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Abstract

How many experimental studies would have come to different conclusions had they been
run on larger samples? I show how to estimate the expected number of statistically signif-
icant results that a set of experiments would have reported had their sample sizes all been
counterfactually increased by a chosen factor. The estimator is consistent and asymptot-
ically normal. Unlike existing methods, my approach requires no assumptions about the
distribution of true effects of the interventions being studied other than continuity. This
method includes an adjustment for publication bias in the reported t-scores. An applica-
tion to randomized controlled trials (RCTs) published in top economics journals finds that
doubling every experiment’s sample size would only increase the power of two-sided t-tests
by 7.2 percentage points on average. This effect is small and is comparable to the effect
for systematic replication projects in laboratory psychology where previous studies enabled
accurate power calculations ex ante. These effects are both smaller than for non-RCTs. This
comparison suggests that RCTs are on average relatively insensitive to sample size increases.
The policy implication is that grant givers should generally fund more experiments rather
than fewer, larger ones.
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1 Introduction

A key tradeoff in experimental design is balancing the risk of drawing an erroneous conclusion

with project cost. Nearly all experiments published in top economics journals use t-tests to

interpret their results. Sampling variance means that the t-test can fail to reject the null

hypothesis of zero treatment effect even when there is in fact an effect of meaningful magnitude.

Every experiment therefore runs the risk of a false negative. Increasing the sample size raises

statistical power and reduces the probability of a false negative but also requires additional

funding. A central question faced by funders and researchers is whether to concentrate resources

into a small number of experiments or to spread them across many.

This paper provides meta-analysts and research funding organizations with a statistical

procedure to estimate how much larger the expected fraction of statistically significant t-scores

would have been had every experiment in some collection been counterfactually run with c2

times the sample size where c > 1. This power gain is a number between zero and one that I

call ∆c. If this quantity is large within a given scientific literature or funding initiative, then

the rejection decisions of t-tests reported by that population of experiments are sensitive on

average to sample size choices. In this case, the returns to concentrating resources into fewer

and larger experiments could be relatively high.

To estimate ∆c with the proposed method, the meta-analyst needs a dataset of n t-scores

reported by a collection of experiments. The statistical procedure works by first finding the

distribution of true intervention treatment effects that best fits a smoothed version of the

empirical distribution of t-scores. The fitted distribution of true effects is then integrated to

calculate a point estimate of ∆c. I show that this procedure is consistent, asymptotically normal,

and converges in a power of n.

The main contribution of this paper is that it removes the reliance on functional form as-

sumptions made by related meta-analyses that study power. The methods of Ioannidies et al.

(2017), Brunner and Schimmack (2020), and others are only consistent when the population

distribution of true intervention treatment effects has a specific shape. Functional form restric-

tions of this kind need not hold in practice. In contrast, the only assumption made by this

paper on the distribution of true treatment effects is that it has a probability density function

with bounded height.

A second contribution of this paper is to make its method robust to simple forms of publica-

tion bias. Recent empirical evidence shows that statistically insignificant t-scores are less likely

to be published in academic journals (Franco et al., 2014; Andrews and Kasy, 2019). Selective

reporting can distort the distribution of reported t-scores and potentially confound estimation.

This paper addresses selective reporting by parameterizing a simple model of publication bias,

estimating the model, and then reweighting the observed t-scores to remove publication bias.

Accommodating this first stage requires that I use a particular smoothing method which results

in a different estimator than those used to solve mathematically related deconvolution problems

like Carrasco and Florens (2011).

An empirical estimate of ∆c is useful to meta-analysts and funders because they may other-

wise lack a way to evaluate how efficiently sample sizes are being chosen in practice. Sample size

decisions are typically made under high uncertainty. If funders and researchers knew ex ante
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how quickly the statistical power of a proposed experiment responded to its sample size, they

could optimally balance power and cost. But power also depends on how effective the treatment

under study actually is, a quantity which is ex ante unknown. Grant-giving organizations try to

address this challenge by requiring experimenters to collect samples large enough to guarantee

at least 80% power to detect a true effect larger than some chosen threshold (Doyle and Feeney,

2021). The aim of these power calculations is to direct resources to projects that will only fail

to detect an effect when that effect is in fact small.

Power calculations may fall short of this goal in practice because they involve a great deal

of guesswork. Statistical power depends on many unknown parameters besides the true effec-

tiveness of the intervention, e.g. the degree of heteroskedasticity of the outcome variable or how

heterogeneous treatment effects are across individuals. If the power calculations are inaccurate,

then the choice of sample size made on their basis may trade off power and cost sub-optimally.

Even ex post it is difficult to determine what the consequences of a larger sample size would

have been for a single experiment. This problem arises because it is not in general possible to

infer how powerful an individual experiment was. Plugging the estimated treatment effect into

the power function is known to be highly misleading (Hoenig and Heisey, 2001). Experimenters

and funders therefore lack a rigorous way to assess how efficiently sample sizes are being chosen

in practice. The method proposed in this paper aims to address this need.

This paper applies its method to an empirical question of broad interest: how sensitive

are randomized controlled trials (RCTs) published in top economics journals to counterfactual

sample size increases? I use the data from Brodeur et al. (2020) which contains t-tests of main

hypotheses reported by articles published in 25 top economics journals during 2015-2018. I

estimate that counterfactually doubling the sample sizes of every RCT in that set would only

increase the expected number of t-scores clearing the critical value of 1.96 by 7.2 percentage

points with a standard error of 2.5.

This power gain is small in comparison to several benchmarks. First, I estimate that dou-

bling the sample size of all non-RCTs in the same dataset would increase average power by

17.3 percentage points which is significantly larger. As a second benchmark, consider a hypo-

thetical literature where every experiment is adequately powered to detect the true effect. By

conventional standards, a literature where every experiment were powered at exactly 80% power

would meet this criterion (Doyle and Feeney, 2021). For such a hypothetical literature, we can

calculate that doubling every sample size would increase power by 17.8 percentage points, which

is much larger than the empirical estimate.

I construct a third benchmark using data from the Many Labs systematic replication project

(Klein et al., 2014). In this project, 36 laboratories each independently attempted to replicate

11 published effects from laboratory psychology. We would expect these replication experiments

to be very well powered because they were designed using previous experimental data and the

consequences of failure to detect an already published effect could be great. Yet I cannot

reject the null hypothesis that ∆c is the same for both RCTs in economics and the Many

Labs replications. This means that RCTs are on average about as sensitive to sample size as

replication experiments that were designed using a great deal of prior knowledge. The non-

rejection is not simply from high uncertainty because we can indeed reject the null that ∆c is
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the same for non-RCTs in economics vs replications from Many Labs. I also leverage the fact

that the Many Labs experiments are replications to estimate power gain conditional on sample

true effects. The conditional Many Labs power gain is precisely estimated at 7.8 percentage

points with a standard error of 0.6 percentage points and is also statistically indistinguishable

from the ∆c for economics RCTs.

I conclude from this analysis that randomized trials in economics are on average relatively

insensitive to counterfactual sample size increases. The policy implication is that funders and

researchers in economics should broadly consider running more randomized trials, not fewer,

larger ones.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the contributions of this paper to

existing applied and theoretical literatures. Section 3 sets up the estimation problem without

publication bias. Section 4 shows identification, proposes an estimator, and derives its rate of

consistency. Section 5 introduces publication bias. Section 6 shows asymptotic normality and

discusses inference. Section 7 uses simulations to recommend tuning parameters. Section 8

presents two empirical applications and Section 9 concludes.

2 Related Literature

This paper contributes to two literatures. The first is an applied literature that empirically

studies statistical power under strict assumptions. Ioannidies et al. (2017) estimates median

power in empirical economics under the assumption that papers can be sorted into groups

within which every study is estimating the same true effect. A similar assumption is used by

DellaVigna and Linos (2022), Arel-Bundock et al. (2022), and Ferraro and Shukla (2023). Other

methods instead assume that the distribution of true effects has a specific shape (Brunner and

Schimmack, 2020; Sotola, 2023; Lang, 2023). Assumptions like these need not hold in practice

and are difficult to check. This paper contributes to this literature by assuming only that the

population distribution of true effects has a probability density function with bounded height.

The second related literature is technical. The estimation problem studied in this paper

belongs to a class of problems called deconvolutions which aim to “de-blur” a smooth probability

density. The theoretical econometrics literature has proposed a number of solution methods

for deconvolutions (Fan, 1991; Carrasco et al., 2007; Carrasco and Florens, 2011; Racine et

al., 2014). But in the presence of publication bias none of these methods will be consistent.

There is growing evidence that statistically insignificant t-scores are less likely to be reported

in economics publications (Andrews and Kasy, 2019; Elliott et al., 2022; Brodeur et al., 2020,

2016). Such omissions can create a discontinuity in the probability density of t-scores at the

significance threshold (Gerber and Malhotra, 2008; Kudrin, 2023).

Addressing this problem is not as simple as concatenating some existing deconvolution

method with publication bias removal. This paper proposes a new deconvolution step in order

to manage the interactions between the two stages. The method begins with the same singular

value decomposition as Carrasco and Florens (2011) but uses a different kind of regularization

called spectral cutoff that prevents uncertainty about the extent of selective reporting from

magnifying the regularization bias. This choice of smoothing method results in a new estimator
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that converges at a different rate.1

3 Setup

First define a key piece of notation. Let φ(z) denote the probability density function of the

standard normal distribution. Adding a subscript φσ2(z) denotes the density of the normal

distribution with variance σ2. The absence of the subscript means that the variance is unity.

3.1 Estimand

Consider a population of experiments. Each experiment studies a unique intervention with

its own treatment effect b ∈ R. The treatment effect b is unobserved, but the experimenter

estimates it with an estimator b̂ that is unbiased and normally distributed. This means that:

b̂ | b ∼ N
(
b, σ2

)
. The experimenter knows the standard error σ and summarizes the evidence

against the null hypothesis of zero treatment effect by reporting the t-score: T = b̂
σ . Defining

h ≡ b
σ , makes it possible to express the conditional distribution of T in terms of h only. I call h

the “true effect.” The ratio T is conditionally normally distributed centered on h with variance

1, i.e. T | h ∼ N(h, 1). Its conditional probability density function fT (t | h) is the following:

(1) fT (t | h) = φ(t− h)

T is interpreted as the test statistic of a two-sided t-test of the null hypothesis that h = 0.

The power of a size-α test run by an individual experiment is the conditional probability that

|T | exceeds the critical value cv(α). I suppress the dependence of the critical value on α for ease

of notation. I call this conditional probability the conditional power. Conditional power can be

written in terms of an integral over the normal density.

(2) Pr (|T | > cv | h)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Conditional Power

= 1−
∫ cv

−cv
φ(t− h)dt

Conditional power is always unknown. Since h is unobserved, the meta-analyst never gets

to condition on it. In practice this means that it is not possible to recover the power of any

individual experiment using only the t-score that it reported (Hoenig and Heisey, 2001). To

see why, notice that Jensen’s Inequality guarantees that even though E[T | h] = h, nevertheless

E [φ(t− T ) | h] ̸= φ(t − h). Invoking consistency and the continuous mapping theorem does

not help since the limit of conditional power as the experimental sample size goes to infinity is

either α or 1.

The meta-analyst does not need to know the true power of any individual experiment. In-

stead the meta-analyst wishes to know the expected statistical power of an experiment randomly

drawn from a population of experiments. I call this expectation the “unconditional power.” Un-

conditional power depends on the distribution of h. Assumption 1, states that the population

1Spectral cutoff regularization is used by Florens et al. (2017) in related but distinct setting. They estimate
an inner product, assume more smoothness than we do, and equip their domain and codomain with the same
inner product to construct eigenfunctions.
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distribution of h is continuous with probability density function π0. This density must have

finite height. Assumption 1 is not as restrictive as it seems because the distribution of t-scores

under a discrete π0 can be arbitrarily well approximated by the distribution of t-scores under a

continuous π0.

Assumption 1. The distribution of h is continuous with bounded probability density function

π0(h).

Unconditional power is defined as the expectation of conditional power over the distribution

of h. By Fubini’s Theorem, the order of integration can be exchanged and unconditional power

can be expressed in the following way.

(3) Pr (|T | > cv)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Unconditional Power

= 1−
∫ cv

−cv

∫ ∞

−∞
φ(t− h)π0(h)dh dt

Experimenters have some control over the power of their experiments even though they do

not know h because they can choose the sample size of the experiment. Increasing the sample

size of an experiment will increase its power whenever h ̸= 0. The meta-analyst wishes to learn

how much larger unconditional power would have been had the sample sizes of every experiment

been counterfactually increased while holding the distribution of true effects constant.

Define the random variable Tc as a t-score randomly drawn from a counterfactual population

where every experiment has been run at c2 times the actual sample size while holding π0

constant. Since it is counterfactual, no draw of Tc is ever actually observed. Multiplying the

sample size by c2 shrinks the standard error and grows h by a factor of c. Conditional on the

true effect, Tc is normally distributed but with a larger mean, i.e. Tc | h ∼ N(ch, 1). The

unconditional counterfactual power is defined as the probability that Tc exceeds the critical

value. This can be expressed as the following double integral.

(4) Pr (|Tc| > cv)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Unconditional Counterfactual Power

= 1−
∫ cv

−cv

∫ ∞

−∞
φ(t− ch)π0(h)dh dt

The aim of this paper is to determine whether the unconditional power of a given population

of experiments is sensitive to sample size increases. This represents an “opportunity missed”

because there are in expectation many false negatives that could have been avoided had the

experiments been somewhat larger. The next step is to quantify this idea. Define the estimand

∆c as the power gain resulting from increasing every sample size in the population of experiments

by a factor of c2.

(5) ∆c ≡ Pr (|Tc| > cv)− Pr (|T | > cv)

∆c will be the estimand throughout this paper. Example 1 illustrates why I interpret a small

value of ∆c as an indicator of an underpowered literature. The subsequent remarks build further

intuition for the estimand.

Example 1. The difference between status quo and counterfactual power depends on the

distribution of true effects π0. When a true effect is extremely small or large, power conditional
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on that effect is unresponsive to sample size. So literatures that contain many extreme true

effects will be less responsive than those with few extreme true effects. The following example

illustrates. Consider two different literatures each with their own distribution of true effects.

For both literatures, the standard error and sample size are the same with σ = 1 and
√
n =

100. So for both literatures h = 10b. In literature 1, the intervention impact is distributed

b ∼ N(0.17, 0.1). In literature 2, the intervention impact b is a 50-50 mixture of two normals,

one centered on 0.02 and the other centered on 2, both with standard deviation 0.1. Figure

1 shows how unconditional power (y-axis) responds to counterfactual sample size increases (x-

axis). Increasing n leads to rapid gains for literature 1 but not literature 2 because literature 2

is composed almost entirely of extremely large or small true effects. The task of this paper is

to use a sample of t-scores to determine whether they were drawn from a population more like

literature 1 or literature 2.

Remark 1. The estimand ∆c considers a counterfactual where the sample sizes increase but

the distribution of true effects π0 remains constant. This framework is flexible but does have

limitations. For example, if increasing the sample size of a field experiment would entail in-

creasing spillover effects then π0 is different under that counterfactual and ∆c would not be the

estimand of interest.

3.2 Convolution Operators

It is possible to think of the random variable T as the sum of h plus an independent “noise”

random variable that has the normal distribution, i.e. T = h+Z. The sum of two independent

random variables is called a convolution and an operator that maps the distribution of h into

the distribution of h plus an noise is called a convolution operator. It will be useful to express

the distributions of T and Tc in terms of convolution operators. The first step is to write down

the densities of T and Tc as integrals over the distribution of true effects.

fT (t) =

∫ ∞

−∞
φ(t− h)π0(h)dh

fTc(t) =

∫ ∞

−∞
φ(t− ch)π0(h)dh

Both densities are the outcomes of closely related mappings of π0. This type of mapping

can be generalized. Consider the operator Kσ2 below that maps the density of h to the density

of h + σZ where Z is a standard normal random variable independent of h where σ > 0. The

domain of this operator will be defined later on. For now it is enough to point out that Kσ2

maps any probability density into another probability density.

(Kσ2π)[t] ≡
∫ ∞

−∞
φσ2(t− h)π(h)dh

A key fact about normal convolutions is that they can be decomposed. Lemma 1 says that

adding normal noise of variance 1 is equivalent to adding normal noise of variance c−2 and then

adding further independent normal noise of variance 1− c−2.
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Lemma 1. For any function π in the domain of Kc−2, and c > 0:

K1π = K1−c−2Kc−2π

Proof: Appendix D.1.

