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Abstract

We consider estimating nonparametric time-varying parameters in linear models using
kernel regression. Our contributions are twofold. First, We consider a broad class of
time-varying parameters including deterministic smooth functions, the rescaled random
walk, structural breaks, the threshold model and their mixtures. We show that those
time-varying parameters can be consistently estimated by kernel regression. Our analysis
exploits the smoothness of time-varying parameters rather than their specific form. The
second contribution is to reveal that the bandwidth used in kernel regression determines
the trade-off between the rate of convergence and the size of the class of time-varying
parameters that can be estimated. An implication from our result is that the bandwidth
should be proportional to T−1/2 if the time-varying parameter follows the rescaled random
walk, where T is the sample size. We propose a specific choice of the bandwidth that
accommodates a wide range of time-varying parameter models. An empirical application
shows that the kernel-based estimator with this choice can capture the random-walk
dynamics in time-varying parameters.
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1 Introduction

In this article, we consider estimating the following linear model with time-varying coef-

ficients:

yt = x′tβT,t + εt, t = 1, 2, . . . , T, (1)

where T is the sample size, p × 1 vector xt is the regressor, p × 1 triangular array βT,t is

the time-varying coefficient, and εt is the disturbance. Unlike the usual constant-coefficient

model where βT,t = β for all t and T , model (1) allows the coefficient to vary over time.

In the literature, time-varying parameters are often estimated via rolling regression (Cushman,

1988; Pivetta and Reis, 2007; Inoue, Jin and Rossi, 2017), or more generally, via kernel re-

gression where observations are weighted by some kernel function. Starting from Robinson

(1989), researchers have developed estimation and inferential theory for the kernel-based esti-

mation of time-varying parameters; Cai (2007), Chen and Hong (2012), and Friedrich and Lin

(2022) to name a few. In this article, we follow this strand of literature and consider esti-

mating βT,t by using kernel regression.

Our contributions are twofold. First, we consider estimating a broader class of time-

varying parameters than the class considered in the literature. The most common assump-

tion adopted in the literature is that βT,t is a smooth function, and usually, smooth enough

that it is continuously differentiable (e.g., Cai, 2007; Inoue et al., 2017). However, smooth

functions are not the only model for parameter instability that is popular in economics and

statistics. For instance, the (rescaled) random walk model is a popular one, in which βT,t is

modeled as βT,t = (1/
√
T )
∑t

i=1 ui with ui being a transitory process (e.g., Nyblom, 1989;

Cogley and Sargent, 2005). Another example is (abrupt) structural breaks in βT,t (Andrews,

1993; Bai and Perron, 1998). These two modeling schemes have received less attention in

the literature on kernel-based estimation, and therefore it is largely unknown what the con-

sequence is if one applies kernel regression to these types of time-varying parameters.1,2 In

this article, we develop the kernel-based estimation theory accommodating a wide class of

time-varying parameters, including smooth functions, the rescaled random walk, and struc-

1Giraitis, Kapetanios and Yates (2014) and Giraitis, Kapetanios and Marcellino (2021) are among few ex-
ceptions. They show that random walk type parameters can be consistently estimated via the kernel-based
method.

2Pesaran and Timmermann (2007) and Pesaran, Pick and Pranovich (2013) apply kernel-based approaches
for random walk and structural break type parameter instabilities, but their focus is on optimal forecasting,
rather than estimation of βT,t.
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tural breaks. Moreover, this class encompasses the threshold regression model proposed by

Hansen (2000), which has rarely been considered in the context of kernel regression.

Let us emphasize that the class of time-varying parameters considered in this article also

includes the mixtures of the aforementioned models. The relationship between yt and xt, for

example, can smoothly change over time but may experience discontinuous changes at some

points because of global financial crises or pandemics. If this is the case, it is reasonable

to model βT,t as a smooth function with some discontinuous changes at some points. Our

class accommodates such types of parameter instability. The literature has acknowledged

the importance of taking into account several types of parameter instability. For instance,

Müller and Petalas (2010) consider inference in models with time-varying parameters approx-

imated by Gaussian processes and continuous functions possibly with finitely many jumps.

Although their framework allows for nonlinear models and thus is more general than ours

in this respect, they focus on small parameter instabilities (relative to those considered in

this work). Therefore, large instabilities are not allowed in their model. Chen and Hong

(2012) construct tests for smooth structural changes possibly with a finite number of dis-

continuous breaks. However, they do not provide a result for the estimation of time-varying

parameters of this type. Kristensen (2012) proposes a nonparametric estimation method for

time-varying coefficients by developing a framework that might allow for smooth functions,

structural breaks, and the rescaled random walk. However, his analysis is restricted to smooth

functional parameters only, and his results do not directly apply to the other specifications.

Giraitis et al. (2021) develop an IV estimation method for a class of time-varying parameters,

which includes smooth deterministic functions, the rescaled random walk, and their mixture.

However, (large) structural breaks are not allowed in their model. Unlike these earlier studies,

we employ a general framework that accommodates all the aforementioned models and their

mixtures.

This general framework is developed by exploiting the smoothness of nonparametric time-

varying parameter βT,t rather than its specific form. In this article, we quantify the smooth-

ness of time-varying parameters by a single parameter α > 0. Our definition of smoothness,

roughly speaking, extends the Hölder condition for real-valued functions to the case where the

function of interest (i.e., βT,t) may be random. For example, we will show that continuously

differentiable functions have smoothness of α = 1, and the random walk divided by
√
T has

α = 1/2. As with the Hölder condition, a smaller α means (possibly) more roughness of the

path of the time-varying parameter. This implies that the random walk divided by
√
T is
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less smooth than continuously differentiable functions.

Our second contribution is to reveal the role of the bandwidth in the above general setting.

Within a textbook framework, it is well-known that the bandwidth determines the bias-

variance trade-off inherent in the kernel-based estimation. The result shown in this article

goes beyond that: The bandwidth determines the trade-off between the rate of convergence

and the size of the class of time-varying parameters that can be estimated. In other words,

if one wants to estimate βT,t at a fast rate of convergence, only a tiny class of βT,t can be

estimated via kernel regression, while they have to accept a slower rate of convergence if they

are to estimate a broader class of time-varying parameters. This indicates that there is a

trade-off between efficiency (in terms of the rate of convergence) and robustness (in terms

of the size of the class of time-varying parameters that can be estimated) in kernel-based

estimation. We will reveal that the bandwidth determines the balance between them.

Two implications are obtained from the above result. First, we will show that the conven-

tional choice of a T−1/5-rate bandwidth, which is specialized to continuously differentiable

time-varying parameters, is invalid if βT,t is less smooth (e.g. if βT,t is the random walk

divided by
√
T ). We will show that the bandwidth should be proportional to T−1/2 if βT,t

follows the rescaled random walk. Second, we will show that the kernel-based estimator is

biased if the time-varying parameter has a break (discontinuity) of a certain magnitude. We

quantify the degree of the bias and show that the bandwidth determines the magnitude that

yields the bias.

Based on the aforementioned findings, we also discuss how to choose the bandwidth.

Given the fact that various models for parameter instability have been proposed (e.g., smooth

functions, the random walk, structural breaks and the threshold model), a robust kernel-

based method that is universally applicable to a wide class of time-varying parameters will

be valuable. However, as stated above and as is the case in every aspect of econometrics,

pursuing robustness is necessarily accompanied by inefficiency. Therefore, how to balance

them is a crucial issue in econometric applications, and this question reduces to how to choose

the bandwidth in our context. We propose a specific choice of the bandwidth that leads

to a robust estimation method accommodating many important time-varying parameters,

including continuously differentiable functions, the rescaled random walk, small to moderate

abrupt breaks and threshold effects, and their mixtures. Although this choice leads to a slower

rate of convergence than that achieved by the conventional bandwidth choice, our empirical

application demonstrates that the kernel-based estimation with our bandwidth choice can
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capture random walk type parameter instabilities and thus is useful in many applications.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we propose a definition

of the smoothness of (possibly random) time-varying parameters and derive the asymptotic

properties of the kernel-based estimator. In Section 3, we discuss the consequence of an

improper choice of bandwidth and propose a specific choice to accommodate a wide variety

of time-varying parameters. Section 4 conducts Monte Carlo experiments, and Section 5

gives an empirical application. Section 6 concludes the article. All mathematical proofs of

the main results are relegated to Appendix A.

Notation: For any matrix A, ||A|| = tr(A′A)1/2 denotes the Frobenius norm of A. For

any positive number b, ⌊b⌋ denotes the integer part of b.
p→ and

d→ signify convergence

in probability and convergence in distribution as T → ∞, respectively. ⇒ signifies weak

convergence of the associated probability measures.

2 Assumptions and Main Result

2.1 Assumptions

Throughout the article, we impose the following assumption on model (1).3

Assumption 1.

(a) {(x′t, εt)}t is L2-NED of size −(r− 1)/(r− 2) on an α-mixing sequence of size −r/(r− 2)

for some r > 2, with respect to some positive constants dt satisfying supt dt < ∞. Moreover,

suptE[||xt||2r] + suptE[|εt|2r] < ∞.

(b) {xtεt}t has mean zero and is serially uncorrelated.

(c) For each t = ⌊Tr⌋, r ∈ (0, 1), there exist nonrandom symmetric matrices Ω(r) > 0 and

Σ(r) > 0 such that (1/Th)
∑T

i=1K((t − i)/Th)xix
′
i

p→ Ω(r) and Var
(

(1/
√
Th)

∑T
i=1 K((t −

i)/Th)xiεi

)

→ Σ(r).

Assumption 1(a) allows the regressor and disturbance to be weakly serially dependent.

The NED assumption is more general than mixing conditions, which have been commonly as-

sumed in the literature (Cai, 2007; Chen and Hong, 2012; Giraitis et al., 2021; Friedrich and Lin,

2022). Also note that we do not impose stationarity unlike earlier studies, and thus our

3For the definition of near epoch dependence (NED), see, e.g., Davidson (1994).
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framework allows for heteroskedasticity in εt. Assumption 1(b) requires that the product

of regressors and disturbance be serially uncorrelated, which is satisfied when, for example,

xt is FT,t−1-measurable, where FT,t := σ({x′s, εs, βT,s}s≤t), and εt is a martingale difference

sequence (m.d.s.). The assumption of no serial correlation or m.d.s. is common in the liter-

ature (Chen and Hong, 2012; Kristensen, 2012; Giraitis et al., 2021). Assumption 1(c) holds

under Assumptions 1(a)-(b) if xt and xtεt are covariance-stationary (see Corollary 1).

We consider estimating βT,t by using the local constant (Nadaraya-Watson) estimator:

β̂t :=

(

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xix
′
i

)−1 T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xiyi,

where K(·) is a kernel function and h is the bandwidth parameter satisfying h → 0 and

Th → ∞ as T → ∞. We suppose the kernel function K(·) satisfies the following condition:

Assumption 2.

(a) K(x) ≥ 0, x ∈ R, is Lipschitz continuous and has compact support [−1, 1].

(b)
∫ 1
−1 K(x)dx = 1.

Commonly used kernels such as the flat kernel (uniform density on [−1, 1]) and Epanech-

nikov kernel satisfy Assumption 2. Following the arguments of Giraitis et al. (2014, 2021),

kernels with non-compact support such as the Gaussian kernel are permitted under some

stronger condition. We focus on kernels with a compact support as specified in condition (a)

to avoid unessential complications. Note that 2Th is the effective sample size of the kernel-

based estimation, since K((t − i)/Th) = 0 for i such that |t − i| > Th under Assumption

2.

2.2 Time-varying parameters with smoothness α

In discussing the consistency and asymptotic normality of β̂t, the smoothness of the path

of βT,t has a decisive effect. In the following definition, we focus on the degree of smoothness

of βT,t quantified by a single parameter α, rather than its stochastic/deterministic nature or

specific form.

Definition 1. Triangular array βT,t such that βT,t = Op(1) as T → ∞ for all t is said to

belong to the class type-a TVP(α) or type-b TVP(α), if the following condition (a) or (b)

holds, respectively:
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(a) There exists some real α > 0 such that for any sequence {aT } of positive integers

satisfying aT ≤ T and aT → ∞ as T → ∞, and for any t,

max
j:|t−j|≤aT

||βT,t − βT,j || = Op

((aT
T

)α)

as T → ∞.

(b) There exists some real α > 0 such that for any sequence {aT } of positive integers

satisfying aT ≤ T and aT → ∞ as T → ∞, and for any t,

max
j:|t−j|≤aT

||βT,t − βT,j || = Op

( 1

Tα

)

as T → ∞.

Definition 1 essentially controls by α the smoothness of the path of βT,t on any interval

of any length (up to T ). In typical applications, aT will be set aT = ⌊Th⌋. Definition 1(a)

allows the difference between the values of βT,t at distinct time points to grow as the time

points gets further apart, while Definition 1(b) does not.4

Because aT /T ≤ 1 and α > 0, smaller α permits larger differences ||βT,t−βT,j||, resulting
in βT,t possibly having a rougher path. Note that triangular arrays that are unbounded in

probability are excluded from Definition 1. We emphasize that Definition 1 does not impose

any parametric assumption on βT,t, and moreover, βT,t may be deterministic or stochastic

under this definition. In addition, βT,t is allowed to have arbitrary correlation with xt and εt.

Definition 1 is quite general and accommodates many important time-varying parameters, as

shown below.

Remark 1. Giraitis et al. (2021) develop a kernel-based instrumental variable method to

estimate time-varying parameters. The classes of time-varying parameters they consider are

essentially type-a TVP(1) and TVP(1/2), albeit with slightly different definitions. They do

not consider time-varying parameters belonging to type-a TVP(α) with α 6= 1/2, 1 or type-b

TVP(α). Our definition is more general than theirs.

