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AE AAT = o, AHAJ]D FAR o] Hasty. ofA A E I}

s olRwsrgel A3 BAY L 2 wetel o) AHnug Frh

MA-5HEH} & 2489 o= 7HAstd, (313) Ply, =1la,,q)=

o) 9 E¥E FAst= ol gk o BF A Egolrh T}

k=1

o AT FAHS FAAYL EAelH Tr7F nAE= A WRb oy
g yr &2 AS, i FEAE dALS vEekA g 5, 4
F gk o8 ol pel MLEZE ¢ o] XS waA a5 9H
sti=dl o] & incidental parameter problemo]g} bl ¥4l ofufg} Af R
A3 (small-T)%= EAEHA H=d o #AdFo] Ampr} AzZpgx]o] %3 +31

11) Neyman and soctt(1948), Lancaster (2000).
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< Hsiao (1986), Heckman Macurdy(1980)2 %3t 4= lt}.
s AAMEH o 7F A

Ad A9 A" AR @, WAd ZPAE incidental

12 2E3 22 A& 3sk(linear transformation) &

of!

parameterE A Asti= Fesk FH(simple transform)’F EAj8HA] &=

binary—-choice X & ol A al&‘r gl MLEZ} A= S gAolx ¢l T7F 114
" A%, o8 BLAAL g MLERZ ot wgo] No| #ajz 2
gt gl MLEx dAAdS AYA X3tk Neyman and scott(1948)2
incidental parameter o7} EAst= A5, dA FAF g & AANIH a=
o] ofeltjoli= g7k Btz # Y A% incidental parameter el FHoln N
of FAWNE gl Wty y oy BTt 028 FHEE S48 Ad Ko

Wy, uvdB® =1, ke B Aotk fLeal A9 regularity 241 3

NA yyly,. o D=0 FoZH FEE F4F B ANFYFo] Art,

@ AR AAN-SHEAE AAG ], FrE YAl LS 3R]

ST * B,

EoA Gevd 20E EX (314) f <y,¢|ﬁ,n>=M =t o] ol
9(7—’[|ﬁ7a7;)

ojEetA edere Aot Anderson(1970,1973)2 ¢ g0l Folxl A

Vi, 9yN9/] '{Zjl% %E% E{_mi} 6]_1:5‘12) 17:“ 'Jz‘ﬁ wNj(yU"'7yN|/Ba7—177—27'~-7TN)

=05 95 7 es Holew, olx Ea g A FATE AR
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22 oAl 4wkl MLE®S EAdAAS HES 5 dANAHS wEste
ito A AR =3ty S AvE

311. 23574 23 2y

(1) HA-F4%F

AR g Eofo = 3 AW (regressor ¢ dE W ALA A MG

A9-)e} 7hAe] o] A4 (individual heterogeneity : & 5W 7]3)72] A3

dAZE EAG oled #AR nAERHTS AYste] {o} o1,

|

e EeEA ASS o Bas FAs] AWy, . T AEE

Ao e o 37 A (regressor)®t 7 A & ¥ (individual effect)ell whe}
dH ] ¥ (normal, logistic)E wWEthal 7Fgstd, o] EPe] FAHPORE
H9-F AW (maximum likelihood)S 3k 4= <)

Cxp(ﬁ'm” + ai)
1+exp(faz;, +a;)

WA, 24 2% (3.15) Probly, =1z, a,)=

tlo
K
A%
%
lo
s

Aie] Bee 98 T=20]1, , =0 281 , =1& zt= A¥UFE 123}

A o Aol 1A A e

ologl, & & e
RN

N
]Jf*(yilﬁ,r) 2 v,

_21_



N e,@x +a
(3.17) =Y [-—————+y,l=0
i=1 1+e "
9 @Cz.t-i,-uz.
(3.18) a—(l%g]: =2 [—W +vi 150
B17= =9 v £

(3.19) O/;i = o if oy, ty,=2
—oo if oy, +y,=0
s

D) it oy, ty,=1

(31995 @Il 2, yy,ty, =1 MAFTE n, y,;ty,=2° MNATE

et Fow &S 45 7 Uth

&
N 65T"+a 65 N
(3.20) Z}l L e = ™ 3 + n,= -ZzyiQ
€ 1+e?
A N N
(3.21) B= 210g(2 Y — ny) —log(n, +n,— Zyﬁ)
i=1 i=1

a2 WA ola (Rao (1973, chapter?))

(3.22) plzm Eyﬁ ny) = —Z prob(y,, =0,y, =118 ;)

n—>0o

B+
(&

1

NZ (14" 146

f3+<¥z)



N

N
(3.23) plzm Ejnl-l—n2 ) = Z rob(y,; =1,y, =016, a;)
1—1 i=1 =
n—>0o

N o
1 e’

Nz (1+e™)(1+e

ﬁ+ai)

= — D2 @as G2 YA plim f=20 o2 AL WHHA

n—>00

Anderson(1973)¥ Chamberlain(1980)& =3 RS o] 83te] L FA
FS 9o 2AE = HEHES AAS=H, WA incidental parameter a

of TaE AL st FRdsE agdn 23 Bl (o 2

exp(f'z;, + ;) Prob(y. = 0) = 1
1+exp(Bx;, +a;) ’ FoolYie =1/ = 1+exp(Bx;, + ;)