This decomposition will be very useful. It is immediate to see that fT = K1−c−2Kc−2π0.

Lemma 2 expresses the estimand ∆c in terms of Kc−2π0 as well. The motivation for this

decomposition is that Kc−2π0 turns out to be much easier to estimate than π0 itself because it

has already been smoothed out. The next subsection sets up the theory to show why this is the

case.

Lemma 2. If Assumption 1 holds, then:

∆c =

∫ cv

−cv
(K1−c−2Kc−2π0)[t]dt−

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
(Kc−2π0)[t]dt

Proof: Appendix D.2.

3.3 Singular Value Decomposition

The meta-analyst observes draws from fT and wishes to estimate ∆c. To do this it is sufficient

to estimate π0. The problem of recovering π0 from fT is severely ill-posed because very large

changes in π0 can result in very small changes in fT . The intuition is that applying a convolution

operator K produces smoothed-out version of the argument. Since π0 is not necessarily smooth,

many of its “high-frequency” features are destroyed by convolution and are therefore difficult to

recover from fT . However, the problem of recoveringKc−2π0 from fT is much better-posed. This

target density doesn’t have many high frequency features because Kc−2 has already destroyed

them.

This intuition can be formalized using the singular value decomposition. Intuitively, the

singular value decomposition expresses Kc−2π0 as an infinite weighted sum of components of

π0 where the weights are guaranteed to decay geometrically fast. This decomposition reveals

which features of π0 are preserved by Kc−2 and which cannot be recovered. The singular value

decompositions presented in this section are modified versions of the decompositions in Carrasco

and Florens (2011) and Wand and Jones (1995).

The first task is to precisely define the domain and range of the two convolution operators

Kc−2 and K1−c−2 . The meta-analyst must start by choosing the scalar σ2Y > 0. This could be

considered a tuning parameter but in this paper I always choose σ2Y = 1 and never deviate from

this choice. Define the following three Hilbert spaces of functions: LY ,LX ,LW .

LY ≡
{
ϕ(x) such that

∫ ∞

−∞
ϕ(x)2φσ2

Y
(x)dx <∞

}
LX ≡

{
ϕ(x) such that

∫ ∞

−∞
ϕ(x)2φσ2

Y +1−c−2(x)dx <∞
}

LW ≡
{
ϕ(x) such that

∫ ∞

−∞
ϕ(x)2φσ2

Y +1(x)dx <∞
}
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These spaces are all very large. Each contains every function in L2(R) and every probability

density function of a real-valued random variable. Moreover, LY ⊂ LX ⊂ LW . Equip each

space with the following integral inner products respectively:

⟨ϕ1, ϕ2⟩Y ≡
∫ ∞

−∞
ϕ1(x)ϕ2(x)φσ2

Y
(x)dx

⟨ϕ1, ϕ2⟩X ≡
∫ ∞

−∞
ϕ1(x)ϕ2(x)φσ2

Y +1−c−2(x)dx

⟨ϕ1, ϕ2⟩W ≡
∫ ∞

−∞
ϕ1(x)ϕ2(x)φσ2

Y +1(x)dx

These inner products induce norms. So ||ϕ||2Y ≡ ⟨ϕ, ϕ⟩Y . Now the convolution operators

can be fully defined by specifying their domains and the spaces that they map into.

Kc−2 : LW → LX
K1−c−2 : LX → LY

Both Kc−2 ,K1−c−2 are compact linear operators. This means that they have singular value

decompositions. In this case the singular value decomposition will express the outcome of a

convolution as a weighted sum of known orthonormal polynomials where the weights are known

to decay at an geometric rate. These decompositions are expressed below.

Kc−2π =
∞∑
j=0

ηj︸︷︷︸
scalar

⟨χj , π⟩W ϕj︸︷︷︸
polynomial

K1−c−2g =

∞∑
j=0

λj︸︷︷︸
scalar

⟨ϕj , g⟩X ψj︸︷︷︸
polynomial

The singular values ηj , λj are the sequences of scalars defined below. These decay geomet-

rically fast to zero. The fast rate of decay implies that the problem of recovering π0 from K1π0

is ill-posed because components of π0 with large j play a very small role in K1π0.

ηj =

(
1 + σ2Y − c−2

1 + σ2Y

)j/2
λj =

(
σ2Y

σ2Y + 1− c−2

)j/2
The singular functions χj , ψj , ϕi are the generalized probabilist’s Hermite Polynomials. Since

the expressions for the polynomials are very long, they are relegated to Appendix C.1. There are

four important properties of the Hermite polynomials that the reader should take note of. First,

the polynomials are normalized so that, for example ⟨χj , χj⟩W = 1. Second, each set forms a

complete basis for its corresponding Hilbert space, all of which are weighted L2 spaces (Johnston,

2014). This means that for any two probability densities π1, π2, if ⟨π1 − π2, χj⟩X = 0 for all j,

then π1 = π2 almost everywhere. Third, the polynomials are orthogonal, so ⟨χj , χk⟩W = 0 when

j ̸= k. Fourth, while these polynomials are themselves unbounded, they are uniformly bounded
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over all t, j when multiplied by the kernels from their respective inner products (Indritz, 1961).

Formally this means that: supt,j

∣∣∣φσ2
Y +1(t)χj(t)

∣∣∣ <∞.

Equation 6 below expresses the density of T as a linear combination of the Hermite polyno-

mial. Notice that the singular values λj and ηj are forcing higher order polynomials to play a

small role. The implication for the meta-analyst is that high-frequency information about π0 is

not easy to recover from fT .

(6) fT =
∞∑
j=0

λjηj︸︷︷︸
scalars

⟨χj , π0⟩W ψj︸︷︷︸
polynomials

Lemma 3 expresses the target estimand ∆c in terms of the singular values and Hermite

polynomials. This gives insight into the ill-posedness. The sequence of coefficients ⟨χj , π0⟩W is

sufficient for both the distribution of the data and for the estimand ∆c. Equation 6 shows that

the larger j is, the more difficult it is to recover ⟨χj , π0⟩W from fT since it is damped away by

the geometrically decaying ηjλj . But on the other hand, Lemma 3 shows that the larger j is,

the smaller the weight that ⟨χj , π0⟩W is given in the estimand because ηj is decaying as well.

This illustrates why ∆c is fundamentally easier to recover from fT than π0.

Lemma 3.

∆c =
∞∑
j=0

ηj⟨χj , π0⟩W

(
λj

∫ cv

−cv
ϕj(t)dt−

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(t)dt

)
Proof: Appendix D.3.

4 Identification and Estimation without Publication Bias

This section shows that π0 is identified and proposes a consistent estimator of ∆c under the

assumption that there is no publication bias. Econometric deconvolution problems are well

studied (Fan, 1991; Carrasco et al., 2007; Carrasco and Florens, 2011; Racine et al., 2014). My

estimator has an unusual motivation in that its real goal is to recover ∆c and it must be set

up in order to be compatible with an adjustment for publication bias later on. This motivates

my choice of the spectral cutoff regularization method. Spectral cutoff has two advantages in

this context. First, it eliminates dependence of the smoothing parameter on c. Second, when

publication bias is introduced in the next section, spectral cutoff will allow me to concentrate the

objective function and estimate publication bias and π0 one at a time. But to avoid introducing

too many ideas at once, I first show how my deconvolution method works when every t-score is

reported.

4.1 Identification

I prove that π0 is identified in the standard way by showing that it is the unique minimizer of

a population objective function (Newey and McFadden, 1994). I specify the objective function

Q0(π) to be the integral of the squared difference between the true density fT and the density

of T implied by the argument distribution π. The difference is weighted by the normal density.

Intuitively, minimizing this objective function is the continuous analogue of a weighted least
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squares regression.

(7) Q0(π) ≡
∫ ∞

−∞

(
fT (t)−

(∫ ∞

−∞
φ(t− h)π(h)dh

))2

φσ2
Y
(t)dt

By inspection the objective is non-negative and Q0(π0) = 0. So π0 is a minimizer. There

are several ways to show that this minimum is unique. The following paragraphs provide an

argument using the singular value decomposition.2 This argument is analogous to checking

whether a regression matrix in a least squares problem is full rank, which can also be done

using the matrix singular value decomposition.

Since the integrand is weighted by the normal density, the objective function is actually the

inner product of the difference in densities with itself. This is the norm induced by the inner

product ⟨·, ·⟩Y . The expression below makes the analogy to regression even more plain.

Q0(π) = ||fT −K1π||2Y

This new expression says that π0 is the unique minimizer of Q0 if and only if convolution

cannot map two different densities into the same density. The singular value decomposition

reveals why this is the case. Just like in Euclidean space, norms induced by inner products can

be expressed as squared sums over orthonormal basis vectors. The singular functions ψj form

a complete orthonormal basis for LY . The population objective function can now be written as

the sum of squared differences in basis coefficients.

(8) Q0(π) =

∞∑
j=0

(⟨fT , ψj⟩Y − λjηj⟨π, χj⟩W )2

The final step is to substitute fT = K1π0 and then substitute in the singular value decom-

position in for K1, keeping in mind that the ψj are orthonormal. The population objective

function can now be expressed as the following series.

(9) Q0(π) =
∞∑
j=0

η2jλ
2
j ⟨χj , π0 − π⟩2W

The singular values ηj , λj are all strictly positive even though they decay. Since all of the

summands are squared real numbers, Q0(π) = 0 if and only if ⟨χj , π0 − π⟩W = 0 for all j. But,

since the generalized Hermite polynomials χj form a complete basis, any function in LW that is

orthogonal to all of the χj must be equal zero almost everywhere (Johnston, 2014). This means

that any π that satisfies Q0(π) = 0 must equal π0 almost everywhere. If two probability density

functions agree almost everywhere, then they are the same density. This gives identification of

π0, which is stated formally in Proposition 1. Its proof formalizes the argument sketched in the

preceding paragraphs.

Proposition 1. If Assumption 1 holds, then Q0(π) is uniquely minimized over LY by π0.

Proof: Appendix D.4.

2An alternative argument using characteristic functions instead of the singular value decomposition is provided
in the subsequent Remark 2 for interested readers.
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Remark 2 provides an alternative proof of identification that does not use the singular

value decomposition. While the argument in the remark is more traditional and accessible, its

technique does not get us much farther than identification.

Remark 2. Identification can also be shown with characteristic functions instead of the singular

value decomposition. Briefly, Q0(π) will be zero if and only if the following unweighted integral

is zero. ∫ ∞

−∞

(
fT (t)−

(∫ ∞

−∞
φ(t− h)π(h)dh

))2

dt = 0 ⇐⇒ Q0(π) = 0

By the Plancherel Theorem, the integrand can be replaced with its Fourier transform, i.e. the

difference in characteristic functions of the two distributions. By the Convolution Theorem,

the characteristic function of a convolution of two densities is the pointwise product of the

characteristic functions. This yields the following integral in terms of the characteristic functions

ζπ0 , ζπ ∫ ∞

−∞
e−ω

2
(ζπ0(ω)− ζπ(ω))

2 dω = 0 ⇐⇒ Q0(π) = 0

In order for the integral on the left-hand side to be zero, the characteristic functions must be

equal almost everywhere, which means that π0, π are the same distribution.

4.2 Estimation

The meta analyst observes a sample of n t-scores ti,k indexed by i ∈ {1, · · ·n} reported by m

studies indexed by k ∈ {1, · · ·m}. Let the number of t-scores per study be uniformly bounded

by C > 0 . t-scores are independent across studies, but not necessarily independent within a

study. The k subscript will sometimes be suppressed. For now there is no selective reporting.

The meta-analyst wishes to construct an estimate π̂n by computing and minimizing a sample

analogue Q̂n(π) of the population objective Q0(π) as in Newey and McFadden (1994). They

then wish to use π̂n to compute ∆c.

Even though π0 is identified, estimating it is a severely ill-posed inverse problem because

the singular values λjηj decay to zero exponentially fast. This means that information about

the high-frequency components of π0 is severely attenuated in the distribution of T . The rate

at which is is possible to estimate π0 depends on how we measure the difference between the

estimated density and the true density. If we take this difference to be the L∞ norm, then the

minimax rate is known to be logorithmic in n (Fan, 1991). This is extremely slow.

Fortunately the L∞ norm is too high a standard for the meta-analyst’s purposes because

they only need to estimate the features of π0 that matter for counterfactual power. I now

propose a new metric that weights up the features of π0 that matter for the estimand and

weights down features that do not matter. Let ρc(·, ·) : LW × LW → R be defined as the

following:

(10) ρc(π1, π2) ≡
∞∑
j=0

ηj |⟨χj , π1⟩W − ⟨χj , π2⟩W |

This is connected to ∆c. Lemma 4 below says that if some sequence πn is converging to π0 at

a certain rate in ρc(·, ·), then the meta-analyst can compute an estimate of ∆c that converges
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at the same rate by plugging πn into Lemma 3.

Lemma 4. For any random sequence πn ⊆ LW , if ρc(π0, πn) = Op (rn), then

∆c −
∞∑
j=0

ηj⟨χj , πn⟩W

(
λj

∫ cv

−cv
ϕj(t)dt−

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(t)dt

)
= Op (rn)

Proof: Appendix D.5.

The next step is to propose an estimator π̂n for π0. My estimator will be the minimizer of

a sample analogue to the population objective function. There are many ways to construct the

sample version of Q0. The following method draws a direct connection to the singular value

decomposition, and is easy to regularize and compute. Starting from Equation 8, notice that the

inner products ⟨fT , ψj⟩Y are integrals over the probability density fT . Integrals over probability

densities are expectations. So the population objective can be expressed in terms of population

moments:

(11) Q0(π) =

∞∑
j=0

(
E
[
ψj(T )φσ2

Y
(T )
]
− λjηj⟨π, χj⟩W

)2
This immediately suggests a sample analogue to the population objective where sample

averages are plugged in place of the expectations. But some care is needed. Instead of summing

over all j I will regularize the sample objective by summing only up to the integer Jn which

grows with n. This smoothing method is called “spectral cutoff.” The sample objective Q̂n(π)

can now be expressed as:

Q̂n(π) =

Jn∑
j=0

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)− λjηj⟨π, χj⟩W

)2

(12)

The fact that the χj form an orthonormal basis for LW guarantees that Q̂n can be minimized

at zero. Strictly speaking, spectral cutoff guarantees that there are infinitely many sample

minimizers, but this does not matter. I define my estimator π̂n as the minimizer of smallest

norm. This is easily computed because it is a linear combination of known Hermite polynomials

where the weights are sample averages.

(13) π̂n(h) =

Jn∑
j=0

1
n

∑n
i=1 ψj(ti)φσ2

Y
(ti)

ηjλj
χj(h)

The estimation error of π̂n in the metric ρc(·, ·) is straightforward to compute. It is composed

of two sums. The first sum is random sampling error which comes from the difference between

the sample means and their expectations. The second sum is the deterministic “regularization

bias” that is the price paid for cutting the sum off at Jn.

(14) ρc(π0, π̂n) =

Jn∑
j=0

1

λj

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)− E

[
ψj(T )φσ2

Y
(T )
]∣∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸

Sampling Error

+

∞∑
j=Jn+1

ηj |⟨π0, χj⟩W |︸ ︷︷ ︸
Reg. Bias
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To see why cutting the sum off at Jn is necessary, consider the variance of the terms inside the

first sum. Since λj is decaying to zero, if Jn grows too quickly (or is infinite) then the variance

of π̂n can explode. The expectation of the square of the sampling error can be bounded by

studying the rate of decay of the λj and by uniformly bounding the functions ψj(t)φσ2
Y
(t) over

all j, t (Indritz, 1961). This argument yields a bound on the sampling error.

Jn∑
j=0

1

λj

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)− E

[
ψj(T )φσ2

Y
(T )
]∣∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸

Sampling Error

= Op

(
n−

1
2λ−1

Jn

)

The cost of cutting the sum off at Jn is a (vanishing) regularization bias term. This bias term

can be bounded using the fact that since π0 is a probability density function with finite height,

all of its inner products can be uniformly bounded. This means that the sum of regularization

bias terms is bounded by a geometric series which is the same order of its first summand.

∞∑
j=Jn+1

ηj |⟨π0, χj⟩W |︸ ︷︷ ︸
Reg. Bias

= O (ηJn)

The meta-analyst wishes to tighten the regularization parameter at a rate that maximizes

the speed at which ρc(π0, π̂n) converges in probability to zero. This means balancing bias and

variance. Surprisingly, the rate-optimal choice of smoothing parameter does not depend on

c. This is a consequence of the spectral cutoff regularization method. Theorem 1 gives the

optimized rate. At this optimized rate the regularization bias is possibly of the same order as

the sampling error.

