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ABSTRACT

This thesis investigates estimation and inferential methods for dynamic panel
data models with multifactor error structure. Chapter 2 reviews the existing esti-
mation methods for short 7" dynamic panel data models and compare their finite
sample behaviour by means of Monte Carlo simulation. Chapter 3 investigates the
speed of US firms that reverted back to its long-run equilibrium of target leverage
ratio. These firms’ behaviours are highly heterogeneous and unobserved common
shocks are likely to influence the speed of adjustment of these firms. To ascertain
these economic activities, we develop a robust method against cross-sectional het-
eroskedasticity by employing the approach proposed by Hayakawa et al. (2021). The
estimation results confirm that the managers partially adjust the leverage quickly
toward the target leverage. Chapter 4 extends the quasi-maximum likelihood (QML)
estimator for short 7" dynamic panel data models with interactive effect proposed by
Hayakawa et al. (2021) to panel vector autoregression (VAR) models with interac-
tive effects. In chapter 5, we apply the model averaging method of Kuersteiner and
Okui (2010) to the Instrumental Variable (IV) estimator of Norkuté et al. (2021)

for the dynamic heterogeneous panel data model with a multifactor error structure.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Over the past few decades, the number of empirical research using panel data sets
in economics and finance has grown dramatically and has been occupying a central
place. Panel data combines cross-section and time series data, which is useful for
research in labor economics, health economics, empirical finance, macroeconomics,
among many others. There are mainly two statistical advantages to using panel data
set in empirical studies. The first one is the gain of higher estimation precision by
having a larger number of observations than pure cross-sectional or time-series data
set. The second one is the ability to control potentially endogenous unobserved
effects. We often categorise panel data sets into micro (or short) panels, macro
(or long) panels and large panels. The macro panels have a large number of time
observations (7"), while the number of cross-section units (V) can be small. The
micro panels have relatively small 7" but large N. Finally, N and T of large panels
are both sizable.

In this thesis, we focus on studying estimation methods for analysing micro pan-
els and large panels. In particular, we investigate the estimation and inferential
methods for linear dynamic panel data models with unobserved additive and inter-
active effects. The dynamic panel data models can capture the dynamic behavioral
relationships of the cross-sections, which are very useful for forecasting and various
counter-factual analyses, such as impulse response analysis. Since the appearance
of two important research papers, Pesaran (2006) and Bai (2009), the econometric
methods for the models with interactive effects have been one of the central themes
in the literature. Despite of the important contributions by Chudik and Pesaran
(2015), Moon and Weidner (2017) and Norkuté et al. (2021), the methodological
developments for dynamic panel data models with interactive effects have not been
sufficient and more studies are required.

Chapter 2 compares some conventional estimators and recent developed estima-
tor for short 7" dynamic panel data model. In particular, we consider three recently
developed estimators, namely transformed maximum likelihood (TML) estimator,
bias-corrected method of moments (BMM) estimator and double filter instrument
variable (DFIV) estimator, along with the Instrument Variable (IV) estimator of



Anderson and Hsiao (1982, 1981) and the Generalized Method of Moments (GMM)
estimators of Arellano and Bover (1995), Arellano and Bond (1991) and Blundell
and Bond (1998). The distinctive feature of the TML estimator of Hsiao et al. (2002)
is that it allows the initial value to depend on fixed effects and does not require the
initial values to have the same mean across i (Hayakawa and Pesaran (2015a)). The
BMM estimator of Chudik et al. (2020) uses the differenced dependent variable as
an instrument, and exploits quadratic moment conditions. The advantage of this es-
timator is that it can allow more general conditions, such as the deviations of initial
value from their long run means. The DFIV estimator of Hayakawa et al. (2019)
uses the forward demeaning to eliminate the individual effects and the backward
demeaning is applied to the instruments. In Monte Carlo simulation, we compare
the finite sample behaviour of the TML, BMM and DFIV estimators under different
initial conditions. The results show that the TML and BMM estimators mostly
outperform the DFIV estimator.

In Chapter 3, we extend the quasi maximum likelihood (QML) estimator for
short dynamic panel data models with interactive effects proposed by Hayakawa
et al. (2021) to the case where the errors are cross-sectionally heteroskedastic, using
a similar approach discussed in Hayakawa and Pesaran (2015a). Extending the
error to cross-sectionally heteroskedastic is important in empirical studies, because
heteroskedasticity is commonly observed, and it is standard practice to control for
its impact on estimation and inference. (Hansen (2020)). We apply the developed
method to a annual panel data set which consists of 16,502 US firms over the period
from 1960 to 2017 to empirically asses the trade off theory (Graham and Harvey
(2001)). We find that the speed of adjustment (SOA) of US firms is between 74%
and 86% from 1960 to 1999, whilst it decreases around 32% from 2000 to 2007,
followed by around 60% after 2008. The value of SOA we have found is higher than
that in other existing research (Ozkan (2001), Fama and French (2002), Kayhan and
Titman (2007), Flannery and Rangan (2006), Lemmon et al. (2008) and Dang et al.
(2014)), which suggests the importance of controlling unobserved interactive effects.

Chapter 4 extends the QML estimator of Hayakawa et al. (2021) for the esti-
mation of short panel vector autoregressive (VAR) models with interactive effects.
Holtz-Eakin et al. (1988) and Binder et al. (2005), among others, consider estima-
tion and inference for cross-sectionally independent short panel VAR model. The
finite sample evidence provided by Juodis (2018) shows that the TML estimator
outperforms the GMM based estimators in short panel VAR models.. A few studies
focus on the estimation of panel VAR models with cross section dependence (Mutl
(2009) and Huang (2008)), however, these methods are not asymptotically justified
for the models with interactive effects. In the Monte Carlo results, we show that
the proposed QML estimator performs reasonably well.

Based on Kuersteiner and Okui (2010), in Chapter 5 we proposes a method to
choose a set of weights to average instrumental variable (IV) estimators proposed
by Norkuté et al. (2021) for large dynamic panel data models with interactive ef-
fects. Norkuté et al. (2021) provides IV estimators that use the lagged defactored



covariates in the model as IVs. Therefore, this IV estimator does not need to search
for instruments outside the model. However, when T increases, the number of valid
instruments rises. Norkuté et al. (2021) is silent about how to choose a set of
instruments to avoid the problems due to having too many instruments or weak
instruments. To tackle this problem, we take the approach proposed by Kuersteiner
and Okui (2010). In particular, they propose a procedure to choose a set of weights
to average the IV estimators, which are computed using different subset of available
IVs. The weights are chosen so that the mean squared error of the average of the
IV estimators is theoretically minimised. The estimator is called model average two
stage least square (2SLS) estimator, and we apply this approach to the IV estimator
of Norkuté et al. (2021). The empirical evidence shows that the proposed model
average 2SLS estimator can reduce the bias but not MSE.

The rest of this thesis is organized as follows. In the second chapter, we review
the existing methods for short dynamic panel data models with additive effects, then
in the third chapter we extend the quasi maximum likelihood (QML) estimator for
short dynamic panel data models with interactive effects proposed by Hayakawa
et al. (2021) to the case where the errors are cross-sectionally heteroskedastic, using
a similar approach discussed in Hayakawa and Pesaran (2015a). Then, in chapter 4,
we extend the QML estimator of Hayakawa et al. (2021) for the estimation of panel
vector autoregressive (VAR) models with interactive effects. Finally, in Chapter
5, based on Kuersteiner and Okui (2010), we propose a method to choose a set of
instrumental variables (IVs) which minimise the theoretical mean squared errors of
the IV estimator (proposed by Norkute et al. (2021)), for large dynamic panel data
models with interactive effects. Chapter 6 concludes the thesis.



Chapter 2

Short T' dynamic panel data
models: A survey

2.1 Introduction

Panel data combines cross-section and time series data. In recent years, there has
been a dramatic proliferation of available panel data sets, which are useful for re-
search in labor economics, health economics, empirical finance, macroeconomics,
among many others. There are mainly two statistical advantages to using panel
data set in empirical studies. The first one is the gain of higher estimation precision
by having a larger number of observations than pure cross-sectional or time-series
data set. The second one is the ability to control potentially endogenous unobserved
effects. We often categorise panel data sets into micro panels and macro panels. The
macro panels have a large number of time observations (77), while the number of
cross-section units () can be small. The micro panels have relatively large N but
small T". In this chapter, we focused on micro panels. The study for short T panels is
important because, for example, household panel data has observations over several
years only for each cross-section unit.

If panel data models contain lagged dependent variables, we call this model
as dynamic panel data model. The dynamic panel data models can capture the
dynamic behavioral relationships of the cross-sections. It is well known that the
least square based estimator is inconsistent for dynamic panel data models when
T is fixed. The within group estimator eliminates the individual effects by first
differencing the variables, but the bias arises due to the correlation between the
within transformed regressors and the error terms. Nickell (1981) analyses the bias
of within group estimators, and he provides that it is O(1/7).

To deal with this endogenous problem, instruments variable (IV) estimators/
Generalized Method of Moments (GMM) estimators have been proposed. Anderson
and Hsiao (1982) propose a just identified IV estimator for the first differenced
model.

Arellano and Bond (1991) propose a GMM estimator which exploits all the



available instruments, which is more efficient than the IV estimator of Anderson
and Hsiao (1982). Blundell and Bond (1998) argue that the first differenced GMM
estimator of Arellano and Bond (1991) suffers from weak instrument problem when
the model is persistent and/or mean variance dominates the idiosyncratic variance.
To overcome these problems, they propose to extend the first differenced GMM
estimator by combining the lagged level instruments, which is called system GMM
estimator.

Bun and Windmeijer (2010) show that when the variance ratio of individual
effects to idiosyncratic errors is large, the system GMM estimators also can face the
weak instrument problem.

Besides these traditional GMM estimators, Chudik and Pesaran (2017) develop a
novel GMM estimator by using a self-instrumenting target variable and a quadratic
moment condition. The instruments have maximum correlation with target variables
and do not have the weak instrument problem. Moreover, this GMM estimator is
robust under flexible initial conditions. Hayakawa et al. (2019) propose a double
filter instruments variable estimator (DFIV), which uses the forward filter to elimi-
nate individual effects and a backward filter as instruments. Hayakawa et al. (2019)
also show that the DFIV estimator has the same asymptotic distribution as the
bias-corrected fixed effect (FE) estimator as NV and T tend to infinity.

As an alternative to GMM estimators, Hsiao et al. (2002) propose the trans-
formed maximum likelihood (TML) method. Under suitable assumptions on the
initial value process, the TML estimator is shown to be consistent and more effi-
cient than other conventional GMM estimators.

However, the procedure can fail to achieve the global maximum. Bun et al.
(2017) have found that taking non negative variance constraint in transformed like-
lihood estimator performed better than the unconstrained transformed likelihood
estimator.

Although many estimators have been provided, experiments under the same
setting for a comparative assessment of the performance of these estimators have
been under-researched. This is what we provide in this chapter.

The rest of this chapter is structured as follows. Section 2.2 analyses the bias of
classical estimators. Section 2.3 reviews some GMM estimators and ML estimators.
Section 2.4 investigates finite sample performance of the estimators discussed in
2.2-2.3 by using Monte Carlo simulation. Section 2.4 presents concluding remarks.

2.2 Bias of Conventional Estimators

It is well known that the least square estimator suffers from serious bias in dy-
namic panel data models when T is fixed. Nickell (1981) analysed the bias of the
within group estimator for dynamic panel data models when the number of time
observations, T, is fixed.

For simplicity, let us consider the following panel AR(1) model

Yit = OYir—1 + 0 +uig, || <1;i=1,2,...,N; t=1,2,....T, (2.1)



where y;( are observed and «; are unobserved unit-specific effects, w;; is indepen-
dently, identically distributed (i.i.d) with mean 0 and variance 2, with 0 < 62 < oo.

The standard method to eliminate individual effects «; is to subtract the time
mean of equation itself (within transformation). The within model can be expressed
as

Yit = OYit—1 + Ui, (2.2)

where Uiy = Vit — Ui, Yit-1 = Yit—1 — Yi—1 and U;; = u;y — u; in which y; =

1
T ZtTZI Yits i1 = T Zthl Yit—1. The least square (LS) estimator is given by

(Yit—1 — Uio1) (Yir — ﬂz))
=1 t=1 =1 t=1
Zi]\il Z,:Tzl (Yit—1 — Yi—1) (wiz — ;) /INT
S S Wi — Uim1)? /NT

Consider the numerator. Taking probability limits as N tends to infinity, we
have !

QgLS = (Z Z(yz’,t—l - gi,—1)2> <Z

(2.3)

:¢+

N T
.1 - =
plim — Z Z Yie—1 — Ui,—1) (Wig — Ui —1) =

N—oo NT i=1 t=1
| N7 | NoT
11\3[1_1)210 NT Z Z Yig—1Uip — ]I\),l_l:[?o NT Z Z Yit—1U; (2.4)

i=1 t=1 =1 t=1

1 N T 1 N T
- 113/1_13?0 NT Z Z Yi—1Uip + JI\),E?O NT Z Z Ui —1 ;.-

i=1 t=1 i=1 t=1

By weak law of large numbers, the first term of equation (2.4) is given by

N T
i 1
Elifilo NT Z Z Yir—1Uiz = E (Yiz—1uir) = 0. (2.5)

i=1 t=1

For the second term of equation (2.4), we have

1 N T 1 N T

R R 2 2 et = phim g D e
=1 t=1 =1 t=1

. (2.6)

N
1 1
= pli e T_i_ u; = li 7 Yi,—1 U
Rl v 2 Wit = plin 3 )5

=1

1See the derivation in Appendix A at the end of the thesis.



For the third term of equation (2.4), we have

EE@WZZ@/Z —1Uit = th—zyz lzuzt

=1 t=1

L (2.7)
= plim — _i — I_LZ‘.
plin v 291t
For the fourth term of equation (2.4), we have
lim — i _1U; = plim — i _1Uj. 2.8
BWNT”;?’ T RN Zy : (28)
Therefore
L NI
lim —— it—1 — Yi— it — Ui—1) = — plim — i, —1Us, 2.9
P 7 20 3 O ) )= S (29
but as
T
1_¢T71 1_¢T72 _¢T T—l—T¢+¢T
;yml = ﬁui1+ﬁu¢2+.-+ui,T4+ -0 Yio+ 1= 0) Q;
(2.10)
we can easily derive that
1 & 2T —1—T¢p+ ¢T
EWN;‘U’I T (1-g) (2.11)

Therefore the LS estimator ¢, has an O(T~!) bias when N tends to infinity
(see Hsiao (2014) for more detailed derivation).

2.3 Existing Estimation Methods

2.3.1 Conventional IV/GMM estimation

Due to the correlation between y;;—1 and u;, least square estimator is biased on
dynamic panel data models when T is fixed. Therefore, IV/GMM approach play an
important role in estimation of short 7" dynamic panel data models.

We now consider three IV/GMM estimators which are widely used in empirical
research. Firstly, we consider the AH-IV estimator by Anderson and Hsiao (1982,
1981).

Taking first difference of the model (2.1), we have

Ayi,t = ¢Ayi7t—1 + Aui,b |¢| < ]-7 1= 17 ey Nvt = 27 s 7T7 (212)



where Ay = yir — Yir-1, AYit—1 = Yig—1 — Yir—2 and Au;yp = wip — Uig1.
Anderson and Hsiao (1982) proposes two valid instruments, y;;—o and Ay, ;.
Therefore, the AH-IV estimator is based on the following moment conditions

E (yi,t—ZAuz’,t) =0,

2.13
E(Ayir—2Au;y) =0, t=3,4,...,T. (2.13)

The AH-IV estimator is given by

N T -1/, N 7T
DAH-TV = ( ZAyi,tQAyi,tl> ( Z Ayi,tQAyi,t) . (2-14)
i=1 t=3 i=1 t=3

(2 (2

However, Arellano (1989) show that the AH-IV estimator suffers from a weak
instrument problem when the autoregressive coefficient tends to unity.

Arellano and Bond (1991) propose a more efficient AB-GMM estimator that
uses all the available instruments but require stronger conditions on individual ef-
fects and the initial values. AB-GMM estimator require E(y; sAu;;) = 0, for i =
1,....,N,s=0,1,...,t =2, and t=2,3,...,T.

The moment conditions of the AB-GMM estimator can be expressed as

E (y;sAu;y) =0, for s=0,1,...,t =2, t=2,...,T. (2.15)

Stacking the moment conditions as a vector form, we have

E (Z;Aui> —0, (2.16)
where Au; = (Au;o, Auyg, .. ., Auin)/ and the instrument
o 0 0 0 0 0 -+ 0 - 0]
0 Yio VYina 0 0 0 ce 0 . 0
Z,=10 0 0 wo ¥%3i %2 -~~~ 0 -~ 0 (2.17)
00 0 0 0 0 - %o - ¥ir—2

isa (T —1) x T(TT_I) block diagonal matrix.
Under the above moment condition, we can build the one-step AB-GMM esti-

mator
N N -1
¢E41)BfGMM = ( <N1 Z Ayi,—1Zi> V! <N1 Z ZiAyi,—1>>
i=1 =1
N N
(N1 > Ay;’lzz) V! <N1 > Z;Ayi> :
i=1 =1

(2.18)



where Ay, = (Ayir, ..., Ayir), Ay, = (Ayig, .- Ayir_1) . The weighting

matrix V! is %FHWQ%S&GPH?@‘GOV&PF&HGH%%H%&E—GZTAHTA‘M;—Z%T&%
N -t N -
Ve (v e (Zawsiz)) - (v yzooz) e

i=1 i=1

where D is the (T'— 1) x T first difference matrix as

-1 1 0 0
0 -1 1 ... 0

D= . (2.20)
0 0 ~1 1

Then, based on the one-step AB-GMM estimator, we can get the one-step AB-GMM
residuals Aw,;.

Using the one-step AB-GMM residual u;, we can build a two-step AB-GMM
weight matrix as

i=1

N -1
v, = (N-l ZZ;M,A@;ZZ) . (2.21)

Then, the two-step AB-GMM estimator is given by
N . N -1
¢E42)BfGMM = ( (Nl Z Ayi,—1Zi> V, <N1 Z ZiAyi,1>>
i=1 i=1
N » N
<N1 > Ay;’lzz) v, (Nl > Z;Ayi> .
i=1 i=1

Although AB-GMM estimator is consistent in short 7" dynamic panel data mod-

els, this estimator needs distributional assumptions on individual effects. Also, when
2
. . . . . Oay -
the autoregressive parameter is close to unity or the variance ratio (—‘2’) Increases,
o
u

(2.22)

there is a large finite sample bias in the AB-GMM estimator.

Arellano and Bover (1995) and Blundell and Bond (1998) provide the system
GMM (SYS-GMM) estimator by using lags of the first differenced dependent vari-
ables as instruments for the level equation?. Also, Arellano and Bover (1995) demon-
strate the forward orthogonal transformation can be seen as the first difference trans-
formation to remove fixed effects plus a GLS transformation to eliminate the serial
correlation. The SYS-GMM estimator require E(y; ;Au;;) = 0 and E(Ay;—1(a; +

2More detail can be found in Appendix A



uit)) =0, fori=1,....,N,s=0,1,...,t =2, andt =2,3,...,T. The SYS-GMM

estimator uses extra moment conditions:
EAy -1 (uis + ;)] =0, fort=2,3,...,T. (2.23)

This moment condition relies on the covariance stationarity of the initial value. The
equation (2.1) can be expressed as

t—2

Ay = gbt_lAym + Z O°Aujy—s fort=2,...,T. (2.24)

s=0

If we want to guarantee E (Ay; 1a;)=0, we need to assume E (Ay; 1a;) =0. Therefore,
we need to restrict E [(y;0 — ai/(1 — ¢)) o] = 0 which means that the initial value
is stationary.

Based on the moment conditions (2.15) and (2.23), the moment restrictions can
be written as a vector form

E <Zf/u2‘) —0, fori=1,...,N, (2.25)

where v} = (Au;, u; + aer—q) is a 2(T — 1) x 1 vector , u; = (Ui, .., UiT) , tr—1
is the (1" — 1) vector of ones and

(Z, 0 0 0
0 Ayii 0 0
Z:=|0 0 Ay 0 (2.26)
: : : . 0
| 0 0 0 T Ayi,Tfl_

Then, under the moment condition (2.25), the one-step SYS-GMM estimator is
given by

N N -1
B (v vt ) v (35210,
= =1 (2.27)
N N
(Nl zy::lz:) yo (Nl zz:/y;) |
i=1 =1

where y¥' = (Ayiy.), i, = (Ay,_,y,_,) and

N —1
vl = <N—1 > Z;*'HZ;*) , (2.28)
=1

10



where H is 2(T — 1) x 2(T — 1) weight matrix, as

r 2 1 e e oo 0T

: . (2.29)

0 T |

When the autoregressive parameter tends to one, the SYS-GMM estimators are
not consistent because the instrument variables will not be correlated to the explana-
tory variables®. Bun and Windmeijer (2010) also argue that when the variance ratio
is large the SYS-GMM estimator faces the weak instrument problem. Therefore,
the ML based approach can be attractive under such circumstances (Hsiao et al.
(2002)) *.

2.3.2 Bias-corrected method of moments (BMM) estima-
tion

Chudik and Pesaran (2017) provide a novel bias-corrected method of moments
(BMM) estimator. The advantage of the BMM estimator is that we do not re-
quire additional assumptions on individual effects and initial values®. Therefore,
this estimator can be widely applicable.

Assumption 1 |¢| < 1, and it is assumed that ¢ in a compact set.

Assumption 2 The error term u,; is serially and cross-sectionally independently
distributed, with E(u;;) = 0 and E(u},) = 07,, such that 0 < ¢ < 07, < ¢3 where ¢
and cy are positive constants. Also, it is assumed that 2 = N~! Zfil 02-27,5 — 02 as
N — 00, and sup; , E|u;|*** < ¢, for some € > 0.

Let observations v, ; be from arbitrary past, where t = —m; +1,...,T". Then, from
equation (2.12), we can express Ay, ; as

m;—1

Ayiy =bi—(1—0) > ¢'us ¢+ iy, (2.30)

=0

where

a.
by = —¢™ (1 — A 2.31
o (1= ) (1w, - 1) (2.31)
Assumption 3 [t is assumed that E(b?) = o2 and 63, = N~'37 02 — &
as N — oo, and sup; E|b;|*"¢ < ¢y for some ¢ > 0. It follows the condition,
E(biAu;y) =0, fort=2,3,..., T andi=1,...,N.

3See Appendix A for discussions of the weak instruments problem of the AB-GMM estimator
and the relationship between the SYS-GMM estimator and the AB-GMM estimator.

“In the Monte Carlo results of Hsiao et al. (2002), the ML based estimator outperforms the
GMM based estimator.

5Chudik et al. (2020) propose a new BMM type estimator by augmenting the AH estimator.

11



Chudik and Pesaran (2017) use endogenous regressors Ay; ;1 to construct the
moment conditions. This moment condition is

E(AuiyyAyip1) = =07y, t=2,3,....T—1. (2.32)
Note E(Au;)* = UZt_l + crgt and E(Au; - 1Ay;¢) = —agt. Then, we have
O-iz,t—l = E(Aui,t)Q + E(Au@tHAyii) (233)

Therefore, we obtain the quadratic moment condition,
E(Aui7tAyi7t_1) + E(Aui,t)Z + E(Au@tHAy@t) = O, t = 2, 3, ce 7T — 1. (234)

Averaging the moment conditions (2.34) over ¢, then substituting the model
(2.12) into Aw;; and Aw;yq, we have

E(MZ,T(QS)) = 07 1= 1727"'7N7 <235)
where
T—1
1
M;r(¢) = T_9 ((Ayi,t — OAY; 1) Ayip—1 + (Ayiy — ¢Ayi,t—1)2 + (AYi 1 — dAY;¢) Ayi,t) .
t=2
(2.36)

Then, the BMM estimator can be obtained by

Gpary = arg gleiél HMNT(¢)H , (2.37)

where © C (—1,1] is a compact set and My7(¢) = + SN Mip(o).

As noted in Chudik and Pesaran (2017), the BMM estimator is less restrictive
in terms of the initial condition.

The asymptotic properties of estimator are as follows:
Theorem 1 : Suppose that Assumptions (1)-(3) hold, and consider the BMM esti-
matorq?) as T be fixed and N — oo,

\/N (QgBMM - gb) i> N (OaUJQBMM) s (2.38)

2 _ p-2
where oy = B72S.

12



The variance term 0%,,,, can be estimated as

&%MM = §_23’7
where

N N N 2
s N NV
B= (Di+Di+2Hi),S:#

; 1+ Dy ~
with

-1 T-1

Dy — t=2 Ay?,t_l b — t=2 Ayi%t A

T—2
Aty = Ayir — dpumAYi-1,

T -2

7Hi:

T—1 A ~ 2
=2 Aui,tAyi,t—l

(2.39)

T-1
V= — Z (At Ayigp1 + NG, + Al 1 Dyiy) -

t=2

2.3.3 Double filter IV/GMM estimation

T -2 ’

Next, we consider the double filter IV (DFIV) estimator proposed by Moon and
Phillips (2000), Hayakawa (2009) and Hayakawa et al. (2019). We make the following

assumption

Assumption 4 (a) The unobserved individual effects «; is i.i.d. with E(a;) = 0

and Var(o;) = o2 ;(b)

Q;
1-¢

Stacking T observations for each ¢ yields

Yio =

+ €0, where e;9 ~ itd <O,

Y; = 0Y; 1 + aitr + uy,

1‘15) (2.40)

(2.41)

where y, = (yi,h Yi2y .- - ,Z/i,T)/7 Yi—1 = (?Ji,o, Yil,--- >yi,T71)/a U; = (Ui,l, Ui 2y - - - ,Ui,T)/
and ¢r is T x 1 vector of one. Define (T'— 1) x T forward orthogonal deviations

matrix as

F = diag(cy,co,...011)

T3 (2.42)

where ¢; = /(T —t) (T —t+1). Multiplying (2.41) by F, the model to be esti-

mated becomes

yzzyl’_l—’—’l‘t“ /1::1,...

13

N,

(2.43)



where §, = Fy; = (Yi1, %2 - Vir-1) » i1 = Fy; 1 = (§i0.Yits - - Yir—2) and
w; = Fu; = (U1, U.2,... ,ui,T_l)’ Then, we use the variables deviated from past
means as instruments. We define

(-1 1 0 0 0
|
B = diag(cr—1,...,c2,¢1) | ;1 . 1 00 , o (2.44)
T-3 T-3 T—3
=1 =1 =1 =1 1
T—2 T-2 T—2 T-2
=1 =1 =1 =1 =1
| T-1 T-1 T—1 T-1 T-1 i
Then, we define the instruments as
Y, = By, = (i2:-- - i) (2.45)
where
; i1t Y
Yit = Cr—t41 (yi,t—ytlt_l y1>’ t=2,....,T (2.46)

Hence, we have a moment condition E(y; ;) = 0 for 2 < s <t < T — 1. The
DFIV estimator is

N T-1 -1 /N 71
¢Dm:< zyy) (zzyy) (2.47
=1

t= =1 t=2

Theorem 2 Asymptotic variances of DFIV estimator with fized T and large N
asymptotics is given by

) T-1 T-1 P 2\ 7’
Avar <¢DFW> _ (1 B ¢2) (; C2Tt+1At> (; §eCr—i1 (1 3 _t—ll) > ;

with

- Py 19
ft—Ct(l— T—t)’ Py = 1—¢’

20 1 t-1D(A+¢) 2¢(1—¢”))>
At—(l 1 +(t—1)2< -0 (1_¢)2 .

(2.48)

2.3.4 Maximum Likelihood Estimation

Apart from the GMM type estimators, Hsiao et al. (2002) provide the TML esti-
mation for short 7" dynamic panel data models. As we know, the TML estimator
is more efficient than the GMM type estimators in general (Hsiao et al. (2002),

14



Hayakawa and Pesaran (2015a) and Kruiniger (2013)). However, the initial condi-
tion is important for the ML type estimator. It is still unclear whether the TML
estimator has good performance in different initial conditions.

To begin with, we consider the transformed model (2.12). By recursive substi-
tution, we have (2.12) and let m; = m, we have

m—1

Ayir = ¢"AY; g1 + Z (ﬁjAui,lfj

j=0
m
= Q" AYi —mt1 + Vi

(2.49)

There are two assumptions for initial values, Ay; :
Assumption 5 (i) |¢| < 1 and m — oo, the process has been going on. Then we
have

m—1
E(Ay;q) = nll_{noo " E (AYi—my1) + T}Ll_fgo E (Z WAUM—]) ;

Jj=0

2
Var (Ay;1) = 2U“¢ (2.50)

1 )
Cov (v;1,Au;z) = —E (u?l) = —03 and Cov (v;1, Au;;) =0,

)

fort=3,4,...T;i=1,...N.

_l_

(11) If the process has started from a finite past period, we have

E(Ayi1) =10,
Var (Ay;1) = co?, wherec > 0,Cov (v;1, Au;9) = —o2 and (2.51)

u

Cov (v;1,Auiy) =0 fort=3,4,...,7T,i=1,2,...,N.

Let Ay, = (Ayiq, ... ,Ayi,T)l and Aul = (Ay;1 — b*, Auya, . .., Aui?T),, where b =0
under infinite past starting point and b = b* which is an unknown parameter under
finite past starting point. Note that Assumption 5 (i7) restricts that the expected
Ay, 1 are the same across all individuals, but it does not require that the initial value
Yi.—m+1 have the same mean across all individuals. The covariance matrix of u; is
given by

w -1 0 0

-1 2 —1 0
Q=020 -1 2 0 =020, (2.52)

: —1

0 0 0 -1 2]

15



where w = (1/02) Var (Ay;1) = ﬁ Assume u;; is independent normal, the joint

probability distribution function of Ay, is

N
1 /

[ @m0~ exp{—iAuf Q—lAu:}, (2.53)

i=1

The TML estimator ¢ can be obtained by maximising the following log-likelihood

function,

NT N
lOg L((b,O',Z, b) = —T 111(271') — 5

(6,62,b) = argmaxlog L(¢, 02, b).

N
1 /

In|Q2 — = Au Q7 Au?,

| ‘ 2 ; 1 1 (2.54)

Under the first and the second order conditions with a fixed number of parameters,
the transformed MLE is consistent and asymptotically normally distributed.
Hsiao et al. (2002) recommend using the AH-IV estimator ¢4y 5y as an initial

(consistent) estimator. o2 can be estimated by

R 2
Zfi\il Z;[:g (Aym - ¢A?Ji,t—1>
by = . (2.55)
2N(T — 2)

Under Assumption 4 (i), an initial estimate of w can be obtained by m

Under Assumption 4 (ii), we can estimate w by following procedure:
(i) Estimate w by

vaﬂ (Aym - 2’)2

b= 2.56
“ (N—1s2 (2.56)
~ N )
where 62 is given by (2.55) and b = % is a consistent estimator of b.
(i) Using @ and b in minimum distance estimator of
N
> Aul QT A (2.57)
i=1

to obtain minimum distance estimator of ¢.

Repeat the process (i) and (¢7) until converge, we can obtain consistent .
Hayakawa and Pesaran (2015a) extends the transformed likelihood estimation

to the case where the errors are cross-sectionally heteroskedastic. In Hayakawa and

Pesaran (2015a), they allow E(u;) = 0 and E(u?,) = o, such that 0 < 0, < K <

oo, forv=1,...,N and t = 1,2,...,7. Thus, the covariance matrix of u} is given
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[w;, —1 0 0 ]
-1 2 -1 0
Qu)=oy |0 -1 2 - 0] =02 Q% (w), (2.58)
Ly
0 0 0 -1 2

where w; > 0 is a free parameter. Then, the log-likelihood function is give by

logL(ON):—Eln 21) ——Zlna ——ZlnlJrT —1)]—-

(2.59)
= Z —Aul Qw;) Al
i=1 'LLZ
where On = (b, ¢, w1, ..., WN, 021, ..., 025)

Therefore, the transformed likelihood estimation encounters the incidental pa-
rameters problem when sample size N increases. By using mis-specified model where
the error variances are assumed to be homoskedastic, we can construct a pseudo log-
likelihood function

NT NT

N
long(Hp) = — T 1H(27T) — T IHU — E ln[ + T(UJ — 1)]—

N (2.60)
5o > AulQw) Ay
0,
U 4=1

where 0, = (b,¢,w,0?)’. By minimizing log-likelihood function (2.60), we ob-
tain ép. To give the assumption of the relationship between the true value @y =
(bo, B0, W1, - - - ,Won, 02y, - - -, 0an) and the pseudo true value 8, = (bop, Pop, Wop, agp)/
below

Assumption 6 The average true value as

N _ N 2
N 1 1 Woi0;
iy =N"1Y 02, and @y = iz 0 (2.61)
0N 0> N-1 N 9 7
i=1 > st 03

as N — oo

: -1\ 2
my oo N70 D050 woio;

Mmoo N7' 3200 03

(2.62)

_ . _92 _
oy = lim & and g =
0 N—oo ON

If |ooi| and |wo;| are finite and bounded away from zero, the above assumption is
satisfied.
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On theorem 2 of Hayakawa and Pesaran (2015a), they show that the pseudo estima-
tor is consistent with the average true value when N is large, 8¢, = (bo, ¢, 75, @o)-

Hayakawa and Pesaran (2015a) use a mis-specified model to provide the rela-
tionship between the true value and the pseudo true value. Hayakawa and Pe-
saran (2015a) show that the quasi(pseudo) ML estimators are consistent under mis-
specification.