(3.24)  Prob(y,, =1)=

exp(zy“ Hxn)

t=1

ZZd—SeXp E B,

(3.25) Prob(Y; =y, Yy =yp) =

_23_



1 exp(ﬁ/xﬁ "‘0%)

(3.26) Pr(0,1) = 1+exp(Fx; +a;) ’ 1+exp(fa,+a,;)

exp(B'z,y+a;) 1
1+exp(fz; +a,) 1+exp(Bz;+a;)

(3.27) Pr(1,0) =

(1.0), (0,1)& A3 wjeldo]l &

_ prob(1,0) _exp[f(zy — 2]
(3.27) Pr[(1,0)](1,0) or (0,1)] = rob 0] prob 0L — 5

(328 )  Pr[(0,1)](1,0)0r (0,1)] = 5%

(D=1+expls (xﬂ _1'7-2)] Q1)

et = e R Aad gyl dEeltid e

Hausman(1978)7 4 & o 7]ol| A}&3}7] A 3tstrt.15)




Foll 4, chamberlain®] ZA%F 34 F(CMLE)¥}

S

3 7H4

S

N

Bl

ol A 9f 2ol

2

3, 24

ﬁo

o

vze)

-

)

]

—

o i

(small T)ell

;OL

skt 1

4 %

< AA]

1 2] 74

o

Bel

o
O -

)

il

A

1ok, e 9ol m ol

5|
pud

sel of

A

Kol
=

r

™

B

=
od
o)

—

0

7] ABBAL Qe AL

2 (a)

E
=

AATF (2,0 AA

3.2.1.

MLEZFA.

]

A

WA, FARE 29 AAS

g a4 (o,

s
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o o TeI 2ol B9 BEMSoIN Xt mE b BE JAWS

.

(3.30)

E[vit|)(] =0; va[vit,viJX] = Var[vitU(] =1 if i=j5 and t=s; 0 otherwise
Elo; | X] = 0; va[ai,ale] = Varlo)|X] =0 if i=3j ;0 otherwise
Cov[vit,aj|X] =0 (all i,t,j)

A2 hel]

(3.31)  Ele,lXI=0 (2 =p/(1=p)Q)

ojAE  AqtEzel diEiM= o2y, 1)2/pl, 23 Egel  disiM =

AlQy,—1)z/pl = Gt & 4 ),

(3.33) L, = Ply ---» iTL|X):/ ]f(eﬂ,eﬂ,...,eiT[)deﬂ,deﬂ,...,dEiTL o} -t}
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2Z2M 0,9 AFEXIE IS 5 Ak
(3.34)  fles i) = flesreipla) fa;)

+ oo

1‘1]6]'04 (3.35) f(€i1,€i2,~~'767;1“1): f(ei,l?eﬂ"‘767;Tl|ai)f(a7j)dai 7]’ %E}‘ O]

gele] A aol JEHE ¢, gEo Byele geolH, 2este] &

3 o] vhed £ 9l

+oo0 T;
(336)  flewen )= [ TLf(elay) fla,)da,

—oco t=1

o] A& (3.33)°] AtYstH of#fet e o] Hr}.
U Ur w T
(3.37) Li:P(yil,...,yiﬂ|X):f f f Hf(e|ozi)f(ai)dozi,deﬂ,deﬂ...,dem

A o] Aol HA et RolAE e AR et ¢ Ao AR

i

dv SYelny AR R,

=
>
=
-~
Il
—

o}
o 7 Uy

(3.39) L, = Ply;, ..., iTiIX)Z/ {H/L f(eit|ai)]f(ozi)dai
—oo |t=1 ¢

oAl MAES wEE 1 HBHW oo YTt MAESY BEE oA

(340) L, = Ply,, -, iTllX)zf

7
HProb( Y=y, lz, B+ ai)}f(ai)dai

t=1

23 ¢te] stgo zaHl 24 weibull® Zo] AA7A 1Ed RIS

_27_



o] & ZHojH,

=i
(o]
iy
Mo
o
2
i)
)
ok
po
r o
N
)
1o
Sl
)
3‘:
ol
o,
)
it}
_Q

Ch Aol vj16), 25 wael 7
S ple)E 2X2EY BFF A2 QADT. AATEE o, gl,)9) FEE

2
&

nHH AES (341) L,»=/ S 20-;2\9(057;)047‘,7]' HH 1D HeEE 24

—w O,V 2T
W, (342) I,= ff g(07)dy 7t BTh ZeYl mge Agsid
(343) L=—=[ ¢ H@ it (3 B+ 0y,)ldy; SF 2o o] BE A2

\/; — oo t=1

Q2 shue] AEol H F dom, e AR FFE AEE F2 2A
28 o extreme value ¥ Z AYBE F3t7] 4t} o] = AaS
#18] Gauss—Hermite quadrature® A 7ls3ly RE 3A S Agsd o}

$3 g 21 SEFFE AL 5 ok

n a7
(3.44) InL,= 2 In| L 2 Ewhé(qit($/5+92h))]

o] s FUstae EJ{ HAle A FAR, AEs 1R Fole
H 3k (transformation) S 3l sl 2ol 7F&3ltl. Butler and Moffit WH -2
large 7,7} A+ B¢ 2AE dorAQl ALEARE S8 E&4ow FAHEY
T A= FAol AARE o0 I AHAES VMU= EAE AU

