arXiv:2306.05299v3 [econ.EM] 25 Jun 2024

Heterogeneous Autoregressions in Short 1" Panel Data
Models*

M. Hashem Pesaran' Liying Yang?
June 26, 2024

Abstract
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coefficients without imposing any restrictions on the fixed effects. It is shown the stan-
dard generalized method of moments estimators obtained under homogeneous slopes
are biased. Small sample properties of the proposed estimators are investigated by
Monte Carlo experiments and compared with a number of alternatives, both under
homogeneous and heterogeneous slopes. It is found that a simple moment estimator of
the mean of heterogeneous AR coefficients performs very well even for moderate sam-
ple sizes, but to reliably estimate the variance of AR coefficients much larger samples
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1 Introduction

The importance of cross-sectional heterogeneity in panel regressions is becoming increasingly
recognized in the literature. When the time dimension of the panel, T, is short, significant
advances have been made in the case of random coefficient models with strictly exogenous
regressors, for example, (Chamberlain| (1992)), Wooldridge| (2005), and |(Graham and Powell
(2012). A trimmed version of the mean group estimator proposed by [Pesaran and Smith
(1995) can also be applied to ultra short 7" panels when the regressors are strictly exogenous.
See [Pesaran and Yang (2024)). In contrast, there are only a few papers that consider the
estimation of heterogeneous dynamic panels when the time dimension is short.

There are some limitations to applying existing estimation methods to such heterogeneous
short 7" dynamic panels. The generalized method of moments (GMM) estimators applied
after first differencing by Anderson and Hsiao (1981, 1982), |Arellano and Bond (1991)),
Blundell and Bond| (1998)), and |(Chudik and Pesaran! (2021)), allow for intercept heterogeneity
but not for possible heterogeneity in the autoregressive (AR) coefficients, and as shown in
this paper, can lead to biased estimates and distorted inference. |Gu and Koenker| (2017) and
Liu/ (2023)) consider the estimation of panel AR(1) models with exogenous regressors using
Bayesian techniques. While they assume random coefficients on strictly exogenous regressors,
they still impose homogeneity on the AR coefficients. The mean group estimator and the
hierarchical Bayesian estimator proposed by Hsiao et al.| (1999)) allow for heterogeneity but
require that 7T is reasonably large relative to the cross section dimension, n.

For moderate values of T', analytical, Bootstrap and Jackknife bias correction approaches
have also been proposed to deal with the small sample bias of the mean group and other
related estimators. See, for example, Pesaran and Zhao ((1999), Okui and Yanagi| (2019) and
Okui and Yanagi (2020). Even with bias corrections, n cannot be too large compared with
T, since a valid inference based on the asymptotic distribution often requires nT—¢ — 0, for
some constant ¢ > 2. In short, none of the above approaches are appropriate and can lead
to seriously biased estimates and distorted inference when 7' is small and fixed as n — oo.

Nonetheless, heterogeneity in dynamics can play an important role in many empirical studies



using short 7" panel data models. Examples include earnings dynamics studied by Meghir
and Pistaferri (2004)), unemployment dynamics by Browning and Carro (2014), and firm’s
growth by Liul (2023)

This paper considers a relatively simple panel AR(1) model, but allows for both individual
fixed effects and heterogeneous AR coefficients, ¢,;, where some of the individual processes,
{yit}, could have unit roots, ¢, = 1. We eliminate the fixed effects by first differencing,
Ay = Yi — Yit—1, and establish conditions under which the mean and variance of ¢; can be
identified from the autocovariances of Ay;, averaged over i. We show that existing GMM
estimators of E(¢;) = 4 are asymptotically biased, and derive analytical expressions for
their bias in simple cases. We then propose estimators for the moments of ¢,, in particular,
E(¢;) and E(¢?), using cross-sectional averages of the autocorrelation coefficients of the
first differences. In terms of the estimation approach, the most relevant paper to ours is by
Robinson| (1978), who considered a random coefficient AR(1) model without fixed effects.
Assuming the “usual” stationary conditions, he proposed identifying the moments of ¢, as
functions of autocovariances of y;;.

In particular, we propose two new estimators for the moments 6§, = E(¢;) for s =
1,2,...,,T — 3. A relatively simple estimator based on autocorrelations of first differences,
denoted by FDAC, and a generalized method of moments (GMM) estimator based on auto-
covariances of first differences, which we denote by HetroGMM. We also consider estimation
of Var(¢;) = o3 = 05 — 63, when the true value of o3 is not too close to zero. We do not make
any assumptions about the fixed effects and allow them to have arbitrary correlations with
¢;, but require the underlying AR(1) processes to be stationary after first differencing and
assume ¢; and the error variances are independently distributed. It is possible to extend our
analysis to higher-order panel AR processes and dynamic panels with exogenous regressors.
However, these important extensions are outside the scope of the present paper.

We compare FDAC and HetroGMM estimators to a kernel-weighted likelihood estimator
proposed by Mavroeidis et al.| (2015), MSW. Assuming independently distributed Gaussian

errors with cross-sectional heteroskedasticity, MSW show that the unknown distribution



of heterogeneous coefficients can be identified, provided the linear operator that maps the
unknown distribution to the joint distribution of data is complete (or “invertible”). They
provide an estimation algorithm for the parametric version of their estimator assuming the
heterogeneous coefficients, including the intercepts and ¢,;, follow a multivariate normal
distribution. The estimation algorithm becomes computationally very demanding if the
parametric assumption about the distribution of ¢, is relaxed.

We investigate small sample properties of FDAC and HetroGMM estimators using Monte
Carlo (MC) experiments. The simulations show that the relatively simple FDAC estimator
performs better than the HetroGMM estimator uniformly across different sample sizes, and
is robust to non-Gaussian errors and conditional error heteroskedasticity.

We also compare the small sample properties of the FDAC estimator of j1,, with several
GMM estimators proposed in the literature for homogenous AR panels, including the pop-
ular |Arellano and Bond| (1991), AB, and |Blundell and Bond (1998)), BB, estimators. We
refer to these as HomoGMM estimators, to be distinguished from the HetroGMM estimator
proposed in this paper. The simulation results confirm the neglected heterogeneity bias of
the HomoGMM estimators, and show that the FDAC estimator of j1,, performs well for all
values of T' = 4,6,10 and n = 100, 1,000 and 5,000, so long as the underlying processes
are stationary after first differencing. This is true for bias, root mean square errors, and
size. Both FDAC and HetroGMM estimators are robust to the presence of unit roots and
non-Gaussian errors, but can be subject to bias and size distortions if the distribution of
the initial values, 9, significantly depart from stationarity. Similar comparative outcomes
are also obtained when estimating o3, except that much larger sample sizes (n and/or T)
are required for reliable estimation and inference. In addition, it is important that the true
value of 035 is not too close to the boundary value of 0. When n and T are not sufficiently
large, estimates of O’é obtained using the plugging estimator, &i =0y — @1, can be negative.
This occurs with a high frequency when n = 100, and 7" = 5. The occurrence of negative
estimates declines rapidly when 7" = 10 and n > 1, 000.

Using Monte Carlo experiments we also provide a limited comparison of the MSW and



FDAC estimators of yi,, and find that in general, the MSW estimator does not have satisfac-
tory small-sample performance under the data generating process in the paper. As the MSW
estimator depends on the assumed Gaussian distribution of ¢,, it can be severely biased with
uniformly and categorically distributed ¢, that we consider in our MC experiments.

Finally, we provide an empirical application using five and ten yearly samples from the
Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) dataset over the 1976-1995 period to estimate the
persistence of real earnings. To this end, we extend the basic panel AR(1) model to allow for
linear trends. Following the empirical literature we report estimates for three educational
categories (high school dropouts, high school graduates and college graduates) and all three
categories combined. We find comparable estimates for the linear trend coefficients across
sub-periods and educational categories, around 2 per cent per annum. The FDAC estimates
of mean persistence (j1,) for the sub-periods 1991-1995 and 1986-1995 fall in the range of
0.570—0.734, and tend to rise with the level of educational attainment, with college graduates
showing the highest degree of persistence. No such patterns are observed for other estimates,
which are around 0.3,0.9 and 0.41 for the AB, BB and MSW estimators, respectively. The
FDAC estimates of 03, for all three categories combined are statistically significant and are
given by 0.100 (0.042) and 0.129 (0.023) for the sub-periods 1991-1995 (n = 1,366) and
1986-1995 (n = 1,139), respectively, providing further evidence of heterogeneity in real
earnings persistence.

The rest of the paper is set out as follows. Section [2|sets out the model and assumptions.
Sectionderives the autocovariances of the first differences, Ay;; = y;t—v:+—1, and establishes
conditions under which they are stationary. Section 4| shows that the HomoGMM estima-
tors are biased in the heterogeneous panel AR(1) model. Section 5| establishes conditions
under which the moments of ¢, can be identified from the autocorrelation functions of first
differences. Section [6] proposes FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of the moments of ¢,. The
respective asymptotic distributions are also derived. Section [7] evaluates the performance of
FDAC, HetroGMM, HomoGMM, and MSW estimators by Monte Carlo simulations. Section

presents the empirical application, and Section [9] concludes. Some of the mathematical



derivations, Monte Carlo evidence and additional empirical results are provided in an online

supplement.

2 Model and assumptions
We consider the following first-order autoregressive panel data model

Yix = O + Qbiyi,t—l + Uit for i = 17 2a ey Ty (21)

where the fixed effects, «;, are restricted, a; = p; (1 — ¢;). This restriction is necessary for
yix to have a fixed mean irrespective of whether ¢, = 1 or |¢,| < 1. If «; is unrestricted,
a linear trend is introduced in y; when ¢, = 1. The restriction on «; is not binding when
|¢;] < 1. We impose the restriction since we will be considering a mixture of processes with

and without unit roots. With a; = u;(1 — ¢;), (2.1) can be written equivalently as
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Yit — [y = ¢ (yi,t—l - M’) + i, fori=1,2,... n. (2-2)

Suppose that y;; is generated starting at time ¢ = —M; < 0 with the initial value, y; .
We assume observations on all the n units are available over the periods t = 1,2,3,...; T,
yielding a total of nT" observations {y;1, ¥i2, ..., Yir, @ = 1,2, ...,n}. The parameters of interest
are first and higher order moments of ¢;, which we denote by 0; = E(¢), s =1,2,...,T — 2.
The key feature of our analysis is to allow for a high degree of parameter heterogeneity
when 7' is short as n — oco. We allow ¢, to take any values in the non-explosive interval
[—1 + ¢, 1] for some € > 0, which includes the unit root case, ¢, = 1 for some of the units,
but rules out a negative unit root, namely it is required that inf;(1+ ¢,) > 0. We are able to
accommodate distributions of ¢, with a non-zero mass on ¢, = 1, by basing our estimation of
65 on autocorrelations of first differences, Ay;; = vir — y;,—1, rather than the autocovariances
of y;; considered by Robinson| (1978). As examples, we consider a uniform distribution of ¢,
defined over the interval (—1,1 — €] with € > 0, and a categorical distribution where ¢, takes
two values, ¢ (high) and ¢, (low), with probabilities (1 — 7) and 7, respectively. The unit
root case arises when € = 0 (for the uniform distribution), and ¢, = 1 with 0 < ¢, < 1 (for

the categorical distribution). Our analysis does not allow for a negative unit root, namely



when ¢; = —1.

The key identification assumption is the stationarity of the first differences. First dif-
ferencing of eliminates the fixed effects, o; = p;(1 — ¢;), but does not remove the
effects of initial values, v; s, on the first differences when 7' is small. Under slope het-
erogeneity, the effects of initial values on first differences do not vanish for processes whose
¢, falls in the stable region, —1 < ¢; < 1, unless they are all initialized at a distant past,
namely only if M; — oo, otherwise the realized values y; and/or their first differences
{Ay;, for t = 2,3, ..., T} will depend on y; _n;, — p;- Including the observations y;o amongst
the realizations does not resolve the problem, since we move one period backward and the
distribution of y; _; must still be specified and so on. For processes with unit roots, ¢; = 1,
we have Ay;; = uy, and initialization will not be an issue, at least not for the unit-root
AR(1) process.

To accommodate the possible mixture of stationary and unit-root processes and achieve
identification of the moments of ¢,, we make the following assumptions regarding unit-specific
parameters, ©; = (y;, ¢;, 07)’, the error terms, u;;, and the initial value deviations, y; _n, — p;

for i = 1,2, ...,n, where 02 = Var(u).

Assumption 1 (individual effects) The individual specific means, ;, are bounded, sup; |p;| <

C.

Assumption 2 (errors) Conditional on v; = (11;, ¢;,02), the errors, uy, are cross-sectionally
and serially independent over i and t, with zero means, E(u) = o2, and supi,tE|u¢t|4 <C<

Q.

Assumption 3 (error variances) (a) The error variances, o2, are independent draws from a

1)

common probability distribution such that E (0?) = 02, where 0 < ¢ < 02, and 0* < C' < oo.

(b) o2 are distributed independently of ¢,.

Assumption 4 (autoregressive coefficients) (a) The autoregressive coefficients, ¢,, for i =

1,2,...,n, are independent draws from a common probability distribution, defined on the



closed interval ¢; € [—1+¢,1], for some e > 0, with mean E(¢;) = p, and variance Var(¢;) =

2
0¢20.

Assumption 5 (initialization) The process {yi} is initialized with y; ,, where M; € N =

k3

{0,1,2,...}, and y; —n, — p; is given and bounded, sup; |y —n, — ;| < C.

Assumption [I]imposes minimal restrictions on y; or on the fixed effects a; for |¢;] < ¢ < 1.
But as noted earlier, to ensure that y;; is not subject to a drift, as it is standard in the unit
root literature, «a; is set to 0 when ¢, = 1. Assumptions [2] and [3| are standard in the
literature on short 7" dynamic panels. They allow for cross-sectional as well as conditional
time series heteroskedasticity, such as GARCH effects, but rule out unconditional time series
heteroskedasticity. Denoting the available information at time t — 1 by Z;; 1, E(u%|Zi+—1)
could be time-varying, so long as E(u%) = o7 as required by Assumption .

Assumptions {4| and [5| ensure that Ay, is covariance stationary if M; — oo, without

requiring y;; to be stationary for all n units in the panel.

3 Autocovariances of first differences

Before setting out our approach to the identification of 8, = E(¢;), we need to derive expres-
sions for the autocovariances of Ay;;. Given the available data and after first differencing
(2.1]), we have

Ay = ¢;AYi 11 + Auyy, for t =2,3,..,T. (3.1)

Also setting ¢ = 1 and using ([2.2]) we obtain
Ayin = —(1 = &;) (yio — p) + war- (3.2)
[terating (3.1]) forward from ¢ = 2 and using the above expression for Ay;;, we obtain
t—1
Ayir = up — (1 — ;) Z & Muwige— 07 (1= &) (yio — 1) - (3.3)
=1

It is clear that in general, Ay;; depends on y;o — u;, and Assumption [5|is required if we are

to eliminate the impact of initial values on the autocovariances of Ay;;. Iterating equation



(2.2) forward from y; _p, to t = 0 we have

M;—1

Yio — 1 = 01" (i — 1) + P . (3.4)
=0

Substituting y;0 — p; from (3.4)) in (3.3)) now yields
Mi+t—1
Ayit = U;t — (1 — ¢z) Z d)f_lui,t,g + (ZﬁfRz (yi,fMi) , fOI' t = 2, 3, ey T, (35)
=1

where R; (yi_ar,) = —oM (1 — &) (Ys—ar, — p1;). For a fixed T, the remainder term, R;,

(2

does not vanish unless M; — oo. Note that under Assumption 5| sup; |y;—a, — 1;| < C,
and |R; (yi,-u,)| < |0, et 11— &il lyi,—nt, — il < C'l;

for all i (irrespective of whether ¢, = 1 or |¢;| < 1), if and only if M; — oo. Under this

ML= ¢y, and | R, (yi-a,)

— 0,

condition

Ay = g — (1 — ;) Z ¢ Mige, (3.6)

=1
and the available first differences, Ay;, for t = 2,3,...,T, do not depend on y;y, and can
be used to derive expressions for v, (h) = E (AyAy;¢—p) for h =0,1,...,T — 2. But first,
we need to establish that these autocovariances do exist, particularly given that we allow
for some y;; processes to have unit roots. This requirement is easily established when the

distribution of ¢, is categorical. In this case we have
Ya(h) = TE (AyuAyis_p ||¢;| <c < 1)+ (1 —m)E (AyaAyin |¢; = 1),

where 0 < 7 < 1. By application of Minkowski’s inequality to (3.6)) we have (for p > 1)

18yl < Nwall, + 3 {66, + N6, ] asael,
(=1

where [|Ayul, = E (|Ayit\p)1/p. By Assumptionsupi,t |luie]], < C, and for units with |¢,| <
¢ < 1, we have Hgbep = |¢;]" < ¢*. Hence, conditional on |¢,| < ¢ < 1, we have | Ayl <
2 < 0o. Also by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality |E (Ay; Ay, —p)| < [E (Ayy)* E (Ayi,t_h)z} 1/2,
and sup; | E (AyiuAyii—n ||¢;] < ¢ <1)| < oo. In the unit root case

E(AyyAyisn|o; =1) = E(o7) < C, for h =0,

= 0, for h >0,



and overall |y (h)| < oo, for h < T —2. Existence of 7y, (h) when ¢, is distributed uniformly
over the closed interval [0, 1] involves some algebra and is established in Section of the
online supplement.

