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Abstract

The approach for testing equal predictive accuracy for pairs of forecasting
models proposed by Giacomini and White (2006) assumes that the parameters
of the underlying forecasting models are estimated using a rolling window of
fixed width and incorporates the effect of parameter estimation in the null hy-
pothesis. We show that a necessary and sufficient condition for the conditionally
expected loss differential of two forecasting models to be a martingale difference
sequence is that the outcome is a simple average of the two forecasts. When the
forecasts contain parameter estimation errors, this means that the conditional
mean of the outcome has to be a function of past estimation errors—a condi-
tion that fails in many situations. We also show that the null can fail even in
the absence of parameter estimation for many types of stochastic processes in

comimon use.

1 Introduction

In an important contribution to the literature on economic forecasting,
Giacomini and White (2006) (GW, henceforth) develop a novel approach for compar-

ing the accuracy of alternative economic forecasts and test the null of equal expected

*We thank Todd Clark and Mike McCracken for comments on an early version of the paper.
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predictive accuracy. GW incorporate the effect of parameter estimation in the null
hypothesis and assume that estimation error does not vanish asymptotically by requir-
ing that fixed-length windows are used to estimate the parameters of the underlying
forecasting models. Using this approach, simple tests of equal predictive accuracy do
not have a degenerate limiting distribution even in comparisons of nested forecasting
models, thus addressing a key problem causing difficulties for earlier tests.!

The GW test has found widespread use in applied work in economics and has be-
come the standard method for comparing the predictive accuracy of nested forecasting
models while accounting for the effect of parameter estimation.? It is, therefore, im-
portant to establish conditions under which the null hypothesis entertained by GW is
valid and so can be used to compare the predictive accuracy of alternative forecasts.
The null hypothesis in GW is that the expected loss differential, i.e., the difference
between the expected loss of a pair of forecasts, is a martingale difference sequence
(MDS) conditional on some information set which typically includes, at a minimum,
current and past observations of the outcome and data used to generate the forecasts.

We show here that the MDS property conditional on past data fails to hold in
many situations when the forecasts are generated using a set of estimated model
parameters as assumed in the analysis of GW. This conclusion holds regardless of
whether a fixed-width rolling window or an expanding window is used to estimate the
parameters of the underlying forecasting models and regardless of whether the models
are nested or non-nested. Caution should therefore be exercised when applying the
conditional GW test to compare the performance of forecasting models. Even in
the absence of parameter estimation error, we show that the MDS property fails
whenever the underlying data generating process (DGP) for the outcome does not
satisfy a restrictive finite dependence condition that rules out many standard models
used in applied work.

This conclusion has important practical implications. In particular, there can
be substantial autocorrelation in the loss difference and we show that the GW test
can result in severe size distortions for testing an unconditional null using popular
schemes for estimating the long-run variance of the loss differential. We also establish

a valid procedure for testing that the null of equal predictive accuracy of two rolling-

1See, e.g., West (1996), Clark and McCracken (2001), Clark and McCracken (2005) and
McCracken (2007).
2As of end-May, 2020, Giacomini and White (2006) has nearly 1,400 Google Scholar citations.



window forecasts holds “on average”. This sub-sampling t-test approach uses a self-
normalization structure and avoids directly constructing robust standard errors that
account for serial correlation in the loss differentials.

It is worth emphasizing that our analysis pertains to tests of the null hypothesis
that the expected loss differential is mean-zero conditional on the parameter estimates
used by the underlying forecasting models and possibly other information. It does not
apply to tests of the null that the unconditional mean of the loss differential equals
zero. This unconditional null does not require that two forecasts are equally accurate
at each point in time but only that they are equally accurate on average. Testing this
unconditional null is more common in practice and is typically conducted using the
popular Diebold-Mariano test.

The outline of our analysis is as follows. Section 2 introduces our setup and
demonstrates that the GW null fails to be valid in the presence of estimated param-
eters and also fails in the absence of a restrictive finite dependence condition on the
DGP. Second 3 pursues practical implications of our theoretical results, while Second
4 analyzes tests of the null that the forecasts have the same unconditionally expected

loss, and Section 5 concludes. Proofs are contained in an appendix.

2 The null of equal conditional expected predictive

accuracy

This section introduces the forecast environment and demonstrates that the GW null
is not, in general, appropriate for comparing the conditionally expected loss of a pair

of forecasting models.

2.1 Setup

Our forecast environment closely mirrors the setup in GW. We are interested in
comparing the predictive accuracy of a pair of one-step-ahead forecasts fi,, fo; of
some variable Y;, ;. Each forecast is generated using information available at time ¢,
Fi = o(W], Wi, ... W/), where W; = (Y, X])’, and X; is a set of predictor variables.

Hence, F; contains current and past values of the outcome, forecast and predictors.

3For simplicity, we restrict the forecast horizon to a single period, but our results are easily
generalized to arbitrary horizons of finite length.



GW carefully state that the forecasts are adapted to the most recent m values of W,
Le., fir = fWu, Wiy, o, Wiir; B@t,m).‘l The setup includes, but is not limited to,
linear prediction models of the form y; 11 = B/ X + €;41,estimated by least squares,
e B = (20 X X0) T (D, Xihorr)-

The precision of the forecasts is evaluated using a loss function, L(y:y1, fi:) which
is a mapping from the space of outcomes and forecasts to the real line. Under the
commonly used squared error loss, L(yi1, fir) = eit 41, Where e; 01 = Y1 — fiy
(1 = 1,2) is the forecast error. Furthermore, following Diebold and Mariano (1995),

define the loss differential as the loss of model 1 relative to that of model 2:

ALt+1 = ALt+1(f%t+1> fl,t> f2t) = L(yt+1> fl,t) - L(yt+1> f2,t,m)- (1)

Under squared error loss,

ALiy1 = (Y1 — fl,t)2 — (Y1 — f2,t)2- (2)

The null hypothesis considered by GW is that, conditional on some information

set, Gy, the loss differential is a martingale difference sequence (MDS):

E[ALis1(Yerrs fres far)|Ge] = 0, (3)

almost surely for ¢t = 1,2,.... GW write that “Note that we do not require G; = F;,
although this is a leading case of interest...” For simplicity, in the rest of the paper,
we focus on this leading case with G, = F;.

Forecast comparisons are often conducted using (pseudo) out-of-sample evaluation
methods which split a sample of T observations into an initial sample using m obser-
vations for parameter estimation and a forecast evaluation sample which consists of
the remaining n observations, so T'= n + m.” GW assume that m is bounded by a
finite constant although, in general, we can regard m = m¢ and n = nr as functions

of T'. For notational simplicity, we suppress the subscripts.

