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Abstract

The paper investigates the theoretical properties of zero-mean stationary time
series with cyclical components, admitting the representation y; = a4 cosAt +
By sin At, with A € (0, 7] and [ay B:] following some bivariate process. We diagnose
that in the extant literature on cyclic time series, a prevalent assumption of
Gaussianity for [o; ;] imposes inadvertently a severe restriction on the amplitude
of the process. Moreover, it is shown that other common distributions may suffer
from either similar defects or fail to guarantee the stationarity of y;. To address
both of the issues, we propose to introduce a direct stochastic modulation of the
amplitude and phase shift in an almost periodic function. We prove that this
novel approach may lead, in general, to a stationary (up to any order) time series,
and specifically, to a zero-mean stationary time series featuring cyclicity, with a
pseudo-cyclical autocovariance function that may even decay at a very slow rate.
The proposed process fills an important gap in this type of models and allows for

flexible modeling of amplitude and phase shift.
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1 Introduction

While the concept of stationary time series is generally well-established in the literature,
there remains a gap in the theory regarding zero-mean stationary time series {y; : t € Z}
(we simplify to {y;}) that exhibit cyclic features with unknown frequencies. Namely,
little attention seems to be paid to the theoretical properties of the underlying amplitude
process, whose statistical characteristics (e.g., expectation, if exists) can measure
the maximum distance between extreme deviations of the observed process. For
instance, in existing Gaussian processes with pseudo-cyclical autocovariance function
(see Hannan et al.| (1970), Proietti and Maddanu| (2024))), the relationship between the
expectation and standard deviation of the amplitude process is linear, which appears
very restrictive. This arises from the fact that the amplitude process is not directly
defined, and therefore, its statistical properties are consequences of the assumptions
made, often intended to ensure stationarity or facilitate statistical inference (e.g.,
Gaussianity). The main theoretical limitations (in terms of flexibility) for the amplitude
process in existing approaches stem from both the assumption of Gaussianity and the
manner in which such cyclical models are specified. Below, we delve into details. In
particular, Subsection 1.1 discusses existing zero-mean stationary processes with cyclic
behaviors of unknown frequencies, highlighting their theoretical properties, limitations
and potential extensions. In Subsection 1.2 we focus on the ambiguity of the amplitude
process specification, a problem apparently absent from the existing literature. The
following subsection reviews other, non-stationary approaches to modeling cyclical
data. Subsection 1.4 presents what is the main contribution of this work, namely a
novel specification of the cyclic process, which enhances the flexibility of the amplitude
process. Finally, Subsection 1.5 outlines the structure of our paper.

Before we move one, let us clarify the sense in which the term stationary is used
throughout the paper. In general, a time series {y; : t € Z} is said to be stationary

up to order m if for any s < m, and 7, 79,...,7s € Z, and t € Z, the moment



E(Yttr Yt+ry - - - Ytt+r,) exists and does not depend on time t:

E(yt—i-nyt—i-rz o Ythr,) = E(yleTQ e Yr,) < 00. (1)

In particular, by referring to a process as stationary, we mean a time series that is

stationary up to order two (or "weakly stationary", or "stationary in a wide sense").

1.1 Processes review

Modeling cyclic phenomena has a long history. The pioneering work of |[Yule
(1927) provides important theoretical preliminaries for modeling cyclic data by
introducing disturbances to the right-hand side of the trigonometric identity A sin 6t =
2Acosfsinf(t — 1) — Asinf(t — 2), where t € Z, 6 € [0,27), and A € R. Ultimately,
the approach yields a non-stationary AR(2) process {u;} of the form u; = 2 cos Qus—1 —
ui—2 + €, with a white noise {¢;} and complex roots e and e,

Although the above-mentioned process is non-stationary, it has prompted research
for a stationary version; see Kendalll (1945) for some early-stage developments and
review of then existing other approaches. In Hannan (1964), a stationary seasonal
cycle process was defined as y; = oy cos Mt + f; sin A, where X is a seasonal frequency
and a4 and [; are uncorrelated first-order zero-mean Gaussian autoregressive processes
with the same autoregressive coefficient p (where |p| < 1) and the same variance of
the underlying white noises. However, the frequency X does not necessarily have to
be seasonal to ensure the stationarity of such a process, which was quickly adopted in
future research.

In the decades to follow, new concepts of stationary cyclic processes were
theoretically investigated. |[Hannan et al.| (1970) proposes a process that is the sum

Zszl zt,; of K cyclical components:
Zt,j = O, COS /\jt + /Bt,j sin )\jt, (2)

where for all j = 1,2,..., K, the frequency \; € (0, ] is seasonal, and [oy; Bt ;] is a



bivariate stationary Gaussian process. However, similarly to the single-frequency case,
each \; can be actually any frequency within the interval (0, 7], without losing the
stationarity of the process.

Next, in Harvey| (1985), [Harvey| (1990), and Harvey and Jaeger| (1993)), a stochastic
cycle model with a Gaussian ARMA(2,1) representation was developed. Harvey and
Trimbur (2003) and Trimbur (2006) generalized the concept to an nth-order stochastic
cycle model with a Gaussian ARMA(2n,2n — 1) representation. Yet some other
alternative specifications with ARMA representations based on Gaussian white noise
were considered in Luati and Proietti (2010). Further, |Woodward et al. (1998)) and
Smallwood and Beaumont| (2003 consider a k-factor Gegenbauer ARMA (GARMA)
model. Finally, Proietti and Maddanu (2024) extended the approach presented inwith
a non-seasonal frequency and with oz and ; being independent fractionally differenced
white noise processes (see |Andell (1986)) with Gaussian white noises with the same
variance. A brief characterization of each of the above-mentioned models is given in
Section 3.

All of the above concepts share a common feature: they are (or can be, as we
demonstrate it later in this work) represented as (see [Hannan et al.| (1970)), [Proietti and
Maddanu| (2024)):

Yt = g cos Xt + B sin At (3)

where [a; (] forms a zero-mean bivariate stationary Gaussian process.  This
representation naturally allows for interpretation of the amplitude and phase shift in

terms of the bivariate Gaussian process [a; (;]. Based on , the amplitude process

AMP, = \/a? + 32, (4)

which means that the basic characteristics (at a fixed time t € Z), such as expectation

can be defined as:

and standard deviation, result from the properties of the distribution of [ay [;]. From
a practical standpoint, for a zero-mean stationary cyclic process to be sufficiently

flexible in empirical modeling, basic characteristics such as the expectation and standard



deviation of the amplitude fluctuations (as in Equation [4)) should not be closely related
to each other. In other words, the model specification should enable these quantities to
behave freely, with no restraints stemming from their interrelations.

To highlight the problem, note that the assumption [ay 3;] ~ No(0,0%I3) in
representation , ensuring the stationarity of {y;} and AMPy, gives panmp =
E(AMP;) = O’AMP\/E = \/ga, where (we omit the straightforward calculations)
oamp = VE(AMP; — payp)? = \/ga is the amplitude’s standard deviations.

Both quantities, characterizing quite distinct aspects (location and dispersion) of the
amplitude process, are driven by the common parameter of o, which is very restrictive
(% = \/1%-), and in empirical modeling may affect statistical inference (e.g. push
towards non-stationarity). For that matter, we argue that it can be seen in the
empirical results obtained recently by |Maddanu and Proietti (2022) (see Figure 6
therein, presenting the amplitude process), |[Proietti and Maddanu| (2024]) (see Figure
3 therein, presenting the amplitude process), and by Koopman and Azevedo (2008),
Harvey et al. (2007) (see Figure 9 therein), |Woodward et al. (1998)), for example.
Conceivably, it may be due to these strong limitations that these models have not
gained much popularity in applications, apart from a few studies in the area of business
cycles analysis, where fluctuations are generally very irregular, with time-varying,
irregular amplitude and phase shift. Moreover, it’s worth noticing already that some
natural generalizations, such as the bivariate Student’s t¢-distribution, skew normal
distributions, and other typical distributions, present no valid a solution to the problem,
as they exhibit similar strong relations between the expectation and standard deviation
of the amplitude process or leads to loss of stationarity, as will be demonstrated in
Section 3. Then, we will propose a way to overcome the issue by specifying a novel way
for construction of zero-mean stationary cyclic process.

As already argued above, examination of the moments’ structure of the amplitude
process (and the phase shift, as well) has missed the researchers’ scope of attention
so far. However, interestingly enough, pertinent derivations have already preoccupied

researchers of an unrelated area of electrical and electronics engineering, where, in



general, for a bivariate random variable [X Y], the stochastic properties of the
amplitude, defined as v X2 + Y2, and phase shift, arctan(X/Y) + I{X < 0}x, are
of key interest; see, e.g., |Nadarajah et al. (2016), Lai and Balakrishnan (2009), and
references therein. Some of distributions considered in Lai and Balakrishnan| (2009)) are
also of our interest later in this work.

