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Abstract

This paper considers filtering, parameter estimation, and testing for poten-
tially dynamically misspecified state-space models. When dynamics are misspec-
ified, filtered values of state variables often do not satisfy model restrictions,
making them hard to interpret, and parameter estimates may fail to characterize
the dynamics of filtered variables. To address this, a sequential optimal trans-
portation approach is used to generate a model-consistent sample by mapping
observations from a flexible reduced-form to the structural conditional distribu-
tion iteratively. Filtered series from the generated sample are model-consistent.
Specializing to linear processes, a closed-form Optimal Transport Filtering al-
gorithm is derived. Minimizing the discrepancy between generated and actual
observations defines an Optimal Transport Estimator. Its large sample properties
are derived. A specification test determines if the model can reproduce the sam-
ple path, or if the discrepancy is statistically significant. Empirical applications
to trend-cycle decomposition, DSGE models, and affine term structure models
illustrate the methodology and the results.
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1 Introduction

Structural estimation is routinely used to evaluate Economic theories and conduct coun-
terfactual analyses with non-experimental data. As noted by Domowitz and White| (1982)),
to make the analysis tractable - either analytically or numerically - some simplification is
needed so that the model merely approximates the actual, more complex, data-generating
process. Though misspecified, the model still provides tractable insights about causal mech-
anisms that can be used for policy evaluation and conduct counterfactual experiments. This

paper is specifically interested in multivariate models of the form:

Yy = g(zta Ut 0)7 Zt = h<Zt—17Ut; 8)7 (1)

where y; are observed variables such as output or inflation, z; are unobserved variables such
as productivity, and v; are structural innovations. The functions g and h are known, or
solved numerically, up to parameters of interest . This is known as a state-space, or hidden
Markov model. Examples include DSGE and structural asset pricing models. It is common
to fit the model using a filtering algorithm that recovers the latent variables z; — the Kalman
or particle filter — and then maximize the likelihood, or sample Bayesian posterior draws.
This paper shows that several issues can arise when the dynamics in g or h are misspeci-
fied. First, for a given value 6, filtered variables may not satisfy the model restrictions given
by g and h. For instance, the same average of a filtered series can be substantially non-zero
even though the model describes a mean-zero process. This can make inferences on policy-
relevant variables difficult, e.g., output gap or natural rate of interest, since their interpreta-
tion is model-dependent. Similarly, filtered structural shock processes can be cross-correlated
even though the model specify them as independent, a well documented phenomenon in the
DSGE literature. Second, likelihood estimates 6, might be hard to interpret since these
coefficients may not characterize the dynamics of the filtered variables: the serial correlation
of a Kalman filtered shock can differ substantially from its model-implied value. These two
points are illustrated using a medium-scale DSGE model. Third, the likelihood is not de-
fined when there are fewer structural shocks than observables. This limits the potential for
model-based dimension reduction where a few structural shocks are used to summarize the
comovement of financial or economic variables. This is also illustrated in the applications.
This paper considers an optimal transportation approach to fitting dynamics models in
with a mean-squared criterion. Fitting here refers to filtering latent variables and esti-

mating the parameters of interest. The basic idea is to first flexibly approximate the true



dynamics of the data; using a reduced-form model. Then, for a given 6, a new sample is
recursively constructed for which holds. At each time iteration, the procedure maps
the observations to model-consistent data by transporting from the reduced-form to the
model-predicted conditional distribution, i.e. the conditional mean-squared error between
the sample and the model-consistent data is minimized. Finding the least-squares difference
between the original and the new sample produces optimal transport estimates for the pa-
rameters of interest. A by-product is an optimal transport filtered series for z;. The new
data, filtered values, and estimates preserve model dynamics by construction, and are thus
internally valid. Note that, unlike with i.i.d. data, the dependence structure here requires a
different approach to implementing the transport. This is reflected in the use of a flexible
reduced-form model and the iterative nature use of a conditional transport, where each step
builds on the previous ones and is performed as many times as the sample size.

Although there has been much progress in the computation of non-linear filters and nu-
merical optimal transportation, the generic approach described above can be computationally
demanding for larger models. Specializing to linear processes, a plugin rule for the optimal
transport map is derived leading to closed-form expressions. The true dynamics of the data
are approximated using a sieve approach through a vector autoregression of increasing order.
The resulting algorithm has closed-form, is easy to implement, and numerically inexpensive.
The associated estimator is semiparametric, as only the linear dynamics are specified. The
closed-form plugin map extends to a class of non-linear models, though not as general as .
Because the transport map reduces to the identity map under correct model specification,
the framework encompasses correctly specified structural models as a special case.

For stationary linear processes, we derive the large sample frequentist results for the
optimal transport estimator 0, which minimizes the mean-squared difference between orig-
inal and model-consistent samples. Under standard regularity conditions, the estimates are
shown to be consistent and asymptotically normal at a /n-rate. An expression for the
asymptotic variance is derived under correct specification and misspecification. A specifica-
tion test based on the mean-squared discrepancy between the sample paths is proposed and
studied. The method and results cover a large class of models with an infinite moving aver-
age representation which includes linear state-space models. While the results are confined
to frequentist estimation, it can also be of interest to extend the framework and consider
quasi-Bayesian posterior sampling and inference. This goes beyond the scope of this paper.

In Machine Learning, the sample Wasserstein distance between distributions is a popular

tool for data analyses by optimal transportation. It is generally intractable, non-smooth,



suffers from a curse of dimensionality, and is computationally demanding for estimation. This
can limit its appeal for estimating models with a moderate or large number of observables
and parameters. In the scalar case, the minimum Wasserstein distance estimator is fully
parametric but has non-standard limiting distribution, which complicates inference. Entropic
regularization is a popular way to circumvent some limitations of the Wasserstein distance,
but it introduces bias. In contrast, the setting here is semiparametric — only first and second
order moments of the data and model are involved. The auxiliary model provides these
moments for the data. We show that this allows for a computationally trivial closed-form
solution to the transport problem, even for medium-scale DSGE models. The closed-form
map is smooth, making estimation regular with y/n-asymptotically Gaussian estimates.
Three empirical applications illustrate the methodology and the issues discussed above
on well-known models. First, a small-scale DSGE model from Lubik and Schorfheide| (2004))
is estimated. The specification for inflation is rejected at the 5% significance level, which
corroborates previous findings. Second, the medium-scale [Smets and Wouters| (2007)) model
is estimated. Unlike previous studies, the fit for consumption is rejected as it does not
match its volatility and persistence. Further, the Kalman filtered series display irregularities
consistent with misspecification, exacerbated by persistence in the data. Finally, an affine
term structure model based on [Hamilton and Wu/ (2012) illustrates the dimension-reduction

aspect: 3 factors explain most of the variation of 6 yields ranging from 1 month to 5 years.

2 A Motivating Example: Trend-Cycle Decomposition

The following illustrates how misspecification can affect filtered variables and illustrates the
methodology introduced in this paper. Trend-cycle decompositions are commonly used to
date business cycles for many countries. One approach is to model the logarithm of real

GDP using an unobserved component model as in [Watson| (1986):

Yy =Ty + ¢, where 7, = p+ 71 + 1, and ¢ = pici—1 + paci—2 + e,
\q/_/ (. J (.

Vo vV
log(GDP) trend component cycle component

where (7, €;) YN (0, diag(ag, 02)). The trend component 7; is modeled as a random walk
with drift and the cycle component ¢; as a stationary AR(2) process with mean zero. The
Kalman filterf] (KF) can be used to compute from observed y;: estimates of the trend and cy-

cle components, the likelihood, and ultimately estimate the parameters 6 = (u, p1, pa, 0y, 0e)-

1See e.g. Harvey| (1990, Ch3) for a textbook introduction.



Here the latent variable z; = (73, ¢;) includes the trend and cycle components. While this
DGP is non-stationary, and thus not covered by the parameter estimation results below, it
illustrates that the methodology applies to a broader set of filtering problems.

Figure (1| displays U.S. log-GDP between 1947 and 2023 (left panel) and the extracted
cycle components (right panels). The left panel indicates that the KF (blue dashed line)
does not fully capture changes in the trend growth rate over the three-quarters of a century
spanned by the data. In particular, the estimated trend is systematically below the log-
GDP between 1965 and 2008. This issue was already raised by [Perron and Wada (2009)).
A flexible trend estimate (red dashed line), described below the figure, better captures the

gradual changes in the trend component.ﬂ

Figure 1: U.S. GDP — 1947Q1-2023Q4 — Trend-Cycle Decomposition

log-GDP and Deterministic Trends Cycle Component (Kalman Filter)

1000~

950- o~

900 - 1960 1980 2000 2020

850 -
Cycle Component (Optimal Transport Filter)

800-

750 - 3 /\,\/\ A A AN~ AL A
1960 1980 2000 2020 5 VV W vV VV A7 Vs Vk

-10- I , I !
— 1og(GDP) - - Linear Trend w. Cosines - - Kalman Filter 1960 1980 2000 2020

Legend: Red dashed line: linear trend w. cosines dg+01t+ 02 cos(2mt/n)+d3 cos(2m2t/n)+d4 cos(2m3t/n) +
5 cos(2m4t/n). Blue dashed line: Kalman Filter estimates of 7. Vertical bars: NBER recession dates.

The top right panel reports the KF estimates for the cycle component. Before discussing
the estimates, the following gives a brief overview of the issue. Filtering algorithms, including
the KF, infer the unobserved variables by applying Bayes’ update recursively. Given current
beliefs at time ¢ — 1 about the unobserved z;_;, the model is used to predict the current
2z and y;. The observed outcome 3, is then used to update beliefs about the current z,
using Bayes’ rule. When the model is dynamically misspecified, the prediction for (z, y:)
is biasedﬁ Beliefs are updated from biased prediction errors, and are themselves biased.
The next prediction builds on biased beliefs and a biased prediction rule. As a result,

misspecification bias propagates over time and accumulates.

2The number of cosine terms is chosen to have the shortest periodicity at 20 years, which is larger than
the business cycle frequency, i.e. 1.5 to 8 years.

3The KF remains valid when the dynamics are correctly specified but the errors are non-Gaussian (An-
derson and Moore, 1979, Ch5.2).



In light of the discussion above, notice that the KF estimated trend is systematically
below GDP throughout the period 1965-2008 (left panel). Likewise, the filtered cycle com-
ponent (top right panel) is systematically positive during this period. This would suggest
that the economy is characterized by a continuous expansion over this forty-year period.
Clearly, the cycle estimates are contaminated by misspecification in the trend component.

Finally, the bottom right panel shows the optimal transport filter (OTF) values, com-
puted using the flexible trend (dashed blue line) as a basis for the reduced form model. See
Appendix [G] for details. No terms were added to handle the Covid recession. Unlike KF
estimates, it marks turning points (vertical bars) with good accuracy and visually appears to
be stationary with zero mean. To give more quantitative evidence, the Augmented Dickey-
Fuller test for a unit root has p-values 0.81 and 0.01 for KF and OTF, respectively, rejecting
the null of a unit root only for the latter at the usual significance levels. The KF fits a

nonstationary cycle component.

3 Optimal Transport Filtering and Estimation

This section first introduces a general algorithm to perform optimal transportation with
state-space models, then provides closed-form recursions for linear state-space models, and

describes the optimal transport estimator.

Setup: For the remainder of the paper, y; denotes the observations collected by the re-
searcher and y; denotes data generated from . The data generating process for g, is given
by the conditional distribution p(%|¥i—1, Je—2, - .. ) := Per—1(¥:), which needs to be estimated.
For a parameter value 0, filtering methods can be used to evaluate the model’s predictive
distribution p(ye|t—1,...560) := Dye—1(ys: ), this is not estimated. To reduce notation, the
same p refers to the joint and marginal distributions of y and z. The goal here is to recur-
sively construct a new sample ¥, .. ., y, satisfying which is as close to the data 41, ..., 9,
as possible, under some metric. Algorithm [I| gives a general approach, alternating between
a filtering step (Filter), used to compute the predictive distribution py;—1, and an optimal

transport step (OT) to compute the new observation y;.

3.1 Optimal Transport Filter (OTF)

Algorithm |1 describes a generic procedure for model . An implementation of the filtering
(Filter) and optimal transport (OT) steps can be found in Appendix D] Algorithms 3] [4]



Filtering. For general non-linear state-space models, the filtering steps 3 and 6 in the
Algorithm can be carried out numerically by Monte Carlo, using a particle filter algorithm.
This produces draws which can be used to compute the OT solution below. For discrete
or discretized models with finitely many values, these steps involve matrix operations. See
Chopin and Papaspiliopoulos (2020) for a textbook introduction. These steps involve stan-
dard operations, except that they use the transported data, not the original observations, as

the sample for prediction and updating. This crucial difference ensures model consistency.

Algorithm 1 Optimal Transport Filter

1: procedure OTF
Inputs: 1) Sample: 91, ..., J,, predictive distribution p(g¢|g¢—1,.-.)
2) Model: conditional distribution p(y:, 2¢|2:-1; ), initial beliefs 2o ~ pojo(20)
Outputs: 1) Mapped data y1,...,yn, 2) Filtered states zy, ~ p(2t|yt, - -, y1)-

2: fort e {1,...,n} do
3: Predict: Using the model, compute > (Filter)
Peje—1 (e, 2) = [ p(es 2t 20-1)Pe—10—1 (2-1)d 211
4: Transport: Find a joint distribution m;,_; which solves > (OT)
. E A2
Lin (lye — 3ell”)
where T,y = {7 (ys, 9¢) st [ 7(ye, Ge)dGe = Depe—1(We), [ 7(yes Ge)dye = Depe—1(Fe) }
5: Update: > (Filter)

pt\t(zt) X pt\tfl(ztayt)/ﬂ't|t71(yt‘gt)

using the distributions py;_; from step 3 and m;;_; from step 4.
6: end for
7: end procedure

Optimal Transport. Step 4 in the Algorithm involves the Wasserstein distance ([Villani,
2009, Ch6), here between the conditional distributions py,—1 and py—1. The main appeal of
OT in this setting is the construction of a joint distribution m;;_;, also known as coupling,
which minimizes the mean squared loss Er, ,_, (|ly: — 3:||*) between realizations from the true
DGP and the model. In certain cases, the solution m;—; uniquely maps observations g, to
a single value y;. In particular, when p,;—; and py;—; have finite second moment and py¢—
is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure, then the coupling is unique
and defines a deterministic map Ty;—1 : 9 — Tye—1(9:) := v¢ (Villani, 2009, Th9.4). These

conditions are met in the applications considered in the paper. If the mapping is not unique,



one can report the barycentric projection, as in Algorithm [3] Appendix [D}

In the absence of model misspecification, the transport map in Step 4 is the identity map;
the resulting y; are the same as the original g;. Algorithm [1] reduces to standard filtering
operations. When the model is dynamically misspecified, the conditional distributions of
the model p;—; differ from the conditional distribution of the observations p;;_;. Standard
filtering algorithms ignore this discrepancy and feed the data into mismatched dynamics,
resulting in filtered values of states that do not obey the model’s restrictions. This leads to
model inconsistencies. By using OT prior to the filtering steps, the Algorithm generates a
new sample that is close to the observations while satisfying model restrictions. Subsequently,
all filtering operations are based on this new sample. The filtered values are guaranteed to
be model-consistent. As a byproduct, the differences between the new sample and the data
sample can be compared to gain insights into the model’s fit and potential misspecification.

In general, step 4 is not closed-form, and numerical methods are required. One approach
is to take B draws from each distribution and solve step 4 between the two empirical distri-
butions. This can be solved exactly by linear programming methods, or approximately using
Sinkhorn’s algorithm (Peyré and Cuturi, 2019, Ch3.1,4.2). Since this step has to be done
n times, the computational cost is crucial for implementation. For filtering only, Sinkhorn’s
algorithm is sufficiently fast that, when combined with particle filter recursions, Algorithm
runs in a little over 1 minute for the model in Section 2] - using a combination of R and C++
codes. The computational cost is prohibitive for estimating larger models. The following

shows how to implement Algorithm (1| in closed-form for linear state-space models.

3.1.1 Linear State-Space Models

The following specializes to linear state-space models of the form:
yr = w(0) + A0)z + B(0)ve, 2z = C(0)z—1 + D(0)vy. (2)

The dependence on the parameters 6 will be omitted in the Algorithm below to simplify
notation. Specification sets a particular linear structure in . The number of structural
shocks v; can be greater, equal, or less than the number of observed outcomes y;. Model
includes linearized DSGE models and affine term structure models as special cases.
Turning to the data, under mild conditions (given below), 7, admits an infinite-order

vector autoregressive (VAR) representation. A natural auxiliary model, to compute the



predictive distribution for 7, is a finite-order VAR (k), a sieve approximation of the VAR(c0):

k
ge=p+ > Yl — il + e (3)

j=1
This is a reduced-form VAR, and e; may differ in dimension from the structural shocks. The
VAR coefficients are estimated using ordinary least-squares, setting gop = 7.1 = -+ = ¥,
the sample mean of ;. This has negligible effect on the estimates but allows to compute
residuals é; for all t = 1,...,n. In practice, the number of lags k£ should be sufficiently
large so that no significant residual autocorrelation remains. See Kuersteiner| (2005)), and

references therein, for automated lag-length selection procedures.

Algorithm [2| describes the Optimal Transport Filter for linear state-space models. It
involves only matrix operations and can be readily applied to models where the Kalman Filter
(KF) is used. It combines time-invariant KF iterations with an optimal transport (OT) map
P. Tt adjusts the innovations é;, whose sample variance is X, = var(4|y;—1, - - . ), to match

the variance $(6) = var(y;|yi—1, ... ) implied by model (2)). The predictive distributions are
summarized by vy, = E(ze|ye, -5 91), Vijt—1 = E(z¢|ye-1,- -, y1), Htjt—1 = E(yelyp—1,- - 91),

and V' = var(z|y, ... ); E}f and f];klm are the matrix square root of ¥, and its inverse.

Algorithm 2 Optimal Transport Filter: Linear State-Space Models

1: procedure OTF
Inputs: 1) Sample: ¢1,...,Jp, residuals é1,...,é,
2) Model: coefficients p, A, B, C, D. Initial beliefs zo ~ (vgj9, V')
Outputs: 1) Mapped data y1, ..., yn, 2) Filtered states z; ~ (v, V)

2: forte {1,...,n} do
3: Predict: vy, 1 = Cvyqp—1, -1 = 1+ Ay > (KF)
4: Transport: y; = ju;— + Pé; > (OT)

where P = i;klﬂ[27112{22%2]1/22;]61/2 (Transport Map)

and ¥ = vary;_1(yt), Lnk = Vary_1(J:) (Innovation Variance)

5: Update: vy, = vy + KPé; > (KF)
where K = VA’ST (Kalman gain)
and V = vary,_(2t)

6: end for

7: end procedure

Filtering. The prediction step is a standard KF operation. The matrices VX, and K
solve the system of equations (see Anderson and Moore, 1979, Ch4, for further details):



V =CVC'+DD' K = VAYIV = (I - KA)V,X = ACVC'A' + (B + AD)(B + AD),
where 2 denotes the Moore-Penrose inverse of ¥ if it is singular, and otherwise its inverse.
Besides V and ¥ defined above, the matrix V' = var(z/|y;_1, ... ) measures the one-step-ahead

prediction error for z;. These matrices are standard KF quantities.

Optimal Transport. As in the generic case, OT enables the construction of a joint dis-
tribution that minimizes the loss Er, . (|ly: — #:[|*) between the model and the true DGP.
Here, the solution to this minimization problem is unique and in closed form, given by
Yy = Hepe—1 + Pé,, as shown in Step 4 of the Algorithm. This solution maps each observation
7 to a single model-consistent value ;. Subsequently, all belief updating and filtering oper-
ations are based on the new y; rather than the original ¢;, ensuring model consistency. In
the absence of misspecification, P is the identity matrix and y; are the same as ;.

For implementation, the key differences with KF are in the transport and update steps.
The standard KF update is vy; = vy, + K¢é; where €, = 1 — piy,—1 are prediction errors
computed using model . Here, the prediction errors é; = ¢; — fi;;—1 are based on the aux-
iliary VAR model and are transported using the matrix P to have variance 3(#). Enforcing
the model-based covariance structure ensures the new data is model-consistent.

The OT literature mainly considers transport plans between parametric and/or sample
distributions. Since the setting here is semiparametric, the key idea is to consider transport
plans between distributions that are not fully specified. The following explains how the plan
is derived and why it is semiparametrically valid. Since both 7; and y; are linear processes,

their predictive distributions, specified up to their second moment, can be written as:

Z/t‘{ytﬂ; Yt—25 - -+ } ~ (,Ut|t—17 2)7 gt|{§/t717 Yi—2y - - - } ~ (ﬂt|t—1a 2)~

Their joint distribution my,_;, up to the second moment, takes the form

Yt Yt—1,Yt—2, - - - Hijt—1 2 Ct\t—l

it i1, G2y - - i1 AR
where Cy;—; is the conditional covariance between y, and g;. Recall that OT minimizes
Eﬂtltﬂ(Hyt — Gel1?) = |lpee—1 — e ||* + trace <Z + Z) — 2trace (C’t‘t_l) . In this expression,
tyi—1 and X are computed in the KF recursions, while fi,;—; and Y are evaluated with the
VAR. Therefore, the only unknown is the covariance matrix Cy;_;. There is an additional

constraint that m,;_; is a proper distribution, i.e. Cy;—; cannot be arbitrary. This implies



that the optimal transportation problem can be written as a semidefinite program:

X C
min < — 2trace(0)) subject to > 0. (4)
‘ o>

Any transport map between g; and y; with covariance C' that solves is optimal. Since
the distributions are not fully specified, the map is not uniquely defined. In particular, the

linear map which solves the Gaussian case:

1/2 .

Ty — -1 + P(gy — fiyjp—1), where P = nT2 <i1/2221/2) 271/2;

is optimal and preserves the linearity of the process. These derivations follow from Dowson
and Landau| (1982)), |[Olkin and Pukelsheim (1982), and |Givens and Shortt| (1984)). See |Peyré
and Cuturi (2019), Remark 2.31, for additional discussion of the Gaussian case. Algorithm
uses the plugin estimates ink and é; of Y and U — flgje—1- Appendix [I| considers a univariate
moving average setting and analytically shows that the transport preserves the impulse

responses to shocks at the horizons modeled in the analysis.

