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Abstract
We propose sieve wild bootstrap analogues to the adaptive Lasso solution
path unit root tests of Arnold and Reinschlüssel (2024) to improve finite
sample properties and extend their applicability to a generalised framework,
allowing for non-stationary volatility. Numerical evidence shows the boot-
strap to improve the tests’ precision for error processes that promote spurious
rejections of the unit root null, depending on the detrending procedure. The
bootstrap mitigates finite-sample size distortions and restores asymptotically
valid inference when the data features time-varying unconditional variance.
We apply the bootstrap tests to real residential property prices of the top six
Eurozone economies and find evidence of stationarity to be period-specific,
supporting the conjecture that exuberance in the housing market charac-
terises the development of Euro-era residential property prices in the recent
past.
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1 Motivation

In Arnold and Reinschlüssel (2024), we propose the τ and τ̆ adaptive Lasso unit root
tests, which exploit distinct stochastic orders of the activation knots of the lagged level
regressor on the Lasso solution path in stationary and non-stationary autoregressions.
Simulations reveal a decline in the tests’ precision when adjusting for deterministic com-
ponents in the presence of higher-order serial correlation. As is well-documented for
established unit root tests (cf. Ng & Perron, 2001), τ and τ̆ also are vulnerable to large
negative moving average (MA) coefficients, which cause significant upward size distor-
tions. Time-varying variance in the error process can exacerbate such distortions. The
latter invalidates the tests’ homoskedastic limiting null distributions, further promoting
spurious rejections.

A well-established strand of the literature on time series regressions addresses infer-
ence on model parameters when the generating process affects a test’s distribution with
nuisance terms. Several contributions to the unit root literature employ the bootstrap for
first-order approximation of the null distribution to improve the finite-sample precision
and ensure the asymptotic validity of a test. For autoregressive (AR) models, exam-
ples are recursive bootstraps in AR(1) models (Ferretti & Romo, 1996; Swensen, 2003),
sieve bootstraps (Chang & Park, 2003; Park, 2003) and the residual-based block boot-
strap (Paparoditis & Politis, 2003). Cavaliere and Taylor (2008, 2009a, 2009b) devise
wild bootstrap (Liu, 1988) tests for asymptotically valid inference under conditionally
heteroskedastic innovations as well as general forms of a time-varying unconditional
variance. They propose analogues of the M unit root tests suggested by Ng and Perron
(2001), Perron and Ng (1996), and Stock (1999), the tests of Phillips (1987) and Phillips
and Perron (1988) and the augmented Dickey-Fuller (ADF) tests of Elliott et al. (1996)
and Said and Dickey (1984).

Bootstraps have also been extensively applied in the recent literature on inference for
penalised estimators. Chatterjee and Lahiri (2011) utilise a residual-based bootstrap
to reliably estimate both the distribution and bias of adaptive Lasso estimators in a
cross-sectional setting. Similarly, Audrino and Camponovo (2017) use a residual-based
block bootstrap for heteroskedasticity-robust inference in adaptively ℓ1-penalised time
series regressions. Chernozhukov et al. (2013) sparked active research by applying the
multiplier (wild) bootstrap to penalised estimation in a high-dimensional heteroskedastic
setup. Notably, they resample factors that shape the asymptotic distribution, excluding
terms that drive asymptotically negligible nuisance parameters by not recalculating the
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estimator (the Dantzig selector of Candes & Tao, 2007) during each bootstrap cycle.
Hansen and Liao (2018) point out that this procedure is computationally efficient to
obtain asymptotically valid inference or confidence intervals at the cost of failing to
‘capture any finite sample uncertainty introduced in the lasso selection’. Contrary to this
minimalistic approach, Dezeure et al. (2017) estimate the distribution of a de-sparsified
Lasso estimator for high-dimensional regression by computing the Lasso solutions in
every iteration of the wild bootstrap. They assess the computational burden as feasible
due to the advances in parallel computing.

In this paper, we address the tests’ reliability issues outlined above and propose boot-
strap analogues to τ and τ̆ , using a wild bootstrap scheme for resampling Lasso solution
paths in ADF regressions. The method exploits the computational efficiency of the LARS
algorithm to compute the Lasso solution path in every bootstrap iteration, similar to
the method of Dezeure et al. (2017). Our wild bootstrap algorithm follows Cavaliere
et al. (2015) and is grounded on the distribution theory, in particular the bootstrap
invariance principle, for unconditional heteroskedastic autoregressions of Cavaliere and
Taylor (2008, 2009a). We provide numerical evidence that the wild bootstrap attenuates
finite sample size distortions from challenging AR and MA error processes, especially
under detrending. Simulations further indicate that—contrary to the unadjusted tests—
the wild bootstrap permits valid inference when there is non-stationary volatility in the
innovations, mirroring the results of Cavaliere and Taylor (2008, 2009b) for bootstrap
variants of established unit root tests.

The remainder of this article is structured as follows. In Section 2, we discuss the the-
oretical setup and recap the activation knot unit root tests of Arnold and Reinschlüssel
(2024). Section 3 discusses the wild bootstrap algorithm and its implementation. Monte
Carlo studies in Section 4 investigate finite sample properties of the bootstrap tests. We
illustrate applying the methods using real residential property prices for selected OECD
countries in Section 5. Section 6 concludes and motivates avenues for further research.

We will use the following conventions throughout the manuscript. I(·) is the indicator
function and ⌊·⌋ denotes the integer part of its argument. We define ∥x∥q as the ℓq

norm of a vector x. Coefficients of the true ADF model have a superscript ⋆. A
superscript ∗ signifies bootstrap quantities conditional on the observed data. d∗

−→p means
bootstrap weak convergence in probability. Convergence in probability and distribution
are denoted by p−→ and d−→, respectively.
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2 Setup and Adaptive Activation Knot Unit Root
Tests

2.1 Setup

We consider time series yt generated by an AR data-generating process (DGP)

yt = z′
tθ + xt, xt = ϱxt−1 + ut, t = 0, . . . , T, (1)

where zt := (1, t, . . . , tm)′ is an mth order deterministic component with coefficient vector
θ and xt is an AR(1) processes with errors ut. The stochastic component xt satisfies
ϱ ∈ (−1, 1], i.e., yt is stationary when |ϱ| < 1 and has a unit root when ϱ = 1. We
make the following assumptions on the error term ut, cf. Assumption A in Cavaliere
and Taylor (2008).

Assumption 1 (Linear process errors).

1. ut = ϕ(L)εt with εt := σtϵt. The lag polynomial ϕ(L) satisfies ϕ(z) ̸= 0 for all
|z| ≤ 1 and ∑∞

j=1 j|ϕj| < ∞.

2. ϵt is a martingale difference sequence (MDS) w.r.t. the sigma algebra Ft := {ϵs, s ≤ t}
such that E(ϵ2

t ) = σ2
ϵ = 1, T −1∑

t ϵ2
t

p−→ σ2
ϵ and E|ϵt|r < Kr with r ≥ 4 and some

Kr < ∞, for all t.

Assumption 2 (Unconditional homoskedasticity). The unconditional volatility function
σt satisfies σt = σ ∈ (0, ∞) ∀ t.

Assumption 1 comprises a set of standard conditions (see Chang & Park, 2002, As-
sumption 1), ensuring that ut is a weakly-stationary and invertible moving average (MA)
process in the εt with finite fourth-order moments. Together with Assumption 2, which
requires the error process ut to be unconditionally homoskedastic, Assumption 1 im-
poses the same conditions on ut as we do in Assumption 1 of Arnold and Reinschlüssel
(2024). We note that the MDS condition in part 2 allows for conditionally heteroskedas-
tic εt, e.g., weakly stationary generalised autoregressive conditionally heteroskedastic
(GARCH) and Markov-switching processes, but excludes unconditionally heteroskedas-
tic error processes. The latter is allowed for by the following generalisation of the
volatility function in Assumption 2.
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Assumption 2' (Unconditional heteroskedasticity). The unconditional volatility func-
tion σt satisfies σ⌊rT ⌋ = ω(r), r ∈ [0, 1] with ω(r) a non-stochastic càdlàg function such
that 0 < σt < ∞ ∀ t.

