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is based on a modified leave-one-out sample analog of a quadratic distance between
the restricted and unrestricted sieve NPIV estimators. We provide computationally
simple, data-driven choices of sieve tuning parameters and Bonferroni adjusted chi-
squared critical values. Our test adapts to the unknown smoothness of alternative
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1. Introduction

In this paper, we propose computationally simple, optimal hypothesis testing in a nonpara-
metric instrumental variables (NPIV) model. The maintained assumption is that there is

a nonparametric structural function h satisfying the NPIV model
E[Y — h(X)|W] =0, (1.1)

where X is a d,-dimensional vector of possibly endogenous regressors, W is a d,,-dimensional
vector of conditional (instrumental) variables (with d,, > d,), and the joint distribution
of (Y, X, W) is unspecified beyond (1.1). With the danger of abusing terminology, we call
a function h satisfying model (1.1) a NPIV function. We are interested in testing a null
hypothesis that a NPIV function h satisfies some simplifying economic restrictions, such
as parametric or semiparametric equality restrictions or inequality restrictions (e.g., non-
negativity, monotonicity, convexity or supermodularity). Our new test builds on a simple
data-driven choice of tuning parameters that ensures asymptotic size control and non-trivial
power uniformly against a large class of nonparametric alternatives.

Before presenting the theoretical properties of our new test, we derive the minimax
rate of testing in L?, which is the fastest rate of separation in root-mean squared distance
between the null hypothesis and the nonparametric alternatives that enables consistent
testing uniformly over the latter. We establish the minimax result in two steps: First, we
derive, for all possible tests, a lower bound for the type I error uniformly over distributions
satisfying the null hypothesis and the type II error uniformly over the nonparametric alter-
native NPIV functions separated from the null hypothesis by a rate r,, that shrinks to zero
as the sample size n goes to infinity. Thus, there exists no other test that provides a better
performance with respect to the sum of those errors. Second, we propose a test whose sum
of the type I and the type II errors are bounded from above (by the nominal level) at the
same separation rate r,. This test is based on a modified leave-one-out sample analog of
a quadratic distance between the restricted and unrestricted sieve NPIV estimators of h.
The test is shown to attain the minimax rate of testing 7, when the sieve dimension is
chosen optimally according to the smoothness of the nonparametric alternative functions
and the degree of the ill-posedness of the NPIV model (that depends on the smoothness
of the conditional density of X given W). We call this test minimax rate-optimal (with
known model regularities).

In practice, the smoothness of the nonparametric alternative functions and the degree
of the ill-posedness of the NPIV model are both unknown. Our new test is a data-driven
version of the minimax rate-optimal test that adapts to the unknown smoothness of the
nonparametric alternative NPIV functions in the presence of the unknown degree of the

ill-posedness. Our test rejects the null hypothesis as soon as there is a sieve dimension



(say the smallest sieve dimension) in an estimated index set such that the corresponding
normalized quadratic distance estimator exceeds one; and fails to reject the null otherwise.
The normalization builds on Bonferroni corrected chi-squared critical values. The simple
Bonferroni correction is computed using the cardinality of the estimated index set, which
is in turn determined by a random exponential scan (RES) procedure that automatically
takes into account the unknown degree of ill-posedness.

We show that our new test attains the minimax rate of testing in L? for severely ill-
posed NPIV models, and is up to a y/loglog(n) multiplicative factor of the minimax rate
of testing for mildly ill-posed NPIV models. This extra \/m term is the necessary
price to pay for adaptivity to unknown smoothness of nonparametric alternative functions.!
A key technical part to establish this rate optimality in L? testing is to derive a tight upper
bound on the convergence rate of a leave-one-out sieve estimator of a quadratic functional
of a NPIV function h. We show that our adaptive test has asymptotic size control under
composite null by deriving a tight, slowly divergent lower bound for Bonferroni corrected
chi-squared critical values. By inverting our adaptive tests we obtain L?-confidence sets
on restricted structural functions. These confidence sets are free of additional choices of
tuning parameters. The adaptive minimax rate of testing determines the L? radius of the
confidence sets.

In Monte Carlo simulations, we analyze the finite sample properties of our adaptive test
for the null of monotonicity or a parametric hypothesis using various simulation designs.
Our simulations reveal the following patterns: First, our adaptive test delivers adequate
size control under different composite null hypotheses and for varying strengths of the
instruments. Second, our adaptive test is powerful in comparison to existing tests when al-
ternative functions are relatively simple. Moreover, the finite-sample power of our adaptive
test greatly exceeds that of existing tests when alternative functions become more nonlinear.
The great power gains of our adaptive test are present even for relatively weak instrument
strength and small sample sizes. This highlights the importance of our data-driven choice
of the sieve dimension to ensure powerful performance uniformly against a large class of
alternative NPIV functions. Moreover, unlike bootstrap tests using bootstrapped critical
values, our adaptive test uses simple Bonferroni corrected chi-squared critical values and
hence is fast to compute.

We present two empirical applications. The first is adaptive testing for connected
substitutes shape restrictions in demand for differential products using market level data.
The second application is adaptive testing for monotonicity, convexity and parametric forms
in Engel curves using household level data.

There are many papers on testing NPIV type models by extending Bierens [1990]’s

!This is needed even for adaptive minimax hypothesis testing in nonparametric regressions (without
endogeneity); see Spokoiny [1996], Horowitz and Spokoiny [2001] and Guerre and Lavergne [2005].



test for conditional moment restrictions to models that allow for functions depending on
endogenous regressors; see, e.g., Horowitz [2006], Santos [2012], Breunig [2015], Chen and
Pouzo [2015], Chernozhukov et al. [2015], Zhu [2020] and the references therein. All of
the published papers on testing NPIV models assume that some non-random sequences of
key tuning (regularization) parameters satisfy some theoretical rate conditions, and are not
adaptive to unknown smoothness of alternative functions. Our paper makes an important
contribution by providing the first data-driven choice of key tuning parameters that are
minimax rate-adaptive and powerful in testing equality and inequality restrictions in NPIV
models.

Shape restrictions play a central role in economics and econometrics. See, for example,
Chetverikov et al. [2018] for a recent review; Horowitz and Lee [2012], Blundell et al. [2017],
Chetverikov and Wilhelm [2017] and Freyberger and Reeves [2019] for recent nonparametric
estimation under shape constraints; and Chetverikov [2019], Chernozhukov et al. [2015]
and Fang and Seo [2021] for testing shape restrictions. Our paper is the first to provide an
adaptive and rate-optimal test (in L?) for shape restrictions in NPTV models. We establish
the minimax rate-adaptivity of our new test (in L?) using an exponential inequality for
U-statistics with increasing dimensions. Our paper also complements a recent work by
Chen et al. [2021], which constructs honest and near-adaptive uniform confidence bands
for a NPIV function and its partial derivatives using a bootstrapped Lepski’s procedure
(in sup-norm). Simulation studies and real data applications indicate that our adaptive
test has asymptotic size control and is powerful in finite samples, eliminating the need for
computationally intensive bootstrap critical values.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes our new hy-
pothesis test. Section 3 establishes the oracle minimax optimal rate of testing. Section 4
shows that this minimax optimal rate is attained (within a y/loglog(n) term) by our testing
procedure. Section 5 presents two simulation studies and Section 6 provides two empirical
illustrations. Appendices A and B contain proofs for the results in Sections 3 and 4. The
online supplementary appendices contain additional materials: Appendix C presents addi-
tional simulation results. Appendix D provides additional proofs for the results in Section

4. Appendix E contains additional technical lemmas and their proofs.

Basic notation. For a random variable X, we let L?(X) denote the equivalence class of
all real-valued measurable functions ¢ of X with finite second moment (E[¢?(X)] < o0),
which is a Hilbert space under the norm |[|¢||r2x) = /E[¢?(X)] with associated inner
product (-,-)x. Welet L>® = {¢ : ||¢]|cc < 00} where || - ||oo denotes the supremum norm.
For a matrix M, M’ denotes its transpose, and M~ denotes its generalized inverse. For a
J x J matrix M = (M;;)1<;1<s we define its Frobenius norm as | M||r = Z}'],l:1 M3, Let

|| - || denote the Euclidean norm when applied to a vector and the operator norm induced by



the Euclidean norm when applied to a matrix. For sequences of positive real numbers {a, }
and {b,}, we use the notation a,, < b, if limsup,,_,. a,/b, < oo, and a,, ~ b, if a, < b,

and b, S a

2. Preview of the Adaptive Hypothesis Testing

We first introduce the null and the alternative hypotheses as well as the concept of minimax
rate of testing in Subsection 2.1. We then describe our new rate-adaptive test for NPIV
type models in Subsection 2.2. The theoretical justifications are postponed to Sections 3
and 4.

2.1. Null Hypotheses and Nonparametric Alternatives

Let H denote a closed subset of L?(X) that captures some unknown degree of smooth-
ness. Let {(Y;, X;, W;)}7, denote a random sample from the distribution P, of (Y, X, W)
satisfying the NPIV model (2.1):

Y =hX)+U, where Ej[UW]=0 and heH. (2.1)

Here, E; denotes the (conditional) expectation under Pj. In this paper, we assume that
the joint distribution of (X, W) does not depend on h € H and that the conditional
density of X given W is continuous on its support. The conditional expectation operator
T : [*(X) — L*(W) given by Th(w) := E[h(X)|W = w]| is uniquely defined by the
conditional density of X given W and hence does not depend on h. Then NPIV model (2.1)
can be equivalently expressed as E,[Y|W] = (Th)(W) for h € H. For easy presentation,
we mainly consider a nonparametric class of functions as the maintained hypothesis H.
Nevertheless, our theoretical results allow for semiparametric structures H as well (see
Subsection 4.2).

Let Hy denote the null class of functions in H that satisfies a conjectured restriction in
(2.1). In this paper, we assume that H, is a nonempty, closed and convex, strict subset of .
For any h € H there exists a unique element Iy, h € Ho such that infyeyy, ||h — @l 12x) =
|h—13, k|| 2¢x) (by the Hilbert projection theorem). In addition to a simple null Ho = {ho}
(with a known function hg € H), we allow for general parametric, semi/nonparametric
equality and inequality composite null restrictions. We present two examples of composite

null restrictions below (see Subsection 4.2 for additional examples).

Example 2.1 (Nonparametric shape restrictions). Ho can be a closed conver subset of
H determined by inequality restrictions such that Hy = {h € H: 0h > O}, where O'h

denotes the l-th partial derivative of h with respect to components of x. This allows for



hypotheses on NPIV functions, including nonnegativity (I = 0), monotonicity (I = 1), or
convezity (I = 2). We can also test for supermodularity restrictions on NPIV functions
corresponding to Ho = {h € H: 0*°h/(0x10x5) > O}. Our framework also allows for testing
these restricted function classes simultaneously since intersections of these are again closed

convex subsets of H.

Example 2.2 (Semiparametric restrictions). Let F'(-;6,g) be a known function up to un-
known (0,g), and consider the restricted class of functions Ho = {h € H : h(-) =
F(+0,9) for some® € © and g € Q}, for a finite-dimensional, convex compact parame-
ter space © and a nonparametric closed and convex function class G. The known function
F(:0,9) could be nonlinear in 0 but is assumed to be linear (or affine) in g and conse-
quently, Hq is a closed convex subset of H. Examples include null hypotheses of parametric

form, or partially linear form, or partially parametric additive form.

To analyze the power of any test of the null class H, against nonparametric alterna-
tives, we require some separation in || - ||z2(x)—distance between the null and the class of
nonparametric alternatives for all h € H. Below, we use the notation ||h — Ho||r2(x) :=
infyep, |h— @l 2cx) = [|h — Uy h|| r2(x). We consider the following class of nonparametric

alternatives
i (5r,) = {h eH : ||h—Holl2cx) > m}

for some constant 6 > 0 and a separation rate of testing r,, > 0 that decreases to zero as
the sample size n goes to infinity. We say that a test statistic T, with values in {0, 1} is
consistent uniformly over H;(d7,) if supp,eq, (sr,) Pr(Tn = 0) = o(1).

In Section 3, we establish the mini-
maz (separation) rate of testing r, in
the sense of Ingster [1993]: We pro-
pose a test that minimizes the sum
of the supremum of the type I error
over Hg and the supremum of the
type II error over H;(dr,). More-

over, we show that the sum of both

errors cannot be improved by any
other test.

Definition 1. A separation rate of testing r, is called the minimaz (separation) rate of

testing if the following two requirements are met for every level o € (0,1):



(i) For some constant 6, := 6.(a) > 0, it holds

lim inf inf{ sup Pp(T, =1)+ sup Pu(T, = O)} > a, (2.2)
nree In L heto heH1(3xrn)

where infr, is the infimum over all statistics with values in {0,1}. (i) There exists a test
statistic T,, := T,(a) with values in {0,1} such that

limsup{ sup Pp(T, =1)+ sup Py(T, = 0)} <« (2.3)
n—00 heHo heH1(6*rn)

for some constant 6* > 0.

We refer to Part (i) as the lower bound and Part (ii) as the upper bound, and the
test statistic T,, := T,,(«) in Part (ii) attaining the matching lower and upper bound as an
optimal test. We use 7 to denote the minimax (separation) rate of testing as the matching
lower and upper bound.

In Section 3 we first establish a minimax rate of testing r) assuming the knowledge of the
smoothness of alternative NPIV functions h € H and the inversion property of the unknown
conditional expectation operator T': L?*(X) +— L?*(W). Both are unknown in empirical
applications. The minimax rate 7 is attained by a sieve test statistic using an optimal
choice of sieve dimension (a tuning parameter) that depends on these unknown objects,
and hence is infeasible. In Section 4 we provide a data-driven modification of the optimal
sieve test, i.e., a feasible testing procedure that adapts to the unknown smoothness of the
unrestricted NPIV function A € H in the presence of unknown smoothing properties of the
inverse of the operator 1. In particular, we propose a test statistic T, with data-driven
tuning parameters that nearly attains the minimax rate of testing, has asymptotic size
control over the composite null, and is consistent uniformly over the class of nonparametric
alternatives. Specifically, we show for some generic constant 6° > 0 that, for any nominal
level a € (0,1),

lim sup sup P, (T, = 1) < a and lim sup Pu(T, =0) =0, (2.4)

n—oo hE€Ho 00 heH1(5%ry)

where r,, coincides, up to the y/loglog(n) multiplicative factor, with the minimax rate of
testing r7. We call such a feasible test T, adaptive and rate-optimal (or sometimes simply

adaptive).