Example 1 (Continuously differentiable functions). A popular model for time-varying pa-

rameters is deterministic smooth functions, accompanied by the formulation βT,t = β(t/T )

for some continuously differentiable function β on [0, 1] (e.g., Cai, 2007; Zhang and Wu, 2012;

Chen and Hong, 2012). Under this formulation, the fact that sup0≤r≤1 ||β′(r)|| ≤ C for some

constant C > 0 implies that for any s, t = 1, 2, . . . , T ,

||βT,t − βT,s|| = ||β(t/T ) − β(s/T )|| ≤ C
|t− s|
T

4Therefore, βT,t belongs to the type-a TVP(α) if it belongs to the type-b TVP(α).
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by the mean value theorem. Therefore, we have maxj:|t−j|≤aT ||βT,t − βT,j || ≤ CaT/T =

O(aT /T ), which implies continuously differentiable βT,t belongs to the type-a TVP(1) class.

More generally, βT,t belongs to the type-a TVP(α) class if it is Hölder continuous with

exponent α.

Example 2 (The random walk). It is often assumed in the time series literature that the

parameters of interest follow the random walk (Cogley and Sargent, 2005; Giraitis et al.,

2014; Georgiev, Harvey, Leybourne and Taylor, 2018). Suppose βT,t satisfies βT,0 = µ and

βT,t = µ + (1/
√
T )
∑t

i=1 ui, t = 1, 2, . . . , T , where µ is a constant and {ui} is a stationary

sequence with E[ui] = 0 and V [ui] = Σu > 0. Also suppose that the functional central limit

theorem (FCLT) applies to {ui}, that is,

βT,⌊T ·⌋ = µ+
1√
T

⌊T ·⌋
∑

i=1

ui ⇒ µ+Σ1/2
u B1(·),

in the Skorokhod space Dp
[0,1], where B1 is a p-dimensional vector standard Brownian motion.

Then, the following result holds: for any t > aT ,

max
j:|t−j|≤aT

||βT,t − βT,j || ≤ max
j:|t−j|≤aT

(||βT,t − βT,t−aT ||+ ||βT,j − βT,t−aT ||)

≤ 2 max
1≤j≤2aT

||βT,t−aT+j − βT,t−aT ||

= 2 max
1≤j≤2aT

|| 1√
T

t−aT+j
∑

i=t−aT+1

ui||

d
= 2 max

1≤j≤2aT
|| 1√

T

j
∑

i=1

ui||

=

√

2aT
T

2 sup
0≤r≤1

|| 1√
2aT

⌊2aT r⌋
∑

i=1

ui|| = Op

(

√

aT
T

)

,

by the stationarity of {ut} and the continuous mapping theorem (CMT). The same bound

holds for t ≤ aT . Hence, the random walk divided by
√
T belongs to the type-a TVP(1/2).

More generally, the random walk divided by Tα belongs to the type-a TVP(α) class for

α ≥ 1/2. Note that the random walk divided by Tα with α < 1/2 is excluded from Definition

1 because it is unbounded in probability.

Because a smaller α implies a (possibly) rougher path, the random walk divided by
√
T

is rougher than continuously differentiable functions on [0, 1]. This is intuitively because
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the random walk divided by
√
T weakly converges to Brownian motion, which is nowhere

differentiable almost surely.

Remark 2. Müller and Petalas (2010) study an inferential problem concerning time-varying

parameters approximated by Gaussian processes and piece-wise continuous functions scaled

by a factor of T−1/2. Leading examples are T−1/2β(t/T ) with β(·) continuous on [0, 1]

and T−1/2B1(t/T ), which is approximately equivalent (in distribution) to T−1
∑t

i=1 ui =

Op(1/
√
T ). Therefore, non-vanishing smooth functions and random walks are not considered

in their framework.

Example 3 (Structural breaks). Structural breaks in parameters have been long studied in

econometrics and statistics as they capture discontinuous changes (Casini and Perron, 2018,

provide a recent survey on this topic). Suppose time-varying coefficient βT,t experiences one

abrupt break during the sample period:

βT,t =

{

β1 for t = 1, 2, . . . , TB

β2 for t = TB + 1, TB + 2, . . . , T
, (2)

where TB = ⌊τBT ⌋, τB ∈ (0, 1), and ||β1 −β2|| = δ/Tα for some δ > 0 and α > 0. Then, βT,t

belongs to the type-b TVP(α) class. Specifically, we have, for any t ∈ {1, . . . , TB−aT }∪{TB+

aT + 1, . . . , T}, maxj:|t−j|≤aT ||βT,t − βT,j|| = 0, and for any t ∈ {TB − aT + 1, . . . , TB + aT },
maxj:|t−j|≤aT ||βT,t−βT,j|| = δT−α. Note that the asymptotically non-negligible discontinuity

given by α = 0 is excluded from Definition 1.

Example 4 (Threshold models). Hansen (2000) considers the threshold regression model,

which is obtained by letting βT,t = θ1 + δT 1{qt > η}, where qt is the threshold variable

that determines the regime at time t, depending on whether it exceeds threshold parameter

η. δT , which Hansen (2000) refers to as the threshold effect, expresses the magnitude of

discontinuous changes in βT,t. To obtain the asymptotic distribution of the estimator for

η that is free from nuisance parameters, Hansen (2000) imposes δT = c/Tα.5 Under this

formulation, βT,t clearly satisfies ||βT,t − βT,j || ≤ ||δT || = Op(1/T
α), for all t and j, which

implies βT,t belongs to type-b TVP(α).

Example 5 (Mixed model). Suppose that βT,t is expressed as βT,t = β1,T,t + β2,T,t, where

β1,T,t is continuously differentiable and β2,T,t = µ + (1/
√
T )
∑t

i=1 ui with ui defined as in

5Hansen (2000) also imposes 0 < α < 1/2, but this restriction is not necessary in our framework.
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Example 2. Then, it holds that

max
j:|t−j|≤aT

||βT,t − βT,j|| ≤ max
j:|t−j|≤aT

||β1,T,t − β1,T,j ||+ max
j:|t−j|≤aT

||β2,T,t − β2,T,j ||

= Op

(at
T

)

+Op

(

√

aT
T

)

= Op

(

√

aT
T

)

,

since aT /T ≤ 1. Therefore, βT,t belongs to type-a TVP(1/2). More generally, for any

finite positive integer S, if βT,t is expressed as the sum of S time-varying parameters each

of which belongs to the type-a TVP(αs) class (s = 1, . . . , S), then βT,t belongs to type-a

TVP(min{α1, . . . , αS}).

2.3 Asymptotic properties of β̂t

In the following theorem, we establish the consistency and asymptotic normality of the

kernel-based estimator, β̂t.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Then, we have, for model (1) and t =

⌊Tr⌋, r ∈ (0, 1),

√
Th(β̂t − βT,t −RT,t)

d→ N(0,Ω(r)−1Σ(r)Ω(r)−1), (3)

where

RT,t =

{

Op(h
α) if βT,t satisfies Definition 1(a)

Op(T
−α) if βT,t satisfies Definition 1(b)

. (4)

In particular, for h = cT γ , c > 0, γ ∈ (−1, 0), we have

√
cT 1+γ(β̂t − βT,t)

d→ N(0,Ω(r)−1Σ(r)Ω(r)−1), (5)

for γ ∈ Γ(α), where

Γ(α) =

{

(−1,− 1
2α+1 ) if βT,t satisfies Definition 1(a)

(−1, 2α − 1) ∩ (−1, 0) if βT,t satisfies Definition 1(b)
. (6)

Proof. See Appendix A.

Remark 3. We do not derive the asymptotic distribution of β̂t at boundary points (near

t = 0 and t = T ), but the derivation will proceed along the lines of Cai (2007). As shown
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by Cai (2007), the local constant (Nadaraya-Watson) estimator suffers from a larger bias at

boundary points than the local linear estimator if βT,t is continuously differentiable. However,

as revealed soon later (in Example 1 below), the local linear estimator is available only when

βT,t is (continuously) differentiable and is not applicable to nondifferentiable time-varying

parameters such as the random walk. In view of the prevalence of nondifferentiable time-

varying parameters in applied economics, an estimator that only applies to differentiable

time-varying parameters is not appealing. For this reason, we will continue to use the local

constant estimator rather than the local linear one.

Corollary 1. Suppose Assumptions 1(a)-(b) and 2 hold. Suppose also that {xt}t and {xtεt}t
are covariance-stationary. Then, (3)-(6) hold with Ω(r) and Σ(r) replaced by Ω := E[x1x

′
1]

and Σ :=
∫ 1
−1K(x)2dxE[ε21x1x

′
1], respectively.

Proof. See Appendix A.

In what follows, we will set h = cT γ and call γ (as well as h) the bandwidth parameter.

The effect of smoothness parameter α is twofold. First, the asymptotic order of the bias

term, RT,t, depends on α. The smaller α is, the larger the order of RT,t is, because the

path of βT,t (possibly) becomes rougher. And it is through this bias term that Γ(α), the set

of bandwidth parameter γ that yields
√
Th-consistency and asymptotic normality,6 depends

on α, which in turn makes the rate of convergence T (1+γ)/2 dependent on α. This is the

second effect. Letting α → 0, the kernel-based estimation can accommodate time-varying

parameters of arbitrary smoothness, but this is accompanied by Γ(α) → −1, resulting in the

rate of convergence T (1+γ)/2 → 1. In contrast, if we let α → ∞, then Γ(α) tends to (−1, 0),

and the choice γ ≈ 0 yields a nearly
√
T -rate convergence, but only highly smooth parameters

can be estimated. This observation reveals that there is a trade-off between efficiency (the

rate of convergence) and robustness (the range of allowable smoothness α of the time-varying

parameter) in the kernel-based estimation.

Because Γ(α) is the set of bandwidths that yield
√
Th-consistency and asymptotic normal-

ity under given α, we can obtain the set of α that leads to
√
Th-consistency and asymptotic

normality of β̂t under given γ, by inverting the expression of Γ(α). Letting A(γ) denote

such a set, we can say that β̂t calculated using given γ is
√
Th-consistent and asymptotically

6Note that Γ(α) is the set of bandwidths such that
√
ThRT,t = op(1) and therefore should be labeled as

the set of bandwidths that yield
√
Th-consistency (not mere consistency) and asymptotic normality. From

(3), it holds that β̂t − βT,t = op(1) for any γ < 0 and α > 0 because RT,t = Op(max{T γα, T−α}) = op(1), but
β̂t is neither

√
Th-consistent nor asymptotically normal if γ /∈ Γ(α) in general.
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normal for time-varying parameters with smoothness α ∈ A(γ), where

A(γ) =

{

(−1+1/γ
2 ,∞) if βT,t satisfies Definition 1(a)

(1+γ
2 ,∞) if βT,t satisfies Definition 1(b)

. (7)

Letting γ → −1, A(γ) tends to (0,∞), which implies that time-varying parameters with any

smoothness α > 0 can be accommodated, but the rate of convergence becomes T (1+γ)/2 → 1.

On the other hand, if we let γ ↑ 0, then the rate of convergence is as fast as
√
T , butA(γ) → ∞

(the smoothness of constant parameters) in the type-a case. Hence, the bandwidth parameter

γ determines the trade-off between efficiency and robustness.

Example 1 (Continued). Because continuously differentiable βT,t belongs to the type-a

TVP(1) class, for any γ ∈ Γ(1) = (−1,−1/3), we have
√
cT 1+γ(β̂t−βT,t)

d→ N(0,Ω(r)−1Σ(r)Ω(r)−1).

Setting γ ≈ −1/3 gives the fastest rate of convergence of T 1/3. If we take advantage of the

continuous differentiability of βT,t, and the kernel is symmetric, then the set of the admissible

bandwidths, Γ(α), widens to (−1,−1/5), giving the faster rate of convergence of T 2/5 (see

Cai, 2007). In general, we will be able to enlarge Γ(α) to (−1,−1/(4α + 1)) in the type-a

case if the following additional condition (mimicking the Taylor expansion) holds:

max
j:|t−j|≤aT

||βT,t − βT,j − ct(
t

T
− j

T
)|| = Op

((aT
T

)2α)

, (8)

for some (possibly random) bounded vector ct. This condition is satisfied by twice continu-

ously differentiable functions. Condition (8), however, essentially requires the differentiability

of βT,t with respect to time, which is not satisfied by, e.g., the random walk divided by
√
T ,

so that the enlarged version of Γ(α) is only available to a limited class of time-varying param-

eters. For the same reason, the local linear estimator, which is based on the Taylor expansion

of βT,t, is not applicable to nondifferentiable time-varying parameters.

Example 2 (Continued). If βT,t is the random walk divided by
√
T , which belongs to the

type-a TVP(1/2) class, then Γ(1/2) = (−1,−1/2), and thus the fastest rate of convergence

given by γ ≈ −1/2 is T 1/4, which is slower than in the continuously differentiable case.

The same set of admissible bandwidths is derived by Giraitis et al. (2014), who considers a

random walk type time-varying coefficient in the context of univariate AR(1) models.

Furthermore, we show in Appendix B that the bandwidth minimizing the MSE of β̂t is

proportional to T−1/2 when βT,t is the random walk divided by
√
T . We prove this result

under a condition that is stronger than Assumption 1 but still retains generality to some

extent. Therefore, the choice of γ = −1/2 may also be justified as the minimizer of the MSE

of the kernel-based estimator.
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Example 3 (Continued). Suppose βT,t is defined as in (2). Because βT,t belongs to the type-

b TVP(α) class, arbitrary γ in (−1, 0) yields the
√
Th-consistency and asymptotic normality

of β̂t as long as α ≥ 1/2. In particular, setting γ ≈ 0 gives a near
√
T -consistency.7

For the case of α ∈ (0, 1/2], however, a smaller α leads to a larger discontinuity in βT,t and

thus a slower rate of convergence (through a narrower Γ(α)). Therefore, if βT,t experiences

large structural breaks given by α < 1/2 (and there is no other source of instability in the path

of βT,t), a conventional structural-break approach (e.g., the sequential procedure proposed

by Bai and Perron, 1998) will be more suitable than the kernel-based estimation.

