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1 Introduction

The use of policy changes to identify causal effects is widespread in empirical research in
economics and other social sciences. Many empirical studies have used policy variations
across time and groups, such as states, countries, and industries. A common approach
for evaluating group-level policies is to use mean regression with group and time fixed
effects. However, standard fixed effects approaches are arguably restrictive, as they can
control for only limited unobserved effects and are also unable to document heterogeneous
policy effects across individuals. A large body of economic literature has witnessed that
cross-sectional units, such as workers, households, and firms, are substantially different
in observed and unobserved ways (see Heckman, 2001; Imbens, 2007). The interaction of
individual heterogeneities with policy variables potentially has an important role in policy
evaluation but remains “somewhat neglected” (Koenker, 2017; Cox, 1984).

This paper proposes a flexible yet practically simple method for estimating the het-
erogeneous effect of group-level policies, particularly policy effects that depend on indi-
viduals’ observed and unobserved characteristics. The proposed method uses repeated
cross-sectional data in a two-step estimation procedure. First, using cross-sectional data
separately, we estimate the quantile regression model, introduced by Koenker and Bassett
(1978), to obtain regression coefficient estimators for each pair of groups and time. Second,
we employ a group-level panel data model to explain variations in the quantile regression
estimators while controlling for interactive fixed effects, which parsimoniously capture the
complex group-and time-unobserved effects. Our analysis complements and extends the
work of Chetverikov et al. (2016), who first propose a two-step estimation method for a
quantile panel regression. Their second step deals with endogenous group-level covariates
using two-stage least squares. Contrarily, our second step controls for group-level unob-

served heterogeneity using interactive fixed effects and can be interpreted as an extension



of the difference-in-differences framework.

The proposed estimation method has several advantages. First, a distinguishing fea-
ture is the ability to capture heterogeneous policy effects through the interplay of policy
variables and individual observed and unobserved characteristics. Quantile regression al-
lows the marginal effects of covariates to vary depending on the quantile levels. Thus, our
approach can study how group-level policies affect the marginal effects differently among
observationally identical individuals, and uncover policy effects depending on individual
unobserved heterogeneities. In addition, we can document how policies affect outcomes
through the interaction of changes in marginal effects with individual observed heterogene-
ity under the regression framework.

Second, our approach provides a straightforward way to identify the policy effects on
inequality measures. Many policies and programs have been introduced to address the
issues of economic and social inequality. Measuring the impact of these interventions on
inequality is of key importance in determining their effectiveness. Under the quantile re-
gression framework, the conditional quantile spread at two distinctive quantile levels has
been used as a within-inequality measure (see Katz and Murphy, 1992; Buchinsky, 1994).
Alternatively, the difference between two quantiles conditional on different covariates can
be interpreted as a between-inequality measure. We show that our model captures the
policy effects on these inequality measures and the identification of policy effects is estab-
lished under a type of difference-in-difference assumption. We also provide the asymptotic
property of our estimator of policy effects on within- and between-inequality.

Finally, the second step of our approach controls for unobserved group and time effects
through interactive fixed effects. The interactive fixed effects account for time-varying
unobserved common shocks with distinct impacts across groups by a factor structure and
include the standard additive time and group effects as a special case. In the panel data

literature, a factor structure has been employed to account for unobserved structures in



panel data (Bai, 2003), and extended to control for interactive fixed effects (Pesaran, 2006;
Bai, 2009). The interactive fixed effects approach has been employed to identify average
causal effects using a synthetic control approach (Billmeier and Nannicini, 2013), difference-
in-differences approach (Hsiao et al., 2012; Kim and Oka, 2014), and matrix completion
method (Athey et al., 2021). For group-level policy evaluation, Gobillon and Magnac
(2016) establish identification of the average treatment on the treated, in the presence
of interactive fixed effects. Our work extends the scope of these studies by estimating
heterogeneous and distributional policy effects.

We apply this methodology to study the effect of the minimum wage policy on earn-
ings from 1967 to 1980, in the United States, using the Current Population Survey (CPS).
The 1966 Fair Labor Standards Act extended federal minimum wage coverage to indus-
trial sectors, where black workers were overrepresented. Using minimum wage variations
across industries, Derenoncourt and Montialoux (2021) find that minimum wage policies
can play a critical role in reducing racial income disparities. They present a variety of
mean regression results to convincingly document intricate facets of the policy effects by
carefully selecting dependent variables, including log annual wages and their unconditional
quantiles, and using sub-samples based on workers’ characteristics. Our method estimates
such heterogeneous policy effects, particularly on racial income inequality, under a unified
framework. In addition, the interactive fixed effects in our model are suitable for control-
ling for time-varying unobserved common shocks, such as macroeconomic shocks, which
could affect industries differently. Our estimation results support the core conclusion of
Derenoncourt and Montialoux (2021) and provide additional finding that the minimum
wage policy has a significant negative impact on between-inequality but little effect on
within-inequality.

This study falls within a broad range of research, accounting for observed and unob-

served heterogeneity in the panel data. The classical literature considers a mean regression



model with random coefficients (Swamy, 1970; Hsiao, 1975; Djebbari and Smith, 2008).
The approach we developed here, building upon ideas from recent studies on quantile re-
gression, goes a step further in enabling the researchers to explore the heterogeneous and
distributional effects across individuals. In this regard, the paper most closely related to
ours is Chetverikov et al. (2016), who deal with endogenous group-level covariates, whereas
our attention concentrates on controlling for group-level unobserved heterogeneities. Ap-
plying a two-step approach with a two-way fixed effects model, Oka and Yamada (2023)
empirically studied recent minimum wage policy effects. Our study provides a way to
control for more complex unobserved heterogeneity and presents identification conditions
for heterogeneous policy effects. In the absence of the group structure in the data, the
literature considers panel quantile regression models with fixed effects (Koenker, 2004),
correlated random effects (Abrevaya and Dahl, 2008; Arellano and Bonhomme, 2016), and
interactive fixed effects (Harding and Lamarche, 2014; Ando and Bai, 2020; Chen et al.,
2021). We referred to Galvao and Kato (2017) for a recent survey. These studies focus on
estimating the effect of individual-level covariates in the presence of individual-level unob-
servables. In contrast, our focus is on estimating group-level policy effects after controlling
for group-level unobservables.

Our approach applies to a broad range of settings, including labor, public finance,
health, and development economics. For the evaluation of distributional policy effects, var-
ious empirical studies use unconditional quantiles or their variants as a dependent variable,
including Lee (1999) for minimum wages on wage, Angrist and Lang (2004) for a school
desegregation program on test scores, Bitler et al. (2006) for welfare reforms on earnings,
and Finkelstein and McKnight (2008) for the social insurance system on out-of-pocket
spending, among others. The method proposed in this study can be used for analysis. We
make R codes publicly available to facilitate empirical studies.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 describes the model and discusses identifica-



tion of policy effects. Section 3 explains estimation methods and Section 4 presents the
asymptotic properties of the estimators. In Section 5, we apply the proposed method to
analyze the effect of minimum wage on earning under the 1967 Labor Standards Act. Sec-
tion 6 concludes. Appendices include the simulation results and proof of the theorems in

the main text.

2 Model and Identification

In this section, we first provide the model setup. We subsequently introduce policy pa-

rameters and establish their identification. Before preceding, we introduce some notations.

Throughout the paper, let || - || denote the Euclidean norm for vectors and the spectral
norm for matrices, that is |la|| := va’a and ||A]| := sup, [|Aa||/||a]| for a column vector

a and a matrix A. Let I, denote the p-dimensional identity matrix. Let 1{-} denote the
indicator function. Let e; be a unit column vector having 1 at the k" entry and 0 for the
others, and the dimension of e is allowed to vary according to the context. Let diag(:)
denotes the diagonal matrix, whose diagonal entries are given in the parenthesis. We de-
note by a Vb := max{a,b} and a A b := min{a, b} for scalars a,b. Let Cy,cpr be some

pre-determined positive real numbers which are independent of the sample.

2.1 Data and Model

N

Given group s = 1,...5 and time ¢t = 1,...,T, let {(yist, zist) };=t be repeated cross-
sectional observations of a scalar outcome ;5 and a J X 1 regressor vector z; for individual
i with the sample size N,. We denote supports of ;. and 2z by Y C R and Z C R’
respectively.! Also, we observe a K x 1 vector of group-level covariates ,;, whose support

is X C R¥, and a dummy variable d,; which takes 1 when some policy is employed in group

!The supports Y and Z can be allowed to depend on group and time, while we suppress the dependency
for notational simplicity.



s and time ¢ and 0 otherwise.

We assume that the repeated cross-sectional observations are randomly sampled for
each pair of group and time, while allowing for dependency across the pairs, which can
be characterized by both the observed and unobserved group-level information. Following

Koenker and Bassett (1978), we consider the u'" conditional distribution of y;.;, given by

Qyist\zisz,asn (u) = Zz{st&st(u)v (1)

where Qy,., |20 (0) is the u conditional quantile of ;s given (2, as) for u € U C
(0,1), and we write Qg (u|zist) = Qy,.,|2000,05: () in what follows, for notational simplicity.
The coefficients ag(u) can capture heterogeneous marginal effects depending on individual
unobserved heterogeneity, in that the marginal effects can vary depending on u among
observationally equivalent individuals. Moreover, the marginal effects are allowed to vary
across groups and time.

Even when the model in (1) is miss-specified, Angrist et al. (2006) show that the quantile
regression is the best predictor in the Ly sense. Moreover, when the underlying structural
model depends on multi-dimention unobservables, Sasaki (2015) shows that the quantile
regression coefficients can be interpreted as the marginal effects averaged over the unob-
served variables under some regularity conditions. Thus, quantile regression coefficients
can succinctly summarize the heterogeneous marginal effect of regressors on the outcome.

To characterize group and time variations in the coefficients ag (1) = (a1 (u), . . ., ags(u)],

we consider a linear panel regression model with interactive fixed effects, for each j =

1,....J,

ajst(u) = 0je(u)dsr + x5 B5(w) + fie(w) Njs () 4 njse (w), (2)



where §;;(u) is a scalar coefficient for the policy effect at time ¢, 5;(u) is a K x 1 vec-
tor of coefficients, f;;(u) is an r x 1 vector of unobservable group-level factors, A;s(u) is
the corresponding factor loading vector, and n;.(u) is an idiosyncratic error satisfying
E[n;st(w)|dst, Tst, fi1(u), Njs(w)] = 0. The interactive fixed effects structure f;;(u) Ajs(u)
account for unobserved group and time effects in a flexible way. For example, model
structure (2) captures time-varying macro shocks fj(-) affecting industry or regions dif-
ferently via Ajs(-). Also, the two-way fixed effects model is included as a special case if
fin(uw) = [Lvp(u)] and Ajs(u) = [djs(u), 1]

If individual covariate z;5 only contains a constant term and the group and time fixed
effects are additive, then model (1)-(2) is reduced to the two-way fixed effects model, which
has been used for estimating distributional policy effects in empirical studies (e.g. Angrist

and Lang, 2004).

2.2  Group-level Policy Evaluation

To reveal the capacity of the above modeling framework in group-level policy evaluation, we
consider data under the potential outcome framework (Rubin, 1974), and provide several
policy effect parameters.

In what follows, we consider a binary group-level policy that is employed at a known
time T onward with 1 < T < T'. Thus, the sample periods can be divided into the before-
period (t < Tp) and after-period (t > Tj). Also, let dg = 1 if group s is treated after T and
0 otherwise. Then, the policy dummy d := d,1{t > Ty}. Let y},, and 32, be the potential
outcomes if individual i is exposed to the group-level policy (ds; = 1) or not (dy = 0),

respectively. Then, the observed outcome is written as

Yist = (1 - dst)yzost + dstyilst'



Correspondingly, given treatment status dy; = d € {0,1}, we denote the u'® conditional
quantile of the potential outcome y2, as Q% (u|zist).

Below we introduce the treatment effect parameters. Given the policy status d € {0, 1},
we fix individual-level regressors z € Z and a probability level u € U. As a treatment effect
parameter, we consider the average quantile treatment effect on the treated (AQTT) at

time t > Ty, which is defined by

AP (ul2) = E[Qu(ul2) — Q4 (ul2)lds = 1].

Since AQTT is a map (u,z) — AfQTT(uLz), we can interpret AQTT as a measure of
the policy effects that vary depending on individual-level observed heterogeneity z and
unobserved heterogeneity u. AQTT shares a similar concept with Arellano and Bonhomme
(2016), who measure the conditional average treatment effect of a non-linear response by
the average conditional quantile treatment effect.

Comparing to the vast literature on quantile treatment effects (e.g., Callaway and Li,
2019; Wiithrich, 2020; Ishihara, 2022), where the conditional quantiles are considered to
be identical across groups, and the treatment effects are measured as the difference of
the quantile functions of the treated and untreated response, AQTT accommodates the
heterogeneity of the conditional quantile function Q% (u|z) across group and time, and
thus, is defined as a time-specific difference between the same quantile of the treated and
untreated, averaged over groups.

As an alternative measure, we consider spreads of conditional quantile functions to quan-
tify inequality within and between collections of individuals characterized by the individual-
level regressors. Given the policy status d € {0, 1}, we fix individual-level regressors z € Z
and consider two probability levels of interest uy,us € U with uy > wy. Then, a within-

inequality measure under the policy status dy = d at time t > Ty is defined as the spread



of conditional quantiles:

A (ur, ug|2) = QR (ual2) — Qfy(ua2).

Similarly, we fix individual attributes z1, 2o € Z and a probability level u € U to define a

between-inequality measure under the policy status d at time ¢t > Tj as

A (ulz1, 22) = Q4(ulz2) — Q4 (ulz).

Figure 1 illustrates the within- and between-inequalities. The within-inequality mea-
sures the dispersion of the distribution of the outcome conditional on individual charac-
teristics z by using two conditional quantile functions. On the other hand, the between
inequality measures the distance between two conditional distributions at a certain proba-

bility level.

Figure 1 Inequality Measures

(a) Within-Inequality (b) Between-Inequality
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Notes: Panel (a) illustrates the within-inequality measure as the speared of two conditional quantile
functions at quantile levels wuj,ug, under the treatment status d. Panel (b) shows the between-
inequality measure as a distance of two distributions functions conditional on two distinct set of
individual attributes 21, 25, given the same quantile level u, under the treatment status d. We denote
G%(y|z) as the conditional distribution function corresponding to Q%,(u|2).
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Group-level policies can affect these inequality measures and their impact can be quan-

tified as changes in the inequality measures at time ¢t averaged over treated groups:

AV (1, ug)z) = E[AN (ur, us|2) — AW (ur, ua]2)|ds = 1],

AB(ulz1, 20) := E[AD (w21, 20) — AR (w21, 20)|ds = 1].

