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Abstract

Tests based on the 2- and oco-norm have received considerable attention in high-
dimensional testing problems, as they are powerful against dense and sparse alter-
natives, respectively. The power enhancement principle of Fan et al. (2015) combines
these two norms to construct tests that are powerful against both types of alternatives.
Nevertheless, the 2- and co-norm are just two out of the whole spectrum of p-norms
that one can base a test on. In the context of testing whether a candidate parameter
satisfies a large number of moment equalities, we construct a test that harnesses the
strength of all p-norms with exponents in [2, co] and is consistent against strictly more
alternatives than any test based on a single p-norm. In particular, our test is consistent
against more alternatives than tests based on the 2- and co-norm, which is what most
implementations of the power enhancement principle target.

We illustrate the scope of our general results by using them to construct a test that
simultaneously dominates the Anderson-Rubin test (based on p = 2) and tests based
on the co-norm in terms of consistency in the linear instrumental variable model with

many (weak) instruments.


http://arxiv.org/abs/2407.17888v1
mailto:anders.kock@economics.ox.ac.uk
mailto:david.preinerstorfer@unisg.ch

1 Introduction

In the era of big data, target parameters are often (partially) identified by the fact that
they must satisfy a large number of moment equalities. Then, one frequently wishes to test
whether a candidate (structural) parameter 3 satisfies Eh, (X, 3}) = 0g4, i.e., one wishes
to test whether a candidate parameter 3 is an element of the identified set.! An impor-
tant example that can be cast within this framework is testing restrictions on coefficients in
regression models in the presence of endogenous regressors and many (weak) instruments,
cf. Section 2.1.1. Testing whether a treatment has an effect on one of many outcome vari-
ables or one of several groups of individuals is another example of high practical relevance,
cf. Section 2.1.2. More generally, true parameter(s) in M-, Z-, and GMM-estimation prob-
lems satisfy such moment restrictions, and hypotheses on the mean vector(s) in classic one-
and two-sample testing problems can be accommodated too.

The number of moment restrictions, d, can be large for several reasons: First, if 3} € R4
with d large is defined by maximizing a population objective function, it often satisfies d
first-order conditions of the form Eh,(X,8;) = 04. Second, even if the dimension of
the parameter vector itself is low, it may be (partially) identified by satisfying many mo-
ment restrictions. For example, when 3; satisfies a set of conditional moment equali-
ties Elh,(X,8;) | W] = 0, these are often transformed into unconditional ones of the
form Eh,(X,3)g(W) = 04 for g in a family of functions G,,. To avoid increasing the size
of the identified set in the course of this transformation, G, may have to be large. This
results in d being large. Similarly, as detailed in Section 2.1.1, in the linear IV model d
equals the — nowadays often large — number of available instruments irrespectively of the
dimension of 3;.

Given a sample X, ..., X, , of random variables with the same marginal distribution

as X, denote the (scaled) empirical counterpart of the population moments by
1 n
Hn(;@:) = % ZZ:; hn(Xi,na B:L)7

and let 3,,(3%) be an estimator of the covariance matrix 3,(8%) of H,(8), which we
assume to exist. It is then natural to base a test of Eh,(X,3}) = 04 on the distance

of =,V 2(ﬁ;§)Hn(BZ) from the origin. To measure thid distance, one most commonly

"Here B} may or may not be point-identified, cf., e.g., Molinari (2020) for many examples of how lack
of point-identification may arise.



makes use of a p-norm, which then requires the choice of an exponent p. For example, in
the context of testing with many instruments an appropriate choice of f]n(ﬂ;) and p = 2
results in the Anderson-Rubin test (Anderson and Rubin (1949)) whereas p = oo gives the
sup-score test of Belloni et al. (2012). More generally, testing many moment inequalities
based on p = oo was studied in Chernozhukov et al. (2019) and p = 2 was used for a fixed
number of (in)equalities in Stock and Wright (2000) and Rosen (2008). Indeed, most tests
used in practice are based on p = 2 or p = oo and it is well-understood that tests based
on the former are relatively powerful against “dense” alternatives, that is they are good
at detecting many small effects. On the other hand, tests based on the supremum-norm
(p = oo) are relatively powerful against “sparse” alternatives, that is they are good at
detecting few large effects, cf., e.g., Ingster and Suslina (2003). To construct a test that
is simultaneously powerful against dense as well as many sparse alternatives Fan et al.
(2015) combined tests based on the 2- and co-norm via their power enhancement principle.
The idea of combining the 2- and co-norm based tests or a finite number of tests in order
to construct a more powerful test has since gained considerable popularity, cf. Xu et al.
(2016), Yang and Pan (2017), Tang et al. (2018), Kock and Preinerstorfer (2019), Liu et al.
(2019), Jammalamadaka et al. (2020), He et al. (2021), Feng et al. (2022), Juodis and
Reese (2022), Zhang et al. (2022), Fan et al. (2023), Yu et al. (2023), Ge et al. (2024), Li
et al. (2024), Yu et al. (2024a), Yu et al. (2024b).

Despite the success of the power enhancement principle and related combination pro-
cedures, sparse and dense alternatives are merely two (conceptually useful) “endpoints”
between which a continuum of semi-sparse alternatives exist. This continuum of struc-
tures is mirrored by a continuum of p-norms, p € [2, 00|, between the two extremes p = 2
and p = oo that most tests are based on. In particular, there exist semi-sparse alterna-
tives against which tests based on the 2- and oco-norm are inconsistent, but against which
tests based on any p € (2,00) are consistent. Thus, it is important to harness the power
from all p-norms, p € [2,00]: In the clean but restrictive testbed of the Gaussian sequence
model Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023) characterized the consistency properties of all p-
norm based tests and constructed a test i, that is “dominant” in the following sense: If
there exists some p for which the corresponding p-norm based test is consistent, then so
is ¥,. In particular, without inflating asymptotic size, this test is consistent against more
alternatives than tests based on p = 2 or p = oo, which is what current applications of the
power enhancement principle target to be consistent against.

In the present paper, we go beyond the power enhancement principle by leveraging the



findings of Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023) to construct a test simultaneously dominating
all p-norm based tests with p € [2,00| for testing Hop, : Ehn(X,3;) = 04.% This requires
rigorous high-dimensional Gaussian approximations to justify that results obtained in the
stylized Gaussian sequence model carry over to more complex empirically relevant models.
Indeed, a large and vibrant literature on high-dimensional Gaussian approximations over
hyperrectangles was sparked by the work of Chernozhukov et al. (2013) and is nicely
surveyed in Chernozhukov et al. (2023). Such approximations over hyperrectangles are
suitable for studying tests based on p = co. However, since we study the full family of p-
norm based tests we cannot rely on these approximations, because the rejection regions of
these tests, albeit convex, are no hyperrectangles.

We now discuss our contributions in more detail. We first exhibit high-level conditions
under which the characterization of the consistency properties of p-norm based tests from
Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023) carries over to the setting considered in the present paper
in Theorem 3.1. We then show in Theorem 3.2 that these high-level conditions are satisfied

under
(i) a precision guarantee for 3,(8*) as an estimator of X,,(3%), and
. . o o, —1/2
(ii) a Gaussian approximation condition over convex sets for X, / (B H,(B).

In particular, although it is not our focus, dependent data can be accommodated. We
also provide a catalogue of primitive sufficient conditions for (i) and (ii) in the i.i.d. case
and discuss their implication on the allowed growth rate of d. To this end, because it
is often not realistic to impose that the entries of h, (X, ,,3;;) have light tails, we focus
on a setting wherein (essentially) only four moments exist. Here, to handle (i), we use
the recent estimators ﬁ]n(ﬁ;i) by Abdalla and Zhivotovskiy (2022) or Oliveira and Rico
(2022), which remarkably provide sub-Gaussian precision guarantees without imposing
any structure on X,(3;) and four moments only. Concerning (ii), Fang and Koike (2024)
provides a suitable Gaussian approximation result. Under four moments, we need d =
0(n?/%), cf. Corollary 3.3, and we discuss how this rate cannot be improved by much,
even if one restricts attention to tests based on p = oo only. Clearly, d larger than n is

ruled out. Nevertheless, many empirically relevant settings involving a large d that is still

2The results in Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023) show that already in the Gaussian sequence model tests
based on p-norms with p < 2 are dominated (in terms of consistency) by the 2-norm based test. For
simplicity, we therefore focus on p € [2, 0] in the present paper.



smaller than n are covered. Alternatively, one can verify (i) and (ii) under stronger moment
assumptions or by imposing structure on X,,(3;) to allow d to grow faster than n2/5.
The high-level conditions (i) and (ii) allow us to establish a Gaussian approximation

for 35,/ 2(B;‘L)Hn(,8;;) over convex sets when the “noncentrality term”

0.(8;) = VS, (B} Eh,. (X, B;)

is sufficiently close to 04. This enables us to deduce the power properties of tests based
on the statistics HZA)T_L Y 2Hn(ﬁ;§)Hp for any p € [2,00] from those of p-norm based tests in
the Gaussian sequence model, which was analyzed in Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023). The
case of “large” 0,,(3) is handled separately by techniques tailored to this regime. We find

that a p-norm based test is consistent for p € [2,00) if and only if
d
a2 (02,08 V 19,81 P] — oo,
j=1

and obtain a similar necessary and sufficient condition for consistency of the oco-norm
based test. Thus, consistency of a p-norm based test is mot solely determined by the p-
norm of 6,(8}). Furthermore, the characterization reveals the following monotonicity:
For 2 < p < ¢ < oo tests based on the g-norm are consistent against more alternatives
than tests based on the p-norm. This monotonicity does not extend to p = co. Although
sufficient, yet not necessary, conditions are known for consistency of tests based on p = oo
(based on maximin rates of testing, cf. Ingster and Suslina (2003)), we are not aware of
any full characterization providing necessary and sufficient conditions beyond the Gaussian
setting considered in Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023). Thus, our characterization also sheds
new light on tests based on p = oo, which are frequently employed.

Based on the monotonicity property we then construct a test that harnesses the strength
of all p-norms with exponents in [2, 00] in the sense that it has asymptotic size o € (0, 1)
and is consistent against a sequence of alternatives whenever some p-norm based test with
p € [2,00] and asymptotic size in (0,1) is consistent against that sequence of alternatives.
Our test thus simultaneously dominates all p-norm based tests. In particular, it goes
beyond current implementations of the power enhancement principle, which typically target
consistency against alternatives that either tests based on the 2- or co-norm are consistent

against, i.e. only two norms are targeted.



Finally, we illustrate the scope of our results in the running example of the linear
instrumental variable model with many (weak) instruments. Here our general construction
yields a test that is consistent against more alternatives than i) the classic 2-norm based
Anderson-Rubin test, ii) the oo-norm based sup-score test and iii) power-enhancement

based combinations of these.

2 The problem

We observe realizations of random variables X ,,, ..., X, », each of which is defined on an
underlying probability space (€2, F,P) and takes its values in the measurable space (X, .A;,).
We wish to test whether a candidate structural parameter 3} € B,, # () satisfies the mo-

ment equalities

Eh;n(Xi10,8;,) =0, j=1,...,d(n), (1)

for hjy : X, x B, = R with h; »(-, 3};) being P-integrable and E denoting the expectation
with respect to IP. The X ,, are assumed to be identically distributed throughout, but are
allowed to be dependent (although our detailed examples are for independent variables).
In this paper we are interested in a setting wherein d(n) — oo as the sample size n — oo.
That is, there are “many” moment equalities. To conserve on notation, we write d = d(n)
whenever this causes no confusion. For our general results, no structure needs to be imposed
on the parameter space B,,. Of course, the complexity of constructing confidence sets for
the parameters via test inversion depends on the size and structure of B,,.

