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1 Introduction

Given that economic agents rarely act entirely independently of each other, modeling cross-
section dependence plays a prominent role in panel data econometrics. Time fixed effects
are probably the simplest way of addressing this issue, allowing for a common trend that
enters the model additively, having a homogenous effect across units. During the last decade,
interactive fixed effects models have become a popular, more general alternative that assume
the presence of a factor error structure, i.e. a small number of unobserved common trends
interacted with entity-specific slope coefficients. Using either of the two modeling possibilities
begs the question whether cross-section dependence is adequately accounted for.

In this paper, we show that the application of tests for cross-section dependence to re-
gression residuals obtained from two-way fixed effects models or interactive effects models
is problematic. We use the popular CD test statistic of Pesaran (2004, 2015a) as an example
and show that the inclusion of period-specific parameters introduces a bias term of order /T
into the CD test statistic. In order to avoid erroneous rejection of the null hypothesis of no un-
accounted cross-section dependence, we suggest an adjusted test statistic based on a general
weighting of cross-section covariances. This weighted CD test statistic is asymptotically stan-
dard normal and has very good size under appropriate regularity conditions on the chosen
weights.

The issue of cross-section dependence in panel data has stirred attention to the degree that
now most advanced modern textbooks on panel data analysis dedicate at least one chapter to
the consequences of ignoring cross-section correlation as well as the econometric techniques
that have been developed to account for it, see e.g. [Hsiao (2014), and [Pesaran (2015b). Es-
pecially in panel data studies using macro-economic data, considerable effort has been ex-
erted in estimating and testing appropriate model specifications capable of capturing most of
cross-sectional dependence, with the methods of [Pesaran (2006) and Bai (2009) being the most
prominent.

Recently, applied econometricians have begun to use tests for cross-section dependence as
an ex-post diagnostic tool, applied to residuals from a regression model that explicitly allows
for cross-section dependencel]l For example, [Holly et all (2010), [Everaert and Pozzi (2014),
Bailey et al/ (2016), Eberhardt and Presbitera (2015), Mastromarco et al. (2016), and (Chudik et al.
(2017) (among others) apply the CD test of Pesaran (2004, 2015a) to residuals obtained from es-
timation of their model with Pesaran’s (2006) Common Correlated Effects (CCE) estimator. In
some applications, the CD test statistic is explicitly used as a model-selection tool, interpreting
a reduction in the absolute value of the CD test statistic as an indication of a better model. In
other cases, only specifications not rejected by the CD test statistic (given some significance
level) were considered. For example, [Eberhardt et all (2013, p. 444) partially motivate the
choice of the empirical specification by noting that “[... ] curiously the residual CD tests for cross-

1For example, as implemented by the xtcd/xtcdf commands in Stata.



section independence seem to reject in case of CCEP estimators. [...] The CCEP models fail to address
the concerns for which they were developed, namely to account for all cross-section dependencies.”

In microeconomic applications, the dominant modeling strategy has long been to consider
a two-way fixed effects model. An example of the current practice is given by the earning dy-
namics literature which predominantly uses data from The Panel Study of Income Dynamics
(PSID) (see e.g. Bonhomme and Robin 2010, |Arellano et al. 2017, among others). Rather than
analyzing the raw earnings data, empirical studies focus on the properties of residuals from a
linear regression of log wages on a rich set of regressors and year specific time dummies. The
post-estimation analysis is based on the implicit assumption that the model specification is
sufficiently general to account for all sorts of cross-section dependence. While this assumption
is (so far) rarely tested, the validity of two-way fixed effects models in applied microeconomet-
rics and the policy evaluation literature has recently been called into question. For example,
Hsiao et al. (2012b) and Gobillon and Magnac (2016) have recently emphasized the relevance
of considering interactive fixed effects models rather than more restrictive time fixed effects or
two-way fixed effects models when using difference-in-differences for treatment effect analy-
sis. This sets the stage for an application of tests for cross-section dependence to residuals from
two-way fixed effects models.

To the best of our knowledge, there are currently no theoretical results in the literature
that could justify the use of tests for cross-section dependence as a misspecification test for re-
gression models that account for cross-section dependence. Furthermore, this issue is usually
completely ignored in any of the large scale Monte Carlo studies integral to theoretical and
empirical papers in the field. Only very recently, Mag (2018) reported the size of three tests for
cross-section dependence in a subset of his simulation experiments. However, despite clear
evidence of excessive over-rejections, these results are neither discussed nor investigated the-
oretically. Therefore, this study is the first one to investigate the properties of the cross-section
dependence tests applied to residuals, i.e. as a post-estimation diagnostic tool. In particular,
given its popularity in the applied panel data literature, we restrict our attention to the CD test
statistic of [Pesaran (2004, 2015a). Our interest lies in the class of residuals obtained from the
models that characterize cross-section dependence driven by a small number of unobservable
factors, entering the model either as time fixed effects in an additive error component model
or in terms of a multifactor error structure, interacted with unit-specific slope coefficients. The

results that we obtain are summarized as follows:

1. The application of the CD test to residuals obtained from a model where common factors
enter either as time fixed effects or through a multifactor error structure renders the test
statistic biased for any fixed T, and divergent as T — co.

2. In addition to the mean of the CD test statistic, even its variance may be affected. This
can result in an asymptotically degenerate distribution of the test statistic.

3. The rate under which the CD test statistic diverges under the alternative hypothesis of
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unaccounted cross-section correlation is v/T which is a reduction by a factor of N relative
to applications in regression models without common factors.

4. The diverging bias can be eliminated by constructing the CD test statistic from specifi-
cally weighted covariances rather than cross-section correlation coefficients. This circum-
vents some problems associated with standard methods for bias correction and exhibits

good size properties in simulations.

The degeneracy of the CD statistics can be seen as a manifestation of the Incidental Pa-
rameters Problem (IPP) of INeyman and Scott (1948). In this respect, this paper contributes
to this branch of the literature. So far, major focus in the panel data literature has been re-
lated to the IPP stemming from estimated individual specific effects. Our paper is the first one
documenting non-trivial impact of estimated time specific common parameters on asymptotic
properties. Furthermore, since the CD statistic can be seen as a time-series average of second
degree (degenerate) U-statistics, our results shed some light on the potential impact of the IPP
beyond simple cross-sectional averages. Lastly, while this article only considers linear mod-
els, the average correlation approach to testing for cross-section dependence was extended to
nonlinear and nonparametric panel data models by Hsiao et all (2012a) and (Chen et all (2012),
respectively. Hence, problems documented in this paper carry over to post-estimation prop-
erties of non-linear models discussed in e.g. (Chen et al! (2014), [Ferndndez-Val and Weidner
(2016), or Boneva and Linton (2017).

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: Section [2lintroduces the testing prob-
lem. In Sections 3] we present asymptotic results for stylized models with additive and mul-
tifactor error structure. In Section ] we discuss standard approaches for bias correction and
propose a weighted CD test statistic that achieves this goal. Sections [5 and [6] illustrate the
problem documented in this paper by means of simulated and real data. Section [/l concludes.

Notation: I, denotes an m x m identity matrix and the subscript is sometimes disregarded
from for the sake of simplicity. 0 denotes a vector of zeros while O stands for a matrix of zeros.
sm denotes a selection vector all of whose elements are zero except for element m which is one.
¢ is a vector entirely consisting of ones. The dimension of these latter vectors and matrices is
generally suppressed for the sake of simplicity and needs to be inferred from context. For a
generic m x n matrix A, P4 = A(A’A)~' A’ projects onto the space spanned by the columns
of Aand M4 = I, — Pa. Furthermore, rk(A) denotes the rank of A, tr(A) its trace and
|A| = <t1'(A/A))1/2 the Frobenius norm of A. For a set of m X n matrices {A1,..., Ax},
A =N"1yN A, §and M stand for a small and large positive real number, respectively. For
two real numbers a and b, a V b = max{a, b}. Lastly, Op(-) and op(-) express stochastic order

relations.



2 The testing problem

Let z; be a T-dimensional data vector observed over N cross-sectional units indexed by i. Com-
bining all z; we obtain a two-dimensional data array of longitudinal, or panel, data. In empir-
ical research it is common to investigate whether z; can be regarded as independent over i, in
order to develop a model that can properly characterize the statistical properties of the data.
Most often zi, ..., zy contain residuals obtained from a regression model that does not allow
for cross-section dependence, e.g. an entity fixed effects model or plain OLS.

By far the most widely used test for cross-section dependence is the CD test of [Pesaran
(2004, 2015a), which is based on a simple rescaled sum of all pairwise cross-section correlation

coefficients 4 formally denoted

CD = NN=T) ;;Pq’ =\V—>5 F 1)
Here,
Ty (2i — Z) (21 — %))

=

" VT (2 — z)2\/ T~ T (5 — )
is the pairwise sample correlation coefficient between units i and j. Obviously, computing the
CD test statistic involves obtaining N(N — 1) /2 parameter estimates, each of which converges
to the true parameter value at rate v/T only. These circumstances are reminiscent of the panel
data setup considered in e.g. Phillips and Moon (1999), Hahn and Kuersteiner (2002), where
estimation of many incidental parameters in linear regression models turns out to have distri-
butional effects on the asymptotic properties of common parameters. That is, they cause the
incidental parameter problem. By contrast, the asymptotic distribution of the CD test statistic
is unaffected by the estimation of all N(N — 1) /2 cross-section correlation coefficients involved
in its construction. In fact, applied to the residuals of a linear regression model with strictly
exogenous regressors, and individual specific means, the CD test statistic is asymptotically
normal as long as N, T — oo (see Pesaran, 2015, Theorem 2). Hence, the IPP in the original
setup disappears very rapidly as both dimensions increase. In short, for the setup of Pesaran
(2004, 20154d) the CD test statistic does not suffer from the (first order) IPP. However, as shown
below, this result does not hold when the model specification includes period-specific param-
eters.

2.1 Additive error components

Consider a linear model where cross-section dependence is due to unobserved heterogeneity
that enters the model additively. That is the relation between the T x 1 vector y; and the T x m

2Note that the CD test is designed for testing correlation, and not dependence in general. Only under assump-
tion of joint normality these two concepts coincide.



matrix X; is formally denoted
yi=X;B+1+eui+e, i=1,...,N. 2)

Here, pi; and T denote an entity-specific intercept and a T x 1 vector of time-specific common
parameters T, respectively. g; is a vector of idiosyncratic error terms, independent across cross-
sectional units. In the example of a Difference-in-Difference framework, T is the common trend
affecting both treated and untreated individuals while the treatment indicator as well as other
covariates are contained in X;. For the sake of simplicity, we assume 3 and y; to be known,
so that 8 = 0 and p; = 0 Vi can be imposed without loss of generality. This highly restrictive
assumption leaves the leading terms in the analysis below unaffected and is hence innocuous
for the expository purpose of this section. Model (@) trivially reduces to

YVie=T+¢&y i=1,...,N, t=1,...,T. 3)

and we additionally assume that the variance of ¢; ; is known and fixed to (Tl?- = 1. In this setup,
yi+ are clearly cross-sectionally dependent because of 7;; however we are interested in testing
whether ¢;; are cross-sectionally uncorrelated. Given that ¢;; are unobserved, the common
effects 7; need to be estimated. The most natural approach is to estimate 7; by OLS so that
=7 =5 YN . yi: . Using the residuals

Eit = Vit — T, 4)

the CD test statistic is given by

1 T /N 2 1 TN
_ a. 5 5
2TN(N — 1) t; ;8” 2TN(N —1) ;;e” ®)
Given this definition,
N N N
Bir =) Vit — Y Vit =0,
i—1 i—1 i=1

implying that the first term in (5) cancels out. The expression Y/_; YN, é% ; in the second term
is nothing more than the Sum of Squared Residuals (SSR) of the estimated model, a statistic
that is of order Op(NT). Consequently,

CD = Op(ﬁ)

even though ¢;; are cross-sectionally independent. Hence, the procedure commonly used by
practitioners is prone to finding spurious cross-sectional dependence in the data. While the CD
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statistic is misleading, the underlying average correlation coefficient p = m Yy, ;;1 Dij.

or alternatively each (;; individually, can be informative about the underlying phenomenon.
To see this observe how (I) implies that

Op(Nfl),

=l
I

i.e. it converges in probability to the correct population value of 0. We will come back to the
topic of using p in Section 3.3

2.2  Multifactor error structure

The results shown for a model with additive unobserved heterogeneity are not coincidental. In
fact, they carry over to a model where cross-section dependence is generated by a multifactor
error structure. Consider the T x 1 vector y; and the T x m matrix X; defined as

yi= XiB+ F\i+¢; (6)
X, =FA;+ E,.

The most popular estimator designed to estimate the parameter vector 3 in this specific model
is the CCE estimator of Pesaran (2006) which amounts to augmenting a linear regression model
with cross-section averages of potentially all variables available to the researcher in order to
account for the effect of unobservable common factors. While the CCE estimator is agnostic
about the true number of factors that affect the data, it has been shown that consistent estima-
tion of the parameters of interest requires that the number of cross-section averages is at least
as large as the true number of factors that drive the data (Westerlund and Urbain 2013)@ For
this reason, an empirical practice of reporting the CD test statistic applied to CCE residuals
has recently emerged, aimed at providing evidence on the amount of remaining cross-section
dependence that is not accounted for by including cross-section averages into the model spec-
ification.

In the homogeneous coefficients setup we consider the Pooled Common Correlated Effects
(CCE) estimator which is given by

-1
N N
BCCE = (Z X{MFXZ) (Z X{MFyZ)

i=1 i=1

with

7

F:[@, Y]:(F[X, Z]+[§, E]) [; 2] —FC+TU.

3 An exception is the special case where the slope coefficients on the unobserved, common factors are random
and uncorrelated.



The CCE estimator is consistent and asymptotically normal under appropriate assumptions,
see e.g. [Pesaran (2006). Moreover, even though the factor estimates are effectively generated
regressors, asymptotic inference about the true value of 3 is not affected since the effect of
having to estimate the unobserved true factors is negligible as the sample size increases. More
specifically,

;= 1Y _
Ji _C/ft = N Zui,t = OP<N 1/2)
i=1

holds for each row of ' by application of an appropriate Central Limit Theorem (CLT). How-
ever, despite not being a problem for testing hypotheses about the values of 3 in model (6),
this result leads the CD test statistic, constructed from CCE residuals, to diverge at rate VT. To
appreciate this result, note that the residuals obtained from CCE estimation of model (&) are
given by

éi = Mpy; — MpX;3°"
= &i — Ppe; — (Pp — Pp)FX; — MpX;(8°F — o). 7)

This representation involves two terms that are exclusively due to the fact that the model of
interest is augmented with estimates of the unobserved common factors. The first of these two
terms is a projection of the true errors onto the space spanned by the estimated factors. Given
that the estimated factors are a consistent estimator of a rotation of the true common factors,
and knowing that F' and ¢; are independent by standard assumptions in the literature, Pge; is
asymptotically negligible.

The same reasoning can be applied to (Pz — Pr)F ), the direct impact of the true factors
on y; that remains because only an imperfect estimate of the factors can be used to account
for their effect. Again, pointwise consistency of F suggests that this term is asymptotically
negligible. However, the rate of convergence of F'to F'C is not fast enough to ensure asymp-
totic negligibility of this term when constructing a test statistic for cross-section dependence.
In particular, the CD test statistic (I)) contains a term of the form

2T N i—1 Y ! by
— T! <—1> F'(Pj — Pp)F <—]> .
N(N -1) l;}; 0; F 0j
This term can be equivalently written

el (rrn o) (e EE () (2))

i=2j=1

Since the second component in parentheses is general of order Op(N) E the whole expression
converges to zero only if the middle term

T 'F'(Pp— Pp)F =T 'F'PsF —T 'F'F (8)

“Here we implicitly use the standard assumption of independently and identically distributed loadings with
non-zero mean.



is of order op(N B 2). However, since F' converges to FC pointwise at rate \/N, it is
reasonable to conjecture that the order of the difference (8) is not smaller than Op(N~!). Hence,
the CD test statistic diverges at rate Op(1/T). As in the model with additive time effects, this
is a materialization of the IPP due to the presence of T unknown parameters that converge at
the relatively slow rate of V/'N each.

