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Abstract

In this paper, we study the estimation of the threshold predictive regression model with hy-

brid stochastic local unit root predictors. We demonstrate the estimation procedure and derive

the asymptotic distribution of the least square estimator and the IV based estimator proposed

by Magdalinos and Phillips (2009), under the null hypothesis of a diminishing threshold effect.

Simulation experiments focus on the finite sample performance of our proposed estimators and

the corresponding predictability tests as in Gonzalo and Pitarakis (2012), under the presence

of threshold effects with stochastic local unit roots. An empirical application to stock return

equity indices, illustrate the usefulness of our framework in uncovering regimes of predictability

during certain periods. In particular, we focus on an aspect not previously examined in the

predictability literature, that is, the effect of economic policy uncertainty.
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1 Introduction

Consider the linear predictive regression model with the following form

yt = α0 + β ′
0xt−1 + uyt ≡ θ′

0X t−1 + uyt, with t = 1, ..., n and x0 = 0, (1.1)

where yt ∈ R, X t−1 ∈ R
p+1 =

(
1, x′

t−1

)′
includes both the intercept and the p−dimensional regressor

vector xt−1, with the parameter vector being θ0 = (α0, β0) such that β0 consists of p coefficients.

Moreover, throughout the paper, we assume that regressors are generated via the following locally

persistent autoregression process studied by Lieberman and Phillips (2018, 2017, 2020)

xt = Rntxt−1 + uxt, with Rnt =



(

Ip +
Cp

n

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
+

(
1√
n

〈ϕ,uϕt〉 ⊗ Ip +
1

2n
〈ϕ,uϕt〉2 ⊗ Ip

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸


 (1.2)

where ϕ is an unknown coefficient such that ϕ :=
(
ϕ1, ..., ϕd

)
with d ≡ p, that is, we assume that the

parameter ϕ has the same dimension as the number of regressors included in the model. Notice that

the inner product in expression (1.2) implies that 〈ϕ, uϕt〉 =
∑d

j=1 ϕjuϕ,jt ≡ ϕ̃(1×n). Although the

persistence coefficients, ci ∀ i ∈ {1, ..., p} remain unchanged across t, the autocorrelation coefficient

is estimable separately for each t ∈ {1, ..., n} due to the terms 〈ϕ, uϕt〉 ⊗ Ip and 〈ϕ, uϕt〉2 ⊗ Ip.

Furthermore, the consistent and robust estimation (to the presence of the unknown persistence)

of the true parameter vector θ0 is the main interest of our study. Additionally, the estimation of

the parameter vector ϕ is a relevant but challenging aspect due to its stochastic nature. We focus

on estimation and inference aspects in threshold predictive regression models with locally explosive

regressors. In particular, the non time-invariant property of the autocorrelation coefficient in the

nonstationary autoregressive model implies a time-specific estimation of these matrices

R1n =

(
Ip +

Cp

n

)
+

(
1√
n

〈ϕ,uϕ1〉 ⊗ Ip +
1

2n
〈ϕ,uϕ1〉2 ⊗ Ip

)
at t = 1,

R2n =

(
Ip +

Cp

n

)
+

(
1√
n

〈ϕ,uϕ2〉 ⊗ Ip +
1

2n
〈ϕ,uϕ2〉2 ⊗ Ip

)
at t = 2,

... =
...

Rjn =

(
Ip +

Cp

n

)
+

(
1√
n

〈ϕ,uϕj〉 ⊗ Ip +
1

2n
〈ϕ,uϕj〉2 ⊗ Ip

)
at t = j,

for all j ∈ {1, ..., n}. Furthermore, in this paper we focus in the case of locally explosive processes

which implies that for the diagonal matrix Cp = diag (c1, ..., cp), it holds that ci > 0 ∀ i ∈ {1, ..., p}.

Regardless of the additional terms in the particular representation of a local-to-unity process, it has

been proved that the partial-sum process of xt weakly convergence to the following limit process

x⌊nr⌋√
n

⇒ Gc,ϕ(r) := exp
{
rCp + ϕ′Buϕ

(r) ⊗ Ip

}(∫ r

0
exp

{
− sCp − ϕ′Buϕ

(s)
}
dBux

(s)
)
, r ∈ [0, 1].

1
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Remark 1. The specification of the autocorrelation coefficient given by expression (1.2) implies that

there is a second unobserved source of variation to the local-to-unity behaviour of the nonstationary

autoregressive process, which can be interpreted as exogenous variation to the system. Specifically,

this approach introduces a time specific variation through this exogenous vector of covariates which

can capture the effect of the reaction of the dependent variable (e.g., firm stock returns) to these

unobserved (exogenous) shocks (e.g., such as the economic policy uncertainty).

Consider the stochastic process given by

Xt = βntXt−1 + ut, βnt = exp

(
c

n
+
ϕ′vt√
n

)
with X0 = u0 (1.3)

where c ∈ R+ and ϕ ∈ R
d. The particular specification implies that the autoregressive coefficient

corresponds to a stochastic time varying parameter that fluctuates in the vicinity of unity according

to the proprerties of the exogenous covariate vt, the degree of persistence c, the sample size n. Based

on these settings one can then estimate the unknown parameter pair (c, ϕ) using a NLLS estimation

approach (see, Lieberman and Phillips (2020)) such that

(
ĉn, ϕ̂n

)
:= argmin

(c,ϕ)∈Θ

n∑

t=1

(
Xt − βnt(c, ϕ)Xt−1

)2
(1.4)

Overall, in this paper similar to the spirit of ?, we consider the construction of estimators that

are asymptotically efficient over a range of nuisance parameters, known as adaptive. Thus in our

modeling environment, we consider two nuisance parameters: one being the degree of persistence, c,

and the second being the unknown coefficient, ϕt :=
(
ϕ1, ..., ϕd

)
, that corresponds to the exogenous

covariate vt. Furthermore, we are concerned with the least squares estimators and endogenously

instrumental generated estimators of the predictive and threshold predictive regression models when

the nonstationary process that generate the regressors have an additional exogenous variation. In

particular, our theory relies on making use of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes within an uncertain

environment, since the coefficients {βnt}n
t=1 are random processes.

Thus in relation to the process (1.3), we define the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process in a random external

environment {Gc,ϕ(t)}t∈[0,1] driven by the process G such that

1√
n
X⌊nt⌋ :=

1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑

t=1

Xt ⇒ Gc,ϕ(t) = etc+ϕ′Bv(t)
(∫ t

0
e−sc−ϕ′Bu(s)dBu(s) − ϕ′∆uv

∫ s

0
e−sc−ϕ′Bv(s)ds

)
.

Furthermore, consider the autoregressive regression model with stochastic local unit roots (1.3) and

assume that the coefficient ϕ is known. Then, Lieberman and Phillips (2020) proved that

(
ĉn − c

)
⇒
(∫ 1

0
G2

c,ϕ(r)dr
)−1 (∫ 1

0
G2

c,ϕ(r)dBu(r) + ∆′
vuϕ

∫ 1

0
Gc,ϕ(r)dr + λuu

)
(1.5)

2
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Consequently, in the case when the parameter vector ϕ = 0, the above limit result becomes

(
ĉn − c

)
⇒
(∫ 1

0
G2

c(r)dr
)−1 (∫ 1

0
G2

ϕ(r)dBu(r) + λuu

)
(1.6)

which corresponds to the standard asymptotic theory result under the LUR specification of the

autocorrelation coefficient without the additional exogenous variation term.

Remark 2. In the case when the parameter vector is considered to be unknown, then the consistent

estimation of this nuisance parameter is more challenging and depends on whether or not we assume

the presence of endogeneity in the system such as (Σvu 6= 0). The main result regarding this issue

proved in the study of Lieberman and Phillips (2020) is that the distribution of ϕ̂ depends on

the localizing coefficient c through the approximation of the functional Gc,ϕ(r). Specifically, the

convergence rates in the theorem imply that the estimator is consistent when Σvu = 0. On the

other hand, under the presence of endogeneity, that is, Σvu 6= 0, that parameter vector ϕ may be

estimated consistently using instrumental variables (see Section 3.2 and ?).

