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Abstract

This paper is devoted to parameter estimation for partially observed polynomial state
space models. This class includes discretely observed affine or more generally polyno-
mial Markov processes. The polynomial structure allows for the explicit computation of
a Gaussian quasi-likelihood estimator and its asymptotic covariance matrix. We show
consistency and asymptotic normality of the estimating sequence and provide explicitly
computable expressions for the corresponding asymptotic covariance matrix.
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1 Introduction

In light of their computational tractability and their flexibility in modelling empirical prop-
erties of common financial time series, the class of affine processes has become one of the
most prominently used stochastic models in modern financial mathematics. Affine processes
are continuous-time Markovian semimartingales whose characteristic function features an
exponential-affine dependence on the initial state vector of the process. First studied in the
1970s in the form of continuous-time limits of Galton-Watson branching processes with im-
migration in Kawazu and Watanabe [74], affine processes have henceforth appeared in many
financial applications, including the classic interest rate models of Vasicek [111] or Cox, In-
gersoll and Ross [28], the popular stochastic volatility model of Heston [63], or the broad
class of affine jump-diffusions introduced by Duffie, Pan and Singleton [41]. In addition, the
affine class nests both the class of Lévy processes as well as the class of Levy-driven Orn-
stein—Uhlenbeck processes. Finally, in 2003 affine processes were systematically characterised
by Duffie, Filipovic and Schachermayer [40], combining the two predominantly studied types
of processes from Kawazu and Watanabe [74] and Duffie et al. [41] in a single broad frame-
work.

The family of affine processes features the convenient property that higher order condi-
tional moments can be expressed by polynomials of the same order in the current state vector.
Driven by this observation, the class of affine processes has been subsequently generalised to
the broader class of polynomial processes, which is defined by this very property and which
first appeared by name in Cuchiero [29] and Cuchiero et al. [31] although the application
of polynomial processes in financial modelling dates back at least to the early 2000s with
the works of Delbaen and Shirakawa [35] and Zhou [115]. From a practical point of view,
polynomial processes become inherently tractable once their infinitesimal generator or their
semimartingale characteristics have been specified because the computation of higher-order
moments then only requires the simple computation of matrix exponentials. This convenient
property also carries over to the computation of joint moments at multiple points in time, see
Benth and Lavagnini [17].



Apart from the affine subclass, polynomial processes cover for example the family of Pear-
son diffusions, which are easily able to model non-trivial dynamics on compact state spaces, or
the class of Generalised Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes, which have been applied in financial
mathematics e.g. in the context of the COGARCH model of Klippelberg et al. [76]. Other ex-
amples of the vast applications of polynomial processes in finance include interest rate theory
(Delbaen and Shirakawa [35], Filipovic and Willems [55] or Zhou [115]), stochastic volatility
and option pricing models (Ackerer et al. [2]), credit risk theory (Ackerer and Filipovic [1]), life
insurance liability (Biagini and Zhang [19]), energy commodity market models (Kleisinger-Yu
et al. [75] or Ware [113]), variance swaps (Filipovic et al. [51]), and stochastic portfolio theory
(Cuchiero [30]). Most examples of polynomial processes in the aforementioned applications
can be subsumed in the simpler classes of polynomial diffusions or polynomial jump-diffusions
introduced in Filipovic and Larsson [52] and Filipovi¢ and Larsson [53], respectively. For def-
initions and important properties of affine and polynomial processes we refer to Eberlein and
Kallsen [44].

From the point of view of these applications, it is inevitable to statistically estimate the
underlying parameters of the corresponding parameterised polynomial process. Given the
necessity of this task, it is rather surprising that the availability of literature concerning the
general estimation of parameterised polynomial processes is sparse. Many of the aforemen-
tioned applications establish certain parameter estimation methods that are specifically tai-
lored to the particular employed example of a polynomial process instead of deriving general
estimation methods that only use the affine or polynomial structure of the Markov process.
The aim of this paper is to close this gap and provide a general framework for the estimation
of polynomial — and hence also of affine — processes observed at discrete points in time. In
particular, we study the asymptotic properties of our estimators if the length of the observa-
tion period tends to infinity. The interval between observations, however, is supposed to be
fixed.

The most prominent methods for estimating particular examples of polynomial processes
include the maximum likelihood estimation methodology (see for example Ware [113] for an
exact likelihood estimation of the Jacobi process) or a classical least-squares minimisation
between simulated model quantities and quantities observed on the market, as it is done for
example in Ackerer and Filipovic [1] or Filipovic and Willems [55]. Our paper is devoted to
an estimation under the “true” physical rather than an equivalent risk-neutral measure, so
we will not further discuss any least-squares calibration procedures here. Instead, our main
focus is the estimation of parameters using quasi-maximum likelihood (QML) procedures. If
the underlying polynomial process is of diffusion-type and observed continuously in time,
exact expressions for the likelihood of the process can be obtained by absolutely continuous
changes of measure (see for example Basawa and Prakasa Rao [12]) or by infinitesimal-time
expansions of the transition dynamics (see for example Azencott [10]). If, on the other hand,
the process is sampled only at discrete times, exact representations of the likelihood often
become unavailable and have to be approximated as for example in Ait-Sahalia [3] or Filipovic
et al. [54]. Usually, however, not even all components of the underlying process are observable
for estimation, which renders even these procedures infeasible. This happens for example in
stochastic volatility models or in latent-factor interest rate models. In this case, parameter
estimation effectively involves a stochastic filtering problem.

In this study we tackle estimation in the context of partial observations by first deriving
a canonical discrete-time representation of polynomial processes in the form of a potentially



higher-dimensional vector-autoregressive model of order one, and then approximating this
representation by a Gaussian process with matched first and second moments. This Gaussian
process is used as a proxy of the true underlying polynomial process in a classical maxi-
mum likelihood procedure. In particular, this allows to express the likelihood function of the
observed parts in terms of a Kalman filter for the latent components. Since this likelihood
depends on the underlying process only through its first and second moments, the resulting
OML estimator can be interpreted in the widest sense as some kind of generalised method
of moments (GMM) approach. We prove that, under some mild conditions on the transition
dynamics of the model, our estimator is weakly consistent and asymptotically normal. In ad-
dition, we derive an explicit representation of the asymptotic covariance matrix of the QML
estimator which can be used for constructing asymptotic confidence intervals or rejection
regions of hypothesis tests. Concerning the parameter estimation of polynomial processes
from the applications mentioned above, our methodology is best comparable with that of Bi-
agini and Zhang [19], who are however not concerned with the statistical properties of their
obtained QML estimator.

As already mentioned, our canonical representation of a polynomial process is that of a
vector-autoregressive model, which is itself a special case of a general vector-autoregressive
moving average (VARMA) model. In this sense, our results can be seen as a specific applica-
tion of the general, conceptually rich literature on maximum likelihood estimation of VARMA
models. Consistency and asymptotic normality of QML estimators of VARMA models (how-
ever with homoskedastic noise) have been shown before for example by Boubacar Mainassara
and Francq [26] and by Dunsmuir and Hannan [42] in the case of fully observed processes and
by Schlemm and Stelzer [100] covering the case of partial observations. The key difference
between these studies and our results lies in the fact that due to our added Markovian struc-
ture and the availability of explicit polynomial moments, we are able to provide a closed-form
representation of the asymptotic covariance matrix and to considerably simplify the required
assumptions on the underlying process.

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the setup for
our estimation problem, in particular the notion of a parametric polynomial state space model
and the corresponding quasi-likelihood. The main results on consistency and asymptotic nor-
mality are to be found in Section 3. Subsequently, we apply our results to the popular Heston
stochastic volatility model from finance and to Lévy-driven Ornstein—Uhlenbeck models. The
proofs of the main results are to be found in Section 5. The appendix provides some technical
tools that are needed in different parts of the paper.

Frequently used notation throughout the paper

We finish this section by introducing and recalling the basic notation and some theoretical
preliminaries. Throughout, we let N := {0, 1, 2, ... } denote the set of natural numbers includ-
ing 0 and IN* := IN* \ {0}. For any space E we let id denote the identity map on E and Z(E)
the power set of E. For a multi-index A = (A4,...,44) € N? and x = (xy, ..., x;) € RY, we write
Al = Zj.lzl Ajand x* := szl x?j . The notation IN¢ stands for the set of all multi-indices A with
|A| < k. For A, u € N we write A < p if g — A € N and in this case we set (ﬁ) = H‘j:l (flj)
The notation 1; € IN? is used for the multi-index containing only zeros except of a one in the
j-th entry and by convention, we set 0 := (0,...,0). If E C RY, we say that g : E - Ris a

polynomial of order p if it is of the form g(x) = Y, a;x* for some oy € R%. We denote the
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set of all such polynomials up to order p by Z2,(E). Additionally, we say that g : E - R is
a k-dimensional polynomial of order p if each component g; € &,(E) fori € {1,...,k}.

When working on R? we assume that it has been endowed with the Borel -algebra Z(R%).
For any d € IN* and E € Z(R?), we write A, for the Lebesgue measure on Z(E). If j denotes
the Hausdorff dimension of E, we write A¢ for the j-dimensional Hausdorff measure on %4(E).
This concept extends the notion of a j-dimensional volume to arbitrary Borel subsets of R?
that have topological dimension strictly less than d. Since j is the unique integer k such that
Ak(E) has a finite non-zero value, we call Ag the proper Hausdorff measure on E.

We let I, stand for the identity matrix in R, Whenever the dimension d is unambigu-
ous, we just write I instead of I; and whenever the underlying space R™ or R™" is unam-
biguous, we let 0 stand for the respective zero vector or zero matrix. Moreover, e§k) denotes
the j-th unit vector in R* for j,k € IN*. If A € R*?, we let diag,(A) denote the (kd x kd)-
block matrix that contains the matrix A on the diagonal blocks and elsewhere 0. For any
matrix A € R™, we write p(A) for the spectral radius of A, i.e. p(A) = maxieq, g |4i(A)
with 4;(A), i € {1,...,d}, denoting the eigenvalues of A. Moreover, we let @(A) stand for the
spectral abscissa of A, i.e. a(A) = max;e. g Re(4;,(A)). In multiple occasions, we will use
matrix products of the form [])_, A, for conformable matrices A,..., A,. In any of these
situations the product is to be read from right to left, that is, [[_, A, := A,A,— ... A;. For
some x € R and A € R™" and if not specified any further, we let |x| stand for the Eu-
clidean norm of x and [A| stand for the spectral norm of A, i.e. |A| = supy,_, |[Ax|. In par-
ticular, |A| is given by the largest singular value of A and |A| = p(A) if A is symmetric.
If A € R*? is any square matrix, we let Sym(A) := A + AT denote its symmetrisation.

We say that a sequence (a;),en+ in a normed space E converges to a € E at a geometric rate
if there are ¢ € R, and y € [0, 1) with |a, — a| < ¢y’ for all + € N*. Uniform convergence at a
geometric rate of functions f : E — F with a normed space F is defined analogously.

We let C(E, F) denote the space of continuous functions E — F for topological spaces E and
F. If moreover E C R* and F C R¢, we let C"(E, F) denote the space of m-times contlnuously
differentiable functions E — F. If E C R* and f € C'(E,R), we write d,, f for 9L and we let

Vof = (0 f,..., 05 f) stand for the gradient of f. If « € N¥is a multl 1ndex ‘the operator
0% is used as a shorthand for 93! ...95. We let V; f stand for the (k x k) Hessian matrix of
f € C¥(E,R). If f € CY(E,R?), we write V, f : E — R** to denote the Jacobian matrix of f.

Let E be a subset of R%. We call E a proper state space if E is a closed and connected
smooth manifold, contains 0 € R?, and is not contained in any proper linear subspace of RY.
The assumption that E is a smooth manifold ensures that the Hausdorff dimension of E is
an integer and coincides with the topological covering dimension of E, which will be needed
later.

Since we make heavy use of the Kronecker product, we recall its basic properties here. For
A € R™" and B € R the Kronecker product A ® B € R™”™ is defined as the block matrix

AllB cee AlnB
A®B :=| .
AuB ... A,..B

In this sense, the Kronecker product is a non-commutative, associative bilinear map ® :
R™" x RP*4 — R™". We define the Kronecker product for vectors x € R" by interpreting
x as an element of R™!. The Kronecker product shares a distributivity property with the
matrix product in the sense that (A ® B)(C ® D) = (AC) ® (BD) for any matrices A, B, C, D
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of conformable size. The Kronecker product gets along well with the vectorisation operator
vec : R™" — R™ that stacks the columns of a matrix on top of each other. Indeed, we have
(A ® B)vec(C) = vec(BCA™). This implies that vec(xy') = y ® x for x € R" and y € R". By
associativity, we can also consider repeated Kronecker multiplication and we will write A®"
for the n-fold repeated Kronecker product A ® - ® A.

The Kronecker product commutes with the operations of transposing and inverting ma-
trices in the sense that (A ® B)" = A" ® B" and (A ® B)" = A* ® B*, where + denotes
the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse. If A and B are square matrices with respective spectrum
AL, oo Amb {15 oo, iy € C, then A ® B has the spectrum {A;p; @ i €{1,...,m},je€{l,....n}}. It
follows that p(A ® B) = p(A)p(B). Additionally, one has [|A ® B|| = ||A]l - || B|| for any matrix
norm || - || induced by a vector p-norm, see Theorem 8 and the notes on page 413 in Lancaster
and Farahat [77]. Sometimes, it is convenient to define the Kronecker sum A @ B € R™”"? for
matrices A € R™" and B € R”? such thatnp =mgby A® B :=1, ® A+ B ®]I,. This has the
advantage that it behaves well in conjunction with matrix exponentials since e ® e? = eA®?
for square matrices A and B, see Neudecker [86]. Finally,if A : E > R™" and B : E — R
are continuously differentiable matrix-valued functions on some subset E of R, then one has
the convenient Kronecker product rule 9, [A(x) ®B(x)] = [8XA(x)] ®B(x)+A(x)® [8xB(x)] )

Further unexplained notation concerning in particular probability theory, stochastic pro-
cesses, Markov processes and semimartingales is used as in Jacod and Shiryaev [69], Eberlein
and Kallsen [44], Meyn and Tweedie [85], Ethier and Kurtz [47].

2 The setup

As noted in the introduction, the present paper is devoted to estimating an unknown pa-
rameter 6 € O of the law of an affine or polynomial process that is sampled at discrete time
points. More specifically, our setup deals with the case of partial observations in the sense
that only a subset of the coordinates of the multi-dimensional process is actually available for
parameter estimation. We start by introducing a flexible discrete-time stochastic framework
termed parametric polynomial state space model, which naturally generalises the concept of a
discretely sampled polynomial process. Since the likelihood of the observed part of the poly-
nomial process is generally unknown in closed form, it is approximated by the likelihood of
a Gaussian process with the same first and second moments. Consistency and asymptotic
normality of the so-obtained QML estimator is stated in Section 3 under suitable ergodicity
assumptions on the polynomial process.

2.1 Parametric polynomial state space models

We fix some filtered space (Q, .#, (%, )en) along with some E-valued adapted process X =
(X())ien on this space, where E C R? denotes a proper state space. The following definition
is inspired by Definition 2.8 in Kallsen and Richert [73].

Definition 2.1. Let ©® C R¥ denote a compact convex set and (Py)geo a family of probability

measures on (Q, .#). We call (X, (Py)geco) a parametric polynomial state space model of
order 1 if the following holds.

1. X is a Markov chain with respect to any Py, 8 € ©. We denote the corresponding one-step



transition probabilities by Py(x,-) for x € E, i.e. Po(X(t) € B|.#,_1) = Po(X(t — 1), B) holds
Py-almost surely for any B € A(E).

2. Eg(|X(8)]) < oo for anyt € N and 0 € ©.

3. Foranyt € N* we have
X)) =a’ + A°X(@— 1)+ N°() (2.1)

with some deterministica’ € R? and A’ € R*¢ and somePy-martingale difference sequence
NY = (N°(t))sew, i.e. Eg(NO()|.%,_1) = 0 for anyt € N*. We call A° the state transition
matrix and a° the state transition vector of X. We write C/(t) := Covy(N?(t)) for the
unconditional covariance matrix under Py if second moments exist.

If the state space E is degenerate, A’ above may not be uniquely specified. We will later
always choose one possible matrix A? with p(A%) < 1, see Proposition 2.12.

In analogy to polynomial processes, we will now develop the notion of higher-order poly-
nomial state space models. It is the translation of the corresponding Definition 2.9 in Kallsen
and Richert [73] to our parametric Markovian setup.

Definition 2.2. We call (X, (Pg)gco) a parametric polynomial state space model of order
r € N* if((X’l)AeNg\{O}, (Pg)oco) or, equivalently, (vecg(X), (Pp)oco) is a parametric polynomial
state space model of order 1 for £ = 1,...,r, where vecg(X) := (X, X ® X, ..., X®") denotes the
{-fold stacked Kronecker product of X which contains all powers up to order ¢ of the elements of
X (with some entries occurring multiple times).

Remark 2.3. As observed in Proposition 2.11 of Kallsen and Richert [73], polynomial state
space models satisfy a moment formula similar to the one for polynomial processes in con-
tinuous time. Indeed, if a’, and A%, respectively denote the state transition vector and state
transition matrix of vecg,(X) relative to Py, then a simple recursion shows that

Ey [vece (X(1)| 7] = (A%,) "veca (X(s)) + (tZ (A‘;r)u>a?®, (2.2)

u=0

for any 0 € © and any s,t € N*, s < t. In particular, since by definition X is also polynomial
of all orders ¢ less than r, it follows that the matrix A% has the general block triangular form

A 0 0 ... 0
o o 0 .. 0
0 . . :
Al =]o o o i,
. D o

where 0 stands for a zero matrix of appropriate size and - for some matrix of appropriate
size. Equation (2.2) can be written in a more concise way as a simple matrix product by

Ey [\766®r(X (t))L@s] = (E%r)tisGE”c@,(X (s)) for s,t € N*, s < t, where we define

Gotg, (X(1) = (Vec@,,zX(t))) and B = (aé A(é ) (2.3)

Here, E%r is the natural analogue of the matrix exponential in the moment formula for poly-

nomial processes in continuous time and of the matrix B from Lemma 2.15 of Kallsen and
Richert [73]. Similar formulas hold for (X*);ce (o in place of vecg,(X).
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Remark 2.4. The state space model (2.1) is a particular case of a vector-autoregressive moving
average (VARMA) model. A VARMA(p, g) model is an R¢-valued process (X (t)),ay satisfying

P q
AX(8) = > AX(t—1) = Boe(t) — ), Bie(t — i)

for some matrices A;, B; € R and where (£(t));cn is an uncorrelated sequence of mean-
zero variables. As noted in the introduction, consistency and asymptotic normality for QML
estimators of VARMA models (however with homoskedastic noise sequence) have been shown
before for example in Boubacar Mainassara and Francq [26] or Dunsmuir and Hannan [42].
The key difference between the polynomial state space model and the VARMA model lies
in the fact that due to the Markovian nature and the computability of polynomial moments
explicit expressions for the estimator’s asymptotic covariance matrix can be obtained in our
setup.

Example 2.5. If X = (X(t));en is obtained by sampling an r-polynomial process (X(t)):er.
at non-negative integer time points, then it is a polynomial state space model by Lemma 2.15
in Kallsen and Richert [73]. Conversely, however, there need not be an obvious choice of a
continuous-time polynomial process from which X is obtained by discrete sampling. One
such example is the GARCH(1, 1) model (y(t), 5%(t));en of Bollerslev [22] specified by

y(@) = wo + a(e(t),
o’(t) = o + ay(t — 1)* + Bo*(t — 1),

for t € IN* for some wy, w > 0, &, f > 0 and some adapted i.i.d. sequence (&(t));en With e(t)

being independent of .%;_; for any t € IN*. It is not hard to see that (y(t)?, o(t))sen is a
polynomial state space model of order r as long as ¢ has finite moments of order r.

As already noted, proper maximum likelihood estimation of the parameter 0 of a polyno-
mial state space model is often infeasible in practice because the likelihood of the model is not
known in closed form. We propose here to approximate the unknown likelihood by that of
a Gaussian vector-autoregressive process whose first and second moments are matched with
those of the given polynomial process. The existence of such a Gaussian equivalent is assured
by the following proposition.

Proposition 2.6. Consider a polynomial state space model (X, (Py)geo) of order 1 with finite
second moments and state transition vector and matrix a’® and A°. LetY = (Y(t))en denote an
adapted E-valued process on some filtered space (I',7, (¢4, )ien) and (Qp)oco a family of probability
measures on that space such that

Y =d® + A% (@t - 1) + BP)WO (), teN, (2.4)
where
1. Y(0) is Gaussian under Qg with the same mean and covariance matrix as X(0) under Py,
2. B%(t) € R™ is deterministic and satisfies B°(t)B’(t)" = C%(t) for any 0 € ©,

3. WO(t) is an R¢-valued standard Gaussian random variable under Qy, independent of %,_.
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Then Eo(X(t)) = Eo(Y(t)) and Eo(X(#)X(s)") = Ep(Y()Y(s)") for any s,t € N. We call
(Y, (Qg)oco) the Gaussian equivalent of the polynomial state space model (X, (IPg)geco)

Remark 2.7. 1. Itis easy to see that Y in Proposition 2.6 is a Gaussian process under any
Qp and hence its law is uniquely determined by the first and second moments.

2. Strictly speaking, Proposition 2.6 does not claim that this Gaussian equivalent actually
exists. But this is verified easily by choosing (T',¥, (¥, )en) to be the canonical state
space, Y the canonical process on this space, and Qg as the Gaussian law with the desired
first and second moments.

3. Since N(¢) is in general not independent of .%,_;, the conditional second moments of
X andY can differ substantially. In particular, Y is in general not a (time-homogeneous)
Markov chain because its transition function depends on ¢ through B?(t).

4. Contrary to what Proposition 2.6 suggests, our approach heavily relies on higher-order
polynomial models. Firstly, an order 2 resp. 4 is needed for the asymptotic theory con-
tained in the following chapters and in particular for the computation of the asymptotic
covariance matrix. But just as importantly, first and second moments of the original
process are typically not enough to estimate high-dimensional parameter vectors of
a polynomial process. Instead, we will later consider the Gaussian equivalent of the
higher-dimensional extension ((X*),cz, (Pg)sco) from Definition 2.2 for some suitable
subset L C INY \ {0}, whose first and second moments carry enough information to
estimate the unknown model parameters. For concrete examples we refer to Section 4.

By slight abuse of notation, we write (Q, %, (:#,);en) and (Pg)geo instead of (2,9, (4))ien)
and (Qp)sco in the following even though the spaces and measures will generally differ.

2.2 Gaussian quasi-likelihood estimation
We generally make the following

Assumption A. (X, (Py)gco) is a parametric polynomial state space model of order 2 and the
mappings 0 — al,, A%,, Ea(X(0)), Cove(X(0)) are thrice continuously differentiable in 6.

For the explicit representation of the asymptotic covariance matrix of the QML estimator
in Section 3.3 we will need in fact the slightly stronger

Assumption A’. (X, (Py)geo) is a parametric polynomial state space model of order 4 and the
mappings 0 — al,, A%,, E¢(X(0)), Cove(X(0)) are thrice continuously differentiable in 0.

We denote by 9 € © the unknown “true” parameter which is to be estimated based on data.
The first m < d components of X are supposed to be unobservable. Put differently, the goal
is to estimate ¢ from observing X,(s) := (Xp41(8), ..., X4(s)) in the time interval s = 0, 1,....,¢.
We generally let the subscript o stand for the observable part of a vector x € R? and set
H = (Omsij)i=t, d-mj=1,..d> 1.€. Xo 1= HX = (X1, ..., Xz), and for any matrix ¥ € R%4 we write
.o 1= 2ZH" = ()=t djem+1,.q as well as By := HEH" = (Zy})i=m+1,.d;j=m+1,..a- Note that
m = 0 corresponds to the case where all components of X are available for estimation.

Denote by (Y, (IPg)gco) the Gaussian equivalent of our parametric polynomial state space
model, see Proposition 2.6. Since Y is a Gaussian process under any Py, the induced measures



]P(gy°(1)""’y°(t)) are absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure A;_,,) on R@=m) if

the matrices C?(t) are positive definite. This will be warranted by Assumption B.1 below, see
Proposition 2.13. Hence it makes sense to define the densities ¢’ := d]PéY"(l)"“’Y“(t)) /dAyd—m) as
well as the conditional Gaussian densities qfl +—1Cly1, ..., 31-1) of the conditional distribution of
Y,(t) under Py given Y,(1) = yi, ..., Y, (t —1) = y,_; for t € IN*. Then we have the decomposition

@ oD, Yo@) = [ [ @) (T(@Wo(D), .. Yo(s = 1),

where qfl o 1= ¢ is set to be the unconditional density of Y,(1) under Py. It is well known that
the log-likelihood log qf‘ ,_, can be expressed in terms of the Kalman filter.

Since we do not assume that E is of positive Lebesgue measure on R?, proper maximum
likelihood estimation for X may not even be well-defined because it is not assured that the
analogous Lebesgue densities p? and pfl ,_; for X exist at all. But even if these densities exist,
statistical inference cannot be based on the generally unknown p. The key idea of the QML
approach is therefore to replace p’ by the Gaussian density ¢, see (2.5, 2.6) below.

Proposition 2.8. Consider the Kalman filter equations for the Gaussian process Y under the
measure Py, but applied to the process X given the observations X,. These read as follows:
X(0,-1) += Eg(X(0)),
27(0,~1) += Covy(X(0)),
X0t +1,8) :=a’ + A°XO(t, ),
XO(t,t) 1= X0t — 1) + 9 (1, — DIt £ — 1) (X (t) — X0t — 1)),
Yt +1,1) := A0 D)(ADT + COt + 1),
St 1) 1= 30t — 1) =32 (6,1 — 1)t t — D0 (e —1)T

fort € N, where the superscript ™ stands for the Moore—Penrose pseudoinverse of a matrix. Then,
setting e(t) = Xo(t) — XU(t,t — 1) fort € N*, the Gaussian quasi log-likelihood is of the form

L) :=logg/(X](1),.... X} (1) = Zt:Le(s,s -1 := Zt‘,logqf“_l(xo(t)lxo(l),'--,Xo(t —1) (2.5
fort € N* with

LGt —1) = —% [1og]det 820t — 1] + 2S00t - 17 10)| (2.6)

We naturally refer to a maximiser é\(t) of (2.5) as a QML estimator, see Definition 3.1 below.
Instead of considering maximisers of L?(t), one could alternatively define an estimator to be
a solution to the score equation Z%(t) = 0, where Z%(t) := VyL%(t) denotes the quasi-score
function corresponding to our quasi-likelihood. This approach is for example pursued in Jacod
and Serensen [70] in the context of general estimating functions. As is explained in Heyde
[64] or Serensen [104], desirable asymptotic properties of the QML estimator often hold if
the estimating function is unbiased in the sense that Eg(Z?(t)) = 0. More specifically, we
may hope for consistency and asymptotic normality with asymptotic covariance of the form

10



Vo = W(9) 'UyW(9)!, where W(9) = limy_,o 1 V5L7(¢, ¢ — 1) is a kind of Fisher information
matrix for the quasi-likelihood under consideration and Uy = lim, e %Covlc,x (Z%(t)) denotes the
asymptotic covariance matrix of the estimating function.

Unbiasedness of the score function typically holds for the true likelihood rather than the
quasi-likelihood. But since our Gaussian quasi-score is a quadratic function of the obser-
vations and since the first two moments of our model coincide with those of its Gaussian
equivalent, we naturally obtain that unbiasedness of the estimating function holds in our
quasi-likelihood setup as well.

A number of challenges have to be met. Firstly, we must establish sufficient ergodic prop-
erties for the above programme to work in our setup. Secondly, we need to express W(9), Uy
in a way that is computable in practice. Two different approaches are provided in Sections
3.2 and 3.3 below. The first one is based on observations — from either data or Monte-Carlo
simulations — of V(;Ze(t)lezg(t) as well as of Z%(t)| 6=0) The alternative solution from Section
3.3 relies on expressing W(9),U; in closed-form as a function of ¢ and using the fact that
é\(t) — ¢ as t — oo in Py-probability. Due to the complexity of this explicit representation,
the implementation of this approach is slightly more involved. But it is rewarded by a much
higher computational efficiency because no simulation is needed.

In order to establish the outlined asymptotic properties of the QML estimating sequence,
we naturally have to impose a couple of additional assumptions, summarised below.

Assumption B. 1. For any 0 € ©, the transition measures Py(x,-) of X are equivalent to Ag
X—X)

for any x € E and X is weakly Feller, i.e. Py(x,-) ——> Py(xq, -) weakly for all x, € E.
2. There is some § > 0 such that X is bounded in L**°(Py) for any 0 € ©.

Remark 2.9. Assumption B.1 implies that the conditional distributions of X(¢) given X (¢ —1)
under any Py are equivalent to the Hausdorff measure Ar on E. By the Chapman-Kolmogorov
equation this yields that also the unconditional laws of X(t) are equivalent to Ag.

We note that the conditions in Assumption B can be slightly weakened if X is obtained
by sampling from an affine stochastic process with existing finite sixth moments. In this case,
the Riccati differential equations for the characteristic function of X can be used to yield
particularly simple expressions for the matrices A% for orders r € {2, ..., 6}, see Remark 2.3:

Proposition 2.10. Suppose that X = (X(t))iew is obtained by sampling from an affine process
(X(t))icr, and fix an even p € N*. If X(t) € LP(Py) and p(A®) < 1 foranyt € N and € ©, then
X is bounded in LP(IPy). Hence, if p > 6 and p(A®) < 1, condition 2 of Assumption B is fulfilled.

We can now prove an ergodic theorem for the process X which moreover gives a statement
about the speed of convergence for expectations of quadratic resp. quartic polynomials in X
and which justifies the condition p(A%) < 1 from Proposition 2.10. The following proposition
uses the terminology of strong f-ergodicity of Markov chains in the following sense:

Definition 2.11. Let X be an E-valued discrete-time process on some space (Q, % ,P) and u a
probability measure on $B(E). Moreover, let f : E — R be p-integrable. We call X strongly
f-ergodic (with respect to i under P) if the following conditions hold:

1. PX®O — 1 weakly ast — oo.

11



2.1y F(X(9) N | f dp P-almost surely.
If convergence in 2. holds only in probability, then X is called weakly f -ergodic with respect to i
under P. Whenever there is no ambiguity concerning the measures P and u under consideration,
we just call X strongly (resp. weakly) f-ergodic in the above definition.

Proposition 2.12. Suppose that Assumptions A (resp. A’) and B hold and let 0 € ©. Then there
exists a unique stationary law g for X underPy and X is strongly f-ergodic for any uy-integrable
function f : E — R. Moreover, jig has finite moments of order 4 + & and p(A%,) < 1 forr = 1,2
(resp. r = 1,...,4). Finally, E¢(g(X(t))) — [ g dup at a geometric rate for any quadratic (resp.
quartic) polynomial g : R? —» R.