Example 4 (Continued). The argument given in Example 3 also applies to the threshold

model: When δT = Op(1/T
α) with α ≥ 1/2, the kernel-based method delivers a

√
Th-

consistent, asymptotically normal estimation of βT,t, whereas Hansen’s (2000) method should

be used when α < 1/2.

3 Consequence of Improper choice of the bandwidth

In Theorem 1, we showed the range of bandwidth that yields
√
Th-consistency and asymp-

totic normality depends on the smoothness α of βT,t. This implies that an improper choice

of the bandwidth (given by γ /∈ Γ(α)) leads to misleading inference. In this section, we illus-

trate this implication through some examples where the evolutionary mechanism of βT,t is

misspecified, which leads to an improper bandwidth selection. We also discuss how to choose

bandwidth parameter γ when there is no prior information on smooth parameter α.

3.1 When random-walk βT,t is mistakenly assumed to be continuously dif-

ferentiable

Suppose one assumes βT,t is a continuously differentiable function and sets γ ≈ −1/3,

but the fact is that βT,t follows the random walk divided by
√
T . Recall from the analysis

given in Example 2 that γ ≈ −1/3 is invalid in this case. The kernel-based estimator satisfies√
cT 1+γ(β̂t − βT,t) = ST,t + Op(T

1/2+γ), where ST,t
d→ N(0,Ω(r)−1Σ(r)Ω(r)−1). Since the

bias term is of order Op(T
1/2+γ) and γ ≈ −1/3, the difference β̂T − βT,t is dominated by the

bias term. This is the case for any γ > −1/2. Because the bias term, which is a function

7In fact, setting exactly γ = 0 yields
√
T -consistency and asymptotic normality if α > 1/2. In this case,

each βT,t, t = 1, . . . , T is estimated by using the full sample, but β̂t and β̂s (t 6= s) may take different values.
This is because the weighting scheme (based on the kernel, K(·)) is different for different time points. If K(·)
is the uniform kernel, β̂t equals the full-sample OLS estimator for all t.
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of random-walk βT,t, is not normal in general, confidence intervals based on the normal

approximation given in Theorem 1 will perform poorly.

In the literature on smooth (differentiable) time-varying parameters, researchers have

often used a rule-of-thumb bandwidth h = constant × T−1/5, or picked the minimizer of the

cross validation criterion over h ∈ [c1T
−1/5, c2T

−1/5] for some 0 < c1 < c2 (Chen and Hong,

2012; Sun, Hong, Wang and Zhang, 2023). Although these selection rules lead to an efficient

estimation of βT,t as long as it is correctly specified as a continuously differentiable function,

they will yield a biased estimation if βT,t is a random walk, or more generally, if βT,t belongs

to the type-a TVP(α) class with α < 1 but does not belong to type-a TVP(1).

3.2 The effect of neglected breaks

Suppose βT,t = µT,t + (1/
√
T )
∑t

i=1 ui, where ut is specified as in Example 2, and µT,t

satisfies

µT,t =

{

µ1 for t = 1, 2, . . . , TB

µ2 for t = TB + 1, TB + 2, . . . , T
, (9)

with TB = ⌊τBT ⌋ and µ2 − µ1 = δ/Tα. Then, we can show

RT,t =

{

Op(T
γ/2) for t ∈ [1, TB − ⌊Th⌋] ∪ [TB + 1 + ⌊Th⌋, T ]

Op(max{T γ/2, T−α}) for t ∈ [TB − ⌊Th⌋+ 1, TB + ⌊Th⌋]
,

where RT,t is defined in (3) and (4). The asymptotic order of the bias term, RT,t, is Op(T
γ/2)

for t outside the ⌊Th⌋-neighborhood of break point TB. On the ⌊Th⌋-neighborhood of TB , it

is Op(T
γ/2) if α ≥ −γ/2, while it is Op(T

−α) if 0 < α < −γ/2.

Suppose we estimate βT,t by β̂t assuming µT,t = µ, that is, the parameter instability is

purely due to the zero-mean random walk. In this case, the (misleading) optimal rate of

convergence is achieved by the choice of γ ≈ −1/2, yielding

RT,t =

{

Op(T
γ/2) if α ≥ 1/4

Op(T
−α) if 0 < α < 1/4

.

When α ≥ 1/4, the asymptotic order of RT,t is Op(T
γ/2), which is the same order as in the

pure random walk case (see (4) and set α = 1/2, h = cT γ), so that the choice γ ≈ −1/2

is valid and leads to the fastest rate of convergence. In contrast, if 0 < α < 1/4, RT,t =

Op(T
−α). Because the asymptotically normal component of the decomposition of β̂t − βT,t

is Op(T
−(1+γ)/2) ≈ Op(T

−1/4), the asymptotic behavior of β̂t − βT,t is dominated by the bias
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term. Therefore, the structural break induces a severe bias in the kernel-based estimation if

the break is of order T−α with 0 < α < 1/4.

One faces this bias when estimating βT,t with t = TB ± ⌊rTh⌋, r ∈ [0, 1]. Consider, for

example, t = TB. Then, the following decomposition holds for the kernel-based estimator:

√
Th(β̂TB

− βT,TB
) = ST,t +

(

1

Th

TB+⌊Th⌋
∑

i=TB+1

K
(TB − i

Th

)

xix
′
i

)−1
1√
Th

TB+⌊Th⌋
∑

i=TB+1

K
(TB − i

Th

)

xix
′
i

δ

Tα
,

where ST,t
d→ N(0,Ω(r)−1Σ(r)Ω(r)−1). The second term is of order T (1+γ)/2−α (as long as

(Th)−1
∑TB+⌊Th⌋

i=TB+1 K((TB−i)/(Th))xix
′
i converges in probability to some nonsingular matrix)

and diverges as T → ∞, since γ ≈ −1/2 and 0 < α < 1/4. A bias of the same order appears

for any t = TB ± ⌊rTh⌋ with r ∈ [0, 1]. Therefore, the kernel-based estimator is severely

biased on the ⌊Th⌋-neighborhood of the discontinuity point t = TB .

A more general result can be derived if we invoke Γ(α) and A(γ) defined in (6) and

(7), respectively. Suppose that βT,t can be expressed as β1
T,t + µT,t, where β1

T,t belongs to

type-a TVP(α1) with α1 ∈ (0,∞), and µT,t is defined as in (9) but the magnitude of the

break is µ2 − µ1 = δ/Tα2 . Then, β̂t is
√
Th-consistent and asymptotically normal under

any γ ∈ Γ(α1) = (−1,−1/(2α1 + 1)) for t ∈ [1, TB − ⌊Th⌋] ∪ [TB + 1 + ⌊Th⌋, T ]. On

[TB − ⌊Th⌋+1, TB + ⌊Th⌋], the same γ leads to
√
Th-consistency and asymptotic normality

if α2 ∈ A(γ) = ((1+γ)/2,∞), while the bias term dominates the asymptotically normal term

in the decomposition of β̂t if α2 < (1 + γ)/2.

3.3 The choice of the bandwidth

In the previous (sub)sections, we have observed that there is a trade-off in kernel regression

between the rate of convergence and the size of the class of time-varying parameters that can

be estimated. On the one hand, if we set bandwidth parameter γ near 0, then the rate

of convergence is nearly as fast as
√
T , but only a tiny class of time-varying parameters is

accommodated. On the other hand, if we set γ near −1, then the kernel-based estimator

accommodates a large class of time-varying parameters, but the rate of convergence is nearly

as slow as T 0. If one can correctly specify the evolutionary mechanism of βT,t, or there is

some information on the smoothness of βT,t, one may select γ appropriately. However, if

there is no such information, how should γ be selected?

Given the popularity of the random walk coefficient model in the time series literature,
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setting γ ≈ −1/2 (or γ = −1/2 in view of the MSE) would be appealing. Note that this

choice accommodates not only the rescaled random walk but also continuously differentiable

coefficients and small to moderate breaks and threshold effects (given by α ≥ 1/4; recall

Section 3.2). Moreover, mixtures of these specifications can also be estimated under this

choice of γ. The price of this choice is that the rate of convergence of the kernel-based

estimator is T 1/4, slower than that given by the conventional choice of γ = −1/5.

Note that time-varying parameters that belong to type-a TVP(α) with α < 1/2 but do

not belong to type-a TVP(α) with α ≥ 1/2 are not accommodated by the choice of γ ≈ −1/2

(see the definition of A(γ) given in (7)). Leading examples are functions that are Hölder

continuous with exponent α < 1/2 but are not for α ≥ 1/2. Thus, the validity of the choice

γ ≈ −1/2 should be evaluated under the exclusion of this class. Time-varying parameters that

belong to type-a TVP(α) with α < 1/2 possibly have a rougher and uncontrolled path than

the rescaled random walk. Therefore, such models will be relevant only if one is interested

in highly unstable economic relationships. Our empirical application will show that random

walk type parameter instabilities can be well captured by the choice of γ = −1/2 (see Section

5). Therefore, this choice will be adequate in many applications.

Remark 4. Although the choice γ ≈ −1/2 can accommodate many important time-varying

parameter models, it still yields a biased estimation if βT,t experiences large structural breaks

or threshold effects (given by α < 1/4). A possible way to avoid facing bias around the

discontinuous points would be to apply the sample splitting approach based on some test

for structural breaks (e.g., as proposed by Bai and Perron, 1998) and then apply kernel

regression within each subsample. If large threshold effects are suspected, Hansen’s (2000)

sample-splitting method may be used.

A natural question about the use of those sample-splitting approaches is whether they can

correctly identify latent discontinuous changes in the presence of another source of parameter

instability (e.g., smooth functions or the random walk). Because theoretically analyzing

the behavior of these methods in such a setting will be quite complicated, we investigate

it via simulation. In Appendix C, we provide simulation results for the behavior of several

structural break tests. According to the results, conventional structural break tests can both

underestimate and overestimate the number of breaks with a nonnegligible (or quite large

in some cases) probability. The underestimation of the number of breaks implies that some

latent abrupt breaks are overlooked, and the overestimation implies that spurious abrupt

breaks are detected. Therefore, conventional structural break tests probably are not suitable

15



for detecting abrupt breaks if they are mixed with smooth parameter instabilities. The

development of a test that detects latent breaks with high probability and spurious breaks

with small probability in such a setting is important, but is beyond the scope of the present

work.

4 Monte Carlo Simulation

In this section, we conduct two Monte Carlo experiments to verify the implications pro-

vided in Section 3. We use the following data generating process (DGP) yt = βT,txt+ εt, t =

1, . . . , T , where xt = 0.5xt−1 + εx,t with εx,t ∼ i.i.d. N(0, 1), and βT,t is defined differently

in different experiments. For the specification of εt, we consider two cases: εt = ut, where

ut ∼ i.i.d. N(0, 1) (i.i.d. case) and εt = σtut with σ2
t = 0.1 + 0.3ε2y,t−1 + 0.6σ2

t−1 (GARCH

case). To obtain β̂t, we use the Epanechnikov kernel K(x) = 0.75(1 − x2)I(|x| ≤ 1).

4.1 Simulation for Section 3.1

The first experiment is related to Section 3.1. In this simulation, βT,t is generated as the

rescaled random walk: βT,t = T−1/2
∑t

i=1 vi. We consider two DGPs for the driver process

vt: (i)vt ∼ i.i.d. N(0, 1) and (ii) vt ∼ i.i.d. log normal with parameters µ = 0 and σ = 1.8

Four sample sizes are used: T ∈ {100, 200, 400, 800}. To evaluate the global performance of

β̂t, we calculate MSE = T−1
∑T

t=1(β̂t−βT,t)
2 (the reported MSE is the mean MSE over 2000

replications). To evaluate how well the normal approximation works for β̂t, we consider βT,t

with t = 0.5T (the middle point of the sample). We construct the 95% confidence interval

for βT,0.5T based on the normal approximation given in Corollary 1. The variance estimators

are Ω̂ := T−1
∑T

i=1 x
2
i and Σ̂ :=

∫ 1
−1K(x)2dx× T−1

∑T
i=1 ε̂

2
i x

2
i , where ε̂i = yi − β̂ixi. We ex-

periment with bandwidth parameter h = T γ and γ ∈ {−0.2,−0.33,−0.5,−0.55,−0.6,−0.7},
and evaluate the performance for each pair (γ, T ). The results are presented in Tables 1 and

2.

Because βT,t is the random walk divided by
√
T , an appropriate bandwidth is γ ≈ −1/2.

According to the analysis given in Section 3.1, the kernel-based estimator leads to poor

inference when γ > −1/2. Our simulation result corroborates this analysis. First, consider

the case where εt ∼ i.i.d. N(0, 1) (Table 1). In case (i) (Gaussian random-walk βT,t), when

γ = −0.2, which is a common choice in the literature on models with differentiable time-

8Specifically, X follows a log normal distribution if X = exp(Z), where Z ∼ N(µ, σ2).
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varying parameters, the coverage probability is far below the 95% confidence level. What

is worse, it deviates from 0.95 as T increases. Note that the MSE is relatively large except

when T is small. When γ = −1/3, the MSE takes the smallest value for all T considered,

but the coverage probability is still too small. This result warns researchers against using

these bandwidths unless they are confident that βT,t can be well approximated by smooth

functions with smoothness parameter α = 1. For γ ≤ −1/2, the interval estimation performs

well with coverage probability being 85-90% and getting better as T increases. However,

γ = −0.7 leads to undercoverage when T is small and the largest MSE for all T . γ = −0.6

also gives large MSEs. The choices γ ≈ −1/2 lead to good coverage and small MSE, so

that these choices are recommended for random walk type parameters, or more generally, for

parameters with α = 1/2. The result for case (ii) (non-Gaussian random-walk βT,t) is similar

to that for case (i), so the same comment applies.

Results for the case where εt is GARCH (Table 2) are similar to those for the i.i.d case.

Hence, we do not repeat the same analysis here.

