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DETRENDING BOOTSTRAP UNIT ROOT TESTS

Stephan Smeekes*

Department of Quantitative Economics
Maastricht University
November 6, 2009

Abstract

The role of detrending in bootstrap unit root tests is investigated. When bootstrap-
ping, detrending must not only be done for the construction of the test statistic, but also
in the first step of the bootstrap algorithm. It is argued that the two points should be
treated separately. Asymptotic validity of sieve bootstrap ADF unit root tests is shown
for test statistics based on full sample and recursive OLS and GLS detrending. It is also
shown that the detrending method in the first step of the bootstrap may differ from the
one used in the construction of the test statistic. A simulation study is conducted to
analyze the effects of detrending on finite sample performance of the bootstrap test. It
is found that full sample detrending should be preferred in the first step of the bootstrap
algorithm and that the decision about the detrending method used to obtain the test

statistic should be based on the power properties of the corresponding asymptotic tests.
JEL Classification: C15, C22.

Keywords: unit root test, deterministic trends, sieve bootstrap.

1 Introduction

In recent years we have seen a large number of papers on the application of the bootstrap to
nonstationary time series. The good performance of bootstrap methods in stationary time
series has led people to adapt the methods to a nonstationary setting. Especially in the
field of unit root testing, where finite sample size distortions are known to occur frequently,

a large literature has arisen. The literature has focused mainly on how to deal with serial
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correlation, but it stays relatively silent on an important aspect of unit root testing, that is
how to deal with deterministic trends. Our aim in this paper is to investigate how the method
of detrending impacts the performance of bootstrap unit root tests in univariate time series.

It is very important in practical applications to allow for deterministic trends. Many
economic series such as real GDP can be thought of as containing a linear trend, while the
inclusion of an intercept is relevant for virtually every economic time series. It is therefore
crucial to have tests that can take such trends into account. One way to take a trend into
account is to include it in the unit root equation and make it part of the testable hypothesis,
such as the ®-tests of Dickey and Fuller (1981). The alternative way, which has become
the most popular in recent years, is to perform an initial step of detrending, with the goal
of eliminating the deterministic components, and then performing the unit root test on the
detrended series.

It is well known in the unit root literature that the method of detrending can have a
major impact on the power of the tests. In their seminal work Elliott, Rothenberg, and
Stock (1996) showed that GLS (or quasi-difference) detrending is optimal in terms of local
asymptotic power if the initial condition is equal to zero. Simulations also show that the
finite sample power of GLS detrended tests, in particular the DF-GLS test, is higher than
that of their OLS detrended counterparts for a zero initial condition. Another method that
has been proposed is recursive (OLS) detrending, originally proposed by Shin and So (2001)
and Taylor (2002).! Shin and So (2001) show that with recursive demeaning the bias of the
estimate of the autoregressive parameter decreases and correspondingly the power of the test
increases.

While one might expect the power properties of the asymptotic tests to carry over to
the bootstrap setting, it might be that the method of detrending in the actual bootstrap
procedure has an effect on the size of the bootstrap tests as well. The argument of Shin
and So (2001) that the autoregressive parameter is estimated more precisely with recursive
detrending, could for example lead one to expect an improvement in size properties of the
bootstrap tests.

The work on bootstrap unit root testing has become quite extensive. The foundations
were laid by Basawa, Mallik, McCormick, Reeves, and Taylor (1991a.,b) and Ferretti and
Romo (1996), who considered settings with simple correlation structures. Their work was
later extended to fairly general settings by Park (2002), Chang and Park (2003), Paparodi-
tis and Politis (2003), Swensen (2003a) and Parker, Paparoditis, and Politis (2006) among
others. The tests that have been proposed in these papers differ in three respects. First, the
bootstrap method. Some tests use the sieve bootstrap, others the moving-blocks or station-
ary bootstrap. Second, the test statistic. All these tests are based on Dickey-Fuller (DF)

!The method proposed by Shin and So (2001) can only be used for recursive demeaning; when applied to
linear trends their method is not invariant to the trend parameter (Rodrigues, 2006). An extension of their
method that is invariant to the trend parameter was proposed by Sul (2009).



type of test statistics, some methods use the augmented DF (ADF) test while others use the
non-augmented test. Finally, the methods differ in whether estimation is done under the null
or under the alternative.

Given the large array of options, the question becomes how to deal with them in this
paper. We choose to focus on one single bootstrap test, based on the following. In Palm,
Smeekes, and Urbain (2008) these tests are compared and it is found that the ADF test is
clearly preferable to the DF test.? Furthermore, the sieve bootstrap usually outperforms the
block bootstrap, especially for linear models. Regarding the use of differences and residuals,
it is strongly argued in Paparoditis and Politis (2005) to use residuals as using differences
leads to a misspecified model if the alternative is true. For these reasons, we focus here on
the residual-based ADF sieve bootstrap t-test, a test that performed well in the simulation
study of Palm et al. (2008) and was advocated by Paparoditis and Politis (2005).

The framework covered by Palm et al. (2008) is obviously not complete by any means.
Cavaliere and Taylor (2009) propose bootstrap versions of the M unit root tests of Ng and
Perron (2001) based on GLS detrending. Richard (2007) proposes an ARMA sieve bootstrap
unit root test, instead of the regular AR sieve method. Simulations indicate that the method
has quite some potential. Another interesting extension is to allow for nonstationary volatility,
and apply the tests of Cavaliere and Taylor (2008). However, we restrict ourselves to one
specific bootstrap unit root test, in order to analyze the effects of detrending only without
having to consider differences in bootstrap tests.

In this paper we extend the proof of asymptotic validity given in Palm et al. (2008) to
a setting with deterministic components in the DGP, and allowing for a range of detrending
methods that includes full sample and recursive OLS and GLS detrending. Most of the
bootstrap unit root tests considered in the literature that take deterministic trends into
account are based on full sample OLS detrending or including the deterministic components
in the test regression (which closely resembles OLS detrending). The exceptions are Swensen
(2003b) who also considers a DF test based on GLS detrending, although in a setting without
serial correlation, and Cavaliere and Taylor (2009). To our knowledge no bootstrap version
of a test based on recursive detrending has yet been proposed. As a side-product we obtain
a single framework that nests full sample and recursive OLS and GLS detrending, and a
rigorous derivation of the asymptotic distribution of the ADF t-statistics for these detrending
methods. While the limiting distributions are well known and accepted, to our knowledge no
such rigorous derivations as in Chang and Park (2002) can be found in the literature for ADF
t-tests with deterministic components.

A simulation study investigates the impact of the method of detrending on the performance
of the bootstrap unit root test. By allowing for a different method of detrending in the first

step of the bootstrap procedure than in the calculation of the test statistic, we can analyze

2This conclusion is not surprising given that ADF tests are asymptotically pivotal and therefore may
provide asymptotic refinements (Park, 2003) whereas DF tests are not.



the two points separately.

An interesting question is when to apply the tests with just an intercept, and when to
include both an intercept and a trend. As analyzed by, among others, Harvey, Leybourne,
and Taylor (2009), estimating the model with trend in the absence of a trend in the DGP
leads to a significant loss of power compared to the model with just an intercept. On the other
hand the tests with intercept only are not invariant to the presence of a trend in the DGP
and should therefore not be applied in this setting. This is therefore a very interesting and
empirically relevant issue. However, we will not analyze this issue explicitly in combination
with the bootstrap; for the tests considered in this paper the problem is essentially the same
whether one uses the bootstrap or not. As such, the conclusions of Harvey et al. (2009)
remain relevant with the application of the bootstrap as well.

The outline of the paper is as follows. Section 2 will describe the model used for the
theoretical analysis. The tests will be explained and their limit distributions derived in
Section 3. The bootstrap tests are the topic of Section 4. In Section 5 a simulation study will
be undertaken. Section 6 concludes. All proofs are contained in the appendix.

A word on notation. |x] is the largest integer smaller than or equal to z. We define
Alagby] such that Alabs] = aby — ay—1b4—1 for any sequences a; and b;. Convergence in
distribution (probability) is denoted by 4, (£). Bootstrap quantities (conditional on the
original sample) are indicated by appending a superscript * to the standard notation. W (r)

denotes a univariate standard Brownian motion.

2 The model with deterministic trends

We consider the following Data Generating Process (DGP), where y, is a scalar variable.

e =a¢ + 'z

Ty = PTe—1 + Ut

Ut = Z@Z)jst,j = ’l/)(L)st
7=0

The process z; is a deterministic process. In particular, we consider z; = 1 and z = (1,t).
In the remainder of the paper we will focus on the case with linear trend, but it is clear that
all results will also hold for the intercept only case.

We need the following assumption on the linear process 9(z).
Assumption 1.
(i) Let g beiid. with Eg; =0, Ec? = 02 and E&} < .

(i) 9(2) # 0 for all [2] < 1, and 3772 j[);| < oo.



These assumptions, which are comparable to those found in the literature (cf. Phillips and
Solo, 1992; Chang and Park, 2002, 2003), are sufficient for the derivation of the asymptotic
distribution of the test statistic and its bootstrap counterpart.

The null hypothesis Hy : p = 1 corresponds to a unit root, possibly in the presence of
a deterministic trend. Under the alternative Hj : |p| < 1, with the conditions on 9 (z), the
process is integrated of order zero.

The treatment of the deterministic components is comparable to Elliott et al. (1996).
Moreover, as in Elliott et al. (1996), we assume that the initial condition is zero, i.e. xg = 0.
While this is an innocuous assumption under the null hypothesis as xg cannot be identified if
a constant is included in the model, this is a crucial assumption under the alternative for the
optimality of the approach of Elliott et al. (1996), as discussed by Elliott (1999), Miiller and
Elliott (2003), Elliott and Miiller (2006) and Harvey et al. (2009) among others. A theoretical
discussion on the role of the initial condition for the optimality of the tests is beyond the scope

of this paper, but we will return to the point in the simulation study in Section 5.

3 Detrended ADF statistics and their asymptotic properties

We consider ADF statistics with different methods of detrending. We can describe the method
in a general framework, of which OLS, GLS and recursive detrending are special cases.?

In the following we will focus on the Dickey-Fuller t-statistic, as this is the most popular
in practice. We do not explicitly consider the ADF coefficient test, which has been discussed
by Xiao and Phillips (1998) with GLS detrending. However, all results derived here also apply
to the ADF coefficient test, although a slightly stronger assumption on the lag length in the

ADF regression is needed (cf. Chang and Park, 2002).

3.1 Detrended ADF test statistics

We define the detrended series as yf y 38

d .
Ytyx = Yt — ﬁ;%/\zt' (2)
We suggest to detrend the data using ﬂAtm » which can be described as
>\* 71 >\*
Braa = <Z zCT,—yatzéTﬁ,t> <Z ZCTmtycht> . (3)
t=1

t=1

Several parameters need to be explained here. The first, \* = max(¢,[TA]), has the same

meaning as in Taylor (2002). It indicates if and how recursive detrending is used, as only

3 A general framework that nests all these options was presented by Broda, Carstensen, and Paolella (2009).
Ours slightly deviates from theirs as our objectives are different.



observations up to A* are used. If A = 0, A\* = ¢ and “full” recursive detrending is used. If
A =1, \* =T and the full sample is always used to detrend. If X is between 0 and 1, recursive
detrending is used but a minimum proportion of the sample is always used in estimating .

As mentioned above, we consider the variant of recursive detrending of Taylor (2002). It
is easier to apply and does not require the adjustment of Sul (2009), which is necessary as
the Shin and So (2001) method is not invariant to the trend parameter. Moreover it directly
lends itself to be put into the framework described above.

