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Abstract

We introduce a novel framework for individual-level welfare analysis. It builds on a
parametric model for continuous demand with a quasilinear utility function, allowing
for heterogeneous coefficients and unobserved individual-good-level preference shocks.
We obtain bounds on the individual-level consumer welfare loss at any confidence
level due to a hypothetical price increase, solving a scalable optimization problem con-
strained by a novel confidence set under an independence restriction. This confidence
set is computationally simple and robust to weak instruments, nonlinearity, and partial
identification. The validity of the confidence set is guaranteed by our new results on
the joint limiting distribution of the independence test by Chatterjee (2021). These
results together with the confidence set may have applications beyond welfare analysis.
Monte Carlo simulations and two empirical applications on gasoline and food demand

demonstrate the effectiveness of our method.
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1 Introduction

Consumer welfare analysis is an important topic in microeconomics. However, commonly
adopted methods for welfare analysis are typically at the aggregated or averaged level, unable
to recover individual heterogeneity. This paper proposes a novel framework to conduct
individual-level welfare inference under a simple demand model. More specifically, we aim
to obtain confidence bounds on the welfare loss under a hypothetical price increase for an
individual whose consumption level before the price hike is pre-specified.

Our framework builds on a parametric model for continuous demand following Brown and
Calsamiglia (2007) and Brown et al. (2007). The model has a quasilinear utility function
that allows for multiple goods and unobservables. Structural parameters in the model can
depend on observables such as income or can be individual-specific. We derive the welfare
loss under a price increase as a function of the parameters. Suppose we have a (1—a) € (0,1)
confidence set for these parameters. We can then infer the maximum and minimum of the
welfare loss with confidence (1 — «) by solving an optimization problem constrained by the
confidence set. We show that under the chosen utility function, the welfare loss function
is strictly increasing in each parameter, so the welfare loss bounds are very easy to obtain.
Moreover, the function is also concave in the parameters. Therefore, if a researcher wishes
to impose additional convex constraints on the parameters, the maximal welfare loss bound
can still be computed quickly even for each individual in the sample with a large number of
goods.

Individual-level welfare bounds provide a deeper understanding of the data as they allow
for the examination of heterogeneity within the data. Unlike a point counterfactual estimate,
which is commonly produced through econometric procedures in structural modeling, our
bounds are designed to incorporate a specified level of confidence. This means that there is
no need for any additional computationally intensive inferential procedures to be conducted
at the individual level.

To implement the method, we need first to obtain a confidence set at the desired con-
fidence level for the structural parameters. We propose a new box confidence set under
independence. The set is constructed by inverting a recently developed test of indepen-
dence between two random variables by Chatterjee (2021). Our confidence set is robust to
nonlinearity, weak instruments, and partial identification. It can have other applications in
different areas of economics beyond welfare analysis.

To guarantee the desired joint coverage probability of our confidence set for the multi-
dimensional parameters on multiple goods, we prove that the asymptotic distribution of a

vector of Chatterjee’s statistics, each evaluated at a pair of independent continuous random



variables, is jointly normal with variances all equal to 0.4 and covariances all equal to 0. No-
tably, we allow for almost arbitrary correlation between those pairs of random variables under
a mild restriction. Under such asymptotic independence between these statistics, a multi-
dimensional confidence set can be easily constructed by building multiple one-dimensional
confidence intervals, enhancing computation efficiency. The new asymptotic result is general
as it does not rely on the demand model we consider. We believe it is of independent interest.

To obtain tight bounds on welfare loss, it is desirable to have a tight confidence set as the
constraint. Our proposed confidence set may not always be bounded, similar to the inversion
of the Anderson-Rubin statistic. To overcome this issue, we can intersect our confidence set
with an alternative confidence set obtained through a different method. In our demand
model, we can construct a confidence set for the parameters by 2SLS or OLS with nonlinear
transformations such as the delta method. Due to the nonlinear nature of the model, this
alternative confidence set may also be large. The intersection of this set and the confidence
set by inverting Chatterjee’s test can be tighter than either of them, as observed in our
empirical applications even with a small sample size.

To control the coverage of the intersection of the two confidence sets, we need to choose
the coverage probability for each set appropriately. For this purpose, we derive the joint
asymptotic distribution of a vector of Chatterjee’s statistics under independence and a large
class of asymptotically linear estimators based on which the alternative confidence set is
constructed. We show that Chatterjee’s statistics are asymptotically independent of the
estimators, so joint inference can be again easily carried out.

This paper speaks to two strands of literature, demand estimation with welfare calculation
and inference under independence. There is a large literature on demand estimation. See
Dubé (2019) for a review of recent developments. The typical approach constructs a plug-in
estimator of welfare change using a point estimator of the parameters of a structural model.
However, usually, there is no corresponding confidence interval for the welfare analysis.

For inference under independence, one popular approach is estimation based. That is,
first estimate the parameters by exploiting the relationship between the joint and marginal
distributions of the unobservable and the exogenous variable that is independent of it, derive
the limiting distribution of the estimator, and construct a confidence set based on that.
Examples of this approach include Manski (1983), Brown and Wegkamp (2002), Brown
et al. (2007), Komunjer and Santos (2010), Poirier (2017) and Torgovitsky (2017). Like any
estimation-based inferential approach, the quality of the confidence set typically depends on
the quality of the asymptotic approximation of the estimator. Hence, weak instruments (if
instrumental variables are needed) or partial identification may complicate the inferential

procedure or result in an invalid confidence set.



This paper adopts an alternative approach by inverting a test. Confidence sets obtained
by inverting a test, such as the Anderson-Rubin confidence set, are more robust to weak
instruments and partial identification. In principle, one can invert any test of independence
to obtain a confidence set following the general idea of this paper. Examples of such tests
include Hoeffding’s D (Hoeffding, 1948), Blum-Kiefer-Rosenblatt’s R (Blum et al., 1961),
and Bergsma-Dassios-Yanagimoto’s 7* (Bergsma and Dassios, 2014; Yanagimoto, 1970). As
documented in Shi et al. (2022), these tests of independence have better power properties
than Chatterjee’s test we adopt. We choose Chatterjee’s test for two major reasons. First,
it does not require bootstrap/simulation to obtain the critical value. One even does not
need to estimate the asymptotic covariance matrix to obtain the critical value since we
show that the limiting distribution of a vector of Chatterjee’s statistics is jointly normal
with known covariance matrix as mentioned before. In contrast, the critical values of all
the other aforementioned tests need to be simulated/bootstrapped, adding computation
complexity. Specifically, for the scalar case, the limiting distributions of those test statistics
under independence are infinite weighted sums of demeaned x? random variables (Shi et al.,
2022); the joint distribution for a vector of such statistics, to the best of our knowledge,
is unknown. Second, inverting Chatterjee’s test computes much faster than inverting the
others. Although all these test statistics including Chatterjee’s can be computed in O(nlogn)
time in theory, we find in our Monte Carlo simulations that our confidence set by inverting
Chatterjee’s test computes around 900 times faster than inverting the other tests.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 sets up the demand model and
develops our framework of inferring the bounds on the welfare loss with confidence. Section
3 proposes a new method to construct confidence sets under independence and states the
new asymptotic results. Section 4 presents Monte Carlo simulations. Section 5 demonstrates
two empirical examples of gasoline and food demand. The Appendices provide heuristics on
the shape and size of our confidence set, implementation details, some extensions, robustness

checks for our empirical applications, and all the proofs.

2 Individual-Level Welfare Confidence Bounds

We consider the demand model in Brown et al. (2007) (henceforth BDW for simplicity).
Suppose there are K > 0 goods of interest. For £k = 1,..., K, let Y, and P, be the con-
sumption and price of good k, respectively. Let Y, be the consumption of the numéraire
good with Py = 1. Let W} be an unobserved nonnegative random variable that affects the
consumer’s utility for good k. Let the K x 1 vectors Y, P and W collect Y, P, and W), for

k=1,..., K respectively. For a consumer with income level I, she maximizes her quasilinear



utility U(Yy, Y, W, ) subject to the budget constraint:

max U(Yy,Y,W,0) =Yy + U, (Y;0) + W'Y

Yo,Y
K
k=1

st. Yo+ PY =1, (2.2)

where 0 = () € (0,1)%. The function g; is a known concave and strictly increasing

function for all &.

The model (2.1) captures good-specific consumer heterogeneity in the sense that it allows
for an unobserved preference shock Wy, for each good k. For concreteness, let gx(-) = log()
for each k. This choice of Uy, together with Yy and W'Y, makes U the logarithm of some
perturbed Cobb-Douglas utility function. We also allow U, to take other functional forms,
or in principle allow W to be nonseparable. We provide more details on these extensions in
Appendix C and Remark 2.2, respectively.

On the other hand, we maintain linearity in Yy even in those extensions. Such linearity
makes the utility we consider a special case of a random quasilinear utility function proposed
by Brown and Calsamiglia (2007) that develops theoretical results for quasilinear rational-
izations of consumer demand data. Under a quasilinear utility function, welfare changes due
to a shift in price can be equivalently measured by the change in consumer surplus, com-
pensating variation (CV), or equivalent variation (EV): All the three measures coincide and
are equal to the difference in the indirect utility functions at the new and old prices. This
property is useful to gain computational efficiency for the empirical method we propose.

One major limitation of quasilinearity utility is the absence of the income effect. Similar
to the idea of Griffith et al. (2018) that allows income to directly enter the utility function
to capture income effects in a discrete choice model, we mitigate this issue of missing income
effect by allowing 8 to depend on income groups. We consider such a model in our first
empirical application in Section 5.1. Alternatively, when a panel data set is available, we
can allow 8 (and more fundamentally gs) to differ across individuals but constant across
time. In this case, the individual-wise income effect can exist; we consider this model in the
empirical application in Section 5.2.

We now derive the welfare loss function. Assuming an interior solution for the optimal

Yy and Y, BDW derives the following first-order condition for the optimal consumption
Y*(P,W;0):
Ok

We=P,— ——

k=1,... K. (2.3)



The model exploits separability, so that the first order condition for each good k only involves
(Wk, Py, 0k, Y,¥) but not those from other goods. It follows from (2.3) that the demand for
good k is
Yi(P,W;0) = B (2.4)
k ) ) - Pk — Wk .
Substituting the budget constraint (2.2) and the optimal demand (2.4), we then obtain the

following indirect utility function from (2.1):

K
V(I,P,W,0) ::I+Zeklog9—’“—

> A . (2.5)

]~

k=1

We now focus on a change in consumer welfare due to a change in prices: the difference
in the indirect utility function at the old and new prices by quasilinearity. Specifically, let
w be a vector of realized W and (p°, p') be two price levels; neither p® nor p' needs to
be the actual observed price. Denote the optimal consumption under p’ and w by y’; that
is, y/ = Y*(p’,w;0), j = 0,1. Assume that w is smaller than both p® and p' so that the
optimal consumption levels are interior solutions. This assumption is automatically satisfied
if 4° > 0 and p' > p%; see Remark 2.3 for details. Let A := p' — p° be the vector of price
changes. By the definition of y° and y', equation (2.5) implies that the welfare loss denoted
by WL(0), when the price changes from p° to p' while W is fixed at w, is as follows:

WL(0) =V (I,p",w,0) — V(I,p', w,6)

= Py — Wi
:Z@klogl ’g @k]

k=1 P —
K
A 0
— 3 6, log {1 + ’“yk} . (2.6)
k=1 O

Hence, the welfare loss solely depends on 4°, the price change A, and the unknown param-
eters 6.

So far, all the prices in equations (2.3)-(2.6) are real terms under the normalization
that the price of the numéraire is 1. In most applications, however, we can only observe
nominal prices in data. Denoting the nominal price for good & = 0,..., K by P, we have
Pr/P, = FB}/1 for every k. Equation (2.3) written in terms of the nominal prices then
becomes P — PyWy, = Py0;/Yy. If we only observe P}’ and Y, in data, we can in fact only
treat W' := PJW}, as the unobservable and 0} := F{'0; as the parameter. Consequently,

although the real 6y is assumed to lie in (0,1) by BDW, we do not restrict the confidence



interval to be upper bounded by 1 in the empirical applications: The parameter that data
can recover is 8", which is P’ times of the real 8 and FjJ' is unknown.

As a result, if we do not observe the real prices in a data set, the welfare loss function
can be at most identified up to scale. To see it, plugging 8" and the observable prices P™
into the welfare loss function by treating them as the actual parameters @ and the real prices

P, we obtain WL"(6") which is proportional to the actual welfare loss:

= plog |14+ —— o

Mm

(6xP)) log [1 + —<A(9’“£2§”2 }

b
Il

1

Aryy

=F) ) 0Olog [1 +—
i

—P'WL(8), (2.7)

where A} is the nominal price change. Hence, the welfare loss that we can make inferences
about based on nominal price data is Fj' times the actual welfare loss.
Nonetheless, we can still identify the following standardized welfare loss function based

on nominal data:

WL(6)  PPWL(6) 1) WL™(6")
1A [raved |An

WL*(0) = = WL™* ("),

where || - || is the Euclidean norm of a vector. Equality (1) is by equation (2.7). The
standardized welfare loss WL* (@) measures the welfare loss given a unit price change. The
above equation shows that the standardized welfare loss is invariant to how the prices are
measured. In the rest of the paper, we focus on finding confidence bounds on the standardized
welfare loss. Since we can identify it with nominal prices, with a bit of abuse of notation,
we still denote the nominal price P’ and the parameter 6} by P and 6 respectively for
simplicity.

