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Abstract: Structural change tests aim to identify evidence of a structural break or change in the
underlying generating process of a time series. The BDS test has its origins in chaos theory and seeks
to test, using the correlation integral, the hypothesis that a time series is generated by an identically
and independently distributed (IID) stochastic process over time. The BDS test is already widely used
as a powerful tool for testing the hypothesis of white noise in the residuals of time series models. In
this paper, we illustrate how the BDS test can be implemented also in a recursive manner to evaluate
the hypothesis of structural change in a time series, taking advantage of its ability to test the IID
hypothesis. We apply the BDS test repeatedly, starting with a sub-sample of the original time series
and incrementally increasing the number of observations until it is applied to the full sample time
series. A structural change in the unknown underlying generator model is detected when a change in
the trend shown by this recursively computed BDS statistic is detected. The strength of this recursive
BDS test lies in the fact that it does not require making any assumptions about the underlying time
series generator model. We ilustrate the power and potential of this recursive BDS test through an
application to real economic data. In this sense, we apply the test to assess the structural changes
caused by the COVID-19 pandemic in international financial markets. Using daily data from the
world’s top stock indices, we have detected strong and statistically significant evidence of two major
structural changes during the period from June 2018 to June 2022. The first occurred in March 2020,
coinciding with the onset of economic restrictions in the main Western countries as a result of the
pandemic. The second occurred towards the end of August 2020, with the end of the main economic
restrictions and the beginning of a new post-pandemic economic scenario. This methodology to test
for structural changes in a time series is easy to implement and can detect changes in any system
or process behind the time series even when this generating system is not known, and without the
need to specify or estimate any a priori generating model. In this sense, the recursive BDS test could
be incorporated as an initial preliminary step to any exercise of time series modeling. If a structural
change is detected in a time series, rather than estimating a single predictive model for the full-sample
time series, efforts should be made to estimate different predictive models, one for the time before
and one for the time after the detected structural change.

Keywords: economic dynamics; time series structural change; recursive BDS test; COVID-19
pandemic; world stock financial indices

MSC: 91B55; 91B70; 91G15; 62P05; 62P20

Mathematics 2023, 11, 4843. https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/math11234843

https://www.mdpi.com/journal /mathematics


https://doi.org/10.3390/math11234843
https://doi.org/10.3390/math11234843
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/mathematics
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6734-6327
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1518-0417
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5053-3890
https://doi.org/10.3390/math11234843
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/mathematics
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/math11234843?type=check_update&version=1

Mathematics 2023, 11, 4843

20f18

1. Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic has introduced new economic restrictions and has created a
new landscape for human interactions. Many authors consider that COVID-19 has caused
a structural change, a paradigm shift, in our social and economic model of behavior (see,
e.g., [1-5]). The main contribution of our paper is to present a formal test to for detecting
structural changes in the generating system of a time series, even when that generating
process is unknown or when we do not know how to model it. We illustrate the power of
this test by applying it to detect the existence of the changes in the structural models of the
world’s major financial markets caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. Specifically, we seek
to identify possible changes in the underlying model of the major international stock ex-
changes during the transition period from the pre-COVID-19 era to the post-COVID-19 era.

There is no generally accepted definition of the concepts of stability and structural
change in the field of economics. From a traditional macroeconomic perspective, this term
is related to changes in the sectoral composition patterns of countries throughout their
economic development process [6]. In the finance context, the stability of a stock market
can be defined as the consistent propagation of systematic shocks in the market under
normal and extreme conditions [7]. In this paper, we adopt an alternative time series econo-
metric approach, where stability or structural change refers to a change in the parameters
of the econometric model over the sample of data available for estimation, in our case,
over time. A structural change occurs when there is a change in the structural parameters
that define the model (for a review, see, e.g., [8-10]). Consequently, to detect a structural
change, the traditional econometric approach requires the specification and estimation of a
regression model to identify changes in the values of its (structural) parameters [11-14].
This approach can have serious implementation difficulties if the true model generating the
time series, and therefore the true specification of the model to be estimated, is unknown.
This need to specify a model can be quite problematic if the true unknown generating
system does not satisfy the assumptions of the specified time series model (e.g., linearity in
ARMA models). Our contribution aims to address this problem.

In this paper, we adopt a different perspective based on the application of nonlinear
dynamics and chaos theory to time series analysis. In this approach, the concept of instabil-
ity or structural change in a time series is the same as the traditional econometric one, i.e., a
change in the underlying model behind the time series, but with the fundamental difference
that now it is not necessary to know or specify any model generating the time series in order
to detect a structural change in this unknown model. In contrast to traditional structural
change tests, our contribution does not require the estimation or specification of any model.
Our test is valid for any linear or nonlinear, deterministic or stochastic model that generates
the time series, and is particularly useful when the true model is unknown and one does
not want to impose any assumptions on the modeling of the time series. Moreover, it is not
necessary to know the exact moment when the structural change occurs, as this approach
provides an estimate of the date when the structural change may have occurred. Specifi-
cally, we use the methodology originally proposed by Ferndndez-Diaz et al. [15], which
recursively applies the BDS test to detect structural changes in the unknown underlying
generator of a time series.

The BDS test, rooted in chaos theory, was originally proposed by Brock, Dechert,
and Scheinkman [16,17]. It aims to analyze the existence of independence against the
alternative hypothesis of some time dependence in a time series. But instead of using
traditional (linear) time correlation coefficients (acf, pacf, Ljung-Box, etc.), it uses the spatial
correlation of the system orbits in phase space (for a review, see, e.g., [18-22]). The BDS
test is a robust method for testing the null hypothesis that a time series is Independent and
Identically Distributed (IID). It is used against the alternative of time dependence (whether
linear or nonlinear), even in the absence of precise information about the form of that time
dependence. For this reason, the BDS test has been added to the toolkit of techniques for
diagnosing residuals in time series modeling.
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As will be shown later, we use the BDS test as a structural change test, taking advan-
tage of its ability to test the IID hypothesis. We apply the BDS test repeatedly, starting
with a sub-sample of the original time series and incrementally increasing the number of
observations until it is applied to the full sample time series. A structural change in the
unknown underlying generator model is detected when a change in the trend shown by
this recursively computed BDS statistic is detected.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows. First, we extend the proposal of
Ferndndez-Diaz et al. [15] by showing that the pattern of the recursive BDS time series
to test for structural changes does not depend on the embedding dimension chosen to
reconstruct the phase space. Second, we propose to use the normalized values of the
recursive BDS to detect structural changes. Third, we introduce a formal test for the null
hypothesis of no structural change, based on the fact that the existence of a structural
change in the time series is reflected in a change in the trajectory or pattern of the recursive
(normalized) BDS test. These last two issues are important empirical findings.

Fourth, we show the use of this recursive BDS test with an application to detect
the potential structural changes caused by the COVID-19 pandemic in the international
financial markets. We use an algorithm developed in the R programming language on the
time series of daily returns of the top 20 world stock indices. The results show strong and
significant evidence of two major structural changes between June 2018 and June 2022,
coinciding with the beginning and end of the economic restrictions imposed by various
countries in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. This result provides empirical evidence
that the underlying dynamics of financial markets, while unknown, experienced significant
disruptions due to the COVID-19 pandemic.

