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Abstract. We introduce a panel data model where coefficients vary both over time and the cross-section.
Slope coefficients change smoothly over time and follow a latent group structure, being homogeneous within
but heterogeneous across groups. The group structure is identified using a pairwise adaptive group fused-Lasso
penalty. The trajectories of time-varying coefficients are estimated via polynomial spline functions. We derive
the asymptotic distributions of the penalized and post-selection estimators and show their oracle efficiency.
A simulation study demonstrates excellent finite sample properties. An application to the emission intensity
of GDP highlights the relevance of addressing cross-sectional heterogeneity and time-variance in empirical
settings.
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1 Introduction

Panel datasets span multiple cross-sectional units and time periods. When analyzing such data, it is crucial
to account for any heterogeneity that arises as a function of the different environments and time periods
from which the observations are sampled: economic regimes vary across countries and industries (Kose et al.,
2003); business cycles induce short-run fluctuations and technological innovations spur persistent structural
shifts (Harvey, 1985; Cogley and Sargent, 2005); the distribution of environmental variables depends on the
precise physical location, season, and time of day (Rahmstorf et al., 2017; Chang et al., 2020).

Ignoring heterogeneity along the cross-section can yield misleading inference, even in large samples (Galvao
and Kato, 2014; Wang et al., 2019). Moreover, neglecting structural breaks or smooth variation over time
may result in inconsistent and insignificant estimates (Chow, 1960; Hastie and Tibshirani, 1993; Perron and
Wada, 2009). Consequently, statistical approaches that can accommodate heterogeneity across both the cross-

sectional and the temporal dimensions are needed (Lee et al., 1997; Pesaran, 2006). This paper introduces
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a panel data model that provides such flexibility: slope coefficients vary both along the cross-section and
smoothly over time. We offer a penalized sieve estimation procedure leveraging a pairwise adaptive group
fused-Lasso (PAGFL) penalty to jointly identify a latent group structure among the cross-sectional units and
estimate group-specific time-varying coefficients.

Panel data models with latent group structures strike a good balance between capturing cross-sectional
heterogeneity and maintaining parsimony by allocating cross-sectional units into groups where coefficients
vary across but not within groups. Two primary sub-strands emerge from the literature. The first uses
traditional clustering algorithms (e.g. K-means or hierarchical classifiers) on either test statistics, coefficient
estimates, or fixed effects to estimate the group structure. Group-specific coefficients are obtained in a
subsequent post-selection step (see Lin and Ng, 2012; Bonhomme and Manresa, 2015; Sarafidis and Weber,
2015; Ando and Bai, 2016; Vogt and Linton, 2017; Chen, 2019; Liu et al., 2020; Chetverikov and Manresa,
2022; Lumsdaine et al., 2023, among others). The second strand employs penalization schemes to jointly trace
out the latent grouping and group-specific coefficients, commonly complemented by a post-selection estimator
to mitigate finite sample penalty bias (Ke et al., 2015; Su et al., 2016; Wang et al., 2018; Chernozhukov et al.,
2019; Miao et al., 2023; Mehrabani, 2023).

The recent literature has seen parallel advancements in time-varying panel data models, which describe
temporal heterogeneity either through smoothly changing coefficients (Huang et al., 2004; Cai, 2007; Su
and Jin, 2012; Robinson, 2012) or discrete structural breaks (Bai, 2010; Qian and Su, 2016a). Notably, the
latter encompasses a large intersection with panel data models that are subject to latent group structures.
Structural breaks are commonly estimated using shrinkage techniques like the fused-Lasso (Okui and Wang,
2021; Wang et al., 2024) or by minimizing a criterion function that takes the break date as an explicit
argument (Baltagi et al., 2016; Mugnier, 2022; Lumsdaine et al., 2023). Conversely, smoothly changing
coefficients are modeled using nonparametric techniques such as local linear smoothers or splines (Cai, 2007;
Robinson, 2012; Su et al., 2019; Friedrich et al., 2020; Friedrich and Lin, 2024).

We contribute to the literature on time-varying panel data models with latent group structures by intro-
ducing a novel estimation technique we term the time-varying PAGFL estimator. The method simultaneously
obtains consistent estimates of the latent grouping and group-specific time-varying slope coefficients. The
group structure is retrieved using the PAGFL penalty, which first appeared in Qian and Su (2016a,b) and
was more recently used by Mehrabani (2023) to identify latent group patterns in time-constant panel data
models. The PAGFL penalizes all pairwise coefficient vector differences. Subsequently, two cross-sectional
units are assigned to the same group if the distance between their respective coefficient vectors is shrunk to
zero. The group structure and the total number of groups are data-driven and require no prior specification.

To accommodate time-varying panel data models, we propose to approximate the time-varying coeffi-
cient functions using polynomial basis splines (B-splines), taking inspiration from Huang et al. (2004); Su
et al. (2019). B-splines offer two decisive advantages over typically employed kernel estimators. First, spline

functions are computationally efficient, parsimonious, and numerically stable while maintaining good approx-



imation properties. Second, B-splines can be expressed as linear combinations of polynomial basis functions.
The basis functions vary across the domain of a B-spline but remain independent of its concrete functional
form; that is, distinct B-splines can share the same underlying basis functions. Constant control points act as
weights on each basis function and thus construct a unique linear combination that shapes the functional form
of each B-spline. The possibility of separating a time-varying element, which does not have to be estimated,
the set of basis functions, from individual time-constant components which are estimated, the control points,
makes B-splines particularly convenient to use in conjunction with the PAGFL penalty. Additionally, we
propose a post-Lasso estimator and introduce a consistent BIC-type information criterion (IC) to select the
fused-Lasso tuning parameter. We show that both the penalized estimator and the post-selection estimator
achieve the oracle property, being asymptotically equivalent to an infeasible oracle estimator based on the
true grouping.

We compare the finite sample performance of our proposal to its most natural benchmark, namely the
method of Su et al. (2019). Their approach differs from ours in that they employ the Classifier Lasso ( C-Lasso;
Su et al., 2016) to identify the latent group structure rather than a PAGFL penalty. We find that the time-
varying PAGFL exhibits considerably better classification performance than the C-Lasso benchmark. This
also holds for the estimation accuracy of the time-varying coefficients. Generally our method demonstrates
good results in various simulation settings. Additionally, we demonstrate the merits of our methodology by
analyzing trends in the carbon dioxide (COs) intensity of Gross Domestic Product (GDP), the amount of
CO; emitted per unit of GDP produced. In a panel dataset of 92 countries spanning 1960 to 2023, the model
identifies five groups, each group with a unique trend of CO5 intensity.

The plan for the remainder of this paper is as follows. Section 2 introduces the model along with our
estimation procedure. The asymptotic theory is developed in Section 3. Section 4 investigates the finite
sample performance via a simulation study. Section 5 presents the empirical illustration. The final section
concludes. We provide a software implementation in our companion R-package PAGFL (Haimerl et al., 2025).
Replication files of the simulation study and empirical application are available at GitHub.!

Notation. Throughout, we denote vectors by boldface small letters and matrices by boldface capital
letters. For a real matrix A, the Frobenius norm is written as |A||r = /tr(AA"). tmax(A) and pimin(A)
denote the largest and smallest eigenvalues, respectively. ||Allsp = \/fmax(AA’) gives the spectral norm.
vec(A) describes a column-wise vectorization of A. ||al|2 denotes the Euclidian norm for a real vector a. The
operators £>, £>, and plim signal convergence in probability, convergence in distribution, and the probability
limit. ® represents the Kronecker product. The superscript zero, or index when appropriate, marks a true
quantity. I, and 0, denote an a x a identity matrix and an a x 1 vector of zeros. ‘With probability approaching

< b,, indicates

~

one’ is abbreviated as w.p.a.1l. For two sequences of positive (random) numbers a,, and b,,, a,

that a,, /b, is (stochastically) bounded and a,, < b, signals that both a,, < b, and b,, < a,, hold.

IR-Notebooks and a Dockerfile with replication material are published at github.com/Paul-Haimerl/replication-tv-pagfl.
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2 Model and Estimation

In this section, we introduce the time-varying panel data model (Section 2.1) and our penalized sieve esti-

mation procedure (Section 2.2).

2.1 The Model

Consider the time-varying panel data model
Yy = + Bz +e, i=1,...,N, t=1,...,T, (2.1)

where y;; is the response, x;; is a p x 1 vector of explanatory variables, the 7’s denote the unobserved
individual fixed effects, and €;; represents a zero mean idiosyncratic error. The fixed effects 79 may correlate
with some elements of x;; and are independently distributed across individuals. We assume that the p-

dimensional vector of slope coefficients ﬁ?t varies smoothly over time. In particular, we take
0 0
Bir = B; (t/T), (2.2)

where the superscript 0 denotes the true parameter value. Furthermore, we assume that the time-varying

slope parameters adhere to the following latent group structure

A t

BY (T) => o) (T> 1{ieGy}, (2.3)
k=1

where af(t/T) is a p x 1 vector of group-specific time-varying functional coefficients and 1{-} denotes the

indicator function. The grouping structure G% = {GY,..., G(}(O} results in a partition of the cross-sectional

units into disjoint sets; UkKong ={1,...,N} and Gg NGY =0 for any j # k. We denote the cardinality of
group GY as Nj.

Remark 2.1. The group-specific functional coefficients af(-) are smooth functions of ¢/T (see Assumption
A.1(vi)). As a consequence, the data generating process (DGP) in (2.1) does not describe discrete structural
breaks in the slope parameters but rather smooth variations over time. Nevertheless, our model is general and
nests many previously studied specifications, including time-constant panel data models with latent group

structures.

2.2 Penalized Sieve Estimation of Time-Varying Coefficients

Taking inspiration from Huang et al. (2004); Su et al. (2019), we approximate the p x 1 functional coefficient

vector 3°(t/T) in (2.2) using an M-dimensional vector b(t/T') of polynomial spline basis functions

Vi
By (;) T A [H?’b (;)] xy = vec(ITY) [:cit ®b (;)] =72, (2.4)



where II) = (7. .. ,my,) denotes a M x p matrix of B-spline control points, 7y = vec(ITY), and z;; =
xy @ b(t/T) is a Mp x 1 vector. TI'b(t/T) is a function in the sieve-space By, that is spanned by the M
basis functions in b(¢/T'). By increasing the polynomial degree d (order d + 1) and the number of interior
knots M™ of the spline basis, we extend M = M™ + d + 1 along with Bj; and obtain closer approximations
of ﬁ?. Appendix B contains full details on the spline basis functions.

Plugging (2.4) into model (2.1) then yields
Yit =99 + T Zig + Uit, Wi = €t + Mig, (2.5)

where u;; collects the idiosyncratic error €;; and the sieve approximation error 7; = 5?'(15 JT)xiy — 724 To
obtain an estimate of the time-varying slope parameters 3% (¢/T) in model (2.1), we estimate the time-constant
vector ¥ in model (2.5) and take 3,(t/T) = IL,b(t/T), where 7; = vec(TL,).

Joint identification of the time-varying coefficients and latent group structure in (2.3) is achieved through
penalized sieve estimation, leveraging the PAGFL penalty (Qian and Su, 2016a; Mehrabani, 2023). In what
follows, we introduce this estimation procedure in the context of the time-varying panel data model (2.1).
Beyond this baseline, our proposal can readily accommodate extensions, as discussed in Appendix D.

First, we concentrate out the individual fixed effects 7Y in (2.5) using 7 = yie — T * Zthl Yit, With
z;; and €; defined analogously. Let m = (w),..., 7% )" collect all individual parameters. We then take as

objective function

N T A N-1 N
ZZ ylt 7T zzt 2 + N Z Z wz] ||7l'2 77]“27 (26)

i=1 t=1 i=1 j=i+1

.FNTW)\

’ﬂ\'—‘

where the first part is the usual sum of squared residuals and the second part is the time-varying PAGFL
penalty term with tuning parameter A > 0 and adaptive penalty weights w;;. The weights are set to w;; =
|7; — 7]/, where 7r; represents an initial consistent estimate 7« = arg min, 7! Zfil Zle (it — 71';2“)2
and k is specified by the user; we maintain x = 2 throughout the paper. Objective (2.6) generalizes the
objective function in Mehrabani (2023, eq. 2.6) from a time-constant PAGFL to a time-varying PAGFL. The

penalized sieve estimator (PSE) 7 is then obtained by minimizing (2.6), namely
7ty = argmin Fyr(m, A).

In the following, unless required, we suppress the dependence of 7 on A to lighten the notation.

The time-varying PAGFL penalty encourages sparsity in the difference between two coefficient vectors,
and this across all N(N — 1)/2 pairs of cross-sectional individuals. For large A, some of these differences will
be shrunken to exactly zero, implying that the corresponding cross-sectional units feature identical parameter
estimates.

Cross-sectional units with identical slope estimates are assigned to the same group by collecting all K



unique subvectors #; of 7 in the vector £ = (é;, e ,Elf()l and defining the set Gy, = {i : 7&; = £, 1 <i < N}
for each k = 1,..., K. Subsequently, the group-specific PSE coefficient function equals éy, (/7)) = é;b(t/T),
where ék = vec(ék). As such, parameter estimation and identification of the latent group structure are

performed simultaneously. The total number of clusters K is determined by the tuning parameter A\. We

propose to select A using the consistent information criterion (IC) introduced in Section 3.

Remark 2.2. The penalty term in criterion (2.6) is time-invariant and, therefore, also the grouping structure.
Nevertheless, cross-sectional units switching groups do not lead to inconsistent estimates of the time-varying
coeflicients but only to a larger number of groups K , since each distinct combination of the time of the switch,
origin group, and destination group implies one excess estimated group. Alternatively, one can define the
penalty in (2.6) over each of the M rows in II; individually, implying groupings specific to each basis function
and thus allowing for time-varying group membership. Such an extension is further discussed in Appendix

D.1.

Remark 2.3. The time-varying PAGFL shows similarities with the proposal in Su et al. (2019). However,
they use a different approach to identify the latent group structure, namely the C-Lasso of Su et al. (2016).
The C-Lasso shrinks N individual coefficients towards K group-level coefficients and requires an additional
tuning parameter to explicitly determine K. Moreover, it is involved to transform the C-Lasso objective into
a convex problem. These two constraints do not apply to our routine. In addition, we allow K to diverge to

infinity and let the minimum group separability to tend to zero asymptotically (see Section 3).

Objective function (2.6) is convex in 7. To solve for 7, we employ a computationally efficient alternating
direction method of moments (ADMM) algorithm, adapted from Mehrabani (2023, sec. 5) and detailed
in Appendix C. An open-source implementation of this algorithm is provided in our companion companion
R-package PAGFL (Haimerl et al., 2025).

To omit finite sample penalty bias from the PAGFL term in (2.6), we propose a post-selection fused-Lasso

estimator, labeled post-Lasso estimator for brevity,

-1

T T
o= S S zz | Y zag fork=1,... K,
t=1

i€Gy t=1 e

for the given estimated group pattern G = {le, ceey G & }- Subsequently, the final post-Lasso time-varying

coefficient estimates follow as d’ék (t/T) = égkb(t/T), using égk = Vec(égk).

3 Asymptotic Properties

In this section, we study the consistency of the coefficient estimates and the classification procedure. Fur-
thermore, we establish the limiting distribution of the PSE and the post-Lasso estimator. Formal proofs

appear in Appendix A.



3.1 Preliminary Convergence Rates

Let C?[0,1] denote the space of functions that are 6-times continuously differentiable on the unit interval.

(2) )

. . . _ (2 _
Moreover, if «;; includes an intercept terms, let &, = (1, 2;;’) and x;;” = x;; else.

Assumption 1.
(i) There exists a positive constant c. < oo such that N~! Zfil Zjvzl |max; E(€ireji)| < cee.”

(ii) {(mg), €it), t=1,..., T} is a strong mixing process with geometric decay such that the mixing coefficient

B(j) satisfies ¢(j) < cpp? for some ¢y < 00, 0 < p < 1, and each i =1,..., N.

(iii) There exist two positive constants ¢, < co and ¢, < oo such that max; ; E||@i:||4 < ¢, and max; ; E|e;¢|? <

ce for some ¢ > 6, when x;; # 1.

(iv) There exist a lower and upper bound 0 < ¢,, < &, < oo such that ¢, < min;; fmin (Var(:cﬁ?)) <

MaX; ¢ fimax (E(:cgf)ng)/ﬁ < Cpa-

(v) imy 0o Ni/N € [0,1) for each k =1,...,Kg and Ny > 1 for all k € {k : lmn_0o Ng/N =0,1 <k <
Ky}

(vi) al(v) € C%0,1] for each k =1,..., Ky and some 1 < § < d + 2.

Assumption 1(i) is standard in the factor model literature and limits cross-sectional dependence (cf. Bai
and Ng, 2002). This condition is trivially satisfied if the idiosyncratic errors are independently distributed,
an assumption frequently made for similar panel data models with latent group structures (cf. Su et al.,
2016; Qian and Su, 2016a; Su et al., 2019). Assumptions 1(ii)-(iv) loosely follow Su et al. (2019, Assumption
1(ii)-(iv)). Assumption 1(ii) imposes a strong mixing process, which nests a multitude of popular and
extensively studied time series processes with geometrically decaying innovations, such as common ARMA,
GARCH, Markov-switching, or threshold autoregressive models. Serial correlation as well as conditional
heteroscedasticity in the error process comply with this assumption.

