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Abstract

Handling missing data in time series is a complex problem due to the presence of tem-
poral dependence. General-purpose imputation methods, while widely used, often distort
key statistical properties of the data, such as variance and dependence structure, leading
to biased estimation and misleading inference. These issues become more pronounced in
models that explicitly rely on capturing serial dependence, as standard imputation tech-
niques fail to preserve the underlying dynamics. This paper proposes a novel multiple
imputation method specifically designed for parameter estimation in observation-driven
models (ODM). The approach takes advantage of the iterative nature of the systematic
component in ODM to propagate the dependence structure through missing data, mini-
mizing its impact on estimation. Unlike traditional imputation techniques, the proposed
method accommodates continuous, discrete, and mixed-type data while preserving key
distributional and dependence properties. We evaluate its performance through Monte
Carlo simulations in the context of GARMA models, considering time series with up to
70% missing data. An application to the proportion of stocked energy stored in South
Brazil further demonstrates its practical utility.

Keywords: time series analysis, regression models, partial maximum likelihood, non-
gaussian time series.
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1 Introduction

The literature on missing data is extensive, with numerous books covering a wide range of
methods, primarily in the context of independent data (e.g., Little and Rubin, 2020; van
Bureen, 2012; Carpenter and Kenward, 2012). As noted in van Bureen (2012), relatively
little is known about imputation for time series. Unlike independent data, handling missing
values in time series is significantly more challenging due to temporal dependence. There
are two primary approaches to dealing with missing data in time series when inference and
forecasting are of interest. The first, imputation, is the simplest and most widely used. It
involves replacing missing values with plausible estimates and proceeding with analysis as
if no data were missing. The second approach relies on estimators specifically designed to
handle missing data without requiring a fully completed time series. When available, these
estimators typically yield better results, but they are difficult to derive and often highly
model-dependent.

This work focuses on imputation in the context where missing data mechanism is com-
pletely random. Various methods exist, with many implemented in software packages. For
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instance, the R package imputeTS (Moritz and Bartz-Beielstein, 2017) provides 18 general-
purpose imputation methods, including mean, median, and mode imputation, last observation
carried forward, next observation carried backward, spline interpolation, and random impu-
tation. These methods are broadly applicable, but they may fail in specific contexts. For
example, in time series constrained to the unit interval (0, 1), spline interpolation often gen-
erate imputed values outside the boundaries, making it unsuitable for GARMA models for
double-bounded data.

General-purpose imputation methods have the advantage of being quick and simple, which
adds to its appeal, but they are not without drawbacks. First, they tend to underestimate
variance, introducing biases in parameters that depend on it, such as correlations. Mean or
median substitution, for instance, replaces distinct missing values with a single fixed num-
ber, artificially reducing variance and introducing a point mass in an otherwise continuous
distribution. Second, imputed values alter the dependence structure of the time series in
complex and often unpredictable ways, which is problematic since many statistical models
rely on accurately capturing this structure. Third, standard errors and p-values are distorted,
as standard inferential procedures assume that all observed values are accurate, failing to ac-
count for the additional uncertainty introduced by imputation. As the proportion of missing
values increases, these issues worsen, requiring more specialized techniques.

A promising strategy to mitigate these issues is multiple imputation, in which missing
values are replaced by plausible random draws from a carefully chosen distribution. This
process is repeated m > 1 times, generating m complete time series. Inference is performed
on each time series separately, and results are combined using simple pooling rules to obtain
a final estimate with an associated standard error. The advantage of multiple imputation is
that it accounts for the additional uncertainty introduced by the imputation process, but it
presents two major problems: how to choose the distribution from which the imputed values
are to be draw from, and how to do it smartly, aiming at minimizing the aforementioned
shortcomings of imputation methods?

A simple but naive multiple imputation approach is to draw missing values uniformly from
the observed range of the time series. However, this fails to address the problems outlined
earlier. A more refined approach was proposed by Pumi et al. (2025), in which missing values
are drawn from a truncated normal distribution centered at the previous observed value, with
variance calibrated to match the sample variance of the observed data. This method aims to
preserve the local dependence structure while maintaining variance consistency. However, the
results in Pumi et al. (2025) showed only marginal improvements over standard imputation
methods, which may be attributed to the specific application context - namely, long-range
dependent processes, where the method’s local nature may not be sufficient to enhance esti-
mation.

In this work, we introduce a novel multiple imputation method designed specifically for
parameter estimation in observation-driven models. Our approach takes advantage of the sys-
tematic component’s iterative nature in these models to propagate the conditional dependence
structure through missing values, reducing imputation-induced distortions in dependence. The
method is applicable to continuous, discrete, or mixed random components and can be used
with any estimator in observation-driven models.

Informally, given an initial parameter estimate, missing values are imputed by recon-
structing the systematic component of the model and sampling from the assumed conditional
distribution. This ensures that the dependence structure of the imputed series closely matches
that of the observed data. After each imputation step, model parameters are reestimated us-
ing the newly completed dataset. This process is iterated several times, with estimates from
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multiple imputed datasets combined to produce a final parameter estimate. The method
is compatible with any estimator of any quantity of interest in observation-driven models,
making it widely applicable.

We evaluate the proposed method through a series of Monte Carlo simulation studies in
the context of GARMA models, considering time series with up to 70% missing data. Finally,
we illustrate its practical application by analyzing the proportion of stocked energy stored in
South Brazil.

2 Preliminaries

In this work we consider observation-driven models as discussed in Cox (1981). More specif-
ically, let {Yt}t∈Z be a time series of interest and let {Xt}t∈Z denote a set of r-dimensional
exogenous time dependent (possibly random) covariates. Let Ft denote the information (σ-
field) available to the observer at time t, that is, Ft := σ{Xt+1, Yt,Xt, Yt−1, · · · }, where, by
convention, Xt denotes the observed values at time t for deterministic covariates, and at time
t− 1 for stochastic ones. The model’s random component is specified assuming that Yt given
Ft−1 is distributed according to a distribution depending on an identifiable parameter vector
ν ∈ Rv and a quantity of interest µt satisfying

g(µt) = A(X ′
t, Yt−1,X

′
t−1, Yt−2, · · · ;λ), (1)

for some twice continuously differentiable with respect to λ, and integrable real function A,
where λ is an identifiable finite dimensional parameter vector and g is a twice continuously dif-
ferentiable link function. Observe that, specification (1) implies that g(µt) is Ft−1-measurable.
Let γ = (ν ′,λ′)′ be the parameter of interest and denote by f(·;γ|Ft) be the conditional den-
sity, mass or density-mass hybrid (mixed type) related to Yt given Ft. Equation (1) determines
the model’s systematic component. The observation-driven model we are interested in this
paper is given by the specification of the random component and the systematic component
(1).