4Note that the estimation window, m, can differ for the two forecasting models, i.e., we can have
mq,mg and define m = max(my, m2) and all results continue to go through.

>Out-of-sample forecast evaluations can have substantially weaker power than full-sample tests
(see, e.g., Inoue and Kilian (2005) and Hansen and Timmermann (2015b)), but are less prone to data
mining biases (Hansen and Timmermann (2015a)) and can provide important information about the
time-series evolution in a prediction model’s performance and its value in real time.



To test the null in (3), GW propose the test statistic’
o ALyt

VI AL

GWr = (4)

The simple expression in the denominator exploits the property that, under the null
(3) that AL, follows a MDS, there is no need to correct for possible serial correlation
in AL, q.

To test the hypothesis that E[AL;.; | F;] = 0 almost surely, GW point out that
one can choose any random variable h, € F; and test the unconditional moment
condition E(ALy1hy) = 0. However, when P(E[ALy | Fi] = 0) < 1, there exists a
variable h} € F; such that E(ALy1h}) # 0. Hence, results in GW hinge on the MDS

condition which we examine in this paper.

2.2 Implications of the MDS null

We first establish a necessary and sufficient condition for the validity of the null

hypothesis in (3):

Proposition 1. Assume that fi,; # fa: almost surely. Then under squared error loss
E(ALiy | Ft) = 0 almost surely if and only if E(yer1 | Fi) = (fir + far)/2 almost

surely.

This result shows that the conditionally expected loss differential follows an MDS
process if and only if the conditional expectation of the outcome is a simple average
of the two forecasts. When the forecasts contain parameter estimation errors, this
means that the conditional mean of ;. has to be a function of past estimation errors.
This is quite unnatural as DGPs are typically considered to be objective processes
whose dynamics is not related to an estimation scheme.

Proposition 1 can be used constructively to establish cases in which the null hy-

pothesis in (3) is valid, as we next show.

Example 1. Suppose that y,,1 = py; +e41 with Ele, 1| F] =0, so Elyi | Fi] = pye.

Moreover, if fiy = (p—0)yr and for = (p+ )y, then Elyi|F] = %(th + far) so
that, from Proposition 1, the squared error loss differential follows an MDS process.

SFor simplicity, we choose the instrument to be a constant.



A popular practice is to estimate the parameters of the forecasting model using
the most recent m observations. In our leading case as well as in GW, m is fixed or
bounded, so that estimation errors do not vanish, while the asymptotic analysis lets
n — o0o. As we shall see, this case can never satisty E(yi41 | Ft) = (fi10+ fo.r)/2 almost
surely without a restrictive finite dependence condition and so the MDS condition (3)

cannot hold.

Example 2. As a simple example with estimation error, let z;, = m~! Z;”:_Ol Tit—m

for i = 1,2 be m-period moving averages, while
1

Yt1 = §fl,t + 552,15 + €441,

where €,41 is an MDS so Eleyyq|F;] = 0. Setting fi; = 714 and fo; = Zoy, both
forecasts use misspecified (under-dimensioned) forecasting models that omit one mov-
ing average component. However, once again we have E[y,1|F;] = %EM + %flt =
%(f 1t + far), so it follows from Proposition 1 that the squared error loss follows an

MDS process. '

Even for forecasts that do not depend on estimated parameters, we can show that
the MDS property fails whenever the underlying DGP does not satisfy the restrictive
finite dependence condition. In particular, let F;_,,.; denote the o-algebra generated
by data from time ¢t — m to t. All forecasts based on a rolling window of size m are
Fi_m-measurable; this allows for any estimation methodology ranging from the basic
least-squares estimators to sophisticated machine learning methods. Recall that F;
denotes the o-algebra generated by all the data up to time t.

We next show that the MDS condition (3) cannot hold for AL, if the outcome

variable y;,1 does not have finite dependence:

Proposition 2. Assume that  fi, #+ for  almost  surely  and
P(E(i | Ft) = E(Wisr | Fiome)) < 1. If fiy and foy are both Fipy-
measurable, then {AL;yq1,Fi} is not a martingale difference sequence, i.e.,
P(E(ALpyq | Ft) =0) < 1.

The finite-dependence condition in Proposition 2 requires that the conditional

mean of iy, only depends on the most recent m data points. This condition is

"We thank a referee for suggestion these two examples.



ruled out by many widely used models that are not finite-order Markov such as MA
and ARMA processes as well as unobserved components (state space) models and

GARCH-in-mean processes.

2.3 MDS Property and Estimation Scheme

Proposition 2 shows that unless E(yi11 | Fi) = E(yi41 | Fi—m:) with probability one,
the loss difference cannot be an MDS, no matter how one computes the forecasts
with or without estimated parameters and regardless of the estimation method. The
result also does not require us to make specific assumptions on the DGP such as
stationarity. Hence, in the absence of the restrictive finite dependence condition,
there is an inherent contradiction between the MDS property and rolling window
estimation.

In most forecasting problems, the main challenge is to model and estimate the
conditional mean F(y;.; | F:). However, Proposition 1 says that the MDS null is
equivalent to E(yi1 | Fr) = (fie + far)/2. Since f1; and fo; are computed from
a fixed-width rolling window, this result is saying that the true conditional mean
E(y141 | Fi) can be learned from the data without letting the sample size increase.

This is quite a restrictive setup. Even if we have a correctly specified parametric
model f(Wi,;0) for the entire distribution y, ;1 | F; with parameter 6, the optimal
estimator (i.e., the maximum likelihood estimate) for € in the rolling window of length
R would have an error of rate O(R~'/2). Hence, having no estimation error at all for
E(yi41 | F) for fixed R is hard to imagine.

In the following AR(q) example, we show that the MDS null fails to hold under

realistic estimation schemes with finite estimation windows.

Example 3. Y, = 231':1 piYir1—j+etr1, where 444 is i.i.d with E(g441) = 0. Thus,
the o-algebra from the observed data is F; = o(Y;, Yi—1,...). Suppose that f1, =
X£715At,1 and fo; = Xé,zgm, where X;; € R" and X;, € R” with max{q, ¢} < ¢
are vectors with elements in Y;_,; = (Y,...Y;—,)". For j € {1,2}, we assume that
Bm— =9; (Y, Vi1, .o, Yt_mj) for some measurable function g;, where m; > ¢; is finite.
Notice that some components of Bt,j are allowed to be zero; hence, without loss of

generality, we can assume that X;; = X, =Y,_,4.

