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Abstract

In this paper we consider the properties of the Pesaran (2004, 2015) CD test for cross-

section correlation when applied to residuals obtained from panel data models with many

estimated parameters. We show that the presence of period-specific parameters leads the

CD test statistic to diverge as length of the time dimension of the sample grows. This

result holds even if cross-section dependence is correctly accounted for and hence consti-

tutes an example of the Incidental Parameters Problem. The relevance of this problem is

investigated both for the classical Time Fixed Effects estimator as well as the Common Cor-

related Effects estimator of Pesaran (2006). We suggest a weighted CD test statistic which

re-establishes standard normal inference under the null hypothesis. Given the widespread

use of the CD test statistic to test for remaining cross-section correlation, our results have

far reaching implications for empirical researchers.
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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 and allow controlling for a common trend

whose effect is homogenous across cross-section units. During the last decade, interactive fixed

effects models have become a popular, more general alternative. They 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 regres-

sion residuals obtained from two-way fixed effects models or interactive effects models is prob-

lematic. We use the popular CD test statistic of Pesaran (2004, 2015) 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 unaccounted

cross-section dependence, we suggest an modified test statistic that re-weights cross-section

covariances with Rademacher distributed weights. This weighted CD test statistic is asymp-

totically standard normal and has very good size under appropriate regularity conditions on

the chosen weights. Additionally, we develop a refinement based on the power enhancement

method of Fan et al. (2015) which considerably improves rejection rates under the alternative

hypothesis.

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 controlling for co-

movements across panel units. In this regard, the methods of Pesaran (2006) and Bai (2009) are

most well-known.

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 dependence.1 For example, Holly et al. (2010), Everaert and Pozzi (2014),

Bailey et al. (2016), Eberhardt and Presbitero (2015), Mastromarco et al. (2016), and Chudik et al.

(2017) (among others) apply the CD test of Pesaran (2004, 2015) 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

1For example, as implemented by the xtcd/xtcdf commands in Stata.
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level) were considered. For example, Eberhardt et al. (2013, p. 444) partially motivate the

choice of the empirical specification by noting that “[. . . ] curiously the residual CD tests for cross-

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, Mao (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, 2015). 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 → ∞.

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

3. Power may be reduced in small samples since divergent components resulting from the

estimation of time fixed effects and the presence of unaccounted cross-section correlation

can nearly cancel out. However, from a large sample perspective, the rate at which the

CD test statistic diverges is generally unaffected.

4. A simple way of eliminating bias is to construct the CD test statistic from specifically

weighted cross-section covariances rather than correlations. This leads to a valid test

statistic for remaining cross-section correlation with good small sample properties in

simulations.

The degeneracy of the CD statistics can be seen as a manifestation of the Incidental Pa-

rameters Problem (IPP) of Neyman 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 al. (2012a) and Chen et al. (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), Fernández-Val and Weidner

(2016), or Boneva and Linton (2017).

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: Section 2 introduces the testing prob-

lem. In Sections 3 we present asymptotic results for stylized models with additive and mul-

tifactor error structure. In Section 4 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 7 concludes.

Notation: Im denotes an m× 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.

ι 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 × n matrix A, PA = A(A′A)−1A′ projects onto the space spanned by the columns

of A and MA = Im − PA. Furthermore, rk(A) denotes the rank of A, tr(A) its trace and

‖A‖ = (tr(A′A))1/2
the Frobenius norm of A. For a set of m × n matrices {A1, . . . ,AN},

A = N−1 ∑
N
i=1Ai. δ and M stand for a small and large positive real number, respectively. For

two real numbers a and b, a ∨ b = max{a, b}. Lastly, OP(·) and oP(·) express stochastic order

relations.
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2 The testing problem

Let zi be a T-dimensional data vector observed over N cross-sectional units indexed by i. Com-

bining all zi we obtain a two-dimensional data array of panel data (or longitudinal data). In

empirical research it is common to investigate whether zi can be regarded as independent over

i in order to select a model that can properly characterize the statistical properties of the data.

In particular, researchers might be interested in the statistical hypothesis

H0 : zi⊥zj, for all i, j = 1, . . . , N, (1)

where we use the ⊥ notation to denote independence. Most often z1, . . . , zN 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, 2015), which is based on a simple rescaled sum of all pairwise cross-section correlation

coefficients,2 formally denoted

CD =

√
2T

N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

ρ̂ij =

√
TN(N − 1)

2
ρ̂. (2)

Here,

ρ̂ij =
T−1 ∑

T
t=1(zi,t − zi)(zjt − zj)√

T−1 ∑
T
t=1(zi,t − zi)2

√
T−1 ∑

T
t=1(zjt − zj)2

(3)

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
√

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 → ∞ (see Pesaran, 2015, Theorem 2), under H0 of independence (or

even limited local dependence). Hence, the IPP in the original setup disappears very rapidly

as both dimensions increase. In short, for the setup of Pesaran (2004, 2015) 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 parameters.

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.
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2.1 Heuristic discussion of the incidental parameter problem

Consider a linear model where cross-section dependence is due to time fixed effects, so that

unobserved heterogeneity over cross-sections and time enters the model additively. That is the

relation between the T × 1 vector yi and the T × m matrix Xi is formally denoted

yi = Xiβ + τ + ιµi + εi, i = 1, . . . , N. (4)

Here, µi and τ denote an entity-specific intercept and a T × 1 vector of time-specific common

parameters τ , respectively. εi is a vector of idiosyncratic error terms, independent across cross-

sectional units. In the example of a Difference-in-Differences framework, τ is the common

trend affecting both treated and untreated individuals while the treatment indicator as well

as other covariates are contained in Xi. For the sake of simplicity, we assume β and µi to be

known, so that β = 0 and µi = 0 ∀i 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 (4) trivially reduces to

yi,t = τt + ε i,t, i = 1, . . . , N, t = 1, . . . , T. (5)

and we additionally assume that the variance of ε i,t is known and fixed to σ2
i = 1. In this setup,

yi,t are clearly cross-sectionally dependent because of τt; however we are interested in testing

whether ε i,t are cross-sectionally uncorrelated. Given that ε i,t are unobserved, the common

effects τt need to be estimated. The most natural approach is to estimate τt by OLS so that

τ̂t = yt =
1
N ∑

N
i=1 yi,t . Using the residuals

ε̂ i,t = yi,t − τ̂t, (6)

the CD test statistic is given by

CD =

√
2

TN(N − 1)

T

∑
t=1

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

ε̂ i,t ε̂ j,t

=

√
1

2TN(N − 1)

T

∑
t=1

(
N

∑
i=1

ε̂ i,t

)2

−
√

1

2TN(N − 1)

T

∑
t=1

N

∑
i=1

ε̂2
i,t. (7)

Given this definition,

N

∑
i=1

ε̂ i,t =
N

∑
i=1

yi,t −
N

∑
i=1

yi,t = 0,

implying that the first term in (7) cancels out. The expression ∑
T
t=1 ∑

N
i=1 ε̂2

i,t 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(
√

T)
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even though ε i,t are cross-sectionally independent. Hence, the procedure commonly used by

practitioners is prone to finding spurious cross-sectional dependence in the data.

The results shown for a model with additive unobserved heterogeneity are not coinciden-

tal. In fact, they carry over to a model where cross-section dependence is generated by a mul-

tifactor error structure. Following Pesaran (2006), this model is described by the T × 1 vector

yi and the T × m matrix Xi defined as

yi = Xiβ + Fλi + εi (8)

Xi = FΛi +Ei.

The most popular estimator designed to estimate the parameter vector β 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. In a model with homogenous slope

coefficients, we have

β̂CCE =

(
N

∑
i=1

X ′
iMF̂Xi

)−1(
N

∑
i=1

X ′
iMF̂yi

)

where

F̂ =
[
y, X

]
=
(
F
[
λ, Λ

]
+
[
ε, E

]) [1, 0

β, I

]
= FC +U . (9)

While the CCE estimator is agnostic about the true number of factors that affect the data, it has

been shown that consistent estimation 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).3 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 specification. A heuristic discussion of the exact mechanisms

that lead to the failure of this procedure is provided in Appendix A.1. In the following section,

we shall proceed to formally describing the consequences of the incidental parameters problem

both for a model with multifactor error structure and the previously discussed model with

additive error components.

3 Asymptotic Results

In this section we provide formal asymptotic results for CD statistic based on the residuals

obtained from either the two-way FE model or a model with multifactor error structure. For

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

and uncorrelated.
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the sake of simplicity, we continue to assume that β, µi and σi are known. However, we do

not impose homogeneity of the individual-specific error variances. The heuristic discussion

in Section 2 suggests that these assumptions, while being highly restrictive, do not affect the

theoretical 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 aver-

ages of each cross-section. In contrast to cross-section averages, which eliminated the leading

term of the CD test statistic (7), time averages do not interfere with any of its components.

Second, if the vector of slope coefficients β were unknown, its estimator would converge to the

true parameter value at the conventional rate
√

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
√

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 β = 0 is known,

turning the models (6) and (8) into pure (restricted) factor models. This case is considered

by Bailey et al. (2016, p.255) who suggest applying the CD test statistic on residuals of pure

factor models as a general diagnostic technique. The issue is also of relevance in the context

of PANIC panel unit root tests (Bai and Ng 2004)4 which investigate the common and the id-

iosyncratic components of the data separately. Given the problems that are associated with the

use of information criteria for the number of common 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 sug-

gest that this method will not provide reliable information as to whether the factor model is

correctly specified or not.

3.1 Additive error components

As in Section 2.1 we assume that the true model is given by equation (4). Additionally, we

make the following assumptions on the model errors.

Assumption 1 (Errors).

1. Let ε i,t = σiηi,t where ηi,t is independently and identically distributed across both i and t with

E [ηi,t] = 0, E
[

η2
i,t

]
= 1 and E

[
η8

i,t

]
< M for some M < ∞.

2. σi is defined over an interval [δ; M] with 0 < δ < M < ∞. It is independently and identically

distributed across i, and σi is independent of ηi,t for all i and t.

For technical reasons, we assume that all stochastic variables in this paper have finite eighth

moments. This is a sufficient condition, which facilitates proving joint convergence of the test

4Or alternatively the related PANICCA framework of Reese and Westerlund (2016).
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statistics considered in this paper, see also Demetrescu and Homm (2016). Assumption (1) is

general enough to cover several models of conditional heteroscedasticity in ε i,t.
5 For example,

natural examples for σi are either a standard exponential skedastic function

σi = exp(α + γµi), (10)

or a location-scale model with

σi = α + γµi. (11)

Both satisfy the required restrictions, e.g. if µi has a bounded support. Furthermore, we denote

different cross-sectional averages of σi by σk = N−1 ∑
N
i=1 σk

i for k = {−2,−1, 1, 2}, and the

corresponding population quantities by E[σk
i ]. Assumption 1 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 β, µi and σi are known. Under Assumption 1,

CD =

√
2

TN(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t=1

ε i,tε j,t

(
σ−1

i − σ−1
) (

σ−1
j − σ−1

)
+
√

TΞ (12)

+OP(
√

TN−1),

where

Ξ =

√
N

2(N − 1)

1

NT

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ε2
i,t

((
σ−1

)2
− 2σ−1σ−1

i

)
.

Furthermore, let Ω =
(

1 − 2 E[σi]E[σ−1
i ] + E[σ2

i ](E[σ
−1
i ])2

)2
. Then,

CD −
√

TΞ
d−→ N (0, Ω) (13)

as N, T → ∞ jointly subject to the restriction
√

TN−1 → 0.

Theorem 1 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 σ2
1 , . . . , σ2

N , it can be shown that Ξ indicates the pres-

ence of a deterministic bias of order
√

T. Abstracting from this bias, (13) is dominated by an

expression that reflects the CD test statistic obtained from the true model errors but imposing

an incorrect normalization.

5Alternatively this assumption can be formulated in terms of unconditional variances, where σi are fixed num-

bers. However, in addition to having severe conceptual shortcomings (as discussed in (Gagliardini et al. 2016))

such an approach would lead to incorrect conclusions concerning the power of a CD test statistic for remaining

cross-section correlation. See Section 3.3 for a detailed discussion.
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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),6 since the bias

of the CD test statistic is due to the estimation of T period-specific intercepts τt. Interestingly,

in the context of estimating linear dynamic panel data models, estimation of the time effects τt

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

τt affects the asymptotic mean of the estimator for slope parameters associated with explana-

tory variables (see e.g. Fernández-Val and Weidner 2016) with the corresponding bias being

proportional to
√

TN−1. 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 1 suggest that asymptotically standard normal inference can be

recovered by bias-correcting and rescaling (12). Before considering this remedy in Section 4, it

is important to emphasise the following special case:

Corollary 1. Under Assumption 1 and given P(σi = σ) = 1,

CD = −
√(

T − T

N

)
/2 − 1√

2N

(
1√
NT

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

(
ε2

i,t

σ2
− 1

))
+ oP(N−1/2)

Corollary 1 provides more intuition about the approximate value of the bias term
√

T(Ξ1 −
2Ξ2), 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

right-hand side of equation (12), cancels out when error variances are homogeneous across i.

Instead, random variation around the bias term −
√

T
2 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 σi 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

In analogy with the previous sections, we disregard from estimation error around the true

slope coefficients of model (8). As shown by Pesaran (2006) and Juodis et al. (2017), the cor-

responding term β̂CCE − β0 is of order OP((NT)−1/2) + OP(N−1). Hence, convergence to

the true parameter values is fast enough to ensure that any terms present in CD involving

6See also Lancaster (2000).
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β̂CCE − β0 are asymptotically negligible. We shall not attempt to prove this claim formally but

rely on Monte Carlo results of Section 5 to support this conjecture.

Given that the factor estimator F̂ , defined in equation (9), is constructed based on observed

data, restrictions on the DGP of both yi,t and xi,t need to be imposed.

Assumption 2.

1. Let ε i,t = σiηi,t where ηi,t is independently and identically distributed across both i and t with

E [ηi,t] = 0, E
[

η2
i,t

]
= 1 and E

[
η8

i,t

]
< M for some M < ∞.

2. σi is defined over an interval [δ; M]. It is independently and identically distributed across i.

3. The m × 1 random vector ei,t is independently distributed across both i and t with E [ei,t] = 0,

E
[
ei,te

′
i,t

]
= Σ with the latter being a positive definite matrix and E

[
||ei,t||8

]
< M.

Assumption 3. ft is a covariance stationary r × 1 random vector with positive definite covariance

matrix ΣF , absolutely summable autocovariances and E
[
‖ft‖4

]
< M .

Assumption 4. λi is iid over i with E[λi] = µλ and E
[
||λi||4

]
< ∞. Furthermore, Λi is iid over i

with E [Λi] = µΛ and E
[
||Λi||4

]
< ∞.

Assumption 5. ft, {λi,Λi}, ηi′ ,t′ , ei′′,t′′ and σi′′′ are mutually independent for all i, i′, i′′, i′′′, t, t′ and

t′′

Assumption 6. rk ([µλ,µΛ]) = r = m + 1.

This set of assumptions above are a slightly more restrictive version of the framework

considered in Pesaran (2006). For example, the assumption of common Σ can be straight-

forwardly relaxed. However, unlike σi, Σ 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 ε i,t and ei,t 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 ([µλ,µΛ]) = r = m + 1 to hold, suggest that our we consider an ideal setup where none

of the rank condition related problems documented in Karabıyık et al. (2017), or Juodis et al.

(2017) apply.

We begin our asymptotic analysis, by noting that in the model with assumed (known)

homogeneous σ 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

which are formally given by

ε̂i = εi −PF̂ εi − (PF̂ −PF )Fλi (14)
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satisfy

N

∑
i=1

ε̂ i,t = 0.

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 Assumptions 2–6 and P(σi = σ) = 1:

CD = −
√(

T − T

N

)
/2 +OP(RN,T), RN,T = (N−1/2 ∨ T−1/2 ∨ N−1

√
T).

Proposition 1 shows that the result we derived previously for additive model in Corollary

1 continues to hold for models with a factor error structure, as long as N → ∞. Note that

remainder terms in Proposition 1 are oP(1) only if both N, T → ∞. This approximation error

is a direct by-product of the CCE approach, as the idiosyncratic component ei,t 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 F̂ 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 6), the zero mean residual condition in

(14) 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 toβ0, 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

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. For t = 1, . . . , T, let

(
C

′)−1
f̂t − ft =

1

N

N

∑
i=1

ψi,t, (15)

where ψi,t =
(
C

′)−1
ui,t is the influence function of the corresponding factor estimator, in

this case cross-section averages of yi,t and xi,t. Generally, the influence function depends on

the joint process [yi,t,xi,t]
′, 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 2–6,

CD =

√
2

TN(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t=1

ξiN,tξ jN,t +
√

TΦ1 − 2
√

TΦ2 +OP(RN,T),
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where

ξiN,t = σ−1
i ε i,t −

(
1

N

N

∑
i=1

σ−1
i λi

)′

ψi,t,

and

Φ1 =

√
N

2(N − 1)

(
1

N

N

∑
i=1

σ−1
i λi

)′(
1

NT

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ψi,tψ
′
i,t

)(
1

N

N

∑
i=1

σ−1
i λi

)
,

Φ2 =

√
N

2(N − 1)

(
1

N

N

∑
i=1

σ−1
i λi

)′(
1

NT

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ψi,tσ
−1
i ε i,t

)
.

Here, as previously, RN,T = (N−1/2 ∨ T−1/2 ∨ 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 1, these bias terms are not solely non-linear functions of

σi. Instead, they are also influenced by the first (rescaled) moments of factor loadings in yi,t

and xi,t, as well as corresponding variances of the idiosyncratic components in xi,t. Thus the

influence function ψi,t 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 ε i,t and ψi,t are jointly cross-sectionally uncorrelated.7

Remark 1. One can easily see that expressions for ξiN,t, Φ1, Φ2 are the same if one assumes that

λi is 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.

As alluded in Proposition 1, the leading OP(1) is degenerate if σi = σ, as in this case:

N

∑
i=1

ξiN,t = 0, ∀t = 1, . . . , T. (16)

One can easily see that the expressions for Φ1 and Φ2 derived for CCE coincide with the cor-

responding terms of Theorem 1 (up to a negligible remainder term), upon setting λi = 1 (thus

C
−1

= 1), and ψi,t = ε i,t. This situation is equivalent to using f̂t = yt −x′
tβ0 as factor proxies.8

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 6 is relaxed and

there are more observables than factors, then following Karabıyık et al. (2017) and Juodis et al.

(2017), one can show that the expressions for Φ1 and Φ2 will contain additional terms related to

7While ε i,t is usually assumed to be uncorrelated over t, the same is not true for ui,t, e.g. if xi,t = yi,t−1. Thus if

Assumption 2 is appropriately relaxed, then ξiN,t will be serially correlated.
8E.g. as suggested by Westerlund et al. (2017) in the context of predictability testing with cross-sectional depen-

dence.
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this discrepancy. In particular, Φ1, Φ2, and ξiN,t are functions of an unknown rotation matrix,

which cannot be consistently estimated from the data.9 We will come back to this issue in Sec-

tion 4.1. Finally, our results remain completely silent on the behavior of the test statistic where

m + 1 → ∞, 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 al. (2017).

Remark 2. Given that the asymptotic bias of the CD test statistic is driven by estimated time

specific variables τt (or ft), and not by individual specific variables, it is natural to expect that

the same type of results also applies to group-specific estimates of τt estimated at rate
√

N,

e.g. as in Bonhomme and Manresa (2015), Su et al. (2016), or Bonhomme et al. (2017). Analo-

gous 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 ψi,t in each setup. Section S.1.2 in the online sup-

plement accompanying this article provides an informal discussion of these extensions.

Remark 3. As it 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 Mao (2016), share similar asymptotic properties.

3.3 Power analysis

The previous two subsections showed that sample estimates of population correlation coef-

ficients in model errors play only a secondary role in a CD test statistic that is applied to

two-way fixed effects residuals or CCE residuals. This raises the question as to whether any

component in CD reliably indicates the presence of unaccounted cross-section correlation if

neither two-way fixed effects or CCE estimation eliminate all sources of co-movements across

cross-sections from the data.

