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Time-varying GARCH-M models are commonly employed in econometrics
and financial economics. Yet the recursive nature of the conditional variance
makes exact likelihood analysis of these models computationally infeasible. This
paper outlines the issues and suggests to employ a Markov chain Monte Carlo
algorithm which allows the calculation of a classical estimator via the simulated
EM algorithm or a simulated Bayesian solution in only O(T") computational oper-
ations, where T is the sample size. Furthermore, the theoretical dynamic proper-
ties of a time-varying-parameter EGARCH(1,1)-M are derived. We discuss them
and apply the suggested Bayesian estimation to three major stock markets.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Time series data, emerging from diverse fields appear to possess time
varying second conditional moments. Furthermore, theoretical results seem
to postulate quite often, specific relationships between the second and first
conditional moment. For instance, in the stock market context, the first
conditional moment of stock market excess returns, given some information
set, is a possibly time-varying, function of volatility (see e.g. Merton [27];
Glosten, Jagannathan and Runkle [19]). These have led to modifications
and extensions of the initial ARCH model of Engle [11] and its generaliza-
tion by Bollerslev [5], giving rise to a plethora of dynamic heteroscedasticity
models. These models have been employed extensively to capture the time
variation in the conditional variance of economic series, in general, and of
financial time series, in particular (see Bollerslev et al. [6] for a survey).

LAddress of correspondence: Athens University of Economics and Business, De-
partment of International and European Economic Studies, 76 Patission Street, 10434,
Athens, Greece. Tel.: +302108203451. Fax: 4302108214122 // E-mail address: sany-
fantaki@aueb.gr (S.Anyfantaki), demos@aueb.gr (A.Demos)



Although the vast majority of the research in conditional heteroscedas-
ticity is being processed aiming the stylized facts of financial stock returns
and of economic time series in general, Arvanitis and Demos [3], have shown
that a family of time varying GARCH-M models can in fact be consistent
with the sample characteristics of time series describing the temporal evo-
lution of velocity changes of turbulent fluid and gas molecules. Despite the
fact that the latter statistical characteristics match in a considerable degree
their financial analogues (for example leptokurtosis, volatility clustering
and quasi long range dependence in the squares are common), there are
also significant differences in the behavior of the above mentioned physical
systems as opposed to financial markets (examples are the anticorrelation
effect and asymmetry of velocity changes in contrast to zero autocorrela-
tion and the leverage effect of financial returns) (see Barndorf -Nielsen and
Shephard [4]; as well as Mantegna and Stanley [25] and [26]). It was shown
that the above mentioned family of models can even create anticorrelation
as far as an AR(1) time varying parameter process is introduced.

It is clear that from an econometric viewpoint it is important to study
how to efficiently estimate models with partially unobserved GARCH processes.
In this context, our main contribution is to show how to employ the method
proposed in Fiorentini, Sentana and Shephard [13] to achieve MCMC like-
lihood based estimation of a time-varying GARCH-M model by means of
feasible O (T") algorithms, where 7' is the sample size. The crucial idea is
to transform the GARCH model in a first order Markov model. However,
in our model the error term enters the in-mean equation multiplicatively
and not additively as it does in the latent factor models of Fiorentini et
al. [13]. Thus, we show that their method applies to more complicated
models, as well.

We prefer to employ an EGARCH specification (Nelson [30]) for the
conditional variance. One common stylized fact in financial economics is
the leverage effect, i.e. the fact that negative shocks often increase volatility
to a greater extent than positive shocks. Furthermore, the EGARCH model
does need positivity constraints, i.e. the conditional variance is positive
with probability 1 for all values of the parameter space. This is not the
case with most GARCH type models. Finally, the choice of the first-order
model here is motivated by the fact that it is the most widely applied
exponential GARCH model.

Moreover, many theories in finance involve an explicit trade-off between
risk and expected returns. For that matter, we employ an in mean model
which is ideally suited to handling such questions in a time series context
where the conditional variance may be time varying. However, a number
of studies question the existence of a positive mean/variance ratio directly
challenging the mean/variance paradigm. In Glosten et al. [19] when they
explicitly include the nominal risk free rate in the conditioning information
set they obtain a negative ARCH-M parameter. For the above, we allow
the conditional variance to affect the mean with a possibly time varying



coefficient which we assume for simplicity that follows an AR(1) process.
Thus, our model is a Time-Varying Parameter AR(1) EGARCH-M model
(TVPAR(1)-EGARCH(1,1)-M).

As we shall see in Section 2.1 this model is able to capture the, so called,
stylized facts of excess stock returns. These are i) the sample mean is
positive and much smaller than the standard deviation, i.e. high coefficient
of variation, ii) the autocorrelations of excess returns are insignificant with
a possible exception of the 1% one, iii) the distribution of returns is non-
normal mainly due to excess kurtosis and maybe asymmetry (negative), iv)
there is strong volatility clustering, i.e. significant positive autocorrelation
of squared returns even for high lags, and v) the so called leverage effect,
i.e. negative errors increase future volatility more than positive ones of the
same size.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we present the
model and derive the theoretical properties of our model. Next, we re-
view Bayesian and classical likelihood approaches to inference for the time-
varying EGARCH-M model. We show that the key task (in both cases) is
to be able to produce consistent simulators and that the estimation problem
arises from the existence of two unobserved processes, causing exact likeli-
hood based estimations computationally infeasible. Hence, we demonstrate
that the method proposed by Fiorentini et al. [13] is needed to achieve a
first order Markov transformation of the model and thus, reducing the com-
putations from O (T?) to O (T). An illustrative empirical application on
weekly returns from three major stock markets is presented in Section 4
and we conclude in Section 5.

2. THE MODEL

The definition of our model is:

DEFINITION 1. The TVPAR(1)-EGARCH(1,1)-M model is:
Tt = 6tht + Et, Et = Zthi/z (1)
(2)

(St = (1*()0)54’(,051‘_14*()0“1& 2
Inh; =a+Blnhi_1 +v2zi—1 + 0 |zi-1] (3)
2zt ~i.4.d.N(0,1), w; «i.i.d.N(0,1) and uy, 2 independent for all t's
(4)
and where {rt}thl are the observed excess returns, T' is the sample size,
{5t}tT:1 is an unobserved AR(1) process independent (with §p = ¢) of {5t}tT:1,
and {ht}tT:1 is the conditional variance (with hy equal to the unconditional
variance and g = 0) which is supposed to follow a EGARCH(1,1). It is
obvious that d; is the market price of risk (see e.g. Merton [27]; Glosten at
al. [19]). Let us call F;_; the sequence of natural filtrations generated by
the past values of {e;} and {r}.



Modelling the theoretical properties of this model has been quite an
important issue. Specifically, it would be interesting to investigate whether
this model can accommodate the main stylized facts of the financial mar-
kets. On other hand, the estimation of the model requires its transforma-
tion into a first-order Markov model to implement the method of Fiorentini
et al. [13]. Let us start with the theoretical properties.

3. THEORETICAL PROPERTIES

The theoretical properties of a model nesting the one under considera-
tion have been already studied in Demos [9]. Here we will just present his
results modified for our case, i.e. here we have that his stochastic volatility,
¢,), is 0 and his 0; = B

Provided that |8 < 1 we can invert the conditional variance equation
as:

In(h:) = Ozo—|—z B f (zt—1-i), where ag =

i=0

@
o and f () =72+ .

Assuming normality and |5 < 1 we get the second order and strict
stationarity of {e;} and we can state the following proposition (for a proof
see Demos [9], and He, Terasvirta and Malmsten [22]).

