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Abstract

There is a serious and long-standing restriction in the literature on heavy-tailed
phenomena in that moment conditions, which are unrealistic, are almost always as-
sumed in modelling such phenomena. Further, the issue of stability is often insuffi-
ciently addressed. To this end, we develop a comprehensive statistical inference for
an asymmetric generalized autoregressive conditional heteroskedasticity model with
standardized non-Gaussian symmetric stable innovation (sAGARCH) in a unified
framework, covering both the stationary case and the explosive case. We consider
first the maximum likelihood estimation of the model including the asymptotic prop-
erties of the estimator of the stable exponent parameter among others. We then
propose a modified Kolmogorov-type test statistic for diagnostic checking, as well
as those for strict stationarity and asymmetry testing. We conduct Monte Carlo
simulation studies to examine the finite-sample performance of our entire statistical
inference procedure. We include empirical examples of stock returns to highlight the
usefulness and merits of our sAGARCH model.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation and related works

Heavy-tailed phenomena are ubiquitous in the real world and can be observed across a wide

range of scientific fields. On such phenomena, there have been numerous research results,

including, e.g., the recent monographs of Resnick (2007), Harvey (2013), Buraczewski et

al. (2016), Ibragimov and Prokhorov (2017), Kulik and Soulier (2020), Nolan (2020), Taleb

(2020), Nair et al. (2022) and others. Nowadays, studies of heavy-tailed phenomena con-

tinue to generate significant interest in the fields of economics, finance, and statistics. Many

heavy-tailed distributions, such as the Student’s t, the Pareto, and the stable distributions,

have been introduced and have a wide range of practical applications.

Financial return time series is one of the most typical examples among others. Generally,

they exihibit some important stylized features, including heavy tails, volatility clustering,

asymmetry, aggregational Gaussianity, quasi long range dependence (Rydberg, 2000), etc.

Since the seminal works of Engle (1982) and Bollerslev (1986), the generalized autoregres-

sive conditional heteroskedasticity (GARCH) model has been used extensively in empirical

work and is now regarded as the benchmark by many econometricians and financial prac-

titioner (Fan and Yao, 2017). Over the past four decades, numerous variants of GARCH

models have been proposed to cater for various practical needs (see the monograph Francq

and Zaköıan (2019) for a comprehensive review).

Although theoretically GARCH models are capable of capturing several of the stylized

features mentioned above, they do not always perform well as far as tail-thickness is con-

cerned. Typically, there can still be excess kurtosis left in the standardized residuals of

fitted models in practice; see, e.g., Bai (2003). Thus, the commonly imposed assumption of

finite fourth or second moments for the innovations in GARCH-type models is found to be

too stringent. To address this problem, the use of Student’s t innovations, or generalized
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Gaussian innovations have been proposed. However, these distributions still face several

challenges. One issue is that they lack stability under addition. A distribution is considered

stable under addition if the distribution of the sum of i.i.d. random variables is the same

as that of the individual summands, up to location-scale transforms (see Fama (1965)),

and we call it stable distribution. It also has an appealing property that it is the only

possible limiting distributions of sums of i.i.d. random variables. This is required when

the error terms are assumed to be the sum of all external effects that are not captured

by the model. It is also of particular importance in portfolio and risk management, as it

allows for the modelling of aggregate behavior, such as price changes of individual stocks

in a portfolio. Even if the individual changes have different distributions, the cumulative

change is approximately stable, thus enabling stable distribution to model the overall risk

of a portfolio (see also e.g. Fama (1965), Samuelson (1967), Calzolari et al. (2014), and

Nolan (2014, 2020)). Moreover, stable distribution allows for infinite mean and asymmetry,

which is another property that t or generalized Gaussian distribution does not share.

To take on the challenges, we suggest the use of stable distribution1 for innovations. In

fact, the statistical use of stable distribution in finance can be dated back to Mandelbrot

(1963) and Fama (1965), who suggested the stable Paretian distribution as a model to fit

the unconditional asset returns. However, applications of stable distribution were hampered

due to the lack of closed-form density function and limited computing power. With the

development of powerful modern computers and numerical techniques, it is now feasible to

use stable models efficiently in practice. An occasional argument against using non-normal

stable models is that they have infinite variance or even infinite mean, which may seem

contradictary to the finite sample moments observed in applications. However, Mandelbrot

1The stable distribution was first studied by Lévy (1925), and then developed by Gnedenko and Kol-

mogorov (1954), Fama and Roll (1968), etc. Monographs of stable distributions include Zolotarev (1986),

Samorodnitsky and Taqqu (1994), and Nolan (2020).
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(1997) (p.88-92) pointed out that the sample moments do not always converge as the sample

size increases, so the finiteness of sample moments does not necessarily imply the finiteness

of the underlying distribution’s moment. In fact, empirical studies suggest that power-

law models with divergent second or even first moments are ubiquitous in finance2, with

tail indices less than 2 or 1. The infinite-mean models sometimes fit the observed reality

statistically better, and they can provide useful insights on risk management problems (see,

e.g., Silverberg and Verspagen (2007), Clauset et al. (2009), and Chen and Wang (2024)).

In the context of GARCH models, the use of stable innovations was first proposed by

McCulloch (1985) and studied by Liu and Brorsen (1995) within a more general context,

both focusing on applications. Panorska et al. (1995) and Mittnik et al. (2002) studied

the stationarity conditions of GARCH models with stable innovations. With respect to

statistical estimation, Liu and Brorsen (1995) proposed the maximum likelihood estimation

approach. Calzolari et al. (2014) discussed the indirect inference method by using Student’s

t innovations as auxiliary models. As for heavy-tailed GARCH-type models, Hall and

Yao (2003) discussed GARCH models with heavy-tailed innovations, assuming innovations

with infinite fourth moments but unit variance. However, to the best of our knowledge,

the asymptotic properties of the maximum likelihood estimators (MLE) of parameters of

GARCH-type models with infinite-moment innovations are absent in the literature.

1.2 Stable distribution and our model

Generally, stable distributions are defined by their characteristic functions since their den-

sities have no closed forms except for three special cases (i.e., Gaussian, Cauchy, and

Lévy distributions). Generally, a stable distribution S(α, β, γ, δ) contains four parameters:

2Applications of stable laws can be found in a variety of fields, including finance, telecommunications

and physics. See, e.g. Adler et al. (1998), Uchaikin and Zolotarev (1999), Rachev and Mittnik (2000),

Ibragimov et al. (2015), Peng and Qi (2017), Nolan (2020), and Taleb (2020).
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α, β, γ, and δ, representing stability exponent, skewness, scale, and location, respectively.

