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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,

xt =

∞
∑

i=0

αiεt−i, (1.1)

driven by a martingale difference sequence, {εt}, with respect to {Ft}, where
the value of E(ε2t ) <∞ is the same for all t and {αi} are real numbers satisfying

α0 = 1, |αi| = O(i−ι), for some ι > 1, (1.2)
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and
∞
∑

i=0

αiz
i 6= 0 for complex |z| ≤ 1. (1.3)

For sequences of real numbers {am} and {bm}, am = O(bm) denotes the exis-
tence of a constant C > 0 and an integer m0 ≥ 1 such that |am| ≤ C|bm| for all
m ≥ m0.

Having observed x1, . . . , xn, define the sample autocovariance matrix of order
k as

R̂n(k) =
1

n− k

n−1
∑

j=k

xj(k)x
⊤
j (k),

where k is a positive integer and xj(k) = (xj , . . . , xj−k+1)
⊤. The exclusion of

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

E[λ−q
min(R̂n(k))] = O(1), for any q > 0, (1.4)

when {εt} 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 {εt} 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
{εt} 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 {εt} 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
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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 zt = εt/σt instead of εt, where σ

2
t = E(ε2t |Ft−1) is

the conditional variance of εt given information up to time t − 1 and {zt} is
assumed to be an independent sequence. A significant finding of our study is
the demonstration that (1.4) holds true when {εt} follows Assumption (CH)
and the corresponding standardized innovation {zt} 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{xn+h − x̂n+h(k)}2, of the h-step LS
predictor, x̂n+h(k), of xn+h when (1.1) is approximated by an autoregressive
(AR) model of order k ≥ 1, where h ≥ 1 and x̂n+h(k) is defined in (3.2). In
particular, we show in Section 3.1 that the second-order MSPE,

n[E{xn+h − x̂n+h(k)}2 − E(ε2n,h,k)], (1.5)

can be asymptotically decomposed as the sum of three terms related to model
complexity, model misspecification, and conditional heteroscedasticity, where
εn,h,k, defined in (3.1), is the model error corresponding to the working AR(k)
model, and E(ε2n,h,k) 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
xn+h based on lagged variables {xn+1−i, i ∈ J}. Let x̂n+h(J) stand for the
corresponding LS predictors, as described in (3.17), and denote the population
MSPE, E(ε2t,h,J), of J by fh(J), where εn,h,J (see (3.16)) is the model error
corresponding to model J . Let J be a finite set of candidate subset AR models.
Define

J1(h) = {J̃ ∈ J : fh(J̃) = min
J∈J

fh(J)} (1.6)

as the set of candidate models having the smallest population MSPE. Also define

gh(J) = lim
n→∞

n{E{xn+h − x̂n+h(J)}2 − E(ε2n,h,J)}, (1.7)

provided the limit exists, and

J2(h) = {J̃ ∈ J1(h) : gh(J̃) = min
J∈J1(h)

gh(J)}. (1.8)

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

lim
n→∞

P (Ĵ ∈ J2(h)) = 1. (1.9)
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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 J1(h) only contains one
element, this goal can be easily achieved by comparing the R-squared values
of the candidate models. When J1(h) encompasses at least two elements, ac-
complishing this goal is also straightforward using BIC-like criteria, provided
{εt} 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 {εt} 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:

MRICh(J) = σ̂2
h(J) +

Cn

n
ĝh(J), (1.10)

where σ̂2
h(J) is a

√
n-consistent estimator of E(ε2n,h,J) = fh(J), ĝh(J) is a con-

sistent estimator of gh(J), and Cn approaches ∞ at a suitable rate. Unlike
conventional information criteria, which penalize the model’s cardinality, the
penalty factor Cn in MRIC is utilized to penalize the second-order MSPE of the
candidate model. Assuming independent errors, the authors demonstrated that
the model minimizing MRICh(·) 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 gh(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 {εt}, or the number of elements in J1(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, x ∧ y = min{x, y} and x ∨ y = max{x, y}. For square matrix
A, ‖A‖ and tr(A) stand for its spectral norm and the trace, respectively. For
vector l, ‖l‖ denotes its Euclidean norm. For the sequence, Xt−1, Xt−2, . . .,
of random variables, σ(Xt−1, Xt−2, . . .) represents the σ-field generated by the
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sequence. Let the symbol ’≡’ represent a definition.

2 Negative Moment Bounds for minimum eigen-

values

Let {Ft} be an increasing sequence of sub-σ-fields on the probability space
(Ω,F , P ), and {εt,Ft} be a martingale difference sequence. We start by intro-
ducing a conditional heteroscedasticity assumption.

Assumption (CH). There exist a Ft-measurable random variable zt,
with E(zt) = 0 and E(z2t ) = 1, and a non-negative Ft−1-measurable
random variable σt such that

εt = σtzt. (2.1)

Moreover, zt is independent of Ft−1 and

(i) σt is σ(εt−1, εt−2, . . .)-measurable and for some 0 < c0 <∞,

σt ≥ c0 a.s., (2.2)

or

(ii) {zt} and {σt} are independent sequences, and for any θ0 > 0,

sup
−∞<t<∞

Eσ−θ0
t <∞. (2.3)

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 zt being i.i.d. random variables
and

σµ
t = ϕ0 +

p′

∑

i=1

ϕi(|εt−i| − λiεt−i)
µ +

q′
∑

j=1

ψjσ
µ
t−j , (2.4)

where p′, q′ ∈ N, ϕ0 > 0, µ > 0, ϕi ≥ 0 and |λi| < 1 for 1 ≤ i ≤ p′, ψj ≥ 0 for
1 ≤ j ≤ q′, and

p′

∑

i=1

ϕiE(|z1| − λiz1)
µ +

q′
∑

j=1

ψj < 1. (2.5)

Let Ft = σ(zt, zt−1, . . .). Then, zt is independent ofFt−1 and by (2.5), σt ∈ Ft−1

(see Ling and McAleer (2002a)). In addition,
∑q′

j=1 ψj < 1 ensures

σµ
t = (1−

q′
∑

j=1

ψjB
j)−1{ϕ0 +

p′

∑

i=1

ϕi(|εt−i| − λiεt−i)
µ}, (2.6)
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where B denotes the back-shift operator, and hence σt ∈ σ(εt−1, εt−2, . . .). Fi-

nally, (2.4) implies σt ≥ ϕ
1/µ
0 a.s. Thus, (2.2) holds true. It is also worth

mentioning that the GARCH(p′, q′) process is a special case of (2.4) with µ = 2
and λi = 0 for all i.

Another example is the SV model, which is (2.1) with zt being i.i.d. random
variables and log σ2

t satisfying

(1− ã1B − · · · − ãp̃B
p̃) log(σ2

t ) = ã0 + vt, (2.7)

where {vt} is a sequence of i.i.d. mean zero normal random variables indepen-

dent of {zt}, p̃ ∈ N, ã0 is a constant, and 1−∑p̃
i=1 ãiz

i 6= 0, for all |z| ≤ 1; see
Chapter 3 of Tsay (2010) for more details. Letting Ft = σ(zt, zt−1, . . . , vt+1, vt, . . .),
we now argue that the SV model is a special case of (CH)(ii). First, it is clear
that zt ∈ Ft, σt ∈ Ft−1, and {zt} is independent of {σt}. Moreover, (2.3)
is ensured by the fact that σ2

t 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 σt, 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
zt, t ∈ Z = {· · · ,−1, 0, 1, · · · }, are allowed to have density functions, gt(·),
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
ht,x(c) = (1/c)gt(x/c), where x 6= 0 and c > 0.

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

gt(y) ≤ gt(x) and gt(−y) ≤ gt(−x). (2.8)

In addition, for any 0 < δ ≤ 1, there exist a finite positive constant Mδ and a
pair (θ̄, C̄), independent of δ, satisfying 0 < θ̄ ≤ 1 and 0 < C̄ <∞, such that

sup
−∞<t<∞

{gt(δ) + gt(−δ)} ≤Mδ, sup
−∞<t<∞

∫ δ

−δ

gt(x)dx ≤ C̄δθ̄. (2.9)

Moreover, for any t ∈ Z and x 6= 0, there exists a positive number mt(x) obeying
c1|x| < mt(x) < c2|x|, where 0 < c1 < c2 <∞ are independent of t and x, such
that

ht,x(mt(x)) = sup
c>0

ht,x(c), (2.10)

and

ht,x(c) is non-increasing for c > mt(x). (2.11)

Then, for any q > 0, θ > 0, and k ≥ 1,

E[λ−q
min(R̂n(k))] ≤ Ck(2+θ)q (2.12)

holds for all sufficiently large n.
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Since we assume that k is fixed as n increases, (1.4) directly follows from
(2.12). A discussion of the case where k = kn 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 (l1, . . . , lk)

⊤ in Rk

and any integer t, the conditional distribution of
∑k

j=1 ljεt+1−j given {εs, s ≤
t− k} is sufficiently smooth. This is one of the most critical properties needed
for proving (2.12). For more details, see (S1.10)–(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 Mδ = C̄ =

√

2/π, θ̄ = 1, and mt(x) = |x|, when gt(·) is the standard
normal density function, and with Mδ = C̄ = 2σνΓ{(ν + 1)/2}/{√νπΓ(ν/2)},
θ̄ = 1, and mt(x) = σν |x|, when gt(ω) = σνJ(σνω) is the “normalized” density
function for the t-distribution with ν degrees of freedom, where −∞ < ω <∞,
ν > 2, σν =

√

ν/(ν − 2), J(·) is the density function for the t-distribution with
ν degrees of freedom, and Γ(·) is the gamma function. Assumptions (2.8)–(2.11)
even hold when {gt(·)} are unbounded. To see this, assume that for each t ∈ Z,

gt(ω) =
1

2Γ(ξ)
|ω|ξ−1e−|ω|

is a symmetric Gamma density function, where −∞ < ω < ∞ and 0 < ξ < 1.
Then, (2.8)–(2.11) are satisfied with Mδ = δξ−1/Γ(ξ), C̄ = 1/{Γ(ξ)ξ}, θ̄ = ξ,
and mt(x) = |x|/ξ.
Remark 2.2. The centrally monotonic property of gt(·), as described in (2.8),
can be readily relaxed to accommodate more general gt(·), 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 {zt} and {σt} are two independent sequences, then the distributional
assumption, (2.8)–(2.11), on {zt}, and the lower bound condition, (2.2), on {σt}
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 ρ, η, and M̄ , and all |x− y| ≤ η,

sup
−∞<t<∞

|Gt(x) −Gt(y)| ≤ M̄ |x− y|ρ, (2.13)

where Gt(·) denotes the distribution function of zt. 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 {εt} 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.

7



Remark 2.3. Our analysis in Section S1 of the Supplementary Material shows
that Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 remain valid when k = kn → ∞ and k2 = o(n) as
n → ∞. 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 = kn → ∞ at an appropriate rate, a moment
condition more stringent than Eσ2

1 <∞ 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 k2+δ = O(n) for some δ > 0, (1.4) holds provided
that sup−∞<t<∞E|σt|q1 < ∞ and sup−∞<t<∞E|zt|q1 < ∞ for all q1 > 0, and
(b) when k6+δ = O(n) for some δ > 0, (1.4) holds for 0 < q < q1, provided
that sup−∞<t<∞E|σt|2(q1∨2) < ∞ and sup−∞<t<∞E|zt|2(q1∨2) < ∞ for some
q1 > 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 σt 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 Jordà (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 βh(k) = argmin
c∈Rk E{xt+h−c⊤xt(k)}2 = R−1(k)E(xt(k)xt+h), where

R(k) = E(xt(k)xt(k)
⊤). Then, β⊤

h (k)xt(k) is the best linear predictor of xt+h

based on xt(k), with εt,h,k = xt+h − β⊤
h (k)xt(k) representing the associated

prediction error. Note that E(xt(k)εt,h,k) is the k-dimensional zero vector. In
what follows, the model

xt+h = β⊤
h (k)xt(k) + εt,h,k, (3.1)

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

x̂n+h(k) = β̂⊤
n,h(k)xn(k), (3.2)
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where

β̂n,h(k) = (n− h− k + 1)−1R̂−1
n,h(k)

n−h
∑

j=k

xj(k)xj+h,

with

R̂n,h(k) = (n− h− k + 1)−1
n−h
∑

j=k

xj(k)x
⊤
j (k).

Since the value to be predicted, xn+h, and the observed data, x1, . . . , xn, 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{xn+h−x̂n+h(k)}2.