The main argument for recursive detrending is to avoid using an explanatory variable
(the first lag) that is correlated with the error term. This is for example the case for full
sample OLS demeaning through the subtraction of the overall mean estimate. Shin and So
(2001) showed using simulations that the first order autoregressive estimator under recursive
demeaning is less biased than under full sample demeaning, and as a consequence, unit root
tests based on recursive demeaning are more powerful.

Next, zep .+ = ze—(1—cr )21 for t > 2 and Zep,1 = 21. Wespecify cry as cry =T,
If v = 0, this is OLS detrending as c¢rg = 1 and hence z.;,+ = 2. If v = 1, this is the GLS
detrending of Elliott et al. (1996) as ¢ = ¢T~! and hence Zepy1 = 2t — (1= el Yz .
Yer., is defined accordingly. Elliott et al. (1996) consider the construction of unit root tests
that are point optimal against a local alternative p = 1 — é'~!. Local alternatives are the
relevant framework if one is interested in alternatives that are close to the null hypothesis.
The parameter ¢ has to be selected by the user. Elliott et al. (1996) recommend using ¢ = 7
for the intercept only case and ¢ = 13.5 for the linear trend case, as the power functions of
the DF-GLS test are very close to the power envelope for these values. As these values are
commonly accepted we will use them as well later in our simulation study.

To lighten the notational load, we will not explicitly mention the dependence on v and A
when no confusion can arise. Hence, we usually write y{! and Bt when the context is clear.
Also we will usually just write z.+ and y. instead of z.,.  and ye, ..

Let 06 = p — 1. The estimate for § is then obtained from the OLS regression

p
Ayl = oyl + Z ¢jAyij + €g,t- (4)
j=

Letting wi, = (Ayl1,..., Ayf ), we can define

o = ArBg?, (5)



where

T -1 /7

Ar = ZyilAyf - <Z Ye— 1w ) (Z wptwpt> (Z wZ,Azﬁ)
=1 t=1
T T

. (Z i ) (Z w ) (ngiyg_l).
t=1 t=1

We can then define the ADF t-statistic as
T s IO —1/2
ADF,\ =6 [a Var(é)} — 6~ 1ApB7Y?, (7)
where 62 is the OLS residual variance estimator in (4) (defined explicitly in Lemma 2).

3.2 Asymptotic properties

In this section we derive the limiting distributions of the test statistics under the null hypoth-
esis. Our first goal is to obtain an autoregressive approximation for the detrended series, on
which the ADF test is based.
As Assumption 1 implies that 1)(z) is invertible, we can define ¢(2) as ¢(z) = ¥(z)~! =
— > ;21 ¢5% and write

o
Up = Z Qjup—j + . (8)
i=1

Now define ¢, ; such that

p
Up = Z Pjus_j + ept- 9)

Combining (8) and (9) we obtain

00
Ept = Et + Z qﬁjut_] (10)

J=p+1

Asyd =y — @Zt and y; = x4 + (3 z;, we have that

yl =i+ Bz — Bz = a0 — (B — ) 2. (11)



Then u; = Azy = Ay? + A[(B; — 8)'z]. Now we can write

p p
Ept = — > _ G = (Ayf + A[(B - )= > di( Ay + AlBrj — Bz 5])
jfl =1
p
= Ayt Z%Ayt i AL B — )z Z — ) 7]
Jj=1 J=1

Then, letting ¢,(2) =1—->20_, ¢j27, we can write el | =), — ¢p(L)A[(B: — ()2 such that
p
Ayf =D Ay + e (12)
j=1

Similarly we can define ef such that
- Z ¢jAyf—j =&t — ¢(L)A[(Bt — 5)/%]-
=1

Let AY? = (Ay{, .. AyT) Ye = (yf)l, . ,yé‘,lw_l)’, Mg = (w;‘il, gT) = (15, 0p)
d

d_
and e, = (g5, - - -

,egj) , we have
d d d
AY? = M, ®) + &,

and

-1 1
Ar = YhAY! =y (M) M AY = Yoed - v md (M) e

(13)
Br = Y4y — v Mo (Md’Md) MY,
or equivalently
T
Ap = ny—ﬁg,t - (Z Yi—1Wp > <Z wp tWp, t) (Z U’p t€p, t>
t=1 14)

T
Br = Zyﬁl - <Z Y 1w ) (Zw W ,t) (Z wZ,tyfl> :
t=1 =1

We need the following assumption on the lag length p.
Assumption 2. Let p — oo and p = o(T"?) as T — .

Using the expressions developed above, one can derive the asymptotic distribution of the
test statistics.

The first step in deriving the limiting distribution is to consider the limiting behavior of



the elements of Ar and By, as in the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let yf = yfw \ be defined as in equation (2) with
v=0,1 and X € [0,1]. Then

(a) T2F g2 Lop(1)202 [ W, (r, A)2dr,

(0) TS0y ed, & Ly (1)o? (W, (1, )% — W, (0,0)2 — 1),
-1

(c) ‘ (T—1 Zthl wﬁ,twﬁft) H = 0p(1),

(d) |T7P Syt wdy | = 0,(p'/?),

— T —
(e) [TV S wihet| = on(m1/2),

where

Wo(r,\) = W(r) — 27 2(2 — 3r) /Or W (s)ds — 67 3(2r — 1) /07‘ sW (s)ds,

Wi(r,\) = W(r) —ri (1 + & + %52772)*1 [(1 + &)W (F) + & /OT sW(s)ds} :

and 7 = max(r, \).

The next step is to show the consistency of the residual variance estimator, as done in the

following lemma.

Lemma 2. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let 6% be defined as
62 =T HAY? - Y45) (I — MI(MI M MI)(AY? —v95).
Then 6% & o2.

We can then straightforwardly derive the limiting distribution of the ADF t-statistic as

given below.

Theorem 1. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let ADF., \ be defined as in (7) with v = 0,1
and A € [0,1]. Then, as T — oo, we have that

2 _ 2 _
ADF, a4 W, (1, ) VVW(O,)\)l/2 1
2 (fol W, (r, )\)er)




Remark 1. Under the local alternative p = 1 — ¢T'~! the limit distribution will remain the

same as in Theorem 1, but with W, (r, \) replaced by W (7, A), where

Weo(r,A) = We(r) — 27772(2 —3r) /OT We(s)ds — 6?73(21“ -1) /OT sWe(s)ds,

Wei(rA) = Wo(r) —ri (1 4 & + %éw)‘l [(1 + &) We(7) + & /T SWC(S)d8:| ,
0

and W,(r) = [ e~ "=2)edW (s).

This can be shown straightforwardly, though tediously, using standard results for the
invariance principle (cf. Phillips and Perron, 1988) and our proofs in the Appendix. Note
that under local alternatives u; = Az + ¢TI~ 'z, and, analogously to the derivation of (12),
we can then derive that Ayd = - qﬁjAyij + 5;’55 where 5;’55 = e, — T '¢(L)m—1. As
we can further derive that 5f’d = e — T ¢(L)xy_1, we can then plug these quantities into

the proofs to obtain the results given above.

4 Bootstrap ADF statistics and their asymptotic properties

4.1 Bootstrap algorithm

The bootstrap algorithm we consider is an extension of Bootstrap Test 4 given in Palm et al.

(2008). The extension is Step 1, on the treatment of deterministic components.
Bootstrap Algorithm 1.

1. Calculate
~d _ . _ 7l
Ui =Yt — By (15)
where 3, = Bt 55 1s defined in (3) but it is not necessary that 4 = v and A=A\

2. Estimate an ADF regression of order ¢ for ¢! by OLS and calculate the residuals

q
el = Ag = ogl, =D diAg . (16)
j=1

3. Resample with replacement from the recentered residuals (ég,t — git) to obtain boot-

strap errors €}.

4. Build v} recursively as
q ~
up =) djupj e (17)
j=1

10



using the estimated parameters qgj from Step 2, and build z} as

7 = 3y + . 18)
Finally let

yi =i + 5" (19)

See Remark 2 for the choice of 5.

. Using the bootstrap sample y;, apply the same method of detrending as applied to the

original sample to obtain the detrended bootstrap series yfd = yf% \» Where

d N
y;'y,/\ - yf - 5:,/7,)\2%7 (20&)

A* A*

Q% _ / *

Bran = D ZermtZen ¢ D zero et | - (20b)
t=1 t=1

Estimate by OLS the ADF regression of order p*,

Ay = 5y, + Z ¢; Ay 4 5*ilt, (21)

and calculate the ADF test statistic as
* Sk | A%2XT/ Sx —1/2 ak—1 gk p*—1/2
ADF;, =8 |5*Var(")| T = ot agB (22)

where
T —1 T
A;" = Z yziilAyt (Z yt 1w**d/t> (Z 'LU * tw*il’t> (Z w;*d,tAyzd>
T
BT — Zy*dQ <Z yt 1U}*dl ) (Z wp tw*dl ) (Zw a tyt 1) .

(23)

where wid | = (Ay;d,, ... Ay LY.

. Repeat Steps 3 to 5 B times, obtaining bootstrap test statistics ADF *b Aforb=1,...,B,
and select the bootstrap critical value ¢, as ¢, = max{c : Zb v ADF*b < c) < a}
or equivalently as the a-quantile of the ordered ADF:; \ statistics. ReJect the null of a

unit root if ADF, ) is smaller than c},, where « is the nominal level of the test.

As can be seen from the algorithm above, we allow for a different lag length in the sieve

bootstrap (¢) than in the calculation of the test statistic (p). Moreover, we allow for a different

lag length in the calculation of the bootstrap test statistic (p*). In general it will be a logical

11



choice to set ¢ = p, as both are based on an ADF regression. However we do not wish to
impose this a priori in order to be as general as possible. For example, if the methods of
detrending differ, in finite samples one might obtain a different p and ¢ if the choice is based
on an information criterion.

What is more important however is to allow for lag length selection of p* within the
bootstrap, as this will improve the finite sample properties of the test. In the following we
will simply denote p* by p to lighten the notational load. This is a harmless simplification
as we require p* to satisfy Assumption 2 as well, and moreover p and p* will never be in the
same part of the proof anyway. The finite sample performance of the tests might improve by
imposing certain restrictions on the relation between p and p*; see Richard (2009) for more
details. We will not explore this here any further.

We need the following assumption on the lag length q.
Assumption 3. Let ¢ — oo and ¢ = o((n/Inn)'/3) as n — cc.

We also need the following assumption to relate ¢ to p (p*).
Assumption 4. Let p/q¢ — k > 1 as T — oo, where k may be infinite.

This assumption essentially states that, for large T', p should be at least as large as q.

Remark 2. It is unnecessary to include deterministic components in Step 4 of the bootstrap
algorithm, as the tests we consider are invariant with respect to the true deterministic com-
ponents in the (bootstrap) DGP. Therefore we recommend setting 5* = 0 for simplicity. Note
that the arguments still hold for different values of f*. It would however not be valid to set
yr = at + 37z, with 3 varying over ¢ (for example 87 = f3,), as this would mean that the
parameters of the deterministic trends are time-varying, which is not the case in the original

sample.

4.2 Detrending within the bootstrap

It is important to note that the detrending method in the first step of the bootstrap test using
ﬂAW’ 5 does not have to be the same as the one performed in the test using ﬂAtm A~ Specifically,
we do not require that ¥ = v and A = \; the properties of the estimated coefficients and
residuals are identical asymptotically for any 4 and X. This is formalized in the following

lemma.

