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Abstract

We prove existence and uniqueness of a stationary distribution and absolute
regularity for nonlinear GARCH and INGARCH models of order (p,q). In
contrast to previous work we impose, besides a geometric drift condition, only
a semi-contractive condition which allows us to include models which would
be ruled out by a fully contractive condition. This results in a subgeometric
rather than the more usual geometric decay rate of the mixing coefficients. The
proofs are heavily based on a coupling of two versions of the processes.
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1. Introduction

Conditionally heteroscedastic processes are frequently used to model the evolution
of stock prices, exchange rates and interest rates. Starting with the seminal papers
by Engle (1982) on autoregressive conditional heteroscedastic models (ARCH) and
Bollerslev (1986) on generalized ARCH, numerous variants of these models have been
proposed for modeling financial time series; see for example Francq and Zakoian (2010)
for a detailed overview. More recently, integer-valued GARCH models (INGARCH)
which mirror the structure of GARCH models have been proposed for modeling time
series of counts; see for example Fokianos (2012).

In this paper, we prove existence and uniqueness of a stationary distribution under
a time-homogeneous dynamic. As our main result, we show absolute regularity of
the observable process under the semi-contractive condition (1.5) rather than a more
common fully contractive condition on the volatility function. In conjunction with
standard conditions (A1) and (A3), this results in an atypical decay rate for the
coefficients of absolute regularity,

Bn = O(p¥™), forsome p<l1. (1.1)
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Our technique allows to obtain this strong result even for non-stationary models with a
non-homogeneous dynamic, under uniform (in ¢) versions of our regularity conditions.
This opens a wide range of applications for modeling real data sets.

The results hold for general GARCH processes obeying the model equations

}/t =  Ot&¢, (123,)
Ut2 = f(Yic1,.. . Yipi001,. .., 01—g). (1.2b)
Here, (&¢): is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables, where ¢, is independent of all lagged

random variables and Ee? = 1. A general INGARCH process is characterized by the
model equations

Yi| Feer = Q(N), (1.3a)
where Fy = 0((Ys, As), (Ys-1,As-1),...) and, analogously to the GARCH case,
)\t = f(}/;f—lu"'7}/;5—p;)\t—17"'7)\t—q)' (13b)

Here {Q(N): A >0} is a family of distributions on the non-negative integers. An impor-
tant aspect is that such models allow for a feedback mechanism in the hidden process
which often makes a parsimonious parametrization possible. Absolute regularity (/-
mixing) with a geometric decay rate of the coefficients of standard (linear) GARCH(p,q)
processes was shown in the PhD thesis of Boussama (1998). Geometric S-mixing
for nonlinear GARCH(1,1) specifications can be found in Carrasco and Chen (2002,
proposition 5) and Francq and Zakoian (2006, Theorem 3). Properties of INGARCH
processes have already been studied under a fully contractive condition,

|f(y17"'7yp;)‘17"'7)‘q) - f(ygnay;,)» ,177)‘;)|

P q
Yailys — yil + Y b A = Aj, (1.4)
i=1 i=1

IA

where y1,...,Yp, Y15+ ¥y € No = {0,103, Ay, A, A, A 2 0, and ay, ... ap
and b, ...,b, being non-negative constants such that 3.2 a; + Z?zl b; < 1. Neumann
(2011) showed, in the case of p = ¢ = 1, that condition (1.4) implies that the bivariate
process ((A¢,Y;)): has a unique stationary distribution and that a stationary version
of the count process (Y7); is absolutely regular with mixing coefficients 3,, = O(p™), for
some p < 1. It was also shown that the intensity process (\;); is not strongly mixing
in general (see Remark 3 in that paper for a simple counterexample) but ergodic.
Franke (2010) showed in the case of p,q > 1 that there exists a stationary distribution.
Moreover, he proved T-weak dependence as defined in Dedecker et al. (2007), again
with an exponential decay of the coefficients of weak dependence. Also under a fully
contractive condition, Fokianos et al. (2009) analyzed linear and nonlinear version of
INGARCH(1,1) processes. Since the verification of geometric ergodicity turned out
to be unclear with conventional Markov chain theory, these authors proved ergodicity
for a perturbed version of the original process. As the perturbations can be chosen
arbitrarily small this result could be used to derive the asymptotic distribution of
parameter estimates.

We will cover both GARCH and INGARCH models and we want to stress that we
impose a contractive condition considerably weaker than (1.4),

|y, upszns ey 2g) = Fyns - ypi 20s 0 20)| < D ailzi = 24, (1.5)

q
=1
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where ci,...,cq are non-negative constants with ¢; +---+ ¢, < 1. This allows us to
consider, for example, threshold models where the function f is specified as

T\ a+by + el if ye [L,U],
Fy ) = { a + by + )\ ify¢[L,U]. (1.6)
Such a specification was proposed in the framework of integer-valued time series by
Woodard et al. (2011). Furthermore, our semi-contractive condition also allows us to
consider functions f with

F:A) = g(y) + h(A)

and with only Lip(h) < 1. Note that well-established threshold models in financial
mathematics such as those proposed for example by Glosten, Jagannathan and Runkle

(1993),

2 2 2 2
oy =w+aY, + BY 1y, oy + Y051,

or by Francq and Zakoian (2010, page 250),

q

p
or = w+ 2 (0 Yiilgy, 50y = @ Yisilyy, <0}) + D Bioi
i-1 j=1

even fulfill the fully contractive condition (1.4).

To unify our notation, we use the expression ()\;); for the hidden process in what
follows, that is o7 will be replaced by \; in case of a GARCH process. It is worth
noting at this point that, although the bivariate process ((Y;, A;)); is a Markov chain
of order p v g, the process (Y;); does not share this property, except for the case ¢ =0
which is not of primary interest here.

We show as our main result that the coefficients of absolute regularity of the
observable process (Y;); satisfy (1.1). Recall that 3, = sup, B(F*,,F52,,) with F} =
o(Ys: k < s<1) where, for any couple of o-fields A and B:

{ m
B(A,B) = SUP{Z > IP(Ain Bj) - (Ai)]P(Bj)|}
-1 j=
where the supremum is taken over partitions of Q, (A4;)1<i<¢ and (B;)1<i<m subject to
Aje Afor1<i</?, and Bj € B for 1 <j <m. This subexponential rate is quite unusual
and it is a consequence of the fact that we only impose a semi-contractive rather than
a fully contractive condition.

