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Abstract

We propose a hypothesis test that allows for many tested restrictions in a heteroskedas-
tic linear regression model. The test compares the conventional F statistic to a critical
value that corrects for many restrictions and conditional heteroskedasticity. This cor-
rection uses leave-one-out estimation to correctly center the critical value and leave-
three-out estimation to appropriately scale it. The large sample properties of the test
are established in an asymptotic framework where the number of tested restrictions
may be fixed or may grow with the sample size, and can even be proportional to the
number of observations. We show that the test is asymptotically valid and has non-
trivial asymptotic power against the same local alternatives as the exact F test when
the latter is valid. Simulations corroborate these theoretical findings and suggest ex-

cellent size control in moderately small samples, even under strong heteroskedasticity.
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1 Introduction

One of the central tenets in modern economic research is to consider models that allow for
flexible specifications of heterogeneity and to establish whether meaningful heterogeneity
is present or absent in a particular empirical setting. For example, Abowd et al. (1999)
study whether there is firm-specific heterogeneity in a linear model for individual log-wages,
Card et al. (2016, 2018) ask if this heterogeneity varies by the individual’s gender or ed-
ucation, and Lachowska et al. (2022) investigate whether the firm-specific heterogeneity is
constant over time. Other work relies on similarly flexible models to investigate the presence
of heterogeneity in health economics (Finkelstein et al., 2016) and to study neighborhood
effects (Chetty and Hendren, 2018). In all these examples, the absence of a particular di-
mension of heterogeneity corresponds to a hypothesis that imposes hundreds or thousands
of restrictions on the model of interest. The present paper provides a tool to conduct a test
of such hypotheses. In contemporary work, Kline et al. (2022) apply our proposed test in a
study of discrimination among U.S. employers.

We develop a test for hypotheses that impose multiple restrictions and establish its
asymptotic validity in a heteroskedastic linear regression model where the number of tested
restrictions may be fixed or increasing with the sample size. In particular, we allow for
the number of restrictions and the sample size to be proportional. The exact F test, which
compares the F statistic to a quantile of the F distribution, fails to control size in this en-
vironment. Instead, our proposed test rejects the null hypothesis if the F statistic exceeds
a critical value that corrects for many restrictions and conditional heteroskedasticity. This
critical value is a recentered and rescaled quantile of what is naturally called the F-bar
distribution as it describes the distribution of a chi-bar-squared random variable divided
by an independent chi-squared random variable over its degrees of freedom." This family
of distributions can approximate both the finite sample properties of the F statistic under
homoskedastic normal errors and—after recentering and rescaling—the asymptotic distri-
bution of the F statistic in the presence of conditional heteroskedasticity and few or many

restrictions.

1Chi—bar—squared is a standard name used to describe a mixture of chi-squared distributions. See, e.g.,
Dykstra (1991) who studies asymptotic properties of chi-bar-squared distributions.



The large sample validity of our proposed test holds uniformly in the number of regressors
and tested restrictions. In combination with the F-bar distribution, the key to this uniformity
is our proposed location and variance estimators that are used to recenter and rescale the
critical value. The location estimator utilizes unbiased leave-one-out estimators for individual
error variances, while the variance estimator utilizes unbiased leave-three-out estimators for
products of these variances. While the product of leave-one-out estimators is biased for the
product of variances because of mutual dependence, dropping three observations in successive
fashion breaks the dependence between estimators of individual error variances, and hence
provides unbiasedness of their products. The use of leave-three-out estimation to implement
this idea is novel in the literature. Because the essential elements of the test are built on
leave-out machinery, we will at times and for brevity refer to the proposed test using the
acronym LO.

The LO test has exact asymptotic size when the regression design has full rank after
leaving any combination of three observations out of the sample. This condition is satisfied
in models with many continuous regressors and only a few discrete ones. However, the
condition can fail when many discretely valued regressors are included, as occurs for models
with fixed individual or group effects. With group effects, in particular, leave-three-out may
not exist when group sizes are two or three. To handle such cases, the proposed test uses
estimators for the products of individual error variances that are intentionally biased upward
when the unbiased leave-three-out estimators do not exist. This construction ensures large
sample validity but can potentially lead to a slightly conservative test when a large fraction
of the leave-three-out estimators do not exist.

Using both theoretical arguments and simulations, Huber (1973) and Berndt and Savin
(1977) have highlighted the importance of allowing the number of regressors and potentially
the number of tested restrictions to increase with sample size when studying asymptotic prop-
erties of inference procedures. The latter paper specifically documents cases where asymptot-
ically equivalent classical tests yield opposite outcomes when the number of tested restrictions
is somewhat large. Despite these early cautionary tales, most inference procedures that allow
for proportionality between the number of regressors, sample size, and potentially the num-

ber of restrictions, are of a more recent vintage. Here, we survey the ones most relevant to



the current paper and refer to Anatolyev (2019) for a more extensive review of the literature.”

In homoskedastic regression models, Anatolyev (2012) and Calhoun (2011) propose var-
ious corrections to classical tests that restore asymptotic validity in the presence of many
restrictions. In heteroskedastic regressions with one tested restriction and many regressors,
Cattaneo et al. (2018b) show that the use of conventional Eicker-White standard errors and
their “almost-unbiased” variations (see MacKinnon, 2013) does not yield asymptotic valid-
ity. This failure may be viewed as a manifestation of the incidental parameters problem. To
overcome this problem, Cattaneo et al. (2018b) and subsequently Anatolyev (2018) propose
new versions of the Eicker-White standard errors, which restore size control in large samples.
However, these proposals rely on the inversion of n-by-n matrices (n denotes sample size)
that may fail to be invertible in examples of practical interest (Horn et al., 1975; Verdier,
2020). Rao (1970)’s unbiased estimator for individual error variances is closely related to
Cattaneo et al. (2018b)’s proposal and suffers from the same existence issue.”

In homoskedastic regression models, Anatolyev (2012) and Calhoun (2011) propose var-
ious corrections to classical tests that restore asymptotic validity in the presence of many
restrictions. In heteroskedastic regressions with one tested restriction and many regressors,
Cattaneo et al. (2018b) show that the use of conventional Eicker-White standard errors and
their “almost-unbiased” variations does not yield asymptotic validity. This failure may be
viewed as a manifestation of the incidental parameters problem. To overcome this problem,
Cattaneo et al. (2018b) and subsequently Anatolyev (2018) propose new versions of the
Eicker-White standard errors, which restore size control in large samples. However, these
proposals rely on the inversion of n-by-n matrices (n denotes sample size) that may fail to be
invertible in examples of practical interest. Rao (1970)’s unbiased estimator for individual
error variances is closely related to Cattaneo et al. (2018b)’s proposal and suffers from the
same existence issue.

Kline, Saggio, and Se¢lvsten (2020) propose instead a version of the Eicker-White stan-

In analysis of variance contexts, which are special cases of linear regression, Akritas and Papadatos
(2004) and Zhou et al. (2017) propose heteroskedasticity robust tests for equality of means that are, how-
ever, specific to their models. An expanding literature considers (outlier) robust estimation of linear high-
dimensional regressions (e.g., El Karoui et al., 2013) but does not provide valid tests of many restrictions.

%A recent use of Rao (1970)’s MINQUE estimator is Juhl and Lugovskyy (2014), where it is incorporated
into a test of heterogeneity in short panels with fixed effects. Here, the MINQUE estimator is applied to
each cross-sectional unit, and its use therefore imposes a growing number of invertibility requirements.



dard errors that relies only on leave-one-out estimators of individual error variances and
show that its use leads to asymptotic size control when testing a single restriction.” While
this conclusion extends to hypotheses that involve a fixed and small number of restrictions
through the use of a heteroskedasticity-robust Wald test, it fails to hold in cases of many
restrictions. When testing many coefficients equal to zero, Kline et al. (2020) note that
those leave-one-out individual variance estimators can be used to center the conventional F
statistic’ and propose a rescaling of the statistic that relies on successive sample splitting
(Kline et al., 2020, section 5) as a tool of breaking dependence among different estimates
when error variances enter as pairwise products. However, first, sample splitting places re-
strictions on the data that will fail when the number of regressors is larger than half of the
sample size.® Second, sample splitting means that the error variances are estimated only
from a part of the sample, which is clearly inefficient and undesirable for conditional objects
that require the use of as many observations as possible. Third, sample splitting may be
undesirable because different ways of splitting the sample can lead to opposite conclusions.

We instead take another route and utilize information for estimation of error variances
in the whole sample. In order to remove the dependence among individual estimates, we
appeal to leave-three-out estimation instead of sample splitting. Importantly, leave-three-out
estimation places much fewer restrictions on the number of regressors than sample splitting,
exploits available sample information more efficiently, and does not require a researcher to
choose a way to split the sample. Additionally, the robustified version of the LO test using
the F-bar distribution enables asymptotic size control uniformly in the number of restrictions.

We provide a theoretical study of the power properties under local and global alternatives.
Under local alternatives, the asymptotic power curve of the proposed LO test is parallel to
that of the exact F test when the latter is valid, e.g., under homoskedastic normal errors.

While the curves are parallel, the LO test tends to have power somewhat below the exact

* Jochmans (2022) additionally uses simulations to investigate the behavior of this variance estimator.

®The use of leave-one-out estimation has a long tradition in the literature on instrumental variables
(see, e.g., Phillips and Hale, 1977), and our test shares an algebraic representation with the adjusted J test
analyzed in Chao et al. (2014) (see Kline et al., 2020, for a discussion). An attractive feature of relying
on leave-one-out is that challenging estimation of higher order error moments can be avoided, which is in
contrast to the tests of Calhoun (2011) and Anatolyev (2013).

®This phenomenon is akin to the situation in Cattaneo et al. (2018b), in which the ‘Hadamard square’ of
the orthogonal projection matrix may be non-invertible. Cattaneo et al. (2018b) rule out this possibility by
imposing a sufficient condition such that the number of covariates is no larger than half of the sample size.



F test. This loss in power stems from the estimation of individual error variances and can
be viewed as a cost of using a test that is robust to general heteroskedasticity. This cost is
largely monotone in the number of tested restrictions and disappears when the number of
restrictions is small relative to sample size.

We also conduct a simulation study that documents excellent performance of the LO test
in small and moderately sized samples. We document that the LO test delivers nearly exact
size control in samples as small as 100 observations in both homoskedastic and heteroskedas-
tic environments. On the other hand, conventional tools such as the Wald test and the exact
F test can exhibit severe size distortions and reject a true null with near certainty for some
configurations. These findings are documented using two simulation settings: one with con-
tinuous regressors only, and one with a mix of both continuous and discrete regressors. In the
latter setting, roughly 7% of observations cause a full rank failure when leaving up to three
observations out, but the proposed test shows almost no conservatism even in this adverse
environment. When both the LO and exact F tests are valid, the simulations document
a power loss that varies between being negligible and up to roughly 15 percentage points,
depending on the type of deviation from the null and sample size. For many applications,
this range of power losses is a small cost to incur for being robust to heteroskedasticity.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the setup and the proposed critical
value in samples where all the leave-three-out estimators exist, while Section 3 analyzes the
asymptotic size and power of the LO test for such samples. Section 4 describes the critical
value for use in samples where the design loses full rank after leaving certain triples of
observations out. Section 5 discusses the results of simulation experiments, and Section 6
concludes. Proofs of theoretical results and some clarifying but technical details are collected
in the online supplemental Appendix. An R package (Anatolyev and Selvsten, 2020) that

implements the proposed test is available online.



2 Leave-out test
Consider a linear regression model
y, =8 +e;, Elgle]=0,

where an intercept is included in the regression function «;3 and the n observed random
vectors {(y;, x;)'}i_; are independent across i. The dimension of the regressors x; € R™ may
be large relative to sample size with m < n, and there is conditional heteroskedasticity in

the unobserved errors:

E[522|1'z] = 02(3’%’)

Il
Q

The conditional variances are assumed to exist with no restrictions placed on the functional
form, as in Kline et al. (2020).

The hypothesis of interest involves r < m linear restrictions
HO : R/6 =4q,

where the matrix R € R™™ has full row rank r, and ¢ € R". Both R and q are specified
by the researcher. Specifically, they are assumed to be known and are allowed to depend on
the observed regressors. The space of alternatives is H, : R(3 # q.

The attention of the paper is on settings where the design matrix S,, = > | x;x; has
full rank so that B =S} >, x;y;, the ordinary least squares (OLS) estimator of 3, is

defined. For compact reference, we define the degrees-of-freedom adjusted residual variance

n

. 1 A
= D wld)”

Remark 1. We maintain in this paper that observations are independent across 7, as it
facilitates simplicity when discussing some of our high-level conditions. We conjecture that
the results of the paper continue to hold under the weaker assumption that the error terms

are mean zero and independent across ¢ when conditioning on all the regressors {x;};—;.



2.1 Test statistic

Our proposed test rejects H, for large values of Fisher’s F statistic,

(B3 —q)'(RS./R) " (RB - q)
~2 )
ro.

F=

which is a monotone transformation of the likelihood ratio statistic when the regression
errors are homoskedastic normal. Since we do not impose normality, /' may be viewed as a
quasi likelihood ratio statistic. The behavior of the test is governed by the numerator of F

which we denote by F:
F=(RB-q) (RS, R) " (RB-q). (1)

By taking this statistic as a point of departure, we are able to construct a critical value
that ensures size control in the presence of heteroskedasticity and an arbitrary number of
restrictions.” The proposed critical value yields asymptotic validity under two asymptotic
frameworks, one where the number of restrictions is fixed, and one where the number of
restrictions may grow as fast as proportionally to the sample size. To achieve such uniformity
with respect to the number of restrictions, we rely on an auxiliary distribution, the F-bar

distribution, that helps unite these two frameworks.

2.2 F-bar distribution

Our test rejects H, if Fisher’s F' exceeds a linearly transformed quantile of a distribution,

which we call the F-bar distribution. We define this family of distributions and discuss its

TAn alternative approach might have taken a heteroskedasticity-robust Wald statistic
RS, (X0 x;xié})S,, R/, where {£;}7, are OLS residuals, in a similar attempt to ensure validity
when the number of restrictions is proportional to the sample size. However, in such environments, any
heteroskedasticity-robust Wald statistic relies on the inverse of a high-dimensional covariance matrix
estimator, a feature that presents substantial challenges when attempting to control size. Specifically,
the randomness in the residuals induced into this r X r-matrix persists in large samples and is therefore
a threat to valid inference. Our conjecture is that some regularization of the covariance matrix may be
helpful in mitigating the noise arising from this estimated covariance matrix. In addition, it is not clear if
the weighting behind the heteroskedasticity-robust Wald statistic and hence a potential test will preserve
optimality under asymptotics where the number of restrictions is proportional to the sample size. We leave
investigation of these difficult but interesting questions to future research.



role before we turn to a description of the linear transformation mentioned above.

Definition 1 (F-bar distribution). Let w = (wy,...,w,) be a collection of non-negative
weights summing to one, and df be a positive real number. The F-bar distribution with

weights w and degrees of freedom df, denoted by F’mdf, is a distribution of

Zz:l wZZZ (2)
Zo/df
where Zy, Zy, ..., Z, are mutually independent random variables with Z; ~ X?lf and Z, ~ xi

for 1 < ¢ < r. Here, y2 denotes a chi-squared distribution with x > 0 degrees of freedom.

The name attached to this family originates from its close relationship to both the chi-
bar-squared distribution and to Snedecor’s F distribution, which we denote as )‘(fv and F, 4,
respectively. In the Appendix, we show the following three essential properties of this family
to be used later. First, Snedecor’s F is a special case when the entries of w are all equal. Sec-
ond, the limiting case of Fw,df when df — oo is X2,. Third, the standard normal distribution,

whose CDF is denoted as ®, is also a limiting case since, as df — oo and max;<,<, w, — 0,

qT(Fw,df) —1
V2w +2/df

— ¢, (P) (3)

for 7 € (0, 1), where ¢,(G) denotes the 7-th quantile of the distribution G. The centering and
rescaling in (3) are done according to the limiting mean and variance of the underlying ran-
dom variable from Definition 1 following the Fw,df distribution, while asymptotic normality
results from mixing over infinitely many independent chi-squared variables.