Accommodating some non-linearities: The plugin transport map extends to non-linear

models of the form:
yr = (g 0) + 21/2(a:t; 0)vy,

where v, ~ (0, ) and x; is observed, or can be perfectly inferred, at time ¢ — 1. The solution
to now changes with t: Py, = %, 2(S12 S(xy; 0)S47 )Y/25 12 the map becomes

tlt—1\“t|t—1 tlt—1 tlt—1
Tyje—1 : Ge = p(@e; 0)+ Pyy—1 (Y — fuje—1). The requirement that x, is observable accommodates
(G)ARCH but not stochastic volatility models, for instance. Choices of auxiliary models

Prji—1 used for these models in simulation-based estimation are referenced below.

3.2 Optimal Transport Estimation (OTE)

A by-product of the OTF Algorithms [I} [2] is the model-consistent series y;, which will be
referred to as coupled series, or coupling. The following considers estimating the parameters
6 by minimizing the discrepancy between the original sample g, and its coupling y;.

The coupling y; depends on two sets of parameters: the structural coefficients 6, and
reduced-form auxiliary parameters ;. For stationary linear processes, a canonical choice

for the auxiliary model is the VAR(co) model. In Algorithm [2] it is approximated by a

10



finite-order VAR(k) with coefficients ¢, = (&', vech(2), vec(¥,)', ..., vec(¥y)") where vec,
vech denote the vectorization and half vectorization (Magnus and Neudecker| 2019, Ch2.4).
In practice, OTF relies on OLS estimates ¢y, = (i, vech(Z,z), vee(T1 Y, . .., vee(W,)).

For Algorithm (1, the choice of auxiliary model p depends on the particular model .
This is related to the choice of moments in simulation-based estimation: |GGallant and Tauchen
(1996) suggest several models, including the SNP estimator of |Gallant and Nychka| (1987)
and a nonparametric ARCH model [[] [Altissimo and Mele| (2009)), Kristensen and Shin| (2012)
consider kernel-density estimates when the model is Markovian in the observables.

In either case, the estimation is conducted as follows: given parameters (9,1ﬂnk), use

Algorithm |1f or [2 to generate a series y;(6; zﬂnk) and compute the loss function:
. 1 <& . R
Qn (05 ¥nre) = — > llye(0; i) — el
t=1

for some symmetric positive definite weighting matrix W,,. The optimal transport estimator
(OTE) is the minimizer 0, of Q,,. For a d-dimensional vector, i.e., y; = (Y, .- Yra), setting
W, = diag(var(ge1), ..., var(fq))"' gives the qualitative interpretation that 6, maximizes
the average R-squared between g, and its coupling y;, i.e. RS = 1=, (y,;—15)°1/ > (U, —
9rj)?] for j € {1,...,d}. This choice of W,, was used in all simulated and empirical examples.

For DSGE models, it is common to incorporate prior information. This can be accom-
modated here by penalization: Q,,(6; ) — Llog(m(0)), where 7 is the prior density. Under

suitable regularity conditions, the first-order asymptotic properties of 6, are unchanged.

4 Related Literatures

Textbook references on optimal transport (OT) include [Villani (2003) for theory, Peyré and
Cuturi (2019) for computation, and |Galichon| (2018) for Economics. In statistics, much of
the methodology and theory considers OT between iid samples. |Dudley| (1969) showed that
the empirical Wasserstein distance suffers from a curse of dimensionality, unlike the plug-in
approach used here. The literature is much more limited for dependent data. |O’Connor
et al.| (2022, pp8-9) construct couplings between finite state Markov Chains using dynamic
programming methods. They do not consider parameter estimation.

Several papers consider parameter estimation using the Wasserstein distance. Bassetti

and Regazzini (2006)) and Bassetti et al.| (2006) study the estimation of location and scale for

4Gallant and Nychkal (1987) call p the score generator for the Efficient Method of Moments.

11



univariate distributions. They derive consistency and a non-standard limiting distribution
for the estimator; Bernton et al.| (2019)) extend their results. Alternatives to OTE include
the Simulated Method of Moments, Indirect Inference (Gourieroux and Monfort|, |1996]),
and adversarial estimation using GANs (Kaji et al., [2023). |Genevay et al.| (2018) discuss
the advantages of using OT over classifiers found in GANs. |Forneron| (2023) considers semi-
nonparametric simulation-based estimation, but assumes correctly specified dynamics. These
methods do not recover the latent variables which are often an object of interest for policy or
prediction. Algorithm [2]is closely related to a goodness-of-fit plot in the Real Business Cycle
literature. [Plosser| (1989, Figures 2-6) and King and Rebelo (1999, Figures 7, 13) compute
historical productivity shocks outside the model and use them to simulate a one-shock RBC
economy. They plot simulated against real data to show the fit of calibrated models.

Robust filtering also considers model misspecification but aims to recover the true latent
variable. The main goal is to reduce sensitivity to local misspecification over a pre-specified
neighborhood, see e.g. Sayed| (2001)) and [Shafieezadeh Abadeh et al. (2018). This relates to
Hansen and Sargent| (2008)’s approach to robustness in Economics. Here, the model can be
globally misspecified; the filtered values are computed under model constraints.

Several papers consider estimation and policy analysis with misspecified DGSE models.
Del Negro et al.| (2007) and Del Negro and Schorfheide (2009) use a DSGE-VAR framework
where a hyperparameter penalizes between a reduced form and structural model. Here, the
flexible VAR is used to enforce the model structure with the coupling. This ensures the

parameters are internally valid, i.e. characterize the dynamics of y;.

5 Large Sample Properties of OTE

The following derives consistency and asymptotic normality results for a class of linear

processes, which includes linear state-space models described by :
yp = u(0) + A(0)ze + B(0)vy, 2= C(0)z—1 + D(0)vy. (12)

Notation: The parameters § € © C R%. Norms: for a matrix A = (a;;) of size n x m,

the baseline norm is ||A|| = y/trace(A’A), the operator norm is ||Al|,p = \/Amax(A’A), the

sup norm is ||Al|oc = max; ; |a;;|. Eigenvalues: for a symmetric matrix A of size n xn, A;(A)
denotes the j-th eigenvalue, 1 < j < n, in increasing order, Apax(A) = A, (A) and Apin(A) =
A(A); A = A implies A\yin(A) > A and A < X implies Amax(A4) < . For a matrix A of size
n x m, the singular values are given by o;(A) = \/A;(A'A) if m < n, or g;(A) = \/\;(AA")
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if n <m, for j =1,...,min(n,m); omin(A) = 01(A) and omax(A) = Ominmn)(A) = || A]|op-

5.1 Consistency and Asymptotic Normality

The true data-generating process (DGP) and the model are assumed to be left-invertible;

i.e. they admit a one-sided infinite vector moving-average (VMA) representationﬂ

Assumption 1. ¢; and y; admit causal VMA(co) representations:

Y = M+€t+ZA€t i w(0) =p +§t+ZA )&i—i

7j=1
for any 0 € ©, where e; and & are white noise with variance ¥ and (0).

The VMA innovations & need not coincide with, or span, the structural innovations v,
(Fernandez-Villaverde et al., 2007). The number of structural innovations can be greater
than, equal to, or less than the number of observables. In the latter case, the models are
stochastically singularﬁ Our empirical applications cover all three situations.

Using the VMA representation, Algorithm [2 involves the following quantities: > =
var(e;), %(0) = var(&:), fup = i+ D2, Ajer—j, and gy 1 = p(6) + >y Aj(0)&:—;. Note
that 3(0) is the same as that in Algorithm [2) where y, admits a state-space representation.

Take the transport map P(6; %), computed using 3 and £(6), the coupled series 1 is:

yi(6: %) = p(9) + P(6: %) €t+ZA P(6;2)e;—.

7=1

The index 1)y refers to the innovations and the variance used to compute the coupling. For
1 = 1y, the true errors e; and Y are used, as above. For ¢ = &nk, the residuals é; and sample
variance ink are used, with the convention that é;, = 0 for ¢ < 0. For ¢ = 9y, the error e,
and ¥ are used, where e, = §j; — ji — Z?Zl W, [§_; — fi] are the VAR(k) errors. The KF steps
in Algorithm 2| compute the VMA coefficients A;(6) using the state-space representation ([2)).

®Some models can feature non-invertibility, this is the case with permanent income (Fernandez-Villaverde
et al.l 2007). Algorithm [2[ only relies on second-order moments whereas identification and estimation of
non-invertible models rely on higher-order cumulants, which is beyond the scope of this paper.

SFor instance: multivariate RBC models with a single shock to productivity are stochastically singular.
See [Komunjer and Ng| (2011)), (Qu| (2018) for identification and estimation with stochastic singularity.
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Suppose ||C(0)||op < 1, iterate on the KF and OT steps to find:

yi(0;100) = p(0) + P(6; S)e, + Y A()CY(0)K (0) P(6; X)es—,

j=1
where K (6) is the Kalman gain. Thus, Ay = I; and A;(8) = A(0)C?(9)K () for each j > 1.

Assumption 2. (7). Z;’iljl/2||/~xj|| < 0o and det (Zjioﬂjzj) # 0 for all |z] < 1 with
z € C; (ii). e is strictly stationary, By_y(e;) = 0, E(ese}) = %, and 0 < A < ¥ < X < 00;

(iii). for some r > 4, E(||le;]|*") < oo, and e; is a-mixing with size —a, where a > r/(r —2).

Assumption [2| provides several sufficient conditions for ¢; to admit a VAR(oo) repre-
sentation and to study the OLS estimates (Hannan and Deistler, 2012, Ch7). The mixing
conditions are needed to derive near-epoch dependence (NED) properties for y,(0; @nk), its
derivatives, and asymptotic results for ink. Assumption [2| allows for unmodelled depen-
dence in higher-order moments, such as conditional heteroskedasticity (ARCH, GARCH) or

stochastic volatility that satisfy a strong-mixing condition.

Assumption 3. © is convex and compact and 6 — (u(0),%(0),A1(0),...) is three times
continuously differentiable, such that: (1). rank[¥(0)] = rs for all 0 € ©, and 0 < X(0) <
A < 00; (ii). supgee [|1(0)]| < 0o and 70 SUPgeo [|A;(0)]]op < 00; (iid). fors =1,...,3 and
any i, ..., 1is € {1,...,do}, supgeg 05, o 1(0)|| < 00, suppee ||€39
and Z(;io SUPgco Hagil

............

777777

Assumption 4. There exists C' > 0, b > 2, and € > 0 such that for s =1,...,3 and any
i, is € {1, do} Z;im—i-l suPgee [14;(0)llop < Cm~+), Z] =m+1 HA HOP < Cm=+9),
and 337° 1 Subgeo 105, g, veclAj (0)] ]| < Cm ).

--------

Assumptions [3] and [ restrict the dependence of ;, y; and its derivatives. The constant
rank condition is discussed below. The following Lemma gives conditions on the state-space
representation for which Assumption [3| holds. Lemma , Appendix [B| further shows
that Assumption [4] also holds for any b > 2 and ¢ > 0, with an appropriate constant C' > 0.

Lemma 1 (State-Space Model - VMA representation). If © is convex and compact, and the
following conditions hold: (i). rank[>(0)] = rs for all 0 € O; (ii). X(-), p(), A(-), B(:),
C(-), and D(-) are three times continuously differentiable with bounded derivatives; (iii).
infoce inf|; <1 zec |det(I — C(0)z)| > 0, then Assumption [3 holds.

"Definitions recall the concepts of strong-mixing and NED. Lemma derives the NED properties.
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The constant rank condition rank[(6)] = rs,, which appears in Assumption [ and Lemma
, and the full rank condition 0 < A < & (Assumption [2]) are particularly important for the
transport map to be well behaved. Much like the square root of a scalar, x — /x, the matrix
square root A — A2, used in the transport map, is not continuously differentiable at a
singular A. The following Lemma derives a new result for the differentiability of § — A(#)'/?
when A(-) is singular with a constant rank. The proof involves a constructive local block
decomposition which can be used to compute differentials analytically. Unlike an eigenvalue
decomposition, the block decomposition is smooth under multiplicity of eigenvalues. This

should be of independent interest as the matrix square root appears in a variety of settings.

Lemma 2 (Matrix Square Root, Constant Rank). Suppose © C R% is conver and com-
pact and 0 — A(0) > 0 is s-times continuously differentiable for some s > 1. Assume
that A(0) has constant rank v, where 1 < r < d = dim(A) and 0 < A < infy A\ [A(0)] <
supy Amax|A(0)] < X < oo. Then: (i). There exists & > 0, such that for any 6y €
O, there exists M(0) and B(0) that are s-times continuously differentiable on Bs(6y) =
{6 € 0,160 — 6] < 6}, such that 0 < Ay < B(0) =< A < oo, M(O)M(9) = I, and
A(0) = M(0)blockdiag[B(8), 0| M(0)" where m = d —r. (ii). For all 8y € ©, the square
root A(0)Y/% = M(0)blockdiag[B(0)"2, 0mnm]M(0) is s-times continuously differentiable on
B;s(6o). (iii). The square root § — A(0)'/? is s-times continuously differentiable on ©.

The KF recursions are well defined under stochastic singularity (Anderson and Moore,
1979, p39); however, the likelihood is not defined. If the constant rank condition fails, the
transport map becomes non-smooth and the KF steps in Algorithm [2| become sensitive to

numerical accuracy and can be unstable (Anderson and Moore, 1979, Ch6.5).

Lemma 3 (Data: VAR(oco) representation, VAR(k) approximation). Suppose Assumptions
@ and hold. Then §; admits a VAR (co) representation: §; = ji+ 7", Wi(Gr—; — i) +es,
where Y221 G205 < oo, Wo = Ia, and det (Z;’io \Iljzj> # 0 for any |z| < 1. Further,
suppose k — oo such that k*/n — 0 and \/n 372 | 9;] — 0, and let S =130 &
and ¥, = Ly i ee;. Then: (i). maxj—y g 10, — U] = O,(y/log(n)/n); (it). Sop —En =

.....

0p(1/3/M); (iii). §n — ji = Op(n='2) and 2, — X = O,(n=1/?),

Lemma |3| combines several existing results for the auxiliary parameters &nk from the
literature, mainly |Lewis and Reinsel| (1985) and Hannan and Deistler| (2012). The conditions
on the order of the VAR order, k, depend on the decay of the VAR coefficients. If model is

correctly specified and the conditions for Lemma [T hold - or if the true model is a finite order
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stationary VARMA - then [|¥,]|,, = O(p?) for some p € [0,1) and /72, [[¥;]| = o(1)

as long as log(n)/k — 0. In these cases, the order k can increase very slowly.

Theorem 1 (Consistency). Suppose Assumptions hold, k satisfies the conditions of
Lemma @ W, & W >0, and Q(6;v0) = limy o 2 31 E(||y:(0;%0) — Gelly) is uniquely
minimized at 0 = 0. If k is such that \/n Y77, . supgeg [[Aj(0)[lop = o(1), then 0, 5 0.

Theorem (1 shows that the estimator 6,, is consistent for the minimizer 6y of Qo).

Calculations show that Q(6;1y) can be represented as:

172 = p(O)|IF + ) trace (jlﬂ{[\j — N (O)P(6; )Y W{A; — A;(0)P(6; i)}iW) :

=0

where Ag = Ag(#) = I;. Thus, f; minimizes a weighted distance between two VMA (o)

representations: one describing the data and the other describing the model.

Theorem 2 (Asymptotic Normality). Suppose the conditions for Theorem hold with 6y €
interior(©). Let ux = yi(0o; Yr) — Gu, we = yu(00; o) — G, Ge(Oo; ¥r) = vec[Opys(6o; vx)'] and

M = E (Opy(0o; 10)' W o (603 100)) + E ([us W @ I] 0pG(0o; 100))
Dy, (k) = E [0py:(00; i) W Oy (00: ro) + [t W @ I] 0y Gi(o; tro)] -

Suppose M is invertible and there exists k > 1 and ¢y > 0 such that for all k > k: 0 <
c1 < Omin|Doy(k)] < oco. Define Zy, = (g — ﬁ)’,vec[et}é’_ml“,;l]’,vech[ete; — XY, with
ﬁ—l,k = ((G—1 — )y .., Qg — 1)") and Ty = ]E(ﬁ_lkf/;’_l’k). Then, the sequence of

covariance matrices

1 n
Vi = M var 7 > {00ye(00; o) Wy, + Do (k) Zia} | M,
t=1

is bounded from above. If, in addition, Vn’k1 = O(1), then: \/ﬁankl/Z(én —tp) KN N(0,1).

Theorem [2] establishes the asymptotic normality of the estimates 6,. The invertibility of
M and the lower bound c; are local identification conditions. The requirement Vn’,k} =0(1)
is standard for central limit theorems (e.g. White, 2014, Th5.20). The boundedness of V}, x
implies a /n-rate of convergence for 6, — 6y. Note that this rate does not apply to all
functionals of ﬁnk; some, such as &nk themselves, may converge at a slower \/W—rate
(e.g. Lewis and Reinsel, (1985, Th6).
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The residual uw; = vy;(0o;10) — 9 measures the model-data discrepancy. Like in OLS, it
reflects a simple decomposition of g into fitted values y;(6o;19) and residuals u;. The R?
introduced earlier measure their relative magnitudes. With n = oo, R? = 1 indicates correct

specification. Formal specification testing is considered in the next subsection.

Computing standard errors. The following describes how to compute standard errors
assuming correct specification and allowing for misspecification. For models considered in
Section [7] bootstrap inference could be rather computationally cumbersome. The plugin
estimates for M, Dy, (k), etc are shown to be consistent in the proof of Theorem .

Under correct specification, u; = 0 and wu g = o(n~/?). First, evaluate 89yt(én; @nk) and
awyt(én; zﬁnk) with finite-differences or by automatic differentiation. Then, compute M, =
LS 00y (0r; ) Wiyt (0 ) and Dyg (k) = L3701 Ope (O onie) WO (O Vo) -
Let L, ({n;) denote the Gaussian quasi-likelihood for the auxiliary VAR(k) model, H,,(¢ns)
its Hessian, and ath(qﬂnk) the score for ¢,. Take S’t,k = M;lﬁmgﬂp(k)Hn(ﬁnk)_lath(zﬂnk).
Then, Vnk is the HAC estimator for the long-run variance of 5,57;.3. Standard errors are
computed from Vnk /n in a standard fashion.

Allowing for misspecification requires estimating several additional terms. Compute 4; =
ek = Ye(Ons Vi) — Tes 00Ge(Or; V), and 0yGy(0rs; ) With G (0 W) = vec[Dpys (O D).
Then, compute M, = L 371 0pye(0r; ) WoaOoe (0 ) + 2 300 [, W] ® 0pGy(0r; )
and Dy, g.(k) = £ 377, 00y (On; k) WOt (On; k) + % Sy [0 W] @9y Gy (Br; ). Using
the same Gaussian quasi-Likelihood terms as above, evaluate S'nk = Mn_ l{agyt(én; z/?nk)’ W+
me(k)Hn(qz?nk)*la¢Lt(@&nk)}. Finally, Vnk is the estimator for the long-run variance of S’tyk.

5.2 Specification Testing

The population loss Q(6y; 1) defines a distance between the VMA (00) representations of g
and y;(0; o). When the model is correctly specified in terms of second-order moments, the
minimizer 6y yields Q(0p; o) = 0. When the model is misspecified, however, the minimum
is strictly positive: Q(0o;10) > 0. The following considers a specification test based on the
sample analog Qn(én, @Z;nk) of the optimal transport distance Q(6y;¢y).

Assumption 5. Suppose that: (i). [klog(n)]®/n = o(1); (ii). [log(n)]*/k = o(1); (iii).
E(|[e.||'8) < oo; (iv). a(j) < C(145)7@*) fora>6,e>0 and all j > 1; (v). Assumption
holds with b > 6; (vi). |W, — W| = O,(n"Y2), (vii) Vnk Z;’;kﬂ 1V ]lop = o([log(n)]~2).

Assumption [5] is more restrictive than those needed for Theorems [I] and 2] When the
model is correctly specified, the loss Qn(én; z/?nk) is asymptotically determined by the distance
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between @/A)nk and 1. The distributional results below build on a strong approximation result

for NED processes with dependence changing with the lag structure, indexed by k.

Theorem 3 (Specification Test). Suppose the conditions for Theorems and @ and Assump-
tion [3 hold. If the model is correctly specified, then:

nQu (0 o) = n 20, My 2y i + 0, (k*[log(n)] 72),

where My, = E [(Oypye(00; Vro) + Doy (0o i) M~ Ey) W (9yy: (003 Yro) + Opye (0o Vi) M Ey)]
with By, = _E[aeyt(90§ ¢k0)'Wawyt(90; ¢k0)], Zn,k ~ N(O, Sn,k/n); Sn,k = TWCW‘[Zn,k]; and M,
Z i are defined in Theorem . If Sy and My are such that trace (S, My) > O(k) and

trace ([Sn . Mg)*) > O(k), then for any o € (0,1):
P (nQn(én; Do) > Cni(l — a)) = a+o(1),

where ¢, ,(1 — «) is the 1 — a quantile of nZ] | My 2, .

Theorem [3| shows that nQn(én;Qﬂnk) can be approximated by a weighted sum of in-
dependent x? random variables. The derivatives dyy(0;1r0) are given in Lemma .
Liitkepohl (2005, Ch15) provides formulas for S, ; in the homoskedastic case. The con-
ditions trace(S, M) > O(k) and trace([S, xMy]?) > O(k) are analogous to the rank condi-
tions needed to ensure the J-test for GMM has a x7_, distribution, where k is the number of
moments and d the number of parameters. The Theorem states that under the null hypoth-
esis of correct specification, the asymptotic size of the test is a. The test is also consistent
against distant alternatives, see Lemma in Appendix [F] Power against local alternatives
depends on the ratio k/n. A detailed analysis of local power is left to future research.

The test in Theorem (3| involves all variables y; used in the estimation. In certain settings,
the researcher might inquire how well the model fits a specific variable ¢ ;, e.g. consumption
if the object of interest is welfare. The following Corollary specializes to a single variable,

using a selection matrix D;. The proof is the same as Theorem 3| and it is omitted.