The heuristic exposition in this section will be complemented with formal results in the

next section.

3 Asymptotic Results

In this section we provide formal asymptotic results for CD statistic based on the residuals ob-
tained from either the two-way FE model or a model with multifactor error structure. For the
sake of simplicity, we continue to assume that 3, j1; and ¢; are known, without imposing homo-
geneity of the individual-specific error variances, though. The heuristic discussion in Section
2l suggests that these assumptions, while being highly restrictive, do not affect the theoreti-
cal results presented in this section. To appreciate this claim, note the following two points:
First, if individual fixed effects were unknown, they would be estimated via time averages of
each cross-section. In contrast to cross-section averages, which eliminated the leading term of
the CD test statistic (5)), time averages do not interfere with any of its components. Second, if
the vector of slope coefficients B were unknown, its estimator would converge to the true pa-
rameter value at the conventional rate v/NT. By contrast, the documented effects on the first
two moments of the CD test statistic resulted from the fact that estimates of common, period-
specific parameters converge at a rate slower than v/NT. Hence, effects similar to those arising
from the estimation of time effects or latent common factors are not to be expected.

Additionally, the case of known slope coefficients nests the case where 3 = 0 is known,
turning the models @) and () into pure (restricted) factor models. An application of the CD
test statistic on residuals of these pure factor models can be found in|Cesa-Bianchi et al. (2018,
Section 7.2) and is suggested as a general diagnostic technique by Bailey et al. (2016, p.255).
The issue is also of relevance in the context of PANIC panel unit root tests (Bai and Ng 2004
which investigate the common and the idiosyncratic components of the data separately. Given
the problems that are associated with the use of information criteria for the number of com-
mon factors, an applied researcher might be tempted to use tests for cross-section dependence
on the idiosyncratic errors of an estimated factor model in first differences and to increase
the number of factors as long as remaining cross-section dependence is detected in the model
residuals. The results reported below suggest that this method will not provide reliable infor-
mation as to whether the factor model is correctly specified or not.

50r alternatively the related PANICCA framework of [Reese and Westerlund (2016).



3.1 Additive error components

As in Section 2.J] we assume that the true model is given by equation (Z). Additionally, we
make the following assumptions on the model errors.

Assumption 1 (Errors).

1. Let €;y = oin;; where 1; is independently and identically distributed across both i and t with
Eni:] =0,E {1717}} =1land E [’718,4 < M for some M < oo.

2. o0; is defined over an interval [6; M| with 0 < 6 < M < oco. It is independently and identically
distributed across i, and o; is independent of n; ; for all i and t.

For the technical reasons, we assume that all stochastic variables in this paper have a finite
eight moment. This is a sufficient condition, which facilitates proving joint convergence of the
test statistics considered in this paper, see also [Demetrescu and Homml (2016). Assumption
() is general enough to cover several models of conditional heteroscedasticity in ¢;;/9 For

example, natural examples for ¢; are either a standard exponential skedastic function

0; = exp(a + Vi), 9
or a location-scale model with

0i = &+ Y. (10)

Both satisfy the required restrictions, e.g. if 1; has a bounded support. Furthermore, we denote
different cross-sectional averages of o; by ok = N1 Zfil (le for k = {—2,—1,1,2}, and the
corresponding population quantities by E[o¥]. Assumption [ guarantees that these quantities
are well defined for all finite k.

Using these definitions the CD test statistic obtained from a model with unknown period-
specific effects can be characterized as follows:

Theorem 1. Suppose that the model parameters 3, y; and o; are known. Under Assumption [I}

/ 2 i 1 — 1 — - - _
CD = m §Z€i,t€]‘,t <0—l 1—(7'_1) (0_] 1—0_1> +ﬁd]—2ﬁ£&2+0P(N 1).

=2j=1t=1
(11)

where

- ) 2 -1_"7 N 1 Al 2
1 = <(0' 1) — N o 2) mmZZSi/t,

i=1t=1

6 Alternatively this assumption can be formulated in terms of unconditional variances, where ¢; are fixed num-
bers. However such an approach has severe conceptual shortcomings as discussed in|Gagliardini et all (2016).
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and

[1]

N N T
=y (T L e () )

CD — VT (8, — 28,) -5 N (0,Q) (12)
as N and T — oo in any order.

Theorem [I] shows that the inclusion of time fixed effects into the model specification has
an asymptotically non-negligible effect on the first two moments of the CD test statistic. Via
expansion with appropriate functions of 07, ..., 0%, it can be shown that the two terms Z; and
Z5 in Theorem [I] indicate the presence of a deterministic bias of order \/T . Abstracting from
this bias, is dominated by an expression that reflects the CD test statistic obtained from the
true model errors but imposing an incorrect normalization.

The behavior of the CD test statistic in a model with time fixed effects can be seen as an ex-
ample of the incidental parameters problem (IPP) of Neyman and Scott (1948) B since the bias
of the CD test statistic is due to the estimation of T period-specific intercepts 7;. Interestingly,
in the context of estimating linear dynamic panel data models, estimation of the time effects 7;
does not introduce any asymptotic bias into the FE estimator with strictly or weakly exogenous
regressors (see e.g. [Hahn and Moon 2006). In non-linear models, estimation of the time effects
T; affects the asymptotic mean of the estimator for slope parameters associated with explana-
tory variables (see e.g. Ferndndez-Val and Weidner 2016) with the corresponding bias being
proportional to vV TN~ In this sense, our result adds new insights into the literature in that it
highlights a scenario where the inclusion of time fixed effects into the model has non-standard
implications for the asymptotic distribution of the statistic of interest.

The results of Theorem [I] suggest that asymptotically standard normal inference can be
recovered by bias-correcting and rescaling ([[1). Before considering this remedy in Section 4} it
is important to emphasise the following special case:

Corollary 1. Under Assumptionland given P(0; = o) =1,

B (N-1)T 1 1 ML (e, -
L=V _MW(\/W;;(?_]L))JFOP(NUZ)

Corollary Mlprovides more intuition about the approximate value of the bias term /T (Z; —

28,), suggesting that it should be reasonably close to —+/T /2. More importantly, the result
reveals that the leading stochastic component in the CD test statistic, the first term on the

7See alsoLancaster (2000).
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right-hand side of equation (1), cancels out when error variances are homogeneous across i.
Instead, random variation around the bias term — % is of order Op(N~1/2), rendering
the distribution of a modified version of the test statistic asymptotically degenerate.

The special case of homogeneous error variances hence entails consequences for the CD
test statistic that are qualitatively different from those in the more general case where ¢; may
differ across i. Again, it would be possible to allow for asymptotically normal inference by
adequately rescaling the modified test statistic. However, the resulting statistic would be of
little practical use since the main source of variation is not related to error covariances across

cross-sections, but is simply driven by variance of the idiosyncratic components.

3.2 Multifactor error structure

Similarly to most of our previous results in what follows we assume that 3 is given (known),
such that the last component of (7)) is zero. Following Pesaran (2006) and [Juodis et all (2017),
the estimation error 3°“F — g is of order Op((NT)1/2) + O,(N~1). This rate is in general
fast enough to ensure that any terms present in CD involving B3°“F — 3, are asymptotically
negligible. In this paper we will not attempt to prove this claim formally, but rely on Monte
Carlo results of Section Bl to support this conjecture.

Given that the matrix F = [y, X) is constructed based on observed data, restrictions on
the DGP of both y;; and «; ; need to be imposed.

Assumption 2.

1. Let e;y = o1 where 1;; is independently and identically distributed across both i and t with
Eni =0E {’72‘7}} =1land E [’718,4 < M for some M < oo.

2. 0; is defined over an interval [5; M. It is independently and identically distributed across i.

3. The m x 1 random vector e;; is independently distributed across both i and t with E [e;;] = 0,
E {ei,te;,t} = X with the latter being a positive definite matrix and E [||e;||®] < M.

Assumption 3. f; is a covariance stationary r x 1 random vector with positive definite covariance
matrix X, absolutely summable autocovariances and E [ || f;||*] < M.

Assumption 4. X is iid over i with E[\;] = px and E [||\;||*] < co. Furthermore, A, is iid over i
with E[A;] = pa and E [[|A][*] < co.

Assumption 5. f;, {\;, A;}, i1y, ey pr and oyn arve mutually independent for all i,i',i",1",t,t' and
t//

Assumption 6. rk ([px, pa]) =r=m+1.
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This set of assumptions above are a slightly more restrictive version of the framework
considered in [Pesaran (2006). For example, the assumption of common X can be straight-
forwardly relaxed. However, unlike ¢;, X plays no major role for asymptotic results of this
paper. Most importantly, we rule out the presence of serial correlation as this is in line with the
assumptions made for the CD test to work. Furthermore, we restrict ourselves to a classical
panel data regression model instead of considering heterogeneous slope coefficients. More-
over, any higher-order dependence between ¢;; and e; ; is assumed away in order to allow for
a tractable proof of the main theoretical result in this paper. Lastly, the fact that we assume
rk ([, pa]) = r = m + 1 to hold, suggest that our we consider an ideal setup where none
of the rank condition related problems documented in [Karabiyik et al. (2017), or Juodis et al.
(2017) apply.

We begin our asymptotic analysis, by noting that in the model with assumed (known)
homogeneous o the result follows directly as in the model with time effects only. In particular,
while it is not generally emphasized in the CCE literature, the residuals from CCE estimation
satisfy

N
Y & =0. (13)
i=1

In that respect, the standard two-way error component FE estimator is similar to CCE estima-
tor. More formally we formulate the following result

Proposition 1. Under Assumptions2Holand P(o; = o) = 1:

(N-1)T

D=—
¢ 2N

+OP<RN,T)/ RN,T: (N_l/ZVT_l/ZVN_lﬁ).

Proposition[Ilshows that the result we derived previously for additive model in Corollary
[l continues to hold for models with a factor error structure, as long as N — oo. Note that
remainder terms in Proposition [I]are op(1) only if both N, T — oco. This approximation error
is a direct by-product of the CCE approach, as the idiosyncratic component e;; enters the
equation of interest indirectly via the factor proxies (see also Theorem [2).

It is worth mentioning that the above order effect is only valid if F contains cross-sectional
averages of the regressand as well as all regressors. If either of those variables is omitted
(without affecting the rank condition in Assumption [@)), the zero mean residual condition in
(13) is violated, and consequently the CD test will have a Op(1) term. However, this result is of
limited empirical importance as in most cases researchers include all available cross-sectional
averages. While this practice ensures that the estimator is invariant to 3y, inclusion of too many
cross-sectional averages can potentially have detrimental effects on the asymptotic properties
of the estimator, see the corresponding discussion in Juodis et al! (2017).

In the homoscedastic case additive and multiplicative error component models have sim-

ilar asymptotic effects on CD test statistic. The conclusions of the next theorem, which is the
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main result of this paper, indicate that this equivalence does not hold in the heteroscedastic
case. In order to proceed, we introduce some useful notation. Fort =1,...,T, let

N1 . 1N
(T) fi-fi= Lvin (14)
N =
where ¥;; = <€,> B u;; is the influence function of the corresponding factor estimator, in
this case cross-section averages of y;; and x;;. Generally, the influence function depends on
the joint process [y;;, x;,]’, as long as all observed variables are used to form cross-sectional
averages. Equipped with this notation we formulate the main result of this paper.

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions 2H6|

2 i—-1 T
CD =\ EiniCing + VTP, — 2/ TP 4+ Op(Ry 1),
VTN 1) 2 & & Sl

where

1Y '
1 1
GiNt = 0; €t — (N o; Ai) Vit

i=1

and

Here, as previously, Ryt = (N~2v T71/2 v N~1\/T). In line with all previous results,
the CD test statistic in this setup has two diverging components. However, unlike all previ-
ous results, in particular Theorem [I] these bias terms are not solely non-linear functions of
;. Instead, they are also influenced by the first (scaled) moments of factor loading in y;; and
x;;, as well as corresponding variances of the idiosyncratic components in x;;. Thus the in-
fluence function ;; directly alters distributional properties of the CD statistic. The result is
qualitatively similar to any parametric two-step estimation procedure with a plug-in first-step
estimator. Thus by including cross-sectional averages as factor proxies, one is implicitly testing
that both ¢;; and 1; ; are jointly cross-sectionally uncorrelated

Remark 1. One can easily see that expressions for ¢;n ¢, @1, O, are the same if one assumes that
Ajis known . Thus it is only the influence function of common factors, and not those of factor
loadings, that has an impact on the asymptotic properties of the test statistic. This conclusion
is the same as in the additive model.

8While ¢ i + is usually assumed to be uncorrelated over t, the same is not true for u;;, e.g. if x;; = y; ;1. Thus if
Assumptionlis appropriately relaxed, then ;v ; will be serially correlated.
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As alluded in Proposition[l] the leading Op(1) is degenerate if 0; = 0, as in this case:

N
ZCiN,f = O, Vt = 1/"'/T' (15)
i=1

One can easily see that the expressions for ®; and ®, derived for CCE coincide with the cor-
responding terms of Theorem [Il (up to a negligible remainder term), upon setting A; = 1 (thus
c'= 1), and v;; = ;. This situation is equivalent to using f; = Y, — T, as factor proxies
Recall that result in Theorem [2] considers only the CCE setup where the number of ob-
servable factor proxies equals the number of the true factors. If Assumption [flis relaxed and
there are more observables than factors, then following Karabiyik et al! (2017) and Juodis et al.
(2017), one can show that the expressions for ®; and &, will contain additional terms related to
this discrepancy. In particular, ®;, ®,, and ¢;y ; are functions of an unknown rotation matrix,
which cannot be consistently estimated from the data We will come back to this issue in Sec-
tion Finally, our results remain completely silent on the behavior of the test statistic where
m +1 — oo, a scenario for which the CCE estimator for panel data models with heterogeneous
coefficients has been studied by (Chudik and Pesaran (2015) and (Chudik et all (2017).

Remark 2. Given that the asymptotic bias of the CD test statistic is driven by estimated time
specific variables 7; (or f;), and not by individual specific variables, it is natural to expect that
the same type of results also applies to group-specific estimates of 7; estimated at rate VN, e.g.
as in [Bonhomme and Manresa (2015), Su et al! (2016), or Bonhomme et al. (2017). Analogous
results can also be derived for the CD test statistic applied to residuals obtained using the
interactive fixed effects estimator of Bai (2009) Similarly, analogous results can be derived for
test statistic based on Principal Components based residuals based on PC as in Bai (2009) or
Westerlund and Urbain (2015). The expressions in Theorem [2] can be modified accordingly
based on corresponding influence functions ), in each setup. Appendix [A.]] provides an

informal discussion of these extensions.

Remark 3. Asit was discussed previously, our results are informative about general properties
of the second degree U-statistics. In particular, given that the LM test statistic as in|Baltagi et al.
(2012), is also a U-statistic of the same degree, similar divergence patterns can be expected.
Similarly, more powerful versions of CD, as recently proposed by Demetrescu and Homm
(2016) and Maa (2016), share similar asymptotic properties.