Building on this example, we have the following result:



Lemma 1. Suppose that Y1, = 23:1 piYey1—j + €41, where 441 15 i4.d with
E(ety1) = 0. Assume that fi; # for almost surely and that €1 has a density. If
P (Var(ﬁm + Bm | Yi_gt) > 0) > 0, then {ALy11, F;} is not a martingale difference

Sequence.

The requirement that P (Var(ﬁAt,l + Bt,g | Yigt) > O) > 0 almost surely is very
weak and only rules out cases in which Var(BAt,l + Bt,2 | Y;—4+) is never positive, for
sure. Typically, the estimation window is larger than the number of lags ¢q. Therefore,
we should expect that entries Y; for s < t — ¢ will affect Bm + BAM. As a result,
conditional on Y;_,, we should expect non-zero variations in Bm + Bt,g. By Lemma
1, for autoregressive DGPs with ¢ lags, we should not expect the MDS null to hold if

the estimation window is larger than ¢ under commonly used estimators (OLS, MLE
or GMM).

2.4 Nested models

For the nested case, consider the DGP

Yer1 = B Xt + 41, (5)

where X; = (1,7;)’ € R? is a vector of fixed regressors and &, is i.i.d from N(0,0?).

Consider the forecasts from a big model (intercept and ;) and a small model (in-

tercept only): fi; = X{Bt,m with Bt,m = (Zi;i_m XsX;)_1 (Zi;i_m XsysH) and
for=m™" Zi;i_m Ys+1-

Proposition 3. Let X; = (1,2;) € R?, X1y = (Xo,-++, Xp1) € R™2, 24y =
(xo, -+ ,x—1) €R  and 1, = (1,---,1) € R". Suppose that

2 2 ~ / / -1 :E? ~ x/(t—l)lt_l
G=a| Y | Xt (X Xa-n) Xt—l—m 2 |t

t=m+1

Then, under squared error loss (2),

1. B> AL =0.

t=m+41

2. {ALyq, Fi} is nmot a  Martingale  Difference  Sequence, i.e.,
P[E(AL., | F) =0] < 1.



Proposition 3 holds for any sample size and has two implications. First, the MDS
condition fails when m is fixed (rolling estimation window) and the length of the
out-of-sample period (n) tends to infinity. Second, the MDS condition also fails when

both m and n tend to infinity, i.e., with an expanding estimation window.

2.5 Non-nested models

For the case with non-nested models consider the DGP

Yir1 = Pie + BaTor + €441, (7)

where E(epq | Fr) = 0. We use f1; = Bltxlt and fy;, = B%x%, where Bit =
(Zi;i_m x?s)_l (Zi;i_m Tisyst1) for i € {1,2}. The following result states that the
MDS condition (3) fails:

Proposition 4. Consider the DGP in (7) and assume squared error loss (2). Then
(1) If P(Brx1y # Poxay) = 1 and P(B1xy + Poxyy = 0) # 1, we do not have
P[E(ALy | F2) = 0] = 1.

(2) Let f1; = Buxy and for = Porxe with estimates Sy, and Poy being Fy-measurable.
If P(Bltxlt # B2t$2t) =1land P (2(51$1t + Bowy) = Bz + th@t) # 1, then we do
not have P [E(ALiy | Fr) = 0] = 1.

Proposition 4 holds regardless of the sample size, m, used to estimate the param-
eters Bz’u 1 = 1,2. This again means that the MDS condition fails when m is fixed

and n tends to infinity or when both m and n tend to infinity.®

3 Practical Implications

Proposition 1 has some interesting practical implications. To see this, define the

forecast error from a simple equal-weighted average of forecasts:

§i1 = Yer1 — (fre + fa0) /2. (8)

From Proposition 1, the MDS null hypothesis for the loss differential can equivalently
be stated as E(&1 | F;) = 0, motivating a test that is different from the GW test

8Part 2 of Proposition 4 allows for any estimator that uses information up to time ¢ and so is not
limited to the OLS estimator.



that is based on the loss differential.

A priori, it may not be obvious whether it is better, in a given sample, to test
E(ALiyy | Ft) =0o0r E(&41 | Ft) = 0. Although such tests are equivalent, their finite
sample power could well be very different and practitioners will want to maximize
power in testing the MDS null. In some situations, an alternative test based on &
might have better power properties than one based on AL, ;.

We next illustrate this point through an analytical example and an empirical

application.

3.1 Power for AR(1) Process

Following McCracken (2020), consider the following first-order autoregressive DGP:

Ytr1 = PYt + €1, 9)

where &,41 is 1.i.d with Eeyy = 0 and Ee}, | = 0. Assume that E|ey4q]* is bounded.
Let fi+ =y and fo; = 0 so that E(ALyy | Ft) = 0 when p = 1/2. To examine local
power, let p = 1/2—T~'/2¢, where ¢ € R is a constant and 7 is the sample sized used
for the test. To simplify notations, let hy = (f1+ + f2+)/2 and consider the following
test statistics:

T2 Z?:l ALy hy
\/T_1 2;1 (ALt+1ht>2

GWy = (10)

and .
T2 Yoo Sty

R \/T_1 Zthl (£t+1ht)2.

Both test statistics use critical values from a standard Gaussian distribution, ®. For

Jr (11)

a test of nominal size a, we therefore reject the null if |GWr| > cv, = @711 — «/2)
and |Jr| > cv, under the GW and J tests, respectively. The following result can be

used to compute the power of the tests.

Proposition 5. Suppose y,11 is generated from a first-order autoregressive process

Yir1 = pYr + €r41. Then

cEY?

’Ill—EIoloP(|GWT| > C'Ua) =P ( m

+Z‘ >cva),

10



and
cVEY?

o

+7Z

lim P (|Jr| > cv,) = P <
T—o0

> cva> ,

where Z ~ N(0,1) and Y follows the stationary distribution of ;.

This result implies that the local power of Jr always exceeds that of the GWrp
test for this example. To see this, notice that by Holder’s inequality,

|EY?| < E|Y]? < VEY* x VEY?,

which implies that

cEY? - cVEY?
VvVEY4o|

If &; has a symmetric distribution, i.e., ¢, and —¢; have the same distribution, then

o

the test based on GW7r has no power at all because Y has a symmetric distribution
and thus EY? = (. For example, if e, ~ N(0,0?), then Y ~ N(0,02/(1 — p?)), which
implies that EY? = 0 and limp_,o, P (|GW7z| > cv,) = a for any c¢. We illustrate this

result in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Power of GW and J tests as a function of ¢ when ¢, follows a mean-zero

normal distribution.
1

0.9
0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3

0.2

— ] test
— GW test

0.1

0 I I I I I I I I I

For this example, VEY?2/o = (1 — p*)~!, which means that the power of the test

based on Jr increases in |pl; in other words, the power of this test is higher for more

11



persistent DGP’s.