Corollary 1 (Specification Test on a Single Variable). Suppose the conditions for T heorems

and@ and Assumption@ hold. Let Q. ;(0y; thni) = LS e ~Giellp,wp, forj € {1,...,d},
where D; = diag(1;—, ..., 1;—q). If the model is correctly specified, then:

nQn(éna @@nk) = anlz,kMk,jZn,k’ + Op(kl/Q [log(”)]_2)7
where My ; = E [(Oy:(00; Yro) + Ooye(Bo; ) M~ Ey 5)' D;W D (e (0o Yro) + Oaye(Oo; Vi) M~ Ey)]
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with Ey j = —E[0gy:(00; Yro)' DjW D;0yyi(6o; Yro)], and M and Z,, ) are as defined in Theo-
rem |3 If Spx and My ; are such that trace (S, xMy,;) > O(k) and trace ([S, My )?) > O(k),
then for any o € (0,1): P <nQn7j(9An; Vi) > Cnpei(1— a)) =a+o(1), where ¢, (1 — ) is
the 1 — a quantile of nZ), , My, ;2 .-

6 Monte Carlo Simulations

The Monte Carlo simulations are based on the Lubik and Schorfheide (2004, LS) model,

considered for the first empirical application as well:

Y = By — T(Tt - Et7Tt+1) +gi, ™ =pEm+ "‘f(yt - Zt)a gt = PgGt—1 + Egt
2= ps2i1 + €x,  Te = peric1 + (L — po)im + (1 — pr)o(ye — 20) + €0t

where 1, 7, and r; are log deviations of output, inflation, and the nominal interest rate from
their steady states, respectively. The shocks €,¢, €4, €4 are iid Gaussian with mean zero and

variances 072,,03,02' €gt; €z are cross-correlated with correlation py.. The observables are

Z
log levels of output, inflation, and interest rate (both annualized), which satisfy Y; = (0, 7*,
T +r*) + (y, 47y, 41,)', where output is detrended, and 7* and r* are annualized steady-state
rates of inflation and real interest rate with 8 = (1 4 */100)~*/%. The data are generated
using the posterior means from Bayesian inference on the full sample with LS’s prior.ﬂ The
VAR includes a constant and 4 lags as regressors.

The baseline sample size corresponds to the full sample estimation below with n = 192. A
larger sample size of n = 500 is also considered. The prior from Lubik and Schortheide (2003))
is used to regularize the estimates. Table [1| reports the averages and standard deviations
of the estimates, rejection rates using standard errors that assume correct specification and
those that allow for misspecification, and the length of resulting 95% confidence intervals.
The standard error estimates used to compute the tests and confidence intervals do not
account for the prior regularization, which is assumed to be asymptotically negligible.

Most estimates are centered at the true value when n = 192. A few estimates are
somewhat biased towards the prior mode, most notably the risk aversion 7!, which lies
between the true value 3.18 and the prior mode 1.88. The rejection rates are generally
close to the 5% level or conservative; significant overrejection is observed only for 7! when

using the non-robust standard errors, driven by prior-induced bias. The robust standard

8Table Appendix includes a description of the parameters, the bounds imposed on the parameters,
and the prior 7 used to regulate the estimates.
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Table 1: LS Model: Average Estimate, Standard Deviation, Rejection Rates

b K Py Yo Pr Py Pz O Og 0Oy Py T
TRUE |3.18 1.87 0.50 1.33 0.21 0.76 0.89 0.86 0.26 0.13 0.97 0.80 4.01
n =192
MEAN [ 1.93 1.84 0.39 1.29 0.18 0.73 0.86 0.82 0.26 0.20 1.04 0.60 3.94
stp | 0.42 0.33 0.13 0.16 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.17 0.21 0.63
REJ. |0.14 0.07 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.01 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.11
REJ,. |0.01 0.07 0.05 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.08 0.00 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.10
LEN, |5.16 1.20 0.99 2.51 4.14 0.30 0.16 0.19 0.20 0.22 0.68 1.22 2.13
LEN, |7.66 1.25 1.99 6.29 11.21 0.78 0.18 0.24 0.35 0.40 0.95 2.25 2.17
\ n = 500
MEAN [ 2.08 1.87 0.38 1.30 0.18 0.75 0.89 0.84 0.26 0.16 1.03 0.63 4.08
sTp |0.45 0.23 0.11 0.11 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.11 0.15 0.44
REJ. [0.25 0.07 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.07 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.10
REJ,. |0.04 0.07 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.01 0.06 0.04 0.01 0.10
LEN, |3.59 0.81 0.65 1.44 2.67 0.18 0.10 0.10 0.14 0.12 0.43 0.84 1.57
LEN, |4.50 0.82 0.91 2.84 5.96 0.37 0.10 0.12 0.18 0.16 0.50 1.17 1.58

Legend: 200 Monte Carlo replications. MEAN/STD: average and empirical standard error of estimates.
REJ., REJ,: rejection rates for 5% level t-test. LEN: median length of 95% confidence intervals.

errors tend to be larger, producing lower rejection rates and wider confidence intervals. The
estimation precision improves when n is increased to 500, and the other conclusions remain
similar. The specification test for all variables has a rejection rate of 0.05 and 0.04 for
n = 192 and n = 500, respectively. For consumption only, the rejection rates are 0.05
and 0.04. Both are close to the nominal level. Additional Monte Carlo simulation for the

medium-scale [Smets and Wouters| (2007) model can be found in Table [H4, Appendix [H]

7 Empirical Illustrations

Two macroeconomic and one financial applications illustrate different aspects of the OT
filter and estimation. The first two revisit a small and medium-scale DSGE model using the
same sample period 1960Q1-2007Q4 for both.

7.1 Small New-Keynesian Model

The first empirical application further considers the Lubik and Schorfheide (2003) model.
Following LS, there are two specifications: determinacy, with a unique equilibrium, and

indeterminacy, where sunspot equilibria exist. The parameters are described in Table [2| In-
M, M,

ge; and M. capture the correlation between

determinacy adds 4 sunspot parameters:

the 3 shocks and the sunspot shock, o, is its standard deviation.
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Table 2: LS Model: Parameter Estimates, Specification Test (k = 4 lags)

Parameter Estimates Determinacy Indeterminacy Determinacy
(Full Sample) (Pre-Volcker) (Post-Volcker)
0 Parameter Interpretation EST SD. SD, | EST SD. SD, | EST SD. SD,
7= risk aversion 243 412 206 | 1.29 396 0.77 | 1.56 1.29 3.60
r*  steady state real interest rate | 1.87 0.28 0.38 | 0.99 0.56 0.48 | 2.49 0.73 1.45
K Phillips curve slope 0.31 058 0.11 | 0.54 1.85 0.44 | 0.30 0.48 4.16
11 inflation target 1.29 0.18 0.32 | 069 0.11 0.19 | 1.80 0.67 14.99
1y output target 0.16 0.72 1.10 | 0.14 0.67 0.28 | 0.18 1.17 31.72
pr  interest rate smoothing 0.68 0.06 0.19 | 046 0.18 0.18 | 0.79 0.08 1.87
pg  exog spending AR 0.89 0.06 0.04 | 0.74 040 0.16 | 0.92 0.05 0.14
p»  technology shock AR 0.82 0.08 0.04 | 0.78 0.10 0.12 | 0.83 0.07 0.24
o,  monetary policy shock SD 0.24 0.04 0.06 | 0.22 0.05 0.08 | 0.21 0.07 0.73
o4  exog spending SD 0.18 0.05 0.05 | 0.28 1.17 0.21 |0.18 0.10 0.43
0, technology shock SD 1.56 0.42 0.25 | 1.12 050 0.34 | 1.14 041 2.38

pg- exog spending-technology cor | 0.90 0.27 0.22 | 0.18 3.19 1.09 | 0.35 0.68 1.75
M, sunspot-monetary coef - - - 043 1.82 1.04 - - -

Mg sunspot-exog spending coef - - - |-1.80 5.87 1.66 - - -
M, sunspot-technology coef - - - 0.63 0.91 0.24 - - -
O sunspot shock SD - — - 0.08 4.41 1.33 - - -
m*  steady state inflation 4.07 0.74 0.73 | 5.10 1.78 1.55 | 3.83 0.82 0.79
Specification Test staT 10% 5% [staTt 10% 5% [star 10% 5%

All 121.2 140.0 189.6 | 59.4 106.2 169.6 | 65.9 164.8 235.3

Output 56.0 90.6 123.8]42.8 51.1 86.0 | 30.1 131.8 188.6

Inflation 452 271 378 | 7.0 339 550 16.6 222 29.0

Interest Rate 20.0 31.1 42.1 | 9.6 227 36.6 | 19.2 22.0 30.8

Legend: EST: parameter estimates 0,.. sD.: standard errors assuming correct model specification. SD,.:
misspecification-robust standard errors. STAT: n@Q, (én, 1/3%) 10%, 5%: critical values for specification test
at corresponding significance levels. All: specification test on all variables. Output, Inflation, Interest Rate:
specification test on individual variables. n = 192,78, 114 for the full, pre and post-Volcker samples.

The sample is constructed and divided into subsamples as in [Clarida et al.| (2000): the
full sample (1960Q1-2007Q4), the pre-Volcker period (1960Q1-1979Q2), and the post-Volcker
period (1979Q3-2007Q4). They are associated with determinate, indeterminate, and deter-
minate policy regimes, respectively. To remain consistent with LS and subsequent analyses,
their log-prior density 7 is used to penalize the OT loss so that the estimates minimize
nQn(6; 1) — log 7(#). The baseline auxiliary model is a VAR(4), results with k = 2 are re-
ported in Appendix[H| The weighting matrix W, is diagonal with the inverse of the variances
of the three observables.

Point estimates and standard errors are reported in Table 2] The estimates for the pre-
Volcker and post-Volcker periods are in line with those in LS, computed using Bayesian
likelihood inference. The steady-state real interest rate r* is lower in the pre-Volcker sample,
and the inflation target coefficient 7* is significantly below 1, suggesting the Fed allowed the

real interest rate to decline when facing inflation. This is reversed in the post-Volcker sample.
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Figure 2: LS Model: Actual and Fitted Values
Panel (a) Determinacy - Full Sample (1960-2007)
GDP, R?=0.71 Inflation, R? = 0.76 Rates, R®= 0.9
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Panel (c) Determinacy - Post-Volcker (1979-2007)

GDP, R®=0.74 Inflation, R® = 0.85 Rates, R® = 0.83
Legend: Black solid hne = data Purple sohd line = couphng R? Zt yt —yt yztm— Un)?], computed

for each variable.

These findings are not new; nevertheless, it is interesting to observe that they are consistent
when enforcing model-consistent filtering. The full-sample estimates are broadly similar to
the post-Volcker ones. The standard errors that assume correct model specification (SD..)
tend to be wider than those in LS. Those allowing for model misspecification (SD,) tend
to be close to SD., but are much wider for the Taylor rule coefficients in the Post-Volcker
regime. This likely reflects the weak identification of these coefficients and the small sample
size. Finally, the correlation pg, hits the upper bound of 0.9, suggesting that the model
requires an extreme parameter value to fit the data, reflecting a tension between them.

The specification test, also in Table [2| further investigates tensions between data and
model. In the full sample, the test rejects inflation at the 5% significance level. With k& = 2
the model is rejected overall and for each variable individually (Table Appendix . The
pre and post-Volcker samples do not reject the model. This finding is consistent with LS.
None of the variables are individually rejected on the two subsamples.

Moreover, the methods enable us to contrast the actual data with their model-implied
values (i.e. the coupling) to obtain an intuitive understanding of their discrepancies. Figure
contrasts actual and model-consistent data for GDP, inflation, and interest rate series,
respectively, for the full sample and the two subsamples. For GDP, the actual data exhibit a
deeper recession and lower inflation rates in the 1980s than those implied by the model. In
other words, the model overpredicts the levels of GDP and inflation compared to the data.
This finding confirms that this model, with time-invariant parameters, is unable to capture

the rich GDP and inflation dynamics present in the data for the full sample period.
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7.2 Medium-Scale DSGE Model

The second empirical application considers the Smets and Wouters (2007, SW) model. Table
Appendix [H] includes parameter interpretations and prior distributions from SW used
in our estimation. This model includes 36 free parameters and is estimated on 7 observables:
consumption, investment, output and wage growth, hours worked, inflation, and interest rate.
There are as many shocks: productivity, exogenous spending, monetary policy, investment-

specific technology, price markup, wage markup, and risk premium shocks.

Estimation. To illustrate the scope of OTE, the full model and 3 singular versions are
estimated using the same method. Estimates are reported in Tables [3| (for the full model)
and (for singular models), Appendix [H| Likelihood-based posterior estimates computed
with SW’s prior are reported in Table |3| as a reference. All specifications rely on a VAR(4)
auxiliary model; the inverse of the variances of the observables is used as W,,.

The 3 singular models remove, in order, the risk premium, wage markup, and price
markup shocks reducing to 6, 5, and 4 shocks for 7 observables. The choice of shocks to
remove follows (Qu| (2018)), to reflect a view that they have a weaker structural interpretation
than the remaining 4. It is interesting to examine their impact on the model fit. The
standard likelihood approach cannot estimate singular DSGE models because the covariance
matrix of the one-step-ahead forecasting errors ¥(0) is singular. |Qu| (2018) used a composite
likelihood framework and did not formally test the resulting models. OTE handles both
singular and nonsingular models within the same framework.

Additionally, note that although SW chose to fit their model to seven variables, it has
implications for additional macro variables including the price of capital and capital utiliza-
tion rate. Adding any of these variables to the set of observables will immediately make
the model singular. In fact, for all medium-scale DSGE models, nonsingularity arises only
because we restrict the estimation to a limited set of macro variables.

For the full model, the OT estimates are similar to the posterior means. In all but
two cases, the posterior means fall within the 95% confidence intervals obtained from OT
estimates and robust standard errors. For the remaining two cases, OT produces a more
persistent risk premium shock process with a lower residual standard deviation. The robust
standard errors are almost always greater than those assuming correct model specification.

For singular models, removing the risk premium shock has little effect on the estimates —
they are close to the nonsingular case; all confidence intervals overlap with their nonsingular

counterparts. When the wage markup shock is also removed, &, (wage stickiness) and ¢,,
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Table 3: SW Model: Estimates and Standard Errors

0 Parameter Interpretation OT Estimate Posterior

EST SD. SD,|| MEAN 5%  95%
pga  Corr.: tech. and exog. spending shocks 0.47 0.27 0.53 0.58 0.45 0.70
tyw  Wage mark-up shock MA 0.88 0.13 0.20 0.90 083 095
fp  Price mark-up shock MA 0.78 0.25 0.86 0.81 0.63 0.90
Q Share of capital in production 0.24 0.04 0.05 0.23 020 0.26
P Elast. of capital utilization adjustment cost | 0.44 0.22 0.78 0.49 0.33 0.66
%) Investment adjustment cost 3.00 1.50 3.42 6.12  4.57 7.87
O¢ Elast. of Intertemporal substitution 1.01 0.12 0.52 1.50 1.28 1.74
A Habit persistence 0.74 0.12 0.38 0.71 0.63 0.78
¢p  Fixed costs in production 1.50 0.26 0.60 1.68 1.55 1.81
L Wage indexation 0.85 0.30 0.95 0.56 0.33 0.76
&w  Wage stickiness 0.84 0.12 0.04 0.77 0.68 0.85
Lp Price indexation 0.27 0.32 0.42 0.25 0.12 0.40
&p Price stickiness 0.80 0.06 0.12 0.69 0.61 0.77
oy Labor supply elasticity 1.00 2.38 2.92 2.25 141  3.21
T Taylor rule: inflation weight 1.80 1.06 0.77 2.03 1.77  2.30
ray  Taylor rule: output gap change weight 0.16 0.05 0.10 0.21 0.17 0.25
Ty Taylor rule: output gap weight 0.16 0.16 0.08 0.10 0.07 0.14
p Taylor rule: interest rate smoothing 0.90 0.08 0.07 0.82 0.78 0.86
Pa Productivity shock AR 0.94 0.03 0.22 0.97 096 0.99
b Risk premium shock AR 0.68 0.10 0.19 0.28 0.12 049
Pyg Exogenous spending shock AR 0.86 0.09 1.22 0.97 095 0.98
Di Investment shock AR 0.47 0.15 0.13 0.70  0.61 0.79
Or Monetary policy shock AR 0.47 0.28 0.71 0.17  0.07 0.29
pp  Price mark-up shock AR 0.96 0.03 0.04 0.96 091 0.99
pw  Wage mark-up shock AR 0.92 0.11 0.21 0.96 092 0.98
0,  Productivity shock std. dev. 0.32 0.08 0.13 0.46 0.42 0.50
op Risk premium shock std. dev. 0.11 0.02 0.05 0.23 0.18 0.28
o4  Exogenous spending shock std. dev. 0.33 0.04 0.24 0.50 0.46 0.55
o; Investment shock std. dev. 0.33 0.07 0.16 0.41 0.35 0.48
oy Monetary policy shock std. dev. 0.09 0.05 0.07 0.22 0.20 0.25
op  Price mark-up shock std. dev. 0.05 0.04 024 0.12 0.09 0.14
ow  Wage mark-up shock std. dev. 0.25 0.03 0.11 0.28 0.25 0.32
5 Trend growth: real GDP, Infl., Wages 0.46 0.01 0.03 0.45 041 048
r Discount rate 0.20 0.09 0.23 0.12 0.06 0.21
T Steady state inflation rate 0.80 0.26 0.25 0.68 0.53 0.85
l Steady state hours worked 0.16 0.65 0.77 1.31  -0.09 2.75

Legend: Prior distribution and estimation bounds can be found in Table Appendix

(wage indexation) decrease, while p, (monetary policy shock persistence) increases, though
their confidence interval still overlaps due to substantial estimation uncertainty. When fur-
ther removing the price markup shock, &, (price stickiness) and ¢, (wage stickiness) both
drop noticeably. Although not reported here, the effects of these parameter differences on

the model can be further assessed by plotting the impulse response functions.
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Specification Testing. The specification test does not reject the original model at the
5% significance level, as shown in Table [dl However, the test rejects the model’s fit for con-
sumption, even with 7 shocks. Further investigation reveals that the model under-predicts
contractions, e.g. in 1974Q4 consumption fell by 2.38% vs. 1.34% for the fitted values.
Fitted consumption is less volatile (standard deviation of 0.53 vs. 0.68), and more persistent
(autocorrelation of 0.46 vs. 0.18). For singular models, when the risk premium shock is re-
moved, the specification test rejects the full model at the 5% significance level; for individual
tests, the results for consumption, wage, and interest rate reject the null hypothesis. When
the wage markup shock is removed, the tests on output and labor also reject, implying that
5 out of 7 variables are now rejected. Finally, when the price markup shock is removed, the
conclusions remain the same as in the five-shock case, with only two variables—investment
and inflation—not rejected by the test at the 5% level.

This is the first attempt to formally test singular DSGE models. The results pinpoint
model features that remain compatible or become incompatible with data once shocks are
removed. They can be useful tools for researchers to determine which latent processes and

mechanisms contribute to the fit of a model within a unified framework.

Table 4: SW Model: Specification Testing With(out) Stochastic Singularity

7 shocks 6 shocks 5 shocks 4 shocks
STAT 10% 5% | staT 10% 5% | staT 10% 5% || sTaT 10% 5%
All 256.6 320.7 395.0|[411.4 282.1 364.5( 597.7 291.4 357.0]632.0 288.6 353.3
Cons. 60.4 31.9 36.8 || 56.5 32.6 39.9 [[192.9 6.3 8.9 [[192.7 6.1 8.5

Invest. 256 33.2 386 | 341 319 36.6 | 456 41.0 473 | 45.0 41.1 477
Output 343 37.0 41.8 || 349 324 36.7 || 544 398 451 || 57.9 39.2 4438
Labor 16.3 354 472 || 147 484 66.8 || 869 493 63.5 || 97.6 478 60.0
Infl. 52.8 92,5 1227 75.1 93.5 124.2 67.6 101.1 137.8| 69.6 104.1 146.1
Wage 226 64.8 80.3 ||108.3 26.2 333 | 764 309 376 | 983 274 331
Int. Rate | 44.6 479 63.3 || 87.9 33.8 452 || 739 499 673 || 70.9 488 65.6

Legend: All: specification test on all 7 variables (consumption, investment, output, labor, inflation, wage,
interest rate). STAT: test statistic for specification test. 5%, 10%: critical values.

Filtering the Latent Shock Processes. The OTF produces model-consistent values of
latent variables, including shock processes. Using the original SW model, we compare these
filtered values with their counterparts produced by the KF, which does not enforce model
consistency. The same parameter values (OT estimates) are used to ensure comparability.
Figure , panel a) displays the results for the 7 shocks separately. For TFP, the KF
yields a puzzling conclusion: the economy was boosted by a positive TFP process from
1960 until about 1980, and then depressed by a negative TFP process between 1980 and
2000. In contrast, the OT filter produces a process with negative values during the early

1960s, the mid-1970s recessions, and the slowdown leading up to the 2001 recession. These
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Figure 3: SW Model: Filtered Shock Processes

Panel a) Filtered Shocks
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Legend: Black solid line: Kalman Filter (KF), Purple solid line: Optimal Transport Filter (OTF). Both
filters are applied using the same OT estimates found in Table 3] Appendix[H] Orange line: Real Government
Consumption Expenditures and Gross Investment; Source: FRED (GCEC1).

estimates are clearly more interpretable than the KF values. The investment technology
shock shows a similar pattern: the KF yields a mostly positive process from the 1970s to
the mid-1980s, which then switches to a mostly negative process. The OT estimates do not
have this problem.

For exogeneous spending, KF yields negative values most of the time and exhibits a
downward trend, in sharp contrast with the zero-mean assumption. The OTF estimates do
not have this problem. For the monetary policy shock, KF produces large oscillating values
in the early 1980s, which is puzzling given the monetary tightening that characterizes this
period. In contrast, the OTF produces mostly positive values for this period, consistent with
this characterization. The last 3 shocks show closer resemblances between KF and OTF.