As Su et al. (2019) point out, Assumption 1(ii) restricts the fixed effects 7; in dynamic panels to be either
nonrandom and the idiosyncratic error processes having a Lebesgue-integrable characteristic function or the
mixing coefficients to be conditioned on the fixed effects (see Andrews, 1984; Hahn and Kuersteiner, 2011).
Assumptions 1(i)-(ii) can also be replaced by similar primitive (Bonhomme and Manresa, 2015, A.1(d)-(f))
or higher-level assumptions (Mehrabani, 2023, A.1(i)-(iii)) that impose a sufficient degree of independence
across time and the cross-section such that a central limit theorem can be applied.

Assumptions 1(iii)-(iv) place common moment conditions on the regressors and innovations. The con-
ditions on the regressors in Assumptions 1(iii)-(iv) are redundant if @;; is deterministic. Assumption 1(v)

allows group sizes to remain constant or to diverge at a speed slower or equal to N. Assumption 1(vi) imposes

min; ; are defined likewise.



smoothness on the true functional coefficients and ensures that they can be well approximated by polynomial
splines.

Let Jy, indicate the minimum group separability in the sieve-space By, Jmin = minjeqo jeqo |7 —71'? II2-
Assumption 2.
(i) limy_yoo MT~/2 = 0.
(ii) limg oo (MT—Y2 4 M—0F/2)=1 ] 10 = 0.
(iii) plimg_, (T2 + M=071/2)=1\J# = ¢, for some constant cy > 0.

(iv) plimy 7)o (MT /2 + M~0FY/2) =61 M[2AN, /N = o0 for each k =1,..., K.

Assumption 2(i) controls the size of the spline basis system. Assumption 2(ii) determines the rate at
which the minimum group separability in By; may shrink to zero. Assumption 2(iii) governs the speed at
which the tuning parameter A must shrink to zero. Assumption 2(iv) places conditions on the relative rates
of the number of coefficients to be estimated, coefficient convergence, and A so that group-specific trajectories
can still be consistently estimated. In sum, N, T, M, and K diverge to infinity, whereas \ and Jyi, tend to

zero in the limit.

Theorem 3.1. Given that Assumptions 1 and 2(i)-(iii) are satisfied,
() I = 70l = Op(MT=1/2 4 M=9+1/2),

(i) N7V A = w3 = Op(MPT !+ M2,
fori=1,...,N.

Theorem 3.1 establishes pointwise and mean-square convergence of 7;. The first summand in the rates
of Theorem 3.1 reflects the stochastic error. The second summand corresponds to the asymptotic bias of the
sieve technique. Increasing the complexity of the spline system M involves a bias-variance trade-off. On the
one hand, the larger M, the slower the convergence due to the increased size of the coefficient vector.? On
the other, increasing M reduces the asymptotic sieve bias. Moreover, the greater the order of continuous

differentiability of the true coefficient functions 6, the faster the sieve bias shrinks in M.
Corollary 3.2. Given that Assumptions 1 and 2(i)-(iii) are satisfied,

(i) sup,epo [18:(v) = B (v)l|l2 = Op(MT /2 4 M~071/2),

(i) Jfy 18(v) = BY(0)[[3 dv = Op(MT~H + M),

fori=1,...,N.

3Note that Op(MT /2 + M—9+1/2) = 0,(1) by Assumptions 1(vi) and 2(i).



Corollary 3.2 relates the results of Theorem 3.1 to the actual functional coeflicients. Note that the true
coeflicient functions are time-continuous. As a consequence, we report the supremum and integral over the
unit interval. Interestingly, the pointwise rates of #; and 3;(v) match, whereas the Lo rate of 3;(v) is faster

in M. This result is caused by the boundedness property of B-splines (see Lemma A.1(ii)).

3.2 Classification Consistency
This subsection studies the asymptotic behavior of the classification procedure.

Theorem 3.3. Given that Assumptions 1 and 2 are satisfied, Pr (|[7t; — 7|l =0Vi,j € G2, 1 <k < Ko) —

1, as (N,T) — 0.

Theorem 3.3 establishes that, in the limit, every cross-sectional unit is simultaneously placed into the

correct group.

Corollary 3.4. Given that Assumptions 1 and 2 are satisfied,
ﬁ)mmMmﬁmm(szq)zL
(ii) limy7) o0 Pr (G, = G, ) = 1

Based on Theorem 3.3, Corollary 3.4 shows that the correct number of groups and group structure will
be derived asymptotically. This result is intuitive since, given Theorem 3.3, & can only hold Ky distinct
elements and all homogenous individuals are assigned to the same group as (N,T) — oo. Since the latent
grouping will be identified w.p.a.1l, Corollary 3.4 motivates the oracle property of the procedure. This implies

that the estimation procedure is asymptotically equivalent to an infeasible oracle estimator based on the true

grouping.

3.3 Limiting Distribution of the PSE and Post-Lasso Estimators
In the following, we derive the asymptotic distribution of the PSE and the post-Lasso.

Assumption 3. plim(N’T)HOO(NkTM)lﬂ)\J*.“ =0foreach k=1,..., K.

min

The penalty term in (2.6) grows quadratically in N. Hence, Assumption 3 strengthens Assumption
2(iii) and imposes conditions for the penalty term to vanish asymptotically, resulting in coinciding limiting
distributions for the PSE and the post-Lasso. To this end, Assumption 3 specifies a larger group separation
or a faster rate at which A converges to zero. Assumption 3 is only relevant for the PSE and need not hold
for the asymptotic properties of the post-Lasso.

Let €; = (€i1,.-.,€1) "
Assumption 4.

(i) There exists a positive constant ¢, < oo such that lim y 7)o MaxX;c g0 Hmaz (E(€i€;)) < Gee for each

k=1,..., K.



(ii) hm(N’T)HOO NTM_29 =0.

Assumption 4(i) imposes a mild restriction on the error process, enabling the use of the Lindeberg con-
dition to derive the limiting distribution in Theorem 3.5. Assumption 4(ii) provides an additional regularity
condition that precludes the sieve approximation error from dominating the limiting distributions of the
PSE and the post-Lasso. Let QG%% = ZieG% Q, 3z With Q, =T Zle 2uzh, and Z; = (Zi1, ..., Zir).

Furthermore, define the variance-covariance matrix QG2 = fJG% £ G0 ’9G2 with

. -1
Doy = (MN,;IQGg,gg) (I, & b(v)),

ZE i€ Zl

and gy = /M/(NiT) Lyeco Sy B(Zuan)-

Theorem 3.5. Given that Assumptions 1-4 are satisfied,

~1/2

(i) VNI /MG (o) - a(v) — Ecn’*age 2> N (0,1,),

5—1/2

(i) /NoT/M QGD (62 (v) — (V) — £ "gge = N(0,1,).

Gg

qco equals zero in the case of strictly exogenous regressors. However, commonly referred to as the Nickell
bias, ggo is nonzero and of order O(+/Ny/T) for dynamic panel data models (Nickell, 1981; Phillips and Sul,
2007). The bias emerges when T' remains fixed or grows slower than Nj. The within-transformation nets
out the fixed effect 7; but simultaneously induces a contemporaneous correlation between the error term and
the autoregressive regressor, thus biasing the coefficient estimate if T' does not grow fast enough relative to
the number of individuals that feed into the group-specific autoregressive coefficient function (Nickell, 1981;
Kiviet, 1995; Hahn and Kuersteiner, 2011; Su et al., 2016).

The PSE and the post-Lasso estimators are asymptotically equivalent to the true coefficient function and
achieve oracle efficiency. Furthermore, given Assumption A.3, both estimators feature the same asymptotic
distribution. Nevertheless, despite their equivalence in the limit, we recommend using the post-Lasso in finite
sample applications. The penalty term of the PSE can lead to non-negligible bias, particularly in small
samples. The simulation study in Section 4 corroborates this finding.

Given a consistent estimator & G and exploiting the oracle property in Corollary 3.4, the variance of the
limiting distribution can be estimated consistently. Potential techniques to derive £ ¢, are numerous. We
follow the literature on heteroscedasticity and autocorrelation robust estimation of covariance matrices and

take

Gk = gGk Z h HT ( (h) +églk)/> ’

. . . Vo (h) —1 —1
where Hr is the window size, €4 = Ny ZiEGk Zt hil ZitZhy_q€it€it—1, and & = Yir — a (t/T)wlt

(Newey and West, 1987; Hahn and Kuersteiner, 2002; Pesaran, 2006; Miiller, 2014). w(h, Hr) denotes a

10



weighting function subject to supy, |w(h, Hr)| < co and limr_, w(h, Hy) = 1. Tt is common to specify
w(h, Hr) =1—h/(Hr +1)1{h < Hr} (Newey and West, 1987). A rigorous derivation of the consistency of
£ ¢, and required primitive conditions are beyond the scope of this paper and are left for future work (see,

e.g., Su and Jin, 2012, Theorem 4.3 for further reference).

3.4 Selecting the Tuning Parameter \

In the remainder of this section, we make the dependence of K, and Gk » on \ explicit. We choose the tuning
parameter A that minimizes the following BIC-type IC

IC(\) =In (a§K k) + pnTP MK, (3.1)

. 2
. 1k T (- - .
where gék = (NT)"1 5702 i€Ghoa i1 (yit — agk’x(t/T)w“) and pyr represents a tuning parameter

(see Qian and Su, 2016a; Su et al., 2019; Mehrabani, 2023, for similar approaches). Define the set A =
[0, Amax] for some sufficiently large Amax < oo and partition A into Ag n7, A— y7, and Ay nr, such that
Aonr={NeA:Ky=Ko}, A yr={ e A: K\ <Ko}, and Ay yr = {A € A: Ky > Ky}.* In addition,
assume that all A\ € Ag comply with the regularity conditions stated in Assumptions 2-3. Denote the set of

all K-partitions of {1,..., N} as G.
Assumption 5. plimy 7., mini<k <k, infg, cc 63, = o > 03,

Assumption 5 is standard in the literature and implies that the mean squared error (MSFE) of an underfitted

model is asymptotically larger than o3, the MSE of the true model.
Assumption 6.

(i) limy, 7)o PNTM Ko = 0.

(ii) limy 7)o TonT = 00.

Assumption 6 collects conditions such that the penalty term in (3.1) either dominates the MSE or vanishes

in the limit, depending on if K> Ky or K < Ky, respectively.

Theorem 3.6. Given that Assumptions 1-6 are satisfied, Pr (ianeA_yNTuAJﬁNT IC(X) > supxep, o IC’(/\)) —
1 as (N, T) — oo.

From Theorem 3.6 follows that neither an underfitted nor an overfitted model maximizes the IC as N and T'
diverge to infinity. Consequently, the IC in (3.1) uncovers the true model asymptotically. When applying the
IC, a practitioner must select py7. After some preliminary experiments and in line with previous literature,

we recommend specifying pyr = cx log(NT)(NT)~/2 with ¢y = 0.04.

4We index the three subsets of A with NT to make it apparent that K is obtained from a random sample of dimension
(N, T).
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4 Monte Carlo Simulation Study

In this section, we study the finite sample properties of the time-varying PAGFL using several Monte Carlo
simulation studies. In Section 4.1, we describe the DGPs. In Section 4.2, we discuss implementation details

and evaluation metrics. In Section 4.3, we present the results.

4.1 The Data Generation Processes

We consider three DGPs for all (N, T') combinations of N = {50,100} and T' = {50, 100}. The cross-sectional
individuals are sampled from three groups with the proportions 0.3, 0.3, and 0.4. Throughout the simulation
study, we draw the individual fixed effects 7Y and the idiosyncratic innovations €;; from mutually independent
standard normal distributions. Following Su et al. (2019, sec. 6), the DGPs are constructed as follows:

DGP 1: Trending panel data model

Yir = Y + Bﬁo(t/T) + €t
The coefficient functions are given by
of o(v) = 6F(v;0.5,0.1) if i € GY

0(v) = { ad(v) = 6 [20 — 602 + 40 + F(1;0.7,0.05)]  if i € G

a8 o(v) =6 [4v — 802 + 4v® + F(v;0.6,0.05)] if i € GY,
where F(v;a,b) = [1 + exp(—(v — a)/b)] " denotes a cumulative logistic function.
DGP 2: Trending panel with an exogenous regressor
Yit = ’YZ'O + 5?,1(15/T) + /522 (t/T)xit + €t

that augments DGP 1 with a scalar exogenous explanatory variable x;; which is generated from a standard
normal distribution. Let 87, (t/T) = 1/2374(t/T) (and hence oy, (t/T) = 1/2a9,(t/T)), where 3, and of
are as defined in DGP 1 and

af 5(v) = 3[20 — 40 + 20° + F(1;0.6,0.1)] ifi € GY

72(v) = { af,(v) = 3 [v — 302 + 20° + F(v;0.7,0.04)]  ifi € GY

)

a8 ,(v) = 3[0.50 — 0.50% + F(v;0.4,0.07)]  ifieGY.

DGP 3: Dynamic panel data model
Yir =) + BLa(t/T)yit—1 + €t

12



featuring a time-varying autoregressive functional relationship. In order to comply with the strong mixing
condition in Assumption A.1(ii), sup,ejo1 laf 3(v)| < 1 for all k =1,..., Ky. The autoregressive coefficient

is simulated as

af 5(v) = 1.5 [-0.5+ 20 — 50 + 20% 4 F(v;0.6,0.03)] ifi € GY
P3(v) = € ad4(v) = 1.5 [<0.5+ v — 302 + 20° + F(v;0.2,0.04)]  ifi € G

)

a9 5(v) = 1.5 [0.5 + 0.50 — 0.50% + F(v;0.8,0.07)]  ifi e GY.

Figure 1 presents the sample paths of the simulated coefficient functions.

O‘g,o(V)

T T T T
0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00

Figure 1: Simulated group-specific coefficient functions.

4.2 Implementation and Evaluation

We obtain the time-varying PAGFL estimator as described in Section 2.2. We select the number of interior
knots M* of the spline system b(t/T') by taking M* = max {[(NT)*/7 —log(p)| ,1}, where |-] rounds to the
lower integer. When T is small, large M* tend to overfit the individual time-varying coefficients and pollute
the group classification. Conversely, a small M* caps the flexibility of the time-varying coefficients and may
complicate the group differentiation in large panels with many latent groups. Furthermore, we set d = 3 since
cubic splines offer a good trade-off between flexibility and parsimony. This gives a M *+d+1 = M-dimensional
vector of spline basis functions.

We compute the PAGFL estimator for a grid of A values; the grids are specified in Table 3 of Appendix
E for the three DGPs. To select the tuning parameter, we then use the IC in equation (3.1). We hereby set
pnT = cxlog(NT)(NT)~'/2 with ¢y = 0.04 as described in Section 3.4. In large samples, the results do not

vary substantially in cj.
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To evaluate the performance of the estimators, we inspect classification and estimation accuracy. We eval-

uate the classification performance across ngi,, Monte Carlo experiments according to the following criteria:

(i) Frequency of K = Ko, n sy s 1{K; = Ko}

b]m
(ii) Frequency of QK =g, ns_lrln n““" 1{gK ;= QO}

(iii) Adjusted Rand Index (ARI). The ARI ranges from minus one to one and measures the similar-
ity between two groupings; one signals total agreement, minus one total disagreement, and zero

reflects random assignment. We report the average ARI over all Monte Carlo iterations ARI =
S1m

N S0 AR (G5, GY).

(iv) Average K, K =n_ et K;.

sim

The root mean square error (RMSE) quantifies the estimation estimation accuracy of the time-varying

coeflicient functions and is computed as

N T
RMSE(&(t/T)) Z 71y [a” (t/T) — af l(t/T) :
i=1 t=1
where & (t/T) = éu,(t/T) if i € Gy and a? W(t/T) = a L(t/T)if i e GY.

When reporting results on estimation accuracy, note that we explicitly distinguish between the proposed
PSE and the post-Lasso estimator as defined in Section 2.2; whereas throughout the rest of the paper we
refer to the latter as the time-varying PAGFL. We compare their performance to two benchmarks. The
first is the infeasible oracle estimator that is based on the true latent grouping G, averaged across all ngiy,
experiments. The second, is the time-varying C-Lasso by Su et al. (2019). Appendix E.3 lists details on the

implementation of the time-varying C-Lasso.

4.3 Simulation Study Results

We simulate all DGPs ngj, = 300 times and apply the time-varying PAGFL as well as the time-varying
C-Lasso procedures. Table 1 reports the classification metrics. The classification accuracy improves quickly
with increasing 7', but not in N. This is intuitive since the classification routine is driven by the estimated
individual control points 7r;, which are not consistent with respect to the cross-sectional dimension (see
Theorem 3.1). Accordingly, when T is small, the estimation of individual coefficient functions is highly noisy,
complicating correct group assignment. This property is particularly evident when comparing DGP 1 and
DGP 2. The latter involves estimating a second regression curve, which introduces additional uncertainty
and subsequently does not lead to the near-perfect classification observed in DGP 1. Nevertheless, DGP
2 still exhibits excellent classification performance. In contrast, the dynamic panel data model applied
to DGP 3 performs markedly worse than the other settings, especially when T = 50. Similar estimation

devices have previously reported decreased performance for dynamic panel data models (see Mehrabani, 2023).

