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Abstract

We establish a negative moment bound for the sample autocovariance
matrix of a weakly stationary process driven by conditional heteroscedas-
tic errors. This moment bound enables us to asymptotically express the
mean squared prediction error (MSPE) of the least squares predictor as
the sum of three terms related to model complexity, model misspecifica-
tion, and conditional heteroscedasticity. A direct application of this ex-
pression is the development of a model selection criterion that can asymp-
totically identify the best (in the sense of MSPE) subset AR model in the
presence of misspecification and conditional heteroscedasticity. Finally,
numerical simulations are conducted to confirm our theoretical results.

1 Introduction

Let us start by consider a weakly stationary process,
o0
Ty = Z QiEi—i, (1.1)
i=0

driven by a martingale difference sequence, {e,}, with respect to {F;}, where
the value of E(g7) < oo is the same for all ¢t and {«;} are real numbers satisfying

ap =1, |a;| =0@GE™"), for some ¢ > 1, (1.2)
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and -
Zaizi # 0 for complex |z| < 1. (1.3)
i=0

For sequences of real numbers {a,,} and {b;,}, am = O(by,) denotes the exis-

tence of a constant C' > 0 and an integer mg > 1 such that |a,,| < C|by,| for all
m > my.

Having observed z1, . . ., ,, define the sample autocovariance matrix of order
k as
1 n—1
R, (k) = > x;(k)x] (k),
n—k 4
j=k
where k is a positive integer and x;(k) = (zj,...,2j—k+1) . The exclusion of

Z, in Ry, (k) is done for notational convenience, enabling R., (k) to be directly
linked to the least squares (LS) estimate (see (3.2)). However, whether x,, is
included or excluded does not impact the estimator’s asymptotic behavior. Let
Amin (M) denote the minimum eigenvalue of matrix M. In this article, we aim
to establish, for any fixed integer k > 1,

BN (Ra(k)] = O(1), for any ¢ > 0, (1.4)
when {e;} also obeys a conditional heteroscedasticity assumption, (CH), de-
scribed in Section 2.

Negative moment bounds like (1.4) have been used to prove the uniform
integrability of the LS estimate, and have played a crucial role in statisti-
cal prediction and model selection; see, for example, Fuller and Hasza (1981),
Kunitomo and Yamamoto (1985), Lewis and Reinsel (1988), Shaman and Stine
(1988), Ing and Wei (2003), Schorfheide (2005), Chan and Ing (2011), Greenway-Mcgrevy
(2013), West and Zhao (2016), and Chi et al. (2021). When {e;} is a se-
quence of independent random variables, the problem of establishing (1.4) has
been well explored by Bhansali and Papangelou (1991), Papangelou (1994),
Findley and Wei (2002), Ing and Wei (2003), and Chan and Ing (2011), among
others. However, this type of error sequence precludes many economic or fi-
nancial time series that exhibits conditional heteroscedastic behavior; see, e.g.,
Bollerslev et al. (1994) and Tsay (2010). Alternatively, Assumption (CH) allows
{e¢} to accommodate a diverse family of conditional heteroscedasticity models,
such as the generalized autoregressive conditional heteroscedasticity (GARCH)
model (Bollerslev, 1986), the GJR-GARCH model (Glosten et al., 1993), the
asymmetric power GARCH model (Ding et al., 1993), and the stochastic volatil-
ity (SV) model (cf. Taylor, 1982, 1986; Tsay, 2010), thereby substantially broad-
ening the applications of (1.4) once it is established.

A commonly used approach to proving (1.4) is to assume that {e;} is an in-
dependent sequence whose marginal distributions satisfy some smoothness con-
ditions; see, e.g., Papangelou (1994), Findley and Wei (2002), and Ing (2003).
This approach, however, is no longer valid for conditional heteroscedastic errors



which can be serially dependent in a highly convoluted fashion. Furthermore,
given that the marginal distribution of a conditional heteroscedastic process is
often mathematically intricate (Francq and Zakoian, 2019), verifying the valid-
ity of an assumption regarding its marginal distribution proves difficult. To
address this challenge, we introduce smoothness conditions, (2.8)—(2.11), on the
(marginal) distributions of z; = e¢/0; instead of &;, where 07 = E(e7|F;_1) is
the conditional variance of &; given information up to time ¢t — 1 and {z;} is
assumed to be an independent sequence. A significant finding of our study is
the demonstration that (1.4) holds true when {g;} follows Assumption (CH)
and the corresponding standardized innovation {z;} meets (2.8)—(2.11), which
are readily achievable in common practices.

In addition to being of fundamental theoretical interest, our negative mo-
ment bounds play a vital role in investigating the asymptotic behavior of the
mean squared prediction error (MSPE), E{zy 5 — #n4n(k)}?, of the h-step LS
predictor, Zp4+n(k), of x,4, when (1.1) is approximated by an autoregressive
(AR) model of order k > 1, where h > 1 and Z,1x(k) is defined in (3.2). In
particular, we show in Section 3.1 that the second-order MSPE,

n[E{@nin = Enrn(k)}? = B3 )], (1.5)

can be asymptotically decomposed as the sum of three terms related to model
complezity, model misspecification, and conditional heteroscedasticity, where
En,h.k, defined in (3.1), is the model error corresponding to the working AR(k)
model, and E(e? , ) is referred to as the population MSPE. It should be noted
that while Kunitomo and Yamamoto (1985) and Ing (2003) have provided an
asymptotic analysis of (1.5) in the case of independent errors, the extension
of this analysis to accommodate conditionally heteroscedastic errors remains
unexplored, due to the challenges associated with establishing (1.4).

This work also makes a contribution to model selection. Specifically, let J be
a subset of N = {1,2,...} representing a subset AR model employed to predict
Zn+n based on lagged variables {z, 1,7 € J}. Let &,45(J) stand for the
corresponding LS predictors, as described in (3.17), and denote the population
MSPE, E(e7,, ;), of J by fu(J), where e, 5 (see (3.16)) is the model error
corresponding to model J. Let J be a finite set of candidate subset AR models.
Define

Ji(h) ={J €7 : fu(J) = min fu(J)} (1.6)
as the set of candidate models having the smallest population MSPE. Also define
9n(7) = Jima n{B L = dnn (D)) = B0 (1)

provided the limit exists, and
h) ={J h):gn(J) = mi )} 1.8
Fah) = {7 € W) () = | min gu(1)} (18)

Our objective is to select a model J through a data-driven approach so that

lim P(J € Jo(h)) = 1. (1.9)



Essentially, our aim is to asymptotically identify the model with the lowest pop-
ulation MSPE, provided that this model is unique. If, however, more than one
candidate shares the lowest population MSPE, we will prefer the one that offers
the lowest second-order MSPE. Note first that when 73 (h) only contains one
element, this goal can be easily achieved by comparing the R-squared values
of the candidate models. When 71 (h) encompasses at least two elements, ac-
complishing this goal is also straightforward using BIC-like criteria, provided
{e¢} is conditionally homogeneous and at least one J is correctly specified (or,
equivalently, includes the smallest correct model for h-step prediction). How-
ever, in the latter scenario of J1(h), achieving this objective becomes notably
more challenging when {e;} exhibits conditional heteroscedasticity, or when all
Js are misspecified. For more details, see Section 3.2.

Recently, Hsu et al. (2019) have proposed using a misspecification-resistant
information criterion (MRIC) to tackle the hurdle. For candidate model J, its
MRIC for h-step prediction is defined by:

MRIC,(J) = 637(J) + %gh(J), (1.10)

where 67 (J) is a y/n-consistent estimator of E(e, ;, ;) = fu(J), gn(J) is a con-
sistent estimator of g,(J), and C,, approaches oo at a suitable rate. Unlike
conventional information criteria, which penalize the model’s cardinality, the
penalty factor C),, in MRIC is utilized to penalize the second-order MSPE of the
candidate model. Assuming independent errors, the authors demonstrated that
the model minimizing MRICy,(-) across all candidates achieves (1.9), even when
all J are misspecified and J1(h) includes more than one member. However, it
remains unclear whether their approach extends to conditionally heteroscedas-
tic errors, as confirmation of the limit in (1.7) for such cases has not been
established. In this study, we confirm the existence of the limit using (1.4),
and demonstrate that the expression for g5 (J) from Hsu et al. (2019) extends
to cases of conditionally heteroscedastic errors. This discovery enables us to
obtain a comprehensive model selection result, wherein MRIC achieves (1.9),
irrespective of model misspecification, the presence of conditional heteroscedas-
ticity in {&:}, or the number of elements in J;(h) is larger than 1.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Equation (1.4) is established
and discussed in Section 2. Section 3.1 offers an asymptotic expression for (1.5).
In Section 3.2, the result in Section 3.1 is extended to subset AR models with
possible misspecification. The asymptotic validity of MRIC is also confirmed in
the same section. Section 4 features numerical simulations to demonstrate the
theoretical findings of Section 3. All technical details are provided in Appen-
dices A and B, as well as in the Supplementary Material. We end this section
with some notation used throughout this article. C' denotes a generic positive
constant independent of n, whose value may vary from place to place. For real
numbers x and y, z Ay = min{z, y} and 2 V y = max{z,y}. For square matrix
A, ||A]| and tr(A) stand for its spectral norm and the trace, respectively. For
vector I, ||I|| denotes its Euclidean norm. For the sequence, X; 1, X;_o,...,
of random variables, o(X;_1, X;_o,...) represents the o-field generated by the



sequence. Let the symbol '=’ represent a definition.

2 Negative Moment Bounds for minimum eigen-
values
Let {F:} be an increasing sequence of sub-o-fields on the probability space

(Q,F,P), and {ey, 1} be a martingale difference sequence. We start by intro-
ducing a conditional heteroscedasticity assumption.

Assumption (CH). There exist a F;-measurable random variable z,
with E(z) = 0 and E(2?) = 1, and a non-negative F;_i-measurable
random variable o; such that

Et = OtZt. (21)
Moreover, z; is independent of F;_1 and

(i) ot is o(e¢t—1,€¢—2,...)-measurable and for some 0 < ¢y < 00,

o > co a.8., (2.2)

or
(i) {2z} and {o,} are independent sequences, and for any 6y > 0,

sup  FEo; % < 0. (2.3)
—oo<t<oo

Assumption (CH) includes many conditional heteroscedastic models as spe-
cial cases. For example, (CH)(i) is fulfilled by the asymmetric power GARCH
model (Ding et al. (1993)), which is (2.1) with z; being i.i.d. random variables
and

' q
ot = o + Z @i(let—i| = Nige—i)" + Z%‘Ufﬁ-, (2.4)
i=1 j=1
where p’,¢' €N, o >0, u >0, ¢; > 0and [N\ < 1for 1l <i<p' ;>0 for
1<j<q,and

v qa
Z wiE(Jz1] — Niz)" + Z’Q/J] < 1. (2.5)
i=1 J=1

Let F; = o(2t, 2t-1, - - .). Then, z; is independent of F;_; and by (2.5), o1 € Fi—1
(see Ling and McAleer (2002a)). In addition, Z?Zl 1; < 1 ensures

’

q P
of = (1— Z¢j3j)_1{800 + Z pillet—i| — Xige—i)"}, (2.6)
=

=1



where B denotes the back-shift operator, and hence oy € o(g4—-1,€¢—2,...). Fi-
nally, (2.4) implies oy > cp(lJ/“ a.s. Thus, (2.2) holds true. It is also worth
mentioning that the GARCH(p', ¢') process is a special case of (2.4) with u = 2
and \; = 0 for all 7.

Another example is the SV model, which is (2.1) with z; being i.i.d. random
variables and log 7 satisfying

(1—aB—---—azBP)log(0?) = ao + v, (2.7)
where {v;} is a sequence of i.i.d. mean zero normal random variables indepen-

dent of {2}, p €N, ag is a constant, and 1 — Zle a;z" # 0, for all |z| < 1; see

Chapter 3 of T'say (2010) for more details. Letting F; = o(2¢, 2¢—1, .-« , V41, U, - - -

we now argue that the SV model is a special case of (CH)(ii). First, it is clear
that z; € Fi, oy € Fi—1, and {z} is independent of {o¢}. Moreover, (2.3)
is ensured by the fact that o? are identically distributed log-normal random
variables.

It is important to highlight that because (CH) does not prescribe any par-
ticular parametric or non-parametric model for oy, the condition is considerably
more flexible than the previously mentioned special cases. The main result
of this section is presented in Theorem 2.1, in which (CH)(i) is assumed and
ze,t € Z = {---,-1,0,1,---}, are allowed to have density functions, g.(-),
with respect to the Lebesgue measure. The proof of Theorem 2.1 can be found
in Section S1 of the Supplementary Material. To state the theorem, define
hio(c) = (1/c)gi(z/c), where x # 0 and ¢ > 0.

