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Abstract

Persistence is one of the typical characteristics appearing in the volatility of financial time series. Accord-
ing to the recent researches, the volatility persistence may be due to either volatility shifts or long-range
dependence. In this paper, we consider residual-based CUSUM tests to distinguish volatility persistence,
long-range dependence and volatility shifts in GARCH models. It is observed that this test procedure
achieve reasonable powers without a size distortion. Moreover, we employ AIC and BIC criteria to esti-
mate the change points and the number of change points in volatility. We demonstrate the superiority of
residual-based CUSUM tests on various Monte Carlo simulations and empirical data analysis.
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1. ME

FEAAE ARANA Udehe AEAEE S22 otvst AR o] R o R AwEE Zo] I
whgolth. o|ee FgAIAY Ahme] WEAS 4937 91 Engle (1982)9) ARCH(AutoRegressive
Conditional Heteroscedasticity) 233} Bollerslev (1986)2] GARCH (generalized ARCH) 23] &
2 AMHgET GARCH 23S AA At A&stA HdW, Agse ol 19 7MA dees A%
A (persistence) Aol UeRA H+=d o]& A9Y3}7] 91514 Engled} Bollerslev (1986)+= GARCH
23 ¥38h= IGARCH(integrated GARCH) 23 W#EFrt. 131} IGARCH 232 9]

% AR 2 ALt /1A IS B ARATAA = HAL WA FAYTE 2L o
IGARCH R3] FHFEE TSR] Zoto] 7] oS Aol R4to] ksl dAfo] Yehbe

7F 7] wigoltt. =3 FEAIAE ARAA vRAFE F4ke] W3t gle WEAd HIRyS Ay
Al Ak sk Apm Ol tisfiA] WE/de ¥sE FASt GARCH 23S A A7 &9 2 A7t
IGARCH 2322 oA "t oo that AAEE W82 Mikosch®} Staricd (2004)2} Hillebrand
(2005)2 Zw3t7] upeith. A7) A (long-range dependence)2 A|AG AtE o] FEAF 7t Alxb
o wet XA st TA JEFo] mefol 4ol XA He VLS ZA Y vx(h)| =
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oo WEBTE 71 yx(h)e AAD AR {X,JoIA h-AlRte] FRAE ojnlgitt. 53], G714
L wl MAE] ashs FEA B4 el 4 (11)9] GHjE we Bt

vx (h) = Cov(Xo, X») ~ Ch** ™' as h — oo. (1.1)

o, C+ doln div 03 1/2 Atolol &= 714 Agelth. 371947 dzs+=
719373 (short-range dependence)©] $l=tl, ol AIAE 282 F24F 7} wheA
7} mlefell mixl= Fue] §43] gadhs AR Y |yx(h)] < cos WEIITE 8HH, Ding
% (1993)3% Baillie 5 (1996)°1A4 &7 FEAIALE A8 ® =
2} upe} AR, WEA Wt Qs F8AIAE AEE A9 Byow AR
RSt Abd o] whEE T Qi) ofof] thEk AAIEE W82 Klemes (1974), Teverovsky & (1999),
Diebold 2} Inoue (2001), Mikosch®} Starica (2004) 7} A S] A5kl k. #uk olye} A7) A o]
EAeh= Aol tisiA IGARCH B3 o8 Age = A7 D87 = st mets S8AA4E =
59 W8S B4517] o]dol IGARCH 23, HsA W3l 23 4 74 2y FoA od 2
o] At5 A AHeA AR EAv B2 AFARRE HA 2 F5S 2 drh o)E H5iA
th2o SAA e A8E stz st

Hy:VS-R wvs. H;:LRD.