14



Table 1: Classification accuracy
Freq. K = Ky Freq. Gy = g%o ARI K

PAGFL (C-Lasso PAGFL (C-Lasso PAGFL (C-Lasso PAGFL C-Lasso

50 50 1.000 0.947 0.960 0.867 0.997 0.974 3.000 2.980

50 100 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 3.000 3.000

DGP 1 100 50 1.000 0.900 0.943 0.667 0.998 0.940 3.000 2.900
100 100 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 3.000 3.000

50 50 0.937 0.430 0.623 0.140 0.949 0.691 2.957 2.430

50 100 1.000 0.357 0.983 0.320 0.999 0.725 3.000 2.357

DGP 2 100 50 0.943 0.523 0.487 0.023 0.951 0.618 2.957 2.523
100 100 1.000 0.973 0.977 0.540 0.999 0.960 3.000 2.973

50 50 0.713 0.000 0.120 0.000 0.838 0.503 3.280 2.000

50 100 0.937 0.000 0.677 0.000 0.974 0.541 3.063 2.000

DGP 3 100 50 0.750 0.000 0.047 0.000 0.829 0.485 2.810 2.000
100 100  0.993 0.000 0.633 0.000 0.983 0.542 2.993 2.000

N

Notes: Frequency of obtaining the correct number of groups K = Ky and the correct grouping QK = g‘}(w the
ARI, and the average estimated number of total groups K based on a Monte Carlo study with 300 replications.
PAGFL denotes our proposed time-varying PAGFL methodology. C-Lasso refers to the benchmark model by Su
et al. (2019).

Nevertheless, as indicated by the ARI measure, even when individual cross-sectional units are misclassified,
the estimated grouping remains a close approximation of the true unobserved group structure. Furthermore,
our time-varying PAGFL convincingly outperforms the C-Lasso benchmark, particularly in smaller samples
and in the dynamic panel data model DGP 3.

Table 2 reports the RMSE for each time-varying coeflicient. Figure 2 provides the estimated sample
paths of the functional coefficients for each DGP and N,T = 50. The RMSFE results largely align with the
classification performance. This also holds for the comparison with the time-varying C-Lasso, which returns
considerably poorer results regarding the RMSFE as well. Unlike classification accuracy, the post-Lasso RMSE
also improves with N due to the larger number of cross-sectional units available for pooling when estimating
group-specific trajectories. Notably, the post-Lasso performs well relative to the oracle estimator, even in
cases where the classification results may suggest a poor fit. This finding is likely because misclassified units
tend to feature sample paths that are particularly similar to other groups, leading to a minor impact on the
RMSE compared to the oracle estimation. Precise identification of group-specific coefficients despite several
misclassifications has been previously reported by Bonhomme and Manresa (2015). Table 2 further highlights
that the shrinkage penalty leads to a sizeable finite samples bias in the PSFE, even though the PSE and the
post-Lasso share the same asymptotic distribution (see Theorem 3.5). This motivates our exclusive reliance
on the post-Lasso for empirical applications.

A glance at Figure 2 corroborates the previous findings: while minor deviations occur—partly due to
misclassified units—the estimated trajectories closely follow the true underlying function.

Additionally, we also simulate the three DGPs with idiosyncratic errors that follow an AR(1) process
with a a(L) = 1 — 0.3L lag polynomial and, to mimic an empirical application, generate sample paths that
randomly discard 30% of the observations. In the latter scenario, the simulation results largely mirror the

ones presented here. Discarding part of the sample has a similar effect to decreasing T in a balanced panel.
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Table 2: RMSE of coefficient estimates

PSE post-Lasso
N T oracle

PAGFL C(C-Lasso PAGFL C-Lasso

50 50  0.274 0.915 0.160 0.311  0.159

50 100  0.197 1.037 0.146 0.277  0.146

DGP 1 axo(t/T) 100 50 0.274 1.034 0.146 0.299 0.146
100 100  0.190 1.095 0.139 0271  0.139

50 50  0.263 0.432 0.154 0231 0.130

R 50 100  0.189 0.453 0.140 0209  0.117
ara(t/T) 100 50 0275 0.433 0.146 0.226  0.117

100 100  0.189 0.529 0.134 0.153  0.079

50 50 0306  0.655 0153 0231  0.135

A 50 100 0.207  0.698 0127 0186  0.116
ar2(t/T) 100 50 0321 0662 0139 0220  0.119

100 100 0206  0.83 0121 0075  0.085

50 50 0217 0422  0.145 0418 0074

A 50 100 0.168 0457 0119 0423  0.059

DGP 3 aws(t/T) 190 50  0.243 0.413 0.147 0416  0.060
100 100 0153 0422 0052 0412 0.050

Notes: RMSE of the PSE, the post-Lasso, and an infeasible oracle estimator based on a Monte Carlo study
with 300 replication. PAGFL denotes our proposed time-varying PAGFL methodology. C-Lasso refers to the
benchmark model by Su et al. (2019).

DGP 2

However, when the innovations follow an AR(1) process, the performance decreases markedly, particularly
when T is small. Introducing autocorrelation to the errors increases the estimation uncertainty and thus
contaminates the classification mechanism. However, even when the grouping is correctly estimated, the
coefficient trajectories offer a significantly poorer fit than the base case. Detailed results are relegated to

Appendix E.

5 Empirical Illustration

Many major economies pledge to reduce the emission of harmful greenhouse gases, a key driver of global
warming. Achieving this objective without impeding economic growth requires emissions per unit of GDP to
decrease. COy accounts for approximately 66% of the anthropogenic contribution to global warming and is
a ubiquitous by-product of economic activity and energy production (Bennedsen et al., 2023). Consequently,
understanding the relationship between CO5 pollution and economic growth is crucial for effective policy and
climate action. We contribute by applying our time-varying PAGFL procedure to identify trends in the CO4
emission intensity of GDP, the CO5 emitted per unit of GDP produced.

The CO4 intensity of GDP is determined by the structural composition of an economy and the “green-
ness” of its energy production (Bella et al., 2014). For instance, transitioning from a production-based to
a services-orientated economy reduces energy consumption and direct emissions from high-pollution indus-
tries. Likewise, shifting from emission-intensive solid fuels, such as coal or biomass, to cleaner carriers, like
natural gas or renewables, lowers the elasticity between energy demand and associated pollution. The com-

bined effects of economic restructuring and energy source optimization are often credited with driving the

16



25 — v e 8
- V4 S " =
0.0 A e ——— e e — s =
- i 4 T <
N R — P ~
7
2 A =
-------- o . g Q
14 s B
0 P ’ . [
— s v —__ v )
-1 4 == [ et = <
= - ~
> =z [ 4
4 4
34 ‘____:_:. _ o /—/ """"" e xQ
- Z 2
2 A - S # D
= 7 4 —
14 e 4 o <
04 #= N o e ax ~
| 4
14 - L
> - o g o
P ’ o
4 S / e X
0 —— N & = w
B S = _* e, =
-1 4 —

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
v

Figure 2: Estimated time-varying PAGFL post-Lasso functional coefficients when N, T = 50 and nsim = 300. The
true coefficient functions are shown in black (dashed).

decoupling of GDP growth from production-based emissions in high-income countries (Jakob et al., 2012;
Wang et al., 2017; Hannesson, 2020). This decoupling pattern has inspired an extensive literature on the
inverted U-shaped environmental Kuznets curve (ECK), which posits a positive elasticity between income
and emissions during the early stages of economic development, turning negative as technological progress
and greater prosperity take hold (see Grossman and Krueger, 1995; Azomahou et al., 2006; Wagner, 2015;
Magazzino et al., 2023; Bennedsen et al., 2023, among other). However, as (log) GDP, an integrated process,
clearly does not satisfy the regularity conditions in Assumption 1, we instead study the relationship between
emissions and income by estimating trends in COq intensity. Trend functions capture the long-term behav-
ior of COs intensity by smoothing over short-run fluctuations such as business cycles, fuel price volatility
or temporary energy supply disruptions. Moreover, it is well-established that economies exhibit significant
heterogeneity in their developmental trajectories over time (Kose et al., 2003; Azomahou et al., 2006). Con-
sequently, the assumption of a common COs intensity trend across a large panel is implausible. Nevertheless,
much of the existing empirical literature imposes cross-sectional homogeneity or homogeneity conditional on
an exogenous grouping (Churchill et al., 2018; Kang and Kang, 2022; Bennedsen et al., 2023). We relax this
condition. Using our time-varying PAGFL procedure, different economies only share a common trend if the
consistent grouping mechanism identifies homogenous coefficients, enabling us to exploit the cross-sectional
dimension without imposing restrictive homogeneity assumptions. In addition, given the small number of
group-specific trend functions relative to the cross-sectional dimension, it becomes feasible to interpret the
long-term behavior of COs intensity for a large number of economies.

To estimate trends in the COg intensity of GDP, we employ production-based COs emissions data from

the Global Carbon Project (Friedlingstein et al., 2024).> GDP series are obtained from the World Bank

5Dataset National fossil carbon emissions v2024, available at globalcarbonbudgetdata.org. Accessed November 14, 2024.
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Figure 3: The left panel displays the group-specific post-Lasso trend functions. The right panel contrasts the estimated
trend functions (black, thick) with the demeaned data of COsz intensity (colored, thin).

Development Indicators database.® Both datasets are in annual frequency and span the time period from
1960 to 2023 for 92 countries. Details on the countries included in the sample and descriptive statistics are
provided in Appendix F. Using this data, we compute the CO5 intensity and construct an unbalanced panel
where the individual series range from 29 to 64 years in length.

Let y;; = COq9,:/GDPy;, with CO2 measured in million tonnes and GDP in billion 2024 U.S. dollar. We

formulate the time-varying panel data model subject to a latent grouping

t
Yir = Vi + Bi (T) + €t

where (3;(t/T') represents the trend function of interest (time-varying intercept).

Searching over a dense grid of d, M*, and A values, d = 2, M* = 4, and A = 0.72 yield the lowest IC,
implying five latent groups. Figure 3 presents the estimated group-specific trend functions &gk (t/T) and fit
of the model. Figure 4 sketches the spatial pattern in the group structure. Table 9 in Appendix F provides
a detailed record of which countries are assigned to which group.

Group 1 predominantly comprises middle-to-high-income economies in Eastern Europe and Asia, which
have exhibited a substantial and ongoing decline in COs emission intensity since the 1990s. Structural
changes and rapid technological advances following the fall of the USSR and the economic liberalization
of China may drive this trend. Notably, only Group 1 experiences a significant and persistent increase
in emissions throughout the entire observational horizon. However, the steep income growth outpaces the
increasing emissions, producing a declining emission intensity. Group 2 largely includes low-to-middle-income
economies, with outliers such as Switzerland, Hong Kong, and Singapore. The trend of Group 2 features a
much more gradual decrease compared to the first group due to more moderate growth in both income and

emissions. Group 3 primarily consists of high-income countries that experienced a sharp decline in emission

6Series NY.GDP.MKTP.CD, available at data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD. Accessed November 12, 2024.
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Figure 4: Estimated group structure in the trends of CO2 intensity.

intensity pre-1980, followed by a continued but more dampened decline thereafter. This pattern reflects a
stark reduction in emissions until the 1980s, accompanied by consistent GDP growth throughout the entire
sample period, aligning with a transition to service-based economies and the off-shoring of emission- and
energy-intensive sectors to low-income countries. Group 4 contains low-income and developing economies,
characterized by a laterally moving trend. In these economies, technological progress has yet to reduce
emission intensity significantly or, as in the case of Brazil, income growth is largely driven by the exploitation
of natural resources. Group 5, which is made up of low-income economies, exhibits a similar but slightly

more attenuated trend compared to Group 2.

6 Conclusion

This article introduces a novel technique, the time-varying PAGFL, to estimate panel data models with
smoothly time-varying coefficient functions that are subject to an unobserved group structure. Our approach
simultaneously identifies the functional coefficients, the number of latent groups, and group compositions.
In addition, we propose a BIC-type IC that determines the penalty tuning parameter, introduce a post-
Lasso estimator, and proof oracle-efficiency. Monte Carlo simulation studies confirm strong finite sample
performance across a wide range of scenarios. We apply our method to analyze trends in the CO5 emission
intensity of GDP.

An extension still largely unexplored in the literature regards inference methods for (time-varying) panel
data models with a latent group pattern. The estimated grouping is an inherently noisy representation
of the true unobserved structure. Subsequently, the classification introduces uncertainty to the slope coeffi-

cients, analogous to the well-established problem of non-uniform convergence of post-selection estimation (see
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Greenshtein and Ritov, 2004; Leeb and Pétscher, 2008; Adamek et al., 2023). To the best of our knowledge,
Dzemski and Okui (2024) provide the only approach to creating confidence sets of the grouping by inverting
poolability tests to date. Subsequently, the development of inference methods for penalized panel data mod-
els that admit a latent grouping, including confidence intervals for the group structure and coefficients, as
well as tests for coefficient poolability and constancy akin to Friedrich and Lin (2024), remains an important

direction for future research.
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A Proof of the Results in Section 3

A.1 Technical Lemmas

Lemma A.1. Lemma A.l establishes some basic properties of B-splines that are used in several of the

following proofs. Let b, (v) > 0, m = —d,..., M*, denote a basis function of degree d > 0 (order d + 1),

IN

. 1/2
defined on the sequence of knots V as introduced in Appendix B. (i) Then, ||b(v)|2 = {ij\ifd bm(v)ﬂ

(2 ()] = 1 ) i b() o = O and ) [b(0)dv = J; [S b(@)?] o <

. 2
fol [Zlfld b (v)} dv = 1. (iii) There exist two constants 0 < ¢; < & < oo such that

¢y < fanin (M / ()bl dv) < fimas (M / 1 b(v)b(v)’dv) <a,

iv) Given Assumption 1(vi) and B%(v By ar, there exists a coefficient matrix IIY € RM*? such that
(iv) p i : i

sup,epo,1y 1687 (v) = IL'b(v)|2 = O(M~?), where § > 1.

2 T s s - 1T s = . :
Lemma A.2. Define Q, ;> = T7'Y, ZuZj;, and Qi z: = Y ,cq0 T Y, ZitZ;;,. Given Assumptions
- , 0 =

1,22

1(i)-(ii), 1(iv), and 1(vi), there exist two constants 0 < c;; < €3z < oo such that (i)
Pr (922 < min ,u'min(MQi,EE) < maXHmax(MQi,gg) < 522) =1-0o(N)

and (ii)
Pr (czx < min piin (N M Qi 22) < max (N ' M @i 22) < 5:) = 1= o(N 7).
K3 K3

Lemma A.2 is used in Lemmas A.3, A.4, A.6 and Theorems 3.1, 3.3, and 3.5.

Lemma A.3. Define q, ;5 = 71 Zle Zi1ly, with the composite error @;; = 7;; + €;;. Given Assumption
L (1) [1g; zalle = Op(Tfl/zM*O’l/z) and (ii) N7! Zfil ||{]Z-72ﬂ||§ = 0,(T~ 1+ M~2%~1). Lemma A.3 is used

in Lemma A.4, Theorems 3.1(i), and 3.3.

Lemma A.4. Recall the preliminary estimate 7« = arg min, 7 21111 Zthl (i — 7 23)°. Given Assump-

tions 1 and 2(i), ||7; — 7|2 = Op,(MT /2 + M—9=1/2). Lemma A.4 is used in Lemma A.5.

Lemma A.5. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2(i)-(ii) hold. Then (i) min; jeqo wi; = [l — 7;l;" =
O, (MT=Y/2 4 M=0+1/2)=%) and (ii) max;eqo jeqo Wij = Op(Jpiy). Lemma A5 is employed in Theorems

min

3.1, 3.3, and 3.5.

Lemma A.6. Suppose that Assumption 1 is satisfied. Let b. = ¢ ® b(v) for some nonrandom p x 1 vector
c with ||¢|l2 = 1. (i) ||be|l2 = 1. (ii) Se Gy = 0,(1), with

. -1 - - . -1
2 = M(NJT)™'b] (MN,;lgng) Sicas (Z;E(eie;)Zi) (MN,;lgggygg) be, and the individual

terms as defined in Theorem 3.5. Lemma A.6 is used in Theorem 3.5(ii).
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Lemma A.7. Suppose that Assumptions 1-4 hold. Let Gx = {Gx = {Gr}E | : i,j € Gk where i €
GY,j ¢ GY, 1 <1< Ky} with Ky < K < Kpax < N.7 Then, maXs, <k <K, SUDG . G |&éK — 0%

O,(T~'M). The MSE oéK is defined as in Theorem 3.6. Lemma A.7 is employed in Theorem 3.6.

