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FIXED-BANDWIDTH HAR INFERENCE

1 Introduction

The construction of standard errors robust to autocorrelation and heteroskedasticity is important
for empirical work because economic and financial time series exhibit temporal dependence. The
early literature focused on heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation consistent (HAC) estimators of
the asymptotic variance of test statistics (or simply the long-run variance (LRV) of the relevant
series) [see, e.g., Newey and West (1987; 1994), Andrews (1991), Andrews and Monahan (1992),
Hansen (1992), de Jong and Davidson (2000)]. This approach aims at devising a good estimate
of the LRV. Over the last twenty years, the literature has focused on methods based on fixed-b
asymptotics. These involve an inconsistent estimate of the LRV that keeps the bandwidth at a fixed
fraction of the sample size. This approach was initiated by Kiefer, Vogelsang, and Bunzel (2000)
and Kiefer and Vogelsang (2002a; 2002b). They developed the analysis assuming stationarity and
showed that valid heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation robust (HAR) inference is feasible even
without a consistent estimator of the LRV. Inconsistency results in a pivotal nonstandard limiting
distribution whose critical value can be obtained by simulations (e.g., a t-statistic on a coefficient
in the linear regression model will not follow asymptotically a standard normal distribution but a
distribution involving a ratio of Gaussian processes). Theoretical results based on asymptotic ex-
pansions suggested that fixed-b HAR test statistics exhibit an error in rejection probability (ERP)
that is smaller than that associated to test statistics based on HAC estimators [see Jansson (2004)
and Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008)]. This supported extensive finite-sample evidence in the litera-
ture documenting that the fixed-b approach leads to HAR test statistics with more accurate null
rejection rates when the data are stationary with strong temporal dependence than those associ-
ated to test statistics based on HAC estimators. Since then the literature has mostly concentrated
on various refinements of fixed-b HAR inference while maintaining the stationarity assumption,
mostly to have tests having null rejection rates closer to the nominal level.

Although stationarity rarely holds in economic and financial time series, the literature has
surprisingly ignored investigating the theoretical and empirical properties of existing fixed-b HAR
inference when stationarity does not hold.! Nonstationarity can occur for several reasons: changes
in the moments of the relevant time series induced by changes in the model parameters that govern
the data (think about the Great Moderation with the decline in variance for many macroeconomic
variables, the effects of the financial crisis of 20072008 or of the COVID-19 pandemic); smooth

changes in the distributions governing the data that arise from transitory dynamics from one

!By nonstationary we mean non-constant moments. As in the literature, we consider processes whose sum of
absolute autocovariances is finite. This rules out processes with unbounded second moments (e.g., unit root).
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regime to another. Unfortunately, the theoretical properties of fixed-b HAR inference change
substantially when stationarity does not hold. The contribution of the paper is to establish such
theoretical results and discuss their relevance for inference in empirical work.

We show that the limiting distribution of HAR test statistics under fixed-b asymptotics is not
pivotal when the data are nonstationary. It takes the form of a complicated function of Gaussian
processes and depends on the second moments of the relevant series. For example, in the case of
the linear regression model, it depends on the second moments of the regressors and errors. Hence,
existing fixed-b inference methods based on stationarity are not theoretically valid in general. The
nuisance parameters entering the fixed-b limiting distribution can be consistently estimated under
small-b asymptotics but only with nonparametric rate of convergence. We develop asymptotic
expansions under nonstationarity and we show that the ERP is an order of magnitude larger than
that obtained under stationarity by Jansson (2004) and Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008) [cf. O(T77)
with v < 1/2 versus O(T ') where T is the sample size]. Further, we show that the ERP of fixed-b
HAR tests is also larger than that of HAR tests based on HAC estimators. It follows from our
results that if one uses existing fixed-b methods based on the pivotal fixed-b limiting distribution
obtained under stationarity but the data are nonstationary, then the ERP does not even converge
to zero as the sample size increases because that is not the correct limiting distribution.

The pivotal property breaks down because under nonstationarity the LRV estimator that
uses a fixed-bandwidth is not asymptotically proportional to the LRV. A non-pivotal limiting
distribution results in a much more complex type of inference in practice. It is beyond the scope
of this paper to investigate how best to use the non-pivotal limiting distribution for inference. The
increase in the ERP from the stationary case arises from fact that the nuisance parameters have
to be estimated. It is the discrepancy between these estimates and their probability limits that is
reflected in the leading term of the asymptotic expansion.

Our theoretical results reconcile with recent finite-sample evidence that showed that fixed-b
HAR tests can perform poorly when the data are nonstationary. These issues have been docu-
mented extensively by Belotti et al. (2021), Casini (2021b), Casini and Perron (2021) and Casini,
Deng, and Perron (2021) who considered t-tests in the linear regression models as well as HAR
tests outside the linear regression model, and a variety of data-generating processes. They pro-
vided evidence that fixed-b HAR tests can be severely undersized and can exhibit non-monotonic
power. The more nonstationary the data are, the stronger the distortions. This is especially vis-
ible in HAR inference contexts characterized by a stationary null hypothesis and a nonstationary

alternative hypothesis [e.g., tests for structural breaks, tests for regime-switching, tests for time-
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varying parameters and threshold effects; and tests for forecast evaluation]. In such cases, the
power of fixed-b HAR tests can be zero irrespective of how large the sample size is and how far the
alternative is from the null value.

Although we discuss the original fixed-b approach as proposed by Kiefer, Vogelsang, and
Bunzel (2000) and Kiefer and Vogelsang (2002a; 2002b), the same issues apply to the refinements
considered more recently by several authors; for references see, e.g., Casini (2021b) and Lazarus,
Lewis, and Stock (2020). For example, Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008) proposed to use the second-
order corrected critical value based on the expansion of the pivotal fixed-b limiting distribution
which, however, is not valid under nonstationarity. A similar feature applies to the more recent
frequency-domain methods proposed by Lazarus, Lewis, and Stock (2020). On the other hand,
using consistent LRV estimators is valid also under nonstationarity and results in an invariant
standard asymptotic distribution. The theoretical high-order refinement provided by fixed-b HAR
inference relative to HAC-based HAR inference which was justified by a smaller ERP under sta-
tionarity, does not hold under nonstationarity in which case the opposite is true.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the statistical problem
in the well-known setting of the linear regression model. In Section 3 we study the limiting
distribution of ¢- and F-type test statistics. Section 4 develops the asymptotic expansions and
presents the results on the ERP. Section 5 concludes the paper. The supplemental material [cf.

Casini (2021a)] contains all mathematical proofs.

2 HAR Testing in the Linear Regression Model

We consider the linear regression model
yr = x,00 + ey, t=1,2,...,T, (2.1)

where 5y € © C RP, y, is an observation on the dependent variable, x; is a p-vector of regressors and
e; is an unobserved disturbance that is autocorrelated and possibly conditionally heteroskedastic,
and E(e;|z;) = 0. The problem addressed is testing linear hypotheses about f,. We consider
the ordinary least squares (OLS) estimator B = (XL, 22) ' S8 2y Let Vi = xe,. Define

S\1r| = ZgIJ V; where |Tr| denotes the integer part of Tr. Using ordinary manipulations,

-1
VT (B— ﬁo) = <T_1ZT::17¢:17;> T-Y28;.
=1
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The variance of T~/2S; plays an important role for constructing tests about fy. Its exact formula
depends on the assumptions about {V;}. We begin with the following notational conventions.