PROPOSITION 1. For z; v« i.i.d.N(0,1) and |B| < 1 we have that:
OOU[ht, ht—k] = exp ([20[0)
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where
exp (M) (3 + )/3 0")
(3 +

Finally,

Cov[e2,e2 ] = Covlhe, he_i] + B*E (hyhy_y,)

Bk_lg*Qq)(ﬁk_la*) exp (,82]“729*2
+5k 1 *2q)(6k 1 *)exp <ﬂ2k 27*2)
Furthermore, we have the following result (for a proof see Demos [9]).

THEOREM 1. Under the assumptions in equation 4 and for |5 < 1 and
lp] < 1, we have that v, = Cov(ry, re—) is a quadratic function in §:

Y, = 8°Cov(he, hei) + OB (luei—i) + o < ‘/":D E (hthy_)

It is obvious that provided that there is no time variation in ¢, if
E (higt—k) is zero, as in the GARCH-M model of Engle et al. [12], then the
k-order autocovariance of the series has the sign of the autocovariance of
the conditional variance, irrespective of the value of 4. On the other hand,
for the first order EGARCH model, it is clear that the sign of F (hte;—y,) de-
pends on the relative values of 3, 6%, and ~*. However, notice that under
the assumptions of volatility clustering, leverage and asymmetry effects,
ie. $>0,0>0and vy <0, wehavethat’y > 6" and v* > 0. Hence
0% exp (&> B(B10*) — v* exp ((67> (B 1y*) < 0 as the
exponential and the cumulative dlstributlon functions are non-decreasing.
Consequently, E (hiet—y) is negative for any k.

Ideally, one would like to employ a model which can be compatible with
either negative or positive mean autocorrelations, and potentially different
from the sign of the autocorrelation of the conditional variance. As an
example, consider the volatility clustering observed in financial data. This
implies that at least the first order autocorrelation of the returns’ condi-
tional variance is positive. However, there are theoretical arguments which
support a positive autocorrelation of short horizon stock returns, whereas
long horizon ones are negatively autocorrelated (see Poterba and Summers,
1988 [32]).

Let us now turn to higher moments since for the dynamic asymmetry we
also need the covariance of squares-levels and levels-squares. Appropriate
modifications of Theorem 2 in Demos [9] give the following results.
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THEOREM 2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, the covariance of
squares-levels and levels-squares is given by:

-1

Cov (r2,re 1) = 250’“51?:0 (h#hu-i) + 0Cov (s b)) + B (et 3) DIy (102,

: -1
Pu
+ (1 — 2 + 52> {5001} (hf7 ht—k) (h2h1/2> D;(CQ)l (Tf)l) }

and

Cov(ry,mi_)) = ( 5 + 52) §Cov (he, hi_})

1 — 2
—1
45 [fﬁj(hthtk)lw;”1 (T}j}l) + Cov (ht,htk)}

v2 (4 7) B (ra2) DY, (100)

respectively, where D,(:_)l and T;f_)l are provided in the following Proposi-
tion.

Setting ¢,, = 0 and 0; = " in Proposition 1 and 2 of Demos [9] we get.

PROPOSITION 2.

-1
E (i) = exp(s +d)ao) oA L B (hihi e i) = B (B D, (X))
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and

2 = T [o (4627 e (1527) s (5427 o (-2

; (s) _
with A(,l) =1.

Notice that for a time-invariant EGARCH model, i.e. when ¢, =
0 for all ts, we have that Cov(ry,r?_,) = 0 whereas Cov (rf,ri—x) =

-1
FE (hthﬂzk) Dlilll (Tél_)l) 2 0 unless § = 0. On the other hand, if § =0

but §; is time varying, Cov(ry,72_,) and Cov (r7,7¢_;) can be nonzero
and thus, we do not need the asymmetric EGARCH effect to get dynamic
asymmetry, even under the assumption of symmetric distribution of the
errors (normality). Furthermore, for large values of §, then Corr (rt, r? k)
and Corr (r},7,_y) behave like Corr (hy,h?_,) and Corr (h?, hy_y), re-
spectively.

Moreover, we also have the covariance of squares which is stated in the
theorem below (for a proof see Demos [9)]).

THEOREM 3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, the autocovariance
of squares is:

k, 2 k, 2
Cov (r2ur2s) = T4 |0+ 28| B 120 ) + B2 () Cou (12.12,)

1
1B () {C’ov (e + Cou (2. hei) + B (k2he) B, (T2)) }

2 k, 2 —1
+ [E (9) + 15 ig} oF (n2ny5) D, (T2)  + Cov (b hus)

+ 268 (nih3) D2y + B (heha i) LY (T;(ffl)il

Again for large values of 6%, Corr (rZ,r?_,) behaves like Corr (h?, h7_,).

Finally, the skewness and kurtosis are now stated (for a proof see Demos
[9])-

THEOREM 4. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, the third and fourth
central moments of {r;} are :

Elr—E@)’ =0 (62 + 13“"@) (B (h}) — B (h3) E (h)] +6Var (k) [3 — 262E (hy)]



and

Elre—E@r)]" = §*[E(h}) —4E (h}) E (hy) + 6E (h?) E? (hy) — 3E* (hy)]
683 “0’2;2 B (h}) = 2B (h}) E (he) + E (1) B* ()]
+37 ‘P%PQ : wiwzg (h{) +2E (hf)] +3E (h?)

+66% [E (h}) — 2E (h?) E (h) + E® (hy)]

First, notice that if § = 0, E [r, — E ()]® = 0. As mentioned in Demos
|E[’l‘t*E(’l‘t)]3‘ .
Var(rP2 > 5 4

E(ht) E(ht) )
2E(h?)’ '\ 2E(h?)

sk, is an increasing function in 4. Although unconditional asymmetry is not
observed in stock market data, this is not the case for exchange rates (see
Gallant et al., 1997 [14]) and turbulence datasets (see Barndorff-Nielsen
Elri—E(r)]*

Var2(ry)
increasing function in ¢? and 2. However notice that in this case sk, is
Z€ero.

Let us turn our attention to the estimation of our model. We will
show that estimating our model is a hard task and the use of well-known
methods such as the EM-algorithm cannot handle the problem due to the
huge computational load that such methods require.

[9] the absolute value of the skewness of {r:}, |sk,| =

decreasing function of p2 and ¢?, whereas for § € (—

[4]). Furthermore, for § = 0 the kurtosis of ry, k, = , is an

4. LIKELIHOOD-INFERENCE: EM AND BAYESIAN APPROACHES

The purpose of this section is the estimation of a TVPAR(1)-EGARCH(1,1)-
M model. Since our model involves two unobserved components (one from
the time-varying in mean parameter and one from the error term) the es-
timation method required is an EM and more specifically a simulated EM
(SEM) because of the fact that the expectation terms at the E-step cannot
be computed. The main modern way of carrying out likelihood inference
in such situations is via a Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm
(see Chib [8] for an extensive review). This simulation procedure can be
used either to carry out Bayesian inference or to classically estimate the
parameters by means of a simulated EM algorithm.

The idea behind the MCMC methods is that in order to sample a given
probability distribution, that is referred to as the target distribution, a
suitable Markov chain is constructed (using a Metropolis-Hasting (M-H)
algorithm or a Gibbs-sampling method) with the property that its limit-
ing, invariant distribution is the target distribution. In most problems,
the target distribution is absolutely continuous and as a result the the-
ory of MCMC methods is based on that of Markov chains on continuous
state spaces (Meyn and Tweedie [29]). This means that by simulating the



Markov chain a large number of times and recording its values a sample of
(correlated) draws from the target distribution can be obtained. It should
be noted that Markov chain samplers are invariant by construction and
therefore the existence of the invariant distribution does not have to be
checked in any particular application of MCMC method.