To prove this result, we construct a coupling of two versions of the bivariate process
((Ys, M), both started independently at time 0 with the stationary distribution.
These two versions, ((Y;, A¢)); and ((Y/,X}))¢, are defined on a sufficiently rich prob-
ability space (Q,JA-: ,ﬁ) In the context of Markov chains, such a coupling typically
leads to a coalescence of the two versions at some random time 7 and P(7 > n) then
serves as an estimate of ,. In our case, since (Y;); is not a Markov chain, it can
well happen that Y, = }77.’ at some time 7 but that afterwards these two processes
diverge again. This follows from the fact that the accompanying hidden processes (Xt)t
and (X)), still can attain different values at time 7 which means that the observable
processes may diverge again with positive probability. In view of this, we have to use
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P(Y,, # }77; for any m > n) as an upper estimate for 3,,. When the two processes reach
a state with

}7;& = }7;6,7 S 757;5—17+1 = }A;;E,—pﬂ and |Xt - X1,5| R |Xt—Q+1 - lef—q+1| < pﬁu (1'7)

then we have p subsequent hits and the contractive condition begins to take effect
which eventually leads to the result that both processes coalesce with a (conditional)
probability exceeding 1-O( p\/ﬁ). To reach such a state with the crucial property (1.7),
the two processes need several trials, beginning at certain stopping times 71,7, ....
Because of the condition of [X; = Nj| + -+ [Xr_gs1 — Xg,q+1| < pV™ in (1.7), each of these
trials covers in order \/n time points. This means, up to time n there can be in order
at most \/n such trials. Such a number of successive trials ensures that a state with
(1.7) is reached before time n with a probability exceeding 1 — O(pﬁ). This might
give some insight why we obtain the unusual rate of p¥™ for the coefficients of absolute
regularity. The desired uniqueness of the stationary law follows as a by-product of
the successful coupling. The result on absolute regularity can be extended to non-
stationary GARCH-type processes; a uniform (in ¢) version of our semi-contractive
condition will ensure this.

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section we fix and discuss our
assumptions. Our main results are based on a coupling technique which is introduced
in Subsection 2.1. To make the main ideas of our proofs easily accessible, we present
the consequences of this coupling for a simple special case in Subsection 2.2. The
main results are formulated in Subsection 2.3. is briefly discussed at the end of this
Subsection. A few applications in statistics are mentioned in Subsection 2.4. All proofs
are deferred to a final Section 3.

2. Assumptions and main results

We assume that the process (Y;):, which is defined on some probability space
(Q,F, P), obeys the model equations

YVi|Fier ~ Q(), (2.1a)
A= fYVeer, o Yepi Aeen oo M), (2.1b)

where Fs = o((Ys, As), (Yso1,A5-1),-..) and {Q(N): X € [0,00)} is some family of
univariate distributions. Note that assumption (2.1a) is correctly formulated since it
follows from (2.1b) that A\; is F;_j-measurable.

The canonical domain of the function f is different in the two cases of GARCH and
INGARCH models. To unify notation, we define f in both cases on R?x[0, 00)?, e.g. by
a linear interpolation in the INGARCH case. Recall that (A;): denotes the volatility
process in the case of GARCH(p,q) models ((1.2a)-(1.2b)) and the intensity process
in the INGARCH(p,q) case ((1.3a)-(1.3b)). Here, the distribution of an observable
random variable Y; conditioned on the past is Q();), where the parameter )\; itself is
random, depending on lagged variables Y;_1,...,Y;_, and previous values A\j_1,..., \i—q
of the (typically hidden) accompanying process (A¢)¢.

Possible examples we have in mind are linear or nonlinear GARCH(p,q) processes,
with A\; being the conditional variance of the observable variable Y;, or integer-valued
GARCH processes, where Q()) is often chosen to be a Poisson distribution with
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intensity parameter A. Existence of a one-sided version of these processes, i.e. t € N, is
guaranteed since we can construct such processes iteratively. We will show that there
exists a stationary distribution which implies by Kolmogorov’s extension theorem (see
e.g. Durrett (1991)) that also a stationary two-sided version, i.e. t € Z, does exist. In
the proof of our main result, we also use some Markov chain techniques. The process
(Z4)s with Z; = (Y2, .. YtQpH,af, -, 07 g41) for a GARCH(p,q) model obeying (1.2a)
and (1.2b) as well as Zt = (Y, ..., Yipi1, Aty oo, Adi—ge1) In the INGARCH(p,q) case
according to (1.3a) and (1.3b) has this property. In the following it turns out to be
convenient to drop the first component of the random vector Z; and we also define
Xe= (Y21, Y2007, 07 ga1) as well as Xy = (Viot, ..o, Yiopet, Moo Aecga),
respectively.
We impose the following conditions:

(A1) (Geometric drift condition)
There exist positive constants al, N R bo, cooybgot, Ii <1 and ag < oo such

that, for V.((y1,- - Yp=15 05 - - - s Ag— 1)) 171 a;y; + ZJ ~o bjAj, the condition
E(V(Xt) | Xt—l) <K V(Xt,l) + ag

is fulfilled with probability 1.

(A2) (Semi-contractive condition)
The function f is measurable and there exist non-negative constants ci,...,cq
with ¢; + -+ ¢4 < 1 such that

q
(Ui A Ag) = FWns e ups AL ] S Y aildi = A

=1

for all y1,...,yp € R, A1yov iy Mg, AL, oo AL 2 0.
(A3) (Similarity condition)
There exists some constant d € (0, c0) such that

TV(Q(N),Q(\)) <1 — e PN yA N >0,
where TV(Q1, Q2) =sup 4.5 |Q1(A) —Q2(A)| denotes the total variation distance
between probability measures (01 and Qs.

Remark 2.1. In the case of p = ¢ = 1, X; reduces to \;. Condition (Al) follows
from the following drift condition which is frequently used in the context of linear and
nonlinear GARCH-type models; see e.g. Lindner (2009) and Franke (2010).

(A1’) There exist constants dg € [0,00), and @, ...,dp, bi,...,b, €[0,1), with
P oai+ ZJ 1 bj <1 such that

e in the GARCH(p,q) case,

2 _ - ~ 2 ~ y2
o, <ag+ a1V, + -+ a,Y,

72 72
p t 1oy 4+ bgoi

e in the INGARCH(p,q) case,

AN <ag + a1Ye1 + - + (LpY;g_p + 61/\15_1 + o 4 Eq)\t_q.
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Remark 2.2. Condition (A2) is the essential difference to the fully contractive con-
dition imposed e.g. in Neumann (2011) and Truquet (2018). Here, we only assume
Lipschitz continuity of f w.r.t lagged values A¢_1,...Ar—q. This includes the case of
threshold models where the thresholds are set on the lagged variables of the observable
process, Y2, ... ,Yf_p or Y;_1,...,Y;,, respectively.

Remark 2.3. With the standard specification for GARCH models, we have that

Yi | Fior = N(O, ),

that is, \; takes the role of the conditional volatility o?. Let py be the density of a

N (0, ) distribution. If the volatilities satisfy A; > w, then we obtain, for 0 <w < A < X,

1 - TV(N(0,)),N(0,\)) = pr Apx > % > % > e NN 5 g PN/
that is, the similarity condition (A3) is fulfilled with § = 1/w (In order to prove the
third inequality in the above display, note that 1 +u < e", Yu > 0, which implies that
N/A=1+ (N =)A< e A,

While a normal distribution seems to be the dominating choice for the distribution
of the innovations in GARCH models, there exist quite a few proposals for their integer-
valued counterparts, the INGARCH models. For the sake of an easy description, let
(P:(N))rs0, t € Z, be a sequence of independent standard Poisson processes.