The following proposition is a simple consequence of Proposition 2.12.

Proposition 2.13. Suppose that Assumptions A and B hold. Then C%(t) is positive definite and
thrice continuously differentiable in 6 for anyt € IN* and 0 € ©. Moreover, for any multi-index
a € NK the matrices 3C%(t) converge at a geometric rate uniformly in 0 € © to some limits and
C? := lim,_,., CO(t) is positive definite.

Let o’ = (I; — A%)™'a’ denote the solution to the fixed point equation o’ = a’ + A%’
and A’ the solution to the Lyapunov equation A’ = AA’A?" + C?. Since p(A?) < 1 by
Proposition 2.12 and since C? is positive definite by Proposition 2.13, these solutions exist
uniquely and A? is positive definite by Lemma A.10.2. Moreover, Lemma A.10 also yields that
a’ and A? are the stationary mean and covariance matrix of X under its invariant probability
measure /i from Proposition 2.12. As a further condition for the main results, we need some
form of identifiability for the parameter 6 € ©, i.e. a sufficient distinguishability of different
parameters 6 = 6. To this end we consider the Markov process

yoRi() = af + APYSRi(¢ — 1) + BPWO(r) (2.7)

with independent standard normal W9(t),t € N* under Py and initial law Pgsm(o) =N A%).
This process differs from the Gaussian equivalent (2.4) in Proposition 2.6 only by the moments
at time 0 and in the sense that the time-dependent covariance matrices B?(t)B’(t)" = C(t)
are replaced by the limiting covariance matrix C? =: BB’ It is easy to see that Y** is in
fact stationary, i.e. the unique invariant probability measure for the Gaussian process Y***
is given by A4 (a, A%). Let ?Q’Stat(t,t —1) and /Z\Q’Stat(t,t — 1) denote the Kalman filter with
corresponding covariance matrices for Y** instead of Y, see Proposition 2.8. In particular,
?Q’Stat(o, —1) = o and i"’mt(o, —-1) = A’. We will show in Section 5.2.3 that the following
assumption suffices for identifiability of the parameter 6 in a suitable sense:

Assumption C. For every 0 # 0’ with 0,0" € ©, there exists some integer u € IN such that
208t (y, 4 — 1) # 2052y, u — 1) or YO (u, u — 1) differs from Y?**(u, u — 1) as a deterministic
function of the observations Y'(0), ..., Y% (u — 1).

Remark 2.14. The above assumption may be somewhat laborious to verify in concrete appli-
cations. Most of the time when Assumption C is fulfilled, it is however actually the case that
it is fulfilled already with u = 0, i.e. the parameter 0 is identifiable from the observed part of
the stationary mean and covariance matrix. We could therefore replace Assumption C by the
following stronger assumption, which is easier to verify in practice:

Assumption C’. For every 6 = 0’ with 0,0’ € © one hasa’ = a” or A? = A?'

12



3 Main results

3.1 Consistency and asymptotic normality

We now turn to the quasi-maximum likelihood (QML) estimation of the unknown parameter
J by focusing on a sequence of maximisers Q(t) of L°(¢) from (2.5). As in Section 2.2 we fix a
parametric state space model (X, (Pg)pee) With “true” parameter § € ©. Moreover, we assume
that Assumptions A, B, and C hold. Since the parameter space © is assumed to be compact and
since the quasi-likelihood L%(t) is a continuous function of § by Assumption A, the existence
of such maximisers is always guaranteed in our setting.

Definition 3.1. Lett € N. A quasi-maximum likelihood estimator for the polynomial
state space model (X, (Pg)oeo) is any #;-measurable random variable H(t) with values in the
parameter space © such that 0(t) € arg maxgeg L(t), where L(t) is defined in (2.5).

As usual in the statistical literature, we call a sequence (e(t))telN (weakly) J-consistent
if Q(t) 5, 9. Recall that VeZ(t) denotes the (k x k)-matrix whose ij-th entry is 95, Z%(t);.

Remark 3.2. It can be shown that .%#;-measurability in Definition 3.1 of a QML estimator
is not a restrictive assumption: In particular, since © is compact and L(t) is continuous in
0, Jennrich [71, Lemma 2] shows existence of an (.%;),cn-adapted sequence (0(t));en of QML
estimators as in Definition 3.1.

Theorem 3.3. Any sequence of QML estimators (é\(t))telN is &-consistent.

The proof of this and the following theorems is to be found in Section 5.
Theorem 3.4. Suppose that 9 € int(®). Then we have:

1. The limit lim,_,, %VgZe(t)|9:§([) = W(8) € R¥* exists in Py-probability.

2. There exists a positive semidefinite matrix Uy € R®* such that %Zg(t) converges in Py-law
to some Gaussian random variable with mean 0 and covariance matrix Us.

3. If the matrix W(3) € RX* is invertible, there exists some R*-valued Gaussian random
variable Z ~ J\f(O, Vg) withVy := W(3) 'UsW(3)™! such that we have

JE(0) - 9) 25 .

In order to be applicable in practice, we need more explicit estimates or representations
of V. As noted in Section 2.2, two conceptually different ones are provided in the following
Sections 3.2 and 3.3. The former approach only requires Assumption A, while the latter relies
on the stronger Assumption A’.

3.2 Estimation of the asymptotic covariance matrix

The approach in this section is based on the quasi-score process Z%(t) = VyL%(t) and its deriva-
tive VoZ9(t). If we further define the conditional score process Z%(t,t — 1) := VyLO(t,t — 1),
one has Z%(t) = X!, Z%(s, s — 1). Differentiating the Gaussian quasi-log-likelihood (2.6) now
yields the following expression.
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Proposition 3.5. For j € {1,...,k}, the j-th component of Z°(t,t — 1) is given by
1 ~
7ot t—1); = - [Kf(t) — oVl (t,t — D)2t - 1)) - (TS (1) (1) (3.1)
with Kf(t) :=Tr (/Z\z(t,t — 1)_IS§’j(t,t - 1)), initial values Vje(O, —1) := 99, E¢(X(0)) as well as
Sf(O, —1) := 99,Covy(X(0)), where the vectors Vf(t,t — 1) and matrices S?(t, t — 1) are given by

VIt ) = VIt — 1)+ (SD). ot t = DEAEE = 1)7e0(1) = 2 (.t — DS (1) = KOV (1, - 1),
VOt + 1,1) 1= 9g,a° + (39, AD)XO(t,1) + AVY(2, 1),
SIE1) = SYE = 1) = (D). ot t = DR = KUOS)) ot t = DT + 37 (0,1 = DS, (03 (1.t = 1),
St + 1,8) 1= APS(t,£)(99,A°)" + (39, AV (t, DA’ + APt — 1,1 — DA’ + 35,C0 (1),
SO, == S0t t — 1)) (- DS - 1),
ROty =30 (t,t — )2t 6 — 1)

fort € N. In particular, Sje./gt, t—1) = 89}./2\90, t—1) andgj(t, ) = 89}.,2\9(1‘, t) fort € N. Moreover,
we have ng(t,t -1)= 89jX9(t,t —1)and Vje(t, ) = 9, X"(t,t) fort € IN.

Differentiating the Gaussian quasi-log-likelihood once more, we obtain the following rep-
resentation for the R®*-valued process V4 Z%(t) = Y., VoZ%(s,s — 1).

Proposition 3.6. Fori, j € {1,..., k}, theij-th component of VoZ°(t,t — 1) is given by
VoZl(t,t — 1) = —% () + 2v] (D) + ) YLD (1) + 2V7 (¢t — 1)T80(t,t — 1)V (2,8 — 1)] (3.2)
with the abbreviations ,ufj(t) = Tr [ig(t,t - 1)_1R§,ij(t,t -1) - §§,,.(t)5§,j(t,t - 1)] as well as
V() = VIt — DTS + VOt — DTS - Wt — DTSNt — 1) and yU() =
/Z\g(t, t— 1)‘1.‘/52’1.].(0 - ﬁﬁ’ij(t, t — 1). Here, initial values are given as Wg(o, —1) := 95,09, E(X(0))
and R?j(O, —1) := 95,09,Covy(X(0)), and we set
Wt +1,1) 1= 95,99,0" + (agiangf’))?“’(t, 1) + (99, AW (2, 1) + (99, AWV (1, 1) + A'W(t, 1),
Wi 1) = Wit — 1) + MO () + NI VIt — 1) + NV (.t — 1) = KEOWE (8,1 - 1),
ROt +1,8) := Sym[Ri(t,0)] + APRE(E AT + 0,05, C° (1),
Rt1) = Rt — 1) + Sym[R (6, 1)] + 57 (.t — DR (0,1 — DS (1,1 — 1) = RO (5 (11— 1),
(t+1,1) = Z00+ 1,07 'R (¢ + LOZI(t + 1,6)7,
RO(t,1) := (99, A")Z(t, 1)(99,A%)" + APSPI(t, 1)(99, A°)" + APSU(2,1)(85, A%)" + APSO(t, 1)(99,99,A%)",
Ri(t,1) = (& )y (.t — )T = RUO® )yt = )7 = (87,1t = DELe £ — )7 (et — 1),
ME(E) == (R )iyt t = DSt = 1) = (5 )y(0) + KOS (2) — RU@)RS (8.t — DSt 1 = 1),
NO(t) =52 (.t = DS, (0) = (87,0t = DELe, L — 17,
(87 )is(1) 1= (S0 )t t = DSL() + (S? )it t — DSE, (),
S5t = 85,6t = DS () + 80,(t,t = DS, (©)

EG

0,ij

foranyt € N, where we adopt the notation and abbreviations from Proposition 3.5. In particular,
Rfj(t +1,t) = agiang‘g(t +1,t) and R?j(t, t) = 89i89j29(t, t) fort € IN. Moreover, we have Wif-(t, t—
1) = 96,00, X°(t,t — 1) and W(t,t) = 95,99, X°(t,1) fort € N.
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Note that the coefficients in the preceding propositions stabilise in the following sense:

Lemma 3.7. There exists a positive definite matrix S0 as well as symmetric matrices SJQ RQJ forf €
© andi, j € {1,...,k} such that, uniformly in 6 € ©, we have Ze(t t—1) - 30 S J(t,t 1) > Sj@,
and Rfj(t,t -1) > R at a geometric rate ast — oo,

Since W(9) = Py-lim, o0 Vo Z°(1)|,_ 5 We can use wi[0()] := WeZP(t)|,_ ) S @ consis-
tent estimator, where VyZ e(t) is obtained using the recursion in Proposition 3.6. The situation
is less obvious for Uy. Since the increments Z%(s, s—1), s = 1, ..., t of Z%(t) are dependent, it may
not be immediately obvious how to express its limiting covariance matrix in terms of a law of
large numbers. Due to the Markovian structure of the process (X(¢), X Ot,t—1),VO(t,t—1))ien,
however, such a representation can be established by an approach going back to Gordin and
Lifsic [60].

To do so we first need the following matrix product introduced by Tracy and Singh [107],
which basically behaves like a block-wise Kronecker product for partitioned matrices:

Definition 3.8. Let the matrix A = (A;;);; € R™" be partitioned into submatrices A;; € R™>",
and let the matrix B = (By)u € RP* be partitioned into submatrices By € RP*4 . Then we define
the Tracy-Singh product A o :C’; B := ((Ajj ® Bu)ij)u € R"" of A and B, i.e. the kl-th
subblock of the i j-th subblock of A o] o’" 1" B is given by A;; ® By.

It is clear from the above deﬁmtlon that the Tracy—-Singh product of two partitioned matri-
ces depends crucially on the chosen partition of the matrices into submatrices. If, for example,

All A12 Bll BIZ
A= and B=
( Ag | Az ) ( By1 | Bz )
are partitioned into (m x n)-subblocks (A;;); je1.23 and (p x q)-subblocks (By)i jeq1.23, then

A; ® By | A1 ® Bip | Aiz ® Byy | Ap; ® By

AN B — A1 ® By | Aj1 ® By | A1z @ Byy | A, ® By,
P Az @ By | Ayi ® Biy | Ay ® Byy | Ay ® By
Az @ By | Az1 ® By | Az ® By | Az ® By

For a given k-dimensional polynomial f : R? - R¥ of order r, we say that a; € Rb<as@ -1
and f; € R* denote a pair of coefficients of f if f(x) = apvecg(x) + f; for all x € R%. Of
course, since the stacked Kronecker product vecg,(x) contains some powers of x multiple
times, the choice of coefficients oy and By for a given f is not unique, which will however
not pose a problem in the sequel. Since X is a polynomial state space model of order 2 with

. . . 0 . . 0 d?xd?
corresponding martingale difference sequence N, there exist some matrices Qg, € R and
Q° € R¥* as well as some ¢° € R” such that

Ey [Ne(t) ® N°(t) } Xt-1)= x] = ng(x ®x) + 0% +¢°

for any x € E and t € IN*. Note that by Proposition 2.10 and in particular by equation (5.2) in
the corresponding proof, Q2, = 0 if X is obtained by discrete sampling from an affine process.

For the following statement we introduce some more notation. Set )?e(t) = )?e(t,t - 1),
VIR = VOt — 1), Wo(@t) := WOo(t,t — 1), X°(@) := (X(t), XO(t),V(t)) as well as

K? := A% (301, FY =AY - KH,
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_(; = ( (k+2)e(k+2)T) g;rlz)x(ku) [ (e§k+2)e§k+2)T> ® ng ,

0 = <e§k+2)e§k+2)‘|’) oLt 2)<(k42) [e§k+2) ® Qe]’

69 i e§k+2) g:z)xl [e§k+2} ® qe],
a? A? 0 0
a = d |, A’ :=| K'H F° 0 , (3.3)
Voa® VeK'H VoF® diag, (F%)
I = A" +A’@a" + 0%, 0y :=A"®A"+Q5,,
=0 A0
0 L a —0 L A 0
%”_<W®W+T>’ %V_<Hg%>' (3.4)

Proposition 3.9. Define the matrices

M= HGH, T, = H G G,

0 0 ) o 10)"
) 1 L2, Ty, (ej ® r1>T ke
Iy := 3 —F"J Iy, _(";k) ® Ff) e RU+2)dx(k+2)
P er! -V er? 0

for j €{1,...,k}, as well as the matrix T € R®+2°d* gych that its j-th row is given by Vec(l“(gj)).
Then the matrix Uy from Theorem 3.4 is the limit in Py-probability of@[@(t)] with

t

G161 = Y [ (K¢ (X)) - H (X (X6)]

s=1

, (3.5)
0=0(t)

where g7 : R&24 — R¥ gnd % : R*¥+24 — R¥ gre k-dimensional polynomials with coefficients
a = ( To(Op — 1)~ 1Hg(A -D! ‘ %0y - 1)~ ) /39 =0,af = agA o2 as well as B = agﬁgz

Since the asymptotic covariance matrix in Theorem 3.4 equals Vo = W) TUsW ()7, i
can be consistently estimated by Vt[G(t)] M[G(t)] 1Ut[H(t)]Wt[H(t)] L PN L8] invertible} w1th
Wt[9] = 1V929(t) and where Ut[G(t)] is given in (3.5). If moreover Uy is invertible, then
]P(Ut[H(t)] invertible) — 1 as t — o0 and we obtain

Py-d

\/?‘//\vf [é\(t)]_l/z (é\(t) - 19) ]l{‘/},[é\(t)] invertible} —Y
with Y ~ N(0,T,).

Remark 3.10. The estimator (3.5) still cannot be used to estimate Uy in practice because it
depends on the unobservable part of the data X. This can be remedied for example by replacing
the unobservable components in X(s) in (3.5) by those of the filter X o(s, s)‘ o-i)- Figure 1 shows
that — at least in the example of the Heston model from Section 4.1 — the relative error made
by this additional approximation seems rather negligible and stays below one percent for the
estimation of asymptotic standard deviations of the QML estimator components.

As an alternative, one could use Monte-Carlo samples of X(s),s = 0,1,2,... rather than
real data. This even allows to use an arbitrarily large sample size which exceeds the one of the
given data set. But since the simulation will be based on the estimated parameter Q(t) rather
than the unknown 9, a sufficiently large sample of data is needed in either case.
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Figure 1: Two sequences of standard deviation estimates for the four parameters k, m, o,
p of the Heston model (4.1, 4.2) with unobservable stochastic variance are obtained from
the sequence of matrices X/}t[é\(t)] For the first sequence of standard deviation estimates, the
estimator ﬁt[é\(t)] from (3.5) is computed using the knowledge of the unobservable variance
component, while for the second sequence of estimates, the unobservable variance is replaced

by its Kalman filter during computation of U,[0(2)]. The figure displays the relative error in
percent between these two standard deviation estimates for all four parameters.

The easy computability of U, stems from the polynomial Markov structure which is not
present in the estimation of VARMA models with arbitrary uncorrelated noise sequences as
in Boubacar Mainassara and Francq [26] or Schlemm and Stelzer [100]. The former suggest
estimating Uy = lim,_,., Covy [% Y Z%(s,s — 1)] by approximating

; tot
Covs| 5 X 2% =D = 3 3 2% Cow[2'Gss = 1.2Cuu - 1)
s=1 s=1

=1 u=1

using a non-parametric kernel estimator, also called heteroskedastic autocorrelation consis-
tent (HAC) estimator or Newey—-West estimator, see Andrews [8] or Newey and West [87].
Alternatively, extending a result of Francq et al. [58], Boubacar Mainassara and Francq [26]
prove consistency of an estimator of Uy that builds on a parametric estimate of the spectral
density of Z%(t,t — 1) under the additional assumption of finite (8 + §)th moments of X(t).
None of these more advanced techniques are needed in the computation of our covariance
estimator U,[@(t)] from (3.5), which only requires the evaluation of simple matrix manipu-
lations, coming from the fact that the polynomial model assumptions permit the use of the
Markov chain central limit result A.18 in the proof of Theorem 5.11.

3.3 Explicit computation of the asymptotic covariance matrix

In contrast to Section 3.2, we now provide explicit representations of Uy, W () and hence Vj
in Theorem 3.4. To this end, we reconsider some of the processes from the previous section
in state-space from. For brevity, set Ze(t) = 29(t t—1) and Sg(t) = Se(t t—1) as well as
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Ko(t) := A(’E@(t) Fo(t) := A” = K°()H and (§,);(t) := (59)., RONOR 29 J(BOSY (). Ob-
serve that X2(0) = E4(X(0)), V9(0) = V,Eo(X(0)), W9(0) = VQ]EQ(X(O)) and
Xt+1D=a" + A’X@®)+N'@+1),
X0t +1) = ™ + A ()X(2) + A% (OX°(t),
VIt +1) = a + AN OXE) + AP OX@) + AP OVIE),
Wit +1) = a? + ALOXE) + AZOX(t) + AP V() + AL OVIE) + A2 OWE)

for t € IN, where we define the shorthands a®° := d?, a?’l

= 8gja9, asz = 89i89}.a9 as well as
AY(t) :=K(HH,
AP () = [(90,A°) K1) + (57 )i (O] H
AA() = [ (96,00, A")K'(t) + (96,A°) (S ),(D) + (96, A2)(S )i(t) + A°M{(D] H
AGOO(t) i AG,l,l(t) . A0,2,2(t) - Fe(t),
A%M(1) = (09,A%) — A% (D),
ATt = (9g,09,A°) — ATA(1),
AP () = (9,A%) (I - K'()H) + A’N()H.

We let K9, K?, F°, K ;1,  Vijs Wi, SY S (59 )j, M9 and N9 denote the limits of K°(¢), K°(¢),
FO(b), Ke(t) ,uu(t) Vi), 1//,](1‘), 0](t), 0](l‘) (t) and Ne(t) which exist by Lemma 3.7. Then
we can define time-homogeneous counterparts X0hom V‘9 hom y70hom of 560 170 WO with the
same initial values. These are obtained from Proposmons 2.8, 3.5 and 3.6 if we use the above
limits instead of their time-dependent counterparts and C? instead of C%(%), i.e.

Qe,hom(t_i_ 1) - a€,0 +A€,0X(t)+A0,0,O§9,hom(t)’
Vj@,hom(t+ 1) - a?,l +A9<’1X(t)+A0-’1’029’h0m(t)+A9’1’1Vj9’hom(t),
M/g,hom(t_i_ 1) — aiGjZ +A9 ZX(t)+A920X9’h0m(t)+Ai9’2’1vj~9’hom(t) +A§’2’1Vi‘9’hom(t)+A0’2’2M/3’h0m(t)

for t € N, where we analogously define the shorthands

A% = K°H,

APt i= [(95,A7)K7 + (S0, ); | H

AP = [(9,00,A7) K" + (96,A°)(S? ), + (99, ANS? )i + A°M H,
Ae,0,0 .:A9,1,1 .:A9,2,2 ::Fe,

A?’LO (a AQ) A91
AT = (99,05,A%) — A,

AP = (99, A%) (I — K’H) + A’NYH.
Note that X 0.hom y76hom y4r0.hom dJiffer from X 0 yo wo only in the sense that the time-depen-

dent coefficients A%!(t) ,..., A*22(t) are replaced by their limits A%, ..., A®22 Observe further
that X0hom = (x, X0hom yohom) 55 wwe]] as XOhom = (X, X0hom y0hom yyr0hom) 5pe polynomial
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state space models of order 2 by Proposition 2.14 in Kallsen and Richert [73]. Proposition 5.6
and 5.13 show that they are ergodic with respect to unique stationary laws fiy resp. py.
Define the functions f? : Ex R? x R** — R¥ and f? : E x R? x R¥k x R0k — RE<k by

FEap) = —% (Kj 267,50 e - gTEng) , (3.6)

~ 1 36—
fe('f, o, B,y)ij = 5 (Ilij + 2vi56 + € e + zﬁlj(zi) 1ﬁo,i) , (3.7)

where we define the shorthand ¢ := &, —a,. These functions stand for the time-homogeneous
counterparts of the quadratic functions defining Z%(t,t — 1) and V,Z%(t,t — 1) in Propositions
3.5 and 3.6. Moreover, we define the quadratic function g : ExR?xR%* — R¥ as the solution
to the Poisson equation f% = Pyg? — g%, where Py denotes the transition function of X®hom =
(X, Qe’hom,V&hom) under Py. Finally, set h? := Pyg?, ie. h%(x) = Ppg’(x) = [ g%(x)Py(x,dy).
These functions actually coincide with the ones from Proposition 3.9 and can be computed
using the Tracy-Singh product. In particular, g% exists in the first place, see the proof of
Proposition 3.9.

Theorem 3.11. Suppose that I € int(®). Then the matrices in Theorem 3.4 are of the form
Us = / (&g’ ()" =’ (R’ (0)T) s (dx),
_ e
W)= [ Fdus(a,

As a consequence, these matrices can be computed as follows if Assumption A’ holds:

Algorithm 3.12. Step 1: Since X is a polynomial state space model of order 4, we have that

Eo(X()'|Ficr) = D, b Xt -1, teN (3.8)
HENG

for any A € N%, with some b, , € R such that b, , = 0 if |u| > |A|, see Kallsen and Richert [73,
Lemma 2.10]. If X = (X(#));en is obtained by sampling a 4-polynomial process (X(t)):er, at
non-negative integer time points, the b, , are obtained from the corresponding continuous-
time coeflicients by using the moment formula, see Kallsen and Richert [73, Lemma 2.15].
These continuous-time coefficients can in turn be calculated with equation (6.52) in Eberlein
and Kallsen [44] from the local semimartingale characteristics of X. This is particularly easy
for affine processes, see Eberlein and Kallsen [44, Example 6.30].

Step 2: By Kallsen and Richert [73, Proposition 2.14], (3.8) holds also for the processes
X0hom — (x, X0hom y0hom) gnq xfhom — (5 f6hom yéhom yf.hom) Thig result also shows
how to obtain the corresponding coefficients b, , for these processes from the ones for X.

Step 3: Since f? is an explicitly given polynomial of order 2, its expectation W (&) under
the stationary law of X”h°™ = (X, XPhom y79hom y79hom) can now be computed explicitly with
the moment formula, see Kallsen and Richert [73, Proposition 2.11 and equation (2.5)].

Step 4: The coefficients of the quadratic polynomials g’ and h? are provided explicitly in
Proposition 3.9. The multinomial theorem then yields the coefficients of the quartic polyno-
mial x = g%(x)g?(x)T — h?(x)h?(x)7, needed for the computation of Uy, see Theorem 3.11.

Step 5: The expectation Uy of this quartic polynomial under the unique stationary law of
Xhom — (% X #-hom y7d.homy can now also be obtained explicitly from the moment formula, see
Kallsen and Richert [73, Proposition 2.11 and equation (2.5)].

19



Since the true parameter ¢ is unknown, we approximate it by its consistent estimator g(t)
to apply Algorithm 3.12. A Slutsky-type argument yields the following central limit theorem.

Proposition 3.13. Suppose that § € int(©) and Assumption A’ holds. Then V. LN Vy and

e(t)

Py-d

\/—VA (Q(t) 19) —Y

ast — oo withY ~ N'(0,1;). Here, we set V™2 :=0 € RF* if V. 3 IS not invertible.

3.4 Asymptotic confidence intervals and tests

Once the covariance matrix Vy has been consistently estimated by V@) = = V) from Section
3.3 or V(t) = Vt[Q(t)] from Section 3.2, it can be used to calculate asymptotlc confidence
intervals for the components of J. In particular, for j € {1, ..., k}, the symmetric interval

B, - "0 (1= 9), By, + "0~ 9)]

covers the true parameter value §; with a probability converging to 1 — a, where & '(a) de-
notes the standard normal a-quantile. One-sided intervals and multivariate elliptic confidence
regions can be constructed in a similar manner. Alternatively, it might be of interest to simul-
taneously test m < k non-linear constraints on ¢ in the form of a hypothesis

HO . R(l?) =r,

where r € R™ and R : R¥ — R™ is continuously differentiable with Jacobian V4R : R — R™*
such that rank(V4R(0)) = m for all 6 € ©. Most of the testing principles used in applied
mathematics to test such hypotheses are based on the Wald test, the Lagrange multiplier
(LM) test, also called score test or Rao-score test, and the likelihood-ratio (LR) test, also
called Wilks test, see Engle [46]. The latter two require the use of a constrained estima-
tor which we conveniently define to be any .#;-measurable ®-valued random variable Gc(t)
such that 9“(1‘) € arg maxgeo_ LO(t), where ©, := - {0 € ® : R(O) = r}.! We further make
the assumption that, under Hy, the sequence (Qc(t)) is weakly ¢-consistent and more-
over that (\/_ (9(1‘) 19) NG (Gc(t) 19)) is jointly asymptotically normal. In this case, since
J € int(®), the Lagrange multiplier theorem (see e.g. Fitzpatrick [57, Theorem 17.17]) and
consistency imply that, with probability converging to 1, HC(t) solves the Lagrangian equa-
tions 1Ze(t) = VQR(G)T/I(t) and R(0) = r together with some R™-valued Lagrange multiplier
varlable A(t)

Proposition 3.14. Assume thatJ € int(©) and that both Uy and W () are invertible. Then the
following conclusion holds under Hy, where the occurring statistic &wqaa(t) is defined to take the

value 0 on the set {V(¢) is singular}, whose probability converges to 0.

1. The Wald test statistic Ewaa(t) = t[R(H) - r]T [VgR(Q)f/\(t)V@R(G)T]_1 [R(H) - r] }9:%)
satisfies Ewaa(t) — 2, where E follows a y?-distribution with m degrees of freedom.

ISince R is a continuous function and since © is compact, the constrained set ©, is compact as well, so the
existence of measurable constrained QML estimators follows once more from Jennrich [71, Lemma 2].
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Set V(t) = V[0@)], We(t) = W] or VE(t) = Vi, WE(E) = Wy, depending on
whether the approach in Section 3.2 or Section 3.3 is chosen. Suppose further that R € Cz(@) R™)
and that the objects in Assumption A are C*-functions. Let 3y := VgR(Qc(t))VC(l‘)VgR(QC(l‘))T
Yy = VoR(P)Vs3VeR()T, and Xy, := VoR(I)W(F) 'V4R(I)". Yhen the following two statements
hold under H,y, where we set é1\(t) := 0 on the set {X/}C(t) is singular}:

satis-

2. The LM test statistic () = 1ZOOW () VeRO)ZS VRO W) 20,5

fies §LM(t) =, where = follows a y*-distribution with m degrees of freedom.

3. Similarly, the LR test statistic &r(t) = —2log(e,) satisfies & r(t) Fsd, ZJ WA Z where
@; 1= exp (L9 ® _ Lg(t)) is the quasi-likelihood ratio and, for j € {1,...,m}, Z; ~ i J\f(O 1)
and A; are the eigenvalues of [-W ()] V/2V4R(3) Z3 Sy 2 Ve R(D)[— W(S)] 1/2

Remark 3.15. Above we assumed that the sequence of constrained QML estimators 9c(t)
is consistent and, jointly with 9(t) asymptotically normal under H,. This can be naturally
motivated by the following construction, which assumes that the hypothesis can be param-
eterised by some lower-dimensional space: Suppose that there exists a convex and compact
set C:)c € R¥ with non-empty interior, where 0 < k’ < k, and some bijection h € C3((§C,®)
such that rank(V,h(n)) = k’ for any n € ©.. Then it is easy to check that all conditions of
the main theorems 3.3 and 3.4 are fulfilled for the estimation model with lower-dimensional
parameter space ©, and so, under H,, 7(t) € arg max, g, L"(t) is consistent and asymptoti-
cally normal for the unique value 7* such that h(5*) = 9. Consequently, also 6(¢) = h(5(t))
is J-consistent and asymptotically normal, and the joint asymptotic normality assumption
follows by considering estimation of (9,7") on the parameter space © x ©,.

Compared to the likelihood-ratio test, the Lagrange multiplier test has the advantage that
only the constrained estimator Gc(t) has to be evaluated instead of both the constrained and
unconstrained estimator. Additionally and in contrast to the well-known simple results ob-
tained for maximum likelihood estimation using independent and identically distributed ran-
dom variables, the asymptotic distribution of the likelihood-ratio test is more complicated
than that of the Wald and Lagrange multiplier test. It can be computed using various numer-
ical algorithms, see for example Davies [33], Farebrother [48], Imhof [68] or Liu et al. [80].

4 Examples

In this section we illustrate the QML approach by applying it to two affine models from fi-
nance. In Section 4.1 we study the popular Heston model, where the variance process is un-
observable. In Section 4.2 we consider a Lévy-driven two-factor short rate interest model by
viewing it as an instance of a general multivariate Lévy-driven Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process.