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

sup
−∞<t<∞

E|εt|6+δ <∞. (3.3)

Furthermore, for any fixed sequences {
¯
mn} and {m̄n} with 1 ≤

¯
mn ≤ m̄n ≤ n,

sup
−∞<s<∞

E| 1√
m̄n −

¯
mn + 1

m̄n
∑

t=
¯
mn

(ε2t+s − E(ε2t+s))|3+δ⋆ ≤ C, (3.4)

for some δ⋆ > 0, and

sup
−∞<t<∞

E|E(ε2t |Ft−j)− E(ε2t )|3/2 = o(j−3/2), as j → ∞. (3.5)

Then,

lim
n→∞

n[E{xn+h − x̂n+h(k)}2 − E(ε2n,h,k)]

= tr{R−1(k)L0,h(k)} + 2

h−1
∑

s=1

tr{R−1(k)Ls,h(k)},
(3.6)

where Ls,h(k) = E{xk(k)x
⊤
k+s(k)εk,h,kεk+s,h,k} and

∑b
i=a · = 0 if a > 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).
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The second-order MSPE of x̂n+h in (3.6) can be further decomposed into
three terms. That is,

tr{R−1(k)L0,h(k)}+ 2

h−1
∑

s=1

tr{R−1(k)Ls,h(k)} = Ah,k +Bh,k +Ch,k

≡
{

tr
(

R−1(k)E
{

xk(k)x
⊤
k (k)

})

E
(

ε̃2k,h
)

+

2

h−1
∑

s=1

tr[R−1(k)E{xk(k)x
⊤
k+s(k)}]E(ε̃k,hε̃k+s,h)

}

+
(

tr{R−1(k)L∗
0,h(k)}+ 2

h−1
∑

s=1

tr{R−1(k)L∗
s,h(k)}

)

+
(

tr{R−1(k)L̃0,h(k)}+ 2

h−1
∑

s=1

tr{R−1(k)L̃s,h(k)}
)

,

where

L∗
s,h(k) = E{xk(k)x

⊤
k+s(k)(ε̃k,hε̃k+s,h − E(ε̃k,hε̃k+s,h))},

L̃s,h(k) = E{xk(k)x
⊤
k+s(k)(εk,h,kεk+s,h,k − ε̃k,hε̃k+s,h)},

and ε̃t,h =
∑h−1

j=0 αjεt+h−j. The first term, Ah,k, is related to the model com-

plexity. In particular, when h = 1, Ah,k = kE(ε2k+1) is proportional to the
number of parameters of the working AR(k) model. The second term, Bh,k,
is attributed to the conditional heteroscedasticity introduced by σt in εt, and
vanishes when σt = c is a positive constant (implying that {εt} is a sequence of
independent random variables). The presence of the third term, Ch,k, is owing
to εt,h,k 6= ε̃t,h, which occurs when the AR(k) model is misspecified.

Note that (3.6) has been reported in Theorem 2 of Ing (2003) when σt = c
and (3.1) is correctly specified (i.e., εt,h,k = ε̃t,h), and Theorem 2.1 of Hsu et al.
(2019) when σt = c 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 xt = β1xt−1+εt, where |β1| < 1, εt = σtzt, zt are i.i.d. random
variables with zero mean and variance 1, and σ2

t = ϕ0 + ϕ1ε
2
t−1 + ψ1σ

2
t−1, with

ϕ0 > 0, ϕ1 ≥ 0, ψ1 ≥ 0, and ϕ1+ψ1 < 1. The corresponding h-step-head predic-
tive model is (3.1), with xt(k) = xt, βh(k) = βh

1 , and εt,h,k =
∑h−1

i=0 β
i
1εt+h−i.

After engaging in detailed calculations, we can represent the right-hand side of
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(3.6) as

h−1
∑

i=0

β2i
1 σ

2 + {
h−1
∑

i=0

β2i
1 (ϕ1 + ψ1)

h−i−1}c⋆1σ2 + 2
h−1
∑

s=1

β2s
1 (

h−s−1
∑

i=0

β2i
1 )σ2

+ 2
h−1
∑

s=1

β2s
1 {

h−s−1
∑

i=0

β2i
1 (ϕ1 + ψ1)

h−i−1}c⋆1σ2,

(3.7)

where σ2 = E(ε2t ),

c⋆1 =
(1− β2

1)ϕ1(1− ϕ1ψ1 − ψ2
1)(E(z4t )− 1)

{1− β2
1(ϕ1 + ψ1)}{1− (E(z4t )ϕ

2
1 + 2ϕ1ψ1 + ψ2

1)}
,

and 1 > E(z4t )ϕ
2
1 + 2ϕ1ψ1 + ψ2

1 is ensured by E(ε4t ) < ∞. However, when
ϕ1 = ψ1 = 0, (3.7) is substantially simplified to

h−1
∑

i=0

β2i
1 σ

2 + 2

h−1
∑

s=1

β2s
1 (

h−s−1
∑

i=0

β2i
1 )σ2,

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+ δ)th moments of εt is required.
In fact, (S2.14) 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 εt only has a finite (4 + δ)th moment, our asymptotic expression on
the right-hand side of (3.6), denoted by gh(k), is about 16 times as large as the
numerical approximation of (1.5), denoted by gn,h(k) (see (4.4)), even when n
grows up to 5,000. In sharp contrast, gn,h(k)/gh(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 {ε2t} admits a martingale representation,

ε2t − E(ε2t ) =
∞
∑

s=0

a⊤s wt,s, (3.8)

where as are r-dimensional, r ≥ 1, real vectors satisfying

‖as‖ = O{(s+ 1)−ς}, for some ς > 3/2, (3.9)

and for any t, wt,t−j is Fj-measurable and obeys

E(wt,t−j |Fj−1) = 0 a.s. (3.10)

11



Moreover, assume
sup

−∞<t,s<∞,
E‖wt,s‖3+δ⋆ <∞, (3.11)

with wt,s = 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 σt satisfying (2.4). When µ = 2 in (2.4), the model can be expressed
as,

ε2t = ϕ0+

p′∨q′
∑

i=1

{ϕiE(|z1|−λiz1)2+ψi}ε2t−i+w1,t−
q′
∑

j=1

ψjw1,t−j+

p′

∑

l=1

4ϕlλlw2,t−l,

(3.12)
where w1,t = ε2t−σ2

t , w2,t = ε2t I{εt<0}− 1
2ε

2
t , and ϕi, λi, and ψj , are set to 0 when

i > p′ and j > q′. As discussed 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 Ft = σ(zt, zt−1, . . .) and assume that zt are sym-
metric. Then, (3.8)– (3.10) hold with wt,s = wt−s = (w1,t−s, w2,t−s)

⊤ and
as = (a1s, a2s)

⊤, where a1s and a2s, respectively, satisfy

∞
∑

s=0

a1sz
s =

1−∑q′

i=1 ψiz
i

1−
∑p′∨q′

j=1 {ϕjE(|z1| − λjz1)2 + ψj}zj

and
∞
∑

s=0

a2sz
s =

∑p′

i=1 4ϕiλiz
i

1−∑p′∨q′

j=1 {ϕjE(|z1| − λjz1)2 + ψj}zj
.

See Appendix B of Ding et al. (1993) and Theorem 3.1 of Ling and McAleer
(2002a) for more details. Moreover, if for some δ1 > 0,

E|ε1|6+δ1 <∞, (3.13)

then (3.11) follows from (3.13) and the i.i.d. assumption on {zt}.
Example 3.2. Suppose that {εt} is the SV model, (2.1) and (2.7), and obeys
E|z1|6+δ1 <∞, for some δ1 > 0. Let Ft = σ(zt, zt−1, . . . , vt+1, vt, . . .). Then, it
can be shown that (3.8)–(3.11) hold with wt,0 = ε2t − σ2

t ,

wt,s =

{

b̃−1
s {eb̃svt−s+1 − E(eb̃svt−s+1)}

∏∞
u=s+1 e

b̃uvt−u+1 , if b̃s 6= 0,

vt−s+1

∏∞
u=s+1 e

b̃uvt−u+1 , if b̃s = 0,
(3.14)

for s ≥ 1, a0 = 1, a1 = b̃1e
b̃∗0 , and

as = b̃se
b̃∗0

s−1
∏

i=1

E(eb̃ivt−i+1), (3.15)
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for s ≥ 2, where b̃∗0 = ã0/(1−
∑p̃

i=1 ãi) and
∑∞

i=0 b̃i+1z
i = (1−∑p̃

i=1 ãiz
i)−1. In-

deed, ‖as‖ ≤ c̃1 exp(−c̃2s), for some 0 < c̃1 < c̃2 <∞, sup−∞<t<∞E‖wt,0‖3+δ <

∞, for some δ > 0, and sup−∞<t<∞,s≥1E‖wt,s‖θ̃ <∞, for any θ̃ > 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,

xt+h = β⊤
h (J)xt(J) + εt,h,J , (3.16)

where J ⊂ N, xt(J) = (xt+1−j , j ∈ J)⊤, and βh(J) = argmin
c∈R♯(J) E{xt+h −

c⊤xt(J)}2. With model (3.16), the h-step LS predictor for xn+h is

x̂n+h(J) = β̂⊤
n,h(J)xn(J), (3.17)

where

β̂n,h(J) = R̂−1
n,h(J)

1

n− h− d̃+ 1

n−h
∑

j=d̃

xj(J)xj+h,

with

R̂n,h(J) =
1

n− h− d̃+ 1

n−h
∑

j=d̃

xj(J)x
⊤
j (J),

and d̃ ≡ the largest number in J . The following corollary shows that the limit
of n{E{xn+h− x̂n+h(J)}2−E(ε2n,h,J)} 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:

gh(J) = tr{R−1(J)L0,h(J)}+ 2

h−1
∑

s=1

tr{R−1(J)Ls,h(J)}, (3.18)

where R(J) = E{R̂n,h(J)} and Ls,h(J) = E{x1(J)x
⊤
1+s(J)ε1,h,Jε1+s,h,J}.

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 εt are independent errors, (3.18) has been es-
tablished in Theorem 3.2 of Hsu et al. (2019). These authors further suggested
estimating gh(J) using

ĝh(J) = tr{R̂−1
n,h(J)L̂0,h(J)}+ 2

h−1
∑

s=1

tr{R̂−1
n,h(J)L̂s,h(J)}, (3.19)
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where

L̂s,h(J) = (n− h− d̃− s+ 1)−1
n−h−s
∑

t=d̃

xt(J)x
⊤
t+s(J)ε̂t,h,J ε̂t+s,h,J ,

with ε̂t,h,J = xt+h − x̂t+h(J) and x̂t+h(J) = β̂⊤
n,h(J)xt(J). They also demon-

strated that

ĝh(J) = gh(J) + op(1), (3.20)

and

σ̂2
h(J) = fh(J) +Op(n

−1/2), (3.21)

where fh(J) = E(ε2t,h,J) and

σ̂2
h(J) =

1

n− h− d̃+ 1

n−h
∑

t=d̃

ε̂2t,h,J . (3.22)

As illustrate in (3.21), σ̂2
h(J) is a

√
n-consistent estimate of fh(J).

When there is a set of candidate subset AR models,

xt+h = β⊤
h (J)xt(J) + εt,h,J , J ∈ J ,

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 ĝh(J)
and σ̂h(J) given by (3.19) and (3.22), respectively, and Cn obeying

Cn

n1/2
→ ∞ and

Cn

n
→ 0. (3.23)

Define

Ĵ(h) = arg min
J∈J

MRICh(J).

Hsu et al. (2019) have shown that (1.9) holds with Ĵ = Ĵ(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 J1 and J2 are incorrect, the ranking of gh(J1) and gh(J2) may not align with
the comparison of their cardinalities. This raises the possibility that the model
with the fewest parameters in J1(h) may not be included in J2(h), as defined
in (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 gh(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
−∞<t<∞

E|εt|4 <∞. (3.24)

Moreover, assume that

sup
−∞<s1,s2<∞

E| 1√
n

n
∑

t=1

(εt+s1εt+s2 − E(εt+s1εt+s2))|2 ≤ C, (3.25)

and for any fixed −∞ < j1, j2, j3, j4 <∞,

1

n

n
∑

t=1

(εt−j1εt−j2εt−j3εt−j4 − E(εt−j1εt−j2εt−j3εt−j4)) = op(1). (3.26)

Then, (1.9), with gh(J) defined in (3.18), is fulfilled by Ĵ(h), provided that Cn,
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.