Our reliance on the F-bar distribution is tied to its three properties described in the
previous paragraph and three closely related observations about the F statistic. These ob-
servations are: (i) the F statistic is distributed as F,.,_,, if the errors are homoskedastic
normal, (ii) the F statistic converges in distribution (after rescaling) to a chi-bar-squared if
the number of restrictions r is fixed, and (iii) the F statistic converges in distribution (after
centering and rescaling) to a standard normal as r grows. Therefore, the class of F-bar
distributions serves as a roof designed both to match the finite sample distribution of the

F statistic in an important special case and to approximate each of the possible limiting



distributions after a suitable linear transformation.

2.3 Critical value

The proposed critical value for the F statistic F' at a nominal size a € (0,1) is a linear

transformation of ¢;_,, (Fw,n—m) given by

~ 1 ~ ¥ —aF'liJn—m_l
by = — E;+V;-/2 q1 ( , )

ro: V230 42/ (n —m)

The hat over ¢, emphasizes that this value is data-dependent. The quantities EF and Vf
are related to F in (1), the numerator of the F statistic. From this point forward, all
means and variances are conditional on the regressors {x;};—;, and those with a subscript
0 are calculated under H,. The quantity E; is an unbiased estimator of the conditional
mean [Ey[F], while V7 is either an unbiased or positively biased estimator of the conditional
variance Vy[F — E;] as explained further below. The estimated weights w = (wy,...,w,)
are constructed to be consistent for weights wz in those cases where F/E[F] converges in
distribution to Y2, .

The critical value ¢, ensures asymptotic size control irrespective of whether r is viewed
as fixed or growing with the sample size n. To explain why ¢, provides such uniformity, we

consider first the case where r grows. In this case, it is illuminating to rewrite the rejection

rule as an equivalent event

Q1—oe(F117,n—m) -1
V2 @ +2/(n—m)

Vi P(F - Er) >

Since VJT_ Y 2(]: —E r) is asymptotically normal under the null, the validity in large samples fol-
lows from the relationship between the F-bar and standard normal distributions given in (3).

When instead r is viewed as asymptotically fixed, it is more informative to express the

10



rejection region through the inequality

- i e
E'— > Q1_Q(Fﬁ;,n—m) + (ql—a(FﬁJ,n—m) - 1) ]:2 / 2
¥ V23 42/ (0 —m)

1], @

Note that rejecting when F/ Er exceeds the quantile ¢1—a(Fpn—m) suffices for validity; for
the case of a single restriction such an approach corresponds to the standard practice of
comparing squares of a heteroskedasticity robust t statistic and the (1 — «)-th quantile of
Student’s t distribution with n — m degrees of freedom.® The last term on the right hand
side of (4) can then be viewed as a finite sample correction that adjusts the critical value up
or down depending on the relative size of the variance estimator for the ratio F/ E '+, which
is Vf/ Efr, and the variance of the approximating distribution F’ﬁ,m_m, which is roughly
257,17 +2/(n—m). As the ratio of these variances converges to unity when the number
of restrictions is fixed, this term does not affect first order asymptotic validity.

Finally, note that if one is willing to rest on the assumption that the restrictions are
numerous and the few restriction framework is superfluous, one might use the following

simplified critical value not robust to few restrictions:”

. 1 - ~1/2 ql—a(Fr n—m) —1
Co=—7|Er+V ’ . D
wf( T 2+ 2/(n—m) )

To complete the description of the proposed critical value, definitions of the quantities
Er, Vr and w are needed. Section 2.5 describes how we rely on leave-one-out OLS estimators
to construct F + and w. For VF, Section 2.6 provides the corresponding definition when it is
possible to rely on leave-three-out OLS estimators, while Section 4 introduces the form of Vf
for settings where some of the leave-three-out estimators cease to exist. In the former case, it
is possible to ensure that VF is unbiased, while the latter introduces a (small) positive bias.

We initially consider the former case, a framework where the design matrix has full rank

$When testing a single restriction, W must equal unity so that Fﬁ,_’n,m =Fpm = ti,m, and in this
case F/Ex is the square of the t statistic studied in Kline et al. (2020, Theorem 1).

Such settings occur, for example, if the null of interest involves thousands of restrictions, in which case
the two critical values ¢, and ¢, are essentially equivalent but ¢, is computationally simpler to construct as
it circumvents computation of w.

11



when any three observations are left out of the sample, and relax this condition in Section 4.
Assumption 1. Z#i’jk x,xy is invertible for every i,j, k € {1,...,n}.

When «; is identically and continuously distributed with unconditional second moment
E[x;x;] of full rank, Assumption 1 holds with probability one whenever n —m > 3. The
asymptotic framework considers a setting where n — m diverges so that Assumption 1 must
hold in sufficiently large samples with continuous regressors. This conclusion also applies
when @x; includes a few discrete regressors and, in particular, an intercept. In settings with
many discrete regressors, Assumption 1 may fail to hold, even in large samples. For that
reason, Section 4 introduces the version of Vf for empirical settings where the full rank
condition is satisfied when any one observation is left out, but not necessarily when leaving

two or three observations out.

2.4 Leave-out algebra

Before describing E;, ‘7;, and w in detail, we will reformulate Assumption 1 using leave-
out algebra. That is, we will derive an equivalent way of expressing this assumption while
introducing notation that is essential for the construction of the critical value and for stating
the asymptotic regularity conditions.

When S, has full rank, a direct implication of the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury iden-
tity (Sherman and Morrison, 1950; Woodbury, 1949, SMW) is that the leave-one-out design
matrix x;x; is invertible if and only if the statistical leverage of the i-th observation
P, = xS, }x; is less than one. Letting M;; = 1{i = j} — ac;S;Ela:j be elements of the
residual projection matrix M associated with the regressor matrix, this condition on the
leverage is equivalently stated as M;; being greater than zero. When M;; > 0 holds, we can

additionally use SMW to represent the inverse of > i a:ja:;- as

-1 — Sm_mlwzwism_ml
(X pmieh) =S+ =5 ®)

(3

which highlights the role of a non-zero Mj;.
The representation in (6) can also be used to understand when the leave-two-out design

matrix » x,x;, has full rank, since (6) can be used to compute leverages in a sample

12



that excludes 7. After leaving observation 7 out, the leverage of a different observation j is

ar;; ( Zk# wkw;)_le. To see when this leverage is less than one, note that (6) yields

/ N\t ij
() 2

7

so that a necessary and sufficient condition for a full rank of ), i x, ), is that D;; > 0,

where

M M 2
Dz’j = = Mu’ij - Mijv
My My,

and |-| denotes the determinant.
Extending the previous argument to the case of leaving three observations out, we find
that the invertibility of ), Lijk x,x, for i, j, and k, all of which are different, is equivalent

to D, > 0, where

M;; M;; My,
2 2
Dije = |My;  Mj; M| = My Dy — (M My + My My; — 2M M;; Myy) -
My, M, My,

This discussion reveals that Assumption 1 can equivalently be stated as requiring full

rank of S, and
D;jx > 0 for every i, j, k € {1,...,n} with i # j # k #i. (7)

D.

In addition to facilitating an algebraic description of Assumption 1, the quantities M, i

and D,;;, also play a role in the computation of the proposed critical value. Specifically,
they can be used to avoid explicitly computing the OLS estimates after leaving one, two, or
three observations out. Additionally, since construction of E 7, ‘7;, and w relies on dividing
by M;;, D;;, and D, the study of the asymptotic size of the proposed testing procedure

imposes a slight strengthening of (7), which bounds the smallest D, ;; away from zero.

13



2.5 Location estimator

Recall that we recenter the numerator of the F statistic (F in (1)) by using Er, which is an

unbiased estimator of the conditional mean Ey[F| under H,. This mean equals
Eo[F] = ZBiio-zza
i=1

where the values B;; = m;S;;R'(RS;;R')_lRS;xlmj are observed and satisfy Y " | By =
r. Furthermore, the exact null distribution of F/Ey[F], under the additional condition of
normally distributed regression errors, is Ya, ., With wz containing the eigenvalues of the

.10
matrix

1

— L (rSIR) RS (Y el | SR
Z?:l Bmo'?( e ) T (; m’lngz> .

Both E,[F] and wx are thus functions of {¢7}/_;, and the relevance of the vector wx for
asymptotic size control transcends the normality assumption on the errors that we used in
order to introduce it.

As shown in Kline et al. (2020), the individual specific error variances can be estimated
without bias for any value of B using leave-one-out estimators. Let the leave-i-out OLS

estimator of B be B_; = (Z#i ij;)_l Z#i x;y;, and construct
52'2 =Y (yi - w;/é—z) (8)

With these leave-one-out estimators, we can estimate the null mean of F using

n
2 )
Er = E B,;07,
i=1

19 Under error normality, the exact null distribution of RB —qis N (O,V[RB]), and it follows from
Lemma 3.2 of Vuong (1989) that F/Ey[F] is distributed as a weighted sum of chi-squares with weights that
are eigenvalues of (RS;;R/)%V[RB} JE[F] = Q(Uf, Cey ai). Note that the eigenvalues of Q(Uf, e 0721)
are all real and non-negative as they can be expressed as the eigenvalues of the symmetric and positive
semidefinite matrix (RS, R/)fl/QV[R,B?] (RS;}R')™"/? /Ey|F]. Furthermore, the entries of w» sum to one
as Eq[F] is the trace of (RS;mlR/)_1V[RﬁA].

14



which ensures that the first moment of F — E '+ is zero under the null. Since &7 is unbiased for
any value of 3, this centered statistic still has its expectation minimized under H, so that

large values of the statistic can be taken as evidence against the null. Following the same

approach, we can estimate wr using the sample analog w = (1, . ..,w,)", where w0, is the
(-th eigenvalue of Q(&% Yo ,572). However, W may not have non-negative entries summing
to one, so we ensure that these conditions hold by letting w = (0, ..., W, )", where

. w, V0

Wy

DA

While our construction of Ex implies that the first moment of F — E» is known when

H, holds, its second moment still depends heavily on unknown parameters. Under H,,
n n 2
5 2 2 2

known quantities. This representation of the null-variance stems from writing F — E Fasa

iy

second order U-statistic with squared kernel weights of U;;/2 plus a linear term with weights

Db Vi3 (see the Appendix for details).

2.6 Variance estimator

This subsection describes the construction of an unbiased estimator of the conditional vari-
ance V, []-" — E;} As is evident from the representation in (9), this variance depends on
products of second moments such as the product 02-20]2-. While 62 and &]2- are unbiased for o2
and af—, their product is not unbiased, as the estimation error is correlated across the two
estimators. Some of this dependence can be removed by leaving both ¢ and j out, but a
bias remains as the remaining sample is used in estimating both o7 and sz». We therefore
propose a leave-three-out estimator of the variance product aiza?. The product :c;ﬂ x, 00’
appearing in the second component of V, [.F ~FE ;} can similarly be estimated without bias
using leave-three-out estimators.

Towards this end, let B_ijk = (Z#Mk a:gac/g)_l > t2i i Teye denote the OLS estimator
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of B applied to the sample that leaves observations i, j, and k out. Then, define a leave-

. 2
three-out estimator of o; as

0-12 —jk — ( Yy — 1/6 Z]k)

When j and k are identical, only two observations are left out, and we also write B_-» and
&2 . To construct an estimator of o; 0']2, we first write the leave-two-out variance estimator

_; as a weighted sum (see Section 2.7 for details)

) . M. M. — M.. M,
= Z My, —ijye ~ where My, ;= —* ZkD = (10)
k#j K

Then we multiply each summand above by a leave-three-out variance estimator &i_ik, which

leads to an unbiased estimator of o7 J2
3 - A2
0,05 =Y Z My, iy - 05 —in- (11)
ki

While this construction appears to treat ¢ and j in an asymmetric fashion, we show to the

contrary that (11) is invariant to a permutation of the indices; o707 = o0} .

To understand why this proposal is unbiased for o707, it is useful to highlight that & a

2]7

is conditionally independent of (y;,y;) and unbiased for aj, which, when coupled with (10),

leads to unbiasedness immediately:
=Y E[yiyyue] - E[6] ] = E[6] )0} = olo].
k#j

An unbiased estimator of the variance expression in (9) that utilizes the variance product

estimator in (11) is
=1 j#u 1=1 j#i k#i

Note that the product of the (j = k)-th terms in the second component generate, for each

i, a term not present in (9) and whose non-zero expectation contains % O'Z aj7 hence the use
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of Uj; — V2 instead of U;; in the first component.

Remark 2. In the process of establishing the asymptotic validity of the proposed test, we
show that the variance estimator Vy is close to the null variance V,, []-" —E ;] . In particular,
this property implies that the variance estimator is positive with probability approaching one
in large samples. However, negative values may still emerge in small samples. In such cases,
we propose to replace the variance estimator with an upward biased alternative that uses
squared outcomes as estimators of all the error variances. This replacement is guaranteed
positive, as is detailed in the Appendix, and therefore ensures that the critical value is
always defined. Relatedly, Section 4 considers settings where the design matrix may turn
rank deficient after leaving certain triples of observations out of the sample. There, we
similarly propose to use squared outcomes as estimators of some error variances, namely

those whose observations cause rank deficiency when left out of the sample.

Remark 3. Note that in finite samples, the proposed critical value ¢, is not invariant to the
value of 3. In practice, this means that finite sample size and power may be influenced by
the size of the regression coefficients. In Section 5 we analyze via simulations the impact of
the average signal size on the finite sample size and power through the regression R*.

Remark 4. The null restrictions RB = q can be imposed during the estimation of auxiliary

2 2 2

quantities (i.e., o7, 0;07,...), and the restricted estimates may be used in place of our

proposals that do not impose those restrictions (i.e., 67, of ajz-, e ).11 In the Appendix, we
show how this idea can be implemented, and leave further investigation to future research.
Incorporating restricted estimates may make the the procedure more complex and slow down

computations, but it may also improve the efficiency of the auxiliary estimates.

2.7 Computational remarks

While the previous subsections introduced the location estimator E;, variance estimator
‘7;, and empirical weights w using leave-out estimators of 3, we note here that direct com-

putation of B_Z-, B_ and B_ijk can be avoided by using the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury

YRl

"We thank an anonymous referee for raising this point.
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(SMW) identity. Specifically, (6) implies that

Yi — 33;3
M..

7

s A
Yi — B =

so that computation of B_Z- can be avoided when constructing the leave-one-out variance

estimator 67 = y;i(y; — w;ﬁ_,) Similarly, it is possible to show that for ¢ and j not equal,

M;;(y; — CU;B) — M;;(y; — w;B)
D, /

J

Yi — wéB—ij =
which leads to (10), and, for 4, j, and k, all of which are different,

Yy — B = (i — i) — My (y; — 5B ) — My — 1B 1)
i T TiP—ijk = '
J D/ Djy,

These relationships allow for recursive computation of the leave-out residuals and there-

2
2,—7)

fore for simple construction of the variance estimators 67, & and &i _jx needed to compute
the components of the critical value ¢,. In particular, the location estimator E; and em-
pirical weights w, which require only the leave-one-out residuals, can be computed without
explicit loops, by relying instead on elementary matrix operations applied to the matrices
containing M;; and B;; as well as the data matrices. Similarly, all doubly indexed objects
entering the variance estimator Vf can be computed by elementary matrix operations. Those
Vi, U

i and the leave-two-out residuals. The remaining objects entering Vf
can be computed by a single loop across ¢ with matrices containing D, j; and leave-three-out

objects are D,;, i
residuals renewed at each iteration.

Additionally, the above representations of leave-out residuals demonstrate how M;; ', D;l
and D;,lC enter the critical value, and thus highlight the need for bounding D, away from

zero when analyzing the large sample properties of the proposed test.

Remark 5. The quantile ¢, _,(Fy ,—n) can easily be constructed by simulating the distribu-

tion of the random variable in (2) conditional on the realized value of w.
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3 Asymptotic size and power

This section studies the asymptotic properties of the proposed test. Specifically, we provide
a set of regularity conditions under which the test has a correct asymptotic size and non-
trivial power against local alternatives. All limits are taken as the sample size n approaches
infinity. In studying asymptotic size, we allow for the number of restrictions r and/or
number of regressors m to be fixed or diverging with n, and show that the asymptotic size is
controlled uniformly over the two situations by the test, which is therefore robust to the type
of asymptotics. When studying asymptotic power, we focus on the case of many restrictions,

i.e., r diverging with n. The ordering » < m < n — 3 is maintained throughout.