Theorem 2.1. Assume (1.1)-(1.3), (CH)(i). Suppose for any 0 < x < y < 00,

9t(y) < gi(x) and gi(—y) < gi(—x). (2.8)

In addition, for any 0 < § <1, there exist a finite positive constant Ms and a
pair (0,C), independent of 8, satisfying 0 < 0 <1 and 0 < C < oo, such that

g _

sup  {g:(6) + g:(—0)} < Ms,  sup / gi(z)dz < C6°. (2.9)
—oco<t<oo —oco<t<oo J —§

Moreover, for anyt € Z and x # 0, there exists a positive number my(x) obeying

alz] <my(z) < ealx], where 0 < ¢1 < ca < 00 are independent of t and x, such

that

hto(me(x)) = sup hyo(c), (2.10)
c>0
and
hi,(c) is non-increasing for ¢ > my(x). (2.11)

Then, for any q > 0,0 >0, and k > 1,
EN2 (Ry(k)] < Ck2H0a (2.12)

min

holds for all sufficiently large n.



Since we assume that k is fixed as n increases, (1.4) directly follows from
(2.12). A discussion of the case where k = k,, grows to infinity with n is provided
in Remark 2.3 at the end of this section. Condition (2.8)—(2.11), in particular
(2.10) and (2.11), enable us to show that for any unit vector (I1,...,l;)" in R*
and any integer t, the conditional distribution of 2521 ligiy1—; given {e,,5 <
t — k} is sufficiently smooth. This is one of the most critical properties needed
for proving (2.12). For more details, see (51.10)—(S1.22) in Section S1 of the
Supplementary Material. Two additional remarks regarding these conditions
are in order.

Remark 2.1. Assumptions (2.8)—(2.11) are fulfilled by many symmetric density
functions encountered in common practice. For example, they are satisfied
with Ms = C = /2/m, § = 1, and my(z) = |z|, when g;(-) is the standard
normal density function, and with Ms = C = 20,'{(v + 1)/2}/{\/v7L(v/2)},
6 = 1, and my(x) = o, |z|, when g;(w) = 0, J(0,w) is the “normalized” density
function for the t¢-distribution with v degrees of freedom, where —oco < w < o0,
v>2 0, =+/v/(v—2), J(-) is the density function for the ¢-distribution with
v degrees of freedom, and T'(+) is the gamma function. Assumptions (2.8)—(2.11)
even hold when {g,(-)} are unbounded. To see this, assume that for each t € Z,

W) = el

is a symmetric Gamma density function, where —oo < w < oo and 0 < ¢ < 1.
Then, (2.8)-(2.11) are satisfied with M; = 6*71/T'(€), C = 1/{I'(£)¢}, 0 = &,
and my(x) = |z|/€.

Remark 2.2. The centrally monotonic property of ¢;(-), as described in (2.8),
can be readily relaxed to accommodate more general g;(-), such as the mixture
normal density, at the cost of replacing (2.9) with a slightly stronger assumption.
For more details, refer to Section S1 of the Supplementary Material.

If {z:} and {o:} are two independent sequences, then the distributional
assumption, (2.8)—(2.11), on {z;}, and the lower bound condition, (2.2), on {o:}
can be substantially relaxed. In particular, when (CH)(i) is replaced by (CH)(ii),
we show in the next theorem that (1.4) still follows, provided (2.8)—(2.11) are
weakened to: for some positive numbers p, 1, and M, and all |z — y| < 7,

sup |Gi(x) — Gi(y)| < M|z —yl”, (2.13)

—oo<t<oo
where G¢(-) denotes the distribution function of z;. Note that (2.13), including
the second part of (2.9) as a special case, has been used by Ing and Wei (2003)

to derive (1.4) in situations where {e;} is a sequence of independent random
variables. Note also that (2.3) in (CH)(ii) is weaker than (2.2) in (CH)(i).

Theorem 2.2. Assume (1.1)—(1.3), (CH)(ii) and (2.13). Then, (2.12) holds.

The proof of Theorem 2.2 is also given in Section S1 of the Supplementary
Material.



Remark 2.3. Our analysis in Section S1 of the Supplementary Material shows
that Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 remain valid when k& = k,, — oo and k% = o(n) as
n — 0o. Thus, we effectively generalize the result of Lemma 1 in Ing and Wei
(2003) to accommodate the case of conditional heteroscedastic errors. However,
to further establish (1.4) with k = k,, — oo at an appropriate rate, a moment
condition more stringent than Fof < oo is required. Specifically, by (2.12) and
an argument used in the proof of Theorem 2 of Ing and Wei (2003), we can
state the following: (a) When k%+° = O(n) for some ¢ > 0, (1.4) holds provided
that SUP_ o cicoo Blo|? < 00 and sup_ 4o 2| < 00 for all g1 > 0, and
(b) when k%% = O(n) for some § > 0, (1.4) holds for 0 < ¢ < g1, provided
that Sup_ o _yco0 Floe]|?@V?) < 0o and sup_ o ;oo B2/ @V?) < oo for some
¢1 > 0. As shown in the next section, in the analysis of MSPEs, (1.4) often
needs to hold for a large q. Consequently, the moment conditions in (a) and (b)
on oy appear restrictive for GARCH-type errors in practical applications (cf.
Ling and McAleer (2002a) and Ling and McAleer (2002b)).

3 Prediction and Model Selection

In Section 3.1, we utilize Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 to derive an asymptotic expres-
sion for the multistep MSPE of the LS predictor, as detailed in Theorem 3.1.
We concentrate on the ”direct” multistep prediction using the LS method due
to its robust performance in scenarios where the working AR model is misspeci-
fied. This approach is supported by discussions in Chevillon (2007), Ing (2003),
and Jorda (2005). Additionally, a more complex estimation method based on
a specific conditionally heteroscedastic model could face greater risks of model
misspecification, beyond the misspecification of the mean function. With the
help of Theorem 3.1, Theorem 3.2 of Section 3.2 addresses the problem of subset
selection and establishes the validity of MRIC in possibly misspecified AR mod-
els with conditionally heteroscedastic errors. The proofs of Theorem 3.1 and 3.2
are offered in Sections S2 and S3 of the Supplementary Material, respectively.

3.1 Asymptotic Expressions for the MSPEs

Define By (k) = argmingegr E{zi4n —c'x(k)}2 = R (k) E(x¢(k)T40), where
R(k) = E(x:(k)x¢(k)"). Then, B, (k)x:(k) is the best linear predictor of x4
based on x;(k), with e, nr = Ti4n — ﬁ,—f(k)xt(k) representing the associated
prediction error. Note that E(x;(k)e n k) is the k-dimensional zero vector. In
what follows, the model

zeen = By (k)xe(k) + ¢,k (3.1)

is referred to as the h-step-ahead predictive model. Given (3.1), the h-step LS
predictor of x4, is

&nin(k) = B n(k)xn (k) (3-2)



where

Brn(k)=(n—h—k+1)"'R} (k) ij ),

with
n—h
Ron(k)=(n—h—k+1)7" > x;(k)x] (k)
=k

Since the value to be predicted, x,n, and the observed data, z1,...,x,, be-
long to the same realization, this type of prediction is referred to as the “same-
realization” prediction and is somewhat different from the “independent-realization
prediction in which the value to be predicted is independent of the observed
data; see, e.g., Akaike (1969), Bhansali (1981), Findley and Wei (2002), and
Schorfheide (2005).

The next theorem provides an asymptotic expression for E{x,, 1 —&n1n(k)}>.

”

Theorem 3.1. (a) Assume (1.1)—(1.3) hold with ¢ in (1.2) satisfying ¢ > 3/2,
(CH)(i), and (2.8)—(2.11). Let {e:} be a fourth-order weakly stationary process,
and suppose there exists some 6 > 0 such that

sup  Eleg|*0 < o0 (3.3)
—oo<t<oo

Furthermore, for any fixed sequences {my} and {m,} with 1 <m, <m, <n

6*
o Bl 3 Gl B IP < ()
for some 0* >0, and
sup  B|E(e}|Fi—j) — B()|*? = o(j%/?), as j — oo (3.5)

—oo<t<oo

Then

7

lim n[E{nin — Tnin(k)}? — E(Ei,h,k)]

n—oo

h-1 (3.6)
= tr{R™" (k)Lon(k)} +2 ) tr{R™ (k)L n(k)},
s=1

where L 5 (k) = E{xk(k)x;_s(k)5k7h)k£k+s,h7k} and Z?:a -=01ifa>b.

(b) Equation (3.6) remains valid when (CH)(i) and (2.8)—(2.11) in (a) are re-
placed by (CH)(ii) and (2.13).



The second-order MSPE of &, in (3.6) can be further decomposed into
three terms. That is,

h—1
r{R™ (k) Lon(k)} +2) o {R ™ (k)L n(k)} = An + Brs + Chp
={tr R (W) E{xr(k)x] (k)}) E (£75) +

23 R (R) E{xk (k)% o ()} E(Ex nérisn) }

h—1
+ (R (W) Lo (R)} +2 > tr{R7 ()L (B)}),

where

2 n(k) = E{xi(k)x) o (k) Ernérrsn — E(Ernfrrsn))}s

Lo n (k) = E{xp (k)% 4 s (k) (Ek b kEhts,hk — Eknlrsih) }

and &5 = Z;:c} aj€ith—j. The first term, Ay g, is related to the model com-
plexity. In particular, when h = 1, Ay = kE(siH) is proportional to the
number of parameters of the working AR(k) model. The second term, By k,
is attributed to the conditional heteroscedasticity introduced by o: in &, and
vanishes when o; = ¢ is a positive constant (implying that {e;} is a sequence of
independent random variables). The presence of the third term, C}, x, is owing
to €¢ hk # Et.h, which occurs when the AR(k) model is misspecified.

Note that (3.6) has been reported in Theorem 2 of Ing (2003) when oy = ¢
and (3.1) is correctly specified (i.e., €¢ p x = &t.n), and Theorem 2.1 of Hsu et al.
(2019) when oy = ¢ but (3.1) is misspecified. Therefore, Theorem 3.1 can be
viewed as an extension of these results to misspecified AR models with condi-
tional heteroscedastic errors. This extension, however, is far from being trivial
owing to the difficulty in developing (1.4) under (CH), as shown in Section 2.
Furthermore, the complexity of the formula on the right-hand side of (3.6) in-
creases substantially in the presence of conditionally heteroscedastic errors com-
pared to independent errors, even when (3.1) is correctly specified. To illustrate
this, assume that z; = S12¢_1+¢€¢, where |81] < 1, &1 = 0+24, 2¢ are i.i.d. random
variables with zero mean and variance 1, and o7 = g + @1e7_, + Y107_;, with
wo > 0,91 > 0,11 >0, and p1+11 < 1. The corresponding h-step-head predic-
tive model is (3.1), with x;(k) = 1, Bu(k) = 87, and e pp = Sy Bicrin_i.
After engaging in detailed calculations, we can represent the right-hand side of

10



(3.6) as

h—1 h—1 h—1 h—s—1
S BT+ > B+ ) T et 42> BT Y 8o
i=0 i=0 s=1 i=0

h—1 h—s—1 (3'7)
+2) 8P D B (e + v o,

s=1 1=0

where 02 = E(g?),

o — (1= B2)p1(1 — 11 — ) (E(zf) — 1)
V{1 =B e + ) H1 — (BGHe? 4 20101 + ¥7)}

0% + 20191 + Y% is ensured by E(e}) < oo. However, when

and 1 > E(z})
(3.7) is substantially simplified to

o1 =11 =0,

h—1 h—s—1

h—1
S oBtet+23 BE( > B’
1=0 s=1 1=0

which has been given by Theorem 2 of Ing (2003).

Another notable feature of Theorem 3.1 is that its moment condition (3.3) is
substantially weaker than those in the existing results on the “same-realization”
MSPE; see, e.g., Chi et al. (2021), Fuller and Hasza (1981), Greenway-Mcgrevy
(2013), Hsu et al. (2019), Ing and Wei (2003), and Kunitomo and Yamamoto
(1985), where the existence of at least finite (8 + d)th moments of &, is required.
In fact, (52.14) in Section S2 of the Supplementary Material reveals that (3.3)
can hardly be weakened in the case of same-realization prediction. Moreover, we
illustrate via a numerical example in Section S6.1 of the Supplementary Material
that when e; only has a finite (4 + §)th moment, our asymptotic expression on
the right-hand side of (3.6), denoted by g (k), is about 16 times as large as the
numerical approximation of (1.5), denoted by gn n(k) (see (4.4)), even when n
grows up to 5,000. In sharp contrast, g, n(k)/gn(k) is very close to 1 for all
n > 500 as long as (3.3) is satisfied. The remainder of this section is dedicated
to the discussion of (3.4) and (3.5).

