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Sharp bounds on partially identified parameters are often given by the values of
linear programs (LPs). This paper introduces a novel estimator of the LP value.
Unlike existing procedures, our estimator is

√
n-consistent, pointwise in the probability

measure, whenever the population LP is feasible and finite. Our estimator is valid under
point-identification, over-identifying constraints, and solution multiplicity. Turning to
uniformity properties, we prove that the LP value cannot be uniformly consistently
estimated without restricting the set of possible distributions. We then show that
our estimator achieves uniform consistency under a condition that is minimal for the
existence of any such estimator. We obtain computationally efficient, asymptotically
normal inference procedure with exact asymptotic coverage at any fixed probability
measure. To complement our estimation results, we derive LP sharp bounds in a general
identification setting. We apply our findings to estimating returns to education. To that
end, we propose the conditionally monotone IV assumption (cMIV) that tightens the
classical monotone IV (MIV) bounds and is testable under a mild regularity condition.
Under cMIV, university education in Colombia is shown to increase the average wage
by at least 5.5%, whereas classical conditions fail to yield an informative bound.

Keywords: partial identification, linear programming, bounds estimation, stochastic
programming, uniform estimation, returns to education.

∗I am grateful to Andres Santos, Denis Chetverikov, Rosa Matzkin, Jinyong Hahn, Bulat Gafarov, Tim
Armstrong, Kirill Ponomarev, Manu Navjeevan, Zhipeng Liao, Estefanía Saravia, Bohdan Salahub, Shuyang
Sheng, as well as to all the participants of the 2024 California Econometrics Conference and the 2024 European
Winter Meeting of the Econometric Society for the valuable discussions and criticisms. Earlier versions of this
paper were circulated under the title ‘Identification and Inference under Affine Inequalities over Conditional
Moments’. First draft: May 30, 2024.

†Department of Economics, UCLA. Email: avoronin@ucla.edu.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

50
3.

14
94

0v
1 

 [
ec

on
.E

M
] 

 1
9 

M
ar

 2
02

5

avoronin@ucla.edu


1. Introduction

In many partially identified models, the sharp bounds on parameters correspond to the
values of linear programs (LPs) that depend on identified functionals of the underlying
probability measure. Examples include conditional moment inequalities (Andrews et al.,
2023), generalized IV models (Mogstad et al., 2018), revealed preference restrictions (Kline
and Tartari, 2016), intersection bounds (Honoré and Lleras-Muney, 2006), dynamic discrete
choice panels (Honoré and Tamer, 2006) and shape restrictions (Manski and Pepper, 2000).

In these settings, the bounds take the form B(P) = B(θ0(P)), where

B(θ) ≡ min
Mx≥c

p′x, (1)

and θ0(P) is the true value of parameter θ = (p′, vec(M)′, c′)′, estimated via a
√
n-consistent

estimator θ̂n. However, optimization problem (1) exhibits non-regular behavior, particularly
when the underlying model is rich enough that some linear functionals of x are nearly or
exactly point-identified over ΘI = {x ∈ Rd : Mx ≥ c}. In such cases, existing estimators of
the LP value B(P) are either inconsistent or rate-conservative, creating an undesirable tradeoff
in empirical work: richer models provide tighter bounds but complicate their estimation.

To address this issue, we develop a novel debiased penalty function estimator of B(P). Only
assuming that the true polytope ΘI is non-empty and contained in a known compact set, we
show that our estimator is

√
n−consistent, pointwise in the probability measure. In contrast,

the plug-in estimator is not generally consistent and may fail to exist with non-vanishing
probability, while the alternative set-expansion estimator based on Chernozhukov et al. (2007)
is rate-conservative and may fail to exist in finite samples. Figure 1 gives a preview of the
comparative performance of these estimators.

We obtain an asymptotically normal version of our estimator via sample-splitting and
construct confidence regions with exact asymptotic coverage at any fixed probability measure.
By comparison, existing procedures either rely on further conditions (Gafarov, 2024), or result
in asymptotically conservative inference (Cho and Russell, 2023). Notably, the approach most
commonly used in applied research—combining plug-in estimation with bootstrap (De Haan
(2017), Cygan-Rehm et al. (2017), Siddique (2013), Kreider et al. (2012), Gundersen et al.
(2012), Blundell et al. (2007))—may not provide valid confidence intervals even when the
underlying model is far from point-identification. In addition, our procedure is the most
computationally efficient in the existing literature1.

Turning to uniform asymptotic theory, we first establish a general impossibility result:
1Both Gafarov (2024) (BG) and Cho and Russell (2023) (CR) rely on resampling methods, which require

to compute one or multiple LPs at each bootstrap iteration. Computing a confidence interval for a LP with 32
variables takes 16.81 seconds with the approach of BG and 40.65 seconds with the approach of CR, according
to the latter work. Our approach requires solving a LP once, which takes around 0.0022 seconds on average.
The LPs in our application have 160 variables.

2



1000 3000 5000 7000 9000
n

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Av
er

ag
e 

ac
ro

ss
 si

m
ul

at
io

ns

Plug-in
Set expansion, 0 = 0.1
Debiased penalty
B( 0)

1000 3000 5000 7000 9000
n

Av
er

ag
e 

ac
ro

ss
 si

m
ul

at
io

ns

Figure 1: Comparison of estimators for two measures with true values 0 (left) and −1 (right).
Averages over 104 simulations. The plug-in estimator is inconsistent for the right-side measure,
while the set-expansion estimator is conservative for the left-side measure. The debiased
penalty estimator performs well for both. See Section 2.6 for details.

using Le Cam’s binary testing method, we show that no uniformly consistent estimator exists
when the estimated functional is discontinuous in the total variation norm. This result implies
that the LP value cannot be uniformly consistently estimated over the unrestricted set of
distributions P. To make progress, we introduce the ‘δ−condition’ that parametrizes P by
restricting it to the measures at which the smallest singular value of some full-rank submatrix
of constraints binding at an optimal vertex is lower-bounded by a δ > 0. This condition is
minimal in the sense that any measure from P satisfies it for some δ, ensuring the family of
restricted measures’ sets covers P as δ grows small. Unlike the conditions in Gafarov (2024),
it does not exclude economically relevant problematic cases, such as point-identification and
over-identification, nor does it preclude solution multiplicity. Under the δ−condition, our
estimator is shown to be uniformly consistent.

To complement our estimation procedure, we derive sharp (and novel) LP bounds for a
broad class of causal parameters under affine inequalities over conditional moments2 (AICM),
potentially augmented with affine almost sure restrictions and missing data conditions. In
the simplest case, AICM identifying restrictions have the form

M∗(E[Y (d)|T = t, Z = z])d,t,z + b∗ ≥ 0 and M̃(Y (d))d + b̃ ≥ 0 a.s., (2)

where (Y (d))d are continuous potential outcomes corresponding to the legs of treatment T and
Z ∈ RdZ are other covariates. Identified matrices M∗, M̃ and vectors b∗, b̃ are chosen by the

2Including ATE and CATE, among other typically studied parameters, see Section 3.
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researcher. In AICM models, θ from (1) is usually a function of identified conditional moments
(E[Y |T = t, Z = z])t,z and the identified joint distribution of T, Z, while x collects relevant
unobserved conditional moments. Our approach accommodates arbitrary combinations of
existing ‘nonparametric bounds’ restrictions, allows to conduct sensitivity analysis, and
extends to more complex conditions where sharp bounds were previously unavailable3.

Finally, we apply our approach to estimating returns to education in Colombia. To that
end, we first introduce a family of conditionally monotone instrumental variables assumptions
(cMIV), which are nested within (2). A variable is a cMIV if the potential outcomes are
mean-monotone in it both unconditionally and within selected treatment subgroups4. While
an explicit form for the sharp bounds under cMIV may not be feasible, their LP representation
follows from our general identification result for (2). The cMIV conditions yield tighter
bounds than the classical MIV assumption of Manski and Pepper (2000). We argue, however,
that they remain unrestrictive in many applications, including ours. While empirical studies
(e.g., De Haan (2017)) have assessed the monotonicity of observed conditional moments to
justify applying MIV, such monotonicity is instead equivalent to a particular form of cMIV
given that MIV holds and under a mild regularity condition. The formal test of cMIV is
obtained as an extension of Chetverikov (2019). Using Saber test scores as a cMIV, we find
that earning a university degree increases average wages by at least 5.5% in Colombia. In
contrast, the classical conditions fail to produce an informative bound.

This paper also contributes two auxiliary results. The first one is concerned with an
important special case of (2) - the combination of all classical Manski and Pepper (2000)
conditions. Since this combination has the strongest identifying power among classical
restrictions, it has been used in empirical work even without a formal justification, sometimes
leading to incorrect bounds (see Lafférs (2013)). We provide sharp bounds under continuous
outcomes in this setting. Another auxiliary contribution is a novel lower bound on the
ℓ1-deviation from a non-empty bounded polytope in terms of Euclidean distance from the
polytope. It may offer insights into the behavior of ℓ1-penalized solutions of systems of linear
inequalities studied in the control theory literature (e.g. Pinar and Chen (1999)).

We briefly note the limitations of our approach. On the identification side, the absence of
restrictions on treatment selection prevents us from studying more granular parameters, such
as marginal treatment responses. Furthermore, our identification results are given for discrete
treatment and instrument. An extension to the continuous case is feasible, but is outside the
scope of this paper5. On the estimation side, while our estimator is pointwise

√
n−consistent

in general, we only establish
√
n/wn-uniform consistency6 for a slowly diverging sequence

3For example, cMIV and the mixture of all classical Manski and Pepper (2000) conditions, see below.
4The collection of treatment subgroups over which monotonicity is assumed is chosen by the researcher,

see Section 4 for details.
5Even when continuous identification results are available, in practice estimation is still carried out with

discretized covariates. This is true for all empirical work referenced below.
6We show, however, that one side of the convergence happens at the uniform rate

√
n, see Section 2.5.

4



wn
7. We provide further evidence on the uniform rate of consistency in Appendix E. A

theoretically
√
n−uniformly consistent estimator follows from our analysis, but it depends on

an unobserved parameter δ that is difficult to estimate, so we do not recommend using it in
practice. Finally, while our inference procedure naturally extends to uniform setup under
sufficient regularity conditions, exploring this is left for future work.

Relationship to literature

The strand of literature relevant to the estimation of (1) is concerned with statistical
inference in the LP estimation framework. Semenova (2023) considers a LP with an estimated
constraint vector ĉn but known M and p, while Bhattacharya (2009) considers LPs with
an estimated p̂n and known M, c. Methods developed under a known M assumption do
not easily extend to the setting when M is estimated. Mogstad et al. (2018) construct a
set-expansion estimator and prove its consistency. Gafarov (2024) develops uniform inference
for a LP described by affine inequalities over unconditional moments, provided uniform Linear
Independence Constraint Qualification (LICQ) and Slater’s condition (SC) hold. Gafarov’s
conditions may be restrictive in some applications - for example, under AICM, see Section 2.
Cho and Russell (2023) obtain uniformly valid, yet conservative inference for the case when θ
is affine in unconditional moments. Their practical procedure implicitly assumes that the SC
holds8. Andrews et al. (2023) develop an inference procedure for the LP value in a special
case in which SC holds. Syrgkanis et al. (2021) develop a testing procedure for the failure of
LP feasibility. We conduct Monte Carlo simulations to compare our approach with relevant
existing methods in Section 2.6.

Despite the similar name, AICM approach is unrelated to the model in Andrews et al.
(2023) beyond producing LP bounds. Instead, it generalizes the nonparametric bounds
analysis of Manski and Pepper (2000, 2009). The LP sharp bounds in Theorem 3.1 coincide
with or tighten the bounds in Blundell et al. (2007), Boes (2009), Siddique (2013), Kreider
et al. (2012), De Haan (2017) and Cygan-Rehm et al. (2017). These studies combine the
plug-in estimator B(θ̂n) with bootstrap for inference, an approach that relies on strong
assumptions (see Section 2.2.b). The exact inference procedure in Algorithm 1 could be
used instead. AICM also complements the findings of Mogstad et al. (2018), who develop
identification theory for generalized IV estimators and obtain bounds in the form (1). Their
method imposes a Heckman and Vytlacil (1999, 2005) selection mechanism in the binary
treatment case and thus restricts them to valid IVs9, but allows to accommodate arbitrary a.s.
restrictions on the marginal treatment response functions and derive bounds for potentially
more granular causal parameters. Even though (2) nests mean-independence conditions,

7Theoretically, wn can diverge arbitrarily slowly. We use wn ∝ ln ln n, see Section 2.6 and Appendix H.
8We discuss this in more detail in Section 2.6.
9Additive separability in treatment selection is equivalent to the Imbens and Angrist (1994) IV conditions

under instrument exogeneity (Vytlacil, 2002).
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AICM approach is most useful when a valid IV is not available10.

Notation

All vectors are column vectors, and M ′ denotes the transpose of M ∈ Rn×m. If A is a set, A′

stands for its complement. A collection (xj)j∈J is a column vector. 2A denotes the powerset of set
A, and [n] is the collection of integers from 1 to n ∈ N. × is a Cartesian product of sets, while ⊗
is the Kronecker product. The sign ⊔ denotes a disjoint union. Signs ∧ and ∨ stand for logical
‘and’ and ‘or’ operators respectively. For M ∈ Rm×n and A ⊆ [m], MA ∈ R|A|×n is the submatrix of
the rows of M with indices in A. If j ∈ [m], write Mj ≡ M ′

{j}. R(M) stands for the range of M ,
while rk(M) denotes its rank. σd(M) is the d−th largest singular value of M , and M † denotes the
Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of M . In a normed space S, the distance between x ∈ S and A ⊆ S

is written as d(x, A) ≡ infa∈A ||x − a||, and dH(A, B) ≡ max{supb∈B d(b, A), supa∈A d(a, B)} is the
Hausdorff distance between A, B ⊆ S. For A ⊆ S the open expansion is Aε ≡ {s ∈ S : d(s, A) < ε}.
Int(A) and Cl(A) are the interior and closure of A ⊆ Rd, while Cone(A) is its conical hull. If A is
a matrix, Cone(A) is the conical hull of its columns. s(x, A) ≡ maxa∈A x′a for a compact A ⊆ Rd

and x ∈ Rd is a support function. For v = (vj)j∈[d], define v+ ≡ (max{vj , 0})j∈[d]. For v, u ∈ Rd

vector inequalities v > u and v ≥ u mean vi > ui ∀i ∈ [d] and vi ≥ ui ∀i ∈ [d] respectively. ιd ∈ Rd

is a vector of ones, Id ∈ Rd×d is the identity matrix, and the subscript is dropped occasionally.
Operator EP is the expectation under a measure P, and the subscript is dropped whenever it does
not cause confusion. The statement wn → ∞ w.p.a.1 means that ∀M > 0, limn→∞ P[wn > M ] = 1.
We adopt the convention inf ∅ = +∞, and sup ∅ = −∞.

2. LP estimation framework

In many partial identification settings, bounds on the parameters of interest can be
characterized as the values of linear programs (see Kline and Tamer (2023) for a review).
Readers who prefer to first see an identification framework leading to such bounds may refer
to Section 3, where LP sharp bounds are derived for a general class of AICM models. This
section focuses on the estimation theory for such problems. The LP value function is given by

B(θ) ≡ inf
Mx≥c

p′x, (3)

where M ∈ Rq×d, c ∈ Rq and p ∈ Rd. The vector θ ≡ (p′, vec(M)′, c′)′ collects parameters
of the LP. The estimable value of these parameters at a fixed true measure is denoted by
θ0 ∈ RS, with S = qd+ q + d. The value of interest is therefore B(θ0). Note that (3) does

10Thus, if one is faced with i) a binary treatment setup, ii) has a valid IV and iii) no outcomes’ data
is missing, the method of Mogstad et al. (2018) may be used. If any of these conditions fail, AICM is an
alternative.
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not rule out equality constraints, as Ax = b ⇐⇒ Ax ≥ b ∧ −Ax ≥ −b.
We denote the constraint set by ΘI(θ) ≡ {x ∈ Rd|Mx ≥ c} and omit the argument when

θ0 is concerned. In the context of Section 3 and other existing applications (e.g. Mogstad
et al. (2018)), the set ΘI is the identified set for an unobserved feature x of the underlying
distribution. Under Assumption A0.i-ii, the set ΘI is a convex polytope.

Assumption A0 (Pointwise setup). Suppose that at the fixed true parameter θ0: i) The
identified set is non-empty, ΘI(θ0) ̸= ∅; ii) ΘI(θ0) ⊆ X for a known compact X ⊆ Rd and iii)
There is an estimator θ̂n ≡ (p̂′

n, vec(M̂n)′, ĉ′
n)′: ||θ̂n − θ0|| = Op(1/

√
n)

Assumption A0 is maintained throughout this section, while other conditions are stated
explicitly. A0.i ensures feasibility of the population LP. In partially identified models it
means that there exists a distribution consistent with the identifying restrictions, which
does not imply correct model specification. A0.ii is a mild restriction11 that usually holds in
applications, for example under bounded outcomes in AICM models (see Section 3). The
estimator in A0.iii is typically warranted by CLT and the Delta-Method. We focus on the
case in which θ0 is

√
n−estimable for expositional simplicity, but our results generalize to

any rate rn ↑ ∞.
The following primal and dual solution sets will prove useful in our discussion:

A(θ) ≡ arg min
Mx≥c

p′x, Λ(θ) = arg max
M ′λ=p, λ≥0

c′λ.

Assumption A0 implies that a finite B(θ0) is attained as a minimum in (3), ΘI(θ0) and A(θ0)
are non-empty compact sets, and Λ(θ0) is non-empty. We now briefly discuss the typically
imposed regularity conditions.

Definition. Slater’s condition (SC) is the assertion that Int(ΘI) ̸= ∅.12

SC rules out point-identification of any linear functional of x. In particular, it precludes
exact point-identification of the target p′x and point-identification of x, i.e. the case when
|ΘI | = 1. Most existing methods rely on SC explicitly (Gafarov (2024)) or implicitly (Cho
and Russell (2023), Andrews et al. (2023)). Even an ‘approximate’ failure of SC, when the
true identified set ΘI becomes ‘thin’, can be problematic for the existing methods in finite
samples. Our simulation evidence illustrates this, see Section 2.6. This creates an undesirable
tradeoff in applications: higher identification power comes with poorer estimation quality.

Definition. Linear independence constraint qualification (LICQ) is the assertion that the
submatrix of binding inequality constraints at any x ∈ A(θ0) is full-rank.

11For a polytope to be bounded, it must be that q ≥ d + 1, see Chapters 2 and 3 in Grünbaum et al. (1967)
12We give simplified versions of assumptions here for simplicity of exposition. In the presence of ‘true’

equalities Ax = b, SC should be stated in terms of relative interior, allowing for point-identification along
‘true’ equalities. LICQ should similarly be restated to account for equalities, as in Gafarov (2024).

7
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Figure 2: The feasible region in (4) for two values of b.

LICQ precludes the existence of overidentifying constraints at the optimum. It may be
hard to justify in ‘bigger’ models, like the one we develop and apply in Sections 4 and 5.
These feature a larger number of inequality constraints that may have similar identifying
power, so it is not ex-ante clear why there must not be overidentification at the optimum.
LICQ also rules out parameters-on-the-boundary, as the following remark clarifies.

Remark 2.1. Example 2.1 in Fang and Santos (2018) can be restated as a LP: B(θ0) =
max{0,E[X]} = mint∈R t s.t. t ≥ 0, t ≥ E[X]. LICQ fails in that program if E[X] = 0, which
corresponds to the parameter-on-the-boundary case from Andrews (1999, 2000).

Definition. No flat faces condition (NFF) is the assertion that |A(θ0)| = 1.

The notion of flat faces thus corresponds to |A(θ0)| ≠ 1, i.e. the situation in which the
bound on the target parameter p′x is achieved at multiple partially identified features x.

Assumption A0 does not impose LICQ or SC, nor does it rule out flat faces. Estimating
B(θ0) without these conditions is challenging due to the irregular behavior of B(·). If SC
fails, B(·) may be discontinuous at θ0, and the plug-in estimator B(θ̂n) may not be pointwise
consistent.

Proposition 2.1. Fix any d ∈ N. Then, i) for any q ≥ d+ 2, there exist θ0 and θ̂n satisfying
Assumption A0, with B(θ̂n) −B(θ0) ̸= op(1) and |B(θ̂n)| < +∞ for all n ∈ N surely; and ii)
for any q ≥ d+ 1, there exist θ0 and θ̂n satisfying Assumption A0, with B(θ̂n) −B(θ0) ̸= op(1)
and B(θ̂n) = +∞ with non-vanishing probability.

The proposition above can be illustrated using two simple examples.

Example 2.1. For the first part of Proposition 2.1, consider

B(b) = min
x∈R2

x1 s.t. : x2 ≥ (1 + b)x1, x2 ≤ x1, x1 ∈ [−1; 1], (4)

8



where b is estimated via b̂n = b+ 1
n

∑n
i=1 Ui with Ui ∼ U [−1; 1] i.i.d. Suppose in population

b = 0, as in Figure 2b. The true value is then B(0) = −1, attained at x∗ = −ι. The plug-in
estimator collapses to B(b̂n) = −1{b̂n ≥ 0}, and does not converge to −1 in probability.

Example 2.2. To illustrate the second part of Proposition 2.1, consider

B(a) = min
x∈R2

x1 s.t. : x2 ≥ x1 + a, x2 ≤ x1, x1 ∈ [−1; 1],

where a is estimated via ân = a + 1
n

∑n
i=1 Ui with Ui ∼ U [−1; 1] i.i.d. Suppose a = 0. If

ân > 0, the sample LP is infeasible, so B(b̂n) = +∞. This occurs w.p. 1/2 for any n ∈ N.

In some special cases (e.g., Honoré and Tamer (2006)), SC may be argued to hold, ensuring
the continuity of B(·)13. However, an additional challenge arises: B(·) is not necessarily
Hadamard differentiable unless further regularity conditions hold. This complicates inference,
as Proposition 2.4 in Section 2.2 illustrates.

This section addresses Propositions 2.1 and 2.4. Section 2.1 introduces the penalty
function estimator and its debiased version, which we show to be

√
n-pointwise consistent

under A0. Section 2.2 develops a computationally efficient inference procedure with exact
asymptotic coverage under A0. Turning to uniform properties, Section 2.3 presents a general
impossibility result for discontinuous functionals. It implies that the LP value cannot be
uniformly consistently estimated under a uniform version of A0 alone. We then characterize
a broad class of measures over which a uniformly consistent estimator exists. Sections 2.4
and 2.5 establish the uniform rates of the penalty function estimators over this class. Section
2.6 provides simulation evidence.

2.1. Consistency

2.1.a. Penalty function estimator. We now develop a consistent estimator that is inspired
by the theory of exact penalty functions. The idea is to restate (3) as an unconstrained
penalized problem. Define the L1−penalized version of the LP objective as

L(x; θ, w) ≡ p′x+ w′(c−Mx)+,

and consider the unconstrained problem

B̃(θ;w) ≡ min
x∈X

L(x; θ, w), Ã(θ;w) ≡ arg min
x∈X

L(x; θ, w). (5)

We use B̃(·) to obtain a preliminary estimator of the LP value, which we term the penalty
function estimator. Note that L(x; θ, w) = p′x at any x ∈ ΘI(θ), i.e. the penalized objective
function is equal to the LP objective function whenever the constraints in (3) are satisfied.

13Under SC and A0, B(·) is continuous at θ0, see Appendix F.1.
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Assumption A1 (Penalty parameter). The penalty vector w ∈ Rq and the true parameter
θ0 ∈ RS are such that in the problem (3) evaluated at θ0 there exists a KKT vector λ∗ ∈ Λ(θ0),
such that w > λ∗.

Note that Assumption A1 does not require w to be component-wise larger than all KKT
vectors. In any finite and feasible LP there exists at least one λ∗ < ∞, so at any fixed θ0

there always exists a large enough w that satisfies A1.

Remark 2.2. If it is known that i) B(θ0) < K for some K > 0, and ii) c > c > 0 for some
known c > 0, Assumption A1 is satisfied by θ0 and known w = ιK/c by duality.

The following Lemma is key to understanding the penalty function approach. It asserts
that under Assumption A1 the L1−penalty function is exact for the LP in (3).

Lemma 2.1. For any θ ∈ RS, and w ∈ Rq
+, if ΘI(θ) ⊆ X , then

B̃(θ;w) ≤ B(θ). (6)

Moreover, if θ0 and w satisfy Assumption A1, then: i) (6) holds with an equality at θ = θ0,
and ii) solutions coincide, Ã(θ0;w) = A(θ0).

The deterministic result in Lemma 2.1, combined with the observation that the objective
function converges in probability uniformly in x under A0, establish that the penalty function
estimator with a fixed w is consistent under A1.

Proposition 2.2. Under Assumption A1,

B̃(θ̂n;w) p−→ B(θ0).

For ease of notation, from now on we treat w ∈ R+ as a scalar penalty that induces the
penalty vector wι. Our results extend immediately to the case when the coordinates of the
penalty vector differ. Based on Lemma 2.1 and Proposition 2.2, it might seem that w should
be selected to be as large as possible. This, however, yields a generally inconsistent estimator
if SC fails.

Example 2.1 (cont’d). Consider (4) with b = 0 and suppose w > 2. If b̂n < 0, there exists
a sample KKT vector λ̂n ∈ Λ(b̂n), whose largest coordinate is ||λ̂n||∞ = |b̂−1

n |. So, if also
w > |b̂−1

n |, the penalty estimator selects an incorrect optimum (0, 0) in light of Lemma 2.1.
Since b̂n

p−→ 0, at a large enough sample size |b̂−1
n | will exceed any fixed w with high probability

and the correct minimum of −1 will be estimated. However, that logic fails in finite samples
if w is ‘large’.

This observation justifies the need to study w → ∞ asymptotic theory. We show that the
penalty parameter can be allowed to diverge at the rate dominated by

√
n.

10



Theorem 2.1. For any wn → ∞ w.p.a.1 with wn√
n

p−→ 0, we have

|B̃n(θ̂n, wn) −B(θ0)| = Op

(
wn√
n

)

Observe that the estimator in Theorem 2.1 does not rely on Assumption A1, as the latter is
always satisfied at a fixed measure for a large enough n when wn → ∞.

2.1.b. Debiased penalty estimator. The wnn
−1/2 rate of convergence in Theorem 2.1 is

determined by the slowly vanishing penalty term. This term is a product of the deviation
from the true polytope, that vanishes at n−1/2, and an exploding sequence wn. It is thus
reasonable to ask whether the

√
n−rate could be restored by dropping the penalty term, i.e.

debiasing the penalty function. We show that this can be done. Before we proceed, let us
make the following simplification. Without loss of generality, suppose that

p̂n = p − non-random. (7)

To see why (7) can be assumed w.l.g., note that one can set p = e1 = (1 0 . . . 0)′ and add an
auxiliary variable for the value of the problem in the first position of x (see Gafarov (2024)).

We define the debiased penalty function estimator as

B̂(θ̂n;wn) ≡ max
x∈Ã(θ̂n;wn)

p′x.

The following theorem establihes its rate, and is one of the main contributions of this paper.

Theorem 2.2. Suppose A(θ0) ⊆ Int(X ). For any wn → ∞ w.p.a.1 with wn√
n

p−→ 0,

max
x∈Ã(θ̂n,wn)

|p′x−B(θ0)| = Op

(
1√
n

)
.

Remark 2.3. The result in Theorem 2.2 is uniform over the argmin set, so one may use any
measurable selection from Ã(θ̂n;wn) to obtain a

√
n−consistent estimator. In the context of

lower/upper bound estimation, max /minÃ(θ̂n;wn) p
′x respectively yield the tightest bound.

Remark 2.4. The argmin set of the penalty function estimator can be computed by solving
a LP with d+ q variables and 2q constraints. Specifically, in Appendix A.3 we show that,
w.p.a.1, Ã(θ̂n;wn) = arg minx,a∈Rd×Rq p′x+ wnι

′a, s.t.: a ≥ 0, a ≥ ĉn − M̂nx.

Remark 2.5. An alternative estimator can be constructed using a set-expansion argument:
B̌n = minx∈Rd p̂′

nx s.t. M̂nx ≥ ĉn − √
κnn

−1/2ι. In Appendix G, we show that the results from
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Chernozhukov et al. (2007) and the geometry of polytopes imply that B̌n with an appropriately
chosen, diverging κn, is consistent for B(θ0). However, it can be rate-conservative, converging
at

√
nκ−1/2

n . It appears to perform worse than the debiased penalty function estimator in our
simulations, see Section 2.6.

We now outline the main ideas behind Theorem 2.2. For x ∈ Rd, let J(x; θ̃) ≡ {j ∈
[q] : M̃jx = c̃j} denote the set of constraints that bind at x when evaluated at θ̃. For
ease of notation, from now on we write θ0 = (vec(M)′, c′)′. Let us introduce the following
terminology.

Definition (Vertex). We call x ∈ Ã(θ̂n;wn) a vertex-solution if the corresponding matrix of
binding constraints, M̂nJ(x;θ̂n), has full column rank.

