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Abstract: We present a new framework for the robust estimation of latent
time series models which is fairly general and, for example, covers models
going from ARMA to state-space models. This approach provides estima-
tors which are (i) consistent and asymptotically normally distributed, (ii)
applicable to various classes of time series models, (iii) straightforward to
implement and (iv) computationally efficient. The framework is based on
the recently developed Generalized Method of Wavelet Moments (GMWM)
and a new robust estimator of the wavelet variance. Compared to existing
methods, the latter directly estimates the quantity of interest while per-
forming better in finite samples and using milder conditions for its asymp-
totic properties to hold. Moreover, results are given showing the identifia-
bility of the GMWM for various classes of time series models thereby allow-
ing this method to consistently estimate many models (and combinations
thereof) under mild conditions. Hence, not only does this paper provide
an alternative estimator which allows to perform wavelet variance anal-
ysis when data are contaminated but also a general approach to robustly
estimate the parameters of a variety of (latent) time series models. The sim-
ulation studies carried out confirm the better performance of the proposed
estimators and the usefulness and broadness of the proposed methodol-
ogy is shown using practical examples from the domains of economics and
engineering with sample sizes up to 900,000.

Keywords and phrases: Wavelet variance, Time series, State-space mod-
els, Kalman filter, Signal processing, Multiscale and latent processes..

1. Introduction

The challenge of robust estimation for time series models is still a widely open
issue. Many estimation methods have been proposed which provide in most
cases tailor-made robust alternatives for the estimation of specific groups of
time series models (see Appendix ?? for a short literature review). The propos-
als by Genton and Ronchetti [2003] or Ortelli and Trojani [2005], for example,
are among the few relatively general methods which are able to robustly es-
timate a broader class of time series models. However, the shortage of these
general methods and the absence of available robust estimation methods in the
majority of statistical software testify how the theory and implementation for
the robust analysis of time series require further investigation and development.
This paper provides a fairly general framework which delivers estimators which
enjoy suitable asymptotic properties, are computationally efficient and easy to
implement. For example, being conceived for the robust estimation of latent
1
imsart-generic ver. 2014/07/30 file: RGMWM_arXiv.tex date: May 26, 2022


http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:0000.0000

/Robust Inference for Time Series Models 2

time series models, this method can also deliver robust estimators for the pa-
rameters of ARMA models as well as for those of certain state-space models.
It does so by relying on the principle of the Generalized Method of Wavelet
Moments (GMWM) which was recently proposed by Guerrier et al. [2013] and
takes advantage of the quantity called Wavelet Variance (WV). This quantity
is delivered from a wavelet decomposition of a time series on different scales.
The WV at each of these scales is then used in the spirit of the Generalized
Method of Moments (GMM) where its theoretical form can be matched with its
empirical counterpart.

Since the GMWM is based on the WV, a robust estimator of the WV delivers
a robust version of the GMWM. This is possible given that the GMWM can be
expressed as an indirect estimator based on an auxiliary estimator which, in this
particular case, is the WV estimator. Generally speaking, if the auxiliary esti-
mator is robust then so is the indirect estimator [see, for example, Genton and
Ronchetti, 2003]. Unlike likelihood-based methodologies, for example, a robust
GMWM can easily be implemented by bounding the quantity it is based on (i.e.
the WV) and is computationally efficient even for considerably large samples.
Indeed, the computational bottleneck of the method lies in the estimation of the
WYV which only requires a number of multiplications of order T log,(T") (with
T denoting the sample size), which is the same order as the widely used fast
Fourier transform algorithm. Moreover, adding the robust step to this proce-
dure only marginally decreases the computational speed. On the other hand,
according to the type of time series, general likelihood based approaches may
require the (robust) computation of innovations (of size T'), using some types of
filters at each optimisation step, that are added to the maximisation step in an
EM-algorithm type of procedure. In addition to this, the proposed framework
provides an important opportunity to develop a sufficiently general and simple
methodology for the robust estimation of many time series models based on the
identifiability results presented in this paper.

Given the general setting provided by the GMM and the results of Guerrier
et al. [2013], it is clear that the properties of our approach are closely related to
the properties of the estimator of the WV. For this reason this paper proposes
a new robust estimator of WV which, by directly estimating this quantity, is
consistent and asymptotically normally distributed under mild assumptions.
This estimator is an alternative to the one put forward by Mondal and Percival
[2012] who propose a robust M-estimator based on a logarithmic transformation
of the data and turn this quantity into a location parameter, thereby developing
the asymptotic properties for the estimator of this parameter which they then
correct for bias and inversely transform to obtain an approximately unbiased and
robust estimator of WV. Compared to the latter, we discuss the boundedness of
the Influence Function (IF) of the estimator proposed in this work which relies on
existing robust methodologies by extending “Huber’s Proposal 2” (HP2) for the
robust estimation of the scale parameter in linear regression to the dependent
data setting. Being based on weaker assumptions than Mondal and Percival
[2012], it also compares favourably in finite samples. The proposed estimator
is then used as the auxiliary estimator of the previously described time series
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estimation method.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the WV in detail and
describes the classical estimator of this quantity proposed by Percival [1995].
It then presents the proposed robust M-estimator of WV and its asymptotic
properties. Section 3 briefly describes the GMWM methodology and then, in
Section 3.1, provides some global identifiability results which allow the asymp-
totic properties of the GMWM to hold under very mild conditions thereby
drastically reducing the conditions given in Guerrier et al. [2013]. Section 3.2
explains how the robustness properties of the proposed estimator of WV transfer
to the GMWM estimator, delivering a robust approach to the estimation of the
parameters of (latent) time series models with suitable asymptotic properties.
Section 4 presents a simulation study for the estimation of the parameters of
time series models. Finally, Section 5 shows the benefits of the proposed ap-
proach when applied to some real data concerning firstly sensor calibration in
the domain of engineering applied to navigation systems and, finally, personal
saving rates from the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis.

2. Wavelet Variance Estimation

In this section, we first present an overview of the classical WV estimation the-
ory, whereas a more detailed presentation can be found in Percival and Walden
[2000], Chapter 8. The second part of this section focuses on the robust ap-
proach, by first analysing the robustness properties of the classical WV through
the time series adaptation of the IF given by Kiinsch [1984], and then by propos-
ing a robust M-estimator based on Huber’s Proposal 2 [Huber, 1981].

2.1. Classical Wavelet Variance estimation

The WV can be interpreted as the variance of a process after it has been subject
to an approximate bandpass filter [Percival and Guttorp, 1994]. Indeed, the WV
can be built using wavelet coefficients issued from a Maximum Overlap Discrete
Wavelet Transform (MODWT) (see e.g. Mallat, 1999 and Percival and Walden,
2000).

The wavelet coefficients are built using wavelet filters (h;;), 7 = 1,...,J,
with finite J < |log,(T)] € N*t. The wavelet filters must satisfy

Li—1

L;j—1 0o
1
lz_% hj,l =0, lz_; h%,l = 5 and Z h171h171+2m =0

l=—00

where L; = (27 —1)(L; —1)+1 is the length of the wavelet filters (h;;) (with Ly
being the length of the first level filter k4 ;) and m is a nonzero integer. Moreover,
we have that h;; = 0 for [ <0 and [ > L;. Let Hi(f) = lel(;l hlyle*i%ﬂ be
the transfer function of hy ;. The jth level wavelet filters (h;;) can be obtained
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by computing the inverse discrete Fourier transform of
j—2
. . 1
Hy(f) = Hy(27Hf) [ [ e /= (5 = 21,
1=0
The MODWT filters a sequence (Y;), t € Z to obtain a sequence of MODWT
wavelet coefficients (W) ), t € Z as follows

Wie= > hjYi
1=0

The WV at dyadic scales 7; = 27 are defined as the variances of (W, ), i.e.
Vi = var (Wj,). (2.1)

Notice that the true WV at scale j (i.e. 1/]2) is assumed not to depend on time.
The condition for this property to hold is that the time series at hand is either
stationary or non-stationary but with stationary backward differences of order
d satisfying d < Ly /2. In addition, (h;;) must be based on a Daubechies wavelet
filter (see Daubechies, 1992 and Percival and Walden, 2000). This is due to the
fact that Daubechies wavelet filters of width L contain an embedded backward
difference filter of order L, /2. In the context of this paper we choose the wavelet
decomposition based on the Haar filter which delivers stationarity for processes
with d < 1 but other filters could theoretically be applied to ensure stationarity
for d > 1.