16) @[ o | &= BFATREY CDFol, ¢, = 2y, — 19,

11y =a;/ (0,2 )= 54 o; = (6,2 )y,= 07,013 du; = Ody; 9.
18) HE T4 #(quadrature)s et H(points)e] Feli w9t 2, v 4% (quadrature) s 8 7FEx1eF ZAAA
(nodes) .
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02 2xs9 49 AERAEES A= B Sl of#dwo] Atk o]
3k etz el WS maximum simulated likelihood(MSL)S & &3+ HF
Sko] ) t}.19)
91 21(3.40)0 A FEst Mg E =35 Ak,
(3.45) Li:/oo HProb =y, |z, B+ a;)|f(a;)do;

—oo |t=1

T
lHProb ~ Yir |xit’6+ 041')
t=1

o] 71HAzke 4 ¥ (quadrature) H.t}+= simulation® 2 AR & J+=d(6

B X 9] scale parametergtil FAb), % 5= gy 72r}20

rr
Q

Aeigke]l @A EHHe] HFHIL ol BEHA ay...a,] EEO]

plimizh(a-.)ZEu[h(ai)]7} HS o udt}l. simulated log likelihood &<

n T;
= (347) lnL.,W:Eln{ 1 Z[ Fla(x, ﬁm%)]”ﬂ H3, o 5 p

o} o, 9 #ASIY S8t ¥, quadratureo A 9} vz A2 Z2Hl 24
2y TollAd AHgE F doy 24 Ry dsdn. AAT ¢ AR
b fleha 7hd

2 FAWHoEE= GMM estimationo] o™, o]d #H#afA=  Avery,
Hansen and Hotz(1983), Bertschek and Lechner(1998), Inkmann(2000)¢]
HAESA

19) Green(2003), Econometric Analysis, pp.693.
20) S A% i s
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3.2.2. AT AAEAY 9 ZHAAAT gl BF GMM FA20

A ¥ 3 (marginal distribution):  Ely;,— &(x,,/8)|z,]=02 %3 <AL
stH, AwAdS 7Hgstd o 2o

(348)  E [y, — @(xil’ﬁ))\xﬂ = IO]

=
R

AN

Ya— 45(%‘2,

1) Step 1
pE FAsH7] S ZEHS AMEste A5, WA 758 E(weighting

matrix)< A4, o] W MLE7F A&2 %= Ut

2) Step 2
GMM criterion (350) ¢=g(B) W lg(B)E Z23ANHoEZH GMMFA

21) Avery- Hansen-Hotz (1983).
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olelsk GMM Ao HAZH EAL .= 0013 0 —"
N, Vapd o9, =, dAFG=Fola, AIAo=2 H it xE T v,
Aade] 7hgeol AHEA oW, = Ely,— ¢,/p)lx] =00 A5 =49
T ZE5 AFE3ste], GMM criterione S4%A| 7] minimum distance

estimator & @& F 9, o]5 HAY =TwEs FAFolet Fhr),

oA A AL wpet ol a9 g, 7F HHA B, MASHEI o7t

random¥ ol = fixedd HAo=Z a#gctH, g FAA &&4o] FAsta, o
= LA wSshA X A

Aol =olg ule} o] 1A F I estimator
b oA 2R a7t o9 5

313 we g o o8] A3} ¥ 3= random sample 91 A, log =3+

¥ o] 31 univariate distribution G2 H¥

N T
(3.52) logL = Zlog/ HF(B/JU“ +o;)"" 11— F(B'x;, + oz,,;)]k dGald)

i=1 t=1

auBE o AT 2AFAM 99 4 I s Nol RHgE 7

gotd ¢ 42 Fug s g o

j“j’i“—j‘i O‘z'g]— wit‘g] 9]%}5]% ?_Xé :l'q—‘jj -73»,:157]' ’Zl‘oiﬁ 73‘?‘ azg}]\-?_]

jah

22) J(+)E g afl e oA Bl
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333. §ARTY MAEAL T AAFA A+ 74§, Chamberlain

=

(353) logL= Elog/HFﬂxn-i-a)y’[l— (ﬁx”-i-a)]l Y1 G(alx)

i=1 t=1

T
chamberlain(1980,1984)2] o, = Y, d',z;, +n;=d'z;+n, 7F3S o] &3to] o] A

t=1

Fele AT Blole) 7k A Adolm g7F ol Wl s, 549
F EIE /Rva Mg Atk ol= stAol FolAwW <o au

PN
T
specification®] log =3+ vy 223

KBz, +dz, +n)"[1— K@z, +a'x, +77)]1_y”dG*(n)

H-\
[

N
(354)  logL= Zlog

i=1

& E°l, F& X% A £X0la, Bwo] 0 E4to] o2¢l AEEE =
v FEHSF] x5 ¢ 5 HAY8Y, multivariate Z2HEP S A AT
T Ao

(3.55) Yy =1 if Ba,+adz,+n+v,>0

kel
it

(v, +en= Hito] 0, T4 o] [T-i-aiee’?_ =9, A )
(3.52)9F (3.54)¢] #}o]
ELE UFe gy Fe EFeted Ak wiwel (352)¢F (354)9 4