In this paper, we consider the standardized3 symmetric stable distribution S(α, 0, 1, 0), of

which the characteristic function is ϕ(s) = exp(−|s|α), s ∈ R, where α ∈ (0, 2]. Its density

is

fα(x) =
1

π

∫ ∞

0

exp(−sα) cos(sx)ds, x ∈ R. (1.1)

It has no variance when α < 2 and no expectation when α ≤ 1. Particularly, when α = 1,

it is the standard Cauchy distribution, and when α = 2, it reduces to N (0, 2). More

properties on stable distribution can be found in Propositions 2.3-2.5 in the Appendix C.

Conditional asymmetry or leverage effects are also highly relevant in financial applica-

tions, in the sense that negative returns tend to have stronger impact on future volatilities

than positive returns of the same magnitude. The original GARCH model fails to capture

this feature, which motivates a variety of extensions including Threshold GARCH, Asym-

metric GARCH and Exponential GARCH. In view of stable distributions, a natural way to

describe leverage effects is the direct use of a nonzero skewness parameter β. However, the

density of a skew stable distribution is much more complicated than that for the symmetric

case, which will entail massive computation in numerical optimization. On the other hand,

as α approaches 2, generally all stable distributions will tend to be symmetric and β will

become meaningless and harder to estimate accurately; see Nolan (2020)(p.12). Note that

β is insignificant when α = 2 under Gaussian laws. To avoid such problem, we propose to

introduce asymmetry to the model structure rather than to the innovations.

To better capture excess kurtosis, asymmetry and volatility clustering jointly, and to

conduct inference within a unified framework of both the stationary and explosive cases,

we propose the first-order asymmetric GARCH model with standardized non-Gaussian

3The term “standardized” stems from Nolan (2020), meaning the scale γ = 1 and the location δ = 0.

Throughout the paper, we adopt the 0-parametrization of S(α, β, γ, δ), which has the simplest form of the

characteristic function that is continuous in all parameters, as recommended in Nolan (2020) (p.5).
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symmetric stable innovation (hereafter sAGARCH(1,1)) defined as yt = σtηt,

σ2
t = ω + ϕ+

(
y+t−1

)2
+ ϕ−

(
y−t−1

)2
+ ψσ2

t−1,

t ∈ Z+ := {1, 2, ...}, (1.2)

with initial values y0 and σ0 ≥ 0, where ω > 0, ϕ+ ≥ 0, ϕ− ≥ 0, ψ ≥ 0, x+ = max{x, 0},

x− = −min{x, 0}. {ηt} is a sequence of i.i.d. standardized non-Gaussian symmetric stable

random variables with the stable exponent α ∈ (0, 2). Heavy-tailedness is modeled through

stable innovation {ηt}, and asymmetry is captured by different parameters ϕ+ and ϕ−.

Following Bougerol and Picard (1992a,b), model (1.2) is strictly stationary if and only

if the top Lyapunov exponent

γα := E log a(η) < 0, where a(x) = ϕ+(x
+)2 + ϕ−(x

−)2 + ψ, (1.3)

and η is a generic random variable with the same distribution as ηt and independent of

{ηt}. Particularly, when α = 1, η follows the standard Cauchy distribution and γ1 =

log[(
√
ϕ+ +

√
ψ)(
√
ϕ− +

√
ψ)]. Fig. 1(a) plots the densities fα(x) for different values of α,

and Fig. 1(b)-(d) plots the surface of γα = 0 in (1.3) in terms of (ϕ+, ϕ−, ψ) within a finite

region (0, 1)3. The strict stationarity region of model (1.2) is the closed one encompassed

by the surface of γα = 0 and the plains ϕ+ = 0, ϕ− = 0, and ψ = 0. From the subfigures,

we can see that: (i) the larger α is, the bigger the strictly stationary region becomes; (ii) in

the strictly stationary region, ψ is strictly no more than 1, while ϕ+ or ϕ− could be greater

than 1, provided that the other two parameters are small enough.

1.3 Contributions and outline

The first contribution of this work is the proposal of an asymmetric GARCH model with

stable innovations, which allows for no moment conditions. The model is capable of ef-

fectively addressing the excess kurtosis commonly encountered in financial time series, in

addition to other key features such as volatility clustering and leverage effects. We study
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Figure 1: (a) The densities fα(x); (b)-(d) The surfaces determined by {(ϕ+, ϕ−, ψ) : γα = 0}

in (1.3) for different fixed values of α = 1.5, 1, and 0.5. The vertical axis represents ψ, and

the other two represent ϕ+ and ϕ−. In (d), the black curve represents the boundary of the

surface in the ψ = 0 plane. Here the surfaces are plotted within a finite region (0, 1)3 for

the sake of clarity, while the whole surface can stretch very far.

the MLE of model parameters in (1.2) and investigate their asymptotic properties within a

unified framework, that encompasses both the stationary and explosive cases, thus filling a

theoretical gap in the statistical inference for GARCH models within heavy-tail settings. It

is shown that the MLE is strongly consistent and asymptotically normal with a convergence

rate of n1/2 (except for ω in the explosive case). This result differs from the findings of
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Hall and Yao (2003), who showed that for heavy-tailed errors with infinite fourth moment

but unit variance, the asymptotic distributions of the quasi-MLE in GARCH models follow

multivariate stable laws, which are typically non-normal. Although model (1.2) specifies

the distribution of innovations, it can accommodate cases with much heavier tails, and the

asymptotic properties of MLE are more standard and easier to obtain for statistical infer-

ence. We provide two estimation approaches for the Fisher information matrix in statistical

inference. A universal estimator of the asymptotic variance of MLE is also proposed.

We would like to emphasize the technical contributions of our paper. Although the

model setup (1.2) is a variant of those in Francq and Zaköıan (2012, 2013), the key differ-

ence is that the innovation in model (1.2) has no moment condition, while the latter ones

require a unit variance assumption in the innovation terms. Thus, to obtain the asymptotic

properties of MLE in model (1.2), we need new techniques to get rid of moment restric-

tions. The main technical contributions are summarized as follows: (i) The asymptotic

behavior of partial derivatives of log-stable densities, as summarized in Proposition 2.5 in

the Supplementary Material. This provides more precise results compared to the existing

ones and will be useful in studying the inference of statistical models with stable innova-

tions; (ii) The identifiability of the stability parameter α in view of the properties of stable

distribution; (iii) A substantial improvement in an exponential convergence rate for the

process supθ∈Θ∗
0
|σ2
t (θ)/σ

2
t (θ0)− vt(ϑ)|. This is crucial for controlling the infinite moments

of stable innovations.

Second, although theoretically the MLE of the intercept ω is consistent and asymp-

totically normal for the stationary case, its finite-sample performance is not satisfactory,

especially with heavy-tailed innovations. This feature has been well recognized (Francq

and Zaköıan, 2012), although no plausible explanation has been given so far. Now, we give

an intuitive explanation as follows. Our model reveals that this phenomenon is probably

related to the extreme values of the observations. An intuitive reason is that the intercept
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term ω can be viewed as a scale parameter of yt, as model (1.2) is equivalent to

yt/
√
ω = (σt/

√
ω)ηt, (σt/

√
ω)2 = 1 + ϕ+(y

+
t−1/

√
ω)2 + ϕ−

(
y−t−1/

√
ω
)2

+ ψ(σt−1/
√
ω)2.