Lemma 3. Define qgj, j=1,...,q as the OLS estimators in a regression of uy onus_1,...,Ui—q
and £ as the corresponding residuals. Let éj and £y, be defined as in (16). Let By = BH i
be defined as in (3) with 5 = 0,1 and X € [0,1] and let Assumptions 1 and 3 hold. Then

b; = ¢+ 0p(T1g"?),

12



uniformly in j =1,...,q. Moreover,

1I£ta§)§“ ’ég,t — &gl = Op(Til/z)-

Using the above lemma we can use the results on autoregressive approximation and the
sieve bootstrap as established by Hannan and Kavalieris (1986) and Bithlmann (1995, 1997),
used in a unit root setting by Park (2002) and Chang and Park (2003) (also see Remark 4).
Given Lemma 3 and the results mentioned above, we can establish the limit distribution of
the detrended ADF bootstrap tests.

Remark 3. If we restrict ourselves to full sample detrending then one can show that all that

is required of 3 is that it satisfies the conditions
Bi—Br=0,(T"? and B — By = Op(T ), (24)

thus allowing for trend estimators beyond the OLS and GLS framework (see Smeekes, 2009,

Chapter 3). We conjecture that a similar result holds for recursive detrending.

Remark 4. One might consider using Yule-Walker instead of OLS in the sieve bootstrap
to ensure that the estimated autoregression is invertible.* In fact, the results of Hannan
and Kavalieris (1986) and Bithlmann (1995, 1997) are derived for Yule-Walker estimators.
However, Theorem 1 of Poskitt (1994) implies that these results are valid for OLS estimation

as well.

4.3 Asymptotic bootstrap validity

In this section we show that the bootstrap tests are asymptotically valid. In order to establish
asymptotic validity we need to show that the bootstrap t-statistic converges to the same
distribution as its asymptotic counterpart if the null hypothesis is true.

The first step in the derivation of the bootstrap limit distribution is the construction of
an invariance principle for y?. The several steps that are needed for the construction are

detailed in the Appendix. Here we give the final invariance principle.

Lemma 4. Let Assumptions 1 and 3 hold. Let yfﬁv)\ be defined as in (20) with v = 0,1 and
A €[0,1]. Then

Ty L, ()W, (r, A) in probability.

Next we must derive the autoregressive approximation on which the ADF regression is

4The disadvantage of Yule-Walker is that it may have substantial finite sample bias (Poskitt, 1994). An-
other option if one is worried about the noninvertibility of the OLS estimates is to impose a root bound as in
Burridge and Taylor (2004).
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based, as for the asymptotic test. For the bootstrap error process uj, we can write

45 jus_; + €. (25)

| |
WMQ

In analogy with the original sample, define £, such that
p ~
ui = oy + e (26)
j=1
Combining (25) and (26) we obtain
q A~

J=p+1

However, it is clear from our Assumption 4 that for large 7" one obtains ¢, , = €;. Therefore
our proofs can proceed as if we set p = q.

In analogy with the original sample we can derive that
p ~
= Z@Ayfﬂ] +e d
j=1

where, letting ¢,(z) =1 — > b2,
ent = et — Sp(L)A[(B] = 57)'z4).
Similarly we can define

ei! = ef — Gg(L)A[(B — 8%)' 2] = ef — S(L)A[(B] — B7)'=].

It will then also be clear that for large 7" we have Ep% = ¢

Now let AY™*?, Y*d M, wd *d and fi>p be defined analogously as their original sample

counterparts. Then
*d *d & *d
AY™ = M;"®) + ¢,
and
—1
*d/ *d *dl A rd *dl A rrd *dl _xd
Ag =YVt = vt (M ant) M
-1
By =YV - vt (Mgt Moy (28)

5% = T7HAY* — Y*4a*) (I — MM MM (AY — yrdar).
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Next we can establish the bootstrap counterparts of Lemma 1 and 2.

Lemma 5. Let Assumptions 1, 2, 8 and 4 hold. Let y;% = y;‘%)\ be defined as in (20) with
v=0,1 and X € [0,1]. Then

(a) T™ 2Zt 1y*d2 )2 2f0 )Y2dr in probability.
(b) T™ 1Zt 18 15p7 21/)( o2 (Wy(1,\)2 — W, (0,\)? — 1) in probability.
@ ||(r Sy uptost) H _ o3,

(d) IZt lyt 1w>s<d/

O3 (p'/?),

(e) 1Zt 1w*d *d O*(T 1/2 1/2)

Lemma 6. Let Assumptions 1, 2, 8 and 4 hold. Let 6*? be defined as in (28). Then 6*? LN

o2

This leads to the following theorem on the asymptotic distribution of the bootstrap ADF
t-statistics. Note that, as the limit distribution of the bootstrap statistic is the same as that of
its asymptotic counterpart, this theorem establishes the asymptotic validity of the bootstrap
ADF test.

Theorem 2. Let ADFY , be defined as in (22) withy = 0,1 and X € [0,1]. Let Assumptions
1, 2, 8 and 4 hold. Then, as T — oo, we have that

@ Wh(l, N2 =W, (0,A)? —1

(fo (r,\) er) s

ADF7 in probability.

4.4 Bootstrap tests under the alternative hypothesis

The asymptotic validity of the bootstrap tests that we established in the previous section
is purely a property of the bootstrap tests under the null hypothesis. In this section we
investigate how the bootstrap performs under the alternative hypothesis. This is what we
investigate in this section. We discern two different alternative hypotheses, local and fixed
alternatives.

Under local alternatives the bootstrap tests should have the same asymptotic distribution
as under the null hypothesis. It is only then that the bootstrap tests will have the same
asymptotic local power function as the asymptotic tests. Swensen (2003b) shows that this is
the case for full sample OLS and GLS tests when there is no correlation in the residuals and

the i.i.d. bootstrap can be used.
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Under fixed alternatives the bootstrap test should converge to some limiting distribution
(i.e. it should not diverge) in order to achieve consistency. However, to have the highest power
possible one wants again that the limit distribution is the same as under the null.

We will not go into the technical details in this paper but we try to show intuitively why
the bootstrap tests considered here satisfy these requirements. It is not difficult to see that
under local alternatives the bootstrap tests will have the same asymptotic distribution as
under the null hypothesis. Under local alternatives all rates of convergence remain the same
as under the null hypothesis, including those of the trend estimators, which will ensure that
all results, including Lemma 3, remain valid.® It then follows from this Lemma that the
bootstrap tests will have the same distributions as under the null.

For fixed alternatives we may write
2= (1= pL) "p(L)ey = Y (L)e,

where 91 (L) is an invertible polynomial. Therefore one may approximate z; with a finite
order autoregressive model, or in other words, directly apply the sieve bootstrap of Biihlmann
(1997) to it. Our ADF regression is equivalent to the direct autoregressive approximation
and therefore valid as well. As such, the estimates 45]- will converge to their population
counterparts with rates as in Hannan and Kavalieris (1986). The only complication arising
is the detrending, as the trend estimators have different properties in the stationary setting.
However, the trend estimators will converge at higher rates,® which means that this will not
cause any problems. For these reasons the bootstrap tests will have the same distributions

under fixed alternatives as under the null hypothesis.

5 Finite-sample performance

5.1 Simulation setup

In this section a Monte Carlo study is performed to investigate the performance of the methods
in finite samples. Our goal is twofold. First, we wish to investigate whether the power
properties of the asymptotic tests carry over to the bootstrap setting. For example, it is well
known that the GLS detrended test is more powerful than the OLS detrended test if the
initial condition, the deviation of the initial observation from the deterministic components,
is small, while it is the other way around if the initial condition is large (cf. Miiller and
Elliott, 2003). Therefore we will perform two sets of simulations, the first with a small (zero)
initial condition, the second with a large initial condition. Our goal is certainly not to give a

complete analysis of the power properties of the tests, but simply to get an idea of whether

c,d

d . .
ot and g7’ obtained in Remark

®In fact, one just needs to modify the proof of 3 using the expressions for &

6See for example Hamilton (1994, Chapter 16) for the OLS estimator in a model with intercept and trend.
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power properties carry over to the bootstrap.

The second goal is to investigate whether the method of detrending in the first step of the
bootstrap procedure has an impact on the performance of the test (both size and power). As
discussed in the previous section, the method of detrending in the bootstrap does not have
to be the same as the method performed for the construction of the test statistic.

In order to investigate this we will consider all combinations of OLS (v = 0), GLS (y = 1),
full sample (A = 1) and full recursive (A = 0) detrending for use in the bootstrap and the
construction of the test statistic, including their asymptotic variants. The asymptotic tests
in the tables are denoted by ADF, ) where v and A indicate the method of detrending for
the calculation of the test statistic as before. The bootstrap tests are denoted by ADF;:’;”\,
where 4, A indicate the method of detrending used in the first step of the bootstrap. For GLS
detrending we use ¢ = 13.5 as Elliott et al. (1996) suggest.”

The DGP we use in our simulations is almost identical to the one given in (1), except that
we restrict u; to be a (stationary and invertible) ARMA(1,1) process and we generalize the

initial condition. The DGP is given below.

Y=z 4+ 8z
Ty = PTe—1 + Ut

U = QU1 + & + O

where &, ~ N(0,1) and p = 1 — ¢T~. We set the true deterministic components equal to
zero (take 3 = (0,0)"); as we perform all tests under the assumption that z; = (1,t), all tests
are invariant to the true value of .

For the first set of simulations we set the initial condition equal to zero, i.e. xg = 0. For

the second set of simulations, we follow Harvey et al. (2009) and set

zo = av/wu/(1 = p?),

where w, = limp_o T ! E(ZtT:1 u)?. We set a = 2.5, a value that gives a clear power
advantage to the OLS test in Harvey et al. (2009).

Lag lengths p, ¢ and p* are selected separately using the MAIC proposed by Ng and
Perron (2001). All results are obtained using 5000 simulations and the Warp-speed bootstrap
method of Giacomini, Politis, and White (2007).

"There is no reason why this value should be optimal for recursive GLS detrending. However, we will use
it as it is a well accepted value in the literature. Moreover, a study into the optimal value for ¢ is outside the
scope of this paper. Broda et al. (2009) go into more detail.
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5.2 Simulation results

Tables 1 and 2 present results for size (¢ = 0). It can be seen that all bootstrap tests perform
better than the asymptotic tests. The size of the asymptotic tests is quite sensitive to the
values in the simulation DGP of both the AR and MA parameter. There is undersize for
most parameter combinations, although generally not too severe, while there is the familiar
oversize for negative MA parameters. Among the asymptotic tests the OLS tests seem to be

more sensitive to the parameters of the dynamics than the GLS tests.
INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE
INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

The bootstrap tests are far less sensitive than the asymptotic tests to the values of the
AR and MA parameters, and have size close to the nominal level in general. The exception
is the DGP with the large negative MA parameter, where there is still oversize, although
considerably less than for the asymptotic tests. What is also noticeable is that the bootstrap
not only corrects oversize of the asymptotic tests, but also undersize.

If we consider the method of detrending in the first step of the bootstrap, we see that the
recursively detrended tests have a tendency to reject less often than the full sample detrended
tests. This is positive for the DGPs with negative MA parameters, but leads to undersize
elsewhere, which could affect power negatively. The effects of the detrending method used
for the calculation of the test statistic follows that of the corresponding asymyptotic tests
(although less pronounced), with the largest size distortions for the OLS full sample detrended
test.

Tables 3 and 4 give size-adjusted powers for ¢ = 10 for a model with zero initial condition.
Regarding the asymptotic tests, we see that the size-adjusted power of the full sample OLS
detrended test is clearly lower than that of the other tests (which are fairly comparable). This
is in line with results from the literature on unit root testing (Elliott et al., 1996; Shin and
So, 2001).

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE
INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

It can also be seen that the size-adjusted powers of the bootstrap tests are somewhat
lower than but still quite close to those of the asymptotic tests. Considering the method of
detrending used in the first step of the bootstrap, there is again a slight tendency for the
recursive detrending methods to have lower power. For the detrending method used for the
test statistic, it is very clear that the bootstrap tests follow their asymptotic counterparts as

the full sample OLS tests have lowest power.
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Based on these results, it seems that the power properties of the bootstrap tests are
determined by the power properties of their asymptotic counterparts. We will try to confirm
this conclusion by next looking at models with large initial conditions.

