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Abstract

Bayes Factor (BF) is one of the tools used in Bayesian analysis for model selection. The
predictive BF finds application in detecting outliers, which are relevant sources of estimation and
forecast errors. An efficient framework for outlier detection is provided and purposely designed
for large multidimensional datasets. Online detection and analytical tractability guarantee the
procedure’s efficiency. The proposed sequential Bayesian monitoring extends the univariate
setup to a matrix—variate one. Prior perturbation based on power discounting is applied
to obtain tractable predictive BFs. This way, computationally intensive procedures used in
Bayesian Analysis are not required. The conditions leading to inconclusive responses in outlier
identification are derived, and some robust approaches are proposed that exploit the predictive
BEF’s variability to improve the standard discounting method. The effectiveness of the procedure
is studied using simulated data. An illustration is provided through applications to relevant
benchmark datasets from macroeconomics and finance.

Keywords: Bayesian Modelling, Bayes Factor, Matrix—variate, Sequential Model Assessment,
Outliers.

1 Introduction

Robust methods are commonly used in data analysis to identify outliers and then to conduct
inference after removing the outliers, defined as observations that differ significantly from other
data points in the sample (e.g., see Tsukurimichi et al., 2022). An outlier may be due to variability
in the measurement or significant experimental errors; the latter are sometimes excluded from
the data set. Outlier detection is a statistical problem that has received considerable attention
from the frequentist and Bayesian perspectives. As argued by Bayarri and Berger (2004), both
frameworks should be considered in applications since they offer distinct perspectives. In addition,
real-time or sequential monitoring for high dimensional datasets requires easy and effective tools,
which naturally call for tractable iterative procedures for assessing model fitting and prediction.
This paper aims to contribute to the Bayesian literature by extending monitoring procedures for
univariate models to matrix variate models. We follow a Bayesian approach since it naturally allows
for sequential updating of the estimators involved in the monitoring and derive analytical results to
avoid computationally intensive approximation procedures.

Within a Bayesian framework, a common approach assumes that (possible) outliers are
generated by contaminating models different from the one generating the rest of the data.
Previous Bayesian works along these lines can be found in Box and Tiao (1968); Guttman (1973);
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Abraham and Box (1979); Guttman et al. (1978); Pettit and Smith (1983, 1985); Pettit (1988, 1992,
1990); Verdinelli and Wasserman (1991); Bayarri and Berger (1994); Hoeting et al. (1996). We
follow a Bayes Factor (BF) approach, which is widely used in Bayesian analysis (Penny et al.,
2004; Schrider et al., 2016; Ly et al., 2016; Chen et al., 2018; Li et al., 2021; Stefan et al., 2019)
including selective inference (Yekutieli, 2012; Zhao et al., 2022; Rasines and Young, 2022) and
outliers detection (Bayarri and Morales, 2003; Guan and Tibshirani, 2022). The BF is also
connected to Schwartz’s criterion or Bayesian Information Criterion (Ghosh et al., 2006), which
is another approach commonly used in the outlier detection literature (e.g., see She and Owen,
2011; Riani et al., 2024). See Lahiri (2001) for a review of BF calculation methods and their use in
model selection.

Due to the extreme sensitivity (De Santis and Spezzaferri, 1997) of the BF to the choice of
the alternative distribution, robust methodologies have been developed (Kosheleva et al., 2021;
Li et al., 2021; Schad et al., 2023). In this paper, we follow the power discounting approach of
West (1986) and assume the alternative distribution is proportional to the principal distribution
raised to a power. We consider the Gaussian family since it is a standard assumption in many fields
(e.g., see Billio et al., 2021, 2023; Guhaniyogi et al., 2017) and extend the existing procedure for
univariate Gaussian models (West, 1986) to the matrix—variate case, thus providing an original
contribution to the expanding literature in this area (e.g., see Landim and Gamerman, 2000;
Triantafyllopoulos, 2008; Wang and West, 2009; Carvalho and West, 2007; Carvalho et al., 2007;
Viroli, 2011; Leng and Tang, 2012; Viroli and Anderlucci, 2013; Zhu et al., 2017; Chen et al., 2019;
Thompson et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2021; Yu et al., 2022; Billio et al., 2021, 2023; Tomarchio et al.,
2022). This paper presents not only new results for detecting outliers in the matrix case but also
uncovers novel results for the univariate Gaussian model. Furthermore, some pre-existing results
for the univariate model are recovered as special cases.

We also prove analytically that the outcome of the BF procedure for detecting outliers heavily
depends on the choice of the discounting factor. Thus, we propose robust BFs to alleviate the
problem while maintaining a certain degree of tractability. The first solution is a conservative
approach based on the minimum BF, a strategy commonly used in the literature to reduce the
dependence on the prior choice. A second solution is the integrated BF, which arises from averaging
BFs across various discounting factor values, assuming the factor is random and follows a beta
distribution. The distribution parameters are selected to return a well-defined integrated BF. The
outcomes based on these solutions are sensitive to the choice of the hyper-parameters. Thus, we
propose a new BF calibration procedure for the matrix Gaussian model. We derive the analytical
distribution of the predictive BF and use it to select the calibrated discounting factor and to
derive the inconclusiveness region for the calibrated BF. Through some simulation experiments,
we investigate the properties of a testing procedure based on the calibrated BF under various
outlier generation settings.

Since outliers can have a large impact on the outcome of empirical analysis of economics data,
after the 2009 crisis and the COVID-19 pandemic event, the treatment of outliers attracted the
attention of both researchers and the institutes of official statistics, which provided some guidelines
on monitoring the effects of outliers when using their data. Thus, this paper illustrates our
sequential outlier detection procedure on three relevant economic datasets: a multiple-unit dataset
of macroeconomic variables, a network-valued dataset of international trade and a network-valued
financial dataset. For those datasets, linear Gaussian models with constant parameters (e.g., see
Canova and Ciccarelli, 2004, 2009; Feldkircher et al., 2022; Billio et al., 2023) have been extended
to account for various forms of instabilities (Billio et al., 2016, 2022). Thus, the approach developed
in this paper can serve as a preliminary procedure for detecting breaks and outliers before a suitable
modelling framework is chosen.



The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the monitoring procedure based on BF
and presents the main results. Section 3 provides a simulation study of the monitoring procedures.
Section 4 presents some real-data illustrations. Section 5 concludes.

2 Bayesian Model Monitoring

2.1 Bayes Factor

Consider a sequence of observations Y;, t = 1,2,... with Y; € ) where ) is a possibly
multidimensional sample space and t is a time index. We denote with y; a realization of the
random variable (r.v.) Y; and assume the information available at time ¢ is given by the collection
of past observations D; = {y1,...,y:}. Given the parameter and past observations, we assume the
conditional sampling distribution does not depend on D;_; and belongs to a parametric family with
unknown parameter 6 € ©. The parameter space O is endowed with a prior distribution p(0).

Since our outlier detection procedure applies sequentially over time, we assume at time t — 1 a
posterior distribution for # is formed given D;_; with density given by p(6¢|Di—1) o p(8)p(y1|0) -
.- p(y—1|0). We denote with 6, the random variable 6|D;_; and assume its prior distribution is
p(0¢|Dy—1). The marginal predictive distribution for Y; has density:

(YD) = /@ ol0)P O D) s,y V. (1)

The distribution p(y|D;—1) naturally provides a measure of the predictive ability of the model g(y|@).
In the following, we assume the predictive distribution belongs to the same distribution family as
the sampling distribution, that is, g(y|6#) = p(y|f). In hypothesis testing, a model for the alternative
hypothesis #; is assumed, p(y|D;—1) and the prior predictive distribution

pA(y\Dt—l):Ap(y\Ht)pA(Ht!Dt_l)dHt, ye) (2)

is obtained as the marginal distribution with respect to the prior distribution at time ¢ under the
alternative hypothesis. The Bayes Factor is defined as the ratio of the two marginal distributions:

_ pIPi1) _ Jo PWl6r)p(B:|Di1)dby
" paWDis1) — Jo p(y10)pa (6D 1)dby

3)

and results as an optimal decision of an inference problem under a 0-1 loss function (e.g., see Robert,
2007, chs. 5,7). If Hy > 1, the null hypothesis H is not rejected, then we conclude there is evidence
from the observation y in favour of the null hypothesis. This paper considers the BF as a testing
procedure for model failure, which includes sensitivity to structural changes and outliers. To define
the distribution under the alternative, we follow an approach based on a parametric perturbation
of the posterior predictive distribution

pa(0t|Di-1) = G(p(0¢|Dr-1), ), (4)

where oy is a possibly time-varying perturbation parameter and G(-,-) is a perturbation function
from [0, 1] x [0, 1] onto [0, 1]. Examples of perturbation functions can be derived from the approaches
based on mixtures of distributions, pa(6:|Di—1) = aup(6:) + (1 — ar)p(0:|Di—1) (Robert, 2022), and
on distortion of probability measures, pa(6;|Di—1) = g(f_etoo p(u|Di—1)du, ay)p(0¢|Di—1) where g is
the partial derivative of G with respect to its first argument.



In this paper, we assume the following perturbation function G(p, ;) = p**C(cy) where

<x%w=<@M@mpo%wQ_l (5)

is the inverse normalising constant of the density under the alternative hypothesis. The constant
satisfies C'(ay) — 1 as ay — 17 and C(ay) — A(©)~! as @y — 0T, where \(©) < oo denotes the
Lebesgue measure of ©. If A\(©) is unbounded, then to prevent C(a;) — 0 as ay — 0T, some
restrictions can be introduced such as a; € (a,&) C (0,1), @ > 0. These limits are relevant in
the analysis of the BF, denoted as Hy(ca;) in what follows. This choice of the calibration function
returns the power discounting approach proposed in the seminal paper West (1986) for eliciting the
prior under the alternative hypothesis

pA(0t|De—1) o< (p(6:|De-1))™, (6)

where the discounting parameter a; takes values in the interval (0,1). An advantage of the
power discounting approach is that it returns the popular variance contamination model for outlier
detection (e.g., see Pettit, 1992; Weiss, 1997; Bayarri and Morales, 2003; Page and Dunson, 2011;
Tomarchio et al., 2022) and does not require the estimation of the contamination parameter, which
would be difficult, since very little information is available about the outlier generating process. See
also van der Merwe et al. (2021) for a comparison between Bayesian contamination procedures and
alternative frequentist and Bayesian procedures.

We assume Gaussian likelihood and conjugate prior distribution to preserve some analytical
tractability and extend the univariate discounting approach to a matrix—variate setting. We will
prove that the BF is generally well-defined and bounded by a function of ;. However, the results
of the hypothesis testing can be significantly influenced by the value of ay, and the BF can become
unbounded in the limit for a; — 0%. Consequently, the discounting parameter should chosen
carefully. The new results for the matrix setting readily apply to the previous univariate and
multivariate approaches.

2.2 Robust Bayes Factors

As one can expect, the outcome of a decision based on the BF may depend on the value of ay.
See also the discussion in West (1986). We prove that for a given level H* of the threshold (which
is assumed equal to one in the following), for some values of «y, the evidence is against the null
hypothesis, and for some others, it is against the alternative. In the application to outlier detection,
one can face a situation in which the new observation ¥, is considered an outlier or not depending
on the value of a4, also in a very sensitive way. The following result sheds some light on the
indeterminacy of the outcome of the BF procedure.

Proposition 1. Assume the likelihood satisfies

L@mmmxxmmamhn—nxwa>o (7)

with respect to the reference measure X, and there exists a unique o such that q1(ay) — qa(c) < 0
for oy < o and q1(a) — g2(aw) > 0 for ay > af and q1(o) — q2(}) = 0, where

Q1(Oét):/@p(ytWt)p(@t\pt—l)at)\(d@t)/@p(et\pt—l)at log p(0¢|Dy—1)A(db;) (8)



aac) = /@ p(6:] 1) A(d6,) /@ p(el6)p(0: Do) log p(6, Dy )A(d6,).  (9)

Then there exists a partition (Uy,Us) of the unit interval such that Hy(ay) > 1 for ap € Uy and
Ht(ozt) <1 for ay € Us.

Proposition 1 establishes the conditions such that different values of a; may cause the BF Hy(ay)
to uniquely cross the threshold value Hy(a;) = 1 at . It can be seen from the proof that for A(©)
unbounded, the evidence against the presence of an outlier is negative for oy — 07, consistently
with the Jeffreys—Lindley Paradox (e.g., see Robert, 2014; Bernardo and Smith, 2009, ch. 6). See
also Robert et al. (2009) and Wagenmakers and Ly (2023) for a review with a historical perspective.
In addition, we shall notice that, in the Bayesian current practice, the BF is usually interpreted
following Jeffrey’s scale of evidence against the null hypothesis (e.g., see Kass and Raftery, 1995),
which suggests the evidence is negative for 1/H; < 1, not worth more than a bare mention for
1 < 1/H; < 10%/2, substantial for 10'/2 < 1/H; < 10, strong for 10 < 1/H; < 10%/2, very strong for
10%/2 < 1/H; < 10% and decisive for 1/H; > 102. The following example illustrates the result given
in the previous proposition and shows that an observation can be regarded as an outlier depending
on the value of a;. The illustration is general since a stepwise uniform prior is assumed, and the
differentiability of the prior is not required to find the threshold value of .