1. Poisson seed.  If Q(\) = Poisson()\), then Y; can be expressed as Yy = P(Ae).

2. Mixed Poisson seed.  Here we have the specification Y; = Py(\Z;), where Z;
is a non-negative random variable. The special case of a Bernoulli distributed
random variable Z;, leads to the so-called zero-inflated Poisson model in Lambert
(1992); it takes into account additional unobserved data.

3. Compound Poisson seed. Let (Z;4)t.i20 be a double sequence of i.i.d. non-
negative random variables. In this case, Y; is given by Y; = Zz.itl()“) Zy ;. This
process is integer-valued if P(Z; ; € Ng) = 1.

In cases 1 and 3, the similarity assumption (A3) if fulfilled with ¢ = 1; see Adell and Jodré

(2006). Regarding case 2, let Qpp(N\) denote the mixed Poisson distribution with
intensity parameter \. Then,

TV(Qup(V), Qup(N)) < E(1 - e P2 <1 = emh=Y
where § = EZ;.

Remark 2.4. For two probability measures Q1 and Q2 on B, let d; = dQ1/d(Q1 +Q2)
and dy = dQ2/d(Q1+Q2) be the respective densities w.r.t. the dominating measure Q1 +
QQ. Then

A= fd1 Ay d(Q1+Q2) = 1 - TV(Q1, Q). (2.2)
Furthermore, using the method of maximal coupling as described for example in

den Hollander (2012, page 15) we can construct, with the aid of an additional ran-
domization, random variables X; and X5 such that
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o X1 ~Q1, Xo ~ Qa,
L P(X1=X2) = A

Indeed, let U be a random variable with a uniform distribution on [0,1]. If U < A,
then we choose

X, = X, = FFY(U),
where F(z) = j(foo_’z] di Ady d(Q1+Q2). Here and below, H~! denotes the generalized
inverse of a generic distribution function H, that is, H~'(¢) = inf{2: H(x) >t} (This

function is sometimes denoted by H ). This definition makes sense no matter if the
distribution H is a continuous or discrete one. If U > A, then we set

X, =GN U-4), X,=G (U-A),
where Gl(l') = /(7001](d1 —d1 A dg)d(Ql + Qg), for i = 1,2.

2.1. Definition of the coupling

We use a coupling approach to prove stationarity and absolute regularity of the
GARCH-type process. In the case of a stationary Markov chain (Z;)sen, defined on
some probability space (Q,F, ]P’) one usually constructs, on an appropriate probability
space (Q,F,P), two versions (Z;)en, and (Z!)en, of this chain which are started
at t = 0 independently, both with their stationary distribution. If one succeeds to
construct a coupling such that P(Z,, # Z’, for any m > n) tends to zero as n — oo,
then the inequality

By < P(Zyn # Z!, for any m > n) (2.3)

provides an upper bound for the mixing coefficient. However, since a Markov process
in discrete time is always strongly Markovian, it actually suffices to derive an upper
estimate for P(Z, # Z!) and we can conclude that the original process (Z;)sex, on
(€, F,P) is absolutely regular with coefficients satisfying 8, < P(Z, # Z'). In our
case, the process (Y;); is not a Markov chain. Once we have constructed a coupling of
(Y2, X))e and (Y7, X)), we have to stick to the estimate (2.3). (Even if ¥, = ¥ it
could well happen that X, # A, which means that we cannot achieve Y;,,1 = Y/, with
a conditional probability of 1.) This means that we are required to find a construction
where the two versions hit at some time and stay together afterwards (they coalesce).

Suppose that pre-sample values Yy, ... ,371_,,, X0, - .- ,Xl_q and 370', . ,171',]0, X{), . ,X'l,q
are given. The values of \; and X'l arise as a result of the model equation (2.1b),

Xl = f(?();---;}717p;X0;---7X17q); ~,1 = f(}N/O’,...,}N/l',p;Xg,...,~'1,q).

Note that the conditional distribution of ¥; given the past has to be Q()\l) and that
of Y/ Q(\}). We couple the two Markov chains in such a way that Y; = Y/ with
a maximum conditional probability. According to Remark 2.4 above, we utilize a
sequence (Uy)¢ey of 1.i.d. random variables with a uniform distribution on the interval
[0,1], also independent of (%,%LXO,XB), (37_1,12’1,5\'_1,2,’1), e

Let g1 = dQ(\)/d(Q(%) + Q). 4] = dQ(XN)[d(Q(\) + (X)) and g1 = [ a1 A

1d(Q(A1) + Q(AY))-
If Uy < @1 then we define
371 = }’71, = Fl_l(Ul)u
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where Fy () = [(_o, ;ya1 A €1 Q@) + Q(N). Tf Ur > g then we set
Vi =GN (Ui-q) and Y/ =G (U-a),
where
G0 = [ (@-and) dQGD)+QGD), Giw) = [ (dh-angd) dQG1)+ Q).
We iterate this process in the same way. _ _ _
Let g = dQ(A\:)/d(Q(Ae) + Q(N)), q; = dQ(A)/d(Q(Ne) + Q(A})) and @ = [ q: A

¢ d(Q(X) + Q(X!)). Furthermore, denote by F;, G; and G the distribution functions
of the densities (g: A q;), (gt — (g1 A q)) and (i = (gt A q1)), respectively. On the basis

of given values Yi_1,...,Y;p, M1, s Mg and Y/ g, VD N 1 o A we set
S\It = f(i;t,h . ,}A}t,p;’xt,h . ;’thq); X; = f(i;tl,l, . ,i}tl,p;’v;,l, . 7’5\’;7(1),
as well as o
Y, =Y/ = FETY(Uy) if U < G (2.4a)
and .
Y, =G U -q), Y =G (U-q@) if U; > . (2.4b)

2.2. A first glimpse at the consequences of the coupling

To communicate the main ideas involved in the proofs in a transparent way, we
first consider the special case of an INGARCH(1,1) process and present a sketch of the
major steps in the proofs of the results. For definiteness we assume that Y; | Fpq ~
Poisson(\;).

Note that TV (Poisson()), Poisson(\')) < 1-e V1. To see this, assume w.lo.g. A <
N. If'Y ~ Poisson(\) and W ~ Poisson(\ - A) are independent, then Y =Y + W ~
Poisson(X’). It follows that P(Y # Y’) = P(W =0) = 1 — e ™I, which implies that
the similarity condition (A3) is satisfied with § = 1.

Let G; = 0((?},32’,3\',53,’5), (2_1,2’,1,Xt_1,X;,1), ...) denote the o-field of the ¢-past
of both versions of the processes. Suppose that 7 is some stopping time and that,
for some reason, [A-11 — AL ;| < K. Note that Ar,; and A.,; are both G, -measurable,
where

G-={Ge |J G»: Gn{r<n}eG, VneNg}.

neNg

Then, according to the maximal coupling explained above,
@(?T+1 = }77f+1 | gT) > e*|>\1—+1*>\;—+1| > e*K.

