
ar
X

iv
:2

21
2.

14
07

5v
2 

 [
ec

on
.E

M
] 

 1
7 

Ju
l 2

02
4

Forward Orthogonal Deviations GMM

and the Absence of Large Sample Bias

Robert F. Phillips∗

Department of Economics

George Washington University

July 2024

Abstract

It is well known that generalized method of moments (GMM) estimators of

dynamic panel data regressions can have significant bias when the number of

time periods (T ) is not small compared to the number of cross-sectional units

(n). The bias is attributed to the use of many instrumental variables. This

paper shows that if the maximum number of instrumental variables used in a

period increases with T at a rate slower than T 1/2, then GMM estimators that

exploit the forward orthogonal deviations (FOD) transformation do not have

asymptotic bias, regardless of how fast T increases relative to n. This conclu-

sion is specific to using the FOD transformation. A similar conclusion does not

necessarily apply when other transformations are used to remove fixed effects.

Monte Carlo evidence illustrating the analytical results is provided.
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1 Introduction

In an influential paper, Alvarez and Arellano (2003) examined the asymptotic prop-

erties of a generalized method of moments (GMM) estimator that relied on forward

orthogonal deviations (FOD) to remove fixed effects (FOD GMM). They showed that

an FOD GMM estimator of the autoregression parameter in a first-order autoregres-

sive (AR(1)) panel data model has a bias term in its asymptotic distribution if the

number of time periods (T ) increases too quickly relative to the number of cross-

sectional units (n)—that is, if T/n does not converge to zero. Though the model

considered by Alvarez and Arellano (2003) was a special case, the paper’s finding

had an important implication. This is because if an estimator, say δ̂, of parameter

δ has a bias term in the asymptotic distribution of
√
nT (δ̂ − δ), then even though

the estimator may be consistent, large sample confidence intervals and test statistics

based on the estimator will be inaccurate.

Alvarez and Arellano’s conclusion that the FOD GMM estimator they studied

has asymptotic bias if T/n does not converge to zero depends on using all available

instrumental variables. If T is not small, the number of instrumental variables can be

large if all of them are used, and it is well-known that a GMM estimator that exploits

many instrumental variables can be biased. Consequently, in practice researchers

often resort to using fewer instrumental variables than all that are available. But

left unanswered is the question: how many instrumental variables can be used while

still avoiding bias when T is not small compared to n? This paper addresses that

question.

Like this paper, Anderson et al. (2011), Bekker (1994), Bun and Kiviet (2006),

Chao and Swanson (2005), Hansen et al. (2008), Hayakawa et al. (2019), and

Koenker and Machado (1999), among others, study how the properties of estima-

tors are affected by the number of moment restrictions that are exploited. However,

the papers most closely related to this paper are Alvarez and Arellano (2003) and

Hsiao and Zhou (2017). As already noted, Alvarez and Arellano (2003) considered

estimation of the AR(1) panel data model:

yi,t = βyi,t−1 + ηi + vi,t, |β| < 1. (1)

Assuming all available moment restrictions are exploited, Alvarez and Arelleno found

that an FOD GMM estimator, say β̂, of the autoregression parameter, β, has a bias
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term in the asymptotic distribution of
√
nT (β̂−β) if T/n→ c > 0, as n, T → ∞, but

it does not have a bias term if T/n→ 0. Hsiao and Zhou (2017), on the other hand,

investigated the effect of using fewer than all available moment restrictions. In par-

ticular, Hsiao and Zhou (2017) analyzed FOD GMM estimation of the model in (1),

but, instead of focusing on only using all available instrumental variables, Hsiao and

Zhou also considered estimation based on a single instrumental variable per period.

Upon doing so, they obtained results indicating that the FOD GMM estimators they

considered—when based on a single instrumental variable per period—have no bias

in their asymptotic distributions, as n, T → ∞, regardless of what happens to T/n.1

The papers by Alvarez and Arellano (2003) and Hsiao and Zhou (2017), therefore,

indicate that whether or not there is a bias term in the asymptotic distribution of an

FOD GMM estimator depends not just on what happens to T/n, as n, T → ∞, but

also on how many per-period instruments are used.

Using more general conditions than previously considered, this paper shows that

whether or not an FOD GMM estimator is asymptotically biased can be summarized

in terms of the largest number of instrumental variables used in a period. Specifically,

I show that the FOD GMM estimator has no asymptotic bias regardless of what

happens to T/n, if the maximum number of instruments used in a period increases

with T at a rate slower than T 1/2 increases. This conclusion is specific to using the

FOD transformation. It does not necessarily carry over to other transformations that

may be used to remove fixed effects.

Moreover, the conclusion is robust in the sense that the large sample bias result

holds regardless of how n and T increase. Specifically, the conclusion is based on tak-

ing joint limits, which are limits obtained by letting n and T increase simultaneously.

A second less robust result is also provided: an asymptotic distribution result is

provided that is based on taking limits sequentially. With a sequential limit, one

index—n or T—is taken to infinity, and then the other goes to infinity. Taking

limits sequentially is often a more tractable tactic for obtaining results than joint

limits, and sequential limit results may require weaker conditions than joint limit

results. These advantages may explain why limits are sometimes taken sequentially

in the literature. Hsiao and Zhou (2017), for example, used sequential limits to derive

asymptotic distribution results for their FOD GMM estimators of the autoregression

1On the other hand, Hsiao and Zhou (2017) also argued that GMM based on first differences
(FD GMM) and a single instrumental variable per period is asymptotically biased if T/n → c > 0.
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parameter in the model in (1). A few other papers that exploit sequential limits are

Kapetanios (2008) and Hsiao and Zhang (2015).

However, sequential limits are not guaranteed to yield the same results one gets

from joint limit analysis (Phillips and Moon, 1999, 2000). Indeed, I show that this is

the case when all available instrumental variables are used. On the other hand, when

fewer than all available instruments are used, Monte Carlo evidence indicates that the

normal approximation obtained by taking limits sequentially appears to work well for

constructing confidence intervals when T—in addition to n—is not small, provided

the FOD transformation is used to remove fixed effects.

2 FOD GMM

2.1 The model and estimator

The regression model studied in this paper is

yi,t = x′
i,tβ + ηi + vi,t (t = 1, . . . , T, i = 1, . . . , n).

In this regression, x′
i,t := (xi,t,1, . . . , xi,t,K) and β′ := (β1, . . . , βK) are vectors of

regressors and parameters. Some or all of the xi,t,ks may be lagged values of yi,t. The

term ηi is an unobserved individual-specific or fixed effect, and vi,t is an error term.

In order to estimate β, the first step is to remove the fixed effect ηi by transforming

the dependent and explanatory variables. This paper studies transforming the vari-

ables using forward orthogonal deviations—the FOD transformation. The FOD trans-

formation subtracts from each variable its within-group average over future periods.

For example, the FOD transformed explanatory variables for the ith individual in the

tth period are ẍi,t := ct (xi,t − xi,t), where xi,t := (1/(T − t))
∑T−t

s=1 xi,t+s and c2t :=

(T − t)/(T − t+1). Similarly, the transformed value of the (i, t)th observation on the

dependent variable is ÿi,t := ct
(
yi,t − yi,t

)
, where yi,t := (1/(T − t))

∑T−t
s=1 yi,t+s. The

constant ct ensures the transformed errors (the v̈i,ts) are conditionally homoskedastic

and uncorrelated if the original errors (the vi,ts) are conditionally homoskedastic and

uncorrelated (Arellano, 2003, p. 17).

Now let zi,t denote a qt×1 vector of instrumental variables for the ith individual in

the tth period (t = 1, . . . , T−1). Also, set Z ′
t := (z1,t, . . . , zn,t), Ẍ

′

t := (ẍ1,t, . . . , ẍn,t),

ÿ′
t := (ÿ1,t, . . . , ÿn,t), and finally P t := Zt (Z

′
tZt)

−1
Z ′

t. Then, the FOD GMM esti-
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mator can be written as

β̂ :=

(
T−1∑

t=1

Ẍ
′

tP tẌ t

)−1 T−1∑

t=1

Ẍ
′

tP tÿt (2)

(see, e.g., Arellano, 2003, p. 154).