Assumption 2' is a relaxation of Assumption 2 and allows σt to exhibit non-stochastic
time-varying volatility of a quite general form, including (a countable number of) abrupt
jumps, polynomial trends and smooth transitions in the unconditional variance. It also
generalises the setup of Arnold and Reinschlüssel (2024) towards a broader class of
empirical processes relevant to macroeconomic applications. We refer to Remarks 1 and
2 in Cavaliere and Taylor (2008) and Section 2 in Cavaliere and Taylor (2009a) for a
discussion of heteroskedastic error processes covered by allowing for MDS innovations
ϵt as in part 2 of Assumption 1 and deterministic non-stationary volatility implied by
Assumption 2'.

Next, we will review the adaptive Lasso activation knot tests of Arnold and Rein-
schlüssel (2024).

2.2 Activation Knot Unit Root Tests

Based on the ADF(∞) representation of (1) if z′
tθ = 0,

∆yt = ρ⋆yt−1 +
∞∑

j=1
δ⋆

j ∆yt−j + εt, (2)

with ρ⋆ ∈ (−2, 0], ∑∞
j=1 δ⋆

j < 1, we consider the approximating ADF(p) regression model

∆yt = ρpyt−1 +
p∑

j=1
δp, j∆yt−j + εp, t. (3)

The AR lag order p in the model (3) meets the following assumption.

Assumption 3 (Lag order). p satisfies p = o(T 1/3) and p → ∞ as T → ∞.

In Arnold and Reinschlüssel (2024), we investigate testing for a unit root using the
adaptive Lasso solution path to (3). Consider the adaptively penalised loss function

ΨT (ρ̇, δ̇|λ) :=
∑

t

∆yt − ρ̇yt−1 −
p∑

j=1
δ̇j∆yt−j

2

+ 2λ

wγ1
1 |ρ̇| +

p∑
j=1

wγ2
2, j

∣∣∣δ̇j

∣∣∣
 , (4)

with adaptive weights w1 := 1/|ρ̂|, w2, j := 1/
∣∣∣δ̂j

∣∣∣ determined by the initial OLS estimates
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ρ̂ and δ̂j in (3), and adjustment parameters γ1, γ2 ∈ R+. The adaptive Lasso solution
path to (4),

L :=
{

(ρ̂λ, δ̂′
λ)′

∣∣∣∣∣ (ρ̂λ, δ̂′
λ)′ := arg min

ρ̇, δ̇
ΨT (ρ̇, δ̇|λ), λ ∈ R+

}
, (5)

is a collection of solutions β̂λ := (ρ̂λ, δ̂′
λ)′ subject to the ℓ1 penalty parameter λ. A

solution path L is characterised by knots at which variables are activated or deactivated.
Our testing principle leverages that a unit root causes the activation knots of yt−1 to be
of different stochastic order than under stationarity. We propose a right-sided test of
H0 : ρ⋆ = 0 against H1 : ρ⋆ ∈ (−2, 0) via the statistic τγ1 := T γ1−1λ0, ρ⋆ with λ0, ρ⋆ , the
first activation knot of yt−1, satisfying

λ0, ρ⋆ = w−γ1
1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

t

yt−1

∆yt −
p∑

j=1
δ̂λ, j∆yt−j

∣∣∣∣∣∣ .
The knot λ0, ρ⋆ is a standard output of algorithms for calculating (5) such as LARS
(Efron et al., 2004), making τγ1 straightforward to compute.1

Given consistency of the estimator β̂λ at λ = λ0, ρ⋆∼c/T , the activation knot of yt−1

under local-to-unity roots with non-centrality parameter c ∈ (−∞, 0], the (local) distri-
bution of τγ1 can be identified. Specifically, for ϱ⋆ = 1+c/T and γ1 > 1/2, γ2 > 0, Theo-
rem 1 in Arnold and Reinschlüssel (2024) states that for unconditionally homoskedastic
ut satisfying Assumption 1,

τγ1
d−→ Tc, γ1 :=

∣∣∣∣∣ϕ(1)−1 Wc(1)2 − 1
2
∫ 1

0 Wc(r)2dr

∣∣∣∣∣
γ1
∣∣∣∣∣12σ2ϕ(1)

(
Wc(1)2 − 1

)∣∣∣∣∣, (6)

where Wc(r) :=
∫ r

0 exp[c(r − s)]dW (s) is an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process driven by the
standard Wiener process W (s) on s ∈ [0, 1].

A modification of τγ1 proposed in Arnold and Reinschlüssel (2024) derives from en-
hancing the penalty weight for yt−1 with additional information on whether ρ⋆ = 0.
This information enrichment of w1 proceeds as w̆1 := w1 · Jα, using the statistic Jα

(see Herwartz & Siedenburg, 2010) which exploits different stochastic orders of the OLS
estimator in time series regressions when the degree of integration differs. Analogous to
τγ1 , the modified statistic is calculated as τ̆γ1 := T γ1−1λ̆0, ρ⋆ , where λ̆0, ρ⋆ denotes the first

1We refer to Section 3.1 in Arnold and Reinschlüssel (2024) for the formal definition of an activation
knot and a discussion of the stochastic properties of λ0, ρ⋆ in particular.
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activation knot of yt−1 on a solution path L̆ based on w̆1.2 By Corollary 1 of Arnold and
Reinschlüssel (2024),

τ̆γ1
d−→ T̆c, γ1 := Tc, γ1/Jγ1

α, c, (7)

where Jα, c is the c-dependent limit of Jα.
For implementation we propose the natural choice γ1 = γ2 = 1 which avoids an

adjustment for ϕ(1) ̸= 1 and yields tests with limit distributions

τ := τγ1=1/σ̂2 d−→ (Wc(1)2 − 1)2

4
∫ 1

0 Wc(r)2dr
,

τ̆ := τ̆γ1=1/σ̂2 d−→ 1
Jα, c

(Wc(1)2 − 1)2

4
∫ 1

0 Wc(r)2dr
,

(8)

where σ̂2 estimates the error variance based on OLS residuals from the penalty weights
ADF regression (3).

To accommodate for zt ̸= 0, standard detrending ideas can be applied before comput-
ing the Lasso solution. In the remainder, we follow Arnold and Reinschlüssel (2024) and
consider first-difference (FD) detrending (Schmidt & Phillips, 1992) before computing
the Lasso solutions and calculating Jα on OLS-adjusted data. Under detrending, the
Wc(r) in (8) are replaced by the corresponding projection, resulting in limit distributions
deviating from the case without adjustment for deterministic components. The τ̆ limit
is further affected by the distribution of Jα, c, which is OLS-adjusted. Critical values for
τ and τ̆ under FD adjustment for deterministic components are reported in Table D1 in
Arnold and Reinschlüssel (2024).

In the next section, we summarise the implications of Assumption 2' and discuss a
wild bootstrap correction that addresses the ramifications for the activation knot tests.

3 Wild Bootstrap Activation Knot Tests

While Arnold and Reinschlüssel (2024) find that τ and τ̆ have mostly good size, simu-
lation studies indicate some downward or upward size distortions in small samples for
AR error processes with high autocorrelation or processes with MA roots close to −1.
These distortions are somewhat more pronounced under detrending.

