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Abstract: We investigate forecasting in models that condition on variables for which future values are
unknown. We consider the role of the significance level because it guides the binary decisions whether
to include or exclude variables. The analysis is extended by allowing for a structural break, either
in the first forecast period or just before. Theoretical results are derived for a three-variable static
model, but generalized to include dynamics and many more variables in the simulation experiment.
The results show that the trade-off for selecting variables in forecasting models in a stationary world,
namely that variables should be retained if their noncentralities exceed unity, still applies in settings
with structural breaks. This provides support for model selection at looser than conventional settings,
albeit with many additional features explaining the forecast performance, and with the caveat that
retaining irrelevant variables that are subject to location shifts can worsen forecast performance.

Keywords: model selection; forecasting; location shifts; significance level; Autometrics

1. Introduction

There are many approaches to formulating models when the sole objective is forecast-
ing, from the very parsimonious through to large systems. However, there is little agree-
ment on which performs best on a forecasting criterion: see Makridakis and Hibon (2000)
and Fildes and Ord (2002) for evidence from forecast competitions. Clements and Hendry
(2001) suggest that this lack of agreement is the result of intermittent distributional shifts
that affect alternative formulations in different ways. We address this puzzle by analysing
the selection of models in the pursuit of optimal mean square forecast error (MSFE) in
settings with structural breaks.'

We focus on regression models that are linear in the parameters, and consider model
selection that is controlled by the nominal significance level for statistical significance.
Loose significance levels have been shown to be optimal to select regression models for
stationary processes if evaluating on a one-step-ahead MSFE. Shibata (1980) showed that
the Akaike information criterion (AIC, see Akaike 1973) is an asymptotically efficient
selection method when the data generating process (DGP) is an infinite-order process;
also see Ing and Wei (2003). Many other criteria have been proposed that aim to have
optimal properties in certain settings but information criteria alone are not a sufficient
principle for selecting models as they do not ensure congruence, so a misspecified model
could be selected: see Bontemps and Mizon (2003). We explore general-to-specific (Gets)
model selection in the simulation exercise to narrow down the class of forecasting models
to undominated models. This yields well-specified encompassing models in sample, albeit
nonstationarities may preclude those benefits continuing over the forecast horizon.

The theoretical analysis commences with a bivariate conditional model that is part
of a three-variable system in which the selection decision is whether to retain or exclude
one of the regressors. This is empirically relevant as demonstrated by UK inflation, where
autoregressive (AR) forecasting models are augmented with the unemployment rate. The bi-
variate model is analysed first in a stationary setting. This is extended to a nonstationary
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settings where location shifts occur at or near the forecast origin. The static setting still
requires forecasts of the conditioning variables, and alternative forecasting devices are
considered, including the two extremes of the class of robust forecasting devices proposed
by Castle et al. (2015), the sample mean and the random walk. The results confirm that
regressors should be retained for forecasting if their noncentralities exceed unity, regardless
of whether or not there is a structural break, or of the forecasting device used. These
analytic results map to a selection significance level of 16% in the bivariate case, much
looser than conventional significance levels used. The results closely match that of AIC,
which can be interpreted as a likelihood ratio x? test for a pair of nested models with one
degree of freedom and a penalty of two, and also gives a significance level of approximately
16%: see Potscher (1991) and Leeb and Potscher (2009).

A key source of forecast failure is an induced shift in the equilibrium mean of the
variable being forecast, irrespective of whether those conditioning variables are included
in the forecasting model; see the taxonomy in Hendry and Mizon (2012). Consequently,
the simulation exercise evaluates a wide range of settings including larger models, break
types and magnitudes at or near the forecast origin, and the method of forecasting. We
consider a range of significance levels from the very tight (0.001), eliminating almost all
potentially irrelevant variables, to the very loose (0.50), enabling retention of relevant
variables even if they are only marginally significant. The results enable evaluation of the
costs when either omitting relevant variables, or from incorrectly retaining irrelevant vari-
ables. Overall, the results support looser than conventional significance levels for selecting
forecasting models, with a 10% target significance level often producing superior forecasts.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 outlines the aims of this paper, then
Section 3 formulates the model framework that is analysed. Section 4 considers the choice of
selection significance level for forecasting in a stationary DGP. Section 5 analyses selection in
a nonstationary DGP where a location shift occurs out of sample in one of the regressors, and
investigates the consequences of that variable’s inclusion or exclusion in the forecasting model.
Section 6 considers the impacts on selection of in-sample shifts using different forecasting
devices. The analytic results are summarized in Section 7. Sections 8 and 9 present simulation
design and evidence on the performance of the various approaches, examining the preferred
significance level to minimize MSFE across experimental designs. Section 10 concludes this
paper. Appendix A provides analytical calculations and Supplementary Tables are given in
Appendix B.

2. Empirical Motivation

An empirical example of inflation forecasting motivates our interest in structural
breaks and their roles in forecast accuracy and the selection of regressors. Two popular
models within this large literature include single-equation forecasting models based on past
inflation and so-called ‘Phillips curve forecasts’. The former usually consist of univariate
models such as autoregressive integrated moving average (ARIMA) models. In the latter,
the univariate model is augmented with an activity variable such as the unemployment
rate or output gap; see Stock and Watson (2009).

The framework considered below, although static, can be applied to these two models
where the econometrician wishes to determine whether to augment a univariate forecasting
model with the contemporaneous unemployment rate. This ‘exogenous’ variable is subject
to breaks in the form of location shifts, which may occur at or near the forecast horizon.
Figure 1 records’ the quarterly observations on the annual percentage inflation in UK
consumer price index, 7r¢, and the UK unemployment rate as a percentage, U;, along with a
broken mean obtained by step indicator saturation (SIS, see Castle et al. 2015) at a nominal
significance level & = 0.1%.
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Figure 1. (a) Quarterly average of CPI 12 month inflation rates for the UK (percent per annum); (b) quarterly UK

unemployment rate in percent, with SIS detected mean shifts at & = 0.1%.

The analytics derived below correspond to a Phillips curve formulation (model M),
a univariate AR model (M>) and selection applied to the unemployment rate using a
significance level of 0.16 (M3). Using model-specific coefficients y, 8;, v; and error term v;,
the three models are:

My A =+ Y Bidt—i + Yo villi—i + v,
My : Amy = p+Yh Bidmy_ i+,
M : At = p+ L Bid—i + L YiUi—i + v,

where Ary = 71 — 7131 Selection using Autometrics at « = 0.16 is denoted by *, e.g.,
7o = 0implies that the contemporaneous unemployment rate is not selected. Dynamics
are included to account for any autocorrelation. The forecasting models are estimated over
the period 2000Q1-2013Q4, producing one-quarter-ahead inflation forecasts for the period
2014Q1-2017Q4 evaluated on MSFE. Selection at 16% results in U;_; being retained, with a
p-value of 0.149, so would not be retained under a commonly used 5% significance level.
Longer lags of the unemployment rate were not retained.

Table 1 reports the square root of the MSFEs (RMSFE) for one-step-ahead forecasts over
the sample that was held back. Three cases are considered corresponding to the analytics
below: (a) known Uy, (b) forecast U, using the in-sample mean, and (c) forecast U, using
U;_1. Method (a) is infeasible; method (c) is the random walk forecast. When U; is known,
model M3 outperforms M; and My, although the differences are not statistically significant.
As this is infeasible, the random walk forecast combined with selection matches the RMSFE
of knowing U;. This shows that selection can be beneficial. The next four sections formalize
the framework to establish the optimal significance level for selection.

Table 1. Root mean square error of one-step forecast for A7t over the period 2014Q1-2017Q4.

Conditioning on M; M, M3
Known U; 0.535 0.530 0.515
Mean forecast for Uy 0.519 0.530 0.542
Random walk forecast for U; 0.549 0.530 0.515

3. The Analytic Design

In this section, we specify the analytic design, consisting of a three-variable DGP
and two different models for that DGP. In later sections, we introduce a third model
that involves selection. Together, these mimic the models M;, My, and M3 that were
introduced above.
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The DGP is a static vector autoregression (VAR) for variables y, x1, x with coefficients
Bi, ui and error terms €, 171, 172 structured as:

1 —-p1 —B Yt Bo €t
0 1 0 Xie | = m |+ me |- 1)
0 0 1 X2t H2 ot

Using y; = (ys : 1,4 : x2¢) and g’ = (py : 1 : pip), assuming normality, we can write (1) as:

y: ~ IN3[u, Z]. ()

IN3 denotes a three-dimensional independent normal distribution, here with mean p and
variance Z. Without loss of generality we set the variance of x; and x, to one, V[x;;] =
0'121- =1, and the correlation between x; and x; to p:

a2 0 0
= 0 1 p |. ®3)
0 p 1

Unless otherwise noted, Figures 2-8 use the following parameter values in calculations:
Bo=5p1=1, (TZ =1L uy=pp=2p0=05M= 10°, T = 50 and (when there is a break
in ) é =4.

Although a static DGP may seem restrictive, the main role of adding dynamics to
this three-variable VAR would be to slow adjustments to location shifts. Such dynamics
are considered in the simulation exercise in Section 9. The analytic design ensures the
assumptions required for valid application of a single t-test are satisfied. In practice,
selection from a carefully designed general model including long lags and saturation
estimators should deliver approximately martingale-difference normal residuals. While it
may be more intuitive to lag the exogenous regressors in the DGP for forecasting purposes,
none of the results would change. The current set up naturally leads to analyses of the
forecasting models for the contemporaneous exogenous regressors, allowing a comparison
of alternative devices and an assessment of open models, see Hendry and Mizon (2012).

Throughout, we assume that the sampling variation of estimates of y; can be neglected,
and use the population values to focus on the impacts of location shifts. Then (1) implies

Elyi] = iy = Bo + Pip1 + Popiz with:
Y = py + Br(x1,r — p1) + Ba(x2r — p2) + €t (4)

Considering the conditional model (4), we compare M;, which includes both weakly
exogenous regressors, and Mp, which excludes x;:

Myt ye = Bo + Prx1r + Paxor + €, (5)
My s ye = o+ 1ixae + v, (6)
where Appendix A.1 summarises ¢, 71, vt and 2.

The choice between M; and M, will depend on a test of significance of x; ;. The usual
Student’s t-statistic for B, is

p2

P () TR

where t(T — k, 1/115) indicates a singly noncentral Student’s t-distribution with 15 nonzero
under the alternative hypothesis. Here, T — k is the degrees of freedom, and

@)
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is the squared noncentrality parameter under the alternative.

4. Selection in a Stationary DGP

We start by analysing the forecast errors of the two models that were introduced,
denoted M; and My, in the absence of breaks. The analysis is then augmented in Section 4.2
by introducing selection of regressors in M3, and the influence of the significance level on
the selection decision in Section 4.3. In this section, we assume that there are no breaks in
the DGP.

4.1. Known Future Values of Regressors

The one-step-ahead forecast errors from M; are denoted € and those from M; €.
The mean square forecast errors are written as MSFE; and MSFE, respectively. We look
at the conditions for MSFE, < MSFE;. An estimated intercept is always retained which
maintains comparability between M; and M.