Finally, we examine whether the structural changes in financial markets occurred in a
coordinated manner and with the same intensity across international markets, or whether,
on the contrary, some countries experienced more significant changes. We also examine
whether any market led or lagged compared to the others in these structural changes,
thereby examining the potential presence of contagion effects in financial markets.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the theoretical framework
used in this paper. Section 3 presents an exploratory statistical analysis of the financial
dataset used. Section 4 reports and discusses the main results. Finally, Section 5 provides
concluding remarks.

2. The Recursive BDS as a Structural Change Test

The primary contribution of this paper is to illustrate how the BDS test can be recur-
sively applied to a time series to formally test the hypothesis of no structural change in the
unknown model generating the time series.

The BDS test [16,17] is specifically designed to test the null hypothesis of an identically
and independently distributed process. It has been widely used to diagnose white noise
residuals in time series models (see [20,23-25]). The BDS test originates from chaos theory
and is rooted in the estimation of the correlation integral introduced by Grassberger and
Procaccia [26,27], which is used to measure the spatial dependence in the evolution of a
dynamical system in phase space. This correlation integral quantifies the average frequency
with which any two points of an orbit are in close spatial proximity in phase space. The
reconstruction of phase space from a time series using the Ruelle and Takens method
of delayed coordinates [28] allows the estimation of the correlation integral for the true
unknown underlying dynamical system (if it exists). Takens’ theorem states that as we
increase the embedding dimension, the true (though unknown) dynamics of the generating
system are manifested. With a sufficiently large embedding dimension, it becomes possible
to reconstruct the orbit of the underlying system. Put simply, by embedding a scalar time

series {x;} with a length of T into an m-dimensional space ( x¢, X;—1,X¢—2, ..., xt,(m,l))

(comprising m histories), the correlation integral can be estimated by counting the number
of points in the m-dimensional space that fall within a hypercube of radius .
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where I; is the Heaviside function.

The idea behind the BDS test is that when a stationary time series exhibits some form
of time dependence, it must arise, at least in part, from some dissipative dynamic system.
Therefore, for a sufficiently large m, the resulting orbit described by the m-histories will
eventually be enclosed within a bounded region of the phase space, which is referred to as
an attractor. By contrast, when a time series lacks any form of time dependence, then its
orbit will have the tendency to fill the entire phase space, without being confined within
any bounded region of that space (i.e., a time series generated by a purely independent
stochastic process has no attractor). The BDS test analyzes whether, as the time series is
unfolded into higher m-dimensions, the orbit is bounded within an attractor or tends to fill
the phase space without stabilizing.

Formally, Brock, Dechert, and Scheiman [16] showed that under the null hypothesis,
the time series {x;} isIID, form > land ¢ > 0,as T — oo:

C,(€) = Cy,r(e)"™ )

Brock et al. [16,17] showed that the asymptotic distribution of the difference in the
correlation integrals under the null hypothesis of an IID stationary time series is as follows:

_ m
lim7_,eoBDS,, 1(¢) = VT —m + 1 Cn1(8) = Curomin ()7 N(0,1) 6)
Om,T(€)

Here, the estimated standard deviation o, 7(¢) is calculated as

2
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where the parameter k() represents the probability that a triple of observations t,s,r is
within a distance e:

2 T T T
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©)
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and k(¢) > Cy 7(e)%.

The main motivation for applying the BDS test to detect structural changes in a time
series is its potential ability to test for IID, that is, temporal dependency, but also identical
distribution. Ferndndez-Diaz et al. [15] proposed the iterative or recursive application of
the BDS statistic (3), starting with a subset of the original time series and progressively
increasing the number of observations until the BDS was applied to the entire data set.
The recursive BDS (RBDS) can be defined then as the following sequence of values or
time series:

RBDS(¢) = {BDSyu(¢), BDSma+p(€), BDSm420(€), ..., BDSy,r(e) } (6)

The procedure to obtain the RBDS begins by estimating the BDS with a sample of «
observations. We then estimate the BDS by adding p data to the set of observations under
analysis. The detection of a structural change in the underlying hidden generator model
occurs when a significant change in the trend of the recursively computed BDS statistic is
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detected. That is, if a structural change occurs after a certain point in time, adding more
observations in (6) will result in a change in the temporal pattern shown by the RBDS time
series, since the identically distributed hypothesis of the original time series generating
process is no longer satisfied after that point.

To illustrate the ability of this method to detect structural breaks, we present a simple
numerical example below. We simulate three samples of size 400 each from a normally
and independently distributed process with a mean of 0 in all three cases, but with three
different variances. More specifically, we simulate 400 data from the distributions N(0, 1),
N(0,5),and N(0,0.4), respectively. The resulting aggregate time series of 1200 observations
exhibits two structural breaks (at time 400 and time 800), as seen in Figure 1a.

The estimation of the RBDS for this simulated time series requires the selection of
concrete values for m, ¢, « and p, the parameters involved in Equation (6). The p parameter
is the increase in sample size used to estimate the successive values of the BDS statistic,
and thus to fit the series of RBDS values in Equation (6). This parameter does not change
the value of the BDS statistic estimated with a specific sub-sample of the original series,
only the number of points that make up the RBDS series. It is just an option that is used for
computational purposes to avoid having to sample BDS over the entire sample interval if,
for example, you want to use the recursive BDS test in an exploratory way.

The a parameter is the size of the first sub-sample of the original time series used to
initiate the recursive calculation of the BDS in Equation (6). « must to be large enough to
allow the robust estimation of BDS at this minimum sample size, but not too large, in order
to allow for the construction of a series of RBDSs. The BDS test has been shown to be quite
robust when used to test for time dependence on short time series. We suggest to start
arbitrarily with & = 50. This is the minimum sample size used, for example, by Kanzler [29],
one of the most complete studies of the properties of BDS when applied to time series with
different sample sizes. a = 50 are the minimum values also used to test BDS properties
by other authors, such as [30,31] or [32]. They all show that the power of the BDS test
increases with sample size. In our case, we observed that from this initial sample size a = 50,
the following estimates of the BDS statistic (x = 50, « = 51, « = 52, a = 53...) remained
at stable values. That is, we validated the choice of « = 50 by checking the stability of
the subsequent BDS estimates in the first sample sizes, the shortest ones, since they are
precisely in short series where there could be more problems with estimating the BDS
statistic. In other applications, when choosing the appropriate « value, the same exercise
of validating the stability of the RBDS series would have to be performed for the shorter
values of the sample size.

The recursive BDS (6) is then computed on this simulated time series starting with a
data set « = 50 observations and adding p = 1 data to the set of observations under analysis.
As can be seen in Figure 1b, when the BDS test is applied recursively, two changes in the
trend of the RBDS time series appear graphically, coinciding with each of the changes in
the simulated samples.