As we demonstrate in Section 4, heteroskedastic error processes may amplify these

2See Algorithm 1 in Arnold and Reinschlüssel (2024) for details on the computation of Jα.
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undesirable finite sample properties. Unconditional heteroskedasticity invalidates infer-
ence using the homoskedastic null distributions in (8). Cavaliere and Taylor (2007) show
that non-stationary volatility as permitted under Assumption 2' alters the limit distribu-
tions of common (unpenalised) regression-based unit root tests in (3) as non-stationary
volatility introduces nuisance parameters to the tests’ homoskedastic distributions in (8)
that do not vanish asymptotically, invalidating the critical values based on the limits for
c = 0. For DGP (1) in the local-to-unity case ϱ⋆ = 1 + c/T with −∞ < c ≤ 0, this can
be traced back to the invariance principle

T −1/2y⌊rT ⌋
d−→ ωϕ(1)Wc, η(r), r ∈ [0, 1], (9)

depending on the volatility function ω(·), cf. the discussion of Theorem 1 in Cavaliere
and Taylor (2007). Here, ω2 :=

∫ 1
0 ω(s)2ds is the limit of T −1∑T

t=1 σ2
t and

Wc, η(r) :=
∫ r

0
exp[c(r − s)]dWη(s), r ∈ [0, 1], (10)

is a diffusion process driven by a time-transformed Wiener process Wη(·) := W (η(·))
with directing process η(·). A key quantity is the functional

η(r) := ω −2
∫ r

0
ω(s)2ds, r ∈ [0, 1], (11)

the so-called variance profile of the series, cf. Section 3 in Cavaliere and Taylor (2007).
A non-constant unconditional volatility function ω(·) thus alters the tests’ (asymptotic)
null distributions and local power functions, invalidating the local asymptotic results for
τ and τ̆ in (8). Under constant volatility, ω2 = σ2 ∈ (0, ∞). Therefore, η(s) = s, s ∈
[0, 1] so that Wη(·) = W (·) and the limiting r.v. in (9) reduces to the same (scaled)
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process underlying the limiting functionals in (8).

The wild bootstrap proposed in Cavaliere and Taylor (2008) samples bootstrap inno-
vations as ε∗

t := ξt · ε̌d
p, t with ε̌d

p, t the OLS residuals from the ADF regression (3) based on
the detrended data and the ξt are i.i.d. with E(ξt) = 0 and Var(ξt) = 1. The resampled
data y∗

t generated by the partial sum process

y∗
t = y∗

0 + u∗
t , u∗

t =
t∑

i=1
ε∗

i , t = 1, . . . , T,
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initialised at y∗
0 = 0, then satisfy the bootstrap invariance principle

T −1/2y∗
⌊rT ⌋

d∗
−→p ωW0, η(r), r ∈ [0, 1], (12)

cf. Eq. (4) in the proof of Theorem 2 of Cavaliere and Taylor (2008).
Since the ξt are i.i.d., the device ε∗

t = ξt · ε̌q, t anihilates any serial correlation from
the original shocks. While this does not impact the asymptotic validity of the bootstrap
tests, as follows from the exposition in Cavaliere and Taylor (2008, 2009a), neglecting
correlation in the original shocks may reduce the finite-T precision of the bootstrap tests.
We thus follow Cavaliere and Taylor (2009a) and Smeekes and Taylor (2012) and build
higher-order stationary dynamics estimated from the data into the bootstrap errors,

u∗
t =

q∑
j=1

δ̌q, j u∗
t−j + ε∗

t , t = 1, . . . , T, (13)

and construct the bootstrap sample as

y∗
t := y∗

0 +
t∑

i=1
u∗

i , 0, . . . , T.

The δ̌q, j, j = 1, . . . , q are estimated coefficients of the ∆yt−j in a sieve ADF regression
(3) with lag order q, similarly as in the residual-based bootstrap schemes of Ferretti and
Romo (1996), Chang and Park (2003) and Park (2003). Setting q = p, the recolouring
recursion (13) ensures that3

T −1/2y∗
⌊rT ⌋ = T −1/2

⌊rT ⌋∑
t=1

u∗
t

d∗
−→p ωϕ(1)W0, η(r), r ∈ [0, 1]. (14)

Eq. (14) states that the bootstrap correctly replicates effects from stationary serial corre-
lation, cf. (9), and thus may better reproduce nuisance terms from adjusting for ϕ(1) ̸= 1
in the finite-T null distributions of τ and τ̆ . The invariance principles (12) and (14), and
continuous mapping arguments are the theoretical foundation for applying the (sieve)
wild bootstrap to the activation knot tests τ and τ̆ for improving finite sample precision
and valid asymptotic inference in the present heteroskedastic framework.

We next present the wild bootstrap algorithm, which adapts the wild bootstrap al-
gorithms for the popular ADF and M tests proposed by Cavaliere and Taylor (2008,

3Other choices for q are discussed in Remark 1. A proof of (14) under Assumptions equivalent to ours
is given in the proof of Theorem 2 of Smeekes and Taylor (2012).
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2009a) and Cavaliere et al. (2015) to our activation knot tests.

Algorithm 1 (Wild bootstrap activation knot test).

1. Adjust {yt}T
t=0 for the determinisitic component z′

tθ using FD detrending. Denote
the resulting series {yd

t }T
t=0.

2. Select a lag order q (see Remark 1) and obtain the residuals {ε̌d
q, t}T

t=1, where

ε̌d
q, t := ∆yd

t − ρ̌qy
d
t−1 −

q∑
j=1

δ̌q, j∆yt−j, (15)

using the estimates ρ̌q, δ̌q, 1, . . . , δ̌q, q, defining (yd
−1, . . . , yd

−q)′ := 0. Calculate the
adaptive Lasso solution path for the model underlying (15) up to λ = λ0, ρ⋆ , the
first activation knot of yt−1, and compute τγ1 .

3. Generate wild bootstrap innovations {ε∗
t }

T
t=1 according to the device ε∗

t := ξt · ε̌d
q, t,

where the r.v.s ξt are i.i.d. and satisfy E(ξt) = 0 and Var(ξt) = 1.

4. Build the bootstrap error process {u∗
t }T

t=1 using the recolouring recursion

u∗
t =

q∑
j=1

δ̌q, j u∗
t−j + ε∗

t , (16)

with (u∗
0, . . . , u∗

1−q)′ := 0. Build a bootstrap time series {y∗
t }T

t=0 via the partial sum
process

y∗
t := y∗

0 +
t∑

i=1
u∗

i ,

with y∗
0 = 0.

5. Adjust the bootstrap sample {y∗
t }T

t=0 as in Step 1 and compute the bootstrap adap-
tive Lasso solution path for an ADF regression with lag order p∗ (cf. Remark 1)
up to λ = λ∗

0, ρ⋆ , with

λ∗
0, ρ⋆ =

(
1

w∗
1

)γ1
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

t

y∗d
t−1

∆y∗d
t −

p∗∑
j=1

δ̂∗
λ, j∆y∗d

t−j

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ,
the first activation knot of y∗d

t−1, and compute the bootstrap test statistic τ ∗
γ1, b.
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6. Obtain bootstrap test statistics {τ ∗
γ1, b}B

b=1 by completing steps 3 to 5 B times.
Calculate the bootstrap level-α critical value as

CV∗(α) := max
{

x : 1
B

B∑
b=1

I
(
x < τ ∗

γ1, b

)
≤ α

}
. (17)

Reject the unit root null at level α if CV∗(α) ≤ τγ1 with τγ1 the test statistic
computed for lag order p using the detrended data of Step 1. ■

Remark 1. The lag orders p, q, and p∗ must be selected to implement Algorithm 1.
Modified information criteria such as the MAIC (Ng & Perron, 2001) are established pro-
cedures for this purpose. The RSMAIC of Cavaliere et al. (2015) is a heteroscedasticity-
robust variant of the MAIC, which estimates the lag order based on a rescaling of the
yt with a non-parametric estimate of its (assumed sufficiently smooth) variance profile,
as suggested by Beare (2018). Since the power advantage of using the RSMAIC over
the MAIC for sieve wild bootstrap ADF tests under non-stationary volatility is well
documented by the simulation results in Cavaliere et al. (2015), with negligible effects
under homoskedasticity, we apply the RSMAIC throughout.
Although q (and p∗) are not required to diverge for the asymptotic validity of the boot-
strap (cf. Cavaliere et al., 2015), selecting p and p∗ by the RSMAIC and setting q = p

is a convenient choice. Notably, selecting p∗ independently from p and q has been docu-
mented to help control upward size distortions of sieve bootstrap ADF tests under errors
with a large negative MA(1) component, where information criteria yield underspecified
models (Richard, 2009).