A function g (-) : [0, 1] — R is said to be piecewise (Lipschitz) continuous if it is (Lipschitz)
continuous except on a set of discontinuity points that has zero Lebesgue measure. A matrix is said
to be piecewise (Lipschitz) continuous if each of its element is piecewise (Lipschitz) continuous. Let
W, (r) denote a p-vector of independent standard Wiener processes where r € [0, 1]. We use E), =
and % to denote convergence in probability, weak convergence and convergence in distribution,
respectively. The following assumptions are sufficient to establish the asymptotic distribution of

the test statistics. Let Q (u) denote some p X p positive semidefinite matrix.

Assumption 2.1. 7257, = [ 3 (u) dW), (u) where S (u) is given by the Cholesky decomposition

Q(u) =X (u) X (u) and is piecewise continuous with sup,cp 1 ||X (u)]| < oc.

Assumption 2.2. T~ S 2,00 5 Jy Q (u) du uniformly in r where Q (u) is piecewise continuous

with sup,ep, 1) [|Q (v < oc.

Assumption 2.1 states a functional law for nonstationary processes [see, e.g., Aldous (1978)
and Merlevede, Peligrad, and Utev (2019)]. If {V;} is second-order stationary, then 3 (u) = ¥ for
all v and Assumption 2.1 reduces to T-2S|p,| = LW, (r). The fixed-b literature has routinely
used the assumption of second-order stationarity [see, e.g., Kiefer, Vogelsang, and Bunzel (2000),
Jansson (2004), Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008) and Lazarus, Lewis, and Stock (2020)]. We relax
this assumption substantially as we allow for general time-variation in the second moments of the
regressors and errors which encompasses most of the nonstationary processes used in economet-
rics and statistics. For example, it allows for structural breaks, regime-switching, time-varying
parameters and segmented local stationarity in the second moments of {V;}. With regards to the
temporal dependence, Assumption 2.1 holds under a variety of regularity conditions. For example,
standard mixing conditions and (time-varying) invertible ARMA processes are allowed.

Assumption 2.2 allows for structural breaks as well as smooth variation in the second moments
of the regressors.? The fixed-b literature required @Q (u) = @ for all u in which case Assumption
2.2 reduces to 7—! 7] 2,2, = rQ. The latter is quite restrictive in practice. The uniform

convergence, boundness and positive definiteness of @ (+) are satisfied for a fairly general class of

2 Assumption 2.2 also allows for polynomial trending regressors as long as they are written in the form (¢/T)!
(I > 0), or more generally, written as a piecewise continuous function of the time trend, say g(¢/T).
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processes. As in previous works, Assumption 2.1-2.2 rule out unit roots and long memory. Let

T-1
Var (T_1/2ST): Z Ik,

k=—-T+1

71T CE(V,V/ fork >0
FM{ S E(VVL) 20

715 L E(VigV)) fork <0

Under Assumption 2.1-2.2, the limit of Var(T~1/2S;) is given by [cf. Casini (2021b)]

1

1 %
im Var (77257) 2 Q= /0 ¢ (u, 0) du+ kgl 0 (e (u, k) + ¢ (u, k)') du,
where ¢ (u, k) = E(Vi7y V7w 1) + O(T~'). By the Cholesky decomposition Q2 (u) = X (u) X (u)’
and so () = fol Q (u) du. Note that Q = 27 fol f (u, 0) du where f (u, 0) is the local spectral density
matrix of {V;} at rescaled time u and frequency 0. For u a continuity point, f (u, w) is defined
implicitly by the relation E(Vry Vizuj—k) = [ “F f (u, w) dw; see Casini (2021b) for more details.
If {V;} is second-order stationary, then Q = ¥¥' = 27 f (0) since f(u, 0) = f(0).

Under Assumption 2.1-2.2, it directly follows, using standard arguments, that
VT (B=8) 5 Q W, (1)~ (0,Q'0Q ), (2.3)

where /2 is the matrix square-root of Q and Q £ fol Q (u) du. Under second-order stationarity
Q (u) =Q, ¥ (u) =% and (2.3) reduces to

VT (B=B0) % Q7'SW, (1) ~ .4 (0, 7'0Q™). (2.4)

The classical approach to testing hypotheses about 3, is based on studentization. Provided that
a consistent estimator of @_IQ@_I can be constructed, it is possible to construct a test statistic
whose asymptotic distribution is free of nuisance parameters. The term ) can be consistently
estimated straightforwardly using Q@ = T-' L, x,2}. Consistent estimators of € are known as
HAC estimators [see, e.g., Newey and West (1987), Andrews (1991), de Jong and Davidson (2000)
and Casini (2021b)]. HAC estimators take the following general form,

T-1

Quac 2 Y K (brk) T (K),
k=—T+1
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where

- Tyt ViV, fork >0
T S e T 25)
TS ViV fork <0

V, = 2,6, and {é;} are the OLS residuals, K (-) is a kernel and by is a bandwidth sequence. Under
br — 0 at an appropriate rate, we have QHAC L Q. An alternative to QHAC is the double-kernel
HAC (DK-HACQ) estimator, say Qpk_pac, proposed by Casini (2021b) to flexibly account for
nonstationarity. QDK_HAC uses an additional kernel for smoothing over time; see Casini (2021b)
for details. Under appropriate conditions on the bandwidths, we have QDK_HAC 5 q Hence,
equipped with either (AZHAC or QDK_HAC, HAR inference is standard because test statistics follow
asymptotically standard distributions.

An alternative approach to HAR inference relies on inconsistent estimation of €. Kiefer and

Vogelsang (2002a, 2002b) proposed to use the following estimator,

T-1
Qfixea—s = Y. K (k/T)T (k),
k=—T+1

which is equivalent to (AZHAC with bp = 7713 Qﬁxod_b is inconsistent for 2. Kiefer, Vogelsang, and
Bunzel (2000) showed that an asymptotic distribution theory for HAR tests is possible even with
an inconsistent estimate of 2. One first has to derive the limiting distribution of Qﬁxed_b under
the null hypothesis. Then, one can use it to obtain the limiting distribution of the test statistic
of interest which typically involves a ratio of Gaussian processes. Thus, from the inconsistency of

Qﬁxod_b, HAR test statistics will not follow asymptotically standard distributions.

3 Fixed-b Limiting Distribution of HAR Tests

In this section we study the limiting distribution of the HAR tests for linear hypothesis in the linear
regression model under fixed-b asymptotics when the data are nonstationary. Consider testing the

null hypothesis Hy : Rfy = r against the alternative hypothesis H; : RSy # r where Risa ¢ X p

3The label fixed-b refers to that fact that one can define more generally Qgyeq—p = Z:_iTH K (k/(T))T (k)

with b € (0, 1] fixed.
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matrix with rank ¢ and r is a ¢ x 1 vector. Using Qﬁxod_b an F-test can be constructed as follows:
~ / ~ 1A ~ -1 —~
Fﬁxed—b =T (Rﬂ - T) [RQ 1Qﬁxed—bQ 1R/} (Rﬂ - T) /q
For testing one restriction, ¢ = 1, one can use the following ¢-statistic:

T1/2 (RB — 7’)
\/Réj_lﬁﬁxed—béj_lR/ '

thxed—b =

Let B, (r) = W, (r) —rW, (1) denote the p x 1 vector of Brownian bridges. Consider the following

class of kernels,

K={K():R—[-1,1: K(0)=1, K () = K (~2), ¥z € R 5.1)
ffoooK2 () dr < 0o, K (+) iscontinuousat 0}.