3 PR R E4EL SUTh TA F3 AW 3509 T3

rr

2 4] incidental parameter problem o;%} x; 7kl

=2
1o,
Y
p‘ﬂ
rr
to
>
o
N
o
_l’_
s@
N\l
N
o,
4]
(@)
ME
2
—_
o
pa
rr
o,
=
M
kel




(356) Pr (yﬂ, ""yiT)

T
G(ai|xi)H @, la;) —®(c;, la,)|dev,

I
— ~
.
N
1] N
T
Qm
)
o
g
s
&
&

cdhete] wEggo=z o|Fofx sty HAEHRAHo= HIAZL & vt &
o A A:E ule} o] Butler and Moffit(1982)& #AlAte] EEA4S 93

Gaussian quadrature® AF&3 A& AP (3.52),(354)E

A4 & (numerical integration)S & F A& e HES
Heckman(198la) y;, ¢l +27F z0l 9 <EstH, o0 SdFAA ] 228 FHE
U= APE S o] &3t FHolt

gl
A

o | =

(357 probly, =1)=@[(1+02) *(8'z; +a'z)

MLell ©] 3t cross-sectional univariate T&EHl FAWES 1, (t=1,2,...,7)

= AN nol Ttz 7ol W (358 [=(1402) (1,&F +ad)E +

ﬂlﬁ

A<
TR

1 1 .
He Aolth well (140%) 2Bek (140%) g8 dAFAFo] 7=

o FAH ol #e (354) A sk, (1+o%9*42139} (1+0®7%a of o &

24) y; =1l ¢y =— f'ay, , by=c0 , y,; =009 ¢ =—c0 , b,=—fFx,
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s 029 BAd FEE FUH A F 9

wet 8% A 234 (numerical integration)S ¥ £ 9 HUF &8

% ol

)

oo

S

Pl o

Aol FAHHEOZE minimum-distance estimatorE A}
Chamberlain(1984)°l  ¢]&  A|t= e  Chmberlain(1984)+=  (3.56)

OV Q I-fO) 2 HAxstet= 92 Has AL Aok}, 25

=
~
D)

w
w
N
b
ol
B
o
r

H

1

kol A 49 binary choice ®q FA9 R4 HIWHS 5 7HA @
Aol A opxle 2t (1) Xl oE8k= (¢, 0) SHEO] Aol &A1
U X o0l oES= €,9 FEo] AMdel dE Xt Al (2) o7 A
A, 2R AEsERES 498 incidental parameterE A AT 2

= a3k Y EH (simple transformation)’} £ A1381#] &=t = Aot =525

(357 y,=1 if Z, pta;te, =0

0 otherwise

ok

Manski(1987)= o] EgAA 53 22 AN S ##Ze 5 9l

25) Hsiao (2003).
I="Vec(I')=f0), 0'=(8,a",00)= G520l Aske False],

minimum-distance estimatorg AF&3dH= Zl o]t}

2
oft,
10,
o,
o
1o,
m
o
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(358) ’I??/edlan(y” - yi8|ai7 l’it, ZL’is, yit = yls): Sgn((xit _xis )/8>
Fa® AL $Wo] g0l A @i, ol elEdrhe Aol

A= (359 Yy, —v)— sgnl(z, —z; )| Z H23 Fozd g2 F4T
i=1

n

F 9ar, olE (360) Y sgnly,—y,,) « sgn((z;, —2,,)b)S St} 2o},
i=1

A3 FAFES ANFAFIAT Ju Ao LE

Ll
)
[ny
N
rlr
50
rlr

3.3.1. Maximum score estimator (MSE)

Manski(1975,1985,1987)= (.63 %2 HEHEFFE FUstet=

maximum score estimatorE A ¢F3skc},

N T
(3.61) H(p) = 71\[ PIPILCE P LS

(=3 =4 b’b=16}oﬂ A ATy =Ty =T 1 DYy = Yiy 73/1’,15710]:]7“’

(362) w>00°]H sgn(w) = 2 A3k
w=0°]H sgnlw) =
w<0°|H sgn(w)=—1

ol AutHel 27 BN (363) H(p)— Elsgn(tx oy ]2 B FH

7] w0l th20) o] 5 A3 Lolr 7] 23] binary choice® @ o A= (3.64)

tlo

va=1  if yh0 O FEE 2l £ des A
0 if v'=0

<yit*:ﬁ/xit+€it o, €, =a;+v, )

K
26) H(b)= b=poA Sustsn, 4= ng 9. 1Bl & euclidean norm Z IR
=1
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oA (F, iid), =9 o0l =HolT= 7HA

RS
)
It
i)
a2
o
e
offt
ne
M
=4
o

(3.65) xit/6> xi,tflllg <:>E(yit |$it) > E(yi,tfl |$¢,t71)
xit’ﬁzwi,t—l/ﬁ <:>E(yit |xit):E(yi,t—1 |xi,t—1
x, B<x, P <:>E(yit|xit)<E(yi,t—1|xi,t—1)

o] e 17 Ay Few oA 2w,

(3.66) Az,,'3>0 ‘@E(yit_yi,tﬂ |sz’t) >0
Az, =0 @E(yit_yi,t71|A$it):0
Az, B<0 <:>E<yit_yi,t*1|A$it)<0

