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Abstract

The autoregressive process of orgefAR(p)) is a central model in time series analysis.
A Bayesian approach requires the user to define a prior lnligiin for the coefficients of the
AR(p) model. Although it is easy to write down some prior, it is nba#l obvious how to
understand and interpret the prior, to ensure that it behaweording to the users prior knowl-
edge. In this paper, we approach this problem using the tigadeveloped ideas of penalised
complexity (PC) priors. These priors have important propstike robustness and invariance to
reparameterisations, as well as a clear interpretationCAfor is computed based on specific
principles, where model component complexity is penalisggrms of deviation from simple
base model formulations. In the AR case, we discuss two natural base model choices, cor-
responding to either independence in time or no change ie. tifhe latter case is illustrated in
a survival model with possible time-dependent frailty. Rayher-order processes, we propose
a sequential approach, where the base model fqpAR the corresponding AR — 1) model
expressed using the partial autocorrelations. The priggest the new prior are compared with
the reference prior in a simulation study.

Keywords: AR(p), R- I NLA, prior selection, robustness.

1 Introduction

Autoregressive (AR) processes are widely applied to madwd-tarying stochastic processes, for
example within finance, biostatistics and natural scier{Besckwell and Davis, 2002; Chatfield,
2003;/ Prado and West, 2010). Applications also include Biayemodel formulations, often com-
bined with Markov chain Monte Carlo computations to perfqgrosterior and predictive inference
(Albert and Chib, 1993; Chih, 1993; Barnett et al., 1996).rtiPalarly, AR processes are useful
to model underlying latent dependency structure and thegenu@ important building blocks in
complex hierarchical models, for example analysing spdtta (Lesage, 1997; Sahu et al., 2007;
Sahu and Bakar, 2012).

In fitting an AR (p) process using a Bayesian approach, it is necessary ta patas for all model
parameters. A simple choice is to assign uniform priors éaégression coefficients (Zellner, 1971;
DeJong and Whiteman, 1991), but this is not optimal neitbettfe first-order nor higher-order pro-
cesses (Berger and Yang, 1994). A more reasonable approgiten by Liseo and Macaro (2013),
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who provide a general framework to compute both Jeffreys rafetence priors using the well-
known partial autocorrelation function (PACF) paramesiation (Barndorff-Nielsen and Schou, 1973).
Stationarity of the ARf) process is equivalent to choosing the partial autocdiosla within ap-
dimensional unit hypercube. In general, Jeffreys prioesiavariant to reparameterisations, while
reference priors are not._Liseo and Macaro (2013) recommefiedence priors, at least when the
order of the AR process is smaller or equal to 4. For highdeioprocesses, calculation of the
reference prior is numerically cumbersome and requiresnsidns of their suggested numerical
approximation.

This paper derives and investigates penalised compleRiB) priors ((Simpson et al., 2016) for
the partial autocorrelations of stationary AR processeangffinite order. In general, a PC prior is
computed based on specific underlying principles, in whiohodel component is seen as a flexible
parameterisation of a simple base model structure. The idednis to assign a prior to a measure
of divergence from the flexible version of the componentddise model and the PC prior for the
relevant parameter is derived by transformation. In thelARé&se, this implies that the PC prior for
the first-lag coefficienty can be derived using white nois¢ & 0) as a base model. Alternatively,
we can view the limiting random walk case as a base magel (), representing no change in time.
Which of these base models that represent a natural chgisands on the relevant application.

In the higher-order ARY{) case, we introduce a sequential approach to construct aiBCfqr
the pth partial autocorrelation, using the corresponding(AR 1) process as a base model. The
resulting joint prior for the partial autocorrelations snsistent under marginalisation, and each of
the marginals can be adjusted according to a user-definédgscaterion. The scaling is important
and prescribes the degree of informativeness of the priere Hve suggest to incorporate a scaling
criterion using the variance of the one-step ahead foremast, also allowing for different rates
of shrinkage for each of the partial autocorrelations. Té®ulting priors have good robustness
properties and are also seen to have comparable freqieptigperties with reference priors.