Our next concern is the estimation of the threshold effects in the linear predictive regression model

with locally persistence processes (i.e., or locally explosive processes in our settings). A key contri-

bution of our study is that we focus on comparing the asymptotic behaviour of both the classical

least squares estimator as well as the instrumental variable based estimator (IVX). Although the

study of ? considers a similar setting of a threshold regression model with stochastic local unit root

regressors and then develop a statistical testing procedure for the presence of threshold effects using

the sup OLS-Wald test statistic, the limiting distribution is not free of any nuisance parameters due

to its dependence on the unknown degree of persistence. On the other hand, in this paper we im-

plement the IVX implementation of the sup-Wald test in the threshold predictive regression model

that has been recently proposed by ?, in the case of the linear conditional mean and conditional

quantile predictive regressions models.

Notice that the proposed data generating process that allows to consider departures from unit

root behaviour involve temporary departures from unity at any sample point that can move the

process in stationary or explosive directions. An alternative approach than the one we focus in

our work, is to consider the unknown localizing coefficient of persistence to be time-varying such

that cn ≡ cn(t/n). Such type of functional coefficient representation is examined in the studies of

Bykhovskaya and Phillips (2020) and ?. Although, in this scenario the autocorrelation coefficient

varies with time and can be arbitrarily close to unity the limit process of partial sum processes

converge to the standard OU process rather than the OU process in a random environment as

we have in this paper. The particular limit appears regardless of the presence of the threshold

variable, which indeed complicates the asymptotic theory when considering the convergence results

of estimators and test statistics under the assumption of diminishing threshold effects.

3
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The predictive regression model is a popular model widely used the past two decades for in-

vestigating the predictability puzzle in stock returns. Specifically, the stock return predictabil-

ity literature examines various statistical and empirical aspects; seminal studies include those of

Pesaran and Timmermann (1995) and Stambaugh (1999). A particular phenomenon discussed in

the more recent literature is the detection of the so-called "pockets of predictability", which means

that the presence of predictability is characterized by threshold effects and nonlinearities in relation

to macroeconomic events and financial stability. On the other hand, a more realistic feature is to

assume that the persistence properties of predictors can be stochastic, alternating along with the

aforementioned features. In this paper, we study aspects of estimation and inference in threshold

predictive regression models with locally explosive regressors. In particular, we develop the asymp-

totic theory for the OLS based estimator as well as the instrumental variable (IVX) based estimator

proposed by Magdalinos and Phillips (2009) in threshold predictive regression models.

Various studies proposed inference methodologies for threshold models under the assumption of time

series stationarity such as in Hansen (1996), Hansen (2000), Caner and Hansen (2001), Gonzalo and Pitarakis

(2002), Pitarakis (2008), Galvao et al. (2014, 2011), Kourtellos et al. (2017, 2014) and Chiou et al.

(2018). Furthermore, in cointegrated and predictive regression models, Gonzalo and Pitarakis

(2006, 2012, 2017) and Chen (2015) proposed predictability tests under the presence of thresh-

old effects for persistent regressors modelled by the local-unit-root specification. The particular

predictability tests inspired by the IVX estimator of Phillips and Magdalinos (2009) are examined

by Kostakis et al. (2015) in linear predictive regressions with abstract degree of persistence.

In addition, the time series econometrics literature also focused on developing methodologies for

modelling financial bubbles which include the study of explosive and nonstationary processes as

presented in the papers of Phillips and Magdalinos (2007), Nielsen (2010), Magdalinos and Phillips

(2009), Guo et al. (2019), Pedersen and Schütte (2020) and Duffy and Kasparis (2021). Further-

more, another relevant aspect is the development of econometric methods for detecting and dating

market exuberance, with some relevant studies being those of Phillips et al. (2011) and Phillips and Yu

(2011) in which the focus is both estimation of such models under the presence of explosive bub-

bles as well as the dating of the exact appearance of this event. Moreover, Farmer et al. (2019),

Demetrescu et al. (2020) and Georgiev et al. (2021) consider the modeling and testing for the pres-

ence of time period specific predictability while Bykhovskaya and Phillips (2020) consider modelling

a time-varying degree of persistence as a way to capture these effects.

Therefore, motivated by these stylized facts in many financial and macroeconomic data, Lieberman and Phillips

(2017, 2020) acknowledge the shifting of persistence in time series and develop a more general spec-

ification of nonstationary processes which includes both the unknown persistence in the time series

properties of regressors as well as a stochastic departure from local to unity behaviour. In this

direction, the study of ? propose a framework for estimation and inference in threshold regression

with hybrid stochastic local unit root regressors. These authors develop their own asymptotic the-

ory results which are useful when considering estimation in a threshold environment with stochastic

unit root regressors (see also ?).
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In terms of the estimation and identification of threshold effects and nonlinearities in predictability

(e.g., Maasoumi and Racine (2002), Gonzalo and Pitarakis (2012) and Michaelides et al. (2016)) via

autoregressions1 is crucial for correctly modelling economic phenomena such as price asymmetries

and herd behaviour in financial markets (see, Lux (1995), Brunnermeier (2009) and Kapetanios et al.

(2014)) as well as in valuing macroeconomic fundamentals (see, Bohn (1998) and Hatchondo et al.

(2016)). When these features are not correctly captured they can manifest as structural breaks

resulting to biased parameter estimates. On the other hand, the structural break literature empha-

sized the presence of shifts in persistence as in Horváth et al. (2020).

Therefore, the inclusion of hybrid stochastic unit roots to the threshold predictive regression model is

a novel feature which can accommodate more realistic aspects when modelling return predictability.

In terms of the econometric challenges appeared within our setting these include the problem

of a nuisance parameter identification, only under the alternative hypothesis. To deal with this

aspect, we follow similar techniques as the ones proposed by Davies (1977, 1987), Andrews (1993)

Andrews and Ploberger (1994), and Hansen (1996). Our contributions in this paper are threefold.

Firstly, we study relevant aspects to the estimation and inference in threshold predictive regression

models with a more general persistence properties, and specifically focusing on locally explosive

processes contributing this way to the recent predictability literature. Secondly, we study the applied

and theoretical implementation of the IVX estimator proposed by Phillips and Magdalinos (2009)

within our setting. Thirdly, an empirical application examines the regime-specific predictability

hypothesis using the economic uncertainty index as the switching threshold effect.

Structure. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the model

estimation procedure and main assumptions of the proposed econometric environment. In Section 3,

we develop the asymptotic theory for the two proposed estimators under the presence of a threshold

effect with locally explosive regressors. In Section 4, we examine the finite-sample performance of

the sup-Wald type test statistics and summarize our main findings based on an extensive Monte

Carlo simulation study. Section 5 provides empirical evidence of threshold effects and regime-specific

predictability using financial ratios of equity indices. Section 6, summarizes our main conclusions.

The proofs of the main results in the paper can be found in the Appendix.

Notation. We denote with (Bt)t∈[0,1] the Brownian motion defined on the probability space

(Ω,F ,P) which is independent of the σ−field F . The limiting process G is an F−conditional

Gaussian martinagle with F−conditional mean. In particular, for each t > 0, Gt or equivalently

G(t) has a mixed normal distribution. Moreover, we denote with ‖.‖F and ‖.‖1 the spectral norm,

L2 (Frobenius) and the L1 norm respectively. The symbol=d denotes equivalence in distribution

and the notation →p convergence in probability, while ⇒ denotes weak convergence in the function

space C([0, 1]) equipped with a suitable topology.

1A seminal work on the threshold model for autoregression processes is proposed by Tsay (1989, 1998) while
Staiger and Stock (1997) introduce the framework of IV regression with weak instruments.