2.2. Our Adaptive Test

Our test is based on a consistent estimate of the quadratic distance, ||h — HHOhH%Q(X) =
|h — HoHig(X), between the NPIV function h € H and its projection I3,k onto Hy under



the || - [[z2cx). We first introduce some notation. Let {1;}32, and {bx}32, be complete
basis functions for the Hilbert spaces L*(X) and L*(W) respectively. Let ¢/(-) and b (-)
be vectors of basis functions of dimensions J and K = K(J) > J respectively. These
can be cosine, power series, spline, or wavelet basis functions. Let G = E[¢” (X )y’ (X)],
Gy = EPEDINBEND(WY] and S = EEO W)/ (X)]. We assume that G, G, and
S'G,; 'S have full ranks. Then the J x K(J) matrix A = GY2[S'G,'S]719'G, " is well
defined. Let W; denote the closed linear subspace of L*(X) spanned by {¢y,...,%;}. We
define a population 2SLS projection of h € L*(X) onto the sieve space ¥ as

Qsh() = ¢/ () G 2PAEDS (W)h(X)] .
For any NPIV function h € H in (2.1), we have Qsh(-) = ¥/ (-)GY2AE,[bK(W)Y], and
1Qu(h = Ty h)[[32x) = [|AEw [B(W)(Y = Ty h(X)] ||, (2.5)

which approximates ||[h — HHOhH%Q( xy well as sieve dimension J grows large (see Lemma
B.1).

For each sieve dimension .J, we can construct a test based on an estimated quadratic
distance ||Qs(h — Iy, h)||3, (x) between the unrestricted and restricted NPIV estimators of
a function h satisfying (2.1). Let ¥ = (¢/(Xy),...,v7 (X)), B= (X (Wy),...,08(W,)),
Py = B(B'B)"B', and A = \/n(V'0)2[ W' Py0|~ W' B(B'B)~. Let Y = (Y, ...,Y,). Our
unrestricted sieve NPIV estimator solves a sample 2SLS problem (Blundell et al. [2007]):

hy=argmin Y (¥; — ¢(X;)b" D (W) A AR (W) (Yo — (X))

PV <i<n

=/ () [ PgW] W' PRY . (2.6)

Let Ho, s denote a nonempty, closed and convex, finite-dimensional subset of Hy. A re-
stricted NPIV estimator for IIy,h € H, is given by

B =argmin Y (Y; — ¢(X:)bE D (W) A A (W) (Vi — (X)) (2.7)

¢EHO,J 1§i’i/§n

In this paper, the choice of H, ; is allowed to depend on the structure of the null class
of NPIV functions Hy. For a general nonparametric or a semi-nonparametric composite
null hypothesis, Ho ; depends on sieve dimension J and grows dense in H, as the sample
size increases. For instance, we let Hy; = ¥; N Ho under a nonparametric composite
null whenever W; N Hy # (0 (which holds for the nonparametric inequality restrictions in
Example 2.1). We can also let Hy; = Ho under a simple null (Hy = {ho} for a known

function hg), or under a parametric composite null (Ho = {F'(-;6), 6 € O} for some known



mapping F).
For each sieve dimension J, we compute a J—dependent test statistic nD 7/Vy, which

is a standardized, centered (or leave-one-out) version of the sample analog of (2.5):

~ 2 ~ ~ ~
Dy = > (Vi = BBy A A (W) (Ve - B (X)), (2.8)
n(n —1) 1<i<i’'<n
(1 ~ ~
V= A(g Z(Yi - hJ(Xz'))QbK(J)(Wi)bK(J)(Wi)’) Al (2.9)
i=1 F
where V; estimates the population normalization factor
vy = [|AEL[(Y — h(X))?E D (W) (WA (2.10)

which is the variance of n(L Y i<icit<n (Y — h(X,)) 6K D (W) A AR (W) (Y — (X))

n—1)
We compute our adaptive test for the null hypothesis Hy against nonparametric alter-

natives in three simple steps.
Step 1. Compute a random ezponential scan (RES) index set:

7, = {J < Tone:  J=J% where j=0,1,... ,jmax} (2.11)
where J := |v/10glogn|, jmax := [logy(n'/3/.J)], and the empirical upper bound

Tonme 1= in {J >J: 15[¢())2/(og ) /n > 3,}, (2.12)

where 5 is the minimal singular value of (B'B)~'2B'U(W'¥)~/2 and ¢(J) = V/J for

spline, wavelet, or trigonometric sieve basis, and ((J) = J for power series.

~

Step 2. Let #(Z,,) be the cardinality of the RES index set. For a nominal level o € (0, 1),

we compute a Bonferroni corrected chi-squared critical value as

(@) = (q(a/#(Z.), J) — J) VT,

where q(a, J) is the 100(1 — a)%-quantile of the standard chi-square distribution with .J

degrees of freedom.

Step 3. Compute V/\7J(a) — nDs gl J e Z,. Compute the test

ny(a) vy

T, =1 {there exists J € Z, such that WJ(O{) > 1} (2.13)



where 1{-} denotes the indicator function. Under the nominal level o € (0,1), T, = 1

indicates rejection of the null hypothesis and T,, = 0 indicates a failure to reject the null.

Remark 2.1. The RES index set fn in Step 1 determines a collection of candidate sieve
dimensions J for our test. The data-dependent upper bound jmax ensures that the cardinality
of the index set fn s not too large relative to the sampling variability of unrestricted sieve
NPIV estimation. We prove in Lemma B.S§ that the empirical upper bound jmax diverges in
probability at a rate much faster than that of J and thus, the search range is large enough
to detect a large collection of alternative NPIV functions. In many simulations and real
data applications, we find that our adaptive test results are not sensitive to the choice of

the constant 1.5, and that the lower bound J is not binding in most cases.

Remark 2.2 (Critical Values). A remarkable feature of our adaptive test is that it provides
asymptotic size control for inequality restrictions without restricting the degree of freedom
of the Bonferroni corrected chi-squared critical values to the number of binding constraints.
This is established by the observation that our Bonferroni corrected critical values 1;(c)
diverge slowly as n — oo with probability approaching one; see Lemma B.5. This, along
with the cardinality of fn not becoming too large by construction, and complezity restrictions

on the composite null hypotheses, enables us to establish asymptotic size control.

Remark 2.3 (Choice of K). We let K = K(J) = ¢J for some finite constant ¢ > 1, and
our adaptive testing procedure optimizes over J given the choice of K(J). We have tried
K(J) =2J and K(J) = 4J in simulation studies. The simulation results, in terms of size
and power, are not sensitive to these choices of K. This is consistent with our theory that
the choice of J is the key tuning parameter in minimaz rate-optimal hypothesis testing in

NPIV models using sieve methods.

3. The Minimax Rate of Testing

This section derives the minimax rate of testing in NPIV models, when H coincides with
the Sobolev ellipsoid of a prior: known smoothness p > 0. Subsection 3.1 establishes the
lower bound for the rate of testing in L2 Subsection 3.2 shows that the lower bound can

be achieved by a simple test statistic if the tuning parameter can be chosen optimally.

3.1. The Lower Bound

Before we state the lower bound for the rate of testing, we introduce additional notation and
main assumptions. Based on the basis functions {1;}2,, we denote its L*(X)-normalized
basis functions by {1;}32,. We assume that H coincides with the Sobolev ellipsoid H =
{he L(X) : 3.0, 3%/ (h, ;)% < C3} for some constant Cy > 0.

10



Assumption 1. (i) inf,epy infrey Var, (Y — h(X)|W = w) > o* > 0; (i) for any h €
H, Th = 0 implies that ||h||%2(x) = 0; (iii) the densities of X and W are uniformly
bounded below from zero and from above on their rectangular support; (iv) there are a finite
constant C > 0 and a positive decreasing function v with v; :== v(j) such that ||Th||L2(W)
CD i vi(h ¢J> for allh € H.

Assumptions 1(i)(ii)(iii) are basic regularity conditions imposed in the paper. Assump-
tion 1(iv) specifies the smoothing property of the conditional expectation operator T rela-
tive to the basis {@Z]} The smoother T is (i.e., the smoother the conditional density of X
given W is), Assumption 1(iv) will be satisfied with a faster decreasing to zero sequence
{v;}, and the harder it is to detect properties of the NPIV function in L?(X) metric.

In this paper we call a decreasing sequence {v;} regularly varying if v J4J Z vt

i=1Yj
The regularly varying sequence {v;} allows for very broad decreasing patterns, and includes

two leading special cases: (1) mildly ill-posed case where v; = j~%% for some a > 0; and

(2) severely ill-posed case where v; = exp(—j%% /2) for some a > 0.

Theorem 3.1. Let Assumption 1 be satisfied. Consider testing a null hypothesis Ho versus
Hi(0ry) = {h € H : ||h— Hollr2(x) = drn} for some constant § > 0 and a separation rate

1/4

T 1/4
I (Z Vj4> , with J, := max n: (Z 1/4335> <Cyxp. (31)

Jj=1

Then: for any o € (0,1) there exists a constant d, := d.(«) > 0 such that

liminfinf{ sup Pp(T, =1)+ sup Pu(T,= O)} > «,

n—oo  Tn \ pepy heH1(8xrn)

where supy,cq,, Pr(-) denotes the supremum over h € H, and distributions of (X, W,U)
satisfying Assumption 1 for £ =0,1.

Further, when {v;} is reqularly varying, the separation rate v, given in (3.1) simplifies to
o ~ J P/ with J, ~ max {J: n~ V2V < J_p/dm} : (3.2)

(1) Mildly ill-posed case: J, ~ n2de/pra)tde) gnd p ~ p=2/(Apta)+de),

(2) Severely ill-posed case: J, = (clogn)™® for some c € (0,1) and r,, ~ (logn)=7/°.

Remark 3.1. In the literature on linear ill-posed inverse problem with a compact opera-
tor T, an “exact link condition” is commonly used to describe the smoothing (or compact

embedding) property of T, which can be stated as follows:

e v X <TGy < C Y vihp)k  forallheH (3.3)

j>1 j>1

11



for some finite constants C' > ¢ > 0 and a positive decreasing function v with v; = v(j).
The RHS inequality of (3.3) (i.e., Assumption 1(iv)) is used for the lower bound calculation,
and the LHS inequality of (3.3) is imposed for the upper bound calculation. However, to
have matching lower and upper bound, i.e., to establish the rate is minimaz optimal, the
exact link condition (3.3) or something similar is typically imposed even with a known
T; see, e.g., Chen and Reifs [2011]. We note that any compact operator T has a unique
singular value decomposition. If the basis {%} s an eigenfunction basis associated with
the operator T', then (3.3) is automatically satisfied with C' = c =1 and {v;}32, being its
singular values in decreasing order. More generally, (3.3) is also satisfied when {1;} is
a Riesz basis (see Blundell et al. [2007]). Since the conditional expectation operator T is
compact under very mild condition (such as when the conditional density of X given W is
continuous), it typically satisfies (3.3), which is an alternative way to express the smoothing

property of the operator T.

In our proof of Theorem 3.1, we reduce the lower bound calculation for the NPTV model
to that for a model with a known operator T. Consequently, Assumption 1(iv) is sufficient
to establish the lower bound. However, for the upper bound calculation of the NPIV model,
we need to estimate the unknown operator T'. Therefore, in addition to the LHS inequality
of (3.3), some extra sufficient conditions will be used to address the error of estimating T

nonparametrically. See the next subsection for details.

3.2. An Upper Bound Under Simple Null Hypotheses
For the simple null hypothesis Ho = {ho}, we consider the test statistic

~ 2

D (ho) = > (Y= ho(X0)) (Ve — ho(Xy) )65 (W) A A (W), (3.4)

n(n —1) 1<i<i’<n

which is D s defined in (2.8) with /ﬁﬁ = ho. A J-dependent analog of the test T, is given by

vy

Ty =1 {M > m(a)} with (@) = (gle J) — J)/¥/7. (3.5)

The test T, ; with optimally chosen J serves as a benchmark of our adaptive testing pro-
cedure (given in (4.1)) for the simple null hypothesis.

We define the projections IL;A(-) = ¢/ (-) G (W7, h) r2(x) for h € L*(X) and Hxm(-) =
V()G EBE (W)m(W)] form € L*(W). Further, let s; = infpew, [|[ILxTh| z20w)/|| Bl 2x)s
i.e., sy coincides with the minimal singular value of G;UZSG_I/Q. Let ¢; = max(Cy.s, G,
Cp.s = sup, ||GY2¢7 (2)|| and ¢,k = sup,, |G, /*b" (w)||. We assume throughout the pa-
per that ¢; = O(v/J) (which holds for polynomial spline, wavelet, and cosine bases), or
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¢y = O(J) (which holds for orthogonal polynomial bases).

Assumption 2. (i) supyeyy Suppey Enl(Y — R(X))?2W = w] < a2 < oo where h €
{h, Ty} and supyep EAl(Y —h(X))] < oo; (ii) 53¢/ Tog )/m = O(L); (i) (1 /Tog T =
O(JP/4%); (iv) s Mg T Lk — h)| 2wy < Cr||ILsh — h|12(x) for a constant Cr > 0, uni-
formly for h € H.

Below we denote W, := {h € U, : ||h||2x) = 1}. Then 75 := [infpeq,, [|Th||20m)] "
is the sieve measure of ill-posedness that has been used in sieve estimation of NPIV models
(see, e.g., Blundell et al. [2007]).

Assumption 3. (1) sup,cy,, 77 ||(LxT=T)h| 20wy = o(1); (ii) the LHS inequality of (3.3)
holds.

Assumption 2(i) is an extra condition on the data-generating process (DGP) since it
imposes upper bounds on conditional second moment and finiteness of uncondition 4th
moment. This additional DGP is already allowed for in the proof of Theorem 3.1 (on
the lower bound). The other conditions, Assumption 2(ii)(iii)(iv), are imposed since our
test statistic involves linear sieve estimated operator 1" to achieve the separation rate.
Precisely, Assumption 2(ii)(iii) introduces conditions on the sieve dimension J, satisfying
the growth condition imposed in Theorem 3.1. Assumption 2(iv) imposes an upper bound
on the smoothing properties of the conditional expectation operator 7. It is the usual L?
“stability condition” imposed in the sieve NPIV literature, and is satisfied by Riesz bases
(see Blundell et al. [2007, Assumption 6] and Chen and Pouzo [2012, Assumption 5.2(ii)]).

Assumption 3(i) is a mild condition on the approximation properties of the basis used
for the instrument space, see Chen and Christensen [2018, Assumption 4(i)]. It implies

that s; and 7']1 are equivalent:

TJ_1 Z Sj = inf ||HKTh||L2(W) Z inf ||Th||L2(W)_ sup |I(HKT_T)h”L2(W) = TJ_I(]_—O<1))
heW s, hev heWw ;4
While Assumption 3(ii) implies 7' = infey,,, || Th|| 2 > V/cvy for all J. Assumption 3

thus implies
syt~ < (Vo

We note that s; < 7, < ||T@ZJ||L2(W) < +/Cv; under Assumption 1(iv) (i.c., the RHS
inequality of (3.3)) and {zzj}j being an orthonormal basis in L*(X). We also note that
Assumption 2(iv) is satisfied under Assumption 1(iv) and Assumption 3. In summary,
Assumption 2 and Assumption 3 have no effect on the lower bound calculation in Theorem
3.1.

