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Abstract

We develop a test, based on the Lagrange multiplier [LM] testing principle, for the value of the
long memory parameter of a univariate time series that is composed of a fractionally integrated
shock around a potentially broken deterministic trend. Our proposed test is constructed from
data which are de-trended allowing for a trend break whose (unknown) location is estimated by a
standard residual sum of squares estimator. We demonstrate that the resulting LM-type statistic
has a standard limiting null chi-squared distribution with one degree of freedom, and attains the
same asymptotic local power function as an infeasible LM test based on the true shocks. Our
proposed test therefore attains the same asymptotic local optimality properties as an oracle LM
test in both the trend break and no trend break environments. Moreover, and unlike conventional
unit root and stationarity tests, this asymptotic local power function does not alter between the
break and no break cases and so there is no loss in asymptotic local power from allowing for a trend
break at an unknown point in the sample, even in the case where no break is present. We also

report the results from a Monte Carlo study into the finite-sample behaviour of our proposed test.

Keywords: Fractional integration; trend break; Lagrange multiplier test; asymptotically locally

most powerful test.

JEL classification: C22.

1 Introduction

In this paper we consider the problem of testing for the order of integration, d say, of a fractionally
integrated time series process that may be stationary or non-stationary around a deterministic trend

function. Our point of departure from the extant literature is to allow for the possibility that the
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trend function is broken and, moreover, that the change in trend, should it occur, takes place at
an unknown point in time. We follow the approach of Robinson (1994), Tanaka (1999) and Nielsen
(2004) who construct Lagrange Multiplier [LM] test statistics in the frequency domain and time
domain, respectively. These statistics are computationally convenient in that they avoid having to
estimate the order of integration under the alternative.

For the case where the form of the deterministic kernel is known (which in the current context we
interpret to mean that any putative break point in the deterministic trend function is taken as known,
and that it is known whether a trend break is present or not), Robinson (1994), Tanaka (1999) and
Nielsen (2004) show that residual-based variants of these LM tests are asymptotically locally most
powerful against a class of (local) alternatives under Gaussianity and have asymptotic critical values
given by the chi-squared distribution with one degree of freedom [x3], regardless of the value of the
long memory parameter being tested. This class of tests therefore has significant advantages over
procedures that consider either the integer null of d = 1 against the integer alternative d = 0, the
so-called wunit root tests such as that of Dickey and Fuller (1979), or the null of d = 0 against the
alternative d = 1, the so-called stationarity tests such as that of Kwiatkowski, Phillips, Schmidt and
Shin (1992). In particular, the limiting null distributions of these unit root and stationarity statistics
are non-standard and depend on the functional form of the fitted deterministic, differing between the
no trend break and trend break cases, and dependent on the location of the trend break. Moreover,
where a trend break is fitted but not actually present in the data, these tests show a considerable
decline in asymptotic local power relative to the case where a break is not fitted.

In practice, both the location of a putative break point and, indeed, whether or not a trend
break has even occurred will typically be unknown to the investigator. As a result, we therefore
consider a residual-based LM-type test which allows for the possibility that a deterministic trend break
occurs at an unknown point in the sample. The timing of the (putative) trend break is estimated by
applying a conventional minimum residual sum of squares [RSS] criterion across all candidate break
points. Focussing our attention on the time domain approach of Tanaka (1999) and Nielsen (2004),
we establish that, regardless of whether a trend break actually occurs or not, our proposed LM-type
test inherits all of the desirable properties of the original LM test in the known deterministic case;
that is, asymptotic local optimality together with asymptotic critical values from the x? distribution.
We demonstrate that this holds because where a trend break occurs, the location of the break is
estimated at a sufficiently fast rate that it may be treated as known in large samples and, hence,
reduces in the limit to the known deterministics case. Where a break does not occur, yet we fit a
redundant trend break to the data, we show that this does not impact upon the asymptotic distribution
of the statistic either under the null or under local alternatives. Although we consider the possibility
of a single level break here, we conjecture that our asymptotic results will also pertain for the case of
multiple possible trend breaks occurring at unknown points in the data. Compared to unit root or
stationarity tests, that would also now be based on a corresponding estimated trend break points, the
advantages of our approach become further emphasised. The asymptotics underlying the unit root and

stationarity tests are critically dependent on whether breaks occurs or not; see, for example, Perron



and Rodriguez (2003) in the context of unit root testing, and Busetti and Harvey (2001,2003) in the
context of stationarity testing. Crucially, in addition to the power losses noted above, the limiting
null distributions of these tests in the cases where breaks are fitted differ according to the number of
breaks fitted, the number of breaks actually present and the locations of those, making correctly sized
inference rather problematic.

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. Section 2 sets out the fractionally integrated
trend break model within which we work. Our proposed LM-type statistic for the case of an unknown
trend break is described in section 3, where we also establish its large sample properties via comparison
to an infeasible LM statistic based on the true errors rather than regression residuals. In section 4 we
present an evaluation of the finite sample size and power properties of our LM-type test. Section 5
concludes. Proofs are contained in a mathematical appendix.

In what follows we use the following notation: ‘z := y’ to indicate that x is defined by y ; ‘~’ to
denote that the ratio of the quantity on the left hand side to that on the right hand side of the symbol
tends to 1 as the sample size tends to infinity; the operator ‘|.]” is used to denote the integer part
of its argument; I (.) denotes the indicator function; L is used to denote the standard lag operator.
Finally, we use 2 and % and to denote convergence in distribution and in probability, respectively,

in each case as the sample size diverges.

2 The Fractionally Integrated Trend Break Model

We consider the following model for the scalar random variable xy,
Tt :ﬂ1+/82t+,83DTt (T*)+€t, t= ].,...,T. (21)

The shock, ey, is a zero mean, fractionally integrated process of order d, denoted e; € I (d), and we
will assume that d € (—0.5,0.5) U (0.5,1.5). Both stationary, non-stationary, and fractionally over-
differenced time series are therefore permitted within our set-up. Precise conditions on the shocks will
be given below. In (2.1), the deterministic trend break term, DT} (7*), is defined for a generic 7 as
DTy (7) := (t — |7T]|)1(t > |7T]). Where a trend break occurs, i.e. where 53 # 0, we assume that
the true trend break fraction is such that 7* € [r1,7y] =: A C [0, 1], where the quantities 71, and 7
are trimming parameters below and above which, respectively, a trend break is deemed not to occur.

Writing d =: dg + 0, our interest in this paper focuses on testing the null hypothesis Hy : # = 0 in
(2.1); that is, e; € I (dp) under Hy. As in Robinson (1994) and Tanaka (1999), we will focus attention
on local alternatives whereby H, : § := @ = ¢/v/T, with ¢ a constant. Notice that H, reduces to
Hy when ¢ = 0. More generally, ¢ is the Pitman drift for this testing problem and, as we will later
demonstrate, will determine the asymptotic local power of the test. Unless otherwise stated, all of the
large sample results provided in this paper are based on the assumption that H. holds on (2.1) for
some value of the constant c.

Our model is completed by formalising the properties of e;. For t > 0, e; is taken to follow the



fractionally integrated process

t
eri=y A, (2.2)
s=1

where, for any d € (—0.5,0.5) U (0.5,1.5), Agd) =T({t+d)/(T'(d)T'(t+1)), with I'(-) denoting the
Gamma function, with the convention that I" (0) := oo and I" (0) /T" (0) := 1. In view of the expansion
(1-L0)% = Yoo Agd)Lt, the definition in (2.2) can also be written as e; = A~4{n,I(t > 0)}. To
simplify notation, and following Johansen and Nielsen (2010), we also introduce the operator Ag so
that, for a generic a and a generic series &, AY&, := A*{&](t > 0)}, and therefore e; = Ajrdnt. The
model for e; is completed by assuming e; = 0 when ¢ < 0. In common with the earlier contributions
to this literature in Robinson (1994), Tanaka (1999) and Nielsen (2004), we therefore assume that e;
is a so-called “type II” fractionally integrated process.

Finally, n, in (2.2) is assumed to be a zero mean, stationary process with spectral density that is ab-
solutely continuous and strictly positive at all frequencies with long run variance crgo =y JF (nmt +h).

More precisely, we make the following assumption regarding 7;.

Assumption 1 Let {n,} be generated by the finite-order ARMA (p,q) process, a(L)n, = b(L)e, sat-
isfying the following conditions: (a) the polynomials a(z) = 1 —ajz — -+ — apzP and b(z) =
1 —biz — -+ —bgz9 contain no common factors and are such that a(z) # 0 and b(z) # 0 for |z| <1,
and the innovation process € is such that e ~ 4.i.d. (0,0'g) with 0 < 02 < oo; and (b) the following
higher-order moment conditions hold on ey, E |e;|? < oo for § > max (2,2/ (1 +2d)) if d € (—0.5,0.5),
7> max(2,2/(2d — 1)) if d € (0.5,1.5).

Remark 1. The requirement in part (a) of Assumption 1 that 7, follows a stationary and invertible
finite-ordered ARMA process with no common factors is fairly standard in this literature; see, for
example, Tanaka (1999) or Nielsen (2004). The higher-order moment conditions placed on &; in
part (b) of Assumption 1 would not be required in cases where the true trend break date, 7*, was
known. However, where 7% is unknown and must be estimated from the data then, as we shall see
below, a functional central limit theorem result will be needed on the estimates of the 3;, j = 1,2, 3,
parameters charaterising the deterministic component. As Johansen and Nielsen (2012) show, this

requires moment conditions like those given in part (b) of Assumption 1 to hold on &;.

3 Lagrange Multiplier Tests

As background motivation in section 3.1, we first briefly review the construction of the LM test for H
in cases where e; in (2.1) is observable; that is, where the true values of 3;, i = 1,2, 3, are all known
and, where the true value of 35 is non-zero, the trend break location 7* is also known. In section 3.2
we then discuss how the LM testing principle can be generalised to the case where the true values of

these parameters are not known and, hence, the test statistic needs to be based on regression residuals.



3.1 An Infeasible LM Test

Where e; is observable, the LM statistic for testing Hp, under the assumption that 7, is Gaussian,
obtains directly from Nielsen (2004), inter alia. Defining g (2;9) := a (2) b~! (2), we can estimate the

/
parameter vector ¢* := (ai, ..., ap, b1...,by)" under Hy as

~

. : I . do 2
g = argmin 3 (9(ziw) Aer) . (3.1)

Throughout the paper the regularity condition that © is a RP™4 compact space of parameters for an
ARM A(p, q) model, such that the ARM A processes corresponding to parameters in © are stationary
and invertible with no common factors, will be taken to hold. Then, based on the estimate 171, we

construct the quantities

T T—j3 T-1

~ -~ d -9 1 ~2 ~ P~ 2r—1 ~~ ~ 1~

=g <L;z/1) Ale, 57 =T E i, rji=5 T g EtEttj, A= E Jjoory. (3.2)
t=1 t=1 j=1

Defining g; as the coefficient on 27 in the expansion of dln g (z;v) /8¢]w:w*, and setting
o o0
m::Zgjj_l, @::Zgjg;, w? = 7r2/6—/1'(1>_1/-€
j=1 Jj=0

then, as demonstrated in Theorem 3.3 of Tanaka (1999), under H. and the conditions given in part
(a) of Assumption 1 we have that TV/2A 4 N (cw?,w?). As discussed in Nielsen (2004, p.132), a
consistent estimator of w? is obtained on substituting the estimates from @ into the expressions for
x and ® above; we denote this estimator by @>. The resulting LM statistic is then given by

gz
LM = T§. (3.3)

Under the conditions of part (a) of Assumption 1 and the local alternative H.,
LM 4 3 (Pw?) (3.4)

2

where x? (c2w2) indicates a x? distribution with non-centrality parameter c2w?; see, inter alia, Theo-

rem 4.2 of Nielsen (2004, p.132).

Remark 2. A one-sided test could also be considered, using the one-sided score statistic S :=
(%) V2 ﬁ, as in Robinson (1994, pp. 1424,1426). This would allow testing, for example, the unit root
unit root null hypothesis, dy = 1, against the alternative dy < 1. Such tests will be more powerful
than the two-sided LM test based on LM, against one-sided alternatives (in the correct tail). Indeed,
under Gaussianity, the one-sided score test is asymptotically uniformly most powerful (UMP). Under
Ho, S % N(0,1).

Remark 3. As discussed in Nielsen (2004, p.126) the foregoing LM test for the null hypothesis Hy, is
asymptotically equivalent under H, to the corresponding Wald and Likelihood Ratio tests for testing
Hjy. Moreover, as discussed in Robinson (1994) and Nielsen (2004), these tests are (locally) optimal in



the sense that under Gaussianity they achieve a limiting non-central x? distribution with the maximal
available non-centrality parameter and are therefore locally most powerful. However, it should be
stressed that Gaussianity is not required as part of the conditions stated in part (a) of Assumption 1

to establish the large sample convergence result in (3.4).

