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Abstract

In this paper, we derive the asymptotic distributions of Augmented-
Dickey-Fuller (ADF) tests under very mild conditions. The tests were
originally proposed and investigated by Said and Dickey (1984) for test-
ing unit roots in ..nite-order ARMA models with iid innovations, and are
based on a ..nite AR process of order increasing with the sample size. Our
conditions are signi..cantly weaker than theirs. In particular, we allow
for general linear processes with martingale dicerence innovations, pos-
sibly having conditional heteroskedasticities. The linear processes driven
by ARCH type innovations are thus permitted. The range for the per-
missible increasing rates for the AR approximation order is also much
wider. For the usual ¢-type test, we only require that it increase at order
o(n*/?) while they assume that it is of order o(n*) for some « satisfying
0<k<1/3.
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1. Introduction

The tests for unit roots in AR processes were ..rst proposed and investigated by Dickey
and Fuller (1979, 1981). The tests by Dickey-Fuller (DF) are based on ..nite-order AR
models, the orders of which are assumed to be known.? They were later extended by
Said and Dickey (1984) to allow for ..nite ARMA processes of unknown order. They
show that the tests, which are frequently referred to as Augmented-Dickey-Fuller
(ADF) tests have the same limiting distributions as DF tests for any ..nite-order
ARMA processes with iid innovations, if we increase the order of the approximating
AR regression models appropriately as the sample size grows. It seems that ADF
tests are most commonly used by practitioners, along with the tests by Phillips (1987)
and Phillips and Perron (1988), which will be called PP tests in the paper.

It is widely conjectured that ADF tests are valid for a class of models broader than
those considered by Said and Dickey (1984). In particular, it is routinely assumed
that they have the same asymptotic distributions as DF tests, when the underlying
time series are generated by general linear processes having martingale dicerence
innovations and satisfying mild coe€cient summability conditions. In much of the
unit root literature, ADF tests are indeed considered under the same conditions as PP
tests, whose asymptotics have long been established under much weaker conditions.
To the best of our knowledge, however, it has not yet been shown rigorously that
ADF tests have the same asymptotically invariant distributions as DF tests for such
a wide class of data generating processes.

The range of the increasing rates for the AR approximation order required in Said
and Dickey (1984) is also believed to be unnecessarily stringent. They assume that it
increases at order o(n"), for some x satisfying 0 < x < 1/3, as the sample size n gets
large. In particular, the logarithmic rate of increase in the order of approximating
AR regressions is not permitted. This can be a serious limitation for the practical
applications of the tests. In practice, we often use the order selection rules such
as AIC and BIC, which set the AR order increasing at a logarithmic rate. Ng and
Perron (1995) indeed show that their results hold in the absence of the lower bound,
and thereby validate the use of such information criteria.

The purpose of this paper is to verify the validity of ADF tests under a set of
su¢cient conditions that are fexible enough to include most of the interesting mod-
els used in practical econometrics. Our conditions allow for general linear processes
driven by martingale dimerence innovations, which may well have conditional het-
eroskedasticities as in ARCH processes. We only assume a very mild summability
condition on their coecients. This contrasts with Said and Dickey (1984), who con-
sider linear processes with geometrically decreasing coe€cients and iid innovations.
Moreover, a much wider range of the increasing rates for the AR approximation or-
der is permitted. For the usual ¢t-type test, we require that the rate increase at order
o(n'/2) in contrast to o(n'/3) assumed in Said and Dickey (1984).

The plan of the paper is as follows. Section 2 introduces the model and assump-

Zpantula (1986, 1988) extended the tests to AR(1) models with martingale dicerence errors and
to AR(p) models with ARCH errors.



tions. The ADF tests and their asymptotic results are presented in Section 3. Section
4 concludes the paper, and Section 5 collect all mathematical proofs.