This is also an sAGARCH model for the scaled series with intercept 1 and other parameters

remaining the same. As α decreases, the tail of innovation becomes heavier, leading to ex-

treme values of yt. So the estimator of scale parameter ω is likely to be affected by the scale

of yt and be overestimated in some cases. Moreover, random number generators sometimes

work poorly for heavy-tailed distributions, as outliers are often generated and may violate

the theoretical distribution. These reasons all account for the poor performance of the

estimator of ω. Thus, through our model with heavy-tailed innovations, we have provided

a deeper understanding of the finite-sample performance of the intercept estimator.

Third, we develop a powerful modified Kolmogorov-type test statistic for model diag-

nostic checking within a unified framework, using the transformation method inspired by

Bai (2003). We also provide statistics for testing strict stationarity and asymmetry of the

model. Last, Monte Carlo simulation studies are conducted to confirm our theoretical find-

ings and assess the finite-sample performance of the MLE and test statistics. Empirical

examples of stock returns are analyzed and results are compared with existing ones, so as

to illustrate the efficacy of the sAGARCH model. Considering the complex nature of stable

densities, we also provide efficient algorithms that leverage advanced integration techniques

for the practical implementation and estimation of our model.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. Section 2 studies the MLE of sAGARCH

model and establishes its asymptotics, together with a universal estimator of its asymptotic

variance. Section 3 considers the estimation of Fisher information matrices and computa-

tional issues. Section 4 develops a Kolmogorov-type test statistic for diagnostic checking, as

well as tests for strict stationarity and asymmetry of the model. Section 5 reports Monte

Carlo simulation studies on the performance of the MLE and test statistics. Section 6
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analyzes real stock return series. Section 7 concludes the paper. All technical proofs are

postponed to the Supplementary Material.

2 Maximum Likelihood Estimation

Let θ = (ω, ϑ′)′ = (ω, ϕ+, ϕ−, ψ, α)
′ ∈ R4

+ × (0, 2), where R+ = (0,∞). Suppose that

the observations {y0, y1, ..., yn} are from model (1.2) with true parameter θ0 = (ω0, ϑ
′
0)

′ =

(ω0, ϕ0+, ϕ0−, ψ0, α0)
′. Then the (conditional) log-likelihood function is defined as

L̃n(θ) =
n∑
t=1

ℓ̃t(θ), ℓ̃t(θ) = − log σ̃t(θ) + log fα

( yt
σ̃t(θ)

)
, (2.1)

where fα(x) is defined in (1.1), and

σ̃2
t (θ) = ω + ϕ+(y

+
t−1)

2 + ϕ−(y
−
t−1)

2 + ψσ̃2
t−1(θ), t ≥ 1, (2.2)

with initial values (y0, σ̃0(θ)) ≡ (0, 0). The MLE of θ0 is

θ̂n := argmax
θ∈Θ

L̃n(θ),

where the parameter space Θ is a subset of R4
+ × (0, 2).

To study the asymptotic properties of θ̂n for the stationary case, define the theoretical

(conditional) log-likelihood function as follows:

Ln(θ) =
n∑
t=1

ℓt(θ), ℓt(θ) = − log σt(θ) + log fα

( yt
σt(θ)

)
,

where

σ2
t (θ) = ω + ϕ+(y

+
t−1)

2 + ϕ−(y
−
t−1)

2 + ψσ2
t−1(θ), t ∈ Z. (2.3)

Thus, when 0 ≤ ψ < 1, we have

σ2
t (θ) =

∞∑
j=0

ψj{ω + ϕ+(y
+
t−1−j)

2 + ϕ−(y
−
t−1−j)

2}, t ∈ Z. (2.4)

If {yt : t ∈ Z} are from model (1.2) with true parameter θ0, then {yt} is strictly stationary

and ergodic. Since σ2
t (θ) is a measurable function of {yt}, {σ2

t (θ) : t ∈ Z} is also an ergodic

strictly stationary sequence.
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2.1 Consistency and asymptotic normality

To study the asymptotics of θ̂n, the following assumptions are needed. These assumptions

are standard in the literature on volatility models.

Assumption 1 {ηt} is a sequence of i.i.d. standardized non-Gaussian symmetric stable

random variables with the density function fα0(x).

Assumption 2 The parameter space Θ is compact and θ0 ∈ Θ.

Assumption 3 The true parameter θ0 is an interior point of Θ.

Now, we are ready to state our main results as follows.

Theorem 2.1 Suppose that Assumptions 1–2 hold.

(i). If γα0 < 0, for Θ such that ∀θ ∈ Θ, ψ < 1, then θ̂n →a.s. θ0 as n→ ∞.

(ii). If γα0 > 0, then ϑ̂n →a.s. ϑ0 as n→ ∞.

Theorem 2.2 Suppose that Assumptions 1–3 hold.

(i). If γα0 < 0, for Θ such that ∀θ ∈ Θ, ψ < 1, then
√
n(θ̂n − θ0) →d N (0,Σ−1) as

n→ ∞, where ‘→d’ stands for convergence in distribution, and

Σ = E
{∂ℓt(θ0)

∂θ

∂ℓt(θ0)

∂θ′

}
=

 Σθ̃θ̃′ Σ′
θ̃α

Σθ̃α Σαα

 ,

with θ̃ = (ω, ϕ+, ϕ−, ψ)
′ and

Σθ̃θ̃′ =
1

4
E∞

{ 1

σ4
t (θ0)

∂σ2
t (θ0)

∂θ̃

∂σ2
t (θ0)

∂θ̃′

}
E
{
1 +

∂ log fα0(ηt)

∂x
ηt

}2

,

Σθ̃α = −1

2
E∞

{ 1

σ2
t (θ0)

∂σ2
t (θ0)

∂θ̃

}
E
{∂ log fα0(ηt)

∂x

∂ log fα0(ηt)

∂α
ηt

}
, Σαα = E

{∂ log fα0(ηt)

∂α

}2

.

(ii). If γα0 > 0, then
√
n
(
ϑ̂n−ϑ0

)′ →d N (0,Υ−1) as n→ ∞, where Υ =

 Υϑ̃ϑ̃′ Υ′
ϑ̃α

Υϑ̃α Υαα
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with ϑ̃ = (ϕ+, ϕ−, ψ)
′ and

Υϑ̃ϑ̃′ =
1

4
E(dtd

′
t)E
{
1 +

∂ log fα0(ηt)

∂x
ηt

}2

,

Υϑ̃α = −1

2
E(dt)E

{∂ log fα0(ηt)

∂x

∂ log fα0(ηt)

∂α
ηt

}
, Υαα = E

{∂ log fα0(ηt)

∂α

}2

.