A.2 Proof of Theorems and Corollaries
A.2.1 Theorem 3.1

Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2(i)-(iii) hold. Theorem 3.1(i) derives the pointwise convergence rate

|7 =72 = Op(MT /24 M~9+1/2) and 3.1(ii) the Ly rate N~2 Y2 |7t =702 = O, (M2T 1+ M ~20+1),

Proof:
Theorem 3.1(i) Define a; = m; — 7). Recall the criterion function Fxp () = T~ Z;‘ll [t — 2§tm]2
and Fnpi(ms, A) = Frp (7)) £ AN Z;V:Lj# Wij|lw; —7jll2 (2.6). Recognize that
1 1 & 2
Firi(m) = Fira(wd) = 7 3 [5ie = Zigmi] " — 55 Y [ie — 2]
t=1 t=1
1 o 2 1 1 « 2 1
NES S TRE NIRRT S SRS 3
t=1 t=1 t=1 t=1
T T T T
1 5 1 1 2 1 - Al
=7 Zuft -7 Z [20:2},a;] + T Z [zia:]” — T Zuft (A1)
=1 t=1 t=1 t=1
T 1 I
=-2 ;T Z (Zittir) + @l = Z (212},) a;

B A
—2a,q; ;5 + a,Q, ::a;.

Notice that Fyr.i(7:,A) < Fnri(7d,A) holds trivially since 7; estimates w0 by minimizing Fyr;(m;, \).

Using the above decomposition (A.1),

0> Fnri(7i, A) — Fari(wd, A)
R P (A.2)
= —2a;q; ;5 + @;Q; z:0; + N Z @ij (|17 = & jll2 = 1] — 7"?“2) :
i=Li#i

"Gk denotes the set of all K > Kq partitions over N such that there exists excess groups, where no two heterogeneous
individuals are led together. Sub: t1 0 b ieved j i i G G
pooled together. Subsequently, G” can be retrieved just by merging certain groups of each G € G .
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Let i € GY. Focusing on the penalty term in (A.2),

N
> i (1 — sl — 1) = 7))
J=1,j#i
)\ N
N >yl — Ay —w + w |,
=15
A .
N wijlla; — ajll2
J¢GY

The first inequality holds due to the triangle inequality and the second inequality since all individuals of

group k are discarded. Multiplying with -1 and employing the triangle inequality again gives

A

i¢Gy

Plugging (A.3) back into (A.2) and averaging across all individuals results in

Y

Y

N > dijlla; — alla > -

20X wulla+agle >~ Y d(lade+ lasl) . (as)
JGEGO JGEG%
=1
K
-3 Z [wij ([|asll2 + [la;]|2)]
k=1icq? j¢G?
(A.4)

k=1ieGY) j¢G¢

max
N “iec?,j¢c0

Wz] Z Z Z laill2 + [la;ll2]
N

i) > [léll2-
i=1

The second inequality in (A.4) holds by taking the maximum adaptive penalty. In the following, we show

the derivation of the third inequality in (A.4) explicitly. Focusing on the third term of the second inequality

n (A.4),

A

N2 %ieat jgao

IN

A

vz

A

o5

A

2\
< = (
N “iec?

max

max
i€GY,i¢GY

max

N2 (zeGD JEGY

max
JEGY,

max
i€GY,JEGY

K
Gis) D

([laillz + lla;ll2)

- 1)

k=1ieG) j¢G9
[ K K
@) [2-D 0 > el +>0 > > (llayll)
| k=14i€GY 1¢GY k=1ieG) j¢G)
[N N
wij) (llasll2(N —1)) +Z lla;ll2(NV
=1

Wij)2(

N - 1)2 a3
i=1

N
@ig) Y a2,
=1
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where one is the smallest possible group cardinality, which gives a maximum of N — 1 summands in the third

K
sum of > - Ziecg Zj¢cg~
Returning to (A.4),

1Y 1, 2 N
0> N Z [_Qd;qi,za] + N Z [d;Qi,éiél} - W(ieéfgliécg CL’ij) Z lla:ll2
1 1;1 =1 =1 (A5)
2N > [2laill2llgs zallz + @:ll3M " ess — 200, (T 5 llsll2] -
i=1

The inequality in (A.5) holds due to (i) the sub-multiplicative property regarding the first summand, (ii) using

Lemma A.2(i) to substitute M@, - with ¢ in the second summand, and (iii) recognizing MaX;eqo jg¢qo Wij =

’LZZ

O,(J,5) as provided by Lemma A.5(ii) in the third summand.

min

Lemma A.3(i) yields [|@; s4ll2 = Op(T'/2 + M~71/2). In addition, Assumption 2(iii) states that

A0, ( = O,(T~Y2 4+ M~9=1/2). Plugging these rates into (A.5), rearranging, and expanding with

I'l’llIl)

O, (MT=Y2 4 M~9+1/2)=2 yields

o
Y
=] -

©
Il
A

—20@ill20, (T2 + M=) 1 @ EM ez = 20,(T7H2 4+ M~0712) o

4 )
—Op(MT Y2+ M~ 2) g (A.6)

ZZ

I
2=

|

@l —

s
Il
i

Op(MT Y2 4+ M=O2) 24y ~

||a1||20 (MT~ 12 4 - 9+1/2) }

I
2| =
g}

©
I
—

ZZ

For a sufficiently large ||a;||2, ||@il|2 < ||a;||3, in which case Fnr;(7i, A) dominates Fyr,i(7?,\) and (A.6)
cannot be negative. Since Fnr,(w?, \) cannot be minimized and Fyri(7;, A) < Fyr:(79, A) must hold,
(MT~1/2 4 M~9+1/2)=1|a,|5 is stochastically bounded and ||a;||2 = ||7; — 79||2 = Op(MT /2 4 M—0+1/2),

Assumption 2(i) ensures that MT~1/2 is not explosive and —6 + 1/2 < 0 holds by Assumption 1(vi). W

Theorem 3.1(ii) Expanding upon the intermediary result in (A.4) gives

0> Fnri(7i, A) — Fari(md, A)

Vv
|
[\
[~}
S~
Q>
-
wr
IS
[
+

i=1 i=1

1 & P
~ 112 A 2
2|y 2 te] [N;nqi,ﬁug

1/2

v

N 9 1 N 1/2
+ M e Zuazn A0 () [Dmn%l ,
=1 \/N Ni:l

where the last inequality holds because of (i) the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in the first summand, (ii) by
employing the lower bound c¢;; of the minimum eigenvalue of the predictor variance-covariance matrix in the

second summand according to Lemma A.2(i), and (iii) by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for vector spaces
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in the third summand. Moreover, again, recognize that A\O,(J. ") = O,(T~'/? + M~9=1/2) by Assumption

min

2(iii) and N=' S0 [1@;2al3 = Op(T~! + M—2°~1) by Lemma A.3(ii). Putting these pieces together,

1/2 N
(0,7~ + TM~20-1]Y2 4 e, j{j léai)[2]

1 N
0> -2 13 le

2 1Y 2
—wTWvaﬂzmﬂ ,
VN N i=1
and rearranging yields

M

N 1/ N
_ _99—1+71/2 2 _ _ 1/2 1 R
2[0,(T~ + M2 + —— [0,(T~" + M%) ] l Z |ai||%] >+ > llall3

=

10

zZ

2

ZZ

2 1 & g
2 29+1 |12
Op(M?T~ 4 + M~ Z”alb] > NZ;Hazllw

where by the same argument as in Theorem 3.1(i), N~! va:l |ail|3 = N"1 Zi\;l |7 — 793 = O, (M?T~1 +

M~29%1) holds to warrant Fyr (75, \) < Fari(md, \).0

A.2.2 Corollary 3.2

Suppose that Assumptions A.1 and A.2(i)-(iii) hold. Following Su et al. (2019, Corollary 4.1), Corollaries
3.2(i)-(ii) extend the pointwise and Lg rates of the PSE derived in Theorem 3.1 to the estimator of the p

regression curves 3;(v).

Proof:
(i) Recall that 3;(v) = ﬂib(v) = (IT; — T1?)'b(v) + IYb(v). Using this decomposition,

Biw) =Bl = | (L 1y b(e) + Ib(0) — Bw) |

2 (A7)
< |0 =)o) || + 1) = B[, = ldull, + il

where the inequality holds because of the triangle property. Focusing on the first summand and taking the

supremum over the unit interval results in

)

sup ||duglla = sup H (IT; — I1%)b(v) H ng[i—H?
ve[0,1] ve(0,1] 2

sup [[b(v)], < ||TL; - 11
F yelo0,1]

where the first inequality holds because of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the second inequality since

|b(v)]l2 < 1 as shown in Lemma A.1(i). Moreover, =7 = w0, = Op(MT=/2 + M~0+1/2)
F

by Theorem 3.1(i) and sup,¢jo 1y [|d2ill2 = sup,epo,1) |11 b(v) — B()||, = O(M~?) according to Lemma

I,
B,(v) = BL(0) |, = Op(MT /24 M=+1/2)+O(M =) = O,(MT 12+

A.1(iv). As a consequence, sup,,c(o, 1] ’

M—6+1/2)_.
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(ii) Employing the same decomposition as in (A.7), fol 18;(v) — B%(v)|13 dv = fol |ld1; + da;||3 dv. By the
parallelogram law fol ld1i + do;|3 dv < 2 fol ld1;]|3 dv + 2f01 llda; |3 do.

Again, analyzing both summands on their own,

1 1, / 9 B . / 1 / R
/0 ||dli||§dv:/0 H(HFH?) b(v)H2 dv = tr {(mng) /0 b(v)b(v) dv(IT; — II°)
2

—O(M™Y) Hn —IL|| = OO, (MT ™! + M2+ = O, (MT ™" + M~%),

since fol b(v)b(v)' dv = O(M~1) by Lemma A.1(iii) and ||[#; — 79||2 = O,(MT~/2 + M~9+1/2) by Theorem
3.1(1).
Following Lemma A.1(iv), fol | da; |3 dv < fol SUPye(0,1] HH?/b(v) - ﬁ?(v)Hz dv = O(M~2%). Subsequently,
. 2
Jy |Bi0) = B[ dv < 0p(aT1 4 21720) 1 O(M2) = 0,(MT 1 + M) W

A.2.3 Theorem 3.3

Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Following Mehrabani (2023, Theorem 3.2), Theorem 3.3 shows the

classification consistency of the PSE estimator: As (N,T) — oo, ||#; — 7j||2 = 0 for all i, j € G w.p.a.l.

Proof
Define the Mp x 1 vector a;; = 7 — w; = (aij@,...,aij’Mp)’ and suppose there exists an i € Gg such

that ||a;j]|2 # O for any j € Gg. Let |aijr| = max;=1,. wmp|aij;| and reorder a;; such that r = Mp. As a

1/2 1/2
consequence, each |a;;;| € [0,|asjmp|), I = 1,..., Mp. Hence ||a;;|2 = [Zf\i’f a?jJ} < [Mpa?j,Mp} 2=
(Mp)*?|agjnp| and (Mp)™2 < laijarl/llaijllz < 1.

Recall the criterion function
1 & PR S
FNri(mi, A) = T Z (Tit — Ziymi)” + N Z wijllwi — 75l
t=1 J=1,4#i
L T
=7 D (0 — 20w + ZymimiZn) (A.8)
t=1
LN Mp 1/2
+ N Z Wij Z(ﬂfl — 2mym + 7TJ21)
J=1,#i =1
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Differentiating (A.8) with respect to the scalar m; p, yields the first order condition (FOC)

OFNT,i 1
=0
87T1,Mp
2 & 2 &
:_fzgtgthp'i_ Zzztﬁ Zthp
t=1 t=1
N N | [Mp —1/2 (A.9)
t DL @i\ g | Do (Fh — 2+ 75)? (270, arp — 275, 0p)
J=1,j#i =1
2 & LA N Fs 7
__“ i M
- TZ Zit,vap (e — 25 71) N Z ol =l

-
Il
—

Now, (i) expand (A.9) with (T=/2 4 M—9=1/2)=1_ (ii) recognize #; = 79 + (7; — 7¥), (iii) rewrite the
penalty term to discriminate between j € GY and j ¢ GY, and (iv) define e;; prp = (7i pp— T 01p) /|| 700 — 75 |2

This results in

0=—2(T"Y2 4 M—9-1/2)~ ZZ“MP it — 2wy — 25 (7 — m)))

(TP M) Z ijeijap + (T2 4 M~071/2)= Z Wij€ij,Mp
JeGk,J# ., JéGk,Jsﬁz (A.10)
:_Q(T—I/Z M~ 60— 1/2 Zzzt Mpuzt+2(T_1/2 M~ 60— 1/2 Z tMpzlt 7‘_0)
t 1 =1
Jr(Tfl/z M- 1/2 Z ijeijny + (T T2 L 0= 1/2 Z DijCij My,
JGG NE J¢G0

(A.10) is made up of four summands, say 0 = dy; + do; + ds; + d4;. Studying each summand in isolation,

o dy = =272 4 M0V 1715 5, vipiis. Note that [G;.zalle = Op(T—1/2 + M—9=1/2) by

Lemma A.2(i). Therefore, it is straightforward to see that dy; is O,(1).

o dyi = 2T V24 MO~V AT1 S | 5y 2y (7 — ). Since |G, ,, s (i =702 < (|G, 5, slloll7i —
72 = Op(M~1O,(MT~Y/2 4 M~9+1/2) = O,(T~/2 + M~9=1/2) by Lemma A.3(i) and Theorem

3.1(i), where T—1 23:1 Zit MpZis = G, z,,, 5> the rate of dy; follows as Op(1).

o dy; = (T2 4 M~0-1/2)=1\N—1 Zjecg,j;ﬂ Wijeijarp- The lower bound (Mp)~Y/2 < |e;; arp| gives the
inequality |ds;| > (T~Y2 + M~9=V/2)=I\N~1(Mp)~1/? Zj€G27j¢i W;;j. Moreover, recall that Lemma
A.5(1) states min, jego wi; = Op(MT=Y/2 + M~9+1/2)=%) and that Zjea(;’#i sums over Nj — 1
elements. As a consequence, Zj6G27j¢iwij > (Ni — 1)min; jego wij = (N — DO, (MTY/2 +
M~9+1/2)=%)  Combining all these elements yields p'/2|ds;| > (T~Y/2 + M~0=1/2)"I\N"TM~V/2( N}, —
DO, ((MT~Y24M~9%1/2)=). Note that by Assumption 1(v), (Ny—1)N~! = 7,—1/N > 0, where 7, =
Ni/N. Rearranging and using the bound on 73, yields p/2|dg;| > O,(MT /24 M=0FY/2)=r=1 0 [1/2\7; ),

which, under Assumption 2(iv), diverges to infinity in the limit.
o dy = (T7Y2 4 M—0-1/2)~1\N—! ngzc;g wijeij.Mmp- Recall that by Lemma A.5(ii), maX;cqo Wij =
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min

Op(J ). Furthermore, as shown above, 1 > |ai; ap|/||@ij|l2 = |esj,p| and subsequently ngcg leij,apl <
N— Ny, since ngcg sums over N— N, elements. Lastly, |dy;| < (T7Y24+M~071/2)=1\O,(J % YN~} (N~
Nj) = O,(1) by Assumptions 1(iv) and 2(iii).

Since |ds;| > |d1; + dai + ds3;| cannot hold for large (N, T), ||#; — 79|z must not be differentiable w.p.a.1
for all i,j € GY for k = 1,..., K% and (T~Y2 + M=9=Y/2)=1) g, e;; = O,(1) in (A.10). This translates to
Pr(||#; — il =0) = 1Vi,j € GY as (N, T) — co.l

A.2.4 Corollary 3.4

Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Corollary 3.4 is based on Theorem 3.3 and is composed of two parts.
Part 1 shows that the correct total number of groups will be estimated asymptotically. Part 2 demonstrates

that the estimated grouping converges to the true latent group structure in the limit.
Proof:

i) Theorem 3.3 gives Pr(||7t; — 7¥]|2 = 0) — 1Vi,j € G as (N, T) — oo. As a consequence, it also holds
g i k
that limn 7y 00 Pr(f( = Kj) = 1 since K is the number of unique subvectors of & = (7],..., 7). I
(ii) Suppose there exist two heterogeneous units i € G, j ¢ GY that nonetheless exhibit ||7; — 7;]|2 = 0.
Expanding #; — 7; by £70 and recognizing ||#; — 70| = O,(MT /2 + M~9+1/2) following Theorem 3.1(i),
g j by 7 g g 7 p g
we obtain

0= — ;= (7} + (i = 7)) = (w) + (& = 7)) =) — 7] + Op(MTV2 4 M~OH/2) (A1)

(A.11) makes it easy to see that if ||&; — 7;[la = 0, then |7 — 70|y = Op(MT=1/2 4 M~9%+1/2). Recall that
|7 — 7]l2 > Jinin by construction. However, Assumption 2(ii) states that (MT=Y2 4 M0+ =1 ] 0 —
o0, in which case (A.11) cannot hold. In consequence, ||&; — @;|l2 # 0 for all i € G¥,j ¢ G and

lirn(N,T)—><><.> PY(C;KO = g(l)(o) =10

A.2.5 Theorem 3.5

Given that Assumptions 1-4 are satisfied, Theorem 3.5 derives the limiting distribution of the PSFE estimator

(v) = (d’i (), ..., &~ (v)’)/. For this

a(v) = (a1(v),.. .,dk(v)/)' and the post-Lasso estimator &2, & O

9k
purpose, Theorem 3.5(i) shows that both estimators coincide in the limit. Theorem 3.5(ii) obtains the final
asymptotic distribution (see Qian and Su (2016a, Theorem 3.5), Mehrabani (2023, Theorem 3.5), and Su

et al. (2019, Theorem 4.5) for similar derivations).
Proof:
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Theorem 3.5(i) Note the decomposition ||dk(v)—dgk ()| éfék)/b( H < H_.k - ||b( )2

Since ||b(v)|]2 = 1 by Lemma A.1(i), it suffices to show that (N,T)'/2M~1/2 HEk - Egk HF = op(l) in order

to prove that the PSE and post-Lasso feature an identical limiting distribution.®

Recall the FOC from Theorem 3.3 (A.9)

OFNT:
8ﬂ'i

'ﬂ\l\?