A practical key to obtaining valid results when computing the BDS in (3) is the proper
choice of the parameters € and m. The ¢ parameter is the size of the sphere used to compute
the correlation integral, i.e., the probability that two points are close to each other in phase
space. We follow the criterion proposed by [21,29,33], who compare different approaches to
recommend the selection of a radius () as a proportion of the variance of the original time
series. They recommend that € be set between one half and three halves of the standard
deviation of the data being analyzed. In this example, we have considered ¢ to be equal to
one half the standard deviation of each time series.
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Figure 1. Recursive BDS on a simulated time series with two structural changes. (a) Graphical

representation of three samples from a normally distributed process with the same mean but dif-
ferent variance ¢, ,,0 ~ N(0,1), Yts1 500 ~ N(0,5), Ytsor 1200 ~ N(0,0.4). (b) Graphical representation
of the normalised values of the recursive BDS over the three samples considered for an embedding
dimension from 2 to 6.

On the other hand, when the BDS test is used as a test for time independence, it is
crucial to make a proper choice of the embedding dimension (). Broer and Takens [34]
showed that with a time delay equal to 1 [35] a value of m equal to two times the degrees
of freedom of the underlying generator model would be sufficient to correctly reconstruct
the phase space. When the underlying system and therefore its degrees of freedom are
unknown, a commonly used strategy for estimating the BDS test is to set the embedding
dimensions m in the range of two to six or higher.

An important contribution of this paper is precisely to show that the BDS test used
recursively as a structural change test does not depend crucially on the choice of m. In
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fact, the temporal pattern followed by the RBDS series Equation (6) does not depend on
the exact m chosen. In this sense, changing the scale of the RBDS time series estimated
for different embedding dimensions (standardizing them to a zero mean with a standard
deviation of one) allows us to verify that the evolution of the standardized RBDS values
does not depend on m. Therefore, in our practical applications to detect structural changes,
we will use the RBDS calculated as the mean of the normalized RBDS series for m = 3
tom =6.

We have just shown in Figure 1 that the RBDS time series can graphically indicate
the presence of a structural change in the underlying model generating the observed time
series when a change in its time trend is observed. The RBDS time series will change its
trend upward or downward from the moment the structural change occurred. Then, we
can test the null hypothesis of no structural change in a time series by detecting changes
in the trend of the RBDS estimated with that time series. In this paper, we have used the
cumulative sum of a quality characteristic (CUSUM) approach and the Chow test to infer
the change in the RBDS trend, for a review see, e.g., [36,37]. These two are traditional
structural change tests that require the specification of a model. Our proposal is to use a
linear model:

RBDS; = Bo+B1 xt+e (7)

where t = &, & +p,a +2 x p..., T, as shown in Equation (6). A change in the estimated j;
implies a change in the RBDS trend, and thus a structural change in the original time series.

Table 1 shows that two structural changes have been detected in the simulated time
series used in our previous example, specifically at time 404 and time 803, which coincide
exactly with the changes in the (known) simulated generator system.

Table 1. Chow and CUSUM test result on the RBDS estimated on simulated time series
Yio a0 ~ N(0,1), Yty 500 ~ N(0,5), Yegoy 1200 ~ N(0,0.4). The last two columns provide information
on the points in time at which the structural changes have been empirically detected.

ChowRBDs

Chow yyalue CUSUMRBps CUSUMpyaiue StructChange, StructChangey,

Sup.F

1528.618

<0.01 7.040835 <0.01 t=404 t =803

3. Financial Markets, the COVID-19 Pandemic and Structural Changes

On 12 December 2019, the first case of COVID-19 was reported in Wuhan, China [38],
which then spread and reached global pandemic status, causing public health
problems [39-41], and forcing governments to take urgent public health measures [1,4].
Indeed, the confinement associated with the COVID-19 pandemic has led to a slowdown in
production and employment levels that has affected all sectors of the economy; for a review,
see, e.g., [2,3,5,42—44]. In particular, the relationship between the COVID-19 pandemic and
the financial markets has become an important aspect to study [45-47].

The scientific contributions to this topic can be divided into literature published before
the COVID-19 pandemic and focused mainly on the contagion effects of the global financial
crisis [48-51], and literature published in 2020 or later. This last group includes contri-
butions that consider the high stock market volatility as a reaction linked to uncertainty
about the course of the pandemic and its associated economic losses [52-57]. Regarding
the impact of lockouts and other government actions, although agents overreact to un-
expected news, the market corrects itself as more information becomes available [58-60].
The results generally show a positive effect of government stimulus packages on stock
market returns [61-64].

The analysis of the impact of the pandemic can also be conducted from a sectoral
perspective. Based on sectoral indices in the US, the industries identified as most affected
by the pandemic are transportation, motor vehicles and components, energy, and travel
and leisure [65]. Industries such as natural gas, food, health care, and software stocks earn
high positive returns, while on the other hand, equity values in the petroleum, real estate,
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entertainment, and hospitality sectors fall dramatically [66]. Finally, and especially in this
context of uncertainty, financial firms are usually characterized by an important role in the
transmission of financial contagion [67].

In the forthcoming section, we will examine whether the COVID-19 outbreak caused
a structural shift in the models that govern the primary global stock markets. This ex-
amination will be conducted without delving into the specific pathways or mechanisms
through which these causal impacts were transmitted. That is, we will not specify any
theoretical model of financial market behavior. We will identify the potential changes in the
unknown underlying model of the top 20 major international daily stock market returns
over the past 5 years (from June 2018 to June 2022), with a particular focus on the period of
confinement, and we will analyze the differences between the pre- and post-COVID-19 era.
And we will perform this structural change analysis by recursively applying the BDS test
as described above.

The financial market return indices considered (1.062 daily observations for each index)
and their tickers are as follows: United States (S&P), United States (Dow Jones), United
States (NASDAQ), United States (NYSE), United Kingdom (UK), Europe 50 (EU5), Europe
100 (EU10), Germany (GE), France (FR), Belgium (BE), Spain (SP), Italy (IT), Switzerland
(SW), Norway (NO), Russia (RU), Japan (JA), China (CH), South Korea (SK), Brazil (BR), and
Mexico (ME). Figures 2 and 3 show the time evolution of the 20 selected world stock market
indices and returns, respectively, over the last 5 years showing the daily closing prices. As
can be seen, almost all markets experienced a sharp drop in price levels coinciding with the
beginning of the pandemic, with a greater or lesser intensity and duration of the downturn.
After these crashes, international stock markets generally entered a new recovery phase,
which again varied in intensity and duration depending on the market under consideration.
Figure 2 also shows that the stock index series are generally not stationary at the mean.
For this reason, and in order to apply the RBDS test, we need to work with the logarithmic
return series (Figure 3). The fall in the price level at the beginning of the pandemic (Figure 2)
is reflected in a sharp increase in the volatility of the return series. However, there is no
significant change in the patterns of the return series immediately before and after the
sharp increase in the volatility of the series (early 2020), at least visually.