3.3 Implications for model comparisons

Theorems [1l and 2] in the previous two subsections indicated that the CD test statistic is not

suited to test for specification of models that include unknown common, period-specific pa-

9E.g. as suggested by Westerlund et al! (2017) in the context of predictability testing with cross-sectional depen-
dence.
10For the above reason [Juodis et al! (2017) suggest the use of non-parametric bias correction procedure for CCE
estimator.
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rameters. This result holds certainly for samples whose time dimension is large since the lead-
ing bias term, which is close to —1/T/2, leads the CD test to erroneously reject the correct null
hypothesis already for panels with T = 8. Additionally the fact that the asymptotic distribu-
tion of CD is derived under large-N, large-T asymptotics precludes its application in classical
microeconomic panel datasets whose time dimension is very small.

However, the CD test statistic is no longer exclusively used as a means of formally testing
a high-dimensional set of restrictions on the cross-section correlation matrix of the variable of
interest. An increasing number of studies (see e.g. (Cesa-Bianchi et al!2018, p.39, Baltagi et al.
2017, p.868) uses the value taken by the CD test statistic as a measure of the degree of cross-
section dependence. On this basis, a certain model is considered a better representation of
the data relative to other models because the CD test statistic obtained from residuals of the
former model is closer to zero. In principle, the CD test statistic may indeed provide some
indication of the degree of cross-section dependence since it consists merely of the average
pair-wise cross-section correlation coefficient times a factor of \/TN(N — 1)/2. Furthermore,
it is reasonable to assume that all models under consideration are only an approximation of
the true data-generating process and that this leads the CD test statistic to generally reject
the null hypothesis of no cross-section correlation in the model residuals. For this reason, it
is instructive to characterize the behavior of the CD test statistic applied to either two-way
tixed effects- or CCE residuals when none of the corresponding two models can account for all
sources of cross-section dependence.

To simplify the discussion, we disregard from the effect of covariates on the variable of
interest y; ; and assume that the true model is given by a pure static factor model, amounting
to model () with 3 = 0. Extending our results to the case of general 3 is possible, although
formally cumbersome In a first instance, suppose that a researcher erroneously assumes
cross-section dependence to stem from time fixed effects. Consequently we can write the de-
viations of the data from their cross-section averages as

N

0 =y — N Z]/i,t (16)
i=1

= fixi+ &
where \; = \; — N1 Zfil Aiand é;; = €;— N -1 Zfil g;+. For the sake of simplicity, we
continue to assume that ¢; is known and used to standardize regression residuals when con-
structing the CD test statistic. This greatly simplifies the proofs of the following propositions

while leaving the main results of this section unaffected. We confirm this conjecture with corre-

sponding simulations in Section 5} allowing for both unknown error variances and unknown,

ITo appreciate this point note that, even if the unobserved heterogeneity driving the data is mis-
specified, least squares estimates of (B are consistent for the pseudo-true parameter vector § =
NV o o
plim {(Zf\il Xl-’X,-) (21'111 X{yi)} with X; and ¥; being orthogonal to estimates of the assumed sources of
N, T—o0
unobserved heterogeneity.
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general slope coefficients 3. Given our current setup, let the CD test statistic constructed from
7; + be expressed by

2 N N T
(:D]H1 = m;;; 1/1 tl/] t(T

The properties of this test statistic are characterized as follows:

Proposition 2. Suppose that the true model is given by (6)) with 3 = 0 and that its components satisfy
Assumptions 2H6l Let the CD test statistic CDyy, be constructed from the cross-sectionally demeaned
data {16). Then,

CDy, = Op (VT).

The rate of divergence obtained for CDp, is interesting in comparison with the equivalent
rate obtained in [Pesaran (2015d) for models without estimated time fixed effects. Considering
only the case of strong factors (i.e. « = 1 in Pesaran’s notation), the leading term of the CD test
statistic, denoted by equations (56)-(57) in the aforementioned article, is Op (N VT ) Conse-
quently, cross-sectional demeaning of the data, necessary to account for the effect of assumed
time-specific effects, reduces the rate at which CD diverges under the alternative hypothe-
sis by a factor of N. Implications for model comparisons guided by the difference of CD to
zero are obvious: If a considerable reduction of the CD test statistic applied to model residu-
als is observed when switching from an entity fixed effects models to a two-way fixed effects
model, this does not necessarily imply that the second model managed to purge most sources
of cross-section dependence in the residuals. Instead, the reduction is mostly due to that fact
that residual cross-section dependence leads the CD test statistic to diverge to a lower degree
after the data have been cross-sectionally demeaned.

The observations made for models that assume an additive error component structure ap-
ply almost identically for mis-specified common latent factor models. A mis-specified latent
common factor model can be characterized by equation () such that Assumptions2H5as well
as the following Assumption[/hold.

Assumption 7. rk ([pa, pa]) =m+1<r.

Assumption [7] enforces a failure of the rank condition set up by Pesaran (2006) to ensure
that the space spanned by factor estimates can be consistent for the space spanned by the true
factors. Under failure of the rank condition, a fraction of the common variation affecting the
dependent variable y; ; remains asymptotically unaccounted for. As proved in Lemma 1 in the
appendix, we can assume without loss of generality that accounted and unaccounted sources
of cross-section dependence are due to two uncorrelated sets of unobserved factors. Formally,
we decompose

Fa = FOAD L pOX®) (17)
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where a rotation of the m + 1 factors F(1) is consistently estimated by cross-section averages
F = [g,X] whereas the remaining r — m — 1 factors F?) are asymptotically orthogonal to F'.

Among other things this decomposition implies that E [}\52)] = 0. We can accordingly
express the defactored data as

Ui = Mpy;
= MaFOAY £ M FOAD 4 Me;. (18)

where Assumption [/] and Lemma [Il ensure that M FF(Z))\EZ) does not vanish as the sample
size increases. Again, we assume a pure static factor model for y;; by imposing the restriction

B = 0. The order in probability of the CD test statistic can then be characterized as follows.

Proposition 3. Suppose that the true model is given by (6)) with 3 = 0 and that its components satisfy
Assumptions 2HB and [7] as well as the simplifying assumptions stated in Lemma[ll Let the CD test
statistic CDyy, be constructed from CCE residuals (18)). Then,

CDy, = Op (\/T) .

The remarks made concerning Proposition [2] apply in an identical fashion to Proposition
Bl That is, a reduction of the CD test statistic applied to CCE residuals relative to that applied
to entity fixed effects residuals does not reliably indicate the degree to which cross-section
dependence has been accounted for by the former model. By contrast, a considerable part
of the reduction is due to a difference in the rate at which CD diverges under a violation of
the null hypothesis. As in the two-way fixed effects model, this decrease results from a cross-
sectional demeaning of the unaccounted common variation in the data. However, in contrast
to the case of additive error components, demeaning in the case of a multifactor error structure

is achieved via projection rather than subtraction of cross-section averages.
(2)

Remark 4. It is crucial to note that the zero mean property of A;” is an explicit consequence
ofg = N1 Zfil y; being one of the columns of F'. If 7 is left out, this removes the restriction
on E {)\52)] which also implies that CDyy, would diverge at rate N+/T in this case. A higher
divergence rate can also be observed in when our restrictions on 3 are to be discarded if cross-

section averages of any covariate whose true slope coefficient is unequal zero are left out of
T

A number of studies (see e.g. Foerster et al. 2011, Moscone and Tosetti2010) report the av-
erage pairwise cross-section correlation coefficient py; as an indicator of the degree of cross-

section dependence rather than (or in addition to) employing the CD test statistic. The conclu-
sions drawn from Propositions 2] and Bl have direct implications also for p,,. In Section 2.Iwe

12The key driving mechanism here is whether the equality ' — FC"Y = U is violated. When any covariate wfly)
that affects y; is left out of F' this is the case since an additional term arises due to the presence of z(0) /S([) iny.
This term will then entail a higher rate of divergence if the corresponding explanatory variable is driven by any

unaccounted factor.
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argued that despite the fact that the CD statistic diverges under the null hypothesis, o, 250
continues to hold. However, given that p, = (N(N — 1)T)_1/ %D, the average cross-section
correlation of a variable that has been demeaned or defactored with its own cross-section aver-
age will be of order Op(N~!) even under alternative hypothesis of Propositions 2 and Bl This
holds irrespective of whether any of these two methods of accounting for cross-section depen-
dence eliminates all sources of common variation or not. By contrast, the average cross-section
correlation coefficient for the same variable without adjustment need not converge to zero if
unaccounted cross-section dependence is present.

The changing order in probability of the average cross-section correlation of a variable be-
fore versus after accounting for cross-section dependence makes it a questionable indicator of
remaining common variation. In this regard, it needs to be noted that the problems discussed
in this paragraph are a direct consequence of averaging over all possible pairs of two cross-
sections. Individual cross-section correlation coefficients should still be consistent as long as
N, T — oo, ie.

pij = pij + Op(T /%) + Op((NT)"1/2) + Op(N"H), (19)

for all pairs i, j. Thus, other statistics whose construction involves /T p;j can potentially detect
some deviations from the null hypothesis since their asymptotic distribution will differ with
regards to whether unaccounted cross-section dependence is present or not.

4 Re-establishing standard normal inference

The diverging bias in the CD test statistic applied to residual from models with common,
period-specific parameters is fundamentally problematic for its use in the context of testing
for remaining cross-section correlation. Still, the literature review in Section [l suggests that
the underlying question of correct model specification is of high relevance for empirical re-
searchers. For this reason it is relevant not to discard completely the CD test statistic but
instead to discuss possible modifications aimed at ensuring an asymptotically standard nor-
mal inference under null hypothesis. Thus methods aimed at addressing the IPP detailed in
Sections2land BIneed to be considered.

4.1 Bias correction

The most natural approach to recovering asymptotically unbiased estimators and /or test statis-
tics is given by bias-correction, for which several approaches have been suggested in the
large-N, large-T panel data literature (see e.g. Hahn and Newey 2004, Dhaene and Jochmans
2015). However, most existing contributions address cases in which the bias is proportional to
VTN-1 or vV NT-1 and which differ to the bias terms derived in SectionBlin two regards: First,
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the bias we analyzed is unaffected by the number of cross-sections in the dataset. Second, there
is no path along which N and T both diverge to infinity that would lead the bias to disappear.

Given that expressions for the bias terms could be derived in Theorems[Iland 2] parametric
bias correction can be conducted by subtracting plug-in estimators of the bias terms Z; and 2,
(or @1 and P,) from CD. For example, in the case of the CD test statistic applied to time fixed
effects residuals, a modified statistic that also normalizes the variance of CD to one is given by

CD = OF/2 (CD - VT& +2VTE, ), (20)

where

and
i \2\?
Qy = (1 — 2001 402 <U—1) > )

The first two terms are estimates of the bias terms with ¢;; replaced with &;; = ¢;; — &, while
Q) is the plug-in estimator of (). A similar bias-corrected test statistic can be formulated using
expressions provided in Theorem[2l We disregard from discussing the CCE case in detail since
the problems associated with the use of a parametric bias correction contain the ones already
given in the fixed effects case

Despite the presence of a fairly simple way to conduct parametric bias-correction, this strat-
egy becomes problematic as soon as the assumption of known error variances is relaxed. To

2. .,(717;, is estimated using only

appreciate this point, note that each of the N parameters ¢
the T residuals corresponding to the cross-section in question. This entails that error variance
estimates converge to their true value at rate v/T which is identical to the factor with which
the bias expressions &; and &, are scaled up. It is true that the bias terms involve averages over
N and in the case of N~' YN, 67 it is straightforward to show that the rate of convergence to a
cross-section average of the true error variances is v/ NT.

Still, it is highly questionable whether this result continues to hold for averages of non-
linear functions of ¢, ...,0%, especially in the case of 7 and o1 where a square root is in-
volved. Consequently, the use of estimated error variances will lead to the emergence of addi-

tional terms which have an asymptotically non-negligible effect on the CD test statistic. Given

13Bias-correction of the CD test statistic applied to CCE residuals encounters additional problems related to the
estimation of the unknown factor loadings Ay, ..., AN. As noted earlier, consistent estimation of the loadings is not
possible in the empirically very relevant case where the number of latent factors is strictly smaller than the true
number of factors that affect the observed data. This is due to dependence on unknown rotation matrices which
cannot be estimated from the data.
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that the extra terms arise from the estimation of individual-specific parameters, they amount
to yet another manifestation of the IPP, here related to an attempt of solving this problem in a
different instance. Moreover, due to the non-linear fashion in which the true error variances
enter Z1 and Z, expressions for the bias arising from estimating the true values of (Tiz, ceey (717;]
are hard to obtain, hence rendering parametric bias-correction infeasible.

An alternative strategy for bias correction is the use of non-parametric approaches. For

instance, proportionality of the bias to VT implies that a test statistic of the form
CDy = CDy — 0.5(CDyn + CDay), (21)

is not divergent. Here CDqy and CD;y, are the CD test statistics calculated from the first i =
1,...,N/2 and the remaining j = N/2 +1,..., N observations respectively This construc-
tion turns CDy into a simple jackknife version of the original test statistic. While this approach
achieves the main objective of obtaining a non-divergent test statistic, it has two clear short-
comings: i) it inflates the variance (unlike Hahn and Newey (2004) or Dhaene and Jochmans
(2015)); ii) Under any divergent alternative it also removes all components divergent at any
rates O(T°) (for any & > 0).

Rather than splitting data over the cross-sectional dimension, it is possible to use sub-

sample information over the time-series dimension. For example, the test statistic
CDy = CDy — V2CD11, (22)

should be non-divergent and removes any terms divergent at the rate V/T, but not at rates
proportional to T° for 6 # 1/2. However, as shown in Propositions @ and [3, a violation of
the null hypothesis does not change the rate at which CD diverges. Consequently, successful
non-parametric elimination of the bias term comes at the cost of rendering the modified test
statistic inconsistent.

The discussion above has emphasized that neither parametric bias correction nor the naive
jackknife are remedies against the bias of the CD test statistic when applied to time fixed effects
or CCE residuals. For this reason we consider a third alternative, consisting of reconsidering
the individual-specific weighting applied to model residuals when constructing the test statis-
tic.

4.2 A weighted statistic for cross-section dependence

From a general perspective, the cross-section correlation estimator

5 iy 2.2\ "1/2
Pii =T ') eisejy (Ui aj) (23)
=1

MHere we ignore that there is no natural ordering in the cross-sectional dimension.
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is merely a unit-specific weighting of cov [ﬁi-,tsj,t] with advantageous properties: Under the
assumptions made in [Pesaran (2004), it ensures that the CD test statistic has unit variance
under the null hypothesis of no cross-section correlation, allowing for standard normal infer-
ence without the need to obtain a variance estimate. However, the case is different in models
with unknown, period-specific parameters. As shown in Theorems[Iland 2] studentization of
the model residuals fails to ensure a test statistic with a variance of one, even when the true
error variances are known. For this reason, it is valid to fundamentally question the use of
(estimated) error variances as a means of standardizing cross-section covariance estimates.

In fact, criteria for alternative standardizations that reduce the bias in CD to an asymp-
totically negligible term are easily derived. For this purpose, we define a weighted CD test
statistic

5 TNl A
CDw = \/ TN(N = 1) t; i_zzj_l(wigi,t)(wjgj,t) (24)

which is a function of a generic set of weights wy, . .., wy and which coincides with the CD test
statistic of Pesaran (2004) for w; = ¢;" 1 Vi For the sake of providing a clear exposition, the
weights are preliminarily assumed to have the following properties:

Assumption 8. w; is independently and identically distributed across i with o2, = var [w;] > 0 and
E [w?] < oco. Furthermore, w; is independent of 1;; and e; ; for all i and t.