Table [H6| Appendix [H] presents the cross and serial-correlations of the 7 shock processes.
OT consistently gives values close to the true ones, while KF shows significant discrepancies
in several cases; for example, the true first-order serial correlations for investment and mon-
etary policy shocks are both 0.47, but KF yields 0.83 and 0.09. This illustrates that, when
using KF, the parameter estimates may not capture the dynamics of the filtered values.

As a validation exercise, Figure , panel b), compares the exogenous spending shocks pro-
cess with government consumption data. They are closely related since exogeneous spending

is the difference between output and the sum of consumption, investment and capital utiliza-
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tion (Smets and Wouters, 2007, p588). The correlation between the data and filtered values
is 0.36 and 0.05 for OTF and KF, respectively. Although this data was not used in the
estimation, the OTF captures some of its variation using other series and the model. These
results demonstrate that the OT filter, by enforcing model consistency, produces filtered
values that obey model assumptions and can be more interpretable in practice.

To wrap up, we have considered this medium-scale DSGE model to illustrate that the
proposed methods can be used to estimate singular and nonsingular models, testing their
specifications, and produce filtered variables, all within the same framework. The methods’

applications are not restricted to macroeconomics; we next consider a financial application.

7.3 Affine Term Structure Model

The third application considers a term structure model where three latent factors explain six
yields. Algorithm [2| provides a way to assess the extent to which the unaltered, stochastically
singular, structural model fits the empirical data; no measurement errors are introduced.

The specification of the structural model follows Ang and Piazzesi (2003) and Hamilton
and Wu, (2012). Let F; denote three latent factors, which follow a Gaussian VAR:

Fiy1 =c+ ply+ vy,

with vpyq YN (0,I). Under the assumption of no-arbitrage, the price of a pure discount

bond at time ¢, P;, is a function of this state vector and a stochastic discount factor:
Py = Et(PtJrlMt,t+1> = /Pt+1(Ft+1)Mt,t+1(Ft+1>¢(Ft+1; c+ ply, I)dEFq, (5)

where @(-; ¢+ pF;, I) represents a multivariate normal density, with mean c+ pF; and identity
covariance matrix. Affine term structure models assume that the one-period short rate r;
is an affine function of the state vector. They specify the stochastic discount factor M; ;44
to be a function of A;, the market prices of risk, which is also an affine function of Fj:
re = 0 + 01 Fyy My = expl—re — (1/2)AN A — M), Ade = A+ AF;. As highlighted in
Hamilton and Wul (2012), the pricing equation in has an intuitive representation under
the risk-neutral measure, under which all assets are discounted by the short-term interest
rate: P, = exp(—ry) [ Pry1(Fip1)o(Fpqr; @ + p9Fy, I)dF, 1, where Fyq = 9 + p¥F, + USH,
with v, NO,1), @ =c— A and p? = p— A.

It is well-documented that parameter normalizations are necessary to identify the model.
Following |/Ang and Piazzesi (2003)) and Hamilton and Wu (2012)), we set: ¢ = 0,6; > 0, and
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p@ lower triangular. Then, the yield y* on an n-period pure-discount bond is given by:

1 n—
Yy =a, +0.F, b,= - <I+pQ’ + ..+ (p?) 1) 5
1 1
an = 0o+ — (V) + 26 + .o+ (n — 1)), ;) ¥ — o (V1b1 + 4bybo + ... + (n — 1)V, _1byq) .
The parameters to be estimated are &y, d1, p?, c?, and p. The diagonal elements of p@ are
required to be in decreasing order to ensure identification. The auxiliary model is VAR(4).

The yields are weighted diagonally by the inverse of their variance. The OT objective @,

is penalized by prior distribution which enforces an ordering of the factors.

Table 5: Affine Term Structure Model: Parameter Estimates

Prior [MEAN, SD] OT Estimates
[0.9,02]  [0,0.2] - 0.999 - -
pQ | [0,0.2] [0.8,0.2] - 0.022 0.963

0,02]  [0,0.2] [0.6,0.2] {0.018 0.209 0.723
51 | [0.01,0.1] [0.01,0.1] [0.01,0.1]]0.003 0.023 0.037
o | [0.4,0.2] - - 0441 - -

Q1 10,1] [0,1] 0,1] [1.254 -0.026 0.536
2] [0.958 0.012 0.071
2

0902 [0,02]  [0,0.
p | [0,02] (0802 [0,0.2] |0.004 0.908 0.102
0,02  [0,02 [0.6,0.2] 0011 0.133 0.770

Legend: A weakly informative prior is used to enforce the ordering of the factors.

The estimates in Table |5| are similar to Hamilton and Wu| (2012, Table 5)ﬂ The first
factor is very persistent, and the off-diagonal elements of p are small in magnitude. The
estimate of dy is close to the mean of the short-term rate. The main difference is that the
first element of ¢; in our case is smaller than theirs (their estimate is 0.017). The parameters
p?, 0, and @ are highly correlated: it is possible to move their values jointly with little effect
on ),, suggesting weak identiﬁcation.m The prior helps stabilize the estimates.

What is intriguing is whether, with three shocks, the model can approximate the dy-
namics of six observables. Figure |4] compares actual yield data with their couplings. These
values track each other closely, with the R? equal to 0.97 in all six cases.

With three shocks, the model accounts for 97% of the dynamics in the data for this
sample period. The plots suggest no apparent model misspecification for this sample period.
Adding measurement errors in this case would be a shortcut to obtaining parameter estimates

with a likelihood and cannot reveal additional information regarding the baseline model

9Hamilton and Wu| (2012)) use four yields and introduce measurement error in one of the series.
10For this reason standard errors are not reported. The specification test is not reported either.
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Figure 4: Affine Term Structure Model: Actual and Model-Consistent Yields

1 Month: R?=0.97 1 Year: R*=0.97 2 Years: R?=0.97
1.5- 1.5- 1.5-
1.0- 1.0- 1.0-
0.5~ 0.5~ 0.5~
0.0~ : : 1 " T 0.0~ : : 1 " T 0.0~ : : 1 " T
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
3 Years: R?=0.97 4 Years: R?=0.97 5 Years: R?=0.97

15- 15- 15-

1.0- 1.0- 1.0-
0.5- 0.5- 0.5-

0.0- 0.0- 0.0-
1970, 1980 1990 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000

Legend: Actual yields: Black solid line, Coupling: Purple solid line. Fit shown for prior regularized
estimates; the fit is virtually identical without prior regularization.

specification. Our approach allows us to obtain parameter estimates with a graphical method
to assess the model fit. Finally, we conjecture that incorporating more information to improve

the identification of p?,d; and ¢? can be beneficial for further improve this model.

8 Conclusion

This paper has introduced a computationally attractive method for filtering and estimating
parameters of potentially misspecified dynamic models using dynamic optimal transporta-
tion. Empirical applications illustrate how this can be used to visually assess the fit of a
model, by comparing the actual and the coupled time-series, and to formally test the model
specification over all or some specific variables. Several extensions could be of interest in fu-
ture research. Deriving a plugin map for general non-linear state-space models in could
be useful if it helps circumvents the curse of dimensionality, as done here. A simple but
useful Corollary to Theorem [3] would be to consider an Anderson-Rubin type statistic for
models that are potentially weakly identified.
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Appendix A Definitions

The following recalls two notions of dependence, further details can be found in |David-
sonl (2021, Ch14,15,18). Take the sequence e; found in Assumptions [ and 2| Let F; =
o(es, e 1,...) be the sigma-algebra constructed on e, e, 1,.... Similarly, let F/7" =
O(€tems Clam—1s- -+ €t—ma1, Et—m). FOr two sub sigma-algebras G, H, their strong-mixing co-
efficient is defined as (G, H) = supgeg geg [P(G N H) — P(G)P(H)].

Definition A1l (Strong-mixing). The strictly stationary sequence e; is said to be c-mixing,

i.e. strong mizing, if the a-mixing coefficients a,, = a(Fy, Fi_m) Satisfy a,, — 0 as m — 0.

Definition A2 (Near-epoch dependence). The sequence y, is said to be near-epoch dependent
(NED) in L,-norm on {e;};°, for p > 0 if: (E[lly: — E(y| Fm)IP)YP < div, where

t=—00"

Vi — 0 as m — 00, d; is a sequence of positive constants, and Fi" = o(€spm, - - - €tm)-

Appendix B Preliminary Results

Lemma B1 (Dependence). Suppose Assumptions [1], [3, [4, and [{] hold. Let y(60;vro) =
1(0) + 3202 Ar(0)P(0;2)es g, computed from (er—¢)eso instead of (er_ox)ises0 for ys(0; ),
and ¢; = vec(V;). Then: (1) For all 0 € O, the sequences Gy, y(0; o), yi(0; k), Ooye(6;10),
and Opyi(0; ) are NED in L,-norm of size —b on e; for some q < 2r, with r defined in
Assumption | (iii). (2) For all § and any j > 1, 0y, y:(0;¢ro) is NED in Lg-norm of size
—b; 9y (0; Yro) is constant and deterministic; and 0,,,.5y1(0; ¥ro) is NED in Ly-norm with

size —b if ¥ is invertible and rank[X(6)] is constant.

The partial derivatives in the Lemma are expressed as follows and will be used in sub-
sequent proofs: 9y y(0; Vro) = — oo (Tr—e—j—1 — 1) ® [Ae(0) P(6; 3], Oaye(0;n0) = I +
(2220 Ae(0)P(6; 2)) (La—3272 W), and Oyee(syye (6 ro) = 32770 (€1 ¢ @Ae(0))Oyee(ssy vec [ P(6; 2)].

Appendix C Proofs for the Main Theorems

Proof of Theorem . We have: Q,,(0; i) = Ly 0 (0; thre) — Gelly, - Assumption
implies Q(-; 1) is continous on O. Given the identification assumption, it is sufficient to

derive uniform equivalence and uniform law of numbers, stated as follows:

sup |Qn<‘97 @nk) - Qn(ea ¢0)| = Op(1)7 sup |Q(97 2/}0) - Qn(ey ¢0)| = Op(l)'

0cO fco
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Step 1. Uniform Equivalence: supg.q Q0 (0; Vi) — Qn (6 100)| = op(1).
We first establish some properties related to upper bounds and stochastic orders to be used
in the proof. By Lemma , we have sup,_; 10, — U, = O,(y/log(n)/n), |lim — il =
O0p(n112), and S — S| = Op(nY2). Let e = G — fi — X WGy 1 — 1), & =
Yt — fn — Z?:l U (fojo1 — fin). Fort —j—1<0, set §_j_1 — ji = 0 and §_j_1 — ji, = 0.
This does not affect the properties of the VAR estimates since k/n = o(n_l/ 2, by assumption.

For ¢ = 2r, E(|le:]|?) < oo and Assumption [2 imply E(]|7:]|?) < oo. This implies
..... 2Tl = O,(n'/) (van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996, Lem2.2.2). Likewise,
SUP;—1 n Het—etk||2 (k+1) méw<(|\‘1’1—‘111||2 : II@k—‘PkHQ, i — [il|*) supy—y . |19

----------

.....

and k= o{n%). Note that (o — e < (5 GV — A1 — OG-,
for t > k41, by assumption. This implies that sup,_;,; ||et7k—et|| = 0,(n'/171/2) = 0,(1).
..... pllecs = erll = Op (/) 1]

Also, o = X + Op(n~2) implies 0 < A\/2 < ¥, < 2\ < oo with probability ap-
proaching one. The mapping # — 3(#) has constant rank, so (0,%) — P(#;Y) is contin-
uously differentiable with bounded derivative on © x {¥ s.t. A\/2 < ¥ < 2A}, by Lemma
2l Then, for any 6 and any two ¥; and X, in this set, we have ||[P(6;5;) — P(6;5,) <
SUPpco ) /2<s<2x || Ovec(myvee[ P (05 X)][[oo | X1 — Zg|. This further implies supgeg || P(6; Sok) —
P = 0,(n17).

Now, we apply these bounds to study v (6; i) —y:(0; ¥o ). Recall that y;(6; 1) = p(0)+
>0 Ni(0)P(0; Sr)ér—j with & = 0 for ¢ < 0; y,(6;0%) = p(0) + Y520 A (0)P(6; X)erjn

M Simply use [E(|lexx — edl|)]"/? < [E(|ler )]/ + [E(llec[|9)]/* and sup,_,
van der Vaart and Wellner| (1996, Lem2.2.2).

Also, E(]|esrx — e:]|?) < oo implies sup,_,

ke — e < Op(kY9) by

.....
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with e, = 0 for ¢ < 0; and y:(0;¢0) = u(0) + 372, Aj(0) P(0; Y)e,_;. We have
sup supy:(6; dar) = 4e(6; o) |

0coO t=1,....n

.....

.....

+Sup||P(9%i)||op<§ SUP||A()||op> sup le: — el (C1)
USS] —0 0cO t=1,..., n

+ sup sup| E A (0; 2)P(0; 2)er . (D1)
t=1,....,n #cO© =kt 1

leckll < sup,_y

_ _ el
=1,..., n| =1,..., n||t

-----

(A1) < 0,(VElog(mjn'/=172), (B1) < 0, (n'/17),
(C1) < 121105 (n"7717%) + Lk Oy (k7). (D) < Op(nV/471/2),

using /1)y, SuDgeo |14, (0)]|op[E(|le]| )] = o(1) for the last inequality. Together, these
imply: supgee SUP,_t1,..n 196(0; Pu) = 4e(6;%0)|| < Op(y/klog(n)n'/2=1/2), which is o,(1)
when k*/n = o(1) and ¢ > 8. Also, supgee Sup,—1 . [|%:(0; Unr) — ye(0;100)[| < Op(kY9).

Next, we apply the above results to evaluate the difference @, (6; ’(/A)nk) — @Qn(0;1y). Let
(Y, Mw, = Y Way, we can write: Qy(0;¢nr) = Qu(0;90)+2/1 Y 1 (Y (05 ur) =42 (65 v0), G —
03 YY) + (2/) Sy Ih(6: ) — (05 60) [, . Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
and Ay = Amax(Wp):

sup |Qn(97 '(&nk) - Qn(ea 1/)0>|
0cO

<2 sup suplyi(6; i) — (6 ¢o)|l+0(k1+1/q/n)}sup (1/n) leyt Y (0; o) |

t=k+1,....n 0€© i—1

,,,,,

Of the three terms after the inequality: the last term is 0,(1) since W), 2 W, with W finite,
which implies A, = O,(1). The second term is 0,(1) if supgee 1/n > 1 |G — v:(0;%0)|| =
Op(1). This is the case because > ;= o[|| Al op+supgee [[4;(0) [lop Subgee | P(6; X)op Eller—]) <
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00. The first term is 0,(1) because k'//n = o(k®/n) = o(1), using 3F_, supgee ||:(6; i) —

-----

the result: supyeg |Qn(6; i) — Qn(0:100)| = 0,(1).

Step 2. Uniform Law of Large Numbers: supy.g |Q(6;¢0) —Qn(0;10)| = 0,(1). Using
similar arguments as above: |Qu(0; vi) — 2 0 15 — (6 )] < [IWa — WlopOp(1) =
op(1). Lemma implies that, for each 6 € O, g, — y,(6; 1) is near-epoch dependent (NED)
in L,norm with size —b for b > 2. Theorems 18.8, 18.9 in Davidson (2021) imply that
|9 —y(0; ¢o) |3 is NED in L, /o-norm with size —b. Thus, using Assumption and Davidson
(2021, Th18.6), it is an Lo-mixingale of size —min(b, r/(r — 2)[1/2 — 2/q]) and a weak law
of large numbers applies: £ 31 (|7 — v (05 ¢0) |3 = limyyoo 2 500 El|Ge — (65 %0) 3] =
Q(0; 1), which holds pointwise in §. Take any two 0y, 6, € O, apply the mean-value theorem:

n

Qun(61;0) — Qu(Ba;%00) = —(2/n) > (5 — 11 (05 ¢00)) W g (8 o) [1 — 62] + 0,(1),

t=1

where the 0,(1) is due to ||W,, — W|| = 0,(1) and is uniform in 6 as above. We have:
Elsup 15:=y:(8: 1)) W gy (6; 4h0) [ w] < (Elsup [~ (0; %)Il%v])l/Q(E[zug 190y (8: o) 3 ])"*,
S S S

which is bounded under Assumption . Then, uniformly in 6y, 02: |Q,(61;%0) — Qn(02; 10)| <
O,(1)||61 — 62|| + 0,(1). This implies stochastic equicontinuity and the uniform langle.

Step 3. Consistency. The objective Q(+;y) is continuous is 6 and uniquely minimized
at 0 = 6y. Qn(-; ijnk) converges uniformly to Q(; 1) in probability. By standard arguments,

this implies consistency: én 2 6,. O

Proof of Theorem By minimization, 6, and 6, satisfy:

E (9gye(8o; v0)' W [ — y:(00; v0)]) = 0, % > 00Yu(Or; Yok) Wl = 94(0r; hoi)] = 0.
t=1
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The sample score can be decomposed into:
1 5 e 5
t=1
1 & A e -

Define 0, (w ) why + (1 — w)b, for any w € [0,1]. An integration and change of variable
implies: = LS OO Do) WD (0 (w); Dt )dew[B, — 65). Likewise: (A) =

1 Zt 139%(907@%19) [Z/t yt(QOawnk)]"i‘ Zt 1f0 Yr— yt(QOuwnk)] n®I)aOGt< ( ) ¢nk) [
0o]. The expansions of . and (B]) imply:

0, — 0y = ( Zaeyt 00; Ut ) WG — yt(‘%ﬂﬁm)]) :
1 S : S )
T Z/O {9y1(0n; Vrk) WOy (0n (w); k) + ([y:(00; Yn) — Ge) Wi @ 1)0pGi(0n(w); Yk ) dw
t=1

Step 1. Consistency of M,.

,,,,,
.....

..... o llée—ed| =

0p(1), and [[Zp — Bl = Op(n™"/?) imply suppee suPi—ps1,..n [00G(6; dar) — 0Gi(6: vo)|| =

op(1). Also, sup, e [|0n(w) — bol| = 0,(1), by consistency of 0,. The first t = 1,..., k can
be handled as in the proof of Theorem [} Thus,

—Z/ (G — v (Bo; k) Wi ®I) 0o G0 (w); i) dow
= Z ([9 — ye(Bo; o)W © 1) 05G (603 ¢00) + 0, (1)
t=1
Assumption (3| further implies that 9pGy(fo; 1) is NED in L,-norm with size —b. From
Lemma|B1}, 7:—y:(0o; 10) and dgy;(0o; 100) are also NED. Hence, ([7: — y:(0o; 10)|'W @ I) 99G(0o; o)

is NED in L,/;-norm with size —b, b > 2. Therefore, a weak law of large numbers applies to

the second term in the definition of M,,.
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Likewise, L ™7 [ 99y (O V) WD (0 (w); b ) = L 57 D (B3 400 ) W e (Bs o)+

0,(1), is an average of a NED process in L,;-norm with sise —b, b > 2. A weak law of large

numbers applies to this term as well. Altogether, we get: M, % M.

Step 2. Asymptotic Normality.
Let oy, = (ji’, vech(2)', vec(U, ), . .., vec(Wy)); recall that the estimates are given by ), =
(ﬂ;,vech(ink)’,vec(\ifl)’,...,Vec(\ifk)’)’ with fi,, equal to the sample average. Let u; =

Ye(003100) — 7, and ugr = ye(0o39x) — Je. Note that Lemma 3] implies that ||, — ¥l =
O,(+/log(n)/n). An integration identity and a change of variable with respect to ¢ imply:

1 & . .
> 00ve(00; k) Wl — 9160 Y]
t=1

= L ) W ©
1 t7=11 X A
iy /0 (1t Wiy @ T) Dy G0 () e[ — ] D)
t=1
1< ! . R
. Z aGyt<80§ wnk)/Wnﬁwyt(Qo; 1/1nk(w))dw [wnk — ¢k]; (E)
= Jo

where ¥, (w) = wiﬂnk + (1 — w)Yy, are intermediate values of @nk and 1y
Because W,, = W + 0,(1) and W is invertible: W,, = W (I; + 0,(1)). This implies:
(C) = — [2 30, Boye(O0; Y)W ys] (Ig + 0,(1)). We now show:

1 n
(C) === Opye(0; ) Wag + 0p(n /%),

t=1

For this, note that dpy:(0o; )" and u;y are NED in L,-norm with size —b. Their product is

NED in Lg/o-norm with size —b, with absolutely summable autocovariances, which follows

from the same arguments as in the proof of Theorem . This means [% Z?:l Oy (6o; wk)IWUt,k} =

E [L 30 0oy (00; ) Wy ] +O,(n~ /%), using Chebyshev’s inequality. Next, because uyj,—
= Yo (00; i) —ye(Bo; o), we haver (E[l|ugp—uelD)* < 325720 145(00) lop | P (80 2) oo (Ellleri—
)2 for t = k4 1,....,m, where (E[lec — ed|Z)V2 < 5%y I lop (E5: — )2 =
o(n~1/%), from the condition in Lemma [3| Similar derivations also imply (E[||0py:(0o; 1) —
o1 (003 Vo) P2 = o(n'/?), for t = k+1,...,n. Apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
to find E [£ 370 Opye(0o; ¥i) Wugy] = E [2 301 Opye(0o; o) W] + O(k/n) + o(n=1/?) =
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o(n~'/?) since the moments are bounded uniformly for ¢ = 1,..., k. Putting everything to-
gether: (C) = =15 | gy (0o; Vi) Wy +0,(n~"/?). For notation, let Sy = Opyy (6o; Vi) Wty g,
with its dependence on k omitted for simplicity. Also, define the sample mean: S;, =
1/n>0 S

Derivations for @ and have a similar outline, the following will consider . The
derivation for — in the proof of Theorem [1{ imply that sup,_;,, _, [|0sy:(0o; Vi) —
oy (Bo; Y) || = Op(v/k log(n)n"/s=1/2) which implies{?]

