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Abstract

Augmented Dickey-Fuller unit root tests may severely overreject when the DGP
is a general linear process. The use of the AR sieve bootstrap, proposed by Park
(2002) and Chang and Park (2003), may alleviate this problem. We propose sieve
bootstraps based on MA and ARMA approximations. Invariance principles for the
partial sum processes built from these sieve bootstrap DGPs are established and a
proof of the asymptotic validity of the resulting ADF bootstrap tests is provided.
Through Monte Carlo experiments, we find that the rejection probabilities of the MA
and ARMA sieve bootstraps are often lower and more robust to the underlying DGP
than that of the AR sieve bootstrap. In particular, the new sieve bootstraps perform
much better than the AR sieve when a large MA root is present. We also find that
the ARMA sieve bootstrap requires only a very parsimonious specification to achieve
excellent results.
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1 Introduction

It is well known that the Augmented Dickey-Fuller (ADF) test sometimes severely
overrejects the unit root null hypothesis (see, for example, Schwert, 1989). The
bootstrap is regularly used as a potential solution to such error in rejection probabil-
ity (ERP) problems because it often provides asymptotic refinements over standard
asymptotic tests. Park (2003) shows that such refinements exist for bootstrap ADF
tests conducted on unit root time series. However, his results only apply to DGPs
where the first difference process is a finite order AR(p) with p known, so that the
bootstrap problem may easily be reduced to iid resampling from the residuals’ em-
pirical density function (EDF). They consequently do not apply to more general time
series process of possibly infinite order and unknown form.

Nevertheless, ADF tests based on autoregressive sieve bootstraps have been shown
to be asymptotically valid (Psaradakis, 2001, Park, 2002 and Chang and Park, 2003),
meaning that the tests statistics asymptotic distribution is the standard Dickey-Fuller.
Furthermore, the simulation experiments carried out by these authors indicate that
such sieve bootstrap tests may have much smaller ERP than tests based on analytical
critical values.

This paper proposes sieve bootstraps based on MA and ARMA approximations.
To this date the sieve bootstrap, originally introduced by Kreiss (1992) and Bithlmann
(1997, 1998), has always relied on AR approximations. We show, using a methodology
very closely related to that of Park (2002) and Chang and Park (2003), that ADF
tests based on MA and ARMA sieve bootstraps are asymptotically valid as well. Our
simulations show that MA and ARMA sieve bootstrap tests may sometimes be more
accurate that AR sieve bootstrap tests.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. In section 2, we provide invariance
principles for partial sum processes built with MA and ARMA sieve bootstrap data.
This is then used to show that ADF tests based on either of these sieves are asymp-
totically valid. Section 3 studies the finite sample performances of these tests and
compares them to the more usual AR sieve bootstrap ADF tests. Section 4 concludes.

2 Invariance Principle and Validity of Sieve Bootstrap ADF
Tests

In this section, we derive the invariance principles necessary to justify the use of MA
sieve bootstrap (MASB) and ARMA sieve bootstrap (ARMASB) methods to carry
out bootstrap unit root tests. We also show that ADF tests based on the MASB



and ARMASB are asymptotically valid, that is, that their asymptotic distribution is
the standard Dickey-Fuller. Although these results are derived for unit root models
without a constant or a deterministic trend, the proofs could easily be modified to
allow for such deterministic parts.

Establishing invariance principles for sieve bootstrap procedures is a relatively
new strand in the literature and, at the time of writing this, and to the author’s
knowledge, only two attempts have been made. The first is Bickel and Biihlmann
(1999) who derive a bootstrap functional central limit theorem for the AR sieve
bootstrap (ARSB). The second is Park (2002) who derives an invariance principle for
the ARSB with data generated by a general MA (oco) linear process. Most of what we
do here borrows heavily from this second approach.

2.1 General bootstrap invariance principle

Let {;}™, be a sequence of iid random variables with finite variance 0. Consider a
sample of size n and define the partial sum process:

1 [nt]
ovn i3

where [y] denotes the largest integer smaller or equal to y and t is an index such
that %1 <t< f;, where 7 = 1,2, ...n is another index that allows us to divide the
[0,1] interval into n + 1 parts. Thus, W, (¢) is a step function that converges to a
random walk as n — oo. Also, as n — oo, W,,(t) becomes infinitely dense on the
[0, 1] interval. By the classical Donsker’s theorem, we know that

W(t)

W, %W

where W is the standard Brownian motion. The Skorohod representation theorem
tells us that there exists a probability space (€2,F,P) that supports W and a process
W/ such that W/ has the same distribution as W,, and

Furthermore, as demonstrated by Sakhanenko (1980), W can be chosen so that
P{|[W,, = W| =6} <n'"PKE (le]") (2)

for any § > 0 and r > 2 such that F(|e]") < oo and where K, is a constant
that depends on 7 only. Because the invariance principle we seek to establish is
a distributional result, we do not need to distinguish W,, from W/. Consequently,
because of (1), we say that W, “¥ W, which is stronger than the convergence in
distribution implied by Donsker’s theorem.



Now, suppose that we can obtain an estimate of {g;}{_;, which we will denote as
{&:}}-,, from which we can draw bootstrap samples of size n, denoted as {e}}}-,. If
we suppose that n — oo, then we can build a bootstrap probability space (Q2*, F*, P*)
which is conditional on the realization of the set of residuals {&;}°, from which the
bootstrap random variables are drawn. What this means is that each bootstrap draw-
ing {¢}}7, can be seen as a realization of a random variable defined on (Q2*, F* ,P*).

In all that follows, the expectation with respect to this space (that is, with re-
spect to the probability P*) will be denoted by E*. For example, if the bootstrap

samples are drawn from {(¢&; — &,)}}~,, then E*(e}) = 0 and E* (5?2) = 02 =
(1/n) X%, (¢, — &,)%. Of course, whenever the &s are residuals from a linear regres-
sion model with a constant, £, = 0 so that E* (5?2) =062 = (1/n) X1, €2, Also,

d—*>, Poand =5 will be used to denote convergence in distribution, in probability

and almost sure of the functionals of the bootstrap samples defined on (Q2*, F*,P*).
Further, following Park (2002), for any sequence of bootstrapped statistics { X} we

say that X % X as. if the conditional distribution of {X} weakly converges to
that of X a.s on all sets of {£;}$°;. In other words, if the bootstrap convergence in

*

distribution (d—>) of functionals of bootstrap samples on (£2*, F*,P*) happens almost
L Yoo . dr
surely for all realizations of {£;}7°,, then we write — a.s.
Let {e7}}, be a realization from a bootstrap probability space. Define
1 [nt]
Wr(t) = - Ep.
T/ i

Once again, by Skorohod and Sakhanenko’s theorems, there exists a probability space
on which a Brownian motion W* is supported and on which there also exists a process
W' which has the same distribution as W;* and such that

PH|Wy = W 2 6} < n' 2K E* (|f]") (3)

for 4, r and K, defined as before. Because W' and W* are distributionally equivalent,
we will not distinguish them in all that follows. The inequality (3) allows us to state
the following theorem, which is also theorem 2.2 in Park (2002):

Theorem (Park 2002, theorem 2.2, p. 473). If E* (|e}]") < 00 a.s. and
W () 5 0 (1
for some r > 2, then W> LW as. asn— .