General expressions for the mean, variance and autocovariances of the first differences
(covering unit root processes) are given in the following lemma and will be used in our

subsequent analysis.

Lemma 1 Consider the panel AR(1) model given by , and suppose that Assumptions
@ hold, and M; — oo for all units with |¢;,| < 1. Then for alli=1,2,...,n

) 2\ _ 2 2
E(Ayy) =0, E(Ayl) =dE (1 ) (3.7)
E (AyuAyiip) = —0*E {(1 — ¢’) qb?_l ,forh=1,2,...,T — 2, (3.8)
’ 1+ ¢; |
and -
E (¢, Ay Ayiy_p) = —0*E Ki J_r Z) o, forh=1,2,...T —2. (3.9)

A proof is provided in Section of the online supplement.

Remark 1 Assumption[5 which in effect requires all processes {y;,i = 1,2, ...,n} with |¢;| <
1 are initialized from a distant past, could be restrictive. Although this assumption is required
for our theoretical derivations, we do investigate the implications of relaxing it using Monte

Carlo experiments. See sub-sections[7.5 and[S.8.4 in the online supplement.

Our identification and estimation strategy is based on matching sample estimates of
autocorrelations of first differences (denoted as p,) with first and higher order moments
of ¢,. But before providing the details of our proposed estimators, we first show that the
HomoGMM estimators of E(¢;) that neglect heterogeneity of ¢, over ¢ are biased even as
n — 0o, for any fixed 7', and inferences based on them could be misleading. It is recognized
that neglecting heterogeneity in dynamic panels can lead to biased estimates, but to the best
of our knowledge, there is no formal analysis of the extent of the bias for short T" panels. In
the case of heterogeneous dynamic panels when both n and 7" are large, |Pesaran and Smith

(1995)) provide expressions for asymptotic bias of fixed effects estimators.
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4 Neglected heterogeneity bias

Under homogeneity where ¢, = ¢ for all 7, ¢ can be consistently estimated by the method
of moments after eliminating «;, for example by first differencing. We begin our analysis by
showing the HomoGMM estimators are biased when ¢, are heterogeneous. The extent of
the bias depends on the degree of heterogeneity. To simplify the exposition, without loss of
generality, we consider the case where T = 4, the minimum value required for identification
of 1, = E(¢;) under heterogeneity established in Section 5. For the Anderson-Hsiao (AH)
estimator, ¢ 4 = OO0 AyuAyn) [ (O, AyisAy;e), and using (3.1) for t = 4 we have

és — /n/fl Z:Z:l gbszlgAy’LQ nil Z;l:l Auz‘4Ayi2
AT IS AysAyn  n i yor AyisAyis

(4.1)

Since F (AujAy2) = 0, then under Assumptions (1| to |5| and assuming M; — oo for units

with |¢;| < 1, we have (as n — 00)

lim, 0o n ™! Z:'L:l E (¢;AyisAyiz)
Polimy oo n™t 3 B (AyisAyi)

Gamr —
where E (AyisAy) and E (¢;Ay;3Ay;2) are given by (3.8) and (3.9), respectively. Using

these results 1-¢
B (i) 2

“ 1+¢;
PAH 0 TN
z[(i2)]

In the homogeneous case (¢; = ¢), we have b A —p Mg = ¢, as expected. Under hetero-

(4.2)

geneity, g}ﬁ ap 18 clearly not a consistent estimator of F(¢;). The extent of the asymptotic
bias of the AH estimator depends on the distribution of ¢,. The expression for the neglected

heterogeneity bias of the AH estimator is summarized in the following proposition.

Proposition 1 Consider the Anderson-Hsiao estimator of ji,, gAbAH, given by , and
suppose pi, = E(¢;) in the heterogeneous panel AR(1) model given by . Suppose As-
sumptions J@ hold, and M; — oo for all i with |¢;| < 1. Then gAbAH is asymptotically biased

as an estimator of p,. ForT'= 4, the asymptotic bias of the AH estimator is given by
1 1
o 21+ 1) [~ 2 ()
Plimy 0o (¢AH - ,LL¢> = 1—o, ) (4'3>
£ (352)

10



and plz’mnﬁooféAH < py- The equality holds if and only if ¢; = ¢ = g, for alli.

A proof is provided in Section [S.4] of the online supplement.

The asymptotic biases of the AB and BB estimators under heterogeneous slopes are
derived in Section of the online supplement. The magnitude of the asymptotic bias of
AH, AB and BB estimators depends on the distribution of ¢,. For example, suppose that ¢,
are random draws from a uniform distribution centered at E(¢;) = p, > 0, with ¢; = 4 +v;,

where v; ~ [IDU|[—a,al, a > O.E| Then

' . 2(1 4 py) [6 — Lin (122
Plimy, o0 <¢AH — %) = lj; e 2_ a(l 3)] ’ (4.4)
1—

where § = a/(1+ py) < (1 —pg) /(14 py) < 1. It is easily seen that Garr — gy — 0 with
a — 0. The magnitudes of the asymptotic bias of the AH estimator for u, € {0.4,0.5} and
a = 0.5 are around —0.186 and —0.204, respectively, which are very close to the corresponding
simulated bias in Tables [S.8 and [S.9]in the online supplement.

In the case where ¢, follows a categorical distribution, ¢, = ¢, (0 < ¢, < 1) with prob-

ability m and ¢, = ¢y > ¢, with probability 1 — 7, we have

—2m(1 —7)(¢y — ¢L)2
1= o)1+ ¢g) + (1 =m)(1+ )1 — b))

Plimy, o0 (QASAH - M¢> = (

As to be expected the asymptotic bias is negative, and its magnitude depends on the degree
of dispersion of ¢; which is given by Var(¢;) = 07 = (1 —7)(¢y — ¢1)*. The unit root case
arises for the units with ¢ = 1.

Asymptotic bias, even if small, can lead to substantial size distortions when n is suffi-
ciently large. See sub-section for Monte Carlo evidence on the bias and size distortions

of AH and other HomoGMM estimators.

5 Identification of moments of the AR coeflicients

In this section, we formally establish conditions necessary for identification of E(¢;) without

making any specific distributional assumptions on ¢,. Suppose Assumptions [I| to [5| hold.

'To ensure that |¢;| < 1 we also require that a <1 — .

11



We consider the minimum number of periods needed to consistently estimate E(¢;), for

s=1,2,...,5. Denote the ht"-order autocorrelation coefficients of Ay as p, given by

_ E (AyitAyi,tfh) 51
Ph E [(Ayit)ﬂ ’ o

for h = 1,2, ..., with |p,| < 1. Since by assumption ¢, and o? are independently distributed

(see part (b) of Assumption [3)), then using the results in Lemma [1] we have

P E Ay Ayii—n) _ _E [(i:ﬁ) (b?il} (5.2)

E [(Aya)?] 2F (ﬁ) ’

for h =1,2,..., with |p,| < 1.

Suppose that p;, can be consistently estimated by the moment estimators of £ (Ay;:Ay; +—p)

2

of equations in 1' For h =1, 2F (ﬁ) pp = —F <;z> =1-2F (ﬁ), which can

be equivalently written as 2F < 1 ) = ﬁ. Using this result and noting that for h = 2,

and F [(Ayit)ﬂ. Then the identification condition of E(¢;) can be derived by the system

I+¢; )
2FE (ﬁ) py = —2+4 E(¢;) +2F (1+1¢i>’ we have
14 2p, +
E(¢;) = #. (5.3)
Similarly, for h = 3 we have 2F <1+1¢i> ps =—F (2@ —2-— (;512 + ﬁ), which yields
B(gf) = LE2E 2t (5.4)

L+p,

For h = 4, 2F (ﬁ) p, = —F <2¢? — qbg’ —2¢,+2— ﬁ), and upon using the results of
the lower-order moments we obtain

. L+ 2p; +2py + 2p3 + py
L+ py .

E(¢7) (5.5)

Higher-order moments of ¢, can be obtained similarly. To identify the s order moment
of ¢, requires consistent estimation of p; for h = 1,2,...,s + 1. In general, we must have

T > s+ 3, as n — oo to identify E (¢;).

Remark 2 Note that under homogeneity where ¢; = ¢ for all v, using we have

E(Ayulyie-n) _1 h=1 1 _ = -
E [(Ayu)ﬂ B 2¢ (1-9), forh=1,2,..,T —2. (5.6)

Pn =

12



For h = 1 under homogeneity, p, = —(1—¢)/2 and ¢ can be estimated by ¢y, = 142Dy -

In this case for identification of ¢, we need T' > 2. This result also follows if we let p, = ¢p;,_4

in (E) E(p)=¢=1+ %ﬁfl, which is satisfied when p; = —(1 — ¢)/2.

6 Estimation of the moments of the AR coefficients

We now turn our attention to consistent estimation of the moments of ¢,;, namely 0; = E (¢;),
for s = 1,2, and 3. We consider a simple moment estimator which we refer to as the first
differenced autocorrelation (FDAC) estimator, and a GMM-type estimator that we refer to
as HetroGMM to be distinguished from the GMM estimators proposed in the literature for

estimation of the homogeneous AR coefficient assuming ¢, = ¢ for all i.

6.1 First differenced autocorrelation (FDAC) estimator

The FDAC estimator uses the sample analogs of autocorrelations of the first differences, p,,
given by (j5.1)), in equations (5.3)), (5.4) and ([5.5]) to obtain consistent estimators of 8, = E(¢;)
for s = 1,2 and 3, respectively. Specifically, using {Ayy, t =2,3,...,T;i = 1,2,...,n}, p, can

be consistently estimated by

(T —h-1)"" Zththz [n~! > i1 Ay Ayi ]
(T —1)-! Zthz [nfl > i (Ayit)z}

Then plugging these estimators in (5.3))—(5.5) we have the following FDAC estimators

ﬁh,nT: 5 fOl"h: 1,2,...7T_2. (6].)

~ = 1+ 2@ n + b n
01 rpac = E(¢;) = 1 —11— ; 2
1,nT

, for T'> 4, (6.2)

_ L+ 2Dy pur + 202 0 + P3pr
L+ pynr

O2.0pa0 = E (¢7) , for T > 5, (6.3)

and . R . R
_ L4 2y i + 20001 + 2053 51 + Papr

Os.rpac = E () 1+
1,nT

, for T > 6. (6.4)

These estimators can also be viewed as moment estimators that place equal weights on the
cross-section averages, n ! Z?:l Ay Ay, ¢—p, for different ¢. This makes sense since under
our assumptions for each ¢, Ay; Ay, ,_j are cross-sectionally independent with finite second-

order moments, and by the law of large numbers n=' 37" | Ay Ayi s n —p E (AyalAyii—n),
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and hence py, .7 —p B (AyuAyii—n) /B (Ay;)* = p, as n — oo. Using this result and noting

that 1+ py . —» 1+ py > 0, it then readily follows that 61 ppac — At = 9, = E(¢,).

~

Similarly, 05 ppac —p E(¢;), for s =2 and 3. Since Ay;Ay;i—p for h=1,2,...,T — 2 have
second order moments, it also follows that the convergence of 937 rpac to B, is in the mean

squared error sense which is stronger than convergence in probability.

6.2 Generalized method of moments estimator based on autoco-

variances

The FDAC estimator is a plug-in type estimator and needs not be efficient. An alterna-
tive and arguably more efficient approach would be to base the estimation of 6, directly on
the sample moments of E (Ay;Ay;¢—p) and then use standard results from the GMM lit-
erature to obtain asymptotically optimum weighted moment conditions rather than equally
weighted moments which might not be efficient. In practice, the differences between the
two approaches could depend on the degree of heterogeneity and the sampling uncertainty
associated with the GMM weights. The relative performance of FDAC and heterogeneous

GMM estimators of 0, will be investigated by Monte Carlo simulations.

6.2.1 Heterogeneous generalized method of moments (HetroGMM) estimator

of E(¢;)
Given (j5.1]), the moment condition (5.3) can be written equivalently as

0.[E (Ayit)2 + B (AyuAyi—1)) = E (Ayit)2 + 28 (AyuAyir—1) + E(AyuAyi o), (6.5)

which yields T'— 3 moment conditions for t = 4,5, ..., T, requiring that 7' > 4. These moment

conditions can be written more compactly as

E [Mp(610)] =0, for t = 4,5, ..., T, (6.6)

where M, (010) =n >0 mi(610), mit(01) = O1hit — gar,

hiy = (Ayit)2 + Ayt Ayiy—1, and g = (Ayit>2 + 2Ay3 Ay -1 + Ay Ay . (6.7)
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To optimally combine the moment conditions in set
hiT — (hi47 hi57 ceey hiT>/ ) (68)

and gir = (gias gis -+, Gi) - (6.9)

Then MnT<(91) = (mn,4<91)7mn,5<91)7 s mn,T<91))/ = G r—H, 10, where G,,r = %22;1 gir
and Hyr = n'>°"  hyp. Using (6.5), it readily follows that E [M,r(619)] = 0. The

HetroGMM estimator of #; is given by

él,HetraGMM - argmiH91 (GnT - HnTel), AnT (GnT - elHnT) s

where A, r is a (T'—3) x (T — 3) positive definite stochastic weight matrix, and for any
T > 4, it tends to a non-stochastic positive definite matrix Ar as n — o0o. The most

efficient HetroGMM estimator is given by

01 Hetocnins (A%) = (H, ,ALH, ) H A% G, (6.10)

where A% = S7.'(6;) is the optimal weight matrix with

Sr(61) =Var (\/ﬁMnT(Gl)) =nVar (G,r — 0:H,r) =nVar |n! Z (gir — O1hyir)

=1

Given (6.5)), £ (g — 610hir) = 0, and g;r — 6, ohyr are cross-sectionally independent, then

1 n
Sr(010) = - ZE [(gz’T — 01 0hir) (8ir — 91,0hz'T)/] . (6.11)
i=1

It is difficult to derive an analytical expression for St (6 0), but for a given value of 61, St (6,)

can be consistently estimated by its sample mean given by

A 1 /
Sr(01) =~ > (gir —Oihir) (gir — O1hyr)', forn > T — 3. (6.12)

=1

n

A standard two-step GMM estimator of #; can now be obtained using 91, FDAC given by
(6.2) as an initial estimate to consistently estimate the optimal weight matrix, S;'(6;,),
in the first step. Substituting @1, FDAC into 1) yields the following two-step HetroGMM

estimator

o ~ o -1 ~ o
01, HetrocMM = [H;Tsfl (91,FDAC> HnT] [H;Ts}l (91,FDAC> GnT} ; (6.13)
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h
where 1

gT (él,FDAC> = ﬁ Zn: (giT - 91,FDAChz‘T> (gz‘T - él,FDAChz’T>I- (6-14)

It is also possible to obtain an iterated version of the above, where @17 HetroaMM 18 used to
obtain a new estimate of Sy (01), namely ST(@L HetrocMM ), and so on. But there seems little
gain in doing so since @1, HetrogMM 18 asymptotically efficient.

The above results are summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem 1 Consider the panel AR(1) model given by and suppose that Assumptions
[1HH hold, T > 4, and M; — oo for all i with |¢;] < 1. Then the HetroGMM estimator
of 01 = E(¢;) given by s asymptotically efficient. The asymptotic distribution of

01, Hetrocrrm 18 given by

\/ﬁ (él,HetroGMM — 91,0) —a N (0,V4,), (6.15)

where 01 is the true value of 0, VGII = plimy, o0 (H;TS;I(HLO)HTLT), H,r = %Z?:l h;7,
and S7'(010) and hyr are defined by and , respectively. The asymptotic vari-
. . . ~1
ance of 01 getrocvim can be estimated consistently by nt [H;Ts;l <917FDAC> HnT} , where

ST <@1’FDAC> 15 given by (6.14).

Our use of the FDAC estimator as an initial estimator for the two-step GMM estimator
is based on the observations that FDAC exploits the stationarity properties of moments in
the first differences and is based on more information as compared to the first step GMM

estimator. As an example, consider the exact identified case when 7" = 4. Then (see (6.7)))

_1 Zz 1 (Ayl‘l) +2n" ! Zz 1 Ayl4Ayl 3+n ! Zz 1 AyMAyl 2
nty (Ay%4> + 0t AyiaAyis

01,HetroGMM -

as compared to @1, FDAC given by 1} which can be written equivalently

(%) Z?=2 [% Z?=1 (Ayit)2] + Z?:g [% Z?:l Ayt Ay i 1} [ Zl 1 AyinAyia 2]
(3) > B (Ayit)z} +(3) >is [y Ay Ayig

Both estimators converge to 01 at the rate of \/n, but él,FDAC exploits the stationary

01.rpAC =

properties of the (Ay;)® and Ay Ay; .1 more effectively. Specifically, n='> " | (Ay)?

and (1/3) 30/, [ty (Ayit)ﬂ converge to the same limit, but the latter makes use
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of (Ayi2)2 and (Ayl-g,)2 obervations as well as (Ayi4)2. Similarly, 2n' "% | AyiuAy;s and
2?23 [n=t 3" AyiAy; 1] converge to the same limit, but the latter makes use of Ay;3Ay;o
in addition to AymAyzg

Remark 3 Both FDAC and HetroGMM estimators should work fine asymptotically under

E(u2) = 0%, so long as the time variations of o2 is stationary, in a sense that E(0%,) = o2.