If in addition Y,,; = Y/

71, then the contractive condition (A2) implies that

|XT+2 - X;+2| < C1 K.

Therefore, we obtain for the next step that

PF(}"/’V‘I'-*-Q = }77—,+2 | 1’7‘1’-*—1 = }77—,+17g‘r) 2 e_CIK
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and, if additionally Y, = Y/ ,,
Kris = Npsl < K.
Proceeding in the same way we obtain that
ﬁ(}/7'+1 - Yq-,+17-'-7}7T+M :}77-,+M | gT)
= F(YT-FI = 7-,+1 | gr) ﬁ(i—ﬂ = ?7-,+2 | }77—+1 - ~r+17g7')
o X PF(SA;VT-#]W = }77-,+M | ?T-FI = }77-,+17 e 7YT+M—1 = 7-+M717g‘r)
> e—K(l+cl+~.‘+cf/Fl), (25)

which leads to

P(Yrim =Y iy Prim = Nyl < VK, ¥m e N| G, )

> Kl 5 o K (2.6)
1—01

In what follows we sketch how (2.6) can be used to prove absolute regularity. Let P,
denote the probability where (Yo, o) and (Y, \})) are independent and distributed with
their common stationary law 7. (Its existence and uniqueness is proved in Corollary 2.1
below.) We define the stopping time

7 —inf{t> 00 [Ny - M| <C P},

for some C' < oo and some « > 0 whose optimal choice is explained below. We obtain
from (2.6) that

Bn < Po(Y,#Y,) forany m>n)
< P, (Nm +Y!  for any m > ™| gT(n)) + P, (7-(") > n)
C o™~ "
1-¢ i ]P)Tr (T( : z n) (2'7)

It remains to derive an upper estimate for the second term on the right-hand side
of (2.7). To this end, we consider subsequent trials to achieve a state with |)\t X<y,
for some C € (0, oo) followed by subsequent hits Y, = Y YHd 1= YHdn_l, where
d,, = [n“]. We define a first stopping time as

o= inf{t>0: XN+ <Cyi).

(If~ X0~ + X'O < Ch, then 71 = 0. Otherwise 71 is the first arrival time of the process
((At;AD))e at A= {(u1,u2): uy +ug < C1}.) At time 7 we have that [\, =\ | < Cy.
According to (2.5), there exists some constant Co > 0 such that

Pr(Y, =Y., ..Vesa1 =Y a1 | Grict) > Co.

T1?
After such a successful trial with d,, hits we obtain from the contractive property (A2)
that

~ ~,
|)\Tl+dn T Ari+dy,

< O i (2.8)
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This yields that

P, (?Tﬁm + ?T'ﬁm forany m>d, | Yy, =Y ... . Yria, 1= }7’1+dn_1, gﬁ,l)

T1) T
< & Ctlin
T1- C1 ’
which brings us closer to the desired result. This means, a trial which actually leads
to a favorable state with (2.8) covers d,, time points. Accordingly, for ¢ > 1 we consider
the following retarded return times as starting points for the next trials:

T; = inf{tZTi,1+an Xt +X£§Ol}.

Now we are in a position to derive an upper bound for P, (7(™ > n). We define
events

Ai = {}77'1 = }77-,15 s 5}77'i+dn71 = Y,1+dn71} .

T

Since each trial covers d,, time points we cannot get more than O(n'~®) different
stopping times 7; before time n. Let K, = Csn'~®, for some C3 > 0. It follows from
Lemma 3.1 that

ﬁiﬂ_ (TKn +d, > n) < Eﬂ_ (n71+(72*71)+”'+(7Kn*TKn—l)) — O(pna)7

nn_dn

for some > 1 and p < 1, if C3 is small enough. Therefore, and since ﬁﬂ(AfﬂwﬂA%n) <
(1-Cq)En, we obtain

B (70 2n) < By (7, +dn 2 ) + Pr(A{nn A% ) = o(p"") + O(0" ), (2.9)

for some p < 1. The first term on the right-hand side of (2.7) and the second one on
the right-hand side of (2.9) are of the same order for the choice of « = 1/2, which gives
the estimate
B = O(p¥™).
2.3. Main results
To prove our main results we use the coupling method described in Subsection 2.1.

Recall that ((Y;,X;)): and ((Y/,X})); denote the two versions of the process which
are coupled on a suitable probability space (Q,F,P) according to (2.4a) and (2.4b).

Moreover, we remind the reader that G; = o ((Y, Y/, A, AL), (Y- 1,Yt 1,)\,5 1,)\ 1)s-ee)e
The following lemma describes the core of our coupling method.

Lemma 2.1. Suppose that (A1) to (A3) are fulfilled and let T be any stopping time
such that Y, = Y’ LY _pi2 = YCer2 Then

VmeN and Y Nowm = Aoyl <

m=1

T+m

5 (zm _

q ~

Z T—1+2 — )\f,-,i+2| | gr)
i=1

q

Z T—i+2 T T i+2 |}

[\

where ¢ =c1 + -+ ¢q.
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This lemma tells us that the two processes (Y;); and (Y/); coalesce with a conditional
probability greater than or equal to exp{-0K/(1 - ¢)}, where K = %!, Aris2 —
X’Tﬂ- .o Therefore, in order to prove the desired decay rate for the coefficients of
absolute regularity, we show that there exists a stopping time 7(") such that }774”) =

=/ T e 7 N / n
Yo Yron_pao = Yﬂn),pga Areer = Ay |+ + A s _gea = )\T<n>,q+2| < pV™ and

that P(7(™ <n) =1-0(pY™), for some p < 1. The following main result summarizes
the result of our coupling method.

Proposition 2.1. Suppose that (A1) to (A3) are fulfilled. If
E[V(Xo) + V(X})] < oo,

then

]P’(Ym:Y,; Vm>n and Z Am = AL| < 1p ) =1- O(P\/ﬁ)-
—c

m=n

The following two results are immediate consequences of the main Proposition 2.1.

Corollary 2.1. Suppose that (A1) to (A3) are fulfilled. Then the Markov process
(Z4)¢ has a unique stationary distribution .

Remark 2.5. Woodard et al. (2011) and Douc et al. (2013) also derived properties
of nonlinear INGARCH(1,1) processes which are, as in our case here, Markov chains
that are not necessarily irreducible. Woodard et al. (2011) used the fact that a drift
condition in conjunction with the weak Feller property of the Markov kernel ensures
the existence of a stationary distribution while its uniqueness follows from a so-called
asymptotic strong Feller property. These properties were e.g. verified for a Poisson
threshold model with an intensity function as in (1.6). Douc et al. (2013) extended
these results to more general intensity functions, including among other examples the
log-linear Poisson autoregression model introduced by Fokianos and Tjgstheim (2011).
They also focus on the intensity process and impose the weak Feller condition directly
on it. Under an additional high-level condition on two appropriately coupled versions
of the Markov chain (see their condition (A3)) they showed that the intensity process
(M), and as a consequence the bivariate process ((Yz, A\¢)): as well, possess unique
stationary distributions and that stationary versions of the processes are ergodic. In the
case of a Poisson threshold model (1.6) they also imposed the condition max{c, ¢’} <1
in order to ensure semi-contractivity.