1 < , ~ _ log(n
H = = D Oo00; V) WDt (B0 ) (Vna—ton)+ Op(max [V log (m)n' /17, —ngg/ﬁ i,
t=1

the last term is 0,(n~'/2) because ¢ > 8 and k = o(n'/?).
The next step is to look at dyy:(6o; 1) more closely in order to derive consistency for
. For this, we will evaluate 9uy,(60o; ¥x), O, y:(60; ¢r), and Dyech (s yt(ﬁo; Yy,) separately.
Recall that e; ), = gt—ﬁ—zle U, (Gp—j—1—f) with e, = 0for ¢t <0and g1 —f = 0 for
t—j—1 < 0. The coupled sample is constructed as y:(6; ¥r) = p(0)+3-72; A (0) P(0; X)e;—j k.
Thus, the derivative with respect to fi is given by:

@Lnetk—ld—Z\I/ —Id—Z\I/ — Z \I/ _[d_z\y +0p —1/2)

Jj=k+1

uniformly in ¢, using the condition /n> 72, ¥; = o(1). The absolute summability of
the A; then implies that: Ozy:(6o; i) = 1 + ijo Aj(O)P(O; ) (Iy — 300, Uy) + o(n~1/?),
uniformly in ¢, here using /n» 77, | suppeg [[Aj(0)llop = o(1). Let ¢; = vec(¥;) for j =
1,... and re-write: e, = ¥ — ji — Z?:l ((Gt—j—1 — 1) ® I) ¢;. The partial derivative is
Og €1k = —(Jr—jo1 — 1) @ T fort —j —1 € {1,...,n} and 9y,e,, = 0 for t — j —1 < 0 and
j€{l,...,k}. Then, using /n> .2, | supyee [|[Ae(8)]lop = 0(1) and E(||7]|7) < oo, we get

sup [0, ye (05 00k) + Y (Gi—t—jm1 — i) @ [A(0)P(6; D)]|| = 0p(n/71/?),
=0

t=k+1,....,n

here using the actual g,_¢—;_; for all ¢,7,¢. Using similar derivations as for Theorem ,

supi_y i [106,50(0; k) + 30020 (Fe—e—jm1— 1) @ [Ne () P (05 D)) || = 0, (n"/471/2) + 0, (k'/), since

e sets Gpp—j—1— L =0 for t —¢—j—1 <0 and e, does not. Note that P(¢;-) is twice con-

tinuously differentiable under the constant rank assumption for ¥(#) and ¥ invertible. Sim-

129, is computed using e, so that the additional kY9 term due to e; — et for t < k is negligible, as in
the proof of Theorem
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ilar to the above, SUP{—k+1,...,n ”avech Z)yt(g’ ¢k) - Z;.;O(eé—j ® Aj(e))avech(i)veC[P<9; i)]” =
0,(n'/971/2) and

Sup || Vech Z Vech( )VGC[P(Q, i)]” = 0p<n1/q_1/2) + Op(kl/q)_

77777 7

I
=)

Let y+(6; ¢¥ro) and Oy y:(6; ¢ro) be defined as in Lemma. Recall 1, — by, = O,(y/log(n)/n),
then:

— Zaeyt (Bo; Vr) W Dt (B0; ) (P —n) = Z@pyt (Bo; 1) W dgys (Bo; o) Yk —1b1) 0, (n13),

tl tl

using o, (nt/17Y2) = o,(1/+/log(n)), k**/4,/log(n)/n = o(n"1/?) and similar derivations as
in the proof of Theorem . Given the stated assumption, similar derivations to (B1))-(D1)) in
Theorem |1| for Opy,(6; ¢x) further imply:

— Zaeyt Bo; Vr)' W Ay (B0; Vi) (o — k) = ZaGyt B0; 0) W dyyi(B0; Uro) (s —1x ) +0,(n?).

tl tl

The next step is to show: - >7" | oy (6o 10)' W Iyyi(Bo; o) = E[Days(00; o) W Dy (603 Pro )]+
Op(k:n_l/ 2). The proof for this part is long as it involves non-standard arguments.

As shown in Lemma, Doy (0 o) and 0,y (0; Vo), Oy, Yt (05 Yro ), and O, Z)yt(ﬁ; Yyo) are
NED in Lg,-norm with size —b, for each j = 1,.... Consequently, py:(; 10) W 0,y (6; ¢ro)
and Opy(6; o)’ W@vec y(6; ¢¥ro) are NED in L,-norm with size —b (Davidson|, 2021}, Th18.9),
with b > 2 for any p < q/2. They are L,/,-mixingales of size —min(b,a(1/p —2/q)) = 1/2.
Pick p = 2 and ¢ > 8 implies min(b,a(1l/p — 2/q)) > min(2,2(1/2 — 2/8)) = 1/2 so
that the autocovariances are absolutely summable (Davidson, 2021, Th17.16). Therefore,
a weak law of large numbers applies to the sample average of gy, (0; o) W0, y:(6; ko) and
Oy (0; 10)' W Dyec( E)yt(ﬁ; Yro), using Chebyshev’s inequality.

We also need to derive a weak law of large numbers for Oyy,(6;10)'W 0y, y:(0; 1ro), with
) = 1,...,k. This is nonstandard because k diverges to infinity. Recall from Lemma

that for all j = 1,...,k, Op,u(00:Uro) = — D poolt—t—j1 — ' ® A;(60)P(6y; %), where
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[Gt—v—j—1 — i} € Fr—j—1. Apply the law of iterated expectations:

E[Opy: (00; 1) W 0,91 (003 Pro)]
= IE [E{py: (00; 1) W D, 1(00; ko) | Fi—j—1}]

= B [{ Y (ehy ® Dapvec o) P00: E)Y WS li-r—yo1 — i © Ay (60) P(65; 5))

(=j+1
Takes norms on both sides, and apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to find:

C

IE[B31(Bo; ) W D,y (Bo; Wro)lI| < llexllallFell2 | P(Go; 5 HOOZHAz (60) P (6o; )”OOW’

using Assumption [3| where |||z = (E[|le;]|?])"/? and b+ ¢ > 2. Take 1 < j < k and 5 > 1,
let w; = vec{day:(0; o)W g, y:(0;Yro) }. From the bound above, we have:

|1E[(wrs — ElwessJwil| = [E[E(wes — E[wm]lﬂ)wﬂll

< llecllallgellall P(60; = IIOOZIIAe (60) P(60; 2)| o

C
WHWH%
using the same approach, where ||w;||o can be bounded independently of j. Use this bound
for s =0,...,85. Note that (85 + 1)(j + 1)+ = o(1) as j — oo, so that the contribution
of this bound is uniformly finite in j > 1.

Take s > 85, we now bound ||E(wss — E[ws]|F)], for some p > 2. Using a similar
approach as Davidson| (2021, p374), divide it into two terms: ||E(wiys — Elwes]|F)ll, <

IE(wers — Elwess| FLEERNIFD p + [EE[wers] — Blwe o FEIRF)lp for any 1< m <
s. Since Elwyys| FF2M] is a-mixing with size —a, |E(E[wis] — Elwers| FrZtm] | Foll, <
(1 + s —m)~ 2/~ |lw,||,., for » > p. This is absolutely summable for m = [s/2], over

s=1,... for any 1/p — 1/r > 1/2 since a > 2 (Assumption [2). Next, ||Opyits(6;%0) —
E[Ooyers (05 o)l Frt w2 < 1 X258 s (T@ei—e)Bvec[P(8; 2)Ae(0)] |2y < (1+m)~CHIC[| P(6; D)l +
|Ogvec[P(0; X)]]|oc]||€t]|2p- This is absolutely summable over s > 1 with m = [s/2]. Using

similar arguments, || e+s—j—e —Efs—j—e| L0 ll2p < C(1+[m—j— 7)) leg]|2, where
[m—j—{]" = max(0,m—j—¢) > max(0,3/4m— () for s > 8j and m = [s/2]. Using the for-

mula for 9y, y,(0; ko) this yields: [|0y,u:(0; ko) — B[O,y (6; ro) [ Fr i 0 ll2p < 3005, C*(1 +

)=+ (14 [3/4m—)7) =+ ||ap. For £ =0,...,[m/2] = [s/4], the partial sum is bounded

by: S50, C2(1+0)~ O+ (14[1/4m]+) =+ ||et||2p which is absolutely summable in s. For ¢ >

[m/2], the remainder is bounded above by: (1 + [m/2])~T9/2577° C2(1 + €)= F9)/2| ey,
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also absolutely summable because (b + €)/2 > 1. Then, we can conservatively bound
|E[wirs — E(wis) | Filll, < Cp(1+5)~+9)/2 for some constant C), that depends on p through
llet]|2p- This is absolutely summable.

Then, use Holder’s inequality with 1 = 1/p+1/r such that ||e¢||2p, ||w:||, are finite, and s >
8j: |E[(wirs — Elwirs))wl]|| < Cp(1 + 5)~F9)/2||wy]|,., which is absolutely summable. Recall
that the sum over s < 85 is of order j(1 + j)~+%) which is bounded. The autocovariances
are absolutely summable. The sum is bounded uniformly in j. Chebyshev’s inequality can

be applied uniformly in j and yields the rate:

1 n
upk HE Zﬁeyt(Q;i/Jo)'W@wjyt(Q;@Dko) — E[a"ytw?%)/W@pj%(@;@/ﬁko)]u < O, (kn~'12).
t=1

S
j=1,..,

AS ||tk — ¥r]| < Op(y/log(n)/n) and O,(kn=/2)0,(/log(n)/n) = o,(n~/?), this implies:

%Z Doyt (0o; V) WOy (0o k) (ne—1r) = I [Dpy (Bo; Vo) WOy (0o; Vro)] (J)nk_djk)_"()p(n_lﬂ)-

t=1

This completes the proof for part . Similar derivations can be applied to @ Combining

these two parts, we get:

% ; [(u;kWn ® 1) 8uGe(80; Vi) + Oy (00; Vi) WinBy(Bo; q;n,f)] e — 8]
= E (W @ I) 8yGr(00: o) + Doy (90; ) W Oy (B0 o)) Yk — ) + 0p(n172),

where the expected matrix has full rank for £ > k, sufficiently large, by assumption.

The next step is to derive a CLT for the leading term on the right hand side of the
preceding expression, which has size dy x 1 fixed although Qﬂnk — 1, has increasing dimension.
Note:

E[0oy: (00; 1) W 8 (00 Ur0)] (ke — 1) = E [ (Bo; 101) W 9ye (003 o)) (G — i)
+ E[00y:(00; Ux) WO,y (00; Uro ) [vech (2, — %)
+ E[0y: (00; Vi)' W g, e (Oo; ¢k0)]<q31 — 1)
+ ...

+ E[0oy (00: ¥r) W 0,y (003 Yr0)] (01 — )

The partial derivatives E[Opy; (0o; Yr)' W Og,:(00; ro)] are absolutely summable, as seen from
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the upper bound derived above. Similar arguments imply that the same holds for E[(u,IW ®
I)0y,G(00; Vro)] since Oy, Gy (0o; ro) € Fi—j as well, E(u,—E[u,]|F,—;) are absolutely summable,
and E[0y,G(00; ¥ro)] = 0. As a result: ||Dgy(k)|| < ca < oo for some constant ¢, > 0.
Together with the singular value condition, this implies that: 0 < ¢; < opin[Dgp (k)] <
Omax| Doy (k)] < co < oo, for all k > k > 1; that is, for k large enough Dy, (k) is a matrix
with dy rows, each with norm bounded away from zero and infinity.

The following relies on Lewis and Reinsel (1985, Th2), which holds when the innovations
are non-iid, under the stated assumptions Let f/t_ug = (Yp_1—f4y - - -, Yp—k — f1)’, with mean
zero, and T’y = E[f/tkf/t’ ) 1s the autocovariance matrix. For any sequence of vectors [(k),
such that 0 < ¢; < ||l(k)]] < 2 < 00:

~

VLR [(S1, -, 0k) = (61, 81)]' = 1(k)'vec [% Yo el It + (D),

where the sum is taken from ¢ = 1 rather than ¢ = 1+ k, the difference being y/n-negligible.
Note that I';! is finite and uniformly bounded in k > 1 (Lewis and Reinsel, 1985)).

The next step is to derive the dependence properties of the right-hand-side of the last
display. Because e; is the Wold innovation, it is a martingale difference sequence. A cen-
tral limit Theorem for gzgnk is usually derived from this property. However, here 1[)% also
involves g; and e;e;, which are not martingale differences. Using the notation of Lewis and
Reinsel| (1985), let I'(j) = E[(g: — @)(9i—; — it)']. The first set of rows of I' is given by
I'0),I'(1),...,T'(k — 1), the second row consists of I'(1)’,T'(0), ['(1),I'(2),...,T'(k — 2), etc.

Using the white noise property of the innotations, we have:

1T = [[E ([ Ajed[> f\jet—e—j]’> 1< 1A llopllenl®lGe — fill2
t=j (=0 t=j

< Olled N5 — fill2(G — 1)~¢+).

This implies that |[T(j)|lec < C15~¢F9), for some constant C; and the elements of '}, decay
polynomially away from the diagonal, i.e. (I')es < Co(1 + |¢ — s])~+9) for some constant

Csy and for all 1 < /,s < k, for all k£ > 1. Proposition 3 and the “window lemma” in Jaffard

13See e.g. Hannan and Deistler| (2012, Ch7), Kuersteiner| (2005, Th2.6), Gongalves and Kilian| (2007,
LemA.6) and Litkepohl| (2005, Chl15).
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(1990) then 1mp1y. Des < Cs(1+ € — s|)~®+2) | for some other constant Cs, with the
same polynomial rate of decay. Denote by (I';');, 1 < j < k, the j-th block of columns of
the matrix I','; that is for j = 1, (I';'); contains columns 1 to dim(g). Let I;(k) denote
the coefficients of [(k) which are multiplied by ngSj — ¢; above. Then, we can write for each
1=1,...k:

Vnli(k) (6, — ¢;) = 1;(k)'vec Zem (T35 |+ 0p(1),

where ||1;(k)]| < (1 + j)~®*9) up to some constant, as shown above. The next step is
to investigate the dependence properties of each etfft’_ Lk(F,;l)j, 1 <5 < k. Recall that
ﬁ_Lk = (Jo_1 — fiy- -, Uit — f1), Fi7 is the filtration generated from (€; ;. .., €rim)-

Because e; € F/T™, we can write using Holder’s inequality:

lexdi—; — Elewii | F ) lor2 < Nleallpllde—s = B[ F 20l < dlledlpr((m = 5)7),

where d and v are the NED coefficients satisfying: ||7;—; — E(g|F )|, < dv(m), for m >0
and (m — j)* = max(m —4,0). The NED coefficients are derived in the proof of Lemma [B1|
Their decay factor satisfies v(m) < (1 +m)~(*+9). Putting everything together, we get the
following inequality:

Hl(/{;)'vec [et?ﬁll,k(lﬂgl) - E[et};’tlflvk( )|}—t+m]} Hp/2

)'vec [etY} (@) = EleY (T ;s ‘}—Hmﬂ H

2
i p/

k
§C5ZZ b+s 1+M D b+5)(1_'_(m f) ) b+5)’

(=1

for some constant C5. We now split the double sum into three terms and study them

14His result applies to the infinite-dimensional operator 'y, directly. Extend I'j, to a banded infinite-
dimensional operator I'y o, equal to I';, on the diagonal everywhere and 0 elsewhere. I'y o is a “window”
approximation of I's,, with a window of size k. Elements of I'Z! and F;loo — I'Z! have polynomial decay.

The operators I'; L are equal I‘,;l on the restricted finite-dimensional subspace where I'y, is defined.

k,00
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separately. The first term is:

k2]
DD AN =) A+ (- 0O
j=1 (=1

< /29 SD 3 (1 )01+ )0,

j=1 f=—o0
where the right-hand side is summable since b+ ¢ > 2. The second term is:

[m/4]

Z Z 1+] (b+e) (1_|_|£_]|) b+e)(1+(m f) ) (b+¢)

J=1 ¢=[m/2]+1

(1+ m/4 b+a/2z Z 1+] (b+a 1_|_|€|) (b+e)/

j=1/l=—0c0

where the right-hand side is summable since (b + ¢)/2 > 1. The third term is:

Z Z —(b+e) ( + |€ _JD (b+e) (1 + (m _ g)—i—)—(b—hs)

j= 1+[m/4] = [m/2 ]+1

< S SO )

j=14[m/4] {=—o0

o0

> 1
—(b+e) (b+e) —(b+e) (b+5
< [ e 3D () < e (1 ) Z (1+16)

From these, we get that the sum of the three terms is bounded above by:

J1ckyvee [ed7 w0 = BleV (O )IFER] | < Colt 4 m)=0+97,

Hp/Z

since b > 2 implies 1 — b < —b/2, so that it is NED in L, -norm with size —b/2, with
b/2 > 1. Similarly,

1 — L N B - B
n Z Do,y (k) (7 — i)', vec[e Y, T '], vech(ee; — X')' = ﬁ) + (E) + 0p(n71?)
t=1

is NED in Lg/-norm with size — min(b— 1, a) where a is the mixing size of e; in Assumption
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2l Altogether, we get that:

- 1

Vn(0, — 0y) = Z M09y (Bo; 1) Wtk + Do (k) Zy ] + 0p(1),
t=1

-7 >
where the leading term is NED in Lg/;-norm, ¢/2 > 2, with size — min(b/2, a), min(b/2, a) >
1/2 on e, which is strongly-mixing with size —a, a > r/(r — 2) for r > 4. The NED
derivations imply that V,, , = O(1) is bounded. With the normalization Vn_k1 / ? the conditions
for Corollary 4.2 in |Wooldridge and White| (1988) hold and: \/ﬁVn_,kl/Q(én — bp) 4 N(0,1),
which is the desired result. ]

47



Supplement to
‘Fitting Dynamically Misspecified Models:
An Optimal Transportation Approach’

Jean-Jacques Forner0n|i' Zhongjun Qu|7

December 31, 2024

This Supplemental Material consists of Appendices [D] [E] [F] [G] [H] [] to the main text.

*Department of Economics, Boston University, 270 Bay State Road, Boston, MA 02215 USA.
Email: jjmf@bu.edu, Website: http://jjforneron.com

"Department of Economics, Boston University, 270 Bay State Road, Boston, MA 02215 USA.
Email: qu@bu.edu.


mailto:jjmf@bu.edu
http://jjforneron.com
qu@bu.edu

Appendix D Additional details for Algorithm

The following describes an implementation of Algorithm [I] which combines the Bootstrap
filter (Chopin and Papaspiliopoulos, [2020, Ch10.3.1) with Sinkhorn’s algorithm (Peyré and
Cuturi, 2019, Ch4.2).

Algorithm 3 An Implementation of the Optimal Transport Filter

1:

10:
11:

procedure OTF
Inputs: 1) Sample: 91, ..., ¥, predictive distribution p(g;|g¢—1,. .- ).
2) Model: p(yt, z¢|z¢—1;0). Initial beliefs 2o ~ pojo(20). Number of draws B.
Outputs: 1) Mapped data yi,. .., yn.
2) Filtered states 2y, ~ p(2t|yt, - -, y1)-
Initialize: For b=1,...,B, do 1) draw 2§ ~ Pojo(20; 0), 2) weight w§ =1/B.
forte{1,...,n} do
if ESS(wif) < ESSmin then
resample (20 ;)p=1,.. 5 with replacement and weight w?_,, set w? ; = 1/B.
end if
Predict: Draw (y,2{) ~ p(ys, z|2(_1) and G ~ p(5elGe—1)-
Transport plan: Find a joint distribution m,;_1 = (pij)1<i,j<p Which solves

min § > " pijllyi — 371> — e Y pijlog(piy)

Pi,j - -
27] Z?]

where 0 <p;; <1, >, pij =1/B, 3 ;pij = w_y.
Barycentric projection: find j* such that ||g; — g]f” is minimal. Compute p; =
pij+ /[ 2 pij+]. Compute g = 37 | piyi.
Update: Set w = w?_;p(y|2?). Normalize w} = wf/[>, wi].
end for
end procedure

Algorithm [3| combine particle filtering steps with an additional draw g{ and an optimal

transport projection (steps 7,8) to construct the model-consistent sample (y;);=1. . Algo-

rithm {| performs the optimal transport plan in step 7. The bootstrap particle filter steps

can be replaced with other sequential Monte Carlo algorithms. When the regularization pa-

rameter ¢ is relatively small, the iterations can become numerically unstable, one approach

is to evaluate the quantities in the log-domain (Peyré and Cuturi, 2019, Ch4.4).



Algorithm 4 Sinkhorn Algorithm for Optimal Transport

1: procedure SINKHORN

..........

3) Stopping criteria tol> 0.
Output: 1) Joint distribution 7 = (p; j)1<i,j<B-

Initialize: Set C = (Ci,j)lgi,nga Cm‘ =5 ||y§ — ﬂg”2, u = ’U/ == 1B, K = 670/6

P:+OO, a = (plv"'7pB)7 b= (ﬁlv"':ﬁB)-

) Pprev = —00,

2: while || P — Ppyev|| > tol do

3: Update: Set Fyey = P. Compute v = 3 and then v = Kb,u.
Set P = diag(u)Kdiag(v).

4: end while

5: end procedure

Appendix E Proofs for the Lemmas and Preliminary
Results

Proof of Lemma [1, Condition i) implies Assumption [2| (i). For Assumption 2] (i), pu(-)
is continuous on © compact, hence bounded. Then, A;(-) = A(-)C(-)?K(-) is the product of
A(-)C(+), continuous, with K(-). The mapping 0 — 3(#) being continuously differentiable,
Y has constant rank so the pseudo-inverse ¥(+)! is continuously differentiable with bounded
derivative (Magnus and Neudecker, 2019, Prop8.2). This implies that V'(-) is continuously
differentiable, by the Implicit Function Theorem, and K (+) is continuously differentiable as a
product of continuously differentiable matrices. Hence, A(-), C(-), K(-) are continuously dif-
ferentiable on ©, compact. We then have [|A;(:)[lop < [IAC)[opl|C)NIZ 1K () [lop- Condition
(iii) implies supyeg [|C(0)lop < € for some € € [0, 1). Then, we get: > 22 supgee [|4;(0)[lop <
suPgee || A(0)]op SuPgee (1K (0)[lop ;=@ < 00, as desired. For the last Assumption (iii),
direct differentiation with respect to 6, yields 9p,A;(0) = 95, A(0)C ()7 K(6)+A(0)C(6)? 0, K (0)+
A(6)0,C(O)C(0)TK(0) + - -+ A(0)C(6)'~105,C'(0) K (0). Then, as above:

106, A5 (O) lop <@ sup ([|9gvecl K (6)]loc + (7 = DIK(O)loo [ FpvecC0)] 1)

is summable since ¢ < 1. Equivalence between norms implies supgcg ||Opvec[A;(0)]]|c <
Const X 3% supgee [|0s,A;(8)||op, Where Const only depends on the size of the matrix,
which is summable. Similar derivations yield the results for derivatives of order s = 2, 3.