Examples of kernels in K include the Truncated, Bartlett, Parzen, Quadratic Spectral (QS) and
Tukey-Hanning kernels. Kiefer, Vogelsang, and Bunzel (2000) and Kiefer and Vogelsang (2002b)

showed under stationarity that

1l
Qfixed—p = 2 (/ / —K"(r—s)B,(r)B, (s)'drds) ¥ (3.2)

o Jo
for K € K with K” (x) assumed to exist for x € [—1, 1] and to be continuous.” A key feature

of the result in (3.2) is that Qb is asymptotically proportional to 2 through ¥¥’. The null

asymptotic distributions of Fyyeq_p and tgeeq_p under stationarity are given, respectively, by

Fhxed—s =W, (1) [ /0 1 /0 1 —K" (r —s) B, (1) B, (s)’drds] B W, (1) /q,

“Note that K" (z) does not exist for some popular kernels. This is the case for the Bartlett kernel for which
K" (0) does not exist. However, Kiefer and Vogelsang (2002a) showed that for the Bartlett kernels it holds that

1
Qfixed—b = 2% (/ B, (r) B, (r)’ dr) Y.
0
Recall that the Bartlett kernel is defined as Kpr (z) = 1 — |z| for |2| < 1 and Kpr (x) = 0 otherwise.
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and
Wi (1
\/fo1 fol —K"(r —s) By (r) B, (s) drds

tixed—b =

Both null distributions are pivotal. Thus, valid testing is possible without consistent estimation of
Q). This result crucially hinges on stationarity. To see this, consider tgyeq_p for the single-regressor
case (p = 1) and for the null hypothesis Hy : [y = 0. Its numerator and denominator are

asymptotically equivalent to, respectively, Q~'XW, (1) and

Q'Y (/01 /01 — K" (r — ) By (r) By (s) drds) v :

Since W; (1) and By (r) are independent, thyeq_p is a ratio of two independent random variables.
The factor Q=13 cancels because it appears in both numerator and denominator. It follows that the
asymptotic null distribution is pivotal. We show that this argument break downs when stationarity
does not hold. Under nonstationarity the factor in the denominator corresponding to Q'% will
depend on the rescaled time s and 7, and enter the integrand. Thus, it will not cancel out.

We now present the results about the fixed-b limiting distribution of the HAR tests. We begin

with the following theorem which provides the limiting distribution of Qﬁxed_b.

Theorem 3.1. Let Assumption 2.1-2.2 hold and K € K. Then, we have: (i) If K" (z) exists for

x € [—1, 1] and is continuous, then

Oncas == [ [ 5 =5) ([ =aw, - (/OT@<u>du)@‘1/012<u>dwp<u>)

(3.3)

/

« (/Osz(u)de(u) _ (/OSQ(u)du> o /Olz(u)dwp(u)> drds

A
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(i) If K () = Kpr (), then

A
= Ypr.

Theorem 3.1 show that, unlike in the stationary case, Qfixed_p iS 1O asymptotically propor-
tional to €. This anticipates that asymptotically pivotal tests for null hypotheses involving [,
cannot be constructed. The limiting distribution depends on K” (-), and most importantly on
Y (+) and @ (+) so that it is not free of nuisance parameters.

We now present the limiting distribution of Fyyeq_p and tgyeq—p under Hy.

Theorem 3.2. Let Assumption 2.1-2.2 hold and K € K. Then, we have: (i) If K" (z) exists for

x € [—1, 1] and is continuous, then

Fiied—p = <R@_1 / 1Z(u) aw, (u)> (R@‘lgé‘lfz’)_l RQ ' / 1Z(u) aw, (u) /q,
0 0
where ¢4 is defined in (3.3). If ¢ =1, then

— 1
thixed—b = RQ fi_zl (ulc_al/vp (u) '
VR 9q R

(ii) If the Bartlett kernel is used, K (x) = Kgt (x), then

1 ! 1t
Fiied—p = <R@_1 / S (u) dW, (u)> (RO '%srQ 'R) "RO! / S (u) dW, (u) /q,
0 0
and for q =1,

RQ™" [''S (u) dW,, (u)
VRG 9@ 'R

thixed—b =

Theorem 3.2 shows that the asymptotic distribution of the F' and ¢ test statistics under fixed-b
asymptotics under nonstationarity are not pivotal. This contrasts with the stationary case. Con-

sequently, fixed-b inference based on stationarity is not theoretically valid under nonstationarity.

9
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The limiting distributions of Fiyeq_p and tgeeq—p depend on nuisance parameters such as the time-
varying autocovariance function of {V;} through X (-) and the second moments of the regressors
through @ (-). An inspection of the proof shows that it is practically impossible to make Fiyeq_s
and tg.eq_p pivotal by studentization based on any sequence of inconsistent covariance matrix esti-
mates. This follows because the long-run variance is time-varying and, as noted above, this break
downs the property that both numerator and denominator are asymptotically proportional to 2
so that the nuisance parameters cancel out.

Theorem 3.2 suggests that valid inference under fixed-b asymptotics is going to be more
complex in terms of practical implementation relative to when the data are stationary. In the
literature, complexity in the implementation has been recognized as a strong disadvantage for the
success of a given method in empirical work [see, e.g., Lazarus, Lewis, and Stock (2020)]. The
simplest way to use Theorem 3.2 for conducting inference is to replace the nuisance parameters by
consistent estimates. This means constructing estimates of ¥ (u), @ (u) and Q. For @ the argument
is straightforward. As under stationarity, one can use @ =T7'ST 22 since @ - Q £ 0 also
under nonstationarity. More complex is the case for ¥ (u) and @) (u). Nonparametric estimators
for ¥ (u) and @ (u) can be constructed. This requires introducing bandwidths and kernels as well
as a criterion for their choice. Then, one plugs-in these estimates into the limit distribution and
the critical value can be obtained by simulations. However, since ¥ (u), Q (u) and @ depend on
the data, the critical values need to be obtained on a case-by-case basis.

Before concluding this section, we discuss the properties of fixed-b HAR inference when {V;}
follows more general forms of nonstationary, i.e., {V;} does not satisfy Assumption 2.1-2.2. As-
sumption 2.1-2.2 are satisfied if {V;} is, e.g., segmented locally stationary, locally stationary and,
of course, stationary. However, if {V;} is a sequence of unconditionally heteroskedastic random
variables such that @) (s) and X (s) do not satisfy the smoothness restrictions in Assumption 2.1-2.2
then Theorem 3.1-3.2 do not hold. For example, consider V; = p;V;_1+u; where uy ~ i.i.d. A (0, 1)
and p; € (=1, 1) for all t. Segmented local stationarity corresponds to p; being piecewise continu-
ous, local stationarity corresponds to p; being continuous and stationarity corresponds to p; being
constant. If p, does not satisfy any of these restrictions, Assumption 2.1-2.2 do not hold. For un-
conditionally heteroskedastic random variables the asymptotic distributions of Fiyeq_p and tgxea—s
remain unknown since they cannot be characterized. Thus, for general nonstationary random vari-
ables fixed-b inference based on the asymptotic distribution is infeasible. This highlights one major
difference from HAR inference based on consistent estimation of 2. HAC and DK-HAC estimators

are consistent for ) also for general nonstationary random variables so that HAR test statistics

10
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follow asymptotically the usual standard distributions. For example, a t-statistic studentized by a

HAC or DK-HAC estimator will follow asymptotically a standard normal.