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

xt = −0.5xt−2 + εt, (4.1)

where εt obeys (2.1) with {zt} being a sequence of i.i.d. N(0, 1) random variables
and {σt} being either a GARCH(1,1) process,

σ2
t = 0.4 + 0.2ε2t−1 + 0.55σ2

t−1, (4.2)

or a SV(1) ((2.7) with p̃ = 1) process,

(1− 0.98B) log(σ2
t ) = 0.01 + vt, (4.3)
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Table 1: The values of gh(k) and Rn,h, with k = 1, n = 500, 2000, and h =
1, . . . , 5, in Example 4.1

GARCH(1,1) h=1 2 3 4 5
gh(1) 3.454 2.425 3.760 3.702 3.986
R500,h 0.814 0.910 0.795 0.928 1.058
R2000,h 1.043 1.021 0.920 0.961 1.034

SV(1) h = 1 2 3 4 5
gh(1) 9.680 7.119 11.686 12.061 13.546
R500,h 0.925 0.690 0.800 0.793 0.644
R2000,h 1.082 0.945 1.041 0.902 1.055

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

gn,h(k) =
1

M

M
∑

l=1

n{g̃(l)1,n,h(k) + g̃
(l)
2,n,h(k)}, (4.4)

where g̃
(l)
1,n,h(k) = (x

(l)
n+h − x̂

(l)
n+h(k) − ε

(l)
n,h,k)

2, g̃
(l)
2,n,h(k) = 2(x

(l)
n+h − x̂

(l)
n+h(k) −

ε
(l)
n,h,k)(ε

(l)
n,h,k − ε̃

(l)
n,h), and x

(l)
n+h, x̂

(l)
n+h(k), ε

(l)
n,h,k, and ε̃

(l)
n,h are, respectively,

xn+h, x̂n+h(k), εn,h,k, and ε̃n,h obtained at the lth realization. Note that

M−1
∑M

l=1 ng̃
(l)
1,n,h(k) and M−1

∑M
l=1 ng̃

(l)
2,n,h(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
gh(k) (the right-hand side of (3.6)) based on (4.1) and (4.2) (or (4.3)), and as-
sess the closeness between gh(k) and gn,h(k) by the ratio Rn,h = gn,h(k)/gh(k),
where n = 500, 2000 and h = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 in our study. We report gh(k) and Rn,h

in Table 1.

Example 4.2. We generate M = 5000 realizations from the MA(1) model,

xt = εt − 0.8εt−1, (4.5)

instead of model (4.1). On the other hand, εt, 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 gh(k) and Rn,h.

It follows from (4.1)–(4.3), (4.5) and the normality of {zt} and {vt} 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 R500,h, oscillating
between 0.614 and 1.284, are relatively distant from 1, Rn,h becomes very close
to 1 as n increases to 2000. The behavior of R2000,h under the GARCH(1, 1)
error (4.2) is similar to that under the SV(1) error, although R500,h 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 gh(k) and Rn,h, with k = 1, n = 500, 2000, and h =
1, . . . , 5, in Example 4.2

GARCH(1,1) h=1 2 3 4 5
gh(1) 2.964 5.808 5.324 4.961 4.689
R500,h 0.679 0.984 0.976 0.953 0.929
R2000,h 1.077 0.979 0.975 0.981 0.976

SV(1) h = 1 2 3 4 5
gh(1) 7.484 17.448 17.113 16.791 16.481
R500,h 1.284 0.768 0.614 0.731 0.865
R2000,h 0.979 0.948 0.902 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,

xt = 0.4xt−3 + εt,

εt = σtzt, σ
2
t = 0.4 + 0.2ε2t−1 + 0.55σ2

t−1,

where {zt} 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 J2 = {2}, both are misspecified. It can be shown that
fh(J1) = fh(J2) and gh(J1) > gh(J2) for h = 1, fh(J1) > fh(J2) for h = 2,
and fh(J1) < fh(J2) for h = 3. Therefore, for h = 1, CM1(1) = {J1, J2} and
CM2(1) = {J2}; for h = 2, CM1(2) = CM2(2) = {J2}; for h = 3, CM1(3) = CM2(3) =
{J1}, where CM1(h) and CM2(h) are defined in (1.6) and (1.8), respectively. To
implement MRIC, we set Cn = n0.6 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(J) = log{σ̂2
h(J)} +

2♯(J)

n

and

BIC(J) = log{σ̂2
h(J)}+

♯(J) log n

n

to choose between J1 and J2. The frequency, in 1000 simulations, of each
criterion to choose a candidate in CM2(h) is reported in Table 3. Note that since
♯(J1) = ♯(J2), the model selection results of AIC and BIC are exactly the same.

For h = 2 and 3, CM1(h) 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, |fh(J1)− fh(J2)| ≈
0.305 is bounded away from 0, making these criteria easy to identify the better
predictive model through the consistent estimates, σ̂2

h(J1) and σ̂
2
h(J2), of fh(J1)
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Table 3: Frequency, in 1,000 simulations, of choosing candidates belonging to
CM2(h)

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 fh(J2); see (3.21). On the other hand, fh(J1) = fh(J2) for h = 1, and
hence J2 outperforms J1 only when their g1(·) values are taken into account.
Since g1(J1) and g1(J2) are not solely dependent on the numbers of parameters
in J1 and J2 owing to model misspecification, AIC and BIC fail to distinguish
J2, which has the smaller g1(·) value, from J1. In particular, Table 3 shows
that they can only choose J2 about 50% of the time for all cases of n. On
the contrary, MRIC identifies J2 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 fh(·).

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 {εt} is a strictly stationary process of
the form

εt = g̃(. . . , z̃t−1, z̃t), (A.1)

where z̃t are i.i.d. random variables, and g̃ is a measurable function such
that εt is well-defined. Let {z⋆t } be an i.i.d. copy of {z̃t}, and define ε⋆i =
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g̃(. . . , z̃−1, z
⋆
0, z̃1, . . . , z̃i). The functional dependence measure of {εt} is then

given by δ′ξ(i) = (E|εi − ε⋆i |ξ)1/ξ, ξ > 0. For more details, see Wu (2005).

Proposition A.1. Assume (A.1),

E|ε1|6+δ <∞, (A.2)

and
δ′6+δ(n) = O(n−ν), (A.3)

for some δ > 0 and ν > 2. Then, (3.4), with δ⋆ = δ/2, and (3.5) follow .

B. Strong mixing processes. Define the strong mixing coefficient

α(m) = sup
−∞<t<∞

sup
A∈Ft

−∞
,B∈F∞

t+m

|P (A ∩B)− P (A)P (B)|,

where F l
j = σ(εt, j ≤ t ≤ l). We say that {εt} is strong mixing if α(m) → 0 as

m→ ∞.

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

α(n) = O(n−ν), (A.4)

for some ν ≥ 3. Then, (3.4), with δ⋆ = δ/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),

E|ε1|4 <∞, (B.1)

and
Θ4 <∞, (B.2)

where Θξ =
∑∞

i=0 δ
′
ξ(i). Then, (3.25) and (3.26) are valid.

Proposition B.2. Assume {εt} is a strong mixing process with

sup
−∞<t<∞

E|εt|4+δ <∞, (B.3)
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for some δ > 0. Moreover, suppose that

∞
∑

i=1

α(i)
δ

4+δ <∞. (B.4)

Then, (3.25) and (3.26) hold.

Remark B.1. Define the uniform mixing coefficient as

φ(m) = sup
−∞<t<∞

sup
A∈Ft

−∞
,B∈F∞

t+m,P (A)>0

|P (B|A) − P (B)|.

The process {εt} is said to be uniform mixing if φ(m) → 0 as m → ∞. If {εt}
is uniform mixing and satisfies (B.3) along with

∞
∑

i=1

φ(i)
2+δ
4+δ <∞, (B.5)

then (3.25) and (3.26) hold. This implies that when {εt} 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 {εt} is fourth-order weakly
stationary process satisfying (3.8) and (3.10), with

∑∞
s=0‖as‖ <∞,

E(wt,t−jεj |Fj−1) = 0 a.s., and sup
−∞<t,s<∞

E‖wt,s‖2+δ <∞, (B.6)

for some δ > 0. Moreover, assume that zt is symmetric for all t, and for any
−∞ < t1, t2 <∞, ε2t1ε

2
t2 − E(ε2t1ε

2
t2) has a martingale representation satisfying

the following conditions:

ε2t1ε
2
t2 − E(ε2t1ε

2
t2) =

∞
∑

s=0

(b
(1)
t1,t2,s)

⊤w
(1)
t1,t2,s +

∞
∑

s=0

(b
(2)
t1,t2,s)

⊤w
(2)
t1,t2,s, (B.7)

where for each (t1, t2), w
(1)
t1,t2,(t1∨t2)−j and w

(2)
t1,t2,(t1∨t2)−j are finite-dimensional

Fj-measurable random vectors obeying

E(w
(1)
t1,t2,(t1∨t2)−j |Fj−1) = 0 a.s., E(w

(2)
t1,t2,(t1∨t2)−j |Fj−1) = 0 a.s., (B.8)

and

sup
−∞<t1,t2,s<∞

E‖w(1)
t1,t2,s‖

1+δ <∞, sup
−∞<t1,t2,s<∞

E‖w(2)
t1,t2,s‖

2+δ <∞, (B.9)

with w
(v)
t1,t2,s = 0 for s < 0. Additionally, b

(1)
t1,t2,s are finite-dimensional non-

random vectors satisfying

sup
−∞<t1, t2<∞

∞
∑

s=0

‖b(1)
t1,t2,s‖ <∞, (B.10)
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and b
(2)
t1,t2,s, s ≥ 0, are finite-dimensional F(t1∨t2)−s−1-measurable random vec-

tors satisfying for some ǫ > 0,

sup
−∞<t1,t2<∞

(E‖b(2)
t1,t2,s‖

2+δ)
1

2+δ ≤ C(s+ 1)−1−ǫ. (B.11)

Then, (3.25) and (3.26) hold.

The following examples further illustrate the flexibility of assumptions (3.25)
and (3.26).

Example B.1. Assume that {εt} is a GARCH(p′, q′) process, (2.1) and (2.4) with
µ = 2 and λi = 0, satisfying (B.1). Then, by Theorem 3.1 of Ling and McAleer
(2002a), (A.1) holds with z̃t = zt and

g̃(. . . , zt−1, zt) = zt{ϕ0 +

∞
∑

j=0

c̃⊤(

j
∏

i=1

Ãt−i)ξt−j}1/2,

where c̃ = (ϕ1, . . . , ϕp′ , ψ1, . . . , ψq′)
⊤, ξt = (ϕ0z

2
t , 0, . . . , 0, ϕ0, 0, . . . , 0) is a

(p′ + q′)-dimensional vector, with ϕ0z
2
t and ϕ0 being its first and (p′ + 1)th

components, respectively, and

Ãt =









ϕ1z
2
t · · · ϕp′z2t ψ1z

2
t · · · ψq′z

2
t

O(p′−1)×1

ϕ1 · · · ϕp′ ψ1 · · · ψq′

O(q′−1)×1

I(p′−1)×(p′−1) O(p′−1)×q′

O(q′−1)×p′ I(q′−1)×(q′−1)









.

Note that for any positive integers r and s, Ir×r denotes the r × r identity
matrix, and Or×s denotes the r× 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.

Example B.2. Assume that {εt} is a SV process satisfying (2.1) and (2.7), in
which {zt} is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables with E|z1|4 < ∞. Since

1−
∑p̃

i=1 ãiz
i 6= 0 for all |z| ≤ 1, it follows that (A.1) holds with z̃t = (zt, vt)

⊤

and

g̃(. . . , z̃t−1, z̃t) = zt exp(
1

2
b̃⋆0 +

1

2

∞
∑

i=0

b̃i+1vt−i),

where b̃⋆0 and b̃is are defined in Remark 3.2. Moreover, Since σt is log-normally
distributed, all its finite moments exist. This property, combined with E|z1|4 <
∞ and the independence of {σt} and {zt}, implies (B.1). In addition, (B.2) is
ensured by

∞
∑

i=0

(E|σi − σ⋆
i |4)1/4 <∞, (B.12)

where σ⋆
i is σi with v0 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 i ≥ 0,

E|σi − σ⋆
i |4 = E|e 1

2wi − e
1
2w

⋆
i |4

=E|1
2
e

1
2 w̃i |4||wi − w⋆

i |4 ≤ (E|1
2
e

1
2 w̃i |8) 1

2 (E|wi − w⋆
i |8)

1
2 ,

(B.13)

where wi = log(σ2
i ), w

⋆
i = log(σ⋆

i
2), and w̃i satisfies |w̃i−w⋆

i | ≤ |wi−w⋆
i |. Since

for all i ≥ 0, all moments of σi and σ
⋆
i exist, we have

sup
0≤i<∞

E|e 1
2 w̃i |8 <∞.