The explicit forms of E(dtd
′
t) and E(dt) are provided in (D.2)-(D.3) in the Appendix D of

the Supplementary Material.

Remark 1 It is interesting to note that, when α0 = 1, i.e., η follows the standard Cauchy

distribution, the following values (also given in Li, et.al. (2023)) are available:

E
{∂ log fα0(η)

∂x

}2

= E
{
1 +

∂ log fα0(η)

∂x
η
}2

=
1

2
,

E
{∂ log fα0(η)

∂x

∂ log fα0(η)

∂α
η
}
=

C − 1 + log 2

2
,

E
{∂ log fα0(η)

∂α

}2

=
(C − 1 + log 2)2

2
+
π2

12
,

where C = 0.577 215 664 · · · is the Euler-Mascheroni constant. Based on these, the exact

value of Fisher matrix Υ can be calculated, which is given in the Appendix D.

Remark 2 Theorems 2.1(ii) and 2.2(ii) show that the intercept ω0 is not estimable for

the explosive case, due to the non-identifiability of ω in the limit of Ln(θ)/n. Such an

unidentifiable phenomenon of partial parameters in nonstationary time series analysis was

first observed by Jensen and Rahbek (2004a,b) who studied the QMLE of a nonstationary

ARCH(1) model, and then by Francq and Zaköıan (2012, 2013) who studied nonstationary

GARCH models.

Remark 3 Note that Theorems 2.1-2.2 exclude the critical case γα0 = 0. As far as we

know, for this critical case, the behavior of yt remains essentially open in the literature.

For example, although Francq and Zaköıan (2012) claimed to have resolved this issue, their

additional Assumption A is difficult to check within the setting of stable innovations. Our
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extensive simulations suggest that their assumption does not hold. We can certainly im-

pose more straightforward assumptions on yt in order to obtain consistency and asymptotic

normality of ϑ̂n, such as |yt|/ρt →a.s. ∞, ρ > 1, as t → ∞, while such assumptions are

normally unverifiable in practice. Thus, we leave it as future research.

2.2 A universal estimator of the asymptotic variance of ϑ̂n

This subsection discusses a universal form of the asymptotic variance of ϑ̂n without any

stationarity condition.

From Theorem 2.2(i), in the stationary case γα0 > 0, the asymptotic distribution of ϑ̂n

is
√
n(ϑ̂n − ϑ0) →d N (0,Υ−1

∗ ), where

Υ∗ = Σϑϑ − ΣϑωΣ
−1
ωωΣ

′
ϑω =

 Σϑ̃ϑ̃ Σ′
ϑ̃α

Σϑ̃α Σαα

− Σ−1
ωω

 Σϑ̃ω

Σαω

(Σ′
ϑ̃ω

∣∣ Σαω

)
.

Define their estimators of six block submatrices contained in Υ∗ as

Σ̂ϑ̃ϑ̃ =
1

4

{ 1
n

n∑
t=1

1

σ̃4
t (θ̂n)

∂σ̃2
t (θ̂n)

∂ϑ̃

∂σ̃2
t (θ̂n)

∂ϑ̃′

} 1
n

n∑
t=1

{
1 +

∂ log fα̂n(η̂t)

∂x
η̂t

}2

,

Σ̂ϑ̃α = −1

2

{ 1
n

n∑
t=1

1

σ̃2
t (θ̂n)

∂σ̃2
t (θ̂n)

∂ϑ̃

}{ 1
n

n∑
t=1

∂ log fα̂n(η̂t)

∂x

∂ log fα̂n(η̂t)

∂α
η̂t

}
,

Σ̂αα =
1

n

n∑
t=1

{∂ log fα̂n(η̂t)

∂α

}2

,

Σ̂ωω =
1

4

{ 1
n

n∑
t=1

1

σ̃4
t (θ̂n)

∂σ̃2
t (θ̂n)

∂ω

∂σ̃2
t (θ̂n)

∂ω

}{ 1
n

n∑
t=1

(
1 +

∂ log fα̂n(η̂t)

∂x
η̂t

)2}
,

Σ̂ϑ̃ω =
1

4

{ 1
n

n∑
t=1

1

σ̃4
t (θ̂n)

∂σ̃2
t (θ̂n)

∂ϑ̃

∂σ̃2
t (θ̂n)

∂ω

}{ 1
n

n∑
t=1

(
1 +

∂ log fα̂n(η̂t)

∂x
η̂t

)2}
,

Σ̂αω = −1

2

{ 1
n

n∑
t=1

1

σ̃2
t (θ̂n)

∂σ̃2
t (θ̂n)

∂ω

}{ 1
n

n∑
t=1

∂ log fα̂n(η̂t)

∂x

∂ log fα̂n(η̂t)

∂α
η̂t

}
,

(2.5)

where the residual η̂t is calculated by η̂t = yt/σ̃t(θ̂n). Let Υ̂∗ = Σ̂ϑϑ − Σ̂ϑωΣ̂
−1
ωωΣ̂

′
ϑω. It

can be shown that Υ̂∗ is a consistent estimator of Υ∗ in the stationary case. The following

theorem shows that such an estimator also provides a consistent estimator of the asymptotic

variance of ϑ̂n in the explosive case γα0 > 0.
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Theorem 2.3 Suppose that Assumptions 1–2 hold.

(i). If γα0 < 0, then Υ̂∗ →a.s. Υ∗, as n→ ∞.

(ii). If γα0 > 0, then Υ̂∗ →a.s. Υ, as n→ ∞.

In each case, Υ̂−1
∗ is a strongly consistent estimator of the asymptotic variance of ϑ̂n.

Thus, we can conduct asymptotically valid inference for ϑ0 within this unified framework

of both stationary and explosive cases, without prior stationarity test. The asymmetry test

in Corollary 4.1 hereinafter is an immediate application of this theorem.

3 Estimation of Σ and Υ

For statistical inference on θ0 in practice, we need to estimate the Fisher informaiton matrix

Σ or Υ in Theorem 2.2. First, notice that each entry of Σ contains two factors. Taking the

entry Σψψ as an example, we can write Σψψ = ΣσΣη, where

Σσ =
1

4
E
{ 1

σ4
t (θ0)

∂σ2
t (θ0)

∂ψ

∂σ2
t (θ0)

∂ψ

}
and Ση = E

{
1 +

∂ log fα0(η)

∂x
η
}2

.

With observations {y0, y1, ..., yn}, similar to (2.5), it is not hard to estimate Σσ by

Σ̂σ =
1

4n

n∑
t=1

1

σ̃4
t (θ̂n)

∂σ̃2
t (θ̂n)

∂ψ

∂σ̃2
t (θ̂n)

∂ψ
.