Assuming that E[W;,] = 0 (which is always true when (Y;) is a stationary
process), a consistent and unbiased estimator for 1/]2 is given by the MODWT
estimator defined in Percival [1995] as

T

~2 2

Vi = s L 1 E Wi, (2.2)
t=L;

Theorem 1 of Serroukh et al. [2000] showed that under suitable conditions the
MODWT estimator of the WV DJZ is consistent and asymptotically normally
distributed for each scale 7;. This result was extended by Guerrier et al. [2013]
to the multivariate case, i.e. for o = [17]2]7 j=1,...,J

VT (7~ v) —— = N(0,V)

where v = [V?]jzl ______ 5, V= [ail]k’l for k,1=1,...,J, with a,%l = 275k(0) and
where
1 [e's) ,
_ —ifT
Sulf) =5 ngfoo Yri(7)e

are the cross spectral densities with cross-covariances
(1) = cov(WZ,, W2 r)
Vi1 (1) = cov(Wi 1, Wi ).

imsart-generic ver. 2014/07/30 file: RGMWM_arXiv.tex date: May 26, 2022



/Robust Inference for Time Series Models 5

In particular, when (Y;) is a Gaussian process, then the above cross-covariances
simplify to
Vi (T) = COVQ(Wk,u Wi tgr)-

The estimation of the elements o3, for k # [ is in general not straightforward.
Although Guerrier et al. [2013] proposed a closed form estimator of V, they
suggested to estimate the elements of V by parametric bootstrap, diminishing
the computational time compared to the analytical solution.

For sake of completeness, another estimator of WV can be used which is the
one based on the Discrete Wavelet Transform (DWT). However, the MODWT
is chosen in this paper because of its better properties in terms of efficiency
which does not exclude that the results in this paper can be extended to the
DWT estimator.

2.2. Robust Wavelet Variance estimation

Robust WV estimation can in principle be tackled in two ways: using robust
wavelet filtering or using a robust method applied to the wavelet coefficients
issued from a standard filtering. In the first scenario, most of the developments
have been in the identically and independently distributed case (see e.g. Ap-
pendix ?77). When “robustifying” the filtering process, however, the assumptions
refer to the properties of the original time series while our approach places its
conditions directly on the wavelet coefficients issued from the filtering. Conse-
quently, in this paper we use a robust method after a standard filtering has
been applied to the time series [as in Mondal and Percival, 2012]. Following
this, in order to propose a robust estimator of the WV we first need to un-
derstand the conditions under which it has a bounded IF. However, this is not
a straightforward task since there is not a unique definition of an IF for time
series as discussed by Martin and Yohai [1986]. In the latter they put forward
a definition of IF for time series which is based on the specification of a par-
ticular contamination model which can include various types of contamination
models. Although adequate for measuring robustness in a time series setting,
this IF is a functional on a distribution space as opposed to a finite-dimensional
space for the classic IF [see Hampel et al., 1986] and would in practice require
the specification of the outlier-generating process. Another definition of a con-
ditional IF for time series was given by Kiinsch [1984] who adapted the classic
IF definition to strictly stationary processes. As underlined in Maronna et al.
[2006], although this IF definition is generally different from the definition given
by Martin and Yohai [1986], there is a close relationship between the two. Con-
sidering the IF put forward by Kiinsch [1984], the existence and uniqueness of
this IF was proven by La Vecchia and Trojani [2010] in a similar setting. In
this context we therefore adopt this definition of conditional IF for the WV
estimator which is given in the following theorem.

Theorem 2.1. Let the WV estimator be generalized as an M-estimator which
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is defined as the solution for 1/]2 of the following equation

T

> (Wi vi) =0

t=1

where ¥ (-) is a function which can be unbounded or bounded with respect to
(W;.1) which is a strictly stationary and ergodic process. Then the IF of the
estimator of WV is bounded only if 1(-) is bounded.

The proof of Theorem 2.1 is straightforward and can be found in Appendix
??. As mentioned earlier, Mondal and Percival [2012] also propose a robust
M-estimator for the WV. However, this approach uses a log-transformation of
the data with location parameter po for which the asymptotic properties of its
estimator Ty are shown. The estimator Ty is then (approximately) corrected for
bias and then transformed back to a scale parameter. In this paper the estimator
which we propose requires no transformation of the wavelet coefficients and its
asymptotic properties refer directly to the quantity we want to estimate, i.e.
the WV. To introduce the proposed approach, a possible M-estimator is based
on the so-called Weighted Maximum Likelihood Estimator (WMLE) [Field and
Smith, 1994] given by the solution for V? of the following expression

ZW(WN? VJQ»)S(WN; VJQ) — a(ujz») =0

t=1

where s(Wj 4; Vf) represents the score function, a(yjz) is a consistency correc-
tion factor which depends on the distribution of (W;,) and the weights w(-)
are chosen such that w(Wj ;v3)s(Wj;v3) is bounded, therefore guaranteeing
robustness properties to the estimator. Using this WMLE form, Huber [1981]
put forward the HP2 that was proposed for the scale parameter of the residuals
in the linear regression framework under the classical assumption of a Gaussian
distribution for the residuals. Since in general we suppose that E[W;,] = 0, we
use HP2 by defining r; , = W; ;/v; as the standardized wavelet coefficients, and
2

U5 is defined implicitly as the solution in V? of

T
1
a7 2o W (reve) riy —ay(e) =0 (2.3)

Jt=L;

where c is a tuning constant defined further on, rit is the score function, ay(c)
is the equivalent of a(l/f) assuming (r;;) follow a standard Gaussian model (but
other models could be considered) and w(-) represent the weights given to the
observations which in this case are squared. The tuning constant ¢ regulates
the trade-off between robustness and efficiency, where ¢ — oo corresponds to
the classical estimator (with w(rj;v7,¢) = 1,Vt, and ay(c) = 1). A discussion
about the choice of this constant can be found in Appendix ?7.

For the t-functions, we propose to use Beaton and Tukey [1974] biweight
function with redescending weights. The reason for this choice lies in the renown
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high-breakdown point of these types of weights that can be particularly relevant
in the present setting due to the wavelet filtering which can induce significant
memory. The biweight ¢-function delivers the following weights w(+)

N 2
((J—’) —1) if |rj <ec

C
>c

wipy (V3 c) = { 0 £ Ir
7,t

and, if one supposes the normality for the wavelet coefficients, then the correc-

tion term is
a;Bi) (¢c) =Eq [w[zBﬂ (r; VJZ, 0)7"2:|
(2.4)

_ 4 6 ¢ 4 4 9
_78/’[’(: _C?Mc—i_cj/'l/c_ciguc_‘_iuc

with z¢ being the i-th truncated moment under the standard normal distribution
between —c and c.

