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Abstract

In this article, we propose a novel logistic quasi-maximum likelihood estimation
(LQMLE) for general parametric time series models. Compared to the classical Gaus-
sian QMLE and existing robust estimations, it enjoys many distinctive advantages,
such as robustness in respect of distributional misspecification and heavy-tailedness
of the innovation, more resiliency to outliers, smoothness and strict concavity of
the log logistic quasi-likelihood function, and boundedness of the influence function
among others. Under some mild conditions, we establish the strong consistency and
asymptotic normality of the LQMLE. Moreover, we propose a new and vital parame-
ter identifiability condition to ensure desirable asymptotics of the LQMLE. Further,
based on the LQMLE, we consider the Wald test and the Lagrange multiplier test
for the unknown parameters, and derive the limiting distributions of the correspond-
ing test statistics. The applicability of our methodology is demonstrated by several
time series models, including DAR, GARCH, ARMA-GARCH, DTARMACH, and
EXPAR. Numerical simulation studies are carried out to assess the finite-sample per-
formance of our methodology, and an empirical example is analyzed to illustrate its

usefulness.
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ity condition; Quasi-maximum likelihood estimation; Robust estimation.



1 Introduction

Time series models play a crucial role across diverse fields, such as data science, eco-
nomics, finance, engineering, environmental science, epidemiology, healthcare, hydrology,
and sociology, among others. Researchers and practitioners often need to model time series
data to reveal temporal dependent structures, as well as to understand dynamic mech-
anisms and patterns in data, to predict future trends, and to make decisions. See, for
example, Box et al. (2016), Pena and Tsay (2021), Woodward et al. (2024), etc. In most
practical scenarios, the modeling is based on the first two conditional moments. Specifi-
cally, a general parametric time series model (Bardet and Wintenberger, 2009; Ling and

McAleer, 2010) takes typically the form

Yy = 9<Yt—1> 0) + O'(thh B)Hta te Za (1>

where Yy 1 = (yi_1,¥r-2,...)T € R® or Yy 1 = (Y1, -, Y-m)" € R™, 0 € R? is the
unknown parameter vector of interest, g(Y,0) : R® (or R™) x R? — R and o(Y,8) :
R* (or R™) x R — R* are measurable functions, the innovation sequence {n;} is in-
dependent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) with zero mean, and 7, is independent of
{ys : s < t}.

Model (1) is quite general, containing many classical time series models as special
cases. Specifically, when o(Y;_1,0) is a fixed positive constant, i.e., 0(Y;_1,0) = o > 0, it
includes the best known linear time series model, namely the autoregressive moving average
(ARMA) model (Brockwell and Davis, 1991; Box et al., 2016). When ¢(Y;-1,0) = 0,

model (1) reduces to a general conditionally heteroscedastic time series model

Yy = J(Yt—l7 0>77t7 te Z7 (2)

which includes the celebrated autoregressive conditional heteroscedasticity (ARCH) model



(Engle, 1982) and the generalized ARCH (GARCH) model (Bollerslev, 1986). A fairly
comprehensive review of GARCH models is available in Francq and ZakoTan (2019).

In the literature, the Gaussian quasi-maximum likelihood estimation (GQMLE) is
widely used for statistical inference of parametric time series models: for example, Bardet
and Wintenberger (2009) and Ling and McAleer (2010) for model (1), and Robinson and
Zaffaroni (2006) for model (2). Apart from these, there are numerous studies on the
GQMLE of many specific parametric time series models, including linear and nonlinear
ones. For instance, the GQMLE (asymptotically equivalent to the least squares estimator
and the Whittle estimator) of ARMA models has been frequently studied; see, e.g., Brock-
well and Davis (1991), Straumann (2005), Yao and Brockwell (2006), Boubacar Mainassara
and Saussereau (2018), and Wilms et al. (2023), among others. For GARCH models, their
GQMLE was studied by Lumsdaine (1996), Hall and Yao (2003), Jensen and Rahbek
(2004), Francq and Zakoian (2004; 2012), Straumann and Mikosch (2006), Jiang et al.
(2021), Yu et al. (2024), etc. Francq and Zakoian (2019) provided a quite comprehensive
review of the GQMLE of various conditionally heteroscedastic time series models. For the
GQMLE of ARMA-GARCH models, see Ling and Li (1997), Ling and McAleer (2003),
Francq and Zakoian (2004), Ling (2007) and the references therein.

Although robust in respect of distributional misspecification of the innovation to some
extent, the GQMLE often results in a loss of efficiency (Francq et al., 2011; Fan et al.,
2014), particularly for heavy-tailed time series models.! Substantial documented evidence
has demonstrated heavy-tailness of the innovation in financial returns, thus ruling out
Gaussianity (Bollerslev and Wooldridge, 1992; Bai, 2003; Li et al., 2023). To improve
the efficiency of the GQMLE, many remedial methods were proposed for some specific
parametric time series models, including the least absolute deviation estimation (Li and

Li, 2008; Zhu and Ling, 2015; Zhu, 2019; Zhang et al., 2022), the conditional quantile

'Heavy-tailed time series data are ubiquitous in the real world. The modeling of heavy-tailed time
series data is a long-lasting topic that has been attracting much attention, resulting in a growing number
of monographs; see, e.g., Ibragimov et al. (2015), Buraczewski et al. (2016), Peng and Qi (2017), Kulik
and Soulier (2020), Nolan (2020), Nair et al. (2022), and Leipus et al. (2023), among others.



estimation (Li et al., 2015; Zheng et al., 2018; Zhu et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2022; Zhu
et al., 2023), and general M-type estimation (Mukherjee, 2020), etc. A selective overview of
contemporary robust statistics is available in Loh (2025). However, these robust estimation
methods are often limited in the sense of Huber (1981) due to the non-smoothness of the
objective function and the unboundedness of the influence function (Wooldridge, 2020), and
therefore still incur potential loss of efficiency and poor performance to a certain extent.

To overcome the shortcomings, Wooldridge (2020) proposed an ingenious logistic QMLE
(LQMLE) similar in principle to the GQMLE. Unfortunately, he focused exclusively on
the linear regression settings, omitting completely the time series settings. Perhaps the
omission is due to the recognition of a serious obstacle to do with the identifiability of the
parameters, that is relevant for time series analysis, but not for linear regression. In this
article, after overcoming the obstacle, we extend the LQMLE to cover the general time
series model (1) and develop a comprehensive procedure based on LQMLE. As far as we
know, this article is the first one that fully explores the LQMLE in the context of time
series analysis.

We shall assume a different moment condition on the innovation rather than the usual
condition En? = 1. Berkes and Horvath (2004) made a similar point when studying the
non-Gaussian QMLE of GARCH models. First, we define

Y(n) = E{h(n,)} with h(x)=2{2F(z) -1}, xeR, (3)

where F(z) = 1/{1 + exp(—x)} is the cumulative distribution function of the standard
logistic distribution. Clearly, h(z) is nonnegative and even; see Figure 1(a). We claim that
all parameters are identifiable if ¢(n;) = 1, under which the LQMLE is strongly consistent
with some extra mild assumptions. Lemma S.4 of the supplementary material justifies the
use of ¥ (n;) = 1. Such a condition relaxes the restriction of En? < o to E|n,| < oo since
2F(x) — 1€ [—1,1] for all z € R. Further, it is worth noting that the conditional variance

of y; (if exists) is proportional to o%(Y;_1,8), without assuming that En? = 1. This means
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that 0%(Y;_1,0) can still be interpreted as the volatility of models (1)-(2), similar to the
interpretation of re-parameterized GARCH models in Fan et al. (2014). For an intuitive

understanding of ¢ (n;) = 1, we give an example as follows.

Example 1. Some ezamples of distributions satisfying 1 (n;) = 1 include: (i) the standard
logistic distribution Logistic(0,1); (ii) the normal distribution N (0,02) with o ~ 1.75; (iii)
the uniform distribution U(—a,a) with a ~ 2.85; (iv) the Student’s t,-distributions with
degrees of freedom v, e.g., cty with ¢ ~ 0.96 and ctz with ¢ ~ 1.25; (v) the standard

symmetric stable distribution S(c,0,1,0) with a ~ 1.69. See Figure 1 for more details.
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Figure 1: (a) Plots of h(z) = 2{2F(z) — 1} and h(z) = 22; (b) Plots of (X) for
X ~ N(0,0%),Logistic(0,/30/7) and U(—+/30,+/30) with different values of o; (c) Plots
of Y(cX) for X ~ to, t3, and t4 with different values of ¢ > 0; (d) Plots of (X) for
X ~ 5(e,0,0.9,0),S(a,0,1,0) and S(e,0,1.1,0) with different values of a. In (b)-(d), the hori-
zontal dotted lines stand for ¢(X) = 1.