The Metropolis-Hasting algorithm (M-H) is a general MCMC method
to produce sample variates from a given multivariate distribution. It is
based on a candidate generating density that is used to supply a proposal
value that is accepted with probability given as the ratio of the target den-
sity times the ratio of the proposal density. There are a number of choices
of the proposal density (e.g. random walk M-H chain, independence M-
H chain, tailored M-H chain) and the components may be revised either
in one block or in several blocks. Another MCMC method, which is spe-
cial case of the multiple block M-H method with acceptance rate always
equal to one, is called the Gibbs sampling method and was brought into
statistical prominence by Gelfand and Smith [15]. In this algorithm the
parameters are grouped into blocks and each block is sampled according

to the full conditional distribution denoted as m ((bt/(b/t). By Bayes’ the-

orem we have 7 ((bt/(b/t) o (qbt(b/t), the joint distribution of all blocks

and so full conditional distributions are usually quite simply derived. One
cycle of the Gibbs sampling algorithm is completed by simulating {¢,}}_,
where p is the number of blocks, from the full conditional distributions,
recursively updating the conditioning variables as one moves through each
distribution. Under some general conditions, it is verified that the Markov
chain generated by the M-H or the Gibbs sampling algorithm converges to
the target density as the number of iterations becomes large.

Within the Bayesian framework MCMC methods have proved very pop-
ular and the posterior distribution of the parameters is the target density
(see Tierney [38]). Another application of the MCMC is the analysis of
hidden Markov models where the approach relies on augmenting the pa-
rameter space to include the unobserved states and simulate the target
distribution via the conditional distributions (this procedure is called data
augmentation and was pioneered by Tanner and Wong [37]). Kim, Shep-
hard and Chib [24] discuss a MCMC algorithm of the Stochastic Volatility
(SV) model which is an example of a state space model in which the state
variable h; (log-volatility) appears non-linearly in the observation equa-
tion. The idea is to approximate the model by a conditionally Gaussian
state space model with the introduction of multinomial random variables
that follow a seven-point discrete distribution.

The analysis of a time-varying EGARCH-M model becomes substan-
tially complicated since the log-likelihood of the observed variables can
no longer be written in closed form. In this paper, we focus on both the
Bayesian and the classical estimation of the model. Unfortunately, the
non-Markovian nature of the GARCH process implies that each time we



simulate one error we implicitly change all future conditional variances.
As pointed out by Shephard [35], a regrettable consequence of this path-
dependence in volatility is that standard MCMC algorithms will evolve in
O (T?) computational load (see Giakoumatos, Dellaportas and Politis [18]).
Since this cost has to be borne for each parameter value, such procedures
are generally infeasible for large financial datasets that we see in practice.

4.1. Estimation problem: Simulated EM algorithm

As mentioned above the estimation problem is that we cannot write
down the likelihood function in closed form since we do not observe both
g¢ and d;. More specifically the conditional log-likelihood function of our
model assuming that §; were observed would be the following;:

E(ra6|¢a fO) = lnp (I‘|(5,¢),f0) + lnp((s‘d),f())
T

1o 1 (&)
Z Z t
= —T1n2ﬂ'_§t=1lnht—§ ht

t=1

S —6(1—)—pd_1)°
}:( (1—p) —pdi—1)

2
- 5

T
T 1
2 (o) - 2 t=

where r = (r1,..,77)", 8 = (01,...,07) and h = (hq, ..., h7)".

However, the ;s are unobserved and thus, to classically estimate the
model, we have to rely on an EM algorithm (Dempster, Laird and Rudin
[10]) to obtain estimates as close to the optimum as desired. At each
iteration the EM algorithm obtains ¢("+1) ,where ¢ is the parameter vector,
by maximizing the expectation of the log-likelihood conditional on the data
and the current parameter values i.e. FE (K ()]r, ¢(n), .7:0) with respect to
¢ keeping ¢\™ fixed.

The E-step thus requires the expectation of the complete log-likelihood.
For our model this is given by:

T
E (4() |I‘,¢(n),]-"0> = —TIn2m— glngoi - %ZE (lnht|r,¢)("),.7:0>
t=1

E @h- d)(n) F
ht ) /0

Z5(1—0) — wd,_1)?
E<(5t é( @ﬁ) ©or—1) |r,¢(n)’]_-0>

M=

1
2
t

1

ol
M=

t

1

It is obvious that we cannot compute such quantities. For that matter,
we may rely on a simulated EM where the expectation terms are replaced

10



by averages over simulations and so we will have a SEM or a simulated
score. The SEM log-likelihood is:

T 11 A, ()
— 2 %
SEM{ = —T1n2w—§ln¢u—§M;;mht
MoT (D ? 2\ 52
11 3 ! T(1-¢%)6
2M i=1 t=1 th) 2 8012“
M T 2 M T
11 1 2, (1=¢?)d 1 (@)
“aar o () e
u i=1 t=1 w i=1 t=1
M T M T
e 1 o) | 1—p)pd 1 i
sy DD DU LR Sl DWW
Pu i=1 t=1 u i=1 t=1
§02 1 M T @)
o737 22 (9h)
u =1 t=1

Consequently, we need to obtain the following quantities: i Zf\il Zle In hE

()2 )
M T € M T (i) M T (@ M T  (3) ¢(4)
ﬁ Zi:l t=1 (f:i)) ) ﬁ Zi:l Zt=1 5ztz ’ ﬁ Zi:l Zt:l O¢_1, ﬁ Zz‘:l Zt:l 5tZ 5th1

N2 .
and 7 Zf\il Z;‘ll (6,@) ) A7 Zi\il Z;‘;l 5752(7?, where M is the number of
simulations.

Thus, to classically estimate our model by using a SEM algorithm the
basic problem is to sample from h|¢,r, Fo where ¢ is the vector of the
unknown parameters and also sample from §|¢,r, Fo.

In terms of identification, the model is not, up to second moment, iden-
tified (see Corollary 1 in Sentana and Fiorentini [34]). The reason is that
we can transfer unconditional variance from the error, €, to the price of
risk, d;, and vice versa. One possible solution is to fix « such that E (h;)
is 1, or to set ¢, to a specific value. In fact in an earlier version of the
paper we fixed ¢, to be 1 (see Anyfantaki and Demos [1]). Nevertheless,
from a Bayesian viewpoint the lack of identification is not too much of a
problem, as the parameters are identified through their proper priors (see
Poirier [31]).

Next, we will exploit the Bayesian estimation of the model and since
we need to resort to simulations we will show that the key task is again to
simulate from d|¢, r, Fo.

4.2. Simulation based Bayesian inference

In our problem the key issue is that the likelihood function of the sample
p (r|¢, Fo) is intractable which precludes the direct analysis of the posterior
density p (¢|r, Fo). This problem may be overcome by focusing instead on

11



the posterior density of the model using Bayes’ rule:

p(¢,8[r) acp(9,0) p(r|,0) < p(¢)p(8|p)p(r|o,d)

o= (8,0,02,0,8,7,0)

“5@=JIPQM&%¢$=IIV%W2WP(X@—5“—Q—¢@4>)

On the other hand,

mwazﬁmww}awzﬁlemGﬁ)
s S L orn, 2%,

is the full information likelihood. Once we have the posterior density we
get the parameters’ marginal posterior density by integrating the posterior
density. MCMC is one way of numerical integration.

