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This article presents a new procedure for multifold predictive validation in time series. The procedure is based on the so-called “filtered
residuals,” in-sample prediction errors evaluated in such a way that they are similar to out-of-sample ones. The filtered residuals are obtained
from parameters estimated by eliminating from the estimation process the estimated innovations at the points to be predicted. Thus, instead
of using the deletion of observations to validate the predictions, as in classical cross-validation, the procedure is based on deletion of the
estimated innovations. It is proved that the filtered residuals are uncorrelated, up to terms of small order, with the in-sample innovations,
a property shared with the out-of-sample residuals. The parameters needed for computing the filtered residuals can be obtained by estimating
a model with innovational outliers at the points to be predicted. The proposed multifold predictive validation is asymptotically equivalent to
an efficient model selection procedure. Some Monte Carlo evidence of the performance of the procedure is presented, and the application

is illustrated in an example.
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1. INTRODUCTION

One of the best-known methods for assessing the predic-
tive ability of a model, or predictive validation, is by means
of out-of-sample prediction errors. These out-of-sample predic-
tion errors have been used in many problems, including selec-
tion among discriminant rules, estimation of the mean squared
prediction error (MSPE), and selection of time series models.
For independent data, a standard way to perform predictive val-
idation with out-of-sample forecasts is cross-validation (Stone
1974; Allen 1974). Cross-validation is usually applied by divid-
ing the data into two subsamples, the first used for model fitting
and the second used for model validation. Then new partitions
are selected, the process is repeated, and some criterion, such
as the minimum MSPE, is used to estimate the prediction error
of a given model (see, e.g., Burman 1989; Zhang 1993).

An important aspect in cross-validation is that the observa-
tions should alternate, or “cross,” their roles. Each data point
can then be used for estimating the parameters and for com-
puting out-of-sample forecasts. However, with time series, we
need to use the past to forecast the future, and this introduces
clear restrictions in how the data can be used (Burman, Chow,
and Nolan 1994). For this reason, prediction validation in time
series is usually made through split-sample validation, in which
the time series is divided in two subsamples, the first used for
estimation and the second used to compute out-of-sample pre-
diction errors (i.e., there is no “crossing”).

The split-sample validation can be made in several ways (see,
e.g., West 1996). The most popular scheme among practition-
ers is the so-called “rolling forecast,” in which the splitting
process is repeated, increasing recursively the estimation sub-
sample observation by observation and decreasing the valida-
tion subsample accordingly. Then an estimation of the expected
error criterion for a given horizon can be computed using the
available prediction errors at that horizon. The out-of-sample
prediction errors obtained by split-sample validation also have
important drawbacks. First, the parameters of the model and
the variance of the prediction error are both estimated with a
fraction of the data, inducing a larger variance of the estima-
tors. This added variance is called the “data-splitting variance.”
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Second, the results of the split-sample validation depend on the
initial partition, which is arbitrary. Third, the h-step-ahead pre-
diction errors of rolling forecast are computed from models es-
timated with different sample sizes, and thus they cannot be
compared easily.

When the objective of predictive validation is model selec-
tion, an alternative approach involves using model selection cri-
teria. For ARMA( p, g) models, many of these criteria are based
on minimization of functions of the form

G(p.q)=Iné6; ,+ (p+ g, (1)

where p=10,1,...,p* ¢=0,1,...,¢9%, with p* and ¢* as
some predetermined upper bounds, and 613 ¢ is the maximum
likelihood (ML) estimate of the residual variance of the fit-
ted ARMA(p, g) model in a sample of size n. The penalty
factor g(n) is such that g(n) — 0 when n — oo. If g(n) =
In(n)/n, then (1) becomes the Bayes information criterion
(BIC) (Schwartz 1978); if g(n) = 2/n, then we obtain the
Akaike information criterion (AIC) (Akaike 1974), which is
asymptotically equivalent to the final prediction error criterion
(FPE) (Akaike 1969); and if g(n) = cIn(Inn)/n, then (1) is the
Hannan and Quinn (1979) criterion (HQ). Some of these crite-
ria have been generalized for h-step-ahead forecasting.

Model selection criteria are related to cross-validation and
split-sample validation; in all cases we are assessing the
prediction performance of the model in out-of-sample fore-
casting. Furthermore, Stone (1977), Rissanen (1986), Stoica,
Eykhoff, Jansen, and S6derstrom (1986), and Kavalieris (1989)
have shown the asymptotic equivalence between some cross-
validation schemes and the AIC in selecting the order of an au-
toregression. Kavalieris (1989) has also shown the asymptotic
equivalence between the rolling forecast and the BIC. Although
asymptotically related, cross-validation and split-sample vali-
dation use information differently than model selection criteria.
Cross-validation and split-sample validation are based on out-
of-sample prediction errors, whereas model selection is based
on some correction of the in-sample prediction errors. The in-
sample prediction errors have the drawback of using the infor-
mation twice, for estimating the parameters of the predictor and
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for computing the prediction errors. This data reuse decreases
the possibility of detecting misspecifications and tends to se-
lect overparameterized predictors with lower values of resid-
ual variance, a problem analyzed by many authors (see, e.g.,
Efron 1986) and sometimes called “data-snooping bias” (White
2000). Thus some correction of the estimated in-sample vari-
ance is needed for model selection, as indicated by (1).

This article proposes an alternative multifold predictive vali-
dation procedure to evaluate the h-step-ahead prediction errors
of a time series model. The procedure is based on the so-called
“filtered residuals,” which are in-sample prediction errors eval-
uated in such a way that they are similar to out-of-sample ones.
This is obtained by eliminating from the estimation process the
estimated innovations at the points to be predicted. It can be
proved that with this proposal, the asymptotic covariance of the
prediction and the innovation of the predicted point has order of
magnitude o2, compared to On™!) with classical residu-
als. Therefore, the data-snooping bias of traditional in-sample
residuals is clearly diminished. When the prediction horizon
and the number of initial values needed for the estimation are
small compared to n, we can obtain almost as many prediction
errors as the sample size, thus avoiding the data-splitting vari-
ance of the traditional out-of-sample prediction errors. Conse-
quently, the estimated error variance does not suffer the loss
of efficiency of rolling forecast or other split-sample validation
procedures in time series. The estimated prediction error vari-
ance obtained with the filtered residuals is then very similar to
the one obtained if we could compute n out-of-sample predic-
tion errors. We show that the filtered residuals can be easily
computed from a model that treats the points to be predicted as
innovational outliers.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. In Section 2 we
introduce the notation. In Section 3 we define the filtered resid-
uals and prove that they are uncorrelated, up to terms of small
order, with the in-sample innovations, a property shared with
the out-of-sample prediction errors. We also prove that choos-
ing among models by using the minimum mean squared filtered
residuals (MSFRs) is equivalent to an efficient model selection
procedure. In Section 4 we present a Monte Carlo study of the
performance of the MSFR and illustrate the procedure with an
application to real data. We give some final remarks in Section 5
and provide mathematical details and proofs of theorems in the
Appendixes.