Y7HdelAe] LRD+ A7194 B8-S ey, AR7MEoA ] RS 48lA A 32 o=
W3le] Sgoly VS-RE B4 wglof o3 n2 AR Hibo] Wdhe WEA Wslyl R dojut
ARCH =3& vepdith Fu=E @2 32 FAAE A5 A4 2743442 A A7)
of e} AAE Fasle Aol vehuy, o]2)3t AkE+= IGARCHE Z 3= WEA4 Wl 9l
ARCH 53 T+ GARCH 2389 ¥gozx 37|48 UJehyl= FIGARCH 23 So2 A9
o] dtAoltt. Ty A2 AdHo] A o2 F /A B¥oR A5F AYste 22 A3}
T B 4k gEhA B =R AsAY AR o) AME dasle SEAIAE
W37} 9= GARCH 283 7|94 28 F o= Byo] 258 A= =
AR ARANE Aetzl st B =RoME A7) 7|Z4EE A7) =
o2 AAAY. a%A o4 A R =0°]" IGARCH 2 3& Zg3h=
q ol Aol WEA Wyt £A15= GARCH &
9
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2.1. CUSUM EH

o] ZollMs M3 MBI} fl= GARCH 233 371974 B3 78ste A4UHe gt <
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WAz 2EAAL AR WA R4S 23] the st 2ol BYehe 2a5ES AFERL.
re = log Py — log P—1. (2.1)

o P tARAY FA9 71 i 2742 JeRdth 4] (2.1)04 B 2149%F 1,7} o}
&9 GARCH(p, q) %82 WE3ctal sa).

p q
re = ov(0)er, o7 (0) =w+ > airii+ Y Bioi;(0), (2:2)
i—1 =1
71M ee AZ SOl YT N0, 1) merh =% w >0, ZE 4, joll el a; >0, 5; > 02
BHESjoF stk 4] (2.2)9] GARCH 232 ©7]94) =l Eﬁé o7 W37}t gle WEd 2yl
ot A4 2a5E roll e 34 Ax FAA 7L o 2t

Ho : VS-0 ws. H;:LRD.

99 AhoA ARAEE A48 2T B9l 21598 .7t [GARCH 232
W3l7k gt GARCH 232 gt Zolm, 184 e 3 4 5ge
Aol A AHg3A B BARE CUSUM A3EAZOR, Walde Fohhs] A8
&3 25 Wgolth. 234008 r,o) W54 Ml tld A5elA 8-S B CUSUM SA%e o
23} o] Bt

T, =

k
1 2 k 2
max E ry — — Tt
Vnsy 1<k<n | = n

A71A s, longrun B4 0 = Y2 4,0 FAHFOE, 4% 7
CUSUM #AAFAZS] 7127} == U&3 23 B2 tisA+= Pooter?} Dijk (2004)3} Berkes 5
(2006)2 #F13l7] vHigtt. 2asdEe] AF # 72 A7ARAgo] EATER AR o] B4 9
448 W53y Andrews (1991)9] Yo} A& th2 HAC(Heteroscedasticity and Autocorrelation
Consistent) 43S AR}

1

331 =A% +2 ij,fyj, where wj;=1-—

j=1

2 (2.4)9 4 Feld HAC 32 Bartlett A4 FHFo 2 Zf_%‘:”\(tuning parameter)?l w;,; %k
of wat AR el Fepxict ZHEE A-T wy 7= o83t FHHES A oF sk olelgol U
o} o]9} o] HAC 240z 212208 t)at AA-L AAF T size QH—:_&V\L_,,]. AR o] B 1}
Aol A et o3 & o%% MAst7] $8iA e ZellAE GARCH 239] a5
@ EA%E Bels) waa B,

r2el j-AAe) BEAL EFT)

rlr

Ar3)k

OT‘

J
R 1 =15 xlog,,(n). (2.4)