3.1 Assumptions

To establish asymptotic validity of the proposed test, we impose some regularity conditions.

We begin by outlining the assumptions for the sampling scheme.
Assumption 2. {(y;, z))'}i-, are i.i.d., Elg;|z;] = 0, max <, (E[gj|z,] + 0; %) = O,(1).

Assumption 2 places restrictions on the error conditional moments: an upper bound on
the conditional fourth moments and lower bound on the skedastic function. Such restric-
tions are typically required when heteroskedasticity is allowed (see, e.g., Chao et al., 2012;
Cattaneo et al., 2018b; Kline et al., 2020).

Next, we impose regularity conditions on the regressors to ensure convergence of the
centered statistic F — E; to the normal distribution when the number of restrictions grow
large. These conditions restrict the weights on the regression errors in the bilinear form of
F — E; 2 These weights contain various functions of regressors (in particular, potentially
unbounded regression function values x;3), and the purpose of Assumption 3 is to restrict

their asymptotic behavior.

Assumption 3. There ezists a sequence €, — 0 such that (i) /3 maxlgign(a:;ﬁ)z = 0,(1)

and (ii) at least one of the following two conditions is satisfied:

(a) maxi <<, B = Op(en)7

2See, e.g., expansion (13) below and its extended version (17) in the Appendix.
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(b) maxicicn (324 V,;x5B)%/r = 0,(1) and €,r — oc.

Part (i) of Assumption 3, which places bounds on regression function values, is used to
control the variance of the leave-out estimators ;7 and &i _jx- This condition places a rate
bound on extreme outliers among the individual signals, and its role is primarily to control
certain higher order terms. The condition (7) is used to establish both size control and local
power properties, so we stress that it pertains to the actual data generating process, not just
the hypothesized value of 3. Also note that Assumption 3(¢) differs from Assumption 1(iii)
of Kline et al. (2020) in that we allow ;3 to have an unbounded support so the maximum
over ¢ may be slowly diverging with n. This relaxation is important, as it allows regressors
with unbounded support and associated non-zero regression coefficients.

Part (7i) of Assumption 3 is an analogue of the Lindeberg condition in the central limit
theorem for weighted sums of independent random variables, in that it also controls the
collective asymptotic behavior of weights, but the weights in a bilinear form of independent
regression errors. When the number of tested restrictions is fixed, this condition implies
that the estimator of the tested contrasts RB — q is asymptotically normal. When the
number of restrictions is growing, this condition is weaker and involves only a high-level
transformation of the regressors » ki Vij:c;ﬂ, which enters F — F + as a weight on the -th
error term ;. To ensure that the asymptotic distribution of F — E» does not depend on the
unknown distribution of any one error term, we therefore require that no squared > i Vija:;- B
dominates the variance V|, [.F — Ef}, which in turn is proportional to r. Assumption 3(7)
can be verified in particular applications of interest. For example, the Appendix shows that
part (4i)(b) of Assumption 3 holds in models characterized by group specific regressors.

The next assumption imposes the previously discussed regularity condition that the de-
terminant D, ;. is bounded away from zero for any i, j, and k, all of which are different. This
condition will be relaxed in Section 4, where such a version of VF is introduced that exists

even when leaving two or three observations out leads to rank deficiency of the design.

Assumption 4. max; ;54 D;,l€ = 0,(1).
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3.2 Asymptotic size

Under the regularity conditions in Assumptions 3 and 4, the following theorem establishes

the asymptotic validity of the proposed testing procedure.

Theorem 3.1. If Assumptions 1, 2, 3, and 4 hold, then, under H,

nh_)IIQlQP(F > () = Q.

A discussion of the structure of the decision event F' > ¢, may aid in understanding why
size control occurs in the critical case of many restrictions, r — oo, and where the challenges
come from. The critical value is then asymptotically close to ¢, defined in (5), and the
decision event is equivalent to V;l/z(F — Fz) > (@1-a(Frpem) — 1) /\/2/7 +2/(n —m).

The right side is asymptotically standard normal, so the size control rests on asymptotic

standard normality of V]_f Y 2(.F —E ), which, in turn, is shown using a central limit theorem
for F— E + and its asymptotically correct standardization by \A/}/ 2,
The demeaned statistic F — E; has a representation of a bilinear form in independent,

not necessarily identically distributed, random variables (see equation (3) in the Appendix):

F—Fr= Z Z Cijuv; + Z CajW;, (13)
i=1 ji j=1
where, in our case, u; = v; = w; = €, are regression errors, and the coefficients cg; in the
second, linear component, explicitly depend on the unknown parameters 8. Note that the
quadratic term in (13) has a jackknife structure and lacks terms of the type Cye7, whose
presence would introduce higher-order moments into the variance."® This further highlights
the importance of demeaning the original statistic F.
The econometric theory literature is populated by central limit theorems (CLTs) han-
dling the asymptotics of (13) under various assumptions, starting from an early CLT in
Kelejian and Prucha (2001) that was originated in a spatial regression environment. More

recent examples are the CLT of Chao et al. (2012), formulated in the many-weak-instrument

¥See also Calhoun (2011) for an example of a structure where higher-order moments do arise and need to
be tediously estimated.
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context, the CLT of Kline et al. (2020) designed for many-regressor models, and the CLT
of Anatolyev and Mikusheva (2021) targeting big factor models. Cattaneo et al. (2018a)
presented a unifying framework leading to the description of asymptotical behavior of V-
statistics that further generalize bilinear forms like (13). Finally, Kuersteiner and Prucha
(2020) provide a CLT for expressions like (13), allowing for data-dependent C;; and cg;, het-
eroskedasticity, and some forms of dependence across j. In all these setups, the asymptotic
normality of (13) eventually results in an asymptotically normal test statistic when (13) is
suitably standardized.

The next challenge is converting the asymptotic normality of (13) into an asymptotically
valid test.'* To obtain an asymptotically pivotal statistic, (13) needs to be standardized
by a consistent estimate of its (rescaled) variance (9). Constructing such an estimate is
difficult because of explicit dependence of the coefficients cg; and implicit dependence of
the regression errors €, on 3, a high-dimensional parameter when regressors are many. The
estimator (12) based on leave-three-out error variance estimates accomplishes this goal.

As our treatment covers two asymptotically different frameworks under one roof, we use
two CLTSs in this paper. One, formulated as Lemma B.1 in Kline et al. (2020), which builds
on Lemmas A2.1 and A2.2 in Sglvsten (2020a), pertains to the case of asymptotically growing
r. The other is the regular Lyapounov central limit theorem, which pertains to the case of

asymptotically fixed 7.

14Often, the bilinear form (13) has a tighter structure, which simplifies the emergence of asymptotic
normality and further pivotization, removing the challenges handled in the present paper. For example,
simplification may come from a slow growth of incidental parameters’ dimensionality (Hong and White,
1995), absence of the quadratic component in (13) (Breitung et al., 2016), or assumption of conditional ho-
moskedasticity (Anatolyev, 2012). Likewise, in the many weak instrument literature, a variety of tests are
also based on asymptotic normality of bilinear forms, with simplifying deviations from the general form (13).
In J type tests for validity of many instruments and thus many restrictions (Anatolyev and Gospodinov,
2011; Lee and Okui, 2012; Chao et al., 2014), the dependence on a parameter of asymptotically fixed di-
mensionality can be handled using its plug-in estimate. In Anderson-Rubin type tests for few parameter
restrictions (Anatolyev and Gospodinov, 2011; Crudu et al., 2021; Mikusheva and Sun, 2022), the number
of parameter restrictions is asymptotically fixed, and one can use restricted null values of the parameters. In
our situation, in contrast, both the restriction numerosity and parameter dimensionality are asymptotically
increasing, at least when r is asymptotically growing.
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3.3 Asymptotic power

To describe the power of the proposed test, we introduce a drifting sequence of local alterna-

)1/ 2 which specifies the precision

tives indexed by a deviation d from the null times (RSQ;C1 R
the tested linear restrictions can be estimated with in the given sample. Thus, we consider

alternatives of the form
H; : R3=q+ (RS,/R)?.6 (14)

for 6 € R" satisfying the limiting condition

lim M = A(g S [0,00]

1/4
n,r—00 /

Below we show that the power of the test is monotone in A, with power equal to size when
A;s; = 0 and power equal to one when A; = oo.

The role of (RS;;R’)V % in indexing the local alternatives is analogous to that of n~ Y2
often used in parametric problems. However, in settings with many regressors some lin-
ear restrictions may be estimated at rates that are substantially lower than the standard
parametric one. Therefore, we index the deviations from the null by the actual rate of
(RS, R)"? instead of n™/2,

The alternative is additionally indexed by &, which in standard parametric problems is
typically fixed. However, fixed § is less natural here, as the dimension of § increases with
sample size. Instead, we fix the limit of its Euclidean norm when scaled by 7% This
approach allows us to discuss different types of alternatives and how the numerosity of the
tested restrictions affects the test’s ability to detect deviations from the null. Specifically,
note that when the deviation é is sparse, i.e., only a bounded number of its entries are non-
zero, then the test has a non-trivial power against alternatives, whose individual elements
on average diverges at a rate that is r** lower than when only a fixed number of restrictions
is tested. This observation highlights the cost for the power of including many urrelevant
restrictions in the hypothesis. On the other hand, if § is dense, e.g., with all entries bounded
away from zero, then the test can detect local deviations, in which an individual element on

/

average shrinks at a rate that is r'/* greater than the usual. This means that if the tested
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restrictions can be estimated at the parametric rate and they are all relevant, then the test

can detect deviations from the null of order n~"2r~1/4,

r
The following theorem states the asymptotic power under sequences of local alternatives

of the form given in (14) and discussed above.

Theorem 3.2. If Assumptions 1, 2, 3, and j hold, then, under Hs,

lim P(F>é,)—® (cb—l (@) + A2 (VO[}" — ] /r) _1/2) —0,

n,r—o0
where ® denotes the cumulative distribution function of the standard normal and ®(co0) = 1.

Remark 6. It is instructive to compare the power curve documented in Theorem 3.2 with the
asymptotic power curve of the exact F test when both tests are valid. When the individual
error terms are homoskedastic normal with variance o2, the asymptotic power of the exact

F test is the limit of (Anatolyev, 2012)
P (CD_l (a) + A (20" + 20"/ (n — m))_l/Q) :

Thus, the relative asymptotic power of the proposed LO test and the exact F test is deter-
mined by the limiting ratio of 'V, [F— EA;} to 20" (1 +7/(n — m)). The Appendix shows
that this ratio approaches one in large samples if the number of tested restriction is small
relative to the sample size or if the limiting variability of B;;/M,; is small (Kline et al., 2020,
calls this a balanced design). When neither of these conditions holds, the proposed test will,
in general, have a slightly lower power than the exact F test, which we also document in the

simulations in Section 5.

Remark 7. The order of the numerosity of alternatives that can be detected with the pro-
posed test is optimal in the minimax sense when the alternatives are moderately sparse to
dense, i.e., when O(4/r) or more of the tested restrictions are violated (Arias-Castro et al.,
2011). However, if the alternative is strongly sparse so that at most o(,/r) tested restrictions
are violated, a higher power can be achieved by tests that redirect their power towards those
alternatives. Such tests typically focus their attention on a few largest t statistics (i.e., small-

est p values) and are often described as multiple comparison procedures (Donoho and Jin,
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2004; Romano et al., 2010). While such tests can control size when the error terms are ho-
moskedastic normal, it is not clear whether they can do so in the current semiparametric
framework with an unspecified error distribution. The issue is that the size control for mul-
tiple comparisons relies on knowing the (normal or t) distributions of individual t statistics,
but in the current framework with many regressors those distributions are not necessarily

known (even asymptotically).

4 If leave-three-out fails

This section extends the definition of the critical value ¢, to settings where the design matrix
may turn rank deficient after leaving certain pairs or triples of observations out of the sample.
When Assumption 1 fails in this way, Er is still an unbiased estimator of Eo[F], but the
unbiased variance estimator introduced in Section 2.6 does not exist. For this reason, we
propose an adjustment to the variance estimator that introduces a positive bias for pairs of
observations where we are unable to construct an unbiased estimator of the variance product
o’ 0]2- and for triples of observations where we are unable to construct an unbiased estimator of
:c; Bx.3 af. This introduction of a positive bias to the variance estimator ensures asymptotic
size control, even when Assumption 1 fails.

Since this section considers a setup where Assumption 1 may fail, we introduce a weaker
version of the assumption, which only imposes the full rank of the design matrix after

dropping any one observation.
Assumption 1°. 3., x,;x; is invertible for every i € {1,...,n}.

One can always satisfy this assumption by appropriately pruning the sample, the model,
and the hypothesis of interest. For example, if S,, does not have full rank, then one can
remove unidentified parameters from both the model and hypothesis of interest, and proceed
by testing the subset of restrictions in H, that are identified by the sample. Similarly, if
> i ij;- does not have full rank for some observation ¢, then there is a parameter in the
model which is identified only by this observation. Therefore, one can proceed as in the case
of rank deficiency of S,,, by dropping observation ¢ from the sample and by removing the

parameter that determines the mean of this observation from the model and null hypothesis.
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When doing this for any observation i such that > ki acjac;- is non-invertible, one obtains a
sample that satisfies Assumption 1’ and can be used to test the restrictions in H|, that are

identified by this leave-one-out sample.

4.1 Variance estimator

When Assumption 1 fails, some of the unbiased estimators &i _jr, and 0/2-20\]2- cease to exist.
For such cases, the variance estimator Vf utilizes replacements that are either also unbiased
or positively biased, depending on the cause of the failure. Assumption 1 fails if D,;;, = 0 for
some triple of observations, and we say that this failure of full rank is caused by i if D, >0
or D;;D;, = 0, i.e., if the design retains full rank when only observations j and k are left
out or if leaving out observations (i,j) or (i, k) leads to rank deficiency. Our replacement
for &i _jk is biased when i causes D,j;, = 0, while the replacement for 0/2-20'\]2- is biased when
both ¢ and j cause D;;;, = 0 for some k.

To introduce the replacement for &i _jk» We consider the case when it does not exist, or
equivalently, when D, = 0. If ¢ causes this leave-three-out failure, then our replacement
is the upward biased estimator y?. When this failure of leave-three-out is not caused by i,
the leave-two-out estimators &i _; and &i _j, are equal and independent of both y; and y, (as
shown in the Appendix). These properties imply that yjyk&i_j is an unbiased estimator of

/ / 2 ~2 ~2 .
x,;8xB30;, and we therefore use 7; _; as a replacement for ; _;;. To summarize, we let

~2 .
Oi—jk»  1f Dij > 0,

7 —jr =S &7 if D; = 0 and D;; Dy, > 0,

i,—7)

) .
vi otherwise.

When j is equal to k, we consider pairs of observations, and the definition only involves the

. 2 )
= 0. In this case, we also write o; _; for o; _;;.

—_—

last two lines since D;;;

For the replacement of o2 0]2- =Y Zk# Mih_ijyk . &i_ik, we similarly consider the case
where this estimator does not exist, i.e., where D,;;, = 0 for a k not equal to 7 or j. When
any such rank deficiency is caused by both ¢ and j, we rely on the upward biased replacement

7 6?,_1-. When none of the leave-three-out failures are caused by both ¢ and 7, the replacement
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uses 6,-27 _;k in place of &i _jk- To summarize, we define
. Ly )
Y, Zk#] Mzk,—wyk . Uj,—iku lf DZJ >0 and (Dwk > 0 or Dszjk =0 fOI' all ]{?),

2_2 .
Yi O _is otherwise.

This estimator is unbiased for 030]2- when none of the leave-three-out failures are caused by
both ¢ and 7, i.e., when the first line of the definition applies. Unbiasedness holds because the

presence of a bias in 6]2-7_2-;6 implies that j is causing the leave-three-out failure. Therefore,

2

¢ cannot be the cause, which yields that o; _;

Mik,—ij =0.

is independent of ¥, or equivalently, that

Now, we describe how these replacement estimators enter the variance estimator V.
7 2 _2 . . . . .
When o;0; or &;_j, are biased and would enter the variance estimator with a negative

weight, we remove these terms, as they would otherwise introduce a negative bias. For o 0%

1Yo
the weight is U;; — %

. . . . 2
ij» 50 a biased variance product estimator is removed when U;; —V;; < 0.