One important example is when u; has a stationary GARCH specification. This property is
tllustrated in the Monte Carlo simulations where we consider the properties of the proposed

estimators with and without GARCH effects.

6.2.2 Generalized method of moments estimator of £(¢?)

Similarly, the HetroGMM estimator of 0, = F (qz52) can be obtained based on the equation

(2

below for t = 5,6, ..., T,
0> [E [(Aya)’] + B (Ayilyi )] (6.16)

=K [(Ayit)Z] + 2E (Ayi Ayip—1) + 25 (Ayu Ay o) + B (AyaAy;i—s3) .

Let
h2,iT - <h2,i57 h?,iﬁ; sy h2,iT)/ (617)

and g2 ;1 = (92,5, 92,i65 - 92,iT), (6.18)

with hg; = (Ayu)* + AyuAyir—1 and go 0 = (Ayit)2 + 28y Ay + 20y Ay o +
Ayz‘tAyi,t—& Denote G2,nT =nt 2?11 82T, and H2,nT =nt Z?Zl h2,iT7 where G2,nT
and Hy ,,r are (T'—4) x 1 vectors (with 7" > 4). Then, the two-step HetroGMM estimator

of the second moment can be derived as

. . . -1 . o /a
02, HetrocMM = [ng,nTS;T (‘92,FDAC) H2,nT] [ng,nTSQ_Tl (‘92,FDAC) G2,nT] , (6.19)

where the initial estimator can be the FDAC estimator of 0y given by equation (6.3, and
SZ,T (02) = %2?21 (8241 — Ooho,r) (8247 — 02hayr). Finally, the asymptotic distribution

of éQ,HetroGMM is given by
Vit (Datetrorins = 020) =4 N (0, Va,) (6.20)
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where 05 is the true value of 03, and Vj, can be consistently estimated by

N ~ N —1
‘/02 - |:H/27nTSQ_’%“ (02,Het'r’oGMM> H2,nT] . (621)

6.3 Plug-in estimator of aé

Consider now the estimation of o7 = Var(¢;), and recall that in terms of 8 = (6y,6,)" we

have 02 = 0, — 67. Therefore, a plug-in estimator of o2 is given by
R N2
62 =0y — (91> , (6.22)

which is an asymptotically valid estimator of ai if 6y — (91>2 > (0. This condition will
be met for n sufficiently large, noting that 0 = (91,@2>/ is a consistent estimator of
0y = (010,020)". The asymptotic distribution of 0 = (91,92)’, \/ﬁ(é —0y) —q4 N(0,Vy)
is derived in Section of the online supplement. Then using the Delta method it fol-
lows that /n (65 —02,) —a N(0,V,2), where 02, = 639 — 67, denotes the true value

of 03), and V,2 = (—2610,1) Vo (=264, 1). V,2 can be consistently estimated by V, =

A A~ A / A
(—281, 1) Vo (—291, 1) , where Vg is a consistent estimator of Vg given by (S.13|) in the

online supplement. However, it is important to bear in mind that the asymptotic distribu-
tion of &2 is valid only in the locality of the true value of aé, and only if this true value is
sufficiently away from the boundary value of 0. In practice, we recommend using the plug-in
estimator of Ji only when n is large, in excess of 1,000, judging by the Monte Carlo evidence

to be discussed below.

7 Monte Carlo experiments
7.1 Data generating process of Monte Carlo experiments

For each ¢ = 1,2, ..., n, the process {y;;} is generated starting at time t = —M; + 1, with the

initial value y; _ps, using

Yir = (1 — @) + dyis1 + higar, for t = =M +1,—M; +2,...,0,1,2, ... T. (7.1)

We experiment with two distributions to generate ¢, € (—1,1]: (a) uniform and (b) catego-
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rial. Under the former we set ¢; = 4 + v;, with v; ~ IIDU|[~a,a]. To distinguish between
cases when |¢;| < 1 for all i and when ¢, € [—1 + €, 1] for some ¢ > 0 with ¢, = 1 for
some i, we fix a = 0.5 and consider the values of y, = 0.4 and 0.5, with F(¢;) = 4 and
03 = a’/3 = 0.083. Under case (b), we generate ¢; = ¢y (high) and ¢; = ¢, (low) with
probabilities 1 — 7 and 7, respectively. Two sets of parameter values for (¢, ¢, T) are con-
sidered: (0.8,0.5,0.85) with |¢,| < 1 for all ¢, and (1,0.5,0.95) with ¢; € (—1, 1] for all i. Then
py = E(¢;) = ¢pm+¢y(1—m) = 0.545 and 0.525, and 03 = [¢] 7 + ¢7(1 — 7)] —p2 = 0.011
and 0.012, respectively. The individual-specific means of {y; } are generated as p; = ¢, +n;
with n; ~ IIDN(0, 1), allowing for a non-zero correlation between p, and ¢,.

We consider two choices when generating e;: Gaussian ¢; ~ IIDN(0,1), and non-
Gaussian g = (e; — 2) /2, with ey ~ IIDx3, where X2 is a chi-squared variate with two
degrees of freedom, for all i and ¢. {h;} is generated as a GARCH (1,1) process, namely
hy = 07(1 — g — ) + hohi_y + ¥y (hig—1€i4-1)%, with of ~ I1D (0.5 4 0.527) and 2 ~
IIDN(0,1). We set ¢, = 0.6 and ¢; = 0.2, with the initial values h; _p;, = azﬂ The
case where errors are conditionally homoskedastic over time is obtained as a special case by
setting v, = ¥, = 0.

We generate the initial values of {y;} as (yi_a, — ;) ~ IIDN (b, ko?) with b = 1 and
k = 2 for all i. Again the choice of M; is set depending on whether |¢,| < 1 or ¢, = 1. For the
former case, we set M; = 100, which applies to all the units when ¢, is uniformly distributed
as it is not known which ¢, = 1, and units with ¢, < 1 in the case of categorical-distributed
¢,. For draws with ¢, = 1 in the categorical distribution, we set M; = 1 such that y;; for
t =1,2,...,T has finite moments as 7' is fixed in our design.

To check the robustness of the results to non-stationary initialization for |¢,| < 1, when
the processes start from a finite date in the past, we conduct two sets of experiments, one
set with M; = 1, and another set with M; = 3 for all i.

The estimation of the moments of ¢;, p, = E(¢;) and o} = Var(¢;), are based on

20ur approach also allows the coefficients of the GARCH(1,1) model to be heterogeneous across i, so
long as they are drawn from the same common distribution. But to keep the MC design simple, we are only
reporting for the case where 1, and 1, are homogeneous.
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{yg), for i =1,2,...,n;t = 1,2,..., T}, where r denotes the 7" replication of DGP in 1'
We carry out 2,000 replications for the experiments that compare the small sample perfor-
mances of FDAC, HetroGMM, and a number of estimators proposed in the literature for the
homogeneous slope case (denoted by HomoGMM), specifically, the estimators proposed by
Anderson and Hsiao| (1981, 1982)) (AH), Arellano and Bond| (1991) (AB), Blundell and Bond
(1998) (BB), and the augmented Anderson-Hsiao (AAH) estimator proposed by (Chudik and
Pesaran| (2021)), as well as the FDLS estimator due to Han and Phillips| (2010) | For exper-
iments that compare our proposed estimator with the MSW estimator in Mavroeidis et al.
(2015), we use 1,000 replications as it takes a substantial amount of time to compute the
MSW estimatorf_f] To save space, the tables summarize the results of the MC experiments

are all included in the online supplement.

7.2 Comparison of FDAC and HetroGMM estimators

7.2.1 MUC results for estimation of 1,

Bias, root mean square errors (RMSE), and size of tests of FDAC and HetroGMM estimators
of gy = E(¢;) with uniformly distributed ¢, are summarized in Table in the online
supplement. The results with categorically distributed ¢, are shown in Table in the online
supplement. These tables provide results for the sample size combinations 1" = 4, 5,6, 10 and
n = 100, 1000, 5000, in the case of Gaussian errors without GARCH effects. The parameters
of distributions are chosen to distinguish between cases where |¢,| < 1 and ¢; € (—1, 1], with
the related results displayed in the left and right panels of the tables, respectively.

In line with our theoretical results, both FDAC and HetroGMM estimators offer reliable
estimates for p, in the case of heterogeneous short 7' panels under both uniform and cat-

egorical distributions. The categorical distribution yields marginally lower RMSEs, which

3We have downloaded the codes of the AH, AB, BB, and AAH estimators from the supplementary materi-
als of |Chudik and Pesaran|(2021) using the link: https://www.econ.cam.ac.uk/people-files/emeritus/
mhpl/fp21/CP_AAH_paper_July_2021_codes_and_data.zip. We are grateful to Alexander Chudik for
making the codes publicly available.

4We have downloaded the codes of the MSW estimator used in empirical applications from the sup-
plementary materials of Mavroeidis et al. (2015) using the link: https://drive.google.com/file/d/
1hdRFpcWo3r88YV_5Kc40ur-siCYGSBDN/view?usp=sharing. We are grateful to Yuya Sasaki for also sharing
the codes of the MSW estimator used in their Monte Carlo experiments by private correspondence.
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is largely due to the fact that ai is much smaller under the categorical distribution around
0.012, as compared to 0.083 under the uniform distribution. More importantly, the magni-
tudes of bias, RMSE, and size are very similar irrespective of whether |¢,| < 1 or ¢, € (—1,1].
This result holds even if a fixed proportion of units have unit roots, as is the case with the
categorical distribution where ¢, = 1 in the case of 5 per cent of all units in the sample. The
empirical power functions for FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of y1,, are displayed in Figure
of the online supplement for the uniformly distributed AR coefficients with ¢; € (—1, 1]
in the baseline case (Gaussian errors and no GARCH effects). The power functions for the
other experiments are very similar and can be obtained from the authors upon request.

Compared with the HetroGMM estimator, the FDAC estimator has uniformly smaller
biases across all sample size combinations, lower RMSE, and greater power for T' = 4,5, 6,
and n = 100, 1000, and 5000. The differences between the two estimators of y, become
negligible only when 7" = 10. In the light of our discussion in sub-section [6.2] this could
be because the FDAC estimator uses averages of the individual sample moments both over
time and across all units given the stationary properties of the autocovariances of the first
differences, and thus it is not subject to the many moment problem that could adversely
impact the HetroGMM estimator. Consequently, tests based on the FDAC estimator are not
adversely affected as T' is increased with n small, and its size is mostly around the nominal
size of five per cent. However, tests based on the HetroGMM estimator tend to over-reject
slightly as 7" is increased when n is relatively small (n = 100). For example, for the uniform
distribution with ¢, € (—1,1] and n = 100, the size of the tests of s, = 0.5 based on the
HetroGMM estimator rises from 5.7 to 10.5 per cent when T is increased from 4 to 10.
These findings are in line with the results obtained in the literature when GMM is applied
to homogeneous dynamic panelsﬁ

As can be seen from the empirical power functions in Figure[S.1] the tests based on FDAC

and HetroGMM estimators can not reject p, = 1 with 100 per cent certainty due to the small

SFor GMM estimators with many moment conditions, some of the moment conditions can be weak. The
small-sample bias associated with the weak moments will result in substantial size distortions, which become
more severe with greater weights on the weak moments. See also Section 6 of |(Chudik and Pesaran| (2021)).
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sample sizes with n = 100. But as n and T increase, the empirical power functions become

steeper, illustrating an enhanced ability to discern deviations from the null hypothesis.

7.2.2 MC results for estimation of 035

As discussed in sub-section , the FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of 0’3) are consistent
so long as the true value of aé, namely 0y — 03’1 is not too close to the boundary value
of zero. Also to avoid negative estimates of the plug-in estimator of 035 given by we
need n to be sufficiently large. Table in the online supplement summarizes the number of
replications, out of 2,000, with negative or close to zero estimates (defined as estimates below
0.0001) for the baseline experiments and sample size combinations n = 100, 1000, 2500, 5000
and T = 5,6,10. The frequencies of the HetroGMM estimator are noticeably higher than
those of the FDAC estimator for small 7" and n. When n = 100, a sizeable proportion
of the estimates of 035 are negative, suggesting that n = 100 is not sufficiently large for
the asymptotic properties to hold. However, as to be expected, the number of negative
estimates declines rapidly as n and T are increased. Accordingly, we only focus on samples
with n > 1000, and report the bias and RMSE of the estimates of UZ, for sample size
combinations n = 1000, 2500, 5000 and T" = 5,6, 10. The results for the positive estimates
are summarized in Table of the online supplement for uniformly distributed ¢,. For
these sample size combinations, we only encounter very few negative estimates and none
when n = 5000 and T' > 6

Overall, both FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of ai perform well when 7" = 10 or n is
large, with comparable performances whether |¢| < 1 or ¢; € (—1,1]. However, the FDAC
estimator performs much better for smaller values of 7" and n, as can be seen from the larger
bias and RMSE of the HetroGMM estimator.

The empirical power functions for FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of aé are shown
in Figure of the online supplement for the uniformly distributed AR coefficients with

¢; € (—1,1] in the baseline case (Gaussian errors and no GARCH effects). The empirical

6We did not consider estimating ai under the categorical distributions of ¢, since the associated true
values of 0'35 are too close to zero.
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power functions are flat around the true value of ai for T'= 5 and n small. When T" = 5, large
values of n are required to achieve reasonable power in the locality of the null hypothesis.
The power improves rapidly as T" and n are increased and, in line with the earlier results,

the FDAC estimator performs better than the HetroGMM estimator.

7.2.3 Robustness

The FDAC estimators seem to be reasonably robust to departures from Gaussian errors
and the presence of GARCH effects. Table of the online supplement provides results
for the four combinations of error distributions, Gaussian and non-Gaussian, without and
with GARCH effects for estimation of y,. This table reports the results for the uniformly
distributed AR coefficients with ¢; € (—1,1] and 4, = 0.5. We obtain similar results when
we generate ¢, following a categorical distribution. The RMSE and size distortions of the
FDAC estimator increase only slightly as we move from Gaussian to non-Gaussian errors
and as we allow for GARCH effects. In contrast, the HetroGMM estimator is much more
adversely affected by departures from Gaussian errors. Its bias and RMSE are much higher,
with large size distortions, particularly with small n (n = 100). The performances of both
estimators are adversely affected when non-Gaussian errors are combined with GARCH
effects. Estimation of 035 is similarly adversely affected when we allow for non-Gaussian
errors as well as GARCH effects. The related simulation results are summarized in Table
of the online supplement.

Overall, the FDAC estimator outperforms the HetroGMM estimator and seems to be
reasonably robust to non-Gaussian errors and GARCH effects. It is also simple to compute.
In what follows we focus on the estimation of 1, and compare the FDAC estimator with the

HomoGMM estimators as well as the MSW estimator that allows for slope heterogeneity.

7.3 Comparison of FDAC and HomoGMM estimators

Tables and in the online supplement summarize the results comparing the FDAC
estimator with FDLS, AH, AAH, AB and BB estimators, where ¢, is uniformly distributed,
¢; = py +v; and v; ~ [IDU[~a,a] with a = 0.5 and puy = 0.4 (|¢;] < 1) and p, = 0.5
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(¢, € (—1,1]). We use the sample size combinations, T = 4,6, 10, and n = 100, 1000, 5000,
in the baseline case where the errors are Gaussian without GARCH effects. The simulation
results with the other error processes are available upon request.

In line with our theoretical derivations, the HomoGMM estimators that neglect hetero-
geneity are severely biased and show large size distortions, whilst the bias of the FDAC
estimator is close to zero and its size is around the five per cent nominal level, irrespective
of whether |¢;,| < 1 or ¢, € (—1,1]. Also, with increases in n and/or T, the biases of the
HomoGMM estimators do not shrink to zero and, as a result, the size distortions of the
HomoGMM estimators become even more pronounced. The simulation results also confirm
the magnitude of the asymptotic bias of the AH estimator given by in Section , and
those of AB and BB estimators provided in Section of the online supplement.

Since it is not known if the heterogeneity bias is serious, it is natural to ask if the FDAC
estimator continues to perform equally well under homogeneity (¢, = p, = 0.5 for all i),
and if its performance under homogeneity is comparable to those of HomoGMM estimators
of ¢. Accordingly, we also compute bias, RMSE, and size of the FDAC and HomoGMM
estimators under slope homogeneity (a = 0) with j, = 0.5. The results for Gaussian errors
without GARCH effects are summarized in Table of the online supplement. As can be
seen, the FDAC estimator continues to perform well even under slope homogeneity. Its bias
is close to zero and shows only a small degree of size distortions when n = 100. In terms
of assumptions, the FDAC estimator is closest to the FDLS estimator under homogeneity.
Figure in the online supplement compares the empirical power functions of FDAC and
FDLS estimators. Compared to the FDLS estimator, the FDAC estimator makes use of
higher order autocorrelation of first differences that are not needed for identification of s,
under homogeneity. As a result, the FDLS estimator is marginally more powerful than the
FDAC for small T = 4, while the opposite is the case for T = 10.