Given weights that satisfy these assumptions, we can generalize the results of Theorem[I|

Corollary 2. Under the assumptions of Theorem [Iland weights that satisfy Assumption 8} we have

i—1 T

2 N i . . ~ ~ _
CDw = [ moa—7 0 2 2 €iséje (Wi — @) (wj — @) + VTEy wy — 2V TEy iy + Op(N )
TN(N - 1) i=2j=1t=1
where
- N 1 N
= (=2 1 2
= <(w) -N w2> 2(N—1)NT Z“Z;E”
i=1t=
= N 1 N 2 1 A 2
EZ,W = 72 N_1 (NT)f w Z Z € Wi + N~ Z Z(&"twi)
( - ) i=1t=1 i=1t=1

Using Assumption[8, we can state that the leading terms in the two expressions above are
functions of the average weight w. Hence, choosing a set of weights with E[w;] = 0 reduces the
order in probability of the leading bias terms, leaving only terms of order Op(N~1) in E 1.

15Note that the weighted CD statistic should not be confused with the “local CD” statistic discussed in|[Pesaran
(2015b). In the latter case, the weights are pair specific, i.e. w;j, and are usually motivated using the spatial (dis-
tance) structure of the data, see e.g. [Robinson (2008). In our case the spatial structure is not needed, thus the
weighted test is global and not local.
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For &y the resulting order in probability is merely Z, 1y = Op(N~1/2), since E[c?w;] may
be non-zero. Thus for T/N — ¢ > 0 this bias term can be non-negligible. However, a simple
remedy to this shortcoming is manually demeaned weights @; = w; — w. These weights ensure
w = 0 for any N so that the leading bias terms in both ELW and izlw are eliminated entirely.
The results obtained for the model with additive fixed effects can be generalized to models
with a multifactor error structure. Theorem[2 can be extended to cover arbitrary weights w;:

Corollary 3. Under the assumptions of Theorem [2and weights that satisfy Assumption (8} we have

2 -1
TN(N —1) ZZZC:NtC]Nt+\/_q>1W 2V T®,w + Op(Rn,7)

12]1tl

CDy =

where
1N '
GiNt = Wigp — N Y widi | iy,
i=1

and

M=
1=

~ N 1
Py =4 ——
LW —1) (

Foa) (4 Ly
= 2 Wi = Vi | | < Y wiki
N &~ NT : ) \N &
N
1

1=
/
- N 1 1
Dy = m (N ;w)\z) <NT ¢z‘,twi€i,t>

The generality of model () relative to the simpler time fixed effects or two-way fixed ef-

Il
—_
-

Il
—_

Mz
1=

Il
—_
-
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_

fects models makes complete elimination of the leading bias terms infeasible. Given that un-
observed factors affect the dependent variable y;; with individual-specific loadings, the bias
expressions are not simple functions of @ as they were in Corollary 2l Using a set of weights
that add to zero will hence not imply that CAIJJLW = 0 and &)Z,W = 0. This result can only be
achieved by choosing an N-dimensional vector of weights which is orthogonal to the columns
of the N x r matrix (Aq,.. .,)\N)’. The latter matrix being unobserved, there is no feasible
way of ensuring that the weighted average YN w; ) is exactly zero. Still, choosing a set of
weights with E[w;] = 0 may achieve bias reduction. To appreciate this point, observe that if \;

and w; are uncorrelated:

i)

In that case, the order in probability of % YN, w;\; is determined by its covariance matrix,

which is given by
N N
var [N"'Y Nw;| = N2 Y E [wiA\]
i=1 i=1
= O(N).
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It follows that the use of zero mean random weights reduces the order in probability of the
weighted average over all factor loadings by a factor of v/N so that ®; y = Op(N~1). This
conclusion holds as long as A; are uncorrelated from w;. Additionally, the term ¢;xn ¢, which
constitutes the leading stochastic component of CDyy, is affected in that the impact of 1);;
vanishes as N — oo.

Previous simple restriction on weights is not sufficient to reduce the order of ®, . For this
component to be of order Op(N~1!) it necessary to assume that w; are uncorrelated from both
g;+ and 1p;;, leading to:

The conditions for bias reduction in the CCE case make it fairly difficult to find an admissi-
ble set of weights in practice. Among other things, weights required to be mean independent
of A; and to have an expected value of zero. Additionally, to ensure that @,y is of lower
stochastic order, w; needs to be, or needs at least to converge sufficiently fast to, a random
variable independent of the model errors. The combination of restrictions on the dependence
of w; on both idiosyncratic variation in y;; as well as the slope coefficients on common fac-
tors precludes the use of (estimated) model components as weights. For example, the use of
model residuals as weights violates independence of model errors and weights. Weights de-
rived from the estimated common component of y;; cannot be used neither as these would be
correlated with the true factor loadings. But if neither estimated idiosyncratic nor estimated
common components can be used as weights for the CD test statistic, candidates for w; have
to be supplied from outside the model.

The optimal choice of weights for a weighted CD test statistic, either in the case of a time
tixed effects model or a factor-augmented regression, requires an investigation of its implica-
tions for the CDyy under the alternative hypothesis in order to evaluate whether there is some
choice that maximizes power. Any effort in this area is out of the scope of this article, since our
interest lies primarily in documenting the challenges to be faced under the null hypothesis of
no remaining cross-section correlation and in discussing possible modifications that result in
an unbiased test statistic.

For the sake of illustrating the potential of a weighted test statistic, we choose to sample
w1, ..., wy independently from a known distribution. Despite the usual concerns related to
randomized tests, independently drawn weights ensure that all requirements for bias reduction
in the case of a CD test statistic applied to CCE residuals are met. Draws from distributions
with nonzero expected value can easily be demeaned before being used in the construction of
a weighted CD test statistic. Furthermore, random weights are a unified way of considering
valid weights in both the time fixed effects and the common correlated effects case. Formally
we define the properties of random weights as follows:
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Assumption 9 (Weights). w; is independently and identically distributed across i with E [w;] = 0,
02, = var [w;] > 0and E [w?] < co. Furthermore, w; is independent of \;, 03, 1 and e; ; for all i and

t.

Assuming that 02 = var [w;] > 0 rules out the case where the distribution of w; is a point
mass at some constant since this would lead to results identical to those in Corollary[ll The re-
quirements of Assumption[dlcan also be used to contemplate the validity of external observed
data as weights since in some cases the empirical context itself suggests an appropriate choice
of w;. For example, exogenous information about the size, connectedness or other quantitative
characteristic of the cross-section units can be exploited to construct individual weights w;.
Given our definition of random weights, we can characterize the results of the weighted CD
test statistic constructed from either time fixed effects or CCE residuals in a unifying statement:

Theorem 3. Consider the weighted CD test statistic

0 bt I (T )
CDw = | 7= & yWj Y w;i€; 1 wi€;
NTi:ltzll l TN(N —1) t=1i=2j SR

and assume that either of the following two points hold.

gl

Il
—

1. The data are generated by the time fixed effects model ) such that Assumption [I holds. &;; is
given by @).

2. The data are generated by the latent common factor model (6) such that Assumptions [2H6] hold.
&, 1 is defined by (7).

Under either of the two sets of assumptions above as well as Assumption 9, it holds that
CDw -5 N(0,1),
as N and T — oo in any order subject to the condition N~'\/T — 0.

Theorem [3]is appealing for our illustrative purpose since there is no need to consider dif-
ferent weighted CD test statistics to test for remaining cross-section dependence in either the
residuals of a time fixed effects model or those of resulting from CCE estimation. Instead,
there ists a single solution to establishing asymptotically standard normal inference in both
cases 19

5 Monte carlo study

We investigate the properties of the CD test as well as its weighted alternatives in a small set
of simulation experiments. Following the exposition of Section 3.2] we simulate the common

160r more generally to any set of residuals, irrespective of the influence function ; ;.
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latent factor model

Vie = Pxip+XNifi+ei (25)
Xit = A;.ft + e (26)

The model errors ¢, ; are defined ¢;; = /szzysft where €7, are drawn independently over i and

t from a standardized x? (2) distribution that has zero mean and unit Variance The scalar

random variable e;; is generated in the same way as ¢},. Error variances are obtained via

2
iy
2

as discussed below. This construction entails that E [‘Tizy] = 1 and var {0’1- Y

= Cg <g%y — 2) /4 + 1 where g%y ~ x?(2) and where the parameter ¢, is chosen manually

] = c?,. Finally, we
set B = 1 without any loss of generality.

The r elements of A; are drawn from U(0.5,1.5). Element A of the r x 1 vector A; is
drawn from U(—0.5,0.5) if ¥ = 1 and from U(0.5,1,5) otherwise. Concerning the latent fac-
tors, we let f; ~ N (0,I,). When considering the two-way fixed effects model instead of the

/ /
common latent factor model, we set r = 2 and define f; = [ ft(l), 1} aswellas \; = {1, Afz)}

and A; = [1, AEZ)] , with the construction of ft(l), AEZ) and Afz) being unchanged.

In all following simulations we extend our theoretical framework and assume that B is
unknown and needs to be estimated. If the fixed effects estimator is estimated, individual
fixed effects are assumed to be unknown as well so that a within transformation for the two-
way fixed effects model is applied. Lastly, whenever model residuals are studentized, this is
done using estimated error variances instead of the their true values.

5.1 Standard CD statistic

As a first scenario, we consider that the true model is a two-way fixed effects model which
we estimate correctly using a fixed effects estimator that allows for both time and entity fixed
effects. The CD test statistic of [Pesaran (2004) is obtained from the model residuals of each
simulated dataset and its mean as well as its variance are reported in Table [l We do this
considering the parameter values ¢, € {0.1,0.5,1,1.5} in order to control the degree of het-
erogeneity among the individual-specific error variances. In accordance with our theoretical
predictions, the CD test statistic has a bias term that diverges towards —co as T — oo and
a variance that is considerably below 1. The bias term is reasonably close to the benchmark
value of —+/T/2 indicated by Proposition [[lbut tends towards zero as heterogeneity among
the individual-specific error variances is amplified.

The same observation holds for the CD test statistic obtained from the residuals of a cor-
rectly specified estimated model with factor error structure. Simulating model 25)-(26) with

17The results reported in this section are robust to the choice of more conventional distributions for the idiosyn-
cratic variation in both explained and explanatory variables, such as a standard normal distribution or Student’s
t-distribution with 9 degrees of freedom. The x?(2) distribution is chosen to provide simulation results under more
challenging circumstances.
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Table 1: Sample moments of CD test statistic applied to two-way FE residuals.

True model is two-way FE.

Mean Variance (x100)
Co: 0.1 0.5 1 1.5 0.1 0.5 1 1.5
N T
25 25 -3.35 -3.30 -3.15 -2.83 1.35 204 457 1136
25 50 -4.91 -485 -4.66 -4.25 053 095 275 8.12
25 100 -7.08 -7.00 -6.75 -6.20 022 051 1.88 6.18
25 200 | -10.11 -10.00 -9.65 -8.91 0.1 037 1.64 5.73
50 25 -3.30 -3.25 -3.09 -272 1.01 143 3.35 9.52
50 50| -485 -479 -458 -4.11 036 0.65 201 6.66
50 100 | -700 -6.92 -6.63 -6.00 013 033 134 5.09
50 200 | -10.00 988 -949 -8.63 0.06 024 1.19 4.77
100 25 -3.28 -3.22  -3.03 -258 0.84 124 314 1053
100 50 -4.83 -4.76 -452 -394 026 049 1.7 6.96
100 100 | -6.96 -6.87 -6.55 -5.78 009 024 114 544
100 200 | 995 982 -938 -832 0.04 016 094 498
200 25 -3.27 -3.21 -3.04 -2.66 0.74 1.07 251 7.46
200 50 -4.81 -4.74 -452 -4.03 021 041 1.36 4.98
200 100 -6.95 -6.85 -6.56 -592 0.07 0.19 0.85 3.66
200 200 | -9.92 979 -939 -852 0.02 0.11 066 3.15

Notes. €;; =, /a?ys}“t; €¥, and e;; are standardized x2(2). U'izy =g (glz»y — 2) /4+1; g%y

is x%(2). Entity FE A; and A; drawn from U(0.5,1.5). Time FE f; drawn from N(0,1).

r = 2 but without the restrictions that would imply a two-way fixed effects model, we obtain
the average and the sample variance of CD test statistics obtained from CCE residuals and re-
port them in Table[2l Even though the number of observable variables is sufficient to account
for all sources of cross-section dependence in the simulated data, the CD test statistic exhibits
the same patterns as seen in the two-way fixed effects case. Despite the additional heterogene-
ity implied by entity-specific loadings on the unobserved factors, the CD test statistic is on
average fairly close to the benchmark value of — VT/2.

As argued in Section B.3] one of the striking consequences of including common, period-
specific parameters into the model specification is a reduction in the rate at which the CD test
statistic diverges when not all sources of cross-section correlation are accounted for. To pro-
vide an indication concerning the values one can expect the CD test statistic to have under the
alternative hypothesis, we simulate a model with a factor error structure and three factors so
that neither two-way fixed effects nor common correlated components account for all sources
of co-movement across cross-sections. The mean and variance of the CD test statistic applied
to residuals of either of the two models are reported in Table 3] keeping the degree of het-
erogeneity in error variances across cross-section fixed by setting c, = 1. In order to provide
confirmatory evidence that the simplifying assumptions of Propositions 2l and Bl do not affect
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Table 2: Sample moments of CD test statistic applied to CCE residuals.

True model is a latent common factor model with two factors.

Mean Variance (x100)
Co: 0.1 0.5 1 1.5 0.1 0.5 1 1.5
N T
25 25 -326 -320 -299 -250 232 355 8.37 22.06
25 50 -488 -479 -450 -3.84 0.83 1.56 476 1512
25 100 | -7.07 -695 -655 -5.64 028 0.81 336 12.67
25 200 | -10.10 -994 940 -8.14 0.12 0.58 2.87 11.82
50 25 -3.08 -3.04 -2.88 -254 296 391 739 17.02
50 50 -477 471 -451 -4.05 0.8 1.29 3.31 9.59
50 100 | -6.97 -6.89 -6.62 -6.00 023 0.51 1.81 643
50 200 999 988 -950 -8.64 0.07 0.28 1.36 5.53
100 25 281 -2.74 -254 -213 4.19 55 1021 2248
100 50 -4.65 -4.56 -431 -3.77 094 158 4.05 11.36
100 100 -690 -6.79 -6.44 -572 0.2 0.51 1.95 7.09
100 200 | -9.92 977 -929 -8.30 006 027 135 572
200 25 -228 221 -197 -140 716 899 16.32 39.88
200 50 -444 435 -404 -3.28 1.37 213 5.54 18.53
200 100 -6.81 -6.69 -6.28 -525 0.26 0.6 2.38 10.51
200 200 987 971 -914 -7.74 0.06 0.23 1.35 7.39

Notes. €;; =, /a?ys}“t; €¥, and e;; are standardized x2(2). U'izy =g (glz»y — 2) /4+1; g%y

is x2(2). Loadings \; drawn drawn from U(0.5,1.5). A; from U(—0.5,0.5), except for first
element which is U(0.5,1.5). Factors f; drawn from N(0,1).

the properties of the CD test statistic, its mean and variance are reported for a simple setup
and a standard setup. The standard setup uses the model parameterization described above
and requires estimating the unknown values of B and ¢; Vi = 1, ..., N from the mis-specified
model. By contrast, the simple setup reflects the assumptions made in Section 3.3, namely a

model with known slope coefficient = 0 and known error variances 02 = E [8%4 whose in-

verse square roots are used to weight estimated error cross-section covariances. A,s reported in
Table[3] the means and variances obtained for these two setups are nearly identical, suggesting
that the additional assumptions made in Section [3.3 are innocuous. Furthermore, the values
obtained for the first two moments bear a striking resemblance to those seen in Tables[Iland 2]
thus suggesting that the CD test statistic behaves very similarly both under the null hypothesis
and the alternative hypothesis. This observation emphasizes existing concerns about the value

of the CD test statistic as a measure of remaining cross-section correlation.