To end this subsection, let us note that similar arguments and considerations as the
ones raised above with respect to the amplitude would also apply to the phase shift.
Nonetheless, for the sake of our current work’s volume, we defer these for future research,

and focus here only on some theoretical developments for the amplitude process.

1.2 The amplitude process ambiguity

Another issue pertaining to zero-mean stationary processes, one that has not been
raised in the existing literature (to the best of our knowledge), is the ambiguity of the
amplitude, arising from the fact that for any fixed frequency A € (0, 7], any zero-mean

stationary process {y:} can be represented in infinitely many ways as
Yt = iy cos At + [ sin \t, (5)
with

. Yt COS A\t — y sin At
o B1) = R(=tN) [y y7]' = t , (6)
yesin At + y; cos At

where {y;} is any real valued process and R(z) is a rotation matrix of the form

cosz  sinz
R(z) = , with z € R. Based on the above representation, the

—sinz cosz

amplitude process related to the frequency A for any stationary process {y;} is AMP; =

\/ al + B = \/ y? + y;2. To illustrate the ambiguity problem, let us consider a simple

example below.

Example 1.1. Let {y:} follow a simple AR(1) process: y: = pys—1 + €, where |p| < 1,



and ¢ is a zero-mean Gaussian white noise with variance o2 > 0. Three cases of the

process y; can be considered:

C1 For yf = ay;, where a € R, the amplitude process is a stationary (up to any
order) process of the form AMP; = v/1 + a2|y;| (with the unconditional rescaled
chi distribution with one degree of freedom). Here, [a; (] is a zero-mean process
but not stationary, as the second-order (and higher-order) moment structure is

time-dependent (calculations are omitted);

C2 Assume now that y; = pyi—1 + €/, where ¢ is a zero-mean Gaussian white
noise with variance ¢? and independent from ¢;. Then, the amplitude process
is a stationary (up to any order) process with the unconditional rescaled chi
distribution with two degrees of freedom. Elementary calculations (omitted for

brevity) show that [oy ] is also stationary up to any order.

C3 Finally, assume that y; = y; ; + ¢. Then, the amplitude process AMP; =
\/y2 + yi? is not stationary, and neither is [y ).

To limit possible specifications of the amplitude, in this paper, we will require both
the amplitude process AMP; and [a; f;] to be stationary. In particular, we derive the

conditions for y; under which [a; ;] is a zero-mean stationary process.

1.3 Other non-stationary cyclic processes

It should be duly noted that there exist other approaches to modeling cyclical
fluctuations, which reach beyond the class of stationary time series by either introducing
some amplitude or phase shift modulations or employing the idea of almost periodicity
(also referred to as cyclostationarity). Regarding the latter, a function f(t): Z — R is
called almost periodic if for any € > 0, there exists a positive integer L. such that among
any L. consecutive integers, there is an integer p. for which sup |f(t+p.)— f(t)] < € (see
Corduneanu| (1989)). Cyclic features can be modeled by nigins of almost periodically

correlated (APC) time series (nonstationary, in general), the class of which encompasses,



among others, periodically correlated (PC) series as well covariance stationary sequences
(the latter being the object of interest in this work). We say that a time series
{yt : t € Z} with finite second moments is PC with a period length 7" > 1 if the
mean function pu(t) = E(y:) and the autocovariance function B(t,7) = cov(y, Y1) are
both periodic at ¢ € Z with the same period length 7" (for any 7 € Z). Meanwhile, for an
APC time series, it is assumed that the mean and autocovariance functions are almost
periodic functions of t. The above approach assumes almost periodicity in the first
and second moments, which is beyond the scope of our interest in this work. Although
the APC and PC processes have been quite popular in the relevant literature, with
the examples including |Antoni| (2009), Gardner et al. (2006), Napolitano (2012]), our
current attention focuses solely on stationary time series of a cyclical nature, i.e., with
a zero mean and a pseudo-cyclical autocovariance function.

Another common approach to modeling cyclicity is by means of amplitude-
modulated (AM) time-warped (TW) APC processes (see Napolitano and Gardner
(2016, Napolitano| (2017), |Gardner| (2018), Napolitano| (2019), Napolitano| (2022))) by
considering y(t) = a(t)z(y(t)), where a(t) is a deterministic time-varying amplitude,
x(t) is a continuous-time PC process with a real-valued period length T > 0, and
P(t) = t + €(t), with €(t) being some slowly varying and differentiable function. In
Gardner| (2018), it was assumed that a(¢) = 1. The generalization to any deterministic
function a(t) was developed in |[Napolitano (2022) in electrocardiogram modeling. Some
related approaches were considered in [Das and Genton| (2021). Another approach with
a time-variable (irregular) rhythm was developed recently in Lupenko| (2023). The
common feature of these approaches is the use of purely deterministic functions to
modulate the amplitude or period length (time-warped function). The main problem
with these generalizations, however, is the lack of theoretical results relating to the
possibility of statistical inference. Arguably, they also seem rather sophisticated and

thus has found only few applications so far.



1.4 Cyclic process proposition

In this paper, to address the flexibility and ambiguity of the amplitude process, we
have decided to model directly the magnitude and phase shift of cyclical fluctuations.
Specifically, the flexibility of our specification draws from an explicit modeling the mean
and standard deviation of the amplitude process. We achieve this goal directly by
introducing zero-mean stochastic processes {A; : t € Z} (to disrupt the amplitude
a) and {P; : t € Z} (to disrupt the phase shift ¢) in the almost periodic function
asin(A\(t + 1)), for t € Z, with an unknown frequency A € (0,7]. Specifically, our

proposition takes the form:
yr = (a+ Ay) sin[A(t + ¢ + B)], (7)

and can be proven a zero-mean, stationary (up to any order m) time series with a pseudo-
cyclical autocovariance function, under suitable conditions derived in this article. We
devote Section 4 to discuss the properties of our process in detail, and demonstrate that
it is fit for for adequate modeling of the amplitude and phase shift.

Notice that our model structure does not represent something actually distinct

from representation , as elementary calculations show that

yr = (a4 A¢) sin(A(¢ + P;)) cos At + (a + A¢) cos(A(¢ + P;)) sin At .

= @; cos Mt + f3y sin At, i

with [ay Bt] = [Rysinfy R;cosf] = Ry[sinfy cosby], 0, = A\ + P;) and Ry = a + Ay.
If R; and 6; are assumed to be mutually independent, and that 6; follows a uniform
distribution on the interval (0,27), then through some elementary calculations it can
be shown that the characteristic function of [&; 3;] at point z = [z1 23] € R? depends
only on ||z|| = /2% + 3. However, here we do not assume in our proposed model that
the distribution of [ay f] is Gaussian, for it would impose a very strong restriction.
As a solution, we focus solely on the distribution of [&; §;] that results from the ones

assumed for A; and P;.



1.5 Article structure

The structure of the article is as follows. Section 2 presents the theoretical background
for zero-mean, stationary processes with a pseudo-cyclical autocovariance function,
filling an important gap in the literature. Next, in Section 3, based on the results
from Section 2, we characterize existing stationary processes with a pseudo-cyclical
autocovariance function, identify possible problems and limitations, and diagnose their
causes. In Section 4, we propose a novel concept of a stochastic cycle, along with
a comprehensive exposition of its theoretical properties, with a particular emphasis
on stationarity (up to order m), autocovariance function and power spectral density
function. Finally, note that the proofs of all the theorems formulated in the paper, are

deferred to the Appendix.

2 Theoretical results

2.1 Single-frequency case

We begin with the process
Yt = g cos Xt + [ sin \t, 9)

featuring a single frequency A € (0, 7], under general assumptions regarding the bivariate

process [y ], not necessarily ensuring stationarity of {y; : t € Z}.

Theorem 2.1. Let A € (0, 7] and {y; : t € Z} be defined as
yr = [y By] - [cos At sin M) = ay cos Mt + B sin Mt, (10)

where [oy By] is a bivariate stationary time series with 1 X 2 mean vector p = |1 2]

and 2 x 2 covariance matriz (1) = E(([aHT Biir] — u)’([at Bt] — u)) = [wij (7)]2x2,
T € Z. Then, {y; : t € Z} given by (10) is:

i) an APC process with an almost periodic mean function

py(t) = E(yt) = [u1 po] - [cos At sin A" = pq cos At + g sin A, (11)

10



and an almost periodic covariance function of the form

E((ye — 1y (1)) Werr — py(t +7)))

= [cos At sin M|Q(7)[cos A(t + 7) sin A(t + 7)]’;

(12)

it) a zero-mean stationary process if and only if for any T € Z

o= 0 and w11(7') = W22 (7’) and w12(7‘) = —w21(7'). (13)

Note that the mean function is constant if and only if 3 = ps = 0. Moreover,
{y.} is stationary only if w11 (7) = wee(7) and wi2(7) = —wa1(7). Then, we easily obtain
E(ytyrir) = wi1(7) cos AT + wi2(7) sin AT, which is a more general result than the one
commonly found in the literature (see Harvey and Trimbur| (2003]), Trimbur| (2006),
Proietti and Maddanul (2024)), where it is additionally (and unintentionally) assumed
that wi2(7) = 0, which is only one from a sufficient but not necessary condition for the
stationarity of {y;}. However, this is not the only sufficient condition, as the remark

below shows.