Tables 5 and 6 give the size-adjusted powers for ¢ = 10 for the model with a large initial
condition. The initial condition used is based on Harvey et al. (2009), where this value led to
a clear power advantage of OLS over GLS detrending. It is not clear yet from the literature

how the recursive methods perform for such a large initial condition.
INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE
INSERT TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE

Considering the asymptotic tests first, we see that the test based on full sample OLS
detrending is clearly the most powerful now. The power advantage of OLS detrending over
GLS detrending is in line with the results in Harvey et al. (2009). The power advantage of OLS
over GLS is also noticeable for recursive detrending, although the power of the recursively
detrended tests is smaller than that of their full sample counterparts.

Next we turn to the bootstrap tests, and in particular the detrending method used for
the calculation of the test statistic. It can again be seen that the bootstrap tests follow their
asymptotic counterparts closely. Bootstrap tests based on OLS detrending are more powerful
than bootstrap tests based on GLS detrending and full sample detrending is more powerful
than recursive detrending. The impact of the method of detrending in the first step of the
bootstrap algorithm is similar as before: recursive detrending leads to somewhat lower power.
These results confirm our conclusion that power properties of the bootstrap tests are mainly

determined by the power properties of their asymptotic counterparts.

6 Conclusion

We have investigated the role of detrending in bootstrap unit root tests. We have shown that
the method of detrending used for the construction of the test statistic does not have to be
the same as the method of detrending performed in the first step of the bootstrap algorithm.
The bootstrap has been shown to be valid for a wide range of possible detrending methods,
irrespective of the method used in the construction of the test statistic.

A simulation study has been conducted to investigate the impact of detrending on the
size and power properties of the bootstrap unit root tests. The first important conclusion
is that the method of detrending in the first step of the bootstrap algorithm does not have
a huge impact on the size and the power of the test, although there are differences between
full sample and recursive detrending. The second important conclusion is that the method

of detrending used for the construction of the test statistic has a major impact on the power
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of the test, while having a minor impact on the size. Moreover, the power properties of the
bootstrap tests are determined by the power properties of their asymptotic counterparts.
These two conclusions have the following implications. First, the choice of detrending used
in the first step of the bootstrap algorithm should be seen separately from the choice of the
detrending method for the test statistic. In our analysis we found that full sample detrending
outperformed recursive detrending both in terms of size and power. The difference between
OLS and GLS detrending was fairly minor. Second, the choice of the detrending used in
the construction of the test statistic should be based on power considerations. As the power
properties of the asymptotic tests carry over to the bootstrap setting, the choice of the
detrending method for the bootstrap tests should be based on the same considerations as for
the asymptotic tests. For example, one could simply adapt the arguments used in Harvey
et al. (2009) when there is uncertainty over the initial condition to the bootstrap setting.
There are several extensions possible to this paper. First, one could consider alternative
methods of detrending. We have limited our analysis to OLS and GLS detrending, but one
can easily imagine other methods. Second, one could extend the analysis to other types of unit
root tests. Third, we could explicitly use the bootstrap to tackle the problem of uncertainty
about deterministic trends and/or the initial condition. Instead of simply adapting the ideas
of Harvey et al. (2009) to the bootstrap test, one could explicitly use the bootstrap to control
size exactly when the rejection strategy is based on the union of rejections of individual tests
as in Harvey et al. (2009). To do so however would not be trivial. Finally, one could view
detrending in a broader perspective and analyze more general trends, such as polynomial

trends of higher order or broken trends.
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A Appendix: Proofs

A.1 Proofs for Section 3

For completeness, we start with two results that are well known in the literature (Phillips and Solo,
1992). We let W(r) denote a standard Brownian motion.

Lemma A.1. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then

(7]
T1/? Z e L oW(r).

t=1
Lemma A.2. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then

L7r]

T2 Z up L ap(L)W (r).

t=1

The first step is to derive the distribution of the estimator of 3. This is done in Lemma A.3. The
results in Lemma A.3 hold for OLS and GLS (possibly recursive) detrending. Note that these are
fairly standard results (cf. Stock, 1994; Elliott et al., 1996; Taylor, 2002).
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Lemma A.3. Let (Blyt,@g,t)' =B = Bt,v,/\ be defined as in (3), with v = 0,1 and A € [0,1]. Let
Assumption 1 hold. Then

T=2(Br ey = B1)\ 4, ($(DoVig(rN)
TY2(By, \1r) — B2) V(1) Vo (r,A) )

where 7 = max(r,\) and

Vio(r, ) = 477_1/ W (s)ds —6?‘2/ sW(s)ds,
0 0

Vao(r,A) = 767_’*2/ W(s)ds + 1277*3/ sW(s)ds,
0 0 (A1)

‘/l,l(ra )\) - 0;

Var(r,\) = (1 + & + %527:2)—1 {(1 + W () + & /O sW(s)ds] .

Proof of Lemma A.3. We have that

A -1 A
5[Trj -pB= <Z ZCT,SZ(I;T7S> <Z ZcT,sch,s> ) (A.2)
s=1 s=1

where A* = max(|Tr], |TA|), xcp 1 = 21 and xep ¢ = Axy + cpay—y for t =2, ..., T. Then,

~ * * —1
T_l/Q(ﬁl,LTTJ - ﬁl) _ T’y_l Z?:l ZET,IS TBW/2_2 Z;\:l Zep,1sZer,2s
T1/2(ﬂ2,|_TTJ - 62) T3’Y/272 Zizl Zep,2s%er,ls T2773 Z)\ 22

s=1 ~cr,2s"

y (Tv3/2 2;1 Zer1sTer.s ) (A.3)

2v—5/2 \ A
=5/ Zs=1 Zer,2sler,s

= M;."Ny-.

We start with the denominator. Note that z.,1 = (1,1)’. Also we have that zc, 15 = Az1s +

Cr21,s—1 = Cr and Zep,2s = Azog + Cr22,s—1 = 1+ CT(S — 1). Then

A A
)SETREERS o SRR T) S
s=1 s=2
Furthermore
A A
1
Z ZepdsZer,2s = L+ cr Z(l + CT(S - 1)) =1+ CT(A* - 1) + 503’)‘* ()‘* - 1)'
s=1 s=2
Finally,

A" A"
Z'ng% =1+ Z (14 2cr(s—1) + 7 (s — 1))
s=1 s=2

1
= N erA (T = 1) SEAT( - 12X - 1),
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Therefore we have that, using that cp = 7T~7

Y TV 4 @27 (V- 1)
A TS’y/272 + EWT7/272(>\* _ 1) + %527T7W/272>\*()\* _ 1)

T3’y/2—2 + E'YT'y/2—2()\* _ 1) T %627T—7/2—2)\*()\* _ 1)
T2 3N+ TV 3N (N — 1) + $e T 3N (A = 1) (20" — 1)

If v =0, then
S 122
r 57"
we (o 10)
If v =1, then
1 0
MA* — 1 .
0 7(1+cr+ 5c%?)
Next we consider Ny~. Note that
A" A" A
D zerasTers =m1+or Y (Azg+crae 1) =z +ep(Ta — 1) + 3 Y T
s=1 s=2 s=2
and
A" A A"
Z Zep 25Tep.s = T1 + Z(Aazs +errs—1)+or Z(s — 1) (Azs + crzs—1)
s=1 s=2 s=2
A" A"
=ax +or Z (rs_1 + (5 = 1)Azy) + & Z(s —1)as—
s=2 s=2
A
=zx +er(N = Dy + Z(s — Daxs_q,
5=2
as
A" A
Z (xs—1+ (s —1)Az,) = Z (s —=1Dzs — (s —2)x5-1)
s=2 5=2
A A1
ST 5 NP T
s=2 s=2

Hence, using that cp =T ~7

Nyw = V=324, + 67T73/2(93,\* —x1) + T 3/2 22;2 Ts—1
AT T2 =325 + OTVP/2(N = 1)wpe + ST 75/ 23;2(8 = Dzs—1
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Then, if v =0,

A D)o fy W(s)ds
3 <¢(1)af0" sW(s)ds>' (A.6)

Ifv=1,

d 0
Mo = <w(1)a(1 + )W (F) +p(1)ac® ] 5W(s)ds> ' (A1)
Putting everything together we get for v =0
(Tl/z(gum ~ B ) o [ v (47:*1 JTW (s)ds — 672 fgsW(s)ds)
G

T=Y2(By,170) — f2) (1)o (—677_2 fg W (s)ds + 1273 fof sW(s)ds)

and for v =1

Tl/Q(Bl,l_Trj - b) d 0 ) (A.9)
T—U%BZLM — ) Y()or (1 +ar + 2c27%) ! [(1 +er)W(F) + ¢ fo’“ sW(s)ds} T
This completes the proof. O

Lemma A.4 provides the invariance principle for y¢, which follows straightforwardly from the

previous lemma.

Lemma A.4. Let Assumption 1 hold and let ytdmA be defined as in (2) with v = 0,1 and X € [0, 1].
We have that

_ d
T 1/2y(|_iTrJ - l/f(l)UWv(Ta )‘)7

where

Wo(r,\) = W(r) — 27 2(2 — 3r) /OT W (s)ds — 67 3(2r — 1) /OT sW(s)ds,

T

Wi(r\) = W(r) —ri (1 + & + %627"2)_1 {(1 + er )W (7) + 62/0 sW(s)ds} .
Proof of Lemma A.4. We have that
T_l/nyTﬂ = T_l/QyLTrj - T_l/QB/LTrJZLTrJ
=T 220, — TPy, 170) — B1) — %Tlﬂ(ﬁuw] — B2)
By Lemma A.2 we have that
T2 5 S (1o W (r).

The result then follows straightforwardly from Lemma A.3. O
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Proof of Lemma 1. Part (a) follows directly from Lemma A.4 using the continuous mapping theorem.
For part (b), we write

12% 16 =T lzyt &g + T lzyt 1 —ef).

We want to show that 77! Zthl yf,1(€g,t — &%) = 0,(1). Note that
(el = Z Pjur—j + Z $;A[(Bi—j — B) 2]
Jj=p+1 j=p+1
As yf =z — (Bt — )z, we have

T
T_lzyfq(ﬁg,t ef) 12 Tt—1 Z Pjut—j + Tr1 Z P; A 6t7j*5)lztfj]
t=1

Jj=p+1 Jj=p+1

— (Bie1— B) 21 Z DjUt—j

Jj=p+1
- (Bt—1 = B)' 21 Z ¢jA[(Bt—j - B) 24
Jj=p+1
= Ab + BYL - Ch —
It follows from Chang and Park (2002, Proof of Lemma 3.1a) that A% = 0,(1). Then,

B} = |T7! Zfﬂt 1 Z G A[(Be—j — B) 2e—;]

j=p+1

IN

1/2 T 00
1th 1) T3 Y0 6ABe—s — B8) 2]

t=1 |j=p+1
1/2

o0
1th : > 1]
Jj=p+1

(g
-(r 12%) > loo 5]
)O.