An alternative weight function is given by Huber’s -function which has
well known properties and has easily tractable derivatives when developing its
asymptotic properties. Its weights are given by

W) (75,5 ij, ¢) = min <1; C> . (2.5)
Tj,t
When using the above weight functions, it is necessary to understand if they
deliver functions which enable to identify the unknown parameter 1/]2 and state
that
E[¢ (W s%)] =0
if and only if k% = 1/]2 (i.e. there is a unique solution for 1/]2) This condition
is often called “global identifiability” and it is an essential condition to prove
consistency and asymptotic normality of the estimator which is often assumed
for simplicity [as, for example, in Mondal and Percival, 2012]. To verify global
identifiability, let us set Condition (C1) below:

(C1) The process (W) is a zero-mean Gaussian process with variance v
{r € R|0 < z < oo} and autocovariance sequence (ow (h)) such that |pw (h)
O@(p*),0<p<1.

AN

S

Condition (C1) is almost always verified regarding the mean and variance
constraints since all stationary models deliver zero-mean wavelet coefficients
(W;+) with finite WV 1/]2 and many non-stationary models with stationary
backward differences of order d < L;/2 can also respect this condition. This
is the case, for example, for all stationary ARMA and various state-space mod-
els. However, the assumption of a Gaussian model for (W) ) issued from the
previously mentioned models is a relatively strong one but (apart from the case
where (V) is itself Gaussian) it is a frequently assumed condition for the wavelet
coefficients and, according to the type of process, could be a reasonable approxi-
mation due to the averaging nature of the filter. Considering these observations,
we have the following theorem.
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Theorem 2.2. Under Condition (C1) we have that z/J2 is identifiable using the
Huber weight function.

Moreover, let us define v = ¢(x?/v?)"/2. Then we also have the following
lemma.

Lemma 2.1. Under Condition (C1) and for v > 3.5, we have that v3 is
identifiable using the Tukey biweight function.

The condition of v > 3.5 is very mild. Indeed, the result of Lemma 2.1

implies that the equation E[()(Wj+,#?)] = 0 has the unique solution x? = v? if

% belongs to the set {z € R|7i/2¢ < & < 0o}. In other words, the parameter v}
is identifiable if ¢ > 3.5 so that it belongs to the previously defined set. Using
the results of Theorem 2.3 further on, this condition is very reasonable as it is
satisfied for any efficiency larger than approximately 2.5%, an efficiency which
is already too low to make any sense in practice. The proofs of Theorem 2.2 and
Lemma 2.1 can be found in Appendices 7?7 and ?7.

As mentioned earlier, the reason for choosing the biweight function for this
paper lies in its renown high breakdown point and its bias properties compared
to the Huber function. Moreover, in Appendix ?? we compare Huber’s and
Tukey’s weights in the way they control the bias induced by different types of
contamination on the resulting WMLE. This study leads us to conclude that
Tukey’s weights appear to be more appropriate for overall bias reduction.

Having defined Condition (C1) to obtain identifiability, let us now set an-
other condition for the wavelet coefficients (W ;) to prove consistency and
asymptotic normality:

(C2) The vector process Wy = [W; ¢];=1,...,s is covariance ergodic.

This condition implies that sample mean and covariance converge in quadratic
mean as T" — oo. This is also not a strong condition since, considering condition
(C1), we already assume that the original process (Y;) on which the wavelet
coefficients are built is stationary (or with stationary backward differences) and
we simply add the condition of ergodicity which is frequent among Gaussian
stationary processes (always being the case if the dependence among lagged
observations disappears as the lags increase). Using this condition allows the
1-functions applied to the wavelet coefficients to satisfy the uniform weak law
of large numbers to prove consistency and asymptotic normality of the proposed
WYV estimator which are given in the following theorem.

Theorem 2.3. Let U be the implicit solution of

T
> U(Wy,v)=0
t=1
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where
w(WLh V12)
\IJ(Wt, I/) =
w(WI,tu V?])
and with
w(ijta VJQ) = Wv?b (T]}h V327 C)sz',t - CL¢(C) (2.6)

defining a time-invariant function of Wy. Then, under Conditions (C1) and
(C2) and assuming that Lemma 2.1 holds when using the Tukey biweight func-
tion, U based on Huber or Tukey -functions is a consistent estimator for v and
its asymptotic distribution is given by

VT (0 —v) ﬁ N (0,M TS, (0)M ™)

where Sy,(0) is the power spectral density of U(Wy,v) and

0
M=E|——Y(W,v)|.
[ v (W, )}
The proof of this theorem can be found in Appendix ??. Hence, under the
assumptions of Theorem 2.3, the proposed estimator © is consistent for v and
has a limiting multivariate Gaussian distribution.

3. Robust Time Series Models Estimation

The results of the previous section provide the basis for the robust estimation
of state-space models. This is possible by taking advantage of the recently pro-
posed GMWM introduced in Guerrier et al. [2013] which makes use of the WV
in a GMM-type estimator. This method offers an alternative to the classical
likelihood-based estimation for the parameters of standard time series mod-
els and is often the only feasible method for certain state-space models which,
among others, are commonly used in engineering. The GMWM exploits the
unique link that exists between the WV and the parameters 8 € ® of the data
generating process Fy which is given by

1/2 1/2
RO =0 = [ Swhdr= [ HNESw(Od @)

—1/2 —1/2

where the notation 77(6) is used to make it consistent with the notation 77
which denotes a generic estimator of WV (e.g. DWT, MODWT, etc.). Based on
this relationship, the GMWM estimator is the result of the following generalized
least squares optimization problem

6 = argmin (1 —n(6))" Q (57 —n(9)) (3.2)
ZIS(C)
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where 17 and 1(0) represent, respectively, the J x 1 vectors of estimated WV and
the WV implied by the model Fy. The weighting matrix € is positive definite
and Guerrier et al. [2013] provide details on how this matrix should be chosen.
More specifically, if the matrix is positive definite then the GMWM preserves
its asymptotic properties and the importance of choosing €2 essentially consists
in making the GMWM as efficient as possible. Indeed, the GMWM with the
best efficiency is given by @ = H~!, where H represents the covariance matrix
of the estimator 7.

In Guerrier et al. [2013] we can find the conditions under which the consis-
tency and asymptotic normality of the GMWM estimator hold. Summarizing
these conditions, the first two concern the consistency of the estimator 7 and
of the estimator for € (if this is estimated), after which conditions 3 to 11 ba-
sically deal with the global identifiability of the model parameters through the
GMWM. These conditions are often hard to verify and are assumed in most
cases, especially when dealing with latent processes. In Section 3.1 we remove
all these conditions for a wide class of state-space models (which can be seen as
latent processes) and give clearer conditions to prove the identifiability of other
possible model parameters through the GMWM. This allows to then propose a
robust method for time series models estimation in Section 3.2 which has suit-
able asymptotic properties, is computationally efficient and is general in scope
based on the results presented in the following section.

3.1. Global Identifiability of the GMWM estimator

The consistency (and asymptotic normality) of the GMWM heavily rely on the
global identifiability of the model parameters through the WV. This allows the
estimating equation in (3.2) to have a unique minimizer which corresponds to
the true parameter value. Given the importance of this condition for the asymp-
totic properties of the GMWM to hold, in this section we verify it for a broad
class of time series models. To do so, let us define the basic time series models
considered in this work as (X™) (with m indicating a specific model) and show
that also the sum of some combinations of these processes is identifiable. These
combinations deliver numerous latent time series models which we define as
Y, = ZzG:1 Xt(z) where G is the number of models included in the latent model.

The considered models (Xt(m)) are given below:

(P1) Gaussian White Noise (WN) with parameter o> € RT. We denote this
process as Xt(l).

(P2) Quantization Noise (QN) (or rounding error, see e.g. Papoulis, 1991) with

parameter Q% € RT. We denote this process as Xt(z).

(P3) Drift with parameter w € RT. We denote this process as Xt(3).
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(P4) Random walk (RW) with parameter v2 € R*. We denote this process as
xW,

(P5) Moving Average MA(1) process with parameter o € (—1,+1) and ¢ € R*.
We denote this process as Xt(S).