Theorem 1. Let Assumption 1 hold and assume there is no publication bias. Then, for any

constant σ2Y > 0 and any sequence Jn ⊆ N chosen by the meta-analyst,

ρc(π0, π̂n) = Op

(
n−

1
2λ−1

Jn
+ ηJn

)
If the meta-analyst chooses Jn, σ

2
Y such that n1/2

(
σ2
Y

σ2
Y +1

)Jn/2
converges to a positive number,

then:

ρc(π0, π̂n) = Op

(
n−

q
2

)
, where q ≡ log

(
1 + σ2Y

1 + σ2Y − c−2

)
/ log

(
1 + σ2Y
σ2Y

)
Proof: Appendix D.6.

The rate of convergence may seem complicated but it contains several insights. If the meta-

analyst wishes to estimate ∆c without any sample size change, then they set c = 1. Then q = 1

and the estimator achieves the parameteric rate n−1/2 in ρc. As the meta-analyst increases c,

the rate of convergence slows down. This illustrates that counterfactual power resulting from

a larger sample size increase is harder to estimate. The intuition is the following. The larger

c is, the greater the difference between h = 0 and h close to zero. Therefore for large c, the

14



high-frequency components of π0 matter more. Since the high-frequency components are harder

to estimate, the rate of convergence slows down.

The meta-analyst now wishes to estimate ∆c by plugging π̂n directly into Lemma 3. I call

this estimator ∆̂c,n. It can be expressed compactly as a weighted sum of sample means which

makes ∆̂c,n fast to compute.

∆̂c,n =

Jn∑
j=0

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)

)(∫ cv

−cv
ϕj(t)dt−

1

λj

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(t)dt

)

Combining Theorem 1 with Lemma 4, it is immediate that ∆̂c,n converges to ∆c at the same

rate as π̂n converges to π0 in the metric ρc.

Corollary 1. Under the same conditions as Theorem 1,

∆c − ∆̂c,n = Op

(
n−

1
2λ−1

Jn
+ ηJn

)
Remark 3. One virtue of ∆̂c,n is that the signs of the observations tj do not matter. This

is useful because in many meta-data sets the t-scores have all been reported as positive. To

see why the estimator is unaffected by signs, look at the polynomial definitions in Appendix

C.1 and notice that if j is odd then the polynomial ϕj(t), ψj(t) are odd and if j is even then

ϕj(t), ψj(t) are even. Since the integrals in ∆̂c,n over ϕj(t) are symmetrical about zero, then

the summands where j is odd are zero. For the rest of the summands, the functions ψj(t) are

even so the signs of the data points ti do not matter.

Remark 4. The researcher may wish to optimize the rate of convergence by choosing the tuning

parameter σ2Y that makes q as large as possible. By L’Hopital’s Rule, as σ2Y goes to infinity, q

converges to c−2, making the rate approach n−
1

2c2 . But, taking σ2Y to infinity also causes the

optimal Jn to grow to infinity for a fixed n, which imposes computational burdens. The choice

of σ2Y is therefore a balance between rate of convergence and computability. In my simulations

and empirical application I always choose σ2Y = 1 for reproducibility.

Remark 5. There are other methods of regularizing deconvolutions. For example Carrasco

and Florens (2011) use the Tikhonov or ||·∥|2 regularization which is the same technique used

in ridge regression. My choice of the “spectral cutoff” regularization method is useful for this

particular problem because when I add publication bias later on, it will allow me to concentrate

the sample objective function. This would not be so straightforward for Tikhonov or other

methods. Moreover, in this particular problem the smoothing parameter for spectral cutoff

does not depend on c. This reduces the meta-analyst’s researcher degrees of freedom.

5 Publication Bias

It is not realistic in practice to assume that every t-score computed by an experimenter is re-

ported with equal probability. After t-scores are computed, only a subset may be published.

There is growing evidence that t-scores in economics and the social sciences are selected for

publication partially on the basis of whether they cross certain significance thresholds (Brodeur
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et al., 2016, 2020; Andrews and Kasey, 2019; Franco et al., 2014). In this section I add publica-

tion bias to the problem. I show that π0 is still identified and consistently estimable by adding

a term to the objective function that penalizes discontinuities in the t-curve.

5.1 Identification under Publication Bias

This paper approaches publication bias by specifying a parametric model of selective reporting.

Let R be the event indicating that the t-score T was reported. Let the conditional probability

of reporting be equal to:

(15) Pr (R | T = t) = wθ0(t)

where the form of the function wθ(t) is known to the meta-analyst and the parameter θ0 is an

unknown member of the compact set θ0 ∈ C ⊆ RK . I make several assumptions about the

publication bias model. Assumption 2 below requires that wθ(t) be bounded away from zero

and from infinity. Without an assumption like this, π0 is not necessarily identified.

Assumption 2. There is a constant θ > 1 such that 1
θ
≤ wθ(t) ≤ θ for all t ∈ R and all θ ∈ C.

Under publication bias the meta-analyst observes only T conditional on R = 1. This is

problematic because the expectations E[ψj(T )φσY (T )] from Equation 8 are no longer directly

available in population. Instead the population distribution available to the meta-analyst is

the conditional distribution T |R. If the meta-analyst knew θ0, then to recover an expectation

over T , they could weight the T |R and take the weighted expectation. Lemma 5 computes this

weighting.

Lemma 5. If Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, then:

E[ψj(T )φσY (T )] = E
[
ψj (T )φσY (T )

wθ0(T )
|R
]
/E

[
1

wθ0(T )
|R
]

Proof: Appendix D.7.

The meta-analyst must estimate θ0. For θ0 to be identified, publication bias must always

distort the distribution of t-scores in a way that could never happen “naturally.” I now add

an assumption on the shape of wθ(t) to this effect. In the absence of publication bias, T must

always have a continuous probability density function. Most models of publication bias specify

that reporting decisions are made on the basis of statistical significance, i.e. on whether T

crosses certain thresholds. If publication bias introduces discontinuities into the density fT ,

then it is possible to identify it. Assumption 3 stipulates that publication bias “reveals itself”

through discontinuities at a finite set of known points. These discontinuities are sometimes

called “Caliper Gaps” and they have been well studied by others (Gerber and Malhotra, 2008;

Elliott et al., 2022; Kudrin, 2023).

Assumption 3. There is a finite set X ⊆ R and a constant L > 0 such that for all θ1, θ2 ∈ C
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the function
wθ1

(t)

wθ2
(t) is uniformly continuous in t on X c and

sup
t∈R

1

L

∣∣∣∣ 1

wθ1(t)
− 1

wθ2(t)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ||θ1 − θ2||∞ ≤ max
x∈X

L lim
ϵ→0

∣∣∣∣wθ1(x+ ϵ)

wθ2(x+ ϵ)
− wθ1(x− ϵ)

wθ2(x− ϵ)

∣∣∣∣
Assumption 3 is useful for the following reason. Suppose that the meta analyst has a guess

θ for θ0 and attempts to remove the publication bias by reweighting the density fT |R by 1/wθ.

Then the meta-analyst can tell how close they got to fT by checking the magnitude of the largest

discontinuity left in the reweighted density. If the meta-analyst has successfully removed every

discontinuity, then 1/wθ = 1/wθ0 and they have recovered fT . Example 2 shows how the

“illustrative example” of publication bias from Andrews and Kasey (2019) satisfies Assumption

3. This will be the model of publication bias that I use in all of the simulations and empirical

applications later on.

Example 2. Here is a simple parametric model of publication bias that satisfies all of the

assumptions in this paper. Suppose that the probability of publication depends only on whether

|T | falls above the critical value 1.96. The conditional probability ratio is equal to the scalar

θ0 =
Pr(R | |T |<1.96)
Pr(R | |T |≥1.96) ∈

(
1
θ
, θ
)
. This means that the weighting function is:

wθ0(t) = θ01 {|t| < 1.96}+ 1 {|t| ≥ 1.96}

In this case the set X contains just {1.96,−1.96}, the set C is
(
1
θ
, θ
)
and the Lipschitz constant

L is θ. This model is used by Andrews and Kasey (2019).

These assumptions are enough to identify π0, and θ0. To show this, consider the following

publication-bias-aware population objective function Q0(π, θ). This is similar to the objective in

the absence of publication bias with two differences. First, the weighted expectations conditional

on R have been substituted for the unweighted unconditional expectations. Second there is now

a second sum that penalizes Caliper discontinuities in the weighted density.

Q0(π, θ) ≡
∞∑
j=0

(
E

[
ψj (T )φσY (T )

wθ0(T )
|R
]
/E

[
1

wθ0(T )
|R
]
− λjηj⟨π, χj⟩W

)2

+
∑
x∈X

lim
ϵ→0

(
fT |R(x+ ϵ)

wθ(x+ ϵ)
−
fT |R(x− ϵ)

wθ(x− ϵ)

)2

Proposition 2 says that π0, θ0 are identified when the publication bias is correctly specified.

To see why, notice that Assumption 3 guarantees that the second sum is zero if and only if

θ = θ0. Concentrating at the true θ0 yields Q0(π, θ0) which is uniquely minimized over π by π0

by Proposition 1. So π0 and θ0 are identified.

Proposition 2. If Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 hold and publication bias follows Equation 15, then

Q0(π, θ) is uniquely minimized over LY by π0, θ0.

Remark 6. Andrews and Kasey (2019) identify publication bias by assuming that each study’s

standard error and estimand are independent. This is defensible in the context of a specific and

narrow collection of studies that are all estimating similar estimands with similar methods. But
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for the applications in this paper this assumption is not defensible because I examine literatures

that contain highly heterogeneous studies. For such literatures, correlation between standard

errors and estimands can occur in many ways, e.g. when different studies report results using

different units.

Remark 7. The term penalizing discontinuities in derivatives can actually be dropped from

Q0(π, θ) and identification can still hold. However, the regularized plug-in estimator suggested

by this alternative population objective seems to perform poorly in simulation so I do not study

it in this paper.

5.2 Estimation under Publication Bias

The meta-analyst estimates π0, θ0 jointly by minimizing a sample analogue of the population

objective function. As in the case without publication bias, the meta-analyst obtains the sample

objective by plugging sample averages in place of expectations and regularizes using the spectral

cutoff method by summing only over Jn terms.

The sample analogue to the penalty for Caliper discontinuities is constructed in the following

way. The meta-analyst first chooses a bin width ϵn > 0 and computes a histogram from the

sample of published t-scores. The height of the histogram bars is divided by ϵn so that the

histogram approximates the density fT |R. Then the heights of the histogram bars are weighted

by wθ(t) such that weighted histogram would approach continuous function as ϵn → 0 if θ were

equal to θ0. Finally, the differences between pairs of histogram bars straddling the members of

X are penalized in the objective. This yields the following sample objective:

Q̂n(π, θ) ≡
Jn∑
j=0

 1
n

∑n
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY
(ti)

wθ(ti)

1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ(ti)

− ηjλj⟨χj , π⟩W

2

+
∑
x∈X

(
1
nϵn

∑n
i=1 1 {ti ∈ (x, x+ ϵn]}
wθ(x+ ϵn)

−
1
nϵn

∑n
i=1 1 {ti ∈ (x− ϵn, x]}
wθ(x− ϵn)

)2

There is now a third tuning parameter ϵn to choose. If ϵn is large, then the penalty is likely

to be large even when we input the correct parameter θ = θ0. This may lead to substantial bias.

If ϵn is small, then the penalty term will have high variance and be unreliable. The optimal

rate at which to decrease ϵn as n increases turns out to be n−1/3 which is the same as the

optimal rate for pointwise convergence of the histogram. In Section 7, I provide more specific

recommendations.

The key to estimation under publication bias is that π can easily be concentrated out of the

sample objective function. To avoid confusion with the previous estimator I call the estimator

under publication bias π̂pbn . Once again because there are infinitely many π that set the sample

objective to zero, I define π̂pbn as the function of smallest norm which is expressed below in terms

of θ̂n.

π̂pbn =
1

1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

Jn∑
j=0

1
n

∑n
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY
(ti)

wθ̂n
(ti)

ηjλj
χj
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Since π has been concentrated out of the sample objective and everything but the Caliper

penalty sum has been set to zero, minimization proceeds by minimizing the penalty over θ. The

sample minimizer θ̂n expressed below can be plugged back into the previous equation to obtain

π̂pbn .

θ̂n = min
θ

∑
x∈X

(
1
nϵn

∑n
i=1 1 {ti ∈ (x, x+ ϵn]}
wθ(x+ ϵn)

−
1
nϵn

∑n
i=1 1 {ti ∈ (x− ϵn, x]}
wθ(x− ϵn)

)2

Theorem 2 shows the consistency of π̂pbn . The rate of convergence has slowed down to n−q/3

compared to the case without publication bias. This is because a small change in the histogram

near a point in x can change the weight that every ti gets in each of the sample averages in the

sample objective. The previous remarks 3, 4, and 5 also apply here.

Theorem 2. Let Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 hold and assume that publication bias follows Equa-

tion 15. If the meta-analyst chooses ϵn ∝ n−
1
3

ρc

(
π0, π̂

pb
n

)
= Op

(
λ−1
Jn
n−

1
3 + ηJn

)
If the meta-analyst also chooses Jn, σ

2
Y such that n1/3

(
σ2
Y

σ2
Y +1

)Jn/2
converges to a positive

number, then:

ρc

(
π0, π̂

pb
n

)
= Op

(
n−

q
3

)
, where q ≡ log

(
1 + σ2Y

1 + σ2Y − c−2

)
/ log

(
1 + σ2Y
σ2Y

)
Proof: Appendix D.9.

Just as in the previous section, the meta-analyst can proceed to estimate the unconditional

counterfactual power by plugging π̂n into Lemma 3. Since the sample objective function can be

concentrated, it is possible to express the estimator ∆̂pb
c,n in terms of sample averages just as in

the case without publication bias.

∆̂pb
c,n ≡

∑Jn
j=0

(∫ cv
−cv ϕj(t)dt−

1
λj

∫ cv/c
−cv/c ϕj(t)dt

)
1
n

∑n
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY
(ti)

wθ̂n
(ti)

1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

Combining Theorem 2 and Lemma 4, gives us the rate of consitency for ∆c.

Corollary 2. Under the same conditions as Theorem 2,

∆c − ∆̂pb
c,n = Op

(
n−

q
3

)
6 Inference

Next I show asymptotic normality of ∆̂pb
n,c and derive a consistent variance estimator. Asymp-

totic normality is shown using several Taylor approximations. I will need to assume that the

estimator does not converge so fast that the Taylor residuals become leading terms.Since the
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regularization bias can be of the same order as the sampling error, I will also need to center

∆̂pb
n,c on a deterministic sequence ∆̃pb

n,c that converges to ∆c but is not necessarily equal to it.3

6.1 Asymptotic Normality

Publication bias makes the estimator nonlinear. This is dealt with in the usual way using Taylor

approximations. In order for Taylor approximations to be valid, wθ(t) needs to be sufficiently

smooth in θ. This motivates Assumption 4. It says that the gradient of wθ(t) in θ is Lipschitz

continuous in θ.

Assumption 4. There is an L > 0 such that for all θ1, θ2 ∈ C, the K × 1 gradients of wθ(t)

satisfy: ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∇θ
1

wθ1(t)
−∇θ

1

wθ2(t)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

≤ L||θ1 − θ2||∞

Regularization bias will affect the centering of the estimator. The centering term is non-

negligible because ∆̂pb
n,c contains smoothing bias from two different sources. First, since only

the first Jn terms of the singular value decomposition are used, the set the rest of the terms are

set to zero and this incurs regularization bias. Second, since the meta-analyst only observes a

sample of t-scores, they estimate the discontinuities in fT |R by looking in a window of width

ϵn on either side of each possible point of discontinuity. Since the PDF can change over this

interval, smoothing bias is incurred here as well.

I call the centering term ∆̃pb
c,n. Its expression is lengthy and is relegated to Appendix C.2.

The important point for now is that ∆̃pb
c,n converges to ∆c at least as fast as ∆̂pb

c,n converges.

Lemma 6 proves this.

Lemma 6. If Assumptions 1-4 hold, then:

∆c − ∆̃pb
c,n = O (ηJn + ϵn)

If the meta-analyst chooses ϵn = O
(
n−1/3

)
and n1/3

(
σ2
Y

σ2
Y +1

)Jn/2
= O(1), then

∆c − ∆̃pb
c,n = O

(
n−q/3

)
Proof: Appendix D.11.