The plan of this paper is as follows. PC priors and their pribge are reviewed in Sectidd 2.
We derive PC priors for the coefficient of an AR(1) processaat®n[3, using the two mentioned
base models. PC priors are designed to prevent overfittidgttaa property is demonstrated for
a real data example in Sectibh 4, where an AR(1) process @stos@odel time-dependent frailty
in a Cox proportional hazard model. Contrary to previousiltegFleming and Harrington, 2005;
Yau and McGilchrist, 1998), the given data on chronic gramatous disease do not seem to support
the additional introduction of a time-varying frailty. Extsion of the PC priors to higher-order AR
processes is given in Sectioh 5, including incorporatiomtafrpretable scaling parameters to adjust
the rate of shrinkage. Secti@h 6 contains simulation resatimparing the performance of the PC
and reference priors, while concluding remarks are give®ectior[ Y.

2 Penalised complexity priorsand their properties

The framework of PC priors (Simpson et al., 2016) represastigstematic and unified approach to
compute priors for parameters of model components with erihnested structure. A simple ver-
sion of the model component is referred to as a base mod@atiypcharacterised by a fixed value
of the relevant parameter, while the flexible version is s&ea function of the random parameter.
The PC prior is computed to penalise deviation from the flexitbodel to the fixed base model. This
section gives a brief review on PC priors and their propgiitithe context of ARp) processes.



2.1 A brief review on the principles underlying PC priors

The informativeness of PC priors is specified in terms of foam principles, stated in Simpson et al.
(2016). These principles are useful both to compute priora unified way and to understand
their properties. The principles, summarised below, esgipport to Occam’s razor, penalisa-
tion of model complexity using the Kullback-Leibler diverce, a constant rate penalisation and
user-defined scaling, see Simpson etlal. (2016) for a thoraegcription of PC priors and their
applications.

1. Let f1 = w(x | &) denote the density of a model componenin which we aim to find a
prior for the paramete¢. A simpler structure of this model component is charaateriby
the densityfy = w(x | £ = &), whereg, is a fixed value. In accordance with the principle
of parsimony expressed by Occam'’s razor, the priortfshould be designed to give proper
shrinkage t&y and decay with decreasing complexity faf

2. In order to characterise the complexity if compared withf,, we calculate a measure of
complexity between these two densities. PC priors are egrivsing the Kullback-Leibler
divergencel(Kullback and Leibler, 1951),

KD (s | fo) = [ e tos (254 )

which measures the information lost when the flexible mgfjels approximated with the
simpler modelfy. For zero-mean multi-normal densities, calculation ofKludback-Leibler
divergence simplifies to performing simple matrix compiotad on the covariance matrices as

KLD(f1 || fo) = %(tf@o ) —n-h <E>>

|30
where f; ~ N(0,%;), i« = 0,1, while n is the dimension. To facilitate interpretation, the
Kullback-Leibler divergence is transformed to a unidiieaal distance measure

d(§) = d(f1 || fo) = V2KLD(f1 || fo)- 1)

This is not a distance metric in the ordinary sense, but atdquamhich is interpretable as a
measure of distance from the flexible mogelo the base model,.

3. In choosing a prior for the distance measdfg), it is natural to assume that the mode should
be located at the base model while the density decays asdtanck from the base model
increases. The PC prior is derived based on a principle aftaahrate penalisation,

m(d(€) +9) _ s d(€),s > 0, @)

m(d(¢)) ’
wherer € (0,1). This implies that the relative change in the prior #¢) is independent of
the actual distance. This is a reasonable choice as it is laatgal to properly characterise
different decay rates for different distances. The rasglprior is exponentially distributed,
m(d(€)) = Nexp(—Ad(£)), A > 0, wherer = exp(—A\) and the corresponding PC prior for
follows by a standard change of variable transformation.

4. The rate) characterises the shrinkage properties of the prior ansl iilnportant that this
parameter can be chosen (implicitly) in an intuitive anceiiptetable way, for example by a



user-defined probability statement for the parameter efést! Simpson et al. (2016) suggest
to determine\ by incorporating a probability statement of tail events, e.

PQ() >U) =a, (3)

whereU represents an assumed upper limit for an interpretablesfoamation@(¢), while
« is a small probability. However, other scaling suggestiaright be just as reasonable,
depending on the specific application.

2.2 Important properties of PC priorsin the context of AR processes

The given four principles provide a strategy to calculaiergrfor model parameters in a systematic
way, rather than turning to ad-hoc prior choices still ofteade in Bayesian literature. Also, the
principles can be helpful to interpret the assumed priarimftion and how this influences posterior
results.