Definition (Nice face). We say that a nonempty set A ⊆ [q] corresponds to a nice face14

F ≡ {x ∈ Rd : MAx = cA} if p′x = B(θ0) for any x ∈ F .

Intuitively, the proof of Theorem 2.2 proceeds in two steps. First, by anti-concentration
arguments we establish that with high probability asymptotically the penalty function
estimator manages to select a vertex-solution x̂n such that the set of constraints that bind
at it, Ân = J(x̂n; θ̂n), corresponds to a nice face F = {x ∈ Rd : MÂn

x = cÂn
}. Once a nice

face has been selected, the
√
n−convergence of p′x̂n to B(θ0) obtains as a consequence of

(M̂nA, ĉnA) converging to (MA, cA) at this rate for a fixed A ⊆ [q].
The discussion of uniform asymptotic theory in Section 2.3 sheds light on the role of wn

and the trade-off involved in its selection. The practical guidance on selecting wn is then
developed on the basis of our results and random matrix theory in Appendix H.

2.2. Inference

This section develops an inference procedure for a general LP estimator, in which all
parameters are inferred from the data. This procedure nests special cases in which some
parameters remain fixed, as in Semenova (2023) or Bhattacharya (2009).

Assumption B0 (Random sample). Suppose θ̂n = θ̂n(Dn) is a measurable function of the
sample Dn ≡ {W1,W2, . . . ,Wn}, where Wi ∈ RdW , i ∈ [n] are i.i.d. random vectors.

We suppose that Assumption B0 holds throughout Section 2.2, whereas the rest of the
conditions are imposed explicitly.

Assumption B1 (Asymptotic normality). The estimator θ̂n is such that, for Σ < ∞,

√
n(θ̂n − θ0) L−→ G0 ∼ N (0,Σ).

Assumption B1 is typically warranted by reference to CLT and the Delta Method when
θ̂n = g(n−1∑n

i=1 Wi) for some smooth g(·), as in the AICM models (2), see Section 3.
14It should be noted that a nice face is not necessarily a valid k−face of the true polytope ΘI .
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2.2.a. Exact inference on a debiased estimator. We construct a method for statistical infer-
ence on B(θ0) that achieves exact asymptotic coverage under minimal regularity conditions.
Our approach is based on an asymptotically normal version of the debiased penalty estimator
with wn → ∞ w.p.a.1 and is outlined in Algorithm 1. Before stating the main result, we
introduce key auxiliary constructions and discuss our assumptions.

Algorithm 1 (Inference procedure)
Given data Dn, estimators θ̂(Dn) and Σ̂n = Σ̂(Dn), penalty vector w(n,Dn) ∈ Rq and
constants γ ∈ (0; 1), v > 0, follow the steps below to obtain confidence intervals for B(θ0).
Step 1 (Split the sample):

1: Randomly split Dn into two folds {D(f)}f=1,2 of sizes n1 = ⌊γn⌋, n2 = n− n1

2: Compute θ̂(f) ≡ θ̂(D(f)) = (vec(M̂ (f))′, ĉ(f)′)′ for f = 1, 2
Step 2 (Find the vertex):

1: On the first fold, compute the penalty estimator’s arg min as

Â ≡ arg min
x∈Rd,a∈Rq

p′x+ w(n1,D(1))′a, s.t.: a ≥ ĉ(1) − M̂ (1)x, a ≥ 0.

2: Find the (finite) set of vertex-solutions V̂x ≡ {x ∈ Rd : (x, a) ∈ Â, rk(M̂ (1)
J(x;θ̂(1))) = d}

3: Find the optimal vertex-solution x̂ ∈ arg maxx∈V̂x
p′x

4: Find the set of binding inequalities Â ≡ J(x̂; θ̂(1))
5: Compute v̌ = arg minv∈R|Â| ||p− M̂

(1)′
Â
v||2, s.t. ||v|| ≤ v

Step 3 (Construct the C.I.)
1: Compute σ̂2

n = σ2(Â, x̂, v̂, Σ̂n) using the formula in Lemma B.3.
2: Compute an updated estimate B̆ ≡ v̌′(ĉ(2)

Â
− M̂

(2)
Â
x̂) + p′x̂

3: The right, two-side and left α−confidence intervals for B(θ0) are given by, respectively,(
B̆ − σ̂n√

n2
z1−α; +∞

)
,

(
B̆ − σ̂n√

n2
z1−α/2; B̆ + σ̂n√

n2
z1−α/2

)
,

(
−∞; B̆ + σ̂n√

n2
z1−α

)
.

For the true θ0 = (vec(M)′, c′)′ and some subset of indices A ⊆ [q], consider conditions

∃x ∈ A(θ0) : MAx = cA, (8)
p ∈ R(M ′

A). (9)

Equation (8) is satisfied if constraints A may bind simultaneously at some solutions of the
original LP, while (9) holds if the objective function’s gradient p is a linear combination of
the gradients of inequalities from A. For example, if A is a set of all binding constraints at
some x ∈ A(θ0), equation (9) follows from KKT conditions.

Continuing the discussion in Section 2.1.b, we note that subsets A that satisfy (8) and (9)
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correspond to the nice faces.

Lemma 2.2. If A ⊆ [q] satisfies (8) and (9), then F = {x ∈ Rd : MAx = cA} is a nice face,

B(θ0) = p′x, ∀x ∈ F.

Define the set A ≡ {A ∈ 2[q] : |A| ≥ d,A satisfies (8) and (9)}. It is non-empty in any feasible
finite LP. With probability approaching 1, the penalty function estimator manages to select
a vertex-solution x̂n ∈ Ã(θ̂n;wn), determined by the binding constraints Ân = J(x̂n; θ̂n) ∈ A
that satisfy (8) and (9) and thus correspond to a nice face by Lemma 2.2.

The debiased estimator may hence be understood as a two-stage procedure: one first finds
the set of binding inequalities Ân ∈ A, and then estimates B(θ0) as p′M̂ †

nÂn
ĉnÂn

. Performing
inference on that object directly would require working with the complex joint distribution of
Ân, and θ̂n, and would likely result in an asymptotically non-normal estimator.

We address this by ‘disentangling’ the variation in Ân and θ̂n via sample splitting.
Intuitively, a vertex is estimated on one part of the sample, while the noise in the parameter
estimation comes from the other. We now state our assumptions and present the main result.

Assumption B2 (Variance estimator). B1 holds, and there exists an estimator Σ̂n
p−→ Σ.

Assumption B2 requires the researcher to possess a consistent estimator of the asymptotic
variance of θ̂n. If θ̂n = g (n−1∑n

i=1 Wi) for some smooth and known g(·), such estimator can
typically be obtained from the estimated covariance matrix of Wi via Delta-method. In more
complicated scenarios, bootstrap on θ̂n may be employed.

Define the set SA ≡ {v ∈ R|A| : p = M ′
Av} and note that (9) is equivalent to SA ̸= ∅.

Assumption B3. For a constant v > 0, max
A∈A

min
v∈SA

||v|| ≤ v.

Assumption B3 is a technical condition ensuring that we can find a sequence approaching
SA asymptotically, i.e. d(v̌,SA) = op(1) for v̌ defined in (10). Practical guidance on choosing
v is provided in Appendix E.2. Simulation evidence in Figure 16 in Appendix E.2 suggests
that the specific value of v has no impact on inference, as long as it is sufficiently large.

Definition (Optimal triplet). We call (A, x, v) ∈ 2[q] ×Rd ×Rq an optimal triplet if i) |A| ≥ d,
ii) x ∈ A(θ0), iii) MAx = cA, iv) p = M ′

AvA, and v) A = Supp(v).

We randomly split Dn into two disjoint, collectively exhaustive folds D(f)
n of size nf for

f = 1, 2, with n1 = ⌊γn⌋ and n2 = n−⌊γn⌋ for some fixed γ ∈ (0; 1). Our inference procedure
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uses the data from D(1) to estimate an optimal triplet (Â, x̂, v̂). The vertex15 is estimated as

x̂ ∈ arg max
x∈Ã(θ̂(1);wn1 )

p′x s.t.: rk(M̂J(x;θ̂(1))) = d,

the set of binding constraints that define it is denoted by Â ≡ J(x̂; θ̂(1)), and

v̌ ∈ arg min
||v||≤v

||M̂ (1)′
Â
v − p||2. (10)

Finally, we define v̂ ∈ Rq so that v̂Â = v̌ and v̂j = 0 for j /∈ Â.
Our procedure is then based on showing that, for large n,

√
n2
(
v̌′(ĉ(2)

Â
− M̂

(2)
Â
x̂) + p′x̂−B(θ0)

)
≈ N (0, σ2(Â, x̂, v̂,Σ)),

where σ2(·) is derived in Appendix B.2.

Assumption B4 (Non-degeneracy). B1 holds, and σ(A, x, v,Σ) > 0 for any optimal
triplet A, x, v.

An inspection of the proof of Theorem 2.3 below reveals that Assumption B4 rules out
the scenarios when finding an A ∈ A determines the value B(θ0), even though θ̂ is noisy.
This may occur, for example, if the corresponding ĉA, M̂A are deterministic. In this case, if A
is also unique, meaning |A| = 1, the debiased estimator has 0 asymptotic variance, because
A and therefore B(θ0) are correctly estimated with probability approaching 1.

Theorem 2.3. Suppose A(θ0) ⊆ Int(X ) and Assumptions B1, B3, B4 hold. Moreover,

σ̂n(A, x, v) p−→ σ(A, x, v,Σ)

for any optimal triplet (A, x, v) with ||v|| ≤ v, which holds for σ̂n(A, x, v) = σ(A, x, v, Σ̂n)
under Assumption B2. Then, for any α ∈ (0; 1), and any wn → ∞ w.p.a.1 such that
wn = op(

√
n),

P
[ √

n2

σ̂n(Â, v̂, x̂)

(
v̌′(ĉ(2)

Â
− M̂

(2)
Â
x̂) + p′x̂−B(θ0)

)
≤ z1−α

]
= 1 − α + o(1).

Remark 2.6. Following Gafarov (2024), one can drop Assumption B4 by using max{σ̂n(·), σ}
for some small σ > 0 instead of σ̂n(·) in Theorem 2.3. In that case, the test controls level,
but may have a conservative size.

15While we assume that Ã(θ̂(1); wn1) is estimated precisely, the results do not change if one is only able to
estimate a single optimum. This may occur if numerical errors do not allow the LP-solver to find all of the LP
solutions. Such optimum will satisfy rk(M̂J(x;θ̂(1))) = d by definition, and so will be a valid vertex-solution.
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Remark 2.7. If an estimator Σ̂n is not available and is not obtained via bootstrap on θ̂n,
one may alternatively construct confidence intervals using the quantiles of

√
n2(B̆ −B(θ0)).

These can be computed via bootstrap on
√
n2v̂

′
Â

(ĉ(2)
Â

− cÂ − (M̂ (2)
Â

− MÂ)x̂), where Â, x̂, v̂
remain fixed, while ĉ(2) and M̂ (2) are bootstrapped over the second fold data D(2).

2.2.b. Bootstrapping the plug-in fails even under SC. To further justify the need for our
inferential procedure, we examine the properties of the approach that combines bootstrap on θ̂n

with the plug-in estimator B(θ̂n). This method is widely used in empirical literature applying
AICM conditions (Blundell et al. (2007), Kreider et al. (2012), Gundersen et al. (2012),
Siddique (2013), De Haan (2017), and Cygan-Rehm et al. (2017)). In light of Proposition
2.1, this approach is inapplicable when SC fails. In practice, researchers attempting to apply
it to a LP with a small or empty interior of ΘI may encounter frequent LP infeasibility in
the bootstrap draws.

In some cases, SC may be established. This is true, for example, if the bound of interest
can be expessed as an intersection bound B(θ0) = max{c1, c2, . . . , cq} = mint∈R t s.t. t ≥
ci, i ∈ [q], where θ0 = (1 ι′ c′)′ (as in Chernozhukov et al. (2013)). Yet, even if SC holds,
we demonstrate that bootstrap inference based on the plug-in estimator is not valid, unless
further regularity conditions hold. This observation can be viewed as a generalization of the
parameter-on-the-boundary problem of Andrews (1999, 2000).

Definition. Let D and E be Banach spaces, and f : Df ⊆ D → E. The map f is said to be
Hadamard directionally differentiable (H.d.d.) at υ ∈ Df tangentially to D0 ⊆ D, if there is a
continuous map f ′

υ : D0 → E, such that

lim
n→∞

∥∥∥∥∥f(υ + tnhn) − f(υ)
tn

− f ′
υ(h)

∥∥∥∥∥
E

= 0,

for all sequences {hn} ⊂ D and {tn} ⊂ R+ such that tn → 0+, hn → h ∈ D0 as n → ∞
and υ + tnhn ∈ Df for all n. If, moreover, f ′

v(h) is linear in h, the map f is said to be fully
Hadamard differentiable at υ.

For simplicity of exposition, we abstract from the case of ‘true equalities’ in ΘI . The
results extend trivially to this case if SC is defined in terms of relative interior.

Lemma 2.3 (Duan et al. (2020)). Under SC, B(·) is Hadamard directionally differentiable
at θ0. The directional derivative is given by

B′
θ0(h) = inf

x∈A(θ0)
sup

λ∈Λ(θ0)
h′

px+
Q∑

i=1
λi(hci

− h′
Mi
x), (11)

where h = (h′
p, h

′
M1 , . . . , h

′
Mq
, hc1 , . . . , hcq)′ is the direction of the increment in θ.
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Hadamard directional differentiability of B(·) is sufficient for convergence in law.

Proposition 2.3. Under SC and Assumption B1, it follows that

√
n(B(θ̂n) −B(θ0)) L−→ B′

θ0(G0)

Proof. Fang and Santos (2018) Theorem 2.1. combined with Lemma 2.3. ■

Gaussianity of B′
θ0(G0) is a necessary condition for bootstrap consistency (Fang and Santos,

2018). Consequently, the empirical literature using bootstrap with the plug-in estimator has
implicitly relied on this assumption. However, B′

θ0(G0) is not normal unless full Hadamard
differentiability holds, i.e. B′

θ0(h) is linear in h. As (11) suggests, this is not generally the
case. Theorem 3.1 in Fang and Santos (2018) establishes that bootstrap is inconsistent for
the distribution when B′

θ0(h) fails to be linear. The typically applied plug-in and bootstrap
combination is then only valid under further restrictive assumptions16:

Proposition 2.4. If SC and Assumption B1 hold, Supp(G0) = RS and θ∗
n satisfies Assumption

3 in Fang and Santos (2018), bootstrap is consistent in the sense that

sup
f∈BL1

∣∣∣E[f(
√
n(B(θ∗

n) −B(θ̂n)))|Dn] − E[f(B′
θ0(G0))]

∣∣∣ = op(1),

where BL1 ≡ {f : R → R s.t. |f(a)| ≤ 1, |f(a) − f(b)| ≤ |a− b| ∀a, b ∈ R}, if and only if i)
NFF and ii) SMFCQ also hold at θ0.

Remark 2.8. Strict Mangasarian-Fromovitz Constraint Qualification (SMFCQ) that we
define in Appendix F.3 is equivalent to |Λ(θ0)| = 1, which is necessary for bootstrap
consistency. However, it depends on both the vector p and on ΘI . In Appendix F.4, we show
that |Λ(·)| = 1 uniformly over all objective functions minimized at some x ∈ ΘI if and only if
(pointwise) LICQ holds at x. Both SMFCQ and LICQ are high-level and may be restrictive
in models with potentially overidentifying constraints, as in Sections 4 and 5.

Remark 2.9. A consistent estimator for the distribution of B(θ̂n) under SC can be obtained
by combining the Functional Delta Method (FDM) of Fang and Santos (2018) with the
Numerical Delta Method (NDM) given in Hong and Li (2015), see Appendix F.1. In Appendix
F.2, we also show that the penalty function estimator is H.d.d. in θ , so FDM + NDM
combination yields exact inference for it. This approach relies on an arbitrarily selected
NDM step size and a fixed w, and so does not appear satisfactory. Finally, the set-expansion
estimator enforces SC and has a Lipschitz-bounded bias (see Appendix F.1). A conservative
inference procedure based on it can then also be obtained via FDM and NDM.

16The full-support condition in Proposition 2.4 is imposed for expositional purposes. Sufficiency of conditions
i, ii holds generally, whereas necessity obtains whenever the derivative B′

θ0
(h) is not linear over Supp(G0)

when A(θ0),Λ(θ0) are not singletons, see Lemma F.1 in Appendix.
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2.3. Impossibility result

The optimization problem (1) is challenging to study under no further assumptions, as
it may exhibit instability under arbitrary perturbations of parameters. We now show that
this not only leads the plug-in B(θ̂n) to fail pointwise, but also precludes the existence of a
uniformly consistent LP estimator over the unrestricted set of measures.

We first establish a new impossibility result that complements the findings of Hirano
and Porter (2012). Specifically, we show that no uniformly consistent estimator exists for
any discontinuous functional from the space of probability measures endowed with the total
variation norm to an arbitrary metric space (V , ρ).

Lemma 2.4. Suppose a functional V : (P , ||·||T V ) → (V , ρ) is discontinuous at P0 ∈ P . Then,
there exists no uniformly consistent estimator V̂n = V̂n(X), which is a sequence of measurable
functions of the data X ∼ Pn. Moreover, if ε > 0 is a lower bound on the discontinuity, i.e.
for any δ > 0 there exists P1 ∈ P such that ||P0 − P1||T V < δ and ρ(V (P0), V (P1)) > ε, then

inf
V̂n

sup
P∈P

EP

[
ρ
(
V (P), V̂n(X(Pn))

)]
≥ ε

4 , ∀n ∈ N,

where infinum is taken over all measurable functions of the data.

In this section, we treat the parameter θ0 as a functional of the underlying probability
measure P ∈ P . We then make the following assumption on the pair θ0(·),P :

Assumption U0 (Uniform setup). The functional θ0(·) and the set of probability measures
P are such that: i) θ0 : (P , || · ||T V ) → (RS, || · ||2) is continuous; ii) θ0(P) = {y ∈
RS s.t. ΘI(y) ̸= ∅,ΘI(y) ⊆ X } for a known and fixed compact X

Assumption U0 formalizes the notion of the unrestricted set of measures. U0.i demands
that the true parameter be continuous in P , which holds, for example, in AICM models
(see Example 2.4). U0.ii assumes that θ0 has full support over P, meaning that any θ

corresponding to a consistent model with ΘI(θ) ⊆ X is attained at some P ∈ P .

Theorem 2.4. Under U0, there exists no uniformly consistent estimator of B(θ0).

Proof. Combining U0, Lemma 2.4 and Proposition 2.1. ■

Given this negative result, it is natural to seek a minimal restriction on P for which a
uniformly consistent estimator may exist. We now show that the condition ensuring uniform
consistency of the penalty function approach can be considered minimal in the sense to be
made precise in Proposition 2.6 .

Our examination of Example 2.1 has shown that wn cannot be allowed to diverge faster
than

√
n, as otherwise the penalty approach may fail at measures where SC fails. At the
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same time, if all KKT vectors λ∗ ∈ Λ(θ0) grow large, an arbitrarily large w is needed for
Assumption A1 to hold. This occurs when optimal vertices become ‘sharp’, i.e. all relevant
full-rank submatrices of binding inequality constraints grow closer to being degenerate. The
condition that ensures uniform consistency of the penalty function approach should therefore
bound such ‘sharpness’.

We begin our construction with an existence result based on the Caratheodory’s Conical
Hull Theorem.

Proposition 2.5. The problem (3) admits a solution x∗ and the associated KKT vector λ∗

such that for some index subset J∗ ⊆ {1, . . . , q} with |J∗| = d, MJ∗ is invertible and:

x∗ = M−1
J∗ cJ∗ ,

λ∗
J∗ = M−1′

J∗ p,

λ∗
i = 0 if i /∈ J∗.

Proposition 2.5 asserts that any finite and feasible LP has an optimal vertex x∗ at which
there is a subset J∗ of binding constraints, such that i) the corresponding gradients form a
full-rank square matrix, and ii) the objective function gradient belongs to the conical hull
formed by the gradients of the constraints from J∗.

Assumption U1 (δ-condition). The class of measures P satisfies the δ−condition for a
given δ > 0, if

inf
P∈P

max
J∗∈J ∗(θ(P))

σd(MJ∗(P)) > δ, (12)

where J ∗(θ(P)) collects all J∗ defined in Proposition 2.5 at a given θ(P).

The δ-condition does not rule out the failure of LICQ, SC or NFF, and is weaker than
the conditions under which uniform consistency of LP estimators has been established. To
formalize this, let us introduce three families of measures. Firstly, denote the family of
measures satisfying U1 for a given δ > 0 by Pδ. A measure satisfies the Slater’s condition
if P ∈ PSC ≡ {P ∈ P|Int(ΘI(θ(P))) ̸= ∅}. Similarly, a measure satisfies a uniform ε-LICQ
condition (as in Gafarov (2024)) if P ∈ PLICQ;ε, where

PLICQ;ε ≡ {P ∈ P|M(P)A ∈ Rd×d, σd(M(P)A) > ε ∀A ∈ V(P)},

where the set V(P) ⊆ 2[q] consists of sets of indices of binding inequalities that define vertices
of the polytope ΘI(θ(P)).
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Proposition 2.6. The following hold:

(i) PSlater ∪ PLICQ;0 ⊂ P = ⋃
δ>0 Pδ, where the inclusion is strict

(ii) PLICQ;ε ⊂ Pδ for any δ ≤ ε, where the inclusion is strict

Proof. Part 1 follows by Proposition 2.5, the definition of Pδ, and using part ii) in Appendix
C.7. Part 2 follows by definition of PLICQ;ε. ■

Intuitively, the δ > 0 in Assumption U1 merely parametrizes the degree of irregularity that
the researcher is willing to allow for the identified polytope over the considered set of measures.
The resulting family of sets ‘covers’ the unconstrained set of measures asymptotically as δ
decreases to 0. Uniform LICQ and SC, on the contrary, both restrict the set of measures.
That is because measures like the one in Figure 2b do not belong to either PLICQ;ε for any
ε ≥ 0, or PSC .

M ′
1x ≥ c1

M ′
2x ≥ c2

M ′
3x ≥ c3

(a) J = {1, 2}, LICQ holds

M ′
1x ≥ c1

M ′
2x ≥ c2

M ′
3x ≥ c3

(b) J = {1, 2, 3}, LICQ fails

Figure 3: Illustrating the difference between LICQ and Pδ. In (a) and (b) the δ−condition
holds with the same δ = σ2(M{1,2}) ≫ 0.

Example 2.1 (cont’d). Figure 4 plots the range of b−values that correspond to the measures
satisfying the δ−condition for a given δ > 0 in (4). The δ−condition cuts off an interval of b
along which the optimal vertex becomes ‘too sharp’. Recall that the case b = 0 leads to the
failure of SC. However, it satisfies the δ−condition for a relatively large δ, because at the
optimum x∗ = (−1,−1)′ there is a set J∗ = {1, 3} from Proposition 2.5 such that the relevant
matrix of binding constraints MJ∗ has the smallest singular value σ2(MJ∗) ≈ 0.62 ≫ 0.

b

0
P \ PδPδ Pδ

Figure 4: The set of b in problem (4) satisfying a δ−condition.
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Example 2.3. There are LPs in which SC, LICQ and NFF all fail, but the δ−condition is
satisfied for a relatively large δ. One example is the problem

min −x1 + x2, s.t. x2 ≤ x1, x2 ≥ x1, x1 ∈ [−1; 1],

where the δ−condition is satisfied for δ > σ2(M{1,3}) ≈ 0.62. It is large relative to the values
of δ, for which the penalty vector suggested in Appendix H is valid for small n. There are
flat faces, as any pair with x2 = x1 and x1 ∈ [−1; 1] is a solution, SC fails, as Int(ΘI) = ∅,
and LICQ fails, as at an optimal x2 = x1 = −1 there are three binding constraints.

2.4. Uniform consistency of penalty function estimator

The penalty function estimator converges to the LP value B(P) a.s. at rate
√
nw−1

n ,
uniformly over the set of distributions that satisfy the δ−condition for some δ > 0.

Theorem 2.5. Suppose that i) θ̂n = θ̂n(P) converges to θ0(P) a.s. uniformly over P at rate
rn ↑ ∞, i.e. for all rn ↑ ∞ with rn = o(rn) and any ε > 0,

lim
n→∞

sup
P∈P

P[sup
m≥n

rm||θ̂m − θ(P)|| ≥ ε] = 0, (13)

and ii) wn(P) = wn → ∞ w.p.a.1 a.s. uniformly over P , i.e. for any M > 0,

lim
n→∞

inf
P∈P

P[ inf
m≥n

wm > M ] = 1.

Then, for all rn ↑ ∞ with rn = o( rn

wn
) and any ε > 0,

sup
δ>0

lim
n→∞

sup
P∈Pδ

P[sup
m≥n

rm|B̃(θ̂m;wm) −B(θ0(P))| ≥ ε] = 0.

In applications, condition i) in Theorem 2.5 can usually be established with rate rn =
√
n by

reference to the uniform LLN, provided θ0 is uniformly continuous in population moments.

Example 2.4. In the AICM models (2), θ0 is linear in moments of interactions of Y (t) with
treatment indicators and linear or hyperbolic in probabilities of {T = t, Z = z} (see Section
3). Thus, condition i) in Theorem 2.5 is established by, firstly, imposing integrability

lim
C→∞

sup
P∈P

EP||Y||1{||Y|| > C} = 0, Y ≡ (Y (t))t∈T ,

which holds whenever bounded outcomes are assumed. If also a full-support condition holds,

inf
P∈P, (t,z)∈T ×Z

P[T = t, Z = z] > C,
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for some C > 0, then θ(·) is uniformly continuous in population moments. Combining
this with the LLN uniform in probability measure (see Proposition A.5.1 on p. 456 of Van
Der Vaart and Wellner (1996)) yields condition (ii). If one additionally assumes that

lim
C→∞

sup
P∈P

EP||Y||21{||Y|| > C} = 0,

the rate in (13) is rn =
√
n (see Proposition A.5.2 on p. 457 of Van Der Vaart and Wellner

(1996)).

Remark 2.10. The existence of a uniformly consistent estimator over P implies that B(·) is
continuous over θ0(P). However, as Example 2.1 illustrates, it is not necessarilly continuous
over the support of θ̂n. It is straightforward to see that the case b = 0 in (4) satisfies the
δ-condition for a relatively large δ, but the plug-in estimator is still pointwise inconsistent at
such measure.

2.5. Uniform consistency of the debiased estimator

This subsection provides a variation of the δ−condition under which the debiased penalty
estimator is shown to be uniformly consistent. Intuitively, the debiased estimator achieves
uniform consistency whenever for all considered measures it is true that if the distance of
x ∈ X from the polytope ΘI(P) is large, then the constraint violation ι′(c(P) −M(P)x)+ is
also large. To develop that notion formally, we introduce the following two terms.

Definition (Face condition number). For a proper k-face17 of a polytope Θ = {x ∈ Rd :
M̃x ≥ c̃}, given by f and described by binding constraints A ⊆ [q] with |A| ≥ d − k such
that rk(M̃A) = d− k, define the face condition number to be

κ̃(f) ≡ min
B⊆A: rk(M̃B)=d−k

σd−k(M̃B).

Definition (Polytope condition number). For a polytope Θ, define the polytope condition
number as

κ(Θ) = min
f−proper face of Θ

κ̃(f).

The following proposition simplifies the interpretation of κ(Θ). It asserts that in the
definition of κ(Θ) it suffices to only consider the vertices of Θ,

17See Chapters 2 and 3 in Grünbaum et al. (1967) for the definition. We call a k−face proper if 0 ≤ k < d.
A 0−face is a vertex.
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x

∼

Θ

(a) Larger κ(Θ)

x

∼

Θ

(b) Smaller κ(Θ)

Figure 5: Illustration of Lemma 2.5. ι′(c̃−M̃x)+ is the sum of the lengths of red perpendiculars
from x to the inequalities that define the vertex. The distance d(x,Θ) is the same in both
graphs, which is marked by ∼, but the L1−deviation is larger in the left panel.

Proposition 2.7. For any polytope Θ, κ(Θ) > 0, and

κ(Θ) = min
f−vertex of Θ

κ̃(f).

We are now ready to define the polytope δ−condition.

Assumption U2 (Polytope δ-condition). The class of measures P satisfies the polytope
δ−condition for a given δ > 0, if

inf
P∈P

κ(ΘI(P)) ≥ δ.

The polytope δ−condition lower bounds the smallest singular values of all full-rank
matrices that can be constructed from the vertices of the polytope. Similarly to Assumption
U1, it parametrizes the unconstrained set of probability measures, since at any fixed P ∈ P we
have κ(ΘI(P)) > 0 by definition. Proposition 2.6 continues to hold for U2, if one substitutes
Pδ with Pδ

p - the family of measures satisfying U2 for a given δ > 0.
The following Lemma provides a minorization of the L1−deviation from a polytope, and

appears to be mathematically novel. Intuitively, κ(Θ) determines ‘sharpness’ of the vertices
of a polytope. The less sharp is a vertex, the greater the polytope constraints’ violations
need to be in terms of the distance from the polytope. Figure 5 illustrates that point.