(P6) Auto-Regressive AR(1) process with parameter p € (—1,+1) and v? € R*.
We denote this process as Xt(k), k=6,...,G.

Considering these processes, we will now consider the latent process Y; =
Zicil Xt(l) and state the following conditions:

(C3) If (Y7) is a latent process then all sub-processes are independent.

Condition (C3) allows us to have a more tractable problem for the identi-
fiability of the parameters of a latent process. However, this assumption can
eventually be relaxed or removed according to the specific models which are
considered for estimation once the identifiability for these particular models is
verified.

The basic approach to prove global identifiability of the function 1(0) can
be done by verifying the conditions in Guerrier et al. [2013]. An approach that
ensures that these conditions are simultaneously verified is to understand if
the Jacobian matrix 9/aen(0) is of full column rank as a consequence of the
following MacLaurin expansion

n(6) =n(6o) + o) (6~ 60) (33
—A,—/ b

where 0y and 6, are two parameter vectors and ||6* — 0| < |61 — Oy]|. Indeed,
if 89 = 6; we automatically have that n(6y) = 1(6;1) but if we have 6y # 6,
then, if the matrix A is full column rank, it means that only the vector b
= 0 can make 1(0y) = n(6;) implying that the only situation where this is
possible is when 6y = 0;. This approach is feasible if the expression of 1(0) is
a simple one thereby delivering a Jacobian matrix 9/06 1(8) whose full column
rank is verifiable by, for example, proving that its determinant |9/aen(0)| #
0, VO € ©. This is the approach that is used for some of the processes considered
in this section. However, this approach becomes considerably challenging once
the form of n(0) is slightly more complicated. For this reason, by denoting
the AutoCoVariance Function (ACVF) as pg(h), where h denotes the lag, the
following lemma states the alternative sufficient conditions to prove the global
identifiability of the parameter vector 6.

Lemma 3.1. The WV n(0) is identifiable if all of the following three conditions
are verified
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1. The ACVF @g(h) is such that >, ___ |pe(h)| < oco;
2. The spectral density Se(f) has a unique mapping to n(0);
3. The parameter vector 0 has a unique mapping to the ACVFE @g(h).

The proof of this lemma can be found in Appendix ??. The first condition
is almost always satisfied for stationary time series models which are, for exam-
ple, part of the class of m-dependent or strongly-mixing processes. The second
condition is quite straightforward to verify based on the conditions given by
Greenhall [1998] where the author discusses the specific cases where different
spectral densities can deliver the same Allan variance (which is equivalent, up to
a constant, to the Haar WV considered in this work). The last condition of this
lemma is often a standard condition for the identifiability of the parameters of a
time series model (especially when considering Gaussian time series). For exam-
ple, the first and last condition are verified for a causal autoregressive process of
order p (AR(p)) and the following lemma states the consequent identifiability
of the parameters of this process for the GMWM .

Lemma 3.2. The parameters of a causal AR(p) process are identifiable for the
GMWM.

The proof of this lemma can be found in Appendix ??. Given the identifia-
bility for this class of models, let us consider another class of models included
within the process Y; = Xt(l) + Xt(Q) + Zliﬁ Xt(i) which represents the sum of a
(P1) process, a (P2) process and K (P6) processes (K = G —5 < 00). Denoting
p; as the autoregressive parameter of the it (P6) process, the following theorem
considers the identifiability of the parameters for this specific process.

Theorem 3.1. Under condition (C3) and assuming p; # 0, Vi and p; < pj,
Vi < j, we have that the parameters of the process Yy = Xt(l) —|—Xt(2) —1—2?26 Xt(l)
are identifiable for the GMWM.

The proof of this theorem can be found in Appendix ?7. This theorem leads
to a corollary for which we give the following condition:

(C4) The parameters of process Y; = Xt(l) + Z?:e Xt(i) have a unique map-
ping to the parameters of an ARMA(p,q) model.

This assumption does not appear to be an excessively strong one to make
given the investigations made by Hamilton [1994] and Granger and Morris [1976]
on the representation of ARMA (p,q) models through the sum of (P1) and (P6)
processes. However, the proof that the above assumption holds for different
combinations of process (P1) with a sum of (P6) processes is left for future
research. An example where this assumption is satisfied is given by the sum of
two (P6) processes which has a unique mapping to an ARMA(2,1) model (the
proof can be found in Appendix ?7?). In this setting, a direct consequence of
Theorem 3.1 can be found in the following corollary.
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Corollary 3.1. Under the conditions of Theorem 3.1 and condition (C4), the
parameters of an ARMA (p,q) model which can be represented as Y; = Xt(l) +
ZiGZG Xt(l) are identifiable for the GMWM.

As mentioned earlier, this corollary is a direct result of the findings of Hamil-
ton [1994] and Granger and Morris [1976] according to whom a sum of K (P6)
processes (as well as of these with a (P1) process) is an ARMA (p,q) model where
p = K indicates the order of the autoregressive part (P6) and ¢ = K — 1 the or-
der of the moving average part. Considering the stated conditions, these results
allow the parameters of a wide class of stationary models to be identifiable for
the GMWM and therefore allow it to be a valid alternative to other time series
estimation methods in these cases. Using the approach in (3.3), the following
lemma states the identifiability for other sets of latent models.

Lemma 3.3. Under condition (C3) the parameters of a latent process Yy =
2?21 Xt(l) and of a latent process Yy = 2523 Xt(l) are globally identifiable for
the GMWM.

This lemma, whose proof is given in Appendix 77, allows to combine some
stationary and non-stationary processes considered in this section. Indeed, ex-
cluding the (P6) process, the parameters of each stationary process can be
identified together with those of the non-stationary ones. The reason why the
process (P5) is never considered together with processes (P1) and (P2) is be-
cause these model combinations are not identifiable for the GMWM. In fact,
while the GMWM is able to identify the parameters of a (P1) process and a
(P2) process even when combined in a latent model, it is not able to do so when
a (P5) process is combined with either or both of them. This is due mainly to the
form of the Jacobian matrix of the autocovariance function of these processes
since the columns can be represented as a linear combination of the others when
considering a (P5) process.

The above results allow to considerably reduce the conditions in Guerrier
et al. [2013] for the asymptotic properties of the GMWM to hold. Indeed, for
the relatively wide class of models discussed in this section, the only conditions
for the GMWM to be consistent, for example, are for the estimators & and
Q) (if estimated) to be consistent [conditions 1 and 2 in Guerrier et al., 2013].
The case of a latent model including a sum of (P6) processes with processes
(P3) and (P4) has not been investigated here since the approach used to prove
Theorem 3.1 is based on verifying the conditions in Lemma 3.1. In fact, the
latter uses the ACVF to verify the identifiability and there is no exact definition
of an ACVF for processes (P3) and (P4). However, if processes (P1) to (P5)
are only included once in a latent model, the results of this section strongly
suggest that the parameters of any latent model made by the combination of
the processes considered in this section, excluding a combination of (P1) and/or
(P2) with (P5), is identifiable for the GMWM. Theorem 3.1 and Lemma 3.3
support this idea based on the intuitive argument that the WV of the non-
stationary processes (P3) and (P4) increases steadily at the larger scales which
cannot be in any way approximated by the stationary processes considered here
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since their WV decreases at these scales.