2.4 Comparison of Finite Sample Behaviour of
the Estimators

In this section, we use Monte Carlo simulations to investigate the finite sample
performance of the TML estimator, the BMM estimator and the DFIV estimator
in difference scenarios. In this exercise, we examine the behaviour under different
initial conditions. We report the bias, root mean square error (RMSE) and size of
the t-test for each estimator.

2.4.1 Monte Carlo design

In this Monte Carlo simulations, the y;; are generated as

Yit = (byi,tfl + a; + Ui, Uiy ™~ U(—O25, 025), t= 1, 2, Ce T, 1= 1, Ce 7N.
T

o = nytum =+ i, TG %'Z\O/l N(O, 1)
t=1

The processes of initial value y; o, as

Yio = Mi + N+ vi, v, “ N(0,1), (2.63)

(&7

where p; = ;%5 is long run means. If v # 0, the individual effects are uncorrelated
with errors u; ;. The AB-GMM estimator and SYS-GMM estimator are not satisfied
when v # 0. If n # 0, the deviations of starting values from the long-run means
affect initial value. The SYS-GMM estimator is not satisfied when 7 # 0.

Follow above setting, we consider four cases, as

1. v=08,n=1.
2. v=0.8,7=0.
3. v=0,n=0.

4. v=0,n=1.

The sample size T = {5,10}, N = {100,200, 500, 1000} and the parameter,
v = {0.4,0.8}. The number of replications is 2000.

2.4.2 Monte Carlo results

In the Monte Carlo simulation results, we investigate the behaviour of the TML
estimator, BMM estimator and DFIV estimator in finite sample.
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Table 2.1 reports the bias, RMSE and size of the t-test for the TML estimator,
the BMM estimator and the DFIV estimator. We allow individual effects to be
correlated with errors w;; and the deviations of initial values from their long-run
means. As we can see that the bias and the RMSE of the TML estimator is small in
the Case 1. The size of the t-test based on the TML estimator is close to the nominal
value of 0.05. As ¢ increases from 0.5 to 0.8, the TML estimator still performs better
in terms of the bias, RMSE and size. In the Case 1, the bias of the BMM estimator
is small in finite sample. The RMSE of the BMM estimator is slightly larger than
that of the TML estimator in Case 1. As we can see that the size of the t-test based
on the BMM estimator is close to 5% for all values of N considered. Compared to
the TML estimator and the BMM estimator, the RMSE of the DFIV estimator is
slightly larger. The size of the t-test based on the DFIV estimator is close to the
norminal value of 0.05.

In Table 2.2, we restrict the individual effects uncorrelated with the deviations of
initial values from their long-run means, whilst the individual effects are correlated
with errors. We can see that the bias and the RMSE of the TML estimator are
smaller that those in the Case 2. The reported size is close to 5% for all the values
of N considered. The bias of the BMM estimator is small in Case 2. As expected,
the RMSE of the BMM esimator is slightly larger than that of the TML estimator.
Also, the size of the t-test based on the BMM estimator is close to the nominal value
of 0.05. The bias of the DFIV estimator is small when both N and 7" are small. The
size of the t-test based on the DFIV estimator is close to the nominal value of 0.05.

In Table 2.3, we restrict the individual effects uncorrelated with the deviations
of initial values from their long-run means and the individual effects uncorrelated
with errors. In this case, the bias and the RMSE of the TML estimator are small
and the size of the TML estimator is close to 5%. The RMSE of the DFIV estimator
is larger than the TML estimator, and the size is close to the nominal value of 0.05.

Table 2.4 shows the results for the case in which the individual effects are un-
correlated with errors but correlated with the deviations of initial values from their
long-run means. As to be expected, the RMSE of the DFIV estimator is larger than
those of the BMM estimator and the TML estimator in Case 4.

From table 2.1 to 2.4, we can see that the performance of the TML estimator
the BMM and the DFIV estimator is robust to the different initial conditions.
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Table 2.1 Case 1, Bias, RMSE and Size. (y =0.8,n=1)

Results for ¢ = 0.5.
Bias(x100) RMSE(x100) Size
T/N 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000

TML
5 0.04 0.00 -0.03 0.01 1.37r 0.76 0.60 042 7.70 540 5.35 5.15
10 -0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 1.05 0.59 046 0.33 6.75 4.60 5.75 5.25
BMM
5 0.04 -0.01 -0.03 0.00 154 084 068 048 6.80 5.15 4.80 4.95
10 -0.04 0.03 0.01 -0.01 141 0.84 065 046 5.20 5.30 5.30 4.60
DFIV
5 0.01 0.05 0.03 0.03 4.18 246 191 135 5.05 3.70 5.25 4.60
10 -0.09 -0.05 0.01 0.01 4.26 236 1.85 1.34 5.25 4.55 5.00 3.90

Results for ¢ = 0.8.
Bias(x<100) RMSE(x100) Size
T/N 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000

TML
5 0.04 0.00 -0.07 001 226 129 1.01 070 7.35 5.65 5.60 5.00
10 -0.04 0.03 -0.01 -0.01 1.21 0.68 0.52 0.37 7.45 4.85 5.55 b5.85
BM M
5 0.04 0.00 -0.06 001 248 144 1.13 080 5.70 595 6.10 5.35
10 -0.07 0.05 -0.01 -0.01 1.68 0.97 0.75 0.52 545 5.60 5.15 4.45
DFIV
5 0.05 -0.01 0.02 -0.02 322 190 146 1.05 3.60 3.55 4.45 4.95

10 0.02 -0.01 0.02 -0.01 188 1.06 084 057 420 4.60 4.45 4.30

Yit = QYir—1+ o +uig, uip ~U(—0.25025), t=1,2,...T;i=1,...,N. oy = ZtT:1 Yo+
T, T i N(0,1). The processes of initial value y; o, as y;.0 = fi + 07 + v4, v; ud N(0,1), where

pi = 7 3 is long run means.
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Table 2.2 Case 2, Bias, RMSE and Size. (y =0.8, 7 =0)
Results for ¢ = 0.5.
Bias(x100) RMSE(x100) Size

T/N 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000
TML

5 -0.01 -0.03 -0.05 0.01 192 1.06 0.83 0.59 6.45 495 5.00 5.70

10 -0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 1.42 0.82 0.62 045 6.05 5.25 5.10 5.20
BMM

5 -0.01 -0.05 -0.05 0.00 2.19 1.19 0.94 0.68 6.00 4.70 4.65 4.70

10 -0.02 0.01 0.02 -0.01 2.03 1.19 0.91 0.63 490 5.15 4.75 5.05
DFIV

5 0.02 0.01 0.04 -0.02 424 245 1.89 1.38 5.65 4.45 4.75 4.40

10 -0.04 -0.06 -0.01 -0.03 4.18 242 185 1.29 5.30 4.00 5.00 4.45

Results for ¢ = 0.8.
Bias(x<100) RMSE(x100) Size

T/N 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000
TML

5 -0.03 -0.05 -0.09 0.03 3.24 1.81 1.43 0.99 6.60 490 5.60 5.60

10 -0.06 -0.01 0.00 0.02 1.66 0.95 0.74 0.53 6.10 5.60 540 5.90
BM M

5 0.05 -0.06 -0.09 0.03 376 211 1.66 1.18 5.35 4.75 5.40 5.70

10 -0.05 0.03 0.00 0.00 248 149 1.12 0.78 4.95 5.65 5.00 4.90
DFIV

5 0.04 -0.02 0.02 -0.03 242 141 1.08 0.79 4.60 4.10 4.75 5.00

10 0.01 0.00 0.01 -0.01 1.36 0.79 0.62 0.42 4.65 4.60 5.10 4.60

See the note to Table 2.1.
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Table 2.3 Case 3, Bias, RMSE and Size. (y =0, n=0)
Results for ¢ = 0.5.
Bias(x100) RMSE(x100) Size

T/N 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000
TML

5 -0.01 -0.03 -0.05 0.01 192 1.05 0.83 0.59 6.45 495 495 b5.65

10 -0.03 -0.01 0.01 0.01 1.42 0.82 0.62 045 6.00 5.45 5.10 5.20
BMM

5 -0.01 -0.05 -0.05 0.00 2.19 1.19 0.94 0.68 6.00 4.70 4.65 4.70

10 -0.02 0.01 0.02 -0.01 2.03 1.19 0.91 0.63 490 5.15 4.75 5.05
DFIV

5 0.02 0.01 0.04 -0.02 424 245 1.89 1.38 5.65 4.45 4.75 4.40

10 -0.04 -0.06 -0.01 -0.03 4.18 242 185 1.29 5.30 4.00 5.00 4.45

Results for ¢ = 0.8.
Bias(x<100) RMSE(x100) Size

T/N 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000
TML

5 -0.03 -0.05 -0.09 0.03 3.24 1.81 1.43 0.99 6.65 490 550 5.50

10 -0.06 -0.01 0.00 0.02 1.66 0.95 0.74 0.53 5.95 5.65 5.35 590
BM M

5 0.05 -0.06 -0.09 0.03 376 211 1.66 1.18 5.35 4.75 5.40 5.70

10 -0.05 0.03 0.00 0.00 248 149 1.12 0.78 4.95 5.65 5.00 4.90
DFIV

5 0.04 -0.02 0.02 -0.03 242 141 1.08 0.79 4.60 4.10 4.75 5.00

10 0.01 0.00 0.01 -0.01 1.36 0.79 0.62 0.42 4.65 4.60 5.10 4.60

See the note to Table 2.1.
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Table 2.4 Case 4, Bias, RMSE and Size. (y=0,n7=1)
Results for ¢ = 0.5.
Bias(x100) RMSE(x100) Size

T/N 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000
TML

5 0.04 0.00 -0.03 0.01 1.37 0.77 0.60 0.42 755 5.40 5.35 5.15

10 -0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 1.05 0.59 046 0.33 6.80 4.70 5.65 5.35
BMM

5 0.04 -0.01 -0.03 0.00 154 0.84 0.68 048 6.80 5.15 4.80 4.95

10 -0.04 0.03 0.01 -0.01 141 0.84 065 0.46 5.20 5.30 5.30 4.60
DFIV

5 0.01 0.05 0.03 0.03 4.18 246 191 1.35 5.05 3.70 5.25 4.60

10 -0.09 -0.05 0.01 0.01 4.26 2.36 1.85 1.34 5.25 4.55 5.00 3.90

Results for ¢ = 0.8.
Bias(x<100) RMSE(x100) Size

T/N 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000
TML

5 0.04 0.00 -0.07 001 226 129 1.01 070 7.30 5.70 5.60 4.95

10 -0.04 0.03 0.00 0.00 1.21 0.68 0.52 0.37 7.55 4.80 5.50 5.80
BM M

5 0.04 0.00 -0.06 001 248 144 1.13 0.80 5.70 95 6.10 5.35

10 -0.07 0.05 -0.01 -0.01 1.68 0.97 0.75 0.52 5.45 5.60 5.15 4.45
DFIV

5 0.05 -0.01 0.02 -0.02 3.60 190 146 1.05 3.60 3.55 4.45 4.95

10 0.02 -0.01 0.02 -0.01 188 1.06 0.84 0.57 4.20 4.60 4.45 4.30

See the note to Table 2.1.

2.5 Concluding remarks

This chapter compares the performance of different estimators for short 7" dynamic
panel data models, namely, the TML estimator, the BMM estimator and the DFIV
In the Monte Carlo experiment, we particularly investigate effects of
different initial conditions for these estimators. We find that in terms of the bias
and the RMSE, the TML estimator and the BMM estimator perform better for all
the designs. The size of the t-tests based on the TML estimator and the BMM
estimator is close to the nominal level. The DFIV estimator is the least efficient in
our design.

estimator.
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Chapter 3

The speed of adjustment to the
target capital structure in the US

3.1 Introduction

The capital structure irrelevance theory (Modigliani and Miller (1958)) is one of the
most important theories of corporate finance. The idea of this theory is that the
value of a company is not influenced by its capital structure. The assumption of cap-
ital structure irrelevance theory is based on the perfectly efficient markets. Although
this assumption is quite strong in the real world!, it gives the clear explanation of
financing strategy. After Modigliani and Miller (1958) developed the capital struc-
ture irrelevance theory, many researchers relaxed the assumption of the perfectly
efficient markets by including corporate tax, bankruptcy cost and agency-related
costs (Kraus and Litzenberger (1973), Scott Jr (1976) and Kim (1978)). Much of
the extant literature focuses on two preeminent capital structure theories. One is
the static trade-off model (Graham and Harvey (2001)), in which firms choose op-
timal leverage to balance the costs and benefits. The other is pecking order theory
by Myers and Majluf (1984), in which the most preferred way of financing by firms
is self financing by retained earning, then by debt, and the least preferred is by
issuing new equity. The above two main theories are successful in explaining firms’
heterogeneous capital structure.

Due to the shocks, firms may temporarily deviate from their target leverage.
To investigate whether or not firms adjust their leverage towards target leverage
is important for examining trade off theory (Ross et al. (2014), Arioglu and Tuan
(2014) and Drobetz and Wanzenried (2006)). Also, to investigate how fast firms
adjust their leverage towards their target leverage would help us to understand the
behavior of firm management while considering financing policy. However, the target
leverage is not observed in practice. This issue increases the difficulty of estimation
of the speed of adjustment (SOA). In empirical literature, we often assume the

'Modigliani and Miller (1963) developed the theory by including taxes.
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target leverage is associate with firms characteristics (e.g., growth opportunities,
tangibility, size, profitability and non-debt tax shields). But, the explanatory power
of these characteristics are very low (Westerlund et al. (2021) and Lemmon et al.
(2008)). Therefore, Westerlund et al. (2021) indicate that controlling for unobserved
heterogeneity is important in estimating the SOA.

Some researchers apply the ordinary least squares (OLS) method to estimate
the SOA, which yield estimated values ranging from 9% to 18% per year (Fama and
French (2002), Kayhan and Titman (2007), Flannery and Rangan (2006) and Lem-
mon et al. (2008)). As the OLS estimator tends to be downward biased for dynamic
models, other researchers estimate SOA using the generalised method of moments
(GMM) or instrumental variable (IV) method. Under the GMM/IV estimation,
the SOA is estimated around 17% to 34% per year (Flannery and Rangan (2006),
Lemmon et al. (2008), Huang and Ritter (2009) and Dang et al. (2014)). Iliev and
Welch (2010) estimated an negative SOA, which implies that leverage is not mean
reverting. Dang et al. (2012) and Dang et al. (2014) consider asymmetric capital
structure adjustments. They develop dynamic panel threshold models to investigate
heterogeneous SOA in different regimes. They find that more constrained firms have
higher SOA over the pre-crisis period.

In the recent literature, the importance of controlling unobserved heterogeneity
in the model has been emphasised for estimating the SOA . Lemmon et al. (2008)
indicate that including the firms’ fixed effects and time effects in the model is im-
portant for estimating SOA. Westerlund et al. (2021) also recognize this unobserved
heterogeneity should not be ignore on estimation of a partial adjustment model.
Westerlund et al. (2021) and DeAngelo and Roll (2015) indicate that controlling
conventional additive effects in the partial adjustment model is not enough to re-
solve the endogeneity problem. As suggested by Westerlund et al. (2021), controlling
unobserved interactive effects in partial adjustment model is important. However,
the aforementioned works do not control heteroskedasticity, which is likely in the
firm data models.

In this chapter, we estimate the SOA controlling the unobserved interactive ef-
fects and cross-sectional heteroskedasticity using US firms data from 1960 to 2017.
We apply the approach proposed by (Hayakawa et al. (2021)) to control the het-
eroskedasticity in the model, which is new in the literature. The data contain 315,621
firms-year observations that consist of 16,502 firms from 1960 to 2017. We use a
rolling window approach to examine the trade off theory because this approach is
used to evaluate the stability of coefficients of the model in the sample size. The
approach which we take is to use rolling 8 year fixed windows of data to estimate
SOA.

Following Hayakawa et al. (2021), we have estimated the number of factor by
using the sequential multiple testing likelihood ratio (MTLR) procedure, which pro-
vides the evidence of unobserved interactive effects that may affect the estimation
of the SOA. In the results, we show that the SOA decrease from around 0.9 to 0.5
from 1960 to 1982. The SOA are fluctuated in the range of 0.2 to 0.8 from 1990 to
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2010.

This chapter is organized as follows: Section 2 sets out the partial adjustment
model. Section 3 introduces robust QML estimators for the short 7" dynamic panel
data models with interactive effects. This section also introduces the sequential
multiple testing likelihood ratio procedure for estimating the number of factors.
Section 4 studies the potential determinants of the SOA. Data and empirical results
are reported in Section 5, and Section 6 concludes.

3.2 Partial adjustment model

To understand whether firms have target leverage ratio and how quickly they adjust
toward them, we use the following standard partial adjustment model of leverage
(Flannery and Rangan (2006)):

Aliy=¢ (i, —lig1) +uiy, i=1,...N, t=1,...,T. (3.1)

where [; ; is the actual leverage ratio and [}, is the target leverage ratios for firm 7 at
time t. w;; is the error term. ¢ is the SOA to the target leverage ratio. The higher
the value of ¢, the faster the adjustment is.

The target leverage is associated with firm characteristics as:

liy = dlwi,ta (3.2)

where x;; is a k x 1 vector of exogenous variables and ¢ is a k£ x 1 vector of struc-
tural parameters. As we can see, the target leverage differs across firms and over
time accordingly to the time varying firm characteristics. These firm characteristics
include profitability, growth opportunities, firm size, tangibility and non-debt tax
shields etc. According to the trade off theory, § # 0, and the variation in [}, should
be nontrivial.

Substituting (3.2) into (3.1), we have

lig = plis—1+ ,Blmz‘,t + U ¢, (3.3)

where p =1— ¢ and B = ¢9.
3.3 Econometric methodology

3.3.1 Estimation method

In much of the literature (See eg. Flannery and Rangan (2006), Lemmon et al.
(2008) and Dang et al. (2012)), they find that firms’ specific unobserved fixed ef-
fects substantially influence estimated SOA. However, most literature ignore that
distinct sources of firms specific unobserved effects may varies over times. Also,
most empirical work assume that the errors are cross-sectionally homoscedastic. To
capture this corss-sectional dependence, we apply estimation method by Hayakawa
et al. (2021) and extend it to permit cross-sectionally heteroskedasticity.
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From model (3.3), we have
Lig = plis—1+ Blwi,t + i, fort=0,...,T;i=1,... N, (3.4)
with
Ui = Oy + vif i+ €it (3.5)

where o; denote unit-specific fixed effects and 4, f, denote an interactive effects with
f, an m x 1 vector of unobserved common factors, 4, an m x 1 vector of associated
factor loading, and e;, is the idiosyncratic error term.

First, we combine (3.4) and (3.5) and eliminate the individual effects «; by first
differencing. Then, we have

Ali,t = pAli,t—l + ,BIACL'Z'¢ + g;’)’l + A@m, fO’I“ t= 2, Ce ,T, 7 = 1, ey N, (36)

where g, = Af, for some t > 2.
When the process start from some arbitrary point at t = —S + 1 with Al; g4
as given, we have

S—1 S—1
Aliy = p*Ali s+ ) pPB AT +Gv,i+ ) P ey, (3.7)
=0 =0

where g, = 2392—01 /)j91—j-
Following from Hsiao et al. (2002) and Hayakawa et al. (2021) the initial value
Al; 1 depends on the Ax; which can be observed. Then, we have Al;; as

Aliy =b+ 7 Az + &1, (3.8)

with
&1 =917 + Vi1, (3.9)
where b is a constant, 7 is a T'x 1 vector of constant, Ax; = (Am;,p A:c;,z, cee Aw;vT)l

and v; ; is independently distributed across ¢, such that v; ; i (O,wiaf), and

Cov (v;1, Nej o) = —0?
(vin, Beia) = =0 (3.10)
Cov (v;1,Ae;¢) =0, fort=3,...,T

Let Al; = (Ali1, Alys, ..., Alir), and the T x (Tk + k + 2) matrix given by
1 AX;, 0 0
0 0 AX,, Ay,

AW, = (3.11)

O 0 AX;T Ayi,Tfl
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Stacking the T observations for each ¢, the transformed model can be expressed as

pHe (3.12)
€i = G’Yi + 7,

’

where ¢ = (b, 71'/,,8/,/)) , G = (91,92, ---,97), Ti = (U,-71,Aez~72,...,Aei7T)/, and
Ei = (fm, fi,2, s 752'77’) .

Consider the transformed model (3.12) and under the heteroskedasticity, we have

W; -1 0
12 0
E (m;> - = 02Q(w;) (3.13)
2
K -1 2

Since v, and r; are independently distributed, we have
Var (&) = Te ($y) = 022 (@) + GG = o (Rw) + Q,Q)),  (3.14)
where Q; = oi_lGQ,ly/Q, rank(Q;) = m, and

Py = (wl, o wN, 02 ok vec(Q) ,vec(QN)’) )
The quasi-log-likelihood function of the transformed model (3.12) is given by

£(0x) =~ In (20) = 5 In S () r——Zs ) Se () &, ()

NT NT
— - In(27) - - In(20) ——Zln’ () + Q.Q, (3.15)

ii (@) (200 + Q) &),

[\')IH

where @y = <go/, ¢;V> However, to find the optimal solution from the above likeli-

hood function (3.15) is impossible, because the number of parameters increases with
N (Neyman and Scott (1948) ). To deal with this problem, we follow Hayakawa and
Pesaran (2015b) to show that pseudo quasi maximum likelihood estimator of ¢ are
consistent under mis-specification.
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The pseudo log-likelihood function of the transformed model (3.12) is given by

0 = =55 en) 5B - 5 Y€ )& )

NT NT

=——In(27) — —1In(20) — —ln‘ﬂ
2 2

1 .

26 (9) (20 1 Q@) & (9),

(3.16)

/7

Based on the heteroskedastic errors, the pseudo-true value of @ is 8, = (go;, w;)

which is the solution of limy_,. E (9¢,(0.)/00) = 0.
Follow Theorem 2 of Hayakawa and Pesaran (2015b), we have the pseudo true
value

I

H* = (‘PZ)?@) = (902)76-37@07@66 (QO) ) = 907 (317>
where
2 _Smoh oo NS wieh Q DS A (3.18)
o = = w = an = .

N,0 N ’ ) N,0 N-1 Zﬁilazo ) N,0 N

limy e SN w02 _ _
62 = lim 6%, wp=—0o 2im1 #0700 cand Q= lim Qp  (3.19)

—00 ’

N—roo 7 th—>ooN 121 1 10

By maximizing pseudo log likelihood function (3.16) respect to 6, we can obtain
the pseudo estimator 62. Then as N — 00, the estimator 0 is asymptotically normal
with

VN (é _ 0*) 4N (0,4 B A, (3.20)

where

I

0. = <<,06, G, Wy, vec (QO)/>

A = All_r}r;OE (_NW> (3.21)
o (15,(0.)00,6.)
B _JEOE(N 00 06 >

2Following Hayakawa et al. (2021), we use an eigenvalue approach to simplify the computations.
See Appendix B for details.

29



3.3.2 Estimating the number of factor

For estimating the number of factors, we follow Hayakawa et al. (2021) by using a
sequential multiple testing likelihood ratio procedure. The LR statistics for testing
Hy : m = mg against Hy : m = Myay, for mog = {0,1,2,... Myee — 1} and mypa, =
T — 2, are give by

LRy (Mmaz, mo) = 2 [ﬁN <9mmaz) — Uy (ém())] LN X*(ro), for my=0,1,2,...,T — 3,
(3.22)

where 8,, = argmazy, {n (0,,) and 7o = T(T +1)/2 — 3 — (T'mgo — mg (mo — 1) /2).
The testing procedure as follow,

Table 3.1 Sequential multiple testing likelihood ratio procedure

m =0 if LRy (Mpaz,mo = 0) < x7, [p/N(T —2)]
m =1 if LRy (Mpaz,mo = 0) > X2, [p/N(T — 2)] and LRy (Mupaqz. mo = 1) < X2, [p/N(T — 2)]
m =2 if LRy (Mpaz,mo = 0) > X2, [p/N(T —2)] ; LRy (Mipaz,mo = 1) > X2, [p/N(T — 2)]

and LRy (Mpaz, mo = 2) < x5, [p/N(T — 2)]

The parameter p can be viewed as the nominal size of test.

3.4 Firm specific characteristics

e Growth Opportunities

Myers (1977) explains that the firms’ value is the present value of options to make
further investments. In some situations, the firm financed with risky debt will give
up investment opportunities because it could make a positive net contribution to the
market value of the firm. Therefore, the debt ratio of a firm is inversely related to
the growth opportunities. Dang et al. (2012) also indicates that most of high growth
firms are young and they may limit internal fund (debt). Most of low growth firms
are mature and they may seek to maintain a high leverage ratio. In this chapter,
we use market value of assets to the book value of assets as a proxy for growth
opportunities (Dang et al. (2012) and Flannery and Rangan (2006)).

e Tangibility
In Hall (2012) and Halling et al. (2016), tangibility is the ratio of property, plant, and
equipment to total assets. Tangible assets are easy to collateralize and thus they
reduce the agency costs of debt. Ozkan (2001) indicates that firms with greater
tangible assets have a higher debt capacity. Therefore, the relationship between
tangibility and leverage ratio is positive. However, Rajan and Zingales (1995) in-
dicates that the relationship on tangibility varies across the different estimators.
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Halling et al. (2016) also find that the relationship between asset tangibility and
leverage varies substantially among countries.

e Size

In general, large firms are mature with high tangibility, more diversification and
profitability. Therefore, large firms enjoy easier access to the capital market ( Ferri
and Jones (1979) and Ozkan (2001)). The credit rating of small size firms is generally
low, so they prefer lower leverage ratio to avoid liquidation. We use the natural log
of total assets, measured in year-2000 dollars, as a proxy for size.

e Profitability
In pecking order theory (Myers (1984) and Myers and Majluf (1984)), firms first
prefer internal financing (retained earning), then debt, and lastly raising equity.
Therefore, highly profitable firms prefer internal financing over external finance.
Following Dang et al. (2012) and Ozkan (2001), we use the ratio of the earnings
before interest, tax and depreciation (EBITD) to total assets as a proxy for prof-
itability:.
e Non-debt tax shields

Firms can benefit from non-debt tax shields when they own large fixed assets. Firms
can also benefit from debt tax shields. DeAngelo and Masulis (1980) indicates that
non-debt tax shields can be a substitute for interest expenses. Therefore, there is an
inverse relationship between the leverage ratio and non-debt tax shields. Following
Ozkan (2001) and Dang et al. (2012), we use the ratio of annual depreciation ex-
pense to total assets as a proxy for non-debt tax shields. However, firms with higher
depreciation ratios generally have relatively low growth opportunities. Therefore,
the depreciation ratio may also be a proxy for growth opportunities (Barclay and
Smith Jr (1995) and Krishnaswami and Subramaniam (1999)). Following the ar-
gument about growth opportunities, higher depreciation ratios generally have rela-
tively low growth opportunities. Thus, this implies that there is a positive relation
between the leverage ratio and non-debt tax shields (Ozkan (2001)).

3.5 Data and Empirical Results

3.5.1 Data

First, we collect balance sheet annual data for US firms from the CRSP/Compustat
database. The sample consists of 596,198 firms’ annual observations from 1960 to
2017. Then, following empirical studies by (Dang et al. (2012) and Ozkan (2001)),
we procreate data as follows. First, we exclude utilities (SIC codes: 4900-4999)
and financial firms (SIC codes: 6000-6999) because these industries have different
accounting considerations. Second, in order to satisfy the order conditions for iden-
tification (Hayakawa et al. (2021)), we retain the firms with at least five years of
observations. Third, we remove the observations that include missing data. Finally,
all of the variables are winsorized at the 1st and 99st percentiles to avoid the impact
of extreme outliers (Flannery and Rangan (2006) and Dang et al. (2012)). This

31



leaves us with data preprocessing, the panel data set with 315,621 firms-year obser-
vations that consist of 16,502 firms from 1960 to 2017. In Table 3.2, we present the
summary statistics for the variable.

Table 3.2 Variable Definition

Variable Definitions

Leverage The ratio of total debt to total assets

Growth Opportunities The ratio of total liabilities plus the market value of equity to total assets
Tangibility The ratio of property, plant, and equipment to total assets

Size The natural log of total assets, measured in year-2000 dollars
Profitability The ratio of earnings before interest and taxes to total assets

Non-debt tax shields  the ratio of depreciation to total assets

The data set is a panel of US firms collected from the CRSP/Compustat database over the
period 1960-2017. Following Flannery and Rangan (2006) and Dang et al. (2014), we collect
data from CRSP/Compustat database and the Data items used in target leverage model are as
follows. Leverage: ((dltt+dic)/at). Growth Opportunities: ((dltt + dlc+ pstkl+ csho x pree)/at).
Tangibility: (ppent/at). Size: ((In(at x CPI12000/CPI)), where CPI is the consumer price index).
Non-debt tax shields: (dp/at).

3.5.2 Empirical results

In this section, we report the empirical results based on the annual US samples from
1960 to 2017.

Figure 3.2 shows that leverage ratio of US firms increase from about 18.5% to
27.8% from 1960 to 1970. In Figure 3.2, we can see that leverage ratio of US firms
increased from 25.3% to 28.3% from 1968 to 1975. From 1971 to 2010, the leverage
ratio of US firms fluctuated between 24.3% and 30.6%. After 2010, we can see the
leverage ratio of US firms increased from about 24.3% to 29.3% The leverage ratio
in the period of Global Financial Crisis (2007-2009) increased from around 25.53%
(2007) to 27.55% (2008), and then decreased to 25.50% in 2009.

The Figure 3.2 shows the result of the rolling window approach. The solid line
graphs in the figures represent the estimated coefficients. These graphs show the
two standard deviation bands (upper and lower bands of doted lines) that confirms
the coefficients statistical significance. From the figure 3.2, We can see the SOA is
fluctuated from 1967 to 2017.

Byoun (2008) find that the SOA is around 33% when firms have above-target
debt with a financial surplus and about 20% when firms have below-target debt with
a financial deficit, but that the SOA is substantially decreased when firms have a
financial deficit with above-target debt or when they have a financial surplus with
below-target debt. Byoun (2008) also indict that firms make the most significant
adjustments toward the target when they have above-target debt with a financial
surplus. Firms therefore appear to face lower adjustment costs in reducing debt
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from the above-target debt level than in issuing debt with the below-target debt
level, or the costs of keeping above-target debt may be much higher than those of
keeping below-target debt.

In figure 3.2, we can see the SOA decrease from around 0.9 to 0.5 from 1967 to
1987. Therefore, from the results above it is deduced that the average firms may
face a financial deficit with above-target debt in 1980s . As we know that the U.S.
economy experienced a deep recession between 1980 and 1982.

From 1987 to 1990, the SOA increase from around 0.5 to 0.8. Between 1987 and
1990 the average firms may have above-target debt with a financial surplus. Again,
the SOA decrease from around 0.8 to 0.4 between 1990 and 1996. In this period,
the average firms may face a financial deficit with above-target debt. Between 2004
and 2008, the SOA decrease from around 0.8 to 0.3.

As we know that the financial crisis of 2007-2008 was the sharp decline in eco-
nomic activity. The SOA substantially decreased because the average firms face a
financial deficit with above-target debt in financial crisis.

Then, the SOA increase from around 0.3 to 0.8 between 2007 and 2012. From
2013 to 2016, the SOA decrease from around 0.8 to 0.5. As we know that the
2015-2016 stock market selloff was the period of decline in the value of stock prices
globally that occurred between June 2015 to June 2016. The average firms’ face
a financial deficit with above-target debt. In our empirical result, we confirm that
the SOA conditional on the required external capital changes as measured by a
financial deficit or financial surplus (Byoun (2008)). Also, we find that there are
some unobserved factors that influence the partial adjustment models in the US
firms.

Figure 3.1 Mean of leverage ratio from 1960 to 2017
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Figure 3.2 Rolling window estimate: the speed of adjustment of US firms
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The data set is a panel of US firms collected from the CRSP/Compustat database over
the period between 1960-2017. The approach which we take is to use rolling 8 year fixed
window.
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3.6 Conclusion

This chapter investigates the SOA on US firms from 1960 to 2017. This chapter also
extends the short 7" quasi maximum likelihood estimator by Hayakawa et al. (2021)
to the case where the errors are cross-sectionally heteroskedastic. As we consider
the partial adjustment model with multi-factors error structure and cross-sectionally
heteroskedasticity, we find that the quasi maximum likelihood estimator can be used
to well estimate the SOA.