2.2. GARCH 23&9| Zkx}of| U3 CUSUM EAH
0] 43 CUSUM wgiﬁﬂakq RS By 98 4 (2.2)9] GARCH 239

L2}E 0] 83 CUSUM HASA TS th= o] F et

k n
2 k 2
€& — — €t
n
t=1 t=1

- 1
iy S ! (2:5)
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o}7]A GARCH Eol|Ae] 2319l {¢}+ AAR #5E A ¢t FolBE GARCH B3 A Fof
AL 4 9l RS o] g3Th 24 4] (2.2)9] GARCH R&oA 24 09 A3k 6okl 81, 69
ZAFo 2 A &S WEd Gaussian QMLEE 0 = (&, 41, ..., 4p, B1,. .., By) 12 314

ﬁHé—QOH = 0p(1). (2.6)
21 (2.6)°f gIgt AFAH g Ul-8-2 Berkes 5 (2003)3} Francq®} Zakoian (2004) =% #313}7] vl
2] (2.2)F o]83te] GARCH 289 A5 th33} o] Aosich

G=—t  t=1,....n (2.7)

~ 5(0)
9 A (27)elH BR2 57(0)% theel 4 (2.8)& o §3te] wxH oz AL grolth

GLO) = o+ Y il i+ Biol (). (2.8)

4] (2.8)F Axslr] Q&iA 2718 13, 1,3 65,...,61 7 BREHT Francq@r Zakoian
(2004) 2} vpAARA & B =R M= 52,...,57_,9 27132 GARCH 239 nj27% ke /‘%%k

o2 AT A (211 RS GAE oL8E CUSUM 2AF AN AEFE long-run 241 72
4L thee] ¥ /b o AT 5 ek A WAL HAC 439 Bartlett A9 24%L
o1 §3te] 720] 2R ANSE Aoz 4 (29)9 Ak,

l

P2 =40+ 2]2111)],17], where wj; =1— l—|— T 1 =15 x log,,(n). (2.9)

T HAZE {19 7IE27E A AR SHolete FE o83ty thaa 2ol A & Atk
2 % <€g B izg) _ % & (izg) . (2.10)

o] 23} {&}2 o] &8 CUSUM AR
7 (2.12)= Bejdrt.
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CY
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Az
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A=Fo|t}. GARCH 29
0)el whebA T A (2.11)

k

- 1 N
Top = _r , 2.11
B V/nie 155, — “ T n — € ( )

k k n

~ -2 -2
o _k 2.12
v e, LA - 212
Lee 5 (2014), Kulperger2} Yu (2005)8} Berkes 5 (2006)°] 2A3to] 99 F AAXEAH ~n,Bﬂ-
Tove] 3o Bxe SUPg<y <y |B°(w)| S & 5 Aom, ol st A5 5780lA RIAFE 55t

vl 3tu A} sty o B°:= %23} Brownian bridgeE o] m) 3.

R Aol it MRS TR YT, 37 e
7 B = R ‘?ii} e



A Numerical Study on CUSUM Test for Volatility Shifts Against Long-Range Dependence 295

01714 RS 1 olatel g 7AW, ARILE 71257 B2 Aol w54 Wsh 2L P21 7]
29 APl 37104 2L g Wk B =EAAL WEA WSt S gt R = 19 490
& TeshA) a9, Rol 2 ol4ke) A9E B ¥ Wa} gl BN e BRI Hu AN e A
oAl Dok WA, FEIA SlAe] BRe QoA A ke kelAl @ Wil Wz} dojy 7
oltt. LT {ei} 2 Zre T FAEAR {ri s T {r2imi = TholA A== GARCH(p,q) &2
¥ we A
P q
ri,e = o1,t(01)ee, Uiz(el) =w1 t+ Zal,iritﬂ‘ + Zﬂl,jaitfj (61),
1=1 j=1
P ]q
rot = Uzyt(ag)eh O'g’t(ez) = ws + Zag,ir%t,i + Zﬂg}jdg,t,j (92) (31)

i=1 j=1
2l (3.1)0A er= A Z SHolH FLe N(0,1)S W&tk E3H = 1,20 tiaiA] w; > 0, BE 4, jo
A au > 0, Bi; > 02 THESfof sttt S TESHe 27 stollA B2 {r1, 13 {reje W
37F st A Qe 2O49E AR R v Zo] FoHT