When there are no breaks, the parameter estimates for M; are unbiased, E[€7_q7] =0,
s0:

" 3
MSFE; = E[e%HlT] = g2 (1 - T>, ®)

which is the unconditional MSFE formula for the impact of estimating 3 parameters under
the assumption of correct model specification. For My, despite the misspecification when
B2 # 0, E[é7,4)7] = 0 and the mean square forecast error is:

" 2
MSFE, = E|& ;| = o? (1 + T), )

where 02 = ¢? (1 + T‘llpfs) > 2. There is one less parameter to estimate, traded off

against a larger equation variance (see Appendix A.2 for derivations).
If the objective is to minimize MSFE, M should be used to forecast when MSFE, < MSFE;,

which requires:
2 3
ag<1+T) ga§<1+T>. (10)

From (7), this occurs when q)é <T/(T+2).

Figure 2 records the one-step-ahead values of MSFE; and MSFE, for known x; 141, i =
1,2, for the DGP given by (1) and (2). We let 8, vary along the horizontal axis to get a range
of noncentralities in the set {5 = [0,4] using (7).

The results confirm that x, should be retained if its noncentrality exceeds approxi-
mately 1. The result converges to 1 as T — oo, because the information content of the
regressor outweighs the parameter estimation cost for one-step forecasts, regardless of the
correlation between x1 and x.
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Figure 2. MSFE; (solid lines computed from (8), circles by simulation) and MSFE, (dashed line computed from (9), squares

by simulation).

4.2. Selecting Regressors

Although M; and M, provide the extremes of always/never retaining x,, in prac-

tice, selection will be applied. From (5), x; will be omitted if t%zzo < 2. Using the

Br VT =p")B2
s.e. [BZ} e

approximation that:

tg,=0 =

implies:
2,2
22 Cul¢
< (11)
2T -7
Thus, retention of x; ; will depend on « and lp% for a given draw.

Forecasts in repeated sampling will be based on a mixture of M; and M, depending
on whether x;; is retained in each draw. The MSFE of the selected model, called M3, will be
a weighted average of the MSFEs of M; and M, with the weights given by the probability
that x; ; is retained:

MSFE; = p, () MSFE; + (1 — p, (¥3) )MSFE,
= MSFE; + (1 —p, (¥p)) (MSFE; — MSFE; ) (12)

~ MSFE; + 02T (1 p, (1)) (43— 1), (13)

where l,blz3 is given by (7), with:

P (¥p) = Pr("%z:o 2 Ci)

From the last term in (13), it is clear that MSFE; < MSFE; whenever l[J‘% < 1. Moreover,
p, () will be low when lpé < 1, so M, will usually be selected. Note that p, () = «
when B, = 0. However, MSFE; is a highly nonlinear function of 170125 entering directly and
indirectly, as well as of « which also influences p, (1g) nonlinearly.

Figure 3 records the ratio of MSFE; to MSFE;, for a range of 1/,1[23, which from (13) is

given by:
MSFE _

Selection delivers a 1.8% improvement in MSFE relative to M; under the null when 1})/% =0

with & = 0.05 or tighter, but for looser «, e.g., at 0.5, p, (l/J/g) = 0.5 when x, is irrelevant so
the benefits of selection are halved. Selection is most costly at intermediate noncentralities
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under the alternative, where, e.g., the largest increase in MSFE relative to M; is 3% at
« = 0.05 for T = 50, but is over 9% for « = 0.001 at its peak. The hump shape reflects
the nonlinear trade-off as the noncentrality of x, ; increases from the cost of omitting x; ;
rising as its signal is stronger, but the probability of retaining x, ; also increases. While the
magnitude of the maximal loss may seem small for intermediate values of «, this example
considers the selection of just one regressor. In practice, selection is applied when there are
multiple potential regressors, and the loss associated with selection at a given significance
level is cumulated across all potential regressors, as seen in the simulation results below.
The selection rule that x; ; should be retained if 1/)% > 1is evident Va, but unfortunately

the forecaster does not know 1/)%. If it was known, the optimal « is 0 for lp% < land 1 for
1/1123 > 1. We next look at the choice of « to minimize cost in terms of improvements in

MSFEs for an unknown wé.

Ratio of M SFE, to MSFE, for T=50

1.10

1.04-

Cost/benefit of selection

1.00

\ n P P S R S T P P S R S
01 025 1 2.25 4 6.5 9 1225 42 16
Figure 3. The costs/benefits of selection measured by %ﬁg? in (14).

4.3. The Choice of Significance Level
Equation (11) must hold for x; to be excluded at the chosen significance level. On av-
erage, that inequality requires:
o Caoe

E[B] = V|| + 83 = B3+ ) < T

assuming unbiasedness. Equating that inequality for g3 with 1,0/% < 1 from (10) gives the
boundary for the critical value ¢, in which selection results in a smaller MSFE due to the
omission—estimation trade-off:

o 02(c—1) o?
PETa-@) ST

This implies that c2 = 2 at the boundary, or an approximate significance level of & = 0.16.
The theoretical probability of retaining x, for S > 0 at & = 0.16 using E[tﬁz] =Yg is:

Pr(tEZ > Ca) = Pr(tgz — g 2 Cq — lP,B)

This gives the retention probabilities recorded in Table 2.
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These results are close to the implied significance level for the AIC in Campos et al.
(2003). This can have a cumulative effect, as shown in Figure 4 which records values of
the term (1 —p,, (¥)) where there are five independent regressors, all with the same 3.
The probability of retaining all five variables is low even at loose significance levels unless
the noncentralities are large. At l[)/% = 9 the gap between & = 0.05 and & = 0.16 is 29%,
demonstrating large benefits to a looser significance level for the retention of relevant
regressors. The trade-off is that more irrelevant variables will be retained, and this can be
costly if those variables are subject to breaks, which we next explore.

0.9
0.8-

0.7

0.61

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1-

PSR S B S S S P S S B S S S P P P— J
0.1 0.25 1 2.25 4 UJEH 6.5 9 12.25 16

0.0

Figure 4. Values of (1 —p, (l/)ﬁ) ) for five independent regressors with the same noncentrality for a

range of « and l[)é.

Table 2. Retention probabilities for individual ¢-tests given E[tﬁz] = yp.

1/1[5 1 2 3 4
Po1e 0.34 0.72 0.94 0.995
Poos 0.16 0.51 0.85 0.98

5. An Out-of-Sample Shift in the Regressors

The analysis of the previous section is augmented by the introduction of a break in
Section 5.1. This break is immediately after the estimation sample, while in Section 6 it
is applied to the last in-sample observation. We distinguish between whether the future
values of the regressors are known (Section 5.2) or unknown (Section 5.4). The role of
selection is studied again (Section 5.3), and we look at the random walk as a device to
forecast future values of the regressors in Section 5.5. Forecasting devices based on full in-
sample information and a random walk are the extremes of the class in Castle et al. (2015),
but there is no information in sample regarding the break to help either device.
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5.1. Specification of the Out-of-Sample Shift

Consider a mean shift of size § in x; at T + 1 with the forecast origin at T, so the shift
coincides with the one-step-ahead forecast. The DGP has the same structure as (1)-(3) with
the parameters (81 B2) of the conditional model constant:

X1t = M1+ 11 t=1,...,T+1,
_ Mo + 1ot t=1,...,T, 15
= {#z+5+nz,t t=T+1. (15)

Since (15) entails:

Y141 = Bo + B1x1, 741 + B2Xo,T41 + €741
= (py + B26) + Br(x1,741 — 1) + B2(xo,741 — p2 — 6) + €141, (16)

then ;6 # 0 induces a location shift in the relationship between yr1 and its in-sample
determinants unless the future x; 71 is known at time T. As shown in all forecast-error
taxonomies (see e.g., Clements and Hendry 1998), shifts in the equilibrium mean are the
most pernicious source of forecast failure, whereas changes in the parameters of mean-zero
variables have only a variance impact. Omitting x; 741 from (16) as in M, will create the
same location shift. Thus, there is little loss of generality by only considering shifts in
the regressors.

We first evaluate the trade-off to omitting x5 ; for known future exogenous regressors,
emulating the above results as the break which occurs in the forecast period is modeled in
the known xp 141.

5.2. Known Future Values of Regressors

The one-step-ahead forecasts for M; given (15), in which values of xr,1 are assumed
to be known at T, are unbiased when the parameter estimates are unbiased. The mean
square forecast error of M (see Appendix A.3 for derivations) is:

- 1
MSFEl :E|:€T+1|T+1:| :Ug(l+w<52+2_p)>/ (17)

which does not depend on l[)é. Comparison with (8) highlights the effects of the location

shift: 42 enters the MSFE despite the shift being ‘’known’ given x, r41, and MSFE; is no
longer independent of p. (17) also reveals the additional costs of including an irrelevant
regressor which shifts out of sample as 62 enters even when B, = 0, although it is scaled by
T(1 — p?) so larger samples mitigate its effect.

For M, (which omits the regressor x;;), the expectation of the forecast error is
E[ér.1/741] = P29, so the forecasts are biased by the shift in the omitted variable. The
one-step-ahead MSFE for Mj is:

MSFE, = E [EZTH‘TH] — 2+ B2 (1 e 52) 2T 102 (1 + Tfllp%), (18)

where B3 enters directly so the MSFE is a function of 1[1123, unlike for M;. Comparison with (9)

reveals the role that p and 6 play. When B, = 0, so Mj is the correct model, (18) collapses
to (9).

Assuming a criterion of minimizing one-step-ahead MSFE, using (10), MSFE, < MSFE;
requires:

2( 2 2 2 -1
P(gp-1) +3(1-p%) (14217 —p <0, (19)
which depends on estimation uncertainty and therefore does not simplify neatly. However,

the solution is close to 1 for reasonable values of p. For example, when p = 0.5, T = 50 and
0 =4, then 1,[)/% < 0.983, or |§g| < 0.991, results in a smaller MSFE, compared to MSFE;.
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Figure 5 demonstrates the close approximation to a trade-off at {5 = 1 which holds
regardless of the break. Thus, even knowing there is a shift in x, does not affect the choice
of forecasting model between including or omitting x,: always (never) include for zpé >1

(y5 <1

5.3. Selecting Regressors

Following Section 4.2, a t-test for statistical significance will be conducted on x,; in
sample and a decision to retain or exclude x, ; will be made at c, for a given draw. Hence,
MSFE; will be a weighted average of MSFE; and MSFE,, using (12):

MSFE; = MSFE; + (1 —p, (¢3)) (ale |:1[J2{1 + & } _ P42 _"D. (20)
" ¢ P A-p0)  (1-p?)

The term in square brackets is scaled by T~!. As before, the difference between MSFE;

and MSFE;3 diminishes as the sample size increases. When 1,11123 = 0, the first term in square

brackets in (20) drops out and the benefits of selection relative to MSFE; are evident as the

second term must be negative. The magnitude of 62 affects both MSFE; and MSFE; but,

from (20), the first 6 term is multiplied by gbé whereas the second offsetting term is not, so
the effect of the location shift is exacerbated if l[)é > 1.

Figure 5 compares the MSFEs of M; from (17), M; from (18), and M3 using (20) at

three illustrative values of . The profiles of the MSFEs mirror the analytical results for

the no break case. Selection outperforms the estimated DGP for 1}% < 1 despite a break,

and remains close to the MSFE; at & = 0.16 for 1,[7’% > 1.

MSFE Break at T+1 of =4, Known regressors, T=50

8f /

Figure 5. MSFE comparisons of Mj, My and M3 at 3 illustrative values of a for known future
exogenous regressors where the break occurs in the mean of xp at T + 1.