As for the factor Ση, here we provide two estimation approaches. One is based on the

integral expression of Ση, namely

Σ̂int
η =

∫
R

{
1 +

∂ log fα̂n(u)

∂x
u
}2

fα̂n(u)du.

The other is based on the residuals {η̂t}, which is the same as that in (2.5), namely

Σ̂res
η =

1

n

n∑
t=1

{
1 +

∂ log fα̂n(η̂t)

∂x
η̂t

}2

.

Combining Σ̂σ with these two estimators of Ση, we can thus obtain two estimators of Σψψ,

say, Σ̂int
ψψ and Σ̂res

ψψ. It can be shown that they are consistent in probability by the mean

14



value theorem, Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem, and Theorems 2.1-2.2. The

other entries can be dealt with analogously, and we obtain two estimators Σ̂int and Σ̂res.

The estimation of Υ in the explosive case can be dealt with similarly. Note that in Υ,

E(dtd
′
t) and E(dt) only involves the innovation η. Take E(dψt )

2 as an example. E(dψt )
2 =

ν2(1 + ν1)/{ψ2
0(1− ν2)(1− ν1)}, where

νi = E{ψ0/a0(ηt)}i, with a0(x) = ϕ0+(x
+)2 + ϕ0−(x

−)2 + ψ0, i = 1, 2. (3.1)

Similar to the preceding approach, for νi, we can construct two estimators of νi as

ν̂ inti =

∫
R

{ ψ̂n

ϕ̂n+(u+)2 + ϕ̂n−(u−)2 + ψ̂n

}i
fα̂n(u)du,

ν̂resi =
1

n

n∑
t=1

{ ψ̂n

ϕ̂n+(η̂
+
t )

2 + ϕ̂n−(η̂
−
t )

2 + ψ̂n

}i
, i = 1, 2.

The rest part of Υψψ can be dealt with similarly, and we derive two estimators of Υψψ, say,

Υ̂int
ψψ and Υ̂res

ψψ, and in turn get two estimators Υ̂int and Υ̂res of Υ, respectively.

Finally, we provide two estimators for the Lyapunov exponent γα0 in (1.3):

γ̂intn =

∫
R
log
[
ϕ̂n+(u

+)2 + ϕ̂n−(u
−)2 + ψ̂n

]
fα̂n(u)du,

γ̂resn =
1

n

n∑
t=1

log
[
ϕ̂n+(η̂

+
t )

2 + ϕ̂n−(η̂
−
t )

2 + ψ̂n
]
.

(3.2)

As for computation, since the density fα(x) involves improper integrals of oscillating

functions and has no explicit formula, numerical integration techniques are necessary. Some

transformation techniques (see, e.g., Nolan (1997), Chapter 4 in Uchaikin and Zolotarev

(1999), and Matsui and Takemura (2006)) are recommended for all numerical calculations

that involve stable density fα(x)
4.

Numerical studies in Section 5 show that two types of estimators (i.e., Σ̂int and Σ̂res, Υ̂int

and Υ̂res) have good performance and each has its own pros and cons. We here provide an

empirical guidance for the choices of estimators: the estimator based on the integration (i.e.

4The R code for calculation of stable densities and implementation of MLE is available upon request.
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Σ̂int or Υ̂int) is recommended if α̂n ∈ (0, 1], while the estimator based on the residuals (i.e.

Σ̂res or Υ̂res) is recommended if α̂n ∈ (1, 2) in practice. As an estimator of γα0 , the empirical

mean of γ̂resn is closer to the true value than that of γ̂intn , although the empirical standard

deviation of γ̂resn is slightly larger. From the theoretical view, obtaining the asymptotics of

γ̂resn is relatively easier than that of γ̂intn . Thus we recommend the estimator γ̂resn .

4 Testing

In this section we discuss three types of hypothesis tests, which are stationarity testing,

asymmetry testing, and a Kolmogorov-type test for model diagnostic checking.

4.1 Strict stationarity testing

Consider the following two test problems:

(i) For the strict stationarity testing,

H0 : γα0 < 0 vs H1 : γα0 ≥ 0 (4.1)

and (ii) for the explosivity testing,

H0 : γα0 > 0 vs H1 : γα0 ≤ 0. (4.2)

Let γn(θ) =
1
n

∑n
t=1 log[ϕ+{q+t (θ)}2 + ϕ−{q−t (θ)}2 + ψ], θ ∈ Θ, where qt(θ) = yt/σ̃t(θ)

and σ̃t(θ) is defined in (2.2). Then γ̂n := γn(θ̂n) is an estimator of γ0, which is the estimator

γ̂resn defined in (3.2). We first give the asymptotic distribution of γ̂n.

Theorem 4.1 Let ut = log a0(ηt) − γα0 and σ2
u = Eu2t < ∞, where a0(x) is defined in

(3.1). Then, under the assumptions of Theorem 2.2, it follows that

√
n(γ̂n − γ0) →d N (0, σ2

γ) as n→ ∞,
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where

σ2
γ =


σ2
u + {a′1Σ−1a2 − 4(1− ν1)

2/c1}, if γα0 < 0,

σ2
u, if γα0 > 0,

a1 = (0,−ν̃1+,−ν̃1−,−ν1/ψ0, 2c2(1− ν1 + c∗)/c1 − 2c̃)′,

a2 = (0,−ν̃1+,−ν̃1−,−ν1/ψ0, 2c2(1− ν1)/c1)
′,

c∗ = E

[
ut

(
1 +

∂ log fα0(ηt)

∂x
ηt

)]
, c̃ = E

(
ut
∂ log fα0(ηt)

∂α

)
,

c1 = E

(
1 +

∂ log fα0(ηt)

∂x
ηt

)2

, c2 = E

(
∂ log fα0(ηt)

∂x

∂ log fα0(ηt)

∂α
ηt

)
,

ν̃1+ = E

{
(η+1 )

2

a0(η1)

}
, ν̃1− = E

{
(η−1 )

2

a0(η1)

}
, ν1 = E

{
ψ0

a0(η1)

}
.

Remark 4 Compared with Theorem 4.1 in Francq and Zaköıan (2013), the difference is

that the asymptotic variance of γ̂n has a much complicated form. It is due to different

innovation assumptions, so the asymptotic behavior of γ̂n involves the estimation effect of

stability parameter α. Also, σ2
u <∞ can be guaranteed by E(|ηt|α0/2) <∞.

Denote

σ̂2
u =

1

n

n∑
t=1

{
log
[
ϕ̂n+(η̂

+
t )

2 + ϕ̂n−(η̂
−
t )

2 + ψ̂n
]}2 − { 1

n

n∑
t=1

log
[
ϕ̂n+(η̂

+
t )

2 + ϕ̂n−(η̂
−
t )

2 + ψ̂n
]}2

.