The main contributions of this article are fourfold.

First, we propose a novel LQMLE for general parametric time series model (1). Under
some mild conditions, it is shown that the LQMLE is strongly consistent and asymptotically
normal. Compared to the GQMLE and existing robust estimations in the sense of Huber
(1981), our LQMLE enjoys the following advantages: (i) it is robust in respect of distri-

butional misspecification and heavy-tailedness of the innovation; (ii) it is more resilient to
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outliers; (iii) the log logistic quasi-likelihood function is smooth and strictly concave; and
(iv) the influence function is bounded. These appealing properties simplify computation
and statistical inference.

Second, we provide a new condition for model parameter identifiability, namely ¥ (n;) =
1, which relaxes the restriction En? = 1 that is almost routinely used in the GQMLE. The
new condition allows for heavy-tailed distributions such as the a-stable distributions with
« € (1,2) and Student’s t,-distributions with degrees of freedom v € (1,2]. Additionally,
for the asymptotic normality of the LQMLE, it suffices to assume a finite second moment
of the innovation, equivalent to Assumption 10. This suggests that the innovation following
Student’s t,-distribution with v € (2, 4] is also admissible.

Third, based on the LQMLE, we study the Wald test and the Lagrange multiplier
test for the unknown parameters, and develop their limiting distributions. Leveraging
the smoothness and strict concavity of the log logistic quasi-likelihood function, we can
construct consistent estimators of asymptotic covariance matrices in the above test statistics
with ease.

Last, to illustrate the applicability of the proposed methodology, we verify technical
assumptions for several nonlinear time series models, namely the DAR, GARCH, ARMA-
GARCH, DTARMACH, and EXPAR models. Meanwhile, Monte Carlo simulation studies
are conducted to examine the performance of our methodology and an empirical example
is analyzed.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the estimation
and inference methodology as well as testing, and establishes related theoretical results.
Section 3 provides concrete applications of our methodology in several specific nonlinear
time series models. Section 4 assesses the finite-sample performance of our methodology
by Monte Carlo simulation studies. Section 5 gives an empirical study on treasury yield
curve rates. Section 6 concludes. All proofs of main theoretical results as well as additional

simulation results are relegated to the supplementary material.



Notations. For any vector a, we let |a| = v/aTa. 0y is a d-dimensional vector of zeros.
For any matrix A, we let |A| = A/ Amax(ATA), where Apax () denotes the largest eigenvalue
of a matrix, and let rank(A) be the rank of A. R” is the k-dimensional Euclidean space
(1 <k < ), and we write R = R! and R* = (0,00). Z = {0, £1,+2, ...} and C denote the
sets of integer and complex numbers, respectively. For z,y € R, we use A y = min(z,y).
For two positive sequences {a,} and {b,}, we write a,, < b, or a, = O(b,) or b, = a, if

there exists a positive constant ¢ such that a,/b, < c¢. We write a, = b, if and only if

Y Y

a, < b, and b, < a, hold simultaneously. The symbols ‘—,” and ‘—;" mean convergence
in probability and convergence in distribution, respectively. J; denotes the sigma-algebra
generated by random variables {y; : j < t} for each t, i.e., F; = o({y; : j < t}). For a given

random variable X, X € F; means that X is measurable with respect to (w.r.t.) F.

2 Methodology

2.1 Logistic QMLE with Asymptotics

Let @ be the parameter and © be the parameter space. Suppose that the observa-
tions {yi1,...,y,} are from model (1) with the true parameter €. To handle the ini-
tial value problem involved in optimizing the objective function (4) below, we first let
\?0 = (¥o,Y-1,.-.)" be an initial value and then define Y, = (Ye—1ys - Y1, ?g)T fort > 1.
Denote §,(8) = g(Y,_1,0) and &,(8) = o(Y,_1,0) for t = 1. The (conditional) log logistic

quasi-likelihood function is defined as

£(6) = YJ0i6) with T(6) ~ ~loxz(0) +hoef (Y2 HO)
t=1 51(0)
where f(x) is the density of the standard logistic distribution, i.e.,
exp(—x)
f(x) reR. (5)

T {1+ exp(—a))?



The LQMLE of 8 is defined as
0, = arg miax L,(0). (6)

To facilitate the study on the asymptotic properties of én, we define the theoretical log

logistic quasi-likelihood function as

L,(0) = iﬁt(e) with  £,(8) = —logo,(0) + log f (%;Tgetge)) |

where ¢4(0) = g(Y;_1,0) and 04(0) = o(Y,;_1,0) for simplicity.
To obtain the strong consistency of én, the following assumptions are needed.
Assumption 1. The parameter space © is compact.

Assumption 2. {n;} is a sequence of i.i.d. symmetric random variables with ¥ (n;) = 1,

where Y(-) is defined in (3).

Assumption 3. {y;} is strictly stationary and ergodic.

Assumption 4. There exists a constant o > 0 such that 0,(0) > o a.s. for any 6 € ©.
Assumption 5. ¢(Y,0) and 0(Y,0) are continuous functions w.r.t. 6 € ©.
Assumption 6. (¢;(0),0,(0)) = (g:(00),0:(60)) a.s. if and only if @ = 6.
Assumption 7. Esupg.g |9:(0)]" + Eof(0y) < oo for some constant ¢ > 0.

Assumption 8. There exists a nonnegative random variable Cy € Fy independent of 6,
and a constant p; € (0,1) such that supgee{|G:(0) — g:(0)| + |52(0) — 02(0)|} < Cip} a.s.

forallt > 1.

Remark 2.1. Assumption 1 is standard for parametric time series models. In Assump-
tion 2, the identifiability condition ¥ (n;) = 1 implies that E|n,| < oo, requiring only a first-

order moment condition on 1n,. This relaxes the second-order moment condition necessary
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for the GQMLE (Jeantheau, 1998; Ling and McAleer, 2003). Together with Assumption 6,
the restriction (n,) = 1 serves as the key identifiability condition on 0y. Additionally,
the assumption of symmetry of n; is relatively weak, as it is satisfied by many commonly
used random variables. Assumption 3 is commonly used in general nonlinear time se-
ries models. Assumptions 4 and 5 are similarly adopted in Jeantheau (1998), Francq
and Zakoian (2015), etc. Assumption 4 also implies Esupg.g{l; (0)} < 0. Assump-
tion 7 is mild, requiring only fractional moments on the mean and wvolatility functions.
Assumption 8 is commonly used in existing nonlinear time series analysis literature such
as Francq and Zakoian (2015), and the exponential decay rates are satisfied by most sta-
tionary time series models. Section 3 below gives some important examples as illustrations.
Ling and McAleer (2010) provided a different initial condition, Esupgeg |0:(0) — €,(8)] =
O(t™"), for some constant v > 0 and all t = 1, which can be guaranteed by assuming
Esupgee [9:(0)| + Eo?(6o) < 0 and Esupgee{|d7(0) — 07(0)] + [3:(8) — 9:(0)|} = O(t™),
while we only need Esupgee |g:(0)] +Eo;(0y) < oo for some v > 0 in Assumption 7, which

15 weaker than theirs.
The following theorem states the strong consistency of én

Theorem 1. If Assumptions 1-8 hold, then @n — 0y a.s. asn — 0.

To obtain the asymptotic distribution of én, we define

004(0) 5;(0)  28:(0)0:(0) + 57 (0)

_ _ (ye — gt(e))/at(e) Yt — 9+(0)
(0)= 50 =~ "2.2(0) 202(0) {1‘” ( 7:(6) >} @)

where g(0) = 0¢,(0)/00 and &7(0) = d5?(0)/06, and define

_51(0){53(8)}" — 07(8)53(0) [ {2F

(e ) 1]
-2 . T _ 2 _
o [ (o) (o) ()]
+(8) (
)

57 (0)8:(6)" + &:(60){57(6)}" { ( ) 9 +2< ;0)> f (ytg—t(g; 9))}
0

207(0)
e ) S ().
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where 67(0) = 0%0%(0)/0000" and g,(0) = 0%¢,(0)/06060". For the reduced model (2),

s¢(0) and H,;(0) can be simplified as

gt(‘”:;é((?) LH < ) } ]
Yt
(6

B o) - HOIHON OGO [ fop (1) )] o)

G st ) 12 Gln) 7 ()|

Let 5,(8) = 00,(8)/06 and H,(8) = —02(,(8)/0600". To obtain the asymptotic distri-

bution of én, more assumptions are needed.