4.1 'The Heston stochastic volatility model

In the stochastic volatility model of Heston [63], the asset S = (S(¢)):er, incorporates a stochas-
tic variance component v = (v(t)),er, Which is driven by a square-root diffusion. More specif-
ically, it is assumed that (v, S) follows the dynamics

dv(t) = k(m — v()dt + o\Ju(D)IWD (D), (4.1)
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dS(t) = (u+ 8u(®))S@)dt + Ju(®)S(E)AW O (t) (4.2)

under the physical probability measure Py, where W and W® are two Brownian motions
with correlation p € [—1,1]. This way, the volatility process exhibits a mean reversion be-
haviour at the rate k € (0,0) towards the long run variance m € (0,). The parameter
o € (0,00) acts as a so-called volatility of volatility, while u € R describes the drift rate of the
asset S and 6 € R is a parameter controlling the volatility response to the drift. Existence and
uniqueness of a non-negative strong solution to the stochastic differential equation (4.1) for
any v(0) > 0 follows for example as in Ikeda and Watanabe [67, Example IV.8.2]. Since S can
be expressed as the exponential of a stochastic integral of v, (4.2) also admits a unique strong
solution. Instead of the equation (4.2) for the asset S itself, we can also consider the log-spot
process Y = (Y(¢));er, with Y(¢) :=log S(¢) for t € R,, described by the equation

v = (u+[5- %] o(0) )t + oDAW (o) (43)

Then (v,Y) is a bivariate affine process described by the local semimartingale characteristics

Km —K o’ op
( z ) ' (5— ) O (GP 1 )U(t)’ 0}'

It it is not hard to see that the corresponding generalised Riccati equations are explicitly solv-
able in the case of the Heston model (v,Y), see Eberlein and Kallsen [44, Section 8.2.4].

Since both the joint likelihood of Y(¢) and v(t) as well as the marginal likelihood of Y(t)
are unknown in explicit form in the Heston model, estimation of the model parameters y, &,
K, m, o, p is a non-trivial task. Since the Heston model belongs to the class of affine stochastic
volatility models, its characteristic function can be derived from the affine model structure
and the corresponding density can be obtained by classic Fourier inversion techniques from
the characteristic function (see e.g. Bates [13]), which is however a time-consuming numerical
task. Alternatively, estimation in the Heston model can solely be based on empirical estimates
of the characteristic function as for example in Jiang and Knight [72] or Singleton [103], or
Fourier inversion-based methods can be applied to calibrate the model parameters directly
to observed option prices. The latter approach however determines the model parameters
under an equivalent martingale measure, a so-called risk-neutral measure, see for example
Eberlein and Kallsen [44, Section 11.2.3], while estimation routines based on observed returns
like maximum likelihood or least squares minimisation procedures fit the model parameters
under the true physical measure driving the returns.

Estimation in the latter case essentially boils down to a filtering problem and often consists
in computing an approximate density of discretely observable quantities. Due to their sim-
plicity, Gaussian density approximations enjoy particular popularity in the field of estimating
multivariate diffusions or affine models like the Heston model, see for example Duffee [39],
Fisher and Gilles [56], Hurn et al. [66], or Wang et al. [112]. Alternatively, method of moments
estimators for the latent volatility process can be employed as in Bollerslev and Zhou [23].

We now aim to express the Heston model as a polynomial state space model in the sense
of Definition 2.1. For computational simplicity, we consider fixed drift parameter y = 0 and
volatility response parameter § = 1 so that the log-spot process Y from (4.3) has the form

B(®), (), v(D) =

dY(®) = Ju®)dw (1), (4.4)
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which is a martingale. Then AY = (Y(t) -Y(t - 1))t€]N is the discretely observed log-returns
process in this Heston model.? Since v only affects the returns AY through their conditional
variance, it makes sense to base the parameter estimation in the Heston model not only on the
observed returns AY, but also on the squared returns (AY)? := (AY(¢)?);en. Simple calculations
then show that X := (v, AY, (AY)?) withv = (v(t));en and 6 = (kx, m, o, p) is a polynomial state
space model with proper state space E = R, x {(x,y) € R? : y = x?}. The compact parameter
space © is chosen as © = [ x I, x I, x I, := [107%,10] x [107%,1] x [107%, 1] x [-1, 1]. For the
following simulation studies, we assume X(0) to be externally known, which corresponds to
a Dirac distribution as the initial law for X(0). Of course, our setup from Section 2 also admits
other arbitrary choices of initial distributions.

Since the distribution of v(s+t) given v(s) with s, € R, is that of ¢; times a non-central chi-
square distribution with *3* degrees of freedom and non-centrality parameter %)e_’“, where

¢ = 3-0°(1 —e™") (see Alfonsi [4]), the state transition vector and matrix of X are

K —K

1—e e 0
ad=m 0 Al = 0 0
1-2(1—-e™) 11-e™) o

K

S O O

We now turn to a brief justification of the assumptions introduced in Section 2.1 in the
case of the Heston model. Since the affine characteristics of (X,Y) are smooth functions of 0,
the same holds for the state transition vector and matrix a, and A% by the moment formula
Eberlein and Kallsen [44, Theorem 6.26] for any r € IN. Since AY(1) possesses a positive
density with respect to Lebesgue measure given® AY(0) and since the distribution of v(1)
given v(0) under any Py is explicitly known and equivalent to Lebesgue measure on R, if k,
m, o are positive, X(1) has a density with respect to two-dimensional Hausdorff measure on
E given X(0). Moreover, since (v(t),Y(t))er, is affine, it possesses the Feller property (see
Duffie et al. [40, Theorem 2.7]), which then also holds for X. Hence, Assumptions A’ and B.1
are fulfilled provided E4(v(0)) and Vary(v(0)) are C*-functions of 6. Concerning Assumption
B.2, note that from the knowledge of the distributions of v(¢) it follows that v has bounded
moments of all orders, and so, by the Burkholder-Davis—Gundy inequality (see e.g. Revuz and
Yor [94, Corollary 4.2] or Theorem A.22), there is C,, > 0 such that

Eo(JAY ()|P) = Eg(’ /t_t1 \/Ts) dW(l)(s)’p) < CPEQ() /ttl v(s) ds

[ZJ) <G, [_tl Eg(l)(S)g) ds

for any p > 2. Hence X is bounded in any L?(P,) and Assumption B.2 is fulfilled. Likewise,
Assumption C’ holds true for the Heston model because the asymptotic covariance matrix A?
of X, under Py is identifiable, where A? solves A? = AA?A? + C?.

Remark 4.1. Instead of considering squared returns (AY)? in the specification of the Heston
model as a polynomial state space model, one could also consider the quantities AY?, i.e. differ-
ences of the squared log-spot, or both. Additionally, higher order versions of both quantities
could be added as additional components to X, incorporating higher powers of returns in the

2We assume Y(—1) to be given for this purpose.

3See for example the considerations in Del Bafio Rollin et al. [34] or use methods from Malliavin calculus,
for example Corollary 3.3 in Nourdin and Viens [88] together with the expressions from Section 3.3 in Alos and
Lorite [6].
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estimation framework. We did not test the effect of these model modifications concerning the
efficiency of the resulting quasi-maximum likelihood estimator, say by examining the result-
ing differences in size of the asymptotic variances of the estimator components. However, the
simultaneous use of first and second powers AY and (AY)? is crucial for identifiability of the
parameters o and p: if X = (v, AY), then neither o nor p influence the asymptotic distribution
of the Gaussian equivalent, which are hence non-identifiable and cannot be estimated. If, on
the other hand, estimation is based only on the squared returns, i.e. X = (v, (AY)?), then o is
estimable but only p? is identifiable, i.e. the strength of correlation between the asset and the
volatility becomes estimable but not its sign. If the parameter 9 is set to a different value than
%, then (v, AY, (AY)?) ceases to be a polynomial state space model and (v, v?, AY, (AY)?) needs
to be used instead.

Since the Assumptions A’, B and C’ are fulfilled in the case of the Heston model, Theo-
rems 3.3 and 3.4 yields consistency of any quasi-maximum likelihood estimator sequence and
also asymptotic normality, provided that the asymptotic Fisher information matrix W () is
invertible. This condition can be justified easily using the explicit calculations from Algorithm
3.12. To visualise the content of Theorem 3.3, we let 9 = (x*,m*, ", p*) := (1, 0.4%, 0.3, —0.5)
and X(0) = (v(0), AY(0), AY(0)?) = (0.3, 0, 0) and simulate N = 10000 independent trajec-
tories (X?(t))seq0.1...1} of size T = 200000 using the programming language Python. The em-
ployed discretisation scheme for the equations (4.1) and (4.4) is the standard Euler-Maruyama
method with step size At = 5L, with the addition that at each step of the discretisation the
function x™ = max{x, 0} is used to ensure non-negativity of the variance (this is termed the
absorption scheme in Lord et al. [81] who compare different simulation schemes for the He-
ston model). We first focus solely on the estimation of the parameter o, assuming all other
parameters to be known. Figure 2 shows ten independent sequences (G(t));cq1,..13 of the re-
sulting quasi-maximum likelihood estimator, first if the variance component v is assumed to
be unobservable and secondly if the variance component v can be observed.

Here it is visible that the absence of additional observable components significantly in-
creases the estimator standard deviation by approximately a factor of 10. We suffer from

Estimation with unobserved variance v 045 Estimation with observed variance v
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=
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=
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Quasi-Maximum Likelihood estimate 6(¢)

0.30 0301 Bt e
0.25 0.25
020 0.20
0.15 T T 0.15 T .
10000 100000 10000 100000
Number of observations ¢ Number of observations ¢

Figure 2: Ten sequences of quasi-maximum likelihood estimators for the parameter * = 0.3.
On the left v is assumed to be unobservable, while on the right v is assumed to be observable.
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another increase in variance if the whole parameter ¢ rather than only ¢ is unknown. The
tiles of Figure 3 each contain five standard deviation sequences for the estimator components,
obtained from \Z[@(t)] introduced in Section 3.2, first for an isolated estimation of the param-
eter components and secondly for the joint estimation. The horizontal black lines show the
explicit computation of the standard deviation components using Algorithm 3.12 from Sec-
tion 3.3. In the case of the joint estimation, the asymptotic standard deviation for 5(¢) is larger
by approximately a factor of 1.5 compared to the isolated estimation. Interestingly however,

Isolated estimation of the parameters Joint estimation of the parameters

22 4 ‘

— o |

Wi?ff‘-}v,\ e e

Standard deviation for k(f)

T T T T T T T T
0 5-100 10 - 10° 15 - 10° 20 - 10° 0 5-100 10 - 10° 15 - 10° 20 - 10°

0.295 1

046 0.290 4

0.44 4 0.285

0.42 0.280 4

Standard deviation for m(r)

0.275 1
T T T T T T T T
0 5100 10 - 10° 15 - 10° 20 - 10° 0 5-100 10 - 10° 15 - 10° 20 - 10°
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e iy N

D e =]

Standard deviation for 5(f)

0 5-100 10 - 106 15 - 10° 20 - 10°

N e e S |
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e e

Standard deviation for p(f)

0 5.10° 10-10° 15 - 10° 20 - 106 0 5.10° 10 - 10° 15 - 10° 20 - 10
Number of observations ¢ Number of observations ¢

Figure 3: Five sequences of estimator standard deviations, obtained from the covariance estimates
@[é\(t)] for t between 1 and 20 - 10°. The left column displays the standard deviation in the case of an
isolated estimation of the parameters k*, m*, ¢ and p*, assuming all other parameters to be known.
The right column displays the standard deviation in the case of a joint estimation of the parameter
3 = (x*,m*, 0", p*). Black lines show values obtained from the explicit calculations detailed in Section
3.3.
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a reversed effect can be observed for the other parameters k, m, p, the estimation of which
becomes more accurate in the joint estimation case.

For the case of joint estimation, Flgure 4 contams the sequences of correlations between
the estimator components, obtained from Vt[G(t)] again accompanied by the explicit calcula-
tions from Section 3.3 using black horizontal lines. Another visible fact from Figures 3 or 4 is
the potentially low speed of convergence of the asymptotic covariance estimator. In Figure 3
about t = 107 observations are necessary for the covariance estimator to reach a stable state
with acceptable accuracy compared to the explicit calculations. This is a potential drawback of
the easily computable estimators \2[9] that we introduced in Section 3.2, which have a rather
high variance due to the occurrence of empirical fourth moments of X in the expression of
the estimator ﬁt[Q] In practice, it is rather unlikely that such a large history of data is avail-
able for estimation. In this case, once the parameter J of the model has been consistently

estimated from data by é\(t), a bootstrap procedure can be used. To this end, one simulates a
large history of synthetic data from the presumed model using the fitted parameter and uses
the simulated history to estimate the asymptotic covariance matrix of the quasi-maximum
likelihood estimator as in Figure 3. This discussion once more emphasises the advantages of
our explicit calculations from Algorithm 3.12 in Section 3.3.

In the case of an isolated estimation of the parameter o, the explicit calculation of the
asymptotic covariance matrix reveals an asymptotic estimator standard deviation of approxi-
mately Std*[5] = 3.2871 for 5(t). We can validate this calculation by visualising the empirical
distribution of the N = 10 000 independent estimators (T for T = 200 000 and i € {1, ..., N}.
This is shown in Figure 5, which displays a histogram of the 10 000 estimators along with the
Gaussian density with mean ¢* = 0.3 and standard deviation j’% and next to a density esti-
mate of the empirical distribution using a Gaussian kernel density estimator with bandwidth
selection according to Scott [101]. A D’Agostino—Pearson test (see D’Agostino and Pearson
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Figure 4: For each pair of estimator components, the figure displays five independent se-
quences of estimator correlations, respectively obtained from the covariance estimates Vt [9(t)]
for t varying between 1 and 20 - 10°, and a little less rigorously called Corr*[-, -] to denote the
asymptotic correlation between the estimator components in the square brackets. Black lines
show values obtained from the explicit calculations detailed in Section 3.3.
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[32]) does not reject the normality of the sample at any reasonable level with a p-value of
approximately 0.6479. The mean of the empirical distribution is approximately 0.2997 with a
standard deviation of J%, validating the standard deviation calculation: a two-sided chi-
square test does not reject the hypothesis Var(5(200000)) = 3271 at any reasonable level
with a p-value? of approximately 0.6512.

A further validation of the covariance calculations from Section 3.2 and Section 3.3 can
be obtained by evaluating the empirical size of the Wald, Lagrange multiplier, and likelihood-
ratio tests, that is, the frequency of committing a Type I error using N = 10 000 independent
repetitions of the tests. Even though these tests become rather simplistic in the case of an
isolated estimation of a single parameter, we include the test results for H, : ¢* = 0.3 for the
sake of exposition. Table 1 includes the empirical size of the tests, i.e. the frequency under
H, of the test statistics exceeding the (1 — a)-quantile of the respective limiting distribution
from Proposition 3.14. The number of observations included for the tests is again T = 200 000.
By the central limit theorem, these sizes are approximately distributed as N (oc, W) SO
that an asymptotic 95% confidence interval (CI) and a two-sided p-value for the sizes are
given in Table 1 as well. The latter is again calculated as min{F(S), 1 — F(S)}, where S is the
empirical size and F is the distribution function of the N (a, @) distribution. Evidently,
all tests at the levels @ = 5% and a = 10% yield satisfying rejection frequencies. However, the

rejection frequencies at « = 1% exceed the confidence range for the size, indicating a slightly

downward-biased variance estimate V(t) = Vi These findings are roughly in line with the

test results obtained by Boubacar Mainassara [24] for the estimation of weak VARMA models.

Remark 4.2. It is also possible to estimate the parameters of a Heston model on a small time

Gaussian density
—— Density estimate

0.27 0.28 0.29 030 031 0.32 033
Estimators 5(200000) for i€ {1, ..., 10000}

Figure 5: Histogram of N = 10000 independent quasi-maximum likelihood estimators
59(200000). On top we draw the density of the normal distribution with mean ¢* = 0.3
and variance given by the explicit calculation of Vy in green as well as a kernel density esti-
mate of the estimators 6®(T) in red. The black dotted line indicates the true value o* = 0.3.

“Since the asymptotic distribution of the test is sufficiently symmetric, we use the definition p = 2 min{F(S),
1 — F(S)} for the two-sided p-value of a test with asymptotic distribution function F and test statistic S.
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Level Wald test LM test LR test 95% CI for the size
1.2 0 1. 0 1- 0
a=1% 7% 30% 30% [0.805%, 1.195%]
(p = 0.0067) (p = 0.0026) (p = 0.0026)
5.32% 5.39% 5.39%
a=5% [4.573%, 5.427%]
(p = 0.1420) (p = 0.0735) (p = 0.0735)
10.44% 10.54% 10.53%
a=10% [9.412%, 10.588%]
(p = 0.1425) (p = 0.0719) (p = 0.0773)

Table 1: Frequency of rejection under the null Hy : ¢* = 0.3 for the Wald, the LM and the
LR test. Asymptotically, these sizes of the tests fall theoretically within the given confidence
intervals in the fifth column with a probability of 95%. p-values of the sizes are given below.

scale. To this end, one may define the polynomial state space model X = (7, AY, (AY)?) with
(k) := v(kAt) and AY (k) := Y(kAt) — Y(kAt — At) for some small fixed time increment At.
For At = 5o, which roughly corresponds to a five-minute interval of observations if time
is measured in years, one obtains the asymptotic standard deviation Std*[c] =~ 160.0723 for
the example of an isolated estimation of the volatility of volatility . The asymptotic accuracy
can potentially be improved by incorporating higher powers of the variance and the returns
to the state space model in order to leverage the information contained in higher moments of
v and Y. For example, if one uses X = (7,7%, AY, (AY)?, (AY)*) with the first two components

treated as unobservable, one obtains Std*[5] ~ 81.8182.

4.2 Multivariate Lévy-driven Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes

In this section we study the estimation of Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes driven by a mul-
tivariate Lévy process. The univariate Gaussian Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process was initially
proposed by Uhlenbeck and Ornstein [108] in a physical environment and motivated in this
context by its mean-reverting properties. Since then, multiple generalisations to the classic
Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process have appeared in the literature including those driven by a gen-
eral Lévy process, as initially proposed by Sato and Yamazato [96] and Sato and Yamazato
[98]. As in Masuda [83] we define a d-dimensional analogue of a univariate Lévy-driven Orn-
stein—Uhlenbeck process as a strong solution to the stochastic differential equation

dX(t) = —QX(t) dt + dL(t) (4.5)

on some probability space (Q,.7,P), where Q € R*? and L = (L(t))«g. is a d-dimensional
Leévy process, usually called the background driving Lévy process. This family of models has
a wide range of applications. A particularly prominent one in financial economics lies in
the stochastic volatility specification of the well-known Barndorff-Nielsen and Shephard [11]
model, but other motivations for studying processes of the form (4.5) include the modelling
of energy prices and derivatives (see for example Benth et al. [16]) or of the so-called stor-
age equation from storage theory (see Cinlar and Pinsky [27]). Multivariate Lévy-driven
Ornstein—Uhlenbeck processes have for example been applied to the phenomenon of co-
integration in econometrics by Fasen [49]. We can state the following standard result:

Proposition 4.3. Given X(0), the unique strong solution to the stochastic differential equation
(4.5) is of the form X = (X(£))ier, with X(t) = e 2'X(0) + _fot e Q=) dL(s) fort € R,.
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For an Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process X, it can be shown that the distribution of X(t) is
infinitely divisible and that the conditional characteristic function of X(t) given .%; is given
by

t
B0 7] = exp [ xe + [ () (46

(see e.g. Sato and Yamazato [97, Theorem 3.1]), where 1/ denotes the characteristic exponent
of L and .# is the natural filtration of X. Thus, X is an affine process and we can apply the
theory developed in Sections 2 and 3 to the estimation of an Ornstein—-Uhlenbeck process X
defined in terms of some QY € R*? and some d-dimensional Lévy process L whose law under
Py depends on 6. Concerning the latter assumption we have the following simple condition:

Proposition 4.4. Let X be an Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process with background driving Léevy process
L. Let p € [1, ) and suppose that]E(||L(1)||f’) < oo (or equivalently [”xu>1||x||PVL(dx) < oo, where
v is the Lévy measure of L). Then ]E(||X(t)|\1’) < oo for anyt € R.. If moreover a(Q) > 0, i.e. Q
has only eigenvalues with positive real parts, then X is bounded in L?.

The preceding proposition shows that the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck polynomial state space
model (X(1)),eny with X (k) = X(kAt) defined by some matrix QY € R*¢, some d-dimensional
Leévy process L, and some step size At is a parametric polynomial state space model of order
r if Eg(JL(1)]") < oo for any 0 € ©. By slight abuse of notation, we will write X for both the
continuous-time Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process (X(t)).cr, and the state space model X with
step size At, even though the time scales generally differ. It is then possible to express the
state transition matrix and state transition vector A’ and a’ as well as the noise covariance
matrices C%(t) from Proposition 2.6 in closed form if Q is assumed to be non-singular. To do
so one only needs expressions for the expectation and the covariance matrix of L(1), which
are easily obtained for most common Lévy processes:

Proposition 4.5. Assume that E¢(|L(1)]*) < oo for any 6 € © and set a; := Eo(L(1)) as well
as ¢k := Covg(L(1)). Assume that the matrix Q° is non-singular for any 6 € © and define the
long-run mean 1%, := (Q°)~'ak. Then the state transition vector and state transition matrix of
the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck polynomial state space model X are given by a’ = (I; — e_QgAt),ufo and
A? = e=9"M_ Moreover, the noise covariance matrices C? from Proposition 2.6 are independent of t:

vee(C(1) = (Q° @ Q%) (Iy — e @'®9) ([18, @ p Jak + vec(ch)) — (Iy — e @) (1l @ 12)). (4.7)

Since the expressions for the mean and covariance matrix of the Lévy process L together
with QY fully determine the quasi-maximum likelihood estimator for the model, this once
more puts an emphasis on the interpretation of the Gaussian quasi-maximum likelihood es-
timator as a sort of generalised method of moments estimator, which was given in Section 1.

Remark 4.6. Ornstein—Uhlenbeck processes are natural generalisations of discrete-time au-
toregressive processes of order one and hence belong to the class of continuous-time autore-
gressive moving average (CARMA) processes as introduced in Doob [37]. In particular, it
has been shown in Schlemm and Stelzer [99, Corollary 3.4] that multivariate CARMA pro-
cesses and Lévy-driven Ornstein—Uhlenbeck processes are equivalent. Estimation of these
processes is a well-developed field in the literature, including Taufer and Leonenko [106] us-
ing empirical characteristic functions and Valdivieso et al. [109] as well as Lu [82] using max-
imum likelihood methods in the univariate and in the multivariate setting, respectively. If the
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Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process has finite second moments and is observed at discrete points
in time, consistency and asymptotic normality have been shown for a standard least-squares
estimator in Fasen [49, Proposition 3.2], for a method of moments estimator in Spiliopoulos
[105, Theorem 4.1], and for a quasi-maximum likelihood estimator in Schlemm and Stelzer
[100] under slightly different conditions than ours. Of these authors, only Schlemm and
Stelzer [100] deal with partially observed Ornstein—Uhlenbeck processes. On the other hand,
neither of these studies seems to use the affine polynomial moment structure of the Orn-
stein-Uhlenbeck process, and so the conditions for consistency and asymptotic normality in
Schlemm and Stelzer [100] are based on strong mixing properties and all in all less elementary
than those introduced in Section 2.1.

We will now briefly treat the fulfilment of the Assumptions A’, B, C’ from Section 2.1 for
a parametric Ornstein-Uhlenbeck polynomial state space model X parameterised by some
0 € ©, where © is a convex and compact subset of R¥. By Proposition 4.5, Assumption A’
is fulfilled whenever Qg, a{o‘, and cé are C3-functions of . The identification of a suitable
state space E for X such that the transition measures of X are equivalent to Ay is difficult
to determine in generality and depends on the chosen background-driving Lévy process L.
Conditions ensuring the existence of a Lebesgue density of X(¢) given X (¢t — At) can e.g. be
found in Priola and Zabczyk [91] or Simon [102]. For example, Theorem 1.1 in the former
establishes that the law of X(t) for any t > 0 is absolutely continuous with respect to A,
if the Lévy measure ¥ of L under Py is infinite and possesses a Lebesgue density on some
open neighbourhood of zero. However, these conditions do not warrant positivity of the
density on all of R? or a suitable subset of R¢. Under a condition which ensures that the Lévy
measure v’ has sufficient mass around zero (see Priola and Zabczyk [91, Hypothesis 1.2]), the
characteristic function (4.6) is integrable, and so, by the Fourier inversion formula (cf. Sato
[95, Proposition 2.5(xii)]), the conditional density of X(¢) is

1 . ) At —0% s
f)?(t)|X(t—At)=x(y) = (2—d/ exp [IUT(e Phty — y) + / vy (e Q u) ds] du
77:) R4 0

for y € R?, whence positivity conditions can be derived to fully establish Assumption B.1 if
a specific Lévy process L has been chosen. If aj = 0, i.e. L is a centred Lévy process under
PPy, then (4.7) simplifies to Vec(Ce(t)) = (Qe ® 09)1(I; — e Q'® Qg)At)Vec(c ), which can also
be expressed as CO(t) = f A _Qe e ds, see the proof of Proposition 4.5. Together with
Proposition 2.13 this shows that Assumptlon B.1 can fail if ¢} is not positive definite for some
0 € ©. The Feller property for X follows from the fact that X is obtained by sampling from
an affine process or by an application of the dominated convergence theorem to the represen-
tation of X(¢) from Proposition 4.3. Concerning Assumption B.2, L**°-boundedness follows
from Proposition 4.4 if «(Q%) > 0 and Eg(JL(1)|**®) < oo for some § > 0 and all § € ©.

Remark 4.7. Even though we focus on Lévy-driven Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes here,
it should be rather straightforward to extend the results of this section to Generalised Orn-
stein—Uhlenbeck processes, i.e. cadlag R?-valued processes solving dX () = dV(t)X(t—) + dL(t)
for some R*¢ x R¥-valued Lévy process (V, L) (see Behme and Lindner [15]), which are in
general non-affine polynomial. In this case explicit expressions for the state transition vector
and matrix can be derived using similar methods as in the proof of Proposition 4.5 or as in
Eberlein and Kallsen [44, Example 6.31]. Concerning Assumptions B, the Feller property fol-
lows again from an explicit expression for the process as in Proposition 4.3 (see Behme and
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Lindner [15, Theorem 3.4]) and conditions for boundedness in L**? can be derived by methods

similar to Behme [14, Theorem 3.1] or Lindner and Maller [79, Proposition 4.1].

As a specific application of the above theory inspired by financial mathematics, we con-
sider a Lévy-driven two-factor interest rate model for the short rate, where the short rate can
be thought of as some sort of instantaneous forward interest rate with infinitesimal horizon.
For details about interest rate models in general and the example considered here see Chapter
14 and Example 14.10 in Eberlein and Kallsen [44], respectively. In our case we assume that
the short rate r = (r(t))er, follows an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process that incorporates a mean-
reverting behaviour towards some average m = (m(t)),er, that is itself random. Specifically,

dm(t) = —Am(t) dt + dL,(2), (4.8)
dr(t) = x (m(t) — r(t)) dt + dL,(t) (4.9)

under Py, where A,k € (0,00) and L = (L,,L,)" is a bivariate Lévy process and where 6§ =
(A, x,6,) € ® C R* with some additional parameters 0, € R*-2, Tt is convenient for our
purposes to assume that the short rate  can be observed from bond prices in the market and
that the stochastic mean m is unobservable. This model X = (m,r) is of the form (4.5) with

A0
o=(5)

As a parametric family of Lévy processes L we consider bivariate normal-inverse Gaussian
Lévy processes with parameters y, f € R?, a,8 € (0,), where A € R*? is positive definite
with det(A) = 1 and STAS < a?, see for example Eberlein and Kallsen [44, Section 2.4.8]. The
mean and covariance matrix of L(1) are given by a} = y + “~AB and ¢ = - (A + iAﬂﬁTA),
where := a?—TAp. For ease of exposition we simplify 01%; calculations b ¢focusing on cen-
tred and symmetric normal-inverse Gaussian Lévy processes with uncorrelated components
as the background driving Lévy process, i.e. we focuson pp = 0, § = 0, A = I, for which a; = 0,
cj = gIZ. In this case estimation of the four-dimensional parameter 0 = (A, x, @, ) using the
Gaussian quasi-maximum likelihood approach is not possible because the parameters a and §
are not identifiable from the second moments of LY but only their quotient g, so Assumption
C’ is not satisfied for a separate estimation of « and §. Hence, we confine ourselves to the

estimation of the three-dimensional parameter 6 = (4, k, §) with fixed & = 1.

Remark 4.8. In order to make inference on the parameters a and § separately, one could
allow for second-order polynomials of r(¢), t € IN rather than only r(¢). This can be achieved
by replacing X = (m,r) with the higher-dimensional polynomial state-space model X =
(r,r?, m, mr, m*), whose components m, mr, m* are unobservable. In the same vein, one could
also estimate a non-zero parameter f of the underlying Lévy process. In that case all param-
eters of the state space model X = (m,r) would be identifiable.

Since the Assumptions A’, B, C’ are fulfilled for the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck model described
above, Theorems 3.3 and 3.4 yield again consistency and asymptotic normality of any sequence
of quasi-maximum likelihood estimators, provided that the Fisher information matrix W ()
is invertible. We again visualise this result by setting § = (1*,x*,§*) := (1, 0.5, 3) and by
simulating N = 10000 independent sample trajectories (X?(t));e01...73 of size T = 200000
with step size At = 1, where the stochastic integral from Proposition 4.3 is discretised by an
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Euler method with mesh size ﬁ Similar to the Heston model from Section 4.1, the initial
distribution for X(0) is set to a Dirac distribution in the point x = (0.5, 1) under any Py. The
parameter space © is chosen as ® = [107,10] x [107%,10] x [107%,1000]. As in the case of
the Heston model, we compare our results for (i) a joint estimation of 8 and (ii) an isolated
estimation of the separate parameter component § with all other components assumed to
be known. Figure 6 shows ten independent sequences (§(¢))eqs,..1; of the quasi-maximum
likelihood estimator, first if the latent mean m is assumed to be unobservable and secondly if
m is assumed to be observable.

Again as in the case of the Heston model, introducing additional observable components
for estimation reduces the estimator’s standard deviation. In the case of estimating the pa-
rameter & of the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck model described above, the reduction in variance is
however much smaller compared to the estimation of the volatility of volatility parameter o
in the Heston model (see Figure 2). This could potentially originate from the fact that the dis-
persion parameter § influences both components of our model equally, while in the case of the
Heston model, the parameter o affects the observed returns only indirectly. Similar to Figures
3 and 4, the tiles of the following Figure 7 each contain five standard deviation (or correlation)
sequences for the estimator’s components next to the exact calculation of the corresponding
asymptotic covariance matrix components, which is depicted by a straight black line.

