MEUOIH 29: Jx2 S =

ezstat.co.kr, ryu@snu.ac.kr



V= I—  — N Vo)

HEAO0

02! I
A

(M

0[0 Jor == O
00 0z HO S

=
-



A IHZ2 U0 E ArEot=Jt

* Lexis Diagram
(1 4210)
y_it=x_it*a+b*Cohort+c*(Years in US)+error
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WA 2= #FE& & At
=L & %5JHADP 1998, 1999, 2000 =
33H A0 28 =28 '
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« Yardstick Method : A-B (&2l&tHXI =)

a Before & After Method : A-C (Al HIE X&)
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« D in D Method : (A-B)-(C-D) £= (A-C)-(B-D)
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* Fixed effect as a special case of random
effect
 Time constant variables

 Endogenous variables
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e GLS=0LS to “fractional mean-deviation”
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 Lagged dependent variables

(Arrelano and Bond 2& AJH)
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« Penn World Table 0| et New Growth Theory

y_it=x_it*a+b*(country dummies)+c*(time
dummies)+d*(human capital, institution, etc)
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* Financial Development and Economic Growth

A A=y i=x_i*at+c*(financial developm’t)

M:x_ i =)t X018 B5 SHlot)le Hd =.
Rajan & Zingales Jt Ct& 2= M| ©t:

(= AP IHE XN =:y is=x_is*a+b*(country
dummy)+c*(industry dummy)
+d*(country dummy)*(industry dummy)

{0 Of
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Data : Oicf J1&2 9 0l Z2& IHE A=

1.
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Panel Binary Probit Model
Il 4: 165 J|Y
J12t =2 =& 9\ 0 Z&l A2 Xt:
MNES=sEHEZDS

AH A
= T
2252 AAA, AA, A, BBB, BB, B (+/- S9| notch1lg] ¢t &)
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B In-Sample Test l Out-of-Sample Test H Out-of-Sample Test
timewise cross-section

t-1 t-1 t-1

time
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SECHE2E - 1. Panel Binary Probit Model

y.* = X8 + U, Bayesian MCMCJI|& S 0|&3dlH Gibbs RunOtCt
B, Ply,=1) = ®(x,B) H &St F, 11 22X 0|
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Panel binary probit model BRtIIE-RE WP R=PN el e

Yie* = Xt B + Uy
(A) U, =pu;, ,+&, o<l Eip ™ iidN(0,1)
: AR(1) model
® wu,=o0,a +e¢, : Random effect model
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Panel Ordered Probit Model A (V)

V¥ = X768 + y;

Cy*=0  ify*<0
yvi¥=1 if0<y* <1,

R ACERE A

Panel Ordered Probit Model

A u, =pu,  +e¢,

B u,=o,a;,+¢,

< y*=2 ifr < y¥sT,

: random effect

_0 y=1§ y=2 y=3 ya4
s 5 s s \ s
-XB  T,—xB T,~xB T;—xB
: AR(1) model



 Use Bayesian Approach

-see Ryu (mimeo), “Panel Probit Models.pdf”
-data augmentation (y*)

-Gibbs sampling

-numerical MCMC
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» J|82 AmAE2 J|Ed i)

 Demsetz and Lehn (1985), Morck, Shleifer,
and Vishny (1988), and McConnell and
Servaes (1990)

* Lee and Ryu (mimeo) suggests panel data
model
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* Lee and Ryu: re-estimate the relation
between management ownership and firm's
value after controlling for the history of
management ownership as well as inter-firm
differences using panel data.
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* Lee and Ryu also consider the possibility that
the current ownership structure is jointly
determined with the firm value.

* They find that history of the management
ownhership, not its current level, matters in
determining the firm value, which is
consistent with information asymmetry
arguments.
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 Natural Experiments 2 IH < 4| 0| &

OlsXt=8 OlEet = JtAl S & Atdl
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Jeffrey Milyo and Joel Waldfogel (1999), “The Effect of Price
Advertising on Prices: Evidence in the Wake of 44
Liquormart,” American Economic Review, 89, 1081-1096

The US supreme court decision (44 Liquormart decision),
eliminating Rhode Island’s ban on liquor price advertising,
made Rhode Island the subject of a natural experiment for
measuring the effect of advertising on prices.

Using Massachusetts prices as controls, they find that
advertising stores substantially cut prices of the products
that they advertise. (Prices of other products do not change.)
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Bruce Meyer, W. Viscusi and D. Durbin (1995), “Workers’ Compensation
and injury Duration: Evidence from a Natural Experiment,” American
Economic Review, 85, 322-340

This paper examines the effect of workers’ compensation on time out of
work. It compares two groups of individuals injured before and after
increases in the maximum weekly benefit amount.

The increase in maximum benefit raised the benefit amount for high-
earnings individuals, but not for low-earnings individuals.

Time out of work increased for those eligible for the higher benefits and
remained unchanged for those whose benefits were constant.
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Scanner data
JIEJIHE 8 JIE =N A=

e A7 A8 JtE ME® &8 A=

SA&l| AL (M) CIHY) ER7et I8 AtE A=

H)| S 2E AIRE X2

StS2 A8 A=

J1S 2 A=

S JIHHE U= & A= 22l A=
2 2 8 23| At2| matching history Xt 2
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« “All Models are Wrong. Some are Useful.”
(G. Box)

« “Panel Data is like Red Wine: The Longer, the
Better”

« Some Panel Programs written in SAS and Gauss
available upon request
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