5.4. Unknown Future Values of Regressors

Now consider when the future values of the regressors are unknown. We use two
devices to obtain forecasts of x; 141, i = 1,2: the in-sample mean or a random walk.
The random walk is biased for unanticipated location shifts but does not result in systematic
bias following a location shift, whereas the in-sample mean is persistently biased following
a location shift unless updated. The two devices comprise the two extremes of using either
the full in-sample data or only the last observation to produce the forecasts of the weakly

exogenous regressors.3
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Although the link between y and the x; stays constant, forecasts when the x; 71 are
unknown will fail if the shift at T 4 1 is not anticipated, inducing a shift in y141. This will
lead to forecast failure as the in-sample mean y,, shifts to (y, + B26) at T + 1 but would be
forecast to be py,.

The forecasts based on in-sample estimates from (15) when 1 and y; are not zero are
given by:

X1 = M= 7 Do X1 = 1+ 7, (21)

X1 = 2 = T Loy Xt = P2+ Ty, (22)

so will miss the unknown break. When the break occurs in x;, the MSFEs will worsen for
B2 # 0. As before, we consider the sampling variation in estimating the means as small
compared to the impact of shifts, so we approximate by taking T sufficiently large that
Hi & i

Replacing the unknown x; 711 by y; leads to forecasting y11 by the in-sample mean

A~

for both M; and M,, see Appendix A.4. Both face the same forecast bias, E[ér +1\T] =

Eler +1|T] = 26 which is the same bias as M, with known regressors. Parameter estimation
adds terms of O, (T~!). Hence, ignoring O, (T~!) terms, MSFE; = MSFE,:

E[§2T+1|T} - EFZTHIT} = B3* + 0t + (ﬁ% + 5 +2’0ﬁ1ﬁz)' *)

When B, = 0, the MSFE is 02 + 2, so is inflated relative to the known regressors case as
x1,7+1 must also be forecast. However, the in-sample mean forecast is the best forecast
device for x1 741 in this setting (in terms of minimum MSFE) as x; 741 is stationary and
not subject to a location shift. Selection will have little or no noticeable impact when
MSFE, ~ MSFE;, as this will also result in MSFE3 ~ MSFE;.

Figure 6 records the MSFEs for M; and M; when there is a break in x at T + 1, compar-
ing known and unknown regressors using the in-sample mean to forecast x; 41,7 = 1,2 in
the unknown regressor case, i.e., the figure records (17), (18) and (23), (solid /dashed /dotted
lines). Simulation outcomes are checked to capture O, (T~!) effects but they are negligible
so are not recorded. Figure 6 includes the random walk forecasts and the M; and M; results
for the known regressor case are repeated from Figure 5 to facilitate comparison.

The simulation outcomes where parameters are estimated closely match the analytic
results. For known regressors for MSFE;, the break in y; does not affect the MSFE as it is
captured in xp 741: even at 6 = 4 for T = 100, MSFE; = 1.23 for the parameters given in
the figure which is only slightly greater than c2. However, when xr. 1 is unknown both
M; and M, are affected by the break in x; 7 1. Simulation outcomes again closely match
the theory for the unknown break case, and show that the choice of whether to retain or
exclude x is not important in a forecasting context. The unanticipated break dominates
any forecast error resulting from model misspecification. Increasing the sample size does
mitigate the MSFE costs but the MSFE premium relative to known regressors is maintained
for all lp‘é. Increasing the number of relevant exogenous regressors that shift will increase

the MSFE at 1/),23 = 0, shifting the MSFE trajectories up.

These results show that in this static setting of location shifts, if the break occurs in the
forecast period and is unknown and unpredictable, then the retention of x; is irrelevant
(other than parameter estimation uncertainty), as neither M; nor M, capture the shift which
dominates the MSFE. Parsimony, or lack thereof, neither helps nor hinders much in this setting.
Moreover, selection does not substantively affect the outcome as MSFE; ~ MSFE;.
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Figure 6. MSFE comparisons between M;, M, and M3 for known and unknown future exogenous
regressors including in-sample mean and random walk forecasts, where the break occurs in the mean
of xpat T+ 1.

5.5. Forecasting Regressors with a Random Walk

We now consider using a random walk to forecast the exogenous variables:

il,T+l|T = X1,T, (24)

Xp,T41|T = X2,T- (25)

Such a device is not robust in this setting as the forecasts are made before the shift, and ro-
bustness refers to forecasting properties that are insensitive to a feature in the DGP, such as
after a location shift.

Although the last in-sample observation is an imprecise measure of the out-of-sample
mean, it is unbiased when there are no location shifts (as there are no dynamics in the
DGP), SO E[xllﬂ =M and E[XZ,T] = Uy, and hence E[AXLTJrl] =0and E[Ax2’T+1] =J.

The forecasts from M; will be biased by the bias in the random walk forecast of x; 741,
so (see Appendix A.5 for derivations) neglecting the small impact of 7; 7 on ; — B,-:

E [ET+1|T} = P24,

and the resulting mean square forecast error is:

MSFE,; = E {EZTH‘T} = p25% + 2(5% + /3%) +4pB1Pa + 02 (1 + 2T*1). (26)

Comparison with (23) highlights the additional cost of using the random walk relative

to the in-sample mean when neither forecasting device can predict the break, since:
E[er,17] —E[ersur| = — (B + B3 +2 20271
[€7-1/7] €rpr| = —(B1 + B2 +20B1P2 +20¢ :

The in-sample mean of x; is the optimal forecast of x; r41 given its in-sample stationarity,
so irrespective of the value of f;, the in-sample mean forecasts dominate when the shift is
during the forecast period. When B, = 0, (26) collapses to ~ 02 + 243, ignoring O, (T ?)
terms, compared to 02 + f2 for the in-sample mean forecasts. A random walk doubles the

error variance, so can be costly if there are no breaks or if the break occurs after the forecast
origin. As for the in-sample mean case, the MSFE of M is a function of the break.
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The forecast bias for M, is the same as that for M; by the same argument, although
MSFE, (reported in Appendix A.5) does deviate from that for M; as 1/)123 increases. This is
due to the correlation parameter p which is picking up part of the omitted variable x, 71
in M, and has more effect as 1,0}%) increases. When B, = 0, MSFE,; ~ 02 + 22, which is the
same as for M;. Despite small but increasing deviations as l[lei increases, MSFE, follows
a similar trajectory to MSFE;. The misspecification is less relevant for the random walk
forecasts of the marginal processes relative to the effect of the break, similar to the results
for the in-sample mean forecasts.

5.6. Selecting Forecasted Regressors

In practice, selection will be applied to determine whether to include x;; or not. Then,
from (12), we can obtain the MSFE; as:

The trade-off between parameter estimation uncertainty and including x; is essentially the
same as in the known variable case: if x, has a noncentrality of zero, so 2 = l[)é =0, then

2
MSFE; = MSFE; + (1 —p, (y5)) <U§T1 [wg{m + Tl} +1

the one-step MSFE is minimized by excluding x; from the forecasting model. It should be
included if l[leg > 1. However, depending on the values of p and T, the switch point can be

smaller than 1[}123 = 1, although the impact is likely to be small given the scale factor c2T 1.
Even though the random walk forecast is highly uncertain by using just one observation,
if the variable that breaks is quite significant then it pays to include that variable when
using the random walk forecast.

Figure 6 also records the MSFEs for the random walk forecasts using the same pa-
rameter values. The increase in MSFE over the in-sample mean forecasts is evident. Both
MSFE; and MSFE, follow similar trajectories, although they do start to diverge for large ¢/23,
with MSFE; at &« = 0.16 close to MSFE;.

6. An In-Sample Shift in the Regressors

In contrast to the previous section, the break is assumed to occur at T, which is the
last observation available for estimation. Now there is information available regarding the
break when the forecasts are made. Such a framework would also be relevant in sequential
forecasting. We consider forecasting using in-sample means. In common with the previous
section, we study selection (Sections 6.3 and 6.5), the random walk device to forecast the
regressors (Section 6.4), and finally using the random walk to forecast y (Section 6.6).

6.1. Specification of the In-Sample Shift
The DGP is adapted from (15) but the shift in yp occurs at T, rather than T + 1:

X1t = M1+ 11t t=1,...,T+1,
_ Mo+ 1o t=1,...,T—1, o7
* {Vz+5+nz,t t=T,T+1. (27)

6.2. Forecasting Regressors Using In-Sample Means

The relationship of interest, i.e., the conditional equation for ¥, 1, remains constant.
However, the in-sample mean p, is shifted to (u, + B20) at T. Although the only DGP
parameter to shift is y to pip + 6, sample calculations will be altered as now E[X;] =
pa + T~15 (see Appendix A.6 for derivations).

The impact on the estimated in-sample mean of {x;} will be small from the break,
unless ¢ is very large, so by using the in-sample means for their future unknown values,
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the forecasted mean of yr 1 for M will still be close to y,, and the resulting forecast error
bias is: %
E {€T+1|T+1} ~ /325<1 - Tﬁl)-

This is unbiased when , = 0, but could be badly biased if 8,6 is large. The MSFE for M; is:

22 _1\?
MSFE; = E[Sr1r] = 8302 (1-T 1) + g3+ B3 + 02 (28)

This is very similar to the MSFE; in (23) for an out-of-sample break using the in-sample
means to forecast the exogenous regressors, and hence MSFE, and MSFE; as well, al-
though the correlation between the two regressors does not enter.

When B, = 0, both (23) and (28) collapse to 02 + 3. The dampening of the squared

location shift by (1 — T’l)2 slightly improves the MSFE for the in-sample shift relative to
an out-of-sample shift at larger 4)/23, as shown in Figure 7.

T=50 Bresk at T or T+1 of =4
wil
LL
0 [ |— M, BreskaT :
G L W Eelcotasc
- , 0=0.16. Br -
I M Mo M. Breck f T+1 in-sample mean as forecast,

analytic calculations.

Break at T+1 -

0 1 4 9 W 16

Figure 7. MSFE;, MSFE,, and MSFEj; for unknown future exogenous regressors where the break
occurs in the mean of x; at T and the in-sample mean is used as the forecast for the regressors.
Included are the results when the break occurs at T + 1.

For a break out of sample, we find the analytic results for M, are identical to those
for M (see Section 5.4). For the in-sample break, the forecast error and MSFE for M, does
differ to that of M; (see Appendix A.6 for analytic results). This is because the in-sample
location shift affects p which introduces a term similar to the squared location shift scaled
by T in (28). Therefore, MSFE; # MSFE, unless B2 = 0, with M incurring a larger MSFE
cost as 12 increases due to misspecification, although the divergence is small even for small
T, and disappears asymptotically.

6.3. Selecting Regressors

Selection follows from (12) and hence:
MSFE; ~ MSFE; + (1 - p, () |02 — B — 0?3 + 277" (o3 + $30%) .

The cost of omitting x, rises with f342, although increases in B, will raise ‘/1/23 and hence

raise the probability of retaining x,, albeit unconnected with the magnitude of 2. As the
location shift is scaled by T, MSFE; — MSFE; as T — co.
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6.4. Forecasting Regressors Using a Random Walk

From the previous analysis in Section 6.2, knowledge of the break at T brought little
benefit when using in-sample means as forecasts. However, the random walk should do
better when the break occurs at T as opposed to T + 1. As before:

X1,r1r = X1,1r and X1y = X271,

but now E[x1 7] = p1 and E[xo 7] = pp + 6, and hence E[Ax; r11] = 0 and E[Axpy 741] =0
as well.