After centering properly, it is possible to linearize the estimator ∆̂pb
c,n. Our goal is to construct

a triangular array of sample means. Lemma 7 below uses Taylor’s Theorem several times

to rewrite the estimator as a sample mean plus a vanishing term. The function Zn,Jn(t) is

deterministic. Since it is lengthy to write down, its expression is relegated to Appendix C.3.

Lemma 7. If Assumptions 1-4 hold, and the meta-analyst chooses ϵn ∝ n−1/3, then there exist

deterministic functions Zn,Jn : R → R such that (i) maxn supt∈R n
−1/3λJn |Zn,Jn(t)| < ∞ and

3Ongoing work aims to lower bound the variance of the estimator, allow for undersmoothing, and remove
these caveats.
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(ii) maxn n
−1/3λ2JnVar (Zn,Jn(T ) | R) <∞ and

∆̂pb
c,n − ∆̃c,n =

1

n

n∑
i=1

Zn,Jn(ti)− E [Zn,Jn(T )] +Op

(
n−2/3λJn

)
Proof: Appendix D.12.

Next I show that the triangular array of sample means 1
n

∑n
i=1 Zn,Jn(ti) is asymptotically

normal. In order for this to guarantee that the estimator ∆̂pb
c,n is itself also normal, the sample

means must dominate the Taylor residuals. To guarantee this I add the next assumption.

Assumption 5 says that the estimator does not converge much faster than its guaranteed rate.

Assumption 5.

lim inf
n→∞

n5/6λ2JnVar
(
∆̂c,n

)
= ∞

To show asymptotic normality of the triangular array of sample sums 1
n

∑n
i=1 Zn,Jn(ti) I

use a Lindeberg-Feller type Central Limit Theorem. The key step is to verify the Lyapunov

Condition. While verifying this condition is a common tactic in ill-posed problems, my argument

is quite different than Carrasco and Florens (2011). Using the bounds on the magnitude and

variance of the Zn,Jn from Lemma 7, we can verify that Assumption 5 is sufficient to guarantee

the following Lyapunov Condition that uses the fourth moments.

E
[
(Zn,Jn(T ))

4
]

nE
[
(Zn,Jn(T ))

2
]2 → 0

Since each observation of T |R is identically distributed and independent of all but at most

C other observations, the dependence is weak and the sample means are asymptotically normal.

Theorem 3 shows that the assumptions so far are enough to satisfy all of the hypotheses of the

central limit theorem in Theorem 2.1 of Neumann (2013).

Theorem 3. If Assumptions 1-5 hold and the meta-analyst chooses ϵn ∝ n−1/3, then:

∆̂c,n − ∆̃c,n√
Var(∆̂c,n)

→d N(0, 1)

Proof: Appendix D.10.

6.2 Variance Estimation

The next step is to derive an estimator consistent for the variance of 1
n

∑n
i=1 Zn,Jn(ti). Under

Assumption 5, this sample mean dominates the other random terms in ∆̂pb
n,c and it is enough to

estimate its variance. In other words, Assumption 5 guarantees that the ratio of the variances

converges to one:

Var(∆̂n,c)

Var
(
1
n

∑n
i=1 Zn,Jn(ti)

) → 1
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The variance of the sample mean in the denominator is straightforward to derive. The

variance of the sum is the sum of the covariances. Since two t-scores drawn from different

studies are independent, the covariances are zero across studies. Let the symmetric n × n

adjacency matrix Λ equal 1 when two t-scores are from the same study. This gives us the

following expression for the variance:

Var

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

Zn,Jn(ti)

)
=

1

n2

n∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

ΛikCov (Zn,Jn(ti), ZnJn(tk))

Since the functions Zn,Jn depend on the true θ0 and π0, the meta-analyst does not know

them. But there is a sample version Ẑn,Jn that the meta-analyst does observe and can be used

for variance estimation. Its expression is once again very lengthy and is relegated to Appendix

C.3. Theorem 4 guarantees that variance estimation is consistent by proving that Ẑn,Jn(t)

converge uniformly to Zn,Jn(t) fast enough for a variance estimator to converge faster than the

variance itself decays to zero.

Theorem 4. If Assumptions 1-5 hold and the meta-analyst chooses ϵn ∝ n−1/3 then:

∆̂c,n − ∆̃c,n√
1
n2

∑n
i=1

∑n
k=1 ΛikẐn,Jn(ti)ẐnJn(tk)

→d N(0, 1)

Proof: Appendix D.13.

Theorem 4 says that the meta-analyst can construct valid confidence intervals covering the

centering sequence ∆̃c,n. Lemma 3 showed that the centering sequence converges to ∆c at the

same rate as the variance decays. In theory, this could affect the coverage of the confidence

intervals for ∆c itself. A natural solution is to “undersmooth” or to change Jn, ϵn more quickly

than the optimal rate in order to force ∆̃c,n to converge to ∆c faster than the variance decays.

Ongoing work aims to lower bound the variance of the estimator to allow for undersmoothing.

The simulations and empirical applications in this paper choose not to undersmooth.

7 Simulations

To compute ∆̂pb
n,c, the meta-analyst must choose three tuning parameters: ϵn, Jn, and σY .

To guarantee the optimized rates of convergence in Theorems 1 and 2 the meta-analyst sets

ϵn = Cn−1/3 and Jn = log
(
Dn−1/3

)
/ log

(
σ2Y /

(
1 + σ2Y

))
where C,D > 0. This means that the

meta-analyst’s choice is actually over the triple of constants {C,D, σY }. The theorems in the

preceding sections provide no specific guidance on how these constants are to be chosen and we

must turn to simulations.

I recommend that the meta-analyst should always at least disclose results using the following

tuning parameters: C = 2, D = 10−4, and σY = 1. These choices of tuning parameters yield

good confidence interval coverage of ∆c in simulation for a very wide variety of data generating

processes. I have found that using a larger D sometimes leads to reduced coverage and that

decreasing D widens confidence sets with no gain. Choosing a larger σY increases computational

costs with no obvious gain in simulation.
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I generate simulated data in the following way. First I use the simple model of publication

bias from Example 2 where t-scores are reported with probability θ0 if they do not clear 1.96

and are reported with certainty otherwise. This matches the illustrative example from Andrews

and Kasey (2019). In the simulations in this section I set θ0 = 0.9 but the results are not

sensitive to this.

The small sample performance of the confidence intervals could depend on the distribution

of true effects π0. I report simulations for data generating processes where I expect coverage to

be poor. Theory predicts that coverage could be low in three situations. First, if the distribution

π0 is not very smooth, then the coefficients ⟨χj , π0⟩ decay slowly in j and regularization bias is

large. Similarly, if π0 has large maximum height, then ||π0||W is large which could also increase

regularization bias. Third, if the density fT is close to zero or has steep slope at the critical

threshold 1.96 then θ̂n is poor and this could in theory affect coverage of ∆c. I report simulations

against five different distributions π0, four of which meet some or all of these criteria.

• First consider a situation where every true effect is very close to zero. I call this the “Null”

density and specify it to be h ∼ Unif
(
−10−3, 10−3

)
. This density is tall and non-smooth

so regularization bias may be high. In addition, the density is small at 1.96.

• Second consider a case where the distribution of true effects has thick tails. Outliers are

common in my empirical applications and it is useful to confirm that the confidence sets

are robust to extreme t-scores. I specify h ∼ Cauchy. This has low density at 1.96.

• Third consider a case where the distribution of h is bimodal. Brodeur et al. (2020)

documents bimodality in the empirical distribution of t-scores in economics. For the

bimodal distribution I specify that h is a 50% mixture between two normals. One normal

is centered at zero and another at 2.8 and both have variance one. I choose this centering

because when h = 2.8 then conditional power is close to 80% for a size 5% test which is

the standard target for power calculations. This bimodal distribution models a situation

where conditional power is either close to 80% or close to 5%.

• Fourth consider the distribution that brings ∆c close to its maximum. The “Large”

distribution is h ∼ Unif
(
1.96− 10−3, 1.96 + 10−3

)
and makes the estimand ∆c = 0.28

which is large and different from the rest of the simulations. This density is tall and

non-smooth so regularization bias could be high.

• The fifth distribution puts the confidence sets to a severe test. For the “Slope” distribution

I set h ∼ Unif
(
0.96− 10−3, 0.96 + 10−3

)
. This increases the bias of θ̂n by maximizing the

slope of the density fT near the critical value 1.96.

I compare performance for these five choices of π0 under two different meta-sample sizes, a small

meta-sample of 50 t-scores versus a large meta-sample of 1000 t-scores.

The simulation results are reported in Table 1. The first column reports the meta-sample

size n. The second column reports the distribution of true effects π0 that was used to generate

the data. The third and fourth columns report unconditional power and the power gain ∆c

from a counterfactual doubling of every sample size in the population of experiments. This
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means that c =
√
2. The fifth column reports the mean over 2000 simulation repetitions of the

estimate ∆̂c,n. The sixth and seventh columns compare the standard deviation of the estimator

and the average standard error. The final column reports coverage of ∆c by the 95% confidence

set centered on ∆̂c,n. Coverage is close to 95% for all of the π0 for both large and small n. This

is not necessarily the case for other choices of D and C.

8 Empirical Applications

I apply ∆̂pb
c,n to two real world settings. First I present an empirical exercise using data from a

multi-site replication study in laboratory psychology (Klein et al., 2014). This setting is special

because counterfactual power can be credibly and precisely estimated by other means. I find

that the confidence sets produced by my method contain a credible alternative point estimate.

This exercise provides evidence that this novel method can perform well with real data. Second I

present an empirical application where I use my method to answer a broad question of practical

interest: are randomized controlled trials published in top economics journals underpowered?

My method provides evidence of the opposite: the power of t-tests reported by RCTs published

in these outlets are on average quite insensitive to sample size increases.

8.1 Replication Studies in Laboratory Psychology

While the simulations in the previous section show good coverage for the confidence intervals

against a variety of artificial data generating processes, I cannot know from those results how

realistic the simulations are or how well the method performs when it is used on real world

data. In this section I present an exercise that takes place in a special empirical environment

where it is possible to construct a credible and precisely estimated alternative point estimate

for ∆c that I can benchmark my confidence sets against.

The Many Labs systematic replication project is an ideal environment for this exercise.

Klein et al. (2014) recruited 36 independent research teams who each attempted to replicate 13

effects from experimental psychology. Each team collected their own independent data and ran

some or all of the thirteen experiments on their respective samples. Every sample contained at

least 80 participants and many contained far more for a total of 6344. Eleven of the experiments

were analyzed using t-tests of the equality in means between a treatment group and a control

group and I will limit my analysis to these. This yields a meta-sample of 385 t-scores. The aim

of all of the experiments run by Many Labs was to replicate effects that had been published in

top psychology journals and to investigate how consistently effects could be replicated across

study sites.

This environment is special because it is plausible to assume that all of the research teams

were investigating the same (or very similar) true effects. A key conclusion reported by Klein

et al. (2014) is that variation in the true effect size across study sites was found to be very

small compared to the variation in the effect sizes across the experimental treatments. This

finding is plausible because the experiments took place in controlled laboratory environments,

the researchers were all using the same protocols, and the primary aim of every experiment

was to replicate existing results consistently. Given that the research teams had no incentive
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to selectively report their results, it is also reasonable to assume that there was no publication

bias in this setting.

Assuming that the true effects did not vary across study sites makes it possible to estimate

∆COND
c , which is the power gain conditional on sample realizations of h.

(16) ∆(n)
c ≡ 1

n

n∑
i=1

[Pr (|Tc| > 1.96 | h = hi)− Pr (|T | > 1.96 | h = hi)]

Notice that E
[
∆

(n)
c

]
= ∆c and in large samples, ∆

(n)
c → ∆c. Even though ∆

(n)
c is not identical

to ∆c in every sample, its meaning and interpretation are similar enough to use as a benchmark.

To estimate ∆
(n)
c we proceed as follows. For each of the 11 experimental treatments, I take

the mean of the reported effect sizes across the 36 study sites to estimate the true effect b for

that treatment. Then I replace each of the 386 t-scores with the ratio b
si

where si is the standard

error used to compute the ith t-score. To compute unconditional power, I plug each ratio b
si

into the power function for the size 5% t-test and take the mean. To compute power were the

sample sizes all to have been counterfactually doubled, I plug
√
2 b
si

into the power function

instead. Taking the average yields the point estimate: ∆̂
(n)
c = 0.078. This estimation technique

is a simplified and unweighted version of those used by Ioannidies et al. (2017); Arel-Bundock

et al. (2022) and employs the same basic assumption. Computing the standard error under

the conservative worst-case assumption that two experiments in the same lab have covariance

1 yields standard error 0.006. The alternative point estimate ∆̂
(n)
c is quite precise.

I test the coverage of the confidence sets proposed by this paper by checking whether they

contain ∆̂
(n)
c . Table 2 presents the results. The third row of Table 2 reports the 95% confidence

interval in square brackets. The confidence interval contains the benchmark value 0.078. This

exercise complements the simulations by arguing that inference is likely to work reasonably well

in a real-world environment.

To show that the results are not sensitive to reasonable choices of the tuning parameters,

I present four specifications. In columns 1 and 2 I scale Jn, ϵn by the number of experimental

study sites. In columns 3 and 4 I instead scale the tuning parameters by the total number of

t-scores. In columns 1 and 3 I use the recommended values of the constants C,D from Table 1.

In columns 2 and 4 I vary these choices to show that the confidence sets do not change much

even when the changes to C,D are large.

∆
(n)
c is not identical to ∆c except in large samples. Nevertheless I argue that the benchmark

is still very useful because it demonstrates that the confidence intervals produce plausible results

in a well-understood empirical environment.

8.2 Randomized Controlled Trials in Economics

I apply ∆̂pb
c,n to answer an empirical question with policy implications: Are randomized con-

trolled trials published in top economics journals underpowered? Experiments are lauded as

the “gold standard” of empirical evidence in social science because their design allows them to

credibly control the rate of type-I errors. But what about type-II errors? If the conclusions

reported by influential RCTs are sensitive to reasonable increases in sample size, then funders
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and researchers should consider running experiments with fewer treatment arms and allocate

more resources toward data collection.

This is an empirical question and the answer will depend on the population of experiments

under study. Here I study the experiments that have the most influence in academic economics:

those published in top journals. The data source is Brodeur et al. (2020). This meta-study

examined the universe of 684 articles published in top economics journals during 2015-2018. The

data contain 21,740 test statistics of which 20,419 were t-scores that I can use. All test statistics

corresponded to main hypotheses of interest and excluded regression controls, robustness checks,

placebo tests, and the like. Every t-score was produced using one of four empirical methods:

Randomized Controlled Trials (RCTs), Difference in Differences (DID), Discontinuity Designs

(DD), and Instrumental Variables (IV).

I estimate the sensitivity of tests conducted by RCTs to hypothetical sample size increases

in Table 3. The estimate in column 1 says that counterfactually doubling the sample sizes of

every RCT published in top economics journals would only increase the expected number of

t-scores clearing the critical value of 1.96 by 7.2 percentage points with standard error 2.5.

This result can be interpreted by comparing it to other empirical estimates of ∆c. First I

return to the Many Labs result from the previous section as our first benchmark. The Many

Labs ∆c should be very low because Many Labs consisted of deliberate laboratory replications

of previously published results and used samples chosen to ensure adequate power. Since exper-

iments published in top economics journals are usually novel in some way, the researcher knows

less in the design phase and the sample size choice is less likely to be optimal.

Table 3 shows that I fail to reject the null hypothesis that ∆c is equal across economics

RCTs and the Many Labs replications (p = 0.18). This is not simply a consequence of high

uncertainty because the confidence intervals involved are small enough to make other meaningful

comparisons. Column 2 of Table 3 provides an example. It reports that among tests conducted

by non-RCTs, doubling sample sizes would increase power by 17.3 percentage points which is

significantly different from Many Labs (p = 0.00).

These results are not very sensitive to the choice of tuning parameters. Columns 3 and 4 of

Table 3 show a robustness check where the tuning parameters J, ϵ are scaled by the number of

articles instead of the number of t-scores. These confidence intervals are smaller but at greater

risk of bias. The results are largely unchanged. The only comparison that changes is that

RCTs and the Many Labs ∆c become marginally significantly different (p = 0.04). This may be

because scaling by number of articles makes confidence intervals less likely to cover. Otherwise

the results are qualitatively unchanged.

Figures 2, 3, and 4 visualize these comparisons over many possible sample size increases c2.

