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Abstract

Among the most important models for long-range dependent time series is the class
of ARFIMA(p, d, q) (Autoregressive Fractionally Integrated Moving Average) models. Es-
timating the long-range dependence parameter d in ARFIMA models is a well-studied
problem, but the literature regarding the estimation of d in the presence of missing data
is very sparse. There are two basic approaches to dealing with the problem: missing data
can be imputed using some plausible method, and then the estimation can proceed as if
no data were missing; or we can use a specially tailored methodology to estimate d in the
presence of missing data. In this work, we review some of the methods available for both
approaches. One of the methods is an adaptation of a certain copula-based method for
estimation of long-range dependent univariate time series, for which we provide a rigorous
asymptotic theory in the presence of missing data. We also present an extensive Monte
Carlo simulation study to compare these methods, considering among 35 different setups
to estimate d, under tenths of different scenarios contemplating percentages of missing
data ranging from as few as 10% up to 70% and several levels of dependence.
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1 Introduction

Long-range dependent processes have a long history and through time the subject has evolved
into an essential component of time series analysis. We refer the reader to the book by Palma
(2007), the compilations by Doukhan et al. (2003) and Robinson (2003), and, for an account
of the history and early days’ developments, the book by Beran (1994). In this work we are
interested in the class of ARFIMA(p, d, q) models introduced by Honsking (1981) and Granger
and Joyeux (1980), which is one of the most applied and studied classes of long-range depen-
dent models in the literature. There are numerous estimation procedures for the long-range
dependence parameter d, including methods based on state-space representation, spectral den-
sity, approximations to the likelihood, wavelets, detrended fluctuation analysis (DFA), and
copulas (Hurst, 1951; Geweke and Porter-Hudak, 1983; Peng et al., 1994; Robinson, 1995a,b;
Abry and Veitch, 1998; Chan and Palma, 1998; Palma, 2007; Faÿ et al., 2009; Pumi et al.,
2023, and references therein). Monte Carlo simulation studies comparing different estimators
have also been conducted (Taqqu et al., 1995; Kokoszka and Bhansali, 2001; Reisen et al.,
2001; Faÿ et al., 2009; Rea et al., 2013).
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Estimating d in the presence of missing data, on the other hand, is a much less studied
problem with sparse literature. There are two approaches to handling missing data in time
series. The first one, imputation, is the most widely used. The basic idea is to replace missing
data with plausible values, and then proceed with the analysis as if no data were missing.
Of course, there are many ways to do this. One of the simplest is to replace the missing
values with the sample mean or median calculated for the non-missing cases, especially when
in the context of stationary time series. For nonstationary time series, a missing value can be
replaced with the average of previous values up to that point, or by calculating the mean locally
using a sliding window approach. When there are just a few missing values corresponding to
a small percentage of the total sample size, any reasonable imputation method applied to a
stationary time series tends to yield good results in the sense that estimated quantities should
be close to those obtained if no data were missing, especially for point estimation. However, as
the number of missing values increases, the quality of imputation-based estimation becomes
poor. Imputation has the advantage of being quick and simple to implement, which adds to
its appeal.

Despite their strengths, almost all conventional deterministic imputation methods suffer
from three problems in the context of time series. First, variances tend to be underesti-
mated, leading to biases in other parameters (like correlations) that depend on variances.
Mean/median substitution, for example, replaces the presumably different missing values
with a single value, reducing variance. It also has an effect on stationary distributions, artifi-
cially creating a point of mass in an otherwise continuous distribution. The second problem
is that imputing an exogenous value into a time series changes the dependence structure
in ways difficult to quantify or even understand. This is especially problematic considering
that estimation in models of practical interest takes into account the time series’ dependence
structure. The third problem is equally serious. Standard error calculations presume that all
data is accurate. The inherent uncertainty and sampling variability in the imputed values are
not taken into account. As a result, standard errors and p-values may be distorted, leading
to incorrect confidence intervals and hypothesis testing, as well as potentially misspecified
models.

The second method for estimating d in the presence of missing data is to use an estimator
that has been modified or designed specifically to handle missing data. An estimator in this
group obviously has none of the three problems that imputation methods have since any
reasonable estimator in this group should account for the absence of some observations and
bypass their implications. The problem is that there are few options in the literature for
estimators in that category, and the available options are usually more complex to implement
and slower to run when compared to an imputation alternative. In this work we consider 3
different methods in this category. One of the novelty of the paper is to propose an adaptation
of the copula-based method for estimation of long-range dependent univariate time series
introduced in Pumi et al. (2023) in the context of fully observed time series, to the case
were data is missing. For this particular estimator, we develop a rigorous asymptotic theory
guaranteeing its consistency and deriving its limiting distribution under mild conditions on
the number of missing data.

It is intuitive to expect that, if the percentage of missing data is too high, the methodologies
discussed above should break down in the sense that the estimated values are either so biased
that they are practically useless, or cannot be computed due to numerical instability. In
this direction, an important question is how high the percentage of missing data must be
so that we start loosing trust on (or stop being able to compute) a given methodology?
Does the strength of the dependence affect this percentage at all? Must we always use an
estimator adapted or specially made for missing data, or can we use the much simpler and
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faster approach of imputation? Is this answer influenced by the percentage of missing and/or
strength of the dependence? In this work, we present a Monte Carlo simulation study to
shed some light on these questions. We consider three different estimators specially tailored
for missing data in different configurations, five of the most commonly used semiparametric
estimators in the literature, paired with three different approaches to imputation, under 28
different scenarios of dependence strength and percentage of missing values. We also introduce
a random imputation method especially tailored to closely mimic the original variance of the
time series without introducing any potential outliers and while taking into account the time
series’ local dependence structure.

The paper is organized as follows. In the next Section, we introduce the estimators and the
imputation methods applied in the simulation and discuss some of their properties. In Section
3 we present an extensive Monte Carlo simulation study to answer the questions posed in the
introduction. Section 4 discusses our findings and presents our conclusions. The asymptotic
theory of the proposed adaptation of Pumi et al. (2023)’s estimator in the context of missing
data is developed in the Appendix. This paper also accompanies supplementary material
containing additional simulation results.

2 Framework

We say that {Yt}t∈Z is an ARFIMA(p, d, q) if it satisfies the difference equation

ϕ(L)Yt = θ(L)(1− L)−dεt, (2.1)

where {εt} is a zero mean white noise with σ2
ε := Var(εt) < ∞, L is the backward shift

operator, ϕ(L) := 1− ϕ1L− · · · − ϕpL
p and θ(L) := 1+ θ1L+ · · ·+ θqL

q are the AR and MA
operators, respectively; (1−L)−d is a fractional differencing operator defined by the binomial
expansion

(1− L)−d =
∞∑
j=0

ηjL
j , with ηj :=

Γ(j + d)

Γ(j + 1)Γ(d)
,

for −1 < d < 1
2 . It is usual to assume that ϕ and θ have no common roots and all roots of ϕ

lie outside the unitary circle {z ∈ C : |z| = 1}. Under these conditions, there exists a unique
stationary solution for (2.1) with autocovariance satisfying

γ(h) ∼ κd|h|2d−1, with κd := σ2
ε

∣∣∣∣ θ(1)ϕ(1)

∣∣∣∣2 Γ(1− 2d)

Γ(1− d)Γ(d)
, as h → ∞. (2.2)

For 0 < d < 1/2, the covariance in (2.2) decays at a hyperbolic rate so that the autocorrelation
is not absolutely summable.

In this work, our main interest is estimating the long-range parameter d under the presence
of missing values. We assume that missing values occur completely at random, in the sense
that the epoch at which a missing value occurs is independent of the time series’ past and
future values. We also assume, without loss of generality, that the time series’ first and last
values are never missing. We consider two approaches for dealing with missing values. The first
is by employing a method specifically designed to estimate d without the need for missing data
completion. Estimators in this class will be called intrinsic estimators. The second approach
involves using an estimator that requires the time series to have no missing data. We proceed
by imputing the missing values and then applying the estimator as if no values were missing.
In this work, we shall consider five of the most commonly applied estimators for d, besides
the intrinsic estimators, which can also be used when the time series is complete, and three
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methods for data imputation. In total, 35 different estimation procedures will be compared.
In the following sections, we will briefly review each procedure.

2.1 Intrinsic methods

To the best of our knowledge, the earliest intrinsic estimator for d in the presence of miss-
ing values is Chan and Palma (1998), which introduces a state-space representation of an
ARFIMA model and a modification of the Kalman filter to approximate the likelihood func-
tion in the presence of missing data. Although the methodology performed reasonably well in
the authors’ simulations, it suffers from being very slow, especially when compared to other
alternatives, and as a result, it was not included in our simulation study.

In this work, we consider three different intrinsic estimators for d. The first method is an
adaptation to the context of missing values of the estimator proposed by Pumi et al. (2023),
which is the only copula-based estimator for the long-range parameter d for univariate time
series in the literature. In Pumi et al. (2023), the authors derive a novel relationship between
the decay of covariance γ(h) in a time series {Xt}t∈Z and the behavior of the copulas of
pairs (X0, Xh) as h increases. The relationship is used to propose an estimation procedure
for any quantity of interest identifiable through the covariance decay. One special case is the
parameter d in view of (2.2). This makes Pumi et al. (2023)’s the only copula-based estimator
for the long-range parameter d for univariate time series in the literature. The estimator is
defined in the context of complete time series, but, being copula-based, the procedure can be
adapted to handle missing data. Besides presenting this adaptation, we take the idea further
and derive a rigorous asymptotic theory for the proposed estimator.

Two semiparametric (first and second generation) wavelet-based estimators proposed by
Knight et al. (2017) and Craigmile and Mondal (2020) are also considered. They rely on
a relationship between the undecimated wavelet variance and the parameter d. The former
estimates the wavelet variance using wavelet lifting while the latter uses a specially designed
estimator. In the next two sections, we present details regarding these intrinsic estimators.

2.1.1 A copula-based method

In this section, we review the copula-based estimator of d, introduced by Pumi et al. (2023),
in the particular case in which it is applied here. In the Appendix A we present the general
definition of the estimator, which is also needed for the asymptotic distribution there devel-
oped. For a comprehensive introduction to copulas, as well as more details about the theory,
we refer the reader to the monographes by Joe (1997) and Nelsen (2013). Let {Xt}t∈Z be
a stationary long-range dependent time series of interest and let {Cθ}θ∈Θ be a parametric
family of copulas such that there exists a point a ∈ Θ for which Ca is the independent copula.
Suppose that the copula associated to (Xn0 , Xn0+h), for n0 ∈ Z and all h > 0 is Cθh . In Pumi
et al. (2023), the authors uncover a relationship between the behavior of θh and the decay of
γ(h) = Cov(Xt, Xt+h) as h increases, and based on this relationship, propose a copula-based
estimator for the long-range parameter d. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first (and,
as of today, the only one available) copula-based estimator of d in the context of univariate
time series in the literature.

More specifically, let x1, · · · , xn be a sample from a long-range dependent time series with
parameter d and let F̂n be the empirical distribution calculated from the sample, F̂ ′

n be an
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estimator of the density of Xt (such as a kernel density estimator) and let

K̂ =

∫∫
(0,1)2

1

F̂ ′
n

(
F̂

(−1)
n (u)

)
F̂ ′
n

(
F̂

(−1)
n (v)

) lim
θ→a

∂Cθ(u, v)

∂θ
dudv.

Let yk := F−1
n (xk), k ∈ {1, · · · , n}. For s ∈ {1, · · · , n−1}, we form a new bivariate time series

{u(s)
k }n−s

k=1 by setting u
(s)
i := (yi, yi+s), i = 1, · · · , n−s. Observe that {u(s)

k }n−s
k=1 can be regarded

as a (correlated) sample from Cθs , by Sklar’s theorem. From these pseudo observations, θs
can be estimated by a reasonable method, such as the inversion of Kendall’s τ or Spearman’s
ρ, or by maximum pseudo-likelihood. We choose two positive integers 0 < s < m < n and
define the estimator of d as

d̂ := argmin
|d|<0.5

{ m∑
h=s

[
K̂θ̂h −

Γ(1− d)

Γ(d)
h2d−1

]2}
. (2.3)

For time series presenting missing data, the estimator is defined by applying the copula es-
timator only to complete pseudo-observations, which are used to obtain {θ̂s, · · · , θ̂m}. Once
this sequence is obtained, the estimation procedure remains the same. The asymptotic the-
ory related to the proposed procedure for time series with missing data is presented in the
Appendix A, where we show that the limiting distribution and convergence rate are the same
as in the complete data case, as long as the information regarding lagged pairs (Xt, Xt+h) in
the sample increases as n increases.