_Recall the discussion in Section 4.1 of the potential drawback of the covariance estimator
\//\}[Q(t)] It becomes even more pronounced here because the large amount of around 50 - 10°
observations is necessary for the estimator components to reach a sufficiently stable state,
as it is visible in Figure 7. Again, this demands a rather high calculation effort in practice,
speaking once more for the explicit covariance matrix calculations from Section 3.3. Apart
from that, all covariance estimates visible in Figure 7 are well in line with the theoretical
computations from Section 3.3, except for the case of an isolated estimation of §, in which
case the standard deviation estimate has a downward bias of around 5% of the true asymptotic
standard deviation.

In Figure 8 we again display a histogram of N = 10 000 independent quasi-maximum like-

lihood estimators g(i)(T) for T = 200000 and i € {1, ..., N} in the case of an isolated estimation

Estimation with unobserved mean m Estimation with observed mean m

©
IS
L

344

Quasi-Maximum Likelihood estimate 6,(¢)
N .
w

[ b b R
) o = (S}
L N

N
%

N
9

2.74

1000 10 000 100 000 1000 10 000 100 000
Number of observations ¢ Number of observations ¢

Figure 6: Ten sequences of quasi-maximum likelihood estimators for the parameter §* = 3.
On the left m is assumed to be unobservable, while it is observed on the right.
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Figure 7: The upper three rows contain ten sequences of estimator standard deviations, re-
spectively obtained from the estimates V,[@(t)] for t between 1 and 100 - 10°. The left column
displays the standard deviation for an isolated estimation of the parameter components, while
the right shows the same if the whole parameter J is estimated. The last row contains ten se-
quences of asymptotic estimator correlations obtained from Vt[Q(t)] Black lines show values
obtained from the explicit calculations detailed in Section 3.3.

of § with the latent mean m treated as unobservable. Next to a kernel density estimate, we
again show the Gaussian density corresponding to a mean of " = 3 and a standard deviation

of JS;(;T[(%O’ where the asymptotic estimator standard deviation Std” [5] :=~ 5.2054 has been cal-
culated explicitly using the methods from Section 3.3. As in the case of the Heston model, the
computed standard deviation % matches well with the standard deviation of the empirical
distribution of the N estimators, which is approx1mately \% A two-sided chi-square test
does not reject the hypothesis Var(3(200 000)) = 52050 at any reasonable level with a p-value
of approximately 0.7890, which is again calculated as min{F(S), 1—F(S)}, where S and F are the

corresponding test statistic and the chi-square cumulative distribution function, respectively.
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Gaussian density

—— Density estimate
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Estimators 5©(200000) for i € {1, ..., 10000}

Figure 8: Histogram of N = 10 000 independent quasi-maximum likelihood estimators g(i)(T),
i € {1,...,N}, for § with T = 200000. On top we draw the Gaussian density corresponding
to the normal distribution with mean §* = 3 and variance given by the explicit calculation of
Vy in green, and we draw a kernel density estimate of the estimators 5(1)(T) in red. The black
dotted line indicates the true parameter value §* = 3.

Remark 4.9. As in the case of the Heston model, the asymptotic accuracy of the estimation
depends on the chosen step size At. Choosing At = = corresponds again approximately
to a five-minute increment if time is measured in years. In this case the asymptotic standard
deviation for estimating § becomes Std” [5] 464.7759. As for the Heston model, a higher
accuracy can be achieved by incorporating higher powers of the components into the state
space model.

5 Proofs

5.1 Proofs for Section 2
Proof of Proposition 2.6. This follows from Proposition 2.18 in Kallsen and Richert [73]. [

Proof of Proposition 2.8. For the Kalman filter recursions see for example Kallsen and Richert
[73, Proposition 3.1]. Equation (2.6) follows then from the fact that Y(¢) is conditionally Gaus-
sian given Y,(1), ..., Y,(t — 1) under Py, with conditional mean given by the Kalman filter mean
and conditional covariance matrix given by the Kalman filter covariance matrix. Since As-
sumption B warrants that C/(t) are positive definite (see Proposition 2.13 below), the matrices
/Z\g(t,t — 1) are positive definite for ¢ € IN, hence the inverse in (2.6) is well-defined. O

Proof of Proposition 2.10. As noted e.g. in [44, Example 6.30], the affine process (X(t))ex, is
a p-polynomial process. By Example 2.5, (X, (Py)gco) is a polynomial state space model of
order p. Hence, (vecg,(X), (P@)geg) is a polynomial state space model of order 1 and can be
represented as vecg,(X (1)) = A » T AY pVece,(X(t—1)) + N ,(t) with some vector a’ > Some

matrix A?

op> and a martingale difference Ng »- By equation (2.2) and Corollary A.8, it suffices to

34



show that p(A% ») < 1for boundedness of p-th moments of X, which yields that X is bounded
in LP(Py) because p is even. Since it is notationally cumbersome, we will assume p = 2. The
general case follows along the same lines. By [44, Theorem 6.6]

T d
qDf(u) = Fy [elu X(t+1)|%] — e‘Pg(u)+2j=1 ‘I’?(u)X}-(t) —. et//‘g(u,t)’ ue ]Rd (51)

for t € IN and some complex-valued functions ¥%, j € {0,...,d}. Since Eo[X(t + 1)|.%] =
—iV,0%(0), the state transition matrix A’ of X is given by Ai@j =—i 8ui\1’§(0) fori,je{1,..,d},
which follows by differentiation in (5.1) and ¢?(0) = 1. Moreover,

o [X(t + DXt + DIF] = ~0,0,00(0) = 0, [ (04w D)o@ |
= —3,0,¥°(0,8) — (9,¥°(0,1)) (9.,¥°(0,1))
for i, j € {1,...,d} which, up to an affine-linear function f(X(t)), is quadratic in X(t) with

Eo[Xi(t + DXt + DIF] = D, =0, ¥0(0)0,, ¥5,(0) X, (D Xn(t) + F(X()).
(nm)e{L,...d}

The quadratic coefficients of the above function are precisely the entries of the matrix A’ ® A°.
It follows that the state transition matrix A, has the block triangular form

A? 0
A%Z = ( ° AG ®A0> . (52)

Since p(A?) < 1, we have p(A’ ® A”) < 1 and hence p(A%,) < 1, which proves that X is
bounded in LP(Py) for p = 2, as desired. The case p > 2 can be handled completely analo-
gously. O

Proof of Proposition 2.12. Existence and uniqueness of a stationary law for X and ergodicity of
X follow immediately by Theorem A.1 because Assumption B.1 implies y/-irreducibility and
aperiodicity for / = Ag. The final part of Theorem A.1 together with Assumption B.2 yields
finiteness of moments of order 4 + § or less under py. Moreover, Theorem A.1 states that for
any polynomial g : R — R of order 4 or less Ey [g(X(t)) | X(0) = x] — [ gdug for Ag-almost
all x € E. It remains to verify that Ey [ gX (t))] — [ g dup at a geometric rate if g : RY > R
is a quadratic resp. quartic polynomial. From the above and (2.2), we deduce that

Ei(X@) | X(0) =) = (4 + ( T4 )a 6:3)

converges to some constant independent of x as t — oo for all x € D, where D is a dense
subset of E. In particular, (A%) (x —y) = Eo(X(t) | X(0) = x) —Eg(X(t) | X(0) = y) — 0 for all
x,y € D. By Lemma A.11 we can find AP € R™ with p(ZQ) < 1such that Zg(x—y) = A%(x—y)
forall x,y € D. Since 0 € E and D is dense in E, we can first send y to 0 to deduce A’x = A’X on
the dense subset D C E, which implies A’x = Ax for all x € E. So without loss of generality,
we can assume that A’ = A” and hence p(A®) < 1. This yields

EX@) = [ ECX0) | X0 = 0PV = UYEXO) + () = (Ta). (54

which proves the claim for first order polynomials. The parallel statement for quadratic resp.
quartic polynomials follows from the same argument applied to A%, resp. A%,. [
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Proof of Proposition 2.13. First note that Ey(X(t)) and Eg(vecg,(X(t))) converge uniformly in
0 at a geometric rate to their respective limits from Proposition 2.12: Indeed, since a’ and A’
are continuous in 6 by Assumption A, Lemma A.7 shows that there are ¢ € R, y € [0,1)
such that sup,.e[(A?)"| < cy'. Combined with the fact that E¢(X(0)) is bounded in 0, we get
that E¢(X(t)) converges uniformly at a geometric rate. The same holds for Eg(vecg,(X(1)))
by applying the previous argument to a%, and A%,. Now, since C’() contains by definition
only first and second moments of X (¢ — 1), it also converges uniformly in 6 at a geometric
rate to some limiting matrix C? by Proposition 2.12. To show that the same holds also for
the derivatives 93C%(t) for any multi-index @ € IN%, it suffices to show that the derivatives
of E¢(X(2)) and Eg(vecgy(X(t))) converge uniformly in 0 at a geometric rate. For Es(X(2)),
this follows quickly by differentiating (5.4) and applying Corollary A.9. The same holds for
Eg(vecgz(X(t))) if one exchanges a’ and A’ by af, and A%, in the previous argument.

It remains to show that C%(¢) and C’ = lim,_,., C%(t) are positive definite. Since Py(x,")
is equivalent to Ay for any x € E and E is not contained in any proper subspace of R,
Covg(X(#) | X(t — 1) = x) = Covg(N(t) | X(t — 1) = x) is positive definite for any x € E. Now,
because Eo(N(¢) | X(t — 1)) = 0 almost surely and

Covg(N (1)) = Eo[Cove(N(t) | X(t — 1))] + Cove[Eg(N () | X(t — 1))],

we have Covyg(N(1)) = [ Cove(N(t) | X(¢t — 1) = x)ng((t_l)(dx), so Covye(N(t)) is also positive
definite. This result holds irrespective of the initial distribution of X(0), so by choosing the
invariant distribution X(0) ~ p, we obtain that C® = lim,_,., C%(t) is also positive definite. []

5.2 Proofs for Section 3.1

Proof of Proposition 3.5. For t € IN* the matrices S0(t + 1,¢) and S(t,t) are positive definite
because the matrices C’(t) are positive definite (see Proposition 2.13) and hence all pseudoin-
verses occurring in Proposition 2.8 are proper inverses. The result now follows by differenti-
ating the log-likelihood (2.6) with respect to 8}, using 9y, My"' = —M;'(39,My)My" as well as
dp, logdet My = Tr [Mg_ langg] for a matrix-valued differentiable function 8 — M, such that
My is positive definite for all 6, see Petersen and Pedersen [90] and the references therein. [

Corollary 5.1. E4(Z%(t)) = 0 for anyt € N.

Proof. Since Z(t) is quadratic in X, and the second moments of X, and Y, under Py match,
we have Ey(Z%(t)) = Ey [Ve log ¢° (Y,(1), ... ,Yo(t))] = [ Voq’(y) dy. This vanishes if we can
argue that Vy [ ¢°(y) dy = [ Voq’(y) dy, which holds by dominated convergence if we find
Lebesgue-integrable functions h; with h;(y) > |89jqf (y)| for all & € ©. Now we have that
99,4/ (y) = (agj log ¢’(y))q’(»). The first factor on the right-hand side is quadratic in yy, .., y;
with continuous coefficients in 6 while the second factor on the right hand side is a Gaussian
density with continuous mean and covariance in 6. Since © is compact, all these coefficients
and Gaussian densities are uniformly bounded in 6, which finishes the proof. [

The proof of Theorems 3.3 and 3.4 relies on two classic results from estimation theory:

Proposition 5.2. Ass]ryme that there is some continuous function Q : © — R such that
sy\p9€®||%L9(t) — Q)] = 0 and such that Q has a unique maximum at 9. Then any sequence
(0())ien of quasi-maximum likelihood estimators is 3 -consistent.
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Proof. Since © is separable and both L°(t) and Q(0) are continuous functions of 0, it fol-
lows from Lemma A.19 that the uncountable supremum above is measurable and hence a
well-defined random variable. Since convergence in probability is equivalent to the fact that
each subsequence has a further subsequence converging almost surely, we see that any sub-
sequence of (Q(t))tEJN has a further subsequence which converges Py-almost surely to ¢ by
Lemma A.13. Hence Q(t) — 9 for any such sequence (Q(t))tGN of estimators. O

Under the conditions above, the existence of a J-consistent sequence of quasi-maximum
likelihood estimators becomes very natural: since %Le(t) converges to some continuous func-
tion Q in probability uniformly on ©, and since Q is uniquely maximised at J, the quasi-
likelihood process L%(t) must also have a maximum near & for sufficiently large ¢t € IN.

Proposition 5.3. Suppose that § € int(®) and let the conditions ofPropo]gil;ion 5.2 hold with
twice continuously differentiable Q. Set W := ViQ. Assqpme that Z‘9(t) 5 Z for some R*-
valued random YjarlableZ that sup,eel; 1v,2°(t) - W ()| = 0, and thatW(l‘}) is invertible. Then
Jt (G(t) 3) Pod, -W(@)'Z for any&‘ -consistent sequence (H(t))teN of QML estimators.

Proof. 'This follows as, 1n Jacod and Serensen [70, Theorem 2.11]. In particular, since & €
int(®) and since 9(t) LN &, we find that Py(B;) := ng(@(t) € int(®)) — 1 and hence we have
]Pg(Ze(t)|0:9(t) = 0) — 1. Moreover, by the same argument as in the proof of Proposition 5.2,
the uncountable supremum occurring in this proposition is measurable and hence a well-
defined random variable. By the multivariate mean value theorem it follows that

7w -2'0- ([ Tz DE000) 43 G0) - 9),

[N J

=:Z9(t)

Since the integrand above is continuous in A, Z%(t) is measurable. Moreover, we can deduce
12Z°(£) = W) < supyeol VeZ‘)(t) WO + sup {IW(®) -W©®)| : 16-9] < 16¢) - 91},
Wthh implies thatj Z2@) LN W (&) because W is continuous and Q(t) is consistent. Defin-
ing the set C; := {Z%(t) is invertible} n B,, we have Py(C,) — 1. On the set C, it holds that
\/_(Q(t) 9 = —tZ°@) 14 Z‘9(t) and the right-hand side converges in Py-law to —W(3)"'Z
by Slutsky’s theorem. Slnce Py(C;) = 1 ast — oo, this concludes. U

The main goal of Sections 5.2.1-5.2.3 is to establish the various conditions from Proposi-
tions 5.2 and 5.3 in order to prove Theorems 3.3 and 3.4. The following Section 5.2.1 is con-
cerned with the condition —Zg(t) Pod, Z from Proposition 5.3. In Section 5.2.2 we deal with
the uniform convergence sup9€®|| 19,29(t) —w(9)| 5, 0 from Proposition 5.3 before Section
5.2.3 fills in any missing details and finishes the proof of Theorems 3.3 and 3.4.

5.2.1 A functional central limit theorem for the quasi-score process

The general strategy to prove the condition from Proposition 5.3 is rather straightforward:
Since \%Zﬁ(t) = % ! Z%(t,t — 1), the goal is to represent Z’(t,t — 1) as a function of a
Markov chain and use a suitable central limit theorem for stationary Markov chains. The
proof of this result will require several ergodicity properties of Z?. Thus it will be neces-
sary to use notions from the ergodic theory of discrete-time Markov chains. These details are
confined to Appendix A.1, where we adapt our exposition to the classic book of Meyn and
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Tweedie [85]. The difficulty of our approach lies in the fact that Z%(t,t — 1) is in general a
function of all observations X,(1),..., X,(t — 1) because the observed part X, is typically not
a Markov process. As in Section 3.2, we therefore introduce the E x R4+ _yalued processes
X00) := (X (), )?e(t,t — 1),V t - 1)), which contain the polynomial state space model X
augmented by the filtered component and by the first partial derivatives of the filtered com-
ponent. The dynamics of X? under Py can be written as

a’ A? 0 0 0 0 NO(t)
a’ Kt-1DH  F@-1) 0 0 0 0
—o, . |90,0°| |90, KOt —1)H 9, F(t—1) FO(t—1) 0 0 —— 0
XO=5.a| ookt —DH 9,FG¢-1) o  Fe-1) .. o |[SEDF (5.5)
9,0°) 99, K°(t — 1)H 95 FO(t — 1) 0 0 .. F@t-1) 0

for t € N*, where K(t) = A°S? (t,t — 1)S0(t,¢t — 1), where F/(t) := A’ — K°(t)H, and
H = (Omsijieqr, d-m}jeir,. .dp 1.€., H € R@md ig the matrix such that x, = Hx for x € R%
Moreover, X?(0) = (X(0), E4(X(0)), VoE4(X(0))) holds almost surely under any measure Py.
The advantage of studying the process X’ in place of X is that the conditional quasi-score
Z%(t,t — 1) is a function just of X°(¢) and not of any other past values as it is the case for X.

Note that X? is not a time-homogeneous Markov chain because its transition dynamics
depend on time ¢ through C%(t). A direct application of a suitable Markov chain central limit
theorem to the quasi-score is hence out of reach. However, Lemma 3.7 in Section 3.2 estab-
lishes that the Kalman filter covariance matrices /Z\H(t, t — 1) and their derivatives S?(t, t—1)
converge as t — oo at a geometric rate. We show in Proposition 5.8 that this implies that X’
can be asymptotically well-approximated by a time-homogeneous Markov chain because its
transition dynamics become asymptotically independent of time.

Remark 5.4. In comparison to comparable literature for estimation of (partially-observed)
VARMA models as Boubacar Mainassara and Francq [26] or Schlemm and Stelzer [100], our
approach of using Markovianity of an augmented version of the original process seems to
be novel in the context of quasi-maximum likelihood estimation. The usual path to proving
asymptotic normality of the quasi-score process consists in using certain strong mixing prop-
erties for the observed part of the process as well as results from spectral time series analysis,
see for example the summability condition on the mixing coefficients cited in Schlemm and
Stelzer [100]. Our conditions from Section 2.1 seem sufficient to prove such mixing proper-
ties by first establishing geometric ergodicity of X in a similar manner as in Proposition 5.22
and then using the well-known fact that geometric ergodicity implies an exponential mixing
behaviour, see for example Liebscher [78, Proposition 4]. Nonetheless, we follow the different
route described above because it enables us to derive closed-form expressions for asymptotic
estimator covariances without resorting to the use of spectral analysis.

Proof of Lemma 3.7. For notational convenience we fix some j € {1,...,k} and write /Z\e(t) for
>9(t,t — 1) and S(¢) for Sf(t, t —1). From the Kalman filter recursions it is apparent that 2°(t)
obeys the discrete-time algebraic Riccati difference equation

S+ 1) = A|30() - 20 (0SS0 (1) |AY + COt + 1) (5.6)

fort € N*. Indeed, since C%(t) is positive definite by Proposition 2.13, /Z\e(t) and hence also /Z\g(t)
are positive definite for t € IN*, whence the inverse in (5.6) is well-defined. Since p(A%) < 1 by
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Proposition 2.12, Anderson and Moore [7, pp. 78-82] show that there exists a unique positive
definite fixed point >0 for (5.6) with C? in place of C%(t). We proceed to show that /Z\e(t) in
(5.6) converges to S0 ata geometric rate uniformly in 6 € ©. First, we argue that the sequence
(/Z\G(t))teN* is bounded uniformly in 0. Consider the auxiliary filter X0aux with

ROt~ 1) 52 o 4 ARPN - 1,0 2)

Since the Kalman filter X°(¢,t — 1) is the optimal filter in the equivalent Gaussian state space
model, Kallsen and Richert [73, Proposition 3.2] implies that

Tr 2°(t) = Bo(|X (1) — X°(t,t — DIP) < Eg(IX(®) — XP*(t,t — DI?) = Tr °%(t),  (5.7)

where /Z\g’aux(t) denotes the auxiliary filter error covariance matrix. But /Z\‘g’aux(t) obeys the
discrete Lyapunov equation

/Z\G,aux(t) — AG/Z\G,aux(t N 1)149—r + Ce(t), (5.8)

with p(A?) < 1. Since C(t) converges to C? uniformly, it is bounded uniformly in 6, so
Lemma A.10(1) shows that the sequence (/Z\e’a“x(t))tew is bounded uniformly in 8. A fortiori,
the sequence (2%(f));en- is also bounded uniformly in 6 by (5.7). Now, a simple calculation
shows that the Kalman filter covariance matrix can be written in the Lyapunov form

Yt +1) = (A — KCOH))(A? — K OH) + C(t + 1) (5.9)

for t € N*, where K°(t) = A?S? (D3%(1)". Define %!, := (A? — K°(t — 1)H) - (A’ — K(s)H)
and fix s € {1,...,t — 1}. Since C%(u) is positive definite for any u € IN*, it follows that

/Z\e(t) = ‘I’E;Z\G(s)‘l’f; + positive definite terms > \I’ Ze(s)‘lf

t,s?

and hence the matrices on the right-hand side are bounded uniformly in 6. By the Courant-
Fischer theorem, the j-th diagonal element of the matrix on the right hand side is bounded

from below by Amm(Ze(s))H(‘I’ il where (‘I’ ,); denotes the j-th row of ‘I’H and Amm@@(s)) the
smallest eigenvalue of Zg(s) Since © is compact and /lmm(Z (s))is continuous in 0 and positive
for all § € O, it is uniformly bounded from below by a positive constant A. Hence A|(¥?,);[?
is uniformly bounded in 6 and ¢. In particular, the matrices ¢, are bounded uniformly in 0, ¢,
and s < t. Following a lengthy calculation, one can now show that

S0(t) - 59 = (A? — KPH)(EP(t — 1) — S9)(A? — K°(t — 1)H)" + D°(t),
where K? := AQ/Z\?,O(/Z\g)_l is the limiting KAlman gain and D°(t) := C%(t) — C?, see Anderson

and Moore [7, Problem 4.5]. By iterating this equation one obtains

$0(t) — 50 = (A° — K°H)'(30(1) - SO)¥Y, + Z(A9 K°H)'D'(t — )¥7,_.. (5.10)

s=0

Let F¥ := A’ — K°H. We now argue that p(F’) < « for any 6 € © and some a € [0, 1).
Analogously to equation (5.9), 59 is a fixed point of the matrix-valued Lyapunov equation

30 = PSP 4 P (5.11)
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Suppose now that for any ¢ > 0 there exists some 6 € © such that F' has some eigenvalue A
with [Ag|* > 1 — ¢, and let vy = 0 denote a corresponding complex eigenvector. It follows

(1= 1Ag*)55="vy = T5C v, (5.12)

where the bar denotes the complex conjugate transpose. If [19| > 1, the left-hand side is non-
positive while the right-hand side is positive by the positive definiteness of C?, which yields
a contradiction. Hence |1¢| < 1. Since C? is positive definite for any 6 by Proposition 2.13,
the right-hand side of (5.12) is bounded from below by A,in(C?)|vgl?. As CO(t) is a sequence
of continuous functions converging uniformly to C% C? is continuous in 6 as well. It follows
that also Ai,(CY) is continuous in 6 and hence uniformly bounded from below by a positive
constant 7 because © is compact. In a similar manner, the left-hand side of (5.12) is bounded

from above by Ep(§9)|l)9|2. By cancelling |vy|* we obtain all in all that
ep() = 1.

But this is impossible because ¢ was arbitrary and 5% is bounded in 6 as the pointwise limit of
the uniformly bounded sequence S9(t). So p(F%) < a < 1forall§ € ©® and some a < 1. Finally,
S0 >t by (5.11) in the Loewner order. Since the eigenvalues of C’ are uniformly bounded
from below on © by some positive n as before, the eigenvalues and hence the determinant
of S0 is uniformly bounded from below on ® by some positive constant. By Lemma A.5 this
shows that (/Z\g)_1 and hence also FY is bounded in §. Lemma A.6 thus yields that there are
c € R, and y € [0,1) such that [(F®)| < cy’ for all @ € ©. For sufficiently large c and some
7 € (y,1) we also have |[D°(t)| < ¢}' for all  and some p > 0, see Proposition 2.13. By (5.10)
we obtain for all 0 € ©

t—2
~ ey Ry N T Y S T
[29(0) = 31 < ey R0 - SN |+ ¢ Y (?) 95l
s=0

Since the norms \l‘Pf;_SH and H/Z\e(l) — /Z\QH are bounded uniformly in 0, this proves $0() > 3¢
uniformly at a geometric rate. As products of uniformly convergent and uniformly bounded
sequences are uniformly convergent, Lemma A.15.1-3 show that the same holds also for the
sequence of matrices A% — K%(t)H as well as $°(t, ¢). In particular, the matrix F? = A® — K’H
is continuous on © because it is the uniform limit of continuous functions. Let F/(t) :=
A% — K%(t)H. To show the uniform geometric convergence of the matrices S°(t), note that

algebraic manipulations of the recursive equations from Proposition 3.5 yield
S = Ft — DSt — DF'(t = 1) + A2t — 1,6 — 1)(95,A")" + (95, A (t — 1,6 — 1)A” + 95, (C'(1)).

Since A? and its partial derivatives are bounded as continuous functions on a compact domain,
the the last three summands on the right converge uniformly at a geometric rate. Thus, Lemma
A.10.3 implies that S°(t) converges uniformly at a geometric rate, as desired. The matrices
R} (t,t — 1) can be treated completely analogously. O

As in Section 3.3, Lemma 3.7 suggests that we can approximate the process X’ by the time-
homogeneous Markov chain X%hom = (X, X0hom y0hom) that is defined by transition dynamics

identical to XY but with the limiting matrices 30 and Sj-) in place of /Z\e(t,t —1)and Sf(t, t—1),
respectively, for j € {1, ..., k}. Then we obtain the following
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Corollary 5.5. Let @’ denote the state transition vector and A’(t) the (time-dependent) state
transition matrix of X° under Py. Additionally, let N’ denote the d(k + 2)-dimensional mar-
tingale difference sequence for X° from (5.5). Then there exists a matrix A’ € RUk+2dk+2) 4t
p(A%) < 1 such that A°(t) — A® uniformly in 0 at a geometric rate. Moreover, the homogeneous
Markov chain X?hom with X%bom(0) := X%(0) and XPm(t) :=af + A°XOPm(t — 1) + N?(t) is
a polynomial state space model of order 2 resp., under the stronger Assumption A’, of order 4.

Proof. The uniform convergence A?(t) — A’ at a geometric rate follows from Lemma 3.7 be-
cause all submatrices present in A?(t + 1) are products of constant matrices and the matrices
/Z\g(t,t - 1), /Z\e(t, t) as well as Sf(t,t —1) and Sf(t, t) for j € {1,...,k}. Moreover, X?h™ has
bounded (4 + §)th moments by Lemma A.14 because X does. Since N contains only N’
and zero components, it follows then that conditional expectations of quadratic (resp. quar-
tic) polynomials in the components of X?'°™(t) given .%; are quadratic (resp. quartic) in the
components of X?1°™(s), that is X®1°™ is a polynomial state space model of order 2 (resp. 4)
and bounded in L**°. Finally, we have p(A%) < 1 because A’ is a block upper-triangular matrix
whose matrices on the diagonal are A” and F?, where F’ = A’ — K°H with K? = A?S? (39)".
Here, p(A?) < 1 by Proposition 2.12 and p(F?) < 1 by the proof of Lemma 3.7. O

In order to obtain stochastic stability properties for the inhomogeneous process X?, we

are now ready to establish a weak form of ergodicity for the homogeneous counterpart X%mm,

Proposition 5.6. For any 0 € © there is a unique invariant probability measure [ig for X%hom
such that X%h°™ is weakly f-ergodic with respect to iy under Py for any polynomial f : E x
R*+D — R of degree 4 or less. Moreover, Eg(f(X°'°™(t))) — [ fdiiy at a geometric rate if f is
quadratic (quartic if Assumption A’ holds). Finally, the process X" is bounded in L**°(Py).