Given the unbiased forecasts of the exogenous regressors, it follows that the forecasts
for M; are unbiased (see Appendix A.7) when the parameter estimates are unbiased.
The MSFE for M is:

MSFE, = E[&417] = 2(83 + B3) + 40papa + o2 (14 7 + S P
. 1 T T )

When S, = 0, the MSFE is similar to that of the out-of-sample break case, where the random
walk is costly as forecasts of both x; 741 and xp 71 are inefficient. However, (29) does
depend on the magnitude of the shift independently of B,, unlike (26). MSFE; is a function
of l[)é, increasing as gbé increases, unlike in the known regressor case. But it does so more
slowly than for breaks out of sample, or breaks in sample using the in-sample mean. As l[les
increases, the break at T in i has a larger effect on the dependent variable, and hence the

benefits of using a random walk forecast of x 71 are larger.
M, will suffer when B, # 0 as the forecasts will be biased. The MSFE for Mj is:

~2

MSFE, = E [eﬂm} = B> (&2 +p2+ 1) + 282 + 4pB1 By + 02 (1 LTl T*zlpﬁ), (30)

so no robustness in the sense of reducing bias is achieved unless B, = 0. When 8, = 0,
MSFE, < MSFE;, but the bias from not including a random walk, and hence unbiased,
forecast of x, 741 quickly outweighs parameter estimation costs as 1,0123 increases.

Solving for MSFE, < MSFE; results in:

2 (1-p%) +4
O TC S VRl

(31)

The break term dominates and offsets on the numerator and denominator, leading to a
trade-off at ~1 with deviations scaled by T~!. For p = 0.5, T = 100 and § = 4, MSFE;,
dominates when ¢y = 1.05. Interestingly, the cut-off is slightly above 1 for this case,
compared to slightly below 1 for the known breaks out-of-sample case, but the results
still imply that a selection significance level of approximately 16% would be optimal to
trade-off the cost of estimating an additional parameter.

Figure 8 records the MSFEs from M; (29), M; (30) and three values of M3 (A4) for the
analytic results. There is a clear trade-off at 1/1% ~ 1, just as in the known breaks case.

6.5. Selecting Forecasted Regressors

The final step is to compute the MSFE for M3 for the random walk forecast, reported
in Appendix A.7. Just as regression models are usually selected, that will occur for any
forecasting devices designed to minimize systematic bias. As with Figure 5, selection
between M; and M, can be advantageous even for these forecasting devices as seen in
Figure 8. Selection outperforms M; for 1/1123 < 1, and remains close to the MSFE; at & = 0.05
and & = 0.16, again in all cases matching or outperforming always using M.

A comparison with the MSFE for the in-sample mean forecasts, also recorded in
Figure 8, suggests a possible forecast improvement. If the regressor that breaks at T is
known, combining the in-sample mean forecast for M; with the random walk forecast
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for M will improve forecast performance (shifting the MSFE curves for the random walk
forecast down by approximately 1). As the number of regressors increases, the forecasting
method for each contemporaneous regressor will have a cumulative impact. However,
as the break occurs in sample, methods to detect breaks at the forecast origin such as im-
pulse indicator saturation (IIS) could be used to guide the forecaster to the most appropriate
forecasting device.* Selection between forecasting devices that minimize systematic bias
versus those that trade-off bias and variance requires pre-testing and would only help for
in-sample shifts; see, e.g., Chu et al. (1996).

1o, T=50 Break at T of 0=4

4]

& [ |—— M, Random walk 4

2 [|---- M, Random walk -

| - M3 at a=0.16 Random walk -

10F | %~ Ml: In-sample mean -~
| == M} In-sample mean ’

T YrapTYr g

6F

L Yy

“7t Random walk

4'/"
L L 1 L 1

0 1 4 9 q;ﬁz - 16

Figure 8. MSFE comparisons between M1, M, and M3 at & = 0.16 for unknown future exogenous
regressors where the break occurs in the mean of x, at T and the last in-sample observation is used
as the forecast for the conditioning regressors. Also recorded is the MSFE for M; and M; using
in-sample means and a misspecified random walk for y1 directly.

Thus, selection can be valuable for forecasting to the extent that it retains relevant
regressors that shift (here, x7), and also if it eliminates irrelevant regressors that shift,
as considered in Section 9.

6.6. Forecasting the Dependent Variable Using a Random Walk

If a break is suspected, an alternative to the approaches considered so far is to use a
knowingly misspecified model of the conditional DGP. One possibility is to use a random
walk forecast for y, with the advantage that y7 is known and avoids the need to forecast
x1,7+1 and xp 741. Hendry and Mizon (2012) derive a forecast-error taxonomy for open
models that demonstrates the numerous additional forecast errors that arise from forecast-
ing regressors offline in open models. They show that, in some cases, it can pay to use a
misspecified model rather than to forecast the regressors offline. The forecast device is:

17T+1|T = YT

Then
Y1 = py + B2d + P11, + Bama, T + €T

is a noisy one-observation estimator of (i, + f26). The outturn at T + 1 is:

yri1 = (y + B20) + B1Ay1 141 + BoBippr i1 + €41 + BT + Bl 1
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The forecast error is given by:

ET1T = YT+1 — Yrp1jr = PO, 141 + P2l 140 + Aeryy,

which is unbiased and has a MSFE of:

MSFE, = E [éﬁﬂﬂ = 2([3% + ﬁ%) +4pB1Ba + 202,

This is independent of 6 so should perform relatively the best when 62 is large, although per-
forms worse than random walk forecasts for x1 711 and x, 741 when 1,0[23 is small; see
Figure 8. The forecasts are invariant to omitting x, since this random walk forecast is
independent of the regressors, which is a major advantage and negates the role of selection.
However, there is a cost when the model is correctly specified. The results in the simulation
below suggest that such an approach should be viewed as complementary, with forecast
pooling across selected conditional models and misspecified robust devices designed to
mitigate bias frequently outperforming individual methods.

7. Summary of Analytic Results and the Impact of Selection
The theoretical analysis has established four results.

1.  Regressors should be retained if Y > 1. This is established for DGPs that are
stationary or with a break out of sample for known regressors and a break in sample
for random walk forecasts.

2. For the two-regressor case, g = 1 maps to a =~ 0.16. Selection delivers improve-
ments to the one-step-ahead MSFE for 15 < 1 and can be close to the correct model
specification for ¢5 > 1, with the largest deviations occurring at intermediate values

3. If there are breaks out of sample and contemporaneous regressors need to be forecast,
the break dominates the MSFE and selection plays almost no role. Similar results are
found even if the break occurs at the end of the sample, but the in-sample mean is
used to forecast the regressors.

4. Random walk forecasts are costly if there are no breaks (forecasting x; r41) or if the
breaks are unpredictable (a break at T + 1 and forecasting T + 1|T). However, they
improve MSFE when the break is predictable (break at T and forecasting T + 1|T).

Table 3 summarises the results for specific parameters using T = 50 (T = 100 is
in Table Al in Appendix B). For each scenario, the ratio of MSFE;/MSFE; for j = 2,3 is
reported. MSFE,; has no selection, and is therefore listed as « = 0, while three values of «
are used for MSFE;. The squared noncentralities 1p/25 =0,1,4,9,16 capture the full hump
shape seen in the figures above.

M, is the correct model in the column labelled l/J% = 0, so the ratio of MSFE, /MSFE;
measures the cost of over-specification. The gains can be substantial in some cases, almost
30% for a break out of sample with known regressors, but in other cases including x; ; is
not at all costly despite its irrelevance. Tighter selection for M3 is close to M; as x, ; will be
omitted more frequently, but even at @ = 0.16 the ratio for M3 is close to the ratio for My,
suggesting that selection is not costly.

Moving to the next column highlights the ¢5 = 1 trade-off, with all cases almost
exactly equal to one. A cut-off slightly lower than one was found in (19), which is reflected
in the ratio marginally greater than one. Conversely, (31) found a cut-off slightly larger
than one, resulting in a ratio slightly below one, but the differences are small.

Next, consider the columns labelled 1[]% = 4,9, and 16. M; is the correct model so the
objective is to minimize the ratio. In some cases My performs poorly, but M3 at « = 0.16 is
frequently very close to 1, i.e., MSFE;. Selection forecast performance tends to be worse at
1,11123 = 4, but as the signal for x, increases, the probability of retaining x, increases so the
selected model is closer to M. The benefits of selection vary by case. For example, for
a break at T using in-sample means, selection at « = 0.16 delivers a 2.4% improvement
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relative to M for ¢5 = 4, compared to a halving of the ratio for the random walk. In almost
every setting, MSFE; is close to MSFE; so the costs of selection are usually small, irrespective
of the noncentrality. In that sense, model selection acts to reduce the risk relative to the
worst model. Conversely, the costs of unmodeled shifts are very large, up to almost 8-fold
greater than the baseline stationary MSFE;.

Table 3. Ratio of MSFE to that of MSFE;, T = 50. M, has no selection (¢ = 0); selection in M3 at «.

MSFE Relative to MSFE;
Model 1pfg:0 ¢§:1 1/;;:4 1p§:9 zp;:le
Sections 4.1 and 4.2 No shift with known future regressors
a=0(My) 0.981 1.001 1.060 1.158 1.295
« = 0.001 0.981 1.000 1.051 1.093 1.068
a =0.05 0.982 1.000 1.027 1.023 1.006
a=0.16 0.984 1.000 1.016 1.008 1.001
Sections 5.2 and 5.3 Out-of-sample shift with known future regressors
a=0(Mp) 0.709 1.014 1.927 3.450 5.582
a = 0.001 0.709 1.013 1.836 2.505 2.095
a =0.05 0.724 1.011 1.449 1.366 1.095
a=0.16 0.756 1.009 1.256 1.136 1.022
Section 5.4 Out-of-sample shift with mean forecast of future regressors
a=0(My) 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
a = 0.001 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
a = 0.05 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
a=0.16 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Section 5.5 Out-of-sample shift with random walk forecast of future regressors
a=0(My) 0.993 1.004 1.020 1.034 1.043
a = 0.001 0.993 1.004 1.018 1.021 1.010
a = 0.05 0.994 1.003 1.010 1.005 1.001
a=0.16 0.994 1.002 1.006 1.002 1.000
Sections 6.2 and 6.3 In-sample shift with mean forecast of future regressors
a=0(My) 1.020 1.021 1.022 1.023 1.024
a = 0.001 1.020 1.021 1.020 1.014 1.006
a = 0.05 1.019 1.017 1.011 1.004 1.000
a=0.16 1.017 1.014 1.006 1.001 1.000
Sections 6.4 and 6.5 In-sample shift with random walk forecast of future regressors
a=0(My) 0.871 0.990 1.273 1.653 2.078
a = 0.001 0.871 0.990 1.246 1.401 1.258
a = 0.05 0.878 0.991 1.132 1.097 1.022
a=0.16 0.892 0.993 1.075 1.036 1.005

These results show that even facing breaks, the well-known trade-off for selecting
variables in forecasting models, namely that variables should be retained if their noncen-
tralities exceed 1, still applies, resulting in much looser significance levels than typically
used. The problem with such an approach is that when many B,; = 0 but are subject
to location shifts, M, which erroneously includes x;; in the model, will perform worse.
Loose significance levels increase the chance that irrelevant variables with g = 0 are
retained by being adventitiously significant for that draw. To evaluate this effect, the next
section undertakes a simulation study of selection in models with ten irrelevant and five
relevant exogenous regressor variables confronting a variety of shifts.