For hyp, = (him,...,hdy)’ and 0g denoting the d x 1 vector of zeros, the requirement

in (1) is more conveniently expressed as
Eh,(X1,n,8;,) = 04
We thus consider the testing problem
Hop : Ehpy(Xi10,8;,) =04 against  Hyy, 2 Ehy (X, 8;) # 04, (2)

and are interested in asymptotic size and power properties of tests in situations in which d
increases with n. Finally, we stress that since the tests to be constructed build on plugging

in a candidate 3}, no assumptions need to be made on (the degree of) identification of



the parameter(s) satisfying (1). Thus, the tests are trivially robust to (weak) identification

problems.

2.1 Examples

As pointed out already in Hansen and Singleton (1982), moment conditions as in (1)
frequently arise in economic models as first-order conditions to an agent’s optimization
problem. Furthermore, as explained in the introduction, the true population parameters
in M- and Z-estimation problems, such as (non-linear) least squares and maximum likeli-
hood satisfy first-order conditions of the form (1). Our running example will be inference
in the presence of many (weak) instruments, and since the 2-norm based test there is just
the Anderson-Rubin test, we begin by recalling how this fits into our general framework.
We also provide details for treatment effect testing examples and refer to the introduction
for further examples falling within our general testing framework. For clarity, we assume

i.i.d. sampling in the examples below.

2.1.1 Inference in the presence of many (weak) instruments

Consider the classic linear instrumental variable (IV) setting in which X ,, = (yin, Y7, 2 ,,)’
for y; » € R an outcome of interest, Y;, € RF a vector of endogenous explanatory vari-
ables with k fixed and z;,, € R? a vector of instruments. Thus, &, = R1**+d B, = R*
and hy, (Xq 0, 8;) = (yLn—Yl’m,B;;)an. In this context, we wish to test whether a candidate

parameter vector 3; lies in the identified set, i.e., whether
Hon: E [(yln — Yl'mﬂ;;)zlm] =0y against Hy,:E [(yln — Yl"nﬁ;j)zl,n] # 04.

Note that the number of moment equalities equals the number of instruments d. This can
be large even for k fixed. Inference on (3} in the presence of many (weak) instruments
has received considerable recent attention as witnessed by, e.g., the works of Andrews and
Stock (2007), Anatolyev and Gospodinov (2011), Belloni et al. (2012), Tchuente and Car-
rasco (2016), Kaffo and Wang (2017), Crudu et al. (2021), Mikusheva (2021), Matsushita
and Otsu (2021), Mikusheva and Sun (2022), Matsushita and Otsu (2022), Dovi et al.
(2022), Boot and Ligtenberg (2023). There are several important practical reasons for this
interest. First, when identification is weak, researchers may seek to obtain more precise

inference by using a large number of instruments in order to capture more of the exoge-



nous variation in the endogenous covariates. Second, approaches such as the granular IV
approach of Gabaix and Koijen (2020), the saturation approach of Blandhol et al. (2022)
or Mendelian Randomization (Davey Smith and Ebrahim (2003)), the latter using genetic
variation as instruments, can lead to situations where the number of instruments is large
compared to the sample size. The same is true for technical instruments such as transfor-
mations or interactions or empirical strategies such as “judge designs,” cf. Mikusheva and
Sun (2024). However, as there is no guarantee that even a large number of instruments
is jointly informative, it is important to develop tests that remain valid under no or weak
identification.

Our general results allow us to construct a test that strictly dominates the Anderson-
Rubin test, the sup-score test, and power enhancement combinations of these in terms of

consistency properties when d — oo, cf. Section 5.

The examples in the following two subsections revisit Examples 1 and 2 in Belloni et al.

(2018) and both consider testing for treatment effects in a randomized controlled trial.

2.1.2 Randomized controlled trial with many outcomes

Consider a randomized controlled trial in which X;,, = (Djn, Y}, (0),Y, (1)) for D;, €
{0, 1} indicating whether individual i is assigned to the treatment (D;,, = 1) or not (D; , =
0). For each individual we observe a large number, d, of outcome variables and denote this
by Yin(1) = (Yira(1),...,Yian(1)) € R? in case individual i is treated and Y;,(0) =
(Yi1.n(0), ..., Yiqn(0)) € R if not. This framework of many outcome variables is relevant,
because a researcher may, for example, be interested in whether a medication has an effect
on any of a large number of health outcomes (blood pressure, weight, heart rate, ...) rather
than only monitoring the effect on a single of these.?

Suppose that P(D;,, = 1) = 7 for 7 € (0,1) a known probability of being assigned
to the treatment and that the treatments are assigned independently of the potential
outcomes, that is Dy, 1L (¥7,(0),Y1,(1)). Furthermore, X, = R!*2d The treatment
does not have an effect on any of the outcomes being measured if EY; ,,(1) = EY7,,(0).

More generally, for 3 = ( METITEY B;’d)’ € R? a vector of coordinate-wise effects, we are
interested in testing whether EY; ,,(1) —EY} ,,(0) = B;;. Because Dy, 1L (Y] ,(0), Y7 (1))

3Although a treatment may be targeted to affect a single outcome of interest, it may nevertheless be
important to scan for potential side effects on other outcome variables.



this is equivalent to

E 5 3 _ _ ) ) _ * —
T 1—m T 1—m B Od,
(3)

where Y1, = D1 ,Y1,(1) + (1 — D1,,)Y1,,(0) is the observed outcome. This is a testing
problem of the form in (2) with h, (X1 ,,08;) = Din¥in _ (1=D1n)¥in — B,

T 1—-m

Dl nYi n(l) (1 _Dl,n)Yi,n(O) _,8*:| -E |:D1,nYi,n (1 _Dl n)Yin
L =

2.1.3 Randomized controlled trials with many groups

Similar to the previous example of Section 2.1.2, consider a randomized controlled trial.
However, let there be only one outcome variable for each individual. Suppose, however,
that each subject falls into one of d groups and one wants to test whether a treatment has
the hypothesized effect (e.g., no effect) in every one of these groups. Assuming for simplicity
that there are n observations available in each group, one can thus again write the problem
in the form of two d-dimensional outcome vectors Y; ,(0) and Y; (1) as in the previous
example (Y;,(0) is the vector of the stacked outcomes of the i-th subjects in each group
under the no treatment condition, whereas Y; (1) is the vector of the stacked outcomes
of the i-th subjects in each group under the treatment condition). The null hypotheses of
the treatment having effect 5 ; in group j for j =1,...,d then again amounts to (3).

As pointed out in, e.g., Belloni et al. (2018), the project STAR investigating the effect
of class size on student learning falls within the framework of the present example as many
background characteristics were collected on pupils and teachers. For example gender or
race. For pupils, their month of birth was also recorded. Identifying each group with a

particular combination of covariates, this results in a large number of groups.

3 Characterization of consistency properties of p-norm based

tests

Recall from the introduction that given 3; € B,,, we write

H,( Zh Xin, B)



and let ﬁ)n(ﬁ;i) be a positive semidefinite and symmetric estimator of the covariance ma-
trix X,(8;) of H,(8;;), which we assume to exist.

Remark 3.1. Already under independent sampling, the choice of ﬁ]n(ﬁ;i) may depend
on instance-specific additional structural information (e.g., bandedness, sparsity or fac-
tor structure), the incorporation of which can improve the estimator. We are particularly
interested in a setting where no structural information on 3, (3}) is available and leave
the specific choice of estimator unspecified in the following. In Section 3.2 we highlight
how the precision of the chosen ﬁ]n(ﬁ;i) influences the allowed growth rate of d and discuss

precision guarantees available in the literature.

A common way of measuring the empirical evidence against the null of Eh,, (X1 ,8;) =
0, is based on the distance of 3, 1/2 (B)H,(B}) to 04 in the Euclidean norm, that is, one

rejects Hy ,, null whenever

Sna(Bi) =\ HA(B,) S (83 Ha(8;) = [ 1/2(8:) E1.(87) (4)

,

exceeds a critical value chosen to ensure that the resulting test has a desired (asymptotic)

size a € (0,1), and where ||z|, = \/Z?ﬂ z? for x € RLY For ¢ = (71,...,24) € RY

and p € [2, 00|, define the p-norm

1
(Z?Zl |z ]p) Pif p < oo,

max;—1, .q|x;| else

|l ==

and introduce, analogously to S, 2(/3;;) in (4) but based on the p-norm, the family of test

statistics

Sup(Br) = 5228, Ha(8)

) p € [2,00].
P

For sequences of critical values (ky, p)nen that guarantee a desired asymptotic size, we shall

4In order to avoid taking a stance on ﬁln(,@,’;) potentially not being invertible, we denote by A~! the

. . — -1 . . .
Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse for any matrix A and define A=/2? := (A1/2) in case A is symmetric
and positive semidefinite. Recall that the Moore-Penrose inverse is identical to the regular matrix inverse
whenever the latter exists.

10



study consistency properties of the p-norm based tests

1 (Sn,p(IB:L) > /fmp)

and coverage properties of the associated confidence sets

{,8 €B,: Sn,p(lg) < /fmp}’

when d — oo as n — oo. Define -
B* = >< B7L7
n=1

i.e., the set of possible sequences of parameters 3,, for n € N, along which power or coverage
properties of tests for the sequence of testing problems in (2) can be studied asymptotically

in the current setup. In particular, we write 8* = (87, 35,...). Let
BO = {8 =(B1,,...) € B* : Ehy(X1,n,Bn) = 04 for every n € N} C B*

be the set of sequences of parameters satisfying Hy ,, in (2) for every n € N.

As we shall see, the scaled deviations from the null hypothesis

0.(85) = Vo2, (B Ehn (X1 0, B) € RY, (5)

play the role of a noncentrality parameter in characterizing the consistency properties of
tests based on Sy, ,(3;). We also let o2 := Var(|Z|P) with Z ~ Ny(0,1) and define the

functions
Mp(z) =E|Z 4 xfP and  gp(x) =2 V|2, zeR, pe200). (6)

3.1 Power properties of p-norm based tests: p € [2,0)

We first consider the case of p € [2,00) as the characterization of their power has a common
structure. The case of p = oo is then covered in Section 3.4.

Our most general characterization of the power properties of p-norm based tests is
carried out under the following high-level conditions for which primitive conditions are

provided in Section 3.2.

11



Assumption 3.1 (Size). 8* € B and

Shp(83) — dp(0)
Vo,

Note that d\,(0) appearing in Assumption 3.1 is not the expected value of S} ,(35),
which, in fact, may not even exist. Section 3.2 provides conditions under which Assump-
tion 3.1 is satisfied for all powers p € [2,00) even when the h; (X ,,3;) have only four

moments.
Assumption 3.2 (Power). For B* € B* we summarize the following two properties:
1. If ﬁ Zflzl [Ap(0inr(B5)) — Ap(0)] is bounded for a subsequence n’ of n and where d’ =
d(n’), then

P (B = S A0 (B5))
Vdo,

2. 1f = 0L [0 (6:.0(B5)) — Ap(0)] = oo, then

Sho(B) = L M(0in(8E))
S (81 (85) — Ap(0)]

= O]}D(l). (9)

The following theorem now characterizes asymptotic size and power properties of p-
norm based tests for p € [2,00). We denote the cdf of a standard normal distribution
by ®.

Theorem 3.1. Let p € [2,00) and a € (0,1).