One of the main advantages of observation-driven models is that its dynamic is sequentially
determined given the model’s past knowledge. This allows for sequential conditional inference
regarding model parameters without requiring full knowledge of the joint distribution, leading
to the partial likelihood approach as discussed in Cox (1975) and Wong (1986) (see also
Fokianos and Kedem, 2004).

The full generality presented in (1) is sufficient for developing the method proposed and
studied in this paper, albeit of limited practical use without a complete specification of the
function A and its interaction with parameter λ. Also, the distributional parameter ν in most
cases is uni-dimensional. Model (1) encompasses many interesting particular cases of interest:

• By taking

A(X ′
t, Yt−1,X

′
t−1, Yt−2, · · · ;λ) = X ′

tβ +

p∑
i=1

ϕjA(Yt−j ,Xt−j ,β) +

q∑
i=1

θjM(Yt−j , µt−j),

for A and M representing the autoregressive and moving average terms with associated
parameters ϕ = (ϕ1, · · · , ϕp)

′ and θ = (θ1, · · · , θq)′, respectively, and β = (β1, · · · , βr)′
is the parameter associated to the covariates. This specification for g(µt) resembles a
set of ARMA equations with exogenous covariates, often referred to as ARMAX, but
it will only satisfy a set of ARMA recurrence equations if M is carefully chosen. This
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general form, briefly mentioned in Benjamin et al. (2003), is still too general for practical
purposes.

• A specialization of the previous specification is the base of all the models know in
the literature as the Generalized ARMA models (Benjamin et al., 2003), abbreviated
GARMA when the random component is a distribution member of the exponential
family in canonical form, and called GARMA-like models otherwise, has the form

g(µt) = X ′
tβ +

p∑
j=1

ϕj

(
g(Yt−j)−X ′

t−jβ
)
+

q∑
i=1

θirt−i, (2)

with rt−j taking one of two commonly used forms. In the predictive scale, rt = g(Yt)−
g(µt) (Rocha and Cribari-Neto, 2009; Bayer et al., 2017; Pumi et al., 2019, 2024, to cite
just a few). With this choice (1) can be shown to satisfy an ARMA set of difference
equations and the AR and MA parameters have their usual interpretation. However,
E(rt) ̸= 0 and nothing is known about the distribution of rt; Considering the response
scale instead, namely rt = Yt − µt, the pair

{
(rt,Ft)

}
t∈Z is a martingale difference,

provided E(Yt) < ∞. This fact is often used for goodness-of-fit purposes (see Bayer
et al., 2023; Benaduce and Pumi, 2023; Prass et al., 2025).

• The models studied in the literature of Poisson Autoregression (PAR) (see Fokianos
et al., 2009, and references therein), are often observation-driven and satisfy (1). In
PAR models, the distribution of Yt given Ft−1 is assumed to be Poisson with parameter
µt. Davis et al. (2003) considers a log-linear PAR model by specifying

A(X ′
t, Yt−1,X

′
t−1, Yt−2, · · · ;β1, β2) = β0 + β1

(
Yt−1 − µt−1

µα
t−1

)
,

for β0 and β1 regression parameter and α ∈ (0, 1]. The log-linear autoregressive models
introduced in Fokianos and Tjøtheim (2011) considers

A(X ′
t, Yt−1,X

′
t−1, Yt−2, · · · ; a, b, d) = d+ a log(µt−1) + b log(Yt−1 − 1),

where a, b and d are parameters. See Fokianos and Tjøtheim (2011) and Fokianos et al.
(2009) for more details and related works.

• PARXmodels introduced by Agosto et al. (2016) consider a term depending of exogenous
covariates (hence the X in the name) with specification

A(X ′
t−1, Yt−1,X

′
t−2, Yt−2, · · · ;α,β,γ) = ω +

p∑
i=1

αiYt−i +

q∑
j=1

βjµt−j + f(Xt−1,γ),

where f(·;γ) : Rr → [0,∞) is a user chosen function depending on a parameter γ ∈ Rg.
The additive specification f(Xt−1,γ) =

∑g
i=1 γifi(Xt−i) for real functions fi is often

used in practice.

• The Beta Autoregressive Chaotic (βARC) models, introduced by Pumi et al. (2021),
considers a systematic component that resembles (2) but substituting the MA term by
a chaotic process, yielding the specification

g1(µt) = X ′
tβ +

p∑
j=1

ϕj

(
g1(Yt−j)−X ′

t−jβ
)
+ g2

(
Tθ

t−1(U0)
)
,
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where g1 and g2 are twice differentiable link functions, Tθ : [0, 1] → [0, 1] is a dynamical
system, depending on a parameter θ and Tt = T ◦ Tt−1 denotes the t-fold composi-
tion. The dynamical system Tθ is assumed to posses an absolutely continuous invariant
measure from which U0 (a random variable) is distributed accordingly. βARC mod-
els present several attractive and interesting properties, allowing the modeling of many
dependence structures that are not possible to achieve with other GARMA structures.
See Pumi et al. (2021), for more details.

• The Rayleigh Generalized Autoregressive Score (Ray-GAS) model of Peña Ramı́rez et al.
(2024) considers a random component following the Rayleigh distribution parameterized
in terms of its mean µt and systematic component following a GAS structure of the form

log(µt) = X ′
tβ +

1

8

p∑
i=1

ϕi

(
πyt−i

µt−i
− 4µt−i

)
+

q∑
j=1

θj log(µt−j).

In this case, parameters ϕi and θj do not have an ARMA-like interpretation.

3 Multiple imputation approach for parameter estimation.

In this section we present the proposed multiple imputation approach for parameter estimation
in the context of ODMs, considering that missing data occurs completely at random. Let
Y1, · · · , Yn be a sample drawn from a ODM for which the random component is distributed
according to f(·|γ;Ft−1), whereas the systematic component follows (1), for some quantity
of interest µt. The identifiability of λ implies that the dependence of f(·|γ;Ft−1) on λ is
uniquely tied to the specification of µt and conversely. Hence, writing f(·|γ;Ft−1) is equivalent
to f(·|µt,ν;Ft−1). This notation will prove useful in what follows. Suppose that, given a
complete sample from {Yt}t∈Z, a method for estimating γ is available. At this point, no
further assumption is required.

