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Abstract

We develop estimation and inference methods for a stylized macroeco-
nomic model with potentially multiple behavioural equilibria, where agents
form expectations using a constant-gain learning rule. We first show geomet-
ric ergodicity of the underlying process to study in a second step (strong)
consistency and asymptotic normality of the nonlinear least squares esti-
mator for the structural parameters. We propose inference procedures for
the structural parameters and uniform confidence bands for the equilib-
ria. When equilibrium solutions are repeated, mixed convergence rates and
non-standard limit distributions emerge. Monte Carlo simulations and an

empirical application illustrate the finite-sample performance of our meth-
ods.
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1 Introduction

The rational expectations hypothesis, proposed in the seminal work by

(1961) and (1972), is a benchmark for the study of macroeconomic models,

as it allows for a dynamic system in which agents’ expectations are incorporated
in a manner internally consistent with the model itself. Starting with
Sargent| (1989)) and Sargent| (1993] |1999), however, the orthodox view of agents
forming full-information rational expectations has been increasingly questioned;
see, e.g., Evans and Honkapohja (2001), [Mankiw and Reis| (2002)), and

(2007). With a particular focus on inflation expectations, a large body of recent

empirical studies that exploit survey data corroborates the finding that agents de-

viate from the benchmark of full rationality; see, e.g., Coibion and Gorodnichenko|
(2012)), Bachmann et al| (2015)), Malmendier and Nagel (2016), Coibion et al.
(2020b)), (Coibion et al.| (2020a), and Bordalo et al.| (2020)).

Several deviations from the pure rational expectations paradigm have since been
proposed. Notable examples include models with frictions, such as sticky infor-
mation (e.g., Mankiw and Reis| 2002) and rational inattention (e.g., [Sims| [2003).
Another popular route, drawing on bounded rationality and popularized by, among
others, Bray| (1982)), Bray and Savin| (1986), Marcet and Sargent|(1989)), and Evans|

and Honkapohjal (2001)), treats agents as statisticians who form expectations using

simple, possibly misspecified, econometric models.

This is also the approach taken in this paper, which closely follows the specifi-
cations studied in [Hommes and Sorger| (1998), Lansing (2009)), Hommes and Zhu
(2014)), and [Hommes et al| (2023). In particular, we consider a New Keynesian
Phillips curve (NKPC) in which agents update their beliefs by recursively estimat-

ing the parameters of a first-order autoregression, AR(1), that they (incorrectly)

perceive to be the correct model of the inflation process. As [Hommes and Zhu

(2014)) show theoretically, this framework provides a parsimonious account of sev-

eral features of observed inflation dynamics.

Importantly, because agents remain even in the long run boundedly rational with-
out correctly perceiving all stochastic aspects of the model, multiple so-called
behavioural equilibria can coexist: self-confirming inflation paths that are fixed
points of the perceived law of motion, rather than rational-expectations solutions
of the full model. Recently, [Hommes et al.| (2023) and |Casarin et al.| (2025) take

variations of this model to the data and, using Bayesian techniques, show its

usefulness both in-sample and out-of-sample.



As we discuss in detail below, however, because of the model’s nonlinear features
and the presence of multiple behavioural equilibria, a priori little is known about
the properties of (frequentist) estimators for the structural parameters in these
models. A growing literature on the econometrics of models with adaptive learning
shows that the statistical analysis is indeed a challenging task; see, e.g., (Chevillon
et al.| (2010), |Adam et al. (2016), Chevillon and Mavroeidis| (2017)), |Christopeit
and Massmann| (2018} 2019), Mayer| (2022, 2023), |Christiano et al.| (2024), and
Mayer and Massmann, (2025)).

To close this gap, we first provide a thorough statistical analysis of a plain-vanilla
NKPC model with constant-gain learning. Specifically, we (i) establish geomet-
ric ergodicity of the dynamic system; (i7) prove strong consistency and asymp-
totic normality of the nonlinear least-squares (NLS) estimator of the structural
parameters and the associated behavioural equilibria; and (éi7) provide detailed
guidance on conducting inference. Substantively, this delivers an estimable NKPC
with learning and a characterization of the location of its behavioural equilibria.
Methodologically, we develop a general strategy for establishing ergodicity and
NLS inference in nonlinear learning models with potentially multiple equilibria,
and highlight when and why standard limit theory breaks down. In doing so,
we draw on recent results for nonlinear time series models to derive the model’s
probabilistic properties (Chotard and Auger, 2019) and to justify point estimation
(Francq et al. |2024]). Moreover, several less-standard results emerge that connect
to the broader econometric literature. For example, akin to |Hansen (1996a)), we
show how to conduct inference when certain parameters (viz., the learning gain)
are not jointly identified. In this case, following Saikkonen| (1995]) and Seo (2011)),
we can still verify /n-consistency of the remaining structural parameters. Our
analysis of the (multiple) equilibria is also conceptually related to Kasy| (2015),
who develops a nonparametric procedure for inference on the number of roots of an
unknown function. In contrast, we work in a parametric setup where the equilibria
are the roots of a polynomial function that is known up to a finite dimensional
parameter. This allows us to study the asymptotic distribution of equilibrium
locations, its number, and uniform inference on the complete function. When
inference concerns the (multiple) equilibria, convergence can be slow, akin to the
second-order identification mechanism in Dovonon and Hall (2018). Secondly, we
verify the theoretical findings in finite samples, using both simulated and real-
world data. The empirical application to US data illustrates how our methods

can be used to characterize uncertainty about equilibrium locations and learning



dynamics in practice.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section [ introduces the
model. The time series properties of the resulting data generating process (dgp)
are established in Section (3| Sections and discuss, respectively, consistency
and asymptotic normality of the NLS estimator. The asymptotic distribution of
the resulting estimator of the behavioural equilibria is derived in Section [4.3] while
Section {4.4] is devoted to various inference procedures. Finite sample evidence in
the form of a Monte Carlo experiment and an estimation exercise using US data
are presented in Sections [5] and [6] respectively, before Section [7] concludes. All

proofs are delegated to the appendix.

2 Model

Consider a standard version of a forward-looking NKPC:
mo=0my + VYt w, (1)

where ¢ = 1,2,... indexes time, 7, denotes inflation, 77, , is the agents’, not
necessarily rational, expectation of future inflation, the driving variable ¥, is a
proxy for real marginal costs (e.g. an output gap measure or real unit labour costs),
and u, is an error term (see, e.g., (Woodford, [2003| for a theoretical discussion or
Mavroeidis et al. |2014 for a more empirical treatment). Following, among others,
Lansing| (2009) and Hommes and Zhu (2014, Section 4), the driving variable is

assumed to follow an AR(1) process,

Yt = a + pYi—1 + &, (2)

with intercept a, persistence parameter p, and innovation &;. The parameters p
and § are in the interval (—1, 1), whereas the variances of the shocks ¢, and wu;
are given by 0 < 02 < oo and 0 < 02 < oo, respectively. The relevant economic
parameter is ¢ € R, usually called the slope, that measures how inflation responds

to changes in economic ‘slack’.

Under the full information rational expectations (RE) hypothesis, agents have
complete knowledge of the model structure (e.g. they know the functional form of
Eq. (1)) and its history and make optimal use of it by setting 7f,, = E[m41 | Fil,
where F; = o({(u;,&;) : ¢ < t}). It can easily be shown (see e.g. Hommes and

Zhu, 2014, Appendix B) that the RE equilibrium is given by a linear projection
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of m; on (1,,)T:
_ady v
R BT ?

The RE paradigm, although providing an important benchmark, has been chal-
lenged over the years. One popular alternative, proposed by the macroeconomic
learning literature, is to assume that agents themselves act like statisticians when
forming their inflation expectations. In this literature, agents usually know the
functional form of the RE equilibrium but not its parameters, which they esti-
mate; hence the term bounded rationality (see, e.g., Evans and Honkapohjal 2001

and Evans and McGough)|, 2020 for overviews).

Here, we deviate from complete rationality a bit further: Following Hommes and
Zhu (2014), we assume that agents even lack knowledge of the functional form.
Instead, expectations of tomorrow’s inflation are formed according to a perceived

law of motion (PLM) that incorrectly stipulates AR(1) dynamics for m:
T =+ B(m-1 — @) + e, (4)

with e; denoting an error, while (c, 3)T are parameters unknown by the agent, who
has to estimate them. The PLM in Eq. is thus an auxiliary model employed
by the agent to update her beliefs about future inflation. Note that, similar to the
discussion in [Evans and Honkapohjal (2001, Ch. 13), the PLM is misspecified in
the sense that it does not nest the RE equilibrium Eq. .

Two questions arise: (1) How do agents forecast? and (2) What do agents actually
forecast? To address the first question, assume that expectations are formed at
the end of period t—1 using a mean-squared-error-optimal two-period-ahead rule
based only on information available at t—1E|. This implies 7§, ; = o+ 3*(m—1 — @)

and, therefore, the implied actual law of motion (ALM) for inflation is
m = dla + B (my — @)l + by + u, (5)

which would obtain if agents knew the parameters (c, 8)T governing their fore-
casting rule in Eq. .

To answer the second question, [Hommes and Zhu (2014)) introduce the notion

'This mechanism-where forecasts are based on lagged rather than current information—is
standard in the adaptive-learning literature (e.g., De Grauwe and Markiewicz, 2013| or |Lansing
and Ma, [2017) and is consistent with the timeline of events in [Elias| (2016)); see also|Adam! (2003)
for a theoretical justification.



of behavioural learning equilibria. With agents misspecifying the functional form
(note that they disregard the regressor y; entirely), Hommes and Zhu/ (2014)) disci-
pline behaviour from becoming overly irrational by imposing that (a) the uncon-
ditional mean and (b) the first-order autocorrelation of m; are correctly perceived.
These two restrictions pin down the equilibrium values of (a,3)7. In particu-
lar, [Hommes and Zhu (2014) equate the PLM and Eq. on their unconditional
moments, which yields that expected inflation under the ALM satisfies

a=— 9% (6)

(1=p)(1=6)

whereas the first-order autocorrelation [ solves the following quartic equation

U?p(1 —0°6Y)
2(08%0 + 1) + (1= p*)(1 = 652p)(0u/0)*

B=F(3:N), F(B;A) =038+ (7)
where A == (8,4, p,02,02)T. Put differently, the unconditional mean and autocor-
relation agents believe in must equal the unconditional mean and autocorrelation
actually generated by the NKPC under those beliefs. It is worth noting that, in
this case, expected inflation corresponds to the rational expectation case. Further-
more, Eq. might deliver multiple solutions, representing different expectational
equilibria, depending on the value assigned to the structural NKPC parameters.
For instance, the solution is unique when ¢ > 0 is large enough and o2 is small.
As discussed by Hommes and Zhul (2014), multiple equilibria correspond to dif-
ferent long-run inflation persistence regimes, and policy or shocks can move the
economy between them. Specifically, drawing on the findings presented in Blan-
chard (2016) and [Jorgensen and Lansing (2025]), an equilibrium characterized by
a low § parameter implies strongly anchored expectations, a scenario that aligns
with the original specification of the Phillips curve, namely, one defined in terms
of inflation levels and the output gap. Conversely, a high g parameter would be

more consistent with an accelerationist formulation of the curve.

Agents typically do not know the parameters (o, 3)T of their forecasting model
Eq. . Instead, and in line with the adaptive learning literature (Evans and
Honkapohja, |2001)), we assume agents employ a recursive updating scheme to es-
timate them; formally, a stochastic approximation algorithm (Benveniste et al.,
1990). In particular, agents are presumed to use a constant gain version of the sam-

ple autocorrelation learning (SAC) algorithm proposed by Hommes and Zhu (2014)



(see also Hommes et al., |2023) to estimate the subjective parameters (a, 3)T:

t—1

X (=) T (i — i) (i — o)
s m ey

ar = (1 —y)ay—1 + yme,

for some so-called ‘gain’ or ‘learning’ parameter v > 0 and initial value my =
ag. Note that v > 0 implies that more weight is attached to recent data and
that the recursive estimators do not converge in probability but, as discussed
below, converge in distribution to non-degenerate weak limits. If, in contrast,
v — 0, then the adaptive learning estimates can converge under mild conditions
to one of the possible behavioural equilibria computed from Eq. , and in this
respect the equilibrium is called locally stable. Constant-gain learning with v > 0
implies, in turn, persistent deviations from rationality and is often employed in
empirical applications where it is the preferred choice due to its tracking ability
in nonstationary environments (see, e.g. Milani, [2007] or (Chevillon et al., 2010)E|
Importantly, in their empirical estimation of an extended version of the NKPC
discussed here and in Hommes and Zhu (2014), Hommes et al.| (2023)) employ the
constant gain specification of Eq. .

To sum up, under learning, the resulting data generating process (dgp) is thus
given by Egs. (for y;) and (8)) (for ay, ;) in conjunction with the true ALM:

T = 0lay—1 + B (M1 — )] + Vys + uy (9)

The unknown parameters in this model are 6 := (v, d,1)" together with (a, p, 0, 0.),
that determine the potentially multiple equilibria 3, all of which we aim to esti-
mate. This task is nontrivial because the dgp defined by , , and @D is highly
nonlinear. E| Nevertheless, as discussed in the next section, it can be cast as a
non-linear state-space model, in the sense of [ Meyn and Tweedie (2012)), and shown

to possess sufficient regularity needed for our later analysis.