Remark 2. Obtaining the residuals ε̌q, t from the sieve regression underlying (15) using
OLS is convenient since we require estimates of (ρp, δ′

p)′ for computing the adaptive
penalty weights of the Lasso estimator anyhow. Cavaliere and Taylor (2009a) suggest
other asymptotically equivalent strategies to compute the residuals, which we do not
consider here for brevity.
If OLS estimation is infeasible (e.g., due to collinearity or p ≥ T ) but zero-consistent
initial coefficient estimates4 (Huang et al., 2008) are available, ad-hoc estimates for ε̌t can
be obtained by running AL or ALIE and setting λ = λτ

α with λτ
α a (upper-tail) quantile

of the null distribution of τ . This approach resembles that of Chernozhukov et al. (2023)
and yields consistent coefficient estimates from conservative model selection, as for AIC-

4Zero-consistency ensures the penalty weights to be bounded for relevant variables and to converge
to infinity for irrelevant variables. Zero-consistency is the weakest requirement for establishing the
oracle property in the literature on the adaptive Lasso to our knowledge.
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tuned estimation. However, finite-T adaptive Lasso estimates are usually biased and
require recentering of the residuals (cf. Chatterjee & Lahiri, 2011). Therefore, we reckon
using OLS residuals is more convenient for practitioners if feasible.

Remark 3. The literature on the wild bootstrap (cf. Davidson & Flachaire, 2008; Liu,
1988) features several proposals on how to sample the ξt in generating the bootstrap
errors ε∗

t in step 3. An example is the asymmetric two-point distribution by Mammen
(1993), designed for higher precision of bootstrap tests under heteroskedastic and non-
Gaussian errors. In other applications, e.g., the pooled panel unit root tests of Herwartz
and Walle (2018), the Rademacher distribution (Davidson & Flachaire, 2008) has been
reported to yield better precision. However, and consistent with the results for various
wild bootstrap time series unit root tests reported in Cavaliere and Taylor (2008, 2009b)
and Demetrescu and Hanck (2016), we find Gaussian ξt to yield good performance, with
no significant discrepancies to using other candidate distributions. We therefore report
results only for Gaussian ξt. Simulation results for resampling with the Rademacher and
Mammen’s distribution are available on request.

4 Monte Carlo Evidence

To investigate sample properties of the tests, we generate time series as

yt = ϱyt−1 + vt, t = 0, 1, . . . , T, (18)

with starting value y0 = 0 for sample sizes T ∈ {75, 100, 150, 250, 500, 1000}. We let
ϱ = 1 + c/T so that setting c = 0 obtains data under the unit root null. As (local)
stationary alternatives, we set c = −7 when testing based on data adjusted for a constant
and c = −13.5 for detrending. Pure AR or MA errors are generated with the recursion

vt = φvt−1 + ϑϵt−1 + σT, t · ϵt, ϵt
i.i.d.∼ N(0, 1), (19)

with coefficients φ, ϑ ∈ {−.8, −.4, 0, .4, .8}.
Following Cavaliere and Taylor (2009b), we model deterministic smooth transitions in

the unconditional volatility parameter σT, t between two regimes with variances s2
1, s2

2 > 0
via a logistic function ST, t,

σ2
T, t := s2

1 + (s2
2 − s2

1) · ST, t, ST, t := (1 + exp(−γ̃T (t − ⌊κT ⌋)))−1, (20)
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with transition midpoint ⌊κT ⌋, κ ∈ (0, 1). The parameter γ̃T determines the transition
speed between s2

1 and s2
2, yielding and abrupt regime switch at t = ⌊κT ⌋ in the sense that

ST, t → I(t ≥ ⌊κT ⌋) as γ̃T → ∞. We adapt the local drift γ̃T := 25/T from Cavaliere
and Taylor (2009b). Setting s2

1 = 1 throughout, we model negative shifts with early
transition midpoints (κ = .2, s2

2 = .25) as well as positive shifts with late midpoints
(κ = .8, s2

2 = 4).
The bootstrap variants of τ and τ̆ , denoted τ ∗ and τ̆ ∗, are implemented as detailed

in Section 3 at the 5% level and computed with B = 499 bootstrap replications. The
ξt in Step 3 of Algorithm 1 are standard Gaussian r.v.s, and the lag orders p, q and p∗

are estimated using the RSMAIC, if not indicated otherwise. We compute the Lasso
solution paths using the implementation of the LARS algorithm (Efron et al., 2004) in
the R (2023) package lars (Hastie & Efron, 2022).

We first examine the ability of the wild bootstrap to approximate the tests’ finite
sample distributions and assess the bootstrap tests’ precision and local power in the
baseline scenario with uncorrelated homoskedastic errors (s2

2 = 1). The sieve regression
lag order q is zero in this experiment. The results presented in Table 1 indicate that
τ ∗ and τ̆ ∗ have excellent precision (top panel), improving on the empirical size of τ and
τ̆ , which may be somewhat conservative for small T . Furthermore, the bootstrap tests
seem to replicate the (size-adjusted) local power function of the standard tests quite
well, with only minor deviations for small T notable for τ̆ (bottom panel).

In a second experiment, we examine the precision of the sieve bootstrap tests under
homoskedastic correlated errors. Table 2 presents the results. The bootstrap tests per-
form well for AR errors with φ ∈ (−.8, .8) and under MA errors with ϑ = .8. The most
challenging scenario is MA errors with ϑ = −.8, which lead to upward size distortions
across T that are prohibitive for small samples and only decay slowly with the sample
size. Although τ ∗ and τ̆ ∗ are oversized, resampling with recolouring yields significant
improvements over τ and τ̆ . Recolouring is particularly helpful under detrending, where
the empirical size of the bootstrap tests converges quickly towards the 5% level, un-
dercutting the rejection rates of the unadjusted tests by over a third in larger samples.
Furthermore, comparing the size of the SWB tests with the size of the WB tests with
q = 0 reported in Tables A1 and A2 of Appendix A corroborates better precision through
the sieve step under MA errors in particular.

Next, we investigate the impact of unconditional heteroscedasticity and its interplay
with the effects of autocorrelated errors on the precision of the tests. Our focus is MA
processes for which τ and τ̆ show the largest size distortions, and bootstrap inference
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Table 1: Rejection rates of the WB activation knot tests for i.i.d. errors

zt = 1 zt = (1, t)′

T τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆ τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆

ϱ⋆ = 0
75 .049 .046 .037 .036 .047 .047 .040 .035
100 .055 .056 .045 .044 .047 .047 .041 .037
150 .051 .055 .043 .043 .049 .048 .041 .038
250 .055 .052 .049 .043 .045 .047 .041 .040
500 .056 .054 .050 .049 .052 .053 .047 .045
1000 .055 .050 .049 .046 .052 .049 .047 .045

ϱ⋆ = −c/T
75 .247 .297 .251 .312 .368 .395 .384 .411
100 .241 .288 .228 .278 .365 .382 .366 .403
150 .236 .297 .234 .280 .366 .382 .374 .404
250 .246 .308 .227 .304 .368 .387 .389 .402
500 .251 .307 .232 .286 .382 .403 .370 .390
1000 .310 .359 .296 .351 .391 .416 .382 .418

Notes: DGP (18) with σT, t = 1 ∀ t. B = 499 wild bootstrap replications with q = 0 (no recolouring). The data are
adjusted for a constant or a linear time trend using the FD method of Schmidt and Phillips (1992). The lag orders p and
p∗ are selected using the RSMAIC. Top panel: unit root model. Bottom panel: local alternative with c = −7 if zt = 1
and c = −13.5 if zt = (1, t)′. Power estimates of τ and τ̆ are size-adjusted at 5%. 5000 Monte Carlo replications.