5.2 Weighted CD statistic

Having documented the first two moments of the CD test statistic, we proceed with investigat-
ing the properties of our modified, weighted CD test statistic. For these simulations we con-
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Table 3: Sample moments of CD test statistic under Hj.

True model is a latent common factor model with three factors.

Mean Variance (x100)
Model: 2WFE CCE 2WFE CCE
N T simple standard simple standard simple standard simple standard
25 25 -3.29 -3.30 -3.16 -3.16 2.11 2.16 4.44 4.46
25 50 -4.79 -4.80 -4.71 -4.72 1.46 1.47 2.32 2.34
25 100 -6.88 -6.89 -6.81 -6.82 1.25 1.27 1.83 1.83
25 200 -9.81 -9.81 -9.74 -9.74 1.32 1.34 1.41 1.42
50 25 -3.23 -3.24 -2.97 -2.97 1.90 1.92 6.23 6.26
50 50 -4.73 -4.73 -4.54 -4.55 1.13 1.13 2.89 2.90
50 100 -6.79 -6.79 -6.63 -6.63 0.91 0.92 1.98 1.99
50 200 -9.67 -9.68 -9.49 -9.49 0.92 0.93 1.61 1.61
100 25 -3.21 -3.21 -2.78 -2.78 1.61 1.62 6.14 6.16
100 50 -4.68 -4.68 -4.48 -4.48 0.95 0.96 2.36 2.37
100 100 -6.73 -6.73 -6.61 -6.61 0.75 0.75 1.24 1.24
100 200 -9.59 -9.59 -9.50 -9.51 0.80 0.80 0.98 0.98
200 25 -3.21 -3.21 -2.36 -2.36 1.24 1.24 9.57 9.60
200 50 -4.68 -4.68 -4.31 -4.31 0.76 0.76 2.87 2.88
200 100 -6.72 -6.72 -6.52 -6.52 0.66 0.66 1.23 1.23
200 200 -9.58 -9.58 -9.43 -9.43 0.60 0.61 0.78 0.78

Notes. &;¢ = , /a?yeft; €¥, and e; ; are standardized x*(2). (Ti%y =g (g%y — 2) /4+1; g%y is x?(2). Loadings \; drawn

drawn from U(0.5,1.5). A; from U(—0.5,0.5), except for first element which is U(0.5,1.5). Factors f; drawn from N(0,1).
¢s = 1. Setup standard means B, 171:2 are estimated. (7[2 =71 ZtT:l 0; . j+ are (misspecified) regression residuals. Setup
simple means B and true error variances o; are known.

sider only ¢, = 1. The random weights suggested in Section4.2]are drawn from U (—0.5,0.5).
In addition we report results using a hybrid between the weighted CD test statistic and its
original version: As in the original CD test statistic we use the square root of estimated error
variances to weight the model residuals. But following the motivation of our weighted test
statistic, we demean (67) ~!/2 with its cross-section average before using it as a weight. Table
reports rejection rates for the weighted CD test statistic with these two sets of weights as well as
the standard CD test statistic obtained from two-way fixed effects residuals. Rejection rates for
the latter are clearly driven by its diverging bias term. Irrespective of whether the true model
is two-way fixed effects or a latent common factor model, the test statistic always rejects. Rejec-
tion rates are much closer to the nominal level of 5% for the weighted test statistics. Whereas
weighting with the estimated inverse error standard deviation leads to under-rejection of the
null hypothesis, random weights ensure rejection rates very close to the nominal rate unless
T is substantially larger than N. Simulation results under the alternative hypothesis reveal
that the weighted test statistic has almost no power and that rejection rates increase in T only.
However, elimination of the leading bias term via the use of demeaned weights is not the pri-
mary cause for this outcome. In fact, Proposition [2] suggests that it is the use of cross-section
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demeaning during model estimation that greatly reduces the rate at which CDy can diverge
under the alternative hypothesis. Neither can one make random weights accountable for the
low rejection frequencies in our power study. Rejection rates for the hybrid weighted CD test
statistic, which weights with demeaned inverses of the estimated error standard deviation, are
at approximately the same level.

Table 4: Rejection rates for CD test statistic and weighted modified CD test statistic.

Test on FE residuals

Size Power
Test: | CD 615W CD @W
Weights: | - {w®}  {w®} - {w®M}  {w®}
N T
25 25 | 100 6.3 3.2 100 9.1 4.4
25 50 | 100 6.2 3.6 100 10.0 5.2
25 100 | 100 6.7 5.0 100 13.6 8.6
25 200 | 100 6.8 6.2 100 20.0 15.4
50 25 | 100 5.3 29 100 6.5 4.2
50 50 | 100 6.0 3.0 100 9.2 6.0
50 100 | 100 6.3 45 100 12.3 9.9
50 200 | 100 6.0 5.1 100 19.3 14.0
100 25 | 100 4.6 2.8 100 7.5 4.1
100 50 | 100 5.5 39 100 9.8 6.1
100 100 | 100 5.3 4.5 100 14.9 9.4
100 200 | 100 4.7 5.5 100 21.5 14.1
200 25 | 100 4.8 2.7 100 7.2 44
200 50 | 100 5.1 4.2 100 8.8 6.1
200 100 | 100 5.6 4.5 100 12.1 9.2
200 200 | 100 5.4 49 100 18.0 14.2
Notes {wfl)}: w; ~ U(—-05,05). {wfz)}: w; = (&[2)71/2 —

N7TYN, (2) 12 Size: True model is two-way FE. Power: True model is com-
mon factors with r = 2.

Rejection rates observed when testing for remaining cross-section correlation in CCE resid-
uals look mostly similar to those seen in the two-way fixed effects case. Simulation results
reported in Table Blshow that again the original CD test statistic is grossly oversized. As previ-
ously, the weighted CD test statistic with random weights has good size but suffers from very
low power. In contrast to previous results our variation on the weighted CD test statistic, us-
ing deviations of inverse estimated error standard errors from their cross-section average, has
excessive size distortions when N > T. This result reflects the concerns expressed in Section
4.2l with the use of components from the estimated regression model as weights in CDy.
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Table 5: Rejection rates for CD test statistic and weighted modified CD test statistic.

Test on CCE residuals

Size Power
Test: | CD CDyw CD CDyw
Weights: | - {w®}  {w@} - {w}  {w@}
N T
25 25| 994 6.0 55 99.8 6.6 7.1
25 50 | 100 5.6 59 100 8.6 6.6
25 100 | 100 5.7 6.4 100 11.3 79
25 200 | 100 7.5 6.5 100 15.9 11.2
50 25| 99.2 6.0 23.3 99.6 7.3 14.8
50 50 | 100 6.5 10.6 100 8.4 8.9
50 100 | 100 6.5 6.6 100 12.1 7.6
50 200 | 100 59 6.5 100 15.0 9.4
100 25 | 94.6 53 62.7 99.6 6.7 60.0
100 50 | 100 52 25.7 100 7.5 27.3
100 100 | 100 5.1 8.9 100 9.9 13.5
100 200 | 100 5.5 7.0 100 13.8 12.1
200 25 | 544 6.1 98.1 89.7 7.1 98.1
200 50 | 100 5.0 68.8 100 79 72.8
200 100 | 100 5.7 21.5 100 10.2 27.0
200 200 | 100 53 8.1 100 13.9 11.8
Notes. {w}l)}: w; ~ U(-0.5,0.5). {w}z)}: w; = (ﬁf)71/2 -
N7IYN, (&[2)71/2. Size (Power): True model is common factors with r = 2
(r=23).

6 Empirical illustration

In this section we illustrate the applicability of the standard and the weighted CD statistics by
means of two empirical examples: i) R&D investments data of [Eberhardt et al! (2013); ii) PSID
earnings dynamics data. In both cases serial correlation is important from an economic point
of view. For this reason in Appendix[A.2] we outline how the CD statistic can be modified to

account for serial correlation, given a set of known weights w;.

6.1 R& D investments

In[Eberhardt et all (2013) authors question whether R&D can be estimated in a standard Griliches-
type “knowledge production function” framework ignoring the potential presence of knowl-
edge spillovers between cross-sectional units as well as other cross-section dependencies. Among
other things they document a “[... ] strong evidence for cross-sectional dependence and the presence
of a common factor structure in the data, which we interpret as indicative for the presence of knowl-
edge spillovers and additional unobserved cross-sectional dependencies” (Eberhardt et alll2013, p.437).
Cross-sectional dependence was measured by means of a CD test.
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The original dataset used information on up to twelve manufacturing industries in ten
countries@ over a time period of up to 26 years from 1980 to 2005. All of the results presented
assume the country-industry as the unit of analysis (panel group member i), of which we have
N = 119. This panel is unbalanced where for Germany, Portugal, and Sweden the length of
the available time-series is substantially shorter than for other countries.

Some of our results can be extended to cover unbalanced setups. However in order to sim-
plify our analysis we disregard from using the observations for Germany, Portugal, Sweden
in the construction of the test statistics. Additionally, we remove two sectors from the Great
Britain where observations for t = 2004, 2005 are missing. This way we are left with N = 82
and T = 25.

In this section we will primarily revisit some of the results in Table 5 of [Eberhardt et al.
(2013) for pooled (static) production function estimates. Our goal is to investigate how the
divergent properties of the CD test statistic might have influenced the choice between the
First Difference (FD) estimator with yearly dummies and Pooled CCE (CCEP) estimators, as
presented in columns 3 and 4, respectively, of the table mentioned above. Which of the two
models is considered to be correctly specified has important consequences for the conclusions
that can be drawn from the entire table. With regard to the coefficient of private R&D in-
vestments, [Eberhardt et all (2013) report that a significance test for the corresponding slope
coefficient cannot reject the null hypothesis in the FD model while it can in the CCE model.

Table 6: Cross-sectional dependence testing for R& D data

Estimator  Serial Correlation | 5%  Median 95% | CDs
FD No -0.98 0.80 3.21 1.6
Yes -0.78 0.73 2.89 1.5

CCEP No -1.98 -0.36 325 | -1.16

Yes -1.08 -0.20 1.75 | -0.67

Notes. All results are obtained for Weighted Covariance Bias-corrected CD statis-
tic based on 200 draws of w;. CDy denotes the bias-corrected CD statistic using
w; = 671 — N7VLN, 67" as weights. Serial Correlation with “Yes” option
stands for the adjusted test statistic robust to the serial correlation, as described in
Appendix[A2]

Neglecting the possibility of serial correlation in the true model errors, the results in Table
suggest that for a quite substantial combination of different weights w;, the weighted CD
statistic rejects the null hypothesis both for the FD model with time-effects as well as the com-
mon latent factor model. This result is in line with those given by the original CD test statistic
whose value is CD = —1.89 (CD = —2.95) if applied to FD (CCE) residuals. The picture
changes if we correct the variance of our weighted CD test statistic to account for serial corre-
lation in the true model errors. The corresponding results in Tablel6]reveal that only for the CD

8Denmark, Finland, Germany, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden, United Kingdom, and the US.
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test statistic applied to FD residuals there is a substantial set of weights that would lead the
researcher to reject the null hypothesis. Finally, the absolute value of a weighted CD statistic
CDg, constructed using the specific weights w; = (Afifl — N1 Zfil [71#1, is somewhat smaller
than the statistic without any corrections, leading to the conclusion that one cannot reject the
null hypothesis of no cross-section correlation for both sets of residuals.

Note that difference in terms of the corresponding conclusions if one followed the approach
where the preferred model is selected based on the absolute value of the CD statistic. In partic-
ular, while in the setup without any corrections one prefers the FD estimator, this conclusion
reverses if one uses either median of random weights or the CD; statistic.

6.2 Earnings dynamics

In this section, we analyze the extent to which OLS residuals commonly used to study earning
dynamics using PSID can be assumed to be cross-sectionally independent. For this purpose,
we use the data of Botosaru and Sasaki (2018) for the years 1977 — 1989. The data is a balanced
panel with a cross-sectional sample size of N = 659, and cover 1977 — 1989

Following the literature on income dynamics, we are interested in the OLS residuals from
a regression of log wages on education, age, geographic characteristics, race dummy, and year
dummies. It is customary to decompose the dynamics of log-earning residuals ¢;; into a sum
of transitory (7; ;) and permanent components (p; ;):

€t = Tit + Pits

%

Pit = &Pit—1+ T,

where 7;; and 71;; are mutually independent. As long as « # 0 OLS residuals are likely to be
serially correlated, hence the use of the variance estimator outlined in Section [A.2]is justified.
Following Bonhomme and Robin (2010) we assume that « = 1 such that p;; really captures the
permanent unit root component, and in that case it is only appropriate to based analysis on
Ag; ;. For this reason the effective length of the panel is T = 12. Instead in Table [/l we provide
results for the weighted modified CD statistic based on random weights.

For this dataset the value of the original CD statistic without any adjustmentsis CD = 2.7
Thus one could potentially naively conclude that time effects are not sufficient to completely
wipe out cross-sectional dependence from the PSID data. However, as discussed above this
result is spurious by construction. This conclusion is highlighted in Table [/lwhere we provide
results for weighted bias-corrected CD statistic using random weights.

Based on results in Table[/]we find little evidence for remaining cross-sectional dependence
in data after cross-sectional demeaning. For most combinations of w; the test statistic is inside

19Note some discrepancies with Bonhomme and Robin (2010).
20Gimilar results are obtained if we consider data in levels.
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Table 7: Cross-sectional dependence testing for PSID residuals

Input Variable | Serial Correlation | 5%  Median 95% | CD;
€ No -195 -0.83 375 | 1.23

y Yes 0.8  -034 165 | 053

Ag;y No -1.43 -0.24 2.03 | 0.52

Ag;y Yes -1.23 -0.21 1.79 | 0.44

Notes. See the notes to Table[6l

the non-rejection region. On the other hand, based on finite sample evidence presented in Sec-

tion[5lwe know that for T = 12, testlacks power as cross-sectional dimension is not informative

about possible model misspecification. Finally, for comparison purposes only we included the
|

bias-corrected test statistic using standard weights w; = 07! — N7y, 67!, with all values

being small in absolute Value

7 Conclusion

In this paper we document how the estimation of common time-specific parameters using
panel data leads to a complete breakdown of the CD test of Pesaran (2004, 2015a). Using
commonly used additive and multiplicative specifications for individual- and time-specific
components in the model errors, we show that the CD test statistic applied to residuals of ade-
quately specified regression models is divergent under null hypothesis of cross-sectional inde-
pendence. Furthermore, we find that the rate of divergence under the alternative hypothesis of
unaccounted cross-section correlation is reduced considerably. The results documented in this
article are interpreted as a manifestation of the incidental parameter problem (IPP) since they
ultimately follow from the estimation of T period-specific parameters. Our main theorems il-
lustrate the pervasive nature of the IPP in this setup, given that the consequences of estimating
time specific parameters do not disappear as the sample size increases.

Our analyzed weighted CD test statistic achieves our primary goal of re-establishing asymp-
totic standard normal inference and hence constitutes an alternative to popular bias correction
methods which circumvents the problems these approaches have in the present context. Our
results have far reaching implications for empirical panel data analysis, where CD test has
been widely used as a model selection/diagnostic tool. An illustration of how our theoretical
results translate into applications is given via simulations and real datasets.

