Semiparametric Estimation of Fixed Effects Panel Data Varying
Coeflicient Models*

Yiguo Sun
Department of Economics, University of Guelph
Guelph, ON, Canada N1G2W1

Raymond J. Carroll
Department of Statistics, Texas A&M University
College Station, TX 77843-3134,

September 19, 2008

Abstract

We consider the problem of estimating a varying coefficient panel data model with fixed ef-
fects using a local linear regression approach. Our proposed estimator can consistently estimate
the regression model with an additive intercept term, while the conventional estimation method
based on a first difference model fails to do so. The computed estimator is shown to be as-
ymptotically normally distributed. A modified least-squared cross-validatory method is used to
select the optimal bandwidth automatically. Moreover, we propose a test statistic for testing the
null hypothesis of a random effects against a fixed effects varying coefficient panel data model.
Monte Carlo simulations show that proposed estimator and test statistic have satisfactory finite
sample performance.
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1 Introduction

Panel data traces information on each individual unit across time. This two-dimensional informa-
tion enables researchers to estimate complex models and extract information and inferences which
may not be possible using pure time-series data or cross-section data. With the increased avail-
ability of panel data, both theoretical and applied work in panel data analysis has become more
popular in the recent years.

Arellano (2003), Baltigi (2005), and Hsiao (2003) provide excellent overview of parametric panel
data model analysis. However, it is well known that a misspecified parametric panel data model may
give misleading inferences. To avoid imposing the strong restrictions assumed in the parametric
panel data models, econometricians and statisticians have worked on theories of nonparametric
and semiparametric panel data regression models. For example, Henderson, Carroll, and Li (2008)
considered the fixed-effects nonparametric panel data model. Henderson and Ullah (2005), Lin and
Carroll (2000, 2001, 2006), Lin, Wang, Welsh and Carroll (2004), Lin and Ying (2001), Ruckstuhl,
Welsh and Carroll (1999), Wang (2003), and Wu and Zhang (2002) considered the random-effects
nonparametric panel data models. Li and Stengos (1996) considered a partially linear panel data
model with some regressors being endogenous via IV approach, and Su and Ullah (2006) investigated
a fixed-effects partially linear panel data model with exogenous regressors.

A purely nonparametric model suffers from the ‘course of dimensionality’ problem; while a
partially linear semiparametric model may be too restrictive as it only allows for some additive
nonlinearities. The varying coefficient model considered in this paper include both pure non-
parametric model and partially linear regression model as special cases. Moreover, we assume a
fixed-effects panel data model. By fixed effects we mean that the individual effects are correlated
with the regressors in an unknown way. Consistent with the well-known results in parametric panel
data model estimation, we show that random effects estimators are inconsistent if the true model
is one with fixed effects and that fixed effects estimators are consistent under both random and
fixed effects panel data model, although the random effects estimator is more efficient than the
fixed effects estimator when the random effects model holds true. Therefore, estimation of random
effects models are appropriate only when the individual effect is independent of the regressors. As

in practice, economists often view the assumptions required for the random effects model as being



unsupported by the data. This paper emphasizes more on estimating a fixed effects panel data
varying coefficient model, and we propose to use the local linear method to estimate unknown
smooth coefficient functions. We also propose a test statistic for testing a random effects against
a fixed effects varying coefficient panel data model. Simulation results show that our proposed
estimator and test statistic have satisfactory finite sample performances.

Recently, Cai and Li (2008) studied a dynamic nonparametric panel data model with unknown
varying coefficients. As Cai and Li (2008) allow the regressors not appearing in the varying coeffi-
cient curves to be endogenous, the GMM-based IV estimation method plus local linear regression
approach is used to deliver consistent estimator of the unknown smooth coefficient curves. In this
paper, all the regressors are assumed to be exogenous. Therefore, the least-squared method com-
bining with local linear regression approach can be used to produce consistent estimator of the
unknown smoothing coefficient curves. In addition, the asymptotic results are given when the time
length is finite.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we set up the model and discuss
transformation methods that remove fixed effects. Section 3 proposes a nonparametric fixed effects
estimator for a varying coefficient function and derives the asymptotic distribution of the proposed
estimator. In section 4 we suggest a statistic for testing the null hypothesis of a random effects
against a fixed effects varying coefficient model. Section 5 reports simulation results that examine
the finite sample performance of our semiparametric estimator and the test statistic. Finally we

concludes the paper in section 6. The proofs of the main results are collected in an Appendix.

2 Fixed-Effects Varying Coefficient Panel Data Models

We consider the following fixed-effects varying coefficient panel data regression model
Y :X;;@(Zit)—i—m—{—l/it, (i=1,..,n; t=1,....,m) (1)

where the covariate Zj; = (Zit 1, ..., Zit,q) is of dimension ¢, X = (Xi 1, ..., Xitp)T is of dimension
p, 0() ={61(-), -+ ,0,(-)} T contains p unknown functions, and all other variables are scalars. The
random errors v;; are assumed to be i.i.d. with a zero mean, finite variance o2 and independent of

Wi, Zix and Xy for all ¢ and ¢t. The unobserved individual effects u; are assumed to be i.i.d. with a



zero mean and a finite variance 0',3. We allow for p; to be correlated with Z;; and/or X;; with an
unknown correlation structure. Hence, model (1) is a fixed-effects model. Alternatively, when pu;
is uncorrelated with Z;; and X;; model (1) becomes a random-effects model.

A somewhat simplistic explanation for consideration of fixed effects models and the need for
estimation of the function () arises from considerations such as the following. Suppose that Yj; is
the (logarithm) income of individual 7 at time period ¢, and Xj; is education of individual ¢ at time
period t , e.g., number of years of schooling; and Z;; is the age of individual ¢ at time ¢. The fixed
effects term p; in (1) includes the individual’s unobservable characteristics such as ability, e.g., IQ
level, characteristics which are not observable for the data at hand. In this problem, economists
are interested in the marginal effects of education on income, after controlling for the unobservable
individual ability factors. Hence, they are interested in the marginal effects in the income change
for an additional year of education regardless of whether the person has high or low ability. In this
simple example, it is reasonable to believe that ability and education are positively correlated. If
one does not control for the unobserved individual effects, then one would over-estimate the true
marginal effects of education on income (i.e., with an upwards bias).

When X;; = 1 for all 4 and ¢ and p = 1, model (1) reduces to Henderson, Carroll, and Li’s
(2008) nonparametric panel data model with fixed effects as a special case. One may also interpret
X J 0(Zi;) as an interactive term between X;; and Z;; where we allow 6(Z;;) to have a flexible format
since the popularly used parametric setup such as Z;; and/or Zizt may be misspecified.

For a given fixed effects model, there are many ways of removing the unknown fixed effects from
the model.