To apply the estimator (2.3) a few choices need to be made. First, we must choose the
parametric family of copulas to apply: a common problem in copula-based methodologies.
However, simulation results presented in Pumi et al. (2023) show that the procedure is robust
against copula misspecification. It is also necessary to choose estimators for the density, the
distribution function, the quantile function, and the estimator for the copula parameter. The
authors show that as long as consistent estimators are chosen, under mild smoothness condi-
tions, the methodology yields good results. The authors provide a simulation comparing three
types of copula estimators, the methods based on the inversion of Kendall’s τ and Spearman’s
ρ and the pseudo maximum likelihood. The results show little difference between the three.
They also provide a comparison between using the correct marginal distribution against using
the empirical distribution for F̂n, concluding that the difference is barely noticeable. As for
the values of s and m, the simulation results presented in Pumi et al. (2023) suggest that
s = 1 and m = 24 should yield generally good estimates. In the presence of missing data, the
estimators of F , F ′, and F−1 are calculated considering only observed values.

2.1.2 Knight et al. (2017)’s LoMPE estimator

A first generation wavelet-based estimator for the long memory parameter d is presented in
Knight et al. (2017). The method is based on a multiscale lifting transformation known as
LOCAAT (lifting one coefficient at a time) proposed by Jansen et al. (2001). The LoMPE’s
idea is to apply the LOCAAT method to obtain a collection of lifting coefficients, which, after
suitable normalization, are used to estimate the wavelet’s coefficient variance. To estimate
d, a regression approach similar to (2.4) is applied. Bootstrapped lifting trajectories can be
used to improve estimation. The authors present a simulation considering small missing data
percentages, from 5% to 20% using 50 bootstrapped trajectories. The method’s main problem
is its computational cost, which is high compared to other methods considered here. More
details can be found in Jansen et al. (2001) and Knight et al. (2017).
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2.1.3 Craigmile and Mondal (2020)’s wavelet method

Let {Xt}t∈Z be a stationary Gaussian long-range dependent time series of interest. The idea
behind Craigmile and Mondal (2020)’s estimator is based on undecimated wavelet analysis of
Xt using the Daubechies’ class of wavelets, characterized by the filter width L > 2. A fully
detailed explanation of Craigmile and Mondal (2020)’s estimator would be lengthly. However,
for completeness, a brief description will be provided here. Let {hj,l}j,l for j ∈ {0, 1, · · · } and
l ∈ {0, · · · , L− 1} be a Daubechies’ wavelet filter of even width L. The undecimated wavelet
representation of {Xt}t∈Z has coefficients given by

Wj,t =
L−1∑
l=0

hj,lXt−l.

Since {Xt}t∈Z is a Gaussian process, for each j, {Wj,t}t∈Z is a zero mean stationary Gaussian
process. Let v2j := Var(Wj,t). Craigmile and Mondal (2020) show that, in this case, for
d ∈ (0, 1/2),

log(v2j ) ≈ C + (2d− 1)j log(2), (2.4)

for large j and some constant C. Given an estimator of v2j , v̂
2
j for j ∈ {j0, · · · , j0 + m} for

positive j0 and m, d can be estimated by regressing log(v̂2j0), · · · , log(v̂2j0+m) in j0, · · · , j0+m

plus an intercept. The main contribution in Craigmile and Mondal (2020) is to propose
an unbiased, consistent, and asymptotically normally distributed estimator for v2j in long-

range dependent processes containing missing data. However, to estimate d from v̂2j , using a
regression approach will depend on an unknown dispersion matrix. The authors propose an
approximation for this matrix, leading to an estimator of d called the full estimator (called
C.full here). A second estimator is also inspired by the work of Abry and Veitch (1998)
for complete long-range dependent processes, using only the diagonal elements of the full
dispersion matrix to estimate d. The authors called it the diagonal estimator (called C.abry
here). We refer the reader to Craigmile and Mondal (2020) for more details.

2.2 Traditional methods

As mentioned in the introduction, there are several estimators to estimate d when the time
series is complete. These estimators typically cannot handle missing data naturally. However,
they can still be used after the imputation of the missing data. In this Section, we review five
well-known semiparametric estimators for d.

2.2.1 Rescaled Range Method (R/S)

Consider a sample {y1, · · · , yn} from a stationary long-memory process and let xt :=
∑t

j=1 yj
for t ∈ {1, · · · , n} be the partial sums of the yj ’s and let s2n := 1

n−1

∑n
t=1(yt − y)2 be the

sample variance, where y = xn/n. The rescaled range statistic (R/S), introduced by Hurst
(1951), is defined by

Rn :=
1

sn

[
max
1≤t≤n

{
xt −

t

n
xn

}
− min

1≤t≤n

{
xt −

t

n
xn

}]
.

Denoting Qn := n− 1
2
−dRn, it can be shown that log(Rn) = E(Qn)+(d+ 1

2) log(n)+
[
log(Qn)−

E(Qn)
]
. So that we can obtain an estimator of the long-memory parameter d by least squares.

For instance, if Rt,k is the R/S statistic based on a sample of size k, {yt, · · · , yt+k−1}, for
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1 ≤ t ≤ n − k + 1, then an estimator of d can be obtained by regressing log(Rt,k) on log(k)
plus an intercept, for 1 ≤ t ≤ n − k + 1. Some asymptotic results of the R/S statistics are
presented in Mandelbrot (1975).

2.2.2 Geweke and Porter-Hudak (1983)’s estimator (GPH)

Let {Yt}t∈Z be a stationary long-range dependent process with spectral density satisfying

f(λ) = f0(λ)[2 sin(λ/2)]
−2d, (2.5)

for some continuous function f0. Taking logarithms on both sides of (2.5) evaluated at the
Fourier sequences λj := 2πj/n, we obtain

log
(
f(λj)

)
= log

(
f0(0)

)
− 2d log

(
2 sin(λj/2)

)
+ log

(
f0(λj)

f0(0)

)
. (2.6)

From (2.6), Geweke and Porter-Hudak (1983) suggested a regression approach to estimate d.
We start by estimating the spectral density using the periodogram, defined by

I(λ) :=

∣∣∣∣ 1√
2πn

n∑
t=1

eitλYt

∣∣∣∣2. (2.7)

Upon writing

log
(
I(λj)

)
= log

(
I(λj)

f(λj)

)
+ log

(
f(λj)

)
,

and combining it with (2.6), we obtain

log
(
I(λj)

)
= log

(
f0(0)

)
− 2d log

(
2 sin(λj/2)

)
+ log

(
I(λj)[2 sin(λ/2)]

2d

f0(0)

)
. (2.8)

From (2.8), we can estimate d considering the first m ordinates of the periodogram by re-
gressing log

(
I(λ1)

)
, · · · , log

(
I(λm)

)
on 2 log

(
2 sin(λ1/2)

)
, · · · , 2 log

(
2 sin(λm/2)

)
plus an in-

tercept. The asymptotic properties of the GPH have been studied by Robinson (1995b) and
Hurvich et al. (1998), among others. Under mild conditions, the GPH’s estimator is consistent
and asymptotically normally distributed with a convergence rate of n4/5, independently of d.

2.2.3 Local Whittle estimator (LW)

Let {Yt}t∈Z be a stationary long-range dependent process with parameter d and spectral
density f satisfying

f(λ) ∼ Gλ−2d, (2.9)

as λ → 0+ with G > 0. For an ARFIMA(p, d, q) process, G =
[
σεθ(1)
2πϕ(1)

]2
. The semiparametric

estimator, known as the local Whittle estimator, is defined by

d̂ = argmin
|d|<1/2

{R(d)}, (2.10)

where

R(d) := log
(
Ĝ(d)

)
− 2d

1

m

m∑
j=1

log(λj), for Ĝ(d) :=
1

m

m∑
j=1

λ2d
j I(λj), (2.11)

I is the periodogram defined in (2.7) and 0 < m < n/2 is an integer. Estimator (2.10) was
introduced and studied in Robinson (1995a), which proved its consistency and asymptotic
normality under mild assumptions, with a

√
m convergence rate.
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2.2.4 Exact Local Whittle estimator (ELW)

The semiparametric estimator introduced by Shimotsu and Phillips (2005), called the exact
local Whittle estimator (ELW) is very similar in nature to the local Whittle. The main
difference is that the estimator is derived from algebraic manipulation of the Whittle likelihood
without relying on approximations of the periodogram, being exact in this sense. The ELW
is also applicable to the non-stationary region d > 0.5, but for simplicity, we will consider the
range |d| < 0.5. Let

I∆d(λ) :=

∣∣∣∣ 1√
2πn

n∑
t=1

eitλ(1− L)d(Yt)

∣∣∣∣2.
The estimator is defined in the same fashion as the local Whittle, but using I∆d instead of I
in (2.11), that is

d̂ = argmin
|d|<1/2

{R(d)},

where

R(d) := log
(
Ĝ(d)

)
− 2d

1

m

m∑
j=1

log(λj), for Ĝ(d) :=
1

m

m∑
j=1

λ2d
j I∆d(λj),

The asymptotic theory of the ELW is very similar to the local Whittle’s but the conditions
required on m are slightly stronger. Computationally, according to the authors, the ELW is
about 10 times slower than the local Whittle, but it is still a very fast method in comparison
to others (see Section 3.5). A discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of the ELW
over the GPH and local Whittle as well as more details can be found in Shimotsu and Phillips
(2005).

2.2.5 DFA-based estimator

The so-called detrended fluctuation analysis (DFA) method was introduced by Peng et al.
(1994) and is based on the behavior of the detrended variance in long-range dependent time
series. Before proceeding with the definition of the estimator, we introduce some notation,
following the more general work of Prass and Pumi (2021).

Let {Yt}t∈Z be a stationary long-range dependent process with parameter d and let
Y1, · · · , Yn be a sample from it. Let Rt :=

∑t
j=1 Yj for t ∈ {1, · · · , n} denote the inte-

grated signals. Divide the integrated signals into k = ⌊n/(m + 1)⌋ non-overlapping boxes
each containing m + 1 values, which we denote by Ri := (R(m+1)(i−1)+1, · · · , Ri(m+1))

′, for
i ∈ {1, · · · , k}. Next, in each box we fit a polynomial of degree ν + 1 via least squares,
considering

D⊤
m+1 :=


1 1 . . . 1
1 2 . . . m+ 1
...

...
. . .

...
1ν+1 2ν+1 · · · (m+ 1)ν+1

, Pm+1 := Dm+1(D
⊤
m+1Dm+1)

−1D⊤
m+1,

Qm+1 := Im+1 − Pm+1.

Define
E i := Qm+1Ri = (Ei, · · · , Em+i)

⊤,

the vector of residuals at the i-th box. Let f2
DFA(m, i) := 1

m+1E
′
iE i, i.e. the sample variance

of the residual in the i-th fit. The detrended variance F 2
DFA is defined by

F 2
DFA(m) :=

1

k

k∑
i=1

f2
DFA(m, i).
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As described by Peng et al. (1994), for a long-range dependent process,√
F 2
DFA(m) ∼ cmd+1/2,

for large m. Consequently, taking logarithms and denoting Lm := log
(√

F 2
DFA(m)

)
, we

obtain

Lm ∼ log(c) +

(
d+

1

2

)
log(m), (2.12)

from which we can estimate d by regressing Ls+1, · · · , Ls+l in log(s + 1), · · · , log(s + l), for
s, l > 0, plus an intercept. In Bardet and Kammoun (2008), the consistency of the DFA-
based estimator for d in the context of fractional Brownian motion is demonstrated under
mild conditions, with a convergence rate of

√
n/m and some control over how m increases.

The authors also claim that the DFA-based estimator satisfies a CLT, but provide no proof
of it.