1. Size control: Under Assumption 3.1, a sequence of real numbers (Kpp)nen satisfies

P (Smp(ﬁ;) > Hn,p) —Q, (10)

if and only if knp = Knp(a) = [(27H1 — a) + o(1))d 20, + dAy(0)] v,

2. Local power: If Part 1 of Assumption 3.2 holds and if

A (0in(85)) = Ap(0)] = ¢ € [0,00),

d
=1

S

(2

12



then, for (Knp)nen satisfying (10),

P (Snp(BE) > kinp) = 1 — (@71 (1 — @) — ¢/oyp).

3. Consistency: Under Assumption 3.2 and for (knp)nen satisfying (10), it holds that

S Mo(Bin(82)) — Ap(0)]

P (Snp(By) = binp) =1 = Vi —oo  (11)
>t 0p(0in(B3))
Vd

= — 0. (12)

Part 1 of Theorem 3.1 characterizes sequences of critical values that yield asymptotic

size control. For any o € (0,1), a canonical choice is

fnp = [0 (1 — a)d 20, + A, (0)]/”

Part 2 provides results on local asymptotic power and Part 3 provides a complete charac-
terization of the alternatives that a p-norm based test is consistent against. Apart from
when p = 2, neither of these can be expressed in terms of only the p-norm of the (scaled)

deviation from the null ||6,(8;;)||,; instead they depend on the asymptotic behaviour of

d
473 Dy 01.0(87)) — Ap(0)].
i=1

Concerning consistency, the divergence of the latter is equivalent to divergence of

S 0o(0in(BL) iy [02,(85) V [0in(B5)IP]

Vd Vd ’

which is somewhat easier to interpret.

Concerning the consistency of a p-norm based test (with asymptotic size in (0, 1)), (12)
implies that a sufficient condition is that d=1/2(|0,,(8%)|3 — oo or d=/2||0,,(82)||F — oo,

cf. also the previous display. What is more, observing that

gp(z) < gq4(x) for 2<p<g<ooandall z €R,

13



Part 3 of Theorem 3.1 shows that
P (Smp(ﬁ;) > lﬁ:mp) —1 implies P (qu(ﬁ;) > lﬁ:mq) —1 (13)

when (K p)nen and (kp q)nen are chosen such that the corresponding tests have asymptotic
sizes in (0, 1). In words, any violation of the moment conditions Ehy, (X ., 3;,) = 04 that
a test based on the p-norm is consistent against, a test based on the g-norm will also be
consistent against, 2 < p < g < co. Thus, the g-norm based test always weakly dominates
the p-norm based test in terms of consistency. This domination is strict if and only there
exists a 3* € B* such that liminf, o P (Snp(8}) > knyp) < 1 but P (Snq(85) > kng) —
1, i.e., if and only if (cf. (12))

d ¥ d ' .
hnnl)gf Zi:l gp\(/%,n(ﬂn)) < 00 and Ei:l gq\(/%m(ﬂn))

Summarizing, given the conditions imposed in Theorem 3.1, the characterization and

— 0. (14)

monotonicity properties of the consistency of p-norm based tests established in Kock and
Preinerstorfer (2023) in the Gaussian sequence model continue to hold in the current set-
ting.

By Theorem 3.4 in Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023) the 6,,(3}) that satisfy (14) are
necessarily approximately sparse and unbalanced. Furthermore, if the limit inferior to the
left in (14) is zero, then there exists a subsequence along which the p-norm based test has
asymptotic power equal to its size, while the ¢g-norm based test is consistent — a substantial

difference in power.

3.2 Primitive conditions for Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2

We next provide conditions that will be shown to be sufficient for Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2

to be satisfied and hence for Theorem 3.1 to apply. To formulate the conditions, let Z; ~

Nd(0d7 Id)7
C,={CC R¥™) : ' is convex and Borel measurable}

and ||All2 be the spectral norm of the matrix A.
Assumption 3.3. Let B* € B*, assume that d — oo, that the eigenvalues of X,,(3) are

(uniformly) bounded away from zero and from above, and that

1. ||2,(8%) — =.(8%)|l2 = Op(ay) with d*/*a,, — 0, and
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2. supcee, [P (Zn 2 (8 Ha(BL) € C) — P (Zy+ 6,(8;) € C)| — 0.

Note that these conditions do not impose independence.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose Assumption 3.3 is satisfied. Then, the following holds:
o If 3* € BO) then Assumption 3.1 holds for all p € [2,00).
e Assumption 3.2 holds for all p € [2,00).

Remark 3.2. The requirement d**a, — 0 in Part 1 of Assumption 3.3 can be relaxed
to d3/*1=1/P) g, — 0, which is milder for p € [2,4), but we omit a formal statement.

Theorem 3.2 shows that for Theorem 3.1 to apply it suffices to upper bound the estima-
tion error of the covariance matrix, |2, (8%) — £, (8)||2, and a Gaussian approximation to
hold.® As discussed below, for both of these requirements catalogues of sufficient conditions
exist in the literature.

To prove Theorem 3.2 we show in Lemma C.3 that when d—! 2?21 92(0in(Br)) is
bounded, a Gaussian approximation property holds even when X,,(3}) is replaced by ﬁ]n(,@;)

Sup P (2,281 Ha(B;) € C) — P (Za+0a(8;) € C)| — 0. (15)

This essentially allows us to deduce the desired properties of S, ,(8) = || Zn 1/2 (B:)HL(B)p
in Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 from the ones of p-norms of the high-dimensional Gaussian mean
shift Z;+ 6,,(8}) in the “limit experiment”, the latter of which was analyzed in Kock and
Preinerstorfer (2023).9 More broadly, (15) may be of independent interest beyond the
scope of this paper as it allows one to deduce probabilistic properties of the scaled “central
statistic” 3,/ 2(ﬁ;§)Hn(ﬁ;§) from those of Z;+6,,(3;;) even when d — co. We next discuss
Parts 1 and 2 of Assumption 3.3 in further detail.

Concerning 1 of Assumption 3.3, it is well-known that if the vectors hy, (X, 3;,) are
i.i.d. and appropriately sub-Gaussian, then the empirical covariance matrix ﬁ]n,cmp(ﬁ;j)
satisfies || Zn.emp(85) — Zn(B5) |2 = Op(y/d/n), cf., e.g., Vershynin (2012) or Koltchinskii

5We impose the Gaussian approximation to hold over convex sets as we study all p-norm based tests
simultaneously. If one is only interested in a single p, it may be enough for the approximation to hold
over p-norm balls with arbitrary centres and radii for this given p — potentially allowing for d to grow
faster.

SThis is done when d™* 3%, g2(0:,,(85)) = d™*(|0.(8;)||3 is bounded. In regimes wherein this is not
the case, arguments tailored to those settings are used to verify (9) of Assumption 3.2.
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and Lounici (2017). If, in addition, X,,(3}) possesses further structure, this can be utilised
to construct estimators with even better performance guarantees. For example, Bickel and
Levina (2008) showed that if 3,,(8;) is sparse, 3, emp(3) can be thresholded to yield an
estimator satisfying |3, (8%) — Z,(8%)|2 = Op(y/log(d)/n). The overviews in Fan et al.
(2016) and Cai et al. (2016) list further estimators utilising structural properties of X,,(3})
and their performance guarantees.

One is often not willing to assume that the vectors h,(X,,,3}) are sub-Gaussian.
In particular, much effort is currently being devoted to the construction of covariance
matrix estimators with the sub-Gaussian performance guarantee ||, (8%) — £,(85)|2 =
O]p(\/d/—n) even when only four moments exist. Although the sample covariance matrix
does not work well under such heavy tails,” the existence of estimators satisfying Hfln(ﬂfl) —
2,852 = Op(y/d/n) — without imposing structure on X,(8;;) — has been estab-
lished in Abdalla and Zhivotovskiy (2022) and Oliveira and Rico (2022), cf. also Mendel-
son and Zhivotovskiy (2020) for bounds containing an extra factor /log(d). These re-
sults are proven under the assumption that the kurtosis of all one-dimensional marginals

of hy, (X1, B;) is bounded (in particular only four moments need to exist):
Assumption 3.4. Denote p,(8;,) = Eh, (X1 ,,,8;;) and let (-,-) be the standard inner prod-

uct in R%. There exists a real number L(3*) > 1, such that for all t € R? and every
n €N

=
N

(E((hn( X1, B5) — (B2 )1 * < L(B*) (B[ (X 1,0, B2) — B (B8], 1)%)

As pointed out in Mendelson and Zhivotovskiy (2020), Assumption 3.4 is satisfied if,
e.g., hn(Xin,85) — pn(B;;) follows a multivariate ¢-distribution with v > 4 degrees of
freedom. This example is one of rather heavy tails as only moments strictly lower than v
exist.

Concerning Part 2 of Assumption 3.3, note that by translation invariance of convex

sets this is equivalent to

sup
Cceln

P (n 23 B 280 (Xins B3) — ()] € C) ~ P (Za € C)‘ oo
1=1

that is (scaled) partial sums in R? with mean 04 and identity covariance matrix I; should

"This is in analogy to the sub-optimality of the sample average under heavy tails in the one-dimensional
mean estimation problem, cf. the overview in Lugosi and Mendelson (2019).
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obey a Gaussian approximation. We show that by Fang and Koike (2024) this holds under
i.i.d. sampling and Assumption 3.4 (or, slightly weaker, bounded fourth moments) if, up
to logarithmic factors in n, d/n*°> — 0.

Summarizing the above discussion results in the following statement.

Corollary 3.3. Let 8* € B*, let d — oo, and suppose that the eigenvalues of X,(3%) are
(uniformly) bounded away from zero and from above. Furthermore, let X p,..., X, be
i.i.d. for each n € N. Suppose 712;‘55[log(n)]w5 — 0 and one uses the estimator 3, (8%) from
Abdalla and Zhivotovskiy (2022) (with their n = 0, 6 = 1/d and p = 4) or Oliveira and
Rico (2022) (with their n =0, a = 1/d and p = 4) applied to the auxiliary sample

(hn(X2,n7/8:;) - hn(Xl,nuB:;)) /\/57 ey ((hn(X2|_n/2J,n718;kz) - hn(X2|_n/2J—l,n7 6;)) /\/5

If Assumption 3./ holds, then Assumption 3.3 is satisfied.

Under the assumptions of Corollary 3.3, Theorem 3.1 provides a characterization of the
consistency properties of p-norm based tests for all p € [2,00). In particular, even though
the hj (-, B;) only possess four moments, the characterization also holds for p-norm based
tests with p > 4; that is the consistency properties of p-norm based tests are characterized

even when the pth moments of the entries of hy, (X1 5, 3;;) need not exist.

Remark 3.3. Many recent tests in high-dimensional testing problems are based on the
supremum-norm such that Gaussian approximations over the class of hyperrectangles (con-

2/5. However, even for this

tained in C,) suffice. This allows d to increase faster than n
smaller class of sets, there exist distributions with bounded fourth moments such that
the Gaussian approximation breaks down if d grows faster than n, cf. Zhang and Wu
(2017) and Kock and Preinerstorfer (2024) for precise formulations. In particular, there
exist distributions satisfying the null such that for all a € (0,1) the rejection frequency
of the supremum-norm based test using Gaussian size « critical values test tends to one.
Thus, not even supremum-norm based tests control size uniformly over distributions with
bounded fourth moments beyond d = n. In Section 3.4 we characterize the consistency
properties of supremum-norm based tests and in Section 6 we show how a sample split can

be used to accommodate any growth rate of d.

Remark 3.4. As acknowledged by Abdalla and Zhivotovskiy (2022) and Oliveira and Rico
(2022), their estimators of the population covariance matrix are targeting the best possible

statistical performance guarantees at the expense of not being practical to implement.
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“User-friendly” estimators, losing logarithmic factors in d in the performance guarantees,

have been proposed in Ke et al. (2019).