The usual first-differencing (FD) estimation method deducts one equation from another to

remove the time-invariant fixed effects. For example, deducting equation for time ¢ from that for

time £ — 1, we have for t =2,--- ,m

Yie = Yie — Yie1 = X, 0(Zi) — Xib_10(Zis_1) + Vi, with Ty = vig — vig_1; (2)
or deducting equation for time ¢ from that for time 1, we obtain for t =2,--- ,m

Yie = Vit — Yi = X3 0(Zit) — X;10(Zin) + B, with T = vig — vir. (3)

The conventional fixed-effects (FE) estimation method, on the other hand, removes the fixed



effects by deducting each equation from the cross-time average of the system, and it gives for

t=2--.m
ffit = zt_izyvzs Xz—tre it _7ZX zs)"i_ait
= Z Qs X5 0(Zis) + Uit with T = vy — 2 57 v (4)
s=1

where g;s = —1/m if s # ¢t and 1 — 1/m otherwise, and Y .* ;| g5 = 0 for all ¢.

Many nonparametric local smoothing methods can be used to estimate the unknown function
0(-). However, for each i, the right-hand of equations (2)-(4) contain linear combination of X} 0(Z;)
for different time ¢. If X;; contains an intercept term, say the first component of X;; is identically
one, and let 01(Z;) denote the first component of 6(Z;;), then a first difference of Xj; 1601(Zi) =
01(Zit) gives 01(Z) — 01(Z; 4—1), which is an additive function with the same function form for the
two functions but evaluated at different observation points. Kernel based estimator usually requires
some backfitting algorithms to recover the unknown function, which brings not only computational
burden but also complicates mathematical proofs. Moreover, if 61 (Z;;) contains an additive constant
term, say 0(Z;1) = ¢+ g1(Zit), where ¢ is a constant, then the first difference will wipe the additive
constant c. As a consequence, one cannot consistently estimate 6;(-) one were to estimate a first
difference model.

Therefore, in this paper we consider an alternative way of removing the unknown fixed effects,
motivated by a least squares dummy variable (LSDV) model in parametric panel data analysis. We
will describe how the proposed method removes fixed effects by deducting a smoothed version of
cross-time average from each individual unit. As we will show later, this transformed method will
not wipe the additive constant ¢ in 61(Z;1) = ¢+ g1(Zit). Therefore, we can consistently estimate
01(-) as well as other components of 6(-).

We will use I,, to denote an identity matrix of dimension n, and e,, to denote an m x 1 vector

with all elements being ones. Rewriting model (1) in a matrix format yields
Y = B{X,0(Z)} + Dopo +V, (5)

where Y = (Y;",---,Y,")T and V = (v],--- ,v,)) T are (nm) x 1 vectors; Y;" = (Y1, ..., Yi,) and

)

v = (Vi1 ., vin). B{X,0(Z)} stacks all X,}0(Z;) into an (nm) x 1 vector with the (i,t) subscript

(2
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matching that of the (nm) x 1 vector of Y; g = (g1, - , i) | is an n x 1 vector, and Dy = I,, @ ey,
is an (nm) x n matrix with main diagonal blocks being e,,, where ® refers to Kronecker product
operation. However, we can not estimate model (5) directly due to the existence of the fixed effects
term. Therefore, we need some identification conditions. Su and Ullah (2006) assume » ;" ; p; = 0.
We show that assuming an i.i.d sequence of unknown fixed effects, p;, with zero mean and a finite
variance is enough to identify the unknown coefficient curves asymptotically. We therefore impose
this weaker version of identification condition in this paper.

To introduce our estimator, we first assume that model (1) holds with the restriction Y ;" | p; =

0. Define p = (pg,- -+, jun) . We then rewrite (5) as
Y =B{X,0(2)} + Du+V, (6)

where D = [—e,_1 In_1]" ® ey is an (nm) x (n — 1) matrix. Note that Dy = po ® e,, with
po = (=205 thi, 12, -y i) | S0 that the restriction > I, p; = 0 is imposed in (6).
Define an m xm diagonal matrix Ky (Z;, z) = diag{ K (Zi1, 2), -+ , Kgg(Zim, z) } for each i, and
a (nm) x (nm) diagonal matrix Wy (z) = diag{Ku(Z1,2), -+, Ku(Zn,2)}, where Kyg(Zi,z) =
K{H Y(Zy — 2)} for all i and t, and H = diag(hy,--- ,h,) is a ¢ x q diagonal bandwidth matrix.
We then solve the following optimization problem
i Y — B{X,0(Z)} — Du] " Wg(2)[Y — B{X,6(Z)} — Dy, (7)
M
where we use the local weight matrix Wy (z) to ensure locality of our nonparametric fitting, and

place no weight matrix for data variation since the {v;;} are i.i.d. across equations. Taking first-

order condition with respect to u gives

D Wu(2)[Y — B{X,6(2)} - Dii(=)] =0, (8)
which yields

i(z) = {D Wy (2)D} DT Wy (2)[Y — B{X,0(2)}]. (9)

Define Sy (2) = My(2) "Wy (2)Mg(2) and My(2) = Inxm — D{D"Wy(2)D}1DTWg(2),

where I, x,, denotes an identity matrix of dimension nm by nm. Replacing p in (7) by u(z), we



obtain the concentrated weighted least squares

ggiZI;[Y—B{X,H(Z)}]TSH(Z)[Y—B{Xﬁ(Z)}], (10)

Note that My (2) D = 0y« for all z. Hence, the fixed effects term j is removed in model (10).
To see how Mp(z) transform the data, simple calculations give
n
Mp(2) = Insem — D{A™ = A Ven 1) (A7) " cn(Zi, 2)}D Wha(2),

=1

where cg(Z;,2) ™ = Y00 Ky (Zi, 2) fori =1, ,nand A = diag{cy(Z2,2) 7Y, .. -+ ,eu(Zn,2) 7}
We use the formula (A + BCD)™! = A= — A71B(DA™'B + C~1)71DA~! to derive the inverse

matrix, see Appendix B in Poirier (1995).

3 Nonparametric Estimator and Asymptotic Theory

A local linear regression approach is commonly used to estimate non-/semi-parametric models.
The basic idea of this method is to apply Taylor expansion up to the second-order derivative.
Throughout the paper we will use the notation that A, ~ B, to denote that B,, is the leading term

of A, ie., A, = B, + (s.0.), where (s.0.) denotes terms having probability order smaller than that

of B,. For each [ =1,--- ,p, we have the following Taylor expansion around z:
_ 1
(i) ~ 0y(2) + {HO)(2)} "[H (2 — 2)] + §T’H,l(2’z‘t, z), (11)

where 0](z) = 86,(z)/0z is the q x 1 vector of first order derive function, r;(2it,2) = {H (2 —

z)}T{H%ZZ%;) HY{H (2;4—2)}. Of course, 0;(z) approximates 0;(z;;) and 6](z) approximates 0} (z;)

when z; is close to z. Define B,(z) = {0,(2),[HO](2)]"}T, a (¢ + 1) x 1 column vector for | =
1,2,---,p, and B(2) = {B1(2), -+ ,Bp(2)}", a p x (¢ + 1) parameter matrix. The first column
of B(z) is 0(z). Therefore, we will replace 0(Z;;) in (1) by 5(2)Git(z, H) for each i and ¢, where
Gi(z,H) = [1,{H Y (Zy — 2)}"]T is a (¢ + 1) x 1 vector.

