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ONE-STEP SMOOTHING SPLINES INSTRUMENTAL REGRESSION
JAD BEYHUM', ELIA LAPENTA! AND PASCAL LAVERGNE*

ABSTRACT. We extend nonparametric regression smoothing splines to a context where
there is endogeneity and instrumental variables are available. Unlike popular existing
estimators, the resulting estimator is one-step and relies on a unique regularization pa-
rameter. We derive uniform rates of the convergence for the estimator and its first
derivative. We also address the issue of imposing monotonicity in estimation and extend
the approach to a partly linear model. Simulations confirm the good performances of our
estimator compared to two-step procedures. Our method yields economically sensible

results when used to estimate Engel curves.

1. INTRODUCTION

We consider the prototypical model
(L1) Y =g(Z)+e  ElW] =0,

where Y € R is the dependent variable, Z € R is the endogenous continuous explanatory
variable, and W € RP are the instrumental variables (IVs). The goal is to estimate
nonparametrically go, the causal effect of the variable Z on Y, using W to account for
endogeneity. If we assumed linear relationships, we could use the two-stage least squares
estimator: in a first stage, one obtains the linear projection of Z given W, then in a
second stage one linearly regresses Y onto the previously estimated linear projection.
Considering a nonparametric function gy allows estimating the causal relationship of Y

and Z in a more flexible manner.
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Existing nonparametric estimators of gq typically rely on two steps. Newey and Pow-
ell (2003) develop a nonparametric equivalent to the two-stage least squares estimator:
they use linear-in-parameter series expansions of E[Y|W] and E[g(Z)|W] in a general-
ized method of moments framework, see also Ai and Chen (2003), Hall and Horowitz
(2005), Blundell et al. (2007), Johannes et al. (2011), Horowitz (2014) for other series-
based methods. Alternatively, Florens (2003), Hall and Horowitz (2005), Darolles et al.
(2011), and Gagliardini and Scaillet (2012) rely on kernel methods to estimate the un-
known conditional expectations. As is well-known, backing up a nonparametric estimate
of gy is an ill-posed inverse problem. Hence, one needs some kind of regularization, such
as hard thresholding, see Horowitz (2011), Chen and Pouzo (2012), Tikhonov or ridge-
type regularization, see Newey and Powell (2003), Darolles et al. (2011), Florens et al.
(2011), Gagliardini and Scaillet (2012), Singh et al. (2019), or a Landweber-type iterative
method, see Johannes et al. (2013), Dunker et al. (2014). A general exposition of some
of these methods is given by Carrasco et al. (2007). A recent machine learning literature
considers solving a saddle point problem that is dual to a generalized method of moments
criterion. Here one first maximizes an objective function with respect to a function of the
instruments W, then one minimizes with respect to a function of Z to obtain g, see, e.g.,
Bennett et al. (2019). If the set of functions upon which one optimizes is large, then one
has in addition to introduce some penalization in the optimization problem, see Dikkala
et al. (2020), Liao et al. (2020). Muandet et al. (2020) consider a related but different
saddle point problem.

We here develop a smoothing splines instrumental regression estimator for gy that fully
avoids nonparametric first stage estimation. Our estimator has several characteristics that
should make it appealing for empirical work. First, our approach is particularly attractive
because it is one-step. Two-step procedures typically lead to theoretical and practical
issues: one may need to estimate in a first step an object that may be more complex than
the final object of interest; and first-stage estimation typically affects the second-stage
small sample and asymptotic properties. Second, a key benefit of the one-step nature
of our estimator is that it depends upon one regularization parameter only. In existing
two-step methods, each stage relies on a particular choice of a smoothing or regularization
parameter, whose fine-tuning may be difficult in practice, while affecting the final results.
In some methods, a third parameter is introduced to deal with the ill-posed nature of the
inverse problem. To choose our unique regularization parameter, we devise a practical
cross-validation method that yields good performances in simulations. Third, by contrast
to previous approaches based on series or kernel methods, our estimator is a natural
generalization of the popular smoothing splines estimator, see Wahba (1990), Green and
Silverman (1993). The appeal of splines lies in their simplicity together with their excellent
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approximations of smooth functions, see Schumaker (2007). Splines-based methods have
been extensively studied, see, e.g., Hall and Opsomer (2005), Li and Ruppert (2008),
Claeskens et al. (2009), Schwarz and Krivobokova (2016), and have been found to have
excellent performances in practice. Fourth, due to its spline nature, our estimator is
computationally simple, and a closed-form expression is easily obtained for the spline
coefficients. Fifth, as an additional advantage, one obtains straightforward estimators of
derivatives.

We also propose some extensions to our method. First, we show how to impose mono-
tonicity constraints by relying on a method proposed by Hall and Huang (2001). The
constrained estimator is simple to implement in practice. Second, to illustrate the ver-
satility of our method, we extend our results to a partly linear model. When used for
estimating Engel curves, our smoothing splines estimator and its monotone constrained
version yield comparable results, that are reasonable from an economic viewpoint.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we detail the formulation of our esti-
mator. We exhibit a global quantity that accounts for all the information contained in
Model (1.1), and that is minimized by the true function go. We then consider an empirical
equivalent, and we set up a minimization problem penalized by a roughness measure of
the function to regularize the solution. We show that our estimator extends smoothing
splines to the instrumental variables context, and we give a closed form formula for its
computation. The asymptotic properties of our estimator are analyzed in Section 3, where
uniform rates of convergences are derived for the function itself and its derivative. Section
4 deals with estimation under monotonicity constraints. In Section 5, we report selected
simulation results, where our estimator exhibits excellent finite sample performance com-
pared to some existing two-step methods, and we illustrate our method for Engel curves
estimation. Finally, we extend our estimator to the partly linear model in Section 6. Con-
cluding remarks are given in Section 7. Details and supplementary results of simulations,

as well as the proof of subsidiary results are included in the online appendix.

2. OUR ESTIMATOR

2.1. General formulation. We assume that gy belong to some space of functions G on
which identification holds, that is,

(2.2) EY —g(2)[W]=0 as.=g=go as.

For a discussion of this condition called completeness, see e.g. D’Haultfoeuille (2011) and
Freyberger (2017). When Z is continuous, as we assume here, W should typically have
at least one continuous component for completeness to hold. Some of the instruments,
however, could be discrete, and this will not affect further our exposition and reasoning.
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Instead of dealing directly with (2.2), as done by most previous work, we consider an
equivalent formulation that does not require estimating a conditional expectation given
the instruments W. By the results of Bierens (1982),

(2.3) ElY —g(Z)W]=0 as. < E[(Y —g(Z))exp(iW't)] =0 VtecRP.
Consider now
(24)  g=agminM(g).  M(g)= / E(Y — g(2)) expiW D)|* du(t)

where p is a symmetric probability measure. Then it is straightforward to see that
M(g) > 0 for all g € G, and that under (2.2)

M(g)=0<g=g0 as.

With a random sample {(Y;, Z;, W;),i = 1,...n} at hand, a natural estimator of M(g) is

Mag) = [ 1237 0= gz expWT0)| du)
(25) = 3 = g2 (% — g2 (Wi = W),

where

w(z) = /Rp exp(it'z) du(t) = / cos(t'z) du(t) ,

RP
due to the symmetry of u: w is (up to a constant) the Fourier transform of the density
of u. The above formulation as a V-statistic will be used in practice for computational
purposes. This statistic accounts for an infinity of moment conditions, as stated in (2.3).
It is different from generalized method of moments criteria used in previous work, that
account for an increasing but finite number of moment conditions.

The condition for p to have support R? translates into the restriction that w should
have a strictly positive Fourier transform almost everywhere. Examples include products
of triangular, normal, logistic, see Johnson et al. (1995, Section 23.3), Student, including
Cauchy, see Dreier and Kotz (2002), or Laplace densities. To achieve scale invariance,
we recommend, as in Bierens (1982), to scale the exogenous instruments by a measure of
dispersion, such as their empirical standard deviation. Note that the function w is not
similar to a typical kernel used in nonparametric estimation, as there is no smoothing
parameter entering w, which is thus a fixed function that does not vary with the sample
size. Hence, our estimation procedure introduces no smoothing on the instruments.

If W has bounded support, results from Bierens (1982) yield that the equivalence (2.3)
holds when ¢ is restricted to lie in a (arbitrary) neighborhood of 0 in R?. Hence, 1 can be
taken as any symmetric probability measure that contains 0 in the interior of its support.
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As noted by Bierens (1982), there is no loss of generality assuming a bounded support,
as his equivalence result equally applies to a one-to-one transformation of W, which can
be chosen with bounded image.

Minimizing M,,(g) would lead to interpolation. We regularize the problem by assuming
some smoothness for the function g. We assume that Z has compact support, say [0, 1]
without loss of generality, and that G is the space of differentiable functions on [0, 1] with
absolutely continuous first derivative. That is, if g € G, there is an integrable function ¢”
such that [~ g¢"(t)dt = ¢'(z) — ¢’(0). We then estimate gy as a minimizer of a penalized

0
version of M,(g) on G. Specifically,

1
(2.6) 7€ agmin Ma(g) + ) [ 19(:) dz,
ge 0

where A > 0 is a regularization parameter.