3.3 The size of confidence sets based on p-norms for p € [2,00)

Theorem 3.1 also has implications for the coverage properties and size of confidence sets

on the form
CSnpi-a, ={BE€B,:5,,(8) < knplap)} for p € [2,00) and «, € (0,1).

Under the assumptions of Part 1 of Theorem 3.1, these confidence sets have the desired
(uniform) asymptotic coverage guarantee. That is, for any 8* € B(9), it holds that

lim P (ﬁ; € CSn7p71_ap) =1-qp.

n—oo
Furthermore, under the assumptions of Part 3 of the same theorem and 2 < p < ¢ < o0,
one has for any B* (not satisfying the moment conditions) that

lim P (8}, € CSnpi-a,) =0  implies  lim P (B € CSpg1-q,) = 0; (16)

n—oo

that is any B* that is excluded from CS; 51—, With probability tending to one will also
be excluded from CS;, 41-a, With probability tending to one. Also, if 3" satisfies the two

conditions in (14), with the limit inferior being zero, then

ligljolcl)pp (,8; € CSn7p71_ap) —1—q yet nan;O]P’ (,B;i € CSn,q,l_aq) =0. (17
In words, 8* then does not satisfy the moment conditions, yet it is included in the con-
fidence set CS,, 1o, With the same asymptotic probability as those parameters that do,
whereas CS,, 41-q, correctly excludes this 8* asymptotically. Thus, (16) and (17) give a
sense in which basing confidence sets on larger p € [2,00) results in “smaller” confidence
sets. However, using results in Pinelis (2010), it is not difficult to show that already in the

high-dimensional Gaussian location model one can have that Eh, (X, ,,3;) # 04 and
0< lim P (85, € CSnpia,) < lim P (8, € CSngi—ay) -

Thus, it is not generally the case that eventually CS; 41-a, € CSyp1-a,-
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3.4 Tests based on the supremum-norm: p = co

Tests based on the supremum-norm have received considerable attention due to the work

on high-dimensional Gaussian approximations over hyperrectangles
d
H, = {H[aj,bj]ﬂR: —OOSCL]' Sbj < oo, jZl,...,d}.
j=1

The following theorem exactly characterizes which alternatives tests based on the supremum-

norm are consistent against under the same assumptions as those of Theorem 3.2.

Theorem 3.4. Let a € (0,1) and suppose Assumption 3.5 is satisfied. Then, the following
holds.

a) Size control: Suppose 3* € BO) . A sequence of real numbers (Kn,c0)nen satisfies

P (Sn,oo(ﬁ;i) > /{n,oo) -« (18)

i and only i i = () = /2Tog(d] — BRI b oeaes),

b) Consistency: For (Knoo)nen as in (18)

(ca — 10:.4(8;)])
(ca — 165,a(B%)])

d JE—
P
P (Snoo(Bh) = binee) =1 = > ~

i=1

— 00,

where ¢q := 210g(d)—;§% ford>2 and ® =1—® (and one may set ¢; :=0).

Well-known sufficient, yet not necessary, conditions for consistency of the supremum-
norm based test, such as [|0,,(3;)]|co — /21og(d) — oo, are trivial special cases of The-
orem 3.4. In particular, the co-norm based test is consistent against (1/3log(d),0,...,0)
whereas by (12) of Theorem 3.1 no p-norm based test with p € [2,00) is consistent.

Concerning dense alternatives of the form 6,(8;) = (cp,...,cn), it follows that the
supremum-norm based test is consistent if and only if \/m |en| — oo, cf. Appendix A4
of Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023). Thus, the supremum-norm based test is not consistent
if ¢, = 1/4/log(d) whereas by (12) of Theorem 3.1 every p-norm based test with p € [2, 00)
is consistent. Hence, i) the monotonicity in (13) does not extend to ¢ = oo and ii) no

single p-norm based test dominates all others in terms of its consistency properties.

19



The exact characterization of consistency in Theorem 3.4 sheds new light on the
frequently used supremum-norm based test for testing moment equalities. It is more
informative than the currently available power analysis of the supremum-norm based
test through a maximin-lens. The latter provides the sufficient condition for consistency
10, (8)]l00 — v/210g(d) — oo, but is silent about the alternatives not satisfying this condi-
tion that the supremum-norm based test is nevertheless consistent against. For example,
if 0,,(3%) = (1,...,1), then by the observation on dense alternatives in the previous para-
graph the supremum-norm based test is consistent, yet ||6,,(8%)|lco — v/210g(d) /£ 0.

Concerning confidence sets, Theorem 3.4 shows that for a given o € (0,1), kp oo(c)
as in (18), and B* € B(©), the sets CSpool—a i= {,8 €B, :5,x(B) < /{n,oo(oz)} satisfy
lim,, o0 P (,8;3 € CSn,wl_a) =1-—oa.

Remark 3.5. To prove Theorem 3.4, Lemma F.1 establishes the following variant of (15)
which, crucially for our characterization of consistency, holds for 8,,(3) further away from

the origin than required for (15):

sup P (3, /2(8;)H,(By,) € H) — P (Za+6,(8;) € H)| = 0.
HeHn,

4 A test dominating all p-norm based test for p € [2, x|

The discussion following Theorem 3.4 revealed that no single p-norm based test is “best” in
terms of the amount of alternatives it is consistent against. This makes choosing a p to base
a test on very difficult. Even if one knows that the deviation from the null Eh, (X1 ., 3;)
is sparse, which could suggest using a test based on the supremum-norm, sparsity need not

be inherited by the noncentrality parameter
0.(85) = V=, (B1)Eha (X1, By)

due to the presence of X, 1/2 (B;). Therefore, one often does not know anything about the
structure of 8,,(3), which is the actual quantity entering the characterization of the power
of p-norm based tests in Theorems 3.1 and 3.4. This underscores the importance of having
a test that is powerful irrespective of the unknown structure of 6,,(3}).

One could hope that combining tests based on the two “endpoints” p = 2 and p =
00, e.g. by the power enhancement principle of Fan et al. (2015), of the interval [2, 0]

results in a test that is consistent whenever some p-norm based test for p € [2,00] is
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consistent. However, Corollary 4.2 in Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023) shows that already
in the Gaussian sequence model this is not the case: There exist (semi-sparse) alternatives
against which tests based on p = 2 and p = oo are inconsistent, but against which a test
based on any single p € (2, 00) is consistent. To construct a test that is consistent whenever
a test based on some p € [2,00] is consistent, we use a construction similar in spirit to the
one employed in the Gaussian sequence model in Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023). A crucial
difference is that the present construction explicitly includes the supremum-norm based test
rather than using a p,-norm based test with sufficiently quickly increasing p,, to dominate
the former.

4.1 The dominant test

Let a € (0,1) and g, a5 and ao, be non-negative with ag + oy + oo = « as well as
P (| Zall2 > king2) = as and P (]| Zgllec > ko) = Qoo

Furthermore, let p,, be a strictly increasing and unbounded sequence in (2,00) and let m,,

be a non-decreasing and unbounded sequence in N. Fix an array
A= {an,pj €(0,1):neN, j= 1,...,mn}

such that

mn

E Qnp; = ay forevery n € N and  lim ay,p, > 0 for every j € N,
— n—00

‘]:

where the conditions implicitly impose the existence of the respective limits. For every n €

N and every j = 1,...,my, choose k, p, >0 and ¢, € (0,1] such that

P(1Zilh, 2 knpy) =g and P (mad|Zilyz ) —a, (19
where B, = {2,p1,...,Dm,,00}. Define the test 1, (3;) as

Un(By) = 1 {max k71 S0 (B2) = cn } (20)

pG‘Bn
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Thus, ¢n(8};) rejects Hoy : Ehp(X1n,8;;) = 04 if for any p-norm based tests with p €
B it is the case that S, ,(B;)) exceeds cpkpp. The tests based on p = 2 and p = oo
are included in the construction of ¥, (3;;) to make it powerful against dense and sparse
alternatives, respectively. The tests based on p € {pi1,...,pm,} are included to cover
the (semi-sparse) alternatives that neither tests based on the 2- or supremum-norm are
consistent against. The quantities ao, ay, and a control how much size is distributed to
the components of ¥, (3;) targeting dense, semi-sparse and sparse alternatives, respectively
while the array A distributes the size o to the p-norm based tests with p € {p1,...,pm, }-
The role of ¢, is to ensure that ¥, (8}) has asymptotic size «, cf. Part 1 of Theorem 4.1
below. Choosing ¢, = 1 will generally result in 1, (3;) having asymptotic size not larger

but potentially smaller than «, i.e. a conservative asymptotic level « test.

Theorem 4.1. Let a € (0,1) and suppose Assumption 3.5 is satisfied. Then, the following
holds.

1. Size control: If B* € B, then lim, o0 Ev,(8)) = a.

2. Dominance: For any p € [2,00], &p € (0,1), and (Rpp(0p))nen given by (10) in
case p € [2,00) and by (18) in case p = oo it holds that

P (Sn,p(,ﬂ,’;) > Rmp(dp)) —1 implies Ev,(8;) — 1.

Part 1 of Theorem 4.1 shows that the critical values x,,, p € B,, and the ¢, that
guarantee exact size a € (0,1) under Gaussianity in (19) also guarantee that 1, (3) has
asymptotic size o. This may not be obvious ex ante as the construction of 1, (3}) is based
on combining |B,,| = (my +2) — oo tests. However, having established (15), this becomes

a trivial consequence of writing non-rejection of 1, (3}) as the event

{0 .60 € () Baearnn) |

pe‘Bn

where for r € (0,00) weset B,(r) = {x € R : ||z||, < r} and observe that Mpey,, Bp(cnkinp)
is convex.

Part 2 shows that v, (3;;) is consistent against every deviation from the null hypothesis
that some p-norm based test with p € [2,00] is consistent against (irrespective of the

asymptotic size of the latter, as long as it is a number in (0,1)). In particular, ¥, (3})
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is consistent whenever tests based on the 2- or co-norm with asymptotic size in (0, 1)
are consistent. Recall that the (dense and sparse) alternatives that tests based on these
norms are consistent against are the ones targeted by current applications of the power
enhancement principle of Fan et al. (2015), cf. also Kock and Preinerstorfer (2019). In
addition, v, (3;) is consistent against further alternatives, as it is also consistent as soon
as there exists a p € (2,00) such that a test based on this p is consistent (a property that
tests based on the power enhancement principle that combine 2- and co-norm based tests
do not share, cf. Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023)).

Furthermore, as a consequence of Theorems 3.1 and 3.4, it is not possible to choose a
single best p-norm to base a test on: Our results show that no matter which single p € [2, 00|
one chooses, there exists another p-norm based test that is consistent against alternatives
that the test based on the chosen p is inconsistent against. Theorem 4.1 suggests a way to
overcome this impossibility of choosing a single “best” norm to base a tests on as ¥, (3})
simultaneously dominates all p-norm based tests for p € [2, o0].

Theorem 4.1 is silent about the power properties of ¥, (3;;) when no p-norm based test is
consistent. Thus, there could, in principle, exist alternatives against which a p-norm based
test has substantially higher asymptotic power than v, (3;;) without the former converging
to one. The following theorem shows that this possibility can be ruled out by allocating

sufficient asymptotic size o, to a given p-norm in the construction of ¢, (3}).

