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problem for tuning parameter selection. Extensive Monte Carlo experiments, based on

an empirical example, demonstrate the extent to which our inference procedure is su-

perior to those available in the literature.

Keywords: conditional moment restrictions, conditional instruments, hypothesis test-

ing, penalization, multiplier bootstrap, max-min.

1 Introduction

Conditional moment restrictions of the following forms are ubiquitous in economics:

E [g (Xi, θ) |Wi] = 0 a.s. if and only if θ = θ0, (1)

where g(x, θ) is a real-valued known function with a finite-dimensional parameter θ, and

Wi ∈ Rp is a p-dimensional vector of conditioning instruments so that the parameter of

interest θ0 is strongly identified by (1). There is now a mature literature on optimal esti-

mation and inference for θ0 in (1) when the conditioning instruments Wi are all relevant

and of low-dimension. Most existing approaches are firstly to estimate θ0 efficiently and

secondly to develop suitable test statistics based on the estimators (see, e.g., Chamberlain,

1987; Donald, Imbens, and Newey, 2003; Ai and Chen, 2003; Domı́nguez and Lobato, 2004;

Kitamura, Tripathi, and Ahn, 2004, among many others). However, when the dimension p

of conditioning instrumentsWi is boundedly large1 and when some ofWi are weak or irrele-

vant, semiparametrically efficient estimators for θ0, though theoretically optimal according

to asymptotic theory, could perform poorly in small samples. In this paper, we take a dif-

ferent path and conduct inference for θ0 in (1) directly by skipping the first step efficient

estimation of θ0.

To construct amore informative confidence set for θ0, we propose an ℓ1-penalizedBierens
1Wewill use expression “boundedly large” throughout the paper to emphasize that we focus on the setting

where the dimension (p) of the conditioning instruments is relatively large but does not grow with sample
size (n). We are grateful to the editor for suggesting this expression.
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(1990)’s maximum statistic for hypothesis testing on θ0 satisfyingmodel (1). Our penalized

inference method is shown to be asymptotically valid when the null hypothesis is true and

can be calibrated to optimize the asymptotic power against a set of n−1/2-local alternatives

of interest. The penalization tuning parameter is selected by solving a data-dependentmax-

min problem. Specifically, we elaborate on the choice of the penalty parameter λ under a

limit of experiments, formally define optimal λ, and establish consistency of our proposed

calibration method.

Our new test can be viewed as a generalization of the original Bierens’ max test with λ =

0 to allow for λ ≥ 0. The finite sample performance of the original Bierens’ max test can be

very sensitive to the choice of the constraint set Γ ⊂ Rp (inwhich the statistic ismaximized).

Most of the existing theoretical literature has simply ignored the importance of the choice

of Γ in maximizing finite sample power of Bierens’ max test, although Bierens and Wang

(2012) discuss it for the integrated conditional moment test. Intuitively, a larger Γ will not

reduce the finite-sample power of the test butwill increase computational costs. Conversely,

a smaller Γmay not incur high computational costs but could have an adverse effect on the

finite-sample power. Our test is to let Γ be a large region so that it is not a binding constraint

and then to choose a scalar λ ≥ 0 in a data-driven way to maximize power. To get the

same empirical power, it is much easier to optimize over a scalar λ than over a binding set

Γ ⊂ Rp when p is boundedly large. That is, our penalized test statistic is easier to compute

than the onewithout penalization.2 The computational gains by penalization are practically

important since the p-value is constructed by a multiplier bootstrap procedure.

We demonstrate the usefulness of our method by applying it to a couple of empirical ex-

amples. First, as our main example, we revisit Yogo (2004) and find that an uninformative

confidence interval (resulting from unconditional moment restrictions) for the elasticity of
2In convex optimization, a penalized approach is equivalent to a constrained one: that is, penalized opti-

mization with parameter λ corresponds to constrained optimization with a different tuning parameter (see,
e.g., Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004). A smaller λ expands the feasible parameter space in the constrained
problem, increasing computational time. For non-convex problems like ours, the equivalence is not guaran-
teed, but we speculate a similar phenomenon because the ℓ1 penalty term is convex and a larger λ leads the
overall objective function to behave more akin to a convex function. To confirm, we analyzed computation
times and present the results in Table 2.
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intertemporal substitution, based on annual US series (n ≈ 100 and p = 4), can turn into an

informative one. We provide further supporting evidence via extensiveMonte Carlo exper-

iments that mimic Yogo (2004). Second, as our supplementary example, in the online ap-

pendix, we revisit the test of Benı́tez-Silva, Buchinsky, Chan, Cheidvasser, and Rust (2004)

and show that our method yields a rejection of the null hypothesis of rational unbiased re-

porting of ability status at the conventional level even with a small sample size n ≈ 350 and

relatively large p = 21. Interestingly, Benı́tez-Silva, Buchinsky, Chan, Cheidvasser, and Rust

(2004) already implemented their version of Bierens’ test and failed to reject the null. This

is also consistent with an anonymous referee’s point that the original Bierens’ tests are not

recommended for applications with small sample sizes. Both empirical examples suggest

that there is substantive evidence for the efficacy of our proposed method.

Closely related literature The original Bierens’ statistics (Bierens, 1982, 1990) are designed

for consistent specification tests of a parametric null regression model against nonparamet-

ric regression alternatives. See, e.g., de Jong (1996); Andrews (1997); Bierens and Ploberger

(1997); Stinchcombe and White (1998); Chen and Fan (1999); Fan and Li (2000); Lavergne

and Patilea (2008) for earlier various extensions of Bierens’ consistent tests of parametric,

semiparametric null against nonparametric alternatives in regression settings. Horowitz

(2006) is perhaps the first to extend Bierens (1982)’s integrated conditional moment (ICM)

statistic to test a null of a parametric IV regression E[Y − f(X, θ0)|W ] = 0 (with X ̸= W)

against a nonparametric IV regression alternative. Our motivation is different as we are

concerned about testing the null hypothesis regarding θ0 in (1), assuming that the underly-

ing IVmodel (1) is correctly specifiedwhile some of the conditioning instrumentsWi could

be irrelevant.

Recently, Antoine and Lavergne (2023) leveraged Bierens (1982)’s ICM statistic to de-

velop an inference procedure for a finite-dimensional parameter of interest within a linear

IV regression framework. The first arXiv version of our work is contemporaneous with

theirs and shares the same objective of obtaining more informative confidence sets for θ0
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using conditional instruments, accommodating weak IV scenarios. Importantly, our tests

are based on Bierens (1990)’smaximum statistic, whereas the tests of Antoine and Lavergne

(2023) are built on Bierens (1982)’s ICM statistic. Thus, our tests are complements rather

than serving as substitutes, proposing distinct statistics with differing power properties.

However, our tests demonstrate superior size and power properties compared to those of

Antoine and Lavergne (2023), particularly as the dimension of irrelevant instruments in-

creases.3

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we define the test statis-

tic and describe how to obtain bootstrap p-values. Section 3 establishes bootstrap validity.

In Section 4, we derive consistency and local power and propose how to calibrate the penal-

ization parameter to optimize the power of the test. In Section 5, we summarize our pro-

posed inference procedure and provide pseudo-code. In Section 6, we extend our method

to inference for θ1,0, for which we use plug-in estimation of θ2,0, where θ0 = (θ1,0, θ2,0). In

Sections 7 and 8, respectively, we present our main empirical example and Monte Carlo

experiments based on Yogo (2004). Section 9 gives concluding remarks. All the proofs are

in Section 10. Online Appendix A gives our supplementary empirical example using data

from Benı́tez-Silva, Buchinsky, Chan, Cheidvasser, and Rust (2004).

2 Test Statistic

In this section, we introduce our test statistic and describe how to carry out bootstrap infer-

ence.

Before we present our test statistic, we first assume the following conditions.

Assumption 1. (i) Θ is a compact convex nonempty subset of Rd.

(ii) The time series {Xi,Wi} is strictly stationary and ergodic, whereWi is adapted to the natural

filtration Fi−1 up to time i − 1, and {Ui := g(Xi, θ0)} is a martingale difference sequence
3Detailed results of Monte Carlo experiments can be found in an earlier version of this paper, available at

https://arxiv.org/pdf/2008.11140v4.
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(mds). Furthermore, E[|g(Xi, θ)|c] is bounded on Θ for some c > max{2, d}.

(iii) E [g (Xi, θ) |Wi] = 0 a.s. if and only if θ = θ0, where θ0 ∈ Θ.

(iv) The function E [|g (Xi, θ) |2] is bounded and bounded away from zero on Θ.

(v) Wi is a bounded random vector in Rp.

The boundedness assumption on Wi is without loss of generality since we can take a

one-to-one transformation to ensure that each component of Wi is bounded (for instance,

x 7→ tan−1(x) componentwise, as used in Bierens (1990)). Condition (ii) is standard and

ensures the weak convergence of the stochastic processes
√
nMn(γ) and s2n(γ), which will

be introduced later in this section.

Let Γ denote a compact nonempty subset in Rp. Define

M (θ, γ) := E [g (Xi, θ) exp(W
′
iγ)] . (2)

Bierens (1990) established the following result.

Lemma 1 (Bierens (1990)). Let Assumption 1 hold. Then,M (θ, γ) = 0 if θ = θ0 andM (θ, γ) ̸=

0 for almost every γ ∈ Γ if θ ̸= θ0.

To minimize notational complexity, we often abbreviateM (γ) := M (θ0, γ) as for Ui :=

g (Xi, θ0) in condition (ii) throughout this paper. In order to test a hypothesis

H0 : θ0 = θ̄
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against its negation H1 : θ0 ̸= θ̄, we construct a test statistic as follows. First, define

Mn(θ, γ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

g(Xi, θ) exp(W
′
iγ),

s2n(θ, γ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

[g(Xi, θ) exp(W
′
iγ)]

2
,

Qn(θ, γ) :=
√
n
|Mn(θ, γ)|
sn(θ, γ)

,

(3)

where we let Qn = 0 if sn = 0 for a given θ and γ. Note that g(Xi, θ0) exp(W
′
iγ) is a centered

random variable and the criterion Qn is motivated by the t-statistic and it is asymptotically

folded standard Normal at θ = θ0 for each γ. Define the test statistic for the null hypothesis

as

Tn(θ̄, λ) := sup
γ∈Γ

[
Qn(θ̄, γ)− λ∥γ∥1

]
, (4)

where ∥a∥1 is the ℓ1 norm of a vector a and λ ≥ 0 is the penalization parameter.4 We regard

Tn(θ̄, λ) as a stochastic process indexed by λ ∈ Λ, where Λ is a compact nonempty subset in

R+ := {λ ∈ R|λ ≥ 0}.