2.3 Imputation methods

In this section, we review some of the imputation methods applied in the Monte Carlo sim-
ulation and introduce a new one. For a review of some of the R packages available for time
series imputation and their performance in the estimation of ARMA models, see Moritz et al.
(2015) and Moritz and Bartz-Beielstein (2017). An interesting alternative time series impu-
tation method based on genetic (evolutionary) algorithms is presented in Garćıa et al. (2010).
The proposed algorithm treats every missing point as a parameter to be estimated in order to
minimize an objective depending on the mean, variance, and covariance structure of the time
series. Its goal is to obtain a set of values to replace the missing data such that the observed
time series’ mean, variance and covariance structure are preserved. The method, however, is
complex and extremely slow in comparison to other approaches, so it was not considered here.

2.3.1 Mean Substitution

The mean substitution is among the simplest imputation methods available. It is based on
substituting missing data with the mean calculated over the observed time series values. In
other words, if y1, · · · , yn is a sample from a time series for which there are m missing values
and denoting by M := {i : yi is missing} the set containing the time epochs for which a value
is missing (observed), we substitute a missing value yi by

yi =
1

card(M∁)

∑
k∈M∁

yk, i ∈ M,

where for a set A, card(A) denotes the number of elements (cardinality) in A. As mentioned
in the introduction, the mean substitution’s strength lies in its simplicity, but since a single
value replaces all missing data, it induces some problems: points of masses are produced which
affects the time series’ variance, dependence structure, and standard errors calculation (for
estimators). It also drastically affects estimators based on distributions, such as the estimator
in subsection 2.1.1. Alternatively, it could be used the median instead of the mean to impute
missing values. Since in this work, we are considering only symmetric time series, the median
and mean should perform the same, so we choose the latter since it is faster to calculate.
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2.3.2 Linear interpolation

Interpolation using some simple model is quite a common practice in the literature. This
can be achieved by a simple linear interpolation in the vicinity of the missing data. If yt is
missing, we apply a simple linear interpolation between the two nearest observed points. Let
yt1 and yt2 be the two closest observed points in time satisfying t1 < t < t2. We impute yt as

yt = yt1 +

(
yt2 − yt1
t2 − t1

)
(t− t1).

Linear interpolation is also a very simple method that, contrary to the mean substitution,
imputes different values for each missing data, when the underlying distribution is absolutely
continuous. However, it still underestimates the variance and affects the time series depen-
dence structure. It also imputes wide gaps as a straight line, potentially affecting standard
error calculation (for estimators).

2.3.3 Random Substitution

Random substitution is an imputation method based on drawing from a predetermined dis-
tribution to substitute a given missing value. The most common is to replace a missing value
with a random value drawn from a uniform distribution, typically between the minimum and
maximum observed values. This simple method has the advantage that no matter the size of
a gap, the imputed values will never be equal. However, since values near the minimum and
maximum observed values occur with the same probability as any other interval of the same
length, this imputation method tends to inflate the variance of the time series, altering its
underlying distribution and affecting its dependence structure.

In what follows, we propose a random substitution method that inherits information re-
garding the dependence structure on the immediate vicinity of the missing value being im-
puted. The proposed method is a hybrid of the last observation carried forward method,
which consists in substituting each missing value with the most recent observed value, and
the random substitution. Let tN(µ, σ2, a, b) denote the truncated normal distribution, trun-
cated in the interval (a, b), with mean µ ∈ R and variance σ2 > 0. If Z ∼ tN(µ, σ2, a, b), Z
has density

f(x;µ, σ2, a, b) =
ϕ
(x−µ

σ

)
σ
[
Φ
( b−µ

σ

)
− Φ

(a−µ
σ

) ]I(a < x < b),

where ϕ and Φ denote the density and distribution of a standard normal distribution, respec-
tively. Let yt, t > 1 be a missing value to be imputed. We propose imputing yt by drawing
yt ∼ tN(yt−1, σ

2, y(1), y(n)), where y(1) = min{yi : i ∈ M∁} and y(n) = max{yi : i ∈ M∁},
M := {i : yi is missing}. The variance parameter σ2 can be tuned in order to match the
variance in the observed time series (see Section 3.2).

3 Simulation

In this section, we present a Monte Carlo simulation study to compare the different approaches
to estimate the long-range dependent parameter d in the context of ARFIMA processes. We
consider a total of 35 different combinations of estimation and imputation methods. In the
simulation, we examine three primary contexts for estimating long-range dependence in time
series with missing data. The first involves investigating the impact of imputing the data and
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subsequently estimating the long-range parameter using methods that require complete data
to operate. The second context involves exploring how estimators that can handle missing
data perform under different scenarios and various percentages of missing data. These first
two contexts are the most natural to consider.

To motivate the third context, recall that methods that can handle time series with missing
data can also tackle complete data. Since it takes great effort to develop such estimators,
papers introducing these approaches often overlook the performance of an estimator designed
for gappy time series when utilized in conjunction with imputation. This idea may go against
the rationale of developing a method that can inherently handle missing data, but holds
relevance from a practical point of view. Typically, preference is given to the method that
produces the most accurate estimate, regardless of its derivation. Hence, the third context
we investigate involves assessing the performance of estimators designed to handle time series
with missing data when the time series is imputed first before estimation.

3.1 Data generation process (DGP)

In the Monte Carlo simulation study, we consider Gaussian ARFIMA processes generated
using R package arfima (Veenstra, 2012), which, according to the package’s documentation,
generates “a sample from a multivariate normal distribution that has a covariance structure
defined by the autocovariances generated for given parameters”. The innovation variance was
taken as 1. We generate samples of length 2,000 and discarded the first 1,000 observations as
burn-in.

To generate the time series containing missing values, we first generate the complete time
series, as described above, and then sample the appropriate number of time indexes for which
the data is to be missing from a discrete uniform distribution in the set {2, · · · , 999}. By
design, the first and last values of the time series are never missing. Finally, the observa-
tions related to the sampled time indexes are set to NA. This procedure is repeated for each
replication, resulting in a distinct missing data pattern for each generated time series. How-
ever, because we used the same random seed in each session, the pattern of missing data for
scenarios with identical n and the percentage of missing data is the same. The missing data
pattern for scenario d = 0.1 with 10%, for instance, is the same as the missing data pattern
for scenario d = 0.4 with 10% missing data.

3.2 Implementation details

In this Section, we shall review some computational details about each estimator’s implemen-
tation and the imputation method used in the simulations.

Intrinsic methods

The R code for the intrinsic Craigmile and Mondal’s wavelet method presented in Section
2.1.3 can be found in Craigmile’s Github: github.com/petercraigmile/GappyLRD. We have
made a few changes to the code to suit our purposes better. We apply Daubechi’s D4 wavelet
considering levels from 1 to 7. A set of R orthonormal Slepian tapers is used to estimate a
specific dispersion matrix in the presence of missing data. The argument R in the code was
kept at its default value of 7. More information can be found in Craigmile and Mondal (2020).

The copula-based estimator presented in Section 2.1.1 is implemented in the R package
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PPMiss (Prass and Pumi, 2023). We consider two configurations for the estimator. In both
cases, the copula parameter is estimated using the inversion of Spearman’s ρ, and, for the
estimation window, we apply s = 1 and m = 24. For the first one, called PP.G, we consider
the Gaussian copula as the underlying copula family, while for the second one, called PP.F,
we consider Frank’s family. This choice was made because since we are simulating Gaussian
ARFIMA processes, the Gaussian family is correctly specified. In practice, however, we can
never be sure about the copula choice. By considering the misspecified Frank’s family, we
examine a more realistic scenario.

As for the intrinsic method LoMPE presented in Section 2.1.2, the method is implemented
in R package liftLRD (Knight and Nunes, 2018). We consider the implemented bias-corrected
estimator in the simulation. The long-range dependence parameter is estimated using a
weighted least squares approach, in which the slope of the log-linear relationship between the
artificial scales and the log of the integrals is used to re-weight the estimates. The slope in
the energy-scale relationship is calculated using all wavelet levels. The LoMPE method is
slow compared to the other methods considered, so we only calculate the minimum integral
lifting trajectory to estimate d, as bootstrapping makes the method too slow for simulation
purposes.

Traditional methods

The R/S method of section 2.2.1 was implemented by the authors. The estimator is obtained
through ordinary least squares using the R function lm. Geweke and Porter-Hudak’s estimator
presented in Section 2.2.2 is implemented in R package LongMemoryTS (Leschinski, 2019). The
first m = ⌊1 +√

n⌋ Fourier frequencies were considered in the estimation. The Local Whittle
and Exact local Whittle estimators, presented in Section 2.2.3 and 2.2.4, respectively, are also
implemented in the package LongMemoryTS. In both cases, we considered m = ⌊1 +√

n⌋. In
the ELW, the initial value, Y0 is considered known (or estimated). To fulfill this requirement,
we consider the time series Ỹt−1 := Yt − Y1 for t ∈ {2, · · · , n} so that Ỹ0 = 0 is used. See
Remark 2 in Shimotsu and Phillips (2005) for more details and the package LongMemoryTS’s
documentation.

The DFA method presented in section 2.2.5 was implemented by the authors. Func-
tion F 2

DFA is calculated using the R package DCCA (Prass and Pumi, 2020), considering non-
overlapping windows. Regression (2.12) is estimated via ordinary least squares using R func-
tion lm and considering h ∈ {50, · · · , 100}, (i.e., l = 50 and s = 50).

Imputation methods

The mean substitution method was implemented by the authors. The Linear interpolation
method is implemented in R package zoo (Zeileis and Grothendieck, 2005) through function
na.approx. The proposed random interpolation method was implemented by the authors.
Hyperparameters a and b were taken as the minimum and maximum observed values, respec-
tively. The variance hyperparameter σ is user-chosen. The goal in defining σ is to use a value
that closely approximates the sample standard deviation calculated over the observed values
(S) for a variety of values of d and missing data proportions.

We conducted a Monte Carlo Simulation to determine the best value for σ in the context
of Gaussian ARFIMA(0, d, 0) processes. We generate time series of length n = 1,000 for
d ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4}. A proportion of 30%, 50%, and 70% of missing data is induced in each
time series. In each case, we use the proposed method for imputation considering σ = S/ς,
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for ς ∈ {4, 6, 8, 10}. The standard deviation of the imputed time series is then computed. We
repeat the experiment 1,000 times for each scenario.

The simulation results are summarized in Table 1, which shows the average standard
deviation of the generated (complete) time series, the standard deviation calculated from the
observed values after introducing missing data (S), and the standard deviation calculated
from the data after imputation for each scenario. In parentheses, we present the standard
deviation of the estimates alongside the estimated standard deviation. The average standard
deviation obtained from the generated time series and S are very similar in all scenarios, a
consequence of the model’s stationarity. The results show that ς = 10 produces the closest
results to S while introducing no additional variability. As a result, in the simulation we set
ς = 10.

Table 1: Simulation results presenting the average standard deviation calculated from the
complete generated time series (complete), the observed time series after introducing missing
data (S), and the imputed data using the proposed methodology. Also presented are the
standard deviation of the estimates (in parentheses).

d Missing S
imputed time series

complete
ς = 4 ς = 6 ς = 8 ς = 10

0.1

0.3
1.007 1.017 1.011 1.008 1.007

1.007
(0.027) (0.031) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030)

(0.023)
0.5

1.007 1.032 1.017 1.012 1.009
(0.032) (0.041) (0.040) (0.040) (0.040)

0.7
1.009 1.059 1.028 1.018 1.012
(0.040) (0.056) (0.054) (0.053) (0.053)

0.2

0.3
1.039 1.050 1.043 1.041 1.040

1.040
(0.030) (0.034) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033)

(0.026)
0.5

1.039 1.065 1.050 1.045 1.042
(0.035) (0.043) (0.043) (0.042) (0.042)

0.7
1.040 1.096 1.062 1.050 1.045
(0.044) (0.061) (0.058) (0.057) (0.056)

0.3

0.3
1.112 1.124 1.117 1.114 1.113

1.113
(0.042) (0.045) (0.045) (0.044) (0.044)

(0.040)
0.5

1.112 1.140 1.125 1.119 1.116
(0.046) (0.053) (0.052) (0.052) (0.051)

0.7
1.111 1.170 1.137 1.125 1.120
(0.054) (0.069) (0.066) (0.065) (0.065)

0.4

0.3
1.256 1.270 1.261 1.258 1.257

1.256
(0.076) (0.079) (0.078) (0.077) (0.077)

(0.075)
0.5

1.256 1.289 1.271 1.264 1.261
(0.078) (0.084) (0.082) (0.082) (0.082)

0.7
1.255 1.320 1.282 1.270 1.262
(0.082) (0.094) (0.090) (0.091) (0.090)

3.3 ARFIMA(0, d, 0) scenario

In this section we discuss the estimation of the long-range dependence parameter d in the
context of Gaussian ARFIMA(0, d, 0) processes for d ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4} and missing data
proportions {0.1, 0.2, · · · , 0.7}. The intrinsic estimators presented in section 2.1 are used to
estimate parameter d for each generated time series with missing values. We then proceed
with the estimation of d for each estimator considering the originally generated time series,
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with no missing data, henceforth referred to as the “original” time series. Next, the time
series with missing data are imputed using the three methods discussed in section 2.3. We
estimate d for each imputation method and percentage of missing values using the intrinsic
and the five estimators discussed in Section 2.2. In total 35 different estimation methods were
considered. We repeat the experiment 1,000 times. Due to space limitations, we only present
the results for d ∈ {0.1, 0.4}. The other cases are presented in the supplementary material
that accompanies the paper.