It is worth emphasizing that the result in Proposition 5 hinges on using the equal-
weighted forecast as our instrument, h;. The key point is that although Jr and GWr
are testing the same MDS null for loss differences, they can have very different power

properties for a given choice of instrument.

3.2 Empirical Application

We next illustrate how the insights from our analysis can be used to compare the ac-
curacy of forecasts of two important economic variables, namely US monthly inflation
and GDP growth. Specifically, we obtain data from the St. Louis Federal Reserve on
the seasonally adjusted consumer price index for all urban consumers (CPIAUCSL)
from 1947:01 to 2022:07. From this we compute the monthly inflation rate. Next,
we consider the seasonally adjusted Gross Domestic Product (GDP), again obtained
from the St. Louis Federal Reserve Fred data base. This is a quarterly series and runs
from 1947Q1 through 2022Q2. Again we compute the quarter-over-quarter growth
rate and use this as our dependent variable.

For both variables our benchmark models the conditional mean of the dependent
variable as a constant while the alternative model uses an AR(4) process. Model
parameters are estimated recursively using a 10-year rolling window that gets updated
as new data arrive.

As our first instrument, we use the lagged value of the equal-weighted forecast
error, i.e., hy = & = yr — (f14—1 + for—1)/2. For this case, we obtain test statistics
GWqp = 1.45 and Jr = 4.56 for the inflation rate data and GWp = 0.24 and Jp = 2.27
for the GDP growth data. Hence, in both cases the J test strongly rejects the null
while the GW test fails to reject.

The empirical results will of course depend on the chosen instrument. To examine
the robustness of our finding, we also consider using instead the difference between the
two forecasts as our instrument, setting b, = f1,-1 — f24—1. Using this instrument,
we obtain test statistics GWp = —1.09 and Jpr = 6.18 for the inflation data and
GWr = —1.30 and Jp = 1.22 for the GDP growth data. In this case, the J test
strongly rejects the null of equal conditional predictive accuracy for the inflation data
while the GW test fails to reject. Neither test rejects the null for the GDP growth

rate data.

12



4 Testing Equal Unconditional Expected Predictive

Accuracy

So far we have demonstrated that the null that the loss differential follows an MDS
generally, though not always, fails to hold conditional on the information set used to
generate the forecasts. One might wonder what the GW test is actually testing when

the MDS null fails. The obvious candidate is the corresponding unconditional null:
HQ . E[ALH_l] = 0. (12)

To examine whether we can use the GW approach to test the null in (12), we

separately consider cases with a rolling and an expanding estimation window.

4.1 Rolling estimation window

To see what happens with a rolling estimation window, consider the following simple

example:

Example 4. Suppose that y;.1 = ¢ + .11,where g is iid with Ee;, = 0, Fe? =
1,Ee? = Ky and Fe! = ky. We use fi, =m~ 'Y Ly and fo, = 0. Assuming

s=t—m-+

squared error loss, we can simply choose ¢ = m~/? to make the unconditional null
hold (i.e., E(AL;11) =0).

For the rolling window case, m is fixed and n tends to infinity. Because m is fixed,
AL, is weakly dependent and stationary. However, the asymptotic distribution of
the GW test statistic under the unconditional null hypothesis is not N (0, 1). To obtain
higher power, GW prefer to use an estimator of the variance of the loss differences
that exploits the MDS property of loss differences under the null. However, they
also note in Comment 5 that one can use a HAC estimator in situations with, e.g.,
positive autocorrelation in loss differences. In practice, tests of the unconditional
null in (12) are therefore often conducted using an approach similar to that adopted
by Diebold and Mariano (1995) which uses a consistent estimator of the long-run
variance of the loss differences and so accounts for any temporal dependencies that
may exist.

Using Example 4, we next show that Jp converges in distribution to a normal

distribution but with variance different from one:

13



Proposition 6. In Ezample /, GWr converges in distribution to N(0,V,,), where

V. — 4m2 — 4m3/2/-€1 + m(KJQ + 3)
" 8m? + ke — 1 ’

From Proposition 6, the GW test introduces size distortions asymptotically if
V., > 1. This can easily be the case for skewed distributions. For example, let
log& ~ N(0,0%) and &, = —(& — E(&))/\/Var(&). Then one can use simulations
to see that V,,, > 3 for 0 = 1.5. Moreover, the asymptotic variance can be arbitrarily

close to 1/2 as the rolling window size m increases, leading to an undersized test.

Remark 1. We can fix this issue by replacing the denominator in GWrp with the
Newey and West (1987) or another heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation consistent
(HAC) estimator. This is in fact the procedure recommended for the classical test
proposed by Diebold and Mariano (1995). The drawback is that even if £, is i.i.d,
AL 1 has non-zero autocorrelation for at least m lags. The performance of Newey-
West or other HAC estimates might not be satisfactory when the serial dependence

in the loss differentials does not decay fast enough.

Remark 2. Another possibility is to use subsample t-tests similar to those proposed by
Ibragimov and Miiller (2010, 2016). Thus, suppose we divide {ALyq}2 ", | into K
blocks and let AL*) denote the sample mean of AL, in the k-th block, k =1, ..., K.
Consider the test statistic
S — KPAL | (13)
VU — 1)K (ALW — ALY

where AL = K~} 22{:1 AL® . The limiting distribution of Sk is the student -
distribution with K — 1 degrees of freedom.

Remark 3. It is well known that the outcome of tests of equal unconditional predictive
accuracy can be sensitive to the choice of the bandwidth used to estimate the long-
run variance of the loss differential, see McCracken (2020) and Coroneo and lacone
(2020). Choosing the right bandwidth is often challenging, and McCracken (2020)
finds that very large bandwidths can be required for some data generating processes.
An advantage of the above subsample ¢-test is that it does not require a well-defined
long-run variance. For example, the variance can change in a non-stationary manner,

e.g. with structural breaks, as long as it is bounded.

14



Proposition 7. Suppose that {ALi } 0" is stationary and E[ALi] = 0. As-
sume that E|ALy+|" is bounded for some r > 2 and ALy, is strong mizing of size
—r/(r—2). Then Sk converges in distribution to the student t-distribution with K —1

degrees of freedom.

The self-normalizing feature used to construct the test statistic in (13) means
that we do not need to explicitly compute a HAC estimate, although we still need to
choose K.’