When comparing the FDAC and the other HomoGMM estimators (such as AAH, BB, or
AB) one needs to be cautious however, since these estimators do allow for the distribution of

yio to depart from the steady state distribution of {y;;}. With this in mind, we note that the
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FDAC estimator performs well when compared to AH, AAH and AB estimators, although it
is marginally less efficient when compared to the BB estimator. Also, the FDAC estimator
has less size distortion and better power performance compared to all HomoGMM estimators
as T is increased. In short, these results demonstrate the FDAC estimator is reliable and
has desirable small-sample performance even in homogeneous panels with stationary outcome
processes.

Figure in the online supplement shows the empirical power functions for the FDAC
estimator under homogeneity with ¢; = p, = 0.5 for all 7 and heterogeneity with uniformly
distributed ¢; € (—1,1] (u, = 0.5), in the cases of Gaussian and non-Gaussian errors without
GARCH effects. The empirical power functions for the FDAC estimator in the cases of
Gaussian errors without and with GARCH effects are displayed in Figure of the online
supplement. The power functions become steeper as n and T increase. In general, the power
of the FDAC estimator is similar under heterogeneous and homogeneous ¢,. Consistent
with the previous findings, with non-Gaussian errors and/or GARCH effects, particularly
for small n = 100, the power functions become noticeably flatter, and the size distortions

become more pronounced.

7.4 Comparison of FDAC and MSW estimators

This section compares the small-sample performance of the FDAC estimator with the MSW
estimator by Mavroeidis et al.| (2015)). Table in the online supplement reports bias,
RMSE, and size of the FDAC and MSW estimators for y, for T' = 4, 6, 10, and n = 100, 1000,
with uniformly distributed ¢, and Gaussian errors without GARCH effects. The left and
right panels of the table report results for py = 0.4 (|¢;] < 1) and puy = 0.5 (¢; € (—1,1]),
respectively. The performance of the FDAC estimator is in line with the ones already
discussed and as noted earlier is not affected by whether some ¢, = 1 or not. In contrast,
the MSW estimator performs rather poorly in the presence of a high degree of heterogeneity
in ¢, and shows large biases and substantial size distortions across the examined sample

sizes. In the case of ¢; € (—1,1], the MSW estimator shows greater bias, RMSE, and size
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distortions.

7.5 Non-stationary initializations

Since the first differences of y;; do not depend on the initial values when ¢, = 1, non-
stationary initialization matters only if |¢;| < 1. In this case, using it is clear initial
values matter only when M; is small. Therefore, to investigate the robustness of the FDAC
estimator to different initializations we consider relatively small values of M; = 1 and 3 for
all 4, compared with the baseline case where we set M; = 100 for all units with |¢,| < 1.
The initial values are generated as (y;_n, — ;) ~ IIDN(b,k0?) with b = 1 and k = 2,

compared to their steady state values of b = 0 and x; = 1/(1 — ¢7

(2

), respectively. When ¢,
are generated from a categorical distribution we set M; =1 for all units with ¢, = 1.

We consider both uniformly and categorically distributed ¢;. The results for the uni-
formly distributed ¢, under the three initializations M; € {100, 3,1} are summarized in Table
of the online supplement. Similar results when ¢, follow the categorical distribution
are given in Table of the online supplement. It is clear that the FDAC estimator is
adversely affected when M; = 1 and displays bias and substantial size distortions. As to
be expected, the magnitude of the bias is not affected by n but falls sharply with 7. As
a result when M; = 1 we observe substantial size distortions when n is large. Comparing
the upper and lower panels, as the first differences of a unit root process are not affected
by the initial values, having some ¢, being close to one mitigates the negative impact of
non-stationary initializations on the FDAC estimator. These impacts are more pronounced
for categorically distributed ¢, where the variances of ¢, are smaller, as shown in Table
versus Table [S.12] More importantly, as to be expected, the bias and size distortion of the
FDAC estimator disappear as M; is increased. When moving from M; = 1 to M; = 3, the
bias and size distortion shrink fast, with only a slight size distortion observed when M; = 3.

We also consider the relative performance of the FDAC and HomoGMM estimators under
different initialization scenarios, for both cases of homogeneous and heterogeneous panels.

Results for the homogenous case when ¢; = p, = 0.5 are summarized in Table [S.14 and
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results for the heterogenous case are provided in Tables andfor cases where p, = 0.4
(|¢;] < 1) and py = 0.5 (¢; € (—1.1]), respectively. In the homogeneous case, when M; = 1,
the FDAC, FDLS, and BB estimators all show sizeable bias and size distortions that do not
vanish as n increases. Also, as to be expected, under homogeneity, the AH, AAH, and AB
estimators are robust to non-stationary initialization and have similar performances across
different values of M;. In the case of heterogeneous panels, the performance of the FDAC
estimator is as discussed above. For the HomoGMM estimators, the magnitude of neglected
heterogeneity bias is smaller with less serious size distortions when M; = 1 or 3, as compared
to M; = 100 (which approximately corresponds to the stationary case). The AH estimator
seems to be an exception. Nonetheless, the HomoGMM estimators exhibit substantial size
distortions across most of the considered sample sizes, leading to incorrect inference.

In short, for moderate values of M; (in the case of our experiments when M; > 3),
the performance of the FDAC estimator is satisfactory even when ;0 — p; are not drawn
from the steady distribution of the underlying processes, {y;; — 1;}. Comparisons of the
FDAC and HomoGMM estimators also highlight the trade-off that exists between the “non-
stationary initialization” bias of the FDAC estimator and the neglected heterogenous bias of
the HomoGMM estimators. It remains a challenge to simultaneously deal with heterogeneity

of ¢, and the non-stationarity of the initial values.
8 Empirical application: heterogeneity in earnings dy-
namics

8.1 Literature review of estimation of earnings dynamics

Estimating earnings equations is crucial for answering some of the most important economic
questions.[] Variance of earnings has been modeled and decomposed to measure income
uncertainties in [Lillard and Weiss (1979), MaCurdy, (1982), Carroll and Samwick| (1997)),

Meghir and Pistaferri| (2004), |Altonji et al. (2013) and to quantify earnings mobility in

"See p. 58 in |Guvenen (2009) for a brief summary of several economic inquiries hinging on the estimation
of earnings functions.

27



Lillard and Willig (1978) and |Geweke and Keane| (2000). The covariance structures between

earnings and other households’ characteristics, for example, work hours, consumptions and

savings, have been studied by Abowd and Card| (1989), Hubbard et al| (1995), |Guvenen|
(2007), and Alan et al.| (2018]).

Among these studies, a homogeneous AR or ARMA process is often used as a component

when modeling innovations in earnings processes. Based on the Restricted Income Profiles

model that assumes homogenous linear trends proposed in MaCurdy| (1982), MaCurdy| (1982)

and [Hubbard et al. (1995) obtained close to unit root estimates for the AR(1) coefficient,

ranging from 0.946 to 0.998E| Following this literature, a unit root assumption was imposed in

(Carroll and Samwick| (1997)) and Meghir and Pistaferri (2004). On the other hand, using the

Heterogeneous Income Profiles, by assuming unit-specific linear trends, |Lillard and Weiss|

(1979) obtained estimates of the AR(1) coefficient (assumed to be homogeneous) ranging

from 0.153 to 0.860 for a sample with PhD degrees. \Guvenen| (2009) obtained estimates

ranging from 0.809 to 0.899 using PSID datal)

There are also a number of studies that allow for heterogeneity in the AR(1) coefficients.

Prominent examples are Browning et al.| (2010), Alan et al. (2018), Browning et al.| (2010),

and |Gu and Koenker| (2017)). These studies are typically based on panels with a moderate

time dimension and make parametric assumptions regarding the distribution of the AR(1)
coefficients; often using a Bayesian frameworkm The application of the FDAC estimator
to earnings equation allows for heterogeneity in the AR(1) coefficients without making any
strong parametric assumptions, even when T is as small as 5. Also because of first differ-
encing prior to estimation, the FDAC estimator is robust to unobserved individual-specific
characteristics and is not subject to misspecification bias that could arise when log real
wages are filtered for individual-specific characteristics before investigating the dynamics of

the earnings process.

8See Table 5 on p. 111 in (1982) using an ARMA(1,1) process. See Table 2 on p. 380 in
Hubbard et al.| (1995) based on an AR(1) process.

9See Tables 2, 4, 6 and 7 in |[Lillard and Weiss| (1979)), Table 1 on p. 64 in , and the
abstract of Gu and Koenker (2017).

10Gee pp. 227-232 in [Browning and Ejrnaes| (]2013[) for a comprehensive survey of heterogeneity in param-
eters of earnings functions.
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8.2 A heterogeneous panel AR(1) model of earnings dynamics

with linear trends

We consider estimating the earnings equation with fixed effects, heterogeneous autoregressive
coefficients, without imposing any restrictions on the joint distributions of «a;, ¢,, and y.
However, to accommodate growth in real earnings we extend our baseline model in (2.1)) to

allow for linear trends:
Vit = 0 + gi(1 — @)t + i -1 + wir, (8.1)

where y;; = log(earnings;/p;), earnings; is the reported earnings of individual 7 in year ¢,
pr is a general price, and g; is the growth rate of real earnings for individual i. (8.1]) can be

written equivalently as
Git(9i) = bi + &:3it—1(gi) + Wi,
with §i(g:) = yu — git and b; = a; — g;¢;. For |¢,;| < 1, the steady state distribution of y;

can now be derived using

Yie = b + git + Z PiUip—s- (8.2)

s=0

When T is sufficiently large, individual-specific growth rates, g;, can be estimated v/T-
consistently by running individual least squares regressions of y; on an intercept and a
linear trend, and then using the residuals from these regressions to estimate the moments of
¢,. This approach requires n and 7" to be both large. In the case of the present empirical
application where T is short (5 or 10), we provide estimates of the moments of ¢; assuming
that g; = ¢ for individuals within a given group, but allow ¢ to differ across groups, classified
by the educational attainment levels. y/n-consistent estimators of g can be obtained either
from the pooled regression of y; on fixed effects and a common linear trend, namely

JrE = [Z (t — @) ] [Z(ﬂot — goo>t] ; (8.3)

t=1 t=1
with §or = n™ >0 yi and Goo = T7F Zle Uot, or after first differencing of 1' by

T n

9grp (T — 1)

(8.4)
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For small T" there is little to choose between these two estimators, and they are identical
when 7' = 2. Given either of the above estimators, generically denoted by ¢, §::(§) = yit — gt
can now be used to estimate the moments of ¢, using the FDAC or MSW proceduresﬂ

In addition to the FDAC estimates, we also present estimates based on three estimation
methods assuming homogeneous slope coefficients, namely AAH, AB, and BB estimators
proposed by |Chudik and Pesaran| (2021), Arellano and Bond| (1991)), and Blundell and Bond
(1998), and the MSW estimator of Mavroeidis et al.| (2015). Following Meghir and Pistaferri
(2004)), individuals in each time series sample are divided into three education categories,
where “HSD” refers to high school dropouts with less than 12 years of education, “HSG”
refers to high school graduates with at least 12 but less than 16 years of education, and
“CLG” refers to college graduates with at least 16 years of education [l To allow for possible
time variations in the estimates of mean earnings persistence we provide estimates for five
and ten yearly non-overlapping sub-periods. The five yearly samples are 1976-1980, 1981
1985, 1986-1990 and 1991-1995. The ten yearly samples are 1976-1985, 1981-1990 and
1991-1995. For each sub-period, we provide estimates for all categories combined, as well
as separate estimates for the three educational sub—categoriesﬂ To save space, the results
for the last five and ten yearly samples are given in the paper. The estimates for the earlier
sub-periods are provided in the online supplement.

Table [1 gives the estimates of mean earnings persistence, p, = £ (¢,), and the common
linear trend coefficient, g, for the sub-periods 1991-1995 (7" = 5) and 1986-1995 (7" = 10).
The estimates of g are on average around 2 per cent per annum with some modest variations
across the sub-samples and educational categories. The HomoGMM estimates (AAH, AB
and BB) differ a great deal, both over sub-periods and across educational categories. The

AAH estimates are all around 0.50 and show little variations across the two sub-periods and

HConsistent estimation of E(¢;) in the presence of heterogeneity in both ¢, and g; requires moderate
to large values of T. The approach used in the empirical literature whereby w;; are first de-meaned and
de-trended for each ¢ prior to the estimation of E(¢;) is subject to [Nickell (1981)) bias in the case of short T
panels, even if E(¢;) = ¢.

12The sample for all individuals in both 5 and 10 yearly samples covered 3, 113 individuals with consecutive
observations of nine years or more, and 36,325 individual-year observations.

13From 1997 PSID data are updated every two years. We confine our analysis to the years 1976 to 1995
to construct panels with 5 and 10 consecutive years.
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the educational categories. The AB estimates tend to be quite low and are not statistically
significant for two of the educational categories in the shorter sub-period (7" = 5). In
contrast, the BB estimates are much larger and in many instances are close to unity. For
example, for the sub-period 1986-1995 (7" = 10), the BB estimates of earnings persistence
for the three educational categories HSD, HSG and CLG are 0.923 (0.003), 0.914 (0.003)
and 0.992 (0.004), respectively, with standard errors in brackets.

Table 1: Estimates of mean persistence (u, = E(¢;)) of log real earnings in a panel AR(1)
model with a common linear trend using PSID data over 1991-1995 and 1986-1995

1991-1995, T =5 1986-1995, T' = 10
All Category by education All Category by education
categories HSD HSG CLG categories HSD HSG CLG

Homogeneous slopes

AAH 0.526 0490 0547  0.447 0.546 0569  0.535  0.522
(0.046) (0.072) (0.061) (0.072) (0.028) (0.024) (0.033) (0.038)
AB 0.278 0.105  0.320 -0.013 0.311 0310 0335  0.232
(0.081) (0.147)  (0.097) (0.133) (0.039) (0.045) (0.044) (0.070)
BB 0.488 0.872  0.602  0.964 0.880 0923 0914  0.992

(0.059) (0.031) (0.042) (0.074) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004)
Heterogeneous slopes

FDAC 0.586 0.582  0.567  0.635 0.636 0580  0.611  0.734
(0.042) (0.132)  (0.056) (0.065) (0.023) (0.071) (0.028) (0.040)
MSW 0.437 0431 0436  0.452 0.458 0459  0.452  0.460

(0.040) (0.044) (0.043) (0.045) (0.054) (0.038) (0.046) (0.063)

Common linear trend 0.023 0.008  0.027  0.020 0.019 0.024  0.020  0.013
n 1,366 127 832 407 1,139 109 689 341

Notes: The estimates are based on y;; = a; +g(1 — &;)t + ¢;yi t—1 + wir, where y;; = log(earnings;/p:) using
the PSID data over the sub-periods 1991-1995 and 1986-1995. “HSD” refers to high school dropouts with
less than 12 years of education, “HSG” refers to high school graduates with at least 12 but less than 16 years
of education, and “CLG” refers to college graduates with at least 16 years of education. Ggp is computed
by , then p, is estimated based on y;t = yit — grpt. “AAH”, “AB”, and “BB” denote the 2-step GMM
estimators by |[Chudik and Pesaran| (2021)), |Arellano and Bond| (1991)), and Blundell and Bond| (1998)). The
FDAC estimator is calculated by . “MSW?” denotes the estimator by Mavroeidis et al.| (2015).

We also find sizeable differences in the estimates of mean earnings persistence when we
consider the FDAC and MSW estimators. The MSW estimates are all around 0.45 and
do not vary with the level of educational attainment. In contrast, the FDAC estimates
are somewhat larger (lie in the range of 0.570-0.734) and rise with the level of educational
attainment. This pattern can be seen in both sub-periods. For example, for the longer sub-

period (1986-1995), the mean persistence for HSD, HSG and CLG categories are estimated
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to be 0.580 (0.071), 0.611 (0.028) and 0.735 (0.040), respectively. Similar results are obtained

for the other sub-periods. See Tables [S.19 and [S.20] of the supplement. Interestingly, the

higher earnings persistence of the college graduate category is a prominent feature of the
FDAC estimates for all sub-periods. This result is also in line with a number of theoretical
arguments in the literature in terms of higher mobility of college graduates and their relative
job stability, for example, Carroll and Samwick! (1997)) and |Carneiro et al. (2023)).
Although we have not developed a formal statistical test of the heterogeneity ¢,, the
estimates of aé provide a good indication of the degree of within-group heterogeneity. Esti-
mates of ai based on MSW and FDAC procedures for the various sub-periods are given in
Tables of the online supplement. The FDAC estimates are much larger than the
MSW estimates. For example, for the sub-period 1986-1995 the MSW estimates of 035 are all
around 0.011 with standard errors in the range of 0.005-0.011, whilst the FDAC estimates
of o for the same sub-period are 0.122 (0.06), 0.12 (0.031) and 0.141 (0.036) for the three
educational categories of HSD, HSG and CLG, respectively. The degree of within-group
heterogeneity also seems to vary over time. For example, for the shorter sub-period (1991-
1995), the FDAC estimates of 03, are generally smaller with larger standard errors for the

two categories of HSG and CLG.