2. The Model and Assumptions

In this section, we present the model and assumptions. Let the time series (y;) be
given by
Yt = QY1 + Uy 1)

with (u:) generated as
Ut = W(L)Et (2)

where ¢;) is white noise, L is the usual lag operator and
o
m(z) = Zwkzk
k=0

The test of the unit root null hypothesis o = 1 will be considered for (y;) given as in
(1), against the alternative of stationarity |«| < 1. The initial value yo of (y;) does
not amect our subsequent asymptotics as long as yo = O,(1), and therefore, we set
yo = 0 for expositional brevity. We make the following assumptions.

Assumption 1 Let (g, ;) be a martingale dicerence sequence, with some ..Itration
(F¢), such that (a) E(s7) = o2, (b) (1/n) X} e? —, o® and (c) Ele|” < K with
r > 4, where K is some constant depending only upon r.

Assumption 2 Let7(z) # 0 forall |z| <1, and >"32 |k|®|7k| < oo for some s > 1.

Our speci..cation in (2) with conditions in Assumptions 1 and 2 allows (u;) to
be generated as a quite general linear process. Assumption 1 sets the innovation
sequence (&;) to be martingale dizerences. With the coe€cient summability condition
in Assumption 2, condition (a) implies that (u;) is weakly stationary. Given condition
(a), condition (b) requires that the weak law of large numbers hold for the squared
innovations (£7), for which it su@ces to assume suitable mixing conditions for them.
Under Assumption 2, we have due to the Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund inequality in, e.g.,
Stout (1974, Theorem 3.3.6), that the r-th moment of (u;) exists and is bounded
uniformly in ¢. Note that second order stationary ARCH and GARCH models satisfy
our conditions in Assumption 1.

The asymptotics developed in the literature for PP and other nonparametric tests
allow for unconditional, as well as conditional, heterogeneity. For these tests, we
commonly assume that (u,) in (2) is generated by martingale dicerence innovations

(e¢) satisfying

n
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and for some constant K
E(c}|Fi_1) < K as. 4

which corresponds to our Assumption 1 (in addition to the coe@®cient summability
condition comparable to our Assumption 2) [see, e.g., Stock (1994)]. Conditions in
(3) and (4) imply condition (b) in Assumption 1 [see Hall and Heyde (1980, Theo-
rem 2.23)]. Of course, condition (4) alone also implies condition (c) in Assumption
1. Therefore, besides unconditional homogeneity in condition (a), Assumption 1 is
weaker than conditions (3) and (4) taken together.

In place of Assumption 1, we also consider

Assumption 1’ Let (¢, F;) be a martingale dicerence sequence, with some ..Itra-
tion (), such that (a) E(¢?|F;_1) = 02 and (b) E|s|” < K with r > 4, where K is
some constant depending only upon 7.

Assumption 1’ is stronger than Assumption 1. Condition (a) in Assumption 1’ implies
condition (a) in Assumption 1. Given condition (b) in Assumption 1’, condition (a)
in Assumption 1’ also implies condition (b) in Assumption 1 [see again Hall and
Heyde (1980, Theorem 2.23)]. Obviously, condition (3) holds under condition (a) in
Assumption 1, and condition (4) implies condition (b) in Assumption 1’. Therefore,
conditions (3) and (4) are neither necessary nor su¢cient for Assumption 1’.

Remark 2.1: AR Approximation Under Assumptions 1 and 2, we may write
a(L)us =&
with -
alz)=1- Z 2"

k=1

and approximate (u;) in r-th mean by a ..nite order AR process
Up = QQU—1 + -+ QpUs—p +Epy

with

Ept =€t + Z QpUt—k
k=p+1
It is well known [see, e.g., Brillinger (1975)] that condition in Assumption 2 implies
that 3772, |k|*ag| < oo, and we have 372 ., |ok| = o(p™®). Therefore, given the
existence of the r-th moment of (u;) implied by Assumptions 1 and 2,

T
o0
Eleps — &i|” < Efug|” ( > |ak|) =o(p™)

k=p+1

The approximation error thus becomes small as p gets large. Later, we will rely on
the above AR approximation for (u;) with p increasing as the sample size. To make
it explicit that p is a function of sample size n, we will often write p = p,,.