Case d = 0.1

Table 2 shows the simulation results for d = 0.1. The estimated value of d for each estima-
tor is presented in blocks organized by the type of time series considered, namely, intrinsic
(methods applied to the time series with missing data), mean, linear, and random (methods
applied to the time series imputed using the mean, linear and the proposed random methods,
respectively). We present the estimation for each percentage of missing values along with the
estimated values for the original time series, presented in column “0”. These values are re-
peated throughout the blocks for convenience. The best estimate in each block is highlighted
in bold.

There is a lot to discuss from Table 2. First, we look at the best results. Interestingly,
when there is no missing data, the intrinsic methods produce the best results. The copula-
based methods presented the best results for complete data among the intrinsic estimators,
followed closely by the LoMPE. When missing data is taken into account, for all percentages
up to 50% the intrinsic estimators produce the best results overall by a wide margin. The
behavior is somewhat wild in extreme cases (60% and 70%).

The effects of using the mean imputation method are very noticeable for all estimators.
Among the imputation methods, the mean performs the worst for all percentages of missing,
except for 70% for which it presented the best overall result. To begin, all methods underesti-
mate d, with the exception of the R/S, which does the opposite. For all estimators, with the
exception of the R/S, using the mean imputation method degrades the estimated values as
the percentage of missing data increases. Most estimated values present a relative bias of over
50% in this case. The methods that suffer the most are the frequency domain ones, namely
GPH, LW, and ELW. The R/S, however, behaves exactly the opposite and produces the best
results when the mean imputation method is applied, even when the percentage of missing
data increases.

When the best results from the linear and random imputation methods are compared,
we find that they perform similarly, with the linear method having a slight advantage. The
estimated values of intrinsic methods and the R/S for both imputation methods greatly over-
estimate the parameter and always increase with the percentage of missing data, rendering
them effectively useless when more than 20% of the data is missing. With 10% of missing
data, the copula-based ones (PP.F and PP.G) present the best overall performance. With
20% of missing data or more, the DFA is the one that performs the best for both imputation
methods. The frequency domain estimators (GPH, LW, and ELW) consistently underestimate
d and perform poorly, with relative bias exceeding 50%.

Boxplots of the results are presented in Figure 1. The columns represent the percentage
of missing data (10%, 40%, and 70%). The first row presents the intrinsic methods applied
to the data with missing values. From the second row on, we present the boxplot of the
estimated values using each imputation method. As expected, the variability of the intrinsic
estimators in the case of missing data increases as the percentage of missing data increases.
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Table 2: Simulation results for the ARFIMA(0, 0.1, 0) scenario.

d = 0.1

Type Estimator
Missing

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

Intrinsic

Full 0.076 0.077 0.086 0.088 0.109 0.113 0.116 0.152
Abry 0.081 0.083 0.086 0.089 0.096 0.103 0.116 0.142
PP.G 0.092 0.091 0.090 0.089 0.089 0.088 0.082 0.074
PP.F 0.086 0.086 0.085 0.084 0.084 0.083 0.079 0.071

LoMPE 0.084 0.079 0.076 0.071 0.070 0.063 0.060 0.057

Mean

Full 0.076 0.068 0.060 0.052 0.045 0.035 0.027 0.019
Abry 0.081 0.073 0.064 0.056 0.049 0.039 0.031 0.022
PP.G 0.092 0.074 0.058 0.044 0.067 0.050 0.010 0.006
PP.F 0.086 0.069 0.052 0.037 0.055 0.049 0.008 0.004

LoMPE 0.084 0.077 0.070 0.062 0.053 0.046 0.036 0.029
DFA 0.073 0.066 0.059 0.052 0.043 0.030 0.023 0.016
GPH 0.034 0.020 0.013 0.001 -0.013 -0.033 -0.054 -0.076
LW 0.048 0.045 0.041 0.038 0.034 0.030 0.028 0.022
ELW 0.046 0.044 0.039 0.041 0.039 0.042 0.059 0.073
R/S 0.145 0.140 0.136 0.131 0.125 0.118 0.112 0.101

Linear

Full 0.076 0.133 0.197 0.269 0.350 0.441 0.546 0.673
Abry 0.081 0.131 0.188 0.254 0.331 0.418 0.521 0.650
PP.G 0.092 0.120 0.143 0.163 0.182 0.201 0.221 0.247
PP.F 0.086 0.114 0.139 0.161 0.183 0.206 0.233 0.266

LoMPE 0.084 0.135 0.192 0.256 0.327 0.411 0.511 0.631
DFA 0.073 0.073 0.073 0.081 0.081 0.087 0.104 0.142
GPH 0.034 0.028 0.027 0.024 0.023 0.025 0.026 0.046
LW 0.048 0.044 0.041 0.037 0.034 0.033 0.032 0.035
ELW 0.046 0.042 0.039 0.038 0.034 0.033 0.036 0.043
R/S 0.145 0.151 0.159 0.168 0.178 0.193 0.212 0.237

Random

Full 0.076 0.128 0.184 0.244 0.311 0.380 0.454 0.538
Abry 0.081 0.126 0.177 0.233 0.296 0.365 0.442 0.531
PP.G 0.092 0.118 0.141 0.162 0.184 0.207 0.231 0.262
PP.F 0.086 0.112 0.137 0.159 0.183 0.209 0.237 0.272

LoMPE 0.084 0.130 0.181 0.235 0.292 0.358 0.431 0.511
DFA 0.073 0.070 0.067 0.072 0.075 0.080 0.096 0.135
GPH 0.034 0.025 0.024 0.019 0.021 0.023 0.027 0.039
LW 0.048 0.043 0.038 0.035 0.031 0.030 0.028 0.032
ELW 0.046 0.041 0.037 0.035 0.034 0.031 0.035 0.043
R/S 0.145 0.148 0.151 0.156 0.165 0.179 0.197 0.224

The bias is also affected but to a lesser degree.
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Figure 1: Box plot of the fitted ARFIMA (0, 0.1, 0) model.

When data imputation is in place, the variability of the estimators does not seem to be
significantly impacted by the percentage of missing data. The bias, however, is very much so.
The DFA, ELW, and GPH are the methods presenting the highest overall variability. It is also
noteworthy that, for 10% of missing, the imputation method applied makes little difference
in the boxplot within each method, but at 40% and 70% the imputation method plays an
important role.

Case d = 0.4

Table 3 shows the simulation results for d = 0.4. When comparing the five intrinsic estimators,
the copula-based ones consistently outperform the others, presenting a very good performance
even when the percentage of missing data is 70%. When the original time series is taken into
account, the GPH estimator is the best performer, followed by the copula-based ones. When
there is no missing data, Craigmile and Mondal’s (Full and Abry), LoMPE, and LW estimators
all perform poorly.

The effects of using the mean imputation method are even more severe than in the case
of d = 0.1 with the mean imputation method performing the worst of all imputation methods
for all percentages of missing data. As the percentage of missing data increases, we observe
a degradation of the estimated values with the mean imputation for all estimators, which
uniformly underestimate d. The GPH was the best performer overall for mean imputation.
Regardless of the method, when missing data reaches 30% or above, the estimated values are
uniformly poor, to the point that they are useless for practical purposes.

The linear and random imputation methods perform about the same, just as in the case of
d = 0.1. For percentages of missing data of 30% or above, the copula-based estimators are the
best performers by a good margin, while the other intrinsic methods, the DFA, LW, ELW, and
R/S increasingly degrade as the percentage of missing data increases beyond 30%, yielding
useless estimations. The GPH also degrades as the percentage of missing data increases
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beyond 30% but to a lower degree.

Boxplots of the results are presented in Figure 2. From the boxplots, we observe that the
variability of the spectral density-based estimators (GPH, EL, and ELW) are considerably
greater than in the case d = 0.1 for all imputation methods. Comparing both cases, d = 0.1
and d = 0.4, we observe somewhat similar behavior for all estimators when the percentage of
missing values is 10%. For missing data percentage of 70%, all imputation methods severely
affect the wavelet-based estimators (Abry, Full, and LoMPE), causing such a bias that the
estimated values are useless. In the case of linear imputation, for instance, all estimated values
for these estimators are higher than 0.6, so the boxplots does not even appear in the plotting
region of Figure 2.

The copula-based estimators perform well and consistently in the case of linear and random
imputation as the percentage of missing values increases. In the case of mean imputation,
however, the estimated values are useless for percentages of missing data above 10%. The
DFA, GPH, ELW, and LWmethods present a somewhat comparable overall performance, with
a slight advantage for the GPH in most cases. The R/S performs stably for all percentages
of missing values, with considerable bias, especially for the mean imputation case.
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Table 3: Simulation results for the ARFIMA(0, 0.4, 0) scenario.

d = 0.4

Type Estimator
Missing

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

Intrinsic

Full 0.332 0.341 0.347 0.346 0.353 0.358 0.366 0.365
Abry 0.344 0.350 0.352 0.355 0.358 0.360 0.362 0.366
PP.G 0.382 0.381 0.381 0.381 0.380 0.380 0.378 0.376
PP.F 0.379 0.379 0.378 0.379 0.378 0.378 0.376 0.375

LoMPE 0.333 0.326 0.322 0.314 0.335 0.325 0.316 0.336

Mean

Full 0.332 0.294 0.260 0.227 0.196 0.165 0.133 0.102
Abry 0.344 0.307 0.274 0.241 0.209 0.178 0.144 0.112
PP.G 0.382 0.352 0.316 0.276 0.249 0.096 0.113 0.056
PP.F 0.379 0.346 0.305 0.260 0.225 0.083 0.090 0.041

LoMPE 0.333 0.297 0.265 0.235 0.205 0.176 0.147 0.116
DFA 0.357 0.344 0.334 0.318 0.295 0.276 0.248 0.211
GPH 0.389 0.374 0.361 0.342 0.321 0.292 0.262 0.215
LW 0.314 0.307 0.300 0.292 0.278 0.262 0.243 0.215
ELW 0.372 0.355 0.340 0.323 0.297 0.266 0.235 0.198
R/S 0.342 0.332 0.321 0.309 0.291 0.273 0.250 0.221

Linear

Full 0.332 0.375 0.424 0.481 0.544 0.617 0.702 0.807
Abry 0.344 0.381 0.423 0.473 0.531 0.599 0.681 0.786
PP.G 0.382 0.383 0.384 0.385 0.388 0.391 0.393 0.400
PP.F 0.379 0.381 0.384 0.386 0.391 0.397 0.403 0.416

LoMPE 0.333 0.371 0.415 0.464 0.519 0.586 0.667 0.766
DFA 0.357 0.352 0.351 0.345 0.340 0.335 0.336 0.344
GPH 0.389 0.384 0.381 0.374 0.373 0.359 0.355 0.352
LW 0.314 0.310 0.307 0.300 0.296 0.286 0.276 0.267
ELW 0.372 0.367 0.363 0.354 0.351 0.341 0.329 0.322
R/S 0.342 0.339 0.338 0.336 0.333 0.331 0.332 0.336

Random

Full 0.332 0.363 0.397 0.436 0.476 0.522 0.571 0.628
Abry 0.344 0.369 0.398 0.432 0.470 0.513 0.565 0.626
PP.G 0.382 0.382 0.383 0.385 0.387 0.391 0.394 0.401
PP.F 0.379 0.380 0.382 0.384 0.387 0.393 0.398 0.409

LoMPE 0.333 0.360 0.390 0.423 0.459 0.501 0.550 0.605
DFA 0.357 0.349 0.344 0.335 0.324 0.317 0.307 0.313
GPH 0.389 0.383 0.376 0.369 0.364 0.346 0.335 0.330
LW 0.314 0.308 0.303 0.293 0.285 0.272 0.256 0.241
ELW 0.372 0.365 0.358 0.347 0.338 0.325 0.310 0.298
R/S 0.342 0.335 0.328 0.323 0.316 0.312 0.309 0.315

3.4 ARFIMA(1, d, 1) scenario

In this section we consider the estimation of the long-range dependence parameter d in the
context of Gaussian ARFIMA(1, d, 1) processes for d ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4}, ϕ = 0.5, θ = 0.6 and
missing data proportions {0.1, 0.2, · · · , 0.7}. We follow the same steps as in Section 3.3. Tables
and plots presenting the results can be found in the supplementary material that accompanies
the paper. The results for the (1, d, 1) case are very similar to the (0, d, 0)’s and the same
remarks presented in Section 3.3 apply here case by case. The similarity between the results is
expected since the estimators applied in the simulation are all semiparametric, focusing only
on the long-range dependence structure in the time series, regardless of short-range nuisances.
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Figure 2: Box plot of the fitted ARFIMA(0, 0.4, 0) model.