9 Conclusion

This paper considers the estimation of heterogeneous panel AR(1) models with short 7',
as n — oo. It allows for individual fixed effects and proposes estimating the moments
of the AR(1) coefficients, E(¢;), for s = 1,2,..., 5, using the autocorrelation functions of
first differences. It is shown that the standard GMM estimators proposed in the literature
for short 7" homogeneous panels are inconsistent in the presence of slope heterogeneity.
Analytical expressions for the bias are derived and shown to be very close to estimates
obtained from stochastic simulations.

We propose two moment based estimators. A simple estimator based on autocorrelations

of first differences, denoted by FDAC, and a GMM estimator based on autocovariances of
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first differences denoted by HetroGMM. Both estimators allow for some of the cross section
units to have unit roots.

The small sample properties of the proposed estimators are investigated using Monte
Carlo experiments. It is shown that the FDAC estimators of p, and ai perform much better
than the corresponding HetroGMM estimator. We also find that quite large samples might
be required for reliable estimation of 035, assuming that the true value of ai is not too close
to zero.

The simulation results also show that the FDAC estimator of p, is robust to different
distributions of autoregressive coefficients and error processes. Further, we find that the
FDAC estimator performs well even under homogeneous AR(1) coefficients. The magnitudes
of bias and RMSE of the FDAC estimator are comparable to the HomoGMM estimators, and
the size of the tests based on the FDAC estimator is mostly around the 5 per cent nominal
level. But when initializations of the outcome processes deviate from their associated steady
state distributions, the FDAC estimator could suffer from bias and size distortions. There is
a trade-off between heterogeneity bias and the bias due to the non-stationary initializations.

The utility of the FDAC estimators of i, and 03) is illustrated by an empirical application
using the 1976-1995 PSID data to estimate heterogeneous AR(1) panels in log real earnings
with a common linear trend. We provide estimates of p, and O’?b over a number of 5 and 10
yearly sub-periods, with three educational groups. The estimates of p, differ systematically
across the education groups, with the mean persistence of real earnings rising with the
level of educational attainments (high school dropouts, high school graduates, and college
graduates). The estimates of ai differ across periods and levels of educational attainment
but do not display any particular patterns.

It is important to acknowledge that the scope of the present paper is limited, with a
number of remaining challenges: (a) allowing for individual-specific time-varying covariates,
and (b) simultaneously dealing with heterogeneity and non-stationary initializations. It is
not clear that such extensions will be possible without relaxing the assumption that 7' is

short and fixed, as n — oo. But these are clearly important topics for future research.
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S.1 Introduction

This online supplement is organized as follows. Section provides a proof of Lemma
under the stationarity of the first differences, Ay;; = i — yi1—1. Section further
illustrates the convergence property with uniformly distributed autoregressive coefficients,
¢;. Section [S.5] derives expressions for the analytical bias of the AB and BB estimators under
heterogeneity of ¢, when 7" = 4. Section derives the asymptotic covariance matrix for
the HetroGMM estimator of the first two moments and its consistent estimator. Section [S.7]
provides formulae for empirical power functions of the tests based on our proposed estimators
in the Monte Carlo simulations. Section provides additional Monte Carlo evidence.
Section|S.9|describes the sample (1976-1995) of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID)
data used in the empirical application and provides estimation results for a number of sub-

periods in addition to the ones reported in the main paper.

S.2 Proof of Lemma [I: Existence of autocovariances of first dif-

ferences

We first establish conditions under which first differences, Ay;,, are covariance stationary for

any given ¢t and i. Consider the result (3.5)) in the main paper which we reproduce here for

convenience:
Mi+t—1
Ay = uy — (1 - Cbz) Z ¢f_1ui,t—£ - ¢£\/[i+t_1(1 - ¢z) (yi,—Mi - :U’i) ) (S-l)
=1

for t = 2,3, ..., T, where R; (yi_as,) = —62 (1 — &;) (ys—n1, — p1;). Assuming ¢; and u;; are
independently distributed and since the initial values, y; —a, — f1;, are given, we have

M;+t—1

E|Ayi| < E|ug| + Z E|¢; (1 = )| E|uig—e| + E [ = 0] yimnts — 111] -
=1

Also since ¢; € (—1,1], then E|¢;(1 — ¢,;)| < ¢*, for some ¢ < 1, and we have

1 — Mi+t—1

- } + My — | < C < oo

sup B 180 (-1, — 1)) < sup |1+
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Hence, F |y;| exists for all values of ¢, € (—1, 1] and is given by

E (Ayic |yi v, — ;) = —F [¢?4i+t_1(1 - (%51)} (Yi—at, — ;) -

It is clear that, since t = 1,2,...,T and T is finite, then F (Ay;;) varies with ¢ and in general
depends on the initial values, y; —a,. E (Ays [yi—n, — ;) is time-invariant if and only if
M; — oo, and hence unconditionally we have E(Ay;) = 0, for all i and ¢, if M; — oo.

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality |[yA(h)| = |E (AyuAy;i—n)| < [E(Ayit)Q E (Ayi,t_h)ﬂ %,
thus for the existence of autocovariances of Ay, it is sufficient to show that F (Ayit)z < Q.
Using in the main paper, it readily follows that

—0)?Y ot Ve? . (82)

(=1

E(Ayw)’ = E [E (D)’ |602)] = E(0?) + E

and given the independence of o7 and ¢; (see Assumption |3 in the main paper) we have

B8y = o +0* 3 B[(1- 0262 7Y] < 0 +02 3 B [(1— 9762,

/=1 s=0

We now show that > o2 E [(1 — ¢i)2¢25] is convergent for any probability distributions of

(2

¢, defined over the interval (—1,+1]. Note that for any finite M

ZE[(I_@)%?S] = F Z ]_E[(l_@)l(_lq;@ )

s=0 5:

= b

where 1 +¢; > € >0, and -1 < ¢, < 1.

(1 o ¢ ) (1 . ¢2M+2)

< (1/€)(1 + il + |67 2| + 717,

T+,
Hence,
M
ZE (1= ¢,)°07] < (1/e)(1 + |oy] + |67 2] + |97V F2)).
s=0

But since ¢; € (—1,1], E }gzﬁf} < 1forany ¢ =0,1,..., and it follows that > E (1= ¢,)%¢7"]

< 4/e for any finite M and as M — oo. Therefore, it follows that |yA(h)| < C, as required.

Having established the existence of v, (h), using (S.2) and recalling that under Assump-
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tion |3 in the main paper ¢, and o? are independently distributed we have

oF + (1-9,)° Zgb?“‘”a%]

/=1

1—¢,)? 1
= E|:O' —i-( ZQ) 02}:202E(1+¢i).

Similarly, to derive yo(h) = E (AyiAy; 1) we first note that M; — oo, then using (S.2)) we

Var(Ayy) = ya(0)=FE

have

Ayzt_uzt_ 1_ ZQSZ 1uzt 2

Ayirp =t — (1 —¢ Zéﬁe_ Ui t—0—h,

2 <§: ¢f_lui,tz> <§: ¢f_lui,teh>]
=1 =1
— &) (Z be_lui,t—éui,t—h)] :
=1

First, we consider the second term, and note that

—¢;) <Z be_luz‘,t—euz‘,t—h)
=1

)? (Z ¢5_1Ui,t—£> <Z ¢5_1Ui,t—é—h>
=1 =1

E(Ayulyie-n) = =B [07(1 = ¢:)or '] + B [07(1 = ¢,)° (61 + & + 6/ + )]

and for h =1,2, ...,

E (AyitAyi,tfh) =

= E[o}(1 - )¢ ']

Also

= B [0 (1—¢,)% (o} + ol 2+ ol + )]

Hence

and since ¢; and o7 are independently distributed we have
E(Ayalyie-n) = =B (0F) B[(1 = ¢)or ™ — (1= ¢:)* (o] + & + o7 + )]

As before, for all ¢; € (—1,1], we have E |(1 h+5‘ <FE ’(1 — ;)2 |, |" | < Mt where
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¢ < 1, and the series is convergent, and we have

E(AyyAy;pp) = —FE (07) E {(1 — @)l — w] ’

1+ ¢,
or
E(AyyAy;pp) = —FE (07) E [%] ,for h=1,2,..., (S.3)
as required. Similarly
E(6.8yulNyiin) = —E(0}) B {(1 = ¢y — %]
= —E(0}))E {%} , for h=1,2,....

The results of Lemma [1] are now established noting that F (0?) = o2

S.3 Examples: uniform distributions

It is also instructive to consider the important case where ¢, is uniformly distributed. First

suppose that ¢, ~ Uniform(0,a] for 0 < a <1, then E (qﬁf) = g‘i—ll, and

CL2S 2a28+1 a23+2

E[(1—¢;)%0%] = — .
[( gbl)qﬁ’] 25+ 1 23+2+2s+3

Hence

o ) o 00 028 - 925+l q?st2
;E[(l ¢i)¢i]_;(23+1 23+2+23+3 '

When a < 1, all the three individual sums in the above expression are bounded by C/(1 —

a®). However, this does not follow when a = 1, and the series Y37 5=, Y200 525,

and Zioﬁ’ diverge individually. Hence, to investigate the convergence property of

S0 E[(1—6,)%¢7°] when a =1, we need to consider all the terms together. For a = 1,

7

. 2] o 1 2 1
;E[(l—qbi)% ] —2(23+1_2s+2+23+3)’

s=0

and after some algebra we have

1 2 1 2
28+1_28+2+28+3_ (2s+1)(2s+2) (25 +3)’
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iE [(1—¢,)%0F] = i 2 < C < 0.
5=0

(25 +1) (25 +2) (25 + 3)

Similarly, for ¢, ~ Unifrom(—1+ ¢,0] we have E (¢f) = —(_1)&#, and we have

(1 o E)QS N 2 (1 - 6)28+1 (1 . 6)2S+2
25+ 1 25+ 2 25+ 3

E[(1-¢;)07] =

Y

and > 00 E [(1 — ¢;)?¢7°] is convergent for e > 0, and diverges if e = 0. The latter case is
ruled out under Assumption [4] in the main paper, which establishes the necessity of ruling

out the boundary value of ¢, = —1.

S.4 Proof of Proposition [Ii Neglected heterogeneity bias of the

AH estimator

Result (4.3) follows directly from (4.2)), after subtracting E (¢;) from both sides. Also, since

¢; € [-1+¢,1], for some € > 0, then 1+ E(¢;) > 0, and E (1;2) > 0. Since 1/(1 + ¢,) is

and it

a convex function of ¢; on [—1 + €, 1], then by Jensen inequality F <1+1¢_> > 1+El(¢_),
follows that plim,eod sy < E(¢;) = fry- Since 1+ py =14 E(¢;) > 0, the asymptotic bias

1
1+¢;

N———

is zero if and only if ﬁ =F < , and due to the convexity of 1/(1+ ¢,), this condition

is met only if ¢, = p for all 7.

S.5 Neglected heterogeneity bias in AB and BB estimators

The AB estimator proposed by Arellano and Bond| (1991) is based on the following moment
conditions£]

E(yisAuy) =0, fori=1,2,...,n,s=1,2,...,t —2 and t = 3,4,..., T, (S.4)

which can also be written as E[y;s(Ayit — ¢;Ayii—1)] = 0, with (" — 1)(7 — 2)/2 moment
conditions in total. When 7" = 4, under homogeneity of ¢;, the AB moment conditions are

given by E[yﬂ(AyzB - ¢Ayi2)] =0, E[?/ﬂ(Aym - ¢Ay¢3)] =0, and E[yiz(Aym - ¢Ayi3)] =0.

S1See equation (8) on p. 5 in |Chudik and Pesaran| (2021).
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With a fixed weight matrix W 45, the AB estimator can be written as
Sap = (Z0aW aBZna) " (ZaW ABZm) . (S.5)

where 2, =n~! (Z?zl Yir Ao, Z?:l Vi1 Ayis, 22;1 yi2Ayi3)/7 and
Znp = n! (Z?zl Vi1 Ayis, Z?:l Vi1 AYia, Z?ﬂ .%‘ZA%A)/ .
Using ([2.2)) in the main paper

M;+t—1

Yie = i+ O Wioas, — )+ Btiae, (5.6)

and assuming that p, is distributed independently of {u;} (as assumed under AB) then

using ([3.5]) in the main paper and (S.6)) we have
E (yi—nAyi| o, ¢;,07)

M;+t—h—1
=K (H’i + Qbfwﬁtih(y@_Mi - ,Ui) + Z ¢fui,t—h—€>
£=0

M+t 1
X (Uit Z ¢€ 1uzt 0= ¢M+t 1(1 ¢;) (yi,—Mi _Hi)>

2
(078) i) Ui]

M;+t—h—1
=F ( Z ol g) — (1= 6™ (g ar, — 1) w?]
As M; — oo for |¢;| < 1 (with finite M; for ¢, = 1),
) 0, for p, =1 and h = 2,3, ...,
E (yi,t—hAyit|ai7 b4 Ui) = 2 g1 (8-7)

[ for |¢,| <1land h =1,2,....

Given (S.7)), if Pr(¢; =1) =0 and ¢; € (—1, 1], we have

o2 0’2¢ o2 !

= pli _na:_ E 7 ,E R ,E i 7

P < <1+¢i> <1+¢i> (H@))

020, o2¢? o2¢, !

d — l _n — _ E 1 7 ,E 7 7 ,E 7 K3 .
and = g_z}v;}z ’ < (1+¢¢> <1+¢i> (1+¢i>>

Since ¢, is distributed independently of ¢, for uniformly distributed ¢, = pg + v with v;
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~ [IDU(—a,a), a >0 and ¢; € (—1,1],

plim (b5 = B(6)) = (2,Wapza) " (2,Wanz) — . (S.8)

n—oo
where z, = —0°(cy, 1 — ¢4,¢4)" and z, = —0*(1 — ¢4, 1y — L + ¢4, 1 — ¢4)' with 0® = E(07})
1 1 1+p,+a
and c, = F <m> = 5-1n <1+uZ—a>'

In addition to (S.4)), consider the following moment conditions, used in the system GMM

estimator proposed by |Blundell and Bond| (1998), and note that under homogeneity we have
for i =1,2,..,n, and t = 3,4, ..., TF?

E [Ayi,t—l(ﬂi(l - ¢z) + uzt)] = E[Ayi,t—l<yit - ¢yi,t—1)] = 0. (8-9)

For T' = 4, with a given weight matrix Wgp, the BB estimator based on the moment

conditions in (S.4)) and (S.9)) is given by
(%BB = (ZQLCWBanc)il (2, . WBBZua) , (S.10)

where

n n n n n !
Zpe=n"" (Z Vi1 Ay, Z Vi1 Ay;s, Z Yiz Ay;s, Z Yi2 Ay, Z yi3Ayi3) )
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1
n n n n n !
and  Z,q = nt (Z Vi1 Ay;s, Z Yi1 Ay, Z Yi2 AYia, Z Vi Ay, Z yi4Ayi3> .
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1

Using (3.5 in the main paper and (S.6)), similarly, we can derive the following equations as

M; — oo for |¢,| < 1,

h
O-zz b;

1+ ¢,

and for ¢; = 1 and finite M;, E(Ay;—19it) = E(Ay; s 1yis—1) = o7. In the case of Pr(¢;, =

E (yulyir—pn) =E ( ) ,for h=0,1,2,..., (S.11)

528ee equation (9) on p. 5 in |Chudik and Pesaran| (2021).
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1) = 0 with ¢, € (—1,1], it follows that

o2 0‘2¢). o2 o2 o2 !
c = le Zne = —-F : 7_E - 7_E : 7E : 7E : )
* Qi@fz ( (1+¢¢) (1+¢i> <1+¢i> (1+¢i) (1+¢i)>

zq = plimZ,q
n—0o0

_ i, o7} %0, , ol . o2 \Y
B <_E(1+¢i> 7_E(1+¢i) 7_E(1+¢i> 7E(Ui _r@) 7E<Ui - 1+¢¢>) .

Since ¢, is distributed independently of ¢, for uniformly distributed ¢, = Hg + v with v

~ [IDU(—a,a), a >0 and ¢; € (—1,1],
Plima-ros | 655 = ()] = (=W sp2) ™" (LW pp24) (812)

where Ze = 0'2(_C¢7 _1+C¢7 —Cg, Cg, C¢)/ and Z4 = 02(C¢—1’ 1_M¢_C¢>7 —1—|—C¢, 1—C¢, 1—C¢)>/,
with E(Uf) = 02, and cs=F (ﬁ) — 1 <1+“¢+a>‘

2a I4+py—a

To approximate the values of the asymptotic bias of AB and BB estimators correspond-
ing to our Monte Carlo experiments, we replace W 45 and W gg by the simulated weight
matriceﬂ with a = 0.5, p, € {0.4,0.5}, and Gaussian errors without GARCH effects for
T =4, and n = 5,000. In this case, the biases of AB and BB estimators are around -0.055
and -0.045 for py = 0.4, and -0.062 and -0.044 for p, = 0.5, respectively. These results are
close to the simulated bias of these estimators reported in Tables (1y = 0.4) and
(g = 0.5) for T'= 4 and n = 5, 000.