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

∞
∑

i=0

(E|wi − w⋆
i |8)

1
8 <∞.

Combining this result with (B.13) establishes (B.12).
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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 xt
has the following AR(∞) representation,

xt =
∞
∑

i=1

βixt−i + εt, (S1.1)

where
∑∞

i=1 |βi| <∞. To see this, note that the βi’s are the Taylor
coefficients of the function 1/α(z), where α(z) =

∑

i≥0 αiz
i. The

summability of βi’s follows from the Wiener theorem (see Theorem
5.2(ii) of page 245 of Zygmund (2002) and its corollary on the next
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page). This, together with Proposition 3.1.1 of Brockwell and Davis
(1991), implies that (S1.1) holds true. Define

A =











1 −β1 · · · −βk−1

0 1
. . .

...
...

. . .
. . . −β1

0 · · · 0 1











,

and

φj = Axj(k) =





εj
...

εj−k+1



+ ηj,k, (S1.2)

where the components of ηj,k are linear combinations of {εj−k, εj−k−1, . . .}
with absolutely summable coefficients, and the dependence of φj on
k is suppressed to simplify the notation. Similar to (2.6)–(2.9) of
Ing and Wei (2003), we can utilize the fact λ−1

min(
∑n−1

j=k xj(k)x
⊤
j (k)) ≤

λmax(A
⊤A)λ−1

min(
∑n−1

j=k φjφ
⊤
j ), where λmax(A

⊤A) = O(1), along with
the convexity of the largest eigenvalue, to derive that

E{λ−q
min(R̂n(k))} ≤ C

k

k−1
∑

j=0

1

Cn

Cn−1
∑

s=0

(dk)qE{λ−q
min(

dk
∑

i=1

φ(i+sdk)k+jφ
⊤
(i+sdk)k+j)},

(S1.3)
where d is some positive integer to be specified later, Cn = ⌊⌊(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 q > 0,

E{λ−q
min(

dk+l0
∑

i=1+l0

φik+jφ
⊤
ik+j)} ≤ Ck(1+θ)q, (S1.4)

for all integers 0 ≤ j ≤ k − 1 and 0 ≤ l0 ≤ ⌊(n − k)/k⌋ − dk.
Since the proofs of (S1.4) are similar for any j and l0, we only
provide the proof for the case of j = l0 = 0 in the following. Let

2



(q + 3)/2 < l <∞ and θ̃ ≥ 1 + 2/{(1 + θ)q} be given. Then,

E{λ−q
min(

dk
∑

i=1

φikφ
⊤
ik)} =

∫ ∞

0

P{λmin(

dk
∑

i=1

φikφ
⊤
ik) < u−

1
q }du

≤M̃ +

∫ ∞

M̃

P{ inf
‖y‖=1

dk
∑

i=1

(φ⊤
iky)

2 < u−
1
q , max

1≤j≤dk2
σ2
j < uθ̃, max

1≤i≤dk
‖φik‖ <

u
l
q

√
k
}du

+

∫ ∞

M̃

P ( max
1≤j≤dk2

σ2
j ≥ uθ̃)du+

∫ ∞

M̃

P ( max
1≤i≤dk

‖φik‖ ≥ u
l
q

√
k
)du

:=M̃ + (I) + (II) + (III),

(S1.5)

where M̃ > (62qc−2q
0 k(1+θ)q)∨ e. Since (2.1) is assumed and E(ε2t ) is

a finite constant, it is easy to see that

(II) ≤ Cdk2
∫ ∞

M̃

u−θ̃du ≤ C, (S1.6)

and

(III) ≤ Cdk2
∫ ∞

M̃

u−
2l
q du ≤ C. (S1.7)

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

P

{

inf
‖y‖=1

dk
∑

i=1

(φ⊤
iky)

2 < u−
1
q , max

1≤j≤dk2
σ2
j < uθ̃, max

1≤i≤dk
‖φik‖ <

u
l
q

√
k

}

≤
m∗

∑

v=1

P{Qv(u)},

(S1.8)

where m∗ = m∗(u, k) ≤ (1 + 2u(l+1/2)q−1
/
√
k)k and

Qv(u) =
dk
⋂

i=1

{ inf
y∈Gv

|y⊤φik| < u−
1
2q , ‖φik‖ ≤ u

l
q

√
k
, max
0≤j≤k−1

σ2
ik−j < uθ̃},

in which Gv, v = 1, . . . , m∗, are subsets of the (k − 1)-sphere, Sk−1,

satisfying
⋃m∗

v=1Gv = Sk−1 and for any y1,y2 ∈ Gv, ‖y1 − y2‖ ≤
2
√
ku−(l+1/2)q−1

. Let lv = (lv,1, . . . , lv,k)
⊤ ∈ Gv, 1 ≤ v ≤ m∗, be

arbitrarily chosen. Then, similar to (2.12) of Ing and Wei (2003), it
holds that

Qv(u) ⊆
dk
⋂

i=1

{|l⊤v φik| ≤ 3u−
1
2q , max

0≤j≤k−1
σ2
ik−j < uθ̃} ≡

dk
⋂

i=1

Ev,i,
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and hence

P{Qv(u)}≤E(
dk
∏

i=1

IEv,i
) = E{

dk−1
∏

i=1

IEv,i
P (Ev,dk|εs, s ≤ dk2 − k)}.

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

Assumption (CH)(i) implies that the conditional probability den-
sity function (pdf) of (εdk2, . . . , εdk2−k+1)

⊤ given {εs, s ≤ dk2 − k},
as a random function of s = sdk2,k = (sdk2 , . . . , sdk2−k+1), is

p(s) =
dk2
∏

i=dk2−k+1

pi(s), pi(s) =
1

σ̃i(s)
gi(

si
σ̃i(s)

), (S1.9)

where

σ̃i(s) = σ̃(si−1, . . . , sdk2−k+1, εdk2−k, εdk2−k−1, . . .)

and σ̃ : R∞ → R+ is a measurable function such that

σ̃(εdk2−1, εdk2−2 . . .) = σdk2 .

According to (S1.9), we have

P (Ev,dk|εs, s ≤ dk2 − k) =

∫

· · ·
∫

Adk2,k

p(s)ds,
(S1.10)

where

Adk2,k =

{

s|
∣

∣

∣

∣

k−1
∑

j=0

lv,j+1sdk2−j+l⊤v ηdk2,k

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 3u−
1
2q , max

0≤j≤k−1
σ̃2
dk2−j(s) < uθ̃

}

.

(S1.11)
Let us introduce the function

p̄j(s) =















1
c0
gj(

sj
c0
) for |sj| < c0

c2
,

Mc⋆

c1|sj |
for c0

c2
≤ |sj| ≤ u

3θ̃
4 ,

1
c0
gj(

sj

u
θ̃
2

) for u
3θ̃
4 < |sj|,

(S1.12)

where c⋆ = (1/c2) ∧ 1. In the following, we show that

pj(s) ≤ p̄j(s) for all j and s ∈ Adk2,k. (S1.13)
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In the first case of (S1.12), we have mj(sj) < c2|sj| < c0. This,
along with (2.11), indicates that (1/c)gj(sj/c) is non-increasing in
c for all c ≥ c0. Given that σ̃j(s) ≥ c0, the first case holds.
For the second case, (2.10) directly gives (1/σ̃j(s))gj(sj/σ̃j(s)) ≤
(1/mj(sj))gj(sj/mj(sj)). Using this inequality with the first rela-
tion in (2.9) and the fact that c1|sj| < mj(sj), we arrive at the
desired conclusion. For the third case, observe that for s ∈ Adk2,k,

max
0≤j≤k−1

σ̃2
dk2−j(s) < uθ̃. Thus, this and (2.8) lead to gj(sj/σ̃j(s)) ≤

gj(sj/u
θ̃
2 ), and the conclusion can be reached by noting that σ̃j(s) ≥

c0.
Let k∗ = argmax1≤j≤k |lv,k+1−j|. Then, by (S1.13), the rhs of

(S1.10) is bounded by

∫

· · ·
∫

Adk2,k

dk2
∏

i=dk2−k+k∗+1

p̄i(s)
dk2−k+k∗

∏

i=dk2−k+1

pi(s)ds (S1.14)

It is not difficult to verify that the first products in the integral
(S1.14) depends only on sdk2 , . . . , sdk2−k+k⋆+1, while the second prod-
ucts depends only on sdk2−k+k⋆, . . . , sdk2−k+1. Thus, we can rear-
range (S1.14) into

∫ ∞

−∞

· · ·
∫ ∞

−∞

p̄′(s′)p′′(s′′)

(∫

B(s′′)

gdk2−k+k⋆(z)dz

)

ds′ds′′ (S1.15)

where s′ = (sdk2 , . . . , sdk2−k+k⋆+1), s
′′ = (sdk2−k+k⋆−1, . . . , sdk2−k+1),

p̄′(s′) =

dk2
∏

j=dk2−k+k⋆+1

p̄j(s), p
′′(s′′) =

dk2−k+k⋆−1
∏

j=dk2−k+1

pj(s),

and B(s′′) is the interval of length

δB(s
′′) = 6u−1/(2q)/|lk+1−k∗σ̃dk2−k+k∗(s)| ≤ k1/26u−1/(2q)/c0

centered at

−(l⊤v ηdk2,k −
k−1
∑

j=0

j 6=k−k∗

lv,j+1sdk2−j)/(lk+1−k∗σ̃dk2−k+k∗(s)).
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Since B(s′′) may not be centered at 0, there are three possible sce-
narios: (a) B(s′′) ⊂ (0,∞); (b) B(s′′) ⊂ (−∞, 0); or (c) B(s′′)
contains 0. In scenario (a), it follows from (2.8) that
∫

B(s′′)

gdk2−k+k⋆(z)dz ≤
∫ δB(s′′)

0

gdk2−k+k⋆(z)dz ≤
∫ δB(s′′)

−δB(s′′)

gdk2−k+k⋆(z)dz.

(S1.16)
Similarly, in scenario (b),
∫

B(s′′)

gdk2−k+k⋆(z)dz ≤
∫ 0

−δB(s′′)

gdk2−k+k⋆(z)dz ≤
∫ δB(s′′)

−δB(s′′)

gdk2−k+k⋆(z)dz.

(S1.17)
Finally, in scenario (c), it is straightforward to see that

∫

B(s′′)

gdk2−k+k⋆(z)dz ≤
∫ δB(s′′)

−δB(s′′)

gdk2−k+k⋆(z)dz. (S1.18)

As a consequence of (S1.16)–(S1.18) and the second part of condi-

tion (2.9), for u > (6
√
kc−1

0 )2q, we have
∫

B(s′′)

gdk2−k+k⋆(z)dz ≤ C̄(k1/26u−1/(2q)/c0)
θ̄. (S1.19)

According to (S1.12), we have for u ≥ e,
∫ ∞

−∞

· · ·
∫ ∞

−∞

p̄′(s′)ds′

≤
dk2
∏

j=dk2−k+k∗+1

{
∫

c0
c2

−
c0
c2

1

c0
gj(

sj
c0
)dsj +

Mc⋆

c1

∫

{
c0
c2

≤|sj |≤u
3θ̃
4 }

1

|sj|
dsj

+
1

c0

∫

{u
3θ̃
4 <|sj |}

gj(
sj

u
θ̃
2

)dsj

}

≤
dk2
∏

j=dk2−k+k∗+1

{

c̃1 + c̃2 log u+
3

c0

∫

{u
θ̃
4 <|s̃j |}

s̃2jgj(s̃j)ds̃j

}

≤ (c̃3 log u)
k,

(S1.20)

for some positive constants c̃1, c̃1, and c̃3. In addition, since p′′(s′′)
is the conditional pdf of (εdk2−k+k∗−1, . . . , εdk2−k+1) given {εs, s ≤
dk2 − k}, we have

∫ ∞

−∞

· · ·
∫ ∞

−∞

p′′(s′′)ds′′ = 1. (S1.21)
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Combining (S1.10), (S1.14), (S1.15), and (S1.19)–(S1.21) yields for

u>(6
√
kc−1

0 )2q ∨ e,

P (Ev,dk|εs, s ≤ dk2 − k) ≤ Ck
θ̄
2u−

θ̄
2q (c̃3 log u)

k, a.s. (S1.22)

Repeating the same argument dk−1 times, one gets for u>(6
√
kc−1

0 )2q∨
e,

P{Qv(u)} ≤Ck dkθ̄
2 u−

dkθ̄
2q (c̃3 log u)

dk2,

and hence

m∗

∑

v=1

P{Qv(u)} ≤Cm∗k
dkθ̄
2 u−

dkθ̄
2q (c̃3 log u)

dk2 ≤ Ck−
k
2u

k(l+1
2 )

q k
dkθ̄
2 u−

dkθ̄
2q (c̃3 log u)

dk2.

