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Abstract: In this article, we study a robust estimation method for a general class of integer-valued time series
models. The conditional distribution of the process belongs to a broad class of distribution and unlike classical
autoregressive framework, the conditional mean of the process also depends on some exogenous covariates. We
derive a robust inference procedure based on the minimum density power divergence. Under certain regularity
conditions, we establish that the proposed estimator is consistent and asymptotically normal. In the case where
the conditional distribution belongs to the exponential family, we provide sufficient conditions for the existence
of a stationary and ergodic 7-weakly dependent solution. Simulation experiments are conducted to illustrate the
empirical performances of the estimator. An application to the number of transactions per minute for the stock

Ericsson B is also provided.
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1 Introduction

The analysis of time series of counts has attracted much interest in the literature during the last two decades,
given the large number of papers written in this direction. This is due among others to the applications in various
fields: epidemiological surveillance (number of new infections), in finance (number of transactions), in industrial
quality control (number of defects), and traffic accidents (number of road casualties), etc. To describe time series of
count data, several questions have been addressed with various modeling approaches which are generally classified
into two categories: observation-driven models and parameter-driven models (see Cox (1981)). One of the first
important results on this topic were obtained independently by McKenzie (1985) and Al-Osh and Alzaid (1987);
the INAR model has been introduced by using the binomial thinning operator. Due to its limitations, numerous

extensions have been proposed; see, e.g., Al-Osh and Alzaid (1990). Later, new models with various marginal
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distributions and dependence structures have been studied by several authors; see among others, Fokianos et al.
(2009), Doukhan et al. (2012, 2013), Doukhan and Kengne (2015), Davis and Liu (2016), Ahmad and Francq
(2016), Douc et al. (2017), Fokianos et al. (2020) for some recent progress.

For most developments in the literature, the parametric inference is commonly based on the conditional maxi-
mum likelihood estimator (MLE) which provides a full asymptotic efficiency among regular estimators. However,
it has been recognized that the MLE is very sensitive to small perturbations caused by outliers in the underlying
model. Beran (1977) addressed this issue and was one of the first references in the literature to use the density-
based minimum divergence methods. Numerous others works have been devoted to this topic; see, among others,
Tamura and Boos (1986), Simpson (1987), Basu and Lindsay (1994), and Basu et al. (1998). In the context of
modelling time series of counts, this question has already been investigated. For instance, Fokianos and Fried
(2010, 2012) have studied the problem of intervention effects (that generating various types of outliers) in linear
and log-linear Poisson autoregressive models. Fried et al. (2015) have proposed a Bayesian approach for handling
additive outliers in INGARCH processes; they have used Metropolis-Hastings algorithm to estimate the parameters
of the model. Recently, Kim and Lee (2017, 2019) adopted the approach of Basu et al. (1998) to construct a robust
estimator based on the minimum density power divergence for zero-inflated Poisson autoregressive models, and a
general integer-valued time series whose conditional distribution belongs to the one-parameter exponential family.

See also Kang and Lee (2014) for application of such procedure to Poisson autoregressive models.

On the other hand, most of the models proposed for analysing time series of counts do not provide a framework
within which we are able to analyze the possible dependence of the observations on a relevant exogenous covariates.
In this vein, Davis and Wu (2009) have studied generalized linear models for time series of counts, where conditional
on covariates, the observed process is modelled by a negative binomial distribution. Agosto et al. (2016) have
developed a class of linear Poisson autoregressive models with exogenous covariates (PARX), where the parametric
inference is based on the maximum likelihood method. Later, Pedersen and Rahbek (2018) proposed a theory for
testing the significance of covariates in a class of PARX models. See also the recent work of Fokianos and Truquet
(2019) which considered a class of categorical time series models with covariates and addressed stationarity and
ergodicity question. The R package ”tscount” Liboschik et al. (2017) provides tools for analysis and modeling

count time series models where the conditional mean of the process can take into account covariate effects.

In this new contribution, we consider a quite general class of observation-driven models for time series of counts
with exogenous covariates. The mean of the discrete conditional distribution of Y; depends on the whole past
observations, some relevant covariates and a finite dimensional parameter 8*. We study a robust estimator of 6*
by using the minimum density power divergence estimator (MDPDE) proposed by Basu et al. (1998). Compared
to that of Kim and Lee (2019), the framework considered here is more general: (i) the class of models has the
ability to handle the dependence of the observations on exogenous covariates, (ii) the dependence through the past
is of infinite order (which enables a large dependence structure and to consider INGARCH(p, ¢)-type models) and
(iii) even if in many applications the conditional distribution belongs to the exponential family, the class of the

conditional distribution considered here is beyond the exponential family.

Recently, Aknouche A. and Francq (2020) consider a class of count time series with the conditional distributions
that are not restricted to belong to the one-parameter exponential family and where the conditional mean depend on
exogenous covariates. They provided conditions for stationarity and ergodicity. For both the linear and nonlinear
conditional means considered by these authors, the feedback effects of the covariate is linear and it is an additive

term in the conditional mean. We do not restrict to such setting and consider a larger dependence structure
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between the conditional means and the covariate. In the case where the conditional distribution belongs to the
exponential family, we provide sufficient conditions that ensure the existence of a stationary and ergodic 7-weakly

dependent solution. In this sense of a large dependence to the covariate, our result is more general.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 contains the model specification and the construction of the robust
estimator as well as the main results. Section 3 is devoted to the application of the general results to some examples
of dynamic models. Some simulation results are displayed in Section 4 whereas Section 5 focus on applications on

a real data example. The proofs of the main results are provided in Section 6.

2 Model specification and estimation

2.1 Model formulation

Suppose that {Y;, t € Z} is a time series of counts and that X, = (X714, Xo 4, -+, Xa, 1) € R9 represents a vector
of covariates with d, € N. Denote by F;_1 = 0 {Y;_1, -+ ; X4—1,--- } the o-field generated by the whole past at

time t—1. Consider the general dynamic model where Y;|F;_1 follows a discrete distribution whose mean satisfying:

E(Y:|Fio1) = Me(0) = fo(Yio1, Yoo, 5 X1, X2+ +) (2.1)

where fy is a measurable non-negative function defined on N§ x (R%)N (with Ng = N U {0}) and assumed to
be known up to the parameter § which belongs in a compact subset © C R? (d € N). Let us note that when
X; = C (a constant), then the model reduces to the classical integer-valued autoregressive model that has
already been considered in the literature (see, e.g., Ahmad and Francq (2016)). In the sequel, we assume that the
random variables Y;, t € Z have the same distribution and denote by Gy(-|F;—1) the distribution of Y;|F;_1; let
g(:|n+) be the probability density function of this distribution, where 7, is the natural parameter of Gy given by
N = n(A(0)). Assume that the density g(:|n:(0)) is known up to the parameter 8; and this density has a support
set {y, g(y|n:(0)) > 0} which is independent of 6.

Throughout the sequel, the following norms will be used:
o ||z|| = sup,<;<, |7, for any x € R?, p € N;

o || fllo = supgece (| f(O)|) for any function f: © — M, 4(R), where M, 4(R) denotes the set of matrices of
dimension p x q with coefficients in R, for p,q € N;

o [Y],=E (||Y||T)1/T, if Y is a random vector with finite r—order moments, for r > 0.

We set the following classical Lipschitz-type condition on the function fj.

Assumption A;(0) (i =0,1,2): For any (y,z) € NJ} x R®, the function 6 — fy(y, ) is i times continuously dif-

ferentiable on © with ||8" f5(0)/06'|| , < co; and there exists two sequences of non-negative real numbers (oz,(j)y) E>1

le

and (al(f)x)k>1 satisfying > aéog, <1 (or > oz;:)y < oo fori=1,2) and ) oz,(f)x < oo for i = 0,1,2; such that
. k=1 ' k=1 ' k=1
for any (y, ), (y/,2") € Nj x (R%)N,

' foly,x) 9 foly,2) - (4) / - (i) /
H 00’ B 00’ H@ < ’;ak,ﬂyk = Yl + kzz:lak,x ok — gl -



4 MDPDE for integer-valued time series

where || - || denotes any vector or matrix norm.

In the sequel, it is assumed for the general setting that there exists a stationary and ergodic process Y;* = (Y3, A, X3)

solution of (2.1]); and
3C,e > 0, such that V¢t € Z, E|Y;|'" < C. (2.2)

In the case where the distribution of Y;|F;—1 belongs to the one-parameter exponential family, the existence of
such solution is established (see Proposition |3.1).