2. IN-SAMPLE, OUT-OF-SAMPLE, AND
INTERPOLATED PREDICTION ERRORS

Let z; follow an ARMAX model with known exogenous vari-
ables x; ;, i=1, ..., k, following the equation

k
¢ B)zr =Y _ni(B)xi;+0(B)ay,

i=1
where ¢(B) = 1 — Y7 B/, ni(B) = njo — Y_;_; n;;B’, and
0B)=1- Z]‘.I:l Gij . We assume that the random variables a;
are iid with mean 0 and variance o2 and that the roots of
¢(B) =0, n;(B) =0, and 6(B) = 0 are outside the unit cir-
cle.Let A = (@1, ..., 0p, 010, - - - Nis» 01, - .., 0g) be the m x 1
vector of structural parameters, with m =p +k+ > s; + q.

@)
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Suppose that an observed time series Z,, = (z1, ..., z,)’ is rep-
resented by model (2). Let us denote the h-step-ahead fore-
cast from origin ¢ by Z;4 = Zy4-n(Zs, X) = E(Zg1|Zs, 1), Where
the parameter vector A is assumed known, Z; = (z1,...,2)/,
r<t<n-—h, and z1,...,2 is a set of initial values. Let
us also define the population h-step ahead prediction error
as e.yh = Zr+h — Zr+h- When A is unknown, prediction errors
can be defined in various ways. If )AL,, = F(Z,) is some es-
timate of the parameters using the whole span of data, then
the in-sample h-step-ahead forecast is E;ih = Zipn(Zy, )AL,,) =
E(zt4h|Zy, An), and the classical residuals, or in-sample one-
step-ahead prediction errors, are given by a;+1 = 7441 — 2;3_ 1’
r <t <n— 1. Similarly, the & residuals, or in-sample A-step-
ahead prediction errors, are é;‘jrh =Zi+h — Z;‘jrh, r<t<n-—h,
with a1 = e} - By averaging the available in-sample predic-
tion errors, we obtain an estimate of the in-sample MSPE as

‘A/in (h) — n h(A;I']’rh)Z (3)
N —h—r+l

The out-of-sample prediction errors are based on the forecasts
2;)}&1 = 2t+h(Zh Am) = E@Zirn|Zs, M), where Ay = F(Zy),
m <t is some estimate of the parameters using a set of ob-
servations Z,, preV10us to z;+1 and are defined by e;’j_th =
Zr+h — Zr+h(Zf’ m), r <t <n— h. In this article we assume
that m = r and that all of the data up to z; are included in the es-
timation of the parameters. This prediction procedure is known
as rolling forecast (see, e.g., West 1996, for alternative schemes
for obtaining out-of-sample prediction errors). Let n; be the
size of the initial estimation subsample. Then an estimate of the

out-of-sample k-step-ahead MSPE is

1o @2
"‘/out h) = =np [ 4
) n—h—np+1° “)

sout :
One advantage of ¢, ‘h Over et ", 1s that the former is free

from the information in the observations to be predicted,
Zt+1, - - - » Z+h- Another way to estimate the parameters with-
out the effect of a block of observations is to assume that these
observations are missing. Pefia (1990) showed that the para-
meters obtained under this hypothesis are, for a large sample
size, the same as those computed assuming additive outliers at
these positions. The model that treats the block of observations
ZT+1, - - - » ZT+h AS Missing is

h
#(B) (Zl _ Z Wle(T+j)>

J=1

k
= Z ni(B)x; ;4 0(B)a, &)

i=1

where DEZO) =1if t =1 and D;t") = 0 otherwise, and wyj,
j=1,..., h, are the parameters corresponding to the variables

j ~int . .
D(Tﬂ) Let Al be the estimated parameter vector A in (5).
The 1nterp01ated prediction errors are then glven by e;‘}r‘h =
Zth — z+h’ r<t<n-—h,withz Zr+h = Zn(Zy, )J“‘) The esti-
mator of the i-step-ahead MSPE using these errors is

"\/il’lt(h) _ n h(A]lljrth)z (6)
S n—h—r+1’

These prediction errors for 7 = 1 were used by Pefia (1990)
for building influence measures in time series. They are closely
related to the conditional residuals (Haslett 1999) derived for
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linear models with general covariance structure. It is important
to note that, apart from the pure MA(h) case, the influence
of the block of deleted observations is not completely dis-
carded in these residuals, because the effect of the innovations
ar+1, - .., ar+4, will be included in future observations when
ZT+k, k > h is correlated with the deleted observations.

3. FILTERED RESIDUALS
3.1 Definition

In this section we introduce a new type of prediction error in
an ARMAX model that has some advantages with respect to the
in-sample and out-of-sample prediction errors. Let Z,, be a vec-
tor of time series data following (2). To build intuition, consider
first the AR(1) case, z; = ¢z;—1 + a;, with |¢| < 1 and a; white
noise. Our interest is in evaluating the ability of this predictor
to forecast future observations z;, t > n, using the prediction
errors computed in the sample Z,,. Let z74p, 1 < (T+h) <n
be an in-sample point to be predicted to estimate ery;. The
out-of-sample approach to estimate ey, with information Zr

would first obtain the estimator ¢7 = 37 zizi—1/ 35 22 |, then

compute the predictor Z(%lih = zr+n(Zt, (;AST) = qS?zT, and fi-

nally obtain the estimated error €rlp =2T+h — qAS?zT =eryh+
(p" — ¢T)ZT. Note that the first and second terms are indepen-
dent, because eryy = arqn + daryp—1+ -+ th’la”] and
the innovations ary1, ..., ar4, are not included in the estima-
tor qST If we set, for example, 2 = 1, then it can be verified that

E@Y)? ~o?(1+(T—1)""). Because the MSPE of a new ob-
servation is E((?,Z_H)2 ~o2(1+ (n— 1)1, it can be concluded
that the out-of-sample approach leads to an overestimation of
this MSPE. To obtain the large-sample bias of V°U'(1) as esti-
mator of E(&,41)> we have that

) 1
(1+:5).