To simplify the discussion, we disregard from the effect of covariates on the variable of

interest yi,t and assume that the true model is given by a pure static factor model, amounting

to model (8) with β = 0. Extending our results to the case of general β is possible, although

formally cumbersome.10 In a first instance, suppose that a researcher erroneously assumes

9For the above reason Juodis et al. (2017) suggest the use of non-parametric bias correction procedure for CCE

estimator.
10To appreciate this point note that, even if the unobserved heterogeneity driving the data is mis-

specified, least squares estimates of β are consistent for the pseudo-true parameter vector δ =

plim
N,T→∞

[(
∑

N
i=1 X̆

′
iX̆i

)−1 (
∑

N
i=1 X̆

′
i y̆i

)]
with X̆i and y̆i being orthogonal to estimates of the assumed sources of

unobserved heterogeneity.
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cross-section dependence to stem from time fixed effects. The corresponding mis-specified

model is formally given by

yi,t = µy,t + νi,t, (17)

where µy,t = f ′
t E [λi] and νi,t = f ′

t (λi − E [λi]) + ε̃i,t. Deviations of the data from their cross-

section averages can accordingly be written as

ν̂i,t = yi,t − N−1
N

∑
i=1

yi,t (18)

= f ′
t λ̃i + ε̃i,t

where λ̃i = λi − N−1 ∑
N
i=1 λi and ε̃i,t = ε i,t − N−1 ∑

N
i=1 ε i,t. These deviations are sample equiv-

alents of the composite error term νi,t in the mis-specified time fixed effects model (17). Let the

variance of this composite error be defined as ς2
ν,i = E

[
ν2

i,t | σi,λi

]
= (λi − E [λi])

′
ΣF (λi − E [λi])+

σ2
i and let ςk

ν = N−1 ∑
N
i=1 ςk

ν,i, k ∈ {−2,−1, 1, 2} be shorthand notation for cross-section av-

erages of ςk
ν,i. For the sake of simplicity, we continue to assume that ς2

ν,i is known and used

to standardize regression residuals when constructing the CD test statistic. This greatly sim-

plifies the proofs of the following propositions while leaving the main results of this section

qualitatively unaffected. We confirm this conjecture with corresponding simulations in Sec-

tion 5, allowing for both unknown error variances and unknown, general slope coefficients β.

Given our current setup, let the CD test statistic constructed from ν̂i,t be expressed by

CDH1
=

√
2

TN(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

N

∑
j=1

T

∑
t=1

ς−1
ν,i ν̂i,t ν̂j,tς

−1
ν,j . (19)

The properties of this test statistic are characterized as follows:

Proposition 2. Suppose that the true model is given by (6) with β = 0 and that its components satisfy

Assumptions 2–6. Let the CD test statistic CDH1
be constructed from the cross-sectionally demeaned

data (18). Then,

CDH1
=

√
2

TN (N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

(
ς−1

v,i − E
[
ς−1

v,i

])
ν ′iνj

(
ς−1

v,j − E
[
ς−1

v,j

])
+
√

TΞH1

+Op

(
N−1

√
T
)

, (20)

where

ΞH1
=

√
N

2 (N − 1)
(NT)−1

N

∑
i=1

ν ′iνi

[(
ς−1

ν

)2
− 2ς−1

ν ς−1
ν,i

]
.

Furthermore, the leading stochastic term
√

1
2TN(N−1) ∑

N
i=2 ∑

i−1
j=1

(
ς−1

v,i − E
[
ς−1

v,i

])
ν ′iνj

(
ς−1

v,j − E
[

ς−1
v,j

])

has expected value N
√

T cov
[

ς−1
v,1,λ′

1

]
ΣF cov

[
λ1, ς−1

v,1

]
. In the special case cov

[
λ1, ς−1

v,1

]
= 0 the

order of this leading term is determined by its variance which diverges at rate T.
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Proposition 2 establishes a decomposition of the CD test statistic that is almost identical to

that obtained under the null hypothesis: Analogous to Theorem 1 CDH1
consists of a leading

stochastic component which reflects a CD test statistic with incorrect normalization as well as

an equivalent to the bias term in equation (12) which we denote by
√

TΞH1
. The key difference

is that both components are functions of the composite model error vi,t = f ′
t (λi − E [λi]) + ε i,t

rather than the true errors ε i,t.

Noticeable differences with regards to Theorem (12) are given as far as the leadings stochas-

tic component of CDH1
, the first term in equation (20), is concerned. Its mean is a positive-

definite quadratic form and will therefore generally diverge to +∞ at rate N
√

T. This result

is interesting in the context of Sarafidis et al. (2009) who conjecture “[...] that the CD test will

have poor power properties when it is applied to a regression with time dummies or on cross-

sectionally demeaned data.” First, the cited statement does not acknowledge the bias term ΞH1

which generally leads CDH1
to diverge. However, it is reasonable not to consider this term as

a source of power towards the alternative hypothesis since it does not involve sample esti-

mates of cross-section covariances (see Remark 5 below). Second, Proposition 2 indicates that

the CD test indeed has power since remaining sources of co-movements across cross-sections

generally affect the mean of its leading stochastic component. The failure to appreciate this

property is rooted in a convention to treat error variances as fixed parameters, thereby ruling

out any correlation between them and factor loadings. Extending this understanding of error

variances to the variance of the composite error term vi,t (i.e. ς2
v,i) leads to the special case

cov
[
λ1, ς−1

v,1

]
= 0 in which the power of CD is indeed considerably reduced.

Still, while the rate at which CDH1
diverges is in general unaffected by the inclusion of

time fixed effects, power in small samples may be compromised because of the presence of two

diverging components with opposite signs in expression (20). While the mean of the leading

stochastic component dominates in large samples, it may be canceled out by ΞH1
if the number

of observations available to the researcher is rather small.

Remark 4. It is straightforward to extend the results of Proposition 2 to a model specification

without time fixed effects and to address a common concern about the power of CD that has

repeatedly been made in the literature. As argued in Pesaran et al. (2008) and Sarafidis et al.

(2009), the power of this test is reduced substantially if unaccounted sources of cross-section

correlation average out, as for example in a factor model with zero mean factor loadings. This

property is given by construction for two-way fixed effects or time fixed effects residuals by

the mere fact that the within transformation involves cross-sectionally demeaning the data.

While the bias term in Proposition 2 and the scaling effect on the leading stochastic component

in CDH1
are exclusively a consequence of accounting for time fixed effects, the defining role

of cov
[
λ1, ς−1

v,1

]
for the rate at which CDH1

diverges is a general property in models with zero

mean loadings. It follows that existing claims about the power losses of CD in the presence of

factor with zero mean loadings merely address the special case with cov
[
λ1, ς−1

v,1

]
= 0. In fact,
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Monte Carlo results that have been reported to support these claims, as e.g. in Pesaran (2004,

2015), Pesaran et al. (2008), Sarafidis et al. (2009) and Baltagi et al. (2012), all use specifications

which entail a zero covariance between factor loadings and the inverse error variances.11 The

CD test statistic is very likely to have much better power properties in simulation experiments

that enforce a non-zero correlation between factor loadings and error variances. A simple way

of achieving this would be to impose a constant ratio between the magnitude of common vari-

ation and that of idiosyncratic variation which holds for all cross-sections. See (Parker and Sul

2016, equation (27)) or Section 5 in this study for a formal definition.

Remark 5. An additional similarity of Proposition 2 with Theorem 1 is that the term ΞH1
does

not involve sample estimates of cross-section covariances, implying that this term is not in-

dicative of the degree of cross-section co-movement in the data. Moreover, it can be shown

that ΞH1

p→
(

E
[

ς−1
v,i

])2
E
[
ς2

v,i

]
− 2 E

[
ς−1

v,i

]
E [ςv,i], so that the leading term in

√
TΞH1

would

approach −
√

T/2 as ςv,i → ςv, for some constant ςv > 0.

The observations made for models that assume an additive error component structure ap-

ply almost identically for mis-specified common latent factor models estimated by the CCE

procedure, see Appendix A.2.

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 1 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

Sections 2 and 3 need to be considered.

4.1 Analytic bias correction

Given that parametric expressions for the bias of CD have been derived in Theorems 1 and 2,

analytic bias correction is feasible. As detailed in Section S.1.1 in the online supplement accom-

panying this article, estimates of the unknown model components that constitute either Ξ or

Φ1 and Φ2 can be obtained in order to eliminate the diverging component in CD. In addition,

Propositions 2 and 3 suggest that these estimated bias terms would eliminate equivalent terms

11This follows because all cited articles draw λi and σi independently of each other and assume a symmetric

distribution for λi. Using the integer representation of the expected value it is possible to show that cov
[
λ1, ς−1

v,1

]
=

0 in this case.
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ΞH1
or ΦH1,1 and ΦH1,2 under the alternative hypothesis without necessarily reducing the rate

at which CD diverges.

Still, problems with its implementation in practice lead us to discard analytic bias correc-

tion and to consider it merely as a benchmark approach when evaluating our weighted CD

test statistic, as introduced below, in Monte Carlo experiments. In particular, the construc-

tion of plug-in estimates of Φ1 and Φ2 proves to be tedious since both terms are constructed

from estimates of σ2
1 , . . . , σN , λ1, . . . ,λN and β. Additionally, estimation of the cross-section

sum N−1 ∑
N
i=1 σ−1

i λi poses a trade-off between generality and accuracy of the plug-in esti-

mate. To be specific, independence between factor loadings λi and error variances σ2
i needs to

be imposed to ensure that estimation error in λ̂i and σ̂2
i does not dominate the small-sample

distribution of the bias-corrected version of CD. The need to impose further assumptions in

order to improve the accuracy of the bias estimates is effectively a consequence of the fact that

the unknown bias itself diverges at rate
√

T. This means that any error in the estimation of the

two aforementioned components is scaled by a factor that increases as N, T → ∞. Still, despite

improving the approximation of plug-in estimates for Φ1 and Φ2 the assumption of indepen-

dence between factor loadings and error variances can lead to size distortions in DGPs where

it is violated.12

4.2 Bias correction via weighted cross-section covariances

The method for bias correction favored in this article is to construct a CD test statistic from

estimated cross-section covariances that are weighted with individual-specific, random draws

from a Rademacher distribution.13 This approach is based on noticing that the cross-section

correlation estimator ρ̂ij, as defined in (3) with zi,t = ε̂ i,t, is merely a unit-specific weighting of

ĉov
[
ε̂′i,t ε̂ j,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 inference without the need to obtain a variance esti-

mate. However, the case is different in models with unknown, period-specific parameters. As

shown in Theorems 1 and 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. This justifies the use

of an alternative weighting scheme which we construct as a weighted average of individual

specific covariances,

√
2

TN(N − 1)

T

∑
t=1

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

(wi ε̂ i,t)(wj ε̂ j,t). (21)

12See the corresponding simulation results in Section 5 for an illustration of the problem.
13A Rademacher distributed random variable assumes the values 1 and −1 with probability 0.5 each.
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for some set of weights w1, . . . , wN. Expression (21) would coincide with the CD test statistic

of Pesaran (2004) for wi = σ̂−1
i ∀i.14 This is not the case we consider here. Instead we make the

following additional assumption:

Assumption 7 (Weights). w1, . . . , wN are identically and independently Rademacher distributed.

Furthermore, wi is independent of λi, σi, ηi,t and ei,t for all i and t.

Rademacher distributed weights amount to random sample splitting, a method for break-

ing dependence that is not new to econometrics.15 Its effects are most obvious in a simple mod-

ification of Theorem 2 where we replace σ−1
i with wi. Under Assumption 7, the expected value

of N−1 ∑
N
ℓ=1 λiwi can be conveniently split into the expectations of its two constituents. Given

the zero expected value of wi, an appropriate LLN applies and leads the cross-section average

of λiwi to converge to zero. In an even simpler form the same reasoning applies to the cross-

section averages involving wi in an adapted version of Theorem 1. In both cases, this reduces

the order of the leading bias components Ξ, Φ1 and Φ2 by a factor of N and entails asymptotic

unbiasedness of the weighted CD test statistic, subject to the restriction
√

T/N → 0. Addi-

tional rescaling with the asymptotic variance of expression (21) results in a weighted CD test

statistic which, as formally stated in Theorem 3 below, converges to a standard normal distri-

bution.

Theorem 3. Consider the weighted CD test statistic

CDW =

(
1

NT

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ε̂2
i,tw

2
i

)−1(√
2

TN(N − 1)

T

∑
t=1

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

wiε̂ i,twj ε̂ j,t

)

and assume that either of the following two points hold.

1. The data are generated by the time fixed effects model (4) such that Assumption 1 holds. ε̂ i,t is

given by (6).

2. The data are generated by the latent common factor model (8) such that Assumptions 2-6 hold.

ε̂ i,t is defined by (28).

Under either of the two sets of assumptions above as well as Assumption 7, it holds that

CDW
d−→ N(0, 1),

as N, T → ∞ jointly subject to the restriction
√

TN−1 → 0.

14Note 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. wij, 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.
15Sample splitting has already been considered an old concept in articles as early as (Altonji and Segal 1996, see

p. 358)
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As stated by Theorem 3, the use of independent Rademacher distributed weights, analo-

gous to weights drawn from many other distributions with zero mean, re-establishes asymp-

totic standard normal inference under the null hypothesis of the CD test statistic. However, as

is often the case for bias-corrected statistics, asymptotic unbiasedness of CDW comes at the cost

of power. More specifically, our approach to bias correction centers the leading components of

CDW around zero, irrespective of whether cross-section correlation in the data is completely

controlled for or not. As a consequence, only increases in the variance of CDW under its al-

ternative hypothesis lead to power against the null hypothesis of this test. This point can

be formally illustrated by a minor modification of Proposition 2 which consists of replacing

ς−1
i − E

[
ς−1

i

]
with wi. Given random weights, the leading stochastic component in expression

(20),
√

2

TN (N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

wiν
′
iνjwj, (22)

has an asymptotic mean of zero if N−1
√

T → 0 since independent Rademacher distributed

weights ensure that E
[
wiνi,tνj,twj

]
= 0 holds for all i 6= j. Thus, remaining sources of cross-

section co-movement in the composite error term νi,t will not shift the location of expression

(22). By contrast, it can be shown that the variance of this term continues to diverge at rate

T. This entails that CDW diverges at rate
√

T under its alternative hypothesis, a property that

holds under the conditions of Proposition 2 as well.

To improve the power properties pf CDW we suggest a refinement of this test which fol-

lows the power enhancement approach of Fan et al. (2015). The authors suggest improving

the power of high-dimensional cross-sectional tests by adding to the test statistic of interest a

screening statistic. This screening statistic is equal to zero with probability approaching one

under the null hypothesis of the test, but diverges at a fast rate under the alternative. In our

case we choose the absolute sum of thresholded cross-section correlation coefficients. This

results in a power-enhanced weighted CD test statistic which is defined as

CDW+ = CDW +
N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

∣∣ρ̂ij

∣∣ 1

(∣∣ρ̂ij

∣∣ > 2
√

ln(N)/T

)
, (23)

where ρ̂ij is as in (3) with zi,t = ε̂ i,t and where 1(A) is the indicator function for event A.

The screening statistic on the right-hand side of (23) has an asymptotically negligible effect on

the size of CDW+ because individual cross-section correlation coefficients are still consistent

for their true value, despite the problems that arise when their values are averaged across all

possible combinations of two different cross-sections. Formally, it can be shown that under

null hypothesis

ρ̂ij = 0 +OP(T
−1/2) +OP((NT)−1/2) +OP(N−1), (24)

for all pairs i, j. The threshold 2
√

ln(N)/T is justified by the behavior of the maximum out of

N(N − 1)/2 estimated correlation coefficients in a model with ρij = 0 for all i, j. Under the
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assumption that a CLT holds for ρ̂ij and that N−1
√

T → 0 as N, T,→ ∞, this maximum should

diverge at rate 2
√

ln(N)/T. Multiplication of each indicator function in the screening statistic

∑
N
i=2 ∑

i−1
j=1

∣∣ρ̂ij

∣∣ 1
(∣∣ρ̂ij

∣∣ > 2
√

ln(N)/T
)

with the absolute value of its corresponding correlation

coefficient then ensures that the power enhancement component in (23) converges to 0 if ρij = 0

for all i, j, subject to additional tail regularity conditions.

Remark 6. An approach to reducing the dependence of CDW on a specific set of random

weights would consist of averaging several weighted CD test statistics. Denote by CD
(g)
W the

CD test statistic obtained for a given draw of N Rademacher distributed weights, the latter

being indexed by g. For a total of G different draws, an averaged weighted CD test can be

constructed as

CDW =
1√
G

G

∑
g=1

CD
(g)
W ,

where the total number of draws G should be chosen sufficiently small (e.g. G = 30) to avoid

size distortions that may arise from scaling up lower-order terms in CD
(g)
W .

Remark 7. An initially appealing alternative to external random numbers as weights for a

bias-corrected CD test statistic would be a set of N statistics derived from the dataset available

to the researcher. When considering such internal weights, it is desirable to opt for functions

of the data that are optimal in the sense that they maximize the rate at which a weighted

CD test statistic diverges for a wide number of alternatives. In A.3 we argue that such im-

proved weights suggest the use of a different test statistic for each alternative. Hence, as far

as a bias-corrected version of CD is preferred to the use of a different test, obtaining the for-

mer by weighting cross-section covariances with external random weights is the best possible

alternative.

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 2.1, we simulate the common

latent factor model

yi,t = βxi,t + λ
′
ift +

√
σ2

i,yε i,t (25)

xi,t = Λ′
ift + ei,t. (26)

We consider two alternative specifications for the factor loadings on the regressand yi,t. We

define λi = ιr + λ̃i where the r elements of λ̃i are drawn (I) from U(−0.75, 0.75) or (II) from

a standardized χ2 (2) distribution that has zero mean and a variance of 1/6. The latter case is

designed to match the first two moments of λ̃i in case (I). Concerning the factor loadings on the

regressors xi,t we draw element Λ(r′) of the r × 1 vectorΛi from U(−0.5, 0.5) if r′ = 1 and from
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U(0.5, 1, 5) otherwise. Concerning the latent factors, we let ft ∼ N (0, Ir). When considering

the two-way fixed effects model instead of the common latent factor model, we set r = 2 and

define ft =
[

f
(1)
t , 1

]′
as well as λi =

[
1, λ

(2)
i

]′
and Λi =

[
1, Λ

(2)
i

]′
with the construction of

f
(1)
t , λ

(2)
i and Λ

(2)
i being unchanged.

Analogous to our treatment of factor loadings we consider two cases for ε i,t, namely that

they are drawn independently over i and t from (i) a standard normal distribution or (ii)

a standardized χ2 (2) distribution that has zero mean and unit variance. The scalar ran-

dom variable ei,t is generated in the same way as ε i,t. Lastly, error variances are obtained

in two different fashions: We set (a) σ2
i = cσ

(
ς2

i − 2
)

/
√

24 + 1 where ς2
i ∼ χ2 (2) or (b)

σ2
i = 0.5 + dσT−1 ∑

T
t=1(λift)2. The scaling cσ, which is only included in setup (a), is chosen

manually as discussed below. This construction entails that E
[
σ2

i

]
= 1 and var

[
σ2

i

]
= c2

σ/6.

The normalizing constant dσ, which appears in case (b) only, is dσ =
√

2 in model error case (i)

and dσ = (1/3)−1/2 in case (b). This scaling ensures that the variance of σ2
i across cross-sections

is approximately of the same magnitude as in case (a) with cσ = 1.

In all following simulations we extend our theoretical framework and assume that β 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

In a first instance, we consider the properties of the original CD test statistic when applied to

either 2WFE or CCE residuals in a scenario where all sources of cross-section correlation are

adequately accounted for. We do this for the setup (i)-(a)-(I) as described above, meaning that

errors are normally distributed, error variances independent of factor loadings (or individ-

ual fixed effects) and that the latter are symmetrically distributed around their mean. Results

for a model with errors from a standardized χ2 distribution are almost identical and reported

in Section S.4 of the online supplement. Furthermore, we consider different degrees of het-

erogeneity among the individual-specific error variances by reporting results for the values

cσ ∈ {0.1, 0.5, 1, 1.5}.