ol

}, wjF o nomalized vector ﬁ*:ﬁ

e mES AT 1eW pepest 2 oW bol WEA (gu_TE) e
W 2

(3.67) H(ﬁ*)_H(b):E{[’Sgn(AfEit/ﬁ*)_Sgn(sz‘t/b)](yit _yi,tfl)}
=2 [ sqn(Aa, Bl —y, | Ax, JdEy

wy

Jp

>0 Q1 AS, PpE A% #A

kv

(VVI,Z[A:C:sgn(Awit,B*)¢sgn(Ax”,b)]O],T_’, FAX"E Ax-o/] TYXE BAE

(366)0.2 3] (367 EE A0l st v WEs g5

(3.68)  sgn(Az'8)Ely, —y, | Az]=|Ely,—y,_,| Az]]

adBEE oo e A skl ths ) 2o

(3.69) H(ﬁ*)—H(b)zzf Ely, —y,_|Az]dF, >0

Manski(1985,1987)«= ddrAQl =7 3sfo A (3.61)S Fugstes 574 o]

ol dAFAFS YATS Bt F54 HEe FARSFRdAY Ay
&

FEE A, AASHLG o ARFOEA A AAY £ Jom



2 q7x g o pid IdFS vAA 2X+=vh Manski® maximum  score

estimator=  jN—ooo® ol W AP S REFEU o= KA T

1
N*EG 34 =¥ N HFEE i

4. A d o] IHFRY

g
4
ol
ol
~N
o
;Oé
T
(@)
@)
=R
3
Q
B
—
©
g
0
[SY
©
0
[
g
rlo
k)
2
ax
|
[-O
Apx
2
(g
P
1o
r o
o
=2
>,
e

t—1 t—1 s

(4.1) y:t: Hxn + E’Yzym—l +¢ZH%¢—1+%
=1 s=1=1

(42)  y,=1 if oy, >0
0 if y, =<0

e o, Lo SReIM, ;o BY REHT AWH o]AF 24

27) Bates and Neyman(1951).
HAl= 29E : Chintagunta Kyriazidou and Perktold(2001),

w5 A% F7 : Heckman and Wills(1977), Hyslop(1999),
A9l Layton(1978).
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=
=

FEv U ,', =0

AJr

3} o] He

KN
=]

= o

R4

3t heterogeneity

g

1,...T)

T

N

)

(i=1,...

o; v,

€it

(4.3)

s

v, Aol Al

A (persistence) =

4=
=

A 7HA A

t—1 s

YYit—1 > (Dznyu_, 801—‘0/] /?}EHQ%@(S‘EEI‘EG
s =

S o
=

= odA o9 A3,

B
s

S

o

ax

- =
1. -

AAZE 2GR 54 =

dependence)] A¥7F & 4 <t}

=%

e Wolm, e shue @

o] ¥ = (proxy)&A A Fhol

=] (initial observations)

w5

= 27

5

= 1A

oF
£

A

)

—~
o

i)

Bl

7
N
o)

~

0

&l

gol AA Aol A

=
T

WA o4t B Aol e

=
T

’

o

],
Helel &

=03

N
)

1l

H,

SR EL

whE gl ok

= O
o =

il

—_
fils)

o
Nfo
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4.2 27]1%Z7 (Initial conditions)

B
N

279 FAlo sfAA He =25 Qs A7 EA5HA
gom, #3549 dolHE 123 Markov A o2 AAdHAS 7HG SR

'f—, (4.4) Y= Bo T VY -1tV

Y= 1 if yj:‘ >0
0 if y, <0

Abslshete] Be AFdAE Aoz Zszde wek T kA Aol
3 &) 2 o

(1) =71x4

rlo
fo
ox
X
rO
po
o
fru
N
N
o
ol
ol
v
i

(2) process= ¥ HS o|EThal 7FA gk},

y b WALl ms nAdd Aaeke b skel M a7 FolRl A
=l

i
do
i
flo
i)
dlo
&
i
iy

’ o
Vi :(yzl, -~-yyiT)‘/]

T T
(4.5) HF(yit|yi,t—17ai): H@’{(ﬁo Y-+ a) 2y, — 1)}

t=1 t=1

process’} S olEY& 7HA

ol
i)
N
2
™

NQ
2,
=
:(!){_1_1‘

<

= Il

—
me
rol
a,
fob
A
rlo

(Karlin and Taylor(1975)) ts3 211,

B o8, + ;)
(4.6) P= 1—2(By+v+a,)+2(8, +a;)




(4.7) H@{ Bo+7wis 1+ )2y, —1)}pl(1—p) "

t=1

a7k Gla)sl B2z gelgoln, A WA 44 & delan 239 $%

ot

N T
G oga gov, (48 2= T1 [ TIe{(+ i +0)@y ~1)dGl)
=1 t=1

oA b e $EEsE ted 2o
(49) L= Hstb{ (B + i1+ )@y, — D}p (= p)' " Gla)
=1

a; 7} randomo. 2 1HHH B, v, 029 MLE:= No| Fau=z 7rol| wz}

BN, T7F 3tz ghol] mel A4S w3, o

N

P 2 &s= 3y

[‘

HS9, 8,7 ¢ MLE: T7F 3= ghol wel A& whEshA

T
7F 33 49 MLE+= #3823 24 Monte carlo 23 Z3 He|#l 7

il A process7b FEE RV $-9Ad B5E= Few Fod = 3l
o™ process’7t #HE olETE 7MY EI §&
21t} process7t ®F H 7] ol do FETH F& ol wehglo] s)A -

5S4 dema EA4 A AL el FHEHE 2TVEALS A A G

A7 A5 T processel HHA w=thal A S WA o] 27
Ay 1AW AR HAgE ¢ oglon 2B HE dd fiE3e vhE

ool Aget. ngan vy EE $E@FE gdew gon

N T

(4100 = TTTI2{B+wsi—1 + )y, =D}y | o)

i=1t=1

Jolgit mae EE $wotrE 41D)F 2ol vehd % gtk

29) Heckman (1981b).