Assumption 9. The true parameter @y is an interior point of ©.

Assumption 10. 0 < E{h(n;) — 1}* < 0.

Assumption 11. ¢(Y,0) and (Y, 0) are twice continuously differentiable w.r.t. 6 € ©.
Assumption 12. E|g,(6,)/0:(00)| < 0 and E|62(0y)/0(0,)| < .

Assumption 13. There exist no non-zero vector x € R? such that X" 67(0y) = 0 a.s., or

there exist no non-zero vector y € R? such that y*g:(6y) = 0 a.s.

Assumption 14. Esupgg (g, [H:(0)|| < oo for some k > 0, where B.(6y) = {6 : |0 —
00” < /*i}.

Assumption 15. supgee{[5:(8) — s:(0)| + [H:(0) — Hy(8)|} < Coph a.s. for all t >

where Cy and py are defined similarly to those in Assumption 8.

Remark 2.2. Assumption 9 is standard. Since h(x) = z{2F(x) — 1} = = as ¢ —
o0, Assumption 10 is equivalent to that n; has finite second-order moment, which weak-
ens the finite fourth-order moment condition required for the asymptotic normality of the
GQMLE in the literature, allowing innovations to follow the Student’s t,-distribution with

degrees of freedom v € (2,4]. Assumption 11 ensures that Ay := E{H(0y)} and By :=
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E{s¢(00)s:(00)"} are well defined. Assumption 12 implies that E||g,(00)&:(00)"/o2(60)| <
o and E|67(00){67(00)}"/o(80)| < ©, which, together with Assumption 10, ensures that
|Ag|l < oo and |Bo| < 0. Assumption 13 ensures that both Ay and By are positive def-
inite. Assumptions 11 and 13 are also imposed by Francq and Zakoian (2015). For the
GARCH formulations, Assumption 13 reduces to standard assumptions on lag polynomials.
Assumption 14 is standard in the literature (Ling and McAleer, 2010). Assumption 15 is
also commonly used in the literature (Francq and Zakoian, 2015), and the decay rates are
satisfied for most stationary time series models. Sufficient conditions for Assumptions 14
and 15 are provided in Sections S.3.1 and S.3.2 respectively of the supplementary material

to illustrate their connections with the mean and volatility functions.

Remark 2.3. It is noteworthy that when the wnitial value ?0 is finite-dimensional, e.q.,
Y, = (Yo, U1+ J—(m-1))", which is met by the DAR and EXPAR models studied in

Section 3 below, Assumptions 8 and 15 are satisfied automatically and thus redundant.

The following theorem and corollary state the asymptotic distributions of én defined in

(6) for models (1) and (2), respectively.

Theorem 2. If Assumptions 1-15 hold, then
\/ﬁ(an - 90) —d N(0d7 AngOA(;l)a

as n — o0, where

d_? 6_2 T
) .92 T
Bo = E{s.(80)s.(80)"} = E{h(n) - 1)’E rt (92%5?0)} ] +EQRF(n) —1}°E {W

Corollary 1. If the conditions of Theorem 2 hold, then for model (2), \/ﬁ(a —0y) —q
—1 _ _ E{h(m)-1}? — 57(00){57(80)}"
N (04, 479") as n — o0, where T = [HQE{ZH(M}]Q and Qo =E [ Ogt 1) 0 ]

In empirical applications, to make statistical inference on 8, we usually need to estimate
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the asymptotic covariance matrix Ay BoA,*. To this end, it suffices to construct weakly

consistent estimators of Ay and By, respectively. Let
A —121?1(5) and B, 1i§§ sa (10)
n n t\Yn n P t

Theorem 3. If Assumptions 1-15 hold, then A,, = Aq + 0p(1) and B, = By + op(1).

In empirical applications, we are often interested in the statistical significance of some
specific component of 6, in modeling, i.e., testing the hypothesis: Hy; : 6y, = 0 v.s.
Hyj : 0y # 0 for some j € {1,...,d}. Then the Student’s ¢t-type of test statistic can be

125

constructed in the form 7,,; = \/ﬁ(e}&;lﬁnl&;le ) ""6,;, where the j-th entry of e; takes

1 and the rest 0. By Theorems 2 and 3, under Hy;, T,; —a N (0,1) as n — co. Thus, for a
given significance level a € (0,1), we can reject Hy; if [T,;] > @7 1(1 — a/2), where ®71(:)

is the quantile function of the standard normal distribution.

2.2 Testing

Consider the hypothesis
HO . Reo =TI V.s. H1 . Reo # T, (11)

where R is a ¢ x d matrix with full row rank, and r is a g-dimensional vector.
Based on the LQMLE in Section 2.1, we develop the Wald test and the Lagrange

multiplier test for the hypothesis (11). Under Hy, by Theorems 2 and 3, it follows that
(RA;'B,A;'R")*\/n(RB, — 1) -4 N(0,, 1,). (12)
Then, the Wald test statistic is the inner product of the left-hand side of (12), that is,

TV = n(RO, —r)"(RA;'B,A,;'R") ' (RO, —1). (13)
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For the Lagrange multiplier test, we consider the maximization problem (6) subject to

the constraint RO = r. The constrained LQMLE 5n of @ is defined as

6, = arg max £,(0), st. RO=r. (14)

~

The Lagrangian of this constrained problem is defined as 7,,(0,A) = £,,(0) + nA" (RO —r),
where A is the vector of Lagrange multipliers. By the Lagrange duality theory, there exists
X, € RY such that the solution of (14) is exactly the solution to the unconstrained problem
arg maxgee Jn(0, An). Define A = (RA;'R")'RA;'BoA;'R"(RA;'R")L. It can be
shown that A_l/z\/ﬁxn —q N (04, 1,). Once we obtain the constrained LQMLE 0, a plug-
in estimator of A follows, namely A, = (RA;'R™)"'RA;'B, A 'R"(RA;'R")"!, where
An =n 1y, ﬁt(én) and ]~3n =n 1y, §t(5n)§t(5n)T. Then, the Lagrange multiplier
test statistic can be defined as

~T~—]~

T =nX\, A, A\ (15)

The limiting distributions of the Wald test statistic and the Lagrange multiplier test statis-

tic follow from the asymptotics of én and 5n and the continuous mapping theorem.

Theorem 4. If Assumptions 1-15 hold, then under Hy: (i) T,V —4 x*(q) as n — o0, and
(i) 7™ —4 x2(q) asn — oo, where TV and T™ are defined in (13) and (15), respectively,

and x*(q) is a chi-squared distribution with degrees of freedom q with ¢ = rank(R)).

Remark 2.4. Another classical large sample test is the likelihood ratio test, which compares
the performance of the constrained and unconstrained specifications. In the hypothesis (11),
the (quasi-) likelihood ratio test statistic is defined as T = 2{L,(0,) — L (6,)}. The limit-
ing distribution of T relies on the information matriz equality Ay = By, however, which

1s generally not satisfied for the cases of distributional misspecifications of innovations.
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3 Applications

In this section, we apply the proposed method and theory to five important time series
models in nonlinear time series analysis. We focus on checking relevant technical assump-

tions used to ensure the asymptotics of the LQMLE.

3.1 DAR Model

A time series {y;} is said to follow a double autoregressive (DAR) model of order (p, q)

if it satisfies the stochastic recurrence equation:

p q 1/2
Yo =G0+ D, Obhi + 1 (ao +) ajyf_j> . teZ, (16)
i=1

j=1

where ¢; € R, ap > 0, a; = 0 for 1 < j < ¢, ¢pa, # 0, {m:} is a sequence of i.i.d. random
variables with 7, independent of F;_;. For model (16) with symmetric innovations, Guégan
and Diebolt (1994) proved it is strictly stationary and ergodic if the top Lyapunov exponent
v < 0. Particularly, for p = ¢ = 1, it is shown that v = Elog [¢1 + 1y /a1|. By Theorem 2.1
in Cline and Pu (2004), a sufficient condition for strict stationarity and ergodicity of {y:}
is that > 771 (|¢:[* + aElne|) < 1 with ¢; = 0 for ¢ > p and a; = 0 for ¢ > ¢, and 7, having

a continuous and positive density over R.