Figure 2 shows how power climbs much faster for non-experiments than RCTs in the Brodeur

et al. (2016) sample even when we increase sample sizes by less than double. Figures 3 and 4

show that the Many Labs experiments respond at a pace indistinguishable from the economics

RCTs. These figures reinforce and visualize the results from the tables.

As a final benchmark, consider a literature where every experiment is run at exactly 80%

power. Then we can calculate that doubling every sample size would increase power by 17.8

percentage points. We can easily reject the null hypothesis that RCTs in the Brodeur et al.
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(2016) data are this sensitive.

I conclude from this exercise that RCTs published in top economics journals are relatively

insensitive to counterfactual sample size increases. The policy implication is that funders and

researchers should generally consider devoting more resources to running more experiments or

adding treatment arms rather than raising sample size standards.

There is one important caveat to mention. The estimand ∆c is the change in unconditional

power and is therefore an average over many highly heterogeneous studies. This estimand

likely masks important heterogeneity. Future research could use the method in this paper to

identify sub-populations of experiments that are relatively sensitive to counterfactual sample

size increases.

9 Conclusion

This paper proposed an estimator consistent for the fraction of t-scores that would have been

statistically significant had every experiment in a given collection had its sample size counterfac-

tually increased by a chosen factor c > 1. The only assumption imposed on the distribution of

true effects was that it had a probability density function with bounded height. The proposed

estimator is asymptotically normal and robust to simple forms of publication bias. The key

insight of the paper was that even though it is not feasible to estimate the distribution of true

effects π0 it is feasible to estimate enough components of π0 to recover counterfactual power.

The key technical step was to use the spectral cutoff regularization method to concentrate the

publication bias out of the sample objective function.

I provided tuning parameter recommendations that yielded good small sample coverage for

the confidence sets across many simulations. An empirical exercise using the Many Labs dataset

confirmed that the confidence interval contained a point estimate computed using an alternative

method that the Many Labs environment made possible. In a second empirical application I

found that the power of randomized trials in economics would only increase by 7.2 percentage

points on average if every sample size had been doubled. I argued that this number is small.

The policy implication is that funding organizations should in general fund more randomized

trials rather than fewer, larger ones.
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A Tables

Table 1: Simulations

Parameters Results

n π0 Unc. Pwr. ∆c Mean ∆̂c,n SD ∆̂c,n Mean SE ∆̂c,n Coverage

50 Null 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.18 0.18 0.95
50 Cauchy 0.45 0.09 0.07 0.15 0.15 0.94
50 Bimodal 0.57 0.12 0.09 0.16 0.15 0.94
50 Large 0.50 0.28 0.26 0.15 0.15 0.95
50 Slope 0.27 0.11 0.11 0.17 0.17 0.94

1000 Null 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.95
1000 Cauchy 0.45 0.09 0.08 0.03 0.03 0.96
1000 Bimodal 0.57 0.12 0.12 0.03 0.03 0.95
1000 Large 0.50 0.28 0.28 0.03 0.04 0.96
1000 Slope 0.27 0.11 0.12 0.04 0.04 0.95

Notes: Table showing simulation results. Each row is a parameterization. Each parameterization was run
for 2000 repetitions. All simulations used the tuning parameters: C = 2, D = 10−4, and σY = 1. The
first column in the table is the number of t-scores. The second is the distribution of true effects and each
of these is described in Section 7. The third column is unconditional (mean) statistical power at the status
quo. The fourth column is the increase in unconditional power resulting from doubling the sample size of
every experiment, so c =

√
2. The Fifth and sixth columns are the mean and standard devition of the point

estimates. The seventh column is the mean of the estimated standard errors and the final column is the
fraction of confidence intervals that contained the true ∆c.

B Figures
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Table 2: Empirical Exercise: Many Labs Replication Project

By Number of t-scores By Number of Sites

Main Rob. Check Main Rob. Check

∆̂c .005 .033 .005 .033
(.042) (.026) (.039) (.030)
[0, .088] [0, .083] [0, .082] [0, .092]

θ̂ .92 1.20 1.03 0.86
(.70) (.73) (.30) (.67)

D 1e-4 3e-4 1e-4 3e-4
C 2 1 2 1
J 16 15 15 13
ϵ .27 .07 .61 .15

∆̂
(n)
c 0.078 0.078 0.078 0.078

0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006
Unconditional Power .61 .61 .61 .61
t-scores 385 385 385 385
Sites 36 36 36 36
Treatments 11 11 11 11

Notes: Table reports estimates ∆̂ of gain in unconditional statistical power of a two-sided
size 5% t-test resulting from counterfactually doubling every study’s sample size from the
status quo. Columns 1 and 2 report results where J, ϵ are scaled based on the number of
t-scores while in columns 3 and 4 these tuning parameters are scaled based on the number
of study sites. The confidence intervals in columns 1 and 2 are more conservative. Columns
1 and 3 use the preferred choice of C,D while columns 2 and 4 present a robustness check
where we have significantly altered C,D. We always set σY = 1. Standard errors are
reported in round brackets and 95% confidence intervals are in square brackets. Standard
errors clustered by study site and treatment type. The bottom five rows report the estimate
and standard error of ∆̂(n) using the method of means, the fraction of t-scores larger than
1.96, the number of t-scores in total, the number of unique experimental research sites,
and the number of unique experimental treatments. Data from Klein et al. (2014).
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Table 3: Empirical Application: Randomized Trials in Economics

By Number of t-scores By Number of Articles

RCT non-RCT RCT non-RCT

∆̂ .072 .173 .095 .164
(.025) (.028) (.020) (.021)

[.02, .12] [.12, .23] [.06, .13] [.12, .20]

θ̂ 1.04 .93 .73 .59
(0.11) (.10) (.20) (.17)

J 18 18 15 16
ϵ .10 .08 .46 .38

= RCT (p-value) 0.01 0.02
= ∆c Many labs (p-value) 0.18 0.00 0.04 0.02

= ∆
(n)
c Many labs (p-value) 0.81 0.00 0.40 0.00

Status Quo Power .38 .55 .38 .55
t-scores 7569 14171 7569 14171
Articles 80 145 80 145

Notes: Reports estimates ∆̂ of the gain in unconditional statistical power of a two-sided size 5% t-
test resulting from counterfactually doubling every study’s sample size from the status quo (c=

√
2).

Compares t-scores testing main hypotheses from randomized trials published in top economics
journals versus those reported by studies using difference in difference, regression discontinuity or
instrumental variables. Tuning parameters are D = 10−4, C = 2, and σY = 1. Table compares
results when J, ϵ are chosen based on the number of articles (less conservative) vs the number of
t-scores (more conservative) in the meta-sample. Standard errors are reported in round brackets
and 95% confidence intervals are in square brackets. Standard errors clustered by article. The
bottom four rows report the outcome of a test for equality of the RCT vs non-RCT values of ∆,
the fraction of t-scores larger than 1.96 in each sample, the number of t-scores in each sample and
the number of distinct research articles in each sample. Data from Brodeur et al. (2020).
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Figure 1: Underpowered literature vs well-powered literature.
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Figure 2: Compares power gain (y axis) of Economics RCTs vs non-RCTs over many c2 (x-axis).
Data from Brodeur et al. (2016).
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Figure 3: Compares power gain (y axis) of Many Labs vs Economics RCTs over many c2 (x-
axis). Data from Brodeur et al. (2016) and Klein et al. (2014).
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Figure 4: Compares power gain (y axis) of Many Labs vs Economics RCTs over many c2 (x-
axis). Unlike Figure 3, this Many Labs estimate increases precision by conditioning on sample
values of h and using the assumption that interventions are identical across study sites. Data
from Brodeur et al. (2016) and Klein et al. (2014).
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C Detailed expressions

This section contains explicit expressions for terms that are too lengthy and involved for the

main text.

C.1 Hermite Polynomials

The generalized and scaled probabalist’s Hermite Polynomials are written explicitly below:

χj(t) =
1√
j!

[j/2]∑
l=0

(−1)l
(2l)!

2ll!

(
j

2l

) x√
1 + σ2Y

j−2l

ϕj(t) =
1√
j!

[j/2]∑
l=0

(−1)l
(2l)!

2ll!

(
j

2l

) x√
1 + σ2Y − c−2

j−2l

ψj(t) =
1√
j!

[j/2]∑
l=0

(−1)l
(2l)!

2ll!

(
j

2l

)(
x

σY

)j−2l

C.2 Centering term ∆̃c,n

When we do inference we must center the estimator on a sequence ∆̃c,n. While ∆̃c,n does

converge to ∆c, it may still be large enough to matter for inference. The full expression is

below.

∆̃c,n ≡ ∆c +
∞∑

j=Jn+1

ηj⟨ψj , π0⟩Waj

+

Jn∑
j=0

aj
E
[
ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂

′
θ0
(T ) | R

]
[G(θ0)

′G(θ0)]
−1G(θ0)

′E[v(T ) | R]

λjE
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2

+
∆c

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2B′

θ0

[
G(θ0)

′G(θ0)
]−1

G(θ0)
′E[v(T ) | R]

where aj is shorthand for:

aj ≡ λj

∫ cv

−cv
ϕj(s)ds−

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(s)ds

The expression references the gradients B̂ and B which are defined as the K× 1 vectors:

B̂θ(t) ≡ ∇θ
1

wθ(t)

Bθ ≡ E
[
B̂θ0(T ) | R

]
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The |X | ×K population gradient matrix G is defined as:

G(θ)x,k = − lim
ϵ→0

fT |R(x+ ϵ)

wθ(x+ ϵn)2
d

dθ
wθ(x+ ϵ) +

fT |R(x− ϵ)

wθ(x− ϵ)2
d

dθ
wθ(x− ϵ)

vn(t) is a function that maps t ∈ R to a |X | × 1 vector with components:

vn,x(t) =
1

ϵn

(
1 {t ∈ (x, x+ ϵn]}

wθ0(x+ ϵn)
− 1 {t ∈ (x− ϵn, x]}

wθ0(x− ϵn)

)

C.3 Linearized Functions Zn,Jn(t)

Lemma 7 expresses the estimation error in terms of a sample average of 1
n

∑n
i=1 Zn,Jn(ti). The

functional form is written down below:

Zn,Jn(t) =
1

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
] Jn∑
j=0

aj
λj

ψj(t)φσY (t)

wθ0(t)

+

∑Jn
j=0

aj
λj
E
[
ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂

′
θ0
(T ) | R

]
[G(θ0)

′Gn(θ0)]
−1G(θ0)

′v(t)

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2

+
∆c

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2 1

wθ0(t)

+
∆c

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2B′

θ0

[
G(θ0)

′Gn(θ0)
]−1

G(θ0)
′v(t)

where aj is shorthand for:

aj ≡ λj

∫ cv

−cv
ϕj(s)ds−

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(s)ds

The meta-analyst doesn’t know Zn but in Theorem 4 they use an estimate Ẑn to do inference.

The function Ẑn is written down below:

Ẑn,Jn(t) =
1

1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

Jn∑
j=0

aj
λj

ψj(t)φσY (t)

wθ̂n(t)

+

∑Jn
j=0

aj
λj
E
[
ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂

′
θ̂n
(T ) | R

] [
G(θ̂n)

′Gn(θ̂n)
]−1

G(θ̂n)
′vθ̂n(t)(

1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

)2
+

∆̂c,n(
1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

)2 1

wθ̂n(t)

+
∆̂c,n(

1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

)2B′
θ̂n

[
G(θ̂n)

′Gn(θ̂n)
]−1

G(θ̂n)
′vθ̂n(t)
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D Proofs

D.1 Proof of Lemma 1

We show this using characteristic functions. K1π is the PDF of the random variable h + Z

where Z ∼ N(0, 1) and Z is independent of h. By the Convolution Theorem, the characteristic

function of the sum of any two independent random variables is the pointwise product of the

characteristic functions of the summands. The characteristic function of a normal random

variable with mean zero and variance σ2 is eω
2/2σ2

. Let ζh(ω) denote the characteristic function

of h. The characteristic function of h+ Z is e−ω
2/2ζh.

Now consider K1−c−2Kc−2π. This is the PDF of the random variable h+c−1Z1+
√
1− c−2Z2

where h, Z1, Z2 are all independent and Z1, Z2 ∼ N(0, 1). To find the characteristic function of

the sum, we take the pointwise product of the chacteristic functions of the summands which is:

e−ω
2/2c−2

e−ω
2/2(1−c−2)ζh = e−ω

2/2ζh. So K1π and K1−c−2Kc−2π are PDFs that share the same

characteristic function. So they must agree almost everywhere and be the same distribution.

D.2 Proof of Lemma 2

It is easier to decompose ∆c into the difference of the type-II error probabilities: ∆c = β1 − βc.

Here β1 is the type-II error probability under the factual sample sizes: β1 ≡
∫ cv
−cv fT (t)dt and

βc is the error probability under counterfactual sample sizes: βc ≡
∫ cv
−cv fTc(t)dt. First we use a

change of variables of integration to rewrite βc. Then we substitute in the definition of Kc−2 .

These steps yield:

βc =

∫ cv

−cv
fTc(t)dt =

∫ cv

−cv

∫ ∞

−∞
φ(t− ch)π0(h)dhdt =

∫ cv/c

−cv/c

∫ ∞

−∞
φ(ct− ch)π0(h)dhdt

=

∫ cv/c

−cv/c

∫ ∞

−∞
φc−2(t− h)π0(h)dhdt =

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
Kc−2π0(h)dt

By an identical argument: β1 =
∫ cv
−cvK1π0(h)dt. Then taking the difference:

∆c =

∫ cv

−cv
(K1−c−2Kc−2π0)[t]dt−

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
(Kc−2π0)[t]dt

D.3 Proof of Lemma 3

As in Lemma 2, is easier to first decompose ∆c into the difference of the type-II error prob-

abilities: ∆c = β1 − βc. Here β1 is the type-II error probability under the factual sample

sizes: β1 ≡
∫ cv
−cv fT (t)dt and βc is the error probability under counterfactual sample sizes:

βc ≡
∫ cv
−cv fTc(t)dt. Using the same argument as in Lemma 2, we do a change of variables of

integration. Then we substitute in the definition of Kc−2 . Then we substitute in the singular

value decomposition from (Carrasco and Florens, 2011). These steps yield:∫ cv

−cv
fTc(t)dt =

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
Kc−2π0dt =

∫ cv/c

−cv/c

∞∑
j=0

ηj⟨χj , π0⟩Wϕj(t)dt
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We would like to exchange the sum and the integral with Fubini’s Theorem. To do this it

is sufficient to show that:
∑∞

j=0 ηj |⟨χj , π0⟩W |
∫ cv/c
−cv/c |ϕj(t)| dt < ∞. To see that this condition

is satisfied we first use the Cauchy Schwarz Inequality:∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(t)dt ≤

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
|ϕj(t)|dt ≤ 2

cv

c

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(t)

2dt

The singular functions are normalized in their respective Hilbert spaces so ||ϕj ||X = 1. This

is the same as taking the inner product with itself: ||ϕj ||X ≡ ⟨ϕj , ϕj⟩X =
∫∞
−∞ ϕj(t)

2φ1+σ2
Y +c−2(t)dt =

1. Since the integrand is non-negative, this implies that bounded integral is less than one.∫ cv/c
−cv/c ϕj(t)

2φ1+σ2
Y +c−2(t)dt ≤ 1. Now we use the fact that the normal density is bounded below

on this compact set:

min
t∈−cv/c,cv/c

φ1+σ2
Y +c−2(t) = φ1+σ2

Y +c−2(cv/c) = exp

(
−cv2

c2(1 + σ2Y + c−2)

)/√
2π(1 + σ2Y + c−2)

Since the minimum of φ1+σ2
Y +c−2(t) is bounded below, the integral without the normal kernel

can be bounded above:∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(t)

2dt ≤ exp

(
−cv2

c2(1 + σ2Y + c−2)

)/√
2π(1 + σ2Y + c−2)

Combining this with the Cauchy Schwarz bound from before:∫ cv/c

−cv/c
|ϕj(t)|dt ≤ 2

cv

c
exp

(
−cv2

c2(1 + σ2Y + c−2)

)/√
2π(1 + σ2Y + c−2)

This bound applies uniformly to all of the integrals for all j. This gives us the following

bound on the absolute sum of the absolute values.