with better precision is the most needed. Table 3 presents the size of the tests for MA
errors with non-stationary volatility. Consistent with the theory, we see (upward) size
distortions for τ and τ̆ under smoothly trending variances across all scenarios. These
distortions vary in magnitude with the correlation structure, the type of variance shift
and the adjustment for zt. The smallest extent occurs for an early variance reduction
and MA coefficient ϑ = .8, where both tests mostly remain below 10%. There are
differences between τ and τ̆ , e.g., for a late variance increase with ϑ = .8, which is likely
due to idiosyncracies of the Jα statistic under heteroskedasticity. As before, we observe
the most pronounced distortions at ϑ = −.8 for small T , which are worse than under
homoscedasticity, cf. Table 2. The bootstrap analogues consistently perform better,
having size close to the 5% level for positive MA coefficients for upward and downward
variance shifts and independently of the adjustment for a deterministic component. For
ϑ = −.8, τ ∗ and τ̆ ∗ tend to be somewhat more oversized than under homoscedasticity and
also require large T for rejection rates to ameliorate. As in the homoskedastic settings,
comparing with additional simulation results for the WB tests with q = 0 in Table A2
indicates better precision of the SWB tests. Tables A3 and A4 report qualitatively
similar results for heteroskedastic AR errors.
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Table 2: Size of the SWB tests under correlated homoskedastic errors

zt = 1 zt = (1, t)′

T τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆ τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆

φ = −.8, ϑ = 0
75 .047 .042 .054 .049 .026 .033 .059 .068
100 .044 .044 .051 .047 .030 .035 .051 .054
150 .041 .040 .045 .042 .044 .047 .060 .060
250 .050 .050 .051 .049 .044 .046 .050 .051
500 .052 .049 .051 .047 .048 .052 .050 .051
1000 .050 .052 .051 .050 .047 .047 .048 .045

φ = .8, ϑ = 0
75 .051 .051 .056 .040 .054 .052 .045 .036
100 .047 .049 .047 .038 .046 .046 .038 .032
150 .054 .050 .052 .040 .046 .048 .041 .033
250 .049 .047 .046 .039 .049 .047 .046 .036
500 .052 .052 .050 .045 .049 .048 .043 .042
1000 .053 .054 .053 .048 .053 .055 .049 .046

φ = 0, ϑ = −.8
75 .169 .173 .316 .325 .277 .307 .500 .530
100 .128 .136 .287 .288 .190 .225 .446 .475
150 .099 .099 .253 .251 .124 .151 .400 .402
250 .087 .085 .216 .206 .082 .091 .342 .327
500 .079 .078 .171 .169 .069 .074 .287 .259
1000 .079 .075 .135 .136 .080 .080 .238 .211

φ = 0, ϑ = .8
75 .042 .040 .048 .043 .033 .037 .043 .042
100 .043 .038 .051 .039 .033 .037 .045 .046
150 .043 .043 .045 .045 .036 .034 .042 .046
250 .045 .044 .049 .049 .043 .044 .051 .054
500 .055 .055 .058 .056 .043 .044 .047 .050
1000 .049 .051 .050 .048 .050 .046 .052 .049

Notes: DGP (18) with c = 0 and σt = 1 ∀. The data are adjusted for a constant (zt = 1) or a linear time trend
(zt = (1, t)′) using the FD method of Schmidt and Phillips (1992). All lag orders are computed using the RSMAIC.
B = 499 sieve wild bootstrap replications and 5000 Monte Carlo replications.
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Table 3: Size of the SWB activation knot tests under heteroskedastic MA errors

zt = 1 zt = (1, t)′

T τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆ τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆

Early smooth variance reduction, φ = 0, ϑ = 0
75 .060 .061 .067 .079 .056 .058 .081 .079
100 .058 .062 .063 .073 .052 .054 .078 .076
150 .053 .056 .064 .075 .053 .055 .081 .082
250 .050 .052 .063 .075 .056 .054 .087 .086
500 .049 .046 .064 .073 .053 .050 .087 .086
1000 .048 .048 .063 .075 .053 .056 .083 .092

Early smooth variance reduction, φ = 0, ϑ = −.8
75 .150 .185 .269 .330 .273 .338 .511 .605
100 .125 .144 .255 .298 .201 .261 .473 .561
150 .095 .110 .219 .258 .134 .175 .422 .483
250 .087 .090 .219 .233 .094 .117 .370 .399
500 .074 .072 .187 .204 .084 .088 .337 .334
1000 .083 .076 .164 .171 .076 .073 .281 .270

Early smooth variance reduction, φ = 0, ϑ = .8
75 .059 .064 .082 .072 .056 .057 .108 .089
100 .047 .057 .075 .072 .053 .060 .110 .095
150 .051 .058 .072 .077 .048 .053 .095 .092
250 .054 .058 .072 .082 .050 .051 .094 .097
500 .051 .055 .072 .088 .052 .053 .098 .107
1000 .056 .056 .068 .084 .047 .049 .085 .098

Late smooth variance increase, φ = 0, ϑ = 0
75 .064 .056 .136 .108 .055 .058 .073 .077
100 .062 .062 .154 .129 .048 .053 .066 .069
150 .056 .055 .149 .119 .051 .051 .077 .081
250 .055 .051 .152 .121 .050 .048 .078 .080
500 .055 .051 .156 .123 .052 .054 .086 .088
1000 .047 .049 .148 .125 .050 .057 .090 .096

Late smooth variance increase, φ = 0, ϑ = −.8
75 .206 .214 .417 .424 .190 .226 .311 .376
100 .162 .175 .385 .389 .150 .185 .288 .352
150 .132 .137 .352 .366 .095 .130 .263 .314
250 .108 .109 .319 .337 .069 .090 .243 .288
500 .088 .088 .284 .289 .069 .071 .241 .259
1000 .080 .083 .248 .258 .066 .066 .227 .241

Late smooth variance increase, φ = 0, ϑ = .8
75 .064 .066 .157 .132 .047 .051 .055 .087
100 .065 .062 .167 .138 .047 .049 .059 .090
150 .060 .057 .154 .124 .051 .054 .067 .098
250 .066 .062 .172 .136 .050 .049 .069 .096
500 .059 .051 .156 .127 .058 .055 .084 .106
1000 .054 .058 .166 .134 .055 .055 .079 .095

Notes: 5% nominal level. DGP (18) with c = 0 and σT, t as defined in (20), with κ = .2, s2
2 = .25 for early negative

shifts and κ = .8, s2
2 = 4 for late positive shifts. The data are adjusted for a constant (zt = 1) or a linear time trend

(zt = (1, t)′) using the FD method of Schmidt and Phillips (1992). All lag orders are selected using the RSMAIC. B = 499
sieve wild bootstrap replications. 5000 Monte Carlo replications.
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Local power estimates for the SWB tests under heteroskedastic AR and MA processes
are provided in Tables A5 and A6. With a few exceptions for error processes with
negative coefficients and small T , we find that the bootstrap tests effectively approximate
the local power functions of the infeasible size-adjusted tests τ and τ̆ . Furthermore, the
simulation results show that information enrichment yields power gains even under non-
stationary volatility and that the bootstrap retains these gains.

5 Application to Real Residential Property Prices

Figure 1: RRPPI rates and estimated variance profiles of the top six Euro area economies

Notes: Left: Year-on-year quarterly real residential property price inflation rates of selected OECD coun-
tries from Q1-1972 to Q2-2023 (T = 207). Right: estimated variance profiles, computed as η̂(s) :=(∑⌊sT ⌋

t=1 û2
t + (sT − ⌊sT ⌋)û⌊sT ⌋+1

)/∑T

t=1 û2
t , with ût the residuals from an AR(1) OLS regression in levels, cf. Cava-

liere and Taylor (2007).