A first important property of PC priors is invariance to repaeterisations. This follows auto-
matically as the prior is derived based on a measure of dive between models, which does not
depend on the specific model parameterisation. We condideinvariance property to be partic-
ularly useful in the case of autoregressive processes.eas thre typically parameterised either in
terms of the regression coefficients, or by using the paatigbcorrelations. The great benefit of
using the partial autocorrelations is that these give aonstcained set of parameter values, ensur-
ing a positive definite correlation matrix. In contrast, tfadid parameter space for the regression
coefficients is rather complicated, especially for higbeter processe (> 3).

Second, the PC priors are designed to shrink towards wétietebase models. In the setting of
autoregressive processes, this implies that the priotpreivent overfitting, for example in terms of
selecting an unnecessarily high order of the process. litiacdthe base model can be chosen to
reflect different simple structures of a model componerededing on the given application. For an
AR(1) process, it is relevant to assume either no dependenay change in time, as simple base
model formulations. For higher-order processes, we cdatiichoose no correlation as a base model
but this might cause too much shrinkage in many applicatiéissan alternative, we introduce a new
sequential approach which defines a sequence of base madkdsting the additional complexity
in increasing the order of the fitted AR process.

Third, PC priors are computationally simple and are alreatjlemented within thdR- | NLA
framework (Rue et al., 2009; Martins et al., 2013), for dift latent Gaussian model components.
The priors are designed to have a clear interpretation dsfibrenativeness of the priors is adjusted
by user-defined scaling. Here, we will take advantage oftthadlow for different rates of shrinkage
for priors assigned to partial autocorrelations of différkags. In contrast, objective priors simply
aim to incorporate as little information to the inferencepassible.

3 PCpriorsfor AR(1) using two different base models
A first-order autoregressive process can be defined by

Ty =z Fwy, we~NO,&Y), t=2,...,n,

wherexr; is assumed to be normally distributed with mean 0 and marpiegisionr = x(1 — ¢?).
This process represents an important special case of enkoaegressive processes, in which the
dependency structure is governed by the coefficietdsing the framework of penalised complexity
priors, ¢ is viewed as a flexibility parameter reflecting deviationnfr@imple fixed base model



formulations. In this section, we derive PC priors fopoth using no autocorrelation (= 0) and no
change in time¢ = 1) as base models, and we suggest how these priors can be. skabad-data
application using the latter base model is included in $agti

Note that we also use a penalised complexity prior for theipien parametet. Following
Simpson et &l (2016), this prior is derived using infinitegsion as a base model, which gives the
type-2 Gumbel distribution

(1) = %7'*3/2 exp(=Ar %), A >0. 4)

The rate\ is inferred using the probability statemeR{(1/\/7 > U) = «, wherea is a small
probability. The prior is scaled by specifying an upper tifiiifor the marginal standard deviation
1/+/7, in which the corresponding rate \ss= — log(«)/U. To make an intuitive choice fdy, one
can consider the marginal standard deviation after thegioecr is integrated out. For example, if
a = 0.01 this standard deviation &31U (Simpson et all, 2016).

3.1 Basemodel: No dependency in time

In general, the correlation matrix of the first-order augpessive process B, = (gb'i—j |). Choos-
ing no autocorrelationgd = 0) as a base model, the resulting process is white noise withlation
matrix equal to the identity matrix;, = I. By simple matrix calculations, the distance functioh (1)
is seen to equal(¢) = /(1 — n)log(1 — ¢2). Using the principle of constant rate penalisatioh (2),
an exponential prior is assignedd(y) with rateA = 6/v/n — 1. The resulting prior is invariant to
and by the ordinary transformation of variable formula, B prior for the one-lag autocorrelation

is
0 9]
=2 —0/—In(1 — ¢?) ) 7 7 _
() 26Xp< 6v/—In(1 — ¢?) BTSN 6 <1.0>0. (5

The rate parametet is important as it influences how fast the prior shrinks tasahe white
noise base model. To infé, we need a sensible criterion which facilitates the inttigtion of
this parameter. _Simpson et al. (2016) suggest to use a plibpabatement for an interpretable
transformation of the parameter of interest, for exampleeims of tail events as defined hy (3).
When the base model is= 0, a reasonable alternative is to define such a tail eventge #osolute
correlations being less likely, i.e.