Remark 2.2: Beveridge-Nelson Representation We may write (u;) as
U = 7T(1)€t + (ﬂtfl — ’[Lt) (5)

where - -
U = Zfrkét—k, Tk = Z i
k=0 i=k+1
Under our condition in Assumption 2, we have > 72, |7x| < oo [see Phillips and Solo
(1992)] and therefore (u;) is well de..ned both in a.s. and L" sense [see Brockwell and
Davis (1991)].
Under the unit root hypothesis, we may now sum (5) on both sides getting

yr = m(D)wy + (o — ) (6)

where w; = % _; 1. Consequently, () behaves asymptotically as the constant (1)
multiple of (w;). Note that (@) is stochastically of smaller order of magnitude than
(wt). The representations in (5) and (6) were used originally by Beveridge and Nelson
(1981) to decompose aggregate economic time series into permanent and transitory
components. They are fully and rigorously developed in Phillips and Solo (1992),
and used to obtain asymptotics for linear processes.

Assumption 3 Let p, — oo and p, = o(n'/?) as n — .

Conditions in Assumptions 2 and 3 are signi..cantly weaker than the ones used by
Said and Dickey (1984). They only consider (u;) generated by a ..nite order ARMA
process and thus ecectively look at the case that (7;) decays geometrically. Their
assumption corresponds to s = oo in our Assumption 2. Also, they assume p,, = cn®
for 0 < k < 1/3. Therefore, for instance, the logarithmic rate for p is not allowed in
their result. This may restrict the use of the tests in some practical applications.?

In addition to Assumption 3, we also consider

Assumption 3’ Let p, — co and p, = o((n/logn)'/?) as n — cc.
Assumption 3” Let p, — co and p, = o(n'/?) as n — .

In Assumptions 3’ and 3", we require p to increase at slower rates.

3. ADF Tests and Their Limiting Distributions

The test of the unit root hypothesis for the time series (y;) given by (1) and (2) can
be based on the regression

P
Yt = Qyr—1 + Z ap DAYk + Epyt @)
k=1

¥Some statistical packages like SPLUS set by default the maximum lag length to be 10log,4(n)
for the order selection criteria such as AIC and BIC.



due to Remark 2.1 above. Note that under the null hypothesis we have o = 1 and
Ay, = ug. To introduce the test statistics, we de..ne

Tpt = (Aytfla ceey AZ/t—p)/

and subsequently let
A, = Zyt—lgp,t - (Z yt—lx;m) (Z $p,t$p, > (Z TptEp,t > €))
B, = Z t2 (Z Yt— 1%, > (Z Lptd p7 ) (Zﬂf Y- 1> )
— e}

= t=1 t=1
Cn = Z?D (ngvtxpt> (pr,tx;xt> (pr,tgp,t> (10)
t=1 t=1
Now we have
bn—1 = A,B*!
62 = nt(Co—A2BY)
s(@n)® = 6.B8,"

where @, is the OLS estimator of o, 62 is the usual error variance estimator, and
s(ay,) 1s the estimated standard error for &,,. We also let

p
)=1-> dpp (11)

where &, ;s are the OLS estimators of a;’s in regression (7).
The statistics that we will consider in the paper are given by

T, = s (12)
5, = Mo (13)

Note that 7T, is the ¢-statistic for the unit root hypothesis, and S,, is a normalized
unit root regression coe€®cient. The tests based on 7, and S,, will be referred to
respectively as the t-test and the coe€cient test. They are the ADF tests which are
extensions of the tests considered by Dickey and Fuller (1979, 1981) for the AR(1)
model. Said and Dickey (1984) looked at T, only.