We note that our test can be viewed as a generalization of the original Bierens’ max test

with λ = 0 to allow for λ ≥ 0. It is known that the finite sample performance of the original

Bierens’ max test is sensitive to the choice of the set Γ ⊂ Rp. Under our Assumption 1(iv),

one can let Γ =
∏p

j=1[−aj, aj] for any aj > 0, j = 1, ..., p. Then the finite sample power of

Bierens’ max test is sensitive to the choice of tuning parameters aj > 0, j = 1, ..., p. The

motivation of our test is to let Γ be a large region so that Γ is not a binding constraint and

then to choose a scalar λ ≥ 0 in a data-driven way to maximize power. It is much easier to

optimize over a scalar λ then over a set of tuning parameters aj > 0, j = 1, ..., p when p is

large.

We end this section by commenting that our test statistic Tn(θ̄, λ) is substantially dif-
4It is possible to consider a weighted version of the ℓ1-norm; however, we focus on the simple case for

brevity.
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ferent from the LASSO’s criterion. First of all, the term Mn(θ̄, γ) is not the least squares

objective function; second, γ is different from regression coefficients. Furthermore, if we

mimic LASSO more closely, the test statistic would be

Tn,alt(θ̄, λ) := sup
γ∈Γ

{
n[Mn(θ̄, γ)]

2 − λ∥γ∥1
}
. (5)

We have opted to consider Tn(θ̄, λ) in the paper because it is properly studentized and com-

parable in scale to the ℓ1-penalty term, unlike Tn,alt(θ̄, λ) in (5). In addition, it would be

easier to specify Γwith Tn(θ̄, λ) because the magnitude ofMn(θ̄, γ) tends to get larger as the

scale of γ increases but Qn(θ̄, γ)may not.

Finally, we conclude this section by commenting that our choice of the ℓ1-penalty is on an

ad hoc basis. As is well known for LASSO, the ℓ1-penalty is more likely to exclude irrelevant

instruments than the ℓ2-penalty and shrinks the unpenalized optimizer by the same amount

while the ℓ2-penalty shrinks it proportionally. Also, the penalty term affects the test statistic

differently under the null and the alternative hypotheses. Ideally, the best penalty should

reduce the value of the test statistic more under the null than under the alternatives to

maximize the power, while maintaining some computational gains. This issue of choosing

an optimal penalty term is a very challenging topic, which deserves further independent

research.
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2.1 Bootstrap Critical Values

We consider the multiplier bootstrap to carry out inference. Define

Mn,∗(θ, γ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

η∗i g(Xi, θ) exp(W
′
iγ),

s2n,∗(θ, γ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

[η∗i g(Xi, θ) exp(W
′
iγ)]

2
,

Qn,∗(θ, γ) :=
√
n
|Mn,∗(θ, γ)|
sn,∗(θ, γ)

,

Tn,∗(θ, λ) := sup
γ∈Γ

[Qn,∗(θ, γ)− λ∥γ∥1] ,

(6)

where η∗i is drawn from N(0, 1) and independent from data {(Xi,Wi) : i = 1, . . . , n}.5 For

each bootstrap replication r, let

T (r)
n,∗(θ, λ) := sup

γ∈Γ

[
Q(r)
n,∗(θ, γ)− λ∥γ∥1

]
. (7)

For each λ, the bootstrap p-value is defined as

p∗(θ̄, λ) :=
1

R

R∑
r=1

1{T (r)
n,∗(θ̄, λ) > Tn(θ̄, λ)}

for a large R. We reject the null hypothesis at the α level if and only if p∗(θ̄, λ) < α. Then,

a bootstrap confidence interval for θ0 can be constructed by inverting a pointwise test of

H0 : θ0 = θ̄.

3 Bootstrap Validity

Wenow introduce some additional notation. LetK(θ, γ1, γ2) := E [g(Xi, θ)
2 exp (W ′

i (γ1 + γ2))]

and s2 (θ, γ) := E [g(Xi, θ)
2 exp (2W ′

iγ)]. As before, we suppress the dependence on θ when
5Instead of using s2n,∗(θ, γ), we may employ s2n(θ, γ) to define Qn,∗(θ, γ). The resulting first-order asymp-

totic theory would be equivalent.
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they are evaluated at θ0. The boundedness of Wi and Γ and the moment condition for Ui

together imply that

sup
(γ1,γ2)∈Γ2

K(γ1, γ2) <∞ and inf
γ∈Γ

s2 (γ) > 0.

Let {M (θ, γ) : γ ∈ Γ} be a centered Gaussian process with the covariance kernel

E [M (θ, γ1)M (θ, γ2)] = K(θ, γ1, γ2). Also, let⇒ denote the weak convergence in the space

of uniformly bounded functions on the parameter space that is endowed with the uniform

metric. Additionally, we define L∞(A) as the space of all bounded functions defined on

A = Γ or A = Λ.

We first establish the weak convergence of Tn(λ).

Theorem 1. Let Assumptions 1 hold. Then,

√
nMn(γ)⇒M (γ) in L∞(Γ), (8)

sn(γ)
p→ s (γ) uniformly in Γ. (9)

Furthermore,

Tn(λ)⇒ T (λ) := sup
γ∈Γ

[
|M (γ)|
s (γ)

− λ∥γ∥1
]

in L∞(Λ).

We now show that the bootstrap analog Tn,∗(λ) of Tn(λ) converges weakly to the same

limit. The definition of the conditional weak convergence,⇒∗ in P , and conditional conver-

gence in probability, p∗→ in P , employed in the following theorem is referred to e.g. Section

2.9 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996).

Theorem 2. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then, for any fixed θ̄,

√
nMn,∗(θ̄, γ)⇒∗M

(
θ̄, γ
)

in L∞(Γ) in P, (10)

sn,∗(θ̄, γ)
p∗→ s

(
θ̄, γ
)

uniformly in Γ in P. (11)
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Furthermore,

Tn,∗(θ̄, λ)⇒∗ T (θ̄, λ) := sup
γ∈Γ

[∣∣M (
θ̄, γ
)∣∣

s
(
θ̄, γ
) − λ∥γ∥1

]
in L∞(Λ) in P.

Recall that we abbreviateMn(γ) := Mn(θ0, γ), s2n(γ) := s2n(θ0, γ) and Tn(λ) := Tn(θ0, λ).

While Theorem 1 holds at θ = θ0, Theorem 2 holds for any θ̄. Therefore, Theorems 1 and 2

imply that the bootstrap critical values are valid for any drifting sequence of λn ∈ Λ under

some smoothness condition on the limiting distribution and thus for the calibration of Λ

described in Section 4.3. See the proof of Theorem 4 for more details.

4 Consistency, Local Power and Calibration of λ

4.1 Consistency

Suppose that the null hypothesis is set as H0 : θ0 = θ̄ for some θ̄ ̸= θ0. Then, being explicit

about the null, we write

Mn(θ̄, γ) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

g
(
Xi, θ̄

)
exp(W ′

iγ)
p→ E

[
g
(
Xi, θ̄

)
exp(W ′

iγ)
]
,

sn(θ̄, γ)
p→
√

E
[
g2
(
Xi, θ̄

)
exp(2W ′

iγ)
]
.

Therefore, for any λ ∈ Λ,

n−1/2Tn(θ̄, λ)
p→ sup

γ∈Γ

∣∣E [g (Xi, θ̄
)
exp(W ′

iγ)
]∣∣√

E
[
g2
(
Xi, θ̄

)
exp(2W ′

iγ)
] .

On the other hand, the bootstrap statistic is always Op(1), yielding the consistency of the

test based on Tn(θ̄, λ), as in the following theorem.

Theorem 3. Let Assumptions 1 hold. Then, for θ̄ ̸= θ0, Tn(θ̄, λ)
p→ +∞ for any λ ∈ Λ.
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4.2 Local Power

Consider a sequence of local hypotheses of the following form: for some nonzero constant

vector B,

θn := θ0 +B n−1/2,

which leads to the following leading term after linearization:

Ui,n := Ui +G (Xi, θ0)B n−1/2, (12)

where G (Xi, θ) := ∂g (Xi, θ) /∂θ
′, assuming the continuous differentiability of g (·) at θ0.

Unless g (Xi, θ) is linear in θ, the termG (Xi, θ0) depends on θ0. However, under the null hy-

pothesis, G (Xi, θ0) is completely specified. For B, we may set it as, for example, a vector of

ones times a constant. The form of (12) will be intimately related to our proposal regarding

how to calibrate the penalization parameter λ.

As before, write Gi := G (Xi, θ0). Under (12), we have

√
nMn(θn, γ) =

1√
n

n∑
i=1

Ui exp(W
′
iγ) +

1

n

n∑
i=1

exp(W ′
iγ)GiB + op (1)

⇒M (γ) + E [exp(W ′
iγ)GiB] in L∞(Γ).

Then, we can establish that

Tn(θn, λ)⇒ sup
γ∈Γ

[∣∣∣∣M (γ) + E [exp(W ′
iγ)GiB]

s (γ)

∣∣∣∣− λ ∥γ∥1] in L∞(Λ), (13)

using arguments identical to those to prove Theorem 1.

Define the noncentrality term

κ (γ,B) :=
E [exp(W ′

iγ)GiB]

s(γ)
=

E [exp(W ′
iγ)GiB]√

E[U2
i exp(2W

′
iγ)]

.