The GMWM is therefore globally identifiable for a relatively wide range of
time series models and, as stated earlier, will be consistent and asymptotically
normally distributed mainly due to the properties of the chosen WV estimator
7). In practice however, when considering a GMM-type setting, the method is
limited by the number of observations since this will determine the number
of scales made available from the wavelet decomposition. This means that if
n is the number of parameters defining a process, then we must have J >
n (i.e. the number of WV moments is greater than or equal to the number
of parameters to estimate). This condition is a standard condition for GMM-
type estimators where identifiability is possible only if the number of moment
conditions is equal to or larger than the number of parameters to estimate. This
implies that, if we wish to estimate a relatively complicated model, we need a
relatively long observed time series. Nevertheless, a model with 3 parameters,
for example, can already be estimated with a time series of length 7" > 8 and
one with 4 parameters can be estimated with a time series of length 7" > 16.
This condition may not generally be a problem in practice and can be relaxed if
we eventually decide to use additional moments as suggested in Guerrier et al.
[2015]. As a final note, this “limitation” can also be seen as an advantage for the
GMWM given that the number of WV moments is limited since in practice we
have a finite J < |log,(T)] therefore allowing us to use all available moments
(which well summarize the information for the considered processes) in order to
easily estimate even for extremely large datasets. This is often not the case for
traditional GMM methods for time series model estimation which usually, for
practical purposes, select a subset of moments (e.g. specific lags of the ACVF).

Based on the above results, in the following section we combine the GMWM
methodology with the robust WV estimator & proposed in Section 2.2 to build
a robust GMWM estimator.

3.2. Robust GMWM estimator

In this section we propose a robust framework for the robust estimation of
latent time series models which is fairly general in scope based on the results
in Section 3.1. To introduce this approach, we have seen that in the classical
setting the GMWM is estimated based on & which is itself estimated using
the MODWT estimator in (2.2). However, the classical WV estimator can have
unbounded bias when Fy is contaminated with equivalent repercussions on the
GMWM. Hence, as hinted by Guerrier et al. [2014], a robust GMWM can be
built starting from a robust WV estimator. For this reason we use the estimator
v proposed in Section 2.2 whose robust and asymptotic properties transfer to
the GMWM and we call this estimator the RGMWM. Following Genton and
Ronchetti [2003], choosing the estimator & ensures robustness of 8, allowing the
RGMWM estimator to be robust due to the bounded IF of &. Another approach
to be considered for the robustness of the GMWM is to bound the objective
function in (3.2) as highlighted in Ronchetti and Trojani [2001] who show how
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the IF of the GMM estimator  is directly proportional to the orthogonality
function used for the estimation, which therefore needs to be bounded to obtain
a robust GMM estimator. The latter approach is also a possibility to obtain
a robust GMWM but it is not considered in this paper and is left for future
research.

The use of the estimator & which specifically delivers the RGMWM allows
the latter to inherit certain important properties. Despite most of them being
fulfilled by the RGMWM, we set the following general conditions for a GMWM
based on a robust auxiliary estimator 9 and true parameter vector 8y:

(C5) The WV estimator 7j is such that % — 1(60y) 0.
(C6) The matrix € is positive definite and, if estimated by €2, then 2 a.
(CT7) The function h(68y) = n(8y) — n(0) is globally identifiable.

(C8) The set © is compact.

(C9) The function f(6y) = 1 — n(0y) is stochastically equicontinuous and
the function g(6o) = 1(6y) — n(0) is equicontinuous.

Condition (C5) is verified for the proposed robust estimator of WV & while
condition (C7) basically contains conditions (C3) to (C11) of Guerrier et al.
[2013] and has been verified for a wide set of latent (and non-latent) models in
Section 3.1. Condition (C8) can be relaxed based on Huber [1967] and (C9) can
be shown to hold according to the process of interest and using the boundedness
of . Having defined these conditions, the consistency of the RGMWM is found
in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.2. Assuming the conditions for Theorem 2.3 hold as well as Con-
ditions (C6) to (C9), then the RGMWM is a consistent estimator for 0.

Being based on the results of Section 2.2, the proof of Theorem 3.2 can be
found in Appendix ??. Finally, let us define D(6) = 9n(0)/060 and set another
two conditions for the asymptotic normality of the RGMWM:

(C10) The matrix D(8)TQD(8) is of full rank and for any sequence 8* such
that 8* 25 6, we have that D(6*) — D L5 0 where D is a sequence of matrices
that do not depend on 6.

(C11) The function v(0) is twice differentiable.

These conditions are also verified when considering the processes and results
given in Section 3.1. Following these conditions, the next theorem states the
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asymptotic normality of the RGMWM.

Theorem 3.3. Assuming the conditions for Theorem 3.2 hold as well as Con-
ditions (C10) and (C11), then the estimator 0 based on the RGMWM has the
following asymptotic distribution

VT (6~ 60) —"— N (0, BVB")

_ _ -1
where V.= M, 7S,,(0)M' and B = (D(6,)"QD(6;))  D(6)" Q2.

The proof of Theorem 3.3 can be found in Appendix 7?7 and is also based on
the results in Section 2.2.

A robust estimation of the WV therefore delivers a robust GMWM-based
estimator (the RGMWM), allowing to estimate the parameters of many time
series models when they suffer from contaminated observations. The result is
a framework for robust inference for time series models which is considerably
general in scope and straightforward to implement in practice.

4. Simulation Study

In this section we intend to investigate the robustness and finite sample prop-
erties of the proposed estimator RGMWM. A simulation study presenting the
results for the proposed WV estimator  can be found in Appendix ??. The aim
is to show that the estimators proposed in this paper have a reasonable perfor-
mance in settings where there is no contamination and have an overall better
performance than the classical (and possibly robust) alternatives when the data
are contaminated. To do so, 500 samples of size 1000 were generated for each
type of model described further on. Different types of contamination were used
to study the estimator © and the RGMWM, going from scale-contamination
to additive and replacement outliers as well as patchy outliers and level-shifts.
Innovation-type contamination was not considered since it did not appear to af-
fect the estimators much [see Maronna et al., 2006, for an overview of different
contamination settings]. We denote the proportion of contaminated observations
with € and the size of contamination (i.e. the variance of the observations which
replace or are added to the uncontaminated observations) with 2. Finally, when
dealing with level-shifts, we denote . as the size of the shift in level.

To measure the performance of the estimators we choose to use robust and
relative versions of the bias and the Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE) defined
respectively as follows

Bias* = ‘med (lh-/ho) ’
Hi.0

. 2 N2
RMSE* = \/med ('ul_mo> + mad ( Hs )
Hi,0 Hi,0
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with med(-) representing the median, mad(-) the median absolute deviation
and fi; and j; o represent the it" element of the estimated and true parameter
vectors respectively (the parameters being either the different scales of WV
or the time series model parameters). The RMSE* is therefore related to the
RMSE and can also be used to assess the accuracy of an estimator. In the
uncontaminated settings only the RMSE* will be used to assess the overall
behaviour of the estimators while in the contaminated setting a particular focus
will be placed on the bias as well since this is the measure one aims to bound by
using a robust estimator. The classical RMSE was also used allowing to reach
equivalent conclusions but the RMSE* was preferred to better highlight the
difference between methods.

The results in Appendix ?? show how the proposed WV estimator & compares
favourably to the classic MODWT estimator (CL) and the estimator proposed
by Mondal and Percival [2012] (MP) in the different contamination settings
while being the best alternative in the uncontaminated ones. Having satisfac-
tory results for the proposed estimator ©, in this section we focus on the study
of the RGMWM which is mainly conceived for the robust estimation of latent
time series models. Nevertheless, to compare it with other classic and robust
estimators, we choose to study its behaviour mainly on standard ARMA mod-
els for which it is also a consistent estimator as shown in Section 3.2. In this
perspective, we compare the proposed RGMWM estimator with:

e the Maximum Likelihood estimator (ML);

e the Quantile AutoRegression estimator (QAR) [see Koenker and Xiao,
2006];

e the Indirect Inference estimator based on the QAR (INDI) [see de Luna
and Genton, 2001];

e the classical GMWM estimator (GMWM);

e the GMWM estimator based on the robust estimator of WV proposed by
Mondal and Percival [2012] (MPWM).