Table 2 presents the main descriptive statistics of the daily returns series of the 20 major
stock market indices from June 2018 to June 2022. The results from this table show that for
all stock markets, the mean returns are non-negative over this period. For some time series,
e.g., USA (S&P), USA (NA), Norway (NO), or Brazil (BR), the returns are slightly positive,
but the differences with zero means are not too clear. Initially, there are no significant
differences among markets in return volatility (standard deviations), with the highest
variability found in Brazil, Italy, and Russia (RU). Moving on to other descriptive statistics,
skewness can be interpreted as a second (next to volatility) major proxy for measuring
financial market stability. During the analyzed period, the return of all stock prices was
negatively skewed, which means that there was a higher probability of large negative
returns than positive returns. Based on the results of the kurtosis coefficients (K), we can
conclude that the histograms of the daily return series for all stock indices are leptokurtic
(K > 0). This means that the daily price fluctuations are more pronounced than estimated
for the normal distribution. In this sense, the Jarque—Bera test rejects the null hypothesis
that the return series follow a normal distribution.
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Figure 2. Graphical representation of the time evolution of the top 20 world stock markets over the
last 5 years. The values shown are daily closing price indices from June 2018 to June 2022.
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Figure 3. Graphical representation of the time evolution of the top 20 world stock markets over the
last 5 years. The values shown are daily returns from June 2018 to June 2022.
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Table 2. Summary of the descriptive statistics for daily returns time series of major stock exchange
indices from June 2018 to June 2022.

Min Max Mean Stdev Skewness Kurtosis JB
(p-Value)
USA (SP) —0.103 0.092 0.001 0.011 —0.443 11.823 7244 (<0.01)
11,573
USA (D)) —0.106 0.105 0.000 0.010 —0.481 14.956 (<0.01)
USA (NA) —0.091 0.087 0.001 0.013 —0.399 6.617 2281 (<0.01)
USA (NY) —0.107 0.091 0.000 0.015 —0.745 13.049 8865 (<0.01)
United Kingdom (UK) —0.105 0.082 0.000 0.011 -0.917 12.686 8458 (<0.01)
Europe50 (EU5) —0.172 0.081 0.000 0.013 —1.159 13.440 9582 (<0.01)
Europe100 (EU10) —0.134 0.084 0.000 0.014 —1.263 13.885 (1<0(’)ng)
Germany (GE) —0.121 0.111 0.000 0.013 —0.827 12.681 8424 (<0.01)
France (FR) —0.129 0.092 0.000 0.013 —1.153 13.047 9002 (<0.01)
. 18,476
Belgium (BE) —0.132 0.086 0.000 0.012 —1.627 18.660 (<0.01)
Spain (SP) —0.168 0.097 0.000 0.014 —1.673 17.381 16,133
(<0.01)
24,612
Italy (IT) —0.191 0.081 0.000 0.018 —1.988 21.501 (<0.01)
Switzerland (SW) —0.114 0.074 0.000 0.013 —0.984 11.588 7120 (<0.01)
Norway (NO) —0.085 0.077 0.001 0.012 —0.915 7.544 3098 (<0.01)
Russia (RU) —0.414 0.189 0.000 0.018 —0.831 19.138 11,382
(<0.01)
Japan (JA) —0.132 0.075 0.000 0.016 —0.522 7.438 2913 (<0.01)
China (CH) —0.081 0.062 0.000 0.015 —0.276 2.371 315 (<0.01)
South Korea (SK) —0.080 0.080 0.000 0.013 —0.419 8.111 3428 (<0.01)
Brazil (BR) —0.162 0.132 0.001 0.020 —0.832 11.015 6390 (<0.01)
Mexico (ME) —0.068 0.066 0.000 0.015 -0.512 4.227 977 (<0.01)
4. Results

In this section, we present the main results of this paper. We apply the recursive BDS
test to analyze the extent to which COVID-19 has brought about a structural change in the
top stock markets described in the previous section.

First, we estimate the RBDS time series Equation (6) using the daily returns in each
stock market (Figure 4) We use the bds.test function in the tseries R-library [68]. To run
the RBDS algorithm, we need to choose a concrete value for m, ¢, «, and p, the parameters
involved in Equation (6). We set € = 0.5 times the standard deviation of each original series,
which is one of the values generally accepted as valid in the specific literature [21,29,33].
We performed several tests estimating RBDS with p = 50, 10, 5, and 1, and no significant
changes in the results were observed in terms of detecting structural changes in the selected
financial time series analyzed. For this reason, without loss of generality and since we are
using daily series of stock market indices, we decided to estimate the BDS every day, that
is, with p = 1. We started by estimating the BDS statistic for a first sub-sample of size
= 50. We checked the stability of the first values estimated for the RBDS series (¢ = 50,
=51, 2 =52,a =53...) to avoid problems in estimating the BDS statistic with the sorted
time series. Then, the procedure to obtain the RBDS time series in Equation (6) began by
the estimation of the BDS statistic Equation (3) with a sample of &« = 50 daily observations
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and repetition of the BDS estimates by adding p = 1 data to the sample in each iteration.
For each return time series, we estimated five RBDS time series (embedding dimensions
m =2 to m = 6). Each of these RBDS time series was standardized, and, finally, for each
stock market, we obtained the mean time series of the five standardized (Z-score) RBDS
time series (m ranging from two to six) , that is, the RBDS series used to check for structural
change in each stock market.

The main empirical findings are as follows: (i) All of the world’s stock market indices
have behaved very similarly, even though the incidence of coronavirus cases has been
different in each country. (ii) We can clearly identify two major structural changes during
the period under study. Figure 4 provides graphical evidence of how the recursive BDS
test is able to detect these changes in the behavior of the analyzed stock markets, with the
evolution of the RBDS statistic being mainly stable for most countries until March 2020.
At this date, an increase in the trend of the RBDS (reflecting a structural change) begins,
which lasts until about August of the same year, when the RBDS stabilizes again (the trend
changes again). (iii) The dates on which we have mainly detected the structural changes for
the majority of countries correspond precisely to the beginning and the end of the period of
the restrictions on mobility imposed in most of the countries and its corresponding impact
on the productive sectors. This evidence therefore shows that the COVID-19 pandemic was
accompanied by at least two structural changes in international financial markets
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Figure 4. Graphical representation of the mean normalised RBDS Equation (6) time series of the
20 top world market daily returns (June 2018 to June 2022). The RBDS time series are obtained by
estimating the BDS statistic Equation (3) with an initial sample of # = 50 daily observations and
repeating the BDS estimates by adding p = 1 data in each iteration, repeating this procedure for an
embedding dimension from m = 2 to m = 6, and averaging the obtained normalized RBDS time series.

Second, in order to obtain statistical evidence to validate the results obtained graph-
ically, we carried out the appropriate hypothesis testing applying the traditional Chow
and CUSUM tests to the RBDS series to capture any change in the trend of its time evo-
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lution according to the specification of the linear model of the Equation (7). We used the
strucchange R-library [69].The results in Table 3 show that both tests reject the hypothesis
of no structural change, dating the two structural changes detected between mid to late
March 2020 for the first structural change and mid to late August 2020 for the second
structural change. These dates mark the beginning and the end of a period during which
economic activity faced various restrictions. These restrictions ranged from basic pre-
cautions such as wearing masks and social distancing to more severe measures such as
full-scale confinements, widespread lockdowns, and the forced temporary shutdown of
non-essential businesses (see [70]).