12



Define Q(γ) := M(γ)
s(γ)

and T (λ,B) := supγ∈Γ |Q(γ) + κ(γ,B)| − λ ∥γ∥1. For the test to have

a nontrivial power, we need that κ (γ∗(B, λ), B) ̸= 0 with a positive probability, where

γ∗(B, λ) denotes a (random) maximizer of the stochastic process in (13). Since the penalty

affects γ∗(B, λ) in different ways under the null of B = 0 and alternatives of B ̸= 0, its im-

plication on power of the test is not straightforward to analyze. The subsequent subsection

proposes a method to select λ in a more systematic way to increase power.

We discuss some sufficient conditions, under which the presence of penalty increases

the power of the test in the setting of the preceding limit experiment. Heuristically, if the

unpenalized criterion ismaximized at γ near zero, then themaximumwould be less affected

by the introduction of the ℓ1 penalty on γ. And a suitable noncentrality function κ, like e.g.

a concave function with a unique maximum at zero, can force the maximizing γ closer to

zero. That is, the power gain is obtained through the penalization if the limit experiment

under the null is maximized at bigger γ than under the alternative. The following lemma

is a more formal treatment of the heuristic.

Lemma 2. Suppose that there exist a unique γ̃(b) maximizing |Q (γ) + κ(γ, b)| for b = 0 or B. If

∥γ̃(B)∥1 < ∥γ̃(0)∥1 a.s. (14)

then, we can find a more powerful test with a strictly positive λ than the test with λ = 0 in the limit

experiment with B ̸= 0.

The assumption that Q (γ) + κ(γ, b) is uniquely maximized a.s. on a compact space is

standard due to Kim and Pollard (1990, Lemma 2.6), requiring only that the increments of

the Gaussian process exhibit non-negligible variances.

An example that may meet the condition (14) is the case where the noncentrality term

κ(γ,B) under the alternative hypothesis induces a sparse solution. This happens when

the set of instrumental variables W contains redundant elements. It is similar to the well-

known fact that the presence of an irrelevant variable in the linear regression results in

13



loss of power in the tests based on the OLS estimates. Specifically, suppose for simplicity

that Wi = (Zi, Fi) and Fi is a pure noise that is independent of everything else. Then, the

noncentrality term can be rewritten as

κ (γ,B) =
E [exp(Z ′

iγ1)GiB]√
E[U2

i exp(2Z
′
iγ1)]

E [exp(F ′
iγ2)]√

E[exp(2F ′
iγ2)]

=: κ1 (γ1, B)κ2 (γ2) .

Then, Jensen’s inequality yields that κ2 (γ2) ≤ 1 and the equality holds if and only if γ2 = 0.

If the dimension of Fi is relatively large compared to that of Zi and the magnitude of κ2 (γ2)

dominates that of κ1 (γ1, B) andM(γ) then γ̃(B) would be closer to zero than γ̃(0), which

is a maximizer of a centered Gaussian process of equal marginal variance.

Since analytical derivation is involved in general cases, we provide visual representation

of the preceding discussion via some Monte Carlo simulation as below.

Specifically, we generate a random sample with n = 1000 from a simple linear regres-

sion model with normal random variables. Specifically, we draw independent variables

uniformly distributed on [−1, 1], εji, j = 1, 4 and independent standard normal variables

εji, j = 2, 3 and generate Xi = ε1i + ε2i/2, Yi = Xiθn + (ε2i + ε3i)/2 with θn = θ0 + B n−1/2

with some nonzero constantB, and Zi = (Wi, Fi), whereWi = ε1i− ε4i, while Fi is a (p−1)-

dimensional independent vector uniformly distributed on [−1, 1], that is independent of all

the others. Figure 1 plots the “theoretical” power functions of our proposed test, where the

power curves are obtained viaMonte Carlo simulations with Γ = [−5, 5]p. There is only one

endogenous regressor here and the three lines in the figure represent the power curves as a

function of the penalty level λ for three different values of the dimension p of Zi, whose first

element is strongly correlated to Ui while the others are irrelevant. Thus, p − 1 represents

the number of irrelevant instruments. The power decreases as the number of irrelevant

variables increases when the penalty λ = 0. This is analogous to the textbook treatment of

hypothesis testing with the linear regression model. Next, the power increases gradually

up to a certain point as the penalty grows for each p. This is in line with the preceding dis-

cussion. In addition, the power gain from the penalization, that is, the difference between
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the maximum power and the power at λ = 0, is bigger for larger p.

4.3 Calibration of λ

The penalty function works differently on how it shrinks the maximizer γ̃ under the alter-

natives. Ideally, it should induce sparse solutions that force zeros for the coefficients of the

irrelevant conditioning variable to maximize the power of the test.

Although it is demanding to characterize the optimal choice of λ analytically, we can

elaborate on the choice of the penalty parameter λ under the limit of experiments

M (γ) + E [exp(W ′
iγ)GiB]

s (γ)
,

for which we parametrize the size of the deviation by B. Then, our test becomes

T (λ,B, α) := 1

{
sup
γ∈Γ

∣∣∣∣M (γ) + E [exp(W ′
iγ)GiB]

s (γ)

∣∣∣∣− λ ∥γ∥1 > cα(λ)

}
(15)

for a critical value cα(λ), which is the (1− α) quantile of supγ∈Γ
[
|M(γ)|
s(γ)

− λ∥γ∥1
]
.

Let R (λ,B, α) := E [T (λ,B, α)] denote the power function of the test under the limit

experiment for given λ, B and α, where 0 < α < 1 is a prespecified level of the test. We

propose to select λ by solving the max-min problem:

sup
λ∈Λ

inf
B∈B
R (λ,B, α) , (16)

where Λ is a set of possible values of λ and B is a set of possible values of B. In some

applications, where B is one-dimensional and |M (γ) + E [exp(W ′
iγ)GiB]| is stochastically

monotone in |B|, the inner minimization over B ∈ B is simple and easy to characterize. For

Λ, we can take a discrete set of possible values of λ, including 0, if suitable. The idea behind

(16) is as follows. For each candidate λ, the size of the test is constrained properly because

R (λ, 0, α) ≤ α. Then we look at the least-favorable local power among possible values of B
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and choose λ that maximizes the least-favorable local power.

To operationalize our proposal, we again rely on a multiplier bootstrap. Define

Mn,∗,B(γ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

(
η∗iUi +

B√
n
Gi

)
exp(W ′

iγ),

s 2
n,∗,B(γ) :=

1

n

n∑
i=1

[(
η∗iUi +

B√
n
Gi

)
exp(W ′

iγ)

]2
,

Qn,∗,B(γ) :=
√
n
|Mn,∗,B(γ)|
sn,∗,B(γ)

,

(17)

where η∗i is drawn from N(0, 1) and independent from data {(Xi,Wi) : i = 1, . . . , n}. The

quantities above are just shifted versions of (6).6 For each bootstrap replication r, let

T
(r)
n,∗,B(λ) := sup

γ∈Γ

[
Q

(r)
n,∗,B(γ)− λ∥γ∥1

]
. (18)

Then the critical value cα(λ) is approximated by c∗α(λ), the (1 − α)-quantile of Tn,∗,0(λ) ≡

Tn,∗(λ). Once c∗α(λ) is obtained,R (λ,B, α) is approximated by

1

R

R∑
r=1

1
{
T

(r)
n,∗,B(λ) > c∗α(λ)

}
. (19)

Similarly, let λ̂ denote a maximizer of minB∈BRn(λ,B, α) over Λ, where

Rn(λ,B, α) := Pr∗{Tn,∗,B(λ) > c∗α(λ)},

andPr∗ denotes the conditional probability of the bootstrap sample given the sample. Recall

T (λ) = supγ∈Γ

[
|M(γ)|
s(γ)

− λ∥γ∥1
]
. Let Fλ and F ∗

λ denote the distribution function of T (λ) and

that of Tn,∗(λ) conditional on the sampleXn, respectively. Wemake the following regularity

condition onFλ. Let cα(λ) denote the (1−α)-quantile of T (λ) andAα = {(x, λ) : |cα(λ)−x| ≤

c, λ ∈ Λ} for some positive constant c.

6Notice that we use a shifted version of s2n,∗,B(γ) instead of s2n,∗,0(γ)when we define (17). This is because
we would like to mimic more closely the finite-sample distribution of the test statistic under the alternative.
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Assumption 2. The partial derivative ∂Fλ(x)/∂x is positive and continuous on Aα.

When λ = 0, T (λ) is the maximum of a centered Gaussian process. In view of the well-

known anti-concentration property of the maximum of a centered Gaussian process (see,

e.g., Chernozhukov, Chetverikov, andKato, 2014), it is not restrictive to assume the presence

of a density (with respect to Lebesgue measure) of T at λ = 0. Furthermore, the extension

to noncentral Gaussian process is given by Chernozhukov, Chetverikov, and Kato (2016).

Thus, wemay assume T (λ) has a bounded density for all λ ∈ Λ. Thus, its Lipschitz property

in λ implies that its distribution function indexed by λ is also Lipschitz in λ because

Pr {T (λ2) ≤ x} = Pr {T (λ1) ≤ x+ T (λ1)− T (λ2)}

≤ Pr {T (λ1) ≤ x+ c |λ1 − λ2|} ≤ Pr {T (λ1) ≤ x}+ C |λ1 − λ2| ,

where constants c and C depend only on the Lipschitz constant and the densities, respec-

tively. Then, the continuity assumption in Assumption 2 is reasonable.

To sum up, we formally define optimal λ assuming R(λ,B, α) is continuous on Λ × B,

which is possibly set-valued, in the following way.

Definition 1. Let Λ0 ⊂ Λ denote a set of the global solution in (16) so that

min
B∈B
R (λ0, B, α) ≥ min

B∈B
R (λ,B, α) for any λ ∈ Λ and λ0 ∈ Λ0,

where the inequality is strict for λ /∈ Λ0.

The optimal set Λ0 depends on the set Λ of possible values of λ, the set B of possible

values of B in (12), and the level α of the test.

The following theorem shows that the bootstrap critical values c∗α(λ) are uniformly con-

sistent for cα(λ). Then, it establishes consistency of our proposed calibration method in the

sense that d(λ̂,Λ0)
p→ 0, where d(x,X) := inf{|x− y| : y ∈ X}.
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Theorem 4. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Then, c∗α(λ)
p→ cα(λ) uniformly in Λ. Furthermore,

d(λ̂,Λ0)
p→ 0 and Pr{Tn(λ̂) ≥ c∗α(λ̂)} → α.