Remark 2.1. Note that independence is not the only sufficient condition for the
stationarity up to order m > 2, and the shape of the distribution for [« f;] plays
a crucial role here. Let us consider a few simple examples of independent random
variables a; and (3; below, for which the independence guarantees only the stationarity

up to order 2 and not necessarily higher.

o Skewed distribution with zero expected value, variance equal to one and skewness
equal to ¢ # 0. Elementary calculations (omitted here) yield E(y}) =
¢ (sin®(At) 4 cos®(At)), which depends on ¢, indicating that {y;} is not a stationary

time series up to order 3.

w22

o Logistic distribution with zero mean and variance ™5~ features (we omit the

1 4.4

calculations) E(y}) = g5m*v*(cos(4Mt) + 13), which depends on time ¢, implying

that such a process is not stationary up to order 4.

11



o Irwin—Hall distribution (which is the distribution of a sum of n independent
random variables that are uniformly distributed on the same interval (—a,a); see
Johnson et al| (1995)) features E(y{) = s5a'n(10n — cos(4At) — 3), which depends

on t, indicating that such a process is not stationary up to order 4.

o Scale mizture of the normal distributions (see |Andrews and Mallows| (1974])).
Assume that o; and (; are independent and follow the same unconditional
distribution, which belongs to the scale mixture of normal distributions with a
stochastic representation of the form R - N, where NV and R are independent
random variables, with N following the standard Gaussian distribution and R
following a continuous distribution on the interval (a,b), where 0 < a < b <
oco. This class includes such distributions as the Student’s t distribution, the
slash distribution, and many others. Assuming that E(R*) < oo, elementary
calculations yield: E(y}) = 1 + E[(R} — R3)%cos?(A\t)], where Ry and Ry are
independent random variables with the same distribution as R. This formula
demonstrates that E(y}) depends on ¢, indicating that no distribution belonging
to this class ensures stationarity up to order 4 (except for the limiting case of

a — b > 0, under which oy and (; tend toward the Gaussian case).

The fundamental issue we face with the above two-dimensional distributions for
[a ;] is that, upon rotating the vector [ay ;] by angle At with the rotation matrix
R(\t), the resulting distribution of [&; B;] = R(M)[a; 3] changes in t and thus is
time-dependent. We find that (and elaborate on that in what follows) a solution to
this problem lies in assuming such a probability distribution for [a; ;] that remains
invariant under rotation by any angle. Examples of such distributions include those
with their probability density function at (z,y) € R? for [ay 3;] being proportional to
f(z? + y?), where f : [0,00) — [0,00) is a real-valued function. This leads to a well-
known class of the spherical distributions (see Fang and Zhang| (1990)), |Gupta et al.
(2013), [Fang| (2018)).

The following theorem shows that the only distribution for [oy ;] such that a; and

12



B¢ are independent, and ¥, is stationary up to any order, is the Gaussian distribution.

Theorem 2.2. Take any A € (0,7]. If oy and B; are mutually independent for any
t € Z, and the process y; = oz cos At + [y sin At is stationary up to any order, then oy

and B; have the same Gaussian distribution.

In the following theorem, we formulate the condition for the distribution of the

bivariate process [oy (] which ensure the strict stationarity for {y:}.

Theorem 2.3. Assume that for any positive integer m and any T = (71,72, ...,Ts) € Z*

such that s <m and T < 19 < ... < Ts, the probability distribution function of the vector

: 2
St,T = [at-‘rTl ﬁt-}—Tl (@7 AN /Bt+7'2 oo Oyt /Bt-i-Ts} at Pmnt (th)famQaz;a o 7‘7:87:1::) S R“%
does not depend on t and has the form fr(x3 + 232,23 + x32,.. . 22 + 212), where

fr i (21,27, 00,75, ..., 25, 2%) € R?® — R. Then the time series y; is strictly stationary.

The following theorem addresses the properties of the {y;} process when o; and f;
are dependent and given by linear filters based on coordinates of spherically distributed

bivariate IID sequence.

[e.°] o0 [e.°]

Theorem 2.4. Let oy = Y per and By = Y. Yref, with Y g < oo, where [e; €f]
k=0 k=0 k=0

is IID with a zero-mean spherical distribution with the probability distribution function

f(@2+4?) at (z,y) € R?, where f : [0,00) — [0, 00) is some real-valued function. Then,
i) [au Bt] follows a spherical distribution;

ii) the process yy = oy cos \t+ [ sin At can be represented as y = > y[cos(Ak) —k+
k=0
sin(Ak)¢) ], where [G ¢f) = R(At)[e: €;] is a zero-mean white noise with the

same probability distribution function as [e; €f]';
iit) for any positive integer m, if Ele|™ < 0o, then y; is stationary up to order m;

w) Yy is strictly stationary.

13



Notice, however, that should one opt for the components to be independent, then
there exists only one such spherical distribution: the multivariate normal distribution
(with zero mean and the same variance for both coordinates) which is known as

Maxwell’s theorem.

2.2 Amplitude process properties and inverse coefficient of variation

As already mentioned in Subsection 1.2, if the process {y;} is stationary, then the
representation of the form (10 is not unique even if we require that [ay (] is a zero-

mean stationary process. We take this into account in the following theorem.

Theorem 2.5. Let {y;} be any zero-mean stationary time series. Then, for any

frequency A € (0, ], the process {y:} can be represented as

Yt = o cos At + By sin At, (14)
where [ay Bi] is a zero-mean stationary process of the form

lar B = R(—tN)[ye y;]' (15)

and [y yf] is a bivariate zero-mean stationary process with the covariance matriz I'(T) =

E<[yt+7 yf_i_T}’[yt yf]) = [vij(T)]2x2 such that for any T € Z we have y11(T) = Y22(7)
and v12(T) = —y21(7). In addition,

Q(7) = E([attr Betr][on Br]) = T(T)R(=A7). (16)

In particular, if for 1o € Z we have that v11(70) sin A\T = y12(70) cos AT, then (1) is a

diagonal matrix of the form

Q(To) = (’)/11(7'0) COSs /\7’() + ’712(7‘0) sin )\TD)IQ. (17)

14



From the theorem above it follows that the amplitude process related to the

frequency A takes the form

AMP, = \Ja? + 82 = \Jy? + 42, (18)

which means that the distribution of amplitude process at time t is determined only by
the distribution of y; and y; or, equivalently, the distribution of [y [3y].

Apart from the conditions for {[ay (] : t € Z} ensuring the stationarity of {y;}, it
seems natural to consider that the amplitude process {\/a? + 32 : t € Z} is a stationary
process, as well. Therefore, based on the theorem above, we formulate the following

assumption.

Assumption 2.1. Let [ay ;] be a zero-mean stationary bivariate process such that {y.}

given by @) is stationary and the amplitude process AMP; = \/a? + B? is stationary

with continuous probability distribution at time t € Z given by fi(x,x*) at point (z,z*) €
R2.
Under Assumption let fi(z,z*) be the probability distribution function (pdf) of

[ar Bi] at time t. Then, the pdf of the amplitude AMP; is simply

27
Fantp, (€) = /0 €€ cos 0, € sin 0)d6, (19)

where £ € [0,00). If we additionally assume that the distribution of [o; 5] at time ¢ is

spherical such that f;(z,z*) = g¢(2? + 2*?) for some g; : R — R, then we have

fanp, () = 2mEge(€°). (20)

Under Assumption we introduce the notation: pamp = E(AMP;) and aiMP =
Var(AMP,). Then, the inverse of a common coefficient of variation of the amplitude

does not depend on ¢ and can be written as

HAMP

ICVamp = .
OAMP

15



If ICVamp is a constant not depending on any parameters, then yields a strictly
linear relation between the amplitude’s mean and standard deviation. Notably, this is
exactly the case under the typical choice of a bivariate zero-mean, uncorrelated and
common-variance Gaussian distribution for [a; 5;]. Then, the amplitude follows simply

a chi distribution with two degrees of freedom, and thus

s

ICVamp = g

(22)

which introduces an extremely tight, deterministic relation between the amplitude’s

first two moments.

