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1 Introduction

This paper provides a principled and unified way of doing inference in a linear instrumental
variables model with a single endogenous regressor and homoscedastic errors in which the
number of instruments, k,, is potentially large. To capture this feature in asymptotic approx-
imations, I employ the many instrument asymptotics of Kunitoma (1980), Morimune (1983),
and Bekker (1994) that allow k, to increase in proportion with the sample size, n. I focus on
the case in which collectively the instruments have substantial predictive power, so that the
concentration parameter grows at the same rate as the sample size. I make no assumptions
about the strength of individual instruments. I allow the rate of growth of k, to be zero, in
which case the asymptotics reduce to the standard few strong instrument asymptotics.

The presence of many instruments creates an incidental parameters problem (Neyman
and Scott, 11948), as the number of first-stage coefficients, k,, increases with the sample size.
To directly address this problem, I use sufficiency and invariance arguments together with
an assumption that the reduced-form errors are normally distributed to reduce the data to a
pair of two-by-two matrices. In the absence of exogenous regressors, the first matrix can be
written as T = (y x)'Pz(y x)/n, where Py is the projection matrix of the instruments Z,
and y and x are vectors corresponding to the outcome and the endogenous regressor. The
second matrix, S = (y x)'(I, — Pz)(y x)/(n —ky), where I, is the identity, corresponds to
an estimator of the reduced-form covariance matrix. This solves the incidental parameters
problem because the distribution of T and S depends on a fixed number of parameters even
as k, — oo: it depends on the first-stage coefficients only through the parameter A,, a measure
of their collective strength.

I then drop the normality assumption and use a restriction on the first moment of T
implied by the model to construct a minimum distance (MD) objective function. This restriction
follows from the property of the instrumental variables model that the coefficients on the
instruments in the first-stage regression are proportional to the coefficients in the reduced-
form outcome regression. I use this MD objective function to derive three main results.

First, I show that minimizing the MD objective function with respect to the optimal weight



matrix yields a new estimator of 3, the coefficient on the endogenous regressor, that exhausts
the information in T and S. In particular, this efficient MD estimator is asymptotically more
efficient than the limited information maximum likelihood (L1ML) estimator when the reduced-
form errors are not normal. Standard errors can easily be constructed using the usual sand-
wich formula for asymptotic variance of minimum distance estimators.! The MD approach
thus gives a simple practical solution to the many-instrument incidental parameters problem.

Second, I compare the MD approach to that based on the invariant likelihood—the likeli-
hood, under normality, based on T and S. I show that, when combined with a particular prior
on A,, the likelihood is equivalent to the random-effects (RE) quasi-maximum likelihood of
Chamberlain and Imbens (2004), and that maximizing it yields LimL. Therefore, the random-
effects estimator of f is in fact equivalent to LimML. Furthermore, I show that the RE estimator
of the model parameters also minimizes the MD objective function with respect to a particular
weight matrix. This weight matrix is efficient under normality, but not in general.

Third, I consider minimum distance estimation that leaves the first moment of T unre-
stricted. This situation arises, for instance, when the instrumental variables model is used to
estimate potentially heterogeneous causal effects, as in |/Angrist and Imbens (1995). When the
causal effect is heterogeneous, the reduced-form coefficients are no longer proportional, so
that the first moment of T is unrestricted. In this case, the instrumental variables estimand
B can be interpreted as a weighted average of the marginal effect of the endogenous variable
on the outcome (Angrist, Graddy and Imbens, 2000). I show that the unrestricted minimum
distance estimator coincides with a version of the bias-corrected two-stage least squares esti-
mator (Nagar, 1959; Donald and Newey, 2001), and use the MD objective function to construct
confidence intervals that remain valid when the proportionality restriction is violated.

The MD objective function is also helpful in deriving a specification test that is robust
to many instruments. By testing the restriction on the first moment of T, I derive a new
test that is similar to that of ICragg and Donald (1993), but with an adjusted critical value.
The adjustment ensures that the test is valid under few strong as well as many instrument

asymptotics that also allow for many regressors. In contrast, when the number of regressors

ISoftware implementing estimators and standard errors based on the Mp objective function is available at
https://github.com/kolesarm/ManyIV,
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is allowed to increase with the sample size, the size of the standard [Sargan (1958) specification
test converges to one, as does the size of the test proposed by |Anatolyev and Gospodinov
(2011).

The paper draws on two separate strands of literature. First, the literature on many in-
struments that builds on the work by Kunitoma (1980), Morimune (1983), Bekker (1994) and
Chao and Swanson (2005). Like |Anatolyev (2013), I relax the assumption that the dimension
of regressors is fixed, and I allow them to grow with the sample size. [Hahn (2002), Chamber-
lain (2007), IChioda and Jansson (2009), and Moreira (2009) focus on optimal inference with
many instruments when the errors are normal and homoscedastic, and my optimality results
build on theirs. Papers by [Hansen, Hausman and Newey (2008), Anderson, Kunitomo and
Matsushita (2010) and van Hasselt (2010) relax the normality assumption. Hausman, Newey,
Woutersen, Chao and Swanson (2012), |(Chao, Swanson, Hausman, Newey and Woutersen
(2012), IChao, Hausman, Newey, Swanson and Woutersen (2014) and Bekker and Crudu (2015)
also allow for heteroscedasticity. An interesting new development is to employ shrinkage or
regularization to solve the incidental parameters problem (see, for example, Belloni, Chen,
Chernozhukov and Hansen, 2012, (Gautier and Tsybakov, 2014, or (Carrasco, 2012). When
combined with additional assumptions on the model, these shrinkage estimators can be more
efficient than the efficient MD estimator proposed here.

Second, the literature on incidental parameters dating back to Neyman and Scott (194S).
Lancaster (2000) and |Arellano (2003) discuss the incidental parameters problem in a panel data
context. (Chamberlain and Moreira (2009) relate invariance and random effects approaches to
the incidental parameters problem in a dynamic panel data model. My results on the relation-
ship between these two approaches in an instrumental variables model build on theirs. |Sims
(2000) proposes a similar random-effects solution in a dynamic panel data model. Moreira
(2009) proposes to use invariance arguments to solve the incidental parameters problem.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section [2 sets up the instrumental
variables model, and reduces the data to the T and S statistics. Section Bl considers likelihood-
based approaches to inference under normality. Section H relaxes the normality assumption

and considers the MD approach to inference. Section[5 considers MD estimation without impos-



ing proportionality of the reduced-form coefficients. Section [fl studies tests of overidentifying
restrictions. Section [7] concludes. Proofs and derivations are collected in the appendix. The

supplemental appendix contains additional derivations.

2 Setup

In this section, I first introduce the model, notation, and the many instrument asymptotic
sequence that allows both the number of instruments and the number of exogenous regressors
to increase in proportion with the sample size. I then reduce the data to the low-dimensional

statistics T and S, and define the minimum distance objective function.

2.1 Model and Assumptions

There is a sample of individuals i = 1, ..., n. For each individual, we observe a scalar outcome
i, a scalar endogenous regressor x;, £,-dimensional vector of exogenous regressors w;, and k-
dimensional vector of instruments z}. The instruments and exogenous regressors are treated
as non-random.

It will be convenient to define the model in terms of an orthogonalized version of the
original instruments. To describe the orthogonalization, let W denote the n x ¢, matrix of
regressors with ith row equal to w}, and let Z* denote the n x k, matrix of instruments with
ith row equal to z}'. Let Z = Z* — W(W'W)~!W’'Z* denote the residuals from regressing Z*
onto W. Then the orthogonalized instruments Z € R"** are given by Z = ZR™!, where the
upper-triangular matrix R € R¥*% is the Cholesky factor of Z’Z. Now, by construction, the
columns of Z are orthogonal to each other as well as to the columns of W.?

Denote the ith row of Z by z/, and let Y € R"*? with rows (y;, x;) pool all endogenous

variables in the model. The reduced form regression of Y onto Z and W can be written as

Y=2 <7T1,n 7T2,n> +W <¢1,n l,l’z,n) +V, 1)

where V € R"*? with rows v} = (v14,0i) pools the reduced-form errors, which are assumed

2This orthogonalization is sometimes called a standardizing transformation; see |Phillipd (1983) for discussion.



to be mean zero and homoscedastic,

Elv;] =0, and E[v;0]] = Q. ()

1

The reduced-form coefficients on the instruments are assumed to satisfy a proportionality

restriction, and the parameter of interest, 8, corresponds to the constant of proportionality:
Assumption PR (Proportionality restriction). 71, = 7,,.

The proportionality restriction implies that

yi = x;p+ wiBY +e, (3)

where €; = vy; — vp; is known as the structural error, and B, = 1, — P2,B. This equation
is known as the structural equation. In Section[5] I allow for certain violations of this assump-
tion, such as when the effect of x; on y; is heterogeneous. Throughout the paper, I assume
that k, > 1, which implies that Assumption [PRlis testable; I discuss specification testing in
Section [l In order to employ sufficiency and invariance arguments, I assume that v; has a

normal distribution:
Assumption N (Normality). The errors v; are i.i.d. and normally distributed.

This assumption has no effect on the consistency of estimators considered in this paper, al-
though it does affect their asymptotic distribution and asymptotic efficiency. I drop this as-
sumption in Sections @ to [(l when I discuss a minimum-distance approach to inference.

To measure the strength of identification, I follow Chamberlain (2007) and Andrews, Mor-

eira and Stock (2008), and use the parameter

Ay = 10 T -’ Q a/n, a

(4)

The goal is to construct inference procedures that work well even if the number of in-

struments k, and the number of exogenous regressors ¢, is large relative to sample size. I



therefore follow |Anatolyevl (2013) and Kolesdr, Chetty, Friedman, Glaeser and Imbens (2015)

and allow both k, and ¢, to potentially grow with the sample size:

Assumption MI (Many instruments). () k,/n = a; +o(n~V2) and £,/n = a; + o(n=1/?) for
some ay, & > 0 such that a; + ay < 1; (ii) The matrix (W Z) is non-random and full column

rank ky, + £y; (i) Y7 ((zimo0)* + (20m1,0)*) /0? = 0(1); and (iv) A, = A +0(1) for some A > 0.

Assumption [MIl[()] weakens the many instrument sequence of Bekker (1994) by allowing ¢,
to grow with the sample size. The motivation for this is twofold. First, often the presence of
many instruments is the result of interacting a few basic instruments with many regressors
(as in, for example |Angrist and Krueger, 1991), in which case both ¢, and k, are large. Sec-
ond, oftentimes the instruments are valid only conditional on a large set of regressors w;; for
example, if the instruments are randomly assigned within a school, we need to condition on
school fixed effects. By allowing aj = ay = 0, the assumption nests the standard few strong
instrument asymptotic sequence in which the number of instruments and regressors is fixed.
Parts of Assumption[MlIlare standard. Part|(ii)| is a normalization that requires exclud-
ing redundant columns from W and excluding columns of Z that are redundant or already
included in W. It ensures that the reduced-form coefficients in (I} are well-defined. Part
is used to verify the Lindeberg condition. Part is the many-instruments equivalent of the
relevance assumption. It is equivalent to the assumption that the concentration parameter

(Rothenberg, [1984), given by 71 72,1/ 22, grows at the same rate as the sample size.

2.2 Sufficient statistics and limited information likelihood
Under normality, the set of sufficient statistics is given by the least-squares estimators of the
reduced-form coefficients I, = (71, 72,) and ¥y = (P10 Pou),

A~ l
I — z Y c R(kn“!‘gn)xz

¥ (W'W)~TW'Y
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and an unbiased estimator of the reduced-form covariance matrix () based on the residual

sum of squares,

S = ;Y’(In — 77 — W (W'W)'W)Y € R**?, (5)
n—k,—4,

The advantage of working with the orthogonalized instruments is that now the rows of IT are
mutually independent. Since the distribution of ¥ is unrestricted, we can drop it from the
model and base inference on IT and S only as in Moreira (2003) and (Chamberlain and Imbens
(2004). This step eliminates the potentially high-dimensional nuisance parameter ¥, so that
the model parameters are now given by the triplet (B, 72, Q).

