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Abstract

This work presents a Bayesian approach for the estimation of Beta Autoregressive Mov-
ing Average (βARMA) models. We discuss standard choice for the prior distributions and
employ a Hamiltonian Monte Carlo algorithm to sample from the posterior. We propose
a method to approach the problem of unit roots in the model’s systematic component.
We then present a series of Monte Carlo simulations to evaluate the performance of this
Bayesian approach. In addition to parameter estimation, we evaluate the proposed ap-
proach to verify the presence of unit roots in the model’s systematic component and study
prior sensitivity. An empirical application is presented to exemplify the usefulness of the
method. In the application, we compare the fitted Bayesian and frequentist approaches
in terms of their out-of-sample forecasting capabilities.

Keywords: dynamic models; time series analysis; observation-driven models; Bayesian
models; Hamiltonian Monte Carlo Markov Chain.

1 Introduction

The literature related to regression models for time series has grown rapidly in the last few
years. A particularly fertile area of research involves the theory of bounded time series re-
gression. Typical examples are ratios and proportions observed over time. In these situations,
it is well-known that ARMA models are not adequate. One of the most employed methods
to deal with bounded time series is based on the GARMA (Generalized ARMA) approach,
introduced under this name by Benjamin et al. (2003) (see Zeger and Qaqish, 1988; Li, 1994,
for earlier approaches). The idea is to combine the flexibility of the generalized linear model
(GLM) structure with the classical ARMA modeling approach. The GLM structure addresses
the problem of bounds while still allowing for the presence of covariates, used to accommodate
different structures, such as heteroscedasticity, trends, etc.; whereas the time series structure
accommodates the presence of serial correlation in the process. Although simple, the approach
is quite general.

After Benjamin et al. (2003), the GARMA structure has evolved in various forms, by
assuming distributions outside the exponential family (Rocha and Cribari-Neto, 2009; Bayer
et al., 2017, 2020; Prass et al., 2022; Pumi et al., 2022), often referred to as GARMA-like
models, including long-range dependence (Pumi et al., 2019) and even chaotic dependence
structure (Pumi et al., 2021). GARMA and GARMA-like models are typically formulated as
observation-driven models, and inference is often based on conditional or partial maximum
likelihood (Rocha and Cribari-Neto, 2009; Bayer et al., 2017; Prass et al., 2022; Pumi et al.,
2022, 2019, 2021, among others), although early models considered a quasi-maximum likelihood
approach (Zeger and Qaqish, 1988; Li, 1994). In the context of βARMA models, parameter
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estimation using conditional and partial maximum likelihood has been studied in Rocha and
Cribari-Neto (2009) and Pumi et al. (2019). These methods are implemented in R (R Core
Team, 2022) package BTSR (Prass and Pumi, 2022). Additionally, small-sample corrections for
conditional maximum likelihood can be found in Palm and Bayer (2018).

Regression models for time series can be categorized into two types, as per the nomen-
clature of Cox et al. (1981): parameter-driven and observation-driven models. In the first
type autocorrelation is introduced through a latent variable. In the parameter-driven context,
dynamical generalized linear models (DGLM) exhibit a similar structure to GARMA models.
Bayesian estimation for DGLM has a long-standing literature, commencing with the seminal
work of West et al. (1985) for dynamic generalized linear models (DGLM) based on the expo-
nential family. MCMC methods for the Bayesian analysis of DGLM models were developed
by Gamerman (1998). In a multivariate setup, Grunwald et al. (1993) proposed a similar
approach to West et al. (1985) to model multivariate time series of continuous proportions.
Godolphin and Triantafyllopoulos (2006) considered the decomposition of DGLM models into
sums of noise-free simpler dynamic linear models. Souza et al. (2018) recently extended DGLM
to cover the two-parameter exponential family.

In the context of observation-driven GARMA and GARMA-like models, Bayesian estima-
tion has received comparatively less attention. Bayesian estimation of GARMA models for
count time series is studied in de Andrade et al. (2015) while Casarin et al. (2012) consid-
ers a Bayesian approach to model selection in βAR models. Cepeda-Cuervo (2015) considers
Bayesian estimation in the context of β regression proposed by Ferrari and Cribari-Neto (2004).
For a comprehensive review and comparison between observation-driven and parameter-driven
models in the context of GARMA models for count time series, we refer to the work of Franco
et al. (2019) and the references cited therein.

Considering the Bayesian estimation of βARMA models, the only specific paper available
is Casarin et al. (2012), where the authors consider a Bayesian approach to model selection
in βAR models, without covariates, using a reversible jump Markov chain approach. The
framework considered in the paper, however, is quite restrictive because the authors propose
to use a linear link in the model’s systematic component, requiring the imposition of conditions
on the model’s coefficients to keep the conditional mean within the interval (0, 1). In addition,
because it is non-standard, there are no statistical packages available to fit such a particular
model, which hinders its application.

In this paper, we propose the study of a fully specified βARMA model under the Bayesian
framework. The model considers standard forms for the prior distributions, for which we
make uninformative parameter choices. We employ the Hamiltonian Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) method to obtain the posterior distribution of the model parameters, and
the No-U-Turn sampler (NUTS) for Hamiltonian parameter fine-tuning. We also use the
model to assess the posterior probability that the model’s systematic component contains a
quasi-unit root. Furthermore, we consider a procedure consisting of a series of Bayes Factor
(BF) tests to determine the order p and q of the βARMA(p, q) model, and address the issue
of prediction by assessing the posterior predictive distribution. The quality of parameter
estimates and sensibility to prior specifications is assessed through simulation studies. The
proposed framework allows for a comprehensive fully Bayesian analysis of bounded time series
data under the βARMA(p, q) model, complete with parameter estimation, sensitivity analysis,
identification of unit roots, and prediction.