As an alternative to Eq. (2), the FOD GMM estimator can also be expressed as a

two-stage least squares (TSLS) estimator after removing fixed effects with the FOD

transformation. To see this, let Zd,i be the block-diagonal matrix given by

Zd,i :=




z′
i,1 0 · · · 0

0 z′
i,2 · · · 0

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 · · · z′
i,T−1



. (3)

Also, define Ẋ
′

i := (ẍi,1, . . . , ẍi,T−1) and ẏ′
i := (ÿi,1, . . . , ÿi,T−1). Then, note

that
∑T−1

t=1 Ẍ
′

tP tẌ t =
∑n

i=1 Ẋ
′

iZd,i(
∑n

i=1Z
′
d,iZd,i)

−1
∑n

i=1Z
′
d,iẊ i. Similarly,∑T−1

t=1 Ẍ
′

tP tÿt =
∑n

i=1 Ẋ
′

iZd,i(
∑n

i=1Z
′
d,iZd,i)

−1
∑n

i=1Z
′
d,iẏi. From this and Eq. (2),

we see that the FOD GMM estimator can be expressed as a TSLS estimator after

applying the FOD transformation to the dependent and explanatory variables and

upon using block-diagonal instrument matrices:

β̂ =




n∑

i=1

Ẋ
′

iZd,i

(
n∑

i=1

Z ′
d,iZd,i

)−1 n∑

i=1

Z ′
d,iẊ i




−1

×
n∑

i=1

Ẋ
′

iZd,i

(
n∑

i=1

Z ′
d,iZd,i

)−1 n∑

i=1

Z ′
d,iẏi.

It is well-known that TSLS is efficient GMM when the errors are conditionally

homoskedastic and uncorrelated. Moreover, as already noted, if the vi,ts are condi-

tionally homoskedastic and uncorrelated, then the transformed errors (the v̈i,ts) are

conditionally homoskedastic and uncorrelated. Hence, if the vi,ts are conditionally

homoskedastic and uncorrelated, the FOD GMM estimator is the asymptotically effi-

cient GMM estimator given the moment restrictions E(zi,tv̈i,t) = 0 (t = 1, . . . , T −1).

This is a total of
∑T−1

t=1 qt moment restrictions, which can be a large number when T

is large, especially if q∗T := max1≤t≤T−1 qt—i.e., the maximum per-period number of
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instrumental variables—increases with T . Therefore, although the FOD GMM esti-

mator is efficient when the errors are conditionally homoskedastic and uncorrelated,

we might anticipate it to be biased when T is not small.

2.2 When there is no asymptotic bias

Alvarez and Arellano (2003) provide conditions under which the distribution of an

FOD GMM estimator, β̂, of the autoregression parameter, β, in the model in (1) has

an asymptotic bias term if T/n→ c > 0, as n, T → ∞. In particular, note that

√
nT
(
β̂ − β

)
− θn,T =

bn,T − E(bn,T )

an,T
, (4)

where θn,T := E(bn,T )/an,T , an,T := (1/(nT ))
∑T−1

t=1 ÿ′
t−1P tÿt−1, bn,T :=

(1/
√
nT )

∑T−1
t=1 ÿ′

t−1P tv̈t, ÿt−1 := ct(yt−1 − yt−1), y′
t−1 := (y1,t−1, . . . , yn,t−1), and

yt−1 := (1/(T − t))
∑T−t

s=1 yt−1+s. If an,T converges in probability to a fixed non-

zero limit and bn,T − E(bn,T ) has a limit distribution, then
√
nT (β̂ − β) has an

asymptotic distribution that is centered at zero only if θn,T
p→ 0, as n, T → ∞.

Alvarez and Arellano (2003) provide conditions that imply

an,T
p→ σ2

1− β2
and E(bn,T )−

√
T

n

(
σ2

β − 1

)
→ 0 (n, T → ∞),

with σ2 := var(vi,t) (see Alvarez and Arellano, 2003, p. 1128, Lemma 2). Using these

results, they showed that if lim(T/n) = c, with 0 ≤ c <∞, then

√
nT
(
β̂ − β

)
−
[
−
√
T/n (1 + β)

]
d→ N(0, 1− β2) (n, T → ∞).

(see Alvarez and Arellano, 2003, p.1129, Theorem 2). Therefore, for the AR(1) panel

data model,
√
nT (β̂ − β) has an asymptotic bias term of θ := −√

c(1 + β), which is

zero only when c = 0.

On the other hand, if T/n→ c > 0, then θn,T
p→ θ 6= 0, and

√
nT
(
β̂ − β

)
d→ N(θ, 1− β2) (n, T → ∞). (5)

The fact that
√
nT (β̂−β) has a bias term in its asymptotic distribution does not imply

β̂ is inconsistent. In fact, it is a consistent estimator of β (see Alvarez and Arellano,
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2003, p.1129, Theorem 2).2 However, because the asymptotic distribution of
√
nT (β̂−

β) is not centered at zero, large sample confidence intervals and test statistics will

be misleading. Specifically, the actual coverage of a confidence interval and the size

of a test will differ from what they would be if the distribution of
√
nT (β̂ − β) were

centered at zero.

The case considered by Alvarez and Arellano is instructive for two reasons. First,

it illustrates that θn,T
p→ 0, as n, T → ∞, is required for the asymptotic distribution

of
√
nT (β̂ − β) to be centered at zero. The second reason the example is instructive

is less obvious and is the point of the first result (Theorem 1) provided here. The fact

that θn,T → θ 6= 0 when c > 0 is due to the number of instrumental variables that

are used. Alvarez and Arellano (2003) assumed all available moment restrictions are

exploited, in which case the maximum number of instrumental variables used in a

period increases at the rate T increases, and the total number of moment restrictions

increases at the rate T 2 increases. It has long been known that using many moment

restrictions has deleterious effects on the bias of a GMM estimator. However, Theorem

1 sheds light on how many moment restrictions can be used without leading to large

sample bias.

Theorem 1 provides conditions under which a generalization of θn,T converges in

probability to a vector of zeros. Specifically, let An,T := (1/(nT ))
∑T−1

t=1 Ẍ
′

tP tẌ t

and bn,T := (1/
√
nT )

∑T−1
t=1 Ẍ

′

tP tv̈t, with v̈t := ct (vt − vt), v
′
t := (v1,t, . . . , vn,t), and

vt := (1/(T − t))
∑T−t

s=1 vt+s. Also, set θn,T := A−1
n,TE(bn,T ). Then, analogous to (4),

we have √
nT
(
β̂ − β

)
− θn,T = A−1

n,T (bn,T − E(bn,T )) .

For every n and T , the distribution of bn,T −E(bn,T ) is centered at a vector of zeros,

0. It follows that if An,T
p→ A > 0,3 the distribution of

√
nT
(
β̂ − β

)
−θn,T becomes

centered at 0 as the sample size grows. Therefore, whether or not the distribution of√
nT (β̂−β) is centered at 0 depends on whether or not θn,T

p→ 0. If the distribution

of
√
nT (β̂ − β) is not centered at 0 in large samples, then the estimator β̂ will

henceforth be described as having asymptotic bias. Theorem 1 shows that whether

2This conclusion follows from (5). This is because the limit distribution in (5) implies that, for

large nT , β̂ has an approximate normal distribution that is centered at β + θ/
√
nT with a variance

of (1− β)/(nT ). Hence, the limit distribution of β̂, as n, T → ∞, is degenerate at β, which implies

β̂ converges in probability to β.
3The notation B > 0, when B is a matrix, means B is a positive definite matrix.

6



or not an FOD GMM estimator has asymptotic bias depends not just on the relative

sizes of n and T but also on the number of instrumental variables used per period.

A few more definitions are needed in order to state Theorem 1. Let wi,t be a

column vector consisting of all of the distinct entries in
{(

x′
i,s, z

′
i,s

)
; s = 1, . . . , t

}
.

That is, wi,t contains all of the distinct values of the explanatory variables and in-

strumental variables for the ith individual from the first period up to the tth period.

Also, set u′
i := (w′

i,T , vi,1, . . . , vi,T , ηi), and let γk,t,s := cov (v1,t, x1,t+s,k|w1,t).

In addition to these definitions, Theorem 1 relies on several conditions:

A1: the uis are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) across i;

A2: rank (Zt) = qt with probability 1 (wp1);

A3: E(v1,t|w1,t) = 0;

A4: An,T
p→ A > 0; and

A5:
∣∣∣
∑S

s=1 γk,t,s

∣∣∣ ≤M wp1, for some finiteM and all t ≥ 1, S ≥ 1, and k = 1, . . . , K.

