. g, (7) can be consistently esti-
mated in a type-II fractionally integrated model with |dy| < 1/2, as shown by Chang &
Perron (2016]) and Iacone, Leybourne & Taylor (2019)). It is, however, necessary to gener-
alise our Assumption [3.1/such that ¢ > 1/(1+42dp) moments exist, see Johansen & Nielsen
(2012, Theorem 2). In a second step, we employ the filtered observations &; = z; — [i,(7)
to obtain the CSS estimates 9 in and the MCSS estimate J,, in (89). The consistency
of ¥ in this model follows from similar arguments as in Robinson & Velasco (2015 Propo-
sition 1), that of zgm in this model is easily obtained because of its asymptotic equivalence
to the CSS estimator, see @D in Lemma . The model selection procedure suggested
by Hualde & Robinson (2011) is employed, consisting in a preliminary estimator d of
d obtained by local Whittle estimation as in Robinson (1995) before the procedure by
Box & Jenkins (1990) is applied for selecting the short-run dynamics of A4 {#;}. The
Lobato & Robinson (1998) automatic selection rule of the bandwidth m is used.

In the first step, we find that 7 = 0.27, translating into an estimated break in 1898.
This is similar to what most of the aforementioned papers find, and it coincides with the
beginning of the construction of the Lower Aswan Dam in 1899. The estimates of the level
and break magnitudes of, respectively, ji(7) = 849.97 and B (7) = 247.78 imply that the
flow volume was reduced by 22%. Note that Hosking (1984) implements an alternative
adjustment based on the recommendation of Todini & O’Connell (1979), namely that the
pre-1903 flows are reduced by 8%.

In the second step, we find a bandwidth of m = 22, resulting in a preliminary estimate
of d = —0.05. The Box-Jenkins procedure indicates that the short-run dynamics are best
described by a MA(1) model. The resulting CSS and MCSS estimates are reported in
Table [11], along with their standard errors and t¢-statistics. The results are unambiguous:
the MCSS estimate does not provide evidence of long memory in the Nile data once the
break is incorporated, with the point estimate of the memory parameter being —0.12.
The CSS estimate supports this conclusion, with an estimate of —0.18. In terms of short-
run dynamics, however, CSS and MCSS differ: CSS estimates the MA coefficient to be
0.30, an estimate that is statistically significant at the 5% level. On the other hand, the
MCSS estimate of 0.26 is insignificant. Given the superior finite sample properties of
MCSS, our conclusion is that after incorporating the break, the Nile data is characterised
by IID shocks. This finding aligns with that of Atkinson, Koopman & Shephard (1997)),
supporting their argument that the series can be adequately described by a white noise
process once the break is taken into consideration%}

To corroborate our conclusion regarding the memory parameter, we employ the semi-
parametric ¢-type statistic in lacone, Nielsen & Taylor (2022) to test the null hypothesis
Hy: dy = 0 against the alternative hypothesis H;: dy # 0. This test is designed to be
robust against breaks and has the advantage that a parametric specification of the shocks
is not needed. The test result, omitted to conserve space, is conclusive and supports
our finding: after taking into account the break, there is no evidence that the Nile data

10 Atkinson, Koopman & Shephard (1997) also identifies an outlier in the year 1913. However, even
after removing this outlier, our results remain robust.
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exhibits long memory.

CSS MCSS

Es | estimate SE t estimate SE t
d | —0.18 0.13 —1.44 —0.12 0.14 -0.81
% 0.30 0.13 2.36 0.26 0.14 1.88

Table 11: CSS and MCSS estimates of the ARFIMA(0,d,1) model for the filtered obser-
vations Z; of the Nile data. The MA(1) coefficient is denoted by ¢. The empirical Hessian
matrix’s inverse is used to calculate the standard errors.

5 Final comments

Practitioners like the CSS estimator due to its simplicity and effectiveness in estimating
both stationary and non-stationary ARFIMA models. Recent work by Hualde & Nielsen
(2020, [2022) provides the asymptotic justification for using the CSS estimator to esti-
mate models that include deterministic components such as level and trend components.
However, our analysis reveals that incorporating the level parameter into the model in-
troduces an additional bias in the CSS estimator. This bias is due to a biased score which
is particularly pronounced when the data is stationary. To address this issue, we propose
modifying the CSS profile objective function to create an unbiased score, resulting in
a new estimator which we call the modified CSS (MCSS) estimator. This new estima-
tor is straightforward to compute and implement, enabling practitioners to obtain more
accurate estimates and less distorted tests and confidence intervals. We illustrate the
MCSS estimator by three classical empirical applications. Our analysis is for the general
ARFIMA (p1,d,p2) model including a constant term. Various extensions are conceivable
and of interest, yet beyond the scope of this paper:

First, further deterministic components could be included in the model, e.g. a linear
time trend: Denoting by X a T' x 2 matrix of a constant and a linear trend then it can
be shown that the modification term for the MCSS objective function turns out to be

mid, ) = [(6(L: Q)AL X) (9(L: )AL X)| 72

This modification term is again simple to calculate. Notably, it is equivalent to that in (88|
if X is only a vector of ones and the degrees of freedom in the power term is replaced to
T — 1. We expect that the above modification term, corrected for the appropriate degrees
of freedom, also holds for more general deterministic components in X. We conjecture
that this MCSS estimator should improve on the CSS estimator and that its bias should
be the same as that of the CSS estimator with known parameters of the deterministic
components.

Secondly, while our paper focused solely on univariate fractional time series, the topic
takes on added interest when extended to a panel setting. For instance, Robinson &
Velasco (2015)) extend the model presented in equations (63)-(64) to a panel framework.
While the CSS estimator in a panel setting is consistent under large-T" asymptotics, its
finite sample properties are deficient due to the presence of fixed effects. To address this
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issue, the authors propose a bias correction that depends on the true parameters, necessi-
tating the use of estimates to render this correction feasible. However, as the finite sample
properties of the CSS estimator is unsatisfactory, substituting the true values with esti-
mated ones leads to similarly non-optimal estimates. As an alternative to improving the
small-sample properties of the CSS estimator a similar modification to the CSS objective
can be made as in Section 3.1 The advantage of this approach is highlighted in the recent
work of Schumann, Severini & Tripathi (2023).
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A Proof of the results in Section [3

In this appendix, we give the proofs of the results in Section [3] i.e. the general model in
—. The results outlined in this Section [2| are special cases of that in Section . As

such, they are also implicitly covered in this appendix.

The setup of this appendix is as follows: In Appendix [A.T] we find expressions for the
first three derivatives of the profile objective functions, namely L*(J), L7 (J) and L;,(9),
evaluated at ¥ = ¢y. Appendix presents some preliminary results that play a central
role in approximating these derivatives. In Appendix we analyse the terms involved
in the derivatives and conclude with an asymptotic approximation of the derivatives. This
approximation is divided into two parts: the non-stationary region, i.e. dy > 1/2, detailed
in Appendix , and the stationary region, i.e. dy < 1/2, detailed in Appendix .
The decision to partition the analysis is rooted in the dependency of the convergence
order of these terms on their respective regions. We exclude the boundary case dy = 0.5
as it would necessitate a separate analysis which is beyond the scope of the present paper.
Lastly, in Appendix [A.4] we present the proofs of the main results in Section 3]

A.1 Derivatives of the objective functions

We first analyse the residuals €;(d, ¢, u) = ¢(L; ) Al a, — pci(d, ) for t > 1 and introduce
some notations. We use a subscript zero to represent the true parameters. Clearly,
inserting the DGP in into the expression €;(d, @, 1) yields

er(d, o, 1) = (L; ) AL (1o + AL %) — pey(d, )
= ¢(L; p) AT 0w, — ¢,(d, p) (1 — o)
— 5H(0) — () (1 — o). (A1)

where the stochastic term S;" (1) is defined as
Sy (9) = (L ) AL uy (A.2)

and the deterministic term ¢,(9), see (71), is defined as
t—1
ci(0) = d(Ls ) ALI(t > 1) = &(L; 9)ror(d) = D dj(9)koe—j)(d), (A.3)
=0

where rg(d) is defined in ().

The derivative of €(d, ¢, 1) with respect to ¢ € {Uy, V305, V0, Vx99, }, for k, 5,1 =
1,...,p+ 1, evaluated at 9 = 1y, are of the form

Diei(do, o, 1) = Sif (Do) — ci(o) (1 — o) , (A4)

where

Sy (Vo) = D; S (W), (A.5)
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and

cit(90) = Dic,(9). (A.6)

Throughout the appendix, we simplify notation by suppressing the dependence on 9.
For instance, we write S;; instead of Sj(dy). We follow the following convention: the
derivative of a function f(z,y(x)) with respect to z is written as D, f(z,y(z)), and the
partial derivative with respect to z is written as f,(x,y(z)).

The following lemma provides simple analytic expressions for the derivatives of the
stochastic terms given in (A.5)).

Lemma A.1. Assume that Assumption [3.4 holds, then

S =ea, (A.7)
t—1
Shi= (=13 Dpm(0)er—, (A.8)
k=0
t—1
SH =" b.i(po)er—i, (A.9)
i=1
t—1
Siwe = = 2 hazi(wo)eri, (A.10)
=2

where m € {d,dd,ddd} and m* denotes the number of times S; (V) is differenced with
respect to d and where z € {pk, prpj, e} fork,j,l=1,....p and

hasi(ip0) = Z( — ) bas(0) (A11)
bzi(@o) = iws(%)Dz@s(@o)' (A-12)

Also,
Dym;(0) = j~'1(j > 1), (A.13)
Dagm;(0) = 25 a; 1 1(5 > 2), (A.14)

where
aj =1I(j>1) ij kL. (A.15)

k=1

Proof of Lemma[A.3. Define z;(p) = ¢(L; p)ud(t > 1) and evaluating this expression at
@ = o results in z;(wo) = € — 272, ¢(po)us—; = €, which follows from Assumption .
Moreover, by observing that S, (d, ) = AT %2,(p), which can be used to conclude the

proof of and (A.8). Additionally, note that z;(¢) = ¢(L; p)w(L; 00)d(L; po)u (t > 1) =
¢(L; o)w(L; po)e I (t > 1), which can be used to establish (A.9). By employing similar ar-
guments and considering that and are provided in Johansen & Nielsen
(2016, Lemma A.4), the remaining expression follows. ]
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Next, we find expressions for the first three derivatives of L*(¢), L7 (¥) and L;, ()
and evaluate them at ¢ = 9Jy. We present them in the same order.

Recall that L*(¢J) in equals L(9, u(v)), where L(¥, ) is given by
L0, p) = ;i (¢(L; ) ALr, — pey(d, 90))27
and p(¥) = (9) is given in (72)). The first derivative of L*(¢) with respect to 9 equals
Dy, L*(0) = Ly, (0, u(9)) + Ly (9, 1(0)) g, (9).-

We simplify this expression by noticing that fi(+}) is determined from L, (v, u(?)) = 0
such that

Dy L*(9) = Ly, (4, u(9)). (A.16)

Next, we take the derivative of (A.16) with respect to ¥, to get an expression for Dy, .y, L*(?)).
Using the chain rule we have that

DﬁkﬁjL* (19) = Lﬁkﬁj (197 :U’(ﬂ)) + Lﬁku(ﬁv :U'(ﬁ)):uﬁj (79) <A17>

Taking on both sides the derivative with respect to 9J; of L, (0, (1)) = 0 implies Ly, (¥, (1)) +
Ly (0, p1(9) ) a9, () = 0 such that

ngu(ﬁ, N(ﬁ))
Ly (9, u(9)) -

Lastly, we take the derivative of (A.17)) with respect to ¥; to get an expression for
DﬁkﬁngL*(ﬁ). We get that

o, (79) - -

Dﬁkﬁjﬂl‘[j*O?) :Lﬁkﬁjﬂz (797 N<19>> + Lﬂkﬂjﬂ(ﬁJ :U'(ﬁ))ru’ﬁl (19) + Lﬁkﬁl,&(ﬁ? /’1’(19))/’(’"9]' (19)
+ Lﬁkuu(ﬁ> M(ﬁ))ﬂﬁz (19)“191 (79) + Lﬁkli(ﬁ? ﬂ(ﬁ))ﬂﬂjﬁz (19) (A18)

An expression for piy,9,() can then be easily found by taking on both sides the derivative
with respect to ¥y of Ly, (9, (1)) + Ly (9, u(9)) g, (¥) = 0. We find that