Remark 2.2. In relation to the Gaussian case mentioned above, let us assume that

second order zero-mean IID process [a; (] has continuous bivariate distribution with

a probability density function f(x,z*) = U—lzg(g,g) depending only on one, scale

parameter o > 0, with the density g(z,y) not depending on any parameters, such that

2 2
E (at) =F (5—3) = 1. Then, it is easy to show that ICVayp is constant and assumes

o2 o

2 2
the form ICV amp = \/20_‘7703, where Cy = E(\/ % + f’é) :R£ /22 + 22g(21, 19)dr1das

does not depend on ¢. To sum up, any [ay 5] with distribution depending only on one

scale parameter can introduces strong limitations in modeling the amplitude of cyclical

fluctuations.

In view of the above, one may seek for alternative specifications of the distribution
of [ay B¢] (uncorrelated but not necessarily independent). Below, we consider a few
such alternatives, presenting the resulting pdf’s and inverse coefficients of variation of
the amplitude, and discussing their limitations. Cases A-D concern situations that can
easily degenerate into the case of the Gaussian distribution for [oy 5;]. The final case
(E) discusses statistical properties of the polar coordinates for [o; ;] in examples that

do not reduce to the Gaussian case.

A. Student’s t-distribution. If [oy (] follows a bivariate Student’s ¢-distribution with

v > 2 degrees of freedom and a diagonal covariance matrix oI5 (see Kotz and
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Nadarajah| (2004)), then ICVayp = ICVAmp(Y) = 7 L

277(1/72)1“( - )2
F(u51)2

shown to be an increasing function of ¥ > 2 (we omit derivation), such that

can be

—x2

lim ICVamp(v) = 0 and lim ICVayp(v) = /7% and thus still restricting
v—0t V—00

severely the flexibility of both the mean and standard deviation of the amplitude.

B. Kotz-type elliptical distribution. Following Lai and Balakrishnan| (2009) (see
Section 13.6.1 therein, with p = 0 to ensure a zero correlation, although the

coordinates remain dependent), one can easily obtain that

Famp(€) = 25N 1 N/smrE 7 (N> :

S

which is a generalized gamma distribution with the pdf given by famp(§) =

) (e
Fe \ P (%) (¢ — p)~YT (&), with shape parameters & = & and 7 = 2s,

1

a scale parameter 3 = (%)Z, and a location parameter p = 0. Straightforward

calculations lead to the following expression for the inverse coefficient of variation:

P k)

T () -

and can take any value from R,. The formula reveals no strong restrictions

ICV Ap = (23)

|z
4
¥l=
N—
[©

VS

between the mean and standard deviation of the amplitude distribution. Despite
this apparent advantage, there exist no such approaches in the literature that
would yield the Kotz-type elliptical distribution for the amplitude of {y;}.
Incidentally, also note that under N = s = 1, the Kotz-type elliptical distribution
reduces to the bivariate Gaussian distribution (with ICVayp given by )
Therefore, the former represents a generalization of the normal case. For an
illustration, Figure [I] depicts the pdf of a Kotz-type elliptical distribution under
r=1,N=20,s=1.

C. Gumbel-type elliptical distribution (see Section 13.6.3 in |Lai and Balakrishnan
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Figure 1: Pdf of the Kotz-type elliptical distribution (Lai and Balakrishnan| (2009),
Section 13.6.1) with r =1, N =20, s = 1.

(2009)), with p = 0 to ensure a zero correlation, although the coordinates remain
dependent). The pdf of the Gumbel-type elliptical distribution, under a zero

correlation is

oot) = abexp (—a (2% + 2*?)) exp (—bexp (—a (22 + 2*2)))
fle) = 71— exp(b) S

where a¢ > 0 and b > 0 are the scale and shape parameters, respectively, while the

pdf of the amplitude takes the form

2mab exp (—bexp (—a&?) — a&?)
(1 — exp(—b))

famp(§) = : (25)

Since a accounts for the scale of the distribution, ICV symp depends here only
on a single parameter of b (and therefore, restricting the flexibility), and can be
shown to be an increasing function thereof (we drop technical details). Moreover,
it can also be shown to reduce to \/E as b — 07", which results from the fact
that the Gumbel-type elliptical distribution generalizes the Gaussian distribution
(although in a different manner than the two distributions discussed earlier). It
follows that ICV anp(b) > \/E , which means that the ratio of the amplitude’s

mean to standard deviation is higher than in the normal case.

D. Mixture of Gaussian distributions. Conceivably, another possible solution to
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a highly restrictive Gaussian distribution can be a finite mixture of normal
distributions. To that end, let us assume that the joint distribution of oy (]
is a mixture of 2*! bivariate Gaussian distributions for m € N, each featuring
the same covariance matrix ¢2I. On the other hand, the mean vectors K =
(114, p2,5), 3 =1,2,...,m+1 are component-specific, but evenly distributed on a
circle centered at (0,0) and radius p > 0 (see examples in Figure . Elementary
calculations show that Assumption i) holds, which ensures the stationarity
of {y:} given by @D Under the Gaussianity, by and some elementary

calculations, we get

m in(0 )2 0 )2
; © = ¢ om+1 /% exp (_(581n(22:gu2,3) . (5608(2ZTJ2ru1,J) )de
AMP T 9m+l = 0 2102
- 26
_2u?4e? V2ué ( )
56 202 IO ( o2 )
= 0—2 5

where I,(-) denotes the modified Bessel function of the first kind. Note that
the distribution of the amplitude here does not depend on the number m of the
mixture components. Some tedious algebra leads to the following formula for

ICVamp (represented here in terms of the ratio k = £):

1
4ek? (k241) 1’

w(k2ll (%)Jr(kul)lo (%))2 -

which can be shown to be increasing with k& € Ry (we skip technicalities).

Moreover, kl_i}r(r)le ICVamp (k) = /47, which means that ICVanp(k) > /7. To

T

ICVamp (k) =

conclude, although a mixture of bivariate normals appears to lend some flexibility
to the amplitude, the inverse of its coefficient of variation is actually a function of
a ratio of two parameters. Moreover, and similarly to the Gumbel-type elliptical

distribution, the value of ICV ayp is restricted to be higher than /7 ~ 1.91.

E. A proposition of distribution by polar coordinates. Finally, instead of considering
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Figure 2: Mixture of bivariate normal distributions with m = 1,2 (top panel), and
m = 3,4 (bottom panel), radius x4 = 3, and o = 1//5.

various distributions for [a; ;] (as done above), we propose to move from the
process representation: y; = oy cos At + F; sin At, to the equivalent representation:
ye = Apsin(At + 6;) = Agsinfcos At + Aycosfysin A, and specify such a
distribution for [A; 6], (where A; = \/a? + 87 is the amplitude, and 6; is the
phase shift) that ensures the stationarity of y;. To that end, we assume that 6,
follows a Beta(n, m) distribution (for any ¢ € Z) on the interval (0, 27), while A;
is any stationary process. Additionally, we assume that A; and 6; are mutually
independent for any ¢ € Z. To ensure the stationarity of ¥, the following set of

conditions is necessary (see Theorem [2.1]ii)):

i) E(A;sin6,) = E(Agcosby) =0,
ii) E(A?sin?6;) = E(A?cos?0,),

iii) F(AZsin6;cosfy;) = 0.
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Elementary analytical calculations shows that i)-iii) hold if and only if m =n =1,
which gives a uniform distribution for 6; on the interval (0, 27). Then, the random
variables cos 6 and sin 6 follow a Beta(3, ) distribution on the interval (—1,1).

Below we consider a few examples for A; (points E.1-E.3).

E.1. Assume that A; is Gaussian process with mean p and standard deviation o,
then (after elementary calculations) the distribution of a bivariate random
variable [y ;] = [A¢sin @, A; cos by can be shown to have the following pdf:

(VaZia2 )’

ei 202

) = . 28
f(w,a) 273/20/ 222 + 22*2 (28)

For an illustration, Figure |3| presents the pdf for y = 4 and ¢ = % The

Figure 3: PDF given by with y =4 and 0 = %

amplitude process is AMP; = |A;|, which gives the following expression for

the inverse coefficient of variation (as a function of k = £):

ICVAMp(k) =

z
where erf(z) = \/%T J e~ dt is the error function. As a function of k, the above
0

expression is an continuous function on the real line, increasing over (0, c0)
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i — .M lim I = /-2 ~ 1.32
and decreasing over (—oo,0) oreover, lim CVamp(k) —=5 32,

which is lower that in cases C and D.

E.2. Incidentally, notice that to ensure that the amplitude is positive, one can
specify it as A; = ePt, where B, is a Gaussian stationary process with an
unconditional mean g and standard deviation o. Therefore, A; follows a log-
normal distribution, for which the inverse coefficient of variation is simply
ICVanp = 1/v/e?” — 1, admitting any value in R

E.3. To generalize, A; can in fact be specified as any stochastic process with such
a time-invariant unconditional distribution defined on R, that its inverse
coefficient of variation admits any value in Ry (it is straightforward to check
that it is the case for, e.g., a gamma distribution, inverse gamma distribution,

Nakagami distribution, and others).