To make matrix operations simpler, we stack the matrix 5(z) into a p(¢+ 1) x 1 column vector
and denote it by vec{B(2)} . Since vec(ABC) = (CT @ A)vec(B) and (A® B)" = AT @ BT, where
® refers to Kronecker product, we have X} (2)Git(z, H) = {Git(z, H) ® Xit} Tvec{B(2)} for all i

and t. Thus, we consider the following minimization problem

g%izf)l[Y — R(z, H)vec{B(2)}]" Su(2)[Y — R(z, H)vec{5(2)}] (12)



where
(Gia(z H)® Xan)'
Ri(z,H) = : is an m X [p(q + 1)] matrix,
(Gim(z, H) @ Xim) "
R(z,H) = [Ri(z,H)", -+ ,Ru(2,H)"]" is an (nm) x [p(q + 1)] matrix.

Simple calculations give
vece{B(2)} = {R(z,H)"Su(2)R(z, H)} 'R(z,H) Su(2)Y
= vec{B(2)} +{R(z,H) " Su(2)R(z,H)} *(An/2 + Bn + Cy), (13)
where A, = R(z,H)"Sg(2)Il(z,H), B, = R(z,H)"Sy(2)Dopo, and C, = R(z,H)"Sy(2)V.
The {t + (i — 1)m}'™ element of the column vector I1(z, H) is X;l75(Zi,z), where rg(-,-) =

(raaCo ) rmp( )} and rpgy(Zig, 2) = {H-1(Zig— 2)} {HEZ) HYy(H-1(Z; — 2)} with Z

lying between Z;; and z for each ¢ and ¢.

To derive the asymptotic distribution of vec{g(z)} , we first give some regularity conditions.
Throughout this paper, we use M > 0 to denote a finite constant, which may take a different value

at different places.

Assumption 1: The random variables (Xj;, Z;;) are independently and identically distributed

(i.i.d.) across the i index, and
(a) B X204 < M < 0o and E||Zy|>*9) < M < oo hold for some § > 0 and for all i and ¢.
(b) The Z; are continuous random variables with a p.d.f. fi(z). Also, for each z € RY,
)=S0 fi(2) >0
(c) Denote Ay = Ku(Zit, z) and @i = Air/ 321y Ait € (0,1) for all 4 and ¢. U (2) = |H| "' 32",
[(1 wit) Zththt] is a nonsingular matrix.
(d) Let f; (2|X;t) be the conditional pdf of Z;; at Z;; = z conditional on X;; and fi s (21, 22| Xit, Xjs)
be the joint conditional pdf of (Zi, Z;s) at (Zit, Z;s) = (21, 22) conditional on (Xj;, Xj,) for t # s
and any ¢ and j. 0(2), fi(2), fi (:|Xit), fes(-,-|Xit, Xjs) are uniformly bounded in the do-

main of Z and are all twice continuously differentiable at z € R for all ¢ # s and ¢ and j.



Assumption 2: Both X and Z have full column rank; { X 1, ..., Xit p, {Xit  Zirj : L =1,...,p,j =

1,...,q}} are linearly independent. If X;;; = X, for at most one [ € {1,--- ,p}, i.e., X;; does not
depend on ¢, we assume E(X;;) # 0. The unobserved fixed effects p; are i.i.d. with zero mean and
a finite variance O'Z > 0. The random errors v;; are assumed to be i.i.d. with a zero mean, finite

variance 012} and independent of Z;; and X, for all ¢ and t. Yj; is generated by equation (1).

Assumption 3: K(v) =[], k(vs) is a product kernel, and the univariate kernel function k(-) is a

uniformly bounded, symmetric (around zero) probability density function with a compact support
[~1,1]. In addition, define |H| = hy ---hg and |[H|| = /327_) h3. Asn — oo, [|[H| — 0, n|H| — oo.

The assumptions listed above are regular assumptions seen in nonparametric estimation liter-
ature. Assumption 1 apparently excludes the case of either X;; or Z;; being I(1); other than the
moment restrictions, we do not impose 1(0) structure on X;; across time, since this paper considers
the case that m is a small finite number. Also, instead of imposing the smoothness assumption on
ft (1 Xi) and fis (-, | X4t, Xis) as in Assumption 1(d), we can assume that f; (2) E (X;; X[ |2) and
frs(z1,22) E (Xithq;\zl, zz) are uniformly bounded in the domain of Z and are all twice continu-
ously differentiable at z € R? for all t # s and ¢ and j. Our version of the smoothness assumption
simplifies our notation in the proofs.

Assumption 2 indicates that X;; can contain a constant term of ones. The kernel function
having a compact support in Assumption 3 is imposed for the sake of brevity of proof and can be
removed at the cost of lengthy proofs. Specifically, the Gaussian kernel is allowed.

We use 0(z) to denote the first column of 3(z). Then 6(z) estimates 6(z).

~

THEOREM 3.1 Under Assumptions 1-3, we have the following bias and variance for 0(z), given
a finite integer m > 0:
bias(0(z)) = W(z)'A(2)/2+0 (n_1/2 |H|1n (In n)) +o(||H|?),

~

var(6(z)) = n MH['oRW (2) T T (2) W (2) 7 +o(n T H|TY,
where W (Z) = |I‘I|_1 Z?;l FE [(1 — wit) )\ZtXZtX;I;] B A (Z) = ’H’_l E;n:l FE |:(1 — wit) AitXith;TH (Zit7 Z):| =
O (|HI?), T (2) = |HI™ L7 B (1 - i) X2 Xu XE .

~

The first term of bias(6(z)) results from the local approximation of 6 (z) by a linear function of



~

z, which is of order O (|[H||?) as usual. The second term of bias((z)) results from the unknown

fixed effects p;: (a) if we assumed > ;| p; = 0, this term is zero exactly; (b) the result indicates
that the bias term is dominated by the first term and will vanish as n — oc.
In Appendix, we show that

[HIT'Y B (NaXaXh) = @(2)+o(|H|?),
t=1

|H| iE [)\itXith;’r‘H (Z’t,zﬂ = ®(2) </K(u) UUTdU) O (2) + o(| H|?),

t=1

HITUS B (X0 XE) = ( [ 5w du) @ (2) + o[ H|]),

t=1

T
where @ (2) = Y17, fi (2) E (X1:X%|2), and Op (2) = [tr (H%Z%z(;)ﬂ) ot (H%?gz(;)H)]
),

Since 0 < w;; < 1 for all ¢ and ¢, the results above imply the existence of ¥ (z), A(z), and I' ().
However, given a finite integer m > 0, we can not obtain explicitly the asymptotic bias and variance
due to the random denominator appearing in w;;.

~

Further, the following Theorem gives the asymptotic normality results for 6(z).