2 ;1—;111/(t_1) >G2
n—nj

and the asymptotic bias of V°U(1) is positive. To better under-
stand this bias, this expression can be approximated for large
values of n — nj by

sout

E[V'()]~0o

E[V"()]~0o

n—np

(1 e los )

If we write n; as ny = an, 0 < o < 1, then the large-sample
bias of V°"(1) can be written as
—1lo
ga 1>’
l—«o

2
Bias[ 7o (1)] ~ Z <

which reveals that the positive bias will tend to increase expo-
nentially as we reduce «, the portion of the sample used for esti-
mation. If, on the other hand, we increase «, then the subsample
n(1 — ) used for the evaluation of forecasts will be smaller, in-
creasing the variability of V°U(1). This is the difficult trade-off
when using VU,

In contrast, the in-sample approach would first use an es-
timate q)n based on the n observations, then build zT =

2r+n(Zy, pn) = ¢l'zr, and finally compute e”h = IT4h —
¢,1ZT =er+n + (th — ¢,1)ZT~ The first and second terms are
correlated, because qAbn already contains, implicitly, the val-
ues ar+1, ..., ar+n. After some algebra, it can be verified that
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E@n )?*~0%(1— (n—1)~"). The large-sample bias of VI"(1)
as estimator of E(&,.41)? is Bias[VI"(1)] = —262(n—1)"!, and
it can be concluded that the in-sample approach underestimates
the MSPE.

We could alternatively estimate the prediction error eryj by
using an estimate that (a) does not include the information pro-
vided by ar+1, ..., ar+n, as in the case of e‘;‘“h, to avoid the
bias of the in-sample residuals, but (b) does include the infor-
mation provided by ar4+p+1, ..., an, as in éi}‘ e (O improve the
accuracy of the estimation. That is, instead of deleting obser-
vations to estimate the parameter, we would delete only the
new information included in the observations to be predicted.
Note that this is the idea behind cross-validation for indepen-
dent data, because then deleting observations is equivalent to
deleting the new information. However, for dependent data they
are not equivalent, because the new information is just that
which cannot be predicted from the past values of the time
series. To avoid the new information, the parameter could be
estimated by using a new time series of filtered values y, that
does not include the information provided by ary1, ..., ar+n.
To delete these innovations, we would first estimate the pa-
rameter as in the in-sample approach and compute et =
241 — q)nz, = ay+1, t > T + h. Then we would use these resid-
uals to build the filtered series y;, as follows: Fort=1,...,T,
we have that y; = z;; fort =T+ 1,...,T + h, we ignore the
innovations and assume that ary| = --- = ar4; = 0 and then
Vr4j = qAszT; and for t > T + h, the series y; again takes into
account the observed contemporaneous innovations, and then
Vi = ¢nyi—1 + a;. A simpler procedure for disregarding the in-
formation provided by ary1, ..., aryn,which is faster to com-
pute and can be interpreted as an iteration of the previous idea,
is to assume that the innovations at these points are contami-
nated by outliers, which is equivalent to assuming innovative
outliers at these positions. For instance, for the AR(1) model,
this will imply estimating the model

h
T+
ua=¢z-1+ ZW1D§ " ta,,
=1

which assumes innovative outliers at positions 7 + 1,.

T + h. It is well known (see, e.g., Chang, Tiao, and Chen
1988) that in this model Wy = z4; — @iz 1 and ¢ =
ZAZIthl/ZAZ%’ where A is the set (2,...,7,T + h +
1,...,n). Thus in this model, ar+; =0, [ =1, ..., h. Note that
the 1nf0rrnat10n about ar4; is not completely ehmlnated in the
estimation of the parameter ¢!, because iz is only an estima-
tion of the true innovation. However, as we prove in Theorem 1
in the next section, the prediction error éf}hr n = 2T+h — (q@ﬁl)hzT
has a similar behavior to the i-step-ahead out-of-sample predic-
tion error. For instance, for 7 = 1, we have éf}ﬂr | =ar+1+ (@ —

qASﬁl)ZT, and because we show that E{(qASﬁIZT)aTH} = O(n_z),
we have that E(é?1+1)2 ~ o2(1 + (n—2)7"), and these fil-
tered errors have an MSPE very close to the true one esti-
mated with the complete sample, E(¢,11)2. Also, E[Vil(1)] ~
02(1 + (n —2)~1), and then the large-sample bias as estimator
of E(¢,41)? is Bias[Vil(1)] = 62[(n — 2)(n — 1)]™!, which is
of lower order of magnitude than its competitors. Theorem 2 in
Section 3.3 extends this result to a more general situation.
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In the general case, estimation of the parameters down-
weighting the information contained in the innovations ary1,
., ar+j can be obtained by the model

k h
¢B)z =Y ni(B)xi;+0(B) (af +y sz§”’>>, )

i=1 =1

where the D,(TH) are dummy variables as defined in (5) and
wy, [=1, ..., h, are the parameters corresponding to these vari-
ables, D" ™ Let us denote Afil = [($flY, (Afly’, ()] as the
parameter vector of ML or least squares (LS) estimates of A
using the model (7). Then, following Mann and Wald (1943),
A2 ). The estimates Afl depend on T and , but for sim-
plicity we do not considered this in the notation. Let 2?1% =

Zron(Zr, A1) be the prediction of z74y, from zz using the esti-
mated model

M (B)z = Znn, (B)xi,c + 05 (B)ay,

and let 2I}I+h =Zr+h — 2%_ , be the corresponding filtered resid-
ual. After estimating model (7) for T =r,...,n — h, we have
n —h —r+ 1 h-step-ahead filtered residuals. The average of
these squared residuals is the MSFR, which will lead to the fol-
lowing estimate of the h-step-ahead MSPE:

Pl gy = 2t Crn)? )
n—h—r+1

The relationship between filtered residual and innovative out-
liers makes computation of the MSFR straightforward. For
h =1, the computations are the same as in the standard proce-
dure of checking for innovative outliers, and the estimation of w
directly provides the value of the filtered residual. For & > 1, we
just need to introduce a patch of & innovative outliers and use
the estimated parameters to compute the h-step-ahead forecast.
A Matlab program to compute the MSFR in a general ARMAX
model can be downloaded from the authors’ website.