Now we derive the asymptotic null distributions of the statistics 7;, and S,, de..ned
in (12) and (13). In what follows, we assume that o = 1. Also, we use the notation
|| - || to signify the usual Euclidean norm. We de..ne |[z|| = (2% + --- + 22)!/2 for a
p-vector x = (x;), and let || A|| = max, ||Az||/|x| for a p x p matrix A



Lemma 3.1 Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, we have for large n

1 & 1 &
@ =D wmorepe=7(1) = > w16 + 0p(1)
"= "=

1 &Ko 2 1~ o
(b) 2 Yi—1 = 7(1) Ezwt—l"‘op(l)
t=1 t=1
n

1 1 & -
© =D e, ==> e +o,(p*)
n nt:l

t=1

Lemma 3.2 Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, we have for large n

-1
1 n
() H (5 Z%ﬂ},t> = 0p(1)
t=1
(b) Ziﬂp,tyt—l = Op(np1/2)
t=1
© D wpaeps| = op(np='7?)
t=1

The results in Lemma 3.1 are well expected from Remarks 2.1 and 2.2. If we let
An, B, and C,, be de..ned as in (8)-(10), then it follows from Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2
that

_ 1 &
n A, = w(l)g Zwt_lst + 0p(1)
t=1

_ 1 &
n"2B, = 7T(1)2ﬁ Zw?,lJrop(l)
t=1

1 n
nC, = —Zs§+op(1)
"=

since

n n -1 n
/ /
(Z ytﬂm) (Z ‘Epvtxp,t> (Z xp,t5p7t>

t=1 t=1 t=1

n —1

/

> Tp i
t=1

< = 0p(n)

n
/
Z Yt—1Tpt
t=1

n
Z LptEp,t
t—1

due to Lemma 3.2.
Under given assumptions, the parameter estimates 62 and é,(1) used to de..ne
the statistics 7, and .S,, are consistent. Moreover, if we let

51) = (é{p71, ceey @P7p>/7 ﬂp = (041, e ,ap)’

then Bp is also consistent for 3, under suitable conditions.



Lemma 3.3 Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, we have 62 —, 02 as n — oc.

Lemma 3.4 Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3”, we have ||3, — 8,| = o,(p~*/2) and
G (1) = a(1) + op(1) for large n.

Lemma 3.5 Let Assumptions 1/, 2 and 3’ hold. We have
By = By + Op((logn/n)'/?) + o(p™*)
uniformly for large n. Moreover, it follows that
an(1) = (1) + Op(p(log n/n)"/?) + o(p™*)

for large n.

Consequently, we have under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3

1 n
— E Wr—1€¢
i
Tn = 1/2 + Op(l)

1 n
g (ﬁ Zu@l)
t=1
Moreover, we have under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3” or under Assumptions 1/, 2 and 3’

1 n
—Zwt—l&t
S, ==L 1
v = +o(l)
2
_QZwt—l
[

Note that 7(1) = 1/a(1) and «(1) # 0. Therefore, if we de..ne 7, (1) = 1/d&,(1), then
we have 7, (1) —, 7(1) if and only if &, (1) —p a(1).

The asymptotic null distributions of 7;, and S,, can now be easily obtained using
the results in Phillips (1987) or Chan and Wei (1988). They are given in the following
theorem. Note that, under Assumption 1, the required invariance principle holds for
the partial sum process constructed from (e;). See Hall and Heyde (1980, Theorem
4.1). We let W be the standard Brownian motion.

Theorem 3.6 (Limiting Distributions of ADF Tests) Under Assumptions 1,
2 and 3, we have
1
/ WidW;
0
1/2

([

Tn —d



as n — oo. Moreover, under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3" or under Assumptions 1/, 2
and 3, we have

/ WidW,

/ W2dt

The asymptotic null distributions of 7,, and S,, are thus identical to those of the
corresponding statistics studied in Dickey and Fuller (1979, 1981). They are tabulated
in Fuller (1995).