Table 1 reports the first two moments of CD when applied either to 2WFE residuals when

the true model is one with two-way fixed effects or to CCE residuals in a model with multi-

factor error structure and two factors. The results for both cases are identical and show that

CD has a bias that diverges towards −∞ as T → ∞ and a variance that is considerably below

1. The bias term is reasonably close to the benchmark value of −
√

T/2 indicated by Proposi-

tion 1 but tends towards zero as heterogeneity among the individual-specific error variances

is amplified.

Given that the theoretical results of Sections 3.1 and 3.2 are confirmed by Table 1, we turn
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Table 1: Sample moments of original CD test statistic for remaining CSD under H0

Part A: Application of CD to 2WFE residuals

cσ 0.1 0.5 1 1.5 0.1 0.5 1 1.5

N T Mean Variance ×100

25 25 -3.53 -3.50 -3.41 -3.24 0.09 0.20 0.82 2.96

25 50 -5.05 -5.01 -4.88 -4.63 0.03 0.14 0.94 4.07

25 100 -7.18 -7.12 -6.94 -6.57 0.02 0.15 1.33 6.10

25 200 -10.18 -10.09 -9.83 -9.30 0.01 0.21 2.12 10.48

200 25 -3.47 -3.44 -3.34 -3.14 0.05 0.11 0.43 1.67

200 50 -4.96 -4.92 -4.78 -4.49 0.01 0.05 0.32 1.48

200 100 -7.05 -6.99 -6.79 -6.39 0.00 0.04 0.37 1.85

200 200 -10.00 -9.91 -9.63 -9.06 0.00 0.04 0.42 2.25

Part B: Application of CD to CCE residuals

cσ 0.1 0.5 1 1.5 0.1 0.5 1 1.5

N T Mean Variance ×100

25 25 -3.53 -3.50 -3.41 -3.25 0.11 0.23 0.87 3.00

25 50 -5.05 -5.01 -4.88 -4.64 0.04 0.15 0.89 3.71

25 100 -7.18 -7.12 -6.95 -6.61 0.02 0.15 1.25 5.58

25 200 -10.18 -10.10 -9.85 -9.37 0.01 0.21 2.10 9.77

200 25 -3.46 -3.43 -3.33 -3.14 0.06 0.13 0.48 1.77

200 50 -4.96 -4.91 -4.77 -4.50 0.02 0.06 0.35 1.63

200 100 -7.05 -6.99 -6.79 -6.40 0.00 0.04 0.34 1.79

200 200 -10.00 -9.91 -9.63 -9.08 0.00 0.04 0.42 2.27

Notes. ε i,t and ei,t are N(0, 1). σ2
i,y = cσ

(
ς2

i,y − 2
)

/4 + 1; ς2
i,y is χ2(2). In part B, r = 2

and loadings λi are drawn from U(0.5, 1.5). Λi has first element from U(0.5, 1.5) and second

from U(−0.5, 0.5). Factors ft drawn from N(0, 1). In part A, we restrict ft =
[

f
(1)
t , 1

]′
,

λi =
[
1, λ

(2)
i

]′
and Λi =

[
1, Λ

(2)
i

]′
.
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to the properties of CD under its alternative hypothesis. For this purpose, we simulate a model

with multifactor error structure and three factors, implying that neither 2WFE nor CCE esti-

mation completely accounts for all sources of cross-section correlation in the simulated data.

Heterogeneity among unit-specific error variances is kept constant by only considering cσ = 1.

Instead we consider cases (I) and (II) for factor loadings as well as cases (a) and (b) for er-

ror variances. Again, results are presented only for normally distributed model errors. The

moments of CD are very similar when model errors are drawn from a standardized χ2(2)

distribution and corresponding tables can be found in Section S.4 in the online supplement

accompanying this article.

Tables 2 and 3 report the mean and variance of CD in the presence of remaining cross-

section correlation. Both are very similar to the numbers reported in Table 1 as long as factor

loadings are symmetrically distributed, an observation which is in line with Propositions 2

and 3. Since symmetric loadings center the leading stochastic component of CD around zero,

the latter is dominated by a bias equivalent that diverges towards −∞ as T → ∞. Furthermore,

as suggested in Remark 5, the mean of CD is relatively close to the benchmark value −
√

T/2.

Qualitatively very different results can be observed when factor loadings are drawn from a

skewed distribution, particularly when applying the CD test statistic to 2WFE residuals. As

one can observe in columns two and four of Table 2, the strong negative divergence of CD as

T increases is mitigated and it is reasonable to assume that it will be turned into positive di-

vergence for a given N > 200. This pattern, which is amplified if error variances are a function

of factor loadings, reflects the presence of a nonzero mean in the leading stochastic compo-

nent of CD that diverges to +∞ at rate N
√

T. In the case of 2WFE residuals, its magnitude is

sufficiently large to counteract the negative bias equivalent already for N = 200. By contrast,

columns two and four in Table 3 suggest that this term is considerably smaller when the CD

test is applied to CCE residuals since the mean of CD continues to diverge towards −∞ for

N = 200. We conjecture that the same sign reversal will eventually be obtained even if this

case, but that the required cross-section dimension for this to happen is higher.

5.2 Weighted CD statistic

Having documented the first two moments of the CD test statistic, we proceed with investi-

gating the properties of our weighted CD test statistic. As previously, we keep heterogeneity

across unit-specific error variances fixed at cσ = 1 and consider two different specifications

each for factor loadings and error variances. We report size and power for our weighted test

statistic CDW as well as the power-enhanced refinement CDW+. As a benchmark test, we

include a CD test statistic with analytic bias correction which corrects CD with sample equiv-

alents of the asymptotic bias terms in Theorems 1 and 2. Details on its implementation can be

found in Section S.1.1 in the online supplement. The original CD test is left out for the sake of

saving space and in particular since rejection rates are 100% for most cases.
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Table 2: Sample moments of original CD test statistic applied to 2WFE residuals under H1

Mean Variance

λi: symmetric skewed symmetric skewed

σ2
i : ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi)

N T

25 25 -3.45 -3.23 -3.41 -2.83 0.01 0.07 0.01 0.35

25 50 -4.93 -4.62 -4.87 -4.03 0.01 0.11 0.01 0.59

25 100 -7.00 -6.56 -6.92 -5.72 0.01 0.21 0.01 1.12

25 200 -9.92 -9.30 -9.80 -8.12 0.01 0.36 0.02 2.14

50 25 -3.41 -3.05 -3.37 -2.41 0.00 0.09 0.01 0.46

50 50 -4.87 -4.36 -4.81 -3.44 0.00 0.15 0.01 0.78

50 100 -6.93 -6.19 -6.83 -4.89 0.01 0.27 0.01 1.45

50 200 -9.82 -8.80 -9.69 -6.95 0.01 0.48 0.01 2.61

100 25 -3.40 -2.75 -3.35 -1.68 0.00 0.17 0.01 0.73

100 50 -4.85 -3.95 -4.78 -2.39 0.00 0.26 0.01 1.19

100 100 -6.89 -5.61 -6.80 -3.39 0.01 0.42 0.01 2.17

100 200 -9.76 -7.95 -9.63 -4.78 0.01 0.76 0.01 4.01

200 25 -3.39 -2.20 -3.34 -0.23 0.00 0.36 0.01 1.52

200 50 -4.83 -3.16 -4.77 -0.34 0.00 0.49 0.01 2.23

200 100 -6.87 -4.48 -6.78 -0.45 0.00 0.82 0.01 3.78

200 200 -9.74 -6.38 -9.60 -0.66 0.01 1.35 0.01 6.92

Notes. The model has a factor error structure with 3 factors. ε i,t and ei,t are N(0, 1). “σ2
i :

⊥ λi” means that σ2
i,y =

(
ς2

i,y − 2
)

/4 + 1 where ς2
i,y is χ2(2). For “σ2

i : f (λi)”, we let

σ2
i,y = dσT−1 ∑

T
t=1(λ

′
ift)2.

The case “λi : symmetric” corresponds to drawing λi from U(0.5, 1.5). “λi : skewed” loadings

are from a standardized χ2 (2) distribution with mean and variance equal to 1.

Λi has first element from U(0.5, 1.5) and all others from U(−0.5, 0.5). Factors ft are drawn

from N(0, 1).
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Table 3: Sample moments of original CD test statistic applied to CCE residuals under H1

Mean Variance

λi: symmetric skewed symmetric skewed

σ2
i : ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi)

N T

25 25 -3.42 -3.38 -3.42 -3.21 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.11

25 50 -4.89 -4.85 -4.89 -4.58 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.18

25 100 -6.95 -6.89 -6.95 -6.52 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.35

25 200 -9.86 -9.77 -9.85 -9.23 0.02 0.05 0.01 0.68

50 25 -3.38 -3.34 -3.38 -3.17 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.07

50 50 -4.83 -4.78 -4.83 -4.52 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.12

50 100 -6.87 -6.80 -6.86 -6.43 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.23

50 200 -9.74 -9.65 -9.74 -9.12 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.39

100 25 -3.36 -3.32 -3.35 -3.15 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05

100 50 -4.80 -4.76 -4.80 -4.50 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.08

100 100 -6.83 -6.76 -6.83 -6.40 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.14

100 200 -9.68 -9.59 -9.68 -9.07 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.25

200 25 -3.35 -3.31 -3.35 -3.14 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.05

200 50 -4.79 -4.74 -4.79 -4.48 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.06

200 100 -6.81 -6.74 -6.80 -6.38 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.10

200 200 -9.65 -9.56 -9.65 -9.05 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.19

Notes. See Table 2.

Table 4 reports the size and power of all three bias corrected test statistic when applied to

2WFE residuals. The size of CDW and CDW+ is very close to the nominal level of 5% as long as

N ≥ T. Size distortions are given in cases where T is considerably large than N and the effect

of power enhancement on size is generally negligible. The analytically bias-corrected CD test

statistic CDBC exhibits hardly any tendency to over-reject but is in general rather conservative,

in particular when T is small.

Panel B in Table 4 report results on power. Here, we see that the power of CDW is in general

low and increases only in T. This is improved upon considerably by power enhancement,

leading the refined test statistic CDW+ to reliably reject when it should as long as the number

of time periods is large enough. The performance of CDW+ is considerably above that of

the benchmark statistic CDBC when factor loadings are drawn from a symmetric distribution

and is on par in most other cases. An exception is the case of skewed loadings with small

T and large N where CDBC has markedly higher rejection rates. It can also be noted that the

performance of CDBC largely depends on whether factor loadings are drawn from a symmetric

distribution or not. If this is the case, analytic bias correction leads to rejection rates under the

alternative hypothesis that are worst among all three tests considered.

When testing for remaining cross-section correlation in CCE residuals we observe similar

results as in Table 4. Interestingly, it can be observed that the benchmark statistic CDBC exhibits

size distortions in samples with large T when loadings are drawn from a skewed distribution
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and if factor loadings and error variances are dependent. This results from the nature of our

bias correction which assumes independence between σ2
i and λi to considerably improve the

accuracy of the bias estimate.

The power properties of CDW and CDW+ when either of these tests is applied to CCE resid-

uals mirror those seen in the 2WFE case, even though rejection rates are generally somewhat

lower. However, the power-enhanced statistic CDW+ now performs best in all cases without

ever being inferior to CDBC.

6 Empirical illustration: R& D investments

In this section we illustrate the applicability of the standard and the weighted CD statistics

using the R&D investments data of Eberhardt et al. (2013). In this application serial correlation

is important from an economic point of view. Hence, Section S.1.3 in the online supplement

outlines how the CD statistic can be modified to account for serial correlation, given a set of

known weights wi.

Eberhardt et al. (2013) question whether R&D can be estimated in a standard Griliches-type

“knowledge production function” framework ignoring the potential presence of knowledge

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 pres-

ence of a common factor structure in the data, which we interpret as indicative for the presence of

knowledge spillovers and additional unobserved cross-sectional dependencies” (Eberhardt et al. 2013,

p.437). Cross-sectional dependence was measured by means of a CD test.

The original dataset used information on up to twelve manufacturing industries in ten

countries16 over a time period of up to 26 years from 1980 to 2005. All of the results presented

assume the country-industry pair 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

16Denmark, Finland, Germany, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden, United Kingdom, and the US.
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Table 4: Rejection rates for weighted CD test statistic when applied to 2WFE residuals.

Part A: Size

λi: symmetric skewed

σ2
i : ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi)

N T CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC

25 25 5.3 5.5 2.7 6.2 6.4 2.8 5.3 5.5 3.1 5.2 5.3 2.5

25 50 6.6 6.9 4.3 5.8 6.1 4.1 6.2 6.8 4.0 6.3 6.4 2.7

25 100 7.8 8.5 3.7 7.0 7.1 4.6 6.5 6.9 4.5 6.4 6.6 2.2

25 200 9.8 10.3 5.6 9.0 10.0 6.1 9.3 9.6 6.1 8.9 9.4 3.3

50 25 4.6 4.7 2.8 4.7 4.7 3.7 4.6 4.6 2.9 5.9 5.9 2.9

50 50 6.1 6.2 3.4 5.2 5.4 5.0 5.4 5.3 4.4 4.5 4.6 2.7

50 100 5.5 5.9 4.7 5.4 5.8 4.8 5.8 6.0 4.2 5.1 5.6 3.1

50 200 6.0 6.5 4.6 6.1 6.3 4.9 6.4 6.2 4.7 5.7 5.7 3.4

100 25 5.0 5.0 2.8 5.2 5.2 3.4 5.9 5.9 3.8 4.7 4.7 2.9

100 50 5.0 5.1 3.5 4.6 4.8 3.9 4.4 4.5 4.0 5.0 5.1 2.9

100 100 5.3 5.3 5.1 5.1 5.1 3.9 4.8 5.0 3.7 5.5 5.5 3.5

100 200 4.5 4.5 4.7 5.4 5.3 4.5 5.8 5.6 4.0 6.2 6.3 3.1

200 25 5.5 5.5 3.3 5.5 5.5 3.6 4.7 4.7 3.4 4.7 4.7 3.2

200 50 5.4 5.5 4.4 5.5 5.6 3.2 5.5 5.6 4.2 4.7 4.8 3.6

200 100 4.3 4.3 4.6 6.1 6.2 4.4 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.9 4.9 3.2

200 200 4.5 4.8 4.3 5.1 5.3 4.6 5.1 5.1 4.7 6.2 6.3 3.4

Part B: Power

λi: symmetric skewed

σ2
i : ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi)

N T CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC

25 25 12.4 18.5 8.6 10.3 11.4 7.7 11.5 16.3 17.8 12.5 14.9 27.4

25 50 21.9 81.7 16.3 17.0 38.9 11.1 18.9 52.9 35.1 24.2 56.9 50.7

25 100 36.2 100 25.9 27.2 92.5 22.1 31.0 90.6 50.7 38.5 95.8 71.1

25 200 51.4 100 41.7 43.9 100 33.5 44.3 99.4 67.0 52.8 99.9 83.1

50 25 12.3 15.5 8.5 10.8 11.1 6.7 12.3 17.7 42.3 14.2 14.5 65.1

50 50 20.3 96.3 15.9 16.7 39.9 12.5 19.8 79.1 65.6 22.8 66.6 89.1

50 100 34.7 100 26.7 27.9 99.2 24.2 32.2 99.8 85.0 37.1 99.9 97.2

50 200 52.9 100 41.4 43.1 100 36.9 47.0 100 92.0 54.7 100 99.2

100 25 10.7 11.0 8.4 9.3 9.4 6.7 11.3 14.9 81.1 13.3 13.5 96.8

100 50 20.3 98.9 14.9 17.2 40.5 12.8 18.1 97.1 96.6 20.8 81.8 99.9

100 100 33.4 100 26.4 27.9 100 22.8 29.1 100 99.6 34.2 100 100

100 200 50.2 100 41.5 41.9 100 39.2 47.3 100 100 52.4 100 100

200 25 11.6 11.6 8.8 11.3 11.3 6.9 11.5 12.2 98.6 12.4 12.4 100

200 50 19.2 99.6 16.2 15.2 34.2 13.4 18.5 99.9 100 23.8 87.0 100

200 100 34.9 100 26.4 25.5 100 22.8 30.3 100 100 37.8 100 100

200 200 49.8 100 44.3 40.7 100 38.5 45.9 100 100 52.3 100 100

Notes. In Part A the model has two factors which are restricted as noted in Table 1. Part B corresponds to a model with factor error structure and 3

factors. For details on all other model parameters, see Table 2.

CDW is the weighted CD test statistic introduced in Theorem 3. CDW+ is its power-enhanced refinement. CDBC is a CD test statistic with analytic

bias correction.
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Table 5: Rejection rates for weighted CD test statistic when applied to CCE residuals.

Part A: Size

λi: symmetric skewed

σ2
i : ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi)

N T CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC

25 25 5.9 5.9 4.2 5.3 5.6 4.6 5.3 5.4 4.3 5.9 6.3 5.8

25 50 6.4 6.9 4.5 5.7 6.2 5.3 6.2 6.8 4.9 7.6 8.1 7.3

25 100 8.3 9.0 6.1 7.9 8.4 6.6 7.9 9.0 7.0 9.2 9.9 12.9

25 200 11.2 12.2 6.8 10.3 11.3 8.2 11.4 11.7 9.5 12.4 14.0 22.0

50 25 5.9 6.1 4.1 6.2 6.4 5.0 6.3 6.4 4.4 6.6 6.6 4.3

50 50 6.4 6.7 4.4 5.8 5.9 4.0 5.5 5.7 3.9 6.2 6.4 5.3

50 100 6.1 6.3 5.4 5.9 6.0 5.9 6.1 6.1 4.7 5.7 5.9 10.4

50 200 7.3 7.2 5.0 6.4 6.3 6.5 7.2 7.6 6.3 7.6 7.9 19.5

100 25 5.2 5.2 4.5 5.5 5.5 4.2 5.4 5.4 4.2 5.3 5.3 4.2

100 50 5.0 5.1 3.8 4.8 4.9 4.9 5.3 5.5 5.9 5.2 5.2 5.6

100 100 5.6 5.8 4.9 6.0 5.9 5.7 4.6 4.8 4.0 7.0 7.0 8.6

100 200 5.4 5.5 4.9 5.9 5.9 6.2 5.7 6.0 5.1 5.8 5.8 18.6

200 25 5.3 5.3 3.8 5.1 5.1 3.9 5.3 5.3 4.5 5.4 5.4 5.1

200 50 4.3 4.4 4.4 4.9 4.9 4.9 5.3 5.3 4.2 5.0 5.0 5.3

200 100 4.5 4.6 4.5 5.6 5.6 4.4 5.2 5.4 5.5 6.3 6.4 9.7

200 200 4.4 4.7 5.1 5.8 5.8 5.1 5.2 5.3 5.2 5.0 5.1 16.5

Part B: Power

λi: symmetric skewed

σ2
i : ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi)

N T CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC

25 25 10.0 11.8 5.4 8.9 9.5 6.2 9.0 12.2 7.4 10.5 11.4 7.4

25 50 13.8 39.6 10.4 12.5 18.9 9.4 13.4 31.4 13.6 16.5 29.6 16.1

25 100 21.3 81.9 15.4 17.1 44.4 14.6 19.0 62.2 20.2 24.5 63.1 28.1

25 200 31.8 97.5 22.9 26.1 85.1 20.8 30.3 84.6 28.8 36.5 90.2 43.2

50 25 9.6 11.2 5.9 8.0 8.3 6.9 9.0 11.2 7.8 10.6 10.8 9.3

50 50 14.3 54.2 8.6 10.3 16.0 8.4 11.7 52.8 12.7 15.2 34.1 20.0

50 100 19.6 98.5 13.7 16.5 59.5 15.3 17.8 90.5 23.1 22.2 86.4 29.7

50 200 29.4 100 23.0 20.8 98.3 24.5 27.8 99.2 34.5 32.7 100 45.2

100 25 8.2 8.1 5.1 8.4 8.4 5.3 8.1 9.7 7.0 9.7 9.7 10.9

100 50 12.3 64.8 9.4 10.9 15.5 10.0 11.2 74.7 15.3 13.4 38.6 20.5

100 100 20.2 99.9 15.7 15.5 76.4 15.3 16.6 99.4 24.9 20.2 97.3 35.6

100 200 29.3 100 23.8 22.8 100 24.8 26.0 100 40.3 32.0 100 50.4

200 25 8.9 8.9 7.0 8.2 8.2 5.9 8.8 9.0 8.6 9.9 10.0 10.8

200 50 13.7 72.9 8.3 10.8 15.0 10.5 11.7 90.4 15.8 14.1 39.6 18.5

200 100 17.5 100 14.6 13.4 86.7 14.5 17.0 100 27.5 20.4 99.7 32.7

200 200 29.7 100 22.8 22.5 100 25.3 25.7 100 45.4 32.1 100 52.6

Notes. The model has as factor error structure with two (Part A) or three (Part B) factors. For details on all other model parameters, see Table 2. For

an explanation of the tests, see Table 4.
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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 al. (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 with R& D data

Estimator Serial Correlation CD q0.1(CDW) q0.5(CDW) q0.9(CDW) CDW CDW+

FD No -1.90 -1.41 0.04 0.78 -0.23 1.49

Yes NA -1.24 0.04 0.69 -0.20 1.52

CCEP No -2.95 -1.72 -0.54 1.72 -1.30 7.38

Yes NA -0.91 -0.29 0.91 -0.69 7.98

Notes. All results are obtained for Weighted Covariance Bias-corrected CD statistic based on G = 30 Rademacher

draws of wi. CDBC denotes the analytical bias-corrected statistic. Serial Correlation with “Yes” option stands for

the adjusted test statistic robust to the serial correlation, as described in Section S.1.3 in the online supplement.

qτ(CDW) denotes the τ’th sample quantile of CDW from G = 30 draws.