3.2 Feasible LM-type Tests Based on Regression Residuals

We now consider the case of practical relevance where e; is unobserved and so the LM statistic must
be constructed from regression residuals, rather than from e;. We will show that a feasible statistic
can still be designed, and that it is asymptotically equivalent to the infeasible LM statistic in (3.3).

Where the true (potential) trend break location, 7%, in (2.1) is known, then so the form of the
deterministic component is known to the practitioner, up to the unknown parameters 3;, j = 1,2, 3,
and, hence, lies within the non-stochastic regressors set-up considered by Robinson (1994) and Nielsen
(2004). These authors show how to construct a feasible LM statistic for Hp in this case which attains
ax? (02w2) limiting distribution under H. provided the conditions of part (a) of Assumption 1 hold,
with this result holding regardless of the true values of 3, j = 1,2,3, so that, in particular, the same
limiting results holds in both the trend break and no trend break environments. Our focus in this paper
is, however, the more realistic setting where 7* is unknown to the practitioner. In place of 7* we will
therefore need to build our test statistic around a suitable estimate of 7*. An immediate implication
of doing so, however, is that the assumption of non-stochastic regressors required by Robinson (1994)
and Nielsen (2004) is no longer met. Indeed, accounting for this difference is the primary purpose of
this paper.

An obvious estimator of 7* to use is the minimum RSS estimator, 7 say, which minimises the
RSS over the sequence of levels regressions of x; on (1,t, DT} ())’, taken across all 7 € A. Where
a trend break occurs, so that the true value of 3 is non-zero, at time 7*, then the properties of 7
depend on the order of integration of e;. In particular, Chang and Perron (2016) show that when
et € 1(d), d € (—0.5,0.5)U(0.5,1.5) then 7 —7* = O, (T~3/>*4). However, for the equivalent problem
of searching for a level break in the first differences of the data, we obtain from Lavielle and Moulines
(2000) that when d € (0.5,1.5) and 7 is now defined as the estimator which minimises the RSS over the
sequence of regressions in first differences of Az on (1, DUy (7)), where DUy (1) :=1(t > |7T]), then
T—17"=0) (T _1). A faster rate of consistency can therefore be obtained by using the first differences-
based RSS estimator when d > 1/2. In view of these rates of consistency, we will undertake the
estimation of 7%, and the consequent estimation of 3, 3, and 5 and, hence, e;, using two different
regression models, whose form depends on the value of dy specified under the null hypothesis, as

follows:
Model A: For dy € (—0.5,0.5), we let y; := 2 and use the levels form representation of (2.1):
Yt = ﬁl + /82t + ﬁgDTt (T*) + Ug, t= ]., ...,T, Ut € I(d)

where u; := e; and, under Hy, d = dj.



Model B: For djy € (0.5,1.5), we let y; := Az, and use the first-differenced transformation of (2.1):
Y = ,32 +,83DUt (T*) du, t=2,..,T, us € I(d— 1)
where u; := Aeg, and, under Hy, d = dy.

Remark 4. Taken together, Models A and B allow us to consider inference on the long memory
parameter in (2.1) in the presence of a possibly broken trend for hypothesised values of the long
memory parameter in the range dy € (—0.5,0.5) U (0.5,1.5). It is worth noting that we will not
explicitly consider tests for null hypotheses which impose dy > 1.5 in (2.1). Here the resulting test
statistics would be identical to the statistics of the form given in section 3.1 on substituting Aﬁlroet
for Aioxt; this is the case because taking the (dy — 1)th differences of the de-trended residuals @ (1),
defined for Model B in (3.6) below, will annihilate the estimated trend component when dy > 1.5.
However, for dy > 1.5 the trend component will have no impact on the large sample behaviour of these

statistics and they will therefore have the same large sample behaviour as given for LM in (3.4).

Remark 5. It is also worth commenting that although Robinson (1994) and Nielsen (2004) do not
restrict dp to lie in a particular interval, they instead assume that sufficient rate conditions hold
on the estimates of the parameters characterising the determinisitic trend function; see Robinson
(1994,p.1434) and Equation (12) of Nielsen (2004). In these papers, the fractional differences of
the disturbances from (2.1) taken under the null hypothesis, that is A’j_‘)et, are estimated using the
residuals from the regression of Aioa:t onto the Aio differences of the deterministic kernel. Replacing
A‘ioet by these residuals in (3.2), yields an estimate of €; and, proceeding as in (3.2) and (3.3), it
is then possible to compute a feasible version of the LM statistic based on these residuals. Under
the regularity conditions detailed in Robinson (1994) or Nielsen (2004), doing so yields a feasible LM
statistic that has the same limiting distribution as the infeasible LM statistic. Establishing such
regularity conditions is straightforward in many cases, such as where the deterministic component is
a polynomial trend, but is considerably more complicated in the case considered in this paper where
we allow for the possibility that a trend break occurs at an unknown point in the sample. Here we
need to establish the uniform (in 7) rate result for the estimated coefficients of the deterministic trend
function given in (3.11) of Lemma 1 in the case where no trend break occurs, and the corresponding
rate result in (3.14) of Lemma 1 for where a break does occur. Moreover, where a trend break occurs,
we also need to ensure that the estimate of 7* is consistent at a sufficiently fast rate, as is done in
(3.12) and (3.13) of Lemma 1 below. Establishing the results stated in Lemma 1 requires a functional
central limit theorem to hold, which in turn requires that d > —0.5. We note that the restriction that
d > —0.5 is also imposed in Chang and Perron (2016) when establishing properties for the estimates
of 7* and of B;, B, and 3 which they consider.

In each of Model A and B we will also need to consider two scenarios, depending on whether the
trend break is in fact present or not; that is, whether 83 = 0 or 85 # 0. To that end, and in order to

discuss Models A and B simultaneously, we now introduce some common notation, noting that in the



case of Model B, 3, is not estimated. This notation is indexed by a generic value of 7 € A. In the
context of Model A we define z; (1) := (1,t, DT} (7)) and 3 := (31, B4, 33)’, whereas in the context of
Model B we define z; (1) := (1, DU; (7)) and B := (B4, B3)". Finally, we define the OLS estimate of 3
(under Model A or Model B, as appropriate) as

-1

B = (S 2maE@)) (a0 (3.5)

where j = 1 in the case of Model A, and j = 2 for Model B. We then define the corresponding

de-trended residuals as

o~

U (1) =y — 2 (1) B (7) (36)

for t = 1,...,T in the case of Model A, and for t = 2,...,T in the case of Model B. For Model B, we
set uy (1) := 0, so that u; (7) is defined for t = 1,...,T" in both cases.

Under Hp, we can estimate 7, by taking the corresponding fractional differences of these OLS
de-trended residuals, as Aifﬂt (1), for &g := dop when Model A is used, and for dg := dy — 1 when
Model B is used, for a specific value of 7. Proceeding as in the infeasible case, for any 7 we can then

estimate 1 (7) via

o~

. T 5o~ 2
0 () = angmin 3 (g (L) AL (7)) (3.7)

€0¢=1

and use this to compute the quantities

2 (1) =g (L0 () A% () (3.8)

and

T 1 R T-1
S =T & (1), 7 (1) =5(r)" 72 et (n)Eu(r), Alr):= > i),
t=1 j=1

Given 1 (1), we also compute & (1) yielding the LM-type statistic

_ A% (7)
LM (1) =T = (3.9)

If the true break fraction, 7%, was known then one would simply evaluate LM (7) of (3.9) at 7 = 7%,
the resulting statistic, LM (7*), would for either dy = 0 or dy = 1 coincide with the statistic from
Robinson (1994), discussed at the start of this subsection. Our focus, however, is on the case where 7
is unknown and, following the earlier discussion, our proposed test will be based on evaluating LM (7)

at 7, the minimum RSS estimate

7= argmin Y7, (T (1))? (3.10)
TEA

whose form is determined according to the value of dy being tested under the null hypothesis, Hy.
Specifically, if dy lies in the region (—0.5,0.5) then we estimate 7* using the levels of the data and

test the null hypothesis that the long memory parameter in the levels data is dp, whereas if dgy lies



in the range (0.5,1.5) we instead estimate 7* using the first differences of the data and test the null

hypothesis that the long memory parameter in the first differenced data is dg — 1.

In Theorem 1 below we will determine the large sample behaviour of LM (7) by comparing it
to the infeasible LM statistic, LM of (3.3). Inherent in doing so will be to analyse the distance
between &; and &; (7), the latter given by &; (7) in (3.8) evaluated at 7 = 7, and establish how this
affects the distance between LM (7) and LM. The behaviour of LM (T) clearly depends on the large
sample properties of the estimates 7 of (3.10) and j (7), the latter given by 3 (7) of (3.5) evaluated
at 7 = 7. Consequently, in Lemma 1 we first establish these results under H. both for the case where
a trend break occurs (3 # 0) and where a trend break does not occur (83 = 0). Theorem 1 will
then subsequently establish that these properties are sufficient to allow us to show that the difference,

LM (7) — LM, is asymptotically negligible, regardless of whether or not a trend break occurs.

Lemma 1 Let 2; be generated by (2.1) under H, : 0 := 07 = ¢/\/T, and let Assumption 1 hold. For
dp € (—0.5,0.5), define, for generic «, the diagonal matriz K («) := diag {Tl/z_a,TS/g_o‘,T?’/Q_o‘},
whereas for dy € (0.5,1.5), define the diagonal matriz K7 (o) = diag {T3/2*°‘,T3/2*0‘}. Then the
following results hold:

(i) Where By # 0, the estimates 7 of (3.10) and B (7), the latter given by (3.5) evaluated at T = 7,

are such that

Ky (do) (B(7) = B) = 0, (1) (3.11)

and
Fort = 0, (T%72) if d € (~0.5,0.5) (3.12)
T = 0,(T7Y) ifdy € (0.5,1.5) (3.13)

(i) Where 5 = 0, the estimate E(T) of (3.5) is such that, for dy € (—0.5,0.5) U (0.5, 1.5),

Ky (do) (B(r) = 8) = 0, (1), (3.14)

uniformly in T.

Remark 6. The result in part (ii) of Lemma 1 shows that when no break occurs, the (centred and
appropriately scaled) OLS estimator of 5 from (3.5) converges to a well-defined limiting distribution
and that this holds uniformly in 7. This uniform convergence then implies that it must also hold on
replacing 7 with 7, even though the latter is a random variable (even asymptotically); cf. Chang and
Perron (2016) and Lavielle and Moulines (2000).

Remark 7. The additional higher order moment conditions stipulated in part (b) of Assumption 1
are required for two reasons. Firstly, when 5 # 0, estimation of 7* exploits a functional central limit
theorem; see Chang and Perron (2016). Secondly, in the case where 85 = 0, then a functional central

limit theorem is used to establish that the rate given in (3.14) holds uniformly in 7.



In Theorem 1 we now state our main result, establishing the large sample behaviour of the LM-type
statistic LM (7).

Theorem 1 Let the conditions of Lemma 1 hold. Then, for dy € (—0.5,0.5) U (0.5,1.5):
(1) If B3 # 0, then LM (T) — LM = o0, (1).

(i1) If B3 =0, then LM (1) — LM = o, (1), uniformly in 7.

Some remarks are in order.

Remark 8. An immediate consequence of Theorem 1 is that LM (7) — LM = o,(1) irrespective of
whether 53 # 0 or 83 = 0. Consequently, regardless of the value of 85, LM (T) KN 3 (c?w?) under H,
thereby retaining asymptotic optimality. Moreover, since LM (7T) “ X3 under Hy, standard critical

values can still be used.

Remark 9. The result given in part (i) of Theorem 1 demonstrates that when g5 # 0, such that
a trend break does occur, the difference between the LM-type statistics based on £, and ;(7) is
asymptotically negligible. This arises because T Lo ata sufficiently fast rate; cf. part (i) of Lemma
1. Part (ii) of Theorem 1 shows that when no break occurs, the difference between the LM-type
statistics based on & and &, (7) is asymptotically negligible, and that this holds uniformly in 7 and,

hence, holds for 7.