4 Error in Rejection Probability in a Gaussian Location Model

We develop high-order asymptotic expansions and obtain the ERP of fixed-b HAR tests. The
results in Velasco and Robinson (2001), Jansson (2004) and Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008) suggest
that under stationarity the ERP of Fyieq_p and of tg.eq—p are smaller than those of the conventional
HAC-based HAR tests. We show that the opposite is true when stationarity does not hold.
Consider the location model v, = By + e (t = 1,...,T). We have V; = ¢;. Under the
assumption that V; is stationary and Gaussian, Velasco and Robinson (2001) developed second-

order Edgeworth expansions and showed that
P (tuac < 2) — @ (2) = d () (Tbr) "> + o (Tbr)™'%) | (4.1)

for any z € R where

br — 0, @ (-) is the distribution function of the standard normal and d (-) is an odd function. The
ERP is the leading term of the right-hand side of (4.1). Since by = O(T~") with 0 < n < 1, the
ERP of tyac is O(T77) with v < 1/2. It follows that the leading term of P(Fuyac < ¢) where
Fuac = T(B — Bo)%/Quac is of the form 2d(,/¢)T~" = O(T~") for any ¢ > 0.

Jansson (2004) and Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008) showed that®

Wy (1)? < C)
fol fol —K" (r — s) By (r) By (s) drds —

Thus, Fhyed—p has a smaller ERP than Fyac [cf. O(T™1) versus O(T~7)]. This implies that the rate

of convergence of Fiyeq—p to its (nonstandard) limiting null distribution is faster than the rate of

P (Fixea—s < ¢) — P ( =0(17). (4.2)

convergence of Fyac to a x?. These results reconciled with finite-sample evidence in the literature

showing that the null rejection rates of Fhceq_p and tgyeq_p are more accurate than those of Fyac

5Actually Jansson (2004) showed that the bound was O(T~!logT). Using a different proof strategy, Sun,
Phillips, and Jin (2008) showed that the logT term can be dropped.

11
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and tpac, respectively, when that data are stationary.

We now address the question of whether these results extend to nonstationarity. It turns
out that the answer is negative. This provides an analytical explanation for the Monte Carlo
experiments that have appeared recently in Casini (2021b), Casini, Deng, and Perron (2021) and
Casini and Perron (2021) who found serious distortions in the rejection rates of fixed-b HAR tests
under the null and alternative hypotheses when the data are nonstationary. These distortions
being often much larger than those corresponding to the conventional HAC-based HAR tests.

Theorem 3.2 showed that the fixed-b HAR tests are not pivotal. Thus, to conduct inference
based on the fixed-b asymptotic distribution one has to construct consistent estimates of its nuisance

parameters. We introduce a general nonparametric estimator of ¥ (u). Let

KQZ{KQ()R%[O,OO]KQ(I):KQ(]_—I’ fKQ dl’—].
Ky (x) =0, for x ¢ [0, 1], K> (+) is continuous},

and

Q) =S (W)= S Kn, (hak)erm, (u, k), (4.3)

k=—T+1

where K, (-) € K, hy is a bandwidth sequence satisfying hy — 0,

Grna (1, k) = (Thy)™ Z K, < [ T'u —(8—|k|/2))/T> AT

s=|k|+1 ha

with Ky, () € K5 and hy is a bandwidth sequence satisfying hy — 0. Since x; = 1 for all ¢, we
have Q (u) = 1 for all u € [0, 1] in (3.3)-(3.4). Thus, we set Q (u) = 1 for all u € [0, 1]. For

arbitrary x;, one can take

Q (u) = (Thy)~ Zf% (W) 22

As in the literature, we focus on the simple location model with Gaussian errors. The Gaussianity
assumption can be relaxed by considering distributions with, for example, Gram-Charlier repre-
sentations at the expenses of more complex derivations [see, e.g., Phillips (1980)]. The following
assumption on V; facilitates the development of the higher order expansions and is weaker than

the one used by Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008) since they also imposed second-order stationarity.

12
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Assumption 4.1. {V;} is a mean-zero Gaussian process with sup;,<p Yoo K*|E(V;Vip)| < oo.

In order to develop the asymptotic expansions we use the following conditions on the kernel
which were also used by Andrews (1991) and Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008).

Assumption 4.2. (i) K (z) : R — [0, 1] is symmetric and satisfies K (0) = 1, [ 2K () dx < oo
and |K (x) — K (y) | < Cy |z —y| for all z, y € R and some C; < co.

(ii) qo > 1 where qq is the Parzen characteristic exponent defined by

_ 1-K
Qo =max< q: q€ 2, Kg:lim7~(x)<oo .
z—0 |IP
(iii) K (x) is positive semidefinite, i.e., for any square integrable function g (x), [[° [ K (s —t)
g (s)g(t)dsdt > 0.

All of the commonly used kernels with the exception of the truncated kernel satisfy Assump-
tion 4.2-(i, ii). Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008) required piecewise smoothness on K (-) instead of the
Lipschitz condition. Part (iii) ensures that the associated LRV estimator is positive semidefinite.
The commonly used kernels that satisfy part (i, iii) are the Bartlett, Parzen and quadratic spectral
(QS) kernels. For the Bartlett kernel, gy = 1, while for the Parzen and QS kernels, gy = 2.

As in Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008), we present the asymptotic expansion for the test statistic
studentized by the more general estimator Qﬁxod_b that keeps the bandwidth b € (0, 1] at a fixed

fraction of the sample size,

. T-1 k .
Qpxeas = >, K (ﬂ) I' (k).

k=—T+1

In the previous section, Qtixed_p was defined with b = 1. Let K = K (-/b). Lemma S.A.1 in the
supplement extends Theorem 3.1 to Qﬁxed_b using b € (0, 1] and the kernels that satisfy Assumption
4.2. Under Assumption 2.1 and 4.1-4.2, Lemma S.A.1 shows that Qﬁxod_b = ¢, where

%é/:/;m(r—s)dé1<r>dé1<s>,

and
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Let Cq = supy(o,1) €2 (8), Ca.0 = max{Cq, 1},

A
tﬁxed—b — =
\ Qﬁxed—b

and

« (/Osi(u) AW, (u) —s/oli(u) A, (u)) drds.

Theorem 4.1. Let Assumption 2.1, 4.1-4.2, hy — 0, ho — 0 and Thihy — oo hold. Provided that
b is fived such that b < 1/(16Coq [*° |K () |dz), we have

Jo & (w) dWi (u)
V%,

Comments: 1. Theorem 4.1 shows that the ERP associated to tgyeq_p is O((Thihy)~'/?). This

is an order of magnitude larger than the ERP associated to tgq_p under stationarity, O(T1),

where the latter was established by Jansson (2004) and Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008). The increase

in the ERP of tg.q_p is the price one has to pay for not having a pivotal distribution under

sup
z€Ry

P (|toxea—s| < 2) — P (

= Z) | =0 ((Thlhg)_1/2) .

nonstationarity. This is intuitive. Without a pivotal distribution, one has to obtain estimates of
the nuisance parameters. However, the nuisance parameters can be consistently estimated only
under small-b asymptotics. The latter estimates enjoy a nonparametric rate of convergence which
then results in a larger ERP since it is the discrepancy between these estimates and their probability
limits that is reflected in the leading term of the asymptotic expansion.

2. Existing fixed-b methods use the critical value from the pivotal fixed-b limiting distribution
obtained under the assumption of stationarity. Our results suggest that the ERP associated to such
fixed-b HAR tests is O (1). This follows because that critical value is not theoretically valid, i.e.,
it is from the pivotal fixed-b limiting distribution which, however, is different from the non-pivotal
fixed-b limiting distribution under nonstationarity. Thus, as T — oo the ERP does not converge
to zero, implying large distortions in the null rejection rates even for unbounded sample sizes.

3. It is useful to compare Theorem 4.1 with the results for the ERP associated to tyac. Under
stationarity Velasco and Robinson (2001) showed that the ERP associated to tyac is O((Thy)~/?)