T N X
Z t(Tie — tﬂ-i)""_N > i — 7)1 — 7yl
Write 7t; = ék for any ¢ € Gk and sum over all 7 € Gk to obtain

T
0= _% Z Ziit {?jit - 2;ték] Z Z wij(7; — 75|70 — 7"]”2

ieGy t=1 zGGk Jj=1,j#i
T
2 . s . A.12
T Z Z {zityit - Zitz;;tgk} t7a, ( )
iGGk t=1

=2 [@ék,sg - Qék,zsék} t76,
~ — N N ~ N N ~ ~ — ~ _ T ~ =~
where 7¢, = AN"'YS o DI Wiy i = (i — ) |7 = w5150 g sg = e, T e Zitbins

. e
and Qék,f% = ZzGék T ! Zt:l zitz/it'
Solving (A.12) for &, gives

- A =1 -1 Ap A =1
& = Qék,ggqc?k,gg - 1/29@,257’@ = €G‘k - 1/2Q(§k,22rck

It is straightforward to see that the PSE estimator é’ i, and the post-Lasso é’ék are asymptotically equivalent
-1
if Q¢ z:7a, = 0p(1). We employ Corollary 3.4 and make use of the oracle property to demonstrate this
A —1 ~—1
result. Subsequently, one can infer the limiting behavior of Qg ::74 by studying QG%,wag. Scaling by

/N T /M and taking the squared Lo norm yields

H /NkT 1
GO 22T aY
M. —2

S |:,Ufmin <]VICQG2,££):|

8The /NxT/M scaling is required for the post-Lasso estimator to converge in distribution. See Theorem 3.5(ii).

2
(M R )‘1 TM .
7QGQ. 2z - Tao

™

— 7P co
Ny, G

(A.13)

7
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where ¢:: < fimin (MN QGo 55) by Lemma A.2(ii). Focusing on the norm in (A.13),

— 2

H TMA
77‘G2 —
Ny, )

TM N2 . .
< e Z Z izl €ijll2

i€GY j¢GY

TM N2 2 )
< T (s, o) |3 teol

i€GY j¢GY
> N2(N — N;,)?
N2N,

2

TM N2 .
N, N2 Z Z Wij€ij
i€GY j¢GY,

2
2

(A.14)

< T]\f/\2 max |w”|
1€G),jEGY,

< TMN? < max |wij|)2Nk,
i€GY,i¢GY

where the first inequality by the by the the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality; the second inequality holds by

taking the maximum adaptive weight; the third inequality holds by recognizing that |&;;|l2 < 1 by the

Triangle inequality; the fourth inequality holds by taking N 2Ny (N — Nj)? = Ng(1 — 27 + 77) < N}, using

Assumption 1(v), where 7, = Ny /N. Furthermore, note that max;cco jeqo (Jwij|?) = Op(Jo2F) by Lemma

A.5(ii). Plugging these pieces into (A.14), it becomes apparent that

2
TM .
N

Assumption 3 gives Op(v/ N TMAJ_[}) = op(1). In consequence, the whole term (A.13) becomes negligible

< TMMN20,(J, 25 )Ny, = N TMNJLE)

in the limit and [|éx(v) — &7, (v)[|2 = 0,(1). M
k

Theorem 3.5(ii) We make use of the decomposition

where af (v) = EYb(v) + (o (v) — EVb(v)).

It is easy to show that d, 4 /s, 4, = VNLT/MO(M~=9)0,(1) = 0,(1), since ||af(v) — EVb(v)||z =
O(M~%) by Lemma A.1(iv), /NyT/M?? = 0,(1) according to Assumption 4(ii), and Sea, = Op(1) by
Lemma A.6(ii).° As a result, the second summand is negligible for the remainder of the proof and it is
sufficient to study d17ék only.

Regarding d, , , consider d’Lch for some nonrandom p x 1 vector ¢ with ||¢||2 = 1. Define b, = c® b(v).
Recognize that vec (b'(v)(églc - E.(,i)c) = (¢! ® b(v))vec (égk - Eg) (see Bernstein, 2009, p. 249). In

addition, let g4, 5, = Zieék T-1 Z; Ziai for a = {§,a,€}. Recall that the error term a; can be

9sc o is a scaling factor that is introduced at a later stage.
G
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decomposed into an idiosyncratic €;; and a sieve 7;; component @;;: = 7;: + €;+ (see, e.g., (2.5)). Then,

- \/Wb Qc_;i . {qu s Qék,ssgﬂ

T
NkT ~—1
\/ ——b; QGk,ZZ qu,zu Z Z zitz;’t(ﬂ-? - 52) (A16)

ieGy t:1
NkT ’ NkT ;A1 N
- \/ M — b Qkazzqu Zé + \/ M —b QGk ZZqu

T
Nk A —1
+/ mbégék,zz Z ZZitZ;&(’T? — &)

ieGy t=1

Exploiting the oracle property by Corollary 3.4, we study d, 5, by analyzing d; go

0. Subsequently,
N, T | N, T
Il,G‘,ic = M —=b, QGO zzqGO ze+ M —b, QGk,zzqu z7j

=dy1 6o +dia g,

(A.17)

where the last summand in (A.16) equals zero since ! = 52 for i € GY.

We show that d12,Gg vanishes in the limit before studying the asymptotic behavior of dn,Gg . But first,

note two preliminary results that are used later.

i ZEe i LB () ) )

GO t=1 GO t=1

<

T
Al
- Z iiti;t ( 8)

sup ||af(v) — EY'b(v)|,
ve(0,1]

< Op(M™0)2ea0(1+ 0p(1)) = Op(M %),

where the rates are given by Lemma A.1(iv) and Assumption 1(iv). In addition,

M T 92
/ —1 ~
LTl eras) 5]
i€eGY t=1
M T . 1 . 1
N.T Z |:b/c (MNk_lgGg,&) ZitZy (MNk_lQGO 22) bc:|
k ieG) t=1 A
y . (A.19)
=— Z [w'242),w|
NI ieqY =1
T
M AT t
P3P [ = (T) g (T)] ’
ieG) t=1

where g_ (v) is a px 1 vector of spline functions g_ (v) = (g1 (v, @1), . .., gp(v,@p))’, with ¢;(v, w;) = w}b(v),

-1
and w; = (w@1,...,@). The M x p matrix W is defined as w = vec(W) = b, (MN 1QGu ~~)
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with W = (w1,...,w,). Additionally, g, (v) = W’'b(v). The last inequality in (A.19) holds due to the
decomposition ©w’'z;; = w’ (£;: @ b(t/T)) = b(t/T)Wxis = g (t/T)Zs.
We rewrite (A.19) as

i £ 20 (1) usto- (1)
ey S o (&) Fata (1) 1o
= (A.20)
z (5o (1) - 7 2= () 5)
bt 30 (7)o (7).

The first equality holds since 7! Zthl Ty, =T7! ZZ;I E(zu#},)(14+0,(1)) by Huang et al. (2004, Lemma
A.2). The first inequality uses the fact that E(z;&},) = E(zyx),) — E(ziy)E(x),) < E(zyxl,) < ¢zz by As-
sumption 1(iv) and consequently (NT')~! Zieag Zthl E(z;&,,) < ¢zz. Recall that by property of the Rie-
mann sum and Lemma A.1(iii), limz o, 771 Zle Mb(t/T)b(t/T) fo Mb(v)b(v) dv = O(1). Moreover,
[W/r = Op(1) since vec(W) = b, (MN;IQG%%)_l, with HMNkleG%%HF = Op(1) following Lemma
A.2(ii) and ||b.||2 = O,p(1) following Lemma A.6(i). Plugging these intermediate results into (A.20), the rate of
(A.19) (and likewise the rate of (A.20)) becomes apparent as ¢zzvec(w)'vec(wo )T ! Zthl Mb(t/T)b(t/T) =
O,(1).

Turning to d12,G§; ,

NkT ~—1 N
|d12,Gg| = ‘\/ A b/cQGg,ZZQGk,Zﬁ

S (NkT 1/2M1/2

1
= (NkT)‘1/2M1/2T > Zb’ (MN, ' Qag ) Zurilia
ieG) t=1

L(MN, 1QGO )Yz,

(7t (A.21)

zEGO t=1
1/2 1/2

< (NT)'/? Nk Z Z T Z ZWM )

ieG) t=1 i€eGY t=1

2
bL(MN, ' Qqo z:) ' 2it

zz

where the first inequality holds by the triangle property and the second because of the Cauchy-Schwarz in-
equality. (A.19)-(A.20) provide the rate of the first term in squared brackets and (A.18) gives the rate of the
second term in squared brackets of (A.21). Consequently, it is apparent that [d;5 go| = (NxT)Y20,(1)0,(M~?)
and O,((N,T)/?M~%) = 0,(1) under Assumption 4(ii). Moreover, as |Sc,co| = Op(1) by Lemma A.6(i),
|di2,col/Sc,co = 0p(1) and dyy go is negligible in the limit.

As a result, it suffices to study the behavior of dy1,go in (A.17) to derive the limiting distribution of the
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post-Lasso estimator. To this end,

- T
NiT ) -1 . M LM -
diy,q9 = Wb/cgcg,zgfmg,zg = b, <Nk QG2,22> N.T Z > zaén
ieG) t=1
1/2

M . M ~ N\ (M . !
= |b; (MQG‘,;,ZZ) N.T > (ZiE(GiEQ)Zi> (Mgcg,ss> b.| G

i€GY,
= E aicia

—
i€GY,

) ] ] ) o . ) A L q1/2
where €; = (Eila RN GZ'T)I, Z; = (Zil, RN Zit)/; and a; = |:blc (NM;C QG%,ifi) % (ZlE(EZE{L)Zl) (%QG%,Z%) bc:| .
¢; is an independent random variable with variance one and mean c’qu =c'\/M/(N,T) ZieG% Zthl E(z;€),
conditional on {z;} .

Subsequently, we prove

/
du,Gg S felY

- B N(0,1),
\/ZieG;{ a3 \/M/(NkT)C/ EieGg (Z;E(€’€;>21> ¢ )

by verifying the Lindeberg condition

. . 2
Considering max;ego a5 first,

M . M =\ (M -
max a7 = max lb/c <NkQG2,22> T (ZiE(GiEQ)Zi) (QG2,22> b::‘|

i€GY i€GY Ny, Ny,
M .y ) L (M M -t
< ffeligé Wﬂmax (ZiE(Eiei)Zi) b. <Nk ch,z;z> Mgcg,zz b,
1 , M 5 M . e
< 5 1Dt (Eleie)] 05 i (5 2020 )| i (35 @22 )| ol
1
= 7 CeeOp(1)Op(1)0p(1) = 0p(1)
k

by Assumptions 1(iv) and 4(i). Note that the inequalities hold by the property of a p.s.d. symmetric matrix
A and a conformable vector a, a’Aa < pimax(A)a’a. Furthermore, pmax (E(€;€;)) is bounded from above
by Assumption 4(i), while fimax (MT*ZQZ) = max (MT_1 23:1 Eit,%gt) and fimin (MNz;lQGg,z‘z) are
bounded by Lemma A.2. In addition, ||b.|2 = 1 following Lemma A.6.

In conclusion, it is straightforward to see that the whole term in (A.15) converges in distribution

VNTME (&, (v) — af(v) ¢qgy

v/ Ziecg a; . \/M/(NkT)c’ ZiEGZ (Z;E(ezej)zl) c

for all k =1,..., Ky. By defining ZieGg a? = c’flagc and making use of the Cramér-World Theorem, this

B N(0,1),
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generalizes to

NgT ~—-1/27. ~—1/2 D
1/ i Qgo [agk(v)—ag(v) — &0 qao > N(0,Ip), for k=1,..., Ky,

A—1/2, . . - s .
where QGQ is the symmetric square root of the inverse of 2o = I//G% Eqolgo, with

. M = . M . -1
== ZE(ei€;)Z; and Dgo = | — 55 I,®b(v)) .1
Eco N.T Zezc;o iE(ei€;)Z; and Do <Nk Qc;gyzz> (I, ®b(v))
k

A.2.6 Theorem 3.6

Given that Assumptions 1-6 are satisfied, Theorem 3.6 shows that asymptotically neither an over- nor an

under-fitted models is selected: Pr (ianeAf,NTUAﬁ»,NT IC(A) > supyep, yr IC’()\)) — las (N,T) — 0.

Proof:

First, recall that IC(\) = ln(aé )+ onTpM Ky, where py7 is a tuning parameter and o2  reflects the

“a gf(,/\
MSE 0% =(NT)' S Mg, S8 (y -6 WT)‘%'t)Q
9% A k=1 Z4i€Gy \ Lut=1 \ Jit G, ‘ '

Let A = [0, Amax) be an interval in R*. Define three subsets Ag, A_ and Ay, such that
A={ eA:K\=Ko}, A ={ e A: K\ <Ko}, Ay ={AeA: K\ > Ky}

Moreover, all A € Ay comply with the regularity conditions in Assumption 2, which allows the use of the
oracle property by Corollary 3.3. In addition, since the post-Lasso estimator converges to the true estimator

by Theorem 3.5, aék = 0go w.p.a.l. Therefore, let infyen, v IC(A) = IC()Ag) and
IC(\o) =1n (0Z) + pnTpM Ky 5 In (03)

where o2 is the irreducible MSE 02 = plim (NT)~! Ziil Zle €;+ and Assumption 6(i) gives py7 M Ky —
(N, T)—o0
0as (N, T) — oc.
The proof of Theorem 3.6 works by showing that IC(\) converges in probability to some value strictly

larger than IC'(X\g), YA € A_ UA,.

Case 1: Underfitting X\ € A_ such that K\ < K,.
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Let G denote the set of all possible partitions over IN. Note that

K

T
IECCURD DD DI Sl (TR A

k=1icGy\ t=

K T 9
> min inf E E (yzt £G th)
T 1<K<K G k

09reC I oG, =1

Q
Il

= min inf &5 .
I<KK<KoGreG 7T

Assumption A.5 states, lim(y 7y 0c Mini<x < r, infg, cc 65}( B2 o2. Therefore, applying Slutsky,

. > 2
AleI}\f, IC(N) 1<%1<1qK[J gznef In(cZ ) + pnrpMK 5 In(c?) > In(o3)

and in consequence Pr (infyep_ IC(X) > IC(Ag)) — 1

Case 2: Overfitting A € Ay such that K\ > K.

Define the set G = {Gr = {Gr}E, : #i,j € Gk where i € GY,j ¢ GY, 1 <1 < Ko} with K > K.
That is, each G € G denotes a partition of K > Ky over N where no heterogeneous cross-sectional units
are pooled together in any group. Recognize that such an over-fitted model yields a weakly lower MSFE

< 62

~2
O'GK Ggo-

Let
(mf 10(A )>10(A0))

A€A L

>
> Pr (Korgl}&]v gKHelctf}K <1n( ot PNTPMK) > In(oo) + PNTPMK0>

>p i inf ( MK) >1 MK
= <K0I<nll(n<N g_KH€1GK + pNTP n(OQO) T pnTp 0>

_p ; inf [1 M(K — K, }>0
T(Koglknszvg;g@,( (05, /7o) + oM ( 2 )

=Pr < min inf

Ko<K<N GreGp L 9K 950) /0G0 + 0p(1) + pnrpM (K — Ko)] > 0) .

Employing Lemma A.7, TM (6% —0go) = Op(1) and 03 — 0§ as shown above. Therefore, after expanding

by TM~! and using the fact that Tpy7 — oo by Assumption 6(ii),
Pr ( min inf [Op(1) + 0,(1) + Tpnrp(K — Ko)] > O) — 1,

Ko<K<N GreGg

as (N,T) — oco.l
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A.3 Proof of Technical Lemmas
A.3.1 Lemma A.1

Lemma A.1(i) b,(v) >0, m = —d,...,M*, is a basis function of degree d (order d 4+ 1) and defined on
the interval [vp,, Umtd+1) (De Boor, 2001, ch. 9, eq. 21). Moreover, by property of B-slines, all spline basis
bm(v) =1 (De Boor, 2001, ch. 9, eq. 37). From here it follows

that [b(0)]l2 = [S2 )] <[22 )] =1

. M
functions sum up to one for each v: > _

Lemma A.1(ii) As stated above, by, (v) is uniformly bounded on the unit interval and EM* b (v) = 1.

m=—d "~m
As a consequence, fol by (v) dv = O(M~1) and
1 1 [ M* 2 1T M 2
/ ||b(U)H2dv:/ [Z bm(v)zl dvs/ [Z bm(v)] dv = 1.
0 0 ="y 0

m=—d

Lemma A.1(iii) As shown in De Boor (2001, ch. 11, eq. 8), there exist two constants 0 < ¢, <
¢ < oo such that ¢,c/|3 < Mf(c’b(v))2 dv < &|c||3 for all nonrandom ¢ € RM. Using the Cramér-

World device, M fol b(v)b(v) dv = O(1) and the minimum and maximum eigenvalues are bounded ¢, <

JT (M fol b(v)b(v) dv) < fmax (M fol b(v)b(v) dv) < G.
Lemma A.1(iv) The proof is analogous to De Boor (2001, ch. 12, Theorem 6).