5
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2 Model Estimation and Assumptions

Consider the following threshold predictive regression model

yt =




α1 + β ′

1xt−1 + uyt, qt−1 ≤ γ

α2 + β ′
2xt−1 + uyt, qt−1 > γ

(2.1)

where yt ∈ R and xt is a p−dimensional vector of predictors parametrized by a vector of locally

explosive processes (a special case of locally stochastic unit roots) given by expression (1.2). In the

special case that the model has a single regressor then its assumed to be generated by

xt = ρntxt−1 + uxt, ρnt = exp

{
c

n
+

1√
n

〈ϕ, uϕt〉
}
. (2.2)

where c is the localizing coefficient of persistence such that cj > 0 ∀ j ∈ {1, ..., p} and ǫk,t is

p × 1 vector with the initial condition given by x1 = ux1. The particular hybrid local unit root

specification allows for general types of dependence to be modelled by the threshold predictive

regression given by (2.1) and (2.2) with t ∈ {1, ..., n} but we focus on locally explosive processes.

Remark 3. The above proposed structure of the predictive regression model implies that although

the autocorrelation matrix Rnt, is not time-varying (dynamic) it is not time invariant either, which

implies that is a function of time t. In other words, this implies that the autocorrelation coefficient

has different effect throughout time, although the degree of persistence remains fixed. In this paper,

we interpret this aspect in terms of the persistence properties of regressors as a locally explosive

process. Although we do not test for the null of stationarity against the alternative of locally

explosive processes, our interest is in the identification and estimation of the threshold predictive

regression model with locally exposive regressors. In other words, these processes have a stochastic

component which implies a stochastic explosive regime when the degree of persistence is positive.

Consider the vector ξt =
(
uyt, u

′
xt, u

′
ϕt

)′
, where both both u′

xt and u′
ϕt are p−dimensional time series

vectors, such that ξt is a strictly stationary martingale difference sequence. The partial sums process

satisfy the invariance principle (Phillips (1987a,b), Phillips and Perron (1988)) such that

1√
n

⌊nr⌋∑

t=1

ξt ⇒ Bξ(r) :=
[
Buy

(r),Bux
(r),Buϕ

(r)
]′ ≡ BM (Σξξ) , (2.3)

where the covariance matrix Σξξ is defined as below

Σξξ :=




σy 0 0

0 Σxx 0

0 0 Σϕϕ


 , (2.4)

where Bξ(r) is a vector Brownian motion with a positive-definite matrix Σξξ such that all these

covariance matrices are positive-definite (for the innovation structure, see Phillips and Solo (1992)).

6
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The econometric identification of the threshold variable is implemented via the conditional mean

specification function given by expressions (2.1)-(2.2), which implies that the presence of a threshold

effect is represented by a fixed threshold parameter which is data-driven such that γ ∈ Γ := [γ1, γ2].

The lower threshold and upper threshold bounds are estimated such that P (qt ≤ γ1) = π1 > 0 and

P (qt > γ1) = π2 < 1. Moreover, we define the indicator variables to determine the threshold regime

by I1t ≡ P (qt ≤ γ) and I2t ≡ P (qt > γ). Then, by replacing the threshold variable with a uniformly

distributed random variable, U ∼ Unif [0, 1], and using the transformation principle2 which allows

us to transform the CDF of any random variable to that of uniformly distributed random variables

such that I (qt ≤ γ) = I (F (qt) ≤ F (γ)) ≡ I (Ut ≤ λ).

For notation convenience, we express the threshold predictive regression model in a matrix form.

To do this, we denote with y the vector stacking yt and Xi the matrix stacking
(
Iit xtIit

)
for i = 1, 2

such that y = X1θ1 + X2θ2 + u, with X =
(
X1 X2

)
, θ =

(
θ1, θ2

)
and θi = (αi, βi) for i = 1, 2.

Alternatively, in the case when the model has only slopes, we can define y = X(γ)θ + u with

θ = (β ′, δ′) and Xt(γ) = [x′
t, x

′
tI (qt ≤ γ)]. For the remaining of the paper we use the symbol ⊤ to

denote the transpose of a matrix or a vector.

Hence, given a nonstochastic threshold parameter γ ∈ [γ1, γ2] we can estimate θ(γ) with

θ̂(γ) =
[
X(γ)⊤X(γ)

]−1
X(γ)⊤y, (2.5)

Then, the least squares estimator of γ is given by the following optimization function

γ̂ = arg min
γ∈[γ1,γ2]

SSR (γ) , (2.6)

where the objective function is defined as

SSR (γ) =
n∑

t=1

(
yt − θ̂(γ)⊤X t(γ)

)2
. (2.7)

and SSR (γ) represents the concentrated sum of squared errors. To have consistent and efficient

statistical inferences, we consider that the following general assumptions hold. In particular, for

the consistent estimation of the threshold effects, we impose related regulatory conditions which

are given by Assumptions 1-4 below.

Assumption 1. {qt} is assumed to be a strictly stationary and ergodic mixing sequence with a

mixing coefficient ψj satisfying
∑∞

j=1 ψ
1

j
− 1

ν < ∞ for some ν > 2.

Assumption 2. Let Fn,t be the smallest σ−field generated by
{(
qj+1, ξ

⊤
j

)
: 1 ≤ j ≤ t ≤ n

}
. Then,

{ξt,Fn,t}n
t=1 is a strictly martingale difference sequence (MDS) with a positive definite covariance

matrix E

(
ξtξ

⊤
t |Fn,t

)
whose partial sums satisfy the invariance principle given by (2.3) that permits

the existence of asymptotic moment matrices.

2In practice this property allows us to estimate the threshold variable using the uniform distribution without
having to impose additional regularity conditions on the CDF of the unknown threshold.

7
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Assumption 3. We assume the existence of a threshold variable qt with continuous distribution

function given by F (.) and a positive continuous density function f(.) such that 0 < f(γ) < f̄ < ∞
for all γ ∈ Γ = [γ1, γ2], a suitable parameter space.

Assumption 1 provides a condition for the presence of strictly stationary threshold variable qt.

Moreover, Assumption 2 states that the threshold variable qt is contemporaneously exogenous in

the model and ensures that the multivariate invariance principle for the partial sum of the martingale

difference array (2.2) holds. Then, with Assumption 3 we impose the existence of a time-invariant

continuous distribution function for the threshold variable, which ensures the existence of dense true

threshold levels as the sample size increases. Furthermore, we can impose additional assumptions

which ensure that the threshold variable induces diminishing effects which vanish asymptotically.

We denote with W (r, λ) to be a two-parameter Brownian motion on the topological space (r, λ) ∈
[0, 1]2 in a similar manner as in the paper of Caner and Hansen (2001).

We define the following stochastic process3 (see, Lieberman and Phillips (2020))

x⌊nr⌋√
n

⇒ Gc,ϕ(r) := exp
{
rCp + ϕ′Buϕ

(r) ⊗ Ip

}(∫ r

0
exp

{
− sCp − ϕ′Buϕ

(s)
}
dBux

(s)
)
, (2.8)

such that

Gc,ϕ(s) =
[
Gc1,ϕ1

(s), ...., Gcp,ϕp
(s)
]

(2.9)

Assumption 4. The following condition holds

∫ 1

0
Gc,ϕ(s)G′

c,ϕ(s)ds > 0. (2.10)

is a positive-definite stochastic matrix which holds asymptotically.

The nonlinear stochastic process above along with Assumption (4) is instrumental when developing

the asymptotic theory of our test statistics. Notice that since our proposed framework allows for

the existence of hybrid stochastic local unit roots the diffusion processes have a nonlinear structure

to capture the additional features. When all aj and cj are zero, then we have a threshold model

with unit root regressors. Therefore, our proposed framework is more general and encompasses

cases such as near-unit root or integrated regressors, which can be modelled in the case of LUR

specification. Notice that the threshold indicator has the same lag as the predictor in the predictive

regression model (which is one lag less than the regressand).

3Notice that the particular stochastic process (i.e., notanionwise) can be seen as the solution of the stochastic

differential equation: dXt = XtdZ̃t + dZt such that

Xt = exp

{
Z̃t − 1

2
〈Z̃〉t

}
.