Proposition 3.1. Suppose that {€?} admits a martingale representation,
o0
ef —B(}) =) alwys, (3.8)
s=0

where a5 are r-dimensional, 7 > 1, real vectors satisfying
llas|]| = O{(s + 1)}, for some s > 3/2, (3.9)
and for any t, w;—; is Fj-measurable and obeys

E(wtﬁt,j|}'j,1) =0 a.s. (310)
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Moreover, assume
sup  Ellw|*T0 < oo, (3.11)

—oo<t,s<00,

with wys = 0 for s < 0. Then, (3.4) and (3.5) hold.

The proof of Proposition 3.1 is given in Section S2 of the Supplementary
Material. In the following examples, we argue that (3.8)—(3.11) are easily met
in common practice.

Example 3.1. Consider again the asymmetric power GARCH model, which is
(2.1) with oy satisfying (2.4). When p = 2 in (2.4), the model can be expressed
as,

’ ’

p'vg q P
& = po+ Z {%‘E(|Z1|—>\i21)2+1/1i}sf_i+w1,t—z ijl,tfj+z4<ﬂl/\lw2,t7l;
=1 =1 =1

(3.12)
where wy ¢ = e7—0F, way = £, <0y — 567, and @;, A;, and 1);, are set to 0 when
i>p'and j > ¢'. Asdiscussed in Ding et al. (1993), (3.12) includes the GARCH
model (Bollerslev (1986)) as well as the GJR-GARCH model (Glosten et al.
(1993)) as special cases. Let F; = o (2, zi—1,...) and assume that z;, are sym-
metric. Then, (3.8)- (3.10) hold with w; s = w;—s = (wi4—s,w24—s)" and
a, = (a1s,a2s) ", where a1 and ass, respectively, satisfy

- s 1- Zglfl wizi
Zalsz = NG — 5 X
s=0 1_Zj:1 {eiE(lz1] = Ajz1)? + ¢, }27

and

b s Zflzl 4301)\121

Z a2s2 = NG 9 s

=0 1= 0 e E(lz1] — Ajz1)? + s hed
See Appendix B of Ding et al. (1993) and Theorem 3.1 of Ling and McAleer
(2002a) for more details. Moreover, if for some §; > 0,

Ele1[57 < oo, (3.13)

then (3.11) follows from (3.13) and the i.i.d. assumption on {z;}.

Ezample 3.2. Suppose that {e:} is the SV model, (2.1) and (2.7), and obeys
E|z |57 < oo, for some d; > 0. Let F; = 0(2¢, 2¢—1,- - -, Ve1, Vs, - . .). Then, it
can be shown that (3.8)—(3.11) hold with w; o = 7 — o7,

Z)—l bavi— a1 _ E - o buvi—ut1 if Z)s 0
— {e N i (e NHluzeae o B # 0, (3.14)
Vg_si1 Hu:s+1 e u'Ut—u+17 if bs =0,
fors>1,ay=1,a; = 616537 and
o s—1 _
a, = bsebf’ H E(ebivt—i+1), (315)
i=1
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for s > 2, where b} = do/(l—Zle ;) and 325 b1zt = (1—Z:§3 La;iz) 7t In-
deed, ||as|| < ¢ exp(—¢as), for some 0 < €1 < €2 < 00, SUP_ oo 00 E||we o]

N

00, for some § > 0, and sup_ ;o0 451 Ellwy,s[|? < oo, for any 6> 0.

Before concluding this section, we note that (3.4) and (3.5) can also be read-
ily satisfied by other types of weakly dependent processes, such as those whose
serial dependencies are characterized using functional dependence measures (Wu
(2005)) or strong mixing conditions. For additional details, refer to Appendix
A.

3.2 Best Subset Selection
A natural generalization of (3.1) is the subset AR model for h-step prediction,
Ti+h = ﬁ;(J)Xt(J) + Et,h,J, (316)

where J C N, x¢(J) = (¥441-4,5 € J) ", and B (J) = arg mingcper) E{x1n —
c"x¢(J)}2. With model (3.16), the h-step LS predictor for z,,, is

Fnan(J) = B p(J)xn(J), (3.17)
where -
Bun(J) = R;,lh(J)n_h T Z )jtn,
with
R 1 n—h .
R, n(J) = ———=— Y x;(J)x; (J),

n_h_d+1j:J

and d = the largest number in J. The following corollary shows that the limit
of n{E{xpsn—&nyn(J)}* — E(}, ), ;)} exists and has an expression akin to the
right-hand side of (3.6).

Corollary 3.1. Under the same assumptions as in Theorem 3.1(a) or Theorem
3.1(b), the limit in (1.7) exists and has the following expression:

h—1
gn(J) = t1{R™ () Lou(J)} +2 ) tr{R™H ()L ()}, (3.18)
s=1

where R(J) = E{Ry 4(J)} and L (J) = E{x1(J)X{ 1 (J)e1 714507}

The derivation of Corollary 3.1 relies on Theorem 2.1 and follows the ap-
proach used in the proof of Theorem 3.1, which is omitted here for conciseness.
In fact, in the special case where ¢; are independent errors, (3.18) has been es-
tablished in Theorem 3.2 of Hsu et al. (2019). These authors further suggested
estimating gy, (J) using

h—1
gn(J) = te{R (N Lo (D)} +2> tr{R; } ())Lgn ()}, (3.19)
s=1

13



where

nhs

Lon(J)=(n—h—d—s+1)7" > ()%} (N)érnsbrsan,
t=d

with ét,h,J = Tt+h — £t+h(']) and j?t+h((]) = /Blh(‘])xt(‘]) They also demon-
strated that

gn(J) = gn(J) + 0p(1), (3.20)

and

67(J) = fu(J) + Op(n~17?), (3.21)

1
~2 ~2
()= ——— g . 3.22
h( ) n h ] 1 ; . t,h,J ( )

As illustrate in (3.21), 62(.J) is a y/n-consistent estimate of f5(.J).
When there is a set of candidate subset AR models,

Tiyh = ,B;I(J)Xt(z]) +éepng, J €T,

for some finite set J of models, (3.20) and (3.21) have led Hsu et al. (2019) to
select the best predictive candidate using MRIC, which is (1.10), with g, (J)
and 6 (J) given by (3.19) and (3.22), respectively, and C,, obeying

Cy

Ch
i and — 0. (3.23)

Define

J(h) = arg miy MRICy (J).

Hsu et al. (2019) have shown that (1.9) holds with J = J(h), even when all J
are misspecified and J1(h), defined in (1.6), contains more than one member.
It is worth mentioning that this subtle model selection problem has been
addressed by Inoue and Kilian (2006), who showed that BIC-like criteria can
consistently select the model with the fewest parameters among the candidates
in J1(h). However, Findley (1991) and Hsu et al. (2019) have argued that when
both J; and Js are incorrect, the ranking of g, (J1) and gy, (J2) may not align with
the comparison of their cardinalities. This raises the possibility that the model
with the fewest parameters in J;1(h) may not be included in J2(h), as defined
n (1.8). Essentially, achieving (1.9) through model selection criteria such as
AIC, BIC, and HQ appears to be difficult, as their penalty terms account only
for the model’s cardinality rather than its second-order MSPE. On the other
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hand, although Hsu et al. (2019) established the validity of MRIC only under
the assumption of independent errors, Theorem 3.2 below demonstrates that as
long as the expression for gp,(J) on the right-hand side of (3.18) holds, (1.9) can
be attained using MRIC when model errors satisfy general conditions commonly
met by most conditionally heteroscedastic processes.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose that (1.1)—(1.3) hold, and

sup  Fleg]* < oo (3.24)
—oo<t<oo
Moreover, assume that
I )
sup E—E €tts Ettsy — F(Etas Etas <C, 3.25
s s <00 |\/ﬁ t:1( t+s1Ct+s2 ( t+s1 i+ 2))| ( )

and for any fized —oco < j1, j2, j3, ja < 00,

SN

> (Erperppeijserjy — Blerjerje1-jseijy)) = 0p(1). (3.26)
=1

Then, (1.9), with g, (J) defined in (3.18), is fulfilled by J(h), provided that C,,,
which is used to define MRIC, satisfies (3.23).

Assumptions (3.25) and (3.26), similar to (3.4) and (3.5), can also be veri-
fied for weakly dependent processes that satisfy certain functional dependence
properties, mixing conditions, or condition (3.8). In Appendix B, we provide
a detailed discussion on this topic and demonstrate how GARCH and SV pro-
cesses fulfill (3.25) and (3.26).

4 Simulation Studies

4.1 Numerical Illustrations of Theorem 3.1

This subsection provides two numerical examples to illustrate Theorem 3.1.

Ezample 4.1. We generate M = 5000 realizations from the following AR(2)
model,

Ty = —0.5(Et_2 + Et, (41)

where £, obeys (2.1) with {z;} being a sequence of i.i.d. N(0,1) random variables
and {o:} being either a GARCH(1,1) process,

o} =0.4+0.2¢e7_; +0.5507_1, (4.2)
or a SV(1) ((2.7) with p = 1) process,

(1 —0.98B)log(c?) = 0.01 + vy, (4.3)
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Table 1: The values of gy(k) and R, p, with k = 1, n = 500,2000, and h =
1,...,5, in Example 4.1

GARCH(1,1) h=1 2 3 1 5
gn(1) 3454 2425 3.760 3.702  3.986
Rs00,1 0814 0910 0.795 0.928  1.058

Ra000. 1.043 1.021 0920 0961 1.034
SV() h=1 2 3 4 5
gn(1) 9680 7.119 11.686 12.061 13.546
Rs00. 0.925 0.690 0.800 0.793  0.644

Ra000,n 1.082 0.945 1.041 0902 1.055

in which {v;} is a sequence of i.i.d. N(0,0.04) random variables. We adopt a
misspecified working model, (3.1) with & = 1, to make prediction, and approxi-
mate (1.5) using

l ~(1
gu.i(k Mzn{ggzh )+ o ()} (4.4)

l ~(1 l ~(1 l l
where §i') (k) = (), — 210, (k) — €, 0% G (k) = 2(2, — 20, (k) —
(l) )( (l) (l)

Ennit) Ennk — Enn)s and :vflllh, xgzrh(k), ag?h_k, and 5517),1 are, respectively,
:vn+h, xn+h(k), €n,nk, and &, p obtained at the [th realization. Note that
-1 Zl on 1 - h(k) and M~! Zl]\il nf]élzl ,(k) are numerical approximations
of the first and second expectations on the right hand side of (S2.14) in Section
S2 of the Supplementary Material, which sum up to (1.5). We then calculate
gn(k) (the right-hand side of (3.6)) based on (4.1) and (4.2) (or (4.3)), and as-
sess the closeness between gy, (k) and g, n(k) by the ratio Ry, p = gn n(k)/gn(k),
where n = 500, 2000 and h = 1,2,3,4,5 in our study. We report g, (k) and Ry, p,
in Table 1.

Ezample 4.2. We generate M = 5000 realizations from the MA(1) model,
Tt = & — 0.85}71, (45)

instead of model (4.1). On the other hand, &;, the working model, and the
values of n and h in this example are the same as those in Example 4.1. Table
2 summarizes the corresponding g (k) and Ry, p.