For 6§_jk, the weight is V;,y; - Viyyy, but 6§_jk does not depend on j and k when it is biased,
so we sum these weights across all such j and k, and we remove the term if this sum is
negative.

The following variance estimator extends the definition of VF to settings where leave-

three-out may fail:
Ve =Y > (U; = Vi) -Gy c070) + DD D Vi Vi G- Tin
=1 i i=1 j#i ki

where the indicators G;; and G; _;;, remove biased estimators with negative weights:

0, if 02-20]2- = yf(ri_i and U;; — VZ-? <0,

1, otherwise,

0, if 5i2,—jk =y; and Zj;ﬁi Zk;,ei Vii¥i * Vikyg - 1{5-1'2,—]% = ?/12} <0,

1, otherwise.
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4.2 Asymptotic size

In order to establish that the proposed test controls asymptotic size when there are some
failures of leave-three-out, we replace the regularity condition in Assumption 4 with an anal-
ogous version that allows for some of the determinants D,; and D, to be zero. Otherwise,
the role of Assumption 3" below is the same as Assumption 4 in that it rules out denominators

that are arbitrarily close to zero.

Assumption 3’. (i) max M;;' = O,(1), and (i) max D'+ max D;,l€ = 0,(1).

1<i<n 1,5:D;;7#0 i,5,k:D; 5,70

When computing VF, one must account for machine zero imperfections while comparing
D;; and D;;;, with zero in the definitions of (75 _jr and ?O’?. Such imperfections are typically
of order 10™*°; however, we propose to compare D;; to 10~* and D, to 107 Doing so will
replace any potential case of a small denominator with an upward biased alternative and
ensures that Assumption 3’(77) is automatically satisfied.

The following theorem establishes the asymptotic validity of the proposed leave-out test
in settings where Assumption 1 fails. The theorem pertains to a nominal size below 0.31,
as the upward biased variance estimator may not ensure validity in cases where a nominal

size above 0.31 is desired. This happens because the quantile q;_,(Fy n—) may fall below

1 when « is greater than 0.31.

Theorem 4.1. If a € (0,0.31] and Assumptions 1°, 2, 3, and 3’ hold, then, under H,,

limsup P(F > ¢,) < a

n—oo

An important difference between this result and that of Theorem 3.1 is that the asymp-
totic size may be smaller than desired, which can happen when leave-three-out fails for a
large fraction of possible triples. When such conservatism materializes, there will be a corre-
sponding loss in power relative to the result in Theorem 3.2. Otherwise, the power properties

are analogous to those reported in Theorem 3.2 and we therefore omit a formal result.

Remark 8. Before turning to a study of the finite sample performance of the proposed test,
we describe an adjustment to the test which is based on finite sample considerations. This

adjustment is to rely on demeaned outcome variables in the definitions of EF, ‘7;, and w.
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The benefit of relying on demeaned outcomes is that it makes the critical value invariant
to the location of the outcomes. On the other hand, this adjustment removes the exact
unbiasedness used to motivate the estimators of Eq[F] and V) [.7-" — E;} However, one can
show that the biases introduced by demeaning vanish at a rate that ensures asymptotic
validity. Therefore, we deem the gained location invariance sufficiently desirable that we
are willing to introduce a small finite sample bias to achieve it. We refer to the Appendix
for exact mathematical details but note that this adjustment is used in the simulations that

follow; we also probe the version that uses non-demeaned outcomes (see the end of Section 5).

5 Simulation evidence

This section documents finite sample performance of the leave-out test and compares it with

that of benchmark tests that could be used by a researcher in the present context:

1. The proposed leave-out test, which will be marked as LO in the resulting tables.

2. The exact F test, marked as EF, which uses critical values from the F distribution to
reject when F' > ¢,_,(F,,_,,). This test has actual size equal to nominal size in finite
samples under conditionally homoskedastic normal errors for any number of regressors
and restrictions. It is also asymptotically valid with conditional homoskedasticity and
non-normality under certain regressor homogeneity conditions (Anatolyev, 2012), but

not under general regressor designs (Calhoun, 2011).

3. Three Wald tests that reject when a heteroskedasticity-robust Wald statistic exceeds
the (1 — a)-th quantile of a > distribution, i.e., when W > ¢;_.(x2) for

w,wé&f) S;;R’) _1(RB -q).

W= (R3-q) (RS (Y

=1

The three Wald tests differ only by how one constructs variance estimates {6,-2 }ie1, and

are only palliatives:

(a) W, most closely corresponds to the original Wald test, but with the degrees-of-
freedom adjustment (MacKinnon, 2013): 57 = (y; — #,8)*n/(n — m),
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(b) Wk uses variance estimates of Cattaneo et al. (2018b),

. ~9 ) .
(c) Wi, uses leave-one-out estimates 6; = ; as in (8).

Asymptotically, the Wald tests W}, and Wy are valid with many regressors under
arbitrary heteroskedasticity but not necessarily with many restrictions, while W is
valid only with few regressors and few restrictions under arbitrary heteroskedasticity.'
By their comparison with the LO test one can see Wald test’s potential to control size,

and how much distortions are due to its wrong structure when restrictions are many.

4. The test based on the split-sample idea of Kline et al. (2020) is not going to be available
for our simulations, because it requires regressor numerosity to be at most a half of

the sample size, which is not satisfied in the simulation design.

5.1 Simulation design

The simulation setup borrows elements of MacKinnon (2013) and adapts it to the case
of many regressors as in Richard (2019) but with richer heterogeneity in the design. The

outcome equation is

yzzﬁl—i_Zﬁk'xzk_'_gw izlv"'vnv
k=2

where data is drawn i.i.d. across 7. Following MacKinnon (2013), the sample sizes take
the values 80, 160, 320, 640, and 1280. The number of unknown coefficients is m = 0.8n
throughout to demonstrate the validity of the proposed test even with very many regressors.
The null restricts the values of the last r coefficients using R = [Orx(m_,,), Ir]. We consider
both a design that contains only continuous regressors and a mized one that also includes
some discrete regressors.

In the continuous design, the regressors 9, . . . , T;,,, are products of independent standard
log-normal random variables and a common multiplicative mean-unity factor drawn inde-

pendently from a shifted standard uniform distribution, i.e., 0.5 + u; where u; is standard

""That the baseline version W, is invalid with many restrictions was noticed empirically in
Berndt and Savin (1977) and shown in Anatolyev (2012) under homoskedasticity; one can hardly expect
that such measures as simply altering estimation of individual variances is able to solve the matters in a
more complex heteroskedastic situation.
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uniform. This common factor induces dependence among the regressors and rich heterogene-
ity in the statistical leverages of individual observations. For this design, we consider r = 3
and r = 0.6n.

When also including discrete regressors, we let x;,...,%;,,_, be as above and let the
last r regressors be group dummies. This mixed design corresponds to random assignment
into r + 1 groups with the last group effect removed due to the presence of an intercept in
the model. The assigned group number is the integer ceiling of (r + 1)(u; + u?)/2, where u;
is the multiplicative factor used to generate dependence among the continuous regressors.
By reusing u; we maintain dependence between all regressors, and by using a nonlinear
transformation of u; we induce systematic variability among the r 4+ 1 expected group sizes.
We let » = 0.15n, which leads the expected group sizes to vary between 4 and 13 with an
average group size of about 6.5. The null corresponds to a hypothesis of equality of means
across all groups.

Each regression error is a product of a standard normal random variable and an individual

specific standard deviation o;. The standard deviation is generated by
O-Z:ZC(1+SZ)C7 izl,...,n,

where s; > 0 depends on the design and the multiplier 2, is such that the mean of o7 is unity.
The parameter ¢ € [0, 2] indexes the strength of heteroskedasticity, with ¢ = 0 corresponding
to homoskedasticity. We consider only the two extreme cases of ( € {0,2}. In the continuous
design, we let s; = Y ", 2, and in the mixed design, s; = >, @4 + z,u;. The factor
z, = 2rexp(1/2) ensures that s; has the same mean in both designs.

Under the null, the coefficients on the continuous regressors are all equal to g, where o is
such that the coefficient of determination, R?, equals 0.16. The coefficients on the included
group dummies are zero, which correspond to the null of equality across all groups. The
intercept is chosen such that the mean of the outcomes is unity. For the continuous design
this yields an intercept of 1 —(m—1)pexp(1/2), while the intercept is 1 —(m—r—1)gexp(1/2)
in the mixed design. With these parameter values, the null is (3,,_,,...,0,) = q, where
q=(0,...,0) €R" in the continuous design, and q = (0,...,0)" € R" in the mixed design.

To document power properties, we consider both a sparse and dense deviations from the
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null, and focus on the settings where r is proportional to n. In parallel to the theoreti-
cal power analysis in Section 3, we consider deviations for the last r coefficients that are

parameterized using

1/2

(5m—r7 cet 7ﬁm>/ =q-+ (RE[Sx:v]_lR/) 57

where we use the lower triangular square-root matrix. This choice of square-root implies
that the alternative is sparse when only the last few entries of § are non-zero. As shown

1/ * but whether an

in Section 3, asymptotic power is governed by the norm of § over r
alternative is fixed or local, additionally depends on the rate at which the tested coefficients
are estimated. This rate is governed by E[S,.], which is reported in the Appendix.

In the continuous design, the tested coefficients are estimated at the standard parametric

rate of n”= "/

% To specify a fixed sparse alternative we therefore use § = O.5n1/2(0, ...,0,1) €
R", for which 3, differs from the null value by approximately 0.2 (here and hereafter, the
scaling is chosen so that the power is bounded away from the size and away from unity for
the sample sizes we consider). Since the norm of § grows faster than rt 1 the power will
be an increasing function of the sample size. For the dense alternative, we consider instead
8 = 0.5n"%r 2, where ¢, = (1,...,1) € R", for which all deviations between the tested
coefficients and p shrink at the standard parametric rate of n12. Here, power is again
increasing in the sample size due to numerous deviations from the null.

In the mixed design, the group effects are not estimated consistently as the group sizes
are bounded. A possible fixed sparse alternative is then § = (0,...,0,6)" € R", for which
B,, differs from the null value of zero by roughly 3. In contrast to the continuous design,
the power will decrease with sample size as the precision, with which ,, can be estimated,
does not increase with n. For the dense alternative, we use § = 1.5¢,., which corresponds to
a fixed alternative for every tested coefficient. Here, the power will be increasing in n due

to the numerosity of deviations.

32



5.2 Simulation results

We present rejection rates based on 10000 Monte-Carlo replications and consider tests with
nominal sizes of 1%, 5% and 10%. Furthermore, we report the frequency with which the
proposed variance estimate \7; is negative and therefore replaced by the upward biased and
positive alternative introduced in Remark 2. For the design that includes discrete regressors,
we also report the average fraction of observations that cause a failure of leave-three-out full
rank, and for which we therefore rely on an upward biased estimator of the corresponding
error variance. For all sample sizes, this fraction is around 7% in the mixed design, which
corresponds to the percentage of observations that belong to groups of size 2 or 3. The
fraction is zero in the design that only involves continuous regressors.

Table 1 contains the actual rejection rates under the null for both the continuous and
mixed designs. In settings with many regressors and restrictions, the considered versions
of the “heteroskedasticity-robust” Wald test fail to control size irrespective of the design,
presence of heteroskedasticity, and nominal size. The failure of the conventional Wald test,
W, is spectacular, with type I error rates close to one for the continuous design, but the
two versions that are robust to many regressors, Wy and W;, also exhibit size well above
the nominal level. With few restrictions, the Wald tests show a more moderate inability to
match actual size with nominal size, and the table suggests that the leave-one-out version,
W, can control size in samples that are somewhat larger than considered here. Under
homoskedasticity, the table reports that the exact F test indeed has exact size. However, in
the heteroskedastic environments with many restrictions the exact F test is oversized with a
type I error rate that approaches unity as the sample size increases.

By contrast, the proposed leave-out test exhibits nearly flawless size control as it is
oversized by at most one percent across nearly all designs, nominal sizes, and whether het-
eroskedasticity is present or not. In the smallest sample for the continuous design, the test
is somewhat conservative, presumably due to the relatively high rate of negative variance
estimates (20% with homoskedasticity and 13% with heteroskedasticty) that are replaced
by a strongly upward biased alternative. This rate diminishes quickly with sample size, and
the fraction of negative variance estimates is already essentially zero in samples with 640

observations and 512 regressors. In the mixed design, negative variance estimates are even
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Table 1: Empirical size (in percent)

Nominal size 1% 5% 10%
Test LO EF W, Wi W;, LO EF W, W Wy, LO EF W; Wi W; NEG
Homoskedasticity

Continuous design

n=80 r=3 2 1 4 14 11 7 5 10 19 18 12 10 15 23 23 8.7
n=160 r=3 1 1 2 14 7 6 5 6 19 14 12 10 10 23 20 2.0
n=320 r=3 1 1 1 15 4 6 5 4 22 10 11 10 8 27 15 0.6
n=640 r=3 1 1 1 15 2 6 5 3 23 8 11 10 7 29 13 0.1
n=1280 r=3 1 1 1 9 2 6 5 3 17 7 11 10 7 24 12 0.0
n=80 r =48 1 1 99 54 16 3 5 100 54 18 7 10 100 54 19 19.8
n=160 r =96 2 1 100 54 20 5 5 100 54 21 10 10 100 54 22 6.4
n=2320 r =192 2 1 100 53 20 6 5 100 54 21 11 10 100 54 21 1.5
n=640 r =384 1 1 100 54 22 6 5 100 54 23 11 10 100 54 23 0.3
n = 1280 r = 768 1 1 100 53 22 5 5 100 53 23 11 10 100 53 23 0.0
Mixed design

n=80 r=12 2 1 21 25 19 7 5 33 29 23 12 10 41 31 26 4.8
n=160 r=24 1 1 25 27 23 6 5 38 30 27 12 10 47 31 29 0.4
n=2320 r =48 1 1 33 29 29 5 5 49 31 32 11 10 58 32 34 0.1
n=0640 r =96 1 1 47 31 32 5 5 64 33 35 11 10 72 33 36 0.0
n=1280 r =192 1 1 69 31 35 5 5 82 33 37 10 10 87 33 38 0.0

Heteroskedasticity

Continuous design

n=80 r=3 3 7 17 10 10 15 22 16 11 17 22 26 21 10.3
n=160 r=3 2 4 14 7 8 10 20 14 12 15 16 24 19 2.3
n=320 r=3 2 2 16 4 8 8 23 10 12 15 14 28 16 0.6
n=640 r=3 2 2 15 2 8 7 23 8 11 14 12 29 13 0.3
n=1280 r =3 1 8 6 17 6 11 15 12 24 12 0.0

n=80 r =48
n=160 r =96
n=2320 r =192
n=0640 r =384
n = 1280 r = 768

47 100 52 15 9 61 100 52 16 12.8
61 100 50 16 11 75 100 51 17 3.7
81 100 49 18 11 90 100 49 19 0.9
96 100 49 19 11 99 100 49 20 0.1
100 100 48 19 11 100 100 48 20 0.0

32 100 50 15
56 100 49 17
86 100 49 18
99 100 48 19

e e e T e T e S N )
[\
Nej
[\

Tt Ot O Ot Ot T O O O

Mixed design
n=80 r=12

n=160 r =24
n=320 r =48

5 38 27 14
9 49 28 19

17 51 30 18 12 26 58 32 21 4.8
24 63 30 23 13 35 71 31 25 0.5
14 67 29 22 33 80 31 25 11 46 8 32 27 0.1
n==640 r =96 28 89 31 26 52 95 32 29 11 65 97 33 30 0.0
n=1280 r =192 52 99 33 30 5 75 100 34 31 10 84 100 34 32 0.0

=
Tt Ot oY O

NOTE: LO: leave-out test, EF: exact F test, Wy: heteroskedastic Wald test with degrees-of-freedom correction, Wy:
heteroskedastic Wald test with Cattaneo et al. (2018b) correction, Wy : heteroskedastic Wald test with Kline et al.
(2020) correction; NEG: fraction of negative variance estimates for LO (in percent). Results from 10000 Monte-Carlo
replications.