The next theorem provides an upper bound on the separation rate of testing in L? under

a simple null using the test statistic T, ;.
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Theorem 3.2. Let Assumptions 1(i)-(iii) and 2 be satisfied. Consider testing the simple
hypothesis Ho = {ho} (for a known function hy) versus Hi(6°rn ) = {h € H : ||h —

hollt2(x) = 0°Tn, s} for a constant §° > 0 and a separation rate
Tp,s = Max {n_1/2331J1/4,J_p/d”}. (3.6)
Then, for any o € (0,1) we have

limsup Py, (T, s =1) < « and lim sup  Pu(T,,=0)=0. (3.7)

n—o0 =00 he 1 (87n, )

In addition, let Assumption 3 hold and J.o = max {J : n~ Y2 g4 < JP/dl Then:

the test statistic T, ;,, attains the optimal separation rate of
—pn/dy
Tn,Jw — (J*O) ¥/ ~ Tn, (38)

which is the lower bound rate given in (3.2) when {v;} is reqularly varying.
(1) Mildly ill-posed case: Jg ~ n?d/Apra)+de) qpg =~ p=2/(Apta)tds),
(2) Severely ill-posed case: J.o = (c log n)dz/a for some ¢ € (0,1) and r,, s,, ~ (logn)~P/®.

Theorem 3.2 shows that, under Assumptions 1(i)-(iii) and 2, the test statistic T,, ; given
in (3.5) attains the L?-separation rate of testing r,, ; in (3.6). Given a sieve dimension .J,
this rate consists of a standard deviation term (n~'/2s;'J4) and a bias term (J7P/%). A
central step to achieve this rate result is to establish a rate of convergence of the quadratic
distance estimator D (hg) (see Theorem B.1), which we show is sufficient for the consistency
of T, ; uniformly over #H;(6°r, ;). In addition, under Assumption 3, Theorem 3.2 implies
that the sieve test T, j,, achieves the L?~ minimax rate of testing under a simple null, with
known smoothness p of the nonparametric alternatives and known degree of ill-posedness.

Given a sieve dimension .J, the L?-rate of sieve estimation for any NPIV function
h € H is: max{n~1/2s;'J2 J7P/d} (see, e.g., Chen and Reif [2011]). Comparing the
L?-rate of estimation and of testing via the sieve NPIV procedures, while both have the
same bias term JP/%  the L? rate of testing has a smaller “standard deviation” term
n~1/2s71J1/4. Intuitively, we may obtain a higher precision in testing as the L*-rate of
testing is determined by estimating a quadratic norm of the unrestricted NPIV function
h € H. Interestingly, although this leads to a faster optimal L?-rate of sieve testing
TnJwo ™ n~2p/(4p+a)tda) for mildly illposed case, the optimal L2~ rate of sieve testing r,, s,, ~
(logn)7/% is the same as the optimal L2 rate of sieve estimation for severely illposed
case. This is because, in the severely ill-posed case, the bias term dominates the standard

deviation term for the optimal sieve dimension J in both sieve testing and estimation.
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Remark 3.2 (L?-minimax rate of testing vs L?*-minimax rate of estimation). Theo-
rems 3.1 and 3.2 together imply that the L?—minimax rate of testing v = (logn)~P/®
in the severely ill-posed case coincides with the L*-—minimax rate of estimation (Chen
and Reify [2011]). For the mildly ill-posed NPIV models, the L*—minimaz rate of test-
ing = n~2p/pratda) goes to zero faster than the L?— minimaz rate of estimation, which
is n~P/Cera)tds) (Hall and Horowitz [2005] and Chen and Reify [2011]).

4. Adaptive Inference

This section establishes theoretical properties of our test statistic T, that is constructed
using data-driven choices of tuning parameters. We show that our test is able to adapt
to the unknown smoothness p > 0 of the functions in . Subsection 4.1 establishes the
rate optimality of our adaptive test for simple null hypotheses. Subsection 4.2 extends this
result to testing for composite null problems. Subsection 4.3 proposes L?-confidence sets

by inverting the adaptive test under imposed restrictions on the NPIV function.

4.1. Adaptive Testing Under Simple Null Hypotheses

We establish an upper bound for the rate of testing using our test statistic T, for a simple
null. Under the simple null hypothesis Ho = {ho}, for some known function hy satisfying

(1.1), our test T, given in (2.13) simplifies to
- - Dy(h
T, =1 {there exists J € 7, such that n/{—(o) > ﬁ;(a)} : (4.1)
vy
where D;(hg) is defined in (3.4), and Z,,, ¥, 7y (ct) are given in Subsection 2.2.
Recall that the RES index set fn, given in (2.11), depends on an upper bound jmax

given in (2.12). To establish our asymptotic results below, we introduce a non-random

index set Z, with a deterministic upper bound J as follows:

L, ={J<J: J=J2 where j=0,1,..., jmax} C [, J], (4.2)

with J = sup{J : (21/(log J)/n < ¢s,} for some sufficiently large constant ¢ > 0. We show
in Lemma B.8(i) that Tinax < T (and thus 7, C Z,) holds with probability approaching one
uniformly over all functions h € H. Thus .J serves as a deterministic upper bound for the

RES index set fn

Assumption 4. (i) Assumptions 2(ii)(iv) hold uniformly for all J € I,; (ii) For all
J =J(n) and L = L(n) with L = o(J) and L — oo it holds that max (v, s;>/loglog L) =
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o(vy) uniformly for h € Ho; (iii) p > 3d,./4 when using cosine, spline, or wavelet basis

functions and p > Td, /4 when using power series basis functions.

Assumption 4(i)(iii) strengthen Assumption 2(ii)(iii)(iv) to hold uniformly over the
deterministic index set Z,. The uniformity over Z, condition is used to establish the
asymptotic size control only, and is not needed for consistency uniformly over the class of
nonparametric alternative functions. Assumption 4(i) restricts the growth of the determin-
istic upper bound J of the RES index set fn Assumption 4(iii) imposes a lower bound
on the smoothness of the function class H. From the proof of Theorem 4.1 we see that
Assumption 4(ii) is implied by s;*J < Z;f:l sj_4, which in turn is implied by Assumptions
1(iv) and 3 with {v;} regularly varying.

Let an integer J° be the largest sieve dimension parameter such that the squared bias
dominates the variance within a v/loglogn term, that is,

J° = max {J : n'/loglogn s;2VJ < J~%/%}, (4.3)

Under Assumptions 4(i)(iii), Lemma B.8(ii) establishes that the “optimal” adaptive sieve
dimension J° € fn with probability approaching one.

Theorem 4.1. Let Assumptions 1(i)-(iii), 2(i) and 4 be satisfied. Consider testing the
simple null Hy = {ho} (for a known function hy) versus Hi(6°r,) = {h € H : ||h —

hol|r2(x) = 0°r,} for a constant 6° > 0 and an adaptive separation rate
ry, = (JO>—p/d:t' (44)
Then, for any o € (0,1) we have

limsup Pp,, (T, = 1) < a and lim sup P.(T, =0)=0. (4.5)

n—00 N0 heH1(8%r)

In addition, let Assumptions 1(iv) and 3 hold with {v;} reqularly varying. Then: s;y ~ vy,
Assumption 4(ii) holds, and J° ~ max {J : n~ty/loglognv;*VJ < J=2/d=}.

(1) Mildly ill-posed case: r, ~ (v/loglog n/n)Zp/(4(p+a)+d’”).
(2) Severely ill-posed case: r, ~ (logn)™P/e,

Theorem 4.1 establishes an upper bound for the testing rate of the adaptive test T,
under a simple null hypothesis. The proof of Theorem 4.1 relies on a novel exponential
bound for degenerate U-statistics based on sieve estimators (see Lemma B.6). In particular,
we control the type I error using tight lower bounds for adjusted chi-square critical values

(see Lemma B.5) and show consistency of T,, uniformly over H1(6°r,).
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From Theorem 4.1 we see that the adaptive test attains the oracle minimax rate of
testing within a \/M —term in the mildly ill-posed case. For the adaptive testing
in regression models without endogeneity (i.e., when X = W), it is well known that the
extra \/m —term is required (see Spokoiny [1996]). In the severely ill-posed cases,
our adaptive test attains the exact minimax rate of testing and hence, there is no price to
pay for adaptation. This is because, in the severely ill-posed case, the bias term dominates
the standard deviation term when the sieve dimension coincides with J°, irrespective of

the y/loglog(n) term.

4.2. Adaptive Testing Under Composite Null Hypotheses

We extend the results from Subsection 4.1 to adaptive testing for a general composite null
hypothesis Hy, which is a nonempty, closed and convex strict subset of H = BQQ. Without
loss of generality we assume 0 € Hy. This is satisfied for the inequality restrictions in
Example 2.1 and the semiparametric equality restrictions considered in Example 2.2 if, for
instance, F'(+;6,g) = 0 for some § € © and g € G.

To do so, we need to impose conditions on the complexity of the class of restricted
functions Hy. Specifically, given the (K — 1)-dimensional unit sphere S¥ = {e € RX :

e? + ... +e% = 1}, we control the size of the function class
Fie = {(6 = T, ))(X)PE (We: 6 € Hoo b, e € S,

where K° = K(J°) and b¥ (-) = G, "/*b%(-). Its envelope function is denoted by F}, .. We de-
note Z := (X', W')". Below, we impose conditions on the covering number Nj(e, F, L*(Z)),
which is the minimal number of e-brackets, in L?(Z) sense, needed to cover a function class
F. We denote Cj, = max cgxe fol (1 + log Ny (€l Frellz2(z), Fhes LZ(Z)))l/2 de.

Assumption 5. (i) For any ¢ > 0 it holds sup,cq, Ph(maxjefn(CJ||ﬁ§ — hllr2xy/cs) >
e) = 0 with ¢; = max{1, (loglogJ)"/*}; (ii) for some constant C > 0 it holds that
SUDpew; (5°rm) Ph(CJoChHhRO — My P || p20x) > C’) — 0 and suppegy, sor) Ch < (Jo)M4,

Assumption 5 restricts the complexity of the composite null hypothesis Hg. Assumption
5(i) implies that T, has size control uniformly over the composite null H,. Assumption
5(ii) ensures the consistency of T, uniformly over H;(6°r,). Note that Assumption 5 im-
poses estimation rate conditions on /ﬁﬁ under the composite null and the nonparametric
alternatives, which can be viewed as NPIV extensions of the parametric estimation rate
conditions imposed in Horowitz and Spokoiny [2001, Assumption 2] for testing for a para-

metric regression against nonparametric regressions.

Remark 4.1 (Primitive Conditions for Assumption 5(i)). Assumption 5(i) is a very mild

condition on the estimation rate (in L?) of the restricted sieve NPIV estimator under the
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null hypothesis.

(1) In the case of parametric restrictions, where ||ﬁ}‘ — h||z2(x) < const. x n~1/?

with prob-
ability approaching one uniformly over h € Hy, Assumption 5(i) is automatically satisfied
by Assumption 4(i).

(2) Under nonparametric restrictions, we note that Hﬁf} — hll2x) < H/}\LJ — hll2(x) for all

h € Hqy, and that

hy—h J % h—n
max Glihg ||L2(X) < const. X max <J\/_ + il J ||L2(X)

4.6
JEIn Cj JEL, {\/HSJCJ Cj } ( )

with probability approaching one uniformly for h € Hy, where H?" denotes the projection
onto the closed linear subspace of L*(X) spanned by {1y : J € I,}. The first summand
on the right hand side of (4.6) converges to zero by the definition of J = J(n). For the
bias part, we assume that the index set has sufficient information to approximate the NPIV
function h. Let py denote the smoothness and dy the dimension of the nonparametric
component under Ho. If |II"h — hl|p2xy = O(J7P/%) and (; = O(VJ), the second
summand of the right hand side of (4.6) uniformly converges to zero if po/dy > 1/2. Since
the class of restricted functions Hy is a less complex subset of H, it is reasonable to assume
that po/dy > p/d, and thus po/dy > 1/2 is automatically satisfied given Assumption 4 (iii).

Remark 4.2 (Primitive Conditions for Assumption 5(ii)). Assumption 5(ii) restricts the
complexity of the null hypothesis to have no effect on the adaptive minimax rate of testing

asymptotically. Note that for any € > 0 and e € SX° we have

E sup (¢ — @)(X)EK"(W)'eﬂ <é
d1,2€H g, o [[p1—2]lo0 <€

using that E(b™" (W)'e)> = 1. Thus, log Nj (€, Fre, L*(Z)) < log Ny (e, Ho,so, L) where
the later is bounded by e %/P (within a constant) if the functions in Hy have uniformly
bounded partial derivatives with highest order derivatives being Lipschitz, see van der Vaart
and Wellner [2000, Theorem 2.7.1]. We obtain C,, < 1 under the condition 2p > d,., which
is satisfied given Assumption 4 (iii). In this case, a sufficient condition for Assumption 5(ii)
is given by Py, (CJOH/I”\L} — bl r2x) > C) = 0 uniformly for h € H1(6°r,), which is less
restrictive than Assumption 5(1) since the sieve dimension is fized at J°. When the basis
functions in VK are uniformly bounded, such as for trigonometric bases, we immediately
obtain C, < 1. If Ho consists of convex functions that are Lipschitz and map a compact
and convex set in R to [0,1], then Cy, < 1 by van der Vaart and Wellner [2000, Corollary
2.7.10].

The next result establishes an upper bound for the rate of testing under a composite

null hypothesis using the test statistic T,, given in (2.13).
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Theorem 4.2. Let Assumptions 1(i)-(iii), 2(i), 4, and 5 hold. Consider testing the com-
posite null Ho versus Hi(6°r,) = {h € H : ||h — Hollr2(x) = 0°r.} for a constant 6° > 0
and the adaptive (separation) rate r, = (J°)7P/% given in Theorem 4.1. Then, for any
a € (0,1) we have

limsup sup Pp(T, = 1) < and lim sup P,(T, =0)=0. (4.7)
n—oo  heH =00 heq(5°r)

In addition, let Assumptions 1(iv) and 3 hold with {v;} reqularly varying. Then: sj ~ vy,
Assumption 4(ii) holds, and J° ~ max {J : n~1y/log lognuf\/j < J_Qp/dz}.

(1) Mildly ill-posed case: r, ~ (\/log log n/n)Qp/M(eraHdz).
(2) Severely ill-posed case: r, ~ (logn)~?/?.

Theorem 4.2 states that T, attains the same adaptive rate of testing r, for a composite
null as that for a simple null. This theorem also provides the asymptotic size control for
composite hypothesis testing, which is established by controlling the sieve approximation
error uniformly over the index set fn under the null, thanks to a projection property built

in the construction of our test T,; see Lemma B.9.

Adaptive Testing in Semiparametric Models. Partially parametric models are often
used in empirical work and can be easily incorporated in our framework either as restricted
models or as the maintained models. Let © G = {h(xy,x9) = 210+ g(xs) : 0 € ©,9 € G},
where © denotes a finite dimensional parameter space, and G denotes a class of nonpara-
metric functions.

Let the NPIV model (2.1) be the maintained hypothesis. We can test inequality re-
strictions as in Example 2.1 and a semiparametric structure simultaneously. For example,
we can test for a partial linear structure with an nondecreasing function g by setting
Ho = {h € ©DG : 0,,9 > 0}. The class of alternative functions can then be writ-
ten as Hi(r,) := {g € G : |lg—Gollrxxy) = rn} where Gy = {g € G : 0,9 > 0}
and the rate of testing 7, does not depend on the dimensionality of X;. We can also
test for the nonnegativity of the coefficient # and a partial linear restriction by setting
Ho=4{h€O®G:0,h >0} Asin Example 2.2, we can test semiparametric equality
restriction by taking Ho = © & G.