2Markiewicz and Pick| (2014) find that constant-gain least squares typically yields lower mean
squared forecast errors than decreasing-gain learning, particularly for macroeconomic series such
as inflation, GDP growth, and unemployment.

3Note that, although the dgp can be seen as an ‘observation driven’ model in the sense of Cox
et al| (1981) (see also Blasques et al [2024), commonly used results in that literature to establish
the time series properties do not apply in a straightforward way. For example, as discussed in
more detail below, results based on stochastic recurrence equations like [Straumann and Mikosch
(2006, Thm 2.8) require a Lipschitz condition that fails here.



3 Probabilistic properties of the dgp

Before turning to estimation and inference for the structural parameters, we first
establish the time series properties needed to ensure that this exercise is mean-
ingful. In particular, we establish that the model, summarized by the ALM in
Eq. @, viewed as a nonlinear Markov chain, is geometrically ergodic. This mat-
ters because, irrespective of initialization, this guarantees that the chain converges
to a unique stationary distribution and insures the invertibility of the time series
model (see, e.g. [Straumann and Mikosch, 2006 or Blasques et al., 2018). More-
over, this notion of ergodicity justifies the use of law of large numbers (LLN) and
central limit theorem (CLT) results for sample averages and smooth functionals
which are key ingredients for our later analysis of estimation and inference (for
discussions of these concepts in the context of non-linear time series models see,
e.g. |Carrasco and Chen, 2002/ or Kristensen, [2005)).

To set the stage, note that we can represent (5, also recursively i.e.

By = Br—1 + %((Wt — 1) (m—1 — 1) — B (M — %—1)2),

t

and

re =11 +y((m — O‘tfl)Q —riq).

We follow a convention from Hommes and Zhu| (2014), and assume that the agents’
initial value equals the observed inflation; i.e. «q £ mo =t a € R. Thus setting
ry = vy(m — ag)?, ensures B; = 0 for any ry, 8y € R. Now, using these two
recursions, we define to that end the 5 x 1 state vector s; = (s, as, ¥z, Bg, 7). In
Appendix we show that the dynamic system s; can be viewed as a nonlinear
Markov recursion s; = G(s;_1, v;), for a continuous mapping G (s, v) and innovation
vector v; == (us,&;)7. It is worth noting that s; belongs to the class of nonlinear
state space models, as defined in Meyn and Tweedie| (2012, p. 33) and that, by

Assumption [A| below, s; is weak Feller (Meyn and Tweedie, 2012, Prop. 6.1.2).

We cannot, however, directly rely on off-the-shelf results typically used in the
nonlinear time series literature to verify geometric ergodicity of s;. For example,
the otherwise very general results in [Tong (1990, Section A.1) do not apply be-
cause, among other reasons, the underlying skeleton difference equation fails to be
Lipschitz, owing to the highly nonlinear dependence induced by ;. For a similar
reason, we cannot invoke Straumann and Mikosch| (2006, Thm 2.8) or the ergod-

icity result from Duffie and Singleton| (1993, Lem 3) used, for instance, by |Adam



et al. (2016, Appendix D); see Remark for details. Instead, we derive the
stochastic properties of the model from first principles, following the exposition in
Chotard and Auger| (2019).

In doing so, we impose the following assumption:

Assumption A The process €; and u; are independently and identically dis-
tributed (11D), with finite second moments, both admit lower semicontinous densi-

ties on R, and g; L uy.

While some mild deviations from the IID assumption might in principle be possi-
ble, existence of lower semicontinous error-densities with full support is essential
for both our ergodicity proof as well as parameter identification. Under Assump-
tion [A] we can show that s; explores all meaningful regions of the state space
(p-irreducibility) and avoids periodic behaviour (aperiodicity). To obtain ergod-
icity we also need to preclude divergence to infinity. This can be ensured by a

so-called drift condition, for which we require the following parameter constraints.
Assumption B |§| <1, |p| <1, ¥ € R, and v € (0,1)

The bounds |§] < 1 and |p| < 1 guarantee stability and ergodicity of the dynamic
system, while ¢/ can be left unrestricted for many of our core results. The gain
is by construction positive, while 7 < 1 is not restrictive as it covers the range of
estimates of 7 typically found in empirical work (see, e.g. Berardi and Galimberti,
2017, Fig. 3). We occasionally impose additional parameter restrictions to obtain
further insights: for instance, p > 0 ensures existence of at least one equilibrium,
d # 0 guarantees that 7 is jointly identified with (6,), while ¢ > 0 is imposed
to obtain valid uniform confidence bands. In line with economic theory, |[Hommes
and Zhu| (2014, Section 4.2) assume p € [0,1), ¢ > 0, and § € [0,1), where p > 0

is imposed to ensure existence of at least one equilibrium.

Proposition 1 If Assumptions[A] and [B] hold, then the process s; is geometrically
ergodic, with E[|r;|]] < oo and E[||z]|?] < oo, where z; == (m, cu,y;)T. Moreover,
if, in addition, E[||vi||¥] < oo, v; = (us, &)T, then E[||z]|*] < oo and E[|r¢|*/?] < oo
for k > 2.

Intuitively, geometric ergodicity ensures exponentially fast forgetting of initial
conditions, a crucial requirement for valid estimation and inference covered in the

following section.

Remark 1 Another consequence of the preceding proposition is that the recursive

estimators of the agent (viz. o and B;) do not converge in probability for v > 0



as t — oo; a known feature of constant-gain stochastic approximation algorithms
(see, e.g. Benveniste et al.l [1990). Instead, (o, 5;) converge in distribution to a
stationary law. The limiting law as t — 00 of ay —4 a* is centred at the RE
solution with finite variance, i.e.

ay 7T v

varfa] = —— Y cov[m, m_](1 — )l

ol = pa - Ry

A similar closed-form characterization of the first two moments of the station-
ary law of the recursive sample autocorrelation (3, is not feasible due its nonlinear
form in Eq. defined as a mtioﬁ Following |Benveniste et al.| (1990, Ch. 4),
more could be said using a so-called ‘small-y’ Gaussian approximation: i.e., both
712 (ay — E[a*]) and v~ Y2(B, — corr[z, x_1]), x4 i= m, — 1, converge in distribu-
tion to mean-zero Gaussian variates as v — 0, such that vt — 0o; see also Evans
and Honkapohjal (2001}, Section 7.5). We will, however, maintain throughout the
assumption of a constant gain viewing v > 0 as a parameter to be estimated. For

robust procedures covering the case v — 0, see |Chevillon et al.| (2010)).

4 Estimation and inference

Observing a sample {m;,y,}/-, of length n, we estimate the 3 x 1 parameter
vector 6 = (v,06,9)T, using the nonlinear least squares (NLS) estimator 6, =
(0ns05.,0p,) T, which minimizes, over a suitable parameter space © C R?, the

sample objective

) =3 (= fi(6, ) (10)

t=1

where, for a given initial value a, f;(-, a) is the nonlinear regression function

fi(0,0) == 6[a_1(v,a) + By (v, @) (m—1 — au1 (7, )] + Y. (11)

Importantly, by Proposition [I| the choice of initial condition is asymptotically ir-
relevant: in terms of Bougerol (1993)), Straumann and Mikosch (2006)), or Blasques
et al. (2022), the filter forgets a at a geometric rate

Lemma 1 Fiz any initial value a. There exist constants ¢ € (0,00) and o € (0,1)

4However, shifting to the first autocovariance w; = r;3;, yields tractable moments of the sta-
tionary law wy —¢ w*: L., we get E[w*] = cov[z,z_1] and var[w*] = 71 Yoo cov[w, w_;](1—

) where w; == 22 1.

10



such that, for allt > 1,
sup |fi(0,a) — f:(0)] < co' a.s.,
G
where fi(0) denotes the strictly stationary solution of the recursion in Proposi-

tion [l

Because, by Lemma [T, the effect of initial values vanishes exponentially fast, we

suppress in the following the dependence on a.

Given 6, we can estimate o2 using 62 := 1Q,,(6,). Moreover, let p, and 62 denote

the OLS estimators of the AR(1) process in Eq. and its innovation variance

o2, respectively. We can then define for

)\ (06n791/1n7pn7 u) 52)T7
the estimator(s) of the (potentially multiple) equilibria
U = F (005 \n), (12)

implicitly given as the solution of Eq. .

Remark 2 As in|Hansen|(2017) (see also|Mayer and Massmann, |[2025)), we can re-

duce the numerical complexity by profiling with respect to~y. That is, set (8,,1,)7
(60 (V) Yn(1m)) T and let v, the estimator that minimises the profiled objective

)= 32— BV her (1) — (7)),

t=1
where, for a given v, the 2 x 1 OLS estimator is given by

_]_n

(6a(7). 0 z (s (o) s ()| > (her (7)) T

t=1

4.1 Consistency of the NLS estimator

Consistency of the NLS estimator requires identification of the true parameter vec-
tor fy. Typically (e.g.|Jennrich, 1969, Assumption (b)) one shows that the popula-
tion objective Q(0) := E[@Q,,(0)/n] is uniquely minimized at 6y. In our setting this
route is impractical: the nonlinearity induced by [§,—itself a ratio of discounted

partial sums that depend on 6—renders (Q(#) analytically intractable. Instead,

11



we adapt the strong-consistency argument in Francq et al.| (2024, pp. 1445-1447),
which extends [Francq and Zakoian (2004, Theorem 1) and does not require an

explicit evaluation of the population objective.

To illustrate, note that

T = a + 6hy1 () + plye—r +we, ha(y) = au(y) + Be(7)*(m — (7)),

where w; = e, + u,; drives the conditional law of s, | F;_1. A key ingredient for
identification is to show that hy(7) is well separated from h; (7o) whenever v # .
While the nonlinearity in f,(7y) complicates this task, on tail events {|w;| > ¢}
(which have strictly positive probability by the full-support part of Assumption,

the easier-to-handle ay(y) dominates. This yields the following separation result:

Lemma 2 If Assumption [A] and [B| holds, then for any v # ~o there exists a
constant ¢ > 0 such that P{|h,(y) — hi(70)| > ¢} > 0.

This result, combined with compactness of O, yields strong consistency via the
arguments of |Francq et al.| (2024)). We therefore impose the additional restriction

of the parameter space.

Assumption B’ |p| <1 and § € © =T x A x U, where

D=[y,3], A:=[-6-0U[50, V=[]

foro<y<y<1,0<d<d<1, —00<9 <t <oo0.
We are now ready to state the first core result:
Proposition 2 Suppose Assumptions[Al and [B) hold, then 60, — .. 6y as n — oc.

It is immediate that § = 0 implies that ~ is no longer jointly identified with (4, ).
However, we can still show that the remaining components of the NLS estimator
remain (weakly) y/n-consistent. In particular, following [Saikkonen (1995)) and Seo
(2011)), the idea is to show that under dp = 0

n

2Nz =207 2(y)u > 0,
1 t=1

n=0,v—v)", 2(7) = (hua(7), )",

M=

Dn(0> = Qn(0> - Qn(eo) :nT

o~
Il

uniformly outside any shrinking neighbourhood of 7y, whose radius goes to zero

slower than 1/4/n. This, in turn, forces the NLS minimizer to lie within an

12



1/4/n neighbourhood of 7y. Our proof builds, amongst others, on a uniform LLN
and CLT for Z,(v) = ; X0y 2(v)2(y)" and S,(y) = = Sy z4(7)us, respec-
tively, which—following Andrews (1992, Lem 1) and Hansen (1996b, Thm 2)-can
be shown by establishing stochastic Lipschitz bounds. Technically, these Lipschitz
conditions are a result of the following uniform moment bounds that will be used

throughout:

Lemma 3 Let k > 1 and denote by agm) (7) = (ﬂ/—mmat(’y) (similarly for ry and By)

the m-th derivative with respect to ~.

(i) If E[|lu]|*] < oo, then E[sup |a™ (7)|*] < 00, m € {0,1,2,3}.
~yel’

(id) If Ell|vi|[**] < oo, then E[sup |ri™ (7)[F] < 0o, m € {0,1,2,3}.
vel’

(id1) If E[||vs|**] < oo and ir;];rt(y) > r > 0 a.s., then E[sup|8™ (v)[F] < oo,
i ~vyel

m € {1,2}, and, if in addition, E[||v]|%] < oo, then E[sup |Bt(3)(7)|k] < 0.
yel’

Intuitively, bounding moments of the derivatives of r, and (3; requires more strin-
gent moment conditions on the errors v; = (uy, st)T because r; and (3; are functions

of sample second moments and thus already involve squared data.
This leads us to impose the following restriction on the errors:
Assumption C E[||v|®] < oo.

Corollary 1 Suppose Assumptions [A], [B|, and [C| hold. If, in addition 6y = 0 and
v €T, then \/n(0ns, (Ony — o))" = O,(1).

As will be shown in the following section, if dy # 0, then the joint NLS estimator
(weakly) y/n-consistent for the full parameter vector (v,d,%)" under a slightly

strengthened set of assumptions.

4.2 Asymptotic normality of the NLS estimator

Having established the consistency of #,,, we turn to the question of its limiting
distribution. To aid the discussion, define the gradient vector and the Hessian

matrix of the nonlinear regression function f;(0) = dhy_1(7y) + 1y, with respect to
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0= (0,7,9)" by

0 he_i(y) 0
£:(0) = (he—1(7), Sohu1(7),5)" and  Hy(0) = |hy1(y) Shia(y) 0],
0 0 0

where ht(v) = (1= B(7)?)cu(y) + 25t(7)5t(7)(7ft — (7)) and

he(v) =(1 = Bi(7)?)éu(v)
+ 208+ Be(7)Be(1) (e () — (7)) — 4Be(7) Be(7) ().