5 Implementation

In this section, we summarize our inference procedure and provide pseudo-code in Algo-

rithm 1, which describes how to conduct the pointwise test of H0 : θ = θ̄.

In addition to the usual input such as the confidence level α and the number of bootstrap

replications R, we need to specify the search space Γ ⊂ Rp, the grid for penalty levels Λ ⊂

R+, and the set of local alternatives B ⊂ Rd. In our numerical work, we choose Γ = [−a, a]p

with some constant a (e.g., a = 1, 5). ForΛ, we recommend excluding λ = 0 if p is somewhat

large (e.g., p > 5, 10). Regarding B, it is necessary to know the structure of the inference

problem in hand. In our Monte Carlo experiments as well as empirical applications, d = 1

and we need to choose B as a subset of R. We provide details in Section 7.

We now make several remarks on computation of Tn(θ̄, λ), T (r)
n,∗(θ̄, λ), and T

(r)
n,∗,B(λ) in

Algorithm 1. For the first empirical application to Yogo (2004) data set in Section 7, we

use both the grid search (GS) and the particleswarm particle swarm optimization (PSO)

solver available in Matlab.7 We find our tests computed using GS and PSO on the set Γ =

[−a, a]4 perform similarly. For the second empirical application in Section A, we only use

the particleswarm for optimization overΓ = [−a, a]21. PSO is a stochastic population-based

optimization method proposed by Kennedy and Eberhart (1995). It conducts gradient-

free global searches and has been successfully used in economics (for example, see Qu and

Tkachenko, 2016).8 Hence, PSO can be viewed as a more refined approach to global opti-

mization than simple grid search. For theMonte Carlo experiments that mimic Yogo (2004)
7Specifically, the particleswarm solver is included in the global optimization toolbox software of Matlab.
8It is possible to adopt the two-step approach used in Qu and Tkachenko (2016). That is, we start with

the PSO solver, followed by multiple local searches. Further, the genetic algorithm (GA) can be used in the
first step instead of PSO and both GA and PSO methods can be compared to check whether a global solution
is obtained. We do not pursue these refinements in our paper to save the computational times of bootstrap
inference.
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Algorithm 1: Inference for H0 : θ0 = θ̄ versus H1 : θ0 ̸= θ̄ under the conditional
moment model E[g(Xi, θ0)|Wi] = 0

Input: the data set {(Xi,Wi) : i = 1, . . . , n}, the hypothesized parameter θ̄, the
search space Γ ⊂ Rp, the grid for penalty levels Λ ⊂ R+.

1 for k = 1, 2, . . . , p do
2 Calculate W̄k =

1
n

∑n
i=1Wki and sn(Wk) =

1
n−1

∑n
i=1(Wki − W̄k)

2.
3 TransformWki ← tan−1

(
(Wki − W̄k)/sn(Wk)

)
.

4 end
5 Declare variables Ui ← g(Xi, θ̄).
6 Declare a function γ 7→ Qn(θ̄, γ) according to (3).
7 for each λ in Λ do
8 Calculate Tn(θ̄, λ) = supγ∈Γ

[
Qn(θ̄, γ)− λ∥γ∥1

]
.

9 end
Output: the set of test statistics {Tn(θ̄, λ) : λ ∈ Λ}.
Input for bootstrap test: the number of bootstrap replications R, the set of local

alternatives B ⊂ Rd, the significance level α.
10 for r = 1, 2, . . . , R do
11 Generate {η∗i : i = 1, . . . , n} from i.i.d. N(0, 1) independently of the data.
12 for each λ in Λ do
13 Declare a function γ 7→ Qn,∗(θ̄, γ) according to (6).
14 Calculate T (r)

n,∗(θ̄, λ) = supγ∈Γ
[
Qn,∗(θ̄, γ)− λ∥γ∥1

]
.

15 for each B in B do
16 Declare a function γ 7→ Qn,∗,B(γ) according to (17).
17 Calculate T (r)

n,∗,B(λ) = supγ∈Γ [Qn,∗,B(γ)− λ∥γ∥1].
18 end
19 end
20 end
21 for each λ in Λ do
22 Declare cv∗α(λ)← (1− α)-quantile of {T (r)

n,∗(θ̄, λ) : r = 1, . . . , R}.
23 for each B in B do
24 Compute the simulated local power as

Rn(λ,B, α) =
1
R

∑R
r=1 1{T

(r)
n,∗,B(λ) > cv∗α(λ)}.

25 end
26 end
27 Select the optimal penalty level as λ̂(θ̄) ∈ argmaxλ∈ΛminB∈BRn(λ,B, α).

28 Compute the p-value as p∗(θ̄, λ̂(θ̄)) = 1
R

∑R
r=1 1{T

(r)
n,∗(θ̄, λ̂(θ̄)) > Tn(θ̄, λ̂(θ̄))}.

Output: Reject H0 at the significance level α iff p∗(θ̄, λ̂(θ̄)) < α.
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data set in Section 8, we only apply GS on the set Γ = [−a, a]p, p = 4, 6. This is because PSO

is based on a heuristic procedure and requires careful monitoring to check whether it pro-

duces reasonable solutions. Furthermore, it is easy to vectorize using GS but harder using

the particleswarm solver. In short, it was too costly to monitor the particleswarm solver in

the Monte Carlo experiments; however, it was possible with empirical applications because

we did not have to regenerate data.

We end this section by recalling that the confidence interval for θ0 can be constructed by

inverting a pointwise test ofH0 : θ0 = θ̄. For this purpose, one could generate R collections

of {η∗i : i = 1, . . . , n} and use the same collections across different values of θ̄ to reduce the

random noise in bootstrap inference.

6 Inference with Pre-Estimated Parameters

Partition θ = (θ′1, θ
′
2)

′ and θ0 =
(
θ′1,0, θ

′
2,0

)′. We now consider inference for θ1,0. We assume

that for each θ1, there exists a preliminary estimator θ̂2(θ1) = ψn ({Xi,Wi}ni=1) of θ2(θ1),

so that θ2,0 = θ2(θ1,0). For example, suppose that g (Xi, θ) can be written as g (Xi, θ) =

g1 (Xi, θ1) − θ2. Then, θ2,0 = E [g1 (Xi, θ1,0)], thereby yielding the following estimator of θ2

given θ1:

θ̂2(θ1) = n−1

n∑
i=1

g1 (Xi, θ1) . (20)

In what follows, we assume standard regularity conditions on θ̂2(θ1). Let Θ1 denote the

parameter space for θ1, which is a compact set with a non-empty interior. Let ∥a∥ denote

the Euclidean norm of a vector a.

Assumption 3. Suppose that there exists a
√
n-consistent estimator θ̂2(θ1) of θ2(θ1) that has the

following representation: uniformly in θ1 ∈ Θ1, which is compact and has a non-empty interior,

√
n
(
θ̂2(θ1)− θ2(θ1)

)
=

1√
n

n∑
i=1

ζni(θ1) + op (1) ,
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where {ψni(θ1) = (ζni(θ1), Ui)} is a strictly stationary ergodic mds array and

Vψ(θ1) := lim
n→∞

E[ψni(θ1)ψni(θ1)′]

is positive definite. Furthermore, assume that there exists G(x, θ) such that E∥G(Xi, θ0)∥ < ∞,

θ 7→ G(Xi, θ) is continuous at θ0 almost surely, and

g (Xi, θ)− g (Xi, θ0)−G (Xi, θ0)
′ (θ − θ0) = op (∥θ − θ0∥) , (21)

and that θ1 7→ θ2(θ1) is continuously differentiable.

Define Ûi(θ1) := g[Xi, {θ1, θ̂2(θ1)}], Ûi := Ûi(θ1,0). We introduce the following demeaned

statistics9

M̂n(θ1, γ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

Ûi(θ1)

(
exp(W ′

iγ)−
1

n

n∑
j=1

exp(W ′
jγ)

)
,

ŝ2n(θ1, γ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

[
Ûi(θ1)

(
exp(W ′

iγ)−
1

n

n∑
j=1

exp(W ′
jγ)

)]2
,

Q̂n(θ1, γ) :=
√
n
|M̂n(θ1, γ)|
ŝn(θ1, γ)

,

and the test statistic

T̂n(θ1, λ) := sup
γ∈Γ

[
Q̂n(θ1, γ)− λ∥γ∥1

]
. (22)

Partition G (Xi, θ) =
[
G1 (Xi, θ)

′ , G2 (Xi, θ)
′]′, corresponding to the partial derivatives with

respect to θ1 and θ2. Suppressing the dependence on θ1 in the notation when T̂n or ζni is

evaluated at θ1,0, we obtain the following result.

9The test statistic Q̂n(θ1, γ) is effectively based on an orthogonalized residual after estimating the uncon-
ditional mean.
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Theorem 5. Let Assumptions 1 and 3 hold. Then,

T̂n(λ)⇒ sup
γ∈Γ

[∣∣M̄ (γ) + Z ′cov [G2 (Xi, θ0) , exp (W
′
iγ)]

∣∣
s (γ)

− λ ∥γ∥1

]
in L∞(Λ),

where (Z,M̄(γ)) is a centered Gaussian random vector with E [ZZ ′] = limn→∞ E [ζniζ
′
ni] and

E
[
ZM̄ (γ)

]
= limn→∞ E [Uiζni(exp (W

′
iγ)− E exp (W ′

iγ))] for each γ and M̄(γ) is a centered

Gaussian process such that EM̄(γ1)M̄(γ2) = EU2
i (exp (W

′
iγ1) − E exp (W ′

iγ1))(exp (W
′
iγ2) −

E exp (W ′
iγ2)).