0 =Ly, 0, (0, () + Lo, s (0, po()) 19, (V)
+ Loy (0, 11(9) + Ly (0, 11(0)) 119, (9)) 19, (0) 4 Ly (0, 1(0)) g0, (9),

and by rewriting

Ly, 0,,(0, () Ly (0, 11(0)) Loy (0, 1(0))

pogo(0) = = Ay~ TR R TG
L9, p(9)
— frg; (0) 11 (ﬁ)m

Next, we find expressions for the first three derivatives of L*(¢J), given in , and
present them in the following lemma. The derivatives are evaluated at ¥ = vy, and recall
that we omit the explicit dependence.
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Lemma A.2. Let the model for the data x;, t = 1,...,T, be given by and assume
that Assumption holds. Then the derivatives of L*(9), see (73)), evaluated at ¥ = g
are given by

DqgkL* = Ly,, (A.19)
DﬁkﬁjL* = Lﬁkﬂj + Lﬁkuﬂﬁj, (AQO)
Dy, 9,0, L" = L, 9,9, + Lo, utbe, + Lo,outbs,
_'_ Lﬁk,u/.huﬁl/'l’ﬂj _'_ Lﬁkuﬂﬁjﬁp <A21)
where
Ly,
Iuﬁj = _ﬁ>
Lﬂjﬁzu Lﬁjuu Lﬂmu Luuu
Hoso = Ly " Ly Hos Ly Hos ko Ly .

fork,j,l=1,....,p+ 1. The partial derivatives of L(¥, u(0)) evaluated at 9 = ¥y can be
expressed as

Lo, =3 (S = e (u(0) = 1)) (S — coe (o) — o))
Lo = 32 (85,0 = 0,0 (u(B0) = 1)) (4 = Cou(00) (00) = o))
3 (S =e(u(0) = 1)) (S5 = ooyt (n(P0) = o))

T

Loy, = Y

S

S — Coyo (1(00) = 10)) (S = o, (n(Vo) — po) )

o+
Il

+
="

(S5, = co,e (1(90) = 110)) (Sda,e — oot (1(V0) = o))

“
Il
—

_|_
M=

(S5 = cou (1(90) = 110)) (Sdo,e — oyt (1(D0) = o) )

~~
Il
—

+
M=

(S = e (o) = 10)) (a0 — Connyoue (1(90) — 1))

i
I

h

)
z

|
M=

et (S50 = o (Vo) — o))

&
Il
—

|
M=

(SS; — ¢ (o) — Mo)) Coxt

o~
Il
—_

M=

Lﬂku,u =2 CtCoyts

~+

M= L

Logoyu=— 3 oyt (S — o (1) — o))

w
Il
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|
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Il
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Here, u(Vo) = f(9o) and the stochastic term S; is defined in (A.2)) and its derivatives
are given in (A.5)). The deterministic term ¢, is defined in (A.3) and its derivatives are

given in (A.6)).
Proof of Lemma[A3 The proof of (K19), (A20) and (X2ZI) is given in (A16),(AT7)

and (|A.18)), respectively. The partial derivatives of L(¢, u(¢)) follow from the relationship

1.7
== €(d, o, ),
24
where €,(d, o, 1) is given in (A.1)) and its derivatives are provided in (A.4). The proof
follows easily by using these derivatives. O

Next, we find expressions for the first three derivatives of Lzo(ﬁ), given in , and
evaluate them at ¢ = 9.

Lemma A.3. Let the model for the data x;, t = 1,...,T, be given by and assume
that Assumption holds. Then the derivatives of Ly (1), see (77), evaluated at ¥ = 0
are given by

Dy, L, }:s*sgﬂ, (A.22)
Dy, 9, L Z Sy tSﬂkt + Z S;S ﬂkﬂ 1 (A.23)

Dy,9,9, L, Z S Sﬁkﬁ o+ Z Sy, ﬁltsﬁkt + Z Sq;r Sﬁkﬁlt + Z SﬂltSﬂkﬂ + (A.24)

fork,j=1,...,p+1. Here, the stochastic term S;" is defined in (A.2), and its derivatives
are given in (A.D)).

Proof of Lemma[A.3 Recall that
1 T
ZE (d, p, ko),
23

where €,(d, ¢, pt) is given in (A.1)). The second term in (A.1]) becomes zero when p is equal
to po. This simplifies the proof, which can now be easily derived using (A.4)). ]
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Finally, we find expressions for the first three derivatives of L7 (9), see (83), and
evaluate them 9 = v.

Lemma A.4. Let the model for the data x;, t = 1,...,T, be given by (63) and assume
that the assumption[3.4 holds. Then the derivatives of L, (¥), given in (83)), evaluated at
¥ =y are given by

Dy, L* = mDy, L* + myg, L, (A.25)
Dy, 9, L" = mDy,9,L" +my, Dy, L" +my,9, L + myg, Dy, L", (A.26)

Dy, 9,0, L" = mDy, 9,9, L" +my,Dy,9, L" + my 9, Dy, L" + my, Dy, 9, L"
+ Mg, 0,0, L7 + my,9, Do, L* + my,9, Dy, L* + my, Dy g L, (A.27)

where expression for the derivatives of L* are given in Lemma and the modification
term m(¥) is given in and the derivatives of m(9), evaluated at ¥ = 9y, are given by

t=1
T2
2 T—1
2
My, = Z G Z CtCy,t,
-1 t=1 t=1
T—2
2 T “T—1 T
2
My, = 7 Z C Z (Cﬁjtcﬂkt + thﬁkﬁjt>
-1 t=1 t=1
273
T —9 ~T-1 T T
2
BRCSE (Z ) > il cico,
( - ) t=1 t=1 t=1
_T-2
2 T T-1 T
_ 2
mﬂkﬂj’ﬁl - ﬁ Z Ct Z (Cﬂj’ﬂltcﬂkt + Cﬂjtcﬂkﬂlt + Cﬂltcﬂkﬂjt + thﬂkﬂj’ﬂlt>
o t=1 t=1
2T—3
T —92 ~T—1 T T
2
o 4@_71)2 (Zl Ct) 21 CiCy;t Zl (Cﬁjtcﬁkt + thﬁkﬁjt)
t= t= t=
27-3
T -9 T T T-1 T T T
2

t=1

T T T
+ Z CtCy,t (Z CotCo,t T Z Ct%ﬂﬂ))
t=1 t=1
T

3T—-4
T —2)(2T — 3) (L = T -
+ 8< (T>—( 1)3 ) (Z C?) thcﬂlt Z CtCy,t E thﬂjt-
=1 t=1 t=1

t=1

Proof of Lemma[A.4l Proof is straightforward due to the multiplicative form of the MCSS
objective function, see . m

A.2 Preliminary results

In this section, we present findings that play a central role in the approximation of the
derivatives. Appendix [A.2.]] contains usefull bounds, while Appendix [A.2.2] presents re-
sults related to fractional coefficients in , and their derivatives, and the weights of the
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lag polynomial in and the inverse of the lag polynomial in along with their
derivatives. In Appendix[A.2.3] we investigate the limiting behavior of the centered prod-
uct moments, which are particularly relevant in the later expression of the biases. Lastly,
Appendix [A.2.4] focuses on the expectation of the CSS score function, which is a part of
the bias term in the CSS estimator.

A.2.1 Useful bounds

In this section, we provide some general results that are useful for finding the approxi-
mation of the derivatives. We sometimes apply them in the remainder without special
reference.

Lemma A.5. For any d > —1, as T — o0,

d_ A2
Td+1zt d+1 (A.28)

Proof of Lemma[A.5 See Hualde & Nielsen (2020, Lemma S.10). O

Next, we present some useful bounds that are frequently used in the remainder of the
appendix.

Lemma A.6. For m > 0 and ¢ < oo,

(1+1log(n))™n® < c(1+log(N))" N if a > —1, (A.29)

M=

1

3
Il

(1+1log(n))™n™ < ¢(1 +1log(N))" N if a < —1. (A.30)

NE

n=N

For a <0, and any [ it holds that
t—1
STt —n)Pt < pmaxlam AT, (A.31)
n=1
For a > 0, and any B it holds that
t—1
Z n® 1t — n)?~t < c(1+ log(t))tmax(a+f3_1’°‘_1”8_1). (A.32)
n=1
Fora+ 8 <1 and B > 0 it holds that

S (k+R)* PN + log(k + k)™ < ch®PT(1 + log ()" (A.33)
k=1

Proof of Lemma[A.6, Proof of (A.29)) and (A.30)): See Johansen & Nielsen (2016, Lemma
A).
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Proof of (A.31)): The proof follows a similar approach to the proof in Hualde & Robinson
(2011, Lemma 1). Cleary,

t—1 [t/2] t—1

Z n* 't —n)t<c Z n®tt—n)""t ¢ Z n® 1t —n)?t

n=1 n=1 n=\t/2]
Lt/2] t—1
<’ 'S gt Y (t—n),
n=1 n=[t/2]

because o < 0 the first summand is O(1) and the second summand is O(1) if § < 0,
O(log(t)) if B =0, and O(t?) if B > 0.
Proof of (A.32) and (A.33)): See Johansen & Nielsen (2016, Lemma A.5).

A.2.2 Bounds for the (derivates of) fractional coefficients and short-run dy-
namics

Next, we present findings concerning the fractional coefficients in (3)) and their derivatives,
as well as the weights of the lag polynomial in (65)) and the weights of the inverse of the
lag polynomial in and their derivatives.

Lemma A.7. For m >0 and j > 1 it holds that
| D™ m;(u)| < e(1 +log(4))" 5" (A.34)

Under Assumption[3.4 and[3.3 it follows, as j — oo,

sup |w;(@)| = 0@, (A.35)
ped
sup [o;(0)| = O(3~'7°), (A.36)
ped
3¢j(90) 1
— =0 ), A .37
SUD s (G 7°) (A.37)
82@'(@) 1
— =0 9, A.38
ilég 890i8901 (j ) ( )
33¢j(90) 1
—— | =0 ), A.39
Zlég ;001 0¢py, G) ( )

foril,k=1,...,p and where 1/2 < ¢ <1

Proof of Lemma[A.7]. Proof of (A.34): See Johansen & Nielsen (2016, Lemma A.3)
Proof of (A.35)-(A.39): See Zygmund (1977, page 46) and Hualde & Robinson (2011,
page 3155 and page 3169). O

Next, we present bounds for the deterministic term in (A.3]) and their derivatives and

the terms in ((A.11) and (A.12)).
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Lemma A.8. For any integer m > 0 and under Assumption[3.4 and[3.3,

0 82577(:9) _ O(tmax(fd,*lfq logm<t))’ <A40)
" ey (V) —d,—1—
9 Gl | _ o(pmax(=d—1-<) oo™ ’ A4l
‘M’”@%(@ ( =) )
amﬁct (19) . max(—d,—1—) m
‘mm = Ot log™ (1)), (A.42)
"B (0) | mas(cde 1) 1om
|6dm8s0i090z6s0k =00 o) o

foril,k=1,...,p and where 1/2 < ¢ < 1. Also, for j — oo it holds that

[z (0))
|25 (0)

where hqi(po) and b (o) are, respectively, defined in (A.11)) and (A.12) and z € {pk, pre;, preivi}
fork,j,;l=1,...p.

o™, (A.44)
oG, (A.45)

Proof of Lemma[A.8 Proof of (A.40)-(A.43): We give the proof of (A.43) only, as the
bounds on derivatives of the weight of the inverse lag polynomials are the same order

according to Lemma [A.7] resulting in a similar proof. From ko (d) = m_1(1 — d) and

Lemma [A.7]

t—1

_y P¢i(p) | [0 Fog—j)(d)

odm

Y

am-i—SCt (19)
Ad"™Op; 010y,

0 000000,

< e logm()j (k-5 - 1),

t—1

<clog™(t)d>_j T (t—j-1)7

J=1

because ¢ > 1/2 this summand is O(#™**(=4=1=<)) from Lemma .
Proof of (A.44) and (A.45): From Lemma[A.7]

i—1

[0:5(20)| < Y lws(p0)l| D=i—s(p0)| = Zsﬂw—*ﬂ:mwﬂ.

s=0
The last equality follows from Lemma because ¢ > 1/2.