Let d = p+q+ 2, m = max{p,q}, 0 = (¢",a")" with ¢ = (¢o,...,¢,)" and
a = (g, 00)", Y = Yty ooy Ypmms1) ", g(0) = do + 25, divp—i, and 04(0) = (o +
P ajy; ;)M?. Assumption 3 is guaranteed by v < 0. Assumption 4 is satisfied due to
the compactness of ®. Assumptions 5, 6, 9, 11, and 13 hold automatically. Assump-
tion 7 is satisfied by assuming that E|y,|* < oo for some ¢ > 0. In addition, note that
g:(0) = (L, ye—1,-- Y-, 0L1)", and 7(0) = (0%, 1,92 ,,...,y7,). Then, Assump-
tions 12 and 14 are met by the compactness of ® and Ey? < oo, which is implied by
Assumption 10 and is not necessary if ¢ = p. Note that the dimension of the initial value is

finite for model (16). Thus, together with Remark 2.3, the proposed LQMLE for the DAR
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model (16) is strongly consistent and asymptotically normal.

3.2 GARCH Model

Consider the classical GARCH(p, ¢) model

p q
Y, = oy, with o = o + Z uyr L+ Z Bior_;, teL, (17)

i=1 j=1

where o > 0, o; = 0, ; = 0 for i,5 > 1, o, 5, > 0, {n;} is a sequence of i.i.d. random
variables and 7 is independent of F;_;. By Bougerol and Picard (1992), {y;} is strictly
stationary and ergodic if and only if the top Lyapunov exponent v < 0. Particularly, when
p=q =1, it is known that v = Elog(8; + ay1n?).

Letd=p+q+1,m=0w,0=(a",B")" with @ = (ap,...,a,)" and B = (f1,...,5,)",
Yo = (Woier, )" €R®, gi(0) = 0, and 0,(8) = {0 + X0, au?, + X1,y Bio;(0)}
On assuming that «;’s and ;’s are bounded away from zero and v < 0, Assumptions 1-7
and 9-14 can be verified by arguments similar to Section 3.1. Since the dimension of the
initial value Yy in optimizing the objective function (4) for model (17) is infinite, we focus
on checking the initial conditions. For simplicity, we here consider a GARCH(1,1) model
as an example, noting that the discussion on higher-order cases is similar. We know that
By € (0,1) since v < 0. Let 02(0) = ag + a1y? | + fro? (0) with 8 = (ag, a1, 51)". By
iterations, we have 02(0) = ap >, B 4y P Br=1y2 . Without loss of generality,
suppose that the initial value is Yo = 0, which is most commonly used in optimizing the

objective function. Then 52(6) = ag X0, 851 + ay 30" gl=1y2 . Thus

o) =310 = A = 3= (al $ i1y ) |

h=0

Let C1(0) = a1 Y, 81 'y2, and C) = supgee |C1(0)| = a1 D, Br~'y?,, where ay =
sup{a;|@ € ®} < oo and 3; = sup{31|0 € ®} < 1 due to the compactness of © and vy < 0.

Clearly, C'} € Fy is a nonnegative random variable independent of 8. Thus, Assumption 8
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is satisfied by letting p; = ;. Then, by simple algebraic calculations, we have

603(0) (9 t+h—1, 2 - t+h—2 2 \"©
60 = < ZB Y_ns ];)al(t+h* 1) y—h> ;

and thus |007(0)/00 — 057(0)/06| < B{[Zfzo{ﬁl (t+h—1)a1}Byy2,]. Similarly, it
can be shown that [0207(60)/0000" — 025}(6)/00060" || < B[ >r_o{2(t + h— 1) + (t + h —

D(t+h—2)ay /BB 2y2 ] Note that there exists a constant ps with 0 < ps < 1 such that
2t < pb for t large enough. Then Assumption 15 is satisfied by adopting the sufficient
condition discussed in Section S.3.1 of the supplementary material. Thus, the proposed

LQMLE for the GARCH model (17) is strongly consistent and asymptotically normal.

3.3 ARMA-GARCH Model

Consider an ARMA (p, ¢)-GARCH(r, s) model

¢0+Z Y- z+2 Qj€r_j+e with g, = oy, and 07 = a0+2 el k+25;at 5 (18)

i=1 j=1

where ¢; € R, p; € R, ¢p0, #0, a9 > 0, . = 0, 5, = 0, o, s > 0, {n} is i.i.d. and n; is
independent of F; ;. The strict stationarity and ergodicity of the ARMA-GARCH model
were studied in Ling and Li (1997), Ling and McAleer (2003), etc.

For illustration, model (18) can be written in the form of model (1). To this end, we
let p(2) =1 =1z —---—¢p2P and p(z) = 1+ @12+ - - + 29 be the p-th and ¢-th degree
characteristic polynomials for any z € C, respectively. Suppose that (i) ¢(z) # 0, ¢(z) # 0
for all |z] < 1, and ¢(z) and ¢(z) have no common factors; and (ii) > _, ap + >, 5 < 1.
Then, under (ii), {o;} is stationary (strictly and weakly) and ergodic. Further, {y;} is
(causal) stationary, ergodic, and invertible under (i). Thus, by iterations, we can see
that &, = yr — do — Doy Dilh—i — Z?:l @iei—j € Fi. Then the conditional mean function
G0+ D001 Dile—i + 23:1 ©jer—; € Fi_1, 1.e., there exists a measurable function ¢,(0) € F;_4

such that ¢(0) = ¢o + 2| diye—i + Z?zl pier—j. Similarly, o7 € F;_; by noting that o7}

16



is a measurable function of {E?_j : 7 = 1}. Due to o, > 0 a.s., we have o, € F;_;. Thus,
there exists 0(0) € F,_; such that 04(0) = (o + 2p_; el + 2y ﬁlaf_l)m. Therefore,
model (18) has the form of model (1).

For simplicity, we here consider an ARMA(1,1)-GARCH(1,1) model as a benchmark.
Specifically, y; = ¢o + G1ys—1 + p160-1 + & With g, = oy and 02 = ap + e | + fiol ;.
Let 0 = (¢o, 1,1, 20,1, 51)". Suppose that (i) " |¢1] < 1, [p1] < 1, and ¢1 + ¢y # 0;
(i) a1 + f1 < 1. By Lemma 2.2 in Francq and Zakotan (2019) and the fact E|n,| < oo
implied by Assumption 2, there exists some constant ¢ > 0 such that E supy.g 0(0) < 0.

By iterations, it follows that

= ¢o Z(—%)k*l o1+ 1 Z “yn + e (19)
=1

h=1

Let g,(8) = ¢o 25y (—01)* '+ (d1 + 1) 2y (=01)" 'y € Fry and ,(0) = 3 — g:(0) €

F;. Similar to Section 3.2, we can get that

0
2 9)=a025 +0z125b 1e? (0) e Fiy. (20)
=1

Next, we focus on verifying Assumptions 8, 12, 14, and 15, while the others are straight-

forward to check. By tedious algebraic calculations, we have

=(2 L (o) M Y = B)én — Bk — (h = Daol(—¢1)"2,0,0,0)
k=1 h=1 h=1
(0 0,0, ZB Z By et 4(0), > {(1— Dag + (I — Done? (6 )}55—2)T

=1

— 209 Z B et 4(0)8:—1(0),
b=1

Then, Assumption 12 is satisfied by noting that the conditions (i)’'—(ii)’, the compactness
of ®, and the fact Ely,| < co implied by Assumption 2. Similarly, Assumption 14 is also
satisfied by noting that Ey? < oo implied by Assumption 10 and the conditions (i)’—(ii)".