Finally, in this paper we assumed that the parameters in the linear model are estimated
using a least squares objective function. If one deviates from this setup, and instead uses an
(over-identified) GMM criterion function to estimate parameters, the usual GMM J-statistic is
readily available for the purpose of testing residual cross-sectional correlation. Examples in

2INote that our theoretical results do not provide asymptotic justification for this set of weights.
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a fixed-T framework are given by |Sarafidis et al. (2009), |Ahn et al/ (2013), and [Juodis (2018)
among others. In the large N, T setup average ]-statistic as a model specification tool was
explicitly used e.g. by [Everaert and Pozzi (2014) for the CCE-GMM estimator. Hence given the
scale of the problems with CD statistic documented in this paper, these alternative procedures
(if applicable) are more appropriate .
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Notation

Extending the paragraph on notation in introduction in the main text, we will use the following
notation in this appendix.

e I, denotes an m x m identity matrix and the subscript is sometimes disregarded from
for the sake of simplicity. 0 denotes a column vector of zeros while O stands for a matrix
of zeros. s, denotes a selection vector all of whose elements are zero except for element
m which is one. ¢ is a vector entirely consisting of ones. The dimension of these latter
vectors and matrices is generally suppressed for the sake of simplicity and needs to be

inferred from context.

e For a generic m x n matrix A, P4 = A(A’A)~! A’ projects onto the space spanned by the
columns of A and M4 = I, — P4. dim(A), col(A) and ker(A) refer to the dimension,
column space and kernel of A. Moreover, rk(A) denotes the rank of A, tr(A) its trace
and ||A]| = (’cr(A’A))l/2 the Frobenius norm of A.

e For asetof m x n matrices {Ay,..., Ay}, A = N1 YN, A;. Multiple sums are generally
abbreviated, so that Zfi is shorthand notation for Y~ Z]-I\Ll.

e 0 and M stand for a small and large positive real number, respectively. For two real
numbers 2 and b, a V b = max{a, b}.

e For some random variable ¢;;, x4 [€; ;] denotes its fourth-order cumulant. Moreover, O(-)
and o(-) express order of magnitude relations whereas Op(-) and op(-) denote stochastic
order relations (see e.g. White 2001, Definitions 2.5 and 2.33).

A Additional results and discussion

A.1 Group effects and principal components

Group effects

The idea put forward in Bonhomme and Manresa (2015) is that all individualsi =1,..., N are
associated with an unobserved group membership variable g; € {1,...,G}. Regressors aside
their model is given by:

]/i,t = Tg;,t + Si,tl (27)

where T, ; are the group-specific unobservable effects. Following Theorem 2 in Bonhomme and Manresa
(2015) we know that g; can be estimated with high probability as T — oo, thus the estimation
error from ¢; — g; can be ignored when evaluating the estimators of 7, ;. Note that if g; is known
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then 7, ; is simply given by:

To b — Tgt— an Si = Q)Eir. (28)

where 77, = N/Ng with Ny = YN, I(gi = g). The model in (27) admits an alternative repre-

sentation as a factor model with G factors:

Vit = Nift + €ip, (29)
with X\, = (I(gi = 1),...,1(gi = G)) and f; = (T1,t,...,Tg,+)- Thus the influence function ; ;
for f; is simply given by:

ml(gi=1)ei;

Vip = : : (30)

ncl(gi = G)eiy

Next consider the residuals in this model
1 & .
N (]/i,t—/\gft)zﬂt }\’l/’t—ft——zzlgz—l&t—o (31)
i=1 i=1g=1

as 25:1 I(gi = 1) = 1. This conclusion is analogous to the simple model with additive time
effects only,i.e. G = 1.

Principal components
As in the main text we consider an exact factor model

Vit = Xift + €ip, (32)

with an unrestricted vector A;. If A; are assumed to be known then f; can be estimated by least

squares:

fi- Zwl o= (NN ey 33)

Estimation of A; implies that f; can only be introduced up to a rotation (see e.g. [Bai (2003)

Theorem 1) via principal components:

H'f - Zwlt +op(1), i =H 'V1Q N (34)

where for precise definitions of H, V', Q, as well as restrictions on N, T the interested reader is
referred to Bai (2003, Theorem 1 and Proposition 1). Note that unlike all previous estimation
techniques, the residuals obtained after PC estimation of factors are not zero on average for
each t (in general).
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A.2 Serial correlation

The original CD test of Pesaran (2004, 2015a) assumes that error terms are serially uncorrelated,
an assumption that can be difficult to justify in the case of economic data. While this problem
is mostly ignored in practice, Baltagi et al. (2016) have very recently proposed a modification
of the CD test statistic which ensures that the test statistic is asymptotically standard normal as
long as ¢;; is a stationary short memory process. In particular, under this type of assumption
it can be shown that asymptotic variance in Proposition[3lis given by:

[ee]

2
Q= Y [E[(w;—E[w])eisei—s]]" (35)
s5=—00
The above quantity is non-standard, as it not a function of the long-run variance of (w; —
E[w;j])e; ;. In particular, one can use data which is over-differenced in the construction of the
CD statistic.
In the context of our testing problem the natural plug-in estimator of () is given by

N
Oy = 7TN(;‘] =y ;;u;l].)z (36)
Here l; = (w; — w)é; is constructed using residuals é;. It can be expected that under reason-
able regularity conditions on the memory properties of ¢;; as well as appropriate restrictions
on N, T estimator Q)y is consistent in our setup. However, we do not attempt to prove this
conjecture as it does not add to the main message of this paper.

Note that Baltagi et al! (2016) use mean adjustment variance estimate of Chen and Qin
(2010), which is motivated by the need to obtain an unbiased (not only consistent) estimator
of (). However, as in our setting «; are correlated by construction, any theoretical justifica-
tion for including i(i,j) under null hypothesis is lost. Also note that a factor of 2 is missing in
Baltagi et al. (2016).
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B Proofs: Additive model

Proof of Theorem [l
At first we show how the test statistic in this case can be expressed in terms of three U statistics,

and three additional terms that contribute to the bias. First, let

i—2j=11 =1
2T i—1 1 T B
CDcy = Z T 281 fe]f(az +‘7] 1)1
t=1

2T Y1 ! 1y g !
CD = = —E|o Elo
= N(N —-1) 21_1 T ;Sl €40 o ])((71 loi D)
Let us further denote by ky 7 = 72TN(1N_1) Observe that the original test statistic can be

expressed as follows:

2 Nt L (i )<€]t—€t)
CD=,/——— ’
TN(N —1) gj_lg 0i0;
2
L[ (e —7) N L /e —%
:kNTt;(l_Zl K _k“l_zlt;(lm )
=1—-1I

_ —\2
= CD, )y — 0 1CDe, + <c7—1) CD,
T e )2 N T £\ 2 2 N T )
NS () ~2ure T LYo (%) +har (77) L L (e
i=1t=1 ' '
Similarly for the second term:

HZkNTZZ<8Zt> —2"NfTN_1ZT3[<§ ><281t>

1i=1

= —N"'CD.; + N"'¢—2CD,
2

L Eit 1 N & Eit 2 1.5 al 2
+kNTZZ< > —2kneN7'Y Y <7> +hkn NI 2Y Y (ei)”
t=1i= i i :



Combining these two expressions together:

CD=1I1-11I

___ N T N T 2 N T

—2kn T (0’1227:+N_1ZZ—’2> +kn ((0’1> > th Ezt
im

Under Assumption [I] 0; are bounded, thus all averages involving o; are in general of or-
der O(1). Under our assumptions it can be straightforwardly shown that all U-statistics
CD¢,CD, /s, CDg. are of order Op(1), and are asymptotically normal element-wise from Lemma
2 The joint convergence can be also established. Note that strictly speaking Lemma[2]does not
apply to CD.,, however it can be straightforwardly extended to accommodate the specific
structure of the U-statisticin CD,, .

Combining these observations we conclude that:

- —\2
CD = CD, )y — 20 1CDe4 + <U*1) CDe + Op(N™Y) + VTE, — 2VTE,

-1 T

= _1 ZZZSM%( '—oT) (07t =0T + Op(NTY) + VTE; - 2VTE,,

12]1tl

where
L 1 N T
r— —1 -1 =2 2
=1 ((‘7 ) N ) 2T2N(N — 1) ;t;g”’
1 — i L&, 1ii€%t
Hy = o1 — + N~ —5
2T?N(N —1) i—1t=1 i i=1t=1Y;

Here Op (/' NT) order result follows directly from bounded o; and the application of Theorem
3 in Phillips and Moon (1999) for that term (here we set C; = 1 in the notation of that paper).
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Such that:

_ 2 o 1 N T
“1:<(‘71) -N 1‘72> 2T2N(N — 1) LY cis

i=1t=1

72(NN_ 5 <F)ZP+ O(N™Y) + Op((NT)"1/2)

=05 <F>2?+ O(N~V2) + Op((NT)~1/2).

For 5, the derivations follow analogously. First,

Yy oty ar Ly (M) =N AT Sy (2
i—1t=1 Yi i1 i=1i=1 7i NT 55 Ui
— NTG + Op(VNT)
Second,
N T g2
Y Y % = NT+ Op(VNT)

2(N—1)
= V05 (¢ T) 7+ O(N"V/2) 4 Op((NT) /).

Combining these observations we conclude that:

- —\ 2
CD = CD. /s — 20~ 'CD,, + (rl) CDe + Op(N™Y) +VTE; — 2VTE,

2
= CDe /o — 2E[0;1]CD.+ + (E[o']) CDe + Op(N~Y/2) + VT8, —2VTE,

= TNN_T) y Y Zslteﬂ (07" = Elo; ) (07! Bl ']) + Op(N"V/2) + VTE; — 2V T8,

12]11‘

Here the second line follows from the fact that all U-statistics in the first line are Op(1) by
Lemmal[2] together with the standard Lindeberg-Levy CLT and the CMT applied to

o1 =E[o; ']+ Op(N~V2).
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Rearranging the above expression:
CD —VTE; 4+ 2VTEy = CDeyy + Op(N~1/2).

Now set a;; = €;4(c; ' —E[0;']), and q; = 0i(c;! — E[o;"!]), then we can apply Lemma 2]to
CD¢. + to conclude that:

CD — VTE, +2VTE, -4 N(0,Q), (37)
where 0 = (E[g?))? = (E[(1 — ;B0 "])?]) " 0
Proof of Corollary[

We can use the same result as in (§) but for a general value of o
1 1

CD = 1y 2 1 1 sy 38
2TN(N —1) tZ 2TN(N —1) t;l; it (38)

Given that the first component is 0 by construction, we can further expand:

1 1 2 —1¢
D= P~ A\ TNiN =1 2N D Ze”‘

i
0‘»

t=1

N-1 1 &

2N ﬁ;ﬁl«% _1> (T__>/2
_ <T——>/2— ;\] ! ii((“) —1>+OP<N_1/2).

where CD,/,, is the usual CD test statistic based on raw error terms ¢;;/c and where Lemma

1
— NCDS/U —

allows to conclude that CD,,, = Op(1). The final result follows after observing that an
appropriate double index CLT for iid data (e.g. Theorem 3 in/Phillips and Moon (1999)) implies

ZZ((E) —1)=\/——§_ T —1) = 0p(1), (39)

tlll

given E[%,] < co. O

Proof of Proposition

Given the definition of v; ;, we can write

i—1

-1 N T
CDn, = _1 ZZZT I\t ](7710714—1/ Z Y TV €07 (7]1
i=2j=1t=1 1:2]:“:1

-1 T

+2 N—l ZZZT )\fts]ta (7

i=2j=1t=1
= A1+ A+ Az
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The properties of A, are analogous to those of the CD test statistic under Hy, meaning that
Ay =0Op <\/T ) . Concerning A1, we can without loss of generality assume that T~ Y.L, fif/ =
I,. This is an innocuous assumption since f; is not identified separately from the loadings as-
sociated to this vector. A; can then be written

A = T ii’.i-aﬂa.—l_ L ii’-i-a.‘z
! 2N (N —1) &7 2N (N —1) =77

= An—An.
Consider A1 first. Here,
N N _ _
N2y o IX = NTV2Y (07 =Bl ) (N - i) N2 (e T B[] ) (X - uy)
i=1 i=1
N
= NT2Y (o7 Bl ']) (N - ) + Op(NTV)
= 0r(1)
by application of Chebyshev’s inequality. Consequently, A1; = Op <\/T ) After expanding

A1p and applying Lindeberg-Levy CLT to all terms, it can be shown that A1 = Op (\/T > as
well. Lastly, consider Az, which can be rewritten

M= g BT (o -7 ) f (- 7T) [y BT

ij t=
= Az — A32.

Concerning the first term, we have

N N T L -
‘A?)l‘ = 7(]\[ — 1) N_lT_l/ZZtZ; <0’Z.—1 _ 0’*1> ()\: — /J,/)‘) ftsj,t <g’],_1 _ 0—71)
ij t=
< 2N N-1/2 & -1 _ 1 / / ~1/2 N 1
- (N—-1) ;(‘Ti -0 ) (A= w) || |(NT) ;t; ftgjt ((T] -0 >

1/2
O s I

jj bt
Taking expectations to the remaining term, we note that ¢;; are serially uncorrelated and that
E [f! fi] = r, thus arriving at

e[ EE sl = e el )]

it

From this result it follows that A3; = Op (1). Additionally, we have
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2T N T
E [(A32>2] = N (N _ 1) Z —

i=1t

- o(v)

which implies Az, = Op (N - 2). Our results on Aj, A, and A3 suggest that the order in

T'E [NA] E &)

probability of CDy, is Op (ﬁ >, from which it follows that the rate of divergence of this
statistic is at most \/T . O

Proof of Corollary

The proof is analogous to the proof of Theorem [I] and follows directly as by Assumption 9]
w; are iid and have a finite eighth moment. Thus the sufficient conditions of Lemma [2] are
satisfied. O

Proof of Theorem 3| (Time fixed effects part).
The decomposition of CDyy provided in Corollary Zlcontinues to hold and we consider the two
bias terms Z; iy and Z,y. With regards to Z; , we note that (NT)~' YN, YL, &7, = Op(1)
by Markov’s inequality and uniform boundedness of the error variances. If the set of chosen
weights {w;} is demeaned, (@)> = 0 by construction and it follows that & = Op(N~1). If
{w;} is not manually demeaned but if the weights still have an expected value of zero, (w)2 =
Op(N~1) by a Lindeberg-Levy CLT. The order in probability of & yy is hence unaffected.
Concerning iz,wf manual demeaning of the weights ensures that w Zfil Zthl g rw; = 0. If
only E [w;] = 0, the order in probability of this term is O,(N~!) by a Lindeberg-Levy CLT on
w and application of Chebyshev’s inequality on the double sum. Furthermore, given that
N T
EIN2T Y Y ()’ | = O(NY)

i=1t=1

we can state that gz,w =0y (N -1 ). Hence, the impact of the two bias terms on éljw is asymp-
totically negligible if N -1 0.
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We continue with the leading stochastic term in é\ljw, given by

T
T L L L T ety (0~ ) (- )

—1
y
i=2j=1t=1

T N i-=1 T

=V o L LT e,

)5 j=1t=1

(JT _zi

+ (@* — N~ 'u?) (

[ay

g N
1=

T_lei,tgj,t (wi + ZU])>
t

Il
—

le

i—1

i

T
Z El tS] t) .

2j=1t

Given that E[w;] = 0, the second and third components are of orders Op(N~1/2) and Op(N~1),
respectively. This follows from the application of Lemma 2 on corresponding U-statistics. The

remaining non-negligible term is of the form:

_1 ZZZT EitEjtWitlj.