Using a large firm- year observations, we have some significant findings. First,
we find that there are some unobserved factors that influence the partial adjust-
ment models in the US firms. Second, we find evidence that average managers
partially adjust leverage toward their target leverage fluctuated in the range of 0.3
to 0.8 from 1967 to 2017. The SOA conditional on the required external capital
changes as measured by a financial deficit or financial surplus. Based on empirical
results, we confirm that firms follow the trade-off theory. In this chapter we consider
the partial adjustment model with multi-factor error structure and cross-sectionally
heteroskedasticity. However, we do not consider asymmetric capital structure ad-
justments. It would be interesting to extend the model to the asymmetric partial
adjustment model in future research.

It is also interesting to investigate SOA by heterogeneous dynamic partial ad-
justment capital structure models. More specifically, consider the following target
leverage ratio as

I}, = a" + 0] + 8,m;y, (3.23)

where o is constant term and o] is the unobserved unit- specific fixed effects. The
leverage ratio [;; adjusts to its target according to the rule

Aliy=¢; (Ify = lig—1) vy, i=1,...N, t=1,...,T. (3.24)
Substituting (3.23) into (3.24), we have
lir=a+ao;+piliz—1 + ﬁ;mi,t_l + Uy, (3.25)
with
Uiz = vif + i, (3.26)

where a = a*¢, p; = 1 — ¢i, B; = ¢:0;.
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Chapter 4

Estimation in short panel vector
autoregressions with error
cross-sectional dependence

4.1 Introduction

In the last several decades there has been a tremendous interest in the study of panel
data models with error cross-sectional dependence. Cross-sectional dependence is
a typical feature of many empirical datasets. Ignoring it can lead to inconsistent
estimates and misleading inferences. Developing tools to detect and account for
cross-sectional dependence has therefore, not surprisingly, been at the forefront of
econometric research.

The surge of popularity towards cross-sectional dependence in mainstream re-
search has been for large N and large T panel data models. This has motivated
researchers to acknowledge its value in big data environments. The study of the er-
ror cross-sectional dependence on short 7" panel data is also important because the
use of such data can overcome aggregation problems (see Sarafidis and Wansbeek
(2012)). Intuitively, the characteristics of social data are usually not independent
but rather interrelated. Therefore, allowing for error cross-sectional dependence is
more realistic in empirical studies. For extensive surveys of cross-sectional depen-
dence (see Sarafidis and Wansbeek (2012) and Chudik and Pesaran (2013)).

The two most common ways of accounting for cross-sectional dependence within
the literature is either through a spatial error structure or a multi-factor error struc-
ture. In the former case, the spatial dependence is captured through a weight matrix
which typically characterises the location and/or distance (physical or economical)
between units. In the latter case, dependence is characterised through a set of fac-
tors and their loadings. In this chapter, we focus on a dynamic multivariate panel
data model, namely the panel vector autoregressive (VAR) model with multi-factor
error structure.

Early theorization of the estimation and testing of short 7" panel VAR model
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with nonstationary individual effects can be traced back to Holtz-Eakin et al. (1988).
Their panel VAR model is applied to investigate the dynamic relationship between
wages and hours worked in American males. The results show that lagged hours is
important in the hours equation.

Besides the methods of Holtz-Eakin et al. (1988), who use instrumental variables
within the context of quasi-differenced autoregressive equations, Binder et al. (2005)
first proposed the Quasi Maximum Likelihood (QML) estimation method for panel
VAR models. In their study, they compare the random effect (RE) and fixed effect
(FE) QML estimator and also show that the RE QML estimator is more efficient
than the FE QML estimator. Binder et al. (2005) also compares the performance
of the QML estimator and the Generalised Method of Moments (GMM) estima-
tor. Their simulation results indicate that the performance of the QML estimator
is better than that of the GMM estimator when individual effects have large vari-
ations. They also propose a unit root test within the context of the short 7" panel
VAR model. When N tends to infinity, the unit root ¢ statistic is asymptotically
distributed as a standard normal variate. Their panel unit root test assumes slope
homogeneity given the small T" dimension. To allow for a panel unit root test with
slope heterogeneity, the model would require large N and large T. They also provide
a cointegration test to identify whether the variables cointegrated. Juodis (2018)
extend the QML estimation method to panel VAR models with additional strictly
exogenous regressors and possible cross-sectional heteroskedasticity. He shows that
the likelihood based estimator outperforms the GMM based estimator in terms of
bias and root mean square error. He further demonstrates that the multivariate
transformed likelihood estimator is only consistent under a restricted parameter set
and that the unrestricted QML estimator can not be globally identified for T' = 2.

The above estimation methods have focused on panel VAR models without cross-
sectional dependence. It should be noted, however, that few studies have considered
panel VAR models with cross section dependence. For multivariable models with
a spatial error term, Mutl (2009) provides a three steps estimation approach for
short T" panel VAR model with spatial dependence. For the panel VAR model with
interactive effects, Huang (2008) provides an estimation method for non-stationary
panel VAR model for large N and large T' data set. He uses three steps to deal
with the unobserved factor error structure. In the first step, Huang (2008) uses
ordinary least squares (OLS) estimation ignoring the cross-sectional dependence. In
the second step, he performs factor analysis on the residual. In the third step, he
uses the factor augmented FM method to re-estimate.

Hayakawa et al. (2021) develops a quasi maximum likelihood estimator for short
T dynamic panel data models with interactive effect. This chapter extends the
transformed maximum likelihood approach for estimation of dynamic panel data
model by Hsiao et al. (2002) to the case where the errors have a multi-factor struc-
ture. Hayakawa et al. (2021) also propose a sequential multiple testing likelihood
ratio (MTLR) procedure for estimating the number of factors.

The purpose of this study is to extend the univariate short T dynamic panel data
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model under cross section dependence to the multivariate setting. In particular it
considers a panel VAR model with cross-sectional dependence and adopts the quasi
maximum likelihood (QML) approach to estimation. The results are expected to
lead to a better understanding of cross-sectional dependence and the link across
units in an unrestricted fashion.

The rest of this chapter is structured as follow. In Section 4.2, the panel VAR
model and underlying assumptions are presented. The QML estimator is described
in Section 4.3. Section 4.4 discusses identification of the parameters. In Section 4.5,
we derive the asymptotic distribution of the QML estimator. Section 4.6 describes
the Monte Carlo simulation setting and provides the corresponding results. Section
4.7 provides some concluding remarks.

Notations: Denote small positive constants by €. FEy(.) denotes expectations
taken under the true probability measure. —» denotes convergence in probabil-

ity. Denote almost sure convergence by “3. % denotes convergence in distribution
for fixed T" and as N — oo. int(©) denotes interior of the set ©. R" denotes
k—dimensional Euclidean space.

4.2 Short T panel VAR model with interactive
effects

First, we consider panel VAR model as,
zi,t = (I)zi,t—l -+ (Im — <I>)az —+ Si,t? fOT’ t = 17 . ,T, = ]_, cey N, (41)

where @ is an m X m matrix of slope coefficients, §,, is defined as below and it
is assumed that z;( is observable. We consider the panel VAR model for short T
under the stationary assumption. The multi-factor structure of reduced form VAR
can then be written as

Eo=Tif + e, (4.2)

where I'; is an m x r matrix of factor loadings, f, is an r x 1 vector of unobserved
common factor, and €, is an m x 1 vector of idiosyncratic errors 1 Let Zit = Zi1—a;
and note that the model can also be written as

(I, —®L)2; =&, fort=23,...,T,
with

AZZ'J = — (Im - (P) 21’,0 + 51’,1'

"Huang (2008) also proposed the estimation method for panel VAR model with multi-factor
structure error. The main difference between Huang (2008) and this study is that our model
includes individual and time effects and the estimation method is different. Also, our study focuses
on short T panel VAR model but Huang (2008) considers panel VAR with large N and large T.
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When T is fixed, it is necessary to consider the initialization of the z; process for
estimation and inference, which is reflected in the assumptions that will follow.?
In the multi-factor error structure term, we treat the unobserved factor as fixed
parameters and the associated factor loadings as random, which are independent
of the idiosyncratic errors. Bai (2013) in Section 3.2 also provides an estimation
method for a panel VAR model with a multi-factor error structure. The main
difference between the model of Bai (2013) and our model is that we use a different
method to overcome the incidental parameter problem. Moon and Weidner (2017)
in their Example 1 provides an estimation method for the panel VAR model with a
multi-factor error structure as well. However neither of these provides a thorough
analysis of the multivariate structure.

We begin by stating the main assumptions which are similar to those of Hsiao
et al. (2002), Binder et al. (2005) and Hayakawa et al. (2021)

Assumption 1 The idiosyncratic error €;, are distributed independently for all
i and t, with E'(g,;) = 0, and variance Var (g;;) = X. where ¥ is a m x m sym-
metric positive define matrix, €;, have finite fourth moment.

Assumption 2 The factor loadings I'; have finite fourth moments and are dis-
tributed independently of the idiosyncratic errors €;; and common factors f,, for
all 7, j and t. The covariance matrix of I'; is finite and positive definite.

Assumption 3 The vector of individual effects, a; can be correlated with z;,
I'; and €, for all 7, j,¢.

Assumption 4 The factor loadings, I';, for ¢ = 1,..., N is distributed indepen-
dently of unobserved factors f,, for all i and ¢, and a; are 7.i.d. with zero means and
a finite rm X rm covariance matrix, as given bellow

Vee(T:) % (0,2r). (4.3)

Assumption 5 The initial deviations, 2, are i.i.d. across ¢, with zero means and

/

constant non-singular variance, F(2;02;,) = ¥z,.

Under Assumption 5 and stationarity, the process z; can either start from an infi-
nite past or a finite past.

Due to the incidental parameter problem in fixed effects panel VAR models, we
take the first difference of equation (4.1) and (4.2) to eliminate the individual effects.
This transformation avoids the incidental parameters problem yielding the following

2Cheng and Zhou (2018) show that the QMLE is inconsistent for short 7' dynamic panel data
model when treating initial value as fixed constants. When treated as a random variable, the
QMLE is consistent for N tend to infinity.
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expression
AZ@t = <I>Azi7t_1 + Flgt + AEi’t, fOT t = 2, N ,T, 1= 1, ce ,N, (44)

where g, = Af,.

To obtain a consistent QML estimator one needs to work with the uncondi-
tional joint probability distribution of (Az;1,Az;9,...,Az; ), or the distribution
of (Az;2,Az;3,...,Az; 1) conditional on Az, , and ensure that these distributions
are free of the incidental parameters problem. This will clearly be the case if the
unconditional distribution of Az;; does not depend on any incidental parameters.
Thus, we further consider the following assumption:

Assumption 6 The following moment restrictions are satisfied:

E(F‘"i70€;,1) = 07
and
E("@i,oAtE;t) =0 fort=2,3,...,T,

where K; g = (I, — ®)Z, .

Combining Assumption 6 with Assumptions 1-5 and using definition of Az;; we
now have

Az Z(0,9), (4.5)
where W = (I,,,—®)W; (I,,—® )+, Cov(Az;1,Ac;y) = =% and Cov (Az; 1, Ae;y) =
0, fort=3,4,...,7T,i=1,...,N.

Let AZ, = (Az;J, Az;z, e Az;7T> and AZ, ;= (O’m, Az’-’l, Az;a, . ,Az;’T_l)

7

/

, ’

which are T'mx 1 matrices, G = (f, 9>, - - - ,gT)l aT'xr matrix, e; = (5;,17 As;ﬂ, . Agg )
a T'm x 1 vector, and x; = G*vec (I';) +e; with G* = (G ® I,,,) which is a T'm xrm
matrix. It follows that

x; = R(®)AZ;, (4.6)

where R(®) is given by the T'm x T'm matrix

I, 0
R(®) = —® .Im _ (4.7)
0 -® I,
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4.3 Quasi maximum likelihood estimation
Multiplying R™'(®) on both sides of equation (4.6), we have
AZ; = R '(®)x;. (4.8)
We define the variance of AZ; as

S = Var(AZ) = E((R(@)x,) (R (@)x,) ) = R (@)S,($)R (@),

(4.9)
where
2 (¢) = G*ErG + =, (4.10)
=QQ +X., '
v -¥ 0
, -y 2% 0
Y. =FE <eiei> —| o (4.11)
0 -y 2%

and Q = G*3r? is a Tm X rm matrix. We further define ¢ = (Vec(@)')/

which is a m? x 1 vector and ¢ = (Vech(\I’)/,Vech(E)/,Vec(Q)')l which is a
(Trm? +m(m+ 1)) x 1 vector. Our main interest is in the parameters ¢, and
therefore we treat the interactive effects as nuisance parameters. Because QQ' is
of reduced rank, mnk(QQ/) = rm < T'm, it is not possible to identify @ without
additional restrictions. This is because for any orthonormal rm x rm matrix A,
QQ/ = Q*Q*/ where Q* = QA. To avoid such non-trivial identification %
restrictions need to be imposed on @ in line also with the usual (rm)? restric-
tions typically imposed on Var(G*vec(I';)) in factor analysis. The number of non-
redundant parameters of Q is then given by Trm? — % (see also Hayashi et al.
(2007)).

The quasi-log-likelihood function of the transformed model (4.8) can be expressed

as
N 1 al -1 "e—1 -1
In(0) =N (p, @) ox ) log [XRry| — B Z (R (‘I’)Xi) Xirx (R (‘I’)Xi) 5
i=1

m(m+1) + m2

with the unknown parameters @ = (cp', q,’)/) collected in the ((Ter - Tm(r;n —) 4

1 vector.
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4.3.1 An eigenvalue approach for the computation of the
QML estimator

Here we consider an eigenvalue approach that simplifies the computation of the
QML estimator. Consider the log-likelihood given in (4.12) without any restrictions
on Q which can be further written as follows.
The determinant of X, is given by
Zayl = [R7H(@) (Z) (D)
= |RH(®)(G"ErG” + X )R (®)]
=R (®)||G"ErG” + =||[RH(®)]
= |R(®)|7|G"ErG" + | |R (@)
= G2 G + 2|
=1QQ" + =],

where |R™!(®)| = |R(®)|™ = 1.
The quasi-log-likelihood function in (4.12) can then be written as

(4.13)

1 N

Iy (8) o —g log[2. +QQ| — 5 ) (R (®)x) (R (®)Z,R™(®) (R (2)x,)

i=1
N
N ’ 1 / J—
= —Elog|ze+QQ | — §ZXZ (20 x:
i=1
(4.14)
Recall QQ’ is rank deficient, mnk(QQ/) = rm < T'm, and €2 is positive definite.

We decompose

2. +QQ | = |Z/[Im + Q'S.'Q] (4.15)
Thus, equation (4.15) can be written as
2+ QQ| = (=4l (4.16)

where A = I, + Q/Ee_lQ is a non-singular matrix. By the Woodbury matrix
identity, we have

=07 = (5 +QqQ)
c - Q( m+ QS Q) Welom (4.17)



Using the above results, the quasi-log-likelihood function can then be written as

0(0) o~ log 85|~ SloglA| — - [Tr (Cx()8,") - Tr (Cx ()8, '@A Q'S )]

2
(4.18)

1 ’
where C'y(p) = N Zf\il (Xixi)‘

For analytical convenience, we next define P = EQ%QA*% where rank (P) = rm.
We then have

I.,,.—PP=1I,,-AQx'QA? (4.19)
From equation (4.16), we know
QX 'Q=A4-1,,. (4.20)
Thus, we can rewrite

1

I.,—PP=1,,-A%A-1,,)A"

=1, —I,+A" (4.21)
Therefore, from the above equations we have
Alt=1,,-PP (4.22)
Also from the quasi-log-likelihood function (4.18), we have
Tr (Cxle)B;") = Tr (SACn(@)B}) = Tr (Dx(8)),  (4.23)
where we denote
Dy (6) = Z*Cn(p)Z% (4.24)
Hence, we have
Tr (CN(¢)Z;1QA’1Q'E;1> =Ty (P'DN(e)P> . (4.25)

From the above results, the quasi-log-likelihood function can then be written as

N N / N /
£ (0) o< =5 log .| + Flog| L — P'P| = 5 [Tr (Dx(8)) — T (P DN(o)P)] .
(4.26)

In line with the discussion in Section 4.3, P is not identified without additional
restrictions. It is easily seen that the value of ¢ (8) is invariant to the orthonomal
transformation of P, identification of P is not possible without restrictions (Bai
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(2009) and Bai and Ng (2002)). For example, 13~: PA, where A is an arbitrary
rm x rm invertible matrix and A'A = T +m- Using P, the likelihood function remains

unchanged. Denoting P = (py, ..., D,,,), Where p, is the t** column of P (a T'm x 1

rm (rm — 1)

vector of unknown parameters) we impose the following orthogonality

conditions
p,p, =0, foralls#t=1,2,... ,rm. (4.27)

Using these restrictions, the quasi likelihood function can be expressed as

N N : N~ N
In(8) o ——log|Be| + = ;log (1 - ptpt) +5 ;ptDN(9>pt — 517 (D(9)).
(4.28)
Taking the first derivative with respect to p, and setting this to zero, yields

1
DN(O)i)t = (m) ﬁt’ fOT’ t= 17 2, .o, T, (429)
R 2747

where p, is quasi-maximum likelihood estimator of p,. Then, p, is the eigenvector
of Dy (0) and associated with the first rm largest eigenvalue of Dy (60). We denote
the eigenvalues by A\ (0) and A\;(0) is

1

MO e
g7 g

(4.30)

Thus, the concentrated quasi-log-likelihood function can be expressed as

N N rm NTm

E3(8) o —Hogl Sl — 53 log (M(8) + 55" ((0) ~ 1)~ 53 (A(6)).

t=1 t=1

(4.31)

In maximising the likelihood above, we consider a number of random initial values.

4.4 Identification

In this section, we establish the order condition on m and T for identification of the
number of interactive effects.

4.4.1 Order Condition

In deriving the order condition on m and T, from the first difference model (4.8) we
can see that 6 can only be identified from the distinct elements of Var(Az;;) = X Ry -

Since @ enters X as A" = QQ/, we need to consider the unknown elements of A*
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under different rank conditions. To identify €, we need the rank (A*) = rank (Q) =
rm < T'm. Recall also from Section 4.3 that the number of non-redundant elements
of Q is given by Trm? — mmm=1),

Then the order condition for identification of 0 is given by

Tm(Tm+ 1) S Trm? — rm(rm — 1)
2 2
This order condition is satisfied if T > 3 and the number of endogenous variables

m > 1, forr=0,1,...,T —2. The largest number of factors that satisfies the above
condition is T" — 2.

+m?* +m(m+1). (4.32)

4.4.2 Global Identification
Consider the average quasi log- likelihood function defined by (4.14) expressed as

In(8) = N"Un(p,¢) =

T

N oo, 4.33
- Elog(%) - %loglzx(cb) - % ;xi(sO)Ex(cb)‘lxi(SO)- (433)

Assumption 7 (i) 8 € ©® = O, x O, where ©,, is a compact subset of R with
n, =m? and ©4 = Oy x Ox x O, where ¢ = vec(Q), O, is a compact subset of R",
Oy and Oy are compact subsets of R™ and R™ with n, = Trm? — rm(rm —1)/2,
ng = m(m +1)/2 and ng = m(m + 1)/2; 0y = (@, dy) = (vec(®y)', p,) lies
in the interior of @, (ii) for some oz > Cmin > 0, Cnin < N foco, Amin (By (@) <
Conaes (i) A (@) = limy o0 N7IEN | By <AZ§7712X(¢)—1AZ@_1> is positive definite
almost surely uniformly on ¢ € ©,, where the expectation is taken with respect to
the true probability measure.

The global identification condition requires limy_,. Eq [ZN(cp, qb)] to attain a
unique maximum at 6y = (@, @,) € O. Under Assumptions 1-7 and using results
in Hayakawa et al. (2021) that readily extend to the multivariate case, we have that

In (o, d0) — In(p, @) =5 Jim Ey [On (0, Do) — In (e, @)] > 0, (4.34)
where
2 lim By [In(¢o, o) — In(. @)] =r(, ) + (0 — 00) A(9) (0 — ) +
2(® — ®o) 00(, o).

(4.35)

with

K (¢, o) = Tr [3,1(9)Z ()] —log (IS (o) l/IZx(@)]) =T >0, (4.36)

and

o(¢, b)) = Tr {[Zy(¢) — ()] ;' (9) LB(®o) '} > 0. (4.37)
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Under Assumption 7, A(¢) is a positive definite matrix and we have

(@ — @o) A(D) (© = Po) = Amin [A(D)] (¢ — 0) (¢ — 00) > 0, (4.38)

with (¢ — @) A(®) (¢ — @,) = 0 if and only if ¢ = ¢,. However, as explained in
Hayakawa et al. (2021), w(0,600) = k(¢, dy)+2 (2 — ®y) 00(P, @) is not ensured to
be non-negative, and hence global identification of the parameters of interest cannot
be guaranteed.

4.4.3 Local Identification

As global identification of the parameters of interest on the parameter space ©
cannot be guaranteed, we proceed by considering a restriction of ® on which iden-
tification and consistency can be shown.

Consider the following definition:

Definition 1 Let N.(68y) be a set in the closed neighbourhood of 8, defined by

N(6p) =0 €O, x0O,: |0 — 0| < eforsomee > 0, such that w(0, 0y) = k(¢ Py)+
2(® — @) 00(p, o) > 0 for all values of ¢ € ©, and ¢ € Oy where O, is a com-

pact subset of R™ with n, = m? and O4 = O, x Oy x ©, where ¢ = vec(Q), O,

is a compact subset of R"¢; ©,4 and Oy are compact subsets of R"* and R"> with

ng=Trm? —rm(rm —1)/2, ny = m(m +1)/2 and ng = m(m +1)/2.

Given the local nature of the analysis, henceforth we consider the more restricted
parameter space as set out in the following assumption:

Assumption 8 8 € O, = N.(6,), where N.(8) is given in Definition 1; O, is a
compact subset of R™ with ng = (Trm?— M=y 4 Ot 42 90 = (o0 ) =
(vec(®o)', d,) lies in the interior of O..

We make the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1 The vector of true parameters 8y = (¢, ¢£))’ is identified on ©..

Remark Conjecture 1 is a natural extension to the multivariate case of the identi-
fication analysis of Hayakawa et al. (2021) within the univariate context.

4.5 Asymptotic properties of the estimator
Consider the average log-likelihood function given by equation (4.33). To show the

consistency and asymptotic normality of the QML estimator the following conditions
need to be met:
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(1) ®, is a compact subset of ©.
(2) Cn(0) 3 On(0)(a non — stochastic function of @) uniformly on ©., where
CN(O) = —QEN (0) and 0(0) = EO (C_’N(O))_
(3)0, € int(®) is the unique minimum of C'().

If the above three conditions are satisfied then it follows that N 0, on O,
(See Hayakawa et al. (2021)).
Taking a Taylor expansion of 8@1;6&9)
distribution of 8. Then, we need to check the behaviour of the score function 3y () =

_ ~ 27 A —
oln (6) Pin(0) g Ey [%] = 0, the Hessian

= 0 at 0y, we can derive the asymptotic

50— and Hessian matrix, Hy(0) = — o5’

matrix, Hy (é) % Hy (o) and following the mean value theorem, the asymptotic
normality of the QML estimator:

VNsy (é) —/N3y (8y) — Hy(6NVN(9 — ;) = 0, (4.39)

where 0 lie between 6 and 0.
We summarise the above discussion and the resultant asymptotic distribution in
the following theorem:

Theorem 1 Suppose that Assumptions 1- 7(ii),(iii) and 8, as well as the order
condition (4.32) and Conjecture 1, hold. Denote the QML estimator of 8, by 6 =
arg maxgeo, Ux(0), where () is given by (4.33). Then, the QML estimator  is
almost surely locally consistent for 8y on ®, for values of the VAR coefficient ®
sufficiently close to ®, as formalised by Definition 1, and

VN (9 - 90) 4 N (0, H(6,)B(6,)H(8,)) (4.40)

aZN(é) aZN(é)
00 26’

) and H(6p) = limy_ Eo( L2000,

where B(0y) = limy_,o Eo(N 560"

4.6 Monte Carlo simulation

In this section, we provide simulation evidence to show that the proposed estimator
for the short T" panel VAR with individual and interactive time effects have good
finite sample properties.

We generate z;; as

zi7t:¢>zi7t,1+ai+€i7t, t=-5+1,...,0,1,....T;«=1,2,..., N, (4.41)
and

i =Tif i +eir (4.42)
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We assume the number of factors, r, is known and equal to the true number, rg,
which we set equal to two, namely, r = ro = 2. We start the process with

s—1
Zj—st1 = A + éi,tv €i,t < (0m> Z (I){)Ex(cbé)) ) (4-43)
j=0

and set s = 60. By discarding the first sixty observations, the impact of the initial
value can be reduced. The elements in ® are denoted by ¢;.
For the generating process of the factor loadings, we consider

Ly~ N(0,08,), forallT=1,...r; {=1,...,m.

The factors f, are generated as

Jrt = pprfri1 + (1 — pf%)jufﬁ Upr ~ N (0,0]%) forT=1,...,r, (4.44)
where pger = 0.5 and aj% = {1,5}. The individual effects, «; are generated as
Q; = aoéq; + ain;, (= 17 U (445>

10

where €, = T! Zthl Eit, €ir ~ N(0,X) and n; ~ N(O, 277)» with 3, = {0 1

} and

1 ) .
> = [() 5 015 . ag and a; are constants that are used to control the correlation

between the individual effects and the idiosyncratic error. Setting ag = 1 and a; = 1
allows for the individual effects to be correlated with the idiosyncratic error.

We set the number of endogenous variables to m = 2 and consider the following
values for the number of individuals N and time units 7", N = (100, 300, 500) and
T = (5,6,7), respectively. All simulations were carried out using 1000 replications.

For the matrix of the autoregressive parameters we consider the following values:

e Case 1. Stationary panel VAR with maximum eigenvalue of ®, A4 (®) = 0.3

(0.2 0.1]
=101 02)-
e Case 2. Stationary panel VAR with maximum eigenvalue of @, Amaz(®) = 0.6
o |04 02
~ 02 04]
e Case 3. Stationary panel VAR with maximum eigenvalue of @, Amaz(®) = 0.8
o [06 02
~ |02 o6]
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4.6.1 Monte Carlo results

We report results for the bias, MAE (Mean Absolute Error) and RMSE (Root
Mean Square Error) of the QML estimator for our panel VAR model. We focus
on the results for the parameters of interest namely, ®;; and ®5; as the results
for ®15 and P4, are very similar. Throughout, the considered sample sizes are
N = {100,300,500} and T = {5,6,7}, the number of factors is 2, and for the
variance of the factors we consider the values JJ% ={1,5}.

Tables 4.1-4.3 report the bias, MAE, and RMSE for cases 1-3 of the autoregres-
sive parameters and O']% = 1. In these simulation results we can observe that the
bias and RMSE decrease as N increases. Also, when the maximum eigenvalue of ®
increases, the bias slightly increases across most of the cases. Furthermore, the bias
of ®,; is smaller than the bias of ®¢;. For the MAE of the QML estimator, we see
that the MAE of ®; is between 0.14 and 0.18 when N = 100 and 7" = 5. From
Tables 4.1- 4.3 we also see that the MAE of ® decreases as IV increases, and when T’
increases, the MAE of ® decreases. As the maximum eigenvalue of ® increases, the
MAE of ® slightly increases. Similarly, we find that the MAE of ®,; is smaller than
the MAE of ®,;. With regard to the RMSE of ®, this decreases as N increases.
Also, the RMSE of ®,; is smaller than the RMSE of ®;.

In Tables 4.4-4.6 we report the bias, MAE, RMSE for cases 1-3 with 0']2c =5.In
this case the variance of the factors UJ% increases from 1 to 5. These tables show that
as O'ch increases, the bias of ® slightly decreases. Also, we see that the bias of ®4; is
smaller than that of ®; across most cases. Similarly, the MAE of ® decreases when
the variance of the factors afc increases. The MAE of ® decreases as N increases
from 100 to 500. The RMSE of ® also decreases when variance of the factors UJ%
increases. The RMSE of ® decreases when N increases.

Based on the above simulation findings, we find that (1) the variance of o7
influences the performance of the QML estimator of the short T panel VAR model
with interactive effects. (2) The performance of the QML estimator is influenced by
the maximum eigenvalue of ®.
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Table 4.1 Bias, MAE and RMSE of &, (I>21,JJ% =1, and A0 (®) = 0.3

N T=5 T=6 T=7

(7”,7“0) (272) (272) (272)
Bias MAE RMSE Bias MAE RMSE Bias MAE RMSE

100 -0.0234 0.1414 0.2137 -0.0166 0.1140 0.1809 -0.0180 0.0981 0.1686
300 -0.0213 0.0899 0.1462 -0.0198 0.0665 0.1163 -0.0241 0.0626 0.1370
500 -0.0210 0.0642 0.1090 -0.0203 0.0577 0.1213 -0.0158 0.0471 0.1090

100 0.0063 0.1193 0.1832 0.0196 0.0955 0.1541 0.0027 0.0858 0.1454
300 0.0027 0.0690 0.1110 -0.0013 0.0591 0.1106 0.0035 0.0495 0.0979
500 -0.0026 0.0529 0.0892 0.0025 0.0414 0.0751 -0.0010 0.0399 0.0839

®,,, for j=1,...m,l=1,...is the coefficient in row j and column [/ of ®.
7o is true value of factor, we assume the number of factor is 2.

Table 4.2 Bias, MAE and RMSE of &, @21,0]20 =1, and A0 (®) = 0.6

N T=5 T=6 T=7

(T’,To) (272) (272) (272)
Bias MAE RMSE Bias MAE RMSE Bias MAE RMSE

100 -0.0586 0.1694 0.2451 -0.0511 0.1466 0.2229 -0.0351 0.1127 0.1893
300 -0.0401 0.1173 0.1810 -0.0275 0.0834 0.1346 -0.0146 0.0647 0.1123
500 -0.0349 0.0954 0.1568 -0.0298 0.0740 0.1262 -0.0199 0.0514 0.1048

100 -0.0025 0.1439 0.2098 0.0122 0.1156 0.1724 -0.0009 0.0979 0.1541
300 0.0004 0.0943 0.1422 0.0021 0.0695 0.1127 0.0003 0.0555 0.1044
500 -0.0024 0.0770 0.1152 -0.0009 0.0561 0.0927 0.0022 0.0412 0.0776

®;,,for j=1,...m,1=1,...is the coefficient in row j and column [ of ®.
ro is true value of factor, we assume the number of factor is 2.
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Table 4.3 Bias, MAE and RMSE of &, (I>21,JJ% =1, and A0 (®) = 0.8

N T=5 T=6 T=T7
(7”, TO) (272) (272) (272)
Bias MAE RMSE Bias MAE RMSE Bias MAE RMSE

100 -0.1135 0.1878 0.2726 -0.0981 0.1677 0.2589 -0.0720 0.1331 0.2025
300 -0.0840 0.1555 0.2158 -0.0491 0.1113 0.1706 -0.0361 0.0924 0.1507
500 -0.0668 0.1303 0.2014 -0.0413 0.0997 0.1670 -0.0344 0.0786 0.1458

100 -0.0470 0.1689 0.2405 -0.0244 0.1313 0.1863 -0.0217 0.1126 0.1682
300 -0.0332 0.1191 0.1709 -0.0093 0.0913 0.1367 -0.0027 0.0755 0.1239
500 -0.0215 0.1067 0.1643 -0.0094 0.0772 0.1255 -0.0059 0.0638 0.1137

®,,, for j=1,...m,l=1,...is the coefficient in row j and column [/ of ®.
7o is true value of factor, we assume the number of factor is 2.