Under the assumptions of Theorem 4.1, it is not hard to show that σ̂2
u →p σ

2
u whenever

γα0 < 0 or γα0 > 0. Similar to Francq and Zaköıan (2013), we construct the test statistic

Tn :=
√
nγ̂n/σ̂u

Thus, for the testing problem (4.1) [resp., (4.2)], the test defined by the stationary [resp.,

explosive] critical region

CST = {Tn > Φ−1(1− α)} [resp., CET = {Tn < Φ−1(α)}],

has its asymptotic significance level bounded by α ∈ (0, 1) and is consistent.
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4.2 Asymmetry testing

It is particularly interesting to test the existence of a leverage effect in financial asset

returns. Benefit from the framework of our sAGARCH model (1.2), the asymmetry testing

problem has a simple form of

H0 : ϕ0+ = ϕ0− vs H1 : ϕ0+ ̸= ϕ0−. (4.3)

Similar to Francq and Zaköıan (2013), we consider the following test statistic for symmetry

TS
n =

√
n(ϕ̂n+ − ϕ̂n−)

σ̂s
, with σ̂s =

√
e′Υ̂−1

∗ e and e = (1,−1, 0, 0)′.

Note that the symmetry test does not require any stationarity assumption, as we take

advantage of the universal estimator Υ̂∗. By Theorem 2.3, the following corollary holds.

Corollary 4.1 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.2, for the symmetry testing problem

(4.3), the test defined by the critical region

CS =
{
|TS

n| > Φ−1(1− α/2)
}

has the asymptotic significance level α ∈ (0, 1) and is consistent.

4.3 Diagnostic checking

Diagnostic checking is important for time series modeling. However, the most commonly

used portmanteau test based on the autocorrelation of the residuals or the squared residuals

does not work for assessing the adequacy of model (1.2), since the innovation is specified

to follow a certain stable distribution. Here, we construct a Kolmogorov-type test for

diagnostic checking. Consider the null hypothesis as follows

H0 : ηt ∼ fα∗(x) (i.e., α0 = α∗), (4.4)

where α∗ ∈ (0, 2) is a fixed constant. In practice, α∗ can be chosen to be α̂n or an

approximate value of α̂n.
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Let Fα(x) be the cumulative distribution functions of the standardized symmetric stable

random variable. Define

Ut = Fα∗(ηt) and Vn(r) =
1√
n

n∑
t=1

[
I
(
Ut ≤ r

)
− r
]
, for r ∈ [0, 1].

Clearly, if H0 in (4.4) holds, then {Ut} are i.i.d. U [0, 1] random variables, and

sup
0≤r≤1

|Vn(r)| →d sup
0≤r≤1

|B(r)− rB(1)| as n→ ∞, (4.5)

where B(·) is a standard Brownian motion, by the Donsker Theorem and continuous map-

ping theorem. Since ηt is not observable in practice, we replace it by the residual η̃t, where

η̃t = yt/σt(θ̃n), t = 1, ..., n, and θ̃n =
(
ω̂n, ϕ̂n+, ϕ̂n−, ψ̂n

)′
is the restricted MLE of θ̃0 under

H0. Accordingly, we replace Ut and Vn(r) by Ût and V̂n(r) respectively, where

Ût = Fα∗(η̃t) and V̂n(r) =
1√
n

n∑
t=1

[
I
(
Ût ≤ r

)
− r
]
, for r ∈ [0, 1].

Unfortunately as opposed to (4.5), sup0≤r≤1 |V̂n(r)| is no longer asymptotically distribution-

free, since it involves the effect of parameter estimation. To obtain an asymptotically

distribution-free test statistic, we adopt the martingale transformation of Khmaladze (1981)

inspired by Bai (2003). Specifically, let g(r) = (g1(r), g2(r))
′ =

(
r, fα∗(F

−1
α∗ (r))F

−1
α∗ (r)

)′
with its derivative ġ(r) = (1, ġ2(r))

′, where

ġ2(r) = 1 +
ḟα∗(F

−1
α∗ (r))

fα∗(F
−1
α∗ (r))

F−1
α∗ (r) and ḟα∗(x) =

∂fα∗(x)

∂x
.

Define Khmaladze’s transformation

Ŵn(r) = V̂n(r)−
∫ r

0

(
ġ(s)′C−1(s)

∫ 1

s

ġ(u)dV̂n(u)

)
ds,

where C(r) =
∫ 1

r
ġ(s)ġ(s)′ds. Then, the Kolmogorov-type test statistic is defined as

TD
n = sup

0≤r≤1
|Ŵn(r)|.
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Theorem 4.2 Suppose model (1.2) is well specified with α0 = α∗ and the conditions in

Theorem 2.2 hold. Then for both γα∗ < 0 and γα∗ > 0 cases, it follows that

TD
n →d sup

0≤r≤1
|B(r)| as n→ ∞.

Thus, for the testing problem (4.4), the critical region is defined as

CD =
{
TD
n > cvDα

}
at the asymptotic significance level α ∈ (0, 1), where cvDα is the α upper percentile of the

limiting distribution of TD
n . The critical values at the significance levels of 10%, 5%, and

1% are 1.9600, 2.2414, and 2.8070, respectively, via simulation. Numerical simulations in

Section 5 show that TD
n has a satisfactory power in all cases, even for small samples.

Remark 5 In application, TD
n can be approximately computed with

max
1≤j≤n

√
n

∣∣∣∣ jn − 1

n

j∑
k=1

ġ(vk)
′C−1

k Dk(vk − vk−1)

∣∣∣∣,
where Dk =

∑n
i=k ġ(vi) and Ck =

∑n
i=k ġ(vi)ġ(vi)

′(vi+1 − vi), and v1, ..., vn are ordered

values of Û1, ..., Ûn with the convention v0 = 0 and vn+1 = 1.

5 Simulation studies

5.1 Performance of the MLE

To assess the finite-sample performance of the MLE of θ0 in the sAGARCH model (1.2)

in the stationary and explosive cases, we choose the number of observations n = 200, 500,

1000, each with 1000 replications, with three different values of α0 being 1.5, 1.0, and 0.5.