Lemma 2.5. For any non-empty and bounded polytope Θ = {x ∈ Rd|M̃x ≥ c̃}:

ι′(c̃− M̃x)+ ≥ d(x,Θ)κ(Θ)

By Theorem 2.5, the biased penalty estimator is uniformly consistent at rate
√

n
wn

under the
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δ-condition. The following Theorem asserts that the debiased estimator converges at least at
the same rate.

Theorem 2.6. Suppose that the hypotheses i) and ii) of Theorem 2.5 are satisfied. Then,
for all rn ↑ ∞ with rn = o(rnw

−1
n ) and any ε > 0,

sup
δ>0

lim
n→∞

sup
P∈Pδ

p

P[sup
m≥n

rm|B̂(θ̂m;wm) −B(θ(P))| ≥ ε] = 0.

Moreover, for all rn ↑ ∞ with rn = o(rn) and any ε > 0,

sup
δ>0

lim
n→∞

sup
P∈Pδ

p

P[sup
m≥n

rm(B(θ(P)) − B̂(θ̂m;wm))) ≥ ε] = 0.

Remark 2.11. Theorem 2.6 establishes that under the polytope δ−condition the debiased
estimator converges at least at the rate

√
nw−1

n for some slowly growing wn. Moreover, it
converges from below at the rate

√
n uniformly.

Remark 2.12. It is unclear if the
√
nw−1

n uniform rate is sharp. The simulation evidence in
Appendix E suggests that this may be the case, but only along the sequences of measures
{Pk}k∈N ⊆ P, for which SC, LICQ and NFF all fail in the limit. Once such sequences are
ruled out, the rate of

√
n appears to be restored uniformly.

2.6. Monte Carlo

Consistency and inference simulations use 104 and 103 repetitions respectively.

2.6.a. Consistency. We first describe Example 2.1 in more detail. Consider a setup with
d = 2 variables and q = 4 constraints. Recall that θ = (p′, vec(M)′, c′)′. In this case, the
parameters are defined as

p =
1

0

 , M =


−(1 + b) 1

1 −1
1 0

−1 0

 , c =


0
0

−1
−1

 . (14)

The sample analogues M̂n, ĉn of parameters in (14) are obtained by substituting b with its
estimator b̂n. In our simulation study, that estimator is given by b̂n = b+ n−1∑n

i=1 U
b
i , where

U b
i ∼ U [−1; 1] for i ∈ [n] are i.i.d.

The true parameter b is in one-to-one correspondence with the underlying measure, and θ
is completely described by it: θ0(P) = θ0(b(P)). Consequently, it is sufficient to index the
parameter θ, the identified polytope ΘI and the program’s value B by b only.
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Observe that the example (14) is so engineered that ΘI(b̂n) would never be empty or
unbounded, ensuring the existence of the plug-in estimator B(b̂n). A slight modification to
that setup, that we consider in the next subsection, would lead the identified polytope to be
empty with a potentially non-vanishing probability.

Measures We consider two values of b: b = 0 and b = −0.05. At b = 0, SC fails, because
ΘI(0) has an empty interior. LICQ also fails at b = 0, as at the optimum x∗ = (−1,−1)′,
inequalities 1, 2, 4 are binding. There are no flat faces at b = 0. At b = −0.05, SC, LICQ
and NFF all hold. The values b = 0 and b = −0.05 result in the smallest singular values of
MJ∗(b)(b) matrices that correspond to the 75−th and the 19−th percentiles of the Tao-Vu
distribution given in Theorem H.1 in the Online Appendix.

If b < 0, the norm of the ‘smallest’ KKT vector λ in the true LP corresponding to (14) is
proportional to |b−1|. So, for a small negative b, the δ-condition is only satisfied for a small
value of δ > 0. In this case the ‘optimal’ w is large. By that logic, the plug-in estimator,
which in this case obtains as the limit w → ∞, should perform well at such b, and potentially
outperform the debiased penalty estimator. This is partly an artifact of the setup in (14):
additional noise in one of the slated lines’ intercepts would render the problem infeasible with
positive probability, which would worsen the performance of the plug-in estimator in finite
samples (see Figure 9).

At b ≥ 0, the δ-condition is satisfied with a relatively large δ =
√

5−1
2 , and so the ‘optimal’

w is relatively small. If b = 0, in 50% of the cases, b̂n < 0 is estimated. If, moreover,
wn > const × |b̂−1

n |, the debiased penalty estimator would select the incorrect maximum of 0
in such cases. A larger w at b = 0 thus hampers the performance of the debiased penalty
estimator.

Parameters We set wn = δ−1
0.2(d)||p|| ln ln n

ln ln 100 , where δα(d) is the α−quantile of the d−dimensional
Tao-Vu distribution given in Theorem H.1 in Appendix H. To ensure the same expansion
rate for the set-expansion estimator, we set √

κn = κ0 × ln lnn. There is no guidance as to
the selection of κ0. Our baseline is κ0 = 0.1, and we explore other values in Figure 8.

Discussion Consider the right panel of Figure 6, corresponding to b = 0. The plug-in
estimator is inconsistent, while the set-expansion estimator performs well, approaching −1
from below for larger n. The debiased penalty-function estimator is slightly upward-biased
for smaller n, but yields the value of almost exactly −1 in larger samples. In contrast, the
set-expansion estimator has a conservative rate, and remains slightly downward-biased even
in larger samples.

The case of b = −0.05 is depicted in the left panel of Figure 6. The plug-in estimator is
consistent and appears to be the best estimator out of the three. The set-expansion estimator
is severely downward-biased. This is because when the optimal vertex has a ‘sharp’ angle,
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Figure 6: Simulation of example in (14) for b = −0.05 and b = 0 respectively.

a small expansion of the inequalities’ RHS may lead to a large shift of the vertex. To see
that, consider shifting both inequalities outwards in Figure 2 for a small and a large absolute
value of b, when b is negative. Once the expansion grows smaller, the set-expansion estimator
slowly converges to the true value of 0 from below. While selecting a smaller κ0 parameter
would improve the performance of the set-expansion estimator at b = −0.05, in the next part
of our analysis we demonstrate that in this example κ0 = 0.1 is close to being optimal in
the uniform sense, because smaller κ0 worsens the estimator’s performance at b = 0. The
debiased penalty estimator, in contrast, converges rather quickly. It is slightly conservative
at smaller n, as it selects the incorrect vertex of −1 whenever b̂n < 0 and |b̂−1

n | > const × wn,
i.e. when the penalty parameter is not large enough.

Robustness of the debiased penalty estimator For b < 0, the debiased estimator may
be expected to perform better at measures with a larger |b|. Figure 8 illustrates that point:

Researchers applying any LP estimator should exercise caution when operating in smaller
samples due to irregularity inherent in 3. In example (14), the debiased penalty estimator
exhibits desirable behavior even along highly irregular measures for sample sizes of order
n = 5000. Such sample sizes are not uncommon in partially identified settings. In our
application, estimation is performed on 664633 observations.

Alternative κ0 We now investigate to which extent the behavior of the set-expansion
estimator can be improved by selecting an alternative κ0 parameter. Clearly, a larger κn

makes the set-expansion estimator more conservative. However, κn cannot be selected as
small as possible. If the expansion is too small, it may be insufficient to counteract the noise
involved in estimating ΘI , leading to poor performance of the estimator at measures where
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Figure 7: Performance of the debiased penalty estimator for different b in example (14).

SC fails to hold. That tradeoff is very clear in Figure 8. Compare the performance of the
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Figure 8: Simulation of (14) for b = −0.05 and b = 0 resp., different κ0.

estimator with κ0 = 0.01 to the baseline of κ0 = 0.1. Decreasing κ0 down to 0.01 makes the
estimator less conservative at b = −0.05, but results in an upward bias at b = 0. This occurs,
because at κ0 = 0.01 the resulting set-expansion sequence κn is too small to counteract
the estimation noise for the considered sample sizes. This logic is ‘monotone’, meaning
that selecting an even smaller κ0 would worsen the performance at b = 0 further. Even
at κ0 = 0.01, the set-expansion estimator is quite conservative for the measure b = −0.05,
and the parameter can clearly not be reduced any further without affecting the validity of
the estimator at b = 0. It appears that the baseline choice of κ0 = 0.1 is close to being
optimal in our example. Therefore, the conservative behavior of the set-expansion estimator
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at b = −0.05 is not explained by a poor choice of the tuning parameter, but rather is a
feature of the estimator itself.

Noise in ĉn We also report the result of consistency simulations for the DGP described in
(15). This DGP features noise on the right-hand-side of the inequalities that describe the
polytope, which allows the estimated polytope to be empty. In Figure 9, the plug-in and the
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Figure 9: Simulation of (15) for b = −0.05 and b = 0 resp., different κ0. Averages for the
plug-in and set-expansion estimators ignore failed iterations.

debiased penalty estimators perform equally well at b = −0.05. The rest of the conclusions
are qualitatively unchanged.

2.6.b. Inference. In this section, we assess the performance of our inferential procedure. We
compare it to the performance of two recently developed methods, Cho and Russell (2023)
(CR) and Gafarov (2024) (BG). We consider a slightly modified version of example (14):

M =


−(1 + b) 1

1 + ζ −1
1 0

−1 0

 , c =


ν

ζ

−1 − ν

−1

 (15)

The sample analogues M̂n, ĉn of parameters in (15) are obtained by substituting b, ζ, ν with
their estimators:

b̂n = b+ n−1
n∑

i=1
U b

i , ζ̂n = n−1
n∑

i=1
U ζ

i , ν̂n = n−1
n∑

i=1
Uν

i ,
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where Uk
i ∼ U [−0.5; 0.5], i.i.d. across i ∈ [n] and k ∈ {b, ζ, ν}. We consider measures, for

which the true values of ζ = ν = 0, whereas we still vary b as in the example before. As
before, we mainly consider b = −0.05 and b = 0.

Note that in (15) the plug-in estimator of the polytope Θ̂I may be empty for some
realizations of {Uk

i }i,k. That is the case, for example, if b̂n = ζ̂n = 0 and ν̂n > 0.

Other methods In case SC fails, the BG estimator is not applicable. It fails to exist in
around 25% of cases at b = 0. The CR estimator in the main text of the paper also relies on
B(θ̂n) and is not applicable if SC fails. The procedure described on p.47 of the Supplementary
Appendix in Cho and Russell (2023) would not be practically applicable without the results
contained in the present paper. It can be shown that the CR augmented procedure combines
a random, non-vanishing set expansion and objective function perturbation with the penalty
function approach18. The authors, however, treat the analogue of the penalty parameter
as ‘some [fixed] large value’. They proceed to argue that the inequalities, which establish
the size of their inference procedure, hold for any value of w, which appears to suggest
that its selection is unimportant. There is no practical guidance on w selection, and CR
do not implement the augmented estimator in their simulations. In this paper, we studied
penalized estimation in great detail, and our results suggest that the appropriate choice of
w is critical. Both our previous findings and simulations in Figure 10 demonstrate that for
different values of w the performance of the CR procedure ranges from highly conservative
to invalid. Selecting ‘a large value’ of w does not yield a valid procedure in finite samples.
Our simulations also suggest that CR augmented approach can perform relatively well if
combined with our results on the rate and level of wn. Unlike our approach, however, it
remains asymptotically conservative due to the use of non-vanishing random expansions.

Implementation details As mentioned in Section 2.2, one can obtain an estimator Σ̂n for
the asymptotic covariance matrix of θ̂n via resampling. One then plugs it into the expression
for σ(·) to obtain the required s.e. An even simpler approach is to obtain an estimator for
σ(Â, x̂, v̂,Σ) directly by bootstrapping the quantities estimated on the second fold, while
keeping the first fold quantities fixed. We have verified that the performance of the two
approaches is similar to using the closed-form estimator for Σ, namely Σ̂n = GΩ̂nG

′, where
G ≡ ∂θ

∂(b ζ ν)′ and Ω̂n is the sample covariance matrix of (bi ζi νi)′. We employ the latter
estimator in our simulations. When implementing the procedure in Cho and Russell (2023)
(CR), we use uniform noise with the support size of 0.001, as recommended in the paper.
Note that we refer to their parameter M as w. The estimator in Gafarov (2024) (BG) was
implemented using the code kindly provided by the author.

18Because the penalty function estimator can be rewritten in the form of an equivalent problem w.p.a.1.
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(a) b = −0.05. For BG, the number of failed simulations was 206, 158, 46, 6 at n = 100, 200, 500, 1000
respectively, none at larger n.
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Figure 10: Performance of different inferential procedures over 1000 simulations of (15). Left
panel - estimated coverage of a 95% one-sided C.I.; right panel - average lower confidence
bound.

Discussion Results of our simulations are given in Figure 10. Overall, it appears that our
estimator has the correct nominal level even at smaller sample sizes, whereas the CR with
penalty wn overcovers asymptotically. BG estimator achieves nominal coverage asymptotically,
although it over-covers in smaller samples and may yield a very conservative left confidence
bound, as is evident from the right panel. It fails at b = 0, because the SC fails19. For
different fixed values of w the Cho-Russell procedure’s performance may range from highly
conservative to invalid. We illustrate this by adding lines with w = 2 and w = 1000 to the
figures corresponding to b = −0.05 and b = 0, respectively.

19We have still run the corresponding simulations, but are not displaying them. BG fails to exist in around
25% of cases, while the remaining simulations result in highly conservative bounds with incorrect coverage
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3. Special case of LP bounds

Let Y ∈ R denote the outcome of interest20, T ∈ R stand for the treatment, and Z ∈ RdZ

be the candidate instrument. Here treatment is any variable which effect on Y we attempt to
infer, whereas the term instrument refers to an auxiliary variable that allows us to partially
identify the causal effect of interest. Our approach nests the case when Z is the usual IV.
The reader seeking an economic intuition may refer to Section 5, where Y is the log-wage, T
is the level of education, and Z is a proxy for the level of ability.

Denote the supports Y, T, Z as Y, T and Z respectively. Throughout this section we
consider the case of continuous outcome and discrete treatment and instrument, namely Y is
a (possibly infinite) interval21, while NT ≡ |T | < ∞ and NZ ≡ |Z| < ∞. In non-parametric
bounds literature it is rather conventional to employ a discrete instrument at the estimation
stage (see Manski and Pepper (2009)). While our main identification result may be extended
to continuous Z, estimation in such settings is left for future research.

Our setup accommodates missing observations of the dependent variable. Namely, we split
the set of treatments into two disjoint subsets T = O ⊔ U . Whenever T ∈ O, the researcher
observes Y, T, Z, whereas if T ∈ U , only the covariates T, Z are observed. For example, in
Blundell et al. (2007) the wage is observed only if an individual is employed. Corresponding
to the legs of the treatment are the potential outcomes Y (t), t ∈ T :

Y =
∑
t∈O

1{T = t}Y (t) +
∑
t∈U

1{T = t}Y (t)

Continuing the wages and education example, the value of Y (t) for a fixed t ∈ T may then
correspond to the potential wage that an individual with the associated random characteristics
would get, had she obtained education t.

Let us collect the potential outcomes in the vector Y ≡ (Y (t))t∈T ∈ RNT . Variables
(Y, T, Z, Y ) are jointly defined on the true probability space (P,Ω,S) and we let P denote
the considered collection of probability measures on (Ω,S), such that P ∈ P . We impose the
following conditions on the set of considered measures throughout this section:

Assumption I0 (Conditions on P). P is such that P ∈ P if: i) P generates FT,Z(·) and
{FY |T =t,Z(·)}t∈O; ii) P [T = d, Z = z] > 0 ∀d, z ∈ T ×Z and iii) |EP [Y (t)|T = d, Z = z]| < ∞
for all z ∈ Z and t, d ∈ T

Part i) of the Assumption I0 formalizes the assumed identification pattern. It says that
the joint distribution of T, Z is always identified and the researcher also observes the joint

20Univariate case is considered for simplicity of exposition, but the extension to multivariate outcomes is
immediate.

21We focus on the uncountable case for concreteness. Inclusion (20) in Theorem 3.1 holds generally, while
sharpness also holds for the case of arbitrary Y if there are no almost sure inequalities.
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distribution of Y, T, Z whenever T ∈ O. Parts ii) and iii) of I0 ensure that all conditional
expectations and probabilities are well-defined and finite22.

Remark 3.1. Under no missing data, i.e. T = O, condition i) is equivalent to P generating
the identified joint distribution FY,T,Z(·).

We define the vector m collecting all elementary conditional moments as

m(P ) ≡ (EP [Y|T = d, Z = z])d∈T ,z∈Z ∈ RN2
T NZ ,

and suppose that the researcher is interested in the target parameter β∗, given by

β∗ = µ∗(P)′m(P), (16)

where µ∗ : P → RN2
T NZ is identified23 and chosen by the researcher. It parametrizes the

choice of the outcome of interest, as the following remark clarifies.

Remark 3.2. The form (16) nests i) E[Y (t)], ii)ATEtd = E[Y (t)−Y (d)] and iii) CATEtd,A,B =
E[Y (t) − Y (d)|T ∈ A,Z ∈ B].

3.1. Affine inequalities over conditional moments

We now introduce the general class of identifying conditions described by affine inequalities
over conditional moments, potentially augmented with affine a.s. restrictions. These restrict
the set of admissible measures to P∗:

P∗ ≡ {P ∈ P|(M∗m+ b∗)(P ) ≥ 0 ∧ (M̃Y + b̃)(P ) ≥ 0 P -a.s.}, (17)

where b∗ : P → RR, M∗ : P → RR×N2
T NZ , b̃ : P → RR̃ and M̃ : P → RR̃×NT are identified

parameters, chosen by the researcher. These parametrize the choice of R ∈ N identifying
inequalities on conditional moments of potential outcomes as well as R̃ ∈ N almost sure
inequalities on the potential outcomes. In general, ψ(P ) ≡ (µ∗(P ), b∗(P ),M∗(P ), b̃(P ), M̃(P ))
and m(P ) are functionals of P . We omit this dependence whenever it does not cause confusion.

The family of models that can be written in the form (17) is very rich, as illustrated by
the following examples.

Example 3.1 (MIV). Z ∈ R is a monotone IV (Manski and Pepper, 2000) if, for each t ∈ T
and z, z′ ∈ Z, if z′ ≥ z, then E[Y (t)|Z = z′] ≥ E[Y (t)|Z = z]. MIV is nested in AICM for an
appropriate choice of matrix M∗ = MMIV and b∗ = 0, and no a.s. restrictions, M̃ = 0, b̃ = 0.
Monotone treatment selection assumption in Manski and Pepper (2000) obtains under Z = T .

22Similar identification results can still be obtained if one relaxes the full-support condition for some known
pairs from Z × T . Note that it can also be verified in the data.

23By this we mean that µ∗(P ) = µ∗(P) for all P ∈ P.
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Example 3.2 (IV). Z ∈ R is mean-independent of potential outcomes if, for each t ∈ T
and z, z′ ∈ Z, E[Y (t)|Z = z′] = E[Y (t)|Z = z]. This assumption is nested in AICM for
M∗ = MIV ≡ (M ′

MIV −M ′
MIV )′ , b∗ = 0, and no a.s. restrictions.

Example 3.3 (MTR). Monotone treatment response assumption (Manski and Pepper, 2000)
imposes that, for each t, t′ ∈ T , if t′ > t, then Y (t′) ≥ Y (t) a.s. It is nested in AICM for an
appropriate choice of matrix M̃ = M̃MT R with b̃ = 0, and no inequalities over conditional
moments, M∗ = 0, b∗ = 0.

Example 3.4 (Roy model). Lafférs (2019) imposes that for each t, z ∈ T ×Z, the individual’s
choice is, on average, optimal: E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = z] = maxd∈T E[Y (d)|T = t, Z = z]. It is
nested for an appropriate choice of matrix M∗ = MROY and b∗ = 0, and no a.s. restictions.

Example 3.5 (Missing data). Blundell et al. (2007) derives bounds on F (w|x) - the cdf of
wages evaluated at some w ∈ R, conditional on X = x. The wage is observed if the individual
is employed, E = 1, and unobserved otherwise (E = 0). Introduce O = {1} and U = {0}. Let
Y (t) ≡ 1{W ≤ w}, so that E[Y (t)|X = x] = F (w|x). Our approach allows to accommodate
all identifying conditions in the original paper by appropriately choosing M∗, b∗ and M̃, b̃.

Remark 3.3. Combinations of assumptions are obtained by stacking the respective matrices,
as in Example 3.2. Sensitivity analysis can be performed via relaxations b∗

ℓ = b∗ + ℓ, or
b̃ℓ = b̃ + ℓ for some ℓ ≥ 0. For example, given some ℓ = {ℓ(t, z, z′)}t,z,z′ ≥ 0, inequalities
E[Y (t)|Z = z′] − E[Y (t)|Z = z] ≥ −ℓ(t, z, z′) for z, z′ ∈ Z with z′ > z and t ∈ T yield a
relaxation of MIV. In De Haan (2017) the shape of observed moments may suggest a failure
of monotonicity near the boundaries of Supp(Z). Selecting positive ℓ(z, z′) for values of z, z′

close to the boundaries could constitute a meaningful robustness check.

3.2. Linear programming bounds

We now provide the general identification result for the models described by P∗. Let us
construct x that collects unobserved pointwise-conditional moments24 and the vector x of
those pointwise-conditional moments that are identified:

x ≡ (E[Y (t)|T = d, Z = z])z∈Z∧(t,d∈T :t̸=d∨t,d∈U :t=d),

x ≡ (E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = z])z∈Z,t∈O.

For known selector matrices Pm, Pm, one can then decompose m as

m = Pmx︸ ︷︷ ︸
partially identified

+ Pmx︸ ︷︷ ︸
identified

.

24Formally, x is a partially identified functional x = x(P ), whereas x = x(P ) is point-identified.
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It is also straightforward to observe that M̃Y + b̃ ≥ 0 a.s. implies

(INT NZ
⊗ M̃)m+ ιNT NZ

⊗ b̃ ≥ 0. (18)

Before we state the main identification result, let us construct the matrix M∗∗ and the
vector b∗∗ that combine the conditional restrictions with the implications of the almost sure
restrictions in (18), as

M∗∗ ≡

INT NZ
⊗ M̃

M∗

 , b∗∗ ≡

ιNT NZ
⊗ b̃

b∗

 . (19)

Theorem 3.1. Suppose Assumption I0 holds. For any ψ, the sharp identified set B∗ for β∗

satisfies

B∗ ≡ (µ∗′m)(P∗) ⊆ {β ∈ R| inf
x:Mx≥c

p′x ≤ β − p′x ≤ sup
x:Mx≥c

p′x}, (20)

where

p ≡ P
′
mµ

∗, p ≡ P ′
mµ

∗, M ≡ M∗∗Pm, c ≡ −b∗∗ −M∗∗Pmx.

Reverse inclusion in (20) holds if M̃ = 0, b̃ = 0, or if one of the following is true:

(i) MTR holds, i.e. Y (t1) ≥ Y (t0) a.s. ∀t1, t0 ∈ T s.t. t1 > t0:

M̃ = M̃MT R, b̃ = 0NT −1

(ii) Outcomes are bounded, Y (t) ∈ [K0;K1], ∀t ∈ T a.s. for known K1 > K0:

M̃ = M̃b ≡

 INT

−INT

 , b̃ = b̃b ≡

−K0 · ιNT

K1 · ιNT

 . (21)

(iii) MTR holds, outcomes are bounded and (Ω,S) can support a U [0; 1] r.v.:

M̃ =
M̃MT R

M̃b

 , b̃ =
 b̃MT R

0NT −1

 . (22)

The matrix M̃MT R is defined in Appendix D.3.
Theorem 3.1 postulates that bounds on the target parameter β∗ under P∗ can be obtained

by solving two linear programs. The LP bounds are sharp if there are no a.s. inequalities in
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the model, or if the a.s. inequalities parametrize three special cases that are typically used in
the literature. Otherwise, the LP bounds are valid, but not necessarily sharp, as we show
in Appendix D.2. This is because, in general, the entire distribution of Y, T, Z is relevant
for β∗ under a.s. restrictions. The naive approach of searching over such joint distributions,
however, would involve infinite-dimensional optimization, because |Y| = ∞.

Remark 3.4. We are not aware of affine a.s. restrictions M̃, b̃ used in applied work that are
not special cases 1-3 in Theorem 3.1. The special cases 1-3 appear in Blundell et al. (2007),
Kreider et al. (2012), Gundersen et al. (2012), Siddique (2013).

Remark 3.5. The empirical literature has extensively relied on the MIV + MTR + MTS
combination of Manski and Pepper (2000) assumptions, as it yields the tightest bounds out
of all classical conditions. In the absence of a theoretical justification, this has led to errors
(Lafférs, 2013). Theorem 3.1 provides the first available sharp bounds under this combination
when Y is continuous.

Remark 3.6. In any of the sharp cases in Theorem 3.1, the polytope ΘI ≡ {x ∈ Rq : Mx ≥ c}
gives the sharp identified set for the vector of unobserved pointwise-conditional moments x
under the corresponding AICM model described by M, c.

4. Conditional monotonicity assumptions

A particular family of identifying conditions that can be written in the form (17) is
the conditional monotonicity class of assumptions. These impose that potential outcomes
are mean-monotone in the instrument even within some treatment subgroups. While more
restrictive than the conventional MIV, conditionally monotone instrumental variables (cMIV)
allow to sharpen the bounds on the outcomes of interest. Throughout this section, we assume
that outcomes are bounded Y (t) ∈ [K0;K1] a.s. for known K0, K1 ∈ R, K0 < K1. We also
suppose that there are no missing data25, i.e. T = O.

We argue that cMIV assumptions are reasonable in classical applications, discuss the
difference between MIV and cMIV and develop a formal testing strategy for a particular
version of cMIV. This testing procedure relies on the observed outcomes’ monotonicity, which
has been typically used in applied work to justify applying MIV. Our results imply that
if such monotonicity is observed and the researcher is comfortable with MIV, the cMIV
assumption is inexpensive, and can be applied to sharpen the bounds on the outcomes of
interest. In some applications, as is the case in Section 5, cMIV yields informative bounds
even when the classical conditions fail to do so.

25Although it is hopefully clear from our general approach how cMIV conditions extend to the missing
data case.
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While we only discuss three variations of cMIV, the class of such assumptions is potentially
richer26, and Theorem 3.1 applies in any such framework.

Assumption cMIV-s. Suppose that for any t ∈ T , A ⊆ T : A ̸= {t} and z, z′ ∈ Z s.t.
z′ > z we have:

E[Y (t)|T ∈ A,Z = z′] ≥ E[Y (t)|T ∈ A,Z = z],

i.e. the potential outcomes are, on average, non-decreasing in Z for any treatment subgroup.

The strong conditional monotonicity assumption possesses the greatest identifying power
across all considered cMIV conditions. To see that cMIV-s implies MIV, set A = T in the
definition above.

Assumption cMIV-w. Suppose MIV holds and for any t ∈ T and z, z′ ∈ Z s.t. z′ > z we
have:

E[Y (t)|T ̸= t, Z = z′] ≥ E[Y (t)|T ̸= t, Z = z],

i.e. the potential outcomes are, on average, non-decreasing in Z for the non-treated and the
whole population.

The weak conditional monotonicity assumption allows for closed-form expressions for
sharp bounds that are easy to compute and perform inference on.

Assumption cMIV-p. Suppose MIV holds and for any t ∈ T , d ∈ T \ {t} and z, z′ ∈ Z s.t.
z′ > z we have:

E[Y (t)|T = d, Z = z′] ≥ E[Y (t)|T = d, Z = z],

i.e. the potential outcomes are, on average, non-decreasing in Z conditional on any counter-
factual level of treatment.

The pointwise conditional monotonicity assumption is directly testable under a mild
homogeneity condition, see Section 4.2.

Conditional monotonicity restrictions differ in the collection of treatment subsets over
which monotonicity in the instrument is assumed. The strong conditionally monotone
instruments are such that, among individuals from any given counterfactual treatment
subgroup, higher values of Z are, on average, associated with higher potential outcomes. The
weak conditional monotonicity restriction only imposes the same mean-monotonicity on the

26One can consider the class of conditional restrictions E[Y (t)|T ∈ A, Z = z′] ≥ E[Y (t)|T ∈ A, Z =
z], ∀A ∈ Ft for all t ∈ T where subcollections Ft ⊆ T are chosen by the researcher. The triplet M, p, c from
Theorem 3.1 under any such restrictions can be constructed by following the procedure in Appendix I.2.
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whole population and on the untreated, whereas the pointwise form assumes it over the entire
population as well as conditional on each counterfactual level of treatment.

Remark 4.1. All cMIV assumptions imply MIV. Moreover, cMIV-w, cMIV-p are implied by
cMIV-s. If treatment is binary, cMIV-s, cMIV-w and cMIV-p are equivalent.

While it is possible for the general apporach of form (17), cMIV conditions avoid assuming
monotonicity over the observed treatment subset {T = t}. This is because such monotonicity
is identified. If it holds, it should not add any identifying power to our conditions in theory.
However, large violations of the observed outcomes’ monotonicity will lead the test developed
in Section 4.2 to reject cMIV-p and cMIV-s.

The following observation motivates the use of cMIV assumptions.