Table 4.4 Bias, MAE and RMSE of &, @21,0]20 =5, and Ay, (®) = 0.3

N T=5 T=6 T=T7
(T’, TO) (272) (272) (272)
Bias MAE RMSE Bias MAE RMSE Bias MAE RMSE

100 -0.0206 0.1090 0.1851 -0.0142 0.0805 0.1312 -0.0082 0.0646 0.1160
300 -0.0106 0.0662 0.1180 -0.0092 0.0482 0.0920 -0.0087 0.0429 0.0893
500 -0.0094 0.0492 0.0910 -0.0076 0.0399 0.0766 -0.0072 0.0272 0.0572

100 0.0028 0.0856 0.1460 0.0025 0.0657 0.1094 -0.0007 0.0552 0.1046
300 -0.0012 0.0519 0.0943 0.0016 0.0414 0.0819 -0.0017 0.0355 0.0812
500 -0.0035 0.0416 0.0796 -0.0024 0.0336 0.0705 -0.0026 0.0237 0.0480

®;,,for j=1,...m,1=1,...is the coefficient in row j and column [ of ®.
ro is true value of factor, we assume the number of factor is 2.
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Table 4.5 Bias, MAE and RMSE of &, (I>21,JJ% =5, and Aye.(®) = 0.6

N T=5 T=6 T=7

(7”,7“0) (272) (272) (272)
Bias MAE RMSE Bias MAE RMSE Bias MAE RMSE

100 -0.0348 0.1462 0.2388 -0.0211 0.1094 0.1752 -0.0180 0.0823 0.1508
300 -0.0052 0.0922 0.1452 -0.0111 0.0646 0.1246 -0.0101 0.0480 0.0879
500 -0.0105 0.0745 0.1211 -0.0066 0.0477 0.0781 -0.0110 0.0372 0.0775

100 0.0054 0.1160 0.1809 0.0046 0.0915 0.1469 0.0034 0.0700 0.1207
300 0.0116 0.0745 0.1128 0.0084 0.0543 0.0974 0.0030 0.0382 0.0680
500  0.0056 0.0628 0.1013 0.0057 0.0388 0.0623 0.0018 0.0318 0.0632

®,,, for j=1,...m,l=1,...is the coefficient in row j and column [/ of ®.
7o is true value of factor, we assume the number of factor is 2.

Table 4.6 Bias, MAE and RMSE of &, @21,0]20 =5, and Ay (®) = 0.8

N T=5 T=6 T=7

(T’,To) (272) (272) (272)
Bias MAE RMSE Bias MAE RMSE Bias MAE RMSE

100 -0.0790 0.1598 0.2490 -0.0683 0.1414 0.2273 -0.0552 0.1132 0.1995
300 -0.0474 0.1213 0.1913 -0.0248 0.0836 0.1309 -0.0282 0.0766 0.1358
500 -0.0384 0.1000 0.1593 -0.0227 0.0753 0.1284 -0.0194 0.0583 0.0992

100 -0.0400 0.1329 0.2039 -0.0218 0.1169 0.1914 -0.0206 0.0936 0.1515
300 -0.0103 0.0950 0.1502 0.0090 0.0726 0.1146 0.0022 0.0658 0.1158
500 -0.0089 0.0859 0.1381 0.0053 0.0641 0.1132 0.0092 0.0483 0.0811

®;,,for j=1,...m,1=1,...is the coefficient in row j and column [ of ®.
ro is true value of factor, we assume the number of factor is 2.

4.7 Concluding remarks

In this study, we extend the work by Hayakawa et al. (2021) to the multivariate
case by considering the panel VAR model for short 7" with individual and inter-
active effects. The Monte Carlo results show that the proposed QML estimator
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performs reasonably well. But, in line with the theoretical results in Hayakawa
et al. (2021), we conjecture that global identification of the QML estimator is not
possible. Further research into the identification conditions for the QML estimator
in the multivariate case would be of future interest.

In this study, by extending the univariate model to the multivariate context we
have not assumed that the coefficients are sparse. It would be of interest in future
research to consider quasi maximum likelihood estimation of large scale panel VAR
models with sparse coefficients in the presence of cross-sectional dependence. Fur-
thermore, it would also be of interest to extend the panel VAR model to panel error
correction setting and investigate nonstationarity under cross-sectional dependence.
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Chapter 5

Constructing Optimal Instruments
on Dynamic Heterogeneous Panels
with Defactored Regressors and
Multifactor Error Sructure

5.1 Introduction

In recent years, there has been a dramatic proliferation of research concerned with
studies of the panel data model with large cross-section and time-series dimensions,
N and T, respectively. The richer the content of the data, the more complicated
and general the panel data models can become. In this paper, we consider dynamic
panel data model with cross-sectionally heterogeneous slopes and a multi-factor error
structure.

By extending Pesaran (2006), Chudik and Pesaran (2015) propose mean group
CCE (CCEMG) estimation of panel autoregressive distributed lag models. Chudik
and Pesaran (2015) employ a mean group type estimator to deal with the slope
heterogeneity, and propose to augment the regression with the cross-sectional av-
erages of dependent variables and covariates and their lags, in order to control the
interactive effects.

Recently, Norkuté et al. (2021) has proposed a novel instrumental variable (IV)
estimator for the dynamic panel data models. Their approach initially projects out
the common factors from the exogenous covariates of the model, and constructs
instruments based on defactored covariates in order to build a consistent first step
IV estimator. They found that the estimator performs satisfactorily. This estimator
has some advantages over the CCEMG estimator of Chudik and Pesaran (2015).
Firstly, the IV estimator employs the principal component estimator for defactoring
the exogenous covariates, therefore it do not need to seek external variables to
approximate the factors when the number of unobserved factors is larger than the
number of covariates plus one. By contrast, in this situation the CCE estimation
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requires additional sets of variables, which are not in the original model of interest
but expected to from a part of the dynamic system. Secondly, the CCE estimator
is subject to the small T" bias of least squares estimators, whilst the IV estimator
is not. Chudik and Pesaran (2015) propose to adjust the bias using the jackknife
method, which might not be very effective for small or moderate T'.

One important issue of the IV approach by Norkuté et al. (2021) is that they are
silent about the optimal choice of the instruments. For this approach, the number
of valid instruments for each cross-section unit can increase proportionally to T2
Therefore, how many of which instruments to choose is an important issue.

To date, a number of studies have proposed different types of methods for in-
struments selection. Donald and Newey (2001) developed the mean square error
criteria to choose among valid instruments. By choosing instruments to minimize
approximate mean square error (MSE), Donald and Newey (2001) show that the
finite sample properties of 2SLS estimators can be improved. Hansen (2007b) takes
a different approach by focusing on selecting the weights for averaging across least
squares estimators. This method is particularly useful in reducing estimation vari-
ance. Other instrument selection methods are shrinkage and parameter penalization.
Knight and Fu (2000) propose the asymptotic property of the Lasso type estimator
and show that the limiting distributions can have positive probability mass at 0
when the true value of the parameter is 0. Fan and Li (2001) and Fan and Peng
(2004) propose penalized likelihood estimators. Hansen (2007a) propose the least
square model averaging approach based on the restricted weights. Kuersteiner and
Okui (2010) propose the model averaging method that weigh predicted value of en-
dogenous variables in the estimation stage for the two stage least squares (2SLS)
estimator. By choosing the weight to minimize the approximate MSE, the optimal
IV estimator can be obtained !. Chen et al. (2016) provide an weighting scheme
based on weighting individual estimators. This method can also be applied in a
heterogeneous dynamic panel data model. Windmeijer et al. (2019) consider the
case that some of the available instruments can be invalid, e.g. some instruments
have a direct effect on the outcome, and some of instruments are associated with
unobserved confounders.

In this chapter, we apply the model averaging method of Kuersteiner and Okui
(2010) to the IV estimator of Norkuté et al. (2021) for the dynamic heterogeneous
panel data model with regressors and a multifacctor error structure. The first step
in this process is to compute several 2SLS estimators with different numbers (and
sets) of instruments. Next, we estimate the weights for averaging the obtained 2SLS
estimators (Kuersteiner and Okui (2010)).

This chapter is organized as follows: Section 2 sets out the model, assumptions,
estimation method and its asymptotic property. Section 3 introduces the model
average IV estimators. Section 4 studies the Mean Group estimator. The Monte
Carlo experiments and its results are reported in Section 5. Section 6 concludes.

Kuersteiner and Okui (2010) call this estimator the model average two stage least square
estimator.
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Proofs of theorems, lemmas and propositions are contained in the Appendix.

’ -1 /
The following notation is used in the remainder of this chapter. P; = X <X X Z) X,

is the projection onto the column space of X;, where X; is a full column rank matrix
for each individual ?. A k vector of ones is denoted as t;. The [, norm is denoted

by |||, and A is finite positive constant. (N,T) 75 oo denote that N and T tend
to infinity jointly.

5.2 Model, asymptotic property of IV estimator

5.2.1 The models and Assumptions

Consider the following dynamic heterogeneous panel data model with a multifactor
error structure:

Vit = Y1 + T, B+ uiy  i=1,.. . Nyt=1..T, (5.1)
with

Ui = ’Yly,ify,t + Eits (5.2)

where x;; is an k X 1 vector of explanatory variables, ¢; is a scalar cross-sectionally
heterogeneous coeflicient for y; ;1 with sup;<;<n|¢i] < 1 and 3, is an k x 1 vector

of cross-sectionally heterogeneous coefficients. f,;, = ( fyaes fyots s fymyt), is an
my % 1 vector of unobservable factors, v, ; is an m, X 1 vector of associated factor
loadings, and €;, is the idiosyncratic error term.

Regressors, x;; is the following process:

I
Lit = Fm,if:v,t + Vit (53)
!
where f,. = (fo1e, fe2e,- -5 femat) 15 an m, X 1 vector of unobservable factors
and I'y;, = (’yu, e ,'y,m-) is the m, x k associated factor loadings matrix, and
!
Vit = (Viit, Vats ..., Vi) s the idiosyncratic error term which is independent of

Eit-
Follow above description, the model can be expressed as

yi,t:'w;’tGi—i—ui,t; i=1,...N;t=1,...,T, (5.4)

where ’LUZ‘J = (yi7t_1,$;7t), and OZ = 9 =+ )\1 Wlth 01 = <¢za/8;> s >\z N (0, 2)\), 2)\
is a fixed positive definite matrix and 8 = F (0,).
Stacking the T observations for each ¢, we have
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where y; = (yi,l, e 7yi,T) Wi = (yi,_u Xz) = (wz‘,b e 7wz‘,T) Y Yi—1 = (?Jz',m ce 7yi,T—1) )
Xi = (1,'@‘71, ce ,wi7T> and

u; = Fy’Yy,i + g (56)

with F', = (fy’l, fy72, cee fy’T) ;and €, = (€;1,€i2,..-,6iT) -
Similarly,

where F, = (fx’l, Foor s f%T)/ and V; = (v;1,vi2,... ,vi,T)/. For the observed
lags of X; we have

X, 1=F, . I'.;, +V,;
: (5.8)
X, y=F, ;I',; +V,;_j,

where J is the maximum number of lags that we can observe.

In the model, the factors F,, F, _;,...,F, _; are unobserved. Therefore, we
can apply principal components approach to estimate F,, F, _;,..., F,_; by Bai
(2003) and Bai (2009). In addition, the number of factors, m, and m, can be
estimated by Bai and Ng (2002). In this chapter, we focus on constructing the
optimal instruments, so we treat the number of factors as given. Next, we consider
the following projection matrices:

My, =Ir— F, <FF) 'F

-1

Fx,_l) F

/ /

MFZ7_1 = IT — Fz,—l (F-Tv_l ac,—l;

(5.9)

/ -1 /
My, ,=Ir=F, s (F. ,F. ) F._,

Assume V; is independent of g;, F, F', and -, ;. Premultiplying X; by Mp,,
we can show My, X; = Mg, V;. Similarly, premultiplying X; | by Mp, _,, we
can show Mg, X; 1= Mp, ,V; 1. Now, it is easily seen that

E(XMpu) = E (X, \Mp,_u) = =FE (X, ,Mp,_,u;) =0 (510)

Therefore, premultiplying X; 1,..., X;_; by Mp, _,,..., Mg, _,, respectively, we
get the set of IVs:

Z;= (MFin?MFw,—lxi,*la'"7MF X

@, ==

M, X)), (5.11)

where Z; is T x (J + 1)k matrix and J is the maximum number of lags of X;.
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5.2.2 IV estimation method and asymptotic property

In this section, we introduce IV estimator for dynamic heterogeneous panel data
models by Norkuté et al. (2021). Before we introduce estimation, we consider the
following assumptions:

Assumption 1 : ¢;; is independently distributed across i and t, with E (¢;+) = 0,
E (e2,) = 02, and Ele;,[*™* < A\ < oo for a small positive constant c.
Assumption 2 : (i) x4, and €;; are independently distributed for all £, t and i and
C=1,....k; () E (viis) = 0 and Elvg[*+¢ < A < 0o; (i) TS 320 Elvgve o'+
< A < oo; (i) BE|N7V/2 Zf\;l (veiviis — E (g gveis)) [* < A < oo forall ¢, t and
s; (v) the largest eigenvalue of E(’U&"Ulet) 15 bounded uniformly for every £, i and T
(vi) N2 30 S Y ZqT:1 > re1 lcov(veisveir, veigueir)| < A < 00
Assumption 3 : f, , = ¢, (L)es; and f,, = ¥, (L)ey,, where ¥, (L) and
Y, (L) are absolutely summable, ey, v (0,%},) and ey, ; & (0,Xy,), where Xy,
and Xy, are positive define matrices. All elements of ey, ; and ey, ; has finite fourth
order moments and are group wise independent from v;; and €;;.

Assumption 4 : 7, ; R (0, E,Yy) and Ty ; R (0,%r,), where 3., and Xr,
are positive definite matrices. All elements of ~y,; and I'z; has finite fourth order
moments and independent from v;y, €1, €5, + and ey, ;.

Assumption 5 : (1) 8; = 0 + X\;, X\ ik (0, 32)), where Xy is a fized positive
definite matriz; (i) A; is independent from Ty, Vi, €is, €y, and ey, ,; (iii)
Prob (|\;| > z) < 2exp <_2(az—jbz)>’ for all z, i and fived a,b > 0, where \,; is the
r-th element of A; for2 <r <1+ k.

Assumption 6 : (i) Ai,T = %Z;Wi,B@T = %Z;Zi have full column rank for all

N 242¢ N 24+2¢
i for large T; (ii) E ‘Ai’TH <A<oo,F ”Bi’T ‘

< A < o for alli for large

Assumption 7 : (i) Air = 2 Z;Mp,W; and B, 7 = ~Z,M 1, Z; have full column
rank for all i for large T; (ii) E ||A;r|*™> < A < o0, E||Bir|*™ < A < oo for
all v for large T.

, 4
Assumption 8 : (i) E | \||* < A; (ii) E HT‘1/2VinH < A;
/ ! ! 4
(i1i) E H]\7_1/2T_1/2 25:1 Zf\il (Vivu —FE ((Vz‘vu> ’741) H <A
2
(i) B (T2 X1 YL, (0, - EG},)) <A,

Assumption 9 : A; = plim;_,  A;r has full column rank, B; = plim;_,. B,
and ¥; = plimg_, T_IZ;MFIuiu;MFI Z; are positive definite, uniformly.

In practice, we can apply principle components approach to estimate factor struc-
ture by Bai (2003) and Bai (2009). For the unknown number of factors, Bai and Ng
(2002) provide the information criteria that can be applied. Consider the empirical
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counterpart of the projection matrices defined in (5.9), we have

—

“ N ~ -1
My =Ir—F, (P, F. ;) F,.,

We have the following associated instrument matrix:

Zi= (M XMy, X0, My Xi o, My, X ).

The two stage least squares (2SLS) estimator of 6; is defined as
o 2, 2 2 -1, 2
6:= (A, B} Ayr) A Bl

where?

1 1 1

Ain = _Z”LMF‘QCWZ’ éi,T = TZZMF,CZZ and éi,T = —ZZMnyZ

T T

From the model (5.5) and the 2SLS estimator (5.14), we have

~

’ =

~ Z 2 2 -1z 5
0,=0,+ (ALTB;%AZ',T) Az‘,TB;% (T_IZz‘Mﬁxui)

~ Zy S < -1z / 2 5’
T (91. _ 9i> — (Ai,TBZ%Az‘,T> A, B} (T—1/2ZiMqui>

Following proposition is the limiting property of the 7~/ 2ZZ-M 7, Wi

(5.12)

(5.13)

(5.14)

(5.15)

(5.16)

Proposition 1 Consider the model (5.5). Under Assumptions 1-9, as (N, T) NN

such that N/T — ¢ with 0 < ¢ < 00, we have
T-'V2ZMpu=T""2Z,Mpu; + VIO, (ci%)

where cyr = min{v/N,v/T}.

(5.17)

2By Norkuté et al. (2021), we can see that using M, Z,; as instruments is expected to be more

efficient than using Z, as instruments for first step IV estimator of 6;.
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Under the above proposition , we can see that T‘l/QZiMﬁzui is O,(1) as (N, T) EN
oo such that N/T — ¢ with 0 < ¢ < co. We summarise the asymptotic property in
the following theorem:

Theorem 1 : Consider the model (5.5). Under Assumptions 1-9, as (N,T') AN
such that N/T — ¢ with 0 < ¢ < c0. for each i,

VT (éi . ei) AN <0, (A;Bi‘lAZ) T AB'SB A, <A;B;1Ai) _1> . (5.18)

Thus, above result shows that the individual 2SLS estimator 0, is VT consistent
to 01

5.3 Constructing optimal instruments

In Norkuté et al. (2021), the number of valid instruments for 8; can increase propor-
tionally to 7%. Thus, the more instruments variables can be used when T is large.
The selection of number of instruments is an important issue because there is a well
known trade off between efficiency and bias (e.g., Bekker (1994), Han and Phillips
(2006) and Ng and Bai (2009)). We survey the literature that there is no studies
clearly to discuss how to choose the instruments in this approach.

Kuersteiner and Okui (2010) provide method of constructing optimal instruments
by weighting the predicted value of endogenous variable in the estimation stage.
This weights can be found by minimizing the asymptotic MSE of average 2SLS
estimators. In this section, we consider a method to choose an optimal set of model
averaging approach.

To begin with, we rewrite the model (5.1) as

Yit = QiYit—1 + w;t/gz + Ui = w;toi + Ui,
N (5.19)
w; = (yi,tfla wi,t) = gi(zit) + €y,

where g, (zi¢) is a (1 + k) vector function of z;; and z;; is a vector of exogenous
variables . We use a short hand notation g;, = g;,(z;) in the remainder of
this chapter. Note u;; and e;; are unobserved random variable with finite second
moments which do not depend on z;;. Stacking the 7" observations for model (5.19)
for each i, we have

Yy, = W0, + u,,

WG B (5.20)

where G; = (giﬁl, o ,gi’T)/ is the T'x (1 + k) matrix and E; = (e; 1, .., ei,T)/ is the
T x (14 k) matrix. The set of instruments has the form Z7 = (1,(Z,), . .. ,i(Z5)),

3From Norkuté et al. (2021) and previous section, we know that these exogenous variables
include defactored of x;; and its lags.
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where 1); are function of Z;, for j = 1,..., J with J is the maximum lags of variables
that we can observe. Therefore, the number of instruments increase when j increase,
that is,

Z’} = (¢1(ZZ)) - (MFIXZ7 MFr,—lxiv_]‘) )
Z22 = (’l?bl(ZZ)? ¢2(Z'L)) = (MFzX'H MFx,—lXiai]" MF'T/ﬂ_QXi’72) ’

Z] = ((Z)),... 9 ,(Z;) = (MpX;,...,Mp,

The 2SLS estimator of Norkuté et al. (2021) can also be expressed as

X gy Mp X ).

»—J

~j o -1,
95 = <W1,P5WZ) W.Ply,, (5.21)

where the projection matrix, P{ , is defined as

-/

. i N
Pl = M; 7/ (2/M 7)) Z M, (5.22)
with
Z = (v 2. v, (Z) = (Mp Xir . My, X)),

which is an 7' x (j + 1)k matrix where 1 < j < J.
A weighting vector for the projection matrix is defined as

/

w; = (wil, . ,wiJ) s (523)

. J . .
where w; is a J X 1 vector and ) 5_, w; ; = 1. Then, we can weight P! as

J
Pi = sz‘JPg, (524)
j=1

where P; is symmetric but not idempotent.

We estimate a weight vector w; that minimizes a linear combination of approx-
imate mean square error of n;éi, denoted as s,,(w,)*. This is defined as® s,,(w,) =
n,S; (w;) n;, where n, € R+,

Before we introduce the criterion of estimation of weighting matrix, we consider
the following assumptions:

4If model include more than one endogenous variable, we choose w; to minimizes a linear
. . . . . . /
combination of the approximate mean square error Sns(ws)s where it is an estimator of i, S; (w;) m;,

where 1), RN 1, and n),; is user specified.
5See Theorem 2 for the definition of S; (w;).

61



Assumption 10 Define w; = (|w;1l, ..., |wi’J|)/. We have following conditions: (i)
ijlwm- =1; (it) w; € ly for all T, where ly = (v = (x1,...)] Doy |2t < Cpy < 00)

for some constant Cy,J <T; (iii) As T — 00 and J — o0, j wi = ijl |wislj —

oo, where j = (1,...,.J)".

Assumption 11 (i) j w} /VT = Z;le \wij|j/VT = 0 or (i) § wi /T = Z}]:1 |wijli/T —
0 and J/T — 0.

Assumption 12 (i) H; = E(gi’tg;,t) exists and is nonsingular. (ii) for some o >
1/2,

supjgj%‘ <3uPn;ni=177;G; (IT - PZ) Gi”h/T> = Op(1).

(iii) Let T, be the set of positive integers. There exists a subset J C Ty with a finite
number of elements such that

supjeysup,, m;G; (P! — PI™) Gin,/T =0,
with probability approaching 1, and for all j & J, it follow that
infjgijgj%‘ﬂ (supn;m:m;G; (PZ — Pg“) Gmi/T) > 0,

with probability approaching 1.
Assumption 13 (i) Let ey; be the ath element of e;;. Then E(uj e, |2i:) are
constant and bounded for all a and r,s < 5. Denote ag’i = E(uit|zi¢), Oeui =
E(ejuiz|zis) and Se; = E(eje;y|ziy) (i) maz<rP], — 0, where P}, denote
the (t,t)th element of P} (iii) g;, is bounded. (iv) z7'Z? are nonsingular with
probability approaching 1. (v) P4y denote the (t,t)th element of P;.

The optimal weight wj is the solution of ming, cqsy,(w,;), Where €2 is some set. In
this chapter, we consider two versions of {2:

() @ = {wi € qlwiey = Liwi; €0.1),¥5 < I},
(17) Q, = {wi € qlwity; =1;Vj < J},

where ¢ is a space of absolutely summable sequences and ¢y is a J x 1 vector of
one. In the beginning, we consider positive weights, such that 2 = €2,. Let g,, =

Hiz“,ﬁ where II; is the projection coefficient matrix and the estimator H; = ==+ =
i

(zi1) (zi1)

7 7. Denote E,® be some preliminary residual from first stage regression

SIn first stage regression, Donald and Newey (2001) and Kuersteiner and Okui (2010) use a
nonparametric reduced form. In this chapter, we use linear form in first stage regression.

AN T
"We use simple LS estimation for first stage regression, such that IT; = (Zz Zf) ZZ W,.
SE; =W, — ZI1,.
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which is T' x (1 + k) matrices. Similarly, define the residuals @, = y; — Wi@p,«eﬁig.
~ ]
Let e,; = E;H; m;, where n; is a some fixed user-specified vector. Define

! ~7 ~/

L2 WY o en,ie"vi A e”]aiui 5.95
Uu,i - T ) an,i - T » Onu,i = T . ( . )
A ’ . . A —1
_ (2l ~J ~1 ~J N\ . ~J J J
LetU; = (em, o ,ew-) (ew-, U ew) is the Jx.J matrix, where €, ; = (Pi — PZ.) W.,H, n,

is a T' x 1 vector. Define I'; be the J x J matrix whose (4, 7) element is min(j', 5)
and let j = (1,...,.J). When we consider Q = €, the criterion Sps(ws) 18

/

. /o ~9 ~! /
R ~9 (] wi)Q ~9 szzwz — 0 ’1<J — 23 w; + wll"zwz)
Sniws) = Opui™  — + Oug — : (5.26)
Then, the optimal weight is given by
w; = argmin §,, (w;). (5.27)
wiEQp
When we consider €2 = (1, the criterion §,,(,) is
3 ~2 (5 w;)’ 12 22 o wiliw jwi;
Sny(ws) = Unu,i + (Un,iau,i + Unu,i) - bT+
ot . o T (5.28)
O-U,i T ?
where
1 — -1 ’
bT - T’;Hz [2(65 zEe + d&eu Z&eu,i + ? Z Gl&eu,in &GU7ZG1+
=1 (5.29)
1 PN I S A L A NP |
T Z (Giaeu,iHi Giaeu,i + 0eu,iGH,; o'eu,iGi> NH,; n;,
t=1
with d = dim (0;).
The optimal weight is given by
w; = argmin §,, (w;) . (5.30)
wiEQu
Thus, we can weight Pf by the optimal weight w; = (wzl, e ,w;‘jJ)/ as
J .
P =) wi;P}, (5.31)
j=1

1,
W ,Ply;, and denoted

that 9pre7i does not depend on the weighting vector. Also, the number of lags j can be selected by
the first-stage Mallows criterion.

9We use 2SLS estimator for épmi, such that épreti = (W;PfWZ)
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The model average 2SLS estimator, 0. , now is defined as

0, = (W;Psz)_l W.Ply.. (5.32)

By minimizing the approximation to the higher order MSE of 8;, we can se-
lect the optimal weights. Following Kuersteiner and Okui (2010), the theorem
provides the approximate MSE of 6, conditional on the exogenous variable z;,

E [(él = Hi) (@1 -0, ) EN t} by oo H; '+S; (w;) , where O'ZJHZ-_I is the first-order

asymptotic variance and S; (w;) is the dominant term in the approximate MSE of
;.

Theorem 2 : Consider the model (5.19) and suppose Assumption 1-13 are satisfied.
Deﬁne Mi,t(wz) = E( Ltez,t)Pz,tt and ll’z(wz) o (:uz,l(w1>’ cee 7N2,T(wz)) ’ where Pz,tt

is (t,t) element of T x T matriz of P;. As fw;r — 00, T — o0, we have
( )(9—9) = Q@) +4; ()
(4 ( ) ( i) [tr (S (wi)) = 0p(1),

with

Si ((.UZ> = [Cum[uzt;uztaezhez t]

Zt 1; ztt)_i_Ui’iG;(IT_Pi)CT(IT_Pi)Gi_i_

/

G, (It — Py) p; (wi)

T
1611 Zglt ztt/T+Zgzt zttE( 1611)/T+
t=1 t=1

T +
~ 2
w; (w;) (Ir — P;) G, , (-7 wi) w,Tw;
( ) ( ;-, ) + aeu,iaeu,iT + (U Eez + Oy za-eu z) %_

”I/w' 1 T

2JT : 0326,2' + do'eu,ia-/eu,i + T Z gi,ta;u,iHilaeu,ig;,t] -
t=1

5 w; / _ / / _ / _

2 T2 (Z (giﬂfo-eu,iHi 1gi,taeu,i + Ueu,igi,tHi 10’eu,z‘9i,t>)]H !
t=1

(5.34)
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and*©

d = dim(8;),

/

2 ’ 2
Cum |:ui,t7 Uy ¢, GZ”t, ei,t:| =F <ui,tei7tei,t> — ou’iZe,i — 20’61”0'

(w;) = H'D; (w;) H; Y,

1

/

Q; (wi
D; (w;) = (hi+ ¢} + ) (hi + e} + cgi)/
' 3
— h;hH;? (Z cj{) - (Z cg> H'h;h,
q=1 q=1
— h;ch H;! (efi +c5) — (et + b)) H'chh,

by pr—1 (A JH "y H H —1p N

In above theorem, o) H; ! is the first-order asymptotic variance. And g, (w;)
and T'; (w;) go to zero faster than S; (w;). Therefore, S; (w;) is the dominant term

in the MSE of estimator. The bias could be eliminate by setting 7 w; = 0, so
we need to consider an expansion of model average 2SLS estimator that contains
additional higher order term. By using the average predicted value of the endogenous
variable in the estimation stage, we can construct optimal instruments for 2SLS
estimator on dynamic heterogeneous panel data model with defactored regressors
and a multifactor error.

5.4 Mean group 2SLS estimator

Our interest parameters are over group of the coefficients, 6. From Pesaran and
Smith (1995), we know cross-section estimator, @, is inconsistent as N, T — oco. In
practice, we can estimate individual consistent estimators of 8;, and then calculate

the coefficient means to get Mean Group estimators. Now, we consider the Mean
Group estimator of 0:

N

A 1 -

0251506 = N Z 0;. (5.35)
i=1

From Assumption 5, we can show that the asymptotic property of éj\/f A2SLSMG» a8
N

. 1L/ 1 . 1 &
Oy a2sp5mc — 0 = N Z <0i - 9) =N Z (97; — 91') + N Z’\i’ (5.36)
' i=1

i= =1

10The model average 2SLS estimator has the form as vT(8; — 6) = f{;lfzz Let the decomposi-
tion of H; and h; are H; = H; + ctl +cil + ¢k +rH and h; = h; + ¢}, + ¢k, The detail of these
decomposition and the definition of ¢; (w;) and T'; (w;) are in the proof of Theorem 2 in Appendix
c.
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where the first of right hand side

iv: ZJ: . (W;MFI Z ) Z M, Z! (W; M; 7 )
wl
i=1 j=1 ’ T T T (5.37)
B N ,] N j/ . ] —1 R ],
WM, Z\ [z M, Z ZI M u,
X T - -
= Op (1) )
. . . N Ak
which implies % Yoy (Oi — 91) =0, (ﬁ)

Then, we can see

\/N(é*MAZSLSMG ) \/L—i i+ 0, (1) (5.38)

As N — oo, we can see

\/—%in 4 N(0,%). (5.39)

Therefore, we know that 9*M aosnsmc 18 VN consistent.
And the variance estimator of 0, 455151 1S given by

A X

Ak 1 ~ % !
X, = N_1 (01 0MA23LSMG> (02 9MA2SLSMG> : (5.40)
i=1

Follow Norkute et al. (2021), we can show that EA]: is consistent and it does not have
small T" bias. Firstly, we decompose (5.40) as

/

(éz —0+06— éMA2SLSMG> (éz —60+6— éMA2SLSMG> =

1>\,A;+§:< 6:) (6; - )+§:( >A+Z)\ (67 - 0:) -

7 =1
!

N (0 - 0MA25LSMG> (0 - éMA2SLSMG> :

WE

1

.
I

Mz

(5.41)
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. Ak
Then we can show consistent of 3, as

Ei_zizﬁi<)\i)\;_2i> +ﬁi<éj—91) (9:—@),
12( )>‘+—Z)‘< 0:) - (5.42)

Ak

N_—1 (0 - éj\JA2$LSMG>/ <0 - HMAQSLSMG)

1 1 1 1 1
=0, —=)+0,—=]+0,(—=)+0,—=]|+0,( (= ).
Then, we can see that the asymptotic property of 9;4 A2SLSMG 38
A % d %
VN <9MA25L5MG - 0) — N (0,%3). (5.43)
5.5 Monte Carlo simulation design

We compare the performance of four estimators. First, we consider MA2SLSMG
estimator with €2 = €2,. The criterion for finding weights of MA2SLSMG estimator
s (5.28). Second, we consider P-MA2SLSMG estimator with Q@ = €, and the
criterion is (5.28). Third, we consider Ps-MA2SLSMG estimator with 2 = Q,, and
the criterion is (5.26). Fourth, we consider 2SLSMG estimator with all available
instruments.

In this experiments, we consider two instruments set with true factors projection
matrix:

a: Z? = (MFIXiyMFx’,lXi,flyMFm’,in,f2) )
b:Z) = (MpX:,Mp, Xi1,....,Mp,_,X;_5).