Proof. The state transition matrix A’ of X?h°™ under Py has the block lower-triangular form

A2 0 0 ... 0

A% 0 0 G F' o .. 0
A’ =|G’ F° 0 =lo o F .. 0f, (5.13)

o o diag,(F%) P

o o o .. FY

where o denotes an irrelevant matrix of suitable size, G’ = K’H and F? = A? — KH as before.
Since the proof of this result is surprisingly technical, we start by showing the claim for the
process X? = (X(@), X Obom(y t — 1)),en. The same strategy of proof can then be extended to
the whole d(k + 2)-dimensional process X?h°™ in the end. First, X? is weakly Feller because
the transition measures Py(-) of X are of the form Py(-) = Py(x1.4,") ® e(GPx1.q + FOxg11:90),
where ¢(y) is the Dirac measure in y, as usual. In order to prove irreducibility and aperiodicity,
we consider arbitrary deterministic starting points X(0) = x € E and X Ohom(p _1) =X e RY,
which is signified here by writing Py, z) instead of Py as usual. Iterating the Kalman filter
recursion under the measure Py, ) yields the closed-form expression

RoBom(y, 1~ 1) = (P ROm(0,—1) + 3 (FYGX(t — 5 - 1) + ( 2<F9)s)a9- (-14)

The process X' itself is in general not irreducible, so a classic ergodicity proof for Markov
chains cannot be applied to X" directly. However, we are able to approximate X’ by irreducible
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processes in a suitable manner. Let a, := (Z?;O(Fe)s)ae, which exists and is finite because
p(F%) < 1, see the proof of 3.7. We now approximate X%"™ by the auxiliary processes
-1

QG,auX,a(t) - (Fe)tfc\-p Z(FQ)SGQX(t . 1) + afo’

s=0

t—1
QG,auX(t) . (Fe)t_;(\+ Z(FQ)SGQX(t —S— 1),
s=0

and let X?awxe = (X, X bauxa) and X0aux = (X, X faux) We proceed to prove irreducibility
of X% and X%*"4 if the state space is suitably restricted to some subset of E x R?. For any
matrix M € R we define M(E) to be the image of E under the linear map defined by M, and
we let @ denote the usual Minkowski sum of subsets of R?. Define the set

% = (PEFYG(E) € BR?) (5.15)
s=0
and let Z2° := %° + @. Since E is a connected smooth manifold containing 0, Z? 5 0 is a
a g

connected smooth manifold too, and the partial sums in (5.15) form an increasing sequence
of sets. Suppose that the state space for X is restricted from E x R? to E x %’ so that
X%x(0) € %%, where we equip E x %#° with the induced topology. This restriction makes
sense because as long as X?2x(0) € E x %°, we also have X?**(t) € E x %° and so, in the
language of Meyn and Tweedie [85], E x %’ is an absorbing set for the Markov chain X%,
Let j < d be the topological covering dimension of % and let [ € N denote the smallest
integer such that

7% =G E)® F’G*(E) ® - @ (F*)'G*(E) ¢ %#° (5.16)

has topological covering dimension j. In particular, by the topological properties of smooth
manifolds, any topological covering dimension considered here coincides with the Hausdorff
dimension of the corresponding set under consideration. Let A4 denote the j-dimensional
Hausdorff measure on %, as usual. Then we can find some ¢ > 0 and some open H C int(_#*)
such that A4(H) > 0 and such that any x € %Z° with |[x — H| < ¢ is still an element of _#*.
Here, the interior is to be understood in the induced topology on %°. As p(F%) < 1, we can
find t > [ + 1 such that |(F*)'G%x| < £ as well as |[(F?)x| < & for any (x,%) € E x %’
by Corollary A.8. Since (X(1), ..., X(¢t — 1)) has a positive density with respect to the proper

Hausdorff measure Ag-1 on E'~' by Assumption B.1, it follows that
Pa,(x,;?)(fe’aux(t) € H) =Py o(F)'G'x + (F')'X + { € H) = Py 5({ € H—(F)7'G’x — (F)'%),

where { is a random variable with a positive density with respect to j-dimensional proper
Hausdorff measure on G°(E) @ FCG?(E) @ - @ (F*)' *GP(E). Since _# % has the same dimension
as Z°, since (F?Y"'G’x + (F’)'x € #°, and since |(F?)"'G’x + (F')'x| < e, it follows that
H — (F%Y"'G’x — (F%)'x ¢ 7% C GYE) ® F°G’(E) ® (F°)'*G(E), and so we obtain that
Py € H—(F°)Y7'G’x — (F?)'X) > 0. As we can repeat this construction for any subset
of H with positive A, s-measure, this proves that X% restricted to E x %’ is irreducible
with respect to ¢ := Ap ® Ay, where Ay is the restriction of A4 to H. By {/ we denote a
corresponding maximal irreducibility measure for X%, It follows that the shifted process
Xoauxa = Xo0auwx 4 g0 s jrreducible as well if the state space is restricted to E x Z2°.
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In a next step we show that X% restricted to Ex%" is aperiodic. Suppose there exists a k-
cycle for X0 with k > 2, i.e. disjoint Dy, ..., Dy € %’(Ex,%’g) with Py, x)(Xe aX(1) € Diq) =1
for all (x,x) € D;andi =0,...,k — 1 (mod k) and 1//[ Ul . Di)* ] = 0. Since X is aperiodic, the
(up to y-null sets) only possible choices for D; are of the form D; = E x D/ for some D/ C %?,
where D} = F*(D}) ® G*(E), ..., D, = (F)* (D) @ @ 2(F?)G(E). Then

nk—1

(Fe)nk(D/) ® @(FG)tGH(E) and D/ — (Fe)nk+1(D/) ® EB(FG)IGH(E)

for any n € IN*. Fix any z € D/. It follows that (F®)"*z + #° C D] and (F®)"*'z + #° C D;,
where _# is given in (5.16). Choose n large enough so that [(F*)"z| < ¢ and |(F?)"**'z| < e,
which is possible because p(F’) < 1. Since the set H C _#" is chosen in such a way that
any x € %’ with |x — H| < ¢ is still an element of _#?, we obtain H C D} and H C Dj. But
Y (H) > 0, which is a contradiction to the disjointness of the sets D] and D;, up to y/-null sets.
It follows that the process X?** is aperiodic and hence also the shifted process X224,

The next step of the proof consists in showing that X®**¢ has uniformly bounded mo-
ments of order 4 + §. Since |a + b|? < 227 1(|a|? + |b|”) for p € [1, ), one obtains that

B [IXP(01P] < 227 B [IX(®IF] + 277 B [IX" ()] ]

for any p € [1,00). Since X has uniformly bounded moments of order 4 + §, the claim follows
by establishing that Xbauxa hag uniformly bounded moments of order 4 + §. This however
holds by Lemma A.14. By the same argument, the processes X? and X%hom are also bounded
in L4+5

Since supp(¥) 2 H has non-empty interior, all conditions from Theorem A.1 are fulfilled
for X%24 restricted to the space E x Z°. It follows that X%*"*4 restricted to E x Z’ is strongly
ergodic under in, i.e. there exists a unique invariant probability measure [iy on E x %Z° for
X0auxa and Py RRCIRA Jip as well as 1 3, f(XPaxa(s)) — [ f dfiy Py-almost surely as long

as X € #°, and that moreover Eg,(x)xl[ f(X‘9 a“x“(t))] — [ f dfip for Ag-almost all x € E and
all fip-integrable functions f. Since X% has uniformly bounded moments of order 4 + &,
the final part of Theorem A.1 yields that }is has finite moments of order 4 + §. The transition
dynamics of X 7 are given by

Xawe() = GOX(t — 1) + FO(X2™(t — 1) — a%)) + a,
= G'X(t = 1) + FPX3™(t — 1) + (g — F)al,
=G'X(t—-1)+ Fe)?ga“x’“(t -1 +d

because a’, = (I; — F*)'a’. Hence X% has the same transition dynamics as X? and so g is
also a unique invariant probability measure for X?. Finally, we enlarge the state space from
Ex%? back to ExR? and consider again the original E x R?-valued process X, Inline with the
above, we consider initial distributions X%(0) ~ vy ® e(By(X(0))) for arbitrary distributions
vy on E and X?2(0) ~ vy @ (X + af)) for ¥ € %, signified by the notation P; (vs5)- Then
||X X0(t) — X?<a(t)| forms a deterministic sequence converging to 0 under any Py, 5. Since
X? is bounded in L**, it follows that f(X X0(t)) — f(X X?auxa(t)) - 0 in L' under any Py, 2
and for any polynomial f of order 4 or less by Lemma A.17. This finally yields for any such
polynomial f that Ey 3 [ f()?e(t))] — [ f dfip for Ag-almost any x € E and any X € R? as
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wellas 237, f (X(s)) 5 f f dfiy under PPy. In particular, we have shown that X? is weakly
f- ergodlc with respect to Jiy for any such function f. The final part of the theorem for X, i.e.
the fact that convergence of expectations of quadratic (quartic) polynomials holds even for
any starting distribution and at a geometric rate, follows then by the exact same argument as
in the proof of Proposition 2.12 because X? is a polynomial state space model of order 2 (resp.
4) whenever X is a polynomial state space model of order 2 (resp. 4).

The treatment of the d(k + 2)-dimensional process X?1°™ is completely analogous. This
can be seen by setting y&hom (2 Ohom 'y70hom)T Erom (5.13), the dynamics of X0hom 46

A? — _
(Ye?lfo(ntm)(t)) = C_Ze + (GQ F(,)G) (Yeifo(nl;(t 1)1)) + Nﬁ(t)

with some matrices G € RA+Dxd gnd F¥ ¢ Rak+1xd(k+D) satisfying p(F ) < 1because p(F%) < 1
and F’ is a block-lower triangular matrix whose submatrices on the main diagonal are F?, see
(5.13). Hence X?"™ has exactly the same structure as X’ when is replaced by Y%hom,
and the same proof as above can be applied to X?hom, [

X9 hom

The preceding results from Lemma 3.7, Corollary 5.5, and Proposition 5.6 are intuitive
and constitute to some extent well-known facts in the filtering and engineering literature
subsumed under the name of a steady-state Kalman filter, a term which dates over 50 years
back to O’Donnel [89].

Remark 5.7. By exactly the same argument as in the proof of Proposition 2.12, we can choose
the state transition matrix A%, in such a way that p(A%,) < 1, where A%, denotes the state
transition matrix for the state space model vecgy(X?"°™) under P, see Remark 2.3.

Proposition 5.8. X?(t) — X?om(y) 2% 0in L**°(Py) at a geometric rate.

Proof. As before let @’ denote the state transition vector of X and X", let A%(t) and A°
denote the state transition matrices of X? and X?hom, respectively, and let N? denote the
martingale difference sequence in the state space representation of X? and X%™ (all under
Py). Then X?(t) = @’ + A°()X?(t — 1) + N?(t) and X?rom(t) = a® + APXOhom(t — 1) + NO(t) as
well as X?(0) = X%Pm(0). Moreover A%(t) — A’ as t — oo at a geometric rate and p(A%) < 1
by Corollary 5.5. By iterating and subtracting these equations, one obtains that

t

X(8) - Xom(z) = i [ ﬁ Fe)-@yld+ Y | H () - (&)~ S]Ng(s) + (HAG(S) (&) ) X*(0)

s=1 ~r=s+1 s=1 " r=s+1

@ @ 3)

under Py. By the same argument as in the proof of Lemma A.10.3, the deterministic term (1)
converges to 0 uniformly in 6 at a geometric rate and (3) converges to 0 in L**® at a geometric
rate. So it only remains to focus on the term (2). By equation (A.8) there are a constant ¢ € R,
and y € [0, 1) such that H I, A%Cr) - (AQ)HH < c¢y'. Hence

t
125 < cy' Y INT ()]s < ey

s=1

(with varying constants ¢,y from one expression to the next) because N? is bounded in L**
as it consists only of N? and zero components, and because N’ is bounded in L** as X is
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bounded in L**?. It follows that (2) % 0in L ata geometric rate and the same then also
holds for X°(t) — X0hom(3). O

Using the preceding Proposition 5.8, we can transfer the ergodicity results in Proposition
5.6 from the homogeneous Markov process X?'°™ to the inhomogeneous process X?:

Corollary 5.9. For any 0 € © the process X" is bounded in L*°(Py) and weakly f- ergodic with
respect to fig for any polynomial f : ExRY D — R of degree 4 or less. In particular, ]P w2, Ho
and ! , Yo, f(X%(s)) > [ fdjzg in L'(Py). Moreover Eg(f(X?(t))) — [ fdjip at a geometric rate

if f is a quadratic polynomial (resp. quartic polynomial if Assumption A’ holds).

Proof. Boundedness in L** follows from the preceding Proposition 5.8 because X?'°™ is bound-
ed in L** by Proposition 5.6. Since the law of X%™(t) converges weakly to jiy, the law of
X%(t) does so too by Slutsky’s theorem. Finally, by Lemma A.17, f(X°(t)) — f(X%"m(t)) — 0
in L, so the convergence of arithmetic means and expectations follows from the respective
convergence of X' from Proposition 5.6. Likewise, since X%(t) — X?Pm(¢) — 0 in L**
converges even at a geometric rate, we obtain from Lemma A.17 that expectations of quartic
functions of the process X(t) converge at a geometric rate because the same holds for the
process X?°m by Proposition 5.6. [

In the following we let Py denote the one-step transition measures for the Markov chain
X?hom ynder Py so that Pyg(x) := Ey[g(X?hom(2)) | X?om(t — 1) = x|. The last ingredient
on the way to a functional central limit theorem for the quasi-score process is the fact that
every quadratic polynomial f : R**? — R gives rise to an explicitly solvable Poisson-type
equation involving the operator P,. This is the content of the following lemma:

Lemma 5.10. Every quadratic f : R¥**? — R can be represented as f(x) = Pog(x) — g(x) +r
with some quadratic polynomial g : R**? — R and some constant remainderr € R.

Proof. Since f is a quadratic polynomial, it can be written in the form f(x) = a}vecga(x) + f,
2 2 ., . . .

where oy € RIF2° (27 ig the vector of coefficients of the linear and quadratic terms of f and

B¢ € R. Suppose now that g is quadratic without a constant, i.e. of the form g(x) = agvecm(x).

Since X%hom ig a state space model of order 2, we have Pyvecg,(x) = @, + A, vecg,(x), where

a®2 denotes the state transition vector for vecg,(X?'™). Hence

Pog(x) — g(x) = a] a®2 + aTA®zvec®2(x) agvec®2(x) al a®2 +a [A%z I] vecgy(x),

where I denotes the d(k +2) +d*(k + 2)*-dimensional identity matrix. Now setr := f;—a, a®2
Then the Poisson equation f(x) = Ppg(x) — g(x) + r is fulfilled whenever a;(A D= ocf.
This equation has the unique solution a = a; (A%, — D)7, where the inverse is well-defined
because p(A%,) < 1 by Remark 5.7. This ﬁnlshes the proof. Il

The preceding lemma is the main ingredient of the following proof, which establishes the
asymptotic normality condition for the quasi-score process from Proposition 5.3. The strategy
of the proof consists of recognising that Z%(t,t — 1) is a quadratic polynomial in X?(t) with
coefficients depending on ¢, which however converge as t — oo to some limiting coefficients.
Hence we can approximate this polynomial by a time-invariant polynomial using the limiting
coefficients, and we can moreover approximate X’ by X%"™ in a suitable manner.
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Pyd
Theorem 5.11. There is a positive semidefinite Uy € R¥* with %Zg(t) 5 Z ~ N(0,Uy).

Proof We have - Z‘9(t) 7 Ly Z%(s,s — 1), where each component Z%(t,t — 1); for j =
Lkisa quadrat1c polynomial with time-varying coefficients in X () of the form

2t —-1);= Y. ol (DX =: fIt, X°@)),

[Al<2

the sum referring to d(k + 2)-dimensional multi-indices A. By the explicit representation in
equation (3.1) the coefficients afi ;(t) depend only on the matrices /Z\‘?(t, t —1) and S*/(t,t — 1),
which by Lemma 3.7 converge as t — oo at a geometric rate. It follows quickly that there exist
limiting coefficients a] ; such that o (t) — aj ; at a geometric rate. Let f/(y) := Yy, @) ;"
denote the quadratic polynomial with these limiting coefficients, see equation (3.6). We use
the following decomposition of %Z“’(t):

t

1 1 t Y v,hom 1 om 1 t Y
FEO= [ DIEm tz(%% [X7(s)' = Xy ] ) + fz(lz 19~ af]X°6)),

(€)) ©) (3)

where 7 = (f,..., f)" and &f = (af,,...,a],)". We show that (1) converges in distribu-
tion to a Gaussian random variable Z, while (2) and (3) converge in probability to 0. The
result follows then from Slutsky’s theorem. To treat (1), note that by Corollary 5.1 we have
Es [Zs(t)] =Y Ey [Zg(s,s - 1)] = 0 for any ¢t € IN*, so also Ey [Z“’(t,t - 1)] = 0 for any
t € N*. By Corollary 5.9, this implies that

0=Es[Z'(tt -] = Y OB [K' )] Z5 Y o / x iy (dx) = / £ dfis.

[Al<2 |A<2

so [ f? dg = 0. By applying Lemma 5.10 componentwise, there exists a k-dimensional
quadratic polynomial g’ : R¥*? — RF such that f’ = Pyg® — g7 + r¥ for some constant
r? € RK. Since fiy is an invariant probability measure for X*'°™ and Py is the transition
operator of X%hm it follows from the definition of an invariant probability measure that
[ Ps(g® — g”) djis = 0. Hence we conveniently obtain r’ = 0. Now define the triangular array
(U?(5))ren* seqr....p of random variables by

UPGs) = - [Pag? (RPHom(s — 1)) - g (2Pom (s

Jt
Then Ey(U’(s) | #,_1) = 0 for each t € N* and s € {1, ..., t}, so the process M? with
M&‘(t) Z U&(s) — [ S(XS hom(O)) gS(XS hom(t)) + Z f19 X{) hom(s))
1<s<t 0<s<t—1

is a k-dimensional martingale with respect to (.%;);en-. Since g7(X?h°™(t)) is bounded in L?, it
follows that [%(X?bom(0)) — g?(XPPom(¢))] — 0in L'. Hence it suffices to prove asymptotic

normality of M? in order to show asymptotic normality of (1). To do so, we establish the
conditions of the martingale central limit theorem A.18. First, we show the addendum of
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Theorem A.18, i.e. tightness of the sequence ?‘9(1‘) =Y _E [||Ut'9(s)||2 | ﬁs_l]. By definition
of U? we have

AS t
B[V’ _ 1 D Es[Pag (27207 = 1) = £ R

~ 1
Py [VI(t) > 4] < RT3

The term inside the norm above is a k-dimensional quadratic polynomial in X?h°m(s — 1)
and X?"°m(s). So it is bounded in L? by Lemma A.16. Hence, limsup,_,_ Py [V’9(t) > /1] -0
as A — oo, i.e. we obtain tightness of V?. Theorem A.18 hence tells us that the asymptotic
covariance matrix of (1) is given by Uy := lim,_e ..o, U?(s)U?' (s), where the limit is in Py-
probability if it exists. We have

~

DU 6= 3 [P (R0 = 1) = £ (R0 [Pog (K205 = 1) = ' (R0

where each summand is an R¥*-valued random variable whose entries are quartic polynomi-
als in X?h°m(s—1) and X?hom(s). Since X?°™ is weakly f-ergodic for any quartic polynomial
f by Proposition 5.6, it is clear that the same holds also true for (X?hom(¢), X?hom(¢ — 1)),
Thus the limit Uy in Py-probability is indeed well-defined and exists. It remains to prove the
Lindeberg condition 2. from the martingale central limit theorem A.18 to show asymptotic
normality of (1). Since [139 gl (XPhom(5—1))—g?(X B’hOm(s))] is a k-dimensional quadratic poly-
nomial in X?"°™(s — 1) and X?P°™(s), it is bounded in L2*3 because X1°™ is bounded in L**°
by Lemma A.16. Hence there exists some B > 0 such that E, [||U’9(s)||2+’7] < B+ for all
s€{1,...,t}, wheren : 5 . Moreover, [U?(s)|? ]l{\|U3(s)||>e} < MU (s)|*, so

t
_ _, N t—>o0
3 Ey [||Ut3(s)||2]l{“Ut5(s)u>g}] < Z E9[||Ut‘9(s)||2+’7] < Bt 2% 0,

s=1 s=1

This establishes that (1) bl s N (0,Uy). To show that (2) converges in probability to 0,
note that Y}, ., a) [XP(@)* = XPhomp)A] = FO(XP(1)) — £2(XPhom(t)) converges in L! to 0 at a
geometric rate by Proposition 5.8 and Lemma A.17, so Ys_, Eg[| f7(X?(s)) — f7(X7hom(s))[]
converges as t — o and thus (2) — 0 in L'. Finally, we prove that (3) converges to 0 in L'.
Since all absolute first and second powers of X? are bounded in expectation by some constant
C € R, (see Corollary 5.9), one has

I3 < — zgws) a3

s=1 |A<2

But &} (1) — af ata geometric rate, so the sum Y,;_; Y <, |l (s)—a]| converges and therefore
(3) converges to 0 as t — oo in L', finishing the proof. ]

Corollary 5.12. Let g% be the solution to the Poisson equation f’ = Pyg® — g”, where f? is as
in equation (3.6). Then the limiting covariance matrix Uy € R®* from Theorem 5.11 is given by

t

Uy = By-lim 37 [/ (PO X6 - P’ (ROPL )] 617)

s=1

Additionally, if Assumption A’ holds, the matrix Uy can be expressed as
Uy = lim By [¢” (/)¢ (X" (0) - Pyg” (X (1) Pyg (X' ()], (5.18)
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Proof. By the reasoning from the proof of Theorem 5.11, the given Poisson equation has a
solution g? within the k-dimensional quadratic polynomials and the matrix Uy is given by

Uy = By, ([Pog (2Pom (@) - (2o [Pog (2Pm (@) - g/ (P ),

where E;, denotes the expectation under the measure on (Q,.%) for which X?r™(0) ~ ;.
But ]Eﬁg [pgg"?()?s’hom(O))gs()_(S’hom(l))—r] — ]Eﬁg [pgg"()()?ﬁ’hom(o»ﬁggs(Y"(}’hom(O))T] , SO

U,9 — ]Eﬁg [gﬁ()_(ﬁ,hom(1))gz9()?z9,hom(l))T:| _ ]Eﬁg [pggﬁ()_(B,hom(o))pggﬁ()_(B,hom(o))T:I

= [ $ 0 i@~ [ Pog’0)Pag (6 (). (5.19)
The latter term is the (Py-)limit of the claimed expressions by Corollary 5.9. [

Corollary 5.12 tells us that once an expression for g’ and Pyg? is found, the asymptotic
covariance matrix Uy from Theorem 5.11 can be easily estimated by (5.17) or, if one works
with a polynomial state space model of order 4, explicitly calculated using (5.18). This is done
in Sections 3.2 and 3.3. Finding an analytical expression for g’ and h’ := Pyg”, which is the
content of Proposition 3.9, reduces to knowing the quadratic polynomial coefficients of the
conditional quasi-score and to a simple matrix inversion, see the construction in the proof of
Lemma 5.10. This is in sharp contrast to the complicated methods needed for estimation of
Uy in non-polynomial VARMA models, see for example Boubacar Mainassara and Francq [26,
Section 4], Francq et al. [58, Section 5.2], or Schlemm and Stelzer [100, p. 2197]. There, an
estimator of Uy is derived from the spectral density of Z?(t,t — 1) under the assumption that X
has (848 )th moments and that the conditional score possesses an infinite-order autoregressive
representation, which is then estimated by a least-squares autoregression. In addition, these
methods are only applicable for estimating Uy at @ = ¢ which can turn out to be insufficient, for
example in the context of hypothesis testing using the Lagrange Multiplier test, see Section
3.4. This is remedied by a different estimator in Boubacar Mainassara [24] and Boubacar
Mainassara et al. [25].

Theorem 5.11 establishes the asymptotic normality condition needed in Proposition 5.3,
which is taken from Jacod and Serensen [70]. For our consistency proof of the quasi-maximum
likelihood estimator for the polynomial state space model, we now focus our attention on the
uniform convergence condition from Proposition 5.3. This is the goal of the next section.

5.2.2 A law of large numbers for the observed Fisher information

We now turn to establishing the uniform law of large numbers-type result for 1V,Z°(t) from
Proposition 5.3, where V,Z%(t,t — 1) is the (k x k)-matrix whose ij-th entry is 95, Z°(t);, i.e.
the Hessian matrix of the quasi-log-likelihood L(t) = logq’(X,(1), ..., X,(t)) with respect
to 0. Due to the obvious similarities to the observed Fisher information matrix from classic
statistical theory, we will generally refer to 1VyZ 9(t) as the observed Fisher information.

Up to a handful of arguments, the convergence proof for the observed Fisher information
can be handled by exactly the same techniques as established in the preceding section. After
representing V,Z(t,t — 1) explicitly, we proceed by augmenting the process X%(t) with sec-
ond derivatives of the Kalman filter X%(t, — 1) with respect to 6 and then establishing basic
ergodicity properties of this augmented process. Proposition 3.6 provides such a closed form
for the observed Fisher information.
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Proof of Proposition 3.6: The result follows by differentiating the j-th component of the quasi-
score (3.1) with respect to 0;, similar to how it was done in Proposition 3.5, and using the
identities from Petersen and Pedersen [90]. ]

The specific lengthy form of the observed Fisher information in (3.2) is not of crucial im-
portance. The main observation here is that its structure is similar to that of the quasi-score
from equation (3.1). In particular, V4Z%(t,t — 1) is a (k x k)-dimensional quadratic polyno-
mial in X’(t) with time-varying coefficients, where X? is the E x R¥****D_yalued process
X)) = (X(t), )?e(t),Vg(t), WPO(t))T, which has the same form as XY in the preceding sec-
tion but augmented by all second derivatives of the Kalman filtered component. Then the
dynamics of X % under Py can be written for t € IN* as

a’ A%(t) 0 0 0 No (@)
g, 9,0’ o Fi(t—1) 0 0 0
XO(t) = |9g,00,0° | +| o 0 Fiit—1) .. 0 |X¢-D+| o |, (5.20
g, 09, a° o 0 0 .. FPt-1) 0

where a° and A’(t) are the state transition vector and the time-dependent state transition ma-
trix of X?, where N? denotes the martingale difference sequence for X? from (5.5), and where
o denotes some irrelevant submatrix of suitable dimensionality. For the matrices R’ (tt—1)
from Proposition 3.6, it is not hard to see that by Proposition 2.13

Rfj(t, t—1)=F(t - l)R (t,t —1)F(t —1)" + terms converging uniformly in .  (5.21)

Hence, by the same reasoning as in Lemma 3.7 for the matrices 89(1‘ t—1), there exist matrices
Rfj fori, j € {1,...,k} such that, uniformly in 6 € ®, R’ Wt t=1) > R at a geometric rate. Simple
differentiation as in Propositions 3.5 or 3.6 and s1m11ar algebraic manlpulatlons as in equation
(5.21) show for any i, j,l € {1, ..., k} we have

agle.(t,t -1 =F@- 1)891Ri9j(t,t —1)F(t —1)" + terms uniformly boundedin 8  (5.22)

because all third derivatives of C%(t) are uniformly bounded in 6 by Assumption A. Lemma
A.10.1 then yields that all derivatives aglR {(t,t — 1) are uniformly bounded in 0 and t € IN*.

In consequence, we can approximate X' X9 by the time-homogeneous Markov chain X%™
defined by transition dynamics identical to X’ but with the limiting matrices 0, 59 and R9
in place of 29(t t—1), Sg(t t—1) and R? (t,t — 1), respectively, for i, j € {1,...,k}. Smce the
structure of the state transition matrix of XOhom js completely analogous to the state transition
matrix of X?h°™ we can show existence of a stationary distribution gy for X%h°™ as well as
weak ergodicity and boundedness in L**? of X?1°™ by the exact same argument as given in
Proposition 5.6 for X’P™ Since X?h°™ is a polynomial state space model of order 2 just as
X0hom e have that X(t) — X®hom(t) — 0 in L** under Py at a geometric rate, just as in
Proposition 5.8. We obtain the following analogue of Corollary 5.9:

Corollary 5.13. For any 0 € ©, the process X’ is bounded in L***(Pg) and weakly f-ergodic
wzth respect to i for any polynomial f : E x  RIKED R of degree 4 or less. In particular,
]PX N Lo as well as - zs Sf(XO(s) = [ f dug in L'(Ps) and 0 — [ f duy is continuous.
Moreover, Eg [f(ze(t))] — [ f dug at a geometric rate if f is quadratic (resp. quartic if As-
sumption A’ holds).
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Proof. The only new statement that has not been covered before and needs to be verified is the
continuity of the function @ — | fdu, for any polynomial f of degree 4. Equivalently, it needs
to be proven that the function  — [ f dyg is continuous, where f : x > x®? for any p €
{1,...,4}. For such f we first claim that the sequence of expectations Ey [ FXO@) | X(0) = x]
is continuous in the parameter 6. In order to see this, let a’ and A%(t) denote the state tran-
sition vector and time-dependent state transition matrix of X?. Moreover, let N? denote the
martingale difference sequence for X’ from (5.20). If we substitute b’(t) := a’+N?(t), iterating
the dynamic equation for the process X’ yields the closed-form expression

t t-1

X' = Y [T (4w’ + ( ﬁéﬁ(m)ym).

s=1 u=s

For simplicity, we assume that p = 2 and that X°(0) = 0. The general case of higher order p
and X%(0) # 0 can be obtained completely analogously but with higher notational effort. Let
Usw(0) 1= Ey [Qe(s) ® b'(w) | X(0) = x], which is continuously differentiable in 0 by thrice
continuous differentiability assumed in Assumption B. Moreover, since N? is bounded in L**,
Us(0) and its derivatives are uniformly bounded in s, w and 6. Hence

t—1

B[ X0 | x0) = x] = ¥ 3 [T 4w & ] 460 ®), (5.23)

s=1 w=1 u=s

Moreover, the proof of Lemma 3.7 shows that A'(t) — A? uniformly on @ for some matrix A’
which is continuous in 6 with p(A%) < 1 because A’ is a block lower-triangular matrix whose
submatrices on the main diagonal have spectral radius less than 1. Additionally, the matrices
99, A’(t) are uniformly bounded in 0 and t for any [ € {1, ..., k} because they depend on t only
through the matrices /Z\e(t, t—1) and its inverse, Sf(t, t—1), R?j(t, t—1),and 89,R?j(t, t—1) which
are uniformly bounded in 6 and t for any i, j € {1, ..., k}.

Allin all, Lemma A.7 and Corollary A.9 can now be applied to show that there exist ¢ € R,
and y € [0, 1) such that for any s € N and m € IN* we have supy|A°(s +m)... A%(s + 1)| < cy™
as well as supye|dg, [Ae(s +m)...A%s + 1)] | < cmy™. Differentiating (5.23) with respect to 0,
applying |A ® B| = | A|-|B| as well as the Kronecker product rule 9(A®B) = (0A)®B+AQ(dB),
it is then not hard to see that also 3y, Es(X°(t)®? | X(0) = x) is bounded uniformly in ¢ and
0 for any [ € {1, ..., k}. Since all partial derivatives dg,Ey [ FX°@) | X(0) = x] are uniformly
bounded in t and 6, the sequence (Ey [ FXO®) | X(0) = x] )ien+ 1S equicontinuous by the
multivariate mean value theorem, see for example Theorem A.12, and it converges pointwise
for Ag-almost any x € E, see Theorem A.1. Since equicontinuity and pointwise convergence
imply uniform convergence on compacta, Egy [ FXO@) | X(0) = x] — [ f dyp uniformly on
the compact space ©, and hence | f dyy is also continuous in 6. O

The continuity of the limiting constant / f dyp in 6 will mostly be needed for technical
reasons to ensure measurability of any uncountable suprema occurring in the sequel. In order
to prove the desired uniform law of large numbers for VyZ%, we need two more auxiliary
results concerning the process X’. The first one given in the following lemma strengthens the
LP-boundedness of X’ to an LP-boundedness uniform in 6. The second result then establishes
uniformity in the above ergodic theorem 5.13 for the process X.

Lemma 5.14. We have sup,qy Es [ supyo|X°(1)]?] < o0 forany1 < p <4 +36.

50



Proof. Since Ey [ sup9€®||X9(t)||p]% < Ey [ sup9€®||xe(t)||q]3 for 1 < p < g by Holder’s inequal-
ity, it suffices to prove the claim for p = 4 + §. By (5.5) and (5.20) we can write

b b )
0= (50) = (3) (e peon)Xe-0+(N"). 62

where r? € RIK++D GO(1) ¢ RIK+k+Dd gnd FO(5) e RIK+H+D<dE+k+1) are continuous in 6.
Moreover, the proof of Lemma 3.7 shows that F o) - F? uniformly on © for some matrix F' 0
that is continuous in 6 with p(F’) < 1 because F’ is a block lower-triangular matrix whose
submatrices on the main diagonal are just repeated copies of the matrix F and p(F%) < 1 by
the proof of Lemma 3.7. Lemma A.7 shows moreover that there exist constants ¢ € R, and
y € [0,1) such that sup, o |F’(s + m)F’(s + m — 1) ... F(s + 1)| < cy™ holds for any s € N and
m € IN*. By iterating equation (5.24) we obtain the following decomposition for y°(¢):

ﬁﬂ"(u)

® @ 3

t

£ =3 (TTEw)+ ¥ (TTFw)e6 - nxt-1+

s=1 u=s
N

X)), (5.25)

N

For a family Y = gYp(H))gE@ of random variables indexed by 6 € ©, we now write [[Y],, for
Eg [ supyeolY (0)I7] " By the Minkowski-type inequality [[Y; + Y|, < Vil + Y2l proven
in Lemma A.14 for two such families Y; and Y,, it follows that

IX° @Ol < IXOlzs + 1@l = Es [IX@I ]% + Es[seugll)(e(t)llp ] ’,

Since the first summand on the right is bounded in ¢, it suffices to prove boundedness of the
second summand on the right. Since the matrices G’(t) are continuous in § and depend on
t only through the matrices /Z\g(t,t —1) and its inverse, S/(t,t — 1) and R?j(t,t — 1) which are
uniformly bounded in 0 and ¢ for any i,j € {1,...,k}, we can find some M € R, such that
IG®)| < M and |r’] < M for any t € N* and § € ©. For the deterministic summand (1) in
(5.25) we see that [(1)| < cM Y i, y*~%, which is bounded in t. Likewise, also the deterministic
summand (3) in (5.25) is bounded in t. To handle (2), observe that

sl ([Tr@)o's-v] <oz

s=1 0€©
which is likewise bounded in ¢t. Lemma A.14 then yields that [|(2)|;, is bounded in . H

Lemma 5.15. For any m-dimensional polynomial f : RIK*+k+2) _y R of order 4 or less we have
that Py ( supyee - fXs) -/ f dpe| > ¢) = 0 holds for any e > 0.