The key assumption needed for Proposition 7 is stationarity of the loss difference
AL;yq1. Conversely, the proof does not require us to specify the functional form of
the loss (MSE or other loss) and allows for nonlinear models with general estimators

computed using a rolling window.

4.2 Monte Carlo simulation results

Consider the setting in Section 4.1. We set log&, ~ N(0,0%) and & = —(& —
E(&))/\/Var(&). We report the size of three tests: the original GW test (GW), the
Diebold-Mariano test using Newey-West standard errors (DM)!? and a subsample t-
test Sk with K = 2 (Sub). All Monte Carlo experiments are based on 10,000 random
samples. To study the asymptotic distribution of the tests, we set the sample size
to be a large number (n = 20000), but we also consider finite-sample performance in
samples with n = 100,200 or 1,000 observations.

Table 1 reports the results. First, consider the performance of the tests in the
very large sample (n = 20,000). The last three columns show that the original GW
test tends to have an incorrect size. For o = 0.5, the original GW test is oversized for
small m (m = 3) and undersized for large m (m = 30), while both the DM and sub-
sampling tests have approximately the right size. For o = 1.5, we observe serious size
distortions for the original GW test which strongly over-rejects. Using Newey-West
standard errors improves the accuracy of the GW test but clearly fails to effectively
address the issue and this test remains heavily oversized. By far the most accurate
test is the subsample t-test of Ibragimov and Miiller (2010, 2016) for which we only

see a very small tendency to over-reject (e.g., 6% for a nominal size of 5%). Similar

YHAC estimates require us to choose the number of lags to include which, in practice, can be
quite complicated.

0The number of lags follows the “textbook NW” (Lazarus et al., 2018) choice and is set to
0.75T1/3.
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results are seen in the finite samples (columns 1-9) with the original GW and DM

Newey-West test statistics tending to over-reject, while the sub-sampling approach is

only modestly oversized.

Table 1: Rejection probability of a 5% test under the null hypothesis

n = 100

n = 200

n = 1000

n = 20000

GW

DM

Sub

GW

DM Sub

GW

DM

Sub

GW

DM

Sub

oc=20.5

c=20.5

oc=20.5

oc=20.5

0.0915
0.0742
0.0545
0.0430

0.0860
0.0799
0.0732
0.0604

0.0465
0.0487
0.0524
0.0543

0.0952
0.0737
0.0527
0.0378

0.0792  0.0495
0.0723  0.0498
0.0616  0.0505
0.0500  0.0500

0.0895
0.0725
0.0543
0.0381

0.0580
0.0598
0.0595
0.0452

0.0468
0.0483
0.0517
0.0502

0.0955
0.0755
0.0554
0.0349

0.0530
0.0537
0.0541
0.0435

0.0537
0.0521
0.0496
0.0484

c=1

oc=1

c=1

c=1

0.2593
0.2282
0.1680
0.1029

0.2022
0.1883
0.1573
0.1182

0.0585
0.0564
0.0510
0.0505

0.2568
0.2364
0.1708
0.1030

0.1748 0.0554
0.1772  0.0590
0.1451 0.0506
0.1059  0.0458

0.2489
0.2368
0.1928
0.1037

0.1217
0.1179
0.1255
0.0946

0.0543
0.0461
0.0508
0.0482

0.2383
0.2589
0.2053
0.1213

0.0725
0.0734
0.0762
0.0854

0.0517
0.0489
0.0508
0.0488

c=15

oc=1.5

oc=1.5

c=15

10
30

0.5324
0.5028
0.4241
0.2698

0.4635
0.4274
0.3819
0.2718

0.1246
0.1091
0.0875
0.0673

0.5196
0.5166
0.4497
0.2979

0.4268 0.1084
0.4118 0.0969
0.3754  0.0867
0.2828 0.0721

0.4942
0.5301
0.5052
0.3523

0.3481
0.3362
0.3362
0.2894

0.0966
0.0896
0.0788
0.0656

0.4182
0.5048
0.5620
0.4707

0.2293
0.2195
0.2218
0.2357

0.0667
0.0640
0.0605
0.0639

4.3 Expanding estimation window

Proposition 2 demonstrates the implausibility of the MDS condition with a rolling

window estimation scheme. However, one might wonder whether testing equal pre-

dictive accuracy would be easier if one adopts an expanding estimation window. We

next examine this point through a simple example:

Example 5. Consider the following DGP:

Yt = &,
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where {g;}]_; is i.i.d with Fe; = 0 and Fe? = 1. Let F; denote the o-algebra
generated by {eq,...,&¢}.

Consider an expanding window estimation scheme under which the forecast for
Y1 at time tis f1, =t Zizl ys, where t > m with m — oo and m/T — X for
A € (0,1). We compare this forecast with the simple prediction f,; = t~1/2. Clearly,
both fi; and fo; have a vanishing bias for E(y.y1) = 0. Under squared error loss,
one can easily verify that E(ALy,) = 0 and E(ALyyy | Fy) = ff, — fi,. Since the
bias vanishes with the sample size as the estimation window expands, this example

is similar to the local-to-zero setting considered by Clark and McCracken (2015).

Proposition 8. In FExample 5, the limiting distribution of the GW statistic GWrp in

(4) is

Ja?B(w) —uNdu [} [0 —u B(u)] dB(u)
2\/ [y [u=? — u='B(u)]” du \/ i =12 — u='B(u)]” du

where B(-) is a standard Brownian motion.
The second term in (14) has a N(0, 1) distribution:

Ja [i™"? = u™ B(w)] dB(u)
\/f/\l [u=1/2 — u—lB(u)]2 du

~N(0,1)  ¥Ae(0,1).

Conversely, the first term in (14) has a non-standard distribution and so the
limiting distribution of GW7 is also non-standard.!!

In Table 2, we simulate the limiting distribution in (14) and tabulate the 95%
quantile of the absolute value limiting distribution for various values of A\. We also
record the asymptotic null rejection probability if we simply choose 1.96 as the critical
value (the standard normal limiting distribution stated in GW). We observe substan-
tial size distortions if A is small, even in the limit. Hence, in practice, if the expanding
window starts early in the sample, we would falsely reject the null hypothesis too of-

ten.