3.5 Time benchmarking

In this section, we compare the computational speed of each estimator considered in the
simulations. Besides which estimator is the fastest to compute, there are a few other questions
regarding computational speed that are of interest. For instance, does doubling the length of
the time series double the time required to estimate d? Is the computational time required
to estimate d affected by the strength of the dependence? Is the percentage of missing data a
factor in estimation times? What about the imputation method applied? In this section, we
study these questions through a series of Monte Carlo simulations.

3.5.1 Setup

We perform a series of routines with each estimator involving several different subtasks, mea-
suring the time spent performing them for each estimator. The routine is divided into two
main tasks. The first main task is intended only for the intrinsic estimators and consists
of estimating d in Gaussian ARFIMA(0, d, 0) generated with 20% and 70% of missing data,
considering d ∈ {0.1, 0.4} data and sample size n ∈ {1000, 2000}. The time spent executing
each subtask 1,000 times for each estimator was recorded. The time series were all generated
and prepared beforehand, so the recorded times reflect the time spent actually performing the
task, and nothing else.

The second main task involves all estimators. The estimators are used to estimate d in
the original time series. Next, the estimators are applied to estimate d from the time series
with 20% and 70% of induced time series after imputation using each of the three methods
presented in section 2.3 is performed. The exercise is performed 1,000, and the time spent
performing it is recorded for each subtask and each estimator. Again, time series were all
generated and prepared beforehand. All simulations were run serially in a computer using R

version 4.1.3 with the following configurations: Intel Core i5 8600k CPU (3.6GHz) processor
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(factory configurations), and 16GB RAM running on Windows 10 Pro. The simulations were
performed.

3.5.2 Results

The complete results are shown in Table 4 (time series with missing data) and Table 5 (orig-
inal and imputed time series). For the Pumi et al. (2023)’s copula-based estimator, there is
a significant difference in speed between the two variants considered. When considering the
imputed (or original) time series, using Frank’s family (PP.F) to perform the subtasks takes
approximately 4.1 times longer than using the Gaussian’s (PP.G) for n = 1,000, and approx-
imately 3.2 when n = 2,000. Considering time series with missing data, these ratios increase
to 4.3 and 3.4, respectively. This distinction is justified by the fact that the relationship
between Spearman’s ρ and Frank’s copula parameter is dependent on special functions (c.f.
Nelsen, 2013, p. 171) so estimating the parameter via inversion of Spearman’s ρ requires a
somewhat lengthy numerical inversion. On the other hand, Spearman’s ρ has a closed formula
for the Gaussian family, given by the classical relationship ρ = 6

π arcsin(r), where r denotes
the (Pearson’s) correlation.

Table 4: Time spent to complete the simulation task for the intrinsic estimators. Presented
is the total time spent, in seconds, performing the respective subtask.

Intrinsic

Estimator

n = 1,000 n = 2,000

d = 0.1 d = 0.4 d = 0.1 d = 0.4

20% 70% 20% 70% 20% 70% 20% 70%

PP.G 94.2 88.4 93.4 87.7 130.8 120.7 129.5 120.0

PP.F 392.8 386.3 394.7 390.3 427.5 415.2 431.8 423.5

Abry 392.7 392.4 388.2 388.2 1367.6 1342.7 1334.9 1335.2

Full 392.8 392.4 388.2 388.3 1353.8 1341.8 1335.1 1335.0

LoMPE 244.8 68.8 238.1 68.1 745.6 162.4 713.2 161.3

Does doubling the time series’ length double the time spent in estimating d?

It depends on the estimator and the setup. Considering only intrinsic estimators (Table 4),
increasing the sample size from n = 1,000 to 2,000 took, on average, only 8.5% longer for
PP.F to complete the tasks and 37.7% longer for PP.G. For the wavelet-based estimators,
the scenario is very different. LoMPE and Craigmile and Mondal (2020)’s estimator took, on
average, 2.7 and 3.4 times the amount of time to complete the task, respectively.

From Table 5, doubling the sample size from n = 1,000 to n = 2,000 requires less than
twice the time to complete the task, on average, for the estimators GPH (1.81), LW (1.34)
and DFA (1.65). The R/S and ELW took, on average, 4.3 and 9.3 times the amount of time to
complete the task, respectively. Applying the intrinsic estimators to the original and imputed
time series (Table 5) and doubling the sample size from n = 1,000 to n = 2,000 on average,
produce an overall increase in the time spent to complete the tasks. For the PP.F and PP.G,
this increase was small: 10% and 40.5% longer to complete the tasks, respectively. LoMPE
and Craigmile and Mondal (2020)’s estimator took about 3.6 and 4.5 times the time spent to
complete the tasks, on average, respectively.
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Table 5: Time spent (in seconds) to complete the simulation task considering all estimators
and imputed/original time series. Presented is the total time spent (in seconds) performing
the subtasks.

n d % input. PP.G PP.F Abry Full LoMPE GPH LW ELW DFA R/S

1
,0
00

0.1

original 97.0 396.3 37.1 37.1 745.6 0.09 0.14 2.63 3.36 8.97

0.2

mean 97.7 397.3 36.9 37.1 745.9 0.11 0.16 2.81 3.26 8.94

linear 97.5 396.2 37.2 37.0 745.2 0.10 0.16 2.64 3.21 8.97

rand 96.3 394.4 36.9 36.9 744.4 0.11 0.15 2.65 3.22 9.07

0.7

mean 98.6 395.6 36.9 36.9 747.7 0.11 0.16 2.73 3.22 8.94

linear 96.4 400.3 36.9 36.9 746.8 0.10 0.15 2.57 3.22 9.04

rand 95.5 398.0 36.9 36.9 782.8 0.11 0.16 2.58 3.36 9.28

0.4

original 95.9 397.3 36.6 36.6 728.3 0.11 0.11 2.19 3.19 9.03

0.2

mean 96.6 395.4 36.5 36.5 733.1 0.11 0.11 2.39 3.20 8.88

linear 95.5 403.3 36.6 37.0 735.8 0.11 0.10 2.17 3.12 8.95

rand 95.4 398.0 36.5 36.5 732.4 0.10 0.11 2.20 3.18 9.00

0.7

mean 97.7 392.8 36.5 36.4 732.2 0.11 0.11 2.65 3.19 8.87

linear 95.0 408.6 36.5 36.5 733.5 0.11 0.11 2.33 3.18 8.87

rand 94.6 402.0 36.5 36.5 735.7 0.11 0.11 2.23 3.18 8.87

2,
00

0

0.1

original 142.3 448.5 171.1 171.1 2784.4 0.21 0.18 25.5 5.37 39.4

0.2

mean 141.0 442.5 170.6 168.7 2808.4 0.20 0.18 25.6 5.38 38.7

linear 136.5 431.9 168.8 166.3 2633.2 0.19 0.18 25.1 5.28 38.4

rand 134.4 430.8 166.6 167.8 2636.9 0.19 0.21 25.0 5.30 38.4

0.7

mean 135.4 429.6 166.7 167.6 2645.8 0.18 0.22 25.9 5.28 38.4

linear 134.2 434.9 166.9 166.5 2661.0 0.21 0.22 25.1 5.65 39.7

rand 138.7 453.9 170.5 169.9 2690.8 0.19 0.26 24.4 5.37 38.4

0.4

original 133.6 435.4 165.7 165.5 2638.1 0.17 0.14 20.4 5.27 38.4

0.2

mean 134.3 433.3 165.8 165.4 2652.5 0.20 0.14 20.9 5.26 38.5

linear 133.5 438.4 165.8 165.4 2650.5 0.20 0.15 20.6 5.27 38.5

rand 133.3 435.9 165.6 165.6 2641.4 0.19 0.15 20.4 5.25 38.4

0.7

mean 134.8 429.0 165.7 165.8 2635.3 0.19 0.14 23.2 5.29 38.4

linear 132.7 447.3 165.6 166.0 2638.0 0.18 0.14 20.8 5.25 38.4

rand 132.0 441.4 165.3 165.7 2637.2 0.19 0.16 20.7 5.38 38.3

Does the dependence strength affect computational times?

It depends on the estimator. Completing the full task in the case d = 0.1 takes on average
longer compared to d = 0.4 for all classical estimators. More precisely, comparing d = 0.1
versus d = 0.4, it takes about 42% longer for the LW, 18% for the ELW, 2% for the DFA,
1% for the R/S, and 0.25% for the GPH to complete the task. On the other hand, the time
spent to complete the task using the intrinsic estimators is not significantly affected by the
dependence strength - the difference in completing the full task when d = 0.1 takes no more
than 2.3% in absolute value compared to d = 0.4.
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Does the percentage of missing data affect computational times?

It depends on the estimator and whether the time series contains missing data or not. When
missing values are considered, performing the tasks is not significantly affected by the per-
centage of missing values for estimators PP.G, PP.F Full, and Abry. For these estimators,
when 20% of the data is missing, performing the task takes no more than 2% longer when
compared to 70%. However, for LoMPE, performing the task when 20% of the data is missing
takes about 4 times the time spent when 70% is missing.

When the time series is the original or imputed, the Whittle estimators LW and ELW
are slightly affected by the percentage of missing value, taking about 6.6% and 2% longer to
complete the task when 70% of the data is missing compared to 20%. The other estimators
are affected for no more than 1.2%.

Does the imputation method applied to affect computational times?

The time spent completing the task after imputation does not depend on the percentage of
missing values prior to imputation nor on the imputation method applied.

Which estimator is the fastest to compute?

It depends on the metrics and scenario. The intrinsic estimators are capable of handling
missing data but they are more involved to calculate than the classic estimators. Hence it is
expected that the classical estimators can be computed faster.