(
X0 +

∫
t

0

exp {...}
)

8



Katsouris (2023+) Threshold Predictive Regression with Locally Explosive Processes

3 Asymptotic Theory and Testing Hypotheses

All random elements are defined with a suitable probability space, denoted by (Ω,F ,P). Throughout

the paper, all limits are taken as n → ∞, where n is the sample size. The symbol ” ⇒ ” is

used to denote the weak convergence of the associated probability measures as n → ∞. The

symbol
d→ denotes convergence in distribution and

plim→ denotes convergence in probability, within

the probability space (see, Billingsley (1968)). For further details on the martingale approximation

results see Hall and Heyde (1981).

3.1 Asymptotic Properties

In this section, we examine the asymptotic theory of the OLS based estimator and the corresponding

IVX based estimator for the threshold predictive regression as well as for the corresponding estimator

of the threshold effect4. The following results provide the convergence rates for the consistent

identification of the true threshold effect.

Lemma 1. Under Assumptions 1-4, we have that γ̂ − γ0 = Op(1).

The proof of Lemma 1 can be found in the Appendix. For the case of the stationary threshold

model, consistency is proved by Chan (1993). A stronger large sample result for the identification

of the threshold effect is given by Lemma 2 below.

Lemma 2. Under Assumptions 1-4, we have that

n2(1−τ) (γ̂ − γ0)
d→ Hc,ϕL, (3.1)

where

Hc,ϕ =
σ2

u

f(γ0)δ
⊤

0

[∫ 1

0
Gc,ϕ(s)G

⊤

c,ϕ(s)ds
]
δ0

(3.2)

and L := arg max
r∈(−∞,+∞)

Λ(r) with Λ(r) denotes a two-sided Brownian motion (see, the paper of

Khoshnevisan and Lewis (1996) for more details) such that

Λ(r) =





W1(r) − 1
2
r, if r > 0,

0, if r = 0,

W2(−r) − 1
2
|r|, if r < 0.

(3.3)

where W1(r) and W2(r) are two independent standard Brownian motions on [0,∞).

4Notice that the threshold effect can be identified within a range of values say, −1/2 < τ < 1/2. For τ = 1/2
then, the nuisance parameter is at the bound of this neighbourhood and thus there is weakly identification of the
threshold variable.
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Remark 4. Notice that Lemma 1 and Lemma 2 show the consistency and the limiting distribution

of the threshold estimator. The convergence rate of γ̂ only depends on the diminishing rate of the

threshold effect, τ, and there is no dependence to nuisance parameters such as the coefficient of

persistence ck and the stochastic term, ϕk. Moreover, the limiting distribution is similar to the

asymptotic result given by Hansen (2000) and Chen (2015) but in our case the scale factor is given

by Hc,φ as in expression (3.2).

Corollary 1. Under Assumptions 1-4, and c = 0, we have that

n2(1−τ) (γ̂ − γ0)
d→ HϕL, with Hϕ =

σ2
u

f(γ0)δ
⊤
0

[∫ 1

0
Gϕ(s)G⊤

ϕ (s)ds
]
δ0

(3.4)

where Gϕ(s) =
[
Gϕ1

(s), ...., Gϕp
(s)
]

and Gϕk
(s) = eϕ⊤

k
Bǫk

(s)
(∫ s

0
e−ϕ⊤

k
Bǫk

(r)dBvk
(r)
)

.

Corollary 2. Under Assumptions 1-4, and c = 0, we have that

n2(1−τ) (γ̂ − γ0)
d→ HcL, with Hc =

σ2
u

f(γ0)δ
⊤
0

[∫ 1

0
Gc(s)G

⊤
c (s)ds

]
δ0

(3.5)

where Gc(s) =
[
Gc1

(s), ...., Gcp
(s)
]

and Gφk
(s) = esck

(∫ s

0
e−rcdBvk

(r)
)

.

3.2 IVX instrumentation

The novelty of our framework is that we consider the instrumental variable Ztn which is based on the

IVX methodology proposed by Phillips and Magdalinos (2009). The IVX instrument is constructed

as below

ztn =
t−1∑

j=0

(
1 − cz

nγz

)j (
xt−j − xt−j−1

)
, with cz > 0, γz ∈ (0, 1). (3.6)

The philosophy of the IVX instrumentation is that it induces a mildly integrated regressor which

can control the unknown degree of persistence in the original regressor. In particular, in the case of

hybrid stochastic local unit roots by allowing γz 6= 1 which cover cases such as γz > 1, γz ∈ (0, 1)

or γz < 1, the IVX filter can achieve this property which is found to ensure weakly convergence

to a mixed Gaussian distribution of the IVX estimator (see, Kostakis et al. (2015)). It remains to

verify that this asymptotic property still holds in our setting. Then, this will allow us to derive

standard Brownian functionals for the asymptotic results of the tests of the next section even under

the presence of threshold effects and nonlinear stochastic terms. The convenience of deriving an

analytical known form for the corresponding limiting distributions of the tests is that we can easily

obtain critical values and conduct statistical inference.

10
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Next, we shall consider the IVX instrumentation within our modeling environment. Specifically, in

the settings of SLUR IVX instrumentation has to be applied in a different manner than in the clas-

sical nonstationary autoregressive model, due the fact that the specification of the autocorrelation

coefficient has a more complicated form. This is expressed in the following form

z̃t−1,t′ =
t−1∑

j=1

Rt−j−1
nz,t′

(
uxj +

Cp

n
+

1√
n

〈ϕ,uϕ1〉 ⊗ Ipxj−1 +
1

2n
〈ϕ,uϕ1〉2 ⊗ Ipxj−1

)
(3.7)

In practise the above instrumentation procedure is applied and we simplify it to the following terms

z̃t−1 = zt−1 +
Cp

n
η

(1)
n,t−1 +

1√
n
η

(2)
n,t−1 +

1

2n
η

(3)
n,t−1 (3.8)

where the three terms above are defined as below

η
(1)
n,t−1 =

t−1∑

j=1

Rt−j−1
nz xj−1, (3.9)

η
(2)
n,t−1 =

t−1∑

j=1

Rt−j−1
nz (ϕ′uaj) xj−1, (3.10)

η
(3)
n,t−1 =

t−1∑

j=1

Rt−j−1
nz (ϕ′uaj)

2
xj−1. (3.11)

Example 1. Consider the matrix format of the second term above (with (p = d))

η
(2)
n,t−1 =

t−1∑

j=1

Rt−j−1
nz (ϕ′uϕj) xj−1

=
t−1∑

j=1

Rt−j−1
nz

(
ϕ1, ..., ϕd

)(
uϕ1,t, ..., uϕd,t

)

Another example, is to consider the case in which p = d = 1 (single SLUR regressor in the model).

Then, it holds that

ρnt =
(

1 +
c

n

)
+

1√
n
ϕ1uat +

1

2n
(ϕ1uat)

2 . (3.12)

Notice that the above representation doesn’t imply that the autocorrelation coefficient is estimated

dynamically within a rolling window but that its value when the DGP is constructed is estimated

at each time series observation of the full sample. Furthermore, an IVX instrumentation is also

applied to the error term uϕt such that

Znϕ,t :=
1

n
γz
2

t∑

j=1

ϕ′uϕjρ
t−j
nz ⇒ Zϕ =d MN

(
0,

ϕ′Ωϕϕϕ

−2cz

)
. (3.13)

11
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Remark 5. Notice that the above result holds due to the R-mixing condition. Specifically, the

R-mixing condition is employed to establish weak convergence of these partial sum functionals

in the D[0, 1] space equipped with the J1 topology. In particular, the R-mixing property of the

weak convergence means that the random element Znϕ,t is asymptotically independent of all events

E ∈ F , as n → ∞ which is expressed as below

P

[(
Znϕ,t ∈ .

)
∩ E

]
→ P

[(
Znϕ,t ∈ .

)]
P [E] . (3.14)

Then, the main result regarding the IVX estimator implies that a Mixed Gaussianity assumption

holds in large samples such that

n
1+γz

2

(
β̂

ivx

1 − β1

)
∼a MN

(
0n×1,V

ivx
)

(3.15)

where V
ivx ∈ R

p×p.