A recent approach we became aware of when preparing this paper is the “kernel maxi-
mum moment loss” approach proposed by Zhang et al. (2023). While it does not smooth
on the instruments, it assumes that the regression of interest belongs to a Reproducing
Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS), and solves a minimization problem by penalizing by the
norm on such a space. The estimator thus depends on the chosen RKHS. Differently,
we assume that the regression of interest belongs to a space of smooth functions, and we
penalize by the integral of the squared second derivative of the regression, which is a very

intuitive measure of roughness, but not a RKHS norm.

2.2. Closed-form solution. We here show that (2.6) has a unique solution, a natural
cubic spline, that we characterize in Proposition (2.1) below. We begin with some def-
initions. For a < Z; < ... < Z, < b, a function g on [a,b] is a cubic spline if two
conditions are satisfied: on each of the intervals (a, Z;),...(Z,,b), g is a cubic polyno-
mial; the polynomial pieces fit together at each Z; in such a way that g and its first and
second derivatives are continuous. The points Z; are called knots. A cubic spline on |a, b]
is said to be a natural cubic spline if its second and third derivatives are zero at a and
b. Without loss of generality, we consider hereafter that [a,b] = [0,1]. Given any values
(9i, Zi), i = 1,...,n, there is a unique interpolating natural cubic spline, that is, a natural
cubic spline g with knots Z; such that ¢(Z;) = ¢g;,7 = 1,...n. For details, see e.g. Green
and Silverman (1993). A key result for our analysis is the following.

Theorem 2.1 (Green and Silverman (1993, Th. 2.3)). Suppose n >2,0< Z; < --- <
Zn < 1, and let g be the interpolating natural cubic spline with values g; at knots Z;,
i=1...n. Let g be any function in G for which g(Z;) = g;, i =1,...,n. Then

2.7) / P> / " (0 dt
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with equality only if g = g.

This result allows us to restrict our attention to natural cubic splines, when studying

the potential minimizers of

(28) S.(0) = Malg) A [ e .

Indeed, suppose ¢ is any function in G that is not a natural cubic spline with knots at Z;.
Let g be the natural cubic spline interpolant to the values g(Z;). Then M, (¢9) = M, (9).
Because of the above optimality property of the natural cubic spline interpolant, (2.7)
holds with strict inequality, and thus S, (¢) > S,(g). This means that, unless g itself is
a natural cubic spline with knots at Z;, we can find a natural cubic spline with knots at
Z; that attains a smaller value of S, (g). It follows at once that a minimizer g of S, (g),
if it exists, must be a natural cubic spline. It is key to notice that we have not forced g
to be a natural cubic spline. This arises as a mathematical consequence of the choice of
the roughness penalty. Now, as detailed below, we only need to minimize S, (g) over a
finite-dimensional class of functions.

Assuming the Z;’s are all different, which happens with probability one for a continuous
Z, a natural cubic spline with knots at Z; can be written as

1 n 5 n n
(2.9) g(z):ao+a1z+ﬁz(5i1z—&] , ;51-:251'2120,

see Green and Silverman (1993, Section 7.3). The function g is uniquely defined by
the coefficients ag, a;, and d;,7 = 1,...n, or equivalently by its value at the knots, see
Proposition 2.1’s proof for details.

It will be useful for what follows to use matrix notations. Let

1 Z
Z =\ :
1 Z,
E=41Z—Z}3i,j=1,...n], and g = (9(Z1),.. .9(Z,))". Then g = Za + E&§ with
constraints ZTd = 0. Also, one can check that
/g”(z)2 dz = 6TES,
see Green and Silverman (1993, Section 7.3). Let Y be the vector (Y3,...Y;)", then
(2.10) M, (g) + /\/ (¢"(2))? dz = (Y — Za — E8)" Q(Y — Za — ES) + \6TES,

where € is the matrix with generic element n~2w(WW; — W;). Hence, we want to mini-
mize a quadratic function in parameters under the constraints Z74d = 0. This yields a
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unique solution under the usual requirements. The following proposition gives a precise

characterization.

Proposition 2.1. For any A > 0, if all Z;’s are different and all W;’s are different, the
solution to (2.6) exists, is unique, and is a natural cubic spline g characterized by

(f>:<y>, E=E+)\Q".
a 0

Moreover, the values at the knots are

(2.11) [ E Z

zZT 0

§= [P+EE*1 (I—P)] Y,
~ —1 ~
where P = Z <ZTE—1Z> ZTE-L,

Our estimator is obtained directly by solving the linear system of equations (2.11). It
does not necessitate estimation of other nonparametric quantities, and relies on only one
regularization parameter \. It also directly provides an estimator of the first derivative
of g as

(2.12) §'(2)=7a; + i ;3\2 sign(z — Z;)(z — Z;)?, sign(u) = 1(u > 0) — 1(u < 0).

There are alternative ways to (2.9) for expressing a natural cubic spline. We focus on
this formulation as it does not rely on a particular support of Z, nor on the fact that
the knots Z; are arranged in increasing order. In particular, the closed-form expression
in Proposition 2.1 is valid regardless of the support of Z and therefore it can be used
without first transforming Z into (0,1). We also found this formulation to be convenient
for practical implementation. For large samples, where the above formula may not be
computationally efficient, one can adapt to our context the Reinsch algorithm, see Green
and Silverman (1993).

There is only one penalty parameter A to choose to implement our estimator. We
propose to choose it via cross-validation, where the quantity to be minimized is M, (g).
For instance, we can split the data at random into two equally sized folds, and let each
fold play the role of the training set in turn. Specifically, for each A, we compute g \
for each fold k = 1,2, and we create the cross-validated vector of fitted values g,, with
typical element gi \(Z;), where k is the fold that does not include Z;. We then choose
the value of A that minimizes M,(g,) (note that M,(g) = M,(g) depends only upon
the values at the knots). This two-fold cross-validation method can easily be extended
to (possibly repeated) k-fold cross-validation. In empirical implementations, we used the
above two-fold cross-validation method with good results.
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3. ASYMPTOTIC ANALYSIS

The formal study of our estimator is based on a reformulation of M(g) in (2.4). Let

D? be the set of twice weakly differentiable functions. Consider
1
g = {g: [0,1] = R, g € D? :/ |g"(t)|2dt<c>o}7 H={heG:h(0)="n(0)=0},

and the inner product (hq,ha)y, fo hY(z) h5(z)dz on H. Then each g € G can be
uniquely written as g(z) = (l,z)5+ h(z), where B = (9(0),4'(0)) € R? h(z) = g(z) —
9(0) —¢'(0)z, h € H. Denote by L, the space of complex functions [ from R? onto C such

that
12 = [ WO dute) < o
Consider the operators A : # — L? and B : R* — L2 such that
(3.13) Ah=FE[h(Z)exp(iW’.)] and BB = E[(1,2)Bexp(iW’)].
The minimization problem (2.4) identifying go can be expressed as

(3.14) ngingE[Yexp(iWT-)] —BB— AL

for (3,h) € R? x H. The above quantity reaches its minimum zero at (8, ho), with
go(2) = (1,2)B0 + ho(z). A key advantage of this formulation for theoretical analysis is
that using orthogonal projections, we can profile (3.14) to first determine hg, then 3, as a
function of hg. In our proofs, we will also consider the penalized empirical counterpart of
(3.14) and use a similar profiling method to obtain (B\,E), and then g(z) = (1, z)§+ﬁ(z)

The following assumption ensures that E[Y exp(iW’-)] € L2, and that A and B are
onto L7

Assumption 3.1. (a) E[Y?] < co; (b) Z has a bounded density f7 on [0,1]; (c) p is a
symmetric probability measure with support RP; (d) [ [ Elexp(iW "t) fz(2)]*p(t)dz dt <

0o; (e) W has at least one continuous component.

Our assumptions on the support of Z is without much loss of generality, since we
can always use a one-to-one transformation that maps Z into [0,1]. We then formalize
the completeness assumption, under which the problem (3.14) admits a unique solution

(507 h’O)
Assumption 3.2. go belongs to G and the mapping g € G — E[g(Z)|W = -] is injective.

We introduce now a source condition, which is common in the literature on inverse
problems. While it is not needed to establish the consistency of g and its first derivative,

it is necessary to obtain convergence rates.
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Assumption 3.3. Let M be the orthogonal projection onto the orthogonal of the span
of B, and let T = MA. Let (0,p;,1;); be the singular system of T, where (p;); is a
sequence of orthonormal elements in H, (v;); is a sequence of orthonormal elements in
LQ, and (0;); is a sequence of strictly positive values in R. Then there exists v > 0 such
that

ZJ | (ho, )4 | < 00.