Table 6 presents the total time spent by each estimator to complete the whole routine,
along with the minimum and maximum amount of time spent in a single subtask. Both
Craigmile and Mondal (2020)’s variants, Full and Abry, spent about the same amount of time
performing the full task. This is expected since the only difference in the estimators is the
way a certain matrix is used to calculate the estimator (whole matrix or the diagonal entries
only), at the end of the estimation algorithm. If we only consider the total amount of time

Table 6: Time spent to complete the simulation task considering all estimators and im-
puted/original time series. Presented is the average time spent (in seconds) over the percent-
age of missing and imputation methods to perform the subtasks.

metric
Original/imputed time series

PP.G PP.F Abry Full LoMPE GPH LW ELW DFA R/S

total 3246.3 11708.2 2855.4 2852.4 47743.3 4.18 4.31 358.3 119.7 665.8

max 142.3 453.9 171.1 171.1 2808.4 0.21 0.26 25.9 5.65 39.7

min 94.6 392.8 36.5 36.4 728.3 0.09 0.10 2.17 3.12 8.87

metric Time series with missing data

total 864.8 3262.1 6941.9 6927.5 2402.3

max 130.8 431.8 1367.6 1353.8 745.6

min 87.7 386.3 388.2 388.2 68.1

spent performing the task, when missing data is considered, the fastest estimator is the PP.G
followed by LoMPE, which takes about 2.8 times the time PP.G takes to perform the whole
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task. In this scenario, Craigmile and Mondal (2020)’s ones were the slowest, taking about 8
times the time spent by the PP.G to complete the task. Among the classical estimators, the
fastest is the GPH followed closely by the LW. The third fastest is the DFA, but taking about
27.8 times the time to complete the task of the second one. The fastest among the intrinsic
when the original/imputed time series is considered are the Craigmile and Mondal (2020)’s
ones, followed closely by the PP.G with LoMPE being the slowest. The fastest intrinsic
estimator (Full) took an astonishing 682 times GPH’s total time to complete the task.

However, looking only at totals may not be ideal. For instance, in Table 4, we observe
that when n = 1,000 and the percentage of missing is 20%, the PP.G is the fastest intrinsic
estimator, while LoMPE is the fastest when 70% of the data is missing. When n = 2,000,
the PP.G is uniformly faster though. Looking at the results presented in Table 5, we observe
that the GPH and LW are the fastest estimators by far. For n = 1,000, the GPH is as fast or
faster than LW in all but one subtask, while for n = 2,000, the LW is faster in 10 out of 14
subtasks.

A curiosity is that in Shimotsu and Phillips (2005), the authors claim (page 1891), based
on their simulation experience, that the ELW is about ten times more expensive to compute
than the LW. In the presented simulations, we found this number to be about 83 times more
expensive, according to Table 6. Looking at Table 5, we found that the ELW is never less
expensive than 16.1 times the LW, with a top value of 166 times. On average, the ELW is
about 76.8 times more expensive to compute than the LW. This discrepancy could be due to
the efficiency of the implementation applied in the original paper and the one used here.

3.5.3 Convergence

The classical semiparametric estimators applied are known to be computationally stable. The
copula-based estimator is computationally stable as well, as is the LoMPE. Only Craigmile
and Mondal (2020)’s presented computational issues. For most scenarios, the estimator failed
in about 6% of the trials. The problem is accentuated when d = 0.1 and the percentage of
missing data is higher than 40%. For instance, when d = 0.1 and the percentage of missing
is 70%, a third of all attempts to estimate d with Craigmile and Mondal (2020)’s estimators
fail. The failures can be traced back to the particular wavelet-based construction employed in
the estimator. In sparse scenarios, a lack of data across the wavelet scales may occur, thereby
hindering the estimator’s capacity to generate meaningful estimates.

4 Discussion

In this work, we presented an extensive Monte Carlo simulation study regarding the estimation
of parameter d in long-range dependent time series in the presence of missing data. We
considered estimators especially tailored to deal with missing data, and estimators that can
only be used after the imputation of the missing values, which was done considering three
different methods. A variety of scenarios were considered, including percentages of missing
data ranging from 10% to 70%, different sample sizes, and values of d.

Our findings show that in the context of long-range dependent time series, mean impu-
tation should be avoided, in favor of the linear or random methods. When the dependence
strength is low applying a intrinsic estimator (other than LoMPE) usually yields the best
results, with a small advantage for the copula-based estimators, especially the PP.G given its
numerical stability, comparatively low computational cost, bias, and variance. In this context,
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if a classical estimator is to be used, the DFA paired with the random or linear imputation is
the only acceptable choice as the others present an extremely poor performance.

Under strong long-range dependence, the copula-based estimators applied to the gappy
time series present the overall best results, with a small advantage for the Gaussian variant,
PP.G. If imputation is to be used, the copula-based estimators paired with the random or
linear imputation yield the most consistent results, with a small advantage to the PP.F.

Our findings show that increasing the sample size has different effects on different esti-
mators, for LoMPE, Full, Abry, R/S and ELW, doubling the sample size from n = 1,000 to
n = 2,000 requires more than twice the time to complete the task, on average, while for the
others, it requires less. We found that for most estimators, the value of d has a negligible
effect on the time required to perform the estimation (exceptions: LW and ELW). The overall
fastest estimators are by far the GPH and LW. Among the intrinsic estimator, the PP.G was
the estimator that perform the fastest for n = 2,000. All estimators are very stable with ex-
ception of Craigmile and Mondal (2020)’s, which, due to its particular construction, is prune
to fail in very high missing scenarios.
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A Appendix A: Asymptotic theory of Pumi et al. (2023)’s
estimator in the presence of missing data

In this section we develop the asymptotic theory of Pumi et al. (2023)’s estimator in the
presence of missing data. Before we proceed with the asymptotic results, we need to intro-
duce some notation whilst providing adequate mathematical framework and then defining the
estimator Pumi et al. (2023). We develop the theory in its general form, as presented Pumi
et al. (2023), but assuming that the underlying process is strongly stationary, which entails
some simplifications.

Mathematical Framework

We start by specifying the underlying copulas. We choose a family of parametric copulas
{Cθ}θ∈Θ, with Θ ⊆ R with non-empty interior, and such that limθ→aCθ = Π (the indepen-
dence copula) for some a ∈ Θ′. The limit is to be understood as the adequate lateral limit
if a /∈ int(Θ). Also assume that there exist a set D ⊆ Θ with non-empty interior such that
a ∈ D′ and Cθ is twice continuously differentiable in θ ∈ D. Let {θn}n∈N∗ be a sequence in
D such that limn→∞ θn = a.

Next we specify the stochastic process we are interested in. Let {Xn}n∈N be a process
for which Xn is identically distributed with common absolutely continuous distribution F
such that E(X2

1 ) < ∞. Assume that the copula related to (X0, Xk) is Cθk , where {θk}k∈N∗

is a sequence in D satisfying limn→∞ θn = a. Assume further that Cov(X0, Xn) ∼ R(n,η),
where R(n,η) is a given continuous function such that R(n,η) → 0, as n goes to infinity, and
η ∈ S ⊆ Rp is some (identifiable) parameter of interest. Also assume that θn − a ∼ L(n,η),
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where L(n,η) is a given continuous function satisfying L(n,η) → 0, as n goes to infinity.
Finally, assume that 0 < K1 < ∞ and K2 < ∞, where

K1 =

∫∫
I2

1

F ′(F (−1)(u)
)
F ′(F (−1)(v)

) lim
θ→a

∂Cθ(u, v)

∂θi
dudv, (A.13)

and

K2 =

∫∫
I2

1

F ′(F (−1)(u)
)
F ′(F (−1)(v)

) lim
θ→a

∂2Cθ(u, v)

∂θ2
dudv. (A.14)

Definition of the estimator

Let x1, · · · , xn be a realization of a strongly stationary {Xn}n∈N, as specified above, with no
missing data. In order to estimate η, Pumi et al. (2023) suggests the following multi-step
procedure.

1. Given {Cθ}θ∈Θ as discussed above, chose a method to perform parameter estimation in
the family.

2. Chose estimators F̂n, F̂
−1
n and F̂ ′

n of the underlying unknown distribution F , quantile
function F−1 and density function F ′, respectively. Estimate K̂1 and K̂2 by plugging in
these estimators into (A.13) and (A.14), respectively. We must have 0 < K̂1 < ∞ and
K̂2 < ∞.

3. Set yi := F̂n(xi), for i = 1, · · · , n.

4. Let s and m be two integers satisfying 1 < s < m < n. For each ℓ ∈ {s, · · · ,m}, form
a sequence {u(ℓ)

k }n−ℓ
k=1 by setting u

(ℓ)
i := (yi, yi+ℓ) ∈ [0, 1]2, i = 1, · · · , n− ℓ. From these

pseudo-observations, estimate of the copula parameter θℓ, denoted by θ̂ℓ(n).

5. Let D : Rm−s+1×Rm−s+1 → [0,∞), be a given function measuring the distance between
two vectors in Rm−s+1. Let L̂s,m(n) := K̂1(θ̂s(n) − a, · · · , θ̂m(n) − a)′ and Rs,m(η) :=(
R(s,η), · · · , R(m,η)

)′
. The estimator η̂s,m(n) of η is then defined as

η̂s,m(n) := argmin
η∈S

{
D
(
L̂s,m(n),Rs,m(η)

)}
. (A.15)

In practice, the estimation procedure in 1 and the estimators in 2 can be any reasonable
ones. For instance, 1 can be attained using inference for the margins, maximum likelihood,
inversion of Kendall’s tau or Spearman’s rho, etc - see Joe (1997) and Nelsen (2013). Further
conditions are necessary when data is missing or when large sample results are of interest (see
below). The metric D in 5 has little effect in parameter estimation in practice, but its form
is crucial for large sample inference.

In 3, s and m delimit the number of lags used for inference regarding the copula param-
eter. This provides great flexibility when tailoring the methodology to a specific model. For
instance, under short range dependence, it may be that only a few lags may be enough to
provide good estimates of the parameters. It also helps in the context of smaller samples,
since the pseudo observations in 4 contain n− ℓ pairs, for s ≤ ℓ ≤ m, which can be very small
for m close to n. In this context one can choose a smaller value of m to counter this effect.
We refer the reader to Section 3 of Pumi et al. (2023) for more details regarding the definition
of the estimator.
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Large Sample Theory

To show the consistency and to study the asymptotic distribution of the method, we need
the estimators in 2 to be able to handle missing data. These conditions are presented in
assumption M below, which permeates the discussion that follows.

M. Suppose that {Xn}n∈N is strongly stationary and let x1, · · · , xn be a sample from this
process with missing values. For all s ≤ h ≤ m, let

wn,h := number of pairs (xt, xt+h) with no missing entries, 1 ≤ t ≤ n− h,

and assume that
wn,h −→ ∞, as n → ∞. (A.16)

Assume further that the estimators presented in 2 can be calculated in the context of
missing data.

Now we are in conditions to state the conditions necessary to show consistency, which are
essentially the same as in Pumi et al. (2023).

A1. F̂n, F̂
′
n and F̂−1

n are consistent estimators of F , F ′ and F−1 in the sense that F̂n(x)
P−→

F (x), F̂ ′
n(x)

P−→ F ′(x), for all x ∈ R, and F̂−1
n (u)

P−→ F−1(u), for all u ∈ I, and such

that K̂1
P−→ K1, as n tends to infinity.

A2. The estimator of the copula parameter at lag k, θ̂k(n), satisfies θ̂k(n)
P−→ θ0k, as n → ∞,

for all s ≤ k ≤ m, where θ0k denotes the true copula parameter at lag k.

A3. The space (Rm−s+1,D) is a metric space and D is equivalent to the usual metric in
Rm−s+1.

Theorem A.1. Let η0 denote the true parameter. Under assumptions M, A1-A3, η̂s,m(n)
P−→

η0, as n tends to infinity.

Proof: Observe that conditions M and A1 imply that K̂1
P−→ K1, as n → ∞, as the number

of non-missing observations goes to infinity as n → ∞ under (A.16). Additionally, under M,

(A.16) implies that for any s ≤ ℓ ≤ m, the amount of pairs u
(ℓ)
i := (yi, yi+ℓ) ∈ [0, 1]2, for

i = 1, · · · , n − ℓ, that contain non-missing entries goes to infinity as n → ∞. Hence, A2

implies that θ̂ℓ(n) − a
P−→ θ0ℓ − a ∈ R, as n tends to infinity, so that L̂s,m(n)

P−→ Rs,m(η0).
The rest of the proof now carries on as in the proof of theorem 4.1 in Pumi et al. (2023).

To provide a central limit theorem for the Pumi et al. (2023)’s estimator, we need to
strengthen the assumptions. Again η0 denotes the true parameter to be estimated.

B1. There exist a positive integer k0 such that, as a function of η, L(k, ·) : Rp → R is twice
differentiable in a neighborhood Ω0 ⊆ Rp of η0 and aka

′
k is positive definite, where,

ak = ∂L(k,η)
∂η , for all k > k0 and η ∈ Ω0.