2.3 Identification

To explore the identification of the above treatment parameters, we assume that the '

conditional quantile of the potential outcome yZ, is given by

Qgt(ulziSt) = nyst|zist,a‘sit (u) = Zz{stagt(u)‘ (3)

Moreover, the group-level treatment affects the potential conditional quantile through the

potential marginal effects a?,(u). That is, we specify the j*® element of a,(u) given the

jst

treatment status dy; = d as

() = Dja(w)d + 2,8 (u) + fre(u) A (u) + 15 (w), j=1,....J, (4)

where Ajq(u) is a scalar random policy effects, and 7, (u) is an error term specific to
treatment status d. The correlation between d,; and the factor component is unrestricted
so that the selection into the treatment can be correlated with factor loadings A;,(u).
Additionally, the implementation of the policy can be dependent on the economic cycle
characterized by f;:(u).

We now exhibits conditions, under which model (1)-(2) on the observed outcome allows
for the identification for group-level policy effect parameters. Under a similar setup, Gob-

illon and Magnac (2016) prove the identification of average policy effects, using the mean
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regression model. Let X, := [z4,..., 2], F;(u) == [fi1(u),..., fir(u)]. We make the

following assumptions.
Assumption 2.1. For each fized s,t > 1,

(i) Individual observations { (yist, zist) Yot are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.).

The regressor vector zg satisfies ||zis|| < Chr-
(1) all eigenvalues of Blz1421,] are bounded from below by cpr > 0.

(i1i) In the neighborhood of the conditional quantiles of interest U, for all z € Z, the
conditional quantile Qg (-|2) of interest satisfies the quantile regression form in (1) and
the corresponding conditional distribution function Gg(-|z) has a conditional density

gst(+|2), which is uniformly bounded away from 0 and co.

Assumption 2.1.(i) requires that cross-sectional observations are i.i.d., while allowing for
dependency across groups and time, which is also considered in Chetverikov et al. (2016).
Assumption 2.1.(ii)-(iii) are standard in the quantile regression literature and guarantee

the identification of a;y(u) for each s and t.
Assumption 2.2. Forall (s,t) € {1,...,S}x{1,...,T}, and each j =1,...,J andu € U,
(i) T F;(u) Fj(u) = I, and ST A;(u)' A;(u) is a positive-definite diagonal matriz.

(i1) P(ds = 1) is bounded away from zero and one, the eigenvalues of E[xga’,| are bounded

away from zero.

Assumption 2.2 provides the identification conditions of the regression coefficients, fac-
tor and loadings. Specifically, Assumption 2.2.(i) guarantees the identification of factor
and the loadings up to an orthogonal rotation matrix. Such assumption is standard in the
literature of both the mean panel factor models (Bai, 2009; Jiang et al., 2021) and quantile
factor models (Ando and Bai, 2020; Chen et al., 2021). Assumption 2.2.(ii) ensures the

identifiability of the policy parameter d,,(u) and regression coefficients ;(u).
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Assumption 2.3. Forall (s,t) € {1,...,S}x{1,...,T}, and each j=1,....,J andu € U,
(i) Elnf(u)ldse, X, Njs(w), Fj(u)] = Elnf (w)| X, Ajs(u), Fj(w)] = 0 for d € {0,1},

(i) E[Ajs(u)]ds

L, X, = E[Ajst(u)|ds = 1].

Assumption 2.3.(i) requires that the error term for the potential outcome is mean-
zero and mean-independent of the treatment status conditional on group-level observed
and unobserved variables. Assumption 2.3.(ii) is a technical assumption to restrict the
relationship between the random policy effect A; (u) and the group-level regressors.

Assumption 2.3.(i) implies a type of parallel-trend assumption. For clarification, we
first note that the assumption implies that, for each ;7 = 1,...,J, we have E[n?st(u) —
Moty (0l = L X Aju(). Fy(u)] = Elafluw) — g, (0)ldy = 0, Xo, Aso(u), Fy(u)].
By the iterative law of expectation and model (3), this further implies E[Q% (u|z) —
Q01 (ul2)|ds = 1] = E[QY(ulz) — Q2 1, _1(u[z)|ds = 0], which states that, on average,
the changes in the conditional distribution of untreated potential outcomes does not de-
pend on whether the individual belongs to in treated groups or not.

In this paper, we do not impose the rank invariance, or rank similarity assumptions on
the individual unobserved characteristics, which are standard yet restrictive in the literature
(see, for example, Athey and Imbens, 2006). Instead, our identification results directly rely
on the quantile specifications of the potential outcome. However, we do note that, if the
rank preservation assumption hold up, AQTT can be additionally interpreted as policy
effects for (the same) individual at u'® quantile before and after treatment.

The theorem below shows that we can identify the time-varying heterogeneous impact

of a group-level policy on an individual and the inequality measures using model (1)-(2).

Theorem 2.1. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1-2.3 hold. Then, for t > Ty and for each

13



(u,2) €U x Z, we have
AT (y)2) = 2'6,4(u).

Here, 6.4(u) := [61¢(u), ..., 6.5¢(w)], whose j™ element &, := E[Aq(u)|ds = 1] can be identi-
fied as 01(u) = Eldg ] ' E[Ig (s (w)— fie(u) Njs(w))] with g, = dgy—E[dsay | B[z sty s

Furthermore, for ui,us € U and zy,29 € Z,
AP(ulzy, 20) = (22 — 21)04(u)  and AWV (uy,us|2) = 2 (64(u2) — 84(wr)).

The above result shows that we can identify the group-level policy effects which are
allowed to vary according to individuals’ observed and unobserved characteristics. Tak-
ing into account the interplay between a group-level policy and individuals’ characteristics,
our framework can explicitly identify heterogeneous impacts of the policy across individuals
sharing the same observed regressors z and also the impact on the within- and between-
inequalities among individuals. To simplify the proof, we treat factor and loadings as
observed. When they are unobserved, the iterative estimation approach, proposed in Sec-

tion 3, can be used to obtain their estimators.

3 Estimation

For estimation and inference purpose, we write model (2) in vector form as follows:

Ajs(u) = Dsdj(u) + X85 (u) + Fj(u)Ajs(w) +njs(w),

where AjS(U) = [Oéjsl(U),...,CYjsT(U)]/, DS = ds[eTO,...,eT], 5j = [(5jT0(u),...,5jT(u)]’,

Aj(u) = [Ni(u), ..., \js(w)], and n;s(uw) = [njs1(w), ..., njsr(w)]” are T x 1 vectors, Fj(u)

14



is T' x r matrix of unobservable factors defined above Assumption 2.1.

Below we propose an estimation approach for model (1)-(2). For the estimation of inter-
active fixed effects, we adopt a common practice of imposing the normalization restrictions
in Assumption 2.2.(i), which ensure the identification of F};(u) and the factor loadings A;(u)
up to an orthogonal rotation matrix.

For each v € U and j =1, ..., J, we propose a two-step estimation procedure to obtain
the estimator of (6;(u), 8;(u), Fj(u),Aj(u)). We use the superscript m to denote the num-
ber of iteration in the second step of estimation, and denote the converged estimator as

(3] (u), Bj(u), E(u), jA\j (w)). The details of the algorithm is given below.

Step 1: Using the cross-sectional data {(yist,zist)}f\;s{ for each pair of group and time
(s,t) separately, we obtain the estimator @i (u) of ag(u) as the solution of the following

minimization problem:
Nst
: /
min 0u(Yist — 2i@),
=1

acR’ 4

where g,(v) := (u — 1{v < 0})v for v € R.

Step 2: Given a collection of the estimators fAljS(u) = [@js1(u), ..., @jsr(u)]’, we obtain
the estimator of (8;(u), 8;(w), Fj(u),A;(u)) by minimizing the following sum of squared

residuals:
S 2
SSRu (85, 85, Fyy Ay) i= Y || Aje(w) = DLb; — X165 — Fyds[, (5)
s=1

with the normalization condition in Assumption 2.2.(i). The least squares estimators are

obtained using an iterated procedure as follows:

(i) We obtain initial estimator (55»0) (u), BJ‘.O) (u)) using the least squares estimator without
the factor components. That is, we find the solution to ming; s, > ||Ejs(u) -
Dadj = X651

15



(i) Given (Zﬁ-m_l)(u), B](-m_l) (w)) for m > 1, we obtain (]?j(m)(u), K§m)(u)) as the solution
to min(p, a;) SSR, (5 (u),gj(-m_l)(u), F;, Aj) by applying the principle component

analysis (PCA) with the normalization conditions in Assumption 2.2.(i).

(iii) Given (ﬁq](m) (u), /AXg-m) (u)), we obtain (ES\J(m) (u), ngm) (v)) as the minimizer of the objec-

tive function SSR,, (95, 5;, ﬁj(m) (u), Agm) (w)).

(iv) Repeat 2-3 until numerical convergence is reached. Specifically, we stop the algorithm

i£ |07 (w) =" (w)

)8V ()| < 107%, and || E (w) AV (u) —

~

F D) A )| < 1075,

J

As the number of factors r is unknown in practice, we adopt a popular eigen-ratio
criterion in PCA to select the number of factors. That is, for each m and j, we select the

number of factors which minimizes the modified eigen-ratio criterion of Casas et al. (2021)

as follows:
(P ) A (w) A (u) 1
min |\ =Gy~ S 2 ) R ) ’
157 STmex Pjr (U (u) Pj1 (u) In (S\/Pj,l (U)) Pi1 (u) In (S\/le (u ))

where 1. 1S a pre-specified integer and ,Bgnf) (u), ..., ﬁ(ﬁ) (u) are the estimated eigenvalues
of the T x T matrix L; (3\(m 1)(u), B\J(-m_l)(u)) in descending order, where
S8

o Z (121\]5('&) - D85 - Xsﬁ) (gjs(u) - D85 - Xsﬁ)/' (6)

s=1

L;(5,8) ==

Since it suffices to set r.x to be relatively large, we choose 1. to be the cardinality of the

rljr

set {ﬁﬂ (u) : Z)y:)( ) > T 5™ (w),r=1,...,T} in Sections 5 and Appendix A.
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4 Asymptotic Properties

In this section, we first introduce the assumptions and then present asymptotic properties

of the estimators of the regression coefficients.

4.1 Assumptions

In this subsection, we provide assumptions required for deriving asymptotic properties of
the recursive estimator along with necessary explanations. In what follows, we consider the
case where the set U is finite, since our empirical application mainly focuses on multiple

quantiles and their spreads, instead of the entire distribution.

Assumption 4.1. For all (s,t) € {1,...,S}x{1,....,T} and for eachu € U and j =1, ..., J,
(i) B[[[Ass()*] < Cu
(1t) Elnjst(w)|dg, zg, Njg(w), fi(u)] =0 for all (9,1) € {1,...,5} x {1,...,T}.

(11i) The largest eigenvalue of the T' x T matriz E[n;s(u)n;s(u)'] is bounded uniformly in s

and T.

Assumption 4.1.(i) requires standard moment conditions for our analysis. Assump-
tion 4.1.(ii) and (iii) impose weak restriction on the correlation among the idiosyncratic
error components, group-level regressors and common factors. These assumptions are often

imposed in the factor model literature (e.g., Bai, 2009; Jiang et al., 2021).
Assumption 4.2. For any fixed u € U and j =1,...,J,

(i) for s = 1,...,S, the random sequence {l;s(u) = (d, Ty, [ (w), mjst(w)) + t > 1} is
a stationary and a-mizing process with mizing coefficient as(7) and T > 0. Further-
more, there exists a positive coefficient function a(t) such that sup, as(7) < a(7) and

Zz;él a([t = 1))/ = O(T) for such & > 0 that sup,, E [||€;s(u)]|**°] < oo.
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(i1) For any cross groups s and g with s # g, the random sequence {(js(u), €jge(u)) : t >
1} is also an a-mizing process with mizing coefficient ay(7) such that Ziég (54(0)%/ 449

= O(S) and 35, 31y asg(|t — 1)Y= O(ST).

(i1i) For any cross groups s,g,k,m = 1,....,.S where s # g # k # m, the random se-
quence {(Cjse(u), Cigr(w), Cige(w), Lime(w)) = t > 1} is an a-mizing process with mizing

coefficient asgpm(T) such that Zig,k,mﬂ Z;l sgkm ([t — 1))/ = O (S?T) .

Assumption 4.2 uses the notation of “a-mixing” for panel data (e.g., Jiang et al., 2021)
to capture both the temporal and cross-sectional dependence exhibited in large panels in a

concise manner. Alternatively, one can assume the high-order moment conditions employed

by Bai (2009).

Assumption 4.3. For any fived w € U and for s = 1,...,5 and t = 1,....T, for all

y € (Zgas(u) — e, 2 gase(u) + car) for some ey > 0. Then,

(i) the conditional density function gs(y) is continuously differentiable with the derivative

g;t(') satisfying |g;t(y)| < Cy and ]ggt(Zistast(U)ﬂ > CM-
(11) gse(y) < Cur, and gsi (2] gast(w)) > epr for some ey > 0.

Assumptions 4.3 is a set of mild regularity conditions that are typically imposed in the

quantile regression literature.

Assumption 4.4. Let Ny, := min{Ngy,s =1,....5t =1,....T}. As S,T — oo, we have

(i) T/S — k>0 and (ii) (ST)3*(In(Nmin)/Nmin) /% < Cis.

Assumption 4.4 controls the diverging rates of the number of group S, time T and
individuals per group and time Ng. Assumption 4.4.(i) is standard in the panel factor
model literature (Bai, 2009). Assumption 4.4.(ii) requires that the number of individuals

per group grows sufficiently fast as S,7T" jointly go to infinity, such that the estimation error
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from the quantile estimation in the first-step is negligible. Compared with Assumption 3
of Chetverikov et al. (2016), Assumption 4.4.(ii) imposes a more explicit yet comparable
growth rate, which is necessary in analyzing the limiting property of the interactive fixed-

effects estimator.
Assumption 4.5. For any fized uw € U, as S, T — oo jointly,

(1) S~! 25:1 Rjs(u)® > 0, where Rjs(u) := dy — S™* 25:1 Wjsg(w)dy with w;jg,(u) =

Ajg(w)' (STHA; () Ay (u)  Aja(u),

-1

(ii) the eigenvalues of the following quantities:

(a) (ST)™ ZXXS, (b) (ST)" {ZX’ (Z) ZXDD’ }

s=1 s,g=1

(¢) inf (ST)! Z X' MpX,,

F:T-1F'F=I,
s=1

are bounded away from zero with probability one, where Mp == Ip — T 1FF'.

Assumption 4.5 is a technical assumption which guarantees that the inverse matrix in
the initial and recursive estimators of the regression coefficients are well-defined, so that
the estimation in the second step is valid. Similar assumption are adopted in (Bai, 2009;

Jiang et al., 2021, etc).

Assumption 4.6. For each uw € U, 7 = 1,...,J and recursive step m > 1, there exist

positive definite matrices Xpr, and Yo such that, as S,T — oo,
(i) F'"(u) € {F € R™*" . T\ F'F = I, T~*Fj(u) FF'Fj(u) = Spp,};

(ii) (6™ (w), B (u)) € {(8,8) € RT-ToH1 5 Rbw + F™ (u)'Ly(8, B)F\™ (u) & So}, where

J

Zj(d, B) is defined as (6).
Assumption 4.6.(i) is required for deriving a closed-form expression for the recursive
formula of ( ( ), B(m (u)), so that the CLT can be established accordingly, and (ii)
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is a technical assumption required in the derivations, which ensures the invertibility of

VI (u) = diag (V7 (u), .o, P ().