4.2 Simulation for Section 3.2

The second experiment is for verifying the implication provided in Section 3.2. In this

simulation, we analyze the effect of (neglected) structural breaks. For this purpose, we

generate βT,t according to βT,t = µT,t+T−1/2
∑t

i=1 vi (rescaled random walk plus intercept),

where vi ∼ i.i.d. N(0, 1) and µT,t is an intercept term experiencing a break at t = 0.5T .

Specifically, we let

µT,t =

{

0 for t = 1, . . . , 0.5T

2/Tα for t = 0.5T + 1, . . . , T
,

where α ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5}. A smaller α yields a larger break. We consider estimating

βT,t with the choice γ = −1/2, reflecting the ignorance of the break. According to our

theoretical analysis, the kernel-based estimator has a severe bias around t = 0.5T when

α < 0.25, while breaks given by α > 0.25 have no effect asymptotically. To confirm this

implication, we calculate the MSE and coverage probability of β̂t for t = τT with τ =

0.4, 0.45, 0.5, 0.55, 0.6. The MSE is calculated for each τ as the mean squared error over 2000

replications, that is, MSE(τ) = 2000−1
∑2000

i=1 (β̂
(i)
τT − β

(i)
T,τT )

2, where superscript i signifies

β̂
(i)
τT and β

(i)
T,τT are obtained in the ith replication. We consider four sample sizes; (i) T =

100, (ii) T = 200, (iii) T = 400, and (iv) T = 800. As the variance estimators, we use
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Ω̂t = (Th)−1
∑T

i=1K((t − i)/Th)x2i and Σ̂t = (Th)−1
∑T

i=1K((t − i)/Th)2ε̂2i x
2
i to evaluate

the normal approximation given in Theorem 1. Results are reported in Tables 3 and 4.

First, let us see the case of εt being i.i.d. and T = 100 (Table 3, the row labeled as (i)).

The MSEs and coverage probabilities for τ = 0.4 and 0.6 are stable across α. This is because

the break only affects estimation around the discontinuity point t = 0.5T . However, the break

has a severe effect on β̂τT with τ = 0.45, 0.5, 0.55, both in terms of MSE and coverage. The

smaller α is (i.e. the larger the break is), the worse the performance gets. Moreover, this effect

is more profound for τ closer to 0.5. For example, the MSE for (α, τ) = (0.1, 0.5) is about six

times as large as the MSE for α = 0.1 and τ = 0.4, 0.6. In terms of the coverage probability,

smaller breaks given by α ≥ 0.25 affect the kernel-based estimation. This indicates that,

although breaks of these magnitudes asymptotically have no impact, they do have nontrivial

effects in finite samples.

Note that the MSE of β̂t affects the precision of variance estimator Σ̂t = (Th)−1
∑T

i=1K((t−
i)/Th)2ε̂2i x

2
i through ε̂t = εt − (β̂t − βT,t)xt. Therefore, a larger MSE of β̂t leads to a wider

confidence interval.9 To confirm this implication, we calculate the length of the confidence

interval for each τ . Table 3 also reports the mean of the interval length taken over the 2000

replications. When T = 100, the means of the interval length take similar values across τ

for α ≥ 0.25. However, larger breaks given by α < 0.25 lead to wider confidence intervals

around the break point. For example, the confidence interval for α = 0.1 and τ = 0.5 is

about 10-13% longer than that for α = 0.1 and τ = 0.4, 0.6 on average.

For case (ii) (T = 200), MSEs for τ = 0.5 and α < 0.25 are still large. Note that MSEs

for τ = 0.45, 0.55 are comparable with those for τ = 0.4, 0.6. This is because the abrupt

break affects β̂t on the Th-neighborhood of the break date. Because t = 0.45T and t = 0.55T

are outside the Th-neighborhood of 0.5T , the performance of β̂τT improves as T increases

for τ = 0.45, 0.55. In terms of the interval length, the same comment as in case (i) applies.

For example, the confidence interval for α = 0.1 and τ = 0.5 is 15% longer than that for

τ = 0.4, 0.6 on average. β̂0.5T also suffers from poor coverage. In particular, the coverage

probabilities for α < 0.25 get worse as T increases. For the cases with T = 400, 800 (cases

(iii) and (iv)), a similar comment applies.

Examining the case with εt being GARCH (see Table 4), the same conclusion is drawn,

so the detail is omitted.

9Note that the width of the confidence interval for βT,t is identical across t if Ω̂ and Σ̂ are used as the
variance estimators.
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5 Empirical Application

To illustrate the use of our results in empirical applications, we consider estimating the

time-varying capital asset pricing model (CAPM).10 Parameter instabilities are widely ob-

served in the CAPM literature (see Ghysels, 1998; Lewellen and Nagel, 2006; Fama and French,

2006; Ang and Chen, 2007; Ang and Kristensen, 2012; Guo, Wu and Yu, 2017, and refereces

therein). We consider estimating the following factor model:

Rj,t = αj,t + βj,tRM,t + εt,

where Rj,t denotes the excess return of portfolio j at time t, and RM,t is the market excess

return. The coefficients alpha and beta are allowed to be time-varying.

5.1 Background

In the CAPM literature, a popular approach to modeling parameter instability is to

assume that the parameters depend on observable instrumental variables. But results drawn

from this approach tend to be sensitive to the choice of instruments (Ghysels, 1998). To

overcome this problem, researchers have proposed time-varying parameter models that do

not depend on the use of exogenous information.

Some assume that parameters experience abrupt changes at some time points (Lewellen and Nagel,

2006; Fama and French, 2006), and others model parameter instability via the (near) random

walk (Ang and Chen, 2007) or smooth function of time (Li and Yang, 2011; Ang and Kristensen,

2012). However, these results can be misleading if the evolutionary mechanism of parameters

is misspecified. For example, Fama and French (2006) and Lewellen and Nagel (2006) assume

that changes in parameter value occur based on calendar time (e.g., monthly or yearly), and

estimate parameters by the OLS within each subsample. However, estimates obtained in

this fashion suffer from bias if the timing of structural breaks is misspecified. Ang and Chen

(2007) estimate time-varying alpha and beta assuming that they are the (near) random walk

and using Bayesian methods. However, it is unclear whether their estimates are reliable if

the parameters have a different mechanism of evolution or experience abrupt breaks in their

path. Li and Yang (2011) and Ang and Kristensen (2012) estimate time-varying parame-

ters assuming that they are deterministic smooth functions of time, but their studies are

10The R code used for the empirical application is available on the author’s website
(https://sites.google.com/view/mikihito-nishi/home).
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restricted to smooth functional parameters that belong to type-a TVP(1). In contrast, the

kernel-based method with γ = −1/2 accommodates many important models of time-varying

parameters, including smooth functions of time, the rescaled random walk, abrupt breaks

and their mixtures.

5.2 Data

All data are extracted fromKenneth French’s website (https://mba.tuck.dartmouth.edu/pages/faculty/ken.frenc

Following Li, Su and Xu (2015), we form three portfolios denoted by G, V, and G-V, respec-

tively, from the 25 size-B/M portfolios. G is the average of the five portfolios in the lowest

B/M quintile, V is the average of the five portfolios in the highest B/M quintile, and V-G is

simply their difference. All the data are monthly, spanning 1952:1-2019:12 (T = 816).

5.3 Results

We apply kernel regression with γ = −1/2 to the three portfolios. We use the Epanech-

nikov kernel and Ω̂t = (Th)−1
∑T

i=1K((t−i)/Th)xix
′
i and Σ̂t = (Th)−1

∑T
i=1K((t−i)/Th)2ε̂2i xix

′
i

as the variance estimators, where xt = (1, RM,t)
′. Bandwidth h is set to h = T−1/2. To save

space, we only discuss the result for portfolio V-G. The results for portfolios G and V are

given in Appendix D.

5.3.1 Comparison with the Bayesian estimate

Recall that our choice of the bandwidth (γ = −1/2) is intended to accommodate param-

eters following the (rescaled) random walk. To evaluate to what extent this choice accom-

modates random walk dynamics in parameters, we compare the estimates obtained from the

kernel-based method with those obtained from a Bayesian procedure in which parameters are

assumed to be the random walk.

Let θt := (αt, βt)
′. In the Bayesian method, we estimate the time-varying alpha and beta

by using the Markov Chain Monte Carlo algorithm, assuming that θt = θt−1 + ut, where

ut ∼ N(0,D2) with D2 = diag(D2
1 ,D

2
2).

11 As the prior distributions for parameters θ0, D

and Var(εt) = σ2
ε , we suppose θ0 ∼ N(µ12, σ

2I2), Di ∼ Gamma(v1, v2), i = 1, 2, and σε ∼
Gamma(ν1, ν2). Hyperparameters are set to (µ, σ, v1, v2, ν1, ν2) = (0, 32, 2, 10−4 , 2, 10−4).12

11For computation, we use the R package walker developed by Helske (2023).
12The parameter values used for (v1, v2, ν1, ν2) are the default values in the R package walker.
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In Figure 1, we compare the estimates obtained from this Bayesian method with those from

the kernel method with h = T−1/2. For the estimated alpha (Figure 1a), the trajectory ob-

tained from the kernel method is more volatile (with a larger amplitude) than that obtained

from the Bayesian algorithm, but the two trajectories seem to share the same frequency. More

striking is the similarity between the estimates of the time-varying beta. The estimated tra-

jectories obtained from the two distinct methods are similar on the whole line. In particular,

it is remarkable that the peaks and troughs are similar between the two trajectories.

As a robustness check, we also perform the Bayesian estimation with a different set

of hyperparameters. Specifically, we experiment with (v1, v2) = (1, 10−4), (4, 10−4) for the

priors of Di, i = 1, 2, and the other hyperparameters are unchanged.13 Figure 1 shows the

results. For the time-varying alpha (Figure 1a), the Bayesian estimates with v1 = 4 are more

volatile and similar to the trajectory obtained from the kernel method, while the estimates

are smoother with v1 = 1. For the time-varying beta, the kernel and Bayesian methods

continue to produce similar trajectories irrespective of the value of v1.

5.3.2 Interval estimation

Based on the normal approximation given in Theorem 1, we calculate the confidence band

for the kernel-based estimator.14

In Figure 2a, we plot the estimated time-varying alpha and its confidence band. The

estimated alpha fluctuates around the value zero on the whole line, and the confidence band

includes zero at almost all time points. Figure 2b depicts the estimated time-varying beta. It

starts with a positive value that is significantly different from zero and then fluctuates around

zero up to about t = 300. Then, it starts to decrease, and, from about t = 340 to t = 610, it

stays below zero, and the confidence band does not include the value zero. From t = 580, it

starts to increase and fluctuates around zero from t = 630 till the end of the sample.

5.3.3 Estimates obtained from the conventional T−1/5-rate bandwidth

We also apply kernel regression using the conventional bandwidth given by γ = −1/5.

Figure 3 shows the estimates obtained from this method (with h = T−1/5). For both the

time-varying alpha and beta, the estimates are smoother than those obtained from the kernel

13We also changed the values for (µ, σ, ν1, ν2), but the estimates were insensitive to the values of these
parameters.

14This confidence band is obtained by sequentially calculating the pointwise 95% confidence intervals and
is not the uniform 95% confidence band.
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method with h = T−1/2 and the Bayesian method. In the estimation with h = T−1/5, the

parameter value at each time point is estimated by using a wider range of observations than

in the kernel method with h = T−1/2. Specifically, the number of observations used for the

estimation at each time point is ⌊Th⌋ = 213 for the case of h = T−1/5, while it is ⌊Th⌋ = 28

for the case of h = T−1/2. This results in smoothing out short-term fluctuations in the

parameter path and obtaining smoother estimates. Those estimates, however, are neither√
Th-consistent nor asymptotically normal if the true time-varying parameters follow the

random walk, or experience abrupt breaks or threshold effects given by α ≤ 2/5; see the

definition of A(γ) in (7). The kernel-based estimator with γ = −1/5 is more prone to the

misspecification of the time-varying parameter than that with γ = −1/2.

6 Conclusion

We considered the estimation of linear models with time-varying parameters, where the

time-varying parameters are allowed to have a wide range of smoothness. To do this, we

set up a general framework in which the smoothness of nonparametric time-varying param-

eters is quantified by a single parameter α. We showed that the kernel-based estimator

can consistently estimate many important time-varying parameter models, including con-

tinuously differentiable functions, the rescaled random walk, abrupt structural breaks, the

threshold regression model, and their mixtures. Our analysis revealed that a trade-off be-

tween efficiency and robustness is inherent in kernel-based estimation, and the choice of the

bandwidth determines the balance between them. Within a textbook framework where the

(infinite-dimensional) parameter of interest is (continuously) differentiable, the role of the

bandwidth pertaining to the bias-variance trade-off has been repeatedly emphasized. When

the parameter is possibly nondifferentiable, which is a popular assumption in the time se-

ries setting, the bandwidth determines the rate of convergence and the size of the class of

time-varying parameters that can be estimated, between which a trade-off does exist.

Using this result, we demonstrated through theoretical and numerical analyses that the

kernel-based estimation delivers invalid inference if an improper bandwidth is selected. In

particular, the conventional choice of a T−1/5-rate bandwidth yields misleading inference in

the case of nondifferentiable time-varying parameters such as the random walk. Another

important implication from our result is that abrupt breaks of a certain magnitude (that

depends on the bandwidth used) lead to biased estimation.
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Given the diversity of existing time-varying parameter models (differentiable, continuous

but nondifferentiable, or discontinuous) and the possibility that time-varying coefficients are

a mixture of several models, it is often difficult to specify the evolutionary mechanism of

time-varying parameters correctly. Therefore, we proposed a specific choice of the bandwidth

that accommodates many important models for time-varying parameters, including smooth

functions, the rescaled random walk, small to moderate abrupt breaks and threshold effects,

and their mixtures. Our empirical application showed that the kernel-based estimator with

this choice can capture the random walk type dynamics in time-varying parameters.
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Table 1: Mean MSE and coverage probability (CP) when εt is i.i.d.