o

T~

rie, if 1<t <k,
re = ’ ] (3.2)
rog, if k¥ <t<m,
7N k*e LA A e WA Wslolt). oA WEA Wskd k* o FAHS kolgt & uf, W3}
Ag 71FoR T 7)Y CUSUM SAFe] thgo) 4] (3.3)3% Zo] Aodch. Fuz 24 kol that
AAT WL 44N DHEES ST
k k
1 -_1 2 k 2
Thi1= k™2 max ry — < re |,
. Sn,1 1<k<h ; ! k; !
1 1 b k—k <
Tho= n—F%"2 ma P r2 , 3.3
2 Sn2( ) I;<k;{n Z k —k Z K ( )
t=k+1 t=k+1
7| A T, 12 WA A2 k o)A ztg2ol et CUSUM EAZ0) 1, Ty, o= W3 A FA-T | o]
of Azl the CUSUM BA%o 2 thel 4] (3.4)2 wEels M,o] H% CUSUM EA% o]
o}.
M, = max{Tn1,Tn 2} (3.4)

CUSUM AATAZ M, 7127} H+= W83 I35t £3xof tfsA = Berkes 5 (2006)E Fa1st7] v}
2tk 4] (3.3)00A 52,3 52 52 long-run BAFC 2 WEA W37} Qe 2y tid A%

B2IO400F AEE AR oBaF gR&A o7 JpAste] HAC A2 Bartlett 7
t}29] 4] (3.5)8 ).

l1

Sn1=H01+2> wind, where wj, =1- l]?? i =15 x logy (k) ;
1

j=1

la

§iy2 = ’3/0,2 —+ Qijle’S/jg, where Wy 1, = 1-— ZJ?’ lo =15 X% logm (’IL — l%) s
2

Jj=1
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AN 412 A 2AF b ol A5 j-AIALY FHAE LA, v, WIH FHF L oF A
29 AR FEARS E=Fh A (3.5)9 FARE 2259F A2 3t FHALOE size HFIA
A3 ARG o] YA e dAto] whlsH Hl B g AE o) g3te] AL AAs| HuAt it

3.2. GARCH 239| Zkxjof| TSt CUSUM SH

2349F Ak gk CUSUM Eﬁﬂabl SRS FH37] A4 A (3.1)9] GARCH 23 244
{e:} 5 o] 83t CUSUM BAFS o237} o] Hestr).

(3.6)

-
I

}7]14 {e;}= GARCH 289 922, A2 #3554 b gho|BE GARCH 28 g Fo
4 9 2AE o83t CUSUM EAZL Aolsior dth 94 4 (3.1)9) GARCH 230A
A olRe) B4e) AREE o)} ST WP o] F o) wgo] e foo T ul, 013} 60,59
20 2 A Gaussian QMLEsZ W34 0|79 61 = (&1,61.1,...,Q1p, Br1,...,P1Lq) T WS o] Fo
02 = (@2,G2,1,- .., G2, 2,1, .., P2,q) B BHFF. o]0 T3 2P| T RS Lee 5 (2014)5 F3}7)
vt 4 (3.1)2 0] 83 GARCH 2 39] kAt thea} o] Aol sttt

01' IR a2
o ox o o

T 2
T =1k,
510 (61)
& = r . (3.7)
—, t=k4+1,...,n.
02t (92)
A (3.7)0ll A B2 57 ,(6:)9F 63,(02)= THEe] A (3.8)0llA] etz ALl E groltt.
U1t 91 —w1+za1ﬂ”1t z+261301t J( )
(3.8)
Uzt 92 —w2+za2z7”2t 1+252]0’2t J(A>