Assumption 4.7. For u € U, the following rates hold:
(i) Bl 0 X X1P = O(S°T%),
(ii) BIl S5, XUFj (w)Ass(w)||* = O(ST),
(iii) for all t > Ty, Bl S0, dafje(u) \ja(u)[|* = O(S) uniformly.

Assumption 4.7 guarantees the desirable rates of the regression coefficients. In particu-
lar, condition (i) follows trivially when max; ;4 ;|E(z),x4224)| < C < oo. Conditions (ii)
and (iii) hold when the factor component is independent of the group-level regressors and
satisfies E[\;5(u)' fj(w)] = 0.

In the assumption below, we impose a condition on the J x 1 vector K;(u), whose j*
element is given by Kji(u) := (S7'30 st(u)Q)_lS_1/2 SF | Rys(u)nje(u) with Rjy(u)

defined in Assumption 4.5(i).

Assumption 4.8. For any ui,us € U and t > Ty, we have

[ Ki(uy) ] i/\/(o’ [ Yi(ur, ur), B (u, uz) ])7
Ki(us) Y (ug, ur), Bi(uz, ug)
where 0 is a (2J) x 1 vector and Xy(uy,us) := plim E[K;(uq) K (ug)'].
S, T—o0
Assumption 4.8 is required to derive the joint Central Limit Theorem (CLT) in Theo-

rem 4.2 for the converged estimator of the policy parameter given quantile levels uq, us € U.

The assumption shares the same idea as Assumption E of Bai (2009).
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4.2 Consistency and Limiting Distribution

In this section, we establish asymptotic properties for estimators of (6;(u), 5;(u)). We first
provides the convergence rate of the recursive estimators of both the policy parameter §;(u)
and the regression coefficient ;(u). Then, we establish the joint central limit theorem
(CLT) for the converged estimator of the policy parameter. To avoid distraction from
from the key parameter of interests, we do not present the CLT for ;(u), which can be
derived in the same manner as that of d;(u). Finally, for empirical analysis, we derive the

corresponding consistent estimator of the empirical limiting distribution.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1-2.2, 4.1-4.7. Then, for any fired u € U,

7=1,...,J and m >0, as S,T — oo, we have
(1) \/g(gj(?l)(u) — 8(u)) = Op(1) for each t > Ty,
(ii) VST (B (u) — Bj(u))ish = Op(1).

The time-varying policy effects are estimated for each time period following the policy
intervention. The convergence rate of the policy effect estimator depends solely on the
group size S. On the other hand, the remaining regression coefficients are estimated using
the full sample, and their convergence rate depends on ST

Next, as inference of the converged estimators is of key interest, we establish the joint

-~

CLT for the converged estimator (gt(ul)/ ,0:(u2)")" in the following theorem,

Theorem 4.2. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1-2.2, 4.1-4.8 hold. Let gt(u) = [gu(u), o gjt(u)]/
denote the converged estimator of §..(u). Then, for any uy, uy € U and t > Ty, we have,

as S, T — oo,

Bt(Ul) ] [ Zt(ul,ul),xt(ul,w) ])
Bt(u2) Zt(u27u1)a2t<u27u2)
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where 3y (uy, us) is the positive definite, asymptotic covariance matriz, defined in Assump-
tion 4.8, and By(u) := plim [Byy(u), ..., By (u)]' is the bounded asymptotic bias, whose j™
S, T—o0

component is given by

S -1 S e -1
Bt = (¢ L Re?) g 3 Aty (2L

s,g=1
forj=1,...,J, where R;s(u) is defined in Assumption 4.5(i).

In view of this theorem, under general cases, the asymptotic distribution of the recursive
estimator gjt(u) depend on: (i) the quantiles, (ii) the accuracy of the first-step estimation
(i.e., Qjst(u) —ayse(u)), (iii) the consistency of the initial estimation of the second-step, and
(iv) the information from the iterative estimations. We note that the estimation error of
the first-step @jq (1) — a5 (u) depends on the sample size of individual observations within
each group-time (Ny). Hence, by controlling the relative growth rate between individual-
level and group-level sample size (Assumption 4.4.(ii)), the asymptotic first-step estimation
error becomes negligible in the asymptotic representation of g]t(u) We note that the growth
rate of Ny, relative to S and T can be relaxed, but at the expense of more complicated
asymptotic expressions.

According to the identification Theorem 2.1, we define the estimators of the treat-
ment parameters as A7 () = z’gt(u), &B(um, 29) i= (29 — zﬂ’&(u), KtW(ul, ug|2) =
Z/(6.4(uz) — 0.4(uy)). By virtue of Theorem 4.2, the limiting distribution of the treatment
parameters can be established accordingly by linear combinations of the individual-level

covariates z and the policy coefficient §;(u) as Corollary 4.1, whose proof is straightforward

and thus omitted.

Corollary 4.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4.2, for any u,uq, us €U, 2,21,290 € Z
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and t > Ty, we have, as S, T — o0,

VS (BT (u]z2) — AL (u]2)) S N
\/g(gtB(u, |21, 20) — AP (u|z, z2)> < N((ZQ — zl),Bt(u), o3 (u, 21, 22)>,
LN

<Z/(Bt(UQ> — Bt(ul)) , J‘Q,V(ul, Us, z)),

(z’Bt(u), 2 (u, u)z) ,

ﬁ(gy(uhuﬂz) - Afv(ul,uﬂz))

where By(u) is defined in Theorem 4.2, o%(u,z1,22) = (22 — 21)/Se(u,u)(z2 — 21) and
o (uy, ug, 2) = z'(Zt(ul,ul) — Yi(uy,ug) — Xy(ug,uy) + Zt(u2,u2))z with 3 (uq, uz) in

Assumption 4.8.

Lastly, for inferential propose, we show that the asymptotic bias and covariance can
be consistently estimated by their empirical counterparts in the next corollary. Attention
is paid to heteroscedasticities in both time and cross-sectional dimensions, assuming no
correlation in both dimensions to simplify the presentation.

Define By(u) := [By(v), ..., By (u)], where, for j =1, ..., J,

Bulu) = - (gzﬁm) g 30 ) oty (M)

s,9=1

-1

where Rjq(u) i=dy — S7 320 dyAjg () (S7HR; (w)/ Ry (w)) ™ Ny (w).

We construct an estimator of the asymptotic covariance matrix ;(uq, us), denoted as
it(ul, ug), by its empirical counterpart. it(ul, uy) is a J x J block matrix, whose (7, k)

block is given by

~

(23 Rtmn) (53 Atoe) 53 R B0 eston)

The below corollary establishes that the proposed estimators of the asymptotic bias and

covariance are consistent.
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Corollary 4.2. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 4.2 hold. In addition, we assume
that for any fized uy,us € U and j,k = 1,....J, fort,l € {1,....,T} and s,g € {1,...,S},
En;st(w1)nkg(u2)|Ds, Dy, W, Wy, Aj(ur), Fj(ur), Ap(ug), Fip(ug)] = 0 if s # g ort # L
Then, for any given uj,us € U and t > Ty, we have Et(u) % By(u), and gt(ul,uz) S

Yi(ug,ug) as S, T — oo.

Corollary 4.2 assumes that idiosyncratic errors are uncorrelated across groups and over
time, after conditioning group-level regressors and interactive fixed effects. For correlated
idiosyncratic errors, Bai (2009) provides some conjectures for bias-correction and covariance
estimators using the partial sample method together with the Newey-West procedure.

Using Corollary 4.1 together with Corollary 4.2, it is straightforward to construct the
confidence intervals for the time-varying AQTT, A4@TT (y|z), and changes in between- and

within-inequality, AB(u|zy, 25) and AW (uy, ug|2).

5 Empirical Analysis

5.1 Background on Racial Income Inequality

Racial economic inequalities have persisted in the United States over long periods of time.
Among these inequalities, the income gap between black and white workers is evident. As in
Figure 2, the income gap, measured by the average annual earnings, was around 20-30% for
the last two decades, whereas the gap significantly dropped during the late 1960s and early
1970s. The empirical literature has explored factors that narrowed the racial income gap
during those periods, including federal anti-discrimination legislation (Smith and Welch,
1984) and improvements in education (Smith and Welch, 1977; Card and Krueger, 1992).

Recently, Derenoncourt and Montialoux (2021) put forward a new explanation: the

extension of the federal minimum wage to some industries. The Fair Labor Standards

24



Figure 2 White-Black Unadjusted Wage Gap in the Long Run
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Notes: This figure is a replication of Figure 1 in Derenoncourt and Montialoux (2021). The data
sources are the Current Population Survey 1962-2016, U.S. Census from 1950 to 2000, and American
Community Survey data in 2010 and 2017. Sample includes black or white adults aged 25-65, who
worked more than 13 weeks last year, worked three hours last week, do not live in group quarters,
are not self-employed and not unpaid family worker with no missing industry or occupation code.

Act of 1966 established a federal minimum wage (effective February 1967) in previously
unregulated industries, which employed about 20% of the total workforce in the US and
nearly a third of all black workers. They evaluate the minimum wage policy effect on
earning, using a cross-industry difference-in-differences design, in which 7 treated and 8
control industries were subject to the minimum wage under the 1966 and 1938 Fair Labor
Standards Act, respectively.

Using repeated cross-sections of black and white workers aged between 25 and 55 for
year 1961 and 1963-1980, extracted from March CPS,? they estimate the following two-way

fixed effects mean regression model:

Yist = 50 + 5tdst + Zz{stﬁ + ¢s + Vi + Mist, (7)

for worker ¢ in industry s = 1,...,15 and time ¢t = 1961,1963 . ..,1980. Here, y; is the log

2Since The March CPS of year ¢ contains information in calendar year ¢ — 1, the data source is the
1962, 1964-1981 March CPS. The 1963 March CPS is excluded due to the lack of observations and missing
demographic information.
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annual earning deflated by annual CPI-U-RS ($2017)3, and d,; denotes a dummy variable
taking 1 if industrial sector s is subject to the federal minimum wage and 0 otherwise.
Also, z; is a vector of worker’s characteristics and unobserved random variables consist of
industry fixed effect ¢, time fixed effect v, and an idiosyncratic error ;4. The parameter
of interest is ¢;, which measures dynamic policy effects.

Their result shows that, after controlling for individual characteristics, the average
wage of workers in the newly covered industries is around 5% higher relative to that in
control industries in 1967-1980 compared with the pre-period 1961-1966, and the effect
of minimum wage reform on workers’ log-earning is more than twice as large for black
workers as that for white workers on average. In addition to the above regression, they
present several regression results to uncover intricate facets of the effects of minimum wage
by taking various variables as the dependent variable in (7), including log annual wages or

its unconditional quantiles, and also selecting sub-samples based on workers’ characteristics.

5.2 Model and Practical Implementation

We analyze time-varying policy effects from 1967 to 1980 at quantile v € {0.1,0.3,0.5,0.7,0.9}.
Following the original model in (7), we consider the following u*® quantile regression model

in (1) with ag(u) = [ags(u), ..., asq(w)]’, where, for j =1,...,J,

ajst(w) = 0jo(u) + G5 (w)ds + fi () Ajs () + e (u). (8)

Here, a set of coefficients {d;;(u)};25%; measures the time-varying policy effect.
For simplicity of interpretation, we treat some of the original covariates as ordered vari-

ables rather than dummy variables for categories. More precisely, z;s includes a constant

3Using March CPS data the 1960s and early 1970s, we only directly observe annual earnings, but not
hourly wages, whereas the CPS contains more detailed individual worker—level information the Bureau of
Labor Statistics data. See Section III.B. of Derenoncourt and Montialoux (2021).
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1, dummy variables for race (white/black), gender (male/female) and work type (full-
time/part-time), and ordered variables including years of schooling, experience, experience
squared, the number of weeks worked in a year, and the number of hours worked in a
week?. This selection yields a very similar result of the mean-regression in (7) as the one

in Derenoncourt and Montialoux (2021). See Figure 3.

Figure 3 Estimation Results of Mean Regression
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Notes: We plot the estimates of time-varying policy effect d; in Model (7) given the original set of
controlled variables (in dashed grey line) and the estimates given the reduced set of covariates that
used in our empirical analysis (in solid black line).

5.3 Results Analysis

In Figure 4, we present time-varying policy effects d,,(u) in (8) with 95% confidence in-
tervals for the categorical individual-level covariates. The policy effects for the continuous
covariates eduction and experience are insignificant across quantiles. For presentation con-
ciseness, those figures are omitted. Panel (a) reports the effects on the intercept coefficients,
which correspond to white, male, full-time workers, which are insignificantly different from
zero for most of the estimates. Panel (b) shows statistically significant positive policy ef-

fects for black workers in majority of the years across all quantiles. Especially, the policy

4Derenoncourt and Montialoux (2021) use dummy variables to control for the number of weeks worked
in a year and the number of hours worked in a week, because hourly wage is not available in the CPS data
during the periods of interest.
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effects are most significant at the 0.1th conditional quantile, which are 15-20% (0.15-0.2
log points). Panel (d) reports the estimated policy effects on the coefficient of the part-time
dummy. Most of the estimates are positive but not statistically different from zero.®

Panel (c) of Figure 4 presents the estimated policy effects on the female dummy’s
coefficient. The effects in the late 1970s are positive and significant up to 0.7th quantile
with a magnitude of 5%. However, caution is warranted in interpreting the results, which
may be an integrated impact of the 1966 Fair Labor Standards Act and two pieces of
important legislation that targeted labor market discrimination against women: the Equal
Pay Act of 1963 and Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.° Although the gender gap
of median wages for full-time, full-year workers was unchanged over the 1960-1970s (see
Blau and Kahn, 2017), Bailey et al. (2021) recently document sharp increases in women’s
wages relative to men’s below median during the 1960s. They underscore the importance of
minimum wage policy and the laws to target gender-based workplace discrimination. Our
result is consistent with their findings and furthermore suggests long-run positive effects
even at 0.5th and 0.7th quantiles conditional on individual attributes.

In Figure 5, we present estimated policy effects on changes in the within-inequality
measure AW (uy, uy|2) in the year 1980. For quantile pairs (uy,uz) = (0.1,0.9) or (0.1,0.5),
we measure how much the minimum wage policy changes the conditional quantile spread.
For conditional variables z, we fix 12 years of education and 10 years of experience, while
reporting three pairs of categorical individual attributes, as shown in the horizontal axis.
The estimates suggest that the introduction of minimum wage reduces the within-inequality,
while the reduction is statistically indistinguishable from 0 for all groups.

Figure 6 reports the policy effects on the changes in the between-inequality measure,

5This is partly because part-time workers only account for 5% to 30% of the sample by industry and
year.