Under the semicontractivity condition imposed here, we cannot derive the above
mentioned Feller properties in general. On the other hand, the coupling result stated
in Proposition 2.1 compensates for this failure. A metric d which resembles the coupling
result is given by

d((ylu'"7y1);)‘17"'7)‘q)7(y17"'7y;,);)‘,17'-'7)‘;))

q
= L((yasee¥p) = (W10 )) + 2o A= XL
i=1
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It follows for arbitrary z € [0, 00)P*4 that PZ11%0=2" o pZilZ0=% 45 4(2', z) - 0, where =
indicates weak dependence. In other words, the weak Feller property holds w.r.t. the
metric d rather than the more usual Euclidean norm. As can be seen in the proof of
Corollary 2.1, we also obtain that

inf{d(g‘n,g’l): o ~ PZnlZ0=2 PZn|Zf>=Z’} — 0,

n—oo
which means that the asymptotic Feller property is also fulfilled.
The following theorem is our main result.

Theorem 2.1. Suppose that (A1) to (A3) are fulfilled. A stationary version of the
process (Yz): is absolutely regular (3-mizing) with coefficients satisfying

BnSC’pﬁ VneN,

for some C < oo and p< 1.

At this point we would like to recall that the accompanying process (A¢); is not
mixing in general. The following counter-example was already given in Neumann
(2011, Remark 3). In the case of an INGARCH(1,1) process, consider the specification
fly; N) =y/2+ g(N\), where ¢ is strictly monotone and satisfies 0 < k1 < g(A) < 0.5 as
well as [g(A) —g(N')| < ko] A= X' for all A, \" > 0 and some k2 < 0.5. Then our regularity
conditions (A1) to (A3) are fulfilled. Using the fact that g(\) € [k1,0.5) we obtain
from 2X\; = Yi1 +2g(M\-1) that Yz = [2):] and, therefore, 2g(At—1) = 2X\; — [2)¢].
This means that we can perfectly recover A\;_; once we know the value of \;. Iterating
this argument we see that we can recover from \; the complete past of the hidden
process (). Taking into account that the above choice of f excludes the case that
this process is purely non-random we conclude that a stationary version of (A\;); cannot
be strongly mixing, and therefore also not be absolutely regular.

However, exploiting once more our coupling idea we can show that A\; can be
expressed as

A= g(Yio, Yoo, .0),

for some measurable function g. This yields ergodicity of the process (A¢)ez and also
of the bivariate process ((Yi, At))iez as stated in the following lemma.

Theorem 2.2. Suppose that (A1) to (A3) are fulfilled. Then a stationary version of
the process ((Yi, A\t))tez is ergodic.

Compared to absolute regularity of the process (Y;)¢, the ergodicity result for the
accompanying process (A ); seems to be a bit poor. However, combined with additional
structural assumptions even the property of ergodicity might prove to be sufficient for
deriving asymptotic properties of statistical procedures; see for example Neumann
(2011, Section 4), Leucht and Neumann (2013) and Leucht et al. (2015).

Remark 2.6. It is possible to extend our result on absolute regularity to the case of
a time-varying transition mechanism, where the function f additionally depends on
time. In this case, equation (2.1b) has to be replaced by

)\t = ft(}/tfla---7}/1571);)\15—17---;/\157(1) (2]‘0)

and assumption (A2) by
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(A2%) (Uniform semi-contractive condition)
There exist non-negative constants ci,...,cq with ¢ + -+ ¢4 <1 such that

|ft(y17"'7yp;)‘l7"'7)‘q) - ft(y177yp7)\,177)‘;)| <

q
i=1

Ci|)\i - )\;|

forall >0, y1,...,yp € R, A1,y Mg, AL, AL 2 0.

We are convinced that similar results as in our paper can be proved under these
conditions and we hope that we can report on this elsewhere.

2.4. Some applications in statistics

In what follows we discuss a couple of instances where absolute regularity yields
powerful uniform limit theorems, which also indicates the relevance of the present
results. Assume that a real valued process (Y;)iez is strictly stationary and strongly
mixing with coefficients satisfying o, < Cp¥™, for some C < co. If in addition Eg(Yy) =
0 and Eg¢?(Yy)In?(|g(Yp)| v 1) < oo, then Doukhan et al. (1994) prove the following
central limit theorem in the Skorohod space D[0,1]:

[nu] .
% > o4 PO o ()W (),

where W is a Brownian motion and where the series 0°(g) = X352 ., Eg(Yo)g(Y) is
assumed to converge. For the detection of changes in the mean we refer to Theo-
rems 4.1.2 and 4.1.5 of Csorgé and Horvath (1997). The same volume deals in §4.4
with the detection of change points for other parameters involving functional central
limit theorems; Doukhan et al. (1995) prove a corresponding result under S-mixing.

In the non-parametric estimation frame, the specific structure of S-mixing is also
fruitful. Viennet (1997)’s covariance inequality gives relevant bounds for the centred
moments of kernel type estimators (and more general non-parametric estimators)
without imposing the existence of uniformly bounded joint densities as this is usually
done under weaker strong mixing assumptions. This inequality writes

sup (u?(@) 32 (@),

zeRd

nfRd var f, (z)w(z) dz < (1 +4:L;15i)

for projection type estimators on the vector space spanned by {eq,...,e,} which is an
orthonormal system of L?(R¢,w(x)dz). The standard bound of such quadratic loss
has order m/n under weak S-mixing assumptions. This fact was also decisive to use
model selection procedures under dependence. Baraud et al. (2001) proposed adaptive
estimation and a selection procedure for regression models (including autoregression)
under this S-mixing condition. Beyond the above mentioned covariance inequality from
Viennet (1997), they used the Berbee coupling for S-mixing sequences.

3. Proofs

Proof of Remark 2.1. Let, for non-negative yi,...,¥p-1, Ao,...,Ag-1 and positive
A1y .-, Qp-1, b07 s 7bq—17

p-1 q-1
V((yla"'aypflv)\Oa"'aAqfl)) = Za’lyl + ijAj
i=1 j=0
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We consider, without loss of generality, only the case of an INGARCH(p,q) process since
the proof in the GARCH(p,q) case is analogous. Recall that X; = (Yi—1,...,Yips1, Ay oo Adimgat)-
Then

E(V(X:) | Xi1)

i=2 j=1

p-1 q-1
E(alYtl + Z ath,i + bO)\t + Z bj)\tfl

Yior o Yiep At ,)\tq)

p-1
a1 A1 + Y. aiYi

<
i=2
P q q-1
+ bo|ag + a1t 1 + Zai}/tfi + ij/\tfj + Z bj/\tfj. (31)
i=2 j=1 j=1
We are going to find positive constants ai,...,ap-1,bo,...,bg-1, £ < 1, and ag < oo such

that the right-hand side of (3.1) is smaller than or equal to

p 9
apg + R V(Xt_l) = ag + K(Z ai_lY;g_i + ij—l)\t—j)-
=2 j=1

We set, w.l.o.g., by = 1 and, accordingly, ag = 9. Condition (A1) will be fulfilled for
all possible values of the involved random variables if

ap +by +a; +b < 1 (3.2a)
bj +b; < bj1, forj=2,...,q-1, (3.2b)

by < bg (3.2¢)

a; +a; < a;q, fori=2,...,p-1, (3.2d)

ap < Gp-1, (3.2¢)

where the possible choice of £ becomes apparent at the end of the proof.
Let a = ¥}, a; and b= Y7, b;. We choose € > 0 such that @+ b+2e <1 and we
define

a; = a-ai+e,

by = b-1Db +e.