(S1.23)

Finally, by letting d > {(2l+1+2q)/θ̄}∨[{(2l+1)(1+θ)+1}/θ̄θ],
(S1.23) and the fact that M̃ > Ck(1+θ)q yields

∫ ∞

M̃

m∗

∑

j=1

P{Qj(u)}du < 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 θ∗,

E{λ−q
min(

dk
∑

i=1

φikφ
⊤
ik)}

≤M∗ +

∫ ∞

M∗

P
(

inf
‖y‖=1

dk
∑

i=1

(φ⊤
iky)

2 < u−
1
q , min

1≤j≤dk2
σj > u−

1
θ∗ , max

1≤i≤dk
‖φik‖ <

u
l
q

√
k

)

du

+

∫ ∞

M∗

P ( min
1≤j≤dk2

σj ≤ u−
1
θ∗ )du+

∫ ∞

M∗

P ( max
1≤i≤dk

‖φik‖ ≥ u
l
q

√
k
)du

:=M∗ + (IV ) + (V ) + (V I)≤ Ck(1+θ)q,

(S1.24)
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where l is defined as in the proof of Theorem 2.1. Note that the
event { max

1≤j≤dk2
σ2
j < uθ} and { max

1≤j≤dk2
σ2
j ≥ uθ} in (S1.5) have now

been replaced by { min
1≤j≤dk2

σj > u−
1
θ∗ } and { min

1≤j≤dk2
σj ≤ u−

1
θ∗ }, re-

spectively. Let

θ∗ >
2q(1 + θ)

θ
, d >

(

2(l + 1
2
) + 2q

ρ(1− 2q
θ∗
)

)

∨
[

(2l + 1)(1 + θ) + 1

ρ{(1− 2q
θ⋆
)(1 + θ)− 1}

]

, and

M∗ >
(6

η

)2q
k(1+θ)q ,

(S1.25)

noting that η and ρ are defined in (2.13). By (2.3) and the assump-
tion that E(ε2t ) is a finite constant, it is not difficult to see that

(V ) ≤ C and (V I) ≤ C. (S1.26)

Thus, it remains to show

(IV )≤ Ck(1+θ)q. (S1.27)

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

(IV ) ≤
∫ ∞

M∗

m∗

∑

v=1

P{Q∗
v(u)}du, (S1.28)

where m∗ is defined as in (S1.8), and

Q∗
v(u) =

dk
⋂

i=1

{ inf
y∈Gv

|y⊤φik| < u−
1
2q , ‖φik‖ ≤ u

l
q

√
k
, min
0≤j≤k−1

σik−j > u−
1
θ∗ }

⊆
dk
⋂

i=1

{|l⊤v φik| ≤ 3u−
1
2q , min

0≤j≤k−1
σik−j > u−

1
θ∗ } ≡

dk
⋂

i=1

E∗
v,i.

(S1.29)

Assumption (2.13) and the independence between {zt} and {σt}
(see (CH)(ii)) yield that for all u ≥ M∗, all i = 1, . . . , dk, and all
1 ≤ v ≤ m∗,

E(IE∗

v,i
|zs, s ≤ ik − k, σt, t ≤ ik − k)

≤E{M̄(
√
ku

1
θ∗ 6u−

1
2q )ρI( min

0≤j≤k−1
σik−j > u−

1
θ∗ )|zs, s ≤ ik − k, σt, t ≤ ik − k}

≤Ck ρ
2u(

1
θ∗

− 1
2q

)ρ, a.s.,
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which, together with (S1.25), (S1.28), and (S1.29), gives

(IV ) ≤ C

∫ ∞

M∗

m∗k
ρdk
2 u−ρdk( 1

2q
− 1

θ∗
)du <∞.

Hence (S1.27) follows.

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 (S1.30)–(S1.33) given below. Next, we verify that
(S1.30)–(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 c̄1, c̄2, and c̄3 such that

gt(y) ≤ gt(x), for all c̄1 ≤ x < y <∞,

gt(−y) ≤ gt(−x), for all c̄2 ≤ x < y <∞,
(S1.30)

and

sup
−∞<t,x<∞

gt(x) ≤ c̄3. (S1.31)

Moreover, for any t ∈ Z and x 6= 0, there exist a positive number
mt(x) and positive constants c̄4 and c̄5 obeying c̄4|x| < mt(x) < c̄5|x|,
such that

ht,x{mt(x)} = sup
c>0

ht,x(c), (S1.32)

and

ht,x(c) is non-increasing for c > c̄5|x|. (S1.33)

Then, (1.4) follows.

Proof of Theorem S1.1. To complete the proof, it suffices to show

that for u ≥ (c̄1 ∨ c̄2)4/θ̃,
pj(s) ≤ p̃j(s) for all j and s ∈ Adk2,k, (S1.34)

where

p̃j(s) =















1
c0
gj(

sj
c0
) for |sj| < c0

c̄5
,

c̄3
c̄4|sj |

for c0
c̄5

≤ |sj| ≤ u
3θ̃
4 ,

1
c0
gj(

sj

u
θ̃
2

), for u
3θ̃
4 < |sj|,
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and
∫

B(s′′)

gdk2−k+k⋆(z)dz ≤ c̄3(k
1/26u−1/(2q)/c0) (S1.35)

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 p̃j(·), c̄3,
c̄4, and c̄5, 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)gj(sj/c) is non-increasing in c for c ≥
c0. Combined with the assumption σ̃j(s) ≥ c0, this proves the first
case of (S1.34). Moreover, using (S1.31) and (S1.32), we have for

c0/c̄5 ≤ |sj| ≤ u(3θ̃)/4,

1

σ̃j(s)
gj(

sj
σ̃j(s)

) ≤ 1

mj(sj)
gj(

sj
mj(sj)

) ≤ c̄3
c̄4|sj |

, (S1.36)

which implies the second case of (S1.34). Finally, for s ∈ Adk2,k,

we have max
0≤j≤k−1

σ̃2
dk2−j(s) < uθ̃. Combined with (S1.30) and u ≥

(c̄1 ∨ c̄2)4/θ̃, this implies

gj(
sj

σ̃j(s)
) ≤ gj(

sj

u
θ̃
2

). (S1.37)

Further combining this result with σ̃j(s) ≥ c0 establishes the third
case of (S1.34). Additionally, the proof of Theorem 2.1 shows that
the length of B(s′′) is bounded by k1/26u−1/(2q)/c0. Combining this
with (S1.31) yields (S1.35).

Now, assume for all t ∈ Z,

gt(x) =

K̄
∑

i=1

πigt,i(x) (S1.38)

is a K̄ (K̄ ∈ N) component normal mixture density function, where

gt,i(x) =
1√
2πσ̄i

exp

{

− 1

2

(

x− µ̄i

σ̄i

)2}

,

with the normal mixture parameter η̄ = (π1, . . . , πK̄ , µ̄1, . . . , µ̄K̄ , σ̄1, . . . , σ̄K̄) ∈
[0, 1]K̄ × RK̄ × (0,∞)K̄ obeying

K̄
∑

i=1

πi = 1,
K̄
∑

i=1

πiµ̄i = 0, and
K̄
∑

i=1

πi(µ̄
2
i + σ̄2

i ) = 1. (S1.39)
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Note that the second and the third equation in (S1.39) ensure that
E(zt) = 0 and E(z2t ) = 1. Then, it is easy to see that (S1.30) and
(S1.31) hold with c̄1 = max{1, µ̄1, . . . , µ̄K̄}, c̄2 = max{1,−µ̄1, . . . ,−µ̄K̄},
and c̄3 =

∑K̄
i=1 πi/(

√
2πσ̄i). Furthermore, define ht,x,i(c) = (1/c)gt,i(x/c).

Since for each i = 1, . . . , K̄,

ht,x,i(c
+
i x) = sup

c>0
ht,x,i(c), x > 0,

ht,x,i(c
−
i x) = sup

c>0
ht,x,i(c), x < 0,

(S1.40)

and for x > 0 (x < 0),

ht,x,i(c) is increasing, for c < c+i x (c < c−i x),

ht,x,i(c) is decreasing, for c > c+i x (c > c−i x),
(S1.41)

where

c+i =

√

µ̄2
i

σ̄4
i
+ 4

σ̄2
i
− µ̄i

σ̄2
i

2
and c−i =

−
√

µ̄2
i

σ̄4
i
+ 4

σ̄2
i
− µ̄i

σ̄2
i

2
,

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

c̄4 = min{c+1 , . . . , c+K̄ ,−c
−
1 , . . . ,−c−K̄},

c̄5 = max{c+1 , . . . , c+K̄ ,−c
−
1 , . . . ,−c−K̄},

and some positive number mt(x) depending on x and the normal
mixture parameter η̄.

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
−∞<t<∞

E|εt|2q1 <∞, (S2.1)

and for any fixed sequences {
¯
mn} and {m̄n} with 1 ≤

¯
mn ≤ m̄n ≤ n,

sup
−∞<s<∞

E| 1√
m̄n −

¯
mn + 1

m̄n
∑

t=
¯
mn

(ε2t+s −E(ε2t+s))|q2 ≤ C. (S2.2)
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Define q = min{q1, q2}. Then, (a) for any k ≤
¯
mn ≤ m̄n ≤ n,

E‖ 1√
m̄n −

¯
mn + 1

m̄n
∑

j=
¯
mn

xj(k)εj,h,k‖q ≤ Ck
q
2 . (S2.3)

(b) Moreover, we have

sup
n≥h+k+1

E‖R̂n,h(k)−R(k)‖q ≤ C
kq

(n− h− k + 1)
q
2

. (S2.4)

(c) If we further assume that

E‖R̂−1
n,h(k)‖θ = O(1), (S2.5)

for any θ > 0, then for any 0 < q′ < q,

E‖R̂−1
n,h(k)−R−1(k)‖q′ = O(n− q′

2 ). (S2.6)

Proof of Lemma S2.1. We first prove (S2.3). By the convexity of
xq/2, x > 0, for any k ≤

¯
mn ≤ m̄n ≤ n,

E‖
m̄n
∑

j=
¯
mn

xj(k)εj,h,k‖q ≤ k
q
2
−1

k−1
∑

l=0

E|
m̄n
∑

j=
¯
mn

xj−lεj,h,k|q. (S2.7)

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

E|
m̄n
∑

j=
¯
mn

xj−lεj,h,k|q ≤ C(m̄n −
¯
mn)

q
2 .
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By (1.1) and (3.1), one has for all 0 ≤ l ≤ k − 1,

E|
m̄n
∑

j=
¯
mn

xj−lεj,h,k|q

=E|
m̄n
∑

j=
¯
mn

(xj−lεj,h,k − E(xj−lεj,h,k))|q

=E|
m̄n
∑

j=
¯
mn

[{xj−l(xj+h − β⊤
h (k)xj(k))} − E{xj−l(xj+h − β⊤

h (k)xj(k))}]|q

=E|
∞
∑

i=0

∞
∑

u=0

αiαu

m̄n
∑

j=
¯
mn

[{εj−l−i(εj+h−u − β⊤
h (k)εj−u(k))}

− E{εj−l−i(εj+h−u − β⊤
h (k)εj−u(k))}]|q

≤E|
∞
∑

i=0

∞
∑

u=0

|αi||αu||
m̄n
∑

j=
¯
mn

[{εj−l−i(εj+h−u − β⊤
h (k)εj−u(k))}

− E{εj−l−i(εj+h−u − β⊤
h (k)εj−u(k))}]||q

≤
( ∞
∑

i=0

|αi|
)2q

E|
∞
∑

i=0

∞
∑

u=0

piu|
m̄n
∑

j=
¯
mn

[{εj−l−i(εj+h−u − β⊤
h (k)εj−u(k))}

− E{εj−l−i(εj+h−u − β⊤
h (k)εj−u(k))}]||q

≤
( ∞
∑

i=0

|αi|
)2q ∞

∑

i=0

∞
∑

u=0

piuE|
m̄n
∑

j=
¯
mn

[{εj−l−i(εj+h−u − β⊤
h (k)εj−u(k))}

− E{εj−l−i(εj+h−u − β⊤
h (k)εj−u(k))}]|q,

(S2.8)

where εj(k) = (εj, . . . , εj−k+1)
⊤ and piu = |αiαu|/(

∑∞
i=0 |αi|)2. In

view of (1.2) and (S2.8), it remains to show that

sup
i,u≥0

E|
m̄n
∑

j=
¯
mn

[{εj−l−i(εj+h−u − β⊤
h (k)εj−u(k))} − E{εj−l−i(εj+h−u − β⊤

h (k)εj−u(k))}]|q

≤C(m̄n −
¯
mn)

q
2 .