[



Proof of Lemma . Take any 6y € ©. Because A(6y) > 0, there exists Uy and U; with

sizes m x d and r X d, respectively, where m + r = d, such that:

A(00)Up = 0gm,  UiUy = I, (E.1)
UlA(00) U, >0, UjA(00)TA(00)U, >0, UU, =1, UU; =0y (E.2)

They can be found using the eigendecomposition:

A(6y) O,
Ay) = U (Bo) 0 U,

Om,r Om,m

where UU' = U'U = 1;, Ag > 0 is diagonal, and U = (Uy, U;). These are not unique but their
spans, and the associated projection matrices, are unique. Note that U] A(6)U; = A(6y) with
0<A=A(6) =<\ < oo. Define:

Uo(0) = [La — AO)[A0) A0)] A(0)]Uo(60),  Ur(0) = [A(O)[A(0) A(0)] A(6)]U1(6y),

which are continuously differentiable in 6 because rank[A(0)'A(f)] = r is constant (using
Magnus and Neudecker, 2019, Prop8.2). By construction: U;(0)'Uy(0) = 0 for V0 € ©. Be-
cause A(f) is Hermitian, we have A(0)[A(0) A(0)]TA(0) = A(0)A(F)T. Then, by the identities
for the pseudo-inverse and A(6y)Uy = 04.n, we have Uy(6y)'Us(6y) = I,,. By construction,
A1y — A(0)A(0)T] = 04,4, which implies A(0)Uy(0) = 0,,,, for all §. By the definition of
a singular value: A\pin[U(0)U(0)] = omin[U(6)]>. Weyl’s inequality for singular values (Horn
and Johnson| 1991, Th3.3.16) implies:

Omin[Uo(0)] > omin[Uo(00)] — [[Uo(00) — Uo(0)lop = 1 — |Uo(60) — Un(0)|lop,

since Up(0y)'Up(6y) = I,. Next, the mapping 6§ — A(0)A()" is s-times continuously dif-
ferentiable on O, so it is globally Lipschitz continuous with constant 0 < Ls < oo. This

implies:
1Uo(8o) — Uo(0)lop = IITA(B0) A (80) — A(80) A" (60)]U0]lop < Lall0 — boll-
Pick 0 < 6 < [2L4]7", then for all |0 — 6| < §, we have:

Omin[Uo(e)] > 1/2 >0= )\min[Uo(e)/Uo(e)] > 1/4 > 0.



By composition and invertibility, 8 — Uy(8) = Uy(8)[Us(8)'Up(#)]~/? is s-times continously
differentiable, Uy(0)'Up(0) = I, and Uy (0)'Uy(f) = 0,.,,. For the same choice of &, Uy (6)
constructed the same way is s-times continously differentiable with Uy (0)'U;(f) = I, and
01(0)’%(0) = 0. It remains to show that )\min[Ul(Q)’A(Q)Ul] is bounded below. Apply
Weyl’s inequality:

Amin[U1(0) A(0)U1] > Anin[U1(60)' A(66)Ur (60)] — [|UL(0)' A(6)Uy — Us(60)' A(60) U1 (60) | ops

where the last term is s-time continuously differentiable on Bs(6)), hence Lipschitz continuous

with finite constant Ly 4. Eventually, we get:

Aunin [U1(0) A(0) U] > Auin[U1(60)' A(60) U (6o)] — Lusall6 — o]l
By choosing 0 < 6 < min[(2L4)™", A[2Ly 4] 7!], we find:
Amin[U1(0) A(0)U1] > A/2 > 0.

Now we have M(6) = (U1(0),Up(0)) continuously differentiable on Bs(6y), invertible and
M@)M(0) = 1;. By composition, M(6) A(O)M(#) = blockdiag(B(#),0p,m) is contin-
uously differentiable and 0 < A/2 < B(f) < XA < oo. Then, for Bs(f), A(0)/? =
M ()blockdiag(B(0)'/2,0,,.,) M ()" is s-times continuously differentiable by composition and
B(6) strictly positive definite.

Since © is compact and finite-dimensional, we can take a finite d-cover {6y,...,0y}
of ©. The mapping § — A(0)'/? is continuously differentiable on each B;(6;) N © and
© = U, B5(0;) N O so, by the gluing lemma (Lee, 2010, Lem3.23), § — A(0)"/? is s-times

continuously differentiable on ©. n

Proof of Lemma [3] The existence of the infinite order VAR representation follows from
the properties of the VMA polynomial stated in Assumption (i); det(3_720 ¥;27) # 0 for
any |z| < 11is a result of the same property of the VMA polynomial.

Lemma[3[(i) is proved in [Hannan and Deistler| (2012, Th7.4.5); estimating the VAR coeffi-
cients on de-meaned data does not affect their results (Kuersteiner, 2005, Lem4.1). Hannan
and Deistler| (2012) require that lim, . E(eie] — f]]}"t,s) = 0, this is implied by the mixing
condition and Davidson! (2021, Th15.2). Lemmal3[ii) is shown in [Liitkepohl (2005 Prop15.1-
15.3). For Lemma [3[(iii), note that Assumption [2] (i) and the mixing condition implies g, is
Near-Epoch Dependent with size —b in L,-norm for ¢ > 8 (Lemma. Its autocovariances



are absolutely summable, using Theorem 17.16 with Corollary 18.7 in (Davidson) 2021]).
This and Chebyshev’s inequality imply Lemma [3{iii) for g,. Finally, e;¢] is a-mixing with
size —a and finite fourth moment. Thus its autocovariances are absolutely summable. This

and Chebyshev’s inequality yields Lemma (iii) for %,,. O

Proof of Lemma The first part of the Lemma follows from Davidson! (2021}, Example
18.3) with a multivariate one-sided VMA (o0) process. For the second part, use the double

series representation:

0,00 (0 n0) = = DY leb gy 1N @ [A(0) P(6; D).
(=0 s=0

Recall that an absolutely summable double series can be reparameterized as an absolutely
summable single series. A single series is a one-sided VMA (00) representation, which in our
setting can be used to derive NED properties. It is sufficient to upper-bound the coefficients
of the latter and bound their rate of decay to get the result. Using |||, = [E(||e]|?)]"/9
and ||A® Bl|op = ||Allop||Bllop, We have, for any 6, by the triangle inequality followed by the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:

Z 1As]lop

The majoration absolute summability and the NED property in L,-norm. Also, the summa-
tion starting with m-+1 satisfies: [Zj‘; JIIA, ||Op] S 1 5o [|A(0) lop StPpee | P05 ) lop <

Cm~(+) implying that the size is —b. The constant rank assumption for ¥(#) and invert-

106,5¢(6; Yro)llq < ZsupHAz HopSUPHP(9 E)lopller——j-1-slly < C < o0.

ibility condition for ¥ imply continuous differentiability of P(+;-) using Lemma [2| for the
matrix square root. The VMA (c0) representation then implies the NED property. ]

Appendix F Proofs for the Specification Test

Lemma F2 (Strong Approximation). Let Z; ) and S, be as Theorem @ Suppose the As-
sumptions in Theorem@ holds. Then, there exists Z,; ~ N(0, Spx/n) such that: /n||Z . —

Zn il = op([log(n)] 7).

Proof of Lemma [F2] There are four main steps: Step 1. Use the NED properties to

approximate Z; ;, by a strong-mixing sequence, in blocks of observations; Step 2. Use coupling



results for strong-mixing sequences to further approximate the blocks with iid blocks; Step
3. Apply Yurinskii’s method to approximate the iid blocks with Gaussian random variables;
Step 4. Adjust the covariance of the Gaussian from Step 3. to get the coupling with the

same covariance structure.

Step 1. Approximate Z;; by a strong-mixing process Z/;.

Recall: Z; ) = ((g: — ﬂ)’,Vec[etﬁ’fl’kljlzl]’,Vech[ete;]’)’, with E[Z; ;] = 0, a column vector of
dimension d(k) = O(k). Note that when analyzing the properties of Z;, below, we often
consider its elements (g, — fi), VeC[etﬁ,Lk, and vech[ese}]’)" separately.

For any m satisfying m > 2k and m/n = o(1), define Z}, = E[Z,x|F}_,], a strong-
mixing sequence with coefficients a,,(s) = a([s — m]*), with «(-) the mixing coefficients
of e;. Note that Elese}|Fl ,,] = ewe}. Since I';' is bounded, we only need to bound
letti—j — edBlGi—j| Feem]|lq/2 for j € {1,...,k}. For this, we have ||§;—; — E[gi—;| Fieml|lq <
S omei IAelloplledly < Clm — k]=®+9)||e;|,, uniformly in j < k; consequently, |eg; —
etEngt_j\E_m] g2 < Clm — k]~®*)]|e,||2 using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

Note that E[?n,k—E(7Zk)] =0, and ]E[Vec(etﬁ’_lvk)]]:t,l] = 0 so that the elements of Z;
and Z'}, corresponding to Vec(etﬁll,kfgl) are serially uncorrelated. By the NED and mix-
ing properties, the autocovariances of g, and vech[ese}| are absolutely summable. For each
row { of Z;) we have: var[Z, ., — 7:k,e] = 0 for indices corresponding to vech[e;e}], and
Var(Zn e — L) = tvar[Zype — Z7% ) < n7 Clm — k72049 ||, ||3 for indices corresponding
to vec(e, Y, U{F,;l). For indices ¢ corresponding to gy, the autocovariance of order s > 1 satis-
fies: |cov(Ziue— 200 Ze-spe = 2% o o)| < {leov(Zene— 200 Zosie = 212 o) |2 Zi e —
Z5 ol Zewe = Zg |2 = {lcov(Zope = Zik s Zimsiee = 23 i )1V Zee = 275 2] Nexct,
|coV(Zt ko= 2 s Zt—s = 21" s )| = E[E{ Z ko= 203 | s (Zt—s = 21" o )| S NE{ Zi ko —
Zg}‘€7e|]:t_s}||2||Zt’k7g — ZZ”,‘MHQ <2C(1+ s)*(b+5)||et||2||Zt,k7g — ZZ}MHQ, using derivations from
Lemma Taking the summation, we get:

[e.9]

> Neov(Zuws = Z s Ziesii — Z )] < V2O (1 + 8)" 92|,y ]| Zegs — 20,1157,

s=1 s>1

which is a O([m — k]~G/2®+9)) since (b+¢)/2 > 1+¢/2. From this, we get that var[Z, jo —
2] = Offm — K- 02091

In sum, we have max,—1__a) E[|Znre — Ezk’£||2] < O(n=Y2m~G/9+9) - Then [Pisier

Here we use |cov(X,Y)| = |cov(X,Y)|/2|cov(X,Y)[*/? and Cauchy-Schwarz |cov(X,Y)| < || X]2]|Y]|2
if X,Y have mean zero.



(1983)’s and Markov’s inequalities yield: v/n| Z,x _?:anoo = O, (kY/?m~G/90t+2)) which is
a o0,(1) for m > 2k since (3/4)b > 1/2.

Step 2. Coupling for the strong-mixing process Z/;.

For this step, we will use the method of Bernstein sums. Using the notation of [Davidson
(2021, Ch15), the sample (Z]"})i=1,..., Will be divided into large blocks of size b, separated
by small blocks of size l,,. We will set 2m < [, = o(b,) and b, = o(n); r, = [n/b,] is the
number of large blocks. The last block has n — r,b, — (r, — 1)l,, = o(1) observations.

The first large block consists of (Z7%, ..., Z;" ), the second (Z3",;, 14y Zap 1 (1k)-
The dependence between the first and second block is given by «([l, — m]) < a(m) — 0,

since the blocks are separated by [, > 2m time periods. For i = 1,...,7r,, let X} =
ibn+(i— 1)l
t=(i—1)bp+(i—1)lp+1

For each row of X[}, say the {-th row, X7 ,, we can apply Theorem 1 in |Peligrad (2002),
tofind X% , £ X7, iid overi = 1,..., 7, such that E| X7} ,— X7% | < v/a(l, — m)|| X752
Being a sum of b, terms with absolutely summable autocovariances (cf. step 1), | X7} ([l2 =
O(v/b,). Then, we have E| 30" [X7%, — X% ]| < O(rny/baa(l, —m)) by the triangle in-
equality on the r, blocks.

The difference Hn??,H ity X% oll2 s of order O(v/n —rypby), as there are n — ryb,

observations in the smaller and last blocks of observations with absolutely summable auto-

Zy}, denote the partial sum over the i-th large block.

covariances. These inequality holds uniformly in ¢ = 1,...,d(k), so this implies:
E Z X
s = 30|
Tn Tn Tn 1/2
<E Xn Xn E xn Zndl?
< e:?.&.L,X |Z1 ikl Zzl el | T z:?}%x |ZZI it = N il

< O(kry mmi—m»+oww¢ﬁfﬁﬁh
Let X, =1/nY"i", X, then:

VAIZ = Xlle < Opfmaxin™ ke /Bually =), (6/n) Y2/ = 7o),
where (k/n)Y2y/n —r,b, = O(y/kr,l,/n) by construction.



Step 3. Gaussian Approximation.

Here, the idea is to apply Yurinskii’s coupling to the iid sequence X{’,‘g, see [Pollard| (2002,
Ch10) for an introduction. For this, we need a bound on E[XZ}M\S, this will rely on moment
bounds for strong-mixing random variables in Rio (1999, Ch2). From step 2. we have X[’}M <

m b (=1l m m s : : o
Xkt = 2o 1)bot (1)1 Ziker Where Z7 , are strong-mixing with coefficients a([- —m]™) =

am(+) to simplify notation below. Using the notation from Rio| (1999)), let )} (u) = inf{j €
N, am(f) < u} =377 Tuca, () for any u € [0,1]. Rio (1999, Th2.2) 1mphesE|

E[|X] H| ] < 12a4b2 [/ min|a; ! (u ),bn]an(u)du]2 + 12b4b,, /01 min[et(u), b,)* Q2 (u)du

where @, is the quantile function of | Z}} ,| and ay, by are universal constants. Take p € {2,4},

we now want to bound:

/ minfo, (), bl @ (w)du < | / o ]V / Qw0 91
= [l 1D N 0y

using fo Qm(uw)Pdu = E[|Z], ,IP]. Apply inequality (C.5) in Rio| (1999, p156) to find:

1 00
[ <2320+ 17
0

Jj=
m—1 oo
=2) (j+ 1"V a0)+2) (m+j+ 1)V ag)
§=0 =0
< Q&m 9(p—1) +2C’(1—|—m 12 19(10 1) 1—a—a7
~ dp-1)—-1 g

if a(j) < C(1 + )=+, Take ¥ = 2, since a > 6 the series on the right-hand-side is
summable. Then we get fol [ (w)]?PVdu < C, ,m*P~Y)_ for a constant which depends on

a+ ¢, C and p. Apply this to the fourth moment bound:

E[| X756l "] < 12a4C0 ]| 275 o[ 4(mbn)? + 1261C, 21 235 o[ 8bam® < O(max((mb,)?, bym]),

2The bound is only available for even moments 2p with p > 1.



and note that || Z ,||s is finite if [e;]l1¢ is finite. Let L7, = Y E[ln2X7% Y] =
O(n=2kr, max[(mb,)?, b;m?]) and V™ = var[n~'/2X71]. By Theorem 6 in Zaitsev| (2013),
there exists 27} “ N(0,V;™) such that: V| Xm, = 20l < Col6[Lm, V4, where 27 =
1/ny 2" 2% so that /nZ ~ N(0,r,/nV,™).

Step 4. Overall Approximation Error.

Now, we need to combine the steps to examine how well \/ﬁinmk is approximated by the

1 m .
Gaussian vector /nZ)":

Vil Z g — Zh < Vil Z g — ZznkH + \/ﬁHZrznk - XTTk;H + \/EHX% = Z0
< Op(max [k‘l/Zm—SM(HE), (n/bn) k[l + 1, — m]~(@+e)/2,
(kln/bn)l/z, k1/2p 14 max[ml/Qb,ll/‘l, m3/4]] ) ,
using () < (14 )7 and r, < n/b,. Set k = n'= m = 2n'=% b, = n!=% with
1> 0971 > 09 > 63 >0 and [, = 2m. The main idea here is to check, given the restrictions on

k,b, and a, whether there are feasible choices of (d5,03) such that the above approximation

error is negligible. For this, we have
V|| Zy g — Sl < Vol Zy sy, — 7%“ + \/ﬁ\|7fk - X?Tk“ + \/EHX% — Sptell
< Op<max [n1/2—3/4(b+s)—61 [243/4(b+€)d2 ) 1—(a+e)/2403/2—61+02(a+e) /2

p(= (1482 +80)/2 ) 1=(1+52) /2 max[n—ag/zL’ ”_62/4]} > ’

which is a o,([log(n)]~?) if:

3(b+¢) 3(b+¢e) a+e a+e 1
01 + 5 > 1+ 5 52, 01 + 5 >14 5 (52+§53
1
51+52>1+(53, 51+(52+§63>2

The last row of inequalities implies 1 > §; > 09 > d3 > 2/3 and §; > 1 + d3 — d2. The
top left inequality is not binding for b + & > 2, and the top right inequality further yields:
91 > [5 — (a + ¢€)]/3 which is not binding for a + ¢ > 6. This implies that there is a feasible
solution for which §; > 3/4 > 2/3, i.e. k = o(n'/*), such that /n||Z,x — Sielloe = 0p(n7?)
for some 0 € (0, 1) which depends on (a, b, €). It can be found by minimizing the rates above

with respect to (d1, 92, d3) over the feasible set.



The covariance matrix of \/nZ, is given by S, = var[n=1/2 > iy Ziy), whereas the
variance of \/nZ" is, by construction, equal to var[n="/2 Y7, X[’}C] =n"'ryvar[X]}] == S

zbJr(z Din
b (i— 1)y (i~ 1)l Zy i, we have:

by independence and equality in distribution. Let X, ; =
1Snk — Sl < 1Snk — n~trvar[ X, i)|| 4+ n ey |[var[ X k] — var[ X ][]

Starting with the first term on the right-hand-side, standard calculations imply for I'y ; =
E(ZirZi_ ;)

Snk—n" lrnvar[ Fk0+z ij—i—r } (

[nrn/n_l (Fk0+nz Fk]+r }) (83)

Begin with . Recall from step 1 that elements of Z;;, corresponding to vec(eﬁh’f 1’,CI‘,;I)
are serially uncorrelated. The remaining terms correspond to ¢, — ft and vech[e,e} — i] Using
previous calculations, for any j > 1: [Ty ;| = [[E(Z x| Fe—j) Z;_; 4l < NE(Ze ] Fri)ll2l| Zek l2-
There are two bounds to compute here: ||E(§;—/i|Fi—;)|| < C(145)~*+)||e; |2 and | E(vech[e e} —
S| Fij)lle < 6d%(1 + j)~@*+)3/8|e,|| 16 using Davidson| (2021, Th15.2) with p = 2 and r = 8;

d = dim(e;). Using these two bounds, we find:

1B < 4[C + 60 erlliol| Zewllz Y (14 g)~ mn(@/Dleral )
J=bn+1

4[0 + 6d2] H€t||16||Zt,kH2b’ll’b_min((3/8)[a+€}’(b+€))
- min((3/8)[a + €], (b + ¢€)) ’

which is a o(b;5/4k1/2) since a,b > 6 and € > 0 by assumption. Since b, > k, this implies
that ||(S2)|| = o(k=3/*). For , using b, < n and the same bounds:

H” < 4b;14[0+ 6d2]||€t||16||Zt,k||QZ(1 +j)1—min(3/8[a+6]a(b+6)) — O(b;1k1/2)‘

j=1

10



It is possible to pick b, ! = o(k~![log(n)] %), from the constraints above. For (S3), recall that
n = byrp+ (1, — 1), +0(1) so that b,r,/n—1= (r, —1)/nl, +o(n™t) = O(l,,/b,) + o(n™1).
Looking at the feasible values for (41, ds,d3) above, we have 1 — d; < 2 — d3 which implies
ln/by, = o(k~'log(n)]~°) is feasible, which implies:

|||| < o(k™"[log(n)]~*) Z ITsgll = o(k™*[log(n)] ).

Altogether, we find:
Sk — n_lrnvar(XZ-7k)H < Op(k_l/z[log(n>]_6)-

Now, we consider n™"'r,|[var[X; x| — var[X7}]|| < 20~ r [[E[(Xip, — X7 (Xow — XT1)]|| <
g b2 Zok — 22| Zew 4+ Z1 |2 < O(bpk'/2m=3/4019)) Using the strategy from above, set
by =n'"%, k=n'"% and m = n'~%. Using the inequalities &, > 3/4, 63 > 2/3, b+ ¢ > 4,
we get an upper bound dy < 61/72, which is within the feasible set so that we can further
set by, m, such that n='r, ||var[X; ] — var[X;]|| = o,([log(n)]~%). This implies that overall
we have: ||S,, — SI' || = op([log(n)]~°).

We can write /nZ, = (Sm)/2 2, where Zp ~ N(0,1) and let /nZ,p = (Snp) /22y ~
N(0, S, ) have the desired covariance structure. Now, apply the inequality ||Sll/ o5 <
151—S5||*/2 and Holder’s inequality to find [|[(S2 )2 =(Snw) 2 Znkll < 1S5 —Snkll 2| Znll oo,
which is less than [log(n)] || Z,.x/lec with probability approaching one since ||S7, — S|l =
0,([log(n)] 7). Combine this with Chernoff’s bound:

P([11(S50)"72 = (Suk) /21 20l > log(m)] 2 < 2d(k) exp (~[log(n)}?) + o(1) = o(1),

since d(k) = O(k) and log(k) = o([log(n)]?). This implies that [|[(S7)"2 — (Spk)"?] Znkll =
0,([log(n)]~?). Combining all the results together, we find:

ﬁ”imk - an” = Op([log(n)]_2)7

where \/ﬁZn,k ~ N(0, S, %) as desired, which implies the strong approximation result. O

Proof of Theorem For correctly specified models, we have g, = y;(6y; 1) and thus

n

QO Prk) = Y (We(Ons Yuk) — 1e(B0; 10)) Wi (0 (O k) — (B0 2h0) (F.3)

t=1
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To simplify notation, define (%?jt(én,ﬁo;@/)) = fol (%yt(wén + (1 — w)Bo;¢)dw, for any 1,
and Oy g (6; zﬂnk, Uy) = fol gy (0, wlﬁnk + (1 — w)g)dw, for any 0. The proof consists of five

steps as follows.