UThis is similar to the result for the MSE-t test in Theorem 3.2 of Clark and McCracken (2005).
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Table 2: Quantiles of the limiting distribution of |GWr| in (14)
A 95% quantile Size if use 1.96

0.05 3.993 0.247
0.10 3.769 0.226
0.15 3.573 0.215
0.20 3.389 0.203
0.25 3.250 0.196
0.30 3.103 0.188
0.35 2.981 0.181
0.40 2.880 0.175
0.45 2.781 0.166
0.50 2.697 0.158
0.55 2.598 0.147
0.60 2.534 0.135
0.65 2.445 0.122
0.70 2.379 0.111
0.75 2.307 0.099
0.80 2.238 0.089
0.85 2.190 0.081
0.90 2.108 0.070
0.95 2.057 0.062
0.99 1.992 0.054

5 Conclusion

Economic forecasts feature prominently in governments’ decisions on fiscal policy,
central banks’ monetary policy, households’ consumption and investment decisions
and companies’ hiring and capital expenditure choices, so it is important to be able
to tell if one forecast can be expected to be more accurate than an alternative forecast.
In an influential and innovative paper, Giacomini and White (2006) develop methods
for testing the null hypothesis that two forecasts have identical conditionally expected
loss. Equivalently, their null is that the loss differential follows a martingale difference
sequence. They use this null to construct a test statistic that does not require Newey-
West HAC type adjustments for serial correlation in loss differentials.

The Giacomini-White approach has been used extensively in empirical work as it
provides a way to formally compare the accuracy of economic forecasts in situations

that are challenging for other tests such as the case with nested models. It turns

18



out that the null that the loss differential is a martingale difference sequence is quite
restrictive. We establish that a necessary and sufficient condition for the condition-
ally expected loss differential of two forecasts to follow an MDS process is that the
conditional expectation of the outcome is a simple average of the forecasts. When the
underlying forecasts contain parameter estimation errors, this means that the condi-
tional mean of the outcome depends on past estimation errors. One can construct
examples where this condition is valid but in many settings of interest to economic

forecasters this condition seems hard to justify.

A Proofs

Proof of Proposition 1. Notice that

ALt = (Y41 — f10)° — Wer1 — fou)?
= f1i— far = 2y (fre — fou)
= (fie + for = 2us1) (fre — forr)

Since f1, and fo, are both Fj-measurable, it follows that

E(ALia | Fo) = [fre + for = 2B e | Fo)] (fre — for)
Since fi; — for # 0 almost surely, E(ALyy | F;) = 0 if and only if fi¢+ for —
2E (Y41 | Fi) = 0, which implies E(yiy1 | Fr) = (fie + far)/2- O

Proof of Proposition 2. We proceed by contradiction. Suppose the MDS condi-
tion holds, i.e., F(AL;y | F;) = 0 with probability one. Then by Proposition 1,
E(yis1 | Fi) = (fir + for)/2 almost surely. By the law of iterated expectation, we

have

EWesr | Fromt) = E[EWea | Fo) | Frome) = E{(fre + f20)/2 | Fromet) = (fratfor) /2.

Therefore, E(yir1 | Fiemt) = (fie + f21)/2 = E(yes1 | Fi) almost surely. This
contradicts the assumption of P(E(y41 | Fit) = E(Yis1 | Fiema)) < 1. The desired

result follows. O

Proof of Lemma 1. We proceed by contradiction. Suppose that E(AL, | Fy) =
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0. Let Bt = (Bm + Bt72)/2 and p = (p1,...,py)". Then by Proposition 1, we
have that E(Yii1 | Fi) = (fie + for)/2 = Y;’_q:tBt. On the other hand, since
Yiig = 23:1 piYis1—; + €41 and g4 is 1id with E(gy) = 0, we have that
E(Yyr | Ft) = Y/ ,4p. Hence, we have Y .(8; — p) = 0 almost surely. There-
fore, Var (Yt’_q:t(ﬁt —p) | Yt_q:t> = 0 almost surely.

However, note that
Var <}/;/_q:t(Bt - P) ‘ Y;E—q:t) = Y;/_q:t [Val"(Bt,l + Bt,2 ‘ Y;ﬁ—q:t)] Y;t—q:t-

Let A denote the event on which Var(ﬁAt,l + Bt,g | Yi—yt) is positive definite. Since
Var (Y;'_q:t(ﬁt —p) | Y}_q;t) = 0 almost surely, it follows that on the event A, Y;_,; =
0. Thus, P(Y;—g: = 0) > P(A). By assumption, P(A) > 0, which means that
P(Y;—4+ = 0) > 0. However, this is impossible because by assumption Y;_,; has a
density with respect to the Lebesgue measure on R? and thus P(Y;_,; = 0) = 0. The

proof is complete. O

Proof of Proposition 5. We prove the two claims in two steps.
Step 1: show the result for GWrp
By yrp1 = (1/2 = T7%¢)y; + 411, we have

Ath+1 = (yt+1 - fl,t)2 - (yt+1 - f2,t)2
= (yt—i-l - yt)2 - (yt+1 - 0)2 = 2T—1/2Cyt2 — 2Ui€41-

By hi = (fii + f24)/2 = y:/2, we have that AL, 1hy = 2T ?cy? — 2y2e; 1. Let
Zt+1 = ALt+1ht — E[ALt+1ht | ft] Clearly, {Zta'F.t} iS an MDS and E[ALt+1ht |
Fi] = 2n=2¢y}. Hence,

Zip1 = —2Ys€eq1

and
EZ} | = 40°EY].

Since Z; is an MDS, we have

t=1

n T
Var (T—1/2 > Zt+1> =T BE(ALitih)* = 40°EY}.
t=1

By Theorem 3.35 of White (2001), Z;,; is stationary and ergodic. By Theorem
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3.34 therein, T Zle Z2 = 40°EY? 4 op(1). By Corollary 5.26 therein, we have

T_1/2 23:1 Zt—l—l

204/ EY?

In other words, we have T-2 3" 7,1 =% N(0,40%2EY;?). Again, by Theorems
3.34 and 3.35 of White (2001), we have

—4 N(0,1).

T T
T2 Z E[ALgirhe | F] = 2¢T7! ny = 2cEY; + op(1).

t=1 i=1
Therefore,

T
T3 " ALihy =" N(2cEY}?, 40°EY). (15)

t=1

On the other hand, by Z;1 = AL 1hy — 2n_1/2cy§’, we have that

M»e

(Zig1 — ALyy1hy)?

t=1

T T
Ty 72, - Z ALy hy)?| < \ -1
t=1 t=1

Mq

= [T Y@y = Op(T) = 0p (1),

t=1

Since T-' S, 72, = 40%EY? + 0p(1), we have
T
T (ALipihy)® = 40 EY? + op(1). (16)
=1

Combining (15) and (16), we have

cw, — L7 Yo ALl g (*CEL:, 1) _
\/T_l Zf:l(ALt+1ht)2 oV EY,

Step 2: show the result for Jr.