∞∑
j=0

ηj |⟨χj , π0⟩W |
∫ cv/c

−cv/c
|ϕj(t)| dt ≤

(
2
cv

c
exp

(
−cv2

c2(1 + σ2Y + c−2)

)/√
2π(1 + σ2Y + c−2)

) ∞∑
j=0

ηj |⟨χj , π0⟩W |

Since π0 is a PDF: |⟨χj , π0⟩W | ≤ 1 by Holder’s Inequality for all j. Since the ηj are a positive

power series, their sum converges. So we have proven that
∑∞

j=0 ηj |⟨χj , π0⟩W |
∫ cv/c
−cv/c |ϕj(t)| dt <

∞. Since the absolute sum of the absolute integrals is finite we can use Fubini’s Theorem and

exchange the sum and the integral to write the βc as a sum of intetrals.

βc =

∞∑
j=0

ηj⟨χj , π0⟩W
∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(t)dt

An identical argument with c = 1 lets use compute β1 and convert back into ∆c to conclude

the Lemma:

∆c =
∞∑
j=0

ηj⟨χj , π0⟩W

(
λj

∫ cv

−cv
ϕj(t)dt−

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(t)dt

)
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D.4 Proof of Proposition 1

This proof formalizes the argument in Section 4.1. We start with the definition of Q0. We then

rewrite this in terms of the inner product.

Q0(π) = ||K1(π0 − π)||Y

Next we substitue in K1 = K1−c−1Kc−2 from Lemma 1:

||K1(π0 − π)||Y = ||K1−c−1Kc−2(π0 − π)||Y

Recall the singular value decompositions of K1−c−1 and Kc−2 from Section 3.3: Kc−2π =∑∞
j=0 ηj⟨χj , π⟩Wϕj and K1−c−2g =

∑∞
j=0 λj⟨ϕj , g⟩Xψj . Substituting in the expressions for the

singular value decomposition and then using the fact that the ϕj are orthonormal in ⟨·, ·⟩X :

K1−c−1Kc−2π =
∞∑
j=0

λj ⟨ϕj , Kc−2π⟩X ψj =
∞∑
j=0

λjηj⟨χk, π⟩Wψj

Substituting the SVD into the objective function:

||K1−c−1Kc−2(π0 − π)||Y =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞∑
j=0

λjηj⟨χk, π0 − π⟩Wψj

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣
Y

Since ψj are orthogonal in ⟨·, ·⟩Y we can use the Pythagorean Formula to write the norm as

the sum of inner products. Then we can use the orthonormality of ψj a second time to eliminate

the cross terms: ∣∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞∑
j=0

λjηj⟨χk, π0 − π⟩Wψj

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣
Y

=

∞∑
j=0

λ2jη
2
j ⟨χj , π0 − π⟩2W

The singular values ηj , λj are all strictly positive. Since the generalized Hermite polynomials

χj form a complete basis, any function in LW that is orthogonal to all of the χj must be equal

zero almost everywhere (Johnston, 2014). This means that any π that satisfies Q0(π) = 0 must

equal π0 almost everywhere. If two probability density functions agree almost everywhere,

then they are the same density. So Q0(π) = 0 if and only if π0 = 0. Since Q0 is everywhere

non-negative this gives us identification of π0.

D.5 Proof of Lemma 4

As in Lemma 2, is easier to first decompose ∆c into the difference of the type-II error prob-

abilities: ∆c = β1 − βc. Here β1 is the type-II error probability under the factual sample

sizes: β1 ≡
∫ cv
−cv fT (t)dt and βc is the error probability under counterfactual sample sizes:
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βc ≡
∫ cv
−cv fTc(t)dt. Recall that in the proof of Lemma 3 we showed that:

βc =
∞∑
j=0

ηj⟨χj , π0⟩W
∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(t)dt

β1 =

∞∑
j=0

ηjλj⟨χj , π0⟩W
∫ cv

−cv
ϕj(t)dt

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
|ϕj(t)|dt ≤ 2

cv

c
exp

(
−cv2

c2(1 + σ2Y + c−2)

)/√
2π(1 + σ2Y + c−2)

This means that for any π ∈ LW ,∣∣∣∣∣∣βc −
∞∑
j=0

ηj⟨χj , π⟩W
∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(t)dt

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞∑
j=0

ηj⟨χj , π0 − π⟩W
∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(t)dt

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∞∑
j=0

ηj |⟨χj , π0 − π⟩W |

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(t)dt

∣∣∣∣∣
≤
(
2
cv

c
exp

(
−cv2

c2(1 + σ2Y + c−2)

)/√
2π(1 + σ2Y + c−2)

)
ρc(π0, π)

By an identical argument:∣∣∣∣∣∣β1 −
∞∑
j=0

ηjλj⟨χj , π⟩W
∫ cv

−cv
ϕj(t)dt

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
2cv

e
cv2

(1+σ2
Y

+c−2)√
2π(1 + σ2Y + 1)

 ρc(π0, π)

Since the constant in front does not depend on π, for any sequence of πn:

ρc(π0, πn) = Op (rb) =⇒ ∆c −
∞∑
j=0

ηj⟨χj , πn⟩W

(
λj

∫ cv

−cv
ϕj(t)dt−

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(t)dt

)
= Op(rn)

D.6 Proof of Theorem 1

From definition of ρc: ρc(π0, π̂n) =
∑∞

j=0 ηj |⟨χj , π0⟩W − ⟨χj , π̂n⟩W |. The spectral cutoff reg-

ularization of π̂n sets: ⟨χj , π̂n⟩W = 0 ∀j>Jn . So we can split ρc into the sampling error and

regularization bias parts:

ρc(π0, π̂n) =

Jn∑
j=0

ηj |⟨χj , π0⟩W − ⟨χj , π̂n⟩W |+
∞∑

Jn+1

ηj |⟨χj , π0⟩W |

Now we rewrite the first sum which comes from sampling error. We do this by substituting

in π̂n from Equation 13 and then using the linearity of the inner product and the fact that the

χj are orthonormal in ⟨·, ·⟩W .

Jn∑
j=0

ηj |⟨χj , π0⟩W − ⟨χj , π̂n⟩W | =
Jn∑
j=0

∣∣∣∣∣ηj⟨χj , π0⟩W −
1
n

∑n
i=1 ψj(ti)φσ2

Y
(ti)

λj

∣∣∣∣∣
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We now wish to substitute in an expectation over T for ηj⟨χj , π0⟩W . We can do this with

equation 6 which says: fT =
∑∞

j=1 λjηj⟨χj , π0⟩Wψj . Since the ψj are orthonormal:

⟨fT , ψj⟩Y = λjηj⟨χj , π0⟩W

The inner ⟨·, ·⟩Y product is an integral and fT is a PDF. The integral over a PDF is an

expectation. So we have:

E
[
ψj(T )φσ2

Y
(T )
]

λj
= ηj⟨χj , π0⟩W

Substituting this into our expression for the sampling error:

Jn∑
j=0

∣∣∣∣∣ηj⟨χj , π0⟩W −
1
n

∑n
i=1 ψj(ti)φσ2

Y
(ti)

λj

∣∣∣∣∣ =
Jn∑
j=0

1

λj

∣∣∣∣∣E [ψj(T )φσ2
Y
(T )
]
− 1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)

∣∣∣∣∣
The observations ti are identically distributed draws of T . While they are not all indepen-

dent, each observation is independent of at least n− C other observations. So, the variance is

bounded by:

Var

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)

)
=

1

n2

n∑
i=1

n∑
l=1

Cov
(
ψj(ti)φσ2

Y
(ti), ψj(tl)φσ2

Y
(tl)
)

≤ C
1

n2

n∑
i=1

n∑
l=1

Var
(
ψj(ti)φσ2

Y
(ti)
)

=
C

n
Var

(
ψj(T )φσ2

Y
(T )
)

The distribution of T is not changing. Furthermore, we can upper bound Var
(
ψj(T )φσ2

Y
(T )
)

by 1 using Holder’s Inequality and the fact that ||ψ||Y = 1.

Var
(
ψj(T )φσ2

Y
(T )
)
≤ E

[(
ψj(T )φσ2

Y
(T )
)2]

≤
∫ ∞

−∞
ψj(t)

2φσ2
Y
(t)dt = 1

This lets us upper bound the variance of the sums:

Var

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)

)
≤ C

n

By Chebyshev’s Inequality:

1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti) = Op(n

−1/2)

Now we want to bound the sum of the centered sample means over j in the sampling error.
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use the fact that λj is a power sequence, i.e. λj = λ
j/2
0 . This gives us the identity:

λJn

Jn∑
j=0

1

λj
=

Jn∑
j=0

λ
Jn−j/2
0 =

Jn∑
j=0

λ
j/2
0 =

Jn∑
j=0

λj →
1

1− λ0

This means that we can control the order of the sum:
∑Jn

j=0
1
λj

= O
(
λ−1
Jn

)
. Combining this

with the order of the centered sample means we can control the order of the sampling error

part:

Jn∑
j=0

1

λj

∣∣∣∣∣E [ψj(T )φσ2
Y
(T )
]
− 1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)

∣∣∣∣∣ = Op

(
λ−1
Jn
n−1/2

)
Next we bound the second sum that comes from regularization bias. Since π0 is a PDF,

its L1 norm is 1. Since the normal density with variance greater than 1 is always itself less

than 1 the || · ||Y -norm is less than the L1 norm and ||π0||W ≤ 1. Using the Cauchy Schwarz

Indequality and the fact that the ηj = η
j/2
2 :

∞∑
Jn+1

ηj |⟨χj , π0⟩W | ≤

√√√√ ∞∑
Jn+1

η2j

√√√√ ∞∑
Jn+1

⟨χj , π0⟩2W = O

√√√√ ∞∑
Jn+1

η2j

 = O (ηJn)

Combining the bounds on the sampling error and regularization bias we have proven the

first claim in Theorem 1:

ρc(π0, π̂n) = Op

(
λ−1
Jn
n−1/2 + ηJn

)
Now we prove the second claim in Theorem 1. Our goal is to choose a growth rate for Jn

given σ2Y > 0 such that the order λ−1
Jn
n−1/2 + ηJn is minimized. To do this it is sufficient to set

the orders of the two summands equal to each other. A sufficient condition for this is that for

some d > 0,

ηJn
λ−1
Jn
n−1/2

→ c

Recall the definitions of the singular values λj and ηj from Section 3.3: ηj =
(
1+σ2

Y −c−2

1+σ2
Y

)j/2
and λj =

(
σ2
Y

σ2
Y +1−c−2

)j/2
. Notice that we can rewrite ηj as: ηj = λ−1

j

(
σ2
Y

1+σ2
Y

)j/2
. This makes

their ratio:

ηJn
λ−1
Jn
n−1/2

=

(
σ2Y

1 + σ2Y

)j/2
n1/2

So if the meta-analyst chooses Jn such that for some c > 0, n1/2
(

σ2
Y

σ2
Y +1

)Jn/2
→ c, then:

ηJn
λ−1
Jn
n−1/2

→ c
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So the order of ηJn and n−1/2λ−1
Jn

are the same and the order of the sum is minimized. Next

we compute this order exactly. To do this we compute:

(
σ2Y

σ2Y + 1

)Jn/2
= O

(
n−1/2

)
Jn/2 = O

log σ2
Y

σ2
Y

+1

(
n−1/2

)
ηJn = O

(1 + σ2Y − c−2

1 + σ2Y

)log
σ2
Y

σ2
Y

+1

(n−1/2)


Using the change of log base:

log σ2
Y

σ2
Y

+1

(
n−1/2

)
=

log 1+σ2
Y

−c−2

1+σ2
Y

(
n−1/2

)
log 1+σ2

Y
−c−2

1+σ2
Y

(
σ2
Y

σ2
Y +1

)
Some algebra lets us rewrite the rate to obtain the claim of Theorem 1.

(
1 + σ2Y − c−2

1 + σ2Y

)log
σ2
Y

σ2
Y

+1

(n−1/2)

= n−q/2

D.7 Proof of Lemma 5

By applying some algebra to Bayes’ Rule we get: fT (t) =
fT (t|R)E[wθ0

(T )]

wθ0
(t) . For any measurable

function γ : R → R,

E[γ(T )] =

∫ ∞

−∞
γ(t)fT (t)dt =

∫ ∞

−∞
γ(t)

fT (t)|R
wθ0(t)

dtE[wθ0(T )] = E
[
γ(T )

wθ0(T )
|R
]
E[wθ0(T )]

To compute E[wθ0(T )] by taking an expectation of over T |R, we use the following trick:

E
[

1

wθ0(T )
|R
]
=

∫ ∞

−∞

1

wθ0(T )
fT (t|R)dt =

∫ ∞

−∞

1

wθ0(T )

fT (t)wθ0(t)

E[wθ0(T )]
dt =

1

E[wθ0(T )]

Setting γ(t) = ψj(T )φσY (T ) yields:

E[ψj(T )φσY (T )] =
E
[
ψj(T )φσY

(T )

wθ0
(T ) |R

]
E[wθ0(T ) |R]
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D.8 Proof of Proposition 2

Recall the population objective function:

Q0(π, θ) ≡
∞∑
j=0

(
E

[
ψj (T )φσY (T )

wθ0(T )
|R
]
/E

[
1

wθ0(T )
|R
]
− λjηj⟨π, χj⟩W

)2

+
∑
x∈X

lim
ϵ→0

(
fT |R(x+ ϵ)

wθ(x+ ϵ)
−
fT |R(x− ϵ)

wθ(x− ϵ)

)2

As in the case without publication bias, Q0(π0, θ0) = 0 and Q0(π, θ) is everywhere non-

negative. To show identification we must show that the objective cannot equal zero for any

other arguments. First we show that if θ ̸= θ0 then Q0(π, θ0) > 0 for any π. Using Bayes’

Rule:fT (t|R) =
fT (t)wθ0

(t)

E[wθ0
(T )] . Since fT must be continuous,

∑
x∈X

lim
ϵ→0

(
fT |R(x+ ϵ)

wθ(x+ ϵ)
−
fT |R(x− ϵ)

wθ(x− ϵ)

)2

=
1

E[wθ0(T )]

∑
x∈X

lim
ϵ→0

fT (x)

(
wθ0(x+ ϵ)

wθ(x+ ϵ)
− wθ0(x+ ϵ)

wθ(x− ϵ)

)2

≥ 1

E[wθ0(T )]
max
x∈X

lim
ϵ→0

fT (x)

(
wθ0(x+ ϵ)

wθ(x+ ϵ)
− wθ0(x+ ϵ)

wθ(x− ϵ)

)2

Now recall the inequality form Assumption 3:

max
x∈X

lim
ϵ→0

L

∣∣∣∣wθ0(x+ ϵ)

wθ(x+ ϵ)
− wθ0(x− ϵ)

wθ(x− ϵ)

∣∣∣∣ ≥ ||θ − θ0||∞

Substituting this in:

1

E[wθ0(T )]
max
x∈X

lim
ϵ→0

fT (x)

(
wθ0(x+ ϵ)

wθ(x+ ϵ)
− wθ0(x+ ϵ)

wθ(x− ϵ)

)2

≥ 1

E[wθ0(T )]
||θ − θ0||2∞min

x∈X
fT (x)

Since X is finite and fT is supported everywhere, minx∈X fT (x) ≥ 0. Moreover, Assumption

2 guarantees that 0 < 1
E[wθ0

(T )] < ∞. So, the second sum in the objective function is zero if

and only if θ = θ0.

∑
x∈X

lim
ϵ→0

(
fT |R(x+ ϵ)

wθ(x+ ϵ)
−
fT |R(x− ϵ)

wθ(x− ϵ)

)2

= 0 ⇐⇒ ||θ − θ0||∞ = 0

This means that in order for Q0(π, θ) = 0, it must be Q(π, θ0) = 0. Concentrating the

objective function gives:

Q0(π, θ0) =
∞∑
j=0

(
E

[
ψj (T )φσY (T )

wθ0(T )
|R
]
/E

[
1

wθ0(T )
|R
]
− λjηj⟨π, χj⟩W

)2

Now we use Lemma 5 to substitute in the unconditional expectations:

Q0(π, θ0) =
∞∑
j=0

(E [ψj (T )φσY (T )]− λjηj⟨π, χj⟩W )2
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By Proposition 1, this is uniquely minimized at π0. So π0, θ0 are the unique minimizers of

Q0(π, θ) and are therefore identified.

D.9 Proof of Theorem 2

This proof consistes of two steps. In the first step we show the consistency of θ̂n. In the second

step we use this find the rate of convergence of ρc(π0, π̂
pb
n ).

Step 1

θ̂n is the minimizer of the following sample objective function (which is Q̂n(π, θ) with the π

concentrated out).

θ̂n = min
θ
Q̂n(π̂n, θ)

= min
θ

∑
x∈X

(
1
nϵn

∑n
i=1 1 {ti ∈ (x, x+ ϵn]}
wθ(x+ ϵn)

−
1
nϵn

∑n
i=1 1 {ti ∈ (x− ϵn, x]}
wθ(x− ϵn)

)2

This is the analogue of the concentrated population objective function.