Proposition 4.1. Manski and Pepper (2000) MIV bounds are not sharp under either cMIV-s,
cMIV-w or cMIV-p.

Proof. Consider a binary treatment T , three levels of the instrument Z ∈ {z0, z1, z2} with
z0 < z1 < z2 and −K0 = K1 = 1. Suppose for a fixed t ∈ {0, 1}, we have E[Y (t)|T = t, Z =
zi] = 0, with P [T ̸= t|Z = z0] = 0.125, P [T ̸= t|Z = z1] = 0.5, P [T ̸= t|Z = z2] = 0.25. The
no-assumptions lower bounds on E[Y (t)|Z = zi] are (−0.125, −0.5, −0.25). MIV ‘irons’ the
no-assumptions bounds to (−0.125, −0.125, −0.125), which also implies the lower bounds
on E[Y (t)|T ≠ t, Z = zi]: (−1, −0.25, −0.5). Under cMIV, one can further ‘iron’ these to
improve the lower bound for z2 up to −0.25, so that the lower bound on E[Y (t)|Z = z2]
becomes −1/16 > −1/8. ■

Sharp bounds for all versions for cMIV follow from Theorem 3.1. We also show that under
cMIV-w the bounds can be characterized explicitly, which is especially convenient if the
treatment is binary, so that all cMIV assumptions coincide (see Appendix I.1). For didactic
purposes, we also provide detailed guidance on how to construct the triplet M, c, p from
Theorem 3.1 under cMIV-s, cMIV-p and MIV in Appendix I.2.

4.1. Discussion of cMIV

This section illustrates the difference between MIV and cMIV by considering two para-
metric examples with classical applications.

4.1.a. Education selection. Consider the following empirical setup. Suppose T is an indicator
of whether or not an individual has a university degree, Y (t) are potential log wages and Z

is an observed indicator of ability.
MIV assumption on Z implies that more able individuals can do better both with and

without a college degree on average: E[Y (t)|Z = z] - monotone in z. cMIV additionally
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imposes that: i) among those who have a college degree, a smarter individual could have
done relatively better on average than their counterpart if both did not have it: E[Y (0)|Z =
z, T = 1] - monotone in z; and ii) among those who do not have a college degree, a smarter
individual could have done relatively better on average than their counterpart if both had it:
E[Y (1)|Z = z, T = 0] - monotone in z.

We now consider a parametric example. Suppose that η measures how diligent one is from
birth and is ex-ante mean-independent of Z. While Z is observed by both the employers and
the econometrician (e.g. an IQ score), the employer additionally observes the employee effort
level η + ε with ε |= (Z, T, η). Suppose V ar(Z) = V ar(η) = 1 and E[Z] = E[η] = E[ε] = 0.
Suppose that, on average, employees choose T to maximize their expected earnings. This
motivates a stylized Roy selection model, with

Y (t) = β0(t) + β1(t)Z + β2(t)η + ε(t), T = 1{E[Y (1) − Y (0)|Z, η] + ν ≥ 0},

where ν |= (Z, η, ε) is remaining heterogeneity, and ε(t) ≡ β2(t)ε. MIV demands that

(MIV) : β1(t) ≥ 0.

MIV postulates that the direct effect of ability on potential earnings is positive. It seems
reasonable to suppose that βi(t) ≥ 0, i = 1, 2, t = 0, 1, i.e. both effort and ability increase
potential wages. Letting δz ≡ β1(1) − β1(0) and δη ≡ β2(1) − β2(0) denote the differentials in
the effects of ability and effort respectively, the additional requirement of cMIV is that:

β1(0)z︸ ︷︷ ︸
direct effect

+ β2(0)E[η|δzz + δηη + ν̃ ≥ 0]︸ ︷︷ ︸
selection given T = 1

−increasing (23)

β1(1)z︸ ︷︷ ︸
direct effect

+ β2(1)E[η|δzz + δηη + ν̃ ≤ 0]︸ ︷︷ ︸
selection given T = 0

−increasing, (24)

where ν̃ ≡ β0(1) − β0(0) + ν.
Notice that if δz and δη are of different signs, for example because the jobs that one may

apply for with a college degree are more ability-intensive (δz > 0), whereas those which are
available otherwise are more skill-intensive (δη < 0), the additional conditional monotonicity
requirements (23)-(24) are less strict than MIV. This is because, conditional on both having
a degree and not having it, ability and effort are positively associated.

Intuitively, among those who do not have a degree (T = 0), people of higher ability must
have had stronger incentives to forgo college. This should have been because a higher level of
diligence gives them a comparative advantage in effort-intensive jobs. Among those with a
degree, higher ability implies a comparative advantage in ability-intensive occupations, which
explains their willingness to select into this option (T = 1). It does not, therefore, signal as
low an effort level as it would for a less capable individual.
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Now consider the same setup with δz = δη > 0 and ν̃ = 0,

T = 1{η + Z ≥ 0}.

This selection mechanism can be explained by the fact that to get a degree one needs to be
either hard-working or of high ability. The requirement of MIV is unchanged, and cMIV
necessitates that:

β1(0)z + β2(0)E[η|η ≥ −z] − increasing (25)
β1(1)z + β2(1)E[η|η ≤ −z] − increasing (26)

In this case, conditional on each level of education, effort level η and ability Z are
negatively associated, so the conditional selection terms in (25)-(26) make cMIV a stricter
assumption than MIV. Intuitively, a more able individual with a college degree did not need
to work as hard to get it as her counterpart with a lower ability. Similarly, if an individual
is capable, but does not have a degree, she has to be of lower effort as otherwise she would
have selected into education.

Even if MIV holds, cMIV can thus fail if employer prefers effort over ability to the extent
that the conditional negative association between the two outweighs the direct impact of
ability on wages as well as any ex-ante positive correlation between the employer-observed
signal of diligence and the ability.

An examination of equations (23) and (24) suggests that cMIV is more likely to hold
whenever δz is small relative to δη, while β1(·) is large relative to β2(·). This means that Z
should be relatively weak in the parlance of the classical IV models, and strongly monotone.

Overall, it seems reasonable to use a proxy for the level of ability as a conditionally
monotone instrument in the estimation of returns to schooling. One would be inclined to
think that while Z does enter selection, it affects the potential outcomes directly and strongly
enough, so that there are no subgroups by schooling for which a higher value of ability would
correspond to lower potential wages on average.

4.1.b. Simultaneous equations. As some aspects of mathematical intuition may be muted in
discrete models, we also consider a simple continuous setup to confirm the insights derived from
the previous analysis. For illustrative purposes, we drop the boundedness and discreteness
assumptions and consider the supply and demand simultaneous equations,

qk(p) = αk(p) + βk(p)Z + γk(p)η + κk(p)εk, k ∈ {s, d}.

The observed log-price P clears the market in expectation,

P ∈ {p ∈ R|E[qs(p)|Z, η] = E[qd(p)|Z, η]}, (27)
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where η, Z are continuous unobserved and observed random variables respectively, with
E[η|Z] = 0 a.s.27 and E[εk] = 0 with εk |= (η, Z, ε−k) for k ∈ {s, d}. Further assume that all
functions of p are continuous.

Potential price p indexes the potential outcomes, giving rise to the demand and supply
schedules. Suppose we aim to identify the elasticity of supply, E[(qs(p1) − qs(p0))/(p1 − p0)]
for some p1 > p0, and Z is a monotone instrument for qs(p), while P can be interpreted
as treatment. η is unobserved heterogeneity and εk are random violations from the market
clearing condition or measurement errors independent of the rest of the model. For an
individual realization of market clearing an econometrician observes {P, {qk(P )}k, Z}, but
does not observe the schedules at other prices {qk(p)}k for p ̸= P , nor disturbances {η, {εk}k}.

Define δz(p) ≡ βs(p) − βd(p) and similarly for η, with δp(p) ≡ αs(p) − αd(p). As stated,
the model is potentially incomplete or incoherent, as for a given vector (Z, η) equation (27)
may have multiple or no solutions. To avoid that, so long as that the support of Z, η, εk is full,
it is necessary that δz(p), δη(p) be constant. We shall assume that for simplicity. Provided
that δp(p), which determines the excess supply at fixed (Z, η), is strictly increasing and has
full image, the model is complete and coherent, and

P = δ−1
p (−δzZ − δηη). (28)

Equation (28) introduces a deterministic linear relationship between Z and η conditional on
each given value of P . As we saw in the previous example, this constitutes the worst-case
scenario for cMIV, if δz and δη have the same sign. A noisier selection mechanism would
relax the conditional link between Z and η, and would thus weaken the conditional selection
channel.

Note that the reduced-form error is u ≡ γs(P )η + κs(P )εs and there is a simultaneity
bias, as

E[Pu] = E[Pγs(P ) E[η|δzZ + δηη = P ]︸ ︷︷ ︸
simultaneity/ommited variable

] ̸= 0.

In this setup, MIV requires that

(MIV) : βs(p) ≥ 0, ∀p ∈ R.

Whereas cMIV-p additionally imposes that

βs(p)z + γs(p)E[η|δzz + δηη = −δp(d)] ≥ 0 − increasing in z, ∀p, d ∈ R : d ̸= p. (29)
27Mean independence is not restrictive, as it can always be enforced by redefining the d.g.p. in an

observationally equivalent way.
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Suppose that δz, δη ̸= 0 to rule out uninteresting cases. (29) then implies

βs(p) ≥ γs(p)β
s(p) − βd(p)
γs(p) − γd(p) . (30)

For concreteness, consider two positive supply shocks, i.e. βs(p), γs(p) > 0. Equation (30)
means that either η and Z affect the reduced-form equilibrium price in different directions
(recall the comparative advantage example), or the effect of Z on the equilibrium price relative
to its effect on the supply schedule is smaller than that of η,

sgn(δη) ̸= sgn(δz) or
∣∣∣∣∣βs(p) − βd(p)

βs(p)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣γs(p) − γd(p)

γs(p)

∣∣∣∣∣ . (31)

Under sgn(δη) = sgn(δz), equation (31) once again requires that Z be strongly monotone
and relatively weak for cMIV-p to hold. The logic we described may help the researcher
navigate the potential economic forces in a given application to decide whether cMIV-p is a
suitable assumption.

For example, consider estimating the supply elasticity in the market for plane tickets in
the early days of Covid-19 pandemic. Suppose Z is an inverse Covid-stringency index for the
economy, while η may be interpreted as residual cost shocks, defined to be mean-independent
of Z. It is likely that δη ≈ γs, i.e. residual cost shocks affect mainly the supply in that sector,
and not the demand. It is also likely that either supply is less responsive to Z than demand
(so that cMIV is implied by MIV), or the effects are of the same order of magnitude. Z is
therefore likely to be a conditionally monotone instrument.

4.2. Testing cMIV

One could argue against cMIV conditions whenever E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = z] fail to be
monotone in the data. In general, the power and size of that test are unclear. There is,
however, a special case when cMIV can be tested directly, provided that the researcher is
willing to assume MIV. In some applications one may conjecture that the potential outcomes’
functions Y (t), either in the reduced or in the structural form, are such that the relative
effects of Z and the unobserved variable(s) η, potentially correlated with Z, are unchanged
across outcome indices t.

Researchers often impose even stricter versions of this homogeneity assumption. For
example, Manski and Pepper (2009) discuss MIV identification under HLR condition: Y (t) =
βt+η. Conditions in Proposition 4.2 relax HLR to an arbitrary shape of response of a potential
outcome to treatment and allow for a generally heteroscedastic/treatment-specific response
to unobserved variables and instrument, so long as the relative effects are unchanged across
potential outcomes. All functions in the proposition below are assumed to be measurable.
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Proposition 4.2. Suppose that a): i) Y (t) = g(t, ξ) + h(t)ψ(Z, η), h(t) ̸= 0 for all t ∈ T ,
with ξ |= (T, Z, η) and ii) MIV holds, strictly for some z, z′ ∈ Z with z′ > z; or b): i)
Y (t) = g(t, ξ, T ) + h(t)ψ(Z, η) for all t ∈ T , with ξ |= (T, Z, η), ii) h(t)

h(d) > 0 ∀t, d ∈ T ; and iii)
MIV holds. Then Assumption cMIV-p holds iff E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = z] are all monotone.

Note that whether or not h(t) ̸= 0 is observable in the data for case (a) and whether or not
h(t)/h(d) > 0 is also identified for (b).

Remark 4.2. The monotonicity of observed outcomes has been routinely used in applied
work to motivate the use of MIV condition (e.g. De Haan (2017)). We show that, given
that MIV holds and under a homogeneity condition, the observed monotonicity is instead
equivalent to cMIV-p.

Remark 4.3. cMIV is testable in Example 4.1.b because the reduced form expression has the
form b) : i). It is testable in Example 4.1.a if instead of separately observing η, Z, employers
on average observe a mixed signal of ability and effort, s ≡ aZ + bη for some a, b ∈ R.

A test of cMIV-p is thus the test of all ft(z) ≡ E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = z] being monotone,

H0 : ft(z) − increasing in z, ∀t ∈ T .

To obtain such a test, we may extend the procedure in Chetverikov (2019)28. Denote the set of
all observations with treatment level t as It ≡ {i ∈ [n] : Ti = t} with nt ≡ |It|. Suppose ϕt

nt
is

the corresponding Chetverikov’s regression monotonicity test (or a corresponding parametric
test for discrete Z) with the confidence level αt ∈ (0; 0.5). We define the joint test as

ϕn ≡ max
t∈T

ϕt
nt
.

Denote PC to be the set of probability measures, such that for all P ∈ PC and all t ∈ T
the conditional probability measure given T = t that P generates satisfies the regularity
conditions in Theorem 3.1 in Chetverikov (2019). Similarly, let PC

t be the set of all the
conditional probability measures given T = t that measures from PC generate.

28This test is developed for continuous Z, which is used in our application. Although the instrument is
discretized at the estimation stage, the monotonicity of E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = z] for continuous Z clearly implies
the monotonicity of the discretized moments. The procedure we describe straightforwardly accommodates
testing discrete instruments. As noted in Chetverikov (2019), for discrete conditioning variable the test is a
simple parametric problem, since the conditional moment function can be

√
n−consistently estimated at each

point from the support.
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Proposition 4.3. If Πt∈T (1 − αt) ≥ 1 − α, then

inf
P ∈PC∩H0

P [ϕn = 0] ≥ 1 − α + o(1),

as n → ∞.

Proof. Notice that each ϕt
nt

is a function of the observations from It only. Since It are mutually
exclusive by construction and because the data are i.i.d., we have P [ϕn = 0] = Πt∈T P [ϕt

nt
= 0].

By the standard optimization argument, we have

Πt∈T inf
P ∈PC

t

P [ϕt
nt

= 0] ≤ inf
P ∈PC

Πt∈T P [ϕt
nt

= 0].

Theorem 3.1 from Chetverikov (2019) and Πt∈T (1 − αt) ≥ 1 − α then yield the result. ■

Remark 4.4. One may set αt = 1 − (1 − α)1/NT as a baseline. If the domain knowledge
suggests that for some treatments monotonicity is more likely to hold, one can set a higher
αt for them, so long as Πt∈T (1 − αt) ≥ 1 − α. This may improve the power of the test.

5. Returns to education in Colombia

Our data is comprised of 861492 observations from Colombian labor force. The sample
represents a snapshot of those individuals who could be matched across the educational,
formal employment and census datasets in 202129. For 664633 individuals from this dataset
we observe their average lifetime wages, education level and Saber 5 or Saber 11 scores for
Mathematics and Spanish language tests30.

The outcome variable we consider (Yi) is a log-wage, and Ti is the education level. We
distinguish four education levels: primary, secondary and high school, as well as ‘university’31.
Our measure of ability Zi is constructed as a CES aggregator of Mathematics and Spanish

29Educational dataset was assembled by the testing authority Instituto Colombiano para la Evaluación de la
Educación (ICFES), formal employment dataset comes from social security data based on Planilla Integrada
de Liquidación de Aportes (PILA), whereas census data is handled by Departamento Administrativo Nacional
de Estadística (DANE). The data was merged and anonymized by ICFES.

30Saber 5 and 11 tests are taken at different ages, but designed to be comparable between each other,
which justifies merging them.

31Ti is based on the number of years of schooling, Si. If Si < 9, set Ti ≡ 0 meaning the individual only
graduated from primary school. Si ∈ [9; 11) and Ti ≡ 1 correspond to completing compulsory education
(secondary school), Si = 11 and Ti ≡ 2 means that the individual is a high-school graduate, whereas Si > 11
with Ti ≡ 3 means university education. Unfortunately, Si is capped at 17 years in our sample, making it
impossible to distinguish between those who continued to graduate education and those who just finished the
6−years degree.
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language test scores. To apply Theorem 3.1, we then split Zi into deciles. Formally, we have

Zi ≡ (MATH
1/2
i + SPANISH

1/2
i )2.

We first test whether cMIV is a reasonable assumption in our setup by implementing the

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Zi decile
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Figure 11: Estimated conditional moments of log-wages given ability and education level.

test developed in Section 4.2. To that end, we use the parameters and kernel functions
recommended by Chetverikov (2019) and focus on the theoretically most powerful procedure,
the step-down approach. The estimated p-value of the test is 0.29, see Table 1. We thus
conclude that cMIV-p is a credible assumption provided that MIV holds.

t Rst
t Rcrit

t;0.1 p-value nt

0 0.98 2.33 0.34 274295
1 -1.17 2.17 0.95 143299
2 -1.51 2.30 1.00 216336
3 1.86 2.38 0.08 30703

Table 1: Results of the monotonicity test, see Section 4.2. Second column gives the estimated Chetverikov
(2019) test-statistic, third column contains the α = 0.1 critical values, corresponding to αt = 1− (1−0.1)1/4 ≈
0.026 individual critical value. The last column gives a p-value against the individual null for each t. The
overall p-value is 0.29.

The data we study is rather noisy. One would expect a considerable measurement error
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in the construction of both treatment levels and the outcome variable32. In line with that,
the strongest form of cMIV is not sufficient to provide identification in the absence of further
assumptions. While the resulting bounds are tighter than that under MIV, they remain
uninformative.

To achieve identification, we supplement our assumptions with the MTR condition, which
appears reasonable in our setting.33 The estimated bounds and confidence intervals are
presented in Figure 12. While MIV and cMIV-w remain uninformative, both cMIV-p and
cMIV-s yield positive lower bounds on the ATEs. Under cMIV-p, the effect of obtaining a
university education is estimated to be at least 3.54%, and at least 5.5% under cMIV-s. These
findings align with previous evidence: causal estimates for the U.S. (Card (1993), Brand and
Xie (2010), Angrist and Chen (2011)) suggest returns of at least 10% for a four-year college
degree. Recent evidence indicates that this figure may be substantially lower for Colombia
(Gomez, 2022).
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Figure 12: Estimation results for the monotonicity assumptions augmented with MTR. 5%
two-sided CI constructed according to Algorithm 1 using 2.5% one-sided bounds. Parameters
are selected according to Appendix H and E.2. The bounds’ point estimates are given by
B̆, while the exogenous treatment selection (ETS) estimates are the sample analogues of
ATEET S

t,d ≡ E[Y |T = t] − E[Y |T = d].

We also find significantly positive effects at other education stages, see Figure 12. Further
results and details on the estimation procedure are available in Appendix J.

32In particular, age is self-reported when filling an online questionnaire and appears to be of low quality, so
we are forced to merge multiple cohorts.

33See Manski and Pepper (2000) for a discussion of MTR in the context of returns to education. From the
results in Section 3 it also follows that MTR need only hold conditionally on all pairs in T × Z—it does not
need to hold almost surely.
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A. Consistency of penalty function estimators

A.1. Proof of Lemma 2.1

Proof. Recall that for any sets A,B, we have inf A ∪ B = min{inf A, inf B}. Fix any
(θ, w) ∈ RS × Rq such that ΘI(θ) ⊆ X and take A ≡ L(ΘI(θ); θ, w), B ≡ L(X ∩ ΘI(θ)′; θ, w).
Note that A ∪B = L(X ; θ, w). Substituting the definitions, it follows that

B̃(θ;w) = min{ inf
x∈ΘI(θ)

p′x, inf
x∈X ∩ΘI(θ)′

p′x+ w′(c−Mx)+}

= min{B(θ), inf
xx∈X ∩ΘI(θ)′

p′x+ w′(c−Mx)+} ≤ B(θ),

which establishes (6).
For the second part, fix any pair (θ0, w) that satisfies Assumption A0. We write θ0 =

(p′, vec(M)′, c′)′. Let λ∗ be the KKT vector from Assumption A1. The definition of KKT
vector (see Section 28 in Rockafellar (1970)) requires that

B(θ0) = inf
x∈Rd

p′x+ λ∗′(c−Mx). (32)

Note that, for any x ∈ Rd,

B(θ0) ≤ p′x+ λ∗′(c−Mx) ≤ p′x+ λ∗′(c−Mx)+ ≤ p′x+ w′(c−Mx)+, (33)
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where the first inequality follows from (32), the second inequality follows from λ∗ ≥ 0 and
(t)+ ≥ t for any t ∈ R, and the third inequality follows by Assumption A1. Taking infinum
over x ∈ X on both sides of (33) and combining with (6) yields

B̃(θ0;w) = B(θ0) (34)

We now wish to show that A(θ0) = Ã(θ0;w). From (34), the fact that L(x; θ0, w) = p′x for
x ∈ ΘI(θ0) and A(θ0) ⊆ ΘI(θ0), it follows that:

A(θ0) ⊆ Ã(θ0;w) (35)

To establish the other direction, we proceed by contradiction. Suppose ∃x∗ ∈ Ã(θ0;w)∩A(θ0)′.
Suppose x∗ ∈ ΘI(θ0). Since x∗ /∈ A(θ0), it must then be that p′x∗ > B(θ0), but B̃(θ0;w) =
L(x∗; θ0, w) = p′x∗, which yields a contradiction with (34). So, x∗ /∈ ΘI(θ0). Consider

B̃(θ0;w) = p′x∗ + w′(c−Mx∗)+ > p′x∗ + λ∗′(c−Mx∗)+ ≥ p′x∗ + λ∗′(c−Mx∗) (36)

where the first inequality follows from Assumption A1 and the fact that x∗ /∈ ΘI(θ0) =⇒
∃j : cj − Mjx

∗ > 0. Combining (36) with (32), one gets B̃(θ0;w) > B(θ0), which yields a
contradiction with (34). So, A(θ0) ⊇ Ã(θ0;w). Combining with (35) establishes

A(θ0) = Ã(θ0;w).

This concludes the proof of the lemma. ■

A.2. Proof of Theorem 2.1

Proof. Fix the true θ0 = (p′, vec(M)′, c′)′. Recall that for any g1, g2 ∈ C(X ), we can bound

| inf
X
g1 − inf

X
g2| ≤ sup

X
|g1 − g2|. (37)

Clearly, L(·; θ, w) ∈ C(X ) for any (θ, w) ∈ RS × R+. Using this, the bound (37) and the
definition of B̃(·), one gets

|B̃(θ̂n;wn) − B̃(θ0;wn)| ≤ sup
x∈X

|L(x; θ̂n, wn) − L(x; θ0, wn)| (38)

Using the definition of L(·), triangle and Cauchy-Schwarz inequalities, for every x ∈ X

|L(x; θ̂n, wn) − L(x; θ0, wn)| ≤ ||p̂n − p|| · ||x|| + wn
√
q||(ĉn − M̂nx)+ − (c−Mx)+||. (39)
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It is straightforward to observe that for any v1, v2 ∈ Rq

||v+
1 − v+

2 || ≤ ||v1 − v2|| (40)

Further, recall that for any A ∈ Rq×d and x ∈ Rd

||Ax|| ≤ ||x|| sup
||y||≤1

||Ay|| = ||x|| · ||A||2, (41)

where ||A||2 is the spectral norm of A. Also recall that if || · ||F is the Frobenius norm,

||A||2 ≤ ||A||F = ||vec(A)||. (42)

Combining (40), (41), (42) and using triangle inequality, one gets

|L(x; θ̂n, wn) − L(x; θ0, wn)| ≤ ||p̂n − p|| · ||x||

+wn
√
q
(
||ĉn − c|| + ||vec(M̂n) − vec(M)|| · ||x||

)
,

where taking sup on both sides and using (38) yields

|B̃(θ̂n;wn) − B̃(θ0;wn)| ≤ ||p̂n − p|| · ||x||∞ (43)

+wn
√
q
(
||ĉn − c|| + ||vec(M̂n) − vec(M)|| · ||x||∞

)
= Op

(
wn√
n

)
,

where ||x||∞ = supx∈X ||x|| < ∞ by Assumption A0.ii, and the last equality follows from
Assumption A0.iii.

Finally, since θ0 satisfies A0, there exists some λ∗ in Λ(θ0) with ||λ∗||∞ < ∞. Let
En ≡ {wn > ||λ∗||∞}. By Lemma 2.1, En ⊆ {B̃(θ0;wn) = B(θ0)}, so, for any deterministic
{rn}n∈N and any ε > 0,

P
[
rn|B̃(θ̂n;wn) −B(θ0)| > ε

]
= (44)

P
[
rn|B̃(θ̂n;wn) − B̃(θ0;wn)| > ε,En

]
+ P

[
rn|B̃(θ̂n;wn) −B(θ0)| > ε,E ′

n

]
≤

P
[
rn|B̃(θ̂n;wn) − B̃(θ0;wn)| > ε

]
+ P[E ′

n]

By definition, wn → ∞ w.p.a.1 implies P[wn > ||λ∗||∞] → 1, so P[E ′
n] → 0. Combining this,

(43) and (44), one obtains:

B̃(θ̂n;wn) −B(θ0) = Op

(
wn√
n

)

This concludes the proof of the Theorem.
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A.3. Proof of Theorem 2.2

Proof. Fix θ = (p′, vec(M)′, c′)′ = θ0. We proceed in six steps, first proving the following
lemma:

Lemma A.1. Consider B ≡ arg minx∈A f(x) and c ≡ f(x∗) for any x∗ ∈ B, where f(·) is
continuous and A is a non-empty compact. Then, for any measurable random sequence
{xn} ⊆ A such that f(xn) p−→ c, there exists a measurable random sequence {x∗

n} ⊆ B such
that ||x∗

n − xn|| p−→ 0.

Proof. Under the assumptions of the Lemma, Berge’s maximum theorem implies that B is a
non-empty compact. Because the distance is continuous, the projection x∗

n of xn onto B is
always well-defined for each n. If it is not unique, we select one of the values that yield the
minimum distance. Measurability of at least one such selection is established by reference to
Theorem 18.19 in Aliprantis and Border (2007). We then proceed by contradiction. Suppose
that ∃ε > 0:

P[||x∗
n − xn|| > ε] ̸→ 0 (45)

Then, there exists a δ > 0 and a subsequence {nk}∞
k=1 such that, for all k ∈ N:

P[||x∗
nk

− xnk
|| > ε] > δ (46)

Consider the following problem:

min
x∈A, d(x,B)≥ε

f(x) (47)

Notice that the constraint set is compact. It is also non-empty, as for any k some of the
realisations of xnk

are in it by (46). Therefore the minimum is attained at some x̃. Suppose
that the minimum is equal to f(x̃) = c̃. If c̃ = c, it follows that x̃ ∈ B, which is not possible
as d(x̃, B) ≥ ε. Clearly, c̃ < c is also infeasible as the constraint set of that problem is smaller
than that of the original one. Therefore, c̃− c = K > 0. Then, note that for any k ∈ N:

||x∗
nk

− xnk
|| > ε =⇒ f(xnk

) ≥ f(x̃) = c+K > c (48)

So,

P[f(xnk
) − f(x∗) ≥ K] ≥ P[||x∗

nk
− xnk

|| > ε] > δ > 0, (49)

where the LHS goes to 0 as k → ∞, since f(xnk
) p−→ f(x∗) by assumption of the Lemma.
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This yields a contradiction. Therefore, ||x∗
n − xn|| p−→ 0. ■

(i) We first prove that ∃ {δn} → 0+ such that A(θ̂n, wn) ⊆ A(θ0)δn w.p. 1 asymptotically.
For this purpose, recall that by Theorem 3 for any sequence xn ∈ A(θ̂n, wn) for all n
and for any x∗ ∈ A(θ0), we have:

p′xn + wnι
′(ĉn − M̂nxn)+ − p′x∗ = op(1) (50)

Furthermore, since wn = op(
√
n), we have:

wn||ĉn − M̂nx− c+Mx||∞ = op(1) (51)

Because the argmin is contained in a compact, A(θ̂n, wn) ⊆ X , the first term in
(50) is bounded in probability: p′xn = Op(1), thus, from (50), it also follows that
wnι(ĉn − M̂nxn)+ = Op(1). By triangle inequality and using with (51), we therefore
conclude:

wnι
′(c−Mxn)+ = Op(1) (52)

As wn → ∞, it further follows that:

(c−Mxn)+ = op(1) (53)

We shall now consider x̃n - a projection of xn onto {x ∈ Rd|Mx ≥ c}. Note that it
exists, because distance is a continuous function and the set is a non-empty compact.
Note that (53) implies that, for some random κn ≥ 0 for all n:

c−Mxn ≤ ικn (54)

where κn = op(1). We get:

||xn − x̃n|| = d(xn, {x ∈ Rd|Mx ≥ c}) ≤ (55)
≤ dH({x ∈ Rd|Mx ≥ c− κn}, {x ∈ Rd|Mx ≥ c}) ≤ Cκn, (56)

where C > 0 is some fixed constant. The first equality is by definition of projection,
the second inequality follows from the definition of the Hausdorff distance and (54) as
well as:

d(xn, {x ∈ Rd|Mx ≥ c}) ≤ sup
x∈{x∈Rd|Mx≥c−κn}

d(x, {x ∈ Rd|Mx ≥ c})) (57)

The final inequality is implied by Lipschitz-continuity of polytopes in Hausdorff distance
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with respect to RHS expansions (see Li (1993)). Therefore:

x̃n − xn
p−→ 0 (58)

We now wish to show that p′xn
p−→ p′x∗, where x∗ is some value from A(θ0). For

arbitrary ε > 0 note that:

P[|p′xn + wnι
′(ĉn − M̂nxn) − p′x∗| > ε] ≥ (59)

P[p′xn > p′x∗ + ε− wnι
′(ĉn − M̂nxn)] ≥ (60)

P[p′xn > p′x∗ + ε] (61)

As the LHS goes to 0 by (50), we have:

P[p′xn > p′x∗ + ε] → 0 (62)

To prove the other side, note that, as x̃n ∈ ΘI(θ0), by definition of x∗, it must be that
p′x̃n ≥ p′x∗. Therefore,

P[p′xn < p′x∗ − ε] ≤ P[p′xn < p′x̃n − ε] → 0, (63)

where the RHS converges to 0 by (58) and CMT. We thus conclude that p′xn
p−→ p′x∗

and, moreover, p′x̃n
p−→ p′x∗.