It follows from (4.1)—(4.3), (4.5) and the normality of {z;} and {v;} that the
assumptions in Theorem 3.1 are fulfilled by Examples 4.1 and 4.2. For the SV(1)
error (4.3), Tables 1 and 2 reveal that whereas the values of Rsg p, oscillating
between 0.614 and 1.284, are relatively distant from 1, R, ;, becomes very close
to 1 as n increases to 2000. The behavior of Rapgo,, under the GARCH(1, 1)
error (4.2) is similar to that under the SV(1) error, although Rsqo,, under the
former error is generally closer to 1 than the latter. Therefore, we conclude that
the numerical results in this subsection are aligned with the asymptotic results
displayed in Theorem 3.1.
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Table 2: The values of gp(k) and R, p, with k = 1, n = 500,2000, and h =
1,...,5, in Example 4.2

GARCH(1,1) h=1 2 3 1 5
gn(1) 2.964 5808 5324 4961 4.689
Rs00,h 0.679 0984 0976 0953  0.929

Ra000.h 1.077 0979 0975 0981  0.976
SV(1) h=1 2 3 4 5
gn(1) 7484 17448 17.113 16.791 16.481
Rs00. 1284 0.768 0.614 0.731  0.865

Roooo,n 0.979 0948 0902 0.997  0.947

4.2 MRIC for Subset Selection

This subsection illustrates the finite sample performance of MRIC (see (1.10)
and Section 3.2) through the following data generating process,

Ty = O.4.’L’t_3 + Et,

g = oy, 0f = 0.4+0.2e7 | +0.5507_,,

where {2} is a sequence of i.i.d. N(0,1) random variables. These model speci-
fications imply that the assumptions of Theorem 3.2 follow. We are interested
in performing h-step-ahead forecast, h = 1,2, 3, based on two predictive mod-
els, J1 = {1} and Jo = {2}, both are misspecified. It can be shown that
(1) = fu(J2) and gn(J1) > gn(J2) for b = 1, fu(J1) > fn(J2) for h = 2,
and fr(J1) < fn(J2) for h = 3. Therefore, for h = 1, Cpz,(1y = {J1,J2} and
Carz(1y = {J2}; for h =2, Coy 2) = Cary(2) = {J2}; for h =3, Cary(3) = Cary3) =
{J1}, where Cps, (ny and Cap,(p) are defined in (1.6) and (1.8), respectively. To
implement MRIC, we set C,, = n6 as suggested in Hsu et al. (2019), where n

is set to 500, 1000, 2000, 3000 in our study. For comparison, we also use

AIC() = log{a3 (1)) + A7)
and
BIC(J) = log{a} ()} + L/L08"

to choose between J; and Jy. The frequency, in 1000 simulations, of each
criterion to choose a candidate in Cy, (5 is reported in Table 3. Note that since
#(J1) = 4(J2), the model selection results of AIC and BIC are exactly the same.

For h = 2 and 3, Cpy, () only contains one model and Table 3 reveals that
all criteria can select this model about 100% of the time even when n = 500.
This result is somewhat expected because for h = 2 and 3, |fr(J1) — fr(J2)| =
0.305 is bounded away from 0, making these criteria easy to identify the better
predictive model through the consistent estimates, 67 (J1) and 63 (Ja), of fn(J1)
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Table 3: Frequency, in 1,000 simulations, of choosing candidates belonging to

Coz(n)
h  n  AIC/BIC MRIC

1 500 476 695
1000 509 752
2000 502 790
3000 487 826

2 500 1000 999

1000 1000 1000
2000 1000 1000
3000 1000 1000
3 500 1000 997
1000 1000 1000
2000 1000 1000
3000 1000 1000

and fp(J2); see (3.21). On the other hand, fn(J1) = fi(J2) for h = 1, and
hence Jy outperforms J; only when their g;(-) values are taken into account.
Since ¢1(J1) and g1(J2) are not solely dependent on the numbers of parameters
in J; and Jy owing to model misspecification, AIC and BIC fail to distinguish
Jo, which has the smaller ¢1(-) value, from J;. In particular, Table 3 shows
that they can only choose Jo about 50% of the time for all cases of n. On
the contrary, MRIC identifies J, about 70% of the time when n = 500, and
the percentage increases to about 80% as n increases to 2000. This simulation
demonstrates the advantage of MRIC in choosing the better predictive model in
a very challenging situation where the underlying process possesses conditional
heteroscedasticity and the competing candidates are misspecified but share the
same population MSPE in terms of the values of f3,(-).

In Section S6.2 of the Supplementary Material, we also compare the perfor-
mance of MRIC, AIC, and BIC in correctly specified cases. Our results show
that MRIC continues to outperform the other two criteria in such cases.

Appendix A Further Discussion on (3.4) and (3.5)

In this appendix, we illustrate that (3.4) and (3.5) also hold for the following
two classes of weakly dependent processes.

A. Strictly stationary processes with dependencies characterized by func-
tional dependence measures. Assume {e,} is a strictly stationary process of
the form

Et :f](...,it_l,it), (Al)

where z; are ii.d. random variables, and g is a measurable function such
that e, is well-defined. Let {z;} be an ii.d. copy of {z;}, and define £f =
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g(...,2-1,28,21,...,2;). The functional dependence measure of {g;} is then
given by 6 (i) = (Ele; — ex|$)V/€, ¢ > 0. For more details, see Wu (2005).

Proposition A.1. Assume (A.1),
Ele1|%%° < o0, (A.2)

and

J45(n) = O(n™), (A.3)
for some 6 >0 and v > 2. Then, (3.4), with 6* = §/2, and (3.5) follow .

B. Strong mizing processes. Define the strong mixing coefficient

a(m) = sup sup |P(AN B) — P(A)P(B)|,

—oo<t<oo AeFt ,BEFS .

where F} = o(ey,j <t <1). We say that {e,} is strong mixing if a(m) — 0 as
m — oo.

Proposition A.2. Assume that {e;} is a strong mixing process satisfying (3.3)
and

a(n) = O(n™"), (A4)
for some v > 3. Then, (3.4), with 6* = /2, and (3.5) hold.

The proofs of Propositions A.1 and A.2 are provided in Section S4 of the
Supplementary Material. Together with Proposition 3.1, these results establish
that a broad class of weakly dependent processes satisfies assumptions (3.4) and
(3.5).

Appendix B Further Discussion on (3.25) and (3.26)

In this appendix, we demonstrate that assumptions (3.25) and (3.26) are sat-
isfied by both the processes presented in Appendix A and the one discussed in
Proposition 3.1.

Proposition B.1. Assume (A.1),
Eleq|* < o0, (B.1)

and

04 < 00, (B.2)
where ©¢ = 372 04(i). Then, (3.25) and (3.26) are valid.
Proposition B.2. Assume {e;} is a strong mizing process with
sup  Eleg*° < o0, (B.3)

—oco<t<oo
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for some § > 0. Moreover, suppose that

Za(i)%a < oo. (B.4)

Then, (3.25) and (3.26) hold.

Remark B.1. Define the uniform mixing coefficient as

¢(m) = sup sup |P(B|A) — P(B)].
—oco<t<oo AcFt BG]'—tJrm P(A)>0

The process {e;} is said to be uniform mixing if ¢(m) — 0 as m — oco. If {&;}
is uniform mixing and satisfies (B.3) along with

Z¢, )i < (B.5)

then (3.25) and (3.26) hold. This implies that when {e;} satisfies uniform mixing
instead of strong mixing, the required decay rate of the mixing coefficients can
be relaxed from (B.4) to (B.5).

Proposition B.3. Suppose that (2.1) holds, and {e;} is fourth-order weakly
stationary process satisfying (3.8) and (3.10), with > ,||as|| < oo,

E(wis jej|lFj—1) =0 a.s., and  sup  Efw;q]|**° < oo, (B.6)
—oo<t,s<00
for some § > 0. Moreover, assume that z; is symmetric for all t, and for any
—00 < t1,t3 < 00, Etlatz E(Efl afz) has a martingale representation satisfying
the following condztwns

oo

2 2 2: } : (2)
€48ty — Etl Etz t17t27 t17t2, + t17t27 Wi, ka8 (B7)
s=0

(2)

and Wiy ta,(t1Vea)—j

1
where for each (t1,t2), wgly)t21(t1\/t2)*j
Fj-measurable random vectors obeying

are finite-dimensional

E(wgll,)tz,(tlvtz)fﬂfjfl) =0as, E(wg)t2 (t1Vis)— |]'—J 1)=0as., (B.S8)
and

_Oo<tsll)1tp27s<ooE||wt1)t27 149 < oo, —OO<tSll,1£,s<ooE”wt1’t2’ 1249 < oo, (B.9)

with wwgf,)tg,s 0 for s < 0. Additionally, b,El’tQ s are finite-dimensional non-

random vectors satisfying

sup Z||bt1,t2,

—oo<ty, ta<oo 5—0

(B.10)
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2) L .
and by, 5,8 > 0, are finite-dimensional Fy,v4,)—s—1-measurable random vec-

tors satisfying for some € > 0,

] —1—e
sup  (E|biY,, 17T < O(s+ 1)1 (B.11)

—oo<t1,ta<00 1,t2,8
Then, (3.25) and (3.26) hold.
The following examples further illustrate the flexibility of assumptions (3.25)

and (3.26).

Ezample B.1. Assume that {¢,} isa GARCH(p', ¢) process, (2.1) and (2.4) with
u =2 and \; = 0, satisfying (B.1). Then, by Theorem 3.1 of Ling and McAleer
(2002a), (A.1) holds with z; = 2z; and

) J
9( oz z) = z2dpo + Y e ([ A&},
=0 =1

where € = (¢1,...,0p, V1, V)", & = (9022,0,...,0,00,0,...,0) is a
(p’ + ¢')-dimensional vector, with ¢g2? and ¢y being its first and (p’ + 1)th
components, respectively, and

(8012}2 T ‘Pp’th 77[’12? T ﬁ’q’zg \‘

A, = ooy O Ow-1xg '

01 Opr 1 q/,q, )
O(q’—l)xp/ I(Q’—l)x(q’—l) O(Q’—l)xl

Note that for any positive integers r and s, I,.«, denotes the r x r identity
matrix, and O, s denotes the r X s zero matrix. Moreover, by Proposition 3 of
Wu and Min (2005), (B.2) follows. Consequently, (3.25) and (3.26) are ensured
by Proposition B.1.

Ezample B.2. Assume that {e;} is a SV process satisfying (2.1) and (2.7), in
which {z;} is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables with E|z1|* < co. Since
1—3" a2z #0 for all |z] <1, it follows that (A.1) holds with z; = (2¢,v¢) "
and

N L 1o, 1N
goe oy 2e-1,2¢) = 2 exp(§b0 + 3 Z bit1ve—i),
i=0

where l;(*J and b;s are defined in Remark 3.2. Moreover, Since o, is log-normally
distributed, all its finite moments exist. This property, combined with F|z[* <
oo and the independence of {o;} and {z:}, implies (B.1). In addition, (B.2) is

ensured by
o0

> (Eloi — o7 |Y)* < 0, (B.12)
i=0
where o} is o; with vy therein replaced by its independent copy. As a result,
Proposition B.1 guarantees the validity of (3.25) and (3.26).
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To demonstrate (B.12), note first that for all ¢ > 0,

Elo; — of|* = Ele?™i — e3%i |*
1o, 14 (B.13)
=E|§e%““ |HJw; —wi|* < (EIQe%““ %)% (Blw;: — wi[®)z,

where w; = log(c?), w = log(c}?), and w; satisfies [; —w}| < |w; —w}]. Since
for all 2 > 0, all moments of o; and o} exist, we have
1518
sup FElez®™|
0<i<oo

< 00.

Moreover, by Examples 1 and 2 of Wu (2011),

o0

> (Elw; — w}*)F < oo
=0

Combining this result with (B.13) establishes (B.12).

Supplementary Material

Supplement to ” Negative Moment Bounds for Sample Autocovariance Matrices
of Stationary Processes Driven by Conditional Heteroscedastic Errors and Their
Applications” (DOI:). The Supplementary Material contains the proofs of The-
orems 2.1, 2.2, 3.1, and 3.2, and Propositions 3.1, A.1, A.2, and B.1-B.3. It
also provides technical details about Remark 2.2 as well as additional numerical
results.
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This supplement contains the proofs of Theorems 2.1, 2.2, 3.1,
and 3.2, and Propositions 3.1, A.1, A.2, and B.1-B.3. It also pro-
vides technical details about Remark 2.2 as well as additional nu-
merical results.