This result comes from the fact that, if condition (4) holds, then inequality (3) im-
plies convergence in probability over the bootstrap probability space which, as usual,



implies convergence in distribution that is, W L W* a.s. Since the distribution of

W* is independent of the set of residuals {&;}7°,, we can equivalently say W)* L ow
a.s. Hence, whenever condition (4) is met, the invariance principle follows. Of course,
this theorem is only valid for bootstrap samples drawn from sets of iid random vari-
ables. Nevertheless, Park (2002) uses it to prove an invariance principle for the AR
sieve bootstrap. In the next two subsections, we do essentially the same thing for the
MA and ARMA sieve bootstraps.

2.2 Invariance principle for M A sieve bootstrap

Let us consider a general linear process:
U = 7T(L)€t (5)
where

[e.e]
m(z) = > m2"
k=0

where 7(z) and ¢, satisfy the following assumptions:
Assumption 1.

(a) The es are iid random variables such that E(e;) = 0 and E(|e;|") < oo for some
r > 4.

(b) m(z) # 0 for all |z| <1 and Y32, |k|*|mk| < 0o for some s > 1.

See Park (2002) and Chang and Park (2003) for a discussion of these assumptions.
The MASB consists of approximating equation (5) by a finite order MA(q) model:

Up = T1E€qp—1 + M2Eqt—2 + ... + MyEqt—q + Eqpt (6)

where ¢ is a function of the sample size. Approximating an infinite linear process
by a finite dimension model is an old topic in econometrics. Most of the time, finite
f-order autoregressions are used, with f increasing as a function of the sample size.
The classical reference on the subject is Berk (1974). Galbraith and Zinde-Walsh
(1994, 1997), henceforth GZW (1994) and GZW (1997) use analytical binding functions
between the parameters of this AR(f) approximation and the parameters of any finite
order MA(q) or ARMA (p, q) process to estimate the parameters of these latter models.
Some of our proofs make use of these binding functions.



Assumption 2.

g—ooand f — oo asn — oo andq=o ((n/ log (n))l/z) and f = o ((n/ log (n))1/2)
with f > q.

The reason for this choice is closely related to lemma 3.1 in Park (2002) and the
reader is referred to the discussion following it. Here, we limit ourselves to pointing
out that this rate is consistent with both AIC and BIC, which are commonly used
in practice. The restriction that f > ¢ is necessary for the computation of the GZW
(1994) and GZW (1997) estimators.

The bootstrap samples are generated from the DGP:
Uy = Fga€;_q + o+ Tgefi, & (7)

where the 7,;, 1 = 1,2,...q are estimators of the true parameters m; and the €} are
drawn from the EDF of (¢, — &,), that is, from the EDF of the centered residuals of
the MA(q) sieve. We will now establish an invariance principle for the partial sum
process of uy by considering its Beveridge-Nelson decomposition and showing that it
converges almost surely to the same limit as the corresponding partial sum process
built with the original u;. First, consider the decomposition of u:

Ut = 7T(1)€t + ('lNLt_l — '&t)
where
o
U = Z ThEt—k
k=0
and
o
’ﬁ'k = Z ure
i=k+1
Now, consider the partial sum process

1 [nt]

Va(t) = \/—ﬁk— Uk

1

[nt] [nt] o 0o
= — z_: m(1)es + Ln SN [( > Wi) (Et—p1 — 5t—k)]

n k=1k=0 | \i=k+1

hence,

Va(t) = (om(1)Wa(t) + %(ao ).

Under assumption 1, Phillips and Solo (1992) show that

max |n "2, 2 0.
1<k<n



Therefore, applying the continuous mapping theorem, we have
Va(t) 5V = (om(1)W.

On the other hand, from equation (7), we see that u} can be decomposed as

where

k=1
~ q
ﬁ-k — Z ﬁ-q,z
i=k
It therefore follows that we can write:
[nt] 1

* 1 * A * ~ % ~%
Vi) = —= > uf = (Gattn (1)) W + —= (U5 — Upy)-
n = Vn

In order to establish the invariance principle, we must show that V* Ly =
(om(1))W a.s. To do this, we need 3 lemmas. The first one shows that ¢,, and 7,,(1)

converge almost surely to ¢ and 7(1). The second demonstrates that W*(t) LW
a.s. Finally, the last one shows that

P*{max [n V2| > 6} 3 0 (8)

1<t<n

for all 6 > 0, which is equivalent to saying that

~1/2~ | P*
max |n~ Y2, 5 0 as.
1<k<n

and is therefore the bootstrap equivalent of the result of Philips and Solo (1992).
These 3 lemmas are closely related to the results of Park (2002) and their counterparts
in that paper are identified for reference. The proofs can be found in the appendix.

Lemma 1 (Park 2002, lemma 3.1, p. 476). Let assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Then,

max |Tgk — m| = 0(1) a.s. 9)
62 =0+0(1) as. (10)
(1) =7(1)+0o(l) as. (11)



Lemma 2 (Park 2002, lemma 3.2, p. 477). Let assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Then,

E*(|5:|T) < 00 a.s. and nl_r/zE‘*(|€:|r) a.s. 0

Lemma 2 proves that W} (t) L W a.s. because it shows that condition (4) holds
almost surely.

Lemma 3 (Park 2002, theorem 3.3, p. 478). Let assumptions 1 and 2 hold.
Then, (8) holds.

With these 3 lemmas, the MASB invariance principle is established. It is formalized
in the next theorem:

Theorem 1. Let assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Then by lemmas 1, 2 and 3,
VAV = (or(1))W as.

2.3 Invariance principle for ARMA sieve bootstrap

Establishing an invariance principle for the ARMASB is a simple matter of combin-
ing the results of the previous subsection to those of Park (2002). The ARMASB
procedure consists of approximating the general linear process (5) by a finite order
ARMA (p,q) model:

Up = QUs—1 + oo F QpUs—p + T1E0 -1 + .. + TyEpt—q + Et (12)

where ¢ = p + q denotes the total number of parameters and is, of course, a function
of the sample size. Our proofs use the binding functions of GZW (1997). Hence, in
addition to p and ¢, we must also specify the order of an approximating autoregression.
As before, we let f denote this order. Then, we make the following assumptions:

Assumption 3
Both ¢ and f go to infinity at the rate o ((n/ log(n))l/z) and f > /.