Remark 2.1. The model in general can have corner solutions: Optimal consumption of the
numéraire good is zero if Wy, > Py for some k. In that case, the model is effectively no longer
quasilinear and our welfare loss function is invalid. For good of interest £k = 1,..., K, on
the other hand, if the derivative of gi(-) at 0, denoted by ¢;.(0), is well-defined, then zero
consumption occurs when Wy + ¢;.(0) < Pg. In this case, since we cannot write down a
reduced form that expresses W as a function of the observables and parameters, we cannot

form moment equations for the parameters. We focus on interior solutions throughout the



paper and leave the study of corner solutions to future research. Hence, for simplicity, we
pick gx(-) = log(-) and assume W), < P, for all k so that all the optimal Y, Y, ..., Y} are

strictly positive.

Remark 2.2. Our perturbed Cobb-Douglas utility function is related to the perturbed utility
model (PUM) in Allen and Rehbeck (2019) with several key differences. In our notation,
PUM assumes a more restrictive Uy(Y';0) = >, Y30, whereas our Uy can be nonlinear in
Yis. On the other hand, our W'Y is replaced in their work by a more general nonparametric
function D(Y, W). Their 6is are functions of regressors; identification of 6;s requires that
for every k, there exists a continuous k-specific regressor only entering 6. In contrast, as
later shown, we can make inferences about 8, both in our benchmark model where ;s do not
depend on any regressor or in Section 5.1 where they only depend on the discrete variation
of a regressor. Another benefit of adopting the linear form for W for our purpose is that
the welfare loss function does not depend on the realization of W, simplifying the analysis.
To accommodate a model that is nonseparable in W is possible. In that case, the welfare
loss function in general depends on the realization of W. One can either set W to be a
counterfactual value or use its actual realization in a data set if that can be backed out using

the observed consumption and price.

2.1 Predicting the Individual Welfare Loss Bounds with Confi-

dence

Suppose that we have micro-level i.i.d. data on {(Py;, Yii, Xi):i=1,...,mk=1,..., K},
where subscript 7 refers to observation i. Vector X; contains other observables in the data.
For a given price change A and consumption level ¢°, it remains to deal with the unknown
0 to compute the welfare change. In principle, we allow @ to depend on ¢ as long as there are
sufficient data to make inference about it; each 6, can be either a nonparametric function
of the other observables X, or contain i-specific fixed coefficients; in that case, we allow 7°
and A to be i-specific as well. In our empirical applications, the varying coefficient model in
Section 5.1 and the model in Section 5.2 follow these two setups respectively. For notational
simplicity, we treat @, A and y° as homogeneous across i in this section and in Section 3.
For a given a € (0,1), assume that we have a (1 — «) confidence set for 8. We can then
predict the maximal and minimal standardized welfare loss with confidence (1 — «) for an

individual with consumption ¢° = {¢?,...,y%} due to a price change A = (Ay,...,Ag).



Denoting the confidence set by C'S(1 — «), we solve the following problem:

K
~ Ay
max (or min) ——— Y 6 log {1 + ~—y0] : (2.8)
0 6 Y A7 ; b

st. 9 CS(1—a).

Theorem 2.1. Let the maximum and the minimum of the objective function under the
constraint above be W“(l —a) and WL*(1 — ), respectively. For each k = 1,..., K, if
Pr(6@ € CS(1 — «a)) = (1 — «) with the sample size n — oo, then

lim Pr (WL“(G) <WL'(1- a)) >(1 - a),

n—oo
lim Pr (WL*(0) > WL*(1 —a)) >(1 — a),
n—oo
lim Pr (Msm —a) < WL*(8) < WL (1 — a)) >(1—a).
n—0o0

In the next section, we will propose a method to construct a box, or, a rectangular
confidence set C'S(1—a). The optimization problem will then be very convenient to solve. As
shown in Appendix B, the welfare loss WL(é) as a function of @ € RETT is strictly increasing
in each ), on (max{0, —Axy2}, 00) for all Apy? # 0 and Apy? > —6). Hence, for instance,
under a price increase such that all Ags are positive, if C'S(1 — «) is rectangular as the
cartesian product of confidence intervals of the s, one can easily obtain the maximum and
minimum of the welfare loss by substituting the upper and lower bounds of those intervals,
respectively. When there are additional convex constraints besides the convex confidence
set, for instance, Zszl 6, = 1, one can still solve the maximization problem quickly by off-
the-shelf convex optimization algorithms because the objective function is concave in 8; see
Appendix B.2 for more details.

Individual-level welfare bounds contain more information than a bound at the aggregated
level; one can view and study the heterogeneity from them. Moreover, our bound is different
from a point estimate; it by construction incorporates the desired confidence level, so no

further inferential procedure is needed.

Remark 2.3. We only consider a price increase in this paper, i.e., A, > 0 for all £ > 0 with
the inequality being strict for some k. This is a simple sufficient (but not necessary) condition
to make sure that if y° > 0 satisfies equation (2.4), meaning that the optimal consumption
including the numéraire good is an interior solution at some income level, then y' also
satisfies equation (2.4). Consequently, the welfare loss function we derive is valid. To see
this, y° satisfying equation (2.4) implies that the realization of the unobservable w satisfies

p? > w. Hence, if the new prices p* > p°, we have p' > w, so the new optimal consumption



including the numéraire good is an interior solution. Nonetheless, we can analyze the welfare
change under a price decrease, too, so long as the optimal consumption at the new price is
still an interior solution. To satisfy the interior solution requirement p; — wy, > 0, we need
Ay + p) — wy > 0, which leads to Ay > —6,/yY; this is exactly the condition that makes
the right-hand side of equation (2.6) well-defined. So, for a price drop (A < 0), if we have
a box confidence set C'S(1 — «) formed by the cartesian product of confidence intervals for
each 0, then we can compute the welfare loss bounds under A, as long as Ay, > —LB;,/y?

where LB, > 0 is the lower bound of the confidence interval for 6.

3 A New Confidence Set for Nonlinear Models

So far, we have assumed the existence of a box confidence set for . In this section, we
introduce a novel approach to obtain it. This approach is based on a new correlation co-
efficient to measure independence developed by Chatterjee (2021). We first briefly review
this statistic for completeness in Section 3.1. We then derive a new result about the joint
limiting distribution of this coefficient for multiple pairs of independent random variables in
Section 3.2; this result enables us to invert individual test statistics to construct a joint box
confidence set for 8. Section 3.3 derives the joint limiting distribution of Chatterjee’s corre-
lation coefficients and a general class of estimators. Built on it, we propose an intersection

method to sharpen the confidence set.

3.1 Review of Chatterjee’s Correlation Coefficient

Consider an ii.d. sample {(Rgl),RZ@)) 4 =1,...,n} for random variables R and R®.
Suppose that the R{"s and R%®s have no ties." Sort the data by RV in ascending order. Let
the rearranged data be (REB, Rg;), ce (RETII)), REZ))) where Rgg < e < R&)) Let r; be the
rank of Rg)). Chatterjee (2021) proposes the following statistic to measure the dependence

between RM) and R®):

. 32?:_11 [Tig1 — 74
n?—1 '

& (RY, R®) =1 (3.1)

When R 1 R® where L denotes independence, Chatterjee shows in his Theorem
1.1 that &,(RW, R®) 5 0. Meanwhile, RV £ R® if and only if plim &,(RM, R®) > 0.

"When there are ties in the Rgl)s, Chatterjee (2021) proposes to break the ties uniformly at random.
When there are ties in the Rgz)s, define I; as the number of j such that Rg)) > RE?)). Then redefine

&RV, R®) =1 —n Y0 riy — il /2300 Li(n — 1))



Moreover, under R 1 R®) his Theorem 2.2 shows that
Vi€ (RY, R®) % A(0,0.4),

if R® is continuous. When R® is discrete, the asymptotic variance needs to be esti-
mated and Chatterjee provides a consistent estimator for it which can be computed in time
O(nlogn).

3.2 Joint Limiting Distribution

For k=1,..., K, let Z; be an observed exogenous random variable for which we also have an
i.i.d. sample. Depending on the application, variable Zj can be price itself or its instrumental
variable. Let the short-hand notation &5 denotes En(Wi, Zi). Let &, = (&(q,l), e ,QK)).
Chatterjee establishes the limiting distribution of &(Zk) when W, L Z;. For joint inference of

0, we now derive the asymptotic distribution of &,.
Assumption 1. {(Wy,;,... . Wk, Z14,...,ZK;) 1 =1,...,n} are i.i.d.

Assumption 2. i) Random vector (Wy,... Wy, Z1,..., Zk) is continuously distributed. ii)
(Wlu"'awK) 1 (Zlu"'7ZK)'

Remark 3.1. We do not require there to be K different Z;s; the current setup is for conve-

nience only. We allow that some of or even all these Z;s are equal.

The continuity requirement for the unobservables W}, in Assumption 2-i) is common in
economics. For Z, we only focus on continuous instruments in the applications of this paper.
Asymptotic theory for the case of discrete instruments is left for future research. Under this
assumption, there are no ties in a data set with probability one. For Assumption 2-ii),
although the independence assumption is strong, it is indispensable in many nonseparable
models, which, in principle, we could handle as mentioned in Remark 2.2.

We now introduce an assumption regulating the dependence structure of the Wys. For
k=1,...,K, let m: {1,...,n} = {1,...,n} be a random variable such that 7 (7) indicates
the location of the original index ¢ in the permuted index set after arranging Wy 1,..., Wi,
in ascending order. When there are no ties among W;,;s, which has probability one under
Assumption 2-1), m(7) is the number of Wy, ;s satisfying Wy, ; < Wy ;. The mapping 7 in
this case is one-to-one. When there are ties, we can still uniquely define a one-to-one 7 such
that for any W, = Wy ; with i # j, we let (i) < m(j) if and only if i < j.

Notation-wise, to distinguish the post-permutation indices under permutation (g (1), ..., 7x(n))

from the original ones, denote the post-permutation indices by (¢). In other words, Wy 1), <

10



Wi, < -+ < Wi n),. For example, suppose the [-th smallest element in W, ;s (assuming

there are no ties) is W, ;, then m,(j) = ().

Assumption 3. For any k # K/,
4 : : 4 1 o
Pr(|mi(i) —me(5)| = 1N |mp (i) — 7 (j)| =1) =0 (ﬁ) V1I<i<j<n.

Assumption 3 says that for any original indices 7 and j, if they are adjacent after arranging
the W}, ;s in ascending order, then they are not likely to be adjacent after arranging the Wy, ;s

in ascending order. To be more precise, note that under Assumption 1,

Pr(jm(i) — m(j)] = 1) = =, Vi # (3.2)

see Appendix E.2 for a proof. Then, Assumption 3 is equivalent to
Pr (i) = me ()] = 1] Im(i) = ()| = 1) =0 (1) V1 < i < j <.

Assumption 3 allows for correlated Wys, but requires that W, still has sufficient variation
conditional on Wj. For further illustration, we now provide a sufficient condition for it, an
example under which the sufficient condition holds, and a counterexample where Assumption

3 fails. Let Fyy, denote the cumulative distribution function of W, for all k.

Proposition 3.1. Let Vi, == Fw, (W) and Vi = Fy, (WJ). If there exists some constant
C' > 0 such that the following holds for all v,v" € (0,1):

o lloglognw,_i_c [log logn
n n

then Assumption 3 holds under Assumptions 1 and Assumption 2-i).

n—oo

lim Pr <Vk/ S

Vi = v> =0, (3.3)

Condition (3.3) is mild. It says that conditional on any value of Vj, there is no atom in
the distribution of Vj,. Note that Proposition 3.1 does not rule out nonrectangle support
for (Wi, Wy ): For v’ such that Fv;i,(v’) is no longer in the support of Wy |W;, = Fv?/i (v),
condition (3.3) trivially holds.

We now provide an example and a counterexample.

Example 3.1. Condition (3.3) holds if (Wy, W) are jointly normal for any correlation
coefficient prr € (—1,1). This is because conditional on any value of Wy, the random
variable Wy is still continuously distributed on the entire real line as a normal distribution

with variance equal to (1 — p3 ,,) times its original variance.

11



Example 3.2. Suppose Wy, ~ N(0,1). Let D ~ Ber(0.5) be a dummy variable and W~
N(0,1). Assume Wy, D and W are mutually independent. Now suppose Wy = WD +

—~

W(1 — D). Then one can verify that for all i # j,

Pr (|mu(i) — m(G)| = 10 | (6) — 7 ()] = 1) = = - %+

DO | —

One can verify that condition (3.3) does not hold, too.

These examples show that we can allow for arbitrarily high correlation among the unob-
servables, so long as there is no atom in the conditional distribution.

We are now ready to state our main result.

Theorem 3.1. Under Assumptions 1 to 3,

where I is the K x K identity matriz.