Remark 1 (Univariate Gaussian model). Assume a Gaussian likelihood with location # and variance
o2, that is Y; ~ N(0,0?) iid. t = 1,...,T. Let us assume o2 is known and @ follows a prior
distribution p(6¢|D;—1) which is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure A, and
has density function

0t|Dt 1 Zgj Gt c @ (10)

where {©;,j =1,...,n}and © = ©;U...UO, with n > 1 and such that i \(O1)+...+g,A(O) = 1.
In Table 1, we report three cases in which an observation y; can be regarded as an outlier depending
on the value of ay. The table reports together with y;, the value ;) such that Hy(«aj) = 1, the step-
function prior specification with possibly disconnected support given by the union of ©; = (Qj,gj),

and density g; for j € 1,...,3. The table reports also the likelihood values p; = p(y:|0;) with
9j € @j.

ay Yt o 0, 01 0, [ 03 2 g1 g2 g3 D1 P2 D3

0.054 -4.422 1.12 | 0.471 0.565 1.487 1.507 2.863 5.863| 0.44 50 0.001 | 0.18 0.001 0.001
0.076 -5.69 1.054|-1.112 1.689 2.422 2.588 4.78 4.8 |0.002 0.492 45.645|0.002 0.153 0.002
0.412 -8.723 1.939| 0.996 1.409 2.628 4.209 5.498 5.549|0.934 0.023 11.51 |0.146 0.019 0.041

Table 1: Prior hyper-parameters 0, 5]- and g; and the likelihood values p; = p(y]6;), with
ji=1,...,3.

The marginal likelihood under the alternative hypothesis is derived as follows. By the mean-
value theorem for integrals on a bounded domain, there exists 6; € ©; such that

/ P(|0)pA(BD—1)d8 = C atz / g dd = Clan) S g pA©,).  (11)

7j=1

where p; = p(y¢|6;) and C(ay) = g7 + 95" + g5 is the normalizing constant. This expression can
is used to show that the conditions in Prop. 1 are satisfied for the cases provided in Table 1. The
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Figure 1: Value of the Bayes Factor Hy(a;) (—) as a function of «; (horizontal axis) for the
parameter settings given in Tab. 1. Each plot’s thresholds are at 1 and 10~1/2 (---).

values of p; show that the prior predictive assigns a non-negligible probability to the observations
considered in the example. Figure 1 shows that the observation y; is an outlier for values of a; < aj
(H(ay) > 1), while y; is considered an outlier for ay > «aj (Hy(ay) < 1). Also, for some observations
and settings, comparing the BF with the first threshold of Jeffrey’s scale, 10'/2, returns substantial
evidence against the null (first and second panel) depending on ;. The third example shows that
the farther the observed value from O, e.g. y; = —8.723, the larger oy needs to be in order to make
the presence of an outlier a convincing hypothesis, i.e. a; = 0.412.

Since the outcome of the testing procedure strongly depends on the choice of the discounting
parameter o; and since different thresholds for H; can be chosen, we propose three alternative
Bayesian decision rules to conduct outlier detection. These rules are robust and exploit the
variability of the BF due to the discounting parameter and the sampling distribution.

A first decision rule is the Minimum BF (MBF), i.e. the smallest possible BF within the class
of alternative distributions specified in Eq. 6, that is

t ate(gl,g)C(O,l) t(at)

The MBF has been used in other testing problems such as unit root testing (Berger and Yang, 1994),
correlation testing (Fang Chen and Wang, 2021) and reverse-Bayes procedures (Pawel and Held,
2022). See also Held and Ott (2018) for a review of minimum BFs and a comparison with standard
BF. The rationale of this decision rule is that the evidence for the null is at least the MBF, (e.g.,
see Kosheleva et al., 2021). In the example of Remark 1, the three settings return an MBF below
one. However, the MBF is not too far below the threshold in the first setting compared to the other
two scenarios. Moreover, we can have cases in which H; < 1 for a coarse set of a; values. These
considerations motivate the need for alternative decision rules.

We consider the Integrated BF (IBF) as a second decision rule. With this rule, one assumes a
prior distribution for the discounting parameter oy and averages the BF over all possible discounting
values, that is

Ht(IBF) = / Hy(ay)m(cy)day — 1,

where () is a suitable probability density function for ay with support (a, &) C (0,1). The choice
of the measure 7; would be crucial to achieve a well-defined IBF in the matrix variate case.

Since the BF can be bounded from above under mild regularity conditions, the IBF can be
modified to account for the relative magnitude of the evidence in favour of the null. We thus



introduce the Normalized IBF (NIBF) defined as

—1
H(NIBF (/ Ht Oét 7Tt(Oét dOét — 1> (/ Oét Tt Oét)dOét — 1> s

where k¢ (ay) < oo is an upper bound for H;(ay). The upper bound will be used later in this paper
to show the BF integrability with respect to the discounting parameter.

IBF and NIBF do not account for the sampling variability in hypothesis testing. For this reason,
we propose a predictive BF approach to incorporate such variability. As y; is not observed at time
t — 1, the predictive BF is a random variable whose marginal distribution can be used to derive a
calibrated value for the discounting parameter oz. With our approach, we account for the sampling
variability of the predictive BF and find the analytical distributions F}j; of the random BF, Hy(a),
under the null hypothesis Hy of the absence of outliers (j = 0) and the alternative hypothesis #;
of the presence of outliers (j = 1). The calibrated predictive BF is derived through the following
steps.

1. Derive the threshold function h(ay), oy € (a,a) for rejecting the null Hy, such that
P({H; < h(at)}) = 7 under the null for a given test size 7. The probability is evaluated
using the Fp; distribution.

2. Determine the discounting parameter «; € (a,a@) such that for a given power level S
P({H; > h(cf)}) =1 —  under the alternative, that is:

B=1-Fa(h(e})), hej) =2~ h(a]),
where the constraint comes from the symmetric assumption of the thresholds.

3. Define the inconclusive interval Cy = (h(a}), h(a})) where the BF is statistically equal to one
and define the calibrated BF as H} = Hy(oj).

The conclusion of the test procedure is rejecting the null hypothesis Hy when H; < h, accepting it
when H; > h and randomizing when H; € C. As randomization is usually not appealing in some
applications, an alternative procedure can be used where only one threshold h(a}) = h(af) < 1
is considered to define a critical region (0,h(c;)). Our procedure for the calibrated value of oy is
similar in spirit to the one proposed in Weiss (1997), and also presented in Pawel and Held (2025),
for determining the optimal sample size.

3 Matrix Normal Monitoring

In this section, we review the notation for the matrix normal model, present some preliminary
results, and state the main findings on the BF properties for the normal matrix model. Proofs of
the results are given in Appendix A.

3.1 A Bayesian Matrix Normal Model

We adapt to our notation the definition of matrix normal distribution provided in Definition 2.2.1,
p. 55 of Gupta and Nagar (1999). In addition, we provide some results on the Bayesian inference
for the location matrix of the matrix normal distribution under a conjugate prior assumption.



Definition 1 (Matrix normal). The random matriz X (p X n) is said to have a matriz variate
normal distribution with mean matriz M (p X n) and covariance matriz ¥ ® V', where ¥(p x p) > 0
and V(n x n) > 0, if vec(X') ~ Nyn(vec(M'), X @ V), where ® denotes the Kronecker product and
vec(+) the vectorization operator which stacks matriz columns vertically. We shall use the notation

X ~ Npn(M, 2, V) and the pdf of X is given in Theorem 2.2.1, p. 55 of Gupta and Nagar (1999):

exp {—%tr [E—l(x ~M)W(X — M)’] }
KA HETE

f(X|M’\II72) = (12)

We shall notice that the parameters > and ¥ are not identifiable since the likelihood is invariant
to the rescaling of the two parameters. We refer the reader to Anderlucci and Viroli (2015);
Gallaugher and McNicholas (2018) for a treatment of this identification issue. In this paper, to
achieve analytical tractability, we assume X and W are given, as it is done for the univariate
setting in West (1986). Nevertheless, some of our analytical results can be extended to cases where
the covariance matrix is estimated following a Bayesian procedure. A standard prior assumption
for a covariance matrix is the Inverse Wishart distribution, which is defined using the following
parametrization.

Definition 2 (Inverse Wishart). The random matriz V (n x n) is said to have an inverse Wishart
distribution with location parameter ¥(nxn) and degrees of freedom parameter m, where U(nxn) >
0 and m > 2n, if the pdf of V is:

|W| mp= exp {—%tr(\I’V_l)}

(m—n—1)n m

g(V|¥,m) =
27z Dp(2=g=h|v|=

(13)

where I'y(a) denotes the multivariate gamma function Ty (a) = x™(—1)/4 [Tj=i T(a+(1—4)/2). We
shall use the notation V-~ IW, (¥, m). See Definition 3.4.1, p. 111 of Gupta and Nagar (1999).

Since the matrix normal distribution belongs to the exponential family (e.g., see
Gupta and Nagar, 1999), it is possible to show that the matrix normal prior distribution for the
location parameter of a matrix normal likelihood is conjugate.

Proposition 2. Let Y = {Y;(pxn), j=1,...,t — 1}, be a collection of i.i.d. random matrices
from a matriz normal distribution with unknown mean B (p x n) and known covariance ¥ ® V,
that is Y; ~ MNp (B, X1, V) i.i.d., with X1, (p X p) > 0 and V (n x n) > 0. Assume a conjugate
matriz variate normal distribution for B, that is B ~ N, (M,Xp, V) The posterior distribution
of B at time t conditioned to the information available at time t — 1 is the matrix variate normal

BIY ~ N, (M, %, V) with:

i /_1
M. = M+3p(urel) oS+ (reL)Sr(rel) | (Y-weM) (14)

! i _1
L. o= Tp-Sp(wel) [heSit (e L)Se(wel) | (rel)s, (15

The parameters Yp and M describe the nature and quality of prior information about B. In
the following we assume Yp = X1 /¢, with ¢ > 0 as commonly done for Gaussian models (e.g.,
see Zellner, 1986). We assume that the information set at time T" =t — 1 is given by the sigma-
algebra D;_; generated by the elements of Y and the matrices ¥p and X1 /¢ are D;_;-measurable.
We denote with B; the random variable B|Y. Following the notation in the previous section, By
corresponds to 0y and the distribution of B, corresponds to the posterior distribution p (6;|D—1).
When V' is unknown, the Normal-Inverse Wishart prior for B and V is conjugate, as shown below.



Proposition 3. Let Y = {Y;(pxn), j=1,...,t — 1}, be a collection of i.i.d. random matrices
from a matriz normal distribution with unknown mean B (p x n) and covariance V (n x n) and
known covariance X, (p X p). Assume a conjugate matriz normal inverse Wishart distribution for
B andV, that is BV ~ Ny, (M, X1/, V/p) and V ~ IW, (¥, m). The joint posterior distribution
of B and V at time t given the information available at time t — 1 is the matrix normal inverse
Wishart BIV,Y ~ Npn (M, X, V) and VY ~IW (U, m,) with:

/

kM +TY 1 (M-Y) ' (M-Y)
L= T S, =%, U, =0+ kT T

KT P Tk *+7) 15
ke=k+T, k=pp, me=m+Tp (16)

where, Y = %23;11/2 and S = %ZZTZI (YZ — Y), Ezl (YZ —}7),

For the unknown V case, the pair B; and V; corresponds to #; and their joint distribution
corresponds to the posterior p (6;|D;—1). For the two conjugate prior assumptions in Prop. 2 and
Prop. 3, it is possible to derive the BF.

Proposition 4 (Bayes Factor). i) Under the assumptions in Prop. 2, we have that Yy|Di_q ~
Nopn (M, 24, V), and Yy|Di—1 ~ Npp (M, 3 44,V) under the alternative hypothesis and the
Bayes Factor Hy is given by

2447 1 —1 —1 —1 ’
H, = g ——t Yo =% Y, - M)V Y, — M, , 17
o1 B (5t -52) 0 v ]} o

where Xg =X + 3, ¥a4q =31 +Xax Zax = Xi/oq and the posterior parameters M, and
>4 are given in Eq. 14 and 15.

ii) Under the assumptions in Prop. 3, we have that Y|Dy_1 ~ Tpp (my —2n, M., X1, Ly) and
Yi|Dioy ~ Tpn (Mmax —2n, M, 31, L) under the alternative hypothesis with T, (v, M, %, Q)
denoting the matriz Student-t distributions with degrees of freedom parameter v > 0, location
parameter M, and scale parameters ¥ > 0 and Q > 0, L, = W.kg/k., and La, =
U A vkq/ka«(Gupta and Nagar, 1999, def. 4.2.1). The Bayes Factor Hy is given by

mA7d7n71
2

| [t ity O - Y 0L - )

Ht(at) (18)

mg—n—1 ?
2

M.—Y) S-1(M.—Y;
. 4, Qo)

where

myx—n—1

np np o
’\I’*‘ 5 k2T, (md—2n—1) k,aidrn (m,ax,*2 n 1)

T e o my —n—1l np —n—1
B To (B W5 kT, ()

and kd = k. + 1; kA,* = atk*; kA,d = atk* + 1; mq = My + P, masx = at(m* +p) — D,
mad=max+p, and my, My, VY, as in Eq. 16.

Remark 2 (Interpretability). In the case V' is known, it can be easily shown that the discounting
approach provides a tractable prior distribution under the alternative. The approach is equivalent to
assuming, under the alternative hypothesis, the following hierarchical prior distribution B]M , Y ~
Npn(M, %, V) with MY ~ Npn(M,, 2u(1/a; — 1), V), which is well-defined since a; € (0,1).
This can be interpreted as a random perturbation of the posterior distribution, which inflates the
variance of the location parameter distribution.



The properties of the normalizing constant of the alternative distribution can be derived from
Prop. 4 and are given in the following.