8. Simulation Design

We generalize the above analysis using Monte Carlo analysis, formalizing the DGP
and models that are estimated. We consider larger models with dynamics, evaluating for a
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range of strategies to forecast future values of the regressors, different significance levels,
and different configurations of out-of-sample breaks. The next section then evaluates the
simulation results.

8.1. Data Generation Process

The DGP is for a scalar dependent variable y;, and N regressors x; = (x14,...,Xn¢)".
There are n regressors that are relevant, i.e., have a nonzero coefficient in the DGP for v,
and N — 7 that are irrelevant with coefficient zero.

We wish to introduce breaks either in relevant, or irrelevant, or both types of regressors.
For convenience we assume that the regressors are ordered by increasing significance

(i.e., squared noncentrality 1[)1231). The DGP for y is an AR(1) with regressors:

N
yi =Po+Byyi1+ Y Bixjt+e, e ~IN[O,0Z], t=-Q+1,...,0,1,...,T+H. (32)
j=1

The regressors are independent of each other and (in sample) have a common autoregres-
sive coefficient A and mean §/(1 — A). We allow for a break in observations T + 1 and
T + 2, using subscript I if the break applies to xs that are irrelevant in (32) (i.e., have a
coefficient of zero) and R for those that are relevant:

xj,t:5+/\xj,t—l+’7j,tl ﬂj/tNIN[O,l}, j:1,...,N,t:—Q+1,...,T,T+3,...,
Xjp =81+ Axje1 1 1~ IN[O,1], j=1,...,.N—n, t =T+1,T+2, (33)
x]-,t = 51{ + Aij,t—l + 77]}1" ”j,t ~ IN[O, 1], ] =N-n+1,..., t=T+1,T+2.

Throughout, we set 02 = 1, g = 5, B, = 0.5, 5 = 2, N = 15. Fifty initial observations are
discarded (Q = 50). We set observation zero equal to twenty in each replication, giving the
generated data as:

yr = y; +20 — y;. (34)

The remaining coefficients in (32) are specified through their noncentralities. We run
three alternative experiments:

p(1): $5=1(0,0,00,0,1212121212,1212,12,12,12),
$(2): ;= (0,0,0,0,0,0,0,051,15,2,3,4), (35)
$(4): ;= (0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,4,4,4)"

Then B; = 5 {(T — N —2)V[x;/] }71/ 2, using the in-sample variances computed over
t =1,...,T. This ensures that the t-values in the estimates of (32) will be equal to 9,
on average. Note that the noncentralities in each specification sum to twelve, and have
n = 10, 6, 3 respectively.

With common coefficients § and A, the regressors are exchangeable in analytical
calculations. The unconditional process of each x;, in the absence of any break, has mean
¥ =6/(1—A) and variance (1 — A?)~!. When § = 2 and A = 0.75, the steady state for y}
istheny = 10 +2 x 8 x 12 x {83/(1 — 0.75%)} /2 =~ 10 + 16 x 0.87 = 23.9, using total
noncentrality of 12, x = 8, T = 100, N = 15. The degrees-of-freedom adjustment counts N,
the intercept, and the lagged dependent variable.

Breaks in the process for the target variable y are introduced through breaks in the
regressors. During the break, g = —0.3 = 5, so J drops by —2.3. Keeping A unchanged,
the equilibrium changes from ¥ = 8 to X5 = —1.2, which is a shock of six unconditional
standard errors. The impact on y; depends on the coefficients ;. To quantify this, it is
convenient to assume that the processes are at their unconditional means, after which we
follow the shocks through the dynamic system, ignoring the disturbances. The impact on x
when the coefficients change from (5, A) = (2,0.75) to (ép, Aa) is given in Table 4.
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Table 4. Impact on x when coefficients change from (6,A) = (2,0.75) to (6, Aa)-

(6a,Ap) = (2,0.75) (—0.3,0.75) (—0.3,0.95) (—0.3,0.05) (2,0.05) (2,0.95)

— 8 5.7 7.3 0.1 2.4 9.6
xj,T+2|T+1 8 4.0 6.6 —0.3 2.1 11.1
xj,T—|—3|T+2 8 5.0 7.0 1.8 3.6 10.3

The process reverts to the original coefficients at T 4- 3, aiming to capture qualitatively
aspects of a sustained but temporary structural break, such as the Great Financial Crisis
or the COVID-19 pandemic. The impact of the break on y; 7, 1|7 is 0.87 times the new x.
For (—0.3,0.95) this is a change of 0.6, well below y’s conditional standard error of unity.

Table 5 lists the break settings we consider. The upward break in slope (a) pushes
the process towards a unit root, while the downward break in slope (b) makes it almost
white noise. Figure 9 plots the second half of y; for one replication of the DGP and for each
of the five specifications of the break. This is for T = 100 and after discarding the initial
observations. The break lasts for two observations in the forecast period, after which the
DGP reverts to the settings without break. Figure 9 illustrates the low impact of the break
in mean and slope when (dp,A5) = (—0.3,0.95).

Table 5. Configurations of breaks in the simulations.

5A /\A
No break 2 0.75
Break in mean -0.3 0.75
Break in slope (a) 2 0.95
Break in slope (b) 2 0.05
Break in mean and slope (a) —-0.3 0.95
Break in mean and slope (b) —-0.3 0.05

The design (33) allows for breaks in relevant variables, in irrelevant variables, or in
both. In the last case: g = 0 = dp and Ag = A] = A,. Breaks in irrelevant variables
do not affect y, but can have an impact on forecasts if the irrelevant variables are used in
the forecasts’ construction. However, when forecasting for T + 1|T, such breaks have no
impact at all, because the future x11s are not yet known.

L C)

S P—a,

ZON W“-\,/ v\w

30¢

— — Breskinmean e Break in slope (a) — — Bresk in slope ()| EO 5
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Figure 9. One replication of the DGP without break (solid line) and breaks as in Table 5, T = 100, H = 5.



Econometrics 2021, 9, 26

21 0f 35

8.2. Models and Forecast Devices

We generate Q + T + H observations from DGP (32)—(34), discarding the initial Q.
The starting point for modeling is the general unrestricted model (GUM):

N N
ye = Bo+ Byyr—1+ Z ﬁ;‘let =+ Z ’)f;fx]‘/t,l +¢€, fort=1,...,T. (36)
j=1 j=1

An asterisk indicates that model selection is used, so the intercept and lagged y are not
selected over but are always retained. Model selection is only performed once for each
replication, but the selected model is re-estimated by ordinary least squares (OLS) each
time that we forecast given data up to T+h—1:

yt = Bo+ ,Byyt—l + Z ‘B]-x]-,t + Z ViXj -1+ €t fort="h,...,T+h—1. (37)
Bi#0 77 #0

Only one-step-ahead forecasts are generated and evaluated:

YT Ton-1 = Bo+Byyrin1+ Y BiEiran+ Y Aixjren1forh=1,.,H (38
B #0 7 #0

The out-of-sample values X; 1, of the regressors in (38) are unknown when forming
the forecasts. We consider a range of forecast devices that can supply these missing values:

INF: future outcomes: X, = X145
AVG: the in-sample average: X7, = ijhh_l xit/T;

ARX: an AR(1) for each regressor: X;r., = Jij + pjXj 411, estimated by OLS for each
horizon from:

Xjp = Wi+ pjXj—1 + Ujp, t= h,..., T+h—1; (39)

RWX: the random walk forecast: X7, = Xj141-1;

RDX: arandom walk with differencing (Hendry 2006), using differenced estimates from (39):
XjToh = XjTh—1+ 0jAX; Tp-1-

cax: Cardt forecast of X; .
In addition, several alternatives that ignore the regressors are considered:

RWY: a random walk forecast: .y = yrip_1;
ARY: an AR(1) forecast: 1.y = Yo + Y1Y124_1, estimated by OLS for each horizon;

CAY: Cardt forecasts of i/, .

Model selection is performed using Autometrics (Doornik 2009) for a range of target
significance levels « = (0.001,0.01,0.05,0.1,0.16,0.32). Forecasting from a re-estimated
GUM (37) without selection is also considered (i.e., « = 1). Dropping all regressors (i.e.,
« = 0) leaves the AR(1) model for y;.

The devices that forecast the regressors supply plug-in values to allow forecasting with
the GUM (36), as well as the reductions (37) of the GUM, at a range of nominal significance
levels. Device INF uses future outcomes, making it infeasible for stochastic variables. Note
that all devices using regressors benefit from some knowledge that is not available in
practice, namely that the DGP is nested in the GUM, and the GUM is not misspecified.
The fact that the regressors are exchangeable and break at the same time in the same way
may also help: finding just one that matters could already improve the forecasts.
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Cardt is a slightly improved version of Card (calibrated average of rho and delta meth-
ods), see Doornik et al. (2020a), which performed very well in the M4 forecast competition
of Makridakis et al. (2020). Cardt averages forecasts from a differenced, autoregressive,
and a moving average model. These are then treated as future observations in a calibra-
tion model with richer autoregressive structure. The full procedure is documented in
Castle et al. (2021). Cardt pays particular attention to seasonality, which is irrelevant here.
We use Cardt to make four forecasts, then use the first of these. The method will take
logarithms by default. Switching that off makes little difference in these experiments. Cardt
is used in daily COVID-19 forecasts of Doornik et al. (2020b).

8.3. Selecting Regressors

The noncentrality 3 ; in the DGP affects the probabilities of retaining a variable in the
model selection procedure. Table 6 shows the probability of retaining one or all relevant
regressors assuming independent -tests. While the probability of retaining one variable
may be quite large, the joint probability of retaining all can be extremely low. Thus,
even using a significance level of 16%, many relevant variables will be omitted if their
noncentralities are small. However, their contribution to explaining the dependent variable
is also small and breaks in such variables will have a smaller effect.

Table 6. Probability of retaining one or all variables when the coefficients have the specified noncentrality, assuming
independence at nominal significance « and Student-t(83) distribution.

Yp = 1.2 Yp =05 ¢pg =1 ¢pg = 1.5 ¢pg = 2 ¢pg = 3 g = 4 Joint Average Yp = 4

o n=1mn=10 n=1 n=1 n=1 n=1 n=1 n=1 n=6 n==¢6 n=1mn=3
0.001 0.015 0.000 0.002 0.009 0.030 0.081 0.341 0.721 0.000 0.197 0.721 0.375
0.01 0.077 0.000 0.018 0.053 0.130 0.263 0.641 0.912 0.000 0.336 0912  0.758
0.05 0.216 0.000 0.070 0.163 0.313 0.504 0.843 0.976 0.001 0.478 0.976  0.930
0.1 0.322 0.000 0.124 0.254 0.435 0.631 0.907 0.989 0.008 0.557 0989  0.968
0.16 0.414 0.000 0.181 0.339 0.533 0.719 0.941 0.994 0.022 0.618 0.994 0983
0.32 0.579 0.004 0.309 0.500 0.691 0.840 0.976 0.998 0.087 0.719 0.998  0.995

The fraction of relevant variables that is retained in the Monte Carlo experiment is
denoted the potency, and the fraction of irrelevant variables that is retained is denoted
the gauge. We always retain the intercept and lagged y, so the GUM (36) has 2N possible
variables to select over, of which 7 are relevant. For m =1, ..., M replications we define
the indicator function 1{-} and:

1 N-—n - N N
gauge,, = Sy Y YBjwm A0+ Y {TFjm # 0},
=1 =
1 Y ~
potency, = -}, H{Bju #0}
j=N—-n+1

This is then averaged over all replications.