Prol(|¢| > U) = «a.

This implies that = — In(a)/+y/— In(1 — U?). The interpretation of this criterion is intuitive in the
first-order case, but we find it difficult to use in practice fagher-order processes. An alternative
scaling idea is presented in Sectlon]5.2, where we condidevdriance of the one-step forecast
error as the order of the AR process is increased. We reconhtheratter approach, as this is more
intuitively implemented for general AR) processes.

3.2 Basemodel: No changein time

An alternative base model for the AR(1) process is to assimaietlhe process does not change in
time (¢ = 1). This represents a limiting random walk case, being a tatiegary and singular
process. Consequently, a limiting argument is needed teedtire PC prior forp.

Let 3y = (¢7]) and %, = (qbg*j') where gy is close tol and¢ < ¢q. In this case, the
Kullback-Leibler divergence is

1

KLD(f1(0) Il fo) =

<ﬁ(n —2(n—1)go¢ + (n = 2)63) —n— (n = 1)In (%2)) ’
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Considering the limiting value a& — 1, the distance

d(6) = Tim /KD (1(@) [ Jo) = lim (| 2= DU=0) 775 15 <1,
do—1 bo—1 1—¢;

for a constant that does not depend @n Since0 < d(¢) < ¢/2, we assign a truncated exponential
distribution tod(¢) with rated = \/c and the resulting PC prior faf is

0 exp (—9\/1 — gzb)
(1 — exp (—\/59)) 20/I—¢
Again, we need to suggest an intuitive criterion to scaleptiwr in terms ofy. This case requires
separate consideration, as it cannot be seen as a speeialfths approach in Sectigh 5. One option

is to make use of(3), and determifig, «) in terms of the probability statement P{ghb> U) = a.
The solution to this equation is given implicitly by

1—exp (—Hx/l—U) .
1—exp (—\/56) -

provided thatx is larger than the lower limi{/(1 — U) /2.

(@) = 6] < 1. ©)

3.3 ThePC priorsversusthereference prior

The two alternative PC priors for the first-lag coefficientaof AR(1) process are illustrated in Fig-
ure[1, using rate parametér= 2 in (§) and [6), respectively. For comparison, we also ittatst
the reference prior defined by(¢) = 1(1 — ¢?)~¥/2, |¢| < 1 (Barndorff-Nielsen and Schou, 1973;
Berger and Yang, 1994; Liseo and Macaro, 2013).

In general, reference priors are designed to give obje&mgesian inference in the sense of
being least informative in a certain information-thearetensel(Berger etlal., 2009). This implies
that the data are given a maximum effect on the posteriamastis. In general, the reference prior
is calculated to maximise a measure of divergence from tis¢egor to the prior. In the given
AR(1) case, the reference prior fgris calculated to maximise an asymptotic version of the ex-
pected Kullback-Leibler divergence, in practice perfodnasing an asymptotic version of the Fisher
information matrix ((Barndorff-Nielsen and Schou, 1973séd and Macaro, 2013). The resulting
reference prior is seen to be similar to the Jeffreys prioictvits defined (up to a constant) by the
square root of the determinant of the Fisher informationrindLiseo and Macarad, 2013). Using
a small rate parameter, the PC prior with base: 0 will be quite similar to the reference/Jeffreys
prior but for increasing rate parameters, the effect ofdtage to 0 is increased. Note that a PC prior
usingy = —1 as the base model can be derived similarly as using tael base model.

4 Application: Modeling time-varying frailty with AR(1)

To demonstrate the use of the PC prior for the lag-one autaledion, we consider an example of

a Cox proportional hazard model with time-varying fraililyhe Cox proportional hazard model is

a popular type of survival model that can be fitted to recdrement data. It assumes that the time-
varying hazard for théth subject can be expressed/ds; i) = ho(t) exp(n;), where the combined
risk variablen; in most cases depends on subject-specific covartgtand contributions from ran-
dom effects/frailty. The functior(t) is the baseline hazard, see Fleming and Harrington (2005)
for further details and applications of the model. In theegivexample, our main focus is on the
inclusion of a subject-specific and possibly time-depetétaiity term inn;.