Let I denote the subset of indexes for which Yt is observed (not-missing). Naturally, its
complement, Ic, is the set of indexes for which Yt is missing. The idea of the proposed multiple
imputation method for parameter estimation in ODMs is as follows.

Given an initial estimate γ̂0 = (ν̂ ′
0, λ̂

′
0)

′, missing values are imputed sequentially using a
random draw from f(·|µ̂t, ν̂0;Ft−1), where µ̂t is reconstructed using the previous information
through

µ̂t = g−1
(
A(Xt, Y

∗
t−1,Xt−1, Y

∗
t−2, · · · ; λ̂0)

)
. (3)

with Y ∗
t denoting Yt, if t ∈ I, or its imputed value, otherwise. This imputation process

generates a sample y11, · · · , y1n, referred to as the imputed sample, from which we estimate γ̂1
0.

This procedure is repeated K − 1 more times, resulting in a set of estimated parameters
γ̂1
0, · · · , γ̂K

0 . We define γ̂1 := K−1
∑K

k=1 γ̂
k
0, as the new reference value for γ. Then, the

procedure discussed so far is iterated using γ̂1 as reference, yielding a new estimate γ̂2 in
the end, and so on. These steps are repeated until convergence is achieved according to a
predetermined criteria, or until a predetermined maximum number of iterations, say H, is
reached. In any cases, the last estimate obtained, say γ̂, is taken as the final estimated
value for γ. This process is outlined below in the form of an algorithm, which systematically
illustrates these steps.
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Algorithm 1: Proposed multiple imputation approach for parameter estimation.

1. Given the observed time series {yt}t∈I , compute the initial estimate γ̂0.

2. Set k = 1. Starting from γ̂0, sequentially impute each missing value yt for t ∈ Ic by
sampling from f(·|µ̂t, ν̂0), where µ̂t is recursively computed using (3). Denote the imputed
series by y11, . . . , y

1
n.

3. Using the imputed series y11, · · · , y1n, compute the updated estimate γ̂1
0.

4. Repeat steps 2 and 3 for k ∈ {2, · · · ,K}, obtaining a set of estimates γ̂2
0, · · · , γ̂K

0 .

5. Define γ̂1 as the component-wise sample mean of the estimates γ̂1
0, · · · , γ̂K

0 .

6. Iterate steps 2 to 5, updating the estimate at each iteration, until convergence is achieved
according to some criteria or until a predefined maximum number of iterations H is
reached. In any case, the last estimate, say γ̂ is set as the final estimate.

If we let γ̂1
h, · · · , γ̂K

h be the estimates from which γ̂ was obtained, we can estimate the
uncertainty in the estimation of γ associated with the data imputation by calculating its
standard deviation, for instance.

The proposed methodology depends on some prespecified quantities, namely, the starting
value γ̂0; K, the number of multiple imputations to be performed; a stopping criteria and
H, the maximum number of iterations allowed. In what follows we discuss some strategies to
determine these values.

3.1 Starting value

The first step in applying the algorithm is to provide the initial estimate of γ, γ̂0. There are
several ways to obtain this estimate. One simple solution is to use the estimate of γ obtained
upon applying the estimation procedure to the longest sequence of contiguous observed values
in the sample.

More formally, suppose that I can be partitioned into U sub-intervals of consecutive
indices, say I1, · · · , IU , with Iu = {tu,1, · · · , tu,vu} denoting the u-th interval of size vu.
Define

u∗ := argmax
1≤u≤U

{vu}.

When u∗ is unique, T := Iu∗ is the set of indices corresponding to the longest sequence of
non-missing data in the time series. We propose estimating γ̂0 using the subset {Yt}t∈T . In
cases where two or more sequences have the same maximum length, one can either arbitrarily
select one of them or average the estimates obtained from each maximum-length subset to
define γ̂0.

In some cases, obtaining γ̂0 from the longest sequence of contiguous observed values may
result in a poor initial value for the algorithm, particularly when the sequence is too short.
In such scenarios, an alternative approach is necessary. One viable solution is to consider the
longest sequence obtainable from the original time series by imputing at most L consecutive
points, where L is small (e.g., 1 or 2), using any automatic imputation method. This approach
is valid as long as the number of imputed values is small relative to the total length of the
time series.
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3.2 Number of multiple imputations

The next step in the implementation of the proposed method is to determine a value for the
number of multiple imputations (K) to be used in Step 4. After m iterations of Steps 2 to 5,
the estimates γ̂1

m−1, · · · , γ̂K
m−1 are obtained and averaged to define γ̂m. Therefore, K should

be sufficiently large to ensure that the average of the K estimates converges to a stable value,
which will then be used as the updated parameter value for the next iteration of Steps 2 to 5.

Note that the sequence γ̂1
m−1, · · · , γ̂K

m−1 is not independent, as these estimates are com-
puted from time series that differ only in the set Ic. Results regarding the convergence
of the sample mean to a non-random value are well established. For instance, the sample
mean computed from a stationary short-range dependent process converges almost surely to
a non-random value at a rate of

√
n, whereas for long-range dependent stationary sequences,

convergence still holds but at a slower rate depending on the strength of dependence (Brock-
well and Davis, 1991; Palma, 2007).

In the context of GARMA models presented in the simulation, the value of K was de-
termined through a pilot simulation study. Even when the proportion of missing values was
as high as 70%, we found that K = 25 provided a good balance between computational ef-
ficiency, while ensuring the convergence of the sample mean to a stable value. Additionally,
our simulation revealed evidence of short-range dependence in the sequence γ̂1

m−1, · · · , γ̂K
m−1.

While a much larger value of K could also be used, especially in practical applications where
there is no need for thousands of replications, K = 25 proved to be sufficient for our purposes.

3.3 Stopping Criteria

We proposed two convergence criteria, as described in the following subsections. Both criteria
consider the reduction in variability of the estimated parameter as the algorithm iterates.
Low variability in the estimated parameter is naturally associated with the convergence of
the iterative process. The question we aim to answer is which criterion is more efficient in
detecting process convergence and what the difference is in terms of the estimated value once
both criteria have been satisfied.