Denote MA2SLSMG®, P-MA2SLSMG* and Ps-MA2SLSMG? use 6 instruments.
MA2SLSMG? P-MA2SLSMG® and Ps-MA2SLSMG? use 12 instruments. We use the

similar Monte Carlo design as Norkuté et al. (2021) to investigate the performance

of MA2SLSMG, P-MA2SLSMG and Ps-MA2SLSMG estimators.
5.5.1 Dynamic heterogeneous panels data model with multi-
factor error structure

We consider the data generating process as following:

Yit = Oilip—1 + BriTris + Boi%oip + Uiy, 1=1,...N;t=—-49,...,T, (5.44)

where

Ujp = Z Vsifst + Eits (5.46)
s=1
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with

fou = prfaa+ (1= p)"C, (5.47)
with (4 i N(0,1) for s =1,...m,. We set m, =3 and ps € {0.1,0.9}. We allow
the idiosyncratic error term, €;4, is drawn as

it = S04y (€0 — 1) /\/5, (5.48)

where
™ ii.d.
Ce = 11— my, 0-1'2,15 =Ni%t, i ~ X%/Qa Yt = t/Tv
T (5.49)
and €;, i X%-

n

We set m, € {1/4}.
The process for the regressors are drawn as

Tor = Vesifor + v, i=1,.. Nit=-49,. . T;(=1.2, (5.50)
s=1
where k =2, m, =2, f,, = (fu, fo, far) and fop = (fue, for) -
We set
1
Vgit = PoVlit—1 T (1 - ,012,,5) > @i, forl=1,2, (5.51)
where py¢ € {0.1,0.9} for all £ and @y, "% N (0,02 ), 02 “%" U (0.5,1.5). Factor
loadings in u;; are generated as s, N (0,1), for s =1,...,m, = 3, and the factor
loadings in x1;; and x9; are generated as
1/2 i.id.
Visi = Pry,1573i + (1 - p?y,ls) / 1y 10 ~ N (0,1); (5.52)
1/2 ii.d. )
Vasi = Pry,25si T (1 - 03,23) / §asi; §2si ~ N (0,1);

for s =1,...,m; =2. Weset p,11 = py12 € {0,0.3} and p, 21 = py20 = {0.5}. The
factor loading matrix is defined as

Vi Vi1 Ve
Li= |7 72 72 - (5.53)
v3i 0 0

The slope coefficients are generated as

i = O+ Ngi, Bri = B+ npiand Bai = Ba 4 Ny (5.54)
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Here we consider ¢ € {0.5,0.8}, 51 = 3 and 3 = 1. For the design of heterogenous
slopes, 14 gy (—0.2,0.2), and

g = [(0.4)%/12] 2 oo + (1- /J‘fa)m Neis (5.55)

where

2 2
Vg — Uy

Vs, o )]

with v2 = TP 02, v2 = NP S2N w2, for £ = 1,2. To investigate size and
power, we consider null hypothesis, Hy : ¢ = ¢, Hy : 1 = 1 and Hy : 5 = [35. For
the size of t-test, we consider null hypothesis, Hy : ¢ = ¢ + 0.1, Hy: 1 = 1 + 0.1
and Hy : By = P2 + 0.1. All tests are carried out at 5% significance level. We
consider T' € {25,50,100}, N € {25,50,100} , and all experiments are replicated
1000 times. Depending of endogeneity increases when factor more persistent or
correlation between the factor loadings increases because the strength of IVs increase
when |¢;| increase, |p, | increasing or |3,| increases'!. In this simulation setting, we
fixed correlation between the factor loadings and |3,,|. By controling p,, and py, we
can investigate the effect of strength of IVs and degree of endogeneity. The following
table summarise Monte Carlo designs:

Eoei = (5.56)

Endosend Vs Weak Strong

ndogeneity
Low Case A: (p, =0.1, py =0.1) | Case C: (p,y =0.9, py =0.1)
High Case B (p,r = 0.1, py =0.9) | Case D (p,, = 0.9, py =0.9)

5.5.2 Monte Carlo simulation results

Table 5.1 to Table 5.8 report the bias and MSE of MA2SLSMG®?, P-MA2SLSMG®?,
Ps-MA2SLSMG®® 2SLSMG®® estimates, and size (%) and power (%) of associ-
ated t-tests for dynamic heterogeneous panel data model with {¢} = {0.5,0.8} and
{81, B2} = {3.1}.

Table 5.1 to Table 5.2 consider the case of weak instruments and low degree
of endogeneity with 6 and 12 instruments, respectively. In Table 5.1, the results
show that the bias of ¢ of MA2SLSMG® is smaller than that of 2SLSMG*® in most
scenarios. But the MSE of MA2SLSMG® is larger than that of 2SLSMG®. The size
of the t-test associated with the MA2SLSMG* is similar with 2SLSMG® in most
scenarios and when N and T are large they are close to the nominal value. The
bias, MSE;, size and power perform similarly in terms of 2SLSMG* estimators .

Table 5.2 reports results for the case in which the 12 instruments are employed.
The results show that the bias of ¢ of MA2SLSMG? is smaller than 2SLSMG? in most
scenarios. The MSE of MA2SLSMG? is slightly larger than 2SLSMG? when both N

and T are relatively small but they become similar as NV and T get larger. As shown

1See Appendix c for the discussion of IVs strength and degree of endogeneity
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in Table 5.2, the MSE of P-MA2SLSMG? is smaller than that of MA2SLSMG?.
In the case of weak instruments and low degree of endogeneity, P-MA2SLSMG
estimators show similar performance with 2SLSMG? estimators in terms of bias,
MSE, size and power.

In Table 5.3 and Table 5.4, we consider the case of weak instruments and high
degree of endogeneity with 6 and 12 instruments, respectively. Looking at Table
5.3 and Table 5.4, it is apparent that the performance of MA2SLSMG?® estimator
is worse than that of 2SLSMG® in most scenarios. In Table 5.3, the performance
of P-MA2SLSMG estimator is similar to that of 2SLSMG estimator in all scenar-
ios. When the number of instruments increases to 12, the bias and MSE of P-
MA2SLSMG estimators of ¢ is smaller than that of 2SLSMG estimator in Table
5.4.

In Table 5.5 and Table 5.6, we consider the case of strong instruments and low
degree of endogeneity with 6 and 12 instruments, respectively. MA2SLSMG estima-
tor still performs worse than P-MA2SLSMG estimator and 2SLSMG estimator in
Table 5.5 and Table 5.6. In Table 5.5, the performance of P-MA2SLSMG estimator
is similar to that of 2SLSMG estimator. When instruments increase, the bias of
P-MA2SLSMG estimator is smaller than 2SLSMG estimator in most scenarios.

In Table 5.7 and Table 5.8, we consider the case of strong instruments and high
degree of endogeneity with 6 and 12 instruments, respectively. P-MA2SLS estimator
of ¢ performs better than 2SLSMG estimator when the number of instruments
increases. The bias of of P-MA2SLS? estimator of /3 is smaller than that of 2SLSMG®
estimator but the MSE is slightly larger than 2SLSMG estimator of j.

5.6 Conclusions

This chapter develops model average 2SLS mean group estimators for dynamic het-
erogeneous panel data models with defactored regressors and a multifactor errors
structure to reduce the uncertainty of instruments selection. First, we use lag de-
fector regressor as instruments to obtain consistent IV estimator of cross-sectionally
heterogeneous slope vector 8;. Then, we apply modal average method to construct
optimal instruments by weighting the first stage regression. Finally, we construct
mean group estimator by weighting cross-sectionally heterogeneous model average
IV estimator. When the degree of endogeneity is high, instruments weak and in-
struments contain many uninformative instruments, it is recommended to use P-
MA2SLS estimators. To compare this method with other instruments selection
methods (Fan et al. (2020) ,Lee and Shin (2020), Abadie et al. (2019), Belloni et al.
(2012), Fan and Li (2001) etc.) would be an interesting area in further research.
Norkuteé et al. (2021) allow idiosyncratic errors are heteroskedasticity in equation for
y;+ but Kuersteiner and Okui (2010) assume idiosyncratic errors are homoscedastic.
It would be interesting to extend this assumption to robust weighting method.
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Table 5.1 (Case A: Low degree of endogeneity, Weak IVs) Bias, MSE of
MA2SLSMG?*, P-MA2SLSMG?*, Ps-MA2SLSMG*®, 2SLSMG* estimates and Size
(%) and power (%) of the associated t-tests for the dynamic heterogeneous panel
data model with {¢, 81, B2} = {0.5,3, 1}, correlated factor loadings in 1;; and w; .

Results for ¢.

Bias(><100) MSE(><100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG*

25 -0.060 -0.131 -0.258 0.123 0.107 0.030 6.2 4.7 5.2 83.9 95.5 99.6

50 -0.012 -0.108 -0.036 0.077 0.038 0.018 6.7 5.6 3.6 94.5 99.8 100.0

100 -0.033 0.028 -0.054 0.063 0.030 0.016 6.9 5.2 4.8 97.4 100.0 100.0
P-MA2SLSMG*

25 -0.264 -0.193 -0.241 0.083 0.043 0.022 6.3 5.8 5.8 91.5 99.2 100.0

50 -0.251 -0.186 -0.236 0.068 0.031 0.016 7.4 5.1 4.4 96.2 100.0 100.0

100 -0.054 -0.112 -0.012 0.056 0.031 0.015 5.6 6.4 5.0 98.8 100.0 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG*“

25 -0.073 0.047 -0.110 0.113 0.064 0.031 6.8 6.7 5.7 86.2 97.2 99.6

50 -0.047 -0.069 0.021 0.066 0.032 0.017 5.7 5.0 5.0 96.6 99.8 100.0

100 0.118 0.015 -0.033 0.059 0.030 0.014 5.6 6.1 4.4 98.7 100.0 100.0

2SLSMG*

25 -0.264 -0.193 -0.241 0.083 0.043 0.022 6.3 5.8 5.8 91.5 99.2 100.0

50 -0.251 -0.186 -0.236 0.068 0.031 0.016 7.4 5.1 4.4 96.2 100.0 100.0

100 -0.054 -0.112 -0.012 0.056 0.031 0.015 5.6 6.4 5.0 98.8 100.0 100.0

Results for 3.
Bias(><100) MSE(><100) Size Power

T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG*

25 -0.477 0.102 -0.130 0.587 0.275 0.123 7.4 4.1 3.7 32.1 55.2 78.5

50 -0.002 -0.096 0.032 0.199 0.116 0.053 5.1 4.5 3.5 61.3 81.1 96.9

100 0.021 0.130 0.050 0.119 0.057 0.029 4.6 5.3 3.8 82.4 97.9 99.9
P-MA2SLSMG*

25 0.023 0.099 -0.052 0.494 0.244 0.116 6.3 5.2 4.3 37.1 58.5 82.7

50 -0.051 -0.006 -0.061 0.228 0.097 0.057 7.5 3.8 5.4 59.0 85.6 97.3

100 0.126 -0.124 0.018 0.119 0.058 0.029 5.8 4.6 4.1 82.4 97.4 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG*

25 0.000 -0.376 0.220 0.584 0.348 0.170 3.7 5.2 6.4 33.1 50.7 8.4

50 -0.044 -0.021 0.102 0.199 0.105 0.057 5.2 3.5 5.9 61.5 84.8 98.4

100 0.168 0.059 -0.094 0.125 0.061 0.028 5.5 5.3 4.2 81.2 98.3 100.0

2SLSMG“

25 0.023 0.099 -0.052 0.494 0.244 0.116 6.3 5.2 4.3 37.1 58.5 82.7

50 -0.051 -0.006 -0.061 0.228 0.097 0.057 7.5 3.8 5.4 59.0 85.6 97.3

100 0.126 -0.124 0.018 0.119 0.058 0.029 5.8 4.6 4.1 82.4 97.4 100.0

it is generated as yiy = GiYit—1 + BriT1is + BoiToit + Uigs Uir = Yoy Vsifst + ity Tuit =
[2 . )
Z@:l ¢e$h‘,t—1 + Zgnzl Vﬁsifs,t + Veit, ¢Z = 07 = 1727 1 = 177N7 t = _5077T and the

W=

first 50 observations are discarded; ve; ¢ = po,eVei—1 + (1 - P%,e) Weit, Pve = 0.5 for all £ and

i.4.d.

@iy KT U(05,15) 5 for = prfos—r + (1= p2)V200, Con iid.

<~ N(0,1) for s = 1,...my =

3 ein = seou (€ — 1) V2, € g X3 with o2 = nipp, M ik X3/2, and ¢; = t/T fort =
0,....,7; ¢ = lir—‘;umy; Vsi bl N(0,1), for s = 1,...,my, Y1si = Py,1573i + (1 — p,2Y713)1/2 ISR
Yasi = prastsi + (1= p205) "% €asiy Eosi K N(0,1) for € = 1,2, 8 = 1,...,my = 2. ¢ =
¢+ Ngis Bri = B+ Mpyis Bri = Bi + gy and Bag = Bo + Npai e X U(—0.2,0.2), and
i = [(04)2/12]"° patans + (l—p%)l/an-, where &g = ol with 2, =

[N_l va:l(vt%ifv_t?)z]
1T = 1N 3
Ty vk, vi=N"13" 0% Weset pg =04 for £ =1,2.. We set py 11 = py12 = pyo1 =
pv,22 € {0.8} for correlated factor loading in x1;; and u; .
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Table 5.2 (Case A: Low degree of endogeneity, Weak IVs) Bias, MSE of
MA2SLSMG?, P-MA2SLSMG?, Ps-MA2SLSMG?, 2SLSMG? estimates and Size (%)
and power (%) of the associated t-tests for the dynamic heterogeneous panel data
model with {¢, 81, 52} = {0.5, 3,1}, correlated factor loadings in xy,; and wu;.

Results for ¢.

Bias(><100) MSE(><100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG?

25 -0.099 -0.106 -0.212 0.090 0.045 0.024 7.1 5.5 6.3 90.6 99.6 100.0

50 0.040 -0.119 -0.052 0.070 0.036 0.018 6.4 5.7 5.2 94.9 99.9 100.0

100 -0.033 0.036 -0.058 0.061 0.031 0.016 6.5 5.6 5.6 97.4 99.9 100.0
P-MA2SLSMG?

25 -0.181 -0.145 -0.186 0.071 0.019 6.6 5.9 6.8 94.7 99.7 100.0

50 -0.210 -0.176 -0.210 0.064 0.015 6.9 5.9 5.2 97.1 100.0 100.0

100 -0.042 -0.118 -0.022 0.055 0.014 5.5 6.5 5.1 99.1 100.0 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG?

25 -0.096 0.010 -0.163 0.109 0.061 0.029 6.8 6.4 5.7 86.7 97.2 99.7

50 -0.062 -0.085 -0.001 0.066 0.032 0.017 6.0 4.9 4.8 96.7 99.8 100.0

100 0.106 0.005 -0.046 0.059 0.030 0.014 5.5 6.1 4.5 98.4 100.0 100.0

2SLSMG*

25 -0.166 -0.132 -0.169 0.070 0.036 0.019 6.8 5.9 6.6 94.5 99.7 100.0

50 -0.193 -0.163 -0.196 0.063 0.030 0.015 7.0 5.9 5.0 97.2 100.0 100.0

100 -0.037 -0.114 -0.017 0.055 0.030 0.014 5.4 6.6 5.2 99.0 100.0 100.0

Results for 3.
Bias(><100) MSE(><100) Size Power

T /N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG?

25 -0.460 0.071 -0.169 0.519 0.233 0.110 8.4 5. 3.7 34.9 58.5 81.5

50 -0.018 -0.080 0.038 0.199 0.115 0.051 5.1 5.0 3.2 61.1 84.0 98.2

100 0.030 0.114 0.051 0.118 0.057 0.029 4.6 5. 4.2 81.6 98.0 100.0
P-MA2SLSMG?

25 0.032 -0.003 -0.034 0.452 0.226 0.105 5.6 4.8 4.5 38.5 59.6 84.5

50 -0.059 -0.020 -0.061 0.222 0.094 0.056 7.8 3.5 5.8 59.9 86.1 97.4

100 0.118 -0.117 0.016 0.118 0.057 0.029 5.8 4.4 4.2 82.8 97.4 100
Ps-MA2SLSMG?

25 0.070 -0.347 0.188 0.581 0.340 0.152 3.5 4.5 5.7 33.2 51.4 78.5

50 -0.031 -0.035 0.102 0.199 0.106 0.058 5.3 3.6 5.4 60.9 84.4 98.2

100 0.176 0.061 -0.089 0.125 0.061 0.028 5.6 5.3 4.1 81.2 98.3 100.0

2SLSMG?

25 0.036 -0.005 -0.024 0.451 0.224 0.105 5.8 4.6 4.3 38.4 60.4 84.6

50 -0.051 -0.020 -0.054 0.222 0.094 0.055 7.7 3.4 5.8 60.1 85.9 97.5

100 0.121 -0.114 0.021 0.117 0.057 0.029 5.8 4.4 4.1 82.7 97.2 100.0

The DGP is the same as that for Table 5.1 except the number of instruments are 12.
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Table 5.3 (Case B: High degree of endogeneity, Weak IVs) Bias, MSE of
MA2SLSMG*, P-MA2SLSMG?*, Ps-MA2SLSMG*®, 2SLSMG* estimates and Size
(%) and power (%) of the associated t-tests for the dynamic heterogeneous panel
data model with {¢, 81, B2} = {0.5,3, 1}, correlated factor loadings in 1;; and ;.

Results for ¢.
Bias(><100) MSE(>x100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100

MA2SLSMG*

25 2.706 2.880 2.593 0.360 0.247 0.200 16.2 19.7 27.3 82.6 96.1 99.1
50 2.005 1.966 1.977 0.197 0.138 0.096 10.6 16.9 23.3 90.3 98.1 99.9
100 1.027 1.126 1.025 0.113 0.066 0.039 9.2 9.0 12.8 94.4 99.6 100.0

P-MA2SLSMG*

25 1.739 2.003 2.012 0.170 0.132 0.113 12.7 17.9 25.5 93 99.6 100.0

50 1.166 1.126 1.180 0.120 0.064 0.051 10.1 9.8 17.0 94.8 99.9 100.0

100 0.536 0.461 0.615 0.073 0.040 0.024 6.0 6.1 8.1 96.4 100.0 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG*

25 1.140 1.402 1.127 0.242 0.151 0.111 8.4 9.8 10.8 79.8 92.3 97.1

50 0.701 0.369 0.599 0.243 0.080 0.052 6.6 5.5 6.1 88.3 96.3 98.8

100 0.338 0.224 0.208 0.089 0.046 0.022 5.9 5.7 5.0 94.1 98.8 99.4

2SLSMG?

25 1.739 2.003 2.012 0.170 0.132 0.113 12.7 17.9 25.5 93 99.6 100.0

50 1.166 1.126 1.180 0.120 0.064 0.051 10.1 9.8 17.0 94.8 99.9 100.0

100 0.536 0.461 0.615 0.073 0.040 0.024 6.0 6.1 8.1 100 96.4 100.0

Results for 3.
Bias(><100) MSE (> 100) Size Power

T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG*

25 -1.189 0.216 0.138 3.062 0.580 0.279 6.7 5.8 5.0 22.3 36.6 55.6

50 -0.052 -0.105 -0.147 0.507 0.335 0.127 5.5 5.5 5.3 35.8 54.7 79.6

100 -0.253 -0.354 -0.344 0.274 0.140 0.075 5.6 5.4 5.7 53.6 75.9 93.0
P-MA2SLSMG®

25 0.027 0.189 0.200 0.837 0.460 0.222 5.4 5.9 4.4 26 41.9 63.3

50 -0.449 0.035 -0.306 0.506 0.223 0.122 7.1 5.2 5.6 35.2 61.5 81.6

100 -0.203 -0.524 -0.362 0.255 0.122 0.064 5 4.6 6.1 54.2 76.4 93.6
Ps-MA2SLSMG*

25 0.695 0.105 0.296 1.903 0.796 0.500 4.7 5.2 4.8 23.2 5.3 56.6

50 -0.444 -0.520 -0.202 0.561 0.280 0.277 5.5 4.1 6.1 37.2 54.7 77.4

100 -0.093 -0.278 -0.273 0.307 0.144 0.071 6.2 5.2 5.3 54.1 76.6 93.8

2SLSMG?

25 0.027 0.189 0.200 0.837 0.460 0.222 5.4 5.9 4.4 26 41.9 63.3

50 -0.449 0.035 -0.306 0.506 0.223 0.122 7.1 5.2 5.6 35.2 61.5 81.6

100 -0.203 -0.524 -0.362 0.255 0.122 0.064 5.3 4.6 6.1 54.2 76.4 93.6

The DGP is the same as that for Table 5.1 and the number of instruments are 6.
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Table 5.4 (Case B: High degree of endogeneity, Weak IVs) Bias, MSE of
MA2SLSMG?, P-MA2SLSMG?, Ps-MA2SLSMG?, 2SLSMG? estimates and Size (%)
and power (%) of the associated t-tests for the dynamic heterogeneous panel data
model with {¢, 81, 52} = {0.5, 3,1}, correlated factor loadings in xy,; and wu;.

Results for ¢.

Bias(>=<100) MSE(>x100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG?
25 3.828 3.933 3.618 0.355 0.311 0.261 50.5 97 99.8 100.0
50 3.938 3.735 3.795 0.304 0.243 0.218 61.0 98.6 100.0 99.9
100 2.726 2.952 2.867 0.174 0.150 0.128 48.8 99.5 100.0 100.0

P-MA2SLSMG"

25 2.912 3.181 3.136 0.229 0.220 0.198 23.0 35.3 47.5 99 99.9 100.0

50 2.564 2.513 2.617 0.177 0.124 0.126 20.3 27.5 44.6 99.4 100.0 100.0

100 1.711 1.568 1.741 0.101 0.066 0.056 12.0 17.2 28.7 99.7 100.0 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG?

25 1.066 1.312 1.081 0.253 0.157 0.110 8.0 9.6 10.5 78.7 91.8 96.7

50 0.683 0.390 0.563 0.244 0.088 0.053 6.5 6.5 5.8 87.8 95.6 98.6

100 0.339 0.229 0.202 0.089 0.046 0.023 6.1 5.4 4.6 94.0 98.8 99.5

2SLSMG?

25 3.052 3.339 3.295 0.240 0.233 0.213 24.2 37.6 49.2 99.1 99.9 100.0

50 2.794 2.732 2.854 0.191 0.138 0.142 22.1 30.3 48.4 99.6 100.0 100.0

100 1.942 1.789 1.967 0.111 0.074 0.065 13.4 19.2 35.0 99.9 100.0 100.0

Results for 3.
Bias(><100) MSE(><100) Size Power

T /N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG?

25 -0.354 0.212 -0.049 1.000 0.442 0.193 7.0 5.8 4.8 25.6 42.8 64.7

50 -0.010 -0.114 -0.171 0.390 0.232 0.097 4.5 5.9 4.2 39.1 61.3 85.7

100 -0.234 -0.279 -0.369 0.254 0.129 0.063 5.2 4.9 4.7 55.6 78.7 96.0
P-MA2SLSMG?

25 0.251 0.277 0.211 0.703 0.398 0.193 4.4 5.8 4.7 29.1 45.5 68.8

50 -0.250 0.129 -0.139 0.454 0.207 0.107 7.2 5.2 6.1 37.5 65.4 86.0

100 -0.153 -0.450 -0.293 0.236 0.111 0.061 5.6 4.7 6.0 56.6 79.7 95.7
Ps-MA2SLSMG?

25 0.309 -0.077 0.161 1.282 0.839 0.517 4.9 5.1 4.6 22.5 34.1 55.5

50 -0.483 -0.521 -0.240 0.560 0.314 0.282 5.7 4.3 5.8 36.7 53.3 76.9

100 -0.074 -0.278 -0.290 0.309 0.144 0.073 6.2 5.3 5.1 54.1 77.1 93.1

2SLSMG?

25 0.301 0.291 0.206 0.703 0.399 0.192 4.3 5.6 4.8 29.1 46.2 68.9

50 -0.223 0.166 -0.103 0.451 0.208 0.107 6.9 5.2 5.5 37.3 65.6 86.1

100 -0.127 -0.415 -0.259 0.234 0.109 0.060 5.8 4.3 5.9 56.6 80.0 95.8

The DGP is the same as that for Table 5.1 except the number of instruments are 12.
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Table 5.5 (Case C: Low degree of endogeneity, Strong IVs) Bias, MSE of
MA2SLSMG?*, P-MA2SLSMG?*, Ps-MA2SLSMG*®, 2SLSMG* estimates and Size
(%) and power (%) of the associated t-tests for the dynamic heterogeneous panel
data model with {¢, 81, B2} = {0.5,3, 1}, correlated factor loadings in 1;; and w; .

Results for ¢.

Bias(><100) MSE(><100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG*
25 -0.151 -0.242 -0.347 0.183 0.094 0.048 6.3 5.7 6.0 72.1 91.6 97.7
50 -0.131 -0.169 -0.060 0.100 0.051 0.025 5.1 6.5 5.4 88.5 97.9 99.7
100 -0.149 -0.023 -0.092 0.067 0.035 0.017 5.5 5.4 4.8 96.6 99.6 100.0
P-MA2SLSMG*
25 -0.348 -0.352 -0.303 0.103 0.028 6.6 5.8 6.3 97.5 99.9
50 -0.154 -0.144 -0.250 0.074 0.020 6.6 5.8 5.3 99.9 100.0
100 -0.025 -0.125 -0.026 0.064 0.015 5.3 5.1 5.1 100.0 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG*“
25 0.124 -0.060 -0.275 0.453 0.137 0.081 6.4 4.7 5.0 67.3 86.1 94.1
50 -0.004 0.015 0.008 0.126 0.058 0.029 6.7 5.5 4.9 85.2 97.2 99.3
100 0.044 -0.006 0.000 0.074 0.036 0.000 5.3 5.1 5.7 95.3 99.3 99.8
2SLSMGe
25 -0.348 -0.352 -0.303 0.103 0.052 0.028 6.6 5.8 6.3 83.9 97.5 99.9
50 -0.154 -0.144 -0.250 0.074 0.036 0.020 6.6 5.8 5.3 93.9 99.9 100.0
100 -0.025 -0.125 -0.026 0.064 0.032 0.015 5.3 5.1 5.1 96.8 100.0 100.0
Results for 3.
Bias(><100) MSE(><100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG*
25 -0.116 0.321 1.894 0.452 5.5 5.1 5.2 18.2 26.5 43.5
50 0.490 0.335 s 0.505 0.128 7.0 4.5 5.8 40.5 59.5 84.2
100 0.361 0.209 0.238 0.183 0.050 4. 4.3 5.8 69.8 89.1 99.0
P-MA2SLSMG*
25 0.895 0.286 0.410 1.365 0.672 0.358 6.0 5.3 6.2 21.5 31.9 47.8
50 0.231 0.292 0.269 0.410 0.198 0.110 5.9 4.5 5.1 41.1 63.2 88.2
100 0.222 0.088 0.145 0.186 0.084 0.042 5.6 4.7 4.9 70.1 92.9 99.5
Ps-MA2SLSMG*
25 0.272 -0.250 0.581 3.907 1.982 1.234 5.5 5.4 6.6 13.9 19.4 34.1
50 -0.089 0.037 0.167 0.793 0.350 0.215 5.6 4.4 6.4 33.7 52.8 5
100 -0.008 0.085 0.000 0.243 0.110 0.000 6.2 5.0 5.0 63.0 85.1 96.7
2SLSMG“
25 0.895 0.286 0.410 1.365 0.672 0.358 6.0 5.3 6.2 21.5 31.9 47.8
50 0.231 0.292 0.269 0.410 0.198 0.110 5.9 4.5 5.1 41.1 63.2 88.2
100 0.222 0.088 0.145 0.186 0.084 0.042 5.6 4.7 4.9 70.1 92.9 99.5

The DGP is the same as that for Table 5.1 and the number of instruments are 6.
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Table 5.6 (Case C: Low degree of endogeneity, Strong IVs) Bias, MSE of
MA2SLSMG?, P-MA2SLSMG?, Ps-MA2SLSMG?, 2SLSMG? estimates and Size (%)
and power (%) of the associated t-tests for the dynamic heterogeneous panel data
model with {¢, 81, 52} = {0.5, 3,1}, correlated factor loadings in xy,; and wu;.

Results for ¢.

Bias(><100) MSE(><100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG?
25 -0.365 -0.434 -0.563 0.105 0.055 0.034 7.1 6.1 8.6 97.1 100.0
50 0.024 -0.065 -0.033 0.082 0.041 0.022 5.8 6.7 5.9 99.4 100.0
100 -0.051 0.013 -0.002 0.069 0.034 0.017 6.1 6.2 4.8 99.5 100.0
P-MA2SLSMG?
25 -0.358 -0.436 -0.393 0.082 0.043 0.023 6.2 7.4 7.1 90.3 99.2 100.0
50 -0.170 -0.150 -0.224 0.066 0.032 0.018 6.5 5.3 5.8 96.3 100.0 100.0
100 -0.009 -0.116 -0.026 0.059 0.031 0.014 5.6 5.8 5.5 97.2 100.0 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG?
25 -0.153 -0.289 -0.452 0.171 0.115 0.068 5.8 4.5 5.6 71.4 90.6 95.6
50 -0.144 -0.203 -0.185 0.104 0.049 0.025 6.1 6.0 5.5 89.5 98.4 99.5
100 -0.116 -0.134 0.000 0.071 0.034 0.000 5.7 5.2 5.6 95.9 99.5 99.7
2SLSMG?
25 -0.366 -0.449 -0.407 0.081 0.043 0.023 6.3 7.4 7.3 90.8 99.3 100.0
50 -0.183 -0.174 -0.238 0.066 0.032 0.018 6.2 4.9 5.8 96.3 100.0 100.0
100 -0.027 -0.129 -0.043 0.059 0.031 0.014 5.8 6.0 5.4 97.2 100.0 100.0
Results for 3.
Bias(><100) MSE(><100) Size Power
T /N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG?
25 0.114 0.607 0.662 1.236 0.546 0.283 7.9 4.9 5.1 22.6 34.5 54.9
50 0.327 0.228 0.327 0.412 0.194 0.101 6.5 4.3 6.1 43.1 64.3 88.2
100 0.253 0.155 0.111 0.176 0.087 0.046 4.6 4.0 4.7 70.5 90 99.3
P-MA2SLSMG?
25 0.674 0.350 0.621 1.079 0.541 0.272 6 5.2 6.1 24.7 37.8 58.2
50 0.247 0.309 0.206 0.351 0.174 0.097 6.5 5.5 5.3 42.2 68.4 90.8
100 0.206 0.092 0.148 0.167 0.079 0.039 5 5.3 4.8 72.3 92.9 99.5
Ps-MA2SLSMG?
25 0.442 0.517 1.057 2.664 1.281 0.910 5.1 4.6 5.8 16.4 23.5 39.3
50 0.125 0.459 0.543 0.721 0.304 0.180 5.2 4.5 5.4 38.7 60.2 82.8
100 0.311 0.268 0.000 0.218 0.099 0.000 5.9 5.0 4.0 68.1 88.9 98.5
2SLSMG?
25 0.688 0.395 0.650 1.074 0.532 0.268 6.3 4.7 5.8 24.9 38.5 59.0
50 0.264 0.354 0.226 0.349 0.173 0.097 6.6 5.5 5.2 43.0 68.9 91.2
100 0.240 0.114 0.176 0.166 0.079 0.039 5.0 5.1 4.5 73.0 93.2 99.6

The DGP is the same as that for Table 5.1 except the number of instruments are 12.
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Table 5.7 (Case D: High degree of endogeneity, Strong IVs) Bias, MSE of
MA2SLSMG*, P-MA2SLSMG?*, Ps-MA2SLSMG*®, 2SLSMG* estimates and Size
(%) and power (%) of the associated t-tests for the dynamic heterogeneous panel
data model with {¢, 81, B2} = {0.5,3, 1}, correlated factor loadings in 1;; and w; .

Results for ¢.

Bias(>=<100) MSE(>=100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG*
25 3.099 3.258 3.021 0.424 0.338 0.235 14.6 22.2 27.8 76.8 91.4 97.5
50 3.347 3.202 3.058 0.386 0.243 0.179 18.7 23.4 33.1 88.0 97.2 99.2
100 1.936 2.001 2.107 0.178 0.121 0.094 11.4 15.6 26.0 92.4 98.8 99.8
P-MA2SLSMG*
25 2.385 2.325 2.608 0.232 0.161 0.148 14.5 21.9 32.0 92.1 1 100.0
50 2.134 1.955 2.130 0.180 0.105 0.100 14.5 15.5 27.7 93.9 5 100.0
100 1.325 1.275 1.472 0.114 0.064 0.050 10.7 9.8 19.3 95.5 8 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG*
25 1.910 2.035 1.851 0.397 0.266 0.155 10.0 12.5 13.7 74.8 87.9 95.1
50 1.429 1.438 1.454 0.231 0.180 0.119 8.7 9.5 13.1 83.3 92.7 97.7
100 0.916 0.824 0.807 0.155 0.100 0.050 7.6 6.7 9.0 88.8 96.0 99.1
2SLSMG*
25 2.385 2.325 2.608 0.232 0.161 0.148 14.5 21.9 32.0 92.1 99.1 100.0
50 2.134 1.955 2.130 0.180 0.105 0.100 14.5 15.5 27.7 93.9 99.5 100.0
100 1.325 1.275 1.472 0.114 0.064 0.050 10.7 9.8 19.3 95.5 99.8 100.0
Results for 3.
Bias(><100) MSE(>=<100) Size Power
T /N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG*
25 -5.349 -3.727 -3.043 9.332 4.398 2.076 7.3 6.1 5.7 8.1 7.9 11.0
50 -4.440 -4.395 -4.569 4.018 2.221 1.253 7.6 7.1 7.3 8.7 12.6 14.6
100 -3.065 -3.457 -3.653 2.119 1.137 0.645 6.8 7.5 9.5 12.1 19.5 25.4
P-MA2SLSMG“
25 -2.163 -3.503 -3.766 5.497 3.135 1.704 6.3 6.4 6.0 9.5 11.5 14.8
50 -4.064 -2.688 -3.734 3.313 1.607 0.991 5.3 6.1 7.0 9.5 14.2 18.4
100 -2.361 -2.734 -3.056 1.664 0.981 0.487 5.9 7.5 6.5 13.3 20.3 27.3
Ps-MA2SLSMG*
25 -1.346 -2.933 -1.562 12.377 6.287 3.214 4.8 4.6 5.1 8.0 8.3 12.7
50 -3.407 -2.662 -2.803 5.372 3.307 1.506 6.3 5.7 6.9 9.7 12.4 17.6
100 -1.740 -2.363 -1.591 2.480 1.399 0.618 5.9 6.3 4.9 13.7 19.0 30.6
2SLSMG*
25 -2.163 -3.503 -3.766 5.497 3.135 1.704 6.3 6.4 6.0 9.5 11.5 14.8
50 -4.064 -2.688 -3.734 3.313 1.607 0.991 5.3 6.1 7.0 9.5 14.2 18.4
100 -2.361 -2.734 -3.056 1.664 0.981 0.487 5.9 7.5 6.5 13.3 20.3 27.3

The DGP is the same as that for Table 5.1 and the number of instruments are 6.
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Table 5.8 (Case D: High degree of endogeneity, Strong IVs) Bias, MSE of
MA2SLSMG?, P-MA2SLSMG?, Ps-MA2SLSMG?, 2SLSMG? estimates and Size (%)
and power (%) of the associated t-tests for the dynamic heterogeneous panel data
model with {¢, 81, 52} = {0.5, 3,1}, correlated factor loadings in xy,; and wu;.