Estimators considered in this paper will only depend on IT through the statistic

1

1.,
T= EH’H = EY’ZZ’Y € R?*2, (6)

Define the following functions of the statistics T and S:

b'Th dQ1TO 1 1
Qs(B. Q) = YOb’ Q7 (B,Q) = 0 1 b= ,

and let Mmin and mmax denote the minimum and maximum eigenvalues of the matrix STIT.
The likelihood of the model (I)-(2) under Assumptions and [Nl is known as the lim-
ited information likelihood (Anderson and Rubin, [1949). The limited information maximum

likelihood (LML) estimator of B is given by

T2 — MminS12

BLIML = arg;nax Qr(B,S) = arglrgnin Qs(B,S) = (7)

T2 — MminS22

It turns out that B, is consistent and asymptotically normal under Assumption [MI despite
the incidental parameters problem (Bekker, 1994). I will give some insight into this result in
Section[3

Due to the incidental parameters problem, the (B, B) block of the inverse information ma-

trix of the limited information likelihood does not yield a consistent estimate of the asymptotic



variance of LIML. The asymptotic distribution of ;. under Assumptions PR} [N] and [MT is

given by (see Bekker, 1994 and [Kolesér et alJ, 2015 for derivation)

\/ﬁ (BHML - :B) = N (O/ VLIML,N) ’ (8)

where = denotes convergence in distribution, and

VQb-a'Q! 1-— 1
e B “<1+7”‘k( %) ) 9)

Vi = =
e A T—a—agA

In contrast, the (B, B) block of the inverse information matrix is given by b'Qb -a’Q~ta/ (nA,),
missing the correction factor in parentheses (see supplemental appendix for derivation). This
correction factor can be substantial even when the ratio of instruments to sample size, ay, is

small if A is small.

2.3 Using invariance to reduce the dimension of the parameter space

To reduce the dimension of the parameter space, I follow |Andrews, Moreira and Stock (2006),
Chamberlain (2007), (Chioda and Jansson (2009), and Moreira (2009), and require decision rules
(procedures used for constructing point estimates and confidence intervals from the data) to
be invariant with respect to rotations of the instruments. In other words, changing the co-
ordinate system for the instruments should not affect inference about f—if we re-order the
instruments, or use a different orthogonalization procedure to construct Z, we should get the
same point estimate and confidence interval for . A decision rule is invariant under rotations
of instruments if it remains unchanged under the transformation (I1,S) + (gI1,S), where
g € O(ky), the group of k, x k, orthogonal matrices. A necessary and sufficient condition for
a decision rule to be invariant is that it depends on the data only through a maximal invariant
(Eaton, 1989, Theorem 2.3). A statistic m(I1, S) is maximal invariant if (i) m(I1,S) = m(gI1,S)
for all ¢ € O(ky); and (ii) whenever m(I1,S) = m(I1,S) for some I1,IT € R¥*2 and S,S €
R2%2, then (I1,S) = (gI1,S) for some ¢ € O(k,). It is straightforward to check that the pair
of matrices (S, T) is a maximal invariant statistic. The distribution of (S, T) depends on 7, ,

only through 71} 75, or equivalently through A, = 7} 70, - @’Q)"'a/n. This reduces the

9



parameter space to (B, A, 2), which has a fixed dimension.?

There are two general approaches to constructing invariant decision rules based on the
maximal invariant (S, T). First, one can use the likelihood based on S and T, called the
invariant likelihood, Ly, (B, A, ; S, T). I consider this approach in detail in Section[3 The
disadvantage of this approach is that the validity of inference based on the invariant likelihood
is sensitive to Assumption [N}

The second approach is to use moment restrictions on S and T implied by the model. In

particular, the reduced form (I)—(2) without any further assumptions implies

E[S] = Q, (10a)

1 /
E[T — (k,/n)S] = E,, where &, = - <7T1,n 7T2,n> <7T1,n 7T2,n> ) (10b)

Under Assumption [PR] the matrix of second moments of the reduced-form coefficients, E,,

has reduced rank,

B B

n = Bxnaa’ = By , (11)

g 1

[1]

with Egp = 75,720 /1 = A/ (a’Q1"'a). This rank restriction can be used to build a minimum

distance objective function*

A

Q. (B, Boz,n; Wy) = vech (T — (k,,/n)S — :22,11”51,), W, vech (T — (kn/n)S —Expaa’), (12)

where W, € R3*? is some weight matrix. Since the nuisance parameter Q only appears in the
moment condition ([0a), which is unrestricted, we can exclude the moment condition from
the objective function (I2) without any loss of information (Chamberlain, 1982, Section 3.2). I
consider this approach in detail in Sections @] to [6, where I show that this approach is more

attractive once Assumption[Nlis relaxed.

3Similar arguments can be used to generalize the results in this paper to the case with more than one endoge-
nous variable. In particular, if dim(x;) = J and dim(Y) = n x (J + 1), then one can use invariance arguments to
reduce the data to the same pair of matrices (S, T) defined in (§) and (@), now with dimension (J +1) x (J + 1).

4The operator vech(A) transforms the lower-triangular part of A into a single column—when A is symmetric,
as is the case here, the operator can be thought of as vectorizing A while removing the duplicates.
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3 Likelihood-based estimation and inference

This section shows that by combining the invariant likelihood with a particular prior on A,
we can construct a likelihood with a simple closed form that addresses the incidental param-
eters problem. I show that this likelihood is equivalent to the random effects likelihood of
Chamberlain and Imbens (2004), and that maximizing it yields the LIML estimator of B.

First consider maximizing the invariant likelihood. To state the result, let w,, = 72,/ || 7t2,n |,
so that IT and S can be parametrized by (B, wn, Ay, Q). The parameter w, lies on the unit
sphere S¥*~1 in R¥" and it can be thought of as measuring the relative strength of the individ-

ual instruments.

Lemma 1. The invariant likelihood Ly n(B, An, 'S, T) is maximized over B at ,BLIML. This result

also holds if A, is fixed at an arbitrary value. Furthermore,
EINV,H (;B/ A, () S, T) = /g;k . ﬁLI,Vl (,Br An, wp, O ﬁ/ S) den (wn)/ (13)

where Ly, denotes the limited information likelihood, and F,,, () denotes the uniform distribution on

the unit sphere Sk~ 1.

The first part of Lemma [I] generalizes the result in Moreira (2009) that the maximum invariant
likelihood estimator for § coincides with LMLk when () is known. It also explains why the
limited information likelihood produces an estimator that is robust to many instruments, even
though the number of parameters in the likelihood increases with sample size: it is because
LIML happens to coincide with the maximum invariant likelihood estimator.

The last part of Lemma[Ilshows that the invariant likelihood is equivalent to the integrated
(marginal) likelihood that puts a uniform prior on w,. This observation will allow me to
build the connection between the invariant likelihood and the random-effects likelihood of
Chamberlain and Imbens (2004). In particular, consider integrating the limited information

likelihood with respect to the following prior on A,, in addition to the uniform prior on wy:

An ~ —=x2(kn). (14)



The hyperparameter A corresponds to the limit of A, under Assumption [MIl I allow it to be
determined by the data, so that the prior will be dominated in large samples. The two priors
on wy, and A, are equivalent to a single normal prior over the scaled first-stage coefficients
n = Mo/ Ta ],

T ~ N(0,A/ky - I, (15)

This prior is the random-effects prior proposed in (Chamberlain and Imbens (2004). Therefore,
the integrated likelihood obtained after integrating the limited information likelihood over
the uniform prior on w, and the chi-square prior on A, coincides with the rE likelihood that
integrates the limited information likelihood over the normal prior (I5). The RrE likelihood has

a simple closed form:®

ERE,H(ﬁ/ A, Q) = A{kn LLI,)’l(ﬁ/ Nn, Wny Q; ﬁ/S) dFﬂnM(Yln | /\)

N /IR /«_r,kn_l Luan(Br Any w0n, QL S) dF, (wn) dFyn (A | A) (16)
‘ —kn/2 gy N
= () e SR,
n

where the last equality holds up to a normalizing constant, and S = (n —k, — £,,)S + nT.
Chamberlain and Imbens (2004) motivate the RE prior as a modeling tool: since the prior has
zero mean, it intuitively captures the idea that the individual instruments may not be very
relevant. This motivation leaves it unclear however, whether inference based on the RE is
asymptotically valid when the first-stage parameters are viewed as fixed. The equivalence (16)
implies that one can indeed use the RE likelihood for inference. In particular, since the invari-
ant likelihood has a fixed number of parameters and the invariant model is locally asymptot-
ically normal (Chioda and Jansson, 2009), inference based on it will be asymptotically valid
by standard arguments. Since the prior on A, gets dominated in large samples, this implies
that inference based on the RE likelihood will also be asymptotically valid. Furthermore, since

by Lemma [Il constraining A, does not affect the maximum invariant likelihood estimator for

3Chamberlain and Imbens (2004) also consider putting a random effects prior only on some coefficients; the
coefficients on the remaining instruments are then assumed to be fixed. When referring to the random-effects
likelihood, I assume that we put a random-effects prior on all coefficients.
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B, integrating the invariant likelihood with respect to the chi-square prior (14) will not affect
it either: it will still be given by BHML. The next proposition summarizes and formalizes these

results.

Proposition 1.

(i) The RrE likelihood (16) is maximized at

,BRE = ,BLIML/

Agg = max{mmax —ky/n, 0}/

A _Yl—kn—fn n }\RE PN s _ (B
g = n—{y St n— 4y (T_ A S Ty ke | ke = ( 1 )

(11) If Mmax > ky/n, the (1,1) element of the inverse Hessian of the RE likelihood (16), evaluated at

(BRE/ ;\RE/ QRE), iS given by

A A A N A —1

. b Orebrs (A k A A C

Hll{}; _ URE” “RE RE( rE T n/n) <QSQRE,2Z o T22 + c QSlﬁ ) ,
RE

NAge 1-2¢4

where QS = QS(BRE/ ORE)/ = (kn/n-i-%z?(i—(n/n)' and BRE = (1/ _BRE)/'

(iii) Under Assumptions[PR| [Nl and —nHLL LN Vi, N, With Vi N given in Equation (9).

Part (i) of Proposition [ll formalizes the claim that the estimator of § remains unchanged under
the additional chi-square prior for A,. Part|(ii)| derives the expression for the inverse Hessian.
The condition #max > k,,/n makes sure that the constraint A > 0 does not bind, otherwise
the Hessian is singular. It holds with probability approaching one under Assumption MI[(iv)}
as Mmax — kn/n P A > 0. Part proves that the extra prior on A, gets dominated in
large samples so that the inverse Hessian can be used to estimate the asymptotic variance
of B (one could also use the inverse Hessian of the invariant likelihood, although this
involves numerical optimization since maximum invariant likelihood estimates of A,, and Q)
are not available in closed form). It is important that the prior on A, is chosen such that
the prior is dominated in large samples. For example, [Lancaster (2002) suggests integrating

the orthogonalized incidental parameters out with respect to a uniform prior. Here such
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prior corresponds to a flat prior on #,, which is equivalent to a uniform prior on w,, and an
improper prior on A,, obtained by taking the limit of (I4) as A — oo. However, this improper
prior on A, will never get dominated by the data, and as a result, it can be shown that the

resulting likelihood will fail to produce valid confidence intervals.

4 Minimum distance estimation and inference

In this section, I first show that the random effects estimator is in fact equivalent to a mini-
mum distance estimator that uses a particular weight matrix. This weight matrix weights the
restrictions efficiently under normality, but not otherwise. I derive a new estimator of  based
on the efficient weight matrix that is more efficient than LiML when the normality assumption
is dropped. Moreover, unlike inference based on the random effects likelihood, minimum-
distance-based inference will be asymptotically valid even if the reduced-form errors are not
normally distributed.