Notice that we do not require that both p and ¢ go to infinity simultaneously. Rather,
we require that their sum does. Thus, the results that follow hold even if p or q is
held fixed while the sample size increases, as long as the sum increases at the proper
rate. The bootstrap samples are generated from the DGP:

* A * A * Ja * Ja * *
uy = Gpauy g+ Qpup  + Teaer g o Teggr, e (13)
where the &y and 7, are consistent estimators and the e; are drawn from the

EDF of (¢, — &,);_,, that is, from the empirical distribution of the centered residuals

8



of the fitted ARMA(p,q). Evidently, 7;; and éy; would not be the same for every
combinations of p and ¢ such that p + ¢ = ¢ as our notation would suggest. We
nevertheless keep this slight inaccuracy for the sake of simplicity. Next, we need to
build a partial sum process V* of u}. The easiest way to do this is to consider either
the AR (o00) or the MA (00) form of the ARMA (p,q) model and build V* based on this
representation. Let us consider the MA(oo) form of u}, which we define as

uf = 0p1er | +0p0er o+ ... +eF (14)

where 01 = 71 + Ay, 0po = 041041 — Quo — T2 and so forth. Then,

[n]
1 A 1
VAt) = — Y= (00, ()W + —(u — uf 15
70 = 3 = (D)W + (i~ i) (15)
where -
uy =7 Orer
k=0
and -
i=k+1

and where 7, is the estimated variance of the residuals of the ARMA (p,q) sieve. Then,

we need to show that V*(t) LV as. This, as before, can be done through proving
3 results, which are simple corollaries of lemmas 1, 2 and 3 of the present paper and
lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 as well as theorem 3.3 of Park (2002).

Corollary 1. Under assumptions 1 and 3,

max, O — 7Tk’ =o(l) as. (16)
62=0"+0(1) as (17)
0,(1) =7(1) +0o(1) as (18)

Corollary 2. Under assumptions 1 and 3,

d*
W* = W a.s.

n

Corollary 3. Under assumptions 1 and 3,

P*{max |n Y% > 6} 30
1<i<n

for all 6 > 0 and u} generated from the ARMASB DGP.



These three results, the proofs of which may be found in the appendix, are sufficient
to prove the invariance principle of the ARMASB partial sum process.

Theorem 2. Let assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. Then by corollaries 1, 2 and 3,

VAV = (or(1))W as.

2.4 Asymptotic Validity of MASB and ARMASB ADF tests

Consider a time series y; with the following DGP:
Yo = QY1 + U (19)

where u; is the general linear process described in equation (5). We want to test the
unit root hypothesis against the stationarity alternative (that is, Hy : @ = 1 against
H; : @ < 1). This test is frequently conducted as a t-test in the so called ADF
regression, first proposed by Dickey and Fuller (1979, 1981):

p
Yy = Q¥Yp_1 + Z Ay + €py (20)

k=1
where p is chosen as a function of the sample size. Deterministic parts such as a
constant and a time trend are usually added to the regressors of (20). Chang and Park
(2002) have shown that the test based on this regression asymptotically follows the
DF distribution when Hy is true under very weak conditions, including assumptions
1 and 2. Let y; denote the bootstrap process such that:

where the uy = Ay} are generated by some sieve bootstrap DGP. The bootstrap ADF
regression equivalent to regression (20) is

p
Ur = oy + Y Ay + ey (21)
k=1

Let us suppose for a moment that Ay has been generated by an AR(p) sieve
bootstrap DGP:

p
Ay; = Z Qp e AY;_y, + &7
k=1

Then, letting o = 1 in (21), we see that the true parameters of this equation are the
Gy ks and that its errors are identical to the errors driving the bootstrap DGP. This

10



is a convenient fact which Chang and Park (2003, here after CP (2003)) use to prove
the consistency of the ARSB ADF test based on this regression. If however the y; are
generated by the MASB or ARMASB described above, then the errors of regression
(21) are not identical to the bootstrap errors under the null. It is nevertheless possible
to show that they will be equivalent asymptotically, that is, that f = e; + o(1) a.s.
This is done in lemma A1, which can be found in the appendix.

Let x5, = (Ay;_ 1, Ayf ,, ..., Ay;_,) and define:
n n n _1 n
* * * * *x 1 *x _x T *  _*
6i=3outact - (St ) (Sanen”) (Lot
=1 =1 =1 =1

n n n -1 n
* *x 2 * * T *x %k 1 I
Hy =2y = ( Doy, > T, > Tyl
t=1 t=1 t=1 t=1

which are products of orthogonal projections of y; ; and ¢} on to the orthogonal
complement of the space generated by 7, Then, the t-statistic computed from
regression (21) can be written as:

ar —1

*— N 1) a.s.
™ s(@) +0(1) a.s

where & — 1 = GXH* ' and s(a%)? = 62H*"'. The equality is asymptotic and
almost surely holds because of the results of lemma A1l. This lemma also justifies the
use of the estimated variance 62. Note that in small samples, it may be preferable to
use the estimated variance of the residuals from the ADF regression, which is indeed
what we do in the simulations presented below.

Assumption 4.

q = cn*, (= cm® p = c,nk where ¢, ¢, and ¢, are constants and 1/rs < k < 1/2
and p s the order of the ADF regression.

Assumptions 2 and 3 can be fitted into this assumption for appropriate values of k.
Also, notice that assumption 4 imposes a lower bound on the growth rate of p, ¢ and
g. This is necessary to obtain almost sure convergence. See CP (2003) for a weaker
assumption that allows for convergence in probability. Several preliminary and quite
technical results are necessary to prove that the bootstrap test based on the statistic

*

77 is consistent. To avoid rendering the present exposition more laborious than it

needs to be, we relegate them to the appendix (lemmas A2 to A5).

11



2.4.1 Asymptotic validity of MASB ADF test

In order to show that the MASB ADF test is consistent, we now prove two results on
the elements of G and H. Those results are stated in terms of bootstrap stochastic
orders, denoted by Oy and o5, see CP (2003) for details.

Lemma 4. Under assumptions 1 and 4, we have

1 n N N n

Ezyt—lgt = T Zwt 167 +05(1) as. (22)
t=1 t=1

1 &, .

ﬁzyt—l = T Zwt 1+ o,(1) as. (23)
t=1

where wi=Y%_, &}.

Lemma 5. Under assumptions 1 and 4 we have

-1
H szx ) = O,(1) a.s. (24)
;,tyt*_l = O3(np'’?) as. (25)
ptgt = n1/2p1/2) a. (26)

We can place an upper bound on the absolute value of the second term of G}:

n -1 n -1
* * T * _x * T
t=1 t=1

But by lemma 5, the right hand side is O;(npl/z)O;( 105 (n'/?p!/?) a.s., which gives
Oy (n 1/2p) a.s.. Then, using this result and lemma 4, we have:

pt

1 n
n'Gh =7, (1)= Y wi_ie; 4 0j(1) as.
n

t=1

We can further say that

1 n
n?H! = ﬁn(l)zﬁ wa_lz +05(1) a.s

12




because n~? times the second part of H* goes to 0 as n — oo. Therefore, the 7*

statistic can be seen to be:
1 n * *
. n D i1 Wi_1€ + O*(l) 8.8
no 1 —n . x 2\1/2 p o
o (77 2 Wiy

It is then easy to use the results of section 2.2 along with the continuous mapping

theorem to deduce that:

1 & * * d* 1
=S wp e S / W,dW, a.s.
n =1 0

1 & « 1

2 d
— > Wi —>/ W2dt a.s.
n? = 0

under assumptions 1 and 4. We can therefore state the following theorem.