In conclusion, assuming a bivariate uncorrelated Gaussian distribution for [a; (] is
patently a deficient approach. This result also holds for any dependent bivariate
distributions featuring only a singe scale parameter. As shown in the examples A-D, the
problem arises from the distribution of the [y ;] variable and the resulting properties of
the amplitude, which do not prove sufficient in terms of their flexibility. A sole exception
to this a somewhat gloom perspective is the Kotz-type elliptical distribution (Point B).
Although the distribution itself is of quite a limited popularity, and the formula of
ICVamp exhibits some complexity (see ), the latter can take any value from R,
and thus does not suffer from the restraints afflicting the other distributions. The last
example (Point E) takes a different and our novel approach, where the distributional
assumptions are made in terms of the polar coordinates instead of [y B¢]. Owing to
that, the amplitude’s inverse coeflicient of variation can lower than in Cases C and D
or take any positive real value. At the end of this part, we emphasize that in this work,
we construct a cyclic process for which amplitude process and phase shift distributions

are defined directly and hence such characteristics as analyzed here inverse-coefficient
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of variation for amplitude process can take any positive value.

2.3 Some results related to multi-frequency case

In this subsection we shift our focus to the multi-frequency framework, with a set of
frequencies 0 < A1 < A9 < ... < Ag <. The theorem below provides explicit formulae

for the autocovariance function and power spectral density of a such cyclic process.

Theorem 2.6. Assume that for any j = 1,2,..., K, the bivariate random processes
[ Bej] are mutually uncorrelated and have a covariance matriz of the form
E([atyrj Bigrjllow; Brjl) = vi(7)I2, and a diagonal power spectral density matriz of
the form f;(w) = fj(w)la. Then, for any 0 < A1 < Ay < ... < Ag < 7, the zero-mean

stationary process {y.} defined as
K
yr = Z(at,j cos \jt + [ jsin Ajt), (29)

j=1

has the autocovariance function

K
Yy(T) = Z v;(T) cos A\j, (30)
j=1

and the power spectral density function

fy(@) =) (filw = X)) + fi(w =+ Aj)). (31)

K
j=1

N | —

The above theorem generalizes results presented in Proietti and Maddanu (2024),
where the autocovariance function and power spectral density were derived in a very
special case that we discuss in more detail in Section 3 (see also some introductory

remarks in Section 1).

Remark 2.3. The power spectral mass concentration under certain frequencies \; in

can be boosted (see Harvey and Trimbur (2003) and Trimbur| (2006]) in the context
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of the nth-order stochastic cycle). To adopt the idea into our framework, it is enough

to take o ; = &Ez) and (3 ; = Bt(z), where {a } and {,B } are defined recursively as

Z ¢zat i ] and Btj Z %ﬁtszi), (32)

[e.e]
for s = 2,3,...,n, with at] Z Yi€—;; and ,Btj Zozpiez‘_i’j, where {e; ;} and
1=
{e;j} are uncorrelated white noises sharlng the same variance o;. Finally, by fi;(w)
we denote the power spectral density function of {dglj)} and {,5’,51])} Then, based on the
theorem above, and using some elementary calculations, we get that the power spectral
density of {y;} for oy ; = ozl(t ; and By = B has the form

1 K
)= 5 2 U0 = A) + fijo 4 40) (33)

We continue with a theorem concerning the representation of any zero-mean

stationary process in the form

K
yp = Z ot cos Ajt + B sin Ajt, (34)
j=1
with [a;; (4] being bivariate processes mutually independent for j = 1,2,... K.

This indicates the ambiguity of defining the amplitude of fluctuations also for many

frequencies.

Theorem 2.7. Let {y; : t € Z} be any zero-mean stationary time series with an MA(co)
representation

yr = U (L)ey, (35)

00 . 0o

where W(L) = > L7, Y ;] < oo and where {e} is a sequence of zero-mean IID
j=0 §=0

random wvariables which distribution being a marginal distribution for some bivariate

spherical distribution with characteristic function ¢(||2||) at z € R%. Then, for any

frequencies 0 < A1 < Ay < ... < Ag < 7, the process {y:} can be represented in
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infinitely many ways as

K
Yr = Z ot cos Ajt + [ sin Ajt, (36)
j=1
where [y ] are zero-mean bivariate processes, mutually independent for j =

1,2,..., K, and having spherical distributions independent of t.

We close this subsection with a theorem establishing a vector autoregression (VAR)
representation of the cyclical process {y;} and stationarity up to any order, allowing for
dependencies between cyclic components.

K
Theorem 2.8. Let y; = > zjt, where zj; = ajicos A\t + Bsin\jt, and 0 < A\ <
i=1

J
Ao < ..., Ag < 7. Assume that for any j =1,2,..., K, the processes {c} and {B;+}
are stationary autoregressive processes of order p; € N with the same characteristic

bj )
polynomial ®;(L) =1 — i ¢jiL*, that is
i=1

(L) = €jn
CDJ(L)BJ,L‘ = e;f,ta

*

% 4] is IID bivariate random sequence with some spherical distribution. Then

where [€;+ €

i) for any j =1,2,..., K, the process {z;;} is a coordinate of a bivariate VAR(p;)

process of the form

D= [ gaRON) | +RN) | ] (37)
Zjit =1 Zji—i €jit
i) assuming that the joint distribution of € = [e1; €], €2,j €5, ... €Kj €, has a

pdf at pomt (wla Y1,22,Y25 -+, wKa:UK) € R2K given by g($%+y%7$%+y%7 R 771%{—’_
y%), where g : [0,00)% — R and that for some positive integer m we have that

Elej|™ < oo, forall j =1,2,..., K, then {y:} is stationary up to order m.
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2.4 The concept of strongly pseudo-cyclical autocovariance function

In the literature related to stationary processes, a zero-mean stationary time series {y; :
t € Z} displaying cyclic features (with either one frequency A or a set of frequencies A =
(A1, A2, ..., k) € (0,7]5) is typically referred to as cyclical (e.g., a cyclical long memory
process, cyclical component, cyclical pattern, or a cyclical model; see, e.g., [Arteche and
Robinson| (2000), [Proietti and Maddanu (2024), [Hyndman et al| (2008))). Another
common term of reference is a process with ’pseudocyclical’ behaviour (see Trimbur
(2006)). Nevertheless, the definition of a cyclical property in the zero-mean stationary
case has not been explicitly linked to characteristics such as the autocovariance or
spectral density function. Below, we formulate a formal definition in relation to the
autocovariance function, through the concept of a strongly pseudocyclical autocovariance

Sfunction.

Definition 2.1. We say that a zero-mean weakly stationary process {y; : t €

Z} has strongly pseudo-cyclical autocovariance function with K different frequencies:

AL, A2, ..., Ak € (0, 7] if its autocovariance function satisfies
K
E(yyrir) = Z ;- coS A\jT + bj 7 sin \j7, (38)
j=1
where the sequences {aj+}rez and {b;r}rcz are such that for any j =1,2,..., K

lim aj, = lim bj, =0
|7| =00 |T|—00

and there exists 7o > 0 such that both |a; .| and |bj .| are a non-increasing function at

T > 1T0.

To illustrate the above-stated definition, let us consider a simple process of the form:

Yyt = g oS w1t + F sinwit, (39)

where a; = & coswat + & sinwst and i = 1 coswat + 1) sinwet, wi,ws € (0,7 and
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& = pli—1+ ke, & = p&_1 KL, ne = pi—1+ e, Mg = pii_y t e, [p| < 1. For [k Ky € €
we assume that follows a Gaussian white noise with a covariance matrix ¢2I,. Hence,

by Theorem the autocovariance functions of the processes oy and 3; are the same:

Il 52 . . .
v(1) = pligg coswsoT. The same theorem yields also the autocovariance function of ;:
Il 52 [Tl 52 [Tl 52
_ pTlo _ 1p"0 1p"o _
Yy (T) = —,7 COSWyT CoswiT = 35575 cos(wi +w2)T+ 35 =7 COS |w1 —wa|T, the formula

of which reveals the relation of this autocovariance function to two (unless coinciding)

frequencies A1, A2 € (0, 7] related to wy+wa and wy —wa. Specifically, Ao = |w; —ws|, with

1 plTlo?
2 1—p2

T| 42
asr = %% and by = 0. If wi 4wy < 7, then | = wi+ws € (0,7, with a; » =

and by, = 0. Otherwise, that is if wy +wy > 7, then Ay = wy + wp — m € (0, 7], with

[T 52
apr = —%’)17;’2 and by » = 0.
In the next section, we will verify for which cyclical processes the properties of the

strongly pseudo-cyclical autocovariance function match the definition of 2.1]