Then (3.2a) is fufilled. Furthermore, we define recursively, for any ¢ € (0,e/(q - 2)),
bj =bj1—-b; -0, forj=2,...,q-1,

which implies that (3.2b) holds true. Then

bq—l =b-b _..._Bq_l +e— (q—2)6>6q,

which means that (3.2¢) is satisfied. Moreover, we set, for v € (0,e/(p-2)),

a; = a;—1 —a; — v, fori=2,...,p-1.
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Then (3.2d) is fulfilled. Finally,
p1 =G — A1 — = — Gp1 + € — (p—2)0 > Gy,

which shows that (3.2e) is also satisfied.

Since all inequalities (3.2a) to (3.2¢) are fulfilled in the strict sense we can include
a factor k < 1 which is sufficiently close to 1 on the right-hand sides, which leaves the
strict inequalities intact. This completes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma 2.1. Recall that Ar+1 and X; .1 are Gr-measurable. Therefore, it
follows from the similarity condition (A3) and the maximal coupling scheme that

B(Vrur =V, | Gr) 2 e Pren Xl

If now in addition T’ﬂl = T’T’H then we got p consecutive hits (}77. = }77’, Y 0=

T’T'_p Lo Was assumed) and the contractive property begins to take effect, which implies

that _ _ _ _ _ _
Ari2 = /\§-+2| < afArin - /\§-+1| ot Cq|)‘ffq+2 - A;7q+2|'

Again by (A3),
PF(i‘;:r-*—Z = }77—,.;.2 | g7'7 ?T-*—l = l’77—,4.1) 2 e_g‘XT+2_X;+2‘

and, if additionally Y, = ¥/, then
|)“r+3 7—+3|
~ ~ q ~ ~
< et Az = Mol + D e [Arrsmi = Arisl
i=2

IN

‘1 (CI|XT+1 _X;+1| Tt Cq|XT—q+2 T q+2|) Zcz |)\7—+3 —i _~7-+3 il-

Iterating these calculations we obtain for all k¥ € N the following general formulas. If
YT_p+2 = Y;7p+2, e ,YT+]C_1 = Y7.I+k71, then

|X7+k ‘r+k:| < dez |)“r i+2 )“r z+2| (3'3)
=1

where d11 =1, dy; =0if ¢ >2, and, for k > 2,

dkﬂ' = Z Z Cjy X o2 X Cyy . (34)
{l: (k+1-2)/q<i<k+i-2} {(i1,...,%1): 41 ++i;=k+i-2}

Therefore,
= (57 S > T & Y24 55T dp [ Nroipa-N_,
P(Yﬂk =Y |G Y1 =Y Y = yﬂkfl) > e 0T diilArmiv2 =Nl

This leads to

P(Yra1 =Y 0, Yorm =Y/ 1Gr)
= P(?T+l = ~7—’+1 | gr) X ]P)(}A;T‘FQ = -,f+2 | }77-+1 = 7—+1;g~r)
x P (YT+m = 7-+m | Y~r+1 = Y7-+1; cee 7?7-+m—1 7-+m 15 gr)
e 0T, ilXriva =X ol o e 0T A, il Aroiv2=No_ o]

exp{ 52Dm z|)\7- i+2 )‘7- 1+2|} (3.5)

=1

v
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where

+
T
l\.’)

[y

zd,“_ B (cr o) < -

Since Y, _p40 = T’T’_pﬂ,...,?ﬂm = Y/,,, means that the contractive property takes

effect at all time points from 7+ 1 to 7 + m we obtain that in this case

_C'

+1

3

g
M=

di,i |)\7- i+2 T )‘fr—i+2|

|XT+1 _X;+1| +oee t |Xf+m+1 X —
11

Il
[

Dm+1 K |XT—7:+2 - Xf,-fﬂz |

o)
q
Zl T—1+2 T 7' z+2|}

which proves the assertion. O

A
M= 7

=
Il
—

With m — oo we conclude that

<

ﬁ(i/j__'_m = ?¥+me€N and Z |X‘r+m X, reml € Z Toit2 — Ar z+2|

m=1 i=1

\2
/—’ﬁ

Proof of Proposition 2.1. In view of the result of Lemma 2.1, we define a stopping
time as

() = inf{t > 0: }7} = 37;5,7 s 7}7;5—:0*'2 = }A;;E,—p+2 and |Xt+1_3"1,6+1|+"'+|Xt—Q+2_lef—q+2| < pﬁ}v
for some p € (0,1). Recall that

gt = U((ﬁ;ilaxtvxg)v(iflail—laxtflangl)v"')
= U(At+17)\2+17 (}/ta}/t,; Atv)\g)v (}/tfl;}/t,—l;Atfla A;&-l)v .- )

It follows from Lemma 2.1 that

T T(")+m| - 1

f ~ ~ o ~ V7
]P’(Y am =Y VmeN and Y [Ny, — A < T
m=1 -

> ¢ 0/A=eDeY™ 5y PV (3.6)

1-¢

Hence, it remains to estimate F(T(") > n) To this end, we define stopping times
Ty, Ta, ... which serve as starting points of subsequent trials to reach a state with

37;5 = 37;5,7 cee 7}7;5—;0*-2 = z,—p+2 and |Xt+1 - 3‘J1,5+1| R |Xt—q+2 _X:E—q+2| < p\/ﬁ' (3'7)

Recall that X; = (Y2,,..., Y2 11,57, ..., 07 001), Xt = (2, Y2 5252 00)
in the case of a GARCH(p q) model. Furthermore in the INGARCH(p,q) case we deﬁne

these quantities as X; = (Yi_1,- ., Yipi1s Ay -y Atoga1)s Xo = (Y p, .. Yt’pﬂ,)\;,.. N g+1)-

Let W; = (V(X;) + V(X}))/2 and

T = inf{tZO: W, < Cl(o)},
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where Cl(o) € (0,00) is defined in the course of the proof of Lemma 3.1 below. Then
there exists some C’éo) > 0 such that

B(Y,, =Y |Gr) 2 C. (3.8)

Furthermore, it follows from (A1) that there exists some Cl(l) < oo and C':)(,l) > 0 such
that
B(Wr1 <O | G0, s, =7,) 2 O (3.9)

This, in turn, yields that there exist constants Cél), C§2) >0 and 01(2) < oo such that

T1?