2.2 Minimum power divergence estimator

In this subsection, we briefly describe the use of the density power divergence to obtain an estimation of the
parameters of the model . The asymptotic behavior of the estimated parameter is also studied. Assume that
the observations (Y7, X1),-- -, (Yn, X,,) are generated from according to the true parameter 8* € © which is
unknown; i.e., g(+[n:(6*)) is the true conditional density of Y;|F,_1. Let G = {g(-|n:(6)); 6 € O} be the parametric
family of density functions indexed by 6 € ©. To estimate 6*, Basu et al. (1998) have proposed a method which
consists to choose the ”best approximating distribution” of Y;|F;_1 in the family G by minimizing a divergence
d,, between density functions g(-|n:(0)) and g(-|n:(6*)). The density power divergence d, between two density
functions g and g, is defined by (in the discrete set-up)

Z {g" () — (14 1)g.W)g®(w) + 2glt()}, a>0,
da(g,9x) =
Z {9+(y) (log g.(y) — log g(y)) }, a=0.

So, the empirical objective function (based on the divergence between conditional density functions) up to some

terms which are independent of 6 is H, ,,(0) = % St €a+(0) where

S g(ulm (@) — (1+ L) g(Vim(@)*, a >0,
los(0) =4 ¥=°

—log g(Y|m:(9)), a=0,

with 7:(0) = n(A:(0)) and Ae(0) = fo(Yio1,Yi—2, -+ X4—1, Xy—2--+). Since (Yo, Xo),(Y-1,X_1), -+ are not
observed, H, ,(0) is approximated by PAI,L 0)=1 Z EA +(0), where

) S gl (0) — (1+ g(im0)*, a>o0,
los(0) =4 ¥=°

—log g(Yi[7:(6)), a=0,

with 7:(6) = n(A(0)) and A(6) = fo(Yi1,---,Y1,0,--+ ;X 1,---,X1,0,---). Therefore, the MDPDE of §* is
defined by (cf. Basu et al. (1998) and Kim and Lee (2019))

o~

Oan = argmin(ﬁ]ayn(e)).
0cO

Let us recall that when o = 0, the MDPDE corresponds to the MLE.

We need the following regularity assumptions to study the consistency and the asymptotic normality of the MDPDE.
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(A0):

(A1):
(A2):

(A3):

(A8):

: the mapping 1 — ¢(n) = >, _

: for all ¢ > 1, the mapping n — ¥(n) = ‘

for all 6§ € @7 (f@()/t—la}/t—Qa"' ;Xt—17Xt—27”') = fQ*(Yt—h)/t—Qa"' ;Xt—laXt—Qv"') a.s. for some t €
Z) = 0 = 6*; moreover, Jc > 0 such that eingfg(yl, ceesxy,---) > cfor all (y,z) € NY x R ;
€

#* is an interior point in the compact parameter space © C R
There exists a constant A > 0 such that E ||/\t(0)Hé) =A< oo, forall t >1;

for all y € Ny, the function n — ¢(y|n) is twice continuously differentiable on R and for some 7,7’ € R,
(9(yln) = g(yln') ¥y € No) = n =1;

o ‘%yn‘")‘ is well definite on R and for all ¢ > 1, there exists a constant i, > 0

such that sup ||[|¢ (67:(0) + (1 —6)7(0))llol, < P < o0
0<5<1

g(Yltln) %;I") is well definite on R and there exists a constant ¢, > 0

such that sup [[[4 (m(8) + (1 = O)n(0)) ell, < Py < 003

: the mapping A — n()) (defined in [¢, +00[) satistying the Lipschitz condition: there exists a constant ¢, > 0

such that, for all A, X' > 0, [n(X) — n(X')| < ¢,|A = X'|; moreover, (n(A) =n(X)) = A=X.

: there exists two non-negative constants h, and 7, such that the mappings:

A ha3) = (1 )/ O[S 2 gy gy — PO g pypet] oy
y=0
and
Ao ma(N) = 8h§A(A) (2.4)

satisfy || [|ha (M (O))I[3 ||, < o and  sup [|[ma (9A:(8) + (1= 6)Ai()) llo ]|, < Ta, for all £ > 1
0<6<1

for all ¢ € R, CT%(:*) =0a.s = c’ =0, where 7 denotes the transpose.

Assumption (AO0) is an identifiability condition. The conditions (A3)-(A7) allow us to unify the theory and the

treatment for a class of distributions that belongs or not to the exponential family. In the class of the exponential

family distribution, these conditions can be written in a simpler form (see the Subsection [3.1). The other conditions

are standard in this framework and can also be found in many studies; see for instance, Kim and Lee (2019). As

detailed in Section [3] all these conditions are satisfied for many classical models.

The following theorem gives the consistency of the estimator ga,n.

Theorem 2.1 Assume that (A0)-(A6), (Ag(©)) and (with € > 2) hold with

Then

1 _
a,(f%, + ozgg( = O(k™7) for some v >1; and Z Ty mex (@1, ¥y) < o0. (2.5)
k>1

Ounrn 255 0%

n— oo
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The following theorem gives the asymptotic normality of @m.

Theorem 2.2 Assume that (A0)-(A8), (A;(0)) (fori=0,1,2), (with € > 3) with

oz,(f;/ + a,(c%( + a,(cl,%/ + a,(i;( = O(k™7) for some y > 3/2. (2.6)

Then

Vi (o —07) > Na(0.30) with So=J7 1,077,

n—oo

* * o\ I
where Jo, = —E(732§g(;)19(ﬁ )) and I, = ]E[(aeage(e )> (86‘1(’910(9 )) }

The trade-off between the robustness and the efficiency is controlled by the tuning parameter «. As pointed out
in numerous works (see for instance, Basu et al. (1998)), it is found that the estimators with large o have strong
robustness properties while small value of « is suitable when the efficiency is preferred. So, the procedure is
typically less efficient when « increases. In the empirical studies, we will consider the value of o between zero and

one, and models with condition distribution belonging to the one-parameter exponential family.

3 Examples

In this section, we give some particular cases of class of integer-valued time series defined in . We show
that the regularity conditions required for the asymptotic results of the previous section are satisfied for these
models. Throughout the sequel, we consider that X; = (X1, Xoy, -, X, t) € R? (d, € N) represents a vector
of covariates, # belongs to a compact set © C R? (d € N) and C denotes a positive constant whom value may
differ from one inequality to another. For any 6 € ©, we will use the notation 7, 5(0) := dn.(0) + (1 — 0)7, () (with
0 <6 <1) for a given element between 7;(6) and n:(9).

3.1 A general model with the exponential family distribution

As a first example, we consider a process {Y;, t € Z} satisfying:
Yi|Fio1 ~ g(ylme) with Ay == E(Y;|Fi—1) = fo(Yeor, -3 X1, 1) (3.1)

where ¢(+]-) is a discrete distribution that belongs to the one-parameter exponential family; that is,

g(yln) = exp{ny — A(n)} h(y)

where 7 is the natural parameter (i.e., 1; is the natural parameter of the distribution of Y;|F;—1), A(n), h(y) are
known functions and fy(-) is a non-negative function defined on N§° x R>°, assumed to be know up to 6. Let
us set B(n) = A’(n) the derivative of A(n) (which is assumed to exist a well as the second order derivative); it
is known that E(Y;|Fi—1) = B(n:). Therefore, the model can be seen as a particular case of (2.1, where
n(A) = B7Y(\). Similar models without covariates have been studied by Davis and Liu (2016) (with the MLE)
and Kim and Lee (2019) (with the MDPDE) where the conditional mean of Y¥; depends only on (Y;—1,A;—1). Cui
and Zheng (2017) carried out the model without covariates and proved the existence of a stationary, ergodic
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and 7T-weakly dependent solution; they also considered inference based on the conditional maximum likelihood
estimator. The following proposition establishes the existence of a unique solution for the class of model (3.1]) with

covariates. Let us impose a autoregressive-type structure on the covariates:
Xt :u(thlaXt72a"' agt)7 (32)

where (&) is a sequence of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d) random variables and u(x;e;) a function

with values in R%  satisfying

Elju(0;e:)|| < oo and E|u(z;e;) —u(a’;e)| < Zak(u)ka — x| for all z, 2’ € (RN, (3.3)
k>1

for some non-negative sequence (a(u))r>1 such that Y, - max {ay(u) ak Y} < 1.

Proposition 3.1 Assume that Ag(©) and holds. Then there exists a T-weakly dependent stationary solution
Y = (Y, M\, X3) of and such that E||Y{|| < oo.