3 Review of existing cyclical processes

To the best of our knowledge, the literature on cyclical zero-mean stationary processes is
scarce, and few such processes have been proposed so far. In this section we review them
and examine briefly their properties, including also (whenever possible to show) their
strongly pseudo-cyclical autocovariance functions (according to Definition [2.1]). The
review covers Hannan’s model (see Hannan et al.| (1970)), stochastic cycle model (see
Harvey| (1985)), nth-order stochastic cycle (see Harvey and Trimbur (2003)), elliptical
and spherical stochastic cycles (see Luati and Proietti| (2010))), k-factor GARMA model
(Woodward et al. (1998))), and fractional sinusoidal waveform process (see Proietti and

Maddanu| (2024)).
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3.1 Hannan’s model and its generalization

In Hannan et al.| (1970), the following model with time-varying amplitude and phase

shift was proposed for seasonal time series:

6
ye = D (ajecos(th;) + Bjesin(th;)), (40)
j=1
where \j = 275 /12 and o = pjaj—1 +0jes Bit = piBii—1 + M5, with [1;,7;] being a
Gaussian white noise with the covariance matrix 0]2-12. Equation can be generalized
to any number K € N of cyclical components {z;;}, each related to the corresponding

frequency A\; € (0,7], j=1,2,..., K, with 0 < A\j < A2 < ..., Ag <

Zj;t

K
Z (et cos(tA;) + Bjesin(tA;)), (41)

with ;¢ and 3;; being mutually independent and stationary Gaussian processes sharing
the same autocovariance function «;(7). Our Theorem provides the autocovariance
function (which is strongly pseudo-cyclical here) and power spectral density function
of {y;:} given by . Under the Gaussianity assumption, for each component z;;, the
related amplitude features the inverse coeflicient of variation of the form , which

limits possible applications.

3.2 Stochastic cycle model

After the work of Hannan et al.| (1970), an equivalent model to for a univariate
time series {y;} was introduced and developed by [Harvey| (1985)), Harvey| (1990), Harvey
and Jaeger| (1993). In the cited works, this equivalent formulation of each z;; in
is referred to as a stochastic cycle {cj;} (related to the frequency A;), and it has an

ARMA(2,1) representation of the form:

(1 —2pjcos\jL + ﬁ?LQ)cj’t = Fjt — PjCOS NjKjt—1 + PjSin AjK7, q, (42)
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where |pj| < 1, L denotes the backshift operator (i.e., for some stochastic process x;

*

and any integer k we have z;L* = 2;_;), and [Kjt K

| is a Gaussian white noise with
a covariance matrix a,%j I,. Furthermore, the stochastic cycle {c;;} can be represented
as an coordinate of a relevant bivariate VAR(1) process, with its 2 X 2 autoregressive
matrix being a rotation matrix, which follows easily from our Theorem 2.8 under K =1
and p; = 1. Based on the same theorem, we conclude that the stochastic cycle, although
largely popularized and commonly employed in business cycle analyses, does not bring
anything new and is equivalent to a simple generalization of Hannan’s model, given by

(41) under K = 1. Hence, the relevant inverse coefficient of variation continues to share

the Gaussian case restraint (see (22)).

3.3 nth-order stochastic cycle

To obtain a ’smoother’ stochastic cycle (by stronger mass concentration around
certain frequencies for power spectral density function), the concept of an nth-order
stochastic cycle was introduced in Harvey and Trimbur| (2003) (and later developed by
Trimbur| (2006])). This generalized cycle {¢,, +} admits the following ARMA(2n,2n —1)

representation:

n
(1 —2pcos AL + p*L*)"y, = Z A;(L) (k¢ cos Aj — Ky sin Aj), (43)

j=0
where |p| < 1, A;(L) = LI (?)(—p)j, and [k; k}] is a Gaussian white noise with a
covariance matrix o2I5. The exact form of the autocovariance function was shown in

Trimbur| (2006):

E(wn,twn,t-‘ﬁ) = ar (P) COS AT, (44)

where lim a,(p) = 0. The spectral density function follows immediately from .

|T|—00
The amplitude of the nth-order stochastic cycle is w”/’%,t + w;ft, where ¢, and ¢y,

are zero-mean Gaussian ARMA (2n,2n — 1) processes with the same parameters and
mutually independent Gaussian white noises (see Section 3 in |{Trimbur| (2006))). Hence,

again, the inverse coefficient of variation of the amplitude suffers from the Gaussian case
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restraint (see ) Therefore, arguably, although the nth-order stochastic cycle can

result in a ‘smoother’ stochastic cycle (for an increasing n), and thus a ’smoother’

amplitude process, the expectation of the latter equals the amplitude’s standard
s

deviation times /7" (see ), which is the very same strong limitation as for the

(n = 1) stochastic cycle.

3.4 Elliptical and spherical stochastic cycles

The stochastic cycle and nth-order stochastic cycle are related to a VAR representation,
where the autoregression (or, transition) matrix is associated with rotation along a circle
in the plane. In |Luati and Proietti (2010), the original transition matrix was replaced
by the motion of a point along an ellipse. Still, the process remains Gaussian and
admits an ARMA(2, 1) representation. Even though it introduces a different structure
of the ARMA model (than the nth-order stochastic cycle), by the representation given
by Theorem [2.7, we get again a linear relation between the expectation and standard

deviation of the amplitude.

3.5 k-factor GARMA model

In Woodward et al.| (1998) and |Smallwood and Beaumont| (2003)), the following
stationary model of a long-memory k-factor GARMA (Gegenbauer ARMA ) specification

was investigated:

K
(L) [T — 2wl + L)%y, = 6(L)e, (45)
j=1

with frequencies f; = ., K. For a GARMA process, the exact form of

sreesi J = 1,
its spectral density can be derived. However, one of the main limitations is the lack of a
closed form expression for the autocovariance function (although it seems likely that it
admits a pseudo-cyclical autocovariance function of the form ) Despite the fact that
the k-factor GARMA model has not been defined on the basis of the representation ,
it is still Gaussian with an MA (oo) representation and hence, drawing on Theorem

for each of the frequencies 0 < f1 < fo < ... < fx < m, the relevant cyclic component
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can be represented in such a way that again, a linear relation between the amplitude’s

expectation and standard deviation emerges.

3.6 Fractional sinusoidal waveform process

Motivated by the k-factor GARMA model, the following fractional sinusoidal waveform
process was proposed in [Proietti and Maddanul (2024) (see also earlier work: Maddanul
and Proietti| (2022)):

yr = oy cos(At) + By sin(At), (46)

where ay = (1 — L)% and B; = (1 — L)%k}, with 0 < d < 1/2 and [s; }] being a
Gaussian white noise with a covariance matrix 02I5. Note that although the theoretical
properties of the model were presented in the cited paper for the single-frequency case,
a multiple-frequency model (obtained straightforwardly as a sum of such independent
components) was considered in the empirical part of the study.

The autocovariance function of the model assumes the form:

_ I'(l—2d)I'(d+T)
E(yyir) = U,%F(l AT —d) COS AT, (47)

which is strongly pseudo-cyclical. The spectral density function features a vertical
asymptote at the frequency A, was evaluated in the cited work and can be also obtained
using our general Theorem The linear relation between expectation and standard

deviation of amplitude process is obvious here.

4 New stochastic cycle concept and its statistical

properties

In this section, we present a novel specification of a zero-mean cyclic stationary process,
already mentioned in Section 1.4. We focus here on the single-frequency model, since
generalizing it into the multi-frequency case (as the sum of independent components,

each corresponding to a given frequency) is straightforward.
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For convenience, let us remind the equation of our model proposed by equation :
yr = (a+ Ay) sin[]\(t + ¢ + P)).

In what follows we assume that 1) = 0 (or the sake of parameter identification), and that
the amplitude process A; is stationary up to order m. On the other hand, the phase
shift process P, can be considered either stationary (resulting in oscillations around a
constant cycle length) or non-stationary (specifically, integrated of order one). Before
we formulate two relevant theorems, handling the two cases, respectively, let us define
that a process {y;} is an Almost Periodically Correlated up to order m (henceforth
denoted as APC(m)) if for any s < m, and 71, 72,...,7s € Z, and t € Z, the moment
E(Yttr Yttry - - - Yt+r,) exists and is an almost periodic function of ¢t. Obviously, the

APC(m) class contains the class of stationary time series up to order m.