- IXT:{ Al(Brj — )Zt—j]}Q]

t=1

Jj=p+1

= 0,(T"?)o(p™ 1O (T7V?) = 0,(p7 ),

where we use Cauchy’s inequality followed by Minkowski’s inequality. The result follows from the fact
that BY = Op(T™1). To see this note that

B%’ =71 Z{A(Blytfj —-01)+ A[(Bthj — Bo)(t — j)]}2

t=1

For ease of exposition suppose that A = 0 and so \* = ¢. The general case follows by splitting the
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sample according to where ¢ < A* and ¢ > A" and combining the proof for A = 0 with the (trivial)
proof for A = 1. Let Mt” denote the (i, 7)-th element of Mt_1 and let Nttj be the i-th element of Ny,
where M; and N, are defined in equation (A.3). Then

A(Bri—j—pr) =TVPMPENE  + TVPMPANE =TV MY, NE S = TVPM NP
1,1 1,1 1,2 1,2
= Tl/Q(Mtijtlfj - Mtfjletlfjfl) + Tl/Q(Mtijffj - Mt7j71Nt27j71)

=T'Y2MN/2; + T'>MN/"%,

and
AllBai—g = B)(t = )] = TTEMEGN (8 = ) + T 2MEGNT (=)
—TTVEMEYL N (1) T AMEE NG (- 1)
=T A(MPUNL (¢ =) = MP Ny (t—j—1))
+ T VA(MPENE ((t— ) — M2 N2, (t—j — 1))
=TV2MNPY(t—j - 1) + T V2MPLNE
+TPMNE (= j+ 1) + TP MEANE
=T '2MN2}! + T~ V2MN2}?,
Then
T
BY = T S{TYV2MNE, + TV2MNY + T-V2MN2, 4 T2 N222 )
T
ATV AT(MNEY)? + T(MN;2)? + T7H(MN2E)? + T7H(MN222)* )
t=1
Now

i1 gl
MN}' = M},

t—j
T’Y73/2I1 + E’YT73/2($t_J‘ — Il) + 527T7773/2 Z Is_1‘|

5=2

i1
— Mt_j_1

t—j—1
T7_3/2I1 + CJYT_3/2($t_j_1 — $1) + 527T_’y_3/2 Z $s_1]
s=2

i1 i1
= (Mtfj - Mtqu)

t—j—1
T’Y73/2£L'1 + E’YT73/2(£L},]',1 — l‘l) -+ 52’YT7’Y73/2 Z 1'51‘|

5=2

+ szj |:67T73/2Ut7j + 62’YT7’Y73/2xt7j71:| s
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and

t—j
MN? = M2 | T2y 4 @ TV P2 — = Dayj + T2 (s — 1)%_1]

s=2

t—75—1
— szj—l T2’Y75/2£L't,j,1 —+ E’YT’Yis/Q(t 7]‘ - 2)1}7]'71 + 52’YT75/2 Z (S - 1)1'51‘|

5=2

t—j—1

j_
B (Mtlilj - ijﬂ) Ty + @ T2t — = 2w + VT (s — 1)%_1]
5=2

+ M:f] [T2775/2ut_j + éryTvis/Q(It_j_l + (t -7 - 1)’U,t_j) + 52’YT75/2(1§ -7 — 1)It_j_1:| .

It follows from the proof of Lemma A.3 that

_ 4/t —6(t/T) .
My = —6(t/T)"2 12(t)T)~3 +OT™)
for v =0 and
1 0 .
Mt_j:lo (t/T)" 'L +e(t/T) + 5 (t/T)% 7 +oI™)

for v = 1. Then for v = 0,

T*l
1,1 1,1 . —1y _ -1
Mt_j o Mt_j_l =4 ‘ T—Qt(t _ 1) ' + O(T ) - O(T )
T-2(2t — 1) B
1,2 1,2 - 1y 1
M5 = M5 4| =6 ‘7T—4t2(t 1) or—)=0(1"")
T3(3t* +3t—1)
2,2 1,2 . -1\ __ —1
Mt—j - Mt—j—l =12 ‘ T_6t3(t — 1)3 O(T ) - O(T )7

while for v =1,

|Mt1i1j - Mt1i1]'71| = |1 - 1| + O(T_l) = O(T_l)

|Mt1i2j - Mt1i2j71| =0+ O(Til)
2.2 12 T-Y1+¢e(2t —1)/T + (3t + 3t — 1)/T?) .
|Mt—j 7Mt—j—1| - - 12 2 ~(+ _ T2/ _ 214(+ _ 2 +0(T™)
[L+e@t/T)+ gc2(t/T)?|[1 +e((t —1)/T) + ge((t — 1)/T)*Je(t — 1)/T
=0(T™ ).
Then
_ t—j—1
‘MNZ’—lj‘ = ‘MZ’—IJ‘ - szj—l‘ T+ OT P (wyjoy — ) + T2 Yy
s=2

i1 | | =y—3/2 2y —y—3/2
+‘Mz_j‘ ‘C’YT /ut,jJrc”T v /:ct,j,l

= O(T_l)Op(l) + O(l)Op(T_l) = Op(T_l)a
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and

t—j—1

‘MN;‘E.‘ < ‘Mg‘fj - M| (5 — 1)z

j P [T Py + @ TR — =2y + 0T

-
s=2

* ‘Mtifj‘ ‘T27_5/2“t—j + TV (g 4 (= G+ Vupy) + VT2 — j — 1)%—1‘—1‘

= O(T™1)0p(1) + O(1)O,(T 1) = Op(T ™).
It then follows that
MN2}' = MNP (t— 5 — 1)+ MPUN] = 0,(1),
and consequently that
T
By <AT™' Y {T(MN[))? + T(MN%)? + T (MN2PY)? + T H(MN2P%)*} = 0,(T ).
t=1
We can now continue with C%. We have
T oo T o]
Cr=T"> (Braca=B) | D djuy | +TD (Baaa = B)t—1) [ Y djur
t=1 j=p+1 t=1 j=p+1
= Cir + Csr.
Define 1), ; such that
S buj= > tpje;
J=p+1 Jj=p+1
and note that Z;ipﬂ [{p.;| = o(p™") (Chang and Park, 2002, Proof of Lemma 3.1a). Then

o) T
Cor = Z PpT1 Z(ﬁl,t—l — Bi)er—;
J=p+1 t=1
and
00 T .
Cor=> Up, T (t=1)(Bor1— Bo)er

j=p+1 t=1

Let MZEJ be defined as before. Again we prove the result for A = 0, as the general case follows
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straightforwardly. Then

T T
Z 51 t—1 — Bi)e = 3/27 ZTFB/Q(Bi,tfl — Bi)es
t=1 t=1
T ] t—1
= Ts/Qiz Z Mtl’_ll <T73/2$1 + EWTis/Q(It_l — $1) + EQVTi’Yis/Q Z Is_1> Et
t=1 5=2

t—1
M, (T/ FETT =2 £ TN (s ”””8‘1> 1

s=2

= O:D (TQ_i)a

as Zthl Mz_jl 2;12 Ty 164 = Z,5T=2 Ty Zf=t+1 MWIES = O,(T?). It then follows that C%,, CS, =

op(p™1).
Finally,

T e}
- Z(Bl,t—l - B) Z G A[(Be—j — B) 2]
t=1 Jj=p+1
+1" 125% 1—B2)(t—1) Z IPAN 6t7j*6)lzt7j]
Jj=p+1

= DVr+ Dip

Then

T 1/2
Z [(Be- i th])ﬂ )

Jj=p+1

T
|D§’T|§< Z(ﬂu 1= B)? (Z |51
O

10(171/2)0(1771 1/2 =o0p(p "),

Jj=p+1

T 1/2 Lo
DSl < <T12(t— 1)%(Ba,e—1 —52)2> ( > 1oyl [ (B ﬁ)'zt—j]ﬂ / )
O

p(Tl/Q)O(p_l)Op(T_l/Q) = 0p(p_1)-

T T
T! Z yf_ﬁz,t =77 Z yief + op(1)
t=1 t=1

Now define
t t t ) R
=3 el =" = > HL)A[(B — B) =) =n — S(L) (B — B) 21,
s=1 s=1 s=1

where 1y = Zizl g¢. We can then straightforwardly show that

_ _ ~ d
Tl =T Py — ST V2 (By = B) 21 + 0y(1) = oW, (1, N).
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By the Beveridge-Nelson decomposition we can write
Ayl = p(1)ef + (Gr-1 — 1),
with @ = Y252 el ; and b = Y72, ¥k Then
ytd = 77/1(1)77? + Up — Ug.

Then we may write
T T T T
(DS ECENTIID S NERS N D SE B D SRE)
t=1 t=1 t=1 t=1
Now
T
T~ el =T Vaont — T~ 'io(Br — B) 20 = Op(T~1/?)
t=1

and

T oo S
= T_l Z Z (l/;jgt*jflgt — T_l Z Z &jstfjflas(L)A[(Bt . 6)Izt]
-7 Z Z J’j‘b(L)A[(Bt—jﬂ —B) z—j_1]es
t=1 j=0
+T Z Z ";j(b(L)A[(Bt—j—l — ﬁ)lzt—j—ﬂ(b(L)A[(Bt —B)z]
t=1 j=0

- OP(T71/2)7

by the results for BS., C5 and Assumption 1 (ii). Hence,

T T
T il =0T Yl yel + 0, (1).
t=1 t=1

T T
_ 1 _ d o
T nilael =5 (n%Q S/ A 2552> = 5 (75(1)7 = W5(0,0)° = 1),
t=1 t=1

the result follows.
We continue with (c¢). Let €,, be defined as in Chang and Park (2002, Proof of Lemma 3.2),

i.e. Qpp == (Fi_j)p

i j=1 where I'y, = E(utus—g).
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Let 2p¢ = (241, -+, 21—p) and By an p x 2p-matrix with

(Bri-1—B) (Bar1—0) 0 0
Bpt = ,

0 . 0 (Bri—p—B) (Bii—p—B)

such that wf , = wp, s — A[Bp ¢2p¢]. Then

T T
—1 / —1 / /
T E Wp,t Wy, ¢ — 0 T E wntA[zp’th’t]
t=1 t=1

T
71! Z A[Bp,tzp,t]A[Z;,tB;,t]
t=1

= AS + 2B5 + C5.

T
—1 d dr
T Z wy, W'y — Q
t=1

By Berk (1974, Proof of Lemma 3) and Chang and Park (2002, Proof of Lemma 3.2a) A =
O,(T~/2p). Next consider

1Zum [(Bi—j = B) z1—5] = Op(T 1),

which follows from combining the arguments used for BY and C%..
It also follows from BY. that

T Al(Biei — B) 2] Al(Brj — B) 2]

T 1/2 T ) 1/2
< <T1 Z Al(Bri — ﬂ)/zti]> (Tl Z [A[(Btfj _ ﬂ)/ztﬂ” ) = 0,(T~Y%)0,(T~1/2).

As this holds uniformly in 7,5 = 1,...,p, we can conclude that BS,CS = O,(T'p).
The proof now follows as in Chang and Park (2002, Proof of Lemma 3.2a).
Next we look at (d). We have that

T T
—1 d . .d -1
T E Yi1Wyy| < |T E :xt—lwm +
t=1 t=1

T
T (Bir = B) 21wy +
t=1

= A% + BY + C4 + DE.