The notation & and @& (8 and f3) is used to indicate the first and second derivative
wrt 7 of a (). Using the definition of 6, in conjunction with the mean-value
theorem, ensures that there exists a 6, on the line segmenting connecting 6,, and
0y such that

V(6 — 60) = — My >jﬁzfu J, = fi(00),

where M, (0) = =157 £,(0)£,(0)T + 250 (m — fo(0))H,(0). Given the consis-

T on

tency of 6,,, standard arguments (see, e.g. |[Amemiya, [1985)) yield limiting normality

if the following holds true:
(a) A:=E[f,f]] is a finite positive definite 3 x 3 matrix;
(b) M,(0,) —, —A for any 0, such that |0, — 0| < &, =45 0;
(€) o= Sy frw —a N0, Ao2).

Often, (a) can be ensured by direct evaluation of the expectation A. Here, due to
the highly nonlinear nature of the ft(Q), deriving A in closed form is not feasible.
Still, we are able to verify (a) by a delicate tail argument, which, as an immediate
consequence of Lemma [ and the CLT for homoskedastic martingale difference
sequences, yields part (¢). Moreover, as argued in Andrews (1992, Lemma 1),
part (b) follows from a stochastic Lipschitz bound. These results are summarized

by the following lemma:
Lemma 4 Let vy = (us, &)
(a) If E[||v¢||*] < oo, then A is a finite and positive definite 3 x 3 matriz.

(b) If E[]|ve|®] < oo, then || M,(62) — M, (61)] < Byl||61 — 0s]|, with B,, = O,(1) for

14



any 61,0, € O.

In view of Lemma [3 it is interesting to note that, although part (b) involves
bounds on expected moments of up to the third derivatives of the agents’ recursive
estimates, we do not require more than the eight error-moments already imposed
by Assumption [C]

We are now ready to derive the limiting distribution of the estimator:

Proposition 3 If Assumptz’ons and |C| hold and 0y = (o, do, o) " € int(O),
then
V0, —0) =4 N(0,%), L :=02A"t=0.

As is common for extremum estimators (see, e.g. Newey and McFadden, [1994)),
we restrict the true value 6y to fall within the interior of ©, excluding boundary

cases such like 6 = 0, which—as already discussed-require additional attention.

4.3 Asymptotic distribution of the roots and the number

of roots

Recall from Eq. that an equilibrium is defined via ¥,, = F(J,; \,) for A\, =

05y Oy Py 62,62)T, where 0,, = (0.,05.,04,)", while p, and 62 denote the

2

2, respectively. In order to

OLS estimator of p and the associated error variance o
study the properties of our estimator of the equilibria, we thus need the following

intermediate result:

Corollary 2 Suppose the conditions of Proposition (3| are satisfied, then

Vi = Xo) = N(0,9), Q0.

If u; is symmetric, €2 has a simple block-diagonal structure:

Yoz 0
0 D|’

where Y3 is the 2 x 2 (2, 3)-block of ¥ and D := diag(1 — p?, E[u?] — o E[e%] — o).

£

Let r(A) denote the number of roots of G(5;\) = 6 — F(5; \) for a given A\, and
define

ro =1(No), 1ni=r(\), G(B)=G(B; ), G.(B)=G(B;\).
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Figure 1. The solid black
line is the true G(p)
at 9 = 2 with two
roots indicated by the
two grey vertical lines.
The dashed and the dot-
ted lines indicate a real-
ized Gy () conditioning
onr, =1 and r, = 3,
: respectively.

By Assumption , G(p) is continuous on [0, 1], and, if in addition p > 0 and
¥ # 0, satisfies G(0) < 0 < G(1). This implies ry € {1,2,3} and that the number
of simple roots is odd. In particular, if 7o = 2, then there is one simple root and
one repeated root, at which G(-) does not change sign; this case is illustrated by
the solid black line in Figure [I} Moreover, when ry = 2, the event {r, = r¢} has
probability zero; in terms of Figure [I}, one observes with equal probability either
the dashed curve (r, = 1) or the dotted curve (r, = 3) for the realised G, ().
Because the derivative of G(f) at the repeated root is zero, the equilibria are not
identified at first order but only at second order, echoing the discussion in Dovonon
and Hall| (2018)). This leads to a slower convergence rate and is summarised by

the following corollary.

To set the stage, recall that /n(\, — Xg) —a Z ~ N(0,Q), let ¥;,, 1 < i < 3,
denote the potential roots of 5 +— G, (5) and impose the following:
Assumption B” Assumption holds with p € (0,1) and © =T x A x Wy,

where

\II;EO = [—QZ,—iﬂ]U[?,@E], 0<¢<¢<OO-

Assumption [B”introduces the additional restriction ¢ # 0. Since || Fy(5; \)|| = 5
if the true ¢y = 0, this is important to ensure that Fy(f; A) is uniformly bounded
away from zero at A = \g; a crucial condition for the later analysis. The sign
restriction p > 0 together with ¢ # 0 ensures G(0) < 0 < G(1) (e.g. existence of

at least one root).
Corollary 3 Suppose Assumptions [A], B”], and [C] hold.

1) Ifro € {1,3}, ry, =, ro and

FA(Bi,O;)\O) i —
1—Fﬁ(5i,o;)\o) ’ T

\/ﬁ(ﬁi,n - 52',0) —d JZTZ> Ji =
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2) Ifro =2, 1y, =4 Bern(%) on {1,3}, i.e. 7, £, 10.
((l) [f Ty = ]_, \/ﬁ(ﬁl,n — 60) —d JP—Z

(b) If r, =3, let By and B(T) be the simple and the double root, respectively,
where

G(8Y) =0, Gas(B)) = 2a, and G(8}) = B.

+

n’

Then we have for three roots v,,, V., say, the following

(VA0 = Bo)s 0! (05 — 53)) —a (JTZ,%/|a ' BTZ|).

Moreover, \/ﬁ(%(ﬁi%—ﬁ;)—ﬁg) = 0,(1). IfcB # aD, with Gsgs(B)) =
6c, Gg,\(ﬁg) =D, then

and /n(3(9}F +9,) — BY) = 0,(1) otherwise.

Before proceeding, let us briefly comment on the case 1o = 2 where G(/3) merely

touches the horizontal axis. Using an argument similar to|Dovonon and Hall (2018,

Proof of Thm 1), a second-order Taylor expansion yields, for 8 around the double
Ii

root 3},

SO 0) = (5= B0 + Tt 0pn ™), Zi= “BT(\ o),

with \/nZ, —4 +BTZ. That is, we have a parabola § — (8 — 81)? shifted by a
random intercept Z, = O,(n~'/2). As shown in Figure[l]| a random downward shift
(Z,, < 0) yields, in addition to the simple root on the left, the dotted line (r,, = 3)
with two more crossings at ¥, while (Z, > 0) shifts the parabola above the zero
line so that the dashed line with no additional crossing emerges (r,, = 1). Because
7. is symmetric, both these events occur asymptotically with equal probability
of % Importantly, although the roots are consistent the number of roots is not.
Intuitively, consistency of the repeated roots 9> depends on the magnitude of
\/% , which is O,(n~%4). On the other hand, the root count 7, is determined
by the sign of Z,, which, by limiting Gaussianity of \/nZ,, remains a fair coin
asymptotically. Put differently, A\ — r,()) is discontinuous at Ay under multiple
roots, so 7(\,,) need not to converge to 7y = 2 even though 9= are consistent on the
{r, = 3} event. An interesting by-product is that the double-roots ¥ have, with

1/4

opposite sign, the same leading term of order n="/*. For large n, they therefore
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split symmetrically around the repeated root 53. Akin to a two-sample Jackknife,

averaging thus eliminates this leading bias term.

4.4 Inference

The variance-covariance matrix ¥ = 62A~1, A = E[f,f]], of the limiting distribu-
tion of #,, is not known in closed-form. We therefore resort to numerical derivatives
to estimate A. For a step size £, the estimator A, = A, (0,) with i,j-th element
(1 <i,j <3)is given by

(13)

for £, \(0 and ¢;, i € {1,2,3}, denoting some sequence of step-sizes and the 3 x 1

unit vector, respectively. Recalling 62 = %Qn (0,,), the following result is obtained:

Corollary 4 If the conditions of Proposition |3| hold and ¢, — 0 as \/nl, — oo,

we have %, == 62A.1 —, X, where convergence in probability holds elementwise.

The rate imposed on the step-size is common in the literature (see, e.g. Newey
and McFadden, 1994, Theorem 7.4, (Oh and Patton) 2013, Section 2.4 or |Mayer
and Massmann, 2025, Corollary 2).

We can use Corollary [4| directly to test hypotheses about 6, € © using Wald-type
tests. An important exception is the boundary case § = 0, where v is a non-
identified nuisance parameter; this is similar to |Andrews and Ploberger| (1994)
and [Hansen| (1996a)). As a solution, we propose the following procedure similar to
Hansen (2017) (see also Mayer and Massmann, 2025): Under the null Hy: 6 = 0,
the ALM reduces to m; = ¥y, +uy, where 1) can be estimated by the OLS estimator
Un, say. Let 62 = 150 (m, — ih,y)? and define 62 = 6,(vn), 6.(7) = 2Q4(7),
where Q7 (-) is the profiled objective (see Remark [2| above). The proposed test

statistic is the following supF statistic:

2
n

3N

supF = ilé? F.(v), F.(y) = n(} 6_2?7)(7)' (14)

Note that, by definition of the profiled ~,, the statistic takes it maximum at

supF = n(6, — 6,)/0,, while, by Frisch-Waugh-Lovell, F, () equals the squared

t-statistic for the exclusion of h;_1(7y) in a regression of m, on (hy_1(7y), ys)-
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Corollary 5 Suppose Assumptions [A], B| and [C| hold and Hy : § =0, then

supF —4 sup U(fy)Q,
yel’

where U(7y) is a Gaussian process with

_ Elhi_1(v)hi1(12)] ’
VER 1 (1)2E[hi_ (12)2]

cov[U(m), U(12)]

where hi(-) is the population residual upon partialling out y; from hy(-).

Since the limiting process depends on unknown quantities, we follow|Hansen! (2017))
and propose the use of a Gaussian multiplier bootstrap to obtain critical values:
For b € {1,...,B}, let {mp,...,mnp}, be a draw of standard normal variates.
Use 7, in place of m; to compute the bootstrap equivalent supF’, say, of Eq.
(14). For B large enough, we can then approximate the bootstrap p-value using
Pup = & i {supF < supF®}, and reject at a significance level a € (0,1) if
Pn.p < a. As shown in the appendix p, p is consistent for the true p-value as n

and B diverge.

Another interesting question is how to conduct inference with respect to the equi-
libria 3. Here, we propose uniform confidence bands for the unknown curve
B — G(B). To fix ideas, note that, by the functional Delta method, we have
in 2°([0,1]), vn(G(B,\n) — G(B, X)) ~ G(B), where G(f) is a Gaussian pro-
cess with kernel cov[G(3,), G(2)] = Fa(B1)TQF\(B2). We can therefore compute

uniform 1 — « confidence intervals as summarized by the following Corollary:

Corollary 6 For a consistent estimator s2(3) of s*(8) == Fx(B)TQF\(B) such
that supg |s,(8) — s(8)| = 0,(1), fix a significance level o € (0,1) and suppose
Assumptions [A], [B”], and [C| hold, then

P{VB € [0,1] : G(B) € [Gn(B) £ can™ s, (B)]} = 1 — 0,

where ¢, is such that P{ sup |(§’((§))‘ <cyb=1-a.
pelo.]

If preferred, a non-studentized, percentile version of the confidence bands could be
obtained by letting [G,,(8) & é,n /2], with &, such that P{sups |G(8)| < &,} =
1—a. Note that, contrary to pointwise confidence intervals at selected roots 3, our
confidence bands are constructed for the function 5 +— G, (5; \o) itself, exploiting

smoothness in A, and are thus unaffected by potentially repeated roots where Gz
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vanishes.