}\] ( ) 71]/\]:6]'7] 'V%?_ &%,O y O ,1 q‘l’]— 02 07"'7&%1 q‘Q] 27]%}1\—\_0_' Eﬂﬁ’@% 7]%2E O]@:ﬂ]— O]
Fo] tjdk GARCH 239] H]}Jd%'— 2ate] FAgeR ST A (3.7)04 "
CUSUM BASAYOIA X851 longrun 848 7f35) rfo] 2ARE T e 290 5Lk
% 74 el Atk R WA 22 A
2 olg3te] the el Moz FRY 4 am.
l1 . )
7%,1 =%o0,1 + QijJl’yj,h where wj;, =1— lj?’ ly =15 x log, (k) ,
- 1
=1
la

. . . J ¢
7—;2 =02 + 2;10“27]-,2, where wj;, =1— T lo =15 x log, (n - k:) ,
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3 2 2
1 1 ~
g, fe=— ag- | — e, (3.10)

A7IA 12 WEE 2 koAl thE FA T, fvat ASE FAFk
t}. GARCH B3| A} {¢:}oll thst CUSUM AAFTAFE nT ] FAF| upebs 4 (3.11)3
(3.13)% 9.

M,,p = max {Tn,B,l, Tn,B,Z} . (3.11)

2l9] A (3 11) Bartlett A9 AL 0] L3 WlHo g AXNE AR o)|BA &Aoo 2 NAPS
792l CUSUM AAEZAZo|th 714 220l T, p13t Thpae THES) 4 (3.12)014 AXE 574
F< o] &3t}

>

7B,1 Isksk |35 t=1
(3.12)
k = n
~ 1 1 . k—k .
Thao=—Mm—k > max - ;
TB,2 k<k<n — k
t=Fk+1 t=k+1
A (3.13)& AEZABE o]-83}o] long-run E4HE FAWES A9 CUSUM AAEAZolt).
va = max {Tn,v,l, fmvz} . (313)
9] QoA 220l Ty B To v B8] 4] (3.14)014 A% EAZE o) 83k,
k k
- 1 -
Tovi=——k 2 max 2_Fyel
TV,1 1<k<k | ki
(3.14)
k -~ n
~ 1 P ) k—k -2
Tn = - n—k) 2 max € — = €
V2 Tv,z( ) k<k<n Z ¢ —k Z ¢
t=k+1 t=k+1

4 B3 (B.13)) AYFAY Mps) M,y s] 32 & UL FY) 4402 A o} A
Lee 5 (2014)37} Berkes 5 (2006)°) &3l max{sup, 0<u< -
% 4 slow] o1 A9 e ST HIAUE Eote S ek o e} B £
Brownian bridgeo]™ A& =7 o]t}

/\
W
=Q
&
w
=
]
(=)
A
I3
IN
E
NO
S
rﬂ —le rﬂd

4. WISt ISk 4 5

3o WEel WS S ol 190 A9, BN G AN ko) 2AY kg ol Boel W54
WSS} 4194 E FHSHE CUSUM A4 A% Aol stk oleld CUSUM AREALe] 44
42 o7l AT WA HAE AE Aol AT Aol T FR 2 FAA, B ol
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Al AICS} BICE ©]&35h= E4AQ e o&dt] vlgds A1 vt WA s}
7] o] Aol Wsle] Ao dter R*E . J R 0<