3.3.1 Coefficient of Variation

The coefficient of variation-based stopping criterion (CVSC) relies on the coefficient of varia-
tion of the Euclidean distance between the estimate vectors. At each iteration of the algorithm,
after computing the component-wise mean of the estimate vectors γ̂1

h−1, · · · , γ̂K
h−1, the Eu-

clidean distance is calculated between the estimated vector of the current iteration and that
of the immediately preceding iteration. The coefficient of variation of these distances is com-
puted at each iteration, the stopping criterion is considered met once the relative distances
fall below a pre-specified tolerance, in which case the estimate vector of that iteration is taken
as the final estimate associated with that multiple imputation. A pseudo-algorithm for CVSC
is as follows:
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Algorithm 2: Coefficient of Variation-based stopping criteria - CVSC

1. Obtain the initial estimate vector γ̂0;

2. Compute γ̂1 following steps 2 to 5 of Algorithm 1;

3. Calculate d1 = d(γ̂0, γ̂1), where d denotes the Euclidean distance;

4. Compute γ̂2 by iterating steps 2 to 5 of Algorithm 1;

5. Calculate d2 = d(γ̂1, γ̂2) and C1, the coefficient of variation of the set {d1, d2}, that is,

m1 =
1

2

2∑
i=1

di, S2
1 =

2∑
i=1

(di −m1)
2, C1 =

S1

m1
;

6. Iterate the algorithm until |Ch/Ch−1 − 1| < τ , for some tolerance τ ∈ (0, 1).

The tolerance value τ in step 6 represents the relative rate of decline in the variability of
the Euclidean distances between successive parameter estimates and controls how close con-
secutive coefficient of variations must be in terms of proportion in order to declare convergence
of the algorithm.

3.3.2 Variance reduction stopping criteria

The second criterion we consider is based on the reduction of variance in consecutive estimates
(VRSC). The idea is that as the algorithm iterates, we track the behavior of the variance
vector associated with the estimated parameters at each iteration. Specifically, at each step,
we compute the Euclidean distance between the current variance vector and that of the
previous iteration. The algorithm is considered to have met the stopping criterion when the
absolute difference between consecutive distances falls below a predefined tolerance. The
VRSC stopping criterion can be systematized as follows:

Algorithm 3: Variance reduction stopping criteria - VRSC

1. Obtain the initial estimate vector γ̂0;

2. Obtain γ̂1 by following steps 2 to 5 of Algorithm 1;

3. Calculate the vector S2
1 containing the component-wise sample variance of the set {γ̂0, γ̂1};

4. Obtain γ̂2 by iterating steps 2 to 5 of Algorithm 1;

5. Calculate S2
2, the vector containing the component-wise sample variances of the set

{γ̂0, γ̂1, γ̂2}. Compute d1 = d(S2
1,S

2
2), i.e., the Euclidean distance between the vectors S2

1

and S2
2;

6. Iterate the algorithm until |dh − dh−1| < τ , for some tolerance τ > 0.

The tolerance τ in the VRSC has a different meaning to the CVSC as it considers the
difference between consecutive euclidean distances calculated from consecutive variance vec-
tors. As such, the CVSC tends to be more conservative regarding convergence, often requiring
more iterations than VRSC for the same threshold. A comparison between these two criteria
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in the context of GARMA model is presented in Section 5.

3.4 Handling Non-Convergence and the Maximum Number of Iterations

Algorithm 1 may not always converge within the predefined maximum number of iterations.
In such cases, simple diagnostic measures can be employed to assess and address the issue.
A practical approach is to restart the algorithm using the last estimated value as the initial
state – this is equivalent to increasing H from the start but is computationally more efficient.

Another factor that may affect convergence is the choice of the initial state, particularly
in time series with a high percentage of missing values, where obtaining a reliable initial
parameter estimate can be challenging. In these cases, restarting the algorithm using the
last obtained parameter may improve convergence. Additionally, the stopping criteria can be
reviewed, either by adjusting the threshold or modifying the criterion itself.

For likelihood-based estimation procedures, the algorithm may fail to converge if it be-
comes trapped in a region of the likelihood surface with little variation, preventing updates
from triggering the stopping criteria. This can be diagnosed by plotting the sequences ob-
tained in step 4. If necessary, increasing the value of K or modifying the initial state might
help.

In our simulations, we found that setting H = 30 iterations was generally sufficient to
achieve high convergence rates across all scenarios with the applied thresholds. As expected,
the proportion of non-convergent cases increased with the percentage of missing data. How-
ever, even at 70% missing values, the highest observed non-convergence rate was 2.3% for the
CVSC and 3.7% for the VRSC, which we consider acceptably low. For further details, please
refer to Section 5.5.

4 Monte Carlo Simulation Study

In this section we present a simulation study in the context of GARMA models. To the best of
our knowledge, this is the first study on GARMA models with missing data in the literature.
We will consider 3 GARMA-like models with systematic components given by (2) with errors
in the predictor scale, meaning rt := g(yt) − g(µt), with g being the logit function. In the
following we present the models from the oldest to newest. The βARMA (Beta ARMA) model
was introduced in Rocha and Cribari-Neto (2009). For the βARMA, the Beta distribution is
parametrized in terms of its conditional mean, denoted by µt ∈ (0, 1), and a shape parameter
ν > 0, resulting in the density

f(y;µt, ν|Ft−1) =
Γ(ν)

Γ(νµt)Γ
(
ν(1− µt)

) yνµt−1(1− y)ν(1−µt)−1I(0 < y < 1).

The KARMA (Kumaraswamy ARMA) model was introduced in Bayer et al. (2017). For the
KARMA, the Kumaraswamy distribution is parametrized in terms of its conditional median,
represented by µt ∈ (0, 1), and a shape parameter ν > 0. The conditional density is given by

f(y;µt, ν|Ft−1) =
φ log(0.5)

log(1− µν
t )
yν−1(1− yν)

log(0.5)
log(1−µν

t )
−1

I(0 < y < 1).

The UWARMA (Unit-Weibull ARMA) model was introduced in Pumi et al. (2024). For
the UWARMA, the Unit-Weibull distribution is parameterized in terms of its ρth quantile,
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represented by µt ∈ (0, 1), and a shape parameter ν > 0, for any fixed ρ ∈ (0, 1). The
conditional density on a UWARMA model is given by

fρ(y;µt, ν|Ft−1) =
ν

y

[
log(ρ)

log(µt)

][
log(y)

log(µt)

]ν−1

ρ

[
log(yt)
log(µt)

]ν
I(0 < y < 1).

The βARMA, KARMA and UWARMA were chosen because these models are featured in the
package BTSR (Prass and Pumi, 2025) for R (R Core Team, 2023), which makes them freely
available for anyone to use. Although βARC models are also available in BTSR, they were not
included in the simulation as they present systematic component whose behavior is radically
different from (2), making comparison impossible with the other models.