14
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where by — 0. Casini, Deng, and Perron (2021) showed that under nonstationarity the ERP asso-
ciated to tgac has the same order as under stationarity, i.e., O((Thy)~"/?). Thus, it is sufficient to
compare O((Thyhy)~/?) and O((Tby)~'/?). Since h; and by are the bandwidths used for smooth-
ing over lagged autocovariances, they have a similar order. It follows that the ERP associated to
taxed—b 1S larger than that associated to tgyac. In addition, the ERP associated to tgceq_p based on
existing fixed-b methods that rely on stationarity is much larger than the ERP associated to tgac
since the former is O (1).

4. Theorem 4.1 implies that the theoretical properties of fixed-b inference changes substan-
tially depending on whether the data are stationarity or not. In particular, it suggests that the
approximations based on fixed-b asymptotics obtained under stationarity in the literature are not
valid and do not provide a good approximation when stationarity does not hold. This contrasts
to HAR inference tests based on consistent long-run variance estimators which are valid also un-
der nonstationarity and have the same asymptotic distribution regardless of whether the data are
stationary or not.

5. Overall, the theoretical results contrast with the mainstream conclusion in the literature
that fixed-b HAR inference is theoretically superior to HAR inference based on consistent long-run
variance estimators. Similar comments apply to more recent inference methods [see, e.g., Lazarus,
Lewis, and Stock (2020) and Lazarus, Lewis, Stock, and Watson (2018)] since they are based on
fixed-b asymptotics as well as stationarity.

6. Our theoretical results complement the recent finite-sample evidence in Belotti et al.
(2021), Casini (2021b), Casini and Perron (2021) and Casini, Deng, and Perron (2021). Their
simulation results showed that existing fixed-b HAR inference tests perform poorly in terms of the
accuracy of the null rejection rates and of power when stationarity does not hold. They considered
t-tests in the linear regression models and HAR tests outside the linear regression model, and
a variety of data-generating processes. They provided evidence that fixed-b HAR tests can be
severely undersized and can exhibit non-monotonic power. Some of these issues are generated
by the low frequency contamination induced by nonstationarity which biases upward each sample
autocovariance [ (k). Since Qﬁxed_b uses many lagged autocovariances as b is fixed, it is inflated
which then results in size distortions and lower power. To avoid redundancy, in this paper we do
not repeat the above-mentioned simulation analysis but refer to those works for more details.

7. The fixed-b limiting distribution under nonstationarity is complex to use in practice as
it depends in a complicated way on nuisance parameters. It is beyond the scope of the paper to

investigate how best to use the non-pivotal fixed-b limiting distribution. If one wants to use fixed-b
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inference without relying on the limiting distribution and consider other procedures such as e.g.,
bootstrap-based autocorrelation robust tests, modification of the test statistic’, etc., then one has
to face the challenge that these methods are not as simple as HAC-based inference and therefore
would find little traction in empirical work as argued by Lazarus, Lewis, and Stock (2020).

8. The requirement Thihy — oo is a standard condition for consistency of nonparametric
estimators such as € (). The requirement b < 1/ (16Co.0 [ |K (z) |dz) is similar to the one used
by Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008). It can be relaxed at the expenses of more complex derivations.

9. As remarked in the last paragraph of Section 3, for unconditionally heteroskedastic random
variables, fixed-b HAR inference is infeasible. Thus, the associated ERP does not convergence to
zero. In contrast, HAR inference based on consistent long-run variance estimator is valid and the
associated ERP is again O((Tby)~'/?) with by — 0.

5 Conclusions

This paper has shown that the theoretical properties of fixed-b HAR inference change depending
on whether the data are stationary or not. Under nonstationarity we established that fixed-b
HAR test statistics have a limiting distribution that is not pivotal and that their ERP is an order
of magnitude larger than that under stationarity and is larger than that of HAR tests based on
traditional HAC estimators. These theoretical results reconcile with recent finite-sample evidence
showing that fixed-b HAR test statistics can perform poorly when the data are nonstationary, both
in terms of distortions in the null rejection rates and of non-monotonic power. Our theoretical
results contrast with the mainstream conclusion in the literature that fixed-b HAR inference is

theoretically superior to HAR inference based on consistent long-run variance estimators.

Supplemental Materials

The supplement for online publication [cf. Casini (2021a)] contains the proofs of the results.

SHwang and Sun (2017) proposed a modification to the trinity of test statistics in the two-step GMM setting
and showed that the modified test statistics are asymptotically F' distributed under fixed-b asymptotics.
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S.A Mathematical Proofs

S.A.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1
Define

LTr)
= T_l Z wtwg, XT (7’) = T_1/2S|_Trj .

We begin with part (i). Let

o= (2422) e () - (x (2 - (222

By symmetry of K (-), it follows the symmetry of Dp (). Since K”(r) is assumed to exist, we have

limy_,oo Dp (1) = K" (r). The convergence is uniform in r since K" (r ) is continuous. From Assumption

2.1-2.2 it follows that (Qr (r), X7 (r)", Dr (r)) = ([, Q (v) du, ([ = (u) dW,, (u))’, K" (r)) jointly.
Define K; j = ((i — j) /T). We have

T T
Qpixedp =T IZZKJVV’ T3 (ZKZ-JV;).
i=17=1 i=1

Note that

T? (Kij — Kij+1) — (Kig1,j — Kiv1,j+1)) (S.1)

(6 () (D) (5 - (52)]

= Dr ((i—34)/T)

Define S; = Z;:l ‘7] Note that Sp = 0 by the normal equations for OLS. We have

7] T =
T728 0, =T 281y = TN aya (T—l tha;;> T8y (S2)
t=1 =

= X7 (r) = Qr (r)Qr (1)~ X1 (1).
Using the identity

T-1

T l T
Zalbl = Z ( a; — aj4+1 Z ) + aTij, (8.3)
=1 =1 j=1 Jj=1

first applied to Z 1 K; JV and then again to the sum over i, Kiefer and Vogelsang (2002b) showed that

-1 -1
Vpised b =T D T T (Kij — Kij1) = (Kigaj — Kigaj0)) T7V/28,77128) (S.4)

S-1
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Using (S.1)-(S.2) in (S.4) we have

Qixed—b —/ / —Dr (r —s) [XT( ) — Q7 (r) QT(l)_lXT(l)} [XT (s) — Qr (s) QT(l)_lXT(l)}/deS

= — //K” (/Tz( (/ Q (u du)_‘1/ 2(u)dwp(u)>
><< /0 5 (u) ( / Q (u du> / (u)de(u)> drds,

where we have used Assumption 2.1-2.2 and the continuous mapping theorem since Qﬁxed_b is a continuous
functions of (Qr (r), X7 (r), Dt (r)).
We now move to part (ii). Suppose that the Bartlett kernel Kpr is used. We have

T T o

~ _ ~ 17— ~

Qpxea—b =T >V, ( | Tj|) vj.
i=1j=1

Using the identity (S.3) and Sr = 0, Kiefer and Vogelsang (2002a) showed that

T
Qfixea—s =272 5,5,
i=1

Using (S.2) and Assumption 2.1-2.2 we yield,

Qﬁxed_b;m/ol (/Orz(u)de(u)— (/OTQ(u)du) @‘1/Olz(u)dwp(u)>

x (/OTE(u)de(u) - (/OTQ(u)du> @_1/012(u)de(u)>/dr,

which concludes the proof. [

S.A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2
We begin with part (i). Using Theorem 3.1 we have