These conditions are weak enough to be satisfied by many dynamic regressions.

For example, the estimation problems studied by Alvarez and Arellano (2003) and

Hsiao and Zhou (2017), among others (e.g., Bun and Kiviet, 2006; Okui, 2009), are

special cases of the estimation problem examined here.

The first four assumptions are relatively straightforward. Nevertheless, it is worth-

while to review them to clarify what is—and what is not—required. For example,

Assumption A1 does not require that the errors be conditionally homoskedastic or

time series homoskedastic. Moreover, the i.i.d. assumption across i can possibly be

relaxed, but unfortunately relaxing the assumption would appear to require more

technical detail.

The second assumption implies n must increase with T if the largest number of

instrumental variables per period increases with T . Specifically, it implies n ≥ q∗T ,

and, therefore, if q∗T increases with T , then n must likewise increase at least as fast

as q∗T increases. On the other hand, Assumption A2 does not rule out cases where n

is fixed. For example, if at most q instruments are used each period and q does not

increase with T , then n can be fixed while T increases provided n ≥ q.

The third assumption implies the error in period t (vi,t) is uncorrelated with the

current and past explanatory variables. The assumption also implies the current

error is uncorrelated with the instruments used in period t. However, it imposes no
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additional restrictions on the instruments. The entries in zi,t can consist of, but need

not be restricted to, current and past explanatory variables. Moreover, they can be in

levels, differenced, or transformed in some other way. Regardless of what instrumental

variables are used or how they are constructed, Assumption A3 allows for dynamic

panel data regressions with additional predetermined explanatory variables, provided

the vi,ts are uncorrelated across time.

As for the fourth assumption, it implicitly entails some familiar conditions

which are typically taken for granted. To see this, first note that Assumption

A2 ensures [(1/n)Z ′
tZt]

−1
is defined (wp 1). This, in turn, implies Ψn,t :=

(1/n)Ẍ
′

tZt [(1/n)Z
′
tZt]

−1
(1/n)Z ′

tẌ t and An,T = (1/T )
∑T−1

t=1 Ψn,t are defined. But

in order for Ψn,t to be positive definite, the rank of (1/n)Z ′
tẌ t must be K. That,

in turn, requires the well-known necessary condition that qt ≥ K. In other words, it

requires that we use at least as many instrumental variables each period as explana-

tory variables. Moreover, if the Ψn,ts are positive definite, then the average of these

positive definite matrices—that is, An,T—is positive definite.4. All of this is typically

taken for granted, because if An,T is not positive definite, then β̂ is not defined.

Therefore, it is not unreasonable to assume the average of the Ψn,ts (An,T ) converges

(in probability), and that the limit (A) is—like An,T—positive definite. An example

in which the condition is satisfied is provided by Alvarez and Arellano (2003).

The fifth assumption is a characterization of weak dependence. It is likely unfamil-

iar, but, like the other conditions, it does not appear to impose significant limitations

on the types of panel data models to which the conclusion of Theorem 1 applies.

Assumption A5 characterizes the linear association between the error in period t

and the kth regressor s periods in the future relative to that period, conditional on

the available information at time t. Because the conditional covariance between v1,t

and x1,t+s,k is not restricted to be zero, Assumption A5 allows for predetermined re-

gressors. Moreover, if the error term and future values of the explanatory variables

are suitably weakly dependent, the bound on the sum of covariances in A5 will be

satisfied.

This fact is illustrated by a stationary Kth order autoregressive (AR(K)) panel

data model; see Lemma 1. Proofs are provided in the appendix.

Lemma 1. Let

β(L)y1,t = η1 + v1,t (t = 0,±1,±2, . . .),

4Not all of the Ψn,ts need be positive definite in order for An,T to be positive definite.
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where β(L) := 1 − β1L − β2L
2 − · · · − βKL

K , and L is the lag operator. Also, let

w′
1,t = (y1,1−K , . . . , y1,t−1) (t = 1, 2, . . . , T ). Assume the roots of the characteristic

equation 1 − β1z − β2z
2 − · · · − βKz

K = 0 all lie outside the unit circle. Also,

assume the v1,ts are i.i.d. across t, with mean 0 and variance σ2, and η1 and v1,t are

independent for all t. Then Assumption A5 is satisfied.5

The AR(K) panel data model is just one example of the models that satisfy

Assumption A5. In the Supplemental Appendix (Phillips, 2024), I show that A5 is

satisfied by a variety of models. These models include—but are not limited to—panel

vector autoregressions and other panel data models with predetermined regressors.

The panel data models considered by Alvarez and Arellano (2003), Bun and Kiviet

(2006), Hsiao and Zhou (2017), and Okui (2009), among others, are special cases of

models that satisfy A5.

Theorem 1 can now be stated.

Theorem 1. Assume A1 through A5 are satisfied and that T ≥ 3. If q∗T = O(T α),

then θn,T
p→ 0 as T 2α(lnT )2/(nT ) → 0.

Theorem 1 shows that the absence of asymptotic bias depends on the relative rate

of increase in n and T and on the largest number of instrumental variables used per

period (q∗T ). The maximum per-period number of instruments may depend on T . A

bound on how fast q∗T increases with T is parameterized in the theorem by α.

The case α = 1 has been widely studied in the literature. If all available instrumen-

tal variables are used, and past lags of explanatory variables are viable instruments,

then the maximum number of instruments used in a period increases with T at the

rate T increases. This corresponds to α = 1. Then T 2α(lnT )2/(nT ) = T (lnT )2/n,

which clearly does not go to zero for all sequences of n and T . Instead, it only

goes to zero for sequences of n and T for which either T does not increase or it in-

creases slowly enough relative to n that T (lnT )2/n → 0. The set of sequences for

which T (lnT )2/n → 0 is smaller than what Alvarez and Arellano (2003) found, for

they found that there was no bias term if T/n → 0. However, Alvarez and Arellano

(2003) established their result for an AR(1) panel data model with i.i.d. homoskedas-

tic errors. Theorem 1, on the other hand, provides sufficient conditions for how fast

5Because variables are assumed to be identically distributed across i, this lemma is stated in
terms of a representative cross-sectional unit—the first (i = 1).
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T can increase relative to n for more general panel data regressions and under weaker

assumptions about the errors.

Moreover, although θn,T
p→ 0 is only guaranteed for some sequences of n and T

when α = 1, we get T 2α(lnT )2/(nT ) → 0 for all sequences of n and T if α < 1/2.

Hence, Theorem 1 shows that
√
nT (β̂−β) has no asymptotic bias regardless of what

happens to T/n, provided the maximum number of instrumental variables used in a

period increases with T more slowly than T 1/2 increases.

An important special case that satisfies the restriction α < 1/2 is when the number

of instrumental variables used per period never exceeds some fixed number, say q.

Then, α = 0. Thus, if a researcher uses a fixed number of instruments each period,

the FOD GMM estimator has no asymptotic bias regardless of how n and T increase.

In fact, although it is unusual for n to be small while T is large, Theorem 1 nevertheless

tells us there will be little bias in the distribution of
√
nT (β̂ − β) even when n is

relatively small provided T is large and n ≥ q. This conclusion is similar to what

is true for the fixed effects estimator when the explanatory variables are all strictly

exogenous. That estimator, like the FOD GMM estimator, relies on eliminating fixed

effects by subtracting from each variable a within cross-sectional average.

2.3 A sequential limit result

The absence of bias in the distribution of
√
nT (β̂−β) tells us only that. It does not

tell us what distribution approximates the distribution of
√
nT (β̂−β) when n and T

are both large. To address that question, Hsiao and Zhou (2017) studied a choice of

qt for which α = 0 in some detail. Specifically, they obtained asymptotic distribution

results for FOD GMM estimators of the autoregression parameter in the AR(1) panel

data model using a single instrumental variable per period. In doing so, they used

sequential limits—specifically, they let n→ ∞, and then T → ∞.6

Phillips and Moon remark that “Sequential limit theory is easy to derive and gen-

erally leads to quick results for a variety of model configurations” (Phillips and Moon,

1999, p. 1059). Moreover, sequential limit results can sometimes be obtained under

weaker assumptions than those needed for joint limit results (Phillips and Moon,

1999, 2000). These advantages may explain why sequential limits have been used

6An alternative sequential-limit approach is to take limits in the order T → ∞, then n → ∞
(see, e.g., Phillips and Moon, 1999; Phillips and Moon, 2000; Kapetanios, 2008).