As the results for CDW statistic allowing for serial-correlation correction, are similar to

those without serial correlation, we only focus on the latter option. First of all, as we can see

from Table 6 the conclusions that we can draw from the original CD test are almost identi-

cal to those Eberhardt et al. (2013), despite adjustments made in terms of the sample size. In

particular, while the value of CD statistic based on CCE residuals imply rejection of the null

hypothesis, no such conclusion is implied by FD (at least at a 5% significance level). However,

as given that the original test statistic suffers from the IPP, we further investigate if this conclu-

sion also holds after proper bias-corrections. Motivated by finite sample evidence in Section 5,

we consider only the CDW statistic.17

Taking our attention to the proposed CDW statistic based on random Rademacher weights,

we can see that the corresponding values of CDW indicate that both the FD and CCEP mod-

els generate residuals that are cross-sectionally uncorrelated. As we discussed in Section 5,

this conclusion might be partially attributed to the fact that for small values of T, the pro-

posed statistic might lack power. For this reason, we also make use of the power-enhanced

version CDW+ of our test statistic. Notice that for this dataset 2
√

ln(N)/T ≈ 0.84, thus power-

enhancement will pick up only very large values of the correlation coefficients that otherwise

might be averaged away by the original CD statistic. As we can see from the corresponding

column in Table 6, power enhancement does not alter the conclusion we draw for the FD resid-

uals, as there are only 2 coefficients ρ̂ij above the threshold. However, for CCEP residuals the

effect of power enhancement is non-negligible as there are 10 values of ρ̂ij above the threshold.

These results indicate that after appropriate adjustments, the empirical evidence presented

in Eberhardt et al. (2013) that favour simple First-difference estimator, as opposed to the CCEP

17The CDBC option can be easily obtained for the FD estimator without serial-correlation adjustment, with the

corresponding value of 1.15.
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estimator, remain in place. As we can see from Table 6, this conclusion is unaltered after

appropriate serial-correlation adjustments, thus serial-correlation cannot be the main factor

affecting this ranking (unlike the discussion in Eberhardt et al. (2013)). Instead, our results

might indicate that the underlying CCE restrictions (rank condition and regressors with finite

factor structure) might be violated, as these restrictions are irrelevant for the FD estimator with

time-effects only.

7 Conclusion

This article documents how the estimation of common time-specific parameters using panel

data causes the CD test of Pesaran (2004, 2015) to break down. 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 correctly specified regression

models is divergent under null hypothesis of cross-sectional independence. We can find an

equivalent term under the alternative hypothesis which may balance out the leading diverg-

ing component of CD and can lead to low power in small samples. 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 theo-

rems illustrate 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

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 J-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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Appendix

Notation

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

notation in this appendix.

• Im denotes an m × 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. sm denotes a selection vector all of whose elements are zero except for element

m which is one. ι 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× n matrixA, PA = A(A′A)−1A′ projects onto the space spanned by the

columns of A and MA = Im −PA. 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‖ = (tr(A′A))1/2
the Frobenius norm ofA.

• For a set of m × n matrices {A1, . . . ,AN},A = N−1 ∑
N
i=1Ai. Multiple sums are generally

abbreviated, so that ∑
N
i,j is shorthand notation for ∑

N
i=1 ∑

N
j=1.

• δ and M stand for a small and large positive real number, respectively. For two real

numbers a and b, a ∨ b = max{a, b}.

• For some random variable ε i,t, κ4 [ε i,t] 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 for a model with multifactor error structure

A.1 Heuristics

As in the last paragraph of Section 2.1 consider the T × 1 vector yi and the T × m matrix Xi

defined as

yi = Xiβ + Fλi + εi (27)

Xi = FΛi +Ei.
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We assume that the unknown vector of slope coefficients β is estimated using the Pooled Com-

mon Correlated Effects (CCE) estimator, given by

β̂CCE =

(
N

∑
i=1

X ′
iMF̂Xi

)−1(
N

∑
i=1

X ′
iMF̂yi

)

with

F̂ =
[
y, X

]
=
(
F
[
λ, Λ

]
+
[
ε, E

]) [1, 0

β, I

]
= FC +U .

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 β is not affected since the effect of

having to estimate the unobserved true factors is negligible as the sample size increases. More

specifically,

f̂t −C ′
ft =

1

N

N

∑
i=1

ui,t = OP(N−1/2)

holds for each row of F̂ by application of an appropriate Central Limit Theorem (CLT). How-

ever, despite not being a problem for testing hypotheses about the values of β in model (27),

this result leads the CD test statistic, constructed from CCE residuals, to diverge at rate
√

T. To

appreciate this result, note that the residuals obtained from CCE estimation of model (27) are

given by

ε̂i =MF̂yi −MF̂Xiβ̂
CCE

= εi −PF̂ εi − (PF̂ −PF )Fλi −MF̂Xi(β̂
CCE − β0). (28)

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 εi are independent by standard assumptions in the literature, PF̂ εi is

asymptotically negligible.

The same reasoning can be applied to (PF̂ −PF )Fλi, the direct impact of the true factors

on yi that remains because only an imperfect estimate of the factors can be used to account

for their effect. Again, pointwise consistency of F̂ suggests that this term is asymptotically

negligible. However, the rate of convergence of F̂ to FC 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 (2) contains a term of the form
√

2T

N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T−1

(
λi

σi

)′
F ′(PF̂ −PF )F

(
λj

σj

)
.
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This term can be equivalently written

√
T tr

[(
T−1F ′(PF̂ −PF )F

)(√ 2

N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

(
λj

σj

)(
λi

σi

)′)]
.

Since the second component in parentheses is general of order OP(N),18 the whole expression

converges to zero only if the middle term

T−1F ′(PF̂ −PF )F = T−1F ′PF̂F − T−1F ′F (29)

is of order oP(N−1T−1/2). However, since F̂ converges to FC pointwise at rate
√

N, it is

reasonable to conjecture that the order of the difference (29) is not smaller than OP(N−1).

Hence, the CD test statistic diverges at rate OP(
√

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
√

N each.

A.2 Power of CD statistic with CCE residuals

A mis-specified latent common factor model can be characterized by equation (8) such that

Assumptions 2–5 as well as the following Assumption 8 hold.

Assumption 8. rk ([µλ,µΛ]) = m + 1 < r.

Assumption 8 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 yi,t remains asymptotically unaccounted for. As proved in Lemma 5, 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

Fλi = F (1)λ
(1)
i +F (2)λ

(2)
i , (30)

where a rotation of the m + 1 factors F (1) is consistently estimated by cross-section averages

F̂ =
[
y,X

]
whereas the remaining r − m − 1 factors F (2) are asymptotically orthogonal to

F̂ . An analogous decomposition can be applied to the matrix product FΛi, allowing us to

split the loadings matrix into two blocks Λ
(1)
i and Λ

(2)
i . Most importantly, this decomposition

implies that E
[
λ
(2)
i

]
= 0 and E

[
Λ

(2)
i

]
= O.

We can accordingly express the defactored data as

ν̂i =MF̂ yi

=MF̂F
(1)λ

(1)
i +MF̂F

(2)λ
(2)
i +MF̂ εi. (31)

18Here we implicitly use the standard assumption of independently and identically distributed loadings with

non-zero mean.
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where Assumption 8 and Lemma 5 ensure that MF̂F
(2)λ

(2)
i does not vanish as the sample

size increases. Again, we assume a pure static factor model for yi,t by imposing the restriction

β = 0 and denote the variance of the composite error term νi,t = f
(2)′
t λ

(2)
i + ε i,t by ς2

i,v =

E
[
ν2

i,t | λ
(2)
i , σ2

i

]
= λ

(2)′
i ΣF,22λ

(2)
i + σ2

i , where the r − m − 1-dimensional square matrix ΣF,22

is the lower-right block of ΣF. 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 β = 0 and that its components satisfy

Assumptions 2–5 and 8. Let the CD test statistic CDH1
, defined in (19), be constructed from defactored

data (31). Then,

CDH1
=

√
2

TN (N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

̟′
i̟j +

√
T (Φ1,H1

− 2Φ2,H1
)+OP

(
N−1/2

√
T
)
+OP

(
T−1/2

)

(32)

where

̟i =

[
ς−1

i,v νi −Di

(
C

(1)
)−1

(
N−1

N

∑
ℓ=1

λ
(1)
ℓ

ς−1
ℓ,v

)]
,

Φ1,H1
=

(
N−1

N

∑
ℓ=1

ς−1
ℓ,vλ

(1)′
ℓ

)(
C

(1)′)−1
(

N−1
N

∑
i=1

D′
iDi

)(
C

(1)
)−1

(
N−1

N

∑
ℓ=1

λ
(1)
ℓ

ς−1
ℓ,v

)
,

Φ2,H1
= N−1

N

∑
i=1

ς−1
i,v ν

′
iDi

(
C

(1)
)−1

(
N−1

N

∑
ℓ=1

λ
(1)
ℓ

ς−1
ℓ,v

)
,

where C
(1)

=
[
λ
(1)

, Λ
(1)
]

andDi = F
[
λ
(2)
i , Λ

(2)
i

]
+
[
εi, ei

]
. Furthermore, it holds that

plim
N,T→∞

N−1T−1/2

√
2

TN (N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

̟′
i̟j = cov

[
ς−1

1,v, λ
(2)′
1

]
ΣF,22 cov

[
λ
(2)
1 , ς−1

1,v

]
.

In the special case cov
[

ς−1
v,1, λ

(2)′
1

]
= 0 , the term

√
2

TN(N−1) ∑
N
i=2 ∑

i−1
j=1̟

′
i̟j is asymptotically cen-

tered around zero and has a variance that diverges at rate T.

Proof. In the Supplementary Appendix.

The remarks made concerning Proposition 2 apply in an identical fashion to Proposition

3. That is, the CD test statistic allows for the same type of decomposition under the null

hypothesis as it does under the alternative, differing only in that the expressions in Proposition

3 contain the composite error term νi,t rather than the true model errors ε i,t.
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A.3 Optimal weights

Propositions 2 and 3 stated that the original CD test statistic diverges at rate N
√

T if certain

conditions on the dependence between error variances and loadings associated with unac-

counted common factors hold. A simple generalization of Proposition 3 to the case of gen-

eral weights w1, . . . , wN suggest that the same rate of divergence can be achieved under the

condition cov
[
wi, λ

(2)
i

]
6= 0.19 Consequently, a set of weights that generally leads to high

power would be given by functions of the data that are estimates of λ
(2)
i under H1, such as

wi = ∑
T
t=1 ν̂i,t or wij = ∑

T
t=1 ν̂i,t ν̂j,t for a more general statistic with index-pair specific weights.

However, the latter weight suggestion directly results in a different test statistic, namely one

based on squared cross-section covariances. This new test statistic, as well as one based on

the first suggestion wi = ∑
T
t=1 ν̂i,t, is closer to an existing, separate literature on LM tests for

cross-section dependence than it is to the CD test and its extant modifications. The fact that a

test statistic based on summing squared cross-section covariances is not centered around zero

under its null hypothesis, and that it hence needs additional recentering, further emphasizes

its relation to LM tests.

As an alternative to estimates of λ
(2)
i , estimates of other model components may be used

to set up a weighted CD test statistic. In this regard, the most sensible choice is an estimate

of loadings associated with unaccounted factors in the covariates of our regression model of

interest, i.e. the parameter matrix Λ
(2)
i in

Xi = F (1)Λ
(1)
i +F (2)Λ

(2)
i +Ei.

This choice directs the power of CDW towards alternatives under which loadings associated

with unaccounted factors are correlated in the sense of Westerlund and Urbain (2013) and

Kapetanios et al. (2019). Following the theoretical results in these two studies, a CD test statis-

tic that weights cross-section covariances with estimates ofΛ
(2)
i is effectively a test for inconsis-

tency of either the two-way fixed effects or CCE estimator of β. It is generally possible to direct

the CD test statistic towards these more specific hypothesis. However, if one is to test whether

an estimate of the slope coefficients β onXi are inconsistent, it is simpler and more sensible to

do this using a test statistic that addresses the moment condition cov
[
λ
(2)
i , Λ

(2)
i

]
= 0 directly.

19Analogous results hold for a generalization of Proposition 2
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B Proofs: Additive model

Proof of Theorem 1.

At first we show how the test statistic in this case can be expressed in terms of four U statistics,

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

CDε =

√
2T

N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

1

T

T

∑
t=1

ε i,tε j,t,

CDε/σ =

√
2T

N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

1

T

T

∑
t=1

ε i,tε j,t

σiσj
,

CDε+ =

√
2T

N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

1

T

T

∑
t=1

ε i,tε j,t(σ
−1
i + σ−1

j ),

CDε++ =

√
2T

N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

1

T

T

∑
t=1

ε i,tε j,t(σ
−2
i + σ−2

j ).

Let us further denote by kN,T =
√

1
2TN(N−1)

. Observe that the original test statistic can be

expressed as follows:

CD =

√
2

TN(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t=1

(ε i,t − εt)(ε j,t − εt)

σiσj

= kN,T

T

∑
t=1

(
N

∑
i=1

(ε i,t − εt)

σi

)2

− kN,T

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

(
ε i,t − εt

σi

)2

= I − I I.

Let us now consider each term separately. First,

I = kN,T

T

∑
t=1

(
N

∑
i=1

ε i,t

σi

)2

− 2kN,Tσ−1
T

∑
t=1

[(
N

∑
i=1

ε i,t

σi

)(
N

∑
i=1

ε i,t

)]
+ kN,T

(
σ−1

)2 T

∑
t=1

(
N

∑
i=1

ε i,t

)2

= CDε/σ − σ−1CDε+ +
(

σ−1
)2

CDε

+ kN,T

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

(
ε i,t

σi

)2

− 2kN,Tσ−1
N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

σi

(
ε i,t

σi

)2

+ kN,T

(
σ−1

)2 N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ε2
i,t.

Similarly, for the second term we have

I I = kN,T

T

∑
t=1

N

∑
i=1

(
ε i,t

σi

)2

− 2kN,T N−1
T

∑
t=1

[(
N

∑
i=1

ε2
i,t

σ2
i

)(
N

∑
i=1

ε i,t

)]
+ kN,T N−1σ−2

T

∑
t=1

(
N

∑
i=1

ε i,t

)2

= −N−1CDε++ + N−1σ−2CDε

+ kN,T

T

∑
t=1

N

∑
i=1

(
ε i,t

σi

)2

− 2kN,T N−1
N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

(
ε i,t

σi

)2

+ kN,T N−1σ−2
N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

(ε i,t)
2 .
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Combining these two expressions yields the expression in terms of four U-statistics and two

bias terms referred to above:

CD = I − I I

= CDε/σ − 2σ−1CDε+ − 2N−1CDε++ +

((
σ−1

)2
− N−1σ−2

)
CDε

+ kN,T

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ε2
i,t

((
σ−1

)2
− 2σ−1σ−1

i

)
− N−1kN,T

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ε2
i,t

((
σ−1

)2
− 2σ−2

i

)
. (33)

Concerning the second bias term in the last line above, we note that (NT)−1 ∑
N
i=1 ∑

T
t=1 ε2

i,t =

OP(1) and (NT)−1 ∑
N
i=1 ∑

T
t=1 ε2

i,tσ
−2
i = OP(1) by application of Markov’s inequality. It follows

that

N−1kN,T

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ε2
i,t

((
σ−1

)2
− 2σ−2

i

)
= OP

(
N−1

√
T
)

.

Concerning the four U-statistics, note that under Assumption 1 the error variances σ2
i are

bounded, implying that all averages involving σi are in general of order OP(1) by Markov’s in-

equality. Lemma 1 can hence be used to show that all four U-statistics CDε, CDε/σ, CDε+ and

CDε++ are of order OP(1).
20 As a consequence, all terms in the second line of (33) involving

N−1 are OP(N−1). Additionally, a standard Lindeberg-Levi CLT implies that

σ−1 = E[σ−1
i ] +OP(N−1/2).

This allows us to write

CDε/σ − 2σ−1CDε+ +
(

σ−1
)2

CDε

= kN,T

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t=1

ε i,tε j,t

(
σ−1

i − E[σ−1
i ]
) (

σ−1
j − E[σ−1

i ]
)
+OP(N−1/2).

Combining our results on the components of equation (33), we conclude that

CD =

√
2

TN(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t=1

ε i,tε j,t

(
σ−1

i − E[σ−1
i ]
) (

σ−1
j − E[σ−1

i ]
)
+
√

TΞ +OP(N−1/2),

where

Ξ = kN,T

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ε2
i,t

((
σ−1

)2
− 2σ−1σ−1

i

)
.

It remains to prove weak convergence of the leading stochastic component in CD. For this

purpose, set ai,t = ε i,t(σ
−1
i − E[σ−1

i ]) and qi = σi(σ
−1
i − E[σ−1

i ]). We can then apply Lemma 1

and conclude that

CD −
√

TΞ
d−→ N(0, Ω), (34)

20Strictly speaking, Lemma 1 does not apply to CDε+ and CDε++. However, it can be straightforwardly ex-

tended to accommodate the specific structure of the U-statistics in both expressions .
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as N, T → ∞ and
√

TN−1 → 0, and where Ω = (E[q2
i ])

2 =
(

E[(1 − σi E[σ−1
i ])2]

)2
.

Proof of Corollary 1.

Using the decomposition in equation (7) for a general value of σ2, we have

CD =
1

σ2

√
1

2TN(N − 1)

T

∑
t=1

(
N

∑
i=1

ε̂ i,t

)2

− 1

σ2

√
1

2TN(N − 1)

T

∑
t=1

N

∑
i=1

ε̂2
i,t. (35)

The first component on the right-hand side above is 0 by construction. The second can be

rewritten as

CD =
1

N
CDε/σ −

1

σ2

√
2

TN(N − 1)

N − 1

2N

T

∑
t=1

(
N

∑
i=1

ε2
i,t

)

=
1

N
CDε/σ −

√
N − 1

2N2

1√
NT

T

∑
t=1

N

∑
i=1

(( ε i,t

σ

)2
− 1

)
−
√(

T − T

N

)
/2,

= −
√(

T − T

N

)
/2 −

√
1

2N

1√
NT

T

∑
t=1

N

∑
i=1

(( ε i,t

σ

)2
− 1

)
+ oP(N−1/2).

Concerning the first expression in the last line, we can use the restriction
√

TN → 0

Here, CDε/σ is the usual CD test statistic based on raw error terms ε i,t/σ. Lemma 1 allows

us to conclude that CDε/σ = 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

1√
NT

T

∑
t=1

N

∑
i=1

(( ε i,t

σ

)2
− 1

)
=

1√
NT

T

∑
t=1

N

∑
i=1

(
η2

i,t − 1
)
= OP(1), (36)

given E[η8
i,t] < ∞.