First, for the stationary case, true parameters are set to be θ0 = (ω0, ϕ0+, ϕ0−, ψ0, α0)
′ =

(0.2, 0.1, 0.2, 0.5, 1.5)′, (0.1, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 1)′, and (0.05, 0.02, 0.05, 0.1, 0.5)′, respectively. The

true top Lyapunov exponents γα0 are calculated and summarized in Table A.1.
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Â
S
D

in
t
0.
04
22

0.
02
26

0.
03
66

0.
03
97

0.
04
85

0.
04
15

0.
02
18

0.
03
83

0.
02
96

0.
02
04

34
3.
98

0.
00
62

0.
01
45

0.
01
40

0.
01
54

Â
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Table 5.1 summarizes the empirical biases (Bias), empirical standard deviations (ESD),

asymptotic standard deviations (ASD) of the MLE θ̂n, together with two estimators ÂSD
int

and ÂSD
res

of ASDs from Σ̂int and Σ̂res in Section 3. The ASDs are calculated from the

asymptotic covariance matrix in Theorem 2.2 (i). From Table 5.1, we can find that (i) for

the MLE ϑ̂n, the biases are small in each case and the values of the ESD and ASD are close

to each other, especially for large n; (ii) The two estimators of the ASD of {ϕ̂n+, ϕ̂n−, ψ̂n}

perform similarly well; for α̂n, ÂSD
int

tends to outperform ÂSD
res

when α0 < 1, while

ÂSD
res

outperforms ÂSD
int

when α0 ∈ [1, 2) on the whole; their differences diminish as

n increases; (iii) The MLE of the intercept ω performs relatively poorly, especially for

small α and small n; the ESDs are large compared with the corresponding ASDs, and the

estimated ASD is quite large. Its performance becomes better as n increases to a certain

extent. This is a very interesting phenomenon, which has been recognized in the existing

literature but has not been studied heretofore. As discussed in Section 1.3, we find that

ω can be interpreted as the scale parameter of the model, so its estimation is likely to

be affected by the scale of observations and be overestimated sometimes in finite samples.

Thus, our model provides a deeper understanding of the finite-sample performance of the

intercept estimator. Fig. 2 plots the histograms of
√
n(θ̂n − θ0) with n = 1000 and

θ0 = (0.2, 0.1, 0.2, 0.5, 1.5)′. From Fig. 2, we can see that the overall performance of θ̂n is

good and conforms to the asymptotic normal distribution.

Due to space limitations, the simulation results for the performance of MLE in the ex-

plosive cases and the estimation of the Lyapunov exponents are presented in the Appendix

A.1. The finite-sample performance also validates the theoretical findings.

5.2 Performance of the test statistics

In this subsection, we examine the finite-sample performance of the Kolmogorov-type test

statistic TD
n in Section 4. The simulation results for the stationarity and asymmetry tests
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Figure 2: The histograms of
√
n(θ̂n − θ0) with n = 1000 and θ0 = (0.2, 0.1, 0.2, 0.5, 1.5)′.

are presented in Appendix A.2 of the Supplementary Material due to the space limit.

For the stationary cases, two scenarios are considered: (I) sAGARCH(1,1) model with

θ0 = (0.2, 0.1, 0.2, 0.5, 1.5)′. The null hypothesis is that HD
0 : ηt ∼ f1.5, which is based on

the empirical example in Section 6, while the alternative one H1 : ηt ∼ fα∗ with α∗ ̸= 1.5.

(II) sAGARCH(1,1) model with θ0 = (0.1, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 1)′. The null hypothesis H0 : ηt ∼ f1

(i.e., ηt ∼ standard Cauchy), with alternative ηt ∼ Student’s tν-distribution with degree of

freedom ν ∈ [0.5, 5]. For both two scenarios, the model is strictly stationary and ergodic

under H0. Fig. 3 plots the size and the power of TD
n at the significance level 5%. Here, n is

500, 1000, and 2000 for (I), and 200, 500,1000 for (II), each with 1000 replications. Fig. 3

demonstrates that the size of TD
n is close to the nominal level (except for n = 500 under

scenario (I)), and its power increases as the stable exponent α or the degree of freedom ν

deviates from the null hypothesis. The size and power improve with increasing n.

Further, we examine the finite-sample performance of TD
n for explosive cases. Similarly,

we consider two testing scenarios for sAGARCH(1,1) model with θ0 = (0.1, 0.1, 0.2, 0.5, 1)′:

(I) The null hypothesis is H0 : ηt ∼ f1, while the alternative H1 : ηt ∼ fα∗ with α∗ ̸= 1.

(II) The null hypothesis is H0 : ηt ∼ f1, while the alternative H1 : ηt ∼ tν-distribution
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Figure 3: Finite-sample performance of diagnostic test statistic TD
n in the stationary cases.

(a) The alternative is ηt ∼ fα(x) with α ∈ [1, 2]. The size corresponds to α = 1.5. (b) The

alternative is ηt ∼ Student’s tν-distribution with ν ∈ [0.5, 5]. The size corresponds to ν = 1

(i.e., ηt ∼ f1). The horizontal dotted line at the bottom denotes the 5% significance level.

with ν ∈ [0.5, 5]. Fig. 4 plots the size and the power of TD
n at the significance level

5%, when n = 500, 1000, 2000 for (I), and n = 200, 500,1000 for (II), each with 1000

replications. From Fig. 4, we can find that for explosive cases TD
n has a more satisfactory

size and power as the stable exponent α or the degree of freedom ν deviates from the

null hypothesis, compared with the stationary cases. Particularly, in scenario (II), the

test statistics can effectively capture the differences between the true tν innovation and

the misspecified stable innovation. These facts indicate the usefulness of the modified

Kolmogorov-type test statistic TD
n for diagnostic checking and the identification of model

misspecification even in finite-sample settings.
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Figure 4: The size and power of TD
n for explosive cases. (a) H1 : ηt ∼ fα(x), with α ∈

[0.5, 1.5]; (b) H1 : ηt ∼ tν-distribution, with ν ∈ [0.5, 5]. The horizontal dotted line denotes

the 5% significance level.

6 Empirical examples

To showcase the merits of model (1.2), we analyze four individual stock return series, which

are the same as those in Francq and Zaköıan (2012, 2013) for ease of comparison. They

are the daily series of Icagen (NasdaqGM: ICGN, May 31, 2007–Feb.7, 2011), Monarch

Community Bancorp (NasdaqCM: MCBF, Aug. 28, 2007 – Feb. 7, 2011), KV Pharmaceu-

tical (NYSE: KV-A, Mar. 31, 2006 – Feb. 7, 2011), and China MediaExpress (NasdaqGS:

CCME, Mar. 31, 2009 – Feb. 7, 2011) 5. Fig. 5 plots the four stock return series.

We fit the sAGARCH(1,1) model (1.2) to the data and the results are summarized in

Table 2, together with the explosivity test statistics Tn, the asymmetry test statistics TS
n,

and the diagnostic checking statistics TD
n . The estimated ASDs in parentheses are calcu-

lated by the universal estimator Υ̂∗ in Section 2.2. The estimation results of an asymmetric

GARCH(1,1) model by the QMLE in Francq and Zaköıan (2013) are also reported, as well

5The result of the Community Bankers Trust (AMEX: BTC) is similar to that in Francq and Zaköıan

(2013), so we omit it here.
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Table 2: The upper rows display the model-fitting results of sAGARCH(1,1) model, explo-

sivity test statistics Tn with p-value, asymmetry test statistics TS
n with p-value, diagnostic

checking statistics TDn , the log-likelihood and the value of AIC for four stock returns, respec-

tively. The lower four rows display the previous results of AGARCH(1,1) model in Francq

and Zaköıan (2013), i.e., the p-value of the nonstationarity test “p-value-NS”, p-value of

the asymmetry test “p-value-S”, log-likelihood and AIC, for comparison. The differences

in the testing results for the two models are marked in bold.