Results for ¢.

Bias(><100) MSE(><100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG?
25 3.405 3.467 3.136 0.293 0.248 0.195 23.9 35.1 45.3 95.5 99.9 100
50 4.645 4.382 4.347 0.384 0.306 0.266 34.3 49.6 66.9 98.8 100 100
100 3.702 3.766 3.809 0.261 0.216 0.205 26.8 44.5 63.4 99.6 100 100
P-MA2SLSMG?
25 2.880 2.976 3.091 0.218 0.190 0.172 47.6 98.2 100 100
50 3.425 3.188 3.398 0.239 0.171 0.183 56.9 99.8 100 100
100 2.625 2.551 2.720 0.158 0.114 0.108 50.3 99.4 100 100
Ps-MA2SLSMG?
25 1.934 2.042 1.801 0.388 0.251 0.151 11.2 12.5 14.2 75 89.2 95.1
50 1.341 1.406 1.429 0.216 0.161 0.098 8.3 9.8 12.1 83.7 93.7 98.3
100 0.948 0.823 0.822 0.151 0.096 0.046 8.0 7.5 9.6 90.4 96.4 99.3
2SLSMG?*
25 2.952 3.069 3.170 0.223 0.197 0.179 21.6 35.4 49.0 98.7 100.0 100.0
50 3.593 3.357 3.572 0.252 0.184 0.198 27.9 38.8 59.7 99.9 100.0 100.0
100 2.840 2.760 2.927 0.171 0.127 0.122 22.2 32.8 54.8 99.6 100.0 100.0
Results for 3.
Bias(>=<100) MSE(><100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG?
25 -4.859 -3.458 -3.125 5.585 2.521 1.250 7.9 5.5 6.1 9.7 11.2 15.2
50 -5.657 -5.736 -5.563 2.930 1.835 1.068 8.2 9.6 11.5 7.9 13.5 14.7
100 -5.207 -5.618 -5.709 1.789 1.139 0.745 7.8 10.5 18.0 11 15.3 20.4
P-MA2SLSMG?
25 -2.521 -3.647 -4.109 4.094 2.379 1.362 7.0 7.2 6.8 9.8 12 16.3
50 -5.646 -4.120 -4.909 2.785 1.407 0.982 7.4 7.8 10.4 9.2 14.3 19
100 -3.805 -4.285 -4.518 1.498 0.920 0.566 6.7 9.7 10.9 11.9 17.5 24.1
Ps-MA2SLSMG?
25 -1.975 -3.021 -1.484 12.084 6.242 3.233 4.6 5.1 5.0 7.3 8.0 13.0
50 -3.317 -2.504 -2.626 5.274 3.102 1.409 6.1 5.3 6.4 10.1 12.1 18.4
100 -1.879 -2.400 -1.575 2.462 1.358 0.613 6.2 6.2 5.2 13.7 19.2 30.7
2SLSMG?
25 -2.592 -3.719 -4.173 4.068 2.361 1.364 6.9 7.0 7.3 9.7 11.6 16.3
50 -5.814 -4.347 -5.082 2.767 1.406 0.996 7.4 8.0 10.3 9.4 13.9 19.0
100 -4.085 -4.556 -4.765 1.478 0.932 0.583 6.7 9.8 12.3 11.4 17.2 24.0

The DGP is the same as that for Table 5.1 except the number of instruments are 12.
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Chapter 6

Conclusion

In this thesis, we have developed estimation and inferential methods for linear dy-
namic panel data models with unobserved additive and interactive effects for short
panels and large panels.

In Chapter 2, after a review of Nickell (1981) bias, the conventional instrumental
variable (IV) of Anderson and Hsiao (1981, 1982) and generalised method of mo-
ments (GMM) estimation methods of Arellano and Bond (1991) and Blundell and
Bond (1998) for short dynamic panel data models, the transformed maximum likeli-
hood (TML) estimator of Hayakawa and Pesaran (2015a), the bias-corrected method
of moments (BMM) estimator of Chudik and Pesaran (2017), and the double filter
instrumental variable (DFIV) estimator of Hayakawa et al. (2019) are discussed. To
assess the finite sample behaviour of these estimators, a Monte Carlo experiment is
conduced. We particularly investigate the effects of different initial conditions. We
find that in terms of the bias and the RMSE, the TML estimator and the BMM
estimator perform better for all the designs. The size of the t-tests based on the
TML estimator and the BMM estimator is close to the nominal level. The DFIV
estimator is the least efficient among these three estimators in our design.

In Chapter 3, we have extended the quasi maximum likelihood (QML) estimator
for short dynamic panel data models with interactive effects proposed by Hayakawa
et al. (2021) to the case where the errors are cross-sectionally heteroskedastic, us-
ing a similar approach discussed in Hayakawa and Pesaran (2015a). Extending the
error to cross-sectionally heteroskedastic is important in empirical studies, because
the heteroskedasticity is generic and standard in real world (See Hansen (2020)).
We apply our method to an annual panel data set which consists of 16,502 US firms
over the period from 1960 to 2017 to empirically assess the trade off theory (Graham
and Harvey (2001)). In particular We find that the speed of adjustment (SOA) of
the US firms is between 74% and 86% from 1960 to 1999, whilst it decreases around
32% from 2000 to 2007, followed by around 60% after 2008. The value of SOA we
have found is higher than that in other existing research (Ozkan (2001), Fama and
French (2002), Kayhan and Titman (2007), Flannery and Rangan (2006), Lemmon
et al. (2008) and Dang et al. (2014)), which suggests the importance of controlling
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unobserved interactive effects. As a future research agenda, it would be intriguing
to extend the current framework to accommodate an asymmetric partial adjust-
ment model. Similarly, it would be illuminating to extend to permit heterogeneous
dynamic partial adjustment capital structure.

In Chapter 4, we extended the QML estimator of Hayakawa et al. (2021) for
the estimation of short panel vector autoregressive (VAR) models with interactive
effects. Holtz-Eakin et al. (1988) and Binder et al. (2005), among others, consider
estimation and inference on cross-sectionally independent short panel VAR models.
The finite sample evidence provided by Juodis (2018) shows that the TML estimator
outperforms the GMM based estimators. A few studies focus on the estimation of
panel VAR models with cross section dependence (Mutl (2009) and Huang (2008)),
however, these methods are not asymptotically justified for the models with interac-
tive effects. In the Monte Carlo results, we show that the proposed QML estimator
performs reasonably well. But, in line with the theoretical results in Hayakawa
et al. (2021), we conjecture that global identification of the QML estimator is not
possible. Further research into the identification conditions for the QML estimator
in the multivariate case would be of future interest. Also it would be of interest
to consider quasi maximum likelihood estimation of large scale panel VAR models
with sparse coefficients in the presence of cross-sectional dependence. Furthermore,
it would also be of interest to extend the panel VAR model to panel error correction
setting and investigate nonstationarity under cross-sectional dependence.

Based on Kuersteiner and Okui (2010), in Chapter 5 we have proposed a method
to choose a set of weights to average instrumental variable (IV) estimators proposed
by Norkuté et al. (2021) for large dynamic panel data models with interactive ef-
fects. Norkuté et al. (2021) provides the IV estimators that use lagged defactored
covariates in the model as instrumental variables. Therefore, this IV estimator does
not need to search for instruments outside the model. However, when T increases,
the number of valid instruments rises. Norkuté et al. (2021) is silent about how to
choose a set of instruments to avoid the problems due to having too many instru-
ments or weak instruments. To tackle this problem, we take the approach proposed
by Kuersteiner and Okui (2010). In particular, they propose a procedure to choose
a set of weights to average the IV estimators, which are computed using different
subset of available instrumental variables. The weights are chosen so that the mean
squared error of the average of the IV estimators is theoretically minimised. The
estimator is called model average two stage least square (2SLS) estimator, and we
apply this approach to the IV estimator of Norkuté et al. (2021). The empirical
evidence shows that the proposed model average 2SLS estimator can reduce the
bias but not the mean squared errors (MSE). As a future research agenda, we may
apply another instruments selection method, such as Windmeijer et al. (2019), to
see whether it can improve MSE.
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Appendix A

Appendix to Chapter 2

A.1 Bias of LS estimator

Given t, the LS estimator as

N—o0 plimy_,,, 1/N Zi]\il(yi,t—l — Ui—1)?
Suppose
N
Ay = plim 1/N Z(yi,tfl — Ui—1) (Usp — Uy)
N—oo i—1

and by taking expectation across i, we have

Ay =Ei(Yig—1 — Fi—1) (Uip — Us)
=Ei(Yir—1tit) — Ei(yii—1%;) — Ei(Yi—1wie) + E(Yi 1),

- 1i VUNSY (it — s 1) (wig — g
phm (¢t_¢> :p 1M Ny 00 / Zzzl(y =1 Ys, 1>(U it u)

(A.1)

(A.2)

where E;(y;1—1ui+) = 0. By setting stationarity assumption in the AR(1) model, we

have

a; > .
Yix = — = T Wui, —J-
o (1-9) ; w

Then substitute (A.3) to (A.2), we have

o0 T T oo
Tl [ DLTEROIL SR BE LD 9) S
7=0 s=1 s=1 j=0
1 00 4 1 T
E; {(? Z Z ui,tfjflng)(f Z uzt)} .
s=1 j=0 s=1
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And we know Eu;; = Eu; o = 0 and Euzt = 02, then

1
Ay =— TEZ { (i1 + ig—20" + wig3® +...) (win + ...+ Uiy + Ui+ ... +uir)} —
1 T
TEi {ui,t Z (wis—10° + Uis—20" + ... + Uis—r—10" + ..+ U1 + .. )} +
s=1

1 T T T T A
TEi { (Z Uis—19° + Zuis—2¢1 +...+ Z Uis—t—19" + ...+ Z Uis—7—10" + .. ) (T Z Ujs
s=1 s=1 s=1 s=1 y

oa(l—¢h) ( ¢Tt)+ {1 (1—¢T)}
T 1-¢ T 1-9¢) T |1-¢ T(1-¢)?2

- on {1_¢t—1_¢T—t+_(1_¢T)}‘

(1 -9) T (1-9)
(A.5)
For B;, we have
B, =E; (yi,tfl - yi.71)2
[e's) 1 T o 2
_Ez (Z ¢ Ui t—5—1 f Z Z ¢ uzs—]—l)
j=0 s=1 j=0
0o A 2 9 00 T o 2
=E; (; ¢]Ui,t—j—1) - TEZ (; ¢]Uzt —j— 1) (;;W%s —j— 1> Ei <;;Uz‘s—j—1>
=E; (¢0Ui,t71 + ¢1ui,t72 + .. -)2 —
9 T T
TEi <(¢Oui,t—1 + P uipa+ . ) <¢o z; Uis—1 + @' 2; Ujs—2 + . .. )
_ o, 207, 1-¢"  (1-9¢"" o, 2¢(1 — ¢")
S 1—¢? _T(1—¢2){1—¢ e 1—¢ }+T(1—¢)2{1_ T(1—¢2)}
B 05 1 02 1— qbt + ¢ _ ¢Tft+1
‘1—¢2(1_T)+T<1—¢2) {1_2< =0 ﬂ*
20 |oa(1—-¢*) on(l1—9")
1—¢? 2T (1= ¢%) T2(1-¢)°
B o2 1 1
1 ( ) T) i
N
1—¢> | T(1-9¢) 2¢ ¢ 20(1—¢) T(1-9)
ol ] 1 2¢
1—¢2( _?)+1—¢2 :
(A.6)
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Then we can know the bias of within group estimator is

o2 ( 1) 2¢
—t (1 —-=|+—-A4,
. A, — 9 — 9
plim (¢, — ¢) = 5 = 1-9¢ Zt 1-¢

N—oo

-1

_1j_3¢2 [1_¢t_1_¢T_t+%((11—__q;T))]
_ {1 3@2 _ [;t(’i(l R %11__%;)}_1}1
_ {(1¢?(?1+¢) —?;; 1—¢t—1_¢T_t+%((11+q;T))]—
ol ol
(A7)

We can observe that y;,_; is correlated with u,;. Therefore, LS estimator is
inconsistent and the bias is of order T-!. Apart from that, within group estimator
exhibits a downward bias when ¢ > 0.

A.2 Hsiao et al. (2002) Transformed likelihood
estimation in standard dynamic panel data
models with fixed effects

Consider the model include regressors, then the model can be written as
yiﬂf = bei,t—l + Bxi,t + a; —|— /,Liﬂg,t = 1, e ,T,Z = 1, Ce ,N. (A8)

We assume ;0 and x;y are available. By taking first difference, the model can be
expressed as

Ayi,t = ¢Ayi,t71 + ﬂAiL’i’t + A,ui,t, t = 2, 3, e ,T,Z = 1, e ,N (Ag)

where Ay = Yis — Yi—1, Axiy = iy — 2541 and Ay = u;p — u; 4. However, we
cannot find Ay, ; because y; 1 is not observed. Therefore, starting from Ay; ;41
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and by continuous substitution, Ay;; can be expressed as

m—1 m—1
Ayi,l = ¢mAyi7_m+1 + B Z QSjAQS'Z',l_]’ + Z QSjAUi,l_j, Z = 1N (Al())

=0 j=0

Because Az;;_;, j=1,2,...areunobserved, the mean of Ay, ; conditional on Ay; _p,11
and A, ;_; for j=0,1,2,... as

i1 :E(Ayz’l ’Ayz’,—m—l-la AILl, A.TZ',(), ) (A].l)
m—1
=" AYi, i1 + B Z ¢ Awiq_j,i=1,2,...,N.
7=0

Because 7, ; is a free parameter, we will encounter incidental parameter problem.
To deal with this problem, 7, ; should be a function of a finite number parameters.
Meanwhile, x;; should be generated by

oo [e.o]
Tiy =u; + gt + g aj€it—j, E la;| < oo,
=0 j=0

or (A.12)
Aziy =g+ Z dj€it—j, Z |dj| < oo,
=0 =0

where €;; ~ i.i.d.(0,02). If the generating processes z;, follow random walks with
drift and the drift parameters are different in different individual or z; ; have different
trend in different individual. Thus, the transformed likelihood method will confront
the incidental parameters problem. we continue assume that |¢p| < 1 and m — oo,
or m is finite and E(Ay;—1|Az; 1, Az, ..., Ax; 1) is the same for all i.

Hsiao et al. (2002) distinguish two case: strictly exogenous and weakly exoge-
nous. When the disturbance term u; ; is independent with current, lagged and future
value of x;,, regressors are strictly exogenous. When the disturbance term w;; is
independent with current and lagged value of ;,, regressors are weakly exogenous.

For the model with strict exogenous regressors, the joint probability density
function of Ay, condition on Az; can be written as

f(Ayi|Az;) =f(Ayir|Ayir-1; ..., Ayin, Az;)
(Ayi,T—l |Ayi,T—2, ooy Ayi 1, Ay)
I
oA

A.13
Ayi,TfﬂAyi,Tf?n ooy Ayi,b Al‘z) ( )
Ayi,2|Ayi1> Ami)f(AyiJ |Ax;).
And, 1,1 = E(Ayi1|AYi —mi1, Axi1, Az, ...) can be expressed as
i1 = b* + 6szl + 52 QSJE(AQ:Z 1— ]‘A[EJ + qi1- (A14)
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Under assumption, b* = b = 0 and ¢;1 = 71 — E(n;1|Az;). From x generating
process, we know

Al'i’t =g+ Zdjgi,tfja Z ’dj’ < 00, <A15)
j=0 j=0
If m is finite, we have
E(Az;1_j|Az;) = b + mAz;. (A.16)

Therefore, f(Ay;1|Ax;) can be written as
Ayil =b"+ 7I'/ACL'Z' + Vi1, (A].?)

. 1
where 7 is a unknown 7" x 1 vector and v;; = ¢;1 + ZT:O & Au;q-j.

For model include weak exogenous regressors, Aw;; = (Ay;+, Ax;;). The joint
pdf of (sz"l, R ,AwLT) is

f(Awi,T’%i,Tfl)f(Awi,Tfl‘%i,TfQ)a cen f(AwiQ’%i,l)f(Awi,l’%i,O); (A~18)

where S, = (Aw,; 4, Aw; 1, ..., Aw; 1), t =1,2,...,T — 1, and I, normalized at
unity. Thus, the likelihood function can be expressed as

N T
H H F(AYig, | Sip—1, Aziy). (A.19)
i=1 t=1
As we know
m—1 me1
E(Ayia|Aziy) =0"+ 8 Z ¢ E(Azi1j|Azi) + Z ¢ E(Au; 1 j|Ary).  (A.20)
J=0 j=0

By using projection, E(Ax;1-;) = o+ ¥j1Ax;1, and E(Au;1-5) = @jo+ pj1Ax; .
The 10, %j1, ©j0, j1 can derived from the parameters of the joint probability density
function. Under above result, E(Ay;1|Az;1) = 6j0 + dAx;1, where §;0,0;; can be
treat as free parameters. Thus,

Ayi,l =dp + 51A$i,1 +&in, (A.Ql)
where
m—1 m—1
§ip=10 Z ¢ (Amii—j —Yjo—YjAzin) + Z ¢ (Auia—j —pj0—pj1lz1). (A.22)
J=1 Jj=0

Therefore, the likelihood function can be expressed as

N
=T =X 1 * —1 *
(2m) 72107 exp{—5 > Auj' Q' Au}, (A.23)

i=1
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where

Auj = [Aym —b" - W*IAJ%, Ayio— 0Ay;1 — BAT; 0, ..., Ay — QAY; 71 — 5Axi,T]l
(A.24)
By minimizing 32, AuX’' Q 'Au , the MLE of (¢, 3) is given by

where AX; = (p,,p,Ax;), G; = (A, |, AF;) and Ag, = PAy, with Ag, | =

P (0,Ay;q, ... ,Ayin_l), and Az; = P (0,Ax;o, ... ,AZL‘LT)/, p, is the first column
of P and P = D™Y?C. C and D is defined in Eqs. (3.5) and Egs (3.6) of Hsiao
et al. (2002), respectively.

A.3 Transformed likelihood estimators

5=0),0=(9).vi=PAu; =Ay; — AX; "6 — Gi6 and (5, 0) = S, v;'v;.

Differentiate 1(4d, @) with respect to 8 and equal to zero

0P(3,0) N~ A ns AT rs
g = 2 z_; G; (Ag;, — AX; 6 — G;0) =0. (A.26)
N o N ., o
O _GiG)o=> Gi(Ag; — AX,'6), (A.27)
=1 =1
then we get
. N L N ., N ~ o
0= _GiG)'O_GAy—>_ GAXS). (A.28)

Differentiate (9, 8) with respect to d and equal to zero

M ‘5 o) _ —ZZAX (Ag; — AX; 6 — G;:0) = 0. (A.29)

N N
O AX AX;7)6 =) AX;" (Agi — Gib), (A.30)

i=1 i=1
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then we get

N N N
6= AX;AX) O AXy Ay — Y AXT Gib). (A.31)
=1 =1 =1

Substitute (A.28) to (A.30), then

N ’ ~
O AX AX)6 =

i=1
N o N s N L N . . o
(O AX Ags) — O _AX GO GiGi) ' (D Gi Ay — Y G AX;6)]
=1 =1 =1 =1 =1
(A.32)
N o ~ N s N L N . N .
=[O AXSAX) + (O _AXS GO GiGi) (D Gi AX))6 =
=1 N =1 N =1 N =1 N <A33)
(O CAX Ags) — O _AX GO Gi Gi) ' (O Gi Agy)).
=1 =1 =1 =1
) N s N L N . N
=0=[D AX;"AX)+ (O AXS G)() GiGi) ()G AX)| X
=1 =1 =1 =1
N N s N L N .
[(Z AX;" Ay;) — (Z AX Gz)(z G Gz)A(Z G; Ayi)]
=1 i=1 =1 =1
(A.34)
Substitute (A.31) to (A.28), then
A N ~ ! ~
0=0> GiGy)'x
=1
N . N . _ N oy ~ N o N o
()G Ag) - O G AX)(D AX AX) T (O AXT Agi — Y AX," Gif)]
=1 =1 =1 =1 =1
(A.35)
N L N . B N o B N o .
=[O GiG) - O _GiAX:)) AX AXS) (D AX Gi))o =
i:lN =1 N =1 N =1 N ) <A36)
(O -G Ag) - O G AX)(DAX AX) (O AX Agy)
=1 =1 =1 =1
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A4

=1 =1 i=1 =1
N . N , N N ,

(O GiAg) - )G AX)(DAX AX) (O AX Ags)]
=1 =1 i=1 =1

Derivatives first- and second-order derivatives
of log-likelihood function

Likelihood function: (27)~ "2 |Q|~2 exp{—3 SV Au(Q) " Auy*}, where
Auf = [Ay;y — b — T AX;, Ayio — ¢Ays — BAT, .., Ayir — ¢AY; 71 — BAT; 7]

and

w -1 0 0
-1 2 -1 0
Qzai o -1 2 - 0 :039*.
) . - 1
_O 0o 0 -1 2_

Let @ = (b*, 7', ¢, 8)', and

1 Ax; 0 0

0 0 Ayi,l Axi,Q
AWi: 0 0 Ayio Az, 9

0 0 Ayra Az,

(Q*)—l = “d‘i;(l?‘*) and we know |Q*| =14+ T(w — 1),

adj(Q) =
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For (1):

2 -1
:37
-1 2,
-2 -1 0
12 -1 =4,
0 -1 2 33
2 -1 0
-1 2 0
. ) =T.
: : —1
0 0 -1 2 (T—1)x(T—1)
For (2) and (5):
-1 -1 0 0
0o 2 -1 0 2 -l
(-0 -1 2 0 _ | 2
: 0 0
00 0 2 (T—1)x(T—1)
For (3) and (9)
-1 0 0 -0
2 -1 0 -0
(_1)(T71)+1 -1 2 -1 -0 (_1)(T+1)
: -0
00 0 -2 (T—1)x (T—1)
-1 0
_1\(T=(T-1)) —
] Y
For (4) and (13)
-1 2 -1 0
0o —1 2 0
0 0 -1 0|— |71 2
: . . 0 -1
0 0 0 -1
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2l(r9)r—2)
-1 0 0 0
2 10 0
Do 0
0 0 0 2(T—2)><(T—2)
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w 0 0 0 2 -1
0 2 -1 0 -1 2
0 -1 2 0 _ ()| 0 -1
000 o =12 0 0
w(T —1).

For (7) and (10)

w 0 0 0
-1 -1 0 0 _21 _01
(70 2 10 T
- 0 0
0 0 0 2 (T—1)x(T—1)
-1 0
T—(T+1) _
(—1) 1 2‘—2w
For (8) and (14)
w 0 0 0
-1 -1 0 0 _21 _01
O 2 _1 0 = W . .
: 0 0
0 0 0 -1 (T—1)x(T—1)
w -2 =w
0 _12><2
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(T—2)x(T—-2)

(T—2)x(T—2)

-1 (T—2)x(T—2)



w —1 0 0 00
-1 2 -1 0 0 0
0o -1 2 -1 00
0O 0 0 0 2 0
0 0 0 0 0 2|,
2 -1 0 0
-1 2 -1 0
2wl . . . .
00 0 (t—=3)x (T—
2 —1 0
1 2 -1
AT -2Jw—1|. . .
0O 0 0
For (12) and (15)
w =1 0 0 0 O
-1 2 -1 0 0 O
0o -1 2 -1 0 0
0O 0 0 0 2 0
0O 0 0 0 -1 -1
2 -1 0 0
-1 2 -1 0
wi . . . .
0 0 0 (t—3) % (T—3)
2 —1 0 0
1 2 -1 0
(T=2w—=1|. . . .
0O 0 O

w -1 0 0 0
-1 2 -1 0 0
—22T-1 10 -1 2 -1 0 —
-1 0 0 0
3 -1 2 -1 0
+ (1 : o : | =
3) 00 0 2 (T—3)x (T—3)
0
0
. | =2((T — 2)w — (T — 3)).
2 (T—4)x (T—4)
w -1 0 0 0
-1 2 -1 0 0
= (_1)2 o -1 2 -1 0
(T—1)x(T—1) ’ vl ’ (T-2x(T-2)
-1 0 0 0
5 -1 2 -1 0
+ (= SR : -
0 00 (T-3)x(T-3)
= (T —-2)w— (T —3).
(T—4)x(T—4)
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w -1 0 0
-1 2 -1 0
0o -1 2 0 =
0 0 -1 2 (T—1)x(T—1)
2 —1 - 0 ~1 -1 0 0
~1 2 -0 0 2 -1 0
w0 -1 0 +(-1)*V(-1)| 0 -1 2 0
0 0 2(T72)><(T72) o0 0 - 2(T72)><(T72)
2 -1 0
-1 2 0
(T — Nw — . =(T-1Nw—(T-2).
00 2 (T—3)x (T—3)

Then we can see that

T (T-1) - 2 1
Tr-1) (T'-1Hw --- 2w w

2 2;;.) 2[(T—2)w:— (T — 3)] (T—Q)w:— (T —3)
|1 w o (T-2w—(T-3) (T-1w—(T-2)
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log-likelihood function:

NT N e - _
= - nm) - Ynje) - LS Ay - aWig 0 Ay, - AW
=1
= —g In(27) — gln( 2y — gln[l +T(w—1)]—

N

%Z[(Ayz — AWip) Q7' (Ay; — AWip)].

=1

Differentiate log-likelihood function with respect to ¢ and equate to zero

OlnlL -
- A A i - A iA -
5o Z Wi ( yi — AW;)] =0

= Y (AWI(Q) ' Ay) = S (AW () AW;g)

=1 =1

N
= o= (S AW/(@) AW (Y] AW () Ags),
i=1 =1
where, ()71 = L (%)
Differentiate log-likelihood function with respect to o2 and equate to zero

dnL  NT al - N
= — — 1 AZ—AWIA Q*_lAi—AWiA :0
5o? 27 )2(&3)2 ;[ y @) () (Ay ?)]
| X
52 = — N [Ay; — AWi) (Q9) 7 HAys — AW;d)].

= 0y NT ;[ Yi Wip) (%) (Ay; W.o)]
Differentiate log-likelihood function with respect to w and equate to zero
By 2B _ B@ -5 Aw

Y "o T (B@)? ’

oL _ NT 1 1 ZN:[A AW.3) B(Ags — AWi3)] = 0
O QI+ TG —1)] 2021+ T(@— NP NT &% #P) FA\SYs Pl =

N
1 =~ ~
L4 T(@— 1) = — > [y — AWi@) ®(Ay; - AW;g
j + w NT — y’L 7/‘P) ( y’" @LP)]

T 1

:}A:
v TN

N
> [Ay; — AW;) ®(Ay; — AW,
=1
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where

0 0
0 (T'-1)
®=[1+T(w—-1)]|: :
0
0 1
T (T-1)
(T'—-1) (T—-1)w
T :
2 2w
1 w
—T? —-T(T —1)

T (T - 1)

Second order differential:

S AT 1) (T-1)

2:T 2(T:— 1)

—2T —T) ]
. =T —-1) —(T-1)

—4 —2
—2 —1
2T 7) ]
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(T = 2w — (T =3)] (T=2)w—(T—3)
(T—2w—(T—=3) (T—1w—(T—




N N
=1 0% i—1

85084,0
9’InL 1 X . ~
0pda2 ot Z [AW;(Q%) 7 (Ay; — AW;)].
U 4=1
9*InL N 3
dpdw o2l +T (w1 ; AW ®(Ay; — AWig)]
0?In L — NT .
ow? 21+ T(w — 1)
1 T N
22 o s 1y DAY — AWie) (®)(Ayi — AWig)
v =1
0?In L NT -2 N . 3
S =~ Dgr * 50 2 IAU — AWi) (@) (Ags — AWig)
v i=1

9?InL 1

Owdo? = (=1 2041 + T(w —1)]2 ;[(Ayi — AW;) (®)(Ay; — AW;e)].
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Appendix B

Appendix to Chapter 3

B.1 Computing for the QML estimator

To compute the pseudo QML estimators, we use the eigenvalue approach by Hayakawa
et al. (2021). Form pseudo log-likelihood function (3.16), we have

Q@) +QQ| = 12w I, + Q2™ () Q
and (B.1)

(Q (w) + QQ’) e (W) — QW) QRA'Q Q! (w),

where A=1,,+ Q' Q! (w) Q. Then, the pseudo log likelihood function (3.16) can
be written as

N*1€p7N (0) x —gln (02) — %ln\ﬂ (w)| — % |A| —

(B.2)
% (tr (BN (w)) —tr (BNQ*1 (W) QR Q™ (w))) ,
where
N !/
Q@) =1+T(w-1), and By =Y & (¢)& () /N (B.3)
i=1
Let P = QY2 (w)QA™Y? and rank (P) = m, we have
I,—PP=1I,—A?QQ " (w) QA2 (B.4)
and we know
Q' (WQ=A-1,, (B.5)
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and
I,-PP=1,-A"YA-1,)A'?
a4 (B.6)

Therefore, we have
Al=1,-PP
and (B.7)
tr (B2 () QAT'Q'R7 () = *tr (PO (9) P).
where

Cy(¢) =02 () By (¢), (B.8)

and ¢ = (tp’,w,o2)l. Then, the pseudo log likelihood function (B.2) can be ex-
pressed as

N~y (¢, P)x

Lo _% In[1+7 (w—l)]+% n|I,~P'P| —% {tr(Cx(¢))-tr (PCx(0)P)}

2
(B.9)

As we know that P’ P can be diagonalised by an orthonormal transformation. To
fix the rotation problem, we impose the m(m — 1)/2 orthogonality conditions

p/spt:(]for all s #£t=1,2,...,m, (B.10)
where p, and p, are the t'* and s column of P, respectively. Based on the restric-

tion (B.10), the pseudo log likelihood function (B.9) can be written as

Ny (¢, P)
—gln(a)—%ln[1+Tw—1 Zln( ~pip,) + ZptCN —1tr(cN(¢))

(B.11)

Then, taking the first derivatives with respect to p, and setting this derivative to
7Zero, as

. 1
Cy(é)p, — (—) p, =0, fort=1,. (B.12)
1 —ppy
The concentrated pseudo log likelihood function in term of ¢ can be written as
N~y (¢, m) ox
T 1 1 & 1 & 1
—5In (%) - [l +T(w-1)] - §Zlﬂ()\t (¢z‘))+§z<)\t (¢) —1) - §Z>\t (@),
t=1 t=1 t=1
(B.13)
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where \; (@) is the " eigenvalue of Cy (¢). By maximised this pseudo log like-
lihood function respect to ¢ = (go/,w,JQ), we can obtain the pseudo estimator

b= ({b,@,&?).
B.2 Monte Carlo simulation

B.2.1 Monte Carlo design

We consider the following dynamic panel data model with one regressor and two
unobserved factors:

Yit = PYit—1 —i—ﬁxm +uit, fOT t= —49, “ey ]., ce ,T, 1= 1, ce ,N, <B14)
with

My
Ujp = Q; + Z Vys,ifst T €it- (B.15)

s=1

The fixed effect a; are generated as « YN (0,1). The factor loadings, v,s; are
generated as

Yysi  (0,mo0//ma) - (B.16)

The idiosyncratic errors, e;, are generated as e;; ~ N(0,0?) 0? ~ U [0.5,1.5].
The regressors, x;; are generate as

Tig = Ogi T > Vasifou + Viay Vig = pavip—1 + /(L= p2)eig, fort=1,...T,
s=1
(B.17)

with p, = 0.95, and ¢;; w N (0,1). The factor loadings of regressor, 7,s; are

generated as Vs Y (0, M/ /mx). We set a,; = o + v;, where v; Y (0,1), for
all 7.
We generate unobserved common factors, f;

1id

fs,t = pf,sfs,t—l + (1 - P?«}S)gs,t, Sfsit ™ N(Ov 1)7 fOT s = 1727 <oy, Mo, and t = 1a s

(B.18)

with ps, = 0.5.