The Hammersley-Clifford Theorem [20] says that a joint distribution
can be characterized by its complete conditional distribution. Hence, given

initial values {6t}(0) . Vwe draw {575}(1) from p ({(5t}(1) |r, (b(o)) and then

oY from p (¢(1)| {5,5}(1) ,r). Iterating these steps we finally get ({6t}(i) ,gb(i))
and under mild conditions it is shown that the distribution of the sequence
converges to the joint posterior distribution p (¢, d|r) .

The above simulation procedure may be carried out by first dividing
parameters into two blocks:

M
%

=1

¢1 = (5a ®, 903)

¢2 = (OL,,B,’Y,Q)

Then the algorithm is described as follows.
(1) Initialize ¢
(2) Draw from p (0¢|0z¢, 1, ¢)
(3) Draw from p (¢|d,r) in the following blocks:
(i)Draw from p (¢,|d,r) using Gibbs sampling. This is update in
one block.
(ii)Draw from p (¢,|r) by M-H. This is updated in a second block.
(4) Go to (2)
We review the implementation of each step.

12



4.2.1.  Gibbs-Sampling

The task of simulating from an AR model has been already discussed.
Here, we will follow the approach of Chib [8] but we do not have any MA
terms which makes inference simpler.

Suppose that the prior distribution of (5, 2, <p) is given by:

p(0,02.0) =p (8lel) p () p(9)

which means that d, o2 is a priory independent of .
Also the following holds for the prior distributions of the parameter
subvector ¢:

p(6162) ~ N (80,0203, ) -

2 Y do
p(¥2) IG<272>
and
P(@)NN<S007U?%) I,

where I, ensures that ¢ lies outside the unit circle, IG is the inverted
gamma distribution and the hyperparameters vy, do, dpr, aﬁm, Yo, U?% have
to be defined.

Now, the joint posterior is proportional to

) 1 (6= (1= )6 — i)
p ((57 S&7 So’ulr7 6) X tl;[l \/m exp 2@3

vy do
XN (§pr,<pia(2gm) x IG (2,2> x N (900’0?00) I,.

From a Bayesian viewpoint the right hand side of the above equation is
equal to the "augmented" prior, i.e. the prior augmented by the latent §.
We proceed to the generation of these parameters..

First we see how to generate d. Following again Chib [7] we may write:

6: = 6t - (10615*1’ 5:|‘7:t*1 ~ N ((1 - @) 5a 903)
or otherwise,
=01-9)d+v, v~N(0,¢2).

Under the above and using Chib’s [7] notation we have that the proposal
distribution is the following Gaussian distribution (see Chib [7] for a proof).

PRrROPOSITION 3. The proposal distribution of 6 is:
616,662 ~ N (3,255 )
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where

and

-1
~ 1 2
U§:<U§+(1—<P)>

Hence, the generation of § is completed and we may turn on the gener-
ation of the other parameters.

Generation of 2  For the generation of ¢? and using Chib’s [7] nota-
tion we have that:

PROPOSITION 4. The proposal distribution of ¢? is

T—vy do+Q+d
2 2

218.6,0 ~ IG (

where
T

Q=(—06)052, and d=Y [6; —5(1—¢).

t=2
Finally, we turn on the generation of ¢.

Generation of ¢ For the generation of ¢ we follow again Chib [7] and
write:

Se=1—9)d—@si_1+v,, v ~N(0,¢2)
We may now state the following Proposition (see Chib [7] for a proof).

PROPOSITION 5. The proposal distribution of ¢ is:
~ ~2
©*16,0, 07 ~ N (%cf@)

where

T
=5, (0;02% + 0,2 (61— 08) (5 — 5))

t=1

and
T
S P D I USEE
t=1
The Gibbs-sampling scheme has been completed and the next step of the

algorithm requires the generation of the conditional variance parameters via
a M-H algorithm which is now presented.
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4.2.2.  Metropolis-Hasting

Step(3)(ii) is the task of simulating from the posterior of the parameters
of a EGARCH-M process. This has been already addressed by Vrontos et
al. [39]. We could use a simple M-H algorithm where each parameter is
updated one at a time (single-component update) by using independent
Metropolis steps where a random walk chain is adopted with an increment
normal density. However, as Vrontos et al. [39] mention the efficiency of the
algorithm may improved if we simultaneously sample a chosen subvector of
the parameter vector using multivariate Metropolis steps (simultaneously
update). According to their method one should first estimate the sample
covariance matrix 3 of the correlated elements of the subvector from an
initial explanatory run (e.g. random walk chain) and then update using
a multivariate normal proposal density N (u",¢X) where pu” denotes the
vector at the rth iteration and ¢ is a constant to tune the acceptance
rate. Also it would be better to transform the subvector to take values on
(—00, 400).

To illustrate we suppose that first we adopt the random-walk MH as our
initial explanatory run. Thus, suppose that we have the general parameter
subvector 6. Then the random walk MH requires the following two steps:

Step 1: At iteration j, generate a point ™ from the random walk kernel,
0* = 0V~ 4 e~ N(0,Q) where 0V~ is the (j — 1)th MCMC iterate of
0.

Step 2: Accept 6* as 0 with probability 7 = min (1, f0"/f (0[%11))

We select 2 to be a diagonal matrix, whose elements are tuned by
monitoring the MH acceptance rate to lie between 25% and 50%, as in
Gelfand et al. [16]. The function f is the conditional posterior density.

Now, using these iterations the sample covariance matrix 3 is found.
We then update simultaneously the elements of the subvector using a mul-
tivariate normal proposal density N (u”, cX).

Step 1: At iteration 4, generate a point 0** from the multivariate nor-
mal proposal density N (;ﬁ"l,CE) where p'~1 denotes the vector at the
(¢ — 1)th iteration and c is a constant to tune the acceptance rate.

*x i—1

Step 2: Accept 6** as 01" with probability 7 = min <1, WW)

Where g (0) o exp (—% O —p)" (=) (6- p,)) is the Gaussian pro-
posal density.

The advantage of using ¥ in the MH algorithm is that the posterior
correlations among the elements of # can be accounted for, increasing the
efficiency of the Markov chain and thus speeding up convergence.

For the parameters of the EGARCH model we use U (—1, 1) prior for
B and normal priors for the other parameters «,~v,d as N (0,10). These
priors are practically noninformative.

The algorithm described above is a special case of a MCMC algorithm,
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which converges as it iterates, to draws from the required density p (¢, |r).
Posterior moments and marginal densities can be estimated (simulation
consistently) by averaging the relevant function of interest over the sample
variates. The posterior mean of ¢ is simply estimated by the sample mean
of the simulated ¢ values. These estimated values can be made arbitrarily
accurate by increasing the simulation sample size. However, it should be
remembered that sample variates from a MCMC algorithm are a high di-
mensional (correlated) sample from the target density and sometimes the
serial correlation can be quite high for badly behaved algorithms.

All that remains therefore is Step (2). Thus, from the above it is seen
that the main task is again as with the classical estimation of the model,
to simulate from d|¢, r, Fo.

4.2.3.  MCMC Simulation of €|¢,r, Fo

For a given set of parameter values and initial conditions it is generally
simpler to simulate {e;} for t = 1,...,T and then compute {5t}tT=1 than to
simulate {5,5}th1 directly. For that matter, we concentrate on simulators
of g; given r and ¢. We set the mean and the variance of £y equal to
their unconditional values and given that h; is a sufficient statistic for
Fi_1and the unconditional variance is a deterministic function of ¢, Fy
can be eliminated from the information set without any information loss.