For the model (3.1)), let us provide some sufficient conditions for the assumptions (A2)-(AT).

e According to Assumption Ag(O), for all ¢ > 1, we have

[A(@)]le < [[fo(0)llg + [[fo(0) = fo(Yi1, -+ 5 Xim1,- o
<fo(0)llg + > N Yee + 3 alx I1Xe—el| - (3.4)

>1 £>1

Thus,

0 0
HA@llell, < Ifa@ ol + > by [Vizell, + >t M1 Xe—ellll,

£>1 >1

<C+ C(Za(o) + Za/ < oo (from the assumption (2.2]) with € > 3).
>1 e>1

Hence, (A2) is satisfied.
o Clearly, (A3) is satisfied.

e According to the above notations, for any 6 € ©, § € [0, 1], we have

oo

e(nes(0 ZI y— B(n:,5(0)))9(ylne.s(0))| < 2B(ne.5(6)).

Since the function B is strictly increasing (because Var(Y;|Fi—1) = B’(n:) > 0), we deduce that
letesO)lle < 2 (1B O)lle + IB@©0) — B@)lle) = 2 (I O)lo + [X(0) = M@)o ). (3.5)
Moreover, Assumption Ag(©) implies

IA(0) = M@)o < [ fo(Yimr, -+ Y1,0, s Xyoq, o+, X1,0,++) = fo(Vier, 1 Xem1, -+ )llo

<> af Yoty afx X (3.6)
0>t 0>t
<S a0V e+ S ol 1%l (3.7)

£>1 £>1
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Thus, from (3.4), (3.5) and (3.7)), for t > 1, we get
letes@loll, < 2(M1FoO)loll, +2 D" el ¥imells +237 ol 11 Xel I12)

£>1 £>1
<C+ C’( Z oz(o) + Z 04(0) < oo (from the stationary assumption).
>1 >1

Therefore, (A4) is satisfied with 3, = C + C( a(o) + > a ) is constant. In addition, remark that
>1 i>1

(s (0)lle = (Vi = Bnes(0))lle < Yi+ [IM:(0)llo + [[A:(6) — Ae(6)]le-
Thus, from (3.4), (3.7), we deduce

0 0
s @), < 1Velz + 1o 0)lolly +2 > al I Vieella +2 > af (11Xl 12
>1 >1

<c+c(Y N +> al%) <

>1 £>1

Hence, (A5) is satisfied with ¢, = C + C( > a —|— > a )
>1 >1

To verify (A6), remark that for the model , n'(\) = m. Moreover, since B is strictly increasing
in 1, B~! is also strictly increasing in A. Then, from (A0), |n'(\)] < m, for some ¢ > 0, which implies
that n’ is bounded. Thus, the function 7 satisfies the Lipschitz condition, which shows that (A6) holds.
Clearly, the second part of (A6) is satisfied.

Now, let us show that (A7) is satisfied. From (AO), for all § € O, we have
]' + a a+1 «@
ha(Xe(0))] = BB I000) ’Z y = Au(0)g(yIn(A(0))* + (Ve = Au(0))9(Yiln(A:(0)))

sB,HOt (3 0+ M @atylntru) + i+ 260)
< C(Yi+30(0)).

Therefore,
1ha(M(9))ll6 < CIIY: +3X(0)[1& < C(Y7 +6Yi[Ae(0) o + 9 A (0)]13)- (3.8)

By applying the Holder’s inequality to the second term of the right hand side of ), we get
C (Y[l +6l[Ye - In@)lell, + 9 X ],)

< O (11Yell5 + 61¥alla - 1A (O)llolla + 9 [IA:(8) lo]13)
< C(C+60A* +9)?) i=T, < 0o (from ([Z2) with e > 3 and (A2)).

[Ira @13, <

To complete the verification of (A7), we need to impose the following regularity condition on the function B
(see also Kim and Lee (2019)):

B”(Tlt,é(e))

(BO): supyeg SUPg<s<1 )W < K, for some K > 0.




Diop and Kengne 9

Let A 5(8) = A (0) + (1 — 5)/)\\t(0) with 6 € ©, 0 < ¢ < 1; which implies that 7; 5(6) = n(A,5(6)) is between
n(A:(0)) and n(Xt(H)) since the function 1 is monotone. By using the condition (B0), we can proceed as in
Kim and Lee (2019) to get for all § € ©,

ma(Aes(0)] < CY2 + KY, + CB(1,,5(6))% + 3KB<nt 5(0)) +
< OY? + KY, + C(B(mi(9)) + |B(7.(0)) — >\)2+3K< n(0)) + |B@:(9)) — B(n(0))]) + C
— OV 4+ KY; + C(0(0) + N (0) — M (6)]) +3K(At )+ [Ae(6) — Ae(0)]) + C.

Thus, according to (3.4) and (3.7)), for any ¢t > 1, we have

Ima s O)llg < CY2 + KY: + C(11f5(0) o +2 3 a3 Yioe 23" ol [ Xo—i])?

£>1 £>1
+3K ([1fo(0)llo +23 " ol Viee +23 afX 1 Xe—el) +
£>1 £>1

Hence, from (2.2)) with € > 3,

7m0 (Aes (O llo ||,

0 0 2
< CI¥2e + K[ Yillz + || (1fa0)llo +2 D" af Yiese +2 3 al% Xl )|,
0>1 0>1

+ 3K (1200 ||@+22aethg+22a 1Xe—ell) |, + €

>1

< CIVill} + KIYill2 + €| 1£6(0 Olle +23 053 Yeme +23 agl | Xid I

+3E (Il £6(0 ||@H2+22az 1Y e|\2+22az HIXe—ell l12) +

£>1 £>1

2

< C+CK +C(1faOlloll, +2 ) af Viella+2 3 alk 1 Xe—ell l1)

>1 >1
+3K(C+ O e} +> %)) +
>1 (>1
<c+c(c+o(Xal+Y ol ) +O(C+O(D i+ af%)) +C =, < 0.
>1 £>1 >1 >1

Thus (A7) is satisfied.

3.2 A particular case of linear models: INGARCH-X

As second example, consider the Poisson-INGARCH-X model defined by

q p"
Vil Foor ~P(N) with A =of + > afYii+ > Bihi +v(Xim1), (3.9)
i=1 i=1
where ag > 0, af, -+ ,ag., 87, ,B;- > 0 and v is a non-negative function defined on R4 . This class of models

has already been studied within the maximum-likelihood framework; see for instance Agosto et al. (2016) and
Pedersen and Rahbek (2018). Similarly, one can define the NB-INGARCH-X and BIN-INGARCH-X models with

the negative binomial distribution and the Bernoulli distribution, respectively. Without loss of generality, we assume



10 MDPDE for integer-valued time series

that the components of the exogenous covariate vector are non-negative and that v(z) is a linear function in z. More
ds
precisely, there exists (7, -+ ,7j.) € [0,00)% such that v(z) = Y yfa;, for any & = (21, ,z4,) € [0,00)%. The

1=1
true parameter of the model is 0* = (ag, o, - - s Qs BTy By vt ,fy;w); therefore, © is a compact subset of

*

* * p
(0,00) x [0,00)P T4 Td= Tf ™ 3; < 1, then we can find two sequences (11,(6%))x>0 and (7 (0*))x>1 such that
i=1

A =10(0%) + D k(0 Yok + > (07) X x;
k>1 k>1
which implies that fo-(y;2) = ¥o(0*) + Y151 Yk(0F)ye + > 1oy Ve (02K, for any (y,z) € Njj x (Rdw)N. As
pointed out in Aknouche and Francq (2020), by Tlsing the argumen_ts of Theorem 1 in Francq and Thieu (2019), a
sufficient condition on the model to be identifiable is that Y; is not a measurable function of {X,, s € Z}. Let
us impose here a Markov-structure on the set of the covariates. Assume that X; = g(X;—_1,¢;) for some function
g(w, &) with values in [0,00)% and where (g;) is a sequence of i.i.d random variables. To ensure the stability of

the exogenous covariates, we make the following assumption (see also Agosto et al. (2016)).

(B1): E [lgle,e0) — gla',e0)lI”] < pllz — " and E [Jg(0, £0)]I'] < oo, for some (5,p) € [1,00) x (0,1) and for
all z, 2’ € [0, 00)%.