Theorem 3. Under assumptions 1 and 4, we have

3 WidWw,
o s
(Jfy widt)

d*
*
T,n —

which establishes the asymptotic validity of the MASB ADF test.

2.4.2 Consistency of ARMASB ADF tests

It is now very easy to prove the asymptotic validity of ADF tests based on the
ARMASB distribution. In order to do this, we make use of the MA(oo) form of
the ARMASB DGP (see equation 14 above). In the appendix, it is shown that the
results of lemmas A1 to A5 also hold for the ARMASB. Then, we have the following

corollaries to lemmas 4 and 5.

Corollary 4. Under assumptions 1 and 4, we have

1 * * ) 1 * * *
n Zyt—lgt = en(l)g Zwt—lgt + Op(l) a.s.

Corollary 5. Under assumptions 1 and 4 we have
-1

1 & * ok 1

H <_ PR )

13

= 0;(1) as.

(29)



n

Z ptyt 1

= O3(np'"?) a. (30)

n
Z t5t
—1

— 1/2p1/2) a. (31)

The proofs may be found in the appendix. Theorem 4 evidently follows.

Theorem 4. Under assumptions 1 and 4, we have
L Jo WidW,
T = 77 @5
(Jy wedt)

This establishes the asymptotic validity of the ARMASB ADF test.

3 Simulations

We now present a set of simulations designed to illustrate the extent to which the
proposed MASB and ARMASB schemes improve upon the usual ARSB. Recently,
CP 2003 have shown, through Monte Carlo experiments, that the ARSB may allow
one to reduce the ADF test’s ERP. Such results are generally interpreted as evidence
of the presence of asymptotic refinements in the sense of Beran (1987), even though
no theoretical proof exists to date. The use of different versions of the block bootstrap
has also been suggested, see Paparoditis and Politis (2003), Parker, Paparoditis and
Politis (2006) and Swensen (2003). The very complete simulation study of Palm,
Smeekes and Urbain (2006) indicates that the ARSB performs slightly better than
several versions of the block bootstrap. Therefore, in order to make this section as
concise as possible, we only compare the MASB and ARMASB tests to the ARSB
and asymptotic ones.

In order to obtain valid test statistics, one must make sure that the parameters
used in the construction of the bootstrap DGP are consistent estimates under the
null. This is easily achieved in the present case by estimating the appropriate time
series model (ie: AR, MA or ARMA) of the first difference of y; using the maximum
likelihood estimator. Bootstrap samples of the first difference process are then built
using these parameter estimates and drawings from the residuals. It is also necessary
that the bootstrap first difference process be stationary and invertible. We achieve
this by constraining our maximum likelihood algorithm to return solutions within the
stationarity and invertibility regions. The figures reported below were constructed
from 1 000 Monte Carlo samples of 250 realizations from the DGP described below

14



with N(0,1) innovations. The bootstrap tests were conducted using 499 bootstrap
samples. The orders (p and q) of all the sieve bootstrap DGPs as well as those of all
the ADF regressions were chosen with AIC. We have allowed a maximum order of 8
for the ADF regressions and the AR and MA sieves and of only 2 for the ARMA sieve.
Evidently, these choices, which were chiefly made to reduce the computational cost
of the experiments, have an impact on the results of the simulations. In particular,
allowing for a higher maximum order for the ADF regression and the ARSB probably
would have reduced these test’s ERP, just like it would have done for the MASB
in the simulations presented in figure 2. It is unlikely, however, that it would have
affected the good preformances of the ARMASB.

[Figure 1 about here]

Most simulation studies on the overrejection of the ADF test define the first differ-
ence process as an MA(1). This is indeed a convenient specification, for it allows one
to control the degree of persistence of the series by changing the value of the only MA
parameter, 6. It also allows one’s analysis to include the near cancellation of the unit
root with the MA root which occurs when 6 is close to -1. It is in such cases that the
ADF test tends to overreject the most. Figure 1 shows the rejection probability (RP),
as a function of 6, of the ADF test based on the DF critical values and the ARSB,
MASB and ARMASB. The fact that the ARSB has lower ERP than the asymptotic
test confirms the findings of CP 2003. However, the MASB and ARMASB seem to
be much more robust to the value of the MA parameter. This was, of course, to
be expected because the MASB and ARMASB are able to directly estimate the MA
part, whereas the ARSB must approximate it with a long autoregression. It is also
not surprising that the ARMASB tends to slightly underreject since it is based on an
overspecified model. The second DGP we have used is a long MA(33) model with a
decaying lag structure function of a parameter 6:

Ay = e+ 60 (0.99L + 0.96L% +0.93L° + .. + 0.03L*) &, & ~ N(0,1)

where we let 6 vary between -0.8 and 0.8. Figure 2 shows the rejection probability
of the four tests as a function of . The ARMASB test always has lower ERP than
the other three. On the other hand, the ARSB is now working better than the
MASB. This is not surprising since the DGP looks somewhat like an inverted low
order AR process. Similar results, with the MASB outperforming the ARSB, were
obtained with an AR(33) DGP. It is worth noting that the average order chosen by
AIC, through all values of 6 considered, is between 2.6 and 5.5 for the AR sieve and
between 4.6 and 7.9 for the MA sieve, while it is always around 1.2 for both parts of
the ARMA sieve. The ARMASB is thus able to provide greater accuracy then the
other two with a more parsimonious bootstrap DGP.

[Figure 2 about here]
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One might wonder whether the accuracy gains of the ARMASB under the null
come at any cost in terms of power. As an illustration, we have looked at the power
function of the four tests in the MA(1) model when # = —0.4. It can be seen from
figure 3 that it is indeed the case. However, the difference between the RP of the
standard ADF and that of the MASB and ARMASB is roughly constant around 0.05
for the set of alternative hypothesis considered. It therefore appears likely that, where
we to use size-corrected critical values, the power loss would vanish.

[Figure 3 about here]

Finally, it should be noted that unreported simulations with smaller sample sizes
have provided similar results, thus indicating that our results are robust in that
respect as well.

4 Conclusion

Since its introduction, the sieve bootstrap has only been used with AR approxima-
tions. We propose to use MA and ARMA approximations. In the unit root case, we
provide invariance principles that may be used to derive asymptotic properties for
the tests performed using these sieve bootstraps. We then show that ADF unit root
tests based on them are asymptotically valid. Similar results were provided for the
usual ARSB by Park (2002) and Chang and Park (2003).