Corollary 1. 1. Under the assumptions in Prop. 2 the inverse normalizing constant is

—1
w (o — 1) (o —1)p

24| Vi (19)

np

C(ay) = o, (2m)

and satisfies C(ay) — 0 as ay — 07 and C(ay) — 1 as ap — 17.

2. Under the assumptions in Prop. 3 the inverse normalizing constant is

—n—1

mA,*
W] (2m)°%
MA N~ U

(2m) ¥ |Za 52T T, (’“A*—“) .

atn at(m* n—1)n

Lo (=)™

at(m* n—1)

Clay) =

and satisfies C(or) — 0 as @ = oy and C(ay) — 1 as oy — 17, where o = (p + 2n)/my.

Remark 3 (Univariate Gaussian model). Let Y; ~ N(6,0?) i.id. for j = 1,...,t — 1 and assume
a conjugate prior for @, that is § ~ N(m,0?/p) with ¢ > 0. It is easy to show that the
predictive under the alternative is given by pa(y:|Di—1) = (2m02 /o) /? exp{—(8 — m.)%a;/202}
with m, = om/(p+t — 1)+ (t—1)/(p+t — D)y with g = (t = 1) 3521y, 02 = 0% /(o +t — 1)
and the normalising constant is C'(ay) = (2ra2)(@=1/ 204; /2. It follows that the BF is

Hy(oy) = kg (o) exp{(ye — ma)? A7}, (21)
where

Ay =

202(p +t —1)+1 — 1)+ 1\
o (p+t)(au(p+t—1)+1) and r(on) = <Oét(90+t )+ )
(ar =1)(p+t—-1) ar(ip +t)
naturally represents an upper bound of H;(ay). Intuitively for small values of a; the null hypothesis

is not rejected, that is Hy(cy) — +oo as ay — 01, whereas for large values, the BF gets closer to
one, that is Hy(ay) — 1 as ay — 17. Its derivative H/(ay) = 0 for oy is equal to

(22)

aro = ((ye —mu)?/ol = 1) He+t -1~ (23)
provided (y; — m4)?/0? —1 > (¢ +t —1)~!. The conditions in Prop. 1 are thus satisfied, and the
rejection of the null hypothesis depends on the values of «y.

3.2 Bayes Factor Properties

Proposition 5 (Bayes Factor properties, known V). Under the assumptions in Prop. 2, the BF
Hy(ay) satisfies the following properties.

i) There exists a function k(o) = IEA,d’% 14|72 > 1 which does not depend on Y; such that
Hi(oy) < k(ay), ke =1 as g — 17, Ky — 00 as oy — 01 and ky is decreasing in oy;

i) Hy () = 1 as oy — 17 and Hy (o) — 00 as ap — 07

i) O, Hi(ay) = Hy(ay) (204) ttr (—nB_IE* + T (o) A+ a; (1 — ay) T(at)ZLB_lfl) where

we  defined A Y, - M)V, —=M,), B = (uS,+%) and YT(o) =
s,

(S + %) e Bl
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The derivative of the BF, given in iii) of the proposition, is not tractable; thus, it is not easy to
find analytically a stationary point. Nevertheless, we shall notice that the second and third elements
within the trace are positive. In contrast, the first one is negative and, for each Y, 0,, He () — —00
as oy — 01 and Oa, Hy(ay) — (—ntr((SL +2,) ) 4 tr(Y(1)A))/2 as oy — 17. Thus there is a
change of the sign, provided tr((3z + %) "' 8. (X + 2.) "+ A —nl)) > 0, and the BF has at least
one stationary point.

Proposition 6 (Bayes Factor properties, unknown V). Under the assumptions in Prop. 3, the BF
H (o) satisfies the following properties.

i) There exists a function ry () = (kikag(kakas)) ™% Tp((mg—n—1)/2) Tp((mas—n—1)/2)
(Trn((ms — n — 1)/2)Tp((mag — n — 1)/2))~' which does mot depend on Y; such that
Hi(ay) < reay), K¢ is decreasing in oy, k — 1 as ap — 17, ky — +00 as ap — ab
where a = (2n + p) /my;

i) Hy () = 1 as oy — 17 and Hy () — 00 as o — a;

i11) O, Hi(on) = L(|\IJA7*|(mAv*_"_1)/2k1:71fn((m,4,d—n—1)/2))_2(318%141—AlﬁatBl), where L =
w2 PR (g — = 1)/2)) (kP2 [0 D2, (my — - 1)/2)7), Ay =
arasaz, By = bibobs with a1 = k%’f, ag = Iy ((mayx—n—1)/2) a3 = ]\I/Ad\(m*“'d_"_l)ﬂ,
by = K5, by =Ty (mag —n—1)/2), by = [W "4/,

In the derivative 0y, H¢(cy), the terms a;, b;, i = 1,...,3 are positive, and the terms J,, 41 and
0a, B1 can take both positive and negative values since they are sums of digamma functions. Thus,
for some values of ay, the 04, Hi(cy) can go to zero, and the BF has at least one stationary point.

The following remark discusses the relationship with the univariate case, whereas the empirical
section will provide further illustrations for the matrix case.

Remark 4 (Univariate Gaussian model). The univariate monitoring BF and its upper bound (o)
given in Remark 3 can be easily obtained setting n =p =1 and ¥p = 02/¢ in Eq. 17, in Prop. 4
and in i) of Prop. 5. Since A; in Remark 3 is strictly negative, then the upper bound satisfies the
properties in Prop. 5. The derivative of the BF is

_ Hi(ay) ([ (o4t =1)(yr —ms)? 1
O Hi(on) = — <0'2(Oét(90 +t—1)+1)2 ’“WW> .

which goes to —oo as a; — 01 and is strictly positive for oy > 1/((p +t — 1)((y: — ms)? /0% — 1))
provided that (y; —ms)?/0? > (p+1)/(¢ +t —1). This implies there exists a stationary point and
that Hy < 1 for some values of oy provided the conditions in Prop. 1 are satisfied.

Let us now find the subset of the sample space such that for a given threshold 0 < ho(ay) <
ki(ay), the BF leads us to accept the null hypothesis, that is, H; > ho(ay). Define y; = vec (Yy)
and m, = vec (M,) and let x¢(cy) be the upper bound given in Prop. 5. From the expression of the
BF given in Prop. 4 the condition H; > hy(cy) is satisfied for y; in the ellipsoid:

(o= m) (S 9 V) ™ (v~ m.) < 2log (1420 (29

centered in m,, with axis in the direction of the eigenvector v, of ¥y ® V, where g =
(1 — ) M X+ 2,) 27 (2L + 34). The length of the ellipsoid axes along the v, eigenvector’s

direction is:
Ht(at) >
lr, = 24/2lo , 26
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Figure 2: Bayes Factor Critical regions. Left: increasing oy from 0.2 (— hg = 0.8, --- hg = 1.1) to
0.6 (— ho = 0.8, --- hg = 1.1). Right: increasing the threshold hgy from 0.8 (—) to 1.1 (—).

where & is the corresponding eigenvalue of ¥ ® V. Let +; and (; be the eigenvalues and the
corresponding eigenvectors of ¥y and 7; and 4§, the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of V. Then
Yu ®V has eigenvalues §;, = 7;7; with corresponding eigenvectors v}, = ¢; ® d;. If we consider
ho = 1, then Y; is not considered an outlier for H; > 1. Figure 2 provides a numerical illustration
for p = 2 and n = 1. The left plot shows that increasing the discounting parameter value reduces
the evidence in favor of the null for hg > 1 (dashed lines) and increases it for hg < 1 (solid lines).
The right plot shows that for increasing value of hg, the evidence against the null becomes stronger.
From Eq. 25, we obtain the following result for the univariate monitoring.

Remark 5 (Univariate Gaussian model). In the univariate case, the null hypothesis is accepted, i.e.
H; > hy, for values of y; in the interval (yis, yo;) with

1 Qi O’2 e —
vie =+ (1) \/log (Z(t)éat» : ((p(;; ?(1)5:5 i tt— 11)) = (27)

The BF and the outcome of the testing procedure depend on the choice of the discounting
parameter ay. In this paper, we propose the integrated BF and its normalized version as a solution,
which requires the integral with respect to a probability measure m(cy) is bounded. In the following,
we provide sufficient conditions for the existence of the IBF and NIBF.

Proposition 7 (Integrability). Assume a general beta distribution Be(a,b) truncated on the interval
(a,&). The IBF, H, = fol Hy(a)m(a)da, satisfies the following properties.

1. Under the assumptions in Prop. 2, for a >np/2,b> 0, a=0 and @ =1

> _T(n/2+1)B(a — np/2 + wy, b)
Hy< Y ) ety T(( + )T(n/2 — {)B(a,b)

=0 ke,
withE:(ko,...,kp), Kg:{k‘ko—l-...,kPZE}, Cco =¢Co— 1, Ej:Ej,j:L...,p, and

¢ Tk
doy, = = 11¢"
Lk (/ﬁo,kl,k%“wkp), . ]1;[0 -
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Figure 3: Bayes Factor distribution, Fj;(h|oy), under the null hypothesis (j = 0)(—) and the
alternative hypothesis (j = 1)(---), for different values of a.

where dypj, denotes the multinomial coefficient, ¢; j = 0,...,p are the coefficients of the
characteristic polynomial of 2212*.

2. Under the assumption in Prop. 3, fora>1 and b >0, a = (2n + p)/mgq and & = 1.

i < (ahf(ath+ 1) (5) " (5) PRI ey (2

where B(c,a,b) = OC:E“ 11 — 2)"'dx denotes the incomplete beta function, &(r,q) =
((mg(1 — @) 4+ p)'=2 — p'=1) /(mg(1 — qn))Y9 and q = r/(r — 1) with r > 1.

In the empirical illustration, we will also show that the choice of the hyper-parameters, e.g. b,
can still affect the outcome of the hypothesis testing, which calls for calibrated BFs. As stated in
the following proposition, the integral of the upper bound for the univariate case can be derived
analytically and is well-defined under the assumption of standard uniform distribution for the
discounting parameter.

Corollary 2 (IBF in the univariate model). The integral of the BF H; given in Remark 3 is bounded
and satisfies:

! B 1 o [Vt +Vp+i-T)
/oHt(at)dat 132\/(<p+t—1)(<p+t)1g<\/<so+t>—¢(so+t—1>>' )

One can assume the variable y; in the predictive BF is not observed at time t. Thus, the
predictive BF' is random, and we prove that its distribution is a mixture of gamma distributions,
as stated in the following. Controlling for the test’s size and power and using the BF distribution
allow us to derive a calibrated BF and a suitable critical region for the test.

Proposition 8 (Distribution of the BF, known V). Assume Yi|Di_ 1 ~ Npno(M,%,V), let
A, ..., be the eigenvalues of the covariance matrix (2;11/2)’5321_{1/2 with Yy = (1 —
o) (ati + E*) »! (i) + E*) and @Q the associated eigenvector matrixz. Under the assumptions
in Prop. 2, the distribution of the BF H; defined in Eq. 17 has pdf and cdf:

2 o0
Fr(hlag) = Ekz “2log (h/kq); p+/<;,2)\), (31)
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Fy, (h|ay) ch (1 — G(—2log (h/ky); % + k,2))), (32)

respectively, with support 0 < h < ki, where ki(ay) is defined in Prop. 5, the parameter 0 < A < 00
is arbitrarily chosen, g(x;a,b) and G(x;a,b) are the pdf and cdf of a gamma distribution with shape
and scale parameters a > 0 and b > 0, respectively, and the coefficients ¢, di and fi. satisfy

P P P P
n U _
. = exp(— E i H N/N 2 fe, dyy = 2% g (1= X/ A)F+ A §:A—jj(1—)\/)‘j)k !

k+1

1 ) ,
fk+1 = k—HZjd]fk+1_],]€ = 0,1,2,... s with f(] = 1,
7j=1

where Ujj are the (j, j)-th entry of U = Q'(Xy /25 “N(M — M)V (M — M*)’E;/2Q.

If in the previous proposition, we set M = M, and ¥ = 3, that is the location and scale of
the marginal likelihood under the null (from i) in Prop. 4) we denote the distribution with Fp¢(h).
In contrast, if M = M, and & = % Ad, that is the location and scale of the marginal likelihood
under the alternative (from i) in Prop. 4), we denote the distribution with F ;(h). Figure 3 shows
the sensitivity of the BF distribution to the perturbation parameter oy, under the null and the
alternative hypothesis (dashed and solid line). Increasing oy from 0.05 to 0.67, the dispersion of the
two distributions decreases, and their distance reduces.

From the properties of the gamma distribution, fg, (h|ay) is continuous at 0 and ;. As stated in
the following, the result of Prop. 8 provides the BF distribution for the univariate Gaussian model
given in previous studies (e.g., see Weiss, 1997; De Santis, 2004; Pawel and Held, 2025).

Corollary 3 (Univariate Gaussian model) In the univariate case, i.e. n = p = 1, following the
notation in Remark 3, we set ¥ = o2, V. =1 and B =0. Assuming M = B and ¥ = X1, in Prop.
8 the distribution of the BF is

Fr, (Hlow) = 1= B(y/~2log(h/ne)o}y 0} — 7) + () ~2log(h/m)ok/o} — /7). (33)

where v = (0 — my)?/0?, the variances 0% = Sy and 03 = S, are given in Prop. 4, the bound ky
is given in Remark 3 and ®(-) is the cdf of a standard normal distribution.