T
T 2 1A[Byizp.]
t=1

T
Z 5t 1 Zt—lA[Bp,th,t]
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Now A% = O,(p*/?) by Chang and Park (2002, Proof of Lemma 3.2b). Furthermore

- 1/2 - N
< (T—l Zx§1> (T Z{ ﬁt —j— Zt_j} )
t=1
O

T
TS o ABrj — B) 2y
t=1

from which we can conclude that B = O,(p'/?). It also follows from the arguments used for C%. that

T T
T 12 B —p Yz j =T~ 12 51t 1= B)ue—; + T~ 12 52t 1— B2)(t — 1)ue—j
=1

t=1

= Op(1) + 0p(1),

by which C% = Op(pl/ 2). Finally, it follows again from B%' that

’ﬂ

- Z Bra1 = BOA[Bi—j = B) 2] + T (Bay-1 = B)(t = DA[(Br—j — B) 2]

t=1

- 1/2 N
< <T1 Z(Bmfl - 51)2> < Z [ ﬂt ji— thj]} )

t_1T 1/2 , N
+ <T_1 Z(t — 1)2([92,#1 - 52)2> < Z (t—1)? [ 5t ;= B) Zt—j]] )

O (TY2)0,(T12) + 0, (TV?)0,(T112)

)

by which D4 = O,(p'/?). This concludes the proof for part (d).
For part (e) we can write

T T T
-1 d _d 1 1
T E wyEp | < |T E Wpept| + |1 E A[Byp,t2p,tlep,t
=1 t=1 t=1

T wpedp(L)A(B — B) =)

T~ AlBy12pi)ép(L)A[(B — B) 2]

t=1

T+ By + Cf + Df.
By Chang and Park (2002, Proof of Lemma 3.2c) we have that AS = o,(p~'/2). Appealing again to
B%l and C%, we have that

T [e%s} T
TS Ay =) s leps = 3 T Y AlB -
t=1

T
_ ﬁ)/Zt_j]Et_j + T_l Z A[(Bt—j - ﬁ)lzt—j]gt
Jj=p+1 t=1

= Op(Til)Op(pil) + Op(Til)-
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From the same reasoning it follows that

Tﬁ1 Zut—j(bp(L)A[(Bt - ﬁ)/zt] = Op(Til)v

and
T ~ A~
T Z [(Be—i = B) zt—il¢p(L)A[(Br — B)' 2]
T ) 2 /., T ) 1/2
< ( Z ﬂt i~ thi]:| ) Z &5 Z [ ﬂt i thj]} 1
_ O 1/2)0 ( 1/2).
Therefore B, C5., DS = O,(T~'p'/?), which concludes the proof. O

Corollary A.1. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let Ar and By be defined as in (14). Let v = 0,1
and X € [0,1]. Then

L T Ar % J(1)o?[ W5 (1,A)2 = W, (0,0) — 1],
2T2BT—>¢ 22]0 2 ( dr.

Proof of Corollary A.1. Given the expressions for Ar and Br in (14), it follows immediately from
Lemma 1 that

T Ap = T4l - Ty M (T M M) T Ml
= TﬁlY_d'lé‘Z + Op(pl/Q)Op(l)Op(p%p) = TﬁlY_diEZ + op(1)
1

% SUWE WL (1) = W, (0,0)? ~ 1],
and
T2Bp = T-2Y4YY — 7Ty M) (T M M) ™ T My
=772y v + T710,(pY?)0,(1)0,(p"?) = T'Y 4 Y% + 0,(1)
4, P(1)%0? /01 W, (r, \)2dr
This completes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma 2. Note that

T6* = (AY? — YV0) (I — MA(MY M) MP)(AY? — Y4)5)
= AYY(I = MMM MINVAY T — AY (T — MAME M) MY S
— OV (I — ME(MI M MINVAY? + Y4 (I — MI(MI MM )Y
= el(I — MJ(MYMH T MI)eld — e (1 — ME(ME M MY )Y 46
— OV (T — M (MY M)~ My )ed 4 0Y 4 (T — M (M M&) ™ MY, 6.,
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which we can write as
62 =Cr —2Dr + Er
We first consider Cr. Write
Cr =T 'effet — T~ el M (M M)~ M.
Given the results from Lemma 1, we have that
—1 | drygdpgdrypdy—1qrdrd —1_drqrd —1qdrypdy—1 —1asdrd
T ‘Ep,Mp (MP,MP) Mp,€p| = |T Ep,Mp| H(T MPIMP) H ‘T Mplgp
= Op(p_l/Q)Op(l)Op(p_l/Q) = 0p(p_1)-
Hence,
Cr = Tflez’ez + 0p(1).
Next we turn to Dp. We can write Dy as
Dy =T gy 6 — T el M (M M)~ MY 4,6
Again using Lemma 1 and § = T~ (T~ A7r)(T~2Br)~! = 0,(T~1'), we have

[Drl < [Ty Y24 18]+ |77 ey My| |77 (M M) | |77 M7Y 4] 18

= Op(l)Op(Til) + Op(p71/2)0p(1)0p(T71) = Op(Til)-

Finally we look at Er:
Br =T Y% Y46 — Ty MA(MY M)~ MYy, 6.
As before, we use the results from Lemma 1 and § = O,(T~") to obtain

|Er| < TV ||T2Y 4y 24 || + 02 [Ty M2 | | (T~ M@ My~ || | TPy e,
= TOL(T ?)O0p(1) + O, (T2)0,(p"/?)0p(1)O, (p'/?)
= Op(T_l)-

Therefore, we have that

T
. 1
Q—TZEZ%‘FOP(U
t=1
Now
LI 1/2 LT 1/2 L 1/2
(3] -(33a) |<[puet-a]
t=1 t=1 t=1




Then we have that

T 1T
g —5) =50 Al quj (B—B) 2]

~
I
—

A
———— Nl
M@
L
K
‘M‘*
MH
/N
>
=
d
=
2
=
N—
[\

7=0 j=0 t=1
:Op(T_l)
Hence
1 & 1 &
EEEE WAL
t=1 t=1

and by the law of large numbers & S 2 % 52, O

Proof of Theorem 1. We have that
T'Ar 4 (1) (W (1,0)2 = W, (0,02 —1) W, (1,02 — W, (0, )2 — 1
o ~ov1/2 1/2 - 1/2
(T2Br&?) ( V2ot [ (r, \) er) 2 (fol W, (r, A)?dr)

?

ADF, , =

which follows straightforwardly from Corollary A.1 and Lemma 2. O

A.2 Proofs for Section 4

We start with the proof of the lemma that demonstrates the equivalence of the different detrending

techniques in the first step in the bootstrap.

Proof of Lemma 3. For the first part, we first make the step from ADF estimation to estimation under

the null of a unit root (denote the vector of autoregressive estimators as ®,). Then
(i)q =+ (M;l’Mg)_lMg’lelS =g+ Op(T_1q1/2)-

The next step is to show that &, = &,+0,(T~1¢*/?). Let ABz = (A[(1—B) 2], - - ., Al(Br—B) 27])".
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Then sg = ¢, — ¢q(L)ABz. Now note that
Dy — Oy = (MY M) MIAY® — (M) M) Mju
= (MIMH T MId — (M M) Mg,
= (MM = (M My) ™ Mz, — (M M) ™ [ My, (L)ABz
+ ABz's, — ABZ'¢4(L)ABz
=Ar + Br +Cr + Dr.
Then
(05 = 651 = 1¢j(Rq — g)| < lej| (A7 + || Bzl + | Crl| + 1D ])-
First we look at A7. Note that
(T'MIMH™ = (T MMy) ™ = (T MY M)
X (T MMy — T~ MM (T~ M Mg) ™"
Now define ABz, as a T x ¢ matrix with element (i, ) as ABzéi’j) = A[(Bi—j — B)'zi_;]. Then,
-1 —1prdiyrd _ -1 33
T'MIM, — T MIME = T~ M} ABz,
— T_IABZ(/]MQ + ABz;Aqu.
Therefore
1Az|l < 1T Mg (T g M) 7| [[(T 105 0,) |
x 2 (HT’IM;AquH + HABZ;ABZQH)
= 0,(q7 /)0, (1) 0 (V) [0y (T q) + Op (T~ )] = 0,(T"¢'/?)

which follows directly from the proof of Lemma 1(c) and (e). It also follows directly from the proof of
Lemma 1(c) and (e) that

|Brll < [[(T= MM TH| T Midg(L)AB2| = O,(T~"q'?),
Cr|l < (T~ My M) IT T ABZ'ey| = O5(T"¢'?),
|Dr|| < |(T7*MI M| /T ABZ ¢y (L)ABz| = O, (T~ '¢"/?).
Therefore we may conclude that ¢; = (;o,j +Op(T_1q1/2) and consequently that (ZA)j = qgj +Op(T_1q1/2)

uniformly in j, 1 <j <gq.

For the second part we have that

q
€l — g =—by1 + Z(Q?)j — Gj)ut—j — dg(L)A[(By — B) 2]
j=1
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from which we can conclude that

max (60, — £l < 18] max Jy| + max |ut|21|¢g &1+ mavx |A[(B: — B)x]l19(1)]
J

= OP(T_l/Q) + Op(T_1q3/2) + O0p(T _1/2)-
This completes the proof. O

The first step towards an invariance principle for u; is to show that higher than second order

moments exist for 7.

Lemma A.5. Let Assumptions 1 and 8 hold. Then we have for any 2 < a < 4
E" [e7]* = Op(1).

Proof of Lemma A.5. We have that
T T T
E*|ef|e=T"! Z gt , — 71 Zéww <oyt Z 62, — Eqe
*le —Egn)|* 4207 1T12|squ quT|,

where the first part is 0,(1) by Lemma 3; the second part is O,(1) by Park (2002, Lemma 3.2). O

Lemma A.6. Let Assumptions 1 and 8 hold. Then o* 2.

Proof of Lemma A.6. Follows directly from Lemma 2. O

Lemma A.7. Let Assumptions 1 and 8 hold. Then

L 7]
T Z € - oW (r) in probability.

t=1
Proof of Lemma A.7. Follows directly from Lemma A.5 and A.6 as in Park (2002, Theorem 2.2). O
Lemma A.8. Let Assumptions 1 and 8 hold. Then
[Tr] »
T1/? Z uy — ap(1)W(r) in probability.
t=1

Proof of Lemma A.8. As in Park (2002, p. 478) we need to show that

é(1) £ p(1), (A.10)
P* {1121ta<XT|T V2| > 6} = o0,(1), (A.11)

where u; = ¢(1)71 Y7 ( ?’:i i )uf—it1-
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We first show (A.10). Park (2002, Lemma 3.1) shows that ‘q@(l) — d)(l)‘ = 0,(1); therefore we have
that

6(1) —o(1)| <

B(1) = ()| + [9(1) = 6(1)] = OL(T14*/2) + 0,(1),

where the first part follows from Lemma 3. Hence ¢(1) = ¢(1) 4 0,(1). This proves (A.10).
To prove (A.11) we have, as in Park (2002, Proof of Theorem 3.3),

P*{ max |T~Y/2a] > e} <TPpP* {|T—1/2 > e} < (1/e)T /2 E" |af|e.

1<t<T

Hence, we have to show that
Tl-a/2 g* lar|* = Op(l). (A.12)

As in Palm, Smeekes, and Urbain (2010, Proof of Theorem 2) this amounts to showing that

q

Zj1/2|(/3j| = Op(l)

We can write
q R q R ~ q ~
D3RG < D001 A6s = B+ D105 = Op(T ) + 0p(1) = Oy (1),
j=1 j=1 j=1
where the first part follows from Lemma 3 and the second part follows from Palm et al. (2010, Proof

of Theorem 2). This concludes the proof of this theorem. O

Lemma A.9. Let (3;,,035,) = B; = B, be defined as in (20b), with v = 0,1 and X € [0,1]. Let
Assumptions 1 and 8 hold. Then

T-1/2( 3% _ AV A

12 (AB*LLTTJ B LA 1(rA) in probability,
T (62,I_TTJ - B2) Vany (1, A)

where 7 and V; ~(r, A) fori=1,2 are defined in Lemma A.3.

Proof of Lemma A.9. The proof follows trivially from the proof of Lemma A.3 using Lemma A.8. [

Proof of Lemma 4. The result follows directly from Lemma A.8 and A.9 along the lines of the proof
of Lemma A.4. O

Proof of Lemma 5. Part (a) follows from Lemma 4 using the continuous mapping theorem.