S1 Proofs of Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 and Details
on Remark 2.2

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Under (1.1)—(1.3), it can be shown that z;
has the following AR(oc0) representation,

Ty = Zﬁixt—i -+ Et, (Sll)
i=1

where > 7, |8i| < 0o. To see this, note that the §;’s are the Taylor
coefficients of the function 1/a(z), where a(z) = > o, a;2". The
summability of ;’s follows from the Wiener theorem (see Theorem
5.2(ii) of page 245 of Zygmund (2002) and its corollary on the next



page). This, together with Proposition 3.1.1 of Brockwell and Davis
(1991), implies that (S1.1) holds true. Define

1 =B - =i
A= O 1 : ’
: -5
0 0 1
and
€j
Ej—k+1

where the components of 1), 5, are linear combinations of {¢;_j, e;_x_1,...}
with absolutely summable coefficients, and the dependence of ¢; on
k is suppressed to simplify the notation. Similar to (2.6)—(2.9) of
Ing and Wei (2003), we can utilize the fact )\mm(zgz,i x;(k)x] (k) <

J
Amax (AT AN (307 ;) ), where Apax(ATA) = O(1), along with
the convexity of the largest eigenvalue, to derive that

Cn—1

C k—
E{)\mln R E Z dk qE{)\mln Z ¢) i+sdk k+J¢ i+sdk k-l—j)}’
:0 s=0 =1
(S1.3)

where d is some positive integer to be specified later, C,, = |[(n —
k)/k|/(dk)|, and |z] denotes the largest integer less than or equal
to z. In view of (S1.3), to establish (2.12), it suffices to show that
for any g > 0,

dk+lo

E{)\mln Z ¢ik+j¢;|];+j)} S Ck(1+6)q, (814)

i=1+lg

for all integers 0 < j < k—1and 0 < Iy, < [(n — k)/k| — dk.
Since the proofs of (S1.4) are similar for any j and Iy, we only
provide the proof for the case of j = [y = 0 in the following. Let



(q+3)/2<1<ooandd>1+2/{(1+8)qg} be given. Then,

dk o dk 1
E{Amm Z ¢Zk¢;|l—c)} = /0 P{)\mm(z ¢Zk¢z—ll—§) < u_E}du
i=1 =1

dk L
§M+/ P{ inf (Phy)* < u_%, max o2 < u’, max ||| < —}du
i

lyll=1 = 1<j<dk2 7 T 1<i<dk VEk

l

+/M P(1£?3§z{k203 2 U )du+/ (1I<n%§k”¢m” - \/_)
=M + (I) + (IT) + (I11),
(S1.5)

where M > (6%, *"k(1+09) v e, Since (2.1) is assumed and E(e?) is
a finite constant, it is easy to see that

(IT) < Cdk? / o ldu <, (S1.6)
M
and -
(I11) < Cdk? / widu < C. (SL.7)
M

To deal with (I), we apply Lemma 5.2 of Eldar and Kutyniok
(2012), a theory of covering numbers of the sphere, to obtain

dk
P{ inf (DY) < u_%, max o5 < u’, max ||| < —} ZP{QU

lyll=1 P 1<j<dk? T 1<i<dk
(S1. 8)

where m* = m*(u, k) < (1 + 2ul+Y/247" //k)* and
l
2 6

VB o2, Ty <o
in which G,,v = 1,...,m*, are subsets of the (k — 1)-sphere, Sj_1,
satisfying (J,—, Gy = Sg_1 and for any y1,y2 € Gy, [ly1 — 92l <
2Whku Y297 Tet 1, = (ly,..., L)’ € Gy, 1 < v < m*, be
arbitrarily chosen. Then, similar to (2.12) of Ing and Wei (2003), it
holds that

ﬂ{ inf |y il < u” %, gl < —=

max O'

dk
0<j<h—1 ' ﬂ v

dk
u) © ({1t il < 3u™
=1



and hence
dk—1

dk
P{Qu(w}<E([[ Ir,.) = B{]] Ip..P(Evarles s < dk* — k)}.
=1 =1

It is worth mentioning that due to the complicated dependence
structure among {o;}, the analysis of P{Q,(u)} substantially differs
from that in Ing and Wei (2003).

Assumption (CH)(i) implies that the conditional probability den-
sity function (pdf) of (egz,. .., €arz—rt1) ' given {e,, s < dk? — k},

as a random function of s = sg2 ;= (Sgk2, .. -, Sar2—k+1), 18
i 1 S;
p(S) = H pz 2 = = gz(~ - ), (819)
i=dk?—k+1 Ui(s) ai(s)
where
Gi(S) = 0(Sim1, - -+, Sdk?—k+1> Edk® ks Edk2—k—1» - - -)

and ¢ : R*® — R, is a measurable function such that

5’(€dk2_1, Edk2—2 - - ) = Ogk2-

According to (S1.9), we have

P(Eyaples, s < dk* — / / (S1.10)

dk2 k
where
k—1
T —_
Agg2 p = {S| E Ly j+1Sap2—j+l, Marz | < 3u 2 0<T§1§,§( 1%/@ (s) <u
=0

(S1.11)

Let us introduce the function
Lo(2) forls| <2,
Mc* 36
pi(s) = § als| for & < |sjl <uw, (S1.12)

. 30
29, () for u® <|s,
u

where ¢* = (1/c9) A 1. In the following, we show that
p;(s) < p;(s) for all j and s € Ay . (S1.13)

4



In the first case of (S1.12), we have m;(s;) < ca|s;| < ¢o. This,
along with (2.11), indicates that (1/c)g;(s;/c) is non-increasing in
c for all ¢ > ¢p. Given that 6;(s) > ¢, the first case holds.
For the second case, (2.10) directly gives (1/5;(s))g;(s;/d;(s)) <
(1/m;(s;))g;(s;/m;(s;)). Using this inequality with the first rela-
tion in (2.9) and the fact that c¢i|s;| < m;(s;), we arrive at the
desired conclusion. For the third case, observe that for s € Agz g,

[ Jnax 1adk2 (s) < u?. Thus, this and (2.8) lead to gi(sj/di(s)) <
)

g;(s; /u2 ), and the conclusion can be reached by noting that ,(s) >
Co.

Let k* = argmaxi<j<i |lyx+1—j]. Then, by (S1.13), the rhs of
(S1.10) is bounded by

dk? —k+k*

/ / H p(s) J] pils)ds (S1.14)

1=dk?—k+k*+1 1=dk?—k+1

It is not difficult to verify that the first products in the integral
(S1.14) depends only on sg2, . . ., Sgr2— k1 k++1, While the second prod-
ucts depends only on sg2_pig+,...,Sak2_rr1. 1hus, we can rear-
range (S1.14) into

/ / </ 9dk2—k+k*(2)d2) ds'ds”  (S1.15)
B(SII)

where s' = (Sdk2a ) Sdk2—k+k*+1)> s = (Sdk2—k+k*—1> ) Sdk2—k+1),
dk? dk2—k+k*—1
COE S || B JIORUCOESE | IO}
j=dk2—k+k*+1 j=dk2—k+1

and B(s”) is the interval of length
0p(s") = 6u™" D [l 1 peGapz e ()] < K260 D [

centered at
k-1
—(WNaek — D lojrisae—;)/ (lhr1-keGa2 ke (8))-

=0
k="



Since B(s”) may not be centered at 0, there are three possible sce-
narios: (a) B(s”) C (0,00); (b) B(s") C (—00,0); or (c) B(s")
contains 0. In scenario (a), it follows from (2.8) that
5p(s") 55(s")
/ Gdk2 k4 k* (Z)dZ S / gdk2—k+k*(z)dz S / gdk2—k+k*(z>dz'
B(s") 0 —dp(s")
(S1.16)

Similarly, in scenario (b),

0 (SB(SH)
/ a2k (2)d2 S/ a2k (2)d2 S/ a2 —k+r+(2)d2.
B(S//)

—6B(s") —dB(s")
(S1.17)
Finally, in scenario (c), it is straightforward to see that
op(s")
/ Jar2 ki (2)dz < / Garz—rrrr(2)dz. (S1.18)
B(S//) _53(5”)

As a consequence of (S1.16)—(S1.18) and the second part of condi-
tion (2.9), for u > (6v/kcy '), we have

/ gdkz—k-i-k*(z)dz S O(k1/26u_1/(2q)/00)§. (8119)
B(S//)

According to (S1.12), we have for u > e,

f o]

e 1 M 1
< ds; +
o H {/_2421 Co J(Co) it /Al<s |<uT} ‘31‘

j=dk2—k+k*+1
1
P
co oty ™ 0t
dk? 5
< H {01 + &y logu —|— — §?gj(§j)d§j} < (&3logu)”,
j=dk2—k+k*+1 )

for some positive constants ¢, ¢, and ¢é;. In addition, since p”(s”)
is the conditional pdf of (egr2_pyr —1,---,Car2—rr1) given {e, s
dk? — k}, we have

/ / s")ds” = 1. (S1.21)



Combining (S1.10), (S1.14), (S1.15), and (S1.19)—(S1.21) yields for
u>(6vkey ') Ve,

P(Eyarles, s < dk* — k) < Cl{;gu_%(ég logu)*, a.s. (S1.22)

Repeating the same argument dk—1 times, one gets for u>(6x/%co_ )2y
67

dko dko

P{Q,(u)} <CEk™ u™ 2 (& logu)™,
and hence

ko ROY) ks dkd

ZP{QU )} <Cm*k 2—u_%9(03 logu)™ < Ck™2u" ¢ k2 u” 20 (& logu)™

(S1.23)

Finally, by letting d > {(21+1+42q)/0} v [{(204+1)(1+6)+1}/66],
(S1.23) and the fact that M > Ck(+97 yields

/ ZP{Q] Vdu < C,

which, together with (S1.5)—(S1.8), gives the desired conclusion (S1.4).
]

Proof of Theorem 2.2. In view of (S1.1)—(S1.5), it suffices to show
that for some positive integer d and some positive real numbers M*
and 6%,

dk
EQGEO - b))
=1
[eS) dk 1 !
<M i Ty <uh &
< [P, > (@iw)* <ot min o) >, ma gl < )
') o .
L ua
< e
—l—/M* P(1<I§1<11£llk20 u- o )du+/M (m2§k||¢)zk|| > \/7)
=M+ (IV)+ (V) + (V)< CkH99,
(S1.24)



where [ is deﬁned as in the proof of Theorem 2.1. Note that the
event { max o? < v’} and { max o7 > w’} in (S1.5) have now
1< <dk? 1<) <k
7= < _
been replaced by { <:rn<1:£l1k2 o; > u o } and {1<m<12k2 g; <u” 7}, re
spectively. Let

b 2q(1+9)’ . (2(l+§);r2q) y { (2l+21)(1+9)+1 and
0 p(1—3) p{(1 =71 +0) -1}
M* > (%)2«11{;(1%)[17
(S1.25)
noting that n and p are defined in (2.13). By (2.3) and the assump-
tion that F(£?) is a finite constant, it is not difficult to see that
(V)< Cand (VI)<C. (S1.26)
Thus, it remains to show
(IV)< CEUH0, (S1.27)

By an argument similar to that used to prove (S1.8), one gets

(IV) < / ZP{Q )Ydu, (S1.28)

where m* is defined as in (S1.8), and
l

m{ mf ‘y d)zk‘ <u % ||¢zk|| >

min  o_; > u- 9*}

\/E 0<j<k—1
g m{|l1—l—¢lk‘| S Bu_21q mln Uzk‘ —j >u 0*} = mE
i=1

i=1 0<j<k-
(S1.29)

Assumption (2.13) and the independence between {z;} and {o;}
(see (CH)(ii)) yield that for all w > M* alli = 1,...,dk, and all
1 <v<m*,

E(IE:z Zsy S < ik — ]{I,O't,t < 1k — ]{3)
SE{M(\/EWL*GU_Z_Z)W(MI;E? ik—j > u_ei*)|zs, s <ik—k, ot <ik—k}
SJSR—

(ge—37)P
<Ck2u'7 , a.s.,



which, together with (S1.25), (S1.28), and (S1.29), gives
(IV) < C/ m* k"2 P20 gy < oo,
M*

Hence (51.27) follows. O

In the rest of this section, we provide details on Remark 2.2.
First, we show that Theorem 2.1 remains valid when (2.8)—(2.11)
are replaced by (51.30)—(S1.33) given below. Next, we verify that
(51.30)—(S1.33) include the mixture of normal density functions as
a special case.

Theorem S1.1. Assume (1.1)—~(1.3) and (CH)(i). Suppose for all
t € Z, there exist positive constants ¢i, ¢o, and ¢3 such that
9:(y) < gi(x), foralle, <z <y < oo,

1.
0r(—1) < gu(—2), forall &3 <z < y < oo, (51.30)

and

sup  gi(x) < és. (S1.31)
—oo<t,x<o0
Moreover, for any t € Z and x # 0, there exist a positive number
my(x) and positive constants ¢4 and ¢s obeying ¢4|x| < my(z) < ¢5|z|,
such that

heo{my ()} = sup hy . (c), (51.32)
c>0
and
h . (c) is non-increasing for ¢ > ¢s|x|. (51.33)

Then, (1.4) follows.