Proof. To prove the above result consider the following analytical expression.

Define with Rn :=
(
Ip + C

n

)
and let the vector of regressors being expressed as below

xt =
(
Rnxt−1 + uxt

)
+

1√
n
ϕuϕtxt−1 +

1

2n
(ϕuϕt)

2 xt−1. (3.16)

Then, it can be proved that the following result holds

1

n1+γz

n∑

t=1

z̃t−1x
′
t−1 = Op(1). (3.17)

Specifically for LSTUR the following limit result holds

1

n1+γz

n∑

t=1

xt−1z̃
′
t−1 →d Vxz :=

−1

cz

(∫ 1

0
Gc,ϕ(r)dB′

x(r) + Ωxx +
∫ 1

0
Gc,ϕ(r) (ϕ′Ωϕ) dr

)

Next consider the second term of the xt expression, we obtain that

1

n
1+γz

2

η
(2)
n,t−1 =


 1

n
γz
2

t−1∑

j=1

(ϕ′uaj) Rt−j−1
nz



(

1√
n

xj−1

)
+ Op

(
1

n
1−γz

2

)

= Znϕ,t−1

(
1√
n

xj−1

)
+ Op

(
1

n
1−γz

2

)
.

(incomplete proof) In other words, this specification implies that there is an additional effect in

each regressor included in the system. Moreover, we need to determine the order of convergence for

all the three terms.
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3.3 Testing for Nonlinearity and Predictability

In this Section, we focus on developing two tests: (i) testing for linearity and (ii) testing for Joint

Nonlinearity and Predictability based on the threshold predictive regression model described above.

Therefore, we can reformulate the threshold model as below

y = α + βx+X2η + u (3.18)

where α = α1, β = β1 and η = (α∗, δ∗)⊤ with α∗ = α2 −α1 and δ∗ = β1 − β2. Then, we can observe

that the threshold effect diminishes when η = 0. Therefore, under the null hypothesis for a fixed

γ ∈ Γ = [γ1, γ2] the Wald statistic has the following form

Wn (γ) = η̂⊤
[
X⊤

γ (In − Px)Xγ

]
η̂
/
σ̂2

u. (3.19)

where Px the projection matrix of xt and In an n× n identity matrix.

We define the corresponding supremum functional as in Caner and Hansen (2001), Pitarakis (2008)

and Gonzalo and Pitarakis (2012, 2017) such that

W∗
n := sup

γ∈[γ1,γ2]
Wn (γ) . (3.20)

We aim to derive the asymptotic distribution of the test statistic given by (3.20), under the null

hypothesis H
(1)
0 : η = 0 and show that in the special case when c > 0 and φ = 0, then the limit

theory reduced to the asymptotic result proved by Proposition 1 of Gonzalo and Pitarakis (2012).

Due to the presence of nuisance parameter identified only under the alternative hypothesis, we

follow Davies (1977) and Hansen (1996).

Therefore, in order to test for both non-linearity and predictability we employ the supremum func-

tional with the unknown threshold variable being within the range of the values γ1 and γ2. There-

fore, the estimation procedure involves scanning within this window and applying the maximizing

to obtain the unknown threshold variable. When we obtain an estimate for the threshold variable,

then the estimation procedure requires to substitute this estimate and then estimate the model

parameters5.

Furthermore, related to the assumptions of the model as also argued in Gonzalo and Pitarakis

(2012) the dependence assumptions such as for example how the correlation structure between the

threshold variable and the innovations of the predictive regression can affect the asymptotic theory of

the predictability tests. For instance, imposing the assumption that there is no correlation6 between

these two quantities, provides an equivalent assumption of having an exogenous determination of

the threshold variable.

5A detailed description of the procedure can be found in the book of Terasvirta et al. (2010). Moreover,
Tong and Lim (1980)

6In particular, assuming certain correlation structure between the threshold variable and the innovations of the
predictive regression model implies that predictability is conditioned on whether in that certain period of time, there
is a high correlation between these two random quantities.
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Theorem 1. Under the null hypothesis H
(1)
0 : η = 0 and Assumptions 1-4, then

W∗(1)
n,OLS ⇒ sup

γ∈[γ1,γ2]

{∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)dW (s, F (γ)) − F (γ)

∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)dW (s)

}⊤

×
{[
F (γ)

(
1 − F (γ)

)] ∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)Gc,φ(s)′ds

}−1

{∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)dW (s, F (γ)) − F (γ)

∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)dW (s)

}/
σ2

u

Remark 6. Notice that Theorem 1 gives the asymptotic distribution under the null hypothesis

that H
(1)
0 : η = 0 which depends on a set of nuisance parameters such as the unknown threshold

variable as well as the coefficient of persistence. This non-pivotal property of the limit theory for

the Wald-OLS statistic can complicated inference especially in obtaining critical values and testing

the hypothesis of interest. However, in the special case when φ = 0 and c > 0 then, the result

reduces to the asymptotic result given by Proposition 1 of Gonzalo and Pitarakis (2012).

Notice that testing for β1 = β2 = 0 for a given λ ∈ (0, 1) then induces the Wald statistic with the

estimated threshold parameter λ̂ with a limiting distribution given by

Wn(λ̂) ⇒ χ2(2) +

[∫ 1

0
Jµ

c (r)dBu(r, 1)
]2

σ2
u

∫
Jµ

c (r)2
(3.21)

regardless of whether α1 = α2 or α1 6= α2.

In other words, the Wald statistic above is useful for conducting inferences regarding the presence

of regime specific slopes in the predictive regression model without prior knowledge on whether the

model intercepts are regime dependent or not. In other words, the limiting distribution of the sup-

Wald statistic evaluated at the estimated threshold parameter, λ̂, is the same regardless of whether

α1 = α2 or α1 6= α2. Moreover, due to the presence of the nuisance parameter of persistence as

well as the presence of endogeneity in the system, such that, the allowed correlation between the

Brownian motions Bu and Bv, then the analytical expression of its limit process has its second

component depending on σuv. On the other hand, the limiting distribution above simplifies further

under the requirement that σun = 0 (exogeneity assumption), such that Wn(λ̂) ⇒ χ2(2), as n → ∞.

Next, we focus on the null hypothesis that jointly tests the absence of linearity and no predictive

power of the threshold predictive regression model which implies that H
(2)
0 : α1 = α2, β1 = β2 = 0.

Equivalently, based on the formulation given by expression (3.18) the null hypothesis becomes

H
(2)
0 : η = 0, β = 0 and the limiting distribution7 of the corresponding sup Wald-OLS and sup

Wald-IVX tests are given by Theorem 2 below.

7A related proof for the instrumental variable case is presented by Lieberman and Phillips (2018).
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Theorem 2. Under the null hypothesis H
(2)
0 : η = 0, β = 0 and Assumptions 1-4, then

W∗(2)
n,OLS(λ) ⇒

[∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)dW (s)

]2

σ2
u

∫ 1

0
G2

c,φ(s)ds
+ W∗(1)

n,OLS(λ)

W∗(2)
n,IV X(λ) ⇒ W (1)2 + sup

λ

BB(λ)⊤BB(λ)

λ(1 − λ)
,

where BB(λ) the standard Brownian Bridge.

Remark 7. Notice that Theorem 2 gives the asymptotic distribution of the sup Wald test under

the null hypothesis H
(2)
0 : η = 0, β = 0 for both the OLS and IVX estimators. In the case we employ

the IVX estimator, we verify that the limiting distribution is free of nuisance parameters and follow

a similar form as the asymptotic result presented by Proposition 3 of Gonzalo and Pitarakis (2012).

The significance of our result is that we generalize the robust property of the IVX estimator in the

case of predictors with hybrid stochastic local unit roots.