In the presence of pre-estimates in the test statistic, the multiplier bootstrap in (6) is not

valid. To develop valid inference, we now describe how to modify the multiplier bootstrap

by exploiting the influence function ζni. To ease notation, define

Ĝ2i := G2

(
Xi,
(
θ1,0, θ̂2

))
W ni(γ) := exp(W ′

iγ)−
1

n

n∑
j=1

exp(W ′
jγ)

Let

M̂n,∗(γ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

η∗i

{
ÛiW ni(γ) + ζ̂

′

ni

1

n

n∑
j=1

Ĝ2jW nj(γ)

}
,

ŝ2n,∗(γ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

[
η∗i

{
ÛiW ni(γ) + ζ̂

′

ni

1

n

n∑
j=1

Ĝ2jW nj(γ)

}]2
,

(23)

where ζ̂ni denotes a consistent estimator of ζni. Then, we proceedwith thesemodified quan-

tities, as in Section 3. That is, to implement the bootstrap, we need to obtain an explicit

plug-in formula for the influence function ζni(θ1) in Assumption 3, similar to g1(Xi, θ1) −
1
n

∑n
i=1 g1(Xi, θ1) from (20).10

10Instead, one could implement alternative bootstrap without using the explicit formula of the influence
function as in Chen, Linton, and Van Keilegom (2003). We opted not to consider this in this paper.
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6.1 Choice of Penalty

We start with a sequence of local alternatives θ1n = θ1,0 + B/
√
n. Then, expressing the

hypothesized value of θ1n explicitly, we write the corresponding statistics by

M̂n(θ1n, γ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

Ûi (θ1n)W ni(γ),

ŝ2n(θ1n, γ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

[
Ûi (θ1n)W ni(γ)

]2
,

Q̂n(θ1n, γ) :=
√
n
|M̂n(θ1n, γ)|
ŝn(θ1n, γ)

,

and the test statistic

T̂n (θ1n) := sup
γ∈Γ

[
Q̂n(θ1n, γ)− λn∥γ∥1

]
. (24)

Define gi(θ1, θ2) := g[Xi, {θ1, θ2}] and partition G(Xi, {θ1, θ2}) = [G1i(θ1, θ2)
′, G2i(θ1, θ2)

′]′ as

before. The limit of the test statistic T̂n (θ1n) can be easily obtained by modifying the proof

of Theorem 5. Specifically, we note that under the additional assumption that ζni(θ1) is

differentiable with respect to θ1,

√
nM̂n(θ1n, γ) =

1√
n

n∑
i=1

gi (θ1n, θ2(θ1n))W ni(γ)

+
1√
n

n∑
i=1

ζni(θ1n)
′ 1

n

n∑
j=1

G2j (θ1n, θ2(θ1n))W nj(γ) + op (1)

=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

gi (θ0)W ni(γ) +
1√
n

n∑
i=1

ζ ′ni
1

n

n∑
j=1

G2j (θ0)W nj(γ)

+B′ 1

n

n∑
i=1

[
G1i (θ0) +

∂θ2 (θ1,0)

∂θ1

′

G2i (θ0)

]
W ni(γ) + op (1) ,
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using the fact that n−1
∑n

i=1
∂ζni(θ1,0)

∂θ1
= op(1). Thus, the noncentrality term is determined by

the probability limit of B′E [ωi(γ)], where

ωi(γ) :=

[
G1i (θ0) +

∂θ2 (θ1,0)

∂θ1

′

G2i (θ0)

]
W ni(γ).

As shorthand notation, let G1i := G1 (Xi, θ0) and G2i := G2 (Xi, θ0). We now adjust (15) in

Section 4.3 as follows: let

T (λ,B)

= 1

{
sup
γ∈Γ

∣∣∣∣M̄ (γ) + Z ′cov [G2i, exp (W
′
iγ)] +B′E[ωi(γ)]

s (γ)

∣∣∣∣− λ ∥γ∥1 > cα(λ)

} (25)

for a critical value cα(λ) and R (λ,B) = E[T (λ,B)]. Then, as before, choose λ by solving

(16). To implement this procedure, we modify the steps in Section 4.3 with

M̂n,∗,B(γ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

[
η∗i

{
ÛiW ni(γ) + ζ̂

′

ni

1

n

n∑
j=1

Ĝ2jW nj(γ)

}
+

B√
n
ω̂i(γ)

]
,

ŝ2n,∗,B(γ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

[
η∗i

{
ÛiW ni(γ) + ζ̂

′

ni

1

n

n∑
j=1

Ĝ2jW nj(γ)

}
+

B√
n
ω̂i(γ)

]2
,

where

ω̂i(γ) :=

(
G1i +

∂θ̂2 (θ1,0)

∂θ1

′

Ĝ2i

)
W ni(γ).

Then, the remaining steps are identical to those in Section 4.3.

7 Inferring the Elasticity of Intertemporal Substitution

In this section, we revisit Yogo (2004) and conduct inference on the elasticity of intertem-

poral substitution (EIS). We investigate the case of annual US series (1891–1995) used in

Yogo (2004) and focus on Ut(θ) = ∆ct − θ2 − θ1rt, where ∆ct represents the consumption
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growth at time t and rt denotes the real interest rate at time t. The parameter of inter-

est is EIS, denoted by θ1. The instruments Wt consist of the twice-lagged nominal interest

rate, inflation, consumption growth, and log dividend-price ratio. In both Sections 7 and 8

we assume that each instrument is studentized and transformed by tan−1(·). This ensures

that each component of Wi is bounded and comparable to each other. The data consist of

{(∆ct, rt,Wt) : t = 1, . . . , n}, where n = 105.

To conduct inference on θ1 in the presence of θ2, we use the demeaned version of the

generalized residuals as follows:

Ût(θ1) =

(
∆ct −

1

n

n∑
t=1

∆ct

)
− θ1

(
rt −

1

n

n∑
t=1

rt

)
.

Following the notation in Section 6, we have in this example,

θ2(θ1) = E [∆ct]− θ1E [rt] ,

θ̂2(θ1) =
1

n

n∑
t=1

∆ct − θ1
1

n

n∑
t=1

rt,

ηnt(θ1) = (∆ct − E[∆ct])− θ1 (rt − E[rt]) ,

η̂nt(θ1) = Ût(θ1).

Then, because G2t = −1, adopting (23) yields the following multiplier bootstrap:

M̂n,∗(γ) =
1

n

n∑
t=1

η∗t Ût(θ1)

{
exp(W ′

tγ)−
1

n

n∑
t=1

exp(W ′
tγ)

}
,

ŝ2n,∗(γ) =
1

n

n∑
t=1

[
η∗t Ût(θ1)

{
exp(W ′

tγ)−
1

n

n∑
t=1

exp(W ′
tγ)

}]2
.

(26)

Furthermore, since G1t = −rt, we can use the following quantities to calibrate the optimal
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λ:

M̂n,∗,B(γ) =
1

n

n∑
t=1

{
η∗t Ût(θ1)−

B√
n
(rt − r̄)

}{
exp(W ′

tγ)−
1

n

n∑
t=1

exp(W ′
tγ)

}
,

ŝ2n,∗,B(γ) =
1

n

n∑
t=1

[{
η∗t Ût(θ1)−

B√
n
(rt − r̄)

}{
exp(W ′

tγ)−
1

n

n∑
t=1

exp(W ′
tγ)

}]2
,

where r = n−1
∑n

t=1 rt.

Computation of the Test Statistic In Table 1, we report the values of the following max

statistic:

T (λ, a) = sup
γ∈[−a,a]4

[
Q̂n(θ̄1, γ)− λ∥γ∥1

]
,

evaluated at θ̄1 = −0.028 while varying the penalty level λ ∈ {.3, .2, .1, 0} and the domain

constant a ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}. The value of θ̄1 is chosen as the 2SLS estimate in the data. To

improve the accuracy of the algorithm, the max statistic is computed with a swarm size of

5000, which spans the search space [−a, a]4 randomly with a uniform distribution.

ComputationTime The swarm size of 5000, previously used to depict T (λ, a) across (λ, a),

enables highly accurate optimization; however, it may be inappropriate for practical appli-

cations. Therefore, we examine the impact of λ and a on computation time based on a more

realistic swarm size of 200. In light of the inherent randomness in the PSO algorithm, we

regenerate the swarm and compute the max statistic again until it achieves at least 98% of

the maximum reported in Table 1. In other words, wemeasure the computation time under

the constraint that the optimization error is at most 2% of the truth. In Table 2, we report

the means and standard deviations of the computation times across various (λ, a).

Tables 1 and 2 reveal three important observations: First, the average computation time

tends to increase as the penalty level decreases, regardless of the values of a. This aligns

with our intuition that the introduction of the penalty shrinks the feasible space for γ, lead-

ing to shorter search times for the maximum. Second, when applying λ = 0.2 or 0.3, the
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choice of aminimally affects the computation times. The most notable impact of a on com-

putation time is observed when the penalty term is absent, both in terms of the average and

the standard deviation. Lastly, the unpenalized statistic is considerably more sensitive to

the choice of a than the penalized ones, evenwhen amoderate level of λ is applied. This im-

plies the significance of domain selection in Bierens’ max test with λ = 0, as it may crucially

affect the outcomes of the analysis. Our method is motivated by tuning a scalar parameter

λ instead of Γ, which is more straightforward to optimize in a data-driven manner.

Calibration of Optimal Penalty The optimal λ ∈ Λ = {0.5, 0.4, 0.3, 0.2, 0.1, 0.05, 0} is cali-

brated as in (16) based on a single local alternative B = {2}. It can be taken as a singleton

since η∗t ∼ N(0, 1) is symmetrically distributed about zero, and hence the power increases

with the absolute value ofB. We setα to 0.1 andutilize the gridΘ1 = {−0.6,−0.4,−0.2, . . . , 0.6}

for hypothesized values of θ1,0. For each λ ∈ Λ and θ1,0 ∈ Θ1, the local power in (19) is sim-

ulated following the modified steps specified in Section 6.1.

We use two algorithms for computing the max statistic to assess the sensitivity to the

choice of the algorithm. The PSO algorithm searches for the global maximum in the entire

space Γ = [−5, 5]4. As previously, a swarm with a size of 200 is randomly generated over Γ

following the uniform distribution. The grid search (GS) method calculates the maximum

in a discretized grid Γ′ ⊂ [−5, 5]4, suitably chosen to minimize potential power loss while

taking advantage of the vectorized algorithm to avoid loops in the PSO or other optimiza-

tionmethods. The tuning parameter in the grid search corresponds to the choice of the grid

Γ′. We opted for the equi-spaced grid Γ′ = {0.5j : −10 ≤ j ≤ 10}4 = {−5,−4.5, . . . , 5}4,

which consists of 214 = 194481 points. The numbers of bootstrap replications are RPSO =

1000 and RGS = 5000 for the PSO algorithm and the GS method, respectively.