Let the partial linear IV model be the maintained hypothesis in model (2.1) with H =
© @ G. Note that the maintained partial linear structure can be easily enforced in the sieve
space used to estimate the unconstrained NPIV function. Monotonicity in all arguments
of h can be imposed by Hy ={h € O G : 0 > 0,0,,9 > 0}. We also allow for second

or higher order derivatives in the hypotheses considered above. For instance, we impose a
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partial linear structure H in our empirical illustration on demand for differential products

in Section 6.1.

4.3. Confidence Sets in L?

One can construct L?—confidence sets by inverting our adaptive test for a NPIV function.
The resulting confidence sets impose conjectured restrictions on the function of interest h.
The (1 — o)—confidence set for a NPIV function h is given by
Dy(h) _ ~
Co(a) = {h € Ho: z AJ< ) <ny(a) forall Je In}. (4.8)

\ 8]

This confidence set does not depend on additional tuning parameters. The following
corollary exploits our previous results to characterize the asymptotic size and power prop-

erties of our procedure.

Corollary 4.1. Let Assumptions 1(i)-(iii), 2(i), 4, and 5 be satisfied. Let r, = (J°)P/d
be the adaptive rate of testing given in Theorem 4.2. Then, for any o € (0,1) it holds

limsup sup Py (h ¢ C,(a)) < « (4.9)

n—oo heHg

and there exists a constant 6° > 0 such that

li inf P, (h¢C, = 1. 4.1
H 5y P (8 8 Colc) (.10
Corollary 4.1 result (4.9) shows that the L?— confidence set C,(«) controls size uniformly
over the class of functions H,. Moreover, result (4.10) establishes power uniformly over
the class H1(6°r,). We immediately see from Corollary 4.1 that the diameter of the L*-
confidence ball, diam(C,()) = sup {[|h1 — hoz2(x) : hi,he € Cu(a)}, depends on the

degree of ill-posedness captured by the singular value s jo.

Corollary 4.2. Let Assumptions 1(i)-(iii), 2(i), 4, and 5 be satisfied. Then, for any
a € (0,1) we have sup,eqy, Pr (diam(C,(a)) > Cr,) = o(1), for some constant C' > 0 and

the adaptive rate r, = (J°) /% given in Theorem 4.2.

Corollary 4.2 yields a confidence set whose diameter shrinks to zero at the adaptive
optimal-testing rate (of the order (J°)7?/%) and whose implementation does not require
specifying the values of any unknown regularity parameters. Our confidence set C,(«) thus
adapts to the unknown smoothness p of the unrestricted NPIV functions.

Let Hy be a Sobolev class of smoothness py > p. It is known in statistical Gaussian

White noise and regression models (see Robins and Van Der Vaart [2006] and Cai and
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Low [2006]) that rate adaption is only possible over submodels H, such that the rate of
estimation over the submodel is strictly larger than the rate of testing over the “supermodel”
‘H. This suggests that it is impossible to adapt to the smoothness pg for severely ill-posed
NPIV models. In the mildly ill-posed case, this leads to the restriction n~P/(GP+a)td:/2) <
n~Po/(2(pota)tds) - Thig condition translates into the smoothness restriction py < pc, where
co = (4a+2d,)/(4a+d,) and hence, requires py € (p, cap). The constant ¢, is close to one
even under modest degrees of ill-posedness. Consequently, the gain from adaptation with

respect to the smoothness of restricted classes of NPIV functions is very limited.

5. Monte Carlo Studies

This section presents Monte Carlo performance of our adaptive test for monotonicity and
parametric form of a NPIV function using simulation designs based on Chernozhukov et al.
[2015]. See the online Appendix C for additional simulation results using other designs.
All the simulation results are based on 5000 Monte Carlo replications for every experi-
ment. In addition, Breunig and Chen [2020] provide evidence from simulations and real
data applications that, in terms of finite-sample size and power, our adaptive test and its
bootstrapped version perform similarly well. We no longer present such results here due to
the lack of space.

For all the Monte Carlo designs in this section, Y is generated according to the NPIV
model (2.1) for scalar-valued random variables X and W. We let X; = ®(X}) and

W; = ®(W;}) where ® denotes the standard normal distribution function, and generate

the random vector (X, W/, U;) according to

X 0 1 ¢ 03
Wrl~NJ|o].] € 1 0 : (5.1)
Ui 0 03 0 1

The parameter £ captures the strength of instruments and varies in the experiments below.
As £ increases, the instrument becomes stronger (or the ill-posedness gets weaker). While
Chernozhukov et al. [2015] fixed & = 0.5 in their design, we let £ € {0.3,0.5,0.7} in our

simulation studies. The functional form of A varies in different Monte Carlo designs below.

5.1. Adaptive Testing for Monotonicity

We generate Y according to (2.1) and (5.1), using h from Chernozhukov et al. [2015] design:

r—1/2
Co

h(z) = ¢ [1 - QCD( )] for some constant 0 < ¢y < 1. (5.2)
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This function h(z) is decreasing in x, where ¢y captures the degree of monotonicity. We
note that h(x) ~ 0 for ¢q close to zero and h(z) =~ ¢(0)(1 — 2z) for ¢y close to one, where ¢
denotes the standard normal probability density function. The null hypothesis is that the
NPIV function h is weakly decreasing on the support of X.

We implement our adaptive test statistic T, given in (2.13) using quadratic B-spline
basis functions with varying number of knots for h. Due to piecewise linear derivatives,
monotonicity constraints are easily imposed on the restricted function at the derivative at
J — 1 points. For the instrument sieve b%/)(WW) we also use quadratic B-spline functions
with a larger number of knots with K(J) = 2J or K(J) = 4J. Implementation of the
restricted sieve NPIV estimator ﬁ? is straightforward using the R package coneproj. We
also compare our adaptive test to a nonadaptive bootstrap test TfL73 of Fang and Seo [2021]
with a deterministic choice of sieve dimension J =3 and K =2J =6 or K = 4J = 12.
Their statistic T‘fhg is computed using a standard Gaussian multiplier bootstrap critical
values 7);(«) (and their other recommended tuning parameters of ¢, = (log J)™! and ~, =
0.01/logn) with J = 3. In our simulations we use 200 bootstrap iterations.

Size. Table 1 presents the average data-driven choice of tuning parameter J, denoted
by J, , at the nominal level a = 0.05. Specifically, J is the average choice of J that maximizes
Wj(a) over the RES index set Z,, when the null is not rejected; and is the smallest J € 7,
such that WJ(O&) > 1 when the null is rejected. This data-driven choice of J corresponds
to early stopping when the null is rejected. Table 1 shows that, for the same sample size
n the average data-driven choice J increases as the instrument strength (captured by the
parameter £) increases; while for the same instrument strength &, J weakly increases as the
sample size n increases. Table 1 also reveals little difference between the choices K(J) = 2.J
and K (J) = 4J, especially so for larger sample sizes. This is consistent with our theory that
J, the dimension of the sieve basis used to approximate the unrestricted NPIV function h,
is the key tuning parameter in our minimax rate adaptive testing.

Table 1 also reports empirical rejection probabilities under the null hypothesis using our
adaptive test T, and Fang and Seo [2021]’s nonadaptive bootstrap test T4 (with J = 3).
Results are presented for different nominal levels o« € {0.05,0.01}, different sample sizes
n € {500, 1000, 5000}, different instrument strength & € {0.3,0.5,0.7}, and different degree
of monotonicity ¢g € {0.01,0.1,1}. Overall, we see from Table 1 that both tests provide
adequate size control across different sample size n, instrument strength £, and degree
of monotonicity ¢y. In particular, both tests for the null of monotonicity are similarly
undersized.

Power. We next examine the rejection probabilities of our adaptive test when the data

is generated according to (2.1) and (5.1) using the NPIV function

h(z) = —x/5+ ca (2° + cpsin(2mz)) (5.3)
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n | c & ||TowithK=2J J |T,withK=4J J |TE; with K=2J|T8; with K =4J
5% 1%  at 5% 5% 1%  at 5%| 5% 1% 5% 1%
500 [0.01 0.3][0.009 0.001  3.00 [0.023 0.003  3.02 [0.004 0.001 [0.031  0.003
0.5(0.007 0.002  3.31 [0.023 0.003 3.35 [0.021  0.002 |0.022  0.004
0.7/0.026 0.004 3.56 [0.028 0.009  3.57 [0.016  0.002 |0.014  0.010
0.1 0.3][0.006 0.001 3.00 [0.005 0.002 3.03 [0.004 0.000 [0.025  0.002
0.5(0.013 0.001  3.34 [0.016 0.002 3.38 [0.016 0.001 |0.018  0.003
0.7/0.0017 0.003 3.65 [0.021 0.007  3.63 [0.010 0.001 |0.008  0.000
1 03[0.004 0.000 3.00 [0.0010 0.001 3.03 [0.002 0.000 [0.019  0.002
0.5]0.007 0.000 3.38 [0.008 0.001  3.41 [0.011  0.000 |0.012  0.001
0.7]0.007 0.001  3.76 [0.011 0.002  3.74 |0.004  0.000 |0.003  0.000
1000[0.01 0.3][0.010 0.001  3.01 [0.019 0.002 3.07 [0.012  0.001 [0.035  0.003
0.5(0.011 0.003 3.55 [0.021 0.003  3.48 [0.026  0.003 |0.026  0.003
0.7/0.028 0.006 3.99 [0.031 0.005 4.08 |0.014  0.001 |0.014  0.001
0.1 0.3][0.007 0.000 3.02 [0.015 0.001 3.07 [0.010 0.001 [0.028  0.003
0.5]0.005 0.002 3.63 [0.014 0.003 3.54 [0.018  0.003 |0.018  0.002
0.7(0.018 0.004  4.19 [0.022 0.003  4.28 [0.008  0.001 |0.007  0.001
1 03]0.0056 0.000 3.02 [0.008 0.00L 3.07 |0.006 0.000 |0.018  0.003
0.5]0.005 0.000 3.63 [0.006 0.001  3.54 |0.008 0.001 |0.010  0.001
0.7/0.006 0.002 4.19 [0.008 0.002  4.28 [0.002  0.000 |0.002  0.000
5000 (0.01 0.3][0.016 0.002  3.40 [0.020 0.004  3.39 [0.028  0.003 [0.037  0.007
0.5(0.030 0.006 3.67 [0.031 0.008  3.75 [0.029  0.005 |0.028  0.004
0.7/0.035 0.010 4.41 [0.038 0.009 444 [0.013  0.002 [0.011  0.002
0.1 0.3]0.011 0.001 3.48 [0.015 0.002 3.40 [0.021  0.003 [0.028  0.005
0.5(0.007 0.003 3.88 [0.019 0.005 3.93 [0.013  0.002 [0.013  0.002
0.7/0.022 0.008 4.77 [0.023 0.007  4.77 [0.003  0.000 |0.003  0.000
1 03[0.006 0.001 3.48 [0.008 0.001 3.40 [0.012 0.001 |0.016  0.002
0.5(0.004 0.001  3.88 [0.007 0.002  3.93 [0.003 0.000 |0.002  0.000
0.7/0.008 0.003  4.77 [0.006 0.001  4.77 [0.000  0.000 |0.000  0.000

Table 1: Testing Monotonicity — Empirical size of our adaptive test Ty, (with average value J ) and
of the nonadaptive bootstrap test Tﬁ 3 (with a fixed J = 3). True DGP from Section 5.1
using NPIV function (5.2). Instrument strength increases in &.

where ¢4 € [0,2] and ¢ € {0, 0.5, 1}. The null hypothesis is that the NPIV function
h(-) is weakly decreasing over the support of X. When cg = 0 the null is satisfied only if
ca < 0.1. When cg = 0.5 the null hypothesis is satisfied only if ¢4 < 0.1/(1+ 7/2) = 0.04.
When cp = 1 the null is satisfied only if ¢4 < 0.1/(1 + 7) ~ 0.02.

Figure 1 depicts the empirical power function of our adaptive test T, (blue solid lines),
and of the nonadaptive bootstrap test TfL,g (green dashed lines, with fixed J = 3), with
K(J) = 4J, under the 5% nominal level for different instrument strength £ € {0.3,0.5,0.7},
and sample size n = 500.2 Figure 2 shows these power curves for a larger sample size
n = 5000. From both figures, we see that our adaptive test becomes more powerful, for
ca > 0.1, as the parameter of instrument strength ¢ and the sample size n increase.

Figures 1 and 2 highlight the importance of adaptation for the power of nonparametric

monotonicity tests. When the alternative is of a simple quadratic form (i.e., cg = 0),

2The finite-sample power of our adaptive test with K (J) = 2. is slightly smaller than that with K = 4.J
when n = 500, but the power difference disappears when n becomes larger.
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Figure 1: Testing Monotonicity — Empirical power of our adaptive test T, (blue solid lines) and of
nonadaptive bootstrap test Tﬁ73 (green dashed lines) with K = 4J and n = 500. True

DGP from Section 5.1 using NPIV function (5.3). The vertical dotted line indicates when
the null hypothesis is violated. Alternatives are quadratic when cg = 0 and become more
complex as cp > 0 increases. Instrument strength increases in &.

then there is little difference between our adaptive test T, and the nonadaptive bootstrap
test T, 3. But, as the amount of nonlinearity increases with the constant cp > 0, the
nonadaptive bootstrap test becomes much less powerful than our adaptive test. For a fixed
dimension parameter J, a test can have high power in a certain direction but might not be

capable of detecting other nonlinearities.

Remark 5.1 (Another NPIV Monotonicity Design). In Online Appendiz C we present
another simulation design for testing for monotonicity. We generate Y according to the
NPIV model (2.1), where h(z) = co(z/5 + 22) + casin(2rz), and (W*, €,v) follows a
multivariate standard normal distribution. Let W = ®(W*), X = ®(EW* + /1 — %),
and U = (0.3¢ + /1 — (0.3)2v)/2. This design with (co,ca) = (1,0) and & € {0.3,0.5}
coincides with the one in Chetverikov and Wilhelm [2017]. Simulation results for testing
a null of weakly increasing NPIV function using this design reveal size and power patterns

that are very similar to the ones reported in this subsection. See Appendiz C for details.
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Figure 2: Testing Monotonicity — Replication of Figure 1 with n = 5000.

5.2. Testing for Parametric Restrictions

We now test for a parametric specification. We assume that the data is generated according
to the design (2.1) and (5.1) with the NPIV function h given by (5.3) with ¢4 € [0, 4] and
cg € {0, 0.5, 1}. The null hypothesis is h being linear (i.e., c4 = cg = 0).