(S2.9)
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It is easily seen that this relation holds if

sup
i,j∈Z

E|
m̄n
∑

t=
¯
mn

(εt+iεt+j − Eεt+iεt+j)|q ≤ C(m̄n −
¯
mn)

q
2 . (S2.10)

Note that when i = j, (S2.10) follows directly from (S2.2). For
the case i < j, it follows from Burkholder’s inequality, Minkowski’s
inequality, the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, and (S2.1) that

E|
m̄n
∑

t=
¯
mn

(εt+iεt+j −Eεt+iεt+j)|q

=E|
m̄n
∑

t=
¯
mn

εt+iεt+j|q ≤ CE|
m̄n
∑

t=
¯
mn

(εt+iεt+j)
2| q2

≤C{
m̄n
∑

t=
¯
mn

(E|εt+i|2q)
1
q (E|εt+j|2q)

1
q } q

2 ≤ C(m̄n −
¯
mn)

q
2 .

(S2.11)

The proof of (S2.3) is now complete. The proof of (S2.4) is analo-
gous to the proof of (S2.3), and is thus omitted. To prove (S2.6),
note that (1.1)–(1.3) indicate that the spectral density function f(λ)
of xt obeys f(λ) ≤ f̄ for some 0 < f̄ <∞, where −π ≤ λ ≤ π. This
fact, together with Proposition 4.5.3 of Brockwell and Davis (1991),
ensures that

sup
k≥1

‖R−1(k)‖ ≤ C. (S2.12)

Then, it follows from (S2.4), (S2.5), and (S2.12) that for all large n,

E‖R̂−1
n,h(k)−R−1(k)‖q′ = E‖R̂−1

n,h(k)‖q
′‖R̂n,h(k)−Rn(k)‖q

′‖R−1(k)‖q′

≤C{E‖R̂−1
n,h(k)‖

qq′

q−q′ }
q−q′

q {E‖R̂n,h(k)−R(k)‖q}
q′

q ≤ Cn− q
2 .

(S2.13)

Thus, (S2.6) follows.

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{xn+h − x̂n+h(k)}2 − E(ε2n,h,k)]

=
n

n− h− k + 1
E[x⊤

n (k)R̂
−1
n,h(k){

1√
n− h− k + 1

n−h
∑

i=k

xi(k)εi,h,k}]2

− 2n

n− h− k + 1
E[εn,h,kx

⊤
n (k)R̂

−1
n,h(k){

n−h
∑

i=k

xi(k)εi,h,k}]

≡ (I) + (II).

(S2.14)

Our proof is divided into three steps.

Step 1: Prove
(I) = E(Yn) + o(1), (S2.15)

where

Yn =
1

n− h− k + 1

(

n−h
∑

i=k

x⊤
i (k)εi,h,k

)

R−1(k)
(

n−h
∑

i=k

xi(k)εi,h,k
)

.

Let {ln} be a sequence of positive integers satisfying

ln → ∞ and ln = o(n
1
2 ). (S2.16)

Define

Zn = {x⊤
n (k)R̂

−1
n,h(k)(

1√
n− h− k + 1

n−h
∑

i=k

xi(k)εi,h,k)}2

and
Wn = E(Zn|Fn−ln).

Since

E(Zn) = E(Wn) = E(Wn − Yn) + E(Yn), (S2.17)

it suffices for (S2.15) to show that

(C1) : {Wn − Yn} is uniformly integrable,

(D1) : Wn − Yn = op(1).
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Step 1.1 Proof of (C1)

First, note that (1.1), (3.3), and the absolute summability of αi’s
imply

sup
−∞<t<∞

E‖xt(k)‖6+δ <∞. (S2.18)

Moreover, by Theorem 2.1, we have

E‖R̂−1
n,h(k)‖q = O(1), (S2.19)

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

E‖ 1√
n− h− k + 1

n−h
∑

i=k

xi(k)εi,h,k‖3+δ̃ ≤ C, (S2.20)

where δ̃ = min{δ/2, δ⋆}. By using (S2.18)–(S2.20) and Hölder’s

inequality, we have for any 0 < δ̄ < δ̃/3,

E|Zn|1+δ̄ ≤E‖x⊤
n (k)‖2(1+δ̄)E‖R̂−1

n,h(k)‖2(1+δ̄)E‖ 1√
n− h− k + 1

n−h
∑

i=k

xi(k)εi,h,k‖2(1+δ̄)

≤(E‖x⊤
n (k)‖2(1+δ̄)(3+ǫ))

1
3+ǫ (E‖R̂−1

n,h(k)‖2(1+δ̄)( 3+ǫ
ǫ

))
ǫ

3+ǫ

× (E‖ 1√
n− h− k + 1

n−h
∑

i=k

xi(k)εi,h,k‖2(1+δ̄)( 3+ǫ
2

))
2

3+ǫ <∞,

(S2.21)

where ǫ > 0 satisfies 3δ̄ + ǫ + ǫδ̄ < δ̃. Similarly, using (S2.20) and
the fact that

sup
k≥1

‖R−1(k)‖ ≤ C, (S2.22)

which is proved above (S2.12), we obtain for any 0 < δ̄ ≤ 1/2+ δ̃/2,

E|Yn|1+δ̄ <∞. (S2.23)

Furthermore, using conditional Jensen’s inequality, we have, for any
δ̄ > 0,

E|Wn|1+δ̄ ≤ E|Zn|1+δ̄. (S2.24)

Consequently, (C1) is ensured by the fact that E|Wn − Yn|1+δ̄ <∞
for some δ̄ > 0, which in turn follows immediately from (S2.21),
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(S2.23), and (S2.24).

Step 1.2 Proof of (D1)

First, note that for all large n,

Wn =E[M⊤
2nR̂

−1
n,h(k)xn(k)x

⊤
n (k)R̂

−1
n,h(k)M1n|Fn−ln]

+M⊤
3nE[R̂

−1
n,h(k)xn(k)x

⊤
n (k)R̂

−1
n,h(k)M2n|Fn−ln]

+M⊤
3nE[{R̂−1

n,h(k)− R̃−1
n (k)}xn(k)x

⊤
n (k)R̂

−1
n,h(k)|Fn−ln]M3n

+M⊤
3nR̃

−1
n (k)E[xn(k)x

⊤
n (k){R̂−1

n,h(k)− R̃−1
n (k)}|Fn−ln]M3n

+M⊤
3nR̃

−1
n (k)E{xn(k)x

⊤
n (k)−R(k)|Fn−ln}R̃−1

n (k)M3n

+M⊤
3nR̃

−1
n (k)R(k)R̃−1

n (k)M3n

:=(S1) + (S2) + (S3) + (S4) + (S5) + (S6),
(S2.25)

whereM1n = (n−h−k+1)−1/2
∑n−h

i=k xi(k)εi,h,k,M2n = (n−h−k+
1)−1/2

∑n−h
i=n−h−ln+1 xi(k)εi,h,k,M3n = (n−h−k+1)−1/2

∑n−h−ln
i=k xi(k)εi,h,k

and R̃n(k) = (n− ln − k+1)−1
∑n−ln

j=k xj(k)x
⊤
j (k). In the following,

we will show that

(S1) = op(1), (S2) = op(1), (S3) = op(1), (S4) = op(1),

(S5) = op(1), (S6) = Yn + op(1).
(S2.26)

To show (S1) = op(1), observe that by the conditional Hölder in-
equality, one has

|(S1)| ≤{E(‖M2n‖3+δ̃|Fn−ln)}
1

3+δ̃ {E(‖M1n‖3+δ̃|Fn−ln)}
1

3+δ̃

× [E{‖R̂−1
n,h(k)‖

6+2δ̃
δ̃ |Fn−ln}]

δ̃
3+δ̃ [E{‖xn(k)‖6+2δ̃|Fn−ln}]

1
3+δ̃ .

(S2.27)

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

E(‖M1n‖3+δ̃|Fn−ln) = Op(1), E(‖M2n‖3+δ̃|Fn−ln) = op(1),

E{‖R̂−1
n,h(k)‖

6+2δ̃

δ̃ |Fn−ln} = Op(1), E{‖xn(k)‖6+2δ̃|Fn−ln} = Op(1).

Combining these with (S2.27) leads to

(S1) = op(1). (S2.28)
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Similarly, it can be shown that

(S2) = op(1). (S2.29)

To deal with (S3), observe that for all large n,

‖R̂−1
n,h(k)− R̃−1

n (k)‖

≤‖R̂−1
n,h(k)‖‖R̃−1

n (k)‖{‖ 1

n− h− k + 1

n−h
∑

j=n−ln+1

xj(k)x
⊤
j (k)‖

+‖dn
n−ln
∑

j=k

xj(k)x
⊤
j (k)‖},

(S2.30)

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

E‖R̃−1
n (k)‖q = O(1), (S2.31)

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

E‖ 1

n− h− k + 1

n−h
∑

j=n−ln+1

xj(k)x
⊤
j (k)‖3+δ̃

≤(n− h− k + 1)−(3+δ̃)E(
n−h
∑

j=n−ln+1

‖xj(k)‖2)3+δ̃

≤(n− h− k + 1)−(3+δ̃){
n−h
∑

j=n−ln+1

(E‖xj(k)‖6+δ)
1

3+δ̃ }3+δ̃

=O{(ln/n)3+δ̃}.

(S2.32)

Analogously, it can be shown that

E‖dn
n−ln
∑

j=k

xj(k)x
⊤
j (k)‖3+δ̃ = O{(ln/n)3+δ̃}. (S2.33)

Thus, it follows from (S2.16), (S2.19), (S2.30)–(S2.33) and Hölder’s
inequality that

E‖R̂−1
n,h(k)− R̃−1

n (k)‖γ1 = O{(ln/n)γ1}, (S2.34)
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for 0 < γ1 < 3 + δ̃. Using (S2.34) and an argument similar to that
used in the proof of (S2.28), one obtains

E[{R̂−1
n,h(k)− R̃−1

n (k)}xn(k)x
⊤
n (k)R̂

−1
n,h(k)|Fn−ln] = op(1). (S2.35)

A direct consequence of Lemma S2.1(a) is

‖M3n‖ = Op(1). (S2.36)

Combining this with (S2.35) gives

(S3) = op(1). (S2.37)

Similarly, we can derive that

(S4) = op(1). (S2.38)

Recall that εt(k) = (εt, . . . , εt−k+1)
⊤. By (1.1) and Minkowski’s

inequality, one has

E‖E{xn(k)x
⊤
n (k)−R(k)|Fn−ln}‖

≤
∞
∑

i=0

∞
∑

j=0

|αi||αj|[E‖E{εn−i(k)ε
⊤
n−j(k)−E(εn−i(k)ε

⊤
n−j(k))|Fn−ln}‖].

(S2.39)

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

∞
∑

i=0

∞
∑

j=0

|αi||αj|[E‖E{εn−i(k)ε
⊤
n−j(k)− E(εn−i(k)ε

⊤
n−j(k))|Fn−ln}‖]

=

⌊ln/2⌋
∑

i=0

⌊ln/2⌋
∑

j=0

|αi||αj|[E‖E{εn−i(k)ε
⊤
n−j(k)− E(εn−i(k)ε

⊤
n−j(k))|Fn−ln}‖]

+ 2

⌊ln/2⌋
∑

i=0

∞
∑

j=⌊ln/2⌋+1

|αi||αj|[E‖E{εn−i(k)ε
⊤
n−j(k)− E(εn−i(k)ε

⊤
n−j(k))|Fn−ln}‖]

+

∞
∑

i=⌊ln/2⌋+1

∞
∑

j=⌊ln/2⌋+1

|αi||αj|[E‖E{εn−i(k)ε
⊤
n−j(k)− E(εn−i(k)ε

⊤
n−j(k))|Fn−ln}‖]

:=(E1) + 2(E2) + (E3).

(S2.40)
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For 0 ≤ i, j ≤ ⌊ln/2⌋, we have

E‖E{εn−i(k)ε
⊤
n−j(k)−E(εn−i(k)ε

⊤
n−j(k))|Fn−ln}‖

≤E‖E{εn−i(k)ε
⊤
n−j(k)−E(εn−i(k)ε

⊤
n−j(k))|Fn−ln}‖F

=E(
k−1
∑

s=0

k−1
∑

t=0

[E{εn−i−sεn−j−t − E(εn−i−sεn−j−t)|Fn−ln}]2)
1
2

≤
k−1
∑

s=0

k−1
∑

t=0

E|E{εn−i−sεn−j−t − E(εn−i−sεn−j−t)|Fn−ln}|,

(S2.41)

where ‖·‖F denotes the Frobenius norm. The first inequality follows
from the fact that for any real matrix M, ‖M‖ ≤ ‖M‖F , and the
second inequality follows from the fact that for any real numbers
x, y ≥ 0, √

x+ y ≤
√
x+

√
y.

