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COMPARISON OF PREDICTORS OF TIME SERIES
IN ORTHOGONAL REGRESSION MODELS

FRANTISEK STULAJTER

ABSTRACT. The problem of comparison of the best linear predictor defined
in a finite discrete spectrum model, and of the best linear unbiased predictor
defined in a simple linear regression model, is considered. Mean squared errors of
these two predictors are computed and compared in both these models under the
assumption that functions generating these two models are the same and that the
corresponding vectors in these models for a finite observation are orthogonal.

1. Introduction.

We shall consider the problem of prediction of time series based on model-
ing time series by different regression models. One model will be a finite dis-
crete spectrum model (FDSM) and the second a (simple) linear regression model
(LRM). In this approach the mean squared errors (MSEs) of the best linear
predictor (BLP) (which is defined in the FDSM) and the best linear unbiased
predictor (BLUP) (defined in the LRM) will be compared in both FDSM and
LRM. The general theory of best linear predictors in regression models is de-
scribed in Goldberger (1962), Christensen (1991) Stein (1999) and
Stulajter (2002).

For a given time series data both these two regression models, with the same
regression functions, can be used. This is caused by the fact that on a base of
time series data, it is not possible to decide what model generates the given
data.

Some of the arising problems connected with the comparison of the mean
squared errors of the BLP and the BLUP were studied in Stulajter (2002)
and Stulajter (2003), where it was assumed that the vectors, which we get
from functions generating the FDSM and the LRM, were orthogonal, and also
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it was assumed that the parameters of the covariance function of time series in
the FDSM were known.

But only the MSE of the BLP, computed in the FDSM, with the MSE of the
BLUP, computed in the LRM, were compared in Stul ajter (2002). It is also
necessary to compare the MSE of the BLP if we use this predictor in the LRM,
and the MSE of the BLUP if we use this predictor in the case when the data
are generated by the FDSM. This is done, for orthogonal regression models, in
this contribution.

2. BLP in a finite discrete spectrum model.
An FDSM for time series X (.) is given by Stulajter (2002),

l
X(t) = Yifit) +w(t);  t=1,2,...,

where Y = (Y71, Y2,...,Y;) is a random vector with E[Y] = 0 and with mutually
uncorrelated components Y; with variances D[Y;] = af; 1= 1,2,...,0. It is
assumed that f;(.); i = 1,2,...,0 are given known functions, w(.) is a white
noise with a variance D[w(t)] = o2 which is uncorrelated with random vector
Y = (Y1, Ya..... V).

Time series X (.), given by FDSM, have covariance functions R, (.,.) given by

l
Ry(s,t) = 0%0s s+ Y oifils)fi(t)y  s,t=1,2,...,
=1

where
v=(0%01,...,07) €(0,00) x {0,00)} = T.

A finite observation X = (X(1),.. .,X(n))/ of X(.) given by FDSM can be
written as

X = FY +w, (2.1)
where the n x [ matrix F = (f1... f;) has columns, n x 1 vectors,
fi:(fi(l)v"‘vfi(n)),; 1=1,2,...,1.

In this model E[X]| = 0 and covariance matrices Cov, (X) = ¥,; v € T of X
are positive definite and are given by

l l
EV - UQIn +ZU7,2fzfz, = ZU'L'Q%?
i=1 =0
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where Vo = I,,, V; = f;f!, with ranks r(V;) = 1; i = 1,2,...,l and 0% = 02. We
call model (2.1.) also an FDSM and we call it orthogonal if f; L f;; for i # j.