Our perturbation framework for matrix—variate observations is a form of global regularization
affecting all entries within the matrix. Later in this paper, we will explore the sensitivity of the
testing procedure in response to variations in the patterns, proportion and magnitude of outliers. As
an extension, local contamination frameworks can be devised to detect patterns within the outliers
and potential dependencies among outlying observations. In the context of matrices, a multiplicative
perturbation can be employed to define p(Y;|D;), assuming, for instance, the perturbed normal
distribution N, (M, A1XgA1, A2V Ay), where A; and Ay are two diagonal matrices scaling along
the rows and columns with varying levels. An additive perturbation would lead to a distribution
like Npn (M, Xg+ A1,V + Az), with Ay and Aj shifting the posterior’s covariance matrix diagonal.
On the one hand, local contamination allows for patterns among outliers; however, it requires the
identification of the patterns, which calls for inference on the contamination parameters. Therefore,
alternative approaches, such as multiple-outlier models presented in Page and Dunson (2011);
Tomarchio et al. (2022), might be preferable. This typically involves introducing appropriate prior
specifications and has the drawback of requiring computationally intensive procedures for posterior
approximation. We will postpone this extension to future research.
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Figure 4: Simulated dataset. Top: the BFs Hy(ay) and their upper bounds ¢(cy) as a function of
oy for different samples (left, —, —); the BF lower and upper thresholds h(a;) and h(a;) (middle,
—) as a function of oy and the BFs for the calibrated discount factor (right, e) together with the
calibrated lower and upper bounds A(a*) and h(a*) (---). Bottom: Minimum BF (left), Integrated
BF (middle) and Normalized Integrated BF (right) for different beta distribution settings (—,---).
In all plots, the reference lines at 1 (---) and 107%/2 (- -).

3.3 Simulation Study

In the following simulation exercise, we generate data with outliers and study some finite-sample
properties of the decision procedures based on standard BF, MBF, IBF and NIBF, and the calibrated
predictive BF approach we introduced. All analyses were implemented in Matlab 2023a and
carried out on a 12-core computing system with 128GB RAM. The parameter values have been
randomly generated as follows: M ~ N, ,,(Opxn, Ip, In), ¥ = S5, S ~ Ny p(Opxp, I, Ip), ¥ = GG,
G ~ Npn(Onxns In, I). We consider two scenarios: the case of moderate-size observation matrix,
denoted as Casey, with p = 30 and n = 10, and the case of a large-size observation matrix, Cases,
with p = 50 and n = 50. We generate the synthetic data with an outlier as follows. First a
noise sequence is generated, Ey ~ N ,(Opxp, X, ¥) 1.i.d. ¢t = 1,...,100. Secondly, the observable
sequence is defined as Xy = M + E; for t # 80 and Xy = M + uR; + E; for t = 80, where R; is a
binary matrix encoding the position of the outliers and w is 0.5, 1, 1.5, 3, 5 and 15 that are 1/30,
1/15, 1/10, 1/5, 1/3 and 1 average standard deviation of the matrix normal.

Our simulation study considered various settings obtained by varying the configurations of the
matrix R; and the magnitude of the outliers. For each setting J independent datasets have been
generated Xt(j), t=1,...,7T for j =1,...,J, with T = 100 and the BFs Ht(j) computed. The
probabilities p; = P(H; > h), pyr = P(H; < h) and pr;; = P(h < H; < h) have been estimated as
follows

K«I)—‘
kll}—‘

J J
n 1
E: 1(H" > h), pﬂ:jg I(h < H" < h), pl;=
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under the null hypothesis of the absence of outliers at ¢ # 80 and under the alternative hypothesis
of a certain number of outlying observations in the observation matrix at ¢t = 80. The results for
Casej are given in Tab. 2, whereas the ones for Cases are given in Tab. 3. The results are obtained
with J = 100 experiments for the two outlier settings. The two settings differ for the positions of
the outliers within the matrix R;: i) row and column patterns in the positions, panel (a); and ii)
completely random positions, panel (b).

Figure 4 illustrates the result of the BF procedure on one of the simulated datasets for u = 0.5
(top left panel a in Tab. 2). In the BF procedure the calibrated value of «; for 7 = 0.01 and
6 = 0.8 is o = 0.750 for all ¢ and the inconclusive interval Cy has lower and upper bounds
h(a*) = 0.839 h(a*) = 1.161, respectively. Starting from the left in the first row, we notice that the
observations with a change in the convexity of Hy(cy) are recognized as outliers based on the value of
a¢. Notably, for the outlier observation introduced in the simulation, the BF is consistently convex
and remains far below 1. The second plot illustrates the behaviour of the thresholds h(a;) and
h(c) defined at the end of Section 2 for given power and size values. The length of the randomized
decision interval C}, (vertical axis) reduces as «; goes to 1. The third plot presents the BF and
the inconclusive region for o = 0.750. The BF of the outlying observation is located outside the
inconclusive interval, whereas about 16 observations exhibit a BF below 1 within the inconclusive
interval. Moving to the second row, the Minimum BF suggests positive evidence against the null
hypothesis of the absence of outliers (MBF < 10~1/2 following Jeffrey’s scale of evidence) for
three observations. The IBF and NIBF (solid line in the second and third plot at the bottom)
provide strong evidence against the null (IBF, NIBF < 10712 -1 ~ —0.687) only for the 80th
observation and barely worth mentioning evidence (IBF, NIBF > 10712 -1 ~ —0.687) for the
other observations. Nevertheless, comparing the solid and dashed lines shows that the outcome
of the IBF and NIBF procedures strongly depends on the choice of the hyperparameters of the
beta distribution. Thus, the third robust method should be applied, exploiting the BF’s sampling
variability to find the calibrated oy and the reference thresholds.

In all the experiments, when data are generated under the null, the type I error probability
P(H; < h|Hp) is about 2%, whereas when data are generated under the alternative hypothesis
(first column), the power P(H; < h|Hi) of the test gets close to one, increasing the number of
outliers (e.g., see columns of the panels (b) in Tab. 2). As we can expect, the convergence is faster
for larger number of observations (see panels (b) in Tab. 3). Also, the effective size and power
may depend on the position of outliers in the rows or columns of the matrix R;. The presence of
patterns in the position of the outliers reduces the power compared to the case of a completely
random position within the matrix R; (compare columns 20 x 10 and 200 in panels (a) and (b),
respectively). The power decreases below 80% for small outlier amplitude (e.g. 1/10 standard
deviation) and a small number of outlying observations (e.g. 10 out of 300 elements) within the
matrix. When all entries are outliers, the power of the test converges to 1, increasing the outliers’
magnitude (different rows in the last column in Tab. 2).
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L1

Ho Ha
(a) Patterns in the binary matrix R; € R39%10 (b) Random Positions within R; € R30*10
(number of random rows X number of random columns) (number of randomly selected entries)
3x2 1x10 7x5 9x7 11x9 15x9 20x10 25x10 | 50 100 150 200 250 300

One thirtieth (1/30) of the standard deviation, i.e. u = 0.5 in X; = M + uR; + E; for t = 80

P(H; > h) 0.05 | 0.06 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P(h< H;<h) | 093 | 0.72 0.76 0.6 0.58 0.52 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.44 032 032 03 024 0.22
P(H; < h) 0.02 | 0.22 0.24 0.4 0.42 0.48 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.56 068 0.68 0.7 0.76 0.78
One fifteenth (1/15) of the standard deviation, i.e. w =11in X; = M + uR; + E; for t = 80
P(H; > h) 0.05 | 0.01 0 0 0.01 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P(h< H;<h) | 093 | 055 0.35 0.24 0.18 0.09 0.1 0.04 0.04 0.14 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02
P(H; < h) 0.02 | 0.44 0.65 0.76  0.81 0.91 0.9 0.96 0.96 086 098 0.99 099 098 098
One tenth (1/10) of the standard deviation, i.e. uw = 1.5 1in X; = M + uR; + E; for t = 80
P(H; > h) 0.05 | 0.06 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P(h< H;<h) | 093 | 0.36 0.26 0.09 0.07 0.09 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.01 0 0
P(H; < h) 0.02 | 0.63 0.74 091 093 0.91 0.95 0.97 0.98 0.96 0.99 1 1 1 1
One fifth (1/5) of the standard deviation, i.e. w =3 in X; = M + uR; + E; for t = 80
P(H; > h) 0.05 | 0.06 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P(h< H;<h) | 093 | 0.22 0.1 0.05 0.02 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P(H; < h) 0.02 | 0.78 0.9 0.95 0.98 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
One tenth (1/3) of the standard deviation, i.e. w =5 in X; = M + uR; + F; for t = 80
P(H; > h) 0.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P(h< Hy<h) | 093 | 0.08 0.02 0.02 0 0.01 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P(H; < h) 0.02 | 0.92 0.98 0.98 1 0.99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
One (1) standard deviation, i.e. v =151in X; = M + uR; + E; for t = 80
P(H; > h) 0.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P(h<H,<h)| 093] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P(H, < h) 002 | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Table 2: Moderate-size observation matrix. The observable sequence is defined as Xy = M + F; for t # 80 and X; = M +uR;+ E; for
t = 80, with Xy, M, Ry, E; € R39%10 where u is the magnitude of the outlier and R; is a random binary matrix. Note: the position of the
outliers in entries of R; can follow row and column patterns (r X ¢ in (a) with r and ¢ the given number of rows and columns, respectively,
selected randomly) or can be completely random (7 in (b) with r the given total number of outlying entries selected randomly).



81

Ho Hi
(a) Patterns in the binary matrix R, € R°0x50 (b) Random Positions within R, € R°0*5Y
(number of random rows x number of random columns) (number of randomly selected entries)
I3x2 1x10 7x5 9x7 11x9 15x9 20x10 25x10 50 100 150 200 250 300
One thirtieth (1/30) of the standard deviation, i.e. u = 0.5 in X; = M + uR; + E; for t =80
P(H; > h) 0.05 | 0.03 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ph< Hy < B) 0.93 0.57 0.45 0.35 0.15 0.12 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.09 0.02 0.04 0.01 o0.01 0
P(H; < h) 0.02 0.4 0.55 0.65 0.85 0.88 0.91 0.94 0.94 091 098 096 0.99 0.99 1
One fifteenth (1/15) of the standard deviation, i.e. w=11in X; = M + uR; + E; for ¢t = 80
P(H; > h) 0.05 0.02 0.01 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ph< Hy < B) 0.93 0.33 0.23 0.11 0.06 0.03 0.01 0 0 0.01 0 0 0 0 0
P(H; < h) 0.02 0.65 0.76 0.89 0.94 0.97 0.99 1 1 0.99 1 1 1 1 1
One tenth (1/10) of the standard deviation, i.e. v =1.51in X; = M + uR; + E; for t = 80
P(H; > h) 0.05 0 0.01 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ph< Hy < B) 0.93 0.23 0.16 0.04 0.01 0.02 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P(H; < h) 0.02 | 0.77 0.83 0.96 0.99 0.98 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
One fifth (1/5) of the standard deviation, i.e. w =3 in X; = M + uR; + E; for t = 80
P(H; > h) 0.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P(h< H;<h) | 093 | 0.08 0.04 0.01 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P(H; < h) 0.02 0.92 0.96 0.99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
One tenth (1/3) of the standard deviation, i.e. w =5 in X; = M + uR; + E; for t = 80
P(H; > h) 0.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P(h< H;<h) | 093 | 0.02 0.01 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P(H, < h) 0.02 | 0.98  0.99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
One (1) standard deviation, i.e. v =151in X; = M + uR; + E; for t = 80
P(H; > h) 0.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P(h< H; <h) | 0.93 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P(H; < h) 0.02 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Table 3: Large-size observation matrix. The observable sequence is defined as X; = M + E; for ¢t # 80 and Xy = M + uR; + E; for
t = 80, with X;, M, Ry, E; € R?"%50 where u is the magnitude of the outlier, and R; is a random binary matrix. Note: the position of the
outliers in entries of R; can follow row and column patterns (r X ¢ in (a) with r and ¢ the given number of rows and columns, respectively,
selected randomly) or can be completely random (r in (b) with 7 the given total number of outlying entries selected randomly).



4 Empirical Illustration

We illustrate our sequential matrix monitoring on three relevant benchmark datasets: a multi-
country dataset of macroeconomic variables (see Canova and Ciccarelli, 2009), an international
trade network dataset (see Rose, 2004) and a financial network dataset (Billio et al., 2023).

4.1 Inflation and Unemployment Dataset

We consider three relevant variables for macroeconomic research: the Industrial Production Index,
the Price Index and the Unemployment Rate, available from the Federal Reserve Economic Data
and the EUROSTAT databases. We selected observations from 11 countries of the EU (Austria,
Belgium, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, The Netherlands, Portugal,
and Spain). Series are seasonally and working day adjusted, and when necessary, they have been
differentiated to get stationarity. Variables are sampled at a monthly frequency from January 2002
to October 2022. Thus, our dataset consists of a sequence of T' = 250 p X n matrices with p = 11
and n = 3. The total number of observations is 8,250, representing an example of big data in this
field.

The top plots in Figure 5 display the BF Hy(cy) (solid grey) and the upper bound of the BF
ki(ay) (solid red) as functions of «a; for various dates (each represented by a different line). The
findings in the top-left plot suggest that it is crucial to compare the BF to the upper bound. The
BF tends to hover around one for higher values of oy, with some exceptions, and it significantly
exceeds one only for small values of oy (illustrated by the dark grey lines). It frequently intersects
the threshold at lower values of ay (light grey) as well as for higher values. Additionally, there are
instances where it crosses the threshold intermittently.