6
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Figure 1: The PC priors for the coefficiepntof AR(1), usingy = 0 (solid thick line) andp = 1
(dashed line) as base models. The rate parametiergs) and [(6) are set equal to 2 in both cases.
For comparison we also include the reference priogf¢uotted line).

4.1 Dependent Gaussian random effects

A full Bayesian analysis of the Cox proportional hazard madguires a model for the baseline
hazard. A natural choice is to consider the log baselinerbdlaaa a piecewise constant function
on small time intervals, and impose smoothness to pena#is@tibns from a constant, see for
example_Fahrmeir and Tutz (2001, Sec 8.1.1) land Rue and Be@b( Sec. 3.3.1). Lg0, 7] be
the time interval of interest, and divide that interval intoequidistant (for simplicity) intervals
0<ti <ty<---<ty,1 <T.Lethj,j=1,...,ndenote the log baseline hazard in tth
interval. The first order random walk (RW1) model imposes athing among neighbout;’s,

*

(e T <
m(h | 7)o (rr) D 2 exp | — 5 Z(hj — hj_1)?

=2

This is a first-order intrinsic Gaussian Markov random fielithva covariance matrix on the form
771 R, where the correlation matrik is singular and of rank — 1. The parameter* is a positive
scaling constant which is added such that the generaligéghea (the geometric mean of the diag-
onal elements oR '), is 1. This is needed to make the model invariant to the dizeamd to unify
the interpretation of, which then represents the precision of the (marginal)aderi from the null
space ofR, see Sgrbye and Rue (2014) and Simpson/et al. (2016) foefuliktails. To separate
the baseline hazard from the intercept, we impose the @nsl_, h; = 0. The base model is a
constant (in time) baseline hazard, which correspondsfittiten smoothing;r = oc. The resulting
penalised complexity prior for is given by [(4).

An interesting extension to the commonly used subject §pdiailty model is to allow the frailty
term to depend on time_(Yau and McGilchrist, 1998), leadim@ ttime-dependent combined risk
variablen;(t). Anticipating a positive correlation in time, it is natutalmodel this time dependent
risk using a continuous-time Ornstein-Uhlenbeck procefis discrete time version given by AR(1).



The stationary AR(1) model for subjeis$ specific frailty is given by

vit | {vis, s <t} ~ N(dvig1,1/(r(1 - ¢2)))7

parameterised so that is the marginal precision andis the lag-one correlation. For this model
component, the natural base model (keeping the marginalsipa constant) is a time-constant
frailty, in which we use the PC prior fap in (€). For a fixed correlation, the base model for the
precisionr, is the constant zero which gives the type-2 Gumbel pridr)n (4

4.2 Analysisof chronic granulomatous disease data

We end this section by analysing data on chronic granulomsadsease (CGD) (Fleming and Harrington,
2005) available irR as thecgd dataset in thesur vi val package. This data set consistsiag
patients froml3 hospitals with CGD. These patients participated in a debbleled placebo con-
trolled randomised trial, in which a treatment using gamntarferon {-IFN) was used to avoid
or reduce the number of infections suffered by the patiefitse recorded number of CGD infec-
tions for each patient ranged from zero to a maximum of seard,the survival times are given
as the times between recurrent infections on each patienstfolddw Yau and McGilchrist|(1998)
and introduce a deterministic time dependent covariatedch patient, given as the time since the
first infection (if any). Additionally, we include the covates treatment (placebo 9¢IFN), inherit
(pattern of inheritance), age (in years), height (in cm)ighe(in kg), propylac (use of prophylactic
antibiotics at study entry), sex, region (US or Europe), stedoids (presence of corticosteroids)
(Manda and Meyer, 2005; Yau and McGilchrist, 1998). The dates age, height and weight were
scaled before the analysis.