THEOREM 3.2 Under Assumptions 1-3, and assuming in addition that E|v¢t]2+6 < 00 for some
§ >0, and that \/n|H||H||?> = O (1) as — 0o, we have

VlH{(2) = 0(2) = W (2) 7" A(2) /2} 5 N(O, Bg)),

where Sg(,) = 020 (2)"'T(2) U (2)"t. Moreover, a consistent estimator for Yg(z) is given as fol-

lows:

E9(2’) = SPQ(Z7H)_1:]\(21H)Q(zaH)_l‘S’;—iz@(z)a

~

Q(z,H) = n YH| 'R(z,H) Sy(2)R(z, H)

~

J(z,H) = n YH|'R(z,H) Sy (2)VV'Sy(2)R(z, H)

where V is the vector of estimated residuals and S, includes the first p rows of the p(q + 1) iden-
tify matriz. Finally, consistent estimator for the leading bias can be easily obtained based on a

nonparametric local quadratic regression result.



4 Testing Random Effects vs Fixed Effects

In this section we discuss how to test for the presence of random effects versus fixed effects in
a semiparametric varying coefficient panel data model. The model remains as (1). The random
effects specification assumes that p; is uncorrelated with the regressors X;; and Z;, while for the
fixed effects case, p; is allowed to be correlated with X;; and/or Z;; in an unknown way.

We are interested in testing the null hypothesis (Hp) that u; is a random effect versus the

alternative hypothesis (H7) that pu; is a fixed effect. The null and alternative hypotheses can be

written as
HO : PT{E(#Z|ZM, ceey Z/L'm,Xil, s ,sz) = 0} =1 for all i, (14)
Hy PI“{E(;L”ZH, s Limny Xily 7Xim) 75 0} > 0 for some 17 , (15)

while we keep the same setup given in model (1) under both Hy and Hj.

Our test statistic is based on the squared difference between the FE and RE estimators, which
is asymptotically zero under Hy and positive under H;. To simplify the proofs and save computing
time, we use local constant estimator instead of local linear estimator for constructing our test.

Then following the argument in Section 2 and Appendix 7.2, we have
Orp(z) = {X'Sy(2)X}'XTSy(2)Y
Orp(z) = (X Wi(2)X}'X " Wg(2)Y
where X is a (nm) x p matrix with X = (X',---, X,]), and for each i, X; = (Xi1,- -+ , Xim) ' is an

m X p matrix with Xy = [Xy 1, ,Xit,p]—r. Motivated by Li, et al. (2002), we remove the random

denominator of O £(z) by multiplying X TSy (2)X and our test statistic will be based on
T, = /{%E(z) — Orp(2)} {X T Su ()X} {X T Su(2) X HOrp(z) — Orp(2)}dz
_ / 0(2)T Sy ()X X T S (2)0 (2)dz

since {X TSy (2) X HOrg(2)—0rp(2)} = X TSy (2){Y —X0pe(2)} = XSy (2)U(z2). To simplify the
statistic, we make several changes in T,,. Firstly, we simplify the integration calculation by replacing
U(z) by U, where U = U(Z) = Y — B{X, é\RE(Z)} and B{X, é\RE(Z)} stacks up X;é\RE(Zit) in

the increasing order of ¢ first then of ¢. Secondly, to overcome the complexity caused by the random

10



denominator in My (z), we replace My (z) by Mp = Iyxm — m~ 11, @ (ene,,) such that the fixed
effects can be removed due to the fact that MpDy = 0. With the above modification and also
removing the ¢ = j terms in T}, (since T}, contains two summations » . > j), our further modified
test statistic is given by
~ d f
- ZZUTQm/KH Zi,2) X X;Kp(Zj, 2)d2QmUj,
i=1 j#i

where Qp, = I, — m ™ teme,) . If |H| — 0 as n — oo, we obtain

117 [ K22 XX K25, 200 (16)
Ky(Zin, Zi)Xih X0 - Ku(Zin, Zjm) X5 Xjm
Ki(Zim: Zj) X0 X510 - K (Zim, Zjm) Xl Xjom

where KH(Z“,ZJS fK{H ( it—Zjs)+w} K (w)dw. We then replace KH(Zit,st) by Ku(Zit, Zjs);
this replacement will not affect the essence of the test statistic since the local weight is untouched.
Now, our proposed test statistic is given by

T, nQ,H, 2; %; U, QmAijQmU; (17)
where A; ; equals to the right-hand side of equation (16) after replacing Ky (Zy, Zis) by Ku(Zit, Zjs).
Finally, to remove the asymptotic bias term of the proposed test statistic, we calculate the leave-
one-unit-out random-effects estimator of 0(Z;); that is, for a given pair of (7,7) in the double
summation of (17) with i # 7, /H\RE(Zit) is calculated without using the observations on the j*
unit, {(Xj¢, Zj, Yje) }2, and QRE( Zjt) is calculated without using the observations on the i*-unit.

We present the asymptotic properties of this test below and delay the proofs to Appendix 7.3.

THEOREM 4.1 Under Assumptions 1-3, and fi(z) has a compact support S for all t, and
ny/|H||H||* — 0 as n — oo, then we have under Hy that

Jn = ny/[H|Th /50 % N(0,1) (18)

where G2 = n2|H| > Z#Z(VTQm ,]Qm )2 is a consistent estimator of

—2(1 - mpat [ Ky S B { £(Za0 B (X X1 2]}

t=1 s=1

11



where ‘7“ =Y, — XiIgFE(Zit) — [ and for each pair of (i,7), i # J, @\FE(Z”) 18 a leave-two-
unit-out FE estimator without using the observations from the i** and 7™ units and fi; = Y; —
m~1 P XiIgFE(Zit). Under Hy, Pr[J, > B,] — 1 as n — oo, where By, is any nonstochastic

sequence with By, = o(n+/|H|).

Assuming that f; (2) has a compact support S; for all ¢ is to simplify the proof of sup,cg Hé\ rE(Z)
—0(2)|| = 0p(1) as n — oo; otherwise, some trimming procedure has to be placed to show the
uniform convergence result and the consistency of o3 as an estimator of o3. Theorem 4.1 states
that the test statistic J, = n |H|fn/30 is a consistent test for testing Hy against Hy. It is a
one-sided test. If J, is greater than the critical values from the standard normal distribution, we

reject the null hypothesis at the corresponding significance levels.

5 Monte Carlo Simulations

In this section we report some Monte Carlo simulation results to examine the finite sample perfor-

mance of the proposed estimator. The following data generating process is used:
Yie = 01(Zit) + 02(Zit) Xt + i + vi, (19)

where 61(2) = 1+ 2 + 22, 02(2) = sin(z7), Zit = wit + w41, wit is i.i.d. uniformly distributed in
[0,7/2], Xit = 0.5X; 41 + &it, &t is i.d.d. N(0,1). In addition, pu; = coZ;. + u; for i = 2,--+ | n with
co =0, 0.5, and 1.0, u; is i.i.d. N(0,1). When ¢y # 0, u; and Z;; are correlated; we use ¢g to control
the correlation between j; and Z;. = m™! >oity Zit. Moreover, vy is i.i.d. N(0,1), wi, &, u; and
v;; are independent of each other.