To check the conditions of Theorems and define the compact set © as follows:

@ = {6 = (0[0,041, T 7aq*7617 T 7517*,717' o »’de) S [ano)p*+q*+dz+1/ 0< o, S (e7)) S ay,
q p” p”
) ) _ : - _ ) _ <
20&1 + 261 < 1 — € with € = max {0, (1 ;61)(/) al)} and 12251{%} < av}, (3.10)

for some ayr, ay,ay,e > 0.

e Under the assumption (B1), if 6* € © (see the definition in[3.10), A;(©) (i = 0,1,2) holds; and Proposition
establishes the existence of a 7-weakly dependent stationary and ergodic solution Y;* = (Y3, \¢, X;) of the
model as well as the NB-INGARCH-X and BIN-INGARCH-X models, satisfying E||Y;*|| < co. In the
case of the Poisson-INGARCH-X model, we refer to the second part of the proof of Theorem 1 in Agosto
et al. (2016) for the existence of the s—order moment with s > 1. Thus, according to (B1) (with s > 3
), the condition (with € > 3) holds, and consequently (A2) holds for the Poisson-INGARCH-X model
(see subsection and for sufficient conditions in a large class of models, including NB-INGARCH-X and
BIN-INGARCH-X). In addition, fyo(y;z) > ag > ar := c for all # € © and (y,z) € NJ x (Rdf)N7 which
shows that the second part of (A0) holds. Since the one-parameter exponential family includes the Poisson
distribution, by using (2.2), (A0) and A¢(©), we can go along similar lines as in the general model to
show that the assumptions (A3), (A4), (A5) and (A6) hold.

e Let us check the assumption (A7). If (BO) holds, one can go along similar lines as in (3.1)) to get (AT). Let
us show that (B0) holds. Remark that model (3.9) is a particular case of model (3.1]) where A\; = B(n;) = €.
Thus, for any ¢ € [0,1], 8 € ©, we have

Blus®) ) 11,
B (11:,5(0))?

where A 5(0) is between Xt(ﬂ) and A (0). Hence, (BO) is satisfied.
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4 Simulation and results

This section presents some simulation study to assess the efficiency and the robustness of the MDPDE. We compare
the performances of the MDPDE with those of the MLE (a = 0) for some dynamic models satisfying . To
this end, the stability of the estimators under contaminated data will be studied. For each model considered, the
results are based on 100 replications of Monte Carlo simulations of sample sizes n = 500, 1000. The sample mean

and the mean square error (MSE) of the estimators will be applied as evaluation criteria.

4.1 Poisson-INGARCH-X process

Consider the Poisson-INGARCH-X defined by

Yi|Fio1 ~ P(Ae) with A\ = a0+ oY1 + Bh—1 + 7| Xe—1], (4.1)

where 0* = (ag,a1,,7) € © C (0,00) x [0,00)3 is the true parameter and X; follows an ARCH(1) process given
by
Xt|ft,1 ~ N(0,0’?) with Ut2 = Wo +W1X75271, wo > 0, w1 Z 0.

For this model, we set 8* = (0.10,0.15,0.80,0.03). This scenario is related and close to the real data example (see
below). We first consider the case where the data are not contaminated by outliers. We generate a trajectory of
model with (wp,w1) = (1,0.5). For different values of «, the parameter estimates and their corresponding
MSEs (shown in parentheses) are summarized in Table In the table, the minimal MSE for each component
of (Zw is indicated by the symbol ® (some values of the MSE have been rounded up, e.g. in Tabl n = 500,
a = 0.10, the last column, in parentheses, the value is 0.088 instead of 0.09). These results show that the MLE has
the minimal MSEs for all the parameters, except for v when n = 500 and a; when n = 1000. For the parameters
v (when n = 500) and @1 (when n = 1000), the MDPDE with o = 0.1 has the minimal MSE, but the values are
close to those of the MLE. One can also observe that the MSEs of the MDPDEs increase with «. These findings
confirm the fact that the MLE generally outperforms the MDPDE when no outliers exist. However, as n increases,
the performances of the MDPDE increase for each «.

Now, we evaluate the robustness of the estimators by considering the case where the data are contaminated by
additive outliers. Assume that we observe the contaminated process Y. such that Y.; = Y; + P.Yy+, where Y;
is generated from , P, is an i.i.d Bernoulli random variable with a success probability p and Y is an i.i.d
Poisson random variable with a mean p. In the sequel, the variables P, Yy ; and Y; are assumed to be independent.
For p = 0.02 and p = 10, the corresponding results are summarized in Table |2} From this table, one can see that
the MDPDE has smaller MSEs than the MLE, except for the estimations obtained with v = 0.75 and o = 1 (see
for instance B\), which indicates that the MDPDE is more robust to outliers and overall outperforms the MLE in

such cases. We also observe that the selected optimal value of o decreases as n increases for all parameters.

4.2 NB-INGARCH-X process

Consider the negative-binomial-INGARCH-X (NB-INGARCH-X) model defined by

(1—p)
Y43

Y;|Fi—1 ~ NB(r,p;) with r =X=ao+aYi 1+ BN 1+ mexp(Xi1) +elix,, <o Xoi-1], (4.2)
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Table 1: Sample mean and MSEx10? of the estimators for the Poisson-INGARCH-X model with 6*
(0.1,0.15,0.8,0.03): the case without outliers in the data.

MDPDE for integer-valued time series

n = 500 n = 1000

a @ a B gl do a B gl

0  0.137(1.86)*  0.152(0.10)®  0.780(0.60)°  0.035(0.09) 0.120(0.39)*  0.148(0.06)  0.793(0.16)®  0.034(0.06)°
0.10  0.139(2.05)  0.152(0.11)  0.779(0.67)  0.035(0.09)° 0.121(0.39)  0.148(0.06)°*  0.793(0.16)  0.034(0.06)
0.20  0.140(2.25)  0.152(0.11)  0.779(0.74)  0.034(0.09) 0.122(0.41)  0.148(0.07)  0.792(0.16)  0.034(0.06)
0.30  0.143(2.46)  0.152(0.12)  0.778(0.81)  0.034(0.09) 0.123(0.43)  0.149(0.07)  0.791(0.17)  0.034(0.06)
0.40  0.144(2.64)  0.152(0.12)  0.777(0.87)  0.034(0.10) 0.123(0.45)  0.149(0.07)  0.791(0.18)  0.034(0.06)
0.50  0.146(2.81)  0.152(0.13)  0.776(0.93)  0.034(0.10) 0.124(0.47)  0.149(0.07)  0.790(0.19)  0.034(0.07)
0.75 0.150(3.09)  0.152(0.14)  0.775(1.03)  0.033(0.10) 0.127(0.53)  0.150(0.09)  0.788(0.22)  0.034(0.07)
1.00  0.153(3.23)  0.152(0.16)  0.774(1.10)  0.032(0.10) 0.129(0.59)  0.151(0.10)  0.787(0.26)  0.034(0.08)

Table 2: Sample mean and MSEx10? of the estimators for the Poisson-INGARCH-X model with 6% =
(0.1,0.15,0.8,0.03): the case in which the data are contaminated by outliers.
n = 500 n = 1000

o Qo a1 E ~ Qo a1 E 3

0 0.279(26.90)  0.105(0.34)  0.775(3.53)  0.045(0.30) 0.140(0.75)  0.107(0.25)  0.827(0.27)  0.044(0.12)
0.10 0.186(14.81)  0.105(0.30)  0.805(1.88)  0.041(0.18) 0.109(0.49)*  0.109(0.22)  0.829(0.23)*  0.043(0.09)°
0.20 0.200(21.91)  0.105(0.30)  0.799(2.73)  0.041(0.16) 0.104(0.52)  0.110(0.21)*  0.828(0.24)  0.043(0.09)
0.30  0.160(10.67)°  0.104(0.31)  0.812(1.58)®  0.041(0.16)* 0.103(0.56)  0.110(0.22)  0.827(0.25)  0.043(0.10)
0.40  0.185(17.23)  0.104(0.31)  0.802(2.27)  0.041(0.16) 0.104(0.58)  0.110(0.22)  0.826(0.26)  0.043(0.10)
0.50 0.187(17.17)  0.105(0.31)  0.801(2.27)  0.041(0.16) 0.106(0.63)  0.110(0.22)  0.825(0.27)  0.043(0.10)
0.75 0.200(17.94)  0.107(0.30)  0.792(2.72)  0.041(0.17) 0.109(0.69)  0.111(0.22)  0.822(0.29)  0.0441(0.11)
1.00  0.238(26.31)  0.109(0.30)*  0.775(3.55)  0.043(0.19) 0.112(0.78)  0.113(0.22)  0.818(0.32)  0.045(0.12)

where 0* = (ag,1,8,71,72) € © C (0,00) x [0,00)* is the true parameter, (X1, Xa,) is the covariate vector,