We implement our adaptive test T, given in (2.13) using quadratic B-spline basis func-
tions with varying number of knots and where the constrained function coincides with the
parametric 2SLS estimator. The number of knots varies within the RES index set 7, as
implemented in the last subsection, with K(J) = 2J and K(J) = 4J. We compare our
adaptive test to the asymptotic t-test and the test by Horowitz [2006] (denoted by JH).?
To compute the JH test that involves kernel density estimation, we follow Horowitz [2006]
to estimate the joint density fxw using the kernel K(v) = (15/16)(1 — v*)?1{|v| < 1},
with the kernel bandwidth chosen via cross-validation that minimizes mean squared error
of density estimation for n = 500, 1000,5000. For the large sample size n = 10000, it

3Horowitz [2006] already demonstrated in his simulation studies, with a sample size n = 500 and 1000
Monte Carlo replications, that his test is more powerful than several existing tests including Bierens
[1990]’s.
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is computationally too demanding to perform cross-validated bandwidth for JH test with
5000 Monte Carlo repetitions, however. Instead, we have tried a few bandwidth choices
and have found that a fixed bandwidth of 0.06 gives good empirical size control for JH test
when n = 10000 across 5000 Monte Carlo replications, which is what we report in Table 2.

n € || T, with K=2J J |T,with K=4J J | ttest | JH test

500 | 0.3 0.010 3.00 0.023 3.03 [ 0.001 | 0.053
0.5 0.023 3.34 0.030 3.50 | 0.024 | 0.057

0.7 0.030 3.61 0.032 3.63 | 0.042 | 0.054

1000 | 0.3 0.013 3.01 0.023 3.07 [ 0.005 | 0.055
0.5 0.020 3.52 0.030 3.50 | 0.038 | 0.055

0.7 0.036 3.91 0.039 4.00 | 0.049 | 0.056

5000 | 0.3 0.022 3.38 0.028 3.41 [ 0.029 | 0.057
0.5 0.039 3.59 0.042 3.64 | 0.048 | 0.056

0.7 0.045 4.18 0.048 4.18 | 0.050 | 0.056

10000 | 0.3 0.030 3.49 0.035 3.45 [ 0.036 | 0.054
0.5 0.042 3.85 0.051 3.97 | 0.047 | 0.051

0.7 0.055 4.18 0.055 4.17 | 0.048 | 0.056

Table 2: Testing Parametric Form — Empirical size of our adaptive test T, (with Monte Carlo

~

average value J), the t-test and JH test. 5% nominal level. True DGP from Section 5.2
using NPIV function (5.3) with ¢4 = ¢g = 0. Instrument strength increases in &.

Size. Table 2 reports empirical rejection probabilities under the null hypothesis of lin-
earity of h, of the tests at the nominal level a = 0.05. It also reports J (which is defined the
same way as that in Table 1) at the nominal level &« = 0.05. Results are presented under dif-
ferent sample sizes n € {500, 1000, 5000, 10000} and instrument strength £ € {0.3,0.5,0.7}.
We note that J is again weakly increasing with sample size and with instrument strength.
Overall, our adaptive test T, provides adequate size control for different sample size n
and different instrument strength £. The difference in empirical size of our adaptive tests
between K(J) =2J and K(J) = 4.J is again small, which is consistent with our theory.

Power. Figure 3 provides empirical power curves for the 5% level tests with sample
size n = 500. See Figure E in the online Appendix C for empirical power curves with a
larger sample size n = 5000. From both figures, we see that our adaptive test T, (blue
solid lines) with K (J) = 4.J has power similar to the asymptotic t-test (red dotted lines)
and the JH test (green dashed lines) for a simple quadratic alternative with cg = 0. When
the alternative function in (5.3) becomes more complex with c¢g € {0.5,1}, our adaptive
test becomes more powerful than the JH test. This is theoretically sensible since Horowitz

[2006] test is designed to have power against n /2

smooth alternative only. To sum up, our
adaptive minimax test not only controls size, but also has very good finite-sample power
uniformly against a large class of nonparametric alternatives.

Finally in online Appendix C we present additional simulation comparisons of our adap-
tive test against our adaptive version of Bierens [1990]’s type test when the dimension of

conditional instrument W is larger than the dimension of the endogenous variables X.
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Figure 3: Testing Parametric Form — Empirical power of our adaptive test T, (blue solid lines)
with K = 4J, of JH test (green dashed lines) and of t-test (red dotted lines). n = 500.
True DGP from Section 5.2 using NPIV function (5.3). Alternatives are quadratic when
cp = 0 and more complex as cg > 0 increases. Instrument strength increases in £.

We observe that our adaptive test T, again have very good size control and even better

finite-sample power when d,, > d,.

6. Empirical Applications

We present two empirical applications of our adaptive test for NPIV models. The first one
tests for connected substitutes restrictions in differentiated products demand using market
level data. The second one tests for monotonicity, convexity or parametric specification of
Engel curves for non-durable good consumption using household level data.

In both empirical applications, we implement our adaptive test T, given in (2.13) with
K(J) = 4J. The null hypothesis is rejected at the nominal level & = 0.05 whenever
Wj(a) > 1 for some J € Z,, (the RES index set). Tables in this section report a set J C Z,,
which equals to argmax; z WJ(O{) when our test fails to reject the null hypothesis and

equals to {J € Z, : WJ(O{) > 1} when our test rejects the null. Below, we report )7\/\5
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with J being the minimal integer of J. We also report the corresponding p value, which
should, by Bonferroni correction, be compared to the nominal level a = 0.05 divided by
the cardinality of fn Finally, since our test is based on a leave-one-out version, the value

of Wj could be negative.

6.1. Adaptive Testing for Connected Substitutes in Demand for
Differential Products

Recently Berry and Haile [2014] provide conditions under which a nonparametric demand
system for differentiated products can be inverted to NPIV equations using Market level
data. A key restriction is what they call “connected substitutes”. Compiani [2021] applies
their nonparametric identification results and estimates the system of inverse demand by
directly imposing the connected substitutes restrictions in his implementation of sieve NPIV
estimator, and obtains informative results as an alternative to BLP demand in simulation
studies and a real data application.

We revisit Compiani [2021]’s empirical application using the 2014 Nielsen scanner data
set that contains market (store/week) level data of consumers in California choosing from
organic strawberries, non-organic strawberries and an outside option. While Compiani
[2021] directly imposes “connected substitutes” restriction in his sieve NPIV estimation of

inverse demand, we want to test this restriction. Following Compiani [2021] we consider
X, +U=h(P,S,, Sy, In), E[UIW,, X,, Xy, In] =0,

where h denotes the inverse of the demand for organic strawberries, X, denotes a measure
of taste for organic products, X,,, denotes the availability of other fruit, S, and S,,, denote
the endogenous shares of the organic and non-organic strawberries, respectively. (X,, X,,)
are the two included instruments for the two endogenous shares (S,,S,,). In denotes
store-level (zip code) income and U unobserved shocks for organic produce. The vector
P = (P,, P, Pyu) denotes the endogenous prices of organic strawberries, non-organic
strawberries, and non-strawberry fresh fruit, respectively. We follow Compiani [2021] and
let W, = (Wo, Who, Wour, Wa1, Wia) be a 5—dimensional vector of conditional instruments
for the price vector P, including 3 Hausman-type instrumental variables (W,, W0, Wout)
and 2 shipping-point spot prices (Wy;, Wyo) (as proxies for the wholesale prices faced by
retailers).

As shown by Compiani [2021, Lemma 1], the connected substitutes assumption of Berry
and Haile [2014] implies the following shape restrictions on the function h: First, h is weakly
increasing in the organic product price P,. Second, h is weakly increasing in the organic
product share S,. Third, h is weakly increasing in the non-organic product share S,,.
Fourth, 0h/0s, > Oh/0sp, (the so-called diagonal dominance). Below, we test for these
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inequality restrictions.

We consider a subset of the data set of Compiani [2021]*, where income ranges from the
first and to the third quartile of its distribution and prices for organic produces are restricted
to be above its 1st and below its 99th percentile. The resulting sample has size n = 11910.
We implement our adaptive test T, by making use of a semiparametric specification of the
function h: we consider the tensor product of quadratic B-splines 1”/1(P,) and the vector
(1, In, Py, ¥3(S,)), where we use a cubic B-spline transformation of S, without knots and
without intercept, hence J = 6.J;. The variables (P, Snos SnoProy SnoS,) are included
additively and we set K(J) = 4.J. We obtain the index set 7, = {24, 30, 36}.

Hy ‘ Wy pval. reject Hy? J
Oh/0p, > 0 0.854 0.0280 no {36}
Oh/0p, <0 2.635  0.000 yes {30, 36}
Oh/ds, > 0 0.663  0.057 no {36}
Oh/0s, <0 2.022  0.001 yes {24, 30,36}
Oh/0sp, > 0 -0.119  0.545 no {24}
Oh/0Spo <0 -0.234  0.727 no {24}

Oh/0s, > Oh/Dsy, | 0.663  0.055 no {36}
Oh/0s, < Oh/Dsy, | 2.022 0.00 yes {24, 30,36}

Table 3: Adaptive testing for the shape of h.

According to Table 3, our adaptive test fails to reject that h is weakly increasing in
the own price at the nominal level a = 0.05, but rejects Oh/dp, < 0. Similarly, this table
shows that our adaptive test also fails to reject that h is weakly increase in non-organic
shares and rejects that h is weakly decreasing in S,. When testing partial derivatives, our
test fails to reject that the partial effect with respect to the non-organic share is constant.
Finally, the last two rows show that our test provides empirical evidence for the diagonal

dominance restriction.

6.2. Adaptive Testing for Engel Curves

The system of Engel curves plays a central role in the analysis of consumer demand for
non-durable goods. It describes the ¢—th household’s budget share Y}, for non-durable
goods /¢ as a function of its log-total expenditure X; and other exogenous characteristics
such as family size and age of the head of the i—th household. The most popular class of
parametric demand systems is the almost ideal class, pioneered by Deaton and Muellbauer
[1980], where budget shares are assumed to be linear in log-total expenditure. Banks
et al. [1997] propose a popular extension of this system of linear Engel curves to include
a squared term in log-total expenditure, and their parametric Student ¢ test rejects linear

form in favor of quadratic Engel curves.

4For details on the construction of the data and descriptive statistics, see Compiani [2021, Appendix F].
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Blundell et al. [2007] estimated a system of nonparametric Engel curves as functions
of endogenous log-total expenditure and family size, using log-gross earnings of the head
of household as a conditional instrument . We use a subset of their data from the 1995
British Family Expenditure Survey, with the head of household aged between 20 and 55
and in work, and household with one or two children. This leaves a sample of size n = 1027.
As an illustration we consider Engel curves hy(X) for four non-durable goods ¢: “food in”,
“fuel”, “travel”, and “leisure”: E[Y; — hy(X)|W] = 0. We use the same quadratic B-spline
basis with up to 3 knots to approximate all the Engel curves and set K(J) = 4J. Hence
the index set fn = {3,4,5} is the same for the different Engel curves.

Hy: h is increasing Hy: h is decreasing
Goods Wz pvalue reject Ho? J Wz pvalue reject Ho? J
“food in” | 2.871  0.000 yes {3} -0.324  1.000 no {4}
“fuel” 8.192  0.000 yes {3,4,5} | 0.547  0.0375 no {3}
“travel” | 2.527  0.000 yes {3,4} | 0.381  0.075 no {3}
“leisure” | 0.299  0.114 no {4} 4.552  0.000 yes {3,4}

Table 4: Adaptive testing for monotonicity of Engel curves.

Hy: h is convex Hy: h is concave
Goods Wz pvalue reject Hy? J Wz pvalue reject Hy? J
“food in” | -0.287  1.000 no {4} | -0.324  1.000 no {3}
“fuel” -0.325  1.000 no {3} | 1.621 0.000 yes {3}
“travel” 1.190  0.003 yes {3} 1 -0.329  1.000 no {5}
“leisure” | -0.197  0.818 no {5} | 0.690  0.022 no {4}

Table 5: Adaptive testing for convexity/concavity of Engel curves.

Hy: h is linear Hy: h is quadratic
Goods Wz pvalue reject Hy? J Wz pvalue reject Hy? J
“food in” | -0.273  0.922 no {3} | 0.125  0.233 no {3}
“fuel” 1.623  0.000 yes {3} | -0.120  0.612 no {5}
“travel” | 1.210  0.001 yes {3} | -0.014 0.415 1no {4}
“leisure” | 0.691  0.074 no {4} | 0.513  0.041 no {4}

Table 6: Adaptive testing for linear/quadratic specification of Engel curves.

Table 4 reports our adaptive test for weak monotonicity of Engel curves. It shows
that our test rejects increasing Engel curves for “food in”, “fuel”, and “travel” categories,
and also rejects decreasing Engel curve for “leisure” at the 0.05 nominal level. Previously,
to decide whether the Engel curves are strictly monotonic, estimated derivatives of these
function together with their 95% uniform confidence bands were also provided in Chen and
Christensen [2018, Figure 4]. Those uniform confidence bands are constructed using a sieve

score bootstrapped critical values with non-data-driven choice of sieve dimension J, and
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contain zero almost over the whole support of household expenditure. It is interesting to
see that our adaptive test is more informative about monotonicity in certain directions that
are not obvious from their 95% uniform confidence bands. Table 5 reports our adaptive
test for convexity and concavity of these Engel curves. At the 5% nominal level, we reject
convexity of travel goods and reject concavity of Engel curves for fuel consumption. These
are in line with Chen and Christensen [2018, Figure 4], but again, significant statements
about the convexity /concavity of Engel curves are only possible using our adaptive testing
procedure. Finally, Table 6 presents our adaptive tests for linear or quadratic specifications
(against nonparametric alternatives) of the Engel curves for the four goods. At the nominal
level o = 0.05, this table shows that our adaptive test fails to reject a quadratic form for
all the goods, while it rejects a linear Engel curve for fuel and travel goods. Our results
are consistent with the conclusions obtained by Banks et al. [1997] using Student t-test for

linear against quadratic forms of Engel curves.
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A. Proofs of Minimax Testing Results in Section 3

Proof of Theorem 3.1. We first derive the lower bound for testing simple null hypothe-
ses. Let Py denote the joint distribution of (Y, X, W) satisfying Y = Thy + V with known
operator T and V|W ~ N(0, 0?), the so-called reduced-form nonparametric indirection re-
gression (NPIR) model as in Chen and Reif [2011] with fixed variance o > 0. To establish
the lower bound, a consideration of the NPIR model is sufficient, as we show in the first
inequality of (A.4) below.

By Reif} [2008], the reduced-form NPIR is asymptotic equivalent to the Gaussian white
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noise model dY (w) = Thy(w)dw + idB( ) where dB is a Gaussian white noise in

= {¢ : fw w)]?dw < oo} and, in particular, to the Gaussian sequence model
Yp = fThg bk( )dw + =& where yi = fbk )dY (w) and & ~ N(0,1). Without
loss of generality we let hg = 0. We introduce 8 = (6;),>1 with 6; € {—1,1} and introduce

the test function

—1/4
ha(") \/_Zﬂejwj (ZM) : (A1)

for some sufficiently small d, > 0. Here, {QZ] }i>1 forms an orthonormal basis in L?*(X) and

the dimension parameter .J, satisfies the inequality restriction

1/2
(Zﬂ j4p/da ) < C3,. (A.2)

Therefore, orthonormality of the basis functions {1;] }i>1in L(X) together with the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality implies for any 0 € {£1}7:

0o J. —1/2 2 1/2
S-S5 ($0) <8 (Sme) <
]:1 =1

for all 6, < 1 and thus, we conclude that hy € H by the definition of H. For any 6§ € {£1}/

we have

1/4
5, [ &
lho — Holl2cx) = [[hellr2x) = <Z V~_4> = 0.1y, (A.3)

and hence, hy € H1(0.7y).