3.2 Filtered Residuals as Out-Of-Sample
Prediction Errors

The predictor ?T“Jrh, r < (T + h) < n verifies E(%iT“M X
ary1) #0,1l=1,..., h, because of the influence of the innova-
tions ar4; in the estimation, whereas the out- of sample predic-
tor verifies E(Z ‘%LihaTJrl) = 0. The predictor Z zT 4 18 based on

the estimator 5»21, which explicitly sets ar4; =0, I=1,...,h.
Because ary; are only estimates of the true innovations, their
effect cannot be completely removed. However, we can prove
that the influence of these innovations ary;, [ =1,...,hk, in
z?ﬂrh is noticeably reduced. The following theorem shows that
the covariance between the filtered predictor and the future
innovations, E(%%Lhar+l), l=1,..., h, is of a lower order
of magnitude than with the classical in-sample predictor. The
proof is given in Appendix B.

Theorem 1. Let z; follow the ARMAX model (2). Let 2‘T“ ' n De
the h step—ahead predictor of z745,, where r < (T 4+ h) <n, and

let Z zT ., be the filtered predictor. Then, for /=1, ..., h,

(@) E{Eara) =00
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and

(b) E{EY, ara)=00"?).

This result then proves that the filtered residuals have similar
properties to the out-of-sample prediction errors.

3.3 Estimation of the Out-Of-Sample MSPE With
the Filtered Residuals and Efficient Model Selection

Let us denote by VPP (h) = E[(zpth — 2ntin) 2| Zn, A the out-
of-sample h-step-ahead MSPE from predicting z,4, with the
ARMAX model (2) with parameter vector A estimated with
a root-n—consistent method using the whole sample Z,. Esti-
mation of VP°P(h) is a rather challenging issue, because even
an asymptotic approximation of a properly specified model is
a nonlinear function of the parameter vector A that changes
with the horizon (see, e.g., Baillie 1980; Fuller and Hasza
1981; Yamamoto 1981; Kunitomo and Yamamoto 1985). In the
ARMA model at & = 1, the asymptotic VP°P(1) is

2(1 + S) +0(n3?%), )

where k is the number of estimated parameters. Expression (9)
is the basis of the FPE criterion; it is easy to handle because it
needs only the estimation of o2, However, at larger horizons,
VPOP(h) depends on the dynamic of the model. For instance, in
the case of a correctly specified AR(p) of mean 0, the asymp-
totic MSPE is (Fuller and Hasza 1981)

h—1
VPP(h) = 02> (€, B'ey)’
i=0

VPP(1) =g

O_Qh—lh—
+ —
o
Jj=0

=0 s=

1
(e;,Bje,,) (e;,BSep)
0

x trace(B" 17T B 17571,
+0m™?),

Where rZ = E[(Zl’v Zl*])/(zl‘zlfl)]v ep = (1’ 07 ceey
mension p x 1 and

B— <¢1 )

where I, is the identity matrix of size p and 0 is a vector of 0’s
of appropriate dimension. This expression requires the true pa-
rameter values B, o2, and T',. An estimator of VP in this
AR(p) case may be obtamed from (10) by ignoring the remam-
der term and replacing B, o2, and T, by their estimators B, 52
and F .- Then a plug-in estimator is

(10)
0)" with di-

¢p—1 ¢p )
0 /)

I

h—1
VPE(n) = 62 (e, B'e,)?
i=0

Azh 1h—1

. =35 B’ ep)(e B'e,)

j=0 5s=0

1)

In more general models, the estimator VPU¢(h) requires compu-
tation of an even more complex function (see, e.g., the appendix

A in A ~—1
x trace(B" 1T B"1=T_").
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in Baillie 1980). Despite the difficulty in estimating VPP (h), its
computation would provide very useful information for a vari-
ety of purposes, including extending the FPE criterion for 2 > 1
in a general ARMAX situation, building asymptotic confidence
intervals, and assessing the predictability at horizon 2 > 1 of a
series using R?-like measures (see, e.g., Pierce 1979; Granger
and Newbold 1986, p. 310; Diebold and Kilian 2001).

From the result in Theorem 1, the estimator Vil(h), defined
in (8) can be used as an estimate of VPP (h), without dismissing
the possibility of using alternative loss functions. The MSFR is
much easier to compute than Vplug(h), because no theoretical
formulae are required, and has a very low bias, as shown in the
following theorem.

Theorem 2. Let the conditions of Theorem 1 hold. Then

E[Vil(n)] = VPP(h) + O(n=3/?). (12)

It is worth remarking that Theorem 2 relies on the ability of
filtered residuals to mimic out-of-sample prediction errors, as
shown in Theorem 1. A corollary of Theorem 2 is that, because
Vil(h) is asymptotically equivalent to VPP (%), minimizing the
MSEFR is asymptotically equivalent to selecting the most effi-
cient predictor, at horizon #, among a set of competing models.

From Theorem 2 and expression (9), it can be seen that
minimizing the MSFR is asymptotically equivalent to the FPE
criterion for 7 = 1. Note also that the MSFR is, for pure
autoregressive processes and i = 1, closely related to the
cross-validation scheme described Stone (1974), Allen (1974),
and Stoica et al. (1986). For instance, for pure autoregressive
processes \A/ﬁl(l) is equivalent to the PRESS criteria (Allen
1974). The use of the MSFR for model selection, then can be
interpreted as the generalization of the PRESS criteria to A-step
prediction with ARMAX models.

4. EMPIRICAL COMPARISON
4.1 Preliminaries

In this section we illustrate the performance of the proposed
procedure in finite samples using both a Monte Carlo experi-
ment and some real data. We first compare the empirical bias
and mean squared error (MSE) of alternative estimators of
the population out-of-sample h-step-ahead MSPE (VPP (h)).
This experiment will allow to check how the asymptotic re-
sults of Theorem 2 apply in finite samples, comparing the bias
of Vfil(h) with in-sample and out-of-sample approaches. The
empirical results will also allow us to compare the precision
of the alternative approaches, computing the MSE of the es-
timators, and showing the high inefficiency of the frequently
used split-sample validation procedures. We use both univari-
ate and ARMAX models in the comparison. It is important to
find reliable predictive validation procedures in ARMAX mod-
els, because there is a higher risk of misspecification, falling
into spurious relationships between the variables. We also in-
clude in the simulation a nonlinear ARMAX model, which can
illustrate the behavior of the proposed procedure when the un-
derline process does not belong to the ARMAX family.