It is worth mentioning that inference in KARMA models considered the more restrictive
approach of conditional maximum likelihood (CMLE). Originally in Rocha and Cribari-Neto
(2009), the authors also considered CMLE, but the βARMA models are a particular case
of the βARFIMA models of Pumi et al. (2019), where the authors considered inference via
partial maximum likelihood (PMLE), adopted here. Computationally speaking, the difference
between using PMLE or CMLE is immaterial.

4.1 Data Generating Process

Using the BTSR package (Prass and Pumi, 2025, version 1.0.0), time series of size n = 500 were
generated from models βARMA, KARMA, and UWARMA models, with order p = q = 1,
considering a burn-in of size 100. Three scenarios were established for the simulations, each
corresponding to a parameter vector γ = (α, ϕ, θ, ν)′ with γ1 = (0.5,−0.4,−0.6, 20)′, γ2 =
(0.5,−0.5,−0.3, 30)′, and γ3 = (0.5,−0.4,−0.2, 20)′. For simplicity, the same parameter ν
was used to denote the fixed parameter of the three models. Missing data were introduced
at proportions of r ∈ {0.1, 0.4, 0.7}, assuming that they occur completely at random. For
simplicity, we assume that the first and last values of the time series were never missing.

These time series with missing data were then subjected to the multiple imputation process
described in Algorithm 1, resulting in imputed series, on which parameter estimation using
PMLE was performed. The data were generated using the stopping criteria described in
Section 3.3. In both cases, the tolerance was fixed at τ = 0.01 and the maximum number of
iterations was set to H = 30 and K was set to 25 following the results of a pilot simulation
(not shown). Within the BTSR package, optimization was conducted using Nelder-Mead. The
simulation was carried out using the R language (R Core Team, 2023), version 4.4.1. For each
combination of model, scenario, and proportion of missing data, the process was replicated
R = 1, 000 times.

5 Simulation Results

The simulation results are presented in Figures 1 to 8, displayed sequentially in this section.
Each figure consists of twelve blocks. Each block represents a combination of parameter
and proportion of missing data, described respectively in the columns and rows. Each block
contains three box plots of the estimated parameters, two of which correspond to the stopping
criteria (CVSC and VRSC, discussed in Section 3.3), and one referring to the estimates based
on the complete series. It is worth noting that the latter remain the same across the rows and
serve only as a reference.
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5.1 Scenario 1

Simulation results are presented in Figures 1 for the βARMA and KARMA (displayed to-
gether due to similarity) and 2 for the UWARMA. For the three models, as the proportion of
missing values increase, we observe an increase in bias and variance across all cases, except for
parameter ϕ in the context of βARMA and r ∈ {0.1, 0.4}, where the bias was not significantly
affected by the missing values. Notably, the results for θ approached 0 as r increased to 0.7.

As for the stopping criteria, for r ∈ {0.1, 0.4} both present similar behavior in terms of
bias and variance for all models. For r = 0.7, the results are mixed. Both stopping criteria
presented quite similar behavior for the UWARMA, the CVSC presented slightly better results
for the βARMA whereas VRSC presented smaller variance and slightly smaller bias in the
case of KARMA models.
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(a) βARMA, scenario 1
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(b) KARMA, scenario 1

Figure 1: Simulation results for the BARMA and KARMA models under scenario 1.
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Figure 2: Simulation results for the UWARMA model under scenario 1.

5.2 Scenario 2

Figure 3 illustrates the simulation results for the βARMA model. The introduction of missing
data in the proportion of r = 0.10 did not cause a significant difference between the median of
the estimates of α and ϕ and the variance was not significantly affected either. Overall θ was
overestimated whereas ν was underestimated. As r increases over 0.1, the bias and variance
for all parameter increase as well. For r ∈ {0.1, 0.4} both stopping criteria presented similar
results, while the CVSC performed slightly better for r = 0.7.
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Model: BARMA, Scenario: 2

Figure 3: Simulation results for the βARMA model under scenario 2.
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Figure 4 presents the results for the KARMA model. Unlike the βARMA model, a signif-
icant difference was observed between the median of the estimates and all true parameters,
except for ν. For the complete series, the estimates of θ were concentrated around zero, with
median exactly 0. It is important to note that the BTSR initializes θ exactly at 0. The fact
that the median of the estimates for θ is exactly equal to zero indicates that the optimization
algorithm did not move from the initial point for most of the estimated series, suggesting the
existing of a flat likelihood surface in the vicinity of θ = 0. This is a behavior frequently
observed in practice, especially for low values of ν. The introduction of missing data at a
proportion of r = 0.10 caused the median of the estimates for θ to move away from 0 toward
the true value, suggesting that the imputation had a sufficient effect on the likelihood surface
to allow the optimization algorithm to move away from the initial value of 0 and into the
correct direction.

The bias on the estimates of α and ϕ had an inverted sign compared to those of the
complete series, with the magnitude increasing as the proportion of missing data increased.
For θ, the difference between the median estimates and the true parameter decreased for
r = 0.1, unlike the case for r ∈ {0.4, 0.7}, where the estimates remained centered around
zero. ν is always underestimated with bias increasing with r. As for the stopping criteria,
both presented similar results for r ∈ {0.1, 0.4} and the VRSC performed slightly better for
r = 0.7.
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0.2 0.4 0.6 −0.5 0.0 0.5 −0.5 0.0 0.5 15 20 25 30

VRSC

CVSC
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VRSC

CVSC

Complete

VRSC

CVSC

Complete

Model: KARMA, Scenario: 2

Figure 4: Simulation results for the KARMA model under scenario 2

Figure 5 presents the simulation results for the UWARMA model. The introduction of
missing data, for all values of r, led to an increase in the difference between the median esti-
mates and the true parameter, except for θ. Parameter α and ν tended to be underestimated
whereas ϕ tended to be overestimated. For r = 0.1, the estimates for α and ϕ were nearly
identical to the ones obtained from the complete series. When r = 0.1, the estimated values
for θ obtained from the imputed time series were significantly better than the ones obtained
from the complete time series. However, for r ∈ {0.4, 0.7}, the estimates of θ for the imputed
series were moving toward zero as r increased. As for the stopping criteria, both present a
comparable performance with no clear winner.
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Figure 5: Simulation results for the UWARMA model under scenario 2

5.3 Scenario 3

Figure 6 presents the simulation results for the βARMA model, which show a behavior similar
to other cases, with bias and variances increasing as r increases. For r = 0.1 the estimated
values from the imputed and the complete time series are nearly identical. The estimates
obtained from both stopping criteria are nearly identical, with no clear winner.