B2. There exists a positive integer k1, a neighborhood Ω1 ⊆ Rp of η0 and a sequence bn → ∞
such that the copula parameter estimator at lag k, θ̂k(n), satisfies,

bn
(
θ̂k(n)− a− L(k,η)

) d−→ Zk, ∀ k ≥ k1, η ∈ Ω1,

with E(Z2
k) < ∞. Furthermore, we assume that the random variables {θ̂k(n)}k,n and

{Zk}k are defined in the same probability space for all k ≥ k1 and n.
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B3. D is the Euclidean distance, that is, D(u,v) =
∑p

i=1(vi − ui)
2, u,v ∈ Rp.

For a complete discussion regarding these assumptions, see section 4 of Pumi et al. (2023). It
is interesting to notice that the rate of convergence in assumption B2 defines the convergence
rate for the estimator. Contrarily to Theorem A.1, the limiting distribution depends heavily on
the metric D applied, so that Pumi et al. (2023) considered the Euclidean distance, assumption
B3 here.

Theorem A.2. Suppose that assumptions M, B1 – B3 hold. Then,

bn
(
η̂s,m(n)− η0

) d−→
m−s∑
k=0

τ s+kZs+k, (A.17)

as n tends to infinity, for all s and m, where τ s+k =
[∑m−s

j=0 as+ja
′
s+j

]−1
as+k.

Proof:. Without loss of generality, assume that a = 0. Let s > s0 = max{k0, k1} and
Ω = Ω0 ∩ Ω1. Denote by θ̂ℓ(n) the estimated value of the copula parameter θℓ calculated

considering non-missing pairs u
(ℓ)
i := (yi, yi+ℓ) ∈ [0, 1]2, for i = 1, · · · , n − ℓ and s ≤ ℓ ≤ m.

Let η̂ the estimated value of η obtained from these estimates. With B3 in mind, define

Ss,m(η;n) =
m−s∑
k=0

(
θ̂s+k(n)− L(s+ k,η)

)2
,

and observe that M implies that the number of non-missing observations goes to infinity as
n → ∞ in view of (A.16), so that

0 =
∂Ss,m(η;n)

∂η

∣∣∣∣
η̂

=
∂Ss,m(η;n)

∂η

∣∣∣∣
η0

+

(
∂2Ss,m(η;n)

∂η∂η′

∣∣∣∣
η

)
(η̂ − η0),

almost surely, as n tends to infinity, for some η ∈ Ω such that ∥η − η0∥ ≤ ∥η̂ − η0∥. The
remaining of the proof is analogous to the proof of theorem 4.2 in Pumi et al. (2023).
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Estimation of Long-Range Dependent Models with Missing
Data: to Impute or not to Impute?

Supplementary Material

Guilherme Pumia,∗, Gladys Choque Ulloaa and Taiane Schaedler Prassa

This supplementary material is intended to present some complementary results to the ones
presented in the parent paper. Henceforth, We shall apply the same notation, nomenclature,
and abbreviations as in the main paper without further mention or reference. To the interested
reader we refer the main paper for details.

The results presented here cover two main scenarios. The first one is the case of simulated
ARFIMA(0, d, 0), for which we present the cases the case d ∈ {0.1, 0.4} in the main paper
and d ∈ {0.2, 0.3} here. The results presented here are very similar to the ones presented in
the paper. The discussion presented in the paper for the case d = 0.1 apply viz-a-viz to the
case d = 0.2 here. The results for d = 0.3 presented here are very similar to those for d = 0.4
discussed in the main paper.

The second main scenario is the case of simulated ARFIMA(1, d, 1), which is presented here.
Since the estimators applied in the paper are semiparametric, the AR and MA contribution to
the estimation of d should, in principle, be negligible. It is indeed the case and the results of
every scenario simulated for the ARFIMA(1, d, 1) are similar to the respective ARFIMA(0, d, 0)
counterpart. Hence, the discussion presented in the paper for the ARFIMA(0, d, 0) apply viz-
a-viz to the (1, d, 1) case presented here.
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1 ARFIMA(0, d, 0) scenario
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Figure 1: Box plot of the adjusted model ARFIMA (0, d, 0) for d = 0.2.
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Figure 2: Box plot of the adjusted model ARFIMA (0, d, 0) for d = 0.3.
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Table 1: Simulation results for the ARFIMA (0, 0.2, 0) scenario.

d = 0.2

Type Estimator
Missing

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

Intrinsic

Full 0.160 0.164 0.164 0.170 0.181 0.190 0.197 0.225
Abry 0.167 0.171 0.171 0.175 0.178 0.182 0.185 0.203
PP.G 0.188 0.188 0.187 0.186 0.187 0.183 0.181 0.177
PP.F 0.181 0.181 0.180 0.179 0.180 0.177 0.175 0.173

LoMPE 0.164 0.157 0.151 0.144 0.145 0.136 0.127 0.127

Mean

Full 0.160 0.146 0.130 0.114 0.098 0.083 0.064 0.048
Abry 0.167 0.152 0.136 0.121 0.105 0.089 0.070 0.053
PP.G 0.188 0.161 0.131 0.102 0.114 0.092 0.030 0.015
PP.F 0.181 0.152 0.120 0.090 0.095 0.066 0.023 0.011

LoMPE 0.164 0.151 0.136 0.121 0.106 0.091 0.074 0.060
DFA 0.164 0.156 0.143 0.132 0.121 0.104 0.087 0.066
GPH 0.158 0.148 0.128 0.111 0.094 0.069 0.042 0.011
LW 0.123 0.118 0.108 0.102 0.096 0.082 0.070 0.058

ELW 0.130 0.120 0.106 0.094 0.085 0.072 0.071 0.081
R/S 0.216 0.207 0.200 0.189 0.181 0.168 0.154 0.136

Linear

Full 0.160 0.212 0.268 0.333 0.407 0.494 0.587 0.707
Abry 0.167 0.212 0.262 0.321 0.389 0.471 0.563 0.685
PP.G 0.188 0.200 0.210 0.221 0.233 0.243 0.258 0.277
PP.F 0.181 0.194 0.206 0.219 0.234 0.249 0.269 0.295

LoMPE 0.164 0.210 0.260 0.318 0.383 0.461 0.551 0.669
DFA 0.164 0.160 0.156 0.155 0.156 0.152 0.162 0.184
GPH 0.158 0.155 0.143 0.135 0.132 0.118 0.124 0.116
LW 0.123 0.118 0.109 0.104 0.096 0.084 0.080 0.077

ELW 0.130 0.127 0.120 0.112 0.109 0.096 0.096 0.101
R/S 0.216 0.217 0.219 0.222 0.228 0.234 0.246 0.263

Random

Full 0.160 0.204 0.250 0.302 0.358 0.420 0.485 0.563
Abry 0.167 0.205 0.245 0.293 0.346 0.407 0.474 0.557
PP.G 0.188 0.198 0.209 0.220 0.234 0.247 0.265 0.286
PP.F 0.181 0.192 0.204 0.217 0.232 0.249 0.270 0.295

LoMPE 0.164 0.203 0.243 0.290 0.340 0.397 0.460 0.536
DFA 0.164 0.156 0.148 0.143 0.143 0.139 0.144 0.163
GPH 0.158 0.153 0.136 0.130 0.123 0.110 0.111 0.107
LW 0.123 0.116 0.103 0.098 0.087 0.074 0.070 0.065

ELW 0.130 0.124 0.115 0.109 0.103 0.091 0.090 0.090
R/S 0.216 0.211 0.210 0.208 0.212 0.216 0.226 0.244
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Table 2: Simulated results for the ARFIMA(0, 0.3, 0) scenario

d = 0.3

Type Estimator
Missing

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

Intrinsic

Full 0.247 0.255 0.264 0.277 0.241 0.272 0.269 0.296
Abry 0.256 0.261 0.263 0.264 0.266 0.270 0.273 0.283
PP.G 0.284 0.283 0.284 0.282 0.282 0.280 0.278 0.275
PP.F 0.278 0.277 0.278 0.277 0.277 0.275 0.274 0.271

LoMPE 0.248 0.240 0.237 0.227 0.237 0.226 0.215 0.223

Mean

Full 0.247 0.223 0.200 0.175 0.151 0.128 0.103 0.079
Abry 0.256 0.233 0.210 0.185 0.161 0.138 0.112 0.086
PP.G 0.284 0.255 0.220 0.182 0.167 0.123 0.058 0.033
PP.F 0.278 0.245 0.207 0.166 0.144 0.102 0.046 0.023

LoMPE 0.248 0.226 0.204 0.181 0.159 0.138 0.115 0.090
DFA 0.263 0.251 0.243 0.225 0.211 0.190 0.161 0.129
GPH 0.273 0.257 0.247 0.227 0.203 0.179 0.149 0.108
LW 0.216 0.208 0.203 0.190 0.179 0.167 0.147 0.125

ELW 0.252 0.235 0.219 0.199 0.176 0.159 0.138 0.121
R/S 0.280 0.271 0.261 0.250 0.236 0.220 0.200 0.175

Linear

Full 0.247 0.293 0.346 0.406 0.473 0.551 0.643 0.755
Abry 0.256 0.296 0.342 0.395 0.457 0.531 0.621 0.733
PP.G 0.284 0.288 0.292 0.297 0.302 0.308 0.316 0.328
PP.F 0.278 0.283 0.289 0.295 0.303 0.312 0.326 0.345

LoMPE 0.248 0.289 0.337 0.388 0.450 0.522 0.607 0.712
DFA 0.263 0.258 0.256 0.250 0.246 0.241 0.242 0.254
GPH 0.273 0.266 0.262 0.256 0.248 0.238 0.234 0.225
LW 0.216 0.210 0.206 0.197 0.189 0.178 0.167 0.157

ELW 0.252 0.246 0.242 0.236 0.224 0.215 0.207 0.198
R/S 0.280 0.279 0.279 0.279 0.280 0.281 0.286 0.295

Random

Full 0.247 0.284 0.324 0.367 0.415 0.468 0.527 0.593
Abry 0.256 0.287 0.322 0.360 0.405 0.458 0.518 0.589
PP.G 0.284 0.287 0.291 0.296 0.301 0.309 0.319 0.333
PP.F 0.278 0.282 0.287 0.293 0.301 0.310 0.323 0.342

LoMPE 0.248 0.280 0.317 0.354 0.398 0.448 0.503 0.567
DFA 0.263 0.254 0.249 0.239 0.231 0.223 0.221 0.227
GPH 0.273 0.263 0.256 0.250 0.238 0.223 0.217 0.209
LW 0.216 0.207 0.200 0.188 0.176 0.164 0.151 0.136

ELW 0.252 0.245 0.236 0.228 0.212 0.203 0.190 0.180
R/S 0.280 0.274 0.269 0.265 0.262 0.260 0.263 0.276
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2 ARFIMA(1, d, 1) scenario
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Figure 3: Box plot of the adjusted model ARFIMA (1, d, 1) for d = 0.1.
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Figure 4: Box plot of the adjusted model ARFIMA (1, d, 1) for d = 0.2.
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Figure 5: Box plot of the adjusted model ARFIMA (1, d, 1) for d = 0.3.
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Figure 6: Box plot of the adjusted model ARFIMA (1, d, 1) for d = 0.4.
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Table 3: Simulation results for the ARFIMA(1, 0.1, 1) scenario.

d = 0.1

Type Estimator
Missing

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

Intrinsic

Full 0.076 0.077 0.086 0.088 0.109 0.113 0.116 0.152
Abry 0.081 0.083 0.086 0.089 0.096 0.103 0.116 0.142
PP.G 0.092 0.091 0.091 0.090 0.088 0.086 0.084 0.073
PP.F 0.086 0.086 0.086 0.085 0.083 0.081 0.080 0.071

LoMPE 0.085 0.080 0.076 0.071 0.070 0.066 0.062 0.057

Mean

Full 0.076 0.068 0.060 0.052 0.045 0.035 0.027 0.019
Abry 0.081 0.073 0.064 0.056 0.049 0.039 0.031 0.022
PP.G 0.092 0.075 0.057 0.043 0.062 0.054 0.012 0.007
PP.F 0.086 0.069 0.051 0.037 0.053 0.055 0.009 0.005