{X;, t > 1} (for i = 1,2) is an autoregressive process satisfying
Xit=piXit—1+ei (with 0 < ¢; <1 and €;,; is a Gaussian white noise),

]l{.} denotes the indicator function and N B(r, p) denotes the negative binomial distribution with parameters r and
p. For this model, we consider the cases of (p1,¢2) = (1/3,1/2), r = 8 and 6* = (0.5,0.2,0.4,0.1,0.3). We first
generate a data Y; of model (without outliers). To evaluate the robustness of the estimators, we consider the
contaminated data Y., (presence of outliers) as follows: Y., = Y; + P, Yy, where P, is an i.i.d Bernoulli random
variable with a success probability p = 0.02 and Yy is an 4.9.d NB(5,0.4). The results are presented in Tables
and 4l Once again, in the absence of outliers (see Table , the MLE outperforms the MDPDE and the efficiency
of the MDPDE decreases as « increases. When the data are contaminated by outliers (see Table , one can see
that the MDPDE has smaller MSEs than the MLE; that is, the MDPDE is more robust than the MLE. As in the
model , when n increases, the symbol ® overall tends to move upwards.
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Table 3: Sample mean and MSEx10? of the estimators for the NB-INGARCH-X model with 0% =
(0.5,0.2,0.4,0.1,0.3): the case without outliers in the data.

n = 500 n = 1000

o @ a1 B A1 2 o a1 B 71 32
0 0.508(3.64)® 0.200(0.21)* 0.395(1.55)* 0.102(0.09)® 0.308(0.90)® - 0.507(1.79)® 0.192(0.13)® 0.405(0.71)* 0.102(0.06)* 0.300(0.51)°

0.10 0.509(3.75) 0.200(0.22) 0.394(1.60) 0.103(0.09) 0.309(0.91) : 0.507(1.92) 0.192(0.14) 0.405(0.76) 0.101(0.06) 0.299(0.52)
0.20 0.510(3.93) 0.201(0.23) 0.393(1.68) 0.103(0.10) 0.309(0.94) - 0.507(2.05) 0.193(0.14) 0.405(0.82) 0.101(0.06) 0.298(0.54)
0.30 0.511(4.17) 0.201(0.24) 0.391(1.78) 0.104(0.10) 0.310(0.98) : 0.507(2.19) 0.193(0.15) 0.406(0.88) 0.101(0.06) 0.298(0.56)
0.40 0.512(4.45) 0.201(0.25) 0.390(1.89) 0.104(0.11) 0.310(1.04) : 0.507(2.31) 0.193(0.15) 0.406(0.95) 0.101(0.07) 0.298(0.59)
0.50 0.512(4.69) 0.201(0.26) 0.389(1.99) 0.105(0.12) 0.312(1.11) : 0.507(2.43) 0.193(0.16) 0.406(0.99) 0.100(0.07) 0.208(0.62)
0.75 0.512(5.29) 0.202(0.30) 0.387(2.24) 0.106(0.14) 0.312(1.31) : 0.506(2.67) 0.192(0.18) 0.407(1.10) 0.100(0.08) 0.298(0.69)

1.00 0.514(5.97) 0.203(0.35) 0.384(2.52) 0.107(0.16) 0.315(1.54) : 0.505(2.86) 0.193(0.19) 0.408(1.20) 0.100(0.08) 0.299(0.77)

Table 4: Sample mean MSEx10? of the estimators for the NB-INGARCH-X model with 0% =
(0.5,0.2,0.3,0.1,0.3): the case in which the data are contaminated by outliers.

n = 500 n = 1000

a @ ay B 1 F2 Qo a1 B 1 F2
0 0.608(10.57) 0.140(0.66) 0.433(2.91) 0.107(0.20) 0.303(1.02) - 0.619(5.35) 0.153(0.39) 0.416(1.35) 0.103(0.09) 0.312(0.65)

0.10 0.546(5.97) 0.146(0.51) 0.433(2.19) 0.107(0.16) 0.310(0.79) - 0.564(2.70) 0.160(0.20) 0.414(0.92) 0.104(0.06)* 0.317(0.60)°
0.20 0.526(5.25) 0.148(0.49) 0.433(2.09)* 0.107(0.15)* 0.311(0.77)° : 0.546(2.29) 0.161(0.28)° 0.413(0.89)° 0.103(0.06) 0.318(0.61)
0.30 0.518(5.22)* 0.148(0.48) 0.432(2.14) 0.106(0.15) 0.311(0.81) : 0.540(2.21)° 0.162(0.28) 0.412(0.92) 0.103(0.06) 0.317(0.63)
0.40 0.518(5.37) 0.149(0.48)° 0.420(2.19) 0.106(0.16) 0.312(0.86) : 0.537(2.25) 0.162(0.29) 0.411(0.97) 0.103(0.07) 0.316(0.65)
0.50 0.518(5.62) 0.150(0.49) 0.428(2.31) 0.106(0.16) 0.311(0.91) : 0.537(2.35) 0.163(0.20) 0.410(1.03) 0.103(0.07) 0.316(0.66)
0.75 0.532(6.63) 0.153(0.50) 0.415(2.71) 0.106(0.19) 0.315(1.10) - 0.538(2.63) 0.165(0.20) 0.406(1.17) 0.103(0.08) 0.315(0.71)

1.00 0.535(7.05) 0.157(0.51) 0.409(2.93) 0.106(0.21) 0.318(1.26) . 0.540(2.88) 0.168(0.29) 0.402(1.29) 0.104(0.09) 0.315(0.75)

4.3 A 1-knot dynamic model

We consider the 1-knot nonlinear dynamic model defined by (see also Davis and Liu (2016))
VilFior ~P(A) with A =g+ aaYioy + aohi1 + (Yo — €97, (4.3)

where ag > 0, ag,az,8 > 0, £* is a non-negative integer (so-called knot) and ™ = max(xz,0) is the positive part
of z. The model is a particular case of the models and with X, = constant. The true parameter
is 6* = (a, @1, a2, B). In this model, we consider the cases where £* = 4 and 6* = (1,0.3,0.2,0.4). We generate
a data Y; from and a contaminated data Y., such that Y., = Y; + PYy, where P; is an ¢.1.d Bernoulli
random variable with a success probability p = 0.006 and Yy, is an ¢.i.d Poisson random variable with a mean
p = 11. For each «, the knot £* is estimated by minimizing the function H, ,(-) over the set of integer values
{1, , &max} Where {max is an upper bound of the true knot £* given by &pnax = max(Yy,---,Y,). The estimation

can be summarized as follows:
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e For each € € {1, ,&max} fixed, compute the MDPDE of 6* denoted é\a,mg.

e Fstimate the knot by the relation: Ea,n = argmin Han(é\ang)
€e{l,- &max}
Some empirical statistics of the estimator Em are reported in Table These results show that the estimation
of the knot is reasonably good in terms of the mean and the quantiles. In addition, the empirical probability of
selecting the true knot increases with n. From Table [6] we can see that when the data are without outliers, the
MLE displays the minimal MSE (except for the estimation of 3); whereas in the presence of outliers (see Table
, the MDPDE outperforms the MLE. Further, for the parameter 5, the MDPDE with « = 1 has the minimal
MSE; these results reveal that the estimation of S is more damaged than that of the other parameters. This can
be explained by the fact that the term (Y;_1 — £*)T (in the relation (4.3)) is very sensitive to outliers.

Table 5: Some elementary statistics of the estimator ga,n for the model li without outliers.