Notice that by Lemma 2, for a fixed, large enough w satisfying Assumption A1 Lemma
A.1 applies, where one sets f(x) = L(x; θ0, w), B = A(θ0) with f(x∗) = p′x∗ for any
x∗ ∈ A(θ0). Thus, ∃x∗

n ∈ A(θ0) such that ||xn − x∗
n|| p−→ 0. Therefore, ∃δn → 0+ such

that:

P[||xn − x∗
n|| < δn] → 1 (64)

Recall that the sequence xn was arbitrarily selected from A(θ̂n, wn), and we can, for
example, select a measurable {xn}∞

n=1 (by Theorem 18.19 in Aliprantis and Border
(2007)):

xn ∈ arg max
x∈A(θ̂n,wn)

d(x,A(θ0)) (65)

For such xn, we get:

||xn − x∗
n|| < δn =⇒ d(x,A(θ0)) < δn ∀x ∈ A(θ̂n, wn) (66)
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So:

P[A(θ̂n, wn) ⊆ A(θ0)δn ] ≥ P[||xn − x∗
n|| < δn] → 1 (67)

This establishes the existence of a deterministic δn → 0+ such that A(θ̂n, wn) ⊆ A(θ0)δn

w.p.a.1.

(ii) By (67) and using the representation found in Proposition F.2 we have that:

inf
x∈X

L(x; θ̂n, wn) = inf
x∈A(θ0)δn

L(x; θ̂n, wn) + op(1) (68)

= min
x∈A(θ0)δn

p′x+ wnmax
j∈[2q ]

∑
i∈Πj

(ĉni − M̂ ′
nix)

+ op(1), (69)

where op(1) encompasses realizations at which A(θ̂n, wn) /∈ A(θ0)δn or where θ̂n is not
in a fixed open vicinity of θ0 that was argued to exist in Proposition F.2. Suppose that
at θ0 the constraints that do not bind at any x ∈ A(θ0) are given by I ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , q}.
By continuity, it follows that ∃ δ > 0 and ε > 0 such that:

ci −Mix < −ε,∀i ∈ I (70)

for any x ∈ A(θ0)δ. From (67) it then also follows that:

inf
x∈X

L(x; θ̂n, wn) = min
x∈A(θ0)δn

p′x+ wn max
Π∈2[q]\I

∑
i∈Πj

(ĉni − M̂ ′
nix)

+ op(1) (71)

(iii) Consider the problem in the linear programming representation found in Proposition
F.2, which it admits w.p.a. 1:

inf
x∈X

L(x; θ̂n;wn) = min
t,x

t s.t.:


t ∈ [t; t]
x ∈ X
p′x+∑

i∈Πj
wn(ĉni − M̂ ′

nix) ≤ t, j ∈ [2q]

(72)

The Lagrangian reads as:

L = t+
∑

Π∈2[q]

λΠ

p′x− t+ wn

∑
j∈Π

ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx

 , (73)

Where the constraints x ∈ X and t ∈ [t; t] are omitted, as they are not binding
with probability 1 as. This holds, as A(θ0) ⊆ Int(X ) and B(θ0) ∈ Int([t; t]) by
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assumption. Because A(θ0) is compact, there further exists34 a δ > 0: A(θ0)δ ⊆ Int(X )
and as Ã(θ̂n;wn) ⊆ A(θ0)δn w.p.a. 1 for some δn → 0+, it follows that w.p.a.1
A(θ̂n;wn) ⊆ Int(X ). Similar argument establishes that t∗n ∈ Int([t; t]) w.p.a.1. In what
follows, we will simply call such optimal pairs interior.

Differentiating with respect to t, one notes that:
∑
Π
λΠ = 1 (74)

Next, at any interior optimal t, x:

t = p′x+ wnmax
Π

∑
j∈Π

(ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx) (75)

To see that, note that by contradiction, if:

t > p′x+ wnmax
Π

∑
j∈Π

(ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx) (76)

Then, as we assumed that the pair (t, x) is interior, there exists t̃ < t such that the pair
(t̃, x) satisfies all the constraints. Therefore, (t, x) is not optimal. The other direction
of the inequality is infeasible, and so the equality must hold. Moreover, since Π may be
empty, we also have at any optimal x:

t ≥ p′x (77)

Furthermore, the problem has a solution w.p.a.1, and therefore it has a vertex-solution,
i.e. a solution that is pinned down by a matrix of binding constraints of full column-
rank. Because w.p.a.1 any solution is interior, any such matrix w.p.a.1 does not
feature constraints x ∈ X , t ∈ [t, t]. The only constraints that can be satisfied at such
vertex-solution with an equality are of the following type:

p′x− t = wn

∑
j∈Πk

ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx, k ∈ J̃ (78)

for some J̃ ⊆ 2[q] : |J̃ | ≥ d + 1, where the latter inequality holds by definition of a
vertex of a linear program35. One can write the complete set of the binding constraints

34To see that, consider A, B ⊆ Rd such that A is compact, B is open and A ⊆ B. Since B is open, for any
b ∈ B∃ε > 0 : Bε(b) ⊆ B. This defines an open cover of A, as A ⊆

⋃
b∈B Bεb/2(b). Since A is compact, for

any cover there exists a finite subcover, i.e. ∃(bk, εbk
/2)K

k=1 such that bk ∈ B and A ⊆
⋃K

k=1 Bεbk
/2(bk). Take

δ = mink εbk
/2. Then, pick any x ∈ Aδ. It follows that ∃y ∈ A: ||x − y|| < δ. Because y ∈ A, there further

∃k: ||y − bk|| ≤ εbk
/2. Thus, ||x − bk|| ≤ ||y − bk|| + ||x − y|| < εbk

/2 + δ ≤ εbk
, and so x ∈ Bεbk

(bk) ⊆ B.
35Any finite feasible LP has a vertex-solution, at which the matrix of binding constraints has full rank, so
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(78) as:

R̂J̃n

t
x

 = r̂J̃
n , (79)

where the |J̃ | × (d+ 1) matrix R̂J̃n is of full column rank and the system yields a unique
solution t∗n, x

∗
n.

(iv) Denote the set of all vertices (t∗, x∗) that satisfy (78) with |J̃ | ≥ d+1 and a full-column-
rank R̂J̃n at a given θ̂n by V∗(θ̂n). From the previous arguments it follows that V∗(·) is
non-empty w.p.a.1 and finite, because any finite-dimensional polytope has finitely many
vertices and therefore the corresponding LP has finitely many optimal vertices. We will
write V∗

x(θ̂n) for the projection of that set on the x-coordinates. For any vertex-solution
(t∗, x∗) ∈ V∗(θ̂n), suppose constraints V ∗ ⊆ {1, . . . q} are violated at it, meaning that:

V ∗(θ̂n, x
∗) ≡ {j ∈ [q]|ĉnj − M̂ ′

njx
∗ > 0} (80)

For brevity, we will write V ∗
n ≡ V ∗(θ̂n, x

∗
n) where t∗n, x∗

n ∈ V∗(θ̂n) is some (measurable)
sequence of optimal vertices. Note that:

t∗n = p′x∗
n + wnmax

Π

∑
j∈Π

(ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx

∗
n) = p′x∗

n + wn

∑
j∈V ∗

n

(ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx

∗
n) (81)

Consider (78) and suppose J̃n = J̃(t∗n, x∗
n) with |J̃n| ≥ d+1 is the set of the corresponding

subsets, i.e.:

t∗n = p′x∗
n + wn

∑
j∈Πi

(ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx

∗
n) ∀i ∈ [k] (82)

It must be that V ∗
n ⊆ Πi ∀i ∈ J̃n, because j /∈ V ∗

n =⇒ (ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx

∗
n) ≤ 0, and so we

have:
∑

j∈V ∗
n

(ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx

∗
n) =

∑
j∈Πi

(ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx

∗
n) ≤

∑
j∈Πi∩V ∗

n

(ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx

∗
n), (83)

where the first equality follows from (82) and (81). We now proceed by contradiction.
Suppose that ∃j : j ∈ V ∗

n ∩ Π′
i (where the complement is taken with respect to [q]),

that its dimension is at least that of (t x′)′.
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then:
∑

j∈Πi∩V ∗
n

(ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx

∗
n) <

∑
j∈Πi∩V ∗

n

(ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx

∗
n) +

∑
j∈Π′

i∩V ∗
n

(ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx

∗
n) =

=
∑

j∈V ∗
n

(ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx

∗
n),

which yields a contradiction with (83), so there can be no such j. In light of (83) it
then also follows that ∀i ∈ J̃n and ∀j ∈ Πi ∩ V ∗′

n it must be that:

ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx

∗
n = 0 ∀j ∈ Πk \ V ∗

n (84)

Therefore, the complete system described by equation (82), is equivalent to: ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx

∗
n = 0 ∀i ∈ J̃n : Πi ̸= V ∗

n , ∀ j ∈ Πi \ V ∗
n

t∗n = p′x∗
n + wn

∑
j∈V ∗

n
ĉnj − M̂ ′

njx
∗
n

(85)

From the representation (79), we know that the matrix corresponding to system (85)
must be of full column rank, d+ 1. Dropping the equation defining t∗n, it implies that
there exists at least d linearly independent equations of form:

ĉnj − M̂ ′
njx

∗
n = 0

We denote the set of all binding constraints by Π∗(θ̂n, x
∗
n) ≡ {j ∈ [q]|ĉnj − M̂ ′

njx
∗
n = 0},

which we shall occasionally write as Π∗
n for brevity. We thus have:

|Π∗
n| ≥ d, rk(M̂Π∗

n
) = d (86)

(v) Consider two collections of sets:

E ≡ {A ⊆ 2[q] : MAx ̸= cA ∀x ∈ A(θ0)} (87)
F ≡ {A ⊆ 2[q] : p /∈ R(M ′

A)} (88)

We shall now consider two events En and Fn:

En ≡ {Π∗
n ∈ E}, Fn ≡ {Π∗

n ∈ F} (89)
(90)

We wish to show that P[En] → 0 and P[Fn] → 0 and therefore P[E ′
n ∩ F ′

n] → 1.

a) Let us consider En first. Since A(θ0) is compact, for a fixed set A ∈ E , the
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condition MAx ̸= cA ∀x ∈ A(θ0) implies that there exists ε(A) > 0:

inf
x∈A(θ0)

||MAx− cA|| > ε(A) (91)

Because E is a finite collection of sets, we can pick ε = minA∈E ε(A), so that:

min
A∈E

inf
x∈A(θ0)

||MAx− cA|| > ε (92)

By continuity of the objective function in x, there further ∃κ > 0, such that:

min
A∈E

inf
x∈Aκ(θ0)

||MAx− cA|| > ε

2 (93)

We now consider:

P[En] ≤ P
[
||M̂Π∗

n
x∗

n − ĉΠ∗
n
|| = 0, inf

x∈Aκ(θ0)
||MΠ∗

n
x− cΠ∗

n
|| > ε

2

]
(94)

Observe that for any non-empty A ⊆ [q], by Cauchy-Schwartz and triangle
inequalities:

||(M̂nAx
∗
n − ĉnA)|| =∣∣∣∣∣∣(MAx

∗
n − cA) −

(
(ĉnA − cA) + (MA − M̂nA)x∗

n

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≥

||MAx
∗
n − cA|| −

∣∣∣∣∣∣M̂nA −MA

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ||x||∞ − ||ĉnA − cA||

We can thus further rewrite:

P
[
||M̂Π∗

n
x∗

n − ĉΠ∗
n
|| ≤ 0, inf

x∈Aκ(θ0)
||MΠ∗

n
x− cΠ∗

n
|| > ε

2

]
≤

P
[∣∣∣∣∣∣MΠ∗

n
x∗

n − cΠ∗
n

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ηn, inf
x∈Aκ(θ0)

||MΠ∗
n
x− cΠ∗

n
|| > ε

2

]
,

where ηn ≡
∣∣∣∣∣∣M̂Π∗

n
−MΠ∗

n

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ||x||∞ +
∣∣∣∣∣∣ĉΠ∗

n
− cΠ∗

n

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = op(1). Finally, using P[A∩B′] +
P[A ∩B] = P[A]:

P
[∣∣∣∣∣∣MΠ∗

n
x∗

n − cΠ∗
n

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ηn, inf
x∈Aκ(θ0)

||MΠ∗
n
x− cΠ∗

n
|| > ε

2

]
=

P
[∣∣∣∣∣∣MΠ∗

n
x∗

n − cΠ∗
n

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ηn, inf
x∈Aκ(θ0)

||MΠ∗
n
x− cΠ∗

n
|| > ε

2 , x
∗
n ∈ Aκ(θ0)

]
+

+P
[∣∣∣∣∣∣MΠ∗

n
x∗

n − cΠ∗
n

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ηn, inf
x∈Aκ(θ0)

||MΠ∗
n
x− cΠ∗

n
|| > ε

2 , x
∗
n /∈ Aκ(θ0)

]
,
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where the second term is o(1) by Step 1 of the proof. Finally, we note that x∗
n ∈

Aκ(θ0) =⇒
∣∣∣∣∣∣MΠ∗

n
x∗

n − cΠ∗
n

∣∣∣∣∣∣ > ε/2, which, combined with
∣∣∣∣∣∣MΠ∗

n
x∗

n − cΠ∗
n

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ηn,
further implies that ηn > ε/2 > 0, so that:

P
[∣∣∣∣∣∣MΠ∗

n
x∗

n − cΠ∗
n

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ηn, inf
x∈Aκ(θ0)

||MΠ∗
n
x− cΠ∗

n
|| > ε

2 , x
∗
n ∈ Aκ(θ0)

]
≤

P
[
ε

2 ≤ ηn

]
= o(1)

This concludes the proof.

b) We now consider Fn. To do so, it is convenient to observe that the penalty function
estimator and problem (72) are equivalent to yet another LP:

B(θ̂n) + op(1/
√
n) = min

x,a
p′x+ wnι

′a s.t. :

a ≥ 0
a ≥ ĉn − M̂nx

(95)

Note that we drop the constraints corresponding to x ∈ X in (95), and op(1/
√
n)

accommodates the potential non-existence of the interior solution. Write La-
grangian:

L = p′x+ wnι
′a+ µ′(ĉn − M̂nx− a) − ω′a

The KKT conditions at an interior optimum are:

p = M̂ ′
nµ (96)

wn = ω + µ (97)
ω′a = 0 (98)

µ′(ĉn − M̂nx− a) = 0 (99)
a ≥ ĉn − M̂nx (100)

a ≥ 0, ω ≥ 0, µ ≥ 0 (101)

Analyzing the above system, one observes that if at x∗
n ∈ V∗

x(θn) a constraint
is violated, j ∈ V ∗

n , then aj > 0, and so ωj = 0, which implies µj = wn. If
M̂njx

∗
n − ĉnj > 0, then ĉnj − M̂njx

∗
n − aj < 0, and so µj = 0. Finally, if j ∈ Π∗

n,
then µj ∈ [0;wn]. Therefore, (96) rewrites as:

p = wn

∑
j∈V ∗

n

M̂ ′
nj +

∑
j∈Π∗

n

M̂ ′
njµj (102)
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Since µj ≤ wn and as M̂n −M = Op(1/
√
n), we have:

p = wn

∑
j∈V ∗

n

M ′
j +

∑
j∈Π∗

n

M ′
jµj +Op( wn√

n
) (103)

Consider a projection PΠ∗
n

from Rd onto R(M ′
Π∗

n
). For example, one can construct

it as M ′
Π∗

n
(M ′

Π∗
n
)†, where † denotes a Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse. We can write:

p−Op( wn√
n

) = wn(I − PΠ∗
n
)
∑

j∈V ∗
M ′

j + wnPΠ∗
n

∑
j∈V ∗

M ′
j +

∑
j∈Π∗

n

M ′
jµj︸ ︷︷ ︸

Tn∈R(M ′
Π∗

n
)

(104)

Notice that, if ∑j∈V ∗ M ′
j /∈ R(M ′

Π∗), then the RHS of (104) has unbounded norm:

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣wn(I − PΠ∗

n
)
∑

j∈V ∗
n

M ′
j + Tn

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

= (105)

= w2
n||(I − PΠ∗

n
)
∑

j∈V ∗
n

M ′
j||2 + ||Tn||2

Since the square norm of the LHS of (104) is bounded from above by ||p||2 +
Op(w2

n

n
) = ||p||2 +op(1), (105) will contradict the equality in (104) w.p.a.1. Suppose,

alternatively, that ∃v : ∑j∈V ∗
n
M ′

j = M ′
Π∗

n
v. Equation (104) rewrites:

p−Op( wn√
n

) = M ′
Π∗

n
(µΠ∗

n
+ wnv),

which implies, for example, that:

(I − PΠ∗
n
)p+ PΠ∗

n
p−M ′

Π∗
n
(µΠ∗

n
+ wnv) = Op( wn√

n
) (106)

The norm of the LHS of (106) must go to 0, however, if p /∈ R(M ′
Π∗

n
), we have, by

orthogonality:∣∣∣∣∣∣(I − PΠ∗
n
)p
∣∣∣∣∣∣2 +

∣∣∣∣∣∣PΠ∗
n
p−M ′

Π∗
n
(µΠ∗

n
+ wnv)

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 ≥
∣∣∣∣∣∣(I − PΠ∗

n
)p
∣∣∣∣∣∣2 > 0,

which will also yield a contradiction w.p.a.1. To complete the proof, one applies
the same probabilistic arguments as used in step 5.a above, which we omit here.
Thus, P[Fn] → 0.

(vi) We define the correct set of vertices, G, as follows:

G ≡ {A ⊆ [q] : ∃x ∈ A(θ0) s.t. MAx = cA, p ∈ R(M ′
A)}
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In line with previous notation, let Gn ≡ {Π∗
n ∈ G}. The results of point 5 imply that

P[E ′
n ∩ F ′

n] = P[Gn] → 1.

Consider any A ∈ G. Suppose p = M ′
Av for some v ∈ R|A|. Further, fix any x ∈ A(θ0) :

MAx = cA, then:

B(θ0) = p′x = v′MAx = v′cA (107)

The conclusion then follows from the following chain of equalities:

Gn =⇒ p′x∗
n −B(θ0) = v′MΠ∗

n
x∗

n − v′cΠ∗
n

= (108)
= v′M̂Π∗

n
x∗

n − v′cΠ∗
n

+ v′(MΠ∗
n

− M̂Π∗
n
)x∗

n = (109)
= v′(ĉΠ∗

n
− cΠ∗

n
) + v′(MΠ∗

n
− M̂Π∗

n
)x∗

n (110)

Finally, from (110), applying the triangle and Cauchy-Shwartz inequalities as well as
noting that over the event Gn one has Π∗

n ∈ G by definition, it follows that:

Gn =⇒ |p′x∗
n −B(θ0)| ≤ ϖn ≡

max
A∈G

{(
||ĉA − cA|| + ||x||∞||MA − M̂A||

)
· min

v∈R|A|: M ′
Av=p

||v||
}

One concludes by noting that the RHS is clearly Op(1/
√
n), as G is finite and θ̂n − θ0 =

Op(1/
√
n) by assumption. Formally, for any ε > 0:

P[rn|p′x∗
n −B(θ0)| > ε] = P[rn|p′x∗

n −B(θ0)| > ε,Gn] + o(1) ≤ (111)
P[rnϖn > ε,Gn] + o(1) ≤ P[rnϖn > ε] + o(1) (112)

and rnϖn = Op( rn√
n
) for any rn → ∞, where we used the fact that P[G′

n ∩On] ≤ P[G′
n] =

o(1) for any measurable On. Recalling that the choice of x∗
n ∈ V∗

x(θ̂n) was arbitrary and
that neither ϖn, nor the o(1) depend on x∗

n, one gets:

sup
x∈V∗

x(θ̂n)
|p′x−B(θ0)| = Op(1/

√
n) (113)

But because any x ∈ A(θ̂n;wn) can be represented as a convex combination of vertices,
{xj}K

j=1 ⊆ V∗
x(θ̂n), as: x = ∑

j ωjxj, where ωj ∈ [0; 1] and ∑
j ωj = 1. Using that,
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applying the triangle inequality and taking maximum, one gets, for any x ∈ Ã(θ̂n;wn):

|p′x−B(θ0)| =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j

ωj(p′xj −B(θ0)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤

max
j

|p′xj −B(θ0)| ≤ sup
x∈V∗

x(θ̂n)
|p′x−B(θ0)| = Op

(
1/

√
n
)

taking supremum on the left hand side establishes the claim of the theorem.

■

B. Inference on the debiased estimator

B.1. Proof of Theorem 2.3

Proof. For x ∈ Rqd, define the inverse-vectorization operator as

vec−1
q×d(x) ≡ (vec(Id)′ ⊗ Iq) (Id ⊗ x).

Further, define selector matrices Cc and CM that select the c and M components of θ
respectively:

Ccθ = c, CMθ = vec(M).

Moreover, for a subset of rows A ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , q}, define the row-selector C(A) as

C(A)M = MA, C(A)c = cA.

We first work on D(1)
n . From Step 5.b in the proof of Theorem 2.2, it follows that solving the

penalized problem is w.p.a.1 equivalent to solving a relaxed LP, i.e., w.p.a.1,

Ã(θ̂1;wn1) = min
x∈Rd,a∈Rq

p′x+ wn1ι
′a, s.t.: a ≥ ĉ(1) − M̂ (1)x, a ≥ 0. (114)

Denote the set of vertex-solutions of (114) by V̂x and consider

x̂ ∈ arg min
x∈V̂x

p′x, Â = J(x̂; θ̂(1)).

From Step 6 of the proof of Theorem 2.2 it follows that Â ∈ A w.p.a.1.
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For a nonempty A ∈ 2[q] and any M̃ ∈ Rq×d, define

S(A, M̃) ≡ arg min
v∈R|A|:||v||≤v

||p− M̃ ′
Av||2

The optimization problem above is continuous in M̃ , the constraint correspondence is constant
and compact. Hence, for any nonempty A ∈ 2[q], by Berge’s Maximum Theorem, S(A, ·) is
compact, nonempty, and upper-hemicontinuous (see Theorem 17.31 in Aliprantis and Border
(2007)).

Because M̂ (1) p−→ M̂ (1), for any nonempty A ∈ 2[q] it follows by the usual M-estimation
argument36, there exists a deterministic sn(A) ↓ 0, such that

S(A, M̂ (1)) ⊆ S(A,M)sn(A), w.p.a.1, (115)

so that also

S(Â, M̂ (1)) ⊆ S(Â,M)sn(Â) w.p.a.1 (116)

Observing that the objective function is convex, S(A, M̃) is also convex-valued for any
nonempty A ∈ 2[q] and M̃ ∈ Rq×d.

Define some measurable v̌ ∈ S(Â, M̂ (1)) and denote its projection onto S(Â,M) by ṽn.
Both v̌ is a random sequence, but we suppress the dependence on n for simplicity. ṽn is
well-defined by the Hilbert Projection Theorem. v̌ is well-defined, and ṽn is measurable by
Theorem 18.19 in Aliprantis and Border (2007). From (116) it follows that

||v̌ − ṽn|| = op(1) (117)

By definition, A ∈ A implies that ∃v∗ ∈ SA such that ||v∗|| ≤ max
Ã∈A

min
v∈SÃ

||v|| ≤ v, where
the last inequality is by Assumption B3. This implies that, for any A ∈ A,

inf
v∈R|A∗|:||v||≤v

||p−M ′
A∗v||2 = min

v∈R|A∗|:||v||≤v
||p−M ′

A∗v||2 = 0. (118)

By (118), we have S(A,M) ⊆ SA if A ∈ A. Therefore, ṽn ∈ SÂ w.p.a.1.
The following Lemma justifies our construction:

Lemma B.1. Suppose Â ∈ A. Then,

ṽ′
ncÂ = B(θ0), (119)
ṽ′

nMÂx̂ = p′x̂. (120)

36Theorem 18.19 in Aliprantis and Border (2007) establishes measurability of S(Â, M̂ (1)) and S(Â, M))
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Proof. If Â ∈ A, condition (8) holds for some x ∈ A(θ0) such that MÂx = cÂ. Since such x is
a minimizer, it follows that p′x = B(θ0). As ṽn ∈ SÂ, we have p = M ′

Â
ṽn. Taking transpose

and multiplying by x̂ yields (120). To show (119), write:

p′x = ṽ′
nMÂx = ṽ′

ncÂ

This concludes the proof of the Lemma. ■

To avoid dealing with changing dimension, we let v̂ ∈ Rq be such that v̂Â = v̌ and v̂j = 0 if
j /∈ Â. Similarly, define v̇n: (v̇n)Â = ṽn and (v̇n)j = 0 if j /∈ Â. Note that ||v̂− v̇n|| = ||v̌− ṽn||.

Equipped with v̂, Â and x̂, we can now move onto the second fold. For (A, v, x) ∈
2[q] \ {∅} × Rq × X , define

Hn(A, x, v) ≡
√
n2

σn(A, x, v)v
′
A

(
ĉ

(2)
A − cA − (M̂ (2)

A −MA)x
)
, Hn ≡ Hn(Â, x̂, v̂).

Let Z(2)
n ≡ √

n2(θ̂(2) − θ0). One can rewrite

√
n2v

′
A

(
ĉ

(2)
A − cA − (M̂ (2)

A −MA)x
)

= v′
AC(A)

(
CcZ

(2)
n − vec−1

q×d(CMZ
(2)
n )x

)
. (121)

Applying the definition of vec−1
q×d and using bilinearity of Kronecker product, one notes that

(121) is linear in Z(2)
n and therefore, under Assumption B1, for any (A, v, x) ∈ 2[q]\{∅}×Rq×X ,

we have

√
n2v

′
A

(
ĉ

(2)
A − cA − (M̂ (2)

A −MA)x
)

d−→ N (0, σ2(A, x, v,Σ)),

where σ2(·) is given in Lemma (B.3).
By assumption B4 we then have, for a fixed optimal triplet A, x, v and CMT,

√
n2

σ(A, x, v,Σ)v
′
A

(
ĉ

(2)
A − cA − (M̂ (2)

A −MA)x
)

d−→ N (0, 1) (122)

We begin by taking the infeasible σ̂n(A, v, x) = σ(A, v, x,Σ). Consider the set:

ℵ(v, σ) ≡ {(A, v, x) ∈ 2[q] \ {∅} × Rq × X : v ≤ ||vn|| ≤ v, σ(A, v, x,Σ) ≥ σ} (123)

We now fix an aribtrary deterministic sequence (An, vn, xn) ∈ ℵ(v, σ) for all n ∈ N for some
small v > 0 and σ > 0 that we pick below. Consider the limit (integration is with respect to
D2

n only):

lim
n→∞

P[Hn(An, vn, xn) ≤ z1−α]

The space 2[q]\{∅}, to which An belongs, is endowed with a discrete metric, and we consider the
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space ℵ(v, σ) as endowed with the maximum product metric ρ∞. It is straightforward to notice
that σ(·) is continuous in its first three arguments with respect to ρ∞ even on the unrestricted
space 2[q] \ {∅} × Rq × X , and thus ℵ(v, σ) is a compact space for any v > 0, σ > 0. It is also
non-empty for some small enough v > 0, σ > 0 by Assumption B4. Suppose v > 0, σ > 0 are
small enough and pick any convergent subsequence (Ank

, vnk
, xnk

) → (A, v, x). Recall that:

Hn(An, vn, xn) = g(√n2(θ̂(2) − θ0), An, vn, xn) (124)

for a continuous function g and:


√
(n2)k(θ̂(2) − θ0)

Ank

vnk

xnk


d−→


N (0,Σ)

A

v

x

 (125)

we conclude that, by continuous mapping theorem, as k → ∞:

g(
√

(n2)k(θ̂(2)
nk

− θ0), Ank
, vnk

, xnk
) = Hnk

(Ank
, vnk

, xnk
) d−→ g(Z,A, v, x), (126)

where Z ∼ N (0,Σ). By (122), this implies:

lim
k→∞

P[Hnk
(Ank

, vnk
, xnk

) ≤ z1−α] = 1 − α (127)

We claim that this further implies that:

lim
n→∞

P[Hn(An, vn, xn) ≤ z1−α] = 1 − α (128)

Suppose, by contradiction, limn→∞ P[Hn(An, vn, xn) ≤ z1−α] ̸= 1 − α. It means that ∃ε > 0
such that ∀N ∈ N ∃n ≥ N such that:

|P[Hn(An, vn, xn) ≤ z1−α] − (1 − α)| > ε (129)

Thus, we can construct a subsequence nk such that:

|P[Hnk
(Ank

, vnk
, xnk

) ≤ z1−α] − (1 − α)| > ε (130)

for all k ∈ N. Noting that Ank
, vnk

, xnk
still belongs to a compact metric space, we can find a

further subsequence nkj
such that Ankj

, vnkj
, xnkj

is convergent. But for this subsequence our
previous result, (127), yields that:

P[Hnkj
(Ankj

, vnkj
, xnkj

) → (1 − α), (131)
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which yields a contradiction. Thus, for any (An, vn, xn) satisfying xn ∈ X , v < ||vn|| ≤ v and
σ(An, vn, xn,Σ) ≥ σ for all n ∈ N:

lim
n→∞

P[Hn(An, vn, xn) ≤ z1−α] = 1 − α (132)

Lemma B.2. There exists a measurable sequence x̆, such that (Â, vn, x̆) is an optimal triplet
w.p.a.1 and ρ∞((Â, v̂, x̂), (Â, v̇n, x̆)) = op(1).