Step 1. Expansion for each yt(én; @nk) — (605 ¢o)-

For each t = 1,...,n, we have:

yt(én; Q/Snk) - yt(90; ¢k> = awﬂt(eo; lﬁnka d}k)(z[}nk - %) + 80gt(én7 to; &nk)(én - @o)-

Before expanding on 1) we express 0, — 6, in terms of @Bnk — 9. We begin with the

following representation, derived in the proof of Theorem

6, — 0 = M [(C) + (D) + (B,

where @ and ‘) involve @/;nk — ¥, while 1' only involves u; = y(6o; ) — ¢. Let D, =

_% Z?:l(u;k;wn X I)awét(eo; l[Jnky ¢k) and E, = —% Z?:l aeyt(eo; @nk)/Wnawgt(eo; '(;nka wk)-
Then, 6,, — 0y = M;'(C)) + M;'[D,, + E,)(nx — ). From these expressions, we derive:

Y (O; Vi) — 1(00;100) = {De(Bo; Vi) + 80yt<~nt; )M Dy + En]} (i — 1)
+ 01 Gz D) M, H(C) + w0803 1) — we (B3 o),

where y:(0o; Yr) — y:(0o; 1) = urx because the model is correctly specified.
We now establish an upper bound for , which will be used subsequently. For ¢ =
kE+1,...,n

s e = Ye(00; i) — ye(0o; o) = ZAZ (00) P(00; X)[ern — e,

where e, = Uy — fi — Zf VG — ] = e+ 3050 Yl — fi]. Assumption 5 implies
Vvnllog(n)*(E [||et —er]|?])Y? = 0(1), and in combination with Assumption 3| (ii), it yields
Vvnllog(n)2(E[|lus — uerl[?])Y? = o(1). Thus, for (C)), we have:

@D < 195 = 1) 3 10O el + B (1) 3 0B s
< 1+ oy(Dlfop (o (m]®) -+ Oy ()] = oy~ {og(r] ),

using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the above results. The first £ = 1,...,k terms in

12



each summation have finite moments, contributing O,(k/n) to the average, as in the proofs

of Theorems [1] and [2 where k = o(n'/*). They yield the O,(kn") on the right hand side.

Step 2. Expanding nQn<én; zﬂnk) to show: nQn(énydA}nk) = n(lﬁnk - ?/Jk)/Mk(i/;nk — ) +
0p(1), with M), defined below in equation (MKk).

Square and sum the terms from Step 1:

+ 2 — i)’ Z BAth{aeﬂt(ém Oo; @Z}nk)Mn_l + Ukt (Q2)

t=1

+ Z{aegt(én, Bo; 'lﬁnk)Mnl + ut,k}/Wn{ant<éna 8o; &nk)Mnl + U} (Q3)
t=1

where B, ; = 0yGe(00; Yk, Vi) s (0, o wnk) 2 [DptEn), and My, x = + 30 Bl W,By.
Next, we will show that 1} and are negligible. Recall that ]Wnk — Villoo <
O, (+/log(n)/n) (cf. Lemma' and ||.|| < 0,(n"?[log(n)]~2). For (Q2):

_2\/_ ¢nk_¢k { ZB Waﬁyt nta¢nk 1\/—|

The proof of Theorem [2| implies || Y7}, B;’thagﬂt(én,Qo;@/;nk)H = |[E{ 9y (00; ¥x) +
99y:(00; V) M H{E[(ut , W @ 1)0yG1(00; tr) + Opye(00; Ux) Y W Igye(00; Vi )I}I| + 0p(1). The
expectation on the right hand side is absolutely summable, hence bounded. Thus, for the
frst part of (Q2), we gets [/ — )/ { £ Sy Bl Wadli(B, b0 i) } M V(O <
0,(+y/1og(n))o,([log(n)]~2) = o,([log(n)]=3/2). For the second part of (Q2), following the
proof of Theorems [1| and , we have [|[2 30 Bl Wav/nuggl] = || 30 [0pye (00 Vr) +
Aoye(00; Vi) M H{E[(uf , W @ 1) 0y Gy (603 i) +oye (B0 Vi) W Oyye (B0; i )| W /miuy g | [ 40 (1).
From the expression for g, v:(6o;1x) in Lemma , the summability conditions in As-
sumption , and the moment condition in Assumption , we have: E[||0g,v:(60o; ¢x)||] is
bounded uniformly in j > 1 for ¢ = 2r > 8, and E[||0yv:(00; ¥1)[%] < O(k¥4). We have
10uy: (00; V)W /s || < Aw |0yt (B0; Vr) lloo | v/Mte || SO that with the Cauchy-Schwarz in-
equality: E[||0yy: (0o; ¥r) W/nusil]] < O(kY9)o,(n= @) log(n)]~2), where k = o(n'/*) by
Assumption . Since gy (0o; 1) is of fixed dimension, the same holds. Eventually, we get:

13



V(e — i)' 00, B%,th\/ﬁut,k}H < Op(y/log(n))op([log(n)] ") = o,([log(n)]~*/?).
Overall, we find (Q2) = o,([log(n)]~®2). Following the same steps as for (Q2)), we can show
that ||(Q3) || < o,([log(n)]#/2). Overall, we get:

NQn (0 k) = 1Pt — V1) My i (e — 1) + 0p([log(n)] ~>/3).

The last part of this step is to show M, = My + o,([log(n)]™'). This is similar to the
derivations for M, in the proof of Theorem [2, but now the matrix has O(k?) elements

instead of a fixed dimension. Write M,, ; as follows:

1 « . . _ "
Mn,k = ﬁ Z 8w?7t(90; Yk wk) Wnawyt(eo; Yk, wk) (Ml)

t=1

R [ R . 2 . _
+ [Dn + En] Mn ! {ﬁ Z 89yt(9m 90; wnk)/wnaéyt(‘gm ‘90; wnk)} Mn 1[Dn + En] (M2>
t=1
1 & . R .
+ Dy + E,) M ? {ﬁ Z oGt (0, 003 nre) WOy e (B0 Ve ?/Jk)} (M3)

{ Z%yt 00; Uk, Vi)' W, 39?/t(9n,907¢nk)} [Dn+ E,]. (M4)

t=1

Note that M, depends on estimates én,lﬁnk, and 1;14 = wlznk + (1 — w)ty, while My,
depends on the true values 6y and v,. We now show that the former parameter val-
ues can be replaced by the later with a bounded error term. Specifically, for any in-
termediate value v, of 1[Jnk and vy, we have, for t > k + 1: 9zvec[0uy:(0;¢1)] = 0,
D, vec[0ay: (0; )] = —La®[>_ 52 Ae(8o) P(0o; X)), which is bounded; 9., syvecny: (0 )] =
[Iy— Z '—1 U ® [ z:é Ag(@o)] Ovecnvec[P(0; ¥)], which is also bounded with probability ap-
proaching 1 since ||@Z_)k—7,/1k||oo = O,(y/1log(n)/n). For any 1 < j, ¢ < k, 9y, vec[Dy,y(6; 1)) =
0 and Oyeepsy, veelOp, ye(0; )] = - o[yt —j-1 = " ® [Ne(00)Oyeensy, P(0;%)]. Using
(AC)® (BD) = (A® B)(C @ D) for conformable matrices, we get 0, .q,s), vec[Oy, y: (0 )] =
3 s — O H L2 90y, PO ). ane ths [0, vl (B )] <
IS [Gee—j1 — i) [Ae(o) | sups, @ eenisy: |1 (6; 3)||so, which has bounded g-th moment uni-
formly in ¢. The same steps reveal that [|0,qq,sy, VecOyeens ¥t (¢ :11)]|| also has bounded g-th

Vv

moment, uniformly in ¢. Let W, = {t, [|¥r — Vr|le < n"/%log(n)}. The above results and

14



Pisier| (1983)’s inequality imply:ﬂ

(E[ sup [107y (003 ) I2])"* < O(K),

PR EVnk

as the number of non-zero derivatives is linear in k. We now apply this upper bound to

analyze the following decomposition for (M1f), which holds with probability approaching 1:

1 & )
t=1

n

R 1 _ B
<2 max [Wall[thnr — wkHOOE Z { [ _Sup Ha?pyt(eoi ¢k>”oo} [ _sup 19y y¢(0o; wk)HOO} }

t=1 d]ke\pnk ’lﬁke\Pnk

Among the right hand side terms, |[thnr — V|0 is Op(n~1/2k=1/2), (El102 (603 Pp)|12])14 is
O(k'/9) as we have shown, and (E[||0yy:(60; ¥r)[|%]))/7 = O(k'Y?) using similar derivations
as for (ﬁyt(%;zﬁk). Applying these results and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the right-
hand side of the inequality above is O,(n~'/2kY/2kY/?1og(n)) = o,(n""/*log(n)), since k =
o(n'/*) by Assumption. Similar results hold for , , and using the fact that
16,, — 6o|| < n~'/2log(n) with probability approaching 1 (cf. Theorem . These results
imply that replacing 6,,, ¥y, and ¥y, = Wby, + (1 — w)1y by their true values 6y,, 1y, and 1y,
impacts M,, , by no more than o,(n"**log(n)).

An additional difference between M,, , and M, is that M, , depends on W,,, while M
depends on W. Using similar arguments as above, the effect of this substitution is at most
o0,(n"*log(n)) because ||W,, — W|| = O,(n~'/?). Therefore, we have

M, = Mn,k + op(n_l/4 log(n)),

fPisier| (1983): (E[sup,_; | X; | < kl/q(supj:1
X1,..., Xk with finite ¢-th moment.

LE[X;]9)Y4 for any random variables

.....
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with

My = % i Oy (00; ¥i) WOy (00 ¥k (M1])
t=1

+ [Dn + En]/Mn_l{% z”: Dye (003 10r) W Dpyr(Bo; ) } My, Dy + Eny] (M2y)

t=1
+ [Dn + En]/Mn_l{% i Doye(80; 1) W Dyye (B3 )} (M3)

t=1
+ {% i Dyt (003 ) W Dayi (803 Yx) } My, [ D + ). (M4])

t=1

+ 0,(n"Y*log(n)).
This implies

nQn( uz ¢nk) - n(wnk - ¢k) (@Z;nk - ¢k) + Op([log(n)]_g/Q)'

Now, we derive a law of large numbers for (M| - We will only consider (M1[]) since
the others are similar. For this, we first derive a bound for the difference dg,y:(0o; ¥r) —
0g,¢(00; ro), so that we eventually can use E[0yy:(0o; Yro)' W Oyyi(0o; ¢ro)] to approximate
. Note that 9y, v:(6o; ¢x) sets g — fi = 0 for t < 0, while the latter uses the actual,
unobserved, ¢, — 1 for t < 0. As a result, the latter is stationary. For ¢ > 2k + 1 and any
je{l,...,k}, we have

(E01195, 51803 1) =0, 9 (603 ¥ro) XD <D 145(80) oo 1P (805 ) o (Bl *])/? = 0(n™"/?),

l=k+1

uniformly in j. Also, (E[||0py:(00; ¥r) — Opyi(00; i) ||2])) /2 = o(n=/2kY/2). By the Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality:
- Z Ayt (Oo; ¥i) WOy (003 thr,) = Z Ay (003 Yro) W 9yyi(0o; Yro)+0,(n 1/2k) = Op(n_1/4)-

For any m > 2k, let F/ . be the o-field generated by (e,..., € ). For any j €
{1,...,k}, we have:

0, 91(00; o) — ElDg, 90 (003 v )| Fy—n) = ZAg (60)P(60; %3 Z sler—s—jme = Elersjed Fi)],
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where [e;_s—j—¢ — E(er—s—j_¢| F{_,,)] = 0 for all s+ j+ ¢ < m. Since m > 2k and j < k, this
representation holds for all j + ¢ < m — k with m — k > k — oo. Using this representation,

an upper bound can be derived as:

(E[Haquyt(@o;@/)ko)— E [0,y (00; ¥eo) | F7 ) 1))/

< ||P(6o; HOOZ{IIAe 60)lloe D Al Hlerllq
s=(m—k)—¢
[(m—Fk)/2] 0o ) )
< 1P (60; 2 Hoo{ Z {l1A(00) | Z IAlloc}+ D0 MA@t D HAsHoo}}Heth,
s=k—( {=[(m—Ek)/2]+1 5= k)—¢
<3 0 1A0(00) oo Cllm—F) /2]~ () < 1As oo Cl(m—k) /2]~ +9)

which is a O(m~+9)) < O(k~+9). Similar derivations apply to 9zy:(6o; ko) and 0, 59¢(00; ¥ro).-
Altogether, we get: (E[||0y:(00; ¥ro) — E[Oyy: (Bo; Yro) | FL, |14 < O(k~+9)+1/a). Using
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we find:

‘ 1 «—
(A1) = - > E[0y(Bo; ro) | Fr ) WEDpu1 (605 thwo) | F ] + Op(k1~4+9)),

t=1

and O, (k'~®+9)) = o,([log(n)]72) since b > 2 and [log(n)]?/k = o(1). Because e, are strong-
mixing with coefficients a(-), and By, = E[0py:(0o; Vo) | Fi_ ) WE[Oyyi(0o; ¥ro) | Fi,,] 1S
a function of (e, ..., e ), it is mixing with coefficients a([- — m]™), where [j — m|T =

max(j —m,0). For any scalar element ¢, we can bound its autocovariances as:
|COV(Bt,m,£7 Bt—s,m,é)‘ S 605([5 - m]+)1_1/p_1/T||Bt,m,€||pHBt,m,ZHT?

using Davidson| (2021, Cor15.3). Since By, has ¢/2 finite moments, we can set p=r =4 in

the above inequality. Note that || By, /(|4 is bounded uniformly in ¢, m, k. Apply Chebyshev’s

inequality:
n n—1
1 var(Btm.e)
(530 ) = ) S
n—1
var(Byme) m 1o 12 1

< b P 19q(0)2 4+ 2 — )2 By ell? < Ok
< S 4 020074 5 3 als =) | Bl < Ok

where the last inequality holds because var (B, ¢) is finite and, because e; is strong-mixing

1/2

with size —a where a > 2, the a(s)!/? are summable over s > 1. Since B;,, has a O(k?)
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elements, we get: |2 37" | By — E(Byn)|loo < Op(k3?n71/2) = 0,([log(n)]~2). This implies
= E{E[Dyy: (003 vr0) | F7 ] WE[Oye (Bo; tro) | Ty ]} + 0p([log(n)]7?).
The right hand side satisfies:

H]E{E[awyt(eo; wko)\fim]’WE[@wyt(Go; T/Jkoﬂfffm]} - E[ﬁwyt(%; ?ﬁko)lwawyt(@o; o) ||
< HE{H@Mt(@o; %0) - ]E[awyt(eo; ¢k0)|}—ttfm])/w(3¢yt(90; ¢k0) + E[a¢yt(90; %o)])”}
< A Ok =)0 (k) = o(k™"/2) = o [log(n)]2).

Putting everything together, we find the desired result:
(ML) = E[Dyy:(00; 1hro) W Dy (Bo; ro)] + 0p([log(n)]~2).

Similar derivations apply to (M2[), (M3[]), (M4f]) so that we have:

nQn (O Vnk) = n(thnt — Vi) M (Vi — 1) + 0p([log(n)] ™),
where
My = E | (9yye(Bo; tro) + Oowr (003 i) M~ [D + Ei))' W
% (Dye(003 Uro) + By (Bo3 i) M Dy + Ei]) | (Mk)
with Dy = —E[(u,W&1)9yG.(0o: o)) = 0, since u; = 0, and Ey, = —E[Dpye(60; o) Wy (Bo; o))

Step 3. Further expanding nQn(én,lﬂnk) to obtain: nQn(én,ﬂnk) = nZ;%k,Man,k +
op(1), with Z,, = 1/n> 1, Zy, for Z;, defined in Theorem .

In this step, the goal is to replace (1/3% — tby) with Z,, in the final approximation of
nQn(0p; thor,) in step 2. The main difference with the proof of Theorem , which relied
on existing results, is that we need more refined result regarding the order of the difference
(Qﬂnk — %) — Zny. For fi, and vech(f]nk) this is immediate, so the main focus is on the

autoregressive coefficients:

~

(qgla s 7¢k) - (§b1, s 7¢k> - % ZVGC [et,k?;Ll,nkf;é] )

t=1

18



where ¥y 10t = ((Gos — in)s - (G — in)) and e = (1/0) S50, Vg ¥y

Let }7}_1,;6 and fk be the same as fft_mk and f‘nk, but with g replacing fi,,. We want to
show that the f/t,l,nk, f‘nk, and e, in the above displayed expression can be replaced by fft,l, ks
s, and e, with negligible error. To this end, note that ||}~/t_1,nk — ﬁt—l,k”oo = ||fin, — filloo =
O,(n~1/2) since §; is NED in Ly-norm with appropriate size. Likewise, for 1, = (1,...,1)
of size k: Top = T + [1/n 30, YViy i) [(fin — /1) ® 14 so that [|Tox — Tillee = Op(n7Y).
Also, using similar projection and mixing arguments as in step 2, we can show that for
m—k > k we have ||Tx — T||se < Op(k(m/n)"/?)+0,(km~®+4)) since it has O(k?) elements,
all with finite ¢/4 > 4 moments. Then, using an inequality between operator and sup-
norm ITs — Dillop < Op(k2(m/n)'/2) + O, (k*m~ ) = o,([log(n)]~2) by setting m = 2k
and using the Assumptions. Apply Weyl’s inequality (Horn and Johnson, 1991 Th3.3.16):
Amin(Tnk) > Amnin(T) = [Tk = Tillop = Amin(Tk) — 0p([log(n)]~2). This means that ||[I7}|p
is bounded with probability approaching one.

Using this results, we can examine the effects of the substitutions. When substitut-
ing Y1 qx for Y;_i, we have: 1370 etka@'fl’nkf;kl =15, et,kf/;’fl’kf‘;kl + O,(n~1) since
I ek =230 e+ o,(n"1/%) = O,(n~*/?), using previous derivations and the strong-
mixing properties of e;. Next, for t > &+ 1: |legr — ell, < Do 1%llopllse — Al =
op([0k] /2 10g(n) ) since Vitk X524, 10511y = op([log(m)] ). Also, (E[[[Ve 14|22 <
O(k'?) = o(n'/*%,/log(n)). Thus, when substituting e, j, for e;, we have: 2 %" | et,kzLka;kl =
LS ey Loy (1) oy (K2 k] 2 [log(m)] ) = o,(n~/?[log(n)]2). The o,(n~T")
term is due to the summation from ¢ = 1 to k. Finally, we substitute f‘;kl for F,:l. Using
projection arguments as above: [|X 37" etﬁll,kﬂoo < O,(KY?(1/n)Y?) + O, (k' 2m=C+9),
It is possible here to replace the (m/n) term with 1/n because of a martingale property
E(etf/}/,lyk]ft,l) = 0, so that the autocovariances, even after projection, are zero. Recall
that T — Tt = T 0T — DTt = Op(k2(m/n)'/2) + Op(k*m=+2)) since [T} oy <
IT% Hlop+0p(1) = Op(1). Thus: % >t etﬁl—l,kfr_zkl - % D1 6t{/t,—1,kf‘l;1 = Oy (k°*m'/? /n) +
O, (k*/?m=0+9)) Pick m = max(2k,n'/*[log(n)] ™) = o(n'/*) to find k°/?>m'/2 /n = o(n="'%[log(n)]~3)
and k3/2m~ (9 = o(n=19/16[log(n)]6) for b > 6. Altogether, we get: +/nl|(tn — 1) —
ol = 0plllog(n)] ).

Next, show that (Mj)k>1 is a sequence of bounded operators, ie. | Mo, < ¢ for
all & > 1. We will focus on , as the derivations for the others are similar. The
elements of E[0yy:(0o; ko)W Oy (00; ko)) take the form E[y,y:(0o; Yro)' W g,y (0o; Yro)]

or involve derivatives with respect to f or vech[X]]. For ¢ < j, apply the law of iter-

4For a matrix A of size d x d, ||A||op < d||Allco; here d = O(k)
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ated expectations against the filtration F,_;. We get: E[Dg,v:(00; ¥ro) W 0y, y:(00; Yro)] =
E[E[0g,y:(00; ¥ro) | Fi—s]' WO, :(00; 1ro)]. Repeating the derivations from the proof of The-
orem [2 to bound ||E[0y,v:(00; ¥ro)|Fi—;]||2 and applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we
get: | E[0s,4:(00; Vo) W,y (605 Yro)] || < Cor (14 1€ — 5]) =), for some constant Cy; which
does not depend on k. Since b > 2, these upper bounds are absolutely summable over ¢, the

sum is bounded over j - and vice-versa. By Schur’s Lemma (Jaffard), 1990, Lem1), this im-

Car S°02° (1 + 1¢))~®*2). Similar bounds apply to the other derivatives, and as a result,

l=—00

|| My ||p is uniformly bounded.

Now we have:

2 = 03 Ml = 1) = 0 M Zonal = ([ = W) = Zos M = ] + Zoa)|.
< n||[@@n — ] — 7n,k:||oo||Mk||op[||@@n — |l + ||7n7k”]
< 0y([log(n)] )0y (v/ ki log(n)) = op(k'/*[log(n)] ),

where the last inequality holds because /11| Zxllco = O,(k'/?), each element having finite
and bounded second moment, and /72|t — || < O(kY2)||1 — ¥k lo using an inequality

between the ¢, and /., norms. This allows to conclude this step with:
NQn (O Yur) = N2y, My Zn . + 0,(k*?[log(n)] 7>/?).