_40_



(411) L= H/ H@{ Bo+Wii—1+ )2y, — }f(ylo | o;)dG(ar).

—cot=1

(flyo | @)= o7} FAR 4%
aEEE T7F wl$ 32X fow (45) B (48)¢ FuddE e dNF

Age AR etk gr BIEA 2t B4 g Freln

Yool SHAGE

~

flyo | @) G587 g7l W&o (4100 £ 41DS FU3 st A
w3 s 2asith 22 8te] Heckman(1981b)E S8 o] Ala ¥l 4218 o]

3. structural system® R FE Z7] Aol o3k =93 (reduced) T E
o3}

T7F 4% 3 Neol ¥z 7t Fe ddolA Axasrst A=A
T2 dAFALFS ATt Z=v JHA £397F randomeo] AL

ol MLE<®] ¥/ the effecte} 7] #=22 & Fx 374
of o9&t agu F=RFH F2E FEH 2o @82 S glo 9y
- W wEde] bt Frg REe] gAY =

S 9ukslr] W o|th30 el E® Manski(1985)¢]  maximum  score
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4.3.1. 23 2g 9 AS

P =
e yit—xitﬂ+79i,t—1+ai+uite al

AW 2,7k vhERY

9 i

#atol, o}

Po (‘/L.”al)

P(yzo = 1|337¢7047:> =

(4.13)

eXP(%tﬁ"‘ VWir—1T 0‘7:)
1+ eXP(xitﬂ+ Vit -1t 0%')

'7yit71)

P(yit = 1|337:’047:ayi07“

i

_qmo

2

©)
-

9l

(€]

L

| 4]

A A

s

[e)
T=

KeR
=

gl (4.13)
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=4 NS HA%E Fost e 245 24 A2 g AA A
ol o] EA] i FE Al(set)S FE3E Zo] HH ol

A
Chamberlain(1985)°] w=W, 9k y,7F 0% 1 = T sl B-F vhat

= {ymv Yan =0,y =1, yzS}
= {io» v = 1, yio = 0, i3}

ek Ao R o A

(4.15) P(Alz;, ;) =p, (%vai)ym (1—p, (%7047:))1 e
¢ 1
I+ exp(xﬂﬁ—I— Wio t Oéi)
> eXp(’xi?ﬁ ™ O‘i) « exp(yi?;xi?;ﬁ Tyt yigai)
1+exp(zyB+a;) 1+exp(zB+y+a;)

(4.16) P(B|x7?’ai) =P (xi7ai )yo(l — Py (xpoéi))li o

y exp(wilﬁ-i- Yo+ ozi)
1+ exp(azilﬁ-i- Wi+ ai)
1 eXP(yi?,xi?ﬁ + 3/7:30‘7:)
X X
1+exp(zyB+a;,+v)  14+explz8+q;)

dutzo =z 17]¢k 27] ko] FHWF WAl

o
¢}
<
@)
=)
=
»
=2
z
r.3
ol
o
rr
ot
it

RAlx;, a;, AUB® KBz, a;, AUR= ofl A= Zleld
e Hoagel nAEHRE AAFA EF Zlolr] wiEolth
Honore and Kyriazidou (2000a)i= RboF . —, &%l 315

Zol ool oESA Fue B

1
1+ eXP((fEﬂ - $i2)5+ ’Y(yz'o - %3))

(417) PAlz,ap AUB xp = 1) =
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eXP((fEﬂ — Ty )3+ ’Y(yio - %3))

(4.18) PABlayay AU B 2 = ;5)= 1+exp((zy =) B+ v(yy — yzs))

exp((ﬂci1 — Xy )b+ g (yio Y )"
1+exp((z; —2)b+ gy —yss))

=1}1{z;, — a3 = 0}xIn( )

S
>~
=
©
N—
M=
™
[
=
<
=
+
S
[\

rot

ASIR @Uétﬂzl:%o] ]}1\_]_ 31)0] xit7]_ P(xl2=x23)>0% L_lo]—L— l’i"{ly:

, Bok el #T FES S (417D 4185 AHEE F vk A

O?I:; OE
N ol o
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M-S
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)
o
)
o
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°©
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=
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~
e =
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1o,
SE
S
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ox 19
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of BAG R A= AMNTF Wy, —x, 00 5,—x,° FFol
Eots TFE A7 g0l TR BEAC H BE teAE Fo)R i
3l Aol ololr]ojolt}. Honore and Kyriazidou(2000)&= 53], t}S& =

stgto = ol & FASE WHe A

2 Ly CXP((xil - xiZ)b—i_ Q(yio - yzfs))yl
. 1 Y g P S
(4.20 Z {yll T¥a s } { On }X " 1+ eXP((%l - $i2)b+ g(yio - yzs))

AZIM gy BFA el AEAF 7S AE = kernel density function
°|H, g, n o] FIWE F7+E
FRAs wEsEs g