S.6 Asymptotic variances of the first two moments

Suppose that Assumptions [IH5]in the main paper hold, T > 5, and M; — oo. The asymptotic

. . . o _ A A / . .
distribution of @ petrocrive = (01, metroarng, 02, Hetrocamnm ) 1S given by

V(O perocrine — 00) —a N(0, V),

S3The simulated weight matrices are calculated as the average of the weight matrices used in calculating
the two-step AB and BB estimators across 2,000 replications.
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with 00 = (91’0, 9270)/, and

Ve_l = plimn—wo(HIB,nngé“(OO)HG,nT)’

_ 1\
where He,nT = Zizl HB,iTa

hir  Orr_3)x1
Hgr =

Or—s)x1  hoyr

Se.r(60) = % Z?:l(gf),iT —Ho,i700)(go,ir — Ho,ir00)', 8o, = (i, g/Q,z’T),v and hyr, hy 7, gir
and g, ;7 are given by , (6.17)), and (6.18]) in the main paper, respectively. Vg can

be consistently estimated by

) L 1
VB = < /07nTS;;(3HetroGMM)HO,nT> ) (813)
with
N R 1 <& R R ,
So.1(Onetrocriv) = - Z(ge,iT — Ho 70 tretrocning) (80,01 — Ho,irOretrociing)'-
=1

S.7 Empirical power functions

The test statistics for p, = E(¢;) and o} = Var(¢;) are given by

N ~2 2
H¢ — He 2y . 9970y
—[ Sy and Sy, (a ) =

SN,#( ) = —— 1/2’
" Var(,%)] [Var (6%)] !

respectively, where FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of ji, = 6, are given by 1} and
1) in the main paper, respectively. &i is computed as the plug-in estimator given by
(6.22) in the main paper. In the Monte Carlo experiments, the empirical power functions

(EPF) are computed as the simulated rejection frequencies for replications r = 1,2, ..., R:

R ~(7)

—1 Py — Ho
EPFr(us) =R Y 1 ||——"— | > 196
|||
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and

R (A2)(7")_ 2

2y _ p-1 %4 96
EPFp(o}) =R Y I ||—"— | > 196

r=1 [Var (&i)
S.8 Monte Carlo evidence

S.8.1 Comparison of FDAC and HetroGMM estimators

Tables and summarize bias, RMSE, and size of FDAC and HetroGMM estimators
of py = F (¢;) with uniformly and categorically distributed ¢;, respectively, in the case of
Gaussian errors without GARCH effects for the sample size combinations n = 100, 1000, 5000
and T'= 4,5,6,10. The empirical power functions of FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of
ptg with uniformly distributed ¢; € [~1 + ¢, 1] for some € > 0 are shown in Figure .

Table reports the frequency where FDAC and HetroGMM estimates of 0'35 are ei-
ther negative or very close to zero, using the threshold (&;)(T) < 0.0001, for replication
r = 1,2,...,2000, respectively, with uniformly distributed ¢, and Gaussian errors without
GARCH effects for n = 100, 1000, 2500, 5000 and T" = 5,6, 10. Table summarizes sim-
ulated outcomes with positive estimates of 035 = Var(¢,;) with uniformly distributed ¢,
in the case of Gaussian errors without GARCH effects for the sample size combinations
n = 100,1000,5000 and T" = 5,6,10. The empirical power functions of FDAC and Het-
roGMM estimators of 3 (for simulated outcomes of positive estimates) are shown in Figure
with n = 1000, 2500, 5000 and 7" = 5, 6, 10.

For the four combinations of error distributions, Gaussian and non-Gaussian, without
and with GARCH effects, Tables and summarize simulation results of the estimation
of ug and 05) (for simulated outcomes of positive estimates), respectively, for uniformly
distributed ¢; € [~1 4+ ¢,1] for some € > 0 with p, = 0.5. Table reports the frequency

where estimates of O'i are not positive.
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Table S.1: Bias, RMSE, and size of FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of u, = E(¢;) in a
heterogeneous panel AR(1) model with uniformly distributed ¢, and Gaussian errors without
GARCH effects

Bias RMSE Size (x100) Bias RMSE Size (x100)
Hetro Hetro Hetro Hetro Hetro Hetro
T n FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM
by = 0.4 with |¢;| < 1 py = 0.5 with ¢; € [-1 + ¢, 1] for some € > 0

4 100 -0.008 -0.043 0.174  0.297 7.0 5.2 0.003 -0.013 0.176  0.264 7.6 5.7

4 1,000 0.000 -0.004 0.057  0.086 5.1 5.8 0.000  0.003 0.057  0.080 5.1 5.2

4 5,000 0.000 -0.002 0.025  0.038 3.8 4.5 0.001  0.002 0.026  0.036 5.4 5.4

5 100 -0.003  0.006 0.134 0.163 6.3 7.3 -0.003  0.008 0.134  0.157 7.1 8.5

5 1,000 0.000  0.001 0.043  0.052 5.1 5.1 -0.001  0.002 0.042  0.051 5.1 5.8

5 5,000 0.000  0.000 0.019 0.023 4.4 4.9 0.001  0.002 0.019 0.022 4.3 4.3

6 100 -0.004 0.010 0.111  0.120 6.3 74 -0.004  0.009 0.112  0.119 7.1 8.6

6 1,000 -0.001  0.001 0.037  0.040 5.8 5.2 -0.002  0.001 0.035  0.039 4.5 6.2

6 5,000 0.000  0.000 0.016  0.018 4.4 5.2 0.000  0.001 0.016  0.017 4.7 4.9

10 100 0.000 0.013 0.078  0.077 6.5 10.8 -0.003  0.009 0.079  0.077 6.3 10.5
10 1,000 0.000  0.001 0.026  0.026 5.8 6.5 -0.001  0.001 0.025  0.026 4.8 5.7
10 5,000 0.000  0.000 0.011  0.012 5.3 5.4 0.000 0.001 0.011  0.012 5.3 5.8

Notes: The DGP is given by yir = p;(1 — ¢;) + ¢;yit—1 + hireir for i = 1,2,...,;n, and t = —99,-98, ..., T,
with e;; ~ IIDN(0,1) and cross-sectional heteroskedasticity, hy = o;, where 02 ~ ITD(0.5 + 0.522) and
z; ~ IIDN(0,1). The heterogeneous AR(1) coefficients are generated by uniform distributions: ¢; = j1,,+wv;,
with v; ~ IIDU[~a,a], a = 0.5 and py € {0.4,0.5}. The initial values are generated as (y; —100 — f1;) ~
IIDN (b, k0?) with b = 1 and k = 2 for all i. For each experiment, (o, ¢;,0;)" are generated differently
across replications. FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of 1, are computed based on and in the
main paper, respectively. The asymptotic variances are estimated by the Delta method. The estimation is
based on {y;1,¥i2, ..., yir} for ¢ = 1,2,...,n. The nominal size of the tests is set to 5 per cent. The number

of replications is 2, 000.
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Table S.2: Bias, RMSE, and size of FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of u, = E(¢;) in
a heterogeneous panel AR(1) model with categorically distributed ¢; and Gaussian errors
without GARCH effects

Bias RMSE Size (x100) Bias RMSE Size (x100)
Hetro Hetro Hetro Hetro Hetro Hetro
T n FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM
pg = 0.545 with |¢;] <1 ty = 0.525 with ¢, € [-1 + ¢, 1] for some € > 0

4 100 0.000 -0.034 0.164  0.264 75 6.8 -0.002 -0.028 0.169  0.267 74 6.7

4 1,000 -0.001 -0.005 0.053  0.077 52 50 0.001 -0.002 0.054 0.074 6.2 4.5

4 5,000 0.000  0.000 0.025  0.035 51 54 0.001  0.002 0.025 0.033 5.8 4.9

5 100 0.001  0.004 0.118  0.144 70 7.0 -0.003  0.003 0.118 0.142 5.9 7.0

5 1,000 -0.001 -0.002 0.037  0.045 4.4 47 0.001  0.001 0.039  0.046 6.4 5.1

5 5,000 -0.001  0.000 0.017  0.021 4.9 52 0.001  0.002 0.017  0.021 5.8 5.2

6 100 -0.001  0.006 0.099  0.108 6.9 8.6 -0.001  0.007 0.097  0.107 6.4 7.8

6 1,000 0.000 -0.001 0.031  0.034 51 5.1 0.001  0.002 0.032  0.035 5.3 5.9

6 5,000 0.000  0.000 0.014  0.016 4.8 5.7 0.001  0.001 0.014 0.016 6.0 5.5

10 100 -0.001  0.004 0.064  0.064 59 8.8 0.000  0.006 0.066  0.067 5.4 10.8
10 1,000 0.000  0.000 0.021  0.021 4.2 5.3 0.001  0.002 0.021  0.021 4.6 5.4
10 5,000 0.000  0.000 0.009  0.010 50 5.7 0.000 0.001 0.010 0.010 5.4 4.9

Notes: The DGP is given by yir = p;(1 — ¢;) + ¢;yi t—1 + hireir, for i = 1,2, ...,n, and t = —M,; + 1, —M,; +
2,..., T, featuring Gaussian standardized errors with cross-sectional heteroskedasticity. The heterogeneous
AR(1) coefficients are generated by categorical distributions: Pr(¢, = ¢;) = 7 and Pr(¢; = ¢y) =1 —m,
where (¢y, ¢, 7) = (0.8,0.5,0.85) with |¢;| < 1 for all ¢ and (1,0.5,0.95) with ¢, € [—1 + €, 1] for some
€ > 0 and all i. The initial values are given by (y; —ar, — 11;) ~ IIDN (b, ko?) with b = 1 and k = 2, where
M; = 100 for units with |¢;| < 1, and M; = 1 for units with ¢, = 1. For each experiment, («;, ¢;,0;)
are generated differently across replications. FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of p, are computed based
on and in the main paper, respectively. The asymptotic variances are estimated by the Delta
method. The estimation is based on {y;1, ¥i2, ..., yir} for i = 1,2, ...,n. The nominal size of the tests is set

to 5 per cent. The number of replications is 2, 000.
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Figure S.1: Empirical power functions for FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of p, = E(

(1tp0 = 0.5) in a heterogeneous AR(1) panel with uniformly distributed ¢; € [~1 4+ ¢
some € > 0 and Gaussian errors without GARCH effects
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Table S.3: Frequency of FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of ai = Var(¢,;) being negative
with uniformly distributed ¢, and Gaussian errors without GARCH effects

o5 =0.083 03 = 0.083 with
with |¢;| < 1 ¢, €—1+¢€1] (¢>0)
Hetro Hetro
T n FDAC GMM FDAC GMM
5 100 34.4 42.1 33.4 45.2
5 1,000 5.9 21.3 6.4 20.6
5 2,500 0.8 9.9 0.7 9.8
5 5,000 0.0 2.8 0.0 2.0
6 100 28.2 34.3 28.1 36.3
6 1,000 1.9 8.4 1.7 8.2
6 2,500 0.1 1.8 0.2 1.4
6 5,000 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1
10 100 15.6 20.6 15.4 19.9
10 1,000 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2
10 2,500 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
10 5,000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Notes: The DGP is given by yir = p1;(1— ;) + ¢;¥ie—1+ higir, for i =1,2,...,n, and t = =99, —M; +2,..., T,
featuring Gaussian standardized errors with cross-sectional heteroskedasticity. The heterogeneous AR(1)
coeflicients are generated by uniform distributions: ¢; = 4 + v;, with v; ~ I1IDU|-a,al, a = 0.5 and
tiy € {0.4,0.5}. The initial values are given by (y; 100 — ;) ~ IIDN (b, k07) with b =1 and x = 2 for all
i. For each experiment, (o, ¢;,0;) are generated differently across replications. The FDAC estimator of
ai is computed by plugging and to the main paper, and the HetroGMM estimator of
035 is computed by plugging lb and 1) into l) in the main paper. The asymptotic variances are
estimated by the Delta method. The estimation is based on {y;1,¥i2, ..., yir} for i = 1,2,...,n. The figure
in the cell denotes the frequency (multiplied by 100) of occurrences where the estimate of cri is negative or

Az)(r)

close to zero, (U¢ < 0.0001, for replication r over 2,000 replications.
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Table S.4: Bias, RMSE, and size of FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of o7 = Var(¢,)
in a heterogeneous panel AR(1) model with uniformly distributed ¢; and Gaussian errors
without GARCH effects

Bias RMSE Size (x100) Bias RMSE Size (x100)

Hetro Hetro Hetro Hetro Hetro Hetro

T n FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM

03 = 0.083 with |¢;| <1 and s = 0.4 03 =0.083 with ¢, € [-1+¢,1] for € > 0 and py = 0.5
5 1,000 0.005 0.032 0.047  0.079 3.0 3.2 0.006  0.029 0.047  0.076 2.0 2.6
5 2,500 0.000 0.012 0.033  0.053 4.6 2.9 0.000  0.010 0.031  0.053 4.0 2.8
5 5,000 -0.001  0.002 0.024  0.041 4.9 2.8 0.000  0.003 0.023  0.041 4.9 3.7
6 1,000 0.001  0.007 0.038  0.052 3.8 3.0 0.002  0.008 0.038  0.050 4.5 24
6 2,500 0.000  0.001 0.026  0.036 5.5 3.7 0.000  0.001 0.025  0.035 5.1 3.3
6 5,000 0.000  0.000 0.018  0.027 5.8 5.0 0.001  0.001 0.018  0.026 5.1 5.1
10 1,000 -0.001 -0.002 0.023  0.027 4.0 5.0 0.000 -0.002 0.024  0.027 5.3 5.4
10 2,500 0.000 -0.001 0.015 0.017 5.2 6.0 0.000 -0.001 0.015 0.017 4.6 5.2
10 5,000 0.000 -0.001 0.011  0.012 5.4 5.8 0.000  0.000 0.010  0.012 44 4.5

Notes: The DGP is given by i = p;(1 — ¢;) + ¢;%i.1—1 + hieyr for i = 1,2,...,n, and t = —99,-98,..., T,
featuring Gaussian standardized errors with cross-sectional heteroskedasticity without GARCH effects, where
the heterogeneous AR(1) coefficients are generated by uniform distributions. The FDAC estimator of Ji
is computed by plugging and into , and the HetroGMM estimator of 035 is computed by
plugging (6.13) and (6.19) into (6.22) in the main paper. The asymptotic variances are estimated by the
Delta method. The estimation is based on {yi1, ¥i2, ..., yir} for i = 1,2,...,n. The nominal size of the tests is

set to 5 per cent. The total number of replications is 2,000. But the reported results are based on simulated
outcomes with (&i)(r) > 0.0001. The frequencies with negative outcomes, by sample sizes and estimation
method, are reported in Table of the online supplement. See also the footnotes to Table for further

details of the DGP used.
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Figure S.2: Empirical power functions for FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of 07, = Var(¢;)
(03)’0 = 0.083) in a heterogeneous AR(1) panel with uniformly distributed ¢, € [—1 + €, 1]
for some € > 0 and Gaussian errors without GARCH effects

HetroGMM estimator of og (T=5)

FDAC estimator of o (T=5)

power
A
\|
power

o500 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10
500 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10

.00 005 010 0.5 020 025 030 035 040 045 050 00 005 010 0415 020 025 030 035 040 045 050

FDAC (T=6)

power

o500 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10
\
power

500 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10

= FDAC (T=10) .
9] 9]
22 22
(3 \ / R 3~ \\ 7 ,,a
S, / S '
=R Y 1o = \ ;!
[ \
o\ . © \ ]
Sl ! © \ [
sy ! 0! A Iy
S1 ; Sy [
[ I \ [
el I el H
s \ i CRRRA L
ol H . I
wl oy ] w| V1 i
3 \ | S vy /
[ ] \ I
< I < vl ]
3 vy ] ° W i
| i ' x} v I
3 \ 1! 3 ‘\ /
Wiy [ 'y
B W S 7
- NHZ - N4
S \F 5% S NV 5%
o o
3 3
0.00 0.05 010 015 020 025 030 035 0.40 045 0.50 0.00 005 0.10 015  0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40 045 050
2 2
4.0 4.0 %
--------- - n=1,000 ------- n=2,500 ——— n=5,000

S16



Table S.5: Bias, RMSE, and size of FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of u, = E(¢;) = 0.5
in a heterogeneous panel AR(1) model with uniformly distributed ¢; € [—1 + ¢, 1] for some
€ > 0 under different error processes

Bias RMSE Size (x100) Bias RMSE Size (x100)
Hetro Hetro Hetro Hetro Hetro Hetro
T n FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM
Gaussian errors without GARCH effects Non-Gaussian errors without GARCH effects