Without loss of generality, suppose that the initial value is Yy = 0. Then let G:(0) =
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9(Y,_1,0), 5,(0) = 0(Y,_1,0) and £,(0) = , — §,(8). It can be shown that

9:(6) = 5e(0) =(¢1 + 01) D (—p1)" M yun = wl{ $1+ 1) D (1)l 1y7h},
h=t h—=0
a1 (0) — 57(0) = Z BITHeR,(0) —224(0)} = o Z B He1(0) + Z4(0)He_1(6) —2-4(6)}

=61 [al D BT e w(0) + 5—b(9)}{y—b + 01 0(b1+ 1) (D (1)l 1y—h)}] ,

b=0 h=0
which implies Assumption 8 by similar arguments in Section 3.2. By tedious algebraic
calculations, it follows that

o0 o0

29:(6) 59t )t+h=1 o1 t+h—2 h—2
60 :SD ( g 1 Y- hahgo(_l) ng {(1_h_t)¢1 - (t+h)@1}y—ha07070)7

O‘2 o 0
6 é(gm = 5(5 (0.0.0.0 bZO B He2u(0) — 22, (0)}, l;(t + 1= 1), (0) - 22,00)})

s8] 2o Y A e (000 x 9 PO
b=0

Similarly, we can also obtain that the expressions of 0%¢;(0)/0000" — 0%3,(6)/0000" and
262(0)/0000" —0%52(0)/0000". Then Assumption 15 is satisfied by the sufficient condition
discussed in Section S.3.1 of the supplementary material. Thus, the proposed LQMLE for

the ARMA-GARCH model (18) is strongly consistent and asymptotically normal.

3.4 DTARMACH Model

Consider a double threshold ARMA conditional heteroscedasticity (DTARMACH) model,

proposed by Ling (1999) and defined as

P q

Yt = (()u) + Z @(u)yt—z‘ + Z @;u)gt—j ten Gu1 < Ypb S O,
i=1 j=1

€t =07, (21)

2 v) 2 v) 2
= +Za i k+251 Oty Co—1 < Yt—h < Co,
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where ¢§u) € R, cp§~u) e R, oz((]v)

>0, 0l >0 Y >0forkl>0andu=1..0,
v=1,...,V, the positive integers b, h are the delay parameters, the threshold parameters
satisfy —o0 = a9 < a1 < -+ <ay = w0, and —0 =¢yg < ¢; < - < cy = 0O, {n} is a
sequence of i.i.d. random variables and 7, is independent of F;_;. The DTARMACH model
includes many well-known models such as GARCH, TARMA (Brockwell et al., 1992), and
DTARCH (Li and Li, 1996). The strict stationarity and ergodicity of the DTARMACH

model were studied in Ling (1999) and a sufficient condition is

p r s
2 max ‘qﬁgu)’ <1 and Z max o) + Z max ") < 1. (22)
i—1 k=1 =1

The DTARMACH model is a piecewise ARMA-GARCH model and can be regarded
as an extension of model (18). To incorporate model (21) into our framework, we as-
sume that the threshold parameters are all known, the sufficient condition (22) holds,
and >}, max, \gpg.“)] < 1. Then {y} is invertible and &; can be written as the infinite
summation of {y, : s < t}. For simplicity, let p = ¢ = r = s = 1, d = 3U + 3V,
and 6 = ( (()1),¢§1),90 a(()l),ag ) W (()U),gbgU),go(U),aéV),agv),ﬂ(V))T e R?. Denote
I (y,_y) = Iau—1 < y—p < ay) and IV (y,_p) = I(co_1 < ye—p < c,). By iterations,
similar to (19), it follows that

w U U k-1
Z Z o Z H 1) (y—y141) }{¢ uk) +@guk))yt—k}f(“k)(yt—b—k+1) + &4,
k=1u1=1 up=11=1
where the convention H?Zl = 1 is adopted. Further, let
w U U k-1
9:(0) = Z Z ' Z H{—<P§ul)f(ul)(ytfbflﬂ)}{éﬁéuk) + (8 + )y ) (i) € Fioa,
k=1u1=1 up=1[l=1

v
- Z {5%1}[)[(”’)(%417”1 )} {og* o al™e? 0)} 1% (yy_p_pi1) € For1.

Thus, model (21) has the form of model (1). By similar arguments to Section 3.3, we can
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verify Assumptions 8, 12, 14, and 15 hold, while the others are straightforward.

3.5 EXPAR Model

Consider an exponential autoregressive (EXPAR) model of order p:

p
be = Z {¢i + ¥; exp(—5yt2_1)}yt7i +n, tez, (23>

=1

where ¢, € R, p; € R for 1 < i < p, |¢p| + ¢y > 0, 6 > 0, {m} is a sequence of
i.i.d. random variables and 7, is independent of F; ;. The EXPAR model (Jones, 1978;
Haggan and Ozaki, 1981) is a nonlinear time series model partly motivated by amplitude-
frequency dependency. By Theorem 2.1 in Chen et al. (2018), a sufficient condition for strict
stationarity and ergodicity of {y;} in (23) follows that all the roots of the characteristic
equation: z? — (|¢1] + |p1|)2P~t — - — (|| + |@p]) = 0, are inside the unit circle, and 7,
has a continuous and positive density over R.

Let d =2p+1, m=p, 0 =(¢d",¢",)" with ¢ = (¢1,...,0,)", ¢ = (p1,...,0p)",
Yo = (Yoo h-pi)”s 9(Yio1,0) = 20 {0i + iexp(—0yi 1)}y, and 0(Y-1,0) = 1.
Assumptions 1-6, 10, 11, and 13 are satisfied automatically, and Assumption 7 is satisfied

by assuming that E|y,|* < oo for some ¢ > 0. Then note that

g:(0) = (YEA: exp(_éy?fl)YtT—la - yt{l eXp<_5yt271)‘PTYt71)T7

and g,(0) can be accordingly obtained. To guarantee Assumptions 12 and 14, it only
requires the conditions E|g;(8y)| < co and E|g;(0y)|? < oo, which can be verified by using
Ely;| < oo and Ey? < oo, which are implied by Assumption 2 and 10, respectively. Thus,

the LQMLE of the EXPAR model is strongly consistent and asymptotically normal.
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4 Simulation Studies

4.1 Performance of the LQMLE

To assess the finite-sample performance of the LQMLE, we consider an ARMA(1,1)-

GARCH(1,1) model and a DAR(1,1) model for illustrations in the following examples.

Example 2. An ARMA(1,1)-GARCH(1,1) model:

Yo = Gr1ys1 + &+ e with g =00, 0 = o+ gl + Bropy, t=1, (24)

where yo = 0, 09 = 0, 0 is generated by one of the six random variables discussed in
Ezample 1, and the true parameter 6y = (¢1, ¢1, ao, a1, f1)" = (0.3,0.2,0.2,0.1,0.3)" and

(0.2,0.3,0.3,0.1,0.2)" in Scenario I and Scenario I, respectively.

Example 3. A DAR(1,1) model:

Y = Po + dr1yr—1 + ne(ap + 0413/?71)1/27 t>1, (25)

where yo = 0,m; is generated by one of the siz random variables discussed in Example 1,
and the true parameter 8y = (o, ¢1, g, a1)™ = (1.0,0.5,0.3,0.5)" and (0.5,0.2,1.0,0.3)"

in Scenario I and Scenario II, respectively.

In each simulation scenario, we use the length of observations n = 100, 200, and 400
with 1000 replications. The absolute estimation bias and standard deviation results for each
simulation experiment of models (24) and (25) are reported in Tables 1 and 2, respectively.
From the tables, we can find that (i) with a larger n, both the absolute estimation bias
and standard deviation of each parameter show decreasing trends; (ii) even though it is
motivated by the log-likelihood function of a standard logistic distribution when the model
innovations come from other distributions, our LQMLE is still consistent, which implies

that the LQMLE is robust to distributional misspecifications.
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Table 1: The absolute estimation bias and standard deviation results for model (24).