}
sk K()l‘:_ Kw)—0 as |v| >} &
=

=T pEAE, L e 09 A

3Dz 7t &L B4y = T3
}. [}

32) 53, 57
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o
zt= 3ol index EH Flo)® YERY S AduhH, Manski(1987)e] (74 €

A)maximum score estimatore= TS 1O EZMN Az} FHHFEE AY

WEg zhes A2 dvkst & 4 9t

432014 = (413)8] AAARG] Aol 7IvtS E£vh Alzbel whet W

sl oxte] Bxo Uat 23 78S $+84A17]7] 98 Manski(1987)9] %
s AV E Floln 4313 #Zo] Aol Eg° WE =HA 78S A
= Zlo|th.

(4.21) Plyo=1lz;, ;) = polzi, )
(4.22) Pyo=1lz;, ;. Yioslir—1) = F(xiB+ vy 1 + ;) (t=1,..T)
Ak o], AMAF 44 BFAE EAdE BH(F, T3 24 %&

. ASt BE 4310149 2o e AGR

33) A= (yiO s ¥Yn =0, yp =1, .%3)
B= (yio y¥Yn =1, ¥ =0, %3)9] A5
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(4.23)
P(A |x;,04,30 = x;3)
= po(@;.0) (1 — po (@ ,00))' ™" X [ = Faj B+ yyo + ;)]
X Fzpf+ ;) X[ — Fzof+~y+ ;)] %
X F(i9+v+a; )"

P(B |z;,0;,1 = x;3)
=po(z; 0 )"[1 — po (2,0, )] " X F218+ yyo + ;)
X[L— F(msB+ v+ ;] X [1 — Fla;oB+a;)] ™%
X Fxsf+ ;)"

(4.24)

wF y,-00lW g 2

P(A |2, ;T = 243)
P(B| L, Oy Tjg = 9Ci3)
(4.95) _ 1 — FxafB+ vy + i) Flxpf+a;)
1 — F(zpf+a;) Fxpf+yyo + ;)
_ 1 — Flaaf+yyo+ai)  Flapb+yys+ o)
1 — FlzpB+yys+o;)  Flaaf+yyo+a;)

yz=10l™ 53 2o (y,=1 °1H ~yy, =~ ).

P(A |2, ;T = 243)

P(B| sz;Oéz;l‘zz:ﬂCi:z)

1 — Flaqf+ vy + o) Flapf+v+ o)

1 — FlzpB+v+a;) Fxnf+yyo + ;)

_ 1 — F(zn B+ vy + o) « F(290 + vy + o)
1 — FlzpB+yys+o;)  Flaaf+yyo+a;)

(4.26) =
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ol Agol A Fi b AAE gelen,

(4.27) ?E‘;)) >1 i 2 B84 vy > i B+ i
P(A) ) , ,
P(B) <1 if @ B+ vy <z B+ vy
(4.28)

SQN[P(A|$i;ai;$i2:fU¢3) _P(B|xi;ai;xi2:xi3)] 7 @
= sgnl(zn — z1)7 + B(Yiz — o) ]-

r-E

RHF p(y ,=x 5)>0°1 ¥ maximum score estimatori= AR y,=x,%
FA71=d A4Ed Aotk gé 4 = HUee U eEA 244 A

ol .

(4.29) E 1z — i3 = 0)(Yio — yir ) sgn (i — 1) B+ ’Y(.%?, — %))

yaty=1= WHEsE A5A vto] A Al ApEFHAOH ZA1E A5
ok FARSHA,  ,—x, s 0 WOlA dAEHoR Exdu. Honore and
Kyriazidou (2000a)+= th9 3o} &5 SUgstE  maximum score

estimatorE A, z,—2,9 BE  flz,—z5)7F 00X FFEHE(S,

2

(4.30) i K(wj(yzz yin ) sgn (2 — )b + g(Yis — Yio))

n

z,—x;, (t=s)7F 0 @l EXHY= 7H49 dAE 7HAH, 24 A

FaA A guE AR AAERL 248 F fos A4 £
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olHEE W ZEHEES ¥ o 12 uAgH #iks A € 549
W] R Wete AqEYE FALE s dusdes T
& Atk mA W Z=(Z,, Zoyr o1 Z,,) 2 95 (multiplicative) 3575 ZH &=
4k Harvey(1976)el w2, (5.1) of,= [exp(z,y))*7F HEE e SHH
F7F 1ol 2 FE52 53 2o (5.2) Prly, =1)= ®(x,;b/exp(z,7)).