Now sampling from p (e|r, ¢) x p(r|e, @) p(e|p) is feasible by using a
M-H algorithm where we update each time only one ¢, leaving all the other
unchanged (Shephard, [35]). In particular, let us write the n”* iteration of a
Markov chain as €. Then we generate a potential new value of the Markov

chain €™ by proposing from some candidate density g (5t|a<bt, r, qS) where

6<Lt = {571”1, e 6?:'_11, BTN 652} which we accept with probability
. p (Egleﬂ)|57\llt7 I., ¢) g (Egleﬂ)|57\llt7 I., ¢)
min |1,
p (<21t v, ) g (srletr,0)
If it is accepted then we set ef'™' = &P and otherwise we keep

sfH = ¢}. Although the proposal is much better since it is only in a

single dimension, each time we consider modifying a single error we have
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to compute:

) (gnew|€\t, 7¢) _ P (Tt‘ggww’ h?ew,t7 ¢) P (E?ew|h?ew,t’ ¢) p (Tt|h?’t, ¢)
D (5?|€’\‘t, r, ¢> D (Tt|h?ew’t, 925) D (Tt|5?a hit, 625) p (E?W‘h?’t’ ¢)

H p(rslel, B2t @) p (eL|h2™t, @) p (rs|h ", @)
oorrn D (relh8< 0) p (rolen, S, ¢) p (e2]hS ", ¢)
p (relepew, byt ) p (epev Ry, ¢)

p (relef, b, ) p (7w |hy, 9)
H p(rsle?, Rt @) p (2| At @)
s—=t+1 T9|5 h?’t,gb)p(sg|h?’t,¢)

where for s=¢t+1,..,T

new,t __ new _n—+1 n+1
prewt — )

n n
V (eslel 1,60 g, et €7, 6001, . €]
n,t __ n n n+1 n+1
h‘s - V(58|557175572>' Et+17‘€t75t 12961 )

while
new,t __ 1n,t
ht - ht 7

Nevertheless, each time we revise one €; we have also to revise T — ¢t
conditional variances because of the recursive nature of the GARCH model
which makes h2¢%:* depend upon e}“* for s =t + 1,..,7. And since ¢t =
1,..,T it is obvious that we need to calculate T2 normal densities and so
this algorithm is O (TQ). And this should be done for every ¢. To avoid
this huge computational load we show how to use the method proposed by
Fiorentini et al. [13] and so do MCMC with only O (T') calculations. The
method is described in the following subsection.

4.3. Estimation method proposed: Classical and Bayesian
estimation

The method proposed by Fiorentini et al. [13] is to transform the
GARCH model into a first order Markov model and so do MCMC with
only O (T) calculations.

Following their transformation we augment the state vector with the
variables h;y1 and then sample the joint Markov process {hit1,s:}|r, ¢ €
Fi where

st = sign (zt)
so that s; = +1 with probability one. The mapping is one-to-one and has
no singularities. More specifically if we know {h;11} and ¢ then we know

the value of
h’lht+1 - — ﬂh’lht

==,
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where we have v + 0 for positive z; and v — 6 for negative z;.

Hence the additional knowledge of the signs of z; would reveal the entire
path of {z;} so long as hg (which equals the unconditional value in our case)
is known and thus we may now reveal also the unobserved random variable

{6e}r o, {hesa}-
Now we have to sample from:

T
p {5, huga} I, ) o [ 2 (selhugas b, @) p (hasa|se, b, @) p (el se, ey haga, )
=1

where the second and the third term come from the model and the first
comes from the fact that z:|F;—1 ~ N (0,1) but z¢|{het1},Fi—1 takes
values:

- lnht_,_l *O[*ﬂhlht

#t ==
where again we have v 4 0 for positive z; and « — 6 for negative z;.
Although, we alter the volatility process when we flip from s; = —1

to s = 1 (implying that the signs cause the volatility process) and also
we alter z;, as it will become obvious below we do not have to simulate
the signs but only for ¢ = T. Hence, we may ignore this and simulate
first {h¢11}|r, ¢ and then simulate {s;}|{h¢t1},1,¢. The second step is
a Gibbs sampling scheme whose acceptance rate is always one and also
conditional on {hy1},r,¢ the elements of {s;} are independent which
further simplifies the calculations. We prefer to review first the Gibbs
sampling scheme and then the simulation of the conditional variance.

4.8.1.  Simulations of {s¢}|{hts1},7, ¢

First, we see how to sample from {s:}|{ht1+1},r,¢. To obtain the re-
quired conditionally Bernoulli distribution we establish first some notation.
We have the following (see Appendix A):

Inhiyp1—a—pBInh Inhip1—a—pBInh
1 T T Bty N T Bt
Ct = 2] ®

where

1—¢?) (ry — 6h 2h
( 2 ) ( t t) /Utlrt’ht = Var (ZtITt’h/t) — Ol

Srene = B (alre, he) = , L
| B2 (@20 +1 - ¢?) ke +1— 2

Using the above notation, we see that the probability of drawing s; = 1

conditional on {h;1} is equal to the probability of drawing z; = W
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conditional on h;1, he, ¢, ¢, which is given by:

- lnht+1 *Oé*ﬂlnht

N 10 |ht+1ahta7"t7§0>

p (st = 1 {hty1},m @) = p<zt

Inhit1—a—pFInh,
o 1 © ~+06 - zt‘rv‘vht
Ct/Vt|rs,hy v Vt|re e

Similarly for the probability of drawing s; = —1. Both these quantities
are easy to compute e.g.

Inhyp1—a—pB1Inhy Inhi 1—a—BInh, 2
v+0  Ftlre 1 ~+6 = Ptlrehy
2 = €Xp 4§ —

\/vt|rt,ht \/271' \/’Ut\n,ht

and so we may simulate {s;} | {ht+1},r, ¢ using a Gibbs sampling scheme.
More specifically, since conditional on {h;y1},7,¢ the elements of {s;}
are independent we actually draw from the marginal distribution and the
acceptance rate for this algorithm is always one.

The Gibbs sampling algorithm for drawing {s;} | {h¢+1},r,¢ may be
described as below:

1) Specify an initial value s(0) = (sgo), e 359))

2) Repeat forn =1,.... M

(a) Repeat for t =0,..,T — 1
(i) Draw s(™ = 1 with probability

Inhip1—a—pFInhy
1 © y+6 - Zt|rT7ht
Ct/Vt|rs,hy \/ Vt|re,he

and s(™ = —1 with probability

Inhiy1—a—pBInh
1_ 1 o t+1’y+0 = Zilr, by
Ct+/Vt|rs,hye v Vt|re e
3) Return the values {3(1), e s(M)}

4.8.2.  Simulations of {hi11} /r, ¢ (single move samplers)

On the other hand, the first step involves simulating from {h;11}|r, ¢.
To avoid large dependence in the chain we use a M-H algorithm where
we simulate one h;11 at a time leaving the others unchanged (Shephard
[35] and Wei [40]). So if (ht_H)nis the current value of the nth itera-
tion of a Markov chain then we draw a candidate value of the Markov
chain h:_;l by proposing it from a candidate density (proposal density)
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9 (ht+1| (h)7t+1 R ¢> where (h)7t+1 = {h?ﬂa hy ™t b R, hitia}-
We set (hig1)™ T = (hey1)"®" with acceptance probability
p (RS (D)) 1.0) 9 (Bt ()41 7, 0)
p (Bl ()1 o7, 0) g (1 (W) o7, 0)
where we have used the fact that
p(hlr,¢) =p ((h),, Ir.0) p (Il (k) 7. 0)