Since the limiting distribution is unknown and non-pivotal, to obtain ¢, we sug-
gest to use a multiplier bootstrap based on the first order approximation:
1 n

Vi(Gn(B) = G(B)) = 7 Z; my(; ko) + 0p(1),

where
my(B; k) = —Fx(B; )T (), w=(T,7)T,

and %Zt ¢i(ko) is the influence function of /n(\, — Ag). Thus, for a draw
be{l,..., B} of standard Gaussian multipliers {&1p,...,&.5}, and, conditionally

on the data, we have

1
n

th,bmt(ﬁs ko) ~p G(B) in £7(]0,1]),

t=1

where ~»p means that weak convergence holds in probability with respect to the
data-generating measure. In practice, neither g nor ¢;(xo) is observed. As shown
in Appendix , we can however construct ¢ ,(r,) such that %Z,?:l | Pt (Kn) —
b1(ko)||* = 0,(1), and define the feasible linearization my ,,(3) == —Fx\(8; A\n) " dr.n(Kn)-

We then simulate the critical value from the studentized bootstrap statistic

1 n
7Z:§,bm,n5
T = sup ‘\/ﬁ e t()‘

2 Ly 2
B€[0,1] Sn(ﬁ) ) Sn(ﬁ) = n ;mtm(ﬁ) ,

and take c,, p as the empirical 1 — o quantile of {Tmb}f:l- As verified in the
appendix, if B — 0o and n — 00, Can,B —*p Ca, yielding the uniform bands in
Corollary [6]

5 Monte Carlo simulation

In this section, we present finite-sample evidence based on simulated data. We
consider two scenarios: Scenario (A) with three behavioural equilibria (ro = 3)
and Scenario (B) with two equilibria (ro = 2). The Monte Carlo dgp is de-
fined by Egs. , , and @, with 1ID Gaussian innovations v; = (ug, ;)7 ~
N(0,diag(c?,62%)). For Scenario (A), the parameter values are inspired by our

empirical analysis. In particular, the parameter vector estimated by NLS is
set to 6§ = (0.076,0.998,0.090)7, the AR(1) dynamics are parametrised via
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(a, p) = (—0.02,0.93), and, for the innovations, we set (o,,0.) = (0.44,0.76). This
configuration gives rise to three behavioural equilibria 3 = (0.174,0.856,0.999)7.
The implied values of A = (4,1, p,0%,0%)7 are broadly in line with those in
Hommes and Zhu (2014, Sec 4.2). For Scenario (B), we keep the value of the
gain and the AR(1) dynamics, and choose A = (0.95,0.2734,0.9,1,1)7, which
gives rise to a simple root at 8 = 0.9766 and a repeated root at 3T = 0.5551.

‘ Figure 2: The solid and
dashed lines indicate the
true G(B) for scenario

|
1
1
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
1
1
|
1

(A) and (B), respec-
tively. The rop = 3 and
rg = 2 roots are indicate
with grey vertical lines.

We report, for the NLS estimator 6, of § = (v,5,%)7, the mean, bias, standard
deviation, and the empirical size of two-sided ¢-tests (using, in accordance with
Corollary , numerical standard errors) at a nominal 5% level. We also present the
empirical coverage of the percentile (cover) and studentized (cover-s) confidence
bands (see Corollary [6]) for the curves 3 — G(j) plotted in Figure [ based on
B = 4,999 bootstrap replications at a 95% coverage level. Finally, we report
the mean and standard deviation of the estimated equilibria, together with the

observed frequency at which the true number of roots is recovered, i.e. P{r = ro}.

The findings are summarized in Table [l In both scenarios, the NLS estimator
appears consistent and the normal approximation for the t-statistics is fairly accu-
rate, while the empirical coverage of the studentized confidence bands is slightly
below the nominal 95% level for smaller n. Moreover, in line with Corollary [3| we
observe that the estimated number of roots r, either converges to the true value rg
or, in Scenario (B), oscillates between r = 1 and r = 3 with approximately equal
probability. In the latter case, the convergence of the estimates associated with
the repeated root appears to be an order of magnitude slower than the y/n-rate
observed for simple roots, while averaging the two nearby estimates corresponding

to the repeated root improves performance.
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(A) v =0.076 6 =0.998 < = 0.090 B1 =0.174 B2 =0.856 [3 = 0.999

250 mean  0.0754 0.9696 0.0929 P{r=1} 0.4085
bias -0.0006 -0.0285 0.0029 mean 0.2250
sd 0.0171 0.0551 0.0160 sd 0.2911
size  0.0595 0.0415 0.0525 P{r =3} 0.5915
cover 0.9335 mean 0.1924 0.8516 0.9961
cover-s  0.9085 sd 0.0832 0.0929 0.0086
500 mean  0.0760 0.9860 0.0911 P{r =1} 0.2310
bias  0.0000 -0.0121 0.0011 mean 0.1967
sd  0.0123 0.0240 0.0110 sd 0.2434
size  0.0565 0.0440 0.0500 P{r =3} 0.7690
cover 0.9290 mean 0.1863 0.8547 0.9963
cover-s  0.9280 sd 0.0692 0.0802 0.0072
1,000 mean 0.0764 0.9935 0.0905 P{r=1} 0.0695
bias  0.0004 -0.0046 0.0005 mean 0.1229
sd  0.0086 0.0104 0.0077 sd 0.0292
size  0.0455 0.0285 0.0495 P{r =3} 0.9305
cover 0.9350 mean 0.1778 0.8598 0.9972
cover-s  0.9490 sd 0.0494 0.0600 0.0050
2,000 mean 0.0758 0.9962 0.0904 P{r=1} 0.0120
bias -0.0002 -0.0018 0.0004 mean 0.1298
sd  0.0060 0.0048 0.0054 sd 0.0224
size  0.0520 0.0345 0.0480 P{r =3} 0.9880
cover  0.9330 mean 0.1759 0.8582 0.9983
cover-s  0.9505 sd 0.0357 0.0441 0.0030
(B) ~=0.076 §=0.95 1 =0.2734 gt BT =055 B=0977
250 mean  0.0759 0.9361 0.2772 P{r=1} 0.7550
bias -0.0001 -0.0139 0.0039 mean 0.6382
sd  0.0156 0.0507 0.0310 sd 0.3632
size  0.0540 0.0450 0.0460 P{r =3} 0.2450
cover 0.9270 mean 0.3429 0.7671 0.9755
cover-s  0.9125 sd 0.0954 0.0906 0.0242
1(B1+B2)
mean 0.5550
sd 0.0255
500 mean  0.0762 0.9438 0.2746 P{r =1} 0.6525
bias  0.0002 -0.0062 0.0012 mean 0.7166
sd 0.0113 0.0261 0.0216 sd 0.3428
size  0.0520 0.0490 0.0515 P{r =3} 0.3475
cover 0.9255 mean 0.3764 0.7572 0.9641
cover-s  0.9205 sd 0.0771 0.0804 0.0239
%(51 + f32)
mean 0.5668
sd 0.0236
1,000 mean 0.0766 0.9477 0.2737 P{r =1} 0.5615
bias  0.0006 -0.0023 0.0004 mean 0.8238
sd  0.0077 0.0138 0.0152 sd 0.2913
size  0.0470 0.0400 0.0445 P{r =3} 0.4385
cover 0.9385 mean 0.3893 0.7468 0.9637
cover-s  0.9430 sd 0.0680 0.0793 0.0168
%(51 + B2)
mean 0.5680
sd 0.0166
2,000 mean 0.0760 0.9487 0.2739 P{r=1} 0.5015
bias  0.0000 -0.0013 0.0006 mean 0.9253
sd  0.0054 0.0087 0.0105 sd 0.1863
size  0.0585 0.0445 0.0480 P{r =3} 0.4985
cover 0.9415 mean 0.4066 0.7263 0.9659
cover-s  0.9425 sd 0.0608 0.0752 0.0136
1(B1+B2)
mean 0.5664
sd 0.0133

Table 1: Simulation results for scenario (A) in the upper panel with ry = 3 roots and for
scenario (B) in the lower panel with 7y = 2 roots based on 2,000 Monte Carlo repetitions.
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6 Empirical application

To illustrate the empirical relevance of our theoretical results, we estimate the
NKPC given by Egs. ([2)), (8), and (9 using quarterly US data from 1960:Q1 to
2019:Q4 (n = 240). Inflation 7, is measured by CPI inflation. Since marginal costs
are proportional to the output gap or the real labour share (see, e.g., Woodford,
2003 or Mavroeidis et al., 2014 Section 2.1), we consider two standard slack
measures: (A) the output gap measure from the Congressional Budget Office and
(B) the percentage change in real unit labour costs (see also |Gali and Gertler)
1999 or Sbordone, 2002)). The three series are plotted in Figure

output gap
=)
—
—

A ,J/ *r\\/v
-5 t | \/ \/ N “/\ i

| | | | | |
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020

Figure 3: Percentage change of the CPI (upper panel) and, in the lower panel, the output
gap and the percentage change of unit labour costs .

We employ a preliminary step to obtain starting values: In particular, we use an
initial grid search over v € (0,0.1) in order to obtain starting values, treating
the initial value a of the learning recursion as a parameter to be estimated. NLS
estimation is carried out using the R optim-routine with default settings, restrict-
ing the parameter space for § to (0,1). The upper panel of Table [2] reports the
NLS estimation results, while the lower panel summarizes OLS estimation of the
AR(1) models for the two different proxies of the driving variable; 95% confidence
intervals based on numerical derivatives are given beneath. The NLS estimates
of specification A (output gap) and B (unit labour costs) are in line with the em-
pirical macro literature (see, e.g., Milani, 2007, Chevillon et al.| 2010, |Lansing,
2009, or Hommes et al. 2023). The estimated learning gains imply that agents
place most weight on roughly the last 3 to 5 years of data for specifications A and
B, respectively. The estimate of the discount factor on expected inflation (viz.

9) is large. This confirms that forward-looking expectations play a quantitatively
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important role in the Phillips curve and that inflation dynamics are highly per-
sistent. The slope parameter is positive and statistically significant, but small in

magnitude, consistent with the ‘flattened’ NKPC found in much of the empirical

literature.
A B
v 0.07602311 0.04630777
[0.07292689, 0.07911934]  [0.04489319, 0.04772236]
) 0.998593 0.90173298
(0.9981619, 0.9990241] [0.89704627, 0.9064197)
P 0.08897832 0.12586481
[0.0873151, 0.09064154]  [0.12197922, 0.12975041]
Ou 0.44388612 0.4673309
a -0.0259546 0.5660696
[-0.1253596, 0.0734504] 0.4009362, 0.731203]
P 0.9375791 0.15752518
[0.8920128, 0.9822454] [0.03131037, 0.28374]
0. 0.7613624 1.1100973

Table 2: Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals based on numerical standard
errors.

0.4 _

unit labour costs

— output gap
| | | | | | | |

|
0 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1
s

Figure 4: Plot of 5 — G, () together with 90% confidence bands based on B = 4,999
bootstrap replications.

In specification A, the estimated parameters imply three behavioural equilibria
b1 = 0.1914, By = 0.8316, B3 = 0.9995; in specification B we find a unique
equilibrium # = 0.01341. The corresponding 3 — G, (/) functions are shown in
Figure[dl The key difference is the persistence of the driving variable: p is close to

one in A but relatively small in B. This pattern is consistent with the theoretical
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properties of the map § +— G(f;A), which shows that, holding other parameters
fixed, p — 0 leads to a single equilibrium with § — 0. The low persistence of unit
labour costs is sufficient to support only a single, less persistent equilibrium, and
the feedback between expectations and realized inflation is too weak to generate
a high-persistence belief regime. Finally, in case of specification A, 35 is under the
criterion of Hommes and Zhul (2014, Prop 4) not stable; i.e. an agent that uses
asymptotically all data (7 — 0) is not able to learn (3 in the limit. The empirical
model thus points to two stable belief regimes for inflation persistence: a low and

a high persistence equilibrium.

7 Conclusion

We have developed estimation and inference methods for a New Keynesian Phillips
curve with constant-gain learning and potentially multiple behavioural equilibria.
Under mild conditions the resulting model is geometrically ergodic, and a nonlinear
least squares estimator of the structural parameters is strongly consistent and
asymptotically normal. We explain how to conduct inference with respect to
structural parameters, including the equilibria, and apply these techniques to U.S.
inflation data, revealing multiple belief regimes in the data. This paper is only
a starting point and several extensions are left for future work: A natural next
step is to develop tools for multivariate versions of the model, along the lines of
Milani (2007)) or [Hommes et al.| (2023), in order to allow for richer joint dynamics
of macroeconomic variables (see also the discussion in Mavroeidis et al., [2014)). It
would also be useful to relax some of our regularity conditions, to exploit panel
data to increase effective sample size, and to adapt the analysis to decreasing-
gain learning rules using results from earlier work on the econometrics of models
with adaptive learning like|Chevillon et al., 2010, Chevillon and Mavroeidis| (2017)),
Christopeit and Massmann| (2018), Mayer| (2022)), or Mayer and Massmann| (2025).
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Appendices

A  Proofs

A.1 Results of Section 3

To begin with, we represent the 5 x 1 time series s; = (m,at,yt,ﬂt,n)-r as a
nonlinear Markov chain s; = G(s;_1, v;) with continuous Markov kernel G(s,v) on

the state space S := R3 x [—1,1] x (0,00). Upon setting

T — oy = Ya+ (6(1 — 515271) — a1 + 55152717%71 + Vpyr—1 + up + Yey (A1)
= Q(St—hvt) = G,
and
F(St—h Ut)
[ B, 0(1—pE,y) bp 0
7553—1 1- 7(1 - 5(1 - 53—1)) Yp 0 0
= 0 0 p 0 0
Vgt _ gt _ 9152
(I=re-1+797 (1=y)re—1+v92 0 1 R ro— 0 ,
0 0 0 0 L=y + 2o

the map G(s,v), s €S, v € R? is thus defined via

st =c+ F(si_1,v1)8-1+ Bvy, B =

o O O 2 =
—
>
\)
~—

with ¢ = (ay), ay1,a,0,0)T. Eq. thus represents a nonlinear state space
model as in Meyn and Tweedie, (2012, Sec 2.2.2). Continuity, which follows imme-
diately as r; > r > 0, implies that s; is a weak Feller nonlinear state-space chain
(Meyn and Tweedie, [2012, Prop. 6.1.2).

We first verify forward accessibility; i.e. from any starting point s, € S, a
nonempty set is reachable with positive probability. A sufficient condition, verified

at the end of this appendix, is a rank condition for the associated deterministic
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control model; see Meyn and Tweedie, (2012, p. 160).
Lemma A.1 The process s; is forward accessible and is a T'-chain.