Theorem 3.1 says that under our assumptions, the \/ﬁ&(lk)s are asymptotically jointly
normal and mutually independent.

Three remarks are in order. First, Assumption 3 is not needed to obtain joint normality;
it is a sufficient condition to obtain zero limiting covariances. So, for instance, if one believes
that there is only one unobservable for all different goods, i.e., W} = --- = W, then joint
normality still holds but the asymptotic covariances may need to be estimated. Second,
Assumption 3 is silent about the dependence structure of the instruments Z;s. So Theorem
3.1 holds even if there is only one instrument; see also Remark 3.1. Finally, Theorem 3.1
is independent of our demand model; it holds for any independent random pairs satisfying
Assumptions 1 to 3.

Based on Theorem 3.1, we propose the following procedure to construct a (1 — «) joint
confidence set for 6. Suppose there is a known parameter space Oy, for each 0. Let 2 _qy1/x

denote the (1 —a)'¥-th quantile of the standard normal distribution. For each k, construct

¢ = : i —ﬁ < 1
C’Sk;a = {6 €0y : \/ 0.4571 (Pk Yk,Zk) < Z(l_a)K} (3.5)

Then construct the joint confidence set by

CS(1—a)=CS5, x OS5, % -+ x OS5 (3.6)
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By Chatterjee’s asymptotic theory reviewed in Section 3.1, the coverage probability for
each C’S,g;a is asymptotically (1 — )Y by construction. Then the validity of our joint
confidence set immediately follows Theorem 3.1. We formally state this result in the following

corollary.

Corollary 3.1. Under Assumptions 1-3, for CS(1 — «) constructed by equation (3.6),
Pr@eCS(1—a))—1—a.

Note that Corollary 3.1 does not require any relevance condition. The validity of the
confidence set holds regardless of the strength of the instrument. Even if the model is only
partially identified or the instrument is weak, C'S(1—«) always yields the correct asymptotic
coverage probability for 8. Moreover, one does not need to distinguish the point and partially
identified cases. On the other hand, the strength of the instrument does affect the size of
the confidence set. For instance, if 7, is independent of both P, and W}, then one can see
that CS;E;Q can be the entire real line. Appendix A provides more details on the shape and
size of the confidence set.

In practice, one can do a grid search over ©, for each k£ and take the minimum and
maximum grid nodes that fall into the set (3.5) to get a confidence interval. The joint
box confidence set can be constructed as the cartesian product of these intervals. Such a
construction enables fast and scalable computation even when K is large because we only

need to construct K individual confidence intervals by one-dimensional grid search.

3.3 Intersecting Confidence Sets

One possible drawback of Chatterjee’s test of independence is its low power (Shi et al., 2022).
As a consequence, the sets C’S,ias could be wide. In this section, we propose an intersection
approach to mitigate the low power problem and tighten the confidence set.

For the demand model we consider, we can construct a confidence set for 8 based on
the estimation approach instead of by inverting Chatterjee’s £; that is, first estimate 6 and
then build a confidence set based on the estimator. Specifically, rearranging equation (2.3),
we have 1/Yy = P, — Wi where By = 1/0 for each k. Treating 1/Y}, as the dependent
variable, we can estimate 3 by OLS or seemingly unrelated regression (SUR) if we assume
the prices are exogenous, or by 2SLS or multi-equation GMM if the prices are endogenous
but we have instruments for them. One can then, for instance, obtain a sup-t confidence
band for 8 with any desired coverage probability by the delta method and the procedure
described in Montiel Olea and Plagborg-Mgller (2019).
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Now we can obtain a potentially tighter confidence set by intersecting the one introduced
in Section 3.2 with an estimation-based confidence set. To control the coverage probability,
we derive the joint limiting distribution of (fn,é) where estimator 6 comes from a class
of estimators specified in Assumption 4 below. Let W;” = Wi — E(W,;) and ﬁ//z =
(Wl,ia . ,WKJ»)’. Let Z; == (Z14,...,Zk,;)'. We assume the estimator is asymptotically

linear with the following influence function:

Assumption 4. There exist functions w; : RE s REXE sych that
ﬁ(é—@) = =3 W Z)Wi + 0,(1), (3.7)

and

where the K x K matriz X is positive definite and consistently estimable.

One can verify that a large class of estimators including all the aforementioned estimators
satisfy Assumption 4 under certain regularity conditions. The following Theorem 3.2 says
that &, and such an estimator 0 are asymptotically independent under regularity conditions.

Let wg iy be the (k, k')-th entry in matrix w;.

. \8
Theorem 3.2. Under Assumptions 1-/, if maxy v E (W(k,k’),i<Zi)Wk',z'> < 00, then

vn (éfﬁje) AN (o, (Ig ;)) : (3.9)

Remark 3.2. Asymptotic normality and independence between &, and 6 hold even if As-

sumption 3 is dropped. That is, without Assumption 3, equation (3.9) still holds by only

replacing [k on the right-hand side with a possibly more complicated K x K matrix.

Remark 3.3. The existence of the eighth moment is required by the central limit theorem in

Chatterjee (2008) that we adopt; it is assumed only because of 6.

Theorem 3.2 provides a simple way to construct a (1 — «) confidence set for 8. Suppose
we have a /1 — a box confidence set for @ based on Assumption 4, formed as the cartesian
product of individual intervals [ék — Chia/ VN, ék + Croa/ \/ﬁ} where the positive constants
Ck;eS are known or can be consistently estimated. One way to obtain such a confidence set is
by the sup-t method by Montiel Olea and Plagborg-Mgller (2019), which has exact /1 — a
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asymptotic coverage. Then, one can construct an intersected confidence set C'S(1 — «) as

follows: For each k, construct

Csmter — {9 c |:ék C\;ﬁ Qk‘l‘ Cka:| / sn( _ ’ k) S Z(la)Zk} . (310)

Then construct the joint confidence set by
CS(1— ) = OS5 CSIM x .. x OSter, (3.11)
Corollary 3.2. Under Assumptions 1-4, for CS(1 — «) constructed by equation (3.11),
Pr@eCS(1—a)) —>1—a.

Since the confidence sets by inverting Chatterjee’s £ and by the estimation-based ap-
proach utilize information differently, it is possible that when using alone, neither is a subset
of the other. Hence, the intersection approach may improve the power by yielding a smaller
confidence set. In our Monte Carlo simulations and empirical applications, we do observe

improvement in this intersection approach compared to using one method alone.

Remark 3.4. In principle, the estimation-based confidence set can be either an ellipsoid
(e.g. Wald-type) or a box. Neither dominates the other per se since they both can have
exact v/1 — o asymptotic coverage probability. A box estimation-based confidence set, as we
propose in this section, has the following advantages in our specific problem. First, it provides
a compact parameter space for each 05 so that a one-dimensional grid search is feasible to
get C’S,i?otf’” defined in equation (3.10). Second, for the welfare loss optimization problem,
although the maximum can still be easily solved for under an ellipsoid confidence set as a
convex constraint, the minimum is difficult to obtain. In contrast, when the confidence set is
a box, one can solve the constrained minimization problem simply by plugging in the lower
bounds of the individual confidence intervals utilizing coordinate-wise strict monotonicity of

the welfare loss function.
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4 Monte Carlo Simulations

4.1 Comparison of Chatterjee’s ¢ and Other Tests of Indepen-

dence

In this section, in a model with three goods, we examine the performance of our confidence
set by i) checking the individual confidence intervals’ length and computation time and ii)
computing the welfare loss bounds under various constraints. In addition, we compare the
performance of our confidence set with the ones obtained by inverting the other tests of

independence mentioned in the introduction.
1 05 0.5
We generate the simulated samples as follows. Let ¥ = | 0.5 1 0.5 |. Independently

05 05 1
draw P,,,, and W,,,, from N(0,X). Then for k = 1,2, 3, construct P by ®(Prawx) + 1 and

Wi by ®(W,aw i), where @ is the cumulative distribution function of the standard normal
distribution. This ensures P, > W} > 0 with probability 1 and thus the optimal demand is
an interior solution. We then generate Y} by the first order condition Yy, = 0x/(P. — W),
where (61,6, 63) = (0.2,0.3,0.5).

We set a = 0.1. For Chatterjee’s £, we construct a (1 — «) joint confidence set for 8 by
equation (3.6), treating Py as Zy; specifically, for each k, we search over a grid of 1,000 nodes
in (0,1), denoted by O, to find points that are in the set defined in (3.5), and then take the
minimum and the maximum. The value of &, for each candidate 6 is computed using the R
package XICOR (Chatterjee and Holmes, 2020).

For the other aforementioned statistics, since the joint limiting distribution theory is
unavailable to the best of our knowledge, we do Bonferroni correction by constructing a (1 —
a/3) confidence interval for each 6. Computationwise, we use the R package independence
(Even-Zohar, 2020) and select all § in © at which the test statistic evaluated at (P, —
0/Yy, Py) is not rejected at level or/3. The algorithms the package adopts achieve O(nlogn)
computation time.

For the welfare loss, we consider a hypothetical price change A = (0.5,0.8,0.2) with
consumption fixed at (0.2,0.6,0.8). We maximize the standardized welfare loss function

(2.8) under one of the four constraints:
i) Confidence intervals and ), 6y = 1;
ii) Confidence intervals only;

iii) 6y € [107%,1] and >, Oy = 1;
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iv) 6, € [1075,1] only.

For constraints ii) and iv), we maximize equation (2.8) simply by evaluating it at the upper
bounds of the fxs. For constraints i) and iii), we use the CVXR package for R (Fu et al., 2020)
to conduct optimization. See Appendices B.2 for details. Note that the maximum loss under
iii) and iv) are constant across different sample sizes. The true value of the standardized
welfare loss is 0.526.

Tables 1 and 2 report the confidence sets, computation time, and welfare loss upper
bounds. Columns &, D, R and 7 refer to the results by inverting Chatterjee’s £, Hoeffding’s
D (Hoeffding, 1948), Blum-Kiefer-Rosenblatt’s R (Blum et al., 1961) and Bergsma-Dassios-
Yanagimoto’s 7% (Bergsma and Dassios, 2014; Yanagimoto, 1970), respectively. The results
are averaged over 30 simulation replications.

Table 1 shows that the lower and upper bounds (LB and UB) of our confidence intervals
shrink toward the true parameters as the sample size increases. Compared to the confidence
intervals obtained by inverting the other tests, our intervals have longer length, coherent
with Shi et al. (2022) who show that Chatterjee’s test has lower power than the other three.
However, the differences in length are small especially when the sample size is large.

In terms of computation time, on the other hand, our method is about 900 times faster
than the other three. This suggests that when the sample size (and the number of goods K,
since computation time increases linearly in K for all these methods) is large, our method
will be much more efficient in computation while maintaining reasonably large power.

We now turn to the standardized welfare loss bounds in Table 2. We have the following
three findings. i) All the upper bounds shrink towards the true value of the loss as the
sample size increases. ii) Information from data does improve the bounds compared to
bounds without using data, as the bounds under constraint i) (or ii)) are smaller than those
under constraint iii) (or iv)). iii) The standardized welfare loss bounds under ¢ are larger
than those under the other three statistics, but the differences are small and shrink towards

zero as the sample size increases.
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Table 1: Confidence Intervals and Computation Time with o = 0.1

¢ D R *

LB 0.147  0.172 0.172 0.172
6 =0.2 UB 0.381 0.243 0.243 0.243
Length 0.234 0.071 0.071 0.071

LB 0217 0256 0256  0.256
n—9200 02=03 UB 0591 0366 0367 0.367
Length 0374 0110 0111  0.111

LB 0.359  0.428 0.427 0.427
05 =0.5 UB 0.836  0.607 0.607 0.607
Length 0477  0.179 0.180 0.179

Time (in seconds) 0.24  202.61  123.59  155.69

LB 0.171  0.187 0.187 0.187
6 =0.2 UB 0.246  0.216 0.217 0.217
Length 0.075  0.029 0.029 0.029

LB 0253 0281 0280  0.281
n—1000 =03 UB 0366 0325 0325  0.325
Length 0.112  0.045  0.045  0.045

LB 0.427  0.464 0.464 0.464
05 =0.5 UB 0.620  0.538 0.539 0.539
Length 0.193  0.075 0.075 0.075

Time (in seconds) 0.68 857.83  594.36  651.60

LB 0.187  0.193 0.193 0.193
6 =0.2 UB 0.214  0.205 0.205 0.205
Length 0.027  0.012 0.012 0.012

LB 0279 0292 0292  0.292
n—5000 62=03 UB 0327 0311 0311 0311
Length 0.048 0.019  0.019  0.019

LB 0.462  0.484 0.484 0.484
05 =10.5 UB 0.547  0.516 0.516 0.516
Length 0.085  0.032 0.032 0.032

Time (in seconds) 3.29 2954.71 2687.58 2794.50
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Table 2: Upper Bounds on Standardized Welfare Loss with o = 0.1; True Value = 0.526

19 D R T* Data Free
i) i) i) ii) i) ii) i) ii) iii) iv)
n =200 0.561 0.604 0.539 0.552 0.540 0.552 0.540 0.552

n =1000 0.543 0.553 0.533 0.536 0.533 0.536 0.533 0.536 0.574 0.660
n =5000 0.534 0.537 0.529 0.530 0.529 0.530 0.529 0.530

4.2 Scalability When There Are Many Goods

In this section, we examine the performance and computation time of our confidence set and
welfare loss bounds when there are many goods.