34



Table 2: Empirical power (in percent) corresponding to 5% and 10% size

Homoskedasticity Heteroskedasticity
Deviation Sparse Dense Sparse Dense
Nominal size 5% 10% 5% 10% 5% 10% 5% 10%
Test LO EF LO EF LO EF LO EF LO LO LO LO
Continuous design
n =80 r =48 6 15 12 25 5 15 10 25 10 18 7 14
n = 160 r =96 16 23 26 34 12 21 22 34 20 32 17 29
n = 320 r =192 29 35 43 48 26 36 39 51 31 45 29 44
n = 640 r =384 49 55 63 69 44 57 58 71 52 66 49 64
n = 1280 r="T68 74 80 84 88 68 84 81 92 76 86 74 85
Mixed design
n =380 r=12 18 23 30 36 17 19 29 30 24 38 23 37
n = 160 r=24 18 18 29 28 27 28 41 41 24 35 34 49
n = 320 r =48 13 13 22 22 40 42 54 56 16 27 48 64
n = 640 r =96 10 10 18 18 60 65 73 77 11 20 70 82
n = 1280 r =192 8 8 16 15 87 91 94 95 9 17 92 97

NOTE: LO: leave-out test, EF: exact F test. Results from 10000 Monte-Carlo replications.

less prevalent, potentially due to the fact that the test uses some upward biased variance
estimators for 7% of observations. Perhaps somewhat surprisingly, having 7% of observations
causing failure of leave-three-out is not sufficient to bring about any discernible conserva-
tiveness in the leave-out test for this design.

Table 2 contains simulated rejection rates for the continuous and mixed designs under
alternatives where the parameters deviate from their null values in one of two ways — either
one tested coefficient deviates (sparse) or all tested coefficients deviate (dense). The table
reports these power figures for tests with a nominal size of 5% and 10% that also control
the size well, i.e., the LO and exact F tests under homoskedasticity and the LO test under
heteroskedasticity.

For the continuous design, the power of the tests increases from slightly above nominal
size to somewhat below unity as the number of observations increases from 80 to 1280. This
pattern largely holds irrespective of the type of deviation and presence of heteroskedasticity,
although the LO test is a bit more responsive to sparse deviations than to dense ones. Along
this stretch of the power curve, the LO test exhibits a power loss that varies between 4 and

16 percentage points when compared to the exact F test, and in relative terms, this gap
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in power shrinks as the sample size grows. Given that the number of tested restrictions in
this setting is above half of the sample size, we conjecture that these figures are towards the
high end of the power loss that a typical practitioner would incur in order to be robust with
respect to heteroskedasticity.

In the mixed design, the fixed dense alternative exhibits similar power figures as in the
continuous design, while the fixed sparse deviation generates a power function that decreases
with sample size. The reason for the latter is, as discussed in the previous subsection, that
the deviating group effect is not estimated more precisely as additional groups are added to
the data. Upon comparison of the LO and exact F tests, we see that the differences in the
power figures are only 0-7 percentage points. In light of Remark 6, which explains that there
is no power difference between the LO and exact F tests when r/n is small, it is natural
to attribute this almost non-existent power loss to the fact that there are four times fewer
tested restrictions in this mixed design than in the continuous one.

We have also run additional simulation experiments with our baseline continuous re-
gressor design, where we track the impact of the relative numerosities of regressors and
restrictions 7 /m and m/n and of the coefficient of determination R® on the positivity failure
rate of V;, the empirical size of the test, and its empirical power. The two numerosity ratios
show the severity of deviations from the standard regression testing setup, while the coef-
ficient of determination summarizes the magnitude of regression coefficients relative to the
size of error variances. The results are relegated to the Appendix (Tables A1l and A2), and
here we give a brief summary. The general observation is that the percentage of negative
Vf positively varies with all three parameters, with R? having most pronounced impact and
the ratio r/m having smallest impact. The percentage, however, is still kept within 0.1-0.2%
for all combinations when n = 640, and the negativity issue is practically non-existent when
n = 1280. Next, while the three parameters do affect some of the wrongly sized tests from
the existing literature, they do not influence the actual empirical size of our proposal, ex-
cept for minor variation in very small samples. The empirical power of the proposed test,
however, is non-trivially affected by all the three parameters, whose higher values imply
somewhat smaller power. The coefficient of determination, in particular, has such an effect

because a higher signal relative to noise increases the variability of the individual error vari-
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ance estimators relative to their targets, and so the power tends to be negatively affected
by large(r) coefficients. The numerosity ratios also have a negative effect on power because
the signal gets dispersed across a larger number of regressors or restrictions as the ratios
increase, which naturally reduces power. These tendencies are shared by the EF test when
it is appropriately sized.

Finally, we have examined the differences that result from the use of non-demeaned
outcomes when estimating individual variances and their products (see Remark 8). The
general impression from those simulations is, first, the use of non-demeaned outcomes makes
size control less stable; in particular, for smaller sample sizes, the LO test is undersized.
Second, it seriously decreases power at all sample sizes. In practice, we therefore recommend

exploiting the version with demeaned outcomes.

6 Concluding remarks

This paper develops an inference method for use in a linear regression with conditional
heteroskedasticity where the objective is to test a hypothesis that imposes many linear
restrictions on the regression coefficients. The proposed test rejects the null hypothesis if the
conventional F statistic exceeds a linearly transformed quantile from the F-bar distribution.
The central challenges for construction of the test is estimation of individual error variances
and their products, which requires new ideas when the number of regressors is large. We
overcome these challenges by using the idea of leaving up to three observations out when
estimating individual error variances and their products. In some samples the variance
estimate used for rescaling of the critical value may either be negative or cease to exist due
to the presence of many discrete regressors. For both of these issues, we propose an automatic
adjustment that relies on intentionally upward biased estimators which in turn leaves the
resulting test somewhat conservative. Simulation experiments show that the test controls
size in small samples, even in strongly heteroskedastic environments, and only exhibits very
limited adjustment-induced conservativeness. The simulations additionally illustrate good
power properties that signal a manageable cost in power from relying on a test that is robust
to heteroskedasticity and many restrictions.

Bootstrapping and closely related resampling methods are often advocated as automatic
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approaches for construction of critical values. However, in the context of linear regression
with proportionality between the number of regressors and sample size, multiple papers
(Bickel and Freedman, 1983; El Karoui and Purdom, 2018; Cattaneo et al., 2018b) demon-
strate invalidity of standard bootstrap schemes even when inferences are made on a single
regression coefficient. Under additional assumptions of homoskedasticity and restrictions on
the design, El Karoui and Purdom (2018) and Richard (2019) show that problem-specific
corrections to bootstrap methods can restore validity. We leave it to future research to de-
termine whether bootstrap or other resampling methods can be corrected to ensure validity

in our context of a heteroskedastic regression with many regressors and tested restrictions.
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Appendix A Leave-out test

A.1 F-bar distribution

First, when the entries of w are all equal and thus equal to 1/r, we have >, , w,Z, =
r 'S Z,. Because Zy, . .., Z, are independent ;, we have >)_, Zz x> that is indepen-
dent of Z,, and thus

r 2
=4 Doy WeZy a4 df Xy 4
Fog=="C"77—"=— = F, q
. Zo/df r X?lf d

so Snedecor’s F distribution is a special case.

Second, as df — oo, by the law of large numbers, Zo/df = df Zz 5 BB =1,
where 2y, ..., 24 are independent standard normals. Hence, Fw7df A %%, and so the limiting
case of Fmdf when df — 00 is 5.

Third, note that >,_, w,Z, converges in probability to its expectation of y_,_, w, = 1 by
Kolmogorov’s law of large numbers for sums of independent heterogeneous random variables.

Then,

F i 1+(22:1UJZZZ—1)
w.df 1+ (Zy/df —1)

<1+<iweze—1>) (1— éfj;—ji—lxwopa»)

(=1 (=1

_1+<ngzg Z >1+0 1)).

Now, the expression in the first pair of brackets is distributed as )Zi} @Yy with mean
S jwe— % df ' =1—1=0and variance Y;_, 2wi + % 2df > =237 wi + 2/df.

Using Lyapounov’s central limit theorem for sums of independent heterogeneous random
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variables, we obtain that

Fw,df -1

V22w +2/df

4 N(0,1),

and (3) follows.

A.2 Leave-out algebra

For an arbitrary triple (i, j, k) with ¢ # j # k # i, the following shows that Zé#j’k x,xy is

invertible if and only if D;;;, > 0. By SMW it suffices to show that D,;;, > 0 is equivalent to

1— wé(Z#j’k :cgv}) x; > 0 when D;; > 0. Now, we have
/ -1

-1
/ /
Z ’ -1 -1 J JJ jk J -1
Lpy = Smm + Smm ’ ’ wa )

CF5,k J
thus
-1 / -1
1—:132(2 :cgv}) x; = M;; — - 7k v :—D”k.
(£4.k My M My, M, gk

-1
Therefore, D,;;, > 0 if and only if 1 — wé(Z#M w5w2> x; > 0.

A.3 Location estimator

(15)

(16)

The following shows that Eq[F] = > 1" | B;;07 and that IE[E;} = Ey[F] which yields that
F - E; is centered at zero under the null. When H, holds so that R3 = q, we have

RB3=q+ RS} > v @, Inserting this relationship into the definition of F yields

F= (RS;; i wa) (RS,'R)™ (RS;; i wa) = i i Byee;,
i=1 =1

i=1 j=1
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where B;; = :c;-S;le'(RS;; R’) _1RS;xle. Independent sampling and exogenous regressors
yield Ele;e;] = 0 whenever i # j, so

Z Z B;je€;

i=1 j=1

Eo[f] =E,

n

2

= E B0 .
i=1

The matrix B = (B;;) is a projection matrix, so it is symmetric and satisfies r = tr(I,) =
tr(B) = >, Bj; as claimed in the main text. It follows from (Kline et al., 2020, Lemma 1)
that E[67] = 07, so E[>.7", B;;67] = Eo[F] since By, ..., B, are known.

Next, we show that the conditional variance of F — E satisfies the relation given in (9).

Since 67 = y;(y; — «,8)/M,; = > i J]‘é” y;€j, we have that, under Hy,

FoBr =3 Byee, - O3 B, i

i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1
n n n n
_ _ By . Bi; /
=3 (Bij M“Mij)gigj SN BB,
i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1
n n
n
_ E E E E Bii Bj; /
= Cngzgj — ( i (M_“ — M—” MZ]CCZ,B €j7
i=1 j#i j=1
here Cy; = B, — Mia (Bii 4 Bii ) g 5 set of tric weights, i.e., C;: = C.;. Note that
where C;; = B;; — —* M—jj_l—M_ii is a set of symmetric weights, i.e., C;; = C};. Note that we

have subtracted off n zeroes in the form of qﬁ—”z Yo Mingﬁ, which exploits the identity
v Mz, = 0. Independent sampling yields Ele;e;e,,] = 0 whenever ¢ # j for any k, so
the two components in this representation of F — E; are uncorrelated. A straightforward

variance calculation for each component leads to the variance expression in (9):

Vo []:— EAF} = 2§:ZC%U%? + Zn: (Zj;«éi (ﬁ_ﬁ - Z\B;_) M )20’2
=1

i=1 j#i
n n 2
2 2 2
= E E Uij0i0j+§ (E . ‘/mw;/6> O s
— . J#
1=1 j#i i=1

M;;
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A.4 Variance estimator

—

First, we show that a?a? = a?a?. To establish this equality we introduce some notation used

2 ~2
to describe 6; _; and &; _;;,. Define

g M,
Mij,—i = Mv
v o M — MM
ik,—ij = ,
’ D;;j/M;;
and
M., ... — Mg — My My 1, — Mg Mg
i, —ijk Dljk/Djk R

where the indices following the commas are all different and their ordering is irrelevant (note

that Mik, was also introduced in the main text). In addition, we will also at times write

Mie,_ijj for Mie,_ij- With these definitions we now have
n
~2 3 ~
0y =Y; (?/z - w;/ﬁ—z) =Y Z Mz’j,—iyk>
j=1

&z—j =Y (?Jz - CU;B—U) =Y Z Mik,—ijyka
k=1
and

&iz,—jk =Y (?/z - m;/é—mk) =Y Z Miz,—ijkye-

£k
To see why these relationships hold note that Mii7_ij =1, Mm_ij =0, and
_1 1 -1
= (Z 336332) x), = M, — ’ "l = My, 5, (18)
0#i,j M;; Mij ij Mjk
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where the first equality follows from (15). Similarly, note that Mn’,—ijk =1, M;
Mik,_ijk =0, and use SMW and (16) to see that

-1
- N (Zl;ej,k 33le) T (Zl#,k 33le)
Dij1/ Dy,

( 3 W;) s (z .

I#i,5,k I#5,k

which together with (15) yields

—1 I
, , Z; (Zl;ﬁj,k wlwl) Ly .
—&; E Iy Ly = — = Mié,—z’jk'

oy Dijk/Djk

Relying on the newly defined M, _,; and Mw,—ijk we can write

7_7']

ij,—ijk —

U U - yzy] Z Z jk,—ij ZZ ZJkykyé and 020 - yly] Z Z ik,—ij ]Z ZJkykyb

k=1 £k k=1 £k
—_—

from which sz»a? =07 0]2- will follow if

My —ij Mo _iji + Mg _ij Mg _ijo = M —i5 M0 _iji + Mig 35 Mg _ije-

J J

That this equality holds follows immediately from the observation that

Mz‘z,—ijk = Mz‘z,—ij - Mik,—iijé,—ijka

which shows equality between

Mjk,—ijMie,—ijk + Mje,—ijMik,—ije = Mjk,—ij (Mig_ij — Mik,—iije,—ijk)
+ Mj&—ij (Mik,—ij - Mié,—ijMék,—ijé)
and
Mik,—iijZ,—ijk + Miz,—iijk,—ije = Mik,—ij (Mje,—ij Mjk ZJMM zﬂf)
‘|‘Mz’é,—z’j (Mjk,—ij Mge ZJMék zge)
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Now we derive that \7; is a conditionally unbiased estimator of the null variance given
n (9). That 070’ is conditionally unbiased for o]0} was given in the main text, so here we
elaborate on the bias introduced by the second component. Note that (y;,y) is conditionally

independent of &iz,—jk and Ely,y,| = = Bx,08 + U?l{j:k} so that

ZZZVU.% VieYi - a;, ]k] ZZZVUVM yky]} E[ 22 gk]

1=1 j#i k#i i=1 j#i k#i

_Z<Z #%%5) Ti +ZZ 4950

i=1 j#i

The first component of this expectation is equal to the corresponding second part of the
target variance VO[]: — E;] but the second component is a bias which we correct for by
using > ", Zj#( Vz);; instead of > 77 >°. ., Uy ;a\f as an estimator of the first
part in VO[}" — EF}

Now we derive the test statistic that relies on restricted variance estimates. Denote by
S_i=> ki ar:ja:;- leave-one-out analogs of S,,. The restricted LO estimates are B_Z- = B_i —
S} R’(RS:Z-1 R’) ! (RB_i — q), the restricted LO residuals are y; — wgﬁ_i, and the resulting
restricted individual variance estimates are 7. = y; (yi — :c;B_i), which are conditionally
unbiased under H,.

To derive the restricted estimator E 7 of Ey[F] and null conditional variance V, [f —E ;}

of F —EF, note first that the restricted LO residuals are

yz_m;/g—z: _wﬁ—z ZTU j?
J#i

where T,;; = x,S"/R (RS:i1 R) 'RS~! ; ;. By the Woodbury matrix identity,

1

Q-1 p/ -1, ../ Q- 1p/\ ~ M..

" M, M., M.

(2 (2 (23

, S; R (RS;'R) "' RS,] M,
Zi -1/ —1 1 -1 L~ i
M; + S} R (RS,,R)" RS,z M

(22
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Note that T,;; = 0. As a result, the restricted variance estimates are

2_8_ zﬁ_l_g ZTU ]a
J#i

and the restricted estimator of Eq[F] is

E;-ZBMU —E}'_ZBiz B +e ZTU €5
=1

J#i

so that

f—E; = Z Z (C’,-j - B;; ,j (Z Vj + BiiTij) wiﬂ) €

i=1 j#i J=1 \j#

and so i § )
WFE] =Y et 3 (Z xzngg)
i=1 ji i=1 \ j#i

where ﬁij = 2 (C’ij —BZ-Z-T,-]-)Q and 17,-]- = V,; + B;;T;;. The estimate \7; can be con-
structed similarly to \A/; using coefficients U and VZ] in place of U;; and V;; and re-
stricted leave-three-out variance estimates Uf ik = Yi (y, — wéﬁ_ijk), where B_ijk = B_ijk —
S_ka (RS_WR) (Rﬁ_i]—k — q) are restricted leave-three-out parameter estimates, and
S_ijk= ZZ#M x,x, are leave-three-out analogs of S, .