We report estimation results for both the proposed fixed-effects (FE) estimator and the random-
effects (RE) estimator, see Appendix 7.2 for the asymptotic results of the RE estimator. To learn
how the two estimators perform when we have fixed-effects model and when we have random-effects

model, we use the integrated squared error as a standard measure of estimation accuracy:

1SE®) = / {B1(2) — 61212 (2)d, (20)

which can be approximated by the average mean squared error AM SE(6;) = (nm) ™! Yo >y [0,(Zit)—
0;(Zi))? for I = 1,2. In Table 1 we present the average value of AM SE(@) from 1000 Monte Carlo

experiments. We choose m = 3 and n = 50, 100, and 200.
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Since the bias and variance of the proposed FE estimator do not depend on the values of the
fixed effects, our estimates are the same for different values of c¢y; however, it is not true under the
random-effects model. Therefore, the results derived from the FE estimator are only reported once
in Table 1 since it is invariant to different values of ¢g.

It is well-known that the performance of non/semiparametric models depends on the choice of
bandwidth. Therefore, we propose a leave-one-unit-out cross validation method to automatically
select the optimal bandwidth for estimating both the FE and RE models. Specifically, when
estimating () at a point Z;, we remove {(Xjt, Yit, Zit)}7%, from the data and only use the rest
of (n — 1)m observations to calculate 5(,i)(Z,~ ). In computing the RE estimate, the leave-one-
unit-out cross validation method is just a trivial extension of the conventional leave-one-out cross
validation method. The conventional leave-one-out method fails to provide satisfying result due to

the existence of unknown fixed effects. Therefore, when calculating the FE estimator, we use the

following modified leave-one-unit-out cross validation method:
Hope = argmin[Y — B{X, 0_1)(2)}]" M Mp[Y — B{X.6_1)(2)}], (21)

where Mp = I,xm — m~ ', ® (eme;) satisfies MpDy = 0; this is used to remove the unknown
fixed effects. In addition, B{X, é\(_l)(Z)} stacks up Xgé\(_i)(Zit) in the increasing order of 7 first

then of t. Simple calculations give

[V — B{X, 01 (Z)}] T MBMplY — BIX, 0, 1)(Z)}]
— [B{X.0(2)} - B{X,0_1(2)}) M} Mp[B{X,6(2)} - B{X.0_1(2)}]
12[B{X,0(2)} — B{X.81)(2)}] MLMpV + VT MpMpV, (22)

where the last term does not depend on the bandwidth. If v; is independent of the { X, Zj,} for
all ¢+ and t, or (Xj, Zjt) is strictly exogenous variable, then the second term has zero expectation
because the linear transformation matrix Mp removes a cross-time not cross-sectional average from
each variable, e.g. ffit =Y;—m! Z;’Ll Y, for all ¢ and ¢. Therefore, the first term is the dominate
term in large sample and (21) is used to find an optimal smoothing matrix minimizing a weighted
mean squared error of {6(Zy)}. Of course, we could use other weight matrix in (21) instead of Mp

as long as the weight matrix can remove the fixed effects and does not trigger non-zero expectation

of the second term in (22).
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Table 1 shows that the RE estimator performs better than the FE estimator when the true
model is a random effects model. However, the FE estimator performs much better than the RE
estimator when the true model is a fixed-effects model. This is expected since the RE estimator
is inconsistent when the true model is the fixed effects model. Therefore, our simulation results
indicate that a test for random effects against fixed effects will be always in demand when we
analyze panel data models. In Table 2 we report simulation results of the proposed nonparametric
test of random effects against fixed effects.

For the selection of the bandwidth h, for univariate case, Theorem 4.1 indicates that h — 0,
nh — 0o, and nh?? — 0 as n — oo; if we take h ~ n~®, Theorem 4.1 requires o € (%, 1). To fulfill
both conditions nh — oo and nh%2? — 0 as n — oo, we use o = 2/7. Therefore, in producing
Table 2, we use h = ¢(nm)~2/7G, to calculate the RE estimator with ¢ taking a value from .8 , 1.0,
and 1.2. Although the bandwidth chosen this way may not be optimal, the results in Table 2 show
that the proposed test statistic is not very sensitive to the choice of A when ¢ changes and that a
moderate size distortion and descent power are consistent with the findings in the nonparametric
tests literature. We conjecture that some bootstrap procedures can be used to reduce the size

distortion in finite samples. We will leave this as a future research topic.

6 Conclusion

In this paper we proposed a local least squares method to estimate a fixed effects varying coefficient
panel data model; a data-driven method was introduced to automatically find the optimal band-
width for the proposed FE estimator. In addition, we introduced a new test statistic to test for
random effects against fixed effects. Monte Carlo simulations indicate that the proposed estimator

and test statistic have good finite sample performance.
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7 Appendix

7.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

To make our mathematical formula short, we introduce some simplified notations first: for each 4,

t,and s, \it = Ky (Zi,2), cg (Z;, z)_l =11 A\it, and for any positive integers i, j, ¢, s

1 G Gy
ge = Ca(ol) QL (eary = | O ot o GG
éitq éithﬂ’sl éz‘thjsq

= L (H(Zjs - z))T

H Y (Zy—2) H'(Zy—2)(H*(Zs— z))T -

where the (I + 1) element of Gjs (2, H) is Gjg = (Zjs1 — 21) /i, L =1,--- ,q. Simple calculations
show that

q
= 1+ § :GjlsleiQtZ.j [']iltl,j252 )
Jj=1

Hilthizm ['}j1517j252

m m
Ri(z,H) Kg (Zi,2) emen Ku (Z5,2) Rj (2. H) = > ) Nithjs [Ty @ (Xa XTs)
t=1 s=1
In addition, we obtain for a finite positive integer j

|~ 12E[ W 1 X = DB (SugalXae) + 0 (1H]?), (24)
t=1
|H|*IZE X ZGM i 1 Xt | = D2 B (Sugal Xie) + 0 (I1H]?) (25)
t=1
where
S, — ‘Xg f[;] w) du Bftéi\gfzt)HR 26)
s R K j H LX) fr( | it) fi (2| Xi) Rk
Sy = | FeCIXa) [ K ()T udu SGERLHT (27)
. I g H G fo (21Xi) T
where R j = [ K7 (u) uu® du and Ikoj = fK2j (u) (uTu) (uuT) du.
Moreover, for any finite positive integer j; and jo, we have
2SS B N2 X X (28)

t=1 s#t

ii (Jljz IIX”’XZS)"_O (HH”2>
t=1 st
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m m q
=™ Z Z E XN Z Gt Gisjr | [ig,is | Xits Xis (29)
J'=1

t=1 s#t
m m
= 3B (750X Xin) + O, (IHIP)
t=1 s#t
where we define bj1 j, 4, in— ijl (u) u%ilduth (u) u%iQdu
(to) _ [ fos (221Xt Xis) b .00 Vs frs (22| Xt Xis) Hbji o0 ]
izt T H 7y frs (2,2 Xt Xis) bjy oo H V75 fros (2,21 X, Xis) Hbjy gy 11
and
7ts) [ tr (H V2, fos (2,2 X, Xis) H) 7 frs (2,2 X, Xis) H ]b- -
J1.g2,2 | H <y ft,s (Z,Z|Xit7Xis) ft,s (ZaZ|Xit7Xi5) Iqu J1,J2,5,0

with v.sft,s (Zv Z‘Xitv X’LS) = aft,s (Za Z|Xit7 Xzs) /azs and VtQ,sft,s (Z, Z|X'ita Xzs) = 82ft,s (Z, Z|Xita Xzs) / (821582?)-