We set the number of goods K equal to 10,50 or 100. Parameters ;s are K equally
spaced numbers between 0.1 and 0.9. For each good k, P, and W) are independently drawn
from Unif[1,2] and Unif[0, 1], respectively. Consumption Y} is constructed by the first-
order condition. The (1 — «) confidence sets are again computed as (3.6) by treating Z =
P, and combining the individual (1 — a)'/¥ confidence intervals by grid search as before.
For the bounds on the standardized welfare loss, we only consider constraint ii) in Section
4.1. We make one draw for the hypothetical price change A and consumption level 7°
from Unif[0.1, 1.1] and Unif[0.2, 1.2], respectively; for each K, they stay the same across all
simulation replications and all sample sizes. We compute the upper and lower bounds on
the standardized welfare loss by substituting the upper and lower bounds of the confidence
intervals of the 6s, respectively.

Table 3 presents the results averaged across 50 simulation replications. Numbers in
columns “Length” are the average length of the K confidence intervals. The confidence
intervals shrink as the sample size increases for all K. Columns “Welfare” demonstrate the
upper and lower bounds on the standardized welfare loss, the true values of which are shown
as the numbers in parentheses. The bounds are tight even when the number of goods reaches
100 while the sample size is only 200.

Table 3 also demonstrates the computation time (in seconds) for confidence intervals®
under various combinations of n and K. By simple calculation, one can see that the compu-
tation time is linear in K for each n. This is expected because we calculate the confidence

set for each good independently. As an implication, parallel computation is feasible to keep

2The average computation time for the standardized welfare loss bound is always below 10~* seconds and
thus suppressed. Note that the objective function (2.8) does not depend on data, so sample size does not
affect computation.
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Table 3: Confidence Sets, Computation Time and Standardized Welfare Loss with Many
Goods; a = 0.1

K =10 K =50 K =100

CI Welfare (1.34) CI Welfare (2.81) CI Welfare (4.15)

n Length Time Upper Lower Length Time Upper Lower Length Time Upper Lower

200 043 076 154 1.19 050 3.81 321 248 052 7.66 486 3.62
1000 0.21 218 1.43 1.27 0.25 1095 3.00 264 026 2235 448 3.88
5000 0.09 10.63 1.38 1.31 0.11 53.28 289 2.73 0.12 108.61 4.29 4.03

the computation time constant across K, and thus the problem is scalable.

4.3 The Intersection Approach and Rejection Probability

In this simulation exercise, we examine the performance of the intersection approach. Differ-
ent from the previous sections, the data-generating process is now designed to match some
key moments in the food consumption data set in Section 5.2. Specifically, we utilize the
sample extract from the Stanford Basket Dataset, a household-level scanner panel data set,
created by Echenique et al. (2011) for the empirical results presented in Table 4 of their
paper. There are two goods in the sample: Ice cream and other foods.

We first construct a data set with valid observations. For each of the 494 households
in the sample, there are 26 observations: One observation corresponds to a period of 4
weeks over a two-year span. In Section 5.2, we will perform household-level welfare analysis
using the intersection approach for households with at least 19 periods of strictly positive
consumption of ice cream and other foods. When a = 0.1, the intersection approach yields
nonempty confidence intervals for 38 households. In this section, for simplicity, we pool all
these 38 households together and obtain a data set of 763 observations.

We then design the following data-generating process to match the sample mean and
variance of the observed prices and consumption in the pooled data set. For each of the
two consumption goods, we assume its price follows a truncated normal distribution. The
lower and upper bounds are set to equal the observed minimum and maximum of the price
data. For the pre-truncation mean and variance, we estimate them by grid search so that
the resulting post-truncation mean and variance match those of the observed price data.

For the unobservables and consumption, we first draw (Wigu 1, Wigw,2) from N(0,Zw)

Pw
probability 1, we construct Wy = 0.553®(W,.44.1)% and Wy = 1.1596P (W4, 2)?. Finally, we

1
where Xy = ( p;v) and pw € {0.1,0.7}. Then to guarantee 0 < Wy, < P, with
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construct Yy = 0x/(Pr — Wy) with (64,0) = (1.1,0.6).

Table 4 presents the sample mean and variance of the observed and simulated prices and
consumption averaged across 1,000 simulation replications; in each simulation replication,
the sample size is 5,000. We can see that our data-generating process matches these moments

well.

Table 4: Moments of the Data and Simulated Samples

Py P Y Ys

Data 0.745 1.439 2.323 0.709
Simulation 0.745 1.439 2311 0.723

Vation Data  0.004 0.007 1.593 0.284
anlance o hulation 0.004  0.007 1.701  0.258

Mean

We now turn to our main simulation results. We first examine the joint rejection
probability of three different approaches: Chatterjee’s ¢, SUR and the delta method, and
the intersection approach. For Chatterjee’ £, since there are two goods, we calculate the
empirical rejection probability for a candidate @ as 1 minus the frequency of the event
{/n&n(Py — 01/ Y, Pp) /0.4 < % 1=a, Yk} where z = is the /1 — a-th quantile of stan-
dard normal distribution. By Theorem 3.1, this empirical rejection probability converges to
o when 6 = 0. For SUR, we calculate the empirical rejection probability based on the sup-t
test. Its asymptotic rejection probability is also exactly « under the null. For the intersec-
tion approach, we reject if and only if at least one of the tests based on Chatterjee and SUR
suggests rejection; the size of each test is adjusted to 1 — /1 — a so that the joint rejection
probability under the null is controlled at o based on Theorem 3.2. Table 5 presents the

results based on 500 simulation replications.

Table 5: Empirical Power; True Parameter= (1.1,0.6); a = 0.1

Low Correlation (py = 0.1) High Correlation (py = 0.7)

n Method (1.1,0.6) (1.3,0.8) (1.1,0.6) (1.3,0.8)
& only 0.106 0.912 0.082 0.934
500 SUR only 0.106 0.714 0.112 0.842
Intersection 0.134 0.936 0.130 0.969
& only 0.108 0.998 0.102 0.998
1,000 SUR only 0.088 0.854 0.096 0.958
Intersection 0.096 0.996 0.108 0.996

Table 5 shows that all three methods have good rejection probability under the null.
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This verifies the asymptotic independence results in our Theorems 3.1 and 3.2. Under the
alternative (1.3,0.8), these methods all have large power, and the power increases as the
sample size increases. In particular, SUR and the intersection approach improve when the
unobservables are more correlated.

Finally, we compute the standardized welfare loss bounds based on the confidence in-
tervals obtained by the three methods. Again, we treat Z, = P, for all k. When using
Chatterjee’s £ alone, the confidence sets are constructed following (3.5) and (3.6) by grid
search in ©; = [107%,2] with 2,000 grid points. For the intersection approach, grid search
with the same number of grid nodes is conducted in the sup-t confidence interval following
(3.10) and (3.11). The consumption level is fixed at the sample median of the observed
consumption. The price increase is 20% of the sample median of the observed prices.

Table 6 presents the standardized welfare loss bounds and the length between the lower
and upper bounds averaged over 500 simulation replications. We can see that the intersection
approach always achieves the shortest length. Due to the efficiency gain from SUR, the
improvement compared to using £ alone is larger when the unobservables are more correlated.

The table also shows the frequencies of the true standardized welfare loss covered by the
confidence bounds. It is always close or equal to one, greater than (1 — «). This is expected
because Theorem 2.1 shows that our standardized welfare loss bounds by construction can

be greater than the nominal coverage probability of the parameters.

Table 6: Standardized Welfare Loss Bounds; True Value = 1.266

Low Correlation (py = 0.1) High Correlation (p,, = 0.7)

n Method  Lower Upper Length Coverage Lower Upper Length Coverage

& only 1231 1.320  0.090 1.000 1.230 1.321  0.091 1.000
500 SUR only 1.210 1.297  0.087 0.990 1.229  1.291  0.062 0.988
Intersect  1.225 1.297  0.072 0.992 1.231  1.291  0.060 0.994

&y only 1.248 1.297  0.050 1.000 1.248  1.298  0.050 1.000
1000 SUR only 1.232 1.291  0.059 0.988 1.242  1.285  0.043 0.992
Intersect 1.243 1.289  0.046 0.992 1.246  1.285  0.039 0.994

5 Empirical Applications

5.1 Demand for Gasoline

We study the standardized welfare loss of a hypothetical gasoline price increase. We take the
data set constructed by Blundell et al. (2017) using the household-level 2001 National House-
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hold Travel Survey (NHTS). The sample contains 3,640 observations with annual gasoline
demand (Y), price of gasoline (P) and the distance between one of the major oil platforms
in the Gulf of Mexico and the state capital® (Z; see Blundell et al. (2017) for a more detailed
discussion). We consider the daily demand Y by dividing Y by 365.

Under our utility function (2.1) and the first order condition (2.3) with K = 1, we can
construct confidence intervals for 6 using our method, 2SLS and the delta method, and
the intersection approach. When using Chatterjee’s £ alone, our confidence interval follows
(3.5) by grid search with 5,000 grid nodes over © = [107¢, 6]. For the intersection approach
(3.10), grid search is done over the y/1 — a confidence interval obtained by 2SLS and the
delta method. Table 7 presents the results for « = 0.05. For the standardized welfare loss
bounds, we let the price of gasoline increase by twice of the standard deviation (0.076). The
current demand is set at the u-th sample quantile (u € (0,1)) of Y, gy (u), for v = 0.9,0.5
and 0.1.

Table 7: Gasoline Demand: Confidence Interval and Standardized Welfare Loss Bounds

Confidence Intervals Standardized Welfare Loss Bounds
QY(0-9) QY(0-5) QY(O-l)
2SLS only [0.842, 4.142] [4.584,6.325]  [2.771,3.374]  [1.404,1.552]
¢ only [1.438, 6] [5.312, 6.545] [3.046, 3.438| [1.476, 1.565]
Intersection [1.438,4.374] [5.312,6.362] [3.046,3.385] [1.476,1.554]

From Table 7, the intersection approach improves the lower bound of the confidence
interval a lot compared to the lower bound under 2SLS alone, whereas the upper bound only
increases a bit. See Appendix A for more discussion. Similarly, the standardized welfare loss
bounds are tightest under the intersection approach (entries in boldface). In particular, the
difference between the upper and lower bounds shrinks by about 40%, 44%, and 47% when
intersecting the two confidence sets compared to using 2SLS alone for the three demand
levels, respectively. Table 7 shows that a price increase leads to more severe damage to the

welfare of individuals who consume more gas, which is reasonable.

3In the data set, the distance takes on 34 values ranging from 0.361 to 3.391. We treat it as a continuous
variable. In Appendix D.1, we further smooth it by adding a small noise term to it. The results are almost
the same.
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5.1.1 A Varying Coefficient Model

One limitation of the quasilinear utility function is the missing income effect. To address
this issue, we now allow € to depend on income, I. Let med(I) be the median of the income
distribution. Random variable 8/ = 6% if I > med(I) and 8! = 6L if I < med(I). Assume
that the instrument is independent of price conditional on income. In this section, we
compute the welfare loss bounds in the two subsamples defined by whether the individual’s
income is greater than the sample median. Similar to the case of a homogeneous 6, the
intersection approach largely improves the lower bound of the welfare loss in both subsamples
compared to using 2SLS alone. To save space, we only report the results obtained by this

approach. Again, a = 0.05.

Table 8: Confidence Interval and Standardized Welfare Loss with an Income Dependent
Parameter

Confidence Intervals Standardized Welfare Loss Bounds
o [1.463,7.033] [5.641,7.128] [3.388,3.904] [1.779,1.917]
oL [1.026, 2.876] [4.598,5.624] [2.599,2.922] [1.207,1.276]

Table 8 suggests heterogeneity in # and consequently in the standardized welfare loss.
From the results, individuals with higher incomes tend to have a larger . This is reasonable
because higher-income individuals may rely more on driving than public transportation, so
the marginal utility of consuming one more unit of gas, captured by 6, is higher. Since they
value gas more than those with lower income, the welfare of higher income individuals suffers
more when facing an increase in gas price, coherent with the estimated standardized welfare

loss bounds.

5.2 Food Demand

In this application, we consider food demand using the Stanford Basket Dataset. As men-
tioned in Section 4.3, it is a household-level scanner panel data set, and we use the sample
extract created by Echenique et al. (2011). Two goods, ice cream and other foods, are in
the sample.

We conduct household-level welfare analysis taking advantage of the panel data structure.
Recall that there are 26 observations for each of the 494 households in the sample. We focus

on 41 households that have at minimum 19 periods of strictly positive consumption of ice
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cream and other foods; each household can have a different 8. We use the last observation
for the counterfactual welfare analysis and the remaining observations for the construction

of confidence sets. The i.i.d. assumption required in our theory may be strong here; we

regard it as a convenient approximation.