Note that restricted estimation of error variances when the null is imposed may in fact
facilitate existence of leave-three-out estimators. For example, suppose that the null’s pa-
rameters are R = (Omﬂm1 Im2) and q = 0,1, where my + my = m is the total regressor
dimensionality, so that one tests for joint insignificance of the last m, parameters. Suppose
that the first m; regressors are continuously distributed, while the last m, regressors are
discrete. Then, when the null is imposed, the discrete regressors do not enter the design

matrix, and there is no problem with the existence of leave-out estimators.
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A.5 Computational remarks

The representation of leave-one-out residuals and individual leave-one-out variance estima-
tors given in the main text follows immediately from (6). Here we derive the representation of
the leave-two-out and leave-three-out residuals given in the main text and used in implemen-
tation of the testing procedure. In (18), we showed for j # i that yi—w;B_ij = ZZ:]. Mik,_ijyk

M — M My /M5 .
Doy /Mg . Thus it follows that

where Mik,—ij =

. " M. M., — M. M. M S My — My S0 My
/ _ jj-"tik igttik o Mg Lak=1t"ikIk ij Lak=1*"jkIk
Yi — By = Z D Ye = D..
k=1 v Y
ij(yi - CU;B) - Mz’j(yj - w;é)
D;; ’

J

as claimed.
To break the monotonicity of the constant reliance on SMW, we establish the representa-
tion of the leave-three-out residuals using blockwise inversion. For i # j # k #£ 4, y; —m;B_ijk

is the first entry of the vector

—1

M;; Mij My, Yi — wiB
My My My, y; — ;8
My, My, My, Y — x5

J

which by blockwise inversion equals

/ -1 -1 ’ -1
.
o [ M| | Mg M M;; s [ M) [ My Mg y; —z;8
ii Yi — ;8 ) -
My, | | My, My M; My, | | My, My Y — B
D/ D; .
e (v — =B
Yk — ROy,

which in turn is the representation provided in the main text.
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Appendix B Asymptotic size and power

B.1 Asymptotic size

As a preliminary observation, note that max; B;; = O,(€,), Assumption 3(z), and Assump-
tion 4 imply that max;(>_,; V;; z'B3)°/r = 0,(1). This follows from the idempotency of M

through

1 2
(3, v9)' < z<z i)

(@p)’
Z] 1 JJ— max 2 max Bj; = o,(1).

22 i J

<m

Thus, we have max;(D_;_; Vija:;ﬂ)z /r = 0,(1) under either of the two possible conditions
in Assumption 3(iz). Similarly, we have that max; B;;/(e,r) = 0,(1) under either of the
two possible conditions in Assumption 3(ii). Finally, we will repeatedly rely on the simple
bound that max; >, U; + VZ? = O(max; By;).

Finally, as a further motivation of the high-level condition max; (3, Vi2i8)° /1 = 0,(1)
we provide a simple example where it holds with r proportional to n. This example is

characterized by
L. n/r=0(1) and max; > | 1{M,; # 0} = Op(ennl/z),

This example focus on settings where the number of restrictions is large relative to sample
size, and covers any model with group specific regressors only and maximal group sizes that

1/2

grow slower than n/“. This is so since M;; = 0 for any two observations in different groups.

Here, we have

max—( Vw ]ﬁ) :%max<z wM”a: )

< ](? (5. 100 £ 0) = 0,00,

where the order statement use 1., Assumption 3(i), and Assumption 4.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. The proof naturally separates into three parts. In the first two parts,
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we consider an infeaible version of the test that relies on VO[]-" — E;} instead of V. The
first part then establishes asymptotic size control when r grows to infinity with n, while the
second part establishes size control when r is fixed in the asymptotic regime. The third part
shows consistency of the proposed variance estimator, i.e., VF/VO[.F — EF} 2 1. Together,
these results and the continuous mapping theorem lead to the conclusion of the theorem
irrespective of how r is viewed in relation to the sample size.

Asymptotic size control when r is growing Using (17) and defining the vector &; =
> i1 M,-jﬁ—”;mj = — > iz VijT;, we can write

i=1

i=1 j#i

Under Assumption 2, it follows (see Kline et al., 2020, Lemma B.1 and its proof) that

F-FE '+ scaled down by Vo[f —E ;] 2 i asymptotically standard normal provided that
trace(C") max; (Z;8)*
(a) ————=5 =0,(1) and (b)) ————=—= = 0,(1),
Vo[ F — Ef] Vo[ F — E7]

where C' is a matrix with C;; as its (4, j)-th entry. To show that (a) and (b) holds, we first
note that C = B — 2(DppyM + M Dp,),), where B has B;; as its (,)-th entry and
Dy, is a diagonal matrix with By;/M;; as its (4,4)-th entry. Note also that for even p,
trace(C?) = trace(B) + trace(27"(Dpyy M + MDp,y)"), as B and M are idempotent
and orthogonal. Since Vo[ F — E #| > min, o} D i1 Dt 2C,-2j these observations yield

Z Z 20}, = 2trace(C?) > 2trace(B) = 2r.

i=1 j#i

For (a), we can now observe that

1
trace(C") = trace(B) + 1—6trace((DB@MM +MDp,)")

<r+ Z Z—% < r(l + (max; Bii)3 (maxi Mijl)4>.
=1
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Since Assumption 4 implies that max; M;; ' = O,(1), (a) therefore holds with a rate of 1/r.
Condition (b) follows immediately from Assumption 3(i) and that the variance Vo[F —
E;] is at least of order r.
As the above establishes asymptotic standard normality of F — EF scaled down by

VO[]: —E F} 1/2, it now suffices for asymptotic size control to show that

ql—a(Fw,n—m> -1
V2 df +2/(n—m)

£> q1—a ((I)>

which by (3) follows provided that max, w, 2y 0 and n — m — oco. The latter condition is
implied by max; M;;" = O,(1) as it leads to limsup,,_,,. m/n < 1.
We prove that max, 1, = 0, by establishing that entries of w 7= (wy,...,w,) converges

to zero when r — oo and that

B2
maix (i, — w;)” = O (mL) (19)

1/2
En/”f’

where the entries of both wr and w are sorted by magnitude. Since max, w, < max, w, and

%’T&i = 0,(1) these observations yield the desired conclusion.

First, have that

2 2 2
\/Z?:l > 1 Bijoio; o Inax; Ufﬁ o (1)
> et Bjo} T min; o} T .

maxwy < [lwgl| =

Second, we have that

E, [J—"])2 Y, (67 = o) iy B (6] — of)

max ('lbg — 'lUg)2 S ( o
Ex (2,-21 Bz‘ﬂ?)z

14

It follows from the first part of this proof that Ex/Ey[F] £ 1, and from an application of
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Cauchy-Schwarz that

Asymptotic size control when r is fixed For r fixed, it must be that max; B;; = 0,(1) by
Assumption 2. When 7 is fixed, we can without loss of generality suppose that wr converges
in probability (as we can otherwise argue along subsequences) and will use w ~ to denote
this limit. The entries of this limit are necessarily strictly positive. It follows from (19), that

W 7 and thus also that w 2 @ 7. This conclusion naturally implies that we also have

w5
Ex/Ey[F] & 1.

Lyapounovs central limit theorem and max; B;; = 0,(1) implies that VIRA]"*(RB —
q) 4N (0, I,) which when coupled with the conclusions above and the continuous map-
ping theorem implies that F/Ex LN )’(%F. Finally, we have that V,[F — Ez]/E[F]* =
Vo[ Fl/Eo[F)? + 0,(1) = 2|46 £||* + 0,(1) and due to the continuous nature of this variance

we also have that 2||w||* + 2/(n — m) = 2| W £|* + 0,(1). Thus it follows that

: F - - Vo[ F—Ef]" /B ))
Im P — > ¢ o(Fgn-m) + (@—o(Fgn_m) — 1 U L Z_ —1 =1—-a.
n—00 <E]__ g ( ’ ) (ql ( ’ ) ) < \/2 22:1 ﬁ)?+2/(n—m)

To finish the proof we only need to establish that Vi / VO[]: - E F} 51
Consistency of variance estimator In the remainder of this proof Z; ; 1s shorthand for
the double sum Y 7%, 37, D0, denotes Y0 >0 >0, L and YO0, abbreviates
Dot Do Doktig 2egigge  Similarly, we use Y77, to denote the double sum 3, YU
Note that > ki (without a raised n) will still denote a single sum that excludes 1.

From the algebraic manipulations of the leave-out estimators provided in Appendix A .4,

it follows that the proposed variance estimator satisfies the decomposition

- 2 2
Ve = E Uijyiyi€; + E QikYi Yi€r + bijryi€iyys + E bijke¥iYiYne (20)
i itk ey
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where the weights in (20) are

ik = Uiijk,—ija biji = (Uij - Vz’?)Mm—ij + VijVie, and by = bijka—ijk-
Appendix A.4 already showed that V; is conditionally unbiased, so consistency follows if
the conditional variance of Vi is small relative to the squared estimand V, []-" - E ;} ?. The
derivations further below establish that this is the case by working with the four components
of (20) one at a time.
An essential algebraic trick that is used repeatedly below is that the property M? = M

or >y Mj:My, = M;, = M,; translate into similar statements regarding the leave-out

analogs M;; _;, My, _;; and My, _;
n > v M'Li —1 Miz —1 Miz
j:l Mij’_isz7_Z o Mu o Mu o MiiMu
for leave-one-out,
. . [ Y T s s Y
o — My Myi g Mg —i My —ij = Mja, —ij May —s
k=1 MJ’%-ZJMJkrw Dy /My D,,/M,, (21)
o Mii(MuM]j_M'LJM'Lj)_(MnMJi_MZ]Mzi)Mij
DijDz]
for leave-two-out, and in the case of leave-three-out:
noo. . Y S S Y S Y
M' . M — i1, —ijk 17,—ijk* 91, — 1K ik, —ijk* " K1, — )k 22
E =1 W, —ijktV el —yk D,,./D, ( )
. (Miszk_Mij(Mkksz_Mijkz)_Mik(ijMkz_Mkjsz))Djm
Dijk'Dle
B (Mi]Djk_Mij(Mkij]_MkjMkj)_Mik(ijMkJ_Mijj]))(Mnnsz_Mn]Mlﬂ)
DijkDZ]Ii
. (Miijk_Mij(Mkijm_MkjMkm)_Mik(ijMkm_Mijjn))(Mgngﬂ_Mangz)
Dijszgfc ’

Beyond these identities, the remaining arguments rely on well-known inequalities such as

Cauchy-Schwarz, Minkowski, and Courant-Fischer.
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First component of Vx. For the first component of (20), we have

V[Z:;éj U"jy?ngj} - Z" -Uizj \4 ygngj} + C[y?ngpyjz'yigi})
+ ZZ;A Lk [yl Yj vakyy el + C[yz Y€ jvyyykgk])

+ Zl;é £k [yl y] Jo Yi ykgk} + C [yl y] 7 ykyz zD

<IIlaXIE yz y] J 42, 1(237&1 ZJ>2‘

The upper bound on this variance is 4 times a product between a conditional moment
mame[yf ]E[yfe?] which is O, (e, ") by Assumptions 2 and 3(i) and a sum of squared
influences Z?ZI(Z#Z. Uij)2. The latter term we can write as four times trace(C2 ©) C2),

where ® denotes Hadamard (elementwise) product. This representation immediately yields

2221(23'# Uij)2 < 4‘trace(02)‘maxi Zj;éi Uy 0O max; Zj;éi U \ O(maxi B“-)
P 2 - n 22 _ €EnT ’
Vo7~ W7 (55,3 .

where the last two equalities follow from the asymptotic normality step of this proof.
Second component of V;. The second component of (20) we further decompose into two

parts
Zi#j#kaijkyizgjgk + a4 Byi e, (23)

Proceeding with variance calculations and bounds for the first part we have

V[Z;j#k aijkyfejek} = Z;j#k agr, (@i + aikj)E[yglg?E%]

+ Z;#k (aijk (ajik + ajki) + Qg (ajik + ajki))E [yz?giyyzgjgi]

- Z; jhie VK (e + any) E [y yeeier]

n 2
< maxIE yl o 82 ik Uk+maxa Z#k<z# zng[yzD

where we utilize a;; = 0. Now observe that a special case of (21)

i1

- - ~ ~ 2 2
n M M 1- Mzg ZM]l —1j l_sz,szjz,fij — ijMiiMzz+MizMijsz_MijMzz_szMii

[ R LV il L Dy /My, D,;/M,, D;;D,;
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-1

is bounded in absolute value by 4Di_j1Dlj , and that a further special case of (21) yields the

bound > 7, Mfk,_ij = 1\[;11; < Dlij. In turn these bounds lead to
n 2 n 2
Zi;ﬁji&klaij;c S max D1 > Zz:l(z_];fz U;j) — ()<maexirBM)7
Vo[ F—Ex] i#tj Dis Vo[ F—Ex] n
DN O az‘jkf{yf])2 < max E[yif y A (S Zij)Q _ O(maxi Bii>
Vo[ F—Ex] i) Dij Vo[ F—Ex] €n”

where the order statement of the first line stems from Assumption 4 from which it follows that
mMax;; Digl = O,(1), while the second order statement additionally utilizes Assumptions 2
and 3(¢) from which we obtain max;_; E[yf]Q/Df] =0,(e,").

Turning to a variance calculation for the second part of (23) we have
V[Z##k az’jkwg'ﬁyz?gk} = Zi#k a?-kE [.%45@ + a0y B [y125z?/135k}
" 2,2 2
+ Zi##k a;.x00 B Y5 yoer]

n n n 2
<2maxBly/lo] y | aly+maxoly (37 aEly]) . 24)

where @, =>4 a;rz;B8. From (21) we obtain the special case

S = Mt _ T 000
k=1 IR, P

D;;/M;; — Dy /My, D;;Dyy

where a coarse bound on the absolute value of this expression is 2DZ-;1DZ-}1. Utilizing this

coarse bound, we immediately see that the first part of the variance in (24) satisfies

Sieals 22?:1(2j¢iU¢3-|m;-2ﬁ|D;1)2 < may @8 2V
Vo[ F—Ex] Vo[ F—Ex] i#j D Vo[ F—Ex] €nt

@i8)? 250X Vi)’ =0 (m—axi Bﬂ;).