Remark 8. For the proof of Theorem 2 we focus on the IVX instrumentation in the case of

stochastic local unit roots regressors in the predictive regression model. The main idea of this

theorem is to prove that the IVX-based estimation methodology results in a limiting distribution

of the sup-Wald statistic which is equivalent to the one obtained under strict exogeneity. Similarly,

for Theorem 2 above, under the assumption of an estimated threshold variable, λ̂, then the limiting

distribution of the Wn,ivx(λ̂) ⇒ χ2(2), as n → ∞ since the supremum functional is replaced by the

exact estimated value of the threshold parameter.

4 Simulation Experiments

In this Section, we examine the finite sample performance of the proposed estimators and pre-

dictability tests via an extensive Monte Carlo simulation study.

4.1 Data Generating Process

We consider the following data generating process

yt = α0 +
2

n0.25
xt−1I (qt ≤ γ0) + ut, (4.1)

[
x1t

x2t

]
=

[
ρ1 0

0 ρ2

] [
x1t−1

x2t−1

]
+ vt (4.2)

ρnj = exp

{
c

n
+
αǫt√
n

}
, (4.3)
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where qt and ξt = (ut, vt, ǫt) are independently normally distributed with mean zero and variance

one and γ0 = 0.25. Furthermore, we need to choose appropriate values for the unknown parameter

ϕ and the nuisance parameter of persistence. We consider that the coefficient of persistence takes

values such that c ∈ {1, 2, 5, 10} and φ ∈ {0, 0.05, 0.25, 0.50}. Each data generating process is

replicated based on B = 5, 000 and we consider sample sizes such as n ∈ {250, 500}.

We obtain the threshold estimator based on both the OLS and the IVX estimation and compare

the empirical size results. In summary we observe that the performance of the threshold estimator

improves as the sample size increases. We also observe the diminishing threshold effect for the

threshold estimator across different values of (c, φ) and n. However, when we observe the threshold

estimators based on the OLS versus the IVX procedure in relation to the coefficient of persistence,

we can clearly see that the IVX estimator produces smoother convergence rates and empirical sizes

closer to the nominal size especially under the assumption of high persistence in the regressors.

4.2 Empirical size and power of the predictability tests

Under the null hypothesis of no threshold effects, the model reduces to the standard predictive

regression model, which implies that there is absence of nonlinearity. Thus, the empirical size is

obtained with the use of the sup-Wald statistics by replicating the DGP and counting the frequency

of rejecting the null hypothesis with respect to the replications. Similarly, we can obtain the

empirical power of the tests under the alternative hypothesis of nonlinearity and predictability.

For the experimental design we consider B = 1000 and n = {250, 500} to simplify the computational

time. Moreover, we consider a predictive regression model with three types of regressors, such that

(i) mildly integrated regressors (where the degree of persistence implies that the LUR component is

close to the unit boundary), (ii) mildly explosive regressors (where the degree of persistence implies

that the LUR component is on the explosive side of the unit boundary) and (iii) near nonstationary

regressors (where the degree of persistence implies that the LUR component is well below the unit

boundary). Furthermore, to access the performance of the proposed test statistics with respect to

the relative efficiency of the IVX to the OLS estimator, we only consider the case in which all the

regressors are locally explosive.

In addition, to exclude other effects, we assume that the degree of endogeneity in the system remains

the same across all variables and is given by the a fixed covariance matrix, which is unchanged

throughout the simulation step. Then, under the null hypothesis of no threshold effect both test

statistics are constructed under the assumption that the parameter vector across the two regimes

remains the same, such that, β1 = β2 (e.g., in the case when we assume that the model includes no

intercepts) and θ1 = θ2, where θj = (αj, βj) for j ∈ {1, 2} when the model includes both a slope

and an intercept. Furthermore, we use a pre-specified threshold cut-off point which also remains

fixed through the replication steps. Another used specific parameter which is the coefficient of

persistence for the instrumentation procedure, this is also kept fixed to avoid additional complexitiy

when comparing the finite sample performance of the test statistics under the null hypothesis.
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5 Empirical Application

In this Section, we examine an empirical implementation of the proposed framework. Our goal is

to uncover regime-specific predictability and threshold effects in financial markers, focusing on the

pre-pandemic and post-pandemic sampling periods. More specifically, our aim is to assess whether

the data support the presence of regime-specific predictability due to the socio-economic events

resulted from the 2019 pandemic.

5.1 Regime-Specific Predictability

The stock return predictability is a major puzzle in financial economics. The literature goes back sev-

eral decades; we briefly highlight important studies. The seminal paper of Perron (1989) discuss the

unit root hypothesis around periods of financial turbulence. DeJong and Whiteman (1991) study

the debate whether divided are trend-stationary or integrated processes while Stein and Stein (1991)

propose a framework for stock price distributions and stochastic volatility (see, also Menzly et al.

(2004)). Moreover, Timmermann (1993) examines the excess volatility and predictability puzzle in

stock prices. Further studies related to predictability testing include Campbell and Yogo (2006),

Kostakis et al. (2015) Kasparis et al. (2015), Demetrescu et al. (2020). In this paper, we focus on

the regime-specific8 predictability hypothesis as proposed by the studies of Gonzalo and Pitarakis

(2012, 2017).

We are also inspired by the work of Hatchondo et al. (2016)9 who introduce the idea of a threshold

macroeconomic variable driving economic policy making as well as the paper of Atanasov et al.

(2020) who examine consumption fluctuations and predictability of expected returns. Therefore, we

are motivated to study an additional aspect not previously examined in the predictability literature

such as the effect of economic policy uncertainty as a potential threshold variable. Baker et al.

(2016) introduce a measure for economic policy uncertainty and examine the level of predictable

policy responses10.

In particular, economic policy uncertainty can be considered as a set of shocks which affects the

predictability of returns in relation to the commonly used predictors in the literature. Therefore,

we aim to use the indicator of economic policy uncertainty introduced by Baker et al. (2016) as an

exogenous threshold variable to assess the existence of regime-specific predictability.

8Notice that for instance formal econometric methodologies for testing for regime switching are proposed by
Cho and White (2007), however in this paper our focus is to examine whether we find statistical significant evidence
of regime-specific predictability rather than to test for regime-switching.

9The particular framework even though is driven from the perspective of sovereign debt it includes the main idea
that an endogenous threshold variable such as the price at which long-term bonds would trade without current-period
borrowing, drives the identification strategy of the model.

10A different aspect but of possible interest is how systemic risk can affect stock return predictability. For instance,
the aspects of uncertainty and systemic risk are examined by Dicks and Fulghieri (2019). Moreover, a discussion on
the aspects of fluctuations in uncertainty is provided by Bloom (2014).
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6 Discussion

In this paper, we study a special special class of persistence which is the class of hybrid stochastic

local unit roots, for the threshold predictive regression model, filling the gap in the literature of

predictability tests. Our study extends the current methodologies of identifying regime specific pre-

dictability with persistence or unit root predictors. In particular, by incorporating such persistence

shifts with the framework proposed by Lieberman and Phillips (2020) it allows us to reformulate

the predictability tests proposed by Gonzalo and Pitarakis (2012, 2017) and Kostakis et al. (2015)

generalizing this way the particular asymptotic results. We hope that our proposed framework will

be helpful to practitioners who are interested in detecting predictability and threshold effects under

the presence of potential hybrid stochastic local unit roots in equity indices and financial variables

capturing economic conditions and market sentiment.

The asymptotic theory of this paper confirms that the estimation and inference of the threshold

predictive regression model produces consistent parameter estimates. Moreover, the simulation

experiment demonstrate good empirical size and power properties across different values of the

unknown degree of persistence. The additional persistence properties we consider in this paper,

allows to capture how the effect of shifting persistence as modelled via the hybrid stochastic local

unit root affects the presence of the threshold effect. In terms of the IVX instrumentation procedure,

the IVX instrument can filter out the abstract persistence occurred from the unknown coefficient of

persistence as well as the component which comes from the additional term in the LUR specification.