A.3.2 Lemma A.2

Consistent with Su et al. (2019, Lemma A.3), the proof exploits the inherent property that B-splines are

bounded.
Lemma A.2(i) Recall that Q; -z = T7' 3/, Zu#), and Qi z: = Ycqo T7' X[, ZuZ),. Define the
M x p matrix W = (w01, ...,w0,) with @ = vec(W), @, = (w1, ..,wi,m), and ||oo|2 < ¢w < oo for some

positive constant c,. Let By ys denote a linear space as defined in Subsection 2.2. The vector g (v) = W'b(v)
collects spline basis functions g_(v) = (g1(v,@1),...,9p(v,@p))’, where g;(v,w;) = w;b(v) € By for
I=1,...,pand g_(v) € ]B%g”;w. Recognize that Qz’,zz =71 Zthl zizh, —T7! Zthl zyT™1 Zthl zl =
Ay — Ay

Case 1: x;; does not contain an intercept.

Consider w'Aq;wo,
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since (x4 @ b(v))vec (W) = vec (b’(v)Wwit) by property of the Kronecker product (see Bernstein, 2009, p.
249).

Note that the maximum eigenvalue of E(x;x},) is bounded away from infinity by Assumption 1(iv).

Furthermore, as shown in Lemma Huang et al. (2004, A.2),

T / T
1 t , t 1 t
72.9= (7) menton (7) = 7 2 9= (7)

for strong mixing processes and

/

Bt (7)1 +0,0) (A2

;igw (%) Pousiian (3) -+ou0) < am;igw (5) o= (%) 0 ramn @2

where 71 Zthl g, (t/T) g (t)T) = fol 95 (0) g (v)dv [1+O(T~1)] by property of the Riemann sum
and fol 9o(v) g (v)dv = YV @) fol b(v)b(v) dvw; = O,(M~1) by Lemma A.1(jii), since |||} < oo.
As a consequence, after plugging into (A.24) it is apparent that the whole term in (A.22) w/Aj;0 <
O(M~") [1+0(T~1)] (1 + 0(1)) = OM). Since fimax(B — C) < tmax(B) + fimax(—C) = pimax(B) —
Lmin(C) < fimax(B) for two generic real matrices B, C), ﬂmax(QLEg) < pmax(A1;) and fmax (MQL%) is
bounded away from infinity in probability, uniformly in ©o. This result also applies uniformly across the
cross-section to max; fimax (MQi,gg) with probability 1 — o(N~1).

To study the behavior of the minimum eigenvalue of Ql 3, one must also consider As;. For this purpose,

take

where the last equality holds again by Lemma Huang et al. (2004, A.2). Using (A.25) and the result in
(A.23),

2 (A.26)

uniformly in zo and 4.
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In order to show that the minimum eigenvalue of M Q s; is bounded away from 0, define

1,22

0 ifv=0 0 ifo=0
w;(v) = pxt and X;(v) = o

E(zy) ifve (T 4] E(zqxl,) ifve (4]

for v € [0, 1]. Note that 3:(t/T) = Si(t/T)~p,(t/T)i,(t/T) = Vax(ws). Rewrite T 1, E [(95(t/T) wa)’| -

E [T—l ST gw(t/T)’:I;itr in (A.26) to

oo (1) 3:(£)5= ()] [ 350 (7) o (7)

2 (0)Si(0)g..(v) dv [1 4+ O(T )] — [ / 9. () i) dv [1 + 0<T-1>]}

2

2

Q

J
2/ 9= (v)'Zi(v)g o (v) dv [1 + O(T71)] —/ 9o (0) 1 (V) (0) g (V) dv [1+ O(T71)]
0 0

{/01 9 () Zi(v)g 5 (v) dv — /01 9o (V) (V) (v) gy (v) dv}
-o(Tr ™) Uol 9 (v) Zi(v)g 5 (v) dv — /01 9. (v) p(v)p;(v) g (v) dv}

= dy; — dy;,
where the inequality holds because of Jensen’s inequality. Studying dy; first,
1 1
dii = / 9 (V) Zi(v)g (v) dv — / 9 (V) 1 (V) i (v)' g (v) dv
0 0
1 - Pl
— [ oS0 d e Y [ alvm) e m) o
0 = Jo

p 1
=c..) @ / b(v)b(v) dvwy = [|w|30(M ") = O(M 1),
=1

where c_. < Var(z;;) = 3;(t/T) by Assumption 1(iv).

Since Do; = O(T~1)Dy; = O((MT)~!), the minimum eigenvalue min; fimin(MQ; z;) is bounded away

from 0 uniformly in W and i with probability 1 — o(N~1).
Case 2: x;; = 1. Then (A.22) collapses to

1o 1 ~, [t ty
'—E 2T = ’—E bl = = A.
=5 t:1z t2 @ =W 2 <T> b (T) w (A.27)
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and (A.26) becomes

(A.28)

|
g
N
S|
HMH

t Y I, ([t 1w, [(t)
b{=)bl=] — = b(=)= b( = .
RORORROIUOIL
It suffices to apply the basic properties of B-splines in order to study the minimum and maximum eigen-

values of Q, ... To this end, Lemma A.1(iii) shows that Mfo (t/T)b(t/T) dv has bounded minimum and

maximum eigenvalues, where T~1 thl b(t/T)b(t/T) fo (t/T)b(t/T) dv [1 + O(T~*)] by the Riemann
sum and |[W||r < oo in (A.27). Furthermore, 7~} thl b(t/T)b(t/T) — T thl b(t/T)T! Zthl b(t/T)
in (A.28) can be considered as a vector product of standardized spline basis functions. Subsequently, the
properties of B-splines, including the ones stated in Theorem 1(iii) carry over. As a consequence, the results

obtained under Case 1 hold by Theorem 1(iii).

Case 3: z;; contains an intercept and stochastic regressors. Reorder x;; so that @;; = (1, w(z) )

@) s a (p — 1) x 1 vector of random variables. This instance presents a mix of the two previously

Etz ) and Case 2 concerns the intercept in a;;. Therefore, the results

and x;;
considered cases, where Case 1 applies to x

zz also hold for x;; = (1, :n(2) ). I refer to Su

with respect to the minimum and maximum eigenvalues of QZ 33

et al. (2019, Lemma A.3(i)) for more details.ll

Lemma A.2(ii) Consider Qi,gg = Ziecg Qi,gg. Since cross-sectional individuals are weakly dependent as

given in Assumption 1(i), it holds that
M . M .
Pr (ng < Lmin (MCQi,:zg) < Umag (Nk i,22> < 522) =1-0o(N7h

fori=1,..., N and two constants 0 < ¢;; < ¢zz < 00, as shown in Lemma A.2(i).H

A.3.3 Lemma A.3

Recall q; ;5 = 71 Zle Zitli, where U;; = 7 + €;¢. Following Su et al. (2019, Lemma A.4), the proof of
Lemma A.3 is constructed by decomposing the error u; into the idiosyncratic and the sieve elements and

analyzing both separately.

Lemma A.3(i) Define the sieve-bias as a; = 8% (t/T) —I1Vb(t/T) and n;;, = @,a;;. Recognize the identity
wir = €+ [B7 (t/T)xiy — 7024 = en+ay, [B)(t/T) — IL'b(t/T)] = €i+nie. Likewise, tyr = fij+Eit, ;.20 =
Q; 77+ Q56 and [|1@; z5ll2 < (145 7512 + 1@, z¢ll2 by the Triangle inequality, where g, 5, = T EtT:1 zjraq for

air = {7it, €t} First we derive the rate of [|q, 352, then the rate of [|g; :¢[2-
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By the triangle inequality and the sub-multiplicative property

T T
T | (T
t=1 t=1

T
T "y
zztnzt

t=1

T T T
1G5 250l = | T Z Zini —T7" Z zuT ™ Zm‘t < + ,
t=1 t=1 t=1 9 9 9
(A.29)
Studying all these elements in isolation, consider
1 T 2 1 T 1 T 1 T
e Z Mit| = |7 Z w;tait > |4 Z witw;t e Z aita;;t s (ABO)
T t=1 T t=1 T t=1 F T t=1 F

where the inequality holds because of the Chauchy-Schwarz property. Assumption 1(iv) ensures that
1T
HT P Ty

O(M~%). As a consequence,

< €y in probability. Furthermore, Lemma A.1(iv) gives sup, ¢ 1] 18%(t/T)-11Yb(t /T2 =
) :

T
1 /
T § Ait Qg
t=1

=l () (] () e ()]

) F (A.31)
< | It vt | o)
v€E(0,1]
2
and [T | = €000, (M~29), from which follows )T—lzle nit| = 0,(M~°).
Define the real M X p matrix W with vec(W) = w0 and ||w||2 < co. Then
w’ liz w = w'lz T @b L
T it T it T
t=1 2 t=1
T / T / T
1 t 1 t t 1
— oS0 (L) waa| <=5 we( D)o (L) w| =S wual,| .
T; <T> Tir) = T; (T) (T) . T;mt‘””F

where by Assumption 1(iv) HT*1 S maal,

< €z in probability. In addition, using the B-spline property
F

in Lemma A.1(iii)

() o] o Lot

F (A.32)
< [WIFOM™H(1+0(T7) = 0(M™H),
since ||[W||% is bounded. Subsequently, ||7~! Z;l zit, = O, (M~1/2).
Lastly, making use of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
1 I 2 1z | I
15,213 = T Z Zithit|| < T Z ZiZj T Z 3| (A.33)
t=1 2 t=1 F t=1
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where HT‘l Zthl Zit %l o O,(M~1) by Lemma A.2(i) and

'ﬂ \

T 2.7
1
[ ] = | s 1ok -0, | § 3 Bl
] =1

v€e(0,1]

£l 2 -

(A.34)
<O(M™*)&/1 = oM™,

where sup,¢o.1) ||a2(v) Y b(v H2 O(M~?) by Lemma A.1(iv) and E||z||2 < o by Assumption 1(iii).
% Et:l 77it
with ([, ./l = Op(M—01/2).

Plugging the results of (A.31), (A.32), (A.33), and (A.34) into (A.29) yields

= Op(M~2%) by Chebyshev’s inequality and ||g, ., [I3 = Op(M =)0, (M ~2%)

As a consequence,

||‘L‘,£f7||2 < ||qi,zn||2 + = Op(Mieil/z) + Op(Milp)Op(Mie) = O;D(Mieil/z)-

T
T
t=1

T
-1 E
T Zit
t=1

2
(A.35)
Turning to g; ¢, note that g, -z = q; ,. — T Zthl zy Tt Zthl €;t- Studying q; . first,
2 2 2
Pl 3= B | LY LY fen (2 LS e o0 (4
el = Ell= ) zacu|| =E|= ) |z =) = D (mites =
i zell2 Tt:1 t€it ) Tt:1 t T t ) Tt:1 t€it T )

| T N
= 2;;E(fﬂ§t$is€it6is)b (T) b(f)
t
o(7)
T-1 T

+ T2 Z B(@;@iscir€is)b (T) b (%) = dy; + da;.

t=1 s=1

3

T
= Z E(a’/itwitezgt)

t=1

3~

2

Employing Assumption 1(iii) gives E(x},z:1e%) < E(||zi|3|eit]|3) < (Coec)?/9. In addition, 77! Et Lb(t/T)|3 =
fo b(v)]|3dv(1+ O(T~1)) < (1 +O(T~1)) by Lemma A.1(ii) and the Riemann sum. Therefore,

di; < T71Ee)? (1 +0(T71) = O(T ).

Similarly,

A
IS
NE

INA
‘»—
=)
=
o
<
—
=
&8
)
R
2
——
~
<

where the last inequality holds by the Davydov inequality for strong mixing processes in combination with the

moment conditions in Assumption 1(iii), qualified by the strong mixing condition on {(mg ), €, t=1,... ,T)}
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in Assumption 1(ii). Subsequently,

16 D 5 T 1 oo
19 g e} 5 S
= t=1 j=1
16 & 6
< = Z ax {E [ cal} /ey =0p(TY).
As a result, E||q, ..[|3 = O(T~') and, using Chebyshev’s inequality, ||q; .|z = Op(T~/?). Furthermore,

|71 ZZ;I zitll2 = Op(M~1/2) as shown in (A.32) and |T—! Zthl eit] = O,(T~1/?) by Assumption 1(ii).

Using these intermediary steps, the triangle inequality, and the sub-multiplicative property,
1G; zll2 < 1Gs ell2 + 177 Zzztllz\T ' Zeztl = O0p(T7/%) + 0y (M~V2)0,(T71/%) = O,(T7/?). (A.36)
Combining the results in (A.35) and (A.36) yields
1 zall2 = 18i ze + @i zall2 < N1G; zell2 + 1G5 252 = Op(T71/2) + O (M~0712) = O (T2 + M—071/2)
by the triangle inequality.ll

Lemma A.3(ii) Since the cross-sectional dependence is bounded according to Assumption 1(i), it follows

readily that

using Lemma A.3(i).H

A.3.4 Lemma A.4

Consider the un-penalized criterion function ]-'NTz(m) =71 Zt 1 [ylt Ztﬂ'l]z. Define a; = m; — w0
and recognize that Fyp,(wi) — Fyp, (7)) = —2aiq; :5 + aiQi755ai as shown in (A.1). The inequality
Firi(#®i, \) < Frp (7, A) holds trivially since 7r; = argming, Fx (73, A). Plugging the decomposition

into this inequality gives

OZFX/'T,’L(WM)‘) ‘FNTz(WO /\) —2a; q1 zu+a Q1 Ez

—2)@ill2l1g; zall2 + la:|3M ~ ezz = 2||ai||20,,(T—1/2 + MO 4 qill3M e,

where Lemma A.3(i) provides the rate of ||, :z[|2 and the predictor variance-covariance matrix is substituted
with its lower bound c;; according to Lemma A.2(i), similar to the argument in Theorem 3.1.

Averaging over all i = 1,..., N and rearranging yields

2

N N
_ _ 1 . )
Op(MT~V2 + M 0+1/2)N E_ laill2 > E s 13- (A.37)

<]

ZZ
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As in Theorem 3.1, ||é;||2 = ||7; — 0|2 = O, (T~Y/2M + M~9%1/2) to ensure that the inequality in (A.37)
holds for an arbitrarily large ||@;|l2. Assumption 2(i) ensures that 7~'/2M is not explosive and —0 +1/2 < 0

by Assumption 1(vi).H

A.3.5 Lemma A.5

Recall that 7« = (&],...,7y)" represents an initial least squares estimate, which, given Lemma A.4, is
(MT=Y/2 4 M~9+1/2)=1 consistent. Define 7r; — w0 = (MT /2 + M~9%1/2)4,; and recognize that |0, =

O,(1). Along the lines of Qian and Su (2016a, Lemma B.2), rewrite

—K

g = s = eyl = |[[UT 72 4 MO )i 4 ] (T2 4 M0 2)i; 1 )|

2

= |70 = 70+ QuT2 M2 6, - )|

: - Hw? — 70 (MT 2 ¢ M‘9+1/2)H: :

Lemma A.5(i) Leti,j € GY and subsequently 7 = 7r2 = 52. Considering the minimum adaptive weight,

min w” = min ﬂ-? _779+OP(MT—1/2+M—9+1/2)H*
i,jEGY i,jEGY ‘ 2
= min [O,(MT=12 4 M=) 7 = 0,(MT~V? + M~0+1/2) ") m
ijeay Il P 2 P

Lemma A.5(ii) Let i€ GY,j ¢ GY and as a result 7 # 11'9—. Now, analyzing the maximum weight,

70— w0+ 0, (MTV/? + M*"“”)H

max w;; = Iax
2

i€GY,j¢GY i€GY,jEGY

—K

. 0 0 ~1/2 —6+1/2
min w, — 1)+ O,(MT + M
i€GY,i¢GY (m 1)+ Op )

2
where Jinin = minjego jeco |7 — 79| and Assumption 2(ii) ensures that Jiy;, dominates an Op(MT=1/2 +
M~9+1/2) term in the limit.H

A.3.6 Lemma A.6

Lemma A.6(i) Recognize that ||b.||2 = ||e ® b(v)||2 = ||c||2]|b(v)||2 by property of the Kronecker product
and a nonrandom px 1 vector ¢ with ||¢||s = 1 (see Theorem 3.5(ii)) and, following Lemma A.1(i), ||b(v)]|2 = 1.

Subsequently, ||b.||2 = Op(1).1

Lemma A.6(ii) Consider
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2 M -1

S [ZE(ae) 2] (MN Qe ) b,

o / —1 -~
SeCn = Nkac (MNk QGQ,%%)
i€GY
R -2 M _, _

2 —1 /

< [|bell2 [Hmin (MNk ch,zz)} NT Z {ZiE (eiei)Zi:|
ieGY

2 —1A -2 / M -

< el [rmin (VN Qopze) | ma s (2 (€i€))) romas ( 5@

< ”bcngéee_fi
— C2 ?