Remark 10. It is important to acknowledge that, in common with the results given in Lavielle and
Moulines (2000) and Chang and Perron (2016), Theorem 1 does not cover the case of dg = 0.5. When
Bs # 0, as noted in Remark 9, the proof of Theorem 1 is based on establishing that the difference
between the LM-type statistics based on &; and &, (7) is asymptotically negligible. A key part of the
derivation of the theorem is proving that A— A (7) = 0,(T~/2) and, as the difference &,—; (7) depends
on the term AY (DT; (7) — DT; (r*)), on showing that 3/, (3-/21 j7'AY (DTy_; (7) — DTi; (7%)))&
= 0, (T"'/2). The remainder term A‘io (DT (7) — DT; (7*)) is a random variable which is potentially
correlated with &; and, hence, with g;. In order to allow for this correlation, we exploit the fact that
DT, (7) — DT} (7*) follows a (broken) trend, and we use a method of proof based on summation by
parts. However, the bound that we can establish on A-A (7) in this way is weaker the larger is dp,
until for dy = 0.5 it is not sufficient to establish the required op(T_l/ 2) bound; we refer the reader to
Lemma C2 and Lemma D2 in the proof for further details. We will nonetheless include dy = 1/2 in
the Monte Carlo exercise in section 4. Here we find that the finite sample properties of LM (7) for
do = 0.5 do not appear inconsistent with Theorem 1 also being valid for dy = 0.5.

Remark 11. In parallel with the discussion in Remark 2 above, a one-sided test could also be

1/2

considered based on the score-type statistic S(7) := (UAJQL(?J A(T). The large sample theory for
S(7) follows from the results given in this paper; in particular, under Hy, S(7T) 4N (0,1).

Remark 12. The single trend break model (2.1) could be extended to allow for multiple trend breaks.

Specifically, we replace (2.1) with an (up to) m break model specification

xy = By + Bot + B5DT(T") + ¢
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where, DTy (7*) := [DT;(7%),..., DT} (73,)]'. Here 7* := [r7,...,75,]" is the vector of (unknown)
putative trend break fractions, B3 := [B3 1, ..., 33,,]" the associated break magnitude parameters such
that a trend break occurs at time [7;7T'| when 35, # 0,7 = 1,..., m. The break fractions are assumed to
be such that 77 € Aforalli = 1,...,m. A standard assumption in such a model is that |7 —T;| >n>0,
for all 4, 7, i # j, such that the DGP admits (up to) m level breaks occurring at unknown points across
the interval A, with a sample fraction of at least |nT'| observations between breaks (note that m and
n must satisfy the relation m <1+ |(7y — 71)/n]). Provided that m breaks are estimated using the
obvious m-dimensional analogue of (3.10), yielding the vector of estimates, T say, then we conjecture
that the corresponding LM statistic, LM (T) say, will have precisely the same properties as LM (7) in
Theorem 1. That is, we conjecture that LM (T) LN x3(c?w?) under Hy and LM (T) KN x? under Hy
irrespective of whether 83, = 0 or 33, # 0 for any particular . For Model B Lavielle and Moulines
(2000) demonstrate that 7; = 77 whenever Bs; # 0 at the same rate as 7 2 7* in the single break
case considered above. For Model B, it would seem likely that the same parallel with the single break
case would hold, but formally Chang and Perron (2016) only consider the case of a single break in
trend. For both Models A and B one would also need to formally establish that analogous uniformity

arguments to those made in the proof of Theorem 1 can also be made in those cases where 35 ; = 0.

Remark 13. The large sample results in Theorem 1 are in sharp contrast to those which hold for
autoregressive unit root tests and stationarity tests which allow for the possibility of trend break(s).
The limiting distributions of these, under both the null and the relevant local alternatives, depend
on the number of trend breaks fitted, the number of breaks present in the data and the locations of
these; see, for example, Perron and Rodriguez (2003) in the context of unit root tests, and Busetti
and Harvey (2001,2003) in the context of stationarity tests. In particular, asymptotic null critical
values for these tests differ between the no trend break and trend break cases, and in the latter case
also depend on the true location(s) of the trend break(s). Moreover, their asymptotic local power
functions depend on the number of trend breaks fitted, decreasing the more breaks are fitted, other
things equal. This is not the case in our setting where, as the results in Theorem 1 demonstrate, the
limiting distribution of our feasible LM (T) statistic is independent of any nuisance parameters arising
from the deterministic kernel under both the null hypothesis and local alternatives. However, it is
important to emphasise that this is an asymptotic result and so it will be important to investigate how
well this asymptotic prediction holds up in finite samples. This we will investigate by Monte Carlo

simulation methods in section 4.

Remark 14. Consider the case where an observed time seriers x; satisfies the DGP
Tt = ,82 + B3DU1§ (T*) =+ €t, t = 1, 711

where e, € I(d), d € (—0.5,0.5). In this case, x; may be subject to a change in the mean but it is
otherwise asymptotically stationary and invertible. It should be clear that inference on d in this model
is equivalent to inference on ¢ in Model B in the context of DGP (2.1). Consequently, the results in

Theorem 1 are also appropriate to this testing problem.
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Remark 15. Observe that under Hy, ¢ defined in (3.1) and ¢ (7) defined for (3.7) evaluated at 7 = 7
are infeasible and feasible estimates, respectively, of the parameters characterising the (stationary
and invertible) ARMA process, 1,. It is well known that, in the infeasible case, v/T' (1@ — LZJ*) —d
N(O,@fl); see, for example, Hamilton (1994), Chapter 5, and Harvey (1993), Chapter 3. This
large sample result also holds when deterministic trend kernels, containing elements such as 1 (a
constant), ¢ (a linear trend), a broken intercept, DU, (7*), or a broken trend, DT} (7*), (7* assumed
known in the latter two cases), are accounted for so that 1" is estimated using de-trended residuals.
This asymptotic equivalence, formally established in Theorem 4.1 of Nielsen (2004), holds because
deterministic regressors such as these meet condition (12) of Nielsen (2004) or the similar condition
given in Robinson (1994) page 1434. Crucially, however, the stochastic trend break regressors DT (T)
and DUy (T) do not meet these conditions. Nonetheless, as we demonstrate in Lemma A2, if §3 = 0
then 1//;(7') — @ = 0p (T_1/2), uniformly in 7; moreover, as shown in Lemma C2, if 83 # 0 then
@AZJ(?) — @ = 0p (T‘l/ 2). Inference on %* can therefore be made under Hy using the result that
VT (@ (7) — w*) —4¢ N (0,®71). Consequently, an immediate corollary of Lemmas A2 and C2 is that
using the appropriately de-trended residuals instead of 7, does not change the limiting distribution of

the resulting estimate of 1" even when one includes the stochastic regressors DT} (T) or DU, (T).

4 Monte Carlo Simulations

We now present the results from a Monte Carlo simulation study investigating the finite sample
performance of our proposed test based on the LM (T) statistic, exploring cases where no trend
break occurs and where a trend break occurs. We investigate both finite sample size under the null
hypothesis and finite sample power under local alternatives. As benchmarks for comparison, we also
simulate the (infeasible) tests based on: (i) the LM statistic in (3.3), (ii) the LM (7*) statistic given
by (3.9) evaluated at 7 = 7%, and (iii) the statistic, LM which is calculated as for the LM (7) statistic
in section 3.2 but replacing z;(7) by z throughout, where for Model A, z; := (1,t)" and for Model
B, z; := 1. Recall that the first benchmark test is based on the unobservable e;, while the second
requires knowledge of the true (putative) break location, 7*. The third benchmark test is based on
the assumption that 85 = 0 in (2.1). Its behaviour when 3 # 0 allows us to quantify the finite sample
consequences of neglecting a trend break when one is present in the DGP. When 5 = 0 it quantifies
the finite sample power losses that are incurred by unnecessarily allowing for a trend break.

All reported experiments are run over 10,000 Monte Carlo replications using the RNDN function
of Gauss 13. Our simulation DGP is given by (2.1) with 5, = 5 = 0 (this is without loss of generality
because all of the tests considered are exact invariant to 5; and () and 35 € {0,0.1,1}, with the
break fraction set as 7% = 0.5. Notice that LM and LM (7*) are also exact invariant with respect to
5. Excepting the tests based on LM and LM, all tests are computed setting A = [0.15,0.85]. All
reported results are relate to a nominal asymptotic 0.05 level using the relevant critical value from the
X3 distribution.

We first consider the empirical size of these four tests across a range of values of dy and for sample

12



sizes T € {256,512,1024}. We generate {n;} according to n, = an,_, + &, t = 1,...,T, with ny = 0,
for a € {—0.5,0,0.5} and with {e;} generated as an i.i.d. N(0, 1) sequence of variables. Consequently,
n, is also ii.d. N(0,1) when a = 0 and is a weakly stationary AR(1) process when a = =+0.5.
The shocks, e;, t = 1,...T, are then generated according to (2.2) to be such that e, € I (dy), for
dp € {0,0.25,0.5,0.75,1,1.25}. Recall that Theorem 1 does not cover the case of dy = 0.5. Finally,
we simulate z;, t = 1,...,T, according to (2.1) for the values of 8, 85, B3 and 7* specified as above.
In calculating the four test statistics we assumed knowledge of the autoregressive order (either zero
or one) for 7,, but not of the parameter a in the case where 7, is an AR(1). Notice that when 7,
is i.i.d., then w? = 72/6, otherwise w? must be estimated. Following Tanaka (1999,p.564), we used
@ = 72/6 — (1—a?) (In (1 — a))* /a2t

Empirical size results are reported in Table 1, 2 and 3 for a = 0, —0.5, 0.5 respectively. Consider
first the results for the (infeasible) LM test. Due to the exact invariance of the LM test to dp,
results are only reported for dy = 0. We see that the LM test has size close to the nominal 0.05
level throughout, which we might expect given that it is calculated using the true e;. Turning to
the (infeasible) LM (7*) test (which is exact invariant to [33), its empirical sizes are also in general
reasonably close to the nominal level for a¢ = 0 and a = —0.5; however, for a = 0.5 it can be
significantly undersized for the smaller values of T considered. For our feasible LM (7) test, a degree
of finite sample oversize is seen for 83 = 0 and B3 = 0.1, for both @ = 0 and a = —0.5. For a = 0.5,
similarly to what we observe for the LM (7*) test, LM (7T) displays a tendency to undersize for the
smaller sample sizes considered, though generally to a lesser extent than is seen for LM (7*). We
believe the empirical size results for LM (7) are quite encouraging in that they would appear to show
that relatively little in the way of size control is lost when moving from an LM-type test that requires
knowledge of the (putative) break point to one which makes no such concession. It is also worth noting
that the empirical size results in Tables 1, 2 and 3 for LM (7) differ very little for the case of dy = 0.5
vis-a-vis those for either dy = 0.25 or dy = 0.

Next consider the results for the LM test which show the effect on empirical size of not allowing
for a trend break, both where one occurs in the data (83 # 0) and where one does not (83 = 0).
When 35 = 0 the LM test, similarly to LM (7*), demonstrates reasonable size control for a = 0 and
a = —0.5 but is rather undersized when a = 0.5 for the smaller 7. However, where 35 # 0, the LM
test is seen to be completely unreliable, with empirical size reaching 1.0 in many cases. Unsurprisingly,
the degree of size distortion becomes more serious as || increases, this being a measure of the degree
to which the model which omits the trend break is misspecified. The magnitude of the size distortions
in LM are also seen to be larger the smaller is dg, other things equal. This reflects the fact that

omitting the broken trend in the deterministic specification renders the residuals contaminated by

'In the case of LM, @ := (31—, Tifis—1)/(Cr—y Teq)? with 7, := Aio et. For LM (7), evaluated at either 7 = 7* or
T=T7,a(r):= 23;2 7, (7)), (T)/Z;T=2 (ﬁt_l (7'))27 with 7, (1) := Aioﬂt (1) under Model A, and 7, (1) := Aio_lﬂt ()
under model B. Finally, for LM, @ := 3., T,7,_1/> 41— (ﬁtfl)Q, where: for Model A, 7, := Ai"ﬂt with w; the OLS
residuals from the regression of x; on (1,t)" for ¢t = 1,...,T; for Model B, %, (1) := Aioflﬂt (), with @, the residuals

from the regression of Az; on 1 for t = 2, ..., T, setting w1 = 0.
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1=do and a linear trend proportional to t! =% . Because

both a broken trend proportional to (t — |7*T'])
(broken) trends have features similar to the properties of an integrated time series, see for example
Tacone (2010), inference on dy is more heavily contaminated the larger is the exponent (1 — dp) on
these contaminating trend terms in the residuals. Thus, inference when dy = 0 and more generally for
lower values of dy is heavily distorted, whereas the contaminating effect when dg = 1.25 is seen to be
much less dramatic.