In a second part of the experiment, we also evaluate the
relative performance of the alternative estimators as validation
criteria for model selection for a prediction horizon A of inter-
est. We also include in the comparison popular criteria, such as
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AIC, BIC, HQ (with ¢ = 3), and FPE. The alternative informa-
tion criteria, as well as Vfil(h), have been built using asymptotic
arguments, so it is useful to compare them in small and moder-
ate samples. Finally, we illustrate some application of the pro-
posed procedure with real data. To this aim, we have chosen a
dataset that is easily available in the literature as the gas furnace
data of Box and Jenkins (1976, p. 381).

Four types of prediction errors are considered in the com-
parison. The first are the in-sample prediction errors, é;i 4> Ob-
tained from LS estimation of the predictor 2;1 4> and from them
we compute two estimators of VPP (), the average of squared
prediction errors, Vin(h), and the average corrected by degrees
of freedom, V" (k). For instance, for an AR( p), they are com-
puted by
o @)’ -

Vin(ny = =2
*) n—h—p+1

and
n—h sin 2
t=p (et+h)

‘A/inch — == i
*) n—h—2p+1

(14)

The second type of prediction errors considered are out-of-
sample prediction errors obtained using the rolling forecast. To
compute these, the estimation subsample increases recursively,
and the model is reestimated by LS including all data prior to
the forecast origin. We compute two estimates of VPP(h), one
from é;’f}l, where the initial estimation subsample has size [.5n]
and [-] denotes the integer part, and one from 2?]31, where the
initial estimation subsample has size [.75n]. The goal of includ-
ing both prediction errors is to compare the effect of different
initial subsamples. In both cases, the MSPE is estimated by
averaging the available squared prediction errors, and the es-
timates are denoted by Vo50(h) and V°7>(h). In the case of an
AR(p), they are given by

s @)’
(7050 t=[on| "t
p) = == T 15
) = T s+ 1 (1>
and
n—h ~075\2
N — (e)\3)
VO75 (h) — Zt—[~751’l] t+h (15b)

n—h—1[75n]+1"

The third and fourth types of prediction errors considered are

the interpolated prediction errors ¢ and the proposed filtered

T+h
residuals éf}lJrh, which are also obtained using LS estimation.
The corresponding MSPEs are estimated with (6) and (8), and
we denote them by V"(h) and Vil(h).

We performed two experiments. In the first experiment, the
true data-generating process (DGP) is the AR(3): (1 —2B)(1 —
SB)(1 — .7B)z; = a;, with a; ~ N(0, 1). In each simulated se-
ries, we fitted AR(p) models of orderp =1, 2, ..., 6. In the sec-
ond experiment, the DGP is the model is y; = .9y;—1 + .7x1; +
2x1—1 + yx1x11—1 + a; with y = 0 (linear ARX case) and
y = .1 (nonlinear case). The independent variable xj; is a se-
quence of iid random variables with distribution x1; ~ N(0, 1).
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In each replication of this model, we fit the following alternative
linear models:

Ml1: yi=c+ay—1+ Bixi+ foxii—1 +ar,
M2: y;=cHay—1+ pixi; +as,
M3: yi=c+oay—1+ Bixi: + Boxi—1 + B3xo + ay,
M4: yi=c+oay—1+ Bixir + Boxir—1 + B3xor + Paxzs + ay,
and
5
M5: yl:C+Z¢pyt—p+at»

i=1
where xp; and x3; are independent of x; but are also iid and
N(O, 1).

For each Monte Carlo replication, we generated 200 +n + 5
data values and dropped the first 200 data values to ensure sta-
tionary initial conditions. Of the remaining n 4+ 5 data points,
we used the first n to estimate the parameters of each model
and considered the last five observations as future observations.
We considered two sample sizes, n = 25 and 100. In the first ex-
periment, the prediction horizon is 2 = 1, 3, and in the second
experiment it is 4 = 1, 3, 5. For each experiment, model, and
sample of size n, we computed the statistics Vin(n), Vine(p),
Vo0 (h), VO3 (h), Vin(h), and V1il(h), as well as the AIC, BIC,
HQ, and FPE. For 7 = 1, we used the AIC, BIC, and HQ as
in (1), with V(1) as the ML estimator of 2. The FPE uses
Vinc(l) as an unbiased estimate of o2. We also used those crite-
ria at & > 1 using (1) but replacing Vin(1) by Vin(h) and Vin¢(1)
by Vin®(h). By this, we intend not to propose new definitions
of those criteria for h-step-ahead forecasting (see Hurvich and
Tsai 1997 for generalizations of AIC along these lines), but
rather to use them as simple approximate criteria for compar-
ison purposes. We used remaining five observations to compute
the population out-of-sample MSPE, VPP (h).

We ran each experiment twice. The first run was designed for
estimation of the population MSPE for each model, VP°P(h);
the second, for comparing different estimates of this MSPE. In
the first run, we made 100,000 replications. In each replication
we used the n observations to estimate the competing AR(p)
models in the first experiment and the models M1-MS5 in the
second experiment. With each estimated model, we predicted
the observations n + 1 to n + 5. Then we used the five future
observations to estimate the population out-of-sample MSPE by
averaging the squared prediction errors. In this way we obtained
the empirical MSPE for each model, reported in Tables 1 and 2
denoted by VPP (h). The figures in bold type correspond to the
model with the lowest MSPE. In the second run, we gener-
ated 5,000 replications and obtained, in each replication, the es-
timates Vi(h), VI"(h), Vo3(h), V73 (h), ViM'(h), and Vi (h).
By comparing these estimates with VP°P(h), we can evalu-
ate their bias, [V(h) — VPP(h)], and MSE [V (h) — VPP(h)]2,
as estimators of VP°P(h) by averaging these values over the
5,000 replications.

The results regarding bias and MSE of these statistics are
also reported in Tables 1 and 2. We use all these estima-
tors of VP°P(h), together with AIC, BIC, HQ, and FPE, as
model selection criteria and compute the proportion of times
that each model has been selected by each criterion within the
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5,000 replications. We summarize the conclusions of the exper-
iments in the following sections. For the sake of clarity, and
because HQ has similar performance to BIC in these experi-
ments, we do not report their results. For the same reason, and
to ease comparisons, in the second experiment we do not report
the results on V™ (k) and of sample size n = 25, because they
are qualitatively similar to those of the first experiment.