Csz

by the Triangle property and a’Aa > pmin(A)a’a for a conformable vector @ and matrix A. Further-
more, notice that ||b.||3 = Op(1) as shown in Lemma A.6(i), maxi<i<n fmaz (MN,;1QG2_’Z~5> < ¢zz and
mMini<;<N fmin (MNI;1QG272£) > ¢;; by Lemma A.2(ii), and max;ego Hmax(E(€;€;)) < e by Assumption

4(i). In consequence, sf . Op(1) (see Su et al., 2019, Lemma A.8).H

A.3.7 Lemma A.7

The proof of (A.41) works by demonstrating that the MSE of an over-fitted model and the MSE of a model
with the true grouping structure both converge towards the non-reducible residual error variance in the limit.

The different converge rates give the result in (A.41).

1 Ko T 1 Ko T ¢ 2
I Dy 3 [y &, (T) x]
k=1ie@) t=1 k=14cq9 t=1
Ko T /
: o (0t (1) o (7))
= = €t — | Qco | 7 | — Qg0 | = Tt
v 22 [ (0 (7)ot (7

(A.38)

Denote the irreducible sample MSE as %, = (NT)~! Zfil Zf:l €%, Moreover, given Theorem 3.5(ii),

dg (t/T) is ((Nk,minT)1/2M1/2)—consistent, where Nj min = ming—,. g, Nz. Due to Assumption 1(ii),
k

yeeey

1T~V 320y Baéulls = Op(T??). Tn addition, note that N~ 32,0 Yo 1@y zellz = NV20,(T?) as a
function of weak cross-sectional dependence (see Assumption 1(i)). Plugging these results into (A.38) yields
the rates

680 = r + Oy (NT)20Y/2) O, ((NT)/?) + O, (NT)™'M) O, (1)

(A.39)
=037+ 0, (TN)"'M).
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Define the set Gx = {Gx = {G} | : Pi,j € Gk where i € G?,j ¢ G? 1 <1 < Ky} with Ky <
K < Kpax = N. That is, each Gx € G denotes a partition of K > Ky over N where no heterogeneous

cross-sectional units are pooled together in any group. Hence, it is trivial that 6z < &éo. Given the result

2
Ok

in (A.39), we can expand this inequality to
0< 630 — 65, = %1 — 65, +Op(NT)"'M). (A.40)

Let Jn7 be the largest distance between the estimated and irreducible mean squared error for any of the

KO <K < Kmax groups

2

: 1 ~2 ~ ~/ 3

INT = KJE%;(Klgf W EZ ; |fit - (yit — L0 (T)) ] )
3 kv

such that 63, — &éK < KJn71. Then

t P ([t 1 a t\)?
g <T> =&,B <T> = argnglikn N.T ezé: Z [gft - (ﬂit - z,&), (T)>

with E‘k = (Zieék Z;‘ll Zizi) 7t Zieék Z;‘F:l Zi¥it. Since Kg < K < Kpax = N, the minimum group
cardinality is 1 and &y (¢/T) is, in line with Theorem 3.5, only /M /T-consistent. As a consequence, Jyt =
O, (T~ M).

Plugging 6%, — &é—K < KJnT = O,(T7'M) into (A.40), it becomes apparent that 0 < &éo — 62;}( <
Op(T7*M) + O,((NT)"*M) = O,(T~'M). Then, by construction of Jyr,
A2 a2 1
o max g‘ileng 165, —0go| = Op(T™"M).1 (A.41)

B Details on the Sieve Estimation of Time-varying Coefficient
Functions

Consider a B-spline with M* > 0 interior knots that is piece-wise polynomial of degree d > 1 (order d +
1) on the unit interval. The M X 1 vector b(v) holds the common time-varying basis functions b(v) =
(b—a(v),...,bp(v)), with M = M* 4+ d+ 1 and v € [0,1]. Let Vi, represent an increasing sequence
0 <wv < <opy+ <1, such that Vi gives M* equidistant interior knots of the B-spline, which divide

the unit interval into M* + 1 partitions.'® The total set of knots V extends Vipe to 0 = v_g = -+ = vg <

10We conjecture that the basic results of this paper also hold for free-knot spline functions, where the distance between interior
knots may deviate from 1/(M* + 1). However, altering the theory in this respect and introducing a data-driven knot placement
routine is very involved (see Hansen and Kooperberg, 2002; Scarpiniti et al., 2013; Dung and Tjahjowidodo, 2017). A rigorous
extension of the theory to free-knot splines is beyond the scope of this paper.
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v < or <vppe < Vppeqq = -0 = vy = 1. The boundary knots {v,,}° _ U {vm}%:MUr1 coincide at either
zero or one and force the final B-spline to pass through the start and end points exactly using the de Boor

recurrence relation:

bin,j (V) = @, (V)bm,j—1(V) + [1 = @mi1,5 (V)] brngr,j-1(v),

with an, ;(v) = [(v — vm)/(Vm+j — Vm)] H{Um+5 # Um}s bmo(v) = Moy < v < Upyi}, and by, q(v) = by (v)
(De Boor, 2001, ch. 9, eq. 14). Hence, each basis function b,,(v), m = —d,..., M*, defined on the knots
{vm}M__,, is a convex combination of two lower-order basis functions and vanishes outside the interval
{Vin }MZ_, with

[V, Umtds1), form=—d,... . M*—d—1

Vi = (B.1)
[Vrns Umtd+1] s form=M*—-d,...,M*.

The space generated by these M polynomial basis functions is denoted as Bj; and each function in B, is a
B-spline that is piece-wise polynomial of degree d on each sub-interval {V,, TJ\,{:_ 4 and globally d — 1 times
continuously differentiable for d > 1. We refer to De Boor (2001) for a textbook treatment of spline functions.

The M x 1 vector of control points 7¥, weights each basis function in b(v) and, in turn, constructs a linear

combination, the B-spline, that approximates a scalar square-integrable coefficient function 5?1(”)
B () ~ b (v), [=1,...pl (B.2)

We can replace the approximation sign in (B.2) with an equality if 3% (v) € Bys and M is known. However,
since ﬁ?l (v) may generally not belong to the linear space By, we allow M to increase with the sample size
and obtain ever closer approximations of the true underlying coefficient function. Bj; acts as a tractable
sieve of the space of square-integrable functions, where increasing M is akin to moving to an ever denser
sieve. Throughout the paper, we assume the generalizing case ,8?1(11) ¢ By

Figure 5 illustrates the approximation of a logistic cumulative distribution function (CDF) using a B-
spline with M* = 2 interior knots and polynomial degree d = 2, resulting in a system of M = M*+d+1=5
basis functions. The vector of control points 7!, is estimated by regressing realizations of the function of

interest, in this example, a logistic CDF, on b(v), using least squares (Huang et al., 2004, sec. 2).

C Numerical Implementation

We minimize the criterion (2.6) using an iterative ADMM algorithm, adapted from (Ma and Huang, 2017,
sec. 3.1) and Mehrabani (2023, sec. 5.1). Let a;; = m; — 7;. Then minimizing

T
Z Z (Gie — iit/ﬂ'i)Q +

=1 t=1

.T"NT(TF,CL,A) =

Nl =
=]

N-1 N
Z Z wij |laijll, subject to a;; = m; —, (C.1)
i=1 j=i+1

1A B-spline can be equivalently expressed as convex combinations of control points, with By, o acting as indicators. In this
case, recursively constructed convex combinations of control points yield the M* polynomial functions, which continuously tie
together at the interior knots (see De Boor, 2001, pp. 99).
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Figure 5: The left panel sketches five polynomial basis functions by, (v), m = —d,...,M* for d = 2 and M* = 2.
The right panel displays the weighted basis functions (solid) and the resulting B-spline (red, dashed), approximating
a logistic CDF 3% (v) (black, dotted).

is equivalent to optimizing the objective in (2.6). We can rewrite this constraint optimization as an Augmented

Lagrangian problem

N—
T
[:NTﬂg(Tr,a,)\,’U) *]:NT 7T a, /\ Z

N
= Fyr(m) + Pyr(a,A) + Z vy (m; — 5 — aij) (C.2)
+

where F reflects the goodness-of-fit term and P} (a, A) the time-varying PAGFL penalty in (C.1). v;;
denotes the dual variable and 1 > 0 the ADMM penalty parameter controlling the trade-off between feasibility

and optimization.

ADMM

The ADMM algorithm 1 minimizes the objective (C.2) iteratively up to a convergence tolerance e{}]

and, to arrest problems with an excessive computational burden, a maximum number of iterations l.x. We
recommend setting EADMM =1x1071% and ly.x = 50,000. Clearly, Eé)?MM can be decreased and .«
increased arbitrarily. Define g = (¢7,...,9x), U; = (Gi1,---,¥ir)"; the NT x N Mp regressor block-matrix
Z = diag(Z.,...,Zy) with Z; = (2i1,...,%i7)"; the NMp x 1 coefficient vector 7 = (7, ..., 7)) the
MpN(N —1)/2 x NMp differencing matrix A = ¢ ® Iy, with ¢ = {¢; — ¢ 1<i<j< N}I, and the
N x 1 indicator vector ¢; with a one as its i*® element and zeros elsewhere; the MpN(N — 1)/2 x 1 vectors
a = {a 1<i<j< N}/. The primal steps of the ADMM are proximal

1<z<]<N} andv—{v

35 ij

updates of &« and a and take the form

2
U+ = are min {]:;[T(ﬂ.) LY HAﬂ. a4 910 H }
™ 2

2
aV) = arg mm {PNT(a A+ HAﬂ'(l) —a+ ﬂ_lv(l)H } .
2
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Algorithm 1: ADMM algorithm to minimize the time-varying PAGFL criterion (2.6).
0

i

Result: 7w, ==«
[+ 0
7l 7
a® « A=W,
v 0;
while |[A7() —aW ||y > eAPMM & | < .. do
l+—1+1;

. -1,
Primal step 1: () « (Z’Z + ﬂA’A) (Z’@ YN G A’U(l_l));
Primal step 2: '«,b%) — 19771(.1) — 197r§1) — ’Uz(é_l),

al) — max {1 — &y TN/ (2N||2¢§§>|\) ,o} $!!) for each 1 < i< j <N,

/
a® « {ag)’,lgiqgi\f :
Dual step: vV < v(=1) + 9 (Ax®) — a));
end

In particular, we obtain w(*1) by setting

8% [}'X/T(W) +9/2 HAﬂ _a® 4”9_1“(1)"1

to zero, where Fxp(7) = 1/2||y — Z7r||§ The time-varying PAGFL penalty is applied to each pair of cross-
sectional units separately. Subsequently, a*t1) must be derived individually for each 4,j. Therefore, we

take

o g Nl N

I+1 . . l l _

aiV =argmin{ 5 37 " wijllagla 5 D0 Y0 lIw) = w —ay =0 vyl ¢
I i=1 j=i+1 i=1 j=i+1

the closed-form solution of which is the typical soft thresholding rule

aj;" = max {1 B % O _ 0 bt - ’O} )

;" — T — i — 0 P
which appears in algorithm 1. The Dual step of the ADMM algorithm pushes the solutions towards satisfying
the constraint m; — 7; — a;;, moderated by the ADMM penalty ¥.

Since the objective function of the time-varying PAGFL (2.6) is convex, the Algorithm 1 achieves con-
vergence to the optimal point as I — oo. Furthermore, given that the primal residual rgl) =Anx®) —ab
and dual residual rél) = JA (7 —7(=1) tend to zero asymptotically lim; o, ||rg) |2 =0 for d = {1,2}, the
algorithm is both primal and dual feasible. The proof for primal and dual feasibility is identical to Mehrabani
(2023, Supplement, Appendix C) and thus omitted.

In theory, two individuals 4, j are only fused together if ||7; — 7;||2 = 0. However, employing the ADMM

algorithm, it is not always computationally feasible for normed coefficient vector differences to equal zero

g

exactly. As a consequence, we relax this condition and group two individuals if || 7; — 7 ;|| < e |, where €7 |

is set to a machine inaccuracy value. The smaller 5?01, the more ADMM algorithm iterations are required to

obtain suitable results. As a consequence, there is an efficiency-accuracy trade-off when selecting stgol. We find
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that Etgol = 0.001 yields good computational efficiency while still providing sharp between-group distinction.

g

9 and ||7; — 7]]2 < el |, but ||7; — 7|2 > €7, Since the group

Similarly, it may occur that ||7; — 7|2 < e
structure must be transitive, we nonetheless assign such three individuals, 7, j, and [, to the same group in
our numerical implementation.

Furthermore, splinter groups with only one or a few members may emerge in empirical or simulation
settings. This characteristic also has been previously documented for similar models (see Su et al., 2016,
2019; Mehrabani, 2023; Dzemski and Okui, 2024). Such trivial groups can be precluded by either increasing
stgol or by increasing the number of iterations of the ADMM algorithm. However, another solution is to
specify a lower bound on the group cardinalities, e.g., 5% of N, and place individuals of groups that fall
short of this threshold into remaining groups of sufficient size according to the lowest MSE. We impose such

a Ni/N > 5% rule for the simulation study in Section 4 and the empirical illustration in Section 5. Note

that in the subsequent simulation study, the preliminary coefficient vector differences ||7; — 7r;||2 exceed

g _

to) = 0.001 in all but a negligible amount of instances. Subsequently, this simple MSE-based classifier

€
in combination with stgol leads to next to no groupings and the classification procedure is driven by the
penalization routine.

Our companion R-package PAGFL (Haimerl et al., 2025) provides an user-friendly and efficient open-source

software implementation of the numerical algorithm presented in this section.

D Extensions

In the following, we provide details on several extensions to broaden the scope the time-varying PAGFL.

D.1 Panels with Coefficient-specific Groups

Consider a panel data model where each coefficient function follows a distinct group structure. Such a set-up
reflects, e.g., the effect of commodity shocks on economies with different energy mixes: a specific country
may be equally exposed to fluctuations in oil prices than one set of peers but form a group with a different
set of countries regarding the effect of coal prices (Cashin et al., 2014).

We extend the DGP in (2.1) to allow each of the p functional coefficients in B2(t/T) to follow an unique

unobserved group pattern

A t
k=1

Note that not only the group adherence G, but also the total number of groups Ko, may vary for each of the
p coefficient functions. To identify the coefficient-specific groups in (D.1), we adjust the time-varying PAGFL
penalty such that the group-Lasso aspect concerns the M control points associated with each functional

lth

coeflicient, as opposed to the entire M x p matrix IT;. Let 7r;; denote the column of IT; and specify the
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criterion

| N7 2 \ 2N
Fnr(m,A) ZZ@#—W;%n NZ Z Wigt 1w — milly
z:1 t=1 =1 i=1 j=i+1
where the adaptive weight is defined as w;;; = ||7; — 7j1|| © and 7; is identical to the base-case in Section 2.

Having obtained the p distinct group structures, the post-Lasso estimator follows as
D S o 1 5~
§ =(Z2) 2y,

where the M x Y7, K, matrix 8 = (Ef,...,éz), vec(ép) = &", stacks coefficient-wise with éf =
(EZ, e ,éff(l) and éfk holds the M control points shaping the time-varying function [ of group k, with
k=1,...,K and | =1,...,p. Moreover, let § = (W, N Ui = i1, ..., Jir)’, and Z = (21,...,21)),
where Z,; is a NT x K;M regressor matrix Z, = (Dll,...,lel)(I& ® 2;). Dy indicates a NT x NT

I*h coefficient function Dy; = diag(dy;) @ I,

matrix selecting observations pertaining to group k& of the
where dj; is a vector of length N with ones for all {i € le,l < i < N} and zeros elsewhere. Z;
is a NT x M matrix that collects all basis functions corresponding to the [*" coefficient function Z, =
(Zis 28 za = (G, Zim)'s with Ziy = (1&4) ® b(t/T) and the 1 x p selection vector r; featur-
ing a one at position [ and zeros for all remaining elements. The time-varying functional coefficients for
individual i are given by &¥(¢/T) = Wié.p/b(t/T), where W, represents a p x Y.7_, K; selection matrix
W, =

wj, 0 ) 1 <1< p}Y and w; is a vector of length K; with a one on

{(0] {1}y Ry l{l;ﬁp}Zg 1 K

position k= {k:i € G, 1< k< Kl} and zeros elsewhere.

Based on the derivations in Section 3, we conjecture that the preliminary convergence rates also apply
when generalizing to coefficient-wise groups. Moreover, the same applies to the limiting distribution of each
coefficient function in Theorem 3 after replacing the global Ny with the coefficient-specific group size Ny,
and inserting the coefficient group equivalents of QG% , gcg , and qco-

Analogous to defining the group-Lasso over the columns of fIl-, it is also straightforward to penalize I1,
row-wise. Subsequently, the grouping varies among each of the M basis functions in b(¢/T'), and since the

basis functions vanish outside their respective interval {V,, }. (cf. B.1), the grouping varies across time.

m—fd
Furthermore, as d + 1 basis functions overlap at any point along the domain (see Figure 5, left panel), such a
specification produces up to H;'l:o K —d+j+, functional coefficient vectors unique to each interval [vy, V1)
for p =0,...,M* — 1 and [vps+,vpr+41], where K_d+j+¢ = K, denotes the estimated number of groups of
basis function m and v, indicates the respective knot (cf. Appendix B). This significantly complicates the
interpretation of the group structure but allows the coefficient functions of different cross-sectional individuals
to coincide only for specific periods. Each interior knot reflects a break-point at which the group adherence
may change, allowing for a total of M* + 1 distinct groupings with a potential switch every T'/(M* + 1) time
periods.