The left-bottom plot offers a different illustration of the effect of a; on the outcome of the
sequential monitoring for the entire sample from September 2018 to October 2022. In all settings,
an outlier was detected in March 2020 (i.e. at the pandemic outbreak). For ay = 0.054 (solid line),
a sequence of outliers is detected before February 2020 with BF far from 1, whereas, for a; equal
to 0.402, 0.801 and 0.851 (dashed, dotted and dashed-dotted, respectively), the BF is close to one
before March. Qualitatively speaking, after the outbreak, for oy = 0.402, the BF is close to one
after December 2021, whereas larger «a; values return BF close to just one after March 2020.

For illustrative purposes, we present in detail the results for some relevant dates (Figure 5 in
the Appendix). For the observations in February 2020, during the pandemic outbreak, the null
hypothesis of the absence of an outlier is not rejected for any choice of a;. Nevertheless, the BF is
close to one for large values of ;. In contrast, in March 2020, there is strong evidence of an outlier.
On the other dates in the figure, the alternative hypothesis is accepted for some values of a;. The
dashed vertical lines indicate the stationary point. The stationary point is not near zero on some
dates, such as February 2022. On other dates, the stationary point is near zero, and the BF is far
below one for a large part of the ay values (e.g., March 2020, March 2022 and October 2022). The
top-left plot in Figure 6 shows the results of the alternative procedures.

The MBF and IBFs provide clearer identification of outlying observations, enhancing the
standard BF and supporting the outcome of the testing procedure endowed with the inconclusive
interval given in the first line of Figure 7. Dashed lines indicate the lower and upper bounds of the
inconclusive region, the dots show the value of the BF. For oy = 0.75 and a test size of 1%, the
power is approximately 96%. Outlying observations are detected in periods related to three main
events: i) the COVID-19 pandemic (from March 2020 to August 2020 and in November 2020); ii)
the Ukrainian conflict (March and April 2022); iii) and the rise of inflation (September and October
2022). Our procedure results indicate that the pandemic outbreak’s main effects are in March
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Figure 5: BF for the three datasets: Inflation and Unemployment (left), International Trade
(middle), and Volatility Network (right). Top: the BF Hy(ay) and its upper bound r:(ay) as
functions of ay at different dates (—— and —, respectively). Bottom: the BF over time for ay = 0.75,
0.80, 0.85 and 0.90 (—, ---, -~ and ----, respectively). In all plots, the reference lines at 1 (---)
and 1071/2 (- -).

2020 since the BF of February 2020 falls within the inconclusive interval. Also, the effects of the
Ukrainian conflict on the global economy began in March 2020, and the beginning of inflation rise
was detected in September 2020. Another outlying observation was detected in October 2021 and
is related to significant changes in the unemployment series. The outcome of the sequential test is
in line with those of classical frequentist tests for outliers such as the Grubb’s (G) test (Grubbs,
1950) and the Generalized Extreme Studentized Deviate (GESD) test Rosner (1983). The second
row of Figure 7 reports the number of outliers detected at the 1% level by applying the two tests
element-wise to each entry of observation matrices.

4.2 Trade Network Dataset

We consider an international trade dataset made available by the International Monetary Fund
(IMF). This dataset is now a reference in international trade studies(e.g., see Rose, 2004;
Alcala and Ciccone, 2004; Brancaccio et al., 2020) and combines the country reports with other
sources such as United Nations COMTRADE and EUROSTAT. The data frequency is annual. The
dataset includes 159 countries from 1995 to 2017. The trade network corresponds to the value of
all goods imported (CIF) between pairs of countries collected by the IMF in U.S. dollars, which are
transformed into constant terms using the US GDP PPP deflator from the same source with the
base year 2010. All series have been differentiated to remove unit roots, and the units sub-selected
to include larger GDP countries and to filter out series with more than 8% of zeroes. The final
sample includes a sequence of 22 networks between 27 countries, i.e. n = p = 27, with the following
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Figure 6: Bayes Factors for the three datasets: Inflation and Unemployment (left), International
Trade (middle) and Volatility Network (right). The discount factor distribution is a; ~ Be(a,b)
with the following parameter settings: a = 16.5001 and b = 7.6429 (left, —) and b = 37.1667 (left,
--9); a = 364.5001 and b = 156.7857 (mid, —) and b = 849.1667 (mid, ---); a = 1250.5001 and
b = 536.2857 (right, —) and b = 2915.3000 (right, ---). In all plots, the reference lines at 1 (---)

and 1071/2 (- -).

ISO 3166-1 alpha—3 codes: AUS, AUT, BRA, CAN, CHE, CHN, DEU, DNK, ESP, FIN, FRA,
GBR, GRC, IDN, IND, IRL, ITA, JPN, KOR, NLD, NOR, NZL, POL, PRT, SWE, TUR, and
USA.

Following the results in the top-middle plot of Figure 5, we find evidence of outlier observations
on all dates except for 2016. Nevertheless, the BF is close to one in some cases, such as 2015 and
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Figure 7: Calibrated robust BF (top) and Grubb’s test (bottom) for the three datasets: Inflation
and Unemployment (left), International Trade (middle) and Volatility Network (right). Panel (a):
Calibrated BF (—) with thresholds (---). The discounting factor is set at oy = 0.75, and the size
is less or equal to 1% and the standard reference lines are at 1 (---) and 1072 (--). Panel (b):
Grubb’s (—) and GESD (---) tests at the 1% significance level

2017. From the sensitivity analysis in Figure B.2, one can see that the test outcome depends crucially
on the choice of ay. The top-middle plot in Figure 6 indicates that minimum and integrated BFs
provide evidence of the absence of an outlier in 2016 and the presence of outlying observations in
2015 and 2017, supporting the conclusion of the calibrated BF procedure with inconclusive intervals
presented in the Panel (a) middle plot of Figure 7. In the year 2016, the classical G and GESD
tests for outliers, applied entry-wise to the observation matrix, detected one outlying series out of
729 series (mid plot in Panel (b).

4.3 Volatility Network Dataset

We investigate the presence of outliers in a volatility network among European firms with the
largest market capitalization. The analyzed firms (22 German, 24 French, 4 Italian) belong to 11
GICS sectors: Financials (7 firms), Communication Services (4 firms), Consumer Discretionary (11
firms), Consumer Staples (5 firms), Health Care (6 firms), Energy (2 firms), Industrials (5 firms),
Information Technology (3 firms), Materials (2 firms), Real Estate (1 firm), Utilities (3 firms),
and not classified in a specific GICS sector (1 firm). The temporal networks have been extracted
by pairwise Granger causality approach (e.g., see Billio et al., 2021) at a weekly frequency (Friday-
Friday). The sample period ranges from the 4th of January 2016 to the 30th of September 2020, and
periods before and after the outbreak of COVID-19 are included in the time interval. The dataset
consists of 145 temporal networks between 50 firms, i.e. T = 145 and n = p = 50, for 362,500
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observations. In the sequential monitoring, we used a rolling window of 90 observations. The plots
in the top-right and bottom-right sections of Figure 5 indicate that the rejection of the hypothesis
is independent of the chosen discounting coefficient. However, BF exhibits greater sensitivity to
discounting towards the end of 2019. The sensitivity analysis of the BF to «; is presented for
selected dates in Figure B.3 in the Appendix.

The top-right plot in Figure 6 shows the results of the minimum BF, which support the main
findings of the calibrated BF procedure (Figure 7, Panel(a), right plot). The identified outliers in
2019 are associated with transitions between different volatility levels: i) from “low” to “very low"
volatility on 11-15 November; ii) from “low” to “moderate” on 2-6 December; iii) from “moderate"
to “low” on the week of 16-20 December. In 2020, the following transitions were detected: 1)
from “low” to “high” during the week of 17-21 February; ii) a progressive transition from “high”
to “moderate” volatility between 7 and 24 April; iii) from “moderate” to “low” volatility during
the week of 3-7 August; iv) a sequence of outliers corresponding to a period of switches between
“low” and “moderate” between 1 September and 2 October. The BFs of the transitory periods
mentioned belong to the inconclusive interval: 25-28 February 2020 (“low” to “high"), 27-30 April
(“high” to “moderate”), and 21-25 September (“low" to “moderate"). When the BF is far above one,
the classical G and GESD tests for outliers, applied entry-wise to the observation matrix, detect a
reduction in the number of outliers. In summary, the rapid changes in volatility and the persistence
of volatility regimes call for nonlinear models, such as switching or threshold models, which account
for structural breaks and recurrent regimes.

5 Conclusion

The assessment of the model performance is relevant in many applications and becomes crucial in
forecasting. This paper proposes sequential monitoring for the matrix normal model. The hypothesis
testing procedure extends the predictive Bayes Factor (BF) with the power discounting to matrix
models. The proposed approach relies on normality, which is now a default assumption in many
modelling applications and serves as a preliminary test for outliers in sequences of matrix—valued
data. Some solutions are proposed to mitigate the test outcome’s dependence on the discounting
coefficient value. First, the minimum and the integrated BFs are proposed as alternatives to
the standard BF. Second, the finite-sample distribution of the predictive BF is derived, and a
testing procedure is proposed based on inconclusive region and calibrated discounting. Simulation
experiments are conducted to study the properties of our Bayesian test. Numerical illustrations
with simulated and some relevant economic and financial datasets are given. They include a
comparison with classical tests for outliers and a validation based on major global event dates
(e.g., the pandemic, the Ukrainian conflict, and the rise in inflation), which significantly impacted
the economic system.
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A Proofs of the Results

Proof of Proposition 1.

Proof. For ease of notation in the following, we drop the subscript ¢ from ay. Since Hy(1) = 1, we
need to show that under the proposition assumptions, there exits oy € (0,1) such that Hy(a) > 1
for 0 < o < a4 and Hy(a) < 1 for oy < a < 1. The limit of the normalizing constant
Cla) = (f®p(9t|Dt_1)°‘/\(d9t))_l for o — 07 is A(©)~! where A\(©) is the Lebesgue measure
of ©. It follows that

1 f@ P(yt|01)p(0:|Di—1)A\(dF) A(©) f@ P(ye|0¢)p(0¢|Dy—1)A(dO)

lim Hy(a) = lim = >1
a—0t () a—0+C(a) f@ P(Yt|0:)p(0¢| Dy—1)\(dB) f@ P(ye|0¢)A(dO) N
(A1)
by the assumption. The inequality Hy(«) < 1 can be equivalently written as
/ p(yel0:) (p(0¢|Di—1) — C()p(B¢|Di—1)*)A(dby) < 0. (A2)
©

and is satisfied if H;(«) has a unique minimum value for some . Let us assume the distribution
p(0¢|Dy) is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure A, and define

m0=/p(yt|9t)p(9t|Dt—1)/\(d9t), mi(a) Z/P(yt|9t)p(9t|Dt—1)a/\(det)-
o e

Finding a necessary condition on « for H; to admit a minimum is possible. The first derivative of
the BF is

_ 9 1o = 10 a)mi(« “lo -
OHO) = G T = G (@) [ 1D ogp(0D 1))

/ p(ytwt)p(etmt_l)a1ogp<et|z>t_1>x<det>)

m

= 70)2 <m1(a) /@ P(0:|De—1)* log p(0:| Dy—1) A (d6;)—

mq(«
/ (04 De1) A (d6,) / p(ytreop(etmt_l)“logpwtmt_l)A(det)), (A.3)
© ©

where we used

0,C(a) = —C(a)2/®p(9t\Dt_1)a log p(0:|Dy—1)\(dby),

which is well-defined since 2%logx — 0 as x — 07 for all o > 0. If o satisfies the proposition’s
assumptions, then the first derivative changes sign only once, and the BF H; takes values above
and below one. O

Proof of Proposition 2. Let us recall the following standard properties for matrix variate normal
variables.

Proposition A.1 (Gupta, 1992, Theorem 2.2). Let X and Y be two random matrices of dimension
p X n and g x n, respectively. Assume that Y|X ~ Ny, (C+ DX, X9, @) and X ~ Ny, (F, X1, P)
where Cisqgxn, D gxp, Yo gXxqgFpxnd®nxnXipxp, Yo>0,%1 >0, P>0. Then:

(X F ¥ 1D’
Z= <Y> Natpn KDF+C> ’ <D21 ¥y +D21D’> ’¢] ‘ (A-4)

24



Proposition A.2 (Gupta, 1999, Theorem 2.3.12, pg. 65). Let Z ~ Ny, (H,X,Q) and partitions:
Z1r m H1r> m <E11 E12> m
<er> qg—m <H27“ qg—m Yo1 Ya2) qg—m (4.5)
Then:

Ziy ~ N (H1r, 511, Q) 5 Zor|Z1r ~ Ny—mn (Hor + 20137 (Z1r — Hir) ,2921,Q) ,  (A6)
where Yog1 = Yo — Y0107 T1a. It follows that:

Zor ~ Ng—mm (H2r, 522, Q) , Z1p| Zay ~ N (Hir + Y1280 (Zoy — Hoy) , T11.2, Q), (A7)
where Y112 = Y11 — L12Y05 Ta1 -

Proof. Let Y;(pxmn) i =1,...,t — 1 be a random matrix i.i.d. sequence from a matrix—variate
normal distribution with mean matrix B (p x n) and covariance matrices ¥z, (p x p) > 0 and
V (n x n) > 0, then vec(Yy) ~ Npn(vec(B'), X, @ V) and the pdf is:

n n 1 /
FiB Ve = @0 F W e {gu [s o mv -] )
Define T' =t — 1, then the likelihood function is:

exp {3t [57 (Vi - BV (v - B)] )

f(V1,Ya, . V7| BV, 50) :E PREADAEITE (A.9)
exp {~ur [SL, 27 (i - BV (v - BY ]}
) (om) 7 157 V7S
exp {—%tr [(IT DI (Y —r @ B)V (Y — 17 @ B)’} }
) (2m) 7 [, 7F (VI P |
where Y/ = {Yll , Y2/, e leﬂ] is a matrix (Tp x n) obtained by stacking vertically the T matrices