Theorem 4.2. Let a € (0,1) and suppose Assumption 3.3 is satisfied. In the context
of the construction of Vn(B}) fit p € UpenBn and define oy = limy,_o00 0 p € (0,1)
if p € (2,00).%

1. If p € [2,00), then for any sequence (R p(a))nen as in (10)

P 11—ap) -0 1(1-0q)
V2 '

limsup [P (Sy,5(8;) > finy () — Een(8))] <

n—oo
2. If p= o0, then for any sequence (Kp oo())nen as in (18)

lim sup []P’ (Smoo(,@:) > an(a)) - ETZM(B;)] < fla) = flax),

n—oo

where f:(0,1) — R is defined via x — log (—log(1 — z)/2).

8Note that as and ae have been defined already in the construction of ¥, (3;).
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Theorem 4.2 shows that compared to the p-norm based test of asymptotic size « and
with exponent p, there are no alternatives for which much is lost in terms of asymptotic
power by using a test ¢, (3;;) with o, close to a.. On the other hand: i) ¢, (3};) is consistent
against any alternative that some p-norm based test is consistent against and ii) alternatives
can exist against which v, (83}") is consistent yet the p-norm based test has asymptotic power
equal to its asymptotic size. Thus, there can be much to gain from using v, (3}). Note,
however, that the above construction of a test necessitates the choice of p to target. That
is, ¥ (B;) with asymptotic size a cannot have power arbitrarily close to, e.g., that of the

2-norm and oo-norm based tests (each with asymptotic size «) simultaneously.

5 Many IVs and dominating the Anderson-Rubin test

Recall that in the context of the linear IV model in Section 2.1.1 one has

h‘TL(Xl,’I’L?ﬂ:L) = (yl,n - Y-I/JLIB:L)ZL”'

The theory developed in the previous sections has the following consequences for testing

whether a given 3, satisfies E(y; , — Yl’mﬁ;i)zl,n =04

1. Choosing p = 2 results in a classic weak identification robust Anderson-Rubin (AR)
test. Thus, this AR test is dominated in terms of consistency by any p-norm based
test with p € (2,00), cf. the relationship in (13). There is no ranking between tests
based on p € [2,00) and the sup-score type test corresponding to p = oo; see Belloni

et al. (2012) for the definition of the original sup-score statistic.

2. For simplicity, let B,, = R and assume that 3, satisfies E(y1, — 8,Y10n)21,n = 04.
Even if only one instrument (say) is relevant in the sense of Ez1 ,, Y1 ,, = (an,0,...,0)

for some a,, # 0 such that the moments

E(yl,n - ﬂ:Yi,n)zl,n = Ezl,n}fl,n(;@n - B:L) = (an(;@n - ﬂ;;)? 0,... ,0)/

only differ from zero in one entry, this sparsity need not be inherited by

on(ﬁ;) = \/ﬁ[zn(lg:)]—lﬂ (an(lgn - /8:)7 0,... 70)/

unless one is willing to impose structure on the covariance matrix X,(8;;) of (y1,, —
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B Y1n)2z1,,n. Thus, as it is 6,(8;,) that determines the power properties of p-norm
based tests, one cannot advise on which p to use solely based on the number of
instruments that one suspects to be relevant. Similarly, one should be cautious

basing advice on the structure of m, in the “first-stage” Y7, = 7} 21, + V1 Since
7 = [E(21021,,)] ' E210 Y1

(assuming that E(zlmzi’n) is invertible) one can write Ez; , Y], = E(zl,nzi’n)wn

and hence

0,.(8;) = VS (B0)] " E(21,02 )0 - (B — BL),

cf. the first equality in the penultimate display. Again there is no link between the
sparsity pattern of 7r,, and that of 8,,(3); the latter determining the power properties

of p-norm based tests.

3. In light of the previous point, it is difficult to give advice on which single p-norm to
base a test on even if one is willing to impose assumptions on the number of relevant
instruments. Thus, it is useful that the test ,(3}) in (20) is consistent whenever
some p-norm based test (including the AR~ or sup-score type tests) is consistent.
Therefore, ¥, (8}) is consistent against strictly more alternatives than any test based
on a single p. In this sense, ¥,,(3;) does not rely on knowing whether 6,,(3) is

sparse or not.

6 Rapidly increasing dimension via sample splitting

The results presented so far generally restrict the growth rate of d. Suppose, however, that

one wishes to test whether 3% satisfies D = D(n) moment conditions
Ehj,n(Xl,nHB;;) = 07 ,] = 17"'7D7 (21)

with D unrestricted. Under independent sampling one can use a two-step procedure to
test the validity of (21) by means of the tests developed in the previous sections: Based
on a partition of the sample into two disjoint subsamples Ny = Ni(n) C {1,...,n}

and Ny = Ny(n) C {1,...,n} of sizes ny = ni(n) and ny = ny(n), respectively, one
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first uses the subsample Ny to select a subset S = S(n1,n2,{Xin}t;cp,) C {1,...,D} of

moment functions. In a second step, using the subsample Ny, one tests whether 3} satisfies
Ehjn(X1n,B;) =0, JjeSs

using only the data {X;};.y,. In Theorem J.1 in Section J in the appendix we show that
if a predetermined fixed number of selected moments |S| = d(ng) satisfies the growth con-
ditions of the theory developed in the previous sections relative to the second step “sample
size” ns, then all asymptotic size guarantees established so far remain valid. The concrete
moment selection mechanism S does not affect the asymptotic size of the subsequent tests
as independent sampling guarantees that no selection bias is introduced. However, it is
clear that the power of a test depends on S including moments that are violated. Some
ways to select the subset of moments S to be tested in order to obtain powerful tests are
discussed in Appendix J, where the size-control result informally sketched above is also

formally established in Theorem J.1.
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A Notation

For brevity, we define Y; ,, = hy, (X, 8;;) and write u, = EY;,, as well as X, = X,(8}).
Write 6,, := /nX, 1/2 Wy, and let ~» denote convergence in distribution. We shall also use
that by Lemma C.1 in Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023) for every p € [2,00) there exists a

constant ¢, € (0,00) such that
cljlgp(a;) < Ap(2) = Ap(0) < cpgp(x) for all z € R, (A.1)

where g, and A, are defined in (6). Furthermore, for every p € [1,00) and for a matrix A

we denote by [|A||, the matrix norm induced by the vector p-norm || - ||,.

B Proof of Theorem 3.1

We start with Part 1 and note that 8* € B() in this case due to Assumption 3.1, which
also implies 8,, = 04. Fix a € (0,1), p € [2,00) and a sequence of real numbers k,,. First,
observe that Hn_1/2 2?21 2;1/21’;“’}) > Ky, is equivalent to

i=1

Vo, Vo,
> Kkh — dX,(0) R
Vis,

Hn_1/2 > ﬁ);l/zYé,nHi B 2?21 Ap(Gin) + > (Ap(Bin) = Ap(0)

(B.1)

Under Assumption 3.1, the second term in the first line of (B.1) vanishes and the first

converges in distribution to a standard normal distribution, so that Polya’s theorem shows

that
P ( > /<;n> — o
p

if and only if &, — ® !(1 — a) =: 21_4, which establishes Part 1 of Theorem 3.1.
To establish Part 2 and “=" in (11) of Part 3, let 8* € B* and consider (more

n—1/2 Z 251/21%1

i=1
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generally than needed for Part 2) a subsequence n’ of n along which

d/
% S g (Bim) = Ap(0)] = c € R. (B.2)
=1

Then, by (8), (B.1), and k,, = 214, along this subsequence

n/
—1/2 & —1/2
n g En/ Yin
=1

lim P < > /{n/> =1—®(z1_q —¢/op) < 1.
n’—o00
p

Thus, Part 2 follows by the above with “n’ = n” while “—" in (11) of Part 3 follows from
observing that % 2?21 [Ap(0in) —Ap(0)] /4 oo implies the existence of a subsequence along
which (B.2) holds for some ¢ € R.

We next establish “<=" of (11) of Part 3. Let 8* € B*. The rejection event in (B.1)
can be rewritten as

[ 2 5y 80 Yl — S Ay (010) Vo,

_K’TL

ST DpBin) — Apl0)] ST ) — Ap(0)]

> 0.

Hence, from d=1/2 3% [\, (0in) — A\p(0)] = 0o and (9) together with &, — ®~1(1 — ), it

follows that
P ( > mn) — 1.
P

Finally, (12) of Part 3 follows from (A.1).

n-1/2 Z S-12y;,

i=1

C Gaussian approximation over convex sets with estimated
covariance matrix and d — oo

C.1 Estimating X, "*

Recall that for any d x d matrix A we denote by A~! its Moore-Penrose generalized
inverse and define A=/2 := (AY2)~! in case A is symmetric and positive semidefinite,
cf. Footnote 4. The following result is well known and immediately follows from, e.g.,
Equations (7.2.13) and (5.8.4) in Horn and Johnson (1985). We provide the argument for
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completeness. Recall also that 3 is positive semidefinite and symmetric by assumption.

Lemma C.1. Let n’ be a subsequence of n, assume that the eigenvalues of X, are (uni-

formly) bounded away from zero and from above, and that Hﬁ]n/ — Xy = Op(ay) for

2;{1/2 . 2;/1/2“2 _ Op(an/).

some a, — 0. Then,

Proof. Write n instead of n’. Since ||3, — ||, — 0 in probability and the eigenvalues of

32, are uniformly bounded away from zero and infinity, 3J,, is invertible with probability

tending to one. Denote by G, the event on which ﬁ)n, and hence ﬁ]}/ 2, is invertible. On G,

one has that 3 n 1/2 is the regular matrix inverse of ZA]}/ 2 and so

13,12 = 2,2, = (27 = (=) 7|, e, +

5,17 - 251/2“2 Lag,

where, with a slight overload of notation, the matrix inverse is now a regular inverse on G,,.
Equations (7.2.13) and (5.8.4) in Horn and Johnson (1985) guarantee that

22 -2, < Op(an) +]

S—1/2 ~1/2
TR IS TP
and the conclusion follows from P(GS) — 0. O

C.2 An approximation result

Lemma C.2. Let p € [2,00), n' be a subsequence of n and d — oo. Assume that
the eigenvalues of 3y, are (uniformly) bounded away from zero and from above and that

Hﬁln/ — X|ly = Op(ay) for some a,r — 0, as well as

"

1. If % Z?lzl Gp(0i ) is bounded, then

sup
teR

— 0. (C.1)

DI A t) ~P(IZa+6ully < 1)
=1 p

— Op (" ay) .

n’ n’
—1/2 & —1/2 —1/2 ~1/2
n § En/ }fi,n’ —-n g En/ }fi,n’
=1 =1
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2. 1If % 27;1 gp(ei,n’) — 00, then

n’ n’
/—1/2 &—1/2 /—1/2 —1/2
n E Zn/ 1fi,n’ -n § Zn/ 1fi,n’
=1 =1 P

Proof. Let p € [2,00) and write n instead of n’. Note that

1 e 1 <
=2 B Y - =Y 2Py,
O e A Y/ S

p

. 1 <&
< 2—1/2 _ 2—1/2 21/2 § 2_1/2Y2n
. P (C.2)
11 ~ 1
< 47 H HE—1/2 _»n-1/2 _22—1/216”
iy p 9 n n 2 \/ﬁ ' n )
i=1 P
1 1
= d2 7 Op(ay) » 1%y,
\/72

p

where the second inequality follows from (1.2) of Theorem 1 in Goldberg (1987) and the
equality follows from Lemma C.1 together with the uniform boundedness assumption on

the eigenvalues of ¥,,. To proceed, observe that by (A.1)

d d d

S N 0in) =D p(0in) = Ap(0)] + dXp(0) < ¢ Y gy (Bin) + dXp(0). (C.3)

1=1 i=1 1=1

Consider first the case where d—'/2 ZZ 1 9p(0in) is bounded, which is only possible in
Part 1: Then, Lemma C.3 in Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023) gives

1Zg+ 0,5 — S8 Ap(65,0)

~+ N1(0,1),
Varl 2 o
which together with (C.1) yields [use “t = (z - \/dVar|Z|P + ZZ LA ))1/p” and x € R]
n=1/2 > 2_1/2 Yin > i=1 (i)
i 0 >SRN U N

VdVar|Z|p
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Therefore, by (C.3), and exploiting boundedness of d—1/2 2?21 9p(bin),

n
n-1/2 Z -2y,
i=1

1/p
= Op ([Zd: )\p(ﬁi’n)} + [dVar|Z|p] 1/2p> = Op(d"/?),

1=1

p

which together with (C.2) implies Part 1 when d—1/2 Zle 9p(0i ) is bounded.