Theorem 3.2. Under Assumptions 3.1, 3.2, if A\ = 0 and n\A — oo, then
sup [g(2) — go(2)] = 0,(1) and sup [g'(z) — go(2)| = 0,(1) .
2€[0,1] z€[0,1]

If moreover Assumption 3.3 holds, then

]_ YA2
sup g(2) — go(2)] and sup |§'(2) — g,(2)| are both O (——i—)x?) )
p [9(2) — go(2)| p [9'(2) — go(2)] AWy

z€[0,1] z€[0,1]

We obtain consistency of our estimator and its derivative under mild assumptions, that
only involve a standard condition on the regularization parameter \. Also, since we avoid
first stage estimation, we do not need any smoothness assumption on the distribution of
Z given W. In two-step estimation methods that smooth over the instruments, one has
to ensure that first-step estimation is consistent, and one typically needs conditions that
relate the different smoothing parameters, see e.g. Ai and Chen (2003), Chen and Pouzo
(2012). In some instances, consistency may further necessitate regularization parameters,
see Chen and Pouzo (2012), and a source condition, see Gagliardini and Scaillet (2012).
A general discussion can be found in Carrasco et al. (2007).

Turning now to our consistency rates, we do not claim that these are sharp or opti-
mal. However, by contrast to previous results in this literature, they depend upon only
one smoothing parameter. From the proofs, the rate 1/ vn\ corresponds to a standard
deviation term, while the second rate A% corresponds to a bias term. If A\ is chosen
to balance these two rates, we obtain the convergence rate niﬂlli%. For v =2 or 1,

—1/3 and n~Y*. It is unclear how to compare the above rates to

this respectively yields n
existing results on optimal convergence rates, see Hall and Horowitz (2005), Chen and
Christensen (2018), as these authors make assumptions on conditional expectation oper-
ators such as F {g(Z)|W}, while Assumption 3.3 concerns an unconditional expectation
operator. Our assumption, however, assumes that the problem is mildly ill-posed, while

some previous work also considers the case of a severely ill-posed inverse problems.

4. ESTIMATION UNDER MONOTONICITY

In some instances, we may expect the function of interest gy to be monotonic. If gq is the
Engel curve that relates the proportion of consumer expenditure on a good as a function
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of total expenditure, we typically expect this function to be increasing for a “normal”
good and decreasing for an “inferior” good. Accounting for monotonicity in estimation
is expected to improve accuracy in small and moderate samples, see Chetverikov and
Wilhelm (2017).

To implement such a monotonicity constraint into estimation, we note that since our
smoothing splines estimator is linear, the derivative estimator (2.12) is linear as well. Let

express it in matrix form. Since g = Za + Ed, we can write ¢’ = Oa + DJ, where
g =(d(2),...¢(Z.))", D = [Lsign(Z — Z;)|Z; — Z;|*,i,j = 1,...n], and

0 1

O — . .

From Proposition 2.1,

- ()-5(1). s-

Hence,
g = (D,0)S <Y> |

0

We rely on a method proposed by Hall and Huang (2001), that is based on the same
linear estimator but reweights the observations Y; to impose monotonicity at observations
points. It adjusts the unconstrained estimator by tilting the empirical distribution to
make the least possible change, in the sense of a distance measure, subject to imposing
the constraint of monotonicity at observation points. Specifically, if gq is assumed to be

monotonically increasing, we consider the constrained optimization program

n

(4.16) min n — Z(npi)l/2

P1;---5Pn i—1
. - ‘ poY
subject to Zpizl, pi>0foralli=1,....n , (D,0)S 0 >0,
i=1

where poY = (p1Y1,...,p,Yn)! is the Hadamard product between vectors. If gy was
assumed to be monotonically decreasing, we would modify the last inequalities. Hall
and Huang (2001) considered more general optimization problems based on a family of
Cressie-Read divergences, but we focus on the above program for convenience. It is strictly
convex, so it admits a unique solution p*, and it is computationally fast to solve. The
final estimator g* is the natural cubic spline with coefficients a* and 8* defined as in
(4.15), with p* o Y in place of Y.

We now state the asymptotic properties of our constrained smoothing splines estimator.
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Assumption 4.4. There exists n > 0 such that g\(z) > n for all z € [0, 1].
Theorem 4.3. Under Assumptions 3.1, 3.2, and 4.4 if A — 0 and n\ — oo, then

sup [g%(2) — go(2)| = 0,(1) and sup (3% (2) — gh(2)| = 0,(1).
2€[0,1] 2€[0,1]

If moreover Assumption 3.3 holds, then

/ 1 YA2
sup |g*(2) — go(2)| and sup | (2) — g4(2)| are both O (—~|—)\2> .
s 5°(2) = o) and swp [77(2) — g4 (=

The above result directly follows from Theorem 3.2. Indeed, as ¢ is uniformly consis-
tent, the constraint in the optimization problem (4.16) becomes asymptotically irrelevant
from Assumption 4.4. Accordingly, g* = ¢ with probability approaching one, and our
results readily follow. While the monotonicity constraints become asymptotically irrel-
evant, they can matter in finite samples, as shown by Chetverikov and Wilhelm (2017)
and illustrated by our empirical results.

5. NUMERICAL RESULTS

5.1. Small sample behavior. We used a DGP in line with Equation (1.1), where

_aV+n . P2
V1+a2’ 1—p%
Z:BW—H/ 5= 03y

V14 p? 1= piyy
and (W, V,n) are independent standard Gaussian. This yields standard Gaussian marginal
distributions for € and Z whatever the values of the parameters. The correlation p.y
measures the level of endogeneity of Z. The correlation py -z measures instead the strength
of the instrument W.

We implemented our smoothing splines estimator with w equal to the density of a
Laplace distribution with mean zero and variance 1. The choice of the penalty parameter
A was based on two-fold cross-validation, as previously detailed. We considered A within
the grid {p/(1 —p),p=10"" + k% (0.7 —107°)/399,k = 0, ..., 399}.

We compared our estimator to two existing methods, for which a data-driven procedure
has been proposed for the choice of smoothing or regularization parameters. We consid-
ered first the kernel-based Tikhonov estimator of Darolles et al. (2011), hereafter referred
as Tikhonov. We also considered the series estimator of Horowitz (2014) based on a basis
of Legendre polynomials. The implementation details of both methods are given in the
online supplement, together with supplementary results.
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We first considered two functional forms for gy, each normalized to have unit vari-
ance: a quadratic function go;(z) = 22/v/2, and a non-polynomial function ggs(z) =
V332 exp(—z2/2). We ran 2000 Monte Carlo simulations with sample sizes n = 200
and 400. We consider three couples of values for (p.v, pwz): (a) (0.5,0.9), a setting with
low endogeneity and a strong instrument, (b) (0.8,0.9), corresponding to high endogene-
ity and a strong instrument, (c) (0.8,0.7), a more complex setting with high endogeneity
level but a weaker instrument. To evaluate the gains of imposing monotonicity, we then
considered a third function go3(2) = (1/(10/3)log(|z — 1| + 1) sign(z — 1) — 0.6z +22%) /8.
The regularization parameter A was chosen before the monotonizing step, and we used
the R package CVXR to solve (4.16), see Fu et al. (2020).

Table 1 reports our results. The Tikhonov estimator is severely biased in all cases,
while our estimator is almost unbiased. The series estimator mostly lies in between, but
with large differences depending on the setup. In terms of variance, Tikhonov does better
than smoothing splines, that itself does better than series. Smoothing splines performs
best in terms of MSE in almost all cases. Exceptions are cases corresponding to the
second function with n = 400 and strong instruments, where the series estimator is close
to unbiased. Overall, the severity of endogeneity does not affect much the estimators’
performances. However, the strength of instruments has important effects. Our smoothing
splines estimator appears to be more robust than its competitors to a decrease in the
strength of the instrument. Finally, imposing monotonicity does not affect much bias,
but yields a substantial decrease in variance. Depending on the particular setup, it can
be more than halved.

5.2. Empirical application. We applied the smoothing spline estimator to the estima-
tion of Engel curves, which relate the proportion of spending on a given good as a function
of total expenditures. We used the “Engel95” data, from the R package np, see Hayfield
and Racine (2008). This dataset is a random sample from the 1995 British Family Ex-
penditure Survey and contains data for 1655 households of married couples for which the
head-of-household is employed and between 25 and 55 years old. We focused on the sub-
sample of 628 households with no kids. We report results for two Engel curves, pertaining
to the expenditure shares on leisure and fuel. Economic theory suggests that the Engel
curve for leisure is increasing and the one for fuel is decreasing. Following Blundell et al.
(2007), we instrumented the logarithm of total household’s expenditure, which is likely en-
dogenous, by the logarithm of total earnings before tax. We consider the four estimators
used in our simulations, and implementation details remain the same.