6The Equal Pay Act of 1963 is a federal law that amends the Fair Labor Standards Act and pro-
hibits wage disparity based on gender. Title VII of The Civil Rights Act of 1964 more broadly prohibits
discrimination in employment on the basis of race, color, religion, national origin, and gender.
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Figure 4 Time-Varying Policy Effect Estimates (d;;)
(a) Intercept (Base: White, Male, Full-Time Workers)

u=0.1 u=0.3 u=0.5 u=0.7 u=0.9
0.4
0.0
-0.4
-0.8
1967 1970 1973 1976 19791967 1970 1973 1976 19791967 1970 1973 1976 19791967 1970 1973 1976 19791967 1970 1973 1976 1979
Year
(b) Black
u=0.1 u=0.3 u=0.5 u=0.7 u=0.9
0.3
0.2
0.1 M
0.0 ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,4,w ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
-0.1
1967 1970 1973 1976 19791967 1970 1973 1976 19791967 1970 1973 1976 19791967 1970 1973 1976 19791967 1970 1973 1976 1979
Year
(c) Female
u=0.1 u=0.3 u=0.5 u=0.7 u=0.9

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.0

-0.1

1967 1970 1973 1976 19791967 1970 1973 1976 19791967 1970 1973 1976 19791967 1970 1973 1976 19791967 1970 1973 1976 1979
Year

Notes: Panels (a)-(c) present the estimated time-varying marginal policy effect ¢;.(u) for ¢t =
1967,...,1980.  From left to right, figures correspond to the estimates at quantiles u =
0.1,0.3,0.5,0.7,0.9. Point estimates are plotted with solid black lines, and the pointwise 95% confi-
dence interval are shown as grey shaded area.

AP (u|z1, z), for t = 1980 and u € {0.1,0.3,0.5,0.7,0.9}. The baseline z, is fixed to
include white, male workers and z; changes over the three pairs of categorical attributes as
in Figure 5, while the remaining variables are the same in z; and z,". Panels (a) suggests

significant negative impacts on the between-inequality for black, male workers, comparing

"From the identification result in Theorem 2.1, AP (u|z1, z5) = (22 — 21)’0(w). Thus, the common values
in z; and zy cancel out each other.
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Figure 5 Changes in Within-Inequality in 1980
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Notes: Panels (a)-(b) report estimated changes in the within-inequality AXV (u1, uz|z) among individ-

uals with attributes z in year ¢t = 1980, with (u1,u2) = (0.1,0.9) in Panel (a) and (u1,us2) = (0.1,0.5)
in Panel (b). The estimates are presented by grey bars with the 95% confidence intervals in black.
The horizontal axis shows the three subpopulations based on race and gender categories, while we fix
12 years of education and 10 years of experience.

to white, male workers, with magnitudes 5-20% for all quantiles excepts the 0.7 conditional

quantile. Panels (b) also shows reduction (0.05-0.20) in the between-inequality for white,

female workers at the 0.7th conditional quantile and below. Panels (c¢) plots results for

female, black workers, and the estimated changes in the between-inequality range from

-0.05 to -0.35 at the 0.7th conditional quantile and below.

Figure 6 Changes in Between-Inequality in 1980
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Notes: Panels (a)-(c) plot the changes in between-inequality (AF) between multiple groups and the
base-level group: white male workers (with 12 years of education and 10 years of experience) while
holding other individual covariates constant. The inequality measure are considered at quantiles
u = 0.1,0.3,0.5,0.7,0.9 at year 1980. Point estimates are presented by grey bars with point-wise
95% confidence intervals shown in black.

To illustrate the robustness of the significant policy-effects in reducing the between-

equality, Figure 7 plots the changes in between-inequality for black, female workers from
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1967 to 1980. In quantiles up to medium, the magnitude of reduction in the between-
inequality increases as time increase. In addition, such policy effects are significant after
1970. Similar patterns are also witnessed in the other two groups presented in Figure 6.

We choose not to report those plots for the concise of presentation.

Figure 7 Changes in Between-Inequality for Black, Female Workers from 1967 to 1980

u=0.1 u=0.3 u=0.5 u=0.7 u=0.9
I N SN, s N TV
-0.2 \\\N/\\
-0.4
-0.6
1967 1970 1973 1976 19791967 1970 1973 1976 19791967 1970 1973 1976 19791967 1970 1973 1976 19791967 1970 1973 1976 1979

Year
Notes: From left to right, figures correspond to the estimates at quantiles v = 0.1,0.3,0.5,0.7,0.9.
Point estimates are plotted with solid black lines, and the pointwise 95% confidence interval are shown
as grey shaded area.

Overall, the results above confirm the findings of Derenoncourt and Montialoux (2021)
that the reform was effective in improving the black economic status and reducing the racial
income gap. In addition, we provide an empirical evidence of a compounded impact of the
policy effect in reducing the racial and gender income gap, which leads to the significant

reduction in the between-inequality at least up to the medium.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce an estimation method for evaluating the effect of group-level
policies under the quantile regression framework with interactive fixed effects. Our method
can capture the heterogeneous policy effects through the interaction of policy variables and
the individual observed and unobserved characteristics, while controlling the unobserved
interactive fixed effects, and provides a straightforward way of identifying the policy effect
on inequality measures. The consistency and limiting distribution of the proposed estima-

tors are established. Using our proposed model, we evaluate the effect of the minimum
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wage policy on earnings between 1967 and 1980 in the United States. Our analysis con-
firms the findings of Derenoncourt and Montialoux (2021) that the policy helps reduce the
racial income gap by improving the black economic status. On top of that, we provide
empirical evidence of a compounded policy effect in narrowing the racial and gender gap,

which contributes to the significant reduction in the between-inequality.
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Appendix A Simulation Study

In this appendix, we investigate the accuracy of both the point and interval estimators of

the policy parameter ¢;(u) through Monte Carlo simulations. We consider two scenarios,
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where the unobserved factors are either correlated or uncorrelated with the group-level

regressors.

A.1 Data Generating Process

We generate data according to the following model, for ¢ = 1,..., N, s = 1,...,.5, and

t=1,..,T

) Y

Yist = Osto(Uist) + ZistQstr (Wist),  aspn = 24 0.1,

sto(Uist) = Oo(Wist) + dst0r(Uist) + T8 (Wist) + ft(uist)/)\s(uist) + Nt (Wist ),
2

u t u?
Zv 6t(u):2+_+_7

50(“) =2 oT A

+

where {u;s } and {4} are i.i.d U(0, 1), {zis} are i.i.d U(0, 1), g are i.i.d N(0,1), (fu, fi2)
are generated orthogonally via the SVD of a T" x T random matrix whose entries are
i.i.d N(0,1), and (Mg, As2) are generated from i.i.d U(0,2). The policy dummy variable
ds = 1{t > T/4} x 1{s > S/4}, that is, we fixed the first one quarter of the cross-sections
as the control groups, and the policy is implemented at Ty = T'/4.

We consider the following two scenarios in terms of whether exists endogenity in the

group-level:
1. group-level observables x4 are i.i.d N(0,1).

2. group-level observables g = (g + 0.02f3 + 0.02)\2,, where {(;} are i.i.d N(0,1).

This setting allows moderate endogeneity at group-level.

A.2 Performance of the Point Estimators

We investigate the accuracy of the point estimators of the policy parameters d7(u) for both

scenarios. The sample bias and standard deviation at finite iteration steps m = 2,5 and
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after convergence criterion satisfied are reported in Table 1.

The simulation shows a few nice properties, which can be summarized as follows. First
of all, the recursive estimator converge quite fast. In all cases, the mean bias and standard
deviation of the coefficient estimation at the second iteration are reasonably small. In
addition, the estimators remain valid even if the number of observations per group (Ny)
is relatively small comparing to the total number of groups and time (S x T'), which is a

particular attractive property in practice.

Table 1 Sample Bias and Standard Deviation of estimates of the Policy Parameters

Scenario 1 Scenario 2

N S T u ;3}2) (u) ;317?) (u) o7 (u) (/3\(7?) () ggf’) (u) S\T(U)
500 40 25 0.1 0.003 (0.074) 0.001 (0.017) 0.001 (0.016) 0.005 (0.084) 0.002 (0.017) 0.001 (0.016)
0.5 0.001 (0.031) 0.001 (0.015) 0.001 (0.014) 0.003 (0.035) 0.001 (0.015) 0.001 (0.014)
0.9 0.005 (0.041) 0.003 (0.014) 0.001 (0.014) —0.003 (0.085)  —0.003 (0.028)  —0.002 (0.028)
40 50 0.1 0.003 (0.041) 0.001 (0.025) 0.001 (0.014) 0.003 (0.038) 0.001 (0.008) 0.001 (0.008)
0.5 0.003 (0.031) 0.001 (0.014) 0.001 (0.014) 0.001 (0.012) 0.001 (0.007) 0.001 (0.007)
0.9  0.002 (0.035)  0.003 (0.034)  —0.001 (0.014)  0.003 (0.041)  —0.001 (0.012) —0.001 (0.011)
1000 40 50 0.1 0.006 (0.041) 0.003 (0.035) 0.002 (0.014) —0.005 (0.076) 0.001 (0.013) 0.001 (0.012)
05 0.004 (0.051) —0.003 (0.035)  0.001 (0.014)  —0.001 (0.029)  0.001 (0.012)  0.001 (0.012)
0.9 0.003 (0.031)  0.001 (0.015)  —0.001 (0.014) —0.004 (0.087) —0.001 (0.026) —0.001 (0.025)
60 50 0.1 0.006(0.081) 0.002(0.015  0.001 (0.014)  0.004 (0.037)  0.001 (0.005)  0.001 (0.005)
0.5 0.005(0.031)  0.003 (0.015)  0.001 (0.014)  0.001 (0.010)  0.001 (0.005)  0.001 (0.005)
0.9 0.002 (0.041) —0.002 (0.015) 0.001 (0.014) —0.001 (0.041) 0.001 (0.010) 0.001 (0.010)
2000 60 50 0.1 0.005 (0.070) 0.001 (0.010) 0.001 (0.009) 0.005 (0.070) 0.001 (0.011) 0.001 (0.009)
0.5 0.004 (0.070)  0.003 (0.014)  0.002 (0.008)  —0.003 (0.029)  0.001 (0.010)  0.001 (0.010)
0.9 0.002 (0.070) —0.001 (0.011)  0.001 (0.009)  0.004 (0.084)  0.001 (0.026)  0.001 (0.025)
80 50 0.1 0.002 (0.070) 0.001 (0.011) 0.001 (0.009) 0.001 (0.037) 0.001 (0.004) 0.001 (0.004)
0.5 0.002 (0.064)  0.001 (0.010)  0.001 (0.007)  0.001 (0.011)  0.001 (0.005)  0.001 (0.005)

(

0.9 0.001 (0.068)  0.001 (0.011)  0.001 (0.010)  0.002 (0.039)  —0.001 (0.010)  —0.001 (0.010)
Notes: The number of Monte-Carlo repetitions is 250. We report bias averaged over 250 repetitions with
the standard deviation in the parenthesis.

A.3 Performance of the Interval Estimators

For the interval accuracy, we report the coverage rate of the confidence interval when the
estimates converge. The coverage rate is calculated by the ratio of dr(u) within the 95%
confidence interval under 250 simulation repetitions. The estimated asymptotic bias and
covariance are computed according to Corollary 4.2.

Table 2 demonstrates that the confidence interval is conservative (around 0.9) when

sample size is modest, while the coverage rate gradually increases to 0.93 when the sample
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size (Nmin, S, T') increases.

Table 2 Coverage Rate of the 95% Confidence Interval for dp(u)

Scenario 1 Scenario 2
N S T wu=01 =05 =09 u=01 wu=05 u=09

500 40 25 0.896 0.903 0.907 0.892 0.900 0.900
40 50 0.900 0.900 0.904 0.900 0.900 0.904
1000 40 50 0.895 0.899 0.902 0.899 0.903 0.899
60 50 0.892 0.903 0.903 0.896 0.907 0.907
2000 60 50 0.923 0.911 0.915 0.921 0.911 0.920
80 50 0.915 0.947 0.922 0.915 0.955 0.922

Notes: Coverage rate based on 250 simulation repetitions.

Appendix B Proof of Theorems

In this appendix, we present the proofs of the results on the main model (1)-(2). Specifically,
the proof of identification theorem of treatment parameters (Theorems 2.1) is established
in Section B.1. The asymptotic properties in Section 4.2 are given in Section B.2. All
the preliminary lemmas required in Section B.2 are established and proved proceeding
appendices.

In what follows, we use a few additional notation. For a square matrix A, let tr(A)
denote the trace operation of A and let pyax(A) and pmin(A) denote the maximum and
minimum eigenvalue of A, respectively. Notice that ppax(A) < tr(A) for every symmetric
positive semi-definite matrix. Thus, || X||? < tr(X’'X) for matrix X, and we repeatedly
use this inequality. We denote ¢ and C' as strictly positive constants that depend only on
cu, Cu, whose values can change at each appearance. Let xy, z44) and x4 ) represent
different vectors related to the regressor X. Precisely, xy is a K X 1 vector, xyy) is a
T x 1 vector and xqy) is a scalar for any (s,¢,k) € {1,...,5} x {1,..., T} x {1,..., K'}. Let
Osr = min(\/§ , VT ). Let e, denote the a column vector, whose entries are all 0 except for

the k-th entry; the dimension of e varies along with the context.
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B.1 Proof of the Identification Theorem

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Let w € U, z € Z and t > Tj be fixed. Under the potential
outcome framework (3)-(4), we can write A, 9" (u|z) = 2/E[al,(u) — a2 (u)|ds = 1]. Under
Assumption 2.3.(i), it follows from (4) that E[aj,(u) — o), (u)|ds = 1] = E[Ajq(u)|ds =
1], for j = 1,...,J. Thus, it is straightforward that A" (u|z) = ZE[A(u)|ds = 1],
A (uy, us|2) = ZE[Ast(u) = Agi(ur)|ds = 1], and AP (u]21, 25) = (22—21) E[Ag(u)|ds = 1],
where Ag(u) := [Age(u), ..., Ays(u)]'.

Moreover, under the potential outcome framework, we have ajq(u) = (1 —dg)ad,, (u) +

sy, (u) . Therefore, we can rewrite (4) as

st (1) = doB[A o (u)|ds = 1] + 28 () + Fir(u) Ajs(u) + njee(u) (9)

where (1) = dog( Ao (u) — E[Azu0(w)ldy = 1)) + (1 = dy )y () + dynly (). Then, it is
clear that (9) coincides with (2) by defining d;;(u) := E[A 5 (u)|ds = 1].

To prove the theorem, it remains to check that d;,(u) can be identified from model
(1)-(2) for each j =1,...,J and t > Tj,.