Consider next the case where d 1/ Z?Zl gp(6i ) = oo (potentially along a subsequence
n” of n/, which we again denote by n for simplicity of notation), a condition that is always
satisfied in Part 2: By (C.23) in Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023),

Zes ol S0
S am

which together with (C.1) yields

— ’ = = op .
E i=1 gp(éi,n)

Hence,

n—l/2 Z 2;1/2}/7';771
i=1

“or (S]] ) e

i=1 i=1

p

Together with (C.3) this yields

_J0oe (d/P) it 157 g,(6;,) is bounded
p Op ([Z?:l gp(ei,n)]l/p) if 52?:1 9p(Bin) — 0.

n
n—1/2 Z E;l/QYE’n

i=1

(C.5)
Together with (C.2), the first case in (C.5) now also establishes Part 1 in the remaining
case where d—1/2 2?21 gp(0i ) — oo (along subsequences). Furthermore, the second case
in (C.5) establishes Part 2. O
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C.3 Gaussian approximation

For any non-empty A C R% & > 0, and p € [1, 00|, denote
A = {x cR?: ;1612 |z —ylla<e} and Bp(z,e)={y¢€ R : |y — ||, < e}.
We abbreviate B,(¢) = B,(04,¢), and set
A ={x e R?: By(w,e) C A}.

Recall that C,, = {C C R4 : C is convex and Borel measurable}.

Lemma C.3. Let n/ be a subsequence of n and d — oo. Assume that the eigenvalues of 3,/
are (uniformly) bounded away from zero and from above and that |Z, — Zplly = Op(an)

with d’3/4an/ — 0 as well as

sup

P <n"1/2 Sow Py e O> ~P(Zy + 6, € 0)‘ — 0. (C.6)
CECn/

1=1

Then, if % Z?;l 92(0;,7) = 70|13 is bounded, it holds that

sup
CECn/

(s o) e sacof o e
1=1

Proof. The quantity inside the supremum in (C.7) vanishes for C' = ). Thus, consider a

sequence C,, with C,, € C,, and C,, # () for every n. Write n instead of n’ and let

n—1/2 Z 2;1/2}@’” L2 Z 2;1/21/;,7”

i=1 i=1

A, =

2

Since d~! Zle g2(0; ) is bounded, Part 1 of Lemma C.2 implies that for every § € (0,1)
there exists an M = M; > 0 such that for ¢, = Md*/2a,, one has P(A,, > &,) < 6 for all n.

Therefore, we have

{n—1/222;1/2n,n € Cn} C {n‘”zzE;”zYm € CZ"} U {4 >en}.

i=1 =1
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Denoting the supremum in (C.6) by r, it thus follows from convexity of C:* that
n
P(n 23S0 0 € Co) SP(Za+ 0, € CFF) + 70 +0.
i=1
Next, by Cé» — 0,, = (C), — 0,,)", convexity of C,, — 6,,, and Lemma 2.6 in Bentkus (2003)

(cf. also Nazarov (2003)), it eventually holds that

P(Zy+6,cCr) =
Zg € (Cp—6,))

Zy € Cp—0,) +de,
Zy+ 80, € Cy) +d'e,.

Therefore,

lim sup [IP’ <n_1/2 Zﬁ];lem € C’n> —-P (Zd + 6, € C’n)} <.

On the other hand, it also holds that
{n_1/2 Z »1%Y;, € C;en} C {n—1/2 Z 3%y, € Cn} U{A, >en}.
i=1 i=1
Hence, by convexity of C,*» and recalling that r, denotes the supremum in (C.6) (with r,, =
0 for C5m = ()
P(Zy+8,€Cron) —r, <P (n‘1/2 > B, € Cn> +6
i=1

Next, by C;, *» —0,, = (C),—0,,) "¢ (which remains true for C,; " = (}), convexity of C,,— 8,
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and Lemma 2.6 Bentkus (2003) it eventually holds that

P(Zy+6,€C,*) =P (Z4€ C," —6,)
=P(Z4€(C,—6,)""")
>P(Zy€Cn—86,) —die
=P (Zy+0,€C,) —d/e
Therefore,
lim inf []P’ <n—1/2 > VY, e Cn> ~P(Z4+6,€C,)| > -0
Thus, (C.7) follows because the sequence C,, # () and 6 € (0,1) were arbitrary. O

D Proof of Theorem 3.2

It will be repeatedly used that by (A.1), for every p € [2,00), there exists a ¢, € (0,00)
such that

d d
Czjl ng(eim) < Z[)‘p(ei,n) = (0)] < Z 9p(Oin)- (D.1)
i=1 =1

Fix p € [2,00).
Assumption 3.1, in case we additionally have 8* € B(®, and, more generally, (8) of

Assumption 3.2 are verified by combining Lemma C.3 and

1Za + 0 |lb — S0 Ap(0,)

Vd'Var|Z|p

for every subsequence n/ of n along which (1/+/d) Ele[)\p(ﬁi,n) — Ap(0)] (and hence also
d-! 2?21 92(6i 5,)) is bounded — the previous display following from Lemma C.3 in Kock
and Preinerstorfer (2023).

To verify (9) of Assumption 3.2, let d—1/2 Z?Zl[)\p(em) —Xp(0)] = o0, so that by (C.23)
in Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023) together with (D.1)

~ Nl(ov 1)7

1Za+ 0,12 — Sy X\ (Bin)
S e (0in) — Ap(0)]

= O]p(l). (D2)
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We show that for any subsequence n’ of n there exists a subsequence n” of n” along which (9)
holds: Pick a subsequence n’ of n.

Case 1: Suppose n’ possesses a subsequence n”, say, along which d~! 2?21[)\1,(92-,”) —
Ap(0)] (and hence also d~* Zle g2(0; »,)) is bounded, then (9) follows along n” by combining
Lemma C.3 with (D.2).

Case 2: Assume d' Z?lzl[/\p(ﬁi,n/) —Ap(0)] — oo. In this case, set n” = n’ and write n
instead of n’. We first observe that for any ¢ € (0, 1),

n-1/2 Z": 220 € By(ras) }

i=1

pol2§ T $-1/2y 1P |
{H Zz:ldzn K?”Hp Zzzl )\p(ez,n) < 5} :{
Zizl[)‘p(eim) - )‘p(o)]

1/
where r,, 5 = (5 Z?Zl[)\p(em) — Ap(0)] + Zle )\p(ﬂm)> p. Letting

B, =

)

n n
n—1/2 Z -1y, 12 Z -2y,
i=1 i=1 »

it follows from Lemma C.2 that for every p € (0,1) there exists an M = M, such that
1 1

for ¢, = Md%_ian [Ele gp(ﬁi,n)] ? one has P (B, >¢,) < p. Furthermore, note that

since 1 ;> dc;, ! S gp(65.0) it holds that

S O R an) = o(1), (D.3)

Tn,6

such that, in particular, 7, 5 — €5, is eventually strictly positive. Next, observe that (even-
tually)

1 « J NN
—22;1/2Y2n68p(rn5_5n)}g{—22;1/21/73”6817(7"7“5)}U{Bn>€n},
{\/ﬁiZI \/ﬁiZI

and note that by assumption

n—oo n—oo

1 n
lim inf P (7 > V2V € By(rps — an)> =liminf P (Zy + 6, € By(rns —en)) -
n
i=1
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Furthermore, by Bernoulli’s inequality (eventually)
(rns —en)f = 1) 5(L—en/runs)’ > 1) 5(1 —pen/Tns)
so that the right-hand side of the penultimate display is no smaller than

linl)inf]P’ (Zd + 6, € By(rns(1 — pan/rnﬁ)l/p))

<HZd + ‘)nHZ - Z?:l )‘p(ei,n) prL,(;En )
p] <0 - = :
Zi:l[)‘p(eim) - )‘p(o)] n,6 Zi:l[)‘P(ei,n) - )‘p(o)]

=liminf P
n—oo

Because 7’%6/ Z?ZI[AP(HM) — Ap(0)] is bounded (recall that d—1 2?21[)\1,(92-,”) —2p(0)] =
o0) and by (D.3)

prL’(gEn
Prs S Ap(Bin) — Ap(0)]

Hence, by (D.2) the penultimate display equals one and we conclude that

= O (en/rns) = o(1).

liminf P

n—oo

(Hn_1/2 S S Y - S

(el,n)
S o) — Ap(0)] = 5) >1-p. (D4

. d d 1/p
Next, since r,, _s = (—5 Yo Ap(lin) = Ap(0)] + >0 )‘p(ei,n)> > 0 for 0 € (0,1),

=y Zn: Sy, € Bp(rn,—a)} ;

i=1

pol2§n $-1/2y P d |
{H Zz:ldzn K?”Hp 22:1 )‘P(Hl,n) < _5} _ {
Zizl[)‘p(ei,n) - )‘p(o)]

which is contained in
1 n
{% Z 2;1/2Yi,n € By(rn,—s + 5n)} U{Bp >eén}-
i=1

By assumption

n—oo n—o0

1 n
limsup P <% Z S2Y € By(rn s + En)> =limsupP (Zq + 6, € By(rn,—s +€n)) -
i=1
(D.5)

36



Furthermore, since rg_ s> (1—=0)c! 2?21 9p(6i ) it holds that

1

En _ O(d%—;an) — 0(1)_ (D.ﬁ)

Tn,—6

Thus, by the mean-value theorem, it eventually holds that
(Tn—s +&n)P = 7‘71;_6(1 + en/rn—s)F < ri_&(l + 2pen /Th,—5),
such that the right-hand side in (D.5) is no greater than

limsup P (Zd + 6, € By(rp,—s(1 + 2p€n/rn,_5)l/p)

n—oo
Zg+0,]" — S N o2wr? e
g (SO0t )
n—00 Zi:l [/\p(ei,n) - /\p(o)] Tn,—6§ Zi:l [/\p(ei,n) - /\p(o)]

Because 7’27_5/ Zle[)\p(@-,n) —p(0)] is bounded (recall that d~1 Z?Zl[)\p(em) —(0)] —
o0) and by (D.6)

2pr£7_56n
Pry—s 2oty [Ap(Bin) — Ap(0)]

=0 (€n/’r’n7_5) = 0(1).