The estimated nonparametric functions are reported in Figure 1. The Tikhonov esti-
mate exhibits a non-monotonic and quite irregular behavior, while the series estimate is

mainly monotonic and very regular. Since our smoothing splines estimates are monotonic,
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TABLE 1. Simulation results

go,1 g9o,2 Jo,3
n Sm. Tikh. Ser. | Sm. Tikh. Ser. | Cons. Sm. Tikh. Ser.
pzw = 0.9, py = 0.5
200 Bias? | 0.000 0.148 0.092 | 0.001 0.065 0.005 | 0.000 0.000 0.088 0.104
200 Var |0.069 0.030 0.060|0.074 0.028 0.073| 0.041 0.076 0.022 0.116
200 MSE | 0.069 0.177 0.152]0.075 0.092 0.078| 0.044 0.076 0.111 0.219
400 Bias? | 0.000 0.098 0.094 [ 0.001 0.044 0.005| 0.000 0.000 0.054 0.140
400 Var |0.052 0.020 0.031|0.053 0.018 0.025| 0.026 0.056 0.015 0.044
400 MSE | 0.052 0.118 0.125]0.054 0.063 0.030| 0.027 0.056 0.069 0.184
pzw = 0.9, pey = 0.8
200 Bias? | 0.001 0.148 0.092 | 0.001 0.064 0.005 | 0.000 0.000 0.093 0.107
200 Var |0.066 0.028 0.060|0.072 0.026 0.074 | 0.039 0.072 0.019 0.107
200 MSE | 0.067 0.176 0.152]0.072 0.090 0.079| 0.042 0.073 0.112 0.214
400 Bias? | 0.000 0.098 0.094 | 0.000 0.043 0.005 | 0.000 0.000 0.055 0.141
400 Var |0.049 0.019 0.030|0.051 0.018 0.026 | 0.025 0.054 0.013 0.042
400 MSE | 0.050 0.117 0.125]0.052 0.061 0.030| 0.026 0.054 0.068 0.183
pzw = 0.7, pey = 0.8
200 Bias?|0.009 0.307 0.133]0.004 0.158 0.158 | 0.012 0.012 0.184 0.189
200 Var |0.091 0.032 0.130|0.120 0.028 0.053 | 0.056 0.101 0.019 0.050
200 MSE | 0.099 0.338 0.262|0.124 0.186 0.211 ] 0.080 0.113 0.203 0.238
400 Bias? | 0.003 0.218 0.139|0.004 0.110 0.157| 0.002 0.002 0.123 0.190
400 Var |0.069 0.024 0.053|0.087 0.021 0.024| 0.041 0.086 0.014 0.021
400 MSE | 0.073 0.242 0.192]0.090 0.131 0.180| 0.051 0.089 0.138 0.212
Note: Average over a grid of 100 equidistant points on [—2, 2] and 2000 Monte Carlo replications of the

squared bias (Bias?), the variance (Var), and the Mean Squared Error (MSE) for the constrained
smoothing splines estimator (Cons.), the smoothing splines estimator (Sm.), the Tikhonov estimator
(Tikh.), and the series estimator (Ser.).

but at the boundaries of the data, our constrained and unconstrained estimates are very
close. Both are in line with the findings of Blundell et al. (2007).

6. EXTENSION TO A PARTLY LINEAR MODEL

We have proposed a generalization of regression smoothing splines to the context where
there is endogeneity and instrumental variables are available. While we detail our esti-
mator and its properties in the simple univariate context, a multivariate extension could
be considered. However, including more covariates in a fully nonparametric way would

submit us to the curse of dimensionality typical of functional estimation. Hence, we focus
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FI1GURE 1. Estimated Engel curves.

here on a partly linear model, as considered by e.g. Heckman (1986), Robinson (1988),
Blundell et al. (2007), Chen and Pouzo (2009), and Florens et al. (2012). This model
provides a simple and economical way to include additional controls. We thus consider

(6.17) Y = X'y +g0(Z2)+¢ E[e|W]=0,

where X € RY is a vector of exogenous covariates, whose components are thus included in
W, while, as earlier, Z € R is the endogenous variable. The following condition ensures
identification of (7o, go) in (6.17).

Assumption 6.5. (y9,90) belongs to R? x G and the mapping (Yo,90) € R? x G
E[XT~y + g(Z)|W] is injective.

Our identification assumption is similar to ones imposed in other work, see, e.g., Chen
and Pouzo (2012) or Florens et al. (2012). First, it excludes collinearity between the
components of X. Second, it requires that the distribution of Z given W must be complete
so that the mapping g — E[g(Z)|W] is injective. Third, it rules out the presence of an
intercept in X, since an intercept can always be absorbed by the nonparametric function
go. Fourth, it requires that no function g is such that E[g(Z)|W] is a linear function of
the variables in X. Under Assumption 6.5,

(70,d0) = arg min ﬁE[(Y — XTo — () exp(WTH)] Pdu(t) .

(7,9)ERIXG
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We proceed as in the benchmark model and estimate (7o, go) by minimizing the empir-
ical counterpart of the above penalized by a roughness measure of the nonparametric

component, that is

(6.18) (7.9) € arg. gr)rég}lngfL(v,g) + A/ 19" (2)|?dz,
1 & ’
where M (y,9) = [| =3 (Yi = X[y = g(Z)) exp(iWTt) | du(t).
=1

The estimators (7, g) can be computed in the same way as in the benchmark model. To
show this, let L be the n x (¢ + 2) matrix whose row 4 is (1, Z;, X'). The following is a

direct extension of Proposition 2.1 to the partly linear model.

Proposition 6.2. For any A > 0, if all Z;’s and all W;’s are different, and L is full-
column rank, the solution to (6.18) exists and is unique. The estimator g is a natural

cubic spline. The coefficients a = (EL\O,ZL\I,QT)T and & are characterized by

<f>=<Y>, E=E+)\Q.
a 0

We now focus on the consistency and the convergence rates of the regression function.
Let us define the operator D : R = L2 such that

E L

6.19
(6.19) LT o

(6.20) D(v, ) = E[(X"~ + (1, 2)B) exp(iW"-)].
Assumption 6.6. Assumption 5.1 holds and E|| X|]* < oc.

Assumption 6.7. Assumption 5.3 holds with D replacing B and M being the orthogonal

projection. operator onto the orthogonal of the span of D.
The following is a direct extension of Theorem 3.2.

Theorem 6.4. Under Assumptions 6.5 and 6.6, if A — 0 and n\ — oo, then

sup [9(2) — go(2)| = 0,(1) and sup [§'(z) — gy(2)] = 0,(1).
2€[0,1] z€[0,1]

If moreover Assumption 6.7 holds, then

/ 1 YN
sup |g(2) — go(2)| and sup |g (z) — go(2)| are both O, (— + /\22) :

z€[0,1] z€[0,1] vnA
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7. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Further extensions to our method could be considered, such as a nonparametrically
additive model, see Linton and Nielsen (1995). A theory of inference on the nonparametric
function of interest, or some functional of it, is to be developed, see, e.g., Chen and
Christensen (2018) for results on series-based estimators. This would likely necessitate
extending recent work on splines asymptotics, see Claeskens et al. (2009), Schwarz and

Krivobokova (2016). These issues are left for further research.

REFERENCES

Ai, C. and Chen, X. (2003). Efficient estimation of models with conditional moment
restrictions containing unknown functions. Fconometrica, 71:1795-843.

Bennett, A., Kallus, N., and Schnabel, T. (2019). Deep generalized method of moments
for instrumental variable analysis. In Wallach, H., Larochelle, H., Beygelzimer, A.
Alché-Buc, F. d., Fox, E., and Garnett, R., editors, Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, volume 32, pages 3564—74. Curran Associates, Inc.

Bierens, H. J. (1982). Consistent model specification tests. J Econometrics, 20:105-34.

Blundell, R., Chen, X., and Kristensen, D. (2007). Semi-nonparametric IV estimation of
shape-invariant engel curves. Econometrica, 75:1613—69.

Busby, R. C., Schochetman, I., and Smith, H. A. (1972). Integral operators and the
compactness of induced representations. Transactions of the American Mathematical
Society, 164:461-77.

Carrasco, M., Florens, J.-P., and Renault, E. (2007). Linear inverse problems in structural
econometrics estimation based on spectral decomposition and regularization. In Heck-
man, J. J. and Leamer, E. E., editors, Handbook of Econometrics, volume 6, chapter 77,
pages 5633-751. Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Centorrino, S., Feve, F., and Florens, J.-P. (2017). Additive nonparametric instrumental
regressions: A guide to implementation. Journal of Econometric Methods, 6:1-25.

Chen, X. and Christensen, T. M. (2018). Optimal sup-norm rates and uniform inference on
nonlinear functionals of nonparametric IV regression. Quantitative Economics, 9:39-84.

Chen, X. and Pouzo, D. (2009). Efficient estimation of semiparametric conditional mo-
ment models with possibly nonsmooth residuals. Journal of Econometrics, 152:46—60.

Chen, X. and Pouzo, D. (2012). Estimation of nonparametric conditional moment models
with possibly nonsmooth generalized residuals. Econometrica, 80:277-321.

Chetverikov, D. and Wilhelm, D. (2017). Nonparametric instrumental variable estimation
under monotonicity. Econometrica, 85:1303-320.



ONE-STEP SMOOTHING SPLINES INSTRUMENTAL REGRESSION 15

Claeskens, G., Krivobokova, T., and Opsomer, J. D. (2009). Asymptotic properties of
penalized spline estimators. Biometrika, 96:529-44.