The conditional bias and variance of vec (B (z)) are given as follows:

Bias [vee (B(2)) | {Xiv. Zu})] = [R (2. )" Sy (2) R (=, )] T R(e, BT Sy (2) [T (2, H) /2 + Doo)

Var [vec(é(z))uxit,zit}} = o2 [R(Z,H)TSH(z)R(z,H)]_l [R(z,H)TS?{(z)R(z,H)

T -1
X [R (z, H)" Sy (2) R(z,H)] .
Lemma 7.1 If Assumption A3 holds, we have
[Z cu (Ziy 2)
i=1

Proof: Simple calculations give B (Y7, Ky (Zi, 2)) = |H| f (2)+0 (yH| HHH?) and K (Ziy, 2) =
\H| f, (2) + O (|H| ||H||2), where f(2) = 537, f, (). Next, we obtain for any small & > 0

-1
=0, (n"'|H|In(lnn)). (30)

) -1 -1 _ L o< o1
Pr{lrgag% Ait > € f(z)|H|ln(lnn)} 1 Pr{lrillag% it <¢€ f(z)\Hln(lnn)}

= 1—{1—Pr{2)\it>€1f(z)]H|ln(lnn)}} Sl_{l_fg(gi%%nl(/;z;)}

t=1

IN

1—{1—5<1+MHHH2>/ln(lnn)}n — 0asn— oo

where the first inequality uses the the generalized Chebyshev inequality and the limit is derived

using the 'Hopital’s rule. This will complete the proof of this lemma.
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Lemma 7.2 Under Assumptions 1-3, we have

n H R (2 H)T Sy (2) Rz )| = [|Hr1 >~ B (@iehie e ® (XaXF ))]

t=1

where wiy = Xt/ > 4eq Xit € (0,1) for all i and t.

Proof: First, simple calculation gives

A, = R(z,H)Y'Sy(2)R(2,H) = R(z, H)" Wy (2) My (2) R (2, H)

= > Ri(zH) Ky (Z;,2) Ri (2, H)

i=1
n o n
> iR (2, H) K (Zi, 2) eme, K (Z5,2) R; (2, H)
j=1 i=1
n m n
= Z >\zt 7,,5 Jit ® ti Z qii Z Z )\Zt)\’LS 7,t Jis ( tiZ;)
i=1 t=1 t=1 s=1

n

Z Z dij Z Z )‘“f)\JS it,js (XZtXJZ;)

j=1i#j  t=1s=1
= Ap1 — An2 — Ang,

where My (2) = Luxm — [Q ® (eme )] W (2), and the typical elements of Q are ¢;; = cy (Z;, z) —
e (Zi,2)* ) S50 en (Ziy2) and qij = —cy (Ziy2) en (Z4,2) | S0, en (Zi,2) for i@ # j. Here,
i (Ziyz) = (307, Aig) ™ for all 4.

Applying (24), (25), (28), and (29) to Ap1, we have n ™ [H| ™' Ay &= 37 B [Sp11 ® (XaXE)]+
0, (||H||2> +0, (n—% |H|’%) if |H| — 0 and n |H| — oo as n — oo.

Apparently, " | w; = 1 for all i. In addition, since the kernel function K () is zero outside the
unit circle by Assumption 3, the summations in A,, are taken over units such that HH -1 (Ziy — z) H <
1. By Lemma 7.1 and by the LLN given Assumption 1 (a), we obtain

n
TS 9 3 o o e e ()

i=1 t=1 s=1
2 A’LS
DI DD RDIARD DN Zttl 5 Ui ® (X Xi0) || < gty 011 2020 2o Vit i
O, (|H|), where we use Y ;1 At > Ait + Ais > 23/ A\ for any ¢ # s.
Hence, we have ' [H| ™' Aye = n  [H TV S0 wha (it ® (XaX]) + Oy (|H|). De-
note dip = @ithit [y ® (XaXE) and A, = n~ [H|[T' S S (dip — Edy). It is easy to

=0, (n~ n (In n))

and

[ ]zt 8 (XltXZ;)

|
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show that n~'|H| "' A, = O, (n—l/2|H|*1/2) . Since E(|dl)) < E [)\it

‘[‘]mt ® (Xith) H]
< M |H| holds for all i and t. Therefore, n=* |H| ™' Ao = [H| 'S E [wit)\it (it ® (Xith;g)] +

op (1) exists, but we can not calculate the exact expectation due to the random denominator.

Consider Apz.  We have n~ ' [H| ™! [|An] = O, <\H\21n lnn)) by Lemma 7.1, Assump-
tion 1, and the fact that n=' |[H|™' S0, 7 T ([[H ™ (Zie — 2)|| < 1) = 2f (2) + O, (HHH2> +
0, (n—1/2 |H|’1/2>.

Hence, we obtain

n m
nHHIT Ay o~ o H T Ay =0T HITDY S i [ © (X XGE)
=1 t=1

= n! |H‘_1 Z Z (1 — @it) A [‘]it,z't ® (Xith‘f)

i=1 t=1
—H—lmE — wit) Aie |- XuXE
= SB[ @) X e © (X XE)] + 0 (1).
=1

This will complete the proof of this Lemma.

Lemma 7.3 Under Assumptions 1-3, we have

m
TR (2 H)T S () Tz, H) & [H]T DB (U= i) A (Ga @ Xio) Xr (Zus2) |
t=1

Proof: Simple calculations give
Bn = R( H)" Sy (2) 1L (2, H)

= Z Z Nit (Gir @ Xyg) Xiry ( ity 2 ) Z Z qij Z Njshit (Gir @ Xit) ij;TH (ij Z)

=1 t=1 j=11i=1 s=1t=1
n m

= ZZAzt zt®th) tTH( ity 2 ) quz)\lt Gzt®th)thrH (Z’Lta >
i=1 t=1

n

m m
=3 ai Y Y Nishin (Gi ® Xat) Xirn (Zm )
i=1 t=1 s#t
n n

- Z Z %j Z Z Ajshit (Gt ® Xit) XJoru (st, Z)
j=1i#j  t=1s=1
= Bnl - Bn2 - BnS - Bn47
where II (z, H) is defined in Section 3. Using the same method in the proof of Lemma 7.2, we show

T H T By o H| T S (1= i) A (Gie © Xio) XErir (Zi 2).
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Forl=1,.---,k we have

HI B Dharaas (7,9 P = f 610 ([ 0 an) € ) + 0, (111)

H ™ B i (Zio, 2) H™ (Zie = 2) 1K) = 0, (1H]P),
and F (n‘l |H|™! Bn1> A {[@ () (J K (v) wuldu) O (z)]T,O (HHH3> }T , where
On (z) = [tr <H8201 (Z)H) ety <H€)2‘9'€ (Z)H)]T

02027 02027
Similarly we can show that Var (nfl |H| ™ Bm) =0 (nil |H| ™ ||H||4) if B (|| XaXiXaXL]|) <
M < oo for all t and s.