Step 4. Obtaining the strong Approximation: n7;7kMk7n,k =nZ, My Zn, + 0p(1),
for some /nZ, ; ~ N(0,S,x)-

In Lemma , we constructed a normally distributed random vector 2, , such that: \/n||Z, x—
Zoxll = 0,([log(n)]%). Given that the elements of \/nZ, . and \/nZ,  have finite second
moments, we also have: /|| Zk + Znilloe < Op(kY/?), using Pisier’s inequality. Now, using

Holder’s inequality, we find:

0 Z,  MiZpg — 20 My 2kl = Wil Znk — Zug) Mi/n[Z i + 2|
= 0,(k"?[log(n)] %),

since ||Mj||o is uniformly bounded in k. Now we can conclude that:

nQn(én; Qﬁnk;) = \/EZ;L,kMk\/ﬁZnJg + op(k:l/2 [log(n)]‘3/2),
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Step 5. Validating the rejection rate

It is possible to re-write the leading terms in the preceding equation as follows (Buckley and
Eagleson, 1988, p152):

d(k)
TLZ kMk nk—Z/\ 81/2 Sl’/kQ)Wj,
j=1

where (Wi,...,Wy)) are iid xj distributed and )\j(S,,ll{ ; MkSi/,f ) are the eigenvalues of
Sl/szsl/kQ, with d(k) = dim(¢). Then, we have

E[nZn M2 k) Z A 1/2Mk 1/ i) = trace(S, y My)

(k)
var[nZ)  MipZaxl =3 NSV M;SY7) = 3trace([S,x Mi]?).
j=1
Both S, , and M}, have eigenvalues bounded above by Schur’s Lemma. This implies that the
two traces are at most O(k). If, in addition, trace(S, M) > O(k) and trace([S, xMy;]?) >
O(k) then the Paley—Zygmund inequality implies:

Ekl/? ? [trace (S, ;. Mj)]?
P (n2) M2 2> (11— ek
(0204 My 2oy > K7) > ( trace(Sn’kMk)> 3trace([S, x Mg]?) + [trace(S,, x My)]?
1
>(1—0k Y)Y —— —1-o(1
= ( O( )) 1—|—O(k’71) 0( )7

as n — oo so that the o,(k'/?[log(n)]~/?) term is negligible. We can write:
<nQn( ns wnk) > Cp k:(]- - Of)) =P (nZ k;Mank > Cp k(l — Oé) =+ Op(an(l — Of)))
=a+o(l),
which concludes the proof. O]

Lemma F3. Suppose the conditions for Theorem|[3 are satisfied but the model is misspecified,
i.e. for 6y defined in Theorem Q(6o;10) > 0, then:

lim P (nQn( nawnk) > Cp k( )) =1,

n—oo

where ¢, is defined in Theorem @
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Proof of Lemma Under a fixed alternative, Qn(én;iznk) N Q(0o; 1) > 0 by uni-

form convergence, derived in the proof of Theorem [I] Derivations in the proof of The-
orem (3 imply nZ  MpZ,, < Oy(k) = o,(n) so that P (nQn(én,iﬂnk) > (1 — a)) =
P (Qn(én; Vi) > op(1)> — 1. This is the desired result. O

Appendix G Additional Details for Section

The auxiliary model used for the OTF is given by:
U = 0o + 01t + 0y cos(2mt/n) + - - 4 5 cos(2mdt/n) + ey M = p17j—1 + - . . Palli—a + €.

The model is estimated in two steps, first the data is de-trended using OLS. Then an AR(4)
is fitted to the residuals 7, using OLS. The residuals é; are then used in Algorithm [2 The

model is then estimated by minimizing the loss (), as described in the main text.

Appendix H Additional Details for Section

H.1 Small New-Keynesian Model

Data. Estimation and testing in Section[7.1juse linearly detrended US log GDP, annualized
inflation, and interest rates for the period 1960Q1-2007Q4.

H.2 Smets-Wouters Model
Data. We use US data from the same sample period of 1960:1-2007:1V as in the small
DSGE model application.

H.3 Affine Term Structure Model

Data. Estimation relies on monthly data for 6 zero-coupon bond yields, with maturities
of 1 month and 1-5 years. The bond yields (1-5 years) are obtained from the Fama CRSP
zero-coupon files, and the 1-month yields come from the Fama CRSP Treasury Bill files.
The sample period is from December 1952 to December 2000, as in |Ang and Piazzesi (2003)).
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Table H1: LS Model Parameter Interpretation and Prior Weights.

Determinacy Regime

Indeterminacy Regime

Prior Distribution

Prior Distribution

@ Parameter Interpretation Bounds DENSITY MEAN SD Bounds DENSITY MEAN SD

71 risk aversion [1,10] | Gamma 2.00 0.50| [1,10] | Gamma 2.00 0.50
r*  steady-state real interest rate|  [1, 4] Gamma 2.00 1.00 [1,4] | Gamma 2.00 1.00
k  Phillips curve slope [0.1,1] | Gamma 0.50 0.20]| [0.1, 1] | Gamma 0.50 0.20
11 inflation target [1.1, 5] | Gamma 1.10 0.50|| [0.1,0.9] | Gamma 1.10 0.50
19 output target [0,0.99] | Gamma 0.25 0.13|| [0.01,5] | Gamma 0.25 0.13
pr  interest rate smoothing [0.01,0.9]| Beta 0.50 0.20|| [0.01,0.9]| Beta 0.50 0.20
pg exog spending AR [0.01, 0.99]| Beta 0.70 0.10] [0.01,0.99]] Beta 0.70 0.10
p. technology shock AR [0.01, 0.99]| Beta 0.70 0.10/ [0.01,0.99]] Beta  0.70 0.10
o, monetary policy shock SD [0.01, 3] | IGamma 0.31 0.16|| [0.01, 3] | IGamma 0.31 0.16
oy exog spending SD [0.01, 3] | IGamma 0.38 0.20| [0.01, 3] | IGamma 0.38 0.20
o, technology shock SD [0.01, 3] | IGamma 1.00 0.52|| [0.01, 3] | IGamma 1.00 0.52
pg> exog spending-technology cor| [-0.9, -0.9]| Normal 0.00 0.40| [-0.9, -0.9]] Normal 0.00 0.40
M, sunspot-monetary coef - - - - [-3,3] Normal 0.00 1.00
Mg sunspot-exog spending coef - - - - [-3,3] Normal 0.00 1.00
M, sunspot-technology coef - - - - [-3,3] Normal 0.00 1.00
o.  sunspot shock SD - - - - [0.01,3] | IGamma 0.25 0.13
™  steady-state inflation [2,10] | Gamma 4.00 2.00| [2,10] | Gamma 4.00 2.00

Legend: The prior follows Prior 1 specification of [Lubik and Schorfheide, (2004).
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Table H2: LS Model: Parameter Estimates, Specification Test (k = 2 lags)

Parameter Estimates Determinacy Indeterminacy Determinacy
(Full Sample) (Pre-Volcker) (Post-Volcker)
0 Parameter Interpretation EST SD. SD, | EST SD. SD, | EST SD. SD,
71 risk aversion 245 3.86 1.93|1.25 2.06 0.63| 1.40 1.08 2.13
r*  steady state real interest rate | 1.86 0.23 0.30| 0.98 0.58 0.48 | 2.44 0.59 4.91
K Phillips curve slope 049 0.73 0.41]0.58 2.07 0.30| 0.46 0.49 46.68
11 inflation target 1.21 0.20 0.42| 0.67 0.09 0.13| 1.73 0.64 70.25
1o output target 0.15 0.71 0.76| 0.15 0.67 0.16| 0.18 1.45 192.48
pr  interest rate smoothing 0.66 0.07 0.22] 043 0.18 0.15| 0.73 0.10 1.77
pg  exog spending AR 0.88 0.05 0.03]0.72 0.37 0.11] 0.91 0.06 0.79
p.  technology shock AR 0.82 0.05 0.03]0.79 0.11 0.11] 0.83 0.05 0.33
o,  monetary policy shock SD 0.28 0.05 0.05| 0.23 0.07 0.06| 0.26 0.07 16.21
o4  exog spending SD 0.16 0.04 0.05|0.29 0.87 0.16| 0.19 0.09 0.56
o, technology shock SD 1.33 0.27 0.18] 1.07 0.52 0.29| 091 0.21 941

pg- exog spending-technology cor | 0.90 0.26 0.16 | 0.10 1.83 0.75| 0.33 0.62 15.67
M, sunspot-monetary coef — - - 1042 1.40 0.76| - -

Mg sunspot-exog spending coef - - - |-1.77 420 0.96| - - -
M, sunspot-technology coef — — - 1067 0.81 0.19] - — —
O sunspot shock SD - - - 1009 323 0.85| - — —

7  steady state inflation 4.04 0.62 0.61|5.11 1.69 1.50| 3.79 0.74 1.13
Specification Test sTAT 10% 5% [staT 10% 5% [staT 10% 5%

All 121.6 66.5 89.7] 58.2 63.6 97.0| 69.4 89.0 127.0

Output 65.5 45.6 63.4]43.7 30.5 47.8| 37.3 67.3 98.6

Inflation 33.1 12.2 156| 7.0 21.4 32.7]12.8 12.7 16.6

Interest Rate 23.1 122 16.7| 7.6 14.1 22.0| 19.3 158 22.7

Legend: EST: parameter estimates én SD.: standard errors assuming correct model specification. SD,.:
misspecification-robust standard errors. STAT: nQn(én; zﬁnk) 10%, 5%: critical values for specification test
at corresponding significance levels. All: specification test on all variables. Output, Inflation, Interest Rate:
specification test on individual variables. n = 192, 78,114 for the full, pre and post-Volcker samples.
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Table H3: SW Model: parameters, bounds, and prior distribution

Prior Distribution

@ Parameter Interpretation Bounds DENSITY MEAN SD
pga Corr.: tech. and exog. spending shocks [0.01, 2] | Normal 0.50 0.25
iy Wage mark-up shock MA [0.01,0.99]| Beta  0.50 0.20
tp Price mark-up shock MA [0.01, 0.99]| Beta  0.50 0.20
«  Share of capital in production [0.01, 1] | Normal 0.30 0.05
v Elast. of capital utilization adjustment cost| [0.01, 1] Beta  0.50 0.15
¢ Investment adjustment cost [3,15] Normal 4.00 1.50
o. Elast. of inertemporal substitution 1, 3] Normal 1.50 0.38
A Habit persistence [0.001, 0.99]] Beta  0.70 0.10
¢p Fixed costs in production 1, 3] Normal 1.25 0.13
Lw Wage indexation [0.01,0.99]| Beta 0.50 0.15
&  Wage stickiness [0.5, 0.95] Beta  0.50 0.10
tp  Price indexation [0.01,0.99]| Beta  0.50 0.15
& Price stickiness [0.1, 0.95] Beta  0.50 0.10
o; Labor supply elasticity [1, 10] Normal 2.00 0.75
rr Taylor rule: inflation weight 1, 3] Normal 1.50 0.25
ray Taylor rule: output gap change weight 0.001, 0.5] | Normal 0.13 0.05
ry  Taylor rule: output gap weight 0.001, 0.5] | Normal 0.13 0.05
p  Taylor rule: interest rate smoothing 0.5, 0.975 Beta 0.75 0.10
pa Productivity shock AR 0.01, 0.99 Beta  0.50 0.20
pp  Risk premium shock AR 0.01, 0.99 Beta 0.50 0.20
pg Exogenous spending shock AR 0.01, 0.99 Beta  0.50 0.20
pi  Investment shock AR 0.01, 0.99 Beta  0.50 0.20
pr  Monetary policy shock AR 0.01, 0.99 Beta  0.50 0.20
pp Price mark-up shock AR 0.01, 0.99 Beta  0.50 0.20
pw  Wage mark-up shock AR [0.001, 0.99]] Beta  0.50 0.20
0, Productivity shock std. dev. [0.01, 3] |IGamma 0.10 2.00
op Risk premium shock std. dev. [0.025, 5] | IGamma 0.10 2.00
o4 Exogenous spending shock std. dev. [0.01, 3] |IGamma 0.10 2.00
o; Investment shock std. dev. [0.01, 3] |IGamma 0.10 2.00
o, Monetary policy shock std. dev. [0.01, 3] |IGamma 0.10 2.00
op Price mark-up shock std. dev. [0.01, 3] |IGamma 0.10 2.00
ow Wage mark-up shock std. dev. [0.01, 3] |IGamma 0.10 2.00
7 Trend growth: real GDP, Infl., Wages [0.1, 0.8 Normal 0.40 0.10
r  Discount rate [0.01, 2] | Gamma 0.25 0.10
7  Steady state inflation rate [0.1, 2] | Gamma 0.62 0.10
[ Steady state hours worked [-10,10] Normal 0.00 2.00

Legend: Prior distributions are taken from [Smets and Wouters| (2007)) Dynare code.
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Table H4: SW: Estimates, Rejection Rates (Monte Carlo)

§  TRUE|[MEAN STD|REJ. REJ,|LEN,. LEN,
Pga 0.58 || 0.49 0.17/0.07 0.01]0.94 2.31
e 0.90 || 0.75 0.11]0.07 0.02]0.37 1.05
pup 0.82] 0.68 0.11{0.01 0.000.78 2.80
Q 0.23 || 0.24 0.02]|0.02 0.00(0.11 0.31
P 0.50 || 0.36 0.14]0.12 0.01|0.85 2.84
%) 6.15 || 4.80 1.09|/0.11 0.01|8.03 19.52
o. 1.511] 1.34 0.13|0.17 0.01]0.75 2.88
A 0.71 ]| 0.69 0.07/0.03 0.00|0.32 1.37
¢p 167 1.44 0.07/0.17 0.03|0.64 1.24
tw 0.53 1] 0.60 0.12/0.00 0.00|1.31 2.87
&w 078 )] 0.68 0.09/0.10 0.01]0.44 1.50
tp 026 ] 035 0.12/0.05 0.00{0.79 2.90
& 0.68 | 0.66 0.07/0.03 0.01]0.30 0.87
oy 2271 1.52 0.46]0.04 0.00|4.67 17.77
rr 2.04 | 1.71 0.18/0.11 0.01]1.53 2.80
ray 0.21] 0.17 0.03/0.03 0.00|0.24 0.69
ry 0.10 ]| 0.08 0.03/0.10 0.01|0.18 0.43
P 0.83 || 0.76 0.06]/0.04 0.00|0.28 0.65
pe 0971 0.93 0.09/0.04 0.01{0.07 0.36
pp 0281 0.37 0.14/0.12 0.01|{0.43 1.10
pg 097 083 0.14/0.24 0.04|0.30 0.84
pi 0.70 || 0.68 0.08]/0.07 0.03]0.34 0.55
pr 0171 0.38 0.17/0.18 0.04|{0.83 1.33
pp 096 | 0.94 0.04/0.01 0.030.12 0.26
pw 096 | 0.89 0.10/0.00 0.01|0.18 0.33
o, 0.46 1] 0.40 0.12]/0.21 0.06|0.35 0.71
op, 0.23 1 0.17 0.04|/0.53 0.07]0.11 0.29

og 050 ] 0.37 0.06/0.71 0.20|0.16 0.46
o; 041 0.37 0.07/0.20 0.04|0.23 0.34
or 0221 0.15 0.04/0.48 0.13|0.14 0.27
op 0.12 ] 0.09 0.02/0.14 0.02|0.11 0.29
ow 029 0.25 0.03/0.28 0.02]0.13 0.30

0.45 || 0.44 0.03|0.34 0.05]0.06 0.13
0.12 || 0.22 0.07/0.06 0.01]0.43 1.30
0.69 || 0.67 0.18/0.17 0.13]0.62 0.69

1.35 || 1.39 1.02|/0.17 0.13]3.06 3.64

~1y 3 2

Legend: n = 192, k = 4, 200 Monte Carlo replications. Rejection rates for specification test (5% level):
0.02 for all variables, and 0.31,0.10,0.15,0.02,0.02,0.06, and 0.04, respectively
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Table H5: SW: Estimates, Standard Errors under Stochastic Singularity

6 shocks 5 shocks 4 shocks
EST SD; SD, || EST SD; SD, || EST SD; SD,
pga | 0.45 0.24 270/ 0.47 0.18 0.25[/0.50 0.12 0.17
e |0.62 0.38 1.33| — — — - - -
pp 1098 0.06 091081 0.15 0.26 | - - -
« 0.25 0.03 0.11[0.29 0.03 0.0910.28 0.02 0.23
¥ 10.63 0.31 0.80(0.45 0.35 0.37]/0.34 0.35 0.26
% 3.00 1.39 7.25(/3.96 4.98 7.07| 3.85 3.68 7.71
o. |1.37 0.28 2.16(/1.00 0.02 0.05(1.00 0.04 0.04
A 0.36 0.10 1.270.99 0.01 0.01(0.99 0.02 0.01
¢p |1.55 0.23 0.52|]1.39 0.20 0.73 | 1.32 0.13 1.48
tw 1074 0.22 1.281(0.44 0.20 1.69(/0.61 0.22 0.96
&w 10.83 0.23 0.23]0.50 0.13 0.40 | 0.50 0.10 0.29
tp 10.20 0.15 1.98]0.41 0.20 0.79|[0.27 0.11 0.55
& 10.61 0.09 0.65(0.54 0.12 0.41( 0.35 0.09 0.92
o; |1.00 3.27 548 1.00 1.61 3.42|1.00 2.34 2.92
r. | 1.72 1.03 0.53| 1.87 0.87 0.68 | 1.87 0.73 1.23
ray [0.12 0.08 0.62]0.15 0.15 0.41[0.15 0.35 0.78
ry [0.12 0.13 0.06 | 0.11 0.16 0.51]0.12 0.51 1.01
p 0.89 0.09 0.270.74 0.12 0.191(/0.73 0.15 0.24
pa | 0.87 0.06 0.88(0.99 0.01 0.01([{0.99 0.01 0.04

pg |0.82 0.09 0.41(0.95 0.04 0.04| 0.94 0.04 0.07
pi (053 0.11 0.28]0.70 0.14 0.18 || 0.68 0.13 0.15
pr [0.61 0.16 1.56(]0.95 0.04 0.050.95 0.04 0.03
pp |0.80 0.13 2.12|/0.97 0.04 0.05| - -
pw [0.94 0.08 0.07| - - - - - -
o, [0.36 0.06 0.40(0.42 0.07 0.19 || 0.47 0.07 0.32

Op - - — - - - - - -
o4 10.35 0.03 0.08[0.41 0.05 0.08] 0.40 0.05 0.10
o; 10.38 0.07 0.240.38 0.07 0.10]]0.41 0.06 0.11
or |0.07 0.03 0.470.06 0.05 0.05|0.06 0.04 0.07
op 10.23 0.03 0.22/0.13 0.02 0.13| - - -
ow |0.04 0.04 0.12] - - - - - -
ol 0.45 0.01 0.05(0.46 0.02 0.041{0.46 0.02 0.05
r 0.12 0.13 091 0.21 0.08 0.121/0.22 0.08 0.13
T 10.78 0.26 0.24]/0.85 0.25 0.26 ] 0.84 0.23 0.25
l 0.21 0.89 090 0.62 0.91 1.03|/0.58 0.85 1.39

Legend: The following shocks, and their associated parameters, are suppressed in the following order: risk
premium (py, 03), wage markup (thw, Pw,0w), and price markup (pp, pp, op)-
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Table H6: SW model: Properties of Filtered Shock Processes

(a) Cross Correlation Between Shock Processes

TRUE

TFP Risk Spending Investment Monetary Price Wage
TFP 1.00
Risk 0.00 1.00
Spending 0.37 0.00 1.00
Investment 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Monetary 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Price 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Wage 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00

KALMAN FILTER

TFP Risk Spending Investment Monetary Price Wage
TFP 1.00
Risk -0.48 1.00
Spending 0.58 -0.35 1.00
Investment 0.16 -0.11 0.08 1.00
Monetary 0.03 0.28 -0.00 0.40 1.00
Price -0.04 -0.08 -0.17 0.27 0.20 1.00
Wage 0.19 -0.09 0.17 0.14 0.00 -0.02 1.00

OT FILTER

TFP Risk Spending Investment Monetary Price Wage
TFP 1.00
Risk 0.07 1.00
Spending 0.41 0.05 1.00
Investment -0.12 0.03 -0.05 1.00
Monetary -0.00 0.03 0.03 -0.01 1.00
Price -0.02 0.04 -0.06 -0.00 -0.05 1.00
Wage 0.12 -0.01 0.08 -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 1.00

(b) First-Order Autocorrelation of Shock Processes

TFP Risk Spending Investment Monetary Price Wage
TRUE 0.94 0.68 0.86 0.47 0.47 0.42 0.04
KALMAN FILTER] 0.97 0.62 0.97 0.83 0.09 -0.04 0.00
OT FILTER 0.91 0.66 0.84 0.45 0.49 0.29 0.05

Legend: Panel (a) presents pairwise sample and model-implied (TRUE) correlations among the 7 shock
processes. The first 5 processes are AR(1) and the remaining 2 are ARMA(1,1). Panel (b) sample and
model-implied (TRUE) first-order autocorrelations of the seven filtered shocks.

28



Appendix I Pen & Pencil Example: MA Processes

This Appendix illustrates OT estimation using tractable MA processes, where the model

and the data generating process are given by:

y=pt+&+ NG, Gi=itet+ Y Nej,
j=1
where & ~ (0,0?) and ¢; ~ (0,6%) are both serially uncorrelated. In this scalar setting,
the transportation matrix P = ¢/G is the ratio of the two standard deviations, and the
coupling is given by y; = p+ Pe; + PAje;—1. Let 8 = (u, A1, 0). Since the shocks are serially

uncorrelated, we have:
Q(0;v0) = E(|lyu(0) — i) = [ — il* + 6°[1 — 0 /6] + ° |\ — 0 /5N [P+ ) 67X,
j=2

which is minimized at 6y = (fi, A, 7). Therefore, the transportation maintains the mean of
the series, its first-order covariance, and the standard deviation of the shocks.

More generally, if the model for y, is MA(q) with ¢ > 1:

q
Yr =+ &+ Z)\jgtfja

j=1

then 0y = (u, A1, ..., N\, 0) = ([, A, ,:\qﬁq) matches the mean and the first ¢ moving
average coefficients. In particular, if the true DGP is an AR(1) with autoregressive coefficient
p, then its moving average coefficients satisfy :\j = p/ for each j, so that y; captures the

impulse response of 7; at horizons h =1 to h = q.
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