Proof. For A ∈ 2[q] \ {∅} and ε ≥ 0, define

X(A, ε) ≡ {x ∈ Rd : p′x = B(θ0),Mx ≥ c, ||MAx− cA|| ≤ ε},

From the assumption of Theorem (2.3), that A(θ0) ⊆ Int(X ), it follows that X(A, ε) ⊆ A(θ0)
if A ∈ A. Further, define

X(A, ε) ≡ {x ∈ Rd : p′x = B(θ0),Mx ≥ c,MAx− cA ≤ ει|A|}.

Observe that for any A ∈ A and ε ≥ 0, X(A, ε),X(A, ε) are nonempty, and

X(A, ε) ⊆ X(A, ε),

so

dH(X(A, ε),X(A, 0)) = max{ sup
x∈X(A,ε)

d(x,X(A, 0)), sup
x∈X(A,0)

d(x,X(A, ε))} =

sup
x∈X(A,ε)

d(x,X(A, 0)) ≤ sup
x∈X(A,ε)

d(x,X(A, 0)) = dH(X(A, ε),X(A, 0)) ≤ C|A|ε,

where the last inequality, for some C > 0, follows from Lipschitz-continuity of polytopes with
respect to the RHS perturbations, see Li (1993). We conclude that

dH(X(A, ε),X(A, 0)) ≤ C|A|ε (133)

From the proof of Therem (2.2) it follows that the projection x̃ of x̂ onto A(θ0) is such that

||x̃− x̂|| = op(1)
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By triangle and Cauchy-Schwartz inequalities,

||MÂx̃− cÂ|| ≤ ||MÂ|| · ||x̃− x̂|| + ||MÂx̂− cÂ|| =

||MÂ|| · ||x̃− x̂|| + ||MÂx̂− M̂
(1)
Â
x̂+ ĉ

(1)
Â

− cÂ|| ≤

||MÂ|| · ||x̃− x̂|| + ||MÂ − M̂
(1)
Â

|| · ||x||∞ + ||ĉ(1)
Â

− cÂ|| ≤
||M || · ||x̃− x̂|| + ||M − M̂ (1)|| · ||x||∞ + ||ĉ(1) − c||,

because the right-hand side vanishes in probability, it follows that for any ε > 0, x̃ ∈ X(Â, ε)
w.p.a.1. Denote the projection of x̃ onto X(Â, 0) by x̆. It is measurable by the usual arguments,
and, by (133),

||x̃− x̆|| ≤ C|A| · ||MÂx̃− cÂ|| = op(1)

Finally, by triangle inequality,

||x̂− x̆|| ≤ ||x̂− x̃|| + ||x̃− x̆|| = op(1). (134)

Observe that X(A, 0) for A ∈ A is the set of x ∈ A(θ0) that satisfy the respective requirements
of an optimal triplet jointly with A. Thus, whenever Â ∈ A, x̆, Â, vn form an optimal triplet,
which occurs w.p.a.1. Combining (134) and (117),

ρ∞((Â, v̂, x̂), (Â, vn, x̆)) = op(1)

This concludes the proof of the Lemma. ■

We now show that we can pick σ and v such that the event

En ≡ {σ(Â, v̂, x̂,Σ) < σ} ∪ {||v̂|| < v}

vanishes asymptotically.
By Lemma B.2, continuity of σ(·) in the first three arguments with respect to the ρ∞

metric, and Assumption B4 combined with the fact that the set of optimal triplets with the
additional requirement that ||v|| ≤ v in Assumption B3 is compact, if we consider

σ = 0.5 min
A,x,v−optimal triplet, ||v||≤v

σ(A, x, v,Σ),

then

P[σ(Â, v̂, x̂,Σ) < σ] −→ 0.
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For the second part of En, majorize

||p|| = ||M ′v̇n|| = ||v̇n|| · ||M ′ v̇n

||v̇n||
|| ≤ σ1(M)||v̇n||,

so that

||v̇n|| ≥ ||p||
σ1(M) .

Set v ≡ 0.5 ||p||
σ1(M) . Using (117), triangle inequality and recalling that ||v̇n|| = ||ṽ||, and

||v̂|| = ||v̌|| establishes

P[||v̂|| < v] −→ 0,

so a union bound yields

P[En] → 0.

Note that

P[Hn ≤ z1−α|D(1)
n ] = P[Hn ≤ z1−α|Â, v̂, x̂], (135)

because the data in D(1)
n is independent from D(2)

n and all dependencies of Hn on D(1)
n can be

described as measurable functions of Â, v̂, x̂.
Observe that, for any realization of noise,

1E′
n

inf
A,v,x∈ℵ(v,σ)

P[Hn(A, v, x) ≤ z1−α] ≤ P[Hn ≤ z1−α|Â, v̂, x̂] ≤

≤ sup
A,v,x∈ℵ(v,σ)

P[Hn(A, v, x) ≤ z1−α] + 1En ,

from where it follows that

P[Hn ≤ z1−α|Â, v̂, x̂] = 1 − α + op(1),

and, therefore,

P[Hn ≤ z1−α|Â, v̂, x̂] = 1 − α + op(1). (136)

By Portmanteau and because probability is bounded, by integrating (136) over D(1)
n , we get

P[Hn ≤ z1−α] = 1 − α + o(1). (137)
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Finally, define

Gn ≡
√
n2

σ̂n(Â, v̂, x̂)
(v̌ − ṽn)′(cÂ −MÂx̂).

Using ||cÂ −MÂx̂|| = Op( 1√
n
) (see Proof of Lemma (B.2)), (117) and CMT, one concludes

that Gn = op(1). Applying Lemma B.1 yields
√
n2

σ̂n(Â, v̂, x̂)

(
v̌′(ĉ(2)

Â
− M̂

(2)
Â
x̂) + p′x̂−B(θ0)

)
= Hn −Gn

Finally, because Gn = op (1), we have, for any ε > 0,

o(1) + P[Hn ≤ z1−α − ε] ≤ P[Hn −Gn ≤ z1−α] ≤ P[Hn ≤ z1−α + ε] + o(1). (138)

Letting α+(ε) ≡ 1 − Φ(z1−α − ε) and α−(ε) ≡ 1 − Φ(z1−α + ε), applying (137), one obtains:

o(1) + 1 − α+(ε) ≤ P[Hn −Gn ≤ z1−α] ≤ o(1) + 1 − α−(ε) (139)

Taking ε → 0 and using continuity of the normal’s cdf, we obtain:

P[Hn −Gn ≤ z1−α] = 1 − α + o(1) (140)

To extend the proof to general consistent σ̂n, refer to CMT.
This concludes the proof of the Theorem. ■

B.2. Asymptotic variance

Lemma B.3. At fixed A, x, v,

σ2(A, x, v,Σ) = J1ΣJ ′
1 − 2J2(Id ⊗ CMΣJ ′

1)x+ J2 (xx′ ⊗ CMΣC ′
M) J ′

2,

where

J1 ≡ v̌′C(Â)Cc, J2 ≡ v̌′C(Â)(vec(Id)′ ⊗ Iq).

Proof.

Var
(
v̌′C(Â)

(
CcZ − vec−1

q×d(CMZ)x̂
))

= (141)

= Var
(
v̌′C(Â)CcZ

)
− 2Cov

(
v̌′C(Â)CcZ, v̌

′C(Â)vec−1
q×d(CMZ)x̂

)
+ (142)

+Var
(
v̌′C(Â)vec−1

q×d(CMZ)x̂
)

(143)
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where Z ∼ N (0,Σ) has the asymptotic distribution of Z(2)
n . The first term rewrites as:

Var
(
v̌′C(Â)CcZ

)
= J1ΣJ ′

1 (144)

To deal with the last term, rewrite:

Var
(
v̌′C(Â)vec−1

q×d(CMZ)x̂
)

= J2Var ((Id ⊗ CMZ) x̂)J ′
2 (145)

Direct computation yields:

(Id ⊗ CMZ)x̂ =


CMZx̂1

CMZx̂2

. . .

CMZx̂d

 (146)

So:

Var ((Id ⊗ CMZ) x̂) = x̂x̂′ ⊗ CMΣC ′
M (147)

Consider:

Cov
(
v̌′C(Â)CcZ, v̌

′C(Â)vec−1
q×d(CMZ)x̂

)
= E[J1ZJ2(Id ⊗ CMZ)x̂] = (148)

= J2E[(Id ⊗ CMZZ
′J ′

1)]x̂ = J2(Id ⊗ CMΣJ ′
1)x̂ (149)

Combining everything, we get:

σ(Â, x̂, v̂,Σ) = J1ΣJ ′
1 − 2J2(Id ⊗ CMΣJ ′

1)x̂+ J2 (x̂x̂′ ⊗ CMΣC ′
M) J ′

2 (150)

We thus have, for fixed Â, v̂, x̂ with v̂ ̸= 0. ■

C. Uniform estimation

Lemma C.1. For any probability measures P, P̃ on the same measurable space,

||Pn − P̃n||T V ≤ n||P − P̃||T V .

Proof. Recall that, for any measures P, P̃,

||P − P̃||T V = inf
M

M(X ̸= Y ), (151)
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where the infinum is taken over couplings M with marginals P, P̃. Moreover, it is well-known
that the infinum in (151) is attained by some optimal coupling M∗. Consider the sequence
of optimal couplings M∗

n, such that

M∗
n(X ̸= Y ) = ||P0 − Pn||T V .

For each of them, we can construct the product measure (M∗
n)n. It has Pn

0 and Pn as its
marginals for X = (X1, . . . Xn) and Y = (Y1, . . . Yn) on the product-space. Therefore, by
(151),

||Pn
0 − Pn

n||T V ≤ (M∗
n)n(X ̸= Y ), (152)

and we can write

(M∗
n)n(X ̸= Y ) = Pr(M∗

n)n [∪i∈[n]{Xi ̸= Yi}] ≤
∑
i∈[n]

M∗
n(Xi ̸= Yi) = n||P0 − Pn||T V , (153)

where the ≤ is by union bound. Combining (152) and (153) yields the claim of the Lemma. ■

C.1. Proof of Lemma 2.4

Proof. V (·) is discontinuous at P0, so there exists a ε > 0, such that for any 0 < ϑ < 1 there
exists a sequence {Pn} ⊂ P such that, for all n ∈ N,

||P0 − Pn||T V < ϑn−1, (154)

while ρ(V (P0), V (Pn)) > ε. Using (154) and Lemma C.1, we get

||Pn
0 − Pn

n||T V ≤ ϑ. (155)

Combining (155) with the binary Le Cam’s method37, one obtains, for any n ∈ N,

inf
V̂n

sup
P∈P

EP[ρ(V (P), V̂n(X(Pn)))] ≥ ε

4(1 − ||Pn
0 − Pn

n||T V ) ≥ ε(1 − ϑ)
4 . (156)

Recalling that 0 < ϑ < 1 was arbitrary and taking the limit ϑ → 0 yields the claim of the
Lemma. ■

37See inequality 15.14 in Chapter 15 of Wainwright (2019).
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C.2. Proof of Proposition 2.5

Proof. Consider the problem and its associated Lagrangean:

(P ) : min
x

p′x s.t. : Mx ≥ c, L ≡ p′x+ λ′(c−Mx)

FOCs:

[x] : p−M ′λ = 0
[λ] : c−Mx ≤ 0

[CS] : λ′(c−Mx) = 0
[POS] : λ ≥ 0

Because X is a compact, whenever the problem has a solution, it must be that there is also a
solution λ∗, x∗ at which ∃J ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , q} with |J | = k ≥ d:

MJx
∗ = cJ ,

where MJ ∈ Rk×d is a matrix of full column rank: rk(MJ) = d. Define the set of inactive
constraints I ≡ {1, 2, . . . , q} \ J where:

MIx
∗ > cI

It follows that λ∗
I = 0. Notice that the KKT condition that:

p = M ′
JλJ

for some λJ ≥ 0 means that p ∈ Cone(M ′
J). By the conical hull version of Caratheodory’s

Theorem, it follows that ∃J∗ ⊆ J such that |J∗| = r ≤ d and p ∈ Cone(M ′
J∗) and, moreover,

the columns of M ′
J∗ are linearly independent. If the Caratheodory number r is strictly smaller

than the dimension of x, i.e. r < d, then we shall complement J∗ with d − r vectors from
M ′

J such that we obtain rk(MJ∗) = d, setting the appropriate λ∗
i to 0. By necessity and

sufficiency of KKT for LP problems, this constitues a solution. ■

C.3. Proof of Theorem 2.5

Proof. We first establish a well-known Lemma.

Lemma C.2. For any A ∈ Rl×m and b ∈ Rm the following inequality holds:

||Ab||∞ ≤ ||A||2||b|| = σ1(A)||b||
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Proof. Suppose ai, i ∈ [l] are rows of A . Then,

||Ab||∞ = max
i

{|(Ab)i|} = max
i

{|a′
ib|} ≤ ||b|| max

i
||ai|| (157)

Recall that the operator norm is transpose-invariant, and can be written as:

||A||2 = ||A′||2 = sup
||y||≤1

||A′y|| ≥ max
i

||A′ei|| = max
i

||ai|| (158)

Combining (157) and (158) yields the result. ■

We now prove the Theorem. We write M(P), c(P) for components of θ0(P). Fix δ > 0. By
definition of Pδ and using Proposition 2.5, for any P ∈ Pδ there exists J∗ = J∗(P, δ) ⊆ [q]
and the associated KKT vector λ∗ = λ∗(P, δ) ∈ Λ(θ0(P)), such that MJ∗ = M(P)J∗(P,δ) is
invertible, and

λ∗
J∗ = M−1′

J∗ p, σ1(M−1′
J∗ ) = σ−1

d (MJ∗) < δ−1.

Using Lemma C.2, one observes that

||λ∗||∞ ≤ δ−1||p||.

One concludes that for any P ∈ Pδ,

En ≡ {wn > δ−1||p||} ⊆ {B̃(θ0(P), wn) = B(θ0(P))}. (159)

In what follows, we denote B = B(θ0(P)), B̃ = B̃(θ0(P);wm(P)) and B̃m = B̃(θ̂m(P);wm(P)),
and r̃m ≡ rm

wm
. Furthermore, let Fn ≡ {infm≥n 1Em = 1}. Consider

P
[
sup
m≥n

r̃m

∣∣∣B̃m −B
∣∣∣ > ε

]
= P

[
sup
m≥n

r̃m

(
1Em

∣∣∣B̃m − B̃
∣∣∣+ 1E′

m
|B̃m −B|

)
> ε

]
= (160)

P
[
sup
m≥n

r̃m

∣∣∣B̃m − B̃
∣∣∣ > ε, Fn

]
+

P
[
sup
m≥n

r̃m

(
1Em

∣∣∣B̃m − B̃
∣∣∣+ 1E′

m
|B̃m −B|

)
> ε, F ′

n

]
≤

P
[
sup
m≥n

r̃m

∣∣∣B̃m − B̃
∣∣∣ > ε

]
+ P [F ′

n] .
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Using (160), the fact that for any sequences gk, hk, supk gk + hk ≤ supk gk + supk hk and the
fact that supA ≤ supB whenever A ⊆ B, we get

sup
P∈Pδ

P
[
sup
m≥n

r̃m

∣∣∣B̃m −B
∣∣∣ > ε

]
≤ sup

P∈P
P
[
sup
m≥n

r̃m

∣∣∣B̃m − B̃
∣∣∣ > ε

]
+ 1 − inf

P∈P
P [Fn] (161)

Observe that

P[Fn] = P[∩m≥nEm] ≥ P[ inf
m≥n

wm > δ−1||p||].

Using this and condition ii), taking limits in (161) yields

lim
n→∞

sup
P∈Pδ

P
[
sup
m≥n

r̃m

∣∣∣B̃m −B
∣∣∣ > ε

]
≤ lim

n→∞
sup
P∈P

P
[
sup
m≥n

r̃m

∣∣∣B̃m − B̃
∣∣∣ > ε

]
. (162)

From the bound in (43) and condition i) it follows that

lim
n→∞

sup
P∈P

P
[
sup
m≥n

r̃m

∣∣∣B̃m − B̃
∣∣∣ > ε

]
= 0 (163)

Combining (162), (163) and recalling that δ > 0 was arbitrary, one can take suprema on both
sides, as

sup
δ>0

lim
n→∞

sup
P∈Pδ

P
[
sup
m≥n

r̃m

∣∣∣B̃m −B
∣∣∣ > ε

]
= 0

This concludes the proof of the Theorem.
■

C.4. Proof of Proposition 2.7

Proof. For any k−face with k ∈ {0} ∪ [d− 1], define I(f) ≡ {j ∈ [q] : M̃ ′
jx = c̃j ∀x ∈ f}.

Fix any k ∈ [d− 1], and pick any f that is a k−face of Θ. There exists a vertex of Θ, f ∗,
such that f ∗ ⊆ f (see p. 31 in Grünbaum et al. (1967)). It follows that I(f) ⊆ I(f ∗).

Consider any B ⊆ I(f) with rk(M̃B) = d− k. Since B ⊆ I(f ∗) and rk(M̃I(f∗)) = d, there
exists a set B̃ such that B ∪ B̃ ⊆ I(f ∗), B̃ ∩B = ∅, |B̃| = k and rk(M̃B∪B̃) = d. Recall that

σd−k(M̃B) = σd−k(M̃ ′
B) = min

r∈R|B|,||r||=1
||M̃ ′

Br||, (164)

and

σd(M̃B∪B̃) = σd(M̃ ′
B∪B̃) = min

r∈R|B|+k,||r||=1
||M̃ ′

B∪B̃r|| (165)

77



Comparing the optimization problems (164) and (165), one concludes that

σd(M̃B∪B̃) ≤ σd−k(M̃B).

Because k, f and B were arbitrary, the claim of the lemma follows. ■

C.5. Proof of Lemma 2.5

Proof. If x ∈ Θ, the inequality holds trivially. Consider x such that d(x,Θ) = ε > 0. We
construct a projection of x onto the polytope by solving

min
y∈Θ

1
2(y − x)′(y − x)

The Lagrangean is given by

L = (y − x)′(y − x) + λ′(c̃− M̃y),

and the FOCs are

y − x− M̃ ′λ = 0 (166)
λj(M̃ ′

jy − c̃j) = 0, j ∈ [q] (167)
M̃y ≥ c̃ (168)

This problem is convex and has a unique global minimum (by Hilbert Projection Theorem)
characterized by the KKT conditions. Let that minimum be y∗, with ||y∗ − x|| = d(x,Θ).
Denote the subset of binding equalities at y∗ as

J ≡ {j ∈ [q]|M̃ ′
jy

∗ = c̃j}

The smallest face to which y∗ belongs is

f ∗ =
⋂

f−face of ΘI : y∈f

f,

and f ∗ is characterized by J . Suppose f ∗ has dimension k∗ ∈ {0}∪[d−1], with rk(M̃J) = d−k∗

(see Chapters 2,3 in Grünbaum et al. (1967)). Suppose the KKT vector associated with y∗ is
λ∗. From (167),

λ∗′c̃ = λ∗′M̃y∗,
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which implies

λ∗′(c̃− M̃x) = λ∗′M̃(y∗ − x) = d(x,Θ)2 (169)

where the last equality follows from (166). By the spectral property of singular values,

||M̃ ′λ∗|| = ||M̃ ′
Jλ

∗
J || ≥ ||λ∗

J ||σd−k∗(M̃J) ≥ ||λ∗
J∗||κ(Θ) (170)

Combining (166) and (170), we get

||λ∗
J∗ || ≤ d(x,Θ)κ−1(Θ),

and because || · || ≥ || · ||∞ for sequences,

||λ∗||∞ ≤ d(x,Θ)κ−1(Θ). (171)

Let us rewrite

λ∗′(c̃− M̃x) ≤ λ∗′(c̃− M̃x)+ ≤ ||λ∗||∞ι′(c̃− M̃x)+. (172)

Combining (169), (171), (172) and rearranging,

ι′(c̃− M̃x)+ ≥ d(x,Θ)κ(Θ).

■

C.6. Proof of Theorem 2.6

Proof. Consider any measurable x∗
n ∈ arg maxx∈Ã(θ̂n;wn) p

′x and define x̃n to be its projection
onto ΘI . By Cauchy-Schwartz,

|p′x∗
n − p′x̃n| ≤ ||p||d(x∗

n,ΘI).

Using this and noting that p′x̃n ≥ B(θ0), because x̃n ∈ ΘI , we get

p′x∗
n −B(θ0) ≥ −||p||d(x∗

n,ΘI). (173)

Combining (173) with Lemma 2.5 and using the definitions of B̃ and Ã, it follows that

B̃(θ̂n;wn) −B(θ0) = p′x∗
n −B(θ0) + wnι

′(ĉn − M̂nx
∗
n) ≥

wn

(
1 − 1

wn

||p||
κ(ΘI)

)
ι′(c−Mx∗

n)+ + wnι
′
(
(ĉn − M̂nx

∗
n)+ − (c−Mx∗

n)+
)
.
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Rewriting and using the same arguments as in the proof of (2.1), we get(
1 − ||p||

wnκ(ΘI)

)
ι′(c−Mx∗

n)+ ≤ (174)

1
wn

∣∣∣B̃(θ̂n;wn) −B(θ0)
∣∣∣+ q · (||ĉn − c|| + ||M̂n −M || · ||x||∞)

Observing that B̃(·) ≥ B̂(·), and combining (173) with (174), we get

B̃(θ̂n;wn) −B(θ0) ≥ B̂(θ̂n;wn) −B(θ0) ≥ (175)
−||p||

wnκ(ΘI)

1 − −||p||
wnκ(ΘI)

(
B̃(θ̂n;wn) −B(θ0) + qwn||ĉn − c|| + ||M̂n −M || · ||x||∞

)
,

combining (175) with Theorem 2.5 and observing that Pδ
p ⊆ Pδ yields the claim of the

Theorem.
■

C.7. Proof of Proposition 2.1

Proof. In what follows, ei for i ∈ [d] denotes the i′th standard basis vector in Rd. For i),
consider

p ≡ −e1, M ≡


Id

ι′d
−(be1 + e2)′

 , c ≡


0d

1
0

 .
It is straightforward to observe that in this case B(b) = −1{b ≤ 0}. This is because x = 0
is always feasible, and, if b > 0, from inequalities 1, 2 and d + 2 it follows that x1 = 0. If
b ≤ 0, then x∗ = e1 is feasible, yielding the minimum of −1. Using b0 = 0 and b̂n defined in
Example 2.1 establishes the claim. For ii), consider the following example

p ≡ e1, M ≡

 Id

−ι′d

 , c ≡

0d

b

 ,
which yields B(b) = +∞ whenever b > 0, because the last inequality implies ∑d

i=1 xi ≤ −b,
while xi ≥ 0 for i ∈ [d] from the first d inequalities. Clearly, at b ≤ 0, one has B(b) = 0,
attained at x∗ = 0d. Considering b0 = 0 estimated via b̂n from Example 2.1 establishes the
claim of the Proposition. ■
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D. Identification under AICM

D.1. Proof of Theorem 3.1

Throughout the proof of the Theorem, we assume that, if any bounds on the support Y
are known, these are incorporated into the conditional inequalities using the representation
(18), so that xj ∈ [min(Y); max(Y)] for all j ∈ [q] and any x ∈ ΘI ≡ {x ∈ Rq : Mx ≥ c}.

Inclusion (20) follows directly from the definition of P∗ and by construction of M, c, p, p.
We now consider the inverse inclusion (sharpness), starting from the case of no almost sure
inequalities.

Let C ≡ {(t, d, z) ∈ T 2 × Z : z ∈ Z ∧ (t, d ∈ T : t ̸= d ∨ t, d ∈ U : t = d)}.

No almost sure inequalities, M̃ = 0, b̃ = 0

Proof. Consider any x∗ ∈ Rd that satisfies x∗ ∈ ΘI(P̃ ) for some P̃ ∈ P∗. We wish to show
that there exists a measure P ∈ P∗ that yields m(P ) = Pmx

∗ + Pmx. To that end, construct
the map f : T 2 × Z → R that maps (t, d, z) to the component of x∗ corresponding to the
conditional moment E[Y (t)|T = d, Z = z], if (t, d, z) ∈ C, and to 0 otherwise (if the moment
is observed). Consider the measure P with

Y (t) = 1{t ∈ O}(1{T ̸= t}f(t, T, Z) + 1{T = t}η(t)) + 1{t ∈ U}f(t, T, Z), (176)

where η(t) is some random variable that aligns with Y (t) across the observed dimension,
Fη(t)|T =t,Z=z(y) = FY (t)|T =t,Z=z(y), ∀y ∈ R and ∀t ∈ O, ∀z ∈ Z. Moreover, suppose that P
generates the observed distribution FT,Z . It is straightforward to observe that such P satisfies
Assumption I0, and so P ∈ P .

We also have, by construction,

x(P ) = (EP [Y (t)|T = d, Z = z])(t,d,z)∈C = (f(t, d, z))(t,d,z)∈C = x∗,

Because ψ is identified, ψ(P̃ ) = ψ(P) = ψ(P ), we have x(P ) = x∗ ∈ ΘI(P̃ ) = ΘI(P) = ΘI(P ),
so x ∈ ΘI(P ). Then, by definition of ΘI(P ) and because there are no a.s. inequalities,
P ∈ P∗.

The reverse inclusion in Theorem 3.1 is then established by showing that the identified set
is indeed an interval, a ray, or the whole line. This follows, since if β0, β1 ∈ B∗ with β0 < β1,
then ∃x0, x1 ∈ ΘI such that βi = p′xi + p′x for i = 0, 1. Because ΘI is convex, for arbitrary
β ∈ [β0, β1] setting α = β1−β

β1−β0
, one obtains αx0 + (1 − α)x1 ∈ ΘI =⇒ β ∈ B∗.

■

Almost sure inequalities
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Proof. The following Lemma will prove useful in what follows.

Lemma D.1. Fix K0, µv, µw, K1 ∈ R: K0 ≤ µv ≤ µw ≤ K1 and Fw(·) that is a valid
c.d.f. with expectation µw. Suppose the probability space (P,Ω,S) can support a U [0; 1]
random variable, and P [W ≤ w] = Fw(w). Then, there exists a random variable V s.t.
K0 ≤ V ≤ W ≤ K1 a.s. and E[V ] = µv.

Proof. Suppose µw > K0 as otherwise the statement is trivial. W can be represented as:

W = F−1
w (U) (177)

Where F−1
w (t) ≡ inf{w : Fw(w) ≥ t} is a generalized inverse. Consider a CDF G(x) ≡ 1{x ≥

K0} on [K0;K1]. Notice that by definition:∫
xdG(x) = K0 (178)

Moreover, by linearity of the Lebesgue integral ∀α ∈ [0; 1] we have:∫
xd(αG(x) + (1 − α)Fw(x)) = αK0 + (1 − α)µw (179)

Let Fv(x) ≡ α∗G(x) + (1 − α∗)Fw(x) where α∗ ≡ µw−µv

µw−K0
. Then, notice that:

V = F−1
v (U) (180)

Yields the required random variable. ■

We begin by noting that from the first step,

{β ∈ R|∃P ∈ P : β = µ∗′m(P ) ∧ b∗∗ +M∗∗m(P ) ≥ 0} =
{β ∈ R|∃x : Mx ≥ b : β = p′x+ p′x},

where

p ≡ P
′
mµ

∗, p ≡ P ′
mµ

∗ (181)
M ≡ M∗∗Pm b ≡ −b∗∗ −M∗∗Pmx (182)

Therefore proving the inclusion consists in finding such data-consistent Y (or, equivalently,
the measure P ∈ P) for any given x : Mx ≥ b that it generates m(P ) = p′x + p′x with
M∗∗m(P ) + b∗∗ ≥ 0, and M̃Y ≥ b̃ P - a.s.
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1) Bounds For any x : Mx ≥ b we can once again construct the d.g.p. P from the Proof
of Theorem 1:

Y (t) = 1{t ∈ O}(1{T ̸= t}f(t, T, Z) + 1{T = t}η(t)) + 1{t ∈ U}f(t, T, Z), (183)

Where f(t, d, z), η(t) are defined as in the proof of Theorem 1 and the distribution of T, Z is
as observed. Clearly, b∗∗ +M∗∗m(P ) ≥ 0 and P ∈ P for this P holds by construction, and:
Y (t) ∈ [K0;K1] ∀t ∈ T a.s., therefore M̃Y ≥ b̃ a.s. by construction.