The computations were performed using el NLA package, by rewriting the model into a
larger Poisson regression, see Fahrmeir and Tutz (2004 fare general discussion and Martino et al.
(2010) forR- I NLA specific details. The prior specifications are as follows.ua&d a constant prior
for the intercept and independent zero mean Gaussian pitlerlaw precision, i.e.0.001, for all
the fixed effects. For the log baseline hazard with= 25 segments, we used the type-2 Gumbel
prior with parameter$U = 0.15/0.31,« = 0.01) giving a marginal standard deviation for the log
baseline hazard of abo0t15. This seems adequate as we do not expect the log baselinel haza
to be highly variable. The time-dependent frailty was assia type-2 Gumbel prior for the pre-
cision with parametersU = 0.3/0.31,« = 0.01) giving a marginal standard deviation of about
0.3, hence we allow for moderate subject specific variation.tRederived prior[(6) fory, we used
the parameteréU = 1/2,«a = 0.75), which puts most of the prior mass for high valuesgoés
P(¢ > 1/2) = 0.75. This corresponds to using a rate paraméter 1.55 in ().

Figure[2 (a) shows the prior (dashed) and posterior (sokdsilies for the autocorrelation co-
efficient of the AR(1) model for the frailty. The data hardlyeas the prior at all, showing that
there is not much information in the data available for tlasgmeter, and we cannot conclude any-
thing about the time-varying frailty. This is contrary tetfindings in Manda and Meyer (2005) and
Yau and McGilchrist|(1998). Figuid 2 (b) displays the logdlame hazard, showing an increasing
trend (additional to the deterministic time dependent dat@), but the wide point-wise credible
bands give no clear evidence for a time-dependent basedirerdh With the new prior we are more
confident that we do not overfit the data using the more flexitdel for the log baseline hazard, as
we do control the amount of deviation and its shrinkage tdwétr The given conclusions are robust
to changes in the parameter choi¢gs«) for the different model components.
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Figure 2: Panel (a) displays the posterior density (solit) prior density (dashed) for the lag-
one autocorrelation in the AR(1) model for the time-dependent frailty. Panel digplays the
log baseline hazard, mean (solid), median (dashed-dotted®r (0.025, dashed) and upped.075,
dotted) quantiles.

5 Deriving PC priorsfor higher-order AR processes

Define an autoregressive process of oggby

i -
Ty = Prap1 + -+ Gpri_p + €, €t ~ N(0, 1)7 (7)

wherex = (z1,...,z,) IS ann-dimensional vector = p,...,n, andx is the precision of the
innovations. The correspondingx p correlation matrixt,, is Toeplitz (Gray, 2002) with elements
that can be expressed &s; = o|,_;, wheresy = 1. Although [T) is a natural parameterisation
for known parameter values, = (¢1,...,¢,), itis an awkward parameterisation when these are
unknown, as the positive definiteness requirement of theledion matrix makes the space of valid
¢, complicated forp > 3. This implies that it is necessary to impose a number of nueal
constraints on these coefficients to define a stationaryepsoc

A good alternative is to make use of the invariance properthe PC prior and define the prior
for ¢, implicitly. The basic idea, which is commonly used whenresting AR(p) parameters, is
to assign the prior to the partial autocorrelatiaps = (1, ...,v,) € [~1,1]9, whereq = p — 1.
This gives a useful unconstrained set of parameters foptbislem. Furthermore, there is a smooth
bijective mapping between the partial autocorrelations the autocorrelations ik, given by the
Levinson-Durbin recursions (Monahan, 1984; Golub and vaaui, 1996).

5.1 A sequential approach to construct PC priors

In deriving PC priors for the partial autocorrelations of AR(p) process, we suggest to use a
sequential approach, augmenting the partial autocoimatabne by one. Defing, = 0 and assume
thatv, = (,_1,1,) forp = 1,2,.... We calculate the Kullback-Leibler divergence, conditiona
on the terms already included in the model,

KLD (f1(%,) [ fo(w,—1)) = % <”(Ep112p) —n-lh <\2|3§:f|1\>> ’



whereX, = I and f; and f, represent the densities of the AR and ARp — 1) processes, respec-
tively. Notice that by augmenting the partial autocoriieled v, _; with one (or several) terms, the
correlation structure between the figst- 1 elements of the corresponding AR process remains

unchanged. As the inverse correlation matrix of the(AR 1) process is a band matrix of order
2p — 1, we immediately notice that

3 8 =1, r=12...,

and (21, %,) = n. Also,

) p 1— 2\n—1
In < %) > = In ;:11( 1,!112) -] =(n—p)In(1 — ¢§)
131 [ (=)
The resulting measure of distance from the(ARmodel to its base AR — 1), is only a function
of the pth order partial autocorrelation, i.e.,

A1) = \/2KLD (f1(,) || fo(#,_1) = \/—(n —p) In(1 — 42).