We also present a Monte Carlo simulation study to verify the performance of the proposed
approach. We evaluate point and interval estimation under various scenarios in the simula-
tion, approach the problem of unit roots in βARMA’s systematic component, and provide a
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prior sensitivity analysis. We showcase the proposed methodology in an empirical application
to hydroelectric energy storage. We perform model selection based on the proposed Bayes
factor approach, comparing the selected model’s out-of-sample forecasting capabilities with
competitor models, including a model selected using the frequentist approach.

The following is a summary of the paper. Section 2 comprehensively reviews the class of
βARMA models. Section 3 delves into key concepts associated with the Bayesian inference,
such as the Hamiltonian Monte Carlo algorithm, posterior predictive distribution, and quasi-
unit root testing. In Section 4, we carry out a Monte Carlo simulation to assess the finite
sample behavior of the proposed approach. Finally, Section 5 provides an illustrative example
to showcase the practical application of the proposed method.

2 βARMA Models

Let {Yt}t∈Z be a time series of interest satisfying Yt ∈ (0, 1) for all t ∈ Z, and let {Xt}t∈Z
denote a set of r-dimensional exogenous time dependent (possibly random) covariates. Let
Ft denote the σ-field representing the observed history of the model up to time t, that is,
the sigma-field generated by (X ′

t, Yt,X
′
t−1, Yt−1, · · · ). The βARMA(p, q) model introduced by

Rocha and Cribari-Neto (2009) is an observation-driven model in which the random component
follows a conditional beta distribution, parameterized in terms of its mean and a precision
parameter as

p(y|ν, µt,Ft−1) =
Γ(ν)

Γ(νµt)Γ
(
ν(1− µt)

) yνµt−1(1− y)ν(1−µt)−1, (1)

for 0 < y < 1, µt := E(Yt|Ft−1) and ν > 0. Observe that Var(Yt|Ft−1) =
µt(1−µt)

1+ν , so that
the model is conditionally heteroscedastic. Additionally, ν can be interpreted as a precision
parameter in the sense that, the higher the ν, the smaller the conditional variance. Moreover,
Var(Yt|Ft−1) ≤ 1

4ν → 0 as ν goes to infinity. Hence, in practice, very high values of ν
account for (conditional) homoscedastic behavior. Let g : (0, 1)→ R be a twice-differentiable
strictly monotonic link function. The most commonly applied link functions are the logit
(applied here), probit, and complementary log-log, although parametric alternatives have been
explored in the literature (Pumi et al., 2020). The systematic component in a βARMA(p, q)
model follows an ARMA(p, q)-like structure prescribed by

g(µt) := α+X ′
tβ +

p∑
i=1

ϕi

(
g(Yt−i)−X ′

t−iβ
)
+

q∑
j=1

θjrt−j , (2)

where rt := g(Yt)− g(µt) denotes an error term, β = (β1, · · · , βr)′ is the r-dimensional vector
of parameters related to the covariates, ϕ = (ϕ1, · · · , ϕp)

′ and θ = (θ1, · · · , θq)′ are the AR
and MA coefficients, respectively. The βARMA(p, q) model is defined by (1) and (2).

Parameter estimation in βARMA models is usually conducted using a frequentist approach,
based on the conditional (Rocha and Cribari-Neto, 2009, 2017) or partial (Pumi et al., 2019)
maximum likelihood, which is reflected in the notation here. In the next section we propose a
fully Bayesian approach for parameter estimation in the context of βARMA(p, q) models.
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3 Bayesian inference

Let y1, · · · , yn be a sample from a βARMA(p, q) model, and γ := (ν, α,β′,ϕ′,θ′)′. The partial
likelihood function is given by

L(γ|Fn) ∝
n∏

t=1

p(yt;µt, ν|Ft−1) ∝
n∏

t=1

yνµt−1
t (1− yt)

ν(1−µt)−1

Γ(νµt)Γ
(
ν(1− µt)

) .

For the non negative precision parameter ν we consider a gamma prior of the form ν ∼
Gamma(a, b) (mean a/b). The link function in (2) guarantees that µt ∈ (0, 1) for all α,
β ∈ Rr, θ ∈ Rq and ϕ ∈ Rp, thus we shall assume independent multivariate normal priors of
the form

α ∼ N(0, σ2
α), β ∼ Nr(0, σ

2
βIr), ϕ ∼ Nq(0, σ

2
ϕIp), θ ∼ Nq(0, σ

2
θIq), (3)

where Ns(0,K) denotes the s-variate normal distribution with mean 0 ∈ Rs and variance-
covariance matrix K, while Is denotes the s× s identity matrix.

When no prior knowledge regarding the variance hyper-parameters σ2
α, σ

2
β, σ

2
ϕ and σ2

θ is
available, we shall consider very high values of these parameters so that the prior will be
non-informative. As for the hyper-parameters related to ν, in section 4.3 we shall conduct a
sensitivity analysis regarding their choice.

Combining the joint prior density, denoted by π0(γ), with the likelihood function, we note
that the posterior distribution is given by

π(γ|Fn) ∝ L(γ|Fn)π0(γ). (4)

Unfortunately, the joint posterior density (4) cannot be obtained in closed form. To sample
from the posterior distribution we adopt a Hamiltonian Monte Carlo scheme.