In this Monte Carlo experiments, we consider T = (5, 10) and N = (100, 300, 500, 1000).

The parameter p = {0.4,0.8} and S = 1. The number of factor, my = 2.
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B.2.2 Monte Carlo results

Table B.1 Bias, MSE of Robust QML estimates and Size (%) of the associated
t-tests for the dynamic panel data model with {p, 5} = {0.4, 1}, using the estimated
number of factors, m.

p Bias(x100) RMSE(x100) Size(x100)
T/N 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000

5 042 0.13 -0.01 -0.09 6.76 3.57 255 1.77 890 5.75 535 4.00
10 0.01 0.00 0.00 -0.02 275 157 122 0.85 590 525 485 5.50

B
5 -048 -0.25 -0.09 0.02 1097 6.31 4.73 3.34 5.55 4.65 4.25 4.45
10 033 -0.15 -0.01 0.02 717 415 3.14 228 490 420 455 4.40

Yit is generated as yix = pyit—1 + BTit + Uity Uit = G + Yoy Vys,ifs it + €, for i =1,..., N;
t=—-49,...,1,...,T. The fixed effect a; are generated as «; i N (0,1). The factor loadings,
Vys,i o~ (0, mo/\/nTO) . The idiosyncratic errors are generated as e; ; ~ U [0.5,1.5]. The regressors,
T are generate as x; ; = awi—i—zgl Vws,ifs,t+Vit, where v; s = pwvi)t,l—l—\/WSi,t, pz = 0.95,
it N (0,1) and m, = 2. We set ay; = ;+v;, where v; N (0,1), for all ¢. The common factors
are generated as fo; = pfsfsi—1+ 1/ (1 — p?’s>§fs’t7 where Gy ud N (0,1), for s = 1,2,...,my,

and ps s = 0.5. The number of factor, mg = 1.

Table B.2 Bias, MSE of Robust QML estimates and Size (%) of the associated
t-tests for the dynamic panel data model with {p, 5} = {0.8, 1}, using the estimated
number of factors, m.

p Bias(x100) RMSE(x100) Size(x100)
T/N 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000 100 300 500 1000

0.03 -0.03 -0.02 0.06 6.25 3.26 2.60 1.80 7.65 5.75 4.80 4.95
10  -0.01 0.06 -0.02 -0.02 212 1.17 0.89 0.66 540 480 4.05 5.05

5 -0.72 -0.25 0.12 -0.06 11.18 597 482 346 6.50 3.60 5.20 5.00
10 0.11 -0.03 -0.02 -0.06 7.35 4.05 3.16 235 5.15 3.90 3.50 4.85
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B.3 Summary statistics

Table B.3 Summary statistics

Variables Number of Mean Median Std.Dev. Min. Mazx. Skew Kurt
observations

Leverage 315621 0.2741 0.2335  0.2613 0.0000 2.5661 2.1415 12.2456
Profitability 315621 —0.0080 0.0747  0.3506 —4.6060 0.4128  —5.2004  42.1898
Growth opportunities 315621 1.5451 0.9933  1.9953 0.0000 27.9605 5.3999 45.4098
Tangibility 315621 0.0455 0.0383  0.0339 0.0000 0.2519 1.8726 8.3645
Size 315621 0.3216 0.2677  0.2409 0.0000 0.9298 0.6869 2.4917
Non-debt tax shields 315621 4.3679 42578  2.8161 —2.2026  10.9785 0.1233 2.3068

The data set is a panel of US firms collected from the CRSP/Compustat database over
the period 1960-2017. Leverage ratio greater than one means the firm owns more liabilities

than it does assets. It indicates that the firm is extremely leveraged.

101



12000

10000

8000

6000

4000

2000

Figure B.1 Number of firms from 1960 to 1967

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

102



Figure B.2 Mean of leverage ratio from 1960 to 1967
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Figure B.3 Mean of leverage ratio from 1968 to 1975

0.3 .

0.295

0.29

0.285

0.28

0.275

Leverage

0.27
0.265
0.26

0.255
a

0.25

—=— Leverage

1968 1969

1970

1971 1972
year =1968-1975

104

1973

1974

1975



Figure B.4 Mean of leverage ratio from 1976 to 1983
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Leverage

Figure B.5 Mean of leverage ratio from 1984 to 1991
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Figure B.6 Mean of leverage ratio from 1992 to 1999
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Figure B.7 Mean of leverage ratio from 2000 to 2007
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Figure B.8 Mean of leverage ratio from 2008 to 2017

03 T T T T T T T T
—=— Leverage

0.29

0.25

0-24 1 1 | | | |
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

year =2008-2017

109



Appendix C

Appendix to Chapter 5

C.1 Proofs of Lemmas and Theorem for IV esti-
mation

Lemma 1 : Suppose {X;r} are independent across i for all T with E (X; 1) = it
and E| X; r|'T¢ < A < oo for some ¢ > 0 and alli,T. Then N7* Zf\il (Xir — pir) 2
0 as (N,T) % co.

Proof :

See proof Lemma 1 in Hansen (2007b).

Lemma 2 : Suppose a k x 1 vector, {x;r}, are independent across i for all T
with E (z;7) = 0, E (z;7@;7) = Sir, and Ellxir|"™ < A < 0o for some ¢ >
0. Assume ¥ = limp y_o0 Nt Zfil Y, 1s positive definite and the minimum
cigenvalue of X is strictly positive. Then, N2 3N @, 1 A N(0,X%) as (N,T) %
00.

Proof :

See proof Lemma 2 in Hansen (2007Db).

Lemma 3 : As (N,T) 2% oo such that N/T — ¢ with 0 < ¢ < oo, fori=1,...,N
and 0 =1,2,... .k,

1|z 2 ~1 NP ! 2 -2
|| F, - PG| =T ‘ Form Gt =0, (%), (C1)
t=1
(F:B _ Fchx) P,
T =0, (c]_\,T) , (C.3)
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T = Op (CJ_\72T) ) (C-4)
(F G ) — 0, (%) (C.5)
T p NT ) »

N2 Z T '7/& =0 (N7%) + 0, (cy7) - (C.8)
=1
Fr\
FTF B Ay as (N, T) 2 oo, (C.10)

where F, = F,G,, 'y, = G’;lI‘m-, and G, and I', are invertible m, X m, matrices.

Proof :
See proof Lemma B.4 in Norkuteé et al. (2021).

Lemma 4 : As (N,T) 2y 00 such that N/T — ¢ with 0 < ¢ < 00.
(2) : (Mg, — Mg ) u; = =VTO, (ext) -
(i7) My (Mg — Mp,)u; = VTO, (cy7) .
(iii) T7V2X_, (MF%_I . MFH) My u; = VTO, ().
(iv) ;7—JMFI,,J (Mﬁl. - MFz> \/_O (CNT)
(v) s (Mg, = My, ) Miu; = VTO, (63).
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Proof :

Byusmg F —Imz,wehaveM —Mp, = Pp, — Px:—(%—PFI)We
can decompose Lemma 4 (7) as
X (M, — My) = —T72X| ( T Pa) o
b ¢ <Fm - Fme> o X, (Fx - FxGx) ) /
_ T2 G.F.u — T\ - (F - FmGz) "
’ ’ , —1
X.F . ! X.F , F_F /
ST, (B - FuG) wi - TP | GG, - (25 )| Fou
T “ T : T =t
—(b1+bg+b3+b4).
(C.11)
By using Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we have
b| <TY? 2 <
E - el | T <
F,(F.-F.G.) T
TV?|T,, G.|| |2 : H C.12
Il - G| =] | (12
1/2 £ (F‘B B FxGI) Ui 2
T 7 Nia =VTO, (cnr) s
from w =0, (cyr) w O, (c ]_V%f) Lemma 3, and from
Assumption 4 we know [|G.| = O, (1), [Tl = O, (1), ‘ Op (1), || %] <

Iovll S x| 5+ L2 = 0, (1) ey = min (V. f).
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X, (Fx - Fng> (F - FxGx) u

by] < VT = =
< VT |Tas F. <F;FG) (Fx_F;G> i (C.13)
- v, (Fm _ Fxc;x) (F,,: — Fer) u /70, (e,

T T

(P FaGy)
T

F,(F,~F.G,)
T

F/y(ﬁ‘x—FxGm)

and by Lemma 3 we know < vl T

+

e, (Fu—F.G, B
( T )‘:OP(CN%F)'
X.F, 3 /
|bs| < VT lT (Fx—FxGx> ui/TH
< VT Tyl i”T 2| ‘(FI - FxGx> ui/T” i (C.14)

‘(F - F.G,) ul/TH VTO, (c3%) .

|

u)(F, — FxGx)/TH = O,(cy%). And by Assumption 2,

= op(1) and % = 0,(1).

from Lemma 3, we have ‘

3, 4, we have |G| = O,(1), ||Twl| = Op(1

/ F F u,
GG — “ z 7

FF

|ba] <

X F,
T

(C.15)

, —1
/ F F u
G.G, 2
T

: F;Fx
6.c, - ( l\
b

(CNQT)

F,Fs

from Lemma 3, we have G, G &

— 0,1), IT.]l = 0,(1) &

= 0,(cn5). By Assumption 2, 3 and 4,

U,

VT

= 0,(1).

we have
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Then, we can see

HT*I/zX; (Mg — Mg )u,| = VTO, (enr) - (C.16)

Thus,
TV2X My u; =T X Mpu; +VTO, (cyr) (C.17)

Lemma 4 (iv) (v) can be shown in a similarly way. Also can see the proof of
Lemma 10 in Appendix A, Norkute et al. (2021).

Proof of Proposition 1:

Consider T-1/2Z M ;. u;, where the instruments variable set as

J

Zi= (M XMy Xi0o My, Xi o My Xi ). (CI8)

Then, the first component of M ;. Z,;in T_I/ZZiMqui as

T2 XM u;
=T X Mpu; +T2X;(My — Mp,)u; (C.19)

’

= T2 X M pu; + VTO,(c3),

7

by the Lemma 4 (7). Next we consider the second component of M ;. Z,inT2Z M £
as

TTRX, My Mg u
=T "X, \M; Mpu;+T'"°X; M; (M —Mp)u
= T_1/2X27_1Mﬁz771Mqui + \/TOP(CJ_VQT)
= TR Mo, M+ T2X (M, = M, ) M+ VTO,(ci)
=T'°X, My, ,Mpu;+VTO,(cy).

Finally we consider the last component of M Z;,inT'2Z M g u; as
TVX, M o M
=T'°X, Mz Mpu,+T°X; My (Mz —Mrg,)u
=T72X, ;Mp  Mpu;+VTO,(cy})
=T'2X,_;Mp,  Mpu+T°X,_, (MF

x,—J

- MFI,,J> M p,u; + VT O, (cx7)
= T71/2X;,7JMFJC,—JMFI,U’Z' + ﬁOP<C&2T)7
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by Lemma 4 (iv) and (v). Therefore, we can show that

T'2Z My u =T Z,Mpu; + VTO,(ci%). (C.20)

Proof of Theorem 1:

First we consider 2SLS estimator without model average, as
R , N N N -1 -1
VT (6: - 6,) = (WZ.MFIZi (2.M,2,) ZiMﬁzWi) x
, R N “ -1 N
WM 2 (2,M2)  (T72,Mw) (C.21)
= (2;,T§i_,71ﬂzi,7ﬂ)i AZ’T.QB;% (T71/2ZZMFI’U,Z) >
where Z; — <MEDX,;, My X ... Mﬁm’_JXi,,Q .
As (N,T) 2 > as N/T — c for 0 < ¢ < 0o and by Proposition 1, we have
T-12Z My u; =T 2Z;Mp,u; + o,(1). (C.22)

Under Assumptions 1 — 9 and for each i, T-Y2Zu; % N (0,%;). And we can see
that A@T LN Ai,T and Bi,T 2 BZ’7T as T — oo.

A A

From Assumption 9, we see that plim;_, . A;r = A; and plim;_, . B, = B;.
Thus, we have following asymptotic property :

ﬁ(éi - Hi) 4N (0, (A;Bi—lAO_lA;B;lEiB;lAi (A;Bi—lAl.)_l> . (C.23)
C.2 Proofs of Lemmas and Theorem for Model

average 2SLS estimator

For ease of reading, we repeat the model (5.19) as

/
Yir = w; ,0; + iy,

o\ (C.24)
W, = (yz‘,t—h mi’t) = g(zi,t) + €.
Consider model average 25 LS estimator on above model, we have
We define H; = G,}Gi and h; = G\/;, where G; = (g,1, - .- 791,T)/ and g, , = 9(ziy).

Following Alvarez and Arellano (2003), Donald and Newey (2001), Okui (2009)
and Kuersteiner and Okui (2010), we have following Lemmas:
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~

Lemma 5 If there is a decomposition, h; = h; + ¢l + r! . hi = h; + ch CH, =

H,+cl+rH and
hih, — hih H 'l — " H ik, = D, (w;) + 1P (w)), (C.26)
such that ¢! = 0,(1), h; = O,(1), and H; = (1) the determinant of H; is
bounded away from zero with probability 1, pi,r = tr (S (w;)), and piwr = 0,(1),
e |I* = 0p (i), (|72 = 00 (pror) s [ F[| = 05 (picir)

7’? (wz) = Op (piw,T) ) [bz (wz) \Zi,t] = 01-2Hz' + H,S,; (wz) H; +o, (piw,T) )

Then, we have

/

T (6:-6) (6:-6.) =Q,(w)+4a(w)
E [Qz (wi) |zi7t} = Oﬁ,iﬂfl + S (wi) + T (w;) (C.27)

(@; (i) + T (W) Jtr (S, (W) = 0,(1), as T — 00, § wt — oo.

Proof:
From model average 2SLS estimator, we have VT (éz — 0) = fI;lfLZ And

A~ —1 A
we decompose H, h; into terms that are linear and quadratic in the difference of
estimates and true values, as

H, 'hi=H'h; — H' (H . H) H:'h; + H! (H . H) H ! (H . H) H.h,.

And we know! HCHH 0p (PiwT) (Piw,T), 0p (piwr). Then,
we have
i’/ i’/ w
% (Pror) (C.28)
H H,; = ¢, + Op (piw,T> .
Therefore,

VT (6,-6)=H, 'k,

=H;'h;— H; "¢/’ H;'h; + 0, (pir)
= Ile_l (ﬁz — CZHHi_lilz) + 0, (piwT) -

5

See the proof of Theorem 2 for Hcﬁ

1] and ]
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Next, let #; = h; — ¢ H; 'h; and

/

T, 7~' = <f~z — cfH-_lfv) (iz — cHH-_lﬁ->
— hsh, — hih H e — ¢ H ik, + ¢ H; Yhih, H el
= D; (w;) +rP (w;) + cf{Hi_lhihiHi_lcf
= D ( ) +o (puu T)
Where2 TZD (wl> = 0p (piw,T)a HC{{” = 0Op (piw,T)'

Then, we have

r(6,-0.) (0,-0) -

Lemma 6
(i) tr (P;) = Zj Wi i=3 wZ (Hansen (2007a), Lemma 1.1).
(1) Zt (P wit)” —Op(j w*)’

(111) H; = GG—O()andh—
Proof : (i)

l
U

\/T

i = 0,(1).

J J
r (Z wi,ij> =) wij =3 w
j=1 j=1

2See the proof of Theorem 2 for P (w;) and ||cHH
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(i7) By Assumption (13) and Lemma 6 (7), it imply

T T J
YD (Pin) =) > wyw, /PmP <

=1 =1 jj/
T
Z Z ’WUHW@]’|P1 ttP <
Ljg'=1
T
maxt m <Z |w;j | ) ZZ \wij]ngtt <C- maxt(Pi{tt)tr (P;L) =
- =1 j=1
op(1) (G wf) =0, (3 wi).
J
where w! = (|wi1l,...,|wis|) and P = Z |wi | P2
=1

(iii) {G,G;} and {G,u;} obeys a LLN. And by assumption, G; and w; are orthogonal
so the 2SLS estimator is consistent. Then, by CLT, we can show H; and h; are

0,(1) .
Lemma 7
(Z) Let €g.i (wz) = G; (IT — Pl) (IT — Pz) Gz/T and A ((.dz) =tr (eg,z' (wz)) Then,
A (w;) = 0p(1).

(i) SlTPds _ o (A (wi)1/2>.
(1i) E (E;-Piui|zi,t> = aeuﬁijlwi.
() Let f(w;) : w; = R with f(w;) > 0 be a function of w; such that f(w;) — o0
as T — oo. Then \/W =0, (f(wi)/T + A (w;)).
() jT:j < Cjwl.
(vi) E (E Puu,P,E; > O cu,i0 oy <3/wi>2 + (02,30i + Oueion,,;) (wiw;) +
Cum (Ui t, Uiy, €54, ew) thl (Pivtt)z.

(vii) E (G;uiU;PiEi’Zi,t) =301 9., PinE (vie;,) = 0,7 wi).

/

where um(wi) = E(u?ﬁtei’t)Pmt and ul(wz) = (/Li71(wi)7 e ,IMZ‘VT((.UZ'))I.
(iv) B (GiuGH E{P.E|z,,) [T* = 0,(T ) + (02 Se.f wi/T).

3See Chapter 7 and Chapter 12 of Hansen (2020).
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(z) B (Guw,PEH" (EGi+GEilz)) /T* =
0T+ (5 wi/T) (S0 140 H 0 eriin) T+ S0 140 i H 10000/ T).

(vi) B (GiGH E/Gilz) = X, 9.9, H. B(u?,0)G,/T* = Op(T ).
Proof:
See proof of Lemma A.6 in Kuersteiner and Okui (2010).

Lemma 8 Let
= (w;) = tr (Gi (IT;P” G") . (C.29)

From previous, we know p;, 7 = tr (S; (w;)). Then, we have

(E(wi)® = 0p (pwr) - (C.30)

Proof:
See proof of Lemma A.7 in Kuersteiner and Okui (2010).
Lemma 9 If for some sequence L < J, L = 00, L & J*, suppgjm<rl X1y wijl =
O,(1/VT) as J — oo, and Z}]:1 wi; = 1 for any J, then it follows that w;T;w; — o0
as J — o0.

Proof :
See proof of Lemma A.3 in Kuersteiner and Okui (2010).
Proof of Theorem 2:

The model average 2SLS estimator can be expressed as

! 71 !
- wW,.P,W, W.P,u,
VT (0, —0,) = [ i ¥i) Wbtk
( > T VT (C.31)

Expand this forms as

' VT VT
= —= — + — C.32
VT VT VT (C.32)

_ ho
=hi+c;+ oy

_ h
/ /
_Guwi _hn _ _GUr—Piu; _h _ EPiu h _ .h h

4] is define in Assumption 12 (3).
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By Lemma 6 (ii7), we know h; = O, (1). And by Lemma 7 (z), (it), we have
=0, (A(w)?) =0, (1), (C.33)

where A (w;) = 0,(1). By Lemma 7 (iii) we have

T
cs; = O, | max |.§ wil, ‘—'J szz + Z itt) = 0,(1). (C.34)
=1

For ¢}, we know 3/w /YT = o(1) because |j wl|/\/_ <3 w+/\/_ = o(1). And,
by Lemma 6 (ii) we have Y1, (Pix)” = o, (] w; ) By Lemma 7 (v) we have

wl-I‘iwi =0 <] w; ) Therefore,

T

c?:Op(A( )1/2>+O mazx jwi,J wrzwz +Z ztt ZOp(l)-
t=1

(C.35)

Next, we consider the decomposition of H; as

. W,PW, (G +E) P;(G+E,)

Hi=—7—= T
_ G,P,.G,+G,P,E;, + E,P,G, + E,P,E,
B T
GG, G,Ir-P)G, E.PE,
-1 T 7 (C.36)
EG;+G,E; E,PE,
* T T
E,(Ir—P;)G;+G,(Ir— P, E;
+
T
:Hi+cg+c§+cg+rf,
where
G,G;
H; = T
it = =G, (It — P;) Gy/T,
cll = (Ex;+¢;E)/T, (C.37)
cl = E,P,E;/T,

ril = <EZ (Ir — Pi)Gi—i—G’; (Ir— Pz)Ez) /T.
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By Lemma 6 (i77), we know H,; = O, (1). And by the definition and Lemma 8 and
Lemma 7 (i), we have il = O (2(w;)) = 0, (1). By CLT, we have ¢l = O, (1/\/T>
And by similar arguments as before, we have

T
Cg = Op (mcm: (.7 wz J w szz "‘Z it ) ) . (038)
t=1

Next, we analyze |[efy]| - [leff], [le] - lez ] and [[eti]| - [lest]]

@

By Lemma 6 and Lemma 7 (i), we have

bl - lletf] = 0p (& (w) *Z @) = 0, (E@))) = 0y (piwr) . (C:39)

©)

Let f(w;) =T (tr (S; (w;)) — A (w;)). By Lemma 9, we know that w;T';w; — 00
as T'— oo. This implies that f(w;) — co. Then, by Lemma 7 (iv), it is hold that

Aw VT =0, (120 1 8@ ) = yltr (810D = (pur). (C0)
Therefore, we have

el - el = 0y (2 @) 0, (VT) = 0, (8 (@) NT) = 0y (o)
(C.41)

®

By Lemma 7(i), A(w;) = 0,(1) and the fact that ¢l = O,(tr (S; (w;))) =
O, (piwT) -, We can show

Hc H Hc H:Op (A(wi)l/Q) 0, (mam (3 wil, J c.uI‘ZwZ +Z: it ) )
=0, (A(wi)l/Qmax (3 wil, J c.uI‘,o.JZ +Z itt ) )
=0, (mam (g wil, J wI‘ZwZ +Z P;) )/T)

=0p (piw,T) :

(C.42)
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zill - llezi]| and flez]| - flesil

Next, we analyze chZH Hch

@

By Lemma 7 (i) and Lemma 8, we have

lezil| - llexill = Oy (maw (J wil, J (WiTiwi) + > (Pin) )/ﬁ) O (E (w))

=0, (E (w;) mazx (L}lwi, J (w;I‘iwi) + Z (Pi’tt)Q) /ﬁ)

T
= 0p (A <wi)1/2 max (] wz J w szl —+ Z it ) )
t=1

(C.43)

By Lemma 7 (iv), it is implied that
A (@) |5 wil VT < (G wi)) T+ Alws) = O (prur) (C.44)

And A (w;)"? = 0p(1) such that o, (A(wi)l/z‘;lwi/ﬁ) = 0p(piwr). By Lemma
7 (iv) and let f(w;) = (w;Tiw;) + Zthl (P;y)?, we have

A (w;) <<W;Fiwi) + Zle (Pi,tt)2> w;l_‘iwi + Zthl (Pi,tt)2
J - 0, ( = +A (wi))

(C.45)

= Op(picr)-

Thus, we have HCQZH HchH o (Pico,T)-

®

By similar arguments as before, we have

HCZZH HC2ZH =0y (max (-7 wil, J w;Tiw;) "‘Z it ) ) ; (C.46)

Wherejlwi/T = O (tr (S; (w;))) and \/(w;Fiwi) + Zthl (Piw)?/T = o, (tr (Si (wy))) .
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©®

Also, we have

lebill - flesill = O <m“x<|3“’2|2 ((“’FZ“>+; bt >>/T3/z> (C.47)

= 0p (piw,T) ’

~ 3/2 , T 9
where <|j wi|/T) = 0 (piwr) and ((wifiwi) + > (Pig) > /T = Oy (piw,T)-
We also have

@

bl et = oy (prar)

K112
lezil|” - [lezill = 0y (pacr)

©

bl - Nlektll = o (o)

| (w )2) = 0p (pz’w,T)

B
o
ﬁ?

Q
iy

ck||” = 0, (1/T) = 0, (piur)

@_ G_ ®

eI =0, ((m (il /@b + L, (Pl /T)2> ~ 0y (puo)

Therefore, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, ||¢ HQ = 0p (piwr). By Lemma 7 (iv),
we can show that each term of ¢ is O,(A(w;)?/VT) = o0,(g(w;)/T + A(w;)) =
0p(piw,r) for g(w;) = T(tr(S(w;)) — A(w;)). Therefore, we have ||r|| = o0,(piw.1)-
From above discussion, we know that H; = H; 4 0,(1) and h; =h; + op(1).

Now, we can discuss Lemma 5 by using above results.
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From equation (C.26), we have

hih, — b, H'el — ¢l H Vi, =

3
(hi+cli+ch) (hi+cli+ch) — (hi+cli+ch) (hi+ el +ch) H? (Z cﬁ)

(Z cqz> (hi+ ¢l + ) (hi + €l + cgi)/ =D, (w;) +rP (w;),

where

' 3
r? (W) = —hiclH," (Z H) - (Z H) H;'clih;
q=1 q=1
3 ' 3
e (Sl ) - (D) tnt
q:l q=1

— h; C22H ch - C3ZH C22h'z - cth H ch - C3zH lh’l g; (049)
- (C;Lz + C}le) (clllz + C}ZLZ')/ Hz’_l (Z Cﬁ)
qg=1
(Z cqz) clz + c2z) (C?z + cgi)l = Op (piw,T) .

and

D; (w;) = (h; + i+ cb) (hi+ el + C}i)

!

3
— hh H;! (Z cf{.> - (Z cﬁg) H:'h;h,
— ‘ (C.50)

=1
—h;ch H! (cﬁ + ch) (cIZ + 022) H, c2lhZ
- C]Zlih’;Hi_l (cﬁ + ‘321'), - (Cu’ + ch) Hz‘_lhicm-
Next, calculating the expectation of D; (w).
E (hih;|zi,t> =F (G;uiu;Gi]zM) = 03,1-Hz‘-
E (hicli|zi) = B ((~Giww; (Ir = P,)) Gi/T|zs) = =02 G, (Ir — P;) Gy/T.
E <chh BS t) -y (—G; (Ir — P)) uu.Gi /T\zw) = —02,G, (Ir — P;)Gy/T.
(C.51)
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By Lemma 7 (vii), we have

E (hick|zs) = E (G, PiB: Tz, )

T
=F (uileuyt) Zg;,tPi,tt/T = Op (5 (.Oj/T)

t=1

E (C}ﬁ‘c}mzut) =F <G; (It — Py um,; (It — P) Gi|zi,t>

By Lemma 7 (viii), we have
E <c?icg;\zi7t) = —E (G; (IT — Pl) uzu;PzEz/T‘zl,t)
= —G; (It — P;) p;(w,)/T.
Again, we have
B (ehelllzii) = —pi(w:) (Ir = P)) Gy/T.

By Lemma 7 (viii), we have

: E,Puu,P,E,
b (cgicgi|zi,t> =FE ( LI |Zz‘,t)

T
, 2
)
T ‘Eei eu,t
e (R

T
' 2
+ Cum (ui,taui,taei,tae@t) g (Piu)”,

t=1

eu,t T

= Ocyi0

/

Ty 2 ! 2
where Cum (u@t, Uit, €it, ei’t) =F (ui?tei,teu) — Ju’iEeﬂ' — 20 1,0 oy -

E (hhiH; efl|zi) = —F ( =

125

Guu,G:H'\G, (Ir — P,) G, 2 >
it

(C.52)

(C.53)

(C.54)

(C.55)

(C.56)

(C.57)

(C.58)



Also,

E (cgﬂ;lhih;yzi,t) — —02,G, (Ir — P;)Gy/T. (C.59)
By Lemma 7 (xii), we have

hibH;' (E,G: + G.E;)

E (hhH; efl|zi) = E

|zi,t

T (C.60)
=0,(T™).
and
E (cgﬂglhih;\zi,t> — 0, (T7Y). (C.61)
Also,
, uu,GH \E,P,E;
E (hthH%—lcg|Zl’t> _ E (quzuza T27, Al ) |Z@"t>
/ (C.62)
=02 BT+ 0, (17),
by Lemma 7 (iz).
Next,
E (hicg;Hi_lcﬂzi,t)
T /
1 , LG, (Ir— P)G, (C.63)
= T g Pink (u?,tei,t) H; ! T
t=1
=0, ((g wf/T) E(wz))
= 0p (PuT) )
by Lemma 7 (vii) and
E (hicggHi_lcﬁzi,t)
=k T2 2 (C.64)

!

jwi (1< TR g , ,
= OP (T_l) + ‘% (? Zgi,taeu,igi,t + T Zgi,taeu,iHiltho-eu,i) )
t=1 t=1
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by Lemma 7 (x7).
Similarly,

E (cgih;Hi_lcg]zi,J

=F e

‘Zi,t

(C.65)

’

T
= Op (Tﬁl) + ‘% <d0'eu,i0-;u,i + o'eu,i% Z gli,tHz'_lo-SU,ig;,t> :
t=1

o2 GilIr = P)G; 2 G,(Ir - P;)(Ir — P,)G,
U, 2 u,t T u,t T

T T
+ E(ulen) Y g0 Pin/T+ > 9:, PinEwul ei)/T +
t=1 t=1

o 2
(w;) (Ir — P) G / (j wi) , w. T iw;
+ IJJZ(w ) ( ;., ) eu’iT + (aiiEe,i + Geu,iaeu,i> %

~'/i G,(Ir — P;)G, -1 jwi Jw;
+op<ﬂ_w>+zagi = PIG (1) g, 330,

Gi (It — Py) p; (w;)
T

%
+ o-eu,ia-

T T T T

T T
’ ’ 1 ’ ’ -1 ’ ’ 1 ’
2 dan,iaeu,i + § gi,taeu,iHi o'eu,igi,t/T + § gz‘,ta'eu,iHi 9it0cui + o'eu,igi,tHi O'eu,igi,t/T

=1 t=1
+ 0p (Piwr) =

G.(Ir— P;)(Ir — P;)G: dy
0—37le + 0_3,1' T + E (UilerL"l) tzl gi7tPi,tt/T

G,(Ir— P p; (w)  pi(w)Ir—P;)Gy
T + T

T
+ Zgi,tpi,ttE (U?Jei,l) /T +
t=1

(3 Wi

2
!
! ) 2 / (wiriwi)
+ an,iaeu,i + O-u,ize,i + O cu,i0 -

T ew,i T
! - -
~ T
J w; 2 / 1 ’ _1 ’
2 T au,ize,i + dan,iaeu,i + T E gi,ta'eu,iHi Ocuibit| —
L t=1 i
! - -
J w; ’ 1 / ’ 1 ’
2 T2 E gi,taeu,iHi 9ii0cu; t 06U,igi,tHi Ocu,ibi
L t=1 i

+0p (/)iw,T) .
(C.66)
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C.3 Endogeneity and strength of IVs

From the Monte Carlo results of Lee and Shin (2020) and Kuersteiner and Okui
(2010), we can find that the mean square error (MSE) and median absolute deviation
(MAD) of model averaging 2SLS estimator is slightly larger than 2SLS estimator
with all avaialbe instruments when endogeneity is low. It is happen because the
weight estimation often give the outliers in model average 2SLS estimator.