Note that for i+ s 6= j + t and max{n− i− s, n− j − t} > n− ln,

E{εn−i−sεn−j−t −E(εn−i−sεn−j−t)|Fn−ln} = 0 a.s.. (S2.42)

Moreover, it follows from (3.5) and (S2.16) that

E|E{ε2n−i−s − E(ε2n−i−s)|Fn−ln}| = o(1). (S2.43)

Thus, by (S2.41)–(S2.43), we obtain

E‖E{εn−i(k)ε
⊤
n−j(k)− E(εn−i(k)ε

⊤
n−j(k))|Fn−ln}‖ = o(1).

Combining this with the absolute summability of αi’s yields

(E1) = o(1). (S2.44)

To address (E2) and (E3), note that (3.3) ensures

sup
n≥0

E‖E{εn−i(k)ε
⊤
n−j(k)−E(εn−i(k)ε

⊤
n−j(k))|Fn−ln}‖ <∞,

for any 0 ≤ i, j < ∞. This, together with (S2.16) and the assump-
tion that αi = O(i−ι) with ι > 3/2, implies

(E2) = o(1) (S2.45)

and
(E3) = o(1). (S2.46)
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Combining (S2.39), (S2.40) and (S2.44)–(S2.46) yields

E‖E{xn(k)x
⊤
n (k)−R(k)|Fn−ln}‖ = o(1). (S2.47)

Hence, it follows from (S2.31), (S2.36), and (S2.47) that

(S5) = op(1). (S2.48)

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

E‖R̃−1
n (k)−R−1(k)‖γ2 = O(n−

γ2
2 ), (S2.49)

for 0 < γ2 < 3 + δ̃. It can be derived from Lemma S2.1(a), (S2.16),
(S2.22), and (S2.49) that

(S6) =M⊤
1nR

−1(k)M1n + op(1) = Yn + op(1). (S2.50)

Finally, (D1) is an immediate consequence of (S2.25) and (S2.26).

Step 2: Prove
(II) = −2E(Vn) + o(1), (S2.51)

where

Vn = εn,h,kx
⊤
n (k)R

−1(k){
n−h
∑

i=k

xi(k)εi,h,k}.

Similar to the proof of (S2.15), it suffices for (S2.51) to show that

(C2) : {W̃n} is uniformly integrable,

(D2) : W̃n = op(1),

where

W̃n = E[εn,h,kx
⊤
n (k){R̂−1

n,h(k)−R−1(k)}
n−h
∑

i=k

xi(k)εi,h,k|Fn−ln].

Step 2.1 Proof of (C2)

First, (S2.18) and the fact that

‖βh(k)‖ <∞ (S2.52)

imply that
sup

−∞<t<∞
E|εt,h,k|6+δ <∞. (S2.53)
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Moreover, from Lemma S2.1(c), we have for all 0 < γ < 3 + δ̃,

E‖R̂−1
n,h(k)−R−1(k)‖γ = O(n− γ

2 ). (S2.54)

By (S2.18), (S2.20), (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

W̃n =E[εn,h,kx
⊤
n (k){R̂−1

n,h(k)−R−1(k)}
n−h
∑

i=n−h−ln+1

xi(k)εi,h,k|Fn−ln]

+ E[εn,h,kx
⊤
n (k){R̂−1

n,h(k)− R̃−1
n (k)}|Fn−ln]{

n−h−ln
∑

i=k

xi(k)εi,h,k}

+ E{εn,h,kx⊤
n (k)|Fn−ln}{R̃−1

n (k)−R−1(k)}{
n−h−ln
∑

i=k

xi(k)εi,h,k}

:=(S7) + (S8) + (S9).
(S2.55)

In the following, we will prove that

(S7) = op(1), (S8) = op(1), (S9) = op(1). (S2.56)

By (S2.16), (S2.18), (S2.20), (S2.53), (S2.54) and an argument sim-
ilar to that used in the proof of (S2.28), we have

(S7) = Op{(ln/n)1/2} = op(1). (S2.57)

Likewise, (S2.16), (S2.18), (S2.20), (S2.34) and (S2.53) lead to

(S8) = Op(ln/n
1/2) = op(1). (S2.58)

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

E‖E{xn(k)εn,h,k|Fn−ln}‖
=E‖E{xn(k)εn,h,k − E(xn(k)εn,h,k)|Fn−ln}‖

≤
∞
∑

i=0

∞
∑

j=0

|αi||αj|E‖E[εn−i(k)(εn+h−j − βj(k)εn−j(k))

−E{εn−i(k)(εn+h−j − βj(k)εn−j(k))}|Fn−ln]‖.

(S2.59)
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Similar to the proof of (S2.47), the absolute summability of αi’s,
along with (S2.42), (S2.43), and (S2.59), leads to

E‖E{xn(k)εn,h,k|Fn−ln}‖ = o(1). (S2.60)

Hence, it follows from (S2.36), (S2.49) and (S2.60) that

(S9) = op(1). (S2.61)

Consequently, (D2) is ensured by (S2.55) and (S2.56).

Step 3: Prove

E(Yn)−2E(Vn) = tr{R−1(k)L0,h(k)}+2

h−1
∑

s=1

tr{R−1(k)Ls,h(k)}+o(1).

(S2.62)
The fourth-order stationarity of {εt} implies

E(Vn) =

n−h−k
∑

i=h

E{x⊤
k (k)R

−1(k)xk+i(k)εk,h,kεk+i,h,k}

+

n−k
∑

i=n−h−k+1

E{x⊤
k (k)R

−1(k)xk+i(k)εk,h,kεk+i,h,k},

(S2.63)

and

E(Yn) =tr{R−1(k)L0,h(k)}+ 2
h−1
∑

s=1

tr{R−1(k)Ls,h(k)}

+ 2

n−h−k
∑

i=h

E{x⊤
k (k)R

−1(k)xk+i(k)εk,h,kεk+i,h,k}

− 2

n− h− k + 1

n−h−k
∑

i=1

iE{x⊤
k (k)R

−1(k)xk+i(k)εk,h,kεk+i,h,k}.

(S2.64)

In view of (S2.63) and (S2.64), it remains to prove that

E{x⊤
k (k)R

−1(k)xk+n(k)εk,h,kεk+n,h,k} = o(n−1). (S2.65)
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Let ε∗j,h,k = εj+h − β⊤
h (k)εj(k). By (1.1) and (3.1), we have for any

0 ≤ u, w ≤ k − 1 and n ≥ 4(k + h),

E(xk−uxk+n−wεk,h,kεk+n,h,k)

=E[xk−uεk,h,k{xk+n−wεk+n,h,k − E(xk+n−wεk+n,h,k)}]

=E[xk−uεk,h,k{
⌊n/2⌋
∑

j=0

⌊n/2⌋
∑

l=0

αjαl(εk+n−w−jε
∗
k+n−l,h,k − E(εk+n−w−jε

∗
k+n−l,h,k))}]

+ E[xk−uεk,h,k{
∞
∑

j=⌊n/2⌋+1

∞
∑

l=⌊n/4⌋+1

αjαl(εk+n−w−jε
∗
k+n−l,h,k −E(εk+n−w−jε

∗
k+n−l,h,k))}]

+ E[xk−uεk,h,k{
⌊n/2⌋
∑

j=⌊n/4⌋+1

∞
∑

l=⌊n/2⌋+1

αjαl(εk+n−w−jε
∗
k+n−l,h,k −E(εk+n−w−jε

∗
k+n−l,h,k))}]

:=(E4) + (E5) + (E6),

(S2.66)

where the second equality follows from the fact that for s > t∨(k+h)
or t > s ∨ (k + h),

E[xk−uεk,h,k{εsεt − E(εsεt)}] = 0. (S2.67)

Note that for all sufficiently large n and 0 ≤ j ≤ ⌊n/2⌋,

E[xk−uεk,h,k{ε2k+n−w−j − E(ε2k+n−w−j)}]
=E[xk−uεk,h,kE{ε2k+n−w−j − E(ε2k+n−w−j)|Fk+n−w−⌊ 3

4
n⌋}].

(S2.68)

This, (3.5), (S2.18), (S2.52), (S2.53), (S2.67), Minkowski’s inequal-
ity and Hölder’s inequality yield

(E4) = o(n−1). (S2.69)

As for (E5), note that it can be deduced from (S2.18) and (3.3) that

sup
j,l≥0

E[xk−uεk,h,k{(εk+n−w−jε
∗
k+n−l,h,k−E(εk+n−w−jε

∗
k+n−l,h,k)}] = O(1).

(S2.70)
Thus, we have

(E5) ≤ C
∞
∑

j=⌊n/2⌋+1

∞
∑

l=⌊n/4⌋+1

|αj||αl| ≤ C(n−ι+1)2 = Cn−2ι+2 = o(n−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
αi = O(i−ι) with ι > 3/2. Similarly, one can obtain

(E6) = o(n−1). (S2.72)

Using (S2.22), (S2.66), (S2.69)–(S2.72) and Minkowski’s inequality,
we obtain (S2.65).

Proof of Proposition 3.1. By (3.8)–(3.11), Minkowski’s inequality and
Burkholder’s inequality, we have for any 1 ≤

¯
mn ≤ m̄n ≤ n,

sup
−∞<s<∞

E|
m̄n
∑

t=
¯
mn

(ε2t+s − E(ε2t+s))|3+δ⋆

= sup
−∞<s<∞

E|
m̄n
∑

t=
¯
mn

∞
∑

u=0

a⊤
uwt+s,u|3+δ⋆

≤ sup
−∞<s<∞

{
∞
∑

u=0

‖au‖(E‖
m̄n
∑

t=
¯
mn

wt+s,u‖3+δ⋆)
1

3+δ⋆ }3+δ⋆

≤C(
∞
∑

u=0

‖au‖)3+δ⋆(m̄n −
¯
mn + 1)

3+δ⋆

2 ≤ C(m̄n −
¯
mn + 1)

3+δ⋆

2 .

(S2.73)

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

sup
−∞<t<∞

E|E(ε2t |Ft−j)−E(ε2t )|2 = sup
−∞<t<∞

E|E(
∞
∑

s=0

a⊤
s wt,s|Ft−j)|2

= sup
−∞<t<∞

E|
∞
∑

s=j

a⊤
s wt,s|2 ≤ sup

−∞<t<∞
{

∞
∑

s=j

‖as‖2(E‖wt,s‖2)}

≤C(
∞
∑

s=j

‖as‖2) = o(j−2),

(S2.74)

as j → ∞. Hence, (3.5) follows from (S2.74) and Hölder’s inequality.
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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 ⊂ N and 0 ≤ s ≤ h− 1,

1

n− h− d̃+ 1

n−h
∑

t=d̃

ε2t,h,J − E(ε2t,h,J) = Op(n
−1/2), (S3.1)

1

n− h− d̃− s+ 1

n−h−s
∑

t=d̃

xt(J)x
⊤
t+s(J)εt,h,Jεt+s,h,J − Ls,h(J) = op(1),

(S3.2)

1
√

n− h− d̃+ 1

n−h
∑

t=d̃

xt(J)εt,h,J = Op(1), (S3.3)

1

n− h− d̃+ 1

n−h
∑

t=d̃

xt(J)x
⊤
t (J)−R(J) = op(1), (S3.4)

and
sup

−∞<t<∞
E|εt,h,J |4 + sup

−∞<t<∞
E‖xt(J)‖4 <∞. (S3.5)

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
∑

t=d̃

ε2t,h,J − E(ε2t,h,J) =

n−h
∑

t=d̃

(xt+h − β⊤
h (J)xt(J))

2 − E(xt+h − β⊤
h (J)xt(J))

2.

(S3.6)

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

sup
−∞<s1,s2<∞

E|
n−h
∑

t=d̃

(xt+s1xt+s2 − E(xt+s1xt+s2))|2 ≤ Cn, (S3.7)

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 (S2.18) and (S2.53), leads to
(S3.5).
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It remains to prove (S3.2). Note that for any finite set J ⊂ N

and any d̃ ≤ t ≤ n− h− s,

xt(J)x
⊤
t+s(J)εt,h,Jεt+s,h,J

=
{

∞
∑

i=0

αiεt−i(J)
}{

∞
∑

j=0

αjε
⊤
t+s−j(J)

}

[

∞
∑

u=0

αu{εt+h−u − β⊤
h (J)εt−u(J)}

]

×
[

∞
∑

v=0

αv{εt+s+h−v − β⊤
h (J)εt+s−v(J)}

]

.