Our simulations confirm existing results in the literature that using a sieve boot-
strap to carry out ADF tests may lead to more accurate testing than using the DF
distribution’s critical values. They also indicate that using MA or ARMA sieves in-
stead of AR ones may allow for a further accuracy gain. The power of these two
new test procedures was found to be quite acceptable. Overall, the ARMASB test
appears to be the best choice because of its robustness to the underlying DGP and
its parsimony.

A Appendix: Mathematical Proofs

Proof of Lemma 1.

Consider the following expression for the AR sieve bootstrap model taken from Park
(2002, equation 19):

Up = QU1+ Qpatieg + .+ Qp g+ epy (32)
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where the coefficients af 1 are pseudo-true values defined so that the equality holds and
the ey are uncorrelated with the u;—y, k = 0,1,2,...r. Using the binding functions
of GZW (1994), we define

Tg,1 = Qf1

Tg2 = Q2+ Qf1Tq1

Tgq = Ofg T Qpg1Tg1 + ... + Qp1Tg,9-1

to be the moving average parameters deduced from the pseudo-true parameters of
the AR model (32). Let ay be the OLS estimator of these parameters. Also, let 7,
be the GZW 1994 estimator of the 7, ;. We can use this estimator without any loss
of generality because it is consistent. Thus,

k—1

gk — Tkl = > (Gph—jTq; — Qr—jT;) (33)
=0

The result then follows from Park (2002, lemma 3.1) who, building on results of
Baxter (1962) and Hannan and Kavalieris (1986), shows that:

B 1/2 s
lrgkzg(fmfk a| = ((logn/n) )+0(f ) a.s.

Indeed, consider, for example, £ = 3. Then,
|TTg3 — 3| = ’d‘?l + 2471472 + Gp3 — a8 — 20100 — 043’
using the triangle inequality:
|7g3 — ms| < |63, — af| + [2(Gp1d52 — aran)| + |ars — as]

By lemma 3.1 of Park (2002), every element of the right hand side is o(1) a.s.. This
is obviously true for all k. The other parts of the lemma follow immediately. »

Proof of Lemma 2.

First, note that n'~"/2E* |ex|" = n!~7/2 (% Y [Eqt — = 0 éq,tlr) because the boot-
strap errors are drawn from the series of recentered residuals from the MA(g) model.
Therefore, what must be shown is that

Eqt — Z’gqt ) =0

1 n

1-r/2 Z

n
(n t=1

as n — oo. If we add and subtract ¢; and g, (which was defined in equation 6) inside

the absolute value operator, we obtain:

1 n
nt=r? (n > |é qu,

t=1

) wt Bn+Co+ D)
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where ¢ is a constant and
An = %Z?:l E1h

By= 0 e — el
Cn = %Z?:l 20t — Equl”

T

—|1yn 2
Dy =[50 20

To get the desired result, one must show that n'~"/2 times A,,, B,, C, and D, each
go to 0 almost surely.

1. nt=7/24, %3 0.

This holds by the strong law of large numbers which states that A, “3 E (|e;|") which
has been assumed to be finite. Since r > 4, 1 —r/2 < —1 from which the result
follows.

2. n'7"/2B, “% 0.
This is proved by showing that
E(lege — &) = o(g™™) (34)

holds uniformly in ¢t and where s is as specified in assumption 1 part b. From equation
(6) we have

q
Eqt = Ut — Z TrkEqt—k-
k=1

Writing this using an infinite AR form:
[e.e]
Eqt = Ut — > CplUp—p,
k=1

where the parameters &y, are functions of the first ¢ true parameters m; in the usual
manner (see proof of lemma 1). We also have:

[e.e]
Et = Ut — Z TEEt—k-
k=1
which we also write in AR(o0) form:

00
Et = Ut — Z AUt —F -
k=1

18



Evidently, ay, = &y for all k = 1, ..., q. Subtracting the second of these two expressions

to the first we obtain: .

Eqt — &t = Z (Oék — Oék) Ut—f- (35)

k=q+1

Using Minkowski’s inequality, the triangle inequality and the stationarity of wu,,

E(leqe —ed") < B (Ju") ( i | (e — dk)l) : (36)

k=q+1

The second element of the right hand side can be rewritten as

r 0o k—q T
(Z Zmak z—zﬂéak Z—Wk) :(Z —Zmak—e—ﬂk) .
k=q+1 1£=1 k=q+1| (=1

Equation (34) therefore follows from assumptions 1 b and the rate given to ¢ in
assumption 2.

3. ntr/2C, %30

We start from the AR(oco) expression for the residuals to be resampled:
éqﬂg = Ut — Z OAéngut_k (37)

where &, denotes the parameters corresponding to the estimated MA(gq) param-
eters 7, through the analytical binding functions. Then, adding and subtracting
> ohey Qg kUi—f, Where the parameters o, are function of the m,; as defined in the
proof of lemma 1, and using once more the AR(oo) form of (6), equation (37) be-
comes:

o0 o0
Eqt = Eqt — Z(dq,k — Qg k) Utk — Z(O‘q,k — (g ) Ug - (38)
k=1 k=1

It then follows that

T

o e e}

Oéqkutk k—akutk

T
€t — gl < c ( )

for ¢ = 2771, Let us define

T

1 n o0
Cln = — Z Z(dq,k - aq,k)ut—k
i =1
1 n fe’e) r
Cop = —Z Z Oéq,k—Oék Ut—k
i =1
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Then showing that n'~"/2C1,, %3 0 and n'~"/2Cy, “3 0 will give us our result. First,
let us note that (', is majorized by:

e}

T 1 - r
(max |Gg i — Qg i ) EZ k| (39)

1<k<o00 —
By our lemma 1 and equation (20) of Park (2002), we have

nax, |Gg e — agr| = O ((log n/n)l/z) a.s.
Thus, the first part of (39) goes to 0. Also, the second part is bounded away from
infinity by a law of large numbers and equation (25) in Park (2002). This proves the
first result. Applying Minkowski’s inequality to the absolute value part of Cy,,

> (g — ) up—g

E ( 2 T) < E(Ju]") (Z lagk — ak|> (40)

the right hand side of which goes to 0 by the boundedness of E (|u;|"), the defini-
tion of the &, lemma 1 and equation (21) of Park (2002), where it is shown that
Sh_1 ok ak| = o(p~®) for some p — oo, which implies a similar result between
the 7,5 and 7, which in turn implies a s1m11ar result between the oy and dy.

e}

4. nt="/2D,, %0

In order to prove this, we show that

. 1 1
—> o= Ezgq,t‘FO(U a.s. = EZ&—I—O(l) a.s
=1

Recalling equations (35) and (38), this is true if

—ZZ k—Oék utk—>0 (41)
21 k=gt1

1 n o0

— Z Z Qg k — ak)ut k —> 0 (42)
N1 k=1

1 " > a.s.