To simplify the expressions in this section, let D, € R&xd(d+1)/2 1 ¢ RA@+1)/2xd an4
N, € R**# denote the duplication matrix, the elimination matrix, and the symmetrizer ma-
trix, respectively (see Magnus and Neudecker (1980) for definitions of these matrices). The
symmetrizer matrix has the property that for any d x d matrix A, Ny vec(A) = (1/2) vec(A +
A’). The duplication matrix transforms the vech operator into a vec operator, and the elim-
ination operator performs the reverse operation, so that for a symmetric d x d matrix A,

Djvech(A) = vec(A), and L vec(A) = vech(A).

4.1 Random effects and minimum distance

The random effects likelihood ([@6) and the minimum distance objective function (I12) both
leverage the rank restriction (II) to construct an estimator of . There should therefore exist a
weight matrix such that the random effects estimator of (B, ) is asymptotically equivalent
to a minimum distance estimator with respect to this weight matrix. The next proposition
shows that if the weight matrix is appropriately chosen, the minimum distance and random

effects estimators are in fact identical.
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Proposition 2. Consider the minimum distance objective function (12) with respect to the weight matrix
Wee = D5(S'®@S™1)Dy. (i) The objective function is minimized at (Brg, Zooxx), where Egp py =
Are/ (8Ot ang) (i1) Under Assumptions and the weight matrix Wy is asymptotically

optimal.

The second part of Proposition 2l shows that if the errors are normally distributed, then the
random effects weight matrix Wy; weights the moment condition (I0D) efficiently under many-
instrument asymptotics, even though Wy, doesn’t converge to the inverse of the asymptotic
variance of the moment condition. The proof shows that the inverse of the asymptotic variance
is not the unique optimal weight matrix, but that there exists a whole class of optimal weight
matrices, and that this class includes Wy:.° As I show in the next subsection, this optimality
result is sensitive to Assumption [Nl

The equivalence between minimum distance and RE estimators is related to the observation
in Bekker (1994) that L1ML can be thought of as a method-of-moments estimator in the sense
that it satisfies (T — MminS)(1, — BLIML)’ = 0, which is similar to a first-order condition of the
objective function (12) when the weight Wi is used. It is also related to Goldberger and Olkin
(1971), who consider a minimum distance objective function based on the proportionality

restriction [PR]
Qcon(B, o) = vec (11— nzlna’)/ <S’1 ® Ikn> vec (IT— 7p0") . (17)

Goldberger and Olkin (1971) show that this objective function is minimized at BLIML. However,
the number of parameters in this objective function diverges to infinity under Assumption[MI]

s0 it cannot be used for inference.

4.2 Minimum distance estimation under non-normal errors

The efficiency of BLIML as well as the expression for the asymptotic distribution of BLIML given

in @) depend on Assumption [N] This sensitivity to the normality assumption is similar to

®The standard condition that the weight matrix converges to the inverse of the asymptotic covariance matrix
of the moment conditions is sufficient, but not necessary for asymptotic efficiency (Newey and McFadden, 1994,
Section 5.2).
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the efficiency results for the maximum likelihood estimator in panel-data models in which
identification is based on covariance restrictions (Arellano, 2003, Chapter 5.4).

In order to derive the optimal weight matrix as well as the correct asymptotic variance
formulae under non-normality, we first need the limiting distribution of the moment condi-
tion (10b). The moment condition depends on the data through the three-dimensional statistic
vech(T — (k,/n)S). It can be seen from the definition of T and S given in Equations (5) and (6)

that this statistic can be written as a quadratic form
1
T——S=-Y'HY = E(anna' + V)'H(Zmgnd +V),
where
H=77 - —" (I, -WWW)'W - zZ7").

We need to impose some regularity conditions on the components of the quadratic form.
Let diag(A) denote the n-vector consisting of diagonal elements of an n-by-n matrix A, and

let 6, = diag(H)' diag(H)/ky.

Assumption RC (Regularity conditions). (i) The errors v; are i.i.d, with finite 8th moments; (ii) For

some d, 4 € R,as n — o0, 6, — ¢, and né/nZ’ diag(H)/v/nk, — u

Part|(i)| relaxes the normality assumption on the errors. Part|(ii) ensures the asymptotic covari-

ance matrix is well-defined.
Lemma 2. Under Assumptions [PR| [MI and

(i) /nvech(T — (k,/n)S — Epppaa’) = N(0,A), with A = Ly(A1 + Ay + Az + A}) LY, where

A] = 2N2 (Ezzﬂla, RO+O® Ezzaﬂl/ +1TOQO® Q,) , T = ak(l — 0(()/(1 — N — th),
Ay = b [¥y — vec(Q) vec(Q) —2N(Q® Q)] , ¥4 = E[(viv}) ® (v;v])],

Az = 2N (Vogu¥s ® a), Y3 = E[(v;0}) ® v,

and Epy = A/ (a'Q~1a).
(ii) Let M =1, — ZZ' — W(W'W) "W’ let V = MY with rows o' denote estimates of the reduced
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form errors, and let 7ty denote the second column of T1. Then

‘?3 _ 21[(616;) (38)01] ﬁ> '
Lij M
O Yi(6:0) @ (6:9]) — [zi M2 Y, Mﬂ 2N @ O + vec(€Y) vec(Q)’)
lF4 = — lF4,

Y M
and fi = 7' diag(H) /v/nky, 5o

Part |(i) shows that the asymptotic variance consists of three distinct terms. If the errors are
normally distributed, then A, = A3 = 0. The term A, accounts for excess kurtosis of the
errors, and the term Az accounts for skewness. Part|(ii)| provides consistent estimators for the
third and fourth moments of the errors, and for u. Since the probability limits of S and T
do not depend on Assumption [N} the other components of A1, Ay and Az can be consistently
estimated by BRE, e, and E22,RE = Ae/ (ﬁ;EQ;ElﬁRE). Therefore, a consistent estimator of the

asymptotic covariance matrix A is given by
A = Ly(Ay + Ay + As + AL) L), (18)

where the terms A1, A,, and A; are given by replacing B, Eop, and () in the definitions of Ay, Ay,
and A3 by their random-effects estimators, replacing ¥3 and ¥4 by ¥; and ¥4, and replacing

¢ and u by J, and fi.

Inference based on LIML Since By is @ minimum distance estimator, its asymptotic vari-

ance is given by the (1,1) element of the matrix
(G'WG) IG'WAWG(G'WG) 1, (19)

where W = D}(Q7 ' @ Q7 1)D, = plim Wi, and G is the derivative of the moment condi-
tion (10b)),

G=L, (Ezz (@® (5) + (5) ®a) a®a>'
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This element evaluates as

N o
\éz_ylE[(vgi — ye)€e?] + %E[ef(vzi — yei)? — |Qf],

=22 =22

VLIML - VLIML,N +

where €; = v; — vy, is the structural error, and v is regression coefficient from projecting vy;

onto it,

7 = (Q12 — Onp)/ (b'OQD), (20)

The term V; v (given in Equation (@) corresponds to the asymptotic variance of By under
normal errors. The two remaining terms are corrections for skewness and excess kurtosis.
Anatolyevl (2013) derives the same asymptotic variance expression by working with the explicit
definition of B;n. If &y = 0, then Viny reduces to the asymptotic variance given in Hansen
et al. (2008), |/ Anderson et al! (2010), and van Hasselt (2010). Due to the presence of the two
extra terms, the inverse Hessian will no longer estimate the asymptotic variance consistently.
However, a consistent plug-in estimator of (I9) can easily be computed by replacing A by A

and replacing a, Ep, and Q) in the expressions for G and W by dgg, Eoo re and gg.

Efficient minimum distance estimator Using the inverse of the variance estimator (I8) as
a weight matrix in the minimum distance objective function yields an efficient minimum

distance (EMD) estimator

(BEMD/ S22,EM1)) = argmin (oM (ﬁ/ E"22,11} Ail ) .
BB

Since the objective function is a fourth-order polynomial in two arguments, the solution can
be easily found numerically. It then follows by standard arguments (see, for example, Newey

and McFadden (1994)), that when ay > 0,

Vi (Bewo — B) = N (0, Vewn),
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where Vyyp corresponds to (1,1) element of the matrix (G'A~'G)~!, which evaluates as

vy 1 (VmpE[E] + e B[ (v - re)el])” 1)
EMD LIML E%Z(b’Qb)z 2T + DékéK 7
where
x = E[e*/(V'Qb)? — 3] (22)

measures excess kurtosis of €;. A consistent plug-in estimator of Vgyp can be easily constructed
by replacing A by A, and replacing Ex and B in the expression for G by their random-effects,
or EMD estimators.

There is a slightly stronger sense in which Bpyp is efficient than just being efficient in
the class of minimum distance estimators: it exhausts the information available in (S, T). In
particular, as argued in van der Ploeg and Bekker (1995), the efficiency bound for estimators
that are smooth functions of (S, T') is given by the efficient minimum distance estimator based
on the moment conditions and (10b). However, since the nuisance parameter () only
appears in the first moment condition (10a), which is unrestricted, we can exclude it from
the objective function, and the minimum distance estimator of B with respect to an efficient
weight matrix will achieve the same asymptotic variance (Chamberlain, 1982, Section 3.2).

Hahn (2002) shows that when the errors are restricted to be normal, an estimator that
exhausts the information in (S, T) will have variance given by Vin.. |Anderson et all (2010)
generalize this result by allowing the errors to belong to the family of elliptically contoured
distributions.” Equation (21) shows that this is not true in general. Indeed, the Anderson et al.
(2010) result obtains as a special case, since for elliptically contoured distributions, ¥3 = 0, so
that E[¢?] = 0 and ¥, is proportional to vec(Q) vec(Q))’ + 2N,Q ® Q) (Wong and Wang, 1992),
which implies E[(vy; — 7€;)e?] = 0, so that the second term in 2I)—the efficiency gain over
LIML—equals zero.

The other special case in which the efficiency gain is zero is when 6 = 0, which by the

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, > < 6, implies 4 = 0. The term § measures the balance

7A mean-zero random vector has an elliptically contoured distribution if its characteristic function can be
written as ¢(#'Vt), for some matrix V and some function ¢. The multivariate normal distribution is a special case,
with ¢(t) = e 11/2,
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of the design matrices Z and W. If the diagonal elements of the projection matrices (ZZ');;
and (W(W'W)~1W);;, called the leverage of i, are constant across i, then 6, = 0, and &, and
hence J, generally increases with the variability of the leverages. Suppose, for instance, that
each observation i belongs to one of k, 4+ 1 groups, numbered 0, ..., k,, and that there are nj
observations in group j. Let the k,-vector of instruments z; correspond to a vector of group
indicators, with group 0 excluded, and suppose that the only covariate is an intercept.® Then,
(WW'W)~'W");; = 1/n, and (ZZ'); = 1/nj; — 1/n, where j(i) denotes the group that i
belongs to (see supplemental appendix for derivation). It then follows from the definition of
on that §,, = 0 if and only if all groups have equal size, and that the magnitude of , increases
with Z;‘LO 1/n;, which can be thought of as a measure of group size variability.

Recently, Cattaneo, Crump and Jansson (2012), in the context of few strong instrument
asymptotics, proposed a modification of LIML that is more efficient than LML when the distri-
bution of the reduced-form errors is not normal. The modification was to use a more efficient
estimator of the reduced-form coefficients I1,, than I'l. |Cattaneo et al. (2012) use a two-step
estimator that uses a kernel estimator of the distribution of the reduced-form errors in the first
step Under Assumption [MI, when the number of regressors in the reduced-form regression
increases with sample size however, this kernel estimator will not be consistent, and so this
estimator is unlikely to perform well in settings with many instruments. In contrast, Beyp uses
the same estimator IT of I1,, as L1ML, but combines the information about B in IT in a more

efficient way. On the other hand, BEMD requires w; > 0 for the efficiency gain to be non-zero.