O W F y, b ol z,b, Akl 191 AR EE #HFHA G WFw,
E AR o Add 7hgetd vEa 2

(5.3) y,=1 if w,; >0
0 if w, <0

m

o] }Ag& xaH wygoz Yelld (54) Prly, =1)=Pr(w;, >0)= &(z;b)
of o olAl w, 7t (55) Var(e,) =02 = lexp(z;7))*e E o=
& Wo AR old @ WAoR med wye oRAdS Bseu o

<3 72 ¥4 (multiplicative) o] &A4F X 28 &S A A Sk},

x;b
olelg ol Bak meHl W 2agEdsrE ed P,
B7)  InL= wi In®(x;,b/explz;y)+ D, dyw;In(1— &(z;b/exp(z;y))

9ol LS T
$ @AEIAE oS Brbe) v,

A2 v =xBta e, A B, olatel EAsH

JH
)
e
P,L
=
g

S gAoR Aus & 5 Uk o] 7

6.8 prly, =1z, l=prla, +¢;, >,/

34) sv y;

;=09 RE #ER jo setoln, wit AR AFAE v,
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5.2 H3 ZAHH(bias correction)

Hd dolet= AFHA F= 54 TolA ARt wep WekA &=

AS5de AL + Advk 2y JRAe] ojd o] s AleFHA Fe

wj, ¥]A & 2= incidental parameter problems 7Tl o] 2 213
AR FAANE HEFS Ad JhesAdol By, F, A48 MLE WH

equation®] T3 Z AW 3. concentrated likelihoode] #& ZAHWMS et
T oAr. e HuAoe] 7]x3d H(Cox and Reid’s Adjusted Profile
Likelihood Approach %5)¥ automatic methods(Panel Jacknife %)ol <] 3}
© ATHE 2dd & v 9 yeolrh 2 S SARE A dHolg Al
of dut} & Fest=A]d #Hd| A= Carro(2004) and Fernandez-val(2005)

o] o)X W4 ol A9 Monte-carlo 235 st}

35) Al ¥l WA= Manuel Arellano and Jinyoung Hahn(2005), “Understanding Bias on
Nonlinear Panel models : Some Recent Developments”, CEMFI, UCLA. %z,
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5.3 ZH] o] = A (state dependence)¥ A &G4 @& (serial correlation)

OJFAWMERG A ARFEIHE oy, serial  correlation, o °]
heterogeneity, py;,_ ;%< true state dependence®| Al 7} Q.<leof <3
AE Atk FEHA BN E ALEdHHR FHgEEY ol v T

a.3td], A el 9] =4 (state dependence)?] ¢+ 4A 7]Ed FHEH v

H FAbst 22, 2heFs] AHE siE Zlolm, Al E 4 (serial correlation)©]
At A5 daiAes FrHH R A7 d 88t
- A9 ¥ (serial correlation) =&

(5.10) Vi, = z;+ Bz, +o; +w,,

Wiy = pw; g T Uy

- Aef o] &4 (state dependence) = 3

(5.11) Yir = PYii—1 =7 2+ By + oy +uy,

Yit = PYii—1 T 'y’zﬁrﬁ’x“ toa;tuy,

5.3.1. A H o] & A (state dependence)°] &A= 3§

(1) A71sl4 =353 (Autoregressive Logit Model)

WA & o 7F 3185, dE e &4 (state dependence)’t EA st A
Aol A ZE oy, 7F AA BE . AFel 9FS A A= LAV AT
t}. Chamberlain(1978,1985)2 Cox(1958)2] #}7]13]7] =A Ry S F714 o
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exp(a,,; VY- 1)
1+ eXP(C’%‘ VY- 1)

(5.12) Prob(y;, = 1ly; ,—1) =

ot ol 2= (oint FEFF)E FUESH 45 (fixed T, Ao

Froll wheh) LA FA Gl HA XepH, No| F7petel wpel FAsfopd &g

(5.13) Pr(yil7yi2""7yiT|yil’Ztyit’yiT): T
E exp('yZdt, dtfl)

dEB, =2

(Bi = [d: (dlad2a~-ad7)|dz =1lord =y;, Edt = Eym dp= yiT] ?:]!)
t t

MAE e yaee Foz Folx A A= =04 &
MNAE 7o) FOZ(ypyp Sy 9 £2) YHoAG o] By z7AR =

Al

2l e FHjola ot AHAER gA F4E ¢ U0

(5.13)9] #7137 Ro= F 7HA A AT A WA= =23

36) Chamberlain ann Hill(1985), Corcoran(1982), Corcoran and Hill(1985)%5-¢ll 9&) =514 7} Ao A&
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613 "FFAHe) A} WAY B : 5 A,
E%, 8514712 4(2005).

MAG Y ABE AIARZ FAFT wFAY F
s oy TEAL AYT FBL oW agld o3

HEdY, F4 23 o2 = Chamberlain(1980)°] Ab&3t 1 g3 2 A E T

AAed o] Toldth AYHEE Eavgsuide HA FE

g} 2bglel wale] & Ao Uehue, AFMEE A% vshe] AR

A QF=(2004).

E =ie ngFde 444 anE 2487 8 @ =g )
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ABSTRACT

Binary Choice Model using Panel Data : A survey

Kim, Joo-Bong
Department of Economics
Graduate School of

Sungshin Women'’s University

This paper present a survey of the method used in the estimation
binary choice model with panel data. It first review some issues in the
analysis of panel data when the dependent variables are discrete. This
paper reviews the existing approaches to deal with panel data binary
choice models with individual effects and consider the estimation of
static, dynamic binary choice panel data.

The problems of fixed effects vs. random effects and heteroscedasticity
vs. serial correlation are discussed with reference to binary choice
model. The paper then discuss these problems with reference to the
panel logit, panel probit, and panel semiparametric models. Finally, the
paper presents a comparative assesment of these models and illustrate

the empirical research.
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