For the second part of (24) we instead rely on the full generality of (21)

§ :n M M — Mo My My, + M, My M, g — M, M, ; Mg — M M, ; M,
k=1 ]k7_l.7 Zkv_lg DijDzZ :
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When coupled with the observation that the eigenvalues of M belong to {0, 1}, this leads to

Yra(Tis ‘j‘i-k;ﬂyiz])z < max ’

uqy?]z( Jm Dy 1(2#1U D) _ O(maxl )

€,T

where the last relation follows from max;; D;; 2E [yl] (w;ﬂ)Q = O,(e, ") which holds by
Assumptions 2 and 3(¢) and Assumption 4.
Third component of Vx. For the third component of (20) we similarly employ a decom-

position

Zz#]#k ij( jﬁyz iYk + wkﬁyzg 8 + Yi€i€j 8k) (25)

where the variance of the first part satisfies

n n 2
V[Z##k bijkw;‘ﬁyigiyk} = Z#k Uik VIyi€iyrl + birbriClyiciyn, Yreryil

+ Z#k# bikbekClyiciyn, yee yr] + binbieClyic iy, viciye]

+2 Z#k# bikbr-eClyi€iyn, Ynerye)

< maxE yl y] j Z b7

n n 2
2
+ ml?lX(E 4]+ [Cly;, yigi]‘)zkzl (Z':1 bi-kai)

+ max(E[yiel] + [Clys ied) D B

for bip = > iz bin;B, b = > i_, biyzyB and we have used that by; = 0. From the

representation
~ > 217
b = —ZiBVy + ik Uy My i = i Vi M, i3

and the previously derived bound ‘Zk 1 Mgk ,g} =2D;; IDZ-_ZI, we immediately obtain

Jk —ij
ik b?k . < max (m;§)2 32?:1(23‘# Uij)2+:f 25:1(23‘# Vi§)2 + 32;;1@;@?2;}1 Vi?‘ .
Vo[ F—Ex] i#j  Dij Vo[ F—Ex] Vo[ F—Ex]

Since M? = M and the largest eigenvalue of M ® M is bounded by one (a consequence of
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the Gershgorin circle theorem), it follows that

Z?ﬂ(zg';éivi?)z < 16570, Biy/Mj; O(maxl Bu‘)
~ 2 = ~ 2 - r )
Vo[ F—Ex] Vo[ F—Ex]

and since Vo[ F — E;} > min; o7 >, (%;3)” we similarly have that

Z;L 1("3 /3) Z] 1Vz] < maXM 2222 (@ z/@) =0 (1)
Vo[ F— E]-'] Vo[ F— Ef] p

Turning to the second part of this variance we reuse the expression in (21) to derive the

bound

Py 1(271 b;. 1;01'2)2 < max (93;5%20; 122?:1(2;'# Uij>2+1222?:1(2j7£i Vz’?’)Q + max af %
Vo[ F-Ex] = it;  Di Vo[ F—Ex] g My V[F-E]

—0 (M) +0,(1).
Finally, since >, _, jk _i;x = 0, we have that b;. = (,8)* — Z#i Uij(a:;ﬂ)z SO

22 2?21(23'7&@ Uij)z

S b o 2 (@8)"
Vo[ F—Ex]"

Vo[ F-Er]" T V[F-Eg]” +mlax(ar;;6)

= Op(l)

where the order statement regarding the first part follows from Assumption 3(i7) and the
derivation in the asymptotic normality part of this proof.

For the second part of (25) we have

<maXE[y2 o QZ bw +maxa Z] 1(2#], bij.0§)2

for b;;. = Zk# bijkwﬁfﬁ. We have b;;. = —Uijac;ﬂ + @,; 8V, which leads to

g

2
gl o max(:c 5)272#3 4 max LAZSES _ o <7max B“) + 0,(1),

Vo[ F— E;] Vo[ F—Er] i M VO[]-'—E;]
(i by 02)2 < 2 4822 () U@J)Z o 8 (@8) _
Vo[ F-Ex] m,?x( zif)°o Vo[ F—Ex]" +H§3X M V[F-Ef]" op(1)-
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Turning to the third and final part of (25) we have

V[Z;#k bz’jkyigifjgk} = Z;#k bz’jk (bz’jk + bikj)E[yi%?E?fi]

#370  b) g + B chel]
+ Z:;éj;ék;éz biji (bfjk + békj)E [?/z'giyﬁzfi?ﬁ}

n n 2
< maxE[y?e2]oi8 Y 2+ maxo?2y (Z 3 .2) ,
< i%x [y251}0]8 i;éj;ékbl]k_l— axo; i i;,gjbwkal

By reusing the inequalities |Y,_, Jk —szjk il <5 D and |>7_, k _ij| < 50—, one can
ij
show that

2
48 Z;L 1 ’L’L/M’L’L

n 2 n 2
ki pn Vi < max L 12570 (3 Uy ) H12500 (5 Vi) + max

VolF-Ex]” T iz Pu Vo[ F—Ex]” 3 Vol F—Ex]
—0 (M)’ (26)
(i bz‘ﬂ;"?) < max“—élQZ?:l(Z#i Uij)2+12§?:1(2#i Vi) + max % o M
Vo[F—E5] = it DI Vo[ F—Ex] g M5 V[F-Ef]

—0 (M)

Fourth component of V. The fourth and final component of (20) we can rewrite as
Z##k#bmke (:‘C;C/Bw;ﬁyigg + w%ﬁyié‘jé‘e + w;ﬁyié‘ké‘e + w;ﬁé‘jé‘k@z + 5i5j5k5£) (27)
where the variance of the first term satisfies

V|:Zi¢j¢k¢£bijk€w;cﬁw;’ﬁyi5€:| = Zi# b;.(E [%25?] + biobe i Elyiciyee]
" 2
+ Z.##k bi..ibi..oB [y;yxes)

<maXIE yl 022 g—l—maXU Ze 1(2 szzﬁ)

for b.p =324 bijex;B and by, = D hoti bijrexy,B and we have used that by, = b;jp; = 0.
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To further upper bound the first part of this final expression, we rely on (22) which yields

E n MZ Z]kMZ i — 1_Mij,7i]ijl —JK DMim,fijka,fgm )
/=1 zgm/ Ik

Using this identity in conjunction with Cauchy-Schwarz and M having all its eigenvalues

in {0, 1} we obtain that

ZZ;&Z Ii?--l2 < Z?:l ?3 . max (m;ﬁ)QQ(m;ﬁf 12 ZZ;]%kb%k
V[F-Bz]" = V[F-Ez]"  itj#kti  Dik VF—E]
+ 2501 (S Dy bijf“’;fm;cﬁDjk/Dijk)z
Vo[ F—Ex]
+ max(a: /8)2 ZZ¢J(Zk#13 l]kkaMkk/D”k>
i Vo[ F— E]-']
+ max(a: /8)2 ZZ#’“(ZJ#"L K Dijk®; ;BM. ]/Di]‘k)Q
Vo[ F— Ef]

The first two terms of this bound were shown to be 0,(1) in the treatment of the third

component of (20), so here we focus on the latter three. The identities

M;; 1 + MMy —ig+Mj My i

Diji. — Dy D;j !

My, _ 1 + My M —ij+My; Mg _i;

Dy Dy Dy !

Djr _ 1 + M) Mg+ M M —2M;; My My,
Dy M;; M;; Dy, ’

immediately leads to

n 2 7 2 n 2
S (ki bije®eBMyy, /Dy, 230, b, A, b
it St s bis k) max L 22z 4 oy (w B) izizn bigh _ 0,(1)

Vo[ F—Ex]" = iAj Dy V[ F-EBr]T  itj#k#i DigDige V[F-Ex]”

n 2 n 2 n 2
Zi;ﬁk(Z]‘#i,kbijkm;cﬁMkk/Dijk) < 1 22 ik bik (arzé;@)2 43 ik bige
. <max - —ZEES 4 max P Lt =0,(1)
Vo[ F—Ex] i#j Dij Vo[F—Ex| i#j#k#i DijDiji Vo[ F—Ex]
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and

n / / 2
i1 (Eg Tipig bign®iPrBDik [ Digr) " ax L 16 37 e by ik +max( '8)%(z ]5)2 47, b

VO[‘F_EF]2 - % Mu Vo[]: E]:] (2%) [.F E]:]2
+ max (1\;4@2 42;;&j(2k7&i,j bijkil:;cﬁszk/Dijk)Q
ij Ji Vo[ F—Ex]
( Zﬁ) Z;;k(z;;ﬁz k szkw ﬁ /D'ij> .

where the order statements were established in the treatment of the third component of (20).

2
To deal with >_,_, (Z?# bi..gw;ﬁ) , we use the full generality of (22)

" M . M — Mil,fl]k Mlj znggz —JK Mim,fijk:M&z,fjm
§ —1 i, —ijkt" il —K ”N/DJI‘€

from which we derive that

n 2 322" 32 (2 3)2 1357, b2-
i#l i,k Dijr VO[}'—E;]

2
23 Z?:1 (Zj;éi Zk;ﬁi,j bijkw;Bw;cﬁDjk/Dijk)

’
2 72#3(21@51 j zjkmkﬁMkk/D”k)
(a8 el B et

B )

For the second part of (27), we have the following variance expression and bound
! ’ " 22 2
+ Z z]é ]zé+bﬂz)+b24](bﬂg+bﬂz)) [528253}

+ Zlyéj;ékyﬁﬁ bzy Z(bkj-ﬁ + bkg])E [ylyk(g?g?}

< IIZ;%XE[y?]U?SZ## e+ max 042 Z]# (Z 4 ﬁ)
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and we have used that b;,; = b;;;. For this variance bound we utilize (22) to obtain

R ir,—ijk ik, —ijk" k1, —jK
E =1 Mzé zykMZ —1jk D,;n/Djs )

n . - 1—M.: oM.
M, . M R ik, —ijk ki, —jk )
§ =1 i, —ijk+t"til,—ijK Dijn/D]n

When combined with Cauchy-Schwarz and M having its eigenvalues in {0, 1}, we therefore
obtain the further bounds

Z;#{bfj-g < Zi;jl??j.z m (wézﬁf 527;&#51’?]‘; 4 3Zl;j(zk#,jbijkf;cﬁszk/Difk>2 = 0,(1)
V[F-Ex]" T Vo[F-Ex|]"  i#j#k#i Dijn Vo[F-Er] Vo[ F—Ex]
and
Sl iz bij-e;;ﬁ)Q < max & “3)( B)° LY b ik
Vo[ F~Ex] T itjthti D W F-EBF]
2 Z@;ég(Zk;ézj mkmkﬁMkk/Dmk) .
—l—miax( zﬂ) VO[]-' E‘;] - Op(l)

where the order statement follows from arguments given for the third component of (20) and

the first part of (27).
The variance of the third part of (27) satisfies

V[Z##k#bz’jkew;ﬂyi@kﬁe} = Z#k# bi.we(Diwe + bici)E [yi erer ]
+ Zi#k#é(bi-ké(bkvié + brsi) + b (e + b E 72767
+ Z# ittt bi.ké(bj~kz + bj{k)E[yingigﬂ

2
< maXIE yZ log 82 ke ZM + maxa QZk# (Zi;,,gkbi"fﬂ;ﬁ) ,

where by = > ik bijkgac;ﬂ. In complete analogy with the preceding argument, we use (22)
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to obtain

Mil,fl]k Mlj znggz —k

n
M M, =
ZZ:l i, —ijk+" b, —gk mk/ng 5
n v v 1_Mig 71]k:Mgz —gk
E =1 Mi[,—ijkMiZ,—ijk - Dijk/D]k )

which leads to

]/Dl]k)z

Zz;ﬁk;ézbzld S Z?#klj?-kQ + max (w;£)25zz¢k;ﬁgbuk 3Z?¢k(zy¢z kbwkmafﬁ :Op(l)
Vo[ F-Ex]" T V[ F-Es]" | igjgkti D Vo[F-E| Vo[l F—Ex]”
and
ZZ¢Z(Zi¢k?i.kz2méﬁ)2 < max @BLEE LT b
Vo[ F—Ex] i£j £k Dijk Vo[ F— E;]
2 T ik bign i BMy;/Disi)” = 0,(1)

+ max(a) o

where the order statement follows from arguments given for the third component of (20) and

the first part of (27).
Now the fourth term of (27) satisfies that
\Y Ei#j#k#@bijkzw;ﬁgjgkgz] = Zj;ék;éf b-jk@ (b-jkf + b.jgk)E[&f?Ezgﬂ
- Z#k#(bw(bw + i) + by (Do + brey)) E[erer]

6 n 2 n 2

for b, = Zz#yk bijkgw'ﬂ and we have used that b, = b;;;;. The first term was dealt with

(26). For the second term we use a special case of (22)

M M J— i, —1jk — i1, —ijk
2521 W,—ijk "l =ik T D,y /Dy Dj1./Djp,
D (Mzzng (M Mszzk'l'Mk:k:M'lej_Mjk(MijM1k+Miksz)))

D'ijD'ij
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so that it follows from the largest eigenvalue of M being one that

2 n 2
Z?#k#b-ﬂ;f < (@i8)? Xjprpibioh _ (1)
. = 2 ~ 2

Vo[ F—Ex] i#j#k#i Dijk Vo[ F—Ex] p

Finally, the variance of the fifth term of (27) satisfies the bound

V[Z;j;ék#bijkgeisjeksg] = Z;#k# by [5?5?5%5?}
X (bijke + bijor + bikje + bike; + bigjr + bigk;
+ bjike + bjiok + Ojgie + Ojei + Djpige + Djoni
+ byjei + brjie + bije + briej + bpij + bieji
+ bejire + Dujki + boi + borji + bpiji + béikj)

8 " 2
< max o 24 Z bijke-

i#i kAl
. . . n “r2 _ 1 1
Since a special case of (22) is Y, | Mjy 1, = Do Don < B We have that
Z?;é#k# b?jké -2 ZZ& i#k b?'k
SRR 9 < max D, =EEE R — o (1
Vo F-Br]T T ikt IRV F-Br]” »(1)
which completes our proof that the variance estimator VO[}" —E ;} is consistent. O

B.2 Asymptotic power

Proof of Theorem 3.2. First, we define the null vector 3, corresponding to the parameter

vector B under Hyz. That is, we let

~1/2

/60 = /6 - S;le/(RS;le/) 6a (28)

where we see that (3, satisfies the null, R3, = q, since 3 is generated by a local alternative

with R3 = q + (R,S':E_IIR')U2 6. Furthermore, we denote by [f — Ef}& the value of F — Ef

under Hgs, and by [.7-" —E ;} , its value when the parameter vector 3 is equal to Gy.
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The value of F — E» under Hj can be represented in accordance with (28) as

LF—EA5:<RSQ§5wﬁthB—q>(RSng4<RSQ§iwﬁthﬁ—q>

i=1 i=1

_Z A Z/Bo—i-CC/B /80 +€ Z zg]

n

= []:—EF]O+5/5+2(5—50),Z$ﬁi— Z3(B — Boe;

i=1 j=1

Note that the third and fourth terms in this representation of []—" — EA;} s are both of
smaller order than the sum of the first two when r — oo. Indeed, both have conditional

mean zero, while the third term has variance
V|(B=B0) Y. wii] = (B-Bo) Y wialo? (B~ By) < maxoids,

which implies that the third term is o0,(]|d]|) and therefore either of a smaller magnitude than
the first term in [.7-" — E;] s if 8’8 is bounded, or of a smaller magnitude than the second if

6’86 — oo. For the fourth term we similarly have that

VIS @8- Bos| = Y (@8- 80) 0 <maxa? S (#)(8 - B)’
= maxof 12 Tz (B~ Bo) ”w(ﬁ Bo) M
<maxg’2z x;(8 — 50)) >

jJ

2

and since Assumptions 2 and 4 imply that max; ; # = 0,(1) the argument applied to the
i

third term applies here as well.

Hence, we have that

[F-25), &5 (M)_m _ V‘_i’jj]/ o, (1) 5 (0, 1),
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and since VO[%_E’T} is bounded and bounded away from zero, it also follows that

, 12
(% _ A?)(M) = 0,(1), if Ay < o0,
7[F_bjf]‘i/2 2 o, if Ay = o0,
Vo[F-Ex]

from which the statement of the theorem follows if Vz / VO[.F —E ;} 51

Next we argue that the variance estimator remains consistent under the sequence of
alternatives characterized by Hs. A recall of the argumentation in Appendix A.4 reveals
that Vf is an unbiased estimator of VO[.F ~FE ;] for any value of 3. Similarly, an inspection
of the proof of Theorem 3.1 reveals that the variance bounds derived for components of Vi
do not depend on the particular value for 3. Thus, it suffices that the sequence of local

alternatives satisfy Assumption 3(i) as assumed. O

Finally, we substantiate the comparison between the power of our proposed LO test and

the exact F test provided in Remark 6. Specifically, we show that the ratio

Ly, [F — Ef]

20" + ni—TmOA
converges in probability to unity under either of the following two conditions;

L2y, B2 = 0,(1) which effectively covers settings with = — 0.

2
2. %Z?:1<AB4 — ,un) = 0,(1) for p, = =>°" ]5[ which corresponds to settings with

. B.. .
approximately balanced /+ across observations.

3

To see why that convergence holds, note first that

1 .
;VO[F—EI] . 1 9 1 n / 9
1= r(l g )(trace(c )+ Py Zi:l (Zj# Vijar;jﬂ) ) )

4 2r
20" + n—m? n—m
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The second component is negligible under either 1. or 2., as

" 2 n N =\ 2
%Zi:1< j#VU.’B}ﬁ) gmin{max Z Bi max( zf)’; Z,_l(%—_%) }

For the first component we use C = B — £(Dp,, M + M Dp,),), which leads to

trace(C —T‘—i-QZZIM“ QZZIZJIM“M“MQ
Pl ) + Z ( Zz_”") Zzlz] 1(i_u"> JJMEJ

To see that the last two terms in this expression for trace(C?) are o,(r) under either 1. or

2., we note that

n 1/2
%Zizl B”(J‘%Z ) ( Z B - ZZ 1(B Mn) 2) =0,(1)
y n n o\ 1/2
%ZZ 129 1( “—MH)EZM% - J‘/}u<%zz:IB’2’%Zz 1(%—Mn> )

= 0,(1).