3.1 Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC)

Hamiltonian Monte Carlo is a state-of-the-art general-purpose sampling technique based on the
Hamiltonian dynamics concomitant with a Metropolis-Hastings transition rule (Duane et al.,
1987; Mackay, 2003; Neal, 2011). It is generally an efficient alternative for simulating random
values from a target distribution and requires the evaluation of the log density and its gradient.
In order to sample from the joint distribution of γ, a momentum variable κ ∼ Nd(0, Id),
independent of γ, is added to the dynamics and sampled along with γ. In this case, the
Hamiltonian is defined by

H(κ,γ) := log
(
π(γ|Fn)

)
+

1

2
κ′κ,

and the sample space of (κ,γ) is explored according to a Hamiltonian dynamics, namely,

∂H(κ,γ)

∂κ
= κ′ and

∂H(κ,γ)

∂γ
= ∆γ log

(
π(γ|Fn)

)
. (5)

To approximate a solution of (5) and obtain an iteration of the HMC, the first step is to
sample κ from a Nd(0, Id). Next, dynamics (5) is approximated from time t = 0 to time t = τ
by applying ⌊τ/ε⌋ Leapfrog steps of size ε, namely,

κ← κ+
ε

2
∆γ log

(
π(γ|Fn)

)
, γ ← γ + κε, κ← κ+

ε

2
∆γ log

(
π(γ|Fn)

)
. (6)
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It can be shown that (6) yields a valid Metropolis proposal that is accepted or rejected using
standard acceptance probabilities. Finely tuned values of ε and τ are crucial for HMC’s
performance. An automatic way to fine-tune the choice of these hyper-parameters is by using
the No U-Turn Sampler (NUTS) algorithm, created by Hoffman and Gelman (2014). We use
package RStan (Stan Development Team, 2022) in R (R Core Team, 2022) to perform the
HMC.

3.2 Posterior predictive distribution

Let Ỹ = (Yn+1, · · · , Yn+h)
′ represent the new observations for which we wish to make predic-

tions. Then the posterior predictive distribution satisfies

p(Ỹ |Fn) =

∫
γ
p(Ỹ |γ,Fn)p(γ|Fn)dγ = Ep(γ|Fn)

(
p(Ỹ |γ,Fn)

)
, (7)

where p(γ|Fn) is the posterior distribution of (4) and p(Ỹ |γ,Fn) is the sampling density of
the new data Ỹ , given parameters γ and Fn. It can be computed iteratively by noting that

p(Ỹ |γ,Fn) =

h∏
k=1

p(Yn+k|γ,Fn+k−1),

where
Yn+h|γ,Fn+h−1 ∼ Beta(µn+h, ν),

and

µt = g−1

(
α+

p∑
i=1

ϕi

(
g(yt−i)) +

q∑
j=1

θjrt−j

)
, (8)

in which rt := (g(Yt)− g(µt)) is computed from µt and denotes an error term. It follows from
(7) that we can obtain samples from the posterior predictive distribution, if for each value of
γ∗ in a sample of the posterior distribution p(γ|Fn) we draw from p(Ỹ |γ,Fn). This is done
by recursively computing µt given previous data and γ∗, and then drawing a new value for Y ∗

t

from the beta distribution in (8), for t ∈ {n+ 1, · · · , n+ h}.

Note that in deriving the posterior predictive distribution, for simplicity, we have consid-
ered the βARMA without covariates. Including covariates in the model is straightforward as
long as the new values Xn+1, · · · ,Xn+h are known. This is always possible if the covari-
ates are deterministic functions, as in deterministic trends or seasonality. However, predicting
future values for random covariates often requires the specification of a model to be feasible.

3.3 Quasi-Unit roots testing

Recall the following conditions, endemic to the study of ARMA models:

1. The AR and MA characteristic polynomials, given respectively by

ϕ(z) = 1− ϕ1z − · · · − ϕpz
p and θ(z) = 1 + θ1z + · · ·+ θqz

q, z ∈ C, (9)

do not have common roots.

2. The AR characteristic polynomial satisfy ϕ(z) ̸= 0 in the set C∗ := {z ∈ C : |z| ≠ 1}.
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Condition 2 is a necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of a stationary solution for
the ARMA equations and much attention is given to the presence of unit roots, that is, roots
of the characteristic polynomial with absolute value equal to 1, which are usually associated
with a random walk-like behavior. However, model coefficients are estimated from a time
series and are subject to uncertainty implying that exact unit roots occur with probability 0.
Hence, in practice, we are concerned with the so-called quasi-unit roots, which are roots of
the characteristic polynomial with a modulus close to 1. Quasi-unit roots also appear when
a short-range dependence model such as the ARMA is applied to data presenting long-range
dependence.

In the frequentist framework, unit roots are approached by using traditional tests, such as
the Dickey-Fuller (Dickey and Fuller, 1981), Phillips-Perron (Phillips and Perron, 1988), among
others. However, these tests are notorious for failing to detect unit roots in many contexts,
especially in more complex dependence structures. Hence, a good practice in the frequentist
approach is to calculate the roots of the estimated characteristic polynomial obtained by
plugging in the estimated parameters, as a goodness-of-fit procedure.

Technically, since observation-driven models are defined in a conditional fashion, there
is no imposition of stationarity in the model. Nevertheless, since g(µt) = g(yt) − rt, under
conditions 1 and 2 the systematic component of a βARMA model, namely (2), can be written
as

ϕ(L)
(
g(Yt)− x′

tβ − ω
)
= θ(L)rt, (10)

where ω := α/ϕ(1), so that it satisfies the difference equations of an ARMA model with
characteristic polynomials given in (9). Hence, it is of interest to study unit roots in this
context. However, testing a double bounded time series for unit roots is not even a well-
posed problem since random walk behavior in a bounded domain is not well-defined (but
see Cavaliere, 2005; Cavaliere and Xu, 2014). Besides, testing the original time series for
unit roots is not the same as testing g(µt), since the latter depends on model parameters to
be reconstructed. Hence, traditional unit root tests are useless in the context of βARMA
models. The only alternative under the frequentist framework is calculating the root of the
approximated characteristic polynomial. But, there is no easy way to measure the uncertainty
behind a given root of the approximated characteristic polynomial and no test to decide if a
given quasi-unit root is or is not a consequence of a unit root in the underlying true model.
The decision in this context ultimately falls under the user’s experience.