According to the classical theory, Goldberger (1962), the BLP, X} (n + d),
of X(n + d) is given by

Xin+d) =r,S X, (2.2)
where
r, = Cov, (X; X (n +d)),
and
MSE, [X;(n+d)] =D, [X(n+d)] —r,%,  r,. (2.3)
In an orthogonal FDSM we have
1
ro =Y olfiln+d)fi (2.4)
i=1

and, see Stulajter (2002),

1
_ 1 2 -1
= (In =S (702 4 1P fz-f{) . (25)
i=1

The following lemma easily follows from (2.2.)-(2.5.).
LeEMMA 2.1. In an orthogonal FDSM

X=FY+w
the BLPs, X} (n+d), of X(n+d) are for every v € Y given by

filn+d)
S d) = Z Py ||fz||2f

and

MSE, [ X (n + d)] <1+Z fitn+d) )

i 1‘72/‘7 +||fz||

Remark. In Stulajter (2007), similar results as above, for [ = 2, under the
assumption that the vectors f1, fo are not orthogonal, are derived.

3. Comparison of predictors.

Now let us consider for time series X (.) the model

l
X(t) =Y Bufs () +w(t);t =1,2,...
=1
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where w(.) is a white noise with variance D [w(t)] = o2.

For this model we get for a finite observation X = (X(1),..., X(n))/ of X(.)
the (simple) LRM

X = Fp+ w; (3.1)
Covy2(X) = 8,2 = 0%1,,

where 3 = (81,2, ..,3)" € E*, where the n x | matrix F = (f; ... f;) has
columns, n x 1 vectors, f; and where o2 € (0, 00).

We call LRM (3.1.) orthogonal if f; L f;; for i # j.

The following lemma describes the BLUP and its MSE in an orthogonal LRM.

LeMmMA 3.1. In an orthogonal LRM
X=Ff+w
the BLUP, X (n +d), of X(n+d) is given by

Zfz n+d i

el b1

and

MSEU2[ (n+d ( Zf2||;|—;-d )7 o2 e (0,00)
i=1 g

Comparing the results given in Lemma 2.1. and in Lemma 3.1. we have di-
rectly the following statement.

THEOREM 3.1. Let X} (n + d) be the BLP in an orthogonal FDSM and let
X(n+d) be the BLUP in an orthogonal LRM. Then

MSE, [X;(n + d)] < MSE,2[X(n + d)]
for every v = (0%,0%,...0%) € Y.

This result shows that the choice of the predictor X (n+d), assuming that the
data follows an LRM, is not as good as the choice of the predictor X5 (n + d),
that is the BLP, assuming that observation X is given by an FDSM if parameter
v of the FDSM, the variances ¢? and a ;7 =1,2,...,1, are known. The reason
for this result is that in an FDSM we have some limitations on random “re-
gression parameters” consisting in the fact that they have finite variances and
thus realizations of these “parameters” are in some sense bounded, while in the
classical LRM we have no restrictions on regression parameters.

Now we shall consider the case when time series data come from an LRM, but
we use the predictor X5 (n+d) with some arbitrary, but fixed, value of parameter
v. It is easily to deduce the following lemma.
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LEMMA 3.2. For the predictors X (n+ d) and X (n+ d) the following equality
holds
l o?%/o?
Xin+d)=X(n+d)-) — d <filn+d)fiX.  (32)
=507 (o2/02 + 15:)7)

Using this lemma in an orthogonal LRM, we get the expression

MSE(Q’Uz) [X: (n + d)} MSE,: [ (n + d)]

filn +d)o*/a? /
+DJ2 fiX
2P (02/02 + 1511)

2
l
filn + d)o*/o? ’
+ E,B fiX

( T (02/02 + 15I1) )

filn+d)o?/o?
-2
;IIfzII *(02/02 +11£17)
x Covge (X(n—f—d) — X(n—f—d);f{X) .