Proof. Since f(x) is of the form f(x) = A;x® + - + A;x®' + g, for some matrices A; €
R/ (K+k+2Y e £1) 4} and some a, € R™, it suffices to prove the claim for f(x) = x®/,
j € {1,...,4}. We focus on the case j = 4as 1 < j < 3 follow similarly. By thrice con-
tinuous differentiability assumed in Assumption A, r?, G%(t) and F%(t) in (5.24) are continu-
ously differentiable in 6. As in the proof of Lemma 5.14, fix ¢ € R, and y € [0,1) such that
SUPpee|F%(s + m)F(s + m — 1)...F(s + 1)] < cy™ for any s € N and m € IN*. Simple differen-
tiation as in Propositions 3.5 or 3.6 yields that 9y, F’(¢) and 95,G’(t) depend on t only through
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/E\Jg(t,t — 1) and its inverse, SJQ.(t,t - 1), R?j(t,t —1) as well as aglRin(t, t—1)fori, j,le{l,... k}
Similar manipulations as in equation (5.21) show

891R,-9j(t,t -1 =F@- 1)891Ri9j(t,t — 1)F’(t —1)" + terms uniformly bounded in 6

because all third derivatives of C’(t) are uniformly bounded in by Assumption A. Lemma
A.10.1 then yields that all partial derivatives 9, Rf(t,t — 1) are uniformly bounded in 6 and ¢
and hence the sequences 9, F’(t) and 9y, G’(t) are also bounded uniformly in ¢ and 6.

Fix now 6,6’ € © as well as x € E. By (5.25) we have that y?(t) — y? (¢) is of the form

( ﬁﬁ%))# ~( ﬁﬁ"'(u))rg' + Trw-TIFw

t—1

(I Fw)c'e-n- (T w)e" - 1)] X(s=1) £©.

2

s=1

+

Integration by parts yields that the partial derivative dy, ( IT.-. I_*“e(u)) forl e {1,...,k} is given
by
[06E° W] F'(t = 1) ... F°(s) + F'(D) [06,F°(t = D] ... F*(s) + -+ + F'(8) .. F*(s + 1) [96,E"(5)].

If M > 1 is fixed such that |9, F°(t)] < M, |G'(t)] < M, |05G°(t)| < M, |r’] < M, and
|06, < M for all@ € © and t € N* and since ¢ > 1 can be assumed without loss of generality,
it follows that Hag,( ! Fg(u)) | <c*M(t — s+ 1)y'. Hence we have for s <t and 6 € © that

U=s —

dy, [( ﬁfe(u)>r9 <M agl< ﬁﬁ%u)) + MH( ﬁﬂ%u)) < Mt — 5 + 1)y

and | oy, (T2 FP(w)G%(s — 1)] | < *M*(t — s+ 1)y' . Theorem A.12 yields

U=s —

(firoy-(iew)

and | (IT.. FP(w)G(s—1)— (TT. 2L F (W) G” (s — )| < Vkde*M*(t—s+1)y'"'|0 - ’|. Since

U=s —

< VkEMA(t —s+ 1y — 0]

x%(0) is deterministic, we can moreover assume that | y?(0)| < M so that we have

‘ [ﬁfg(u) - ﬁﬂ(’/(u)] )(9(0)“ < VkeEMPy'Y6 — 0.

u=0 u=0
Since [ X?(t) — X7 ()| = |x°(t) — x” (t)| by definition, we altogether obtain

t
IX°() - X" <Clo- 01 Y (t — s+ l)yH_l(l + X - 1)||) +Clo — 'ty
s=1

—clo-¢| [tyf—l +y sy$_2<1 + X - s)”)}, (5.26)

for t € N*, where C := kdc?M?. Our strategy to prove the claimed uniform convergence
consists now of using this upper bound to show the uniform stochastic equicontinuity condi-
tion from Theorem A.20. We first show that k(¢) := limsup, ]Pg( SUP|p_grjcel X "-X" @) >

|<a

5) — 0 as @ — 0 for any ¢ > 0. Inserting the inequality (5.26) yields

k(e) < lim sup }P;,a(Ca [tyt_1 + zt: sys_z(l + X - s)”)] > 5)

t—o0
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< C lim sup [tyt L+ Z sy* 2(1 +Ep [”X(t - S)H] )]

t—o0 s=1

where the superior limit on the right-hand side is finite because X is bounded in L'. Hence
k(e) - 0asa — 0, as claimed. Letn, v > 0 be arbitrary. Since Ey [ sup9€®||X0(t)||] isbounded by
Lemma 5.14, there is K € R, with limsup,_, ng( supe X @) > K ) < 7. Now, the function
f : x » x® is uniformly continuous on compacta, so we can find ¢ > 0 such that | f(x) —
F)I < n whenever |x — y| < ¢ and |x] < K. Let E,(t) := supjy g, FX° () = FXT D)
and k(n, f) := limsup,_,, ]Pg(Ea(t) > 17). Then

k(n, f) < limsup Pg( sup |X(t) - X7 () > £> + lim sup ]P,g( sup||X9(t)|| > K)

100 100" |<a t—00

The first summand on the right is k(¢). Hence we can find & > 0 small enough such that k(¢) <
55 80 k(n, f) < v. In other words, k(7, f) — 0 as &« — 0. For arbitrary ¢ > 0, we can now write

lim sup Ey [Z,(t)] < & + lim sup Eg(Zu(t) 1z, (9545) < & + limsup By [E,(t) T | " Py(E,(t) > £)7

t—o0 t—o0 t—o0

5 A
<e+supEy [Ea(t)¥] ** lim sup Py (2, (t) > g)ﬁ,
telN* t—o0
where we used Holder’s inequality. The second factor on the right side converges to 0 as
a — 0 because k(e, f) > 0asa — 0. Butas (a+b)? < 2P7'(a? +b?) fora,b > 0 and any p > 1,
we have

Ea[Ea)¥] =B sup 1/QX°0) - SN ) < 2% Es (suply ')l
0co

[6—-0"|<ex

= 2By ( suplX' 1% ) = 27 Es ( suplxX’ 1",
0cO 0cO

where we used that |[A ® B| = |A| - |B| for any matrices A and B. The expected value on
the right hand side is bounded in ¢ by Lemma 5.14, so sup,.: Eg [Ea(t)¥] < oco. Combined
with the above we obtain limsup,_, limsup, ., Es [Eq(t)] < ¢. Since & > 0 was arbitrary, it
follows that lim sup,_,, Ey [Ea(t)] — 0as a — 0. Since limsup,_,, ; Ly a, < limsup, . a
for any sequence (a;),en+ of real numbers (see Goldberg [59, Exercise 2.9.7]), we also find that
limsup, ., + Y Es [E4(s)] = 0as & — 0. Finally,

po( s |13 s - if(&"'(s))“ >e) < by Z HOE inag =),

10-0l<a 1 {2

so limsup, Pé’( SUPjo—p/|<a H% 22:1 f(Xg(S)) - % 22:1 f(Xg,(S))H > 6) — 0 whenever a — 0.
This is the uniform stochastic equicontinuity condition from Theorem A.20. Since we have
%22:1 f(X%s)) = [ f duy in Py-probability for any fixed 6 and since 2 23 , f(XY(s)) and
| f dyg are continuous in 0 by Corollary 5.13, all prerequisites for ’Iheorem A.20 are fulfilled
and we can deduce supy e+ Yo f(X(s)) = [ f dug| — 0 in Py-probability. H

We are now ready to prove the main result of this section, assumed in Proposition 5.2:

Proposition 5.16. There exists a continuous matrix-valued function W : © — R** such that
SUPyeoli VoZ0(t) — W(O)| — 0 in Py-probability.
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Proof. By continuity of W all suprema over ® are measurable by Lemma A.19. Since V5 Z%(t,t —
1) is a (k x k)-dimensional quadratic polynomial of X’(t), it is of the form

VeZ(tt—1) = Y FIOX ()" = (. X)),

|Al<2

where the sum extends over the d(k? + k + 2)-dimensional multi-indices A and where f4(¢) €
R*¥*. As in the proof of Theorem 5.11, all coefficients 4(¢) depend on t only through products
of the Kalman filter covariance matrices gg(t,t — 1) and its inverse, the matrices Sje(t,t - 1),
and R’ (t,t — 1), see the explicit representation in equation (3.2). Since these matrices con-
verge as t — oo uniformly on ©, there exist limiting coefficients 9, continuous in 6, such that
B(t) — B¢ uniformly in 0. Let f7(y) := Y.<z B1y" denote the (k x k)-dimensional quadratic
polynomial with these limiting coefficients, see also equation (3.7). Define the matrix-valued
function W(0) := [ ]?9 dug, which is continuous because the limiting coefficients ¢ are con-
tinuous in 6 and by Corollary 5.13. We can then decompose the Fisher information as

+sup; ZZ Bils) - B, XWH
€0 s=1 |A[<2

N

@ )

sup 100 - )| < sup | 3 P

N

The summand (1) converges to 0 in probability by Lemma 5.15. For (2) we find that

5[] < ZZsup”ﬁA(s) ﬁA”]Eg[supuXe(s)AH]

s=1 |Aj<2 9€©

Since sup, Eg [ SUPyeolX 9(t)||2] < oo by Lemma 5.14, it follows by the same calculations as
in Lemma A.16 that also sup, Eg [ SUPee | X () II] < oo for any A with |A| < 2. It follows that
we can find a constant C € R, such that Ey[(2)] < €3\ Y.<z SUPgeo [B5(s) — B| and the
arithmetic mean on the right-hand side converges to 0 because $(t) — B9 uniformly in 6 and

because convergence of a sequence implies convergence of the sequence in Cesaro mean. So
we have shown that (2) converges to 0 in L' under Py. O

5.2.3 Proof of consistency and asymptotic normality

The final ingredient for the proof of our main Theorems 3.3, 3.4 is the fact that %Lg(t) con-
verges in Py-probability uniformly in 6 to some twice continuously differentiable Q that is
uniquely maximised at the true parameter value ¢. Recall from the proof of Proposition 5.16
that the Fisher information matrix W(0) is given by | 17 dpy, where f? denotes the quadratic
polynomial describing the limiting dependence of V4Z%(t,t — 1) on X’(t) given in (3.7). We
start by showing that the same limit W(0) can be achieved by considering the likelihood of

YeRl(t) = @ + APYSR (¢ — 1) + BOWO(p),

which is a stationary Markov chamt tand was introduced in equation (2.7). To do so, define
the Gaussian densities G’ q, = dP (Y (1), 2HD) /dAy4-my as well as the conditional Gaussian
densities af‘H(' | y1,..., yi-1) of the condltlonal distribution of Y**'(¢) under Py given Y5**'(1) =
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Vis oo, Yt — 1) = y,;. The closed form of log aﬁH is similar to the closed form of log qf‘H
given in (2.6) with the only exception that the time-dependent matrices C?(t+1) in Proposition
2.8 are replaced by the limiting matrices C? and that the initial mean and covariance matrix
differ. We write LI(t) := log ¢?(Yo(1), ..., Y,(t)) as well as L(t) := log GP(YS (1), ..., YS9 (1)).
Moreover, we define the scores ZJ(t) := VyLo(t) and Zf(t) = ng{o,(t) as well as the observed
Fisher information V,Z{(t) and VgZ‘f(t). The closed-form expressions for the score process
ZY(t) and the observed Fisher information V4ZY(t) are again analogous to the ones given in
Propositions 3.5 and 3.6 with C? in place of C%(%).

We know that LO(t,t — 1) = log qflt_l(Xo(t) | Xo(1), ..., X,(¢t — 1)) is a quadratic polynomial
in X?(t) with time-dependent coefficients. If we replace X by Y in this log-likelihood, we can
define an R“**?-valued process Y? in exactly the same manner as we defined X% but with Y in
place of X so that log qﬁt_l(Yo(t) | Yo(1), ..., Y,(t — 1)) is a quadratic polynomial in Y. In other
words, we have coefficients y{ € R and multi-indices A such that

LI(t) = log ¢/ (Yo(1), ... o) = > > y(s)Y?(s)". (5.27)

s=1 |A|<2

It is easy to see that Y** is a parametric polynomial state space model of order 2 that fulfils
Assumptions A, B, C. In particular, we can repeat the construction from Section 5.2.1 for Y5
instead of X to obtain the augmented process Y% and its homogeneous counterpart
in place of XY and X%"™, respectively. We then find that:

Y&,hom

Lemma 5.17. YO(t) — Y?t2(¢) Y, 0 under any Py, for any 0 € © and any p > 1.

Proof. By definition the process Y?(t) has the same state transition vector @’ and time-depen-
dent state transition matrix A%(¢) as X?(¢) because the Kalman filter covariance matrices for Y?
coincide with those for X?. Moreover, the state transition vector of Y?*t! is also given by a’. Let
AY(t) denote the time-dependent state transition matrix for Y?s''(¢) under Py. It is easy to see
that the Kalman filter covariance matrices for Y**' converge to the same limit as the Kalman
filter covariance matrices for Y because the limit of the algebraic Riccati difference recursion
(5.6) remains unchanged if BY(t + 1) is replaced by B in (5.6). It follows that A%(¢) and A%(t)
converge to the same limit A’ at a geometric rate, which is the state transition matrix of X®hom
and Y?h°m By the same calculations that were used to shopw that X°(t) — X%hom(t) — 0in L4+0
in Proposition 5.8, it then follows that Y?(t) — Y?hom(z) L, 0and yOstat(t) — yOhom(y) L, 0 for
any p > 1, implying the result. [

Proposition 5.18. For any 0 € © we have:

1. lim §Es [L°(D)] = lim {Es [L3(0)] =: Q(6).

2. lim 1B [2°()] = lim 1B [Z0)] =: G,

3. lim 1By [VeZ?(1)] = lim 1Es [VeZ0(H)] = W(0).
Proof. We prove the claim for the limits in 1. because 2. and 3. follow completely analo-
gously. By construction we have Ey [ log ¢°(X,(1), ..., Xét))] = Ey [ log ¢°(Y,(1), ... ,Yo(t))] for

any t € IN* because log ¢’ (X,(1),..., X,(t)) is linear in the components of X,(u)X,(s)" with
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1 < u,s < t, which have the same expectation as Y,(u)Y,(s)" by Proposition 2.6. In line with
(5.27) and with the notation introduced further above, we can write

LY(#) = log ¢’ (Yo(1), ... Yo(®) = Y. " yi()Y(s)",

s=1 |A|<L2
t

IN(t) = log P (D), ... YU ®) = D Y. AT (s),
s=1 |12

where the coefficients y?(¢) and y(t) converge to the same limiting coefficients as t — oo
because the Kalman filter covariance matrices for Y and Y*** converge to the same limits.
Note that Y?(t)* — Y?*'(t)* — 0 in L! for any multi-index A with || < 2 by Lemma 5.17 and
Lemma A.17. Altogether, we obtain that

—Li(r)——w)— Z ¥ [HOE = 7(s)) + (1i(5) = 7)) 7 ()|

s=1 |A|<2

converges to 0 in L'(Py). Since we know that the limit lim, %]Eg(fi(t)) exists and is inde-
pendent of x by ergodicity of Y?52 (see Corollary 5.9), the identity 1. follows. [

Remark 5.19. By ergodicity of X? and Y% from Corollary 5.13, it is clear that the de-
terministic limits Q() € R and G(f) € R* are also limits in Py-probability of %Le(t) and
1Ze(t) respectively. In view of the uniform convergence to W(0) proven in Proposition
5.16, it follows from Lemma A.21 that W(0) = VyG(0) as well as G(0) = VyQ(0), and that
SuPgeol 1790 — G(O)| 5, 0 as well as SUPgeolt 119(t) — Q(0)| => 0. This establishes the uniform
convergence property from Proposition 5.2. It only remains to be verified that Q(3) > Q(6)
for any 0 + &.

Our proof of the fact that Q(3) > Q(0) for all 8 # § is based on the results from Douc
et al. [38] and builds on an information-theoretic approach. To this end we make use of the
Kullback-Leibler dlvergence or relative entropy between probability measures, defined by
KL(u|v) := [ log ( ) dy if p is absolutely continuous with respect to v and KL(u | v) = oo
otherwise. The followmg notion of exponential separation was introduced in Douc et al. [38]:

Definition 5.20. Fort € IN* let u; and v, denote probability measures on measurable spaces
(E;, &). The sequence (v;)ew- is called exponentially separated from (u,);en+, denoted by
Ve)ren+ — (,ut)tew if there exist sets A, € & such that we have liminf, . ;,(A;) > 0 and
limsup, ., +logv,(A;) < 0. If u and v are probability measures on (EN, é"‘g’N )for some mea-
surable space (E, &), we write v — p if (v, )ren+ = (e )ren+, Where py = pom; v, :=vom ', and
7, + EN' — E' denotes the canonical projection on the firstt components.

The connection between the preceding definition of exponential separation and the rel-
ative entropy is given in the following lemma, which is shown in Douc et al. [38, Lemma
10].

Lemma 5.21. If (vo)rene = (p)sen+, then liminf, o ;KL(p | v) > 0. O
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For verfifying that Q has a unique maximum at the true parameter J, it suffices to show
]Pg"sa = ]nga for any 0 # §. Indeed, by definition of the Kullback-Leibler divergence this

implies

1 a7 ystat(1) . ystat(y
liminf —Ey | log gte( o (1), ..., Y1)
t—oo f q: (Y()Stat(l), - Yostat(t))

1 ~ ~
= liminf ;Eg HOEIHGIEX
t—o0

ie. Q(3) > Q(0) for any 0 # J by Proposition 5.18. The key to this exponential separation lies
in the geometric ergodicity of the process Y, a concept introduced in Definition A.3:

Proposition 5.22. Under any Py, Y*'*' is Vy-geometrically ergodic for someVy : R — [1,00).

Proof. Since Y*** is a polynomial state space model meeting Assumption B, we obtain from the
proof of Proposition 2.12 that Y*'* is a /-irreducible, aperiodic weak Feller chain, ¥ denoting
Lebesgue measure on R?, with unique stationary law gy := N'(a%, A%) on B(R?), see the
discussion before Assumption C in Section 2.2. By Theorem A.4 it remains to construct a
function Vy : R — [1, o) such that 139V9 —Vy < pVy + bl for some f < 0, some b € R and
some compact C C R?, where P, denotes the transition operator for the Markov chain Y*tt
under Py. Here, the constants f, b and the set C are allowed to depend on 6 € © as well, which
is suppressed in the notation. Let N € R* be any positive definite matrix and let M’ be the
unique positive definite solution to the Lyapunov equation A?’ M? A’ + N, which is guaranteed
to exist by Lemma A.10.2. Define Vy(x) = 1 + x' M?x. Then

PyVi(x) — Vi(x) = & M°® + x" <A9TM9A9 - M9>x +Tr (B MPB?) + 24" A'x
=a’ M%° + Tr BBTMGBG) — x"Nx + 24" A%

(
<a” M’ +Tr (B M°B’) -

Amll’l N T
A—((Me))xTMex +24% A%x
max
co+dyx
=cy+ PoVp(x) +dgx = ﬁeVe(x)(l + —>
’ BoVo(x)
where we set fj := —% < 0,dy = 2A%4° and ¢y := o M%a’ + Tr (B M°B%) — .
Since %% _, 0 as |x| — oo, we can find K, > 0 such that 1+ %% > 1 for |x| > K,.
BoVe(x) BaVe(x) 2

Define C, := {x e R : x| < Ke}. Then PyVp(x) — Vy(x) < FVe(x) for x € Cj and
PyVp(x) — Vy(x) < ﬁ—z"Vg(x) + by for x € Cp, where by := sup, ., [09 + dgx]. O

Using the geometric ergodicity of Y from above, the key step to establish the exponential

stat

separation ]Pg" — ng“sm consists in proving a certain large deviations principle for geometri-
cally ergodic Markov chains. This is done by embedding the Markov chain into some wide
sense regenerative process. This splitting construction goes back to Douc et al. [38, Theorem
17]. This culminates in the following Azuma-Hoeffding-type inequality for Y;*"

Proposition 5.23. Fixu € N* and 0 € © and let f : R4™@) 5 R be bounded and measur-
able. Then there is a constant K > 0 depending on u, f, 6 such that we have

1 t

=3 A ), Y (s + )] — By [ FrE0), .. ,Y(ftat(u))H > )L> < Kexp [— %(A A 1)] (5.28)

P
(i

forall A > 0.

s=1
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Proof. By Theorem 17 in Douc et al. [38], we can find K > 0 for any V-geometrically ergodic
R?-valued Markov chain X with invariant measure y and initial distribution v such that we

have
2/1) SK(/Vdv) exp[—K"A;"m(”f%/\l)] (5.29)

P(\%gfo«s»— [ran

for all bounded, measurable functions f : R? > R, all x € R% and all A > 0. Assume
Ey [ f (Y;tat(o), v that(u))] = 0 without loss of generality and consider the decomposition

t

Z f[YQStat(s), LY s+ u)] = Z ( Z §fr> + Z Eg(f[YOStat(s) YR (s + u)] ) o 1) (5.30)

s=1

where we define
&, = B FEMO) X5+ 0] | oy ) = Ea( F MO, 136+ 0)] | Fiorer)

forr =0,...,uand s = 1,...,t. Since (559,,)36{1,“.,@ is a Py-martingale difference sequence with
respect to the filtration <°%+’>se{1 3 for fixed r and since ||§gr||oo < 2| f|e for any s € {1,...,t}

and r € {0,...,u}, the classic Azuma-Hoeffding inequality (see for example Williams [114,
E.14.2(b)]) implies that

IPQG Sl /1) < 2exp ( - sz ) (5.31)

for any r € {0,...,s}. Furthermore, Ey ( f [Y;tat(s), s, YR (s + u)] | ﬁ}_l) can be written as a
measurable function gy (Y“at(s — 1)) by the Markov property, where /[ gp dugy = 0 because
we assumed that Ey | f (Y(ftat(O), ,that(u)> = 0. In particular, |gg|e < | f]. Since the process
Y*tat is Vy-geometrically ergodic for some Vj : R? — [1, o) by Proposition 5.22, it follows from

(5.29) that
>2) <k [ vt )ew [~ i () 6

1 3
]PG <_ Ystat(s _ 1))
t s=1

In particular, the integral on the right-hand side is finite because Vj is a quadratic polynomial
by the construction in the proof of Proposition 5.22. Combining the inequalities (5.31) and
t

(5.32) and inserting these into (5.30), one obtains
Z f[Ystat(S) Ystat(s + u) + Py l > &
o 2(u +1) t =2

{0 s gl

<2(u+1)exp [_32(u-31t)2||f||§°] +K(/V9 d,llg’y) exp [— ZK/IH;HW(ZH;HOO /\1)].

Rarranging and combining the constants in the sum yields the claim. O]

t

Z gg(YStat(S _

s=1

Remark 5.24. In principle the proof of the Azuma-Hoeffding-type inequality (5.28) could
be shortened by deriving it directly from the simpler concentration inequality (5.29), relying
on geometric ergodicity of the Markov chain (Y“at(t), D A (R u))tE]N. This would however
require a more technical construction of a suitable function Vj for Vy-geometric ergodicity
of this process in the spirit of the proof of Proposition 5.22. Instead we chose the different
strategy of proof presented above, which only requires Vy-geometric ergodicity of Y**'.
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At its core the preceding Theorem 5.23 establishes that the convergence of arithmetic
means in Y**" to corresponding expectations under the stationary distribution is geometrically
fast. Finally, the following Lemma 5.25 shows that under the identifiability Assumption C, the
parameters 0 and & with 6 = J can be distinguished by observing Y**':

P(Y(ftat(o))...,Y(ftat(u)) " ]P(Ygtat(O),...,Ygtat(u))
0 .

Lemma 5.25. For any 0 # 0’ there exists u € N such that o

Proof. By the considerations right before Assumption C in Section 2.2, yyy is a Gaussian dis-
tribution and hence admits a Lebesgue density f;. The Lebesgue density of the joint Gaus-
sian law ]P(YM(O) ) s the product of f(y,) and the conditional densities of Y™(s) given
Y(0) = yo,..., Y (s — 1) = y,_; for s € {1,...,u}. Hence it suffices to show that for any
0 = ¢ there exists some u € IN* such that the cond1t10nal density £ (yu | Yor--» Yu1) of
Y3 (u) given Y'(0) = yy, ..., Y5 (u — 1) = y,; differs from the corresponding conditional
density £ (yu | Yo, ..., Yu_r). Here, f00|—1 is set to the unconditional density f;. Since Y is
a Gaussian process, Kallsen and Richert [73, Proposition 3.2] yields that the conditional den-
sity f, sle=1 (¥s | Yo ---» ¥s—1) is the density of the normal distribution with mean Y‘9 stat evaluated at
YS2(0) = yp, ..., Y (s—1) = y,_; and covariance matrix 29 Stat(s s — 1) given by the Kalman fil-
ter recursions. But for any 6 = @', there exists u € IN such that Ye Sty u—1) # Ye Sty u—1)
or 29 Sty u—1) # 29 St(y, u — 1) by Assumption C. Il

The preceding lemma now finally yields the desired exponential separation property:

Corollary 5.26. For any 6 # 3 the exponential separation ng"sm — 1P§°“‘“ holds.

Proof. Since 6 # &, we have P{o 1" o pOSH©--I7W) g0 some u € N by the preceding

Lemma 5.25. Accordingly, since a measure is determined by its action on bounded measurable
functions, there exists an integer u € IN and a bounded measurable h : RE-m@+D) _, R such

that E, [h(YOStat(O), ,Y(ftat(u))] =0 and E, [h(YOStat(O), ,Y;tat(u))] = 1. For t > u define

t—u

Zh(ys,...,ys+u)

s=1

1

— (G erOme | L
{(yo i) _—

S l} € BREMED)
T2

By ergodicity of Y***! it follows that ]P(Ysm(o)’”"Ysm(t))(A ) = last — co. On the other hand , The-
orem 5.23 shows that there exists some positive constant K > 0 such that ]P(YS O (t))(A ) <

K exp(42), which implies

. 1 (Ystat(o) Ystat(t)) 1
limsup — loglP,° “7 A)<—<0.
Pt gl (A) 4K

t—o0

stat Ystat

By definition, this establishes the exponential separation property P Py . O]

As noted earlier, the exponential separation property established in the preceding Corol-
lary 5.26 yields that Q(0) < Q(3) for any € = 9. This is the final ingredient for the proof of the
main theorem which we will cite as a separate corollary here for the sake of completeness:

Corollary 5.27. For any 0 € © with 0 # & it holds that Q(6) < Q(J).
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Proof. Slqge lPe‘)Stjtt — lP o by Corollary 5.26, we have that (vt dien (Vt )ien, Where we set
ARE JP(Y 0T Hence we obtain lim inf; ., tKL(V |vY) > 0 by Lemma 5.21. From the
deﬁmtlon of the Kullback-Leibler divergence it follows that

1 ~9 Ystat 1). .. Ystat ¢
liminf —Ey | log gte( o (), YD)
toeo  f gr (Ystat(1), ..., Ystat(r))

hm 1nf Eg [Lg(t) i (t)] >0,

which is equivalent to Q(3) > Q(0) by Proposition 5.18. This finishes the proof. [

We are now finally ready to assemble all pieces collected throughout the preceding sec-
tions to prove our main theorems. To this end, we establish the conditions from Propositions
5.2 and 5.3:

Proof of Theorems 3.3 and 3.4. By Remark 5.19 we have supy.e[;L°(t) — Q(0)] T, 0, where Q is
continuous. Since Q has a unique maximum at ¢ by Corollary 5.27, Proposition 5.2 establishes
consistency of any sequence of quasi-maximum likelihood estimators. Moreover we have that

1 Zg(t) LNy N(0,Uy) by Theorem 5.11 and sup,.[VsZ%(t) — W(0)| A by Proposition
5 16 where W = V30 by Remark 5.19. Hence the conditions from Proposition 5.3 are met if
W(3) is invertible. It follows that we indeed have convergence

JE(O() = 8) 255 —W(9)Z ~ N0, W () UsW(9)™). (5.33)
It remains to prove that 1V, Z%(t)| 6=0) LN W(3). This follows by decomposing

192050, ~ WO < sup [:¥2°) - WO)

where the first summand on the right tends to 0 in probability by Proposition 5.16 and the
second one by consistency and the continuous mapping theorem. [

Remark 5.28. Even though, from a theoretical point of view, the proof of Theorem 3.4 is
complete, the condition of invertibility of W() imposed in the third statement is hard to verify
because the true parameter value J is of course unknown in practice. However, once ¢ has
been consistently estimated by 5(t), W(é\(t)) can be computed explicitly by the calculations
in Section 3.3 (if Assumption A’ holds) in order to verify the invertibility assumption from
Theorem 3.4.

A large part of the statistical literature on asymptotic normality of (quasi-)maximum like-
lihood estimators in hidden Markov models or general ARMA-type models a priori assumes
such an invertibility condition for some kind of expected Fisher information matrix such as
W(3). This is for example the case in Alj et al. [5], Bickel et al. [20] or Mélard [84]. By contrast,
Schlemm and Stelzer [100] develop a sufficient condition for invertibility of W (&), which, how-
ever, seems at least as hard to verify as invertibility of W(J) itself. Indeed, it involves verifying
a rank condition for a complicated Jacobian matrix evaluated at the true unknown parameter
value J.

5.3 Proofs for Sections 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4

Proof of Proposition 3.9. We first argue that Ey [Ne(t)®]v9(t)|)_(9’h°m(t— 1) = x] =09%,(x ® x)+
Q’x + @ holds for any x € ExR**D4 t ¢ N, where N? is defined in Corollary 5.5. This identity
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follows from a simple calculation and the fact that N’ = (N o 0,..., 0)" € RK+2d, yielding
N? @ N? = ¢{f+2) (21 [ k42 @ NO @ N7].