Yi,i=1,...,T and It ® ¥, is (T'p x Tp). We can say that the previous expression is the pdf of
the random matrix Y (7'p x n) with mean ¢7 ® B(Tp x n) and a covariance matrix (I7 ® ¥1) ® V
where I and ¢ are the T-dimensional identity matrix and unit column vector, respectively. The
matrix It ® X (Tp x Tp) is positive definite, which follows from ¥z > 0, Ir > 0 and V' > 0.
Since |(Ir ® $1) @ V| = |(Ip @ Sp)[" VTP = |Ip|"™P |SL " [V|TP = |SL)"" |V|TP the pdf of Y
is:
exp {—%tr [(IT @) Y —ir @B) V(Y —ur ® B)’] }
(2m) % Ir o B3 V| ?
exp {-%u [(IT @) (Y —tr @ B)V(Y —ur @ B)’] }
- T ™ T (A.10)
Lnp = ip
(2m) 2 [Xp]2 (V]2

which is equal to the pdf in Equation (A.9). In the following, we assume the p X n matrix B is
random, and the matrices X.p and V are known. Assume a matrix normal prior distribution for B,

ie. BN,y (M,Sp, V), with pdf

fY[B,V,5L) =

exp {—%tr [2;1(3 ~ M)V-NB - M)’] }
)T [selF V]

f(BIM,V,%p) = (A.11)

25



Note that ¢ty ® B = (LT®Ip)B and apply Prop. A.2 to (A.10) and (A.11), replacing
X, YX, C, D, F, ¥, ¥, V wih By, Y|By, 0, v7®1,, M, ¥p, X, ® , where I, is the
identity matrix of order p, we get:

9

M 2P Zp (LT,[ )
Z ~ N n ( > ) P A ) Vv
Tp+p, [ (e, 1) M +0 ((LT, L)Yp (Ir®Xp)+ (LT ® [p) Yp (LT ® [p)

where Z' = (B},Y’). By applying Prop. A.2 to Z and defining: S
M. = M+3p(ur®l) [Ir@Xi+ (r8L) e (rel,) | T owe M) (A1)
S = Zp-Sp(wel) [reSi+ (e L) (rel,) | T wen)s, (Al
we obtain the posterior distribution of B at time ¢ — 1 with pdf
exp {—%tr [2;1 (B, — M)V~ (B, — M)]}
f(BY, M, V, %) = I EREIVE (A.15)
that is B follows a matrix normal B;|Y ~ Np, ( My, X, V). O

Proof of Proposition 3. Let f (B, Vi|Y,M,¥1, ¥, m) be the density of the Matrix Normal Inverse
Wishart prior, the joint posterior density of By and V; is:

h (Bt7 ‘/t‘Ma ZLa \Il7m) f (Y’Bt7 ‘/ta 2[1)

Tviao Ji B (B, ViIM, £, ¥, m) f (YBy, Vi, 51) dB,dV,
__m+p _Tp
V|~ 2 |V| > exp{—%tr [.A]}

_m+p _Tp s
Jyso S VT2 (VI exp {~Ltr[A)} dBaV

f(BtavquM)ELv\P)m) =

where we defined A = (B; — MY kST B — M)V w4 T (v - B S0 (Y — By VT
with k = pp and Y = T~} Zzzl Ys.

Regarding the numerator, since SV, = Zzzl (Ys — Bt)/ EZI (Yy— By) V7t
T (Y =B) £ (V= B) V,  with S = YT (Vs = V) B, (Vs = V))/T and

k(B,X['B; — M'S'B, — BY['M + M S7M) + T(Y'27YY — BY['Y —Y'S7'B, + B,Y['By)
(kad +TY') St (kM +TY) (kM +TY') S (kM +TY)

+ k+ 1) - k+ 1)
B KM TV kM +TY (M -Y) 57" (M -Y)
=(k+T) <Bt—W) ! (Bt—m> kT (k+LT)

the quantity A in the exponential term can be written as

!

k:M+TY> o1 <B kM +TY
(k+T) L T k+ 1)

(M-Y) 2" (M-Y)
(k+T

~—

A = (k:+T)<Bt—

T

)Vt‘1+kT

(= V) S0 (% = V)V 0V, = [ (B — M) S5 (B — M) + W]V,
1

_|_

2
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M—Y)'zgl(M—Y)

(k—I—T) + TS

where k, = k+T, my, =m+Tp, M, = kﬂgjf%y, and U, =W —|—kT(
The integral at the denominator is

mtp 1
/ VI v eXp{——tr[A]}dBth;:
Vi>0 J B 2

m 1 ,
:/V>0 VI eXp{_itr [’“ (B — M,) 57 (Bt—M*)+\I/*] Vt_l}dBtht
t

-/ /|v;| 2exp{——tr[k (B~ M55 <Bt—M*>]vr1}dBtdvt
Vi>0 J B

1
= m¥Fsu/hl? [ |vt|—7exp{——tr[w*1 vf}dvt
Vi>0 2

(mx—n—1)n My —n—1 _mx—n—1
R e M e [ e (A.16)
Thus the ratio
m+Tp 1 ’ 1 1
Vi~ Vi zexp{—-tr [k: (B—M,) %7 (B—M)+\1f*}vt }
np n _(mx—m—1)n Me—n _ mx— n 1
(2m) 2 [EL/ki|22 T (Zegt=d) [0
== exp{——tr [(Bt—M)IE; (Bt—M*)Jr\I/*]Vt 1}
A7)
n M Me—n m*+ (
(2m) 7| S22 T, (me5r=t) (Vi 72
returns the density of a MNZIW (By, Vi| M., 3s, Wy, ki, my), where X, = X1 /K.
]

Proof of Proposition 4. i) Under the assumption in Prop. 2, apply Prop. A.1 with X = BJ|Y,
Y=Y,C=0,D=1, F=DM,, ¥ =3, and ¥y = 3, where Y; is the sample at time ¢

and find: |
B|Y M., Y 2k
Z = < Y, ) ~ {Vp+p,n |:< M*> s <E* Ed) ® V:| ’ (A18)

where Y, = X1 + X,. The posterior predictive distribution returns the numerator of the BF:

p(YiiDe-1) = [ p (V16 p GUDe-1 )b (A.19)
— [ £ (RIBLV.0) £ (B, M.V Ep)dB, (A.20)

exp {_%tr [2;1 (Y= M) V(Y - M*)l} } (A.21)
- (2m) % 242 V]2 |

that is Y;|Dy—1 ~ Ny (M, X4, V). The denominator of the BF is derived from the alternative
distribution of the parameter

exp {—%tr [2;}* (B, — M)V~ (B, — M*)’] }
2m) % [Sa.l? V]2

A (Qt’Dt—l) = C(at)p(Bt]Y,M, V, Z"P)Oét =

(A.22)
with ¥4 .« = 3, /a; and the constant
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ii)

agnp

agnp QNP an agp
—5 2 Zx| 2 5 p% -2 Qagn atp
o @) o VIT2 3200 7 . T v A 23
(at) - np T = np o P ( . )
e IEALIE EEEABREIGE

We apply Prop. A.1 for (A3.1) and (A2.2) with ¢ = ¢:

_ |[(BIY), Mo\ (Zax Xax
Z= [ Y, rren |\ M, )\ B S Vi (A.24)
where (B|Y), means that we consider the alternative distribution as is in (A.22) and
Yad=XL+Xas We get:

pa (Vi Diy) = / p (Yi160) pa (6:Ds_1)d6, = / F (VB V. S0) fa (BY, M, V.5 p)dB,

exp {—Lor [S34 (% — MV - M)}

d
21)% |Saal? V]2

(A.25)

that is the pdf of N, ,, (My,X4.4,V). The BF follows from its definition

Y,|D,_ Yaal?
g, = PPy [Badl exp{
pA(iD1)  [3l?

—%tf (23" -=34) (= M)V (v = ML) ] } ,
(A.26)

Under the assumptions in Prop. 3, since the observation Y; follows a matrix normal with
density f (Y;| By, Vi, X), the posterior predictive at the numerator of the BF is:

p(YilDiy) = / F (VB Vi S1) f (Bi,ViY, M, S0, Ws, ma)dBidVi,  (A27)
Vi>0 J B

where the argument of the integral is:

mx—n—1

= exp {—%tr [(k: (B, — M,) 7 (By — M,) + Us + (Y, — B) S71 (Y, — Bt)) Vt—l} }

[,

(msx—n—1)n

(2m) % [Bp k| 272 (5 |V,

Mx+p np

27 (2m) 7 |12 V|2

The matrix premultiplying Vfl in the argument of the ¢r is:
ki (By — M) 71 (By — M) + W, + (Y — B) 7' (Y, — By) =
kg (Bi — My) $7' (By — My) + Wy = (B; — My) S5 (B; — My) + Wy, (A.28)

where the equality follows from the fact that S in ¥y is equal to zero and Y =Y; for T = 1,

and where we defined kg = ki + 1, mg = m. + p, and

(M. —Y3) 7! (M, — V)
(k. +1)

koM, + Y,
M;j=—"—""" "-
d k.+1

. Xg= EL/kd, U,=V, + k. . (A.29)

The integral becomes:

mx—n—1 %
2 k*

.

np BB (ms—n-—Dn - 3
Lo (2m) F it 2T, (L) [V [y
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/ exp{ %tr [(( t Md)l dl( ¢ Md) \Ild) ! 1} }dB dV
L taVy
By

\Ed!%!Vt!B( m)'?

M — n

| W, \ "k k) exp {—itr [T, V1] }

:/ (mx—n—1)n nd‘/;f

V>0 (2 )2]{;2 27T, (el |V |

My — n mg—n—1 np

_ / ]\I/ ] ' \\Ild] T k2T, (mar=1) exp {—Ltr [TV, 7]} v

V>0 (2 ) Yhp rw T T, (e 1y () | [

L

__ : k. (5—) (A.30)

np 1P n
7T7pkd2 ‘\I/d‘ T, (m*—2n—1) ‘EL’§

which is the density of a matrix Student-t 7, ,,(m+ — 2n, M,, X, L,) following the definition
in Gupta and Nagar (1999) p. 134, given:

(M, —Yy) B (M -] °

Md*
v 2
Wl ot 1)

mg—n—1

= |0 [+ L7 (M = Vi) 27 (M =) ||

mx+p—n—1

L+ L7 (M = Vi) S0 My, = vig) |

*‘H’”l

= W]

() F | L 78 2o |72 T (st
_ i . (A31)

-1 (ML* _ Yl,t) EZI (ML* . Yl’t)/‘ 2 Fn (m1+2n—1)

is the probability density function of a T, ,(ms — 2n, M ., Ly, X1) for the quantity Yi.,
where we have defined L, = W.kq/k., M, = M;, Yi; = Y;, mg = my + p, and
mi = ms —2n = m + Tp — 2n (assuming m > 2n — Tp) and given the Theorem 4.4.4 in
Gupta and Nagar (1999) about the probability density function of the transposed of a matrix
Student-t distribution.

For what concerns the denominator of the BF, after some algebraic manipulations, one obtains:

pA(9t|Dt 1) = C( )p(Bta‘/HYvM*vE*a\P*am*)at

mA*fn 1

\at\II | exp{—%tr [atk (B — M, )l > (B~ M,) +at\I/>k] V‘l}
( «—n—1Ln m *+P
Cr)F IS ok 52T T, (M) v
mp x—n—1 ’
7 exp{—ltr [(Bt — M) £5L (B~ M) + ¥y, } V;l}
_ e S —ve . (A.32)
(2m)F[SaulF2 T T, (A | T

where we defined ma , = oy (my +p) = ymy, Lax = Xu/ar, Ya . = ¥y, and the constant

m —n—1

A, *
Wasl = (2m)" Lo (e5=1)"
(mg x—mn l)n

_ a(m* n—1) °
(2 ) IZA*‘227FW/(M>‘\P’15

atn at(m* n—1)n
2

Clay) =

(A.33)
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The posterior predictive under the alternative is
my, *771 1

it m —n—1
Wad K D (et
A (YD) = (A.34)

n Ad—n—1 _ 1
(M) F kg [aal T Dy (R oy B

which is a Student-t distribution 7 (ma — 2n, M., X1, Las) where La, = Wa.kaa/kax,
where kg, = ok, kag = ke + 1, mag = mas +p, and Yuq = Yy, +
aik, (M, — Yt)l Y7 (M. — Vi) /((eiks + 1)) following an argument analogous to the one used
for the numerator. We conclude with the BF, which is the ratio of p(Y;|D;—1) given in Eq.
A.32 and pa(Yy|Di—1) given in Eq. A.34:

mAydfnfl _mdfnfl
Hi(o) =G|Wadl 2 |Wal™ (4.35)
where
Mk — n 1 % mg—n—1 % ma «—n—1
0| B T (=) k2 gn ( 2 >
G - np my *77L 1 np 1 : (A36)
kdz r, (m*—fn—l) |\I’A,*| k‘A *F (77”,4@2 n >

Hy (o) goes to 1 when oy — 17, Hy(oy) — 00 as oy — a, due to the fact that G — oo as

oy — aF because T'), m“‘*f_n_l) — 0.
O
Proof of Corollary 1. i) In the first case
pL at2np
a2 (2w hIN v
YR i Nl N o
(2m) % [T.]2 V]2
which goes to zero for a; — 0T and goes to one for ay — 17.
ii) In the second case, from the proof of Prop. 4 the constant is
mp x—n—1 atn at(mx—n—1)n «
j . T 25 T myx—n—1)\%t
C(at)z‘ A (() — n (25 : (A.38)
my x—n—1)n ma.—n—1 at(mx—n—1)
(@m)F [Baulie T T, (M)