4 100 0.003 -0.013 0.176  0.264 7.6 5.7 -0.008 -0.113 0.214 0.607 9.5 8.3

4 1,000 0.000  0.003 0.057  0.080 5.1 5.2 0.002 -0.008 0.071 0.116 5.8 5.6

4 5,000 0.001  0.002 0.026  0.036 5.4 54 0.000 -0.002 0.031  0.050 5.2 5.2

5 100 -0.003  0.008 0.134  0.157 7.1 8.5 -0.005 0.019 0.151  0.189 74 11.1

5 1,000 -0.001  0.002 0.042  0.051 5.1 5.8 0.001  0.004 0.051  0.064 54 5.8

5 5,000 0.001  0.002 0.019  0.022 4.3 4.3 0.000  0.002 0.023  0.029 5.0 5.1

6 100 -0.004  0.009 0.112  0.119 7.1 8.6 -0.002  0.027 0.125 0.134 6.5 11.5

6 1,000 -0.002  0.001 0.035  0.039 4.5 6.2 0.001  0.006 0.042  0.047 5.5 6.4

6 5,000 0.000  0.001 0.016  0.017 4.7 4.9 0.000  0.001 0.019  0.021 5.6 5.1

10 100 -0.003  0.009 0.079  0.077 6.3 10.5 -0.001  0.023 0.085  0.081 6.4 14.4
10 1,000 -0.001  0.001 0.025 0.026 4.8 5.7 0.002  0.006 0.028 0.028 5.9 7.1
10 5,000 0.000  0.001 0.011  0.012 5.3 5.8 0.000 0.001 0.013  0.013 4.9 5.0

Gaussian errors with GARCH effects Non-Gaussian errors with GARCH effects

4 100 0.000 -0.017 0.205  0.306 9.0 6.4 -0.028 -0.082 0.302  1.029 13.5 8.3

4 1,000 0.000  0.002 0.069  0.095 5.7 5.2 -0.002 -0.016 0.117 0.181 6.1 5.7

4 5,000 0.000 0.001 0.031  0.043 6.2 54 -0.001 -0.003 0.059 0.087 5.1 4.3

5 100 -0.004 0.010 0.159  0.178 9.1 8.9 -0.015  0.008 0.215 0.251 11.1 12.3

5 1,000 -0.001  0.003 0.051  0.061 5.3 6.2 -0.001  0.004 0.085  0.092 6.7 5.9

5 5,000 0.000  0.002 0.023  0.027 4.7 4.9 0.000  0.001 0.045  0.045 5.3 4.9

6 100 -0.006  0.009 0.133 0.137 8.1 10.5 -0.007 0.017 0.181 0.166 10.5 14.0

6 1,000 -0.002  0.002 0.042  0.046 4.6 6.0 0.000  0.002 0.072  0.065 5.7 6.9

6 5,000 0.000  0.002 0.019  0.021 5.0 4.9 -0.001 -0.001 0.038  0.034 5.4 6.0

10 100 -0.005 0.008 0.095 0.087 6.9 13.2 -0.005 0.008 0.130 0.104 9.4 19.4
10 1,000 -0.001  0.001 0.031  0.030 4.9 6.3 0.001 -0.001 0.053  0.040 6.0 9.7
10 5,000 0.000  0.001 0.014 0.014 5.7 6.1 0.000 -0.002 0.027  0.020 54 59

Notes: The DGP is given by yi = p;(1 — ¢;) + &;%i0—1 + harear, for i = 1,2,...,n, and t = —99,-98, ..., T,
where the heterogeneous AR(1) coefficients are generated by the uniform distribution: ¢, = Mg + vi, With
v; ~ IIDU[~a,a], a = 0.5 and p, = 0.5. The standardized errors, ¢, are generated as Gaussian, g;; ~
IIDN(0,1), or non-Gaussian, ;; = (e;; —2) /2 with e;; ~ IIDx3. The GARCH effect is generated as
h, = 031 — Yo — 1) + Yohi, 1 + ¥y (hig—1€44-1)%, with oF ~ IID (0.5+0.5z7) and z; ~ IIDN(0,1),
where 9y = 0.6 and ¢; = 0.2, with h; _p;, = 0;. In the case of no GARCH effects, 1, = 1; = 0. The initial
values are given by (y; 100 — ;) ~ IIDN(b,k0?) with b = 1 and k = 2 for all i. For each experiment,
(s, ¢;,0;)" are generated differently across replications. The FDAC estimator is calculated based on in
the main paper, and its asymptotic variance is estimated by the Delta method. The HetroGMM estimator
and its asymptotic variance are calculated by and in the main paper. The estimation is based
on {y:1,Yi2, -, yir} for ¢ = 1,2,...,n. The nominal size of the tests is set to 5 per cent. The number of

replications is 2, 000.
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Table S.6: Bias, RMSE, and size of FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of o7 = Var(¢;) =
0.083 in a heterogeneous panel AR (1) model with uniformly distributed ¢, € [—1 + €, 1] for
some € > 0 under different error processes

Bias RMSE Size (x100) Bias RMSE Size (x100)
Hetro Hetro Hetro Hetro Hetro Hetro
T n FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM
Gaussian errors without GARCH effects Non-Gaussian errors without GARCH effects
5 1,000 0.006  0.029 0.047  0.076 20 26 0.005 0.039 0.047  0.088 2.3 4.4
5 2,500 0.000 0.010 0.031  0.053 4.0 28 0.000 0.013 0.033  0.059 5.0 4.1
5 5,000 0.000  0.003 0.023  0.041 4.9 3.7 0.001  0.004 0.024  0.046 4.4 3.0
6 1,000 0.002  0.008 0.038  0.050 4.5 24 -0.001  0.011 0.038  0.055 3.3 34
6 2,500 0.000 0.001 0.025 0.035 5.1 3.3 -0.002 -0.001 0.026  0.039 5.5 2.6
6 5,000 0.001  0.001 0.018 0.026 5.1 5.1 0.000 -0.002 0.018 0.030 5.1 4.2
10 1,000 0.000 -0.002 0.024  0.027 53 54 -0.002 -0.003 0.024  0.029 5.2 6.3
10 2,500 0.000 -0.001 0.015  0.017 4.6 5.2 -0.001 -0.002 0.015 0.018 5.1 5.8
10 5,000 0.000  0.000 0.010  0.012 4.4 4.5 0.000 -0.001 0.011 0.013 5.6 5.9
Gaussian errors with GARCH effects Non-Gaussian errors with GARCH effects
5 1,000 0.012  0.043 0.054 0.093 2.2 3.0 0.024  0.080 0.076  0.151 3.4 5.1
5 2,500 0.002 0.016 0.037  0.061 29 33 0.010  0.046 0.056  0.101 34 4.8
5 5,000 0.001  0.008 0.028  0.047 43 3.5 0.004 0.025 0.044  0.076 4.3 3.5
1,000 0.004 0.016 0.044  0.059 33 24 0.011  0.032 0.058  0.087 2.8 3.8
6 2,500 0.000  0.004 0.029  0.041 46 2.8 0.003  0.014 0.044  0.059 4.1 3.9
6 5,000 0.001  0.003 0.022  0.031 4.8 4.6 0.002  0.006 0.034 0.046 4.9 3.8
10 1,000 0.000 -0.002 0.029  0.031 6.1 5.1 0.001 -0.002 0.039  0.039 44 6.0
10 2,500 0.000 -0.001 0.018  0.021 4.8 5.3 0.000 -0.002 0.028 0.028 6.0 5.9
10 5,000 0.000  0.000 0.013  0.014 50 4.6 0.001 -0.001 0.021  0.021 5.5 5.2

Notes: The DGP is given by i = p;(1 — ¢;) + d;9ie—1 + hiter, for i = 1,2, ...,n, and t = —99,-98, ..., T,
where the heterogeneous AR(1) coefficients are generated by the uniform distribution: ¢; = 1, + v;, with
v; ~ ITDU[—a,a], a = 0.5 and py = 0.5. The standardized errors, €;;, are generated as Gaussian, €;; ~
IIDN(0,1), or non-Gaussian, e = (e;; —2) /2 with e;; ~ IIDx3. The GARCH effect is generated as
h2, = o2(1 — g — ;) + 7/’0h12,t—1 + by (hig—1€i4-1)%, with o2 ~ IID (0.5 + 0.522»2) and z; ~ IIDN(0,1),
where ¢, = 0.6 and ¢; = 0.2, with h; _p;, = 0;. In the case of no GARCH effects, 1, = 1; = 0. The initial
values are given by (y; —100 — ;) ~ IIDN(b,ko?) with b = 1 and xk = 2 for all i. For each experiment,
(i, ¢;,04)" are generated differently across replications. The FDAC estimator of 035 is calculated by plugging
@ and into in the main paper. The HetroGMM estimator of 03) is calculated by plugging
@D and into in the main paper. The asymptotic variances are estimated by the Delta method.

The estimation is based on {y;1,¥i2, ..., yir} for i = 1,2,...,n. The nominal size of the tests is set to 5 per

cent. The number of replications is 2,000. But the reported results are based on simulated outcomes with
(&i)(r) > 0.0001. The frequencies with negative outcomes, by sample sizes and estimation method, are
reported in Table [S.7}
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Table S.7: Frequency of FDAC and HetroGMM estimators of 0 = Var(¢;) = 0.083 being
negative with uniformly distributed ¢, € [—1 + ¢, 1] for some ¢ > 0 under different error
processes

Without GARCH effects With GARCH effects

Gaussian Non-Gaussian Gaussian Non-Gaussian

Hetro Hetro Hetro Hetro

T n FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM FDAC GMM
5 1,000 6.3 20.6 6.7 27.2 10.4 24.6 18.6 32.9
5 2,500 0.7 9.8 1.4 15.6 2.2 12.9 8.8 26.0
5 5,000 0.0 1.9 0.0 7.2 0.1 4.7 3.4 17.8
6 1,000 1.7 8.2 2.4 13.4 3.6 11.1 11.5 19.4
6 2,500 0.1 1.3 0.1 3.6 0.4 2.8 3.9 10.6
6 5,000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.3 1.7 4.8
10 1,000 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.3 0.6 2.8 2.7
10 2,500 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 04
10 5,000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0

Notes: The DGP is given by yir = pt; (1 — ¢;) + ¢;yi1—1 + hireir, for i = 1,2, ...,n, and t = =99, —M; +2, ..., T
where the heterogeneous AR(1) coefficients are generated by uniform distributions with ¢, € [-1 + ¢, 1] for
some € > 0 and all i. The estimation is based on {y;1,¥yi2,...,yir} for ¢ = 1,2,...,n. The figure denotes

the frequency (multiplied by 100) of occurrences where the estimate of aé is negative or close to zero,

(&i)(r) < 0.0001, for replication r over 2,000 replications. See also the footnotes to Table

S.8.2 Comparison of the FDAC estimator with FDLS, AH, AAH, AB, and BB

estimators

Tables report bias, RMSE, and size of the FDAC, FDLS, AH, AAH, AB, and BB
estimators with ¢, = i + vi, v; ~ I[IDU(—a,a), p, € {0.4,0.5}, a = 0.5, and Gaussian
errors without GARCH effects. Table summarizes simulation results of FDAC and the
above HomoGMM estimators with homogeneous ¢; = p, = 0.5 and Gassuain errors without
GARCH effects.

Figure compares the empirical power functions of FDAC and FDLS estimators under
homogeneity of ¢, for T' = 4,10, and n = 5, 000. Figures and [S.5|plot the empirical power
functions of the FDAC estimator in homogeneous (¢; = p, = 0.5 for all i) and heterogeneous
panel AR(1) panels, where the heterogeneous AR(1) coefficients are generated by the above
uniform distribution with ¢; € (—1,1] and pg; = 0.5, under different error processes for

T = 4,10 and n = 100, 1000, 5000.
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Figure S.3: Empirical power functions for FDAC and FDLS estimators of ¢, = 0.5 in a
homogeneous AR(1) panel with Gaussian errors without GARCH effects
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Figure S.4: Empirical power functions for the FDAC estimator of p, = E(¢;) (149 = 0.5)
in homogeneous and heterogeneous AR(1) panels with Gaussian and non-Gaussian error

processes without GARCH effects
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Figure S.5: Empirical power functions for the FDAC estimator of p, = E(¢;) (149 = 0.5)
in homogeneous and heterogeneous AR(1) panels with Gaussian errors without and with

GARCH effects
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S.8.3 Comparison of FDAC and MSW estimator

Table summarizes bias, RMSE, and size of FDAC and MSW estimators of 11, = E(¢;)
with uniformly distributed ¢, in the case of Gaussian errors without GARCH effects for the

sample size combinations n = 100, 1000 and 7" = 4, 6, 10.

Table S.11: Bias, RMSE, and size of FDAC and MSW estimators of u, = E(¢;) in het-

erogeneous panel AR(1) models with uniformly distributed ¢; and Gaussian errors without
GARCH effects

py = 0.4 with |¢,] <1 ty = 0.5 with ¢; € [=1 + ¢, 1] for some € > 0
Bias RMSE Size (x100) Bias RMSE Size (x100)
T n FDAC MSW FDAC MSW FDAC MSW FDAC MSW FDAC MSW FDAC MSW
4 100 -0.005 -0.145 0.177  0.157 8.0 82.0 -0.005 -0.207 0.175  0.221 8.7 84.3
4 1,000 0.000 -0.128 0.056  0.130 4.7 100.0 0.000 -0.194 0.056  0.196 5.0 100.0
6 100 -0.004 -0.144 0.113  0.155 5.7 79.3 -0.004 -0.202 0.111  0.215 5.5 81.2
6 1,000 -0.001 -0.129 0.037  0.130 6.3 100.0 -0.001 -0.187 0.036  0.189 5.2 100.0
10 100 -0.001 -0.146 0.079  0.158 6.4 71.2 -0.001 -0.198 0.079  0.213 6.7 74.3
10 1,000 0.000 -0.141 0.026  0.143 5.7 100.0 -0.001  -0.192 0.025 0.194 5.9 100.0

Notes: The DGP is given by y;r = p;(1 —&;) + ;9i,e—1 + higir, fori = 1,2, ...,n, and t = —99, —98, ..., T, fea-
turing Gaussian standardized errors with cross-sectional heteroskedasticity without GARCH effects, where
the heterogeneous AR(1) coefficients are generated by uniform distributions. The FDAC estimator is cal-
culated by in the main paper. The asymptotic variance is estimated by the Delta method. “MSW”
denotes the estimator proposed by Mavroeidis et al.| (2015)). The estimation is based on {y;1, ¥:2, ..., yi7 } for
i=1,2,...,n. The nominal size of the tests is set to 5 per cent. Due to the extensive computations required

for the implementation of the MSW estimator, the number of replications is 1,000. See also footnotes to
Table
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S.8.4 Simulation results with different initializations

Tables and summarize the bias, RMSE, and size of the FDAC estimator of E(¢;)
with uniformly and categorically distributed ¢;, respectively, under different initializations
M; =100, 3,1 for all 4, (except a case of categorically distributed ¢; where M; = 100 for units
with ¢, = ¢, = 0.5 and M; = 1 for units with ¢, = ¢y = 1). Table reports the bias,
RMSE, and sizes of the FDAC, FDLS, AH, AAH, AB, and BB estimators in homogeneous
panels for M; = 100,3,1 for all 7. The simulation results for heterogeneous panels with
uniformly distributed ¢, are shown in Table for p, = 0.4, and Table for p, = 0.5.
Table summarizes results of FDAC and MSW estimators in both homogeneous and

heterogeneous panels for different initializations with M; = 100, 1 for all 7. .
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Table S.12: Bias, RMSE, and size of the FDAC estimator of y1, = F(¢;) in a heterogeneous
panel AR(1) model with uniformly distributed ¢,;, Gaussian errors without GARCH effects,
and different initializations

Bias RMSE Size (x100)
T n/M; 100 3 1 100 3 1 100 3
= 0.4 with || < 1
100 -0.008 0.004 0.052 0.174 0.180 0.194 70 79 85
1,000 0.000 0.016 0.063 0.057 0.060 0.087 51 5.6 182
5,000 0.000 0.014 0.062 0.025 0.029 0.068 3.8 85 6438

PP RS

5 100 -0.003 0.008 0.041 0.134 0.136 0.147 6.3 72 838
5 1,000 0.000 0.014 0.048 0.043 0.046 0.066 51 6.5 19.0
5 5,000 0.000 0.012 0.048 0.019 0.023 0.052 44 92 652
6 100 -0.004 0.007 0.034 0.111 0.113 0.124 6.3 6.2 88
6 1,000 -0.001 0.011 0.038 0.037 0.038 0.054 58 5.1 164

D

5,000 0.000 0.010 0.038 0.016 0.019 0.042 44 9.0 60.9

10 100 0.000 0.005 0.015 0.078 0.082 0.084 65 72 70
10 1,000 0.000 0.007 0.020 0.026 0.026 0.033 58 6.6 1238
10 5,000 0.000 0.006 0.021 0.011  0.013 0.024 53 7.5 419

fty = 0.5 with ¢; € [=1 + ¢, 1] for some € >0
100 0.003 0.008 0.050 0.176 0.174 0.191 76 7.8 9.0
1,000 0.000 0.012 0.058 0.057 0.057 0.084 51 5.2 17.0