In addition, it is easy to show that n~! ]H]_l S S wii (Gir @ Xip) Xihry (Zit,z) -
nTHHI T L Y E [wim (Git © Xut) XErn (Zit,z)} +0, (n—1/2 \H| Y2 ||H||2), where
H|™ S0 B @ik (Ga ® Xa) Xra (Zu,2)| < \HITV S E [N |[(Gie® Xa) XEra (Zaas2 )|
< M ||H|?> < oo for all i and t.

This will complete the proof of this lemma.
Lemma 7.4 Under Assumptions 1-3, we have
n U\ H|" R (2, H)T Sy (2) Dopo = O, (n—1/2 |H|In (lnn)> .

Proof: Simple calculations give My (2)Dopo = iMp(2) (€ @ €y,), where i = n~ 130 | . It
follows that

Cn = R( )TSH( )DOMOZ[LR(Z7H)TSH( ) (en @ €m)

= MZZR Kiem — uZ(i)\Jt)ZqUR Kiem

=1 t=1
n m
- ﬂZZAit Git ® Xit) HZ(Z)‘]t>qu]Z>\zt Git ® Xit)
=1 t=1 j=1 \t=1

= ni Z (Z /\it> Zzwit (Git @ Xit)

i=1 \i=1 i=1 t=1
and we obtain n~!|H| ' C, = O, (|H|In(Inn)) by (a) Lemma 7.1, (b) for all [ = 1,--- g,
k((Ziy — =) /h) = 01if | Zy; — 2| > h by Assumption 3, (¢) wi < 1, and (d) E 1 X570 < M < o0
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for some & > 0 by Assumption 1. Since p; ~ iid (0, Jﬁ), we have i = O, (nfl/Z). It follows that
n~tH|Cp = O, (n~V?|H|In (Inn)).

Lemma 7.5 Under Assumptions 1-3, we have

W I R (e ) S () R (0 H) ~ (Y B[ w0 A3 [ (XaXT)]
t=1

Proof: Simple calculations give
Dn = Rz H)" S} (2) R(z,H) = R (2 H)" Wi (2) My (2) Mt (2)" Wi () R (2, H)

= Y Ri(zH) K} (Zi,2) Ri(2,H) = 2> Y ;iR (2, H)" K} (Z;, 2) emel, Kpr (Zi, 2) R; (2, H)

i—1 j=1i=1
n n n
+ Z Z Z Qiiji’Ri (Z, H)T Ky (Zia Z) emeﬁK?{ (Zjv z) eme%KH (Zi’ﬂ Z) Ry (Z, H)
j=1i=14'=1

= Dnl - 2Dn2 + Dn3‘

Sy E [Sion ® (XaXE)] + 0y (IHIP) +0, (n=4/2 1| V2).
Also, we obtain n= ! [H| 723" ST (1 — @y)? A2 [.}mit@(Xith) = 3% (2)+0, (n_1/2 |H‘—1/2>,
where ¢ (Z) = |}I|_1 Z?ll E [(1 — wZ't)Q )\1215 [‘]it,it ® (Xlth;)] < |H|—1 Zﬁl E |:)\22t [~]it7it ? (XZtXZ;) H:|

< M < oo for all 7 and ¢.
The four lemmas above are enough to give the result of Theorem 3.1. Moreover, applying
Liaponuov’s CLT will give the result of Theorem 3.2. Since the proof is a rather standard procedure,

we drop the details for compactness of the paper.
7.2 Technical Sketch—-Random Effects Estimator

The RE estimator, 6 rE(+), is the solution to the following optimization problem:
min [V = R (= H) vee (8 ()] Wit (2) [V = R (2, ) vee (3 ()]
z

that is, we have
vec (BRE (z))
-1
- [R(z, H)T Wy (2)R(z,H)| Rz, H)T Wy (2)Y

= vee(B(2)) + [R (e H) Wi () R (2, H)| - (Au/2+ Bo+Cn)
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where A, = R (z, H)Y Wy (2)11 (2, H), By, = R(z, H)T Wy (2) Dopo, and Cp, = R (z, H)Y Wy (2) V.

Its asymptotic results are as follows.

Lemma 7.6 Under Assumptions 1-3, and E (Xithlz) and E (p; Xit|z) have continuous second-
order derivative at z € RY. Also, \/n|H||H|* = O(1) as n — oo, and E (!’l}it\2+6) < oo and

E <\,ui\2+5) < M < oo for alli and t and for some 6 > 0, we have under Hy

Vn|H| <§RE(z) —0(2) — < / K (u) uquu> On (z)> L N (0, So(z).0E) - (31)

where Yg(.) rE = (O’i +02) fK2 Ydu and ® (z) = 312, fi (2) B (X1:X%4|2). Under Hy,

we have

Bias <§RE( = </K 'u,'u,Tdu> @H + (I> th /Llet‘Z) +o0 <”HH2) ,
(32)

Var (éRE (z)) =n Y H| " o2 () /K2 (u) du, (33)

where O () is given in the proof of Lemma 7.3 and O (2) is given in the proof of this lemma.

Proof of Lemma 7.6: First, we have the following decomposition

VnlH |6re (2) = 0()| =V TH] [rs (2) = B (Ors (2)) | + VnlH] [E (0re () = 6(=)]
where we can show that the first term converges to a normal distribution with mean zero by
Liaponuov’s CLT (the details are dropped since it is a rather standard proof), and the second
term contributes to the asymptotic bias. Since it will cause no notational confusion, we drop the
subscription ‘RE’. Below, we use Bias; {é (z)} and Var; {é (z)} to denote the respective bias and
variance of Opp (z) under Hy if ¢ = 0 and under Hy if i = 1.

First, under Hy, the bias and variance of 6 (z) are as follows: Biasg {é(z) | {(Xit, Zit)}} =
Sy [RGB Wiy (2) R (2. H)| " R (2 H)" Wi ()1 (2, H) /2 and

Varg {é (2) | {(Xi, zm}}

— 5, [R (2, H)E Wi (2) R (2, H)} o

[R (2, H)E Wi (2) Var(UUTYWy (2) R (2, H)}

X [R (2, H)YT Wi (2) R (z, H)} - ST,
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It is simple to show that Var(UUT) = 021 ® (eme ) + 2 Lm.
Next, under Hy, we notice that Bias; { (2) | { (X, Zzt)}} is the sum of Biasg { (2) | { (X, Zzt)}}

-1
plus an additional term S, [R (z, H)" Wi (2) R (z, H)} R (z, H)" Wy (2) Dopo, and that

-1

vm{é(z)|{(xz-t,z,-t)}} = 028, [R(Z,H)TWH(Z)R<Z,H)] [R(Z,H)TWH(ZVR(z,H)}

< [B (. 1) Wy (2) R (2. 1) s

Denote m (z) = >} fi (2) E (11 X1¢]2). Under Assumptions 1-3, and E <|,ui\2+5) <M < o

and E (||Xit\|2+6> < M < oo for all < and ¢ and for some § > 0, we show that

n_l \H\_lSpR(z,H)TWH( Do,uo_n l‘H’ S. Zﬂzz)\zt zt®th

i:: E (1 X1e|2) + tr <( / K (u uquu) Haggii) H) +0, (ﬁ) o (34)

which is a non-zero constant plus a term of 0,(1) under H;. Basing on the facts that R (z, H)” Wy (2) R (2, H)

is A1 in Lemma 7.2 and that R (z, H)Y Wy (2) 11 (2, H) is By in Lemma 7.3, we have

Biasg {é (z)} = </K (u) uquu> On (2)+o (”HH2> ) (35)

0202T 02027
with 0; (z) = 0; (2) +my (2) for [ = 1,--- ,p. Hence, under H;, the bias of the RE estimator will

~ 1 5 T
Combining (34) and (35), we obtain (32) with O (z) = {tr (H8291(z) H> RN 2 (HBQQ”(Z) H)}

not vanish as n — oo, and this leads to the inconsistency of the RE estimator under H;.