Theorem 4.1. Let {A; : t € Z} be a time series with zero mean and stationary up to
order m, and let {P; : t € Z} be a stationary Gaussian time series. Assume also that
the processes {Ay : t € Z} and {P, : t € Z} are independent. Then, for any A € (0, ],
the process {y, : t € Z} of the form

Yy = (a + Az) sin[A(t + P;)]

is an APC(m) time series, such that for any positive integer s < m and any sequence

of integers 71 < 7 < ... < 75, we have
s 1 L%J —% Var()\ Z eth+7—j) s s
E\[Tvesr, | = (z)saf >« ! FAAY et +m) | [T e
j=1 (61,62,...765)613 Jj=1 Jj=1

where P = {—1,1}*, f is the sine (or cosine) function if s is odd (even, respectively),

and

ar = E (f[(a + AHT].)) . (48)

=1
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The theorem above shows the exact form of all moments up to m, which are almost
periodic functions of time ¢t € Z. Therefore, any spectral characteristics related with
the second and higher-order spectra for {y; : t € Z} can be evaluated. However, since
{yt : t € Z} is as an APC process and thus nonstationary (which may be somewhat
surprising under the assumed stationarity of both A; and P;), we ditch that specification
from further analysis, and focus on the following case, featuring a nonstationary P,

which (again, to one’s surprise) yields a stationary {y;}, instead.

Theorem 4.2. Let {A; : t € Z} be a time series with zero mean and stationary up to
order m, and let {P; : t € Z} follow an ARIMA(p,1,q) model with a Gaussian white
noise. Assume also that the processes {A; : t € Z} and {P, : t € Z} are independent.
Then, for any X € (0, 7|, the process {y; : t € Z} of the form

yr = (a + Ag) sin[A(t + P;)]

is zero-mean and stationary up to order m, such that for any positive integer s > 1 and

any sequence of integers 71 < 19 < ... < T, we have B H Yt+r; | =0 if s is odd and
‘77

5 _1 2] -1 Var</\ > eth_H.‘.) s 5
E (H yt+7j) = (212(17 Z e ’ i=1 "/ cos )\Z e;T;j H e; (49)
j=1 J=1 J=1

(e1,€2,...,e5)EPo

S
if s is even, where Py = {(e1,ea,...,es) € {—=1,1}": '21 ej =0} and
J:

(H a+ Atgr, ) . (50)

J=1

It follows from Theorem that the skewness (if exists) of the process y; is zero,
which is a somewhat surprising result here. What is more, for any positive integer k,

we have (upon existence)

E(y") = E ((a+ A)™). (51)
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which gives the kurtosis of y;:

E ((a+ Ap?)
(E((a+ Ap)?)*

Kurt(y;) = (52)

Under an assumption that A; is Gaussian with variance 0124, the kurtosis simplifies to

Kurt(y:) = 3 — =3 -

2a* 2
@ T @) o
a
which is lower than for the normal distribution, is an increasing function of the argument

74 and is bounded from below by 1.

Theorem enables some special cases to consider. For example, if {P;} follows
ARIMA(0,1,0) (i.e., a random walk: P, = P,_1 + €, where ¢ is a zero-mean Gaussian
white noise with a variance 02), and A; is stationary with an autocovariance function

v4(T) = Cov(As, Ai4r), then for s = 2 we get Py = {(—1,1),(1,—1)}. Hence, for any

(e1,e2) € Py, and any 71 < 79, one obtains
2
Var | A Z ejPrir; | = )\2(7'2 - 7'1)02
j=1
and

2
cos ()\ Z 6j7'j) =cos (A (2 —71)).
j=1

In consequence, for any 7 € Z,

E(yyes-) = 2(a® +74(7))e 2V 17 cos(A|7)). (54)

Appendix

Proof of Theorem[2.1. The proof of i) is elementary, so we skip the details. To show
ii), let us assume first that y; is a zero-mean stationary time series. To derive
notice now that to ensure E(y;) = 0 (see[L1), we easily obtain that g = 0. To show the

remaining equalities from ((13) note that the first derivative (at ¢) of the autocovariance
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function of {y;} has the following form (under pu = 0):

dE(y;iW = X (waa (1) — win (7)) sin(A(2t + 7)) )

+ A (w12(7) + war (7)) cos(A (2t + 7)),

and should be equal to zero to ensure the stationarity of {y;}. This condition is met
only under wi2(7) = —w21(7) A waa(T) = w11(7), which concludes this part of the proof.

Conversely, if g = 0 A wi2(7) = —w21(7) A wa(7) = w11(7) then one easily gets that
E(y:) = 0 with the autocovariance function E(yyir) = wi1(7) cos AT + wi2(7) sin AT,

which does not depend on ¢t. This concludes the proof. O

Proof of Theorem[2.2 To show that «; and (3; are both zero-mean Gaussian, it is
sufficient to show that for any k& € N, we have:
2602 (L + k)

E(a?*) = E(8?) = — E(a21) = B(g%*1) = 0. (56)

We prove this by mathematical induction.
For k£ = 1, the above moment formula is obvious to ensure stationarity up to order 2
(see Theorem [2.1]). Assume now that formula holds true up to some k > 1. Then,

k
i

under stationarity up to order 2k + 1 for y;, the moment E(y cannot depend on ¢.

For this moment, we simply obtain:
2k+41

E(yfkﬂ) = Z E(af)E( t2k+1_s) cos®(At) sin%“_s()\t)
s=0 (57)

= E(a2* 1) cos® L (L) + E(BH L) sin? T (),

which does not depend on t if and only if E(a?**1) = E(82*"1) = 0. Under stationarity
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up to order 2(k + 1) for y;, we consider:
2(k+1)

E(?Jf(kﬂ)): Z (2<k:1)>E(af)E(5tQ(kH)S)Coss()\t)sinz(k“)S()\t)

s=0

2k + 1) 2(k+1)—2
= Z E(o?)E(B, ") cos?" (At) sin2FHD =2 ()
- E(oﬂ(’““)) cos2FD (At) + B (B2 sin2(k+D) (x¢)

ok+1,2(k+1)( L r(2+k-—
+Z< ’“+1>> o TG ENTG R oo () sin20 -1 (xg)

™
= B(a; ") cos®® TV (ne) + B(B; ") sin? Y (ar)
2k+152(k+ 1) (k: + %) (sin2k+2(t) + cos?kH2(t) — 1)

VT
9k+1 2(k+1)1‘\( Ny 1)
— | B(a2*+D) 2(k+1)
( (o ) — NG cos (At)
k1 g2+ D) (L 4 g4 1
2kt1), 2O (3+k+1) 2(k+1)
(2 - s+ ()
kG2 DP(L 4 |+ 1)

NG ,

k+1 2(k+1 2k G2+ (L 4 E41)
2( )) = F( t( )) — g 7= 2 )
This completes the proof of formula and, therefore, the entire proof. O

which does not depend on ¢ if and only if F(«;

Proof of Theorem[2.3. Let m be any positive integer and let 7 = (71,72,...,7m) €
Z"™ such that 1 < 7 < ... < Tnm. For the vector Yir
[Yitr Yisr, Yidro Yirr - Yttrm Yirr, |, Where yf = oy cos A\t — By sin A, we have

Yt = diag(R(A11),...,R(A7y,)) - diag(R(At), ..., R(\t)) - St
(58)

— diag(R(A1),...,R(A\70)) - A - S},

where A = diag(R(At),...,R(At)). To finish the proof, it is enough to show that the

distribution of AS; . does not depend on t. Since the matrix A is orthonormal, the
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Jacobian of the transformation [z1 2] 22 25 ... zm 2] = Az 2] 2o 2.,z 2] is
one. Elementary calculations give that zj2- + 2;2 = x? + a:;fQ for j =1,2,...,m. Hence
the probability distribution function of AS} . at point (21, 2{, 22, 25, .. ., Zm, z,) € R2m
is fr(22 + 272,22 + 232, ..., 22, + 2:2), which concludes the proof. O

Proof of Theorem[2.4} To show i), it is enough to show that the characteristic function
of [y Bi] at t = [t1, ta] € R? is a function of |[t|| = \/t? + 2. By v.(||t||) we denote the
characteristic function of [¢; €f] at point t € R?. Notice that the characteristic function

of [y 5] at t is

o(t) = B(e*o ) H CE H Ge([¥k] - [IE]]), (59)

k=0

which ends the proof of i).

To show ii) note that using elementary algebra it can be shown that since the rotation
matrix is orthogonal (with its determinant equal one), the probability distribution
function of [¢; (] at point (z,y) € R? is f(z? + y?) (we omit technical details). Now
define y; = k;§0 i [cos(Ak)C—k — sin(Ak)(; ,] and notice that

[yt vi) Z DkROE) G-k (i) = D RORRAE — k) er—k €)'
k=0

=R(\) Z Urlek €] = R(M)[ow B7T,

k=0

which ends the proof of ii).
To show iii), it is sufficient to use the representation from ii). We skip technical details.