P(Vrior = Vo | Gt Vo = ¥ W <00 > ) (3.10)
and

P(Wriio <O [ Gri0, Ve, =V, Vrpd =V

T1? Ti+1»

Wi < Cf”) > . (3.11)
Proceeding in the same way we obtain that

gﬁ 17Y 1Y7-’17"' }77'1+p 2= 71;§—25 )
Wirye1 sc{ ) Wiy <O

> oY, (3.12)

> 7 3
]P(Yn+p—l — Lr+p-1

This leads to

]P’(Y -V

Yip1=Y, 01 | Gre 1) > OO Do) oy (3.13)

that is, with a probablhty not smaller than Cy > 0 we reach after p steps a state with
Yo lelv"' Viiip1 = Y7'1+p 1 and XL, b e Arpipeil $Wriapa1 < C(p Y.

Now the contractive condition begins to take effect and it follows from Lemma 2.1
that after D,, — p+ 1 := [C5\/n] additional hits we arrive at a state with (3.7), if C5
is large enough. This actually happens with a probability bounded away from zero.
Hence, we obtain that

—~ >y % -y
Youp,-1 =Y ip, 1 s YruD,pr1 = Y ip i
q

P N Gr-1] 2 Cs,

and Z |X71+Dn*i+1 - X;1+Dn—i+1| <p
=1

for some Cg > 0. This means, a trial to reach a favorable state with (3.7) covers D,
time points. Accordingly, for i > 1, we consider the following retarded return times

T, = inf{t >Tic1+ Dy Wi < Cl(o)}

Now we are in a position to derive an upper bound for @(T(") >n).
We define events

~ —~ 4 ~
A; = {Y.,—i.,.Dn_g =Y . p, gfor1<l<p, and Y [Arip,—js1 = Mip, ji1l < p\/ﬁ} :

J=1
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Let K,, = C7D,,. It follows from Lemma 3.1 that En™ < 1+@AEJ(77T1 | Wo > Cfo)) < 1+EW,
and E(n™ ™1 |G, 1) <nPrC = pPr(1+ (ag + mOfO))/(l - K)), which yields

EUTH(Tz —T1)+ (TR, ~ TR, -1)

T
nDn C E?’]T1+(T2—Tl)+"‘+(TKn’1_TK"72)

e < PrEnD) OFn=1 (1 L BW).

IA

IA

This implies that

nP(Kn1) O (1 + B W)
nn—DnJrl

= OO RO g (o)

if C7 < 1 is sufficiently small. Therefore, and since P(A$ n---n Afe )< (1-Cg)Kn, we
obtain that

ﬁﬂ—(TKn-i-Dn—l Z?’L)

IN

IA

P(r™ > n) P(rk, + Dy —12n) + P(AS n-n A% )

o(pV™) + (1-Cg)¥. (3.14)

O

Proof of Corollary 2.1. In order to prove existence of a stationary version of (Z; ), it
would suffice to derive this property for (X;):, where Xy = (Yi—1,..., Yiope1, Aty e vy Adeoge1)-
It follows from the drift condition (Al) that conditions (F1) and (F3), and there-
fore (F2) as well, in Tweedie (1988) are fulfilled. If the Markov chain were weak
Feller, i.e. for any bounded and continuous function ¢: RP*%"1 - R the map = ~
[ @(y)PX11¥0=2(dy) were continuous, then we could conclude from Theorem 2 in
Tweedie (1988) that (X;); has a stationary distribution. This fact has been used
e.g. in Douc et al. (2013) where the weak Feller property was explicitly imposed.
The Feller property can be easily shown in case of a continuous volatility /intensity
function f, however, this might fail with a discontinuous function as they appear with
certain threshold models. We show below that the missing Feller property will be
compensated by the coupling result in Proposition 2.1.

First we convert the coupling result in a convergence result for the conditional
distributions PZ71¥0=% " where z is an arbitrarily chosen point in the range of Xj.
Using maximal coupling as in the proof of Proposition 2.1 we construct two versions of
the process, (Zt)teNO and (Zt')teNo, where X, =z and )Afé ~ PX1lXo=z We obtain that

Dl v \Va Va4 Va4 L~ X7 P =g+l /n
L T e e A D L A e 0(p’™).
j=1
(3.15)
Now we can construct, on a suitable probability space (ﬁ,f , ﬁ), a sequence of ran-
dom vectors (G )nen such that ¢, = (Cats-- s Cups Cupits - Cpig) L = (Cg)y,cz)\)T ~

PZnlXo=z 4pd

P’(cn,y Gy o8 [Gar = Guaraly > ”j) = 0(pV"). (3.16)
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(Given (3, ...,(n, the vector (,+1 has to be defined according to the conditional distri-
bution of Z/, given Z,.) Since ¥.5°_ p¥™ = O(\/np¥™) we obtain from (3.16) that

m=np
1, SK\/ﬁpﬁ) = 1-0(/np¥™),
(3.17)

ﬁ(Cm,Y = <m+1,Y Vm>n and Z H<m,)\ - Cm+1,>\

for some K < oco. It follows that
ﬁ(U {w: Cm,y = Cm+1,y Ym > n}) =1,
n=1

which means that all {,,y are equal for m > n(w), and therefore they are eventually
equal to some random vector (y. Furthermore, since (yx = (Cnx — Cno1n) + - +
(Cn+1.x — Cna) + Cuox we obtain that

limsup (n,; — liminf (y,; < Z |Gns1,i =Gyl Yi=p+1,....p+q.
N—oo N—oo m=n

Hence, it follows from (3.17) that

ﬁ(limsup(Nﬁi:hmsupCN,i Vi:p+1,...,p+q) =1,

N—oo N—oo
which implies that (n ) converges to some random vector ¢y with probability 1. Let
¢ = (¢&,¢HT and denote by 7 = PS the distribution of ¢. Let ¢: RP*Y —» R be a
bounded and uniformly continuous function. Next we show that 7 is a stationary
distribution of the Markov chain (Z;);. Since the map y = [ o(2)PZ11%07v(dz) is
continuous in the last ¢ arguments y,41,...,Yp+q We obtain that

[|[ e@p@iamman| By — [| [ o@pmam@s)| ).

which yields that

|[ ety - [| [ erp?mm@s)]n)
tin | [ o Portdy) - [ | [ otarp@iaomsan) | o)
[ e Pty - [ ol Poiay) - o

Hence, 7 is a stationary distribution of (Z;);.