Note that ma . = aymg — 0 for oy — 0" and the argument of the multivariate Gamma
function I'y, ((ma,« —n — 1) /2) becomes negative. To guarantee the positivity of the constant,
the condition I'y((ma. —n — 1)/2) > 0 is needed noticing that my. < my, < mg <
ma.q. A sufficient condition is that the n-th element of the multivariate gamma product
I'((mayx —n —1/2) is strictly positive, that is (mas« —n—1)/2+ (1 —n)/2 = (au(m + Tp +
p)—p—n—1+4+1-—n)/2 >0, or equivalently oy > o where a@ = (p + 2n)/my. Under this
condition C(ay) — 0T for oy — a™. Moreover, C(ay) — 1 for ap — 17

O

Proof of Proposition 5. i) Define:

Sy = [(i - 1> (CL+%)7ts, (z:L + §>_1] (A.39)



— <1 _1%) (Xp + 302713+ 5) (A.40)

ag

(L + 20 S — B (2L + B /o) = (1 (o — 1D))(ZL + X)) 718 (2L + Xi/ay) ™1, then the
BF can be written as
' } (A.41)

= ke(as) exp {—%tr {2;{1 (Y, — M) V™Y, — M*)/} } . (A.42)

and ry(ay) = (zL + f 5L + 54 7% = [Dal? [Sal 2. Since: (51 +5.)7" — (9p + S /o)t =

-1
(S +3)7 " = (EL + E—) (Y, — M) V=LY, — M)

Qi

1
H; = ki(ay) exp {—§tr

The assumptions (1/a; —1) > 0, X, > 0, ¥z > 0, X + X, > 0 imply the eigenvalues of ¥, + 3,
and of X1 + 3, /oy are greater than zero, and the product of the three matrices (X + E*)_l, Y,
XL+ %, /at)_1 has positive eigenvalues. Moreover the assumption ¥, 3, are symmetric and
positive definite implies ((1 — az) ™) (31 + 2,) 15, (31 + 2. /a;) "t is symmetric and has positive
eigenvalues, it is positive definite. Since the argument of the exponential function is negative, we
get an upper bound for H;:

Ht < K/t(Oét) (A43)

such that lim,, ,;- £ =1. From Th. 7.7 in Zhang (2011) it follows:
2

hI DN
XL+ 2 > L]+ 2] & EL+—‘ > 2]+ ‘— =Xl + — (A.44)
Qi Qi Oy
or equivalently
hI |24] 1
Sp+—| =¥+ 52— 8= 1) 5] >0 (A.45)
oy oy o
and Kk > 1 By Jacobi’s formula on the derivative of the matrix determinant

(Magnus and Neudecker, 1999), we obtain

>, |2
n‘EL+a_t

d pIN
8at/€t (Oét) = 5 T < .
’2L+E*’2 doy Ot
n E* -1 E* n E* -1
et (24 2) (22 = ket (24 22) m.|. (A4
i (5145 ()| =-grteon (504 3) - o

Note that <Z L+ %) > 0 and X, > 0, thus the trace of the product of positive matrices is

positive and g, k¢ (o) < 0 for every ay. In conclusion, we showed x; (ay) is a decreasing function
that goes to infinite when oy — 0T and goes to 1 when oy — 1.

ii) From its definition it trivially follows lim,, ,;- H¢(a;) = 1. Consider now the term inside
the trace and write:

S\ el e
<2L+—> =x;t-3;t
o7

-1

2\ -
Ezl+<a_t> ] T AR R AN

This term goes to zero as ay — 07, and the exponential in (A.42) has a bounded limit since the
other terms don’t depend by «a;. Furthermore, due to the:
by OétZL + E*
o7

EL—F—*
677

1
@
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We have:

n

2 1 n
= lim —5 X + 2,2 = 0. (A.49)
2

o —)0+ at

2k
lim EL + —
a;—0t (e

From (A.42) and (A.49) if follows that lim,, o+ H¢ (o) = o0.

iii) Let us define A = (Y; — M,) V=1 (V; — M*)/ and ky () = [Sp + Sy /|2 |81 + 54|72 then
the derivative of the BF is

1 ~ d d 1 -
aath (Oét) = exp {—itr |:E]_;IIA:| } Eﬁt(at) + /ﬁlt(at)d—at exXp {—itr [EQIA] } . (A50)

) —1
= <2L - —*) PN (A.51)
20[?|EL—|-E*|§ Qg

and since ¥ = (1/ax — 1)(Zp + S0)718.(SL + Zu/ar)™t = (1 — a4)Y, where we define
T= (S, +%) 'S, (S, +2,) 7", then we obtain

o { -y [0 -a0ra] b =ew {Ja s 0] } o [ra] + 0D L ra] )

From i) we know:

n

2
H‘EL—I-E—:

tr

80% Kt (at) =

doy Q;
- 1 173 1 ~ (Oét - 1) -1 d —1 5
= exp{ 2tr [ZH A(at)] } {2tr [TA} + 5 tr [(ZL + ) E*dat (Xp+%) Al p.
The derivative in the last line is:
d _ _ _
—— (T + 3 ' (@2 4+3) 7' (2 +32) 7 (A.52)
t

See Abadir and Magnus (2005) and Magnus and Neudecker (1999). Thus, we get the result:

-1
(&7

+
Qi

0o, Hy () = Ky () exp {—%tr [2;1121]} {—%tr

at)

%tr [qu + (1 _2 tr [TZ‘,L (S + 3,07 fl}} _

Ht (Oét) n E* -1 ~ 1 =
= trq—— (X2 +— S+ YA+ (1 —ay) Y2 (X + 30 Ay
2 (&% (677
O
Proof of Proposition 6. Note that from Prop. 4 the BF can be written as Hi(oy) =
W (oy)k1e(ay) kot (o) where the first term depend on Y; through YV
’\Il ‘mA’dfnfl ’\I, ‘m*,n,1 ‘\Ij ’atmdfnfl ‘\I/ ‘m*—nfl
Ad 2 * 2 Ad 2 " 2
¢(Oét) = 7md7n71 mAy*fnfl = 7;Ld7n71 atmg—p—n—1 (A53)
|\de| 2 |\IJA,*| 2 ‘\I/d‘ 2 ‘\I/A,*‘ 2
and the remaining two terms depend only on oy
n —n— * -1
k*kA’d np T, (md 2n 1) T, <mA, - n >
rir(on) = Foakn ;o Rar(on) = — T (A.54)
dkas Dy (5=t 1y (et )
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First, we prove that ®(a;) < 1 to find the upper bound to the BF and then study the properties of
the remaining terms to find the limits of the BF.

i) Define the positive definite matrix F = (M, — Y}) Y1 (M, —Y;) and write
ak, ke 4
\I/Ad = Oét\I/ +—5" = Oét\I/ \I’* E (A55)
’ Oétk‘*
Ty, = U, + L 0, (I, M _goip (A.56)
¢ e + 1 M '

and W4, = oyV,. Substituting in the expression of ®;(a;) their determinants

agmg—n—1

atmd n—1 n(agmg—n—1) agmg—n—1

(67 k’*

Yadl T = 2 b I+ —— =V 'E A57
| 4,4l o || N (A57)
k mdfnfl
mg—n—1 "”d n— L
Yal 2= A E A58
i 2 ko +1 7 ' (A.58)
agmg—pon—l nlagmg—p=n=1) agmg—p—n—1
AT = e T (A.59)
and using mq = m. + p yield
s agmgtms—mg—oymg+p %
a [P 2 I, + _atks -1
" Qrks+1 %
\I/(at) - md n—1
k* \I’ IE‘
k agmg—n—1 _mg-n=1
w O Ky 1 « _1
= o |t gV E I v lE . (A60
In the sense of positive definite matrices, the following inequality is satisfied:
ks _1 k. .
I+ ———V_ 'E<]I UIlE A.61
n+at/€*+l * "+k*+1 * ( )

since ay < 1, and ks / (ks +1) — ki / (ke +1) = k(o — 1) /((tks + 1) (ks +1)) < 0. From Th. 7.8
in Zhang (2011) on the relationship between determinants of positive definite matrices we obtain:
|In + vk (cuky + D)UTE| < |1, + ki / (ks + 1)V E| which implies

agmg—n—1 mg—n—1

2
< |I, + \I/*_IE‘ (A.62)

Oétk:* —1
I+ ——U 'F
nt ok, +1 *

k.
k.+1

since the arguments of the power functions are larger than one. For the first argument, this can be
proved using Th. 7.7 and 7.8 in Zhang (2011) and the positive definiteness:

atk*
atk* +1

ke
L+ — G B| > |L,| +
Oétk* +1

\I/*_lE‘ > 1. (A.63)

For the second argument, the same inequality for determinants can be used together with
armg+mn —1 > 0 and the assumption oy > a = (2n + p)/mgq. It follows that ®(coy) < 1 and
Hi(o) < kit(oy)kor(ay) and the upper bound k(o) = k1g(ay)kat (o) does not depends on Y; and
Y.
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We show now that r(ay) is monotone decreasing since kyi(ay) and kgt(cy) are monotone
decreasing. Regarding the first derivative of k(o)

np np_q
ok, +1 2 np oks +1 2 _9 1
Ooy | ————— =— | —F— — ke +1 0. A.64
t <Oét(k‘*+1)> 2 <Oét(k‘*—|-1)> ( (oM ( + ) ) < ( )

Regarding the first derivative of ko () consider the following preliminary results, which can be easily
proved using the properties of the multivariate function of order n (e.g., see Gupta and Nagar, 1999)

Mmaos—n—1 My + P Mas—n—1 " Mmas—n—1 1—1
Op, Iy | ——— = T : : A.65
T (A ) = T (A S S (A )

mag—n—1 My + mag—n—1 & mag—n—1 1—14

1=1

where 7, (a) is the multivariate digamma function of order n. Note that since mgq > ma . the
smallest argument of 7, in Eq. A.65-A.66 is (a¢(m« +p) —p—n —1+1—mn)/2 which is positive
for ay > a = (p+ 2n)/(ms« + p). The first derivative of kgt () becomes:

Pn (mAy*z—n—l)
80(15 Fn (mA,d;n—l)

* * _1 - _1
(m +p)Fn <mA, 2n >Fn (mAd 2n >

i1 1 i
> e ['Yn (mA' 2 — + %) —Tn (mA’dz — %)}

Oy k2(ag) =

(A.67)

Since ma,q4 > ma, and the y(a) function is an increasing function for a > 0 the differences of
gamma functions at the numerator are negative, provided oy > a. This means that d,,k2(caz) < 0.
Finally, the limits of x1¢(ay) as ay — 17 is 1, since k1¢(cy) is decreasing and the lower bound is

n

P np np
kikaa\ 2 k*(atk* + 1) z ok, +1 0\ 2
= : = ——" = ——— >1 A .68
wie(ar) <kdkA7*> <<k* " Darks e tD) = (4.68)

whereas r1;(a;) converges to (auk./(ay(ks« +1)))™/? that is larger than 1 if oy — a. We also get
rot(ay) — 1 as ap — 1, since myq = mg and my, = m,. For ay — a we get ra(ay) = +00
because I';,[(ma« —n —1)/2] = +oo for oy = a and my . < my < mg < my 4 for oy < 1.

In conclusion we get that k(a;) = Kit(ay)kai(ay) is the product of two functions monotone
decreasing, thus k(o) is monotone decreasing and k() — 0o as o — af and k(oy) — 1 as
a—17.

it) From its definition it trivially follows lim,, ,;- H;(a;) = 1. Regarding the second limit, note
that all terms at the numerator and denominator of Hy(cy) have bounded limit for ay — a, expect

for I, (m“‘f_n_l) which is unbounded since ma —n —1 = a¢(my +p) —p—n—1 — 0. Thus

Hi(ay) — oo for oy — a.
i11) We factorize out the terms that depend on ay and write H; as Hy(oy) = L(ajagas)/(b1b2bs),

My —N— mg—

1 np —np n—1 _
where L = |U|, ? k2T, (%M) k2 [Wa~ 2 T, (m*—2n—1) Lond

mA,dfnfl

np masx—n—1
ay = kszd;a2 =TI, <f ;a3 = \\I’A,d’ 2 ;
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mAY*fnfl

—n—1
TﬂLﬂ_{%@:WMJ ; (A.69)

np
blzkj,*§b2zrn< 5

The first derivative of H(oy) is: 0O, H(ay) = L(blbgbg)_2(<a/102a3+a1a,2(13—1—611(12(1;)) b1b2b3
- (b’lbgbg + b1bybs + bibaby ) arazaz) where

’ np np np np—2
a; = Oakjig=0Oa, (ki +1)2 = 71@,‘ (ks +1) (A.70)
/ magx—n—1 ai(me +p)—p—n—1
Aoy = aatFTL — | = aatrn t( p) P
2 2
(M + p)T mas—mn—1 Zn:w MAx — N —1
= m* —_— _—
P)ln 5 — 5
, mA7d7n71
a3 = Ooy|Vaa™ 7
mAd—nTl mag—n—1 mag—Nn—104, |Vay
= [Waal 2 [@xt <—> log |V 4,4l + — e [Vl
2 2 [P 4,4
with ¥(a) the digamma function and
mad—n—1 My + P
Do 2 T2
_ ke (M, — V) S71 (M, — V)
_ 1
O, [Waal = [Yaaltr ‘IJA@ (‘Ij* + (ks + 1)2
The remaining three terms have derivatives: bll:
/ np np np=2 np—
by = Oukp,=Onouk? = ?k*l@li - ?k* (k)™ (A.71)
/ maqg—mn—1 at(my+p)—p+p—n-—1
i = (g S [l
maqg—n—1 " mag—"n—1
= (m«+ply <f> Z;zb <f> (A.72)
1=
mp —n—1

bg’) = 80!1&‘\1114,*‘ E

maned c—n—1 =10, Vi
=" g, (A= T g w4 s =P T L0 WAl ]y oo
’ 2 ’ 2 ‘\I/A,*‘

where Oy, (Mmax —n —1)/2 = (my +p)/2 and Oy, YA« = |V a|tr (1’;&1@) = |U4.] ;! since