Next, we establish p-irreducibility and aperiodicity. We apply (Chotard and Auger
(2019, Thm 4.2), which, by Lemma [A.1] ensures ¢-irreducibility if a steadily

attracting state s* € S exists. Thus we show:

Lemma A.2 For the Markov chain s;, there exists a globally attracting state s* €

S.

Because s; satisfies conditions |Chotard and Auger| (2019, A1-A5), it follows from
Chotard and Auger| (2019, Thm 4.4) that the chain is a @-irreducible, aperiodic
T-chain.

The final step is to establish geometric ergodicity. By Meyn and Tweedie| (2012),
a sufficient condition is a Lyapunov-Foster drift: there exist r € (0, 1), b € (0, c0),
and a function V : R> — R, such that

E[V(st) | se-1 =8| <rV(s)+0. (A.3)
The key insight for verifying (A.3)) is that the state can be re-expressed through

a 3-dimensional VAR(1) with time-varying coefficients:

T va
U
2z =c+ A(Bi-1) 2.1 + By, 2= oyl , v = [ t] , = |yal, (A4)

&t
Yt a
with
Jeh o(1— %) wp 19
AB) = [108% 1-+(1-0(1-5%) vp|, B=|y 1|
0 0 p 0 1

Let M(3) denote the 2 x 2 upper-left block of A(f3). Since M(3) = (1— %)M (0)+
B32M(1), the family {M(B3) : 8 € [—1,1]} is the convex hull of M(0) and M(1).
Under Assumption [B] by analysing M (0) and M (1) one sees that the joint spectral
radius of {M(B)} (and thus that of A(f) when |p| < 1) is strictly bounded away
from one. Hence the time-varying system z; = c+A(S;_1)z,_1+ B, is stable, which

is the main ingredient for constructing a suitable drift function V' in Eq. (A.3]).
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Moreover, the recursive sample autocorrelation satisfies

Ty — oy_1)? T — op—1) (1 —
Bt = by Br—1 + v, bt3=1—77(t tl)a 77t1=<t 1) (T tl).
Tt Tt
(A.5)
By construction 0 < b, < 1 and |yn| < 1, so the (; recursion is contractive.
Together with (A.3)) and aperiodicity, this yields uniform (hence geometric) er-

godicity by Meyn and Tweedie| (2012, Thm 16.0.2 (viii)).

Proof of Proposition [l Recall s, = (2], 3;,7:)7, with 2z, = (m;, s, y,)7, living
in the state space S = R3 x [—1,1] x (0,00). Define

V(s) = |2l> + ol Bl +var,  s=(",8,7)" €5,

with vy, v9 > 0 to be chosen now: Drift for 3. Trivially, because the state space
constrains # € [—1,1] and the recursion stays in S, E[|Bi1]| | 5] < 1. Drift
for z. Recall the VAR(1) representation z; = ¢ + A(Si—1)z + Bv,. As argued
before, {A(B) : B € [—1,1]} is uniformly stable. Thus, there exists a; € (0,1)
and ay < oo such that E[||ze1||? | s¢i] < a1l|ze]|? + ag. Drift for r. It v € (0,1),

Teer — @ = (1 —7) 7 (M1 — 1), we get

1 -1 0
revr = (1= 7)re + (1 _PYW)Q ZtT+1MZt+1, M=]-1 1
0 0

Since 2T M2z < 2||z||?, we obtain 0 < riq < (1 — )1y + bllzea ||, b= 27/(1 —7)?
> 0.

Combining the above and taking expectations, yields

E[V (siv1) | se) = E[llze1l|* | 5] + 01 E[|Besa| | 5] + v2 E[resn | 4]
S (1 + v2b)E|:HZt+1H2 | St] + U2(1 — ’}/)Tt + V1
< (14 wob)(ar||ze]|* + az) + va(1 — y)ry + v1.

Choose vy > 0 such that (note that a;b # 0)

1-@1

O<ai(l14+wb)<le0<vy<
(llb

and set r := max{a;(1 + vb),1 — v} < 1, B := (1 + vb)ag + v;. Since V(s) >
|2]|? + vor, we conclude E[V (si11) | s = s] < rV(s) + B, s € S, which is
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the Foster-Lyapunov geometric drift. Together with p-irreducibility and ape-
riodicity, geometric—indeed uniform—ergodicity follows by Meyn and Tweedie
(2012, Thm. 16.0.2 (viii)). Moreover, if E[|v;||¥] < oo for k > 2, then there ex-
ists a Lyapunov function Vi (s) = cx|[z]|* + dpr*/? such that the drift condition
E[Vi(st) | si—1 = 8] < Ais+ Ao, Ay € (0,1), A < oo. This yields the claim together
with the irreducebility and aperiodicity. Il

Remark A.3 The results in [Tong (1990, Sec A.1.4) concern Markov chains of
the form sy = T(s;_1) + S(s4_1,v). We can cast the dgp in that form by defining

T(St,1> = (A(ﬁt,l)zt, O, O)T, S(Stfl, Ut) = th -+ N(Stfl, ’Ut)St,h

with A(B) and B given in Eq. (A.4), while

0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
N(si_1,v) = 0 0 0 0
(177)17zg—t1+vg? N (17v)11£{—t1+79t2 0 1- 7% 0 ,
I 0 0 0 0 1—y+ %

Tong| (1990) requires the skeleton map T'(s) to be globally Lipschitz on the state
space S. However, in our setting, the Jacobian of T(s) wrt [ is proportional to
z. Hence, there is no constant ¢ € (0,00) such that |T'(s1) — T(s2)| < ¢|s1 — 2|
for any s1,s2 € S and [Tong| (1990, (A.5) on p. 458) fails. Moreover, Tong (1990)
assumes vy to be a scalar; see also the comment on Tong (1990, p. 466). For a
similar reason, the asymptotic unit circle condition in Duffie and Singleton| (1993,
Eq. (4.9)) s not satisfied.

A.2 Results of Section [4.1]

Proof of Lemma To start with, recall that

B, = (1 =) Be—ari—1 + y(m — 1) (M1 — 1)

Tt

5To illustrate, consider t = 1:

hi(y) = hi(y) & a1(y) = a1() & (Y —0)z1 =0, 21 =71 —

Because m = dpag + Poy1 + w1 and var[us] > 0 and var[e] > 0, one has that the event {z; = 0}
has probability zero so that v = y9 must hold.
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where r; = (1 — ¥)ri_1 + y(m — a;z_1(7))?. Conditional on F;_;, where

-Ft = U({(U]’,Ej), ] < t}),

By = B(v;) is a random function only because it continuously depends on v;. Using
(we assume w.l.o.g. that a = 0) my = dhy_1 + ptby;_1 + vy, and choosing suitable
Fi_1-measurable constants C, Cs, and C3, we get

B vy (M1 —ay_1) + Ch

= = -h. A.
5= T O 2t = O(ful ™) (A.6)

Hence, hi(y) — he(7) = (7 — Y0)ve + Rit-1 + Rot—1(v:), where, conditionally on
Fi—1, Ri4—1 is constant given by Ry 1 = (1 —7)au—1(y) — (L —vo)ou—1(70) + (7 —
70) (o (he—1(7) = hi—1(70)) + potboye—1) and, by Eq. (A.6), for any v — Ry, 1(v)
is a continous function in v such that Ry, 1(v) = O(Jv|™!). Now, by hypothesis,
v # 7o. Since we can choose some finite M > 0 such that for any |v;] > M we

have |y — yol|ve| — |R1t—1] — [Roe—1(ve)| > 0, we get

(1)
P(|he(v) = he(v0)| > 0| Feer) 2P(ly — yollve] = [Rip—1]| — |Rae—1(ve)| > 0| Fozi)

(2) (3)
2 P(|Ut’ 2 M ‘ -thl) = P(’Ut’ Z M) > 0.

Explanations: (1) uses that for any constants a, b, ¢, d, it follows from the (reverse)
triangle inequality that |ab+c+d| > |a||b] —|c| —|d|, for (2) we used {|v¢| > M} C
{I7 = vol|ve] = |R1t=1] — |R24—1(vy)| > 0}, and (3) follows from the fact that the
distribution of v; | F;_; is supported on R ensuring that the event {|v;| > M}
has non-zero probability for any finite M. By the law of iterated expectations, we
obtain P(|h:(y) — hi(70)| > 0) > 0. So, by the converse, we have just shown that
v = Yo whenever hi(y) = hi(7) a.s.. O

Proof of Proposition [2 The proof is based on [Francq et al. (2024, Thm 3.1).
In the following, we verify counterparts of their conditions (7)-(iv) on page 1445.
To begin with, note that their condition (7) is satisfied due to geometric ergodicity
and Lemma[I] Their condition (i) translates to

{h(7) = hi(v0) as.} = 7=, (i)

where hy(7) = ay(7) + 82(7)(m — au(7y)) has been defined before. Akin to [Francq
and Zakolan| (2004, Proof of Thm 3.1), we show the converse of , which holds
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by Lemma [2] Their condition (éii), in turn, requires

040, = El(m— fi(0)— (m — f,(60))% >0, (i)

where, we recall f;(0) = 0hy_1(0) + Yy, and 7, = f(0p) + wy.
Proof of . Now, for any 6§ € O, we have
E[(m: — ft(e))Z—(Wt - ft(eo))Z]
= E[(ft(e) - ft(eo))z]
= (1 — th)?0?
+ E[((¢ — ¥o)(a + pyi—1) + 0he—1(7) = dohe—1(70))?] > 0,

where we used the v, = (us, )" L F;_;. Now, note that that the inequality of
the preceding display is strict for 1) # 1. On the other hand, if 1) = 1)y, then

E[(f:(0) — ft(90))2] = E[(6ht—1(v) — 50ht71(’70))2]7

which is zero if and only if dhs () = dphi(70) a.s.. But condition implies (note
that for (v,7) = (¢0,70) we obtain 6hi(7) = dohu(y0) < (6 — do)he(70) = 0 a.s.,
which for var[h(79)] > 0 holds if and only if 6 = d¢)

{ =10 A Shi(v) = dohu(70) a.s.} = 0 =6,

So, if 6 # 0 it has to hold that E[(f;(8) — f:(60))?] > 0. O

Finally, their condition (iv) translates to requiring that any 6 # 6, has a open ball
Vi.(0) of radius 1/k centred around 6 that

liminf[ inf  Qn(0*) — Qn(ho)

n—oo | g*eV,(h)NO

>0 a.s., (1v)

where Q,(-) is the sample objective based on the stationary solutions (w/o initials).

Proof of (iv]). To begin with, note that

n

> lim inf ! > inf r(67),

n=% n = 0*eVi(0)nO

lim inf [ inf  Qu(0%) — Qn(6)

n—oo | 9*eV, (h)NO

_ _ 2 _ 9 . . .
where 7,(0) = (m — fi(0))* — (m — fi(60))*. Because e*ex}',?(feme r:(0*) satisfies the
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conditions of the ergodic theorem, it follows

lim inf inf Qn(e*) Qn(fo)| > E[ 1nf (ft<9*> f:(60))?],

n—oo | g*eVi ()N 0+ Vi (

while, as ‘1fn(f6 6( 1:(60%) — f:(00))? is non-negative and increasing in k, it follows
0*¢c N

from the monotone convergence theorem, the construction of the open ball Vi (-),
and condition that

lim B[ _inf  (f,(6") = £i(60))"] = E[(fu(0) — fi(60))"] > 0.

k—oo 0%V, ()N

Strong consistency then follows from the compactness of ©. |

Proof of Lemma (3| (i) Using a;(vy) = v X/25(1 — v)im,_s, we get

an(y) =2 (1= (= G+ DNms, dul(y) = (1= )%l + 1)y — 2Jms,

and &,(y) = 128 (1—~)2i[3(i—1)— (i —1)7]m,_;. Moreover, there are c,, € (0, 00)
such that

sup [oi™ (7)) <cmZz V) m—i|, me{0,1,2,3}

vyer
The claim is a direct consequence of the inequality | 3=, a;b;)* < (3; ai) 1 S, ai|b|*
for a; > 0 and k > 1, and the convergence of >;i™(1 — )™, m € {0,1,2,3}. (i)
Write z:(v) =7 — ay_1 (7). From r(y) = v XI5 (1 — )2 ,(7), we get from the

c-inequality

0< suprt Z |7Tt z| +SUP|Oét i— 1(7)|2)-

vyel i=0 el

The uniform k-moment bound on 74(v) follows from part (i) with E[|7|**] < cc.

Since

=> (1 () [wi(y) = 2y (7)] — rica (7)),

7

2 ; Y[dio1(7)? = 2i(y) i1 (7)] = 2231 () — Fio1),
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and

— 225(y) (3cki—1 () + yai—1 (7)) — 3Fi—1(7)]

the moment bound on r4(7) and part (¢) yield the desired result for the derivatives.
(77i) By Eq. (A.8]), we get

~+

V)t_ihi (7)7

i=1

where

he(v) = (1= 7 ) (1 = V(M (y) = Br(Vi(1)?)