Under the Bayesian framework, testing for the unit roots in the context of ARMA models
has been explored in Marriott and Newbold (1998) and Huerta and West (1999). The focus of
these papers is on the specification of prior probabilities for the AR coefficients that facilitate
testing for the presence of unit roots. In this work, we propose a simpler approach, that is more
fitting to the context of GARMA-like models. Since the proposed Bayesian approach relies on
obtaining samples for the joint posterior probability of the parameters, we can easily estimate
the posterior probability that a unit root is present in the fitted model. This is attained by
calculating the roots of the approximated characteristic polynomial for each sampled set of
parameters in the posterior distribution and considering the proportion of roots whose modulus
falls below a certain threshold. The finite sample performance of the proposed approach is
studied in Section 4.2.

4 Monte Carlo Simulation Studies

In this section, we present a Monte Carlo simulation study to assess the performance of the
proposed approach in the context of βARMA models. We perform three sets of simulations
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under a variety of scenarios to assess three different facets of the Bayesian analysis. In the first
set, our interest lies in the accuracy of point estimation and the coverage of credible intervals.
The second set analyzes the presence of quasi-unit roots in the model. Finally, we perform a
sensitivity analysis on the prior parameter specification.

The simulation was performed using R (R Core Team, 2022). Data generation was per-
formed using R package BTSR (Prass and Pumi, 2022). A burn-in of 50 observations was applied
in generating the time series, regardless of the sample size and parameters. Estimation was
performed using the RStan package (Stan Development Team, 2022). All data and codes are
available at github.com/AlineFoersterGrande/Bayesian.BARMA.

4.1 Point and interval inference

In this section, we examine point and interval estimation of the proposed Bayesian approach
in the context of βARMA(1, 1) models. We simulate βARMA(1, 1) model with (ϕ, θ) ∈
{(0.4, 0.4), (0.4, 0.6), (0.6, 0.4), (0.6, 0.6), (−0.5,−0.3), (−0.5,−0.4), (−0.3,−0.3), (−0.3,−0.4)},
ν ∈ {50, 100}, and sample sizes n ∈ {200, 500}. We fit a βARMA(1, 1) considering the
following priors: ν ∼ Gamma(5, 0.1), ϕ ∼ N(µ, σ2) and θ ∼ N(µ, σ2), where µ = 0 and
σ2 = 20,0002. For each simulated data set, we ran two MCMC chains consisting of 2,000
samples each with a warm-up period of 50%. Each experiment was replicated 50 times.

The simulation results are shown in Table 1. For each parameter, the point estimates
(average posterior mean) and average credible intervals (quantiles) are shown. From Table
1, we observe that the proposed Bayesian approach performs very well in all scenarios, with
small biases for ϕ and θ even when n = 200. It is worth noting that the specific values of ϕ
and θ do not appear to have a significant effect on the credible intervals or point estimates for
ν. Although ν has the highest variability, it has a smaller overall ratio between the credible
interval length and the true parameter value.

Considering the point estimation for sample size n = 500, the best scenario was ν = 50,
ϕ = −0.3 and θ = −0.3, while the worst scenario was ν = 100 , ϕ = 0.4 and θ = 0.6. As
expected, credible intervals in the n = 200 scenario are considerably larger than those in the
n = 500 scenario. From the results, we conclude that the posterior estimates are close to the
simulated values, which always fall within the mean credible interval.
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Table 1: Monte Carlo simulation results for βARMA(1, 1) models. Presented are point and
interval estimates obtained as the average posterior mean and average 95% credible intervals.

DGP n = 200 n = 500

ν ϕ θ
ν ϕ θ ν ϕ θ

CI0.95(ν) CI0.95(ϕ) CI0.95(θ) CI0.95(ν) CI0.95(ϕ) CI0.95(θ)

50

0.40 0.40
48.73 0.41 0.37 49.57 0.40 0.40

[39.98, 58.38] [0.23, 0.58] [0.18, 0.54] [43.75, 55.79] [0.28, 0.51] [0.28, 0.51]

0.40 0.60
47.91 0.42 0.55 49.18 0.40 0.59

[39.20, 57.47] [0.26, 0.57] [0.40, 0.68] [43.35, 55.33] [0.30, 0.50] [0.50, 0.67]

0.60 0.40
48.28 0.60 0.38 49.27 0.60 0.40

[39.52, 57.80] [0.46, 0.73] [0.22, 0.53] [43.43, 55.44] [0.51, 0.68] [0.30, 0.49]

0.60 0.60
47.55 0.60 0.57 49.01 0.60 0.59

[38.98, 57.03] [0.47, 0.72] [0.43, 0.69] [43.25, 55.15] [0.52, 0.68] [0.51, 0.67]

-0.50 -0.30
48.84 -0.50 -0.29 49.57 -0.49 -0.30

[40.08, 58.56] [-0.66, -0.32] [-0.46, -0.09] [43.77, 55.75] [-0.60, -0.39] [-0.41, -0.18]

-0.50 -0.40
47.98 -0.50 -0.37 49.40 -0.49 -0.40

[38.98, 58.03] [-0.65, -0.34] [-0.53, -0.18] [43.60, 55.51] [-0.59, -0.39] [-0.50, -0.29]