It is know that, for model (1)-(2), under Assumption 2.1, we can estimate the quantile
regression coefficients oz (u) from model (1). Also, we can identify the regression coeffi-
cients, factors and factor loadings, using the argument of Bai (2009) under Assumption 2.2.
Thus, we treat the quantile regression coefficients, factors and loadings as known objects
in the rest of the proof. Then, since E[n;s(u)|ds, Xs] = 0 under Assumption 2.3, taking

the expectation on both sides of (2) leads to the normal equations

Eldsi(cjst — fi(u ) s(u))] = E[dgt]éjt(u) "’E[dstxlst]ﬁj(u)v (10)

Elzsi(ajsr = fie(u)' Ajs(u)) = Eldswa] 650 (u) + Blzar] 8 (u). (11)

39



Solving (11) with respect to 3;(u), we have 8;(u) = E[zgal,] {E[zg(ajs— fii(w) Ajs(u))]—
Elds2s)0;:(u)} given that Elzga’,] " is invertible under Assumption 2.2.(ii). Substituting

the solution into (10), we obtain
0je(u) = Eldse o] "Bt (azse(u) — fie(u)' s (w)],

where [T, := dy—E[dg2),|E[rg2),] 4. Moreover, since Var(xy) = E[zgal,|—Elry]E[z),] >
0, it follows that E[dyIly] = E[E[dgIly]|dsy] = P(dy = 1)(1 — E[z,|Elxgz.,] 'Elzs]) > 0,
that is, E[dyI1] is invertible.

In summary, d;:(u) is identifiable in model (1)-(2). Consequently, the policy parameters
AL (y|2), AB(u|z, 25) and AW (uy, uy|z) are identifiable, following the arguments at the

beginning of the proof [

B.2 Proofs of the Asymptotic Properties

In what follows, we use the following facts: for all (s,t) € {1,...,S} x {1,....,T}, || Xs|]| =
O,(VT), IF;(u)]| = O,(VT), |E™ ()]l = O,(vT), [IA;(u)]| = O,(VS), |A™ (u)]| =
O,(V'S) under Assumption 4.1. Also, || Mg, (u)|| = O,(1) since the largest eigenvalue of
Mp,(u) is 1 as Mp,(u) is a projection matrix, and similarly, ||M1(3T)(u)|| = 0,(1). In
addition, we define the orthogonal projection matrix P, (u) := Fj(u)(F;(u) F;(u)) " F;(u).

Before proceeding to the proof, since the convergence of 3;(?) (u) and B\J(»m) (u) are dif-
ferent, there is a need to partial-out the expression of ’5\](;71) (u) and @m) (u) from that of
B\J(-m) (u) :== [25\](7%;) (u), ...,5].7;) (u),gj(m)(u)]’ obtained in Section 3. Recall that the estimator

B](m) (u) is the minimizer of the SSR of Equation (5). Therefore, by setting the first order

derivative of SSR with respect to 6](-m)(u) to zero, we obtain the following relationships
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between gj(;n) (u) and Bj(m)(u)

5}%)—(2510@) 'Y d(@geu) — 2L, B0 (), t =Ty, T,

(12)
BOw) = (25, X1X) 7 200, X (Ays(w) — DY (w)),
and, for m > 1, given (ﬁ’j(m) (u), /A\g.m) (u)),
8 (w) = (X0, ) 28 do(@alu) — B () — £ (W) A (), ”

B (u) = (L XX T L XU (Ajs(u) = D3 () = B ()] ().
Using the above relationships, we present the proof of Theorem 4.1 as follows.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Since u and j are fixed, we suppress v and j throughout the
following proof. The proof is completed by induction. We first show that (i) v/ST HB\(O) —
Bl = 0p(1), V3|6 — 6, = Op(1), and /S/T| 3272, 6! — §,| = Op(1). Then, using the
iterative formula and the rates of the previous estimators, we show that suppose the above
rates hold at (m — 1)™ iteration, then the rates hold at m' iteration for all m > 1.

(i) We start with 5© — 3. By simple algebra on (12) and the linear model (2) for a,

we obtain

00 6= (X, @) 5 d (@ — ase) — Wy (BO = B) + fids + 0wt), ”

BO = (X2 XIX) T N0 X((Ay — Ay) — D0 = 8) + FAg + ).
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By further substituting the expression of @(0) -4 (t ="Ty,...,T) into B(O) — (3, we obtain

[ix; (i) ZXDD’ )| (B9 - 5)

s=1 1 s,g=1

S S
Z )+ FA, +15] — (Z d?) TS XIDLDL(A, — Ag) + FA 4+ ).

s,9=1

An application of the triangle inequality together with Lemma C.1 yields || Zle X! (/Als—
A = Op((ST)V*). Also, (ST)™! S XIFA, = Op(VST) and (29) in Lemma C.2
shows that (ST)~Y/232%  X'n, = Op(1). In addition, recall that D, = dler,, ..., ex] and

ds € {0,1}, we then have

H Z X!D.D (A, — A,)|| = — agl - Z Z |2sedydy|| = Op(SP/ATVY,

s,g=1 s,g=1t=Ty

following from Lemma C.1,

due to the assumption that E|| 25:1 ds fi\||> = Op(S) for all t > Tp uniformly, and,

N = opsm)

= (o) ([,

ng

= Op(SVT)

H ZXDDQUQ

ng

= H Z de TstTgt
5,9=

by a-mixing. Finally, under Assumption 4.5, we have (3%, d2)~!|| = Op(S™'), and

s=1"s

s=1"s

I35 XX, — (5, ) 38 XID,D X, = Op((ST)™!). Thus, we collect the
rates for all terms and obtain \/S_THBJ(-O) (w) — Bj(u)|| = Op(1).

(ii) We then consider 59 — 5, for a given t > Ty. We check all the terms of the ex-
pression of 8, — &, in (14) as follows: | 335, dy (@ — )| < sup,, @ — ase| - 3oy |ds| =

Op(SYAT=3/%) using Lemma C.1, | 32, d, fI\y| = Op(v/S) by assumption, | 325, diny| =
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Op(VS) by a-mixing, and | Y23, doa’, (B0 =B)| < [18)" (u)=8,(u)|| S5, 2| = Op(v/S/T).

Finally, since |(32%_, d2)7!|| = Op(S~1) under Assumption 4.5, collecting the rates of all

s=1"s
terms yields \/g\é-? (u) — 00(u)| = Op(1).

In addition, we show that | 32 90 A(O) ¢ (u) — d;0(u)| = Op(1) as follows. Since

T S S T
Zgzgo _515 ng)_lzzds ast ast wi%(B\(O) _6)+ft//\s+nst)7
t=Tpo s=1 s=1 t=Tj

applying similar arguments as those in (ii), it is easy to check that | 3% Z;‘F:TO ds(as —

ast)| = OP((ST)1/4)7 |ZSS:1 ZtT:TO dsx/st(g(o) - ﬁ>| = OP(V ST), |Z§:1 ZtT:TO dsft/)‘8| =
Op(VST), and | 25:1 ZtT:TO dsnst| = Op(v/'ST). Therefore, we have

S T
ZZ (@t — ) — T (BQ = B) + fids + 1) | = Op(1).
s=1t=Tp

(15)

We also note that a similar argument yields that || Zt T 11)(5 — 4| = Op(1).

Now, for a given m > 1, suppose that V/ST||B™1 — 8| = Op(1), VS|o\" ™V — 6| =
Op(1), | fqy 077 = 61 = Op(1) and | g, F™ (57" = 6)]| = Op(1).

(iii) We want to show VST||B™ — B|| = Op(1). By simple algebra on (13) and the

linear model for ay;, we obtain

[Zi;xgxs - (édi) B ZS: XLD,D, X, | (3™ - )

s,9=1

S
=D XU = A+ (FA = FOX™) 4]

s -1 s ~ ~ ~
~ (X)X XIDD[(A, ~ Ag) + (FAg = FWOX) 4], (16)
s=1

s,g=1
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and

0" =0 = (D) (@ — o) — 2 (B™ = B) + (fide — FA™) 4 ).

(17)

To find the rate of B\J(-m) (u) — Bj(u), we derive the rates for all terms on the right-hand
side of (16) below. As show in part (i), we have || 327 X!'[(A, — A,) + 4]l = Op(V/ST).
We now consider the term 3% X/(FA, — FA™). Using the expression that A{™ =

T*Iﬁ(m)’(;ls — Dsg(m) — ng(m)), we obtain

S S S
> XU(FA = FMXM) =3 XU(F = FOHM™)A + ) XIFM(HM A, — \m)
s=1 s=1 s=1
R S
— Z XIPUV(A, — A) =Y XL Py,
s=1 s=1
S
+ZX’ B — By + 3" XIPUY D (5D — 5)
s=1
S
/) (m) gy(m)
+ > XM (F = FMHM),, (18)
s=1
where
(m) (. \ _Ax(m) (m) V)
H"™ () =T () (K@) (19)

in which T(m) (u) is the r x r diagonal matrix with diagonal elements being the r largest

cigenvalues of L; (/Tm 1)( ) B(m b ( ), defined in (6), in descending order, and

K™ () :(AJ« <u>;Aj<u>) (ﬂ-(u)’?m) <u>).

Now, we consider each term in the second equation of (18). For the first three terms, by
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Holder’s and triangle inequalities, it is straightforward to show

S S
| > NP = A) I IPE = Or((STY ),

HZXP’"’X BlmD — H ZHXIF [PU - 3D — B = Op(v/ET),

and || 25 X/P nsH = Op(VST) by a-mixing property. Using the definition of Dy, the

forth term is of order Op(T') as follows

| S xtpg @ )] - | S xep a3 1 |

1 ~im m) -
gfzuxsu-uﬂ >H-HZ£‘ @ — 6
s=1 t=Tp

— Op(T),

provided || ZtT:TO Fm (1 — 5,)|| = Op(1). In addition, Lemma C.4 yields that the last

term

ZX MUVFA, = ZX M (1 + 1§+ 1) B ()7,

s=1

+0p(VS) - ' XT: 57 | 1 opTVE).- |3 — ||

-OrVST) [ S0 =[50 -]

>3

+0pvI): ([ - o+

= ) + 0p(VST),

where, according to the proof of Lemma C.4, the leading term associated with [ l(m) is of
order Op(S) | XLy, 0"~ =82+ 0p(ST)- | 3D = B|2+0p(SVT) - | =y, 6" =6

|8~ — B||, and the leading terms associated with I™ and I{™ are of order Op(v/ST) -
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(1B — Bl + | X1y 8™ — 6]). Thus, given the rates: VST||B™ D — B8] = Op(1),
VS8 =8| = 0p(1), | S 8V = 6] = Op(1) and | S, GV = 6)|| =

Op(1), we conclude that

S
> XIMU(F - ﬂm)H(m))AsH = Op(VST).

s=1

Finally, given the rates of all terms on the right-hand side of (18), we have || 32, X! (FA—
FX™)|| = Op(V/ST) since T/S — k.

Collecting all terms so far, we obtain that the first term on the right-hand side of (16)

S
SR, — A + (FA,— FOOR0W) 4] H — 0,(V/5T),
s=1

and similar arguments yield that

s
Z X;DSDQ [(29 —Ag) + (F)‘g o ﬁ(m)/):;m)) + 779} - OP(53/2T1/2)~

s,9=1

-1
In addition, as (ST)*I[Zle XX, — (ZS d2> PN X/D,D/X,| and SIS &

s=1"s s,g=1 s=1"s

are invertible and their inverse are bounded above according to Assumption 4.5, from (16)

we obtain that

N 1 1 —1 1 S —1
\/ (m) _ N / I 2 - / /
STF=5) = [ST ; Fots (s ; ds) S2T 2;1 XstDng}

S
' {—1 D XU(As = Ay) + (FA, = FXM) 4]

ST s=1
R PR B R 0 F(m) N (m)
o <§ Zd8> §3/2T1/2 Z XSDSDH[(AQ —Ag) + (F)‘g — FYA" ) + 779}}
s= s,g=1
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(iv) Finally, we consider the terms associated with 5™ — 6, for a given m > 1. We start

by deriving the rates for all terms in (17). Recall from part (ii) that | 255:1 ds[(Qst — ast)| =

Op(SYAT-3/1), |55, dual = Op(VS) and | 5, daty (B — B)| = Op(y/S/T) given
that ||3(m) — Bl = Op(V/ST). Below we consider consider the term |27 dy(f/A,

Using the estimation expression of Xé’”), we obtain that

S S
m)IN(m m m 1 m)
S d(fiAe = TR = - Zd? VFO(A - A) = = A,
s=1 s=1 s=1
1< )
1 my B(m) x (Gm=1) _
+ T;dsft FOXL(5 8)

+ dy [ F D (50D — )

el
M-

1

doe, MU (F — Fr Hm) A (20)

+ P

M

s=1

Using triangle- and Cauchy-Schwartz inequalities, it is easy to check the rates of the

first four terms of (20) as follows

1
T
s T

szs tm, zm)n
s=1 |=

s=1
S
Z d.fi F X (B - )

s%(;|ds|2)l/2-(§;||xs||2) B 13— g = 00 ({3,

T
Z|d| LA™ ST A e = 6)| =
=Ty

< 7 sup(A, = 4) Zlcu 1™ |FO)| = 0p(sYAT-54)

()

S

1 m) H(m) x

7 dufiEM(A - A
s=1

S
l Z d A(m)/F(m

1
T

—

n

N[ =
’ﬂl

Z d, :(m)/ﬁ(m)/Ds(é\(m—l) ‘

‘ s=1

given that sup, A, — A, = Op(S~3/4T=Y/4) from Lemma C.1, | ZZT:TO Fm @D —6)| =
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Op(1) and |31 — || = Op((ST)~*/?) from induction assumption. Lastly, according to

Lemma C.5, we have

S
Zd e, MU (F — Fm) Z Zwsgd dy (07D — §,) — % > wegdinge

sg 11=Ty s,9=1

S
1 11 05 (m m)\— S
ST Z dsE[ngtng]F( )(K( )) 1/\5 + OP( f) )

s,g=1

where the remaining terms on the right-hand side have been shown to be Op(V/S) in

Lemma C.5. Therefore, given the rates of all terms of (17), we finally obtain that

V(@ - 6,) _( ZCF) 1~%{Z(ds—%g§;wsgdg)nst

s=1
1 S T
— g 2 D wgdsdg (8"~ 8)
s,g=11=Ty
1< -
— o7 D Al F (K ““)%] +op(1), (21)
s,g=1

and the leading terms on the right-hand side have shown to be Op(1), and thus, we conclude
that v/S|0"™ — 6,| = Op(1).

To complete the proof of induction, it requires to further show | Zt To —d0 = Op(1)
and | 31 T /Tmﬂ)/(& ™ _ d:)| = Op(1), which can be proof in the same manner as above,
and thus is omitted here. Finally, combining parts (i) to (iv), we complete the proof of
Theorem 14.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. To complete the proof, we first show that, for any given v € U,
jg=1,...,J and t > T}, the converged estimator gjt(u) has an asymptotic linear expansion
around the true parameter, and then establish the asymptotic normality for the joint policy

parameter (3,(u1)’, 8 (us)')'.
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Recall from the proof of Theorem 4.1, we derived an asymptotic representation for the

o

iterative estimator d;;(u) for m > 1 as (21), where the subscript j and quantile u is

omitted. Therefore, when the estimators converges, we have

($2#) | S Rman) — 5 X 3w () — (0

s=1 s,9=11=Ty

= L S BB (%ﬁ(“)) ; (M) l%sw} + (D)

where R;s(u) and w; 4, (u) are defined above Assumption 4.5. Equivalently, we have

VS (350(u) — 8ju(u))

s=1

g D a1 o) (SR T (SN T )]

s,g=1

given the fact that

1 S 1 S T 1
EDIUTE ) STMBINAEES Sy A
s=1 s,9=11=Tp s—1

according to the definition of w; 4,(u) and Assumption 4.5.(i).