Then from Lemma [A.6 and the bound above it follows that

i—1

|hai(po)l = O(3_(i = 5)7's™'7¢) = O( ™).

s=1
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A.2.3 Limit behaviour of the centered product moments

Let k,75,1l = 1,...,p+ 1. Define the centered product moments of the derivative of the
stochastic terms in (A.5)) as

Mgy p = 02T~ V? sz (SiSh = E(S7S44)) (A.46)
=

Mgy0.0 = aO—QT—l/?g; (&S0, = B (S5 S0,0)) » (A.A47)

M, g7 = UUQTWé (S5.085 = B (S§,455.)) » (A.48)

M09 = UO_ZT_l/thT; (S Sd0,00 = B (S Sio,0)) (A.49)

M g o = 00_2T_1/2§:1 (S5.65800 — B (S5uSi0) ) (A.50)

and define some of the corresponding vector forms of the centered product moments as

MO+,19T = (Mg,rﬁlTa MO+,192T7 s vM(;,rﬁpﬂT)/a <A~51)
M&_ﬂkﬂT = (Mg,rﬂkﬁlTa M&rﬁkm% R MJ§k§p+1T)/’ (A-52)
Mq;:,ﬁT = (Mé:,ﬂlT7 Mé:,ﬂzT’ Tt 7M1;;719p+1T)/’ (A53)
and matrix form as
MJM/T = (MJ010T7 M(fﬁzﬂTa ERRR) M(;,rﬁpHﬂT)v (A-54)
My g = (Mg, g My, gps -, Mg o) (A.55)

By Lemma |A.1 we have that S;” = ¢,. As a direct consequence, we can observe that
E (SZFS;};J = #gjsz;rkﬁjt) =F (Sjsq;rkﬁjmo =0.

We next show the limiting behaviour of the centered product moments.
Lemma A.9. Suppose that Assumptions hold. Then, for T — oo, it holds that
MJ o7 18 asymptotic normal with mean zero and the variance of MOBT is

E (M yr(Mgyr)') = A+ O(T " log(T)),

where A is the inverse of the variance-covariance matriz given in . Furthermore,
Op(1).

Proof of Lemma[A.9. The proof of asymptotic normality of M(f o and the limiting vari-
ance is given in Hualde & Robinson (2011, (2.54) and (2.55)). The order the rest term

comes from the (1,1)-th element of the matrix £ (M(%T(MJTM)’),

t

L
k2

(s 1

t=1 t=1 k=1
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using 302, k72 = O(t™1), see (A.30). It can be straightforwardly shown that the other
elements in this matrix have a rest term of O(7~!). We have that S;” = ¢; and therefore the
proof of Mgy » = Op(1), M({ﬁij = Op(1) and M&_ﬁkﬁjﬂlT = Op(1) are straightforward
and can be derived from Lemmata [A.6} [A.7and [A.8, The proofs of My, , 7 = Op(1) and
Ml;:ﬂgjﬂlT = Op(1) are analogous, so we will present the proof for M o0r = 0p(1). 1

is sufficient to show that |M19k,19j191T| O(1). Bounding the right-hand side of (A50) by
taking the modulus yields

T
0p T z; ‘S%tsﬁmt —E (Sgkt%ﬁltﬂ '
t=

First,

t—1 t—1

St St = B (S5uSh00) = 20 D vantoos (€-nts — E (€-n€rs)),

n=1 s=1

where the expression vy,; and wy,y,; follow directly from Lemma [A.1j and from Lemmata
- A.7| and it holds that |vy| = O(™"") and |wy,g| = Ot~ ) for some 41,9, > 0.

Then,
t—1t—1
E|M0 Ry ﬂlT| < T_1/2 Z E Z Z VY nWy;9;s (Gt n€i—s — B (Et—nGt—s)) )
t=1 n=1 s=1

it follows readily that Var (ZZ D D] Vg nWy,9,s€t—n€i— s) = O0(t), so

T
‘M&rﬁmjmﬂ = Op(T71? Ztm) = Op(1).

t=1

O

Lemma A.10. Suppose that Assumptions holds. The covariances of Mgy 1 and
M@jﬁl are given by

E (Mo ﬂkTM019 ﬁlT) =0y 0 T Z E ( Int Sy, ﬁlt)

fork,jle{l,...,p+1}. For T — oo, it holds that

T
03 T VS B (S4,,S5,0,) = 26+ O(T log(T)), (A.56)
t=1
T 00
00T Y E (S48 00) = 2.1 thoyo,i(spo) + O(T " log(T), (A.57)
t=1 1=2
T 00
00 T3 B (S3,655,00) = = D01 "bayuiilipo) + O(T7Y), (A.58)
t=1 i=1
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T
00—2T—1Z B (S5:Shou) = ZDddm Yoa,i(00) + O(T ), (A.59)

0y T ZE( Iyt Wm) == Zbﬁki(sﬁo)hﬁmli(wo) +0(T™), (A.60)
g ‘T ZE ( 959 ﬁlt) Zbﬂm ©0)bg,0,i(00) + O(T ), (A.61)

=1

fork,jle{2,....p+1}.

Proof of Lemma[A.1(. From Lemma we have that S = ¢ and S, Sy, are
weighted sums of €1, ..., €6_1, so that

T
B (M My z) = 03T B (z ST, Y s:s;jﬁls)

t=1 s=1

— o T Y E((S7) S5Sh )

T
t=1
T

=03 TS E(S5.,8004) - (A.62)

where the last inequality uses the independence of (St+ )2 and Sy, Sg g,
Proof of (A.56): Consider the case k = j = [ =1 for ((A.62). We have

T 1
0o T~ ZE( ﬂltSﬁlﬂlt) =—0,’T"'Y_ E ((Z Dymi(0)e;— k) (Z Daami(0)e; - k>>
=1 k=0

T t-1

= =T33 Dymi(0) Dy, (0)

t=1 k=0

_ i g (0)Day(0) + T 3" Do (0) Dy (0),

Then from (A.13]) and (A.14)
00 00 k—1
— Z Dddﬂ'k<O)Ddﬂ'k(0) =-2 Z l{?_2 Z j_l
k=0 k=2 j=1

= =2,

where the last equality follows from Johansen & Nielsen (2016, Lemma B.2) and from
Lemmata [A.6] and [A.7 we have

TﬁlzZDddwk Ddﬂ'k T 122 1 +10g /{372)

t=1 k=t t=1 k=t

§Tj 1+ log(t))3™) = O(T ' log!(T)).
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Proof of (A.57): Consider the case k = j =1 and [ > 2 for (A.62). Then

T t—1
og T~ 1ZE( Oyt zmlt) =0, T Y E ((Z Dy, (0)e;- k) <Z g, o,i(00) €t @>>

t=1 =2
T -1
=T i ho(eo)
t=11=2
o0
=> i hyyo(po) — T~ IZZZ Yhoyo,i(0),
1=2 t=1 1=t

and

T~ IZZZ hﬁn%z 900 IZZ _2

t=1 i=t t=1 i=t

T! 2_: t71) = O(T ' 1og(T)).

Proof of (A.58)): Consider the case k =1 and 7,1 > 2 for (A.62)). We have

T T t—1 t—1
T Y B (55,5500) = 0T S B (3 DamO)ee) (S bt
t=1 t=1 k=0
t—1

T
- _T_l Z Z i_lbﬂkﬁli<900>

t=11i=1

:_Z@ Ybg,0,i(0) + T~ IZZZ boyoni(0),

t=1 i=t

and

T35 hyan) = O Y3 7)

t=1 i=t t=1 i=t

T
Ty ) =0T,
t=1
Proof of (A.59): Consider the case k > 2 and j =1 =1 for (A.62). We have

T t—1 t—1
2T 1 ZE( ﬂktsﬁlﬁlt) = 0'072T71 ZE ((Z bgki((po)ql) <Z Dddﬂ'k(o)ﬁtk>>
i=1 k=0
t—1
T3> Daami(0)bg,i(00)
0

t=11i=

Daqmi(0)by,i(¢o) — T~ 12 D 4q;(0)by,i(40),

t=1 i=t

2

s
Il
=)

and

T 1ZZDdd7Tz )bg,.i(wo) = O(T~ IZZ (1+log(k))%*7)

t=1 i=t t=1 i=t
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T T
Z 1 + log t—l—q) — O(T_l Zt—l—g-i-Q)\) — O(T_l),
i—1 t=1

where we use the bound 1 + log(t) < t* for small A > 0.

Proof of (A.60): Consider the case k,I > 2 and j =1 for (A.62). We have

T T t—1 t—1
O'O_QT_l ;E (Sg_kts'g_lﬁlt) - T ! tZE <<Zl bﬂkz 900 €r— 1,) (ZZ h‘ﬂlﬂll ()00>€t ’L>>
t—1

T
-T~ ! Z bﬁk'z ©o h‘19119ﬂ<900>

t=11i=2

T oo
=— Z boi (o) ,i(w0) + T 7DD bai(o) oy (9o),

=2 t=1 i=t

and

T lzzbﬂm QOO h19119ﬂ(900 1221_2 §

t=1 i=t t=1 i=t

T! it—l—g) =O(T™).

Proof of (A.61): Consider the case k, j,{ > 2 for (A.62)). We have

T T t—1
o TS B (84u580) =001 28 ((Stastentes) (Sbwnsteotes)
t=1 t=1 =1

T -1
= T_l Z Z bgki(SOO)bﬂjﬂzi(‘pO)
=1 i=1
0o T oo
=) bo,i(©0)by,0,i(p0) — T > > by,i(0)bs0,i(00),
=1 t=1 1=t

and

T Z by,i(¢0)bo;0,i(P0) = 122172 *)

t=1 i=t t=1 i=t

T
Ty ) =0(T ).
t=1

]

Lemma A.11. Suppose that Assumptzons E. holds The covariances of MM r and
Mﬁ1 9, are given by

E (M y,r My, g,0) = —4¢s + O(T " log?(T), (A.63)

E (Mg, oM, g0) = Yk~ z( ", (o) (90) + (5 + £) boya(120))
k=1
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+ O(T *1og(T)), (A.64)

E (Mg r My, ) = =3 k3 (b9,5(00)bo, (548 (£0) + b (s) (90)bis (00)

k=1 s=1
+O( “og(T)), (A.65)
E (Mg e M, ,7) =2 me ©o Zs s+ k)" 4+ O(T " log(T)), (A.66)

E (Mg, +Mf, 1) = — Zbﬂm (20) D (57 buyeri(0) + (5 + k) bia(ip0) )

= s=1

+ O( “og(T

) (A.67)
E (Mg, o M§, 7) = Z b0,k (£0) 3 (D05 (90)Day(s-14) (90) + b1 (90)bis(20) )
),

= 1

+ 0( 110g€T (A.68)

fork,jle{2,....p+1}.
Proof of Lemma[A.11. We have that

E (Mo ﬁkTMﬁ ) T) = 0y ' T'E (Z S+Sz9 tzsﬂ 551915> .

The expectation of S;" Sy, Sy Sy, equals zero for s <t so that what only matters is

oy 'T'E (Z Si Sy Z Sg.s ,ﬂls>. (A.69)

t=1 s=t+1

Now we consider the different cases.

Proof of (A.63)): Consider the case k,j,{ =1 for (A.69). From Lemma
T s—1 s—1
—0y'T™'E (Z € Z Dymi(0)er— Y > Damp(0)es—p Y dea(())es_a> :

t=1 = s=t+1n=0 a=0

Only the contributions of the form €?¢? , are non-zero such that what only matter is if

s—n=tands—a=t—korif s—a=1t¢and s—n =1t —k and since both contributions
are equal we get

T t—1 T
=205 T 'Y %" >~ Dami(0)Dyms—¢(0) Dyms—41(0) E (E?E?—k> :
t=1 k=0 s=t+1

Plugging in Ddﬂ'k(O)Dd k=I(k > 1) and Dggm;(0) = 25 ta;_1I(j > 2), witha; = I(j >
)3, b, see (A13) and (A1J), yields

>

-ty s —t+ k)"

||M|
Mﬂ

:t+1

or, equivalently,

~
I
—_

DD (t=k)THs—t) (s — k)7

1

M=

—oT !