U4 = a; V.. In conclusion, the derivative of Hy(ay) is:

mAp —n—1 np <mA7d_n_]~

—2
Oy Hy(o) = L [\QA,*\’ > k2T, 5 )} (A|B) — A1 B)) (A.74)

where A = ajasas, Bj, = b1babs and their derivatives A1’, By’ are defined as:

np MAx — N — 1 mAydfnfl
Ay = k2w <f> L7V (A.75)
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np mag—mn—1 mAx N7l
Bi = k}Tn (%) Wy 2 (A.76)
All = (1,1(12&3 + ala;ag + 611612&;)

np np—2 mA,* - n— 1 MA,d*nfl
= kg T <f) Waa ™ 2+
np Mmax—n—1\ g~ (max—n—i madn
by )T (ALY S (AT g
i=1
np masx—n—1 mAd—nL
kial'n <f) |Waal ™ 2 :

My + mag—mn—1
{ 5 plog|\I/A7d| + A’d#tr

By = bybobs + bibybs + byboby

np _ _1 m ,*777,71 " . — _1
k2D, (M)WM A=l Km 2+p>log,%‘+% . (AT8)
’ [0

Proof of Corollary 4. Follows from some long but straightforward algebra from iv) of Prop. 5 O

Proof of Remark 5. From the BF in Eq. 17, assuming n = p = 1, ¥p = 02/p, ¥ = 02, V = 1,
M=mand Y =y = (y1,...,y—1) one obtains H(a;) > Hy for

o { (. = (e +T)(yr — mu)? } a(p+T+1)
202(p+ T+ 1) (app+ T+ 1) (o +T)+1

2
2 20°(p + T+ V(oo + v T + 1) lo {H O‘t((p+T+1)}, (A.79)

(e = m.) (D + 1) alp+T)+1

where m. = /(¢ +T)m+T/(¢+T)y, y=(y1 + ... +yr)/T and T =t — 1. The inequality is
satisfied for y1; < y; < yor there yj; are the solutions of the second order equation associated with
the above inequality. O

Proof of Proposition 7. i) Since Hy(on) < k¢(ay) it is sufficient to find a, b, @ and & such that
fol k(o) (oy)day < 0o. By multinomial theorem, it follows

n/2 1/2
Y1 4 By ay|"? _ P i B P
| Ig +E/|’tl|/2 =[SL ST e | =SS T Y dee [T e
b =0 k€K, j=0
1/2
_\P ik _
= |2 4 2,2 dekat =0 o < coy P2 (A.80)

kek
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with ¢; the j-th coefficient of the characteristic polynomial of X1+, k = (ko, ..., kp) a multi-index
with values in K,, = {k|ko + ... + k, = n} and

1/2

p
—-n n
CcC = |2L + E*| /2 Z dﬁ% 5 dn,k (ko kl kg >, H

keKn

We used the relationship >-%_, jk; = >°7_ >0 k; < 3°7_; 3_ k;j = pn, along with the condition
ay < 1, to derive the inequality here above. Thus we conclude

1 1
1 —pn/2 a— —_
/0 Ke(a)me(a)doy < c/o Bla, b) 7 / a1 — )’ ey < o0 (A.81)

for a—pn/2—1 > —1, that is a > pn/2, and b > 0. Under the integrability conditions given above,
the integral of the upper bound is

LIS+ 2. /a™? 1
: 1—a)
/0 |EL+E*|"/2 (a b) ( Oét) Qp =

! 2 - j " 1 1 b—1
= /0 a~ "2 1+ Zéja‘z -1 BlaD) af (1 — o)’ day

Jj=0

¢
I'(n/241) R RN 1 a—1 b—1
T DT/ = €+1)/ oy jgocjat—i—l B(a,b)at (1 —a)’ "dar (A.82)

with ¢; the j-th coefficient of the characteristic polynomial of 2212*, co = ¢ — 1, ¢ = ¢,
j=1,...,p, and where we used 0 < |, + A|/|I, + A| < |ewLp, + Al/(| L] + [Ip(1 — ) + A]) < 1
with A = 2_12*, and the generalized binomial formula. The above expression becomes

TL/2 + 1) _ 1 1 ll—n;l)/2+wk—1 b—1
Z Z T+ DT (n/2 -+ 1)‘Z£”‘f‘3’f/0 Bla,b) ™ (1—a)” da

ng

(=0 kek,
I'(n/2+1)B(a — np/2 + wy, b)
- Z 2 ducy . (A.83)
=0 keKo+1 L+ 1)I'(n/2 — £+ 1)B(a,b)

by multinomial theorem, with
P
RS )
o H €
j=0

ii) Since from Corollary 1 the normalizing constant is well defined for a; > (p + 2n)/mg it is
natural to assume in the general beta distribution a = (p + 2n)/mg. It follows from Prop. 6 the
BF Hy(a;) < W(ag)rie(ae)rar(oy), with U(ay) < 1, kig(ay) < (ake/(a(kye +1)))™/2. To show the
integrability it is sufficient to prove that [ ko;(a)m (a)dor < co. We need to show that

Mo —n— 1 T, ((mas—nTl
O 7 === RO

Note that we can write:

1 Pn (mAy*;n—l) 1 ﬂ_% H;LZIF (mAv*;n—l + 1%])
/ Srlandar = [~ 2 r(ar)day
a T, <mA,d2_n_ ) a 77 4 H?:lr (% 4 1%])
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_ 1H?:1P(atmd+pn_j> - 1.n B((Oétmd—n—j)/Q,E)
=/, H;P:ll“(%_"_j) W(at)dat—/a 11 0 2) (on)dow,  (A.85)

where the last line follows from the property: I' (¢ — d) T' (d) = B (¢,d) I'(¢). Given the upper bound
for the beta function, B(z,y) < xiy (e.g., see From and Ratnasingam, 2022, Th. 1.2)), we can write

— — 9 1 mg(at—a)+myga—n—j
B amg —n j’]_Q :/ ; alat—0)+mga ]_1(1—t)%_1dt
2 2 0

J=1

2
P [%(at —a) + maapnsl ]

1 m, mgoa—n—j
— / tTd(at—g)-l-d—fJ—l(l - t)%—ldt <
0

From the above inequality and using j < n and by Holder’s inequality

1T, <7m""*_" 1) n 4
I, (i< A N oy e e e Mt

1 n
p\ " 4
<I(= d
a <2> a Ep[md(at—a)+(mda—n—n)] (o) dev
-n norl-a (a—1) (1 _ ,\(—=1)
= (22) <é> il k) ~dx
2 p) Jo  B(l—a;a,b) (mex+p)
—n n l1—-a 1/7’ 1-a 1/1]
o (1) s0-sanr [ 2o 0] [ o]
2 P o i
" - 1/q
_ (P (4 B(l1—a;ra—r+1,gb—q+1)/" /1 o o
_F<2> <p> B(1— a;a,b) ; (mgx +p)~ " dx
:F<£>—n % "B(l—QH"CL—T—i-l,qb—q—l—l) (md(l—g)—i-p)_q”'i'l—p_q”‘i'l 1/q<C>o
2 P B(1—«a;a,b) ma(—qn + 1) )

Note that, since r and g are such that r—' + ¢~! = 1, the upper bound in the last line be minimize
in r after choosing ¢ =r/(1 —r). O

Proof of Corollary 2. From Remark 3 an upper bound of the BF is A;(a¢) = (au(p +t — 1) +

1)/(as(p+1))'/? and its integral is bounded since fo Ai(ag)day < fo oy 24y = 2 even if ay = 0
is not a continuity point for A;. By the change of variable A;(ay) = z we obtain

—2(p + )22 1 1
Ay(ay)d sdz=1-
/ t(aw)day = / (ot D)2 —(prt—1)2" /_oo(cp+t)22—(<,0+t—1)

\/W
. / G | (p+t—1) "
B <,0+t—1 (p+1) w2—1

log< (0 +1) —I-\/<,0+t—1)>
2\/(90+t—1)(90+t) Viet+t) —e+t-1))°

where the second line follows from integration by parts and the last line from the change of variable
w=z(p+1)"2/(p+t -1 O

dz

=1+
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Proof of Proposition 8. Let us define Ey = Y; — M,, then following the expression of BF given in i)
Prop. 5, the cdf of the BF is

Saal? 1 :
Fu,(hloy) =P (Hy < hlay) =P (% exp {——tr [EﬁlEtV_lEt}} < h]at>

‘Ed’ 2 2
1 , h
=P ——tr | E,VTLE =
<exp{ 2r[ u Er t}}</€t’at>
_P <tr [(2;11/2)Etv—1/2(v—1/2)/E;(2;;/2)'} > —2log (h/ky) \at) , (A.86)

where —log (h/k;) > 0 since hy < ry, and A2 denotes the Cholesky decomposition of A and
A~1/2 denotes its inverse. From Th. 2.3.10 in Gupta and Nagar (1999), the random matrix
W = (S5/*)E, V=2 follows the matrix normal Nj,,,(M, %, I,,) with M = (S;"/2)(M — M,)V /2
and ¥ = (21_11/ 2)221_{1/ . The product WW’ follows a non-central Wishart distribution
Wyn(X, L7 MM’) and following the results in Mathai (1980) and Pham-Gia et al. (2015) its trace
r = tr(WW’) is the weighted sum of non-central chi-square variables r = A\jrj +...+ A\prp, where r;
follows a non-central chi-square f, y7,; with non-centrality parameter Uj;, with Uj; being the element
j-th diagonal element of U = Q'S 'MM'Q = Q’(E%zi_l(M—M*)V_l)(M —M*)’E;Il/zQ, and Q
an orthogonal matrix such that Q'XQ = diag(A1,...,\,). Then Fp, (hlay) =1 — F.(—2log (h/k¢))
and from Kourouklis and Moschopoulos (1985) the density of H; is

Fr(loe) = 2" g(~210g (h/me); 2+ ,22) (A.87)
k=0

with support 0 < h < k¢, where 0 < A < oo is arbitrarily chosen, g(x;a,b) is the density of a gamma
distribution with shape and scale parameters a > 0 and b > 0, respectively, and the coefficients ¢y,
dp and fy, satisfy

o = exp(— Z HA/)\ —n/2f, dk:%21—)\/)\ ZK—(l—)\/)\/)

]:

hS]

+
e = k+1z‘7dfk+l k=012, with fo=1.

The cdf can be obtained by a change of variable argument as

n
Fy,(hlay) = / fr, (u|ay)d ch/ 71) + k,2)))du
2log h/m
np
= chu — G(=2log (/1) s = + k, 2V)), (A.88)
where G(x;a,b) is the cdf of the gamma density g(x;a,b). O

Proof of Corollary 3. In the univariate case, following the notation in Example 3, we set n = p = 1,
Y = 0’%, V =1and M = 0. From Prop. 8 one obtains r = A;r; where Ay = O'L/O'H and
Uir = (0 — my)?/ a% and r; follows a non-central chi-square f;, ,(z) with v = Uy1. Then it follows
Fu,(hlay) =1 — F.(=2log (h/kt)) = 1 — Fy 1y, (—2log (h/kt) 0% /02 ) with density

o2
Fr(hlar) =278 £, 1, (<210 (h/ke) 7% /3. (A59)
oL
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From Th. 1.3 in Andrés and Baricz (2008) the distribution of a noncentral chi-square with 1 degree

of freedom can be written as f,, ,(2) = exp(—(z +7)/2)(272)~'/2 cosh(,/7Z) for n = 1, and the cdf
of H; is

cosh(\/—2’y log(u/"it)U?{/U%)

du
\/—47T log(u/ki)o% /o2

h 0.2
Fi,(hlag) = /0 o expl(~(2log(u/m)o /o + /)

+o00 1
= exp(—(u? + 2 e u)du +
/Mg(h/wﬂ/gi xp(—(u? +7)/2) = exp(y/T)

+o0 1
exp(—(u® +7)/2) exp(—y/yu)du
/\/—QIOg(h/Ht)U%[/O—% \/ﬂ

=1- @(\/—210g(h//£t)0?{/0% —V7)+ <I>(—\/—210g(h//£t)0?{/0% —-V7), (A.90)

where v = (0 — m.)?/0? and ®(-) is the cdf of a standard normal distribution. O
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B Further Empirical Results
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Figure B.1: Macroeconomic dataset. Value of the BF Hy(«y) (solid black), the upper bound (o)
(solid red) at different dates. In all plots, the reference lines at 1 (---) and 1071/2 (--).
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Figure B.2: International trade dataset. Value of the BF Hy(ay) (solid black), the upper bound
r¢(az) (solid red) at different dates. In all plots, the reference lines at 1 (---) and 1071/2 (--).
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Figure B.3: Realized volatility network dataset. Value of the BF Hy(a;) (solid black), the upper
bound k¢ (ay) (solid red) at different dates. In all plots, the reference lines at 1 (---) and 10~1/2
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