(S3.8)

In view of (S3.8), equation (S3.2) follows if, for any 0 ≤ s ≤ h − 1
and −∞ < j1, j2, j3, j4 <∞, the following holds:

1

n− h− d̃− s+ 1

n−h−s
∑

t=d̃

(εt−j1εt−j2εt−j3εt−j4−E(εt−j1εt−j2εt−j3εt−j4)) = op(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 δ⋆ = δ/2
directly follows from (35) of Xiao and Wu (2011). To prove (3.5),
note that by Minkowski’s inequality, we have

sup
−∞<t<∞

E|E(ε2t |Ft−j)−E(ε2t )|3/2

= sup
−∞<t<∞

E|
∞
∑

i=0

E{ε2t −E(ε2t )|Ft−j−i} − E{ε2t − E(ε2t )|Ft−j−i−1}|3/2

≤ sup
−∞<t<∞

(

∞
∑

i=0

[E|E{ε2t −E(ε2t )|Ft−j−i} −E{ε2t − E(ε2t )|Ft−j−i−1}|3/2]2/3)3/2.

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

[E|E{ε2t − E(ε2t )|Ft−j−i} −E{ε2t −E(ε2t )|Ft−j−i−1}|3/2]2/3

=[E|E{ε2j+i − E(ε2j+i)|F0} − E{ε2j+i − E(ε2j+i)|F−1}|3/2]2/3

≤(E|ε2j+i − ε⋆j+i
2|3/2)2/3

≤(E|εj+i − ε⋆j+i|3)1/3(E|εj+i + ε⋆j+i|3)1/3

≤Cδ′3(j + i) ≤ Cδ′6+δ(j + i).

(S4.2)

Combining (A.3), (S4.1) and (S4.2) gives

sup
−∞<t<∞

E|E(ε2t |Ft−j)−E(ε2t )|3/2

≤{
∞
∑

i=0

δ′6+δ(j + i)}3/2 = {
∞
∑

i=j

δ′6+δ(i)}3/2 = o(j−3/2),
(S4.3)

as j → ∞, and the proof is complete.

Proof of Proposition A.2. Under (3.24) and (A.4), (3.4) with δ⋆ =
δ/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
−∞<t<∞

E|E(ε2t |Ft−j)− E(ε2t )|3/2

≤{2(22/3 + 1)}3/2α(j)1−
3/2

(6+δ)/2 ( sup
−∞<t<∞

E|εt|6+δ)
3/2
6+δ

=o(j−3/2),

(S4.4)

as j → ∞. Thus, (3.5) holds.

S5 Proofs of Propositions B.1–B.3

Proof of Proposition B.1. Given any −∞ < t1, t2, t3, t4 < ∞, we
have

E|εt1εt2εt3εt4 − ε⋆t1ε
⋆
t2
ε⋆t3ε

⋆
t4
|

≤E|εt1εt2εt3(εt4 − ε⋆t4)|+ E|εt1εt2(εt3 − ε⋆t3)ε
⋆
t4
|

+ E|εt1(εt2 − ε⋆t2)ε
⋆
t3
ε⋆t4 |+ E|(εt1 − ε⋆t1)ε

⋆
t2
ε⋆t3ε

⋆
t4
|

≤( sup
−∞<t<∞

E|εt|4)
3
4 (δ′4(t1) + δ′4(t2) + δ′4(t3) + δ′4(t4)),

(S5.1)
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where the last inequality follows from Hölder’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.

Proof of Proposition B.2. Assumption (B.3) ensures that

{εt−j1εt−j2εt−j3εt−j4 − E(εt−j1εt−j2εt−j3εt−j4)}

is uniformly integrable for any fixed−∞ < j1, j2, j3, j4 <∞, 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).

Proof of Proposition B.3. By using (S2.11) and (S2.73) with 3 + δ
and q therein replaced by 2, we obtain (3.25). To prove (3.26), it
suffices to show that for any 0 ≤ s ≤ h−1 and −∞ < j1, j2, j3, j4 <
∞, with ju 6= jv if u 6= v,

1

n− h− d̄− s+ 1

n−h−s
∑

t=d̄

ε4t−j1
− E(ε4t−j1

) = op(1), (S5.2)

1

n− h− d̄− s + 1

n−h−s
∑

t=d̄

ε3t−j1
εt−j2 − E(ε3t−j1

εt−j2) = op(1), (S5.3)

1

n− h− d̄− s + 1

n−h−s
∑

t=d̄

ε2t−j1
ε2t−j2

− E(ε2t−j1
ε2t−j2

) = op(1), (S5.4)

1

n− h− d̄− s+ 1

n−h−s
∑

t=d̄

ε2t−j1εt−j2εt−j3 −E(ε2t−j1εt−j2εt−j3) = op(1),

(S5.5)
and

1

n− h− d̄− s+ 1

n−h−s
∑

t=d̄

εt−j1εt−j2εt−j3εt−j4 = op(1). (S5.6)
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We first prove (S5.4). Let δ̃ = δ/2. By (B.7) and Minkowski’s
inequality,

{E| 1

n− h− d̄− s+ 1

n−h−s
∑

t=d̄

ε2t−j1
ε2t−j2

− E(ε2t−j1
ε2t−j2

)|1+δ̃}
1

1+δ̃

≤{E| 1

n− h− d̄− s+ 1

n−h−s
∑

t=d̄

∞
∑

u=0

(b
(1)
t−j1,t−j2,u

)⊤w
(1)
t−j1,t−j2,u

|1+δ̃}
1

1+δ̃

+ {E| 1

n− h− d̄− s+ 1

n−h−s
∑

t=d̄

∞
∑

u=0

(b
(2)
t−j1,t−j2,u

)⊤w
(2)
t−j1,t−j2,u

|1+δ̃}
1

1+δ̃

:=(I) + (II).

(S5.7)

Write w
(1)
t−j1,t−j2,u

= (w
(1)
t−j1,t−j2,u,1

, . . . , w
(1)
t−j1,t−j2,u,r1

)⊤, for some r1 ∈
N. By using Minkowski’s inequality again, we have

(I) ≤
∞
∑

u=0

‖b(1)
t−j1,t−j2,u

‖{
r1
∑

v=1

(E| 1

n− h− d̄− s+ 1

n−h−s
∑

t=d̄

w
(1)
t−j1,t−j2,u,v

|1+δ̃)
1

1+δ̃ }.

(S5.8)

Without loss of generality, we may assume that 0 < δ̃ < 1. Then,
for all u ≥ 0, 1 ≤ v ≤ r1 and −∞ < j1, j2 < ∞, it follows from
Burkholder’s inequality, (B.8), (B.9), and the fact that for any real
numbers x, y ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ a ≤ 1,

(x+ y)a ≤ xa + ya, (S5.9)

we have

(E| 1

n− h− d̄− s+ 1

n−h−s
∑

t=d̄

w
(1)
t−j1,t−j2,u,v

|1+δ̃)
1

1+δ̃

≤C{E|
n−h−s
∑

t=d̄

(
1

n− h− d̄− s+ 1
w

(1)
t−j1,t−j2,u,v

)2| 1+δ̃
2 }

1
1+δ̃

≤C(
n−h−s
∑

t=d̄

E| 1

n− h− d̄− s+ 1
w

(1)
t−j1,t−j2,u,v

|1+δ̃)
1

1+δ̃ = o(1).

(S5.10)

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),

(II) =
1

n− h− d̄− s+ 1
(E|

n−h−s
∑

u=−∞

n−h−s
∑

t=u∨d̄

(b
(2)
t−j1,t−j2,t−u)

⊤w
(2)
t−j1,t−j2,t−u|1+δ̃)

1
1+δ̃

≤ C

n− h− d̄− s+ 1
{E|

n−h−s
∑

u=−∞

(

n−h−s
∑

t=u∨d̄

(b
(2)
t−j1,t−j2,t−u)

⊤w
(2)
t−j1,t−j2,t−u)

2| 1+δ̃
2 }

1
1+δ̃

≤ C

n− h− d̄− s+ 1
(

n−h−s
∑

u=−∞

E|
n−h−s
∑

t=u∨d̄

(b
(2)
t−j1,t−j2,t−u)

⊤w
(2)
t−j1,t−j2,t−u|1+δ̃)

1
1+δ̃

≤ C

n− h− d̄− s+ 1
[

n−h−s
∑

u=−∞

{
n−h−s
∑

t=u∨d̄

(E|(b(2)
t−j1,t−j2,t−u)

⊤w
(2)
t−j1,t−j2,t−u|1+δ̃)

1
1+δ̃ }1+δ̃]

1
1+δ̃

≤ C

n− h− d̄− s+ 1
[
n−h−s
∑

u=−∞

{
n−h−s
∑

t=u∨d̄

(E‖b(2)
t−j1,t−j2,t−u‖2(1+δ̃))

1
2(1+δ̃) }(1+δ̃)]

1
1+δ̃

(S5.12)

≤ C

n− h− d̄− s+ 1
[

n−h−s
∑

u=−∞

{
n−h−s
∑

t=u∨d̄

(t− u+ 1)−1−ǫ}(1+δ̃)]
1

1+δ̃

=
C

n− h− d̄− s+ 1
[

n−h−s
∑

u=−(n−h−s)

{
n−h−s
∑

t=u∨d̄

(t− u+ 1)−1−ǫ}(1+δ̃)]
1

1+δ̃

+
C

n− h− d̄− s+ 1
[

−(n−h−s)−1
∑

u=−∞

{
n−h−s
∑

t=d̄

(t− u+ 1)−1−ǫ}(1+δ̃)]
1

1+δ̃

≤Cn
−δ̃
1+δ̃ + Cn−1{

∞
∑

u=(n−h−s)+1

(u+ d̄)−(1+ǫ)(1+δ̃)}
1

1+δ̃ = o(1).

Thus, (S5.4) is a consequence of (S5.7), (S5.11), (S5.12) andMarkov’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 zt,
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 gh(k) and Rn,h, with h = 1, k = 1, and n =
500, 2000, 5000, in Example S6.1

(ϕ0, ϕ1, ψ1) = (0.4, 0.5, 0.2) (ϕ0, ϕ1, ψ1) = (0.4, 0.2, 0.55)
g̃1(1) 105.579 2.571
R500,1 0.041 0.968
R2000,1 0.053 0.961
R5000,1 0.063 1.056

(S5.6). As for (S5.5), observe that by (3.8),

ε2t−j1
εt−j2εt−j3 ={ε2t−j1

− E(ε2t−j1
) + E(ε2t−j1

)}εt−j2εt−j3

=
∞
∑

u=0

a⊤
uwt−j1,uεt−j2εt−j3 + E(ε2t−j1

)εt−j2εt−j3.

(S5.13)

Hence, (S5.5) follows from (3.10), (B.6), (S5.13), the assumption
that

∑∞
s=0‖as‖ <∞, Minkowski’s inequality and an argument sim-

ilar to that used in (S2.9). The proof is now complete.

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.

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

xt = −0.5xt−1 + εt,

εt = σtzt, σ
2
t = ϕ0 + ϕ1ε

2
t−1 + ψ1σ

2
t−1,

where {zt} is a sequence of i.i.d. N(0, 1) random variables. We
use model (3.1) with k = 1 to do prediction. Therefore, the working
model is correctly specified. Letting (ϕ0, ϕ1, ψ1) = (0.4, 0.5, 0.2) and
(0.4, 0.2, 0.55), we report gh(k) and Rn,h, with k = 1, h = 1, and
n = 500, 2000, 5000, in Table S6.1.

When (ϕ0, ϕ1, ψ1) = (0.4, 0.5, 0.2), εt only has a finite (4 + δ̄1)th
moment, where δ̄1 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, Rn,1 is still far away from 1. On the other hand,
when (ϕ0, ϕ1, ψ1) = (0.4, 0.2, 0.55), εt has a finite (6+ δ̄2)th moment,
for some small δ̄2 > 0, and hence (3.3) follows. In this latter case,
the values of Rn,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:

(I)

xt = 0.8xt−1 − 0.5xt−2 + 0.35xt−4 + εt,

εt = σtzt, σ
2
t = 0.4 + 0.2ε2t−1 + 0.55σ2

t−1,

(II)

xt = 0.55xt−2 − 0.4xt−5 + εt,

εt = σtzt, (1− 0.98B) log(σ2
t ) = 0.01 + vt,

where {zt} and {vt} 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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