The additional component is considered as an extra source of innovation appeared in the system by

a set of exogenous covariates. Thus, we can consider these being for example, the effect of economic

shocks, such as the economic policy uncertainty to the persistence properties of regressors and the

predictability in the model. Notice that a key assumption for the development of the asymptotic

theory is the assumption of diminishing threshold effects. This allows us to obtain the limiting

distribution of the threshold estimator as well as the asymptotic behaviour of the sup Wald statistic

for testing the existence of the threshold effect under the null hypothesis.

Finally, some important extensions to the present work are worth mentioning. Firstly, time-varying

predictability can be modelled in parallel to the hybrid stochastic local to unity specification. Sec-

ondly, one can consider extending our proposed threshold predictive regression model to allow for

multiple regimes and thus the presence of multiple threshold effects (see, for example Chiou et al.

(2018)). This can increase significantly the complexity of the framework but nevertheless methods

such as the ones proposed by Gonzalo and Pitarakis (2002) and Gonzalo and Wolf (2005) could be

utilized. Thirdly, considering the presence of an endogenous threshold variable or smooth tran-

sitions between regimes such as in Luukkonen et al. (1988). Last but not least, examining the

implementation of our proposed tests in forecasting and predictive accuracy environments such as

in the studies of Emiliano Da Silva Neto et al. (2021) and Pitarakis (2020) is another possibility;

all these being interesting applications for future research.
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A Mathematical Appendix

Lemma A.1. (Gonzalo and Pitarakis, 2012) Under Assumption 1 and 2 as n → ∞,

(i)
1

n

n∑

t=1

I1t
p→ λ, (ii)

1

n3/2

n∑

t=1

xt−1 ⇒
∫ 1

0
Kc(r)dr, (iii)

1

n2

n∑

t=1

x2
t−1 ⇒

∫ 1

0
K2

c (r)dr,

(iv)
1

n

n∑

t=1

xt−1vt
p→
∫ 1

0
Kc(r)dBv(r) + ωvv, (v)

1

n

n∑

t=1

xt−1ut ⇒
∫ 1

0
Kc(r)dBu(r, 1),

(vi)
1

n2

n∑

t=1

x2
t−1I1t ⇒ λ

∫ 1

0
K2

c (r)dr, (vii)
1

n3/2

n∑

t=1

xt−1I1t ⇒ λ
∫ 1

0
Kc(r)dr

(viii)
1√
n

⌊nr⌋∑

t=1

utI1t ⇒ Bu(r, λ), (ix)
1

n

n∑

t=1

xt−1I1t−1 ⇒
∫ 1

0
Kc(r)dBu(r, λ).

Let xt,γ = xtI (qt ≤ γ) and Xγ stacks up xt,γ , then the following results hold.

Lemma A.2. (Lieberman and Phillips, 2020) Under Assumption 2, we have that

n−1/2x⌊ns⌋ ⇒ Gc,φ(s) = exp
{
sc+ φ⊤Bǫ(s)

}(∫ s

0
exp

{
− rc− φ⊤Bǫ(r)

}
dBv(r)

)
(A.1)

Proof. The proof of Lemma A.2 is given by Lemma 1 in Lieberman and Phillips (2020) with no

presence of endogeneity in ǫt.

Lemma A.3. Under Assumptions 1-4, uniformly for any γ ∈ [γ1, γ2], the following weakly converges

result hold

(i) n−3/2
n∑

t=1

xt ⇒
∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)ds, (A.2)

(ii) n−3/2
n∑

t=1

xt,γ ⇒ F (γ)
∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)ds, (A.3)

(iii) n−1/2
⌊ns⌋∑

t=1

I (qt ≤ γ)ut ⇒ σuW (s, F (γ)) , (A.4)

(iv) n−1
n∑

t=1

xt,γut ⇒ σu

∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)dW (s, F (γ)) , (A.5)

(v) n−2
n∑

t=1

xtx
⊤
t ⇒

∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds, (A.6)

(vi) n−2
n∑

t=1

xtx
⊤
t ut ⇒ F (γ)

∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds, (A.7)

(vii) n−2
n∑

t=1

Xt (γ)X⊤
t (γ) ⇒ M(γ), (A.8)

23



Katsouris (2023+) Threshold Predictive Regression with Locally Explosive Processes

where

M(γ) =




∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds F (γ)
∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds

F (γ)
∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds F (γ)
∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds




(A.9)

Proof. For (i) above, this is a standard result. For the remaining results we can define xnt = n−1/2xt

and then we can use the uniform convergence of the threshold parameter such that for γ ∈ [γ1, γ2]

we have that

sup
γ∈[γ1,γ2]

∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

n∑

t=1

xnt

(
I (qt ≤ γ) − F (γ)

)∣∣∣∣∣
p→ 0. (A.10)

Lemma A.4. Under Assumptions 1-4, for any γ ∈ [γ1, γ2], we have that

nτ
(
θ̂(γ) − θ

)
⇒ M (γ)−1 A (γ, γ0, δ0) , (A.11)

A (γ, γ0, δ0) =




(
F (γ0 − F (γ))

) ∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds

(
F (γ0 ∧ γ) − F (γ)

) ∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds



δ0. (A.12)

Proof. By definition we have that θ̂ (γ) − θ =
(
X(γ)⊤X(γ)

)−1
X(γ)⊤

[
u+ (Xγ0

−Xγ) δn

]
.

Hence, under Assumptions 1-4 and by the asymptotic results given by Lemma A.3, we can show

that the following hold

(i) nτ
(
X(γ)⊤X(γ)

)−1
X(γ)⊤u = nτ−1

(
1

n2

n∑

t=1

Xt(γ)Xt(γ)⊤

)−1 (
1

n

n∑

t=1

Xt(γ)ut

)

⇒ nκ−1M(γ)−1σu

∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)dW (s, F (γ)) = Op(1),

(ii) nκ−1
(
X(γ)′X(γ)

)−1
X(γ)⊤ (Xγ0

−Xγ) δn =

(
1

n2

n∑

t=1

Xt(γ)Xt(γ)⊤

)−1




1

n2

n∑

t=1

(
x⊤

t,γ0
− x⊤

t,γ

)
δ0

1

n2

n∑

t=1

(
x⊤

t,γ0
− x⊤

t,γ

)
δ0




⇒ M(γ)−1A (γ, γ0, δ0) ,

where we use the fact that I (qt ≤ γ) I (qt ≤ γ0) = I (qt ≤ γ ∧ γ0).
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Proof of Lemma 1:

Proof. We define the projection matrix Pγ = X(γ)
(
X(γ)⊤X(γ)

)−1
X(γ)⊤. Therefore, by simple

calculation we have that

SSR(γ) := y⊤ (In − P (γ)) y

= δ⊤
nX(γ0)

⊤ (In − P (γ))X(γ0)δn + 2δ⊤
nX(γ0)

⊤ (In − P (γ))u+ u⊤ (In − P (γ))u.

Hence, we considered the corresponding centred process around the neighbourhood of the true

threshold parameter γ0 such that

1

n2

(
SSR(γ) − SSR(γ0)

)
= δ⊤

nX(γ0)
⊤ (In − P (γ))X(γ0)δn

+ 2δ⊤
nX(γ0)

⊤ (In − P (γ))u

+ u′ (In − P (γ))u− u⊤ (In − P (γ))u

= Sn1 + Sn2 + Sn3.

Then, for all γ ∈ (γ0, γ2] similar to the proof of Lemma A.5 of Chen (2015), we can show

Sn1 = n2−2τδ⊤
0 X(γ0)

⊤ (In − P (γ))X(γ0)δ0

⇒ n−2τ
(
F (γ0) − F (γ0)F (γ)−1F (γ0)

)
δ⊤

0 ×
∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds,

Sn2 = 2n−2−τδ⊤
0 X(γ0)

⊤ (In − P (γ))X(γ0)u

⇒ −2n−1/2−τ
(
1 − F (γ0)F (γ)−1

)
×
∫ 1

0
δ⊤

0 Gc,φ(s)dW (s, F (γ0)) ,

Sn3 = n−2u⊤ (P (γ0) − P (γ))u

⇒ 1

n
σ2

u

∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)dW (s, F (γ0))

[
F (γ0)

∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)
]−1

×
∫ 1

0
G⊤

c,φ(s)dW (s, F (γ0))

− 1

n
σ2

u

∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)dW (s, F (γ))

[
F (γ)

∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)
]−1

×
∫ 1

0
G⊤

c,φ(s)dW (s, F (γ))

where we use the fact that I (qt ≤ γ) I (qt ≤ γ0) = I (qt ≤ γ0).