For part (b), we write

12% 15pt— 12% &+ T 1Zy _Et 9.
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Note that

4 —er? Z bjui_; + Z & Al(Br_; — B) 2.

j=p+1 Jj=p+1

By Assumption 4 there is some 7" such that for all 7' > T we have that E;‘,fi —e74 = 0. It then follows as
in the proof of Lemma 1(b) that 7= S|y s ad, 2 [W,(1,2)% = W,(0,A)? — 1] in probability.

For (c) we define Q7 and By, , analogously to §,, and By, ;, and write

—1 *d/
E U)p tw —

lzwptA ptB*/]

T
—1 * */
T Z Wy W'y — Q)
t=1

T
71 Z A[B;,tzp,t]A[Z;),tB;,/t]

— AF +2B§ + O

By Chang and Park (2003, Proof of Lemma 3a) and Lemma 3 A7 = O;, (T~'/?p). We can then show
in the same way as in the proof of Lemma 1(c) that B§",C§* = O3 (T~ 'p). Therefore we have that
‘T 1 Z *(7)d *(T)dl - Q*
t=1W
(2003, Proof of Lemma 3a).

Next we look at (d). As in the proof of lemma 1 we can write
T T
- Z yidywy| < |T7 Z wy_ywp | + T Z zi 1 A[By 1 2p.t]

126151 Zt 1'w

:A%*JFBT + C + D

‘ = O;(Tfl/ 2p) and we can conclude the proof as in Chang and Park

T
Z ﬂt 1= B) 21 A ptzpvt]

We can show that A% = (@ (p'/?) along the same lines as Chang and Park (2003, Proof of Lemma
3b) using Lemma 3. Furthermore we can show in the same way as in Lemma 1 that B%*, C%*, D%* =
O3 (p*'?).

For part (e) we can write
DA e

T T
-1 *d _xd -1 * % -
T E wyept| < |T g wy, €4 +|T
t=1 t=1

IZw,,t% A[(B; = B7) 2]

T

T Z A[By 12, )6 (L)AI(B; — B) 2]

t=1

=AY +BY +C7 +D
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Now by Assumption 4 we have that for large T" we may write

T
T*l w* *
p,tE¢

t=1

Then for any 1 < j <p

T 2
* * * o * 2k
E g u_jey | =To™ I,
t=1

by which it follows from Chang and Park (2003, Proof of Lemma 3c) that A$* = O3 (T~/?p!/2). It then
again follows from the proof of Lemma 1, together with (A.10), that BS*, O, D§F = O;(T_lpl/Q).
This completes the proof. O

ex __
AT =

Corollary A.2. Let Assumptions 1, 2, 8 and 4 hold. Let A% and B be defined as in (28) and let
v=0,1and X € [0,1]. Then

1T A5 L Lg(1)0?[Wy (1, 0)2 — W (0, A)2 — 1] in probability,
2. T72Bx a, P(1)%02 fol W, (r, \)2dr in probability.

Proof of Corollary A.2. The results follow immediately from Lemma 5, given the expressions for A%,
and B7. O

Proof of Lemma 6. As in the proof of Lemma 2, we have that

A2 _kd/ *d wdl  rxd\—1 *dr\ _xd sd/ *d sdl  redy—1 sd/ wd $x
T5™2 = &x(1 — MEH (MY M) MY )erd — (1 — MM M)~ M)y 45
_ S*Y_*?I(I _ M;d(M;d/M;d)—lM;d/)E;d + 5*}/_*?/([ o ]\4;)«11(]\4};(1!]\4[»)«1)—1]\4;:(1/)}/_*(115*7

which we can write as
6** = C} — 2D} + Ej.
Using Lemma 5 and Corollary A.2 we can show in the same way as in the proof of Lemma 2 that

Cr=T""exer® 4+ 05(1),

P
D;‘ = O;(]-)a
B = (1),

Therefore, we have that

T
A Xk 1 * *
6%2 = ?Zspf +0p(1),
=1

which, by Assumption 4, we can write as
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t=1 t=1 t=1
Then
1 & 1 & . P ’
O E =) = 2D |AG - B ] = Y G MG — ) 2]
t=1 t=1 j=1
P ) T . 2
< (X4 T*Z(A[(ﬁ:_j—m'zt_j])]
=0 t=1
= 05T 1)
Hence,

1 & 1 &
? E E:d2:? E 5:2+O;(1)
t=1 t

Next we show that

T

—1 *2 *2
T E e —o

t=1

T

-1 ZEIQ _ g2

t=1

+

< 0*2—02‘ =0,(1).

To show that ‘% Zthl ef? — o*2

o

= 0;(1), note that we have

T
> e) < e ?E (Tl ZEIQ — a*2>

T
T71 § :€z2 _ 0_*2
t=1

It follows from Lemma A.6 that 0*2 2 ¢2. This completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 2. The result follows straightforwardly from Corollary A.2 and Lemma 6.
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T ¢ 0 ADFyy ADF;Y" ADF;y" ADF,;y" ADF,;y" ADF; ADF;y" ADF{" ADF "’ ADF}’
50 0 0 0031 0.046 0.042 0.032 0.027  0.028 0.043 0.045 0.031 0.034
0.8 0 0.025 0.035 0.033 0.021 0.020  0.020 0.031 0.031 0.022 0.031
04 0 0.042 0.037 0.040 0.026 0.024  0.037 0.034 0.036 0.031 0.032
04 0 0010 0.026 0.025 0.026 0.026  0.005 0.021 0.023 0.021 0.021
0.8 0  0.030 0.055 0.054 0.051 0.052  0.032 0.048 0.046 0.043 0.045

0 -08 0373 0.269 0.269 0.168 0.168  0.259 0.144 0.141 0.096 0.104

0 -04  0.092 0.073 0.077 0.037 0.040  0.080 0.061 0.061 0.042 0.042

0 04 0008 0.023 0.027 0.020 0.018  0.003 0.015 0.014 0.012 0.013

0 08  0.006 0.029 0.027 0.026 0.026  0.008 0.032 0.024 0.020 0.025

0.4 -04  0.077 0.041 0.044 0.019 0.015  0.066 0.037 0.041 0.032 0.035
04 -04  0.035 0.045 0.047 0.031 0.032  0.029 0.043 0.045 0.033 0.032
0.4 04  0.034 0.048 0.050 0.029 0.033  0.030 0.053 0.045 0.032 0.037
04 04  0.022 0.043 0.046 0.045 0.048  0.024 0.045 0.041 0.047 0.046
100 0 0 0035 0.049 0.050 0.045 0.041  0.038 0.052 0.060 0.054 0.059
0.8 0 0.030 0.044 0.048 0.038 0.034  0.027 0.041 0.042 0.040 0.042
04 0 0.029 0.040 0.041 0.029 0.029  0.031 0.046 0.039 0.036 0.042
04 0 0022 0.041 0.045 0.043 0.036  0.024 0.045 0.050 0.041 0.044
0.8 0  0.031 0.048 0.049 0.044 0.041  0.037 0.055 0.048 0.045 0.043

0 -08  0.195 0.078 0.078 0.050 0.047  0.117 0.057 0.051 0.054 0.053

0 -04  0.049 0.054 0.052 0.036 0.036  0.050 0.054 0.054 0.056 0.049

0 04 0019 0.043 0.036 0.032 0.036  0.022 0.037 0.039 0.039 0.035

0 08 0011 0.028 0.029 0.026 0.024  0.013 0.026 0.029 0.026 0.028

0.4 -04  0.045 0.048 0.050 0.035 0.039  0.041 0.043 0.044 0.043 0.053
04 -04  0.033 0.047 0.043 0.040 0.040  0.029 0.047 0.042 0.040 0.049
0.4 04  0.033 0.052 0.051 0.035 0.038  0.029 0.042 0.044 0.045 0.045
04 04  0.026 0.039 0.039 0.035 0.032  0.028 0.039 0.041 0.041 0.036

Table 1: Size (¢ = 0) of full sample detrended tests (A = 1)



Gy

T ¢ 0 ADFyy ADF;y" ADF;," ADF,;" ADF,)’ ADF, ADF;y"" ADF{y" ADF;,’ ADF"’
50 0 0  0.020 0.047 0.038 0.030 0.031  0.018 0.045 0.048 0.040 0.046
08 0 0016 0.040 0.036 0.025 0.026  0.013 0.033 0.034 0.030 0.030
04 0 0027 0.043 0.044 0.031 0.033  0.024 0.039 0.040 0.043 0.039
04 0  0.003 0.021 0.024 0.018 0.020  0.006 0.027 0.026 0.028 0.030
08 0  0.009 0.048 0.049 0.036 0.046  0.021 0.047 0.053 0.049 0.053

0 -0.8  0.199 0.170 0.163 0.093 0.095  0.128 0.093 0.091 0.058 0.061

0 -04  0.051 0.069 0.064 0.037 0.040  0.044 0.050 0.050 0.040 0.045

0 04  0.001 0.018 0.017 0.013 0.013  0.008 0.023 0.028 0.021 0.024

0 08  0.003 0.024 0.025 0.021 0.023  0.007 0.028 0.030 0.028 0.028

04 -04  0.043 0.046 0.045 0.023 0.022  0.033 0.042 0.047 0.044 0.036
04 -04  0.021 0.045 0.047 0.036 0.031  0.021 0.045 0.044 0.039 0.039
04 04 0021 0.044 0.044 0.034 0.029  0.022 0.041 0.042 0.036 0.042
04 04  0.010 0.041 0.044 0.039 0.037  0.015 0.044 0.043 0.045 0.039
100 0 0 0031 0.054 0.060 0.053 0.048  0.021 0.060 0.058 0.051 0.053
08 0 0019 0.042 0.040 0.031 0.037  0.017 0.044 0.045 0.041 0.039
04 0 0.022 0.047 0.050 0.048 0.043  0.021 0.060 0.050 0.048 0.047
04 0 0013 0.052 0.049 0.048 0.044  0.016 0.049 0.048 0.049 0.052
08 0 0012 0.045 0.051 0.043 0.037  0.028 0.044 0.050 0.046 0.048

0 -0.8  0.119 0.060 0.065 0.041 0.040  0.064 0.067 0.064 0.073 0.069

0 -04  0.036 0.054 0.052 0.044 0.046  0.034 0.053 0.054 0.054 0.048

0 04 0013 0.037 0.039 0.034 0.038  0.019 0.045 0.043 0.042 0.042

0 08  0.005 0.030 0.028 0.022 0.024  0.008 0.032 0.033 0.037 0.031

04 -04  0.027 0.046 0.046 0.039 0.043  0.025 0.052 0.051 0.052 0.043
04 -04  0.023 0.046 0.047 0.038 0.049  0.022 0.049 0.048 0.051 0.051
04 04 0024 0.045 0.047 0.043 0.044  0.022 0.047 0.044 0.045 0.045
04 04 0013 0.043 0.039 0.037 0.042  0.016 0.043 0.047 0.043 0.044

Table 2: Size (¢ = 0) of recursively detrended tests (A = 0)
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T ¢ 0 ADFyy ADF;Y" ADF;y" ADF,;y" ADF,;y" ADF; ADF;y" ADF{" ADF "’ ADF}’
5 0 0 0191 0.157 0.171 0.118 0.143  0.259 0.215 0.219 0.209 0.191
08 0  0.196 0.155 0.170 0.111 0.113  0.160 0.111 0.121 0.094 0.079
04 0 0167 0.137 0.143 0.126 0124  0.171 0.152 0.150 0.106 0.104
04 0 0.049 0.040 0.035 0.030 0.035  0.109 0.087 0.075 0.070 0.078
08 0  0.069 0.076 0.080 0.079 0.069  0.096 0.109 0.113 0.112 0.099