= RO tislA A (4.1)3F (4.2)5 o]3t9] GARCH(p, q) 3ol thdt AICS} BICE v}
shgiet,

0
o
o
kv
&
oft
ox,
&
Lo
N
N,

R+1
* * * A 2
AIC(R K. kp) = =2y Lt (6:)/n+ "R+ (R+1(L+p+a),

(4.1)
(ST log< )
BIC (R, k5, ..., 221 () B RV (R+1)(1+p+q),
A7NM 1 = ki < ki < k3 < -+ <k < kfp1 = nolaL, l:* ( e 2a4959] AFE riol
ki < k™ <kjoll &3 kf —ki_ 719 A&l "l GARCH(p, q) .‘?_'53 A8k 59 log- hkehhood Zkol
o} H4ao AICE 2+ 239 %Pu Mae Raolx o) whe] Wshy 24%S (ka, RA, 4)°l
. MRERI7IA R H 44 BICE b+ ¥3A 7H‘l‘ o WSy A2 7247 Rt (ks . kg, )l
t}.
( kA, k AA) argmin AIC (R, k}, ... k&),
(4.2)
( evp, . kg ) argmin BIC (R, k..., k%)
A (4.3)00 SJsHA 2R AsAe] Aol WHES o8] 2, 3ol AelH CUSUM AR EA S
F AU Eor 24 AN

o] FollA: BEHAER fﬂ@liﬁ% SiAl oAl alE Al thE 7S AAIRTE ARollA
419 SAA 7V Ho : VS-R vs. Hy : LRDOA 7771l sigete HsAd WlRyge tas
ol @794 23 GARCH(, 1) 52 o] 8al1, PHae Pete F7d BHE theel A
(5.1)& Aol = FIGARCH(1,d, 1) 8< o]&3tict.

re =o€, (1—PBL)o7 =w+ ((1—BL) — (1= ¢L)(1 — L)")r{ (5.1)
A (5.1)NA L& FRAANA )AL, o= AR FHolIL TUE N(0,1)& etk 23 YA 229
gl 0 <d< 19w, w>0,0<d<1-2¢p 282 0< P < ¢+ de UEFof 3t} RE B

Al
A FA = 289 7)4 no] 1000, 2000 123 5000711 -2 thsle] 1000 S wHEE g o™ 5%
FolFEE 7|22 St} Lee 5 (2014), Kulperger2} Yu (2005)2} Berkes 5 (2006)°] o]3}o] f-2]<4
Z 5% NN AAEAZE T, Tnp D Tov e 712A%E 1.36, Mn, Mup D M,y 7122 1% 1.480]t}.
Table 5.1-& W54 W37} gl GARCH(1,1) 2ol thd CUSUM AAEAZ T, Tnp L Thv
size Az}o|t}. x3e] Ex = 1D N(0, 1)JJr A5 7F 5¢ T-BXE 183t dukd o= nol
27}&’“& ARBAZ 1,9 size7t F25F 0.050] 717F Fhol 1= AL FAT £ gon, o
NODEY s T nelE 45k 1(5)9) £AYIIAE LA Uehith. Table 5.2
FIGARCH( 1) 3L o] &3te] W37} gl WsA 2o th3 CUSUM AAFAZF T, Tnp D
Br7ret ditelty. 2a49E A5E o838t A¥Et GARCH(L,1) 23S A3t
o £ 28 98 on, I FAMNE 247 9] §4U AR 59
ISEESCA A & 4= Qi

O

to 4y
30,

il

3
=
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Table 5.1. Empirical size of CUSUM test for no volatility shifts in GARCH(1, 1) models

N(0,1) t(5)
(UJ, a? /8) _ — — — _ _
n=1,000 n=2000 n=>5,000 n=1000 n=2000 n=>5,000

(.1,.1,.8) 0.041 0.052 0.071 0.020 0.032 0.027
T (.1,.1,.6) 0.020 0.040 0.044 0.021 0.019 0.023
" (.1,.2,.6) 0.037 0.037 0.045 0.023 0.026 0.037
(2,.1,.8) 0.034 0.050 0.057 0.016 0.028 0.039
(.1,.1,.8) 0.028 0.042 0.048 0.019 0.021 0.036
7 (.1,.1,.6) 0.027 0.038 0.042 0.021 0.026 0.034
B (1, 2,.6) 0.028 0.036 0.037 0.014 0.026 0.027
(2,.1,.8) 0.043 0.037 0.041 0.017 0.029 0.023
(.1,.1,.8) 0.030 0.043 0.049 0.016 0.030 0.031
7 (.1,.1,.6) 0.033 0.049 0.039 0.024 0.020 0.033
~mVo(1,.2,.6) 0.045 0.039 0.041 0.033 0.034 0.024
(2,.1,.8) 0.033 0.042 0.039 0.016 0.036 0.037