Therefore, we have that

n2τ−2
(
SSR(γ) − SSR(γ0)

)
⇒
(
F (γ0) − F (γ0)F (γ)−1F (γ0)

)
δ⊤

0

∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds

Observing that F (γ) > F (γ0), we have that n2τ−2
(
SSR(γ) − SSR(γ0)

)
> 0 uniformly for all

γ ∈ (γ0, γ2]. Similarly, we show that n2τ−2
(
SSR(γ) −SSR(γ0)

)
< 0 if γ ∈ [γ1, γ0), which completes

the proof of the Theorem.
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Proof of Lemma 2:

Proof. We follow the proof of Lemma A.6 of Chen (2015), aiming to show that

κn (γ̂ − γ0) = arg min
v∈(−∞,+∞)

Qn(υ) = Op(1) (A.13)

where κn = n2−2τ and Qn(υ) = SSR
(
γ0 + υ

κn

)
− SSR (γ0). Notice that

y −X(γ)θ̂ = u+X
(
β − β̂

)
+Xγ0

(
δ − δ̂n

)
−
(
Xγ −Xγ0

)
δ̂n. (A.14)

Therefore, we can show that

SSR (γ) − SSR (γ0)

= δ̂⊤
n

(
Xγ −Xγ0

)⊤(
Xγ −Xγ0

)
δ̂n − 2

[
u+X

(
β − β̂

)
+Xγ0

(
δ − δ̂n

)]⊤ [
(Xγ −Xγ0

) δ̂n

]

= δ̂⊤
n

n∑

t=1

xtx
⊤
t

∣∣∣I (qt ≤ γ) − I (qt ≤ γ0)
∣∣∣δ̂n

− 2δ̂⊤
n

n∑

t=1

ut

(
xt,γ − xt,γ0

)

− 2δ̂⊤
n

n∑

t=1

[ (
β − β̂

)⊤
xt +

(
δ − δ̂n

)
xt,γ0

](
xt,γ − xt,γ0

)

+
(
δ̂n + δn

)⊤
n∑

t=1

xtx
⊤
t

∣∣∣I (qt ≤ γ) − I (qt ≤ γ0)
∣∣∣
(
δ̂n − δ̂

)

= Sn1(γ) − 2Sn2(γ) − 2Sn3(γ) + Sn4(γ).

Next, we consider the limiting behaviour of each of Snj(γ), for j = 1, 2, 3, 4. Thus, for any υ ∈ [υ1,υ2]

the finite interval, using the Taylor expansion we have that

Sn1

(
γ0 +

υ

κn

)
= n2−2τδ⊤

0

{∣∣∣∣F
(
γ0 +

υ

κn

)
− F (γ0)

∣∣∣∣×
∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds
}
δ0 + op(1),

p→ |υ|fγ0
× δ′

0

{∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds
}
δ0

Moreover, for Sn2 and υ we have that

Sn2

(
γ0 +

υ

κn

)
= δ⊤

n

n∑

t=1

utxt

[
I
(
qt ≤ γ0 +

υ

κn

)
− I (qt ≤ γ0)

]

+
(
δ̂n − δn

)⊤
n∑

t=1

utxt

[
I
(
qt ≤ γ0 +

υ

κn

)
− I (qt ≤ γ0)

]
,

⇒ n2−2τδ⊤
0 σu

∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)d

{
W
(
s, F

(
γ0 +

υ

κn

))
−W (s, F (γ0))

} [
1 + Op(n−κ)

]
.
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Define H(m) :=
∫ 1

0
G⊤

c,φ(s)dW (s,m). Furthermore, notice that E

(
H(m)

)
= 0 and Var

(
H(m)

)
=

m
∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds and E

(
H(m1)H(m2)

)
= (m1 ∧m2)

∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds.

Therefore, we define the Brownian motion H̃(υ) which is defined as

H̃(υ) := κ1/2
n δ⊤

0 σu

[
H

(
γ0 +

υ

κn

)
− H (γ0)

]
(A.15)

with stochastic variance function given by

σ2
H̃(υ)

:= Var
(
H̃(υ)

)
≡ σ2

uf(γ0)υδ
⊤
0

[∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds
]
δ0 (A.16)

using the first-order Taylor expansion of F
(
γ0 + υ

κn

)
around γ0. Moreover, we can easily show that

for all υ ∈ [υ1,υ2], Sn3(υ) = Op (Sn1(υ)) and Sn4(υ) = Op (Sn1(υ)). Therefore, by combining the

above results and by denoting Kc,φ(δ0) := δ⊤
0

[∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds
]
δ0 for notational convenience,

we obtain that

SSR
(
γ0 +

υ

κn

)
− SSR (γ0) ⇒





υf (γ0) Kc,φ(δ0) − 2σu

√
υf (γ0) Kc,φ(δ0)W1(−υ), if υ > 0,

0, if υ = 0,

|υ|f (γ0) Kc,φ(δ0) − 2σu

√
|υ|f (γ0) Kc,φ(δ0)W2(−υ), if υ < 0,

where W1(υ) and W2(υ) are two independent standard Brownian motions on [0,∞).
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Proof of Theorem 1:

Proof. We proceed with proving Theorem 1 of the paper. Notice for a given γ ∈ [γ1, γ2], the

estimator of δ is given by δ̂ =
[
X⊤

γ (In − Px)Xγ

]−1
X⊤

γ (In − Px) y. Hence,

Wn(γ) = δ̂⊤
[
X⊤

γ (In − Px)Xγ

]−1
δ̂⊤σ̂−2

= y⊤ (In − Px)Xγ

[
X⊤

γ (In − Px)Xγ

]−1
X⊤

γ (In − Px) y (A.17)

Therefore, by Lemma 2 we can show that

(i) n−2X⊤
γ (In − Px) ⇒

[
F (γ) − F (γ)2

] ∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds,

(ii) n−1X⊤
γ (In − Px) y = n−1

[
Xu

γ −X⊤
γ Pxu+X⊤

γ Xγ0
δn −X⊤

γ PxXγ0
δn

]

⇒
∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)dW (s, F (γ)) − F (γ)

∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)dW (s)

+ n1−τF (γ ∧ γ0)
[∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds
]
δ0 − n1−τF (γ)F (γ0)

[∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds
]
δ0.

Therefore, we can conclude that Wn(γ) = Op (n1−τ). Under the null hypothesis of δ0 = 0, we can

show that

W∗
n,OLS ⇒ sup

γ∈[γ1,γ2]

{∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)dW (s, F (γ)) − F (γ)

∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)dW (s)

}⊤

×
{[
F (γ) − F (γ)2

] ∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)G⊤

c,φ(s)ds

}−1

{∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)dW (s, F (γ)) − F (γ)

∫ 1

0
Gc,φ(s)dW (s)

}/
σ2

u

which completes the proof of the result given by Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 2:

Part (i): We prove that the limit theory of the sup Wald-OLS statistic under the null hypothesis of

linearity and no predictability has a non-standard form.

Part (ii): We prove that the limit theory of the sup Wald-IVX statistic under the null hypothesis of

linearity and no predictability has the familiar form as in Proposition 2 of Gonzalo and Pitarakis

(2012) which is decomposed into a standard χ2 component and a standard Brownian Bridge term.
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Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. Consider the autoregressive model with order one and STLUR

Yt = exp

{
c

n
+
ϕ′vt√
n

}
Yt−1 + ut, t = 1, ..., n. (A.18)

Yt =
t∑

j=1

exp





(t− j)c

n
−

ϕ′
t∑

i=j+1

vi

√
n





uj, t ≥ 2 (A.19)
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