To show uniqueness, suppose that m; and me are two arbitrary stationary distribu-
tions. We start the processes to be coupled such that Zg ~m and Z’) ~ my. (Here, it
does not matter whether or not ZO and Z(') are independent.) Since both m; and 7y are
stationary laws we have that

lim
n—o0o

Zn~m and Z) ~m  VneN. (3.18)

Furthermore, it follows from the geometric drift condition (A1) that E(V(X DV (X )<
oo, which implies by Proposition 2.1 that

1Z0 - Z;] =0,
as n — oo. This and (3.18) imply that m = mo. ]
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Proof of Theorem 2.1. Let 7 denote the stationary distribution of (Z;); and let, for
—00 <5<t < oo, ]—'3; =0(Ys,...,Y:). We start both versions of the process at time 0
independently, with Zo ~ m and Zé ~ 7. We denote by P, and E, the corresponding
distribution and expectation, respectively. Since, by (3.19) below, \; = g(Y;-1,Y;-2,...)
we have in particular that ‘7-"}/0070 =0(Zy,Z-1,...). We obtain that

Bn = E(ess sup{|P(V|-7:E/oo,o) - P(V)|: VE]-',ZN})
= E(esssup{|P(V |Yo,Zo,Z1,...) - P(V): Ve ]:r)z/,oo})
< By (ess sup {[Pr (Vo Vs, ) € A [ Go) = Bo((Vy,Vilars ) € A Go)l: AecC))

< Er(Pr(@m2n: Y2V, 1G0)) = Px(Im2m: Y, #Y,,).

Here, C denotes the o-field generated by the cylinder sets. Proposition 2.1 yields that
B, = O(p¥™), as required. O

Proof of Theorem 2.2. Let ((Yi, \t))iez be a stationary version of the process. We
will show that there exists a measurable function g: Ni° — [0,00) such that \; =
9(Yi-1,Y;-2,...). To this end, we consider the same “forward iterations” as in the
proof of Lemma 2.1. We use the true values Yp,...,Y1_p,Ao,...,Ai—q as well as
Yo, Yip, gy oo, Al With Ag = ... = A\]_, = 0 as starting values. Then we define,
according to the model equation (2.1b),

Al = f(YO""’Ylfp;)\Oa"-v)\lfq)a
Al FVos o Vi Ny M) = g (Yo, Vi),

Iterating this scheme we obtain

e = f(YViet, o Yaepi Mects o0, Akgq),
Ne = SVt Yiepi Moot Mesg) = g (Yir, o, Vi),
Note that in all steps matching values of the process (Y;); are used for computing A

and A}, which means that the contractive property takes effect at each step. Therefore
we obtain, analogously to (3.3) in the proof of Lemma 2.1,

q
e = Nl €D disr,idii,
iz

where it follows from (3.4) that dxi1 —k-e 0. By stationarity we conclude, for fixed
t € 7, that

q
E - g™ Vit Yeporan)| € 2 diin iBA g — 0,
i=1 -ee

that is, as k& — oo, g[k](Yt,l,...,Yt,p,kH) converges in Ly to A;. By taking an
appropriate subsequence we also get almost sure convergence. This means that there
exists some measurable function g: Ni° — [0, 00) such that

At = g(Yie1,Yi0,...) almost surely. (3.19)
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Since absolute regularity of the process (Y} )¢ez implies strong mixing (see e.g. Doukhan
(1994, p. 20)) we conclude from Remark 2.6 on page 50 in combination with Propo-
sition 2.8 on page 51 in Bradley (2007) that any stationary version of this process is
also ergodic.

Finally, we conclude from the representation (3.19) by proposition 2.10(ii) in Bradley
(2007, p. 54) that also the bivariate process ((Y, \¢))tez is ergodic. ]

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that (A1) is fulfilled. Then

(i) B(n™ 1 G1) < (V(Xo) + VX2, if (V(Xo) + V(X§))/2>Cf?,
where n=2/(1+ k) and C( ) = = (2a9+2)/(1-k).

~ O)

(i) Bl G, ) < 7 (14 252587),
Proof of Lemma 3.1. We already defined X; = (Y2,,... zzml,&'f, o307 g41), and
X = (Y%, ... YtQPH,U;Q, . E;Qqﬂ) in the case of a GARCH(p,q) model. Further-
more, in the INGARCH(p q) case we set analogously Xt = (Yt e Y, —p+1s PV ,Xt_q+1 ),
ng_(Ytllv" tp+1’/\1,£7" )‘1,5 q+1) Let Wt—(v( ) (XE,))A/? _ o

Since Y} 1 | G = Q()\t 1) we see that IE(Yt 1 | G- 1) E(Yi-1 | Xi1) and E(X |
Gi1) = E(f(Yie1,. .. Y}~p,)\t~1w- A q)|~gt 1) = E(/\t|Xt 1) L

Therefore we obtain E(V(X;) | Gi-1) = E(V(X,) | X,_1) and, analogously, E(V (X)) |
Gi-1) = E(V(Xy) | X{_;). Hence, we obtain from the geometric drift condition (A1)
that

E(Wt | Qt_l) < k Wit + ag. (320)
This implies that
EW, |Gia) < Wiy -1, it Wiy >C0 (3.21)
and _
EWy |Gi1) < kCO +ag,  if Wy <O, (3.22)

In what follows we adapt the line of arguments from Nummelin and Tuominen
(1982), who derived similar bounds for stopping times in the context of a Markov
chain.

Proof of (i)

Let Wy = o > C£O). We denote by IAE’FE and Em the conditional distribution and
expectation, respectively, given Wy = . It follows from (3.21) that

E, (W) <nle - 1,

which implies that
x - nE; (Wh) > . (3.23)

Analogously we conclude from (3.21) that

LWy > COYE,(Wy | W) < 1(Wy > C) (7w - 1),
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which yields that
LWy > C7) (Wi - nE, (Wa | Wh)) > 1(Wy > CL).

Multiplying both sides by 1 and taking the expectation over W; under the condition
Wy = x we obtain

E, (101> C) (nWi = ?W2)) = ? Bo(Wh > C2). (3.24)
Proceeding in the same way we conclude
E, (101>, i > ¢0) (" Wi - W)
> B (W > e W s ). (3.25)

Adding both sides of (3.23) to (3.25) we obtain that
o> St B> o0 Wi > o)
= Yo" P (ri2k+1) > E, (n™),

as required.

Proof of (ii)
Here we have to take into account that 7,,+1 is not a usual but a retarded return
time. Recall that X,  is G, _ij-measurable. Since X, < Cl(o) we obtain from (i) that

Tm

E (nTm+1_T7n | ng_l)
= nDnﬁ (W‘rm+Dn < Cl(O) | g‘rm—l)

o /(c<0> )E(nm+l_(m+Dn) |Gri-1,Wr,4p,, = ) PWrm+onlGrm-1 (dz)
1%
< 07" (1 + EWr,4p, | Gr,m1)) (3.26)
Furthermore, since W, < Cl(o) we obtain from (3.20) that

E(Wrm+l | grm—l) < KWTm + ag < Hcl(O) + ag,

E(Vv‘rm+2 | g‘rm—l) E (E(me+2 | g‘rm—h W‘rerl) | ngfl)
E (kWi,,1 + a0 | Grpom1)

2a0 + Ii(FLCl(O) + ap),

IA

IN

and, eventually,

(0)
B (Wi | Grp) < 00

(ii) now follows from (3.26) and (3.27). ]

Vk e N. (3.27)
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