Table 5.2. Empirical power of CUSUM test for Hg : VS-0 vs. Hy : LRD (FIGARCH(1,d, 1))

(w, B, ¢, d) n = 1,000 n = 2,000 n = 5,000
(.3,.1,.2,.2) 0.121 0.224 0.379
T (.3,.1,.2,.4) 0.183 0.351 0.526
" (.6,.2,.2,.2) 0.119 0.251 0.417
(.6,.2,.2,.4) 0.216 0.401 0.568
(.3,.1,.2,.2) 0.169 0.281 0.506
7 (.3,.1,.2,.4) 0.287 0.521 0.759
B (.6,.2,.2,.2) 0.151 0.253 0.442
(.6,.2,.2,.4) 0.247 0.520 0.739
(.3,.1,.2,.2) 0.313 0.474 0.673
7 (.3,.1,.2,.4) 0.517 0.707 0.911
mV (6,.2,.2,.2) 0.225 0.379 0.580
(.6,.2,.2,.4) 0.406 0.618 0.860

Table 5.3. Estimated number of volatility shifts for GARCH(1, 1) models with no volatility shifts

W 3} o] n = 1,000 n = 2,000
(w,a, B) -
S AIC BIC AIC BIC

0 529 1000 414 1000
( 17 '17 '8)

1 471 0 536 0

0 663 1000 547 1000
(.1,.1,.6)

1 337 0 453 0

0 683 1000 605 1000
(1,.1,.4)

1 317 0 395 0

0 553 1000 504 1000
( 17 '27 '6)

1 467 0 596 0

0 518 1000 393 999
(2,.1,.8)

1 482 0 607 1

th29] Table 5.33} Table 5.4= AICS} BIC ¥Ho g WA HilA /f4-E dup) 2 &=
ol 2 AFE vepdith. WA Table 5.3 W54 A3} Qe 28-S At HEA W37 gAY
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Table 5.4. Estimated number of volatility shifts for GARCH(1, 1) models with a volatility shift

EED n = 1,000 7 = 2,000

(w1, 01, 81) = (w2, 02, f2) S AIC BIC AIC BIC
0 0 354 0 12

(1,.1,.8) = (.1,.1,.6) 1 640 646 550 988
2 360 0 450 0

0 0 67 82 200

(1,.1,.8) = (.1,.1,.4) 1 647 933 527 800
2 353 0 391 0

0 0 602 0 13

(1,.1,.8) = (.1,.2,.6) 1 568 398 495 957
2 432 0 505 0

0 3 917 0 471

(1,.1,.8) = (.2,.1,.8) 1 570 83 484 529
2 427 0 516 0

Table 5.5. Empirical size of CUSUM test for a volatility shift in GARCH(1, 1) models