As for the asymptotic variance, we can easily show that under Hy

Varg {é (z)} =n b |H|T? (O’Z +ol)® (z)7* /K2 (u) du, (36)

and under H;

Var {0(2)} =07t 1 20 (o)) / K2 () du, (37)

where we have recognized that R (z, H)Y Wy (2)> R (2, H) is Dy in Lemma 7.5, and the leading
term of R (z, H)Y Wy (2) Var(UUTYWy (2) R (2, H) is (O'Z +02) R (z, H)Y' Wy (2)* R(z, H).
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7.3 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Define A = (Ai1, -+, D) T with Ay = Xy (e (Zit) — OrE (Zit)). Since MpDy = 0, we can

decompose the proposed statistic into three terms

@:MMZZW%J%

11]751
= ATm mA ATm m
n2|H|;§ Gt *%HE% A futont
}j}jvTQm 1jQmV;
zl];éz

- Tnl + 2Tn2 + Tn3

where V; = (v, - ,Uim)T is the m x 1 error vector. Since Opp (Zit) does not depend on the jth
unit observations and gz (Zjt) does not depend on the ith unit observations for a pair of (4, j), it
is easy to see that E (T,2) = 0. The proofs fall into the standard procedures seen in the literature
of nonparametric tests. We therefore give a very brief proof below.

Firstly, applying Hall’s (1984) CLT, we can show that under both Hy and H;

ny/[H|[To3 % N (0,02) (38)

by defining H, (xi, X;j) = ViL QmAi jQmV; with x; = (X;, Z;, Vi), which a symmetric, centred and
degenerate variable. We are able to show that
B (G2 (vxw)] + 0B [H ((a,xe))] _ O (1) +0 (! 1H))
{BHE (x1,x2)) ]} - o(Hp)

if | H| — 0 and n|H| — oo asn — oo, where Gy, (X1, x2) = Ey, [Hn ((x1, X)) Hn ((x2, x:))]. In addi-
tion, var (n\/@Tm) = 2[H| " E (H2 (x1,x2)) 2 (1 —=m 1) o4 S S |H[ ' E [KJ%I (Zis, Zay) (XﬂX%)Q]
=08 +o0(1).

Secondly, we can show that n\/|H|[T,2 = O, (HHH2> + Op (n_1/2 |H|_l/2) under Hy and

|H|Tp2 = Op (1) under Hi. Moreover, we have, under Hy, ny/|H|T1 = O, ( VIH| | H| )
under Hy, ny/|H|T1 = O, (n\/@)

Finally, to estimate 08 consistently under both Hy and Hp, we replace the unknown V; and

—0

Vj in T,3 by the estimated residual vectors from the FE estimator. Simple calculations show that
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the typical element of IA/ZQm is Eit = Yit — XgéFE (Ziy) — vig — (gi —m! Z?i1 X;{éFE (Ziy) — 172-)
= Ay = (v — 1), where Ay = XT(0(Zu) = Opp (Zi)) =m0y X5 (0(Zi) = b (Zi)) =
Yoy qlth (9 (Zi) — Org (Ziz)) with ¢ = 1—1/m and ¢ = —1/m for | # t. The leave-two-unit-

out FE estimator does not use the observations from the ith and jth units for a pair (¢, 7), and this

N AN\ 2 <2 ~ ~ ~
leads to B (VI QumAiyQuV;) ~ Sy S0ty B K3 (Zin, Zis) (X5 X30)? (D45, + Bui, + B3 + 122, )|

2 o - _ _ _
Y YT E [K%_I (Zit, Zjs) (Xij;XjS) v?tv?s], where ¥ = vy — ¥; and B = m~L Y7 vy
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Table 1: Average mean squared errors (AMSE) of the fixed and random effects estimators when
the data generation process is a random effects model and when it is a fixed effects model.

Data Process Random Effects Estimator Fixed Effects Estimator
n=50 n=100 n=200 | n=50 n=100 n =200
Estimating 6; (-):
c=0 .0951 .0533 0277
co=0.5 .6552 .5830 .5544 1381 .1163 .1021
co=1.0 2.2010  2.1239 2.2310
Estimating 05 (-):
c=0 .1562 .0753 .0409
co=0.5 .8629 7511 .7200 .1984 1379 .0967
co=1.0 2.8707  2.4302 2.5538
Table 2: Percentage Rejection Rate When c0=0
c n = 50 n = 100
Median Mean Stdev. 1% 5% 10% | Median | Mean | Stdev. | 1% 5% 10%
0.8 | -.0240 .0512 .5288 .007 .015 .024 | .0045 | .1471 | .6947 | .021 .035 .046
1.0 | .0495  .1647 .6484 .011 .023 .041 | .0840 | .2507 | .7737 | .025 .040 .062
1.2 | 1745 .3336 .7564 .019 .043 .075 | .2265 | .4072 | .8543 | .025 .054 .097
Table 3: Percentage Rejection Rate When c0=0.5
c n = 50 n = 100
Median Mean Stdev. 1% 5% 10% | Median | Mean | Stdev. | 1% 5% 10%
0.8 | 3.415 5.017 6.6274 .626 .719 .764 | 11.940 | 15.420 | 15.0314 | .913 .929 .933
1.0 | 4.057 5.847 7.1314 .682 .780 .819 | 13.070 | 16.490 | 15.2846 | .935 .943 .951
1.2 | 4393 6.366 7.3534 .719 .811 .854 | 13.080 | 16.890 | 15.3879 | .943 .962 .969
Table 4: Percentage Rejection Rate When c0=1.0
c n = 50 n = 100
Median Mean  Stdev. 1% 5% 10% | Median | Mean | Stdev. | 1% 5% 10%
0.8 | 14.610 19.610 23.4418 .873 .883 .888 | 48.56 | 60.97 | 55.3057 | .943 .944 .946
1.0 | 16.500 22.590 24.7141 908 913 .921 | 51.79 | 65.10 | 56.1882 | .962 .966 .967
1.2 | 18.350 24.210 25.1525 .931 .938 .944 | 52.41 | 66.43 | 56.5452 | .980 .981 .982