We next turn to an examination of the finite sample local power properties of the tests. In order to
save space, we restrict attention to the single sample size T' = 512 for the case where 7, isi.i.d. N(0,1).
In Figures 1-6, results are reported for dy € {0,0.25,0.5,0.75,1,1.25}. We consider an interval of local
alternative values for ¢ chosen as ¢ € {—5.0,—4.75, —4.50, ..., —0.25,0,0.25, ...,4.50,4.75,5} which is
symmetric about the null value, ¢ = 0. Local powers of LM (7) for each of 83 = 0, 83 = 0.1 and
B5 = 1 are plotted graphically against ¢, once more using the 0.05 x3 critical value. Also shown,
again for benchmarking purposes, are the local powers of the LM, LM (7*) and LM tests, the latter
is only reported for the case where 3 = 0 because of its very poor size control for non-zero values of
B5 observed in Tables 1-3. Also shown is the relevant asymptotic local power function of the tests;
that is, rejection frequencies for the x? (02772 / 6) distribution, denoted Asy. This asymptotic power
function is invariant to dy, as is the finite sample local power function of LM. We see that the local
power function for LM lies very close the symmetric (around ¢ = 0) local power function of Asy.

Figure 1 graphs the local power functions of the tests for dy = 0. For both LM (7*) and LM (7), for
a given value v > 0 finite sample powers are higher for ¢ = —v than for ¢ = v. This is also true for LM,
though to a lesser extent. For ¢ < 0, the powers of LM (7*) and LM (7) can exceed the corresponding
asymptotic local power, but this is partly attributable to the slight oversizing of these tests seen in
Table 1. For ¢ > 0, however, these powers fall some way below the corresponding asymptotic local
power values. Indeed, for small values of ¢ > 0, power falls below the nominal level, albeit fairly
modestly. It gives the impression that the finite sample power curves for LM (7%) and LM (7T) are
rightward shifted relative to the centering of their common asymptotic local power function. We have
no ready explanation as to why such finite sample asymmetry (around ¢ = 0) should occur, but that it
arises for both LM (7*) and LM (7), and also for LM, but not for LM, clearly suggests it is connected
to the fact that the first three tests are based on estimated deterministic trend terms; indeed, of
these three tests LM (7*) and LM (7) are based on a richer deterministic specification than LM, and
correspondingly appear to show the greater degree of asymmetry. Comparing LM (7*) and LM (7),
we see that they generally have fairly similar levels of power, particularly when 35 = 1; this might be
expected since, for a large break magnitude of this kind, 7 should be in close proximity to 7*.

In Figure 2, where dy = 0.25, most of the same comments made for Figure 1 apply here also.
However, LM (7*) does now appear slightly more powerful than LM (7) when #5 = 1. The results for
do = 0.5 in Figure 3 appear qualitatively very similar to those for dy = 0.25.

The corresponding results for dg = 0.75, dy = 1 and d = 1.25 are shown in Figures 4, 5 and 6
respectively. Interestingly, when dy = 0.75 the asymmetry of the LM (7*) and LM (T) power curves

(and indeed of LM ), appears somewhat less evident than for the three cases discussed above, with
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LM (7*) and LM (7) once more demonstrating similar power when 3 = 1. For dy = 1.0 and dy = 1.25
the asymmetries in the power functions of LM (7*) and LM (T) reappear to some extent; in the latter
case with LM (7*) appearing slightly more powerful than LM (7), which suggests that 7 is struggling
to estimate 7* particularly well by this point.

The overall power performance of LM (T) test should be gauged in context. Expecting it to always
closely replicate the power behaviour of LM or LM (7*) tests (let alone the infeasible LM test) in finite
samples represents something of an unrealistic challenge. Respectively, these tests need to correctly
assume that no trend break occurs, or if one does occur, that the true break date is known in order
for their size to controlled, and their powers to be in any way meaningful. As such, they require prior
information that is simply never made available to a practitioner. Conversely, the LM (T) test does
not place any reliance on the veracity of such information. Judged on this basis, we consider that the
relative finite sample power performance of LM (7T) across our range of values for dy is actually more

than acceptable.?

5 Conclusions

In this paper we have been concerned with the problem of conducting inference on the long memory
parameter in the context of a series which is fractionally integrated around a potentially broken
deterministic trend. To that end, we have extended the LM-based testing approach of Robinson (1994),
Tanaka (1999) and Nielsen (2004), which assumes a known functional form for the deterministic kernel,
to the unknown trend break case we consider. This was achieved by basing the LM-type tests on data
which have been de-trended allowing for a trend break with the location of the break estimated by a
residual sum of squares estimator. This estimator was based either on the levels or first differences of
the data dependent on the value imposed on the long memory parameter under the null hypothesis.
We have demonstrated that the resulting LM-type test shares the same large sample asymptotic local
optimality properties as are obtained in the known deterministic kernel case of Robinson (1994),
Tanaka (1999) and Nielsen (2004) and, again like those tests, has asymptotic null critical values
given by the x? distribution. Unlike conventional unit root and stationarity tests, these results hold
regardless of whether a trend break actually occurs in the data or not. Results were reported from
a Monte Carlo study into the finite-sample behaviour of our proposed test and it was found that the

test performs well in terms of size control and local power levels.
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A Appendix

The conditions stated in Lemma 1 are assumed to hold throughout this appendix. We will use the
nomenclature C throughout to denote a generic positive bound. For a generic matrix B, we denote
by ei(B) the largest eigenvalue of B, and define the norm of B as ||B| := {ei (B’B)}l/Q. Where
a function of 7 is considered, the stochastic orders O, (.) and o, (.) will be assumed to hold for the
function using a suitable metric, and, unless specified otherwise, we will use the uniform distance. For
example, from the standard functional central limit theorem [FCLT], if T~1/2 ZtL;?J et = oW (1),
where “=” indicates convergence in the uniform metric, and W (1) is a standard Brownian motion,
we will write Z}:{J et = 0, (Tl/ 2). The operator —In (A) that appears in the appendix admits the
expansion —In (A) =372, j~1LJ (as in a Taylor expansion for —In (1 — ) around x = 1), and for a
generic series §; we introduce the operator {—1In (A)}, so that {—In(A)}, & = —In(A) {I(t > 0)}
and therefore {—In (A)}, & =372, j ~1¢, ;. To abbreviate notation (and mirroring the definition of
do) we define § :=d if d € (—0.5,0.5) and §:=d—1if d € (0.5,1.5).

A.1 Proof of Lemma 1

We first detail results under Hy; here it holds that d = dy and 6 = dg. We consider the cases 83 = 0
and (5 # 0 separately, and for each case we divide the proof into Lemma A1l and Lemma B1, to make
it easier to follow. We then detail in Lemma C1 how to account for the local alternative, H.. Finally,

we prove Lemma 1 by putting these three lemmas together.
Lemma Al. Let B(T) be the OLS estimate in (3.5). For 83 = 0, under Hy,

Kr (d) (B(r) = 8) = 0, (1). (A1)
Lemma B1. Let 3 () be the OLS estimate in (3.5) and 7 the minimum RSS estimate in (3.10).

For 5 # 0 and under Hy:

(i) if dp € (—0.5,0.5), then
B and 7 -1 =0, (T*S/H) (A.2)

(i) if dp € (0.5,1.5), then
7 and 7 — 11 =0, (T7) (A.3)

(iif) for do € (—0.5,0.5) U (0.5, 1.5),

Lemma C1. For a € (—1/2,1/2), r > 0, r integer,

S

|7T] vl
7O (i (1)) Y (i (A7 AT ) 024 (1 (1) Y (0 (A)TAT) m =0, (1).
t=1 t=1
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Proof of Lemma A1l:

For Model A, (A.1) is established, in the Skorohod measure, for example, by Iacone, Leybourne and
Taylor (2013a), page 417. For Model B, rate (A.1) in the Skorohod measure is established for the type
1 version of the fractionally integrated process, for example, by Iacone, Leybourne and Taylor (2014);
however, the same result can be derived for the type 2 version using the FCLT in Marinucci and
Robinson (2000). Both results are established using the FCLT 7'—1/2+9 Zti? up = 0o W (739) where
W (7;9) is a Type 2 fractional Browinan motion, and the convergence is in the Skorohod measure. To
show that this convergence also holds in the uniform metric, we follow Billingsley (1968), page 153;
for the convergence X,, = X it is possible to go from the Skorohod to the uniform metric if: (i) the
limit object X lies in C[0, 1], the space of continuous function in [0, 1] with the uniform metric, with
probability 1, and (ii) the jumps of X, occur at fixed time points rather than at time points with
random position. This applies not only to the standard Brownian motion, but also to both type 1
and type 2 fractional Brownian motions; see Shao (2011) page 604 for an application of this result
for type 1 processes. For condition (i), notice that the type 2 fractional Brownian motion also has
almost surely continuous sample paths see Marinucci and Robinson (1999) page 116. Condition (ii) is

immediately met.

Proof of Lemma B1:

For Model A, (A.2) follows from Chang and Perron (2016), Theorem 1 and Theorem 2, part i (case
for m = 0). Chang and Perron (2016) derive their results for type 1 fractionally integrated processes,
but the same results can be derived for the type 2 version using the FCLT in Marinucci and Robinson
(2000) and bounds from Lavielle and Moulines (2000); in particular, the Héjek-Rényi type inequality
in Lavielle and Moulines (2000) holds for both type 1 and type 2 processes.

For Model B, Theorem 3 and Theorem 7 of Lavielle and Moulines (2000) yield (A.3) for 7* € [ry,71] C
(0,1). Regarding the case § < 0 for Model B, notice that, although Lavielle and Moulines (2000) focus
attention on § > 0, their condition H1 (¢) is still met when § < 0, with ¢ = 1; see Lavielle and
Moulines (2000) page 35, where the sufficient condition ) o |E (uurts)| < 0o is given.

Finally, for Model A, rate (A.4) again follows by adapting results from Theorem 4 of Chang and
Perron (2016). For Model B with 6 > 0, (A.4) is given in Bai (1994), Proposition 4, when 6 = 0, or
in Lavielle and Moulines (2000), Theorem 8. Lavielle and Moulines (2000) do not explicitly consider
0 < 0, but we show below that the result follows applying the bound in Corollary 2.1 of Lavielle and
Moulines (2000) to the expression in Proposition 4 of Bai (1994). Using our notation, the expression

in the proof of Proposition 4 of Bai (1994) is given by

5,0 -0 = (T sl sl w)ie s @)

LA ]
(LT*TJ = 7T |71 7T |7*T']

1 TTIN ¢ m o s
+ [7T] [7T] t=1 " Ut T W =14 |77 Ut Tt BSLTTJ) I(7>71"). (A.6)

Because |7*T'| — |7T] = Op (1) and thlﬂ u = Op (T1/2+5), the first term on the right hand side
of (A5) is O, (1 x T72 x TY#9) = O, (T~3/%+9) = o, (T~1/2+°). As for the second term, it follows
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from Equation (8) of Lavielle and Moulines (2000) that for € > 0,

supP( max L~ (1/2+e)
icZ k-+i>m-+i

Zz-i—k‘ t‘ > C) < C(l,E) m172(1/2+€)

so that

P Y | > ) <0 (1,1)m™!
swpP (e 1St wlze) < ym

Taking ¢ = |77, k = |7*T| — |7T| + T* for € > 0 we can then allow for m — oo and therefore,

uniformly in 7, (|7*T| — 7T +T°)" ‘Zt 1+LTTJ ut‘ = Op (1). Next, notice that
|7*T) _ TT4TE T*T|+Te
‘Zt 1+LTTJ ‘ - ‘Zt 1+LTTJ Zt 1+LT*TJ ‘
|T*T|+T |7*T|+T*
< ‘thl—i-LrTJ “t‘ + ‘Zt 14| Y )

= O, ((|7"T| = 7T +T°)+1T7)

and that ZtLT 17_;_J 7] ut‘ = O, (T°), using |7*T| — |7T'| = O, (1). Finally, therefore we have that the
second term on the right hand side of (A.5) is such that
[T _ 7T - 7T 1 LT el —1/245
T = T .
7 J T T Sy = O (1) = (T72)

Proceeding in the same way, we can also show that the first two terms in (A.6) are of o, (T‘l/ 2+5).

Finally, the remainder term (34 % Op (T71) = 0, (T71/?+7) using (A.3). As in Proposition

4 of Bai (1994), the proof for 5 (7) — B3 (7%) = op (T~Y2+9)proceeds in the same way, and we can
then conclude that 3 (7) — 3 (%) = o, (T~1/2+9). Rearranging,

Kr (d) (B(7) = 8) = Kr (d) (B(F) = B(r) +B(r) = 8) = Kr (&) (B(7) = B(+*) ) +Kr () (B(r) - 8)

then K7 (d) (B (7) - B (T*)) = 0, (1) and K7 (d) (B () — ﬁ) = 0, (1), which establishes (A.4).