Given the substantial absence of general routines in statistical software to ro-
bustly estimate time series, the QAR is the only immediately available estimator
for AR(p) models. Based on this, the INDI represents an easy-to-implement al-
beit computationally intensive estimator for ARMA models. Nevertheless, when
this estimator was used (using H = 10 as the number of simulations for indirect
inference), more simulations had to be run to obtain a number of estimations
which was comparable to the others since there were frequent convergence issues
despite the testing of different optimization procedures. This issue was not im-
proved by modifying the order of the auxiliary AR(p) model nor by increasing
the number of simulations for indirect inference H which drastically increased
the computational time. On the other hand, the RGMWM is based on the pro-
posed WV estimator & for which we choose a tuning constant ¢ that delivers a
60% efficiency with respect to the classic estimator CL. This level of efficiency
therefore aims for a higher degree of robustness which approaches the degree
provided by the median-type estimator MP used in the simulations in Mondal
and Percival [2012]. This allows for a fairer comparison between the RGMWM
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and MPWM estimators.

Since the additive-type contamination appears to generate a higher bias, the
performance of these estimators is investigated on the following models and
contamination settings:

e AR(1): a zero-mean first-order autoregressive model with parameter vec-
tor [p1 v?]T =10.9 17, isolated outliers, € = 0.05 and o2 = 9;

e AR(2): a zero-mean second-order autoregressive model with parameter
vector [p; p2 v?]T =[0.5 —0.3 1]T, isolated outliers, ¢ = 0.05 and o2 = 9;

¢ ARMA (1,2): a zero-mean autoregressive-moving average model with pa-
rameter vector [p 01 02 v*]T = (0.9 —0.1 0.2 1]7, and level-shift contam-
ination with € = 0.01 and p. = 5;

e ARMA(3,2): a zero-mean autoregressive-moving average model with
parameter vector [p1 p2 p3 01 02 v?]T = [-0.2 0.7 0.3 0.1 0.5 2]T, scale-
based contamination, ¢ = 0.01 and o2 = 100;

e SSM: a state-space model (X;) interpreted as a composite (latent) process
in certain engineering applications. This model is defined as

Y;(i) :p(i)yt(j)l + Wt(i)

) iid
Wt( ) ~ N(O, U(Ql))
3
X => v+ Z + Ry,
=1

Z, S N(0,0%), Ry S N(Ri—1,72)

with Ry A N(0,7?), parameter vector

[p(1) V1) P(2) Viay 3y V() 02 71T =10.910.99103121]7,

patchy outliers, € = 0.05 and o2 = 100.

For each simulation the sample size is T'= 1,000 which delivers J = 9 scales
for the GMWDM-type estimators. This is a limitation especially for the more
complex models such as the ARMA (3,2) and SSM models where the number
of parameters are 6 and 8, respectively. Given the sample size, these models will
rely heavily on the larger scales for which the WV estimators are less efficient
and we therefore expect a decreased performance of these estimators for these
models. Finally, the ML was not considered for the estimation of the parameters
of the SSM since, due also to numerical instability, it often delivers unreliable
results [see Guerrier et al., 2013]. Figure 1 summarizes the results for the five
processes. As in the case of the WV estimation in Appendix 7?7, the RGMWM
generally performs better than the MPWM in the simulated settings. Moreover,
while the RGMWM is generally less efficient than the other robust estimators
in the uncontaminated setting, it compares favorably in contamination settings,
especially for the lower dimensional models (which is expected given the sam-
ple size). For the smaller models (e.g. AR(1), AR(2) and ARMA(1,2)) it
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can be seen how all estimators have a close performance in the uncontaminated
setting (expect for the MPWM) while the RGMWM has an overall better per-
formance in the contaminated settings. For the higher-dimensional models the
GMWM-based estimators are less efficient in the uncontaminated settings (as
expected) but the RGMWM still generally performs better than the others in
the contaminated settings. The RGMWM therefore appears to be a considerable
improvement over the MPWM and can be considered as a valid alternative to
existing robust methods with adequate theoretical properties and a high com-
putational efficiency.

5. Two Case Studies

In this section we will investigate the performance of the proposed RGMWM
estimator on two real data sets coming from engineering for navigation systems
and economics. Another example showing the benefits of the proposed robust
estimator of WV & in the domain of oceanography is given in Appendix ?7 as
well as another example of the RGMWM usefulness in the area of hydrology
in Appendix ??. A bootstrap version of the J-test [see Hansen, 1982] was used,
as suggested in Guerrier et al. [2013], to take a decision on which models were
adequate, therefore selecting the models for which we could not reject the null
hypothesis that they fit the data well.

5.1. Application to Inertial Sensors

The engineering dataset consists in the angular rate signal issued from a micro-
electro-mechanical system gyroscope in static conditions. Due also to their low
cost, these sensors are very common and are being increasingly used in the field
of navigation engineering. The main goal of recording this kind of data is to im-
prove the performance of the navigation sensors by identifying and estimating
the parameters of the error model coming from the accelerometers and gyro-
scopes that compose the sensor. Once these parameters are estimated they are
inserted in a (navigation) filter (usually an extended Kalman filter) which is
integrated with the Global Positioning System (GPS) in order to improve the
navigation precision. The latter hence greatly depends on the estimation of the
parameters of the selected error model for the inertial sensor.

Figure 2 shows the error signal from the gyroscope along with the outliers
in a portion of the signal identified via the weights given to the observations
by the RGMWM estimator. As can be observed, there are outliers that would
appear to be obvious by simply looking at the plot and could be treated by
fault detection algorithms for navigation systems (see further on) but there are
many others that lie within the part of the signal which one would not expect
to contain outliers. Despite these numerous outliers, these are extremely low in
proportion to the whole dataset (= 0.4%) which contains a little under 900,000
observations (issued from an approximately 2.5 hours recording sampled at 100

imsart-generic ver. 2014/07/30 file: RGMWM_arXiv.tex date: May 26, 2022



/Robust Inference for Time Series Models 21

o
g
[a\]
S
—~
< s
9
8
E o
E
&
5 =
o<
N
2
«
2
! T I T T
0 50 100 150
Time (min)
o
g
e w; € (0.01,0.00]
(2]
=] * .
° °
=3 e ] . (] * LS . b
"?3 L4 s o o o 'o‘. .
gg oo oed o QB N TR Nhgmnpg e S A oo:ﬂ
2 [ 3 P . * Se0, o o
gg :.‘o i e .'." . cc{" .0.... e, % .: .
I i el e * % ® ¢ ¢
~ ” L4 [ 7S o %
S . . b
«
2
! T T T T T I
50 52 54 56 58 60

Time (min)

Fic 2. Top part: Inertial sensor time series. Bottom part: zoom-in on grey part of the time
series with black points indicating extreme outliers identified through the weights of RGM WM.

Hz). This may lead to think that estimations on this dataset would not be
significantly influenced by outliers.

Nevertheless, to understand how influential these observations could be, we
estimated the classical and robust WV from the signal represented in Figure 2.
Using these estimates we then estimated an error model made by the sum of
three latent first-order autoregressive models . This state-space model is among
those suggested by Stebler et al. [2014] as being most appropriate to describe
such signals. Table 7?7 in Appendix ?? shows the estimated parameters for the
GMWM and RGMWM estimators together with their confidence intervals (the
ML was not considered for the same reasons given in Section 4 for the SSM
model). For both estimators the values of some p; parameters are close to one
suggesting that the AR(1) model could be considered as a random walk. In-
deed, a model that was commonly used to describe these signals was the sum
of a white noise process with a random walk. However, Stebler et al. [2014]
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show how the use of sums of AR(1) models greatly improves the navigation
performance over this model and the J-tests support this view by ruling out the
models which included a random walk. Although the differences between the es-
timations do not appear to be large since the estimated level of contamination
is low, a significant difference is to be noticed for the parameters of the first
two autoregressive processes indicating that the contamination appears to have
an impact on estimation and that robust methods should be preferred (assum-
ing the Gaussian assumption holds). Even one (or few) slightly misestimated
parameter(s) can be highly relevant in the context of navigation systems since
these are fed into the filters which will progressively misestimate the position
as the sensors work in “coasting mode” (i.e. without the GPS integration) and
deliver the so-called “error accumulation”. Informally speaking this is due to the
fact that these measurements are integrated several times and therefore their
errors accumulate in time especially when no GPS observations are present to
“reinitialize” the system [more details on this can be found, for example, in
Titterton and Weston, 1997].