However, we may simplify further the acceptance rate. More specifi-
cally, we have that:

min |1,

D 1| (B) jpq 15 0) <P (Regalhigr, @) D (higalhe, @) P (regi|hesa, hesr, @) D (re|higr, B, D)
/t+
Now, the following should hold:
lnht+1 Z Ol+ﬁlnht

assuming that v+ 6 > 0 and v — 6 < 0. This makes sense from an
economics view point. The squared volatility as a function of z;_; should
be nondecreasing on the positive real line (i.e. 7+¢ > 0) and nonincreasing
on the negative real line (i.e. 6 —~ > 0). Altogether vz + 0 |z| > 0 for all
z€Rord>1y|.
Similarly
Inhiy1 <A (Inhy s — )

and thus, we have that the support of the conditional distribution of hsyq
given h; is bounded from below and the same applies to the distribution of
hito given hyy1. This means that the range of values of In hy;; compatible
with Inh; and Inh;qo in the EGARCH case is bounded from above and
below i.e.:

Inhepre [a+ Blnhg, B (Inhips — o)

From the above we understand that it makes sense to make the proposal
to obey the support of the density and so it is seen that we can simplify
the acceptance rate by setting

g (ht+1| (R) j41+ T ¢> = p (hes1lhe, @)

appropriately truncated from above (since the truncation from below will
automatically be satisfied). But the above proposal density ignores the
information contained in r;y; and so according to Fiorentini et al. [13] we
can achieve a substantially higher acceptance rate if we propose from

g (ht+1| (h>/t+1 , T, d)) =P (ht+1 ‘Tta hta ¢)
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A numerically efficient way to simulate h;y1 from p (hii1|rs, he, @) is to
sample

()

Zt|/rt ht ¢ ~ N ( (1 - S02) (Tt - 5h’t) (pzht >

hy'? (92hy +1— @2) Pihe +1 -2
so that the following upper bound is satisfied:

new

vz +0

new

2t

< Inhyyo —a—ﬂa—ﬁzlnht
- B

using an accept-reject method and then compute

new

Inh.y; =a+Blnh +7yz  +0|z

which in turn guarantees that In h:f{ lies within the acceptance bounds.
For the accept-reject method we draw

(1—?) (ry — 0hy) ol
h/? (p2hy +1— 2) Pihe +1—¢?

2 e he, g ~ N (

new

and accept the draw if vz, + 6 |zt

- Inhiyo —a—Ba—B*Inh, and
otherwise we repeat the drawing (this method is inefficient if the truncation
lies in the tails of the distribution).

The conditional density of z;*" will be given according to the definition
of a truncated normal distribution and by using the change of variable
formula we have that the density of hy,; will be:

new

p (ht+1

s € [a+ BInhy, B~ (nheys — a)] 7o, by, cp)

Inhggo —a—Ba—B%lnh,

S EICE)) e

(ry + 0) h:j-ul) \/Vt/ry,hy

-1

where @ (.) is the cdf of the standard normal.
Using Bayes’ theorem we have that the acceptance probability will be

min [ 1. P (Puga| 2P megn, ) p (resa|hiyy, @)
"o (resalhs @) p (Regalh g, Tes1, @)

Now, since the degree of truncation is same for old and new the accep-
tance probability will be:

new

min (17 p (Tt+1|ht-;;1) Ct+1h?+1>

new

p (repal b)) el
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where p (riy1|hey1) 18 a mixture of two univariate normal densities and
hence:

2
1 exp | — (Tt+1 - (m?ﬂ)

1
i hyyy + 1) hy 2 (Wh?ﬂ + 1) hi

p(realhfyy) =
\/277 (1

So the acceptance probability becomes:

2n hrew
min 1, (s ) £ 00 m
il k (ht—i-l)

where

27,7 1/2: 7
Puhii RAR htil (¢iht+1+1_9@2)

) ) ] 2
exp {_%(wihiﬂﬂw) <lnht+2a61nhz+l B (1¢2)(rt+16h;+1)) }

k(b)) = . , ) ) : 3
T exp {é (#%hy 41 +1-9%) (lnht+2—oc—,6’1nh§+1 (1-¢ )(rt+16h:+1)> }

soﬁ,h§+1 7—0 h:_fli(apﬁhi_*_l#»lfgoﬂ

2
(rers = 01hiyy)
a i i
2 (ﬁ#htﬂ + 1) i

Overall the MCMC of {h¢11} |r, ¢ includes the following steps:
(1) Specify an initial value {n(®)}
(2) Repeat forn=1,...,. M
(a) Repeat for t =0,..,7 — 1
(i) Use an accept-reject method to simulate

(1—¢?) (re — 6hy) ool
hy'? (92hy +1— @) @iy +1 -7

xXexp | —

new
2t |rt,ht7(pNN <

truncated from above

new

vz, +9

new

2

< Inhygo —a—Ba—Blnh

B

(i) Calculate

new

Inh, y =a+pBInh +vz  +6

new

2t

Steps (2)(a)(i) and (2)(a)(ii) are equivalent to draw

(hs1) ~p (hwu{ |7t, bt ¢>
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appropriately truncated so that:
Inhepre[a+ BInhy, B (Inhips — o)

(iii) Calculate

— ( l’+1>’<ﬂ( HY)
" Y ) w5 (hia)

(iii) Set

L _ {(ht+1)mw if  Unif (0,1) §o¢,,}

h
(s (hes1)" otherwise

Remark 1. Every time we change h;1; we calculate only one normal
density since the transformation is Markovian and since t =0,...,7T — 1 we
need O (T) calculations.

Notice that if we retain APfY, then £/ is retained and we will not

need to simulate s; at a later stage. In fact we only need to simulate s; at
t =T since we need to know e7. The final step involves computing:

s — Te41 — 5&1)1

t+1 o
hty

, t=0,..,T7—1 and n=1,..,.M

Using all the above simulated values we may now take average of simu-
lations and compute the quantities needed for the SEM algorithm. As for
the Bayesian inference, having completed Step (ii) we may now proceed to
the Gibbs-sampling and M-H steps to obtain draws from the required pos-
terior density. Thus, the first order Markov transformation of the model
made feasible a MCMC algorithm which allows the calculation of a classical
estimator via the simulated EM algorithm and a simulation-based Bayesian
inference in O (T') computational operations.

5. EMPIRICAL APPLICATION: BAYESIAN ESTIMATION OF
WEEKLY EXCESS RETURNS FROM THREE MAJOR STOCK
MARKETS: DOW-JONES, FTSE AND NIKKEI

In this section we investigate the practical performance of the proce-
dures described above. To do this, we use weekly excess returns from three
major stock markets: Dow-Jones, FTSE and Nikkei for the period 1979:8
to 2008:5 (1500 observations). To guarantee |p| > 1 and to ensure that
0 <8 <1and@ > |yl we also used some accept-reject method for the
Bayesian inference. This means that when drawing from the posterior (as
well as from the prior) we had to ensure that 8 > |y|, 8 > 0,8 < 1 and
o > 1.
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In order to implement our proposed Bayesian approach, we first have
to specify the hyperparameters that characterize the prior distributions of
the parameters. In this respect, our aim was to use informative priors that
would be in accordance with the “received wisdom”. In particular, for all
data sets we set the prior mean for a equal to —0.06 and for 6, and
equal to 0.25,—0.09 and 0.78 respectively. These prior means imply an
annual excess return of around 3%, which is a typical value for annualized
stock excess returns. In order to diminish the impact of the prior on the
joint posterior, we use rather vague priors by setting the prior variance of
the skedastic function’s parameters a ,0,~ and § to 10,000 for all datasets.
Moreover, for prior mean of § we used 0.03 for all markets and again we set
its prior variance equal to 10,000. Finally, we set the prior mean of ¢ equal
to 0.80 for all three datasets, of 2 equal to 0.01 and the hyperparameters
vo and d, equal to 1550 and 3 respectively for all three datasets, something
which is consistent with the "common wisdom" of high autocorrelation of
the price of risk. In any case, we performed a sensitivity analysis with
respect to the variance hyperparameters and confirmed that our initial
choice is vague enough and does not introduce significant information in
our estimation.