Figure 7 presents the results for the KARMA model. Similarly to scenario 2, the estimated
values for θ obtained from the complete time series are concentrated at 0. For r = 0.1, the
estimated values move away from 0, but ultimately tend to fluctuate around zero as r increases.
The estimates for α and ϕ obtained from the complete series exhibit considerable bias, but
when missing data are inserted at rate r = 0.1, the estimates obtained from the imputed time
series are more accurate than those obtained from the complete series, albeit with greater
variability.

For r = 0.4, the estimates of α and ϕ showed bias of similar magnitude to that of the com-
plete series but with an inverted signal. For the parameter ν, a clear pattern was observed: as
the proportion of missing data increased, the bias of the estimates grew negatively. Consid-
ering the stopping criterias, the estimates obtained when r ∈ {0.1, 0.4} are nearly identical,
whereas for r = 0.7 the VRSC was superior.
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Figure 6: Simulation results for the βARMA model under scenario 3.
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Figure 7: Simulation results for the KARMA model under scenario 3.
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Figure 8: Simulation results for the UWARMA model under scenario 3.

The results for the UWARMA model, are shown in Figure 8. Estimates of α and ϕ
obtained from the complete time series and from the imputed time series when r = 0.1 are
nearly identical. For θ, the estimates obtained from the imputed time series presented smaller
bias, but as r increased, the situation was reversed. For r increased away from 0.1, bias and
variance of the estimates obtained from the imputed time series increased. Once more, ν was
underestimated with bias increasing with r. The estimated values obtained with both criteria
are nearly identical.

5.4 Discussion

The bias and variance of the estimates tended to increase as the proportion of missing data
moves away from 10%, which is expected due to the dominance of possibly inaccurate infor-
mation due to imputation and the loss of information from the observed values. This effect
is especially noticeable for r = 0.7, whereas for r = 0.4 often the effect was less noticeable
for parameter α and ϕ. Also noteworthy is the tendency of the PMLE to underestimate ν,
for all models and scenarios, with rare exceptions. For the UWARMA, both stopping criteria
yielded nearly identical results, but overall both criteria performed similarly, especially when
r ∈ {0.1, 0.4}. For r = 0.7, a marginal advantage for VRSC was observed.

An important facet of imputation in the context of time series analysis under massive
amounts of missing data was also observed here. For all analyzed models, it was observed
that as the percentage of missing data increases, the estimates of ϕ and θ tend to approach
zero. This behavior is, to some extent, expected, since, although the proposed method takes
into account the dependence structure reconstructed from the estimates obtained at each step
to impute the series, the presence of a large volume of missing data – as in the case of r = 0.7
– ends up limiting the effectiveness of the imputation. In this context, imputation based on
approximate parameter values is unable to adequately restore the correlation structure in µt,
resulting in an imputed series close to a uncorrelated sample. Consequently, the estimates
of ϕ and θ, which are responsible for this structure, tend to zero. This effect was, overall
more evident for the parameter θ. This is also a consequence of the loss of information that
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occurs under massive percentage of missing values, which ultimately affect every imputation
method. Nevertheless, the results obtained can still be considered satisfactory, given the
extreme nature of the problem when r = 0.7.

5.5 Iterations to Convergence

Table 1 presents the average number of iterations until convergence for the replications in
which the maximum number of iterations, H = 30, was not reached. The table includes
results for all combinations of model type, stopping criterion, percentage of missing data,
and scenario. The percentage of replications that reached the maximum number of iterations
is provided in parentheses. Notably, the average number of iterations until convergence is
systematically lower for the VRSC stopping criterion, with the CVSC required over 40%
more iterations to attain convergence in most cases.

As for non-converge, this percentage is quite low overall peaking at 2.3% for the CVSC
and 3.7% for the VRSC. For r = 0.1 the CVSC present uniformly higher percentage of non-
convergence compared to VRSC, peaking at 0.8%. The situation is reversed when considering
scenario 2, for r ∈ {0.4, 0.7}. For other cases, no clear pattern was found, with CVSC and
VRSC alternating their position. Interestingly, the average number of iterations for the CVSC
criterion increases with the proportion of missing data, r. In contrats, the average number of
iterations to convergence for for the VRSC criterion shows homogeneity across all values of r.

Table 1: Average number of iterations for convergence and the percentage of replications that
reached the maximum number of iterations (in parenthesis).

r Scenario
βARMA KARMA UWARMA

CVSC VRSC CVSC VRSC CVSC VRSC

0.1
1 11.58 (0.3) 7.61 (0.0) 11.24 (0.3) 6.37 (0.0) 11.22 (0.8) 6.70 (0.0)
2 11.55 (0.6) 9.99 (0.2) 11.41 (1.2) 8.33 (0.0) 11.22 (0.4) 8.76 (0.0)
3 11.21 (0.5) 7.31 (0.1) 11.30 (0.2) 5.58 (0.0) 11.24 (0.5) 6.06 (0.0)

0.4
1 12.71 (0.8) 6.62 (0.3) 12.23 (0.3) 6.06 (0.1) 12.63 (0.6) 6.71 (0.2)
2 12.77 (0.6) 9.57 (1.6) 12.50 (0.5) 8.25 (0.7) 12.64 (0.6) 8.43 (1.2)
3 12.60 (0.6) 7.95 (0.8) 12.14 (0.4) 6.00 (0.0) 12.63 (0.6) 6.70 (0.2)

0.7
1 13.82 (1.4) 5.70 (1.7) 13.08 (1.2) 5.56 (0.9) 14.19 (1.4) 6.27 (0.7)
2 13.75 (2.3) 9.11 (3.7) 13.71 (1.7) 7.60 (3.1) 14.61 (2.0) 7.95 (2.7)
3 13.73 (1.9) 7.99 (2.7) 13.25 (0.8) 5.98 (1.2) 14.16 (1.3) 6.30 (0.6)

5.6 Joint Asymptotic Behavior

To heuristically assess whether the asymptotic normality of the PMLE computed using the
proposed methodology may hold, we examine pairwise scatter plots and the marginal behavior
of the estimates (histograms and boxplots). Figures 9, 10, and 11 present the results for the
βARMA, KARMA, and UWARMA models, respectively, corresponding to scenario 1 of the
simulation (α = 0.5, ϕ = −0.4, θ = −0.6, and ν = 20) and using the VRSC stopping criterion.