Let P* denote the probability distribution obtained of the NPIR model by assigning the
uniform distribution on {#1}/* and Py the probability distribution when hy = 0. From the
proof of Collier et al. [2017, Lemma 3] we infer the following reduction to testing between
two probability measures under a simple null hypothesis. Using that hy € H1(d.7,) for all
6 € {£1}7+, we thus evaluate

mf{ sup Pp(T, =1)+ sup Pu(T, = O)} > inf {PO(Tn =1)+ sup Py(T, = ())}
Tn ~ heHo heH1(burn) Tn fe{£1}’

> inf {Po(T, = 1) + P*(To = 0)} > 1= V(P",Py) > 1 — /X*(P*, P), (A4)

where V(-,-) denotes the total variation distance and x?(-,-) denotes the x?* divergence.
We can write that y, = Y0, + \/Lﬁfk where 7, = 5*n*1/2(Tng*,’l;k>W and ¢(-) =
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( Z;}:l v 4) 14 ijl v 2%() Consequently, by the derivation of equation (2.106) in Tsy-

bakov [2009], the x? divergence between P* and Py satisfies

. dP*\ > " exp(—nA2/0?) + exp(ni2/o?
k=1

By Tsybakov [2009, Section 2.7.5] there exists a constant ¢; > 0 such that exp(—n~y2/o?) +
exp(nyz/o?) < 2exp (cin?yt). Assumption 1(iv) implies for some constant ¢ > 0 that
Z*Zl(ngﬁJ*,gk>§v < e Vi, ;)4 = ¢ and we thus obtain by the definition of ~:

Jx
Y?(P*,Py) < exp (01712 2713) —1<exp <5fclcc}z> —1<1-a,
k=1

for 6, = d.(a) > 0 sufficiently small. Consequently, the result follows by making use of
inequality (A.4).

In the regularly varying case (v;*J, < Z}I;1 Vj_4) for J, ~max {J : n=V/2JVAy 1 < Jop/da )
we note that inequality(A.2) holds within a constant and we have r,, = n='/3( Z‘j];l v ) SA
n’l/QJ,}MV}*l ~ J: /% Consider the mildly ill-posed case (v; = j~¥/4=). The choice of J, ~
n2de/(4(pra)+ds) ensures constraint (A.2) within a constant and implies r,, ~ n=2?/(4(pFa)+ds)
Consider the severely ill-posed case (v; = exp(—j/% /2)). The choice of J, = (clog n)%/a
satisfies (A.2) within a constant and implies 7, ~ (logn)™?/¢, which completes the proof
for the simple null case.

We now turn to the lower bound for testing composite null hypotheses. Consider the
test function given in equation (A.1). Using that H, is a nonempty, closed and convex,
strict subset of H there exists a unique element IIy,h € Hy (by the Hilbert projection

theorem) such that

lho — HollL2(x) = [[he — Washoll L2x) > 1he, — s, e,

for some 6, € {£1}7*. As above, we may assume II;,hy, = 0 without loss of generality
(otherwise, consider Y =Y - TTl3,he, in the reduced-form NPIR model). Given the
inequality (A.5), we thus conclude |hg — Hollz2(x) = [|ho.llz2(x) = 647w, by following

inequality (A.3). Therefore, we may proceed with the proof of the lower bound as in the

simple null case. [

Proof of Theorem 3.2. First, by Lemma A.1 we control the type I error of the test T,, ;
given in (3.5): limsup,,_,. Pp,(Tns = 1) = limsup,,_, . Pn, (nﬁj(ho) > m(a)?q) < a. To
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control the type II error, we have uniformly for h € H;(6°r, ),

Pa (Tos = 0) < Py (nDy(ho) < my(e)¥s, ¥y < (L co)vy) + P (7 > (1+ co)vy)

<P, (nf)J(ho) <(1+ co)m(oz)VJ> +o(1) = o(1),

where the second equation is due to Lemma B.4(i) and the last equation is due to Lemma
B.7(i) in Appendix B. Finally recall that Assumption 3 implies v} 2> 0832. Given the
definition of J.g, the rate results for the mildly ill-posed case (v; = j~%%) and for the
severely ill-posed case (v; = exp(—j%% /2)) follow from 7, s, = (Juo) "% directly. O

Lemma A.1l. Let Assumptions 1(i)-(i1i) and 2 be satisfied. Then, under the simple hy-
mDI09) > () ) = o+ o(1).

vJ

pothesis Ho = {ho} for a known function hy, we have Pp, <

A proof of Lemma A.1 is given in online Appendix E.

B. Proofs of Adaptive Testing Results in Section 4

We first introduce additional notation. For a r x ¢ matrix M with r < ¢ and full row
rank 7 we let M, denote its left pseudoinverse, namely (M’'M)~M’. The J x K matrices
A and A defined in Sections 2.2 can be written as A = (G, /*SG-Y2)7G,"/* and A =
(G, PSG72)7 Gy For any J > 1let 55 = smin(G, /2SG712) > 0 denote the J-th
smallest singular value of Gb_I/QSG_l/z. Then ||AG2/2H = H(Gb_l/QSG_l/z)Z_H = 5" Let
bE() = G, 6K () and 7 () = GY2¢/()). For any h € L*(X), its population 2SLS

projection onto the sieve space VU is:
QuA() = &7 (Y AED (W)h(X)] =7 () (G, PSGT ) B MX)] . (B.1)

We next present nine results that are used to establish our adaptive testing upper bounds.
The proofs of these results are postponed to the online Appendix E. Below, we shorten “with

probability Pj approaching one uniformly for A € H” to “wpal uniformly for h € H”.
Theorem B.1. Let Assumptions 1(ii)-(iii) and 2 hold. Then, wpal uniformly for h € H.:
BJ(HHOh) - ”QJ(h - HHoh) H%Z(X) S n—1$;2\/j_|_ n—1/2$;1 (Hh - HHohHLQ(X) + J_p/dz) .

Theorem B.1 provides an upper bound for quadratic distance estimation, which is es-

sential for our upper bound on the minimax rate of testing in L?.

Lemma B.1. Let Assumption 2(iv) hold. Then we have uniformly for h € H: (i) ||Q (h—
HHoh)HLz(X) = Hh — HHohHLZ(X) + O(J_p/d”) and (’L’L) HQJh — hHLQ(X) = O(J_p/d‘”>.
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Lemma B.2. Let Assumption 2(i) hold. Then: v; < 62332\/7 uniformly for h € H and
J €L,.

Lemma B.3. Let Assumption 1(i) hold. Then: J < ijl sj_4 < o2 uniformly for
heH and J € 1,.

Lemma B.4. Let Assumption 1(1)-(iii) be satisfied.
(i) If in addition Assumption 2 holds, then for any ¢ > 0 we have

sup Py, (‘1 SRAEARS c) =o(1).

heH \ &)

(i) If in addition Assumptions 2(i) and 4 (1) hold, then for any ¢ > 0 we have

1—ﬁ >c):0(1).

sup Py, (max -
J

heH JEeI,

Lemma B.5. For all o € (0,1) and J € fn we have for n sufficiently large and almost
surely that

V/loglog(J) — log(«)
A

< 7s(a) < 44/loglog(n) —log(e).

For any h € H let V.7 := AV (W,)[V; — g, h(X;)] with Vj; as its jth entry, 1 < j < J.
Then Q;(h — Ty,h) = Ep[V/]y and | E4[V7]||> = |Qs(h — HHOh)H%Q(X) for any NPIV
function h € H. Let Z; = (Y;, X;, W;). For any set D; we define

R(Z“ Zi’v DZ) = (‘//LJ]]'D’L)/(‘/Z;]:H‘D,L/> - Eh(‘/;JlDi)/Eh(‘/;JlDi) 5

Rl(Zi, Zz’) = R(ZZ, Zi/, Mz) and RQ(ZZ', Zz’) = R(ZZ, Zz"7 Mlc) where Mz = {|YZ_HH0h(Xz)| S
My} and M, = v/n ;' (loglog J) =%, Let

n(n —1) 9 1/2
M= (B ERN(ZL2)) . A= sup E[R1(Z1, Z2)v(Z1)R(22)];
IVl L2z <Lllsll L2z <t
As = (nsup| BIRY(Z,2)l))", and Ay i=sup |Ri(z1, )],
5 21,22

Lemma B.6. (i) There exists a generic constant Cr, > 0, such that for all u > 0 and

n € N we have:

m() > Ri(ZZi)

1<i<i’<n

> Cg, (/\1\/a + Agu + Agu®? + A4U2)> < Gexp(—u).
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(ii) Let Assumption 2(i) hold. Then for the kernel Ry the following holds under Hy:

A1 S \/n(n — 1)/2 vy, AQ S 62718;2 s A3 S EZﬁMn Cb,K 832, A4 S MgCl?,KSEZ .

Lemma B.7. (i) Under the conditions of Theorem 3.2 we have for some constant ¢y > 0
that Py, (nﬁj<h0> < (1+ co)ns(a)vy) = o(1) uniformly for h € Hi(6°r, ;).

(ii) Under the conditions of Theorem 4.1 we have Py, (nlA)J*(ho) < 2¢14/loglogn vy ) = o(1)
uniformly for h € H1(6°r,), where J* and ¢y are given in the proof of Theorem 4.1.

Lemma B.8. Let Assumption 4(i)(iii) be satisfied. Then Trox given in (2.12) satisfies
(i)  suppney Ph (jmax > 7) =o0(1); and (ii) suppey Ph <2J° > jmax> = o(1).

Proof of Theorem 4.1. We prove this result in three steps. First, we bound the type
I error of the test statistic T, = 1{ maxyerz, (nﬁj(ho)/(nf](a)vj)) > 1}, () == (1 -
co)v/1oglog J — log /4 for some constant 0 < ¢y < 1. Second, we bound the type II error

of T,, where 7/;(a) is replaced by 1”() := 4(1 + ¢o)+/Ioglogn — log .. Third, we show that
the derived bounds in Steps 1 and 2 are sufficient to control the type I and type II errors
of our adaptive test T, for a simple null hypothesis H, = {ho}.

Step 1: To control the type I error of T,,, we use a decomposition under Hy = {ho} via
the U-statistic Uy = 10255 D1 cicien Bi(Ziy Zy) for 1= 1,2 and U; = Y; — ho(X):

J
_ 1
Phy (Tn = 1) < Py,  max| Vi;Virs
ho (Tn = 1) < P  max nf](a)VJ(n—l)j;; i Virs
1

+ max
ny(a)vy

JEL,

1) U (W) (A4 = A R) 6 (W)
~

>1) < I+ 1I+III,

with I := Pho(maXJeIn ‘TLZ/[JJ/(HZJ(CK)VJ)‘ > i), 11 .= Phg (maXJeIn ‘nZ/{J72/(7](/](a)VJ)} > %),
> 1)
5)

First we consider term /71. Using the definition of 1/;(«) and the fact that /loglog J — log v >
V1oglog J for any « € (0,1), we obtain I11 = o(1) by applying Lemma E.6.

Next we consider term I. Define A(u,J) := Aj\/u + Aou + Azu®? + Agu?. By Lemma
B.6(ii) with M,, = \/ﬁ(’j_l(log log J)3/* we have for all J € T,,,

1

my(a)vy

111 = Pho(rﬁ%f

Y > U U (W) (A'A — A A5 (W)
i/

A, J) < nvy/u/2 4+ 72 ns;*u + 52ns ;> (loglog J) = 4u*? + ns? (loglog J)~/?u?

for n sufficiently large. Replacing in the previous inequality u by u; = 2loglog J° where
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= /1 + (7/log2)%/\/a, we obtain for n sufficiently large:

2

4
log log J¢ 4+ —- (210g log Je)*/4 + Z V/loglog Jea
s

252
A(uJ, J) < nvyy/loglog J¢ +

s5 s% J
)
< ZnVJ\/IOg log J — log a + 35°ns;*(loglog J — log a)
5 , 1262, ,
< T nvn;(a) + T "5 n;(a)y/loglog J,
— Co — Co

by the definition of 7;(a). Given s;* < o72v; (by Lemma B.3) and Assumption 4(ii),
we have for all J € Z, and for n sufficiently large: A(us, L(J)) < Cr,“gtvyn;(a) with
L(J) = exp(1/6).JJ 2. By Lemma B.6(i) with u = 2loglog J° and the fact that J = J27

for all J € Z,,, we obtain for n sufficiently large:

I< Z P, ( ) Z Ph, (‘ ZRl(Zi,Zi/)

JEILy JEL, 1<’

<3 P, <\ S"Ri(Zi Zy)

JELy 1<’

 li{a)n = 1VJ>

4 2

A(uJ,L(J))> <6 Z exp (— 2loglog(L(J)*)).

JET,
Using the fact that > .., j=% = 7°/6, we obtain:

< 6> Z (log L(J))f2 <a T (W?log o) 2(1/6 + jlog2)~?

JEL, j=0

+(7r?log2) (1/6+ log2)~ Z] )za.

7>1

IN

Consider term 1. Since Ep, [Uljuisamny] < M, 3 Epo [UH quisary] < M, Ep, [U*], Markov’s
inequality yields

4
II<E ‘
ho Bréazx ny(a)vy(n —1)

> Uil age Ui ags b (W) A ABS (W)

<d’

1 2
< 4n By [ULgoronts]| Eno [UL{uisay | max gl 2sG-12); H
— 0 n 0 n JG 77{](0()‘/]

< 4nM,, By [U1)" G max Ty

where the fourth moment of U =Y — ho(X) is bounded under Assumption 2(i). Lemma

B.3 implies s;° < 0~?v;. By definition M, = v/n (" (loglog J)~** and Assumption 4(i),
we obtain 1T = o (n~?(loglog J)*2 (%) = o(1).

Step 2: We control the type II error of the test statistic T, where n/;(«) is replaced by

n"(a) > 0. From the definition J = sup{J : s;'¢2y/(log J)/n < ¢} we infer that the
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dimension parameter J° given in (4.3) satisfies J < J° < .J/2 for ¢ sufficiently large by
Assumption 4(iii). Thus, by the construction of the set Z,, there exists J* € Z,, such that
J° < J* < 2J°. Let K* = K(J*). We note that for all h € H,(6°r,)

P, (:fn = O) =Py (n ﬁj(h()) <n"(a)vy forall Je In>

<Py, <nlA)J*(h0) < cl\/loglogn — logavJ*>

with ¢; = 4(1 + ¢p), by the definition of 1”(«). Note that loglogn — log a = (loglogn)[1 —
(log)/(loglogn)] < 2loglogn for all n sufficiently large. Consequently, we may apply
Lemma B.7(ii) which implies P}, (Tn = 0) = o(1) uniformly for h € H1(6°r,).