-0.30 -0.30
49.12 -0.31 -0.27 49.77 -0.30 -0.30

[40.18, 58.89] [-0.53, -0.08] [-0.49, -0.03] [43.94, 55.96] [-0.44, -0.15] [-0.44, -0.14]

-0.30 -0.40
49.03 -0.32 -0.36 49.72 -0.30 -0.39

[40.12, 58.75] [-0.52, -0.11] [-0.55, -0.16] [43.90, 55.88] [-0.43, -0.17] [-0.51, -0.26]

100

0.40 0.40
93.11 0.42 0.36 97.23 0.40 0.39

[76.28, 111.53] [0.24, 0.60] [0.16, 0.53] [85.81, 109.40] [0.29, 0.52] [0.27, 0.50]

0.40 0.60
91.84 0.43 0.54 96.53 0.41 0.58

[75.20, 110.16] [0.27, 0.58] [0.38, 0.67] [85.19, 108.60] [0.31, 0.51] [0.49, 0.66]

0.60 0.40
92.39 0.60 0.37 96.81 0.60 0.40

[75.67, 110.73] [0.46, 0.74] [0.21, 0.52] [85.40, 108.93] [0.51, 0.68] [0.29, 0.49]

0.60 0.60
90.83 0.61 0.55 96.07 0.60 0.58

[74.43, 108.78] [0.48, 0.73] [0.41, 0.67] [84.74, 108.12] [0.52, 0.68] [0.50, 0.66]

-0.50 -0.30
91.45 -0.50 -0.25 97.42 -0.50 -0.30

[73.40, 111.82] [-0.67, -0.33] [-0.45, -0.04] [85.88, 109.60] [-0.60, -0.39] [-0.41, -0.17]

-0.50 -0.40
91.82 -0.51 -0.35 97.07 -0.50 -0.39

[74.33, 111.39] [-0.66, -0.35] [-0.52, -0.16] [85.63, 109.25] [-0.60, -0.40] [-0.49, -0.28]

-0.30 -0.30
93.68 -0.32 -0.26 97.74 -0.30 -0.29

[76.52, 112.28] [-0.54, -0.08] [-0.48, -0.02] [86.19, 110.04] [-0.45, -0.15] [-0.44, -0.14]

-0.30 -0.40
93.52 -0.33 -0.35 97.67 -0.31 -0.39

[76.69, 111.98] [-0.53, -0.12] [-0.54, -0.14] [86.18, 109.92] [-0.43, -0.17] [-0.51, -0.26]

4.2 Quasi-unit roots

In this section, we employ the posterior distribution to quantify the probability that the
characteristic polynomial associated with (2) has a unit root. In this simulation we consider
a model βARMA(2, 0) with ϕ = (ϕ1, ϕ2) given in the Table 2. The βARMA(2, 0) model
was fitted considering n = 500, ν = 100 and the following priors: ν ∼ Gamma(5, 0.1),
ϕi ∼ N(µ, σ2), where µ = 0 and σ2 = 20,0002 for i ∈ {1, 2}. For each simulated series,
two MCMC chains consisting of 2,000 samples each with a warm-up period of 50% were run.
The associated characteristic polynomial is given by ϕ(z) = 1 − ϕ1z − ϕ2z

2 whose roots are
−ϕ1±

√
ϕ2
1+4ϕ2

2ϕ2
. The parameter values were chosen in order to provide characteristic polynomials

with a variety of roots, some have the smallest modulus very close to 1 while others are far
from 1. The smallest modulus of the roots for each parameter ϕ is presented in Table 2’s third
column. The results show the probability that the smallest modulus of the roots is smaller
than {1.01, 1.02, 1.03, 1.04, 1.05}, where 1.05 is is frequently used as a practical rule-of-thumb
to analyze unit-roots, in the sense that if the modulus is 1.05 or smaller, then we consider that
a unit root is present in the true characteristic polynomial.

Point estimates and credible intervals in this simulation were omitted to save up space,
but the results were similar in quality to those presented in section 4.1. From the results, we
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observe that when the true modulus is < 1.05, the posterior probability detects this with a
very high probability, over 95% in all cases. In the most difficult cases, when the true modulus
is 1.05 and 1.057, the posterior probability that the modulus is < 1.05 is still very high. As
the true modulus moves away from 1.05, the posterior probability that the modulus is < 1.05
decreases very rapidly to values close to 0.

Table 2: Posterior probability that the characteristic polynomial’s roots have modulus smaller
than a given threshold. The first two columns present the true parameter values with the
smallest modulus of the characteristic polynomial’s roots in the third column. Thresholds are
presented in the last 5 columns.

ϕ1 ϕ2 |root| < 1.01 < 1.02 < 1.03 < 1.04 < 1.05

-0.25 -0.95 1.026 0.050 0.463 0.929 0.992 0.996
-0.15 0.80 1.028 0.034 0.184 0.504 0.816 0.957
0.20 0.75 1.029 0.081 0.356 0.743 0.946 0.995

-0.30 -0.90 1.050 0.002 0.016 0.133 0.474 0.823
-0.10 0.80 1.057 0.030 0.164 0.483 0.809 0.954
0.40 0.50 1.070 0.003 0.018 0.084 0.234 0.469
0.10 0.80 1.100 0.004 0.005 0.015 0.057 0.159

-0.90 -0.60 1.300 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.10 -0.30 1.830 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.30 0.10 2.000 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002
0.60 -0.10 3.160 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

4.3 Sensitivity Analysis

In this section, we present a prior sensitivity analysis for parameter ν, which presented the
highest bias among the parameter estimates. The other parameters were well estimated using
non-informative priors. For the sensitivity analysis, we consider βARMA(1, 1) models with
ν ∈ {50, 100}, (ϕ, θ) ∈ {(0.4, 0.6), (−0.3,−0.3)} and sample size n = 200. The BTSR package
was used for data generation. For each simulated series, the posterior was estimated from two
MCMC chains with 2,000 samples each and a warm-up period of 50%.