Welfare Loss by Households (Confidence Level: 95%)
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Figure 1: Household-Level Standardized Welfare Loss Bounds (Confidence Level = 0.95)

We assume the prices are exogenous. To construct a (1—a) confidence set where o = 0.05,
we first construct a /1 — a sup-t confidence band for each household by SUR and the delta
method. We then do a grid search with 5,000 grid nodes within the resulting confidence
interval for k as equations (3.10) and (3.11). 2 out of 41 households have an empty confidence
set.

For the welfare analysis for the 39 households with nonempty confidence sets, we compute
the standardized welfare loss bounds in the same way as before. Figure 1 shows the lower
and upper bounds on the standardized welfare loss for the 39 households when both prices
increase by 10%. The maximal standardized welfare loss of the households is sorted in
ascending order. Household heterogeneity is visible and the lower and upper bounds are

relatively tight for most households.*

4In Appendix D.2, we test one assumption in our model (2.4) that the demand for a good is only affected
by its own price. This hypothesis is rejected for only 3 of the 39 households. The figure excluding these 3
households is presented in that appendix; it has a very similar shape as Figure 1. We thank an anonymous

referee for suggesting this test.
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6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a novel framework for individual-level welfare analysis. At any
desired confidence level, our method can compute the bounds on the standardized welfare
loss under a price increase for every individual in a sample. The inferential method is compu-
tationally simple and scalable by solving a simple scalable optimization problem constrained
by the confidence set for the parameters in the model. We also propose a new method to
construct confidence sets under independence based on the new asymptotic results of Chat-
terjee’s test of independence developed in this paper; the new method is easy to compute
and robust to nonlinearity, weak instruments and partial identification; these results may be
of independent interest.

Moving forward, it would be interesting to apply our framework to demand models such
as Dubois et al. (2014) and Allcott et al. (2019) to conduct individual-level welfare analysis.

A On the Shape and Size of the Confidence Set

In this appendix, we provide heuristics about how &, (P, Z) and &,(Y, Z) affect the shape

and size of our confidence set. We first introduce the following lemma.

Lemma A.l. Let f be a strictly monotonic function. For two random variables RV and
R®) | suppose we have an i.i.d. sample of them where there are no ties, then &,(f(RM), R?) =
En(R(l), R(Q)).

Proof. Let r) and Tzf be the rankings of Rl@) after the data are sorted by RV and f(RWM) in

ascending order, respectively. If f is strictly increasing, r{ = rzf for all i; we are done. If f

is strictly decreasing, the order is reversed so rf =Y., ;. Then by letting n — i = j,

n—1 n—1
Z |Tzf+1 - 7"1f| = Z [ 7"2+17i|
i=1 i=1
1
= Z |7"? - T?H’

j=n—1
n—1

:Z |7"?+1 - T?|-
=1

The desired result is obtained in view of equation (3.1). O

Remark A.1. The conclusion in Lemma A.1 still holds when the RZQ)S have ties. It follows the

same proof since the denominator in the formula of &, in footnote 1 is invariant to reordering.
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Using our demand model with one good as an example, our inferential method focuses on
the statistic £,(P —0/Y, Z) where Z is a continuous instrument. Denote the true parameter
by 6y > 0. Our model says P — 6y/Y = W so for an arbitrary 6, P —0/Y = (1 —6/6,)P +
(0/600)W. Let ¢1_o = v/0.421_4. Then our (1 — «) confidence set (3.5) is equal to

{920:\/5@ (<I—E>P+£VV,Z) §C1—a}-
0o 0o

First, when 6 = 6, the statistic becomes &,(W, Z). Under our independence assumption,
Vné, (W, Z) < ¢1_,, with probability approaching (1 —«). Hence, our confidence set contains
an interval around 6, with probability approaching (1 — «).

Now we proceed by verifying whether the confidence set contains regions near the bound-
aries of the parameter space [0, 00) (let the upper boundary be infinity).

When 6 = 0, the statistic becomes &, (P, Z). If the instrument is relevant, i.e., P L Z,
plim &,(P, Z) > 0 and thus /n&, (P, Z) 2 oco. In finite samples, if /n&, (P, Z) > ¢_a, then
those #s near 0 are not likely to be covered by the confidence set. In that case, the confidence
set will have a strictly positive lower bound.

When 6§ — oo, let f(z) = x/6 which is strictly increasing in z for any fixed § > 0. Then
by Lemma A.1, our statistic is equal to &,(P/0 — (P — W) /0y, Z), which is in turn equal to
E.(P/0—1/Y,Z) by the first order condition P —W = 6,/Y. By Theorem 1.1 in Chatterjee
(2021), the probability limit of {,(P/0—1/Y, Z) and &,(—1/Y, Z) are ¢ [ Var(E(1{z>4|P/0—
1/Y))du(t) and ¢ [ Var(E(1{zsg| —1/Y))du(t), respectively, where ¢ is some constant and g
is the law of Z. If [ Var(E(l{z>y|P/0 —1/Y))du(t) is continuous in 6, for sufficiently large
0, & (P/0 —1/Y,Z) and &,(—1/Y,Z) are close with probability approaching 1 (w.p.a.l)
by consistency. In the meantime, noting ¥ > 0 and applying Lemma A.1 again, we have
E(—1/Y,Z) = &Y, Z). Aslong as Z L Y, /n&,(Y,Z) > ¢;_ w.p.a.l. Therefore, as 6
moves away from 6, to diverge to 400, the confidence set becomes less likely to cover 6,
implying upper boundedness of the confidence set.

Figure 2 illustrates some possible shapes of the function Z,,(6) == \/n&, (P —0/Y,Z) on
[0,00) following the analysis above. The four combinations ly-l3, l1-ly, lo-l3 and l5-1; depict
four graphs of the function depending on the magnitude of \/n&, (P, Z) (the intersection point
of the vertical axis and [; or l) and /n&, (Y, Z) (the asymptote of I3 or l;). The confidence
set contains all § at which the function is below the horizontal ¢;_, line. Specifically, when
Vnén(W, Z) < ¢1_q, the four cases are as follows:

Case 1. /n&,(P,Z) > c¢1_o and /n&,(Y,Z) > ¢1_,. Function Z,(0) is l1-l3. The
confidence set is a bounded interval [A, B].

Case 2. /n&,(P,Z) > c¢1_q and /n&,(Y,Z) < ¢1_o. Function =Z,(0) is l;-l;. The
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confidence set is [A, 00).

Case 3. /n&,(P,Z) < ¢1_o and /n&,(Y,Z) > ¢1_o. Function Z,(0) is lp-I3. The
confidence set is [0, BJ.

Case 4. /n&,(P,Z) < ¢1_o and /n&,(Y,Z) < ¢1_o. Function Z,(0) is lp-ly. The
confidence set is the entire parameter space [0, o).

To summarize, a large /n&, (P, Z) leads to a large lower bound for the confidence interval

whereas a large v/né, (Y, Z) results in a small upper bound.

Figure 2: Function v/né&,(P — 0/Y, Z) and the Confidence Set

We can compute &, (P, Z) and ,(Y, Z) in our empirical applications. For instance, in the
gasoline demand example, v/n&,, (P, Z) is quite large (59.74). Indeed, the lower bound of the
confidence interval by only inverting £ in Table 7 is large; the intersection approach greatly
improves the lower bound of the alternative confidence interval by 2SLS. For the upper
bound, we compute /n&,(Y,Z) = —0.02, smaller than the 0.95th quantile of A(0,0.4).
Hence, the &-only confidence set is likely to be unbounded from above®, so the intersecting

approach improves its upper bound.

B Monotonicity, Concavity, and Optimization

B.1 Monotonicity and Concavity of the (Standardized) Welfare

Loss Function

In this section, we show that function S | ) log(1 + Agy?/xy) is component-wise strictly

increasing in each z; on (max{0, —Ay2}, 00) as long as Ayyl # 0 (and Ay > —60;/y) to

5In Table 7, the upper bound in the ”¢ only” row is 6 because the confidence set in that case is computed
by grid search over the interval [1076, 6].
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guarantee the welfare loss function at the true parameter (0y,...,0, ..., 0k) is well-defined),

and is strictly concave in & on (0, 00).

Monotonicity

For each k and Agy? # 0,

d Ay Ay
el [xk log(1 4+ Akyg/a:k)} =log (1 + kyk) kY

d$k T B Akyg + T
Apyp/re Ay
L+ Apyp/ae Agyp +
:07

where the inequality is by the fact that log(l + ¢) > ¢/(1 4+ ¢) for all ¢ € (—1,0) U
(0,00)%. Hence, Zszl zilog(l + Agyl/zy) is component-wise strictly increasing in each

zp on (max{0, —Agyl}, 00) if Ayl # 0.

Concavity
For each k,
_d2 (Axyp)?
log(1 4+ Ay =— k ‘
drj [xk 08 kyk/xk)} i (Aryp + 1)? < 0,V > 0

Therefore, Y"1 0, log(1 + ¢4 /6;) is strictly concave on (0,00)X as long as Ayl # 0.

B.2 Convex Optimization

Since the (standardized) welfare loss function is concave in 6, we can maximize it by con-
vex optimization algorithms when there are additional convex constraints. Many popular
computer packages for convex optimization such as CVXR for R (Fu et al., 2020) and CVXPY
for Python (Diamond and Boyd, 2016) use disciplined convex programming (DCP); DCP
restricts the functions that can appear in the optimization problem and the way that the
functions are composed. Specifically, such functions are called atomic functions and have
known curvatures. Examples of such functions are —log(z) and z%. The summands of our
objective function (2.6) are not atomic functions. In this appendix, we introduce a technique

to transform our problem to be DCP-solvable. It may be of independent interest.

6We thank an anonymous referee for suggesting this.
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The goal is to transform our objective function to be the sum of atomic functions kl_div,
defined as kl.div(zy,z5) = x1log(zy/x2) — 21 + @9 for 7 > 0 and z5 > 0. To do so,
we introduce an auxiliary variable 4 = (7;) with an additional set of linear constraints
O — v = —Ay? for all k. Since we only consider positive price change, 7, > 0 for all k.

Then our welfare loss function becomes

Z@klog(l—i- kyk) ZQHO%( —i—Ay)
Oy, kIt
= O + Ayl '
3 i ]

:—Z 0. log (—k> — Ok + W +ZA1€?JIS
l Yk k

= = 3 KLdiv(f, ) + Y Ayl
. k

+ Z Agyy,
k

Since 37, Agyl does not contain (8,4), we can solve the following minimization problem by

DCP, obtain the minimizer, and substitute it into the original objective function:

min K1_div(6), 1),
0y Zk A ;

s.t. 06(]5(1—@)
O — vk = — Ay, VE,
FiOn,. . 0k) <0, j=1,...,1,
g;(01, ... 0) =0, j=1,....m,

where the convex functions fi,..., f; and affine functions ¢y, ..., g, characterize additional

constraints on the éks, for instance Zszl ék = 1.

C Generalization of the Utility Function

One key step in our method is to express the welfare change as a known function of (3°, 0, A),
by getting rid of the unobservable vector W. In this section, we show that this is not driven
by the choice of the log functions in the utility function (2.1). We derive a similar result

under a more general utility function.
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Assume that a consumer with income level I solves the following problem:

max UYo, Y, W.0) =Y, +Uy(Y;0) + W'Y

Yo,

st. Yo+ PY =1,

where Uy(+; 0) is differentiable with the gradient denoted by VU(-;8). We can solve for the

optimal consumption Y* as the solution to the following equation:
VUy(Y*;0)=P —W. (C.1)

Suppose at the true 6, function VUy(+; @) is one-to-one. Denoting its inverse by D(-; ), we
then have
Y (P,W;0)=D(P—W,80). (C.2)

By Yy = I— P’Y and suppressing the dependence of Y* on (P, W'; 6), we obtain the indirect
utility as follows:

VI,LP,W.,0)=T+Uy(Y*0)—(P-W)Y*=1+U,(Y*0)—VUy(Y*0)Y"

where the second equality is by equation (C.1).
Now same as in Section 2, we consider the indirect utility function at price level p® and
p' under W = w. At (p',w), the counterfactual consumptions y' = Y*(p!, w; 0) satisfy

the following equation:
y' =D (p1 —’JJ;O) :D(po—'LD—I—A;O) :D(VUO (yO;O) +A;0),

where the third equality is by y° = Y*(p°, w; 0) and by equation (C.2). Therefore,

,'117,0) - V([aplawvg)

y°;0) — U (D (VUO (yo;e) +A;0);9)

— [VUy":0)'y° — VU(D (VUo (4:6) + A;6)6)'- D (VUy (4 6) + A;6) |.
Although the expression is complicated, Uy, VU, and D are all known functions up to
the unknown parameters 6. As y° and A are specified by the researcher, we can still

optimize WL(0) constrained by a confidence set of 6. In particular, one can verify that
when Uy(Y;0) = Z,I::l 0 log(Yy), the above expression for WL(0) is equal to equation
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(2.6).