2) MTR In this case it is clear that (183) fails, because it does not necessarily satisfy
monotonicity almost surely. Consider:

Y = (1{t ∈ O}(1{T ̸= t}f(t, T, Z) + 1{T = t}η(t)) + 1{t ∈ U}f(t, T, Z))t∈T + (184)
+
∑
t∈O

(ιNT
− et)1{T = t}(η(t) − E[Y (t)|T = t, Z])

Where et is the standard basis vector with 1 in the position of the potential outcome
corresponding to t in Y. Notice that the process in (184) has the same conditional means
as the deterministic process of form (183), and therefore the corresponding m(P ) satisfies
M∗∗m(P ) + b∗∗ ≥ 0. Furthermore, by construction of M∗∗ it must be that ∀t ∈ O and
∀d ∈ T : d ̸= t, we have:

E[Y (d)|T = t, Z] = f(d, t, Z) ≤ E[Y (t)|T = t, Z] iff d < t (185)

and for d0, d1 ∈ T \ {t} : d0 < d1:

E[Y (d0)|T = t, Z] = f(d0, t, Z) ≤ f(d1, t, Z) = E[Y (d1)|T = t, Z] (186)

Consider Y constructed in (184) over some element of the partition of Ω induced by T , where
T = t.

i) If t ∈ U , it is simply:

Y =


f(1, t, Z)
f(2, t, Z)

. . .

f(NT , t, Z)

 (187)

Which satisfies M̃Y + b̃ ≥ 0 over this element of the partition a.s., by construction of f .
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ii) If t ∈ O:

Y =



f(1, t, z) + η(t) − E[Y (t)|T = t, Z]
. . .

f(t− 1, t, z) + η(t) − E[Y (t)|T = t, Z]
E[Y (t)|T = t, Z] + η(t) − E[Y (t)|T = t, Z]
f(t+ 1, t, z) + η(t) − E[Y (t)|T = t, Z]

. . .

f(NT , t, z) + η(t) − E[Y (t)|T = t, Z]


(188)

Notice that by (185) and (186) the MTR is then satisfied, i.e. M̃Y + b̃ ≥ 0.

3) MTR + Bounds It is clear that the process given in (184) does not necessarily satisfy
boundedness. We therefore resort to a different constructive argument. Consider the element
of the partition wrt to T corresponding to T = t. For t ∈ U we can again set Y as in (187).
Because each f(d, t, Z) satisfies MTR and boundedness by construction, we have M̃Y+ b̃ ≥ 0
over this element of the T -partition.
Suppose t ∈ O. The solution of the linear programming results in some moments that are
given by our map f(d, t, Z) that satisfies (185) and (186). Observe that constructing Y
over the considered element of partition consists in constructing the counterfactual Y (d) s.t.
d ∈ T : d ̸= t such that:

E[Y (d)|T = t, Z] = f(d, t, Z) ∀d ∈ T \ {t} (189)
Y (1) ≤ Y (2) ≤ · · · ≤ Y (t) ≤ · · · ≤ Y (NT ) a.s. (190)

Where the distribution of Y (t) over this element of the partition is identified. Repeated
application of Lemma D.1 yields this result. To construct the variables on the left, one starts
from Y (t− 1), invokes Lemma D.1 to construct it given the cdf of Y (t) (which is identified
over this element of the partition), and proceeds to use the obtained cdf to construct Y (t− 2),
etc., descending to Y (1). For the variables ’above’ Y (t), the Lemma is simply applied with
the negative sign. All of the variables can be constructed using the same U random variable
in the proof of Lemma D.1, which yields that there exists a probability space such that
(189)-(190) hold jointly a.s. This concludes the proof of the Theorem. ■

D.2. Failure of the converse inclusion for almost sure inequalities

Consider a binary treatment T ∈ {0, 1} and suppose we estimate the sharp lower bound for
E[Y (1)|T = 0]. Suppose that conditional on T = 0, Y (0) is 1 and −1 with equal probability.
Assume that there is the only conditional restriction that E[Y (1)|T = 0] ≥ 0. Further suppose

84



that there is an almost sure restriction: 1 1
−2 1

Y (0)
Y (1)

 ≥

0
0

 (191)

Note that this restriction defines the lower bound on Y (1) of 2 if Y (0) = 1 and 1 if Y (0) = −1,
and thus E[Y (1)|T = 0] ≥ 1.5. Taking the expectation of this system conditional on T = 0,
however, yields that E[Y (1)|T = 0] = 0 is a solution. Therefore, although 0 is a lower bound,
it is not sharp.

D.3. MTR

If Y =


Y (t1)
Y (t2)
. . .

Y (tNT
)

 is written in the ascending order, ti > ti−1 for i = 2, 3, . . . NT , then

M̃MT R ≡


−1 1 0 . . . 0 0
0 −1 1 . . . 0 0
... ... . . . . . . ... ...
0 0 0 . . . −1 1

 , b̃ = 0NT −1

E. Additional simulation evidence

E.1. Sharpness of the rate in Theorem 2.6

Our theoretical results show that under a polytope δ-condition the debiased penalty
function estimator is at least

√
n/wn uniformly consistent. We now attempt to see if that

rate is sharp uniformly, or whether the pointwise rate of
√
n is achievable. This subsection

describes the design of simulations that allow us to study the uniform rate of convergence of
the debiased penalty function estimator.

The proof of pointwise
√
n−consistency of the debiased penalty function estimator relies

on the fact that the value L(x; θ, w) at x outside the argmin set Ã(θ;w) is sufficiently
well-separated from the optimal value B(θ). While at any fixed measure, including those
that result in ‘flat faces’, there exists some ‘separation constant’ for a given distance from
the argmin, this statement becomes problematic uniformly. In particular, around some θ at
which there occurs a flat face, there exist sequences θn, along which for any given distance of
x from the argmin the difference between objective functions grows arbitrarily small.

It is worth emphasizing that the situation of an exact flat face is not problematic by itself,
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which is easy to see by drawing the picture of the example below at a = 0. Instead, the issue
seems to occur when the measure grows arbitrarily close to a flat face. However, it seems
that this is also not enough to undermine uniform

√
n−consistency: Slater’s condition must

also fail. Intuitively, if Slater’s condition holds in the vicinity of θ, the estimator eventually
becomes insensitive to wn and delivers

√
n−consistency.

We consider the following linear program:

B(a, b, c, d) ≡ min
x,y

y − (1 + a)x, s.t.:


y ≤ (1 + b)x+ d

y ≥ (1 + c)x
x ∈ [−1; 1]

, (192)

Where we take a to be fixed and indexing a probability measure. b = 0, c = 0, d = 0 are
estimated via bn, cn, dn as sample averages of independent U [−0.5, 0.5] random variables. We
now describe the design of our simulations:

(i) We set wn = ln n
ln 100(δ/1.5)−1, where δ is the biggest value for which the delta condition

is satisfied over a ∈ [−0.1, 0.1].

(ii) For any fixed n, we take the grid of 9 points:

Gn ≡ {−0.1, 0, 0.1} ∪ {−0.1C1n
−1/2, 0.1C1n

−1/2}∪
{−0.1C2wnn

−1/2, 0.1C2wnn
−1/2} ∪ {−0.1C3w

−1
n , 0.1C3w

−1
n },

where Ci are chosen so that each point is equal to −0.1 at n = 100.

(iii) At each n, we run Nsim = 10000 simulations, each time computing bn, cn, dn and
plugging in to obtain:

sup
a∈Gn

|B̃(a, bn, cn, dn;wn) −B(a, 0, 0, 0)| (193)

(iv) We then compute the standard deviation of (193) across simulations at each n

(v) We consider multiplying the resulting standard deviations by two rates:
√
n and

√
n/wn.

In all figures below the level of the red curve is equated to the level of the blue one at the
smallest n to illustrate the growth rate.
From Figure 13, it appears that standard deviations multiplied by

√
n are indeed exploding,

although very slowly, while those multiplied by
√
n/wn are stable. It may be the case that

the rate of
√
n/wn is sharp uniformly.

We next consider the grid that includes the flat face itself, but restricts the measures
from approaching it from the left and right. In other words, we conduct the same simulation

86



100000 200000 300000 400000 500000 600000 700000 800000 900000
n

1.30

1.35

1.40

1.45

1.50

1.55
st

an
da

rd
 d

ev
ia

tio
n

nsup
P

|Bn B|
n

wn
sup

P
|Bn B|

Figure 13: Uniformity of the penalized estimator: continuous vicinitiy of a flat face

exercise with:

Gn ≡ {−0.1, 0, 0.1} ∪ {−0.05(1 + C1n
−1/2), 0.05(1 + C1n

−1/2)}∪
{−0.05(1 + C2wnn

−1/2), 0.05(1 + C2wnn
−1/2)} ∪ {−0.05(1 + C3w

−1
n ), 0.05(1 + C3w

−1
n )}

In this case, Figure 14 suggests that uniform
√
n-consistency is achieved.

Finally, we return to the original grid Gn, but consider the case in which Slater’s condition
holds. For that reason, we take the true value of d = 0.5 by sampling dn from U [0, 1] instead.
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Figure 14: Uniformity of the penalized estimator: restricted vicinitiy of a flat face, flat face
included.
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Figure 15: Uniformity of the penalized estimator: continuous vicinitiy of a flat face, Slater’s
condition holds.
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Once again, it appears that we obtain uniform
√
n−consistency.

Our simulation evidence thus suggests that while our estimator is only
√
n/wn uniformly

consistent in general, it is
√
n-consistent uniformly apart from the sequences of probability

measures, along which both Slater’s condition fails and where a flat-face is ‘approached’
monotonically. It appears possible to rule out the latter scenario by considering a uniform
condition similar to the δ−condition we imposed before. This condition would restrict the set
of measures under consideration to those at which the ‘distance’ from a flat face is either 0 or
bounded away from 0 in some metric. Accordingly, it would likely cover the unrestricted set of
measures in the limit. These considerations, however, are the topic of a separate exploration,
and space does not permit us to include them in this paper.

E.2. Irrelevance of v
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Figure 16: Debiased estimator’s performance for (14), simulated for b = −0.05 and b = 0,
left to right, different v corresponding to inverse α−quantiles in Theorem H.1. Nsim = 5000.
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Observe that by non-emptiness of SA, there exists a v ∈ SA such that v = M ′†
Ap. Thus,

the scale of v depends on the smallest singular value of M ′
A. It therefore seems reasonable

to bound v from above similarly to w(·), see Appendix H. We hence recommend setting
v = d||p||

mini ||M̂i·||δα
for some α. Figure 16, however, suggests that a selection of v is not relevant,

so long as it is large enough. We thus take α = 0.1 in our simulations, as it corresponds to a
large v.

F. Alternative approach to inference

F.1. LP under Slater’s condition

One way to obtain a consistent estimator for the plug-in under SC is to employ the
procedure developed in Hong and Li (2015). Let

B̃′
n(Z∗

n) ≡ B(θ̂n + ϵnZ∗
n) −B(θ̂n)
ϵn

(194)

For ϵn → 0 with rnϵn → ∞, we have the following proposition:

Proposition F.1. If SC and Assumption B1 hold, and the bootstrapped Z∗
n satisfies the

measurability conditions in Hong and Li (2015):

sup
f∈BL1(R)

|E[f(B̃′
n(Z∗

n)))|{Xi}n
i=1] − E[f(B′

θ0(G0))]| = op(1) (195)

Assumption SC is rather strong, and one may not be comfortable imposing it directly.
This is especially true in cases where many inequality restrictions are involved, such as
under cMIV-s, because one would be concerned that the defined system may be close to
point-identification. An even more serious problem in practice is that, even if an open ball
is contained in ΘI at θ0, the radius of that ball is not inconsequential in finite samples. A
thinner identified set leads the bootstrap iterations of the N.D.M. to fail more often, as the
constraint set turns empty at perturbed parameter values. Dropping the failed iterations
introduces an unknown bias to the estimates, and so is not advised.

One potential solution would be to use the set-expansion estimator as in Section 4.2.
Indeed, as long as the true system is feasible, expanding the set from the RHS renders the
Slater’s condition true, and the procedure described in this section becomes applicable. The
bias of such expansion would be controlled as follows:

min
ΘI

p′x− ||p||dH(ΘI , Θ̃I) ≤ min
Θ̃I

p′x ≤ min
ΘI

p′x (196)
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Moreover, by Lipschitz continuity of systems of linear inequalities, dH(ΘI , Θ̃I) ≤ C|κ| for
some C > 0 depending on θ0, where the vector κ > 0 is the RHS-expansion.

This estimator, however, would still be problematic both because it is conservative even
in terms of the convergence rate, and because it relies on an arbitrarily selected set expansion.
Since a larger expansion leads to a more conservative lower bound, in applied work the
researcher would be tempted to select the minimal value that ensures the bootstrap iterations
do not fail. The statistical properties of that approach are unclear.

F.2. Inference for the biased penalty

Observe that we can write B̃ ≡ ϕ ◦ L̃, where L̃(θ) ≡ L(·; θ) is a map L̃ : RS → ℓ∞(X ),
and ϕ : ℓ∞(X ) → R is given by:

ϕ(q) ≡ inf
x∈X

q(x),

and where we equip ℓ∞(X ) with the sup norm. By Lemma S.4.9 in the Online Appendix of
Fang and Santos (2018), ϕ is Hadamard directionally differentiable. It is therefore tempting
to apply the chain rule to find the derivative of B̃, which only requires that L̃ is H.d.d.
However, in the spirit of the example from Hansen (2017), this is not the case. The following
remark illustrates that issue.

Remark F.1. g(y)(x) ≡ (x+ y)+ viewed as a map g : R → ℓ∞(A) for x ∈ A ≡ [−C;C] for
some C > 0 is not Hadamard directionally differentiable for any fixed y ∈ [−C/2;C/2]:

lim
tn→0+,hn→h

||(y + x+ tnhn)+ − (y + x)+

tn
− f(h)(x)||∞ ̸= 0

for any continuous f(h)(x). To see that, note that the first term converges pointwise to
1{y + x = 0}h+ + 1{y + x > 0}h. Suppose that h < 0 and consider: xn = −y − tn

2 hn, we
have:

|(y + xn + tnhn)+ − (y + xn)+

tn
− 1{y + xn = 0}h+ + 1{y + xn > 0}h| =

= o(1) − h

2 ̸= o(1)

In light of this finding, it should be almost surprising that B̃(·) is still Hadamard
directionally differentiable, as we now demonstrate. Instead of using the chain rule, which is
of course only a sufficient condition for differentiability, we notice that B̃ can be rewritten as
a new linear program that has a non-empty interior of the constraint set38.

38Clearly, this new LP is not equivalent to the original one point-by-point, as that would mean that the
plug-in, B(·), is always H.d.d., contradicting discontinuity of LP.
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Proposition F.2. The penalty function estimator, B̃(θ;w) is Hadamard directionally differ-
entiable in θ at θ0 if either i) X is a polytope with Int(X ) ̸= ∅, or ii) ∃x ∈ Ã(θ0;w) ∩ Int(X ).
The H.d.d. is given by:

B̃′
θ0(h;w) = inf

x∈Ã(θ0;w)
sup

λ∈Λ̃(θ0;w)
h′

px+
2q∑

j=1
λj

∑
i∈Πj

wi(hci
− h′

Mi
x) (197)

where h = (h′
p, hc1 , . . . , hcq , h

′
M1 , . . . , h

′
Mq

) is the direction and an upper-hemicontinuous corre-
spondence Λ̃ : RS → 2[2q ] is as defined in the proof.

Proof. Throughout this proof w is taken to be fixed, therefore some dependencies on it are
omitted in notation for brevity. We proceed in four steps:

(i) Notice that L(x; θ, w) is a convex piecewise-linear function and it has the following
representation:

L(x; θ, w) = max
j∈[2q ]

p′x+
∑
i∈Πj

wi(ci −M ′
ix)

 , (198)

where {Πj}2q

j=1 = 2[q], so that Πj for different j contain indices of all possible combi-
nations of positive penalty term. At a given x these can be interpreted as the sets of
violated constraints. Let gj(x, θ) ≡ p′x+∑

i∈Πj
wi(ci −M ′

ix) for j ∈ [2q].

The initial estimator can then be represented as:

B̃(θ;w) = min
x∈X

max
j∈[2q ]

gj(x, θ) (199)

(ii) Assumptions i) or ii) allow us to impose w.l.g. that the known compact set X is a
fixed, non-empty and bounded polyhedron. To see that for ii), note that the program
is convex and therefore the sets of local and global minima coincide. If there exists an
interior local minimum, it means that expanding the constraint set does not change
the value, and therefore we can set X to be some compact and non-empty polyhedron
that contains the original set. Then, another representation of the considered problem
follows:

B̃(θ;w) = min
t,x

t s.t.:


t ∈ [t; t]
x ∈ X
gj(x, θ) ≤ t, j ∈ [2q]

(200)

For some sufficiently wide [t, t], given θ is close to θ0 and such that B̃(θ0;w) ∈ (t, t).
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This is justified because B̃(θ;w) is continuous in θ, as shown in the proof of Proposition
5.

(iii) Note that the constraint set of (200) is compact, non-empty at θ = θ0 and, moreover,
it contains an open set. To see that, consider some pair x(θ0), t(θ0) from the argmin
of the problem, where x(θ0) ∈ Ã(θ0;w) ⊆ X and t(θ0) ≡ B̃(θ0;w). Consider ε ≡
t − t(θ0) and take t∗ ≡ t(θ0) + ε

2 . Note that by definition t(θ0) ≥ maxj gj(x(θ0)).
By continuity of gj(x, θ0) in x for all j ∈ [2q], ∃δ > 0 such that t ≥ maxj gj(x)
∀t ∈ (t∗ − ε

4 ; t∗ + ε
4),∀x ∈ Bδ(x(θ0)). By either i) or ii) Int(X ) ̸= ∅ and as x(θ0) ∈ X

it follows that Int(X ) ∩ Bδ(x(θ0)) is non-empty. It is also open as an intersection of
two open sets. Therefore, the open set O ≡ (t∗ − ε

4 ; t∗ + ε
4) × (Bδ(x(θ0)) ∩ Int(X )) is

contained in the constraint set of the induced LP at θ0. That is, the problem at θ0

satisfies the Slater’s condition and Lemma 6 applies.

(iv) Suppose Λ̌(θ0) is the set of Lagrange multipliers of (200) at θ = θ0, and Λ̃(θ0) is its
projection on the coordinates corresponding to the constraints of form gj(x; θ0) ≤ t

for all j ∈ [2q]. A typical element of Λ̃(θ0) will be written as λ = (λj)2q

j=1. Recall that
for θ in some small open neighbourhood of θ0 the value function of (200) is equal to
B̃(θ;w) and, moreover, the problems are equivalent, so if Ǎ(θ) is the arg min of (200),
then Ǎ(θ) = {B̃(θ;w)} × Ã(θ;w). Using the conclusion of Step 3, direct application of
Lemma 6 to (200) yields:

B̃′
θ0(h;w) = inf

x∈ ˜A(θ0;w)
sup

λ∈Λ̃(θ0)

2q∑
j=1

λj

h′
px+

∑
i∈Πj

wi(hci
− h′

Mi
x)
 , (201)

where note that there are no terms corresponding to the objective function and the
constraints t ∈ [t, t] and x ∈ X , because there are no corresponding increments.
Moreover, differentiating the Lagrangean of (200) and recalling that t(θ0) ∈ (t; t), so
the constraints t ∈ [t, t] do not bind and the corresponding multipliers are 0, one gets
that ∀λ ∈ Λ̃(θ0), we have ∑2q

j=1 λj = 1, establishing (197).

■

Remark F.2. By Lemma 2.1, Assumption A1 ensures ii) in the Proposition above if
ΘI ⊆ Int(X ).

Assuming A1 holds, exact pointwise inference is then obtained via Proposition F.1. It
is also straightforward to show that if A1 does not hold, but conditions i) or ii) in the
Proposition above are otherwise satisfied, this inference is asymptotically conservative.

Computational considerations may be important in practice, especially as bootstrap is
involved. In Appendix we further show that the penalty function estimator may be computed
as a value of a simple LP. If there are k constraints defining X and q constraints for ΘI , with
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d variables, the penalty-induced LP will feature d+ q variables and 2q + k constraints, which
makes it almost as simple computationally as the usual plug-in estimator with d variables
and q + k constraints.

F.3. Proof of Proposition 2.4

Definition (SMFCQ). We say that Strict Mangasarian-Fromovitz Constraint Qualification
(SMFCQ) holds at θ0 if ∃x ∈ A(θ0) and the corresponding λ ∈ Λ(θ0), such that i) MSupp(λ)

has full row rank, and ii) there exists z ∈ Rd s.t. M ′
Supp(λ)z = 0, and M ′

J(x;θ0)\Supp(λ)z < 0.

It is well-known that SMFCQ is equivalent to |Λ(θ0)| = 1 (see Proposition 1.1 in Kyparisis
(1985) and Corollary 2.X in Mangasarian (1978)). We now prove Proposition 2.4.

Proof. We first establish the following simple Lemma. Consider the extended real line
R ≡ R ∪ {−∞,+∞}.

Lemma F.1. Let G : Rdy → R be such that G(y) ≡ infv∈V y
′v, where V ⊆ RdY is non-empty.

G is linear iff |V | = 1.

Proof. The ⇐= direction is obvious. For =⇒ , by contradiction, suppose that there
exist v0, v1 ∈ V such that v0 ̸= v1. Note that G(0) = 0, and take some y0 ∈ Rdy such that
(v0 − v1)′y0 < 0. This can be done, because v0 ̸= v1. Because G(y) ≤ min{v′

0y, v
′
1y}, we

have G(y0) ≤ min{v′
0y0, v

′
1y0}, and by construction of y0 we have G(y0) < v′

1y0. Similarly,
G(−y0) ≤ min{v′

0(−y0), v′
1(−y0)} ≤ v′

1(−y0). Noting that by the above inequalities G(y0) and
G(−y0) cannot be +∞, we can add the inequalities getting G(y0)+G(−y0) < v′

1y0+v′
1(−y0) =

0 = G(0), which contradicts linearity of G. ■

To prove the Proposition, we first observe that, under SC, i) and ii) are equivalent to
|A(θ0)| = |Λ(θ0)| = 1. Note that i) is equivalent to |A(θ0)| = 1 by definition. Suppose
conditions i), ii) hold. Then, Proposition 1.1 in Kyparisis (1985) establishes |Λ(θ0)| = 1.
Conversely, suppose |A(θ0)| = |Λ(θ0)| = 1. Then, Proposition 1.1 in Kyparisis (1985) implies
that SMFCQ must hold.

Thus, by Theorem 3.1 in Fang and Santos (2018), to prove the Proposition it suffices to
show that, under SC, B′

θ0(h) is linear iff |A(θ0)| = |Λ(θ0)| = 1. Sufficiency is immediate.
To show necessity, denote the direction of the increment of θ by h = (hp, hM , hc), where

hM and hc have the shapes of M and c respectively. To see that it is necessary for the set
of primary solutions to be a singleton, consider h = (hp, 0, 0), i.e. set all components that
correspond to M and c to 0,

B′
θ0(h) = inf

x∈A(θ0)
h′

px,
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and apply Lemma F.1. Similarly, consider h = (0, 0, hc),

B′
θ0(h) = sup

λ∈Λ(θ0)
λ′hc,

and apply Lemma F.1 to observe that that Λ(θ0) must be a singleton. This concludes the
proof of the Proposition.

■

F.4. LICQ is equivalent to |Λ(θ0)| = 1 uniformly in p

Theorem F.1. Consider θ0 = (p′, vec(M)′, c′)′ satisfying A0 and fix some x ∈ ΘI(θ0).
Suppose Θ̃ ≡ {θ̃ ∈ RS|θ̃ = (p̃′, vec(M)′, c′)′, and x ∈ A(θ̃))}. Then,

|Λ(θ̃)| = 1 ∀θ̃ ∈ Θ̃ ⇐⇒ rkMJ(x;θ0) = |J(x; θ0)|, i.e. LICQ holds at x.

The claim above is also true if θ0 satisfies both A0 and SC.

Proof. The implication ⇐= is a well-known fact (see e.g. Gafarov (2024)). The other
direction holds, because, setting the class of functions F in Wachsmuth (2013) to be the class
of linear functions parametrized by Θ̃, one observes that for p̃ = −∑

i∈J(x;θ0) Mi, we have the
corresponding θ̃ ∈ Θ̃. The rest of the argument is identical to the proof of Theorem 2 in
Wachsmuth (2013). ■

G. Set expansions approach

Proposition 2.1 highlights that the plug-in estimator fails whenever the constraint set has
an empty interior. For completeness of our argument, we develop a natural alternative to the
penalty function estimator - the set-expansion approach. The idea here is to enlarge ΘI by
relaxing each inequality constraint with a sequence κn

39. The resulting estimator has the
flavor of the approach in Chernozhukov et al. (2007). Intuitively, it enforces SC at the cost of
producing a potentially conservative estimate. We show that, in general, this estimator can
indeed have a conservative rate, and thus we do not advocate its use in practice.

The approach in this section is first to prove that the appropriately extended identified
set converges to the population identified set in Hausdorff distance, and then use uniform
continuity of the criterion function as well as its resemblance to the support function to
establish the convergence of the estimator itself.

39In the presense of ‘true equality’ constraints Ax = b, the corresponding inequalities need not be expanded.
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Consider the following criterion function and its sample analogue:

Q(x) ≡ ||(Mx− c)−||2, Q̂n(x) ≡ ||(M̂nx− ĉn)−||2

Denote the identified set as ΘI ≡ {x ∈ X |Q(x) = 0} = {x ∈ X |Mx− c ≥ 0}.

Lemma G.1. ||Q̂n(x) −Q(x)||∞
p−→ 0, where || · ||∞ is over ΘI .

Proof.

|Q̂n(x) −Q(x)| =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j

(
[M̂nx− ĉn]−j

)2
−
(
[Mx− c]−j

)2
∣∣∣∣∣∣ = (202)

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j

([M̂nx− ĉn]−j − [Mx− c]−j )([M̂nx− ĉn]−j + [Mx− c]−j )

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ (203)

≤
∑

j

|[M̂nx− ĉn]−j − [Mx− c]−j | · |[M̂nx− ĉn]−j + [Mx− c]−j | ≤ (204)

≤
(

max
j

[M̂nx− ĉn]−j + [Mx− c]−j
)∑

j

∣∣∣∣[(M̂n −M)x+ c− ĉn

]
j

∣∣∣∣ (205)

Where (205) uses the fact that |(y0)− − (y1)−| = | max{0,−y0} − max{0,−y1}| ≤ |y0 −
y1| ∀y0, y1 ∈ R. We now show that the last line converges to 0 is supremum over x ∈ X . Note
that, since M̂n

p−→ M, ĉn
p−→ c, the estimator asymptotically lies in any δ-vicinity of the true

population parameter. In other words, ∀δ > 0, we have (vec(M̂n)′, ĉ′
n)′ ∈ Bδ((vec(M)′, c′)′)

w.p. 1 asymptotically.
Since X is a compact and because of the former result, both M̂nx− ĉn and Mx− c are

bounded w.p. 1 asymptotically, so there exists K > 0 - large enough:40:

sup
x∈X

max
j

[M̂nx− ĉn]−j + [Mx− c]−j ≤ K + op(1) (206)

Note that by Cauchy-Schwarz, ∑j

∣∣∣∣[(M̂n −M)x+ c− ĉn

]
j

∣∣∣∣ ≤ |Ft| · ||(M̂n −M)x+ c− ĉn||.
Further using (205), (206) and noting that for nonnegative f, g one has supA fg ≤ supA f ·
supA g, we get:

||Q̂n(x) −Q(x)||∞ ≤ (K + op) · |Ft| · sup
x∈X

||(M̂n −M)x+ c− ĉn|| ≤ (207)

≤ (K̃ + op) ·
(
||M̂n −M || · ||x||∞ + ||c− cn||

)
= op(1) (208)

The proof is complete. ■

40In the cMIV setup all terms of M̂n, ĉn are known to be bounded, so asymptotic arguments are not
necessary. We consider a more general case here.
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Analogously to the proof of Lemma 3, one shows that because both ĉn and M̂n are√
n-consistent from A0, we have:

sup
X

(Q− Q̂n)+ = Op(1/
√
n), sup

ΘI

Q̂n = Op(1/n).