Moreover, our robust approach can be of great usefulness in the area of Fault
Detection and Isolation (FDI) for inertial measurement units [see for example
Guerrier et al., 2012, and references therein] as shown in Figure 2. In general,
the task of FDI includes the detection of the presence of failures (or outliers)
and the isolation of the component responsible of the irregularity. In the in-
ertial navigation framework, FDI algorithms are used, for example, to ensure
the safety of aircrafts or robots which deeply rely on inertial sensors. In fact,
usual FDI methods in this area use various measurements coming from several
sensors which entail a series of disadvantages. Although this is left for future
research as some further adjustments would need to be put in place, our ap-
proach could be used as a basis for FDI by only using one signal coming from
the sensor calibration procedure. One of the advantages of this approach is that
it would have important impacts in terms of costs and constraints (e.g. weight,
electric consumption, etc.) for robots or small unmanned aerial vehicles which
are currently a major focus of technological and mechanical research.

5.2. Application to Personal Saving Rates

In this section we study the monthly seasonally adjusted Personal Saving Rates
(PSR) data from January 1959 to May 2015 provided by the Federal Reserve
Bank of St. Louis. The study of PSR is an essential part of the overall in-
vestigation on the health of national and international economies since, within
more general economic models, PSR can greatly impact the funds available for
investment which in turn determine the productive capacity of an economy.
Understanding the behaviour of PSR is therefore an important step in correct
economic policy decision making. In this sense, Slacalek and Sommer [2012]
study the factors behind saving rates and investigate different models which,
among others, are compared to the random-walk-plus-noise (local level) model
(RWN). As opposed to the latter model, various time-varying models are pro-
posed in the literature to explain precautionary PSR together with risk aversion
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TABLE 1
Random Walk plus ARMA(2,1) model estimates for the PSR data. Estimated parameters
with GMWM and RGMWM estimators with 42 being the random walk parameter, p; the it"
autoregressive parameter, o the moving average parameter and &2 the innovation variance
of the ARMA(2,1) model. Confidence intervals (CI) based on the approach used in Guerrier
et al. [2013].

GMWM RGMWM
Estimate CI(-, 95%) Estimate CI(-, 95%)
~2 795-1072 ( 3.67-1072;1.11-10"') 5.85-1072 (1.54-1072;9.97-1072)
p1 1.64-1071 ( 593-1072;2.89-107!) 6.00-107' (4.48-1071; 7.55.1071)
p2  3.06-1073 (—1.31-107';1.48-10"1) 1.84-10"! (3.10-1072;2.46-1071)
o 243-107' ( 2.02-107';2.81-1071) 292-107! (2.28-1071;3.45-1071)
52 314-107' ( 2.59-107';3.85-107%) 1.32-107! (8.59-1072;1.80-1071)

in the light of different factors such as financial shocks or others [see, for ex-
ample, Videras and Wu, 2004, Brunnermeier and Nagel, 2008]. Nevertheless,
as underlined in Pankratz [2012], modelling the time series with a stationary
model, or a d*"-order non-stationary model such as an ARIMA, can be useful
under many aspects such as, for example, to understand if a dynamic model is
needed for forecasting and, if so, what kind of model is appropriate.

In this example, we consider the RWN model and, as in Section 5.1, we use
the WV log-log plot and a J-test to understand what kind of model could fit the
time series. By doing so, we find that a random walk plus an ARMA(2,1) fits
the data well and therefore, in this case, we have that the “noise” in the RWN
model is an ARMA(2,1). This can be seen in Figure 3 where, in the top part,
the saving rate time series is represented along with the identified outliers and,
in the bottom part, we see the log-log representation of the classic and robust
estimated and model-implied WV respectively. Indeed, for the bottom part, the
diagonal plots show the classic and robust estimations respectively, each with the
estimated WV and the WV implied by the estimated model. The off-diagonal
plots compare the classic and robust estimated WV (upper diagonal) and the
WYV implied by the GMWM and RGMWM model parameter estimates (lower
diagonal). It can be seen how there is a significant difference between the classic
and robust WV estimates, especially at the first scales where the confidence
intervals of the estimated WV do not overlap (upper diagonal plot). This leads
to a difference in the model-implied WV whose parameters have been estimated
through the GMWM and RGMWM (lower diagonal plot).

The estimated parameters with the GMWM and RGMWM are given in Table
1 along with their respective confidence intervals. There are two main differences
between the two estimations: (i) the estimates of the first autoregressive param-
eter p; and innovation variance 62 are significantly different; (ii) the second
autoregressive parameter po is not significant using the GMWM. These differ-
ences highlight how the conclusions concerning parameter values and model
selection can considerably change when outliers are present in the data. Indeed,
the choice of the model would then affect the decisions taken towards the selec-
tion of appropriate causal and dynamic models to better explain the behavoiur
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Fic 3. Top figure: Saving rates time series with different types of points indicating outliers
identified through the weights of the RGMWM. Bottom figure: log-log scale WV plots for
saving rates series; Top left: classic estimated WV superposed with model-implied WV based
on the parameters estimated through the GMWM. Top right: classic and robust estimated
WV with respective confidence intervals superposed. Bottom left: classic and robust model-
implied WV based on the GMWM and RGMWM estimates respectively. Bottom right: robust
estimated WV superposed with model-implied WV based on the parameters estimated through
the RGM WM.

of saving rates and the economy as a whole. The selected model based on the
robust fit can in fact be interpreted as a sum of latent models along the lines
given in Slacalek and Sommer [2012] where the ARMA(2,1) can be seen as a
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sum of two AR(1) models where each of them represents, for example, the reac-
tion of PSR to changes in uncertainty (affected by unemployment) and interest
rates, respectively, while the random walk describes the continuous fluctuations
of target wealth which also drives PSR.

The additional benefit of the RGMWM estimator, as opposed to the median-
type MPWM, is also to deliver weights that allow to identify outliers which may
not be visible simply by looking at the time series (as highlighted in Section 5.1).
As shown in the top part of Figure 3, the outliers identified by the RGMWM
can be interpreted in the light of the national and global economic and political
events. Limiting ourselves to the major identified outliers, the first one corre-
sponds to a rise in the precautionary savings in the aftermath of the OPEC oil
crisis and the 1974 stock market crash. In the months following October 1987
we can see an instability in the PSR with a rise and sudden fall linked to the
“Black Monday” stock market crash which added to the savings and loans crisis
which lasted to the early 1990s. This period also saw an economic recession
where a rise in the saving rates, highlighted by the presence of high outliers, led
to a drop in aggregate demand and bankruptcies. Finally, the various financial
crises of the 21° century led to sudden and isolated rises in PSR as indicated
again by the outliers.

6. Concluding remarks

This paper presented a new framework for the robust estimation of latent time
series model called RGMWM which extends to various classes of time series
models that are stationary or non-stationary with stationary backward differ-
ences. This framework provides estimators which are easy to implement, com-
putationally efficient and have suitable asymptotic properties, being based on a
new robust estimator for the WV proposed as an alternative to that put forward
by Mondal and Percival [2012]. As opposed to the latter, the estimator proposed
in this paper is based on existing methods for the robust estimation of scale pa-
rameters and develops the relative theory for a large class of time series models.
Moreover, the proposed estimator directly estimates the scale parameter itself
with no need of bias correction and is Fisher consistent by construction.