Proof of Theorem S1.1. To complete the proof, it suffices to show
that for u > (¢, V é)*?,

p;(s) < p;(s) for all j and s € Ay g, (S1.34)
where _
o0 (Z)  for|s;| < &, é
C: c 36
pi(s) = < @ie] for £2 = |s;] <u'T,

: 30
%gj(s—{%-), for ut < sy,
u

9



and
/ Gdk2 —k+k* (Z)dZ S 53(]{71/26U_1/(2q)/00) (8135)
B(s")

hold under (S1.30)—(S1.33). Then, the remainder of the proof is the
same as the proof of Theorem 2.1. Note that except for p;(-), ¢s,
¢4, and 3, all other notations in (S1.34) and (S1.35) are consistent
with those used in the proof of Theorem 2.1. To establish (S1.34),
observe that by (S1.33), (1/c¢)g;(s;/c) is non-increasing in ¢ for ¢ >
¢p. Combined with the assumption &;(s) > co, this proves the first
case of (S1.34). Moreover, using (S1.31) and (S1.32), we have for

co/Cs < |sj] < U(gé)/47
1 Sj 1 Sj
——gi(z=——=) < 95( ) <
a;(s)” 6i(s)” = my(s;)” my(s;)

which implies the second case of (S1.34). Finally, for s € Ay,

C3

(S1.36)

— )
Cals;l

we have max 7%, (s) < u’. Combined with (51.30) and u >
0<5<k—1 /

(c1V 62)4/5, this implies
Sj Sj

Ty < g (2, S1.37
Uj (S) ) J (ug ) ( )
Further combining this result with ,(s) > ¢y establishes the third
case of (S1.34). Additionally, the proof of Theorem 2.1 shows that
the length of B(s") is bounded by k/26u~1/(% /c;. Combining this
with (S1.31) yields (S1.35). O

9;(

Now, assume for all t € 7Z,

gi(x) = Zﬂ-igt,i(x) (51.38)

is a K (K € N) component normal mixture density function, where

— 2
1 1/x— iy
9l = ey =55 ) g

with the normal mixture parameter 9 = (1, ..., T, f1, - - -, bz, 01, - - -

[0, 1][{ x RE x (0,00)K obeying
K K K
Yom=1, ) mp; =0, and Y m(i+57) =1 (S1.39)
=1 =1 =1

10



Note that the second and the third equation in (S1.39) ensure that
E(z) =0 and E(2?) = 1. Then, it is easy to see that (S1.30) and
(S1.31) hold with ¢; = max{1, i1, ..., fig}, Co = max{l, —fi1, ..., —fig},
and ¢z = Zfil 7:/(v/276;). Furthermore, define h; .. ;(c) = (1/¢)g:.4(x/c).

Since for each 1 =1,..., K,

hiwi(cia) = sup hygi(c), = >0,

c>0

S1.40

ht,x,i(ci_l') = Ssup ht,x,i(c), x <0, ( )
c>0

and for z > 0 (z < 0),

ht.i(c) is increasing, for ¢ < ¢z (¢ < ¢; ), (S1.41)

where

Zo

hy.i(c) is decreasing, for ¢ > ¢z (¢ > ¢ x),
G _
= and ¢; =

-3
_/%4_%_
! 2 2

it follows that (S1.32) and (S1.33) hold with

ENEAN

ISUTS
Sy
SYE

N

— . . + + — —
¢y =min{c/,...,cg,—cy,...,—Cr},
Cs = Max{cy,...,Cp, —C,...,—Cr},

and some positive number m;(x) depending on x and the normal
mixture parameter 7).

S2 Proofs of Theorem 3.1 and Proposition 3.1

The following lemma is required in the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Lemma S2.1. Assume (1.1)—(1.3). Suppose for some q1,q2 > 2,

sup  Fle]*" < oo, (52.1)

—oo<t<oo

and for any fized sequences {m,} and {m,} with 1 < m, <m, <n,

2 )F <0 (522)

sup F|

1 o
—oo<s<oo ATy — My + 1 Z (erhs — E(

t=mn

11



Define ¢ = min{qy, q2}. Then, (a) for any k < m, <m, <n,

1 i .
& m; Xj(k)ejnell” < Ck2.
(b) Moreover, we have
B[R (k) — R(k)| < C ke
su . _ < B
nZhJEH ' (n—h—k+1)2

(¢) If we further assume that
E|R, (0" = O(1),
for any 0 > 0, then for any 0 < ¢’ < q,

/
q

E|R. (k) =R7'(K)| = O(n™%).

(52.3)

(S2.4)

(52.5)

(52.6)

Proof of Lemma S2.1. We first prove (52.3). By the convexity of

x%? x>0, for any k < m, <m, <n,

My, k—1 My,
q_
B xi(k)ejnall” < KV TELS T wye il
[=0

Jj=mn J=mn

Thus, it suffices for (S2.3) to prove that

mn
E| Z Tj1gjnnl? < C(y —my)?.

Jj=mn

12

(S2.7)



By (1.1) and (3.1), one has for all 0 <[ < k — 1,
E| > wiiginal
J=mn

Mn
=B ) (@ ginn — Ejeing)|?

=E| Zn {aji(xjn — By (k)x;(k))} = E{a;i(zjen — By (k)x; (k)|
_p Z Z it Zn {eyaii(esenn — BT (K)eu(k)}

—E{5J 1i(Ej4n—u — By (K)ej—u(k))}]|
<E|ZZ|%H%|| Z {ejo1mi(€jrn—u— By (K)ej—u(k))}

i=0 u=0 Jj=mn

— B{eji-ilejin—u — By (k )63 u(R))HII

g(;m) BISS al S s iaesena — BT (B o(0))}

i=0 u=0 Jj=mn

— E{eji-i(ejin—u — By (K )Ey u(R))HII

g(gm) S Bl S et — BT (F)es (B

=0 u=0 j=mn

— B{ej1-i(ejin—u — By (K)e;—u(k))}Y,
(S2.8)

where (k) = (gj,...,6j-k11)" and pi, = | |/(O oy lai])?. In
view of (1.2) and (S2.8), it remains to show that

sup F Z {eimt-ileiin—u — By (k)ej—u(k)} — E{ejrmiejin—u — By (k)ej—u(k)) H|*

i,u>0

<C(m, — mn)%.
(S2.9)
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It is easily seen that this relation holds if

sup E| Z Et+it+j — E€t+7,€t+])| < C( — mn)% (8210)

1,JEL t=mmn

Note that when i = j, (52.10) follows directly from (S2.2). For
the case 7 < j, it follows from Burkholder’s inequality, Minkowski’s
inequality, the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, and (S2.1) that

Bl Z (etri€ers — Eeryicrig)|?
t=mmn
:E‘ Z €t+i€t+j|q S CE| Z (5t+i5t+j>2‘% (8211)
t=mn t=mn

<OLY (Blevad ) (Blewns )} < Clm — ).

t=mn

The proof of (52.3) is now complete. The proof of (52.4) is analo-
gous to the proof of (52.3), and is thus omitted. To prove (S2.6),
note that (1.1)—(1.3) indicate that the spectral density function f(\)
of 7, obeys f(\) < f for some 0 < f < 0o, where —7 < A < 7. This
fact, together with Proposition 4.5.3 of Brockwell and Davis (1991),
ensures that

sup||R_1(k)|| < C. (S2.12)

Then, it follows from (S2. 4) (52.5), and (52.12) that for all large n,

E|R;.} (k) - (lf)||q = B|R, 5 (0)|* | Run(k) = Rau(B) |7 R (k)]
<C{E|R,, (k)| 77} FEIR, (k) ~ R T < Cn,
(52.13)
Thus, (52.6) follows. O

With the help of Lemma S2.1, we are now in a position to prove
Theorem 3.1.
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Proof of Theorem 3.1. We only prove (a) because the proof of (b) is
almost identical. Observe that

n[E{Tpin — Tnyn(k)}? — E(Eihk)]

n—h
n A 1
=———Ex, (bR, (K)es n V]2
m n—h
T/ —1
B mE[gnﬁ’an (k>Rn,h(k){; Xi(k>€i,h,k}]
= (I) + (ID).
(52.14)
Our proof is divided into three steps.
Step 1: Prove
(I) = E(Y,) + o(1), (S2.15)

where

1 n—h B n—h
Y, = m(;xj(k)&,h,k)f{ l(k)(gxi(k)gi’hv’f)'

Let {l,,} be a sequence of positive integers satisfying

l, — o0 and [, = o(n%). (52.16)
Define
1 n—h
Zy = {x, (k)R },(k (k)i ni)}?
{Xn( ) n,h( )(m;){( )E ,h,k)}
and
W, = E(Z,|Fa_y,)-
Since
E(Z,))=EW,) =EW, =Y, + E(Y,), (S2.17)

it suffices for (52.15) to show that

(C1) : {W,, — Y, } is uniformly integrable,
(D1) : W,, = Y, = 0,(1).
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Step 1.1 Proof of (C1)

First, note that (1.1), (3.3), and the absolute summability of «;’s

imply
sup  F|x,(k)||°T < o0. (S2.18)

—oo<t<oo

Moreover, by Theorem 2.1, we have
B[R, (k)|* = O(1), (52.19)

for any ¢ > 0. Additionally, by applying (3.3), (3.4), and Lemma
S2.1(a), one obtains
n—h

! in(k)eih,€||3+‘§ <, (S2.20)
Vn—h—k+1< w -
where 6 = min{§/2,6*}. By using (52.18)-(52.20) and Hoélder’s
inequality, we have for any 0 < § < §/3,

£

E| 2, <Ellx; (k)" B[R (k) [P E|

3+e €

<(Ellx, (k) [PEHC+9) st (B R, ] (k) [PHHO) st

S\ ( 3+e 2
x (B e nilPHHOCEN) TR < oo,

1 n—h
vn—h—Fk+1 ;Xz(k)
(82.21)

where € > 0 satisfies 30 + € + € < 0. Similarly, using (S2.20) and
the fact that
sup|[R™ (k)| < C, (52.22)
k>1

which is proved above (S2.12), we obtain for any 0 < 6 < 1/244/2,
E|Y,|"*’ < co. (S2.23)

Furthermore, using conditional Jensen’s inequality, we have, for any
0> 0, ) )
E|W,|"" < B|Z,|'*. (S2.24)

Consequently, (C1) is ensured by the fact that E|WW, — Y| < o0
for some 9 > 0, which in turn follows immediately from (S2.21),

16

n—h
1
Xil{iéi A
n—h—k+1; (F)inkl
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(52.23), and (S2.24).
Step 1.2 Proof of (D1)

First, note that for all large n,
W, =E[My, Ry}, (k)% (k)% (k)R (k) M| Foi, |
+ My, ER (k)3 (k)% (k)R (k) M | Fo i,
+ M3, E[{R, (k) — R, (k) (k)x T(k‘)fi;,h( ) Fn-t,] Msn
+ MR (k) Epxa (k) () {Ry (k) = Ry (8)HFo1, ] Man
+ My, Ry () E{x, (k)x,, (k) — R(k‘)lfn L }Rgl(k‘)Msn
+ M R (B)R(E)R, (k) Ms,
=(51) +(52) + (53) + (54) + (55) + (56),

n

n

(
(
H
2)
(52.25)

where M, = (n—h—k+1)""/?2 E::kh x;(k)eing, Mop = (n—h—k+
s Xi(k)eine, Man = (n—h—k+1) "2 S xi (ke
and R, (k) = (n—1, —k+1)"" > s i x; (k)x; (k). In the following,
we will show that
(S1) = 0,(1), (S2) =0,(1), (S3) =0,(1), (S4) = 0,(1),
(S5) = 0,(1), (56) =Y, + 0,(1).
To show (S1) = o0,(1), observe that by the conditional Hélder in-
equality, one has

(S2.26)

(S1)| <{E(|| Moy ||| F s, W{E(HMMr|3+5|a_zn>}m

X [B{IR L) 15 o Y55 (B (R) |42 Fu, 15
(S2.27)

By virtue of Lemma S2.1(a), (S2.16), (S2.18), and (S2.19), it follows
that

([ Mial**1 Fact,) = Op(1), E(IManl*[Focr,) = (1),
E{IR 05 1 Fac} = 0p(1), B{Ixa(k)[*¥ | Ft,} = 0,(1).
Combining these with (52.27) leads to

(S1) = 0,(1). (52.28)

17



Similarly, it can be shown that
(52) = 0,(1). (52.29)
To deal with (S3), observe that for all large n,

IR, (F) = R (R))|

n
n—h

<IRAMIIRS W s > (xR
j=n—Ilp+1

n—In

+ldn ZX] lis

(S2.30)

where d, =1/(n—h—k+1)—1/(n—1, — k+ 1) By an argument
similar to that used in the proof of Theorem 2.1, it can be shown
that ~

E|R; (k)||* = O(1), (52.31)

for any ¢ > 0. Moreover, by (S2.18) and Minkowski’s inequality, we
have

n—h
1 T 346
j=n—Iln+1
~ n—h
<(n—h—k+1)7COEC N x; (k)7
— (S2.32)

(n—h /{:—1—1 (3—1—6{ Z EHX_] ||6+6)3+5}3+5

Jj=n—ln+1
=0{(lu/n)***}.
Analogously, it can be shown that
n—ln ~
E||d, Z x;(k)x] (k)P = O{(L,/n)**}. (S2.33)

Thus, it follows from (S2.16), (S2.19), (S2.30)—(52.33) and Holder’s
inequality that

E|[R,;, (k) = R (R)|[™ = O{(l./n)}, (52.34)
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for 0 < 4 < 34 0. Using (S2.34) and an argument similar to that
used in the proof of (52.28), one obtains

BB () — Ry () ea (6)x,] ()R, ()| ] = 0,(1). (52.35)
A direct consequence of Lemma S2.1(a) is
| M3,|| = O,(1). (52.36)
Combining this with (S2.35) gives
(S3) = 0,(1). (52.37)
Similarly, we can derive that
(54) = 0,(1). (52.38)

Recall that g,(k) = (g4,...,e—x41)". By (1.1) and Minkowski’s
inequality, one has

B\ E{xu(k)x, (k) = R(k)|Foi,

<D laillagl Bl Efen-ik)e,; (k) = E(en-i(k)e,_; ()| Fn-u, I

i=0 j=0

(S2.39)

We decompose the right-hand side of (S2.39) into three terms,

YD laillg Bl E{en-i(k)en_;(k) = E(en-i(k)en; (k) Fa-u,

i=0 j=0
Lin/2] Lin/2]

=D D laillagl[El E{en-i(k)e,_;(k) = E(en-i(k)en_; (k)| Fui, ]

B Ll ]/ZJO 00
+2) > allo|[E| E{en-i(k)e,_;(k) — E(en-i(k)e)_; (k)| Fo-s, HI]

i=0 j= ln/2J+1

+ Z Z |il|og | [El| E{en—i(k)e,_;(k) — E(en—i(k)e,_;(k))|Fa i, } ]
i=ln/2]+1 j=|ln/2]+1
=(E1) +2(E2) + (E3).