The plug-in estimator of the identified set, {x ∈ X |Q̂n = 0} = ΘI(θ̂n), may not ‘cover’ the
true asymptotically, as discussed in Chernozhukov et al. (2007) (CHT). To address that,
consider the following class of set estimators:

{x ∈ X |nQ̂n(x) ≤ κn}

Fix κn such that P [κn ≥ supΘI
nQ̂n] → 1 and κn

n

p−→ 0. Let Θ̂n ≡ {x|M̂nx− ĉn ≥ −
√

κn√
n
ι}. It

is the set that we want to prove consistent for the population identified set.
The issue is that the set Θ̂n is not a criterion-based set, so the results in CHT is not directly

applicable. However, we can define Θn ≡ {x|Q̂n(x) ≤ κn

n
} ⊆ Θ̂n and Θn ≡ {x|Q̂n(x) ≤

q κn

n
} ⊇ Θ̂n.
We then wish to ’sandwich’ Θ̂n between a smaller set that asymptotically covers ΘI and a

bigger set that is asymptotically covered by ΘI . The following simple lemma is an analogue
of ‘sandwich theorem’ for sets.

Lemma G.2. Consider ΘI ⊆ X and suppose the random set Θ̂n ⊆ Θ can be sandwiched
between two sets: Θn ⊆ Θ̂n ⊆ Θn, such that:

sup
x∈Θn

d(x,ΘI) = op(1)

sup
x∈ΘI

d(x,Θn) = op(1)

Then:

dH(Θ̂n,ΘI) = op(1)

Proof. Writing out the definitions and applying CMT yields the result. ■

The only thing that remains to show consistency of the set-estimator is to prove that the
inequalities in Lemma G.2 hold in our case. The derivation below follows the usual CHT
logic. The first equality is established through:

P [ sup
x∈Θn

d(θ,ΘI) ≤ ε] = P [Θn ⊆ Θε
I ] = (209)

P [Θn ∩ X \ Θε
I = ∅] ≥ P [ sup

x∈Θn

Q(θ) < inf
x∈X \Θε

I

Q(θ)]
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Then, by uniform continuity and by the construction of Θn:

sup
x∈Θn

Q(θ) = sup
x∈Θn

Q̂n(θ) + op(1) = q
κn

n
+ op(1) = op(1)

By construction of ΘI and continuity of Q(θ), ∃δ > 0: inf
x∈X \Θε

I

Q(θ) > δ. Thus, the RHS of

(209) goes to 1. So, sup
x∈Θn

d(x,ΘI) = op(1).

The other side follows, as by construction sup
x∈ΘI

Q̂n(x) ≤ κn

n
=⇒ ΘI ⊆ Θn. So,

P [ sup
x∈ΘI

d(θ,Θn) ≤ ε] ≥ P [ sup
x∈ΘI

Q̂n(x) ≤ κn

n
] p−→ 1

Therefore, using Lemma 3, we conclude that:

dH(Θ̂n,ΘI) p−→ 0

The next step is to recall that if we have two convex, compact sets, A,B, the following holds:

dH(A,B) = max
||y||≤1

|s(y, A) − s(y,B)|,

where s(y, S) ≡ max
t∈S

y′t - the support function.
Using uniform convergence of the value function and combining all the results:

|min
x∈Θ̂n

p̂′
nx− min

x∈ΘI

p′x| = |min
x∈Θ̂n

p′x− min
x∈ΘI

p′x| + op(1) =

= |s(−p,ΘI) − s(−p, Θ̂n)| + op(1) ≤ ||p||dH(ΘI , Θ̂n) + op(1) p−→ 0

This establishes the following proposition:

Proposition G.1. Let κn : P [κn ≥ supΘI
nQ̂n] → 1 and κn

n

p−→ 0. Then the following
estimator is consistent for the sharp lower bound:

B̌n ≡ min
M̂nx−ĉn≥−

√
κn
n

ι

p̂′
nx

p−→ min
Mx−c≥0

p′x

In practice, Chernozhukov et al. (2007) suggest to select some κn that diverges sufficiently
slowly with the sample size. We use √

κn ∝ ln lnn in the simulations in Section 2.6. Under
the Slater’s condition the naive estimator is consistent, i.e. one could set κn = 0.

Although it seems intuitive that B̌n should converge at the rate
√
nκ−1

n , deriving that
result is outside the scope of this paper, because we do not advocate its use. It is immediate
to see, however, that B̌n can converge as slowly as

√
nκ−1

n . For that, consider (4) without
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the inequality x2 ≤ x1 and setting b̂n = 0. The minimum is attained at −1 −
√

κn

n
. Our

simulation evidence suggests that the set-expansion estimator can be quite conservative in
practice, see Section 2.6.

Remark G.1. Under SC, Hadamard directional differentiability of the LP value implies
continuity, and so setting κn = 0 yields a consistent estimator.

H. Penalty parameter selection

In this section, we discuss the fundamental tradeoff involved in selecting the penalty
parameter and propose an expression for it. Let us first take stock of the results in Section
2. Throughout this section, we interchangeably refer to w as either a vector penalty, or a
constant that induces the vector-penalty wι.

In general, for a fixed w, both versions of the penalty estimator estimate the population
parameter B̃(θ0;w), and not necessarily B(θ0). Lemma 2.1 guarantees that the two values
coincide, if w is component-wise larger than some KKT vector λ∗ ∈ Λ(θ0). It may actually
be shown that this conclusion is sharp in a sense that there exists an example of θ0, such
that if wj < λ∗

j for some j ∈ [q] and all λ∗ ∈ Λ(θ0), then B̃(θ0;w) < B(θ0).
Proposition 2.5 establishes that at any measure at least one λ∗ ∈ Λ(θ0) can be written as

λ∗
J∗ = M ′−1

J∗ p, λ∗
[q]\J∗ = 0,

for a subset J∗ ⊆ [q] with MJ∗ being a square invertible matrix.
Assumption U1 then defines a class of measures Pδ, over which the smallest singular value

of MJ∗ for at least one such J∗ is bounded away from 0 by δ > 0. Proposition 2.6 illustrates
that the family {Pδ}δ defines a covering of the unrestriced set P = ⋃

δ>0 Pδ. As we show
later, U1 ensures that for any measure from Pδ there exists a KKT vector λ∗ whose largest
coordinate is bounded from above by ||p||δ−1. Therefore, over the class Pδ, Assumption A1
holds uniformly for w = w∗ ≡ ι||p||δ−1.

On the one hand, a greater fixed w ensures that the equality B̃(θ0(P);w) = B(P) holds
over a larger subset Pδ of the unrestricted set of measures P . In practice, a larger value of w
improves the performance of the penalty approach at ‘sharp’ measures, i.e. at those measures
where all λ∗ are large, or where the (maximal across J∗) smallest singular value of MJ∗ is
small. To see this, let us return to the example (4) with b < 0. For large n, one estimates
b̂n ≈ b < 0, resulting in a (unique) sample KKT vector λ̂n ∈ Λ(θ̂n) that is proportional to
−b̂−1

n . If w > λ̂n, then the penalty estimator selects the correct optimum x∗ = (0, 0) with
B̃(θ̂n;w) = B̂(θ̂n;w) = B(θ0). Thus, if the true b < 0 is closer to 0, a larger w is required to
establish the above equality in finite samples. This defines one side of the tradeoff involved
in selecting w.
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On the other hand, a greater fixed w may worsen the performance of the penalty function
approach at ‘blunt’ measures, at which SC also fails. By ‘blunt’ we mean the measures
at which there exists a relatively small λ∗ ∈ Λ(θ0(P)), or where the (maximal across J∗)
smallest singular value of MJ∗ is large, so that a relatively small w is required to ensure that
B̃(θ0(P);w) = B(P). This issue is manifested in our theoretical results in the form of the rate
requirement for wn → ∞, namely wn/

√
n → 0. To illustrate this, suppose in (4) the true b is

fixed at 0. Then, one can show that w∗ = −1+
√

5
2 ι ≈ 0.62ι suffices for condition A1 to hold.

Suppose instead that the penalty is set at w⃗ = wι. For any sample size n, with probability 0.5
one estimates a negative b̂n < 0, which results in a (unique) sample KKT vector λ̂n ∈ Λ(θ̂n)
that is proportional to −b̂n. If w > λ̂n, then the penalty function estimators coincide with
the plug-in B̃(θ̂n;w) = B̂(θ̂n;w) = B(θ̂n) = 0 ̸= B(θ0) = −1 by Lemma 2.1. In this case, the
incorrect minimum, (0, 0), is selected.

It is impossible to find any sequence wn that would allow for consistent estimation at all
b < 0 measures, as well as at b = 0, i.e. over b ∈ [b; 0] for any b < 0. Lemma 2.4 shows that
this problem is fundamental, and cannot be circumvented by any estimator.

We still wish to develop an estimator that is uniformly valid ‘in most cases’. In line
with the previous discussion, we must impose an ad-hoc restriction on the class of measures
under consideration. We impose such restriction in the form of a δ−condition. This choice is
motivated by the ad-hoc presumption that, in most economic applications, ‘sharp measures’ in
the form of b ≈ 0− in Example 2.1 appear more paradoxical than, for example, point-identified
measures that correspond to b = 0.

Consider a row-normalized version of the matrix M , denoted by M̃ , that satisfies

M̃ = D−1M, (210)

where D = diag( ||M1·||√
d
, ||M2·||√

d
, . . . , ||Mq·||√

d
). The normalized matrix then has rows M̃j· =

√
dMj·

||Mj·|| .
Notice that by considering the pair M̃, c̃, where c̃ ≡ D−1c, we are not changing the true
polytope ΘI = {x ∈ Rd|Mx ≥ c} = {x ∈ Rd|M̃x ≥ c̃}. Let us assume, in addition
to U0, that over P the norms of rows of M are uniformly bounded away from 0, i.e.
minj∈[q] ||Mj·|| > m > 0.

Consider λ∗ from Proposition 2.5,

λ∗
J∗ = M ′−1

J∗ p = D−1
J∗ M̃ ′−1

J∗ p︸ ︷︷ ︸
λ̃

.

Using Lemma C.2, recalling that σk(A) = σk(A′), as well as using σ1(M̃−1
J∗ ) = σ−1

d (M̃J∗), we
get the bound

λ̃ ≤ ||λ̃||∞ι ≤ ι
||p||

σd(M̃J∗)
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Because D−1
J∗ simply rescales each row by a positive constant, it follows that

λ∗
J∗ ≤ ||p||

σd(M̃J∗)
D−1

J∗ ι.

So, the following penalty vector satisfies A1 uniformly over P ,

w∗(P, n) ≡ wn||p||
σd(M̃J∗)

D−1ι =
(

wn

√
d||p||

σd(M̃J∗)||Mj·||

)
j∈[q]

(211)

where wn ∈ R with wn ≥ 1, and possibly wn → ∞ (albeit not necessarily) with wn/
√
n → 0.

If one knew σd(M̃J∗(P)(P)) for all P ∈ P, the otherwise infeasible B̃(θ̂n;w∗(P, n)) would
yield a uniformly

√
n−consistent estimator over P . Similarly, due to the continuity of B̃(θ; ·),

if one could uniformly consistently estimate σ−1
d (M̃J∗(P)(P)) over P, using B̃(θ̂n; ŵ) with

penalty ŵ ≡ wn||p||
σ̂d(M̃Ĵ∗ )D̂

−1ι for some wn > 1 subject to the above restrictions, would yield a
uniformly consistent estimator of B(P). However, the impossibility result in Theorem41 2.4
implies that there can be no such estimator, and therefore, over P ,

one cannot uniformly consistently estimate σ−1
d (M̃J∗(P)(P)).

We are thus forced to impose an ad-hoc lower bound for σd(M̃J∗(P)(P)). For that, we need
an assessment of what is ‘reasonable’ for the smallest singular value of a d× d matrix that is
normalized by row. Consider the following result:

Theorem H.1 (Tao and Vu (2010)). Let Ξd be a sequence of d× d matrices with [Ξd]ij ∼ ξij ,
independently across i, j where ξij are such that E[ξ] = 0, V ar(ξ) = 1 and E[|ξ|C0 ] < ∞ for
some sufficiently large C0, then,

√
dσd(Ξd) d−→ ℵ,

where ℵ has the cdf

P[ℵ ≤ t] = 1 − e−t/2−
√

t.

Remark H.1. The distribution of mean-zero, unit-variance ξij in Theorem H.1 is arbitrary,
possibly discrete, and not necessarily identical across i, j.

Remark H.2. Observe that for any Ξd satisfying the hypothesis of Theorem H.1 we have
E[||(Ξd)j·||2] = d = ||M̃j·||2.

41It straightforwardly extends to the case when U0 is augmented with the restriction above, that
minj∈[q]. ||Mj·|| ≥ m > 0.
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We therefore propose to lower-bound
√
dσd(M̃J∗) by an α−quantile of the distribution Σ,

which we denote by δα. Specifically, our recommendation for the penalty parameter is

w(Dn, n) ≡
(
wnd||p||
δα||M̂j·||

)
j∈[q]

,

where

δα =
(√

1 − 2 ln(1 − α) − 1
)2
.

We find that the pair α = 0.2 and wn = ln ln n
ln ln 100 works well in our simulations.

Remark H.3. If the value function was added to the constraints using the ‘trick’ from
Gafarov (2024), the resulting matrix M and vector c are

M =
1 −p′

0 M

 , c =
0
c


In the corresponding LP in population

min
t,x

(t x′)e1, s.t.: t ≥ p′x, Mx ≥ c (212)

under A0 it is straightforward to observe all λ ∈ Λ(θ0) that correspond to (212) with
Proposition 2.5 applied to it, will have the form

λ =
 1 0

−p M ′
J∗

−1

e1 =
 1
M ′−1

J∗ p

 ,
where J∗ is the set from Proposition 2.5 applied to the original LP and the last equality
follows by direct computation. So, when applying the penalty function approach to the
problem (212), one should use

w(Dn, n) =
 1
w(Dn, n)

 .

I. Identification under cMIV

Sharp identification results for cMIV conditions follow from Theorem 3.1. cMIV-w,
however, allows for a more explicit characterization of the bounds, which may better illustrate
the source of the identifying power of cMIV-w relative to MIV. This characterization is also

102



useful in binary settings, when cMIV assumptions coincide. For didactic purposes, in this
section we also show how to construct the restriction matrix M and vector c under cMIV-s,
cMIV-p and MIV. While we focus on bounding potential outcomes, other choices of β∗ can
be accommodated by applying Theorem 3.1.

In what follows, Ik stands for the identity matrix of dimension k, and ιk is the vector
of ones of size k. These subscripts may be dropped in what follows without further notice.
All vectors are column vectors, and Rn×m refers to the space of real-valued n×m matrices.
Notice that we can consider each t ∈ T separately, because cMIV conditions do not impose
any restrictions across potential outcomes.

I.1. Recursive bounds under cMIV-w

Construct the ordering on the support of Z: Z = {z1, z2, . . . , zNZ
}, s.t. zi < zj for i < j.

Denote by li(t), ui(t) the sharp lower and upper bounds for the conditional moment over
the whole treatment support, E[Y (t)|Z = zi]. Similarly, let l−t

i (t), u−t
i (t) be the sharp upper

and lower bounds for the counterfactual subset, E[Y (t)|T ≠ t, Z = zi]. We shall suppress the
dependence on t whenever it does not cause confusion.

The only bound of interest is the bound on unconditional expectation, li. However, it
turns out to be instructive to also consider the bound for the counterfactual subset, l−t

i .
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Proposition I.1. If i) cMIV-w holds or ii) treatment is binary and cMIV-s or cMIV-p hold,
the sharp bounds for E[Y (t)|Z = zj] are obtained through the following recursion for j ≥ 2:

lj = lj−1 + ∆j (213)
l−t
j = l−t

j−1 + ∆−t
j (214)

Where ∆j,∆−t
j ≥ 0 are defined as follows:

∆j ≡


∆P [T ̸= t|Z = zj]
P [T ̸= t|Z = zj−1]

(lj−1 − P [T = t|Z = zj−1]E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = zj−1])︸ ︷︷ ︸
∆P [T ̸= t|Z = zj ]l−t

j−1

+δj



+

(215)

∆−t
j ≡ 1

P [T ̸= t|Z = zj]
(
−∆P [T ̸= t|Z = zj]l−t

j−1 − δj

)+
(216)

δj ≡ ∆(P [T = t|Z = zj]E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = zj]) (217)

Sharp upper bounds ui, u
−t
i are obtained analogously. Moreover,

N∑
i=1

P [Z = zi]li(t) ≤ E[Y (t)] ≤
N∑

i=1
P [Z = zi]ui(t) (218)

In the absence of additional information, these bounds are sharp.

Proof. Note that l−t
1 = K0 and u−t

N = K1. Moreover, l1 = P[T = t|Z = z1]E[Y (t)|T = t, Z =
z1] + P[T ̸= t|Z = z1]K0, uN = P[T = t|Z = zN ]E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = zN ] + P[T ≠ t|Z = zN ]K1.
First, we note that the equations above may be rearranged to yield:

l−t
j = max

{
1

P [T ̸= t|Z = zj]
(lj−1 − E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = zj]P [T = t|Z = zj]) , l−t

j−1

}
(219)

lj = E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = zj]P [T = t|Z = zj] + l−t
j P [T ̸= t|Z = zj] (220)

We consider the sharp lower bounds and proceed by induction on j. The proof for the
sharp upper bounds is identical.
Consider j = 2. The only information about lower bounds provided by assumption cMIV-w
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at j = 2 is42: E[Y (t)|Z = z2] ≥ E[Y (t)|Z = z1]
E[Y (t)|T ̸= t, Z = z2] ≥ E[Y (t)|T ̸= t, Z = z1]

Which can be rewritten as a single condition on E[Y (t)|T ̸= t, Z = z2]:

E[Y (t)|T ̸= t, Z = z2] ≥ max
{
E[Y (t)|T ̸= t, Z = z1],

P [T ̸= t|Z = z2]−1
(
E[Y (t)|Z = z1] − P [T = t|Z = z2]E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = z2]

)}

Because l−t
1 is a sharp lower bound on E[Y (t)|T ̸= t, Z = z1], we get:

l−t
2 = max

{
l−t
1 , P [T ̸= t|Z = z2]−1

(
l1 − P [T = t|Z = z2]E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = z2]

)}
l2 = P [T = t|Z = z2]E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = z2] + P [T ̸= t|Z = z2]l−t

2

The base is thus proven. Now suppose that for some j ≥ 2, and sharp lower bounds for i < j

are defined. The information we have at j is:E[Y (t)|Z = zj] ≥ E[Y (t)|Z = z], z < zj

E[Y (t)|T ̸= t, Z = zj] ≥ E[Y (t)|T ̸= t, Z = z], z < zj

Or, equivalently,

E[Y (t)|T ̸= t, Z = zj] ≥ max
{

max
i<j

{E[Y (t)|T ̸= t, Z = zi]} ,

P [T ̸= t|Z = zj]−1
(
max
i<j

{E[Y (t)|Z = zi]} − P [T = t|Z = zj]E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = zj]
)}

Because li, l−t
i are sharp and non-decreasing in i by inductive hypothesis, it follows that sharp

lower bounds at j are given by:

l−t
j = max

{
l−t
j−1, P [T ̸= t|Z = zj]−1

(
lj−1 − P [T = t|Z = zj]E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = zj]

)}
lj = E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = zj]P [T = t|Z = zj] + l−t

j P [T ̸= t|Z = zj]

The characterization in the proposition is obtained by rearranging these two equations.
To see that these bounds are indeed sharp, consider a process, for which E[Y (t)|T =

d, Z = zj] = l−t
j , d ̸= t, j ∈ [N ]. For such process cMIV-w will hold by construction and lj

42Note that we can ignore the information that Y (t) ≥ K0, as it will be implied by the bound l−t
1 and l1
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and l−t
j are both attained for all j. An example of such process is given by:

Y (w) =
∑

t

1 {t = w}

∑
j

1 {Z = zj, T = t} η(t) +
∑
d ̸=t

1 {Z = zj, T = d} l−t
j


 (221)

Where η(t) is as defined in the proof of Theorem 1. ■

The intuition for Proposition 2 is that MIV bounds are obtained by ’ironing’ the bounds
on the population moment E[Y (t)|Z = z], which can be seen in equation (215). cMIV-w
additionally ’irons’ the counterfactual moments E[Y (t)|T ≠ t, Z = z], as evident from (216).
Figure 1 plots the derived sharp bounds as well as the benchmark MIV sharp bounds for a
simulation exercise.

I.2. Constructing M and c for cMIV-s and cMIV-p

We derive LP representations for cMIV family of assumptions.
Let F ≡ 2T \ {{t}, ∅} and its cardinality, Q ≡ |F| = 2NT − 2. Fix an ordering on F , so

that F = {A1, A2, . . . AQ}.
Then all information under cMIV-s can be written as:

E[Y (t)|T ∈ Ak, Z = zj] ≥ E[Y (t)|T ∈ Ak, Z = zj−1], k = 1, . . . , Q, j = 2, . . . NZ (222)
E[Y (t)|T = d, Z = zN ] ≤ K1, d ∈ T \ {t} (223)
E[Y (t)|T = d, Z = z1] ≥ K0, d ∈ T \ {t} (224)

Where notice that the LHS of (223) is the largest marginal moment due to monotonicity in
Z, while the LHS of (224) is the smallest marginal moment. Therefore, once almost sure
bounds for these two moments are imposed ∀d ∈ T \ {t}, these are also implied for all other
moments through equation (222) and the law of total probability.

We now rewrite the expectations in (222) in terms of pointwise conditional moments.
Let the vector of unobserved treatment responses be xj ≡ (E[Y (t)|T = d, Z = zj])′

d̸=t and
pj ≡ (P [T = d|Z = zj])′

d ̸=t be the vector of respective probabilities at Z = zj. Denote the
element of xj corresponding to T = d as xj

d = E[Y (t)|T = d, Z = zj].
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For k = 1, . . . , Q and j = 2, . . . , NZ , we can rewrite inequality (222) as follows:

∑
d ̸=t

1
{
d ∈ Ak

} P [T = d|Z = zj]
P [T ∈ Ak|Z = zj]

xj
d+

+1
{
t ∈ Ak

} P [T = t|Z = zj]
P [T ∈ Ak|Z = zj]

E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = zj] ≥

≥
∑
d ̸=t

1
{
d ∈ Ak

} P [T = d|Z = zj−1]
P [T ∈ Ak|Z = zj−1]

xj−1
d +

+1
{
t ∈ Ak

} P [T = t|Z = zj−1]
P [T ∈ Ak|Z = zj−1]

E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = zj−1]

Inequalities (223)-(224) are just xN
d ≤ K1, d ̸= t and x1

d ≥ K0, d ≠ t. This can be written
succinctly in matrix notation. Introdude the following:

Gj ≡
(
1
{
d ∈ Ak

} P [T = d|Z = zj]
P [T ∈ Ak|Z = zj]

)
k∈[Q],d ̸=t

∈ RQ×NT −1 (225)

cj ≡
(
1
{
t ∈ Ak

} P [T = t|Z = zj]
P [T ∈ Ak|Z = zj]

E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = zj]
)

k∈[Q]
∈ RQ (226)

The whole set of information given by cMIV-s can be represented as follows:

Gjx
j −Gj−1x

j−1 ≥ −∆cj, j = 2, . . . , NZ (227)
xN ≤ K1ι (228)
x1 ≥ K0ι (229)

The procedure for cMIV-p is similar. First, we note that all the information under it is given
by:

E[Y (t)|Z = zj] ≥ E[Y (t)|Z = zj−1], j = 2, . . . NZ (230)
E[Y (t)|T = d, Z = zj] ≥ E[Y (t)|T = d, Z = zj−1], d ∈ T \ {t}, j = 2, . . . NZ (231)
E[Y (t)|T = d, Z = zN ] ≤ K1, d ∈ T \ {t} (232)
E[Y (t)|T = d, Z = z1] ≥ K0, d ∈ T \ {t} (233)

Where (230) is just MIV and (231) is the monotonicity of the pointwise conditional moments.
In this case, we can once again represent all information in the matrix form (227)-(229) with
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the following matrices:

Gj ≡

 pj′

INT −1

 ∈ RNT ×NT −1 (234)

cj ≡

P [T = t|Z = zj]E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = zj]
0NT −1

 ∈ RNT −1 (235)

Corollary 1. Under cMIV-s, cMIV-p and MIV, sharp bounds on E[Y (t)] take the form:

min
Mx≥c


N∑

j=1
P [Z = zj] · pj′xj

+
N∑

j=1
P [T = t, Z = zj]E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = zj] ≤ E[Y (t)] ≤

≤max
Mx≥c


N∑

j=1
P [Z = zj] · pj′xj

+
N∑

j=1
P [T = t, Z = zj]E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = zj],

where

M ≡



−INT −1 . . . 0 0
GN −GN−1 . . . 0

... . . . . . . ...
0 . . . G2 −G1

0 . . . 0 INT −1


, c ≡



−K1 · ιNT −1

−∆cN

...
−∆c2

K0 · ιNT −1


, x =


xN

...
x1

 , (236)

and Gj and cj are given by (225) and (226) for cMIV-s and by (234) and (235) for cMIV-p.
Under MIV, Gj = pj′ and cj = P [T = t|Z = zj]E[Y (t)|T = t, Z = zj].

I.3. Proof of Proposition 4.2

Let Γ(z) ≡ ∑
d∈T P [T = d|Z = z]E[ψ(z, η)|Z = z].

a) Let g̃(t) ≡ E[g(t, ξ)|T = d, Z = z] = E[g(t, ξ)|Z = z], where we use independence of ξ
and T, Z.
MIV implies:

E[Y (t)|Z = z] = g̃(t) + h(t)Γ(z) − increasing

Since inequality is strict for some z, z′, it follows that h(t) ̸= 0 and h(t)/h(d) > 0. Note
that:

E[Y (t)|T = d, Z = z] − g̃(t) = h(t)
h(d) (E[Y (d)|T = d, Z = z] − g̃(d)) (237)
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Therefore, cMIV-p holds iff all observed moments are monotone.

b) Let g̃(t, d) ≡ E[g(t, ξ)|T = d, Z = z], where we use independence of ξ and T, Z. We can
write:

E[Y (t)|T = d, Z = z] − g̃(t, d) = h(t)
h(d) (E[Y (d)|T = d, Z = z] − g̃(d, d)) (238)

Using b): ii) yields the result.

J. Empirical analysis

The upper bound is estimated by considering the problem

−Bu(θ0) ≡ min
x∈X

−p′x, s.t. Mx ≥ c. (239)

Suppose the estimator for (239), obtained from Algorithm 1, is −B̆u. By Theorem 2.3,

P
[
−Bu(θ0) < −B̆u + q̂1−α/2(Zu)

√
n2

]
= α/2 + o(1),

where Zu ≡ √
n2(−B̆u + Bu(θ0)), and q̂1−α/2(Zu) is a consistent estimate of its 1 − α/2

quantile, which we obtain according to Remark 2.7. Similarly defining Z ≡ √
n2(B̆ −B(θ0))

and q̂1−α/2(Z), we have

P
[
B(θ0) < B̆ −

q̂1−α/2(Z)
√
n2

]
= α/2 + o(1).

In line with the notation of Section 3, suppose the target parameter is β∗, and observe that
for any confidence interval given by (lbn, ubn), we have

P[β∗ /∈ (lbn, ubn)] = P[β∗ < lbn ∪ β∗ > ubn] ≤ P[β∗ < lbn] + P[β∗ > ubn] ≤
P[B(θ0) < lbn] + P[Bu(θ0) > ubn],

where the penultimate inequality is a union bound, while the last inequality follows from
β∗ ∈ [B(θ0);Bu(θ0)]. Setting ubn ≡ B̆u − q̂1−α/2(Zu)

√
n2

and lbn ≡ B̆− q̂1−α/2(Z)
√

n2
thus yields a valid

two-sided CI for β∗, as

P[β /∈ (lbn, ubn)] ≤ α + o(1).
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We drop outliers based on the first and the last percentiles by wage and set the bounds on
the outcomes to be K0 = 4 and K1 = 13. By comparison, the observed range of values in the
processed dataset is (7.36; 10.81).

ATE(3, 2) ATE(2, 1) ATE(1, 0)
cMIV-s (0.055, 3.781) (0.089, 3.777) (0.101, 3.75)

{0.046, 3.798} {0.079, 3.799} {0.093, 3.77}
cMIV-p (0.035, 4.165) (0.041, 4.157) (0.055, 4.054)

{0.026, 4.174} {0.033, 4.194} {0.049, 4.077}
cMIV-w (-0.004, 4.166) (0.01, 4.08) (-0.004, 4.101)

{-0.014, 4.174} {0.002, 4.094} {-0.012, 4.118}
MIV (0.002, 4.169) (0.001, 4.24) (0.001, 4.117)

{-0.008, 4.178} {-0.005, 4.251} {-0.009, 4.125}
ETS 0.092 0.012 0.017

Table 2: Estimation results under various assumptions. See the code for more details.
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