Proof of Lemma C1:

By a third order expansion and the mean value theorem,

(n(a)y A=) n = ((n(a) A, 0 - 6r (0 Q) A7)
+1/2(6r)° ((n(2)7 2 27)
B 1/6 (HT)?’ ((ln (A))r-‘r?) Af(aJr@er,T))Jr 4
for |0,,, 7| < |07|. Then proceeding as in Lemma 4 of Robinson (2005),
. 1/2
(@) a(et0er)) 12 > 0)} = O { > (A" gLt > ) })2}

J=1

for m € (—a—1/2,—a+1/2). Noting that, given the range of «, it is always possible to choose
€ (—1/2,1/2), so that so E (Aﬁfnt)2 = O (1) it therefore follows that

S (@m 10> ) = 5 (AT =0, (0.
J= J=
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We then rewrite

77)
T*(1/2+a) (ln (T))fr Z (((ln (A))r A*(OH*@T))—F n; — ((ln (A))r A—a)Jr 77t>
t=1
77)
< 1T ()| (meay+ta=e) (A7)
. 177)
05T (1) | 3T (n(a) A (A.8)
t=1
T
Lo, <T—<1/2+a> Nk \HTP) | (A.9)
t=1

From Marinucci and Robinson (2000) and the rate for 67, the term in (A.7) is O, (T7Y/2In (7)) =
op (1), and the term in (A.8) can be treated in the same way. The remainder (A.9) is O, (T_(1/2+°‘)) =

op (1).

Proof of Lemma 1:

e Under Hy, Lemma 1 follows directly from Lemmas A1l and B1.

e Under H,, from Lemma C1, setting 7 = 0 and o = 0, we can conclude that, when g5 = 0, the result
in (A.1) still holds. For the proof under 85 # 0, we observe that Chang and Perron (2016) derived
(A.2) using the FCLT for 7~ (1/2+9) Zti? A_T_‘Snt. However, from Lemma C1, this limit coincides with
that of T7—(1/2+9) Zti? A;(MHT)nt under H,.. Therefore, (A.2) is also valid under H. for Model A.
For Model B, (A.3) holds for any 6 € (—1/2,1/2). For T sufficiently large, (6 + 07) € (—1/2,1/2) still
holds, so (A.3) still holds. Consequently, (A.4) is still met.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 1

We organise the proof of Theorem 1 in a similar way to the proof of Lemma 1 above. That is, we derive
results under Hj first, considering the cases 83 = 0 and 3 # 0 separately, and then subsequently

discuss the corresponding results under H..

~ ~ o~

Lemma A2. Under 85 = 0 and Hy: (i) ¢ (1) — ¥ = 0, (1), and (i) TY2(4(7) — ¥) = 0, (1).

Lemma B2. Recalling that £,(7) = g(L; ¢ (7)) A% 4 (1) and & = g(L; @)Aiut, and defining v; (1) :=
Z;;llj_lgt_j (1) and v; := Z;;ll j~1€:—;, then under 85 = 0 and Hy,

T T
T2 Zg (N T (1) =T &% = o0,(1) (A.10)
=1 =1
(1) -5 = o0,(1) (A.11)
(1) —a* = o,(1) (A.12)

Lemma C2. When 35 # 0, under Hy, T"/? (@ (7) — @) =0, (1).
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Lemma D2. When (5 # 0, under Ho, T-2 Y[ & (P 0 (F) -T2 80 = 0, (1), 3 (7) 5% =

0, (1), and &2 (7) — &2 = 0, (1).

Proof of Lemma A2:
We first need to introduce some additional notation, as in Iacone, Leybourne and Taylor (2013b). To

that end, we define

prg = AS{IL(E>0)}, pyy = A {tI(t > 0)},
(r) = AS{(t — |7T])I(t > |7T])} for Model A
SR AL (t > |7T])} for Model B

where, for § € (—1/2,0)U(0,1/2), we observe from Lemma 1 of Robinson (2005) and Iacone, Leybourne
and Taylor (2013b), page 40, that

_ 1 —5 S1-5 | -1 _ A(=0)
b = TE—g)! +O<t +t ]I(5>0)),Aul’t_At

1 _ _
Hop = mtl ’+ <t 115 > 0)) y Apigy = fig g

Next we define 2;(¢) := g(L; ) ASuy and & (1;7) := g (L;¢) A% 4 (7). Notice therefore that, under

o~ ~

Hy, &:(¢) and €.(¢(7);7) coincide with &; defined in (3.2) and &; (7) defined in (3.8), respectively.
Moreover, under Hy, &; (%) = &;.

We may then write the loss functions in (3.1) and (3.7) as Z;le (&t (1))* and Zthl (&t (15 7))?, re-
spectively. Consistency of @ is well known in this context, and can be readily established using a
routine consistency argument for implicitly defined extremum estimates; see, for example, Newey and
McFadden (1994). This requires uniform (in 1) convergence of a suitably scaled version of the loss
function so that 7! Zthl @ (W) 5 E(g(L;y)n,)?, together with identification of the parameters
1. The former is established as a uniform weak law of large numbers, that is obtained using pointwise
convergence of the scaled loss function 77! Z?:l (& (1/)))2 to the limit, and stochastic equicontinuity;
see page 224 of Andrews (1992). Sufficient conditions for stochastic equiconuity to hold in this case are
that the loss function is differentiable with first derivative bounded in probability; see Assumptions
(b) and (c) on page 246 of Andrews (1992).

Using the same approach as used in Theorem Al of Andrews (1993), to establish part (i) of the
lemma we need to verify that 71 (Zthl (& (5 7)) — Zthl (€t (1/)))2> = 0p (1) uniformly in both 1
and 7. Uniformity in 1 can be established using the same arguments outlined above for the case of

estimating fp We therefore focus here on establishing uniform convergence in 7.

Substituting (3.6) into the definition for &; (¢; 7), we have that when dy < 0.5,

~

g (;m) = g(L;iy) Ai (yt — 2 (1) B (T)>
= g (L) Mus + g (L) ALz () (B-B (7)) (A.13)
= &) +g(Liw) Al (r) (8- B (1) (A14)
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and that

NS

(Lip) A%z (1) (/3 — 5 (T)>>2 (A.15)

M=

é@wmhi@wfz

A

+2

~~
Il
i
~~
Il

M=

G W) (9L ALz () (B-B(™)). (A16)

t=1

Where dy > 0.5, imposing u; (7) = 0 adds the remainder term —g (L; ) A( Dy to (A.13) and
(A.14), and notice that as e; = 0 if ¢ < 0, then u; = e; = 7;, and so we can write this remainder term

as

~ATVZ (). (A.17)

Consider Model A first. Using (a + b)? < 2a% 4 2b2, the left hand side of (A.15) is bounded by

T

W) ) (8- B (1) 4O (9L o) (B2~ B ()

t=1

T
o3 (ot

§(<>mmf@mf
< X (5-Bi0) +C T (BB ) + O S, 07 (B ()]

using Lemma 3 of Robinson (2005) and g (1;4)® < C. Then, using the fact that 3, oy (1)? =
Z%F:HLTTJ oy (1)* < Zthl ,u%t, the expression above is seen to be of O, (1) using Lemma 1 of Robin-
son (2005) and Lemma Al. The term in (A.16) is O, (Tl/ %) by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

Next we consider Model B. Here the left hand side of (A.15) is bounded by

é(( )mﬁ(%—ﬁﬂﬂ)+02(( 0 s (1) (B ()

which is again O, (1). Another application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yields that (A.16) is
Op (T 1/ 2). For Model B we also have to account for the additional remainder term in (A.17), so that

we also need to analyse

iﬁéf“f@uwW—aELM”%uwaom—2zw$”%mwgumMA&uﬂ(ﬁ—Bw0.
(A.18)
Noting that (81 (1))* = O, (1), uniformly in ¢, and, in view of the fact that ]A§75)| ~ Ct79~! when
§ # 0, and that [A)] < C+=971 it follows that S°7_ (AS)2(E(9))2 = 0,(T, 2(-0-1) =
0, (1). As for the second term, 3> A2 ()2, (1) = Op(3 L, t9=1), which is O, (1) if § > 0 and
Op(T_5) =0p (Tl/ 2) if § < 0, recalling that 6 > —0.5. Finally, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality the
third term in (A.18) is O, (1), so that the whole expression in (A.18) is of o, (T1/2).

Combining the foregoing results we therefore have that

P

sup = 0.

(T Ewnr- T ew?)

t=1 t=1
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As noted before, this is sufficient to establish that ¥ (1) — ¢ = op (1), which therefore completes the

proof of part (i) of the lemma.

We now turn to the proof of part (ii) of the lemma. Minimisation of the loss functions in (3.1) and
(3.7) yield

., 08 ~ 92 (¢
Zle gt (V) Eéz(f) i =0 and ZtT:1 € (¢57) Eta(ZT) ) =0
respectively, where
I () 0 5
TEW) O LAl

A T
Recalling (A.14), we have that

Fn B2 (s ala @) (5-50))
%2 (3 7) %6 (y) 0 , / >
Goo ~ opay T Fuew (W) Ata ) (8-B0)).

As with the treatment of (A.13) and (A.14) above, these expressions should properly be augmented by

additional remainder terms under Model B. However, proceeding as in the derivation of (A.18) above,
these can be ignored with no loss of asymptotic generality and we shall therefore do so hereafter in

the interests in brevity. Next, we define

1 0 0¢ 1 . 0%
D)=l SE by )= a0 U

D)= Di(¥)+ D2 (v)

and we denote by [D (v)]; the i-th row of matrix D (¢). A mean value theorem expansion of the first

order conditions from loss function (3.1) for the infeasible estimate ¢ yields, for the i-th element, 1712-,
of @,

S e ) ‘w:w* +[p ()], (3 - w) =0 (A19)

where &Z is a (p 4+ ¢) dimensional vector such that Hvz)z —*|| < H@ —1*||. Stacking the rows [D (&Z)] '
(3

for all i, denote .
()],

D ~pt+q
[ <17Z} ):|p+q
and, stacking rows of (A.19) for each i and multiplying by T2, we get
resl aw S|+ B(@) 1 (3-v) =0 (A.20)
O |y

Notice that 13(;0) —p ®02; see, for example, Nielsen (2004), part (iii) of Theorem 4.1 (the limit for
5(@) is included in the limit in Nielsen, 2004, as it is a (p + ¢) sub-matrix of the matrix in the limit
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in (i), and that 7-1/2 Zle g () 8%71(;” o O, (1); see, for example, Nielsen (2004), part (ii) of
Theorem 4.1. This therefore implies that Tl/z(zz — %) = O, (1) (indeed it is clear from part (ii) of
Theorem 4.1 of Nielsen (2004) that T/2(y) — 1*) has a limiting normal distribution with mean zero
under Hy).

To prove (ii) in Lemma A2, we derive an expression similar to (A.20) for the feasible estimate

" (1), from which we can obtain a formula for 0 (7). Then, define

1 0gs (V; 1) 04 (15 1 ~ 0%, (¢,
Diin) = 7ol EUDET by iy im 15T 2 i) T

D(y;7):=  Di1(¢;7)+ Dy (3;7)

and apply the mean value theorem expansion of the first order conditions from loss function (3.7) as
we did for (3.1) beforehand. We then obtain, for the i-th element, @1 (1), of b (1),

Jey (¢§ T)

Y " [D @1 (7) ”)L @z (r) - W) =0 (A.21)

S B ()

Pp=y"
where [D(i/vjl (1) ;7)]i denotes the i-th row of the matrix D (¢; 7) and zzl (7) is such that H’I:/VJZ (1)—v*|| <
14 (1) — ¥*||. Denoting by D(¢ (r):7) the matrix obtained by stacking of the rows [D(l?)l (1) 57)]is
and multiplying by T/2, we obtain that

0&y (¢§ 7')

T71/2 Z;:l gt (w7 T) 81/1

+D @ (7) ;T) T1/2 (@ (r) — zp*) —0. (A.22)

Y=9"
is op (T*I/z) o) 1;
and @ (1) have the same limit distribution. To that end, we first need to establish that the following
result holds:

In order to prove part (ii) of the lemma, we will show that the distance Hfb — zz (1)

D (@) - D (d(m)i7)| Bo. (A.23)
To do so, we first expand the summands in D (¢ () ; 7) as follows:

() fréw) o) Q;w

st wir) = L (i D)ata ) (5-50)))
s (7) ( 55 (9(L0) ALz () (3B (T)))) %ﬁ)

sditir)i= (g (o2 atat (5-30))) (o3 (1@ ala) (5-30)))

(W)= 2 W) iw
shiwm)i= 2w g (s ala ) (3-30))
sawin)i= (o) Az 6y (8-5m)) Gy

o

shy (1;7) = (g (L; ) Ai_Zt () (5 - E (T)>> e



Adding and subtracting ®c2 in (A.23) and using the triangle inequality, the expression in (A.23)
is bounded by Hf) (@Z) — ®o? D (171 (1) ;7') — ®c2||, recalling that D (12) —p ®o? so that
‘ﬁ (12) — ®a2|| =0, (1).