8This setup arises when individuals are randomly assigned to groups. For example, if a defendant is randomly
assigned to one of k; + 1 judges who differ in their sentencing severity, then one can use judge indicators as
instruments for the length of sentence of the defendant, as in|Aizer and Doyle (2015) or |Dobbie and Song (2015).
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5 Minimum distance estimation without rank restriction

Assumption [PRlimplies that the matrix &, is reduced rank. In particular, it implies that there

are two sources of information for estimating S,

[1]
[1]

11,1 12,15, and (23)

[1]
[1]

22,1 (24)

12,n

The minimum distance objective function ([I2) weights both sources of identification. In
this section, I consider estimation without imposing the rank restriction that Z11,/E12, =
E12,4/E00 ». 1 show that a version of the bias-corrected two-stage least squares estimator (Na-
gar, 1959; Donald and Newey, 2001) is equivalent to a minimum distance estimator that only

uses (24) to estimate 8, and derive standard errors that remain valid when (23) does not hold.

5.1 Motivation for relaxing the rank restriction

There are two important cases in which the ratios Z13, /52, and E11,/Z12,,, which corre-
spond to estimands of the reverse two-stage least squares and two-stage least squares estima-
tors under standard asymptotics (Kolesar, 2013), are not necessarily equal to each other, but
121/ B2, is still of interest.

The first case arises when the effect of x; on y; is heterogeneous, as in Imbens and Angrist
(1994). Let y;(x) denote the potential outcome of individual i when assigned x; = x, and
similarly let x;(z) denote the potential value of the endogenous variable if the individual was
assigned z; = z. We observe y; = y;(x;) and x; = x;(z;). For simplicity, suppose there are
no regressors w; beyond a constant. Suppose that (i) z; affects the outcome only through
its effect on x;: {y;(x)}rex is independent of z;, where X denotes the support of x;; and
(ii) Monotonicity holds: for any pair (z1,z2), P(xi(z1) > xi(z2)) equals either zero or one.
Then E15, /22,4, can be written as a particular weighted average of average partial derivatives
B(z) = E[oy;(xi(z))/0x] (see |Angrist and Imbens (1995) and |Angrist et all (2000) for details).

However, unless B(z) is constant, the rank restriction will not hold, and the ratio E11,/Z12,

may be outside of the convex hull of the average partial derivatives (Kolesar, 2013), which
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makes it hard to interpret.

The second case arises when instruments have a direct effect on the outcome. In this case,
the coefficient 711 , in the reduced-form regression of the outcome on instruments is given by
T,n = TouP + B, where 7, measures the strength of the direct effect. The structural equa-
tion (3) no longer holds—instead we have y; = x; + w!pY + z/p% + €;. Without any restrictions
on f%, the parameter B is no longer identified. However, Kolesar et al. (2015) show that if the
direct effects are orthogonal to the effects of the instruments on the endogenous variable in
the sense that 75 87, /n — 0 as n — o, then B can still be consistently estimated. In particular,
under this condition E15 ,/Ep0, = B+ B4 ton/ né,n m,n — B. In contrast, &1, /E12,, — B only

if direct effects disappear asymptotically so that gz'B%/n — 0.

5.2 Unrestricted minimum distance estimation

To relax the rank restriction on =,, define B, simply as the ratio X1 , /=27, and consider the

objective function

~

QM (B, E11, Eoo; Wy) =

vech <T— (kn/1)S — ( En Eﬁz’5>>,anech (T— (ku/1)S — ( En W)), (25)

Enf Ex Enf Ex

where W, € R3*3 is some weight matrix. If we restrict &1, to equal to Zp ‘Bfl, then mini-
mizing this objective function is equivalent to minimizing the original objective function (12).
If Z11, is unrestricted, the weight matrix does not matter since then the model is exactly
identified. The unrestricted minimum distance estimators will be given by their sample coun-

terparts,
Ex v = T2 — (kn/1)S2, Etomo = T11 — (kn/1)S11,

and
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The unrestricted minimum distance estimator for B, coincides with the modified bias-corrected
two-stage least squares estimator (Kolesar et alJ,2015), a version of the bias-corrected two-stage
least squares estimator. The version proposed by |Donald and Newey (2001) multiplies S;» and
S by k’“n—_z% instead of k,, /n. The motivation for the version in Koleséar ef al. (2015) was
to modify the Donald and Newey estimator to make it consistent when a, > 0. However, it

can also be viewed as a minimum distance estimator that puts no restrictions on the reduced

form. The next proposition derives its large-sample properties.

Proposition 3. Suppose that Assumption and Assumption [RC hold, &, = E + o(1) where
B is a positive semi-definite matrix with Zpp > 0, and that (711, — pnPn) 2’ diag(H)//nk, =
fi +0(1) for some fi. Then

Vit (Bosw — Bn) = N (0, Vomn),

where,

|22/ Eon + 2/ fIE[v5,€]

23
(2T + axbx)y (V'QW)? + \/axuE[ed] + axdE|[e? (va; — 'yei)])z
(ObR2 (2T + aeon)

VUMD = VEMD + VA +

A —

where x, 7y are defined as in 20) and 22), with p = E15/Ex, and €; = vy; — v1;P.

The asymptotic variance Vyyp corresponds to the (1,1) element of the matrix GJB}IDAUMD G;Nlm,,

where Gyyp is the derivative of the moment condition,

1 10
- 1 1
Gump = [ Z2» 0 B, so that GUI\/llD/ (8) = Erp (0,1, —’B),
0 01

and, as shown in the proof, Aump = L2(A1,ump + A2 + Az ump + A3 yyp) Lo s the asymptotic

variance of the moment condition (10b)), with

- - fi+up
AMuop =2 (E@0 Q4+ QR E4+1QRQ), Asonp = 2/ Na | 95 @ ,

H
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and A; given in Lemma 2l If & = Ejyaa’, then the expressions for Aj yyp and Az yup reduce to
those for A; and A3 given in Lemma

The asymptotic variance consists of three components. The first term coincides with the
asymptotic variance of EMD given in Equation 2I). The second component, V,, represents
the asymptotic efficiency loss relative to gy, When the rank restriction holds; it quantifies the
price for not using information contained in (23) when the rank restriction holds. Unlike the
efficiency loss of LIML, the term is positive even when the errors are normal, in which case
it simplifies to 27(Q2 — O»B)?/E3,, which is only zero if there is no endogeneity (that is,
E[x;e;] = 0). Finally, the last component represents the increase in asymptotic variance due to
the failure of rank restriction; when PRl holds, |Z| = 0 and i = 0, and this term drops out.

The asymptotic variance can be easily consistently estimated by

VUMD = ,5,2# (0/ 1/ _BUMD)/AUMD (0, 1/ _,BUMD)/
=22,uMD
where Ayyp is a plug-in estimator based on Somp = T — k,/nS, BUMD, Q) = S, and estimators
of ¥3 and ¥4 given in Lemma 2l Confidence intervals based on BUMD and Vyyp will then be
robust to both many instruments, and failure of the proportionality restriction ().

It is possible to reduce the asymptotic mean-squared error of the minimum distance esti-
mator by minimizing the minimum distance objective function subject to the constraint that
&, be positive semi-definite (which has to be the case since Z, is a matrix of second moments
of 11y, and 11 ,,), which is equivalent to the constraint &7 ,, > ﬁ% 592 5. If the weight matrix W,
is used, then the resulting estimator will be a mixture between BUMD, and the restricted mini-
mum distance estimator that minimizes (I2) with respect to W,,: when T — (k,,/n)S is positive
semi-definite, then the estimator equals BUMD ; otherwise, the minimum distance objective is
minimized at a boundary, and the estimator equals the restricted minimum distance estimator.
When E, is full rank, then the constraint won’t bind in large samples, and the estimator will
be asymptotically equivalent to BUMD. However, when &, is reduced-rank, the mixing will de-
liver a smaller asymptotic mean-squared error. The disadvantage is that the estimator will be

asymptotically biased, which makes inference more complicated. See supplemental appendix
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for details.

6 Tests of overidentifying restrictions

The proportionality restriction is testable. In this section, I discuss a simple test based
on the minimum distance objective function, and compare it to some alternatives previously
proposed in the literature.

In the invariant model, testing Assumption [PRlis equivalent to testing the null that =, is
reduced-rank against the alternative that it is positive definite. A simple way to implement
the test is to compare the value of the minimum distance objective function (25) minimized
subject to the restriction that |Z,] is reduced rank with its value when it is minimized subject
to |2,| being positive semi-definite. When W is used as a weight matrix, the test statistic is

given by (see supplemental appendix for derivation)

Jup = min QUMD (ﬁ/ 11, B0, WRE) — min QUMD (,B/ 11,2225 WRE)
E11=Enp? B >Exnp?
0 if Mmin < ku/n,

(Mmin — kn/1n)?  otherwise.

The test statistic depends on the data through the minimum eigenvalue of S™'T. Because the
weight matrix Wy; is not optimal, the large-sample distribution of fy, is not pivotal under the
null: if k, — o0 as n — oo, then in large samples, 12 Jun /ky will be distributed as a mixture
between a x7 distribution scaled by e (1 'Xf >+ ok (with « defined in Equation (22)), and a de-

generate distribution with a point mass at 0. One solution would be to divide the test statistic

by - (1 'X‘) + 6x and use a critical value based on the 90% quantile of a Xl distribution, or,
2(1 ﬂcg)
1—ap—ay

equivalently, reject whenever (n/v/ky)(Mmin — kn/1)/

+ Jx is greater the 95% quan-
tile of a standard normal distribution. However, since the asymptotic distribution changes
when k,, is fixed, this won't yield valid inference when k,, is fixed. Using arguments similar to
Anatolyev and Gospodinov (2011), the next proposition proposes a modification that ensures

size control whether k, is fixed or grows with the sample size.
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Proposition 4. Suppose Assumptions [MI and [RCl hold. Suppose also that if k,, = K is fixed, then
sup,., maxj—1,.,(ZZ')% = o(1). Then:

(i) Ifk, — oo, Lkﬂ(mmin —kn/n) = N(0, 1290;52[ + 0x). Ifk, = K is fixed, then nimmin = X% 1.
@ denote cdf of a standard normal distribution. The test that rejects whenever nimmin is greater

than the

1-@ < n(f,;k_”%n + 53;% -q)l(ns)>

quantile of the X%,fl distribution has asymptotic size equal to ns. This holds whether k,, = K is

fixed or k, — oo.

When k, — oo, the test is asymptotically equivalent to the test proposed in the previous
paragraph. However, unlike that test, it also remains valid under the few strong instrument
asymptotics with k, fixed. In this case, it is asymptotically equivalent to the Cragg and
Donald (1993) test, which is based on the minimum distance objective function ({I7), and
rejects whenever nmmi, is greater than the 1 —ns quantile of X%n distribution. The test can
therefore be interpreted as a Cragg-Donald test with a modified critical value that ensures
size control under few strong, as well as many-instrument asymptotics.

It is interesting to compare this test to some other tests proposed in the literature. In the
context of few strong instrument asymptotics, the most popular test is due to [Sargan (1958).

The test statistic can be written as J; = " /nTg““) rarr— and the critical value is given by

1 — ns quantile of X%n' Anatolyev and Gospodinov (2011) show that if ay > 0 and ay = 0 and
the errors are normal, the Sargan test is mildly conservative. With a; = 0.1 for example, the
asymptotic size of the test with nominal size 0.05 is given by 0.04. |Anatolyev and Gospodinov
(2011) therefore propose an adjustment to the critical value similar to the one proposed here to
match the asymptotic size with the nominal size. Unfortunately, this solution is not robust to
allowing the number of exogenous regressors to increase with the sample size: if a, > 0, the
asymptotic size of the Sargan test converges to one (see supplemental appendix for details).
Lee and Okui (2012) propose a different modification of the Sargan test that controls size under

conditions similar to Propositionl] provided that, in addition, #y = 0 and k,, — oco. In contrast,
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the test proposed here will work irrespective of the number of regressors or instruments; the
researcher doesn’t have to determine what type of asymptotics are appropriate.