Flixed—b = (RQT 1)~ X (1))/ (RQT (1) Qpixea—sQr (1) R,) - RQr (1)™' X7 (1) /q
___q 1 f
- (RQ /0 Z(u)de(u)> (RQ 9Q" R o / u) dWy (u) /q
where ¢ is defined in (3.3). If ¢ = 1, then

RQr (1)_1 X7 (1)
\/RQT (1) Qixea—sQr (1) " R/

Lixed—b =

S-2



FIXED-BANDWIDTH HAR INFERENCE

_ ko 'y B (u) AW (u )
VRQ '9Q 'R

Part (ii) can be proved in a similar manner. [J

S.A.3 Proof of Theorem 4.1
Throughout the proof, let Qb = Qﬁxed_b and

1
Zro(2) 2P <|\/_ﬁ—60) SZ), Zo(z)é]P’<f0 2(?3%14/1(11) §Z>,
1
Z(](Z) Ap ( fO E(u)(iwl( ) §Z) )
NG
We have
sup |Zro (2) — Zo (Z)‘ < sup |Zro(2) — Zo (2)| + sup ‘Zo (2) — Zo (Z)‘
z€RL z€R4 z€R
=D+ Dy

We show that D; = O(T~') and Dy = O((Thihs)~'/?). We begin with some preliminary lemmas. The
first lemma/\below generalizes Theorem 3.1 to allow for general kernels satisfying Assumption 4.2 and for
a p-vector V;. Let

and

1 1 1 1
Kg(r,s)éKb(r_s)_/o Kb(r—t)dt—/o Kb(T—S)dT+/0 /0 Ky (t — 7) dtdr.

Lemma SA.A.l. Let Assumption 2.1 and 4.2 hold. We have:
(i) Qp = 4, where 4, = fol fol Ky (r—s)dB, (r)dB, (s)’;
(ii) iy = E (%) = [y KG (s, 5) Q(s) ds.

Proof of Lemma S.A.1. We begin with part (i). Since K (-) is positive semidefinite, Mercer’s Theorem
implies that

(r—2s) Z)\i (s), (S.5)

where )\ > 0 are the eigenvalues of K (-) and g, (-) are the corresponding eigenfunctions, i.e., g, (s) =
An fo gn (1) dr. The convergence of the right-hand side over (r, s) € [0, 1] x [0, 1] is uniform.
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Using Assumption 2.1 and (S.5) we have

t—s

)i

=)
|
el
™=
NE
=
Py

~
Il
A
vl
Il
—

n (t/(bT)) gn (s/(VT)) Vi, V!

o
ds
M=
NE

":01 n ilsle V, bT Ly bT)) V.
= R g (1 = (s s/
nZ::l (ﬁ; gn (t/( )))(\/T;g(/( ) )

/

\(8

WE
N
S~

gn (r/b) dB, <r>) ( /0 gn (5/0) dB, <s>)

S
I
—_

H
R

Aingn (r/5) gn (3/b) B, () dB, (s)

3
Il
—_

ﬁ%

i Ky (r — s)dB, (r)dB, (s) .

|
K

For part (ii), after some algebraic manipulations we can write
1 1
G [ [ K (o) S )W, () (5 )W (5)'
o Jo
It follows that
1 1
E(%) = E ( || K2 maw, o) @ aw, <s>>’)
o Jo
1
= / K} (s, 8) 2 (s) X (s) ds
0
1
= / K (s, s)Q(s)ds,
0

which concludes the proof. [

Let p = 1. Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008) showed that K; (r, s) is positive semidefinite. Thus, using
Mercer’s theorem, we have

Ky (r,s) = Augn (1) g (5), (S.6)
n=1

where X > 0 are the eigenvalues of K (-, ) and g} (r) are the corresponding eigenfunctions, i.e.,

Nogin (s) = [o° K (r, s) g;; () dr. Since X (s) > 0, we can write
Ky (r, s)S(r) X (s) = D Angn” (1) gi” (s),
n=1
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where g#* (r) = X (r) g (r). Then, Xigi* (s) = [i° K; (r, s)X(r) X (s) g3 () dr. It follows that %, =
3% A2 Z2 where Z, ~ i.i.d. 4 (0, 1). Thus the characteristic function of Q7 1(%, — ) is given by
o > ~1/2 o
b(t) = (eth 1(%—;%)) =TI (1 _ 2¢>\;Q—1t) / (e—”f’ 1%), (S.7)
n=1

and the cumulant generating function is

log ) (t) = 3 <2m—1 (m—1)'y (A;;Q—l)m> (Z:n)' . (S.8)
m=2 n=1 :
Let r; (j =1,...) be the jth cumulant of Q271(%, — 1). Then
k1 =0 and Ky, =2""1(m—-1) Z (/\;';Q_l)m form > 2. (S.9)
n=1

Let 7,41 = 71. For m > 2, some algebraic manipulations show that

o =27 =02 Y (07 ()7 [ K (920297 0) a) 0
n=1 0

1 1 m
:2m—1 (m—l)!Q_m/ / (HQ(TJ)K;: (Tj, Tj+1)> d’Tl"'dTm
0 0 j=1

Let =, = Q""E(% — p)™) for m > 1.

Lemma S.A.2. Let Cy = 4 [77 |K (v) |dv, Co = sup,e(o 112 (s), Dm > 0 be a constant depending on m
and Assumption 4.2 hold. Then, for m > 1, we have

—_ m—1
k| < 27 (m — 1IQ"™CE (C’lb) , (S.11)
and

S m—1
Bl < Dp22mmi0=mCg (Cro)" (S.12)

Proof of Lemma S.A.2. From eq. (A.3) in Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008),”

m—1
<2 <sup/ | K (r, s)|d7‘> . (S.13)

1 m
(H Tj, Tj+1 ) dri -+ drm,

We have

1
sup / K (1. 5)| dr <60, (5.14)
s Jo

TAny reference to equations in Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008) corresponds to the long version of the working
paper available in Sun’s webpage.
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from which it follows that

/ / (HKb 5> T]-i-l)) dry---dr,

Using (S.15) and some algebraic manipulations we have for m > 2,

m—1

<2 (b@)

Ko = 27 (m = 11T ST (A

1 1 m

— 2m—1 (m_ 1)IQ—m/ / (HQ(TJ)K; (Tj, Tj+1)) dTl d’Tm
0 0 i=1

<2 (m - 1)10" m()m/ /

< 2™ (m — 1)IQmC (bC’l) ,

y (Tj, Tj+1)|dri - - dm,

(S.15)

(S.16)

where Co = sup,¢(p, 1) €2 (s). The moments {Z;} and cumulants {r;} are related by the following

m!
e Z )™ (G21)™ - ()™ ot 1L

ml'mz J Tp

where the sum is taken over all partitions m, € II such that

Tp = jla"'jluj27"'7j27"'7jl7"'7jl )
—_— —— —_—
m1 times mao times m; times

for some integer [, sequence {ji}§:1 such that j; > jo > --- > j; and m = Z§:1 M Js-
Using (S.16)-(S.18) yield
M2 ()™
)
it

Sl < 2mmiQ g (C0)" Y (j1) "™ (j2)

m1!m2! s ml!

< D22l O (Ulb)m_l ,

where the last inequality follows from

Z(]l) (j2) "™+ (o) <Z

< 2m,
~ malma! - my!
P

ml'mg -y

and Dy, = sup, cri(j1 € 7mp). O

We now develop an asymptotic expansion of Zr o = P(vT (B = Bo)/\/ Op < z) for g =

(S.17)

(S.18)

(.19)

(S.20)

Bo +d/VT.