Table 7 shows that the empirical gauge matches the theoretical probabilities in Table 6
when using Autometrics for selection: the gauge is higher than « but not by much. Poten-
cies are close to the powers of one-off ¢-tests with the same noncentralities, up to « = 0.1,
beyond that they fall behind. Consequently, it is appropriate to use Autometrics to in-
vestigate the theoretical results by simulating a more general setting, without concern
that the selection algorithm will influence the results relative to the single t-test approach
analyzed above.
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Table 7. Gauge and potency for three noncentrality designs, M = 10,000 replications.

Gauge Potency

o y(1) ¥(2) p(4) y(1) ¥(2) ¥(4)
0.001 0.005 0.006 0.006 0.034 0.205 0.712
0.01 0.025 0.024 0.020 0.113 0.345 0.884
0.05 0.079 0.075 0.069 0.231 0.458 0.919
0.1 0.126 0.124 0.121 0.297 0.507 0.919
0.16 0.181 0.180 0.178 0.355 0.545 0.923
0.32 0.328 0.328 0.327 0.479 0.634 0.941

9. Simulation Evidence

Simulation evidence is presented using the design of Section 8.1 and forecast devices
of Section 8.2. All experiments use M = 10,000 and are implemented in Ox 9 (Doornik
2018) and PcGive (Hendry and Doornik 2018). We start with out-of-sample forecasts in
Section 9.1, when the break is unanticipated. Then Section 9.2 compares breaks in relevant
and irrelevant variables, Section 9.3 looks at forecasts after the break, Section 9.4 considers
selection, Section 9.5 introduces pooled forecasts, and Section 9.6 summarizes.

9.1. Forecasting before the Break

The top half of Table 8 is for the case without breaks, when forecasting T+1|T is
similar to forecasting T + 2|T + 1, etc. The table reports the ratio of the MSFE for devices
INF, AVG, ARX, RWX respectively to the MSFE of ARY for a range of significance levels «.
Selection at @ = 0 implies dropping all the regressors, leaving an AR(1) in y, denoted ARY.
The bottom row of each half gives the MSFE of ARY. Not selecting at all (« = 1) coincides
with the GUM.

Table 8. No break and out-of-sample break. Ratio of MSFE to MSFE sy forecasting T + 1|T.

¥(1) ¥(2) ¥(4)

INF AVG ARX RWX INF AVG ARX RWX INF AVG ARX RWX

Ratio No break

« =10 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
« = 0.001 1.03 1.01 1.02 1.03 0.95 1.06 0.99 1.02 0.83 1.13 0.94 0.99
« = 0.01 1.08 1.06 1.05 1.08 0.93 1.11 0.98 1.02 0.79 117 0.93 0.97
x =005 113 1.13 1.08 1.12 0.95 1.19 0.99 1.03 0.83 123 0.95 0.99
x =01 116 118 1.09 1.13 0.99 1.23 1.01 1.06 0.87 1.27 0.97 1.02
x =016 119 123 1.11 1.15 1.01 1.28 1.04 1.08 091 1.31 1.00 1.04
« =032 125 136 1.15 1.19 1.09 138 1.09 1.13 0.99 141 1.05 1.09
GUM 1.34 151 120 1.23 1.18 1.50 1.13 1.17 1.08 1.52 1.10 1.14
MSFEARY 1.15 1.31 1.43

Ratio Average over five break types in relevant regressors

a =20 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

a = 0.001 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.01 0.58 1.02 0.99 1.00 0.37 1.05 0.97 0.98
a« = 0.01 074 1.01 1.01 1.02 0.42 1.04 099 0.99 0.28 1.06 097 0.97
a = 0.05 057 1.03 1.01 1.02 0.37 1.06 0.99 0.99 0.28 1.08 0.97 0.98
a = 01 0.52 1.05 1.02 1.03 0.37 1.07 099 1.00 0.29 1.09 0.98 0.98
a = 016 050 1.06 1.02 1.03 0.37 1.08 1.00 1.01 0.30 1.10 0.99 0.99
a = 032 048 1.10 1.03 1.04 0.38 1.11 1.01 1.02 0.32 1.13 1.00 1.01
GUM 049 1.13 1.05 1.05 041 1.14 1.03 1.03 035 1.16 1.01 1.02
MSFEARY 18.58 18.80 18.98

Without a break, knowing the future value of regressors, device INF, is only useful
when they are significant. Using the sample mean AVG never improves one-step forecasting
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relative to ARY. This also holds when there is a break, and is even more pronounced for
T +2|T+ 1 and T+3|T+2 (not shown). We see that MSFE ,zy increases when there are
more highly significant variables. There is an improvement over ARY from forecasting the
regressors with ARX at strict significance levels for 1 (4). In this stationary DGP without
breaks, ARX dominates RWX: it is better to model the regressors by an autoregression (the
true model) than taking the last known value.
The bottom half of Table 8 is for the cases with an out-of-sample break in the relevant
variables only. The ratios for the five break settings (in mean, in slope, and in mean and
slope, for (a) and (b)) are averaged. Now it really would help to know the future. There is
only a small penalty for including irrelevant regressors, as their influence is swamped by
the break. Except for the sample means, both feasible methods perform on a par with ARY.
The infeasible device is best with loose selection, as was found theoretically.

9.2. Selection and Location of the Break

The design of the experiments allows for three locations of the break. Table 9 gives the
mean square forecast errors for a break in mean and slope (b), listing three cases.

Table 9. Break in mean and slope (b). MSFE for different locations of the break.

T+1T T+2|T+1 T+3|T+2

Where INF AVG ARX RWX INF AVG ARX RWX INF AVG ARX RWX
a = 0ARY @ Relevant 54.42 50.41 6.75
a =01 P Relevant 1644 5449 5450 54.60 10.67 6024 1833 11.24 351 3330 3.03 348
GUM P Relevant 1143 5478 54.63 5477 10.15 60.60 1356 9.76 289 4142 243 415
« = 0ARY @ All 54.42 50.41 6.75
a =01 P All 18.32 5449 5450 54.60 11.19 6132 1871 11.70 3.32 3328 289 3.61
GUM P All 1642 54.78 54.63 54.77 1412 6435 1741 13.64 3.05 4212 255 421
« = 0ARY @ Irrel. 1.15 1.19 1.18
a =01 P Irrel. 319 136 126 131 28 259 255 280 182 204 180 1.89
GUM P Irrel. 671 175 139 142 574 616 538 552 218 339 202 200
a = 0ARY @ Relevant 54.71 43.20 6.02
x = 01 P Relevant 790 54.86 54.82 5498 484 6125 1240 543 264 3740 251 3.87
GUM P Relevant 7.60 55.05 5494 5517 673 5820 10.67 658 268 40.60 247 4.31
« = 0ARY @ All 54.71 43.20 6.02
x = 01 P All 11.05 54.86 5482 5498 6.76 6280 1390 723 265 3715 259 427
GUM P All 1645 55.05 5494 5517 1399 64.88 17.65 1372 3.02 42.09 271 441
« = 0ARY @ Irrel. 1.31 1.39 1.35
a =01 P Irrel. 444 161 133 138 371 370 343 372 193 266 204 214
GUM P Irrel. 1046 197 148 153 890 947 859 878 236 411 228 226
x = 0ARY ¢ Relevant 54.98 39.74 5.66
x = 01 Y Relevant 4.38 5498 55.03 5531 264 6184 954 319 200 3864 221 454
GUM P Relevant 4.56 5527 5521 5551 420 5623 850 427 242 3953 245 447
a« = 0ARY @ All 54.98 39.74 5.66
x = 01 P All 845 5498 5503 5531 527 6359 11.82 571 231 3855 255 5.00
GUM P All 16.47 5527 5521 5551 13.89 6537 17.89 1379 3.00 4211 285 4.59
« = 0ARY @ Irrel. 1.43 1.52 1.49
a =01 P Irrel. 520 182 139 145 4.09 437 392 423 192 309 216 225
GUM P Irrel. 1346 217 157 1.63 11.33 12.03 11.05 1129 247 4.62 244 243
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Break in relevant regressors (0g = —0.3,Agr =0.05,6; =5,A; = A)

The break shows up in y through the relevant variables. Inclusion of irrelevant vari-
ables in the forecasting model is not costly relative to the impact of the break. Loose
selection is preferred, because it includes more relevant variables. For T+1|T selec-
tion has no impact because the break is not observed (except for known regressors).
Including regressors in ARX and RWX gives a substantial improvement over ARY.

Break in irrelevant regressors (0; = —0.3,A; = 0.05,0r =J6,Ar = A)

There is no break in y, so any inclusion of irrelevant variables is costly, as their
break offsets the small estimated coefficients. The more irrelevant variables included,
the stronger this effect. The autoregression in y is almost always preferred.

Break in all regressors (0g = 6 = —0.3, A = A = 0.05)

The y variable is identical to that of a break in relevant variables only. Selection is
now a trade-off between including variables that matter and help with forecasting,
and irrelevant variables that make forecasts worse. Including regressors in ARX and
RWX gives a substantial improvement over ARY.

9.3. Forecasting after the Break

We now dispense of INF for its infeasibility, and AVG because it has the highest MSFE
in all experiments. Table 10 reports the ratio of the MSFE for all other devices to that of ARY.
For the devices that forecast regressor values, results are reported after selection at 10%.

Table 10. Ratio of MSFE to that of MSFE sry. Selection at & = 0.1 for ARX, RWX, RDX, and CAX.