Proof of Proposition 2.

The same steps as in the proof of Theorem 1 allow us to arrive at the decomposition

CDH1
=

√
1

2TN (N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

(
ς−1

v,i − E
[

ς−1
v,i

])
ν ′iνj

(
ς−1

v,j − E
[
ς−1

v,j

])
+
√

TΞH1

+

√
T

N

√
N

2 (N − 1)

(
(NT)−1

N

∑
i,j

ν ′iνj

ς2
v,i

− ς−2
v (NT)−1

N

∑
i,j

ν ′iνj

)
,

where

ΞH1
=

√
N

2 (N − 1)
(NT)−1

N

∑
i=1

ν ′iνi

[(
ς−1

ν

)2
− 2ς−1

ν ςν,i

]
.
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The terms in parentheses in the second line are stochastically bounded, entailing that the en-

tire second line is OP

(
N−1

√
T
)

. Next, consider the leading stochastic component of CDH1
,

namely
√

1
2TN(N−1) ∑

N
i=2 ∑

i−1
j=1

(
ς−1

v,i − E
[
ς−1

v,i

])
ν ′iνj

(
ς−1

v,j − E
[
ς−1

v,j

])
. Here, we have

E
[(

ς−1
v,i − E

[
ς−1

v,i

])
νi,tνj,t

(
ς−1

v,j − E
[
ς−1

v,j

])]

= E
[(

ς−1
v,i − E

[
ς−1

v,i

])
(λi − E [λi])

′
]
ΣF E

[(
λj − E

[
λj

]) (
ς−1

v,j − E
[
ς−1

v,j

])]
+ 0

= cov
[
ς−1

v,i ,λ′
i

]
ΣF cov

[
λj, ς−1

v,j

]

= cov
[
ς−1

v,1,λ′
1

]
ΣF cov

[
λ1, ς−1

v,1

]
,

where we use i.i.d.-ness of λi and σ2
i to conclude that the covariance cov

[
ς−1

v,i ,λ′
i

]
is the same

across cross-sections.

Lastly, consider the variance of
√

1
2TN(N−1) ∑

N
i=2 ∑

i−1
j=1

(
ς−1

v,i − E
[
ς−1

v

])
ν ′iνj

(
ς−1

v,j − E
[
ς−1

v

])

in the case where cov
[
ς−1

v,i ,λ′
i

]
= 0. We have

var

[
N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

(
ς−1

v,i − E
[
ς−1

v,i

])
ν ′iνj

(
ς−1

v,j − E
[
ς−1

v,j

])]

= E





[
N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

(
ς−1

v,i − E
[
ς−1

v,i

])
ν ′iνj

(
ς−1

v,j − E
[
ς−1

v,j

])]2


− 0

=
N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

E

{[(
ς−1

v,i − E
[
ς−1

v,i

])
ν ′iνj

(
ς−1

v,j − E
[

ς−1
v,j

])]2
}

.

Here,
(
ν ′iνj

)2
=
[
(λ′

iF
′ + ε′i)

(
Fλj + εj

)]2
, where we only consider the leading term tr

(
λiλ

′
iF

′Fλjλ
′
jF

′F
)

further. Here, it is possible to show that

E
[
tr
(
λiλ

′
iF

′Fλjλ
′
jF

′F
)
| λi,λj, σ2

i , σ2
j

]
≤ T2M tr

(
λiλ

′
iλjλ

′
j

)
,

since the fourth-order moments of ft are bounded. By application of the Law of Iterated ex-

pectations (LIE), it then follows that

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

E

{(
ς−1

v,i − E
[
ς−1

v,i

])2
tr
(
λiλ

′
iF

′Fλjλ
′
jF

′F
) (

ς−1
v,j − E

[
ς−1

v,j

])2
}

= M T2
N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

E

{(
ς−1

v,i − E
[
ς−1

v,i

])2
tr
(
λiλ

′
iλjλ

′
j

) (
ς−1

v,j − E
[
ς−1

v,j

])2
}

= O
(

N2T2
)

,

assuming that the higher-order moment E

{(
ς−1

v,i − E
[
ς−1

v,i

])2
tr (λiλ

′
i)

}
exists. Involving the
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square of the scaling
√

1
2TN(N−1)

, we can conclude that the variance of

√
1

2TN (N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

(
ς−1

v,i − E
[
ς−1

v

])
ν ′iνj

(
ς−1

v,j − E
[

ς−1
v

])
(37)

diverges at rate T.

Proof of Theorem 3 (Time fixed effects part).

The decomposition of CD provided in Theorem 1 is purely algebraic and holds even with

general weights wi. Hence we can write

√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T−1ε̂′iε̂jwiwj

= kN,T

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

ε′iεj (wi − w)
(
wj − w

)
+
√

T (ΞW,1 + ΞW,2) ,

where

ΞW,1 =

√
N

2(N − 1)

1

NT

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ε2
i,t

(
(w)2 − 2wwi

)

ΞW,2 =

√
1

2N(N − 1)

1

NT

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ε2
i,t

(
(w)2 − 2w2

i

)
.

Here, we consider the leading bias term Ξ1,W where (NT)−1 ∑
N
i=1 ∑

T
t=1 ε2

i,t = Op(1), w =

OP

(
N−1/2

)
and N−1/2T−1 ∑

N
i=1 ∑

T
t=1 ε2

i,tw
2
i = OP (1) straightforwardly hold by Markov’s and

Chebyshev’s inequalities and uniform boundedness of the error variances. It follows that

Ξ1,W = OP

(
N−1

)
. For the second remainder term ΞW,2, we note that 1

NT ∑
N
i=1 ∑

T
t=1 ε2

i,tw
2
i =

OP(1) which together with the previous intermediary results implies ΞW,2 = OP(N−2).

We continue with the leading stochastic term in CDW , given by

√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t=1

T−1ε i,tε j,t (wi − w)
(
wj − w

)

=

√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t=1

T−1ε i,tε j,twiwj

− (w − N−1)

(√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t=1

T−1ε i,tε j,t(wi + wj)

)

+ (w2 − N−1w2)

(√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t=1

T−1ε i,tε j,t

)
.
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Given that E[wi] = 0, the second and third components are of ordersOP(N−1/2) and OP(N−1),

respectively. This follows from the application of Lemma 1 on corresponding U-statistics. The

remaining non-negligible term is of the form:

√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t=1

T−1ε i,tε j,twiwj.

From Lemma 1 it follows that:
√

2T

N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t=1

T−1ε i,tε j,twiwj
d−→ N(0, Ω) (38)

as N, T → ∞ jointly, where Ω = E[σ2
i w2

i ]
2 The last step in this proof is to show consistency of

the standard deviation estimator Ω̂ = (NT)−1 ∑
N
i=1 ∑

T
t=1 ε̂2

i,tw
2
i so that convergence in law of

CDW to a standard normal distribution follows by Slutsky’s Theorem. Note here that an equiv-

alent expression is given by term I I in the proof of Theorem 1. Drawing from corresponding

intermediary results in this theorem, adapted for general weights wi, we conclude that

(NT)−1
N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ε̂2
i,tw

2
i = (NT)−1

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ε2
i,tw

2
i +OP(N−1

√
T).

While the second term on the right-hand side above is asymptotically negligible under the

established restrictions on the relative expansion rate of N and T, we need to show conver-

gence of the first term to Ω. This is done by using Corollary 1 in Phillips and Moon (1999),

letting Qi,T = T−1 ∑
T
t=1 ε2

i,tw
2
i , Qi = σ2

i w2
i as well as Ci = 1. Sufficient conditions of that

lemma are satisfied given the existence of the eight moments of ηi,t, σi and wi. It follows that

CDW
d−→ N(0, 1)
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C Proofs: CCE

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

B =

[
1, 0′

β, Im

]

which relates the T × (m+ 1) matrix [yi,Xi] (or alternatively the average over all i) to common

and idiosyncratic variation affecting each of the observed variables directly. This relation is

given by

[
yi, Xi

]
=
(
F
[
λi, Λi

]
+
[
εi, Ei

])
B

= FCi +Ui

In the following, it is assumed that β is bounded so that ‖B‖ < ∞. Furthermore, B is non-

singular by construction, implying that B−1 exists. Given these properties, it trivially follows

from the properties of λi and Λi that ‖C‖ = OP (1) and ‖C−1‖ = OP(1). The same holds for

the matrix C
(1)

which is considered in the proof of Proposition 3.

Proof of Proposition 1.

As previously, denote by kN,T =
√

1
2TN(N−1)

the scaling that enters the CD statistic. Under the

assumptions of this proposition, the CD test statistic is given by

CD =
1

σ2
2kN,T

N−1

∑
i=1

N

∑
j=i+1

ε̂′iε̂j =
1

σ2
kN,T

N

∑
i,j

ε̂′iε̂j −
1

σ2
kN,T

N

∑
i=1

ε̂′iε̂i

= I − I I.

We begin by proving that I = 0. Note that

N

∑
i,j

ε̂′iε̂j =
T

∑
t=1

(
N

∑
i=1

ε̂ i,t

)2

.

Furthermore, for each time period t the sum of residuals can be expressed as

N

∑
i=1

ε̂ i,t = N
(

yt − λ̂
′
f̂t

)
, (39)

where the average estimated loading λ̂ is implicitly defined by projection off the space spanned

by f̂t. That is, it can be written

λ̂ =

(
T

∑
t=1

f̂tf̂
′
t

)−1
T

∑
t=1

f̂tyt =

(
T

∑
t=1

f̂tf̂
′
t

)−1
T

∑
t=1

f̂tf̂
′
t

[
1, 0′m

]′
=
[
1, 0′m

]′
, (40)
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such that λ̂
′
f̂t = yt. Combining these results we conclude:

N

∑
i=1

ε̂ i,t = N
(

yt − λ̂
′
f̂t

)
= 0, (41)

therefore also I = 0. Next, we show that I I = OP(
√

T). Using corresponding results from the

proof of Theorem 2 with wi = σ−1 ∀i, we can write

I I = kN,T
1

σ2

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ε2
i,t +OP(N−1/2 ∨ T−1/2) +OP(N−1

√
T)

= NT

√
1

2TN(N − 1)
+

1√
2(N − 1)

1√
NT

(
N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

η2
i,t − 1

)
+OP(N−1/2 ∨ T−1/2) +OP(N−1

√
T),

=

√
TN

2(N − 1)
+OP(N−1/2 ∨ T−1/2) +OP(N−1

√
T),

=

√
T − T/N

2
+OP(N−1/2 ∨ T−1/2) +OP(N−1

√
T).

Here the second line follows from Theorem 3 Phillips and Moon (1999) applied to the sequence

η2
i,t − 1. Combining our results on expressions I and I I we conclude

CD = −
√(

T − T

N

)
/2 +OP(N−1/2) +OP(T

−1/2) +OP(N−1
√

T). (42)

Proof of Theorem 2.

To simplify notation and to emphasize the generality of our result, we prove this theorem for a

generic set of random weights {w1, w2, . . . , wN} which has the same properties as spelled out

in Assumption 2.2. Taking some conflicting notation with respect to Theorem 3 into account,

let the CD test statistic based on these generic weights be denoted

CDW = 2kN,T

N−1

∑
i=1

N

∑
j=i+1

ε̂′iε̂jwiwj = kN,T

N

∑
i,j

ε̂′iε̂jwiwj − kN,T

N

∑
i=1

ε̂′iε̂iw
2
i

= I − I I,

where

ε̂i =MF̂ (Fλi + εi)

=MF̂ εi −MF̂

(
F̂ −FC

) (
C

−1
)
λi

=MF̂ εi −MF̂U
(
C

−1
)
λi.
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Now let

I = kN,T

N

∑
i,j

(
εi −U

(
C

−1
)
λi

)′ (
εj −U

(
C

−)
λj

)
wiwj

− kN,T

N

∑
i,j

(
εi −U

(
C

−1
)
λi

)′
PF̂

(
εj −U

(
C

−1
)
λj

)
wiwj

= I1 − I2.

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

N

∑
i=1

(
εi −U

(
C

−1
)
λi

)
wi =

N

∑
i=1

εiwi −
N

∑
i=1

Ui

(
C

−1
)(

N−1
N

∑
ℓ=1

λℓwℓ

)
.

Consequently, letting λw = N−1 ∑
N
ℓ=1 λℓwℓ and ξi = εiwi −Ui

(
C

−)
λw

I1 = kN,T

N

∑
i,j

ξ′iξ j

= 2kN,T

N−1

∑
i=1

N

∑
j=i+1

ξ′iξ j + kN,T

N

∑
i=1

ξ′iξi, (43)

where

kN,T

N

∑
i=1

ξ′iξi = kN,T

N

∑
i=1

ε′iεiw
2
i + kN,Tλ

′
w

(
C

−1
)′
(

N

∑
i=1

U ′
iUi

)(
C

−1
)
λw

− 2kN,Tλ
′
w

(
C

−1
)′
(

N

∑
i=1

U ′
i εiwi

)

is a linear function of asymptotically non-negligible terms. Lemma 3 implies that I2 = oP(1) if

both
√

T/N → 0 and T → ∞. Hence, proceed to

I I = kN,T

N

∑
i=1

(
εi −U

(
C

−1
)
λi

)′ (
εi −U

(
C

−1
)
λi

)
w2

i

− kN,T

N

∑
i=1

(
εi −U

(
C

−1
)
λi

)′
PF̂

(
εi −U

(
C

−1
)
λi

)
w2

i

= I I1 − I I2.

As shown in Lemma 4, I I2 is oP(1), if N−1
√

T → 0 and T → ∞. For this reason, consider the

first term above instead. We can write

I I1 = kN,T

N

∑
i=1

ε′iεiw
2
i + kN,T

N

∑
i=1

∥∥∥U
(
C

−1
)
λi

∥∥∥
2

w2
i − 2kN,T

N

∑
i=1

λ′
i

(
C

−1
)′
U

′
εiw

2
i ,
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where

kN,T

N

∑
i=1

∥∥∥U
(
C

−1
)
λi

∥∥∥
2

w2
i

≤ kN,T
T

N

N

∑
i=1

w2
iλ

′
iλi tr

(
(N/T)U

′
U
) ∥∥C

∥∥2
M

= OP(N−1
√

T)

by using result (S.22) and Markov’s inequality on 1
N w2

i ∑
N
i=1 λ

′
iλi. Next,

2kN,T

∣∣∣∣∣
N

∑
i=1

λ′
i

(
C

−1
)′
U

′
εiw

2
i

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2kN,T

√
N

(
N−1

N

∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥λ′
i

(
C

−1
)′∥∥∥∥

2
)1/2(

N

∑
i=1

∥∥∥U ′
εiw

2
i

∥∥∥
2
)1/2

.

As noted above, N−1 ∑
N
i=1

∥∥∥∥λ′
i

(
C

−1
)′∥∥∥∥ = OP(1). In order to proceed in with the second term

above, we use the identity U =
[
ε; E

]
B and write

E

[
N

∑
i=1

∥∥∥U ′
εiw

2
i

∥∥∥
]2

≤ ‖B‖2 N−2
N

∑
i,i′,i′′

T

∑
t,t′

E [ε i,tε i′ ,tε i′′,t′ε i,t′ ] E
[
w4

i

]

+ ‖B‖2 N−2
N

∑
i,i′,i′′

T

∑
t,t′

E [ε i,tε i,t′ ] E
[
e′i′,tei′′,t′

]
E
[
w4

i

]

= O(T) +O(N−1T2),

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

with uniform boundedness of w4
i and boundedness of ‖B‖2, we have

2kN,T

∣∣∣∣∣
N

∑
i=1

λ′
i

(
C

−1
)′
U

′
εiw

2
i

∣∣∣∣∣ =
√

2

TN(N − 1)

√
N OP(1)

(
OP(

√
T) +OP(N−1/2T)

)

= OP(N−1/2) +OP(N−1
√

T). (44)

Hence, we can conclude that

I I1 = kN,T

N

∑
i=1

ε′iεiw
2
i +OP(N−1/2) +OP(T

−1/2) +OP(N−1
√

T) (45)

Combining the results on I1, I2, I I1 and I I2, we have

CDW = I1 − I2 − I I1 + I I2

= 2kN,T

N−1

∑
i=1

N

∑
j=i+1

ξ′iξ j + kN,Tλ
′
w

(
C

−1
)′
(

N

∑
i=1

U ′
iUi

)(
C

−1
)
λw

− 2kN,Tλ
′
w

(
C

−1
)′
(

N

∑
i=1

U ′
i εiwi

)
+OP(T

−1/2) +OP(N−1/2) +OP(N−1
√

T),
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from which the main result to be proven here follows by setting wi = σ−1
i , by referring to the

resulting CD test statistic as CD and by defining the influence function as ψi,t =
(
C

′)−1
ui,t.

Proof of Theorem 3 (Multifactor error part).

Proceeding from the decomposition given in Theorem 2, we consider the two bias terms Φ1,W

and Φ2,W . For both terms, it is instructive to note that

E



∥∥∥∥∥N−1

N

∑
i=1

wiλi

∥∥∥∥∥

2

 = N−2

N

∑
i,j

E
[
wiwj

]
E
[
λ′

iλj

]
= N−2

N

∑
i=1

var [wi] E
[
λ′

iλi

]
= O

(
N−1

)
,

so that
∥∥∥∥∥N−1

N

∑
i=1

wiλi

∥∥∥∥∥ = OP

(
N−1/2

)
. (46)

Concerning Φ1,W , we also need to take into account

∥∥∥∥∥(NT)−1
N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ψi,tψ
′
i,t

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ (NT)−1
N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

u′
i,tui,t

∥∥∥C−1
∥∥∥

2

= OP (1) ,

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

Φ1,W ≤
√

N

2(N − 1)

∥∥∥∥∥(NT)−1
N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ψi,tψ
′
i,t
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∥∥∥∥∥N−1
N

∑
i=1

wiλi
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2

= OP(N−1).

Next, consider Φ̃2,W where

∥∥∥∥∥(NT)−1
N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ψi,twiε i,t

∥∥∥∥∥ = OP

(
N−1/2

)

by isolating C
−1

from the definition of ψi,t and by using result (S.24) on the remaining part.

Consequently,

|Φ2,W | ≤
√

N

2(N − 1)

∥∥∥∥∥N−1
N

∑
i=1

wiλi
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= OP

(
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)
.
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Thus, the two bias terms affecting CDW in Theorem 2 are negligible for weights satisfying

Assumption 7 as long as N−1
√

T → 0. We continue with the leading stochastic term of the

weighted CD test statistic, given by
√

2T

N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t=1

T−1ξiN,tξ jN,t

with ξiN,t =
(

wiε i,t −
(

N−1 ∑
N
ℓ=1 wℓλ

′
ℓ

)
ψi,t

)
and ψi,t = C

−1
ui,t. Analogous to the time fixed

effects part of this proof, we can apply Lemma 1 with ai,t = wiε i,t and qi = wiσi to obtain
√

2T

N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t=1

T−1ε i,tε j,twiwj
d−→ N(0, (σ2

w E
[
σ2

i

]
)2)

as N, T → ∞ subject to N−1
√

T → 0. Now note that by equation (45) in the proof of Theorem

2,

(NT)−1
N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ε̂2
i,tw

2
i = (NT)−1

N

∑
i=1

ε′iεiw
2
i +OP((NT)−1/2) +OP(N−1) +OP(T

−1)

where (NT)−1 ∑
N
i=1 ε

′
iεiw

2
i

p−→ σ2
w E
[
σ2

i

]
as argued in the time fixed effects part of the proof of

this theorem. By application of Slutsky’s Theorem, it then follows that
(
(NT)−1

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

ε̂2
i,tw

2
i

)−1√
2T

N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T
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t=1

T−1ε i,tε j,t
d−→ N(0, 1).

Next, consider the sum
√

2T

N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1
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j=1
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t=1

ui,tu
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j=1
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(ε i,t, e
′
j,t)

′(ε i,t, e
′
j,t)

)
B. (47)

Given that ei,t has properties similar to ε i,t, it can be shown analogously the reasoning leading

to (38) that a CLT holds for every element of the (m+ 1)× (m+ 1) matrix in parentheses in (47)

by Lemma 1. This allows us to conclude that the elements of (47) are stochastically bounded.