Figure 2 shows the local powers simulated using these algorithms. Panel A displays the

average local powers over Θ1 across different values of λ, while Panel B exhibits the local

powers at a specific θ1,0 = 0. From Panel A, we note that the PSO algorithm yields overall

higher powers than the GS method, which operates on the discrete Γ′. In Panel B, for both
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algorithms, we observe a rise in the local powerwithin a small range around λ = 0, followed

by leveling off at approximately λ = 0.2 or λ = 0.3. Since this pattern also prevails for the

other values inΘ1, we choose the optimal λ as the maximizer of the average local powers in

PanelA. The selected λ are 0.3 for the PSO algorithmand 0.2 for theGSmethod, respectively.

These values are used for the optimally penalized test ofH0 : θ1 = θ1,0 uniformly across the

hypothesized values.

Table 3 presents the confidence intervals from our optimally penalized and unpenal-

ized tests based on the two computational algorithms. These confidence intervals are con-

structed by inverting the testing of H0 : θ1 = θ1,0, where the hypothesized values of θ1,0

range over {0.01j : −100 ≤ j ≤ 100}. It shows that the optimally penalized test yields

significantly narrower confidence intervals compared to the unpenalized test, irrespective

of the chosen algorithm.

Yogo (2004) commented that “there appears to be identification failure for the annual

U.S. series.” Indeed, the 95% confidence interval from the Anderson-Rubin (AR) test was

[−0.49, 0.46] and those from the Lagrange multiplier (LM) test and the conditional likeli-

hood ratio (LR) tests were [−∞,∞] (see Table 3 of Yogo, 2004).11 Our penalized test pro-

vides tighter confidence intervals than any of these similar tests based on unconditional

moment restrictions, suggesting that conditional moment restrictions can be more infor-

mative than an arbitrarily selected set of unconditional moment restrictions.

In a nutshell, we demonstrate that a seemingly uninformative set of instruments can

provide an informative inference result if one strengthens unconditional moment restric-

tions by making them infinite-dimensional conditional moment restrictions with the aid of

penalization.
11If each instrument is used separately for the AR test, the resulting 95% confidence intervals are as follows:

(i) [−∞,∞] with the nominal interest rate as an instrument; (ii) [−0.29, 0.28] with inflation; (iii) [−∞,∞]
with consumption growth; (iv) [−∞,−0.12]∪ [0.02,∞]with log dividend-price ratio, where the instruments
are twice lagged in all cases. The confidence interval using inflation is similar to ours, but its length is more
than 25% larger than our optimal confidence interval [−0.30, 0.15] using the PSO algorithm and more than
15% larger than the optimal confidence interval using the GS method.
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8 Monte Carlo Experiments

To examine the efficacy of our method in an empirically relevant context, we conduct a

series of experiments based on the annual U.S. series (1891-1995) used in Yogo (2004). The

main purpose of the experiments is to assess the finite-sample size and power properties of

our proposed method in comparison to those of existing methods.

The simulated sample is denoted as {(∆c∗t , r∗t ,W ∗
t )}nt=1, while {(∆ct, rt,Wt)}nt=1 denotes

the annual U.S. series as described in Section 7. We consider the following data-generating

process in our experiments:

r∗t = (1 W ∗
t
′)π0 + π̄f(W ∗

t ) + v∗t ,

∆c∗t = (1 r∗t )θ0 + u∗t , (27)u∗t
v∗t

 ∼ N


0

0

 ,

 σ2
u σuσvρ

σuσvρ σ2
v


 .

Both linear coefficients θ0 and π0 are taken from their respective empirical estimates. More

specifically, π0 = (π0,0, . . . , π4,0)
′ is computed from the first-stage OLS regression of

rt = (1 W ′
t
)π0 + vt,

and θ0 = (θ0,0, θ1,0)
′ is obtained through the 2SLS regression of

∆ct = (1 rt)θ0 + ut

usingWt as a set of linear IVs.

We specify the nonlinear term f(W ∗
t ) = δ0,0+W

∗
t
′δ1,0+W

∗
t
′ diag(δ2,0)W

∗
t in the first-stage

equation as an additively separable quadratic function. The coefficient δ0 = (δ0,0, δ
′
1,0, δ

′
2,0)

′

is determined by the OLS regression of v̂t onWt and its componentwise squares, where v̂t

is obtained from the above first-stage regression. This choice of δ0 is intended to replicate
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the approximate uncorrelatedness betweenW ∗
t and f(W ∗

t ) in the simulated sample. Thus,

based on the conditional moment restrictions, the identification strength of θ0 increases as

|π̄| becomes larger. However, in linear IVmodels, the identification strength remains largely

unaffected.12

The disturbance terms (u∗t , v
∗
t )

′ are assumed to follow a bivariate normal distribution,

drawn independently across periods. The homoscedastic variances, σ2
u and σ2

v , are taken

from the corresponding sample variances of ût and v̂t, respectively. The correlation coef-

ficient is set as ρ = 0.8 across all our experiments, introducing endogeneity issues in the

inference of θ0.

The data are generated recursively over periods. Let (∆c∗−1,∆c
∗
0) be the initial values,

set to the observed values in the data and kept constant across each simulation draw. For

each period t ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we first define W ∗
t = (∆c∗t−2,W

′
−1,t)

′, where W−1,t comprises all

components of Wt except the first. Next, we generate (r∗t ,∆c
∗
t )

′ sequentially following the

DGP specified in (27). This procedure is repeated until reaching the final period.

We focus on constructing a confidence set for θ1,0 based on the conditional moment re-

striction

E[∆c∗t − E[∆c∗t ]− θ1,0(r∗t − E[r∗t ])|W ∗
t ] = 0. (28)

The strength of the identification can be controlled by varying the constant π̄ associated

with the nonlinear term. In the baseline specification, we set π̄ to 2 to make the variations

in the linear and nonlinear components comparable to each other.

We follow the same procedure outlined in Section 7, which involves recentering both

residuals and exponential weights. To construct the test statistics, we calculate the de-

meaned generalized residuals Ût(θ1) = ∆c∗t − ∆̄c∗ − θ1(r∗t − r̄∗), where ∆̄c∗ = 1
n

∑n
t=1∆c

∗
t

and r̄∗ = 1
n

∑n
t=1 r

∗
t . A similar demeaning is also applied to the exponential weights. Using

a slight abuse of notation, we continue to denote W ∗
t as the vector of instruments, each of

which is individually studentized and then transformed by tan−1(·) as before.
12The comparison between conditional and unconditional moments is not new and is most recently dis-

cussed at length in Antoine and Lavergne (2023).
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The test statistic is computed according to (22). To compute this maximum, we use the

grid search (GS)method, adopting the same gridΓ′ = {−5,−4.5,−4, . . . , 5}4 over [−5, 5]4 as

in Section 7. Despite concerns regarding potential power loss, we opted for the GS method

over the PSO algorithm for simulations. This decision was based on its efficiency from

exploiting vectorized code. Some preliminary experimentswithmore refined grids support

that Γ′ successfully generates sufficient powers.

The optimal penalty level is selected from Λ = {0.1j : j = 0, . . . , 10} ⊂ [0, 1]. To compute

the optimal λ, we employ the following multiplier bootstrap:

M̂n,∗,B(γ) =
1

n

n∑
t=1

{
η∗t Ût(θ1)−

B√
n
(r∗t − r̄∗)

}{
exp(W ∗

t
′γ)− 1

n

n∑
t=1

exp(W ∗
t
′γ)

}
,

ŝ2n,∗,B(γ) =
1

n

n∑
t=1

[{
η∗t Ût(θ1)−

B√
n
(r∗t − r̄∗)

}{
exp(W ∗

t
′γ)− 1

n

n∑
t=1

exp(W ∗
t
′γ)

}]2
,

where B/
√
n = 2/

√
n approximately corresponds to 0.2 on the actual scale of θ1, and η∗t

are drawn independently from N(0, 1). The optimal penalty is then calibrated for each

θ1 ∈ Θ1 := {θ1,0 + 0.1j : |j| ≤ 6} following the procedure specified in Section 6.1. The

number of bootstrap replications is set to R = 5000, mirroring the empirical application

to the data in Yogo (2004). Summary statistics regarding the distribution of optimal λ are

presented in Table 4 across various values of θ1.

We assess the size and power properties of our optimal penalized and unpenalized tests

in comparison to those of the AR test and theWald tests based on the 2SLS and Domı́nguez

and Lobato (2004)’s estimator. Figure 3 displays the power curves depicting the perfor-

mances of these methods. It indicates that only the AR test and our tests maintain a size

close to the nominal level of 0.1. In contrast, theWald tests based on the estimator of θ1 suffer

from significant size distortion. Notably, our optimal test not only achieves nearly accurate

size control but also enhances the power compared to both the unpenalized test (with or

without size adjustments) and the AR test.13 This underscores our basic motivation that
13There is seemingly no formal guidance on how to adjust the undersize of the unpenalized test to fairly
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ℓ1-regularization can improve the power of the test by selecting relevant information from

the conditioning variables.

We conducted additional experiments in which we included three- and four-period lags

of the consumption growth rate as supplementary instruments. This amounts to adding

noise to the IVs in our setting. Regardless of the value of π̄, it holds that

E∗
[
∂Ut(θ1,0)

∂θ1

∣∣∣∣W ∗
t ,∆c

∗
t−3,∆c

∗
t−4

]
= E∗

[
∂Ut(θ1,0)

∂θ1

∣∣∣∣W ∗
t

]
.