We then have to show that 1 ST (sat (@ (7')) + seq <1~b (7'))) — ®02 = 0, (1) and that the aver-
ages taken over t = 1, ..., T of sb; (171 (1) ;T), scy (zz (1) ;T), sdy (17) (1) ;7'), sft (Tp (1) ;7'), SG¢ (171 (1) ;T)

+ sup,

and shy (zz (1) ;7') are all of o, (1) for ‘17) (1) = < Hz?; (1) —v*||. To that end, we first show that
the following results hold:
1 -~ 2 1 o
FILE(0M) - F XL E W) =0 (A.24)
1 05 (¥) 02 (¥) ‘ 1 06 (¥) 02 (¥) ‘
= 2= - 5 = =op (1) (A.25)
1 0% (¥) 1 r 0% (¥) _
T Zt:l 51[)20111] ¢:{L(T) - T Zt:l 61/1@67/1] s - Op (]‘) . (A26)

Because n, = %st is a stationary and invertible ARMA process, then g (L;¢) n, = % %et
is also an ARMA process. For 1;, the i-th element of 1, a%)ig (L;v)n, and #;wjg (L;v) n, are also
ARMA processes, and so ‘%g (1; 1/})‘ < C and ‘#;%g (1;¢)‘ < C uniformly in 1. Proceeding as in
Bai (1993), we illustrate (A.24)-(A.26) for the ARMA(1,1) case, (1 —¢7L)n, = (1 +¢5L) ;.

Consider first (A.24). Because &; (¢*) = &4, we rewrite

& (i (T))2 —g=(a(B0) - Et)Q v (2 (3(0) — =)
As in Equation (3) of Bai (1993),

2(3@) e = (D7 (Tm) w0 (By () —w) S (17 (B2 ) miyn

— (P2 (1) = 03) T (<1 (95 (0) ey

The compactness of © means that there exists ¢ < 1 — &, where ¢ > 0 depends on O, such that

sup 15| < € < 1, and so
‘Et (sz (T)) - Et‘ < @ leol + (17}1 (1) — Wf) >0 @ [ne—j]
+ (92 (1) = 03) 5@ lev—jal

and Z?;E@j \mel = O (1) because E(}nt,j,l‘) < C and Z;;%Ej < Z;ioéj < C. In the
same way, Z;;%] @ |er—j—1] = O, (1). Rewriting sk := Z;;%) ¢ ‘nt_j_l‘ , 8ly := Z;;% @ |er—j—1|, then
sky = O, (1) and sl; = O, (1) , and sk? = O, (1), sl? = O, (1). Then,

L EEO) -a) < ST @R+ 0 (i) - i) 2 S (k)
+0(Ty(r) —43) 7 S0 (o1)*.
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The first term in the foregoing bound is % Zthl el = 0, (%) = 0p (1). As for the second term,
~ 2
%Zle (ski)* = O, (1) and, using the rate for (1/11 (1) —17) , this is seen to be of o, (1). The last

term follows in the same way. Therefore,
1 o~ 2
L EE®) =) =0

and %Zle €t (Et (zz (T)) — Et) = o0, (1) by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, which concludes the
demonstration of (A.24) for the ARMA(1,1) case. The result holds for the more general ARMA(p, q)
case using a similar but more tedious treatment.

We turn next to the result in (A.25). Proceeding in the same way as for (A.24), it is sufficient to
show that the following results hold:

2
Lor [ 9E(¥) ‘ 9 () ’
= i - —F =0,(1 A.27
T Zt—l ( 8¢1 w:%(T) a¢z b p( ) ( )
and )
L r [ 05 (¥) '
=D i =0,(1). A28
=il ( ) oW (A.28)
Consider first the result in (A.27). Again we illustrate this in the ARMA(1,1) case, noting that these

results hold for the more general for the ARMA(p, q) case. In the ARMA(1,1) case, considering B?T(;p)

first,

Fl) _ 5 () — B )
by = —E1-1(¥) — sy 90y
and we observe that
o 03 U
851/55) ‘wzw = ~E-1— ¥ W‘wzw* == Z;:%) (—¢3) et—j1 (A.29)

is a AR(1). Taking differences,

oz a2 -~ ~ o o
20 B ()-a)- (R0 BB Tl
= - (5) -an) - (- ) Fp)|

and, iterating,

) Em)
02 ly=gr) Iz ly=yr
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so that

2
9e (¥) 9 (¥)
T Zt 1 ( Oty ‘wﬂl(r) . fw? w=w*>
< Zt 1 (Z ( Wy (7 )) (Etfjfl (@7} (7')> - 5tj1)>2 (A.30)

, 2
v2(Tym) - ) 1YL, (22_5 (<)’ W\w:¢> S @a

Consider first the term in (A.30). Using the bound for

a(vm) -l

< O (S @ k) (A.32)
FONT (S (T () i) ki) (A33)
FOST (S (B ) -t st (A34)

The term in (A.33) is bounded by C (;bl (1) — W{) T ST (Z o sk J>2, where it is recalled that
’;bl (1) 1/11’ = 0p (1). Using sk; = Oy (1), then (Zj;o Ejskt_j)z = Op (1) and it follows that (A.33)
is of o, (1). In the same way, using sl = O, (1) we establish (Z;%) Ejslt_j>2 = O, (1) and then,
recalling that ‘1}2 (1) — 1/13‘ = 0p (1), we conclude that (A.34) is also of o, (1). Finally, (A.32) has

order
1 1 2
L (S e ) < LS (SR EE T S )
1 _ _ C
< CT ri ( t/QZWQ d +7t/22 2 © ]> < TZthl <Ct/2> S 7
Next consider the term in (A.31). Recalling (A.29), (A.31) is
~ « T t—1( I ~t—j—1 ok ?
CICES Syl Co=1CrAT) B o= sl C LTy
- 2
() —v?) L (S Sy e )
- . . 2
(¢2( — > Zt 1 (Z 073lt—j)

which is seen to be of o, (1) using the bound (A.34). These results together establish the result in
(A.27).

IN

IN

Consider next the result in (A.28). Again using (A.29), 8?5:’) e < E;;E @ |er—j—1| = sl and the
fact that sl? = O, (1), it also follows that 7! ZtT,l( 6;’22?) o ¢*)2 = Op (1). This establishes (A.28)

and therefore completes the proof of the result in (A.25) for ﬁf)

v=y*
The proofs of (A.27) and (A.28) for thllz})‘zpfw* follow in the same way. The result in (A.26) can

be obtain in a similar fashion and is omitted in the interest of brevity.
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Continuing, we next need to show that

Lr o P8 () L o P8 (®)
=) i 1€ — =>4 1€ =o0p(1). A.35
The right hand side of (A.35) can be written as
a0

L1 [~ (7 9%, (V) J 9%, (V)

in which each term can be seen to be of o, (1), using the limits for (A.24), (A.26) and the Cauchy-

p=itr) ViV

Schwarz inequality.

We next move to an analysis of the contribution of the terms say, (¢ (7)), ...., shy(1(7); 7) to (A.23).
Recalling that 71 Zle(sat(w*)+set(w*)) —p ®o?, using (A.25), (A.35) and 19 (7) — || < |9 (1) —
¥*||, it also holds that 7! Zg‘rzl sag (& (7‘)) + sey (QZ (7‘)) —p ®o?. Next, T1 Ethl sdi(¥ (7);7) =
0p (1) and T~1 Zthl she((7);7) = op (1), proceeding as in the discussion of (A.15). Finally, the

contribution of the terms sby (¢ (7);7), sc(¢ (1) ;7), sfi(¢ (7);7) and sgi(¢ (1) ;7) is of oy (1), using
the Cauchy Schwarz-inequality as in the discussion of (A.16). This completes the proof of (A.23).

For the next step of the proof, equating the left hand sides of the two expansions in (A.22) and
(A.20) and re-arranging yields,

T2 (”LZ (1) — @) = -D (@ (1) §T> B T2 B () 3@8(3,7') e
STl e N e N ~ 08¢ ()
H{B() D) 4B EO) rrslam SE|
= -D(Beyr) L, (B T —a ) T ‘W
N A N T _ ~ 9e: (¥)
—i—{D(w) —D<¢(7)a7> }T Vsl W) éw ‘ww'

Noting that T~"/2 3, & (v) %#fﬁ‘w "
D P

second term in the expression above is seen to be of o, (1). As for the first term, since D(@Ab (r);7)7 1=

= 0, (1) and that D(¥)~! = D(¢ (1);7)"" = 0, (1), the

(®02)~1, we need to show that the function of 7 given by

25T <gt (6:7) ‘9@(%”) ~5 (W) ag(f)ff)) ’w:w* (A.36)

is of 0, (1). To do so, first re-write (A.36) as
RS (o Al ) (5-50)) T (A37
TS ) o (o) A ) (=B )| (A9
+ 725 (9D 9) A () (8- B (7)) ;;} (9(L:iw) MYz (7 (BB () 'wzw(*A-39)

29



In view of Lemma 3 of Robinson (2005), the order of (A.39) is the same as the order of
N 2
T2l (ala () (8-50))

Proceeding as in the discussion of (A.15), when Model A is used, this term is of O, (T‘l/ ) =0, (1).
Similarly, when Model B is used, it is again of O, (I'"*/?) = 0, (1). Regarding the term (A.37), using

summation by parts the absolute value of this is bounded by

< 7712 ?:11\(9(L;w>AiZt+1(f)—g( Az (7 )‘ ‘(5 B(r ”281

T 3At(¢)‘
o

and, in view of Lemma 3 of Robinson (2005), this bound has the same order of

Es (¥) ‘
O

+T2 (g () e ()| |6 - B r HZ

< T2 t 9 ‘(Aiztﬂ( ) — +zt )‘ ’(5 ﬂ HZS . (7/1)‘ (A.40)

o
LT )(A‘S o )’ ‘5 B(r ‘ ’ZT a:;y) ‘ . (A.41)
The term in (A.40) can be bounded as
712y T ’(Aaztﬂ (7) — Az (r )) (5 B(r 'ZLpTJ BA&;/J)‘
where it holds that sup, th Tl BA&(;” ‘w:w* =0, (T 1/ 2), because this is a ARMA process.

When Model A is used,

T-1

L (8% ) - 8%0) (53 0)]

< ZtT:_ll ‘Aﬂl,t—i-l‘ ’ﬁ1 - 31 (T)’ + Z?:Hl |AM2,t+1} ‘52 - 32 (7)) + Z,ir:_ll ‘AM&H-I (T)‘ ’33 (T)’ .

(A.42)
If 6 > 0, the terms in (A.42) are such that
Al |8 =B )| = 0, (S ITT) = 0, (n (1) T7H) = 0, (1)
T:_ll | Apig 41 ’52 - Bz (7')‘ = Op ( —t t_(sT_3/2+6> P (T 1/2> =op(1)

O
Op ( 1/2> =op (1)

where we have used the rates from (3.14), and in the last bound we have used the result that
sup, 23:11 |Au37t+1 (T)‘ < ZtT;ll ‘A“Ztﬂ" It then follows that (A.40) is of order o, (T‘l/2 x 1 x T1/2)

= 0, (1).3 The remainder term in (A.41) can be shown to be of order

T=_11 ‘Aﬂs,t-&-l (7')| ‘33 (T)‘ < zeT=_11 ‘Aﬂz,t+1| ‘53 T)‘

TY2 o 70 o T=1/246 L2 L p1/2 o P16 o p=3/246 o pl/2 0, (T—1/2) ‘

%Notice that we bound |AM1¢+1| =0 (til) even though the stronger bound }Auw“} =0 (tilf‘;) holds. We do so
because this bound will be needed in a similar proof in Lemma B2. We therefore prefer to use the weaker bound here so

as to shorten the subsequent proof of Lemma B2.
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If, on the other hand, § < 0 then the first term in (A.42) is bounded as
I A 81— By (7)] = 0, (ST 0T Y2) — 0, (T712) = 0, (1),

The bounds of the other two terms in (A.42) are unaffected by the sign of §, and it is easily verified
that (A.41) remains of O, (T~Y/2) so that both (A.40) and (A.41) are of O, (T~%/2).

When model B is used,

(8% ) - %) (33 )]
< > | Ay 14| )52 — By (7')’ +30 |AM3 141 ( ‘53 ‘

and notice that sup, ZtT;ll }Au&tﬂ (T)‘ < Zf;ll ‘A,ul,tH’. Then, when § > 0, the functions of 7 have

stochastic orders

A ] [B2 = Ba (0] = 0y (ST T2 = 0, (i (1) T7240) = 0, (1)

ZtT:Hl ’AMS,t+1 (7')| ‘B:z (7')‘ < 23";11 ’Aﬂl,t+1| ‘53 ‘ Op ( )T_1/2+6> Op (1)
whereas, when ¢ < 0,

S A 82— B ()] = 0, (SIS TTTE) = 0, (TTVH) =0, (1)

S A (B ()] = ST ARl [Bs ()] = 0, (T70771245) 0, (1),
In both cases, it is again easy to show that the remainder, (A.41), is of order O, (T_I/Q).