γ MSE CP (t = 0.5T )

T T

100 200 400 800 100 200 400 800

(i)

-0.2 0.069 0.055 0.043 0.036 0.626 0.538 0.461 0.395

-0.33 0.056 0.039 0.027 0.019 0.777 0.746 0.734 0.709

-0.5 0.073 0.048 0.032 0.022 0.850 0.853 0.874 0.899

-0.55 0.087 0.058 0.040 0.028 0.842 0.876 0.886 0.914

-0.6 0.107 0.074 0.053 0.038 0.837 0.866 0.884 0.910

-0.7 0.198 0.138 0.103 0.077 0.792 0.835 0.848 0.872

(ii)

-0.2 0.070 0.054 0.044 0.036 0.628 0.553 0.460 0.373

-0.33 0.056 0.039 0.027 0.020 0.790 0.771 0.736 0.696

-0.5 0.073 0.048 0.032 0.022 0.853 0.865 0.877 0.906

-0.55 0.087 0.058 0.040 0.028 0.852 0.874 0.881 0.906

-0.6 0.107 0.074 0.053 0.038 0.843 0.875 0.882 0.903

-0.7 0.198 0.138 0.103 0.077 0.791 0.828 0.850 0.865

Note: βT,t = T−1/2
∑T

i=1
vi, where vi ∼ i.i.d. N(0, 1) for case (i) and vi is log-normally

distributed with µ = 0, σ = 1 for case (ii). β̂t is calculated using bandwidth parameter
h = T γ .
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Table 2: Mean MSE and coverage probability (CP) when εt is GARCH

γ MSE CP (t = 0.5T )

T T

100 200 400 800 100 200 400 800

(i)

-0.2 0.070 0.054 0.043 0.036 0.603 0.529 0.460 0.394

-0.33 0.057 0.039 0.027 0.019 0.753 0.736 0.727 0.702

-0.5 0.074 0.048 0.032 0.022 0.847 0.866 0.886 0.900

-0.55 0.090 0.059 0.040 0.028 0.847 0.878 0.893 0.912

-0.6 0.111 0.075 0.053 0.038 0.844 0.878 0.889 0.918

-0.7 0.206 0.141 0.104 0.077 0.819 0.855 0.868 0.890

(ii)

-0.2 0.070 0.054 0.044 0.036 0.604 0.525 0.459 0.376

-0.33 0.057 0.039 0.027 0.019 0.770 0.759 0.725 0.695

-0.5 0.074 0.048 0.032 0.022 0.862 0.874 0.881 0.903

-0.55 0.089 0.059 0.040 0.028 0.858 0.879 0.892 0.906

-0.6 0.111 0.075 0.053 0.038 0.855 0.885 0.887 0.909

-0.7 0.206 0.141 0.104 0.077 0.815 0.850 0.863 0.884

Note: βT,t = T−1/2
∑T

i=1
vi, where vi ∼ i.i.d. N(0, 1) for case (i) and vi is log-normally

distributed with µ = 0, σ = 1 for case (ii). β̂t is calculated using bandwidth parameter
h = T γ .
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Table 3: MSE, coverage probability and mean interval length when εt is i.i.d

α MSE Coverage Probability Interval Length

τ τ τ
0.4 0.45 0.5 0.55 0.6 0.4 0.45 0.5 0.55 0.6 0.4 0.45 0.5 0.55 0.6

(i)

0.1 0.07 0.11 0.44 0.16 0.07 0.84 0.80 0.36 0.72 0.85 0.79 0.85 0.89 0.88 0.81
0.2 0.07 0.08 0.22 0.10 0.07 0.84 0.82 0.54 0.77 0.84 0.77 0.80 0.82 0.82 0.79
0.3 0.07 0.07 0.13 0.08 0.07 0.83 0.84 0.69 0.80 0.84 0.77 0.78 0.79 0.79 0.78
0.4 0.07 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.07 0.83 0.84 0.77 0.81 0.83 0.77 0.77 0.78 0.78 0.78
0.5 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.83 0.84 0.80 0.83 0.83 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.78 0.78

(ii)

0.1 0.04 0.05 0.39 0.06 0.05 0.86 0.86 0.30 0.83 0.85 0.66 0.71 0.76 0.72 0.66
0.2 0.04 0.04 0.17 0.05 0.05 0.86 0.86 0.52 0.84 0.85 0.66 0.67 0.69 0.68 0.66
0.3 0.04 0.04 0.09 0.05 0.05 0.86 0.87 0.70 0.85 0.85 0.66 0.66 0.67 0.67 0.65
0.4 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.86 0.87 0.79 0.85 0.85 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.65
0.5 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.86 0.87 0.83 0.85 0.85 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.65

(iii)

0.1 0.03 0.03 0.33 0.03 0.03 0.87 0.87 0.21 0.88 0.86 0.57 0.58 0.65 0.58 0.56
0.2 0.03 0.03 0.12 0.03 0.03 0.87 0.86 0.51 0.87 0.86 0.57 0.57 0.59 0.57 0.56
0.3 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.87 0.86 0.74 0.87 0.86 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.56 0.56
0.4 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.87 0.86 0.82 0.87 0.86 0.57 0.56 0.57 0.56 0.56
0.5 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.87 0.86 0.86 0.87 0.86 0.57 0.56 0.57 0.56 0.56

(iv)

0.1 0.02 0.02 0.29 0.02 0.02 0.88 0.89 0.13 0.87 0.88 0.48 0.48 0.55 0.48 0.48
0.2 0.02 0.02 0.09 0.02 0.02 0.88 0.89 0.48 0.87 0.88 0.48 0.48 0.50 0.48 0.48
0.3 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.88 0.89 0.75 0.87 0.88 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48
0.4 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.88 0.89 0.85 0.87 0.88 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48
0.5 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.88 0.89 0.88 0.87 0.88 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48

Note: βT,t = µT,t + T−1/2 ∑t
i=1

vi, where µT,t = 0 for t ≤ 0.5T and µT,t = 2/Tα for t > 0.5T , and vi ∼ i.i.d. N(0, 1). βT,t

with t = τT is estimated using bandwidth h = T−0.5. The sample size is T = 100 for case (i), T = 200 for case (ii) T = 400
for case (iii), and T = 800 for case (iv).
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Table 4: MSE, coverage probability and mean interval length when εt is GARCH

α MSE Coverage Probability Interval Length

τ τ τ
0.4 0.45 0.5 0.55 0.6 0.4 0.45 0.5 0.55 0.6 0.4 0.45 0.5 0.55 0.6

(i)

0.1 0.07 0.11 0.44 0.15 0.06 0.82 0.77 0.32 0.68 0.84 0.72 0.79 0.83 0.82 0.74
0.2 0.07 0.09 0.22 0.10 0.06 0.81 0.79 0.48 0.74 0.82 0.71 0.74 0.75 0.75 0.72
0.3 0.07 0.08 0.13 0.08 0.06 0.80 0.80 0.63 0.79 0.82 0.71 0.71 0.72 0.72 0.71
0.4 0.07 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.06 0.80 0.81 0.73 0.79 0.82 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.71
0.5 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.80 0.81 0.78 0.80 0.82 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.71

(ii)

0.1 0.05 0.05 0.40 0.06 0.04 0.84 0.85 0.26 0.82 0.84 0.62 0.67 0.72 0.67 0.61
0.2 0.05 0.04 0.17 0.05 0.04 0.84 0.84 0.46 0.83 0.84 0.62 0.63 0.65 0.63 0.60
0.3 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.05 0.04 0.84 0.84 0.65 0.83 0.84 0.61 0.62 0.62 0.61 0.60
0.4 0.05 0.04 0.07 0.05 0.04 0.84 0.85 0.75 0.83 0.84 0.61 0.62 0.61 0.61 0.60
0.5 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.84 0.84 0.80 0.83 0.84 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.60

(iii)

0.1 0.03 0.03 0.34 0.03 0.03 0.84 0.86 0.18 0.87 0.85 0.52 0.54 0.63 0.54 0.52
0.2 0.03 0.03 0.13 0.03 0.03 0.84 0.85 0.44 0.86 0.85 0.52 0.53 0.56 0.53 0.52
0.3 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.84 0.85 0.68 0.86 0.85 0.52 0.53 0.54 0.53 0.52
0.4 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.84 0.85 0.79 0.86 0.85 0.52 0.53 0.53 0.52 0.52
0.5 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.84 0.85 0.83 0.86 0.85 0.52 0.53 0.53 0.52 0.52

(iv)

0.1 0.02 0.02 0.29 0.02 0.02 0.86 0.88 0.12 0.86 0.86 0.45 0.45 0.53 0.45 0.45
0.2 0.02 0.02 0.09 0.02 0.02 0.86 0.88 0.41 0.86 0.86 0.45 0.45 0.47 0.45 0.45
0.3 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.86 0.88 0.69 0.86 0.86 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45
0.4 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.86 0.88 0.82 0.86 0.86 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45
0.5 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.86 0.88 0.85 0.86 0.86 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45

Note: βT,t = µT,t + T−1/2 ∑t
i=1

vi, where µT,t = 0 for t ≤ 0.5T and µT,t = 2/Tα for t > 0.5T , and vi ∼ i.i.d. N(0, 1). βT,t

with t = τT is estimated using bandwidth h = T−0.5. The sample size is T = 100 for case (i), T = 200 for case (ii) T = 400
for case (iii), and T = 800 for case (iv).
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(a) Plot of the time-varying alpha
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(b) Plot of the time-varying beta

Figure 1: Estimates from the kernel (h = T−1/2) and Bayesian methods

: Kernel, : Bayesian (v1 = 1), : Bayesian (v1 = 2), : Bayesian (v1 = 4)
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(a) Plot of the time-varying alpha
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(b) Plot of the time-varying beta

Figure 2: Estimates and 95% confidence band from the kernel-based method (h = T−1/2) for
V-G

(Horizontal lines in (a) and (b) indicate the value zero.)
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(b) Plot of the time-varying beta

Figure 3: Estimates and 95% confidence band obtained from the conventional bandwidth
(h = T−1/5) for V-G
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Appendix to “Estimating Time-Varying Parameters of Various

Smoothness in Linear Models via Kernel Regression” by M.Nishi

Appendix A: Proofs of the Main Results

Lemma A.1. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, for each t = ⌊Tr⌋, r ∈ (0, 1), we have

||
T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xix
′
i(βT,i − βT,t)|| =

{

Op(Th
1+α) if βT,t satisfies Definition 1(a)

Op(T
1−αh) if βT,t satisfies Definition 1(b)

.

Proof. First, we have

||
T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xix
′
i(βT,i − βT,t)|| = ||

t+⌊Th⌋
∑

i=t−⌊Th⌋

K
(t− i

Th

)

xix
′
i(βT,i − βT,t)||

≤ max
t−⌊Th⌋≤i≤t+⌊Th⌋

||βT,i − βT,t||

×
t+⌊Th⌋
∑

i=t−⌊Th⌋

K
(t− i

Th

)

||xix′i||, (A.1)

because the support of K is [−1, 1] under Assumption 2. Note that

t+⌊Th⌋
∑

i=t−⌊Th⌋

K
(t− i

Th

)

||xix′i|| = Op(Th), (A.2)

because

E

[ t+⌊Th⌋
∑

i=t−⌊Th⌋

K
(t− i

Th

)

||xix′i||
]

≤ max
i

E
[

||xix′i||
]

t+⌊Th⌋
∑

i=t−⌊Th⌋

K
(t− i

Th

)

≤ sup
t

E[||xt||2]× Th× 1

Th

⌊Th⌋
∑

i=−⌊Th⌋

K
( i

Th

)

= O(1) × Th

⌊Th⌋
∑

i=−⌊Th⌋

∫ i/Th

(i−1)/Th
K
( i

Th

)

dr

= O(1) × Th

⌊Th⌋
∑

i=−⌊Th⌋

∫ i/Th

(i−1)/Th

{

K
( i

Th

)

−K(r) +K(r)

}

dr

= O(1) × Th

(

∫ ⌊Th⌋/Th

−⌊Th⌋/Th
K(r)dr +O(1/Th)

)

= O(Th),
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because suptE[||xt||2] < ∞ under Assumption 1, K is Lipschitz continuous and
∫ 1
−1K(x)dx =

1 under Assumption 2. We also have

max
t−⌊Th⌋≤i≤t+⌊Th⌋

||βT,i − βT,t|| =
{

Op(h
α) if βT,t satisfies Definition 1(a)

Op(T
−α) if βT,t satisfies Definition 1(b)

. (A.3)

Substituting (A.2) and (A.3) into (A.1), we deduce

||
T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xix
′
i(βT,i − βT,t)|| =

{

Op(Th
1+α) if βT,t satisfies Definition 1(a)

Op(T
1−αh) if βT,t satisfies Definition 1(b)

.

Lemma A.2. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, for each t = ⌊Tr⌋, r ∈ (0, 1), we have

1√
Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xiεi
d→ N(0,Σ(r)).

Proof. To prove this result, we use the Cramer-Wold device. Define z∗T,i := λ′K((t −
i)/Th)xiεi, where λ 6= 0 is any p× 1 vector, σ2

T := Var
(
∑T

i=1 z
∗
T,i

)

, and zT,i := z∗T,i/σT . Note

that σ2
T /Th → λ′Σ(r)λ by Assumption 1(c). Moreover, define positive constant array {cT,i}

as

cT,i =







max
{
√

Var(z∗T,i), 1
}

/σT for i ∈ [t− ⌊Th⌋, t + ⌊Th⌋]
1/
√
T otherwise

.

To show Lemma A.2, we rely on Theorem 2 of de Jong (1997), which requires that the

following conditions hold for {zT,i, cT,i}:

(i) zT,i has mean zero, and Var(
∑T

i=1 zT,i) = 1.

(ii) zT,i/cT,i is Lr-bounded for some r > 2 uniformly in i and T .

(iii) zT,i is L2-NED of size −1/2 on an α-mixing array of size −r/(r − 2), with respect to

some constants dT,i. Moreover, dT,i/cT,i is bounded uniformly in i and T .