Remark C.1. The function WL(0) can still be optimized efficiently when it is concave. When
that is no longer the case under the general Uy, one can optimize it by other nonconvex
global optimization methods. Alternatively, if we assume Uy(Y;0) = Zszl Uoi(Yy; 0) for
some Uy s with known functional forms, then WL(0) will become a sum of functions; each
of these functions only depends on (32, 6k, Ax) for one k; the specification adopted in the
main text is one such example. Although these functions may not be globally concave, one
may optimize each of them by grid search within the confidence set since there is only one

unknown parameter. In this way, optimization can still be done efficiently and parallelly in
k.

D Empirical Applications: Robustness Check

D.1 Gasoline Demand: Smoothing the Instrument

In the gasoline demand example in Section 5.1, the instrumental variable takes on 34 values
ranging from 0.361 to 3.391. We treat this variable as continuous in the main text. In this
appendix, we further smooth it by adding an independent Unif[—0.1,0.1] noise term when
applying Chatterjee’s statistic. For 2SLS, we use the original instrument. The results are
almost identical to those in Section 5.1; only the lower bound of the confidence interval using
the intersection method and the corresponding lower bounds on the standardized welfare loss
at the 0.9th, 0.5th, and 0.1th quantile change to 1.396, 5.275, 3.033, and 1.473, respectively.
The intersection approach still yields the shortest intervals between the welfare loss bounds.

The results are also robust to the magnitude of the uniform noise term.

D.2 Food Demand: Impact of Prices of the Other Goods

Under our utility function, the demand function (2.4) says that the prices of good k" # k
do not affect the demand for good k. In this section, we examine this assumption using the
food demand data in Section 5.2.

For each household, we estimate the following system of equations by SUR:

Y =ay + 8P+ 71aP + €1,
Yy ' =g + 701 Py + B2 Py + 2.

We then conduct a Wald test for the hypothesis Hy : 712 = 721 = 0. At the 5% level, this
hypothesis is rejected for only 3 out of the 39 households with nonempty confidence sets
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under the intersection approach. We plot the welfare bounds excluding these 3 households

in Figure 3. We can see that it is very similar to Figure 1.

Welfare Loss by Households (Confidence Level: 95%)
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Figure 3: Household-Level Standardized Welfare Loss Bounds for a Subsample (Confidence
Level = 0.95)

E Proofs

E.1 Proof of Theorem 2.1

By construction, each of the three events, €, = {WL*(0) < WSt(l—a)}, Oy == {WL*(6) >
WL*(1 — a)} and Q3 == {WL*"(1 — a) < WL¥(9) < WSt(l — «a)}, happens as long as

0 € CS(1 — a). Therefore,

lim Pr(Q;) > lim Pr(@ e CS(1 —a))=1—a,j =1,2,3.

n—o0 n—oo

E.2 Proof of Equation (3.2)

By iid. of {Wy,;:i=1,...,n} and by symmetry,

Pr (Wk,l < Wk’g < ... < ka) =...=Pr (ka < Wk,n—l < ... < WkJ).

TV
n!
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Since these probabilities add up to 1 by continuity of Wy, random vector (mg(1),...,mx(n))
is uniformly distributed on the set of all the n! possible permutations of {1,...,n}. When
|7 (i) — 7(4)| = 1, it is either the case that (mg(2), 7(5)) = ((¢)k, (i + 1)g) or ((¢ + 1)k, (i)x)
for (i)r = (1)g, ..., (n — 1)g. For each case, the other (n — 2) indices have (n — 2)! possible
arrangements. Hence, in total, there are (n — 1) x 2! x (n — 2)! permutations such that
|71(7) — m(7)| = 1. Therefore,

Pr (|m.(i) — me(j)| = 1) = - %

E.3 Proof of Proposition 3.1

By equation (3.2), Pr(|m(i) — mp(j)| = 1) = 2/n. It is then sufficient to show that the
conditional probability Pr (|7Tk/() —me(j)| = 1‘|7rk() —me(J)] = 1> —0foralll1 <i<j<
n. Under the sure event that there are no ties in Wy s, mp (i) is the rank of Wy, i.e.,
Yo LW i < Wi ;). We can then approximate it by nFyy,, (Wi ;). Specifically, by Smirnov
(1944) or Chung (1949), under Assumptions 1 and 2-i),

1 log logn
ﬁ Z 1(Wk’,i’ S Wk’,i) — FWk/(Wk’ ; < i}lé% " Z 1 Wk’ i < ’U) FWk’< )‘ O n
(E.1)

So, there exists a constant C' such that,

Pr (| (6) = me ()] = 1| [mali) = me(i)| = 1)

=Pr (‘ﬂ-k;l(l) — Wk/n(j)’ = % |7k (1) — me(7)] = 1)

loglogn B
‘ﬂ'k —7Tk ’— 1
[logl
ceoen Wk/,j7Wk,17"'7Wk,n>

where the inequality is by equation (E.1) and the triangle inequality. The last equality is by

PI‘ (‘FWk/(Wk’,) FWk/ Wk/

=E

Pr <’FWk/<Wk’,) Fw, Wk/

|mi(i) — 7 ()] = 1] :

(E.2)

the law of iterated expectation by noticing that 7 is a function of Wy 1,..., Wi ,,. Now we

consider the conditional probability inside. For every realization w of W} ; and v’ such that

34

a.s.



Fyw,, (w) =,

e [loglogn
n
o /loglogn’v,_i_c /loglogn] ‘Wm>,
n n

where the conditioning variables except for W}, ; are dropped because Wy ; is independent of

Pr (’ka (W) = Fw,, (Wi )

-1 !
Wk‘/,j = FWk’ j('U )7 WkJ, ce ey Wk7n>

=Pr (‘/;c’,i c

them by Assumption 1. By condition (3.3), the conditional probability converges to 0 almost
surely. Therefore, by the dominated convergence theorem, the conditional expectation on

the right-hand side of the last equality of (E.2) converges to 0.

E.4 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Throughout, assume that there are no ties in the sample {Zy; : i = 1...n} for all k. This
event happens with probability 1 by continuity of (71, ..., Zx). We first prove the following

lemmas.

Lemma E.1 (Hajék Representation). Under Assumptions 1 and 2, for each k =1,... K,

n—1
3 2
\/ﬁgﬁlk) — _\/m ;1 (‘Uk,(i—i—l)k — Uk,(i)k‘ + 2Uk,(i)k (1 — Uk,(i)k) — g) + Op(l).

Proof. We first note that

SN
\/ﬁgn(Wk, Zk) 2:\/5 — \/522212 |ik, +1 — Tk, |

n 1

—_3 [2?211 [7kiv1 — Teil —n(n—1)/3 Z;;l Phiv1 — 7“1“’]

Vn(n—1) Vn(n+1)(n—1)

S ki — Tl —n(n—1)/3
vn(n —1)

A

=-3

+0,(1),

where the last equality holds in view of S0 |rei1 — mea] < (n — 1)

By construction r; = Z?Zl 1(Zkj < Zk),).- Under the almost sure event that there
no ties among Z;s, (Tk1,-..,7kn) forms a permutation of indices 1,...,n. Let Uy, =
Fy,(Zys),.)- By Zi, L W), and because Zj ;s are i.i.d. across i, we have that Uy ;), ~ Unif(0, 1)
are i.i.d. across i, and that the random permutation (71, ...,7y) is uniformly distributed
on the set of all n! permutations of 1,...,n. By Angus (1995) (see also Shi et al. (2022) and
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Zhang (2023)), we thus have

n—1
1 2
Ae= = 2 (\Uk,(m)k = Ukie| + 2Uk iy (1 = Urine) — g) +0p(1).
The desired result follows. O
For an arbitrary ¢ > 0, define random variable Dyp(e) = 1 if

S (| (m (D)) — e (mp (i + Dg))| = 1) < e(n — 1), and Dyw(e) = 0 other-
wise. In words, Dy ys(¢) = 1 if and only if there are at most e(n — 1) pairs of original indices
(7,1) that are adjacent both after arranging Wy ;s in ascending order and after arranging

Wi ;s in ascending order.
Lemma E.2. Under Assumptions 1 to 3, Pr(Dy(e) =1) = 1 for alle >0 and all k # K'.

Proof. Let Quy = 1 (|mw(m, (i + 1)x)) — mw (7 ((D)x)) [ =1). For all k = 1,...,K,
denote the vector (Wg1,...,Wy,) by Wy. First, note that Z;:ll Q) is a function of
(Wg, Wys) which is well defined even if there are ties in W), or Wy, because (m(i)) and
(mp (7)) are always permutations of {1,...,n} by definition. Consider an arbitrary real-
ization of (Wj, Wy) = (wy, wy ). For any fixed ¢, suppose we replace (wy.;, wy ;) by an-
other value (wy ;,w;, ;). Denote the realization after the replacement by (wj,wy,). Af-
ter the replacement, index i could be removed from the original slot in the permutation
(mi(1),...,m(n)) and/or (mp/(1),...,mw(n)), and be inserted into a new slot. Noticing
that removing ¢ from the original slots under (wy,wy) may at most increase (or decrease)
the number of pairs of indices that are adjacent in both permutations by 2 (or 1). Mean-
while, plugging i into new slots under (wj,w),) may at most increase (or decrease) the
number of pairs of indices that are adjacent in both permutations by 1 (or 2). There-
fore, Z?:_ll Qi) changes at most by 3. For example, let n = 12 and under some real-
ization of Wy and Wy, assume (m(1),...,m(12)) = (1,3,5,7,9,11,2,4,6,8,10,12) and
(mpr (1), ..., (12)) = (1,3,5,7,9,11,2,4,6,8,12,10). Then Z?;ll Q) = 10. Now suppose

we change the realizations of W}, 5 and W) 5 such that the new permutations are

(1,3,7,9,5,11,2,4,6,8, 10, 12),
(1,3,7,9,11,2,4,6,5,8,12, 10).

We can see that removing 5 from the original third slot leads to a reduction of one pair of
indices that are adjacent in both permutations; originally there were (3,5) and (5,7) but

now only (3,7). Meanwhile, inserting 5 into the new slots makes the pairs (9,11) and (6, 8)
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no longer adjacent in both permutations. So function Z?:_ll Qi) becomes 7 after changing
the realizations of W, 5 and Wy 5.

Therefore, by the bounded difference concentration inequality (McDiarmid, 1989), we
have that for all 0 < g1 < &,

n—1
Pr (ZZI Qv ~EQw) > 51> < exp (—g(n — 1)5%) :

n—1

n—1 n—1
o (Z Qo> (= Ler + ZE%) < exp (—g(n = 1)e%> .
=1 i=1

Now it suffices to show that 31" EQq) < (n — 1)(c — &) for large enough n for any chosen

0 < g1 < € because then we will have

n—1 n—1l 1
Pr (Z Qu > (n— 1)s> <Pr (Z Quy > (n— 1) + ZEQ@)> < exp (_g(n _ 1)5§> 0.
= =1 i=1

Noticing that

Therefore, by Assumption 3,

SIS EQw _ X Y Pr(m(i) — m(5) = 10 | (i) — ()] = 1)

=o(1).
n—1 n—1 o(1)

The desired result follows as k& and k' are arbitrary. O

Lemma E.3. Let Uy, U], Uy, Us be distributed as Unif(0,1). If (U;,U;) L (Us,Us) and
Uy 1 Us, then

cov (’Ul — UQ‘, |U{ — Ug‘) + cov (U1<1 — Ul), |U{ — Ug‘)
-+ cov (U{(l — U{), ’Ul - U2|) -+ cov (Ul(l — Ul), U{(l — U{)) =0.
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Proof. First,

E (|U1 — Us)
—E :E (|U1 Uy UQ)]
—E [Pr (U} > Us|Us) (E(UL|Uy > Us, Us) — Us)] + E [Pr (Uy < Us|Us) (Us — E(UL|U, < Us, Us))]
g 0= U2>2(1 %) 4y, - U?g 4 U2
—E % +Uj — Ug}
-, (E3)

where the third equality is by independence between U; and Us. Similarly, E (|U] — Us|) =
1/3 as well. Meanwhile,

1
E[U;(1 - U)] =E[U;(1-U;))] = g (E.4)
Now we consider the following expectations. First,

E(|U = Ua| - [U} = Usl] =E {E [[t2 = Ua] - U] = Us

0.0}

E||vy - sl |Ur, U] - E [0 - Uy

0.0}

=]
_E {E U1 = Ul Ul} B [|U{ — Uil ’U{]}
{

1 1
=E (§+U12—U1)-<5+U12—U{)}

! ’ 1
—E [UEUI2 YUU - UU? — UfU{} + 5

(E.5)

where the first equality is by the law of iterated expectation. The second equality is because
conditional on U; and U], random variables |U; —Us| and |U] — Us| have zero covariance. The
third equality is by Us L Uy/|U; and Us L Uy|U]. The fourth equality follows the derivation
of equation (E.3).
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Next, following a similar argument, we have

E[Ua(1 - U) - |U] — Usl] =E {Ui(1 = D)E U] - Uyl |0n, 7] }

—E {U1(1 — ) (% +Uz2 - U{)}

’ ! ].
—E (—Ufo — DU, + U U2 + UfU{) +5 (B9
and
E[U(1=U)|-|U - U] =E (—UfU{? — DU+ U U2 + UfU{) + 13 (E.7)
Finally,
E[U,(1-U,)-U(1-U) =E (UEUP +UUL - DU — UfU{) . (E.8)
Combining equations (E.3) to (E.8) yields
Ccov (|U1 — U2|, ’U{ — U3|) + cov (Ul(l — Ul), ’U{ — U3|>
+ cov (U (1 = UY), |Uy — Us|) + cov (U (1 — Uy),U; (1 = U7))
B EE
12 12 12 9 18 18 36
=0.
O]

Lemma E.4. Under Assumptions 1 to 3, cov <\/ﬁ ,(Lk), \/ﬁf,(f/)> =o(1) for all k # K .