Combining the orders established for (A.37) when either Model A or Model is used, it then follows
that (A.37) is of o, (1). By similar arguments as used for (A.37), the term in (A.38) can also be shown
to be of o, (1), thereby completing the proof of Lemma A2.

Proof of Lemma B2:
Recall that g; and &, (1) are shorthand notations for &, (@7}) and & @} (1) ;7'), respectively, and define

Uy (17)) = Zj llj_let —j (1}) and U (1,7) (1) ;7') = Z] llj_lst j (@ (1) ;7‘), so that vy and v, (1) are
correspondingly shorthand notations for v; (@) and vy (¢ (1) ;7'), respectively.
We consider (A.10) first. To that end, re-write

2 (0n)n (2ir) -5 (8)0 (@) = & (@@)i7)a (b))~ (D7) (3)

Then it can be seen that (A.10) follows if we can show the following:

SE (@) (@@ 0ir) =5 (9) = o .
SEE(D0ir) =2 (8) (8) = o (T'2). (A.44)
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To that end, observe first that

~

a@(@0ir)-a () =2 (@@) ~a () +9(Ld @) ala ) (5-5()

where
g (Lid () Az (r) (B=B(1) =0, (1)
and
a(B0) () = (o-9) 5P
+5 (P0-7) G| (F0-7) (A.45)
where H171 — 17}” < H@ (1) — 171” and sup,, 8825’56%) =0,(1), as 682558%) is still ARMA (strictly speaking,

the term in (A.45) is only correct if 1 is a scalar; otherwise, a row by row espansion should be
derived, similarly to (A.20), and then stacked as in (A.22), but this approximation does not affect
the results). Consequently, the last term of (A.45) is op (T_l), and notice that this holds uniformly
in 7. It then follows that & (@//; (T)) — & (@) =0, (T*1/2) and & (fp (7’)) = Op (1), and finally that
& (0()ir) =0, (1),

In the same way, observe that

(3 —5 (D) =5 (3 -5 (3 . _ 5 "(5_3

5 (00)57) =5 () = (0(n) =0 (9) +9 (L0 ) {~m@) &} = () (8-5()
where

o~ —~ —~ /
W (00) - (9) = (P -d) i T 4o (@7,

~

It then follows that vy (1//; (T)) — Uy <w> =0p (T*1/2) and Uy (1/} (T)) =0, (1) and v (@) =0, (1).
Next, let

-1 .— t—1 .— -1 ._
ALt = Z§:1J 1M1¢—ja Aot 1= Zj:l] 1M2,t—j7 Az () = Z;:U 1#3,t—j (1),

and notice that, by Lemma 2 of Robinson (2005),
Ay =0 (1n (t) t—ﬁ) Aoy =0 (m (t) tl—é)  Adgyr = O (m (t+1)(t+ 1)—5)

and, when § € (0,1/2),
Ay = O (m (t+1)(t+ 1)*1) ,
whereas, when § € (—1/2,0),

AMigs1 = O (m (t+1)(t+ 1)—1—5) :

We first consider (A.43). The left hand side of (A.43) is such that,

)-5(3) a0

+YLE (b)) g (L) {~m@) A A @) (8-Bm).  (A4D)



The stochastic order of (A.46) is the same as that of

S (3071 (010) 50 5)] o (17 7) = ().

For (A.47),
SLiE (3mi7) (@ (2 0)ir) - (20))]
< >4 ’(@tﬂ (171

9

Noting that
up [0 (8(er)| < sup[ SR (8 0)]
() Az (1) (B-F ()| (A43)

_|_
0
o
e}
N
w—
i
Q
VS
~
<)

the term sup, ‘ngy £ (12 (T)) ‘ is seen to be of O, (T1/2) in view of (A.45) and

€t (@) =&+ (fﬂ - w), 8?(;1(;/}) s + é (?Z - ¢)/ 8;?8(;/}/) ool (72 - w>

for z,Nb - ¢H < u (Qz - 7,/1) H7 also see Theorem 1 of Bai (1993). As for the term (A.48), using the again

the fact that A%y, is ARMA and Lemma 3 of Robinson (2005), as was done in the proof of Lemma

A2, this term is seen to have the same stochastic order as
sup ’ZE’LTH Az (1) (ﬂ -8 (T)) ‘
< OS Ly By =By ()] + S g B = B ()] + T 12 |Ba (7)] = 0, (T772)
s0 we conclude that sup, ‘zﬁ’fﬂ z, @ () ;7‘) ‘ = 0, (T"/2). The term
S (B (3(0)i7) =5 (20) ) = (3 (B ():7) =3 (3.0) )|
has the same stochastic order as
iy ({an (A) AT}z (1)~ {(n(a) A%} <r>>’ (8-B)|-

When Model A is used, the latter is bounded by

S ANl 81 = By (7)) + I Az ] By = By (1)] + SE 1800 (7)) [B5 ()]

and then proceeding as in the discussion of (A.40), this is seen to be of O, ((ln (T)2T-Y 2+5> when
§ > 0 and of O, ((In (T))T‘l/Q) when 6 < 0. when Model B is used, The same bounds may be

established in the same way. In all cases the remainder
(or (2 ()i7) —or (20))| |[ZLi8 (2 (0)i7) | = Op (m(1)).
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The stated result in (A.43) is therefore established.

The proof for (A.44) is similar, and we discuss it below. The expression in (A.44) can be written as

> (9) G (2m) -2 (9)) (A.49)
300 (9) g (L () Az (0 (BB (7). (A.50)

As in the case (A.46), is the same as that of

S5 ()] (50) -5 5)] = (75 707) o (7).

Again the discussion of (A.50) is similar to the discussion of (A.47): we apply summation by parts
to (A.50) and discuss the role of the terms g (L;IZ(T)) Az () (6 - 3(7)) as in the discussion

of (A.47), but in this case notice that we must discuss the partial sums ipflj U (17)) Letting v; :=
Sttt i o] < | 5-)
5(2) = w (3-w) T m5;¢)'ww* +3 (7-v) oy G L (0v)
= w+(9-9) T (Tég/’)'w_w* +o0p (In ()T

L]
S0 sup,, t; Uy (2/)) =0, (In(T) T1/2) again in view of the FCLT in Marinucci and Robinson (2000)

and (A.50) is o, (1). The result in (A.10) is thereby established.

For (A.11),
i(a (QZ<T>,T))2_§;(@@))2
- % (@) 2 E)aE0) 2 6) () - ()

the two terms of which are of o, (Tl/ 2) and of oy, (T'), respectively, proceeding in the same way as in
the discussion of (A.43) and (A.44).

Finally, since k and ® are continuous function of 1, (A.12) follows by an application of Slutzky’s

Theorem.

Proof of Lemma C2.
We have that,

a@wi?) = gL AL (s == )V BR) = g (L) A (e +2 () 8= 2 7Y B)
= g(Li) &Y (et 2 () B— 2 () B@E) +2 () BGF) -2 (7) B (7))
= B W) +g(Li) ALa () (BB () +9(Liw) AL (2 (1) = 2 (7)) B (7).
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Therefore,

T T
> (E W) - 3 B )
I / ~ 2 £ o~
= X (9@ ala () (8- @) +2 3 G W) (g (L5w) ade () (
+2§:1 G () g (L ) A% (2 (%) — 2 (7)) B (7)
+2:1 (g (L) A 2z (%) (ﬂ—ﬁ(?))) (g (L) A% (2 (1) — 2 (7)) /3(?))

where the two terms in (A.52) are O, (T1/2) uniformly in 1 using (3.11) and proceeding as in Lemma

A2.

As for (A.55), we can again apply Lemma 3 of Robinson (2005) to account for the polynomial

g (L;v). Assuming 7" < 7 (the case 7% > 7 works in the same way), notice that

o~

> (A1 ()~ 2P BE))” = S0 (0 () - iy () B ()

t=1

and B3 7) B B4 s0 Bg (T) = Op (1). Then this term has the same stochastic order as that of

« 0\ 2 7 £\ 2 % 0\ 2
Sy (0 (7) = 13,0 () = S0 ey (0 (7)) + 50 oy (e (7) = s (7))

When Model A is used the first term on the right hand side of the foregoing equation is such that,

’/7'\ * 2 T T * — — —
ey (e (7)) = VU3, < O (FT) = [77))* = 0, (T0-1/2X620)) o, (1)

while in the context of the second term,

(M3t (%) = 7)) = (uss(77) — g1 (T°) + g1 (T7) — oo — pi3y (7))

*

gy (7) = w3 (7)< C(FT| = [T (t - |FT)~°

and

ST oy (g () = 3y (3))? < C (BT = |7 T L1 oy (E— [FT) %

< C(FT) = [P TP Sl % < C(FT) = (7)) T2 = 0, (TO-3/240271-%8) — 0, (1),

When Model B is used,

T 1) 2 TT|—|1* ~, * _
S (s (7)) = TR < 0 (BT - TP = 0,(1).

If § <0, using ‘”1,t+1 — Ml,t‘ < Ct=o 1

S riipr) (e (7) =134 (7)” < C(FT) = [7*T))° Sl oy (6 = [FT) 7

< C(FT| = |7 T)* oy 72 < O(FT) — [7°T)) = 0, (1)
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recalling —20 —2 < —1 as § > —1/2; ZZ:ML?TJ (3 (T%) — 1z (?))2 = Oy (1); when 6 > 0, using
P11 — ,ul,t’ < Ct™1, the stochastic order of Zfﬂﬂ?ﬂ (3 (T%) = pig s (?))2 is

ST oy (s (7) = i3y (7)) < C(FT) = 17T S0 oy (¢ — [FT)) 2
< C(FT) - 17T SL, 7872 < C(IFT) — [ T))* = 0, (1).

It therefore, follows that

T o~ 9
)y (0(L:0) A% (2 ()~ 2 B B ) =0, (1) (A57)
and
17 . 0 * v ~\2 P
T; (9 (L) A (22 (77) — 2 (7)) B(T)) =0 (A.58)

uniformly in 9, thereby accounting for (A.55). The two remaining cross products in the expansion of
Zthl & (7)) — Zthl (& (1))?, (A.53) and (A.54), can be dealt with by applications of the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality. Consequently, ’Zle G W) -, & (1#))2‘ 2 0 uniformly in ¢, and we
can conclude that ¥ (7) — v 5o,

To complete the proof of Lemma C2, we again proceed as in the proof of Lemma A2 and account
for the extra term g (L;¢) A% (2 (7%) — 2 (7)) 3 (7). The result in (A.58) and additional applications
of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality are sufficient to extend the arguments used in establishing Lemma
A2 to conclude that D (;/3)4 - D <1Z (7) ;?>_1 20 still holds. To complete the second part of
Lemma C2 we need to check the stochastic order of (A.36) when 7 =7 and (5 # 0. Here we need to

demonstrate that

125 (80 ) -2 (B @) B0 (4.5
T é (&% (= () == (R B)) Az (7Y (=B () &0 (A.60)
and
R e IR
T (8 6 -5 ) BE) B B (A61)
T2 5 (8 (o 57) - 5 () B ) et (0) B0 (262

The first two limits are readily established, using (A.57) for (A.59) and, in the case (A.60), the bound
for the right hand side of (A.15) and an application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

Assuming that 7 > 7%, the expression in (A.61) has the same order as that of

|7T| o T L0
TS @) 5 () ) Z

’ww* =14 [7T) O |y

where we note that

aa(;fpw ‘wzw* is still ARMA.
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Using summation by parts,

17T O
S g () 5()’ (A.63)

t=1+[7*T| Vo |y

7T]-1 =1 Pe (1/})‘

< A T* max - A.64

) e (v)
+u3, 77 (77) ' (A.65)

T t=1+|7*T| W h=1p*
and

T . ~yy e (¥

S (s () = s () P (A.66)
t=1+|7T| h=ep*
T-1 R =1 e, (1) ‘
< A (p ™) — 1 T max A.67
i [ ) =g DN e | 5 (A6D
. ~ L e (@
i () -z )| 2 SO (A.68)
t=117r] O ly—yr
We discuss Model A first, beginning with (A.63). Here,
7T]—1 . AT || 7T FTIlrT) ~ s
> ‘Aﬂs,t—i-l ()| = > \Am,t\ <C > t°<C(7T|~-[7'T])
t=14[7*T| t=1 =1
while
t—1
max %, (V) (A.69)
L[ T <tS[FT =1 | g1 4 o) o

t— | T -1/2
-y 8 S

b | )2 & 0e (¥)
( LT J) s:1+ZLT*Tj 81/1

SIS <w>‘

IN

max ‘(t — 7T )1/2‘ max
14| T <t<|7T]—1 14+ |7 T]<t<|7T]—1

ST w)'

~ L 1/2
(7T) = 1"T)) 1+|_T*T§I%%}§<|_?TJ—1

IN

(t— )2 Y

< (FT) = |7*T)Y? max
s=14|7*T] 8¢

14| r*T|<t<T

and, using Equation (8) of Bai (1994),

b — | T )2 =l aEtW’)‘
( LT J) s:l-i—zL:T*Tj oY Y=u*

= Op (In (7))

max
14| 7T | <t<T

so that the stochastic order of (A.69) is the same as (|71] — {7'*TJ)1/2 In (T") and the order of (A.64)
is the same as,
(FT) = [ T))" = ([FT) = [ 7)) n (T)

which is of o, (1) using (3.12).
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For the remainder term (A.65), ug |77 (7%) < C (|7T] - |7*T])'°. Again using Equation (8) of
Bai (1994), (A.65) has the same stochastic order as

(FT) = |7 T x In(T) x (|FT] = [T ])"?
which is of o, (1). Hence, the stochastic order of (A.63) is o, (1) if Model A is used.