12]1t

From Lemma [2]it follows that:

2T N i—
— T e, e w5w; — N(0,Q) (40)
1\1(1\1—1)122215Z WA

as N,T — oo jointly, where Q = E[c?w?]? The last step in this proof is to show consistency
of t/}le/ standard deviation estimator () = (NT)'yN, vl é%twf so that convergence in law
of CDy to a standard normal distribution follows by Slutsky’s Theorem. Note here that an
equivalent expression is given by term II in the proof of Theorem[Il Drawing from the results
in this theorem, we conclude that

-1 Z & w? T)_liistw + Op(N"IWVT).

i=1t= i=1t=1

—_

whereas the second term on the right-hand side above is asymptotically negligible negligible
under the established restrictions on the relative expansion rate of N and T, we need to show
convergence of the first term to (). This is done by using Corollary 1 in [Phillips and Moon
(1999), letting Q; 7 = T~! Zthl s% tw%, Qi = 02w2 as well as C; = 1. Sufficient conditions of that
Lemma are satisfied given the existence of the eight moments of #;;, 0; and w;. It follows that
CDw - N(0,1)

O
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C Proofs: CCE

The proofs in this section frequently employ the rotation and rescaling matrix

Sl
B, In

which relates the T x (m + 1) matrix [y;, X;] (or alternatively the average over all i) to common
and idiosyncratic variation affecting each of the observed variables directly. This relation is

given by

oo x| = (F[n ][ 5]
— FC;+ U,

In the following, it is assumed that 3 is bounded so that || B|| < oo. Furthermore, B is non-
singular by construction, implying that B! exists. Given these properties, it trivially follows
from the properties of A; and A; that ||C|| = Op (1) and Hﬁfl || = Op(1). The same holds for
the matrix C"
these results as known and refrain from explicitly mentioning them in the following.

which is considered in the proof of PropositionB] and Theorem [3l We will take

Lemma 1. Suppose that the true model is (6) and that Assumptions2H5land [ hold. Also, assume that
the factor estimator F' is given by F' = [y, X |. Then we can without loss of generality assume that the
true factors and loadings can be partitioned into
(1) AWM
ft = t(z) and AZ - Al(z) m’ld AZ -

1

AW
A?

1

such that E [ft(l)ft(z)’} =0, E [)\52)] = 0and E [Afz)] = O. It holds that £V and £@ are
(m+1) x Land (r —m — 1) x 1, respectively. }\51) and }\52) are (m+1) x land (r—m—1) x 1.
Lastly, Al(l) and AEZ) are (m+1) xmand (r —m—1) x m.

Proof of Lemmalll

Under a violation of the rank condition, cross-section averages of all variables will only iden-
tify the m 4 1-dimensional linear combination ft(l) = C| f: of the r true common factors. The
r X (m + 1) matrix Cj is given by

Co = [E[\],E[A]]] B.

-1
Now define the r x (m + 1) matrix #; = E [ftft(l)/] (E [ft(l)ft(l)/D and the r x 1 vector

fr=f-9 ft(l) and note that by construction it holds that E [ lin ft(l)/] = 0. Using these two
expressions, we can decompose

N = Ny £+ N (41)
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The expression above decomposes the common component of a random variable that has a
factor structure into the variation due to the (m + 1)-dimensional linear combination of the
r true factors that is identified by a cross-section average-based factor estimator and residual
common variation that is not picked up. This residual source of common variation is bound to
be part of the error term in a mis-specified factor model.

Next, consider the product of C} and fi*

C)f- = Clfi—CE [ftft(l)/] (E [fta)ft(l)/D*l #0

In order to appreciate the implications of this result, let col (Cp) denote the column space

of Cp and ker (C))) the kernel of C. The result reported in the last sequence of equations

above states that f;- € ker (C})). Note now that dim (col (Cy)) + dim (ker (C})) = r (see e.g.

Abadir and Magnus 2005, Exercise 4.3(c)) and that dim (col (Cp)) = dim (col (C}))) (Abadir and Magnus
2005, Exercise 4.5(a)). As a result of the rank condition on Cy, we have dim (col (C})) = m +1

and hence dim (ker (C})) = r — m — 1. Consequently, f;" is an element in the s = r —m — 1-
dimensional vector space orthogonal to Cy. This implies that, given an arbitrary basis for

ker (C}), here denoted by the r x s-dimensional matrix &, we can express f;- as fi- = &, ft(z)

where ft(z) is some s x 1 vector of coordinates. Plugging this expression into (#I) results in

Nfi = Ny Y + Ny P

ft(l)
f(Z) ]

t

_ [ AL @) } [ ft(l) ]

= A;{¢1, 452]

i ft(z)
From the previously mentioned result E [ lin ft(l)/] = O it follows that E [ ft(z) ft(l),} = 0.

Furthermore, given that E [\;] = CoB~"'[1,0']’ and that }\1(2)/ = A&, where P, is a basis for
ker (Cy),

E[AY] = & [1,0]
S

Analogously, we can define [Afl)/, Afz)/} = A; [®1, D>] where E [AEZ)} = O by the same rea-
soning as above.
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Consequently, whenever the factor estimates include cross-section averages of the depen-
dent variable Y, we can rewrite the common component as being generated by a linear combi-
nation of the true factors and the true loadings such that the two moment conditions above
are satisfied. The matrix & = (@1, $,) which links the loadings A} (A}) and [/\1(1)/,)\(2)/}

1

([A(U/, Agz)/]) is of full rank by the rank assumptions on E [f;f/] as well as Cy. Hence, &

i
is an invertible rotation and we can write [}\51)/, }\52)/} [ ft(l)/, ft(z)/]/ = A;@@” f:. Now note
that in factor models it is only the common component )\f f: that is identified whereas the load-
ings A; and factors f; are identified only up to an invertible rotation. As argued above, the
matrix @ is invertible. Hence, irrespective of the true values of \;, A; and f; (subject to the
assumptions we make on them), we can assume that the data are generated by &'\;, #' A; and
&1 f, instead. O

Proof of Proposition[ll

Let as previously denote by ky 7 = L

2TN(N-1)
statistic. The CD test statistic is given by

, the corresponding scaling in front of the CD

1 N-1 N 1 N 1 N
_ 1 Ao L ala 4 Al A
CDw = S20r ¥ 35 e = Sk octes Sk 1ol
i=1 j=i+1 i,j i=1

=1-1IL

Next we prove that I = 0. Observe how:

N < a
Yéu=N(7,-Xf), 42)
_ 1o o
A= (Z ftf;> > fil = (Z ﬁf{) Y Aifi [L0]) = [10,], (43)
t=1
such that Kl f: = ¥,. Combining these results we conclude:

iéu _N (yt ~X f}) —0, (44)
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therefore also I = 0. Next, we show that II = Op(y/T). From the corresponding proof in
Corollary Blwe know that:

z

1 T
II=knr— Y &+ Op(NTV2VT V2 4 Op(NIVT)

! ! ! oy 2 -1/2 -1/2 -1
My amn -t V2(N—1) VNT <ZZ77i,t_1> +Op(N"V2V T V2) 4 Op(NIVT),
TN

_ —-1/2 —-1/2 -1
_“72@\[—1) +OP(N VT )+OP(N T),

(N-1)T

=\ Op(NTV2VTTV2) 4+ Op(NTIVT).

Here the second line follows from Theorem 3/Phillips and Moon (1999) applied to the sequence
77%1‘ — 1. Combining both expressions we conclude:

CD = — 7(N2_N1)T + Op(N"V2) + Op(T™V?) + Op(N~'VT). (45)
As desired. O
Proof of Theorem
Theorem [Zlis merely a special case of Corollary [3, given the chosen weights w; = ¢; ! Vi. For
this reason, the proof below applies. O
Proof of Corollary

For a general set of weights w; the CD test statistic is given by

N-1 N N
NN Al A Al a2
CDW = 2kN,T Z Z sisjwiwj = kN,T ZEiijiw]‘ — kN,T E,E{W;

i=1 j=i+1 ij i

z

Il
—_

=111,
where
&= Mg (FAi+¢)
— Myé;— My (F — FC) (6‘1) A
= Mpe;— MU (C) A
Now let
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= kury (- T (C)A) (5-T (C) A) iy
L]

— kN’Tzij <El‘ — ﬁ <6_1> }\i)/Pﬁ' <€j — ﬁ (6_1) Aj) wiwj
=1 —I.

Here, analogous to how we proceeded in the time fixed effects model, we write

i (=T (C ) A)wi= isiwi - ZiUi (€™ (N—l g;lxgwg) .

Consequently, letting Ap = N1 Z?Ll Awy and &; = ejw; — U; (67> Aw

N
L =kn, Y Cig
i

N-1 N N
=2knr Y, Y, Cii+knT Y CiCh (46)
i=1 j=it1 i-1
where
N N /[N o
knr Y 616 = knr Y eleio? + kg (C) (Z U{Ui> (€ x
i-1 i-1 i

N
_ 2kN,TX;) <6_1>/ <Z Ui’siwi>
i=1

is a linear function of asymptotically non-negligible terms. Lemma @l implies that I, = op(1) if
both v/T/N — 0and T — co. Hence, proceed to

Il =kt % (si -U (671) >\i>, (Ei -U (671) >\i> w;
i=1

S E (o7 (@) 8) P (e () 3
=1L —II.

As shown in Lemmal| I is op(1), if N “1/T = 0and T — oo. For this reason, consider the

first term above instead. We can write

N N
Il = kN Z efsiw% +knt Z HU (C ) A
i=1 i=1

2 A =175 _ o
w; _2kN,TZ>\§ <C > U ews;,
i—1

50



where
wr L[ (@) »
< kw% i WAt (N/TOT) [T M

i=1

= Op(N_lﬁ)

by using result (60) and Markov’s inequality on %w% Zfil Al Next,
/

X (T
()

= Op(1). In order to proceed in with the second term

2k N, T

N —_—
gxg( ) [
bV (6‘1)/

above, we use the identity U = [¢; E| B and write

N
E
i=1

< 2kN T\/_ <

As noted above, N"' YN |

2
N T
12 ] S HBHzI\]i2 Z ZE [Si,t‘c—i’,tsi”,t’si,t’] E [W?}

i it

N T
+ HBHz Niz Z ZE [8i,t€i,t’] E [effltein,t/] E [w?]

ii'i" tt

=O(T) + O(N7'T?),

which follows from combining indexes such that only nonzero expectations remain. Together

with uniform boundedness of w? and boundedness of | B Hz, we have

i Al <671> / U'sw?

i=1

2k, = VN Op(1) (Op(VT) + Op(N"V/2T))

TN( -1)
= Op(N_l/z) + Op(N_lﬁ).

Hence, we can conclude that

N
I =kyr Y eleiw? + Op(N7V2) + Op(TV2) + Op(N"IVT) (47)

i=1

Combining the results on Iy, I, I1; and II;, we have

CD=L-L-1L+1]

_2kNTZ Z &+ knh ( ) (ZUU)( )/\

i=1 j=i+1
— 2kn Ty ( ) (Z Ulew; ) +Op(T V) + Op(NV2) + Op(NIVT),
from which the main result to be proven here follows immediately. O
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Proof of Proposition
As noted in the main text, the assumptions made in Proposition 3 ensure that the factor es-

timator F' is consistent for a linear combination of F(!). To appreciate this point, recall that
F = FC + U and that

- _+171 0
c=1|x A] ]
- B/ I
__)\()—FAS),B Z(l)

)\()+A(),8 Z(Z)
_'6(1)
_6(2)

Given this partition of C we can conclude that fi = 6(1)/ ft(l) + Op (N -1/ 2) since the zero
(2)

mean property of )\52) and Afz) carries over to C;”’. This result can be used to substitute out

F) from the expression of the T x 1 vector of defactored observations #;. Analogous to the
proof of Corollary 3, we can write

Ui = —Mp <F — F(l)ﬁ(l)) (6(1)>’1 )\1(1) + MpE (6(1)>
=—Mp <F(2)6(2) +ﬁ) (6(1)>_1
e ) ) o) )

These results hold for any general 3 and even if our restriction 8 = 0 simplifies the definition

-1
AV 4 MNP 4

AD 4 ML FOA® 4 Mye

of C we are continuing to write the following results in terms of 6(1) and 6(2) rather than
averages of the loadings in either y; or X;. Taking some conflicting notation with regards to
the proof of Corollary 2 into account, we write

CDy, = A1 + Az + A3,

where
N i—1

Ar=knr Y YT (AP (1)> - Af”) PO AP <>\(2) -c? (@) Al

i=2j=1

i=2j=1

N i—1 !

As=hknr) Y T )\ (l)>71 )\51)>

i=2j=1

oy (6 *1 mY’ = (O W
AZZkN,TZZT 1(5, U C A )MF (s]-—U(C ) )\]. )Ui_la]._l,

]

and where ky 1 = N(N ok Using Theorem [2, we can conclude that A, = Op <\/T ) Next,

we can decompose

A1 = A1 — Aq,
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and where additionally
An = A — A

with

— 1)\ 1 ! oy s =1
A = kN—TZT ( _c®? (C(l)) A(l)) FO Q@) (Agz) _c® (C(l)> )‘](1)> a{lajfl

— -1 ! — ) /—(1) —1
Anz = kN—TZT < - (e") Af”) FO'P.F® (A](Z) - (e") A§1)> ool

Given that both expressions above are non-negative and symmetric, it holds that A2 < Aqyg

since IT = Py + M. Furthermore, we can write

2

kn,T
2

NT .
S\Vaw =1 < N

X tr (T—1F(2>’F(2>) )

_ !
Ay = 17241 (Algz) _e® (5(1)> 1)‘1(1)> FO

g A e | )
i=1

2
1)>

where tr <T‘1F @' g (2)> = Op (1) by Markov’s inequality. Proceeding in the same way with

1N 1y (
N~ ,Z%Uf)‘i
1=

regards to the two sums over i, we obtain H N-1/2y N, Ui’l)\gz) H = Op(1)and HNfl YN, Ui’l)\gl) H =
Op (1), where the difference between these two results is due to the zero expected value of )\52)
Due to the same property, it holds that H@(Z) ” = Op (N~1/2). Consequently, A11; = Op <\/T)

and accordingly A1 = Op (\/T > Next, consider
A = A + A,

where



Again, the two non-negative expressions above satisfy A1 < Ajpp;, thus making a separate
investigation of Ay redundant. Expressing Ajp; in terms of the Frobenius norm again, we

NT N ) 2
< -1 ) 1) -1
Am Sy N l;(’\ Ui H

)\fg)ai_lu = N1YN A l(l“/) ot = (’)p( ) for ¢ € {1,2} by Markov’s
_1H = Op (1) by the Cauchy-

have

7|l o)

, where N-1y N, ‘

inequality. Additionally, we have N~! Zi (2 _1

Schwarz inequality and the previous order result. It follows that A1p; = Op (\/T ) and thus
Ap = Op (\/T > Recalling the order in probability of A in addition to this last result, we
can conclude that A1 = Op <\/T ) . We continue with

Ay = Ay + Axp

whose order in probability is either obtained using Theorem[2lor analogously to the steps used
for Aq. Here,

Ay = kNT ZT ( (5(1))_1 /\fl)>/Mp (Ej -v(c”) ) ’\]('1)> o'y
o (47

since

kvt — (=" ) = (mON T ) 1
_TZT1<si—U<C ) A; sj—U<C ) A Uilajl

NT
S\/2(N-1)<

= 0p (VT),

N
Y (NT) Ve

i=1

+|vNT2g| H <6(”>1H HN—l ixf”a—l

which is a simple consequence of result (60) given that €/ = U;B~! (1,0)’. In the same way,
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is a consequence of

bur y NI CRACHN A (=T (@) A0 o2

<[zt 3 (e + g @) Jora])
:W),

where the direct terms of the squared sum follow from Markov’s inequality while the order in

probability of the cross-term is obtained from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the orders
of the two direct terms. Lastly, we turn to