Our result for T}, only requires that p = o(n'/?), contrastingly with the more strin-
gent condition p = o(n'/3) used in Berk (1974). This relaxation is possible, since T,
does not involve any estimates of the coe@cients («y) of the lagged dizcerence terms.
Our condition p = o(n!/?) in Assumption 3 is not su¢cient for the consistency of
these estimates. This can be a serious limitation, since the lag length is often selected
using some hypothesis tests on these coe®cients. To validate such procedures, we
must have slower increasing rates for p as we specify in Assumptions 3’ or 3”. The
rate p = o((n/logn)'/?) is su¢cient for the models with homogeneous martingale
dicerence innovations, while we must have p = o(n!/3) as in Berk (1974) for more
general models with possibly heterogenous martingale dicerence innovations. Indeed,
these are the conditions that we impose to get the asymptotics of .S,,, which includes
the estimate of «(1).

as n — oQ.

Remark 3.1: Models with Deterministic Trends The models with determin-
istic trends can be analyzed similarly. If the time series (z;) is given by

=p+ys or zz=p+7t+ Y (14)

and (y;) is generated as in (1), the unit root hypothesis can be tested in regression (7)
using residuals obtained from the preliminary regression (14). Their distributions are
given similarly as those in Theorem 3.4, respectively with demeaned and detrended
Brownian motions

1 1 1
Wl =W, —/ Wsds, W/ =W+ (6t—4)/ Wsds — (12t—6)/ sWds
0 0 0
in place of standard Brownian motion . Though we do not report the details, our

results here can easily be extended to obtain the asymptotic theory for the unit root
tests in models involving deterministic trends.

Remark 3.2: Near Unit Root Models Asymptotics for the near unit root
models can also easily be obtained. If we use local-to-unity formulation for oz and let

c
a=1-—
n



with some constant ¢ > 0, then the limiting distributions of ADF tests are given as
the same as those in Theorem 3.4 with the standard Brownian motion W replaced
by Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process W, which is given by

Walt) = [ explclt = )W (s

This can also be shown similarly given our assumptions.

4. Conclusion

In this paper, we provide rigorous derivations of the asymptotics for ADF tests of
unit roots. The required conditions are fexible enough to include a wide class of unit
root models generated by very general time series models: linear processes driven
by martingale dicerences with coe@cients decaying at polynomial orders. Moreover,
our results are obtained under a minimal assumption on the increasing order for the
approximating autoregressions.

5. Mathematical Proofs

Proof of Lemma 3.1 For Part (a), write

n n n
ZytASp,t = ZytASt + Zyt—l(Sp,t — &t)
t=1 t=1 t=1

We have
n n n n
oy = w(1)D wiae+U0Y e — Y Ur1es
=1 =1 =1 =1

= 71> w1e + Op(n*/?)

t=1

It therefore sudces to show that
n
Z Ye—1(ept — €t)
t=1

n n n
= 7(1)> we1(eps — ) + 10 > (epy —ee) — > Ur—1(Ept — £1)
t=1 t=1

= t=1
= Rip+ Rop + R3p = Op(n) (15)

to deduce the stated result.
To show (15), we ..rst write

o o0
Ept —Et= D QrUi k= Y TprEi—k
k=p+1 k=p+1
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where
prk<cZozk—0 2s)
k=p+1 k=p+1

as in Berk (1974, Proof of Lemma 2, p492). Also, denote by 6;; the usual Kronecker
delta. To show that Ri, = op(n), we write

n n t—1 fe’e)
Zwt—l(Sp,t*St) = ZZ& Z Tp,j€t—j
t=1 t=1i=1 j=p+1
o) n t—1
= Z Wp,yzzg —i&t—j
j=p+1 t=11i=1
—1 n t—1
= o2 Z n—=k ka—i- Z ngzzft i€t— ]_U2§ij>
k=p+1 j=p+1 t=11i=1
We have
n—1 [e’e)
Z (n—Fk)mpr| <n Z Tp k| = o(np™?)
k=p+1 k=p+1
Moreover, we have
1/2

2
0 n t—1
> i > (etierj— 025z’j>]

j=p+1 t=1i=1

0 n t—1 2\ 1/2
< D Iyl (E [ZZ@tmjo?&ij)] )

j=p+1 t=1i=1

which is bounded by

cn K2 ( > |wp,j> — o(np™?)