Moving to (A.66), this is bounded by

o ) 9y (1)
A (gr1 (%) — tigr1 (7)) | max 2
t=1+L?TJ’ (H3041 3,441 )’ P R VR B
7T Dea ()

where max, ¢ =0, (T1/2). Noticing that

s ‘¢=¢*

A (NS,t (%) — K3t (?)) =A (N3,t (%) — M3 t—1 (%) + M3 t—1 (7%) — o = 3.t (7'))

and the bound for Ay, 4, then, if 6 > 0,

|A (130 (7%) = gy ()| < C(IFT) = [7*T)) (¢ = |7T])

and
S T-1 )
> A (s (7) =ty )| SCFTI = 17°T)) S (¢ [FT))
e t=17[7T]

< C(FT| - 7T St < C(FT] - [T (T) = O, (77240 (1))
t=1
so that (A.67) is of order O, (T~Y/2+0 x In(T) x T?) = O, (T°In (T)) = o0, (TV/?). If § < 0,

A (434 (7%) = 3 ()| < C(FT) = [7*T)) (¢t = [FT))°
Tii A (3041 (T) = 301 ()| < C(FT) = 7T T
t=1+4|7T|

and (A.67) has stochastic order as
(|FT] - |7*T)) TTY? = 0, (T—1/2+5T—5T1/2) = 0,(1) =0, (T1/2> .

So, regardless of whether 6 < 0 or 6 > 0, (A.67) is of o, (T1/2).
For the remainder term in (A.68), recalling (A.56),

s () — iyr ()] < € (FT) = [T T = 0, (T34 x 75) — 0, (11/2)

then (A.68) is of order O, (T~Y/2 x T/2) = O, (1). Therefore, under Model A, (A.63) and (A.66) are
op (TI/Z) and (A.61) is o, (1).

When Model B is used, if § < 0,
|7T]—-1 |7T|—|7*T| |7T|—|7*T|

Y A ()= X |Awyl<e Y T <o(FT) - 17T
t=1+|7*T| t=1 t=1
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and, recalling the bound for (A.69), (A.64) has stochastic order
(FT) = 7T~ x (FT) = [7*T)* n(T) = O, (In(T))

where we have used the result that (|71 — [7*T|) = O, (1), as in (3.13).

Ifé6 >0,
|7T|—1 . FTI_lrT)
Y (A () <C Y < Cln(D)
t=1+[7*T] t=1

recalling the bound for (A.69), then (A.64) has stochastic order O,((In (T))?). Thus, regardless of 4,
(A.64) has order O,((In(T))?). For the remainder term in (A.65), pa, 77 (77) < C (7T — |7*T])~°
and so (A.65) has the same stochastic order as that of (|[7T] — [7*T|) " xIn (T) x (|7T| — |7*T| )1/2 =
Op (In(T)). Consequently, (A.63) is of O, <(ln (T))Q)

—_ —

Turning to (A.66), recall first that

(3s (T%) = g (7)) = (b3, (77) — a1 (T°) + g g (T7) — oo — pi3y (7))
then
gy (%) = gy (F)| < C(|FT) = |7 T)) (t = [FT))7°
if 6 < 0, and
30 (7%) = pa s (F)] < C(|IFT| = |7°T)) (t — [FT])~"

if 6 > 0. Where 0 < 0, (A.66) is therefore bounded by

> CETl - lerhe- eyt | 2

t=1+4+|7T| p—
S (R LA R

t=15177) t —
< o - lrTh ettaw | FEY) |

Using
9e¢ (¥) _ q
Sgp‘ 5 ‘w=w* __C%)(Td/) (A.70)

the stochastic order is
T
o0 (Ser) =0y (r4) <o (2)

in view of the condition that ¢ > 1/(1/2+ §) imposed by Assumption 1. Where 6 > 0, (A.66) is
bounded by

Og¢ () ‘
T -

C([7T] - [7"T]) étl sgp‘ -0 (111 (T) Tl/q) = o, (T1/2>
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using the fact that ¢ > 2.

To complete the proof of Lemma C2, we now need only show (A.70). We first show that, for ¢, an

independent and identically distributed sequence with F |g|” < oo for p > 1, then,
sup |et| = Op (Tl/p) .
t

Notice that max |e;[? < 327 |e|P, and, since E |e/|P < oo implies |e¢[” = O, (1), it then follows that
max |e:[” = O, (T), or |e4|” = O, (T), uniformly in ¢. Note that max |e|” = (max |e;])? as the power
is a monotone mapping. Thus, |g] = O, (T 1/ P) uniformly in ¢. Next, for n, = > 720 CjEt—j With
Z;io Jlej| < oo (notice that this condition is met in ARMA models) and with p > 2, we establish
sup, ;| = Oy, (T*/P). Let & = > joqi1 Ci€t—j, SO that n, = Z?:o cj€i—j + €4, and
T
sup 1| < Z el sup ler—j| + sup |

=0
where Z;A'on |cjlsupy [er—j| < supy [ee] 352, [ejl = Op (Tl/p). Also, notice that max [&;| = O, ((F(maxz?))'/?)
and maxs? < S 22 and E (z7) = > e ¢z = O, (T") in view of the fact that > e lejl < oo
Hence, max2? = O, (1) and max |&;| = O, (1). Therefore,

sup In:l = Op (Tl/p + 1) =0, <T1/p) : (A.71)

The stated bound in (A.70) then follows from (A.71) with p = ¢, while the stated bound for (A.62)

can be established in the same way.

Proof of Lemma D2.

Using the expansion in (A.51) again, the first two terms can be accounted for proceeding as in
the proof of Lemma B2, using (3.11) in place of (3.14). The additional contribution of the term
g (L) A% (20 (7%) — 2 (?))'B(?) is discussed proceeding as in Lemma C2.

Proof of Theorem 1.

We derive the result under Hy and 3 = 0O first. Re-write A\(T) =712 Zthl g (1) 0t (1) /32 (7) and,
in view of Lemma B2 and continuity, A\(T) —A= op (T_1/2); in the same way, LM (1) — LM = o, (1).
The proof for 83 # 0 is similar, but uses Lemma C2 and Lemma D2 instead. Where H. holds, the
results in Lemma A2, Lemma B2, Lemma C2 and Lemma D2 can be straightforwardly extended,
applying the mean value theorem expansion used in Lemma C1, to show that the rate is not affected

under the alternative.
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Table 1. Empirical size of tests, a = 0

T LM M LM (1) LM (7)
do Bs=0 B3=01 By=1 Bs=0 B3=01 fy=1
256  0.048 0.041 1.000 1.000 0.050 0.069 0.065 0.050
0 512 0.047 0.043 1.000 1.000 0.054 0.069 0.064 0.054
1024 0.047  0.046 1.000 1.000 0.052 0.060 0.059 0.052
256 0.041 1.000 1.000 0.050 0.072 0.065 0.058
0.25 512 0.044 1.000 1.000 0.054 0.069 0.065 0.058
1024 0.045 1.000 1.000 0.053 0.060 0.059 0.055
256 0.039 0.857 1.000 0.048 0.069 0.065 0.057
0.5 512 0.042 1.000 1.000 0.050 0.065 0.060 0.057
1024 0.044 1.000 1.000 0.051 0.059 0.055 0.054
256 0.036 0.122 1.000 0.038 0.039 0.047 0.040
0.75 512 0.040 0.372 1.000 0.042 0.045 0.047 0.045
1024 0.044 0.886 1.000 0.046 0.048 0.049 0.046
256 0.036 0.042 1.000 0.041 0.060 0.059 0.044
1 512 0.039 0.051 1.000 0.043 0.063 0.063 0.044
1024 0.044 0.063 1.000 0.045 0.059 0.057 0.046
256 0.037 0.038 0.316 0.042 0.068 0.069 0.055
1.25 512 0.039 0.039 0.429 0.043 0.071 0.070 0.050
1024 0.044 0.045 0.546 0.045 0.064 0.062 0.052
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Table 2. Empirical size of tests, a = —0.5

T LM M LM (1) LM (7)
do Bs=0 By=01 By=1 Bs=0 By=01 By=1
256 0.051 0.042 0.966 1.000 0.055 0.074 0.072 0.055
0 512 0.052 0.047 1.000 1.000 0.058 0.073 0.068 0.058
1024 0.047 0.044 1.000 1.000 0.052 0.062 0.058 0.052
256 0.042 1.000 1.000 0.057 0.079 0.075 0.060
0.25 512 0.046 1.000 1.000 0.057 0.076 0.069 0.057
1024 0.045 1.000 1.000 0.052 0.063 0.061 0.052
256 0.039 0.998 0.998 0.055 0.078 0.074 0.064
0.5 512 0.044 1.000 1.000 0.054 0.073 0.064 0.061
1024 0.045 1.000 1.000 0.050 0.062 0.056 0.055
256 0.037 0.338 1.000 0.039 0.034 0.034 0.039
0.75 512 0.042 0.869 1.000 0.043 0.040 0.044 0.043
1024 0.041 1.000 1.000 0.042 0.043 0.045 0.046
256 0.037 0.050 1.000 0.041 0.059 0.061 0.041
1 512 0.042 0.078 1.000 0.045 0.064 0.061 0.045
1024 0.042 0.126 1.000 0.045 0.058 0.056 0.044
256 0.035 0.035 0.757 0.040 0.071 0.071 0.044
1.25 512 0.043 0.043 0.905 0.046 0.072 0.071 0.048
1024 0.042 0.045 0.976 0.045 0.065 0.064 0.046
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Table 3. Empirical size of tests, a = 0.5

T LM LM LM (1) LM (7)

do B3=0 p3=01 fz3=1 f3=0 B3=01 fz3=1
256 0.048 0.010 0949  0.997  0.018  0.032  0.032  0.025

0 512 0.050 0.023 1.000 1.000 0036 0059  0.056  0.040
1024 0.048 0.032  1.000  1.000  0.044  0.066  0.061  0.044

256 0.010 0351 0452  0.018  0.034  0.034  0.031

0.25 512 0.023 0243  1.000 0.037 0062  0.059  0.054
1024 0.032 0999  1.000  0.046  0.071  0.064  0.060

256 0.015  0.081  1.000  0.019  0.031  0.036  0.031

0.5 512 0.025  0.725  1.000  0.036  0.062  0.058  0.055
1024 0.032  1.000  1.000  0.045  0.072  0.063  0.061

256 0.010  0.019  0.092 0010 0011 0013  0.011

0.75 512 0019 0077 0112  0.022  0.021 0024  0.023
1024 0.026 0302 0458  0.030  0.031  0.034  0.030

256 0011 0013 0517 0012 0021 0021 0014

1 512 0.021 0024 0961  0.024 0.039 0039  0.025
1024 0.026  0.035  1.000  0.033  0.052  0.050  0.036

256 0.012 0012 0033 0013 0028  0.027  0.025

125 512 0.021  0.021 0075 0.023 0050  0.049  0.041
1024 0.026  0.027 0123  0.034 0061  0.060  0.051
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Figure 1. Local power of tests, 7' = 512, dy = 0.
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Figure 2. Local power of tests, T'= 512, dy = 0.25.
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Figure 3. Local power of tests, T = 512, dy = 0.5.
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Figure 4. Local power of tests, T'= 512, dy = 0.75.
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Figure 5. Local power of tests, T'= 512, dy = 1.
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Figure 6. Local power of tests, T'= 512, dy = 1.25.
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