We run a chain for 200,000 simulations for the three datasets and de-
cided to use every tenth point, instead of all points, in the sample path
to avoid strong serial correlation. The posterior statistics for the Dow-
Jones, FTSE and Nikkei are reported in Table 1. Inefficiency factors are
calculated using a Parzen window equal to 0.17 (where, recall, T is the
number of observations) and indicate that the M-H sampling algorithm
has converged and well behaved.? The parameter vy which measures the
sign effect is as expected negative for all datasets while the parameter 0 is
positive since it measures the size effect of the shocks on the volatility. This
means that volatility reacts asymmetrically to the bad and good news. In
a nut shell, all estimated parameters have plausible values, which are in
accordance with previous results in the literature.

We have also performed a sensitivity analysis to our choice of priors.
In particular, we have halved and doubled the dispersion of the prior dis-
tributions around their respective means. Figures 1,2,3 show the kernel
density estimates for all parameters for all datasets for the posterior distri-
butions for the three cases: when the variances are 10,000 (baseline pos-
terior), when the variances are halved (small variance posterior) and when
the variances are doubled (large variance posterior). We used a canonical
Epanechnikov kernel and the optimal bandwidth was determined automati-
cally by the data. The results which are reported in Figures 1,2,3 indicate
that the choice of priors does not unduly influence our conclusions. In par-
ticular, the negativity of the parameter v and the positivity of the price of

2This is also justified by the ACFs of the draws. However, they are not presented for
space considerations and are available upon request.
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risk coefficient d seem to be robust.

Finally, treating the posterior means as the "true" parameters and em-
ploying the results in Section 3, one can compare the theoretical moments
and correlations with the sample equivalents. This comparison is presented
in Table 2. In the second and third columns the sample and theoretical
moments and correlations are presented for the Dow Jones, whereas the
analogous results for the FTSE and Nikkei are presented in columns four
to seven. It is obvious that the theoretical standard deviations are uni-
formly, over the three markets, smaller than the sample ones and the same
is true for the kurtosises. On the other hand the model is delivering skew-
nesses that have opposite sign than the sample counterparts. The same
is true for the autocorrelations, i.e. the theoretical ones are only positive.
However, the theoretical and the sample dynamic asymmetries, what is
commonly called leverage effect, are very close, and the same is true for
the theoretical and sample volatility clustering measures, i.e. p (r7,77_).
In short, treating the posterior means as the "true" parameters, the model
delivers positive autocorrelations, negative leverage effects, volatility clus-
tering, and satisfactory approximations to the sample means. However,
it underestimates the variances and the kurtosises and overestimates the
skewnesses.

6. EXTENSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we derive exact likelihood based estimators for our time
varying EGARCH(1,1)-M model. Since in general the expression for the
likelihood function is unknown, we resort to simulation methods. In this
context, we show that MCMC likelihood-based estimation of such a model
can in fact be handled by means of feasible O (T') algorithms. Our sam-
plers involve two main steps. First we augment the state vector to achieve a
first-order Markovian process in an analogous manner to the way in which
GARCH models are simulated in practice. Then, we discuss how to simu-
late first the conditional variance and then the sign given these simulated
series so that the unobserved in mean process is revealed as a residual
term. We also develop simulation-based Bayesian inference procedures by
combining within a Gibbs sampler the MCMC simulators. Furthermore,
we derive the theoretical properties of this model, as far as moments and
dynamic moments is concerned.

In order to investigate the practical performance of the proposed proce-
dure, we estimate within a Bayesian context our TVPAR(1)-EGARCH(1,1)-
M model for weekly excess stock returns from the Dow-Jones, Nikkei and
FTSE index. We leave for further research the empirical application of the
classical estimation procedure.

Although we have developed the method within the context of an AR(1)
price of risk, it applies much more widely. For example, we could assume
that the market price of risk is a Bernoulli process or a Markov switching
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process. A Bernoulli distributed price of risk would allow a negative third
moment by appropriately choosing the two values of the in-mean process.
However, this would make all computations much more complicated. In
an earlier version of the paper, we assumed that the market price of risk
follows a normal distribution and we applied both the classical and the
Bayesian procedure to three stock markets (where we decided to set the
posterior means as initial values for the simulated EM algorithm). The
results suggested that the Bayesian and classical procedures are quite in
agreement (see Anyfantaki and Demos [1]).

Furthermore, one can extend the proposed method to other condition-
ally heteroskedastic models. Let us consider the model of Hentschel [23],
i.e. let us modify 3 so that now it reads

h} —1 h) -1
t}\ = oz—i—ﬁ% +yh  fY (2e-1), where (8)
f(ze) = |ze—0bl—c(ze—0).

Notice that this model nests most popular symmetric and asymmetric
GARCH models, e.g. for A = b =0, v = 1 and ¢ free is the EGARCH
of Nelson (1991) [30], A = v =2, and b = ¢ = 0 is the GARCH of Boller-
slev [5], A\=v =2, b =0, and ¢ free is the GARCH of Glosten et al. [19],
etc. (see the paper of Hentschel [23] for detailed discussion on this).?
Again, we can augment the state vector with the variables h;y; and
then sample the joint Markov process {hit1,8:}|r,¢ € Fy, where now
sy = sign(z; — b) so that s, = +1 with probability one, as before. The
mapping is one-to-one and has no singularities, provide that ¢ # +1. More
specifically if we know {h:11} and ¢ then we know the value of

N 1/v
C o phic! 1

vh 1Fec

A
hiy,—1

vt > 1

Zt:b*

where we have 1 — ¢ for z; > b and 1 + ¢ for negative z; < b. Again, the
additional knowledge of the signs of (z; — b) would reveal the entire path
of {#z} so long as hg is known and thus the unobserved random variable
{6¢}|r, @, {hts1} is also revealed. Of course, the formulae in sections 4.3.1
and 4.3.2 are modified accordingly.

Finally, it is known that (e.g. Tanner [36], pp. 84-85) the EM algorithm
slows down significantly in the neighborhood of the optimum. As a result,
after some initial EM iterations it is tempting to switch to a derivative
based optimization routine, which is more likely to quickly converge to the
maximum. EM type arguments can be used to facilitate this switch by

3Notice that the GQARCH model of Sentana [33] is not nested in this specification.
However, the GQARCH model is analized in Fiorentini et al. [13] and in Anyfantaki
and Demos [2].
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allowing the computation of the score. In particular, it is easy to see that:

8lnp(5|r,¢,.7:0)
E( 99

so it is clear that the score can be obtained as the expected value given
r, ¢, Fo of the sum of the unobservable scores corresponding to ln p (x|, ¢, Fo)
and In p (8]¢, Fo). This could be very useful for the classical estimation pro-
cedure, not presented here, as even though our algorithm is an O (T') one,
it is still rather slow. We leave these issues for further research.