“
Il
—
V)
Il
-
+
—
=
Il
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which can be written as

T T

IS S (k) s ) (s — k)

t=1 s=t+1 k=—cc

+ 2771 ; —21(8 — 1)t k;: (t—k)'(s—k)h

For the first term, we have

o7~ 122 Z (t—k) ' (s—t) (s — k)= —4G,

t=1 s=t+1 k=—oc0

see Johansen & Nielsen (2016, Lemma B.2). For the second term, we have

o 2_:1 —21(8 — )7 ;;_: t—k)s—k)H=01T" 2_; Zl(s — )t k; (s —k)72)
=o'y Y (s-1) kimk) 2
71 ; Zl(s — t)’ls’l)

T! Zt‘l log(T))

= O(T 1og*(T)).
Proof of (A.64): Consider the case k,j =1 and [ > 1 for (A.69)). From Lemma
T s-1 s—1
4T 1E (Z €t Z Ddﬂ-k 6tflc Z Z Ddﬂ-n(o)esfn Z bﬁla(¢0)65a> .
t=1 k=0

s=t+1n=0 a=1

Only the contributions of the form €Z¢? , are non-zero such that

T
_4T 'E (Z €t Z Dde €t k Z (Ws—t(o)ﬁtbm(s—t+k)(SOO)Et—k + 7Ts—t+k(0>€t—kbﬁl(st)(@O)%))
t=1 k=0

s=t+1

and plugging in the definition Dy (0), see Lemma [A.1] gives

T t—1 T
71 Z k1 Z ((S - t)ilbﬁl(s_t_;_k) (QO()) + (S —t+ k)ilbﬂl(s—t)«OO)) . (A?O)
t=1 k=1 s=t+1

The first term in (A.70)) is

t—1 T T t—
TN SR D ) (s =) bgemtany(00) =T
t=1 k=1 s=t+1 t=1 k= s=

1

k™ S 5™ by, (s1) (0)
1 1

S

by, sk (00)

=Y k!
k=1
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T t—1 e’}
=T DK Y s bygsem(90)
t=1 k=1 s=T—t+1
T oo 0o
=TIy Y KT s gy e (v0),
t=1 k=t s=1
where
T t—1 0 T t—1 0
T Dk D 5T (po) =0T DD KT D sTH(s+ER)TT)
t=1 k=1 s=T—t+1 t=1 k=1 s=T—t+1
T t—1 oo
=0T DY D> kT —t+1)" D (s+k)9)
t=1 k=1 s=1
t—1
Z —t+ 1) k)
k=1
=O0(T™! log(T)),
and

T oo o)
T’lsz’lzs bﬁl(s_t'_k)(@() IZZk 125’15—1—]{: —1=)

t=1 k=t s=1 t=1 k=t =
T oo
TS RS s s k)7
t=1 k=t s=1
1 e 2— >\
T k= S+
T

Zt 1— §+)\

=01 )7
with A > 0 is small constant. The second term in (A.70) is

T t—1 T T t—1 T—t
TSNS KD (s=t+k) bgsmn(po) =T DN K™D (s + k) 'by,s(00)
t=1 k=1 s=t+1 t=1 k=1 s=1

K71 (s + k)" bos(00)
=1
T t—1 o]

=TT R D0 (54 k) haa(io)

t=1 k=1 s=T—t+1

ol

=1

w

oo

T oo
—TY >k 12 (5 + k) by,s(v0),

t=1 k=t
where

T t—1 00
YR Y
t=1 s=T—t

¢
=1k=1 —t+

T t—1 o]
(s + k) boys(po) =0T D k™1
1 T—t

t=1 k=1 s=T—t+
t—1

(s+ k) ts717)

1
T t— [e'¢)

=0T 'Y S kT —t+1)7" Y (s+k) s )
t=1 k=1

s=T—t+1
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T t—1

=0T 'Y > kN (T —t+ 1)k

with A > 0 is small constant, and

TS S h 1S s+ k) ass(0) = OS5 k1S3 + k)~1s71%)
k=

t=1 k=t s=1 t=1

Proof of (A.65)-(A.68)): The proof is omitted, as it follows a similar step as in the

proof of (|A.64)).

]

A.2.4 Expectation of the score function

The following lemma will be used to calculate the expectation of the score function of
L*(9).
Lemma A.12. Suppose that Assumptions holds. Then

T

(Z csST Z Ct W) = O'g Z CiCot,
t=1
forle{l,...,p+1}.
Proof of Lemma[A.13. We first show the proof for [ = 1, i.e. ¥y = d. From ST = ¢, and
Si = — it k7 lery, see Lemma [A.1] we find
1

T T-1 T
ZCtS(;Z—ZEtZCkk_t
t=1 k:t+1

t=1
-1

ZG ZCkDWk £ (1) lu=o0,

t=1

where Dmy_¢(u)|y—o = (k — )" I(k —t > 1) and hence

T-1

T T T
E() Sy aSy) =—05 ) ¢ Z DTk (1) o
s=1 t=1 t=1 k=1
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T—

T
2
—Uozck ey Dy t |u 0,
k=1 t=1

—_

Next, we show that 37 ' ¢, Dmp_¢()|y—o = Cqp. From ¢, = Z; “00;(p )Ko—j)(d) we find
that

T-1 T-1
Z CtDWk—t(U)|u:0 = Z Dy, t |u 0 Z be /fo t—j) )
t=1 t=

1

t—l T-1

= Z Th— t |u 0Ro(t— ])(d)
j:0
t—l

= Z D7 jy (i) () lu=00(t—) (d)
j=0 t=1
t—1 T-1

= gb](()o) Dﬂ-(k—j)—m(u”u:O/{Om(d)
7=0 m=1—j
t—1 k—j

= d)]((p) Dﬂ-(k—j)—m(u)’uzoﬂﬁm(d)
7=0 m=1
k—1

I
™

¢;(@)F1(—j)(d)

Il
=)

Il
S
o
T

where the second last equality follows from Johansen & Nielsen (2016, Lemma A.4). We

next give a proof for [ € {2,...,p+ 1}, i.e. , for n € {1,...,p}. From Lemma it
follows

T T T
Z ctS;rnt = Z €t Z Csbcpn(s—t)a
t=1 t=1 s=t
so that
T T T T
E(Z CtS;nt Z CSS:_) = Z CtE(S:;nt Z csSy)
t=1 s=1 t=1 =

t—1

= 0(2) Z Ct Z Ckbn(t k)-

t=1 k=1

We need to show that 22;11 Crbnt—ry = cp,e- We find that

t—1 t—1 k
Z Ckbn(tfk) = Z Z¢k—j K’O] Zwt k— z D¢n¢z( )
k=1 k=1 j=1

=3 rs(@) ; Dy 5() ; S W
= 3 (@ X Do) - dn s (D)
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t—j—i

= 3 hold) 3 Daui(9) 3 Or(@t-i-4(9)

k=0
t—1
= #g;(d) Dy, dr—j (),
j=1

since Y4 ok(@)wi_j—i-k(p) = 1 and follows from the identity ¢(L;p)w(L;@)I(t <
k) = 1.

The following lemma finds the expectation of DL*(ty)) and L*(J).

Lemma A.13. Let the model for the data x;, t = 1,...,T, be given by and let
Assumptions be satisfied. Then

i a(Po)cai (Vo)

F (DﬁkL*(ﬁO)) = —0, fol 03(190) , (A.?l)
E(L(0)) = 02— 1 (A72)

2 Y
forke{l,...,p+1}.

Proof of Lemma[A.13. The proofs are omitted since it follows straightforwardly from
Lemmata and [A.T2]

]

A.3 Approximation of the derivatives

In this section, we provide approximations for the first three derivatives of L*(49), L7 (1)
and L} (V) evaluated at ¢ = 0. Before that, we present results that analyse the terms
involved in these derivatives. Specifically, we examine the order of magnitude of functions
that incorporate the derivatives of the deterministic term ¢,(¢) and the derivatives of
the stochastic term S;7(9), as well as the product moments that contain these terms.
This analysis is divided into two parts. In Section [A.3.1], we focus on the non-stationary
region, where dy > 1/2. Then, in Section , we explore the stationary region, where
dy < 1/2. The reason for conducting separate analyses is that the order of magnitude
varies depending on the region. Each section concludes with an approximation of the
derivatives.

A.3.1 Non-stationary region

In Lemmata [A.14] and [A.16], we investigate the order of magnitude of functions involv-
ing the deterministic term ¢;() and its derivatives and the stochastic term S;" and its
derivatives and the product moments containing these. In Lemma we investigate
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the order of magnitude involving the modification term m(v) and derivatives of these.
These lemmata are then used to find asymptotic results for the first three derivatives of

L*, Ly, and L;, in Lemmata [A.17, [A.T8] and [A.T9] respectively.

Lemma A.14. Suppose that Assumptions holds. Let d > 1/2, then we have that:

T o)
S ) = Y- () + O (A73)
t=1 =1
T 00
>_c(P)ee(0) =Y cr(V)eq, (V)
t=1 t=1
+ O(Tmax(lde,flfk) lOg(T)I(k — 1) + Tmax(172d,7172§)1(k > 1))’
(A.74)
Z Cst Czt O(l), (A75)

where s € {0,907, 995, 930,, 930197}, i € {0,9%, 030, 030, 030,90} and k, 5,1k, 5,1 =
1,...,p+ 1. Here, co(9) refers to ci(19).

Proof of Lemma[A.1]. Proof of (A.73)): Given that

> =) d) - 3 d),

and using ¢;(9) = O(t">(=4=179) see (A.40) in Lemma , we can deduce that

Z C?('L?) — O Z tmax(—?d,—2—2§)
t=T+1 t=T+1

-0 (Tmax(1—2d,—1—2<)> 7

where the last equality follows from (A.30) in Lemma [A.6]
Proof of (A.74): Given that

T 00 o]
Yo @)eo (D) =D (D)o () — D c(@)eo (D).
t=1 t=1 t=T+1

For ;, using cg,,(9) = O(log(T)t™ax(=4:=1=5)) 'see (A.40) in Lemma , we can deduce
that

i ci (D) ey (9) = O ( i log(t)tmaX(2d,22g)>

t=T+1 t=T+1

-0 (log(T)Tmax(lde,7172<)> 7

where the last equality follows from in Lemma Regarding v, s > 2, it can

be shown that cy . (9) = O(t"x(=4=1=9)) "see in Lemma . The proof follows
similarly as in the proof of .

Proof of (A.75): We observe that we can establish an upper bound for |cst(9)] as clog?(t)tmax(=d=1=)

71



see Lemma [A.§ where ¢ is a generic arbitrarily large positive constant. Consequently, we
proceed to evaluate the summation

T T
Z Cst (Tg)czt(ﬁ) S IS Z 10g6(t)tmax(—2d,_2_2§)
t=1 —1

< c10g6(T)TmaX(l—2d,—1_2<)7

where the last inequality follows from (A.30) in Lemma [A.6] Since d and ¢ are both
greater than 1/2, this term is O(1).

m
Lemma A.15. Suppose that Assumptions holds. Let d > 1/2, then we have that:

m(9) =1+ O0(T™1), (A.76)
m;(9) = O(T™1), (A.77)

where i € {Uy, 040, 00, 09,0, } and k,j,l=1,....p+ 1.

Proof of Lemma[A.15. Proof of (A.7€]): The expression for m(«}), as provided in (88)), can

be represented as

m(¥) = e (Xim @)

By employing the expansion e’ = 332, %k! and considering (A.75)) in Lemma we
have that

m(¥) =1+0(T").

Proof of (A.77): The derivatives of m(d) are given in Lemma [A.4] Proof follows directly
from (A.75) in Lemma [A.14] O

Lemma A.16. Suppose that Assumptions hold. Let dy > % Then

T

t=1
where s € {0,907, 995, V30;, 930197}, i € {0,0%, 030, 030, 030,0,} and k, 7,1k, 5,1 =
1,...,p+ 1. Here, co;(9) refers to c;(9) and Sg; to S;t.