The result for Jr follows by an analogous argument. We provide a brief proof and

21



point out the difference. Again, define Zy1 = & 1hy — E[&1he | Fi], where

1/2

1 1 _
Svrhe = [Yer1r — ve/2] - ye/2 = Y1 + 50 Cyt2

2 2

and E[&1h | Fi] = 7Y 2cy? /2. Notice that besides a constant factor, the difference
from Step 1 is that we now have y? rather than y;.

By essentially the same argument, we have

T
TN Z o =" N(0,0°EY}?/4) (17)
t=1
and
T2 Z E[¢iihy | F) = lcT—l ZT:gﬁ _Lopyveg op(1). (18)
t=1 ’ i=1 t 2 t
as well as
T
T (§4ahe)* = 0*EY? /44 0p(1). (19)
t=1

By (17) and (18), we have that

T T T
T2 Z §erhy =T71? Z Zyp+T7? Z El&ahe | ] =7 N(cEY}?[2,0*EY} /4).

t=1 t=1

Then by (19), we have that

Jp= LGl <CV 2L 1) .
\/T_1 Zf:l(€t+1ht)2 7

The proof is complete. O

Proof of Proposition 3. To prove this result, we compute the mean squared error
for the individual models. To this end, define yu) = (y2, -, %) € R" and ) =
(€2,++,&)) € R For the small model, yi11 — fi: = c+ (8 — ét):z't + &441. Since
0, = :E’(t_l)y(t)/(:E’(t_l)x(t_l)) and yu) = cly—1 + 2r4—1)3 + £@1), we have

x _ 1 1 ! 1€
Y41 — fl,t =c|l-— /@#xt - Mﬂft + €41
Liy_1)L(t-1) L1y L(t-1)
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Simple computations yield

2
.CL’/ _ 1t—1 1’2
E (y41 — fl,t)2 = (1 a /(t#)%) o (1 i /7t> . (20)

Lig_1)T(t-1

=5
: G —c / -
Since B 3 = (X(t—l)X(t—1)> X(t—l)f(t)a we have yi1 — for = &1 —
-
-1
X, 4 (X{t_l)X(t_l)) X{;_1)€(»)- By simple computations, we obtain

¢ —c
For the big model, yi11 — for = (c—¢)+ (B~ ﬁt)l’t + 41 = €1 — X} < ' )

E (yes1 — for)* = (1 + X7 (X[ 1)X(t—1))_l Xt—l) o’ (21)
The first result follows by setting n™ 'Y " J;:H (Y41 — fre)? =

n~t ZT:?H (Y1 — fg,t)z and using (20) and (21).
We now show the second result. Let F; be the o-algebra generated by (&1, ..., &)

and notice that

1 —1
E(yer1 — for)? | Fi] = X, (Xl Xe-1)  Xlnewen Xo—y (Xi_nXa-n)  Xiato?,

and

2

ZI}'/ _ 1t ZI}'/ _ 5(t)
E (i1 — fie)* | Fi] = [ <1 - %x) B G i -2

Tl )Tt Tl 1y T(t-1)

Therefore,

-1 -1
E[ALi | Fi) = X[ (X Xa-n) - XionemenXe-n (Xo-nXe-n) X

2
B L I N (O
- - 4t - 4t .
Tl 1y T(t-1) Tl 1y T(t-1)

Since X(;_1) contains a column of 1,_;, there is always a term containing 1;_,e
that cannot be canceled in the above equation. Therefore, it is not possible that with
probability one, E[ALyy | ] = 0. Hence, ALy is not an MDS. O

Proof of Proposition 4. We proceed in two steps in which we verify the result in
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the absence and presence of estimation errors.
Step 1: First, ignore estimation errors.
We proceed by contradiction. Suppose that E(AL; | F;) = 0 almost surely. In

this case, fi; = Sz, and fo; = Box9,. By Proposition 1, we have

E(y | Fr) = (fie + for)/2 = (Brzae + Pozar) /2.

However, from the DGP y, 1 = S1x1 + ooy + €101 with E(eiq | Fi) = 0, we

have
E(y1 | Ft) = Brxre + Batvor.

It follows that (yx1; + Poxoy = 0 almost surely. This contradicts the assumption,
from which the result follows.

Step 2: Next, consider parameter estimation errors.

We proceed by contradiction. Suppose that E(AL;y | F;) = 0 almost surely. In
this case, fi; = Blt:clt and fo; = Bgtflfgt, where Bu and Bgt are OLS estimates using

information in F;. By Proposition 1, we have

E(yii | Fi) = (frr + for)/2 = (Buxu + B2tx2t)/2-

On the other hand, we have E(yiy1 | Fi) = Pixye + Poxe. This means that
2(Prz1y + Poxay) = Blt:clt + B2tx2t almost surely. This contradicts the assumption,

from which the result follows. O

Proof of Proposition 6. Let & = m™! Zi:t_mﬂ €s. Then yip1 — fir = €141 — &

and Y11 — fo4 = ¢+ &¢41. Hence,

ALy = Werr — f10)? = (s — fou)? = & — & = 251 (c + &).

Since m is fixed, AL, is stationary and weakly dependent; in fact, AL;i1,4
and AL, are independent for d > m + 1. We next compute the autocovariances,
Yo = EAL 1,4AL; 1. Clearly, v = 0 for d > m, so we can focus on d < m. Since

1

g, is iid with mean zero and ¢ = m™!, we observe that

Ya=EALi 14 qALiy

=F (§f+d — 02 — 2Et+d+l (C + §t+d)) (§t2 — C2 — 2Et+1(c -+ gt))
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= E( f—i—d C2 ( 02) - 2E(5§+d - C2)6t+1(0 -+ ét)

)
= B(&,4— )& — ) — 2B yeri1(c+ &)
E(5t+d A)E - ) - 20E5§+d5t+1 - 2E§?+d5t+1§t
= F&} &7 — ¢ — 2cEE} e — 2B, g5 (22)

The rest of the proof proceeds in three steps.
Step 1: Compute 7, for 1 <d <m — 1.

Define & = Zi thfﬂ s, & = Zs tmady1 Es and &3 = Zt;fﬂ €s. These three
quantities are well defined because 1 < d < m — 1. Notice that &, & and &5 are
mutually independent with mean zero and satisfy F¢F = d, E€2 = m—d and EE2 =
Moreover, &g = (& + &3)/m and & = (& + &2)/m. Therefore, we have

Bz}, 450 = m  E(& + &) (6 + &)
=m T E(& + & +266)(&5 + 6 + 266)
=m ™ (EGEE + EGEE + B + EGEES)
=m™* (2dm — d* + EE;) .