Proof. Let Ay ), = |Uk7(i+1)k — Uk (i) ! +2Uk (), (1 = Uy, (5), ) —2/3. By Lemma E.1, it suffices
to show that cov (Z?’;ll A iy Som) Ap (i),) = o(n). For any 0 < & < 1, by the law of total

covariance, we have the following:

n—1 n—1
cov (Z Ak (i) Z Akﬂ(%‘)w)
i=1 i=1
Dy g (5)>

Let W, = (Wi, ..., Wy,) for all k. Applying the law of total covariance again to the first

+ cov

n—1
E <Z Ak»(i)k
=1

n—1
Dk,k'(f)) ,E (Z Akﬁ(iw‘Dw(E))] :
=1

(E.9)
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term on the right-hand side of equation (E.9),
n—1 n—1
E | cov (Z Ak (i) ZAk/,(i)k, Dk,k/(5)>
i=1 i=1
n—1 n—1
=F {E cov (Z Ak (i) ZAkg(i)k, Dy (g), Wy, Wk/>
n—1 n—1
{cov E (Z Aoy | D (€), W, Wk’) JE (Z A (i),
=1 i=1

For the second term on the right-hand side of equation (E.9), the law of iterated expec-

o) 2w )
Dk,k/ (€)} )

Dk,k'(s)} ] (E.11)

Dka/ (6)

}

Dy, i (g), Wi, Wk’)

Dk,k’ (E)] } .

(E.10)

tation implies that

cov (Z Ap (i
:cov: { (ZAk ()

1

E {]E (Z Ay (i),
=1

By independence between (Wi,...,Wk) and (Z1,..., Zk) and i.i.d, equations (E.3) and

Dk k’ kawk’>

Dk,k’ (5), Wi, Wk/)

(E.4) imply that E Z?;ll Ap.(i)e | D (€), Wi, Wiy | = 0 for all realizations of Dy, 1/ (e), Wi,

and Wj,. Therefore, the second term on the right-hand side of equation (E.10) and the
right-hand side of equation (E.11) are both zero. Substituting them into equation (E.9),

n—1 n—1

cov (Z Ak,(i)ka Z Ak@(l‘)m)

=1 =1
n—1 n—1

= {E cov <Z Ak,(z’)k7 Z Ak’,(i)k' Dk,k/ (5)] }
=1

Dk,k' (5), Wi, Wk’)
i=1

n—1 n—1
IPI‘ (th/(&) = 1)E Cov (Z Ak,(i)ka ZAk/v(i)k’ Dk,k/(g) = 1, Wk, Wk/> Dk’k/(e’:“) = 1]
i=1 i=1

Dk,k’ (8) = 0] .

(E.12)

Dkk’ >_O7WkaWk/>

cov (Z Ak Do Z Ak/ om
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Again, by independence between (W5, ..., Wg) and (71, ..., Zk), by i.i.d., and by bound-

edness of U, and Uy, there exists a constant C; such that

n—1 n—1
COov (Z 14]67(1')]€7 Z Ak’,(i)k/ Dk,k’ (6) = 0, Wk, Wk’) S nC’l, a.s.
i=1 =1
Therefore,
1 n—1 n—1
E E cov (Z Ak,(i)ka ZAklﬁ(i)k’ Dk,k’(g) = O, Wk, Wk’) th/(&“) = O S Cl- (E13)
i=1 i=1

Now we consider the first term on the right-hand side of equation (E.12). Let set Z =
{(Z)k . |7Tk/(7Tk_1((i + 1)k)) — 7T]€/(7Tk_1<(l)k))| = 1} Under D]%k/(f-:) = 1, |I| S €(TL — 1) Let
Ui = Fz,(Zy;) and Uy ; = Fz,,(Zp ;). By ii.d. and by independence between (W1, ..., W)

and (Zi,...,Zk), once conditional on (Wi, Wy), Ui ), and Uy (), are iid. in (i); and
(4)r respectively. Therefore, by the definition of Ay ), and Aw ),

n—1 n—1

cov (Z Ak > Aw (i) | Diw (€) = 1, W, ka)
i=1 =1
(nfl)k/

=Cov Z ‘Uk,(z‘+1)k - Uk,(i)kla Z ‘Uk’ i+ Uk’ i ‘Dk,k’<5> =1, W, Wy

(1)weT (D) =)

My
(n—1)

+ cov Z Uk — Uiy » Z | Uk 1), — Uw i), | ‘Dk,k’(g) =1, Wi, Wy

& (Or¢Z (8) pr=(D)ps )
Mo
(@.3):m (1) =(n—1),mi (§)=(n)k n
+ 2cov Z |Uk‘,j_Uk,i|7ZUk’,i (]-_Uk’,i) ) (8) =1, W, Wy
R (6.3) e (D) =1 k,mk (5)=(2)k i=1 )
M3

(4,9):mpr (D) =(n—1) s ,mpr ()=(n) s
+ 2cov > Uk g = Ural ZU,“ — Usy)

()i (D)= (1) gy mr (5)=(2) s

) [ Dy () =1, Wy, Wy

[\ J/

My
+ 4cov (Z Uk,i (1 — Uk,z) s Z Uk/,z' (1 — Uk/,i)> —|—O(1), (E14)
=1 =1
Ms
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where in M;, My and Mz, 320508 Uk ), (1= Uk ay,) and 0280 Uiy, (1= Une ay,)
are replaced by Y1 Uy (1 — Ug;) and Y1 Uy (1 — Uy ;), respectively. Such replacement
introduces one extra term into the summation because for any realization of W), and Wy,
ZE;L);)(?);@ Ug,(i), (1= Ug 3), ) is the sum of Uy ;(1—Uy;) over i in a subset of {1,...,n} that has
(n — 1) elements. Since the index corresponding to that extra term only shows up at most
twice in the other summation in the covariances considered, the differences in the covariances
before and after the replacement are bounded by some constant by i.i.d. Hence we have an
O(1) term at the end of the right-hand side of equation (E.14). Now we consider M; to Ms.

M. Under Dy (c) = 1, we have |Z| < e(n — 1). By the boundedness of U and Uy,
by i.i.d. and by independence between (W7y,...,Wg) and (Z,..., Zk), there exists some

C5 > 0 which does not depend on ¢ such that

M. If neither my (7}, ((4)x)) nor mw (7, (i 4+ 1)x)) is (1w or (n), by (i) ¢ Z, indices
7, ((4)r) and 7, '((i + 1)) will show up in four different terms among the summands of
(n—1)s
2=
(1) = (i)x and 7 (m) = (i +1)x. Let m (1) = (§)p where 1 < j <n. Let 7, ((j+1)w) =1
and 7, ((j—1)x) = lo. By (i), & Z, we have m # [, # ly. Similarly, let my = 7! (mp(m)+1)

and my = 7rk_,1(7rk/ (m) —1)if 1 < m(m) < n. Then [ # my # msy. Therefore, in this case,

Ur' (i+1)y — Uk i) | To see this, for an arbitrary realization of Wy, and Wj., let

we have

(n=1)p

: Z }Uk/,(iﬂ)k,—Uk/,(i)k,
(i)k/:(l)k/

—cov (|Ugm = Ural s [Uktmy — Urrml) + €00 (|Upm — Uka s Ut — Usrama )
+ cov (|Um — Ukl s [Uk iy — Up ) + cov (|Ukm = Ugal, [Unrg = Uk ,])
=4cov (|Up1 — Upal ; [Up 1 — Up 3l),

cov (Uk,(m)k — Uk, (i) Dy (e) = 1, Wy, Wy

where the first equality is by (i) ¢ Z and by independence between (W7i,..., W) and
(Z1,...,Zk). The last equality is by i.i.d. Therefore, noting that |Z¢ > (1 — &)(n — 1)

conditional on Dy s (e) = 1,
MQ = 4ncov (|Uk71 - Uk?2| 5 |U1€/’1 - Uk/’3|) + O(gn) (E16)

Ms. For any realization of W), and W)y, each i shows up twice in the summands of the

first summation in Mj if 7 (7) # 1 and 7. (i) # n, and once otherwise. Hence, by i.i.d. and
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by independence between (Wi,..., Wxk) and (Z1, ..., Zk),
M3 = 4ncov (Uk’l(l — Uk,1>7 ’Uk/’g - Uk/71’) + O(l), (El?)

where O(1) accounts for the case where 7 (i) = 1 or n.
Similarly,
M4 = 4ncov (Uk/,l(l — Uk’,l), ‘Uk’Q - Uk,l’) + O(l) (E18)

Finally,
M5 = 4ncov (Uk71(1 — Uk71), Uk/71(1 — Ukl71)) . (Elg)

By iid., (Ug1,Ur1) L (Uka,Ups) and Ugs L Ups. Letting Uy, Up 1, Uk, Uy 3 be
Ui, Ui, Uy, Us in Lemma E.3, we have |M; + My + Mz + My + Ms| < Csne for some C5 > 0
by combining (E.15), (E.16), (E.17), (E.18) and (E.19). Note that C3 does not depend on ¢.
Substitute it into equation (E.14) and combine it with (E.12) and (E.13). For any gy > 0,
let € < g0/(2C3). For sufficiently large n such that C) Pr(Dy () = 0) < gy/2, guaranteed

by Lemma E.2, we have

n—1 n—1
cov (Z Ak,(i)ka Z Ak"»@)k)

S PI"(Dng/(E) = O)Ol + 035 S €0-

=1 i=1

We thus obtain the desired result since g is arbitrary. O]

Finally, we cite the following central limit theorem for a local-dependent sequence. To
save space, please refer to Chatterjee (2008) for the related definitions of an interaction

graphical rule, extension of a graphical rule, and Kantorovich-Wasserstein distance.

Lemma E.5 (Chatterjee (2008), Theorem 2.5, p.1589). Let X' be a measure space and f :
X" — R be a measurable map that admits a symmetric interaction rule G. Let X1, Xs, ...,

be a sequence of i.i.d. X-valued random variables and let X = (Xy,...,X,,). Let W = f(X)
and o® = Var(W). Let X' = (Xj,...,X]) be an independent copy of X. For each j, define

N f(X) =W = [(X1yo o, Xy, X X, Xo)

and let M = max; |A,; f(X)|. Let G' be an arbitrary symmetric extension of G on X" and
put
§ =1+ degree of the vertex 1 in G'(X1,..., Xni4)-

43



We then have

Cn'/?
o2

8\ 1/4 4\1/4 RN 3
S < E (M%) E (5% +ﬁ;E|Ajf(X)|,
where Sy is the Kantorovich- Wasserstein distance between the law of (W —E(W))/+/ Var(W)

and the standard normal law and C' is a universal constant.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Recall we defined Ay, ;), = |Uk7(i+1)k — Uk,(i)k|+2Uk,(i)k (1 — Uk7(i)k) —
2/3 in Lemma E.4. By Lemma E.1, it is sufficient to show that

n—1
iy Al,(i)l
n—1

AN (0, %&) .
S Ak () g
n—1
By Assumptions 1 and 2, Uy ),, ..., Ukn), are iid. Following the proof of Theorem 2 in
Angus (1995), we have EAj ;), = 0 and Var (Z;le Ap iy /(n—1)) = 2/45 + o(1) for all
k. Define two subsets of indices Ey; = {j > i : Wy; = Wi} and S, = {j : Wy; >
Wi and Wy, ; < Wy i for all Wy, > Wy ;}. Define the right-nearest neighbor of ¢ for k as:

min Ey;, if Ex; # 0;
Nk(l) = { min Sk,i? if Ek,i = (Z) and Skﬂ' 7é (Z); (E20)
i, if By = Spi = 0.

This construction guarantees that Ni(i) is well-defined even if there are ties in the data.
Consider the case where there are no ties, which has probability one under Assumption 2.
Then Ey; is empty for all 7. If Wy ; is not the largest element among Wy 1, ..., Wy, then Sy ;
is a singleton and N (i) is simply the index at which W), N, (i) 1s the smallest element that is
greater than Wy ;. If Wy, is the largest, then Sy ; is empty as well and N (7) is defined as i.