Thus, recalling result (46),
(
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so that
(
(NT)−1
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∑
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∑
t=1

ε̂2
i,tw

2
i

)−1√
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N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1
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T−1ξiN,tξ jN,t
d−→ N(0, 1),

which leads to the central result of this theorem.
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S.1 Additional theoretical contributions and discussion

S.1.1 An analytically bias-corrected CD test statistic

Section 4.1 introduced parametric bias-correction as a feasible approach to re-establish asymp-

totically normal inference for the CD tests statistic under its null hypothesis. This section

provides details on its implementation as a benchmark CD test statistic in the Monte Carlo ex-

periments of Section 5. The analytically bias-corrected CD test statistic CDBC is corrected with

a plug-in estimate of the bias terms of Theorems 1 and 2. That is, whenever CDBC is applied to

2WFE residuals, we construct it as

CDBC = Ω̂−1/2
FE

(
CD −

√
TΞ̂
)

where

Ξ̂ =

√
1

2N(N − 1)




N

∑
i=1

(
1 −

√
σ̂2

i N−1
N

∑
ℓ=1

(
σ̂2
ℓ

)−1/2

)2

− N


 ,

Ω̂FE =
2 (N − 1)

N

(
Ξ̂ + 1

)2

with σ̂2
i = T−1 ∑

T
t=1 ε̂2

i,t for 2WFE residuals ε̂ i,t. The expressions above arise from rearranging

the terms of Theorem 1 so that their estimates can be obtained with minimal computational

burden. In this regard, it is helpful to note that the asymptotic variance of Ω can be written as

a function of the bias term Ξ. Likewise, for application of CDBC to CCE residuals, we set

CDBC = Ω̂−1/2
CCE

[
CD −

√
T
(

Φ̂1 − 2Φ̂2

)]
,

where

Φ̂1 =

√
1

2N(N − 1)

[
N−1

N

∑
i=1

(
σ̂2

i

)−1/2

]2

λ̂
′
B̂′
[

∑
N
i=1 σ̂2

i ; 0′m
0m; ∑

N
i=1 Σ̂i

]
B̂λ̂,

Φ̂2 =

√
1

2N(N − 1)

[
N−1

N

∑
i=1

(
σ̂2

i

)−1/2

]
λ̂
′
[

∑
N
i=1 σ̂2

i

0m

]
,

Ω̂CCE =

[
1 +

√
2 (N − 1)

N

(
Φ̂1 − 2Φ̂2

)]2
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with

B̂ =

[
1 0′m

β̂CCE Im

]
,

β̂CCE =

(
(NT)−1

N

∑
i=1

X ′
iMF̂Xi

)−1

(NT)−1
N

∑
i=1

X ′
iMF̂yi,

λ̂ = N−1
N

∑
i=1

λ̂i,

λ̂i =
(
F̂ ′F̂

)−1
F̂ ′
(
yi −Xiβ̂

CCE
)

,

Σ̂i = T−1X ′
iMF̂Xi,

as well as σ̂2
i = T−1ε̂′iε̂i and ε̂i = MF̂yi −MF̂Xiβ̂

CCE. The plug-in estimators Φ̂1 and Φ̂2 are

calculated under the assumption of independence between factor loadings and error variances

so that we can write E
[
λiσ

−1
i

]
= E [λi] E

[
σ−1

i

]
. While this assumption allows making the

estimates of both bias terms sufficiently precise in the setup of our Monte Carlo experiments,

it may lead to size distortion in a DGP with dependence between factor loadings and error

variances.

S.1.2 Group effects and principal components

Group effects

The idea put forward in Bonhomme and Manresa (2015) is that all individuals i = 1, . . . , N are

associated with an unobserved group membership variable gi ∈ {1, . . . , G}. Regressors aside

their model is given by:

yi,t = τgi ,t + ε i,t, (S.1)

where τgi ,t are the group-specific unobservable effects. Following Theorem 2 in Bonhomme and Manresa

(2015) we know that gi can be estimated with high probability as T → ∞, thus the estimation

error from ĝi − gi can be ignored when evaluating the estimators of τg,t. Note that if gi is known

then τ̂g,t is simply given by:

τ̂g,t − τ̂g,t =
1

N

N

∑
i=1

πg I(gi = g)ε i,t. (S.2)

where πg = N/Ng with Ng = ∑
N
i=1 I(gi = g). The model in (S.1) admits an alternative repre-

sentation as a factor model with G factors:

yi,t = λ′
ift + ε i,t, (S.3)
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with λi = (I(gi = 1), . . . , I(gi = G))′ and ft = (τ1,t, . . . , τG,t). Thus the influence function ψi,t

for f̂t is simply given by:

ψi,t =




π1 I(gi = 1)ε i,t

...

πG I(gi = G)ε i,t


 . (S.4)

Next consider the residuals in this model

1

N

N

∑
i=1

(yi,t − λ′
if̂t) = εt − λ′

ψt = εt −
1

N

N

∑
i=1

G

∑
g=1

I(gi = 1)ε i,t = 0, (S.5)

as ∑
G
g=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

yi,t = λ′
ift + ε i,t, (S.6)

with an unrestricted vector λi. If λi are assumed to be known then ft can be estimated by least

squares:

f̂t − ft =
1

N

N

∑
i=1

ψi,t, ψi,t =
(

N−1λiλ
′
i

)−1
λiε i,t. (S.7)

Estimation of λi implies that ft can only be introduced up to a rotation (see e.g. Bai (2003)

Theorem 1) via principal components:

H−1f̂t − ft =
1

N

N

∑
i=1

ψi,t +OP(1), ψi,t =H−1V −1Q−1λiε i,t (S.8)

where for precise definitions ofH,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).

S.1.3 Serial correlation

The original CD test of Pesaran (2004, 2015) 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

4



long as ε i,t is a stationary short memory process. In particular, under this type of assumption

it can be shown that the relevant asymptotic variance for the result in Theorem 3 is given by:

Ω =
∞

∑
s=−∞

[
E[(wi − E[wi])

2ε i,tε i,t−s]
]2

. (S.9)

The above quantity is non-standard, as it not a function of the long-run variance of (wi −
E[wi])ε i,t. 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 Ω is given by

Ω̂N =
2

TN(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

∑
j<i

(l′ilj)
2. (S.10)

Here li = (wi − w)êi is constructed using residuals êi. It can be expected that under reason-

able regularity conditions on the memory properties of ε i,t as well as appropriate restrictions

on N, T estimator Ω̂N 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 Ω. However, as in our setting xi are correlated by construction, any theoretical justifica-

tion for including l(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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S.2 Proofs: CCE power

Proof of Proposition 3.

Let kN,T =
√

1
2TN(N−1)

and ̟i =

[
ς−1

i,v νi −Di

(
C

(1)
)−1 (

N−1 ∑
N
ℓ=1 λ

(1)
ℓ

ς−1
ℓ,v

)]
, where νi and

ς2
ν,i are defined in the discussion following equation (31) and where

Di = F
[
λ
(2)
i , Λ

(2)
i

]
+
[
εi, ei

]
.

Using the same steps as in the Proof of Theorem 2, we can decompose the CD test statistic as

CDH1
= I − I I

where

I = 2kN,T

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

̟′
i̟j + kN,T

N

∑
i=1

̟′
i̟i − kN,T

N

∑
i,j

̟′
iPF̟̂j

I I = kN,T

N

∑
i=1

ς−2
i,v

(
ν ′i − λ

(1)′
i

(
C

(1)′)−1
D

′
)
MF̂

(
νi −D

(
C

(1)
)−1

λ
(1)
i

)
.

As shown in Lemmas 6 and 7, it holds that

kN,T

N

∑
i,j

̟′
iPF̟̂j = OP

[
max

(
N−1, T−1

)(
kN,T

N

∑
i,j

̟′
i̟j

)]

and

I I = kN,T

N

∑
i=1

ς−2
i,ν ν

′
iνi +OP

(
N−1/2

√
T
)
+OP

(
T−1/2

)
.

Furthermore, the expression kN,T ∑
N
i=1̟

′
i̟i is written out

kN,T

N

∑
i=1

̟′
i̟i, = kN,T

N

∑
i=1

ς−2
i,v ν

′
iνi

+

√
TN

(N − 1)

(
N−1

N

∑
ℓ=1

ς−1
ℓ,vλ

(1)′
ℓ

)(
C

(1)′)−1
(
(NT)−1

N

∑
i=1

D′
iDi

)

×
(
C

(1)
)−1

(
N−1

N

∑
ℓ=1

λ
(1)
ℓ

ς−1
ℓ,v

)

−2

√
TN

(N − 1)
(NT)−1

N

∑
i=1

ς−1
i,v ν

′
iDj

(
C

(1)
)−1

(
N−1

N

∑
ℓ=1

λ
(1)
ℓ

ς−1
ℓ,v

)
.

The first term on the right-hand side above is canceled out by the leading term in I I. The

two remaining terms constitute expressions Φ1,H1
and Φ2,H1

, respectively. Next, consider the

6



properties of 2kN,T ∑
N
i=2 ∑

i−1
j=1̟

′
i̟j, which we write as

2kN,T

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

̟′
i̟j = 2kN,T

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

ς−1
i,v ν

′
iνjς

−1
j,v − 4kN,T

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

ς−1
i,v ν

′
iDj

(
C

(1)
)−1

(
N−1

N

∑
ℓ=1

λ
(1)
ℓ

ς−1
ℓ,v

)
(S.11)

+

(
N−1

N

∑
ℓ=1

ς−1
ℓ,vλ

(1)′
ℓ

)(
C

(1)′)−1
(

2kN,T

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

D′
iDj

)(
C

(1)
)−1

(
N−1

N

∑
ℓ=1

λ
(1)
ℓ

ς−1
ℓ,v

)
.

The order in probability of all three terms above is determined by the expected values of the el-

ements within the double sum ∑
N
i=2 ∑

i−1
j=1. Conditioning on the values taken by factor loadings

and error variances, we have

E
[
νi,tνj,t | λi,λj, σ2

i , σ2
j

]
= λ

(2)′
i ΣF,22λ

(2)
j ,

E
[
Di,tD

′
j,t | λi,λj,Λi,Λj, σ2

i , σ2
j

]
=

[
λ
(2)′
i

Λ
(2)′
i

]
ΣF,22

[
λ
(2)
j , Λ

(2)
j

]
,

E
[
νi,tD

′
jt| λi,λj,Λj, σ2

i , σ2
j

]
= λ

(2)′
i ΣF,22

[
λ
(2)
j , Λ

(2)
j

]
,

for i 6= j. The zero mean property of λ
(2)
i and Λ

(2)
i implies that E

[
Di,tD

′
j,t

]
= O. This re-

sult carries over to E
[
ς−1

i,v ν
′
iDj

]
since independence of λi and σ2

i over cross-sections implies

that we can write E
[

ς−1
i,v ν

′
iDj

]
= E

[
ς−1

i,v λ
(2)′
i

]
ΣF,22 E

{[
λ
(2)
j , Λ

(2)
j

]}
= 0. Consequently, the

last two terms on the right-hand side of (S.11) are asymptotically centered around zero since

their components C
(1)′

and N−1 ∑
N
ℓ=1 ς−1

ℓ,vλ
(1)′
ℓ

converge to nonstochastic limiting expressions.

Lastly, by the LIE, we have

E
[
ς−1

i,v νi,tνj,tς
−1
j,v

]
= cov

[
ς−1

i,v , λ
(2)′
i

]
ΣF,22 cov

[
λ
(2)
j , ς−1

j,v

]
,

and consequently

E

[
2kN,T

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

ς−1
i,v ν

′
iνjς

−1
j,v

]
= N

√
T cov

[
ς−1

1,v, λ
(2)′
1

]
ΣF,22 cov

[
λ
(2)
1 , ς−1

1,v

]
,

which parallels results obtained in the proof of Proposition 2. It will be shown below that

variation around this expected value is of lower order in probability. Assuming this for now,

we state that

plim
N,T→∞

N−1T−1/2

√
2

TN (N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

̟′
i̟j = cov

[
ς−1

i,v , λ
(2)′
i

]
ΣF,22 cov

[
λ
(2)
j , ς−1

j,v

]
.

A consequence of this result, as well as those on the second and third terms in equation (S.11)

is that 2kN,T ∑
N
i=2 ∑

i−1
j=1̟

′
i̟j is asymptotically centered around 0 if ς−1

i,v and λ
(2)′
i are uncor-

related. In this special case, it is required to investigate the rate at which the variance of

2kN,T ∑
N
i=2 ∑

i−1
j=1̟

′
i̟j diverges. First, consider

var

[
2kN,T

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

ς−1
i,v ν

′
iνjς

−1
j,v

]
= E


4k2

N,T

(
N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

ς−1
i,v ν

′
iνjς

−1
j,v

)2

 .
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Apart from a superscript (2) on factors and factor loadings as well as the absence of the ex-

pected value of ς−1
i,v , the term ς−1

i,v ν
′
iνjς

−1
j,v is identical to the one occurred in the proof of Propo-

sition 2. Hence, we can follow the same reasoning to conclude that

var

[√
2

TN (N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

ς−1
i,v ν

′
iνjς

−1
j,v

]
= O (T) .

Next, consider the middle term of the third expression in equation (S.11). After vectorizing

this matrix, we can write

var

[
vec

(
N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

D′
iDj

)]
= E

[
vec

(
N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

D′
iDj

)
vec

(
N

∑
i′=2

i′−1

∑
j′=1

D′
i′Dj′

)′]

=
N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

E
[
vec

(
D′

iDj

)
vec

(
D′

iDj

)′]
.

Recall here that

D′
iDj =

[
λ
(2)
i

Λ
(2)′
i

]
F (2)′F (2)

[
λ
(2)
j ,Λ

(2)
j

]
+

[
ε′i
E ′

i

]
[
εj, Ej

]

+

[
λ
(2)
i

Λ
(2)′
i

]
F (2)′ [εj, Ej

]
+

[
ε′i
E ′

i

]
F (2)

[
λ
(2)
j , Λ

(2)
j

]
,

whose leading term is the first on the right-hand side of the first line and where we recall that

C
(2)
i =

[
λ
(2)
j , Λ

(2)
j

]
. Hence, the leading term of vec

(
D′

iDj

)
vec

(
D′

iDj

)′
is written

vec
(
D′

iDj

)
vec

(
D′

iDj

)′
=
(
C

(2)
i ⊗C(2)

j

)′
vec

(
F (2)′F (2)

)
vec

(
F (2)′F (2)

) (
C

(2)
i ⊗C(2)

j

)
,

which is nothing more than a multivariate version of the leading term in ς−1
i,v ν

′
iνjς

−1
j,v . The

current case is even simpler due to the absence of the inverse error standard deviation ς−1
i,v .

Consequently, finite fourth moments for factors and finite second moments for loadings to-

gether with the reasoning applied for the variance of 2kN,T ∑
N
i=2 ∑

i−1
j=1 ς−1

i,v ν
′
iνjς

−1
j,v allow us to

conclude that

var

[√
2

TN (N − 1)
vec

(
N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

D′
iDj

)]
= OP (T) .

Since the outer terms
(

N−1 ∑
N
ℓ=1 ς−1

ℓ,vλ
(1)′
ℓ

)
and

(
C

(1)′)−1
converge to finite, non-stochastic

components, this rate of divergence carries over to the variance of the entire term
(

N−1 ∑
N
ℓ=1 ς−1

ℓ,vλ
(1)′
ℓ

) (
C

(1)′)−
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Lastly, consider the second term in (S.11), whose middle term is of particular interest. The

variance of this term is given by

var

[
N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

ς−1
i,v ν

′
iDj

]
= E

[
N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

N

∑
i′=2

i′−1

∑
j′=1

D′
jνiν

′
i′Dj′ς

−1
i,v ς−1

i′,v

]

=
N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t,t′

E
[
Dj,tνi,tνi,t′D

′
j,t′ς

−2
i,v

]
.

Similar to the previous two terms, the leading expression in the term above is given by

E
[
C

(2)′
j F

(2)
t F

(2)′
t λ

(2)
i λi(2)′F (2)

t F
(2)′
t C

(2)
j ς−2

i,v

]
≤ M E

[
C

(2)′
j λ

(2)
i ς−2

i,v λ
(2)′
i C

(2)
j

]

where the upper bound on the right-hand side above is established by the LIE and bound-

edness of the fourth-order moments of Ft. Additionally assuming that E
[
λ
(2)
i ς−2

i,v λ
(2)′
i

]
is

bounded and conditioning onC
(2)
j , we arrive at

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t,t′

E
[
Dj,tνi,tνi,t′D

′
j,t′ς

−2
i,v

]
= O

(
(NT)2

)
,

implying that

var

[√
2

TN (N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

ς−1
i,v ν

′
iDj

]
= O (T) ,

which carries over to the variance of kN,T ∑
N
i=2 ∑

i−1
j=1 ς−1

i,v ν
′
iDj

(
C

(1)
)−1 (

N−1 ∑
N
ℓ=1λ

(1)
ℓ

ς−1
ℓ,v

)
.
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S.3 Auxiliary lemmas

Lemma 1. Let {ai,t}T
t=1 be a scalar and ci L−dimensional sequences of random variables for i =

1, . . . , N such that:

• ai,t, aj,s are independent for all i 6= j and all s, t.

• ai,t, ai,s are iid conditionally on ci for all s, t.

• E[|ai,t |8|ci] < M < ∞. ci are iid over i.

• qk
i ≡ E[|ai,t |k|ci] and E[ai,t|ci] = 0 for k ≤ 8.

• E[|qk
i |] < ∞ for k ≤ 8.

Then:

U =

√
2

NT(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t=1

ai,taj,t
d−→ N(0, E[q2

i ]
2), (S.12)

jointly as N, T → ∞.

Proof of Lemma 1.

The prove this lemma we use Theorem 3.2 of Hall and Heyde (1980). In particular, express U

as:

U =
T

∑
t=1

ξt,N,T, ξt,N,T =

√
2

NT(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

ai,taj,t. (S.13)

Denote by C = σ({c1, . . . , cN}) the σ-algebra generated by ci and let Ft−1,N,T = σ(C, ξt−1,N,T, . . . , ξ1,N,T)

be the σ-algebra generated by C and ξt−1,N,T, . . . , ξ1,N,T. It is easy to see that {ξt,N,T,Ft−1,N,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:

VT =
T

∑
t=1

E[ξ2
t,N,T|Ft−1,N,T]

p−→ η2 (S.14)

10



By conditional independence of ai,t, the above result simplifies:

T

∑
t=1

E[ξ2
t,N,T|Ft−1,N,T] =

T

∑
t=1

E[ξ2
t,N,T|C]

=
2

N(N − 1)
E



(

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

ai,taj,t

)2

|C




=
2

N(N − 1)
E



(

N

∑
i=2

ai,t Ai−1,t

)2

|C




=
2

N(N − 1)
E

[
N

∑
i=2

a2
i,t A2

i−1,t|C
]

=
2

N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

q2
i

i−1

∑
j=1

q2
j ,

where in the third line we defined the “integrated” variable Ai−1,t = ∑
i−1
j=1 aj,t, the fourth line

uses the fact that ai,t Ai−1,t is a Martingale Difference Sequence. The last line uses the definition

of q2
i . After re-arranging elements:

VT =
2

N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

q2
i

i−1

∑
j=1

q2
j

=
1

N(N − 1)


N2

(
1

N

N

∑
i=1

q2
i

)2

− N

(
1

N

N

∑
i=1

q4
i

)


=

(
1

N

N

∑
i=1

q2
i

)2

+OP(N−1)

= E[q2
i ]

2 +OP(N−1).

Here the third and the fourth lines follow from the application of the Kolmogorov’s SLLN to

iid sequences q2
i and q4

i . Thus we can expect that

U =

√
2

NT(N − 1)

N

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

T

∑
t=1

ai,taj,t
d−→ N(0, E[q2

i ]
2). (S.15)

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 ξt,N,T is a (conditionally) uniformly inte-

grable sequence:

T

∑
t=1

E[ξ2
t,N,T I(|ξt,N,T| > ε)|Ft−1,N,T]

p−→ 0. (S.16)
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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:

BT =
T

∑
t=1

E[|ξt,N,T|2+δ|Ft−1,N,T]
p−→ 0, δ > 0, (S.17)

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

dition is satisfied for δ = 2. Observe how:

BT = T E[ξ4
t,N,T|C] = T−1 N

4(N − 1)
E

[(
Na2 − a2

)4
|C
]
= T−1 N

4(N − 1)
‖Na2 − a2‖4

4,

where a = N−1 ∑
N
i=1 ai,t and similarly for a2. For the ease of exposition we drop the t subscript

from the definition of the above averages as these quantities are identically distributed over t.