G. Pumi, T.S. Prass and D.K. Verdum 19

Missing ratio (r): 0.10 0.40 0.70

0

5

10

15

0.2 0.4 0.6

de
ns

ity

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

0.2 0.4 0.6

 α̂

 φ̂

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

0.2 0.4 0.6

Missing ratio (r): 0.10 0.40 0.70

0

5

10

15

0.2 0.4 0.6

de
ns

ity

5

10

15

20

5

10

15

20

0.2 0.4 0.6

 α̂

 ν̂

5

10

15

20

0.2 0.4 0.6

Missing ratio (r): 0.10 0.40 0.70

0

5

10

15

0.2 0.4 0.6

de
ns

ity

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

0.2 0.4 0.6

 α̂

 θ̂

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

0.2 0.4 0.6

Missing ratio (r): 0.10 0.40 0.70

0

2

4

6

−1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5

de
ns

ity

5

10

15

20

5

10

15

20

−1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5

 φ̂

 ν̂

5

10

15

20

−1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5

Missing ratio (r): 0.10 0.40 0.70

0

2

4

6

−1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5

de
ns

ity

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

−1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5

 φ̂

 θ̂

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

−1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5

Missing ratio (r): 0.10 0.40 0.70

0

2

4

6

−1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

de
ns

ity

5

10

15

20

5

10

15

20

−1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

 θ̂

 ν̂

5

10

15

20

−1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

Figure 9: Pairwise joint and marginal behavior of the estimated values for the βARMA model.
Solid lines in the scatter plot represent the true values.
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Figure 10: Pairwise joint and marginal behavior of the estimated values for the KARMA
model. Solid lines in the scatter plot represent the true values.
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Figure 11: Pairwise joint and marginal behavior of the estimated values for the UWARMA
model. Solid lines in the scatter plot represent the true values.

Focusing first on the marginal distributions, the histograms for parameter ν closely resem-
ble a normal distribution but are centered at increasingly underestimated values as r increases
across all models. A similar pattern is observed for parameters α and ϕ, with both bias (in
absolute value) and variance increasing as r grows. Parameter θ exhibits the worst behavior,
with estimates frequently concentrating around zero.
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The scatter plots for parameter pairs (α, ϕ), (α, θ), and (ϕ, θ) indicate a strong correlation
among these estimates across all models, except for (α, ϕ) in the βARMA case. For r ∈
{0.1, 0.4}, the scatter plots generally display a well-defined bivariate normal pattern. Scatter
plots involving parameter ν exhibit a recognizable bivariate normal pattern, with weaker
correlations between ν and the other parameters.

6 Empirical Analysis

In order to showcase the usefulness of the proposed methodology, we conducted an empirical
analysis on a real dataset. We consider the same data used in Scher et al. (2020), referring
to the proportion of hydroelectric energy stored in southern Brazil from January 2001 to
April 2017, with a sample size n = 196. Missing data were introduced at random, following a
uniform distribution on the time stamps 2, · · · , 195 (for simplicity the first and last observation
were assumed never missing) at proportions of r ∈ {0.2, 0.4, 0.7}. The time series plot of
the data is presented in Figure 13(a), while Figure 13(b) present the same time series after
randomly removing 70% of the data. Next, the multiple imputation procedure was applied to
these artificially created time series, along with the estimation of the parameters for models
βARMA(1, 1) and KARMA(1, 1). We usedK = 25,H = 30 and τ = 0.01, as in the simulation.
This procedure was repeated 1,000 times.

The results of the empirical analysis are presented in Figure 12, which consists of eight
blocks arranged in four columns corresponding to the parameters and two rows corresponding
to the models. Each block contains three box plots, one for each proportion of missing data,
along with a vertical line indicating the parameter estimate obtained from the complete series.
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Figure 12: Estimation results for the βARMA and KARMA models, for proportion of missing
data r ∈ {0.2, 0.4, 0.7}.

For the βARMA model, α presented higher estimated values when compared to the esti-
mate obtained from the complete time series, with magnitude increasing with r. For param-
eters ϕ and ν the situation was reversed. The estimates of θ oscillate between the estimated



G. Pumi, T.S. Prass and D.K. Verdum 23

value in the complete time series.

The KARMA model yielded estimates closer to the ones obtained from the complete
time series for α and ϕ when r = 0.2. However, introducing missing data at proportions
r ∈ {0.4, 0.7} pulled the estimates for these parameters away from the estimates obtained
from the complete time series. Regarding θ, the estimates were concentrated around zero
for r ∈ {0.2, 0.4}, but for r = 0.7, its median was closer to the estimate obtained from the
complete series.

The estimates of ν in the KARMA model exhibited a pattern similar to that observed in
the βARMA model. A significant increase in the variability of the estimates for all parameters
when r = 0.7 was common to both models. For r ∈ {0.2, 0.4}, the increase in variance was
less noticeable, especially for the KARMA.

We emphasize that, in some cases, obtaining γ̂0 from the longest sequence of contiguous
observed values can negatively impact the initial value results, which plays an important role in
the proposed methodology. This occurs when the value of n is small and when the proportion
of missing data r is large, resulting in the longest sequence of observed data being very short,
complicating estimation by the PMLE. Figures 13(a) and 13(b) illustrate this point. In this
example, the longest sequences of contiguous values has only 4 points, a situation in which
obtaining a good initial estimate is challenging.
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(a) Original time series (n = 196).
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(b) Time series with 70% of missing data.

Figure 13: Visual comparison between (a) the complete time series and (b) the same time
series after randomly removing 70% of the data.

To overcome this problem, we can employ the solution presented in Section 3.1. The idea is
to consider the longest sequence of the original time series imputed with at most L consecutive
points, using any imputation method. To assess the impact of implementing this strategy,
we conduct the same experiment as before, but considering this strategy for L ∈ {0, 1, 2},
imputing values using the linear interpolation method implemented in package imputeTS.
Observe that L = 0 is equivalent to using the longest sequence without any modification
presented in Figure 12.



G. Pumi, T.S. Prass and D.K. Verdum 24

The results are presented in Figures 14, for the βARMA, and 15 for the KARMA. Each
figure contains twelve blocks, which are arranged in four columns representing the parameters
and three rows representing the values of r. Each block contains three boxplots, each asso-
ciated with one of the considered values of L. The vertical dashed blue lines represent the
parameter estimates obtained from the complete series for the respective model, presented for
reference.
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Figure 14: Experiment results considering the βARMA model.
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Figure 15: Experiment results considering the KARMA model.