Hence, the expression in the penultimate display equals zero by (D.2) and we conclude
that

limsup P (D.7)

n—o0

— n S—1/2 p
H” 1/2 Zz’:l n / YE,an - Z?:l Ap(0in)
Ei:l[)‘p(ei,n) - )‘p(o)]
The statement in (9) of Assumption 3.2 now follows, because Equations (D.4) and (D.7)
imply that for every 6 € (0,1) and every p € (0, 1) it holds that

lim sup P

n—o0

n A p

[n=1/2 577, 2n1/2Yé’an — 0 A (05)

. >4 <2p.
zz‘:ﬂ)‘p(eim) o )‘P(O)]

E Proof of Corollary 3.3

Concerning Condition 1 in Assumption 3.3, consider first the case where 3, (8%) is the

estimator ﬁ]mg from Theorem 1 of Abdalla and Zhivotovskiy (2022) for n = 0, 6 = 1/d,
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and p = 4 applied to the i.i.d. sample
(Yo — Y1) /V2, ..., (Yapnso)n — Yapny2)—1.0)/ V2

of size |n/2| with covariance matrix 3, and mean vector zero; cf. also Section 1.2 in Mendel-
son and Zhivotovskiy (2020). We apply Theorem 1 of Abdalla and Zhivotovskiy (2022)
to show that ”207d71 — 3,|l2 = Op (y/d/n), which then verifies Condition 1 of Assump-
tion 3.3 with a, = \/m, because d/ n2/5 — 0 by assumption. To this end, we only need
to show that the condition in Equation (1) of Abdalla and Zhivotovskiy (2022) holds for
p = 4 (note that we only have to verify that condition for p = ¢ = 4 due to Lyapunov’s
inequality): By the Binomial theorem and Assumption 3.4, for every ¢t € R? and writing

L=L(B),
E(Yan — Vi, £ = B{(Yon — pn) — (Yin — pn), )1 < (2L 4 6) (E(Y1,, — pn, £)%)°.
In addition,
E(¥in— 1) = 150t = 5B (Yo~ Yi) (Vo — Yin) 1 = E((¥a — i) V2,0

such that (Ya,, — Y1.,)/V/2 satisfies the condition in their Equation (1) with x(4) = [(2L*+
6)/4]/4. This also shows that Condition 1 of Assumption 3.3 holds if 3,(8%) is the
estimator in Theorem 1.3 of Oliveira and Rico (2022) (with their n =0, « = 1/d and p = 4
and applied to the auxiliary sample as above).

Concerning Condition 2 of Assumption 3.3, we use Theorem 2.1 in Fang and Koike
(2024) to establish that

P —1/2nz;1/2mn—nec —]P’ZGC" 0;
sup (n ; Vi — ttn] € C) =P (Za € C)| -
~1/2

that is their & = n~Y2%, [Y; — pn] and their ¥ = I;. Thus, the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality yields that their

d

2 d
E|=~Y2¢ |4 = El6, [ = E (Z 5@) <y Bt
j=1 j=1
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In addition, letting e; be the jth canonical basis vector of R?, it follows from Assumption 3.4
that for j =1,...,d and L = L(3*) as above,
2
Eet; = n72B((Yin — pn), B3 2e5)* < L2 (B(S 2 (Vi — pin), )?) = L0 2,
Therefore, S°1 | E[|X712¢]14 < # and Theorem 2.1 in Fang and Koike (2024) together
with —2-[log(n)]*/® — 0 yields that Condition 2 of Assumption 3.3 is satisfied, since

n2/5

sup

n d5/4
~1/2 ~1/2y,. _ _n[& _
sup P (n Z Y — ) € C’) P(Z, € C’)‘ =0 <n1/2 log(n)> =o(1).

i=1

F Gaussian approximation over hyperrectangles with esti-

mated covariance matrix and d — oo

We begin by formulating a version of Lemma C.3 for hyperrectangles H,, cf. Section 3.4.
Although a Gaussian approximation result over H, follows directly from Lemma C.3
and H, C C,, an approximation result applying to 8,, further from zero, necessary for our
purposes, can be obtained for H,. The proof strategy is identical to that of Lemma C.3,
but as other anti-concentration inequalities are employed we provide the proof for com-
pleteness. For any A C R% and € > 0, let

A5 ={z e R: inf ||z — ylloo < £}.
(e R inf 2 -yl <}
Furthermore,
A ={z e R?: By(x,e) C A}  and Boo(m,e) = {y eR?: [ly — x| <€}

Lemma F.1. Let n’ be a subsequence of n and d' — oo. Assume that the eigenvalues of X,/
are (uniformly) bounded away from zero and from above and that ||, — 3oy = Op(ay)
with d’3/4anr — 0 as well as

sup

P (n/‘” Nm Y e C) —P(Zy + 0, €C)| = 0. (F-1)
ceC,, i=1
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. d ) .
Then, if W Y9200 ) = WHOWH% is bounded, it also holds that

sup

P <n'—1/2 Yo e H) —P(Zo+ 0y € H )‘ -0 (2)
HeH,/

i=1

Proof. Write n instead of n’ and let

A, =

n n
n-1/2 Z 251/2Ym 2 Z 2;1/2Yi,n
i=1 i=1

<

n-1/2 Z Sy, V2 Z -1y,
i=1 i=1

2

By Lemma C.2 (with p = 2) it follows that A, = Op ([d/2V |0, ]2]as), where we used
that Z?:l 92(0in) = [|0n]|3. Thus, for every 6 € (0,1) there exists an M = M; > 0 such
that for &, = M[d'/? V ||0,]]2]a, one has P(A,, > ¢,) < § for all n € N. Therefore, for any

sequence H,, with H, € H, for every n we have

n n
{n—1/222;1/2Ym € Hn} C {n_1/2 > Y, e H,i”’“’} U{A, >e,}.

i=1 i=1

Since H, € H,, one has H, = H?Zl[aj,bj] for —oo < a; <b; < o0, j=1,...,d, and

so H;»™ = H;l:l[aj — &n,bj + &) € Hy. Thus, denoting the supremum in (F.1) by 7y,
n
P (n_1/2 PPt N Hn> <P (Z4+ 0, € H™) 41, + 6.
i=1
Next, by Hy"™ — 0y, = [11_,[a; — 0 — en,bj — 0jn + 4] it follows that

P (Zy+ 0, € H:™)

d
=P <Zd € jlj[l[aj —0jn—€nbj —0jn+ 5n]>

d
=P ((Z{i, -zl e H(—oo, bj — 0, +en] X

Jj=1 J

(—OO, —aj + Hj,n + En]> .

d
=1
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Lemma A.1 in Chernozhukov et al. (2017a) (which is attributed to Nazarov (2003), cf. also
Chernozhukov et al. (2017b)) now yields that the far right-hand side of the previous display

can (eventually) be bounded from above by

d d
P ((z;, ~zZ}) € [[(~o0,b; — 0] x [ (~o00, —a; + 9]-,“]) + 0 /log(d)en

J=1

—_

ji=
=P (Z4 € H,, — 6,,) + C+/log(d)z,,
=P (Z4+ 0, € Hy,) + C+/log(d)ey,.

Therefore,

lim sup []P’ (n_1/2 > By, e Hn> ~P(Z4+86, ¢ Hn)} < 4.

n—00 ;
i=1

On the other hand, it also holds that

n n
{n_1/2 22;1/21/2,’” c H;&n,oo} C {”_1/22251/23% c Hn} U {An > €n}-

i=1 =1

Since Hj “"*> = H;lzl[aj + €, bj — €, € Hp, similar arguments to the above, noting also
that

|P(Zy+ 0, € H,) —P(Z;+ 0, € H, )| < ®(g,,) — ®(—¢,) if H, > =),

imply
n
lim inf [IP’ <n—1/2 > By, e Hn> ~P(Z4+6, € H,)| > 6.
i=1
Thus, (F.2) follows since the sequence H,, and § € (0,1) were arbitrary. O

Remark F.1. Under the assumptions of Lemma F.1 the supremum in (F.2) can be extended
to also include all open rectangles of the form H? = H;lzl(aj,bj) (where without loss
of generality —oco < a; < b; < o0) by the following squeezing argument: write H,, =
H?Zl[aj, b;] and S, =n"V23" f];”zYm. Using that Z; has no mass at H,, \ H?, one
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has (along any subsequence of n)
P(S,€HY)—P(Z4+6,c H) <P(S,€H,) —P(Z;+6, € Hy,);

by Lemma F.1 the right-hand side tends to zero. Similarly, setting ¢, = [log(d)]~! A
minj—y._q(bj — a;)/4

d
P(Sn € H) =P (Zq+ 6, € Hy) 2 P (S, Ha]—i-cn, —al) = P(Za+ 0, € Hy).

Using Lemma A.1 in Chernozhukov et al. (2017a) as in the proof of Lemma F.1 it follows
that there exists a constant C' € (0, 00) such that

P(Zy+6, eH)<]P’<Zd+0 EHaJ—i-cn, _ )—I—C\/log Yen,
7j=1

such that Lemma F.1 can again be applied yielding the claimed uniform convergence as H;,
was an arbitrary open rectangle. As any rectangle can be squeezed between its counterpart
with all endpoints excluded and included, respectively, Lemma F.1 also applies to arbitrary

rectangles.

G Proof of Theorem 3.4

The size control in part a) follows by combining Lemma F.1 (using “n’ =n” and 6,, = 04)
and Lemma A.2 in Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023), cf. also Remark F.1 above (which is

invoked tacitly in the remainder of the proof).

d ®(ca—10;.al)
=1 @(cq—163,al)
and Preinerstorfer (2023) one has P(||Z4 + 0y lc > Kn,0o) — 1. Let n’ be a subsequence

Regarding part b), suppose that b, 1= — 00. By Theorem 3.5 in Kock

of n. We show that it possesses a further subsequence along which P (Sn,oo > /{n,oo) — 1.
If

WHOHH% is bounded along n/, Lemma F.1 implies P (Sy/ 00 > Ky 00) — 1.
If, on the other hand

quence n” along which

, WHO |2 is unbounded there exists a further subse-

m”ﬁ |2 — oo. Furthermore, note that P (Sn,oo > /{n,oo)
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equals

(

Because Y;,, — py, is centered and has the same covariance matrix as Y; ,,, we can apply

nVEY SV — ) + n1/22;1/2unH > nn,oo> : (G-1)
i=1 oo

Lemma F.1 (with 6,, = 04 there) in conjunction with part a) to conclude that (along the

entire sequence n)

n—1/2 Z 2;1/2(},;771 _ /J/n)
1=1

= Op (v/Tog(d)) (G.2)

Next,

y Hn1/22771/2HnH2 g “"1/227_11/21‘71“2 _Hn1/2[ﬁ);1/2 _ 2;1/2]1‘71“2
- Vd - Vd

2325 2 o

and the numerator on the far right-hand side equals Hnl/ 23, Y 2”““2 = [|6,]]2 (which is

eventually positive along n”) times

o —1/2 —1/2 &H—1/2 -1/2
L2 s el 18R S el
Hnl/zilfllpun cllpnll2

=1- O]p(an),

I

for some real ¢ > 0, due to the uniform bound on the eigenvalues of X,,, the last equality
following from Lemma C.1. The previous two displays thus yield that along n” there exists
an M € (0,00) such that

162 d'/*
Nz (1 - O]P(an)) > Mm

Finally, (G.1) and hence P (Sn,00(3f) = Fin,o0) is no smaller than

H”1/2ﬁ3771/2“nHoo > (1—Op(an)) (G.3)

n—1/2 Z 2;1/2(1/;7” ~ )

i=1

P (15 ] -

> /Q,WO) —1

along n”; the convergence following from (G.2), (G.3), kp,co = O(y/log(d)), and a,, — 0.
Suppose now that P (Sn,oo(ﬁ;) > /imoo) — 1 and choose a subsequence n’. We show
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that n' possesses a further subsequence along which b, — oo. If 15 60,113 is bounded

d3/2
along n’, then Lemma F.1 and an application of Theorem 3.5 in Kock and Preiner-
storfer (2023) along n' imply that b,y — oco. If, on the other hand, 13%5‘;)\\0”\\% is un-
log(d)

bounded along n’ then there is a further subsequence n” along which =23 160,13 — .
Since ||, ]|oo > d~?(|0,]]2 and ¢q = O(y/log(d)), this implies along n” that

[ (cd - H0n||oo)
i)

by, >
(cd - H0n||oo)

H Proof of Theorem 4.1

For p € [2,00] and 7 € (0,00) define B,(r) = {x € R?: ||z||, < r}. Concerning the asymp-

totic size control in Part 1, note that by convexity of mpe% B, (cpknp), Lemma C.3 yields

B = 1= P (5,2H, € () Blewns)) =1 B (Z0€ () Byleann) + 1o
PEPn PEPn

for a sequence 1, — 0. Finally, by (19),

1-P (Zd € pg Bp(cn/in,p)) =P <11)1€1%§ m;;,HZde > cn> = a.