+ Y281 (V)@ (v)u-1(7) — e (V) (1 = y)we—1(y) + 24(7)))
=Ci(7)A(v) + Bi(v),

say, with Ay(), Bi(7v), and Cy(y) defined implicitly. By the previous arguments,
there exists a finite constant ¢ € (0, 00) such that
: 1< k-1 % —i
Efsup |5:(7)["] < 5 (3_(1 =)™ D (1 =) Elsup [he(7)*]
~ver ™= i=1 ~ver
< cE[sup [ h(7)[] < o0,
vyel

where the strict inequality follows from:

Elsup |7 (7)["] < 287 (EY?[sup [Cy(7)[P]E"2[sup | Ai(7)[**] + Elsup | B.(7)["]).
~er ~er ~er ~er
Since 7, > 7 > 0, we have sup,, [Uy(7)| < 1+ 77 sup,, |(7)|. Thus, by part (i7),
finite 4k moments of m, imply E[sup., [Uy(7)[**] < co. Using |8;] < 1and v € (0,1),
we have sup,, [A¢(7)] < |2:(7)]|z1—1(7)| + 2:(7)?. By Cauchy-Schwarz and part (i),
we thus see that finite 4k moments of 7, imply E[sup, [4;(7)[**] < oco. Similarly,
we see that, by part (¢), finite 2k moments suffice for E[sup., |By(7)|"] < oo. This
completes the proof for 8;. Turning to /3, let Be(y) = me()/re(y), mu(y) =
re(7)Be(y) so that my(y) = v X520 (1 =) 24— (y)zi—j—1(7). Then, by the quotient

rule
2

sy ()r(y) = ma(Ni(y) ()7 (y) e (y)
By) = r(7)? 2 re(7)?2 +2 ()3
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Thus, because r, > r > 0, there is a constant ¢ € (0, c0) such that

(1:!@(7)! < [ + I (D] + Ime (DI (Fe (D] +70(7)*)-

Thus, it follows from the preceding discussion that finite 4k-moments of 7; ensure
E[sup, 18,(7)|¥F] < co. Similarly, it can be shown that here is a constant ¢ € (0, 00)
such that

iﬁt(v) < it (V)] + 7 ()i ()] + g (V[ (7 (V)] + (7))
+ |me (N (7 (V)] + [F ()7 (V)] + [7(9)[2).

Hence, 6k-moments of 7, suffice to show that E[sup., | Bi(7)|F] < oo. This completes
the proof. O

Proof of Corollary [1 Following [Saikkonen| (1995) and [Sed (2011), we show
that for r, — oo such that r, = o(y/n) and B,(v) = {n € R? : ||n|| > v/r.},
n = (0,1 — )T, for some v > 0, we have

inf D, (0) > 0.

vyeT' eEBL (V)

This implies that the NLS estimators of (d,1) are with probability approaching
one outside B, (v); implying, because v is arbitrary, that they are \/n-consistent

estimators of (0,1)T. In order to complete the proof, define
u(7,6) = —(0—=00)hu-1(7), u24(7, ) =ty —00(h—1 () —hu—1(70)) — (L —=bo) e,
so that Q,(0) = Q1,(0) + Q2..(7, 1), where

Qul8) = 23 O (6) + S una(OF, - Qun(3.) = D32

Note that Q1. (7, do, ) = 0 and thus @, (7, do,?) = Q2.n(7, ). Moreover, if §y =
07 then QZ,n(77w) = QQ,n(707 77/}) 807

Dy, (0) = Qn(0) — Qn(bh) = Ql,n(e) + QQ,n(%, V) — QQ,n(%, Vo)

with QQ,n(’YO, w) - QQ,n(’Yo, wo) = (w - %)2 > yf - QW - zﬂo) >oim1 Yrug and

Q1n(0) = —2527% 1 - (¢—¢o)yt)+52iht—l(7)
t=1
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Now, with n = (8,1 — 10)" and 2(7) = (he—1(7), y:) ", we get

n

D,(0) = 77T Z Zt(V)Zt(V)TU —2n ﬁ:l 2(y)u,

t=1

or,

1 N Zy(v)n ' Sa(y)
—D,(0) =&, -2 , &= )
iy i &= vl

Note that, uniformly in v € T', we have Z,(y) —, E[Z,(7)]. Since for each v € T,
E[Z.(7)] > 0, it follows from continuity of Z,(y) and compactness of I' that there
is a ¢ € (0, 00) such that, with probability approaching one,

inf A\pin (; Zn:zt(v)zt(v)T> > c.

vyel =1

Moreover, by [Hansen| (1996b, Thm 2) with ¢ = 2, S,(+) is stochastically equicon-
tinous. By the Cramer-Wold device and the CLT for MDS, we obtain fidi-
convergence, implying S, () ~ S() in £*°(I"), where S is a Gaussian process with
cov[S(71),S(72)] = 02E[2(71)2(72)"]. This implies that S,(y) = O,(1) uniformly
in v € I". Therefore, with probability approaching one,

1
inf  —D,(0)>c inf & —O0,(1)=c iz?f( )\/ﬁ||17|| — 0,(1)
nebn (v

YET NEBR (V) fn nEBL (V)
> il — 0,(1) - +cc.
Tn

This completes the proof. O

A.3 Results of Section [4.2]

Proof of Lemma {4| (a). To that end, choose an arbitrary 3 x 1 vector ¢ =
(t1,19,13)7 € R3. Tt remains to show that :TAv = E[(+7s441)?] > 0. Set

T _ ;
2 =L Spp1 = tihy 4 Ootahy + 13yt

The proof proceeds by considering four cases.

Case 1): 13 # 0. By construction y,41 = a + py; + €411, wWith g,41 | F; ~ (0,02).

Because h; and h; are F-measurable, it follows E[(:7s¢1)? | Fi] > (130.)? > 0,

which, by the law of iterated expectations implies the claim.

Note. In the following, we use the following variance lower bound: Let A and B
be two events with AN B = &, X be a random variable with E[X?] < oo, and
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X>wuon A, X <von B, then
var[X] > pq(u — v)?, (A7)

where p == P(A) > 0, ¢ .= P(B) > 0. This follows from Cauchy-Schwarz for
var[X] > cov[ X, Y]?/var[Y], with Y := qla—plg, E[Y] = 0, and var[Y] = pq(p+q).

Case 2): 11 # 0, 1o = 13 = 0. First, note that (assuming, without loss of generality,
a=0)

he = (1= B7)(1 — o)1 + (Yo + (1 — 70)87)m = b1 + c:My—1 + oy,

where vy = ey + uy, while My = dohi—1(70) + Yopoyi—1 is Fi—1-measurable.

Moreover,
b= (1= B7)(1 =) €[0,1 =
and
¢ =+ (1 =7)8 € [0, 1]

are, conditionally on F;_1, continous function in v,. We thus may write b; = b(v)
and ¢, = ¢(v) for a given realization under the conditional law of v;. Now, for the

Fi_1-measurable constant B, 1 = |ay_1|(1 — 7o) + |M;_1|, we obtain
—Bi1 <b(w)ay_q +c(v)My_1 < By prae. v,

where p is the conditional law of v; given F;,_ ;. Now, because c(v) > vy >
0, we have for some C' > 0 on Cy = {vy > C}, hy > —B,_; + %C and on
C.={y < —C_’}, we have hy < B,_1 —C. Let C be large enough such that
7%C > Bi_1+1. Then hy > 1 on C and hy < —1 on C_. Therefore, by Eq. ,
E[RZ | Fioi] > var[hy | Fioy] > 4P(C, | Foo1)P(C_ | Fi—1) > 0, using that the
tail events have positive probability and are independent of F;_;. The claim then

follows from E[(:7s:41)?] = (2E[h2] and the law of iterated expectations.

Case 3): 19 # 0, 11 = 13 = 0. Note that

G = (1 —y9)—1 — a1 +m = (1 — Y9)du—1 + 0he—1 + pothoYi—1 — Q1 + vz

Moreover, 7 — oy = (1 - ’YO)(Wt - at—l)v where ™, — a1 = dohy—1 + poolr—1 —

42



a¢_1 + v;. Thus, for
Ni—1 = dohi—1 + potboye—1 — -1, dy = (1= B7) +2(1 = %0) BBy,
and, see Case 2), by = (1 — 82)(1 — 7o), we get
hy = by + diNy_1 + dyvy.

Moreover, with x; = m — a;_1, we have
. . 1 7 5
Be=Bi1 + — (1 - ”Y) (1= o)1 — Brory)
Tt Tt
70

+ 7(2@71%@1&71 — &1 (1 —yo)wgmr +24) — Btflmf)-
t

(A.8)

Given F;_1, By = B(v;) and By = B(vt) are continuous functions of vy, and thus
also b; = b(vy) and d; = d(v;). Moreover,

B(v) =0, B(v) =0, as |v] = oco. (A.9)

Thus, there exists a finite F;_;-measurable constant L > 0 such that d(v) > 1/2
on Ep = {v: |v]| > L}. Moreover, given F;_1, we have for the continuous function

v b(v)dy—1 + d(v)Ni—y — (1 —70)du—1 + Ni—1 as |v| — oo so that

|Slup |b(v)dy—1 + d(v)Ny_1| = B;—1 < 00.

v|>L

So, on LT = {v; > L}, hy > —B; 4 + L/2, while on L™ = {v; < —L}, hy <
B;_1 — L/2. Choose L such that L > 2(B;_; + 1), we get, similarly to Case 2),
var[hy | Fi1] > 4P(L* | Foo))P(L~ | Fi_1) > 0. The claim follows again by the

law of iterated expectations.

Proof of Eq. (A.9). By Eq. (A.6), it follows 8; = B(v;), where B(v) = O(|v|™h).
Turning to 5(v), it follows similarly from Eq. (A.§), that 5(v) = O(|v| ™).

Case 4): (t1,t2) # (0,0), t3 = 0. To begin with, note that conditionally on F;_1,

2 is a continuous function of vy = Yye; + uy given by

z(v) = K(v) + S(v)v,
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where S(v) == t1¢(v) + t20pd(v), while K (v) == 11 K1(v) + 1200 K2(v), with
Ky (v) = b(v)ay_1 + c(v)My—1 and Ks(v) = b(v)dy—_1 + d(v) Ny_;.
We first establish two intermediate results
P(|S(v)| > 0| Fie1) > 0= var[z(v) | Fi—1] >0 (A)
and

P(d(v) # c(v)/y0 | Fier) > 0= P(|S(0)] > 0] Fia) > 0. (B)

Proof of . The proof is similar to the argument employed in verifying Cases
2) and 3). By hypothesis, there exists n > 0 such that G = {|S(v)| > n}
has positive probability P(G | F;—1) > 0. Moreover, for any |v| > L, L < oo,
My, == sup |K(v)| < co. Now, define A=Gn{v> L}, B=GnN{v<—-L}. So,

[v|>L

z(v) > =My +nL on A, while z(v) < M, —nL on B. Thus, by picking L large
enough we get var[z(v) | Fi_1] > P(A | Fo_1)P(B | Fi1)(nL — 2Mp)* > 0.

Proof of . Consider first the case 117+ 1209 # 0. We know that S(v) — 1170+
120p as |v| — oo. Or, there exists L < oo such that [S(v)| > 0 for allv € {Jv| > L}.
Because {|v| > L} has positive probability P(|S(v)| > 0) > 0. Consider now the
case 117 + t200 = 0 & 11 = —1200/70 and S(v) = 2dp(d(v) — ¢(v)/7). But,
by hypothesis, d(v) # c¢(v)/v with positive probability, thus ensuring P(|S(v)| >
0) > 0.

It thus remains to prove d(v) # ¢(v) /7o has positive probability, i.e., we show that
P(|®(v)| > 0| Fi—1) > 0, with

®(v) = d(v)r0 — c(v) = =B(v)* + 29(1 = 7)B(v)B(v).

To see this, define T; == Ay(A; + 2v(1 — v)dy), where A; == 7, — . Note that
Ty = T(v¢) is a quadratic function in vy; in particular, T'(v;) = (1 —7)*(1+27y)vi +
By v, + C,_1 for F;_i-measurable constants B, ; and C,_;. Since the leading
coefficient (1 — 7)?(1 + 2v) is strictly positive, the polynomial v — T'(v) is non-
degenerate. Full support of v; ensures that P(|7;| > 0) > 0, which, by stationarity,
holds for any ¢. Hence, there exists an event A € F,_;, with P(A) = 0, such that
for any history w ¢ A, T;_;(w) # 0. To that end, fix such a history w outside
the probability-zero event A. Put differently, the following three sentences that
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conclude the proof can be restricted to the probability-one event on which T; 1 # 0:

From Egs. and one gets for large v (or, equivalently, as m = m(v) is
affine in v, large 7), B(v) = 7 A1 {1 + 0(1)} and f(v) = =7 1 {1 + o(1)}.
This yields, ®(v) = —72T;_1{1 + o(1)} as |v| — oco. Because, T;_; is non-zero
almost surely, the claim follows by picking v sufficiently large; this is justified

because v has strictly positive tail probability.