Table 3. Chow and CUSUM for RBDS structural change test in financial markets. The null hypothesis
of both tests is no structural change during the period June 2018 to June 2022. The last two columns
indicate the point in time at which structural changes are detected, estimated as the time where the
supremum test statistic is reached.

Chowy g Chow yyatue CUSUMy, ;s CUSUMpya1ne  StructChange, StructChangey,
USA (SP) 2925.58 <0.01 7.30 <0.01 2020-Mar-22 2020-Aug-28
USA (DJ) 1300.99 <0.01 6.68 <0.01 2020-Mar-26 2020-Aug-26
USA (NA) 1539.25 <0.01 6.85 <0.01 2020-Mar-24 2020-Aug-30
USA (NY) 5887.85 <0.01 7.96 <0.01 2020-Mar-23 2020-Aug-24
United Kingdom (UK) 1378.67 <0.01 6.65 <0.01 2020-Mar-30 2020-Aug-25
Europe50 (EU5) 471.32 <0.01 6.09 <0.01 2020-Mar-27 2020-Aug-30
Europel00 (EU10) 483.70 <0.01 5.82 <0.01 2020-Mar-23 2020-Aug-28
Germany (GE) 3437.25 <0.01 6.96 <0.01 2020-Mar-22 2020-Aug-25
France (FR) 2534.63 <0.01 7.39 <0.01 2020-Mar-23 2020-Aug-28
Belgium (BE) 1097.41 <0.01 6.41 <0.01 2020-Mar-29 2020-Aug-29
Spain (SP) 1702.92 <0.01 6.26 <0.01 2020-Mar-21 2020-Aug-26
Italy (IT) 1098.73 <0.01 4.65 <0.01 2020-Mar-19 2020-Aug-25
Switzerland (SW) 491.09 <0.01 6.89 <0.01 2020-Mar-27 2020-Aug-31
Norway (NO) 2428.49 <0.01 8.18 <0.01 2020-Mar-31 2020-Aug-31
Russia (RU) 539.13 <0.01 4.33 <0.01 2020-Feb-14 2020-Jun-14
Japan (JA) 1783.52 <0.01 6.47 <0.01 2020-Feb-27 2020-Jun-20
China (CH) 984.89 <0.01 7.03 <0.01 2020-Jan-19 2020-Apr-07
South Korea (SK) 2957.81 <0.01 8.20 <0.01 2020-Mar-20 2020-Aug-18
Brazil (BR) 1423.99 <0.01 8.21 <0.01 2020-Apr-06 2020-Sep-17
Mexico (ME) 908.56 <0.01 6.79 <0.01 2020-Apr-15 2020-Sep-26

Third, since the incidence of the coronavirus was not uniform across countries, nor
were the restrictions on economic activity that were imposed, we examined whether
the structural changes in the financial markets occurred in a coordinated manner across
international markets, or whether, on the contrary, some markets led or lagged compared
to the others in these structural changes, thereby examining the potential presence of
contagion effects in the financial markets.

The upper triangle shows the p-values to test for the hypothesis of simultaneous
co-movement between two financial markets. If simultaneous co-movement is rejected,
the bottom triangle shows the maximum lead (positive) or lag (negative) between the row
and column markets.

For this purpose, the possible co-movements in the structural changes of the main
world stock markets are analyzed estimating the cross-correlation coefficient of the RBDS
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time series (see Table 4). The null hypothesis is simultaneous structural changes between
two financial markets. If the null hypothesis is rejected, it means that one market is
moving ahead of the other. In the upper triangle on Table 4, we include the p-values to
test for the hypothesis of simultaneous co-movement between two financial markets RBDS
time series. When the simultaneous co-movement is rejected at the 5% significance level,
the lower triangular section indicates the optimal lead (positive) or lag (negative) between
the row and column markets. This occurs when the maximum absolute cross-correlation is
reached. For example, in the case of Russia and the United States (SP), the series of Russia
would be 36 days ahead of the series of the United States (SP) on average. A negative
value corresponds to an optimal crossing between RBDS series in the opposite direction
(columns-rows). For example, the Brazilian market (BR) lags the US market (SP) by an
average of 15 days.

Table 4. Cross-correlation between financial markets’ structural changes. We have marked with an
asterisk * those coefficients that are statistically significant at the 99% confidence level. The upper
triangle shows the p-values to test for the hypothesis of simultaneous co-movement between financial
markets. When the simultaneous co-movement is rejected, the lower triangle below the main diagonal
shows the maximum lead (positive) or lag (negative) between the row and column markets.

sp DJ NA NY UK EU5 EU10 GE FR BE SP IT SW NO RU JA CH SK BR ME

sp >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* >0.1 <0.01* <0.01*
DJ >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* >0.1 <0.01* <0.01*
NA >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* >0.1 <0.01* <0.01*
NY >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* >0.1 <0.01* <0.01*
UK >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* >0.1 <0.01* <0.01*
EU5 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* >0.1 <0.01* <0.01*
EU10 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* >0.1 <0.01* <0.01*
GE >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* >0.1 <0.01* <0.01*
FR >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* >0.1 <0.01* <0.01*
BE >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* >0.1 <0.01* <0.01*
sp >0.1 >0.1 >0.1 <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* >0.1 <0.01* <0.01*
1T >0.1 >0.1 <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* >0.1 <0.01* <0.01*
SwW >0.1 <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* >0.1 <0.01* <0.01*
NO <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* >0.1 <0.01* <0.01*
RU 36 40 38 37 44 41 37 36 37 43 35 33 41 45 <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* <0.01*
JA 23 27 25 24 31 28 24 23 24 30 22 20 28 32 —14 <0.01* <0.01* <0.01* <0.01*
CH 62 66 64 63 70 67 63 62 63 69 61 59 67 71 25 39 <0.01* <0.01* <0.01*
SK —34 —21 —60 <0.01* <0.01*
BR 15 ~11 -13 —14 -7 -10 —14 —-15 —14 -8 —-16 —-18 -10 -6 —51 —38 =77 -17 >0.1
ME —24 -20 -22 -23 —16 -19 —23 —24 —23 -17 —25 -27 -19 -15 —60 —47 —86 —26

The results show that, in general, the European and US markets underwent structural
change simultaneously during the COVID-19 pandemic. In contrast, China, Russia, and
Japan anticipated the structural change, while countries such as Brazil, Mexico, and South
Korea lagged behind. In other words, we have detected a clear contagion effect in the
financial market structural changes during the COVID-19 pandemic. The financial shocks
have spread rapidly between European and US markets, with China, Russia, and Japan
anticipating the subsequent changes seen in other markets.