Az = Az1 — Az,
where
A kN_T iT_l /\(2) _6(2) <6(1)>*1 )\(1) ,F(Z)’M T <6(1)>71 /\(1) T
Az = knT i -1 (2@ _&® (6(1)>_1 A /F(z)'M e T (6(1))—1 A1) 2
2 =1 ! i F i ; ;
Here
_ -1 /
al < 5 Tt (32 ()Y oy
i=1
N s —1
e (T (@) TA0) o
j=1
= <A11)1/2 (1‘\21)1/2
~or(v7)
and

i=1

N
|As| < (kNTT Z

L N » N 1/2
x (MT—l M (sl T (c?) Af”) 0! )
2 i=1
= <A12)1/2 (Azz)l/z
—0p (ﬁ)

From these last results, it follows that none of the three expressions A;, A, and A3 diverges at
a rate higher than +/T. The order in probability of CDy, is an immediate consequence of this

observation.
O
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Proof of Theorem 3| (Multifactor error part).
Proceeding from the decomposition given in Corollary B}, we consider the two bias terms @ 1y
and &)le. For both terms, it is instructive to note that

2 N
E [ Ai ] = N7} E [wiw;] E[XA]
i

so that

N1 Zwi

i=1

o

N
=N"?) var [w]E [A]\/]
i=1

=0 (N*l),

N
N1 Z Wi
i=1

— Op (NM) : (48)

Concerning ®; iy, we also need to take into account

Zzlﬂlﬂblt > NT Zzultuzt

i=1t= i=1t=
=0p(1),

which follows from Markov’s inequality. Using this result, we have

call

2
Dy < N *1ii¢ P! HN‘liw)\
LW S A 570 v it Wiy i
2(N—-1) i=1t=1 : i=1
= Op(Nfl).
Next, consider éz,w where
-1 N L ) o, -0 Nfl/Z
Z Z ’lnbl,twlsl,t —uvp
i=1t=1

by isolating C ! from the definition of 1+ and by using result (62) on the remaining part.
Consequently,

¢¢2W\<ﬁ g

_OP

T
1
(NT) Vi 1 Wi ¢
1

l: t=

Thus, the two blas terms affectmg CDy in Corollary [ are negligible for weights satisfying
Assumption @ as long as N~'v/T — 0. We continue with the leading stochastic term of the
weighted CD test statistic, given by

S,
INTENIEEY T GiNGin e
NIN-1) 555
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with §iny = <wi€i,t — (N*l Z?’:l ZUgAZ) ¢z‘,t) and ¢;; = ﬁflui,t. Analogous to the time fixed
effects part of this proof, we can apply Lemma 2l with a;; = w;e;; and q; = w;o; to obtain

(rvm L

as N, T — oo subject to N~! VT — 0. Now note that by equation @7) in the proof of Corollary
Bl

N

E [07])%)

S

T
Z Le, 1,10, 4, N(O, (;

‘LMH

- i & wy (NT)_lﬁEQEiw?JrOP((NT)_”Z)+0P(N_1)+0P(T_l)

t=1 i=1

Mz

Il
—

i

where (NT) ' N | ele;w? SN 02 E [0?] as argued in the time fixed effects part of the proof of
this theorem. By application of Slutsky’s Theorem, it then follows that

N T -1 N i-1 T ;
((NT)1 ) é%tw$> Z Z Y T 'eipei — N(0,1).

1:2 j=1t=1

1T Ni1T
Z“iffug,t =B’ (\/ —1) Z Z Z e €) (€ir e Lt)) B. (49)

Given that e, ; has properties similar to ¢;, it can be shown analogously the reasoning leading
to (40) that a CLT holds for every element of the (m + 1) x (m + 1) matrix in parentheses in (49)
by Lemma 2l This allows us to conclude that the elements of (49) are stochastically bounded.
Thus, recalling result #8),

N
N(N —-1) ;

N -1 T N
(N‘l )3 wW) ( N Z Z Y Yt f> (N‘l > Azmz) = Op(N7Y),
(=1 /=1

12]1tl

12]1tl

-1 T N
< N Z Z Zslt¢]t> (Nl Z Ag%l)g) = (QP(Nfl/Z),
N

so that

N T -1
((NT) ! ZZ@%,&U?) N(I?l—l) ZZZT CthC;Nt 2, N(0,1),

i=2j=1t=1

which leads to the central result of this theorem. O



D Auxiliary lemmas

Lemma 2. Let {a;;}[ | be a scalar and ¢; L—dimensional sequences of random variables for i =
1,..., N such that:

® a;4,a;s are independent for all i # jand all s, t.

® a;,a; are iid conditionally on c; for all s, t.
E[la;¢[8e;] < M < oo. ¢; are iid over i.

o q¥ = E[|a;|*|e;] and Ela;¢|e;] = 0 for k < 8.

o E[|g¥|] < cofork <8

Then:

N i-1 T
u= Zzzalfa]tHNOE[ql] ), (50)

1:2]: t=1

jointlyas N, T — oo.

Proof of Lemma
The prove this lemma we use Theorem 3.2 of [Hall and Heyde (1980). In particular, express U
as:
T
U=)Yy énr &Nt = NT(N=1) Z Z @401 - (51)
t=1 i=2j=

Denoteby C = o({¢y, ..., en}) the o-algebra generated by ¢; and let F;_1 7 = 0(C,&—1 N1, - - -, CINT)
be the c-algebra generated by C and &;_1 N7, . ..,81,n,7. 1t is easy to see that {C¢n 1, Fi—1N,T :
t =1,...,T} is a Martingale Difference Array.

At first we establish the limiting variance of this MDS array. From Corollary 3.1 in/Hall and Heyde
(1980) the variance is determined from:

T
Vr = Y E[&y 1| Froin) — i (52)
t=1
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By conditional independence of a;, the above result simplifies:

T T
ZE[‘LZ,N,TU:FLNT Y E[ NT!C

t=1 =1

-~

Li=2
= q qi
N(N —-1) = ! = I

where in the third line we defined the “integrated” variable A;_;; = Z;

uses the fact that a; ; A;_1 ; is a Martingale Difference Sequence. The last line uses the definition

14jt, the fourth line

of g%. After re-arranging elements:

2 N 2i—1 5
V= NN T gqi;%

Here the third and the fourth lines follow from the application of the Kolmogorov’s SLLN to
iid sequences 47 and 4¢. Thus we can expect that

U= _1 Zzzﬂltﬂ;tHNOE[qz]) (53)
i=2j=1t=
It remains to prove that the sufficient condition for Corollary 3.1 in [Hall and Heyde (1980) is
satisfied. In particular, it is sufficient to show that ¢;n 1 is a (conditionally) uniformly inte-
grable sequence:
T

Y EgiN (€| > €)|Fie 1NT]L>0- (54)
=1
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Instead of proving uniform integrability, we borrow the idea from|Kao et al! (2012) and instead
show that conditional Lyapunov’s condition:

T
Br = ZEHCt,N,TIZ—HS’]:tfl,N,T] 250, §>0, (55)
=1

is satisfied under the maintained assumptions. In what follows we prove that the above con-

dition is satisfied for 6 = 2. Observe how:

_N 2 AN\tel 1 N2
4<N_1)E{(Na a>|C]—T TR LA I

wherea = N-' YN | 4;, and similarly for a2. For the ease of exposition we drop the t subscript

Br = TE[&n|C] =T

from the definition of the above averages as these quantities are identically distributed over ¢.
The scaling in front of the expectation is of order o(1) as long as T — oo. It remains to show
that the second component is Op(1). By Minkowski inequality with respect to the conditional
probability measure:

INa* — a2||4 < ||N@?||5 + ||a?|s. (56)
Similarly:
RS> > el e
1 N
“NLVE

_E Wﬂ +op(1).

Here the first lines from the Minkowski inequality, second line from the definition of the || - |4
norm and the definition of 4¥. The final line follows from the application of the Kolmogorov’s

SLLN.
When it comes to || N@?||4 observe that:

Mz

IN*[l3 = %5z )

N NN N N N N
Z Z Z Z Z Z ZE[ai,taj,tak,tal,tam,tan,tap,tas,t’C]~ (57)
n=1p=1s=1

j=1lk=1I=1m=1

Il
—_

Because a;; are conditionally independent, the expectation is nonzero only if the indices are
pairwise equal. This leaves O(N*) non-zero summands. When non-zero each expectation is a

function of at most g¥, which we assume is integrable by assumption. Thus:
IN* i < ( Z%) +or(1)
= (E[g2))" +op(1),
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where the last line follows from the Kolmogorov’s SLLN and the Continuous Mapping Theo-
rem. Combining all results we showed that:

INa* - a?||} = Op(1), (58)
and as a result:

Br = TE[gn7lC] =T ING* — a2||; = op(1).

4(N—-1)
As required. This completes the proof. O

Lemma 3. Let w; denote any stochastic weights that are independent across i and satisfy E [w?] < M
for all i. Furthermore, let w; be independent of fi, e;; and e;; for all i and t. Under Assumptions 2He]

A A\ —1
(T7'F'F) = 0p(1) (59)
N
VNT V2 INTY wU!|| = Op (1) (60)
i=1
N
VNT1/2 <N12wiUi’>F =0p(1) (61)
i=1

Additionally, under Assumptions [2H6land given weights w; that satisfy Assumption 9, we have

= Op(N~1/?) (62)

N
(NT)™'Y_Ulejw,
i=1

Proof of Lemma

1. Result (89): By Pesaran (2006, equation (36)) it holds that
Tk =C <T*1F’F> C + Op((NT)™V2) + Op(N7Y),

where the function of true factors and true loadings itself converges to a positive definite
matrix by assumptionsBland 4l Hence, Theorem 1 in [Karabiyik et al. (2017) applies and
equation (59) follows.

2. Result (60): Taking the square of the expression of interest, we can write

2
N T
NT! < (NT)' Y Y wiw; (eie¢i + € geye) | B

i t=1

N
N7y wU]
i=1

where (NT)™! Zf\; Y wiwjeisejy = Op (1) and (NT)™ Zfi Yy wiwje; ejr = Op(1)
by Markov’s inequality and zero correlation of idiosyncratic variation in both y; and X;

across i. Result (60) follows accordingly.
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3. Result (61): Analogous to the proof of (60) we take the square of (6I) and rearrange to
arrive at

2

N T
NT! < (NT) YN wiw; £l fu (eiee0 + €)1ei0) | B

ij b

N
Ny wU/F
i=1

Now taking expectations of the non-negative expression (NT) ! ):f\; ):zt, wiw; f{ freiej v
and using uncorrelatedness of ¢;; across i and ¢ as well as E (w%) < M, we obtain

N T N T
E [(NT)—1 YN wiwif] ft/si,tsj,t/] <(NT)'Y. Y M tr(Zp)E €]

ij Lt i=1t=1

=0()

An identical result is given for the term involving f/fy. Result (6]) is then obtained via
Markov’s inequality.

4. Result (62): Given the definition of U;, we can write

N
H (NT) ™'Y Ulejw
i=1

2

N T

] ZZZE 811‘ 8zt81t’+eltelt') €lt/] var [wl] HBH
i=1 ¢t

where we directly use independence of w; across i as well as its zero expected value.
Additionally,

- YE (2] E ]

£t

Mz

T N
ZE Eit€it€ip€ip| = (NT) - Z Z Kq i) + -2

£t i=1t=1 i

mZ
Il

i

and

=
1=
tr
o
o
Z?b
o
|
zZ
=3
S
=
g
tr
o,
=
Y

(NT)?

Il
—_

! i=1

b

i=1t,

from which it follows that

o, ()

by Markov’s inequality. Taking the square root leads to result (62).

N
H (NT) ™'Y Ulejw
i=1
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Lemma 4. Under Assumptions 2H6land Assumption (8|

2TN(11\I 1) i i>,PF <€i -U (51),/\]) wiw;

i

Op (T1/2) + 0p <N‘1/2> +0p (N7'VT)

Proof of Lemma
Let Ay = <N*1 YN )\gwg> and note that YN | (si -U <€71>/ )\Z-) w; =YN, <€iwi —U; <671> Xw).

This allows us to write

\ 2TN(N = 1) 2TN 1) l] ) ( (61),/\]) wiw;

z &) |

(FF)7|.

Mz

2TN -1) (

First, note that
[Awl[” = N2} wiwAix; = Op(1)
i,j
1/2 1/2
smceE[N 25N ww]}\’}\] < (N—szj. [waZD (N—Zz{jE[HAiHZHAjHZ]) = 0(1)

J
by boundedness of the fourth moments of all stochastic components involved. Next, recall

that F = FC + U. Thus,
Hf;ﬁ'a- < VNT |[C]| | VN/TF'T]| + T H\/N—/TUHZ
i=1

= 0p (VNT) +0p (T),

where the last line is a consequence of results 0) and (61). Furthermore, sincee; = U; B~ [1;0]’,
YN, F’eiwiH < HZZZL F"iniH |B!|| and obtain the same
orders in probability as in the last equation above. Additionally using result (89), we arrive at

we can proceed analogously for ‘

N oy / / oy /
72TN(11\I —) ; <€i -U <C 1) /\i> Py (s]- -U (C l) /\]-> wiw;
m [Op (\/ﬁ) +Op (T)rop (T—1>
=0Op <T_1/2) + Op <N_1/2> + Op (N_lﬁ) ,

which concludes this proof. O
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Lemma 5. Under Under Assumptions 2Heland Assumption[8)

N . -
2TN(11\I 1) 121 < < ) }‘i) Py <5i ~-U <C 1) }\i) w?
= Op(N~ 2 T) + Op(N 3/2)+OP(T_1/2)
Proof of Lemma

Given that ||A; — A;|*> < 3||A1]|? + 3|| A2 ||? for two arbitrary m x n matrices A; and A;, we

ﬁ b0 (€ )3) A amv () 0)

have

<3\ v 1o [T el (1 8) |
z:l
#3axiy L7 e () o (rr) (6
z:l l
Here,

T |
ol L R o

Concerning the first term on the right-hand side above, we can use Chebyshev’s inequality

together with
N T
E[ NN =T _1 ZT “wieiFF' ] _1 ST 2E [w?] E[E [eseip[oi)] E [/ ]
l:l t,t
\/ 2TN Y l E [wi] tr(Zp)
-1/2)
to arrive at , /5 N ) il | T, EIFH HCH Op(T~V/2). Likewise, recalling that u;; =
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/
B’ |:8z tr€ , wWe have

N
HT wie; UH ]
[ L
N T
— 1 Z Z [ ] E [Ei,t (Ei’,isi”,t’ + e;,,tel-u,t/) Ei,t’] ||BH
! tt

\/ 2NN 1) o(r)) o)

N"2VT)+ O(N'T1/2),

This result is obtained by noting that

iii" t i=1t=1 i=1t¢t

and

N T
(NT)iz Z ZE [€i,te;/,tel‘//,y€l‘,t/] = (NT) -2 Z ZE [8%,15] E [ef,/tei/,t]

i, i" i,i" t=1

\ N =T iHT wsFH H F)_l'|:(9p(N2\/f)+oP(T1/2). (64)

= (v e [ |

1/ /2
where N1 YN w2\, = Op(1) since E [N lewZA’x] (N—l YN, E [wﬂ) ’ (N—1 YN.E [HM\“])l
Additionally, we can write

frwef < |r-+ev] « ool
= OP(N_Z) + OP<N—3/2T—1/2> + Op((NT)_l)
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with the last step following from (60) and (6I). Consequently, it holds that

T N
2N(N —1) Z;

= Op(N"*VT) + Op(N /%) + Op(N'T/2).

v (@) T | (o) |

Summarizing the results derived so far, we have
Ly (a-T (0 ")) Pe (U (@) A)
2TN(N - 1) & F :
= Op(N72VT) + Op(N732) + Op(T71/?)

which concludes the proof.
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