10



to analyze estimator properties when both n and T are large (see, e.g., Kapetanios,

2008; Hsiao and Zhang, 2015; Hsiao and Zhou, 2017).

However, taking limits sequentially has a drawback: sequential limit results are

not always robust. Specifically, a sequential limit is not, in general, guaranteed to be

equal to a joint limit (Phillips and Moon, 2000).7 Indeed, in the present application,

letting n→ ∞ first, and then T → ∞, always leads to the conclusion that there is no

asymptotic bias in the distribution of
√
nT (β̂−β) regardless of q∗T . This is illustrated

by Theorem 2

Before stating Theorem 2, some additional assumptions and definitions are needed.

Specifically, assume

A6: the entries in x1,t have finite second-order moments, while v̈1,t and the

entries in z1,t have finite fourth-order moments for all t.

Assumption A6 implies the entries in the matrix Ct := E(z1,tẍ
′
1,t) are finite. Simi-

larly, the entries in the matrices Qt := E(z1,tz
′
1,t), and E(v̈1,sv̈1,tz1,sz

′
1,t) are finite.

Moreover, given Assumption A2 implies Qt is positive definite, if Assumptions A6

and A2 are both satisfied, we can define Σt,t+s := Π′
tE(v̈1,tv̈1,t+sz1,tz

′
1,t+s)Πt+s, where

Πt := Q−1
t C t. Also, letΩT = (1/T )

∑T−1
t=1 Σt,t+(1/T )

∑T−2
t=1

∑T−1−t
s=1 (Σt,t+s +Σt+s,t).

Then the last set of assumptions for Theorem 2 are

A7: Ω := limT→∞ΩT exists;

and

A8: A := limT→∞(1/T )
∑T−1

t=1 C ′
tQ

−1
t Ct > 0 exists.

Theorem 2. Assume A1 through A3 and A6 through A8 are satisfied. Then

√
nT
(
β̂ − β

)
d→ N

(
0,A−1ΩA−1

)
(n, T → ∞)seq.

The notation “(n, T → ∞)seq” means n→ ∞, then T → ∞.

Theorem 2 illustrates the problem with taking limits sequentially in the present

context. Specifically, Theorem 2 says the asymptotic distribution of
√
nT (β̂ − β) is

centered at 0, and it does so without referring to how many instrumental variables

7Phillips and Moon (1999) provide conditions that, if satisfied, allows sequential limit results to
be strengthened to joint limit results. However, their paper focuses on taking sequential limits with
T → ∞, and then n → ∞. Moreover, even for limits are taken in this order, it can be difficult to
verify the conditions that imply a sequential limit equals a joint limit.
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are used. However, as has already been noted, Alvarez and Arellano (2003) showed

that if all instrumental variables are used, the FOD GMM estimator they considered

has a nonzero bias term in its asymptotic distribution if T/n→ c > 0, as n, T → ∞.

Alvarez and Arellano examined estimation of the AR(1) panel data model, which is a

special case of the models covered by Theorem 2. Therefore, Theorem 2 contradicts

the result provided in Alvarez and Arellano (2003).

The contradiction is not the fault of Alvarez and Arellano. Instead, it arises from

how limits are executed. Taking a limit with n → ∞ first, implicitly holds T fixed

initially, and GMM estimators do not generally have asymptotic bias, as n → ∞, in

the fixed T case. Hence, the bias term is gone by the time the second step—which

consists of letting T → ∞—is reached.

On the other hand, under the conditions of Theorem 1, there is also no bias term

regardless of how n and T increase, provided the maximum number of per-period

instruments, q∗T , is selected so that α < 1/2. In the next section, the accuracy of the

normal approximation, for large n and T and α = 0, is investigated with Monte Carlo

experiments.

3 Simulations

Phillips (2020) provides Monte Carlo evidence that supports the claim that the dis-

tribution of
√
nT (β̂ − β) is centered at 0 when, for example, α = 0 and T is not

quite small compared to n. That paper reports Monte Carlo evidence illustrating that

when the per-period number of instrumental variables is fixed, FOD GMM generally

has less bias and is more efficient than one-step first difference GMM (FD GMM). In

those experiments, the FOD GMM estimator was also less biased and usually more

efficient than a two-step FD GMM in the presence of heteroskedastic errors, provided

T is not particularly small (e.g., T = 40, n = 200).8

This section, on the other hand, reports on Monte Carlo experiments that were

used to investigate the reliability of confidence intervals based on the FOD GMM es-

timator. When q∗T was chosen so that α = 0, the coverage of the confidence intervals

based on the FOD GMM estimator turned out to be consistent with the conclusion

of Theorem 2. Specifically, for these experiments, the coverage of the FOD GMM

confidence intervals, which relied on the normal approximation in Theorem 2, was

8See Arellano and Bond (1991) for a description of one-step and two-step FD GMM.
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accurate for large T . In addition to confidence intervals, this section compares the es-

timator’s precision, as measured by root mean squared error (RMSE), to the precision

of the efficient GMM estimator.

3.1 Samples

Monte Carlo samples were generated using a sampling scheme similar to one of the

sampling schemes described in Bun and Kiviet (2006).9 In particular, the dependent

variable in the regression model was generated according to

yi,t = β1yi,t−1 + β2xi,t + ηi + vi,t (t = −49, . . . ,−1, 0, 1, . . . , T, i = 1, . . . , n),

with β1 ∈ {0.25, 0.75} and β2 = 1− β1. The start-up value for yi,−50 was zero. More-

over, the error components vi,t and ηi were generated independently of one another as

i.i.d. standard normal variates. As for the explanatory variable xi,t, it was generated

as

xi,−50 = κ1ηi + εi,−50,

xi,−49 = κ1ηi +
1

1− ρL
(εi,−49 + φ1vi,−50)

xi,t = κ1ηi +
1

1− ρL
εi,t + φ1vi,t−1 (t = −48, . . . ,−1, 0,+1, . . . , T ),

with ρ ∈ {0.50, 0.95}, κ1 ∈ {−1, 0,+1}, and φ1 ∈ {−1, 0,+1}. Moreover, the εi,ts

were generated as εi,t
i.i.d.∼ U(−

√
12/2,

√
12/2) independently of the vi,ts and ηis.

I considered a total of 36 experimental designs, where a design is a combination

of parameter values. Table 1 lists Designs 1 through 18. For these designs, I set

β1 = 0.25. Designs 19 through 36 were identical to Designs 1 through 18, except that

β1 was set to 0.75 for Designs 19 through 36. The latter designs will henceforth be

described as the weak instruments designs, for it is well-known that lagged values of

the dependent variable become weaker instruments as β1 approaches one (see, e.g.,

Blundell and Bond, 1998).

The effect of how each series was initialized was eliminated by dropping the first

50 values of each generated time series. As a result, estimation was based on the

9Bun and Kiviet (2006) considered two sampling schemes, and sampling schemes similar to both
were initially considered. However, the results were qualitatively similar across the two schemes.
Therefore, for the sake of brevity, the results for only one of them are reported here.
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Table 1: Designs 1 through 18 (β1 = 0.25).

Designs
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

ρ 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
φ1 −1.00 −1.00 −1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
κ1 −1.00 0.00 1.00 −1.00 0.00 1.00 −1.00 0.00 1.00

Designs
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

ρ 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
φ1 −1.00 −1.00 −1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
κ1 −1.00 0.00 1.00 −1.00 0.00 1.00 −1.00 0.00 1.00

values (xi,0, yi,0), (xi,1, yi,1), . . . , (xi,T , yi,T ) (i = 1, . . . , n). Moreover, I set n = 200.

The number of time periods, T , was set equal to 20, then 40, and finally 100 in

order to examine the effect of increasing T/n on confidence intervals and estimator

precision. Finally, for each sample size and parameter design, 5,000 samples were

generated. Estimates were calculated for each of these 5,000 samples.10

3.2 Estimators

After a sample was generated, three estimates of β = (β1, β2)
′ were calculated:

an FOD GMM estimate, an FD GMM estimate, and an efficient GMM esti-

mate. For the FD and FOD GMM estimates, I set z′
i,1 = (yi,0, xi,0, xi,1) and

z′
i,t = (yi,t−2, yi,t−1, xi,t−2, xi,t−1, xi,t) (t = 2, . . . , T − 1, i = 1, . . . , n). Given these

instrumental variables, FOD GMM estimates were calculated using the formula in

(2).