The housing price rally sparked by a sustained low-interest environment after the 2008
financial crisis has received much public and scientific attention (see, e.g., Jordà et al.,
2016; Mian et al., 2015). While monetary policies fueled price dynamics during the
COVID-19 pandemic (cf. Francke & Korevaar, 2021), the recent trend reversal due to
surges in mortgage and construction interest rates highlights the importance of under-
standing the dynamics in the market relevant to macroeconomic policy.

We use the tests to assess real residential property price inflation (RRPPI) rates of
the six largest Eurozone economies for stochastic trends, covering 207 quarterly obser-
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Table 4: Test outcomes for European residential property price inflation rates

BE DE ES FR IT NL

Entire sample: Q1-1972 – Q2-2023 (T = 206)

k̂i 12 12 5 8 5 8
τ .007∗∗∗ .230 .016∗∗ .012∗∗ <.001∗∗∗ .002∗∗∗

τ̆ <.001∗∗∗ .057∗ .002∗∗∗ .008∗∗∗ < .001∗∗∗ .003∗∗∗

τ ∗ .010∗∗∗ .298 .020∗∗ .016∗∗ <.001∗∗∗ .005∗∗∗

τ̆ ∗ <.001∗∗∗ .107 .002∗∗∗ .011∗∗ < .001∗∗∗ .006∗∗∗

Pre-Euro: Q1-1972 – Q4-1998 (T = 108)

k̂i 8 4 4 4 2 4
τ .028∗∗ .378 .109 .066∗ < .001∗∗∗ .032∗∗

τ̆ .020∗∗ .170 .057∗ .049∗∗ < .001∗∗∗ .037∗∗

τ ∗ .044∗∗ .359 .086∗ .100 <.001∗∗∗ .027∗∗

τ̆ ∗ .015∗∗ .176 .052∗ .051∗ <.001∗∗∗ .031∗∗

Euro-era: Q1-1999 – Q2-2023 (T = 98)

k̂i 4 8 4 8 4 4
τ .569 .108 .243 .386 .269 .615
τ̆ .356 .052∗ .194 .290 .213 .477
τ ∗ .589 .197 .257 .439 .275 .673
τ̆ ∗ .471 .121 .214 .406 .275 .610

Notes: quarterly year-on-year RRPPI rates from BIS (2023). The tests are computed on FD-demeaned data, and the
RSMAIC selected all lag orders with maximum lag order kmax = ⌊12 · (100/T ).25⌋. k̂i is the estimated truncation lag in
model (21). The test outcomes are p-values. The supercripts ∗, ∗∗ and ∗∗∗ indicate a rejection of the unit root null at
10%, 5% and 1%, respectively. The bootstrap tests τ and τ̆ are computed based on B = 4999 bootstrap replications.

vations from Q1-1972 to Q2-2023 for Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Spain and the
Netherlands. The data (BIS, 2023) obtained from CPI deflated price indices summarise
all types of new and existing dwellings, except for Germany, where the underlying index
considers owner-occupied houses only.

Besides the abovementioned events, the sample period covers further economic tur-
moil, such as OPEC oil shortages (1973, 1979) and recessions in the 1980s and 1990s,
reflecting different variance regimes. We find evidence of such regimes in data displayed
in the left panel of Figure 1, showcasing a high degree of co-movement. The estimated
volatility profiles in the right panel further indicate the instability of the unconditional
variances, showing considerable downward shifts for Belgium (BE), Italy (IT), Spain
(ES), and the Netherlands (NL).
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We consider ADF regressions with a non-zero mean,

∆RRPPIi, t = µi + β0 RRPPIi, t−1 +
ki∑

j=1
βj ∆RRPPIi, t−j + ei, t, (21)

where the ki in the baseline regression, as well as lag orders in Algorithm 1, are selected
by RSMAIC. We compute the bootstrap tests using B = 4999 bootstrap iterations.

Table 4 presents the outcomes of the tests for three different periods: the entire data
range (Q1-1972–Q2-2023) and subsamples before (Q1-1972–Q4-1998) and for the Euro-
era (Q1-1999–Q2-2023) which is characterised by macroeconomic convergence, e.g., due
to a mutual primary refinancing interest rate applying to the member economies.

Outcomes for the bootstrap tests mostly agree with the standard inference, giving
mixed conclusions. For the entire period, the tests indicate mean reversion behaviour
for all economies except Germany, where only τ̆ rejects at 5%. The pre-Euro subsample
shows similar outcomes. Notably, τ̆ ∗ tends to have smaller p-values than τ ∗, likely due to
power gains from information enrichment—a feature of τ̆ that the simulation outcomes
indicate is preserved by the bootstrap. None of the tests rejects the null hypothesis of
a stochastic trend for the Euro-era at 5%. The reduced sample size or possible trend
changes in the generating process could contribute to the mixed evidence, especially
since periods of exuberance in the housing market characterise the Euro-era subsample.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we assessed the reliability of the adaptive Lasso solution path-based unit
root tests τ and τ̆ proposed in Arnold and Reinschlüssel (2024) under weaker assump-
tions and considered whether resampling offers robust alternatives. Drawing on the
theoretical results in Cavaliere and Taylor (2008, 2009a), we propose the wild bootstrap
analogues τ ∗ and τ̆ ∗, implementing the computation of resampled Lasso solution paths
efficiently using the LARS algorithm (Efron et al., 2004; Hastie & Efron, 2022). Numer-
ical evidence shows that the bootstrap yields tests with higher precision, allowing more
robust inference under correlated error processes of a general form.

Consistent with the theory on heteroskedastic autoregressions in Cavaliere and Tay-
lor (2007), τ and τ̆ do not attain their homoscedastic limits derived in Arnold and
Reinschlüssel (2024) when the errors are unconditionally heteroscedastic, so that valid
inference is not guaranteed, even asymptotically. Our simulations confirm that τ and
τ̆—like conventional unit root tests—have null distributions and local power functions
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affected by nuisance parameters for unconditionally heteroskedastic innovations. A con-
sequence is size distortions, with the strength of the effect depending on the adjustment
for deterministic components. Correlated errors, such as MA(1) processes with negative
coefficients, exacerbate this effect. Our sieve wild bootstrap tests display higher preci-
sion than τ and τ̆ in these scenarios, indicating their ability to accurately recover the
first-order null distributions. In addition, our simulation results show the wild boot-
strap variants to approximate the finite-sample (local) power functions of the infeasible
size-adjusted implementations of the standard tests under variance shifts.

To illustrate the bootstrap tests, we consider real residential property price inflation
rates for selected Eurozone economies. This data set seems representative of our setup,
given signs of persistence and non-stationary volatility. Both bootstrap tests yield the
same conclusions, pointing to stationarity for the entire period from 1972 to 2023 and
the period before the introduction of the Euro. We find no evidence for mean-reversion
for the Euro-era subsample.

There are various avenues for further research. Our simulation evidence suggests
that the wild bootstrap preserves the benefits of information enrichment, motivating
its application to inference for penalised regression when the (asymptotic) distribution
is unknown. Given the positive results for τ and τ̆ , expanding the underlying testing
principle to other (adaptively) penalised regression estimators, for example, the fused
Lasso or the group Lasso seems worthwhile. Good starting points are Qian and Su
(2016) and Schweikert (2021), which employ adaptive variants of the group Lasso and
fused Lasso to detect structural breaks in panel and cointegrating regressions.

Our empirical application raises the question of whether the advent of the Euro af-
fected the heterogeneity in the housing price dynamics across the Eurozone countries. To
address this question, contemplating additional measures of heterogeneity for informa-
tion enrichment can improve the discriminatory power of the aforementioned penalised
estimators. This topic is closely related to the heterogeneous treatment effect inference
literature, which could inspire further extensions.