T+2|T+1 T+3|T+2 T+4|T+3
ARX RWX RDX CAX RWY CAY ARX RWX RDX CAX RWY CAY ARX RWX RDX CAX RWY CAY
No break
(1) 110 115 131 115 121 129 111 116 131 116 121 129 110 114 130 1.15 121 1.28
(2) 100 104 124 105 114 119 1.02 1.07 129 108 115 122 1.01 106 125 106 115 1.21

09 100 123 101 112 116 097 102 126 1.03 112 117 096 1.00 1:23 1.00 1.12 1.17

Break in mean and slope (b) of irrelevant regressors
214 235 330 233 121 129 153 161 175 164 121 129 120 125 135 125 121 128
247 268 380 266 114 119 151 159 178 162 115 122 113 117 131 117 115 121
258 279 390 276 112 116 145 151 173 153 112 117 107 111 129 111 112 117

Break in mean of all regressors
062 050 034 050 063 057 048 047 075 048 028 026 072 069 082 069 067 067
057 042 025 042 069 062 050 058 119 060 037 034 079 084 092 085 085 085
054 037 022 037 072 065 051 069 161 072 043 040 081 096 098 096 094 094
Break in slope (a) of all regressors
0.69 059 043 058 069 058 057 057 08 057 037 036 077 075 087 075 071 076
0.64 051 034 050 073 063 058 066 129 068 048 046 082 087 098 086 087 092
0.61 046 030 046 076 065 060 077 169 080 055 053 083 095 103 094 095 1.00
Break in slope (b) of all regressors
041 028 042 029 038 033 042 041 049 042 021 021 085 086 099 084 116 1.03
036 021 059 022 044 038 043 054 070 057 028 028 087 103 1.04 098 129 117
032 019 078 019 049 041 045 069 091 074 033 034 087 118 1.05 111 135 124
Break in mean and slope (a) of all regressors
083 078 075 078 086 087 088 091 111 092 079 082 099 1.01 114 101 1.00 1.05
076 069 067 069 08 087 087 094 131 095 08 088 097 101 117 1.01 106 1.10
073 065 063 064 087 087 08 095 142 096 0.88 091 093 1.00 118 100 1.08 1.10
Break in mean and slope (b) of all regressors
037 023 039 025 035 032 043 053 067 060 021 022 08 109 107 103 164 144
032 017 055 018 042 037 043 071 094 082 026 027 083 125 104 117 166 151
030 014 071 016 046 040 045 088 119 104 030 031 082 141 102 130 167 155

<€ s CE€E €€ ©€€€ &€& €€ s€< S€<

Average over all breaks in all regressors
058 048 047 048 058 054 056 058 077 060 037 037 084 088 098 087 1.04 0.99
053 040 048 040 063 058 056 069 108 072 045 045 086 100 103 097 115 1.11
050 036 053 036 066 060 057 08 137 08 050 050 085 110 1.05 106 120 1.17
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When there is no break, only ARX is able to gain on ARY, and then only for the design
with significant regressors (but stricter selection would help; see Table 8). Otherwise,
and always for the break in irrelevant variables only, the AR(1) in y has the smallest mean
square forecast error. This matches an oft-found outcome. This model is misspecified,
ignoring all information from the exogenous regressors, but misspecification need not entail
forecast failure. Indeed, the costs of forecasting the exogenous regressors can outweigh
their inclusion. However, the DGP design is also an AR(1) in y so this forecasting device
has the advantage of correctly specifying the dynamics. It may not perform so well if the
DGP contains more complex dynamics.

The AR(1) in y performs poorly when relevant regressors break. Now we see sub-
stantial gains in Table 10 from modeling the regressors, even shortly after the break has
finished (the break is active for T + 1 and T + 2).

Device RDX improves on RWX when the process shifts towards a unit root, but not
otherwise. Cardt behaves quite similar to the random walk forecasts in this DGP: CAX is
close to RWX in most cases. Cardt on y is usually a small improvement on RWY in the cases
with a break.

The AR(1) for x always improves on ARY in the cases with break. In the first period
with an observed break, T + 2, it is the worst of the methods that forecast regressors, while
in subsequent periods it is the best of these. But note that at T + 3 the naive random walk
forecast of y and Cardt are better still.

9.4. Is Selection Costly When Forecasting?

Comparing selection to using the GUM to forecast regressors, we find that selection
is always advantageous. Table 11 gives the average MSFE ratio relative to ARY, where the
average is taken over the three noncentrality settings, and different break cases. The top
panel of the table combines cases where there is no change in y, either because nothing
breaks, or for the break in mean and slope for irrelevant variables only. In that case ARY
tends to dominate, so tight selection is advantageous. The exception is highly significant
regressors in a stationary setting.

Table 11. Ratio of MSFE to that of MSFE sry. Average over noncentralities.

T+2[T+1 T+3|T+2 T+4|T+3
INF ARX RWX RDX CAX INF ARX RWX RDX CAX INF ARX RWX RDX CAX

No break in y: no break and break in irrelevant variables
=001 1.13 115 1.22 1.55 1.22 0.99 1.07 1.13 1.26 1.13 0.93 1.01 1.04 1.16 1.04
«=0.05 152147 159 2.14 157 1.14 121 1.27 145 128 099 1.05 1.10 1.25 1.10
«=01 178171 1.84 246 1.81 121126 1.33 1.52 1.33 1.03 1.08 1.12 1.29 1.12
GUM 3.69 3.55 3.64 417 3.61 146 141 142 1.60 1.41 121 1.17 1.19 1.41 1.19
DGP 0.82 0.92 096 1.12 0.96 0.83 0.93 0.97 1.14 0.97 0.82 0.93 0.96 1.13 0.96
Break in y: break in all variables
x=0.01 040 0.63 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.59 0.62 0.68 0.94 0.70 0.82 0.87 0.99 1.00 0.97
«=0.05 031056 043 048 044 0.54 0.56 0.67 1.02 0.70 0.82 0.85 0.99 1.01 0.96
«=01 030054 041 049 042 055 0.56 0.69 1.07 0.72 0.83 0.85 0.99 1.02 0.97
GUM 0.38 0.54 0.44 0.64 0.43 0.67 0.65 0.79 1.26 0.83 0.96 0.91 1.00 1.09 0.98
DGP 0.17 0.44 0.29 0.41 0.30 0.36 040 0.61 1.11 0.66 0.64 0.72 1.02 0.86 0.97

The bottom panel of Table 11 averages over the five cases where all variables break.
There we often see a U-shaped effect of selection, with a loose selection best. This is
particularly so at T + 2|T + 1, as was found in the theoretical results.

The bottom row in each panel of Table 11 gives the result when the specification of the
DGP is known but its parameters need estimated. The entries under INF have the most
information: the DGP as well as the future values of the regressors. Moving to the other
columns shows the cost of not knowing the latter.
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9.5. Forecast Combinations

Many investigations of forecasting have shown that combined forecasts can outper-
form the individual forecasts. The main candidates here are ARX in combination with a
random walk style forecast of y. Although there are many other possibilities, we restrict
ourselves to:

APOOL (ARX + RWY)/2;
CPOOL (ARX + CAY)/2.

In both cases ARX is used in the model that is selected from the GUM at 10%.

To summarize the results, we consider again the MSFE relative to ARY, with a three-
way average across noncentralities, break types and horizons T + 2, T + 3, T + 4. Table 12
illustrates that in this setting pooling can be advantageous as well. It is even competitive
with the infeasible device.

Table 12. Ratio of MSFE to that of MSFE ory. Selection at &« = 0.1. Average over noncentralities and
horizons T + 2, ..., T + 4. Lowest two in bold (excluding INF).

INF AVG ARX RWX RDX CAX RWY CAY APOOL CPOOL ARY

No break 0.99 1.22 1.03 1.07 1.27 1.07 1.16 1.22 0.96 1.00 1.00
Break irrelevant 1.69 199 168 1.78 225 1.77 1.16 122 1.13 1.20 1.00
All breaks 056 293 0.65 0.70 0.86 0.70 0.73 0.70 0.73 0.58 1.00
Sum 324 614 336 355 438 354 3.05 3.14 282 2.78 3.00

9.6. Summary of the Simulation Results

We can infer some general results from the experiments. First, using the in-sample
mean to forecast the exogenous regressors is always dominated by other approaches.

Next, when the break occurs out of sample, so forecasts are computed for T + 1, all
methods struggle, and incorporating regressors is worse than simply using the AR(1) for
y. Moving to the case when the break occurs in sample, so the forecasts are computed
for T + 2 when the break occurs at T + 1, the random walk forecasts of the regressors is
preferred when the break occurs in the relevant or all regressors. Looser significance levels
tend to do well here. If the breaks occur in the irrelevant regressors, including even one
can already be poisonous, and the AR(1) in y performs best.

There are substantial differences in the forecast performance of the two robust devices
RWX and RDX. The former is the random walk for the regressor, and works best, except if
the break drives the process towards a unit root. In that case, the differenced AR(1) for x
gives a higher weight to the previous value. However, when the type of break is unknown,
represented by the average performance here, the simple random walk dominates.

Table 12, rather arbitrarily, averages over all experiments and horizons. It shows that
pooling provides some protection against different states of nature, just inching ahead of
the autoregression in y. After that come the methods that ignore regressors, followed by
using an AR(1), random walk, or Cardt, to forecast the regressors. However, if we know
that a break has happened in the regressors, we should switch to modeling them, at least
until the break is out of the system again.

The variation in MSFEs across « is very small for intermediate values of a relative
to the variation in MSFEs across break types and DGP designs. For moderate a the selec-
tion significance level does not have a large impact on forecast performance. This is an
encouraging finding showing that forecast performance is relatively unaffected by the
precise choice of significance level for selection when using Autometrics, despite a range of
noncentralities and numbers of relevant and irrelevant exogenous variables.

10. Conclusions

This paper investigates the choice of significance level and its associated critical value
when selecting forecasting models, both analytically in a static bivariate setting where



Econometrics 2021, 9, 26

28 of 35

there are location shifts at the forecast origin, and in more general simulation experiments.
The theory suggests that variables should be retained if their noncentralities exceed 1,
which translates to c2 = 2 at the boundary. This result holds regardless of whether location
shifts affect the variable about which a retention decision is made. Undertaking selection at
such loose significance levels implies that fewer relevant variables will be excluded when
they contribute to forecast accuracy, but that more variables will be retained by chance
because they happen to be in a draw that results in statistical significance at the proposed
critical value. Although retaining irrelevant variables that are subject to location shifts
usually worsens forecast performance, their coefficient estimates will be driven towards
zero when updating estimates as the horizon moves forward.

Although the static design is simple, it produces several generic analytical results.
Those results hold regardless of whether the regressors are contemporaneous or lagged,
although the timing of location shifts is fundamental. Dynamics will slow adjustment
to new equilibria, but this would not change the essence of the results. The inflation
forecasts illustrated the analytic results, with a loose selection significance level of 16%
being preferred for both the known regressors and the random walk forecasts for unknown
regressors case.

The simulation evidence examines a wide range of experimental designs and despite
the disparate outcomes, they provide some guidance for forecasting. The ideal scenario
is obviously to have complete knowledge of the DGP, such that the empirical modeller
knows the number and magnitude of both relevant and irrelevant regressors, and their
future values, and hence whether and where breaks are likely to occur. In practice, no-one
has the benefit of omniscience, and once the future values of regressors need to be forecast,
selecting from a GUM that nests the DGP may cost little, relative to knowing the precise
specification of the DGP.