When d = 0 (resp., d # 0) the expansion can be used to approximate the size (resp., power) of the
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t-statistic. Since V; is autocorrelated, B and Qb are statistically dependent. Thus, we decompose B and
Qy into statistically independent components. Let V' = (Vi,..., Vr)', y = (y1,..., yr)"s lr = (1,..., 1)
and Y7 = Var (V). The GLS estimator of § is 3 = (I5 Y7 ) Y5 y. Then,

B—B=F~pB+ (lplr) 1V, (S.21)

where V = (I =15, L)~ 1lTT_ )V, which is statistically independent of B — B. Since Q can be
written as a quadratic form in V it is also statistically independent of ,8 B. From Casini (2021b)

Qp & Var (VT (B = B)) =T Trly =+ 0 (T71), (S.22)
where Q) = 27 fol f (u, 0) du. Similarly, one can show that
Qp 2 Var (\/T (B - ﬁ)) =T (z’TTgllT)_l —Q4+0 (T—l) : (S.23)

Therefore T2,V = A47(0, O(T~")). As in eq. (45) in Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008), using the inde-
pendence of 5 and (V, ), we have

P (ﬁ (B—50) /v < z) (S.24)
—P (ﬁ (5-8) S+ dj/Sr < z\/ﬁb/ﬁT) +0 (17,

uniformly over z € R where ® and ¢ are the cdf and pdf of the standard normal distribution, respectively.
Similarly, uniformly over z € R, we have

P (VT (5 60) V< —2) = (VT (5= 8) /\/oar + e/Vor < —2/0/0r) +0 (171).

It follows that

Zra (= (VT (B ) 1\ < 2) (529
—P <<\/T (B— ﬁ) /\/5;4- d/\/fTT)Q < z2ﬁb/§~2T> +0 (T‘l)
5 (G (20,/00)) = E (6 (%r)) + 0 (11).

uniformly over z € Ry, where G5(2) = G(z; d) is the cdf of a non-central chi-squared yi(d?) with

noncentrality parameter 2 = d?/Qr and G = ﬁb/QT. Note that ¢, 7 = %,/Q. Let pp 7 = E(( 1) and
consider a fourth-order Taylor expansion of (; 7 around its mean,

1
Zrd(z) =Gy (Nb,TZ2) + §G§ (Nb,Tzz) E (Gor — 1)’ 2 (5.26)

+ %G%’ (,Ub,TZ2) E (G — or)* 2 +0 (E (Co,r — Mb,T)4) +0 (T_l) ,
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where the O (-) term holds uniformly over z € R..
Jo % (w) dWi (u)

Using (S.25) we have
P <z|-P
( V% ) < VG

=E(F, (261)) ~E(Fy (22%/9)) + 0 (17),

where F) (-) = Gy (+) is the cdf of the x7 distribution. Next, we compute the cumulants of both (7 — s 1
and Q71 (4, — up) where p, = E(%4,). Note that Gp,7 is a quadratic form in a Gaussian vector since
Qy = TWVW,V = T2/ ArW,ApV, where Wy is T x T with (j, s)-th element K, ((j — s) /T) and
Ar = It — lpll;/T. The characteristic function of ¢, — up 1 is given by

Zryo (2) — Zo (2) v (ﬁ: 60)

< z) (S.27)

~1/2

TrA A
YrdelyAr exp (—itu,r) (5.28)

1/15,"1“ (t) = ’I — 2t TQT

where Y7 = E(uw') and the cumulant generating function is

Y71 AT Wy AT

I — 2it
O,

log (4 (1)) = 3 log

: > (it)™
— ity = Z Fm, T~ (S.29)
= m!

where K, 7 is the mth cumulant of ¢, 7 — pp 7. Note that k17 = 0 and
Km, T = om-—1 (m — 1)!T_m (QT)_m Tr ((TTATWbAT)m) , m > 2. (8.30)

Lemma S.A.3. Let Assumption 4.1-4.2 hold. We have: (i) ppr = Q 'y + O (T7Y) 5 (i) kmr = Km +
O(m!2mT=2(C1b)™2) uniformly over m > 1; (iii) Epr = E(Gr—por)™ = Zm+0(m!22MT=2(C10)™2).

Proof of Lemma S.A.3. Note that pyr = (TQr) 'Tr(YrArWpAr). Let W, = ApW,Ap, where its
(4, s)-th element is given by

. . T .
= (J S8\ _ J—s\ 1 J—Pp
Kb(T, T>_Kb( = ) sz::le (—T (S.31)
YR () A Y R (2
TP\ 2 L0\ )
q=1 p=1q=1

Let Iy, 7 (r1 — 72) = E(V}, V;,). We have

Tr (TTWI,) (832)
Ty T2

- ¥ B (3 2)

1<ry, r2<T

T T—ro
~ (ro+h 1ro
=Y Y TIr(=h) Kb( T T)

ro=1h=1-—rg
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~ (ro+h r
) I‘7"2/T (_h) Ky <2T7 ?2> .
h

Using the Lipschitz property of K (-) and the fact that sup,, j |I's,/7 (—h)| < oo which follows from
Assumption 4.1, some algebra shows that

— ~ (ro+h 7y
> Tryyr (=h) Kb( ; —) (S.33)
o1 2 T T
T—h T-h T
ro+h—p
=3 o (-0 Ko (—) = DID AL
ro=1 r2 1p=1

Tth — 1y Th11TT p—gq
P ACHEACS ED I WA C

ro=1 g=1 ro=1 p=1g=1

)3 5 S (52)

L I
=7 SN Tz (=h) Kb(

ro=1p=1 ro= 1q 1
T, I T p—q B
+ > T2 Ly ( h)Kb< > - Z Lyyyr (—h) Ky <?) + O (|h])
ro=1 p=1¢=1 ro=1
1 L& h
i DIPIACE A Cm )+ZPTZ/T Ko (3) + 0 +o(1)
ro=1p=1 ro=1
T
rQ—p
= Y P (WKL) 4 3 O i (22
ro=1 ro=1p=1

+ XT: Ly yr (—h) (Kb (%) - Ky (0)) +O(Jh]) +0(1)

= ZT: T, (~h) K, <T2 T2> + Z Ly (— ( (%) - K, (0)) +O(|h]) +0(1).

ro=1 ro=1
The same arguments yield

T

~ (ro+h 7y
> Tz (—h) Kb( , —) (S.34)
ro=1-—h ’ T T

= ZT: L7 (—h) Kb (TQ 7’2) - Z Tyyr (- (Kb (%) ~ K, (0)) +O(h) +o(1).

ro=1 ro=1

Using (S.33)-(S.34) into (S.32), we have

Tr (TTWb) (S.35)

i ZTJme—h)E( >+ Z ZFTQ/T ( (%)—Kb(0)>+0(1)

h=—oc0 r2=1 h=—oc0 r2=1
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B — [y T i 2 K (h/Tb) — K (0)
= Z Z I‘7*2/T (=h) Kb (Tza %) +(Tb) Z Z ‘h’ F7’2/T (_h)( ’h/ (Tb)’q )+O(1)

ro=1h=—o00

T o0
S Y TR () @ Y S T () (14 o) + 000,

h=—ocor2=1 ro=1h=—o00
By Theorem 2.1 in Casini (2021b) and Lemma 4.1 in Casini, Deng, and Perron (2021),
1
Z Ty 7 (—h)=2nf(s/T, 0) (1 +0 (?» : (S.36)
h=—oc0
and
Z ST <S 8)—/19()1(*( )d +0<1) (5.37)
h__oos . s/T T T) 0 u b (W, u)au T) .