(w1, a1,B1) = (w2, a2, B2) n = 1,000 n = 2,000 n = 5,000

(1,.1,.8) — (1,1, .6) 0.007 0.020 0.037

u (.1,.1,.8) = (.1,.1,.4) 0.010 0.030 0.043

" (1,.1,.8) — (.1,.2,.6) 0.010 0.022 0.041

(1,.1,.8) = (.2,.1,.8) 0.026 0.035 0.045

(1,.1,.8) — (.1,.1, 6) 0.007 0.019 0.029

(1,.1,.8) — (.1,.1,.4) 0.011 0.028 0.041

Mn B

: (.1,.1,.8) = (.1,.2,.6) 0.060 0.015 0.035

(1,.1,.8) = (.2,.1,.8) 0.002 0.019 0.028

(1,.1,.8) — (.1,.1, 6) 0.016 0.025 0.035

(1,.1,.8) = (.1,.1,.4) 0.025 0.025 0.026

M, \4

, (.1,.1,.8) = (.1,.2,.6) 0.012 0.031 0.035

(1,.1,.8) = (.2,.1,.8) 0.007 0.020 0.037
EE e W Qe 28 % od 2Ye AuslAE Sl & AT, AICe] Hsle) BICE 2l
A W4 WETE G B Fohie HAT 4 9tk Table 5.4k WEA WA 8 9 - m Yo
i3k Aald], AICETH= BIC7L W54 W37k 3 A Qlrks Z21e & Zopdls old 5 k. o] 2
Fsof vFo] B AIC+ BICHTH W3l e] 7ieE A3 Ashe B0l e 2oz e 1

HER 2 =FoAle o]%9 W3l gAYl tisA] AICK th= BICE °]-8-3taLzt it}

T2 Table 5.5¢} Table 5.6 W54 W37l & ¥ Qv 23T F7|94 23S &7 93
CUSUM AAFTAZH My, M5 2 M, v size?} 7 #Eol 3t A3}o]t}. Table 5.5+ 259 $3+
Z k* = n/29 919X HEA W37l 8 A Qe GARCH(L, 1) 239 size 2ot} Table 5.1

T4 W e AL} nRZHAR nel FUMESE 0.050] 7R ol vdes AS A 5 9
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Table 5.6. Empirical power of CUSUM test for Hp : VS-1 vs. H; : LRD (FIGARCH(1,d, 1))

(w, B, ¢, d) n = 1,000 n = 2,000 n = 5,000
(3,.1,2,.2) 0.051 0.146 0.308
o (.3,.1,.2, .4) 0.102 0.231 0.408
" (.6,.2,.2,.2) 0.057 0.147 0.320
(.6,.2,.2,.4) 0.112 0.275 0.480
(3,.1,2,.2) 0.102 0.200 0.403
o (.3,.1,.2,.4) 0.238 0.475 0.698
mB (.6,.2,.2,.2) 0.083 0.188 0.353
(.6,.2,.2,.4) 0.220 0.458 0.686
(3,.1,2,.2) 0.225 0.387 0.593
o (.3,.1,.2,.4) 0.420 0.617 0.841
Vv (.6,.2,.2,.2) 0.146 0.246 0.476
(.6,.2,.2,.4) 0.325 0.542 0.784
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Figure 6.1. Time series plots of log returns of stock indices: KOSPI200, KOSDAQ, NIKKEI225, S&P500
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Figure 6.2. ACF plots of squared log returns of stock indices:

Table 6.1. Estimates coefficients of GARCH(1, 1) models for log returns of stock indices:

NIKKEI225, S&P500
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KOSPI200, KOSDAQ, NIKKEI225, S&P500

KOSPI200, KOSDAQ,

F A4 w o B &+ p
KOSPI200 1.555e-06 0.0726 0.9258 0.9984
KOSDAQ 6.016e-06 0.1676 0.8299 0.9975
NIKKEI225 4.786e-06 0.1000 0.8818 0.9818
S&P500 1.756e-06 0.0894 0.9009 0.9903
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Table 6.2. Estimated number of volatility shifts based on BIC criterion

W3R 9] AR 0 1 2
KOSPI200 —5.3089 —5.3072 —5.3080
KOSDAQ —5.4630 —5.4714 —5.4759

NIKKEI225 —5.6917 —5.6901 —5.6872
S&P500 —6.1993 —6.2003 —6.2034

Table 6.3. Results of CUSUM test for Hg : VS-R vs. Hy : LRD

F7 A Tn’v,Mn’V p-value AdeE 73
KOSPI200 1.2448 0.0902 IGARCH
KOSDAQ 11.8597 <0.0001 2719 A

NIKKEI225 1.0751 0.1980 IGARCH

S&P500 9.6866 <0.0001 27194

€ TE3= 7Md Ho : VS-0wvs. Hy : LRDO| tist A& A3, KOSDAQI} S&P500-2 W54
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