For simplicity, we begin by analyzing the results for the KARMA model, presented in
Figure 15. For almost all parameters and all values of r, increasing the value of L substantially
improved the final estimated value, in the sense that it was closer to the values obtained from
the complete time series. The only exception is θ when r = 0.7, in which case increasing L
yielded worse results.
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For the βARMA model, the behavior is more complex. For the parameters α and ϕ,
when r ∈ {0.2, 0.4}, using L = 0 or L = 1 yielded similar results, whereas L = 2 resulted in
slightly worse estimates. However, for r = 0.7, increasing L improved the estimates for both
parameters.

For θ, when r ∈ {0.2, 0.4}, increasing L improved the estimates. For r = 0.7, L = 1
yielded substantially better results than L = 0, whereas for L = 2, the results were worse
than the previous ones.

For ν, L = 0 consistently produced the worst results. When r = 0.1, L = 1 yielded
the best results, whereas for r ∈ {0.4, 0.7}, L = 2 provided the best estimates. Table 2
presents the average length of the longest contiguous sequence for each value of L used and
r ∈ {0.2, 0.4, 0.7}. The average length is naturally a function of r. For r = 0.2, the average
length is 36, which is relatively low, though not extremely so. For r = 0.7, however, this value
drops to less than 12. In the most extreme case, r = 0.7, the average length increases by
approximately 50% for each unitary increase in L, with this percentage increase being higher
for lower values of L.

Table 2: Average length of the longest contiguous sequence.

L
r

0.2 0.4 0.7

0 36.0 22.3 11.9
1 84.9 42.4 17.6
2 149.0 73.8 25.8

References

Agosto, A., Cavaliere, G., Kristensen, D., and Rahbek, A. (2016). Modeling corporate defaults:
Poisson autoregressions with exogenous covariates (PARX). Journal of Empirical Finance,
38:640–663. Recent developments in financial econometrics and empirical finance.

Bayer, F. M., Bayer, D. M., and Pumi, G. (2017). Kumaraswamy autoregressive moving
average models for double bounded environmental data. Journal of Hydrology, 555:385–
396.

Bayer, F. M., Pumi, G., Pereira, T. L., and Souza, T. C. (2023). Inflated beta autoregressive
moving average models. Computational And Applied Mathematics, 42:183.

Benaduce, H. S. C. and Pumi, G. (2023). SYMARFIMA: a dynamical model for conditionally
symmetric time series with long range dependence mean structure. Journal of Statistical
Planning and Inference, 225:71–88.

Benjamin, M. A., Rigby, R. A., and Stasinopoulos, D. M. (2003). Generalized autoregressive
moving average models. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 98(461):214–223.

Brockwell, P. J. and Davis, R. A. (1991). Time Series: Theory and Methods. Springer-Verlag,
2 edition.

Carpenter, J. R. and Kenward, M. G. (2012). Multiple Imputation and Its Application. Statis-
tics in Practice. Jonh Wiley & Sons.

Cox, D. R. (1975). Partial likelihood. Biometrika, 62:69–76.



G. Pumi, T.S. Prass and D.K. Verdum 26

Cox, D. R. (1981). Statistical analysis of time series: some recent developments. Scandinavian
Journal of Statistics, 8:93–115.

Davis, R. A., Dunsmuir, W. T. M., and Streett, S. B. (2003). Observation-driven models for
Poisson counts. Biometrika, 90(4):777–790.

Fokianos, K. and Kedem, B. (2004). Partial likelihood inference for time series following
generalized linear models. Journal of Time Series Analysis, 25(2):173–197.

Fokianos, K., Rahbek, A., and Tøstheim, D. (2009). Poisson autoregression. Journal of the
American Statistical Association, 104(488):1430–1439.

Fokianos, K. and Tjøtheim, D. (2011). Log-linear Poisson autoregression. Journal of Multi-
variate Analysis, 102(3):563–578.

Little, R. and Rubin, D. (2020). Statistical Analysis with Missing Data. Wiley Series in
Probability and Statistics. John Wiley & Sons, 3rd edition.

Moritz, S. and Bartz-Beielstein, T. (2017). imputeTS: Time series missing value imputation
in R. The R Journal, 9(1):207–218.

Palma, W. (2007). Long-Memory Time Series: Theory and Methods. Wiley Series in Proba-
bility and Statistics. Wiley.

Peña Ramı́rez, M., Rojas Guerra, R., and Bayer, F. M. (2024). The Rayleigh generalized
autoregressive score model for SAR data interpretation. IEEE Geoscience and Remote
Sensing Letters, 21:1–5.

Prass, T. S. and Pumi, G. (2025). BTSR: Bounded Time Series Regression. R package version
1.0.0.

Prass, T. S., Pumi, G., Taufemback, C. G., and Carlos, J. H. (2025). Positive time se-
ries regression models: theoretical and computational aspects. Computational Statistics,
40:1185–1215.

Pumi, G., Prass, T. S., and Souza, R. R. a. (2021). A dynamic model for double-bounded
time series with chaotic-driven conditional averages. Scandinavian Journal of Statistics,
48(1):68–86.

Pumi, G., Prass, T. S., and Taufemback, C. G. (2024). Unit-Weibull autoregressive moving
average models. TEST, 33:204–209.

Pumi, G., Ulloa, G. C., and Prass, T. S. (2025). Estimation of long-range dependent models
with missing data: to impute or not to impute? arXiv:2303.04754.

Pumi, G., Valk, M., Bisognin, C., Bayer, F. M., and Prass, T. S. (2019). Beta autoregres-
sive fractionally integrated moving average models. Journal of Statistical Planning and
Inference, 200:196 – 212.

R Core Team (2023). R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. R Founda-
tion for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria.

Rocha, A. V. and Cribari-Neto, F. (2009). Beta autoregressive moving average models. TEST,
18(3):529–545.

Scher, V. T., Cribari-Neto, F., Pumi, G., and Bayer, F. M. (2020). Goodness-of-fit tests for
arma hydrological time series modeling. Environmetrics, 31.



G. Pumi, T.S. Prass and D.K. Verdum 27

van Bureen, S. (2012). Flexible Imputation of Missing Data. Interdisciplinary Statistics. CRC
Press.

Wong, W. H. (1986). Theory of partial likelihood. The Annals of Statistics, 14:88–123.