Proof of Lemma[A.16 Proof of (A.78): Note that S;" (Jg) = €, and as a consequence, the
results for s = 0 directly follow from (A.75) in Lemma [A.14] Next, we provide a general
A1} S

proof. To begin with, we observe that from Lemma § can be expressed as

—1
S;; = Z Vst€t—k
k=1
where the weights vy depend on s. From (A.34) in Lemma[A.7and (A.45)) in Lemmal[A.§]
it follows that |vy| < clog®(t)t~1. Also, from the proof of (A.75), we have established a
bound for |c,(9)| as clog?(t)tmax(=d:=1=),
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Firstly, we note that

e} o0 o0
+ —
Z Sgicit = €k Z CitUs(t—k)
t=T+1 k=1 t=max(T,k)+1

For small § > 0, we bound log®(t) < ct® and use the bounds |y ()] < clog?(t)tmax(=d=1-0) <
Ctmax(_d’_1)+5 and |'Usk| < ClOg3<I€)]€_1 < Ck'_1+6, tmax(—d,—l)-{-é < (t o k)—%kmax(—d,—l)-i-%.
Then, we obtain

2
Var < Z S;;&'t) < CZ ( Z (t _ k)—5—1kmax(—d7_1)+25)

t=T+1 k=1 \t=max(T,k)+1

2
< CZ kmax(—2d,—2)+46 ( Z (t o k)—é—l) )

k=1 t=max(T,k)+1

Since 0% awraypa (= k) 7071 = 0 as T — oo and because Y2, k(720240 < o6 we
conclude, by the dominated convergence theorem, that this variance converges to zero. [

Lemma A.17. Let the model for the data xz,, t = 1,...,T, be given by and let
Assumptions be satisfied with dy > 1/2. Then the normalized derivatives of the
likelithood function L*, see , satisfy

0y T~ Y2 Dy L* (V) = Ag + T2 Ay, (A.79)
05> T ' Dyg L*(99) = By + T 2B; + Op(T " 1og(T)), (A.80)
05 2T Dy, g9 L* (99) = Coi + Op(T/?), (A.81)

fori=1,....,p+1 and where

Ao = Mg,  E(A) = E(05°DyL* (%)) = O(1),
By=A, Bi= Mg+ Mysr,

Here, Mgy, My ygp and Mgy are given in (A51), (A.54), (A53) respectively, and A
s the inverse of the variance-covariance matriz given in @ The expression for Cl;,

i=1,...,p+1, is given in (A.82)) and (A.83)).

Proof of Lemma[A.17. Proof of (A.79): From Lemma[A.2] we have that

T T
00 2T~ 2Dy, L = 0g T2 Y SFSE, — 00 T2 (1) — 10) D S/ oy

t=1 t=1

T T
— a0 T2 (u(W0) — 110) 3 Shrvcr + 0 T2 (o) — p10)* D caco
t=1

t=1

with elements of A; given by

T
Ai(k) = =05 (1(do) — ko) D_ Si cope
t=1
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T T
- Uo_2 (1(Po) — po) Z Sg_ktCOt + 00_2 (n(do) — M0)2 Z CtCy,t,
t=1 t=1

since E(Mgy ) = 0 it follows that E (Ay(k)) = E (O’azDﬂkL*) and from Lemmata [A.13
and |A.14) we find that E (05> Dy, L*) = O(1).

Proof of (A.80): From Lemma we have that

L/“9j Lm?k

)
Ly

where o4 *T ™ Ly, o,/ Ly = Op(T™") from Lemmata [A.14| and [A.16, Thus we get

I ye— * =21 —2m—1
o) T DﬂkﬂjL =0y T Lgkgj — 0y T

T
05T Doy, L = 05T~ (S, = o,1(00) (1(90) = 1o) ) (S = ot (o) (1(¥o) — o))

J
t=1

ignoring terms that are of order T~! we get

T T
0 T Dy, L* = 0g T~y Sy 1S5+ 00 °T ™Y S S5, + Op(T7)
t=1

t=1

T
=0T 2; ES; Sg+ T2 (M gor + Mgy g.7) + Op(T7).
t=

We notice that o5 *T 'YL, E (ng tS;kt) =F (Moﬂg].Mo,qgk) and is already convered
in Lemma [AJ0

Proof of (A.81): For the third derivative it can be shown from Lemmata and
that the extra terms involving derivatives jig, and g, , see Lemma [A.2] can be
ignored and we find

U()_2T_1D79k79j191L* = O-O_QT_1 Z (Sﬂ;_jﬂlt — Cy,ut (/“L(ﬁo) - :uo)) (S;kt — Gyt (:U’(190> - /“L(J))

t=1
T
+ 052 T3 (S5, = coe (1(¥0) — 10)) (3o — Corne (o) — o))
t=1
T
+ 02T (S50 = o (D) = o)) (S0, — Copnye (Vo) — p1o))
t=1
+Op(T7)

T T
= 03T Y. B (S8 9uSiu) + 00T Y E (S5, Sion)
t=1 t=1
T
+ 032 T3 E (85,55,9,1)
t=1

—~1/2 —1
+717Y (M(irﬂmjﬁl:r + My, .90 + Mg, 90,0 + M';;,'ﬂjﬁkT) +O0p(T)
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T
= 02T Z E (S} 94S5) +00°T " ; E (S8 50:)

+oy T Z 2 (Sg_ztsﬁkﬁ t) +O0p(T7Y?),

t=1

where the second-to-last equality uses Lemmata [A.14] and [A.16|and the last equality uses
Lemma [A.9] The terms in this expression are given in Lemma [A.10] In matrix notation,
we can therefore define Cy; in (A.81)) as follows

) C’01< ) ))7 (A82)

where the elements are given by
001(1, 1) = —06Gs,

Co1(1,2) =2 i hawyi(po) + > Daami(0)byi(go),

1=2 =0
Co1(2,1) =2 i " hayi(o) + Y Daami(0)byi(o),
i—2 i=0
/
Coi(2,2) ZZ oe'i($0) me ©0)hagi(wo) — (Z byi (o) havs (@0)) :
=2 =2

and for £k =1,...,p we have that

Co(k+l)(1v 1) Co(k+1)(1, 2)
. _ A.R3
oD <Co(k+1>(2, 1) Cowin)(2,2), e

where the elements are given by

'M8

CO(k+1)(]-7 1) hdcpkz 900 + ZDddﬂ-z O)bwm«p())’

2 =0

7

CO(k-I—l)(la 2) = Zflbcp'gaki(%) - bgokz(@o)hdw(sf?o) Zb@'i(@o)hdqpki(@o)a
i1 i—2 =
Cop1y(2,1) = Ziilbww ©o) Zbgokz o) hayi(po) wa ©0)hag,i(¥o),
=1 1=2 1=
) ! 00
Cow+1)(2,2) = (Z bsm‘(sﬁo)b«p'gokz‘(wo)) + D bei(P0)berii(00) + Z biori(90)byi(00)-
i=1 =1 i=1

]

Lemma A.18. Let the model for the data xz,, t = 1,...,T, be given by and let
Assumptions m be satisfied with dy > 1/2. Then the normalized derivatives of the
likelihood function Ly, , see , satisfy

0o *T 2Dy L’ (¥) = Ao, (A.84)
O'O_QT_IDﬁﬁ/LZO (190) = BO + T_l/QBl + Op(jﬁ_1 IOg(T)), (A85)
05 2T Dy, g9 L* (99) = Coi + Op(TV/?), (A.86)
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forvo=1,....,p+1 and where

Ay = M,
By=A, By = Mygp+ Mg,

Here, Mgy, Mg g9 and My gp are given in (A51), (A.54) and (A.55), respectively, and

A is the inverse of the variance-covariance mariz given in (67). The expression for Cy;,

i=1,...,p+1, is given in (A.82) and (A.83).

Proof of Lemma[A.18. The proof is omitted and follows from the same approach as in
the proof of Lemma but is much easier since the constant term is known. O

Lemma A.19. Let the model for the data xz;, t = 1,...,T, be given by and let
Assumptions be satisfied with dy > 1/2. Then the normalized derivatives of the
likelihood function LZ , see (83|), satisfy

0y 2T~ V2DyLr (90) = Ao + T2 A, + O(T ™), (A.87)
05 2T ' Dyy L%, (99) = By + T~ V2B, + Op(T " log(T)), (A.88)
05 2T Dy, L* (90) = Cos + Op(T/?), (A.89)

fori=1,....,p+ 1 and where

Ag = My, E(A) = E(0y*DyL*(¥)) = 0,
By=A, By=Mygp+ Mo

Here, M, MJ;WT and M;fﬂ,T are given in (A.51), (A.54)) and (A.55)), respectively, and

A is the inverse of the variance-covariance matriz given in (67). The expression for Cy;,

i=1,...,p+1, is given in (A.82) and (A.83).

Proof of Lemma[A.19. The proof is omitted and follows from Lemmal[A.T7/and the asymp-
totic behaviour of the modification term and its derivatives in Lemma [A.15] m

A.3.2 Stationary region

In Lemmata [A.20] and [A.22] we investigate the order of magnitude of functions involv-
ing the deterministic term ¢;() and its derivatives and the stochastic term S;" and its
derivatives and the product moments containing these. In Lemma we investigate
the order of magnitude involving the modification term m(¢) and derivatives of these.
These lemmata are then used to find asymptotic results for the first three derivatives of

L*, Ly and Lj, in Lemmata A 23 [A24] and K.ZE)L respectively.
Lemma A.20. Suppose that Assumptions holds. Let d < 1/2, then we have that:

1 & 1 &
T1-2d Zcf(z?) = ¢*(1;¢) T1-2d Z Koy (d) + o(1), (A.90)
t=1 t=1
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Tllgd tXT; ci(D)ear(¥) = *(1; sO)TllM tZT; koe(d) ke (d) + o(1), (A.91)
T11_2d é ct(V)cpi (V) = ¢(150) Dy, 0(1; 90)T11_2d é k2,(d) + o(1), (A.92)
i 3 d)(d) = — (log(T) ~ ¥(1 = ) 75 Y )
- d)21(1 “oqy Tol): (A.93)
T11—2d ikgt(d) v d;(l “5a) (A.94)
; )eaa(9) = O(T'**1og(T)), (A.95)
té@t )coo;1(9) = O(T' > og*(T)), (A.96)
if/’t Jeoni,00(9) = O(T" ! 1og*(T)), (A.97)
ET: Copt(V)co,e(9) = O(T* log*(T)), (A.98)
ZCW Copoe(9) = O(T' > 10g*(T)), (A.99)

fork,j;l=1,...,p+1.

Proof of Lemma[A.20. Proof of (A.90): See Hualde & Nielsen (2020, Lemma S.15).

Proof of (A.91): By summation by parts

t—1
=Y 0i(p)koi—s(d) = Kor(d Z%
7=0
t—2
(ko) ~ s n(d) 3 onle
7=0 k=j+1

From koq—j)(d) — ko—j—1) = m—j—1(1 =d) = m—j_o(1 —d) = m_j_1(—d), see Johansen &
Nielsen (2016, Lemma A.4), we have

0(9) = kou(d z@ —w@i%@
_Zﬂ-t_]l Z¢k

k=j+1
Notice that

J

t—1
Zﬂt —j—1( Z or(p ZWJ Z¢t k
i=1

k=j+1
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therefore

ct(9) = koi(d Z ¢;(p) — Kot (d) i ;()

- Z_:l mj(—d) ;; G-k (1), (A.100)

Taking the derivative of ¢;()) with respect to d gives

Dgci () = ru(d Z ¢g — kye(d) i (/53'(90)

—ZDdW] Z¢t k

The first term of ¢;(1) is bounded by O(t~%) from (A.34). The second term is bounded
by O(t=4=<) from (A.34) and (A.35) and from the same arguments the third term is

bounded by O (Z] Ljmd=ts (t— k)_1_§> = O(t~%¢) which also involves employing
Lemma [AJ5]

The first term of Dgci(19) is bounded by O(log(t)t~%) from (A.34]). The second term
is bounded by O(log(t)t=¢7) from and and from the same arguments the
third term is bounded by O (23;11 log(5)j =410, (t — k)_l_g) = O(log(t)t=4=) which
also involves employing Lemma [A.5]

The leading term of =1 ¢;(19)cg (1) involves only the first term of ¢,(19) and Dyc,(¥9)
and the remainder term is bounded by

T
0> log(t)t>4¢) = O(log(T Zt 2=
t=1

This term is O(log(T)) when —2d — ¢ < —1, O(log*(T)) when —2d — ¢ = —1, and
O(log(T)T*~2?=<) when —2d — ¢ > —1. The proof is now completed.

Proof of (A.92): Taking the derivative of ¢;(¢) in (A.100) with respect to ¢y gives

D‘Pk Ct (19 - "101‘/ Z ch ¢J "iOt(d) Z Dcpk (bj (90)

Jj=0 Jj=t

B Z m;(—d) i Dcpkgbt—k(@)-

k=1

The first term of Dy, ¢;(¥9) is bounded by O(¢t~%) from (A.34) and (A.37). The second
term is bounded by O(t747) from (A.34)) and (A.37) and from the same arguments the

third term is bounded by O (Z;;ll NS (- k)_l_g) = O(t~47%) which also involves
employing Lemma . The leading term of Y/, c;(9)c,,+(¥) involves only the first term
of ¢;(¥) and D, c,(¥) and the remainder term is bounded by

O(; t72d7<) _ O(Z; t72d7§)'
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This term is O(1) when —2d — ¢ < —1, O(log(7T')) when —2d — ¢ = —1, and O(T*7%?7)
when —2d — ¢ > —1. The proof is now completed.