‘I’, qs(n)a]:O) =0
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APPENDIX A: PROOF OF (5) AND (7)

Proof. of 5
This is easily derived using the fact that:

Ty = 0thy + €4

Tt|ht ~ (5ht, < <Pu ht + 1> ht>

and consequently,

“Nip~n | (0 e
)N o )\ e (5Zhe 1)

and thus from the definition of the bivariate normal:

where

(1 — @2) (T't — (Sht)
E ht) =
(Et"rta t) @iht ¥ 1 — sz
212
souht
hy) = ——Pult
Var (e¢|re, he) 1=

Consequently,

culrishes ¢~ N <(1 ) (r =) A2 )

prhe +1—¢% Tpihi+1—?

Proof. of 7
We have that

ripr — A7)
p (re1lhiyy) ( f+1 1)

exp | —
\/27T hia + 1) his1 < shiys + ) A
and thus,
t+1 )h?Jrl n 2 new)?2
p (Tt+1 ‘ht—&-l exp (Tt+l - 5ht+1) _ (Tt—s-l — 0hi{Y )
prealhiin) p ) \2 (et ) 2 (e 1) sy

Also:

Inhiy1—a—B1Inhy Inhip1—a—pBInhy
1 o - Zt\rr,ht i P - zt|rr,ht
Ct = 2] ¥
vV Vt|ry,hy vV Ut|ry,hy vV Vt|ry,hy
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where

2 2
=F hy) = (1= %) (re = 0hs) v b — 05 h
Zt|re by = B (2e|re, he) = 2, 5 . Vtfry e = Var (2|14, h) = e
hy"” (@2he +1 — ¢?) w2hy
and so,
[ Inhipo—a—BIn {7y 2
27 new 2
1 (‘Puhﬂ-l +1—¢ ) ~y+5 o
XP |~ rmer | (1—¢) (res1—6R7EY)
1/2 -
hi/2n ST L ] — 2 T (2hysy +1-92)
t+1 \/‘Pu t+1 2 I hesa e In RSP
21 new 2
1 (‘P hiiy+1—¢ ) ~y—68
tep | =3 | )t —ay)
) T 1/2new ew
ety hy 2 (P2 hiew 41—2)
C?Jrl - [ ( ) lnht+2—a—ﬁlnh1’+1 2
PENS 2
_1(puhintl=en) . Z+5 )
exp 2 (p%h'{_*_l _ (11/*290 ) Tt+176ht+1)
h1/2new P A R ) hyls (Lp%hlbrl#»l—(pz)
t+1 Pulli41 4 Inhiyz—a—BIn A,
2pn 2
1 (Lpuht+1+1_Lp ) =6
+eXp *QW _ (1_¢2) Tt+1—5h?+1)
T/2n .
hel3 (@2hy, +1-¢2)

And the result comes straightforward.
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TABLE 1

Bayesian inference results

Dow Jones PM  PSD  ¢g5 Orin Pmax IF
0 0.030 0.018 0.030 0.025 0.039 2.289

® 0.822 0.068 0.803 0.513 0.999 1.199
@32 0.010 0.008 0.007 0.003 0.012 2.956
0 0.287 0.076 0.265 -0.191 0.354 1.565
« -0.047 0.022 -0.043 -0.107 0.041 2.841
B 0.792 0.033 0.793 0.701 0.872 2.001
v -0.099 0.009 -0.098 -0.111 0.015 1.942
FTSE PM PSD ¢O.5 ¢min ¢max I¥

1 0.034 0.014 0.033 0.016 0.039 1.611
® 0.812 0.059 0.802 0.508 0.999 3.786
@2 0.010 0.009 0.010 0.008 0.011 1.979
0 0.226  0.078 0.205 -0.127 0.348 1.998
« -0.152  0.045 -0.152 -0.451 0.181 1.546
B 0.649 0.055 0.650 0.549 0.898 2.222
v -0.099 0.0065 -0.098 -0.107 0.018 1.902
Nikkei PM  PSD  4y: bpy  bna IF

0.041 0.010 0.041 0.037 0.046 1.710
0.650 0.061 0.637 0.442 0.999 3.159
0.009 0.007 0.010 0.008 0.015 1.980
0.288 0.080 0.275 -0.187 0.360 2.001
-0.253 0.022 -0.253 -0.464 0.103 2.996
0.789 0.019 0.789 0.762 0.880 1.999
-0.099 0.008 -0.099 -0.110 0.010 1.997

Note:PM denotes posterior mean, PSD posterior standard deviation, ¢)0_5 posterior

SN

2 ®R TEE >

median, ¢min posterior minimum, ¢max posterior maximum and IF inefficiency factor.
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FIG. 1 Dow-Jones: Posterior density estimates and sensitivity analysis
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FIG. 2 FTSE: Posterior density estimates and sensitivity analysis

— baseline
posterior

—memlarge
variance
posterior

e

—— baseline
posterior

==large
variance
posterior

wavnreere 51BN
variance
posterior

= baseline
posterior

====clarge
wvariance
posterior

soensess small
wvariance
posterior

= baseline
posterior

large
variance

posteriar

reerinens small

variance
posterior

variance
: posterior
.05 gsd 05
«
—_—
ﬁ baseline
posterior
EE“
====clarge —2
wvariance 45
posterior
T
} revrerse Tl
Wi % variance \
posterior
05—t 6
3 B ]
450 B
400 — ) ase|ine
350 posterior
300 15
250 smmaslarge
200 variance T
150 posteriar
100 I
50 e sma .
variance &
0 : r
posterior
S0 oz T4 1
45
— 4
baseline
posterior
3
25 ———slarge
variance
posterior
wererser sl
variance
posterior
[}
005 g0 005 01

Py

37




FIG. 3 Nikkei: Posterior density estimates and sensitivity analysis
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TABLE 2

Sample and Theoretical Moments Comparison

D-J-Sam. D-J-The. FTSE-Sam. FTSE-The. Nik.-Sam. Nik.-The.

Mean 0.0929 0.0740 0.0422 0.0360 0.0380 0.0389
St. Dev. 2.1762 1.6373 2.1231 1.0784 2.5674 0.9822
Skew. -0.4187 0.0211 -0.8913 0.0067 -0.1221 0.0174
Kurt. 6.2763 3.5278 11.4281 3.2121 5.1262 3.4525
p(re, re1) -0.0631 0.0586 0.0330 0.0227 -0.0221 0.0056
p(re,mi—2) 0.0523 0.0475 0.0835 0.0189 0.0447 0.0030
p (12,1 -0.1262 -0.0800 -0.0932 -0.0814 -0.1227 -0.0808
p grf, thg -0.0954 -0.0589 -0.1053 -0.0484 -0.0661 -0.0599
P (rf, ?"t_g) -0.0753 -0.0440 -0.0315 -0.0296 -0.1244 -0.0450
P (7‘?, rf_l) 0.2313 0.1741 0.0796 0.1189 0.1766 0.1679
p(r3,r2_, 0.0940 0.1289 0.1321 0.0715 0.1050 0.1250
P érf, r? 4 0.0599 0.0971 0.0276 0.0442 0.1817 0.0944
P (rtz, r? 0.0396 0.0740 0.0283 0.0278 0.1183 0.0720

Note:D-J-Sam. stands for the sample moments of Dow Jones and D-J-The. stands for

the theoretical moments employing the forulae in section 3 and treating the parameter

postirior means as the "true" parameters. Analogously for FTSE and Nikkei.
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