Another promising direction is inference in high-dimensional regressions for which
the double Lasso of Belloni et al. (2013) has become a standard method. It would be
appealing to investigate whether information enrichment furthermore improves high-
dimensional inference for which the wild bootstrap has become a cornerstone (cf. Cher-
nozhukov et al., 2023). To this end, one could apply our testing principle to causal in-
ference problems or multivariate time series, potentially using adaptive penalty weights
derived using the de-sparsified Lasso. We are currently investigating this approach.
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A Additional Simulation Results

Table A1: Size of the WB activation knot tests under correlated homoskedastic errors

zt = 1 zt = (1, t)′

T τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆ τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆

φ = −.8, ϑ = 0
75 .057 .055 .054 .049 .063 .073 .059 .068
100 .053 .055 .051 .047 .054 .060 .051 .054
150 .049 .048 .045 .042 .061 .067 .060 .060
250 .056 .056 .051 .049 .053 .057 .050 .051
500 .053 .053 .051 .047 .052 .056 .050 .051
1000 .055 .055 .051 .050 .051 .053 .048 .045

φ = .8, ϑ = 0
75 .060 .042 .056 .040 .047 .039 .045 .036
100 .052 .043 .047 .038 .040 .038 .038 .032
150 .059 .045 .052 .040 .045 .039 .041 .033
250 .050 .044 .046 .039 .047 .043 .046 .036
500 .054 .051 .050 .045 .045 .047 .043 .042
1000 .057 .055 .053 .048 .051 .052 .049 .046

φ = 0, ϑ = −.8
75 .332 .342 .316 .325 .514 .549 .500 .530
100 .296 .302 .287 .288 .457 .493 .446 .475
150 .261 .264 .253 .251 .410 .420 .400 .402
250 .221 .217 .216 .206 .353 .346 .342 .327
500 .177 .178 .171 .169 .292 .269 .287 .259
1000 .137 .140 .135 .136 .245 .221 .238 .211

φ = 0, ϑ = .8
75 .059 .052 .048 .043 .048 .051 .043 .042
100 .062 .049 .051 .039 .050 .059 .045 .046
150 .052 .051 .045 .045 .047 .055 .042 .046
250 .056 .057 .049 .049 .055 .063 .051 .054
500 .063 .062 .058 .056 .052 .059 .047 .050
1000 .053 .053 .050 .048 .055 .055 .052 .049

Notes: DGP (18) with c = 0 and σT, t as defined in (20), with κ = .2, s2
2 = .25 for early negative shifts and κ = .8,

s2
2 = 4 for late positive shifts. The data are adjusted for a constant (zt = 1) or a linear time trend (zt = (1, t)′) using

the FD method of Schmidt and Phillips (1992). All lag orders are computed using the RSMAIC. B = 499 wild bootstrap
replications with q = 0. 5000 Monte Carlo replications.
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Table A2: Size of the WB activation knot tests under heteroskedastic MA errors

zt = 1 zt = (1, t)′

T τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆ τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆

Early smooth variance reduction, φ = 0, ϑ = 0
75 .065 .064 .067 .079 .059 .059 .081 .079
100 .060 .061 .063 .073 .054 .055 .078 .076
150 .056 .057 .064 .075 .058 .058 .081 .082
250 .052 .054 .063 .075 .058 .056 .087 .086
500 .049 .047 .064 .073 .054 .052 .087 .086
1000 .048 .048 .063 .075 .055 .059 .083 .092

Early smooth variance reduction, φ = 0, ϑ = −.8
75 .271 .322 .269 .330 .486 .581 .511 .605
100 .253 .284 .255 .298 .446 .530 .473 .561
150 .217 .241 .219 .258 .388 .448 .422 .483
250 .213 .211 .219 .233 .340 .360 .370 .399
500 .176 .171 .187 .204 .297 .287 .337 .334
1000 .150 .141 .164 .171 .237 .221 .281 .270

Early smooth variance reduction, φ = 0, ϑ = .8
75 .075 .057 .082 .072 .082 .063 .108 .089
100 .070 .055 .075 .072 .085 .067 .110 .095
150 .065 .059 .072 .077 .072 .067 .095 .092
250 .062 .061 .072 .082 .066 .066 .094 .097
500 .059 .061 .072 .088 .063 .067 .098 .107
1000 .056 .059 .068 .084 .053 .058 .085 .098

Late smooth variance increase, φ = 0, ϑ = 0
75 .066 .058 .136 .108 .062 .064 .073 .077
100 .069 .066 .154 .129 .054 .056 .066 .069
150 .059 .055 .149 .119 .054 .055 .077 .081
250 .057 .053 .152 .121 .053 .052 .078 .080
500 .056 .051 .156 .123 .053 .056 .086 .088
1000 .047 .049 .148 .125 .051 .057 .090 .096

Late smooth variance increase, φ = 0, ϑ = −.8
75 .351 .386 .417 .424 .303 .368 .311 .376
100 .311 .345 .385 .389 .276 .340 .288 .352
150 .278 .319 .352 .366 .248 .299 .263 .314
250 .231 .272 .319 .337 .224 .263 .243 .288
500 .179 .220 .284 .289 .208 .224 .241 .259
1000 .141 .182 .248 .258 .190 .200 .227 .241

Late smooth variance increase, φ = 0, ϑ = .8
75 .083 .081 .157 .132 .043 .075 .055 .087
100 .081 .078 .167 .138 .051 .076 .059 .090
150 .070 .073 .154 .124 .050 .079 .067 .098
250 .072 .073 .172 .136 .050 .071 .069 .096
500 .063 .062 .156 .127 .056 .067 .084 .106
1000 .057 .064 .166 .134 .054 .062 .079 .095

Notes: 5% nominal level. DGP (18) with c = 0 and σT, t as defined in (20), with κ = .2, s2
2 = .25 for early negative

shifts and κ = .8, s2
2 = 4 for late positive shifts. The data are adjusted for a constant (zt = 1) or a linear time trend

(zt = (1, t)′) using the FD method of Schmidt and Phillips (1992). All lag orders are selected using the RSMAIC. B = 499
wild bootstrap replications with q = 0. 5000 Monte Carlo replications.
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Table A3: Size of the WB activation knot tests under heteroskedastic AR errors

zt = 1 zt = (1, t)′

T τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆ τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆

Early smooth variance reduction, AR errors: φ = −.8, ϑ = 0
75 .088 .084 .090 .089 .132 .120 .155 .135
100 .087 .082 .091 .088 .104 .106 .126 .123
150 .076 .073 .081 .083 .084 .088 .110 .109
250 .071 .071 .079 .090 .074 .071 .099 .096
500 .057 .060 .071 .083 .060 .063 .088 .092
1000 .052 .055 .065 .075 .054 .056 .085 .089

Early smooth variance reduction, AR errors: φ = .8, ϑ = 0
75 .046 .026 .051 .039 .047 .026 .073 .045
100 .053 .035 .059 .050 .041 .027 .074 .048
150 .045 .036 .056 .052 .044 .033 .079 .061
250 .050 .047 .062 .070 .050 .043 .083 .071
500 .050 .048 .067 .072 .052 .047 .089 .083
1000 .057 .053 .071 .081 .050 .044 .083 .083

Late smooth variance increase, AR errors: φ = −.8, ϑ = 0
75 .086 .088 .148 .120 .056 .070 .061 .073
100 .082 .089 .152 .129 .058 .068 .064 .076
150 .076 .077 .153 .123 .056 .067 .065 .078
250 .067 .072 .151 .133 .047 .055 .064 .071
500 .058 .066 .159 .128 .053 .058 .077 .082
1000 .054 .055 .147 .125 .051 .054 .081 .089

Late smooth variance increase, AR errors: φ = .8, ϑ = 0
75 .088 .073 .158 .132 .044 .076 .056 .095
100 .077 .067 .161 .119 .044 .067 .061 .087
150 .069 .061 .154 .123 .047 .058 .066 .085
250 .062 .053 .157 .117 .049 .049 .075 .078
500 .062 .051 .157 .122 .051 .049 .078 .084
1000 .051 .050 .152 .125 .048 .047 .082 .081