Applying the principle of constant rate penalisatibh (2) exponential density is assignedd@),)
with rate \, = 6,/+/n — p. The resulting prior for theth partial autocorrelation is

m(p) = % exp <—9p —In(1 - ¢§)) k] ) p| <1, (8)

p
2 (1 —42),/—In(1 —42)

where the parametd#t, > 0 influences how fast the prior shrinks towards the base model.

The given formulation allows us to derive interpretableditanal priors for each of the partial
autocorrelations),, given the previous parameteys, ;. As the resulting priors are conditionally
independent, the partial autocorrelations are seen to bsistent under marginalisation (as dis-
cussed in West (1991) in the context of kernel density estimp Also, the marginal for an AR))
process is not influenced by higher-order partial autotatioms when these are 0, i.e. fp p:

() = / w3, ), = (3, | Gar1 = 0,1y = 0).

5.2 Controlling shrinkage properties

The given sequential approach implies that the prior fotiglaautocorrelations of different lags have
the same functional form, but potentially different rategmaeters. The next step is to determine a
reasonable criterion to choose the rétein (8). Our suggestion is motivated by the conditional
variance of the one-step ahead forecast error for arpARith fixed p,

Var ((zer1 — 2e11) | To<t, 7) =7 (L= 9] (1 = 45) -+ (1 —47),
and the observation that oftén— w,ﬁ is an non-decreasing function wikth We assume that
E(l—v?)=1—-(1—a)b*?t, abel0,1], k=1,...,p,

so the one-step ahead prediction, a priori, is non-decrgasith 4. This reduces the prior specifica-
tion into two parameterg andb, which have to be specified by the user. The parametepresents
the initial expectation B —1?) = a. The choiceb = 1 induces the same shrinkage for#jl while
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b < 1 gives increasing shrinkage for increasihgFor given values of. andb, the corresponding
value for the rate parameter [0 (8) is found by solving

E(1-¢3) = ek\/_ ( ot log (erfc (%’“))) =1—(1—a)br? ©)
for eachk = 1,...,p, where erf¢z) denotes the complementary error function
erfc(z /
=7

6 Simulation results

To illustrate the properties of PC priors for the partialomatrrelations of autoregressive processes,
we conduct a simulation study in which an AR(3) process isditb six different test cases. Except
for the two first cases, the test examples are similar to tlee ased in Liseo and Macaro (2013). In
each case, we fit an AR(3) model to generated time series gHen= 50.

Root mean squared errgr  Coverage $5%)

~

Test cases rmsg rmse Irmsg G Co (3
PC prior @ = b = 0.5)

1.4 =(0,0,0) 0.133 0.123 0.111 0.928 0.919 0.954
2.1 = (0.7,0,0) 0.106 0.118 0.103 0.912 0.961 0.964
3.9 =(0.2, 0 3,0) 0.174 0.150 0.106 0.888 0.882 0.964
4.4 =(-0.2,-0.6,0) 0.070 0.123 0.108 0.953 0.921 0.959
5.4 = (0. 5 —0 3,0) 0.093 0.136 0.107 0.938 0.918 0.965
6.1 = (0.5,—0.3,—0.1) | 0.092 0.146 0.118 0.937 0.892 0.95¢
Reference prior

1.4 =(0,0,0) 0.146 0.151 0.135 0.911 0.901 0.931
2.9 = (0.7,0,0) 0.101 0.143 0.126 0.911 0.932 0.944
3.y = (0 2, 0 3,0) 0.185 0.143 0.130 0.879 0.920 0.929
4.4 = (-0.2,-0.6,0) 0.070 0.111 0.133 0.949 0.933 0.934
549 =(05 0.3,0) 0.092 0.133 0.130 0.939 0.923 0.93§
6. = (0.5,—0.3,—-0.1) | 0.088 0.143 0.133 0.938 0.916 0.92§

Table 1: The root mean squared error and the frequentistierage 0f95% highest posterior den-
sity intervals for each of the estimated partial autocatiehs of AR(3) processes, using PC priors
with ¢ = b = 0.5 and the reference prior, respectively. The given resuétsageraged over 1000
simulations, and the time series length in each simulaien= 50.