θ0 = min
θ
Q0(π0, θ)

= min
θ

∑
x∈X

(
1
nϵn

∑n
i=1 1 {ti ∈ (x, x+ ϵn]}
wθ(x+ ϵn)

−
1
nϵn

∑n
i=1 1 {ti ∈ (x− ϵn, x]}
wθ(x− ϵn)

)2

Next we show that the objective functions converge. n2/3 supθ

∣∣∣Q̂n(π̂n, θ)−Q0(π0, θ)
∣∣∣ =

Op (1). We will call this fact (i).

By Assumption 3, ||θ0 − θ̂n||2∞ ≤ LQ0(π0, θ̂n). Call this fact (ii) Moreover, it is clear by

inspection that Q0(π0, θ0) = 0. Call this fact (iii).

Now we will successively apply facts (i), (iii), the definition of θ̂n as the minimizer, (iii), and

(ii):

n2/3||θ0 − θ̂n||2∞ ≤ n2/3LQ0(π0, θ̂n)

= n2/3LQ̂n(π0, θ̂n) +Op(1)

≤ n2/3LQ̂n(π0, θ0) +Op(1)

= n2/3LQ0(π0, θ0) +Op(1)

= Op(1)

So we conclude:

||θ0 − θ̂n||∞ = Op

(
n−1/3

)
Step 2

Using an argument identical to the proof of Theorem 1 we can obtain:

ρc(π0, π̂
pb
n ) =

Jn∑
j=0

1

λj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

n 1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)

wθ̂n(ti)
− E

[
ψj(T )φσ2

Y
(T )
]∣∣∣∣∣∣+

∞∑
j=Jn+1

ηj |⟨π0, χj⟩W |
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We can further break up the first sum into:

Jn∑
j=0

1

λj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

n 1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)

wθ̂n(ti)
− E

[
ψj(T )φσ2

Y
(T )
]∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤
Jn∑
j=0

1

λj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

n 1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)

wθ0(ti)
− E

[
ψj(T )φσ2

Y
(T )
]∣∣∣∣∣∣

+

Jn∑
j=0

1

λj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

n 1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)

wθ̂n(ti)
− 1

n 1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)

wθ0(ti)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
= [A] + [B]

First we bound sum [A]. Using Lemma 5 we can replace the unconditional expectation with

the ratio of conditional expectations:

Jn∑
j=0

1

λj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

n 1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)

wθ0(ti)
− E

[
ψj(T )φσ2

Y
(T )
]∣∣∣∣∣∣

=

Jn∑
j=0

1

λj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

n 1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)

wθ0(ti)
−

E
[
ψj(T )φσY

(T )

wθ0
(T ) |R

]
E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) |R
]

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Assumption 2 guarantees that wθ0(t) is bounded away from zero. By the same arguments

as Theorem 1,

1

n

n∑
i=1

1

wθ̂n(ti)
− E

[
1

wθ0(T )
|R
]
= Op

(
n−1/2

)
1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)

wθ0(ti)
− E

[
ψj (T )φσY (T )

wθ0(T )
|R
]
= Op

(
n−1/2

)

In the proof of Theorem 1 we showed that λJn
∑Jn

j=0
1
λj

→ 1
1−λ0 . So we have:

[A] = Op

(
λ−1
Jn
n−1/2

)
Bounding term [B] requires bounding the convergence of θ̂n. We already proved in step 1

that ||θ̂n− θ0||∞ = Op(n
−1/3). Now by Assumption 3, supt

∣∣∣ 1
wθ̂n

(t) −
1

wθ0
(t)

∣∣∣ = Op

(
n−1/3

)
. This

implies:

1

n 1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)

wθ̂n(ti)
− 1

n 1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσ2
Y
(ti)

wθ0(ti)
= Op

(
n−1/3

)

Again using the fact that λJn
∑Jn

j=0
1
λj

→ 1
1−λ0 ,

[B] = Op

(
λ−1
Jn
n−1/3

)
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The regularization bias identical to the one in Theorem 1. So we have:

ρc(π0, π̂
pb
n ) = Op

(
λ−1
Jn
n−1/3 + ηJn

)
If the meta-analyst chooses Jn such that for some c > 0, n1/3

(
σ2
Y

σ2
Y +1

)Jn/2
→ c then again

by an identical argument to the one in the proof of Theorem 1, with 1
2 exchanged for 1

3

ρc(π0, π̂
pb
n ) = Op

n
− 1

2

log

(
1+σ2

Y
1+σ2

Y
−c−2

)

log

(
σ2
Y

+1

σ2
Y

)


D.10 Proof of Theorem 3

We want to invoke Theorem 2.1 from Neumann (2013). To do this we need to show (i) weak

dependence and the (ii) Lindebergh condition. Weak dependence is immediate because each

observation is independent of all but C other observations and C is fixed. Next we check

the Lindebergh condition. The following Lyapunov condition is sufficient for the Lindebergh

condition:

E
[(∑Jn

j=0
1
λj
Zj(T, θ0)

)4]
nE

[(∑Jn
j=0

1
λj
Zj(T, θ0)

)2]2 → 0

Next we show that the Lyapunov condition holds. Since λj =
(

σ2
Y

1+σ2
Y +c−2

)j/2
,we can bound

the sum: λJn
∑Jn

j
1
λj

=
∑Jn

j=0 λj <
1

1−
σ2
Y

1+σ2
Y

+c−2

. Combining this fact with (i) of Theorem

7, there is an M > 0 such that
∣∣∣∑j

1
λj
Zj(T, θ0)

∣∣∣ /(Mn1/3λJn) < 1. If we multiply the nu-

merator and denominator by M−4λ4Jnn
−4/3, we obtain

E

[(∑Jn
j=0

λJn
λj

n−1/3Zj(T,θ0)/M

)4
]

nE

[(∑Jn
j=0

λJn
λj

n−1/3Zj(T,θ0)/M

)2
]2 . Since

∣∣∣∑Jn
j=0

λJn
λj
n−1/3Zj(T, θ0)/M

∣∣∣ < 1, the fourth moment is smaller than the second moment. So,

E

[(∑Jn
j=0

1
λj
Zj(T,θ0)

)4
]

nE

[(∑Jn
j=0

1
λj
Zj(T,θ0)

)2
]2 ≤ 1

n1/3λ2JnE

[(∑Jn
j=0

1
λj
Zj(T,θ0)

)2
] . By Assumption 5, the sum of Zj dom-

inates the other terms and

lim inf n4/3λ2Jnn
−1E

 Jn∑
j=0

1

λj
Zj(T, θ0)

2 = lim inf n1/3λ2JnE

 Jn∑
j=0

1

λj
Zj(T, θ0)

2 = ∞

So the Lyapunov condition holds.
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D.11 Proof of Lemma 6

Using the statement from Appendix C.2 for ∆̃c,n:

∆̃c,n −∆c =
∞∑

j=Jn+1

ηj⟨ψj , π0⟩Waj

+

Jn∑
j=0

aj
E
[
ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂

′
θ0
(T ) | R

]
[G(θ0)

′G(θ0)]
−1G(θ0)

′E[v(T ) | R]

λjE
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2

+
∆c

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2B′

θ0

[
G(θ0)

′G(θ0)
]−1

G(θ0)
′E[v(T ) | R]

where aj is shorthand for:

aj ≡ λj

∫ cv

−cv
ϕj(s)ds−

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(s)ds

First we bound the first sum. We showed in the Proof of Lemma 3 that the integrals∫ cv/c
−cv/c ϕj(s)ds and

∫ cv
−cv ϕj(s)ds are bounded uniformly in j which means that supj |aj | < ∞.

We also showed in the proof of Lemma 3 that |⟨ψj , π0⟩W | ≤ 1 for all j. We also showed in the

proof of Theorem 1 that
∑∞

j=Jn+1
|⟨ψj ,π0⟩W |

λj
≤ ηJn . By Holder’s Inequality and the properties

of geometric series, the regularization bias term is:

∞∑
j=Jn+1

ηj⟨ψj , π0⟩Waj = O

 ∞∑
j=Jn+1

ηj

 = O (ηJn)

Next we bound the second and third sum. This involves bounding the |X | × 1 vector

E[v(T ) | R]. It will be enough to bound its infinity norm since the number of element does not

change. Recall from Appendix C.3 that vn(t) is a function that maps t ∈ R to a |X | × 1 vector

with components:

vn,x(t) =
1

ϵn

(
1 {t ∈ (x, x+ ϵn]}

wθ0(x+ ϵn)
− 1 {t ∈ (x− ϵn, x]}

wθ0(x− ϵn)

)
For each x,

E[vn,x(T ) | R] =
1

ϵn

(
Pr (T ∈ (x, x+ ϵn] | R)

wθ0(x+ ϵn)
− Pr (T ∈ (x− ϵn, x] | R)

wθ0(x− ϵn)

)
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Using the same argument as the proof in Lemma 5,

1

ϵn
Pr (T ∈ (x, x+ ϵn] | R) = E

[
1 {T ∈ (x, x+ ϵn]}

ϵn
wθ0(T )

]
1

E[wθ0(T )]

= E

[
1 {T ∈ (x, x+ ϵn]}

ϵn

]
wθ0(x+ ϵn)

E[wθ0(T )]

+ E

[
1 {T ∈ (x, x+ ϵn]}

ϵn
(wθ0(T )− wθ0(x+ ϵn))

]
1

E[wθ0(T )]

Since fT is continuous,

E

[
1 {T ∈ (x, x+ ϵn]}

ϵn

]
1

E[wθ0(T )]
− E

[
1 {T ∈ [x− ϵn, x)}

ϵn

]
1

E[wθ0(T )]
= O(ϵn)

The leaves the term: E
[
1{T∈(x,x+ϵn]}

ϵn
(wθ0(T )− wθ0(x+ ϵn))

]
1

E[wθ0
(T )]

Since wθ(t) is by Assumption 3 uniformly continous except on a finite set,

E

[
1 {T ∈ (x, x+ ϵn]}

ϵn
(wθ0(T )− wθ0(x+ ϵn))

]
1

E[wθ0(T )]
= O(ϵn)

So we have: E[vn,x(T ) | R] = O(ϵn) and since the number of elements isn’t changing

||E[vn(T ) | R]||∞ = O(ϵn).

Now we bound the vectors that E[vn(T ) | R] is multiplied by. In the second sum, first recall

that the integrals over ϕ are uniformly bounded over j. The matrix [G(θ0)
′G(θ0)]

−1G(θ0)
′ is

not changing so we don’t need to bound it. It remains to bound the sum of vector norms:

Jn∑
j=0

∣∣∣∣∣∣E [ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂′
θ0(T ) | R

]∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

We can write this in terms of inner products:

Jn∑
j=0

∣∣∣∣∣∣E [ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂′
θ0(T ) | R

]∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

=

Jn∑
j=0

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣〈ψj , fT |T d

dθk

1

wθ(t)

〉
Y

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

Assumption 3 says that wθ(t) is everywhere differentiable in θ and that the derivatives are

uniformly bounded. So ||fT |R d
dθk

1
wθ(t)

||Y ≤ ||fT |R||Y ≤ 1. So,

Jn∑
j=0

∣∣∣∣∣∣E [ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂′
θ0(T ) | R

]∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

≤ |X |

In the third sum, βc

E
[

1
wθ0

(T )
|R

]2B′
θ0
[G(θ0)

′G(θ0)]
−1G(θ0)

′ is a fixed vector.

Since all three terms are now bounded:

∆̃c,n −∆c = O (ηJn + ϵn)
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D.12 Proof of Lemma 7

Since it minimizes the sample objective at zero, π̂n must satisfy:

ηj⟨χj , π̂n⟩W =
1

λj

1
n

∑n
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY
(ti)

wθ̂n
(ti)

1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

Let the deterministic sequence r1,n be:

r1,n ≡
∞∑

j=Jn+1

ηj⟨ψj , π0⟩W

(
λj

∫ cv

−cv
ϕj(s)ds−

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(s)ds

)

Using Taylor’s Theorem for some wθ̄n such that E
[

1
wθ̄(T )

]
is between E

[
1

wθ̂n
(T )

]
and

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]
:

1

λj

1
n

∑n
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY
(ti)

wθ̂n
(ti)

1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

=
1

λj

1
n

∑n
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY
(ti)

wθ̂n
(ti)

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]

− 1

E
[

1
wθ̄(T )

]2
(
1

n

n∑
i=1

1

wθ̂n(ti)
− E

[
1

wθ0(T )
| R
])

1

λj

1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY (ti)

wθ̂n(ti)

=
1

λj

1
n

∑n
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY
(ti)

wθ̂n
(ti)

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]

− 1

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2
(
1

n

n∑
i=1

1

wθ0(ti)
− E

[
1

wθ0(T )
| R
])

1

λj

1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY (ti)

wθ̂n(ti)

− 1

E
[

1
wθ̃(T )

| R
]2
(
1

n

n∑
i=1

1

wθ̂n(ti)
− 1

n

n∑
i=1

1

wθ0(ti)

)
1

λj

1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY (ti)

wθ̂n(ti)

Since
∣∣∣ 1
wθ̂n

(t) −
1

wθ0
(t)

∣∣∣ = Op

(
n−1/3

)
and wθ(t) is uniformly bounded away from zero and

uniformly bounded above by Assumption 2, 1

E
[

1
wθ̄(T )

]2 − 1

E
[

1
wθ0

(T )
|R

]2 = O
(
n−1/3

)
. We have al-

ready shown that Var(ψj(T )φσY (T )) ≤ 1 so 1
n

∑n
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY
(ti)

wθ̂n
(ti)

−E
[
ψj(ti)φσY

(ti)

wθ0
(ti)

]
= Op(n

−1/3).

So we have:
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ηj⟨χj , π̂n⟩W − ηj⟨χj , π0⟩W =
1

λj

1
n

∑n
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY
(ti)

wθ̂n
(ti)

− E
[
ψj(T )φσY

(T )

wθ0
(T )

]
E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]

−
E
[
ψj(T )φσY

(T )

wθ0
(T )

]
E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2
(
1

n

n∑
i=1

1

wθ0(ti)
− E

[
1

wθ0(T )
| R
])

1

λj

−
E
[
ψj(T )φσY

(T )

wθ0
(T )

]
E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2
(
1

n

n∑
i=1

1

wθ̂n(ti)
− 1

wθ0(ti)

)
1

λj

+Op

(
1

λjn1/3

)
=[D] + [E] + [F ] +Op

(
1

λjn2/3

)
Term [E] can already be written as a sample mean minus its expectation. For the other two

terms, we need to establish the following facts. We will use the Taylor Theorem. To do so, first

define the following two K × 1 gradient vectors:

B̂θ(ti) ≡ ∇θ
1

wθ(ti)

Bθ ≡ E
[
B̂θ0(T ) | R

]
Since the gradients and θ0 are K × 1, B′

θ0
θ0 is a scalar. With the gradients defined, we can use

the Taylor Theorem:

1

wθ̂n(ti)
− 1

wθ0(ti)
= B′

θ0(ti)
(
θ̂n − θ0

)
+Op

((
θ̂n − θ0

)2)

Since we assumed that each element ofBθ is uniformly bounded,
∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1n∑n

i=1 B̂θ(ti)− E
[
B̂θ0(T ) | R

]∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

=

Op

(
n−1/2

)
. This gives us:

[F ] =
1

λj

E
[
ψj(T )φσY

(T )

wθ0
(T ) | R

]
E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2 B′

θ0

(
θ̂n − θ0

)
+Op

(
1

n2/3λj

)

To linearize term [D]. First consider its numerator.