The priors of ϕ and θ are the same as in Section 4.1, namely, ϕ ∼ Normal(µ, σ2) and
θ ∼ Normal(µ, σ2) with µ = 0 and σ2 = 20,0002. As for ν, we consider ν ∼ Gamma(α, β) for
a variety of (α, β) values, presented in Table 3 along with the respective induced prior mean
and variance. Parameter choices induce priors that can be informative, as when ν = 50 and
prior has mean 50 and variance 25, very non-informative, when variance is 2,000, and even
very informative but equivocated, such as when the prior has mean 1 and variance 25, in which
case, the prior probability that ν ≤ 50 is 0.9979 and that ν ≤ 20 is 0.9872. Each scenario was
replicated 50 times. The results are presented in Table 4, which shows the posterior mean and
credible interval for each scenario, organized by the prior mean and the prior variance of ν.
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Table 3: Values of (α, β) used as prior for ν in the simulation and respective values of the
prior mean and the prior variance.

Prior Mean
1 50 100

Prior
Variance

2000 (0.0005, 0.0005) (1.25, 0.025) (5, 0.05)

500 (0.002, 0.002) (5, 0.1) (20, 0.2)

25 (0.04, 0.04) (100, 2) (400, 4)

Table 4: Results of the prior sensitivity analysis. The estimated values and credible intervals
for each parameter are presented, organized by prior mean and variance.

DGP Prior Var
Prior Mean

1 50 100
ν̂ CI0.95(ν) ν̂ CI0.95(ν) ν̂ CI0.95(ν)

Scenario 1
ν = 50

ϕ = 0.40

θ = 0.60

2000
47.85 [39.00, 57.69] 47.89 [39.11, 57.63] 49.06 [40.19, 58.83]
0.42 [0.26, 0.57] 0.42 [0.26, 0.57] 0.42 [0.26, 0.57]
0.55 [0.40, 0.68] 0.55 [0.40, 0.68] 0.55 [0.40, 0.68]

500
47.80 [38.92, 57.60] 47.91 [39.20, 57.47] 52.31 [43.52, 61.99]
0.42 [0.26, 0.57] 0.42 [0.26, 0.57] 0.42 [0.27, 0.56]
0.55 [0.40, 0.68] 0.55 [0.40, 0.68] 0.56 [0.41, 0.68]

25
46.97 [38.31, 56.56] 48.81 [42.28, 55.73] 81.90 [74.90, 89.20]
0.42 [0.26, 0.57] 0.42 [0.26, 0.57] 0.42 [0.30, 0.54]
0.55 [0.40, 0.68] 0.55 [0.41, 0.68] 0.56 [0.45, 0.66]

Scenario 2
ν = 50

ϕ = −0.30
θ = −0.30

2000
49.12 [40.07, 59.09] 49.11 [40.04, 59.05] 50.31 [41.15, 60.34]
-0.31 [-0.53, -0.08] -0.32 [-0.53, -0.08] -0.32 [-0.53, -0.08]
-0.27 [-0.49, -0.03] -0.27 [-0.49, -0.03] -0.27 [-0.48, -0.03]

500
49.06 [40.00, 58.95] 49.12 [40.18, 58.89] 53.60 [44.52, 63.61]
-0.32 [-0.53, -0.08] -0.31 [-0.53, -0.08] -0.32 [-0.53, -0.09]
-0.27 [-0.48, -0.03] -0.27 [-0.49, -0.03] -0.27 [-0.48, -0.04]

25
48.22 [39.26, 58.01] 49.45 [42.85, 56.49] 82.62 [75.59, 89.94]
-0.31 [-0.54, -0.08] -0.32 [-0.53, -0.08] -0.32 [-0.49, -0.14]
-0.27 [-0.49, -0.03] -0.27 [-0.48, -0.03] -0.27 [-0.44, -0.09]

Scenario 3
ν = 100

ϕ = 0.40

θ = 0.60

2000
95.84 [78.10, 115.39] 94.93 [77.41, 114.18] 96.12 [78.65, 115.25]
0.43 [0.27, 0.58] 0.43 [0.27, 0.58] 0.43 [0.27, 0.58]
0.54 [0.39, 0.67] 0.54 [0.39, 0.67] 0.54 [0.39, 0.67]

500
95.79 [77.97, 115.45] 91.84 [75.20, 110.16] 96.55 [80.10, 114,43]
0.43 [0.27, 0.58] 0.43 [0.27, 0.58] 0.43 [0.27, 0.58]
0.54 [0.39, 0.67] 0.54 [0.38, 0.67] 0.54 [0.39, 0.67]

25
92.34 [75.16, 111.26] 65.65 [56.90, 74.99] 99.04 [90.55, 107.86]
0.43 [0.27, 0.58] 0.43 [0.24, 0.60] 0.43 [0.28, 0.57]
0.54 [0.38, 0.67] 0.53 [0.35, 0.69] 0.54 [0.39, 0.66]

Scenario 4
ν = 100

ϕ = −0.30
θ = −0.30

2000
97.99 [79.70, 118.09] 96.88 [79.04, 116.54] 98.06 [80.35, 117.52]
-0.32 [-0.54, -0.09] -0.32 [-0.54, -0.09] -0.32 [-0.54, -0.09]
-0.26 [-0.47, -0.02] -0.26 [-0.47, -0.02] -0.26 [-0.47, -0.02]