This ends the proof. O

Proof of Theorem[2.5. One easily checks that holds if is substituted into into
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the former. To prove the stationarity, note that for any ¢, 7 € Z, we have

E(low Bi][oter Brar)) =ROAOE([yr yil Wer v )R(=A)R(=A7)

=T(1)R(=A7),

(61)

which concludes this part of the proof. Proving is elementary, therefore we omit
this part of the proof. This completes the proof. O

Proof of Theorem[2.6. Note that since y; is zero-mean and [a; [ ;] are mutually

uncorrelated, one gets

Yy(T) = E(Ytyt47) =

<

(Qtpqrj cOS[A(t + T)] + Bigrjsin[A(t + 7)])(ou,j cos At + 5y jsin At) =

M=

<
Il
-

M=

7v;(T) cos AjT.

<.
Il
—

Hence, the power spectral density of y; is given by

00 K oo
fy(w) = Z Yy(T) coswT = Z Z 7v;(T) cos AjT cos wT
T=—00 j=1T7=00
1 K
=5 2_ (Fiy +w) + f;(8 —w)),
j=1
which ends the proof. O

Proof of Theorem [2.7. Let [e; €] have spherical distribution with characteristic function
K

at z € R? given by ¢(||z||). Then we have decomposition [¢; €] = Z_:l[ej,t €} 4], where
{leje €54} (5 = 1,2,..., K) is sequence of zero-mean IID random vectors, mutually

independent and having spherical distribution given by characteristic function ¢ (||z||),
K

with k; > 0 and }° k;j = K. Then, we define processes [y;: y;,] = ¥(L)[e; ¢ €],], which
‘]:1 b b

are also mutually independent for j = 1,2,..., K. Next, for any j = 1,2,..., K, we
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define:

e Bial = R(=Ajt)[yje y5.]"- (62)
Elementary calculations yield . This ends the proof. O

Proof of Theorem[2.8 To show i) notice that for any j = 1,2,...,K, a single

component z;; satisfies the bivariate model equation:

Zjt Qi t
=R |
ar | Bi
P i .
]7t_7' €J7t
=R(t\)) | D_ i +
P s .
. .77t_z €Jvt
= R(tA)) | D_ ¢5R(—tA; +i))) ) +
=1 Pt €jt

el . Zjt—i €jit
= Z ¢j,iR(2)\j) . + R(t)\]) ,
=1

*
Zjt—i €t

€5t . . . . . . c . .

where R(t);) 7" | is a bivariate white noise with the same distribution as e €54)'-
i

To show ii) notice that from i) the vector [z}, 2l 22t Zhy e ZKt Z;(,t] admits a VAR

representation with the white noise of the form diag(R(\t), R(Aat), ..., R(Axt))e; and
having the same pdf as €, which is a consequence of the orthogonality of the matrix

diag(R(A1t), R(Aat), ..., R(Akt)) (with its determinant equal one). O
We continue with the following lemmas.

Lemma 4.1. Let X ~ N(u,0%). Then E(sinX) = e~
2

e~ cos(p).

Proof. We omit an elementary proof. O
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Lemma 4.2. Let P, follows an ARIMA(p, 1,q) model of the form:

(1 - DW(L)P, = 6(L)e, (63)
where €; is a white noise. Let s be any positive integer, {T1,Ta,...,Ts} be any sequence
of integers, and {by,ba,...,bs} be any sequence of real numbers. Then, for the process

S
Qi+7 = > bpPitr,, we have the following ARIMA representation:
k=1
id ~
(1-L)¥(L)Q; = O(L) (Z bkLTTk> et (64)
k=1
where T = _max {mi}.
Proof. Note that P, = P,_1 + \I,ngﬁt Hence,
S S S @ L
Qryr = bkPiir, =Y bpPryr 1+ Y bk\PELiGtm
= k=1 k=1 (65)
Q + i b o(L) €
= Wit+7-1 k t+7p
= Y
Therefore,
(1= L)Qt+7 = Z bk L €t+‘rk7 (66)
and finally,
(1= DW(L)Qusr = O(L (Z bL™ ) e (67)
k=1
which ends the proof upon noticing that Qs+ = L™7Q; and €4 = L "¢ O

Lemma 4.3. Let s(t) be any real-valued function, and Wy be any ARIMA(p, 1, q) process

with a Gaussian error term €;: (1 — L)W (L)W; = ©(L)e;. Then,

E(sin(s(t) + Wy)) = E(cos(s(t) + Wy)) =
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[e.°]

Proof. Let Wy = Wy_1 + &, where & = %et = 'Zo ¢jer—; is a zero-mean Gaussian
]:

stationary time series. Then, for any positive integer d, we have W; = W;_g4 + €,

where

d—1 oo

d—1 9] d—1
62,1: = Z €t—s Z Z Pj€t—s—j = Z ?; Z €t—(s+7)
s=0 7=0 s=0

s=0 j=0

d-1 { k 0 f[d-—1
= ( m) ity (z m) (6%
k=0 \j=0 k=d \j=0

C(l) <(2)

is a zero-mean Gaussian random variable. Note that
Sl Feea ~ N, o3 69
6d,t| t—d (Cd,t 1 04)s (69)
where 0% = Var(C C(llt)) does not depend on t and (skipping technical details)

lim o3 = oo. (70)
d—ro0

Hence, by a simple trigonometric identity, and employing with Lemma , one

gets:
|E(sin(s(t) + Wh))| = ‘E (sin[s(t) +Wi—a+ eit})’
= ‘E (sin[s(t) + Wi_a] cos(eg,) + cos[s(t) + Wi_d] sin(ezt))‘

= ‘E(sin[s(t) + Wi—a] E(cos(eg,)|t — d)

+ cos[s(t) + Wi_q4] E(sin(e) )|t — d)) ’ (71)
—eF E(sin[s(t) + Wi_dl COS(CC(I?)

+ cos[s(t) + Wi_q)] sin(({@)) ’

N ‘&qw

< 2e”
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Taking the limit d — oo of both sides of the above inequality, and employing , we
obtain E(sin(s(t) + W;)) = 0. The proof for E(cos(s(t) + W;)) is analogous. This ends
the proof. O

Proof of Theorem[].1. This result is a natural consequence of the product-to-sum
identity and Lemma (4.1l Therefore, only major steps are shown. Since A; and FP;

are independent, we have

E(Yysritors o Ytgr) = E (H (a4 Apyr,) sin[A(E + 7 + Pt+rk)]>
k=1

=F (ﬁ (a+ At+7k)> E (ﬁ sin[A\(t + 7 + Pt+m)]> .
k=1

k=1

(72)

1 11

Applying now the product-to-sum identity and Lemma [£.1] to term II, we get
S
IT=FE (H sin[A(t + 7 + Pt+~rk)]> =
k=1

_1)\ls/2] s s
= (12)5 > F (f (Z eAt+75)+ eth+T].)) (73)

ecP j=1 j=1
—1)Ls/2] —éVar(Z eth+Tj) s
= 7)3 > e = A eit+m) |,
ecP j=1
where e = (e, e2,...,e5) € {—1,1}° and f is a sine function if s is odd, and a cosine
function otherwise. This ends the proof. ]

Proof of Theorem[].3. We split the proof into two steps. First, we show that E(y;) = 0,
and then, we prove that for any integer s > 2 and any integers 7 < 19 < ... < 74, the

expectation E(Yyqr Yitrs * - - - Yi4r,) exists and does not depend on t.

Step 1. Note that E(y;) = aFE (sin[A\t + AP;)]). Hence, using Lemma (4.3), we
obtain E(y;) = 0.
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Step 2. We have

E(YysrYttry =+ Ytir,) = E (H (a+ Atir,) sin[A(t + 75 + Pt+m)]>
k=1
: - (74)
=F H (a+ Atyr) | E H sin[A(t + 7 + Piyr, )] | -
k=1 k=1
I II

Since A; is stationary up to order m, the term I does not depend on t. To finish this
step it is enough to show that the term I also does not depend on ¢. To that end,

notice that using the product-to-sum identity we get

IT=F (ﬁ sin[A(t + 7 + Pt+m)]> =
k=1

Il Sy
- (_12)5/2J%ZPE f gej)\(t+7j)+gejﬂ+rj ) (")
Il
where e = (e, ea,...,e5) € {—1,1}* and f is a sine function if s is odd, and a cosine

function otherwise. Thus, to finish the proof of Step 2, it suffices to show that I, does

not depend on t for any e € P. To that end, two cases are considered:

S
Case 1. If > e; = 0, then s is even and 111, does not depend on ¢, and by Lemma |4.2
j=1
the time series S, is a zero-mean Gaussian ARMA process. Therefore, the exact
form of 11, follows from Lemma [4.1] and it does not depends on ¢. The function

f is a cosine function here, and hence, by this Lemma, we get
Il = E(cos(III. + Se)) = Ve var(Se) cos(I11,), (76)

which finishes the proof of Case 1.

S
Case 2. If >~ e; # 0, then by Lemma [4.2) the time series S; is an ARIMA(p,,1,¢,)
j=1

process. Thus, resorting to Lemma results in I1, = 0.
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This ends the proof of Step 2 and completes the entire proof. O
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