The k-dimensional quadratic polynomial g? solves the Poisson equation f? = Psg? — g’
(see the proof of Theorem 5.11), where Py denotes the transition operator of X*"°™ under P;
and where f? given in equation (3.6) is the k-dimensional quadratic polynomial that captures
the dependence of Z%(t, t—1) on X?(t) but with limiting coefficients instead of time-dependent
ones. Note that A’ and @’ are the state transition matrix resp. vector for X?'°™ and A?,, a%, are
the ones for vecg,(X*"°™), in line with the notation in Corollary 5.5, Remark 5.7, and Lemma
5.10. Let afc and ﬁ? denote a pair of coefficients for f9. From equation (3.1) it is apparent that
fix); = xTI‘((j)x + (ﬁ?)j, ie. fO(x); = Vec(F(g’))(x ®x)+ (ﬁ?)] Hence f%(x) =T’(x ® x) + f,
) a? = (0| I?%) e RFk+d+(+2°¢"  The proof of Lemma 5.10 yields ag = a?(ﬁ%z —-I)"'. By
writing

X0hom() @ Xhom(1) = &’ ®@ @’ + (A’ @ A)(XPPom() @ X)) +a’ @ AV + A @ @’ + N(t) ® N(t)

and inserting in the definition of the matrices ng, Q0 and the vector E]e, we obtain the expres-
sions (3.4). By Remark 5.7 it follows once more that p(Oy) < 1. Note that

Ao\ [ A 0
c p) ~\-pD'ca! D

for any block matrix such that A and D are invertible, see Bernstein [18, Proposition 3.9.7].
Applying this formula to (A%, —I)7, the given expression for ag = (0 | T9) (A%, — D) follows.
Now set h? = Ppg®. Since Ppvecgy(x) = AL,vecgy(x) + @%,, the given expressions for ) and
B also follow. Corollary 5.12 yields that Uy is the limit in Py-probability of U,[9], where

~ 1
Uld] = "

Y 8" (X)) (X)) - K (X () (X)) - (5.34)
s=1

To prove that the matrix Uy is also the limit in Pyg-probability of the expression (3.5), it remains
to show that Uy is also the limit of (Z[@(t)] in place of l/jt[ﬁ] We can decompose

[U16@)] - TL91| < sup|Gi16] - U + [V, = Lol (5.35)

()

Since each summand in the definition (5.34) of (Z[G] is a (k x k)-dimensional polynomial of
order 4 in X%(s), Lemma 5.15 shows that the first summand on the right of (5.35) converges to
0 in Pyg-probability. And since Uy is continuous in 8 by the final statement in Corollary 5.13,

the second summand also converges to 0 in P-probability as (é\(t))teN is J-consistent. O

Proof of Theorem 3.11. The first statement is (5.19). The representation of W (&) follows from
how it is introduced in the proof of Proposition 5.16. [

Proof of Proposition 3.13. W(0),U(0) and Vj, are continuous by Proposition 5.16 and by the

continuity statement in Corollary 5.13. Since (é\(t))tE]N is J-consistent, the first claim follows
from the continuous mapping theorem. The second follows from Slutsky’s theorem. O]
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Proof of Proposition 3.14. For the Wald test statistic, note, that since /t (H(t) 19)—>N (0,Vy),
one obtains that /t [R(H(t)) R(S)] Jt [R(H(t)) - r] LY (0, VoR(8)V5VyR(3)") holds by
the Delta method. The conclusion about the limiting distribution of the Wald test statistic
hence follows from the continuous mapping theorem and Slutsky’s theorem. We now turn to
the Lagrange multiplier and likelihood-ratio test. We will denote Z,(0) := Z%(t) and we will

work on the set {é\(t) € int(®)} n {é\c(t) € int(®)} n {ff\c(t) invertible} whose probability con-
verges to 1 under H,. As already noted, the constrained estimator é\c(t) solves the Lagrangian
equations %Zt(é\“(t)) = VQR(é\C(t))T;{(t) and R(ac(t)) = r together with some R™-valued ran-
dom variables A(t). (The proE)\f of the Lagrange multiplier theorem constructs ;1\(1,‘) explicitly

as a continuous function of 0°(¢) using the implicit function theorem, so A(¢) is measurable
and adapted.) Using Taylor’s theorem we get

1 ~ 1 ~ 1 ~ ~ ~
0= EZt(e(t)) = WZz(HC(t)) + ;VQZt(ec(t))\/; [6(2) — 6°(0)] + r(2), (5.36)
where the j-th element of r(t) is given by [Q(t) - QC(t)] 1V§Zt(§tj )it [é\(t) - é\c(t)] for j €

{1,...,k} and where the (random) & lies on the line segment between é\(t) and é\"(t). Since
Assumption B holds with four times continuous differentiability, a similar argument as in
Section 5.2.2 and Lemma 5.15 yields that sup,q |V5Z,(6); — H;(6))| ~ 0 for some continuous

H; : ® > R**, and so 1V(,Zt(.ft ) LNy :(3) because both Q(t) and QC(t) are consistent under
H,. By joint asymptotic normality, +/t [G(t) - Gc(t)] converges in distribution, so r(t) o,

Then we get \/—[R(G(t))—r] = \/—[R(Q(t)) R(Qc(t))] \/_VgR(QC(t)) [Q(t) 9“(1‘)] +7(t) with
some 7(1) 0 by applying Taylor’s theorem. Inserting (5.36), we obtain

Vi[R@W) -] = WREFOT @[ - 2@ W) - 0] +70

= —VpRE ()W (£) " VEVGRE (1)) AE) + o, (1),

where we used that %Zt(é\c(t)) = \/ngR(é\c(t))T;{(t) from the Lagrangian equations and where
op,(1) denotes a shorthand for any random variable converging to 0 in Py-probability. Thus
Jt ﬁ\(t)mN (0,3,,/3v2,}), and accordingly it follows that t;l\(t)TZ ZZIZ ;I\(t) converges in
distribution to a )(2 distributed random variable with m degrees of freedom where we define
Iy = VgR(@C(t))WC(t) 1ng(9C(t))T Inserting the Lagrangian equations, the latter is equal to
the Lagrange multiplier test statistic &y, proving the second claim. For the likelihood ratio
test, let L,(0) stand for L/(t) and apply Taylor’s theorem as before to obtain

L(6*(t)) = L{O®) + ~ [9(1‘) 0°(t)] Vo Z(0() [6(t) — B(1)] + op, (D),

s0 &x(®) = 2[LO©) = LE)] = = E[00) - O] 1vZEO) {60 - F)] + or, (.
By (5.36) we have VE[0(1) — 0°(t)] = ~W*(¢)" 1V9R(6“(tp))T JIA(E) + op,(1). Using JEA(t)—25A
with A ~ N(0, 3,3y 3;1), this yields further that §LR(t)—> ATVoR(D[-W ()] 'VeR(3)T . The
result then follows by standard arguments concerning quadratic forms in normal vectors, see
for example van der Vaart [110, Lemma 17.1]. O
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5.4 Proofs for Section 4

Proof of Proposition 4.3. We first show that the given X is a solution to (4.5). Set U(t) := e ¥
and V() = X(0) + fot e?* dL(s), which implies X(t) = U(¢t)V(t). By the properties of the
matrix exponential, we have dU(t) = —QU(t) dt = —U(¢)Q dt. Integration by parts yields
dX(t) = dU@®)V(t)+U(t)dV(t) because U is of finite variation. Thus dX(¢) = —QX(t)dt+dL(2),
which shows that X solves (4.5).

Now, let X instead be any solution to (4.5) and U(t) = e?'. Then dUX)(t) = U)QX(¢)dt—
U)QX(t) dt + U(t) dL(t) = U(t) dL(t) follows from integration by parts. This implies that
e X (1) = X(0) + [ e dL(s). O

Proof of Proposition 4.4. Fix t € R, and x € R%. By Theorem A.23 there exists some ¢, > 0
such that | foter dL(s)|,, < |/ €9 p0s dL|g, < cp| [ €910y dL),,. Let L = M" 4+ A"
be the special semimartingale decomposition of L into the local martingale part M* and the
predictable part AL of finite variation with ML(0) = AX(0) = 0. Note that AX(t) = a’t almost
surely for a = E[L(1)], see Eberlein and Kallsen [44, Theorem 2.21]. Using Emery’s inequality
from Theorem A.24 as well as the Burkholder-Davis—Gundy inequality from Theorem A.22,
we obtain

! p , P _
/ o A1), <] / L dL] < e Lol L Tpoalf,
0 L? H?

(ke s ot o

IN

IN

¢ [E(ME MHI01) + B(1aM10r) |

<e [E(suplM ) ) + la')7 7],

s<t

where the constant ¢ may vary from term to term. Since MX(¢) = L(t) — a’t, we have that the
term IE( sup, [M"(s)[? ) is finite iff E( sup,_,[L(s)|?) < oo. Applying Theorem 25.18 from Sato
[95] to the submultiplicative function x — (x| v 1)?, this is equivalent to IE(||L(1)||1’ ) < oo,
which proves E(| fot e? dL(s)|") < . Together with Proposition 4.3 this implies the first
claim. For the second suppose that a(Q) > 0 and define M; := fjj+1 e?¢=) dL(s). By the

just proven fact and since L is a Lévy process, M;, j € IN are independent and identically
distributed random variables with E(|M,[?) < co. This yields

t

t -1 1
[ e as], <[ Seeomf, <o 3l )= ol 3fe )

J=1

Elementary properties of the matrix exponential show that p(e ) < 1 if (Q) > 0. By Corol-
lary A.8 we conclude that |e™%/| — 0 at a geometric rate. A fortiori, the sum on the right
hand side above is bounded in ¢, which proves that X is bounded in L? by using the explicit
representation of X from Proposition 4.3. O

Proof of Proposition 4.5. Since Eo(X(t)) = Eo(X(0)) + akt — fot 0%Fy(X(s)) ds, we obtain that
10(t) := E¢(X(t)) satisfies the ordinary differential equation % 10(t) = ak — Q°1(t) together
with £?(0) = E¢(X(0)). It follows easily from the properties of the matrix exponential that the
unique solution to this initial value problem is given by p°(t) = e < 10(0) + (I — e‘Qat),uG(oo),
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from which the expressions for A’ and a’ follow. To derive (4.7), we first search for an ex-
pression for S%(¢) := Eg(X()X(t)"). Integration by parts for matrix-valued semimartingales
yields

d(XHOXHT) = =Sym(Q°X ()X (1)) dt + X() dL()" + dL(H)X ()" + d[L, L](¢).

(5.37)
As in Eberlein and Kallsen [44, Example 3.3], one has Eq([L, L](t)) = Cove(L(t)) = cit. More-
over, the stochastic integrals in (5.37) are of the form fot dL(s) X(s)" = d§ _fOtX(s)T ds +
/Ot dI?(s) X(s)", where L(t) = L(t) — ajt is a centred Lévy process under Py and hence a
martingale with finite second moments by the integrability assumption and by Eberlein and
Kallsen [44, Theorem 2.21]. It follows from Jacod and Shiryaev [69, Theorem I11.6.4(d)] that the
process |/ dI’ X7 is a square-integrable martingale on any interval [0,¢] with t > 0 because
X(t) has finite second moments for any ¢ € R, by Proposition 4.4, and so Eg( /Ot dL(s) X(s)") =

as /Ot Eo[X(s)]" ds. It follows that S? satisfies the matrix-valued initial value problem

%s%«) = Sym[azp’ (" ~ Q"' (D] + ¢

with $°(0) = E¢(X(0)X(0)™). This matrix-valued Sylvester equation can be solved using the
results in Fausett [50] to yield

t
SOt = e_Qeth(O)e_QQTt + / CAGY [Sym(agi(s)") + 5 ]e_QGT(H) ds.
0
Using the fact that M(¢) := fot e*CeP ds satisfies the equation eCe® = AM(t) + M(t)B + C
for any square matrices A, B and C, it is then possible to write down a closed-form expression
for SY involving the Kronecker sum and product. To obtain (4.7), one just needs to simplify
the expression C/(t) = S%(t) — A’S(1) A" — Sym[A? ¥ (t)a’ | —a’a’", which follows easily from
expanding the definition of C%(t) = Cov, [X (1) —Eo(X() | X(t — l))] ) H

A Tools

A.1 Ergodic theorems for Markov chains

This section provides a quick overview over some notions from the ergodic theory of discrete-
time Markov chains that are needed for the proof of the ergodicity propositions 2.12 and 5.6 as
well as for the proof of the geometric ergodicity property 5.22. This appendix closely follows
the standard work of Meyn and Tweedie [85]. For the course of this section, X = (X(t));en
denotes a Markov chain with values in E, where (E, &) is a measurable space with countably
generated o-algebra, and P(x,-) = P;(x,-) stands for the one-step transition measures of X,
x € E, that fully determine the transition semigroup (P;);en, which is connected to X via
E(f(X(s + t)|-#) = (P, f)(X(s)) for all s,t € N and bounded, measurable f : E — R. As
usual, we use the slightly ambiguous notation P;(x, A) := (P;14)(x) = P,(X(¢) € A) for the ¢-
step transition function, where PP, denotes the measure under which X(0) ~ vand P, := P,
for x € E. We first define the necessary notions for the following ergodicity theorems.

X is called irreducible with respect to a non-trivial measure ¢ on & if, for all x € E and
all A € & with ¢(A) > 0, there exists some ¢t € IN* such that P,(x, A) > 0. If X is irreducible
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with respect to some measure ¢, Meyn and Tweedie [85, Proposition 4.2.2] yields that there
exists some probability measure ¢/ on & such that, for any other measure ¢’, X is irreducible
with respect to ¢ if and only if ¢’ is absolutely continuous with respect to 1. In this case ¢/ is
termed a maximal irreducibility measure for X and X is simply called 1/ -irreducible.

If X is a y-irreducible Markov chain, then there exists some k € IN* and disjoint sets
Dy, ..., Dy € & such thatw[( Ule D,-)C] = 0and P(x,D;;;) = 1forany x € D;andi =0,...,k—1
(mod k), see Meyn and Tweedie [85, Theorem 5.4.4]). Dy, ..., Dy is termed a k-cycle for X. If
k = 1 is the only integer for which there exists a k-cycle for X, then X is termed aperiodic.

In line with the Feller property for continuous-time Markov processes we define a weak
Feller property for discrete-time Markov chains. From now on, suppose that E is equipped
with a locally compact, separable and metrisable topology and that & is the corresponding
Borel o-algebra. Then X is called a weak Feller chain if P(x,-) 05 P(x,7) weakly for all
xo € E, see also Proposition 6.1.1 in Meyn and Tweedie [85]. A set A € & is called petite
if there exists some non-trivial measure v on & and (A,),en € [0, 1]N with Y (A, = 1 such
that Yo" 1,P,(x, B) > v(B) holds for all x € A and all B € &. The Markov chain X is called
bounded in probability on average if for each x € X the sequence (P,(x,))nen- is tight,
where P,(x,") := %22:1 Pi(x,-). If X is y-irreducible, we call X a T-chain if any compact
subset of E is petite, see Theorem 6.2.5 in Meyn and Tweedie [85].

The notion of ¢-irreducibility of a Markov chain entails the behaviour that any set in the
support of ¢ is visited with positive probability at some future point in time. The property of
Harris recurrence strengthens this condition by defining that a i/-irreducible Markov chain
X is called Harris recurrent if P,(X € A infinitely often) = 1 for any A € & with y/(A) > 0
and any x € A. Additionally, we call a Harris recurrent Markov chain X positive Harris if it
admits an invariant probability measure.

Using the above concepts we are now ready to cite the proof of an ergodicity theorem for
L?-bounded Markov chains, which forms the basis of any ergodicity proof in Section 2. In
order to do so, we further restrict the choice of state spaces E to closed subsets of R,

Theorem A.1. Let X be an E-valued ) -irreducible, aperiodic weak Feller chain such that supp(y/)
has non-empty interior. If X is bounded in L? for some p € [1, ), there exists a unique stationary
distribution u for X. Moreover, X is strongly f-ergodic with respect to u under any P, and

}Lrg E, [f(X(t))] = /f du  fory-almost every x € E

holds for any p-integrable f. If(IEx[f(X(t))])te]N is bounded for some x, then f is p-integrable.

Proof. To show that there exists an invariant probability measure p on &', it suffices to verify
that the distributions of X under any P, are tight, i.e. for any ¢ > 0 and any x € E there
exists a compact C C E such that lim sup, . P,(X(t) ¢ C) < ¢. Indeed, then X is bounded in
probability on average, and any weak Feller chain bounded in probability on average admits
an invariant probability measure, see Meyn and Tweedie [85, Theorem 12.1.2(ii)]. Since E C R?
and any compact set in the relative topology on E is also compact in R, it suffices to show
that lim sup, . P (|X(t)| > M) converges to 0 as M — co. But

E.(IXIP) Moo
lim sup P,(IX ()] = M) < lim sup ("Mg W) s o
t—o00 00
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by Markov’s inequality because X is bounded in L?. Moreover, X is Harris-recurrent. To wit,
note that X is a y-irreducible T-chain, which follows from Theorem 6.0.1(iii) of Meyn and
Tweedie [85] because supp(y) has non-empty interior. Moreover, P,(| X ()| SN c0) = 0 for
any x € E because otherwise X could not be L?-bounded by Fatou’s lemma. Theorem 9.0.2 in
Meyn and Tweedie [85] then yields that X is Harris-recurrent.

Together with the already shown properties, this yields that X is an aperiodic positive
Harris chain. In particular, Theorems 13.3.3, 14.0.1, and 17.0.1 in Meyn and Tweedie [85]
yield, for any p-integrable function® f, that PX® % s and 1Y f(X(s)) - [ g dp almost
surely under any measure P,, and E, [ f(X (t))] — [ f du for Y-almost all x € E. If f is such
that the above sequence of expectations is bounded for some x € E, Theorem 14.3.3(i) in Meyn
and Tweedie [85] yields moreover that the function f is py-integrable. ]

Remark A.2. Theorem 13.3.3 in Meyn and Tweedie [85], which yields the weak convergence
pX® 2 4 in the above proof, also yields the stronger result that PX® converges to u with
respect to the total variation norm. Since we do not need this stronger concept of convergence
with respect to the total variation norm, we confine ourselves to weak convergence as in
Theorem A.1.

We end this section with the well-known Foster-Lyapunov sufficient condition for the
concept of geometric ergodicity of a Markov chain X in the following sense:

Definition A.3. Define |v|; := sup{| [ g dv| : g measurable withg < f} for any signed
measurev on &, where f : E — [1,00) is measurable. A Markov chain X with semigroup (P;);en
and invariant measure u is f-geometrically ergodic if there arec € R,y € [0,1) with

[P, ) = el < cf Gy
We need the following result in the context of an identifiability condition in Section 5.2.3.

Theorem A.4. Let X be an E-valued -irreducible, aperiodic weak Feller chain with transi-
tion operator P and unique invariant probability measure i such that supp(y/) has non-empty
interior. Then X is f-geometrically ergodic for any measurable f : E — [1,00) fulfilling the
Foster—Lyapunov condition Pf — f < Bf + bl with some compact C C E andb € R, < 0.

Proof. Since X is a /-irreducible weak Feller chain such that supp(¢) has non-empty interior,
Proposition 6.2.8 in Meyn and Tweedie [85] implies that X is a {/-irreducible T-chain, i.e. every
compact set C C E is petite. The remaining part of the theorem follows then from Meyn and
Tweedie [85, Theorem 15.0.1]. O]

A.2 Results from matrix analysis and linear systems theory

In this section we provide several useful results from linear algebra, matrix analysis, and dy-
namic linear systems theory. The most important result proved in this appendix is the stability
lemma A.10, which provides (uniform) convergence conditions for linear and Lyapunov-type
functional discrete dynamical systems. We start with a simple bound for inverse matrices:

>Theorem 14.0.1 in Meyn and Tweedie [85] yields convergence of expectations only for p-integrable func-
tions f > 1. This however poses no problem by considering positive and negative parts and shifting.
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JAK
| det(A)|*

Lemma A.5. Let A € R* be a non-singular matrix. Then |A™"| <

Proof. Let o4, ...,0, denote the singular values of A in decreasing order and recall that this
implies | det(A)| = H‘Zzl o4, that |A| = o4, and that |[A™|"! = ¢,. Then

d-1 d—1 d-1

_ _ _ o of IA]

||A1||20'1£O'1<||—>: = . H
¢ ‘ oy Ok szl or  |det(A)]

The main content of the following lemmata consists in the fact that powers of a matrix A
converge geometrically fast to 0 whenever its spectral radius p(A) is strictly smaller than 1.
This basic result extends even to uniform convergence of matrix-valued functions.

Lemma A.6. Let E be a set and A : E — R*? bounded with p(A(x)) < a < 1 for all x € E.
Then A™ — 0 uniformly at a geometric rate, i.e. there are c € R, andy € [0,1) such that

sup|A(x)™| < ey™, m € IN*.

x€E
Proof. Fix some constant C such that |A(x)| < C for all x € E and some 0 < ¢ < 2% In
Green [61, Corollary 3.3.2] it is shown that [||B’"||$ — p(B)] / |B| converges to 0 uniformly in
0 # B € R*¢. Hence we can find N € IN* such that for all m > N and all x € E we have

[AG)" " < p(A(x)) + el A < @+ Ce =2 y < 1.

for all x € E. In particular, |A(x)"| < y™ for all x € E and m > N. By defining the constant
¢ ‘= max { Ly N max cpen Sup, | A(x)"| }, we obtain the desired result for all m € N*. [

We can extend the preceding result to uniform convergence on compacta of products of
matrix-valued functions which converge to a matrix-valued function fulfilling the assump-
tions of Lemma A.6 if it is additionally assumed that this limiting function is continuous.

Lemma A.7. Let E be a compact space and suppose that A; : E — R*? is bounded for any
t € N*. Suppose also that A : E — R% is a continuous function with p(A(x)) < 1 for all x € E
and such that A, —> A uniformly on E. Then all chains in (A;),en+ converge uniformly at a
geometric rate to 0, i.e. there exist some constantsc € R, andy € [0, 1) such that

Sup||As+m (x)As+m—1 (X) oo As+1 (X) ” S cym

x€E

forany s € N and m € IN*. In particular, A™ — 0 uniformly on E at a geometric rate.

Proof. Since A is continuous, since the spectral radius is a continuous function on R¥?, and
since E is compact, there exists some a € [0,1) such that p(A(x)) < « for all x € E. It
follows from Horn and Johnson [65, Lemma 5.6.10] that, for any x € E, there exists a ma-
trix norm ||, such that |A(x)|, < a. Then D, = {y € E : |A(¥)|x < a} is open and,
since x € Dy, |,z Dy is an open cover of E. By compactness of E there exists a finite sub-
cover E = |Ji_, Dy, for some xi,...,xx € E and some K € IN*. In other words, for any
x € E there exists a k(x) € {1,...,K} such that |[A(x)[xw) = [A(X)|y,, < @ Now fix some
0 < ¢ < 1—a. By uniform convergence we deduce that for any k € {1, ..., K} there is N(k) € N*
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such that sup, ;|A,(x) — A(x)|x < € for alln > N(k). Let N := maxe, k3 N(k). Then

1ALk < TAG) k) + 1An(X) = ACOkry < a+e=:y <1

for alln > N and all x € E. Now let |-| again denote the spectral norm. By the equivalence of
norms on R¥?, there exist Cy, ..., Cx € R, such that || < Ci |[,. Then, for any n > N,

|An(x)An-1(x) ... AN(x)] < Croy ”An(x)”k(x) ||AN(X)||k(x) < ker{?a)%} Ck YniNH,
=:C
where x € E is arbitrary. This proves the claim for all chains starting at N or later. Finally,
consider a chain A,(x) ... Ay_i(x) of length m starting at some index N — [ for [ < N. Then

N-1 N-1
[An(x) ... A (O] < Csup [ [1AIy™ < Csup [ [1AGIy ™ y™,

x€E k=1 x€E k=1
=:C’
where the supremum is finite by boundedness of the functions Ay. Setting ¢ := max{C, C’}
finishes the proof. The final comment follows by considering the constant sequence A; = A.

]

If the compact space E in the preceding lemma is chosen to be a singleton, the result
translates verbatim to ordinary sequences of matrices instead of matrix-valued functions:

Corollary A.8. Suppose that (A,)en- is a sequence of matrices that converges to some A € R*¢
with p(A) < 1. Then all chains in (A;)en+ converge at a geometric rate to 0, i.e. there exist some
constants ¢ € R, andy € [0,1) such that |AqymAsim-1 ... Asi1| < cy™ for any s € N and m € IN*.
In particular, A™ — 0 at a geometric rate as m — 0.

Alternatively, we can also uniformly bound partial derivatives of chains of differentiable
matrix functions by a geometric rate, as the following corollary of Lemma A.7 shows:

Corollary A.9. Let E be a compact subset of R¥ and suppose that functions A, : E — R*¢ and
A 1 E — R™ gsin Lemma A.7 are given such that A, € C'(E,R%?) for anyt € N* and 95, Ar(x)
is bounded uniformly int € N* and x € E for any j € {1,...,k}. Then there exist constantsc € R,
andy € [0, 1) such that for any j € {1, ..., k}

axj [As+m(x)As+m—1(x) As+1(x)] “ < Cm}’m
foranys € N and m € N*. In particular d,,A™ — 0 uniformly on E at a geometric rate.

Proof. Applying integration by parts, we see that d,, [As+m(x)As+m_1(x) ...As+1(x)] has the
form

[anAs+m(x)] As+m—1(x) As+1(x) + As+m(x) [axJ'As-%—m—l(x)] As+1(x) toee As+m(x) As+1(x) [anAs+l(x)] .

If M > 0 is chosen such that |9, A;(x)| < M for all x € E,t € N* and j € {1,...,k}, and if
¢ €[1,00) andy € [0, 1) are chosen as in Lemma A.7, then [d,, [As+m(x)As+m_1(x) Am(x)] | <
*Mmy™ ! = (¢2My ")my™. This finishes the proof. O
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As already noted we will now state the most important lemma of this appendix concerning
(uniform) convergence of linear and Lyapunov type functional discrete dynamical systems:

Lemma A.10. Let E be a compact space. Suppose that A, : E — R¥? is bounded for anyt € N*
and uniformly convergent to some continuous function A : E — R with p(A(x)) < 1 for all
x € E. Moreover, letB, : E > R* andB : E - R*? aswellasb, : E - R%andb : E —> R be
bounded functions. Consider the following linear dynamical systems:

Xit1 = AAXA! + By, (A.1)
X1 = AX,AT + B, (A.2)
Xiv1 = Axi + by, (A.3)
X1 = Axp + b (A4)

for R™-valued functions (X,),en- and R¢-valued functions (x,),en+ on E such that the initial

values X; : E — R*¥ and x; : E — R? are bounded functions. Then the following statements
hold:

1. If the functions (B;)en+, B, (b)iens, and b are uniformly bounded on E, then the respective
solutions (X;)ien+ and (x;)iew+ to (A.1-A.4) are uniformly bounded on E.

2. The systems (A.2) and (A.4) possess unique fixed points X* : E — R*? and x* : E — RY,
respectively, and we have X; — X* as well as x;, — x™ uniformly on E at a geometric rate.
If B is pointwise positive (semi-)definite, then X* is also pointwise positive (semi-)definite.

3. If additionally B, — B (respectively b, — b) and A, — A uniformly at a geometric rate,
then the system (A.1) (respectively (A.3)) converges uniformly at a geometric rate to the
fixed point of (A.2) (respectively (A.4)).

Similar to Corollary A.8, Lemma A.10 has an immediate counterpart for ordinary matrices
instead of matrix-valued functions by taking E to be a singleton, which we omit at this point.

Proof. The systems (A.1) and (A.2) can be reduced to (A.3) and (A.4) by vectorisation because
e.g. vec(Xi11) = (A ® A)vec(X;) + vec(B) and because p(A ® A) < 1 whenever p(A) < 1.
Hence, except for the definiteness in 2. it suffices to prove the claims 1.-3. for the vector-
valued systems (A.3) and (A.4). Moreover, by taking A, = A and b; = b, it is sufficient to focus
on (A.3). By iterating this system we obtain the closed form solution

Xppq = (HA)lerZ(rglA) (A.5)

By Lemma A.7 we can bound the norms of the products in (A.5) such that

t
e GO < T GOl +E )y (), x € E (A.6)

s=1

holds for some constants ¢ € R, and y € [0, 1). Since b is uniformly bounded and since x; is
also bounded, we obtain |x,,;(x)| < cy*+¢ Y'_; y*, x € E for some ¢ € R,, where the right-hand
side is independent of x and bounded in ¢. This proves 1.
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To show 2. for (A.4), it is easy to see that x* := (I; — A)~'b is the unique fixed point for
(A.4). In particular, since A is continuous and p(A(x)) < 1 for all x € E, thereis 0 < a < 1
with p(A(x)) < @ < 1for all x € E, i.e. p(A) is uniformly bounded below 1. It follows that the
eigenvalues of I; — A are uniformly bounded away from 0, which explains why the inverse
(I; — A(x))! is well defined for all x € E. Moreover, by Lemma A.5 we obtain the bound

Iy — AGO))7Y < %. Since the eigenvalues of I; — A are uniformly bounded away
from 0, also | det(I; — A)| is uniformly bounded away from 0. Since I; — A is continuous on the

compact set E, it is bounded and so (I; — A)™! is also bounded on E. Similar to (A.5) we have
t
Xy = Alx, + ( Y AH)b = A'x, + (I, — A1, — ADD, (A7)
s=1

hence |x"(x) = %01 (O < JAG) | il + (g — AG)HIAG) | 1B] < ] A(x)'| for some constant
c € R,;. By Lemma A.6 it follows readily that x; — x* uniformly at a geometric rate. By (A.7)
we can write x* = ( Y2, A')b for the fixed point of the system (A.4) and X* = };° ) A'BA"’
for the fixed point of the system (A.2). The last identity proves that X*(x) is positive (semi-)
definite whenever B(x) is positive (semi-)definite, which finishes 2.

For 3. find c € R, as well as y € [0, 1) such that |b,(x) — b(x)| < y' and |A;(x) — A(x)| <y
for some p, g € R,. Suppose moreover that y and c have been chosen large enough for chains
in (A;)en and powers of A to converge uniformly to 0 at the geometric rate y with constant c,
which is guaranteed by Lemma A.7. By slight abuse of notation, the constants c, y may actually
differ from one expression to the next; for example we use estimates of the form cty’ < cy'.
Let (x;);en+ denote the solution to (A.3) and (X;),en- the solution to (A.4). Combining (A.5) and
(A.7) we obtain

s+ =5+ =3 [( [T A )b - 48]+ (T] A — a5,

s=1 r=s+1
.