Let X; = (U1, Whs,..., Uk, Wk,;) € X and X = (X,,...,X,) € A" Let function
fri(X) = (}U,“ — Uk,Nk(i)‘ +2U,; (1 - U;) — 2/3) /+/n. By construction, f;; only depends
on X; and X, ;). Let function fi(X) = Y7, fri(X). Since Uy;s are bounded, under

continuity in Assumption 2, we have

1

n—1

S iy, = (X) +0,(0) (E21)

Fix arbitrary constants ci,...,cx. Let f(X) = & e fu(X). By the variance of
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S Ay, /v/n — 1 and by Lemma E.4 and equation (E.21), we then have

Var (f(X)) == i +o(1). (E.22)

By the Cramér-Wold theorem, and by E(f(X)) = o(1), it is thus sufficient to show the

following:
° 15 (F(X) — B(f(X))
2 Zszl C%

We now invoke Lemma E.5 to prove equation (E.23) by constructing a symmetric inter-

2 N(0,1) (E.23)

action graphical rule G for f. The construction is similar to those in the proofs of Theorem
3.4 in Chatterjee (2008) and Lemma 3 in Zhang (2023). For each x € X" and each k, define
function dy (i, 7; ) on {1,...,n} x {1,...,n} as

liwg; <wgy < wgit, ifwg; < wg;j;
i) = { U S S g T = g (E.24)
n + 100, otherwise.

Equation (E.24) and the definition of N (i) in equation (E.20) imply that di (i, j; ) = 0 if
J = Ng(7).

Given any x, let G(x) be the graph on {1,...,n} that puts an edge between i and j if
and only if there exists an [ such that di(l,i;x) < 2 and di(l,j;x) < 2 for at least one k.
This graphical rule is symmetric because it is invariant to the relabeling of indices.

Before moving on, let us introduce some notation. Fix i,j € {1,...,n} where i # j.
Given an arbitrary & € X", let ' be formed by replacing x; in & with a different value «/,
@’ be formed by replacing @; with «, and " be formed by replacing x; with ] and x;
with @’

Now we show that G is an interaction rule for f. That is, we show that for every
x,x', &/ & € X" such that {4, j} is not an edge in G(x), G(z'), G(x’) and G(x"), we have

fl®) = f(a') — f(@) + f(z7) = 0.
By the additive structure of f, it suffices to show that for every k and every [ € {1,...,n},

fw(%) — fk,l(mi) — fm(wj) + fk;,l(wij) =0. (E.25)

A useful observation is that if &, &’ € X" and [,m € {1,...,n} are such that &; = x; and
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&, =« , then by the definition of dy,
|di(l,m; ) — dip(l,m;x")| < #{r : @, # x.}. (E.26)

Now we show that equation (E.25) holds for all [ and k.
Case 1. Suppose di(l, j;x) < 1. This immediately implies that [ # ¢ because otherwise
{i,j} is an edge in G(x), a contradiction.
Step 1.1. We first show that
fea(®) = fra(x') (E.27)

holds for all [ falling into this case and all k.
Since {7, j} is not an edge in G (), under di(l, j; ) < 1, it has to be the case that

di(l,i;2) > 2 (E.28)
by definition. Meanwhile, by equation (E.26), we have
di(l,7;2") < #{r:x! £z} +dp(l,j;2) < 2. (E.29)
Since {i,j} is not an edge in G(x?), equation (E.29) implies
dy(l,3; ") > 2. (E.30)

By the definition of N in equation (E.20), if Ni(l) = ¢ under @ or ', then it has to be
case that di(l,i;x) or di(1,4; ") is equal to 0. Equations (E.28) and (E.30) thus imply that
Ny (1) # i under both & and x’. Since all the elements in « and in x’ are equal except for x;
and xj, we have x; = x; by i # [ and @y, ;) = Zn,). Equation (E.27) thus follows because
fri(x) by definition only depends on a; and xn, ().

Step 1.2. Now we show that

fra(®’) = fra(x") (E.31)

holds for all [ falling into this case and all k.

We first show that dy(l,i;x?) > 1. We have

di(l,i;27) > di(l, ;) — #{r 2! # =} > 1,

where the first equality follows (E.26) and the second equality is by (E.28).
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Similarly, we can show that di(l,i; %) > 1 by
di(l,i;27) > dp (1,3, 2") — #{r 2 # x'} > 1,

where the first equality follows (E.26) and the second equality is by (F.30).

By di(l,i;27) > 1 and di(1,4; %) > 1, following the same argument as in Step 1.1, we
conclude that Ni(I) # i under both @/ and 2%. Hence, we have @] = x,’ by i # [ even
if | = 7, and :vgvk(l) = a:%k(l). Equation (E.31) is proved. Together with Step 1.1, equation
(E.25) is proved for all [ such that di(l,j;x) <1 and all k.

Case 2. di(l,j;x") < 1or di(l,5;27) < 1 or di(l,5;x") < 1. Equation (E.25) holds in
these three cases following a similar proof as in Case 1 by symmetry.

Case 3. di(l,j;x) > 1, dp(l,j;2") > 1, di(1,7;27) > 1 and d(l, j;2”) > 1. In this case,
[ # j. Meanwhile, N (1) # j under @, ', £’ and £ because otherwise, at least one of the
four djs is 0. Therefore, we have x; = :v{ by | # j and xy, ) = wg\,k(l), as well as w}’ = w?j
by L # j, and &y = @3 . S0, fri(®) = fru(@’) and fiy(@') = fii(a). Equation (E.25)
thus holds.

Combining all these cases, we have proved that G is an interaction rule for f because «
is arbitrarily chosen.

nt4 . Define a new graph G’

Next, we construct a symmetric extension of G to (R*K)
such that for any & € X", there is an edge linking i and j if and only if there exists an
l€{l,...,n+4} such that di(l,7;x) < 6 and di(l,j;x) < 6 for at least one k =1,..., K.
One can see that G’ is symmetric because it is again invariant to relabeling the indices. To
see that G’ is an extension of G, let {i,7} be an edge in G(x1,...,x,). Then there exists
a k such that for some [, di(l,7;x) < 2 and di(l, j; &) < 2 by definition. Now with 4 more
points, there are at most 4 more wy, ,,,s falling between wy; and wy; as well as between wy;
and wy ;. This says that {7, j} is still an edge in the new graph G'(x1, ..., Z,14), showing
that G’ is an extension of G. Now we consider the degree of vertex 1 in G'(X7,..., Xpi4).
By continuity of Wys, there are no ties with probability 1. So, with probability 1, for any
index i, there are at most 14 j # is such that {i, 7} is an edge in G'(X;, ..., X,14). To see
this, j can only possibly form an edge with 7 if W}, ; is among the 7 left-nearest neighbors or
the 7 right-nearest neighbors of W, ; since only then there exists an [ such that di(l,i; X) <6
and di(l, j; X) < 6. Therefore, the degree of any vertex of G'(X7, ..., X,14) is bounded by
14 almost surely, so ¢ in Lemma E.5 is 15.

Finally, since Uy, is bounded, there exists a constant C' such that M and A, f(X) in
Lemma E.5 are both upper bounded by C'/y/n. Substituting this upper bound, ¢ and the
variance 2(3, ¢3)/45 into oy in Lemma E.5, we have dy — 0 and thus equation (E.23)
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holds. O

E.5 Proof of Theorem 3.2
Lemma E.6. Under Assumptions 1 to /,

cou (\/ﬁg,ﬁﬁh Jn (ék, . ek)) = o(1), Yk, K. (E.32)

Proof. By Lemma E.1 and the asymptotic expansion in Assumption 4, it suffices to show
that

(n—1)
cov | D" (|Ukarie = Ungin] + 20k (1= Unire)) » Wi aony i (Z:) Wi | = 0,k K i
(Dr=1)k
(E.33)
Let W = (Wb e I//‘vfn) Following the proof of Lemma E.3 and Lemma E.4,
—~ 2
E (‘Uk,(i-ﬁ-l)k - Uk,(i)k’ + 2Uk,(i)k (1 - U’ﬁ(i)k) ‘W) == g, a.S. (E34)
Therefore, for all k, k', k", (i), 1,
Ccov |:E <|Uk7(i+1)k — Uk:’(l)k| + 2Uk,(z)k (]. — Uk,(l)k) ’W) ,E <W(k/7k‘//)7i (Zz) /—Wv " W>:| = 0
Then, by the law of total covariance, for ¢ such that w4 (i) # (1) or (n)x,
(n—=1)
cov Z ‘Uk i+1)k — Uk7(z)k‘ -+ 2Uk7(1)k (1 — Uk‘,(z) ) (k" k‘” : (Z ) Wk” .
=Dk
[COU |Uk,(z‘+1)k — Usine] + 20y (1= Ungir,) » @iy (Z) Wi i| W
Je=(Lk

W)

[W k' i+ COU (2 |Uk,i — Ugj| + 2Uy,; (1 — Uk;) ) W(k! k") i (Z:)

k”i Ccov 2|Uk;7,_Ukj|+2Uk7,(1_Uk:z) w(k/,k”),i (Zz)):|

where 7 in the second equality is an arbitrary index different from ¢. It holds because

i Uk = Uk | 3 (i) # (1) or
(n)g. By independence between (71, ..., Zk) and (Wl, ..., Wk) and by i.i.d., the conditional

covariance stays constant for all j # i. The penultimate equality is due to independence

for any realization of W 1 shows up twice in Z
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between Z and W. The last equality follows from E <Wkuﬂ-> = 0 for all ¥ and i. If
(1) = (1) or (n), then the coefficients on |Uy ; — Uy ;| on the right-hand side of the second
and third equality becomes 1 but the final result does not change. O]

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Following the notation in the proof of Theorem 3.1, let X; =
(U1, Wiy .. UgiyWk,;) € X and X = (Xl,...,Xn) € X", where recall that Uy, =
Fy,(Z1s). Let groa(X:) = Sp_y e Z0) Wi s/v/n. Let gi(X) = 2 im1 gra(X). For K
constants ¢ = (¢1,...,¢x)’, let g(X) = Zk:l ¢r9x(X). By definition of Wy, and by As-
sumption 2-ii), we have E(gx;(X;)) = 0 for all £ and i. Therefore, by Assumption 4, Lemma
E.6 and the Cramér-Wold theorem, it is sufficient to show that

f(X) +g(X)
% Zle ca+éxe

2 N(0,1), (E.35)

where f is defined in the proof of Theorem 3.1 and X is defined in Assumption 4.

Again, we invoke Lemma E.5 to prove equation (E.35). We construct the same graphical
rule G as in the proof of Theorem 3.1. We already show that G is symmetric and is an
interaction rule for f. Now we show that G is also an interaction rule for g. That is, for all
x,x', 2’ £ € X and {i, j} is not an edge in the graphs G(x), G(z"), G(x?), G(x"), we have

9(x) — g(@') — g(@) + g(x") = 0. (E.36)

By construction, since g ; only depends on X;, we have
g(x) — g(a') — g(&’) + g(z")
K
=1

Cr (gk (i) + grj(T5) — gri(®]) — grj(x5) — gri(@:i) — grj(2]) + gri(2]) + gk,j($})>
=0.

Therefore, G is an interaction rule for f 4+ g. The same extension G’ as in the proof of

Theorem 3.1 can be constructed as well, so § = 15.
Finally, recall that |A;f(X)| is upper bounded by C/\/n for some C' > 0. Now for
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K K K K
B — 1
S—nzz |C| ‘w(k,k’),j(zj)Wkaa‘ + TZZ |G )W(k 0 (Z)W,
k'=1 =1

Therefore,

7

3

iEOAJ’g( )’ ) > 3/22 [2Z|Ck‘ {E‘ W(k,k'),i Wk/-

j=1 kK

8K6 ~ 13
maxy | max E (wr,:(Z; )Wk, ,

- Vn k!

8K6 maxy. |6k:|3 8 3/8
S s [ i) |

where the first inequality is by Minkowski’s inequality, the second is by i.i.d., and the last is

by Lyapunov’s inequality.
For (max; |A;g(X)|)®, note that it is equal to max; |A;g(X)[®. Then,

B (max 8,00

8
< Il’laXE (Z |Ck‘ ‘ W(k,k"), Wk/ . >
kK kE

Z ’Ck’ ‘w(k k'), Wk’

< 256 K16 maxy, |cx|®

8
5 %%%E(%k’ (Z)Wis)

where the last inequality is again by Minkowski’s equality and i.i.d.  Therefore,
V1 [E (max; |Ajg(X)|8)}l/4 = O(1/n'/*). Substituting these bounds into y in Lemma
E.5, equation (E.35) is proved since dy — 0. ]

E.6 Proofs of Corollaries 3.1 and 3.2

To save space, we only prove Corollary 3.2 since the proof of Corollary 3.1 follows a similar

argument.

Proof of Corollary 3.2. By equations (3.10) and (3.11), the event 8 € C'S(1—«) is equivalent
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to the following:

Pr (0 € CS(1 - a))

=Pr (ék —
A Ck;a A Ck;

=Pr (Qk — S ek S ek + % and \/ﬁgn (Wk, Zk) S V 042(1_a)2k,Vl€)

=Pr (ék —

=V1—a-vV1—-a+o(l)
=1 —a+o(l),

s Crg 0
<O < 0 + % and /né, (Pk - 7’; Zk> < V04z, 1,v1<;>

SIF Sl S

N Clk-a,
S Hk S Qk + %,V/{?) - Pr (\/ﬁgn (Wk, Zk) S \/0.42(1704)%,\7]{3) + 0(1)

where the first equality is by equations (3.10) and (3.11), the second equality is by the first
order condition (2.3), the third and fourth equality are by Theorem 3.2 and the validity of

the estimation-based confidence band for 8. O]
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