Sample size  Mean SD Min Q1 Med Qs Max P(Ea,n =¢")
500 3.71 1.19 1.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 7.00 0.45
1000 3.96 0.78 2.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 6.00 0.54

Table 6: Sample mean and MSEx10% of the estimators for the 1—knot dynamic model with 6* =
(1,0.3,0.2,0.4): the case without outliers in the data.

n = 500 n = 1000

a Qo a1 Q2 B ) ay Qo B

0 1.052(3.96)° 0.288(1.02)° 0.172(0.88)°  0.405(1.96) - 1.028(2.38)°  0.290(0.29)°  0.189(0.60)*  0.382(1.33)
010 1.052(4.09)  0.283(1.09)  0.174(0.89)  0.404(1.84)° ©  1.03(2.46) 0.280(0.30)  0.189(0.62)  0.387(1.29)
0.20 1.051(4.08)  0.280(1.13)  0.176(0.92)  0.409(1.92) . 1.034(2.53)  0.287(0.33)  0.188(0.64)  0.389(1.29)*
0.30  1.048(4.16)  0.281(1.08)  0.178(0.95)  0.410(2.04)  © 1.036(2.61)  0.285(0.34)  0.189(0.67)  0.388(1.38)
040 1.047(4.35)  0.280(1.13)  0.178(1.01)  0.414(2.09) . 1.037(2.75)  0.283(0.37)  0.189(0.69)  0.386(1.46)
0.50 1.048(4.59)  0.276(1.25)  0.179(1.07)  0.418(2.11) . 1.037(2.88)  0.284(0.37)  0.189(0.73)  0.390(1.50)
075 1.045(5.08)  0.271(1.37)  0.181(1.25)  0.419(2.33) . 1.038(3.18)  0.282(0.45)  0.190(0.83)  0.397(1.66)
1.00  1.046(5.88)  0.264(1.58)  0.183(1.44)  0.425(2.42) . 1.040(3.45)  0.275(0.56)  0.191(0.94)  0.393(1.93)

5 Real data application

The aim of this section is to apply the model to analyze the number of transactions per minute for the stock
Ericsson B during July 21, 2002. There are 460 observations which represent trading from 09:35 to 17:14. This
time series is a part of a large dataset which has already been the subject of many works in the literature. See, for
instance, Fokianos et al. (2009), Fokianos and Neumann (2013), Davis and Liu (2016) (the series of July 2, 2002),
Doukhan and Kengne (2015) (the series of July 16, 2002), Diop and Kengne (2017) (the series of July 5, 2002) and
Brannés and Quoreshi (2010). The data (the transaction during July 21, 2002) and its autocorrelation function
displayed on Figure|l| (see (a) and (b)) show three stylized facts: (i) a positive temporal dependence; (ii) the data



Diop and Kengne 15

Table 7: Sample mean and MSEx10? of the estimators for the 1—knot dynamic model with 0% =
(1,0.3,0.2,0.4): the case in which the data are contaminated by outliers.

n = 500 n = 1000

«  @o G Gz B &0 a1 @z B

0  1.018(7.52)  0.258(1.19)  0.233(2.64)  0.134(9.78) - 1.020(2.77)  0.259(0.90)  0.233(0.88)  0.123(9.24)
0.10 0.998(5.22)' 0.269(0.93) 0.217(1.95) 0.137(9.64) 1.004(2.39)' 0.261(0.74) 0.219(0.65)° 0.132(8.86)
020 1.011(5.32)  0.271(0.92)°  0.205(1.90)°  0.158(8.90) . 1.015(2.62 0.264(0.70)  0.208(0.65)  0.150(8.31)
0.30  1.031(6.07)  0.270(1.01)  0.193(2.03)  0.187(8.28) . 1.028(2.84)  0.270(0.52)  0.198(0.70)  0.167(7.80)
040 1.048(6.72)  0.269(1.10)  0.183(2.14)  0.217(7.77) . 1.046(3.24)  0.269(0.53)  0.188(0.76)  0.190(7.18)
0.50 1.058(7.28)  0.267(1.14)  0.178(2.24)  0.234(7.40) . 1.059(3.68)  0.272(0.51)  0.179(0.85)  0.210(6.79)
075 1.083(8.44)  0.268(1.22)  0.165(2.43)  0.289(6.53) . 1.080(4.17)  0.276(0.50)°  0.166(1.01)  0.262(6.04)
1.00 1.089(9.14) 0.266(1.40) 0.162(2,62) 0.325(5.86)' 1.102(4.98) 0.275(0.54) 0.154(1.19) 0.311(5.10)°

are overdispersed (the empirical mean is 7.28 while the empirical variance is 28.05); (iii) presence of outliers is
suspected. Our purpose is to fit these data by taking into account a possible relationship between the number of
transactions and the volume-volatility. This question has been investigated in several financial studies during the
past two decades; see, for example, Takaishi and Chen (2016), Belhaj et al. (2015) and Louhichi (2011). In these
works, the volume-volatility is found to exhibit a statistically significant impact on the trading volume (number of
transactions or trade size).

Now, we consider the Poisson-INGARCH-X model given by
Yt|-7:t—1 ~ P(/\t) with A = ap+a1Y_1 + BN + ’7|Vt_1|, (5.1)

where oy > 0, aq, 8,7 > 0 and V; represents the volume-volatility at time ¢. Observe that if v = 0, then the model
(5.1) reduces to the classical Poisson-INGARCH(1, 1) model. We first examine the adequacy of the fitted (based
on the MLE) model with exogenous covariate by comparing it with the Poisson-INGARCH(1, 1) model (without
exogenous covariate). As evaluation criteria, we consider the estimated counterparts of the Pearson residuals
defined by e; = (Y; — At)/v/Ar. Under the true model, the process {e;} is close to a white noise sequence with
constant variance (see for instance, Kedem and Fokianos (2002)). The comparison of these two models is based
on the MSE of the Pearson residuals which is defined by Y €?/(n — d), where d denotes the number of the
estimated parameters. The approximated MSE of the Pearson residuals is 2.269 for the model and 2.298 for
the Poisson-INGARCH(1, 1); which indicates a preference for the model with covariate. The test of the significance
of the exogenous covariate of Pedersen and Rahbek (2018), applied to the series also confirms these results. Under
the model (i.e, with v # 0), the cumulative periodogram plot of the Pearson residuals is displayed in Figure
d). From this figure, the associated residuals appear to be uncorrelated over time. This lends a substantial

support to the choice of the model with exogenous covariate for fitting these data.

Since outliers are suspected in the data (see Figure (a)), we apply the MDEPE to estimate the parameters of the
model. To choose the optimal tuning parameter «, we adopt the idea of Warwick and Jones (2005). It is based on

the minimization of an Asymptotic approximation of the summed Mean Squared Error (AMSE) defined by

~ o~

S N 1 N
AMSE = (0a,n — 61,n) (0a,n — b1,n) + —Trace[Sq n],
n
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where 51,n is the MDPDE obtained with o« = 1 and ia,n is a consistent estimator of the covariance matrix X,
given in Theorem To compute é\am, the initial value Xl is set to be the empirical mean of the data and 8&1 /00
is set to be the null vector. For different values of a, the corresponding AMSE are displayed in Table |8} Based on
the findings of this table, the optimal tuning parameter chosen is a = 0.2, which provides the minimum value of
the AMSE (indicated by the symbol *). Thus, the MDPDE is more accurate than the MLE for this data. With
a = 0.2, the MDPDE applied to the model yields:

A = 0.103 + 0.144Y;_; 4 0.833X,_1 + 0.030|V;_4], (5.2)
(0.081)  (0.024) (0.027) (0.023)

where in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimators obtained from the robust sandwich matrix. Figure
c) displays the number of transactions (Y;), the fitted values (3//\} = Xt) and the 95%-prediction interval based on
the underlying Poisson distribution. This figure shows that the fitted values capture reasonably well the dynamics

of the observed process.

Table 8: The AMSE x 102 corresponding to some values of v in the model .

« 0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35 0.4 0.45 0.5 0.75 1
AMSE  4.181 2624 2264 2153 2.137° 2156 2205 2282 2374 2488 2624 3.628 5.267
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Figure 1: (a) Number of transactions per minute for the stock Ericsson B during July 21, 2002. (b) Autocorrelation
function of the transaction data. (c) Predicted number of transactions per minute and the corresponding confidence
bands at the 95% nominal level (dotted curves) based on the relation (5.9). (¢c) Cumulative periodogram plot of the
Pearson residuals from the model .
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6 Proofs of the main results

Without loss of generality, we only provide the proofs of Theorems [2.1] and 2.2] for & > 0. The proofs in the case
of the maximum likelihood estimators (i.e., @ = 0) can be done conventlonally by using the classical methods.

Throughout the sequel, C' denotes a positive constant whom value may differ from an inequality to another.

6.1 Proof of Theorem [2.1]

We consider the following lemma.