Thus the claim of Remark 6 follows if ”H’”iru" = 0,(1) which follows from

r 2 9 )
(1+725)° (1+5t)” Zi:l i My T (147 Zz | S\ T e
_r 2
< _n-m__1 " (Bu' _ ) )
< oy 2 (3 i

The last expression is 0,(1)

and 1. implies that = = o(1) = o(1) under 1.
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Appendix C If leave-three-out fails

C.1 Variance estimator

Here we show that if ¢ does not cause D,;, = 0, ie., if D;;Dy > 0 and Dy, = 0, then

2
iv_j

62-2, ;= 52-2, _r and &7 _; is independent of both y; and yj.
When D, = 0, the leverage of observation k after leaving j out is one. This, in particular,

implies that the weight given to observation £ in —wéB_j is zero, i.e.,

/ AN M;; My D;;
0=—z; (Z#j 1’@%) x = My, — ]\J/[jj] = ij My, i (29)

where the second equality follows from (6). Thus Mik,_ij, the weight given to y;, in (3,-27 _j, 18

zero since D;; > 0. Hence &i _; is independent of both y; and y.

We now have that &i_j = 62-2,_,% if Mm_ij = Mm_ik for all ¢ different from j and k. Note
that under D;;, = 0, equation (29) shows that M;;M;, — M;;M;, = 0, and reversing the roles
of j and k also leads to M, M;; — M; M;; = 0. By rearranging terms we then obtain

ijDik = ijDik _Mij(MkkMij _Miijk) = MkkDij _Mik(ijMik _Miijk) = MkkDij'

which implies that D;; > 0 if and only if D;, > 0. Since (29) also applies when i is replaced
by ¢, we have that M;; My, — My;M;;, = 0 which in turn implies that

MkkMiijZ = MikMijjZ = MiijijZ'
From the two previous highlighted equations it follows that Mm_ij = vm_ik since
MkkDijMiZ,—ij :MkijjMw - MkkMiijz:ijMkka - ijMikMkZ:ijDikMM,—ik'

Finally, we clarify that the first line in the definition of o7 sz» correspond to the case where

none of the leave-three-out failures are caused by both ¢ and j. This statement is

Dlﬁk > (0 or (DZjDzk > () and Djk = 0) or (DZ]D]k >0 and le = O) fOI' all k
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and since D;; > 0 if and only if D;;, > 0 when D, = 0 this statement is equivalent to
D;jr > 0or (D;; >0 and Dy, = 0) or (D;; > 0 and Dy, = 0) for all &
which is easily seen to be equivalent to

C.2 Asymptotic size

Proof of Theorem 4.1. It suffices to show that VF is a non-negatively biased estimator of
the relevant target V, []-" — EA;}, that this adjusted variance estimator concentrates around
its expectation, and that liminf, ql_a(me_m) > 1 in probability when r is fixed. To
establish the required properties regarding VF, it is useful to let H, ;, and H;; be indicators

for presence of bias in the error variance estimators, i.e., let

H;j =1 {DijDik =0or (Dy, =0, Dy, > 0)} 5

We can then write Vy = A, + Ay + B, + B, for

A= Z Z(l - Hij) (Uij - ‘/73) ?0']2'7 Ay = Z Z Hij (Uij - W?)erz?&?,—ia

=1 j#i i=1 j#i
By =Y > % (1= Hp)ViVayjonoijes  Ba=) (Z > Hi,jkvijv;'kyjyk> vi
i=1 ji ki i=1 \ j#i ki N

where (-), stands for taking a positive part.

First we consider the expectation of V;. The bias in \7; stems from A, and B,y so we
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have that
E[Vf} -V, [f - EAF} = u( L EW7IE6; i) — (Uy; — ‘/5)0‘220']2-)

i=1 j#i
Z Z zkE yjyk]
JF ki

n

=1

A

The first component of this bias is non-negative since (U;; V2) Ely/|E[6] _;
than (U,

ij

;] is never smaller
— VZ?)O'? sz». For the second line we use that the mapping (-) is convex and larger

than its argument. These two properties yield

B2] = ZEKZ#Z Kot Hz‘,jkvijyj‘/ikyk> }E[?J?]
> Z Z Z Hz jk‘/;j‘/;kE yjyk U + ZE {(Z]#Z Zk;ﬁ Z‘]k‘/;jy‘] zkyk> :| (%;6)2,

i=1 j#i k#i

and since the second part of this lower bound is non-negative, we conclude that the second
component of the bias in VF is also greater than equal to zero.

We now show that Vf concentrates around its expectation, i.e., (Vf —-E [VF] ) JE [VF] RN
0. Since E[VF] ™ < V, [F - E;}_l
Ve — E[Vf} = 0,(r). Since A;, Ay, and By are quartic functions of the outcome variables it

can be shown that A; — E[A;] = 0,(r), Ay — E[A;] = 0,(r), and B; — E[B;] = 0,(r) by the

= 0,(2), it suffices for this conclusion to show that

same argumentation as in the proof of Theorem 3.1.
B, involves additional non-linearities due to the presence of outcome variables inside the
positive part function. For this reason we handle this term using Sglvsten (2020b), Lemma

A2.2, which is a version of the Efron-Stein inequality. Letting AyBy = By — By _, where

) if i 40,
B2,—ZZZ (ZZ 0.k Vi VikYs,—eYr, é) y?,—z Yi—p = / e

i=1 \jAi keti N x.3, ifi=1¢

it follows from Lemma A2.2 of Sglvsten (2020b) that B, — E[B;] = o,(r) provided that
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S El(ABy)?] = 0,(r%). That 3" E[(A;By)?] = 0,(r*) holds can be established follow-
ing the argumentation in the proof of Theorem 3.1 and we therefore omit the details.

To show that liminf, o ¢1_o(Fgn_m) > 1 in probability when r is fixed, we can argue
along subsequences where w 2> W 7 and simply treat the limit problem of showing that
Q1—a()225;;) > 1 whenever a < 0.31. Now use G to denote the distribution function of a x?
random variable and note that G is a concave function. Therefore, we have that (without

loss of generality let w; > 0)

P <XT:WZZ < 1) =E [G (1 — 27%2 WZ@)] <G (E [1 — 2372 WZZD = G(1) < 0.69.
— | !

Thus it follows that Q1_a(>_(%f) > 1 for any value of W r. O

C.3 Location invariance

The test statistic considered in the simulation study of Section 5 relies on demeaned outcomes
Ui = yi—% >, y; when centering and studentizing F. This is done to ensure that the critical

value is invariant to shifts in location of the outcomes. Specifically, we estimate Eq[F] using

Er = Yoy B;;57, where 67 = y;(y; — 3326—2) Furthermore, we let @ = (10, ...,%,), where
~ Vo . . <2 <2
Wy = m and w, is the ¢-th eigenvalue of (2(01, e an).

The variance estimator similarly relies on demeaned outcomes in its construction. In

analogy with the above definition, we let

Ui (y; — :B;B—ijk)a if D, >0,
Ui%—jk =\ Yilyi — wéB-ij% if Dy Dy, > 0 and Dy, =0,

.9 .
Yis otherwise,

. ~9 .. ~92 . .
where we also write o; _; when j is equal to k. We use d; _;; in the construction of the
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variance product estimator

oy Ui > ks Mig—ijii - 67— if Dy > 0 and (D > 0 or Dy Dy, = 0 for all k),
A

u? (7j,_,-, otherwise.

This leads to the variance estimator

V]-‘ - Z Z ij = 7,] : _I' Z Z Z ‘/ij] zkyk Gi,—jk : 5-i2,—jk>

=1 j#i 1=1 j#i k#i

where the indicators G;; and C:Yi,_jk remove biased estimators with negative weights:

G, = Hijl{Uij - Vi? < O}> Gi_jk= zykl{z ZVU?/; VieUr - H ji < 0}
J#i k#i
for H;; and H, ;;, as introduced in the proof of Theorem 4.1.
While f/; is positive with probability approaching one in large samples, it may be negative
in small samples. When this occurs we instead rely on a variance estimator that estimates

all error variances unconditionally. This guarantees positivity of the variance estimator:

~ ‘7]:’ if ‘7]: > 0,
+
F o . .
Z 272 (U 2])+yz y; + Z (Z]# ZJy]> g7, otherwise.
1=1j#1

The test considered in the simulations rejects when

1 ] -« F"lI) n—m/) 1
F>— Ef—l—(V )1/2 Q1—al , )
ro: V2 @+ 2/ (n —m)

and §;_o(Fg,_m) is the (1 — a)-th quantile among 49, 999 independent draws of %
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Appendix D Simulation evidence

D.1 Simulation design

For k € {2,...,m — 1}, let the k-th continuous regressor for observation i have the repre-
sentation xy = (3 + u,-)x?k, where u; ~ IIDU0,1] with E[2 +v,;] = 1, E[( + ul)Z] =1
and 23 ~ IID LN with E[m?k} = ¢"% and V[x?k} = e(e—1). For the mixed design, let
additionally d;, be the (-th discrete regressor for observation i, where £ =1,... 7.

To report E[S,,]|, we note that for the continuous regressors E[mfk} = %62, Elz;,] = el?,

and Elz;,2,/]= 15¢ for 1 # k # k' # 1. For discrete regressors, we have

(=1 w+ul 14 \/1 ( \/1 (-1
=E[d)|=P < - L < —4/Z+2 — /2 49
saae = B|dy] {r+1— 2 r—i—l} i T

E[di] = Sgas, and E[dyd,,]= 0for 1 < ¢ # ¢ < r. For the cross-moments between continuous

and discrete regressors, we have

1 (-1  wu,+u? 14 el/?
= Elz;dy| = ’E|( = +u; ) 1 e - =
Sxd,e [xzk M] € |:(2 +ul) {7,_'_1 — 2 r—+1 r+1 Swds

which does not depend on /.

The matrix E[S,,] is therefore structured as follows. In the continuous design,

1 61/2L;n_1
E[S,.]=n 12

13 / 13
e o1 19€ bpoilyy tye(e =11,

while in the mixed design,

1/2 1
1 S | (3dd,17 cey de,r)
_ 1/2 13 / 13 /
E[Sww] =n € lym—r—1 22¢ bm—r—1lm—r—1 + 12€ (6 - 1) Im—r—l Szd " bm—r—14r
/ / . r
(de,b cee de,r) Szd " brlm—r—1 dlag{sdd,é}zzl
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The link between the value of the regression coefficients under the null, p, and the R? is

1 R? 12
T Um I\ 1-RZ13Z + (m — 14)e

for the continuous design. In the mixed design, m is replaced by m — r as all coefficients for

the discrete regressors are equal to zero under the null.

D.2 Simulation results

Tables A1-A2 contain results from additional simulations where we, starting from the base-
line continuous regressor design, for which the results are reported in the main text, vary
parameters related to the strength of the signal relative to the noise: the coefficient of deter-
mination R?, and the relative numerosities of regressors and restrictions r/m and m/n. Table
A1 contains figures on empirical size and positivity failure rate of Vi for the heteroskedastic
setup, and Table A2 contains figures on empirical power for the homoskedastic setup with

dense deviations from the null.
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Table 3: Empirical size (in percent)

Test LO EF W; Wx Wy, NE¢ LO EF W; W Wi, Ne¢ LO EF W; W Wy, NEG
. 2 ro__ m o __
Baseline R :%, E‘%’ ?_%
n =80 5 47 100 52 15 12.8
n = 160 5 61 100 50 16 3.7
n = 320 6 81 100 49 18 0.9
n = 640 5 96 100 49 19 0.1
n = 1280 5 100 100 48 19 0.0
2_ 0 2 __ 2 2 _3
R =5 R =% R =3
n =80 5 47 100 51 16 11.5 4 47 100 52 16 15.3 3 47 100 51 15 18
n = 160 6 61 100 50 18 3.1 5 61 100 50 17 44 6 61 100 50 17 5.3
n = 320 6 81 100 49 19 0.7 5 81100 50 17 1.0 6 81 100 50 18 1.2
n = 640 5 96 100 48 19 0.2 5 96 100 49 18 0.2 5 96 100 49 18 0.2
n = 1280 5 100 100 49 20 0.0 5 100 100 48 19 0.0 5100 100 49 18 0.0
o 3 T _— 5 T 7
m ~ 12 m ~ 12 m ~ 12
n =80 5 18 66 34 18 9.8 5 26 91 40 16 10.6 5 36 99 46 16 12.2
n = 160 6 24 78 34 21 2.5 5 34 98 41 18 2.7 6 49 100 46 17 34
n = 320 6 31 90 33 23 0.5 5 49 100 42 20 0.6 7 68 100 46 18 0.7
n = 640 5 46 98 35 27 0.0 5 72100 41 22 0.2 5 88 100 45 20 0.1
n = 1280 5 67 100 35 27 0.0 5 92100 41 23 0.0 5 99 100 45 21 0.0
m _ 1 m _ 2 m _ 3
n 5 n 5 n 5
n =80 7 78 81 8 35 2.5 6 72 96 76 32 3.6 6 64 100 61 25 5.3
n = 160 6 8 87 92 45 1.0 6 8 99 76 39 1.5 5 77100 60 26 1.8
n = 320 5 91 94 97 57 0.5 5 92100 76 43 04 5 92100 60 29 0.5

n = 640 5 97 99 99 68 0.1 5 99100 78 46 0.1 5 99 100 58 30 0.1
n = 1280 5 100 100 100 78 0.0 5100 100 79 48 0.0 5 100 100 59 32 0.0

NOTE: All size results are for 5% nominal size under the continuous design with heteroskedasticity as described in
Section 5 of the paper. The first panel repeats baseline results from Table 1 with a coefficient of determination R?
at 1/6, a fraction of tested restrictions relative to number of regressors r/m at 9/12, and a fraction of regressors
relative to sample size m/n at 4/5. The remaining three panels make ceteris paribus deviations by varying either
RQ, r/m, or m/n. LO: leave-out test, EF: exact F test, W: heteroskedastic Wald test with degrees-of-freedom
correction, Wi : heteroskedastic Wald test with Cattaneo et al. (2018b) correction, Wr,: heteroskedastic Wald test
with Kline et al. (2020) correction; NEG: fraction of negative variance estimates for LO (in percent). Results from
10000 Monte-Carlo replications.
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Table 4: Empirical power (in percent) corresponding to 5% size

Test LO EF LO EF LO EF
Baseline
n =80 5 15
n = 160 12 21
n =320 26 36
n = 640 44 57
n = 1280 68 84
2 2 2

R ¢ R =3 -3
n =80 7 15 4 15 3 15
n = 160 16 21 11 21 10 21
n =320 29 36 23 36 21 36
n = 640 48 57 41 57 39 57
n = 1280 73 84 65 84 63 84

r o 3 r 5 o 7

m 12 m 12 m 12
n =380 9 17 7 15 6 15
n = 160 19 25 16 22 15 22
n = 320 33 39 28 36 27 35
n = 640 55 61 48 58 46 58
n = 1280 81 87 74 84 70 83

m _ 1 m _ 2 m _ 3

n 5 n 5 n 5
n =80 37 72 23 48 14 28
n = 160 71 93 a7 71 28 45
n = 320 96 100 81 93 52 70
n = 640 100 100 98 100 81 91
n = 1280 100 100 100 100 98 100

NOTE: All power results are for 5% nominal size under the continuous design with homoskedasticity and dense
deviations as described in Section 5 of the paper. The first panel repeats baseline results from Table 2 with a

coefficient of determination R at 1/6 under the null, a fraction of tested restrictions relative to number of regressors
r/m at 9/12, and a fraction of regressors relative to sample size m/n at 4/5. The remaining three panels make

ceteris paribus deviations by varying either R27 r/m, or m/n. LO: leave-out test, EF: exact F test. Results from
10000 Monte-Carlo replications.
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