Proof of Lemma |4 (b). Pick 0, 6, € ©, and define g,(0) = —ft(e)ft(G)T—i— (7 —
f:(0))H,(0). Before proceeding, note that f;(6) and H,(6) are affine in (6,7)7; i.e.

the complications arise only due to the nonlinear ~-functionals. Then,

9:(01) — g1(02) = £:(01) fo(01)" — f1(02) fu(62)"
+ [(me — fi(01)) Hi(01) — (m — fi(62)) Hi(62)]
=: Ay(01,05) + By(0y,605),

say. By [A:(01,602)]s < (|ft(01)|2 + |ft(92)|2)|ft(01) — ft(02)|2, the mean-value the-
orem yields

|A¢(61,02)]2 < 2225 \ft(e)bggg | Hi(0)]2]01 — 022
Next, By(61,62) = (fi(02) — fi(61))Hi(02) + (mp — f2(61))(H(61) — Hi(62))

| B(61,02) 2
< [sup | f1(6)[25up [H;(0)|2 + (| + sup| fi(6)]2) sup [V Hi(6)]2]
66 66 66 66

X |61 — 92|2.
Hence, |g:(01) — g:(02)|2 < Ct|01 — O2|2, where
Cy == 3sup | f(0)]2sup [Hy(6) |2 + (|me| + sup | f:(6)]2) sup |[VoHy(0)]2 = 3C1s + Cay,
9co 9cO 9cO 0co

say, where C 4, Cy; are implicitly defined. It thus remains to be shown that B,, :=
L3, Cp = O,(1). By Markov’s inequality, it suffices to show that E[C}] < oo.
By Cauchy-Schwarz,

E[C1] < EY?[sup |f:(9)[5]E"*[sup | Hy(9)[3] < oo,
0cO 0cO

where the strict equality follows, by Lemma 3| from the assumed finite 8 moments.
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Next, by Holder’s inequality with p =4, ¢ =4/3 (1/p+1/q = 1), we get
E[Cs,] < EV*[(|m| + sup| f(6)]2)"|E**[sup | Vo Hy(6) 5]
6o PR

Lemma (3| directly shows that the first factor is finite. Note that VyH;(6) involves
up to the third derivatives of the recursions; in particular, we need a uniform
¢ = 4/3-moment bound of (). By Lemma , this requires 6 x 4/3 = 8 moments.
Thus, E[C}] < oo, completing the proof. O

A.4 Results of Section 4.3

Lemma A.3 Suppose Assumption |B| holds. Then (i) F(5;\) is continuously dif-
ferentiable in (B, \). If, in addition, 1y # 0, then (ii) there exists ¢ € (0,00) such
that infgcpoa) || FA(B, Mo)|| = c. If, in addition, py > 0, then (iii) G(0) <0 < G(1).

Proof of Lemma [A.3l Define
D(B;A) = W05 + 1) + (1 A1 — 65%p) (o]0

so that F/(8; \) = 68%+¢2p(1—462B*)/D(B; ). Under Assumption[B] 1£53%p > 0,
1—p* >0, and 02/0. € (0,00). Hence D(3; \) > 0 uniformly in /3, \; note that we
only require Assumption [Bl Moreover, F'(f; ) is a ratio of polynomial functions
with nondegnerate denominator and thus in C' in on (3, \) € [0, 1] x B. For part
(17), it suffices to show that individual partial derivatives are non-zero: If py = 0,
then

9 gy - Yo =58
5N = e 7
If pg # 0, then
9 ) 2 (1- 5364)(1 - pg)(l - 505200)
o P60l = ) |

If ¢ # 0, both displays are strictly positive uniformly over 5 € [0,1]. Part (dii)
follows because F(0) = ¥2po/ (V2 + (1 — p2)(ou/0.)?) and F(1) = 6 + vEpo(1 —
d5)/ (%5 (dopo + 1) + (1 = p3)(1 = dopo)(0u/0:)?). O
Proof of Corollary . By Assumption , the denominator of F'(3, ) is strictly
positive on 5 € [0,1] and uniformly in A\, hence F(-,-) (and thus G) are contin-

uosly differentiable in a neighbourhood of (5, \) = (S0, A\o) for each equilibrium
Bio i€ {1,...,ro}. Next, define Gg = 93G, G = 933G, and the 5 x 1 Jacobian
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G, = V)\G. Moreover, we know that ), satisfies \/n(\, — \g) =4 Z ~ N(0,9Q).
Equilibria at A, are the roots of G(8;\,) = 8 — F(B; A\n) = 0. Denote by r, the
number of distinct roots of 5 +— G,(8;A\,) in [0,1], and by 7y the correspond-
ing number of roots of G(5;\g) = 0. Since G(-; o) is continuous on [0, 1] and
G(0; Ag) < 0 < G(1; \g), the number of simple roots (having multiplicity 1) is odd

implying the ry = 2 involves one simple and one root with multiplicity 2.

Part 1: 1o € {1,3}. For i € {1,...,ro}, since G(¥;0; Ng) = 0, we can write

0=GWin; An) = G(Win; M) — G(Bio; An) + G(Bio: An) — G(Bio; Mo)-
By the mean value theorem in 3, G(U;n; A\n) —G(Bio; A\n) = Gg(@i7n; M) (Win—D5io)s
for some ﬁm connecting the line segment between ¥;, and f;o. Analogously,
G(Bio; M) — G(Bio; M) = GA(Bio; M) (A — Xo), for some A, on the line segment

joining A\g to \,. Combining and rearranging gives
V(Win — Bio) = —=Ga(Win; M) 7 Ga(Bio: An) V(A — Xo) = JT V(A — Xo),

where J; == F\(Bio0; \o)/(1 — F5(Bi0; Xo)). By Proposition [2[ and the continuous
mapping theorem, Gg(zgm; An) = Ga(Bio; Ao) and G (B o; An) —p GA(Bipo; Mo)-
Hence, by Slutsky, v/n(9;., — Bio) —a J; Z.

Part 2: rg = 2. Let By be the simple root and 53 the root of G(f3;\g) with
multiplicity 2. Then

G(Blix) =0, Ga(BliXo) =0, Gsa(Blido) =2a, B =GBl Xo). (A.10)

Note that a # 0 by the definition of 53 having multiplicity 2. Moreover, under
Assumption , B # 0. Now, a second-order Taylor expansion of G(f3; A,) around
(Bg, Ao) gives, uniformly for $ in a neighbourhood of B,

G(B; M) = a(B — B + BT (A — Ao) + 0,(n /).

Consequently, the number of zeros of 8 — G(f3; \,,) near Bl equals (on an event

with probability converging to one) the number of real solutions of
av/n(B = 53)* + B Vn(Aw = Ao) = 0.

Because v/n(\, —Ag) —4 Z is centred and symmetric, there are (besides the simple
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root 3y) no additional roots if a=*BTZ < 0, or, put differently
lim P{r, =3} =P{a"'B'Z <0} =3,  lim P{r, =1} =P{a"'B"Z > 0} = 3,

and P{r, = 2} — 0; i.e. 7, —4 Bern(1/2) on the set {1, 3}.

The root, 1,, say, that continues the simple root [, satisfies the same linear
expansion as in Part 1, i.e. /n(d, — Bo) —a J'Z. When r, = 3, the two roots
19:‘3

n?

say, with ¥ < BS < ¥}, that split from the double root solve (on an event

with probability converging to one)

avn(0E — B1)? = =BT Vn(\ — M),

SO
n!t (0 — BY) —a £ \/la| 7 [BTZ.

Collecting, we have jointly

(Va0 = Bo).n"* (05 = 5)) —a (JTZ, £\/|a ' BTZ),

with the Bernoulli limit for r, as above. Next, we derive the properties of
Vn(0F +9;,) — BY). Recall 2a = G5(8)) and 6¢ = Gp5(B)). Then for 2 — 0:

G(B)+2) = G(BY) + 2G4(B)) + ax* + ca® + O(a?),

which, using G(3}) = Gz(81) = 0, simplifies to G(8) + x) = az® + ca® + O(z*) as
z — 0. Similarly, for the 5 x 1 vectors B = G5(8}), D == G\(8}), we get

GA(BY 4+ 2) = B4+ 2D + O(z?).
Moreover, for small y € R®:
G(B: ho +y) = G(B) + GA(B) Ty + ;yTGM(ﬂ)y +O0(lyl’).
This yields with 8 = ) + 2z and y = A, = A, — Ao:

GalBl+2) = G(8) + ) + Ga(B + ) B+ ZATGM (B + 1) + O(IAP).
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We thus obtain for E = %GM(BS)

Go(Bl + z) =az? + c2® + O(2') + (B+ 2D + O(z?))TA,
+ AL (B + 0(x))An + O A]?)
—ar? +cx® + BTA, + DA, + ATEA, + R,

where

n = O("LA + xQHAnH + IHAnH? + ||An||3)

Next, when r, = 3, the roots ¥ satisfy G, (9%) = 0 so that we get with zF =
9% — B1 from the previous display

A1l
=a(xF)? +e(xF)? + BTA, + 2 DA, + ATEA, + O,(n™) (A1)

where the order of the remainder uses z¥ = O,(n"%/4) and A,, = O,(n~'/?). Next,

define u,, = (v} +x,,)/2, v, = (z;} —z;)/2, and note that 2 = u, & v, and that
u, = (97 +9,,) — BJ. Thus, by subtracting Eq. (A.11)), we get

0 = adu,v, + c(6uv, + 203) + 20, DTA,, + O,(n 1) (A.12)

and, by adding Eq. (A.11)),

0=a(u+v2)+ BTA, +c(ud + 3u,0?) +u,DTA, + ATEA, + O,(n7).
(A.13)

We first show that u, = O,(n~"/?) using Eq. (A.13). Since r, = 3, 1BTA, <0
a.s. and av? + IBTA, = O,(n'). So, on {u, # 0}, Eq. (A.13) becomes after
dividing by u?:

0=a+ clu, +3u, " v2) +u,"DTA, +u,>ATEA, +u;?0,(n™").

We know A, = O,(n"'/?) and, from Corollary , that v2 = O,(n"/2). Suppose
now, for the sake of contradiction, that u,, = O,(n™"), ¢ € (0,1/2). Then, u, 'v? =
O,(n V) w | ALl = Op(n=42), and u;?n~t = O, (n*~1/?). Because 1 —1/2 <
0, this implies that all these terms vanish and a = 0, which is a contradiction as
a # 0 by definition of the multiplicity. This shows that u, = O,(n~'/?). Next,
we use Eq. , to obtain the limiting distribution of y/nu,. Because r, = 3,
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v, # 0 a.s.. Hence dividing Eq. (A.12)) by 2v, yields
0 = 2au, + c(3u? +v2) + DTA, + O, (n~3/).

where the order of magnitude is due to the fact that v, = O,(n"*/*). Therefore,

using again av? + 1BTA, = 0,(n™!) and u2 = O,(n")
0 = 2au,, — EBTAn + DA, + Op(n_3/4),
or
Vit = V(05 +07) = ) = 5 (SB = DYVl = d) + 0 (0%,
which yields the claim. U

A.5 Results of Section 4.4

Proof of Corollary The claim follows from Proposition [3| and Newey and
McFadden| (1994, Thm 7.4). U

Proof of Corollary 5| Note that F,,(7y) = t,(7)? where, by Frisch-Waugh-Lovell,

77 X utle,n(v) _
Gu(7) (5 iy hu1n(7)?)H?

ta(y) =

Here, hip(v) = hi(y) = ba(7) 20 ba(y) = (Siey 2e20) 7 S0y zehu 1 (y) are the
residuals upon partialling out z; = (1, ;)" and

SRS

6a(y) =

S (e — ) B ba(y) = (5 m(3)e(7)T) >l

t=1 t

where z4(7) = (he—1(7), 27)T. Let hy(y) denote the population residual h(y) =
he(7) — b(7) 2, b(7y) == E[227] "E[2:hi—1(7)] and define the infeasible t-statistic:

- o % Z?:1 Utht—l(/y)

tn(v) : o) , wi(y) = E[hu(v)?].

Set b(7) == E[zs(y)x:(7) "] E[z¢(7)m:] and let us first prove the following:

(1) sup 16a(7) = b(9)Il = 0,(1)  (id) sup [ba(7) = b()I = 0,(1)

vyerl yerl
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Proof of (i) and (ii). Next,

n

5.(3) =B < 25 7)™ = Bl 3 hia ()
G 3 =) lwﬁgymhww—Emmﬁwm«

By the LLN, £ >0, 2,2 —, E[2,2]] > 0. Because, by Lemma , E[sup,, h:(7)?] <
oo, the LLN for stationary ergodic processes and Hansen| (1996b, Thm 2) yield
sup,, ||+ o7y zehe—1(7) — E[zehe—1(7)]]] = 0p(1). The proof of part (ii) is similar.

Next, use (i) and (i7) to show uniformly in v € T’

li ()] = 0y(1) zmmhz o) = 0y(1).

3

Proof of parts (a) and (b). Note that |, (7)? — w(7)?| < |hun(7)? — he(7)?] +
|7 (7)? — w(7)?|. Because, by Lemma [3|, E[sup., h:(7)*] < oo, the LLN for station-
ary ergodic processes and Hansen (1996b, Thm 2) yield sup., |+ >}, he1(7)? —
W?(7)] = 0p(1). Moreover, [ (7)* = k()| < lheu(7) = Re(N)[hen(7) + a(7)],
where [hyn(7) — hi(7)] < |bn(7) = b(7)|||2]|. By part (i) and the LLN,

sup — thn — hu(7))? < [[bu(7) — b II*Zth I = 0p(1)

yel M2

Part (a) follows from Cauchy-Schwarz. Turning to part (b), note that

Su|o|| Zut (Pe1,n(7) = Bea () < sup [[ba(7) = b()Il[|—= ZztutH = op(1
yer \/_

vyer

using that, by the CLT for MDS, ﬁ g zuy = Op(1). This proves part (b).