Since f/X;i=1,2,...,1 are mutually uncorrelated with variances D,z [f/X] =
o2 || fi||2 if X is generated by an orthogonal LRM, we get

P N RS S B S <R

—tY ,

=l A G T N = T L Rl Ao )

[
fz(n+d)02/a2 , o2 fz n+d
E L fIX
’ Z 10 (o2/02 + 1£0) Z >+ AP

and

l
filn +d)o?/o? , ,
‘ Covee (X(n+d) — X(n+d); fiX
2 (o2/02 +11£:I7) ( )

— ot fE(n+d)
Zzlnfzn NG

since, as it can be easily seen,

Cov,e2 (X(n+d) — X(n—f—d);fi’X) =% f;(n +d).
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The above derived results are collected in the following theorem.
THEOREM 3.2. In an orthogonal LRM
X=Ff+w

the MSEs of the predictor X} (n+d) are given for every 3 € E' and everyv € T
by

MSE(/&J2) [X: (n + d)} MSEJ2[ (n + d)}

ol f2 (n+d)
; 151 (o2 + 2 115:l1)

I
1N 52 fAn+d)

) 9 2
= (oot AP

2
(Z fzn+d 26¢>~

o +o? |l fil

— 0

We can see that the mean squared errors, MSE g ,2) [ X} (n+d)], of the predic-
tor X}(n+d), used under the assumption that X is generated by an orthogonal
LRM, depends also on parameter 3, since X5 (n + d) is a biased predictor in an
LRM. The influence of values of 3 on the increase of the MSE 5 ,2) [ X (n + d)]
can be significant for a fixed (small) n, but in many regression models this in-
fluence is negligible for large values of n.

We can also rewrite (3.2.) as

2
X(n+d)= +d)+ i(n +d)o?/of X
A ;Hlel > (o2/02 + I£1P)

from which we have
MSE, [X (n + d)] = MSE, [X;(n + d)]

l
filn + d)o?/a? /
+ E, [iX
T (o2/02 + 1511)

i filn+d)o?/a?
;Illel ? (o2/02 + £
x Cov, (X (n+d) — X(n+d); f{ X).
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Since f/X;i = 1,2,...,1 are, in an orthogonal FDSM, mutually uncorrelated
random variables with variances

D, [fiX] = o2 |fill* (o*/0F + IlI)
we can write
2
B, |3 Lt detfol ) iy fntd)
S AN (2/02 + 1£:]7) S AP (o2 + a2 18I
Next it is easy to verify that
Cov, (X (n+d)— X(n+d); f{X) =0

and thus we have shown that the following theorem is true.

THEOREM 3.3. In an orthogonal FDSM
X=FY+w
the MSEs of the predictor X (n + d) are given by

l
MSE, [X (n + d)] = MSE, [X;(n+d)] + ¢* > K ;
S (o2 + 02 11517)

vel.

CONSEQUENCE. From the results derived above we have, for orthogonal models,

for every 8 € E* and every v € T, the following statements: if
i d
lim 7f (n+d)

n—oo || fif

:0’

then
lim MSE,2[X(n +d)] = lim MSE, [X;(n +d)]

n—oo n—0o0

= lim MSE,[X(n + d)]

n—oo

= lim MSEg,,2)[X}(n+ d)]

n—oo
2

=0
We see that in orthogonal models the choice of the predictor X (n + d) is,
from the asymptotic point of view, equivalent with the choice of the predictor
X} (n+d), since, under the weak conditions, these two predictors have in the both
considered models the same asymptotic mean squared errors for all parameters
G and v.
In practical applications of the kriging theory we have only time series data,
and thus all parameters of both regression models that we use for modeling the
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given time series data, should be estimated from these data. Thus it is necessary
to study the mean squared errors in both regression models of the predictor
X} (n+d), where the unknown parameter v is replaced by an estimator 7(X) of
v, and to compare these mean squared errors with mean squared errors of the
predictor X (n + d).

The predictor X2 (n + d) is called the empirical BLUP. Some results on
mean squared error of the empirical BLUP can be found in Christensen (1992),
Harville, Jeske (1992), Stulajter (2002), Das, Jiang, Rao (2004), Stulajter (2007a)
and others. Methods of estimation of variances are given in Harville (1977),
Searle, Casella, McCulloch (1992), Stulajter, Witkovsky (2004) and others.
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