J [

€Y} ()
We first focus on (1), which can be written as Y,._, (Ht A — A’_S)bs + ) A7(by — b).

r=s+1
The second sum in this decomposition is bounded in norm by ¢ Y._, y**y* < cy' uniformly
on E, which shows that it converges uniformly to 0 at a geometric rate. To deal with the first
sum in the decomposition, a telescoping sum argument can be used to deduce

ﬁ A — A = Zt: [Af—’(A, —A) 1;1[ Au].

r=s+1 r=s+1 u=s+1
The last product is a chain of length r — s — 1 of the matrices A,. The above arguments yield

H ﬁ A(x) - At‘s(x)H <yt Zt: 1A, (x) — A(X)]

r=s+1 r=s+1

S Cyt—s—l(t _ S)ys+1 S C}/t (AS)

for all x € E. Since (b;);en+ is uniformly bounded on E as a uniformly convergent sequence of
bounded functions, it follows for the first summand in the decomposition of (1) that

“i<ﬁﬁﬁ*N%WMWSw

r=s+1
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for all x € E, which proves that (1) goes to 0 uniformly on E at a geometric rate. Finally, it
follows immediately from Lemma A.7 that (2) converges also to 0 uniformly at a geometric
rate because the initial functions x; and X; are bounded on E. All in all, we have uniform
convergence to 0 of x(¢) — X(t) at a geometric rate, which proves claim 3. O

The following lemma uses the Jordan canonical form to deduce that the convergence
A"x — 0 entails that the map that A induces on E C R? has spectral radius less than 1:

Lemma A.11. Let A € R* and let E C RY such that A"x — 0 asn — oo for any x € E. Then
there exists a matrix A € R” such that p(A) < 1 and Ax = Ax for any x € E.

Proof. Fix a basis V = {vy,...,v4} of R? such that A is given in Jordan canonical form J with
respect to that basis, with J being a complex block diagonal matrix of the form

A1 0
Ji 0 ... 0 i
0 J 0 0 A4 1 ... 0
J: : :2 : E(Cdxd with ]i: eCd,-xdl-
o 0 0 .. A 1
00k 0 0 .. 0 A

fori € {1,...,k} and k € {1,...,d}, where A; are the eigenvalues of A. Since d; denotes the
dimension of each Jordan block J;, we have m; = d for m; = d; + -+ + d;. For any x € E,
fix the representation x = k;(x)v; + - + ky(x)v;. Assume now that A has some eigenvalue
A; with |4;] > 1. Since the map A" is given by J" with respect to the basis V, it follows that
the components m;_; + 1,...,m; of A"x are given by J"(k,,_,(x), ..., ky,(x))" with respect to the
basis V. Since |A;| > 1, this can only converge to 0 for all x € E if k,,_ (x) = -+ = kj,(x) = 0
for all x € E. In this case the action of A on any x € E is not altered if one replaces the Jordan
block J; by J; = 0 € C%%, For any eigenvalue A; with |1,| < 1, define J; := J;. Let

Ji 0 0
7= % Yee  and  A=viv
0 0 .. J
By construction, p(Z) < 1and Ax = Ax for all x € E, which finishes the proof. O

The last theorem we state in this appendix provides an extension of the well-known mean-
value theorem from elementary calculus to the case of differentiable matrix-valued functions:

Theorem A.12. Let E C RF be a convex set and suppose that F : E — R™" is a continuously dif-
ferentiable matrix-valued function. For arbitrary y,, y, € E let U(yy, y,) denote the line segment
U, ye) :={ty1 + (1 —1)y, : t €[0,1]} C E. Then

IF(y1) = F(yo)l < Jmin{m, n} sup  \[lox, FCOI? + -+ + 105, FCOIly: = vl

x€U(y1,y2)

forany y,,y, € E.
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Proof. By definition we have |vec(A)| = |Alg,op, Where |A],, denotes the Frobenius norm of
a matrix. It follows that |F(y,) — F(y,)| < |vec F(y;) — vec F(3,)| because || < ||g.p- By the
mean value theorem for vector-valued functions we obtain

IF(y1) = F(y2)ll < [vec F(y1) — vec F(y2)| < sup )Hvxvec FGOl-lyr =32l (A9)
x€U(y1,y2

where V,vec F(x) denotes the Jacobian matrix of vec F at x. Since the columns of V,vec F(x)
are given by 9, vec F(x) for j € {1,...,k}, it follows for any x € E that

[V.vee F(x)| < IV, vee FGOlrab = /9y, vee F)I? + -+ + 9y, vec F(x)[2. (A.10)

As |Alg, < /min{m,n}|A| for any A € R™", we have |0, vec F(x)| = |vec(ds,F(x))| =
102, F()|erob < /min{m, n}|a,, F(x)|. Together with (A.9), (A.10) yields the result. O

A.3 Results from probability theory and analysis

This purpose of Appendix A.3 is to collect some technical results from probability theory and
from analysis. For this section, we fix a probability space (Q, .%#, P).

Lemma A.13. Let E be a compact metric space and f : E — R a continuous function such
that f(x*) = sup,; f(x) holds for a unique maximiser x* € E. Let argmax : C(E,R) — Z(E)
denote the set-valued function which maps any continuous function to the set of its maximisers.
If (fidnen+ is a sequence in C(E,R) with |f, — fle — 0 and (x,)nen+ is any sequence in E such
that x, € arg max(f,) for anyn € N*, then x, = x* asn — oo.

Proof. Since E is a compact metric space, any sequence in E has a subsequence converging in
E, and since convergence to some element x™ in a topological space is equivalent to the fact
that any subsequence contains a further subsequence converging to x*, it suffices to prove
that any convergent subsequence of (x;,)nen+ converges to x*. Let (x,, )ren+ be a subsequence
converging to some x € E. We need to prove x = x*. We can decompose

[fGe) = fFOON <) = for Gandl + e ) = FGON < f o) = f Gl + o, = flloo + [, Gn) = FGI-

The first two summands on the right converge to 0 as k — oo by continuity of f and by uniform
convergence. But also the third summand on the right above converges to 0 because

Jo ) = D) < fGa) = FOED) + o = flo < 1 foe = flo =0,
JoGen) = F(7) 2 fu Gen) = fo (7) = I foe = flloo 2 =Nfie = flloo =0,

and so we obtain f(x) = f(x*), which implies x = x* by uniqueness of the maximiser. O
The following shows that moving averages of L?-bounded processes are also L”-bounded:

Lemma A.14. Let X = (X(t))te be an R*-valued stochastic process bounded in L? for some
p €[1,00). LetE be a set and let F*) : E — R¥? be functions for eacht € N ands € {0, ... , t} with

SUP, e Do SUP,p[FP(x)] < 0. Define processes (Yx(t))tdN by Y(t) := Y, FO(x)X(t — s) for
any x € E. Then sup, ]E[superlle(t)llp] < 00,
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Proof. |M]|| := E[superHMxHP] ? defines a norm on the space of all collections M = (M,).cx
of random variables. To wit, we can generalise the Minkowski inequality by the following
calculation for |M + N|| # 0:

IM+ NJP =E[ su}13o||Mx +N.IP] = E| sup (IM; + Nl - 1My + NP7 ]
X€E XE.

< E[sup (IM] Su]Ig)HMx + NP ] + E[SU}I:} (INe] sup|M, + Ne[*~)]
X€ X€

x€E x€E

1 1 p=1
< (B[ suplM]” + B[ supIN,l?] " JE[ (supl, + NoJ# )77

x€E x€E x€E

= (1Ml + INT)IM + NIP™,

where we used Holder’s inequality for the second inequality. This implies that |M + N| <
M|l + |N]| for |[M + NJ| = 0, as desired. Now, we can use the just shown inequality to obtain

[ supl¥()I’]” = E sup iFs(”(x)X(t -3 < i E| sup [ ()X - 9| %

x€E x€E

< 3 supl FOCOIE[IX( - 9)IP]” < sup E[IXOF] sup Y sup|FO(x)]

s=0 x€E telN telN s=0 x€E

for all t € IN, where the right side is finite and independent of t, which finishes the proof. []
We now prove some elementary auxiliary results about convergence at a geometric rate:

Lemma A.15. Let E be a unital normed algebra with respect to an inner multiplication operation.
Leta,b € E and (a;)ien and (b;);en be sequences in E such that a, — a and b, — b at a geometric
rate. Finally, let F denote an arbitrary normed space and let f : E — F. Then the following
statements hold true:

1. We have a; + b, — a + b at a geometric rate.

2. We have a,b, — ab at a geometric rate. In particular, we have that a} — a" at a geometric
rate for n-th powers withn € IN.

3. Ifa and a, are invertible for allt € N, thena;' — a~' at a geometric rate.
Proof. 1. This is obvious.
2. This follows from part 2. by decomposing a,b; —ab = a,(b; —b) + (a; — a)b and by noting
that the sequence (a;),en+ is bounded in E because it is a convergent sequence.
3. We can decompose ;' —a! = a;'(a — a;)a”". Since the map x — x7' is continuous
on the group of invertible elements of a unital normed algebra, the sequence (a;'),en is
bounded in E because it is convergent. The result then follows upon taking norms. [

In the following two proofs we write ||, for ||, for better readability.

Lemma A.16. Let X = (X (t))t€1N be an R*-valued stochastic process that is bounded in L? for
some p € [1,00). If g : R* — R* is a k-dimensional polynomial of order q for some g € N* with
q < p and k € IN*, then the process g(X) is bounded in L.
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Proof. Since Y], < [Yil, + ---+|Ykl, holds for any k-dimensional random variable Y and any
p € [1,00), itpsuf’ﬁces to prove that each component of the k-dimensional process g(X) is
bounded in Lv. Hence assume that k = 1 and let the function g : R? — R be of the form
g(x) = Y a;x*. Then we obtain that |g(X(t))]. < Dli<z |a,1|||X(t)’1||p Thus it suffices to
show boundedness in L¢ of monomials X (t)* for |i| > 1, which can be written as X O =
I ‘-1 X;(t)". By Holder’s 1nequahty, we can deduce the bound

E(IX(1)'|7) (H}x ®7 )<an ®7 ”w -TIIx (t)*uw

Aj#0

because Y =17 /{I = 1, where we set 7 A:= co whenever A; = 0. The last identity follows because

all factors with A; = 0 are equal to 1 For A; # 0 we can bound the remaining factors by

plAl

07 | = E(x01%) " = ||X(t)||7] Xl (A11)

where the last inequality follows from |A| < q. Since X is L-bounded, this ends the proof. []

Lemma A.17. Let X = (X (t)) andY = (Y(t)) be R¢-valued stochastic processes such that
X orY are bounded in L? for some p € [1,00). Suppose moreover that X(t) —Y(t) — 0 and let
g, R? — R be any polynomial of order g € N" with q < p. Then g(X(t)) — g(Y(£)) — 0 in
L. If the convergence X(t) Y(¢) Y, 0 occurs at a geometric rate of order r € R, then also
gX(@®) —g¥Y(t) —0in Li ata geometric rate of orderr.

Proof. First, if one of X and Y is bounded in L?, then the other one is clearly also bounded in
L? because their difference converges to 0 in L?. By the same reasoning as in Lemma A.16, we
can assume that k = 1. Let the function g : R? — R be again of the form g(x) = Yiil<q ax*t
As in the proof of Lemma A.16, we have |g(X(t)) — g(Y(t))H < Yisg || X () — Y(t)’1 ||p SO
it suffices the show the claim for monomials g(x) = x* with {A| > 1. Now

j-1 d
X - Y@ = H Xt - H YOS [Txo @b -y [Tye7)|

j=1 " i=1 i=j+1

for any t € IN. Consequently, the triangle inequality for any ¢ € IN yields that

d y j-1
IX®" = Y@l < Z [ [x@ ey -y TTver|

i=j+1 q

By Holder’s inequality, since Z i=1 ‘ M = 1, and using the convention § := oo, it follows that we
can bound the j-th summand on the right-hand side of the precedmg inequality by the term

T [l e [T, (a12)

fzj+1

Focus first on the products on the left side of (A.12). Each factor |X; ' H a is uniformly
bounded in t by the same reasoning as in (A.11). Likewise, the whole product on the right-
hand side of (A.12) is uniformly bounded in ¢. Since |A| < g, the middle term in (A.12) is
bounded by

050 =@ < J000” -V = X0 -3,
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If A; = 0, this term is equal to 1. Otherwise, we can write x" — y" = (x — y) 3.7, x"JyI71 for
any x,y € R and n € N*. We now apply Holder’s inequality in the form |fg|, < [fl,, |gl
which holds for any r € [1,00) and { + ; = L, tor := %, k :=2A;andl := % This gives

rl

Aj
O OH P VOROH DISVOLR IO I (A13)

The sum on the right-hand side is a polynomial of order A; — 1 of the 2d-dimensional process

(X,Y), which is bounded in L?. Lemma A.16 hence yields that this polynomial is bounded in
P

L%, Since moreover |X;(t) = Y;(t)|, < |X(t) — Y(t)|,, we obtain that the left-hand side of

(A.13) converges to 0 (at a geometric rate of order r) whenever X(¢) — Y(¢t) — 0 in L? (at a

geometric rate of order r). This finishes the proof. ]

In the course of Section 5, we need a suitable version of a central limit theorem for discrete-
time martingales. There is plenty of literature concerning martingale central limit theorems,
see for example Hall and Heyde [62]. Since however most of these results are stated in one
dimension, we include a multivariate version of the martingale central limit theorem below:

Theorem A.18. Suppose that, for any n € IN*, a positive integer k, € IN* as well as some
filtration F™ := (Jk )ke{o o} on(Q, F) are given such that ﬁo(") ={@, Q} and (U )ke{l o}
is some d-dimensional square-integrable martingale difference sequence with respect to 7™, i.e.
EWUY | ZM) = 0 foreveryk € {1,...,k, — 1} and each n € N*. Finally, assume that there exists
some positive semidefinite matrix 3. € R such that the following holds:

1. YR EUPUMT | 7, (")) — XY asn — oo,

2. z],i":l ]E[IIU,&")IIZ]I{“Um”X}] inia 0 for every e > 0.
Then M, = Y\, éf") defines a martingale with M, % Z, where Z ~ A(0,%). Set V(") =
Z, 1]E[||U(")||2 | F f(” 1] for k € {1,....k.}. If the sequence (V( Naews is tight, ie. if we have
limsup, ]P(Vk(:) > 1) 2290, then 1. is equivalent to Yi-, UMUMT = 53
Proof. Define V(”) =y i 1]E(U(")U(”)T | # j(f)l). Then condition 1. reads as Vk(:) L Sasn— o,
If d = 1, the ﬁrst part of the theorem concerning convergence in distribution follows from

Billingsley [21, Theorem 35.12]. Now, let t = (t;,...,t)" € R let Z ~ %V(O, ), and focus on
the one-dimensional martingale difference sequence tTU,E"). Since Vk(n") — 3, one has

k,

P
Z E TU(n)U(n)Tt | J(")] S T3
k=1

3

Moreover, since |tTUk(")| < || ||Uk(")|| by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

3

k ky

Trr(n)2 2 (n))2 n—oo
kZ E[|t Un | ]l{ltTUIE")|>5}] < ”t” kz E[”Uk ” ]l{”UIEn)”Zﬁ}] > 0
=1 =1

by 2. Thus, the array tTU,f") fulfils the conditions 1. and 2. in the case d = 1, whence
™M, S 2. By the Cramér-Wold theorem we then obtain M, % Z. For the second part

75



of the theorem, we follow the lines of the proof of Theorem 2.23 in Hall and Heyde [62]. For
convenience let W<”) =y = 1U(">U(")T for k € {1,...,k,}. By taking A; = {IIU,S")H > ¢} in the
notation of Dvoretzky [43, Lemma 3.5], it holds that

kn
JP( max [U™] >g) <n (Z U™ > e |.7] >n) <n+- ; Z (I > ¢)

ke{l,... .k} e =1

IA

kn
1
(n)y2
e kZ [0 P Lyyoops] -

where we used the Markov inequality twice. By 2. and since n was arbitrary, we deduce
that ]P(maxke{l,“_,kn}||U,£")|| > s) — 0asn — o. Now, let § > 0 and A > 0 and define U,f") =

(m) v _ ko rmrrmT
U Ly, gy and W™ = 2.1 U"UY as well as

k
v = Z BT | 7 = Y B[UPU Ly | FL

j=1

vy

On {X/}k(:) < A} one has Vk(") V(") > [U(")U(")T]l J0e} | J(")] and ‘7,5") < ﬁk(n") < A for
k €{1,...,k,}. Hence p, := ]P({Wk(:) Wk(")} {IlV,f:) Vk(:)ll > ‘25}) is bounded by

k
: 5
(n) (n) (W 7(mT
IP(kr{rllaX U ||>g)+1P(V > 1) +IP(”§ E[UU oy | 20 > 5)

k
Py 2 n
(n) (n) “ (n)2
gp(kgr{xll’%n}nuk ||>g>+]P(an > 1) + 5k:1]E[||Uk || ]1{”%5@”%}],

where the first and third summand converge to 0 as n — oco. Moreover, it follows that

[V — WP

n n 7(n S r(n 5 4E[
]P(||Wk(n) —szn)” > 5) < pn +P<|IV15,,) — WO > 5) < pot

52
4 (MFFmT WFOT | g 16d 5 12
<pt (”U geT —B[TPTOT | 7] )SanerZ]E(”Uk o)
=1
(A.14)
16d < i 16d i . . 16de>
= ot DE(OC]) < e o B( L EIGOF | 78] ) < o+ =54,
k=1 k=1

where (A.14) follows because

(S rf) (5o
- ZE(W W) <d T E (”Y(k)”z)

k

) - f B X1 (m) - > E( RICRTC)

j=1

for any R*¢-valued martingale difference sequence Y, due to the orthogonality of martingale
increments. Hence, we obtain limsup, JP(||W,<(:) - Vk(n”)|| > §) < limsup,_,, ]P(Vk(n”) > A1) +
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16‘15 =N Upon letting first ¢ — 0 and then A — oo it follows that W(") V(") — 0. This 1mp11es
that W(") — X as n — oo if and only if condition 1. holds, i.e. 1f and only if V(") — X as
n — oo, [

The main technical purpose of the following short lemma is to establish an elementary
condition under which the uncountable supremum of real-valued random variables is again
a well-defined random variable. We make occasional use of this result in Section 5.2.2.

Lemma A.19. Let E be a separable topological space. Suppose that for each x € E a random
variable Y(x) taking values in a normed space F is given such that for each fixed w the function
x = Y(x)(w) is continuous. Then the function sup .|Y(x)| is measurable.

Proof. Since E is separable, there exists a countable dense subset E, C E. By w-wise continuity
in x we then have sup [Y(x)| = sup,. [Y(x)[, where || denotes the norm in F. This is
measurable as a countable supremum of measurable functions. O

The next result stated below contains a standard condition for uniform convergence in prob-
ability, which is often termed a stochastic equicontinuity condition, see for example Andrews
[9]. In the context of parameter estimation from Section 3, we need this condition to prove
uniform weak laws of large numbers. The stochastic equicontinuity condition is quite old and
dates back to Prokhorov [92].

Theorem A.20. Let (E,d) be a compact metric space and suppose that for each x € E a sequence
of d-dimensional random variables (Y,(t));en+ as well as a determznzstzc Y(x) € R? are given such
thatY,(t) and Y(x) are continuous in x. Suppose moreover that Y, (t) L Y(x) for each x € E and
that for each x € E the uniform stochastic equicontinuity condition

limlimsuplP< sup Y () =Y, (1) >g) — 0

a—0 d(x,y)<a

t—o0

holds for each ¢ > 0. Then sup_|Y,(t) — Y(x)| %0 in probability.

Proof. All suprema over uncountable sets occurring in the theorem are well-defined random
variables by Lemma A.19 because E is separable as a compact space. The proof now closely
follows the proof of Theorem 1 in Andrews [9]. Since x — Y(x) is continuous on the compact
space E, it is uniformly continuous. Let & > 0 be so small that lim sup,_, ( SUP 4x )<l Y (8) —

Y, > g) < n and that sup,, «lY(x) =Y(y)| < 5 for fixed e,n > 0. Using the total
boundedness of E we can find a finite set {x;, ..., xx} C E such that E = U 1 B(xj, &), where
B(x;j, ) denotes the open ball of radius & around x;, as usual. We then obtain for k(¢e) :=

lim sup,_,, P ( sup, gV (®) = Y(x)| > E) that
ko) < limsupP(max sup [N~ Y O] + 1% = YCo)l V(<) =G0 > o)
t—00 x€B(x;,a

Slimsup]P( sup [Y,(t) = Y, ()] > = )+limsup]P( max |Y, (£) - Y(x;)] > f)
d(x,y)<a Jjefl,..., K} 3

t—o0 t—o0

<n+ Z lim suplP(”ij(t) Y ()| > 3K) — .

] 1 —o0
Since n > 0 was arbitrary, it follows that k(¢) = 0, which finishes the proof. O
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Another result that is needed for the proofs of Section 5.2.3 is given by the following
lemma, which states that a sequence of random functions converges uniformly in probability
whenever it converges pointwise in probability and its partial derivatives converge uniformly.

Lemma A.21. Let E C R" be bounded and convex. Suppose that for each x € E, a sequence
of m-dimensional random variables (Y,(t));en+ is given such that Y,(t) is continuously differen-
tiable in x, and that there exists a deterministic functionY : E — R™ such that Y,(t) —» Y(x)
for any x € E. Supposepfurther that there exists some continuous W : E — R™" such that
sup, |V Y:() = W(x)| — 0, where V, denotes the (m x n)-Jacobian matrix with respect to x.
ThenY is continuously differentiable, sup, Y (t) = Y(x)| = 0, and V.Y = W.

Proof. We first show that Y, () is a uniform Cauchy sequence in probability, i.e., for every
e > 0and § > 0 there is a T € IN* such that P(sup,[|Yi(s) = Y(t)| > ¢) < § forall s,t > T. Let
xo € E. By applying the multivariate mean value theorem to x — Y,(¢) — Y,(s) we have

SUP”Yx(t) - Yx(s)” < sup H (Yx(t) - Yx(s)) - (Yxo (t) - Yxo(s))u + ”Yxo(t) - Yxo (S)H

x€E x€E

< Sug Hvax(t) - vax(s)” Su£||x - xO" + ”Yxo (t) - Yxo(s)“
x€ x€

< dlam(E) sup Hvax(t) - vax(s)” + HYxo(t) - Yxo(s)”~
x€E

Since V,Y,(t) = W(x) uniformly in probability, (V,Y,(t));en+ is @ uniform Cauchy sequence
in probability, i.e. for given ¢ > 0 we can find some T € IN* such that P( sup, [V:Y:(t) —
V.Y ()] > m) < ¢ forall s,t > T. Likewise, since Y, (¢) converges in probability for any
xy € E, it is a Cauchy sequence in probability, so we can choose T large enough such that also
]P(HYxO(t) — Y, (s)] > g) < £ forall s,t > T. By the mean value theorem, it follows that

P( supl¥,() = Yi(s)] > ¢ ) < P( suplV,%,(¢) = ViY,(s)|diam(E) + ¥ (8) ~ Yo (5)] > ¢) < e

x€E x€E

for s,t > T, so (Y,(t))ien+ is uniformly Cauchy in probability. Consequently, there exists some
(possibly random) functionY : E — R™ such that sup, . |Y:(t) — Y(x)| % 0. But by the unique-
ness of limits in probability, it follows that Y = Y almost surely.

Fix now i € {1,...,m} and j € {1,...,n}. For any x € E let H;(x) denote the set of all h € R
such that x” := x + he§") € E, where eﬁ”) is the j-th unit vector. Then, for x € E and h € H;(x),

< sup [V, Ye(®)ij — Vi Ya ()l

x€E

1 1
= [0 = 0] = [1e(o) = Yal5)]

so the quotient sequence is Cauchy in probability uniformly in x € E and h € H;(x). There-
fore SUP, e e (x) ‘;—l [Yx/(t)i - Yx(t)i] - % [Y(x’ )i — Y(x),»]‘ — 0 in probability and in particular
almost surely along a subsequence (#)rew+. Take a further subsequence (#,)en+ such that also
sup, gV Yi(t,) — W(x)| — 0 almost surely. With a slight abuse of notation, we will suppress
the indices k; of these subsequences in the following. We will now show that Y is continuously
differentiable and V.Y = W. For x € E and x” = x + he; with h € H;(x) we get

HCORRENRATEN

<A+B+C, (A.15)
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where A = [FH[Y(x"); — Y(x)] = £ [Ye(®); = Y,@)i]|. B = |} [Yo(®): — Ye(£);] — ViYo()yy], and
C= !VxYx(t)i i —W(x); j‘. Let € > 0. By the arguments above, the terms A and C become almost
surely less than £ for some large enough t independent of x and h, while the term B becomes
less than £ for any fixed t if |h| is small enough. It follows that 9, Y (x); = W (x),;. H

In Section 4.2 we need multivariate extensions of the well-known Burkholder-Davis—Gun-
dy inequality (see Dellacherie and Meyer [36, Theorem VIL.92]) and of Emery’s inequality (see
Protter [93, Theorem V.3]) for semimartingales. These multivariate extensions follow easily
from their univariate counterparts, and we include the proofs here for the sake of complete-
ness. In the following, let M.y = max{|Mij| i €{l,...,m}, j € {1,...,n}} denote the
maximum-element norm of a matrix M € R™" and recall that |M| . < M| < Jmn|M|max
where the latter can be derived from simple relations between the spectral norm and the
Frobenius norm of a matrix. We start with the Burkholder-Davis—Gundy inequality and, as

always, fix some right-continuous filtration (.% (¢)),cx. on the space (Q, .%).

Theorem A.22. Let X = (X(t))wr, be an R*-valued local martingale with X(0) = 0 and let
p € [1,00). Then there are positive constants c, and C,, such that for all stopping times® t

GE(IIX. XI(0IF) < E( suplX(©)I" ) < GE(IIX. X]@)If)-

s<t

-1
In particular, the constants c, and C, can be chosen asc, = [6pdg“] and C, = 4pd§+1.

Proof. First, note that max;«;<, E(X;) < E(max;<;, X;) < nmax;«<, E(X;) for any nonnega-
tive random variables X, ..., X,,. Moreover, we use the univariate Burkholder-Davis—-Gundy
inequality é]E([X, X](0)?) < E(sup,., |X(s)[P) < 4pE([X, X](2)?) in the case d = 1, found
e.g. in Dellacherie and Meyer [36, Theorem VII.92]. To show the first inequality, note that

IE<||[X, X](T)u%) <a*E(IIx, x](r)||§m) e max 1%, X101 )

j<d

IN

d*E( max [X. X1(0F X, X,1(0)* ) < aB( max| X, X](0)° )

1<i,j<d

IN

6pdt* max B sup X)) < 6pdt'E( suplX(5)l)

1<i<d s<t s<t

< 6pd"E( suplX(s)I").

s<r

where we used the Kunita-Watanabe (or the Cauchy-Schwarz) inequality in the third step,
see for example Protter [93, Theorem II.25]. For the second inequality, we obtain the upper
bound

E( sup|X(s)I? ) < d?E( sup|X(s)|.. ) < d>* maxE( sup |X;(s)”
p p max ISiSd

s<t s<t s<t

< apd* B (11X, XI(Dlh ) < 4pdtE(I1X X101 ). 0

®Here we define |[X, X](c0)| := lim;_|[X, X](®)|, which is well-defined because [X, X] is almost surely
increasing in the Loewner order because v"[X, X]v = [v" X, 0" X] is almost surely increasing for any v € R,
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On the space of R™"-valued cadlag (or caglad) adapted processes, we define the (possibly
infinite) S* norm by |X|s» := | sup,ep, |X(®)]|,, for 1 < p < co. For an R*-valued semimartin-
gale X, we can then define the (possibly infinite) H” norm by |X|g» := infy 4 {HHX 0)] +
IIM, M](0)| + ||A||(00)” i }, where the infimum is taken over all decompositions X = X(0) +
M + A with M being a local martingale and A an adapted, cadlag process of finite variation
with M(0) = A(0) = 0 almost surely. Here |A| denotes the total variation process of A. The
Hardy spaces S? and H? of processes with finite S? and H?” norm can be shown to be Banach
spaces, see Dellacherie and Meyer [36, VII.64 and VII.98(e)] in the case d = 1 and p < co. The
SP and H? norms satisfy the following weak inequality:

Theorem A.23. Let p € [1,00) and d € IN*. Then there exists a positive constant c, depending
only on p and d such that | X|s» < c,|X|u» for all d-dimensional semimartingales X.

Proof. Applying the Burkholder-Davis—Gundy inequality A.22, the fact that the total varia-
tion process is increasing, and |a + b + ¢|? < 377'(|al? + |b|? + |c|?), we obtain

IXIE, < 3 E(IXOIF + suplM@I? + 141" ) < CE[ (IXO) + M, MI@)I* + A1) )]

teRy

for some C, depending only on p and d. Taking p-th roots and infima finishes the proof. []

The following theorem provides the multivariate version of Emery’s inequality, attributed
to Emery [45], which gives a handy upper bound for H? norms of arbitrary stochastic inte-
grals.

Theorem A.24. Let H be a caglad, adapted R™"-valued process and X an R"-valued semi-
martingale. Moreover, let 117 + (11 =l for1<p<ocoandl<q<co. Then

| [ Hax], <nimlolx - X

Proof. Fix a semimartingale decomposition X = X(0) + M + A. Then [ HdX = [ H dM +
| H dA is a decomposition for / H dM. Recall that [/ H dM, [ HdM] = [ H d[M,M]H".
We will now show |/ H dX|(t) < nymsup,_|H(s)| JA|(t). Since each component A; of A
is a univariate process of finite Varlatlon there are umque increasing A7 and A; such that
Aj=Aj — A} and ||f H(s) dA(s)| < ||/ H(s) dA*(s)| + ||f H(s) dA=(s)| for all a < b, where
A+ and A- denote the d-dimensional processes with components A} and A;. Then, as |x| <

VX max,

| [ 1 aa6) < vmmas 3 (| [ moaao|+| [ e o

< m suplHOlax Y, (14)1) = 14/@)-

ast<b 1<j<n

Hence |/ H dAI®) = sup,, Syerl [ H(S) dAS] < 77 5P, [H (Sl Sy 14,1(8), which
is itself bounded by n/msup _,|H(s)| |A[(¢). We have the further bound

| /0 H(s) d[M, MI(9) HOS)T <m) /0 () d[M, M) HG) -
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HA(H) dIM, ]G

< m max Z / " A M) [ HA dIM M)

1<, k<n

2
< mn® max (sup IH,-J-(S)|> fg&X[Mk,Mk](t)

SLjSm \ s

= mn ({ SuplH ) 11, MI(O

s<t

< mn2< supllH(S)II)2 I[M, M1l

s<t

where we used the Kunita-Watanabe inequality in the third step, see for example Protter [93,
Theorem I1.25]. This yields

“/ HdX| <nym|(suplHOI)IM, MI)l* + (suplHI )

H" teR teR,
An application of Holder’s inequality yields the result. O
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