Darolles, S., Fan, Y., Florens, J.-P., and Renault, E. (2011). Nonparametric instrumental
regression. Fconometrica, 79:1541-65.

Dikkala, N., Lewis, G., Mackey, L., and Syrgkanis, V. (2020). Minimax estimation of
conditional moment models. In Larochelle, H., Ranzato, M., Hadsell, R., Balcan, M. F.,
and Lin, H., editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 33,
pages 12248-12262. Curran Associates, Inc.

Dreier, I. and Kotz, S. (2002). A note on the characteristic function of the t-distribution.
Statistics € Probability Letters, 57:221 — 24.

Dunker, F., Florens, J.-P., Hohage, T., Johannes, J., and Mammen, E. (2014). Iter-
ative estimation of solutions to noisy nonlinear operator equations in nonparametric
instrumental regression. Journal of Econometrics, 178:444-55.

D’Haultfoeuille, X. (2011). On the completeness condition in nonparametric instrumental
problems. Econometric Theory, 27:460-71.

Florens, J.-P. (2003). Inverse problems and structural econometrics: The example of
instrumental variables. In Dewatripont, M., Hansen, L. P., and Turnovsky, S. J., editors,
Advances in Economics and Econometrics: Theory and Applications, Eighth World
Congress, volume 2 of Econometric Society Monographs, pages 284-311. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Florens, J.-P., Johannes, J., and Van Bellegem, S. (2011). Identification and estimation by
penalization in nonparametric instrumental regression. Econometric Theory, 27:472-96.

Florens, J.-P., Johannes, J., and Van Bellegem, S. (2012). Instrumental regression in
partially linear models. The Econometrics Journal, 15:304-24.

Freyberger, J. (2017). On completeness and consistency in nonparametric instrumental
variable models. Econometrica, 85:1629-644.

Fu, A., Narasimhan, B., and Boyd, S. (2020). CVXR: An R package for disciplined convex
optimization. Journal of Statistical Software, 94:1-34.

Gagliardini, P. and Scaillet, O. (2012). Tikhonov regularization for nonparametric instru-
mental variable estimators. Journal of Econometrics, 167:61-75.

Green, P. J. and Silverman, B. W. (1993). Nonparametric regression and generalized
linear models: a roughness penalty approach. Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press.

Hall, P. and Horowitz, J. L. (2005). Nonparametric methods for inference in the presence
of instrumental variables. The Annals of Statistics, 33:2904-29.

Hall, P. and Huang, L.-S. (2001). Nonparametric kernel regression subject to monotonicity
constraints. The Annals of Statistics, 29:624-47.



16 BEYHUM, LAPENTA & LAVERGNE

Hall, P. and Opsomer, J. D. (2005). Theory for penalised spline regression. Biometrika,
92:105-18.

Hayfield, T. and Racine, J. S. (2008). Nonparametric econometrics: The np package.
Journal of Statistical Software, 27(5):1-32.

Heckman, N. E. (1986). Spline smoothing in a partly linear model. Journal of the Royal
Statistical Society. Series B (Methodological), 48:244—48.

Horowitz, J. L. (2011). Applied nonparametric instrumental variables estimation. Econo-
metrica, 79:347-94.

Horowitz, J. L. (2014). Adaptive nonparametric instrumental variables estimation: Em-
pirical choice of the regularization parameter. Journal of Econometrics, 180:158-73.
Johannes, J., Van Bellegem, S., and Vanhems, A. (2011). Convergence rates for ill-posed

inverse problems with an unknown operator. Econometric Theory, 27:522-45.

Johannes,; J., Van Bellegem, S., and Vanhems, A. (2013). Iterative regularisation in
nonparametric instrumental regression. Journal of Statistical Planning and Inference,
143:24-39.

Johnson, N.; Kotz, S., and Balakrishnan, N. (1995). Continuous univariate distributions,
volume 2 of Wiley series in probability and mathematical statistics: Applied probability
and statistics. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Kress, R. (1999). Linear integral equations. New York, NY: Springer.

Kreyszig, E. (1978). Introductory functional analysis with applications. Hoboken, NJ:
John Wiley & Sons.

Li, Y. and Ruppert, D. (2008). On the asymptotics of penalized splines. Biometrika,
95:415-36.

Liao, L., Chen, Y.-L., Yang, Z., Dai, B., Kolar, M., and Wang, Z. (2020). Provably
efficient neural estimation of structural equation models: An adversarial approach. In
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 33, pages 8947-58.

Linton, O. and Nielsen, J. P. (1995). A kernel method of estimating structured nonpara-
metric regression based on marginal integration. Biometrika, 82:93-100.

Luenberger, D. G. and Ye, Y. (2008). Linear and nonlinear programming, volume 116 of
International Series in Operations Research & Management Science. Springer US, New
York, NY.

Muandet, K., Mehrjou, A., Lee, S. K., and Raj, A. (2020). Dual instrumental variable
regression. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:2710-21.

Newey, W. K. and Powell, J. L. (2003). Instrumental variable estimation of nonparametric
models. Econometrica, 71:1565-578.

Robinson, P. M. (1988). Root-n consistent semiparametric regression. FEconometrica,
56:931-54.



ONE-STEP SMOOTHING SPLINES INSTRUMENTAL REGRESSION 17

Schumaker, L. (2007). Spline functions: Basic theory. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 3 edition.

Schwarz, K. and Krivobokova, T. (2016). A unified framework for spline estimators.
Biometrika, 103:121-31.

Singh, R., Sahani, M., and Gretton, A. (2019). Kernel instrumental variable regression. In
Wallach, H., Larochelle, H., Beygelzimer, A., Alché-Buc, F. d., Fox, E., and Garnett,
R., editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 32. Curran
Associates, Inc.

Wahba, G. (1990). Spline models for observational data. Philadelphia, PA, Society for
Industrial and Applied Mathematics.

Zhang, R., Imaizumi, M., Scholkopf, B., and Muandet, K. (2023). Instrumental variable
regression via kernel maximum moment loss. Journal of Causal Inference, 11:20220073.

APPENDIX A. MONTE CARLO: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Implementation of the Tikhonov estimator. The Tikhonov optimization problem

at the population level is
argmin | B (Y [W] ~ B [g(Z)W] I, + Al -

Solving the analog sample level problem involves estimating not only the conditional
expectation operator given W, but also the adjoint conditional expectation operator given
Z. Both are estimated by kernel smoothing. We used Gaussian kernels of order 2, while

1/5 times the

the bandwidths were set using Silverman’s rule of thumb, i.e., equal to n~
empirical standard deviation of the variable on which smoothing is performed (either Z or
W). To select the regularization parameter, we use the pseudo-cross-validation procedure
of Centorrino et al. (2017), searching for the minimum of the criterion on a grid between

0 and 1.

Implementation of the series estimator. We also considered a series estimator based
on a basis of Legendre polynomials. The main idea is to consider the equality

BIYIW] fw(W) = [ o(2)fizw (2 W) 2.

The right-hand side of the equation, the function g, and the joint density fzw, are each
approximated by a series expansion, respectively on J, K, and J x K terms. We used
a method proposed by Horowitz (2014), who considered the case J = K and derived an
adaptive procedure to select J. Since this method is designed for variables belonging to
[0, 1], we transformed observations of Z and W by their respective empirical cumulative
distribution functions (cdf). (In unreported simulations, we found that using the true
cdfs instead did not affect our results much.) This implies in particular that even if the
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FIGURE 2. True regression function and average estimators for n = 200,
pev = 0.8, and pzw = 0.7.

relation between Z and W is linear, the first-stage equation is not linear anymore in the

transformed variables.

Supplementary results. Figures 2a, 2b and 2c¢ graph the pointwise average of each
estimator for n = 200 and (pev, pwz) = (0.8,0.7). Here, the series estimator is much
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steeper than the true quadratic curve gq 1, while it fails to fit the sign changes in the first
derivative for gpo. In all cases, the Tikhonov estimator is much smoother than the true
curves, while the smoothing splines estimator is almost unbiased. From our figures, the
degree of smoothing appears to be quite different among the averaged estimators. How-
ever, there is no clearly accepted way to measure degrees of freedom in nonparametric
instrumental variable regression. The issue is particularly intricate for our competitors.
The Tikhonov estimator depends on two bandwidths parameters as well as a regulariza-
tion parameter, and the influence of each choice on the final estimator is far from clear.
The same comment applies to the series estimator, which relies on three estimated non-
parametric components. The method proposed by Horowitz (2014) simplifies the matter
by making each dependent upon a single parameter J, but the effect of this choice on the
final estimator remains to be investigated. By contrast, our smoothing spline estimator
depends upon a single regularization parameter.