Notice that & = 3° ., Fel EeZ, +3 Eeg = (m—d)(m—d—1)+ (m—d)ky

Thus, we have

E&l gl =m ™ (2dm — &>+ (m—d)(m —d — 1)+ (m — d)k2) = m™* (m* + (m — d)(rk2 — 1)) .

(23)

Since &4 = (§&2 + &3)/m, we have
B g1 = mPE(& + & + 28683)e1 = m 2 Eéfer = m 2EE = m T k. (24)
We observe that

E&l jernér = m T E(& + &) e (6 + &)
= m P E(& + &5 + 2663) (&1 + &)ern
=m T E(& + & + 26563)6e 11
= 2m B8
=2m P B Eése, 1 = 2m 2 (m — d). (25)
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Now we combine (22) with (23), (24) and (25), obtaining that for 1 < d <m —1,

g =m " (m —d)(ky — 1) — 2em™ k1 — dm ™3 (m — d)
= [m (k2 — 1) — 4m~°] (m — d) — 2em k. (26)

Step 2: Compute 74 for d = m.

We notice that &.1,, and &, are independent. This means that E&7, &} = m™? = ¢*.

Moreover, Eé?eratH = m~2k;. Finally, Eé?_f+d€t+15t = E§f+d€t+1E§t = 0. It follows
by (22) that
Ym = —2cm 2Ky, (27)

Step 3: Compute 74 for d = 0.
We observe that

= BE(AL1)* = E (8] — & — 2e441(c+ Et))2 =E (& - 02)2 +4FEe} (c+ &)
= B&) — 4+ 4E(c+ &) = Egl —c* +4(P+m ™) = Egf —m ™2 +8m™ L.

By a similar argument as in the computation for F&5, we can show that EF&} =
m=3(m — 1+ ky). It follows that

Yo = m_g(:‘ig - 1) + Sm_l. (28)

Now we apply (26), (27) and (28) and compute the long-run variance

Foo=70+227d
d=1

:70“‘22%[
d=1

=m 3 (ky — 1) +8m™*

+2 Z {[m™* (ko — 1) = 4m™%] (m — d) — 2em™ k1 } + 2 x (—2cm ™ 2ky)

=m (k= 1)+ 8m™" —dem 'k +2 [m (ke — 1) — 4m ] _(m—d)
m(m — 1)
2

3

a
Il

=m P(ky — 1) +8m™ " —dem ™ kg + 2 [m T (ky — 1) — 4m %] x
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=4m™' —dem ™y +m T2 (kg + 3).

m-+n
t=m+1

~1/2 the test statistic would have an asymp-

By the law of large numbers, n='3" (AL;y1)? converges in probability to
E(AL;1)? = 7. Therefore, since ¢ =m

totic variance equal to

oo 4m™' —dem 'k +m (kg +3)  4m® —4m*Pry + m(ky + 3)

Y m=3(kg — 1) + 8m~1 B 8m?2 + kg — 1
The proof is complete. O
Proof of Proposition 7. Let Z, = Q7! Zﬁﬁfw_l)ml ALy, where Q = n/K.

For simplicity, assume that @) is an integer. By Theorem 5.20 of White (2001) and
the Cramer-Wold device, \/Q(Z1, ..., Zx) converges in distribution to (i, ..., k) ~
N(0, 1), where ¢ = E(AL)*+2>.22, E(AL sALy). Define the function g by

[(1/2&T

g(gla“'>€K): =
VE =D TE (6 -6

with € = K1 Z;I::lfk- Then Sk = g(v/QZ1,...,v/QZk). The desired result follows

by the continuous mapping theorem. O

Proof of Proposition 8. Define By(r) = T-/23 ") e Then by the functional
central limit theorem (e.g., Theorem 7.13 of White (2001)), By converges weakly to
B, where B(-) is a standard Brownian motion. In fact, this weak convergence can
be strengthened to a strong approximation on a possible extended probability space,
i.e., sup,epq) | Br(z) — B(x)| = op(1); see e.g., Theorem 2.1.2 of Csorgo and Révész
(1981).

We notice that e,1 = VT (Br((t +1)/T) — Br(t/T)) and f1, = VTt ' Bp(t/T).

Hence,

ALyt = (g1 = VT Br(t/T))* — (eer —t71/%)?
= Tt 2BA(t)T) — t ' — 26,11 (VTt ' Br(t/T) — t /%)

= T42BH(/T) =7 = 2VT [Br((t + 1)/T) = Br(t/T)] (VT Br(t/T) — ).

(29)
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Therefore,

ﬂ

-1

Z ALyt = Y (TE2B(/T) — 17 = 2VT [Br((t +1)/T) = Br(t/T)] (VT Br(t/T) - t72))

=) (¢/T)7*Bi(t/T) — (¢/T)") T~

- 3

I
3

T-1

=2 [Br((t+1)/T) = Br(t/T)] ((¢/T) " Br(t/T) — (t/T)""/?)

t=m

= /}\ (u?B*(u) —u™") du — 2/}\ (v B(u) — u™?) dB(u) + op(1).
(30)

Similarly,

T—
=m
T— T-1

A
Z (Tt2B3(t/T) — )" +4T Y [Br((t + 1)/T) — Br(t/T)]? (ﬁt‘lBT(t/T)_t—l/2>2

t=m t=m
g NS

(ALiyr)?

>_A

J/

Vv
A1,T Ao

- 4\/Ti [Br((t +1)/T) — Br(t/T)] (ﬁt—lBT(tm - t—1/2) (T 2B2(t/T) — 7).

- -

-~
Az,

Notice that
A =TS ((4/T) 2B/ T) — (t/7) ) 7

_ 7t A (u2B2(u) — u)? du + op(1) = 0p(1)

and

T-1

Apr = 43" [Br((t+1)/T) = Br(t/T) ((t/T) " Br(t/T) — (t/T) %)

t=m

_ 4A (™ Bu) - V2) du + op(1).

28



Finally, we observe that

A3,T
T-1

=4 [Br((t+1)/T) = Br(t/T)] ((t/T)"'Br(t/T) — (¢/T)""%) ((t/T)*B(t/T) = (t/T) ") T~

t=m

_ 4/A (™ Blu) — w?) (u2B(w) — u) dB(u)du + op(1) = op(1).

The above four displays imply that

T-1 1
(AL )? = 4/ (u'B(u) — u_1/2)2 du+op(1).
t=m A
Therefore, the desired result follows by (30). O
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