Lemma 6.1 Assume that the conditions of Theorem [2.1] hold. Then

Hﬁa,n(a)fﬂa,n(e)u as ), (6.1)

© n—oo

Proof of Lemma [6.1]
Remark that

| Fean(®) ~ Hon @) < 2D 1us(6) ~ Cas®)le
t=1
S In,l + In,27

where

Ly = Z H Z {9l (©))" " — g(yln(6))

ha=(1+2) Z lavitmeene — gvime)e |

(C]

It suffices to show that (i) I,,; <= 0and (ii) I,2 —5 0.

n— oo n—oo

(7) For any t > 1, we apply the mean value theorem at the function 7 — Z;io g(yln)*+e. For any 0 € O, there
exists 7;(0) between n;(0) and 7;(6) such that

| S o0 — @)} | < 1+ )l0) - 0) 3 \Wﬂmym(e))“
> 2

39 ylm
< C[7(0) — mi(0 |Z\ \

< C|77 +(0)) — U()\t(e))W(ﬁt(e))
< C|M(0) = A\e(0)]9(77:(0)) (by virtue of (AB)).

‘We deduce that

o £ O3 [[(4(0) = M@)ol (®)
t=1
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By using Kounias and Weng (1969), it suffices to show that

5 2E[| (34(6) - A0) (@) < . 62)

k>1
From (3.6) and the Hélder’s inequality, we have

E[| (A (0) = Me(6)) 9k (0)) || < E[Hsomk(e))\\e S o (Ve + [ Xeel) |

>k
_ 1/2 1/2

< @ eO)lle) " (B[ i ie+ 3 al%lXil)’])

>k >k

0
< (e 0 ||e||2[2a AYiellz + 3 a1 Xelll
>k >k

< Cyg, Z a %) (from (A4) and the stationary assumptions)

>k
1
<C W@“ (from the Riemannian assumption )

Hence,

k>1 k>1

S LB ((6) — M(0) (ik(0)) ]l < €Y 15 < 0 (from (2. >

n—oo

Therefore, 1] holds and thus, I, ; *% 0.

(#4) By applying the mean value theorem at the function n — ¢g(¥;|n)® and from (A6), for all § € O, there exists
7:(0) between 1,(0) and 7:(60) such that

g(Yelie(6))* !

” dg(Yi|7:(0)) ‘
9(Ye|me) an
< C|A(0) — A (0)](77(6))

|9(¥iliu(0) — g(YVilne(6))*| < (1 + ) 17:(6) — Q)Mag(@?w»‘

< C|Xt(0)

According to [35], a sufficient condition for that I, 5 <% 0 is

Z%E[H(Xz@w)fAk(f)))w(ﬁk(e))He} < x. (6.3)
E>1

According to (3.6) and by using the same arguments as above, we get

E[| (34(8) = M(0) ik (0) ]l o < E|[0((©®)) o 3 af” (Ve + 11Xkl |
>k

< @ e]e) " (B[ o 0ie + 1))

< @ @)llolla[ - afy \Yk ellz+ 3 gk 1 X-ell 2]

>k >k

_ 1 _
< Oy (ogy +agy) < Oy
0>k
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‘We deduce that

5™ TE[ ()~ Me@)w0) | < €3 0, < o0 from (@) -

k>1 k>1

Hence, 1D holds and thus, I, » 22 0. This achieves the proof of Lemma

n—oo

To complete the proof of Theorem we will show that: (1.) E [[|[€a]lg] < oo and (2.) the function 6 — E(¢s,1(6))

has a unique minimum at 6*.

(1.) For any 6 € ©, we have

1+a 1 l
|<Zg ylm: (¢ +(1+ ) (Ye[ne (6 <Zg ylme(9)) + (1+—) <2+ —.

Hence, E [|[a4]lg] < oo.
(2.) Let 6 € ©, with 6 # 6*. We have
E(fo1(8)) — E(la.1(6")) :]E{E[(Ea,l(e) lon (07)) | Fo] }
E

E{Zg@ml o Zgylm D (14 DB g0l (0)° — (Wil (67))°
y=0

o0 }}

= ]E{ > glylm(9))' Zg ylm (0%) 7 — (14 i) > {(g(y\m () - g(ylm(9*))a)g(y|m(9*))} }

y=0

=E {Z {g(y\mw))”“ —g(ylm@)+ = (1+ é) (9(ylm(0))™ — g(ylm(9*))a)g(y|m(9*))} }

y=0

=E {da(g(:/m(6)), g(-Im(67))} = 0,

where the equality holds a.s. if and only if § = 6* according to (AO0), (A3), (A6). Thus, the function
0 +— E(ly,1(0)) has a unique minimum at 6*.

Recall that since {(Yz, X}), t € Z} is stationary and ergodic, the process {{n (), t € Z} is also a stationary and
ergodic sequence. Then, according to (1.), by the uniform strong law of large number applied on the process
{la,1(9), t € Z}, it holds that

1 as,
1Hon(0) = E(la1 (0)lo = || =D Las(6) ~E(lar(¥))|| =5 0. (64)
=1 @ n oo
Hence, from Lemma and , we have
| o ®) = E(lan ()| | < | Han(0) = Hon(@)|o + | Hon(®) ~ ECas @) =5 0. (6.5)

(2.), (6.5) and standard arguments lead to the conclusion. ]
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6.2 Proof of Theorem [2.2]

The following lemma is needed.

Lemma 6.2 Assume that the conditions of Theorem[2.4 hold. Then

B(g2 3| Le®  Seal®)) ) 66

Proof of Lemma [6.2]
Remark that for all ¢t € Z,

Yot®) _ (1 4 o) [;ag(yg;t((mg@m(e»a — QIOD 5 0y
=(1+ a>6775(ge) {Zag(ygw))g(ylmw))“ — %(i)lgt(e))g(%lm(@))aﬂ
y=0
8)\t 0 ’ > 8 't 0 o 8 }/:‘, t 0 a—
(1420, (Atw))[;g’(ygj?(”g(ymw» - 2D (v
oM (6)

— ha(M()) 5

where the function h, is defined in 1} W can be computed in the same way and by using the relation
la1by — agbs| < |ag — asl|ba| + |b1 — ba||a1], Vai,az,b1,bs € R, we get,

|55 - P52, = e T2 —nacron 2
< ool | g™ - 22+ WBuon - el Z 0

The mean value theorem applied to the function A — h,(\) gives,

Iha (3 (0)) — |—\ \|At ~ \i(6))]
= |ma )\t ||)\t — )\t(9)|,

where \;(0) is between Xt(e) and \;(); and the function mq, is defined in (2.4). Thus,

2 5”5 ) = g e ool T - 752

+jaiE[Hmm»H@HMw—At<e>u@H6X5;9>H@}. (6:5)

From Assumption A4(©), for all ¢ > 1, we have

S E ae Y) )t—e § Cke( )X ||‘<t—e|| ’ ( )

0>t >t

0
fG Yt 1, 7Y1707"' ;Xt—ly"' aX1707"')7%f9(}/t—17"' ;Xt—17"')H

(C]



Diop and Kengne 21

and
R
<[ gm0, +Za&Yt e+;amnxt o
<O+ ; gy Yioe + ; o 1% - (6.10)

From 7 the Holder’s inequality and the assumption (A7), we get

\/lﬁg:]E[Hha()\t(a))H@Ha);g M ”]

E[|lha (@) (X afd Viee + 3~ afX 1Xe-el )]

3\

t=1 >t >t

n
< TZ e @)lloll2[ > afVioellz + > ol 1 Xe—ell2]

t=1 >t >t

1 1 I 1
<C T z::g aﬁg, ( ) < 07; pe— (from the condition )
1

<C—=(1+n*"7) — 0,
- \/ﬁ( ) n—00

where the last convergence holds since v > 3/2. Therefore, the first term of the right hand side of converges
to 0. Moreover, according to (3.6)), (6.10)), the Holder’s inequality and the assumption (A7), we have

1 & - O (6)
ﬁ;wz[nma Ge@llo[36) ~ 2o | 2]
1 ) >
= > E[lma(u@lo (o vioe+ 3 ol 1) (|2, + 20l Yice+ 3ol Xl )
t=1 0>t 0>t = 0>1
= Y X 9/o(0 )Y, X
_%HHma H H Hzamf Z+ZO‘EXH t—0 ||H HH H Z () —l—Za[XH P gHH
n
B
< 2= 3 (2l el + X el Xl ) (|| =55 SO ||+ 3 ol ¥icella + 3 % 1XKecells)
t=1 {>t >t =1 =1
1 n o0 oo
< C%Z (Z (aéoi)/ +a€X )(C+C Za(l) +Za21))()>
t=1 (>t =1 =1
1 & 1 & 1
< (C— (a(o) + o) ) < (C— —— — 0 (from the condition (2.6 and see above).
FET e gl o

Hence, the second term of the right hand side of converges to 0. This complete the proof of the lemma. W

The following lemma is also needed.