APPENDIX B. PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2.1

(a) Unicity. We begin by studying €. Let b = (by,...,b,)T € R, then
2

1 n
bTQb = - > biexp(iW]t)| p(dt) > 0.
=1

Hence bTQb = 0 iff (1/n) "5, b; exp(iW/'t) = 0 for all ¢ € R?. Define the random vector
(g, ﬁ}) that equals (b;, W;) with probability 1/n, and E the corresponding expectation.
Then, E[Zexp(iWTt)} = 0 for all ¢ € RY. From Bierens (1982), this implies that E[b | W =
W;] = 0. Since E[g\ W = W] = b; if all W;s are different, b; = 0 for all i = 1,... n.
Hence, €2 is positive definite.

From Green and Silverman (1993, Chapter 2), a natural cubic spline is uniquely defined

by the vector of its values at the knots g, and we can write
/g”(Z)2 dz=g"Kg,
for a positive semi-definite matrix K. Hence, our minimization problem writes
min (Y —g)" QY —g) + \gTKg =ming” (Q+AK)g+2g¢7QY +YTQY .
g g

Since 2 + AK is positive-definite for any A > 0, the problem is convex and has a unique
minimum.

(b) Solution. A natural cubic spline g can also be uniquely written as

1 n 5 n n
(A1) g(z):a0+alz+E;§i\z—Zi\ , ;5i:;5izi:07

whenever the Z;’s are all different. One can thus write g = Ed + Za, with ZT§ = 0.
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To show that the above formulation is unique, let us check that Ed + Za = 0 with
ZT§ = 0 implies the nullity of all coefficients. Our premises yield 87 (Ed 4+ Za) =
dTES = 0. From Green and Silverman (1993, Section 7.3),

(A.2) /g”(z)2 dz=6TE§ > 0.

Hence, since ¢”is continuous, it should be that ¢” is identically zero. Since the increments
of the third derivative at the knots are ¢"'(Z;") — ¢"(Z;) = &;, i = 1,...n, this implies
that 6 = 0. Finally, Za = 0 implies a = 0, as Z is full rank.

From the uniqueness obtained in Part (a),

(A.3) (Y —Za—Ed)" QY — Za — Eb) + \6TES

admits a unique global minimum under the constraint ZT§ = 0. To characterize such a

minimum, consider the Lagrangian
(Y —Za—E§)" QY — Za — E6) + N6TES +17275,

where I € R? is the vector of Lagrange multipliers, and the associated first-order conditions

with respect to (67, a”)”
ETQ 0 Y\ (ZL)\ [0
ZTQ M |\ 0 o) \o)’

£1)(2) A

One solution to these first-order conditions is given by I = (0,0)” and (67, a™)7 satisfying

(A4) [ZE; §]<g>:<§) E=E+)Q7",

and this solution satisfies the constraint ZT& = 0. This solution is a strict local minimum
if the second-order sufficient conditions hold (Luenberger and Ye, 2008, page 334), that
is for any non-zero (5T, aT)T satisfying Z76 = 0,

(A.5)

(1)

As Q is positive definite, and using (A.2), (A.5) is non-negative, and is zero iff Ed+ Za =
0. But this would imply (5T, aT)T = 0 as shown above.
The right-hand side matrix in (A.4) is full rank as Z is full rank and A > 0. Indeed,

assume
E+)\0 " Z 5\ (o0
zT 0 al \o])’

ETQ 0
ZTQ —\I

ETQE + \E ETQZ

ZTQF VAV a

( 0 > — (BE6 + Za)" Q(ES + Za)+)\6"ES > 0.
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this implies ZTd =0 and 0 = 6T [(E + AQ7") d + Za] = 6T ES + A\6TQ714. From (A.2)
and the positive-definiteness of €2, this yields § = 0, and in turn a = 0.

To obtain the values at the knots g, note that the inverse of the matrix in (A.4) is

~ ~ -1
E-'(I-P) E'Z (ZTE—lz)

o) (27Ez) CzE (27Ez)

—1 )

where P is the oblique projection on the span of Z along the direction spanned by vectors
h such that ZTE~'h = 0. Hence,

ES\ | EE'(I-P)Y
Za | PY '
Use g = Za + ES to obtain the desired result. O

APPENDIX C. PROOF OF THEOREM 3.2

We start by introducing some useful notations and results. Let X and ) be Hilbert
spaces with corresponding inner products (-, -) , and (-, -),,, and consider a linear operator
D: X — Y. The norm of D is || D [lop = supsex | fjp=1 | D flly. When || Do, < oo, D is
said to be bounded (or continuous), see Kress (1999, Chapter 2). Let D* be the adjoint of
D, defined as D* : J + & such that (D f, 1), = (f, D" v, ) , for any (f,) € &' xY. When
D is bounded, D* always exists and || D [|o, = || D" ||op, see Kress (1999, Theorem 4.9). In
what follows, we will repeatedly use the following properties: (a) || D f|ly < || D ||opll fllx
for any f € X, and (b) if C is another linear operator, then || CD |[,, < || Clopll D |lops
whenever the composition CD is well defined.

We divide the proof into several steps. In Step 1, we analyze the minimization problem
at the population level. In Step 2, we analyze the problem at the sample level. In
Step 3, we bound the norm of h— ho. In Step 4 and 5, we combine the results to first
establish uniform consistency of g and its first derivative, second to obtain uniform rates
of convergence. The proof relies on Lemmas S3.1 and S3.2, which are stated in the online
supplement.

Step 1. From Assumption 3.2 and Bierens (1982),

g=0% E[g(Z)[W] =0« E[g(Z)exp(iV't)] =0 Vt € RP.

Hence, the null space of the linear mapping g — E[g(Z)exp(iWW”-)] only contains the
zero element, and such a mapping is injective (one-to-one). This implies that Ah =
E[(Z)exp(iWT:)] and BB = E[(1, Z)B exp(iW7-)] are also injective.
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Each g € G can be uniquely written as g(z) = (1, 2)8 + h(z), where 5 = (g(0), ¢’(0)),
h(z) = g(z) —g(0) — ¢’(0)z, h € H. Hence, the intersection of the ranges of the operators
A and B is the null function, since Ah = Bg iff (1,2)8 — h(z) = 0.

Consider the problem

(A.7) nglhn lr—BB —Ah|?, r = E[Y exp(iW™")],

where ||-[|, is the L” norm. If go(2) = (1, 2)B0+ho(2), then (fo, ho) is the unique solution.
We now obtain an explicit expression of (fo, ho) solving (A.7). Let P be the orthogonal
projection operator of functions in Lz onto R(B) the range of B. Since B is defined on
R?, its range R(B) is a linear finite dimensional space. As linear finite dimensional spaces
are complete, see Kreyszig (1978, Theorem 2.4-2 ), R(B) is also linear and complete. By
Kress (1999, Theorem 1.26), projection operators onto linear and complete spaces are
well-defined, and so is P.

We now show that P writes as B(B* B) ™! B*, where B* is the adjoint of B. As previously
noted, B is injective and its null space is N (B) = {0}. Then N(B*B) = N (B) = {0},
B* B is injective, and (B* B) ™! exists. As linear operators mapping R? into R? are uniquely
characterized by second order matrices, see Kreyszig (1978, Section 2.9), B* B is a second
order matrix, as well as its inverse. Hence, the operator B(B*B)™'B* : L2 — L2 is
well-defined. For any f € L7 and 3 € R?,

(f=B(B"B)"'B"f,BB), =(B"f-B"f.8)=0.
Hence, f — B(B*B)"'B* f L R(B), and B(B*B)~! B* f indeed represents the projection
of f onto R(B), see Kress (1999). Therefore, P = B(B* B)~! B*.
Let M =1— P be the orthogonal projection onto the orthogonal complement of R(B).
Then
r=BBy+Ahy=Mr=MAhy=Thyg.

The operator T = M A is injective, since the intersection of the ranges of A and B is the
null function and A is injective. This yields

ho :TilM’f’, BO = (B*B>_1 B*(T—Aho)
Consider now the penalized problem

A. i — Ah = BB|2 + A|lh|3,.
(A.8) W%gmﬂr Bllu + ARl

Let us profile with respect to 5. For any fixed h,
- 2 2 2
min |r — AR =BB|, = |lr — Ah = P(r — AR)[|; = [[ Mr — Thl[, .

We thus need to solve
min || M7 — Th||? + 2
hel,'{tl | M7 h‘”,u AR5
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From Lemma S3.2(a), T is compact, and thus bounded. A direct application of Kress
(1999, Theorem 16.1) ensures that the unique solution h) satisfies (T*T+ A1)hy = T*Mr.
Now, for any h,

IRl < MRl + 1T RIE = A(h, B)y + (7, T* T h)y, = (b, (T*T + ADh) .