4.2 Bias and Mean Squared Error of
the Competing Estimators

Table 1 gives the empirical bias of the alternative estima-
tors of VPP(h) in the first experiment. As expected, Vin(p)
has a large negative bias, followed by Vint(h) and Vin¢(h). The
negative bias grows with p. This is the aforementioned data-
snooping bias, which will favor the selection of overparameter-
ized models. In contrast, the estimators based on out-of-sample
residuals V°59(h) and V75 (h) tend to have positive bias, espe-
cially in small samples. This positive bias grows with p and is
due to the smaller sample size used in estimation of the para-
meters. This effect is part of the aforementioned data-splitting
variance of the split-sample validation methods, which will fa-
vor the selection of smaller models. The bias of the proposed
Vil (h) is in general very low: it is the smallest for n = 25, and
similar to V°7>(h) but larger than VoS0(h) for n = 100.

The importance of the bias can be better appreciated by not-
ing that the differences between the true VP°P(h) of the models
under consideration are often smaller than the bias of the esti-
mators. It is thus essential to use estimates with very low bias.
For instance, in Table 1 with n =100 and & = 1, the most ef-
ficient model is the AR(2), with VP°P(1) = 1.01, and the least
efficient is the AR(6), with VP°P(1) = 1.05. The difference be-
tween the variance of both predictors is .04. However, if we
use the estimate Vi“(h) to compare these models, then the av-
erage value that we will obtain for the VP°P(1) of the AR(2)
will be 1.01 plus the bias (i.e., 1.01 — .046 = .964), whereas
for the AR(6), it will be 1.05 — .129 = .921 < .964. Therefore,
the AR(6) will be chosen. Also, by using Vine(h), we would
erroneously conclude that both models are equally accurate.
However, if we use the proposed Vil(h), then we will obtain
1.01 — .005 = 1.005 for the AR(2) and 1.05 4 .001 = 1.051,
clearly showing the advantage of the efficient predictor.

Table 2 shows the bias in the second experiment. The conclu-
sions that we draw are similar to those of the first experiment
in both the linear (y = 0) and the nonlinear cases (y = .1). The
in-sample procedures Vin(h) and VI"°(h) have a large negative
bias that increases with the size of the model. The bias is es-
pecially important in M5, where we fit an AR(5). The out-of-
sample procedures Vo50(h) and V°75(h) have positive bias, with
V°30(h) showing in general a lower performance, especially in
the nonlinear case. The bias of the proposed Vf1'(h) is the small-
est of all the estimators compared.

Regarding the MSE, the results of the first experiment in
Table 1 show that the out-of-sample estimates VoSO(h) and
V°75(h) have a very large MSE. This is also a consequence of
the data-splitting variance and comes from the smaller num-

ber of prediction errors éffh that are used to build V°3° (h) and

yo7s (h). When the sampl_e size is small, n = 25, the estimator
with minimum MSE is V(). Although the bias of this esti-
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mator is relatively large, its variance is the smallest because it
includes the largest number of prediction errors, and this effect
is very important for small sample size. When the sample size
increases, n = 100, the bias become more important, and il (h)
has similar or better performance than yinc (h). The same con-
clusions can be obtained from the transfer function experiment
in Table 2 in both the linear and the nonlinear cases (y = .1);
the MSE is highly related to the number of prediction errors
used in the estimator of VPP (h).

4.3 Comparison of Model Selection Criteria

Tables 1 and 2 also show the empirical performance of al-
ternative model selection criteria for the first and second ex-
periments. They report the proportion of times that each model
was selected for each criterion. Thus the sum of the entries for
each estimator for p =1, ..., 6 in Table 1 and for M1, ... ,M5
in Table 2 must add up to 1. The row corresponding with the
minimum VP°P(h) is in boldface.

We can summarize the conclusions as follows:

1. The in-sample procedures Vine(p) and Vi™(h) show a
strong tendency to choose a high-order p in the first ex-
periment and a clearly overparameterized model in the
second experiment (models M3 and M4). This result is
consistent with the reported bias of these estimators.

2. In the contrast, the out-of-sample procedures Vo50(h) and
f/°75(h) have a tendency toward smaller predictors, irre-
spective of their efficiency, in agreement with the reported
bias of these estimators. The large MSE of VoT5(h) is also
reflected in these tables as a lower capacity to discriminate
between competing predictors; it can be seen that in both
experiments, Vo3 (h) has a tendency toward a uniformity
in the probability of selecting the best predictor.

3. As can be expected, the BIC also has a tendency toward
underfitting.

4. The tables show a high similarity between AIC, FPE, and
the proposed Vil(h) at h = 100.

In summary, Viil(h) seems to be a good estimator of VPP (h)
in finite samples. It clearly surpasses the traditional predictive
validation criteria consisting on splitting the sample into an esti-
mation subsample and a prediction one. Because Vil(h) is justa
sampling average of a function of the filtered prediction errors,
it can be implemented using a different loss functions than the
quadratic one, that is, the mean absolute deviation. This possi-
bility gives Vfil(h) greater flexibility than its competitors.
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4.4 An Example: Modeling the Gas Furnace Data

Box and Jenkins (1976, p. 381) built a transfer function
model for the proportion of output CO> (y;) as a function of
the nonstochastic feed rate of methane (x;) in a gas furnace. The
data correspond to 296 readings at 9-second intervals. A general
transfer function for these data using the Box—Jenkins notation
would be

(wg — wiB — -+ — wyB®)
= Xt—
T s B —s,3 "
1= 0B —0,B
a;. (16)
1—¢1B— - — pB”

Using their methodology, Box and Jenkins fitted the model
b=3,5s=2,r=1,9=0,p=2. We denote this model by R1.
Our purpose is to use the proposed predictive validation proce-
dure to analyze the prediction performance of both R1 and some
other alternative models, which can be considered as small de-
partures from R1. The goal is to complement the identification
procedure with an additional criterion based explicitly on fore-
casting performance. This table reports the value of Vfil(k) for
h =1, 3,7 and, for comparison purposes, the respective values
using VOSO(h). The table also shows the traditional AIC and
BIC. For brevity, we report only the results of four alternative
models (R2-R5) based on (16). The orders that are different
from R1 are in bold type. We have also highlighted the cells
that minimize the respective criterion. The estimation has been
made with the nag routines gl13bef and g13bjf as implemented
in Matlab.