500
97.83 [79.68, 117.84] 93.68 [76.52, 112.28] 98.28 [81.55, 116.39]
-0.32 [-0.54, -0.09] -0.32 [-0.54, -0.08] -0.32 [-0.54, -0.09]
-0.26 [-0.48, -0.02] -0.26 [-0.48, -0.02] -0.26 [-0.47, -0.02]

25
94.34 [76.60, 113.72] 66.15 [57.32, 75.64] 99.48 [90.98, 108.41]
-0.32 [-0.54, -0.08] -0.32 [-0.58, -0.04] -0.32 [-0.54, -0.09]
-0.26 [-0.48, -0.02] -0.26 [-0.51, 0.03] -0.26 [-0.47, -0.03]
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The changes in the prior for ν did not affect point estimates for ϕ and θ. Overall, point
estimates and credible intervals for ν are on par with the ones presented in Section 4.1, with
a few exceptions. In scenarios 1 and 2, where the true value is ν = 50, when the prior mean is
100 and the prior variance is 25, point estimates are very biased, and credible intervals do not
contain 50. In this case, the prior probability that ν < 85 is only 0.008, which flattens out the
posterior in the vicinity of the true value of ν, 50, where the likelihood is likely to be higher.
In scenarios 3 and 4, for which ν = 100, when the prior variance is 25 and the prior mean is
50, essentially the same happens with 0.9972 prior probability that ν ≤ 65.

Interestingly, the most extreme case where the prior mean is 1 and the prior variance is 25
yielded good overall results, despite the very small prior probability for values of ν distant from
1. This is so because 1 is very distant from the likelihood peaks, hence the likelihood values in
the vicinity of 1 are very small, counteracting the effect of the prior. Near the likelihood peaks,
the prior is basically flat so the prior probability is essentially dominated by the likelihood,
allowing for the identification of the peaks in the posterior probability.

Comparing the results presented in Table 4 and Table 1, we observe that applying a more
informative prior, for which the mean matches the data-generating process, yielded slightly
better results. The best results were obtained when the prior mean is 100 and the worst when
the prior variance is 25. We conclude that, as expected, the parameters are well estimated
when the prior is uninformative, but ν is sensible to poor choices of informative priors, which
should in practice be avoided.

5 Empirical Application

In this section, we present an application of the proposed methodology to a real data set. We
consider the monthly average proportion of hydroelectric energy stored in southern Brazil. The
time series consists of monthly averages ranging from January 2001 to October 2016, yielding
a sample size of n = 190 observations (Figure 1). Data from November 2016 to April 2017
(n = 6), was reserved for forecasting purposes. The same time series was used in Scher et al.
(2020), where the authors fit 5 different models to the data and present a comparison among
them in terms of out-of-sample forecast. The best predictive model was a βARMA(1, 1),
with parameters α = 0.3452, ν = 11.7593, ϕ = 0.5235 and θ = 0.3588, obtained using the
conditional maximum likelihood approach of Rocha and Cribari-Neto (2009). In this section we
focus on applying the proposed Bayesian approach to compare the results with those obtained
by Scher et al. (2020).

Under the proposed Bayesian approach we fit a βARMA(1, 1) and a βARMA(1, 0) consid-
ering the following priors: ν ∼ Gamma(5, 0.1), α ∼ Uniform(−1, 1) (intercept), ϕ ∼ N(µ, σ2)
and θ ∼ N(µ, σ2), where µ = 0 and σ2 = 20,0002. For each model, we run four chains consist-
ing of 2,000 samples each with a warm-up period of 50%. In Table 5 we compile the results,
presenting point estimates (posterior mean), 95% credible interval, and effective sample size
(ESS). From Table 5, point estimates obtained with the proposed approach are close to the
ones obtained in Scher et al. (2020). In both models, none of the credible intervals contain 0,
which bears evidence for the relevance of including these parameters in the model. The ESS of
all parameters is high, above 2,000, indicating a very low correlation among the sampled values
from the posterior, as expected from the HMC approach. To provide additional information
about the posterior distributions of the model parameters, we present in Figures 2 and 3 the
density plots for each parameter.

A Bayes Factor model selection approach was employed to define which model to consider
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Figure 1: Monthly average proportion of hydroelectric energy stored in southern Brazil.

Table 5: Fitted βARMA(1, 1) and βARMA(1, 0) models for the proportion of hydroelectric
energy stored in southern Brazil.

Parameter α ν ϕ θ

Estimates 0.36 10.73 0.52 0.35
CI0.95 [0.19, 0.55] [8.71, 12.94] [0.37, 0.66] [0.16, 0.51]

ESS 2094 3517 2021 2330
Estimates 0.23 10.01 0.65 −
CI0.95 [0.12, 0.36] [8.13, 12.02] [0.57, 0.75] −
ESS 2245 2887 2368 −

in this application. The idea is to compare several models in increasing order of complexity
using a Bayes Factor approach to perform model selection. This is somewhat similar to the
model selection of stationary ARMA models in the Box and Jenkins framework. Table 6
presents the values of the (log) marginal likelihoods for each model. Log-Bayes Factor values,
which measure how much more likely the data are under the null compared to the alternative
model, are obtained as the difference in the log-marginal likelihood between the null and the
alternative model and can be computed directly from the table.
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Figure 2: Posterior density plots of parameters α (top left), ν (top right), ϕ (bottom left) and
θ (bottom right).

alpha nu phi[1]
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Figure 3: Posterior density plots of parameters α (left), ν (middle) and ϕ (right).