Next, we claim that

e S dElngn )1 1) (M) R (M) )

s,9=1

5 o 3 B} () )

s,9=1

49



To prove this claim, it is sufficient to show that

A (B0 w) Fy(u )) 1(A< )" o )(Aj(uij(u)

1H

: ; )
|

) | (g | ()
A;(u)'Ai(u)\
(24) ) |

S
(E(@’E(M)‘ H | H Aj<u>SAj<u>>‘ H

5.1>

IN

IN

Fj(u) — Pr, (u) Fy(u)

< V|15 (u) - Pr,(w)]-

T
= op(VT),
nce || Pz (u) — Pp, (u)]] = op(1), which can be shown similar to (42) of Lemma D.5. Thu
HS?,/%TZdE[n t<u>mg<u>1ﬁ<u>(F(“)TF “”)_ (Aﬂ<“);Aj<“>) Ass (1)

s,g=1

S
- \ZE[njmw)mg(u)'}

. ﬁj(u)(ﬂ(u)ﬁ(@)‘l<Aj<u>;\j<u>)‘l F (u)<Aj<uij<u>)—lH

1
=g Or(S) - 0p(5) - 0p(VT) = 0p(1).

Therefore, we obtain the asymptotic expansion of gjt(u) as

VS (850(u) = b))
_ (1i3 ) S/TZd]E a5 (A2 7
1)
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where the first term on the right-hand side has the probability limit Bj;(u) defined in
Theorem 4.2

Combining (22) with the definition of &,(u), we obtain that
VS (8y(u) — 6,(w)) = By(u) + K;(u) + op(1),

where B;(u) is defined in Theorem 4.2, and K;(u) is defined above Assumption 4.8. Fi-
nally, combining the representation with Assumption 4.8, we establish the joint CLT in
Theorem 4.2.

Proof of Corollary 4.2. (i) Toshow By(u) & B,(u), it is sufficient to show that gjt(u) S
Bji(u) for any given j =1,...,J and u € U.
We first note that, under the assumption of no cross-sectional dependence, the asymp-

totic bias Bj;(u) is reduced to

s 2 Bt (S )

To shown the consistency of Eﬁ(u), it is sufficient to prove the following two claims:

' S?V%T > dsﬂ%}gt(“f]fﬁ(“)'(%)_ Ajs(u)
- SiV;QT > ds (@,gt(W)QJ?ﬁ(“)/(M)_ M@ =op(1).  (24)

s,g=1
We start with the proof of (23). Using the identity a®> —b* = (a+b)(a —b) and Holder’s
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inequality, we obtain that

E >t - § 3R] <5 {i LS Gl + )y — 2 7
2l .
| [; %; Bisg() = i (1)) dy } . (25)

2} 1/2

(@59 (1) + wjsg (1)) dy — 2d,

% :il [Mu) <—Kﬂ‘ (“);Kj ) > R0 + Ay(w) <—AJ‘ ) > _lwu)} d, - 2D,
Z%{ K](u)(xﬂ(“>;Aj(“))1§:ng<u)dg 4 ’ Aj(u)<“ )1233/\]9 }

—0r(V3). (26)

since

l

Ay(w) (“—) ZA

< s (ALY . Hixjgw)dg

= Op(5*7?)

and the same rate holds for the first term in the second last equation.
Given the expression of w; ,(u) and the identity that abc — abe = (@ —a)be+a(b—b)e+

ab(c — c), we write
S

291/2
[ g Z WJ sg(U) + wj, sg(u))dy — 2d, ]

23[R (%) Rt gt (MY ]

g=1

>
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Combining (45) of Lemma D.6 with (36) and Theorem 4.1, we obtain that ||/A\J(u) —
Aj(u)Hj(u)'|| = Op(1), and [[(STMA; () A () = = (H;(w) ) 7 (5™ Ay (u)' Ay (u)) = (H; (w) 7| =
Op(d57). Thus, by Cauchy—Schwartz inequality, we obtain that the first term in the last

inequality is
(&(u)—Aj(u)Hj(u))(K( WAt >) liﬁ ()d,

ol (4445

and the same rate applies to the second term. For the third term,

o] =

HAM (W)(ﬂ ()™ [i%(u) - Hj<u>xjg<u>} d,

<l (M5 )H i

(ZHA (W, <>||) -(iw)m
< o - | (A ) H [0 | ) Hj<u>'\(2-(g§:rdg\2)l/2

= 0p(S).
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Collecting all terms, we have

S
1 ~
5 2 (@) + wjag(w)) dy — 21,

g=1

b "o

s=1

And thus, together with (25) and (26), we prove the claim (23).

To prove the second claim (24), we consider two terms
1 ¢ 2 / AJ(U)/A](U) ! ~ , K](U),Kj<u) -1
53/2T Z dSE[nj,gt(u) } fjt(u) T )\js<u) — fjt(u) T )\js(u) ;
s,9=1

and

o 2 (B0 ) Bty () 7

s,g=1

The first term is op(1) by expanding the terms related to factor and loadings and apply
Lemma D.5 and D.6. For the second term, it is easy to show that Zil (.5t (u)? —

7 (w)?) = Op(V/S) and Y7 Elnjw(w)?] — njs(u)? = Op(v/S), which leads to

HsaszZd( 30 @,gt<u>2)ﬁt<u>'(w)lxjs<u>

i B0 = T - 1)) H Gty

' H ;dﬁjs(u)H

_53/2T

ZOP(l).

Then, given these two claims, it is straightforward that By(u) 2 By(u).

(ii) We first note that under the assumption of no cross-sectional correlation, the (j, k)™
entry of ¥;(uy, us) is given by

oo, up) = plim (% i st(ul)Q) B (% i Rks<U2)2) -1

S, T—00



S
1
. g Z st (Ul)Rks (UQ)njst (Ul)nkst (UZ)
s=1

Thus, to show Sy(up,us) 2 Si(uq,us), it is sufficient to show Grjr(ur, ug) 2 o jr(ur, ug),

where G i (u1, ug) is the (4, k)™ entry of S (u1, us). Given (23), it remains to show

s s

1 ~ ~ R R 1

D R () Ry () (1 )t (u1z) > g D Rys(un) R (u)mjse(wn )i (). (27)
s=1

s=1

|

Using the identity that ab — ab = (a— &)/b\—l— a(g— b), we first note that

1 ~ ~
’g Z [RjS(U1>Rks(U2) — st(ul)Rks(uQ) njst<u1)77kst(u2) = OP(l)a
s=1
whose proof is similar to (23). It remains to consider the term
1S
’g Z Rjs(ur) Ry (uz) (ﬁjst(ul)ﬁkst(UQ) - njst(ul)nkst(u2)) ‘
s=1
From
18
5 2 )12 — o 02|
1< 1o
< ‘ S 1) — ) ()] + ‘g S d (o () — 1 (12)) 1y (1)
s=1 s=1

and the expression of 7, (u), we write

S
> do (st (t2) = Mpst (2)) 77,00 (1)

S s
< stnjst(ul)(ajst(u) — st (u))| + stﬁjst(ul)ds(5jt(u) - S\Jt(u))‘

+ +

S
> dinjoa(un)aly(B5(w) — Bj(u)

S
> ) () s ) = Bl R0
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:OP(1)7

whose proof are similar to part (iv) in the proof of Theorem 4.1. Given a similar reason,
we also have [S™ S0 dy(Fse(ur) — 70 () )kst(u2)] = op(1). In addition, replacing d,

with S~1 ijl wjsq(w)dy does not affect the convergence rate. Therefore, we obtain that

157 Ry 1) R (1) (72 s (1) — 151t (1)) | = (1),
S

s=1

which completes the proof of (27). Thus, the proof of (ii) is complete.

Appendix C Details for Proofs in Appendix A

Lemma C.1. Under Assumption 2.1, 4.3 and 4.4, for fivted u € U, and all (s,t) €

{1,...8} x {1,..,T},
S;ltpH@st(U) — aq(u)| = Op ((ST)™*).

Proof of Lemma C.1. To prove the claim, it is enough to show that, for some ¢ > 0,

there exists a fixed and sufficiently large M > 0, such that

R M
P(Sg})“ast(u) — ag(u)]| > W) —+ 0.

Under Assumption 4.4 that (ST)3/*(In(Npin)/Nmin) /% < Cir, we choose M > (20%4/(30))1/2,
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where ¢ is the constant in Lemma D.1 independent of S, T, Nyi,. Then, we have

P(suple(u) ~ () > i ) < ZZP(H% - el > tgr)

s=1 t=1
S

Z Z C€—CM2Nst/(ST)3/2

=1 t=1

IN

»

3/2

S CSTefcMZNm-m/(ST)

02 min 273 —cM?/C?
<C-| —F— N, M
N <1n(Nmm)> -

— 0,

where the second inequality follows from the non-asymptotic upper bound given in Lemma D.1,
the last inequality follows from Assumption 4.4, which converges to 0 since 2/3—cM?/C%, <
0.

Lemma C.2. Under Assumption 4.1 and 4.2, we have the following estimations, for any

fitedu e, k=1,... K andj=1,...,J,

o)

S
1 1
g D wania] =00 (A7), &
s=1
S

o (%) | (30)

Proof of Lemma C.2. Since u and j are fixed, we suppress u and j throughout the

o7



following proof. For (28),
1 & 2 | ST

/
]E |:H S_T ; 775773 :| S ]E S2T2 ngl tlzl nstngtnslngl]

S T S T
LSS B s S S B ) 4SS E
S2T S T S2T

s=1tl=1 s#g t=1 s#g t#l
1 1 1 11
o(5)+o(z) +o(sr) -0 (= (57)).

where the second last equality is obtained using Assumption 4.1.(iv) and the fact that

’52 2 Z ZE nstngtnslngl

s#g t#l

T
1
= 75 D 2 [E Dt — Eln] Elny Bl Eln,d
s;ég t#l

< CZZasg a+4 (E [|778t|6+4})ﬁ (E “ngt|a+4})ﬁ

s#g t#l

(E [Inal™1]) 5 (B [fal+1]) 5+

< Cii ag (|t = U)7F = O (SlT)

s#g t#l

under Assumption 4.2.(i) and (ii). Therefore,

(o5 7))

-

1 S
- /
ST;MS

58



For (29),

S[EW
s T 1 S T
SQT Z Z nst‘rst ] + SQTQ Z Z E [nSZISt(k)xgt(k)ngl}

s=1 t=1 s#g 1#]

S T s T
1
SQ 3 Z Z E nslxst(k: T st k)nsl} W Z Z K [nstxst(k)xgt(k)ngt}

s=1 t#l s#g t=1

0 ( SlT> (31)

where the last equality comes from the following facts that the first term in the first equality

18

o 2 Y E bl < g 2 Bl E ) =0 (7).

under Assumption 4.1.(i) and (iv), and the second term in the first equality of (31) is

S T
1
ope Z Z E [nszxst(k)xgt(k)”gl]

Ss#g t#l

SQTQ Z Z ( NstLst(k)L gt(k )ngl] —E [nslxst(k)] ‘K [xgt(k)ngl] )
s;ég t;él

1 1
S S 0yt — )55 (B el 7) ™ (E [l )

s#g t#l
1
-0 (57)

where the first equality holds since E [nstxst(k)] = E[zs) | E(Nst|Tst(k))] = 0 under Assump-

tion 4.1.(iv), the last inequality holds due to Lemma D.2 and Assumption 4.1.(iv), and the

last equality follows from Assumption 4.2(i) and 4.2(ii). The third term in the first equality
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of (31) is

S T
1
52T2 Z Z E [nstxst(k)ﬂfsl(k)nsl}

s=1 t#l

s T
Z Z ( Nst st k:)xsl(k)nsl} —-E [nstxst(k)} E [xsl(k)nsl} >
t#1
s T N N
ZZ 10a(|t —1|) ‘”2 (E [Insezsy 2] 72 (E [|lzsigma|®T2]) 7
=1 t#l

- (81T>

where the last equality follows from Assumption 4.2.(i). And lastly, the fourth term in the

first equality of (31) is

S T
1
o7s Z Z E [nstxst(k)xgl(k)”gl]

s#g t=1
52T2 Z Z ( nstmst xgt( )ngt} —-E [nstxst(k)} -E [$gt(k)ngt:| )
s#g t=1
1 ot = 5421\ 512 5+2
SSsz ZZ 10059 (0) 52 (E [[nsesei|""*]) 72 (E [J2ge(0ymge] DM
s#g t=1

()

where the last equality follows from Assumption 4.2(i) and (ii).

Therefore, we have

o)

1S
ST Z (k) s
s=1
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For (30), we have

? 1 > / / /
} = 5272 Z E [tr (n A FFAgy)]

S
1 /
EH‘S_T;F)\SUS =
1

r s T 1
:S2_T Z Z ZE nst S2T Z Z ZE ngtnst)\sz)\gz =0 <§) )

i=1 s=1 t=1 i=1 s#g t=1
where the last equality holds due to the facts that
1 e 1/2 1/2 1
2 2 4 _ -
s L Y EMN < g XS Y €A ) =0 (5),
i=1 s=1 t=1 i=1 s=1 t=1
under Assumption 4.1, and

r S T
SQLT Z Z Z E [Ugtﬁst)\si)\gi]

ils;ﬁgtl

S2T Z Z Z ( nst)\szngtAgl —E [nstAsi] K [ngt)\gi] >

i=1 s#g t=1

1 N N 1
<o 2 20 Y100 07 (B [lnadal' ) (& [l =0 (5.

under Assumption 4.2.(i) and (ii).

Therefore,

(%)

s
1
S_T Z F>\s77; =0Op
s=1

Lemma C.3. Under assumptions of Theorem 4.1, we have for any firedu e U, j =1, ..., J

and m > 1,
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T J J
Z% 1 )+ () + 17 )| B ) (K (w) + Op(051)
ror (=) - (3w - sy + | S8V - utw)] ).
where
L = SiTZ DG w) = 85 () 3" (w) = 8(u))'D

i which :fgm) (u) is the r x r diagonal matriz with diagonal elements being the r largest
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eigenvalues of Ej (S\J(m_l) (u), B](m_l)(u)), defined in (6), in descending order.

Proof of Lemma C.3. Since u and j are fixed in Lemma C.3, we suppress v and j
throughout the following proof.