Table 3 shows that, according to the AIC and BIC, the pre-
ferred model would be R1. However, Vil (h) shows that whereas
R1 is the best predictor at 4 = 1, the predictions generated by
R3 are more efficient at 4 = 3, 5. It can be seen that the less-
efficient criterion V°50(h) also selects R1 at & = 1,3, but at
longer horizons, it selects different models than il (h). Table 3
also reports the results for comparing two univariate models
for the output y;, denoted by Ul and U2. Using the AIC and
BIC, we would use and AR(4). However, Vil (h) would select
an AR(3) for h =S5.

From the results of the article, we can then use Vil (h) as ac-
curate estimates of the MSPE of the transfer function. [Note
that V°30(h) supplies very inflated estimates of MSPE.] We
can use the estimates of MSPE for many purposes apart from
model comparison. For instance, to build unconditional asymp-
totic prediction intervals. We can also obtain measures of the
advantages of the transfer function with respect to the univariate
model for different prediction horizons. By comparing Vil (i)
of R1 and U2 at & = 1, we can see that the transfer function

Table 3. Comparison of Alternative Transfer Funtions for the Gas Furnace Data

Orders 440 Vo0 (h)
Model b s r p g AlC BIC h=1  h=3 h=5 h=1 h=3 h=5
R1 3 2 1 2 0 —838.9 -813.0 .0622 433 .607 .105 .796 1.348
R2 3 2 2 2 0 —836.9 —807.4 .0627 437 .610 .106 .798 1.348
R3 2 1 3 2 0 —837.3 —807.7 .0625 428 .605 .106 .823 1.398
R4 3 2 1 3 0 —837.4 —807.9 .0637 439 .677 107 .800 1.352
R5 3 2 1 1 1 —801.4 —775.5 .0707 490 713 121 .803 1.277
U1 0 0 0 3 0 —630.1 —615.4 1215 1.917 5.705 .164 2.237 5.965
U2 0 0 0 4 0 —642.0 —623.6 1174 1.906 5.717 .159 2.269 5.943
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allows a reduction of 47% in the one-step-ahead MSPE with
respect to the univariate model. Also, by comparing Vfil(h) of
R3 and Ul at & =5, the reduction in MSPE increases to 89%.
Therefore, the transfer function for the gas furnace data is a
much more useful tool at longer horizons than at 7 = 1.

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS

The identification of an ARMAX model is usually made after
some amount of data mining, and hence the risk of building
overidentified models is not negligible. The consequences in
prediction of such overidentification are well documented. It is
then not surprising that forecasters make extensive use of split-
sample validation procedures to complement their analysis. The
use of the filtered residuals defined in this article can then be a
valuable alternative for performing such validation.

The proposed predictive validation procedure is simple to
compute and provides a straightforward way to estimate the
h-step-ahead prediction error of competing predictors. Its com-
putation requires a similar effort as for the standard procedures
of checking for outliers, and it can be implemented in a simi-
lar way. This predictive validation approach has clear intuitive
appeal. Because the innovations of the /2 observations used to
produce the h-step-ahead filtered prediction error are almost
uncorrelated with the estimated predictor, it is closely related
to a multifold (k-fold) cross-validation procedure. This makes
the proposed predictive validation an effective tool to avoid the
detection of spurious relationships.

APPENDIX A: PREVIOUS RESULTS

Let z; follow the ARMAX model (2). For convenience, we express
this model in VARX(1) form as

Y, =AY, | + X;41 + U, (A.1)

where Y;, X;41, and Uy are the following m x 1 vectors, with m =
p+k+3si+aq. Ur=lan 0, 1. an 0 1. Yr=1[z.2-1.....
L—p+1s X114 15 -« s X1t 1 =5y - oo Xkt 1 —sp0 Gt - - azqurl]/,
X1 = [0;,, X1,t41 0;1, X2, 1415 0;2, e Xt 0;1(,0;]]/, where OP

is a vector of 0’s of dimension p, and A is the m x m block matrix:

BC; Cy---C;D

and

0OE; 0 ---00
00E,---00
A= . ) ,
00 0--E 0
000--0G

where 0 is a matrix with 0’s of appropriate dimension; B is p x p; C;,
i=1,...,kispx(si+1);Dispxq;E;, i=1,...,kis (s5; +1) X
(si + 1); and G is g x g. These matrices have the following structure:

p_|® ® $p—1 ¢p}
| I, 0]

C,-:_"’FO =11 o —ni,s,-],
[0 0

=l ol

where I, is the identity matrix of size n and G has the same structure
as E;. The matrix D has the same structure as C;, but with the elements
[—61 — 6, --- — 04] in the first row. Because the first element of X; is
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null, and using (A.1) recursively, we can express the observation z74,
as (see Baillie 1980)

h—1 h—1

arpn=a'Yr+ Y a)Xrippi—1+ Y a0’ Urypy,
=1 =0

(A2)

where a () = [a|(D), ..., = CA!, with ¢ = (1,0, ...,0) and
dimension (m x 1). From the structure of A and Uy, it can be ver-
ified that a(l)'Uryp—; = Yiaryp—y, where ¥(B) = (1 + ¥1B +
1//232 + --+) is obtained from ¢ (B)vy (B) = 6(B). Let &(l) be the es-
timation of (/) obtained from ML estimation of model (2), based
on the whole span of available data. Then the estimated predictor is
&= am)'Yr + Z;’:_ll & ()’ X7 4p+1—1, and the prediction error of
this estimated predictor is
‘ h—1
o= D Wiarh-i +la(h) =&)Yy
=0
h—1
+ Y la) =& Xqppy1—s
=1
h—

=Y viarn—+ Y @) — ey
= i=1

—

h—1 m

+ 303 lei ) — &K 4
=1 i=1

(A3)

where Yt(i) and Xl(i) are the ith row of the vectors Y; and X;, and
a;(l) is the ith element of (/). To evaluate E(%‘Tr‘+her+h), we first
prove the following lemma.