Another alternative to the test in Proposition 4l would be to use the efficient weight matrix
instead of Wy in the minimum distance objective function. Such a test would in general direct
local asymptotic power to different alternatives, and, without specifying which local violations
of the proportionality restriction are of interest, it is unclear which test should be preferred.
However, an attractive feature of the test in Proposition ! is its easy implementation, which

only requires modifying the critical value of the Cragg-Donald test.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, I outlined a minimum distance approach to inference in a linear instrumental
variables model with many instruments. I showed how estimation and inference based on
the minimum distance objective function solves the incidental parameters problem that the
large number of instruments create. When the efficient weight matrix is used, I obtain a new
estimator that is in general more efficient than LiML. Moreover, depending on the weight
matrix used, and whether a proportionality restriction on the reduced-form coefficients is
imposed, the bias-corrected two-stage least squares estimator, the LIML estimator, and the
random-effects estimator, which is shown to coincide with LML, are obtained as particular
minimum distance estimators. Standard errors can easily be constructed using the usual
sandwich formula for asymptotic variance of minimum distance estimators.

The invariance argument underlying the construction of the minimum distance objective
function relied on the assumption of homoscedasticity. It would be interesting to explore in
future work how this approach can be adapted to deal with heteroscedasticity, and whether
similar minimum distance construction can be used in other models with an incidental pa-

rameters problem.
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Appendix

Appendix [Al states and proves some auxiliary Lemmata that are helpful for proving the main
results. Proofs of lemmata and propositions stated in the text are given in Appendix
Throughout the appendix, I use the following simple identifies that follow from simple al-
gebra. For any positive definite matrix Q) € R?>*?, vectors a = (B,1)’ and b = (1, —B)’, B € R,

and constants ¢y, ¢3:

Qs(B,Q) +Q7(B,Q) = (Q7'T), (262)
Qa2 a = ' Qp, (26b)
1T + 28] = (C1/Mmax + €2) (C1Mmin + €2)[S|. (26¢)

Appendix A Auxiliary Lemmata

Lemma A.1. (i) If for some invertible matrix V & R4 N,V = VN, then (LdeVL‘;)_1 =

D‘;Vd’lDd. (ii) For an invertible matrix V € R4, g vector m € R? and a constant c,

c(V3Imm'V=1) @ (V- imm'v—1)
14 c(m'V—1m)? ’

(VR V+clmm') o (mm') " =vigv1-

PT’OOf. (i) It follows from Lemmata 3.5(i) and 3.6(ii) in Magnus and Neudecker (1980) that L;N;D; = Lya+1)/2-
Also, by Lemma 3.5(ii) in Magnus and Neudecker (1980), DyLy;N; = N Thus, (D}V—1D,;)(LyN;VL]) =
DV INsVL) = DV 1V NyL}; = DiN4L}; = Iy(g41)2- (i) Follows from direct calculation. O

Lemma A.2. Consider the quadratic form Q, = (M, + U,)'P,(M, + U,), where P, € R"*" is a
symmetric matrix with non-random elements, U,, M,, € R"*C, M,, is non-random, and the rows ufn
of U, are i.i.d. with zero mean, variance (), and finite fourth moments.

Let Ay = M, PyPyuM,, 6, = diag(P,)" diag(P,), m, = M, P, diag(P,), pij = (Pu)ij, and let e,
denote an n-vector of zeros with 1 in the ith position. Then

(1) The variance of Q, is given by

var(vec(Qu)) = 2Ng (Q @ Ay + Ay @ Qp + tr(PT) QY @ Q)
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+ 6 (Eluimutf, @ upui,] — vec(Qy) vec(Qy) — 2NgQy @ Q)

+ 2Ng (¥, ®@ m,) + 2(Y5 @ m,) Ng,

where Y3 = E[(ujn1t],) ® uj,|, and the last two lines are equal to zero if the distribution of u;,
is normal.

(ii) Suppose that (a) var(vec(Q,)) converges, and &, and A, are bounded; (b) sup, E[||u;,||°] <
00; (0 Tialpal* = o(1), Xt (X Plzj)z = 0(1), and ¥ j ke Pixpicpjpje = o(1); and
(d) Z?:1||€§nPnMn||4 =o0(1). Then:

vec(Q, — M|,P,M,, — tr(P,)Q,) = N (0, )}ijrgo(var(vec(Qn)))).

Proof. Proof of Partfollows from a tedious, but straightforward calculation. Proof of Partis a generalization
of the central limit theorems in|Chao et al. (2012) and |[Hansen et al! (2008), and is proved using similar arguments.

Full proof is given in the supplemental appendix. O

Lemma A.3. Let P, = (An + vy By)/ /My, where m,, — coas n — oo, v, = O(1), Ay, B, € R™"
are projection matrices such that A,B, = 0, and for j > 1, tr(An/m]r‘l) = 0(1) and tr(van/m],‘l) =
0(1). Then condition of Lemma[A.2] holds.

Proof. Denote the (i,j) elements of A, and B, by ajj and bi]-. The first condition follows from the bound, for
j>2, % P{:i < 274y, a{:i +l Y bf:i)/mj/z < 2-N(%a; + vh Yib ﬁ)/mj/2 = 0(1) The second condition follows
2
from ¥, (¥ p%].) <Y (2% a%i + 212 Zjb ) /m? =Y, (2a; +21/2b”) /m2 =o(1).
It therefore remains to show that };; x¢ pixpiePjxPje = 0(1). This can be shown using arguments similar to
those in the proof of Lemma B.2 in [Chao et all (2012). Let D denote a diagonal matrix with elements D;; = (Py);;,

let Sy = Yicj<k<t(PixPitPjkPje + PijPicPjkPke + PijPikPjePke), and let [|-[|p denote the Frobenius norm. Note that
1(Pu = D)2 < PRl + ID?[[ + 2/ DPullp = 0(1), (27)

where the last equality follows from HDZHF Y pu =0(1), HP,%H% = (tr A, +vitrB,)/m3 =o0(1),and |DP, H% =
Yip? ) pz] < my 2 Yi(ai; + vabii) (aj; +v2b;;) = 0(1). On the other hand, expanding the left-hand side in (Z7) yields

|(P—DPIE =2 ph +4 X (0% + rpds + phpd) +85n.

i<j i<j<t
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Since the first four terms are bounded by Y7;(}; plzj)z = 0(1), it follows that S;, = 0(1). Define

A=), (Pijpikejek + Pijpjkeiek) ,

i<j<k

Ay=) (Pikpjkeiej)r

i<j<k
and let A; = Ay + As. Then

E[A] = Y papipibic= Y, PaPi+2 Y. PaPpPibie =2 Y, pipjpiepjc +o(1),
i<j<k,(t i<j<k i<j<k<t i<j<k<t

E[83] = tr((Py — D)) —2 Xt = o(1),
i<j
E[A3] = ) (ppi + Pipf) +250 = o(1).

i<j<k

Thus, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
E[A3] < 2E[A3] + 2E[A3] = o(1),

which proves the result. O

Corollary A.1. Consider the model (1)—(2), and suppose Assumptions[PR| [N|and [MI| hold. Then:

1
"1—ap—ua

Vnvec(S— Q)= N, <O £2N2(0®Q)>

\/nvec <T—rku — a’(/)\iilaaa) = N1 (0,2N2(0, Q0 Q+ QM+ M®Q)),

_ A )
where M = —S-aa’.

Proof. The result follows from Lemmata and with P, = (I —2Z' — WW'W)"'W)/\/n, and P, =
(2Z")//n. O

Corollary A.2. Consider the model M)-@), and suppose Assumption [MI[7) and Assumption
hold, E,, = E + o(1) where & is a positive semi-definite matrix with By > 0, and that (711, —

TouPn) Z' diag(H)/\/nk, = fi + o(1) for some ji. Let i = (fi + u(Z212/En2), ). Then

vnvec(T — (k,/n)S — Z,) = N(0,A),
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where

A:2N2(Q®E+E®Q+(Dék(l—lw)/(l—Oék—ag)—aké)()@ﬂ)

+ a;d (E[oiv} @ v;0] — vec(Q) vec(Q)') + ap/2(2Na (Y4 @ 1) + (¥ @ 1) Na),

and Tg = E[(Uﬂ);) ® Ul'].

Proof. The result follows from Lemmata and with P, = H/+/n. O

Appendix B Proofs

Proof of Lemma [1l To ensure that the densities of T and IT are expressed with respect to compatible dominating

measures, I will express the density of T with respect to the measure

nkn 7Tkr171/2

Hr(d) = S T (e = 1)/2)

1320 (),

where A is the Lebesgue measure on the sample space of T, and I' denotes the gamma function. pr is the
measure induced by the Lebesgue measure y on the sample space of IT in the sense that for any measurable set
B, ur(B) = u(671(B)), where 6(IT) = IT'T1/n is the function defining T (Eaton, 1989, Example 5.1). The statistic
T has the same distribution as the statistic Wy in Moreira (2009, Section 4), with the parameters Ay and X in
that paper corresponding to A,/ (a’ Q_la) and Q). Hence, by Theorem 4.1 inMoreira (2009), the density of T with

respect to yt is given by

_ku=2

Fr(T | B, A, Q) = Ky At @D | /2001720 (g, ONV2) =2 1y ) 0 (nAY2Q7 (B, Q)Y2),  (28)

where K1 = T'(k,/2)m *n2=%1/2-1 and [, (-) is modified Bessel function of the first kind of order v. I,(-) has the

integral representation (Abramowitz and Stegun, [1965, Equation 9.6.18, p. 376)

(t/2)"

Iv(t) = nl/ZF(v+ 1/2)

Gov+2(t), where Gi(t) = /[71 . efs(1— Sz)(k—3)/z ds.

The density (28) can therefore be written as:

275 (ky /2 _n (A ttr(O-1 _
fr(T| B An, Q) = nkﬁl/zr(((k _i)/z) cem 3t (O 0 Tk 26 (nAL/2Q (B, 0)12).

Combining this expression with the density for S (with respect to Lebesgue measure), which is given by

f5(80) = Cy g, - S| 2|2 (@),
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where

Cl=@/v) 7T (v/2)T((v—1)/2) (29)
yields the invariant likelihood

27T (ky /2 _u 1 _
Eavon(B o 055, T) = g S 120 e H0 O OG220y (8,001 - o(5:0)

o exp {—% ((n — ly) log|Q| +tr(Q18) + nA, —2log Gkn(n\//\nQT(,B,Q)))} ,

(30)

where S = (n — ky — £,)S + nT. The derivative with respect to () is given by:

dlogLowyn 1 1 [x Gr, (nVAQ7 (B, Q) naY/? Qs(B Q) =
o 20 [S_(”_MQ_wwwm»w,ml/z (7~ Sgiomwe) ot o

where the derivative Q7 (B, Q) /9Q) is computed using the identity (26a). Note that ’Qb > 0 for Q) positive
definite, Q7(B,€)) > 0 with probability one for Q positive definite, and G, (t) > 0 for t > 0 (Abramowitz
and Stegun, [19653, p. 374), so that the denominators in I) are non-zero at any point in the parameter space for
(B,Q, Ayy) with probability one.

Fix A,. Denote the ML estimates of B and Q given A, by (B8,,,Q, ). Since G(:) is a monotone increasing

function, it follows from (30) that:
B, = argmax Q7 (B, Q) = argmin Qs (B, My,)- (32)
B B

Secondly, the derivative (3I) evaluated at (B,,,€2,,) has to be equal to zero. Pre-multiplying and post-multiplying
Equation (BI) by lAJ’An(A) A, and O /\”i) A, therefore yields

(33)

Therefore,

By, = argminQs(, 0y,) = argmin Qs (B, §) = argmin Qs (B, S) = Prnar,
B B

where the first equality follows by 32), the second by @3), the third by Qs(8,5) ™! = (n —kn — £4)Qs(B,5) "' +n,
and the last equality follows from definition of Biny. By similar arguments, Equations (32) and (33) must also
hold when the likelihood is maximized over A, as well, so that ﬁINV = ,[%LIML.