10The data were generated using GAUSS. Moreover, all calculations were performed with GAUSS.
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The FD GMM estimates, on the other hand, were calculated using the formula

β̃ :=




n∑

i=1

X̃
′

iZd,i

(
n∑

i=1

Z ′
d,iGZd,i

)−1 n∑

i=1

Z ′
d,iX̃ i



−1

×
n∑

i=1

X̃
′

iZd,i

(
n∑

i=1

Z ′
d,iGZd,i

)−1 n∑

i=1

Z ′
d,iỹi.

(6)

In this formula, ỹ′
i := (yi,2 − yi,1, . . . , yi,T − yi,T−1); X̃ i stacks x̃′

i,t+1 := x′
i,t+1 − x′

i,t,

with x′
i,t = (yi,t−1, xi,t) (t = 1, . . . , T − 1); and Zd,i is defined in (3). Also, G

is a (T − 1) × (T − 1) matrix with twos running down the main diagonal, minus

ones just above and below the main diagonal, and zeros everywhere else (see, e.g.,

Arellano and Bond, 1991).

Finally, efficient GMM estimates were also calculated. The efficient GMM es-

timator exploited all available instrumental variables. For this estimator, I set

z′
i,1 = (yi,0, xi,0, xi,1) and z′

i,t = (z′
i,t−1, yi,t−1, xi,t) (t = 2, . . . , T − 1, i = 1, . . . , n).

To calculate efficient estimates, either the formula in (2) or the formula in (6) can

be used, because when all available instrumental variables are used, the two formulas

give numerically identical results (see, e.g., Phillips, 2019). Although (2) and (6) give

the same estimate in this case, the formula in (2) was used to calculate estimates

because it is more efficient computationally (Phillips, 2020). Moreover, efficient esti-

mates were not calculated for T = 100, because the requirement that n be no smaller

than qt was not satisfied—and hence (Z ′
tZt)

−1 was not defined—for all t when T

is this large relative to n and all available instruments are used. Finally, because

FD GMM and FOD GMM are the same when all available instruments are used,

the efficient GMM estimator will henceforth be referred to as the FD/FOD GMM

estimator.

In order to construct confidence intervals, standard errors were also calculated.

Their calculation was simplified by the fact that the experimental vi,ts were condi-

tionally homoskedastic and uncorrelated. In this case, the variance-covariance ma-

trix of
√
nT (β̂ − β) simplifies to σ2A−1. Therefore, standard errors for the FOD

GMM estimates were calculated by taking the square roots of the diagonal entries

of σ̂2
(∑T−1

t=1 Ẍ
′

tP tẌ t

)−1

, where σ̂2 :=
∑T−1

t=1 (ÿt − Ẍ tβ̂)
′(ÿt − Ẍ tβ̂)/[n(T − 1)].

Moreover, when all available instruments were used, standard errors for FD/FOD

estimates were calculated similarly. On the other hand, the standard errors for
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the FD estimator, β̃, were calculated using the square roots of the diagonal en-

tries in σ̃2
[∑n

i=1 X̃
′

iZd,i

(∑n
i=1Z

′
d,iGZd,i

)−1∑n
i=1Z

′
d,iX̃ i

]−1

, where σ̃2 :=
∑n

i=1(ỹi−
X̃ iβ̃)

′(ỹi − X̃ iβ̃)/[2n(T − 1)].

3.3 Simulation results

3.3.1 Confidence intervals

Tables 2 through 5 report the coverage of 95 percent confidence intervals for β1 and

β2 using the FOD, FD, and FD/FOD GMM estimators, their respective standard

errors, and the normal approximation—specifically, each interval extends from 1.96

standard errors below a regression parameter estimate to 1.96 standard errors above

it. Tables 2 and 3 provide the coverage of the confidence intervals for β1 and β2,

respectively, for Designs 1 through 18, and Tables 4 and 5 provide the coverage of the

confidence intervals for β1 and β2 for Designs 19 through 36.

Coverage estimates for the FD/FOD confidence intervals are only provided for

T = 20. This is the best case for the FD/FOD GMM estimator because the estimator

was developed for situations where T is small compared to n. Nevertheless, even in

this case the coverage of the FD/FOD confidence intervals is often unreliable. For

example, consider the FD/FOD GMM intervals for β1 given weak instruments (Table

4). For Designs 19 through 36, the coverage of the FD/FOD GMM intervals for

β1 ranged from a low of 51.8 percent (Design 27) to a high of 82.7 percent (Design

28). Unsurprisingly, increasing T to 40 made for even worse coverage. This result

is consistent with Alvarez and Arellano’s finding of non-zero asymptotic bias in the

distribution of the FOD GMM estimator of the AR(1) panel data model when T is

not small compared to n and all available moment restrictions are exploited.

Using fewer than all available instrumental variables improved the reliability of

the confidence intervals, as expected, but by how much depended on how the data

were transformed to remove fixed effects. Usually, the coverage of the FOD confidence

intervals approximated 95 percent at least as well, if not better, than did the FD con-

fidence intervals. Moreover, confidence intervals based on the FOD GMM estimator

were no less reliable for T = 100 than for T = 20. Indeed, the reliability of the FOD

confidence intervals appears to improve as T increases relative to n; see, for example,

the FOD confidence intervals for β1 and Designs 19 through 36 (Table 4). On the

other hand, the FD confidence intervals often under estimated 95 percent, and their
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Table 2: Coverage of 95-percent confidence intervals for β1, Designs 1–18 (n = 200).

Estimator T
Designs: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

FD/FOD 20 95.0 95.7 94.5 90.6 90.9 91.5 90.3 89.0 88.1

FD: 20 95.2 95.3 94.5 93.3 94.1 94.0 93.8 93.3 92.9
FD: 40 94.7 95.0 94.0 93.4 93.8 92.8 93.0 92.7 92.4
FD 100 95.2 94.9 94.7 91.1 90.2 91.5 89.8 89.0 88.8

FOD: 20 95.0 95.4 94.7 94.7 95.4 94.6 95.2 94.5 94.5
FOD: 40 94.6 95.0 94.8 94.9 95.6 94.8 94.8 95.1 94.5
FOD 100 95.1 94.9 94.9 94.5 94.8 95.2 94.9 94.9 95.0

Designs: 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

FD/FOD 20 95.0 95.4 94.7 91.9 91.2 91.0 90.7 90.4 89.7

FD: 20 94.9 94.6 94.9 94.2 94.5 94.1 94.3 93.2 93.9
FD: 40 94.4 94.5 95.4 93.1 93.6 94.2 93.4 92.1 93.1
FD 100 94.3 95.2 95.0 92.9 92.5 92.7 90.9 91.1 91.0

FOD: 20 95.2 95.5 94.7 95.1 95.3 94.6 94.6 94.3 94.9
FOD: 40 94.9 95.3 95.4 95.0 94.8 95.4 95.1 94.7 94.4
FOD 100 94.7 95.2 95.4 94.9 94.7 94.7 94.9 94.4 94.6

Note: Each coverage estimate is based on 5,000 samples.
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Table 3: Coverage of 95-percent confidence intervals for β2, Designs 1–18 (n = 200).