Model ICGN MCBF KV-A CCME

sAGARCH

(1,1)

n 928 868 1221 488

ω̂n+ 2.688 0.044 0.070 0.002

ϕ̂n+ 0.098 (0.026) 0.022 (0.008) 0.033 (0.008) 0.084 (0.022)

ϕ̂n− 0.164 (0.035) 0.029 (0.008) 0.039 (0.008) 0.090 (0.027)

ψ̂n 0.419 (0.056) 0.884 (0.022) 0.835 (0.018) 0.766 (0.034)

α̂n 1.556 (0.057) 1.369 (0.065) 1.587 (0.045) 1.527 (0.084)

Tn -14.974 -1.585 -4.614 -0.569

p-value 0.000 0.056 0.000 0.285

TS
n -1.609 -0.625 -0.632 -0.190

p-value 0.108 0.532 0.527 0.849

TD
n 2.697 4.837 1.043 2.276

log-lik -3000.7 -2488.6 -3134.1 -1087.7

AIC 6011.4 4987.2 6278.1 2185.4

AGARCH

(1,1)

p-value-NS 0.008 0.515 0.708 0.611

p-value-S 0.037 0.850 0.052 0.503

log-lik -3211.2 -2633.8 -3693.8 -1132.1

AIC 6430.5 5275.5 7395.7 2272.1
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as the values of the log-likelihood and of the AIC. The significant differences in the testing

results for these two models are highlighted in bold.

Table 2 reveals some interesting new findings:

(i) We can see that all the estimated parameters are significant. The sAGARCH(1,1)

model has a better fit than the AGARCH(1,1) one, as evidenced by the values of the AIC.

(ii) The stationarity test results of both the ICGN and the CCME accord with those

in Francq and Zaköıan (2013), while for the KV-A, the null hypothesis of explosivity is

rejected at significance level 5%, and the MCBF is tested to be stationary at the 10% level.

It reveals that the series which appears to be explosive under the framework of GARCH

model with normal innovations turns out to be stationary in the heavy-tail setting.

(iii) For the stock ICGN, the null hypothesis of symmetry cannot be rejected at the 5%

level using our model, while it is tested to be asymmetric using the AGARCH(1,1) model

in Francq and Zaköıan (2013). It shows that the existence of leverage effect may depend on

the heavy-tail assumption of the model. The seemingly asymmetric volatility of the series

is probably caused by a few extreme innovation terms instead of the leverage effect. As

a matter of fact, after removing one obvious outlier around September 22, 2010 in ICGN,
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Figure 5: The graphs of four stock return series (%): ICGN, MCBF, KV-A, and CCME.

27



the series is tested to be symmetric even using AGARCH(1,1) model.

(iv) The values of TD
n for the ICGN, KV-A, and CCME are smaller than critical values

of sup0≤r≤1 |B(r)| at the significance levels of either 1% or 5%, while for the MCBF, the

values of TD
n are relatively large. The latter phenomenon is probably due to the seeming

presence of change points in the time series of the MCBF, as seen from Fig 5, which also

contribute to the nonstationarity of the series. The volatility increases sharply around the

middle of the year 2008, which may be related to the financial crisis at that time. Thus,

testing the existence of change points is an interesting topic for future studies.

We further examine the model-fitting performance of sAGARCH(1,1) by examining

residuals in Fig. 6, and simulated paths in Fig. 7. Fig. 6 plots the cumulative distribu-

tion function (CDF) of stable distribution with estimated stability exponent α̂n and the

empirical CDF (ECDF) of the residual. It is shown that for ICGN, KV-A and CCME, the

empirical CDF generally coincides with the true one, which illustrates the goodness-of-fit

of sAGARCH(1,1) model on these datasets. As for MCBF, there exists certain difference

between two CDFs, e.g., for values around 0. It accords with the relatively large test statis-

tics TD
n = 4.837, and implies that the model could be improved to better fit this dataset, for

example by taking the change points into consideration. Nevertheless, our sAGARCH(1,1)

model outperforms the original AGARCH(1,1) model in Francq and Zaköıan (2013).

We also analyze several popular portfolio returns and compare the performance of model

(1.2) and AGARCH model with t-innovation. The results illustrate the merits of our model

for modelling aggregate behavior and characterizing risk of portfolios. See Appendix A.3

in the Supplementary Material for more details.
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Figure 6: The ECDFs of residuals of four stock return series.
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Figure 7: Simulated paths (in red) of stock return series(%), with their true values in black.

7 Concluding remarks

In this paper, we have succeeded in delivering asymmetric GARCH modelling without

moment conditions. The success is achieved by proposing a first-order asymmetric GARCH
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(or sAGARCH) model with standardized non-Gaussian symmetric stable innovation. The

sAGARCH model is shown to be effective in addressing particularly excess kurtosis, as well

as other important stylized features observed in financial return series, namely volatility

clustering and leverage effects. We have also developed a comprehensive statistical inference

theory for this model within a unified framework that covers both the stationary and the

explosive cases, thus filling the significant gap in the statistical inference for heavy-tailed

GARCH-type models. Further, via extensive Monte Carlo simulations, we have found an

intriguing phenomenon that the estimate of the intercept of the heavy-tailed GARCH-type

model may exhibit unsatisfactory finite-sample performance, even for a large sample size,

in the stationary cases. Such a phenomenon brings with it potential risks when forecasting

financial returns. So far, this point has been overlooked in the existing literature.

To conclude, let us mention several possible extensions of our work. First, it would be

interesting to extend our first-order sAGARCH model to a higher-order one. Like Chan

and Ng (2009), the corresponding statistical inference theory can be developed although

many complicated technical difficulties would be involved in the proof. Second, practical

issues on inference in a general sAGARCH(p, q) model include over-parametrization and

over-identification. When the true parameters are on the boundary of the parameter space,

statistical inference will become nonstandard and much complicated. Third, change points

may exist in the real return series, so change point detection or anomaly detection be-

comes relevant for sAGARCH(p, q) model. Last but not least, the asymptotical behavior

of sAGARCH(1,1) model for the critical case γα0 = 0 should be further investigated. We

leave these topics for future research.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material contains additional simulation results, empirical results

and proofs of all theorems. Appendix A provides additional simulation results of MLE,

30



stationarity and asymmetry testings, and empirical results on portfolio returns. Appendix

B gives proofs of all theoretical results. Appendix C provides useful properties of stable

densities and lemmas with proofs. Appendix D gives the explicit expressions of partial

derivatives of ℓt(θ) and Υ.
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