Since∆c∗t−3 and∆c∗t−4 fail to provide additional explanatory power, it should be anticipated

that incorporating these variables into the IVswould lead to reduced statistical power, com-

pared to using the original set of 4 IVs. Table 5 confirms this insight; however, it also reveals

that the degree of power reduction is much less severe for the optimally penalized test than

for the unpenalized test and the AR test.14 This implies that the relative advantage of opti-

mal penalization increases as the number of uninformative or less informative instruments

becomes large.

We also investigated the sizes and powers of these tests under an alternative specifica-

tion of π̄, where we nullified the nonlinear term by setting π̄ to 0 while keeping the other

coefficients the same. Table 6 presents the results from this analysis. There are two notewor-

thy observations. First, our tests nearly hold the correct size even when IVs are weak both

conditionally and unconditionally. This demonstrates the robustness of our method to the

presence of weak IVs. Second, excluding the nonlinear term leads to diminished powers of

the penalized and unpenalized tests relative to the AR test. This indicates that a substantial

portion of the power in our tests stems from an underlying nonlinear relationship between

the noncentrality term and IVs. Furthermore, our results suggest that the nonlinearity term,

if present, can serve as a valuable source of identification in an IV model.

compare its power with the other tests. For visual presentation, we depict ‘Unpen. w/ shift’ by shifting the
power curve up parallel to match the nominal size of 0.1 at θ1 − θ1,0 = 0.

14As a caveat, it is unlikely but possible that power reduction might have occurred due to the reduced
sample size from 105 to 103.
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9 Conclusions

We have developed an inference method for a vector of parameters using an ℓ1-penalized

maximum statistic. Our inference procedure is based on the multiplier bootstrap and com-

bines inference with model selection to improve the power of the test. We have recom-

mended solving a data-dependent max-min problem to select the penalization tuning pa-

rameter. We have demonstrated the efficacy of our method using two empirical examples.

There are multiple directions to extend our method. First, we may consider a panel data

setting where the number of conditioning variables may grow as the time series dimension

increases. Second, unknown parameters may include an unknown function (e.g., Cham-

berlain, 1992; Newey and Powell, 2003; Ai and Chen, 2003; Chen and Pouzo, 2015). In view

of results in Breunig and Chen (2020), Bierens-type tests without penalization might not

work well when the parameter of interest is a nonparametric function. It would be inter-

esting to study whether and to what extent our penalization method improves power for

nonparametric inference. Third, multiple conditional moment restrictions or a continuum

of conditional moment restrictions (e.g., conditional independence assumption) might be

relevant in some applications. Fourth, it would be interesting to extend our method for em-

pirical industrial organization. For instance, Gandhi and Houde (2019) proposed a set of

relevant instruments from conditional moment restrictions to avoid the weak identification

problem. It is an intriguing possibility to combine our approach with their insights into

Berry, Levinsohn, and Pakes (1995). All of these extensions call for substantial develop-

ments in both theory and computation.

10 Proofs

Proof of Theorem 1. First, we show the stochastic equicontinuity of the processes
√
nMn(γ)

and sn(γ) for (8) and (9). Due to the boundedness of Γ and Wi, Ui exp(W ′
iγ) is Lipschitz

continuous with a bound K|Ui|∥γ1 − γ2∥ for some K and for any γ1 and γ2. Then, this
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Lipschitz property and the existence of moment of some c > d implies due to Theorem

2 in Hansen (1996) that the empirical process
√
nMn(γ) is stochastically equicontinuous.

The Lipschitz continuity and the ergodic theorem also imply that sn(γ) is stochastically

equicontinuous.

Next, the martingale difference sequence central limit theorem and the ergodic theorem

yield the desired finite-dimensional convergence for (8) and (9) under Assumption 1; see

e.g. Davidson (1994)’s Section 24.3 and 13.4.

Finally, for the convergence of Tn(λ), note that bothΛ andΓ are bounded, implying λ∥γ∥1

is uniformly continuous. Thus, the process |M(γ)|
s(γ)

− λ∥γ∥1 converges weakly in ℓ∞(Γ × Λ),

the space of bounded functions on Γ× Λ, and the weak convergence of Tn(λ) follows from

the continuous mapping theorem since (elementwise) sup is a continuous operator.

Proof of Theorem 2. For the same reason as in the proof of Theorem 1, it is sufficient to ver-

ify the conditional finite dimensional convergence. As η∗i g(Xi, θ̄) exp(W
′
iγ) is a martingale

difference sequence, we verify the conditions in Hall and Heyde (1980)’s Theorem 3.2, a

conditional central limit theorem for martingales. Their first condition that

n−1/2 sup
i

∣∣η∗i g(Xi, θ̄) exp(W
′
iγ)
∣∣ p→ 0

and the last conditionE
[
supi η

∗2
i g(Xi, θ̄)

2 exp(2W ′
iγ)
]
= O(n) are straightforward since exp(W ′

iγ)

is bounded and |η∗i g(Xi, θ̄)| has a finite cmoment for c > 2. Next,

n−1

n∑
i=1

η∗2i g(Xi, θ̄)
2 exp(2W ′

iγ)
p→ E

[
g(Xi, θ̄)

2 exp(2W ′
iγ)
]

by the ergodic theorem. This completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 3. It follows from Lemma 1 that

∣∣E [g (Xi, θ̄
)
exp(W ′

iγ)
]∣∣√

E
[
g2
(
Xi, θ̄

)
exp(2W ′

iγ)
] > 0
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for almost every γ ∈ Γ. Then, the result follows from the ergodic theorem.

Proof of Lemma 2. Since the derivative of T (λ, b) with respect to λ at λ = 0 is −∥γ̃(b)∥1 for

each b = 0, B , the difference between the alternative and null limit experiments T (0, B) −

T (0, 0) at λ = 0 is stochastically dominated by T (λ,B)−T (λ, 0) at a positive λ. This implies

that the rejection probability of the test at any prespecified significance level is bigger at the

experiment with the positive λ. Thus,

T (λ, 0)− T (0, 0) < T (λ,B)− T (0, B) a.s.

Proof of Theorem 4. We begin with showing that c∗α(λ)
p→ cα(λ) uniformly in Λ. First, recall

that the inverse map on the space of the distribution function F that assigns its α-quantile

is Hadamard-differentiable at F provided that F is differentiable at F−1(α) with a strictly

positive derivative; see e.g. Section 3.9.4.2 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996). Therefore,

for the uniform consistency of the bootstrap, it is sufficient to show that F ∗
λ (x)

p→ Fλ(x)

uniformly (x, λ) ∈ Aα. However, this is a direct consequence of the conditional stochastic

equicontinuity and the convergence of the finite-dimensional distributions established in

Theorem 2.

Next, the preceding step implies that Tn,∗,B(λ)− c∗α(λ) converges weakly to

sup
γ∈Γ

{∣∣∣∣M (γ) + E [exp(W ′
iγ)GiB]

s (γ)

∣∣∣∣− λ ∥γ∥1}− cα(λ),
which is the limit in (15). This in turn yields the uniform convergence ofRn(λ,B) in proba-

bility toR(λ,B). SinceR is continuous on a compact set, the standard consistency argument

results in that d(λ̂,Λ0)
p→ 0.

For the same reason, Tn(λ)− c∗α(λ) converges weakly to T (λ)− cα(λ) and thus the prob-

ability that Tn(λ̂) ≥ c∗α(λ̂) converges to α for any sequence λ̂ due to the weak convergence.
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Proof of Theorem 5. Write gi (θ) andG2i (θ) for g (Xi, θ) andG2 (Xi, θ), respectively. Note that

for θ1 = θ1,0,

√
nM̂n(γ) =

1√
n

n∑
i=1

gi (θ0)

(
exp(W ′

iγ)−
1

n

n∑
j=1

exp(W ′
jγ)

)

+
1√
n

n∑
i=1

ζni
1

n

n∑
j=1

G2j (θ0)

(
exp(W ′

jγ)−
1

n

n∑
l=1

exp(W ′
l γ)

)
+ op (1)

due to Assumption 3. Then, 1
n

∑n
j=1G2j (θ0) exp(W

′
jγ) and 1

n

∑n
l=1 exp(W

′
l γ) converge uni-

formly in probability and 1√
n

∑n
i=1 a1gi (θ0)

(
exp(W ′

iγ)− E exp(W ′
jγ)
)
+ a2ζni is P-Donkser

for any real a1 and a2 for the same reasoning as in the proof of Theorem 1. Similarly, the

uniform convergence of ŝ2n(γ) follows since g() is Lipschitz in θ by (21).
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Figure 1: Graphical Representation of Power Improvements via Penalization
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Notes: Figure 1 plots the “theoretical” power functions of our proposed test, where
the power curves are obtained viaMonteCarlo simulations described as in themain
text with Γ = [−5, 5]p.
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Figure 2: Simulated Local Powers Computed Using PSO and GS

Notes: Figure 2 shows the simulated local powers using both algorithms, computed
as per the eq. (15). Panel A of Figure 2 displays the local powers averaged over Θ1

and Panel B exhibits the local powers evaluated at a specific θ1,0 = 0.
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Figure 3: Power Curves of Competing Tests under the Baseline Specification

Notes: The nominal size is set to 0.1. The yellow line, labeled as ‘Unpen. w/ shift,’
is derived by adjusting the size and power of the unpenalized test in parallel to
achieve the actual size consistent with the nominal size 0.1. The number of simu-
lation replications used for generating Figure 3 is 5000.
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Table 1: Values of Max Statistic T (λ; a)

a
λ

0.30 0.20 0.10 0.00
1 1.821 1.821 1.859 2.020
2 1.821 1.821 1.859 2.179
3 1.821 1.821 1.894 2.328
4 1.821 1.821 1.904 2.411
5 1.821 1.821 1.904 2.448

Notes: The values reported in Table 1 are computed with a swarm size of 5000. The value of θ1,0 is
fixed at the value of corresponding 2SLS estimate, namely −0.028.