E Z Z (g — agp)us—r = 0 (43)

where the first expression serves to prove the second asymptotic equality and the other
two serve to prove the first asymptotic equality. Proving those 3 results requires some
work. Just like Park (2002), p.485, let us define

0J) = Ermisj
t=1
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and

so that

and remark that by Doob’s inequality,

max S (i, J)

where z = 1/(1 — %) Taking expectations and applying Burkholder’s inequality,

r/2)

where ¢; is a constant depending only on r. By the law of large numbers, the right
hand side is equal to ¢;2(no?)"/?=c,2(n"/?¢"). Thus, we have

n

D&

t=1

E(max | S (4, )|>§cle(

1<

E(max 1S, I ) <enl?
1<

uniformly over ¢ and 7, where ¢ = ¢;z0". Define

L= Y (ar—ap)Tu(k) = D> (on — ) D ur
k=q+1 k=q+1 t=1

It must therefore follow that

[E (1r<na§n|Lm| ”w = Z | (e — du)| [E (12“3@ [T (K )|r>]l/r

k=q+1

Z | — éu)| enlt/?

k=q+1
where the constant c is redefined accordingly. But

(e e}

> [(ar = éx)l = o(g™)

k=q+1

by assumption 1 b and the construction of the éj. Thus,

E ( max |Ly,|" ) < cq 02,

1<m<n
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Then it follows from the result in Moricz (1976, theorem 6), that for any § > 0,
L, (q n'/2 (log n)"'" (log log n)(Hé)/r) =o(n) a.s..

This last equation proves (41). Now, if we let

o n
M, Z (g x — Gu) Z (g — Gig) Zut—ka
k=1 t=1

k=1
then, we find by the same devise that

[E(max | M., |>]l/r i:: Qg — ()|

1<m<n

E(max T (K )r)]w

1<m<n

the right hand side of which is smaller than or equal to cg—*n'/2, see the discussion

under equation (40). Consequently, using Moricz’s result once again, we have M, =
o(n) a.s. and (42) is proved. Finally, define

[e.e] n
N Z Oéq E— Qg k Z Oéng - Oéng) Zut_k
k=1 t=1

k=1

further, let

e}

=

k=1 lt=1
Then, the larger element of N, is @, maxi<k<co |Ggk — Qg k|- By assumption 1 b and
the result under (39), we know that the second part goes to 0. Then, using again

Doob’s and Burkholder’s inequalities,

(s, 1Qnl") < oo™
Therefore, for any 6 > 0,
Qn=o0 (qn1/2 (log n)*'" (log log n)(Hé)/r) a.s.
and
N, =0 ((log n/n)l/z) Q. =0 (q (log n)" 72" (log log n)(Hé)/r) = o(n).
Hence, equation (43) is proved. The proof of the lemma is complete. ®
Proof of Lemma 3.
We begin by noting that

P (max ’n_l/zﬂ: -12g ¥

1<t<n

>5)

>5>§§:P*(
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= nP* (’n_l/zﬂt* > 5)
< (187 B (i)

where the first inequality is trivial, the equality follows from the stationarity of u;
conditional on the realization of {£,.} and the last inequality is an application of the
Tchebyshev inequality. Recall that

q q
~% ~ *
Uy = Z ( 7T1m> b kr1
k

k=1 \i=

Then, by Minkowski’s inequality and assumption 1, we have:
q T
B (i) < (Y ksl ) 2 (i)
k=1

But by lemma 1, the estimates 7, are consistent for m;. Hence, by assumption 1,
the first part must be bounded as n — oco. Also, we have shown in lemma 2 that
n' T 2E* (|ex]") “20. The result thus follows. ®

Proof of Theorem 1.
The result follows directly from combining lemmas 1, 2 and 3. =
Proof of Corollary 1

The proof of this corollary is a direct extension of the proof of lemma 1. It suffices to
point out the fact that the ., can be written as functions of the 7, ; and &y ;, which
can themselves be expressed as functions of the parameters of a long autoregression
using the binding functions of GZW (1997). We know, by lemma 3.1 of Park (2002),
that the estimated parameters of this long autoregression are consistent estimators of
the parameters of the AR (o0) form of w;. The corollary follows by arguments similar
to those used in the proof of lemma 1. ®

Proof of corollary 2.

Recall that £ = p + ¢ and assume that ¢ — oo at the rate specified in assumption 3.
Then, for any value of p € [0, 00) and ¢ — o0, the stated result follows from lemma 2
and corollary 1. To see this, define 1, as being the original process u; with an AR(p)
part filtered out using the p consistent parameter estimates. Then, v; is an invertible
general linear process to which we can apply lemma 2.

By the same logic, letting ¢ € [0, 00) and p — o0, and defining 14 as being the original
process with the MA(q) part filtered out, it is easily seen that the result of lemma 3.2
in Park (2002) can be applied. Since these two situations allow us to handle every
possible cases, the result is shown.
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Proof of corollary 3

Identical to corollary 2 except that we use lemma 3 for the case where ¢ — oo and
the proof of theorem 3.3 in Park (2002) for the case where p — co.

Proof of Theorem 2.
The result follows directly from combining corollaries 1 to 3. =
Lemma A 1. Under assumptions 1 and 2, e, = € + o(1) a.s.
Proof of Lemma Al.

Let us first rewrite the ADF regression (21) under the null as follows:

P k+q
* A * *
Ay; = Z Qp,k ( Z Tqj—kEt—j T 5t—k) + e
k=1

j=k+1
where we have substituted the MASB DGP for Ay; ,. This can be rewritten as

P

q
Ay; = Z Z O‘p,iﬁq,jgt*—i—j + €t (44)

i=1 j=0

where 7 ; is constrained equal 1. Then, from equations (44) and (7),

q P q
_ jal . * * _ I . *
€ = Z Tq,j€1—j T & Z Z Qp,iTq,j€4—i—j-
j=1 i=1 j=0
We can write e; = E; + F} + ¢}, where
_(z * ~ A * ~ A *

By = (g1 —a1)er_y +(Tg2 — pifrg1 — Qpa)ef o+ ..+ (Tgq— QpiTgq1— - — O‘p,q)gt—q
and

p+q

Z £r_ —j Zﬂq iQp,j—i

Jj=q+1

where 79 = 1 and a,; = 0 whenever ¢ > p. First, we note that the coefficients
appearing in FE; are the binding functions of GZW 1994. Thus, by lemma 1 of the
present paper and lemma 3.1 of Park (2002), E; goes to 0 almost surely. On the other
hand, taking F; and applying Minkowski’s inequality to it gives:

ptq g "
E*(IE") < E () | D2 X |fgacwpiil | -

J=q+1:=0
But for each 7, >.7_, 7,0, ;—i = —a, ;. Hence, by lemma 1.
(2 0 q, P,J P,J
pt+q
E(IF)<E (51N | Y2 |apj| a.s.
Jj=q+1
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But, as p and ¢ go to infinity with p > ¢, X021 (Joy])" = o(¢™"*) a.s. under as-

sumption 1. The result therefore follows since E* (|ef]") is finite. The proof for the
ARMASB follows along the same line and we therefore omit it. m

Lemma A2 (CP lemma A1l). Under assumptions 1 and 4, we have o2 “% 0% and
[y %3 Ty as n — oo where E* (lef|?) = 02 and E* (|u}|?) =T}

Proof of Lemma A2.