where we have used 27 f (u, 0) = Q (u) . Using Assumption 4.1 and (S.37), we yield

1
o = Q! / Q(s) Ky (s, s)ds (S.38)
0

T 00
_ 1
+ (Tb) % qo (Q;lT—l SN n'T,r (—h)) (140(1)+0 (T) .
ro=1 h=—00
Since pp = Q7 E(%) = Q7! fol K} (s, s)Q(s)ds, bis fixed and ¢ > 1, we have pp 7 = pp, + O(T71).
Next, we consider part (ii). For m > 1, let ro41 = 11, Tomi2 = r2 and hy, 11 = hy. Using the same
argument used for the case m = 1 in (S.33) and using eq. (A.26) in Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008), we have

T m
W) =~ (T2 T2+
Tr((TTWb) ) = Z HE(V}?FIW%)KI, (?ﬂ7 %Jr ) (.30)
T1,72,0 T2m41=1 j=1
T —Tr2 T—ry T—rom
T2 Troj+1 + hin
=X DY HFTQ/T <T] %>
1,72y, T2m+1=1 h1=1—rg ho=1—ry4 hm=1—ra;, j=1

=(Tz”z“+ 3 z) (22+ DS )

hl 1re 1 h1 1— TT2 1 h1 hm—szm—l hm—l TT27,L—1 hm

—~ (7125 T2j41+ hjt1
7 (12,
o] 2 T’ T

where

) (ZZ+ >y ) (5.0

hm=1r2m=1 hm=1-T ropm=1—hm
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T W T (T2 T2t R
H roy T (—Hj) Kb T T )
j=1

and

nof(EXe 2 £ £ ) e

hi=1 ro=1 h1=1-T ro=1—h1 hm=1rom=1 hm=1-T rom=1—hm

A1l
HFT23/T ( %b ) :

Using the same arguments as in eq. (A.30)-(A.31) in Sun, Phillips, and Jin (2008), we can show that

Z 3 H T, r (— (Kb ( TJ Tz;”)) 10 (2me—2 (Ulb)m_z) :

h=—oc0 T j=1

where O(2mT™2((C1b))™~2) follows from

DI SRR SED SRS SID S |

T
sup
hi=—ococr2=1 hg=—00T2=1 hm=—00 T2m=1j=1

Ty 7 (= \)\hrﬂ

(ng T2j+2 ) ‘
jFa r

m—2 00 m—1 .
l pot T ctr)] (h:z_:oosgp Fs/T(—h>’> (ha;wsgp Lsyr (=ha) Iha|>
<0 <2me : (olb)m_Q) ,

uniformly over m for some integer a such that 1 < a < m. A similar argument yields that Ly =
o(2mT™=2(C1b)™~2) uniformly over m. Thus,

T ((rrW3) ") = Z S H Ty, 7 (— (” (% ”?2)) +0 <2me—2 (Ulb)m_Q) ,

:—ooT_]l

and using 71 = Tm4+1 we yield

Fomz = 27 (m — DIT QT (Yr Ar Wy Ar)™) (S.42)

=21 (m — 1)IQ;™ < _mZQ (roj/T) K <%, %TH) +0 <2mT_2 (Ulb)m_2>>

=2 (m—1)1Q" (/ / (HQ (1)) K, T],TJH)) drl...d7m+0(2mT_2 (Ulb)m_2>)
—nm+0(2mT ()" )

uniformly over m.
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Next, we consider part (iii). From (S.17) and part (ii), we have uniformly over m,

(Clb)m‘2 Zﬂ: Lmk' ) (S.43)

m1!m2!

Em,T—Hrn"i_O(

where we have used > L, <2m. 0

™ milma!--my

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Let F>$m) (+) denote the mth derivative of F (-). Since F (-) is a bounded function,
we can write

fol 2 (u) dW (u) o 9
P < 7 <z|=limE (FX (z %/9) 1(% — | < QC’)) (S.44)
>1
— i (m 2 -m _ m _2m _
= Jim E S iR P (m22/9) 7 (G — )™ 22| — | < QC}
= lim i LF(m) (,ubz2/Q) En 2?1 {9, — | < QC}
C—>oom:1 m! X m - ’

where 2, = Q7"E((¢%, — up)™). Since F) (z2) decays exponentially as z — oo, there exists a constant
Cy > 0 such that ]F)Em) (p22/Q)2*™| < Oy for all m. Using Lemma S.A.2, we yield

[e.9]

&t )zt <0 £ e T deci (@) o
= (9D (Uﬂ))_l i (409615)7”,

m=1

where D,;, < D for some D < co. The right-hand side of (S.45) is bounded in view of b < 1/(4CqC1).
This implies that

[ Z@di@| -\ 1 (2 om
IP’( 0 VA <z|= mzl — Fy (,u z /Q) , (S.46)
provided that b < 1/(4CqC1).
From (S.25) we have
T (5~ 5
Zro(2) =P ( M < z) =E (B (2*Gr)) +0(T7). (S.47)
Vo
Using a similar argument as in (S.44),
=1
E(Fy (PGr)) = 3 B (m22”) B2 = 0, (S.48)
m=1 :
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uniformly over T since by Lemma S.A.3-(iii) we have

uniformly in m and |F)$m) (o 72%)2%™| < Cy for some constant Cy > 0 for all m so that

<CQZ \Hm\+ 222’”(01)) " < oo,

201
z_:g (NbTZ)umTZ

provided that b < 1/(4C1). Note that b < 1/(16Cs,q [ |k () |dz) < 1/(4C1) by assumption. It follows
that

— 1 2\ = 2m -1
ZTO mZ:1 W (,ub TZ ) =, TZ +0 (T ) R (849)
uniformly over z € R,..
By Lemma S.A.3-(i), we have
F)Em) (ub7Tz2) = Fﬁm) (,ubz2/Q) +0 (F)Emﬂ) (,ubz2/Q) 22T_1) . (S.50)
Combining (S.46) and (S.49)-(S.50) leads to
1Zr0 (2) = Zo (2) | (S.51)
=1 s 1
_ = 1(m) 2 (m) 2\ = .2m -
= mz::l m'F (,ub T ) Emr? mz_:l m'FX (,ubz ) a2 4+ O <T>
=1 m . — — 1
= Z_:l ﬁﬂg ) (,ubz2) 22 (Epr — Em)| + O (T)
=1 m!22m(Cb)m—2 1
_ = (m) 2 2m 1 -
= mz::lm!FX (ubz)z O( T2 +O<T>
oL i 22m(C1b)™ 2 ) + O <i>
T2 £ ! T

uniformly over z € | R where we have used Lemma S.A.3-(iii). Hence, D; = O (T71).
Let Q = fo u) du where © (u) was defined in (4.3). Note that 4, = %, + O((Thihs)~*/2) by

definition of Q (u). Usmg this and proceeding as in (S.44), we yield

Zo(z) =P ( s 2 (T}%Wp ) < z) (S.52)
b

- i B (A (#4/8)1 (4 - ] <)

C—oo
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o0
1
= lim E

C—o0 m)!
m=1

EO (=2 /9) 0 (% 1) 2m1{|% - | < 0C}

C—oo

> 1 m om _
= lim EY_ ﬁf;gm) (MbZZ/Q) Q™™ (G, — )™ 221 {|G, — ] < QO + O((Thyhg)~V?)
m=1 :

o0

= lim Y PO (102/Q) 2021 {4 — el < Q0 + O (Thah) 7).

C—oo m
m=1

uniformly in z € Ry. This implies Dy = O((Thihy)~Y/2). O
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