Hence, (T*T + A1) is strictly coercive and has a bounded inverse by the Lax-Milgram
Theorem, see Kress (1999, Theorem 13.26). Therefore,

(A.9) hy = (T*T + A1)~ ' T*Mr .
Step 2. We study the minimization problem at the sample level and we obtain sample
counterparts of the population objects of Step 1. Recall that g solves

2
1
(A.10) min ZY g((Z:)] exp(iW; 1) ,u(dt)+/\/ 19" (2)|?dz .
0

geg

By Proposition 2.1, under Assumption 3.1, the solution ¢ is unique with probability 1
and since each g € G writes uniquely as ¢g(z) = (1, 2)8 + h(z), there is a unique (5, h)
such that g(z) = (1, 2)8 + h(z). Define

(A.11) A:H L2, Ah Zh )exp(iW]-),

~ ~ 1 < )
(A.12) B:R*—~ L%, Bp= - > (1, Z)Bexp(iW])
i=1
and 7= (1/n) Y., Yiexp(iW/'-). The optimization problem (A.10) is equivalent to
A.13 in _|[F — Ah — BB + A|Al3 -
(A1) G B2 + Ml

We will profile with respect to §, and to do so requires dealing with the orthogonal
projection onto the range of B. Let us proceed as in Step 1. First,
2

IBAI2 =0 = %2(1, Z)Bexp(iWTt)| p(dt) =0« 8TZ2TQZB=0.
From Assumption 3.1(e), W has at least one continuous component, so that all W;’s are
different with probability 1, and thus €2 > 0 with probability 1 from the proof of Proposi-
tion 2.1. Hence, ||]§/6’||i =0iff Z5 = 0. As Z has full column rank with probability 1 from
Assumption 3.1, |]]§BHZ = 0iff 5 =0, and B is injective. Let P be the orthogonal projec-
tion onto the range of ]§, which is well defined and can be expressed as P= E(ﬁ*ﬁ)_lﬁ*
Then,

A B A2 ~_ A D(m~_ A T T (]2
min [[7— Ah = B[, = [[7 = Ah = P(7 = Ah)[l, = IMr = ThlJ,
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where M =1 — P and T = MA. We thus need to solve

. AA_ T 2 2
(A.14) IIPE1£||MT Thl[;, + ARl -

From Lemma S3.2(e), T is compact, and thus bounded. Thus, using a similar reasoning
as in Step 1, the unique solution is

(A.15) h=(TT+AD)"'T N7,
which in turn yields
(A.16) B=(BB)"'B (- Ah).

Step 3. We now prove that

~ 1
A7 h—hollp=0Op | —=+||[hx — I .
(A7) I~ halln = Oy (< + 11 = ol )

We consider the decomposition h— ho = S1 + Sy + S3 4+ Sy + hy — hg, where

Sy = (T* T+HAD) "' T*(MF — Tho), Se = (T* THAD) YT — T*)(MF — Thy),
S3=[(TT+AD)" — (T T+>\I)‘1] T (MF—The), Si= (T T+AD)"'T Tho— h.
We have

* — * e om 1
IS4l < 1CT T4AD T oy 557 = Thall, = 0, (=)

Indeed, T is a compact operator from Lemma S3.2(a), ||(T* T +AT)~* T* ||,, < ¢//V/X from
Lemma $3.1(b), and ||M7 — Thol|,, = O,(1/4/n) from Lemma S3.2(h). Next,

* — * * o T 1
2l < 1T T4AD Ly [T = T oy 1557~ Tholl = 0, (5 )

as ||(T* T4+A1) | < ¢/A from Lemma S3.1(a), || T — T|lop, = Op(1/y/n) and ||M7 —
ThoHu = 0,(1/y/n) from Lemma S3.2(f) and (h). Next,

1S3]l3 <[I(T"T + AT — (T*T+AD) T ||, | M7 — Tho|l,
<ITT +AD)'T = (T*THA) T —(T* THA) YT = T%)|lop [|M7 — Thyl|,
T T+ AD)'T — (T T +AD) " T ||,y | M7 — Thol,

* — * * s M 1
F I A p IF = T o 1587 = Thall = 0, () -

Indeed, T and T are compact operators from Lemma S3.2(a) and (e), so [|(T T+AD) 1T —
(T*THAD) T o, < 2¢/VX and ||(T* T +A1)"Y|o, < ¢/A by Lemma S3.1. Moreover,
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IT —T* llop = Op(1/4/n) from Lemma S3.2(f). Finally,

1Sallz =[[(T T + AD) T Tho — (T* T+AL) " T* T ho||
=TT+ AD) YT T+ AI-ADho — (T* T+HAD) YT T +AT A D)hol|x
=[IA(T* THAD) ™ = (T°T + A1) ho |
=|AMT T+ ADT T = T*T|(T* T +A1) " hol|
— AT T+AD T (T =T) + (T =T T)(T* T +A1) " k||
T T+AD T flop IT = Tllop AT THXD) [l [10]l2

s — i * * — 1
AT T A [T = Tl I T T o ol = 0, (=)

Here we use that ||T — Tl = ||T* —T" |lop = Op(1/4/n) from Lemma S3.2(f), and that
IMT* TAHAD) oy < ¢, IMT T + A1) Ylop < ¢, and [[(T T+ ADT |lop < ¢/VA from
Lemma S3.1. Gathering results gives (A.17).

Step 4. We here show convergence of our estimators. Since T is injective from Step 1
and compact from Lemma S3.2(a), ||(T* T +AI)"'T*Th — h||y = o(1) for all h whenever
A — 0, see Kress (1999, Definition 15.5 and Theorem 15.23). Hence ||hy — holl3 = o(1).
This and (A.17) yields ||k — holl3 = 0,(1) if in addition nA — co.

We now show that ||3 — G| = O, (1/\/5 +|[h— h0||H>. From (A.16),

B—po=[(B'B)™" — (B*B) "B (7 — Ah) + (B*B)"![B" — B*|(F — Ah)
+ (B*B)'B*(F—r) + (B*B) "' B*(A—A)h — (B*B) "' B* A(h — hy)
= 118 = Boll <IBB)" = (B B) " lop 1B oy (17 + 1Rl 11
1B B) lop I1B” = Bllap (17 + 1A g Il

+[1(B*B)Hlop [ B[l (\I?— Pl A 1A = Adlop 1Al + [ Allop 15 = hoHH) :

Lemma S3.1 ensures that ||(B B) ™ — (B*B)~!lop; IB"=B* [lop = IB=B ||op, [F—7]|,., and
IA—A ||,p all are O, (n/2). We have || B*||op = || B|lop < 00, as B is a linear operator with
finite dimensional domain, see Kreyszig (1978, Theorem 2.7-8), and || B* B/, = || BJ|2,.
Similarly, ||(B*B)™!||,, < oo as B is injective. From Lemma S3.2(a), A is compact and
hence bounded, and from Lemma S3.2(d) ||K||Op = O,(1). From a similar reasoning,
IB [lop = Op(1). Also || — hollz = 0,(1) implies ||h]l3 = O,(1). Combine these results to
obtain that

1B = Boll = Op (0772 + b = holle) = 0,(1)
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o~

Since §(z) = (1, 2)53 + h(z ) to show uniform consistency of g and ¢, it now suffices to
) = ho(2)] and sup, ¢ 4 '(2) — h{(z)| are bounded by 72— ho|2.

)= Jo M)t

sup [(2) — Hy(2)| < sup / B(8) — D)\t < / (6 — ()1t < [ — ol

z€[0,1] z€[0,1]

show that sup,¢cp 1) |h(2
As for any h € H, h/(z

from Cauchy-Schwartz inequality. Since h(z) = [ #'(t)dt, a similar reasoning yields
sup [(2) ~ ho(2)] < sup [ (0~ kyfo)de < sup [7(:) (o).
z€[0,1] z€[0,1] Jo z€[0,1]
Step 5. We now obtain uniform convergence rates. Assumption 3.3 allows applying
Proposition 3.11 in Carrasco et al. (2007) to the operator T and yields [|hyx — holln =
(@] </\WTA2> Combining with the results of Step 3 gives

]_ YN2 -~ 1 'y/\2
—— 4+ A7 ) and |B— B =0 + A5
(m )a“ 7=l (m )

Use the same arguments as in Step 4 to obtain uniform convergence rates. 0

[h = holw = O

APPENDIX D. PROOF OF THEOREM 4.3

We first prove that Assumption 6.5 implies
(a) D and A are injective,

(b) R(A) N R(D) = {0},
(c) L is full column rank with probability approaching one,
where R(A) denotes the range of A, with A defined in (3.13), and R(D) denotes the range
of D, with D is defined in (6.20).
The proof of condition (a) uses arguments contained in the proof of Step 1 of Theorem
3.2 in the main text. For completeness, we also provide it here. Given 3 € R? and h € H
(with H defined in Section 3), for g(z) = (1, 2)5 + h(z) we have that g € G. So,

BN =0,h=0 & EX"y+(L,2)8+h(Z)|W]=0
& B(XTy+(1,2)8+h(2))exp(iW’t) =0, VteRP
< D(v,B8)+Ah=0,

where the first equivalence follows from Assumption 6.5, the second equivalence from
Bierens (1982), and the last equivalence from the definition of D and A. Since A0 = 0,
by the above display D(v,5) = 0 implies (v,5) = 0. So, D is injective. Similarly, the
above display also ensures that A is injective. Thus, condition (a) is proved. To prove
condition (b), consider an element belonging to R(A) N R(D), say Ah = D(v,3). Then,
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D(v,8) + A(—h) = 0 and by the above display, we get that (v,3) = 0 and h = 0. So,
condition (b) is proved. Let us finally show condition (c). Recall that L is the n x (¢+2)
matrix whose tth row is (1, Z;, XI'). Take (v, 3) such that (1,Z)3 + X7y = 0. Then,
D(v, 3) = 0, and by the injectivity of D, we obtain that v = 0 and 8 = 0. Thus, (1, Z, XT)
are linearly independent. This implies that E[(1,Z, XT)T (1, Z, XT)] is full rank. Since
(1/n)LTL =57 (1, Z, X1 (1, Z;, XI') = E[(1, Z, XT)' (1, Z, XT)] 4+ 0,(1), we get that
LTL is full rank with probability approaching one. So L is full column rank with proba-
bility approaching one and condition (c) is proved.