NG

4 5,000 0.001 0.013 0.057 0.026 0.029 0.063 54 7.8 579
5 100 -0.003 0.007 0.039 0.134 0.136 0.145 71 6.7 85
5 1,000 -0.001 0.010 0.044 0.042 0.044 0.063 51 6.2 171

ot

5,000 0.001 0.010 0.044 0.019 0.022 0.048 43 9.8 59.2

6 100 -0.004 0.003 0.030 0.112 0.114 0.121 71 73 92
1,000 -0.002 0.007 0.035 0.035 0.037 0.051 45 6.2 159
5,000 0.000 0.008 0.035 0.016 0.018 0.039 4.7 88 56.6

[N

10 100 -0.003 0.001 0.016 0.079 0.078 0.083 6.3 59 81
10 1,000 -0.001 0.004 0.019 0.025 0.026 0.032 48 59 119
10 5,000 0.000 0.005 0.019 0.011 0.012 0.022 53 7.3 36.6

Notes: The DGP is given by yir = p;(1 — @;) + ¢;¥ie—1 + hieiy, for ¢« = 1,2,..,n, and ¢t = —M; +
1,—M; + 2,...,T, featuring Gaussian standardized errors with cross-sectional heteroskedasticity without
GARCH effects. The heterogeneous AR(1) coefficients are generated by the uniform distribution: ¢, =
try + vi, With v; ~ II1DU[~a,a], a = 0.5 and 1, € {0.4,0.5} The initial values are given by (yi —ns, — f1;) ~
IIDN (b, ko?) with b = 1 and & = 2, where M, € {100, 3,1} for all i. For each experiment, (a;, ¢;,0;)" are
generated differently across replications. The FDAC estimator is calculated based on in the main paper,
and its asymptotic variance is estimated by the Delta method. The HetroGMM estimator and its asymptotic
variance are calculated by and in the main paper. The estimation is based on {y;1, Yi2, ..., YiT }

for i = 1,2,...,n. The nominal size of the tests is set to 5 per cent. The number of replications is 2, 000.
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Table S.13: Bias, RMSE, and size of the FDAC estimator of y1, = F(¢;) in a heterogeneous
panel AR(1) model with categorically distributed ¢;, Gaussian errors without GARCH ef-
fects, and different initializations

Bias RMSE Size (x100)
T n/M; 100 3 1 100 3 1 100 3
try = 0.545 with |¢,] < 1
4 100 0.000 0.010 0.079 0.164 0.168 0.193 75 80 11.1

4 1,000 -0.001 0.012 0.081 0.053 0.055 0.099 52 59 301
4 5,000 0.000 0.012 0.082 0.025 0.027 0.085 51 7.8 911
5 100 0.001  0.008 0.058 0.118 0.121 0.138 70 6.6 10.5
5 1,000 -0.001 0.009 0.061 0.037 0.040 0.073 44 58 33.0

t

5,000 -0.001 0.009 0.060 0.017 0.020 0.063 49 9.0 91.7

6 100 -0.001 0.008 0.046 0.099 0.101 0.112 6.9 6.8 10.2
1,000 0.000 0.007 0.048 0.031 0.033 0.058 51 6.3 324
5,000 0.000 0.008 0.047 0.014 0.016 0.049 48 81 89.2

[erENe

10 100 -0.001 0.004 0.024 0.064 0.065 0.072 59 52 74
10 1,000 0.000 0.004 0.025 0.021 0.021 0.034 42 56 224
10 5,000 0.000 0.004 0.025 0.009 0.010 0.027 50 7.0 75.0

try = 0.525 with ¢; € [=1 4 ¢,1] for some € > 0

4 100 -0.002 0.003 0.068 0.169 0.165 0.182 74 76 8.7
4 1,000 0.001  0.003 0.072 0.054 0.055 0.091 6.2 6.2 252
4 5,000 0.001  0.005 0.073 0.025 0.024 0.077 5.8 5.5 839
5 100 -0.003 0.001 0.051 0.118 0.117 0.132 59 6.6 96
5 1,000 0.001  0.002 0.050 0.039 0.039 0.064 6.4 54 253

t

5,000 0.001 0.003 0.051 0.017 0.017 0.054 58 5.7 826

6 100 -0.001 0.001 0.037 0.097 0.100 0.106 64 72 82
1,000 0.001 0.001 0.038 0.032 0.032 0.050 53 6.0 232
5,000 0.001  0.002 0.039 0.014 0.014 0.041 6.0 55 764

DO

10 100 0.000 0.002 0.016 0.066 0.066 0.066 54 59 5.7
10 1,000 0.001  0.001 0.020 0.021 0.021 0.029 46 57 149
10 5,000 0.000 0.001 0.020 0.010 0.010 0.022 54 5.8 558

Notes: The DGP is given by yir = p;(1 — ¢;) + &;¥%ie—1 + haer, for ¢ = 1,2,...,n, and t = —M; +
1,—M; + 2,...,T, featuring Gaussian standardized errors with cross-sectional heteroskedasticity without
GARCH effects. The heterogeneous AR(1) coefficients are generated by the categorical distribution: Pr(¢, =
¢r) =mand Pr(¢;, = ¢y) = 1—m, where (¢g, ¢, 7) = (0.8,0.5,0.85)" with |¢,| < 1 for all ¢ and (1,0.5,0.95)’
with ¢; € [~1 + ¢, 1] for some € > 0 and all 4. The initial values are given by (y; —ar, — p1;) ~ IIDN (b, ko?)
with b = 1 and x = 2, where M; € {100,3,1} for all i, except a case with M; = 100 for units with
¢, = ¢, = 0.5 and M; = 1 for units with ¢, = ¢ = 1. For each experiment, (o;,®,,0;)" are generated
differently across replications. The FDAC estimator is calculated based on in the main paper, and
its asymptotic variance is estimated by the Delta method. The HetroGMM estimator and its asymptotic
variance are calculated by and in the main paper. The estimation is based on {y;1, Yi2, ..., YiT }

for i = 1,2,...,n. The nominal size of the tests is set to 5 per cent. The number of replications is 2, 000.
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Table S.17: Bias, RMSE, and size of FDAC and MSW estimators of j15 = E(¢;) in heteroge-
neous and homogeneous panel AR(1) models with Gaussian errors without GARCH effects
and different initializations

Bias RMSE Size (x100)
FDAC MSW FDAC MSW FDAC MSW
T n/M; 100 1 100 1 100 1 100 1 100 1 100 1

g = 0.4 with uniformly distributed |¢,| < 1 for all i
4 100 -0.005 0.054 -0.145  -0.092 0.177 0.190 0.157 0.113 8.0 7.8 82.0 424
4 1,000 0.000 0.062 -0.128 -0.082 0.056 0.086 0.130 0.086 4.7 181 100.0  98.3

6 100 -0.004 0.038 -0.144 -0.073 0.113 0.121 0.155 0.097 57 87 79.3  27.6
6 1,000 -0.001  0.038 -0.129 -0.064 0.037 0.053 0.130 0.068 6.3 16.7 100.0  91.5

10 100 -0.001 0.021 -0.146  -0.059 0.079 0.084 0.158 0.090 64 7.3 71.2 175
10 1,000 0.000 0.020 -0.141 -0.055 0.026 0.033 0.143 0.060 5.7 124 100.0  76.1

~.

ty = 0.5 with uniformly distributed ¢; € [-1 4 ¢, 1] for some € > 0 and all
4 100 -0.005 0.049 -0.207 -0.130 0.175 0.187 0.221 0.148 8.7 1.7 84.3 544
4 1,000 0.000 0.057  -0.194 -0.119 0.056 0.081 0.196 0.122 5.0 15.3 100.0  99.9

6 100 -0.004 0.031 -0.202 -0.102 0.111 0.118 0.215 0.124 55 74 81.2 36.2
6 1,000 -0.001 0.034 -0.187 -0.091 0.036 0.050 0.189 0.094 52 16.2 100.0  97.9

10 100 -0.001 0.015 -0.198 -0.077 0.079 0.083 0.213 0.107 6.7 6.4 4.3 212
10 1,000 -0.001 0.017 -0.192 -0.072 0.025 0.031 0.194 0.076 59 104 100.0 87.1

¢; = pg = 0.5 for all i
4 100 0.002 0.067 -0.201 -0.155 0.166 0.184 0.208 0.164 74 104 98.1 86.7
4 1,000 -0.001 0.080 -0.182 -0.135 0.054 0.097 0.183 0.137 5.7 29.7 100.0 100.0

6 100 0.002 0.038 -0.199 -0.132 0.097 0.105 0.205 0.143 74 9.0 98.5 75.0
6 1,000 -0.001 0.041 -0.185 -0.121 0.031 0.052 0.186 0.123 4.4 258 100.0  100.0

10 100 0.002 0.017 -0.198 -0.111 0.065 0.067 0.205 0.126 7T 74 95.6  50.5
10 1,000 -0.001  0.020 -0.194 -0.106 0.020 0.029 0.195 0.108 4.8 16.4 100.0  99.9

Notes: The DGP is given by yir = p;(1 — ¢;) + ¢;¥ii—1 + hicgir, for i« = 1,2,...n, and ¢t = —M; +
1,-M; + 2,...,T, featuring Gaussian standardized errors with cross-sectional heteroskedasticity without
GARCH effects. The heterogeneous AR(1) coefficients are generated by uniform distributions: ¢; = p 4+ vi,
with v; ~ [1DU[~a,a], a = 0.5 and p, € {0.4,0.5}. In the homogeneous case, ¢; = p, = 0.5 for all 4. The
initial values are given by (y; —n, — p1;) ~ IIDN (b, ko?) with b = 1 and k = 2, where M; € {100, 1} for
all 4. For each experiment, («;, ¢;,0;)" are generated differently across replications. The FDAC estimator is
calculated by in the main paper, and its asymptotic variance is estimated by the Delta method. “MSW”
denotes the estimator proposed by Mavroeidis et al.| (2015)). The estimation is based on {y;1,ys2, ..., yir } for
i =1,2,...,n. The nominal size of the tests is set to 5 per cent. Due to the extensive computations required

for the implementation of the MSW estimator, the number of replications is 1, 000.
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S.9 Empirical results for other sub-periods of the PSID

Table shows the distribution of cross-sectional observation numbers by year based on
the sample selection criterion in Meghir and Pistaferri (2004)). For different sub-periods,
Tables and report the estimates of mean persistence of log real earnings in a panel
AR(1) model with a common linear trend, and Tables report the estimates of o7

of the heterogeneous persistence parameters, ¢,.

Table S.18: Distribution of individual observation numbers by year

Year Number of observations

1976 1,600
1977 1,663
1978 1,706
1979 1,773
1980 1,800
1081 1,868
1082 1,884
1983 1,933
1984 1,972
1985 2,012
1986 2,053
1987 2,083
1988 2,001
1989 2,008
1990 1,907
1991 1,831
1992 1,711
1993 1,576
1994 1,471
1995 1,384
Total 36,325

Notes: The sample selection criteria of Meghir and Pistaferri| (2004)) are summarized as the following. (i)
Individuals are from the “core” sample, i.e., the 1968 SRC cross-section sample and the 1968 Census sample.
(ii) Individuals are continuously heads of their families. (iii) Over the respective observed period, the range of
individuals’ ages is 25 to 55. (iv) Individuals are males. (v) Individuals have nine years or more observations
of usable (non-zero and not top-coded) money income of labor earnings;. (vi) Individuals have no missing
records of education or race over their sample periods. (vii) Observations with only self-employed status are
dropped. (viii) Observations of outcome variables y;; = log(earnings;:/p:) with outlying deviations Ay;; > 5
or Ay;; < —1 are dropped.
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Table S.20: Estimates of mean persistence (1, = E(¢;)) of log real earnings in a panel AR(1)
model with a common linear trend using the PSID data over the sub-periods 1976-1985 and
1981-1990

1976-1985, T = 10 1981-1990, T = 10
All Category by education All Category by education
categories HSD HSG CLG categories HSD HSG CLG

Homogeneous slopes

AAH 0.615 0532 0587  0.632 0.579 0545 0529  0.654
(0.044) (0.040) (0.045) (0.027) (0.030) (0.038) (0.027) (0.043)
AB 0.471 0402  0.391  0.348 0.265 0261 0273  0.388
(0.048) (0.054) (0.061) (0.051) (0.041) (0.053) (0.038) (0.059)
BB 0.960 0922 0962  1.001 0.958 0956 0961  0.978

(0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Heterogeneous slopes

FDAC 0.643 0554  0.637  0.766 0.628 0.614  0.600  0.734
(0.028) (0.052) (0.041) (0.054) (0.025) (0.057) (0.033) (0.042)
MSW 0.443 0.397 0443  0.474 0.458 0453 0446  0.541

(0.060) (0.047)  (0.067) (0.062) (0.030) (0.041) (0.025) (0.064)

Common linear trend 0.024 0.026 0.021 0.029 0.023 0.031 0.019 0.025
n 885 201 458 226 1,046 170 620 256

Notes: The estimates are based on the heterogeneous panel AR(1) model with a common linear trend,
Yir = o + g(1 — ¢,)t + ¢;yi1—1 + wir, where y;; = log(earnings;:/p;) using the PSID data over the sub-
periods 1976-1985 and 1981-1990. “HSD” refers to high school dropouts with less than 12 years of education,
“HSG” refers to high school graduates with at least 12 but less than 16 years of education, and “CLG” refers
to college graduates with at least 16 years of education. The common trend, g, is estimated by grp =
n (T -1t Zthz Ay;t. Then the estimation for p, is based on gy = yis — grpt for t = 1,2,...,T.
“AAH”, “AB”, and “BB” denote different 2-step GMM estimators proposed by |[Chudik and Pesaran| (2021),
Arellano and Bond| (1991)), and [Blundell and Bond| (1998)). The FDAC estimator is calculated by
in the main paper, and its asymptotic variance is estimated by the Delta method. “MSW?” denotes the
kernel-weighted estimator in Mavroeidis et al.| (2015) and is calculated based on a parametric assumption
that (o, @;)|yi1 follows a multivariate normal distribution N(u, V') with initial values given by p = (5,0.5),
0o =2, 04 =04, corr(ay, ¢;) = 0.5 with o, = 0.5. .
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Table S.21: Estimates of variance of heterogeneous persistence (02) of log real earnings in a
panel AR(1) model with a common linear trend using the PSID data over the sub-periods
1991-1995 and 1986-1995

1991-1995, T' =5 1986-1995, T = 10
All Category by education All Category by education

categories HSD HSG CLG categories HSD HSG CLG

FDAC 0.100 0.204 0.081 0.091 0.129 0.122 0.120 0.141
(0.042) (0.100) (0.054) (0.090) (0.023) (0.060) (0.031) (0.036)

MSW 0.012 0.011  0.011  0.010 0.015 0.010  0.011  0.014
(0.003) (0.009) (0.004) (0.007) (0.005) (0.011) (0.005) (0.011)

n 1,366 127 832 407 1,139 109 689 341

Notes: The estimates are based on the heterogeneous panel AR(1) model with a common linear trend,
yir = a; + g(1 — ¢t + d;yit—1 + uie, where y, = log(earnings;;/p;) using the PSID data over the sub-
periods 1991-1995 and 1986-1995. “HSD” refers to high school dropouts with less than 12 years of education,
“HSG” refers to high school graduates with at least 12 but less than 16 years of education, and “CLG” refers
to college graduates with at least 16 years of education. The common trend, g, is estimated by grp =
n N (T -1t EZ;Q Ay;:. Then the estimation for a?b is based on ¥y = y;s — grpt for t = 1,2,...,T.
The The FDAC estimator of ai is calculated by in the main paper, and its asymptotic variance
is estimated by the Delta method. “MSW?” denotes the kernel-weighted maximum likelihood estimator in
Mavroeidis et al.| (2015).

Table S.22: Estimates of variance of heterogeneous persistence (ai) of log real earnings in a
panel AR(1) model with a common linear trend using the PSID data over the sub-periods
1976-1985 and 1981-1990

1976-1985, T' = 10 1981-1990, 7' = 10
All Category by education All Category by education

categories HSD HSG CLG categories HSD HSG CLG

FDAC 0.095 0.139  0.100  0.001 0.150 0.104  0.171  0.113
(0.028) (0.049) (0.043) (0.046) (0.022) (0.058) (0.026) (0.046)

MSW 0.016 0.013  0.013  0.013 0.011 0.011  0.010 0.014
(0.007) (0.010) (0.010) (0.013) (0.003) (0.008) (0.003) (0.012)

n 885 201 458 226 1,046 170 620 256

Notes: The estimates are based on the heterogeneous panel AR(1) model with a common linear trend,
yir = a; + g(1 — ¢t + ¢;yi1—1 + i, where y; = log(earnings;;/p;) using the PSID data over the sub-
periods 1976-1985 and 1981-1990. “HSD” refers to high school dropouts with less than 12 years of education,
“HSG” refers to high school graduates with at least 12 but less than 16 years of education, and “CLG” refers
to college graduates with at least 16 years of education. The common trend, g, is estimated by grp =
n (T -1)"tY" 23:2 Ay;;. Then the estimation for 3 is based on g = yi — grpt for t = 1,2,...,T.
The FDAC estimator is calculated by in the main paper, and its asymptotic variance is estimated by
the Delta method. “MSW?” denotes the estimator proposed by Mavroeidis et al.| (2015). See also the notes
to Table
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