It remains to show (@3). This result follows from the fact that F,, corresponds to the invariant prior distribution
induced by the Haar probability measure vy on O(k;) (which is unique since O(ky) is compact) via the group
action wy — gwy, § € O(ky), in the sense that for any measurable set B, F,, (B) = VH(g_lB), and arguments in

Eaton (1989, pp. 87-88). For convenience, I give a direct argument. Since

vec(IT) ~ Ny, ((a’Qfla/n)fl/za ® 1, A® 1k,,> ,
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it follows that the limited information likelihood is given by

Lon(B,wn, A, Q) = (zn)*kn|Q|_k7ne*%(tr(TQ’l)+/\n)e"\/)‘nQT(.B'Q)w;A(.B/Qrﬁ)fS(S;Q)’

where A(B, ), ) = M\#ﬁ%))m To integrate the likelihood, we use the result that forall t € R, o € Ghn—1

and k; > 2 (seeStroock, 1999, pp. 88-89)
T'(kn/2)

' ta'w _
/Sknfl e den ((U) - nl/zr((kn _ 1)/2) Gkn(t)/

Applying this result with t = n1/A,Q7(8, Q) and a = A(B, Q, T1) gives

_ 27KT (ky /2) k0 ((TQ Y+, 1/2 172 ,
= BT (ky —1)/2) Q] Fe 3 )Gy, (nAY2Q7 (B, Q)2) - f5(S; ),

/ »CLI,n (ﬁ, w, Ay, Q) de” (a))
which in view of 80) completes the proof. 0

Proof of Proposition 1 Letv = n —ky — £y, and to prevent clutter, I use the notation (B, A, Q) rather than
(,BRE/;\RE/QRE)- Consider first maximizing the likelihood with respect to ), holding 8 and A fixed. Let (\)}g/ A

denote the resulting estimator. The derivative of the log-likelihood with respect to () is given by

olog Leen(BAQ) 1T 150-1 1 -1 Qs(BQ) .,
o =5 |071807 — (- 607t —d(n) (07tmo - BBy ) |

where S = nT +vS and d(A) = k/"ﬁ and the derivative dQ(B,())/9Q) is computed using the identity (26a).

Since the derivative equals zero at 0}3/ A, this implies

. ra Al Qs(B.Opr),
Ol = -t )L +dN) | QAT — =2 P ' 6y ) 34
B, (n—ty)+d(A) ( BA b'Op b BA (34)

Taking a trace on both sides of the equation and using the identity (26a) then yields
tr(f)/;}lg) —d(M)Q7(B,Qp ) =2(n— Ly). (35)
Pre- and post-multiplying Equation (34) by b’ 0}3/ A and b; and by 0}3/ A and b yields

b/O’B,Ab = b/gb/(” - gn)r
A 1 ~

Plugging these expressions back into Equation (34) and pre-multiplying the resulting expression by ﬂﬁ, A yields

A _ & 1 d(A)Qs(B,S) ‘e
(n—£a)Opp =S —d(A)T + AT T A5 (3.5 (§—d(M)T)bb' (S — d(A)T). (36)

Taking a determinant on both sides of the equation, using the matrix determinant lemma |A + cVV'| = |A|(1+
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cV'A71V) with A= S —d(A)T and V = (S — d(A)T)b, and the identity 26d) yields

e, S—dNT [uStka/(kn/n+A) - T|
(n =) 12p] = 1-d(MQs(B,8) /4 Av/ (v + nQs (B, 5)) </ T
S| (knmmax + v(kn /1 + A)) (kntipin + v(kn/n+ A))

T kn/ntA kn/n—+Av/(v+nQs(B,S))

Plugging this expression and the expression B5) back into the likelihood then yields that the log-likelihood with

Q) concentrated out is given by

A 1 kn (kn(mmax + &) + vA) (ky(Mmin + &) +VA) )}
log Lxe,n(A, B, Q2 —= |kl —+A —ly)l 1 1 . (37
o a1 000) = [t (1 2) o= oo (S S o ) @
Since this expression depends on g only through Qs(8,S), and is decreasing in Qs(B, S) for any A > 0, it follows
that the maximum likelihood estimate of B with A fixed at any positive value is given by 8, = argming Qs(B,9) =
,BLIML. If A = 0, then the expression doesn’t depend on B, and we can in particular set ,3 A=) = ,BLIML, so that

,B = ,BLIML. The log-likelihood with () and B both concentrated out is thus given by

PN 1 knm
logERE,n(A,ﬁ/\,QBIM) o« 3 {kn log (kp/n+A)+ (n—£,)log (ﬁ —&—1/)} .

The derivative equals zero at A = mmax — kn/n, and is negative for A > mmax — ki /n, which implies that A=
max{mmax — kn/n,0}. Plugging in the expressions for A and ,3 into (36) then yields

ad'|T| 5 ah) ad’

Mmax ~
a's—1a’

where b = (1, — )/, the first equality uses the identity Th = 1y, Sb, the second equality uses the identity b’ Mb -
M = ad'|B| + Mbb' M that holds for any matrix M, and the last equality uses b’ Th = mpinb'Sh and @26D).
Next I derive the inverse Hessian. Let e; = (0,1)". The score equations based on the rE likelihood (I6) are

given by:

ey (T—Qs(B,Q)Q) b

Sp(B, A, Q) =d(A) 0D , (38)
1 ke ~Qr(BQ)

sip 0=t (1 T ) 59

Sa(B, A, Q) = %Dg vec {0*150*1 —(n—0,)07 1 —d(A) ((rlT(T1 — 7(3‘25?)’;)0) bb’)} . (40)

Let Qg = QS(,B,Q). If mmax < k;;/n, then the Hessian, evaluated at (,B, ;\,f)), is singular. Otherwise, it is given

by:
dA) /A A y
b,(m); (Qs — T2) 0 Hi3s
BAO) = 1 ky 7y
HRE (,B/ /\/ Q) — 0 ) (k,,/ﬂ-‘r)\)z H2,3 5 ’
H 5 H s Has35
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>

AL A A A /
'ab. .
4(A)Qs (262 hob— ®e2—e2®b> Dy,

By the formula for block inverses, the upper 2 x 2 submatrix of the inverse Hessian is given by:
A . . N N -1
HE212(8,3,00) = (7'[1;2,1;2 - 7'11:2,3:57'13;;,3;57'13;2,3;5) . (41)

Applying Lemma[A ] and using the fact that N;(A® A) = Nj(A® A)N; = (A ® A)N,; (Magnus and Neudecker,
1980, Lemma 2.1(v)) yields:

N 2
-1 _
7"53:5,3:5 T T ln L2 N>

N e4e) . e QO & —2¢ OO
O+ ® O+ Y +

It follows that
(n—t)& Q]
1-¢ (VQb)?”

g -1
HizsHs555M135 = —

Finally, since 7:[2,3:57:[% 3:57:[3 4.5 = 0, Equation @) combined with the expression in the previous display yields

U . -1
N . N . A -1 P Ob(A+ky/n A A o
g = (Hn - 7—[1,3157'[3‘%/3‘5%3/3‘5) _ YA hn/n) (Qsﬂzz — T+ Qs ) /

C
ni 1-¢a'O)-1a

which yields the result.

.
It remains to show that the inverse Hessian is consistent for V1, . To this end, note that my;, = by Thune Py

7
bLIMLSbLIML

ay by Corollary [Ad]and consistency of . By continuity of the trace operator, and Corollary [A]

b;_IML TbLIML P

tmax = tr(STIT) — tmin = tr(S71T) — =20+ A — o = A+ .

Y ~
bLIML S bLIML

Consistency of () then follows by consistency of A and j8, Corollary [A1] and Slutsky’s Theorem. It also follows
that

R b'Th (n— £,)b'Th ( 1 n—ky — Ly )1 p
=n—Vy) == = — ~ = + = Q.
Qs = n)b’Sb (n—ky — £,)b'Sb + nb'Th 1=tu/n (1~ Lln)Mmin k
Hence,
é I apA )
1-¢ o(T—ayp) + (1 —ap —ap)A
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so that

-1
. ' Ao
—nHIl{]laﬁ) _be(DC[(“F/\) - A - + , - DCK
A Qg QO a (1 —ag —ap)A+ (1 —ag)ag)
b'Obad’ O la (1 —ap)ag
= )\2 (/\ + 1= a — IXK) = VLIML,NI
which completes the proof. g

Proof of Proposition [2l The objective function evaluates as:
0 (B, Bz i W) = tr((TS™ — (kn /) 11)?) + Ep - a'S 1a [Em a'S7la—20Q7(B,S) + 2kn/n] L @)

Consider first minimizing the objective function with respect to Z3; ,, holding B fixed. Let 35 denote the resulting
estimator. Since the derivative dQy (B, Ex n; Wre) /0Z0, , equals zero at Eyp , = (Q7(B,S) — kn/n)/(a’S™'a) and
is positive for Ex , > (Q7(8,S) — kn/n)/(a'S1a), we get

max{Qr (B, 5) ~ ki /n,0}

a’S—1g

(43)

.:4/3 =
Therefore, the objective function with &, ,, concentrated out is given by

Qu(p,Bp) = tr((TS™" — (kn/n)1)?) — (Q7(B,S) — kn/1)* - 1{QT (B, S) = kn/n},

where 1{-} denotes the indicator function. Since maxg Q7(B,S) = Mmax, with the maximum attained at BLIML,

it follows that if mmax > kn/n, the objective function (#2) is uniquely minimized at (BRE,;\RE / ﬁgEsflﬁRE). If

Mmax < kn/n, then Qy (B, Eop p; Wie) is minimized at Exy=0= Are/ 8Ot ixe and an arbitrary j, so that in

particular we can set BRE = B. Therefore, Part of Proposition[2l follows if we can show that if mmax > kn /1, then
b S Yags = 8y Oy Are. Using the notation S = (n — ky — £,)S + nT, we have

e O . = (1~ ln) i (§ - ”min/ax%p

eSS~ dre

=—(m—4{y)

n(mmax - kn/n)ﬁREsilﬁRE — ﬁ{{EsilﬁRE (44)

A o—1a
= 0xeS™ Ore,

where the first line follows from the definition of Qs and Ags given in Proposition[I] the second line follows by
the Woodbury identity, the third line follows from Equation (26b), and the fourth line follows from Equation (26d).

To prove the second part of Proposition 2] I show that whenever the weight matrix satisfies
14 AED’Zfbt_lDz, where =000+ Q® tmm’ +tmm' @Q,

36



for some constants ¢ > 0 and t > 0, with m = E%Za, then it is asymptotically optimal. Since we can write

& = ((Q+tmm') @ (Q+ tmm') — t2(mm’) @ (mm')), by Lemma[AJ] and the identity A = m'Q~1m,

1Al 1 _ tmm’ _ tmm’ 2 (mm') @ (mm') 1 1
¢ = en )KQ )\ 1) YAz @ 29

By CorollaryIED, the asymptotic variance of the moment condition
vech(T — (kn/n)S — Epp paa’) (45)

is given by
A=2L,N; [tTQ®Q+Q® (mm') + (mm') @ Q] L), (46)

where T = ag(1 — ap)/(1 — ax — ay). Suppose first that T > 0. Then A is invertible, and by Lemma [AT[7)} its
inverse is given by A~! = ;—TDQGD; }TDZ. A necessary and sufficient condition for optimality is that for some

matrix C; (Newey and McFadden, 1994, Section 5.2),
r -1 1 1 a1
(Dy®;"Dy)G =A""GC = EDZQDUTDZGC,;, (47)

where G is the derivative of the moment condition (5), given by:

G=—-LyM, M:(E%Z(m@ael—ﬁ—el@m) 1 m®m>,

o

where e; = (1,0)’. Since for a symmetric matrix A € R?*2, D,L vec(A) = vec(A) (Magnus and Neudecker, 1980,

p- 427), it follows that D,G = —M, so that

-1 -1 -1y [ &2 01
D, DZG:—(Q ®Q )<1jiA<m®gl+el®m—%m®m) mm(@m)

It then follows that @Z) holds with

1+A/T 0
C =21 T+AF
2m'Q e B2 (1 120 /T 14+2A/T
T+EA T T+2AF T+27E

If T = 0, then the asymptotic variance A given in Equation {8) is degenerate, since one of the three moment
conditions given in Equation @B) is asymptotically redundant: the first moment condition equals 2f times the
second minus B2 times the third. In this case, any weight matrix that puts positive weight on at least two of the

moment conditions will be optimal, and in particular W, is optimal. O

Proof of Lemma[2l Part[(i)] of the Lemma follows from Corollary [A&2l Consistency of ¥3 and ¥, follows from
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Lemma A.7 in|Anatolyev (2013). Finally, since ZZ' is a projection matrix, ||ZZ' diag(H)|| < ||diag(H)||, so that

var(fl) = —— Oy | 27" diag(H) |2 < —— Oy, diag(H)' diag(H) = “25(1+0(1)) = o(1).
nky nky n
Thus, fi LA u by Markov inequality. g