Estimator T
Designs: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

FD/FOD 20 94.1 93.9 93.2 94.8 95.2 95.2 95.2 94.7 94.6

FD: 20 94.8 94.5 94.7 95.3 94.7 94.9 95.4 94.7 94.6
FD: 40 94.0 94.2 94.0 94.9 95.2 94.6 94.8 95.2 94.9
FD 100 93.1 93.3 93.4 94.5 94.9 94.5 95.0 95.3 95.6

FOD: 20 95.1 94.8 94.8 95.7 95.3 94.8 95.4 94.9 94.5
FOD: 40 94.9 94.7 95.1 95.3 95.0 95.1 94.7 95.4 95.2
FOD 100 95.0 94.9 95.6 94.9 94.2 94.9 95.1 95.7 95.5

Designs: 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

FD/FOD 20 93.4 92.4 92.8 94.4 94.3 94.5 94.6 94.8 94.7

FD: 20 95.0 94.0 94.3 95.1 95.1 94.8 94.7 95.0 95.0
FD: 40 94.0 94.0 94.6 94.8 94.4 95.5 95.0 94.6 94.7
FD 100 93.8 93.7 93.6 94.5 94.5 94.6 94.6 94.9 94.4

FOD: 20 94.8 94.7 94.2 95.0 94.9 95.1 94.4 95.0 95.0
FOD: 40 95.0 95.5 94.4 94.7 95.0 95.5 95.3 94.7 94.9
FOD 100 95.3 95.1 95.0 95.1 94.8 94.8 95.0 94.9 94.1

Note: Each coverage estimate is based on 5,000 samples.
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Table 4: Coverage of 95-percent confidence intervals for β1, Designs 19–36 (n = 200).

Estimator T
Designs: 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27

FD/FOD 20 67.6 62.6 61.4 62.7 56.2 52.0 66.1 58.8 51.8

FD: 20 87.8 82.9 79.4 85.9 84.4 82.1 86.7 84.8 82.0
FD: 40 87.5 86.4 84.6 86.1 85.3 83.7 87.7 86.5 85.4
FD 100 83.1 83.1 82.9 80.7 79.2 79.7 81.8 81.2 81.3

FOD: 20 93.5 92.1 91.2 93.3 92.3 91.3 93.8 93.0 91.5
FOD: 40 94.3 94.3 94.0 94.0 93.8 93.7 94.6 93.9 93.7
FOD 100 95.2 94.5 94.3 94.9 94.9 94.4 94.7 94.7 95.1

Designs: 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36

FD/FOD 20 82.7 81.8 81.7 70.8 72.2 70.6 69.1 67.5 65.3

FD: 20 92.4 91.5 91.6 89.6 89.9 89.2 89.7 89.0 88.4
FD: 40 93.1 92.0 92.3 90.5 90.3 90.6 90.1 89.9 90.0
FD 100 91.7 91.7 92.3 88.4 88.1 88.1 87.7 87.0 87.4

FOD: 20 94.5 94.3 94.1 93.8 94.3 93.5 94.1 93.6 93.5
FOD: 40 94.6 94.9 94.6 94.0 94.0 94.8 94.6 94.2 94.5
FOD 100 94.7 95.0 94.7 94.9 94.7 94.4 94.9 94.9 94.7

Note: Each coverage estimate is based on 5,000 samples.
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Table 5: Coverage of 95-percent confidence intervals for β2, Designs 19–36 (n = 200).

Estimator T
Designs: 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27

FD/FOD 20 92.2 87.3 83.8 94.1 94.4 92.1 94.9 94.3 94.2

FD: 20 92.2 88.0 83.6 94.9 93.5 91.7 95.4 95.0 94.0
FD: 40 93.6 91.6 90.5 95.0 94.6 93.9 94.5 94.9 95.1
FD 100 92.4 92.3 91.6 95.2 95.0 95.0 94.9 94.5 94.4

FOD: 20 94.8 93.0 92.3 94.9 94.6 94.2 95.3 94.9 94.7
FOD: 40 94.7 94.5 94.3 94.5 94.7 95.1 94.5 95.0 94.8
FOD 100 95.0 94.7 94.5 95.5 95.3 94.6 95.7 94.9 94.9

Designs: 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36

FD/FOD 20 94.2 94.7 94.7 93.9 93.9 93.5 94.4 94.7 94.6

FD: 20 94.6 93.9 94.4 94.6 94.1 93.9 94.4 94.9 94.5
FD: 40 95.4 94.8 94.8 94.1 95.0 95.1 94.6 94.1 94.2
FD 100 94.7 94.7 95.0 94.2 94.8 94.8 93.8 94.2 94.8

FOD: 20 94.8 94.9 95.3 95.2 94.9 94.4 94.5 95.0 94.9
FOD: 40 94.7 95.1 94.7 94.7 94.3 95.2 94.7 94.7 94.4
FOD 100 94.7 94.9 94.9 95.2 94.8 94.4 94.5 94.9 95.5

Note: Each coverage estimate is based on 5,000 samples.
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reliability did not improve as T was increased relative to n; see, for example, Table

4.11

Moreover, using critical values from the standard normal distribution, 90 percent

and 50 percent confidence intervals were also calculated. For the sake of brevity, the

coverage of these intervals is omitted and is only summarized here: their reliability

was similar to that of the 95 percent confidence intervals. For example, for large n

and T , the coverage of the 90 and 50 percent FOD confidence intervals approximated

90 and 50 percent, respectively. Apparently for these experiments, the FOD GMM

estimator has little bias and the normal approximation works well when n and T are

both large and q = 0. On the other hand, the coverage of the 90 and 50 percent FD

confidence intervals often under estimated 90 and 50 percent, especially for the weak

instrument designs (Designs 19 through 36).

3.3.2 Relative precision

Although confidence intervals based on the FOD GMM estimator have superior cov-

erage accuracy, the estimator sacrifices estimation efficiency to achieve this superior

accuracy. In the experiments considered here, the FD and FOD GMM estimators

use at most five instrumental variables each period. The FD/FOD GMM estima-

tor, on the other hand, exploits all available moment restrictions. Therefore, the FD

and FOD GMM estimators are inefficient relative to the FD/FOD GMM estimator.

However, for α < 1/2, the FOD GMM estimator does not have asymptotic bias,

and, therefore, it can improve on the FD and FD/FOD GMM estimators in terms

of precision, as measured by RMSE. The Monte Carlo experiments were also used to

investigate this possibility.

Figures 1 through 4 are line plots of relative precision estimates for the 36 designs.

A relative precision estimate is an RMSE ratio. Specifically, an FD relative precision

estimate is an FD RMSE divided by the corresponding FD/FOD RMSE, and a FOD

relative precision estimate is an FOD RMSE divided by the FD/FOD RMSE. Figures

1 through 4 plot the FD and FOD GMM relative precision estimates for the 36 designs.

Red line plots graph the FD relative precisions, whereas blue line plots graph the FOD

relative precisions. Figures 1 and 2 provide relative precisions for β1 for T = 20 and

11The finding that the coverage of the FD confidence intervals did not improve as T was increased
is consistent with analytical results Hsiao and Zhou (2017) provide for FD GMM estimation of the
AR(1) panel data model.

21



Figure 1: RMSE of Estimator of β1 Over RMSE
of FD/FOD Estimator (T = 20).
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Figure 2: RMSE of Estimator of β1 Over RMSE
of FD/FOD Estimator (T = 40).
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Figure 3: RMSE of Estimator of β2 Over RMSE
of FD/FOD Estimator (T = 20).
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Figure 4: RMSE of Estimator of β2 Over RMSE
of FD/FOD Estimator (T = 40).

0 10 20 30

1

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

Design No.

R
el
at
iv
e
P
re
ci
si
on

FD
FOD

23



T = 40, whereas Figures 3 and 4 give the same for β2. For all estimates, n = 200.

The plots make conclusions about relative precision obvious visually. If an es-

timator’s relative precision plot is above one, the estimator is less precise than the

FD/FOD GMM estimator in terms of RMSE. If the estimator’s plot is below one,

the estimator is more precise than the FD/FOD estimator.

The plots illustrate the effect of the absence, or presence, of bias on precision.

For example, although the FOD GMM estimator of β1 has a larger variance than the

corresponding FD/FOD GMM estimator, the bias of the FOD estimator is less—in

fact, much less, especially as T increases relative to n. Hence, the FOD estimator of β1

is usually more precise than the FD/FOD estimator. On the other hand, the FD/FOD

GMM estimator of β2 generally had smaller RMSE than the FOD GMM estimator of

β2 for T = 20. The FOD estimator of β2, however, became more competitive relative

to the FD/FOD estimator in terms of RMSE for T = 40. Again, finite sample bias,

or its absence, provides the explanation. The finite sample bias of the FD/FOD

GMM estimator was less pronounced when estimating β2 than it was when β1 was

estimated, especially for T = 20.

On the other hand, the FD GMM estimators of β1 and β2 have larger variances

than the FD/FOD GMM estimators, but, unlike the FOD estimators, they do not

benefit from having much less bias than the FD/FOD estimators. Consequently, the

FD estimators of β1 and β2 are less precise than the FD/FOD estimators of β1 and

β2.