Step 3: Finally, we account for estimation of the normalization factor v; and for estima-
tion of upper bound of the RES index 7. We control the type I error of the test T, under

simple null hypotheses as follows. The lower bound in Lemma B.5 implies

Puo(Fa = 1) < Pa, (max {0 (h0)/ 0 @7} > (1 =0

JeI,

+ Py (7 < (1= co)vy for all J € Z,) + Phy (Jonax > J)

< Py, (maX {nﬁj(ho)/(nf](a)vj)} > 1) + Py, (%x %5/vy — 1| > co> +o(1) < a+o(1)

JEL,

where the third inequality is due to Lemmas B.8(i) and B.4(ii), and the last inequality is
due to Step 1 of this proof. To bound the type II error of the test T, recall the definition
of J* € Z, given in Step 2 of this proof. Using the upper bound of Lemma B.5 together
with Lemmas B.8(ii) and B.4 we evaluate uniformly for h € H;(0°r,):

Ph(/T\n = O) S Ph (nﬁ]*(ho) S (1 -+ 00)71?7”(06) /\\/'J*) + Ph(J* > jmax)
S Ph (nﬁJ* (h(]) S (1 + Co)iln//(a) ?J*, /XZ]* S (1 + C(])VJ*) + Ph (/‘\/J* > (1 + C()>VJ*) + O(l)
S Ph (nﬁJ* (ho) S T]”((I)VJ*> + 0(1) = 0(1),
where the last equation is due to Step 2 of this proof.
We show that Assumption 4(ii) is satisfied if {s;} is regularly varying. From Lemmas

B.2 and B.3 we infer v; < 52322 L and vy > QQ(Z}]:1 3]-_4)1/2 uniformly for h € H and
J € 7,. Then

4 1/2 4N 1/2
Vi o (_Lsp ) o (Lsg = o(1)
\'Si ~ Z‘] 5_4 ~ JS;4

i=1%i
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for all L = o(J). Recall that Assumption 1(iv) and Assumption 3 imply that v 2> csj_2
and v} 2 < 05]72 for 0 < ¢ < C. Thus, we obtain regularly varying {v;} implies regularly
varying {s;}, and hence v, /vy = o(1) for all L = o(.J). Since both the mildly ill-posed and
severely ill-posed are special cases of regularly varying, the rest of the results follows. In
the mildly ill-posed case, we obtain J° ~ (n/y/loglogn )2d o/ (4pta)td)
(vIoglogn/n) 2/ p+a)+d”). In the severely ill-posed case, note that if J° ~ (clogn) /% for
some constant ¢ € (0, 1) then we obtain n~'y/Ioglogn s;2v/J° < (J°)~2/4 ~ (logn) ol

which implies r, ~

]

Proof of Theorem 4.2. We prove this result in three steps. First, we bound the type I
error of the test statistic T,, = = 1{ max/ez, {nDJ/(nJ a)vy)} > 1} where 7;(«) is given in
the proof of Theorem 4.1. Second, we bound the type IT error of T, where 1/;(«) is replaced
by 1" () given in the proof of Theorem 4.1. Third, we show that Steps 1 and 2 are sufficient
to control the type I and type II errors of our adaptive test T, for the composite null.

Step 1: We control the type I error of the test statistic T,, using the decomposition

n(n—1)Dy =Y (Yi = h3(X;)) (Yo — B (Xy) )05 (W) AT Ab™ (W)
i
‘ Z (Y — A% (X,)) A6 (W,

2

ZHY (X)) A6 (W)

For any h € Ho we define b} := argmingeyy, || >2;(¢ — h)(X;)AbX (W;)||. The definition of
the restricted NPIV estimator h® %€ Hoy in (2.7) yields for all h € Hy:

HZY B (X)) AbE (W,

<HZY h(X. AbK

2)) AbE (W)

Z (h — h5) (X)) AbS(W3) ||

By Lemma B.9, uniformly for J € Z,,, we have

~

,”5 - ”,D /() < (vsy/(oglog J) /1)~ 2n=1 N~ (V; — h(X)) b (W;) A AN (W) (R — h)(X;)
nJ(Q)VJ 77](04)VJ p
+ (v loglog 7)) 72| 2= 37 (¥ = h(0) A6 0:)

=: (vsv/(loglog J)/J)"Y2(T1,; + 2T ;)

wpal uniformly for i € Ho, where D s(h) is given in (3.4) (with hg replaced by h = Ily,h
under Hg). Now we may follow step 1 of the proof of Theorem 4.1 and obtain

lim sup sup Py, (ggf {nﬁJ(h)/(nf,(a)VJ)} > 1/4) <a

n—oo  h€Hg
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It remains to control T ; and T3 ;. Consider T; ;. For all J € Z,, we evaluate
1 ~
Ty = > (¥ = (X)) (W) A Ab (Wr) (B — R) (X;)
]. A, AN A~
+ = > (Vi = h(X)) B (W) (AA = ATAYS (W) (RS — h)(Xy) = Tuas + Tiz

Consider T1; 5. We first observe by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality that

To < (53206 = RO TI) ™ (3 1408 5 = ) CRl)

7

Further, another application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality implies
. ~
B, max | (Y —=R(X)) AN (W)|1? < max VI AE, [(Y=h(X)) DX (WK (W) 4|, = max {(Vivs},

using the definition of the normalization term v;. Consequently, we evaluate

Ty o Gl Mg VB [I(Y = (X)) ADK (W)]2]
s v /loglogJ ~ Jei, +/loglog.J JET, Cisgvy

wpal uniformly for h € Hgy, where the right hand side tends to zero by the rate condition
imposed in Assumption 5(i), i.c., Py(maxjez, [[B% — hllp2x0Cs/(loglog J)V/* > &) — 0
uniformly for h € Hy for any e > 0. Similarly, max ez, Ti2.5/(vsv/Ioglog J) vanishes wpal
uniformly for h € Hy, using that

P (I}g%}n( {s?,(jl\/n/(log J)||(2— A)G;/ZH} > C’)
—1/2 1/2 1/2 ~1/2 —-1/2 —1/2\— .
—p (%x 3¢5 ,/10g H SG-2: GG (G MR sG?), H} > c) — o(1),

by Lemma E.5(i). Consider T, ;. We have

—h(X;)) (A— A5 (W)

T2J<HWZY h(X;)) AbE (W,

We have By max ez, Tar,s < /By maxyez, [V = h(O)JAPFDI)P < maxes, {7177}

as derived above and conclude

J1/4 [
Ej max Tos 72 < max il 7z = o(1)
1€ (vy/J(loglog J)) eI (vy4/J(loglog J))

uniformly for h € Hy. Concerning the second summand 75, 7, by another application of

Lemma E.5, max ez, Tha,s/(vsy/J(loglog J)) vanishes wpal uniformly for h € H,.
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Step 2: We control the type II error of the test statistic T,. Let J* be as in the proof of
Theorem 4.1. We evaluate for all h € H;(d°r,) that

Py (:fn = O) = Ph(nﬁj <n"(a)vyforall Je In) < Ph(nﬁy < ¢14/loglogn — logavj*),
with ¢; = 4(1 4 ¢o), by definition 7”(a). Let V7 := (Y; — h%(X;))AbX (W;) then

IEA V]2 = Eu[(Y =R (X)X (W) A ABL[(Y —R5. (X)X (W)] = [|Q- (h—1%.)|2

L2(X)

The triangular inequality implies |[|Q ;- (h— h.)

r200) — 1A= 5|l 2 0x)| < supgey Qo —
®||L2(x) uniformly for h € H,(6°r,). Consequently, Lemma B.1(ii) together with the defi-
nition of J* implies supj,eq, sor,.) (|l EL[V7]|| = ||h — hE.

Cp > 0. Using this bound, we derlve

12(x))? < Cpr? for some constant

~ P ~ ~ 7 2c1+/log log n vy«
P, (nDJ* §201\/10glognVJ*> — P, (||Eh[VJ]||2—DJ* > || Ep[V77])2 — 2V 08 08 J)

n

<T)+ 1>,

Ty := (‘ ZZ Vi Virj — h[‘/}lj]2)‘ > Ph)

=1 i<i’

Tz::Ph(]n(n‘l_l)Zo@—humm—ﬁ§*<xif>>bK*<W>(AA AAR (W)

1<’

> Ph)

where py, = [|h — Hol|72(x)/2 — 2an™/loglognv,. — Cpry. To establish an upper bound

of T1, we make use of Lemma E.3 which yields
Ty S ntsy 20" Ch(llh = HollTagxy + (J)72%) + 07255007 p 2, (B.2)

First, consider the case where n=?s;: rJ *ph dominates the right hand side. For any h €
H1(0°r,) we have ||h — Ho||r2x) = 6°r, for some sufficiently large 6° > 0 and hence, we
obtain the lower bound p;, > ((50) /2 —C — Cpg)r? for some constant C' > 0. Consequently,
we have Ty < n~2s;2J*(J*)%/4 = o(1). Second, consider the case where n’lsjfp,ZQCQ(Hh—
Hol|72(x) +(J*)7?/%) dominates. For any h € H1(5°r,) we have [|h—Hol|7> ) > (8°)°r2
5cin~!vyey/loglog n and we obtain the lower bound p, > (1/5 — Cg/(6°)%) ||h — HOHLQ(X)
Hence, (B.2) yields uniformly for h € H;(6°r,) that

Ty <nts;2Ch (Hh — Holl 2y + 17— H()H;;‘(X)(J*)*Qp/d) <nts AV I ? = 0(1)
using that supjeqy, gor,) Ci S VJ* by Assumption 5(ii). Finally, T = o(1) uniformly for
h € H,(0°r,) by makmg use of Lemma E.4.

Step 3: Finally, we account for estimation of the normalization factor v; and for estima-
tion of the upper bound of the RES index set Z,,. Lemma B.8(i) implies supj,cq,, Ph(JmX >
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7) = 0(1). We thus control the type I error of the test T, for testing composite hypotheses,

as follows. By the lower bound of Lemma B.5 we have

~

o~ nDJ
P,(T,=1) <P

) + Py (maX|VJ/VJ -1/ > Co) +o(1l) <a+o(1)

uniformly for h € Hy, where the last inequality is due to Step 1 of this proof and Lemma
B.4(ii). To bound the type II error of the test T, recall the definition of J* € Z,, introduced
in Step 2 and note that supy,eq, Pp(J* > jmax) = 0(1) by Lemma B.8(ii). Consequently, the
upper bound of Lemma B.5 and another application of Lemma B.8(ii) give uniformly for
h € Hqi(6°r,): P (T =0) < Ph(nDJ* <n"(a)vy) + P ([Vy- /v — 1] > co) +0(1) = o(1),
where the last equation is due to Step 2 and Lemma B.4(i). [

Lemma B.9. Let Assumptions 1(i)-(iii), 2(i), 4, and 5(i) be satisfied. Recall the notation
Ry = argmingeqy 1 D2(0 — h) (X)) AbE (W)l Then, for all e > 0 we have

sup Ph<InaX”<nVJ ooglogJ)/J)*”ngjul-hjx)g)EbK(w@)H:>5)::(x1y

heHo Jel P

Proof. The result is immediate under parametric null hypotheses. We now consider the
nonparametric case, where the semiparametric situation follows analogously. Define ﬁgh =
argmingeg || >°,(6 — h)(Xz)A\bK(VVZ)H for any closed, convex set B C H and V) = {¢ :
¢ =K1 Qih+...+K;Qsh where Z}I=1 |kj| <1} C W, forany h € H. Wehave 0 € U5, in
particular, the zero function belongs to the interior of W;,. Thus, 0 € H, implies that the
zero function belongs to the interior of ¥ ;;, — Hy. Now using that Hy and W, are closed
and convex subsets of % we may apply Bauschke and Borwein [1993, Corollary 4.5(i)]:
there exists hy € U, NHo # 0 and 0 < ¢ < 1 such that

m})zl—d”(B@

heHo JEL,

sup Py, ( max { Hn‘l Z (hJ — (ﬁ\p‘,’hﬁﬂo)mh) (Xz)A\bK<Wz)

for all m > 1. Here, we used also that W, C U, whenever J < J'. The definition of h%

implies

H Z h— B5) (X)) AbK (W,

H Z H‘I’Ji HHo)mh)( i)A\bK(W

() AbS (W)

g )™h — b ) (Xa) AWK (W) .

We make use of the decomposition h—(ﬁ\pmﬁ%)mh = (id‘l’ﬁ\yt}’hﬁ’;{oﬂ‘. . .+(ﬁ\p‘]’hﬁ7{0)m) (h—
ﬁ\p(,ﬁﬁ%h). We may assume that h € H, does not belong to W ;;, and thus, ﬁ\p(,vhﬁ% forms
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a contraction satisfying

X)) A (W

~—

H Z — (Mg, T ™) (X,) A (W,

Choosing m = |log,(J~Y/2y/v;/n)| we have m > 1 for n sufficiently large by the upper
bound on v, established in Lemma B.2, Assumption 4(ii), and using that 0 < ¢ < 1.
Plugging this choice of m in equation (B.3) thus implies

| (v v/Toglog 7)/7) ™2 37 (h = 1) (x0) A" (W)

%

< || (vs /g Tog 1)77) ™2 S~ (h = Qub) (X0) A6 (W)

%

+ J71/2

with probability approaching one, uniformly for h € H,y, using that Q;h € V. It is
sufficient to consider the first summand on the right hand side since maxjez, J~ Y2 =
J~Y2 = o(1). First, we consider the off-diagonal summands:

—Zh Qrh) (X)) (h — Qrh)(Xi )b (W;) A’ AbK (W)
£

+ \f D (h = Quh)(X:)(h — Quh) (X )bX (W) (A'A — ATA)bX (W) =: Ts1 g + Tso-

i

Consider Ty, ;. By the definition of Qh(-) = ¢ (-) AE[LX (W)h(X)] we observe

B [(h — Qsh)(X) AN (W)] = B |Qy(h — Qn)(X)d’ (X)] = 0.

Further, we infer for all J € 7, that /E[(Qsh — h)2(X)|W] S |Qsh — hl12x) S JP/%
wpal uniformly for h € Hy by Lemma B.1(ii) and thus, E |v/J E[(Q h —h)*>(X)|W]| = o(1)
by Assumption 4(iii). Further, we obtain for all J € Z,, and uniformly for h € H:

El(Qu(h = T (X)) S GG 2SG712) 7 El(h = TR (OB (W)]|[* S G-/

and JE[(Q;(h—TI;h))*(X)] = o(1) by Assumption 4(iii). Using these moment bounds, we
may follow step 1 of the proof of Theorem 4.1 by replacing Y; —h(X;) with JY4(Q ;h—h)(X;)
for h € Hg and for any £ > 0 obtain Py (max ez, T51.5/(vsv/Ioglog J) > €) = o(1) uniformly
for h € Hy. Consider T3y ;. For any € > 0, we have Pj(max ez, Ts2.7/(vsy/loglog J) >
) = o(1) uniformly for h € H,, following Lemma E.6 again by replacing Y; — h(X;) with
JYHQh — h)(X;) for h € H,.