Concerning Part 2, first let p € [2,00) and consider a test 1 {S,,, > np} as in the state-
ment of the theorem (where we drop the dependence of S, , on 8} and of &, , on @, for
notational convenience). Observe that since m,, — oo and p, is strictly increasing, there

exists a J € N such that eventually p < pj < pn,,, < oo and

Yn 21 {S"J’J 2 Cn’fn,p(f} >1 {Snva 2 ’inva} .

By Lemma C.3, the test 1 {Sn,p(] > /imp(]} has asymptotic null rejection probability equal
t0 limy, 00 @ p, € (0, 2). Hence, by Theorem 3.1 (see also (13)), if P (Spp > Rnp) — 1 it
also follows that P (Smp ;= Knp J) — 1, so that Ev,, — 1 follows from the previous display.

Next, let p = 0o and consider a test 1 {S,wo > Rmoo} as in the statement of the theorem

(again dropping some dependencies for notational convenience). Clearly,

U > 1 {Sn,oo > Cn/{n,oo} >1 {Sn,oo > K/n,oo} .
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By Lemma F.1, the test 1 {Sn,oo > mn,oo} has asymptotic null rejection frequency o, €
(0,1), cf. also Remark F.1. Hence, by Theorem 3.4, if P (Sn,oo > Rn,oo) — 1 then also
P (S,wo > /ﬁ:moo) — 1 and Et,, — 1 follows from the previous display.

I Proof of Theorem 4.2

Also in this proof, we do not signify the dependence of several quantities on 3*. Let n be
large enough to ensure that p € 9B,,. The definition of v, in (20) along with ¢, € (0,1]
implies that

P (Snp = Fnp(@)) = Egpy <P (Spp > Fnp(@)) =P (Snp > kinp) - (L1)

By the definition of s, , in the construction of ¢, and Lemma C.3 it holds under the null
that lim,_ oo P (Smp > /imp) = a, € (0,1). For clarity, we thus write Ky p(cp) in what
follows. Next, denote by s the limit superior of the left-hand side in (I.1) and let n’ be a

subsequence satisfying
lim []P’ (Sn',p > Rn/m(a)) — Eq/}n,} = s.

n/—o00

We shall also use that the right hand side of (I.1) equals

[P (Sn,p > ’%n,p(a)) -P (HZd + 6l > ’%n,p(a))]
- [P (Sn,p > ’{n,p(O‘p)) -P (HZd + 0l > “n,p(ap))]
+ [P (HZd + 0n||p > ’%n,p(a)) -P (HZd + 0n||p > “n,p(ap))] . (I.2)

Consider first the case of p € PB,,N[2,00): If necessary, pass to a further subsequence n”
along which d—1/2 Z?Zl 9p(6i ) converges to some b € [0,00]. If b = oo, applying Theo-
rems 3.1 (Part 3) and 3.2 along this subsequence’ yields

5 < i [P (Swp 2 Fow (@) =P (Swp = ki plap)| =1-1=
n’—oo
If, on the other hand, b € [0, 00), then d~* Z?Zl gp(0;.n) — 0. Hence, also d~* Z?Zl g2(0in) —
0 and so (I.2) and Lemma C.3 together with the argument following (C.61) in the proof of

9Inspection of the proof of these theorems shows that they remain valid along subseqeunces satisfying
the conditions of the theorem.
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Theorem C.10 in Kock and Preinerstorfer (2023) yield the desired bound on s.
Next, consider Elze case ;Nhere p = oo: If necessary, pass to a further subsequence n”
. d  ®(ca—10;,ql
along which Zi:l m
Theorem 3.4 along this subsequence yields

converges to some ¢ € [0,00]. If ¢ = oo, applying Part 2 of

s < lim [IP’ (Snr 00 = Bt oo(@)) =P (Spr 00 > mn/,oo(aoo))} =1-1=0.

n’—o0
d .
If, on the other hand ¢ € [0,00), then mzizl g2(0i) = WHGWH% is
bounded (cf. the argument at the end of the proof of Theorem 3.4). Therefore, by (1.2)

and Lemma F.1 it suffices to study the limiting behaviour of

P (”Zd + an”oo S Hn,oo(aoo)) —-P (HZd + an”oo S Rn,oo(a))
=P (HZd +0nloo < Rn,OO(O‘) + [’fn,oo(aoo) - Rn,w(a)]) -P (HZd +0n 00 < ’%n,oo(a)) )

along n'/. By (18)

Kn, oo (aoo) — Rn,00 (Oé)

_ log(—log(1 —a)/2) log(—log(l — aw)/2) ( 1 ) '
2log(d) 2log(d) log(d)

Therefore, by Theorem 1 in Chernozhukov et al. (2017b) and arguments similar to those
in the proof of Lemma F.1 the limit superior of the right-hand side of the penultimate
display along n’ is no greater than log (—log(1 — «)/2) — log (—log(1 — aix)/2), which is
the claimed upper bound.

J Sample split

To state and prove the asymptotic size control of the proposed sample split, let I C
{1,..., D} be non-empty. For any D X 1 vector a and any D x D matrix A, let a; and Ay,
respectively, denote the sub-vector (sub-matrix) with rows (and columns) indexed by I.

In this section hy, = (h1p, ... ,th)’ denotes the total number, D, of moment restriction
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functions. In addition,

H(B:,N :\/W;Vh Xin,35)  where NC{l,...,n}, N#0

ﬁ](ﬁ;, N,I) is a symmetric, positive semi-definite estimator of the covariance matrix

of H;(By, N) using observations indexed by N only.
* - * —-1/2 *
Sy, N. 1) = (853,00 B8 )|

Y81 N 1) o= 1{ max wiy) S,(80.N.1) > ei |

, p E [2,00]

with all other quantities as in the construction of ¥, (3}) in Section 4, but with the |N|
replacing n. Thus, the test (statistics) based on the observations in No and the se-
lected moments S (depending on observations in Nj only) are S,(3, N2, S), p € [2,0],
and (8}, Na2,S). The allowed growth rate of d = d(n2) is now dependent on size ny of
the second fold. Finally, let J,, C J, :={I C {1,...,D} : |I| = d} be non-empty.

For concreteness, we work under the appropriate “sample split version” of the assump-
tions of Theorem 3.2. These essentially impose the assumptions of that theorem to be valid
under the null only, but uniformly over all possible sets of selected moments (of size d)
replacing the sample size n by the sample size ny in the second step (recall that d is now
the number selected moment restrictions out of a total of D moment restrictions). Under
independent sampling, appropriate versions of all other asymptotic size control results that

we have stated can also be adjusted to incorporate a sample split. Recall that d = d(ns).

Theorem J.1. Let 8* € B, ny — o0, d — oo and 3,.1(8;) be invertible for all I €
Jny with maxpe g, | En,1(8,)|2 as well as max;e,, HZ;{,(BZ)HQ (uniformly) bounded from

above. Furthermore, X1, ..., Xy, 15 i.4.d. for each n € N and, as ng — oo,

1. maxrey,, |3(85, No, 1) — B 1(85)|l2 = Op(an,) with d*4an, — 0 and

2. supcec,, maxre,, [P ((2(8;, No, )|~ ?H (B, N2) € C) =P (Z4 € C)| — 0.
In addition, let o € (0,1) and S = S (n1,n2,{Xin};cn,) € Jn, be measurable. Then:

1. For p € [2,00] a sequence of real numbers (Kn, p)n,eN Satisfies

P (SP(B:NN%S) 2 /{nz,p) — Q,
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if and only if K, p is as in (10) if p € [2,00) or as in (18) if p = co.
2. Ey(B*, No, S) — a.

Theorem J.1 shows that irrespectively of how the set of moments S to be tested in the
second step is selected — as long as this selection depends (measurably) on observations
in Ny only — all tests studied have the desired asymptotic size if d satisfies the growth
conditions of our previous theorems relatively to the second step sample size ny. Thus, one
can use any state-of-the-art procedure to select the moments to be tested (some examples
are given in Section J.1 below). We also reiterate that no conditions need to be imposed

on the total number of available moment conditions, D.

Proof of Theorem J.1. Fix a € (0,1) and let ¢, : X2 x J,, — [0,1] (measurable) be a
test. Then, by Ny N Ny = () and independent sampling,

Ee ({Xiv"}iGNg ,8) = Z E [¢n, ({Xivn}iGNQ ) 1(S =1)]
1E€Jny

= Z E(pm ({Xiv"}ieNg 71) P(S = I).
I€Jn,

Thus, to show that lim,, o Evp, ({Xm}ieN2 ,S) = q, it suffices to establish (as ng — 00)
max |Eg0n2 ({Xm}ieN2 ) — oz| — 0. (J.1)
IEJnQ

We now argue that (J.1) holds for ¢,, a p-norm based tests with p € [2,00). Thus, let

Pno ({Xi,n}ieNQ ,I) =1 (Sp(B;’NZaI) > ’{HQMD) .

Then (J.1) follows from Part 1 of Theorem 3.1 since the sufficient conditions of Theorem 3.2

are satisfied on the second subsample Ny uniformly in J,, with “{1,...,n} = Ny” and
sample size “n = ng = |[Na|”. Also, “d = d(nz)”. The cases of p = co and ¢(8};, N2, S) are
handled similarly via Theorems 3.4 and 4.1, respectively. U
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J.1 Choosing the set of moment restrictions in order to maximize power

o Mazimizing the test statistic in the first step: If one intends to use S,(8;}, N2,.5) in

the second step, then one may choose

S € argmax Sp(83;,, N1, 1),
[€Jn,

with d satisfying the growth conditions of Theorem J.1. Since choosing S in this fash-
ion may be computationally burdensome for very large D, one can alternatively add
moments one-by-one in a set-up approach (one could also use a step-down procedure)
until arriving at d moments, in each step adding the moment that maximizes the value
of the test statistic given the previously selected moments. A similar procedure can

be used for (3}, N2, S). In this case, one chooses

S € argmax | max s, S, (8, Ni,I)| .
[ge]n2 [peiﬁw ni,p P(Bn 1 )]

e The d largest scaled moments: Let S be the indices of the d largest elements of

{

This amounts to testing those S individual moments that most strongly indicate a

(2085, N1, GN] 7 Hy (85, V)

7j:17"'7D}7 N17£®

violation of (21) (taking into account the scale of these, but ignoring their correlation

structure). It is computationally cheaper than the method in the previous point.

e One can use any state-of-the-art procedure to select the moments to be tested. For
example, in the context of hypothesis testing in the presence of many instruments,
cf. Sections 2.1.1 and 5, one can use the Lasso in the first step with a choice of penalty
parameter ensuring that the number of selected instruments d satisfies the growth

conditions imposed in the previous sections.
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