4 Conclusion

When using panel data to estimate a dynamic regression, researchers typically remove

fixed effects by transforming the data. Many transformations are available, but—due

to historical precedence—differencing the data became a widely adopted approach.

However, when not all of the available instrumental variables are used, how the data

are transformed matters, and differencing may not be the best transformation.

The results provided in this paper show that transforming the data using forward

orthogonal deviations produces a GMM estimator, β̂, such that whether or not the

distribution of
√
nT (β̂ − β) is centered at a vector of zeros, as n, T → ∞, depends

on how fast the largest number of instruments used in a period increases with T .

For the absence of large sample bias, this number must increase more slowly than
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T 1/2 increases. This observation is important because the reliability of large sample

confidence intervals and test statistics based on an FOD GMM estimator depends on

the distribution of
√
nT (β̂ − β) being centered at a vector of zeros.

Appendix: Proofs

The proof of Theorem 1 draws on Lemma A.1.

Lemma A.1. Assume rank (Zt) = qt wp1 and define pn,t := n z′
1,t (Z

′
tZt)

−1
z1,t. If

zi,t is identically distributed across i, then E(pn,t) = qt.

Proof: By a well-known result for the trace of a projection matrix, we have

tr (P t) = rank (Zt). And rank (Zt) = qt wp1 by assumption. But tr (P t) =
∑n

i=1 z
′
i,t (Z

′
tZt)

−1
zi,t. Hence,

∑n
i=1E[z

′
i,t (Z

′
tZt)

−1
zi,t] = qt. Therefore, if zi,t is

identically distributed across i, then nE[z′
1,t (Z

′
tZt)

−1
z1,t] = qt.

Theorem 1 proof

First note that

√
nTbn,T =

T−1∑

t=1

c2tX
′
tP t (vt − vt)−

T−1∑

t=1

c2tX
′

tP t (vt − vt) . (7)

Moreover, Assumption A1 implies (w′
i,t, vi,t+s) is independent of wj,t for i 6= j. Thus,

if we set w′
t := (w′

1,t, . . . ,w
′
n,t), then E (vi,t+s|wt) = E (vi,t+s|wi,t). And, A1, A3, and

the law of iterated expectations imply E (vi,t+s|wi,t) = E [E (vi,t+s|wi,t+s) |wi,t] =

E (0|wi,t) = 0 (s ≥ 0). Hence, E (vt − vt|wt) = 0, and thus E [X ′
tP t (vt − vt)] =

E [X ′
tP tE (vt − vt|wt)] = 0. From this observation and Eq. (7), it follows that

√
nTE(bn,T ) = −

T−1∑

t=1

1

T − t+ 1
(s1,T−t − s2,T−t) , (8)

where s1,T−t :=
∑T−t

s=1 E
(
X ′

t+sP tvt

)
and s2,T−t :=

∑T−t
s=1 E

(
X ′

t+sP tvt

)
.

25



In order to evaluate s1,T−t, note that the kth entry of E
(
X ′

t+sP tvt

)
is

n∑

i=1

E
(
xi,t+s,kz

′
i,t(Z

′
tZt)

−1Z ′
tvt

)
=

n∑

i=1

E

[
z′
i,t(Z

′
tZt)

−1

n∑

j=1

zj,tE (vj,txi,t+s,k|wt)

]

(9)

And, by the law of iterated expectations, E (vj,txi,t+s,k|wt) =

E [xi,t+s,kE (vj,t|wt,xi,t+s) |wt]. Given (w′
j,t, vj,t) is independent of wi,T for

j 6= i, it follows that E (vj,t|wt,xi,t+s) = E (vj,t|wj,t) for j 6= i. Moreover,

E (vj,t|wj,t) = 0 by A1 and A3. Hence, E (vj,txi,t+s,k|wt) = 0 for j 6= i.

On the other hand, E (vj,txi,t+s,k|wt) = E (vi,txi,t+s,k|wt) for j = i. Hence,
∑n

j=1 zj,tE (vj,txi,t+s,k|wt) = zi,tE (vi,txi,t+s,k|wt), which implies the right-hand side

of (9) is

n∑

i=1

E
[
z′
i,t(Z

′
tZt)

−1zi,tE (vi,txi,t+s,k|wt)
]
= E [pn,tE (v1,tx1,t+s,k|wt)] , (10)

where the equality in Eq. (10) follows from the fact that the uis are identically dis-

tributed and pn,t = n z′
1,t (Z

′
tZt)

−1
z1,t. Moreover, A1 implies E (v1,tx1,t+s,k|wt) =

E (v1,tx1,t+s,k|w1,t). Furthermore, from A3 and the definition of conditional covari-

ance, we have γk,t,s = E(v1,tx1,t+s,k|w1,t). The preceding observations imply the kth

entry of E(X ′
t+sP tvt) is E(pn,tγk,t,s). This conclusion and the definition of s1,T−t

implies the kth entry in s1,T−t is s1,T−t,k = E(pn,t
∑T−t

s=1 γk,t,s) (1 ≤ t ≤ T − 1).

Moreover,

|s1,T−t,k| ≤ E

(
pn,t

∣∣∣∣∣

T−t∑

s=1

γk,t,s

∣∣∣∣∣

)
≤ E (pn,t)M = qtM, (11)

where the second inequality in (11) follows from A5 and the equality on the far

right-hand side follows from Lemma A.1.

Next, the entries in s2,T−t are evaluated. To that end, note that by arguments

similar to those used to establish Eq. (10), the kth entry in E
(
X ′

t+sP tvt

)
is

E (pn,tv1,tx1,t+s,k). Moreover, E (pn,tv1,t+rx1,t+s,k) = E [pn,tx1,t+s,kE (v1,t+r|wt+s)] =

0 if r ≥ s. Hence, for s = 1, we get (T − t)E (pn,tv1,tx1,t+s,k) =

E(pn,tx1,t+1,k

∑T−t
r=1 v1,t+r) = 0. And, when t = T − 1, it must be that s = 1. Thus,

for t = T − 1 and s = 1, we get (T − t)E (pn,tv1,tx1,t+s,k) = E (pn,T−1v1,Tx1,T,k) = 0.
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On the other hand, for 1 ≤ t ≤ T − 2 and s ≥ 2, we have

(T − t)E (pn,tv1,tx1,t+s,k) = E

(
pn,tx1,t+s,k

T−t∑

r=1

v1,t+r

)

= E

(
pn,tx1,t+s,k

s−1∑

r=1

v1,t+r

)

= E

[
pn,t

s−1∑

r=1

E
(
v1,t+rx1,t+r+(s−r),k|wt+r

)
]

= E

[
pn,t

s−1∑

r=1

γk,t+r,s−r

]
.

(12)

Moreover, for T ≥ 3,

T−t∑

s=2

s−1∑

r=1

γk,t+r,s−r = γk,t+1,1
(r=1)

(s = 2)

+ γk,t+1,2
(r=1)

+ γk,t+2,1
(r=2)

(s = 3)

+ · · ·
+ γk,t+1,T−t−1

(r=1)

+ γk,t+2,T−t−2
(r=2)

+ · · ·+ γk,T−1,1
(r=T−t−1)

(s = T − t)

=

T−t−1∑

r=1

T−t−r∑

j=1

γk,t+r,j.

(13)

It follows from Eq.s (12) and (13), E (pn,T−1v1,Tx1,T,k) = 0, and the definition of s2,T−t

that the kth entry in s2,T−t is s2,T−t,k = (T − t)−1E(pn,t
∑T−t−1

r=1

∑T−t−r
j=1 γk,t+r,j) for

1 ≤ t ≤ T − 2, and s2,T−t,k = 0 for t = T − 1. Hence, |s2,T−t,k| = 0 for t = T − 1, and

|s2,T−t,k| ≤
1

T − t
E

(
pn,t

T−t−1∑

r=1

∣∣∣∣∣

T−t−r∑

j=1

γk,t+r,j

∣∣∣∣∣

)
≤ E (pn,t)

1

T − t

T−t−1∑

r=1

M ≤ qtM

(14)

for 1 ≤ t ≤ T − 2.