Proof of (A.93): We note that
kae(d) = —ror(d) (¥t —d) = ¥(1 —d)),

then

1 & 1 &, 1 &,

T12d Z Kot (d) k1 (d) = T2 Z Kor(d)W(t —d) + V(1 — d)m Z Ko (d), (A.101)
t=1 t=1 t=1
We evaluate the first term in (A.101)). We have that
1 &, 1 &,
T12d ; Kor(d)W(t —d) = V(T — d)m tZ_:l Ko (d)

+ e SR (U(t—d) — W(T - ). (A102)

For a fixed d,
U(t+d) =log(t) + O(t™1),

see Abramowitz & Stegun (1964, eqn. 6.3.18), hence the second term in (A.102) is

1 &, 1 &,

T3 Zl rige(d) (Pt —d) = V(T —d)) = 75 Zl ki (d) log(t/T') 4 o(1).
t= t=
The first term in (A.102)) is
1 &, 1 &,
W(T — d)m ; Kor(d) = 10%@)@ ; Ko (d) + o(1).
Thus we find for (A.102)) that
1 &, 1 &,
Ti2d ; Ko () (t —d) = log(T)ﬁ ; Ko (d)
1 &,
+ Fioma > kg (d) log(t/T) + o(1). (A.103)
=1

The second term in (|A.103) is

LS 1 - —2d
a2 () loa(t/T) = g > log (/7)1 + (1)
1

I'(1—d)>(1—2d)?’

_>_

from Stirling’s approximation, see Abramowitz & Stegun (1964, page 257 6.1.47),

m(d) ~ F(ld)td—l + O(t4?), (A.104)
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and the last line follows from Hualde & Nielsen (2020, Lemma S.10). Thus (A.103) equals

1 & 1 &
Ti2d ; Koy ()0 (t —d) = 10g(T)m ; )

B NG d)21(1 — 2d)? +o(1). (A.105)

Plugging in (A.105) to (A.101]) gives
1 & 1 &,
Tiad ; Kot (d)k1¢(d) = — (log(T) — ¥(1 — d)) Tiad ; Ko (d)
1

= aza —2ae oW

completing the proof.

Proof of (A.94):

From Stirling’s approximation ((A.104))
1 &, 1 L 2
—— > kg, (d) = 7"+ o(1
T1,2d ; Ot( ) T (1 . d)Z T172d ; ( )
1
I'(1—d)2(1—2d)’

_>

and the last line follows from Lemma [A 5]

Proof of (A.95))-(A.99): The proofs can be straightforwardly deduced from the pro-
vided bounds in Lemma [A.8] together with the application of Lemma [A.5] O

Lemma A.21. Suppose that Assumptions holds. Let d < 1/2, then we have that:

m(¥) =1+ O(T *log(T)), (A.106)

my, () = O(T*log(T)), (A.107)
Mg, (9) = O(T " 1og*(T)), (A.108)
Mg,0,0,(0) = O(T ' log®(T)), (A.109)

fork, g, l=1,....,p+1.

Proof of Lemma[A.21. Proof of (A.106): The expression for m(J)), as provided in (88),

can be represented as

1

m(9) = (Tllwicf(ﬁ)> (71-24) 7T

By employing the expansion e’ = 332, %k! and considering (A.90)) in Lemma we
have that

1 - ﬁ -1 —1+2d T 2
t=1
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From the same expansion we have that
(T172d>ﬁ _ e(Tfl)_l(lde)log(T)
=1+ 0T 1og(T)).
We conclude that:

m(0) = (1 + O(T™))(1 + O(T ' log(T))) = 1 + O(T " log(T)).

Proof of (A.107)-(A.109): The derivatives of m(dJ) are given in Lemma [A.4] Proof
follows directly from (A.95)-(A.99) in Lemma [A.20]

O

Lemma A.22. Suppose that Assumptions hold. Let dy < % Then

T T

> Sfe=0p(TYV2%), 3" SF ey = Op(TV? % log(T),

t=1 t=1

T

> S (W) eo,0 = Op(TV2 " log?(T)), (A.110)

t=1

T T

Z S;“ltct = Op(Tl/z_dO log(T)), Z S:}r,tcﬁkt = Op(Tl/z_dO logQ(T)),

t=1 t=1

T

> Sgucoye = Op(T* " log*(T)), (A.111)

t=1

T T

Z Sﬁtﬁntcf/ = OP(Tl/QidO 10g2(T))7 Z S@:ﬁntcﬁkt = OP(Tl/QidO IOgB(T)),

t=1 t=1

T

>SS 5. iCorn,e = Op(TH? " log*(T)). (A.112)

“
I
—

forl,n,k,j=0,...,p+1.

Proof of Lemma[A.29 Proof of : Note that S;” = ¢ such that the results follow
from Lemma [A.20

Proof of : Due to their similarity and relative simplicity, we exclusively show
Sty S o0, = Op(TH?* % 1og?(T)), omitting the proofs for Y-i_; S ,¢; = Op(T/*~% log(T'))
and Y1_, S ,co. = Op(T"/?~%10g*(T)). First, consider [ = 1. By Lemma

t—1
Sﬁtt = — Z DTI’k(O)Et,k,
k=0

resulting in

T T-1 T
Z Sat(ﬁkﬁzﬁjk = - Z €t Z CﬁzﬂjkD’ﬂ'k_t(O).
t=1

t=1 k=t+1

Now, we analyse three scenarios: the first case involves z = 1 and j = 1; the second
case involves z = 1 and 7 > 1; and the third case encompasses z > 1 and j > 1.
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Case I: z = 1 and j = 1. First let 0 < dy < 1/2. We use the following bounds
lco, 9] < Kt=%log?(t) and |Dm,(0)| < Kt~'I(t > 1). Then

2
Var( ZSﬂlthglglt <K Z ( Z log °(k —t)l)

=t+1

< T_1<TZ 2+ k) (t+ k) Pk )2

<Kyt 1og!(T) (; k;‘1>

t=1

< KT' % 10g%(T),
because S7_, t72¢ = O(T'~24) for d < 1/2.

Second, let dy < 0. Then

T -1 [ T 2
Var( Z Sy iCoont) < K > log?(k)k™%(k —t)~!

=1 k=t+1
2

(Zlog (t+ k)t + k)" k~ )

2

< KT log"(T ZTj (Z k™ )

T
< KT % log"(T Z —t+1)

< KT'7*®1og" (T),

because

ZlogQ(T —t+1)= ZlogQ(t)
= "log*(t/T) + Zlog )log®(t)

t=1

(T) + O(T log*(T))
(T'1og*(T)).

~+

@)
@)

This shows that Y7 ; Sy, (9)cg, 0,6 = Op(TY2~% log?(T)).

Case II: z = 1 and j > 1. The proof of this case follows in a similar way to that in
Case I but now with the bound |cg,y,:| < Kt=%log(t). To conclude, 37, Sy (0)co o0 =
Op(T"/?=% 1og*(T)).

Case III: z > 1 and j > 1. The proof of this case follows in a similar way to that
in Case I but now with the bound [cg,y,:| < Kt=%. To conclude, L, Sy (0)co.o,k =
Op(T'?~% log(T)).
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Finally, consider [ > 1. By Lemma

t—1
+
Sou = D_ boict—i,
i=1

resulting in

T T-1 T

+ _
Z Sﬂltcﬁzﬁjt = Z €t Z cﬁzﬁjkbﬂl(’ﬂ—t)'
t=1 t=1 k=t+1

Now, we analyse the same three scenarios again: the first case involves z = 1 and
jJ = 1; the second case involves z = 1 and j > 1; and the third case encompasses z > 1
and j > 1.

Case I: z = 1 and j = 1. Given a small § > 0 to be chosen later, we use the following
bounds |cg,g,¢| < Kt~%log?(t) and |by,:| < Kt~'7<*%. Then the

( > log*(k)k™% (k — t)1§+6>

k=t+1

T
VCLT’(Z Si;tt<19>0791191t(19) <K
t=1

2
<K

HMH ;

T
(Z (b4 k) (t+ k)dOk“*“)

2

T T
< K Yt 1ogh(T) (Z k—1—€+5>

t=1 k=1

< KT'*%log!(T),

because Y1_, k17 = O(1) since —¢+d < 0 from choosing ¢ to satisfy 0 < § < ¢ < 1/2.
This show that Y~ , S,;—lth91191t = Op(T"/?*% 10g*(T)).

Case II: z =1 and j > 1. The proof of this case follows in a similar way to that in Case
I but now with the bound |eg,g,¢| < Kt=%log(t). To conclude that 37, S{;—lt(ﬁ)Cﬁlﬁjk =
Op(TY/?* % 1og(T)).

Case III: z > 1 and j > 1. The proof of this case follows in a similar way to that
in Case I but now with the bound [cg.9,:| < Kt=%. To conclude that 37, S&tcﬂzﬂjk =
Op(T/?=do),

Proof of ({A.112)): The proofs follow from similar arguments as in the proof of (A.111])
and are therefore omitted.

]

Lemma A.23. Let the model for the data xz;, t = 1,...,T, be given by and let
Assumptions be satisfied with dy < 1/2. Then the normalized derivatives of the
likelihood function L*, see , satisfy

0y 2T V2 Dy L*(09) = Ay + T2 A, (A.113)
0y 2T ' Dyy L*(99) = By + T~ Y2B, + Op(T~*log*(T)), (A.114)
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05 >T ' Dy,99r L* (90) = Coi + Op(T™/?), (A.115)
fori=1,....,p+1 and where

Ay =My,  E(A) = E(0*DyL* (1)) = O(log(T)),
By=A, By = Mygp+ Mg,

Here, Mgy, Mg g9 and My gp are given in (A51), (A.54) and (A.55), respectively, and

A is the inverse of the variance-covariance matriz given in (67)). The expression for Cy;,

i=1,...,p+1, is given in (A.82) and (A.83).
Proof of Lemma[A-23. Proof of (A.113): From Lemma [A.2] we have that

T T
00 T 2Dy, L* = 0 *T7V2 35755, — 05T 712 (u(Wo) — 10) Y- SiFeop

t=1 t=1
T ) T
— 0y T2 (u(Wo) = 10) Y- S + 05 T2 (o) = 110)* D caco
t=1 t=1
= Mgy +T 7?4,

with elements of A; given by

M=

Ai(k) = =05 (1(9o) — p10) D S cope

o~
I

1

M=

T
- 052 (1(%0) — po) S;ktCOt + 062 (1(do) — MO)Q Z CtCYuts
t=1

~~
Il
—

since E(My ) = 0 it follows that E (A,(k)) = E (O'O_QDqgkL*> and from Lemmata [A.13
and we find that E(A) = O(log(T)).

Proof of (A.114)): From Lemma we have that

L/“9j Lm%
L )

g

—2m—1 * =21 —2m—1
20 T DﬂkﬁjL =0y T Lﬁkﬂj — 0g T

where 05T Ly, upt9, /Ly = Op(T~log?(T) from Lemmata [A.20 and [A.22] Thus we
get

06T Do, L7 = 0T 37 (S = 0,0 (00) (u(9h) = 10) ) (S50 = ca,e(00) (u(00) — o))

t=1

+0, Ty (5+ — (o) (1(o) — Mo)) (5$k19jt — ¢o0;¢(Y0) (1(do) — Mo))

t=

+Op(T" 1og*(T)),

ignoring terms that are of order T-'log?(T) we get
00T "Dy, L* = 0y ° T~ ZS WSy + oo 2T Z S5 83,0+ Op(T™)
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S A Z ESy Sh+ T2 (My gr+ Mgy g.0) + Op(T " log?(T)).

We notice that og*T 'YL E (S;jtsgkt) =F (Moﬂngoﬂgk) and is already convered
in Lemma [A.9

Proof of (A.115)): The proof strategy closely resembles that used in the derivation of

(A.81) in Lemma and is thus omitted. It is worth noting that, for this approximation,
the terms provided in Lemmata [A.20] and [A.22] can be considered negligible.