It is easy to show that a square matrix A is invertible if det(AA’) = det(A) det(A’) # 0,
and thus, T-'F'F™ is invertible and bounded under Assumption 4.6.(1). Additionally,
S~'A’A is invertible and bounded under Assumption 4.1.(ii), and thus, K™ is invertible,

and

— 0p(1). (32)

H(mm))—l (A;A)_l ,H(pl?m))—l

Then, given the definition of H™ to obtain the asymptotic expression of Fm) ppom) _

F, it is enough to analyze Fmm) _ FK®™) and then Fempm _ p = (ﬁ(m)?(m) —
FKm) (K(m))*l.
With (6(m=1 3m=1) ghtained at the (m — 1)™ step, we have the estimator (ﬁ(m), K(m))

via the PCA. Thus, Fm) statisfies
Fm)Am) _ T m) Film). (33)

Moreover, L™ = (ST)! Zle (A\s - ng(m_l)) (Es - ng(m_l))/ can be deposed into eight

terms by substituting ﬁs in L™ with IZS = X8+ FXs+ns+ (ﬁs — Ay) as follows:

Ds(g(m—l) . 5)(8\(771—1) . 5)/D; + Ds(g(m—l) _ 5)(3(”1_1) — 5)/X;

+ X (D = BT = 0)' D+ X,(B Y = B (B 5>'X;] ,
S
R — [DS (6 =30 X" + X, (B = B0 ) AP
+ FA(5-3m) Dl + P, (5 - BW—U)')(;] ,
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= 3 [0 (550 . (5 )
(5= 3m0) Dl 4, (5 - W‘”)’X;] ,
S| Pha + X+ |
K= S a) (-3 Dk (A= ) (-3
# 0. (5-5m) (A= )+ X (5 B 0) (A= a)' |,

. (A ) (B-a) + (A-a)ur e (i-a)]
S

= o > (A-a) (A-a),

™ = SLT é FANF'

Then, since Iém)ﬁ (m) = FK() according to the definition of K™ we have

7
Fomxem _ preem — 37 I Em (34)

where 1™, I{™ and I?Em) are the leading terms, while the rest of the terms are negligible

(m

in the limit. To show this, we start by showing the rate of covergence for I, ), By triangle

and Cauchy-Schwartz inequalities, we have

S

15N < g || Do Do = 6)@ Y — 6)'D,
s=1
S
2| D D@ = 8) (B — By X,
=

| S WE - B - By,

|
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Z Z dseq (6 /Tm K 5t)(3}m71) —0)e;
s=1 t,I=Tp
T
IEGEE H 130 — g
=Ty

S
21y X, -
s=1

S
+ ) IX7 - 18D - 6H2]
s=1

1
ST

1 S T 2 S R
S DR L A D SR
s=1 =To s=1
T A
oy, [y at-n/ﬂm—v—/sn]
s=1 =Ty

+0p(1)- B — B2

T
S g - @\ N )
t=Tp

For I. ém), a similar argument yields that

S
1 ~
< I nli (m—1) _ Il
I ||_ST — ONF ;Wsw BINE
[ d -
S5T o Za“ﬁm‘”—at + P -||6<m—1>—6||]
L =To

_ §omD

o () (B o)

under Assumption 4.7 that E|| Y25 WX, F'||> = Op(ST) and E|| S5, d X F'||> = Op(ST).
For [ ) and " (m by triangle and Cauchy-Schwartz inequalities and the property of

a-mixing varaibles (see Lemma C.2) we have

2\ 1/2 , K 2 1/2
(S he-5)
k=1

m—1
—%)

K 1 S

) <23 | St
k=1 s=1

T

/
sTs
t=TpH
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)

cor () (- | -

m 1 _
|57 <2| <7 > oF >l I57)-
s=1 s=1

For I ém) to [ém), we apply Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and have

) < g sl (S b- pe] |3 [ a5
=0r ((5T)7") (Hﬁ”“ 5”* -i))

[57] < <7 i(’|ﬁsH+H)\;F\|):OP((ST)‘3/4), )

|z H< 2=%iin@t—%w:op(<5T>—3/2>,

since sup, || A, — A,||2 = 32 sup, ; @ —al|* = Op(S™3/2T7'/2) according to Lemma C.1
and % | X, || = Op(SVT), 325, 1]l = Op(SVT) and 35| | \.F'|| = Op(SV/T) under

Assumption 4.1.

Finally, combining (32)-(34) with F(™ = Op(v/T) and (K(m))_1 = Op(1), we obtain

1

7
= ( Flm) prm) _ F) _ L S 1 Bem) (gcm) 7!

h
= [Ifm) + 1™ 4+ I(m)} Fom (K™ 4 0p(531)

vor (i) (I -l -

)

and furthermore,

T

Z - t

=T

2

[[F0m) ) FH—OP( ) +Op(VT) - | B — B2
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| 1B = B

> ol

t=Tp

+0p(1

5

w(%)-(\\ o]

) +0p(1). (36)

Lemma C.4. Under assumptions of Theorem 4.2, for any fited w € U, j = 1,...,J and

recursive step m > 1,

gX'M;TW(ﬂ(u) E™ () ™ () Aga ()

-y X;M%”)(u) (If"” + 15””) F™ (u) (Kj"“ (u)) B Ajs (u)
£ 0p(V3 Z )= 60| +0n(rVE) - [Bm w0 - )|
+ 0p(V/ST ‘Z B w) = ()| - [|B ) = By

B D) - @-(u)H + 135 W) = d(w)

+O0p(VT) - <\

) +Op(VST)

where 1™, 1™ 1™ 7™ (4) and K™ (u) are defined in Lemma C.3.
1 2 3 J J

Proof of Lemma C.4. Since u and j are fixed, for notational simplicity, we suppress u
and j throughout the following proof.
143 (m) S (m) _ S (m) (m m
By definition of M, we have Y0, X{MIVFA, = 370 XMW (F — FOMWHM) A,
Also, recall from the proof of Lemma C.3, we have Fmpm _p = 2221 ]}(LW)F\(m) (K(m)) -

with I,(lm), h =1,...,7 defined above (34), so that we can write

S 7
S XM (F - B = 3OS XM R ()T,
s=1

h=1 s=1

(37)

M”

67



where Jl(m), Jém) and Jém) are the leading terms in the asymptotic expression, while the
remaining terms are negligible. We first compute the norm of the leading terms. Given
the rates 1™, I™ and Iém) of given in the proof of Lemma C.3, by Cauchy-Swartz and

Holder’s inequality, we have

s 1/2 S 1/2
| >Hsz(zuxs||2) -(an) )

T 2
/\(m 1)
t
t=Top

+Op(ST) - | B — |2
T

Z ml)_

t=To

] e

+O0p(SVT) - (18D = B,

where ||(K(™)~Y|| = Op(1) according to (32), S0, [|X,][> = Op(ST), X0, |IAP? =
Op(S) and ||]/7\(m)|| = Op(v/T) under Assumption 4.1. Similar arguments yield that JQm)
and J{™ are of rate Op(V/ST) - (H@m—n — Bl +| ZtT:TO 5 — dtl).-

For Jim), we plug-in the expression of I im) to obtain

S
m ]' m Am m -1
I = ~57 > XM ){Fkgn; + g Xy '+ (ngny — Elngry]) +E[ngn;]}F( V(K™Y A,

s,g=1

and below we evaluate the asymptotic bound for each of the terms expanding by terms in

1™ The first term has order Op(V/ST) - [|F™ H™ — F|| due to

H ZM "PAE (K)

S
. 1
< M£m>H-HF<m>H<m>—FH- > FA,
—H F ST £ 'l

e

_ | — |0, (%) 0p(1),

where the first inequality follows from Cauchy-Swartz inequality and the property that

M I;m) F=M ];m) (F —FmH (m)), and the second last equality follows from (30) in Lemma C.2,
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(32), and (36). For the second term, we plug-in the expression of K™ and then apply an

a-mixing argument similar to (29) in Lemma C.2 to obtain

S S
iT S XM N E ()T =3 ( Zwsgx M; )ng —0p (VST).

s,g=1 g=1 s=1

e

The third term is shown to be Op(VT) - (||[F™ — F (H(m)_1 12+ | F™ — F (Hm)
Op(dsr) in Lemma D.4 and the fourth term has order Op(S) given that Zle E[nsnl] =
O(S) according to Assumption 4.1.(ii). Collecting the terms in Jim) and using the rates of

|Fm Hm — F|| obtained from (36), we have

+0p(TVE) - 30 — 5

T 2
Z B\t(mfl) _ 5t

t=Top

|77 =0p(vS) -

T
- o]

=Ty
Z(St /\(m 1)

t=Ty

+ Op(\/S_T) .

+ OP( <H5 mh — 5“ + ) + OP(\/S_T)

For S _.J ) , it is easy to check that

7

7 S 1/2 S 1/2 R .
S < () (Z IE) X [Ee ] e e
h=5 s=1 h=5

2515 ml)

= Op((ST)"* -<1+ +HB(m‘1>—6H),

given the rates of [, ,(lm) for h =5,6,7 from (35). Finally, collecting the rate of convergence
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for J,(lm), h=1,..,9, we obtain

-1

S S
SoXIMEEA, == SO XME (1 4 1 1) Fe (K0)
s=1 s=1

+0p(V3) - 3 sm-n _ &’2 +0p(TVS) - || ﬁH2

t=To

T
+Op(VST) - zﬂm_l)—&f

Jpo-

t=Top

+0n(vD) - (|30 - ]+ S5, -
t=Tp

>+op(\/s_), (38)

which completes the proof.

Lemma C.5. Suppose the assumptions of Theorem 4.2 hold, and \/ST||3(7"—1) -5 =
Op(1), V818" =8| = Op(1), | S p 67" = 6 = Op(1) and | =gy, ™6 =

d)|| = Op(1). Then, as T, S — oo, we have, for any fixedu €U, j =1,....,J, m >0,

D dsey M () (E (w) = F™ () H}™ () Aja()

S T S
1 - 1
=2 2 Y wngddy OV ) = b(0) = 5 D wiydamo(u)

3,9:1 l=TO 879:1
1< a -
B S_T Z dsE[njgt (U)njg (u)/]Fj(m) (u)(Kj(m) <u>>*1)\j5 (u) + OP ( ?) )
s,g=1

where wjqq(w) is defined in Assumption 4.5, and H;m)(u) and Kj(m)(u) are defined in

Lemma C.3. Moreover, the leading terms on the right-hand side are Op(V/S).

Proof of Lemma C.5. Since u and j are fixed, for notational simplicity, we suppress u

and j throughout the following proof.
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Similar to Lemma C.4, we can write

S 7 S
> die MU (F — FMHM)N, = =" " de, MUV L FM (KM)
s=1 h=1 s=1

For similar reason to the proof of Lemma C.4, the terms associated with I, ém), Iém) Iém)

are negligible, proof omitted for concise. Below, we consider the terms associated with
1™ 1™, respectivel
DAY i pectively.

Using e;M}(?m) =e —T! Fm B e write

Zd e MU (™ e (K m)) - Zd e ™ Fm (K m) =1y

s=1

S
1 ~ ~
= D dufyECY I EM ()

For the first term on the right-hand side of the equation, we substitute-in the expression

of I™ and further obtain that

Zdetﬂm (KT, = ZZd 5B — &) F (YA,

s,g=11=Ty

S
+ 3 dudy (37" = 0, (B — BY XL F (K M),

s,g=1

S T
303 danl, (B — @AY — o) f () A,

S
+ > dawl (B = B)(BY — BY X FU (KM T |

where all terms are of Op(S/T") under the assumptions that v/ ST||B(’”_1) — )l = Op(1),

VS5 =8| = 0p(1), | 87V = 6] = Op(1) and | S, AG" Y = 6| =

t

71



Op(1). Furthermore, using the rate of Ifm) from Lemma C.3, the rate of the second term

N~
Mo;

/\i

d ftm ( )F(m)(K(m))fl)\s

s

1
S

S

1/2 S 1/2 N N
> |ds |2) (Z Hw) NI B ] F )
s=1

s=1
S
-0r(7)

Therefore, we obtain that

ML E(E )T,

Under similar derivations, we shown that | ZS ds ’M I ) m N(KT)=IN,| = Op(\/S/T).

For the term associated with Iém), again, we expand it as

ZdetM(m)I(m)F(m)(K(m) I, —Zdet M E ()=t
s=1 s=1

and the second term is Op(1/S/T) given the rate of 1™ from Lemma C.3. Now we expand
the first term by the expression of 1-2(m)

Zd ey I8 Fm) () =1 )

S T 1 S N
Z D wagdsdy (07" = 00) = 5 D wegday (B — )
g=11=Ty

S
s,g=1
Z Zd FAG (B — 6) fm (K )=,
sg 11=To
1 & N
= D (B — Y X F ()
s,g=1
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Using the induction assumptions and Holder’s and Cauchy-Schwartz inequalities, we obtain

S T
1 .
5 D0 Y wddy (8" 8| = Op(VS),
s,9=11=Tp
1< 3
§ 3 a3 - 5| =0n(y/3)
s,g=1
1 e S
a1 2 S NG =) = 0n(3).
ST s,g=11=Ty T
> S
s 2 dfF = Y ) = 0n (43,
s,g=1

s R 1 5. T g
D de MV EOE) T = = 2 30 D Jwngdady (07 =) + Op < V T)'

m)

For the term associated with I im), we expand the terms using the expression of I,

and obtain

Zd el M U™ Im Fom) () =1

1 m ~im o —1
=<7 Z dye, M ){FAgn;+ngA’gF’+ (ngn), — Elngn)) +E[ngn’g]}F( V(KA

s,9=1

where, by standard arguments, we show that |(ST)~* ng . d etM( (ngm), — E[ngn;])ﬁ(m)
(K)7IA| = Op(S/T), and [(ST) ™ 327,y duet M FAqu F (K )\ | = Op(/S/T).

In addition,

(m)\ 1 1 1 <& ~
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where the first term is Op(v/S), while the second term is Op(+/S/T). The last term

S
1 m ~(m m)\—
a7 O, et M Bl F™ (K ™)A,

s,g=1

S
]' I m o(m m)\—
=97 Z dsE[ﬁgm;]F(m)(K ) — ST2 Z ds f; 77977;]F( )(K( )) A

s,g=1 s,9=1

where the first term is Op(S/v/T) and the second term is Op(S/T). Therefore, collecting

all terms of 3% dse;]\/[l(ﬁm)[im)F\(m)(K(m))_l)\s, we obtain

S
> e MU I (K )L,

s=1

S S5
1 1 1B (m )N — S
s Z WagdsTgr + ST Z ds]E[ngmg]F( J(EU) I+ OP(\/ T)’

s,g=1 s,9=1

where the first two terms on the right-hand side are Op(v/S) and Op(S/V/T), respectively.