The simulation results suggest that if the model is being used primarily for one-step-
ahead forecasting with the aim of minimizing MSFE, selection at looser than standard
selection significance levels may well help, and doing so will rarely hinder forecast per-
formance. The results provide some support for selecting models at around 10% when
there are approximately 15 regressors, many of which are irrelevant. This is close to the
16% derived theoretically in this paper when the number of irrelevant regressors is small.
The simulation results also highlight the degree of complexity in pinning down the optimal
selection rule for forecasting, with results depending on all aspects of the experimental
design. A take-away for the forecaster is that pooling works well across many settings,
suggesting a combination of a robust device which minimizes systematic bias and model-
based forecast based on univariate methods as a good insurance policy. Moreover, methods
that did not nest the DGP, such as the direct AR(1) forecast of the dependent variable and
Cardyt, also performed well, both matching commonly found empirical outcomes. However,
if we know that a break has happened, one-step forecasts are improved by incorporating
forecasts of the regressors.
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Appendix A. Analytic Calculations
Appendix A.1

Derivations for the equations reported in Section 3.
The DGP given in (1)—(3) results in

By — 0 o2 o2 — 0010
VT BB ) N < )€< » po11 22> /
B2 — B2 21\ o 02 05(1—p?) \ —po1102 o2

VT (i~ ty) ~N|0,22],

with:

where we subsequently set 0717 = 022 = 1 without loss of generality.
M, in (6) partials out xp;. From (2) we can write in deviations from means for
t=1,...,T:
Xop — p2 = p(x1 — 1) +et,

such that e; = 1721 — p171,4,50 v1 = (B1 + B2p) and ¢ = py — Y1p41. Hence My is:

Yt = py + (B1 + B2p) (X1, — p1) + Boer + €t
=7 + 71 (X1 — 1) + v,

with 79 = py. The error for M; is given by:

ve = Ba(12, — p11¢) + €,

where
=2+ (1-p%) =2 (1+ T '9}) 2 2 (A1)
Also
70— 70 0\ »(10
ﬁ( - ) NZK 0 >’UV( 0 1 )]
Appendix A.2

Derivations for the equations reported in Section 4.
The one-step-ahead forecast error from M; is:

€Tt = YT+1 —Yr4T

(P’y - ﬁy) + (ﬁl - El) (x1,741 — p1) + (ﬁz - 32) (x2,741 — p2) + €741

When there are no breaks, the parameter estimates are unbiased, E [ET +1‘T] = 0 so the
MSEFE of M is:

1 2 202 3
~2 _ 2 1 _ 0 _ 2 o
E[et ] = o2 (” T TA-)  T( —p2>) v (“ T>'

The one-step-ahead forecast error from M, in which x, ; is omitted is:

€ryyr = Y141 —Yryyr
= Bamo, 141+ €41+ (Yo — Vo) + (B1 — Y1), 141
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Therefore, despite the misspecification, E [ET +1|T} = 0 and the MSFE is:

E [E%+1\T} =E [(ﬁzﬂz,ul +eri1+ (v0—70) + (B1 — 71)771,T+1)2} =0, (1 + T)-

Appendix A.3

Derivations for the equations reported in Section 5.2.
The regression equation itself stays constant so:

yre1 = (Hy + B20) + B1(x1,r1 — 1) + B2(x2, 141 — P2 — 6) +ery1. (A2)

Consequently, using EO =y — B1 M1 — 32 Ho to match the formulation of My, the forecast
for M, is:

Uriarin = By +B2d + Br(xy,r1 — i) + Ba(xa,ri1 — 42 — 6),
and the one-step-ahead forecast error for M; is:

éT+1|T+1 = Yr+1— ?\T-s-l\T-&-l
= (,52 - 32)5 + ([51 - Bl)’h,T+l + (132 - Bz) 2,741+ €T41,

and a one-step-ahead MSFE of:

=2 5242-
E[€T+1|T+l} =0t (1 + T(1—p2f)))

Next consider the one-step-ahead forecast for My, given yg = p, and y1 = (B1 + B2p):
Yrare = 0+ 71001 — pa).
The one-step-ahead forecast error is given by:

ET+1\T+1 = Y41 — ?T+1\T+1
B20 + (70 — Yo) + (v1 — Y1),7+1 — B2, T 1 + Bat2, T 1 T €T,

and the one-step-ahead MSFE for M, is:
=2 -
E{€T+1\T+1} =02+ B3 (1 -0 +f52) +2T oy

Appendix A.4

Derivations for the equations reported in Section 5.4.
For Bo = py — B1p1 — Bapa, replacing the unknown x; 711 by y; leads to forecasting
YyT+1 by the in-sample mean:

Yrir = Hys
so the forecast error for My is:

€T+t = Y141 —Yriur
B26 + P11, 41 + Potia,T1 + €741,

and the forecast error bias is:
E [€T+1|T} = p20.
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The MSFE;, is:
-2
E|:€T+1‘Tj| = ﬁ% + ,B% (1 + 52) + Zp,BlﬁZ + 062'

Parameter estimation adds terms of Oy, (T’l).
Similarly, for My, from (6) forecasting x; 71 by 1 leads to:

Y1y = Ky

and hence for ’known’ y,, the forecast error is:

€ry1)T = P20 + Prm,r+1 + Bana, 11 + €741 = €747,

with N
E [5T+1|T} = P29,

and MSFE, is given by (23). Hence, ignoring O, (T~!) terms, MSFE, = MSFE;.

Appendix A.5

Derivations for the equations reported in Section 5.5.
From (A2) the regression equation for y111 can also be written as:

yr1 = (fy + B2d) + P1Ax1, 141 + B2 (Axo 141 — 6) + €741 + Biia,r + Baio 1

Furthermore, the forecast for M; using (24) and (25) is:

Yror = My +Br(xr — ) + Balxar — ia),

so the forecast error for M; is:

€rar = Y41~ Yrpr

B20 + B1Ax1, 741 + B2(Axo 741 — 0) + (ﬁ1 - Bl)’h,T + (,32 - BZ)UZ,T +e€r41

Consequently, neglecting the small impact of 7; T on B; — Ei:

E [ET+1|T} = P29,

and hence MSFE; is:

E[&r| = 283 + B3 (2+67) +4ppipa + o2 (1+2T7").

Next, we compute the equivalent bias and MSFE for My, noting y; = B1 + B2p, so that
the forecast is given by:

Yriar = Yo+ 71(xr — ).

As Yo = 70 = py, the forecast error for My using the random walk is:

gT+1\T = Yry1— ?T—&-l\T
= B2d+ B1An1, 141 + B2Ana,r 41 + €741 + (B — Y1) + Baia, T,

where, as before:
E[ET+1|T} = p20.

Neglecting the small impact of 1 7 on ; the MSFE for My is:

E F%‘+1|T} =21+ p5 (3 + 0% + (52) +4pP1B2 + 02 (1 I o T*Zgbf;).
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Appendix A.6
Derivations for the equations reported in Section 6.2.
The conditional DGP for the forecast observation is:
yr+1 = Bo + B1xy,r+1 + Paxor1 +€T41
= (uy + B26) + B1(x1,741 — 1) + B2(xo, 141 — p2 — 0) + €41, (A3)

where the in-sample mean p,, is shifted to (y, 4 B20) at T. Sample calculations will be
altered as now E[x;] = pp + T~14 from:

1 PP
x2:—2x2,t2y2+T16+172,
TH

and neglecting terms of T~2 or smaller:
(032)° = o3 + T8,
with o7, = 1o implying that:

«_ 012
01105,

The intercept is again included with ,EO = py — El M1 — Ez y2 to match the formulation
of Mz.

?T+1\T+1 ~ BO + Bl#l + Bz (Mz + T_15) = py + EQT‘1(S,

and hence neglecting terms of T~2 or smaller, the forecast error for My is:

€TH1T+1 = YT+1 —Yr41TH1

A ﬁ2(5(1 - T_l) + Bim, 1 + Baifa,r41 €T 41,
so the forecast error bias is given by:
E {€T+1|T+1} ~ /325<1 - T_l)-
The MSFE for M; is:
22 1\?
E[erira| ~ 32 (1-T71) +p+ B+ o2
Omitting x, from the forecasting equation leads to a forecast error of:

€T41T+1 = YT+1 — Y1171
B20 + (vo — 7o) + (71 — Y1)m,T41 + 0T 41,

%

with an MSFE for M, given by:
~2 2
E|:€T+1‘T+1:| %ﬁ%52+0—€2+0‘5<1+T>/

where ¢Z is given in (A1).
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Appendix A.7

Derivations for the equations reported in Sections 6.4 and 6.5.
Following a similar strategy as the previous analysis, including the intercept for
comparability where Bo = p, — B1j1 — P2ji2, then the forecast for My is:
Y1 = Po+ PiXyroar + B2Xoriair = Hy + P20 + BT + Paiiz, 141,
so that the forecast error for Mj is:

€T T YT+1 — Y1411

(,52 - 32)5 + B1A11, 741 + 2B, T 1 T €T F (/31 - Bl)’h,T + (,32 - BZ)WZ,T/

with E F\T +1\T} = 0 when the parameter estimates are unbiased. The MSFE for M is:

E[ar] = 2(B} + B3+ 2081 + 02 (1 +77! (2 + (1(5172)>)

Next we compute the random walk forecast for M, so 1 = B1 + B20 and yo = py,
leading to the forecast given by:

§T+1|T = Yo+ 71(x1,T — 1),
and the forecast error for M is:

gT+1\T = Yrv1— ?TH\T
B2d + B1AN1,T+1 + BoAna 141 + €141 + (B1 — Y1)71,T + Bama T,

which is now biased for f,d # 0. The MSFE for M; is:
E {%ﬂnm} =28% + B> (52 F1+ pz) + 4pp1 o + 02 (1 T T—leg).
From (12):
MSFE; = MSFE; + (1—p, (y5)) [B3(62 + 0> = 1) + 02 (i ~ T 1+ T 242 )|, (A9
Appendix B

Table A1. Ratio of MSFE to that of MSFE;. T = 100, otherwise as Table 3.

MSFE Relative to MSFE;
2 _ 2 _ 2 _ 2 _ 2 _
Model y5=0 yp=1 yp =4 g5 =9 5 =16
Sections 4.1 and 4.2 No shift with known future regressors
a=0(Mp) 0.990 1.000 1.030 1.079 1.149
x = 0.001 0.990 1.000 1.026 1.048 1.035
« =0.05 0.991 1.000 1.014 1.012 1.003
« =0.16 0.992 1.000 1.008 1.004 1.001
Sections 5.2 and 5.3 Out-of-sample shift with known future regressors
a=0(Mp) 0.827 1.008 1.551 2.457 3.724
x = 0.001 0.827 1.008 1.497 1.895 1.651
« = 0.05 0.836 1.007 1.267 1.217 1.056
x =0.16 0.855 1.005 1.152 1.081 1.013
Section 5.4 Out-of-sample shift with mean forecast of future regressors
a=0(Mp) 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
x = 0.001 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
« =0.05 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

a=0.16 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
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Table A1. Cont.

MSFE Relative to MSFE;
2 _ 2 _ 2 _ 2 _ 2 _
Model Yy =10 g =1 Y =4 Y =9 Y =16
Section 5.5 Out-of-sample shift with random walk forecast of future regressors
a=0(Mp) 0.997 1.002 1.013 1.024 1.033
« =0.001 0.997 1.002 1.012 1.015 1.008
a =0.05 0.997 1.002 1.006 1.004 1.001
a =0.16 0.997 1.001 1.004 1.001 1.000
Sections 6.2 and 6.3 In-sample shift with mean forecast of future regressors
a=0(Mp) 1.010 1.009 1.008 1.007 1.007
a = 0.001 1.010 1.009 1.008 1.005 1.002
a =0.05 1.010 1.008 1.004 1.001 1.000
a«=0.16 1.008 1.006 1.002 1.000 1.000
Sections 6.4 and 6.5 In-sample shift with random walk forecast of future regressors
a=0(Mp) 0.931 0.994 1.155 1.386 1.661
« =0.001 0.931 0.994 1.140 1.237 1.158
a =0.05 0.934 0.995 1.075 1.058 1.014
a =0.16 0.942 0.996 1.043 1.021 1.003

Notes

1 Clements and Hendry (1993) argue that the generalized forecast error second moment should be used to evaluate forecast

performance instead of MSFE. In this case the results would be equivalent, because we focus on one-step-ahead forecasts.

UK quarterly consumer price index (CPI) is given by ONS series D7BT, which is the quarterly average of the monthly index.
Annual inflation percentage is defined as 7y = 100A4log D7BT;. UK Unemployment is the quarterly average of ONS series
MGUK, LFS ILO unemployment rate (UK, All, Aged 16 and over, %, NSA).

Intermediate alternatives such as sub-sample estimation, recursive or rolling estimation could also be used.
Castle et al. (2012) demonstrate the ability of IIS to detect breaks in the form of location shifts at any point in the sample.
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