The consistency and asymptotic normality of the RGMWM are reinforced
based on the identifiability results presented in Section 3.1. In general the iden-
tifiability can also be assumed and indirect inference can be used for processes
whose theoretical WV is not known, widening the class of models which can be
robustly estimated. In the latter case, the approach proposed in Ortelli and Tro-
jani [2005] can be used to also make this estimator more efficient. The simulation
studies and the applied examples confirm that the robust estimators delivered
via the proposed approach adequately bound the influence of outliers on the es-
timation procedure and compare satisfactorily to alternative estimators which,
with a few exceptions, are numerically challenging or computationally intensive.
This paper hence provides a contribution in the direction of developing a gen-
eral theoretical framework to robust inference for (latent) time series models
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as well as a method which is computationally efficient and straightforward to
implement in practice.

References

BeaToN, A. E. AND TUKEY, J. W. The fitting of power series, meaning
polynomials, illustrated on band-spectroscopicdata. Technometrics, 16:147—
185, 1974.

BRUNNERMEIER, MARKUS K AND NAGEL, STEFAN. Do wealth fluctuations
generate time-varying risk aversion? micro-evidence on individuals asset allo-
cation (digest summary). American Economic Review, 98(3):713-736, 2008.

DAUBECHIES, 1. Ten Lectures on Wavelets. STAM, Philadelphia, 1992.

DE LuNA, X. AND GENTON, M. G. Robust simulation-based estimation of
arma models. Journal of Computational and Graphical Statistics, 10(2):370—
387, 2001.

FieLD, C. AND SMITH, B. Robust estimation - a weighted maximum likelihood
approach. International Statistical Review, 62:405-424, 1994.

GENTON, M. G. AND RONCHETTI, E. Robust indirect inference. Journal of
the American Statistical Association, 98(461):67-76, March 2003. ISSN 0162-
1459.

GRANGER, C. W. AND MORRIS, M. J. Time Series Modelling and Interpreta-
tion. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society. Series A, pages 246-257, 1976.

GREENHALL, C.A. Spectral ambiguity of allan variance. IEEE Transactions
on Instrumentation and Measurement, 47(3):623-627, June 1998.

GUERRIER, S. AND MOLINARI, R. AND STEBLER, Y. Inadequacy of allan
variance-based regression for time series model estimation and advancement
of moments-based methods. Submitted manuscript, 2015.

GUERRIER, S. AND MOLINARI, R. AND VICTORIA-FESER, M. P. Estimation
of Time Series Models via Robust Wavelet Variance. Austrian Journal of
Statistics, pages 267-277, 2014.

GUERRIER, S. AND STEBLER, Y. AND SKALOUD, J. AND VICTORIA-FESER,
M. P. Wavelet variance based estimation for composite stochastic processes.
Journal of the American Statistical Association, 108(503):1021-1030, 2013.

GUERRIER, S. AND WAEGLI, A. AND SKALOUD, J. AND VICTORIA-FESER,
M. P. Fault detection and isolation in multiple mems-imus configurations.
Aerospace and Electronic Systems, IEEE Transactions on, 48(3):2015-2031,
2012.

HamirToN, J.D. Time Series Analysis, volume 10. Cambridge Univ Press,
1994.

HAMPEL, F. R. AND RONCHETTI, E. M. AND ROUSSEEUW, P. J. AND STAHEL,
W. A. Robust Statistics: The Approach Based on Influence Functions. John
Wiley, New York, 1986.

HANSEN, LARS PETER. Large sample properties of generalized method of mo-
ments estimators. Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric Society, pages
1029-1054, 1982.

imsart-generic ver. 2014/07/30 file: RGMWM_arXiv.tex date: May 26, 2022



/Robust Inference for Time Series Models 27

HUBER, P. J. Robust Statistics. John Wiley, New York, 1981.

HUBER, PETER J. The behavior of maximum likelihood estimates under non-
standard conditions. In Proceedings of the fifth Berkeley symposium on math-
ematical statistics and probability, volume 1, pages 221-233, 1967.

KOENKER, ROGER AND XI1AO, ZHIJIE. Quantile autoregression. Journal of the
American Statistical Association, 101(475):980-990, 2006.

KUNscH, H. Infinitesimal robustness for autoregressive processes. The Annals
of Statistics, 12:843-863, 1984.

LA VECCHIA, DAVIDE AND TROJANI, FABIO. Infinitesimal robustness for dif-
fusions. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 105(490):703-712,
2010.

MALLAT, S. A wavelet tour of signal processing. Academic press, 1999. ISBN
012466606X.

MARONNA, R. A. AND MARTIN, R. D. AND YOHAI, V. J. Robust Statistics:
Theory and Methods. Wiley, Chichester, West Sussex, UK, 2006.

MARTIN, R. D. AND YOHAI, V. J. Influence functionals for time series. The
Annals of Statistics, 14:781-818, 1986.

MONDAL, D. AND PERCIVAL, D. B. M-estimation of wavelet variance. Annals
of The Institute of Statistical Mathematics, 64(1):27-53, 2012.

ORTELLI, C. AND TROJANI, F. Robust efficient method of moments. Journal
of Econometrics, 128:6997, 2005.

PANKRATZ, ALAN. Forecasting with dynamic regression models, volume 935.
John Wiley & Sons, 2012.

PaprouLis, A. Probability, Random Variables, and Stochastic Process. McGraw-
Hill, Inc., third edition edition, 1991.

PERCIVAL, D. B. On estimation of the wavelet variance. Biometrika, 82:619—
631, 1995.

PERCIVAL, D. B. AND GUTTORP, P. Long-memory processes, the allan vari-
ance and wavelets. Wawvelets in Geophysics, 4:325-344, 1994.

PERCIVAL, D. B. AND WALDEN, A. T. Wavelet Methods for Time Series Anal-
ysis. Cambridge Series in Statistical and Probabilistic Mathematics. Cam-
bridge University Press, 32 Avenue of the Americas, New York, NY 10013-
2473, USA, 2000.

RoNCHETTI, E. AND TROJANI, F. Robust inference with GMM estimators.
Journal of Econometrics, 101:37-69, 2001.

SERROUKH, A. AND WALDEN, A. T. AND PERCIVAL, D. B. Statistical prop-
erties and uses of the wavelet variance estimator for the scale analysis of time
series. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 95:184-196, 2000.

SLACALEK, JIRI AND SOMMER, MARTIN. What drives household saving? 2012.

STEBLER, Y. AND GUERRIER, S. AND SKALOUD, J. AND VICTORIA-FESER,
M. P. The generalised method of wavelet moments for inertial navigation
filter design. IEEE Transactions on Aerospace and Electronic Systems, 2014.
To appear.

TI1TTERTON, D.H. AND WESTON, J.L. Strapdown Inertial Navigation Technol-
ogy. Peter Peregrinus Ltd, 1997.

VIDERAS, JULIO AND WU, STEPHEN. The behavioral effects of financial shocks.

imsart-generic ver. 2014/07/30 file: RGMWM_arXiv.tex date: May 26, 2022



/Robust Inference for Time Series Models 28

2004.

imsart-generic ver. 2014/07/30 file: RGMWM_arXiv.tex date: May 26, 2022



	1 Introduction
	2 Wavelet Variance Estimation
	2.1 Classical Wavelet Variance estimation
	2.2 Robust Wavelet Variance estimation

	3 Robust Time Series Models Estimation
	3.1 Global Identifiability of the GMWM estimator
	3.2 Robust GMWM estimator

	4 Simulation Study
	5 Two Case Studies
	5.1 Application to Inertial Sensors
	5.2 Application to Personal Saving Rates

	6 Concluding remarks
	References