Furthermore, models with a mix of group-specific, global, and individual coefficients have found ample

empirical use. This setting mirrors models with both group-level, common, and idiosyncratic factors, as
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previously studied by Diebold et al. (2008); Ando and Bai (2016); Freyaldenhoven (2022), among others.
Such a structure is nested in coefficient-specific groups as introduced in this subsection. Reorder 3,(t/T)
such that 83,(t/T) = (ﬂgl)/(t/T),552)/(t/T),6(3)’(t/T))’, where only the p") x 1 functional vector ﬁgl)(t/T)
follows a latent group structure as described in (2.3), that is Gy is identical for all 1 = 1, .. .. ,pW. The p® x 1
vector Bl(?) (t/T) is idiosyncratic, K; = N for all I = 1,...,p®. The p® x 1 vector ) (t/T) is common
across all cross-sectional units such that K; =1 for all l = 1,...,p®). Then, estimation follows readily from
the derivations above. The limiting distributions in Theorem 3.5 now hold for dgip (t/T) when replacing

p with p and for dz(Q)p(t/T) when setting p = p(® and N, = 1. The global coefficients are subject to
- (3)

quicker convergence rates since all N individuals are pooled. Subsequently, 7&;

converges pointwise with a
rate of O,(M(NT)~2 + M~%+3) and in mean-squares with O,(M?(NT)~' + M~20+1). Likewise, to obtain
the limiting distributions of the global coefficients in dz(-g)p (t/T), one only needs to replace p with p®) and

substitute N with N in Theorem 3.5.

D.2 Panels with Time-Varying and Time-Constant Coefficients

Despite the frequent occurrence of time-variant functional relationships in applied settings, some coefficients
may nonetheless remain constant. In order to keep a subset of coefficients time-invariant, reorder 3,(¢t/T)
such that 8,(t/T) = (ﬁgl)/(t/T),,Bz(»z)')’, where the p™") x 1 vector ﬁ(l)(t/T) varies smoothly over time and
the p(® x 1 vector 6(2) is constant. After partitioning x;; = (x Etl)/, Ef) )’ to conform with 3,(t/T), extend

the criterion (2.6) to
| N7
Fur(. 59,3 = 135" (5 - w7550 - g2’

=1 t=1
A N-— N
t¥ Z Z wij [l — @y,

/
where ﬁ(z) =( §2)', ey 5\2,)/)’ and ©o; = (71‘51)/, ,652)/) . Furthermore, we now estimate the adaptive penalty
Welght UJ” = ||w2 — WJH;n as
1

2
(ﬂz‘t -y - 51(‘2)/5’5’?))

=

T; = arg min —
@ T P

The post-Lasso estimator is defined as

T

5 1 (1) = (1) NRPERC) - (2) 2
w? = arg min Z (y - dlag(ZG b Zékt)’ﬁ(l) —diag(X g4, Xékt)'a@))
t=1
= (1) (1) . A . < (2) - N . .

WhereZékt:{zEt):zEGk,lgng} andXékt:{acEt ieGrl1<i<N}, & p—(wgl,...,wgk)’
are Mp™M) x K and M p?) x K matrices collecting all observations pertaining to group k, respectively. Fur-

. Wpr . (2)pr Lp 2()p )P a®@ (2)pr ~(2)p\’ (1)
thermore, w’ék (£Gk G, p) 5 = (501 ,...7£G ), g p_ (aélp 7...,aékp) , and aékp(t/T) =
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(€]

Eékp/b(t/T). The remaining terms are as introduced in Section 2.1 and above.
It is straightforward to see that the asymptotic properties of 71'51) remain unchanged from Section 3 when
The limiting distributions in Theorem 3.5 apply, when replacing p with p®, I = {1,2}, respectively, and

. (2
substituting p with p(). The same holds for 6§ ) when taking M =1, p = p?), and treating M as constant.

when fixing M =1 for the vector of time-invariant coefficients.

D.3 Unbalanced Panels
Panel datasets with varying numbers of observations among individuals are ubiquitous in empirical appli-
cations. We accommodate such unbalanced panels in the time-varying PAGFL framework by adjusting the

i=1,

Uit = €t + Nit,

DGP in (2.5) to
_ 07
Yit = Vi + T Zit + Ust,
where ¢; indicates the individual start of the observational period for each cross-sectional unit, 7T; the end,

and T; = T; —t; — 1 the number of observed time periods per unit. It is straightforward to extend the objective

function (2.6) to this scenario by rewriting

]:NT (7\', )\) =
with a;+ = a; — 771 Zﬁt a;t for a;y = {yit, zit}. The remaining notation is left unchanged

-1
~ ~/ ~ ~
E E ZitZ ¢ E E ZitYit-

Similarly, the post-Lasso is given by
iEGk t=t;

Eék -
ieGy =t
In order to study the asymptotic behavior, let T, = min; 7; and assume T, — 00. When substituting

T with Trin, all proofs and assumptions carry seamlessly over to unbalanced panel datasets (see Su et al.,
2019, sec. 5.2). Notice that this extension also applies to missing observations in the middle of the panel, i.e.
., T;, for some integers 0 < j < T; —2 and 1 < < T; — i — j, since nonparametric

yitgs itj+is

t=t,,...
splines implicitly interpolate missing values. Furthermore, the post-Lasso pools homogenous cross-sectional
These two aspects make our methodology particularly powerful in empirical applications with unbalanced

units. In consequence, remaining group members compensate for a missing observation in individual series.

panel datasets.
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Table 3: A tuning parameter candidate values in the simulation studies
30% of the sample
DGP 1 | Section 4.3 | AR(1) errors (E.1) | discarded (E.2)

N T A A A A A A
50 50 | 0.1 50 | 0.1 20 0.1 10
100 50 | 0.1 50 | 0.1 20 0.1 10
50 100 | 0.1 50 | 0.1 20 0.1 10
100 100 | 0.1 50 | 0.1 20 0.1 10

30% of the sample
DGP 2 | Section 4.3 | AR(1) errors (E.1) | discarded (E.2)

N T A A A A A A
50 50 10 35 | 30 75 15 47
100 50 10 35 | 25 65 10 30
50 100 1 20 8 25 10 60
100 100 1 20 | 18 37 10 60

30% of the sample
DGP 3 | Section 4.3 | AR(1) errors (E.1) discarded (E.2)

N T A A A A A A
50 50 | 0.01 15 |0.1 20 0.1 20
100 50 | 0.01 15 4 20 ) 25
50 100 | 0.01 15 | 0.1 20 0.1 20
100 100 | 0.01 15 | 0.1 8 0.1 9

Notes: Upper and lower limits for the sequences of candidate A penalty tuning parameter values. The sequences
are of length 50 and run from A to A.

E Additional Simulation Studies and Details

Subsections E.1 and E.2 present the simulation study results when the errors are serially correlated and
when 30% of observations are randomly discarded, respectively. Subsection E.3 provides details on the
implementation of the time-varying C-Lasso benchmark model.

Table 3 reports the tuning parameter candidate values employed in the Monte Carlo experiments.

E.1 DGPs with Serially Correlated Errors

Tables 4 and 5 report the Monte Carlo simulation study results when the innovations are constructed as
€t = 0.3€;—1 + e, where e ~ i.0.d.N(0,1). Serial correlation in the errors to such an extent does not
infringe on Assumption 1(ii), as the process still remains stationary. However, as serial correlation is set
to introduce additional estimation uncertainty and previous simulation studies in Section 4 show that such
uncertainty complicates the classification mechanism, we choose to reduce the number of interior knots M*
for this exercise. We select M* = 2 for DGP 1 and M* =1 for the two remaining DGPs.

When T = 100, the simulation results mirror largely the ones reported in section 4.3. However, as serially
correlated errors effectively reduce the informational value contained in a time series, the performance in
small samples is notably reduced. This does not just concern the grouping mechanism and the resulting

estimation inaccuracy, but also the RMSE of the infeasible oracle estimator.
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Table 4: Classification accuracy with serially correlated errors
N T Freq. K =Ky Freq. Gy = g%o ARI K

50 50 0.680 0.190 0.855 3.270
50 100 0.927 0.753 0.978  3.080
DGP1 100 50 0.680 0.077 0.809 2.753
100 100 1.000 0.720 0.990  3.000
50 50 0.140 0.027 0.577  2.130
50 100 0.757 0.647 0.878  2.760
DGP 2 190 50 0.073 0.007 0.501 1.940
100 100 0.512 0.383 0.768 2.510
50 50 0.567 0.030 0.708  2.680
50 100 0.903 0.560 0.937  2.990
DGP 3 100 50 0.160 0.007 0.550 2.130
100 100 0.933 0.433 0.951 2.970

Notes: Frequency of obtaining the correct number of groups K = Ky and the correct grouping C;K = Q?{O, the
ARI, and the average estimated number of total groups K based on a Monte Carlo study with 300 replications.
The errors are serially correlated with an autoregressive coefficient of 0.3.

E.2 DGPs with Unbalanced Panels

Unbalanced panel datasets are a frequent occurrence in real world applications. Subsequently, we re-run our
simulation study after discarding a randomly drawn 30% subset of each time series. This exercise gives an
understanding how the classification performance and the estimation of the functional coefficients behave
when some observations have to be interpolated. Furthermore, in line with the decreased informational value
of an unbalanced panel dataset, we again deviate from the heuristic for the number of internal knots M*
provided in section 4 and set M* = 2 for DGP 1 and M* = 1 for the remaining two DGPs. Table 6 displays
the classification metrics and Table 7 the RMSE values.

In large samples both the classification metrics and the RMSE are very similar to the ones reported in
Section 4.3. However, just like the in the previous subsection, small samples suffer from the reduced number
of observations. This dynamic is particularly apparent in DGP 2. Omitting observations, even on the interior
of time series, seems akin to reducing T with respect to the classification performance and estimation accuracy

of the time-varying PAGFL.

E.3 Implementation of the Time-varying C-Lasso

In Section 4 we employ the time-varying C-Lasso by Su et al. (2019) as a benchmark, using Matlab replication
files kindly provided by the authors. The time-varying C-Lasso and our methodology are exposed to the same
simulated data, the DGPs following Su et al. (2019, sec. 6). The settings of the time-varying C-Lasso are
specified as documented in Su et al. (2019, sec. 6): we set the polynomial degree to d = 3, the number of
interior spline knots according to the heuristic M* = | (N T)1(6)J and the C-Lasso penalty tuning parameter
to A = (NT)~(2K+3)/24 " Furthermore, as the C-Lasso requires an explicit specification of the number of
groups, we evaluate their IC for K = {2,3,4}, with p in the IC equaling p = M*1log(NT)/(NT) (cf. Su et al.,
2019, eq. 4.9).
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Table 5: RMSE of coefficient estimates with serially correlated errors
N T PSE  post-Lasso oracle

50 50 0.426  0.282 0.188
50 100 0.346  0.226 0.165
DGP 1 Gro(t/T) 100 50 0.470 0.290 0.163
100 100 0339  0.212 0.15

50 50 0.357 0.225 0.161
50 100 0.275 0.158 0.137
ar1(t/T) 100 50  0.359 0.238 0.135
100 100 0.309 0.149 0.095

50 50 0454  0.279 0.161
50 100 0.314  0.162 0.120
dr2(t/T) 100 50  0.465 0.315 0.121
100 100 0.385  0.184 0.088

50 50  0.419  0.269 0.216
50 100 0.339  0.230 0.222
DGP 3 ars(t/T) 100 50 0.498 0.321 0.212
100 100 0.364  0.226 0.219

Notes: RMSE of the PSE, the post-Lasso, and an infeasible oracle estimator based on a Monte Carlo study with
300 replication. The errors are serially correlated with an autoregressive coefficient of 0.3.

DGP 2

F Details on the Empirical Illustration

The empirical illustration focuses on the 100 largest economies by GDP in 2022. The Global Carbon Budget
provides COy emission data for 99 of these economies, not tracking Puerto Rico. Additionally, we omit
Azerbaijan (AZE), Iraq (IRQ), Kuwait (KWT), Luxembourg (LUX), Qatar (QAT), Turkmenistan (TKM),
and the United Arab Emirates (ARE) from our study. These countries exhibit sever outliers and pronounced
idiosyncratic volatility in their CO4 intensity time series, predominantly attributable to extraordinary geopo-
litical events, such as conflicts and oil shocks, or unique economic structure, like those of tax havens or
petro-economies. Figure 6 makes it apparent that the CO5 intensity trajectories of these discarded economies
diverge markedly from one another and from the estimated trend functions, further justifying their exclusion.
The 92 countries included in the sample are listed in Table 9.
Table 8 presents descriptive statistics for the final sample of CO5 emission intensities.

Table 9 provides a detailed report of the estimated group structure.
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Table 6: Classification metrics in an unbalanced panel
N T Freq. K =Ky Freq. Gy = g%o ARI K

50 50 0.907 0.620 0.961 3.093
50 100 1.000 0.973 0.998  3.000
DGP1 100 50 0.990 0.543 0.976  2.990
100 100 1.000 0.980 0.999  3.000
50 50 0.477 0.090 0.713  2.530
50 100 0.983 0.887 0.985 2.997
DGP 2 190 50 0.337 0.050 0.620 2.260
100 100 0.990 0.810 0.988  2.990
50 50 0.700 0.030 0.734  3.060
50 100 0.910 0.467 0.939 3.057
DGP 3 100 50 0.200 0.003 0.522 2.170
100 100 0.853 0.277 0.906 2.873

Notes: Frequency of obtaining the correct number of groups K = Ky and the correct grouping QK = Q%O, the
ARI, and the average estimated number of total groups K based on a Monte Carlo study with 300 replications.
30% of observations randomly discarded to create an unbalanced panel dataset.

Table 7: RMSEFE of coefficient estimates in an unbalanced panel
N T PSE  post-Lasso oracle

50 50 0.370 0.235 0.226
50 100 0.276 0.212 0.152
DGP 1 axo(t/T) 100 50 0.371 0.218 0.153
100 100 0.259 0.203 0.142

50 50 0.316 0.201 0.142
50 100 0.233 0.145 0.123
ar1(t/T) 100 50 0.334 0.225 0.124
100 100 0.241 0.138 0.112

50 50  0.403  0.240 0.149
50 100 0.267  0.138 0.124
dr2(t/T) 100 50 0.413 0.278 0.127
100 100 0273  0.127 0.112

50 50 0304 0162  0.109
A 50 100 0207 0076  0.064

DGP3 @ 3(t/T) 100 50 0402 0228  0.068
100 100 0.236 0076  0.053

Notes: RMSE of the PSE, the post-Lasso, and an infeasible oracle estimator based on a Monte Carlo study with
300 replication. 30% of observations randomly discarded to create an unbalanced panel dataset.

DGP 2

Table 8: Descriptive statistics of the CO5 intensity panel dataset

Mean Std. Min Q1 Median Q3 Max
CO, 249.916  849.137 0.026 10.414  42.67  152.551 11953.218
GDP 395.621 1521.375 0.063 11.349  49.997 217.156 27360.935
COs intensity 1.381 1.696 0.037  0.358 0.784 1.675 13.685
Observational horizon  56.511 12.48 29 55.5 64 64 64

Notes: Summary statistics on the panel dataset employed in the empirical illustration. CO2 is measured in million
tonnes, GDP in billion 2024 U.S. dollar, and the observational horizon in years.
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Figure 6: Demeaned CO- intensity of countries excluded from the analysis (colored) and the estimated group-specific
trend functions (black, solid) based on the remaining panel dataset. The 1991 and 1992 observations for Iraq (1991:

103.51, 1992: 117.79) in addition to the 1992 and 1993 observations for Azerbaijan (1992: 99.06, 1993: 53.88) are
omitted from the figure for ease of exposition.

Table 9: Group structure in the COy emission intensity of GDP

Angola China Kazakhstan  Serbia Uruguay
Group 1 (18) Belarus Czechia Poland Slovakia Uzbekistan
Bulgaria Estonia Romania Sweden
Chile Italy Russia Ukraine
Algeria Greece Libya Panama Switzerland
Argentina Hong Kong Malaysia Philippines Tunisia
Bolivia India Mexico Portugal Turke,
Group 2 (28) Dem. Rep. Congo Indonesia New Zealand SaudigArabia Vietn;jm
Egypt Israel Norway Singapore
Finland Kenya Pakistan Spain
Australia Colombia Hungary Lithuania South Africa
Austria Croatia Iran Myanmar South Korea
Group 3 (24) Bahrain Denmark Ireland Netherlands ~ USA
Belgium France Japan Peru United Kingdom
Canada Germany Latvia Slovenia
Bangladesh Cameroon Ethiopia Nepal
Group 4 (8) Brazil Ecuador Ghana Tanzania
Costa Rica El Salvador Morocco Paraguay Thailand
Group 5 (14) Céte d’Ivoire Guatemala  Nigeria Sri Lanka Uganda
Dominican Republic Jordan Oman Sudan

Notes: Estimated group structure QK in the trends of the CO2 emission intensity. Group cardinalities are in

parenthesis.
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