O

Lemma A.24. Let the model for the data xz;, t = 1,...,T, be given by and let
Assumptions be satisfied with dy < 1/2. Then the normalized derivatives of the
likelihood function Lj, , see , satisfy

0o "2 Dy L (9) = Ao, (A.116)
00" T~ Dyy L, (Vo) = By + T~ "By + Op(T ' log(T)), (A.117)
00T~ Dy,go L*(0) = Coi + Op(T~'?), (A.118)

fori=1,....,p+1 and where

By = A, By = My gp + Mg g9,

Here, Mgy, My g9 and My are given in (A51), (A.54) and (A.55), respectively, and
A is the inverse of the vam’ance covam’ance marix given in . The expression for Cy;,

1=1,...,p+1, zsgwenm and-

Proof of Lemma[A.2]. The proof is omitted and follows from the same approach as in

the proof of Lemma [A.23 but is much easier since the constant term is known. O

Lemma A.25. Let the model for the data xz;, t = 1,...,T, be given by and let

Assumptions m—- 3.4 be satisfied with dy < 1/2. Then the normalized derivatives of the
likelihood function L, see (83), satisfy

02T~ V2Dy L (90) = Ao + T2 Ay + Op(Tlog(T)), (A.119)

0y T Dyg L, (¥9) = By + T~2B, + Op(T ' 10g?(T)), (A.120)

05 >T ' Dy, 990 L* (99) = Coi + Op(T~/?), (A.121)

fori=1,...,p+ 1 and where

Ay = My, E(A) = E(0y2DyL*(¥)) =0
By=A, Bi= Mg+ Mg,

Here, M, M&FW,T and MJ’M are given in (A.51)), (A.54) and (A.55)), respectively, and
A is the inverse of the Uam'ance covam’ance matriz given in . The expression for Cy;,

1=1,...,p+1, zsgwenm and-
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Proof of Lemma[A.25 The proof is omitted and follows from Lemmal[A.23|and the asymp-
totic behaviour of the modification term and its derivatives in Lemma [A.21] O

A.4 Proof of the main results

In this section, we provide the proofs for the main results presented in Section 3]

A.4.1 Proof of Theorem [3.1]

The proof for the CSS score follows directly from Lemmata [A.13] [A.14] and [A.20 The
proof for the CSS score with known pg follows directly from Lemma [A.2] and from
E(S;Sy,) =0.

A.4.2 Proof of Lemma [3.1]

The first property is readily established since

from ko1(d) = 1 and ¢o(p) = 1.

In a special case where the short-run dynamics ¢ = 0, we have ¢;(9) = ko:(d). Then

T
D kg < Koy + ke = 14 (1—d)?,
t=1
because kg1 = 1 for all d and kgy = (1 — d) = 1 — d for all d, see Johansen & Nielsen
(2016, Lemma A.4). Thus rgz = 0 only if d = 1 and from the recursive relationship
mi(a) = J*jﬂwj_l(a) for 5 > 1 and for all a, see for instance p.96 in Hassler (2019), it
follows that kg, = 0 for all n > 2 when d = 1. Thus m(d,p) =1if d =1 and ¢ = 0.

The proof of the second property is given in Lemmata [A.15| and [A.21]

A.4.3 Proof of Theorem [3.2]

We note that the MCSS estimator is equal to

., = argmin L ()
9EO

= argmin log (m(ﬂ)zL*(ﬁ)) :
9€0 T

so that the objective function equals L (1) = log (m(ﬁ)%L* (19)) = log(m(v))+log (%L*(ﬁ))
We also note that R(¢) = 2L*(¥) is the same objective function as in Hualde & Nielsen
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(2020). Fix e >0 and let M, = {9 € ©: |9 — | < €} and M, = {0 € O : | — | > ¢}
Then

A —

Pr (9 € 1) =P (o 20 < ot £9)).

deM, - 9€eM.

< Pr ( inf L(9) < E(%)) ,

YeEMe

< Pr ( inf log(R(2)) — log(R(4) < log(m(d) — inf log<m<79>>) |

YeEMe

From Hualde & Nielsen (2020), as 7' — oo, we have that

Pr ( inf log(R(?)) — log(R(Y)) < O) — 0.
'ﬂeMe
So to prove consistency, it remains to show that
log(m(d)) — grel(g log(m(d)) — 0, (A.122)

which is already established in Lemmata [A.14] and [A.20]

To show the asymptotic normality of @m, we proceed with a usual Taylor expansion
of the score function,

0 = DyLy,(Um) = DyLy,(0) + (0 — Vo) Dowr Ly (97),

where ¥* is an intermediate value satisfying |9* — do| < |0, — ¥o| 2 0. The product
moments within Dy L*(¢) have been demonstrated in Johansen & Nielsen (2010, Lemma
C.4) and Johansen & Nielsen (2012, Lemma A.8(i)) to exhibit tightness or equicontinuity
in a neighborhood of #y. This allows us to apply Johansen & Nielsen (2010, Lemma
A.3) and conclude that Dygy LY (9*) = Dyg L, (¥9) + op(1). Consequently, we proceed to
analyse DyL? (99) and Dyg L, (J9). According to Lemmata [A.19| and [A.25 we find that
o2T~YV2DyL* (V) = Mgy + Op(T~Y210g(T)) and 02T Dyy L%, (9) = A+ Op(T~/?) so
that the final result follows from Lemma [A.9]

A.4.4 Proof of Theorem [3.3

First, we consider the bias of . A Taylor series expansion of Dqu*(@) = 0 around vy
gives

| [ = 90) Doy L(9*)(D = )

0= DyL*(¥) = DyL"(00) + Dyg L™ (o) (I — o) + 2 : )

(0 — 90) Dy, , 90 L(9%) (D — )

where 9" is an intermediate value which is allowed to vary across the different rows of
Dy g L(¥*) for i = 1,...,p+ 1 and satisfies |9* — | < [ — | £ 0. We then insert
V) — Vg =T V2G1r + T Gor + O,(T~3/?) and find

Grr = =T"*(Dyy L* (o)) Dy L* (1),
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1 DﬂL*<790),<D1919/L* (ﬁo))_lDﬁﬂw/L(ﬁ*) (DgglL* (ﬁo))_lDﬁL* (190)
GQT - _iT(DﬁﬁlL*(ﬁo))il .

Y

DyL*(00)' (Dyg L*(00)) "' Dy, . 99 L(0*) (Dggr L* (09) ) "' Dy L* ()

which we write as

R 1
TY2(0 — 0y) = —(T ' Dyy L*(90)) " T2 DyL*(9) — 5T—l/Q(T*DWL*(190))—1

T-12DyL*(90) (T~ Dy L* (Vo)) T~ Dy, 99 L(9*) (T~ Dygr L* () ) "' T2 Dy L* ()

T=Y2DyL*(9) (T~ Dyg L*(90)) T~ Dy, ,, 99 L(9*) (T~ Dygr L* () T~ /2Dy L* (V)
+ op(T~Y?). (A.123)

First we note that, as in Appendix , we can apply Johansen & Nielsen (2010,
Lemma A.3) to conclude that Dy, L(0*) = Dy,99 L(09) + op(1) for i = 1,...,p+ 1.
Consequently, we plug in the derivatives in Lemma [A.17] and [A.23] into the expansion
(A.123]) and find

. 1
T2 = ¥o) = —(Bo+ T7/2By) ™" (Ao + T4, — §T‘1/2(BO + TR

(Ao + Tﬁl/QAl), (BO + T71/231)71001(Bo + T71/231)71 (Ao + T71/2A1>

(Ao + Tfl/ZAl), (Bo + Tfl/QBl)flco(pﬂ))(BO +T712B,) ! (AO + T71/2A1>
+ op(T™Y?). (A.124)

Using the Woodbury matrix identity

(By+T7Y?B)) ' = By —T7Y2By Y (I + T7V*B,B; ) ' B, By !
= By =T '?By'B\B; ' + Op(T71),

and hence ([A.124]) reduces to

Al BytCy 1Byt Ag

N 1 0+-0 ) 0

TY2() — ) = —By*Ag — T~ Y? | By'A, — By'By Byt Ay + 5BO—I :
Ay By Copi1 By M Ao
+ OP<T_1/2).
We find that F(Ay) = E(My) = 0 so that
] E(AyBy ' Co1By ' Ao)
TEW) — i) = — | By'E(A) — By 'E(BiBy ' Ay) + 5 By ! 5
E(AyBy ' Copi1 By Ag)
+o(1). (A.125)

We rewrite

E(ABB(;lCO’zBO_le) = L/ ((BO_ICQJBO_I) ® E<AOA6)> L,
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and from Lemma [A.9 we have that
E(AoA) = B (Mgyr(Mgyr)) = A+ o(1)
We also rewrite
E(B1By' Ao) = E (M yr + M yyr) A M yr)
= E (M yr A7 Mfyr) + E (Mg ppr A Mifyr)

y ( Ao B (M;l o (M@T)'» .

Ll (Al © E <M1;:+1 9T (M(TﬂT)/)> L

(A 1®E<M0.19 o >)L

(A 1®E<M019+119T O19T )>

From Lemma [A. 10 we have that
!
E <M0+,z9wT <M0+,19T) ) = £y, 4 o(1),
fork=1,....,p+ 1, with

o —2(3 20 Daami(0)byri(00) )
=

(Z?; i_lhdcpi(SOO) — > iso hdm(SOO)bgo’i(SOO)

and for m =1, ..., p it follows that

o ( 30 i  hapni(po)  — 5, dewo)bW(goO))
mE — i i_lbwwmi(SOO) > bgosomi(QOO)beo’i(SOO) ’

From Lemma [A.11] we have that
/
E (Mg; or (Mityr) > — Gy +o(1)

for k=1,...,p+1, with

where the elements are given by
G1(1,1) = —4¢s,

G1(1,2) = QZb/kgoo Zs (s+ k)~
= Z Z ( bo(s+k) (0) + (s + k)_lbgos(@on ;
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3 S (5 e 0) + (5 K) e (0)) B0,

k=1 s=1

Gm+l Y

where the elements are given by

1) Gni(1,2)
N @ ) (A.129)

Grms(1,1) Z Z ( _lb%om stk (o) + (s + k)_lbwnﬁ(‘po)) g

oo

G (12) = = 3 byeln Z( sy (20) + (5 4 B) hs(i00))
Grni(2,1) Zk ! Z( oms (£0)b(s k) (©0) + by ( s+k)(90o>b<ps(900))

Gmi1(2,2) Z Z ( Pm s (©o) go(s-&-k’)(go()) + bwm(s+k)(<ﬁo)bgos(900)) b«p’k(%),

k=1s=1
Then
V(AT O G V(AT O F)
TE() — ) = —A" E(0y2DyL* (1)) + A~ : + A7 :
V(AT O Gpaa) V(AT O Fp)
. V(A1 Ch1 AT @ A)e
— §A’1 : +o(1)

V(A7 Copii A7) @A),

Hence we can write
E (0 = o) = S(do, po) + Blso) +o(T7), (A.130)
where
TS(do, go) = —A™" [052E (Dy L" (0p))]
_ 41 i1 c(Vo)car(Yo)

Y (o)
from Lemma and
V(AT O (G + F)e . U ((AT1Co AT @ Ar)
TB(po) =A™ : -4 :
V(AT O (Gps1 + Fpi1)) e / ((A_ICO,p—HA_l) © Ar) e

(A.131)

For dy > 1/2 it follows from Lemma that

1 ey () co (V)
Yic@)

TS(dy,po) = A~
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and for dy < 1/2 it follows from Lemma that

—log(T) + (¥(1 — do) + (1 — 2do) ")
Dy, 6(1:¢)

TS(d07 QDO) = Ail ¢(17¢) )

D<Pp¢;(1§@)
(L)

completing the proof for the bias of . Tt follows from Lemmata|A 18| |A 19| |A 24| and |A.25|
that analogues of also hold for J,,, and 9,,,. Replacing DyL* (1) by Dy Ly, (¥), it is
clear that the expected score term S(dp, o) gets eliminated. Similarly, F (D,gL (190)) =0
by construction, and the proof is completed.