Collecting all terms associated with [ ,(Lm), we obtain

S
Zd e, MU (F — Fm) Z Z wegdsdy (6™ — §,) — % > wigdang

sg 11=Ty s,g=1

S
1 11 5(m m)\— S
~ 7 2 AeBl ] ), +OP( f)’

s,9=1

where the remaining terms on the right-hand side have been shown to be Op(V/S ) given

that 7/S — k. |

Appendix D Preliminary Lemmas

Lemma D.1 (Theorem 3 of Chetverikov et al. (2016)). Under Assumption 2.1 and 4.5,

there exist constants ¢,c,C' > 0, which are independent of s,t, Ny, S, T, Nsr, such that for
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all (s,t) € {1,...,8} x{1,....T}, u e U and x € (0,¢),

B([[d(u) — au(u)]| > z) < Cemoe"Nor

Lemma D.2 (Lemma A.1 of Gao (2007)). Suppose that {M]" : —oo < m < n < +oo} are
the o-fields generated by a stationary and a-mizing process {/fl}fz with the mizing coeffi-
cient a( ) For some positive integers m, let §; € Mt where 871 <t < 89 <tg < -+ < 8y <

t,, and assume that t; — s; > 7 for all i and some T > 0. Assume further that, for some

pi > 1L, E|o;

P < too0, for which Q == 3_ 15 < 1. Then we have

B (T,5;) — TI_,E (6)] < 10(¢ — 1)a(r)'CTIL, (B |5;|") 7

Lemma D.3. IfE|zy||* < C forany1 <s< S and 1 <t <T, then max;<s<s || X;|]| =

op((ST)l/Q).

Proof of Lemma D.3. Let M > 0 be an arbitrary constant.

By Markov inequality, we have

S
1/2) < < / 2 ) <
P<121%>%||X8|| > M(ST) ) <3 P(pman(X,X0) > M?ST) <

s=1

3% Epmax (X X))
M4(ST)? ‘

In addition, under Assumption 4.1.(i), we have

S S

S B[ (X)) < S B0 < 3R KZII%IIQH 0(ST),

s=1 s=1 s=1
which implies (ST)~? max;<,<g 1/ Pmax(Xs X) = 0p(1). |

Lemma D.4. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4.1, for any fived u € U, 7 = 1,...,J
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and m > 1,

- —1
o S0 XM () (g () — Bl )] F ) (K)o

}?’j(m) (u) — Fj(u) (H(m<u))

F\.(m)(u) — P’](U) (H(m(u))—l n )

=0p(VT) - ('

+ OP <5ST) .

Proof of Lemma D.j. Since u and j are fixed, we suppress v and j throughout the
following proof.
We first plug-in Mgn) = Iy — T-'FMF™M) 46 obtain
-1

S
1 . I
ST ZXQMé " (nen!, — Elnenl]) F V(K)

s,9=1

s
1 -~ —
~ ST Z X, (?7977; — E[Ugﬁ;]) F(m) (K(m)) 1 A

s,g=1
S - S
1 X;F(m) e . .
_S_TZ T (ZF( " (ngriy — Elngmy]) £ (K™) )AS
s=1 g=1
s
1 -~ - —
=57 > X2 (ngtty — Elngtry)) (F<’”> — F (H™) 1) (K7,
s,g=1

1 & , . / o o
+S—T ZXS (ngng—E[ngng])F(H( ) I(K( )) 1)\S

s,9=1
S o S
1 X! Fm) ~ ~ _
ST T (ZF(’"” (nyty = Elngng]) F (K) I)AS’
s=1 g=1

and then we evaluate the three terms in the last equality separately.
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Apply Cauchy-Schwartz inequality to the first term, we obtain

S
1 !/ / / Sim m\ — )\ —
HS_T 7 X! (g, — Blgry)) (B = F ()7 (K) 7

s,g=1
S 1/2
()
s=1

)+ 0p(1) - Op(1) - Op(VS)

_% Hﬂm) — F(H™)

1 ‘

oy
< o\ 1/2
)
s=1
:%.OF,(Hﬂm) _F(E™)
zop(Hﬂm) — F(H™)

S
1
- X/ / _ ]E /
75 g§1 « (ngn, — Elngn’])

due to Assumption 4.1.(ii), (36), (32), and the fact that, for any fixed s =1, ...,

2

C .
=<7 - O(ST?) = 0(1),

S
1
- X/ / o E /
75 ;:1 + (ngm, — Elngn,])

according to Lemma D.2 under Assumption 4.1 and Assumption 4.2.

For the second term, similarly we have

H ZX’ (ngm, — Elngny])) F (H™) ™ (K™) 75,

<o ey e
’ (g TLS gzi;tlzi:l Tst (NgtNg — Engngl) f] 2) v (sz: ||)\S||2> 2
:OP(\/E).

We consider the third term as follows

X’F(m) ~ _
55 (5B ).

77

S,

(39)



1/2 1/2

g(i X)) (i ) E) )|

S
1 Sim —(m
T2 Z Py (77977;1 - E[ﬂg%]) P
g=1

s
1 ~(m o(m
=0p(ST) - Hﬁ Z Fomy (77977; - E[W?;]) Fm
g=1
~ _1112 ~ _
—0p(VT) - HF<m> — F(H) VT) - Hp(m) —F(Hm™) (Ost) ,
where the last equality follows from the following result
S A~
Z " (ngn, — Elngn)) £
=1
T e ol ()
V3 TVS Vs

whose proof is given as follows. By adding and subtracting F/(H™)~! we have

1
B Fm)y (77 n E[n 77/]) F(m)
ST? g:zl 9'lg 9'lg
S
1 = _
:wz (F(m) —F (H(m)) 1) (77;779 _ E[n;ng}) (F(m F (H(m)) )

g=1
1

The first term

H%i} (B = 7)) G~ El]) (F 1 (1)) |
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|

. HT_ﬁ 2 (nmy — Elnn,))

:OP<T\/_> |Fem — ()™

using the fact that H Z;g:l Mgy —E[ngn,] H =Op (T\/§ ), which can be shown in a similar way

sl

to the proof of (39). Similar arguments yield that the second and third term are Op (|| F(™ —
F (H(m)_1 ) + Op(max(S~'T-/2 S~1/27-1)) and the fourth term is Op(S~'/2T71).

Collecting all the terms so far, we obtain

S
1 m m ) —1
a7 2 XML (), — Elenl]) F (K0) 7 A,
s,9=1

~

— Op(VT) - ( Fom — F (H) ™ L Hﬁ(m) —F (™) H) +Op (67) -

Lemma D.5. Under assumptions of Theorem 4.1, for any firted u e U, j = 1,...,J and

m>1,
H;” >(@‘m)<u>H§m’<u>—ﬂ<u>)H o (ﬁ) ' Hﬁ m— p(a™)7, (a0)
(H ) ()| )
= e [ s on(g) -
prg) — (42)
:%Hﬁ(m)—F(H(m))_l (\/;_T) e — ey

where H;m) is defined in Lemma C.3, and ||[F(™ — F(H(m))_lH is given by (36).

Proof of Lemma D.5. Since u and j are fixed, we suppress u and j throughout the

following proof.
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For (40), according to the proof of Lemma C.3, we have the following decomposition:

7
%F’ (ﬂ’”)H(m) _ F> -y L) fiom) (K™

where I,(Lm), h =1,...,7 are defined above (34) Using the rate of ||I,(Lm)|| from the proof of
Lemma C.3 and (32), it is straightforward to check that for h = 1,

Fim)

FIM™E () Im]-
T

. H (K™

& o) [ - 5]

1=l

Applying similar arguments, we obtain ||T*1F’],(Lm)]/7\(m) (K(m))fl || = OP(HB\(’”*U — BH) for

h =2,3,5,6,7. Thus, it remains to check the rate of

S
FEIPF (K0) " = S A+ n | B (1)
s=1

S S -1
1 pm) (et LS e (A
=57 Z; Al PO (K)o Z; N

s
1 ~im ) —1
-I—W;F'nsn;}’( )-(K( )) . (43)

The first term in the last equality of (43)

S
HSLT Z A, F) ()
st s
1 A B _
S S_T Z )\57]8 | F
o0 (k) |- e

oG ey

ey
[ bS] o

+O0p (ﬁ) -0p(1)

Y

} 0p(1)
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where the second last equality follows from (36) and Lemma C.2. Following Lemma C.2,

the second term in the last equality of (43) becomes

S —1
1 AA
— Fo N [ ==
HSTZ; ””5(5')

The third term in the last equality of (43) is

S
1 1
—NT PN, —0p [ —).
ST; s s P (x/ST)

1y

HST2 ZF/WE K(m))

Jor o (7 - H

+ ST2 ZF/W% ) 1
STZ;

S
1 -1
: \—ZH e

§

gt _ p(gm —1H
Tl -

} . H(K(m))_l

(x)

_ F(H(m))_l

on( ) 1P

-0n(p) [P =)

due to Lemma C.2 and the following fact that

S 2 s T
[H ST2 E;F’Usns H] <E {STQ Z F'n, ] < % Z Z_: (st f1 fimsi]
S T

;2 ZZE nstftft TQ ZZE st f1 finsi]

s=1 t=l s=1 t#l

C r S T s e BN
<0r () + 572 20 2o Dol = )55 (& [ 1) ™ (& na )™

i=1 s=1 t#l
1
~0r (7).
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by Lemma D.2. Collecting all the terms, we have

1
VST

1 ~ ~ _
[ (Femer )| =on( ) - |

For (41), by multiplying (H(m)’)f1 and (H(m))f1 on both sides of Tle’(ﬁ(m)H(m) —F),

respectively, we obtain

Y

H%( HON) U pm () (gmy)

- Hﬁ(M) _ F(H(M))_l

since || F|| = Op(v/T) under Assumption 4.1.(ii), and | (H(m))_lH < ||(T(m))_1||-HK(m)H =

Op(1). Moreover, we have

1

L meon || L A (A(m) _ (g —1>
I, T(H ) F'F THF F F(H™) H
ITIPS 1|2 -1 1 ~ -1
2Em _ (g N 2 g (B — (gt
< o [[Fe = Py [ ) 'TF (o — F () ™) ‘
12 —112 1 =~ —1
— —||Fpm) _ p(g(m™ 19) ( ) . HF(m) — F(H™ )
a (H™) ]+ 0 (H7)

Therefore, by triangle inequality, we show that

1= () )

1 1., 1 1A -1 -1
_ — (g (m) 1 7(m) = (gg(m) 1 p(m) (m)! (m)
< ||, T(H ) F'F +HT(H ) F'F (H™N " (H™)
:lHF(m)_F(H(m))_l 2+OP( 1 ) . Hﬁ(m)_F(H(m))_ll"
T VST

For (42), since

HP(’”) _p H2 < tr (P(m)—P )2 — 2t (I _lpp F)
B Fll = tr{Pp r) == p P )
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it is suffices to examine

1 FEm) Py p
-[7“ - TF,Pﬁ(m)F - ] -

T T
=1, — [%ﬂm)’ <F — Fm (H<m>)‘1) +( H(m))—l}'
: {%ﬂm)’ (F — Fm™ (H<m>)*1> +( H(m))l}
=g = () () = (= B (0 ) B R (1 B (1) )
— (H™) ™ %ﬁ(m)/ (F — [m) (H<m>)‘1> _ % (F _ Fm) (H(m))—l)’ﬁ(m) (HMY !
~p 7 = r e on( ) [ e

Y

where the second equality follows from the fact that T—1F(m) p(m)

equality follows from (40)-(41) and ||(H™))7!(| = Op(1).

I., and the last

Lemma D.6. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4.1, we have for any fizted u € U, j =
1,..J,m>1,s=1,..,9,

() = B (W) ()|

(44)
=0Op (%) . ’ XT: 0p — 5}’”_1) + Op (Hﬁ — B(m_l)H) + Op (%) . Hﬁ(m) — F<H(m))71 )
INCD tTEm) 2
< A ) = A ™ ()

(45)

_ OPG,> - ‘é 6= 8" V| +0p (Hﬁ - E(m*)Hz) +0p (%) - Hﬁ(m) —F(Htm)”
(T\gm)(u;?\j(u))l — (H (wy) ™! (W) 1(H

S ) ()™
1 T
_ op(f) | ]za 5

2

?

(46)

2) +0p (%) : Hﬁm) — F(H™)™

2
+ Op (Hﬂ — pm=D

2

Y

where Hj(m) 1s defined in Lemma C.3.
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Proof of Lemma D.6. Since u and j are fixed in Lemma D.6, we suppress u and j
throughout the following proof.

As \™ is estimated via PCA, we have A" = T‘lﬁ(m)’(;l\s — Dm=1 — ng(m_l)).
Thus, for (44), substituting Es =D+ X0+ FN\;+n,+ (ﬁs — Ay) into the expression of

2™ we obtain

X@n:%ﬁmwGL_Dﬁmltn&@mn>

1/\ -~ 1/\ ~
:prm%<&_ywn>+prm&<5_5wav

1 1~ DU
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T T
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:_an%<__m40 _me&( _(wﬂ) _ﬂmﬂp_pmqwmAs
T d—9 + 7 B—p +5
EPSEN 1~ 47
~ pmy om) prom) 5 _{ﬂm_FHW)} .
+ 7 + 7 (H™) | n
L1 [F(H(m))_l},ns + L ey (gs _ AS) .
T T
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Therefore,

N
<llzrere. o-a) | [5erx (o5
+Hlﬁ( w0 [P = B ) 5, +H% [F\(m)_F(H(m))—l},ns
H F(H™)" Ms +H%?‘m)’ (ES—AS)
<|EN g |32 0 - Hf |- B
t=Tp
+H1F( m)! [F F(m) gr(m ‘ [\ ||+H —F(H(m))_l}, H Ns H
T(m),_l 1 1 F\(/’; - 7
—l—H(H ) 'HT;ftnst +ﬁ vd ~HAS—AS
_OP(%> iT(St (5tm71) +Op (Hﬁ— (m=1) >+OP (%) F\(m)—F(H(m))_l
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+ Op (%) . HF(m) F(H(m)> ' +Op (%) +Op <S%)
:OP(%> iét—étm_l) +Op <H5— (m=1) >+OP (%)-HF(M—F(H(M) i
=T

where the second last equality follows from Assumption 4.1, Lemma C.1, Lemma D.5 and

the fact that

1 2 1 T r
E HTF’nS =73 DD Elnafur fiwynal

t,l=1 k=1

1 T r

T2 ZZE 02 fitk) T2 ZZE Nst fr(a) iy nst)
t=1 k=1 t£l k=1

1 1 . 1
<Op ( > + = T Z 10a ’t — l’)5+2 ( Unstft(k)|6+2])6+2 =0 <T> ,
£l k=1

following Lemma D.2.
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Apply similar argument to (44), we can show

% H A _ Ao

“o(3) )3

For the last claim, we write
A A m)\ —1 AA ;)
- - Hm) Hm™)
[(557) - (57) e
A A m)\ —1 (AH™ Y (AHM)N !
_H( S > _< )
ANA
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JOE) (32 ey

<H7\(m)/7\(m) B (AH ™Y (AH ™)
+Op (H,@ Blm= H ) +Op <T> : Hﬂm) — F(H™)™

<0r(7)- S

where the last line follows from (45). [
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