5. Discussion

The results of our analysis show, as expected, that the COVID-19 pandemic caused a
significant structural change in the financial time series. According to the results, all ana-
lyzed stock markets behaved similarly in the period from June 2018 to June 2022, with some
markets moving first and demonstrating a pull effect. In this sense, it is clear that the
structural change starts in Southeast Asia with the involvement of China, Russia, and Japan,
and then extends to the European continent and the United States simultaneously, and fi-
nally to South America. The main implications of our paper, however, derive less from
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the specific application to the effect of COVID-19 on financial markets and more from the
proposed methodology for detecting structural changes.

The traditional tests for structural change consist of detecting changes in the param-
eters or residuals of the estimated model for the time series before and after the change.
The problem with using these traditional tests is that they require specifying and estimating
amodel for the time series even if the true generating model of the time series is not known.
This need to specify a model can be quite problematic if the true generating system does
not satisfy the assumptions of the specified time series model. Unlike these traditional
structural change tests, our proposal does not require the estimation or specification of a
model. This test is valid for any linear or non-linear, deterministic or stochastic model that
generates the time series, and is especially useful when the true model is unknown and
one does not want to impose any assumptions in modeling the time series.

The main contribution of our paper is to propose a formal test based on the BDS test
for the hypothesis of no structural change, but without the need to specify or estimate any
model. The BDS test has already been widely used as a test of independence (against the
alternative hypothesis that there is a linear or nonlinear dynamic system behind the time
series). In this sense, it has been used as an important tool for diagnosing residuals to detect
temporal dependence remaining in the residual when modeling time series [32,71-75].

We propose to use the same BDS statistic, but now focus on testing for identical
distribution in the process or system generating the time series, even if this generating
process is not known or we do not know how to model it. This formal test for structural
change applies the BDS statistic repeatedly, starting with a sub-sample of the original time
series and incrementally increasing the number of observations until it is applied to the
full sample time series. A structural change in the underlying generator model is detected
when a change in the trend shown by this recursively computed BDS statistic is detected.

This recursive BDS test for structural change does not depend crucially on the parame-
ter m (embedding dimension) used to reconstruct the orbits in phase space. And, as noted
above, it does not require the knowledge or specification of any model for the underlying
system generating the time series. The recursive BDS is easy to implement and can have
important practical implications for time series modeling. The recursive BDS should be
used as a first step in any time series modeling exercise (linear or nonlinear). Any analysis
or exercise in predictive time series modeling should consider implementing this recursive
BDS test for structural change as a preliminary step. When a structural change is detected
in a time series, rather than estimating a single predictive model for the full sample time
series, an effort should be made to estimate different predictive models, one for the time
before and one for the time after the detected structural change.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, L.E. and J.E.S.; methodology, L.E. and ]J.E.S.; software,
L.E, J.ES. and L.P; validation, L.E., ].E.S. and L.P;; formal analysis, L.E., ].E.S. and L.P; investigation,
L.E, J.ESS. and L.P; resources, L.E., J.E.S. and L.P; data curation, ].E.S. and L.P.,; writing—original draft
preparation, L.E., J.E.S. and L.P; writing—review and editing, L.E., ].E.S. and L.P.; visualization, L.E.,
J.E.S. and L.P,; supervision, L.E. and J.E.S.; project administration, L.E. and J.E.S.; funding acquisition,
L.E., J.E.S. and L.P. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by by the Government of Spain (grant RT12018-094901-B-100);
Complutense University of Madrid (grant GRFN3223); and the UCM-Faculty of Statistical Studies
(grant RG2023).

Data Availability Statement: Data are contained within the article.

Acknowledgments: This work was supported by the Camilo José Cela University (Computing and
Artificial Intelligence Laboratory); Francisco de Vitoria University (Faculty of Law, Business and
Government); Warsaw University of Life Sciences (Faculty of Economics); and the Data Analysis in
Social and Gender Studies and Equality Policies Complutense Research Group num. 940051.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.



Mathematics 2023, 11, 4843 16 of 18

References

1. Lin, Z.; Meissner, C.M. Health vs. Wealth? Public Health Policies and the Economy during COVID-19; Technical Report; National
Bureau of Economic Research: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2020.

2. Mukherjee, M.; Chatterjee, R.; Khanna, B.K.; Dhillon, PPS.; Kumar, A.; Bajwa, S.; Prakash, A.; Shaw, R. Ecosystem-centric
business continuity planning (eco-centric BCP): A post COVID-19 new normal. Prog. Disaster Sci. 2020, 7, 100117. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

3. Song, L.; Zhou, Y. The COVID-19 pandemic and its impact on the global economy: What does it take to turn crisis into
opportunity? China World Econ. 2020, 28, 1-25. [CrossRef]

4. Sarkodie, S.A.; Owusu, P.A. Global assessment of environment, health and economic impact of the novel coronavirus (COVID-19).
Environ. Dev. Sustain. 2021, 23, 5005-5015. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Lamba, J.; Jain, E. Business Revolution in Post-COVID Era: An Evolving Economy Outlook. In Future of Work and Business in
COVID-19 Era; Springer: Singapore, 2022; pp. 19-30.

6. Alonso-Carrera, J.; Raurich, X. Labor mobility, structural change and economic growth. J. Macroecon. 2018, 56, 292-310. [CrossRef]

7. Quatraro, F. The Economics of Structural Change in Knowledge; Routledge: Abingdon-on-Thames, UK, 2012.

8. Perron, P. Dealing with structural breaks. Palgrave Handb. Econom. 2006, 1, 278-352.

9.  Aue, A.; Horvith, L. Structural breaks in time series. J. Time Ser. Anal. 2013, 34, 1-16. [CrossRef]

10. Horvath, L.; Rice, G. Extensions of some classical methods in change point analysis. Test 2014, 23, 219-255. [CrossRef]

11.  Chow, G.C. Tests of equality between sets of coefficients in two linear regressions. Econom. J. Econom. Soc. 1960, 28, 591-605.
[CrossRef]

12. Lo, A.W.; Newey, W.K. A large-sample Chow test for the linear simultaneous equation. Econ. Lett. 1985, 18, 351-353. [CrossRef]

13. Hodoshima, J. The LM and LR Tests for Structural Change of a Single Structural Equation; Working Paper; Faculty of Economics,
Nanzan University: Nagoya, Japan, 1986.

14. Zeileis, A.; Leisch, F.; Hornik, K.; Kleiber, C. strucchange: An R Package for Testing for Structural Change in Linear Regression
Models. J. Stat. Softw. 2002, 7, 1-38. [CrossRef]

15. Diaz, A.F,; Grau-Carles, P; Escot Mangas, L. Nonlinearities in the exchange rates returns and volatility. Phys. A Stat. Mech. Its
Appl. 2002, 316, 469—482. [CrossRef]

16. Brock, W.A_; Scheinkman, J.A.; Dechert, W.D. A Test for Independence Based on the Correlation Dimension; SSRI Working Paper No.
8702; Department of Economics, University of Wisconsin: Madison, WI, USA, 1987.

17.  Brock, W.A ; Scheinkman, J.A.; Dechert, W.D.; LeBaron, B. A test for independence based on the correlation dimension. Econom.
Rev. 1996, 15, 197-235. [CrossRef]

18. Brock, W.A.; Hsieh, D.A.; LeBaron, B. Nonlinear Dynamics, Chaos, and Instability: Statistical Theory and Economic Evidence; MIT
Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1991.