Observe that we additionally write St (do, ¢o) and Br(¢o), where we use the exact ex-
pectations of the expressions in (A.125)) —referred to as Fr;, Gr,, Ar and Cr o, —instead
of the asymptotic expectations of F;, G;, A and Cp;. Then, the “exact” bias is given by

E (0 — o) = Sr(do, o) + Br(w0) +o(T™"),

where
TSr(do, o) = =A™ |05 E (DyL* (¥))]
— Al ZtT:1 ci(Vo)coi(Vo)
ZtT:1 (o)
and
(AT O (G + Fra))e 1 V(A7 Crp A7) © Ar) e
TBr(gpg) =A™ : At :

5 :
(AT O (Grpar + Frp)) V(A7 Crpp1 AT © Ar) o
With Fry = F (Mgfﬁkw (M@T)) such that
= (7T 20 X5 Daami(0)Dami(0) - T 0y 3212 Daami (0)b,i(00)
T Zthl Zf;% rlhdtpi(900> -7 Zthl Zf;é hd@i(@o)bw’i(QOO)
and for m =1,...,p we have

Frog = T Zt 122 22 hapmi(00) =T i1 TiZ hapni(00)beri(00)
i -7 Zt 1 Zz 1 Z_lbsosomi(<ﬂo) T Zthl Zg;i beoeami(SDO)b@’i(SOO)

With Gy =FE <M1;;719T (M(fﬂT),> such that

Gra(
Gry = ’
T1 (GTJ(
where the elements are given by

T t—1
Gra(1,1) ==2T7"'>"
t=1k=1s=

T
kM s—t)(s—t+k)!
t+1
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T t—1 T
Gri(1,2) =273 3" ban(eo)(s—t) (s—t+k)"
t=1 k=1 s=t+1
T t—1 T
GTl 2 1 =T ! Z Z k™ ! ( S —t b (37t+k)(§00> + (S —t+ k)_lbw(s,t)(QO[))) y
t=1 k=1 s=t+1
T t—1

Gri(2,2)=-T"">" i > ( §— ) b(s—irm (o) + (s —t + k)ilbgo(s—t)(()DO)) bork(0),

t=1 k=1 s=t+1

and for m = 1,...,p we have

G _ GT,m-‘rl(la 1) GT,m—i—l(L 2)
m+1,T GT,m+17T(27 1) GT,m+1(27 2) 7

where the elements are given by

T t—1 T
Grmm (L) =TSk > ( §—t) by (s—t4h) (00) + (s — t + k)_lbipm(sft)<300>> )

t=1 k=1 s=t+1
T t—1 T

Grmn(1,2) = =T33 ba(po) 3o (8 =8 bgniariny(p0) + (s = £+ k) by, s (0))
t=1 k=1 s=t+1
T t—1 T

GTm+1(2 1 =T 1ZZk ! Z (som(s—t)(%)b (s t+k)(%00) +b<pm(s t+k)(<P0)b (s t)(%f?o))

With Ay = E (Mg (Mggr)') such that

Ay ( T Y Y ~T" &@“%(w)/g’)
T Zt 1Zt 1bw< 0)/j T Zt:l Zzzl bw(@o)b@’j(goo)'

Lastly, Cr; is defined as follows

O Croi(1,1) Cre(1,2)
ol Cron(2,1) Crn(2,2))’

where the elements are given by

T t—1
CT,()l(l, 1) = —ST_l Z Z Dddﬂ'i(O)Ddﬂ'i(O),
t=1 =0
T t—1 T t—1
OT701(1, 2) = QT_I Z Z 7 lhdwli((,O()) + T L Z Z Dddﬂ'i(o)bw’i(@o);
t=11=2 t=11i=0
T t—1 T t—1
CT,Ol (2, 1) =27 ! Z Z Z‘_lhdm'(g&(ﬂ + 77t Z Z Dddﬁi(O)bW(@()),
t=1i=2 t=11=0
T t-1 T t—-1
Cro1(2,2) = =T > i bppi(eo) = T~ byi(po)hawi(o)
t=11=1 t=1i=2
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/

1
bﬁi(wo)hdﬁfi(sf?o)) :
2

T t—
_ (Tl Z
t=1i=

and for kK =1,...,p we have that

Corotenn) = Crow+n(1,1)  Cromwsny(1,2)
O(k+D) CT,O(k+1)(27 1) CT,O(k+1)(272)>

where the elements are given by

T -1 T -1
Crog+1)(1,1) =277 i  hapi(00) + T Daami(0)bgyi(00),
=1 i—2 =1 i=0
T -1 T -1
Crogan)(1,2) = =T i bgrgi(w0) = T DD beyi(00) hawi(o)
=1 i=1 =1 i=2
T -1
-7 Z byi(0) hagyi(0),
=1 i=2
T -1 T -1
Crow+1)(2,1) = =T~ ' ZZZ peri(po) =1 122@%2 ©0)hagi(o)
t=1i=1 t=1i=2
T t—1
— T3>  bei(w0) hag,i(wo),
=1 i=2
T t—1 ! T t—1
CTO(k+1 2 2 (T 12217@1 900 @' ot 900)) +T_1zzb@i(900)b<ﬁ’<ﬂki(900)
=1 i=1 =1 i=1
T -1
F T boi(90)boyri(0)-

t=11i=1

A.4.5 Proof of Corollary

The lag polynomial for AR(1) specification is given by
w(Lip) = (1—¢L)” ij 7,
where w;(p) = ¢/, j > 0. The inverse lag polynomial is given by
$(Lip) =w (L) = (1 — pL) = Z ()L,

where ¢o(¢) =1 and ¢1(p) = —¢, ¢s(¢) = 0, s > 2. Taking the derivatives of ¢4(p) with
respect to ¢ yields: 9¢o(v)/0p =0, 0p1(p)/0p = —1, and 0ps(¢)/0p = 0, s > 2. Then

by; (¢0) Zwk Yo 6¢J k(00) /O

]1
—@ )
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for j > 1. Since 9%¢;(¢)/0p* =0 for j > 1 we get

bpi(0) Zwk (£0)0*pj—r(0)/0%%,
= O

To find an expression for the bias we need the following expansion

> 1
k=0
S kTlak = —log(1 —x), (A.133)
00 B k 1
S(k+1) Y nt = 3 log?(1 — z), (A.134)
k=1 n=1
S af S s s+ k)T = —Lig(———), (A.135)
k=1  s=1 -z

where |z| < 1. The first three expansions are well known and can be found in Grad-
shteyn & Ryzhik (2014) on pages 7 (0.231-1), 44 (1.513-4), and 45 (1.516-1) respectively.
The last expansion makes use of a couple of results. First, we have the expression:

o0

YosT s+ k)T =R (k1) + ),
Wk 4 1) 4+ = /01(1 C (1 — ),

These results can be found in Abramowitz & Stegun (1964) on page 259, 6.3.16 and 6.3.22
respectively. Using these results and (A.133), we get

Zxkz:s (s+ k)~ Zxkk / (1—t)"11 —tF)dt
:L/ u,—t)*1§:aﬁk*10.—tkyﬁ
0 k=1

1 1 —at
= 1—t)"11 ( )ﬁ
A( )~ log )

Then a change of variable of integration to get

[la-nmoe (A2 ar=— [ 0 ) ogupa
)

X

— _Lio(—

ia( 1—=x
where Liy(¢) = 32,1 %¢", or alternatively Lio(1 —v) = [(1 — t)"'log(t)dt, is the
dilogarithm function (Spence’s integral), see Abramowitz & Stegun (1964, page 1004,
27.7.1) for the integral representation where a slight different definition of the dilogarithm
function is used, namely f(z) = Lis(1 — x).
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Next, we find the expression for A in @, and its inverse A~! by using (A.132) and
(A.133):

Ao < /6 —¢ " log(1 — w))
—p Tt log(l—¢)  (1-¢H)™t )7
and
. p ( 6 Glog(1 — @)(1 — @2)>
m202 — 6(1 — ©2) log?(1 — ) \6log(1 — @) (1 — ¢?) T2 p(1 - ¢?) '

Next, we find the expression for Cy; and Cpy in respectively, (A.82)) and (A.83]). Using
(A.133) and (A.134) we find

o ( —6Cs 20 Lin(—12;) — ¢~ log?(1 — 90))

207" Liy(—12;) — ¢ og?(1 — ) 2roel o

Y

20 Lig(—12) — ¢ log?(1 — ) 2%8l-g)
Coz = @log(l—w) <.

Next, we find expression for F} and F, in respectively, (A.126) and (A.127]). Using
(A.133) and (A.134) we find

P ( —2(3 —@*1110g2(1 - gp))
1 — — . og(1— )
¢ Lin(—%;)

and

P = gp‘lLiQ(_&) 10%7(_1;2@) .
0 0

Next, we find expression for G; and G5 in respectively, (A.128)) and (A.129). Using
(A.132)),(A.133) and (A.135) we find

a —4Gs 207 Lis(—1%7)
P e g (L - o) o Lin(—125) MU - o7 (15 log(l— ) )

and

G, _ (¥ 08" (L= p) o Lia(—1%) MHEGE - 7R (£ +log(1 - )
2log(1 — ¢) = —265=5y

Next, we find an expression for the score bias term. First we consider the non-
stationary region, i.e. dy > 1/2. We have that

Z¢J ©)Ko(t—7)(d)
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= kor(d) — pro-1) (d)I(t > 2),

and, therefore,

Zcf(dv p)=(1+ 902) Z ﬁgt( - 2902 Kot(d "10 t+1) (d)
t=1

t=1

=(1+ 902) i ﬁgt(d) + 2@2 (f‘GO(t+1)(d) - KOt(dD f€0(t+1)(d) - 2@2%(#1)(@

t=1 t=1

S (14— 20) SR (d) + 203 k()1 + d), (A.136)

t=1 t=1

where we used the properties mo(u) = 1 and 7 (u) — m_1(u) = m(u — 1) for any u, see
Johansen & Nielsen (2016, Lemma A.4), and approximation by Stirling’s Formula impling
that ko (d) = O(t~?). The first summand in this expression is given in Johansen & Nielsen

(2016, Lemma B.1), i.e. ,
s 2d — 2
§ : 2 d) =
t:1H0t() <d_1>7

where d > 1/2. The second term can be derived using a similar proof strategy. We have
that

© T(1 —d+t)T(—d+1)
T(1— d)T(—d) T(t)t! ’

t=0
2d
—05
(4)

where the last equality follows from Abramowitz & Stegun (1964, p. 556, eqn. 15.1.20)).
We conclude that
> 2d — 2 2d
2 — 1 - 2 )
; a=0=9",_{)Tely

Next, we find an expression for Y72, ¢;(d, ¢)Dgyci(d, p). Taking the derivative of the
left and right-hand side of (|A.136]) with respect to d gives

Z Ii()t IQ()t ]. + d)

[e.e]

QZCt Ddct d QO = 2 1-— Z Kzlt /‘T,Qt ‘l— 2302 (H1t<d)/€0t(1 + d) + K;Ot(d)/{lt<1 + d)) .

t=1

The first summand in this expression is given in Johansen & Nielsen (2016, Lemma B.1)
(there is a small typo; the minus sign should be a plus sign), i.e.

)

> (@) = (47 ) (viza- 1) - wia.

where d > 1/2. The second term can be obtained using a similar approach as in Jo-
hansen & Nielsen (2016, Lemma B.1), and is given by

DdZKOt kot(1 4+ d) = (i;l) (¥(2d+1)—¥(d+1)).
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We conclude that
S ald ) Dacild, ) = (1= (2 %) (w(2d - 1) - w(a))
d—1

n ¢<Qj> (W(2d+1) - D(d+1)).

Next, we find an expression for >.;°, ¢,(d, ) Dyci(d, ¢). Taking the derivative of the
left-hand side and right-hand side of ({A.136]) with respect to ¢ gives

QZCt svctd@):@@_z)zﬁgt —|—2Z/<;0t Yot (1 + d).
=1

t=1

Note that the expressions for the two summands are given above. We conclude that
> 2d — 2 2d
©)Dyci(d, ) = (p — 1 0.5 .
Therefore the score bias S(dy, o) for dy > 1/2 is given by
2d — 2 2d\17"
— A—l 1 — 2
rste) == [a-er (377 v (3] x

[(1 — @22 (350) (U(2d — 1) — U(d)) + (%) (®(2d + 1) — T(d + 1))
(e = D(3) +05(%)

Y

The score bias S(dy, o) for dy < 1/2 is given by

TS(d, g) = A1 l— log(T) + W(1 — do) + (1 — 2d0)_1] |

1-¢

because ¢(1;¢) =1 — ¢ and the proof is complete.
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