Table 2: Mean and Standard Deviation of Computation Time for Max Statistic

a
λ

0.30 0.20 0.10 0.00

1
2.832 2.760 2.811 2.959
(0.244) (0.285) (0.276) (0.126)

2
2.716 2.818 2.939 3.110
(0.126) (0.354) (0.307) (0.188)

3
2.725 2.824 3.083 3.101
(0.142) (0.402) (0.382) (0.172)

4
2.742 2.797 3.066 3.269
(0.146) (0.373) (0.354) (0.656)

5
2.747 2.775 3.090 3.550
(0.155) (0.347) (0.441) (1.314)

Notes: The unit of measurement is seconds in Table 2. Table 2 presents the average elapsed times
for computing the penalized maximum statistic T (λ; a) ≡ maxγ∈[−a,a]4 [Q̂n(θ1,0, γ) − λ∥γ∥1] across
various a and λ values. The standard deviations are displayed in parentheses below. The means
and standard deviations are computed based on 1000 swarm draws.
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Table 3: Confidence Intervals Using Various Testing Methods

Optim. Unpen.
PSO GS PSO GS

[−0.30, 0.15] [−0.34, 0.15] [−0.43, 0.13] [−0.58, 0.14]

Notes: The figures within the brackets denote the 95% confidence intervals (CIs) derived from each
testing and computation method. The first two columns labeled as ’Optim.’ stands for our optimal CIs
using the PSO and GS algorithms, respectively. Likewise, the next two columns represent the CIs from
our unpenalized test.

Table 4: Selection of Optimal λ across Different θ1 Values

stats.
θ1 − θ1,0

−0.6 −0.4 −0.2 0 0.2 0.4 0.6
mean λ 0.281 0.266 0.237 0.208 0.253 0.353 0.412

pos. prob. 0.959 0.962 0.966 0.968 0.974 0.982 0.987

Notes: The first row represents the averages of the estimated optimal penalty
and the second row presents the probability of choosing a strictly positive
penalty. Each column represents the optimal λ choice at a given hypothe-
sized value of θ1. The number of simulation replications is 5000, and for each
simulation draw, 5000 bootstrap replications are conducted.
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Table 5: Sizes and Powers of Tests under the Baseline Specification (π̄ = 2)

Tests
θ1,0 θ1,0 + 2/

√
n

4 IVs 6 IVs 4 IVs 6 IVs Diff.
Optimal 0.106 0.124 0.728 0.657 0.071

Unpenalized 0.062 0.041 0.640 0.463 0.177
Unpen. w/ shift 0.100 0.100 0.678 0.522 0.156

2SLS 0.270 0.403 0.391 0.313 0.078
AR 0.118 0.123 0.641 0.568 0.073
DL 0.311 0.882 0.145 0.169 −0.024

Notes: The nominal level is set at 0.1. The first two columns denote the sizes of the tests
using 4 and 6 IVs, respectively. The third and fourth columns show the powers of the tests
under the local alternative θ1,0 + 2√

n
≈ θ1,0 +0.2. The final column displays the reductions

in power by including less informative IVs. The number of simulation draws is 5000, and
for each simulation draw, 5000 bootstrap replications are conducted for the tests in the first
three rows in the table.

Table 6: Sizes and Powers of Tests under the Linear Specification (π̄ = 0)

Tests
θ1,0 θ1,0 + 2/

√
n

4 IVs 6 IVs 4 IVs 6 IVs Diff.
Optimal 0.120 0.129 0.617 0.572 0.045

Unpenalized 0.054 0.039 0.436 0.320 0.116
Unpen. w/ shift 0.100 0.100 0.428 0.381 0.047

2SLS 0.269 0.380 0.438 0.371 0.067
AR 0.113 0.108 0.684 0.633 0.051
DL 0.425 0.908 0.113 0.222 −0.109
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Online Appendix to “Inference for parameters identified by

conditional moment restrictions using a generalized Bierens

maximum statistic”

A Testing Rational Unbiased Reporting of Ability Status

Benı́tez-Silva, Buchinsky, Chan, Cheidvasser, and Rust (2004, BBCCR hereafter) examine

whether a self-reported disability status is a conditionally unbiased indicator of Social Secu-

rity Administration (SSA)’s disability award decision. Specifically, they test if Ũi = Ãi − D̃i

has mean zero conditional on covariates Wi, where Ãi is the SSA disability award deci-

sion and D̃i is a self-reported disability status indicator. Their null hypothesis is H0 :

E[Ãi − D̃i|Wi] = 0, which is termed as the hypothesis of rational unbiased reporting of abil-

ity status (RUR hypothesis).15 They use a battery of tests, including a modified version of

Bierens (1990)’s original test, and conclude that they fail to reject the RUR hypothesis. In

fact, their Bierens test has the smallest p-value of 0.09 in their test results (see Table II of

their paper). In this section, we revisit this result and apply our testing procedure.

TableA1 shows a two-way table of Ãi and D̃i andTableA2 reports the summary statistics

of Ãi and D̃i along those of covariatesWi. After removing individuals with missing values

in any of covariates, the sample size is n = 347 and the number of covariates is p = 21.16

As in Section 7, wefirst studentize each of covariates and transform thembyx 7→ tan−1(x)

componentwise. The space Γ is set as Γ = [−10, 10]p. As mentioned before, to compute Tn

in (4), we use the particleswarm solver in Matlab. It is computationally easier to obtain Tn

in (4) when λ is relatively larger. This is because a relevant space for Γ is smaller with a
15In this example, the null hypothesis is simpler than the empirical example in the main text because there

is no parameter to estimate. There are alternative tests applicable (e.g., Escanciano, 2006; Shao and Zhang,
2014, among others) but we have not tried to implement them.

16According to Table I in BBCCR, the sample size is 393 before removing observations with the missing
values; however, there are only 388 observations in the data file archived at the Journal of Applied Economet-
rics web page. After removing missing values, the size of the sample extract we use is n = 347, whereas the
originally reported sample size is n = 356 in Table 2 in BBCCR.
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Table A1: Self-reported disability and SSA award decision

Self-reported disability (D̃) Total
SSA award decision (Ã) 0 1
0 35 51 86
1 61 200 261
Total 96 251 347

Table A2: Summary Statistics

Variable Mean Stan. Dev. Min. Max. γ̂

SSA award decision (Ã) 0.75 0.43 0 1
Self-reported disability (D̃) 0.72 0.45 0 1
Covariates
White 0.57 0.50 0 1 0.07
Married 0.58 0.49 0 1 -0.16
Prof./voc. training 0.36 0.48 0 1 0.17
Male 0.39 0.49 0 1 0.02
Age at application to SSDI 55.97 4.81 33 76 0.33
Respondent income/1000 6.19 10.28 0 52 0.12
Hospitalization 0.88 1.44 0 14 –
Doctor visits 13.12 13.19 0 90 –
Stroke 0.07 0.26 0 1 -0.90
Psych. problems 0.25 0.43 0 1 –
Arthritis 0.40 0.49 0 1 –
Fracture 0.13 0.33 0 1 –
Back problem 0.59 0.49 0 1 -0.13
Problem with walking in room 0.15 0.36 0 1 –
Problem sitting 0.48 0.50 0 1 -0.03
Problem getting up 0.59 0.49 0 1 -0.03
Problem getting out of bed 0.24 0.43 0 1 -0.13
Problem getting up the stairs 0.45 0.50 0 1 –
Problem eating or dressing 0.07 0.26 0 1 –
Prop. worked in t− 1 0.32 0.41 0 1 1.32
Avg. hours/month worked 2.68 8.85 0 60 –
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larger λ.17

To choose an optimal λ as described in Section 4.3, we parametrize the null hypothesis

H0 : E[Ũi|Wi] = 0 by g(Xi, θ) = Ũi − θ in (1) with θ0 = 0. First note that Gi = 1 in

this example. Therefore, for each λ ∈ Λ, R (λ,B) is an increasing function of |B|. Thus,

it suffices to evaluate the smallest value of |B| satisfying B ∈ B. Here, we take it to the

sample standard deviation of Ũi. For λ, we take Λ = {1, 0.9, . . . , 0.2}. This range of λ’s is

chosen by some preliminary analysis. When λ is smaller than 0.2, it is considerably harder

to obtain stable solutions; thus, we do not consider smaller values of λ. Since λ 7→ Tn(λ) is

a decreasing function, we first start with the largest value of λ and then solves sequentially

by lowering the value of λ, while checking whether the newly obtained solution indeed is

larger than the previous solution. This procedure results in a solution path by λ.

Top-left panel of Figure A1 shows the solution path λ 7→ Tn(λ) along with the number

of selected covariates, which is defined to be ones whose coefficients are no less than 0.01

in absolute value. For the latter, 4 covariates are selected with λ = 1, whereas 12 are chosen

with λ = 0.2. Top-right panel displays the rejection probability defined in (19) whenB = 0

(size) and B = σ̂(Ũi), where σ̂(Ũi) is the sample standard deviation of Ũi. The level of the

test is 0.1 and there are 100 replications to compute the rejection probability. The power is

relatively flat up to λ = 0.4, increase a bit at λ = 0.3 and ismaximized at λ = 0.2. The bottom

panel visualizes each of 21 coefficients as λ decreases. It can be seen that the proportion

of working in t − 1 (worked prev in the legend of the figure) has the largest coefficient

(in absolute value) for all values of λ and an indicator of stroke has the second largest

coefficient, followed by age at application to Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI).

The coefficients for selected covariates are given in the last column of Table A2 for λ = 0.2.

Since the power in the top-right panel of Figure A1 is higher at λ = 0.2 and 0.3, we

report bootstrap test results for λ ∈ {0.2, 0.3} in Table A3. There are RPSO = 1000 bootstrap

replications to obtain the bootstrap p-values. Interestingly, we are able to reject the RUR
17The specification of Γ = [−10, 10]p in this section is different from that of Γ = [−5, 5]p in Section 7. Because

p is larger in the current example, we chose not to consider smaller values of λ and also opted to use a larger
a in Γ = [−a, a]p to make sure that the value of a is not binding in optimization.
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Figure A1: Testing Results

Table A3: Bootstrap Inference

λ Test statistic No. of selected cov.s Bootstrap p-value
0.2 3.525 12 0.021
0.3 3.213 11 0.020
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hypothesis at the 5 percent level, unlike BBCCR. Furthermore, our analysis suggests that

the employment history, captured by the proportion of working previously, stroke, and the

age at application to SSDI are the threemost indicative covariates that point to the departure

from the RUR hypothesis.
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