Lemma 6.3 Assume that the conditions of Theorem[2.4 hold. Then
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1 " 82€a t(g) 828@ 1(9) a.s;
- : —E d = 0. 11
ntzzl 00067 ( 00067 ) o n—oo 0 (6.11)

Proof of Lemma [6.3]

Recall that 35(372(9) = ha(At(e))”é;gG). Then, for i,j € {1,---,d}, we have

T2 i

o () ) oD 20

B ha(%(e))%zgéé(ei) , e E)A;(a)) aggia) agte (]9)

~ a6 Gt ol (6) L2
Let us show that E( || %2 | ) < oo, for all i,j € {1+ ,d}. From the Holder’s inequality and the assumption
(A7), we have

(155501, < el A2, et o[22 250 )
ol g lell + el ) M5 ). o

Moreover, according to the assumption A9(0), for all ¢ € Z, we get

82

| e < oo 5,7

00,00

00; 89 H Hag 09, fo(Ye1, - Xyq,--+) —
= HWJCQ(O)HG - Zaégjyt*[ + i%(f;)( | Xe—el| -
Z =1 =1

Thus, according to (6.12) and similar arguments as in (6.10]), we deduce

(s o) = B+ 0y O+ v+ Yol et

™ (|l

< (ha +1) (C+C Za2 +ZO<EX))+ma(C+C Za Z%X)>2<OO-
=1 =1 (=1 =1

SO [, + S s Yok dl)’

2
Hence, from the stationarity and ergodicity properties of the sequence {882“6’;&9), t e Z} and the uniform strong

law of large numbers, it holds that

2 2
53 T = (Gl 250
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Thus, Lemma[6.3] is verified. |

Now, we use the results of Lemma andto prove Theorem Fori e {1,---,d}, by applying the Taylor
expansion to the function 6 — a%,-Ha,n(a)’ there exists énl between é\an and 0* such that

o (A ) o ( *) 82 (, )(A *)
991 lia,n 6a,n - 991 -Hoz,n 0 99991 ]ia,n 6n,z 6a,n 0%).

It comes that
n\Ya,n a,n 99 90 an\Ya,n) |

where

~ o2 ~
Jn(ooz,n) = *<7Ha,n(0n,i)) .
0000; 1<i<d
We can rewrite (6.13)) as

9
06

~

5 X 0 . 0 ~ ~ o ~ o~
\/’E'Jn(ea,n)(ea,n - 0 ) - H%Ha,n(e ) - \/H%Ha,n(oa,n) + \/ﬁ(%Ha,n(ea,n) -

According to Lemma, it holds that

Havn(ﬁa,n)).

(V| g o (Pon) — 5B ) < E(ﬁu%ﬁm - g Hanl0)] )
<r(3 |2l 20 ) o

Moreover, for n large enough, aeﬁ n(é\an) = 0, since @\a,n is a local minimum of the function 6 — ﬁa,n(e).

So, for n large enough, we have

V1t dy (BOon)Oam — 0°) = f 5o (07) + 0p(1). (6.14)

To complete the proof of Theorem we will show that

(1) {MLL}} 1, te Z} is a stationary ergodic martingale difference sequence and IE(EM“(;@(G*))2 < 00.

(i) Jn(Oam) =5 Ja.

n—00

(iii) The matrix J, is invertible.

(i) Recall that ;1 = o((Ys, Xs), s <t —1) and (%%‘9(9*) = ha()\t(ﬁ*))wgig;*), where

Pau(8%) = (1 )/ (0 ) [ I g7y — 2D o)yt .

Since the functions A¢(6*) and m;)i%e*) are F;_i-measurable, we have
O (607)
o0

B( 2l 7, ) = Eha (0| Fim)

- and E(ha(A(67))|Fi—1) =0



24 MDPDE for integer-valued time series

Thus, E(ae‘* L |.7-'t 1) = 0. Moreover, since Y;, || X;—¢|| and %fa have 4th-order moment, by using (A7)
and the Holder’s inequality, we get

E(!%w)SE(H(%<M9>>>2H@H“t o) < oz, 17557 1 .
()|, + zw Yig+ ;aé?; 1%, el |
< T (1 55 5 |y®|\4+zaeyun z||4+Za@ Xl
<C(C+C(Za(1) +Za(1) )
(ii) For any j =1,--- ,d, we have -
53 g foOn) ~ (0 0)
gy;iag%ea,t@n,nlﬁ(mf;@ﬂa@(@ )+ 15, e 0n)) g e @)

<[5 Z a6, ae b E(aeaae ta10))], + ‘]E(aefaefa’l(énvi)) - E(ﬁagifa,l(ﬂ*))(

— 0 (by virtue of Lemma and Theorem [2.1).

IN

n—oo
This holds for any 4,5 € {1,--- ,d}. Thus,
. 92 - 1 < 0
n aan == *(7Han 0n1 ) *(* a 9n7. ) a-5 *]E 7604 9* = Jao-
Inlben) ==\ pogg, o)) __ =7\5 g aeae ) (gagmta1(") =7

(iii) Let U be a non-zero vector of R%. We have

U(—J)UT = UE(]E(LE (9*)\}‘0>)UT

90907 !
8>‘:9(99*)) (Ua)\ta(;*))T), since E(ha (A (07))|Fo) =0

= E(E(ma(M(0")170) (U
>0

according to

. S oy D9y (60))) ) yyyan
B(ma (0 (0))1 ) = (14 )3 (1O (0 2R ) gy g0, 0y > 0,
y=0
and the assumption (A8). This implies that the matrix (—.J,) is symmetric and positive definite. Thus, J,,

is invertible.

Now, from (i), we apply the central limit theorem for stationary ergodic martingale difference sequence. It follows
that

"9
\/> Han Tzai * i} Nd(oa-[oz)7

n—oo
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where

0 . 0 o\ T
I = E[(5501(0)) (5501(0)) .
According to (6.14)), for n large enough, (ii) and (iii) imply that

\/ﬁ(é\a,n - 9*) = (Jn(é\a,n))_l (\/E%Ha,n(e*)) + OP(l)

=J;1(ﬁ%Ha,n(e*))+0p(1> % Na(0, T 070,

This completes the proof of Theorem

6.3 Proof of Proposition |3.1

Let G (y) be the cumulative distribution function of g(y|n), with A = B(n), and its inverse G} '(u) := inf{y >
0, Ga(y) > u} for all u € [0,1]. Let (U;) be a sequence of independent uniform (0, 1) random variables and such
that £ = (Uy, &) is independent and identically distributed over time. Let us prove the existence of a 7-weakly
dependent stationary solution (Y3, Ay, X;) of and satisfying

Y, = G (UL).
Note that, by the Proposition A.2 of [14], we get for A\; and \},
E[IG3, (U:) = GO Me, At] = [Ae = Al (6.15)
For a solution (Y3, \¢, X;) that fulfills , and , set Zy = (Y3, X¢). We get
Zy = (Y5, Xi) = (G (Up), w(Xoor, -+ s60)) t= F(Zpq, -+ 5&) with Ay = fo(Zeoq, ). (6.16)

For a vector z = (y,z) € Ny x R% define the norm ||z||, = |y| + w,||z|| for some w, > 0. According to Doukhan
and Wintenberger (2008), it suffices to show that: (i) E||F(2;&)]lw < oo for some z € (Ng x RdI)N and (ii)
there exists a non-negative sequence (ay(F))r>1 satisfying >, ax(F) < 1 such that E||F(2;&) — F(2';&)|[w <
S o1 @k (F)|l 2k — 24| for all 2,2’ € (Ng x %)™,

The point (i) holds directly from the assumptions on the functions fy and w. To prove (ii), for any z €
(Np x Rdm)N, we set z = (y,z) with y = (yx), £ = (x;) and define A = fy(z1,--). For any 2,2’ € (Ng x Rdw)N,
from (6.15), Ag(©) and (3.3), we have

E||F(2;&) — F(2':&0)llw = E[|GY 1 (U) — GHU| + walu(z; ) — u(@’; )]
0 0
< Yol — vkl + D7 il — a4 we Y an(w) ek - i
E>1 E>1 E>1
(0) 0‘1(@0;(
<Dyl = vl +ws D (Sl — ] + o (w)lk — )

E>1 E>1 ®

< an(F)lzk = 2w

E>1
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© ©
with g (F) = max {ag?g,, a:;f +ag(u) }. Thus, choose w, such that w, > bares ¥ toget iy ax(F) <

1—Zk21 max{ak7y,ak(u)}

1. This complete the proof of the proposition.
|
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