Proof of Proposition [3 It follows by Corollary[A2land the Delta method that
Vn (,BUMD — E12,1 /EZZ,n) = N(0, Vomp),
where, letting A = (exb’ + be))) /28, e; = (0,1),

Vowmp = vec(A)' Avec(A)
= tr(4AQAE + 2TAQAQ) + w6 (IE[(v;Avi)z] —tr(QA)? — 2tr(AQAQ)) +4a}/? (7 + P, 1) E[Avv, Av;)

27(ey0b)? + 20} pE[vgie?] + ard(E[03,€7] — 3(es Q)% — Q1)) . O |E|/En + 20} * AE[03,€]

= Vi N + =2 =2 k
=22 =22
1/2
v (27 + adx) (e, Q2b)? + 27 (D‘k‘SIE[(v% —yened] + o/ HIE[fﬂ) N O |E|/Eap + 201 * HE[03,€;]
= VimL =2 =2 4
=22 =22
from which the result follows. O

Proof of Proposition 4l We have:

B{IML(T - D‘kS)BLIML

(mmin - D‘k) =

bl S
_ bl e (T — xS — Ayaa’ / (a' Q1) ) by A (@ by )?
bl Sbune (a' Q= 1a) b e Shraa
(b b vee (T — 048 ~ 4000 /@O0) Mgl — B
E{IMLSZ;LIML (a/Q_la)BiIMLSZ;LIML
_ (BLIML & BLIML)/V?/C (T _A (kn /7’1)5 - Ezz,naa,) + Op (nil)
bt Sbma
(b@b) vec(T — (kn/n)S — Epp paa’) 1
B Qb — +0p(n7),

where the first line follows from the identity #min = Qs( ,BLIML, S), the second and third line follows by algebra, the
fourth line and the last line follow from +/n-rate of convergence ,BLIML and T — (k;/n)S. Expanding the numerator
then yields

n (b®b) vec(V'(H/vks)V) €' (H/Vkn)e

VK, Mmin ~ &) = v + Oplk /%) = = + Opk12).
n

If k;, — oo, then by Lemmata[A2land with P, = H/ vk,

n

\/T—n(mmin —ag) = N(0,2(1 —ay) /(1 — a — ay) + x).
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If k, = K is fixed, then vec(IT—11) = ¥;v; ® z; = N(0,Q - Ig), since the Lyapunov condition is implied by
Yy lz:il| > = Zi(ZZ’)}i+V/2 < maxi(ZZ’)}’i/2 tr(ZZ') = o(1) for any v > 0. It then follows by standard arguments
that nmpyn = X%(—lf which proves the first part.
To prove the second part, I use the approximation from [Peiser (1943) (see also |Anatolyev and Gospodinov,
2011) that as k — oo,
g% = k+® (1 —ns)V2k+O(1),

2
where qfﬁ s denotes the 1 —ns quantile of a )(2 distribution with k degrees of freedom. Therefore, if k;, — oo,

letting ¢ = ®( (-w) %q)*l(ns))

170(](70(;]

P (nmmm > qu" 1) —P (nmmm/\/E > Vi + @ 11— c)x/§+o(1))
P (nmmin/JE— Vi > o 11— c)\/§+o(1))

=P (/\/ (0,1) +0p(1) > @ (1 _C)\/Z(l —~ ;[()1;(”;"__&4)_ e +o(1)>

2(1 — o — ay)
@@ \/ l—uc/)+(1k—uck/—zx4)(51<>+O(1)

ns+o

If ky is fixed, then, since Y| (ZZ')% < max;(ZZ');;tr(ZZ’), it follows that 6, = ¥} (ZZ")%/kn + 0(1) = o(1).
Thus, ¢ = ns 4 0(1), and so P (nmmm > qu" 1) =ns + 0(1). Since 6, and & are consistent estimators of § and «,

the assertion of the theorem follows. O
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SA.1 Additional details for calculations in main text

Lete; = (1,0) and lete; = (0,1)’.

SA.1.1 Additional details for Section
This section shows that the block of the inverse information matrix based on the limited
information likelihood corresponding to B is given by n~Wab-dQ ta/A,.
The distribution of the statistics IT and S is given by
vec(TT) ~ N, ((a'ﬂ_la/n)_l/Za R 10, QO ® Ikn) , (SA-1)
(n—ky, —0,)S ~Wh(n—ky,—£,,Q), (SA-2)

with TT independent of S, where Wh(n — k, — £, Q) denotes a Wishart distribution with n —
k, — £, degrees of freedom, and scale matrix (). Their densities are therefore given by

. o iy sy g M0
Sr(dL B, Q) = (277)Fn P73 tr(Q7T) + a1 2(na’Q*1a)1/2 ’ (SA-3)

£5(S;Q) = C,|5| V2|V 2o QTS

where v =n—k, — {,,and C;! = (2/v)'7t"/?T(v/2)T((v — 1) /2), with T denoting the gamma

function.
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It follows that the limited information likelihood is given by

(v=3)/2 _1 Y WIS P 11 R B
Cu,n(ﬁ, ;/IH,Q) — % . ’Q|_(Yl—fn)/26 2<tr(0 S)+nipyia—2n (W/Q-1ﬂ)1/z>/ (SA4)
7'[ n
where § = nT + vS.
The score is given by
q1/27 L1071 (B, )
Sﬂ(‘B,T]n, ) n(aQ 1 ) /2 7
n~ 121101
Sy (B 11, Q) =m (W - 77n> ,
1. B 21’11/2 . 1/2 /H()fla
Svech(e) (B, 111, Q) = 5D’ [Vec (5= (1= 6)0) = ey lm ®a+ W“ ©a,

where D = (O ' ® Q7 1)D,, D, is the duplication matrix, and d(Q), B) = e; — /% 1161. Let

Hepy, (B, 111, Q) denote the B-17, block of the Hessian, and similarly for the other blocks. By
taking derivatives of the score, we obtain that

dQ ey w2yl TIO0a 1
Hﬁﬁ(lg’n”’ﬂ) = _2513('3’77”’0) 7014 - ( 2 Q-1 )1/2 Qb -adO-1a’

n/211071d(Q, B)
7711 (IB Tl”’ )_ (anla)l/Z 7

Sp(B, 111, ) n/2  pfi0 e
Vech (,3 Mns ) =D’ <W”®”+ \/m ( 7Q-1g a _ZH/W> ®d(0,ﬁ)> ’

where we use the identities ¢/ le;d’ Q1 — (@' Q7 le)? = |Q] 7, Da(v1 @ v3) = Dy(v @ v1)
for any vectors vy,v,, and (I1'7,) ® a = vec(ay,IT) = (IT ® a)y,. Since @’'Q~'d(Q,B) = 0,
it follows that E[Hyech()p(B, 711, Q)] = 0 and E[H,;, (B, 7,, Q)] = 0. Thus, the (1,1) element
block of the inverse mformatlon matrix is given by

L (B, Q) = — 1 A7 lab'Qb Q7 ab’ Qb
LI 8 v E [Hﬁﬁ (B, 110, Q)] iy in 1Ay ’

as stated in the main text.

SA.1.2 Additional details for Section

Consider the groups example, so that zj; = 1 if individual i belongs to group j and zero
otherwise, and let W = 1, where 1, denotes to an n-vector of ones, so that (W' (W'W)W');; =
1/n. Let v denote a k;,-vector with elements v; = 7, and let diag(v) denote a diagonal matrix
with elements v; = nj on the diagonal. It then follows that Z = Z* — W/ (W'W)W'Z* =



Z* — ' /n, 2'7 = diag(v) —vv'/n, (Z'Z) 7! = diag(v) ! + I,y /1, and
(ZZI)ii = (Z(Z Z) 17! )zz = 1/71 1/n,

where (i) denotes the group index that individual i belongs to. Since (W (W'W)W);; = 1/n,
it follows that

k n—1 1 1+k
L N, K L L _ o n
Hii = (2Z0)i n—1—k, (1=(22)i=1/n) n—1—k, (ng(l-) n )
Consequently,
P L o1 B 14k
0, = diag(H) diag(H) /k, = o —1—F)? ];) n; " -

O 1 (ke 1)
 (n—1—ky)%k, ;n]- n '
SA.1.3 Additional details for Section [5.2]

I illustrate the minimization of the minimum distance objective function given in Equation (25)
in the paper subject to the constraint 11, > B2Z,,. For concreteness and simplicity, consider
the random-effects weight matrix Wy = Dj(S 1g S‘l)Dz, and suppose that the errors are

normal. The solution is given by

N
[1p
=
[1p
N
N
oSy

> (311,UMD 522 v BUMD> if S — (k,/n)T is positive semi-definite,
<é22,RE B2 Eopre Bm) otherwise.
When Assumption [PR] does not hold, then T — (k,/n)S will be positive definite with proba-

bility approaching one so that the restriction will not bind asymptotically. Otherwise, under

Assumptions [N]and [M]} its distribution is given by

V2T(V'Qe Z
Vit (b= B) = VTn 2+ 20 2 max(2,0, (2] ~pa0), 6A9)
2
where Vi n is given in Equation (@) in the paper and 7 = % This result follows by

verifying the conditions for Theorem 1 in |Andrews (2002).
The asymptotic distribution is non-standard, and since IE max(Z;,0) > 0, B is asymptoti-
cally biased. Recall that for ump,

/
\/E (BUMD - ﬁ) =V VLIMLZZ + @ZL (SA—6)



The difference between this expression and the asymptotic distribution for the minimum dis-
tance estimator subject to the positive definiteness condition is that the term max(Z1,0) in
Equation SA-J has been replaced by Z;. [Lovell and Prescott (1970, Section 4) were the first
ones to point out that this increases the asymptotic mean squared error.

There are several possible approaches to inference on f using . I discuss two of them (see
Andrews, 1999, for a discussion of the bootstrap and subsampling). The first approach is based
on the observation that the conventional asymptotic standard errors based on the assumption
that no parameters are on the boundary (i.e. standard errors for Buyp) yield conservative
confidence intervals when, in fact & is reduced rank (Andrews, 1999, p. 1369). The second
approach suggested by |Andrews (1999) is to do a pre-test of the hypothesis Hy: Z11 = Ep >
against Hy: &1 > Ezzﬁz to determine if the true parameter Zi; is at the boundary with
critical values chosen such that the pre-test is consistent as n — oco. If the test rejects, then
we conclude that we’re not at the boundary, and we use uMD standard errors. Otherwise, we
assume that we're at the boundary, and, we use the asymptotic distribution (SA=5) to obtain
confidence intervals. Quantiles of the limiting distribution in Equation (SA=5) can be obtained
by simulating draws of Z; and Z,. The pre-test used in this approach is, in fact, equivalent to
a consistent test of overidentifying restrictions, so that the modified Cragg-Donald test can be
used.

SA.1.4 Additional details for Section [6]
I first derive the expression for Juo. First, observe that, since Q7 ( BRE, S) = Mmax,

~

min 9, (ﬁ/ 11, o2, WRE) =09, (BRE/ EZZ,RE/ WRE)

E11=Epp?

—tr <((kn/n)12 - s—lT)Z) — (Mmax — kn /)% (SA-7)

Since tr (((ky/n)L — S™IT)?) = (Mmax — kn/1)? + (Mmin — kn/1)?, it follows that (SA=7) can
be written as
QH(BRE/ EZZ,RE/ WRE) = (mmin - kn/n)2-

It follows from the results in Section [SA.1.3| that if S — (k,/n)T is not positive semi-definite
(which is equivalent to mmin < k, /1), then

~

min Qn(ﬁ/ 11, 02, WRE) = min Qn(ﬁ/ 11, o2, WRE)
811>Ep? E11=Ep 2

Otherwise, minEnZEzzﬁz Q. (B, B11, Eno; WRE) = 0, which yields the expression for Jup as stated

in the main text.