Now, by continuity of v — w(y) and compactness of I, Lemma W] (a) yields
inf, w(v) > 0. Therefore, (a), (b), and the uniform consistency of &,,(y) imply that,
uniformly in v, t,(7) = £,(7) + 0,(1). It remains to be proven that #,(y) ~ U(v)
in ¢>°(T"). This is, however, a direct consequence of the multivariate CLT for MDS
(fidi-convergence) and Hansen| (1996b, Thm 2). This proves the claim. O

Validity of multiplier bootstrap. For each b € {1,..., B},

ﬁ Z?:l 7rt7biLt—1,n (’7)
Gup (V) (fey Pio1n(7)2)1/2

tn,b('y) =
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R . . . . 1D
where au,b(y)z is the residual variance from the regression of m;, on z; my ~

N(0,1) are bootstrap multiplieres independent of the data. Since sup., [G,(7) —
1| = op(1), following the proof of the corollary, sup., |tn5(7) —tns(7)| = 0p(1), with

Fus(y) = jﬁigm, Col) =

Wt,bilt—l (7)
w(y)

For each n, conditionally on the data, £, 4(7) is thus Gaussian with E*[£,,;(7)] = 0
and cov*[t, 5(71), tnp(12)] = %, where E*[-] and cov*[-] denote expecta-
tion and covariance based on the empirical measure P induced by the data. Next,
recall that cov[U(y1), U(72)] = E[he—1(71)he—1(72)]/(w(71)w(72)). Moreover,

n

sup |+ > (cov[Gs(1); Ga(12)] = cov[U(n), U(r2)])| = 0p(1),

m,72€0 Ty

which follows from the two-parameter case of Hansen| (2017, Thm 2) with ¢ > 2, as
Elsup, ,, [ (11)hu(12)1%] < Elsup, [7u(7)[] < oo for some g € (2,4] by Lemma B}
We therefore obtain, £, ;(v) ~p U(y) in £2°(T"), which proves the claim.

Proof of Corollary [6} First, we show

Vi(Gn(B) = G(B)) ~ G(B)  in ([0,1]).

Because A — G(3; \) is differentiable at A\, by the mean value theorem,
Gn(ﬁ) - G(B) - G)\(B, j\n,B)T()\n - )\0) - _F)\(B7 j\n,B)T(An - )\0)7

where Xn,ﬁ = Ao + tng(An — o) for some (random) ¢, 5 € [0, 1] that depends
on B € [0,1]. Clearly, supg [[Ans — Xol| < [[An = Xo|| = Op(n=1/2). Moreover,
GA(8,A) is continuos on the compact set [0,1] x B, where B is a compact ball
around A such that P{\,, € B} — 1; thus, by Heine-Cantor, G(/3, \) is uniformly
continuous on the compact set [0, 1] x B, so that supg [|GA(5; Ang) —GA(B, M) =
0,(1), and therefore uniformly in 3, \/n(G,(8) — G(B)) = —=F\(8)"v/n(A — Ao) +
0p(1). Thiss, V/i(Ga(8) — G()) ~ G(B) in ([0, 1]), where cov[G(81), G(3)] =
F)\(B1)TQF\(3;). Next, for each 8 € [0,1]

_ VAlGL(8) - G(B)] _
)

Next, the statement {V3 : T,,(8) < co} is equivalent to {sup; T,,(3) < co}. Be-
cause P{T < co} = 1 — a, supg [sn(B) — s(B)| = 0p(1) and, as a result of Q = 0

G(B) € [Gn(B) £ can™Y?5,(B)] & T, (B) :

Ca-
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and Assumption , infgs(B) > \/Amin(2)infg [|EX(B)|| > 0, it follows, by the

continuous mapping theorem, supgz T,,(3) —4 1. This proves the claim. O

Proof of multiplier bootstrap. First we show that if sup, - LS (me(B)—myn(B, Kkn))? =
0p(1), then G,,;(B) ~p G(B) in £°([0,1]). To see this, define first by G;, ,(3) ==

ﬁ S &Gemu(B) and G, b (5) = % Sy &omien (B, k) the infeasible and feasible

multiplier bootstrap processes, respectively. Conditionally on the data, G, ,(3) is

mean zero Gaussian with covariance kernel
* o o 1 &
cov' (G, ,(81), Gy, 1 (B2)] = - > mu(Br)mu(Ba).
t=1

By the LLN for stationary ergodic processes and Hansen| (1996b, Thm 2) in con-
junction with E[supg [m,(5)]*!] < oo for some ¢ € (2,4], the preceding display con-
verges uniformly in gy, B2 € [0,1] to the covariance kernel of G(f3), thus showing
that G;, ,(8) ~p G(3) in £([0, 1]). Next, recall that by construction the Gaussian
multipliers &, are independent of the data, uncorrelated with unit variance such
that

war(G.s(8) = G = - D (me() = (B0

By hypothesis, the preceding display is, uniformly in 3, 0,(1), so that, by Markov’s

o

n5(B)] = 0,(1), which verifies the claim. Next, we have

inequality supg |G, 4(5) —
to find my,, (8, k,) that satisfies the hypothesis. In doing so, note that

1

5 (mun(B, ) = mu(8))* <[ FA(B; M) = FA(B)*41(0)”

+ A8 M) IF (D (i) — Ge(k0))

By Lemma and consistency of A,, we have supg || F(5; An) — FA(B)|| = 0p(1),
while, by the LLN for stationary ergodic processes, = 37 ¢y(r0)? = Op(1). Because

supg aco1)x [1FA(B; A)[|? < oo, it remains to find ¢, ,(k,) such that

i (B (in) = B1(K0))* = 0,(1).
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It can be shown, that a suitable choice is

Gt.n.5(0)
Dt (0)
Prn(k) = Ptnp(P)
Ot o2 ()
(

_¢t,n,a§ ’i)

) Wlth qulft(gn)ut(en) - (gbt,n,'y(@n)u ¢t,n,5(0n)7 ¢t,n,w(8n))T7

and uy(0) = m — fi(0),

(ytfl - Zj)ft(@a P)
% >ty (Y — 33)2’

Ginpla,p) = ei(a, p) =y — a — pY_1,

while
(bt,n,aﬁ (9) = ut<9)2 - 637 ¢t,n,cr§ (p> = 5t<p)2 - (5’?

A.6 Proofs of auxiliary results

Proof of Lemma [A.1} First, note that, by backward substitution, s; can be
written as s; = Gy(s0,v1,...,v;), where v, = (us,&;)" and we define Gy(sg) = so,
G1(80,v1) == G(s0, 1), and

Gi(50,v1, ..., 0;) = G(Gi—1(S0, V1, - -, V1), 05), 1> 2.

The associated (deterministic) so-called control model (see Meyn and Tweedie,
2012, p. 29) to the nonlinear state space model is 5 = (ﬁk,dk,gk,ﬁk,fkf =
Gr(30,€1,...,¢€r), where e; = (e;1,e:)’ € R? is the so-called control sequence.
The rank condition (see Meyn and Tweedie, 2012, p. 153) requires that there
exists at least a finite value k£ and a specific sequence {ey, ..., e} such that the
rank of the 5 x 2k Jacobian with respect to the controls is equal to the number of

equations defining sy, i.e.
J5, €S, keN sth. O =[Ved | | V5] satisfies rank(CE) = 5.

By construction, this cannot hold for £ < 2, and £ = 3 is the first possible

candidate. And, indeed, below we show that this holds using a 5 x 5 submatrix
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formed by the highlighted cells of the 5 x 6 Jacobian for k£ = 3:

Oms  Omz Omy Omy Omy Oms
oul Oeq Ous Oeo Ous Oeg
Oaz  Oaz  Oag  Odag  Odaz Doy
oul Oeq Ouz Oeo Ous Oes

C3 = (% 9ys 9ys Oys Oys Oys
S0 ouq Oeq Ousg Oea Ousg Oes

083 0Bs 0B 0Bz OB3 9Ps
Ou1 Oe1 Ous Oeo Ous Oes3
Orz  Or3 Orz  Or3 Orz Orz
Ooul Oe1 Ous Oeo Ous Oes |

Note that, to ease notation, we set s; = §;, and for the control sequence we write
er = (ug, &) Recall also from Eq. (A.4]), the VAR(1) representation

2y = (7Tt, O, yt)T, Zt=cCc+ A(ﬁt—l)zt—1 + By, v = (Ut75t)T-

The idea is to show that, for the 3 x 1 z-component of s;, the blue highlighted cells
(columns {ug, us, e3}) have rank 3, while for the 2 x 1 (3, r)-component the green
highlighted cells (columns {us,u3}) have rank 2. Because the rank is invariant
under column/row permutations, this yields the desired result. First, fix an initial
state so = (24, B0, 70)" with By = 0, ro > 0, and arbitrary 2y € R3. We can pick

(80, €1, €2, €3) so that for z; = m — a4
gl :0, Ty = 1, 333:0, ﬁozﬁl :/82:(), ry > 0. (A14)

All derivatives below are evaluated at this point.

Step 1: z-block. From , and using that z5 and (5 do not depend on wvs,
we obtain Oy,23 = (1,7,0)T, 0.,23 = (1,7, 1)T. For the derivative with respect
to ugy, write zo = ¢ + A(0)z; + Buy, so that d,,20 = (1,7,0)T. Next, at the path
(A.14) we have 1 =0 and 8, =0, so

DU

nzz(l—'y)r =0, B2 = baf1 + ym2 = 0.
2

Since 1,37 do not depend on wus, this shows that [, is constant in u, in a
neighbourhood of the path, hence 0,,02 = 0 at (A.14). Next, differentiating
23 = ¢+ A(f2)ze + Bvg and using 0,52 = 0 at (A.14]) gives

Ouzz3 = A(B2) Duy 22 + (95 A(B2)22) D B2 = A(0)(1,7,0)" =: ¢.
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From the explicit form of A(f), we obtain

q=A(0)(1,, O)T = (Q17q270)T7 q =07, g2 =1 =~y + 7).

Thus the first two components of ¢ and (1,+,0)T form

g 1
det =q@—yn=71-7)>0
q2 7

for v € (0,1), so g is not collinear with (1,~,0)". Moreover, (¢, v, 1)" has third
component 1, whereas both ¢ and (1,~,0)T have third component 0. Hence 0., 23,
Ous 73, and 9y, 23 are linearly independent in R?, and the z-block of C? has rank 3

on the three columns {uy, ug,e3}.
Step 2: (5,r) block. Recall that 8, = b;5;_1 + ym, by = 1 — 7%, and n; =
(1-— 7)9“”:%1 At the path Eq. (A.14)), we obtain

r=(1—-ro, ro=1=7)ro+7 r3=1-7)%0+y(1—7)a3+yz3.

At t = 3 this gives, as a function of (z9, x3),

T2X3

r3(w2, 23) = C + (1 — 7)a3 + ya3, B3(xa, x3) = ¥(1 —7)——,
7"3(56'2,953)

where C' = (1 — 79)3rg > 0 does not depend on (z3,73). Computing partial

derivatives yields

87’3 87’3
5 91— 5 g
ot V(1 = 7)z2, oz, — 21
and, using the quotient rule,
03 r3 — 2v(1 — v)x3 033 r3 — 2yT3
I (1 - = (1 = y)ay 20T
P (1 —7)xs 2 " B, (1 —7)zo 2

Hence the 2 x 2 Jacobian matrix

_ 0 Bs
J2 o 8(3}2,1'3) [7“3]

has determinant det(.J;) = %ﬂ(w% —(1—7)3). Evaluating at the point (A.14]),
where 25 = 1 and 23 = 0, shows that det(J/;) # 0. Next consider the map
(ug,u3) — (2, 23). Recall that 0,,x9 = 1, Oy,x3 = 1, and 0,2 = 0, while, using

Ouy B2 = 0, Oyyz3 = (6 — 1).
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Hence, we have

Ji= 0(ug, us3) Lg] B [7(5— 1) 1] ’

so that det J; = 1 # 0. By the chain rule,

det

|
a(uu)[ ” = det(Jy)det () # 0.

r3

Thus the (5, r) block has rank 2 on the two columns {usg, us}.

Combining Step 1 and Step 2, we have shown that, for £k = 3, there exists an
initial state so and a control sequence (ey, ez, e3) such that C2 has rank 5. By
the rank condition of Meyn and Tweedie| (2012, Sec. 7.2), the Markov chain (s;)

is forward accessible and is a 7-chain. O

Proof of Lemma [A.2] It is enough to define a given sequence {e;};2, and
check if s, converges to a steady point s* if & — 400 see Meyn and Tweedie,
2012, Ch. 7.4. In particular, we can fix any deterministic sequence of shocks
and set it to zero, i.e., ex = (0,0) for all k. By the contraction property of the
p-update, By — p* € (—1,1). The y-recursion is yy = a + pyr_1 with |p| < 1,
hence yp — y* = a/(1 — p). For fixed *, the linear system for (my, ay) is stable,
so (mg, ) — (1%, *). Let xp == g(sk_1,0), i.e., by Eq. (A.1),

Ty = Ya+Ppyr—1 + [0(1 — 51371) — o1 + 5513717%*1-

By the convergences above, x;, — 1* = va + Ypy* + [6(1 — %) — 1]a* + §B27*.
With zero shocks the r-recursion is ry1 = (1 — )7, + vz, or, upon solving
the recursion ry = (1 —7)*rg + v X5Z5(1 — 7)/a3_,. Since 2, — 2* and (1 — )7,
v € (0,1), is summable, r, — 7* = 2*2. Therefore, by |Chotard and Auger| (2019,
propositions 3.1 and 3.2) s* = (7%, a*,y*, f*,1*) is attracting. Furthermore, by
Chotard and Auger (2019, Lemma 5.1 (ii)), s* is also steadily attracting. This

completes the proof. O
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