LoMPE 0.085 0.078 0.070 0.063 0.055 0.047 0.041 0.029
DFA 0.072 0.066 0.057 0.053 0.047 0.037 0.024 0.008
GPH 0.034 0.025 0.012 0.002 -0.010 -0.030 -0.047 -0.086
LW 0.047 0.045 0.041 0.039 0.038 0.032 0.030 0.020

ELW 0.044 0.041 0.037 0.036 0.039 0.044 0.050 0.065
R/S 0.143 0.138 0.134 0.130 0.125 0.117 0.109 0.098

Linear

Full 0.076 0.133 0.197 0.269 0.350 0.441 0.546 0.673
Abry 0.081 0.131 0.188 0.254 0.331 0.418 0.521 0.650
PP.G 0.092 0.120 0.143 0.164 0.182 0.200 0.221 0.247
PP.F 0.086 0.115 0.139 0.161 0.183 0.205 0.233 0.266

LoMPE 0.085 0.135 0.192 0.256 0.329 0.412 0.512 0.632
DFA 0.072 0.072 0.072 0.078 0.083 0.094 0.108 0.134
GPH 0.034 0.032 0.029 0.026 0.029 0.028 0.031 0.036
LW 0.047 0.046 0.040 0.038 0.039 0.033 0.032 0.031

ELW 0.044 0.041 0.037 0.036 0.039 0.033 0.034 0.036
R/S 0.143 0.149 0.157 0.167 0.178 0.192 0.209 0.234

Random

Full 0.076 0.128 0.184 0.244 0.311 0.380 0.454 0.538
Abry 0.081 0.126 0.177 0.233 0.296 0.365 0.442 0.531
PP.G 0.092 0.118 0.141 0.163 0.184 0.206 0.231 0.261
PP.F 0.086 0.112 0.136 0.160 0.183 0.208 0.236 0.271

LoMPE 0.085 0.131 0.180 0.235 0.293 0.359 0.431 0.512
DFA 0.072 0.068 0.067 0.070 0.072 0.083 0.101 0.130
GPH 0.034 0.030 0.023 0.021 0.025 0.021 0.029 0.041
LW 0.047 0.044 0.038 0.035 0.033 0.029 0.028 0.031

ELW 0.044 0.040 0.036 0.035 0.035 0.029 0.031 0.037
R/S 0.143 0.145 0.150 0.156 0.164 0.177 0.193 0.222
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Table 4: Simulation results for the ARFIMA(1, 0.2, 1) scenario.

d = 0.2

Type Estimator
Missing

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

Intrinsic

Full 0.160 0.164 0.164 0.170 0.181 0.190 0.197 0.225
Abry 0.167 0.171 0.171 0.175 0.178 0.182 0.185 0.203
PP.G 0.188 0.187 0.186 0.185 0.185 0.182 0.179 0.177
PP.F 0.180 0.180 0.180 0.179 0.178 0.176 0.174 0.172

LoMPE 0.164 0.156 0.151 0.142 0.146 0.138 0.130 0.125

Mean

Full 0.160 0.146 0.130 0.114 0.098 0.083 0.064 0.048
Abry 0.167 0.152 0.136 0.121 0.105 0.089 0.070 0.053
PP.G 0.188 0.161 0.131 0.105 0.108 0.068 0.027 0.018
PP.F 0.180 0.152 0.120 0.092 0.091 0.072 0.021 0.013

LoMPE 0.164 0.149 0.136 0.121 0.106 0.091 0.075 0.057
DFA 0.172 0.164 0.152 0.138 0.125 0.109 0.089 0.069
GPH 0.154 0.141 0.126 0.106 0.087 0.068 0.043 0.003
LW 0.124 0.118 0.110 0.102 0.094 0.082 0.072 0.057

ELW 0.135 0.126 0.112 0.097 0.088 0.079 0.076 0.086
R/S 0.214 0.207 0.198 0.189 0.178 0.167 0.152 0.135

Linear

Full 0.160 0.212 0.268 0.333 0.407 0.494 0.587 0.707
Abry 0.167 0.212 0.262 0.321 0.389 0.471 0.563 0.685
PP.G 0.188 0.199 0.210 0.220 0.231 0.243 0.257 0.277
PP.F 0.180 0.193 0.206 0.218 0.232 0.248 0.268 0.295

LoMPE 0.164 0.208 0.259 0.317 0.385 0.463 0.554 0.666
DFA 0.172 0.170 0.164 0.159 0.160 0.161 0.165 0.189
GPH 0.154 0.148 0.142 0.133 0.127 0.120 0.115 0.117
LW 0.124 0.119 0.110 0.103 0.096 0.087 0.080 0.076

ELW 0.135 0.131 0.124 0.118 0.113 0.102 0.098 0.101
R/S 0.214 0.216 0.218 0.220 0.225 0.232 0.242 0.261

Random

Full 0.160 0.204 0.250 0.302 0.358 0.420 0.485 0.563
Abry 0.167 0.205 0.245 0.293 0.346 0.407 0.474 0.557
PP.G 0.188 0.198 0.209 0.219 0.232 0.246 0.264 0.287
PP.F 0.180 0.191 0.204 0.216 0.231 0.248 0.269 0.297

Knight 0.164 0.202 0.243 0.290 0.341 0.399 0.463 0.535
DFA 0.172 0.166 0.157 0.149 0.145 0.145 0.150 0.172
GPH 0.154 0.146 0.137 0.130 0.115 0.114 0.103 0.110
LW 0.124 0.116 0.105 0.097 0.086 0.076 0.069 0.066

ELW 0.135 0.129 0.121 0.113 0.105 0.095 0.089 0.092
R/S 0.214 0.211 0.208 0.207 0.208 0.212 0.225 0.244
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Table 5: Simulation results for the ARFIMA(1, 0.3, 1) scenario.

d = 0.3

Type Estimator
Missing

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

Intrinsic

Full 0.247 0.255 0.264 0.277 0.241 0.272 0.269 0.296
Abry 0.256 0.261 0.263 0.264 0.266 0.270 0.273 0.283
PP.G 0.283 0.282 0.282 0.281 0.282 0.280 0.277 0.276
PP.F 0.277 0.277 0.276 0.276 0.276 0.275 0.273 0.273

LoMPE 0.247 0.239 0.234 0.225 0.235 0.224 0.210 0.218

Mean

Full 0.247 0.223 0.200 0.175 0.151 0.128 0.103 0.079
Abry 0.256 0.233 0.210 0.185 0.161 0.138 0.112 0.086
PP.G 0.283 0.253 0.217 0.180 0.171 0.094 0.058 0.029
PP.F 0.277 0.244 0.205 0.164 0.149 0.082 0.046 0.021

LoMPE 0.247 0.225 0.202 0.181 0.159 0.136 0.113 0.088
DFA 0.268 0.257 0.243 0.229 0.212 0.196 0.167 0.138
GPH 0.273 0.259 0.246 0.225 0.208 0.176 0.150 0.112
LW 0.215 0.208 0.199 0.189 0.178 0.164 0.146 0.126

ELW 0.250 0.235 0.218 0.192 0.177 0.150 0.135 0.120
R/S 0.280 0.271 0.261 0.249 0.237 0.221 0.201 0.177

Linear

Full 0.247 0.293 0.346 0.406 0.473 0.551 0.643 0.755
Abry 0.256 0.296 0.342 0.395 0.457 0.531 0.621 0.733
PP.G 0.283 0.287 0.292 0.295 0.301 0.307 0.315 0.328
PP.F 0.277 0.282 0.288 0.293 0.303 0.312 0.325 0.345

LoMPE 0.247 0.288 0.333 0.386 0.448 0.520 0.603 0.711
DFA 0.268 0.262 0.258 0.252 0.247 0.247 0.247 0.258
GPH 0.273 0.269 0.265 0.252 0.250 0.235 0.227 0.233
LW 0.215 0.210 0.204 0.193 0.186 0.173 0.165 0.160

ELW 0.250 0.245 0.240 0.227 0.222 0.208 0.204 0.201
R/S 0.280 0.279 0.279 0.278 0.280 0.282 0.286 0.297

Random

Full 0.247 0.284 0.324 0.367 0.415 0.468 0.527 0.593
Abry 0.256 0.287 0.322 0.360 0.405 0.458 0.518 0.589
PP.G 0.283 0.286 0.291 0.294 0.301 0.308 0.318 0.334
PP.F 0.277 0.281 0.286 0.291 0.300 0.309 0.323 0.343

LoMPE 0.247 0.279 0.313 0.352 0.398 0.446 0.500 0.567
DFA 0.268 0.259 0.252 0.238 0.231 0.227 0.227 0.233
GPH 0.273 0.266 0.263 0.245 0.239 0.221 0.215 0.216
LW 0.215 0.207 0.200 0.186 0.175 0.158 0.149 0.139

ELW 0.250 0.242 0.237 0.219 0.210 0.195 0.191 0.182
R/S 0.280 0.274 0.269 0.263 0.261 0.261 0.264 0.277
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Table 6: Simulation results for the ARFIMA(1, 0.4, 1) scenario.

d = 0.4

Type Estimator
Missing

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

Intrinsic

Full 0.332 0.341 0.347 0.346 0.353 0.358 0.366 0.365
Abry 0.344 0.350 0.352 0.355 0.358 0.360 0.362 0.366
PP.G 0.384 0.383 0.383 0.383 0.382 0.380 0.380 0.378
PP.F 0.381 0.380 0.380 0.381 0.380 0.378 0.379 0.378

LoMPE 0.332 0.325 0.322 0.314 0.336 0.325 0.312 0.334

Mean

Full 0.332 0.294 0.260 0.227 0.196 0.165 0.133 0.102
Abry 0.344 0.307 0.274 0.241 0.209 0.178 0.144 0.112
PP.G 0.384 0.354 0.317 0.277 0.253 0.102 0.114 0.062
PP.F 0.381 0.348 0.307 0.261 0.229 0.086 0.092 0.046

LoMPE 0.332 0.297 0.265 0.234 0.205 0.175 0.145 0.117
DFA 0.367 0.355 0.344 0.326 0.305 0.274 0.251 0.213
GPH 0.393 0.379 0.363 0.346 0.323 0.292 0.267 0.220
LW 0.317 0.311 0.303 0.295 0.280 0.263 0.246 0.218

ELW 0.380 0.368 0.353 0.332 0.303 0.276 0.234 0.204
R/S 0.341 0.332 0.321 0.308 0.291 0.271 0.249 0.220

Linear

Full 0.332 0.375 0.424 0.481 0.544 0.617 0.702 0.807
Abry 0.344 0.381 0.423 0.473 0.531 0.599 0.681 0.786
PP.G 0.384 0.385 0.386 0.388 0.389 0.391 0.396 0.402
PP.F 0.381 0.383 0.386 0.389 0.392 0.397 0.406 0.417

LoMPE 0.332 0.371 0.414 0.462 0.520 0.587 0.664 0.765
DFA 0.367 0.364 0.362 0.355 0.350 0.342 0.345 0.347
GPH 0.393 0.391 0.385 0.382 0.375 0.363 0.359 0.353
LW 0.317 0.314 0.311 0.305 0.298 0.286 0.278 0.269

ELW 0.380 0.376 0.372 0.364 0.356 0.345 0.336 0.329
R/S 0.341 0.339 0.336 0.335 0.332 0.330 0.332 0.335

Random

Full 0.332 0.363 0.397 0.436 0.476 0.522 0.571 0.628
Abry 0.344 0.369 0.398 0.432 0.470 0.513 0.565 0.626
PP.G 0.384 0.384 0.386 0.387 0.388 0.390 0.397 0.404
PP.F 0.381 0.382 0.384 0.386 0.389 0.393 0.401 0.412

LoMPE 0.332 0.359 0.389 0.422 0.460 0.502 0.547 0.605
DFA 0.367 0.361 0.355 0.344 0.334 0.323 0.321 0.315
GPH 0.393 0.388 0.382 0.374 0.363 0.354 0.343 0.331
LW 0.317 0.312 0.307 0.298 0.287 0.273 0.260 0.244

ELW 0.380 0.373 0.369 0.358 0.345 0.329 0.318 0.305
R/S 0.341 0.334 0.328 0.321 0.316 0.310 0.311 0.314
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