]

(S2.40)
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For 0 <i,j < [l,/2], we have

B\ E{en-i(k)e,_;(k) — Een-i(k)e,_; (k)| Fui, }l
<E||E{en-i(k)e,_;(k) — E(en—i(k)e,_; (k)| Fu-s }r
k—1 k-1
= (Z [E{gn—i—sgn—j—t - E(gn—i—sgn—j—t)|fn—ln}]2)% (8241)
k—f ko—f '
< E|E{5n—i—sgn—j—t - E(£n—i—s£n—j—t>|fn—ln}|7
s=0 t=0

where ||-||r denotes the Frobenius norm. The first inequality follows
from the fact that for any real matrix M, ||[M]| < |[M||r, and the
second inequality follows from the fact that for any real numbers

r,y =0,
VIFY S VItV
Note that for i + s # j+t and max{n —i —s,n —j —t} >n—1,,
Elen—i—sen—jt — E(en—i—sen—j—t)| Fn-1,} =0 a.s.. (52.42)
Moreover, it follows from (3.5) and (S2.16) that
E|E{e;_i—s — E(ep_i_)|Facs, } = o(1). (52.43)
Thus, by (52.41)—(S2.43), we obtain
E|E{en-i(k)e,_;(k) — E(en-i(k)e,_; (k)| Fui, }I = o(1).
Combining this with the absolute summability of «;’s yields
(E1) =o(1). (52.44)
To address (E2) and (E3), note that (3.3) ensures
ililgEHE{En—z(k)ET (k) = E(en-i(k)e,_; (k)| Fu-s, } < oo,

n—=j

for any 0 < ,7 < oo. This, together with (S2.16) and the assump-
tion that a; = O(i™*) with ¢ > 3/2, implies

(B2) = o(1) (S2.45)

and
(E3) =o(1). (52.46)
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Combining (52.39), (52.40) and (S2.44)—(52.46) yields

E| E{xu(k)x, (k) = R(k)| For, | = o(1). (52.47)
Hence, it follows from (52.31), (52.36), and (52.47) that
(S5) = 0,(1). (52.48)

By an argument similar to that used in the proof of (S2.6), one can

obtain
2

E|R, (k) —=R™'(K)[™ = O(n"2), (52.49)

for 0 < v, < 3+ 4. It can be derived from Lemma S2.1(a), (S2.16),
(52.22), and (S2.49) that

(56) = My, R™ (k) My, + 0,(1) = Y, + 0,(1). (S2.50)
Finally, (D1) is an immediate consequence of (S2.25) and (52.26).

Step 2: Prove
(IT1) = =2E(V,,) + o(1), (52.51)

where

n—h
V, = 5n,h,kxl—(k>R_1(k>{Z Xi(K)eink}
i=k

Similar to the proof of (S2.15), it suffices for (S2.51) to show that
(C2) : {W,,} is uniformly integrable,
(D2) : W,y = 0,(1),
where

n—nh
W = Elennix) ()R (k) = R B} xi(k)ein sl Facr,)-
i=k

Step 2.1 Proof of (C2)

First, (52.18) and the fact that
1B (F)[| < o0 (52.52)

imply that

sup  Elepnil® < o0. (52.53)

—oo<t<oo
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Moreover, from Lemma S2.1(c), we have for all 0 < v < 3 + 9,
E|R, (k) =R (k)" = O(n"2), (S2.54)

By (S2.18), (52.20), (S2.53), (S2.54), and an argument similar to
that used in the proof of (S2.24), (C2) follows.

Step 2.2 Proof of (D2)

For all large n, we have

n—h

W =Elennixy R K) =RR)Y D xilk)esnslFa-]

i=n—h—Il,+1
n—h—l,

+ Elennixy (R){R (k) — Ry (k) HFum, ] Z Xi(K)eink}

n—h—In

+ E{ennix, (k)| Foor, {R, (k) k)H Z x;(k)eihn}
=(S7) 4+ (S8) + (99).
(52.55)
In the following, we will prove that
(S7) = 0,(1), (S8) =o0,(1), (59) = 0,(1). (52.56)

By (S2.16), (52.18), (52.20), (S2.53), (52.54) and an argument sim-
ilar to that used in the proof of (S2.28), we have

(S7) = Opl(ln/n)?} = 0y(1). (52.57)
Likewise, (S2.16), (S2.18), (52.20), (S2.34) and (S2.53) lead to
(S8) = O,(I,/n*"?) = 0,(1). (S2.58)

As for (S9), note that (1.1), (3.1), and Minkowski’s inequality yield

EHE{Xn(k)Emh,ku:n—ln
=E||E{x,(k)ennr — EXn(k)ennr)| Fni, ]

SZZ|al||a]|E||E[€"_Z(k)(€"+h —Jj ﬁ]( )€n ]( ))

i=0 j=0

— E{eni(F)(entn—j = Bi(K)en—; (k) H Frs]ll-

22
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Similar to the proof of (S2.47), the absolute summability of «;’s,
along with (52.42), (S2.43), and (52.59), leads to

B E{x,(k)enn il Fo-i, | = o(1). (52.60)
Hence, it follows from (S2.36), (S2.49) and (S2.60) that
(59) = 0,(1). (52.61)
Consequently, (D2) is ensured by (52.55) and (S2.56).

Step 3: Prove

h—1
E(Y,)—2E(V;,) = tr{R (k)Los(k)}4+2 Y tr{R™ (k)L 1, (k) }+o0(1).

(S2.62)
The fourth-order stationarity of {;} implies
n—h—k
E(Vn) = E{xy, (k)R (k)X (k) erpkerevin i}
i=h
n—k
+ Y E{x (BRI (R)xesi(k)ennnerrinel
t=n—h—k+1

(S2.63)

and

E(Y,) =tr{R ™ (k)Los(k)} + 2 2_: tr{R ™ (k)Ls4(k)}

n—h—k
+ 2 Z E{x; (k)R (k) Xp1i (k)ernnrrin}
i=h
2 " T -1
T h—h—Fk+1 ; iE{x; (F)R™"(K)Xp+i(K)Ern kEtish } -
(52.64)
In view of (52.63) and (S2.64), it remains to prove that

E{X;—(k)R_l(k)xk-i-n(k)fk,h,kfk—kn,h,k} =o(n™"). (52.65)
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Let €%}, . = €j0n — By (k)e;(k). By (1.1) and (3.1), we have for any
0<wu,w<k—1andn>4(k+h),
E(Tk—uTktn—wCkh kEk+n.h k)
=FE[2k—vwekhid Thtn—wEktnnk — E(Tktn—wEktnhk)}]
[n/2] [n/2]

=E[z—unr{ Z Z G (Ektn—w—iChn—tk — L (Ehtn—w—iChin—tni))}]
j=0 1=0

+ Ewe—usinnl D D (Ekinmw—iEhin ink — EEkin—w—ihininp)}]
j=|n/2]4+11=[n/4|+1
[n/2] 00

+ Elzr—uErnil Z Z ajal(€k+n—w—j€z+n—l,h,k - E(5k+n—w—j€z+n—l,h,k))}]
j=|n/4]4+11=[n/2|+1

=(F4) + (E5) + (E6),
(S2.66)

where the second equality follows from the fact that for s > ¢tV (k+h)
ort>sV(k+h),

Elrp_uerni{eser — E(eser) ] = 0. (52.67)
Note that for all sufficiently large n and 0 < j < |n/2],

E[xk—ugk,h,k{giJrn—w—j - E(gi-i-n—w—j)}]

(52.68)
:E[xk—ugk,th{gz—i-n—w—j - E(gz—i-n—w—j) |‘Fk+n—w— |2n] }] :

This, (3.5), (52.18), (52.52), (S2.53), (52.67), Minkowski’s inequal-
ity and Holder’s inequality yield

(EB4) = o(n™h). (S2.69)

As for (E5), note that it can be deduced from (S2.18) and (3.3) that
]S}1>I%E [k kh b (Extn—w—jEhin—tnp— B (Ertn—w—jChin—inr) }] = O(1).

(S2.70)

Thus, we have

E<C Y Y aylled € Ot = On B = o),
j=|n/2]4+11=[n/4|+1
(S2.71)
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where the first inequality follows from (S2.70) and Minkowski’s in-
equality, and the last equality is ensured by the assumption that
a; = O(i7") with ¢ > 3/2. Similarly, one can obtain

(E6) = o(n™1). (S2.72)

Using (52.22), (52.66), (52.69)—(S2.72) and Minkowski’s inequality,
we obtain (52.65). O

Proof of Proposition 3.1. By (3.8)-(3.11), Minkowski’s inequality and
Burkholder’s inequality, we have for any 1 < m,, < m, <n,

Sup E| Z 8t—‘,—s Et+s))|3+6*

—00<8s<o0
t=mn

_ 346*
= sup £E| E g a 'wt+8u|
—o0<s<0o0 t=mmn u=0
n

mn

< sup {Znaun ol R T  Earad Sath

—00<8$<00
t=mn

3+6*

C<Z||au||>3+5*< — i+ 1) < Cmy —mn +1)"7
) (52.73)

Thus, (3.4) holds. We next prove (3.5). Observe that by Minkowski’s
inequality, Burkholder’s inequality and (3.8)—(3.11),

sup  B|E(e}|Fi—j) — E(ef)]” = sup  E|E( Za Wy Fej) |

—oo<t<oo —oo<t<oo s—0
= sup E\Za wy|* < sup {ZHasH (Ellwesl*)}
—oo<t<oo —oo<

=j

Y laul?) = oli7?),
- (52.74)

as j — oo. Hence, (3.5) follows from (S2.74) and Hélder’s inequality.
U
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S3 Proof of Theorem 3.2

It suffices to show (3.20) and (3.21), which are ensured by (S3.1)-
(S3.5): for any finite set J C Nand 0 <s<h —1,

n—h
1 2 2 —-1/2
7 eing — E(Eins) = Op(n=77), S3.1
n_h_dﬂg s — BE) = 07, (83)
n—h—s
X x 5 Eits — Lyn(J) =0,(1),
n—h—d—-s+1 g (T Xess(T)enn,sEevan,s w(J) = 0p(1)
(83.2)
th Jerns = Op(1), ($3.3)
m
1 n—nh
———— %)X (J) = R(J) = 0,(1), $3.4
n—h—d+1§t()t() (1) = op(1) (83.4)
and
sup  Blegal'+ sup  Blx ()" < oo, (3.5)

—oo<t<oo —oo<t<oo

Whereas (3.20) follows from (S3.2)-(S3.5), (3.21) is guaranteed by
(S3.1), (S3.3), and (S3.4).
We first prove (S3.1). Observe that from (3.16), we have

n—h n—h
Y etns = BEtng) = Y (@ — B (N)xu(J))* = Bl — By ()x(J))’.
t=d t=d

(S3.6)
In view of (S3.6), (S3.1) holds if

n—h
sup Bl Z($t+s13€t+sz — E(@145,804,))[> < Cn, - (S3.7)
=d

—00<81,52<00

which, in turn, is satisfied by (3.25). Similarly, (S3.3) and (S3.4)
can be concluded from (3.25). In addition, (3.24), combined with
the arguments used in the proofs of (52.18) and (52.53), leads to
(S3.5).
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It remains to prove (S3.2). Note that for any finite set J C N
and any d <t <n—~h—s,

Xt(J>X;-s(J)Et,h,J5t+s,h,J

:{Zaigt_i("m}{zajg;:—s —J [Zau{gt—l—h u ﬁh( )Et u( )}

> auferiesns— B <J>et+s_v<J>}] .
v=0
(S3.8)
In view of (S3.8), equation (53.2) follows if, for any 0 < s < h — 1
and —oo < j1, Ja, J3, ja < o0, the following holds:

n—h—s

1
= > (g Et-pEimjsEiju— E(et-jer-jpfi-jsr—jy)) = 0p(1),
n—h—d-—s+1 '

which, in turn, is ensured by (3.26). The proof of Theorem 3.2 is
now complete.