Scenario I Scenario 11
n $1 =03 1 =02 a=02 a;=01 p; =03 ¢1=02 ¢1 =03 a =03 a1 =01 S =02

n¢ ~ Logistic(0, 1)
100 0.0215 0.0213 0.0439 0.0051 0.0710 0.0050 0.0007 0.0415 0.0040 0.0636
(0.232)  (0.236)  (0.159)  (0.080)  (0.374)  (0.243)  (0.253)  (0.197)  (0.078)  (0.380)
200 0.0072 0.0062 0.0306 0.0036 0.0527 0.0043 0.0041 0.0293 0.0016 0.0506
(0.163)  (0.169)  (0.124)  (0.049)  (0.289)  (0.160)  (0.163)  (0.153)  (0.050)  (0.292)
400 0.0033 0.0033 0.0148 0.0004 0.0293 0.0015 0.0030 0.0143 0.0015 0.0201
(0.106)  (0.109)  (0.079)  (0.033)  (0.193)  (0.105)  (0.105)  (0.098)  (0.034)  (0.189)

ne ~ N(0, 1.752)
100 0.0132 0.0092 0.0381 0.0079  0.0641 0.0001 0.0026 0.0421 0.0048  0.0618
(0.246)  (0.258)  (0.154)  (0.071)  (0.379)  (0.254)  (0.263)  (0.197)  (0.076)  (0.390)
200 0.0161 0.0155 0.0216 0.0005 0.0417  0.0041 0.0033 0.0303 0.0059  0.0350
(0.166)  (0.165)  (0.106)  (0.046)  (0.265)  (0.165)  (0.159)  (0.159)  (0.047)  (0.304)
400 0.0003 0.0017 0.0164 0.0020 0.0274  0.0051 0.0028 0.0129 0.0004  0.0194
(0.107)  (0.114)  (0.074)  (0.030)  (0.180)  (0.112)  (0.109)  (0.109)  (0.032)  (0.211)

ne ~ U(—2.85, 2.85)
100 0.0231 0.0141 0.0431 0.0203  0.0602  0.0007  0.0027 00514  0.0200  0.0582
(0.269)  (0.276)  (0.151)  (0.072)  (0.418)  (0.264)  (0.274)  (0.205)  (0.072)  (0.439)
200  0.0038  0.0055 0.0330  0.0091  0.0600  0.0078  0.0036  0.0339  0.0096  0.0514
(0.175)  (0.183)  (0.121)  (0.041)  (0.307)  (0.179)  (0.181)  (0.170)  (0.040)  (0.341)
400 0.0009  0.0023 0.0132 0.0033  0.0265  0.0028  0.0036 00214  0.0027  0.0354
(0.116)  (0.117)  (0.074)  (0.026)  (0.183)  (0.121)  (0.120)  (0.113)  (0.026)  (0.220)

ne ~ 1.25t3
100 0.0159 0.0127 0.0410 0.0080 0.0591 0.0032 0.0033 0.0270 0.0072 0.0464
(0.225) (0.239) (0.160) (0.108) (0.342) (0.223) (0.227) (0.187) (0.105) (0.350)
200 0.0153 0.0140 0.0258 0.0087 0.0505 0.0007 0.0068 0.0266 0.0065 0.0344
(0.163) (0.166) (0.117) (0.073) (0.262) (0.156) (0.157) (0.141) (0.071) (0.263)
400 0.0049 0.0053 0.0117 0.0041 0.0218 0.0021 0.0026 0.0089 0.0031 0.0101
(0.107) (0.112) (0.076) (0.049) (0.182) (0.103) (0.101) (0.101) (0.047) (0.187)

nt ~ 0.96t2
100 0.0146 0.0114 0.0336 0.0395 0.0580 0.0046 0.0126 0.0198 0.0223 0.0085
(0.234) (0.241) (0.200) (0.214) (0.333) (0.223) (0.211) (0.310) (0.193) (0.358)
200 0.0094 0.0107 0.0164 0.0183 0.0395 0.0035 0.0040 0.0076 0.0324 0.0239
(0.154) (0.160) (0.126) (0.128) (0.266) (0.161) (0.157) (0.157) (0.152) (0.256)
400 0.0004 0.0025 0.0149 0.0187 0.0388 0.0035 0.0044 0.0043 0.0213 0.0186
(0.113) (0.124) (0.103) (0.118) (0.193) (0.110) (0.108) (0.121) (0.119) (0.193)

nt ~ 5(1.69,0,1,0)
100 0.0233  0.0130 0.0342 0.0211 0.0653  0.0034  0.0032 0.0242 0.0224  0.0523
(0.249)  (0.257)  (0.199)  (0.185)  (0.348)  (0.245)  (0.247)  (0.217)  (0.191)  (0.352)
200 0.0028  0.0058 0.0195 0.0192  0.0494  0.0033  0.0072 0.0047  0.0164  0.0225
(0.178)  (0.184)  (0.157)  (0.150)  (0.260)  (0.176)  (0.174)  (0.170)  (0.149)  (0.267)
400 0.0046  0.0042 0.0063 0.0133  0.0312  0.0008  0.0012 0.0057  0.0059  0.0231
(0.119)  (0.126)  (0.083)  (0.118)  (0.184)  (0.113)  (0.116)  (0.120)  (0.086)  (0.200)
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Table 2: The absolute estimation bias and standard deviation results for model (25).

Scenario 1 Scenario II

n $o=10 ¢1 =05 =03 a1 =05 ¢og=05 ¢1 =02 ap=10 a3 =03
n¢ ~ Logistic(0, 1)

100 0.0217 0.0041 0.0055 0.0080 0.0056 0.0057 0.0269 0.0193
(0.220) (0.146) (0.166) (0.108) (0.248) (0.137) (0.329) (0.096)

200 0.0146 0.0021 0.0058 0.0055 0.0005 0.0034 0.0294 0.0121
(0.159) (0.098) (0.115) (0.073) (0.173) (0.097) (0.217) (0.071)

400 0.0074 0.0039 0.0014 0.0009 0.0058 0.0028 0.0044 0.0041
(0.105) (0.069) (0.076) (0.053) (0.123) (0.067) (0.153) (0.045)
ne ~ N(0,1.75%)

100 0.0339 0.0061 0.0027 0.0071 0.0150 0.0152 0.0283 0.0160
(0.234) (0.149) (0.144) (0.092) (0.255) (0.143) (0.295) (0.086)

200 0.0152 0.0131 0.0011 0.0067 0.0037 0.0009 0.0128 0.0083
(0.161) (0.107) (0.099) (0.066) (0.181) (0.099) (0.201) (0.058)

400 0.0105 0.0032 0.0007 0.0029 0.0019 0.0027 0.0099 0.0051
(0.110) (0.071) (0.065) (0.046) (0.123) (0.069) (0.137) (0.041)
ne ~ U(—2.85,2.85)

100 0.0484 0.0208 0.0198 0.0141 0.0033 0.0148 0.0017 0.0169
(0.254) (0.161) (0.095) (0.064) (0.297) (0.151) (0.218) (0.058)

200 0.0209 0.0118 0.0060 0.0064 0.0009 0.0061 0.0078 0.0072
(0.175) (0.110) (0.068) (0.046) (0.213) (0.102) (0.150) (0.042)

400 0.0120 0.0093 0.0035 0.0033 0.0009 0.0033 0.0067 0.0048
(0.123) (0.079) (0.048) (0.031) (0.141) (0.072) (0.103) (0.029)
ne ~ 1.25t3

100 0.0140 0.0000 0.0201 0.0060 0.0183 0.0170 0.0498 0.0105
(0.209) (0.134) (0.277) (0.177) (0.233) (0.133) (0.463) (0.151)

200 0.0169 0.0070 0.0139 0.0022 0.0078 0.0083 0.0313 0.0068
(0.139) (0.097) (0.179) (0.110) (0.155) (0.094) (0.292) (0.106)

400 0.0054 0.0010 0.0094 0.0006 0.0013 0.0043 0.0298 0.0019
(0.097) (0.068) (0.114) (0.079) (0.113) (0.067) (0.219) (0.074)
nt ~ 0.96t2

100 0.0290 0.0113 0.1099 0.0331 0.0167 0.0186 0.0740 0.0010
(0.191) (0.129) (0.830) (0.834) (0.196) (0.127) (0.747) (0.291)

200 0.0112 0.0028 0.0337 0.0138 0.0149 0.0097 0.0774 0.0065
(0.129) (0.086) (0.332) (0.426) (0.134) (0.086) (0.673) (0.298)

400 0.0046 0.0037 0.0276 0.0120 0.0020 0.0051 0.0495 0.0019
(0.090) (0.065) (0.254) (0.200) (0.094) (0.064) (0.452) (0.174)
ne ~ S5(1.69,0,1,0)

100 0.0271 0.0080 0.0739 0.0132 0.0160 0.0132 0.1194 0.0043
(0.199) (0.137) (0.763) (0.266) (0.217) (0.132) (1.012) (0.294)