We note that the βARMA(1, 0) model, with the largest log marginal likelihood, presents
a log Bayes Factor of 6.19 when compared to the βARMA(1, 1) with the second largest log
marginal likelihood. This indicates decisive evidence in favor of the βARMA(1, 0) model and
motivates its inclusion in this analysis. Furthermore, since the βARMA(1, 1) performs well
when compared to all other models considered (with a log Bayes Factor to the next best
model of 4.46), and is of the same order used in Scher et al. (2020), allowing for a more direct
comparison, it was also included.

We employ both models to generate out-of-sample forecasts and compare them to the
predictions obtained for the βARMA(1, 1) in Scher et al. (2020). As previously mentioned,
the last six months (November 2016 to April 2017) were reserved for this purpose. Scher et al.
(2020) only reports the mean absolute error (MAE) of forecast in their work, hence, we report
the performance of the h-steps ahead forecasts obtained with the predictive posterior approach
presented in Section 3.2 in terms of MAE. The results are presented in Table 7.

Table 6: Log Marginal Likelihood Results.

βARMA (0, 1) (1, 0) (1, 1) (1, 2) (2, 1)

log-ML 107.26 117.91 111.72 99.69 101.47
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Table 7: Results from the h-steps ahead forecasts for the Bayesian and frequentist approach.
Presented are the MAE of forecasting for each model.

Model h = 1 h = 2 h = 3 h = 4 h = 5 h = 6

Bayesian βARMA(1, 1) 0.1184 0.1414 0.1371 0.1537 0.1778 0.1949
Bayesian βARMA(1, 0) 0.0964 0.1331 0.1372 0.1572 0.1839 0.2020

Frequentist βARMA(1, 1) 0.1244 0.1444 0.1364 0.1484 0.1694 0.1839

The results in Table 7 show that for h ∈ {1, 2}, the Bayesian βARMA(1, 0) presented
the best-forecasted values in terms of MAE, followed by the Bayesian βARMA(1, 1). For
h ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6}, the frequentist βARMA(1, 1) presented the best forecasted values. Comparing
the Bayesian models, βARMA(1, 0) is uniformly outperformed by the βARMA(1, 1) for h ∈
{3, 4, 5, 6}, and only performs better for h ∈ {1, 2}, as mentioned before.

6 Discussion

In this paper, we studied parameter estimation of βARMA models under the Bayesian frame-
work. The model considered standard forms for the prior distribution while the posterior
distribution of the parameters was obtained through the Hamiltonian Markov Chain Monte
Carlo. We proposed the use of posterior probabilities to approach the problem of unit roots
in the model’s systematic component. We also considered a procedure consisting of a series of
Bayes Factor tests to perform model selection and addressed the problem of forecasting using
the posterior predictive distribution.

Monte Carlo simulations were conducted to evaluate the model’s performance, which was
divided into three parts. The first, presented in Section 4.1, provided evidence that the
proposed Bayesian approach for βARMA(1, 1) models performs well in terms of point and
interval estimation. The method was able to accurately estimate model parameters in a
variety of scenarios, including different values of ν, ϕ, θ, and sample sizes. Even with a small
sample size, the results showed that point estimation had only small biases for the parameters.
The credible intervals were found to generally contain the true value, indicating good precision
in the parameter estimates.

In Section 4.2, we put forth a Monte Carlo simulation to assess the proposed approach
to unit roots in the context of βARMA(2, 0) models. A variety of parameters were chosen
to provide characteristic polynomials whose roots are near and far from one in modulus.
The results show that the posterior probability can be successfully employed to quantify the
uncertainty associated with a given quasi-unit root with high precision. Overall, the proposed
Bayesian approach provides a reliable way of detecting unit roots in βARMA models.

In Section 4.3, we performed a prior sensitivity analysis for parameter ν. We simulated a
variety of βARMA(1, 1) models, with different combinations of parameters, different sample
sizes, and different priors for ν. The results showed that the Bayesian approach performs very
well when the prior is non-informative. When the prior was informative and the information
provided by the prior was correctly specified (low variance and correctly specified mean),
the results showed a small improvement in the estimated values. However, in certain cases
where the prior specification was informative, but the information provided was incorrect (low
variance but misspecified mean, far from the true parameter), the effects in the posterior were
evident, resulting in a high bias in point estimates and distortions in the credible intervals.
The best estimates were obtained when the prior mean was 100, while the worst were obtained
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when the prior variance was 25. This suggests that caution should be used when specifying
priors for ν, particularly when the prior variance is low.

In Section 5, we presented a real data application of the proposed Bayesian approach to
the monthly average proportion of hydroelectric energy stored in southern Brazil. Two mod-
els, βARMA(1, 1) and βARMA(1, 0), were fitted using the Bayesian approach. We found
that the βARMA(1, 0) model is selected by the log Bayes factor approach, followed by a
βARMA(1, 1). Both models were compared in terms of their out-of-sample forecasting ca-
pabilities to a βARMA(1, 1) selected with a frequentist approach in Scher et al. (2020). For
most forecasting horizons, the Bayesian βARMA(1, 1) model generated more accurate fore-
casts than the βARMA(1, 0). Both Bayesian models outperform the frequentist model in the
first few steps.

In summary, the proposed Bayesian approach provides a competitive, reliable, and flexible
tool for the estimation of βARMA models, with the potential to contribute to the dissem-
ination of βARMA models and Bayesian analysis. One interesting topic for future work is
the development of an R package (or a user-friendly script) capable of fitting the proposed
Bayesian approach based on the Hamiltonian MCMC to further promote the method.
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