S4 Proofs of Propositions A.1 and A.2

Proof of Proposition A.1. Under (A.1)-(A.3), (3.4) with §* = §/2
directly follows from (35) of Xiao and Wu (2011). To prove (3.5),
note that by Minkowski’s inequality, we have

sup EIE(EfIft—j) — B

—oo<t<oo

= SEE g — E(e})| Fiji € — L&) |V t—j—i-1
) E| E{ DI Fimjmi} — E{e} — E(e])|F, P2

< sup (Z[E|E{€f — E(e])|Fiojoi} — E{e] — E(])|Foejia }[PPP1R)P12.
TOOSIS® -0

(S4.1)
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Moreover, by the strict stationarity of €;, (A.2), and (i) and (ii) of
Theorem 1 of Wu (2005), it follows that

[BIE{e} = BN Fiejmi} — B{e} — B(e])|Fimjmina} PP

(BB}, — B(e})|Fo} — B{elys — B(e5 )| F-} P°
|3/2)2/3

(l?|j44 __€y+z
(Elejti — ;+z‘ )1/3(E|5j+i + €;+i|3)1/3
Co4(j +1) < O 5(j +1).

IN AN

(54.2)
Combining (A.3), (S4.1) and (S4.2) gives
sup  B|B(ef| Foy) — B

—oo<t<oo

(S4.3)
<{Z56+5 J+i)}? = {Z% 50} = o(j77),

as j — 0o, and the proof is complete. O

Proof of Proposition A.2. Under (3.24) and (A.4), (3.4) with 6* =
/2 follows from Theorem 1 of Kim (1993). Furthermore, by combin-
ing (3.24), (A.4), and Theorem 14.2 of Davidson (1994), we obtain

sup BB (]| Fij) — E(ef)[*?

—oo<t<oo
3{2(22/3+1)}3/204@)1—*@%?/2( sup E\gt|6+6)% (S4.4)
—oo<t<oo
=o(j7*?),
as j — 0o. Thus, (3.5) holds. O

S5 Proofs of Propositions B.1-B.3

Proof of Proposition B.1. Given any —oo < ty,tq,t3,t4 < 00, we
have

* * *
E‘gtl E:t2 €t3 €t4 €t1€t2 €t3 €t4 ‘

<Eleyer,e5(e0, — €7,)| + Elev er, (€1, — €7,)er, |

_'_ E‘gtl (6t2 - 8:2)8:38:4| + E|(€t1 6t1)6:26:36:4| (851)
<( sup  BEleY)T(8(0) + 8y(ta) + 84(ts) + 5 (ta)),
—oo<t<oo

28



where the last inequality follows from Holder’s inequality. Utilizing
(B.1), (B.2), and (S5.1), we can apply the argument used in the
proof of (35) in Xiao and Wu (2011) to derive (3.26). Inequality
(3.25) can be obtained in the same manner. O

Proof of Proposition B.2. Assumption (B.3) ensures that
{et—jit-ptjaCi—js — E(€t—jitjaCt—jaEt—ju) }

is uniformly integrable for any fixed —oo < 71, Jo, J3, J4 < 00, thereby
guaranteeing (3.26) through Theorem 2 of Andrews (1988); see also
Theorem 1 of Hansen (2019). Additionally, assumptions (B.3) and
(B.4) ensure that (3.25) holds through Theorem 5 of Kim (1994). O

Proof of Proposition B.3. By using (S2.11) and (S2.73) with 3 4+ 0
and ¢ therein replaced by 2, we obtain (3.25). To prove (3.26), it
suffices to show that for any 0 < s < h—1 and —oc0 < jy, j2, J3, Ja <
oo, with j, # j, if u # v,

n—nm—s

Z 5 —Jj1 Et ]1) _Op(l) (852)

t=d

n—h— +1

—h—
7 > fgeen — Bl emn) = o)1), (85.3)

n—h— J_ s+1 Z 8?_j15?_j2 - E(gg—ﬁg?—jz) = Op(l)v (85'4)
=d

n—

h
D et ity — B(e]je-ppEigs) = 0p(1),

- (S5.5)

—S

n—h—d—s+1

and

n— S

h—
Z €t—j1 Et—jaCt—jsCt—js = Op(l)' (85'6)

t=

n—nh-— d—s+1

u

29



We first prove (S5.4). Let & = §/2. By (B.7) and Minkowski’s
inequality,

n— S

h—
51
1 Z gt Jlgt —j2 (5?_jlg§_j2)|1+5}1+5

1 N M 145y s
S{E|n—h_CZ—S+1 Z Z(bt—jl,t—j27u) wt —7J1,t— ]2u| }1+6

= 2 2 51 —=
+ £ n—h—d Z(bg—)jl,t—jz,u)th(—)jl,t—jz,u|1+5} e

=(I)+ (I1).
(S5.7)

: (1) — (D) (1) T
Write w,_j, o, 0 = (g mjouts -+ Wiy pmjoury ) fOr some ry €

N. By using Minkowski’s inequality again, we have

o) [ 1 n—h—s e

1 1 =
DR L 1 3 0 e e Sper D DR PR ) R
u=0 v=1

(S5.8)
Without loss of generality, we may assume that 0 < 6 < 1. Then,
forallu > 0,1 <wv <7 and —0 < j1,J2 < 00, it follows from
Burkholder’s inequality, (B.8), (B.9), and the fact that for any real
numbers z,y > 0 and 0 < a < 1,

(z4+y)* <2 +y°, (S5.9)
we have
1 n—h—s o
1 1
(E|n —h— CZ— s+1 Z wlg—)jl,t—jz,u,v‘l—l—&) 144
t=d

n—

h
1 145
<C{El 2 —h—d—s+ 1w£)j1,t—jz,u,v) %} (55.10)
t=d

—S

n

n—h—s
1 (1) 145 7
SC( ; E‘n . h . CZ— s+ lwt—jl,t—jz,u,v‘ )1+6 = 0(1)

Combining this with (B.10) and (S5.8) leads to
(I) = o(1). (S5.11)
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Moreover, by Burkholder’s inequality, Minkowski’s inequality, the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (B.8), (B.9), (B.11), and (S5.9),

(1) =

—s+1

n—h-— 07
C
n—h—d—s+1
C
+

—h—sn—h—s

" 2) 2 5\ Lo
(E| Z Z bzg/ J1,t—j2,t— u) wi )jlt —J2,t— u|1+6)1+6

u=—00 t=uvd

n—h—s n—h—s

2 1+6
— s+ 1{E‘ Z Z t Jlt Jo,t— u) ’wg—)jl,t—jmt—u) ‘ }H&

u=—00 t=uVvd

n—h—s n—h—s

2) 2 5\ =
Z E| Z bi —Jj1,t—j2,t— u) wé )J1t —Jj2,t— u|1+ )1+5

U=—00 t=uvd

n—h—s n—h—s I o
2) 2 — —

DD (BT g T e T

u=—00 t=yVd

n—h—s n—h—s

F P —— 5)1—=
Z {3 (BB, |20y 2050 y )

U=—00 t=yVd

(S5.12)

n—h—s n—h—s

Z{Z (t—u+ 1)1} D]

u=—00 t=uVvd

n—h—s n—h—s

[ Z { Z (t —u+ 1)—1—6}(14—8)]%

=—(n—h—s) t=uvd
—(n—h—s)—l n—h—s

n—h—d—s+1

;
<Cni+s +Cn~ Y

Y (X t—ur )Ty

U=—00 t=d

o0

Z (U+J)—(1+e)(l+5)}ﬁ _ 0(1)‘

u=(n—h—s)+1

Thus, (S5.4) is a consequence of (S5.7), (S5.11), (S5.12) and Markov’s
inequality. It can be shown in the same manner as in the proof of

(S5.4) that (S5.2) holds.

Note that by (2.1), the symmetry of z;,

and an argument similar to that used in (S2.11), we have (S5.3) and
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Table S6.1: The values of gp(k) and R, 5, with h = 1, £ = 1, and n =
500, 2000, 5000, in Example S6.1
(<P05 ‘Plﬂ/)l) = (04705702) (<P05 ‘Plﬂ/)l) = (045027055)

a1(1) 105.579 2.571
R500,1 0.041 0.968
Rag00,1 0.053 0.961
Rs000,1 0.063 1.056

(S5.6). As for (S5.5), observe that by (3.8),
€ i Et—inEijs ={&1_4 — E(el) + E(e]_j,) Yet—jn€iis

o0

- T 2

= E a, Wi jy ufi—jpEt—jy + E(E5_; )Et—jnEtjs-
u=0

(S5.13)

Hence, (S5.5) follows from (3.10), (B.6), (S5.13), the assumption
that >~ [|as|| < oo, Minkowski’s inequality and an argument sim-
ilar to that used in (S2.9). The proof is now complete. O

S6 Additional Numerical Examples

S6.1 An Example Related to Theorem 3.1

In this subsection, we illustrate how sensitive (3.6) is to the moment
assumption (3.3) through a numerical study. All notations used here
are consistent with those in Section 4.1.

Fxample S6.1. We generate M = 5000 realizations from the follow-
ing AR(1) model,

Ty = —O.5l't_1 + &4,

&t = OtZy, Ut2 = %o + Splgf—l + ¢10t2—1a
where {2z} is a sequence of i.i.d. N(0,1) random variables. We
use model (3.1) with £ = 1 to do prediction. Therefore, the working
model is correctly specified. Letting (¢q, ¢1,%1) = (0.4,0.5,0.2) and

(0.4,0.2,0.55), we report gn(k) and R, p, with k =1, h = 1, and
n = 500, 2000, 5000, in Table S6.1.

When (o, ¢1,%1) = (0.4,0.5,0.2), &; only has a finite (4 + 0;)th
moment, where ¢; is some small positive number (see Theorem 4
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Table S6.2: Frequency, in 1,000 simulations, of selecting the correct model when
the data is generated from (I).
n AIC BIC MRIC
200 596 889 877
500 555 917 991
1000 558 945 1000

of Nelson (1990) for details). Table S6.1 shows that even though n
increases to 5000, R, ; is still far away from 1. On the other hand,
when (g, p1,11) = (0.4,0.2,0.55), ¢, has a finite (64 d5)th moment,
for some small d, > 0, and hence (3.3) follows. In this latter case,
the values of R, 1, falling between 0.961-1.056, are very close to 1 as
long as n > 500. These results suggest that the moment condition

(3.3) used in Theorem 3.1 can hardly be relaxed.

S6.2 Two Examples Related to MRIC

In this subsection, we aim to compare the performance of AIC, BIC,
and MRIC when the model is correctly specified. Consider two data
generating processes:

(D)
Ty = O.8l’t_1 — O.5l’t_2 + O.35$t_4 + &4,
g = oy, 0 =044 02e? | +0.5507 ,,

(IT)
Ty = 0.551}_2 — 0.45(:15_5 + Et,
er = 0y, (1—0.98B)log(o?) = 0.01 + v,

where {z} and {v;} are sequences of i.i.d. N(0,1) and N(0,0.04)
random variables, respectively. Our objective is to select the correct
model for one-step-ahead prediction among all J € {1,2,3,4,5}
when the data is generated from either (I) or (II). We conduct 1,000
simulations and report the frequency with which each method selects
the correct model for sample sizes n = 200, 500, and 1000. The
setting of MRIC is the same as in Section 4.2.

In scenario (I), it can be observed that BIC slightly outperforms
MRIC in selecting the correct model when n = 200. However, as n
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Table S6.3: Frequency, in 1,000 simulations, of selecting the correct model when
the data is generated from (II).
n AIC BIC MRIC
200 416 835 950
500 375 842 989
1000 369 828 996

increases to 500 and beyond, the performance of MRIC quickly sur-
passes that of BIC. On the other hand, AIC consistently underper-
forms in model selection, showing no significant improvement even
with larger sample sizes. In scenario (II), MRIC consistently proves
to be the most effective method for selecting the correct model, re-
gardless of whether n = 200, 500, or 1000.
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