(iv) Let bT be a positive non-decreasing integer-valued sequence such that bT ≤ T , bT → ∞,

and bT /T → 0 as T → ∞. Also let rT := ⌊T/bT ⌋. DefineMT,j := max(j−1)bT+1≤i≤jbT cT,i, j =

1, . . . , rT , and MT,rT+1 := maxrT bT+1≤i≤T cT,i. Then, we have max1≤j≤rT+1 MT,j =

o(b
−1/2
T ) and

∑rT
j=1M

2
T,j = O(b−1

T ).
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Conditions (i)-(iv) imply that
∑T

i=1 zt,i
d→ N(0, 1). We show that the above four conditions

hold.

(i) This condition trivially follows from Assumption 1(b) and the definition of zT,i.

(ii) Noting that z∗T,i = 0 for i < t− ⌊Th⌋ and i > t+ ⌊Th⌋, we have

zT,i/cT,i =







z∗T,i/max
{
√

Var(z∗T,i), 1
}

for i ∈ [t− ⌊Th⌋, t + ⌊Th⌋]
0 otherwise

. (A.4)

Because (x′i, εi) is uniformly L2r-bounded for r > 2 by Assumption 1(a), z∗T,i is Lr-bounded

uniformly in i and T since kernel K(·) is bounded. This implies that zT,i/cT,i is also Lr-

bounded uniformly in i and T in view of (A.4).

(iii) Note that (x′i, εi) is L2r-bounded and L2-NED of size −(r−1)/(r−2) on an α-mixing

sequence of size −r/(r − 2). Thus, following the argument of Example 17.17 of Davidson

(1994), we can show that zT,i is L2-NED of size −1/2 on the same α-mixing sequence, with

respect to positive constant array dT,i satisfying

sup
t−⌊Th⌋≤i≤t+⌊Th⌋

dT,i ≤
C

σT
= O

(

1√
Th

)

,

for some positive constant C < ∞ independent of T , and dT,i = 0 for i /∈ [t−⌊Th⌋, t+ ⌊Th⌋].
This follows from the fact that z∗T,i is L2-NED of size −1/2 with respect to positive constant

array d∗T,i satisfying supT,i d
∗
T,i < ∞ due to supt dt < ∞ by Assumption 1(a), σ2

T = O(Th),

and K((t − i)/Th) = 0 for i < t − ⌊Th⌋ and i > t + ⌊Th⌋. This implies that dT,i/cT,i is

bounded uniformly in i and T .

(iv) Let bT =
√
Th. Then, by the definition of cT,i and the fact that σT = O(

√
Th) and

Var(z∗T,i) < ∞ uniformly in i and T by Assumption 1(a), we get

max
1≤j≤rT+1

MT,j = O((Th)−1/2) = o(b
−1/2
T ).

Furthermore, letting j1 := ⌊(t− ⌊Th⌋)/bT ⌋ and j2 := ⌊(t+ ⌊Th⌋)/bT ⌋, we obtain

rT
∑

j=1

M2
T,j =

j1
∑

j=1

M2
T,j +

j2
∑

j=j1+1

M2
T,j +

rT
∑

j=j2+1

M2
T,j

=
j1
T

+O

(

j2 − j1
Th

)

+
rT − j2

T
= O(b−1

T ).
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Now that conditions (i)-(iv) are shown to hold, we obtain

T
∑

i=1

zT,i = λ′
T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xiεi/σT
d→ N(0, 1).

Moreover, we have

1

Th
σ2
T =

1

Th
λ′Var

(

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xiεi

)

λ → λ′Σ(r)λ,

by Assumption 1(c). This implies that

λ′ 1√
Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xiεi
d→ N(0, λ′Σ(r)λ).

By the Cramer-Wold device, we deduce

1√
Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xiεi
d→ N(0,Σ(r)).

Proof of Theorem 1. Since

β̂t =

(

1

Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xix
′
i

)−1
1

Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xix
′
iβT,i

+

(

1

Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xix
′
i

)−1
1

Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xiεi,

we have

√
Th(β̂t − βT,t −RT,t) =

(

1

Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xix
′
i

)−1
1√
Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xiεi,

where RT,t :=
(

1
Th

∑T
i=1K

(

t−i
Th

)

xix
′
i

)−1
1
Th

∑T
i=1 K

(

t−i
Th

)

xix
′
i(βT,i − βT,t). It follows from

Assumption 1(c) and Lemma A.2 that

(

1

Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xix
′
i

)−1
1√
Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xiεi
d→ Ω(r)−1 ×N(0,Σ(r))

= N(0,Ω(r)−1Σ(r)Ω(r)−1).
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The bias term, RT,t, satisfies

RT,t =

{

Op(h
α) if βT,t satisfies Definition 1(a)

Op(T
−α) if βT,t satisfies Definition 1(b)

,

by Assumption 1(c) and Lemma A.1.

Set h = cT γ for some c > 0 and γ ∈ (−1, 0). Because
√
ThRT,t = Op(T

1/2+γ(1/2+α))

for the type-a TVP(α) case and
√
ThRT,t = Op(T

1/2−α+γ/2) for the type-b TVP(α) case,√
ThRT,t = op(1) if

γ ∈
{

(−1,− 1
2α+1 ) if βT,t satisfies Definition 1(a)

(−1, 2α − 1) ∩ (−1, 0) if βT,t satisfies Definition 1(b)
,

under which choice we obtain

√
cT 1+γ(β̂t − βT,t) =

(

1

Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xix
′
i

)−1
1√
Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xiεi + op(1)

d→ N(0,Ω(r)−1Σ(r)Ω(r)−1).

Proof of Corollary 1. We show that Assumption 1(c) holds with Ω(r) = Ω and Σ(r) = Σ

under Assumptions 1(a)-(b) and 2 and covariance-stationarity.

First, decompose (1/Th)
∑T

i=1K((t− i)/Th)xix
′
i as

1

Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xix
′
i =

1

Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

E[x1x
′
1] +

1

Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

(

xix
′
i − E[x1x

′
1]
)

=: AT,1 +AT,2.

We show AT,1
p→ E[x1x

′
1] and AT,2 = op(1). For AT,1, we have

AT,1 = E[x1x
′
1]

1

Th

⌊Th⌋
∑

i=−⌊Th⌋

K
( i

Th

)

= E[x1x
′
1]

∫ ⌊Th⌋/Th

−⌊Th⌋/Th
K(r)dr +O(1/Th)

→ E[x1x
′
1]

∫ 1

−1
K(r)dr = E[x1x

′
1],
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by Assumption 2. To show AT,2 = op(1), note that {K((t − i)/Th)(xix
′
i − E[x1x

′
1])}i is a

Lr-bounded (r > 2), mean-zero L2-NED triangular array by Assumption 1(b) and covariance-

stationarity of xi, and thus is a uniformly integrable L2-mixingale (see Andrews, 1988). This

result allows us to apply the law of large numbers (see Andrews (1988), p.464) and obtain

AT,2 =
1

Th

⌊Th⌋
∑

i=0

K
( i

Th

)

(

xt−ix
′
t−i − E[x1x

′
1]
)

+
1

Th

⌊Th⌋
∑

i=1

K
(−i

Th

)

(

xt+ix
′
t+i − E[x1x

′
1]
)

p→ 0,

which, together with AT,1
p→ Ω, shows that (1/Th)

∑T
i=1 K((t− i)/Th)xix

′
i

p→ Ω. Similarly,

noting that xtεt is serially uncorrelated under Assumption 1, we have

Var

(

1√
Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)

xiεi

)

=
1

Th

T
∑

i=1

K
(t− i

Th

)2
E[ε21x1x

′
1]

→
∫ 1

−1
K(x)2dxE[ε21x1x

′
1],

since xtεt is covariance-stationary.

Appendix B: MSE-Minimizing Bandwidth in the Case of Rescaled Random

Walk Coefficients

In this appendix, we show that the bandwidth that minimizes the MSE of the kernel-based

estimator is proportional to T−1/2. In what follows, we will assume that Th is an integer for

simplicity.

B.1 A simple case

To gain some insight, we begin with the following local-level model:

yt = βT,t + εt, (B.1)

where βT,t = T−1/2
∑t

i=1 ui.

Assumption B.1. (εt, ut) is an i.i.d. sequence with mean zero and variance Σ = diag(σ2
ε , σ

2
u).

Moreover, εt and ut are independent.
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We estimate βT,t using β̂t with K(·) being the uniform kernel, that is, β̂t = (2Th +

1)−1
∑t+Th

i=t−Th yi. Let MSE(h) := E[(β̂t − βT,t)
2] denote the MSE of β̂t as a function of

bandwidth parameter h.

From model (B.1), β̂t − βT,t admits the following decomposition:

β̂t − βT,t =
1

2Th+ 1

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

(βT,i − βT,t) +
1

2Th+ 1

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

εi

= − 1

2Th+ 1

t−1
∑

i=t−Th

( 1√
T

t
∑

k=i+1

uk

)

+
1

2Th+ 1

t+Th
∑

i=t+1

( 1√
T

i
∑

k=t+1

uk

)

+
1

2Th+ 1

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

εi.

Given that (εt, ut) and (εs, us) (t 6= s) are independent, and also εt and ut are independent,

we have

MSE(h) =
( 1

2Th+ 1

)2
{

E
[

(

t−1
∑

i=t−Th

1√
T

t
∑

k=i+1

uk
)2
]

+ E
[

(

t+Th
∑

i=t+1

1√
T

i
∑

k=t+1

uk
)2
]

+ (2Th+ 1)σ2
ε

}

=
( 1

2Th+ 1

)2
{

1

T
E
[

(

Th
∑

i=1

(Th− i+ 1)ut−i+1

)2
]

+
1

T
E
[

(

Th
∑

i=1

(Th− i+ 1)ut+i

)2
]

}

+
σ2
ε

2Th+ 1

=
2σ2

u

(2Th+ 1)2T

Th(Th+ 1)(2Th + 1)

6
+

σ2
ε

2Th+ 1

=
σ2
uh(1 + o(1))

6(1 + o(1))
+

σ2
ε

2Th(1 + o(1))
.

Ignoring the 1 + o(1) terms, the MSE of β̂t is asymptotically

MSE(h) =
σ2
u

6
h+

σ2
ε

2T
h−1. (B.2)

Letting hmin denote the minimizer of (B.2), it can be easily shown that

hmin =

(

3σ2
ε

σ2
u

)1/2

T−1/2.

Therefore, the MSE-minimizing bandwidth is proportional to T−1/2.
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B.2 A general case

The argument above can be extended to the multiple regression. Suppose we are interested

in the following model:

yt = x′tβT,t + εt, (B.3)

where βT,t = T−1/2
∑t

i=1 ui is a p-dimensional rescaled random walk driven by ut = (ut,1, . . . , ut,p)
′.

For model (B.3), we impose the following assumption.

Assumption B.2. (a) {xt}t is a p-dimensional stationary sequence with E[x1x
′
1] > 0.

(b) {(εt, u′t)}t is a (p+ 1)-dimensional i.i.d. sequence that is independent of {xt}t and has

mean zero and variance Σ with

Σ =

(

σ2
ε 0′

0 σ2
uIp

)

.

Moreover, εt, ut,1, . . . , ut,p are mutually independent.

(c) There exist nonrandom matrices Ω > 0, Λ, Λ̄, and Ξ such that ΛΛ̄ + Λ̄Λ − 2Ξ > 0,

(2Th)−1
∑t+Th

i=t−Th xix
′
i
L1→ Ω, (Th)−1

∑t−1
i=t−Th xix

′
i
L1→ Λ, (Th)−1

∑Th
i=1

(

i
Th

)

xt−ix
′
t−i

L1→

Λ̄, and (Th)−1
∑t−1

i=t−Th xix
′
i(Th)

−1
∑i

j=t−Th
i−j
Th xjx

′
j
L1→ Ξ as T → ∞.

Assumptions B.2(a)-(b) extend Assumption B.1 to the case of the multiple regression.

Assumption B.2(c) will hold if xtx
′
t − E[xtx

′
t] satisfies the condition of the L1 law of large

numbers of Andrews (1988). In particular, if xt = 1 for all t, then we have Ω = 1, Λ = 1,

Λ̄ = 1/2, and Ξ = 1/6, and all the convergence results hold deterministically. The L1

convergence assumed in (c) facilitates the derivation of the asymptotic expression of the

MSE of β̂t.

The estimator of βT,t is β̂t = (
∑t+Th

i=t−Th xix
′
i)
−1
∑t+Th

i=t−Th xiyi, and the associated MSE is

MSE(h) = E[||β̂t − βT,t||2].

Proposition B.1. Consider model (B.3). Under Assumption B.2, we have

MSE(h) =
σ2
uh

4
tr[Ω−1(ΛΛ̄ + Λ̄Λ− 2Ξ)Ω−1](1 + o(1))

+
σ2
ε

2Th
tr[Ω−1](1 + o(1)).
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Checking the first and second order conditions, one can easily verify that the MSE-

minimizing h is proportional to T−1/2.

Proof. Note that

β̂t − βT,t =
(

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i

)−1
{

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i(βT,i − βT,t) +

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

xiεi

}

.

The conditional MSE given XT := {xt}Tt=1 is

E[||β̂t − βT,t||2|XT ]

= E[tr[(β̂t − βT,t)(β̂t − βT,t)
′]|XT ]

= tr

[

(

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i

)−1
E

[

{

−
t−1
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i

1√
T

t
∑

k=i+1

uk +

t+Th
∑

i=t+1

xix
′
i

1√
T

i
∑

k=t+1

uk +

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

xiεi

}

×
{

−
t−1
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i

1√
T

t
∑

k=i+1

uk +
t+Th
∑

i=t+1

xix
′
i

1√
T

i
∑

k=t+1

uk +
t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

xiεi

}′
|XT

]

×
(

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i

)−1
]

= tr

[

(

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i

)−1
E

[

1

T

(

t−1
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i

t
∑

k=i+1

uk

)(

t−1
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i

t
∑

k=i+1

uk

)′

+
1

T

(

t+th
∑

i=t+1

xix
′
i

i
∑

k=t+1

uk

)(

t+th
∑

i=t+1

xix
′
i

i
∑

k=t+1

uk

)′

+
(

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

xiεi

)(

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

xiεi

)′
|XT

]

(

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i

)−1
]

, (B.4)

where the last equality follows from Assumption B.2(b).
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Consider each of the three terms in the conditional expectation in (B.4).