19. Kim, H.; Kang, D.; Kim, J. The BDS statistic and residual test. Stoch. Environ. Res. Risk Assess. 2003, 17, 104-115. [CrossRef]

20. Matilla-Garcia, M.; Queralt, R.; Sanz, P.; Vazquez, F. A generalized BDS statistic. Comput. Econ. 2004, 24, 277-300. [CrossRef]

21. Kocenda, E.; Briatka, L. Optimal Range for the iid Test based on Integration across the Correlation Integral. Econom. Rev. 2005,
24,265-296. [CrossRef]

22. Baum, C.F; Hurn, S.; Lindsay, K. The BDS test of independence. Stata J. 2021, 21, 279-294. [CrossRef]

23. Kocenda, E. An alternative to the BDS test: Integration across the correlation integral. Econom. Rev. 2001, 20, 337-351. [CrossRef]

24. Matilla-Garcia, M.; Ruiz, ].R. Aplicabilidad del test BDS al andlisis de series econémicas. Estud. Econ. Apl. 2005, 23, 507-519.

25. Luo, W,; Bai, Z.; Zheng, S.; Hui, Y. A modified BDS test. Stat. Probab. Lett. 2020, 164, 108794. [CrossRef]

26. Grassberger, P.; Procaccia, I. Characterization of strange attractors. Phys. Rev. Lett. 1983, 50, 346. [CrossRef]

27. Grassberger, P.; Procaccia, I. Measuring the strangeness of strange attractors. Phys. D Nonlinear Phenom. 1983, 9, 189-208.
[CrossRef]

28. Ruelle, D.; Takens, F. On the nature of turbulence. Rencontres Phys.-Math. Strasbg.-RCP25 1971, 12, 1-44.

29. Kanzler, L. Very Fast and Correctly Sized Estimation of the BDS Statistic. 1999. Available online: https://ssrn.com/abstract=15
1669 (accessed on 17 September 2023).

30. Pefia, D.; Rodriguez, J. Detecting nonlinearity in time series by model selection criteria. Int. J. Forecast. 2005, 21, 731-748.
[CrossRef]

31. Risso, W.A. An independence test based on symbolic time series. Int. ]. Stat. Mech. 2014, 2014, 809383. [CrossRef]

32. Roldan-Casas, J.A.; Garcia-Moreno Garcia, M.B. A procedure for testing the hypothesis of weak efficiency in financial markets: A
Monte Carlo simulation. Stat. Methods Appl. 2022, 31, 1289-1327. [CrossRef]

33. Matilla-Garcia, M.; Sanz, P.; Vazquez, FJ. The BDS test and delay time. Appl. Econ. Lett. 2005, 12, 109-113. [CrossRef]

34. Broer, HW.,; Takens, F. Dynamical Systems and Chaos; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2011; Volume 172.

35. Takens, F. Detecting strange attractors in turbulence. In Dynamical Systems and Turbulence, Warwick 1980; Springer:
Berlin/Heidelber, Germany, 1981; pp. 366-381.

36. Andrews, D.W. Tests for parameter instability and structural change with unknown change point. Econom. J. Econom. Soc. 1993,
61, 821-856. [CrossRef]

37. Andrews, D.W.,; Ploberger, W. Optimal tests when a nuisance parameter is present only under the alternative. Econom. J. Econom.

Soc. 1994, 62, 1383-1414. [CrossRef]


http://doi.org/10.1016/j.pdisas.2020.100117
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34173441
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cwe.12349
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10668-020-00801-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32837273
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jmacro.2018.03.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9892.2012.00819.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11749-014-0368-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1910133
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0165-1765(85)90051-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.18637/jss.v007.i02
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0378-4371(02)01203-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07474939608800353
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00477-002-0118-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10614-004-4657-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07474930500243001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1536867X211025796
http://dx.doi.org/10.1081/ETC-100104938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.spl.2020.108794
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.50.346
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0167-2789(83)90298-1
https://ssrn.com/abstract=151669
https://ssrn.com/abstract=151669
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijforecast.2005.04.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2014/809383
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10260-022-00627-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1350485042000307116
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2951764
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2951753

Mathematics 2023, 11, 4843 17 of 18

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.
46.

47.

48.
49.

50.

51.
52.

53.

54.

55.
56.

57.

58.

59.
60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

Hui, D.S.; Azhar, E.I.; Madani, T.A.; Ntoumi, F,; Kock, R.; Dar, O.; Ippolito, G.; Mchugh, T.D.; Memish, Z.A.; Drosten, C.; et al.
The continuing 2019-nCoV epidemic threat of novel coronaviruses to global health—The latest 2019 novel coronavirus outbreak
in Wuhan, China. Int. J. Infect. Dis. 2020, 91, 264-266. [CrossRef]

Sharma, A.; Gupta, P.;; Jha, R. COVID-19: Impact on health supply chain and lessons to be learnt. . Health Manag. 2020,
22,248-261. [CrossRef]

Xiang, Y.; Jia, Y.; Chen, L.; Guo, L.; Shu, B.; Long, E. COVID-19 epidemic prediction and the impact of public health interventions:
A review of COVID-19 epidemic models. Infect. Dis. Model. 2021, 6, 324-342. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Chang, A.Y.; Cullen, M.R.; Harrington, R.A.; Barry, M. The impact of novel coronavirus COVID-19 on noncommunicable disease
patients and health systems: A review. ]. Intern. Med. 2021, 289, 450-462. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Maital, S.; Barzani, E. The global economic impact of COVID-19: A summary of research. Samuel Neaman Inst. Natl. Policy Res.
2020, 2020, 1-12.

Bagchi, B.; Chatterjee, S.; Ghosh, R.; Dandapat, D. Impact of COVID-19 on global economy. In Coronavirus Outbreak and the Great
Lockdown; Springer: Singapore, 2020; pp. 15-26.

Chowdhury, E.K.; Khan, LI; Dhar, B.K. Catastrophic impact of Covid-19 on the global stock markets and economic activities.
Bus. Soc. Rev. 2022, 127, 437-460. [CrossRef]

Ullah, S. Impact of COVID-19 pandemic on financial markets: A global perspective. J. Knowl. Econ. 2023, 14, 982-1003. [CrossRef]
Ganie, L.R.; Wani, T.A.; Yadav, M.P. Impact of COVID-19 outbreak on the stock market: An evidence from select economies. Bus.
Perspect. Res. 2022, 22785337211073635. [CrossRef]

Wu, J; Zhang, C.; Chen, Y. Analysis of risk correlations among stock markets during the COVID-19 pandemic. Int. Rev. Financ.
Anal. 2022, 83, 102220. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Ratner, M.; Chiu, C.C.J. Hedging stock sector risk with credit default swaps. Int. Rev. Financ. Anal. 2013, 30, 18-25. [CrossRef]
Adcock, C.; Hua, X.; Mazouz, K;; Yin, S. Does the stock market reward innovation? European stock index reaction to negative
news during the global financial crisis. J. Int. Money Financ. 2014, 49, 470-491. [CrossRef]

Yarovaya, L.; Brzeszczynski, J.; Lau, CK.M. Intra-and inter-regional return and volatility spillovers across emerging and
developed markets: Evidence from stock indices and stock index futures. Int. Rev. Financ. Anal. 2016, 43, 96-114. [CrossRef]
Inaba, K.I. A global look into stock market comovements. Rev. World Econ. 2020, 156, 517-555. [CrossRef]

Khan, M.; Kayani, U.N.; Khan, M.; Mughal, K.S.; Haseeb, M. COVID-19 Pandemic & Financial Market Volatility; Evidence from
GARCH Models. |. Risk Financ. Manag. 2023, 16, 50.