Here, we would like to see the endogeneity of the model. For ease of discussion,
we repeat the model (5.19)

Vit = QilYfit—1 + m;,tﬁi + Ui = ’w;,tez‘ + Ui,
N (C.67)
Wi = (yi,t—l, 33¢¢> =g(2zi1) + ey,

’ /
where u;; = 'yyifyt +eirand x;y = I, f,, + vy From the model, we can see

the endogeneity come from Cov(y;;—1,u;¢). By continuous substitution, y;,_; can
be expressed as

o0 o0
, 4 .
_ j j
Yite1 = B E G;Tip—j—1 + E Gi Ui p—j—1
j=0 7=0

=0 Z ¢! <Fx,ifx,t—j—1 + 'Uz‘,t—j—l) + Z ¢! (')’y,ify,t—j—l + 5i,t—j—1>
j=0 j=0

(C.68)
Stacking the 7" observations for each i, we have
Y= 01X B+ Y dlui
o 7= N (C.69)
= ¢} (Fojalei +Vij1) B + Z o] (Fy,—j—l’)’y,i + Ei,—j—l)
=0 =0

From above equation, we can see that the lag defactor regressors are the feasible
instrumental variables for y; ;. As well as, we can show that

B(X \Mp,_u)=...=B(X, Mp,__u) =0 (C.70)

Assume x;; and u;; are uncorrelated and f
of endogeneity is controlled by

yit = PrFy -1+ Gy, We can see the degree
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E(yig—ruie) = E | | B Z 9] (F:r,ifw,t—j—l + ”i,t*j71> + Z ¢! (7y,ify7t—j—1 + 5i7t7j71) (7y,ify7t + Ei,t)

j=0 =0

=FE B; Z ¢§ <I‘z,if:p,tfjfl + Uz‘,tfjfl) + Z qbf (7y,ify7t7jfl + gi,tfjfl) X

=0 =0

(')’;,,z' (pffy,t—l + Cy,t) + 5i,t> ]

o0 o)

B> ¢l (I‘z,i.f:r,tfjfl + Uz;t—fl) A <’Yy,ify,t7j71 + €i,tfj71) x

j=0 §j=0

=F

-

<
I
o

P;thjq + €t

B, Z ¢! (F;m Zp;cm,tfjfsfl + Ui,tj1> + Z ¢! (7;2 Z P3Cyt—js—1+ 5i’tj1>

7=0 s=0 7=0 s=0

—

35\
M8

p;thjfl + €t ]
J

I
=3

e o0
=E |8 Z¢i (Fm' (Cx,tfjfl +PfCap—jat - )+ Ui,t—j—l) Yy.i Zp]fcy’t,j,l +eiy
j=0 =0

+E Z ¢! ('sz' (Cytmjor T PrCypmjnt+.n) + €i,t—j—1) Yy.i Zpﬂcyyt,j,l +ei
j=0 §j=0
=A+B.
(C.71)

> [e ]
A=FE||B; Z¢Z (Fz,i (Cm,tfjfl +PfCap—jat-- )+ Ui,t—j—l) Yy,i Zp]fcy’t,j,l +eiy
Jj=0 =0

=B bu ZM (71171‘ (Ct*jfl T PCi—j2 T ) + Ui,t—j—1> Yy,i ZP?CHA + it

L J=0 j=0
=F 5uz¢3p§ (’Ym,i(t—j—l) (’Yy,iCt—j—l) + B Zsb?pffl ('Ym,i,Ct—j—Q) ('Yy,igt—j—Q) +..
=0 =0
=F (B ZZ fbfpffs (’quCt_j_s_l) ('Yy,iCt—j—s—l) )
s=0 j=0

(C.72)

where 7, ; is a m, by 1 vector of factor loading in xy; .
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B=F (Z ¢! (fyw. (Cpujr+PrCpijot.-)+ esi,tj1)) (’Yy,i ZP?CW—j—l + Ei,t)]
=0

=0

> 2

§ : 2 : 1 2 : 2
=K ¢]pf (’sz y,t—j— 1) + ¢Jpj+ (’71,/1, y,t—j— 2) + ¢]p]+ (’sz y,t—j— 3) +.
=0

=F ZZ¢7P7+S("/yz Cyimjse 1)2].

s=0 7=0

(C.73)

E(yit—1uiy) =A+B=

E | B Z Z ¢]P]+S (’Y;pl,ithjfsfl) (7;,1‘Ct7jfsfl)

s=0 7=0

+E

ZZW;}”S A 1)2]-

s=0 75=0
(C.74)

From above equation, we observe the endogeneity increase when factors more
persistent, correlation between the factor loadings increasing or |¢;| increasing.
Next, we investigate the strength of IVs. The strength of IVs is controlled by

o0 o0
E(yir—1ve4—1) = E (5&‘ Z Gl w1 + Z ngui,t—j—l) Vi1
=0 =0

s (C.75)
= Bui Z ¢gvéi,t—1—jvéi,t—l
=0

Thus, the strength of IVs increase when |¢;| more persistent, vy ¢—; increasing or
|Bei| increasing.

As the degree of endogeneity is low, Lee and Shin (2020) have shown the bias
of MA2SLS is smaller than the 2SLS estimator with all available instruments but
the MSE of MA2SLS estimator is larger than 2SLS estimator. In our simulation,
we will investigate this situation.

C.4 Supplementary material

In this supplement, we provides Monte Carlo results under different scenario. Table
9 to Table 16 consider dynamic heterogeneous panel data model with {¢} = {0.8}
and {01, B2} = {3, 1}, correlated factor loadings in 1;; and w; ;.
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Table C.1 (Case A: Low degree of endogeneity, Weak IVs) Bias, RMSE of
MA2SLSMG?*, P-MA2SLSMG?*, Ps-MA2SLSMG*®, 2SLSMG* estimates and Size
(%) and power (%) of the associated t-tests for the dynamic heterogeneous panel
data model with {¢, 81, B2} = {0.8,3, 1}, correlated factor loadings in 1;; and ;.

Results for ¢.

Bias(><100) RMSE(><100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG*
25 -0.268 -0.200 -0.248 0.094 0.049 0.026 5.4 5.3 5.3 874 98.0 99.9
50 -0.079 -0.094 -0.062 0.069 0.034 0.017 5.8 56 4.4 96.0 99.9 100.0
100 -0.034 0.017 -0.060 0.060 0.029 0.015 6.7 5.0 5.5 984 100.0 100.0
P-MA2SLSMG*
25 -0.344 -0.249 -0.285 0.079 0.040 0.020 6.5 6.2 6.7 92.6 99.5 100.0
50 -0.252 -0.202 -0.261 0.066 0.031 0.016 6.7 5.8 5.1 96.3 100.0 100.0
100 -0.062 -0.116 -0.027 0.056 0.030 0.015 5.8 6.4 5.3 99.1 100.0 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG*“
25 -0.154 -0.122 -0.135 0.108 0.060 0.041 6. 7.0 5.1 86.7 96.5 98.5
50 -0.055 -0.069 -0.004 0.068 0.035 0.021 5.4 4.7 5.4 96.2 99.3 99.9
100 0.090 0.003 -0.045 0.059 0.031 0.015 6.3 6.1 4.9 98.4 99.9 100.0
2SLSMG*
25 -0.344 -0.249 -0.285 0.079 0.040 0.020 6.5 6.2 6.7 92.6 99.5 100.0
50 -0.252 -0.202 -0.261 0.066 0.031 0.016 6.7 5.8 5.1 96.3 100.0 100.0
100 -0.062 -0.116 -0.026 0.056 0.030 0.015 5.8 6.4 5.3 99.1 100.0 100.0
Results for 3.
Bias(><100) RMSE(>x100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG*
25 -0.708 -0.031 -0.028 0.607 0.287 0.137 6.6 5.2 4.5 30.9 54.0 76.9
50 -0.025 -0.140 0.036 0.214 0.123 0.056 4.7 4.9 4.6 58.9 80.0 97.3
100 0.015 0.143 0.047 0.121 0.058 0.030 4.7 4.4 4.1 80.9 97.8 100.0
P-MA2SLSMG*
25 -0.044 0.104 -0.049 0.518 0.259 0.119 6.3 5.3 4.9 34.3 55.6 80.3
50 -0.069 -0.010 -0.055 0.241 0.109 0.059 7.2 4.5 5.5 56.5 83.7 96.9
100 0.113 -0.134 0.013 0.119 0.059 0.030 5.9 4.1 4.4 81.5 97.0 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG*
25 -0.001 -0.444 0.058 0.563 0.351 0.248 4.6 5.6 5.8 29.8 48.4 73.6
50 -0.150 0.045 0.102 0.217 0.131 0.066 4.9 5.3 4.9 57.1 81.2 96.3
100 0.146 0.017 -0.118 0.130 0.070 0.031 5.2 4.5 4.4 79.6 97.0 99.9
2SLSMG“
25 -0.044 0.104 -0.049 0.518 0.259 0.119 6.3 5.3 4.9 34.3 55.6 80.3
50 -0.069 -0.010 -0.055 0.241 0.109 0.059 7.2 4.5 5.5 ©56.5 83.7 96.9
100 0.113 -0.134 0.013 0.119 0.059 0.030 5.9 4.1 4.4 81.5 97.0 100.0

The DGP is same as that for Table 5.1 except the number of instruments are 6.
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Table C.2 (Case A: Low degree of endogeneity, Weak IVs) Bias, RMSE of
MA2SLSMG?, P-MA2SLSMG?, Ps-MA2SLSMG?, 2SLSMG? estimates and Size (%)
and power (%) of the associated t-tests for the dynamic heterogeneous panel data
model with {¢, 81, 52} = {0.8, 3,1}, correlated factor loadings in xy,;; and wu;,.

Results for ¢.

Bias(><100) RMSE(x=100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG?
25 -0.298 -0.209 -0.332 0.077 0.037 0.019 7.3 5.8 5.9 93.3 99.9 100.0
50 -0.058 -0.183 -0.123 0.061 0.032 0.016 5.9 5.7 5.1 97.0 99.8 100.0
100 -0.099 -0.032 -0.110 0.057 0.028 0.015 6.6 5.9 5.3 98.7 100.0 100.0
P-MA2SLSMG?
25 -0.307 -0.288 -0.329 0.064 0.032 0.018 5 5.7 7.4 95.8 99.9 100.0
50 -0.280 -0.234 -0.301 0.060 0.029 0.015 7.0 6.1 5.6 97.5 100.0 100.0
100 -0.078 -0.162 -0.072 0.055 0.029 0.014 5.7 6.0 5.3 99.3 100.0 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG?
25 -0.177 -0.108 -0.164 0.110 0.060 0.042 6.8 6.7 4.8 86.2 96.5 98.3
50 -0.051 -0.094 -0.031 0.070 0.035 0.024 6.2 4.5 5.7 96.3 99.1 99.8
100 0.073 -0.009 -0.054 0.060 0.031 0.015 5.7 5.6 4.4 98.4 99.9 99.9
2SLSMG*
25 -0.294 -0.276 -0.317 0.064 0.032 0.017 5.7 5.6 7.6 95.7 99.8 100.0
50 -0.264 -0.220 -0.287 0.060 0.029 0.015 7.0 6.1 5.6 97.6 100.0 100.0
100 -0.069 -0.156 -0.065 0.054 0.029 0.014 5.8 5.9 5.3 99.3 100.0 100.0
Results for 3.
Bias(><100) RMSE(><100) Size Power
T /N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG?
25 -0.553 -0.023 -0.117 0.511 0.236 0.110 7.7 4.9 4.3 34.0 58.2 82.3
50 0.083 -0.118 0.034 0.197 0.118 0.051 4.5 5.2 3.0 61.7 82.2 98.1
100 0.020 0.101 0.046 0.117 0.056 0.029 4.4 4.9 4.0 82.3 98.0 100.0
P-MA2SLSMG?
25 0.005 0.013 -0.011 0.449 0.230 0.105 5.6 5.1 4.9 37.9 60.1 85.4
50 -0.087 -0.025 -0.055 0.224 0.099 0.056 7.1 4.2 5.5 58.8 85.5 97.5
100 0.128 -0.122 0.012 0.117 0.057 0.029 5.6 4.3 4.5 82.3 97.4 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG?
25 0.104 -0.399 0.090 0.569 0.360 0.239 4.2 5.8 5.9 30.3 47.7 73.4
50 -0.164 0.053 0.124 0.219 0.132 0.073 4.8 5.4 5.6 56.6 81.2 96.4
100 0.143 0.025 -0.111 0.132 0.071 0.031 5.3 4.7 4.0 79.1 97.2 99.9
2SLSMG?
25 0.013 0.020 0.005 0.447 0.229 0.105 5.6 5.4 4.7 38.0 60.5 85.4
50 -0.081 -0.021 -0.045 0.223 0.099 0.056 7.4 4.2 5.5 59.1 85.9 97.8
100 0.132 -0.118 0.017 0.117 0.057 0.029 5.6 4.3 4.5 82.3 97.3 100.0

The DGP is same as that for Table 5.1 except the number of instruments are 12.
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Table C.3 (Case B: High degree of endogeneity, Weak IVs) Bias, RMSE of
MA2SLSMG*, P-MA2SLSMG?*, Ps-MA2SLSMG*®, 2SLSMG* estimates and Size
(%) and power (%) of the associated t-tests for the dynamic heterogeneous panel
data model with {¢, 81, B2} = {0.8,3, 1}, correlated factor loadings in 1;; and ;.

Results for ¢.

Bias(>=<100) RMSE(><100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG*
25 1.203 1.294 1.184 0.152 0.088 0.067 12.4 13.2 15.3 &88.6 98.4 99.8
50 1.114 1.114 1.060 0.102 0.066 0.040 9.6 12.7 14.9 95.0 99.4 99.7
100 0.729 0.789 0.704 0.084 0.044 0.025 8.1 7.2 10.3 96.4 99.7 100.0
P-MA2SLSMG*
25 0.950 1.082 1.092 0.095 0.067 0.047 9.7 12.7 184 95.6 99.7 100.0
50 0.845 0.834 0.865 0.090 0.044 0.031 8.7 8.3 12.8 96.8 99.7 100.0
100 0.545 0.487 0.624 0.066 0.036 0.022 6.5 7.6 10.1 97.8 100.0 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG*
25 1.010 1.019 0.860 0.173 0.232 0.059 8.8 9.6 10.8 86.9 94.3 98.1
50 0.936 0.677 0.821 0.193 0.062 0.040 8.5 7.3 9.3 91.6 97.5 99.4
100 0.461 0.518 0.476 0.090 0.110 0.027 6.9 7.1 6.4 94.6 98.6 99.6
2SLSMG*
25 0.950 1.082 1.092 0.095 0.067 0.047 9.7 12.7 18.4 95.6 99.7 100.0
50 0.845 0.834 0.865 0.090 0.044 0.031 8.7 8.3 12.8 96.8 99.7 100.0
100 0.545 0.487 0.624 0.066 0.036 0.022 6.5 7.6 10.1 97.8 100.0 100.0
Results for 3.
Bias(><100) RMSE(><100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG*
25 0.034 0.193 0.058 1.315 0.626 0.328 7.0 5.7 5.1 23.8 37.2 55.4
50 0.461 0.229 0.285 0.476 0.288 0.125 4.2 6.4 4.4 40.1 57.6 82.2
100 0.024 0.102 -0.015 0.267 0.145 0.074 6.1 5.1 5.9 53.6 79.5 94.9
P-MA2SLSMG*
25 0.369 0.530 0.422 0.834 0.445 0.221 5.2 5.6 3.6 27.2 45.2 66.0
50 0.129 0.425 0.116 0.484 0.204 0.116 6.3 4.8 5.0 40.8 66.0 86.5
100 0.128 -0.180 0.110 0.231 0.112 0.064 4.8 3.2 5.8 56.9 81.5 97.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG*
25 0.680 -0.280 0.583 1.369 0.810 0.424 4.7 6.3 5.5 22.5 31.3 54.9
50 -0.049 -0.023 0.178 0.585 0.311 0.205 4.8 5.7 6.5 36.7 56.4 77.3
100 0.158 0.026 -0.030 0.344 0.259 0.081 6.6 5.5 4.8 55.6 76.2 94.2
2SLSMG*
25 0.369 0.530 0.422 0.834 0.445 0.221 5.2 5.6 3.6 27.2 45.2 66.0
50 0.129 0.425 0.116 0.484 0.204 0.116 6.3 4.8 5.0 40.8 66.0 86.5
100 0.128 -0.180 0.110 0.231 0.112 0.064 4.8 3.2 5.8 56.9 81.5 97.0

The DGP is same as that for Table 5.1 except the number of instruments are 6.
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Table C.4 (Case B: High degree of endogeneity, Weak IVs) Bias, RMSE of
MA2SLSMG?, P-MA2SLSMG?, Ps-MA2SLSMG?, 2SLSMG? estimates and Size (%)
and power (%) of the associated t-tests for the dynamic heterogeneous panel data
model with {¢, 81, 52} = {0.8, 3,1}, correlated factor loadings in xy,;; and wu;,.

Results for ¢.

Bias(>=<100) RMSE(><100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG?
25 1.426 1.527 1. 0.117 0.081 0.057 16.9 21.7 24.7 97.1 99.8 100.0
50 1.654 1.531 1. 0.099 0.067 0.051 14.4 20.4 29.9 99.3 100.0 100.0
100 1.194 1.278 1. 0.079 0.050 0.035 10.3 13.7 22.5 99.2 100.0 100.0
P-MA2SLSMG"
25 1.241 1.403 1.380 0.092 0.072 0.055 13.1 18.1 25.9 99.1 100.0 100.0
50 1.295 1.263 1.299 0.087 0.051 0.043 13.2 14.4 25.5 99.3 100.0 100.0
100 1.044 0.927 1.040 0.070 0.040 0.028 9.7 10.5 17.8 99.5 100.0 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG?
25 1.086 0.988 0.845 0.183 0.235 0.062 8.9 9.3 10.0 86.6 93.8 97.8
50 0.984 0.691 0.824 0.198 0.079 0.042 7.9 7.1 9.2 91.1 97.2 99.3
100 0.499 0.471 0.473 0.094 0.081 0.028 7.2 6.7 5.7 94.5 98.5 99.5
2SLSMG?
25 1.268 1.434 1.413 0.093 0.074 0.056 13.2 18.6 26.1 99.2 100.0 100.0
50 1.344 1.309 1.350 0.088 0.052 0.044 13.2 15.0 26.9 99.3 100.0 100.0
100 1.102 0.991 1.101 0.071 0.042 0.030 10.1 11.0 18.7 99.6 100.0 100.0
Results for 3.
Bias(><100) RMSE(>=<100) Size Power
T /N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG?
25 -0.033 0.223 0.116 0.858 0.433 0.189 7.2 5.8 4.7 24.9 68.8
50 0.340 0.260 0.176 0.395 0.232 0.098 5.0 5.8 4.8 42.4 87.
100 0.014 0.156 0.044 0.235 0.127 0.064 5.0 5.4 5.8 57.3 83.2 97.7
P-MA2SLSMG?
25 0.348 0.377 0.303 0.661 0.392 0.189 4.7 6.5 4.2 29.8 48.4 70.5
50 0.088 0.351 0.189 0.438 0.196 0.102 7.0 4.1 4.8 40.8 69.5 89.5
100 0.182 -0.111 0.131 0.225 0.104 0.060 5.3 3.7 5.5 59.7 82.6 97.4
Ps-MA2SLSMG?
25 0.725 -0.188 0.603 1.366 0.819 0.486 4.3 6.4 5.9 23.0 31.6 53.5
50 0.064 0.031 0.215 0.597 0.366 0.221 4.7 5.2 6.7 36.9 57.0 76.4
100 0.239 0.037 -0.037 0.367 0.240 0.082 7.0 5.3 4.3 55.8 76.2 93.8
2SLSMG?
25 0.381 0.367 0.304 0.665 0.394 0.190 4.7 6.3 4.6 29.9 48.4 70.8
50 0.099 0.363 0.199 0.438 0.198 0.103 7.0 4.0 5.2 41.0 69.5 89.1
100 0.198 -0.096 0.138 0.228 0.105 0.060 5.5 3.9 5.7 59.9 83.0 97.3

The DGP is same as that for Table 5.1 except the number of instruments are 12.
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Table C.5 (Case C: Low degree of endogeneity, Strong IVs) Bias, RMSE of
MA2SLSMG?*, P-MA2SLSMG?*, Ps-MA2SLSMG*®, 2SLSMG* estimates and Size
(%) and power (%) of the associated t-tests for the dynamic heterogeneous panel
data model with {¢, 81, B2} = {0.8,3, 1}, correlated factor loadings in 1;; and ;.

Results for ¢.

Bias(><100) RMSE(>x100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG~

25 -0.173 -0.124 -0.283 0.098 0.05 0.027 6.3 5.3 4.8 86.5 97.4 99.6

50 0.000 -0.089 -0.015 0.063 0.035 0.017 5.9 6.9 6.0 97.2 99.8 100.0

100 -0.069 0.007 -0.038 0.058 0.028 0.014 6.1 5.0 4.6 98.2 100.0 100.0
P-MA2SLSMG*

25 -0.317 -0.256 -0.266 0.075 0.040 0.019 5.6 5 5.0 91.0 99.5 100.0

50 -0.142 -0.115 -0.187 0.062 0.029 0.015 6.6 6.0 5.3 97.5 100.0 100.0

100 0.019 -0.077 0.011 0.055 0.029 0.013 5.4 5 5.2 98.8 100.0 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG*“

25 -0.037 0.134 -0.166 0.127 0.083 0.037 6.5 5.8 6.7 82.7 96.5 98.4

50 -0.065 -0.047 0.016 0.078 0.035 0.020 7.0 5.9 5.4 950 99.7 99.5

100 0.046 0.021 -0.038 0.061 0.029 0.014 6.3 5.4 4.3 97.2 99.9 100.0

2SLSMG*

25 -0.317 -0.256 -0.266 0.075 0.040 0.019 5.6 5.8 5.0 91.0 99.5 100.0

50 -0.142 -0.115 -0.187 0.062 0.029 0.015 6.6 6.0 5.3 97.5 100.0 100.0

100 0.019 -0.077 0.011 0.055 0.029 0.013 5.4 5.6 5.2 988 100.0 100.0

Results for 3.
Bias(><100) RMSE(>x100) Size Power

T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG*

25 0.433 0.475 2.551 1.146 0.616 5.4 4.3 4.3 4 20.9 33.8

50 0.577 0.155 0.635 0.326 0.150 6.7 5.1 5.5 8 50.5 76.3

100 0.163 0.220 0.201 0.205 0.100 0.054 4.3 5.1 4.9 3.5 88.4 98.9
P-MA2SLSMG*

25 0.790 0.178 0.834 1.716 0.874 0.443 6.9 5.6 4.8 18.6 24.7 42.5

50 -0.050 0.380 0.301 1.072 0.266 0.137 5.3 5.3 5.4 36.4 57.5 81.5

100 0.126 0.041 0.107 0.205 0.095 0.047 6.1 4.8 4.7 65.2 89.0 99.2
Ps-MA2SLSMG*

25 -0.464 -0.507 0.470 4.769 3.533 1.562 5.1 4.8 4.9 11.8 14.8 24.6

50 -0.183 -0.035 0.359 1.042 0.498 0.584 5.2 4.3 4.9 29.0 43.7 67.4

100 0.150 -0.038 0.052 0.265 0.126 0.070 6.1 5.6 5.2 58.5 81.4 96.7

2SLSMG*

25 0.790 0.178 0.834 1.716 0.874 0.443 6.9 5.6 4.8 18.6 24.7 42.5

50 -0.050 0.380 0.301 1.072 0.266 0.137 5.3 5.3 5.4 36.4 57.5 81.5

100 0.126 0.041 0.107 0.205 0.095 0.047 6.1 4.8 4.7 65.2 89.0 99.2

The DGP is same as that for Table 5.1 except the number of instruments are 6.

135



Table C.6 (Case C: Low degree of endogeneity, Strong IVs) Bias, RMSE of
MA2SLSMG?, P-MA2SLSMG?, Ps-MA2SLSMG?, 2SLSMG? estimates and Size (%)
and power (%) of the associated t-tests for the dynamic heterogeneous panel data
model with {¢, 81, 52} = {0.8, 3,1}, correlated factor loadings in xy,;; and wu;,.

Results for ¢.

Bias(><100) RMSE(x=100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG?

25 -0.367 -0.330 -0.450 0.073 0.038 0.021 6.1 5.9 6.4 93.7 99.6 100.0

50 -0.004 -0.107 -0.021 0.061 0.031 0.016 5.7 5.9 5.8 97.2 99.7 100.0

100 -0.063 0.019 -0.036 0.057 0.028 0.014 5.9 5.5 5.0 98.6 100.0 100.0
P-MA2SLSMG?

25 -0.390 -0.345 -0.389 0.066 0.035 0.017 5.6 6.0 6.5 94.7 99.8 100.0

50 -0.205 -0.142 -0.222 0.059 0.028 0.015 6.7 5.8 5.6 98.1 100.0 100.0

100 -0.015 -0.105 -0.010 0.054 0.029 0.013 5.0 5.8 5.1 98.9 100.0 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG?

25 -0.162 -0.071 -0.260 0.117 0.081 0.032 6.9 5.6 6.2 84.5 96.7 99.1

50 -0.118 -0.139 -0.076 0.068 0.032 0.019 6.3 6.1 4.8 95.9 99.7 99.7

100 0.001 -0.041 -0.082 0.059 0.029 0.014 6.2 5.5 4.5 97.9 99.9 100.0

2SLSMG*

25 -0.392 -0.354 -0.395 0.065 0.035 0.017 5.8 5.8 6.0 94.9 99.8 100.0

50 -0.211 -0.153 -0.230 0.059 0.028 0.015 6.7 5.7 5.6 98.1 100.0 100.0

100 -0.025 -0.112 -0.017 0.054 0.029 0.013 5.2 5.7 5.0 99.1 100.0 100.0

Results for 3.
Bias(><100) RMSE(><100) Size Power

T /N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG?

25 0.390 0.744 0.610 1.391 0.609 0.346 5.3 4.6 5.5 19.3 30.4 50.8

50 0.554 0.323 0.408 0.465 0.216 0.109 6.4 4.5 4.9 42.8 61.7 86.8

100 0.290 0.220 0.184 0.173 0.086 0.047 5.0 4.5 5.4 71.4 91.6 99.3
P-MA2SLSMG?

25 0.949 0.408 0.941 1.204 0.614 0.318 6.2 5.3 5.8 21.9 33.1 54.7

50 0.356 0.395 0.320 0.383 0.200 0.106 5.7 5.3 5.9 41.9 65.0 88.9

100 0.222 0.124 0.159 0.179 0.083 0.040 6.0 4.6 4.0 71.2 92.3 99.5
Ps-MA2SLSMG?

25 -0.430 0.270 1.092 4.191 3.919 1.349 5.2 4.7 6.0 12.9 17.7 29.9

50 0.055 0.249 0.586 0.807 0.466 0.426 4.9 4.3 5.1 31.3 50.2 72.2

100 0.263 0.100 0.156 0.238 0.116 0.062 5.8 4.9 5.4 63.4 85.2 98.0

2SLSMG?

25 0.968 0.414 0.954 1.188 0.599 0.314 6.4 5.3 6.0 22.3 33.0 55.2

50 0.382 0.424 0.329 0.381 0.198 0.103 5.7 5.8 5.7 42.3 65.8 89.6

100 0.250 0.142 0.185 0.178 0.083 0.040 5.9 4.8 3.9 72.1 92.7 99.5

The DGP is same as that for Table 5.1 except the number of instruments are 12.
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Table C.7 (Case D: High degree of endogeneity, Strong IVs) Bias, RMSE of
MA2SLSMG*, P-MA2SLSMG?*, Ps-MA2SLSMG*®, 2SLSMG* estimates and Size
(%) and power (%) of the associated t-tests for the dynamic heterogeneous panel
data model with {¢, 81, B2} = {0.8,3, 1}, correlated factor loadings in 1;; and ;.

Results for ¢.

Bias(><100) RMSE(=<100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG*
25 1.114 1.149 0.992 0.158 0.092 0.062 9.6 13.4 13.1 88.7 96.3 99.2
50 1.217 1.106 1.116 0.128 0.069 0.040 10.8 12.9 14.8 94.5 99.0 100.0
100 0.601 0.686 0.709 0.078 0.043 0.026 7.1 7.9 12.1 95.9 99.5 99.9
P-MA2SLSMG®
25 0.872 0.899 1.026 0.101 0.058 0.042 9.3 11.7 14.6 95.0 99.7 100.0
50 0.882 0.783 0.838 0.085 0.043 0.031 10.1 8.5 12.8 96.8 99.8 100.0
100 0.576 0.510 0.636 0.068 0.034 0.022 7.4 6.5 10.7 97.0 100.0 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG®
25 0.804 1.071 0.874 0.187 0.129 0.057 9.5 9.3 9.0 83.5 93.9 98.6
50 0.622 0.780 0.738 0.156 0.073 0.063 7.0 7.6 11.2 91.6 97.7 98.4
100 0.474 0.421 0.345 0.100 0.046 0.027 6.7 6.8 6.4 93.9 98.5 99.4
2SLSMG*
25 0.872 0.899 1.026 0.101 0.058 0.042 9.3 11.7 14.6 95.0 99.7 100.0
50 0.882 0.783 0.838 0.085 0.043 0.031 10.1 8.5 12.8 96.8 99.8 100.0
100 0.576 0.510 0.636 0.068 0.034 0.022 7.4 6.5 10.7 97.0 100.0 100.0
Results for 3.
Bias(>=<100) RMSE(>x100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG®
25 -3.259 -0.650 -0.557 12.646 5.252 6.9 6.3 5.3 8.2 9.7 13.2
50 -1.717 -1.832 -2.341 5.085 2.648 5.1 4.6 5 8.4 11.7 15.9
100 -1.279 -1.988 -1.609 2.830 1.376 6.0 6.7 6.1 13.1 18.6 28.4
P-MA2SLSMG“
25 -0.561 -1.496 -1.266 6.404 3.454 1.796 5.7 5.6 5.6 9.5 11.1 13.5
50 -2.029 -0.224 -1.695 4.139 1.884 1.084 5.8 4.9 5.5 10.0 15.6 20.2
100 -1.239 -1.850 -1.745 2.065 1.132 0.518 4.1 6.5 4.4 13.3 19.0 29.6
Ps-MA2SLSMG*
25 -0.545 -1.788 0.026 21.612 9.841 4.872 5 4.1 4.7 7.6 7.1 10.9
50 -0.168 -2.386 -1.024 9.862 3.787 4.215 6.1 5.5 4.5 9.2 9.1 17.3
100 -0.787 -1.221 -1.476 5.629 1.775 1.510 6 5.0 5.7 13.0 17.2 28.0
2SLSMG*
25 -0.561 -1.496 -1.266 6.404 3.454 1.796 5.7 5.6 5.6 9.5 11.1 13.5
50 -2.029 -0.224 -1.695 4.139 1.884 1.084 5.8 4.9 5.5 10.0 15.6 20.2
100 -1.239 -1.850 -1.745 2.065 1.132 0.518 4.1 6.5 4.4 13.3 19.0 29.6

The DGP is same as that for Table 5.1 except the number of instruments are 6.
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Table C.8 (Case D: High degree of endogeneity, Strong IVs) Bias, RMSE of
MA2SLSMG?, P-MA2SLSMG?, Ps-MA2SLSMG?, 2SLSMG? estimates and Size (%)
and power (%) of the associated t-tests for the dynamic heterogeneous panel data
model with {¢, 81, 52} = {0.8, 3,1}, correlated factor loadings in xy,;; and wu;,.

Results for ¢.

Bias(><100) RMSE(><100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG?
25 1.121 1.165 0.931 0.095 0.062 0.039 12.2 15.8 17.8 97.4 99.8 100.0
50 1.585 1.444 1.476 0.099 0.062 0.046 14.9 18.2 28.0 98.5 100.0 100.0
100 1.122 1.192 1.184 0.076 0.048 0.033 10.9 13.2 20.8 99.3 100.0 100.0
P-MA2SLSMG?”
25 0.954 1.055 1.078 0.082 0.055 0.039 10.2 14.2 20.5 98.5 99.9 100.0
50 1.221 1.107 1.206 0.083 0.045 0.039 12.1 12.9 21.6 99 100.0 100.0
100 0.950 0.847 0.970 0.068 0.038 0.026 9.6 9.7 15.9 99.6 100.0 100.0
Ps-MA2SLSMG?
25 0.779 1.007 0.928 0.182 0.129 0.064 10.4 9.8 9.6 84.7 93.9 98.6
50 0.632 0.781 0.707 0.159 0.074 0.062 7.4 8.0 11.4 91.4 97.8 98.5
100 0.455 0.423 0.338 0.097 0.046 0.027 6.7 6.8 6.2 94.3 98.5 99.5
2SLSMG?
25 0.967 1.076 1.093 0.082 0.055 0.039 10.4 14.3 21.1 98.6 99.9 100.0
50 1.248 1.142 1.240 0.083 0.046 0.040 12.4 13.5 22.2 99.0 100.0 100.0
100 0.999 0.888 1.012 0.069 0.038 0.027 9.9 10.2 17.3 99.6 100.0 100.0
Results for 3;.
Bias(><100) RMSE(><100) Size Power
T/N 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100 25 50 100
MA2SLSMG?
25 -2.512 -0.842 -1.044 6.574 2.750 1.291 7.2 6.7 5.2 10.3 14.4 18.5
50 -1.889 -2.251 -2.328 3.170 1.697 0.868 5.7 5.1 6.4 11.1 14.7 21.5
100 -1.935 -2.607 -2.462 1.907 1.066 0.540 6.5 6.5 6.8 13.6 17.5 29.7
P-MA2SLSMG?”
25 -0.414 -1.453 -1.555 4.225 2.544 1.329 6.0 6.0 5.6 11.3 13.6 19.1
50 -2.647 -1.365 -2.137 2.944 1.397 0.869 6.5 4.8 5.9 10.9 16.1 23.0
100 -1.631 -2.158 -2.301 1.659 0.931 0.453 4.8 7.1 5.1 13.5 19.4 30.8
Ps-MA2SLSMG?
25 -0.402 -1.640 0.534 21.090 10.174 4.935 4.4 4.4 4.6 7.8 6.9 11.0
50 -0.344 -2.256 -0.762 10.274 3.917 3.750 6.7 5.2 4.2 8.8 9.3 17.5
100 -1.030 -1.088 -1.471 4.764 1.844 1.523 6.9 5.3 5.2 13.0 17.6 28.4
2SLSMG?
25 -0.465 -1.547 -1.561 4.164 2.555 1.323 6.0 6.5 5.8 10.9 13.4 18.8
50 -2.617 -1.473 -2.199 2.908 1.382 0.862 6.6 4.8 6.1 11.3 15.9 23.4
100 -1.663 -2.222 -2.344 1.647 0.930 0.453 5.2 7.2 5.3 13.5 19.1 30.8

The DGP is same as that for Table 5.1 except the number of instruments are 12.
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