The scaling in front of the expectation is of order o(1) as long as T → ∞. It remains to show

that the second component is OP(1). By Minkowski inequality with respect to the conditional

probability measure:

‖Na2 − a2‖4 ≤ ‖Na2‖4 + ‖a2‖4. (S.18)

Similarly:

‖a2‖4 ≤ 1

N

N

∑
i=1

4

√
E[a8

i,t|ci]

=
1

N

N

∑
i=1

4

√
q8

i

= E

[
4

√
q8

i

]
+OP(1).

Here the first lines from the Minkowski inequality, second line from the definition of the ‖ · ‖4

norm and the definition of q8
i . The final line follows from the application of the Kolmogorov’s

SLLN.

When it comes to ‖Na2‖4 observe that:

‖Na2‖4
4 =

1

N4

N

∑
i=1

N

∑
j=1

N

∑
k=1

N

∑
l=1

N

∑
m=1

N

∑
n=1

N

∑
p=1

N

∑
s=1

E[ai,taj,tak,tal,tam,tan,tap,tas,t|C]. (S.19)

Because ai,t are conditionally independent, the expectation is nonzero only if the indices are

pairwise equal. This leaves O(N4) non-zero summands. When non-zero each expectation is a

function of at most qk
i , which we assume is integrable by assumption. Thus:

‖Na2‖4
4 ≤

(
1

N

N

∑
i=1

q2
i

)4

+OP(1)

=
(
E[q2

i ]
)4

+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:

‖Na2 − a2‖4
4 = OP(1), (S.20)

and as a result:

BT = T E[ξ4
t,N,T|C] = T−1 N

4(N − 1)
‖Na2 − a2‖4

4 = OP(1).

As required. This completes the proof.

Lemma 2. Let wi denote any stochastic weights that are independent across i and satisfy E
[
w2

i

]
< M

for all i. Furthermore, let wi be independent of ft, ε i,t and ei,t for all i and t. Under Assumptions 2-6,

(
T−1F̂ ′F̂

)−1
= OP (1) (S.21)

√
NT−1/2

∥∥∥∥∥N−1
N

∑
i=1

wiU
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥ = OP (1) (S.22)

√
NT−1/2

∥∥∥∥∥

(
N−1

N

∑
i=1

wiU
′
i

)
F

∥∥∥∥∥ = OP (1) (S.23)

Additionally, under Assumptions 2-6 and given weights wi that satisfy Assumption 7, we have
∥∥∥∥∥(NT)−1

N

∑
i=1

U ′
i εiwi

∥∥∥∥∥ = OP(N−1/2) (S.24)

Proof of Lemma 2.

1. Result (S.21): By Pesaran (2006, equation (36)) it holds that

T−1F̂ ′F̂ = C
′ (

T−1F ′F
)
C +OP((NT)−1/2) +OP(N−1),

where the function of true factors and true loadings itself converges to a positive definite

matrix by assumptions 3 and 4. Hence, Theorem 1 in Karabıyık et al. (2017) applies and

equation (S.21) follows.

2. Result (S.22): Taking the square of the expression of interest, we can write

NT−1

∥∥∥∥∥N−1
N

∑
i=1

wiU
′
i

∥∥∥∥∥

2

≤ (NT)−1
N

∑
i,j

T

∑
t=1

wiwj

(
ε i,tε j,t + e

′
i,tej,t

)
‖B‖2

where (NT)−1 ∑
N
i,j ∑

T
t=1 wiwjε i,tε j,t = OP (1) and (NT)−1 ∑

N
i,j ∑

T
t=1 wiwje

′
i,tej,t = OP(1)

by Markov’s inequality and zero correlation of idiosyncratic variation in both yi and Xi

across i. Result (S.22) follows accordingly.
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3. Result (S.23): Analogous to the proof of (S.22) we take the square of (S.23) and rearrange

to arrive at

NT−1

∥∥∥∥∥N−1
N

∑
i=1

wiU
′
iF

∥∥∥∥∥

2

≤ (NT)−1
N

∑
i,j

T

∑
t,t′

wiwjf
′
tft′

(
ε i,tε j,t′ + e

′
i,tej,t′

)
‖B‖2 .

Now taking expectations of the non-negative expression (NT)−1 ∑
N
i,j ∑

T
t,t′ wiwjf

′
tft′ε i,tε j,t′

and using uncorrelatedness of ε i,t across i and t as well as E
(
w2

i

)
≤ M, we obtain

E

[
(NT)−1

N

∑
i,j

T

∑
t,t′

wiwjf
′
tft′ε i,tε j,t′

]
≤ (NT)−1

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

M tr(ΣF )E
[
ε2

i,t

]

= O (1)

An identical result is given for the term involving f ′
tft′ . Result (S.23) is then obtained via

Markov’s inequality.

4. Result (S.24): Given the definition of Ui, we can write

E



∥∥∥∥∥(NT)−1

N

∑
i=1

U ′
i εiwi

∥∥∥∥∥

2

 ≤ (NT)−2

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t,t′

E
[
ε i,t

(
ε i,tε i,t′ + e

′
i,tei,t′

)
ε i,t′
]

var [wi] ‖B‖2

where we directly use independence of wi across i as well as its zero expected value.

Additionally,

(NT)−2
N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t,t′

E [ε i,tε i,tε i,t′ε i,t′ ] = (NT)−2
N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

κ4 [ε i,t] + (NT)−2
N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t,t′

E
[
ε2

i,t

]
E
[
ε2

i,t′
]

= O(N−1)

and

(NT)−2
N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t,t′

E
[
ε i,te

′
i,tei,t′ε i,t′

]
= (NT)−2

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

E
[
ε2

i,t

]
tr (Σ)

= O
(
(NT)−1

)
,

from which it follows that

∥∥∥∥∥(NT)−1
N

∑
i=1

U ′
i εiwi

∥∥∥∥∥

2

= OP

(
N−1

)

by Markov’s inequality. Taking the square root leads to result (S.24).
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Lemma 3. Under Assumptions 2-6 and Assumption 7,

√
1

2TN(N − 1)

N

∑
i,j

(
εi −U

(
C

−1
)′
λi

)′
PF̂

(
εj −U

(
C

−1
)′
λj

)
wiwj

= OP

(
T−1/2

)
+OP

(
N−1/2

)
+OP

(
N−1

√
T
)

Proof of Lemma 3.

Letλw =
(

N−1 ∑
N
ℓ=1λℓwℓ

)
and note that ∑

N
i=1

(
εi −U

(
C

−1
)′
λi

)
wi = ∑

N
i=1

(
εiwi −Ui

(
C

−1
)
λw

)
.

This allows us to write
√

1

2TN(N − 1)

N

∑
i,j

(
εi −U

(
C

−1
)′
λi

)′
PF̂

(
εj −U

(
C

−1
)′
λj

)
wiwj

≤
√

1

2TN(N − 1)

(∥∥∥∥∥
N

∑
i=1

F̂ ′εiwi

∥∥∥∥∥+
∥∥∥∥∥

N

∑
i=1

F̂ ′Ui

∥∥∥∥∥
∥∥∥C−1

∥∥∥
∥∥λw

∥∥
)2 ∥∥∥

(
F̂ ′F̂

)−1
∥∥∥ .

First, note that

∥∥λw

∥∥2
= N−2

N

∑
i,j

wiwjλ
′
iλj = OP(1) (S.25)

since E
[

N−2 ∑
N
i,j wiwjλ

′
iλj

]
≤
(

N−2 ∑
N
i,j E

[
w2

i w2
j

])1/2 (
N−2 ∑

N
i,j E

[
‖λi‖2‖λj‖2

])1/2
= O(1)

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

that F̂ = FC +U . Thus,
∥∥∥∥∥

N

∑
i=1

F̂ ′Ui

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤
√

NT
∥∥C
∥∥
∥∥∥
√

N/TF ′U
∥∥∥+ T

∥∥∥
√

N/TU
∥∥∥

2

= OP

(√
NT
)
+OP (T) ,

where the last line is a consequence of results (S.22) and (S.23). Furthermore, since εi =

UiB
−1 [1; 0′]′, we can proceed analogously for

∥∥∥∑
N
i=1 F̂

′εiwi

∥∥∥ ≤
∥∥∥∑

N
i=1 F̂

′Uiwi

∥∥∥
∥∥B−1

∥∥ and

obtain the same orders in probability as in the last equation above. Additionally using result

(S.21), we arrive at
√

1

2TN(N − 1)

N

∑
i,j

(
εi −U

(
C

−1
)′
λi

)′
PF̂

(
εj −U

(
C

−1
)′
λj

)
wiwj

=

√
1

2TN(N − 1)

[
OP

(√
NT
)
+OP (T)

]2
OP

(
T−1

)

= OP

(
T−1/2

)
+OP

(
N−1/2

)
+OP

(
N−1

√
T
)

,

which concludes this proof.
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Lemma 4. Under Assumptions 2-6 and Assumption 7,

√
1

2TN(N − 1)

N

∑
i=1

(
εi −U

(
C

−1
)
λi

)′
PF̂

(
εi −U

(
C

−1
)
λi

)
w2

i

= OP(N−2
√

T) +OP(N−3/2) +OP(T
−1/2)

Proof of Lemma 4.

Given that ‖A1 −A2‖2 ≤ 3‖A1‖2 + 3‖A2‖2 for two arbitrary m × n matrices A1 and A2, we

have
√

1

2TN(N − 1)

N

∑
i=1

(
εi −U

(
C

−1
)
λi

)′
PF̂

(
εi −U

(
C

−1
)
λi

)
w2

i

≤ 3

√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=1

∥∥∥T−1wiε
′
iF̂
∥∥∥

2
∥∥∥∥
(

T−1F̂ ′F̂
)−1

∥∥∥∥

+ 3

√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥T−1wiλ
′
i

(
C

−1
)′
U

′
F̂

∥∥∥∥
2 ∥∥∥∥
(

T−1F̂ ′F̂
)−1

∥∥∥∥ . (S.26)

Here,

√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=1

∥∥∥T−1wiε
′
iF̂

∥∥∥
2

= 3

√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=1

∥∥∥T−1wiε
′
iF

∥∥∥
2 ∥∥C

∥∥2
+ 3

√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=1

∥∥∥T−1wiε
′
iU

∥∥∥
2

.

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

together with

E

[√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=1

T−2w2
i ε

′
iFF

′εi

]
=

√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t,t′

T−2 E
[
w2

i

]
E [E [ε i,tε i,t′ |σi]] E

[
f ′

tft′
]

=

√
1

2TN(N − 1)

N

∑
i=1

E
[
σ2

i

]
E
[
w2

i

]
tr(ΣF )

= O(T−1/2)

to arrive at
√

T
2N(N−1) ∑

N
i=1

∥∥T−1wiε
′
iF
∥∥2 ∥∥C

∥∥2
= OP(T

−1/2). Likewise, recalling that ui,t =

16



B′
[
ε i,t; e

′
i,t

]′
, we have

E

[√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=1

∥∥∥T−1wiε
′
iU

∥∥∥
2
]

≤
√

T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i,i′,i′′

T

∑
t,t′
(NT)−2 E

[
w2

i

]
E
[
ε i,t

(
ε i′ ,tε i′′,t′ + e

′
i′ ,tei′′,t′

)
ε i,t′
]
‖B‖

=

√
T

2N(N − 1)

(
O(N−1) +O(T−1)

)
O(1)

= O(N−2
√

T) +O(N−1T−1/2).

This result is obtained by noting that

(NT)−2
N

∑
i,i′,i′′

T

∑
t,t′

E [ε i,tε i′,tε i′′,t′ε i,t′ ] = (NT)−2
N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t=1

κ4 [ε i,t] + (NT)−2
N

∑
i=1

T

∑
t,t′

E
[
ε2

i,t

]
E
[
ε2

i,t′
]

+ (NT)−2
N

∑
i,i′

T

∑
t=1

E
[
ε2

i′,t

]
E
[
ε2

i,t

]

= O(N−1) +OP(T
−1)

and

(NT)−2
N

∑
i,i′,i′′

T

∑
t,t′

E
[
ε i,te

′
i′,tei′′,t′ε i,t′

]
= (NT)−2

N

∑
i,i′

T

∑
t=1

E
[
ε2

i,t

]
E
[
e′i′,tei′,t

]

= O(T−1).

Combining the results obtained up to this point and additionally using (S.21), we obtain

√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=1

∥∥∥T−1wiε
′
iF̂

∥∥∥
2
∥∥∥∥
(

T−1F̂ ′F̂
)−1

∥∥∥∥ = OP(N−2
√

T) +OP(T
−1/2). (S.27)

Next, consider

√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥T−1wiλ
′
i

(
C

−1
)′
UF̂

∥∥∥∥
2

=

√
NT

2(N − 1)

(
N−1

N

∑
i=1

w2
iλ

′
iλi

)∥∥∥C−1
∥∥∥

2 ∥∥∥T−1UF̂

∥∥∥
2

where N−1 ∑
N
i=1 w2

i λ
′
iλi = OP(1) since E

[
N−1 ∑

N
i=1 w2

iλ
′
iλi

]
≤
(

N−1 ∑
N
i=1 E

[
w4

i

])1/2 (
N−1 ∑

N
i=1 E

[
‖λi‖4

])1/2
.

Additionally, we can write

∥∥∥T−1UF̂
∥∥∥

2
≤
(∥∥∥T−1F ′U

∥∥∥+
∥∥∥T−1U

′
U
∥∥∥
)2

= OP(N−2) +OP(N−3/2T−1/2) +OP((NT)−1)
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with the last step following from (S.22) and (S.23). Consequently, it holds that

√
T

2N(N − 1)

N

∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥T−1wiλ
′
i

(
C

−1
)′
UF̂

∥∥∥∥
2 ∥∥∥∥
(

T−1F̂ ′F̂
)−1

∥∥∥∥

= OP(N−2
√

T) +OP(N−3/2) +OP(N−1T−1/2).

Summarizing the results derived so far, we have

√
1

2TN(N − 1)

N

∑
i=1

(
εi −U

(
C

−1
)
λi

)′
PF̂

(
εi −U

(
C

−1
)
λi

)
w2

i

= OP(N−2
√

T) +OP(N−3/2) +OP(T
−1/2)

which concludes the proof.

Lemma 5. Suppose that the true model is (8) and that Assumptions 2–5 and 8 hold. Also, assume that

the factor estimator F̂ is given by F̂ =
[
y,X

]
. Then we can without loss of generality assume that the

true factors and loadings can be partitioned into

ft =

[
f
(1)
t

f
(2)
t

]
and λi =

[
λ
(1)
i

λ
(2)
i

]
and Λi =

[
Λ

(1)
i

Λ
(2)
i

]

such that E
[
f
(1)
t f

(2)′
t

]
= O, E

[
λ
(2)
i

]
= 0 and E

[
Λ

(2)
i

]
= O. It holds that f (1) and f (2) are

(m + 1)× 1 and (r − m − 1)× 1, respectively. λ
(1)
i and λ

(2)
i are (m + 1)× 1 and (r − m − 1)× 1.

Lastly, Λ
(1)
i and Λ

(2)
i are (m + 1)× m and (r − m − 1)× m.

Proof of Lemma 5.

Under a violation of the rank condition, cross-section averages of all variables will only iden-

tify the m + 1-dimensional linear combination f
(1)
t = C ′

0ft of the r true common factors. The

r × (m + 1) matrix C0 is given by

C0 = [E [λi] , E [Λi]]B.

Now define the r × (m + 1) matrix Φ1 = E
[
ftf

(1)′
t

] (
E
[
f
(1)
t f

(1)′
t

])−1
and the r × 1 vector

f⊥
t = ft −Φ1f

(1)
t and note that by construction it holds that E

[
f⊥

t f
(1)′
t

]
= O. Using these two

expressions, we can decompose

λ′
ift = λ′

iΦ1f
(1)
t + λ′

if
⊥
t . (S.28)

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
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common variation that is not picked up. This residual source of common variation is bound to

be part of the error term in a misspecified factor model.

Next, consider the product of C ′
0 and f⊥

t

C ′
0f

⊥
t = C ′

0ft −C ′
0 E
[
ftf

(1)′
t

] (
E
[
f
(1)
t f

(1)′
t

])−1
f
(1)
t

= f
(1)
t − E

[
C ′

0ftf
(1)′
t

] (
E
[
f
(1)
t f

(1)′
t

])−1
f
(1)
t

= f
(1)
t − f (1)

t

= 0,

In order to appreciate the implications of this result, let col (C0) denote the column space

of C0 and ker (C ′
0) the kernel of C ′

0. The result reported in the last sequence of equations

above states that f⊥
t ∈ ker (C ′

0). Note now that dim (col (C0)) + dim (ker (C ′
0)) = r (see e.g.

Abadir and Magnus 2005, Exercise 4.3(c)) and that dim (col (C0)) = dim (col (C ′
0)) (Abadir and Magnus

2005, Exercise 4.5(a)). As a result of the rank condition onC0, we have dim (col (C ′
0)) = m + 1

and hence dim (ker (C ′
0)) = r − m − 1. Consequently, f⊥

t is an element in the s = r − m − 1-

dimensional vector space orthogonal to C0. This implies that, given an arbitrary basis for

ker (C ′
0), here denoted by the r × s-dimensional matrix Φ2, we can express f⊥

t as f⊥
t = Φ2f

(2)
t

where f
(2)
t is some s × 1 vector of coordinates. Plugging this expression into (S.28) results in

λ′
ift = λ′

iΦ1f
(1)
t + λ′

iΦ2f
(2)
t

= λ′
i

[
Φ1, Φ2

] [ f (1)
t

f
(2)
t

]

=
[
λ
(1)′
i , λ

(2)′
i

] [ f (1)
t

f
(2)
t

]

From the previously mentioned result E
[
f⊥

t f
(1)′
t

]
= O it follows that E

[
f
(2)
t f

(1)′
t

]
= O.

Furthermore, given that E [λi] = C0B
−1 [1, 0′]′ and that λ

(2)′
i = λ′

iΦ2 where Φ2 is a basis for

ker (C ′
0),

E
[
λ
(2)
i

]
= Φ′

2C0B
−1
[
1, 0′

]′

= 0.

Analogously, we can define
[
Λ

(1)′
i ,Λ

(2)′
i

]
= Λ′

i [Φ1,Φ2] where E
[
Λ

(2)
i

]
= O by the same rea-

soning as above.

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 Φ = (Φ1,Φ2) which links the loadings λ′
i (Λ′

i) and
[
λ
(1)′
i ,λ

(2)′
i

]
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(
[
Λ

(1)′
i ,Λ

(2)′
i

]
) is of full rank by the rank assumptions on E [ftf

′
t ] as well as C0. Hence, Φ

is an invertible rotation and we can write
[
λ
(1)′
i ,λ

(2)′
i

] [
f
(1)′
t ,f

(2)′
t

]′
= λ′

iΦΦ
−1ft. Now note

that in factor models it is only the common component λ′
ift that is identified whereas the load-

ings λi and factors ft are identified only up to an invertible rotation. As argued above, the

matrix Φ is invertible. Hence, irrespective of the true values of λi, Λi and ft (subject to the

assumptions we make on them), we can assume that the data are generated by Φ′λi, Φ
′Λi and

Φ−1ft instead.

Lemma 6. Under Assumptions 2-6,

kN,T

N

∑
i,j

̟′
iPF̟̂j = OP

[
max

(
N−1, T−1

)(
kN,T

N

∑
i,j

̟′
i̟j

)]
(S.29)

Proof of Lemma 6. Note that

̟i =

[
ς−1

i,ν νi −Di

(
C

(1)
)−1

(
N−1

N

∑
ℓ=1

λ
(1)
ℓ

ς−1
ℓ,ν

)]

where

νi = εi + F
(2)λ

(2)
i ,

Di = Ui + F
(2)C

(2)
i .