1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY (ti)

wθ̂n(ti)
− E

[
ψj(T )φσY (T )

wθ0(T )
| R
]
=

1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY (ti)

wθ0(ti)
− E

[
ψj(T )φσY (T )

wθ0(T )
| R
]

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY (ti)

wθ̂n(ti)
− 1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY (ti)

wθ0(ti)

= [D1] + [D2]
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Term [D1] is a sample mean minus its expectation. Term [D2] can be written as:

[D2] =
1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY (ti)

(
1

wθ̂n(ti)
− 1

wθ0(ti)

)

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

ψj(ti)φσY (ti)B̂
′
θ0(ti)(θ̂n − θ0) +Op

(
(θ̂n − θ0)

2
)

= E
[
ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂

′
θ0(T ) | R

]
(θ̂n − θ0) +Op

(
n−2/3

)
To keep things concise we will need to define the following shorthand. We showed in the

proof of Lemma 3 that the integrals are uniformly bounded over all j. Since the λj are decreasing

this means that supj |aj | <∞.

aj ≡ λj

∫ cv

−cv
ϕj(s)ds−

∫ cv/c

−cv/c
ϕj(s)ds

No we can write the entire esimation error as:

∆̂c,n −∆c + r1,n =
1

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]
 1

n

n∑
i=1

Jn∑
j=0

aj
λj

ψj(ti)φσY (ti)

wθ0(ti)
−

Jn∑
j=0

aj
λj
E

[
ψj(T )φσY (T )

wθ0(T )
| R
]

+

∑Jn
j=0

aj
λj
E
[
ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂

′
θ0
(T ) | R

]
E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2 (θ̂n − θ0)

+
∆c

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2
(
1

n

n∑
i=1

1

wθ0(ti)
− E

[
1

wθ0(T )
| R
])

+
∆c

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2B′

θ0

(
θ̂n − θ0

)

+Op

(
1

λJnn
2/3

)
To proceed we must now linearize θ̂n−θ0. Using the result from section D.12.1 below, where

the |X | ×K matrix G and K × 1 vector ĝn are defined there:

θ̂n − θ0 =
[
G(θ0)

′Gn(θ0)
]−1

G(θ0)
′n1/3ĝn(θ0) +Op

(
n−2/3

)
Substituting this into the first term and using the facts that supj |aj | <∞ and λJ

∑J
j=0 λ

−1
j =

O(1):

∑Jn
j=0

aj
λj
E
[
ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂

′
θ0
(T ) | R

]
E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2 (θ̂n − θ0)

=

∑Jn
j=0

aj
λj
E
[
ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂

′
θ0
(T ) | R

]
[G(θ0)

′Gn(θ0)]
−1G(θ0)

′ĝn(θ0)

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2 +Op

(
1

λJnn
2/3

)
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Linearizing the second term:

∆c

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2B′

θ0

(
θ̂n − θ0

)
=

∆c

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2B′

θ0

[
G(θ0)

′Gn(θ0)
]−1

G(θ0)
′ĝn(θ0)

+Op

(
n−2/3

)
Putting all of these pieces together:

∆̂c,n −∆c + r1,n

=
1

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]
 1

n

n∑
i=1

Jn∑
j=0

aj
λj

ψj(ti)φσY (ti)

wθ0(ti)
−

Jn∑
j=0

aj
λj
E

[
ψj(T )φσY (T )

wθ0(T )
| R
]

+

∑Jn
j=0

aj
λj
E
[
ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂

′
θ0
(T ) | R

]
[G(θ0)

′Gn(θ0)]
−1G(θ0)

′ĝn(θ0)

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2

+
∆c

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2
(
1

n

n∑
i=1

1

wθ0(ti)
− E

[
1

wθ0(T )
| R
])

+
∆c

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2B′

θ0

[
G(θ0)

′Gn(θ0)
]−1

G(θ0)
′ĝn(θ0)

+Op

(
1

λJnn
2/3

)
Now we write down the function Zn,Jn explicitly:

Zn,Jn(t) =
1

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
] Jn∑
j=0

aj
λj

ψj(t)φσY (t)

wθ0(t)

+

∑Jn
j=0

aj
λj
E
[
ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂

′
θ0
(T ) | R

]
[G(θ0)

′Gn(θ0)]
−1G(θ0)

′v(t)

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2

+
∆c

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2 1

wθ0(t)

+
∆c

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2B′

θ0

[
G(θ0)

′Gn(θ0)
]−1

G(θ0)
′v(t)

= [G] + [H] + [I] + [J ]

Where vn(t) is an |X | × 1 vector with components:

vn,x(t) =
1

ϵn

(
1 {t ∈ (x, x+ ϵn]}

wθ0(x+ ϵn)
− 1 {t ∈ (x− ϵn, x]}

wθ0(x− ϵn)

)
We will establish two facts:

• supt,n n
−1/3λJn |Zn,Jn(t)| <∞.
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• supn λ
−2
Jn
n−1/3V ar(Zn,Jn(T )) <∞

First we show that supt,n n
−1/3λJn |Zn,Jn(t)| < ∞. First, consider [G]. The functions

ψj(t)φσY (t) are called the “Hermite Functions.” They are uniformly bounded by Cramér’s

Inequality which can be found in Indritz (1961) and Bateman (1953):

sup
j,t

|ψj(t)φσY (t)| < π1/2

We have already shown that λJn
∑Jn

j=0
1
λj

= O(1). So we can conclude:

[G] ≲
1

λJn

For the same reasons:

Jn∑
j=0

aj
λj
E
[
ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂

′
θ0(T ) | R

] [
G(θ0)

′Gn(θ0)
]−1

G(θ0)
′ ≲

1

λJn

By Assumption 2,

vn,x(t) ≲
1

ϵn
≲ n1/3

So we conclude that supt |[H]| ≲ n1/3

λJn
. Assumption 2 guarantees that supt |[I]| ≲ 1. Finally,

using the same arguments as the for the other parts: supt |[J ]| ≲ n1/3. Putting all three parts

together,

sup
t∈R

max
j∈1,···Jn

|Zj,Jn(t)| ≲
n1/3

λJn

Now to show supn λ
−2
Jn
n−1/3V ar(Zn,Jn(T )) < ∞. The variance of the sum of four terms is

no greater than sixteen times the largest of their variances. So we need only show that [G],

[H], [I], and [J] all have variances of order λ−2
Jn
n−1/3. For [G] and [I], the upper bounds already

established suffice since the variance cannot be greater than the square of the maximum. For

[H] and [J], it is sufficient to establish that maxx V ar(vn,x(T )) ≲ n1/3. To do this, first use

Assumption 2 to bound 1/wθ0 . Then notice that vn,x(T ) is n
1/3 times a bounded number times

the difference of two Bernoulli random variables. The variance of a Bernoulli is p(1− p). Since

T must have a continuous distribution P (T ∈ (x, x+ ϵn]) ≲ ϵn ≲ 1
n1/3 . So Var(vn,x(T )) ≲

n2/3

n1/3 = n1/3. Since there are only finitely many x, maxx V ar(vn,x(T )) ≲ n1/3 and we have

established that [H],[J] have variance of order λ−2
Jn
n−1/3, which is enough to guarantee that

supn λ
−2
Jn
n−1/3V ar(Zn,Jn(T )) <∞.

Notice that 1
n

∑n
i=1 Zn,Jn(ti) − E[Zn,Jn(T )] is not asymptotically equivalent to β̂c,n − β̃c,n

because E[vn,x(t)] ̸= 0. We need to subtract this bias term off on the left-hand side.

E [vn,x(t)] =
1

ϵn

(
Pr (t ∈ (x, x+ ϵn])

wθ0(x+ ϵn)
− Pr (t ∈ (x− ϵn, x])

wθ0(x− ϵn)

)
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Now define the bias terms as:

r2,n ≡

∑Jn
j=0

aj
λj
E
[
ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂

′
θ0
(T ) | R

]
[G(θ0)

′Gn(θ0)]
−1G(θ0)

′E[v(T ) | R]

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2

+
∆c

E
[

1
wθ0

(T ) | R
]2B′

θ0

[
G(θ0)

′Gn(θ0)
]−1

G(θ0)
′E[v(T ) | R]

This expectation is E[||v(T )||∞] = O(ϵn) = O
(
n−1/3

)
. So we can conclude:

∆̂c,n −∆0 − r1,n − r2,n =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Zn,Jn(ti)− E [Zn,Jn(T )] +Op

(
n−2/3λJn

)

D.12.1 Linearization of θ̂n − θ̃n

Next we study the convergence of θ̂n. Since the first term of the sample objective is zero at its

minimizer with probability approaching 1, θ̂n satisfies

θ̂n = argmin
θ

∑
x∈X

(
1
nϵn

∑n
i=1 1 {ti ∈ (x, x+ ϵn]}
wθ(x+ ϵn)

−
1
nϵn

∑n
i=1 1 {ti ∈ (x− ϵn, x]}
wθ(x− ϵn)

)2

This form coincides with a classical minimum distance estimator and we can show its asymp-

totic normality in the standard way from Newey and McFadden (1994). Let ĝn(θ) be a |X | × 1

vector with components equal to the summands

(
1

nϵn

∑n
i=1 1{ti∈(x,x+ϵn]}
wθ(x+ϵn)

−
1

nϵn

∑n
i=1 1{ti∈(x−ϵn,x]}
wθ(x−ϵn)

)
.

So,

θ̂n = argmin
θ
ĝn(θ)

′ĝn(θ)

Since wθ(t) is assumed to be everywhere continuously differentiable in θ, ĝn(θ) is also ev-

erywhere continuously differentiable in θ. Let Ĝ(θ) be the |X | ×K matrix of first derivatives

of ĝn(θ) with respect to the K components of θ.

Ĝ(θ)x,k = −
1
nϵn

∑n
i=1 1 {ti ∈ (x, x+ ϵn]}
wθ(x+ ϵn)2

d

dθ
wθ(x+ ϵn) +

1
nϵn

∑n
i=1 1 {ti ∈ (x− ϵn, x]}
wθ(x− ϵn)2

d

dθ
wθ(x− ϵn)

The population gradient G(θ) is:

G(θ)x,k = − lim
ϵ→0

fT |R(x+ ϵ)

wθ(x+ ϵn)2
d

dθ
wθ(x+ ϵ) +

fT |R(x− ϵ)

wθ(x− ϵ)2
d

dθ
wθ(x− ϵ)

The sample gradients converge uniformly to the population gradient:

max
x∈X ,k∈{1,···K}

sup
θ
n1/3

∣∣∣Ĝ(θ)x,k −G(θ)x,k

∣∣∣ = Op(1)
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So at the solution the FOC is satisfied:

0 = Ĝ(θ̂n)
′ĝn(θ̂n)

Taking the Taylor expansion about θ̃:

ĝn(θ̂n)− ĝn(θ0) = Ĝn(θ̄n)(θ̂n − θ̃n)

Substituting this into the FOC:

0 = Ĝ(θ̂n)
′ĝn(θ0) + Ĝ(θ̂n)

′Ĝn(θ̄n)(θ̂n − θ̃n)

Solving and using the nonsingularity of G,

(θ̂n − θ̃n) =
[
Ĝ(θ̂n)

′Ĝn(θ̄n)
]−1

Ĝ(θ̂n)
′ĝn(θ0)

Since (θ̃n− θ0) → 0 and θ is a mean value and the derivatives of wθ in θ are continuous and

the fact that matrix inverses are continuous in the 2-norm at invertible matrices:∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣[G(θ0)′Gn(θ0)]−1
G(θ0)

′ −
[
Ĝ(θ̂n)

′Ĝn(θ̄n)
]−1

Ĝ(θ̂n)
′
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

→ 0

Since the dimensions ofG are fixed and each dimension is converging with n−1/3, n1/3||Ĝ(θ̂n)−
G(θ0)||F = Op(1). Since the Frobenius norm upper bounds the 2-norm, n1/3||Ĝ(θ̂n)−G(θ0)||2 =
Op(1). Since matrix multiplication and inversion are Lipschitz continuous with respect to the

2-norm:

n1/3
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣[G(θ0)′Gn(θ0)]−1

G(θ0)
′ −
[
Ĝ(θ̂n)

′Ĝn(θ̄n)
]−1

Ĝ(θ̂n)
′
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

= Op(1)

Since n1/3ĝn(θ0) = Op(1),

n1/3(θ̂n − θ̃n) =
[
G(θ0)

′Gn(θ0)
]−1

G(θ0)
′n1/3ĝn(θ0) +Op

(
n−1/3

)
But ĝn(θ0) is a vector of sample averages.
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D.13 Proof of Theorem 4

Define:

Ẑn,Jn(t) =
1

1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

Jn∑
j=0

aj
λj

ψj(t)φσY (t)

wθ̂n(t)

+

∑Jn
j=0

aj
λj
E
[
ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂

′
θ̂n
(T ) | R

] [
G(θ̂n)

′Gn(θ̂n)
]−1

G(θ̂n)
′vθ̂n(t)(

1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

)2
+

∆̂c,n(
1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

)2 1

wθ̂n(t)

+
∆̂c,n(

1
n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)

)2B′
θ̂n

[
G(θ̂n)

′Gn(θ̂n)
]−1

G(θ̂n)
′vθ̂n(t)

The proof proceeds in two steps. First we show that supt∈R n
1/3λJn |Ẑn,Jn(t) − Zn,Jn(t)| =

Op(1). Then we show that the variance estimator converges faster than the variance decays.

Step 1

First we want to show that: supt∈R n
1/3λJn |Ẑn,Jn(t)−Zn,Jn(t)| = Op(1). We will show that

each term above converges at this rate one by one.

First, we have already shown in Theorem 1 that ∆̂c,n − ∆c = Op

(
λJnn

−1/3
)
. We showed

in step 1 of the proof of Theorem 2 that supt n
1/3
∣∣∣ 1
wθ̂n

(t) −
1

wθ0
(t)

∣∣∣ = Op(1). This implies that

supt n
1/3||vθ̂n(t)−vθ̂0(t)||∞ = Op(1). By the law of large numbers, 1

n

∑n
i=1

1
wθ̂n

(ti)
−E

[
1

wθ0
(T )

]
=

Op

(
n−1/2

)
. By Assumption 2, 1

wθ(t)
> θ for all t, θ, so

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
1
n

∑n
i=1

1
w
θ̂n

(ti)

− E
[

1
wθ0

(T )

]∣∣∣∣∣ = Op(n
−1/3).

Since all quantities are uniformly bounded by θ,

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
1
n

∑n
i=1

1
w
θ̂n

(ti)

− E
[

1
wθ0

(T )

]∣∣∣∣∣
2

= Op(n
−1/3).

Next, we showed in the proof of Lemma 7 that n1/3
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣[G(θ̂n)′Gn(θ̂n)]−1

G(θ̂n)
′
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

= Op(1).

Finally, since we assumed that ∇θ
1

wθ(t)
is Lipschitz-continuous in θ, supt n

1/3
∣∣∣∣∣∣B̂θ̂n(t)−∣∣∣∣∣∣1 <∞.

Combining this with the fact that ψj(t)φσY (t) < π1/4 from Indritz (1961),∣∣∣∣∣∣E [ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂′
θ̂n
(T ) | R

]
− E

[
ψj(T )φσY (T )B̂

′
θ0(T ) | R

]∣∣∣∣∣∣
1
= O

(
n−1/3

)
Combining all of these facts, we conclude that supt∈R n

1/3λJn |Ẑn,Jn(t)− Zn,Jn(t)| = Op(1).

Step 2

Now we show the main result. n5/6λ2Jn times the difference between variance estimator and

the variance estimator if we knew Zn,Jn is bounded by:

n5/6λ2Jn

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n2
n∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

ΛikZn,Jn(ti)Zn,Jn(tk)−
1

n2

n∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

ΛikẐn,Jn(ti)Ẑn,Jn(tk)

∣∣∣∣∣
= Op

(
n5/6λ2Jn

1

n

)
= Op(1)
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But by Assumption 5, lim inf n5/6λ2JnV ar(∆̂n,c) = ∞, so this difference must be dominated

by the variance itself. Now consider the estimation error. Since Var (Zn,Jn(ti)) = O(λ−2
Jn
n1/3),

then Var
(
Zn,Jn(ti)

2
)
= O(λ−4n4/3).

1

n

n∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

ΛikZn,Jn(ti)Zn,Jn(tk)−
1

n

n∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

ΛikE[Zn,Jn(ti)Zn,Jn(tk)] = Op

(
n2/3λ−2

Jn

n1/2

)
= Op

(
n1/6λ−2

Jn

)
So dividing by a further n yields:

1

n2

n∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

ΛikZn,Jn(ti)Zn,Jn(tk)−
1

n2

n∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

ΛikE[Zn,Jn(ti)Zn,Jn(tk)] = Op

(
n−5/6λ−2

Jn

)
Multiplying by n5/6λ2Jn :

n5/6λ2Jn

(
1

n2

n∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

ΛikZn,Jn(ti)Zn,Jn(tk)−
1

n2

n∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

ΛikE[Zn,Jn(ti)Zn,Jn(tk)]

)
= Op (1)

Again by Assumption 5, lim inf n5/6λ2JnV ar(∆̂n,c) = ∞, so this difference is also dominated by

the variance itself. So we can conclude,

1
n2

∑n
i=1

∑n
k=1 ΛikẐn,Jn(ti)ẐnJn(tk)

Var(∆̂n,c)
→ 1
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