E

[

1

T

(

t−1
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i

t
∑

k=i+1

uk

)(

t−1
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i

t
∑

k=i+1

uk

)′
|XT

]

=
1

T

t−1
∑

i=t−Th

t−1
∑

j=t−Th

xix
′
iE

[ t
∑

k=i+1

uk

t
∑

l=j+1

u′l

]

xjx
′
j

=
1

T

t−1
∑

i=t−Th

i
∑

j=t−Th

xix
′
i

t
∑

k=i+1

E[uku
′
k]xjx

′
j +

1

T

t−1
∑

i=t−Th

t−1
∑

j=i+1

xix
′
i

t
∑

k=j+1

E[uku
′
k]xjx

′
j

=
σ2
u

T

t−1
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i

( i
∑

j=t−Th

(t− j + j − i)xjx
′
j +

t−1
∑

j=i+1

(t− j)xjx
′
j

)

=
σ2
u

T

( t−1
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i

t−1
∑

j=t−Th

(t− j)xjx
′
j −

t−1
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i

i
∑

j=t−Th

(i− j)xjx
′
j

)

, (B.5)

where we used the independence between {ut} and {xt}, the serial independence of {ut}, and
E[utu

′
t] = σ2

uIp. Similarly, the second term becomes

E

[

1

T

(

t+Th
∑

i=t+1

xix
′
i

i
∑

k=t+1

uk

)(

t+Th
∑

i=t+1

xix
′
i

i
∑

k=t+1

uk

)′
|XT

]

=
1

T

t+Th
∑

i=t+1

t+Th
∑

j=t+1

xix
′
iE

[ i
∑

k=t+1

uk

j
∑

l=t+1

u′l

]

xjx
′
j

=
1

T

t+Th
∑

i=t+1

(

xix
′
i

i
∑

j=t+1

j
∑

k=t+1

E[uku
′
k]xjx

′
j + xix

′
i

t+Th
∑

j=i+1

i
∑

k=t+1

E[uku
′
k]xjx

′
j

)

=
σ2
u

T

t+Th
∑

i=t+1

xix
′
i

( i
∑

j=t+1

(j − i+ i− t)xjx
′
j +

t+Th
∑

j=i+1

(i− t)xjx
′
j

)

=
σ2
u

T

( t+Th
∑

i=t+1

(i− t)xix
′
i

t+Th
∑

j=t+1

xjx
′
j −

t+Th
∑

i=t+1

xix
′
i

i
∑

j=t+1

(i− j)xjx
′
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)

. (B.6)

The last term in the conditional expectation in (B.4) is

E

[

(

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

xiεi

)(

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

xiεi

)′
|XT

]

=

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

t+Th
∑

j=t−Th

xix
′
jE[εiεj ]

= σ2
ε

t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i. (B.7)
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Substituting (B.5), (B.6), and (B.7) into (B.4) yields

E[||β̂t − βT,t||2|XT ]

= tr

[( t+Th
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i

)−1{σ2
u

T

( t−1
∑

i=t−Th

xix
′
i

t−1
∑

j=t−Th

(t− j)xjx
′
j −
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∑
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xix
′
i

i
∑
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(i− j)xjx
′
j

+

t+Th
∑
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(i− t)xix
′
i

t+Th
∑
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xjx
′
j −

t+Th
∑
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xix
′
i

i
∑
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(i− j)xjx
′
j

)

+ σ2
ε

t+Th
∑
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xix
′
i

}( t+Th
∑
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xix
′
i

)−1]

= tr
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1

Th
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∑
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′
i
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(

1
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1
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Th
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1
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xix
′
i

}(

1

Th

t+Th
∑
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xix
′
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)−1]

=
σ2
uh

4
tr
[

Ω−1
(

ΛΛ̄ + Λ̄Λ− 2Ξ
)

Ω−1
]

(1 + o(1)) +
σ2
ε

2Th
tr
[

Ω−1
]

(1 + o(1))

in the sense of L1 convergence. Note that we used the stationarity of xt to derive the final

expression. Therefore, the MSE of β̂t satisfies

MSE(h) = E[E[||β̂t − βT,t||2|XT ]]

=
σ2
uh

4
tr
[

Ω−1
(

ΛΛ̄ + Λ̄Λ− 2Ξ
)

Ω−1
]

(1 + o(1)) +
σ2
ε

2Th
tr
[

Ω−1
]

(1 + o(1)),

where we interchanged the order of expectation and L1 limit operator.

Appendix C: Performance of Structural Break Tests

In this appendix, we investigate the behavior of conventional structural break tests. Our

focus is on whether the tests for structural breaks can discover latent breaks correctly even

in the presence of another source of instability such as smooth functions and the random

walk. We verify this via (limited) Monte Carlo experiments. The data is generated as

yt = βT,txt + εt, t = 1, . . . , T , where εt ∼ i.i.d. N(0, 1), and xt = 0.5xt−1 + εx,t with

εx,t ∼ i.i.d. N(0, 1). βT,t is defined as a smooth function or rescaled random walk with two

abrupt breaks. Specifically, we let βT,t = µT,t+hT,t, where µT,t =
∑3

i=1 T
−αµi1{⌊τi−1T ⌋+1 ≤
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t ≤ ⌊τiT ⌋} with τ0 = 0, τ1 = 0.3, τ2 = 0.7, and τ3 = 1. hT,t is specified as either a

deterministic smooth function f(t/T ) or rescaled random walk gT,t. The function f is equal

to f(u) = 2u+ exp(−16(u− 0.5)2) or f(u) = {sin(πu) + cos(2πu) + sin(3πu) + cos(4πu)}/4.
gT,t is generated as gT,t = T−1/2

∑t
i=1 vi, where vi ∼ i.i.d. N(0, 1) or vi ∼ i.i.d. log normal

with parameters µ = 0 and σ = 1.

When hT,t = f(t/T ), βT,t evolves smoothly and deterministically over time but experi-

ences two abrupt breaks at the 30% and 70% points of the sample period. The magnitude of

the breaks is determined by µi and α. We let µ1 = 0, µ2 = 4, µ3 = −2, and α ∈ {0.1, 0.2}.
When hT,t = gT,t, βT,t follows a rescaled random walk with two discontinuous jumps.

To identify abrupt breaks, we use the comprehensive estimation procedure developed by

Nguyen, Perron and Yamamoto (2023). In this procedure, the number of breaks and break

dates are estimated by the sequential method (SEQ) proposed by Bai and Perron (1998),

the BIC suggested by Yao (1988), the modified SIC (LWZ) of Liu, Wu and Zidek (1997) or

the modified BIC (KT) of Kurozumi and Tuvaandorj (2011) (see Nguyen et al. (2023) for

the detailed description of the procedure and the associated R package). We investigate the

performance of these four methods through 2000 replications with the sample size being (i)

T = 100, (ii) T = 200, (iii) T = 400 and (iv) T = 800.

We calculate the frequency of particular numbers of breaks (up to 5) being selected and

the estimated break date fraction (T̂B/T ) being in the 1/25-neighborhood of the true one.15

Let us start with the case of hT,t = f(t/T ) with f(u) = 2u+ exp(−16(u − 0.5)2) (Table

C.1). When α = 0.1 and T = 100 (case (i)), the SEQ method estimates no break with a

probability of 13%, while it overestimates the number of breaks in about 25% of the 2000

replications. The estimate of the break date fraction falls in the 1/25-neighborhood of the

true brake date fraction with a probability of 80%-85%. As T gets larger, the frequency of

underestimating the number of breaks decreases, and the true break points are detected more

frequently, but the number of breaks gets more likely to be overestimated. In particular, the

estimated number of breaks is more than two in more than 90% of the 2000 replications when

T = 800. The same tendency to overestimate the number of breaks is shared by the BIC and

KT methods, although they can identify the true break points with a high probability even

when T = 100. This implies that BIC and KT often detect spurious breaks in addition to the

true ones. LWZ is the most successful in this case, identifying the true breaks in almost all

15We check the behavior of the estimate for the break date fraction, TB/T , rather than break date TB itself.
This is because TB/T can be consistently estimated but TB cannot; see Casini and Perron (2018).
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replications for T ≥ 200 without detecting an additional spurious break. However, LWZ is

more likely to overestimate the number of breaks as T gets larger, as the other methods are.

When α = 0.2, the tendency to overestimate the number of breaks is greater for all the four

tests than in the case with α = 0.1, and the probability of the true breaks being identified

decreases. The LWZ method still performs well, estimating the number of breaks to be two

with a probability of not less than 94%.

Next, we consider the case of hT,t = f(t/T ) with f(u) = {sin(πu)+cos(2πu)+sin(3πu)+

cos(4πu)}/4 (Table C.2). When α = 0.1, the behaviors of the four methods are similar to

those in the case of f(u) = 2u + exp(−16(u − 0.5)2) with α = 0.1, but the SEQ procedure

estimates the number of breaks to be not less than two in almost all replications and detects

the true breaks with a high probability even when T = 100. In this case, the LWZ procedure

is the most successful one, identifying the true breaks without detecting a spurious in all

replications for T = 400, 800. When α = 0.2, there are several differences. First, LWZ is

much more likely to underestimate the number of breaks than the other tests. For example,

it estimates the number of breaks to be less than two with probabilities of 38% and 26%

for T = 100 and T = 200, respectively. The probability of the underestimation is still

nonnegligible even when T = 400, 800, under which sample size the other tests estimate the

number of breaks to be not less than two in almost all replications. This causes the true

breaks (in particular, the first one) to be overlooked by LWZ. For the other tests (SEQ, BIC,

KT), the tendency to overestimate the number of breaks gets stronger as T increases. These

tests are the most successful procedures in terms of identifying the true breaks.

We turn to the case with hT,t = gT,t = T−1/2
∑t

i=1 vi where vi ∼ i.i.d. N(0, 1) (Table C.3).

When α = 0.1, the behaviors of the four procedures are similar to those in the preceding

cases: SEQ, BIC and KT not only identify true breaks but also detect spurious ones, with

this tendency being greater for larger T , and LWZ identifies true breaks without detecting

spurious one with a large probability. However, the probability of overestimating the number

of breaks is nonnegligible for LWZ, and this probability gets larger as T increases. When

α = 0.2, SEQ and LWZ are more likely to underestimate the number of breaks than the other

two methods. In particular, LWZ underestimates the number of breaks with a nonnegligible

probability even when T = 800 and thus is more likely to overlook the latent breaks than the

other tests. SEQ, BIC and KT can identify latent breaks with a high probability but tend

to detect spurious breaks. This tendency is stronger for larger T , as in the preceding cases.

The results for the case with vi ∼ i.i.d. log normal are similar, so the same comment applies.
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Table C.1: Results of structural break tests for hT,t = f(t/T ) with f(u) = 2u+exp(−16(u−
0.5)2)

# of estimated breaks Frequency of T̂B/T ∈
0 1 2 3 4 5 [0.3 ± 1/25] [0.7 ± 1/25]

α = 0.1

(i)

SEQ 0.126 0 0.613 0.239 0.022 0 0.831 0.868
BIC 0 0 0.870 0.126 0.005 0 0.966 0.995
LWZ 0 0 0.996 0.004 0 0 0.979 0.995
KT 0 0 0.802 0.184 0.015 0 0.964 0.994

(ii)

SEQ 0.004 0 0.618 0.351 0.027 0 0.977 0.996
BIC 0 0 0.789 0.198 0.013 0 0.996 0.999
LWZ 0 0 0.995 0.006 0 0 0.998 0.999
KT 0 0 0.756 0.225 0.020 0 0.996 0.999

(iii)

SEQ 0 0 0.358 0.554 0.089 0 0.994 1
BIC 0 0 0.518 0.411 0.072 0 1 1
LWZ 0 0 0.995 0.006 0 0 1 1
KT 0 0 0.515 0.430 0.056 0 1 1

(iv)

SEQ 0 0 0.069 0.620 0.311 0.001 0.999 1
BIC 0 0 0.105 0.453 0.443 0 1 1
LWZ 0 0 0.966 0.034 0 0 1 1
KT 0 0 0.127 0.502 0.371 0 1 1

α = 0.2

(i)

SEQ 0.044 0 0.657 0.280 0.020 0 0.841 0.935
BIC 0 0 0.847 0.149 0.005 0 0.883 0.981
LWZ 0 0 0.993 0.007 0 0 0.920 0.981
KT 0 0 0.775 0.211 0.015 0 0.876 0.980

(ii)

SEQ 0 0 0.588 0.392 0.021 0.001 0.923 0.995
BIC 0 0 0.750 0.241 0.010 0 0.938 0.995
LWZ 0 0 0.992 0.008 0 0 0.983 0.995
KT 0 0 0.722 0.264 0.015 0 0.936 0.995

(iii)

SEQ 0 0 0.343 0.590 0.068 0 0.968 1
BIC 0 0 0.463 0.481 0.056 0 0.949 1
LWZ 0 0 0.987 0.014 0 0 0.996 1
KT 0 0 0.473 0.481 0.047 0 0.950 1

(iv)

SEQ 0 0 0.067 0.682 0.251 0 0.992 1
BIC 0 0 0.091 0.556 0.354 0 0.980 1
LWZ 0 0 0.938 0.063 0 0 0.992 1
KT 0 0 0.119 0.583 0.298 0 0.977 1