Lemma A.l. Let z; follow model (2). Let A; be an element of the
parameter vector A and let ij be the ML or LS estimator. Then

EGER, ersn) = O(max{E[() — 2 Y{ arsn—i]};

jei=1.mil=1,... k). (A4)

Proof. Let us denote by 4 any vector of values in a closed region
A of parameter points satisfying assumption (A.2) and containing A in
its interior. We can then write

k
a=pBOB) =Y ij(BEB) 'y (A.5)

J=1
If the innovations sequence {a;} is normally distributed, then the log-
likelihood function is

n
P n ) 1 )
log L = const — 3 logo~ — 257 Z_E 1 ay. (A.6)

Because our interest is in the structural parameters A, we use the con-
centrated likelihood on o2, with the ML estimation of this parameter
being 62 = n~! Z&%, Therefore, manipulation of the log-likelihood
is based only on the last term in (A.6). Hence the proof will also be
applicable to LS estimation without using the normality assumption.
From (A.3), we can write

h—1
EGP erim) =y wE{Ia() —a(W'Yrarip_1}
=0
h—1h—1

+ 3 piE{latk) — &0V X7 py 1 —karh—1}-
1=0 k=1
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By using a Taylor expansion on & (/) around their true values, we ob-
tain

E{[a(h) — a(W)] Yrarh1)

m m
_Zzaal(h) E[Gj— ) Y¥ar ] (A.7a)
i=1j=1 ]
m m m
1 dai(h)
DRRRE T
= =
(A.7b)

x E[(G = 1) Gr =AY arsn_i] + Ry,

where R;‘, = o(max{E[():j — )Lj)():r — )Lr)Y(Tl)aTJrh,l]}). To analyze the
order of magnitude of the first term in (A.7b) we have, applying the
properties of the log-likelihood function log L (see, e.g., Pierce 1971;
Tanaka 1984),

O{E[Gy = 1) Gor = 20V aryni])

_ L dlogL dlogL 0]
_O{an[< o%) >< o )Y aryh—i |- (A.8)

The term inside the expectation operator in (A.8) is a scalar obtained
by the sum of products of combinations of random variables. It can be
shown that except for a fixed number of terms that depends on the
orders p, g, s1, ..., s, and the horizon 4, and not on 7, the terms have
null expectation. Then

L dlogL al()_gL y® _ )
0{n2E|:< oA )( Iy ) aT+h— l:|}—0(n ),  (A.9)

and thus E{[&(h) — a(W]Yrarsn—;} = O(max{E[():j — ) X
Y(Tl)aTJrh—l]})- Using the same arguments, it also hqlds that E{[a (k) —
&V X1 1 —karh—1) = Omax{EL(R; — 1Yy arp—11)). Then
O(maxj,i,I{E[(kj —

EGE, per+n) = Aj)Yg)aT_.,_h_l]}), and the lemma

is proved.

APPENDIX B: PROOF OF THEOREM 1
B.1 Proof of Part (a)

By Lemma A.1 and using a Taylor series expansion of the log-
likelihood function to approximate (A; — A;), we obtain

" 10dlogL
E(leI1+heT+h): {ma);E( Y(') T+h—l>}~

n i

For the sake of brevity, here we show only the elements corresponding
to the parameters ¢. It can be verified that the results hold for all of the
elements A;. The first derivative is

lologl 1 ¢ aa, it 1
P T D DE e =1,....p.
t=1
R g _ _ o1 —2p 2
Thenn™ o™=} |_ | E(@iu—jyr41—iar+h—1) =n" 0 “E(az , ) x

EUT4h—1—YT+1-i) = O(m~Y). Therefore, E(EiT'1+heT+h) =

Of{max; ; lE[(A — kj)Y ar+h = O(n_l) and the proof is com-
pleted. Because we are taking derivatives with respect to the structural
parameters, and using the concentrated likelihood on o2, it can be
verified that the results are also extended to LS estimation where the
normality assumption is not needed.
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B.2 Proof of Part (b)

Following similar arguments as those in previous sections, we have

ECE. erin) = o{ma;(E[(i]f.ﬂ - xj)y}’)a”h_l]}, (B.1)
J:t
where Al maximizes the log-likelihood function log L= —(n/2) x

logé? — (262! AT, T+h a? (or, equivalently, minimizes the
LS Z#THW)TJrh iz,z). Now the new log-likelihood will show some
differences in the derivatives. As before, and for the sake of brevity,

we show the results for the parameters ¢. The new derivatives are

19logLil
noog

Zt;éT—H ..... T+h Gtle—i
3 .

Because the difference between log L and log L5 in a finite number
of terms in the sum of squared residuals, LAl still has the same as-
ymptotic properties. However, and contrary to the classical in-sample
predictor, it can be shown that

Z E(atutij;i)aT+hfl) =0,
14T+, ... T+h

because of the omission of the innovations ar4q, ..., ar4y. Similar
results can be verified for the remaining parameters. Therefore, we
should analyze terms of smaller order of magnitude. These terms are
analyzed in (A.8). By (A.9), we then have that

O{maxE[(Am — )Y Dar 1]} —om™?),
Jsil

(B.2)

and the proof is completed.

APPENDIX C: PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Using similar arguments as those of Baillie (1980) and Kunitomo
and Yamamoto (1985), we obtain

h—1

2 2
VPP(h) = o E v

1=0

o2 |: h—1
+ — | trace{Qq (W Ty} + Z trace{Qq (DI'x}
n =1
h—1
+2) " trace{Qq (h. Dlxy(h+ 1 — 1)}} +0m3?,
=1
where we denote E{[a(h) — a(W)][a(h) — a(h)]} = n~1o2Qqy (h) +
O(n=3/2), E(Y,Y}) =Ty, Iy = EX,X}), E{[a(h) — &(W)]la(l) —
G} = n1o2Qu(h 1) + Om=3/2), and Txy(h + 1 — ) =
E(X;1p+1-1Y}). In contrast, taking expectations to (éf}r h)2 and using
(B.2), we obtain
E[@f )]
h—1
=02 >y} + E{lah) — &MW1Y Y la(h) — " ()]}
=0
h—1
+ > Efla) — &M OV X1 —X) gl ) — &M 0)1)
=1
h—1
+23  Efla) — & OV X1 Yile(h) — &M (1)
=1

+ o(n_z).
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Because the asymptotic properties of afil are the same as &, it holds
that

E[Vi ()]
h—1 o2 h—1
=02 Z %2 + — |:trace{52a Wy} + Z trace{Qy ()"}
n

=0 =1

h—1
+2§:UMﬁQaMJﬂkﬂh+l—JH}+0mW%,

=1

and the proof is completed.
[Received March 2003. Revised April 2004.]
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