Given conditions (a), (b), and (c), the proof of Theorem 6.4 proceeds along the same
arguments as the proof of Theorem 3.2 in the main text. O

APPENDIX E. AUXILIARY LEMMAS
The following lemma is from Florens et al. (2011, Lemma A.1).

Lemma 5.1. Consider two Hilbert spaces X and Y and a linear compact operator K :
X + Y. Then there are universal constants ¢ and ¢’ such that (a) [[N\AT+K*K)™||,, < ¢;

* —1 1% c
() AT+ K K) K Ly <

Lemma 5.2. Under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.1, the following holds: (a) The operators A
and T are compact; (b) [|B— By = Op(n=/2); (c) [|BB)™ = (B* B) 1|y = Op(n1/%)
and |[M =M ||op = Op(n=2); (d) ||A—A ||op = Oy(n=Y2); (¢) The operator T is compact;
(1) T =T lop = Op(n™); (9) |7 = rll,, = Opln™"72); (1) INF = Thollue = Op(n~"2).
Proof of Lemma 5.2: (a). Let us show A is compact by compact embedding. Define
A as the extension of A to L2([0,1]), where L2([0,1]) is the space of real-valued squared-
integrable functions on [0, 1], i.e. Ah = E[h(Z)e™ "] for any h € L*([0,1]). For all h € H,
we have h(z) = [ [ h"(t)dtdz, so that

1
IMEo = | (:)Pdz < sup [b(e)] < sup
0 z€[0,1] z€[0,1]
< sup

t 1
|l < [ e < e
tel0,1] |J0 0

Therefore, every bounded set on (H, || - ||3) is also a bounded set on (L2([0,1]),]] - ||)-
Hence, compactness of A implies compactness of A. Now for any h € L?[0,1],

/OZ h’(t)dt' < sup |W(1)]

t€[0,1]

(Ah)(t) = E[h(Z) Elexp(iW"1)|2)] = / h(z) Elexp(WT0)|Z = 2] f2(2) dz,

where

/ | ElexpGWT8)|Z = 2| pu(t) f2(2) didz < 1,
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as |exp(i-)] < 1. Since A is an integral operator whose kernel is Hilbert-Schmidt, i.e.
squared integrable, we can apply Busby et al. (1972, Proposition 2.1) to conclude that A
is compact.

Let us now show that T is compact. The range of B, R(B), is finite dimensional, linear,
and closed. P is the orthogonal projection onto R(B), and is thus bounded by Kress (1999,
Theorem 13.3). Hence, M = I — P is bounded as well. Since T = M A is the composition
of a bounded and a compact operator, it is compact by Kress (1999, Theorems 2.14 and
2.16).

(b). For B € R? we have

B = B)BIE = [ (B~ B)exp@W (1, 2))5u(dr).
where F, denotes the empirical expectation. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
IWE—BHQSE{/O@h—EWKMWVWHV+KEn—EHprmVVHWMWﬂ}

Since data are i.i.d.,
n 2
E[|(Ey = BE)[Zexp((W T t)]"] = E | |n" ) Z;exp(iW,"t) — E[Z exp(iW "t)]

i=1

= Var (% i Z; exp(int))
=n YE[|Zexp(iW "t)!] — |E[Z exp(iW "1)]]?) = O(n™"),

as |Zexp(iWt)] <1 for all t € T. Similarly, E |(E, — E)[exp(iW T#)]|> = O(n~'). This
implies E|| B — B|2, = O(n~"), and by Markov’s inequality, IB-B 12, = Op(nh).

(c). From Kreyszig (1978, Theorem 2.7-8), as B is a linear operator with a finite
dimensional domain, it is bounded, and ||B|l,, < oo. Also ||B*[l,, = ||Bll, and
| B*Blop = | B||2,- The operator B* B maps R? into R?, and is thus a matrix. From (b),

I1Bllop and || B, are 0,(1), and
IB*B =B Bl = [[(B* =B )B + B (B—B)|
S || B* —B ||op || B ||op + ||B ”Op || B _Bng = OP(TL_I/Q) .

Since B is injective, B* B is invertible, (B* B)™! exists and is bounded. By the continuous
mapping theorem, [|(B'B)~! — (B*B)~!l,, = 0,(1). Hence [|(B'B) [, < |(BB)! -
(B*B)|op + |(B*B)|l|op = 0,(1). Moreover,

||(B B)_l _ (B* B)—1||Op :H(B B)—1<B*B_B B)(B* B)_lHop
<UBB) oy I BB =B Blly B B) oy = opf7%).
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For the difference between M = I — B(B*B)~! B* and M = I —B(B'B)~!B’, we have

*

I = Mo, =[[(B - B)(BB)'B" + B[B'B) ™ — (8"B) "B+ BB B) ' [B ~ B,
<[IB =B lop I(B B) Hop IIB [lop + | Bllop (B B)™ = (B*B) | 1B |lop
+ [ B llop | (B* B)_1H0p B —B"|lop = 0p<n_1/2) .

(d). Recall that for any h € H, h(z) = [ [ h"(u)dudz. Thus,

Zh yexp(iW/]t) = Z/ / B (u) dudx exp(iW]'t)

G [ %
)

=1

]
h”(u

) [/01 % Zj; 1(u <z < Z;) exp(iW]t) dm] du

~

Z 10<u<2)1(0<z<Z) exp(iWiTt)] du dx
k(u,t)du

(A.18) R (u

:/[071
:/01
:/01

where ?{:\(u,t) is defined implicitly above. Exchanging the empirical measure with the

population probability and using the same steps as above yield

(AR)(t) = /01 B (u) [/01 E{l(u<z < 2) exp(iWTt)}dx} - /1 B () k(u, t) du.

0

where k(u,t) = E/l%(u, t) is defined implicitly above. Next,

A=Al = s (Rh-AbE= s f|@r@ - Qw0 ud)

heH [|hln=1 heH [|hlly=1

2 p(dt)

= sup /h"(u) [E(u,t) — k(u,t)} du

heH ||h||n=1

2
sup /(/ |R" (u)] du/ ‘k u,t) — k(u t)’ du) w(dt)
hEHHhHH 1
= sup Ay /(/ ‘k u,t) — k(u t)‘ du) p(dt)
heH [|hln=1
_/[O,I]XR‘Z

:»EHA—Anzps/

[0,1] xR

du @ pu(dt)

k(u t) — k(u, t)

2 [F(u, 1) ~ k(. t)f du @ p(dt) .
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Now,
2

Bk t) - k(u,t)f B

/I(En — E)1(u < x < Z)exp(iW't) dx

1
S/ E|(E,—E)l(u<z < Z) exp(iVVTt)‘2 dx
0

1 T
= - § 1 Z; i) | d
/0 Var (n (u <z < Z;)exp(iW; )) x

1 [t -
:E/g Var (1(u < z < Z) exp(iW't)) dv = O(n™").
Use Markov’s inequality to obtain the desired result.

(e). By reasoning as in the proof of (a), compactness of T = MA follows if M is
bounded and A is compact. The first claim is shown following similar arguments as in
(a). To obtain compactness of K, we will use Theorem 8.1-4 in Kreyszig (1978) stating
that a bounded operator with a finite dimensional range is compact. As

~ - 1 1 1
Ah =) h(Z;) ~exp(W") & Span (E exp(W"), ., ~ exp(WnT-)) :
=1

the range of A is finite dimensional for all n. Moreover, using (A.18)

&8z = [

as |%(u,t)| < 1. Hence, HKHOP <1, and A is compact.

(). Since T—T = (M — M)A +M(A — A), the result follows from (c), (d), and the fact
that M is bounded.

(2). The proof is analogous to the proof of (b).

(h). Write MF—Mr = (M—M)7P+M(F—r), and use [|[M—M ||, = Op(n~22), |[F=r|, =
0,(n™1/2), and || M ||, < oo from previous items to obtain |[M7F—Mr||, = O,(n~Y/2). Use
(f) above to get ||(1\//\[?— r/l\“ho) — (M7 =T hp)l|, = Op(n~/?), and note that Mr — T hg = 0.
0

2
p(dt) < ||hfl7 sup [k(u, t)]* du < 2|7,

u,t

/ 1 B (u) k(u, t) du

0
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