The results usingn = 1000 simulations, are displayed in Talile 1, where the averagemean
squared error is

_ 1 - - .
mse = J — Z(m — )2, i=1,2,3.
7=1
We also report frequentistic coverage,i = 1, 2, 3, of the estimate®5% highest posterior density
intervals. In all test examples, the PC prior was impleneémtih scalinga = b = 0.5. By solving
(9), this corresponds to using rate parametersd-, 03) ~ (0.87,1.94, 3.33) in estimating the three

partial autocorrelations.
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As expected, the results illustrate that the use of PC pawogd overfitting. In the first test case
of simulating white noise, the PC prior is seen to give botlaln root mean squared error and
better frequentistic coverage, compared with using thereece prior. We also notice that using
PC priors gives better results in estimatirig for all the test cases. For the other parameters, the
PC and reference priors are seen to have quite comparaliterpance. This implies that the PC
prior seems like a promising alternative to reference priorestimating the partial autocorrelations
of AR(p) processes. The main advantage of PC priors is that theseaayeto compute, also for
higher-order processes, and more flexible than the refergrior, allowing for individual scaling.
In comparing the two priors, we also considered the foreeastr and coverage d¢f5% highest
posterior density intervals for one-step ahead predistiorhe results were very similar using the
PC and reference priors and we do not report these here.

The given results are not surprising. Especially, the asgh@f scaling the PC priors is designed
to reflect decreasing partial autocorrelations as the asfiéine process is increased. If we have
reasons to believe that the partial autocorrelations daleotease with higher order, we suggest to
scale the priors for the partial autocorrelations of alslagnilarly, usingh = 1. We have chosen to
report results only using = b = 0.5 but have also tried several other combinations of the ggalin
parameters, andb. The main impression is that the PC priors are quite robudifferent choices
of a andb. Also, it is easy to understand how changes in these paramitarduce changes in the
estimates. A larger value af and/or smaller value df give more shrinkage to 0. In general, we
recommend that is chosen to be less or equal to 0.5 as higher valuesnoight impose too must
shrinkage for the first-lag partial autocorrelation. Alsalues oft less than 0.5 might impose too
much shrinkage for the partial autocorrelations of higlhaegsl

7 Discussion

An important aspect of statistical model fitting is to selactdels that are flexible enough to capture
true underlying structure but do not overfit. Among compgtinodels we would prefer the more
parsimonious one, for example in terms of having fewer apsioms, fewer model components or a
simpler structure of model components. Hawkins (2004) riless overfitting in terms of violating
the principle of parsimony given by Occam’s razor, the medeld procedures used should contain
all that is necessary for the modeling but nothing more. TikiergPC priors obey this principle,
ensuring shrinkage to specific base models chosen to rdikegiven application.

The PC priors represent a weakly informative alternativexisting prior choices for autoregres-
sive processes, allowing for user-defined scaling to adjigsinformativeness of the priors. The PC
priors are computationally simple and are easily implemerior any finite ordep of the autore-
gressive process. The priors are available withinRhé& NLA framework, in which AR processes
can be used as building blocks within the general class efitabaussian models (Rue et al., 2009).
This class of models have many applications, among othehgdimg analysis of temporal and spa-
tial data. A natural extension in time series applicatiat®iderive PC priors also for autoregressive
(integrated) moving average processes. Other useful meodehsions would include vector au-
toregressive models (Sims, 1980), frequently used to aeatyultivariate time series, for example
within the fields of econometrics.

In this paper, we have only considered the stationary caseidas controversy (Phillips, 1991)
in assigning a prior to the lag-one autocorrelation of an BRfocess relates to whether the station-
arity condition|¢| < 1isincluded, or not. Phillips (1991) argued that objectiyedrance priors, like
the Jeffreys prior, should be used for AR(1) processes whestationarity assumptions are made,
while uniform priors would give inference biased towardgisnarity. One of the problem seen with
Jeffreys prior is that it puts most of its probability massregions of the parameter space giving a
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non-stationary process (Liseo and Macaro, 2013). Theewrber prior was originally only defined
for stationary process but has been extended in a symmeanycfov || > 1 (Berger and Yang,
1994), in which it is seen to have a more reasonable shapeldffirys prior [((Robert, 2007). A
relevant future project is to study the use of PC priors adsmbn-stationary AR processes.
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