Li, W,; Chien, F.; Waqas Kamran, H.; Aldeehani, T.M.; Sadiq, M.; Nguyen, V.C.; Taghizadeh-Hesary, F. The nexus between
COVID-19 fear and stock market volatility. Econ. Res.-Ekon. Istraz. 2022, 35, 1765-1785. [CrossRef]

Zhang, D.; Hu, M; Ji, Q. Financial markets under the global pandemic of COVID-19. Financ. Res. Lett. 2020, 36, 101528. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Singh, A. COVID-19 and safer investment bets. Financ. Res. Lett. 2020, 36, 101729. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Mirza, N.; Naqvi, B.; Rahat, B.; Rizvi, S.K.A. Price reaction, volatility timing and funds’ performance during COVID-19. Financ.
Res. Lett. 2020, 36, 101657. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Shehzad, K.; Xiaoxing, L.; Kazouz, H. COVID-19’s disasters are perilous than Global Financial Crisis: A rumor or fact? Financ.
Res. Lett. 2020, 36, 101669. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Uddin, G.S.; Yahya, M.; Goswami, G.G.; Lucey, B.; Ahmed, A. Stock market contagion during the COVID-19 pandemic in
emerging economies. Int. Rev. Econ. Financ. 2022, 79, 302-309. [CrossRef]

Narayan, PK. Oil price news and COVID-19—Is there any connection? Energy Res. Lett. 2020, 1, 13176. [CrossRef]

Sharif, A.; Aloui, C.; Yarovaya, L. COVID-19 pandemic, oil prices, stock market and policy uncertainty nexus in the us economy:
Fresh evidence from the wavelet-based approach. Int. Rev. Financ. Anal. 2020, 70, 70. [CrossRef]

Rehan, M.; Alvi, J.; Karaca, S.S. Short term stress of COVID-19 on world major stock indices. Asia-Pac. Financ. Mark. 2022,
29, 527-568. [CrossRef]

Narayan, PK.; Phan, D.H.B.; Liu, G. COVID-19 lockdowns, stimulus packages, travel bans, and stock returns. Financ. Res. Lett.
2021, 38, 101732. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Topcu, M.; Gulal, O.S. The impact of COVID-19 on emerging stock markets. Financ. Res. Lett. 2020, 36, 101691. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Czech, K.; Wielechowski, M.; Kotyza, P.; Benesov4, I.; Laputkovéa, A. Shaking stability: COVID-19 impact on the Visegrad Group
countries’ financial markets. Sustainability 2020, 12, 6282. [CrossRef]

Haroon, O.; Rizvi, S.A.R. Flatten the curve and stock market liquidity—An inquiry into emerging economies. Emerg. Mark.
Financ. Trade 2020, 56, 2151-2161. [CrossRef]

Mazur, M,; Dang, M.; Vega, M. COVID-19 and the march 2020 stock market crash. Evidence from S&P1500. Financ. Res. Lett.
2021, 38, 101690. [PubMed]

Akhtaruzzaman, M.; Boubaker, S.; Sensoy, A. Financial contagion during COVID-19 crisis. Financ. Res. Lett. 2021, 38, 101604.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

Adrian Trapletti, K.H.; LeBaron, B. tseries: Time Series Analysis and Computational Finance; R package version 0.10-54; R Core Team:
Vienna, Austria, 2023.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijid.2020.01.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0972063420935653
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.idm.2021.01.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33437897
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/joim.13184
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33020988
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/basr.12219
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13132-022-00970-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/22785337211073635
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2022.102220
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36536651
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2013.05.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jimonfin.2014.06.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2015.09.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10290-019-00370-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2021.1914125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.frl.2020.101528
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32837360
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.frl.2020.101729
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32837387
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.frl.2020.101657
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32837369
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.frl.2020.101669
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32837374
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.iref.2022.02.028
http://dx.doi.org/10.46557/001c.13176
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2020.101496
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10690-022-09359-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.frl.2020.101732
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32843886
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.frl.2020.101691
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32837378
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12156282
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2020.1784716
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32837377
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.frl.2020.101604
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32837363

Mathematics 2023, 11, 4843 18 of 18

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

Zeileis, A.; Leisch, F.; Hornik, K.; Kleiber, C.; Hansen, B.; Merkle, E.C.; Umlauf, N. strucchange: Testing, Monitoring, and Dating
Structural Changes; R package version 1.5-3; R Core Team: Vienna, Austria, 2022.

Bo, Y;; Guo, C.; Lin, C.; Zeng, Y.; Li, H.B.; Zhang, Y.; Hossain, M.S.; Chan, ].W.; Yeung, D.W.; Kwok, K.O; et al. Effectiveness of
non-pharmaceutical interventions on COVID-19 transmission in 190 countries from 23 January to 13 April 2020. Int. J. Infect. Dis.
2021, 102, 247-253. [CrossRef]

Yao, H.; Rahaman, A.R.A. Efficient market hypothesis and the RMB-dollar rates: A nonlinear modeling of the exchange rate. Int.
J. Econ. Financ. 2018, 10, 150-160. [CrossRef]

Abdullah, A; Baran, E.; Ayaz, 1.S. Testing the efficient market hypothesis: A research on stocks of container shipping companies.
Glob. J. Econ. Bus. Stud. 2020, 9, 1-12.

Jiang, Y.; Wang, J.; Ao, Z.; Wang, Y. The relationship between green bonds and conventional financial markets: Evidence from
quantile-on-quantile and quantile coherence approaches. Econ. Model. 2022, 116, 106038. [CrossRef]

Birindelli, G.; Chiappini, H.; Jalal, RN.U.D. SFDR, investor attention, and European financial markets. Financ. Res. Lett. 2023,
56, 104135. [CrossRef]

Nazlioglu, S.; Kucukkaplan, I; Kilic, E.; Altuntas, M. Financial market integration of emerging markets: Heavy tails, structural
shifts, nonlinearity, and asymmetric persistence. Res. Int. Bus. Financ. 2022, 62, 101742. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijid.2020.10.066
http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ijef.v10n2p150
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2022.106038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.frl.2023.104135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.2022.101742

	Introduction
	The Recursive BDS as a Structural Change Test
	Financial Markets, the COVID-19 Pandemic and Structural Changes
	Results
	Discussion
	References