200 0.0188 0.0008 0.0311 0.0185 0.0028 0.0079 0.0570 0.0023
(0.135) (0.094) (0.576) (0.439) (0.158) (0.092) (0.774) (0.224)

400 0.0041 0.0019 0.0142 0.0068 0.0016 0.0042 0.0054 0.0018
(0.097) (0.066) (0.226) (0.158) (0.105) (0.063) (0.382) (0.194)

Figures 2-5 plot the histograms of \/ﬁ(én — 0y) for models (24) and (25) with n = 400,
the innovations {rn;} being generated from i.i.d. A(0,1.75%) and 1.25t3, and the true pa-
rameter (¢1, @1, ag, a1, f1) = (0.3,0.2,0.2,0.1,0.3) and (¢o, 1,0, 1) = (1.0,0.5,0.3,0.5),
respectively. The asymptotic standard deviations are calculated from the asymptotic co-
variance matrix in Theorems 2 through Monte Carlo simulation. It can be seen that the
empirical densities of each estimator closely align with the asymptotic normal distributions,
despite the absence of finite fourth moments of the innovations, which are generated from

a Student’s t3-distribution. These findings strongly support Theorems 2 and demonstrate
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the robustness of the LQMLE compared to the GQMLE.
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Figure 2: The histograms of \/ﬁ(an — 0,) for model (24) with n = 400, n, ~ N(0,1.75),
and the true parameter 8y = (0.3,0.2,0.2,0.1,0.3)".
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Figure 3: The histograms of \/ﬁ(an — 0p) for model (24) with n = 400, n, ~ 1.25t3, and
the true parameter 6y = (0.3,0.2,0.2,0.1,0.3)".
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Figure 5: The histograms of ﬁ(@n —6p) for model (25) with n = 400, 1, ~ 1.25¢3 and the
true parameter 8y = (1.0,0.5,0.3,0.5)".

Finally, we compare the finite-sample performance of our LQMLE and the GQMLE.
As discussed in Remark 2.1, the identifiability conditions for the LQMLE and GQMLE
are different so that it is infeasible to fairly compare the finite-sample performance of
the LQMLE of parameters in volatility function directly. Thus, we first focus on the

estimators of parameters in mean functions, i.e., (¢1, 1) in ARMA-GARCH model (24),
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and (¢g, ¢1) in DAR model (25). In each simulation scenario, we use n

= 100, 200, 400

with 1000 replications. The absolute estimation bias and standard deviation results for

two estimators are reported in Table 3.

Table 3: The absolute estimation bias and standard deviation results of the LQMLE and
GQMLE for Scenario I of model (24) and Scenario I of model (25).

Scenario I of model (24)

Scenario I of model (25)

¢1 =0.3 p1 =0.2 ¢o =1.0 ¢1 =0.5

n LQMLE GQMLE LQMLE GQMLE LQMLE GQMLE LQMLE GQMLE
Nt ~ Logistic(0, 1)

100 0.0023 0.0033 0.0005 0.0043 0.0368 0.0311 0.0027 0.0007
(0.232)  (0.242)  (0.248)  (0.261)  (0.231)  (0.241)  (0.145)  (0.151)

200  0.0103 0.0087 0.0087 0.0063 0.0172 0.0168 0.0034 0.0023
(0.156)  (0.167)  (0.167)  (0.178)  (0.154)  (0.162)  (0.099)  (0.103)

400  0.0002 0.0007 0.0031 0.0039 0.0067 0.0050 0.0008 0.0003
(0.107) (0.113) (0.113) (0.120) (0.113) (0.117) (0.072) (0.075)
ne ~ N(0,1.752%)

100  0.0054 0.0027 0.0016 0.0043 0.0274 0.0232 0.0187 0.0183
(0.241)  (0.234)  (0.257)  (0.247)  (0.237)  (0.230)  (0.149)  (0.145)

200  0.0030 0.0013 0.0000 0.0025 0.0179 0.0188 0.0043 0.0042
(0.165) (0.160) (0.171) (0.166) (0.157) (0.154) (0.104) (0.102)

400  0.0073 0.0057 0.0057 0.0030 0.0069 0.0064 0.0032 0.0022
(0.109) (0.105) (0.114) (0.110) (0.113) (0.111) (0.076) (0.074)
ne ~ U(—2.85,2.85)

100  0.0239 0.0200 0.0185 0.0153 0.0416 0.0351 0.0121 0.0097
(0.274) (0.234) (0.277) (0.239) (0.258) (0.222) (0.151) (0.129)

200  0.0017 0.0009 0.0062 0.0041 0.0215 0.0176 0.0036 0.0031
(0.174) (0.143) (0.186) (0.153) (0.176) (0.149) (0.113) (0.096)

400 0.0081 0.0067 0.0043 0.0035 0.0133 0.0104 0.0041 0.0037
(0.119) (0.099) (0.120) (0.101) (0.127) (0.106) (0.076) (0.064)
nt ~ 1.25t3

100 0.0187 0.0272 0.0168 0.0031 0.0363 0.0353 0.0065 0.0058
(0.232) (0.332) (0.241) (0.336) (0.215) (0.272) (0.135) (0.183)

200  0.0117 0.0076 0.0087 0.0074 0.0115 0.0100 0.0006 0.0003
(0.154) (0.237) (0.168) (0.266) (0.149) (0.200) (0.093) (0.125)

400  0.0015 0.0060 0.0007 0.0127 0.0023 0.0021 0.0035 0.0017
(0.103) (0.190) (0.108) (0.213) (0.101) (0.131) (0.069) (0.092)
ne ~ 0.96t2

100 0.0105 0.0573 0.0018 0.0055 0.0188 0.0563 0.0104 0.0172
(0.220) (0.404) (0.234) (0.375) (0.244) (2.323) (0.127) (0.580)

200  0.0018 0.0224 0.0028 0.0506 0.0153 0.0174 0.0067 0.0219
(0.168)  (0.440)  (0.175)  (0.392)  (0.128)  (0.282)  (0.090)  (0.239)

400  0.0037 0.0520 0.0011 0.0267 0.0068 0.0199 0.0012 0.0032
(0.113) (0.386) (0.119) (0.366) (0.090) (0.453) (0.062) (0.153)
nt ~ 5(1.69,0, 1,0)

100  0.0207 0.0673 0.0183 0.0100 0.0197 0.0277 0.0084 0.0107
(0.242) (0.651) (0.256) (0.372) (0.202) (0.430) (0.138) (0.262)

200  0.0065 0.0332 0.0045 0.0459 0.0120 0.0121 0.0070 0.0173
(0.169) (0.474) (0.174) (0.350) (0.134) (0.430) (0.096) (0.494)

400  0.0032 0.0230 0.0000 0.0323 0.0094 0.0233 0.0048 0.0048
(0.120) (0.335) (0.118) (0.320) (0.094) (0.290) (0.067) (0.178)

From the table, we can see that (i) when 7, follows the logistic distribution, the LQMLE

is indeed the MLE and its outperformance is clear; (ii) when 7, follows the normal distribu-

tion, the GQMLE reduces to the MLE and outperforms the LQMLE, which is unquestion-

able; (iii) when 7, follows the uniform distribution, the GQMLE outperforms the LQMLE
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since the uniform distribution is lighted-tailed; (iv) when 7, follows the Student’s ¢, and sta-
ble distributions, the LQMLE achieves significantly better performance than the GQMLE,
which shows that the LQMLE is robust to heavy-tailed innovations. Moreover, the heavier
the tail of the innovation, the better the performance of the LQMLE.

To fairly compare the finite-sample performance of our LQMLE and the GQMLE of
the parameters in the volatility function, a rescaling technique (Li et al., 2018) can be used
to address the issues caused by different identifiability conditions. The related numerical
results are presented in Section S.4.1 of the supplementary material, where we have similar

findings.