Let bn,T,k denote the kth entry in bn,T (k = 1, . . . , K). Expression (8), an obvious
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inequality, and the inequalities in (11) and (14) imply

|E (bn,T,k)| ≤
1√
nT

T−1∑

t=1

1

T − t + 1
(|s1,T−t,k|+ |s2,T−t,k|) ≤

2√
nT

M
T−1∑

t=1

qt
T − t+ 1

.

Moreover, given qt ≤ q∗T for all t, we have
∑T−1

t=1 qt/(T−t+1) ≤ q∗T
∑T−1

t=1 1/(T−t+1).

And,
∑T−1

t=1 1/(T − t+1) =
∑T

t=1 1/t−1. Furthermore,
∑T

t=1 1/t−1 ≤ lnT for T ≥ 1

(see,e.g., Havil, 2003, p. 47). The foregoing implies that, for T ≥ 3,

|E (bn,T,k)| ≤ 2M
q∗T√
nT

lnT (k = 1, . . . , K). (15)

Eq. (15) and q∗T = O(T α) imply E (bn,T,k) = O
(
(T α lnT )/

√
nT
)
for k = 1, . . . , K.

The conclusion of the theorem follows from this observation and Assumption A4.

Lemma 1 proof

Assumption A5 will be verified for y1,t−1. Verification of A5 for y1,t−2, . . . , y1,t−K is

similar.

In order to verify A5 for y1,t−1, first note that if the roots of the characteristic

equation all lie outside the unit circle, then y1,t can be expressed as

y1,t = µ1 +

∞∑

j=0

ψjv1,t−j ,

where µ1 = η1/ (1− β1 − β2 − · · · − βK) and
∑∞

j=0 |ψj | < ∞ (see, e.g., Hamilton,

1994, pp. 58–59). Hence,

E (v1,ty1,t+s−1|w1,t) = E (v1,tµ1|w1,t) +
∞∑

j=0

ψjE (v1,tv1,t+s−1−j|w1,t)

=

∞∑

j=0

ψjE (v1,tv1,t+s−1−j|w1,t) .

(16)

where the second equality follows from the fact that E (v1,tµ1|w1,t) =

E [µ1E (v1,t|η1,w1,t) |w1,t] = E [µ1E (v1,t) |w1,t] = E (µ10) = 0.

In order to evaluate E (v1,tv1,t+s−1−j |w1,t), recall that w′
1,t = (y1,1−K , . . . , y1,t−1)
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is past information. Moreover, if s ≥ j + 1, then v1,t+s−1−j is a current or future

error, and because current and future errors are independent of past information,

we have E (v1,tv1,t+s−1−j|w1,t) = E (v1,tv1,t+s−1−j). Also, E (v1,tv1,t+s−1−j) = σ2 or

0 according as j = s − 1 or j 6= s − 1. On the other hand, suppose s < j + 1,

in which case v1,t+s−1−j is a past error. To evaluate E (v1,tv1,t+s−1−j|w1,t) for such

cases, let F1,t−1 be the σ-field generated by w1,t = (y1,1−K , . . . , y1,t−1)
′. Then

E (v1,tv1,t+s−1−j |w1,t) = E (v1,tv1,t+s−1−j|F1,t−1). Next, let Ft−1 denote the σ-field

generated by η1 and the past y1,ts, i.e., Ft−1 := σ (. . . , y1,t−2, y1,t−1, η1). By the law

of iterated expectations, E (v1,tv1,t+s−1−j |F1,t−1) = E [E (v1,tv1,t+s−1−j|Ft−1) |F1,t−1].

Moreover, given we are now considering the cases for which s − 1 − j =

−1,−2, . . ., we get E (v1,tv1,t+s−1−j |Ft−1) = (β(L)y1,t+s−1−j − η1)E (v1,t|Ft−1) =

(β(L)y1,t+s−1−j − η1)E (v1,t) = 0. Hence, E (v1,tv1,t+s−1−j|w1,t) = 0 for s < j + 1.

The preceding shows E (v1,tv1,t+s−1−j|w1,t) = σ2 or 0 according as j = s − 1 or

j 6= s− 1.

The conclusion of the last paragraph and (16) imply E (v1,ty1,t+s−1|w1,t) =

σ2ψs−1. Moreover, because E (v1,t|w1,t) = 0, we have cov (v1,t, y1,t+s−1|w1,t) =

E (v1,ty1,t+s−1|w1,t). Hence, cov (v1,t, y1,t+s−1|w1,t) = σ2ψs−1 for s ≥ 1. And
∑∞

j=0 |ψj | < ∞ by assumption. Therefore, Assumption A5 is satisfied for the first

regressor y1,t−1. Similar arguments verify A5 for y1,t−2, . . . , y1,t−K .

Theorem 2 proof

Note that Πt = Q−1
t Ct are the linear projection parameters in the K re-

duced form equations ẍi,t = Π′
tzi,t + ri,t, where r′

i,t = (ri,t,1, . . . , ri,t,K) are re-

duced form errors. Hence, Ẍ i,t = ZtΠt + Rt, where R′
t = (r1,t, . . . , rn,t).

Therefore, bn,T = (1/
√
nT )

∑T−1
t=1 Π′

tZ
′
tv̈t + (1/

√
nT )

∑T−1
t=1 R′

tP tv̈t. Moreover,

(1/
√
nT )

∑T−1
t=1 R′

tP tv̈t = (1/
√
T )
∑T−1

t=1 (1/n)R
′
tZt [(1/n)Z

′
tZt]

−1
(1/

√
n)Z ′

tv̈t. Be-

cause E(ri,tz
′
i,t) = E(ẍi,tz

′
i,t) − Π′

tE(zi,tz
′
i,t) = C ′

t − C ′
tQ

−1
t Qt = 0, we have that

(1/n)R′
tZt = (1/n)

∑n
i=1 ri,tz

′
i,t

p→ 0, as n → ∞, by the law of large numbers. Sim-

ilarly, (1/n)Z ′
tZt = (1/n)

∑n
i=1 zi,tz

′
i,t

p→ Qt as n → ∞. Moreover, Assumption

A3 implies E(z1,tv̈1,t) = 0, and Assumption A6 implies that Var(z1,tv̈1,t) has finite

entries. Therefore, by the central limit theorem for i.i.d. random vectors, we have

(1/
√
n)Z ′

tv̈t
d→ N(0,Var(z1,tv̈1,t)) as n→ ∞. Hence, (1/

√
n)Z ′

tv̈t = Op(1) for each t.

It follows that bn,T − (1/
√
nT )

∑T−1
t=1 Π′

tZ
′
tv̈t

p→ 0 as n→ ∞. Therefore, the asymp-
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totic distribution of bn,T , as n → ∞, is the same as the asymptotic distribution of

(1/
√
nT )

∑T−1
t=1 Π′

tZ
′
tv̈t, as n→ ∞.

To evaluate the latter, set ǫi,T := (1/
√
T )
∑T−1

t=1 Π′
tzi,tv̈i,t. Note that

E(ǫ1,T ) = 0 and Var(ǫ1,T ) = ΩT . By the central limit theorem for i.i.d.

random vectors, we have that (1/
√
n)
∑n

i=1 ǫi,T
d→ N(0,ΩT ) (n → ∞). But

(1/
√
n)
∑n

i=1 ǫi,T = (1/
√
nT )

∑T−1
t=1 Π′

tZ
′
tv̈t, and recall from the last paragraph that

bn,T − (1/
√
nT )

∑T−1
t=1 Π′

tZ
′
tv̈t

p→ 0 (n → ∞). Hence, bn,T
d→ bT ∼ N(0,ΩT )

(n→ ∞).

The characteristic function of bT is φT (λ) := exp (−(1/2)λ′ΩTλ). Moreover,

Assumption A7 implies limT→∞ φT (λ) = exp (−(1/2)λ′Ωλ) . The latter limit is the

characteristic function of a multivariate normal vector with mean 0 and variance-

covariance matrix Ω. Hence, bT
d→ b ∼ N(0,Ω) (T → ∞).

The preceding verifies bn,T
d→ b ∼ N(0,Ω) (n, T → ∞)seq. We have that An,T

p→
AT := (1/T )

∑T−1
t=1 C ′

tQ
−1
t Ct (n→ ∞) by the law of large numbers, and AT → A >

0 (T → ∞) by Assumption A8. Hence,
√
nT (β̂−β) = A−1

n,Tbn,T
d→ N(0,A−1ΩA−1)

(n, T → ∞)seq.
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