0 -08  0.154 0.276 0.206 0.167 0.182  0.135 0.115 0.113 0.090 0.106

0 -04  0.177 0.169 0.158 0.152 0124  0.178 0.135 0.149 0.123 0.114

0 04  0.097 0.083 0.064 0.069 0.072  0.188 0.149 0.140 0.129 0.129

0 08 0075 0.060 0.072 0.062 0.050  0.125 0.099 0.119 0.111 0.097

04 -04  0.162 0.119 0.114 0.078 0.090  0.129 0.081 0.066 0.047 0.052
04 -04  0.188 0.150 0.153 0.144 0.145  0.252 0.210 0.232 0.155 0.184
04 04  0.166 0.164 0.153 0.128 0125  0.233 0.159 0.201 0.144 0.167
04 04  0.068 0.071 0.074 0.066 0.060  0.104 0.104 0.110 0.098 0.090
100 0 0 0162 0.162 0.143 0.110 0.143  0.231 0.215 0.192 0.174 0.171
08 0 0.166 0.144 0.136 0.125 0.135  0.183 0.145 0.139 0.124 0.129
04 0  0.165 0.146 0.133 0.113 0.126  0.235 0.194 0.223 0.203 0.198
04 0 0112 0.120 0.103 0.093 0.103  0.178 0.194 0.158 0.163 0.151
08 0  0.106 0.093 0.094 0.098 0.100  0.150 0.137 0.146 0.154 0.133

0 -0.8  0.161 0.169 0.175 0.146 0.146  0.122 0.077 0.091 0.078 0.086

0 -04 0174 0.148 0.139 0.139 0.135  0.198 0.176 0.155 0.133 0.163

0 04  0.106 0.097 0.098 0.096 0.089  0.228 0.222 0.223 0.200 0.199

0 08 0119 0.108 0.118 0.093 0.104  0.193 0.181 0.161 0.149 0.163

04 -04  0.162 0.110 0.119 0.107 0.101  0.161 0.139 0.135 0.113 0.100
04 -04  0.164 0.143 0.137 0.142 0.147  0.267 0.239 0.258 0.192 0.184
04 04 0165 0.128 0.126 0.145 0.158  0.282 0.237 0.253 0.233 0.241
04 04  0.130 0.127 0.114 0.117 0120  0.192 0.174 0.185 0.151 0.202

Table 3: Size-adjusted power (¢ = 10) of full sample detrended tests (A = 1) with small initial condition.
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T ¢ 0 ADFyy ADF;y" ADF;," ADF,;" ADF,)’ ADF, ADF;y"" ADF{y" ADF;,’ ADF"’
50 0 0 0235 0.202 0.225 0.197 0.183  0.248 0.209 0.206 0.170 0.172
08 0 0.192 0.152 0.162 0.132 0.130  0.134 0.111 0.112 0.106 0.119
04 0 0187 0.154 0.154 0.132 0.120  0.182 0.134 0.140 0.114 0.124
04 0  0.146 0.088 0.111 0.091 0.091  0.129 0.125 0.122 0.096 0.103
08 0 0114 0.112 0.105 0.104 0.098  0.088 0.111 0.102 0.093 0.094

0 -0.8  0.151 0.190 0.197 0.166 0.176  0.109 0.111 0.106 0.111 0.104

0 -04  0.180 0.157 0.150 0.127 0.118  0.143 0.148 0.146 0.122 0.100

0 04 0193 0.167 0.161 0.157 0.153  0.172 0.189 0.149 0.168 0.172

0 08  0.154 0.130 0.134 0.127 0.116  0.143 0.128 0.124 0.119 0.123

04 -04  0.141 0.117 0.112 0.076 0.091  0.117 0.081 0.072 0.057 0.071
04 -04  0.230 0.210 0.224 0.165 0.195  0.213 0.242 0.219 0.182 0.206
04 04 0241 0.231 0.220 0.194 0.195  0.225 0.221 0.223 0.183 0.177
04 04  0.132 0.112 0.114 0.115 0.127  0.122 0.125 0.123 0.107 0.129
100 0 0 0205 0.189 0.188 0.162 0.166  0.240 0.181 0.198 0.199 0.207
08 0 0229 0.200 0.196 0.190 0.166  0.162 0.157 0.141 0.168 0.169
04 0 0.205 0.176 0.184 0.147 0.171  0.216 0.158 0.184 0.179 0.176
04 0 0167 0.139 0.142 0.134 0.141  0.214 0.182 0.192 0.181 0.167
08 0  0.159 0.134 0.131 0.135 0.144  0.150 0.170 0.137 0.155 0.148

0 -0.8  0.155 0.155 0.155 0.120 0.116  0.121 0.085 0.091 0.068 0.073

0 -04  0.194 0.169 0.166 0.156 0.162  0.192 0.163 0.174 0.147 0.171

0 04  0.204 0.183 0.175 0.199 0.160  0.203 0.204 0.189 0.194 0.170

0 08 0.183 0.153 0.167 0.151 0.150  0.159 0.178 0.175 0.173 0.154

04 -04  0.185 0.148 0.155 0.126 0.120  0.148 0.135 0.127 0.139 0.145
04 -04  0.235 0.219 0.233 0.199 0.185  0.231 0.233 0.238 0.217 0.213
04 04 0244 0.241 0.244 0.193 0.185  0.253 0.242 0.258 0.225 0.240
04 04 0172 0.175 0.157 0.172 0.133  0.214 0.181 0.178 0.145 0.178

Table 4: Size-adjusted power (¢ = 10) of recursively detrended tests (A = 0) with small initial condition.
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T ¢ 0 ADFyy ADF;Y" ADF;y" ADF,;y" ADF,;y" ADF; ADF;y" ADF{" ADF "’ ADF}’
50 0 0 0211 0.191 0.190 0.123 0.142  0.130 0.096 0.089 0.084 0.079
08 0  0.185 0.136 0.177 0.105 0.094  0.111 0.078 0.076 0.071 0.059
04 0  0.161 0.144 0.128 0.086 0.099  0.104 0.084 0.073 0.059 0.053
04 0 0143 0.116 0.118 0.105 0.109  0.060 0.049 0.047 0.043 0.043
08 0  0.089 0.105 0.104 0.096 0.086  0.032 0.041 0.040 0.043 0.043

0 -0.8  0.144 0.177 0.088 0.110 0.160  0.113 0.072 0.103 0.071 0.058

0 -04  0.146 0.144 0.131 0.100 0.090  0.105 0.070 0.075 0.059 0.065

0 04  0.168 0.146 0.139 0.132 0.128  0.086 0.069 0.067 0.052 0.057

0 08  0.126 0.107 0.117 0.110 0.093  0.054 0.046 0.047 0.052 0.043

04 -04  0.139 0.098 0.095 0.061 0.065  0.091 0.059 0.057 0.052 0.041
04 -04  0.204 0.193 0.180 0.145 0.135  0.129 0.110 0.097 0.071 0.072
04 04 0181 0.192 0.155 0.128 0.124  0.124 0.086 0.097 0.057 0.063
04 04  0.096 0.104 0.102 0.096 0.090  0.047 0.048 0.058 0.048 0.046
100 0 0  0.186 0.183 0.159 0.125 0.142  0.065 0.068 0.048 0.047 0.049
08 0 0.196 0.165 0.156 0.135 0.141  0.106 0.085 0.094 0.082 0.085
04 0 0194 0.172 0.169 0.159 0.148  0.083 0.064 0.078 0.070 0.063
04 0  0.168 0.155 0.155 0.150 0.168  0.054 0.057 0.049 0.054 0.051
08 0 0114 0.119 0.112 0.108 0.093  0.033 0.026 0.033 0.030 0.033

0 -0.8  0.147 0.157 0.157 0.123 0.124  0.082 0.061 0.064 0.056 0.065

0 -04  0.168 0.145 0.139 0.112 0.109  0.075 0.067 0.061 0.051 0.056

0 04 0161 0.141 0.177 0.148 0.143  0.062 0.055 0.056 0.044 0.056

0 08  0.166 0.168 0.154 0.137 0.146  0.047 0.039 0.036 0.034 0.035

04 -04  0.163 0.133 0.118 0.096 0.098  0.091 0.087 0.088 0.090 0.061
04 -04 0216 0.203 0.187 0.159 0.167  0.076 0.058 0.069 0.050 0.044
04 04  0.201 0.162 0.187 0.176 0.163  0.091 0.076 0.068 0.059 0.075
04 04 0152 0.136 0.158 0.126 0.132  0.049 0.046 0.049 0.036 0.049

Table 5: Size-adjusted power (¢ = 10) of full sample detrended tests (A = 1) with large initial condition.
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T ¢ 0 ADFyy ADF;y" ADF;," ADF,;" ADF,)’ ADF, ADF;y"" ADF{y" ADF;,’ ADF"’
5 0 0 0134 0.109 0.138 0.096 0.078  0.103 0.064 0.060 0.053 0.048
08 0  0.119 0.099 0.108 0.068 0.071  0.088 0.069 0.073 0.071 0.060
04 0 0115 0.099 0.088 0.075 0.060  0.080 0.066 0.082 0.052 0.051
04 0  0.087 0.071 0.050 0.056 0.050  0.042 0.039 0.044 0.031 0.032
08 0  0.041 0.036 0.032 0.043 0.033  0.013 0.017 0.013 0.016 0.016

0 -0.8  0.129 0.141 0.174 0.126 0.133  0.087 0.089 0.089 0.095 0.080

0 -04  0.109 0.101 0.084 0.070 0.053  0.072 0.068 0.069 0.058 0.067

0 04  0.101 0.084 0.083 0.076 0.067  0.053 0.050 0.044 0.058 0.060

0 08  0.080 0.073 0.070 0.053 0.057  0.041 0.038 0.035 0.034 0.034

04 -04  0.098 0.067 0.068 0.049 0.051  0.077 0.046 0.039 0.034 0.046
04 -04  0.133 0.130 0.123 0.079 0.095  0.091 0.079 0.076 0.058 0.063
04 04 0144 0.144 0.117 0.096 0.097  0.077 0.085 0.089 0.074 0.059
04 04  0.067 0.062 0.052 0.058 0.062  0.035 0.035 0.040 0.034 0.038
100 0 0 0109 0.097 0.101 0.081 0.084  0.065 0.039 0.051 0.047 0.054
08 0 0.142 0.130 0.119 0.117 0.100  0.081 0.069 0.077 0.081 0.092
04 0 0.120 0.116 0.115 0.076 0.097  0.071 0.044 0.052 0.046 0.047
04 0  0.095 0.078 0.080 0.089 0.084  0.051 0.042 0.044 0.048 0.042
08 0  0.068 0.056 0.057 0.053 0.062  0.023 0.031 0.021 0.026 0.024

0 -0.8  0.117 0.115 0.117 0.083 0.085  0.082 0.064 0.072 0.048 0.055

0 -04  0.106 0.102 0.107 0.086 0.080  0.071 0.066 0.066 0.056 0.066

0 04  0.105 0.102 0.086 0.094 0.092  0.042 0.046 0.046 0.052 0.044

0 08  0.087 0.070 0.083 0.075 0.068  0.034 0.034 0.034 0.032 0.036

04 -04  0.112 0.098 0.097 0.078 0.066  0.080 0.056 0.070 0.068 0.077
04 -04  0.130 0.129 0.124 0.115 0.090  0.053 0.053 0.048 0.046 0.045
04 04 0144 0.150 0.135 0.123 0.107  0.064 0.051 0.056 0.061 0.066
04 04  0.086 0.085 0.079 0.084 0.066  0.040 0.037 0.036 0.036 0.040

Table 6: Size-adjusted power (¢ = 10) of recursively detrended tests (A = 0) with large initial condition.
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