4.2 Performance of the Test Statistics

To examine the finite-sample performance of two tests proposed in Section 2.2, we con-
sider the null hypothesis Hy : Og = O, = (1,1, 91,1y C0.Hy» 1, Hy > B1.1,)" = (0.3,0.2,0.2,0.1,0.3)"
and R = (1,1,2,3,1) for model (24) , and Hy : Oy = Op, = (Po.my, P1.1y» C0.Hos V1.1,) " =
(1.0,0.5,0.3,0.5)" and R = (1,1,1,1) for model (25). As discussed in Remark 2.2, the
asymptotic normality of the estimator requires the innovations with finite variance, thus 7,
is generated by one of the first four random variables discussed in Example 1. The nominal
significance level is o = 5%. To present the empirical powers, we consider three alternatives
Hy:60y =110y, H, : 8y = 1.30y,, and H, : 8y = 1.50y, for both two models, respec-
tively. In each simulation scenario, we use n = 100, 200,400 with 1000 replications. The
empirical sizes and powers of the hypothesis tests for models (24) and (25) are reported in

Tables 4 and 5, respectively.
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Table 4: The empirical sizes and powers of the hypothesis tests for model (24) at a = 5%.

60 =0y, 60 =1.10p, 60 = 1.30q, 00 = 1.560,
n Wald LM Wald LM Wald LM  Wald LM
n¢ ~ Logistic(0,1)
100 0.041 0.031 0.069 0.069 0.420 0.460 0.741 0.821
200 0.022 0.018 0.150 0.155 0.771 0.837 0.933 0.976
400 0.042 0.041 0.317 0.331 0.975 0.993 0.992 0.998
ne ~ N(0,1.75%)
100 0.040 0.024 0.072 0.050 0.491 0.463 0.790 0.865
200 0.034 0.031 0.172 0.150 0.788 0.829 0.952 0.982
400 0.049 0.039 0.368 0.355 0.975 0.993 0.998 1.000
ne ~ U(—2.85,2.85)
100 0.033 0.038 0.147 0.050 0.595 0.483 0.833 0.864
200 0.048 0.043 0.237 0.132 0.854 0.813 0.964 0.979
400 0.028 0.040 0.491 0.392 0.976 0.986 0.999 0.999
ne ~ 1.25t3
100 0.037 0.033 0.033 0.070 0.272 0.419 0.606 0.788
200 0.039 0.032 0.063 0.120 0.603 0.765 0.859 0.962
400 0.039 0.032 0.164 0.256 0.914 0978 0.982 0.996

Table 5: The empirical sizes and powers of the hypothesis tests for model (25) at a = 5%.

60 =0y, 00 =1.10p, 60 = 1.30g, 00 = 1.50,
n Wald LM Wald LM Wald LM  Wald LM
nt ~ Logistic(0, 1)
100 0.061 0.054 0.068 0.040 0.364 0.291 0.668 0.506
200 0.057 0.050 0.133 0.126 0.665 0.643 0.851 0.826
400 0.056 0.052 0.293 0.286 0.947 0950 0977 0971
ne ~ N(0,1.752%)
100 0.045 0.038 0.094 0.053 0.388 0.265 0.634 0.453
200 0.046 0.039 0.156 0.112 0.678 0.614 0.843 0.780
400 0.052 0.048 0.281 0.245 0.921 0914 0.958 0.955
mt ~ U(—2.85,2.85)
100 0.058 0.045 0.131 0.042 0.381 0.194 0.595 0.322
200 0.064 0.061 0.172 0.093 0.588 0.448 0.777 0.626
400 0.044 0.046 0.287 0.199 0.873 0.819 0.889 0.836
ne ~ 1.25t3
100 0.058 0.068 0.048 0.082 0.298 0.348 0.616 0.602
200 0.045 0.046 0.077 0.155 0.628 0.763 0.831 0.921
400 0.044 0.049 0.218 0.312 0954 0984 0.962 0.993

From the tables, we can see that (i) for n; generated by four different random variables,
the empirical sizes of the Wald test and the Lagrange multiplier test are close to the nominal
significance level o = 5% in most cases when n is large; (ii) with a larger n, the empirical
powers of the two hypothesis tests show increasing trends. For example, under the ARMA-
GARCH model (24), for H; : 8y = 1.30y,, 1; is generated by N (0,1.75%), when n increases
from 100 to 400, the empirical powers of 7.V and 7' increase quickly from 0.491 to
0.975, and from 0.463 to 0.993, respectively. Similar simulation studies on a GARCH(1,1)
model will be presented in Section S.4.2 of the supplementary material. In summary, our

numerical results provide strong support to our theoretical results in Sections 2 and 3.
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5 Real Data Analysis

To showcase our method, we consider the U.S. monthly 3-month treasury par yield curve
rate series from January 1990 to December 2024 with a total of 420 observations, which are
available at https://home.treasury.gov/. Denote the data by z; and y; = 2y — 241 as
the first difference of x;. The Phillips-Perron test (Phillips and Perron, 1988) suggests that
x¢ is not stationary, while y; can be viewed as stationary. Figure 6 plots the monthly series
{z: 119 and {y:}{19, respectively. Li et al. (2023) also studied this dataset (until September
2021) and used an a-stable DAR to fit the series {y;:}. Their proposed test indicates that
the innovation follows a symmetric a-stable distribution with 1 < o < 2 which corresponds

to the heavy-tailed distribution without finite second-order moment.
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Figure 6: The U.S. monthly 3-month treasury par yield curve rate series (in percent) {z;};1}

(left panel), and its difference series {y;}19 (right panel).

Then we fit three different models discussed in Section 3, i.e., DAR(1,1), GARCH(1,1),
and ARMA(1,1)-GARCH(1,1) models, respectively, to the series {y,;};19. The fitting results
and related statistics of all three models are summarized in Table 6, which provides the
following information. First, ARMA(1,1)-GARCH(1,1) model achieves the largest log-
likelihood (226.778) and the smallest AIC (—441.555) among these three models, and the
parameters ¢, @1, g, ap and [y are significant at the significance level o = 5%. Second, the

Lyapunov exponents of these three models are —0.6524, —0.7863, and —0.6437, respectively,
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which are all less than 0 and indicate that the series is strictly stationary and ergodic. Third,
the Hill estimators of the residuals {7;} in these three models are 0.8163, 0.6716, and 0.7377,
respectively, which are all less than 1 and indicate that {7;} tends to be heavy-tailed. The
histograms of the residuals {7;} in these three models are plotted in Figure 7. Thus, it is
more appropriate to model the given using our LQMLE.

Table 6: The fitting results and related statistics of three time series models. In the table,
“Est.” means the parameter estimations, and “ASD” means the estimated asymptotic
standard deviations, which are calculated by (10) and Theorem 2.

DAR(1,1) GARCH(1,1) ARMA(1,1)-GARCH(1,1)
Parameter Est. (ASD)  p-value  Est. (ASD)  p-value Est. (ASD) p-value
oo 0.0015 (0.005)  0.767 0.0017 (0.001) 0.074
o1 0.3850 (0.070)  0.001 0.8686 (0.037) 0.001
¥1 -0.7086 (0.039) 0.001
g 0.0031 (0.001)  0.001  0.0010 (0.001) 0.121  0.0010 (0.001) 0.034
Qi 0.3323 (0.120)  0.006  0.2867 (0.070)  0.001 0.1779 (0.049) 0.001
51 0.3174 (0.102)  0.002 0.4443 (0.093) 0.001
Lyapunov exponent -0.6524 -0.7863 -0.6437
Hill estimator 0.8163 0.6716 0.7377
Log-Likelihood 170.517 206.599 226.778
AIC -333.035 -407.199 -441.555

(a) DAR (b) GARCH (c) ARMA-GARCH
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Figure 7: The histograms of the residuals {7;} in three fitted models.

6 Conclusion and Discussion

In this article, we have proposed a novel logistic quasi-maximum likelihood methodology

in the context of time series analysis. It enjoys numerous advantages. Specifically, it is
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robust in respect of distributional misspecification and heavy-tailedness of the innovation,
and is more resilient to outliers than the Gaussian quasi-maximum likelihood method and
the least squares method. In our asymptotic theory, conditional symmetry of the innovation
is assumed, which is mild in practice. When there exist asymmetry phenomena in the
data, we can introduce asymmetric structures or threshold effects in time series models to
circumvent asymmetry issues.

In this article, we only focus on univariate parametric time series models. There are
several topics worthy of further study. For example, with our methodology, we can con-
sider spatial autoregressive models, threshold autoregressive models with unknown thresh-
old parameters, multivariate autoregressive models involving a joint multivariate logistic

distribution as in Malik and Abraham (1973). We leave these topics for future research.

Supplementary Materials

The supplementary material contains proofs of all main theoretical results, the technical
lemmas with their proofs, the verification of assumptions, and the additional simulation

results.
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