Next, I derive the asymptotic properties of overidentification tests proposed by Sargan



(1958), Cragg and Donald (1993), and |Anderson and Rubin (1949). Let

/
f b LIML Tb LIML Mmin
s

b£IML( (k /Tl) ) LIML 1_kﬂ/n_£n/n+mmin

The Sargan (1958) test rejects whenever nfs > qf" L the 1 —ns quantile of a x7 ; distri-

bution where ns denotes the desired nominal size. The generalized likelihood ratio test
based on the limited information likelihood of |Anderson and Rubin (1949) replaces Js with
Jar = log(nmin/ (n —k, — £,) + 1), and the Cragg and Donald (1993) test uses Jen = Mmin.

All three tests are equivalent in the sense that they all reject for large values of Mmin.
Therefore, the only difference between them in finite samples is how well the chi-squared
approximation controls size in each case. While under standard asymptotics their asymptotic
distributions coincide and therefore do not provide any guidance as to which test has the best
size control, allowing for ay, &y > 0 reverses this conclusion.

Lemma SA.1. Under Assumptions[PR| and if ky — oo,

) ' (ns) > o — 0,
P <”fs > qX%”‘1> — <\/(1 ay) (1+(1—ay)xd/2) if ay

1—ns
1 otherwise.

2
Xien

A B @ 1(ns)
P <”]CD = ql—“) e <\/(1 —ag)/(1—ax — a) +K‘S/2> ’

N 2
and if ax > 0, then IP (n Jar > qu”‘1> — 1, where ®(-) is the cdf of a standard normal distribution.

1—ns
Proof of Lemma[SA.Il Leta = (1—a;)/(1 - a; — ;). By Proposition@and the delta method,
7 (k- rt) = (0 555)
\/LkT(]AAR log(#)) = < a- Mf)
& (oo — i) = N(0,22 + 0x),
I use the approximation from Peiser (1943) that as k — oo,

2
qfﬁns =k+® (1 —ns)V2k+0(1).

Therefore if T > 0,

P (nfa, > qi‘i_"r;;) :11’( n (Jep — ag) > q>—1(1—ns)\/§+0(1/\/E))

Vkn
B @ 1(1—ns) @ 1(ns)



Similarly,

(n]s > qu" ) =P (n]}, > ky +® (1 —ns)\/2k, + O(l))

- P ( (2&#1«5]\/(0,1) +0p(1) > — vty +o7111 —ns)\/§+o(1)) .

1 —DC[)ZECZ (1 —IX/)

Now, if ay > 0, then the right-hand side converges to —oo, so that the rejection probability converges to one. If

an qD_l(ns)
(”’S = fne ) oe (m —w) 1+ (1_%)@/2))‘

ay = 0, then

Finally,

(n]AR>qu" ):H’(\/Lk_n(f“—nlog(ﬁc)) \/k_log Y+ Vhn + D (1 —ns)vV2+0(1 ))
]P(\/ZEc—FKzSN

1—061(

(0,1) +o0p(1) > (kn/n — 10g(5c))+¢1(1—ns)\/§+0(1)).

\/k—
Since oy < —log(1 — ay),

B 1 1—ay 1—ap—ay
%~ log(®) SIOg(l—%k) _IOg(l—“k—“/> =l g((l—"‘k)(l—"‘/)) =0

with equality only if a; = 0, so that the right-hand side of the previous display converges to —oo if ay > 0. O

SA.2 Proof of Lemmal/A.2

Proof. Let K; = 2N; — I denote the commutation matrix, which has the property that K;vec(A) = vec(A’),
where A is a d X d matrix. To show part note that for any v, v,,v3,04 € RY,

0105 @ 030y = Ky(v30h @ v17)). (SA-8)

This follows from v1v) ® v3v) = v1 ® (V305 @ v)) = K;(v30) ® v)) ® v1, where the second equality uses the identity
Ki(A®v) =v® A forany A € R? *d" and v € RY (Magnus and Neudecker, 1979, Theorem 3.1(ix)). Furthermore,

vec(Qn) = (Ig2 + Kg) (Ig ® M;,P,) vec(Uy,) + vec(U),P,Uy) + vec(M,,P,M,),  (SA-9a)

E[Uy Puly] = tr(Py)Qn, (SA-9b)

E[vec(Qy)] = vec(M),PyM,, + tr(P,;)Qy), (SA-9c)

E[vec(Uy) vec(Uy)'] = Qy ® Iy, (SA-9d)
Elvec(Uy) vec(U;,P,Uy,)'| = Elu;, ® diag(Py) ® ul, @ ul,], (SA-9e)

E vec(U,, PyUy ) vec(U, PylUy) = 8, E[uiyul, @ uiul,] 4 (tr(Py)* — 8,) vec(Qy) vec(Qy)’ (SA-9f)

+ (t(Py) = 8n) (Ig2 + Kg)Qn © Oy

where follows by the definition of the commutation matrix, follows from the expansion U}, P, U, =
Yi, piju,-,,u}n, also follows from this expansion and from (GA=g), follows from (SA=9b). Equa-



tions (SA-9d) and (SA=9¢) follow by direct calculation. Therefore,

var[vec(Qn)] = (Ig2 + Kg) (I @ My, Py )E[vec(Uy) vee(Un)'|(Ig ® PuMy)(Ig2 + Kg)
+ (Ig2 + Kg) (Ig ® M), Py)E[vec(Uy,) vec(U,, PyUy)"]
+ E[vec(U],P,Uy,) vec(Uy,
— tr(Py)? vec(Qy) vec(Qy
— (Ig2 + K)(Qn @ ) (T2 + Ko) + tr(P2) (Ig2 + Ke) O @ O
+ (Ig2 + Kg)E[ujyul, @ mpul,] + Elupul, @ up,imy,] (Ic + Kg)
+ 0n (E[uinutf, @ upui,] — vec(Qy) vee(Qn) — (Ig2 + Kgg) Qi @ Q) ,

N(Ig ® PuMy) (I + Kg) + E vec(U,, P, U, ) vec(U,, P, U, )’

/

where the first equality uses (SA=9a)-(SA-9d), and the second equality uses (SA=9d)-(SA-9f). The result then
follows by applying the identities (SA=8) and A; ® A> = K (A, ® A;) for any Ay, A; € R4 (Magnus and
Neudecker, hﬂé, Theorem 3.1(ix)).

The proof of part[(ii)] adapts the arguments in (Chao, Swanson, Hausman, Newey and nggrsgﬂ (2[212) and

). By the Cramér-Wold device, it suffices to prove the result for

vec(A) vec(Qy) = tr(A'Qn)

where A € R6*C is an arbitrary matrix of constants. Since Q, is symmetric, we can without loss of generality
assume that A is also symmetric. Expanding the expression, and using symmetry of P, yields

n o n non
tr(AQn AQn = Z m]n + ”]n (mm + ”m pij — Z Z Ammpz] Z pii tr(AQTl)

i=1j=1 i=1
n n i—1 , n
=Y Wi+ Y ) 2pijui, Ajy = Y Yin,
i=1 i=2j=1 i=1

where y;, = W;,, +2S;,, for i > 2, y1, = Wy, and

Wiy, = 2¢}, PuMy Aujy + pii (1), Augy — tr(AQY)),
i—1 ,
in = Z pij”inAujnr
=1

Note that y;, is a martingale difference array with respect to the filtration 7, = o(u1,,...,4;_1,). By the
martingale central limit theorem, it therefore suffices to show that for some € > 0,

Z E[[y;n|*"] = 0(1), (SA-10)

and that the conditional variance Y} ; ]E[ylzn | Fi_1,) converges. By the Loeve ¢,-inequality if

E[[u}, Augy — tr(AQ,) Y] Z pt=0(1), (SA-11)
i=1
i E[S}]=0(1), and (SA-12)
=2
3 El (€l Pu My Auy)] = o(1), (5A-13)

then (SA=I0) holds with ¢ = 2. Now, (SA=TI) follows from Assumptions|[(ii)b]and To show (SA=12), note that



expanding the expression yields

2
n n i—1i—1 n i—1i-1 n n
> E| :2222 PRI (uf, Anin)? (f, Auen)?) S CY Y Y phpi <C Y (Z 2])
i=2 i=2j=1k=1 i=2j=1k=1 i=1 \ j=1

for some constant C, which is 0(1) by Assumption[{ii)d Next, to show (GA=13), note that

n n
Y E[(€},PaMu Aui)*] < E[|| Augy|[*] Y llef, PuMal|*,
i=1

i=1

which is also 0(1) by Assumptions and
It remains to show convergence of the conditional variance. By Assumption [(ii)a] it suffices to show that

ZlE[ym i 1,0] — var(tr(AQy)) B> 0. (SA-14)

Since E[W2, | F;_1,] = E[W?], and since var(tr(AQy)) = YI' ; E[W?] +4 ¥ , E[S? |, the left-hand side of (SA=14)
can be written as

n
(BIS3, | Fivp) ~EIS3]) +4 Y EWiuSir | Firul.  (SA-15)
2 i=2

M:
.M:

/ []/m | Fi_ 1n} _Var(tr(AQn)) =

i

Letting PL denote the lower triangular matrix with elements pij1{i > j}, we can write the second sum in (SA=15)

as

n non , G ;.
Y EWinSin | Fia] = ) Z E[Wiutf, Aty = tr (U'PFE[DWUIA) = Y efcU'Py g,
=2 i=1j=1 g=1

where Dy denotes a diagonal matrix with elements (Dy);; = W;,,, and @wg = E[DywU]Ae,c. The variance of the
summand on the right-hand side is given by

L'— 2 - pLpL'= LpL'\| 117,11
]E[(E;,U/Pn Wg) } = Qggw:gpnpn We < QggHPnPn HFngH

! L ! n
= Q|| PEPY || 2E[winu;nAeg}2 < Qgeey AQu Aeg | PPy || Y E[W),

where |-|| denotes the Frobenius norm. It follows by Loéve C; inequality and Assumption [(i)a] that Y/ ; E[W? ]
is bounded, and

2
IPiPyIF = Y pk+2 Y papi+2 Y pPapic+4 X paPipicbic

k<i k<t<i k<i<j k<t<i<j

< 52 Zl’z] +4 Y papjpicrie = o(1),

k<t<i<j

where the last equality follows by Assumption Hence, by Markov inequality, the second term in is
0p(1). Next, consider the first term in (SA=15), which can be written as

M-

i=2

n fi1ic1 i1
(IE[SI'ZV, | Fian] = ]E[Sizn}) =) (Z Y PPt AQAw;, — Y pi; tf(QAQA))
i= ‘

k=1j=1 j=1

(SA-16)
n i—1k-1
= Z Z Pz] iy AQAuj, — tr(QAQA)) +2 Z Yo ) pijpiki, AQAUj,.
i= 2] i=2k=1 ]:1



Variance of the first term in (SA=16) is given by

n i—1 ni—=1 n

Y- ¥ 13 (), AQAuj, — r(QAQA)) | = B[(), AQAuy, — r(QAQA) Y. Y. Y pipd,

i=2j=1 i=2j=14=j+1

which converges to zero since the triple sum )1, Zl PN —ir1Pe ]pl j 18 bounded by
2

n o n n 2 2 n n 5
Y X Y orpi=2 | | =o), (SA-17)
i=1j=1/=1 i=1 \j=1

where the last equality follows by Assumption|[(ii)d Variance of the second term in 6) given by

n

Z Pijpikpéjpék
I=k+

noi—1k-1
PiiPiki AQ AU, | =
DD j

i=2k=1j=1

VL

HM:
HM|

=t ((A)Y) | Y pivi+2 Y piipibepu| .
j<k<i j<k<i<t

where the first sum is again bounded by (SA=17), and the second term equals ¥, <j<k<t PikPitPjkpje, which is o(1)
by Assumption Therefore, by Markov inequality, the first term in (SA=I5) is 0,(1), so that (SA=14) holds,
which proves the theorem. g
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