Note: βT,t = µT,t+f(t/T ), where µT,t =
∑

3

i=1
µiT

−α1{⌊τi−1T ⌋+1 ≤ t ≤ ⌊τiT ⌋} and f(u) = 2u+exp(−16(u−0.5)2).
The number of replications is 2000. The sample size is T = 100 for case (i), T = 200 for case (ii) T = 400 for case
(iii), and T = 800 for case (iv).
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Table C.2: Results of structural break tests for hT,t = f(t/T ) with f(u) = {sin(πu) +
cos(2πu) + sin(3πu) + cos(4πu)}/4

# of estimated breaks Frequency of T̂B/T ∈
0 1 2 3 4 5 [0.3 ± 1/25] [0.7± 1/25]

α = 0.1

(i)

SEQ 0.001 0 0.829 0.162 0.009 0 0.962 0.995
BIC 0 0 0.972 0.028 0.001 0 0.962 0.995
LWZ 0 0.002 0.999 0 0 0 0.961 0.995
KT 0 0 0.924 0.073 0.004 0 0.962 0.995

(ii)

SEQ 0 0 0.845 0.151 0.005 0 0.997 0.999
BIC 0 0 0.967 0.033 0 0 0.997 1
LWZ 0 0 1 0 0 0 0.997 1
KT 0 0 0.947 0.054 0 0 0.997 1

(iii)

SEQ 0 0 0.773 0.219 0.009 0 1 1
BIC 0 0 0.929 0.070 0.001 0 1 1
LWZ 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1
KT 0 0 0.921 0.077 0.003 0 1 1

(iv)

SEQ 0 0 0.522 0.425 0.053 0.001 1 1
BIC 0 0 0.789 0.201 0.011 0 1 1
LWZ 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1
KT 0 0 0.800 0.190 0.011 0 1 1

α = 0.2

(i)

SEQ 0.025 0.047 0.782 0.139 0.009 0 0.765 0.950
BIC 0 0.044 0.924 0.032 0.001 0 0.798 0.970
LWZ 0.078 0.303 0.620 0 0 0 0.529 0.898
KT 0.001 0.047 0.877 0.073 0.004 0 0.793 0.971

(ii)

SEQ 0 0.006 0.845 0.145 0.005 0 0.912 0.994
BIC 0 0.007 0.957 0.036 0 0 0.911 0.985
LWZ 0.009 0.248 0.744 0 0 0 0.694 0.980
KT 0 0.011 0.928 0.061 0.001 0 0.905 0.985

(iii)

SEQ 0 0.001 0.768 0.224 0.008 0 0.966 1
BIC 0 0.001 0.923 0.076 0.001 0 0.968 0.997
LWZ 0 0.134 0.866 0 0 0 0.842 0.997
KT 0 0.001 0.917 0.079 0.004 0 0.967 0.997

(iv)

SEQ 0 0 0.528 0.413 0.059 0.001 0.979 1
BIC 0 0 0.767 0.220 0.013 0 0.979 1
LWZ 0 0.074 0.926 0 0 0 0.907 1
KT 0 0.001 0.782 0.206 0.012 0 0.979 1

Note: βT,t = µT,t + f(t/T ), where µT,t =
∑

3

i=1
µiT

−α1{⌊τi−1T ⌋ + 1 ≤ t ≤ ⌊τiT ⌋} and f(u) = {sin(πu) + cos(2πu) +
sin(3πu) + cos(4πu)}/4. The number of replications is 2000. The sample size is T = 100 for case (i), T = 200 for case (ii)
T = 400 for case (iii), and T = 800 for case (iv).
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Table C.3: Results of structural break tests for hT,t = gT,t = T−1/2
∑t

i=1 vi with vi ∼
i.i.d. N(0, 1)

# of estimated breaks Frequency of T̂B/T ∈
0 1 2 3 4 5 [0.3 ± 1/25] [0.7± 1/25]

α = 0.1

(i)

SEQ 0.025 0.002 0.737 0.223 0.014 0 0.932 0.967
BIC 0 0.001 0.897 0.100 0.003 0 0.957 0.994
LWZ 0 0.007 0.984 0.010 0 0 0.953 0.994
KT 0 0.001 0.838 0.152 0.010 0 0.957 0.994

(ii)

SEQ 0.001 0.001 0.718 0.262 0.019 0.001 0.990 0.998
BIC 0 0 0.812 0.181 0.008 0 0.996 1
LWZ 0 0.003 0.979 0.019 0 0 0.991 1
KT 0 0 0.779 0.214 0.008 0 0.996 1

(iii)

SEQ 0 0 0.581 0.369 0.050 0.001 0.999 1
BIC 0 0 0.682 0.289 0.029 0.001 0.999 1
LWZ 0 0.001 0.959 0.040 0.001 0 0.998 1
KT 0 0 0.677 0.294 0.029 0.002 0.999 1

(iv)

SEQ 0 0.001 0.378 0.501 0.116 0.006 0.999 1
BIC 0 0 0.470 0.423 0.103 0.005 1 1
LWZ 0 0.001 0.881 0.116 0.003 0 0.999 1
KT 0 0 0.487 0.416 0.093 0.005 1 1

α = 0.2

(i)

SEQ 0.056 0.065 0.685 0.183 0.011 0 0.730 0.896
BIC 0.001 0.059 0.849 0.089 0.002 0 0.792 0.969
LWZ 0.025 0.187 0.784 0.004 0 0 0.680 0.938
KT 0.001 0.064 0.790 0.136 0.010 0 0.789 0.967

(ii)

SEQ 0.006 0.050 0.718 0.214 0.012 0.001 0.845 0.969
BIC 0 0.046 0.792 0.157 0.006 0 0.867 0.985
LWZ 0.010 0.170 0.812 0.009 0 0 0.762 0.968
KT 0 0.044 0.760 0.188 0.009 0 0.865 0.984

(iii)

SEQ 0 0.047 0.605 0.317 0.031 0 0.863 0.982
BIC 0 0.041 0.671 0.265 0.024 0.001 0.895 0.996
LWZ 0.003 0.169 0.804 0.025 0 0 0.777 0.982
KT 0 0.045 0.671 0.259 0.025 0.001 0.888 0.995

(iv)

SEQ 0.001 0.027 0.431 0.464 0.076 0.003 0.870 0.979
BIC 0 0.025 0.482 0.402 0.088 0.004 0.906 0.998
LWZ 0.005 0.163 0.761 0.069 0.003 0 0.775 0.980
KT 0 0.031 0.495 0.388 0.084 0.003 0.902 0.997

Note: βT,t = µT,t + gT,t, where µT,t =
∑

3

i=1
µiT

−α1{⌊τi−1T ⌋ + 1 ≤ t ≤ ⌊τiT ⌋} and gT,t = T−1/2 ∑t
i=1

vi with vi ∼
i.i.d. N(0, 1). The sample size is T = 100 for case (i), T = 200 for case (ii) T = 400 for case (iii), and T = 800 for case (iv).
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Table C.4: Results of structural break tests for hT,t = gT,t = T−1/2
∑t

i=1 vi with vi ∼
i.i.d. log normal

# of estimated breaks Frequency of T̂B/T ∈
0 1 2 3 4 5 [0.3 ± 1/25] [0.7± 1/25]

α = 0.1

(i)

SEQ 0.026 0.003 0.739 0.216 0.017 0.001 0.930 0.963
BIC 0 0.002 0.899 0.095 0.005 0 0.958 0.994
LWZ 0 0.008 0.986 0.007 0 0 0.954 0.995
KT 0 0.002 0.864 0.126 0.009 0 0.956 0.994

(ii)

SEQ 0 0.001 0.728 0.259 0.014 0 0.992 0.997
BIC 0 0 0.830 0.162 0.009 0 0.992 0.998
LWZ 0 0.004 0.978 0.019 0 0 0.991 0.998
KT 0 0 0.813 0.177 0.010 0 0.992 0.999

(iii)

SEQ 0 0 0.592 0.358 0.050 0.001 0.999 1
BIC 0 0 0.703 0.266 0.031 0.001 1 1
LWZ 0 0.002 0.954 0.044 0.001 0 0.998 1
KT 0 0 0.705 0.261 0.033 0.001 1 1

(iv)

SEQ 0 0 0.378 0.495 0.124 0.003 0.999 1
BIC 0 0 0.475 0.420 0.100 0.006 1 1
LWZ 0 0.001 0.878 0.118 0.004 0 0.999 1
KT 0 0 0.492 0.411 0.092 0.006 1 1

α = 0.2

(i)

SEQ 0.057 0.078 0.680 0.175 0.011 0 0.719 0.898
BIC 0 0.067 0.843 0.088 0.003 0 0.780 0.968
LWZ 0.026 0.198 0.772 0.004 0 0 0.665 0.935
KT 0 0.070 0.800 0.122 0.009 0 0.775 0.966

(ii)

SEQ 0.004 0.059 0.710 0.219 0.010 0 0.846 0.966
BIC 0 0.053 0.799 0.142 0.007 0 0.856 0.985
LWZ 0.006 0.189 0.795 0.011 0 0 0.742 0.970
KT 0 0.057 0.784 0.152 0.008 0 0.856 0.985

(iii)

SEQ 0.001 0.043 0.617 0.306 0.033 0.001 0.870 0.978
BIC 0 0.042 0.688 0.247 0.023 0.001 0.892 0.994
LWZ 0.004 0.170 0.803 0.023 0.001 0 0.776 0.978
KT 0 0.045 0.688 0.240 0.027 0.001 0.889 0.993

(iv)

SEQ 0 0.034 0.428 0.448 0.089 0.002 0.872 0.986
BIC 0 0.032 0.476 0.404 0.086 0.004 0.908 0.998
LWZ 0.003 0.144 0.763 0.090 0.002 0 0.791 0.981
KT 0 0.037 0.487 0.395 0.078 0.004 0.903 0.997

Note: βT,t = µT,t + gT,t, where µT,t =
∑

3

i=1
µiT

−α1{⌊τi−1T ⌋ + 1 ≤ t ≤ ⌊τiT ⌋} and gT,t = T−1/2
∑t

i=1
vi with vi ∼

i.i.d. log normal with parameters µ = 0 and σ = 1. The sample size is T = 100 for case (i), T = 200 for case (ii) T = 400
for case (iii), and T = 800 for case (iv).
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In general, the tests for structural breaks can identify latent breaks in the presence of

another source of parameter instability but tend to detect additional spurious breaks. This

tendency is stronger for larger T . Investigating the behavior of each test, LWZ identifies

latent breaks without estimating spurious breaks in some situations, but it underestimates

the number of breaks and overlooks latent breaks in other situations. SEQ is likely to both

underestimate and overestimate the number of breaks. BIC and KT can identify true breaks

irrespective of the DGP, but they tend to detect additional spurious breaks.

Appendix D: Additional Results for the Empirical Application

In this appendix, we discuss the estimation results for portfolios G and V (see Section 5

for details). Figures D.1 and D.2 show the estimates for G, and Figures D.3 and D.4 for V.

D.1 Estimates for G

First, we compare the estimates obtained from the kernel method (h = T−1/2) with those

obtained from the Bayesian method explained in Section 5.3.1. See Figure D.1. For the

time-varying alpha, the kernel estimates are more volatile than the Bayesian estimates, but

both estimates share the same frequency. For the time-varying beta, the estimates obtained

from the two procedures are similar, irrespective of the value of the hyperparameter used in

the Bayesian method.

In Figure D.2a, we plot the estimated time-varying alpha and its confidence band obtained

from the kernel method with h = T−1/2. The estimated alpha stays around zero as a whole,

but there are troughs around t = 400 and t = 550. Around these troughs, the confidence

band does not include the value zero. Figure D.2b shows the estimates for the time-varying

beta. It starts with the value of 0.8 and starts to increase soon later. From t = 100 till the

end of the sample, it stays between 1.2 and 1.5. The confidence band does not include the

value zero on the whole line.

D.2 Estimates for V

In Figure D.3, we compare the estimates obtained from the kernel (h = T−1/2) and

Bayesian approaches. For the time-varying alpha, the estimates are similar and share the

same frequency. In particular, the kernel and Bayesian (with v1 = 4) estimates have similar
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Figure D.1: Estimates from the kernel (h = T−1/2) and Bayesian (D ∼ Gamma(2, 10−4))
methods for G

: Kernel, : Bayesian (v1 = 1), : Bayesian (v1 = 2), : Bayesian (v1 = 4)
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Figure D.2: Estimates and 95% confidence band from the kernel-based method (h = T−1/2)
for G

(The horizontal line in (a) indicates the value zero.)
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peaks and troughs. For the time-varying beta, both estimates have a similar general pattern;

the estimates fluctuate between 0.75 and 1.5 up to t = 300, then drop to and fluctuate at

a lower level up to t = 600, and then go upward and stay at a higher level until the end

of the sample. The two estimates also share a similar frequency, but the Bayesian estimate

is more volatile (irrespective of the value of v1) and has more peaks and troughs than the

kernel-based estimate.

Figure D.4a shows the estimated time-varying alpha and its confidence band obtained

from the kernel method with h = T−1/2. Although the confidence band for the estimated

alpha includes zero as a whole, there are several periods when the value zero is excluded from

the band. The estimated alpha is significantly different from zero and positive during those

periods. Figure D.4b depicts the estimated time-varying beta. From t = 1 to t = 320, it

stays around 1.2 and then sharply drops to 0.8. From t = 370, it gently increases but sharply

drops from t = 510 to reach the lowest level of 0.6 at t = 580. Then, the time-varying beta

dramatically increases and re-enter the phase where it fluctuates around 1.2 from t = 620.

53



−1.5

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800

(a) Plot of the time-varying alpha

0.50

0.75

1.00

1.25

1.50

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800

(b) Plot of the time-varying beta

Figure D.3: Estimates from the kernel (h = T−1/2) and Bayesian (D ∼ Gamma(2, 10−4))
methods for V

: Kernel, : Bayesian (v1 = 1), : Bayesian (v1 = 2), : Bayesian (v1 = 4)
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Figure D.4: Estimates and 95% confidence band from the kernel-based method (h = T−1/2)
for V

(The horizontal line in (a) indicates the value zero.)
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