Notes: DGP (18) with c = 0 and σT, t as defined in (20), with κ = .2, s2
2 = .25 for early negative shifts and κ = .8,

s2
2 = 4 for late positive shifts. The data are adjusted for a constant (zt = 1) or a linear time trend (zt = (1, t)′) using

the FD method of Schmidt and Phillips (1992). All lag orders are computed using the RSMAIC. B = 499 wild bootstrap
replications with q = 0. 5000 Monte Carlo replications.
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Table A4: Size of the SWB activation knot tests under heteroskedastic AR errors

zt = 1 zt = (1, t)′

T τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆ τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆

Early smooth variance reduction, AR errors: φ = −.8, ϑ = 0
75 .049 .052 .090 .089 .051 .061 .155 .135
100 .057 .056 .091 .088 .047 .055 .126 .123
150 .052 .055 .081 .083 .043 .052 .110 .109
250 .056 .057 .079 .090 .047 .048 .099 .096
500 .050 .053 .071 .083 .048 .050 .088 .092
1000 .049 .049 .065 .075 .045 .050 .085 .089

Early smooth variance reduction, AR errors: φ = .8, ϑ = 0
75 .046 .051 .051 .039 .053 .055 .073 .045
100 .054 .056 .059 .050 .053 .054 .074 .048
150 .052 .053 .056 .052 .055 .057 .079 .061
250 .054 .061 .062 .070 .053 .059 .083 .071
500 .055 .056 .067 .072 .053 .057 .089 .083
1000 .058 .057 .071 .081 .050 .049 .083 .083

Late smooth variance increase, AR errors: φ = −.8, ϑ = 0
75 .057 .050 .148 .120 .026 .034 .061 .073
100 .061 .052 .152 .129 .031 .038 .064 .076
150 .060 .054 .153 .123 .042 .045 .065 .078
250 .059 .054 .151 .133 .036 .040 .064 .071
500 .053 .053 .159 .128 .049 .049 .077 .082
1000 .052 .050 .147 .125 .048 .047 .081 .089

Late smooth variance increase, AR errors: φ = .8, ϑ = 0
75 .067 .059 .158 .132 .056 .061 .056 .095
100 .058 .054 .161 .119 .056 .056 .061 .087
150 .055 .056 .154 .123 .053 .058 .066 .085
250 .058 .052 .157 .117 .053 .052 .075 .078
500 .059 .055 .157 .122 .053 .050 .078 .084
1000 .048 .051 .152 .125 .052 .050 .082 .081

Notes: DGP (18) with c = 0 and σT, t as defined in (20), with κ = .2, s2
2 = .25 for early negative shifts and κ = .8, s2

2 = 4
for late positive shifts. The data are adjusted for a constant (zt = 1) or a linear time trend (zt = (1, t)′) using the FD
method of Schmidt and Phillips (1992). All lag orders are computed using the RSMAIC. B = 499 sieve wild bootstrap
replications. 5000 Monte Carlo replications.
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Table A5: Local power of the SWB tests under heteroskedastic AR errors

zt = 1 zt = (1, t)′

T τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆ τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆

Early smooth variance reduction, AR errors: φ = −.8, ϑ = 0
75 .100 .113 .105 .113 .128 .188 .125 .176
100 .099 .109 .096 .100 .153 .189 .174 .183
150 .099 .111 .099 .102 .148 .186 .176 .192
250 .108 .116 .102 .104 .165 .196 .174 .207
500 .126 .130 .125 .126 .192 .214 .205 .226
1000 .147 .154 .152 .155 .216 .235 .227 .242

Early smooth variance reduction, AR errors: φ = .8, ϑ = 0
75 .113 .132 .107 .128 .133 .142 .113 .146
100 .100 .114 .086 .102 .135 .143 .135 .151
150 .117 .127 .114 .125 .149 .165 .143 .164
250 .119 .126 .111 .113 .168 .178 .158 .171
500 .130 .135 .126 .126 .187 .206 .176 .196
1000 .158 .169 .137 .152 .217 .238 .220 .245

Late smooth variance increase, AR errors: φ = −.8, ϑ = 0
75 .140 .200 .141 .224 .123 .183 .186 .228
100 .138 .203 .127 .217 .140 .189 .205 .245
150 .132 .207 .116 .207 .167 .210 .209 .242
250 .134 .228 .114 .230 .191 .239 .251 .298
500 .150 .263 .144 .269 .235 .278 .255 .286
1000 .156 .265 .153 .273 .262 .300 .275 .317

Late smooth variance increase, AR errors: φ = .8, ϑ = 0
75 .072 .126 .052 .092 .129 .135 .117 .089
100 .093 .151 .075 .121 .141 .151 .133 .121
150 .105 .176 .091 .159 .164 .181 .157 .159
250 .106 .193 .092 .178 .201 .215 .197 .215
500 .123 .229 .108 .214 .232 .250 .228 .259
1000 .152 .265 .165 .262 .266 .294 .272 .307

Notes: DGP (18) with c = −7 for zt = 1 and c = −13.5 for zt = (1, t)′. σT, t as defined in (20), with κ = .2, s2
2 = .25 for

early negative shifts and κ = .8, s2
2 = 4 for late positive shifts. The data are adjusted for a constant (zt = 1) or a linear

time trend (zt = (1, t)′) using the FD method of Schmidt and Phillips (1992). Estimates for τ and τ̆ are size-adjusted
at 5%. All lag orders are computed using the RSMAIC. B = 499 sieve wild bootstrap replications. 5000 Monte Carlo
replications.
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Table A6: Local power of the SWB tests under heteroskedastic MA errors

zt = 1 zt = (1, t)′

T τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆ τ ∗ τ̆ ∗ τ τ̆

Early smooth variance reduction, MA errors: φ = 0, ϑ = −.8
75 .205 .279 .078 .097 .500 .637 .113 .133
100 .165 .222 .070 .089 .411 .541 .128 .165
150 .135 .177 .080 .102 .279 .397 .133 .182
250 .137 .158 .085 .102 .202 .297 .146 .184
500 .140 .154 .108 .121 .201 .250 .158 .183
1000 .166 .174 .115 .120 .222 .257 .166 .202

Early smooth variance reduction, MA errors: φ = 0, ϑ = .8
75 .106 .114 .092 .104 .128 .157 .124 .156
100 .107 .120 .110 .114 .127 .151 .123 .158
150 .107 .121 .103 .110 .131 .158 .153 .175
250 .110 .126 .107 .110 .156 .184 .162 .197
500 .124 .132 .120 .127 .182 .200 .184 .200
1000 .157 .166 .148 .150 .206 .237 .223 .246

Late smooth variance increase, MA errors: φ = 0, ϑ = −.8
75 .444 .473 .186 .193 .500 .615 .189 .230
100 .375 .404 .176 .184 .412 .526 .196 .244
150 .314 .362 .191 .201 .275 .383 .191 .233
250 .301 .343 .192 .223 .204 .304 .177 .241
500 .302 .324 .234 .244 .195 .275 .196 .239
1000 .309 .328 .228 .238 .218 .287 .200 .256

Late smooth variance increase, MA errors: φ = 0, ϑ = .8
75 .087 .157 .064 .134 .137 .161 .163 .145
100 .089 .165 .067 .160 .137 .166 .156 .168
150 .102 .188 .083 .181 .151 .180 .169 .169
250 .110 .206 .085 .182 .184 .206 .196 .222
500 .129 .243 .109 .244 .219 .246 .213 .248
1000 .152 .271 .141 .247 .238 .278 .239 .272

Notes: DGP (18) with c = −7 for zt = 1 and c = −13.5 for zt = (1, t)′. σT, t as defined in (20), with κ = .2, s2
2 = .25 for

early negative shifts and κ = .8, s2
2 = 4 for late positive shifts. The data are adjusted for a constant (zt = 1) or a linear

time trend (zt = (1, t)′) using the FD method of Schmidt and Phillips (1992). Estimates for τ and τ̆ are size-adjusted
at 5%. All lag orders are computed using the RSMAIC, setting q = p. B = 499 sieve wild bootstrap replications. 5000
Monte Carlo replications.
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