J=p+1
for some constant c. It now follows immediately that Ri,, = o,(n).
To deduce that Ry, = op(n), we simply note that

n o n
Z Ept — Et) Z Tp.k z&t—k = Op(nl/Zp_S)
t=1 k=p+1 t=1

which follows similarly as above. Finally, to show that Rs, = o,(n), we write

n
Zatfl(gp,tfgt) = Z Z T Tp,j Z{‘:t i—1E€t—j
t=1

i= 0]—p+1

2 _
= no Z Tk—1Tp,k
k:=p+1

+Z Z Wzﬁpaz Et—i 11— — 0°8i114)

i=0 j=p+1
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One may easily see that the ..rst term is of order o(np~*) and that the second term
is of order o,(n'/2p~*), using the same arguments as above.

The result in Part (b) follows immediately from Phillips and Solo (1992). More-
over, the result stated in Part (c) can easily be deduced from the inequality

1 1/2 1o 1/2 1o 1/2
2 2 2
_Zg,t - _25t> < l_Z(SntSt) ]
‘ (n =1 ) (n =1 iz
and the fact that
2
1 n n o0
[—Z Ept — Et) ] = Z( Z Tp,kEt— k)
t=1 \k=p+1
_ 2 Z 7rp,k: _ 0 723)

k=p+1

3
S|+

Note that (1/n) 31, €7 = Op(1).

Proof of Lemma 3.2 We use various results in Berk (1974) in the proof. Though
his results were derived under the iid assumption for (), the results cited here hold
under our conditions (a) and (c) in Assumption 1 and Assumption 2, which imply
second-order stationarity and uniform boundedness of the fourth moments for (u;)
and (g¢).

To show the result in Part (a), we let T'y, = E(usu;—) be the autocovariance
function of (u;), and de..ne

Qpp = (Pi—j)f,j:l

Then it follows from Berk (1974, Proof of Lemma 3, p493) that

1 - i
-1 —-1,2
(E lepvtx;’,t> — Qpp <cn 'p
t—=
for some constant c¢. Therefore,
18 -
-1 —1/2
(ﬁ prvtx;),t> = Qpp || = Op(n %p)
t=1

Moreover, as is well known [see, e.g., Berk (1974, Equation(2.14), p493)],

||| = 0w

for all p. The result stated in Part (a) now follows readily, since

—1
1 n
<_ Z mpi%,t) Z xpvtxp, ) - Q;pl
()

-1

IN

-1
o
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The proof for Part (a) is therefore complete.
To show the result in Part (b), we let (I';) be the autocovariance function of (u;)

and use the fact
n 2

E Y (u-ju—j—Tij)| =O0(n)

t=1
which holds uniformly in 7 and j. See, e.g., Berk (1974, Equations (2.10) and (2.11),

page 491). In what follows, we let y, = 0 for all £ < 0 by convention.
Let 1 < j <p and write

n n
S yaw—j = y1ur+ Ry
t=1 t=1

where
n n
Ry=) Y1t — > Yr—1u
t=1 t=1

We will show that R, = Op(n) uniformly in j, 1 < j < p. First note that we have
foreach j=1,....p

n n n
Zytflut = Zytfjflutfj + Z Yt—1Ut
t=1 t=1 t=n—j+1

and we may rewrite R, as

n

n
Ry = (Y1 — Ye—j—1)tt—j — Y Y1t = Rin — Ray
t=1 t=n—j+1

say.
We have

Ry, = Zn: (Z%ﬁz) Up—j

uniformly in 7, 1 < j < p. Moreover, if we write

n t—1
Rop = Z ( Ut—i) Ut
1

t=n—j+1 \i=
n n—j n t—1
= > Duwwit > ) u
t=n—j-+1 i=1 i=n—j+2t=n—j+1

_ a b
- 2n + RQn
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then it follows that

Ry, = (z__: Fi) + z": [Z_:(Ututi —Ty)