Then, we can rewrite

̟i =

[
εiς

−1
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Consequently, we can write out
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, (S.30)
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where the second line is of order OP

(
T−1/2

)
+OP

(
N−1/2

)
+OP

[
N−1

√
T
]

by Lemma 3 with

wi = ς−1
i,ν . Concerning the first line, it holds that

√
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)
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(S.31)

To appreciate this result, we write

∥∥∥∥∥
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2
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λ
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2

and note that N−2
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N
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(1)
i ς−1

i,ν

∥∥∥
2
= OP (1) by the same reasoning leading to (S.25). Further-

more,
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N
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(2)
i
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2
= OP (N) holds by the zero mean property of λ
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i . Consequently,
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= OP (N) ,

which never has a higher order in probability than
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N
i=1 λ

(2)
i ς−1

i,ν

∥∥∥
2

. We prove this claim by

noting that the expected value of
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(2)
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2

is given by
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It follows straightforwardly from Markov’s inequality that
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.

The reduction in the order in probability due to a zero correlation between λ
(2)
i and ς−1

i,ν is the

same as observed in the case of kN,T ∑
N
i,j̟

′
i̟j. Additionally using the scaling

√
T

2N(N−1)
and

using our result on the order of kN,T ∑
N
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′
i̟j in the proof of Proposition 3, we arrive at
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,
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which leads to result (S.31). Now returning to the first line of expression (S.30), we consider

∥∥∥T−1F̂ ′F (2)
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)
, (S.32)

which holds by zero correlation between F (1) and F (2), the zero expected value of C
(2)

and

result (S.23). Consequently, an upper bound for the order in probability of (S.30) is given by
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Lemma 7. Under Assumptions 2-6,
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Proof of Lemma 7. The term that we are interested in can be expanded into
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where we recall that νi = εi + F
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i . Now consider a3. Similar to

the proof of Lemma 6, we can write
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By Lemma 4, the last line in the expression above is OP
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)
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)
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)
.

Concerning the remaining term, we can write
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This result follows from applying the reasoning given below equation (S.27) to both weighted

sums over i in the expression above. Combining it with result (S.32), we arrive at
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which, together with Lemma 4, leads to

a3 = OP

(
N−1

√
T
)
+OP

(
T−1/2

)
. (S.33)

Next, we investigate a2 and write
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where the last line follows from result (S.22), the zero mean ofC
(2)

and the result on ∑
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referred to above. The last term to consider is given by
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Here, a11 = OP
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)
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results from proceeding almost exactly as in the steps

leading to equation (44) in the proof of Theorem 2. Concerning the second term, we can write
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where we make use of (S.23) with wi = 1.With regards to the third term, we have
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Here, we can use results from the proof of Lemma 4 to obtain (NT)−1
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Using the last four intermediary results allows us to conclude that
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.

This result, together with (S.33) and (S.34) establishes
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which was to be shown.
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S.4 Additional MC results

This section reports additional results for the Monte Carlo experiments in Section 5 of the main

paper. The five tables below are equivalents to Tables 1-5 and their underlying setup differs

only in that the errors in yi,t and xi,t are drawn from a standardized χ2(2) distribution with

zero expected value and unit variance.
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Table S.1: Sample moments of original CD test statistic for remaining CSD under H0

Part A: Application of CD to 2WFE residuals

cσ: 0.1 0.5 1 1.5 0.1 0.5 1 1.5

N T Mean Variance ×100

25 25 -3.35 -3.31 -3.20 -2.97 1.28 1.77 3.94 9.92

25 50 -4.91 -4.87 -4.72 -4.43 0.54 0.89 2.70 8.46

25 100 -7.08 -7.02 -6.82 -6.43 0.23 0.60 2.71 9.99

25 200 -10.11 -10.02 -9.75 -9.21 0.10 0.49 3.35 14.57

50 25 -3.30 -3.26 -3.14 -2.91 1.03 1.38 2.91 7.33

50 50 -4.86 -4.80 -4.65 -4.33 0.38 0.65 1.99 6.37

50 100 -7.00 -6.94 -6.73 -6.32 0.14 0.36 1.69 6.41

50 200 -10.00 -9.91 -9.63 -9.06 0.06 0.28 1.94 8.66

100 25 -3.28 -3.24 -3.11 -2.86 0.88 1.16 2.35 5.87

100 50 -4.83 -4.78 -4.62 -4.30 0.26 0.45 1.38 4.50

100 100 -6.97 -6.90 -6.68 -6.26 0.09 0.23 1.06 4.22

100 200 -9.95 -9.86 -9.57 -8.99 0.03 0.16 1.07 4.77

200 25 -3.27 -3.23 -3.10 -2.85 0.73 0.96 1.95 4.90

200 50 -4.82 -4.76 -4.60 -4.28 0.21 0.35 1.01 3.24

200 100 -6.95 -6.88 -6.66 -6.23 0.07 0.17 0.75 2.95

200 200 -9.92 -9.83 -9.54 -8.94 0.02 0.11 0.71 3.21

Part B: Application of CD to CCE residuals

cσ: 0.1 0.5 1 1.5 0.1 0.5 1 1.5

N T Mean Variance ×100

25 25 -3.35 -3.31 -3.21 -3.02 1.37 1.86 3.90 9.30

25 50 -4.92 -4.87 -4.74 -4.47 0.50 0.86 2.66 8.14

25 100 -7.08 -7.02 -6.84 -6.48 0.22 0.57 2.63 9.45

25 200 -10.11 -10.03 -9.77 -9.28 0.10 0.50 3.26 13.22

50 25 -3.28 -3.24 -3.13 -2.90 1.20 1.60 3.30 8.04

50 50 -4.85 -4.81 -4.66 -4.37 0.38 0.60 1.73 5.41

50 100 -7.00 -6.94 -6.74 -6.35 0.13 0.34 1.54 5.83

50 200 -10.00 -9.91 -9.64 -9.09 0.06 0.26 1.76 7.69

100 25 -3.23 -3.19 -3.07 -2.83 1.23 1.59 2.97 6.77

100 50 -4.82 -4.77 -4.61 -4.31 0.31 0.48 1.32 4.09

100 100 -6.97 -6.90 -6.69 -6.27 0.09 0.22 1.01 4.01

100 200 -9.95 -9.86 -9.57 -9.01 0.03 0.17 1.11 4.89

200 25 -3.16 -3.12 -3.00 -2.75 1.64 1.90 3.04 6.35

200 50 -4.80 -4.75 -4.59 -4.27 0.27 0.40 1.05 3.22

200 100 -6.94 -6.88 -6.67 -6.24 0.07 0.16 0.71 2.86

200 200 -9.92 -9.83 -9.54 -8.96 0.02 0.10 0.69 3.17

Notes. ε i,t and ei,t are standardized χ2(2) with zero expected value and unit variance.

σ2
i,y = cσ

(
ς2

i,y − 2
)

/4 + 1; ς2
i,y is χ2(2). In part B, r = 2 and loadings λi are drawn

from U(0.5, 1.5). Λi has first element from U(0.5, 1.5) and second from U(−0.5, 0.5). Fac-

tors ft drawn from N(0, 1). In part A, we restrict ft =
[

f
(1)
t , 1

]′
, λi =

[
1, λ

(2)
i

]′
and

Λi =
[
1, Λ

(2)
i

]′
.
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Table S.2: Sample moments of original CD test statistic applied to 2WFE residuals under H1

Mean Variance

λi: symmetric skewed symmetric skewed

σ2
i : ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi)

N T

25 25 -3.37 -3.09 -3.30 -2.68 0.02 0.10 0.02 0.41

25 50 -4.86 -4.50 -4.78 -3.89 0.01 0.13 0.02 0.70

25 100 -6.95 -6.47 -6.86 -5.63 0.02 0.25 0.02 1.27

25 200 -9.88 -9.25 -9.76 -8.06 0.02 0.39 0.02 2.23

50 25 -3.32 -2.87 -3.25 -2.19 0.01 0.14 0.02 0.58

50 50 -4.81 -4.23 -4.73 -3.26 0.01 0.18 0.01 0.94

50 100 -6.88 -6.09 -6.78 -4.78 0.01 0.31 0.01 1.55

50 200 -9.78 -8.73 -9.65 -6.85 0.01 0.52 0.02 2.80

100 25 -3.30 -2.49 -3.23 -1.34 0.01 0.27 0.01 0.98

100 50 -4.78 -3.76 -4.70 -2.13 0.01 0.32 0.01 1.42

100 100 -6.83 -5.47 -6.73 -3.19 0.01 0.49 0.01 2.41

100 200 -9.73 -7.84 -9.59 -4.65 0.01 0.83 0.01 4.14

200 25 -3.30 -1.80 -3.22 0.33 0.01 0.56 0.01 1.97

200 50 -4.77 -2.88 -4.68 0.07 0.01 0.60 0.01 2.68

200 100 -6.82 -4.28 -6.71 -0.12 0.01 0.94 0.01 4.25

200 200 -9.70 -6.22 -9.56 -0.43 0.01 1.48 0.01 7.28

Notes. The model has a factor error structure with 3 factors. ε i,t and ei,t are standardized χ2(2)

with zero expected value and unit variance. “σ2
i : ⊥ λi” means that σ2

i,y =
(

ς2
i,y − 2

)
/4 + 1

where ς2
i,y is χ2(2). For “σ2

i : f (λi)”, we let σ2
i,y = dσT−1 ∑

T
t=1(λ

′
ift)2.

The case “λi : symmetric” corresponds to drawing λi from U(0.5, 1.5). “λi : skewed” loadings

are from a standardized χ2 (2) distribution with mean and variance equal to 1.

Λi has first element from U(0.5, 1.5) and all others from U(−0.5, 0.5). Factors ft are drawn

from N(0, 1).
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Table S.3: Sample moments of original CD test statistic applied to CCE residuals under H1

Mean Variance

λi: symmetric skewed symmetric skewed

σ2
i : ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi)

N T

25 25 -3.27 -3.21 -3.25 -3.01 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.19

25 50 -4.78 -4.72 -4.76 -4.42 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.25

25 100 -6.87 -6.80 -6.86 -6.40 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.41

25 200 -9.80 -9.70 -9.78 -9.16 0.03 0.06 0.02 0.68

50 25 -3.21 -3.14 -3.19 -2.93 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.15

50 50 -4.71 -4.65 -4.70 -4.37 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.17

50 100 -6.78 -6.70 -6.78 -6.32 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.26

50 200 -9.68 -9.58 -9.67 -9.04 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.42

100 25 -3.16 -3.10 -3.14 -2.90 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.10

100 50 -4.67 -4.61 -4.66 -4.34 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.11

100 100 -6.73 -6.66 -6.73 -6.28 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.16

100 200 -9.62 -9.52 -9.61 -8.99 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.27

200 25 -3.11 -3.05 -3.09 -2.84 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.09

200 50 -4.66 -4.58 -4.64 -4.31 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.09

200 100 -6.71 -6.64 -6.71 -6.26 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.11

200 200 -9.59 -9.48 -9.58 -8.96 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.21

Notes. See Table S.2.
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Table S.4: Rejection rates for weighted CD test statistic when applied to 2WFE residuals

Part A: Size

λi: symmetric skewed

σ2
i : ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi)

N T CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC

25 25 4.9 5.4 2.5 5.1 5.6 2.9 5.0 5.9 2.5 6.1 6.6 2.7

25 50 6.5 7.0 3.9 6.8 7.4 3.9 5.7 6.5 3.5 6.2 6.8 3.3

25 100 8.8 9.0 5.0 8.0 8.2 4.6 8.4 8.8 5.1 8.0 8.1 3.9

25 200 10.8 10.9 5.7 9.7 9.8 6.1 11.0 11.0 7.0 10.9 11.1 4.3

50 25 5.1 5.9 2.8 5.7 6.2 3.6 5.7 6.7 2.3 5.1 5.7 2.9

50 50 5.0 6.6 4.3 4.6 5.9 4.0 6.5 7.6 3.4 5.4 6.8 3.1

50 100 6.6 7.1 3.9 5.9 6.7 3.2 6.6 7.0 4.6 5.9 6.5 3.5

50 200 6.6 6.8 4.7 5.7 5.9 4.4 5.8 6.2 4.4 6.1 6.3 3.5

100 25 5.3 5.8 2.8 5.3 5.5 3.1 4.6 4.7 3.5 5.0 5.4 3.7

100 50 5.9 8.7 5.1 4.5 6.7 4.1 4.6 7.4 3.9 4.8 7.4 4.0

100 100 5.6 6.6 4.5 5.2 7.0 4.3 4.9 6.1 5.0 4.2 5.9 2.8

100 200 5.8 6.3 4.0 5.5 6.2 4.8 5.5 5.9 3.1 5.9 6.3 4.1

200 25 4.4 4.5 2.9 4.8 4.8 3.5 5.0 5.1 3.2 4.8 4.9 3.1

200 50 4.6 7.4 3.6 4.8 8.6 3.8 4.5 8.0 3.7 5.8 8.7 4.0

200 100 4.7 8.3 4.2 5.5 9.7 4.7 5.2 8.6 4.1 5.7 9.4 4.1

200 200 4.2 5.4 5.0 5.4 7.4 5.0 5.9 6.8 5.2 4.9 6.6 3.6

Part B: Power

λi: symmetric skewed

σ2
i : ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi)

N T CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC

25 25 12.6 26.6 8.0 10.7 14.0 5.8 12.3 19.6 14.7 14.3 20.0 24.0

25 50 21.2 87.4 14.8 17.5 46.1 12.7 18.0 59.6 32.9 23.2 63.7 48.4

25 100 34.6 99.9 26.4 27.3 95.2 20.9 32.3 90.8 50.1 36.3 96.7 66.6

25 200 50.4 100 39.7 43.6 100 34.7 44.1 99.3 64.4 51.3 100 80.4

50 25 11.7 21.1 8.1 10.7 11.7 5.7 11.7 20.9 35.2 12.6 16.0 58.9

50 50 19.6 98.3 15.7 17.5 56.0 12.8 18.7 85.5 59.5 23.0 79.7 86.0

50 100 35.4 100 27.0 26.3 99.7 22.2 29.7 99.8 80.2 37.5 100 95.4

50 200 49.3 100 40.6 43.5 100 37.4 45.3 100 90.7 53.2 100 99.1

100 25 11.1 14.4 6.5 10.6 10.9 5.1 10.4 19.1 73.4 12.0 12.9 93.5

100 50 19.9 99.9 15.0 16.3 66.4 13.3 18.1 98.9 92.9 22.3 94.6 99.7

100 100 33.3 100 25.8 26.2 100 23.8 30.8 100 98.8 36.7 100 100

100 200 48.7 100 41.3 41.9 100 37.0 46.2 100 100 52.3 100 100

200 25 12.7 12.7 8.2 10.8 10.8 6.6 11.9 13.9 96.5 12.9 13.0 100

200 50 18.9 100 16.6 17.9 73.1 13.3 18.8 100 100 22.1 98.2 100

200 100 33.9 100 27.4 26.3 100 21.5 32.8 100 100 36.9 100 100

200 200 50.9 100 41.9 43.6 100 37.2 46.7 100 100 54.6 100 100

Notes. In Part A the model has two factors which are restricted as noted in Table 1. Part B corresponds to a model with factor error structure and 3

factors. For details on all other model parameters, see Table S.2.

CDW is the weighted CD test statistic introduced in Theorem 3. CDW+ is its power-enhanced refinement. CDBC is a CD test statistic with analytic

bias correction.
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Table S.5: Rejection rates for weighted CD test statistic when applied to CCE residuals

Part A: Size

λi: symmetric skewed

σ2
i : ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi)

N T CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC

25 25 6.2 6.8 4.6 5.7 6.4 4.4 5.6 6.1 4.7 5.6 6.6 5.9

25 50 7.4 8.1 5.7 5.8 6.6 5.9 7.0 7.9 6.1 6.7 7.3 8.9

25 100 8.3 8.5 6.6 8.0 7.9 7.8 9.0 9.7 6.4 8.2 8.8 14.5

25 200 9.2 10.1 7.4 11.3 11.6 8.8 10.9 12.2 9.5 13.0 14.0 24.2

50 25 5.1 5.8 4.1 4.4 5.0 4.8 5.9 6.6 4.9 5.5 6.7 8.0

50 50 5.1 6.5 5.1 6.1 7.0 4.2 5.5 7.0 5.8 7.2 8.0 8.1

50 100 5.5 6.0 4.7 5.2 5.5 6.3 6.3 6.6 4.7 6.6 7.2 11.8

50 200 6.4 6.5 5.9 6.9 6.9 6.7 6.0 6.6 6.9 7.4 7.9 21.9

100 25 5.2 5.4 5.9 5.5 5.7 6.7 5.4 5.8 6.6 5.5 5.7 8.9

100 50 5.0 7.4 4.3 5.3 8.3 5.9 5.3 7.0 4.5 5.1 6.9 8.0

100 100 5.5 6.6 5.1 5.1 7.0 5.2 5.8 7.0 5.4 5.1 6.9 11.3

100 200 5.0 5.5 4.8 6.0 6.2 5.1 5.2 5.9 5.7 5.8 6.1 19.2

200 25 5.8 5.8 11.7 5.1 5.1 12.7 6.3 6.3 11.7 4.9 5.0 16.3

200 50 6.3 9.4 4.5 5.6 9.7 5.3 5.0 9.1 5.0 5.6 9.8 9.5

200 100 5.4 8.5 5.5 5.1 8.3 5.8 4.9 8.3 4.9 5.1 8.4 10.8

200 200 5.9 7.0 5.3 4.8 5.9 5.9 4.8 6.7 4.7 5.0 7.1 15.8

Part B: Power

λi: symmetric skewed

σ2
i : ⊥ λi f (λi) ⊥ λi f (λi)

N T CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC CDW CDW+ CDBC

25 25 10.4 16.3 5.7 9.2 10.7 5.6 8.5 13.4 6.2 9.7 12.8 7.1

25 50 15.0 47.6 9.9 10.2 19.8 8.9 12.5 37.4 11.8 15.2 31.4 14.5

25 100 22.6 83.9 14.0 17.6 50.6 13.2 20.5 64.4 18.7 23.3 67.0 24.8

25 200 33.6 97.6 22.5 26.0 85.7 22.5 28.2 86.6 28.8 34.4 91.1 42.4

50 25 9.7 12.6 5.7 7.8 8.5 4.9 8.7 15.0 5.9 8.6 10.3 7.4

50 50 11.5 67.0 8.6 11.5 23.5 8.2 10.9 58.8 9.4 13.5 42.7 14.9

50 100 20.6 98.4 14.7 14.7 68.5 13.9 18.1 91.6 21.6 21.2 90.4 28.1

50 200 28.0 100 23.5 24.3 98.6 22.9 26.6 99.0 32.1 33.2 99.6 43.0

100 25 9.3 9.9 4.8 7.5 7.8 5.5 9.0 13.0 6.2 9.0 9.3 8.5

100 50 12.6 80.4 6.4 9.3 25.4 7.6 12.2 82.9 11.9 13.1 54.9 15.9

100 100 18.2 100 12.5 15.2 85.8 12.8 17.6 99.7 21.8 22.2 98.9 29.5

100 200 29.4 100 21.9 23.6 99.9 24.3 28.6 100 36.2 29.7 100 46.7

200 25 9.4 9.7 7.9 8.1 8.1 6.6 7.5 8.1 7.6 10.7 10.8 8.6

200 50 12.1 90.8 9.4 10.9 33.4 7.2 11.9 95.2 11.2 12.8 64.5 17.2

200 100 20.0 100 13.0 14.8 96.3 13.0 16.6 100 21.8 21.1 99.8 29.8

200 200 27.2 100 22.6 23.5 100 21.7 26.6 100 42.4 31.0 100 49.0

Notes. In Part A the model has two factors which are restricted as noted in Table S.1. Part B corresponds to a model with factor error structure and

3 factors. For details on all other model parameters, see Table S.2.

CDW is the weighted CD test statistic introduced in Theorem 3. CDW+ is its power-enhanced refinement. CDBC is a CD test statistic with analytic

bias correction.
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