Consider the MASB DGP (7) once more:

q
up =Y TarEr_p +€; (45)
k=1

Under assumption 1 and given lemma 1, this process admits an AR(oc0) representa-
tion:

uf + Y Gonui_y =€ (46)
k=1

where we write the d%k parameters with a hat and a subscript ¢ to emphasize that
they come from the estimation of a finite order MA(q) model. We can rewrite equation
(46) as follows:

up = =3 gpuiy + el (47)
k=1

Multiplying by u; and taking expectations under the bootstrap DGP, we obtain

FS = - Z szq,krz + 03-
k=1

dividing both sides by I'j and rearranging,

0.2

- (1)
L+ 22020 Vel

where p; are the autocorrelations of the bootstrap process. Note that these are

functions of the parameters v, and that it can easily be shown that they satisfy the

homogeneous system of linear differential equations described as:

I

Ph + Z szq,kp;—k =0
k=1
for all A > 0.0On the other hand, we have:

q
Uy = Z TqkEqt—k + Eqit (49)
k=1
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which has an AR(oc0) representation:
Uy = — Z 'J}q,kut—k + &gt
k=1

where the d%k are exactly the same as in equation (47). This yields
9
Top = ———n (50)
L+ 22020 Vg kPren

where T ,, is the sample autocovariance of u; when we have n observations, 62 =
(1/n) X0, €2 and py, is the k™ autocorrelation of w;. Since the autocorrelation
parameters are the same in equations (48) and (50), we can write:

L5 = (07/67)Ton.

The strong law of large numbers implies that Ty, 3 I'y. Therefore, we only need to
show that 02/62 “% 1. By lemma 1, 62 3 02, Also, since the &} are drawn from the
EDF of (£t — (1/n) X(_1 €41),

12 1 2
P> (Z> '

The independence of the £} implies that:
1o, )
a3z 51)

But we have shown in lemma 2 that ((1/n) >} €44 ) = 0o(1) a.s. (to see this, take
the result for n!="/2D,, with r = 4). Thus, we have g2 “% &Z and hence, 02/02 31,
2a

It therefore follows that T “3 T'y. On the other hand, o2 “% 62 implies 02 %3 o2

To extend this result the ARMASB case, it suffices to replace equations (45) and (49)
by their ARMA counterparts and to use the corollaries to lemmas 1 and 2. ®

Lemma A3 (CP lemma A2, Berk, theorem 1, p. 493). Let f and f* be the
spectral densities of uy and uy respectively. Then, under assumptions 1 and 4,

sup [f7(A) = f(N)[ = o(1) as.

Also, letting 'y, and I'y be the autocovariance functions of uy and uy respectively, we

have - -
Y Ti= > Ti+o(l)as

k=—00 k=—00
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Proof of Lemma A3.

We first derive the result for the MASB. The spectral density of the bootstrap is
2

o; zq: 5%
ffAN) =211+ Tq k€’
2 1
Further, let us define
R 5’2 q - 2
f()\) = i 1 + Z ﬁq7k€l
k=1

and recall that

Sl'—‘

=1 ni5

From lemma 2 (proof of the 4" part) and lemma A2 (equation 51), we have

Z —I—op

Thus, R
FX) = f(A) + 0,(1).
Therefore, the desired result follows if we show that

sUp N -

Let f,(\) be the spectral density function evaluated at the pseudo-true parameters
2

q

1+ Z 7Tq,l'fe“w‘
k=1

2
On

fn()‘) = %

where o2 is the minimum value of

/_ TN ‘1 + ij Tge™

k=1

-2

d\

and 02 — o2 as shown in Baxter (1962). Obviously,

sup [£(0) = foV)] = o(1) as.

by lemma 1 and equation (20) of Park (2002). Also
Sup [ fu(A) = FN[ = o(1) ass.

27



where

2 2

) =2

1+Z7Tk6

k=1

by the same argument we used at the end of part 3 of the proof of lemma 2. The first
part of the present lemma therefore follows. If we consider that

ka—Qﬂf ) and ZF* 27 f*(0

the second part follows directly.

For the ARMASB, the spectral density is

2 [
o A .
* 1 2 : 9@7k€lk>\

k=1

) =

where 0y is the ¢ parameter of the MA(co) form of the ARMASB DGP. Since
lemmas 1, 2 and A2 also hold for the ARMASB, the proof follows the same line.
Specifically, it is easy to see that the result n'~"/2D,, 3 0 in part four of lemma 2,

which is of crucial importance, holds if we replace the parameters of the AR(c0) form
of the MASB by those corresponding to the AR(oc0) form of the ARMASB. »

Lemma A4 (CP lemma A3). Under assumptions 1 and 4, we have

E* (|5:|4) = 0(1) as.

Proof of Lemma AA4.

From the proof of lemma 2, we have E* (|5t| ) c(A, + B, + C, + D,) where cis
a constant. The relevant results are:

1. A, =0(1) as.
2. E(B,) =o0(q¢7") (equation 34)
3. Cp < 2771(Chy + Can)

where C,, = o(1) a.s. (equation above 40)
and E(Csy,) = o(¢™"*) (equation 40)

4. D, =o(1) a.s.

Under assumption 4, we have that B, = o(1) a.s. and Cy, = o(1) a.s. because
o(q™) = o((en®)™*) = o(n™**) = o(n~ ') for § > 0. m
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Lemma A5 (CP lemma A4, Berk proof of lemma 3). Define

n 2
i) = 2 (3 () 12

t=1

Then, under assumptions 1 and 4, we have M*(i,j) = O(n) a.s.
Proof of Lemma AS5.

For general linear models, Hannan (1960, p. 39) and Berk (1974, p. 491) have shown
that

M:(i,j>§n[2 i Iy + K} (Zm)

k=—o0

for all ¢+ and j and where K is the fourth cumulant of €;. Since our MASB and
ARMASB are general linear models, this result applies here. But K can be written
as a polynomial of degree 4 in the first 4 moments of ;. Therefore, |K}| must be
O(1) a.s. by lemma A4. The result now follows from lemma A3 and the fact that

ZZO:_OO Fk = O(TL) [ ]

Before going on, it is appropriate to note that the proofs of lemmas 4 and 5 are
almost identical to the proofs of lemma 3.2 and 3.3 of CP (2003). We present them
here for the sake of completeness. For ease of notation and to be consistent with the
preceeding proofs, we define Ay, = w, and Ay} = uj.

Proof of Lemma 4.