= O(p) + Op(n'"p)

t=n—j+1 | i=1
and that
t—1 n t—1
Rgn =@-1) Z L + Z Z (upug—; — 1) | = O(p) + Op(p3/2)
i=n—j+1 t=n—j+2 |i=n—j+1

uniformly in j, 1 < j < p. The stated result follows immediately, since > ;" | yr—1us =
Op(n)-
Part (c) readily follows from Berk (1974). Note that

n
Z Lp,tEp,t
t=1

It follows from Berk (1974, Equation (2.13), p492) that

< +

n n
Z Tpt(ept — Et) Z Tp,t€t
t=1 t=1

E

n
Z Tp,t(Ept — €t)
t=1

2 o)
k

=p+1
Moreover, due to Berk (1974, above Equation (2.17), p493), we have

2

E = npo*Eu? = O(np)

n
E Tp,tEt
t=1

To complete the proof, note that

n?p' =%, np = o(n’p~")

since p — oo, p = o(n'/?) and s > 1 under our assumptions.
Proof of Lemma 3.3 We have
1 n
5% = - 253 + 0p(1)
i3

from Lemmas 3.1, 3.2 and the subsequent discussions, and the consistency of (7,21
follows directly from (b) in Assumption 1. This completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 3.4 We write

_17’L

n
e _ /
Bp = Bp= (Z xp7txp,t> Z Lp,t€p,t
t=1 t=1
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and the stated result for Bp follows immediately from

n 1
/
Tp,tLp ¢
=1

due to parts (a) and (c) of Lemma 3.2. To prove the result for &,(1), we let ¢, be
the p-dimensional vector of ones. It follows that

n
Hﬂp - 51)” S Zmp,tgp,t
t=1

an(1) =1 — 1,0,
Furthermore,
a(l)y=1- (L;,ﬂp + Z ozk> = (1 — L;,ﬂp) + o(p~*)
k=p+1

as we mentioned in Remark 2.1. Therefore,

an(1) = a(V)] < |68, = 5,8, + o™ <P/ |B, = B, | +ol>™?)

from which the stated result for &, (1) follows immediately.

Proof of Lemma 3.5 We ..rst write (u;) as
Ut = Qp,1UL—1 + -+ Qp pUt—p + Ep,t

where the coe€cients («y, ) are de..ned so that (e,;) are uncorrelated with (u;_y)
for k=1,...,p. Moreover, we de..ne

Up = Op1U—1 + -+ Qpply—p + Epyt

It follows from Hannan and Kavalieris (1986, Theorem 2.1) and Bihimann (1995,
Proof of Theorem 3.1) that

% _ — 1/2
s | — o] = O((logn/m)*?) as. (16)
p o]
Do lopr —axl < ¢ Y o] =o0(p™) 17
k=1 k=p+1

where ¢ is some constant. Since
|C~¥p,k —ay| < |5‘p7k - O‘p,k| + |O‘p7k — Qg
it follows that

~ _ — 1/2 —s
102X |k ag| = O((logn/n)"*) + o(p~?) as.
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and that

p

p [oe)
|Gn (1) —a(D)] < Y lapk — aprl + Y lape — [+ D ol
k

k=1 k=1 =p+1
= O(p(logn/n)"/?) + o(p~°) as.

from (16) and (17).
However, from the application of simple least squares algebra, we have

Qp,1 Qp,1

n _1 n
= : — (Gn — 1) (Z xpi»”'«"ju,t) (Z xpiytl)
t=1 t=1

Qp,p Qp,p

and we may easily deduce
an(1) = @n(1) + Op(n~'p)

Note that we have from parts (a) and (b) of Lemma 3.2 that

n -1 n
!/ /
bp (Z xpixp,t) (Z xpiyt—l)
t=1 t=1

< leall = Op(p)

n -1
/
t=1

n
Z TptYt—1
t=1

where ¢, is the p-vector of ones, and &, —1 = O,(n™!). The stated results now follow
immediately.

Proof of Theorem 3.6 Obvious and omitted.
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