First, we prove equation (22). Using the Beveridge-Nelson decomposition of u} and
the fact that y7 = Y4_, u}, we can write:

1 - * Kk A 1 - * * "‘*1 - * *
_Zytgt = Wn(l)_zwt—ﬁt +uo—Z€t - Zut 1&¢-
=1 nis ni4

Therefore, to prove the first result, it suffices to show that

( zn:’st Zut 15t> =o(1) a.s. (52)

Since the €} are 7¢d by construction, we have:

E~ (i 5?) =no? =0(n) a.s (53)
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and )
E~ (Z ﬂf_15:> = no’ls = O(n) a.s (54)
t=1

where Iy = E*(@i})?. But the terms in equation (52) are < times the square root of
(53) and (54). Hence, equation (52) follows. Now, to prove equation (23), recall that
wr = Y _, &5 and, from the Beveridge-Nelson decomposition of w}:

yrt = (1w + (@5)? + (a7)? — 2aiug + 27, (L)wy (a5 — @)
thus, (1/n%) X", yr? is equal to
1 1, 1
n(1)?—5 D wi+—5 () *+
N = n t=1

By lemma 3, every term but the first is o(1) a.s. The result follows. ®
Proof of Lemma 5.

Using the definition of bootstrap stochastic orders, we must show that:

1 =
* *x _x I
E (ng’fp,t%,t )
t=1
n
* * *
E ( Z%,tyt—l
t=1
n
* * *
E <| PREA
t=1

The proofs below rely on the fact that, under the null, the ADF regression is a finite
order autoregressive approximation to the bootstrap DGP, which has an AR(o0)
form. To prove (55), let us first define the long run covariance of the vector zy , as
Q= )f Then, recalling the result of lemma A5, we have that

i—j/%,5=1"
E* (

This is because equation (58) is squared with a factor of 1/n and the dimension of
xy, is p. Also,

because, by lemma A4, we can apply the result from Berk (1974, equation 2.14).
By assumption 1 (b) and the results of lemma 1, we may say that Y22 |T,x| <

)z@m (55)

) = O, (np'?) a.s. (56)

) = 0, (n**p'?) a.s. (57)

1 n
*x ok 1 *
n Z Lptlp,t Qpp
t=1

) = 0,(n"'p?) as. (58)

B =0(1) as. (59)

o, < [2eint £ 00)
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3 > (@ )2—ﬁu0 > ut+27rn(1)uoﬁ > w; +27rn(1)$ > wra.
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oo. Therefore, as argued by Berk (1974, p. 493), the polynomial 1 + S7_, 7, xe*
is continuous and nonzero over A so that f*()\) is also continuous and there are
constant values F; and Fj such that 0 < F} < f*(\) < Fy. This further implies that
(Grenander and Szegd 1958, p. 64) 27F; < A\ < ... < A, <27 F, where \;, i =1,...,p
are the eigenvalues of the covariance matrix of the bootstrap DGP. Equation (59)
then follows from the definition of the matrix norm. See Berk (1974, p. 492-93) for
details. It then follows that

-1
* 1 & * * *x — * 1 & * * *x —
B . Z ZEp,tIp,tT - HQ:D:D lH S E . Z zp,tIp,tT - Qpp '
[t L)
where we used the fact that E* (HQ;P ) = HQ;p . By equation (58), the right hand
side goes to 0 as n increases. Equation (55) then follows from equation (59).

Proof of (56): Our proof is almost identical to the proof of lemma 3.2 in Chang and
Park (2002), except that we consider bootstrap quantities. As them, we let yf = 0
for all t < 0 and, for 1 < 7 < p, we write

Z y:—lu:—j = Z Yiup + Ry (60)
t=1 t=1
where . .
R;, = Zy:—ﬂf—j - Zy:—lu:'
t=1 t=1

Note that 31, 3,47 is a 1 X p vector whose j element is >, Y;_yuj_;. Therefore,
by the definition of the Eucledian norm, equation (56) will be proved if we show that
Ry, = Oy(n) uniformly in j for j from 1 to p. We begin by noting that

n n n
* * * * * *
Z Yp Uy = Z Y j1U—5 — Z Yp1Uy
t=1 t=1 t=n—j+1
for each j. This allows us to write:

n

Ry, = Z(y:—1 - y:—j—l)u:—j - Z Yiquy-

t=1 t=n—j+1

Let us call Ry, and R}, the first and second elements of the right hand side of this
last equation. Then, because y; is integrated,

n

* * * *
in = Z (yt—l - yt—j—l) Up_j
t=1

n J
J— * *
= > Ui Up—j
t=1 \1=1
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J

=n (zi: Ff_j) +>

i=1

[i (u;*_iut*_j - F?—j)]

t=1

where we have added and subtracted I'j;. By lemma A3, the first part is O(n) a.s
because > T'y = O(1). Similarly, we can use lemma A5 to show that the second
part is O5(n 172 p) a.s., where the change to O} is because the result of lemma A5 is

for the expectation under the bootstrap DGP. The n'/? and p factors appear because
lemma A5 considers the square of the present term and j goes from 1 to p. Thus,
R}, = O(n) + O5(n'/?p) a.s. Let us now consider Rj,:

n
* * *
R;, = Z YUy

t=n—j+1

_ oy (Zut Z)ut

t=n—j+1
n n—j
= Z Z u:u: 7 + Z Z ut ut 7
t=n—j+1 i=1 t=n—j+2 i=n—j+1
Letting Rj,“ and R%,” denote the first and second part of this last equation, we have

e (§n) e 5 [Fon)

t=n—7j+1 |[i=1

= O(p) + O3 (n'?p) as.

uniformly in j, where the last line comes from lemmas A3 and A5. Similarly, we also
have

t—1 n t—1
Ry, =(G—-1) Y i+ > [ > (ufuf_i—rf)]
i=n—j+1 t=n—j+2 |i=n—j+1

= O(p) + O%(p*"?) ass.

uniformly in j under lemmas A3 and A5. Hence, I}, is O3 (n) a.s. uniformly in j. Also,
under assumptions 1 and 4, and by lemma 1, 331, y/ juy = Oj(n) a.s. uniformly in
J. Therefore, equation (60) is also Oy(n) a.s. uniformly in j, 1 < j < p. The result
follows because the left hand side of (56) is the Euclidian vector norm of p elements
that are all O3(n) a.s

Proof of (57): We begin by noting that for all £ such that 1< k < p,
n 2
E* (Z uf_ket*> = no’l}
t=1
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which means that

n
* *
> Tp i€t
t=1

2
) = npo’l}.

But it has been shown in lemma A2 that o2 and T’ are O(1) a.s. The result is obvious.
]

Proof of Theorem 3.
The theorem follows directly from lemmas 4 and 5. ®
Proof of Corollary 4.

The results are easily obtained by using the Beveridge-Nelson decomposition of the
infinite MA form of the ARMASB DGP. =

Proof of corollary 5.

The proof of lemma 5 can easily be adapted to the ARMASB since lemmas 1, 2 and
A1l to A5 have been shown to hold for this case. m

Proof of Theorem 4

The proof follows directly from corollaries 4 and 5. ®
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Figures

Figure 1. Rejection probability at nominal level 5%, MA(1), N=250.
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Figure 2. Rejection probability at nominal level 5%, MA(33), N=250.
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Figure 3. Power at nominal level 5%, MA(1), N=250.
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