Finally, we control the diagonal elements of J/4|[n=1/23" (h — th)(Xl)A\bK(VVz)H To
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do so, we make use of the decomposition

NS 2 /J ~ 2
7 Z H(h_Q‘]h)(XZ)AbK(W’) +7 Z H(h - QJh)(Xz)(A - A)bK(WZ) =: T417J+T42’J.
Using Lemma E.5(i), for any € > 0 we obtain Py, ( max ez, Tuo.s/(vsy/loglog J) > €) = o(1)
uniformly for A € H, and thus it is sufficient to consider Tj; ;. We have

“1\2
T, VI([lh = Quhllr2(x)Crs; ")

max ————— < max

JEL, vy/loglogJ ™ J€TL, vyv/loglog J

wpal uniformly for 2 € H,. The right hand side tends to zero using that ||h —Qsh| r2x) =
O(J7P/4=) and Assumption 4(iii) together with s;* < g=2v; (by Lemma B.3). O

46



Supplement to “Adaptive, Rate-Optimal Hypothesis
Testing in Nonparametric IV Models”

CHRISTOPH BREUNIG XIAOHONG CHEN
First version: August 2018; Latest revision: February 7, 2024

This supplementary appendix contains materials to support our main paper. Appendix
C presents additional simulation results. Appendix D provides proofs of our results on
confidence sets in Subsection 4.3. Appendix E presents additional technical lemmas and

all the proofs.

C. Additional Simulations

This section provides additional simulation results. All the simulation results are based on
5000 Monte Carlo replications for every experiment. Due to the lack of space we report

simulation results for the nominal level o = 0.05 unless stated otherwise.

C.1. Adaptive Testing for Monotonicity: Simulation Design Il

We generate the dependent variable Y according to the NPIV model (2.1), where
h(x) = co(z/5 + 2*) + casin(2mz) | (C.1)

co € {0,1}, ca € [0,1], and W = ®(W*), X = ®(EW* + /1 —&%), U = (0.3¢ +
1—(0.3)%2v)/2, where (W* €,v) follows a multivariate standard normal distribution.”
The null hypothesis is that the NPIV function h(-) is weakly increasing on the support of
X. The null is satisfied when ¢4 € [0,0.184), and is violated when ¢4 > 0.184. Note that
the degree of nonlinearity /complexity of h given in (C.1) becomes larger as c,4 increases.
Table G reports the empirical size of our adaptive test T, given in (2.13) in the main
paper, with the 5% nominal level, using quadratic B-spline basis functions with varying
number of knots for h. We report simulation size results for our adaptive test T, with
K(J) = 2J and K(J) = 4J since its computation is fast. As comparison, we also report
the empirical size of the nonadaptive bootstrap test T}, ; for monotonicity with J = 3 and
K =4J = 12. It is time consuming to compute T} 5 in simulations especially for a larger

sample size n = 5000. Since the empirical size results for Tg3 using K = 2J = 6 are similar

°This design with (cg,ca) = (1,0) and & € {0.3,0.5} becomes the one considered by Chetverikov and
Wilhelm [2017].



nolco ca & |TpwithK=2J J |T, withK=4J J |T8, with K =4J =12
500 |0 0.0 0.3 0.006 3.00 0.013 3.03 0.009
0.5 0.018 3.33 0.019 3.39 0.018
0.7 0.028 3.57 0.027 3.59 0.012
1 00 03 0.002 3.00 0.004 3.03 0.005
0.5 0.007 3.38 0.005 3.36 0.009
0.7 0.005 3.71 0.004 3.64 0.004
1 01 0.3 0.002 3.00 0.006 3.03 0.006
0.5 0.009 3.38 0.009 3.35 0.010
0.7 0.008 3.65 0.009 3.59 0.007
1000/ 0 0.0 0.3 0.010 3.02 0.013 3.07 0.015
0.5 0.023 3.50 0.023 3.46 0.020
0.7 0.032 3.87 0.035 3.96 0.012
1 00 03 0.003 3.02 0.005 3.06 0.007
0.5 0.006 3.63 0.006 3.46 0.007
0.7 0.004 4.21 0.004 4.21 0.006
1 01 0.3 0.004 3.02 0.006 3.06 0.009
0.5 0.010 3.59 0.010 3.45 0.012
0.7 0.011 4.09 0.009 4.09 0.006
5000 0 0.0 0.3 0.019 3.37 0.024 3.40 0.033
0.5 0.036 3.57 0.043 3.63 0.028
0.7 0.041 4.14 0.044 4.13 0.014
1 00 03 0.006 3.42 0.006 3.35 0.005
0.5 0.003 3.80 0.004 3.80 0.009
0.7 0.002 4.73 0.002 4.70 0.006
1 01 0.3 0.008 3.41 0.011 3.35 0.006
0.5 0.012 3.70 0.014 3.70 0.009
0.7 0.007 4.51 0.006 4.46 0.006

Table G: Testing Monotonicity - Empirical Size of our adaptive test T, and of the nonadaptive
bootstrap test Tﬁ 3. Nominal level o = 0.05. Design from Appendix C.1 with NPIV

function (C.1). Instrument strength increases in €.

to the ones using K = 4J = 12, we skip reporting the results for TTBM3 with K = 2J = 6.
Again we observe that our adaptive test T,, and the nonadaptive bootstrap test Tﬁg’ provide
adequate size control across different design specifications. Both are similarly undersized.

Figure D provides empirical rejection probabilities of our adaptive test T, (blue solid
lines) and of the nonadaptive bootstrap test T} ; (green dashed lines with a fixed sieve
dimension J = 3), both use K (.J) = 4J. The powers of both tests improve as the instrument
strength £ increases. For instrument strength ¢ = 0.3, 0.5, the nonadaptive bootstrap test
ng has almost trivial power for all ¢4 > 0.2, but, our adaptive test T,, has non-trivial power
for all ¢4 > 0.2. Moreover, the finite sample power of our adaptive test T, increases much
faster than that of the nonadaptive bootstrap test as c4 > 0.2 becomes larger. Figure D
shows the substantial finite sample power gains through adaptation even in small sample
size n = 500. The same patterns are also present when we compare the two tests using

size-adjusted empirical power curves (see our arXiv:2006.09587v3 version, Appendix C.1).
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Figure D: Testing Monotonicity — Empirical power of our adaptive T, (blue solid lines) and of the
nonadaptive bootstrap test T2,3 (green dashed lines), both with K = 4.J. Design from

Appendix C.1 model (C.1) with ¢g = 1. The vertical dotted line indicates when the null
hypothesis is violated (when c4 > 0.184). Instrument strength increases in &.

Remark C.1. When testing for inequality restrictions (IR) Ho = {h € H : 0'h > 0},
such as monotonicity and convexity, we could also compute our adaptive test T, using
modified critical values in Step 2 as follows: The estimator in (2.7) can be written as
/fz%() = W(-)’BR. By construction of the estimator we have alﬁf}(Xi) >0, foralll <i<n,
or equivalently 8Z\IIBR > 0, where the application of the derivative operator is understood
elementwise and mnk(al\P) < J. Let U, be a submatriz of ¥ such that 8Z\I/actBR =0. Set

7 = max (1, rank(0'W o)) and compute for a given nominal level o € (0,1):

q(a/#(T,),75) — A

Vs |

where q(a, 7v) denotes the 100(1 — a)%-quantile of the chi-square distribution with vy degrees

ns(a) = (C.2)

of freedom. Assuming that J¢ <75y, J € T, for some constant 0 < ¢ < 1 with probability
approaching one uniformly for h € H, Breunig and Chen [2021] establishes size control
of the test statistic using the modified critical values given in (C.2). See Breunig and
Chen [2021] also for simulations and real data application of testing for monotonicity and
convexity using this modified critical values. The simulations and empirical findings reported
in Breunig and Chen [2021] are virtually the same, in terms of empirical size and power,

as the ones reported in this revised version for testing inequalities.



C.2. Empirical Power for Subsection 5.2 with Larger Sample Size

Figure E below provides additional power comparison for the simulation design stated in

Subsection 5.2. It replicates Figure 3 using a larger sample size n = 5000.
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Figure E: Testing Parametric Form - Empirical power of our adaptive test T, (blue solid lines)
with K = 4J, of JH test (green dashed lines) and of ¢-test (red dotted lines). True DGP
from Section 5.2 using NPIV function (5.3). Alternatives are quadratic when cg = 0
and become more complex as cg > 0 increases. Instrument strength increases in &.
Replication of Figure 3 with n = 5000.

C.3. Simulations for Multivariate Instruments

This section presents additional simulations for testing parametric hypotheses in the pres-
ence of multivariate conditioning variable W = (W, Ws). We set X; = &(X/), Wy; =
O(W5), and Wy, = ®(W3;), where

X; 0 1 ¢ 04 03
Wi 0 1 0 0
U~ N , ¢ (C.3)
w3, 0 04 0 1 0
U; 0 03 0 O 1



We generate the dependent variable Y according to the NPIV model (2.1) where h(x) =
—x/5 + caz?. We test the null hypothesis of linearity, i.e., whether ¢4 = 0.

Horowitz [2006] assumes d, = d,, and hence we cannot compare our adaptive test with
his for Design (C.3). Instead we will compare our adaptive test T, against an adaptive
image-space test (IT), which is our proposed adaptive version of Bierens [1990]’s type test

for semi-nonparametric conditional moment restrictions.®

Specifically, our image-space
test (IT) is based on a leave-one-out sieve estimator of the quadratic functional E[E[Y —
A(X)|WJ2], given by

~ 2

Dg = ) ST (Vi = BUX)) (Yo — BY(X))O5(WhY (B'B/n)~ b5 (W),

nn—1) 4=
1<i<i’<n

where A® is a null restricted parametric estimator for the null parametric function h®. The

data-driven IT statistic is:
IT, =1 {there exists K € T, such that nﬁK/xA/K > (q(a/#(fn), K) - K)/\/E}

with the estimator $KA: H(B’B)‘IA/Q S (Y; = BRXG))26E (W)oR (W) (B'B) V2|, and
the adjusted index set Z,, = {K < Kpax : K = K2 where k =0,1,..., kyax}, where K :=
|VIogTog 1], kmax := [log,(n'/3/K)], and the empirical upper bound Ky = min {K >
K : 1.5C(K)\/(log K)/n > syin((B'B/n)"*?)}. Finally ¢(a, K) is the 100(1 — a)%-
quantile of the chi-square distribution with K degrees of freedom. Table H compares the
empirical size of the adaptive image space test ﬁn with our adaptive structural space test
T,., at the 5% nominal level. We see that both tests provide accurate size control. We also
report the average choices of sieve dimension parameters, as described in Section 5. The
multivariate design (C.3) leads to larger sieve dimension choices K in adaptive image-space
tests IT, while the sieve dimension choices J of our adaptive structural-space test T, is not
sensitive to the dimensionality (d,,) of the conditional instruments.

Figure F compares the empirical power of 1T, and of T,, at the 5% nominal level,
using the sample sizes n = 500 (1st and 2nd rows) and n = 1000 (3rd and 4th rows).
The finite sample empirical powers of both tests increase with £ and sample size n. For
the scalar conditional instrument case, while our adaptive structural space test T,, is more
powerful when £ = 0.3,0.5 (weaker strength of instruments), the finite sample powers of
both tests are similar when ¢ = 0.7. For the multivariate conditional instruments case,
while the power of our adaptive structural space test T, increases with larger dimension
d.,, the adaptive image space test 1T, suffers from larger d,, and has lower power. The

same patterns are also present when we compare the two tests using size-adjusted empirical

SWe refer readers to Breunig and Chen [2020] for the theoretical properties of the adaptive image-space
test.



n | Design & || T, with K =4J J 1T, K
500 | (5.1) 0.3 0.023 3.12 0.051 4.44
dy =dy 0.5 0.030 3.46 0.050 4.44

0.7 0.032 3.87 0.051 4.42

(C3) 0.3 0.035 3.46 0.038 8.99

dy <dy, 0.5 0.039 3.49 0.042 8.97

0.7 0.039 3.88 0.037 8.89

1000 (5.1) 0.3 0.023 3.17 0.045 4.40
0.5 0.030 3.51 0.051 4.39

0.7 0.039 4.09 0.052 4.40

(C.3) 0.3 0.037 3.49 0.035 9.03

0.5 0.042 3.57 0.042 8.91

0.7 0.041 4.07 0.043 8.96

5000 (5.1) 0.3 0.028 3.41 0.053 5.10
0.5 0.042 3.64 0.055 5.10

0.7 0.048 4.18 0.053 5.10

(C3) 0.3 0.050 3.84 0.045  10.17

0.5 0.054 4.00 0.049 10.14

0.7 0.055 4.15 0.0564  10.14

Table H: Testing Parametric Form - Empirical size of our adaptive tests T,, and of ﬁ"n. Nominal
level o = 0.05. Design from Appendix C.3. Instrument strength increases in &.

power curves (see our arXiv:2006.09587v3 version, Appendix C.3).

D. Proofs of Inference Results in Subsection 4.3

Proof of Corollary 4.1. Proof of (4.9). We observe

Dy(h
limsup sup P, (h ¢ C,(a)) = limsup sup P, [ max M >1] <a,
n—oo  heHo n—oo  heHo Jez, () vy
where the last inequality is due to step 1 of the proof of Theorem 4.1 and step 3 of the
proof of Theorem 4.2.
Proof of (4.10). Let J* be as be as in step 2 of the proof of Theorem 4.1. We observe

uniformly for h € H;(°r,) that

JeTn UJ(Oé)VJ JeT, 77J(04) vV

P, (h ¢ C,(a)) =Py (maXM 1) =1-P, <maxM < 1) =1-—o0(1),

where the last equation is due to step 2 of the proof of Theorem 4.1 and step 3 of the proof
of Theorem 4.2. O]

Proof of Corollary 4.2. For any h € H,, we analyze the diameter of the confidence set
Cn(a) under Pj,. Lemma B.8 implies supj,cy, Ph(jmax > 7) = o(1) and hence, it is sufficient
to consider the deterministic index set Z,, given in (4.2). For all hy € C,(«) C H, it holds
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Figure F: Testing Parametric Form - Empirical power of our adaptive tests T, (blue solid lines)

and of IT, (green dashed lines). 1st and 3rd rows: power comparisons in scalar IV
case (dy, = 1); 2nd and 4th rows: power comparisons in multivariate IV case (d,, > 1).
Design from Appendix C.3. Instrument strength increases in £.

for all J € Z,, by using the definition of the projection @Q); given in (B.1):

A — hall2xy < [|QuTLy(h — ha)llp2x) + [Tk — bl L2y + [[TLhy — halz2x)
< |Qs(h — byl r2(x) + O(J 7P/, (D.1)

where the second inequality due to the triangular inequality and the sieve approximation

bound from the smoothness restrictions imposed on H. By Theorem B.1 we have
1Q(h = h)|[Z2(x) — BJ(hl)’ S Ps7 (b = halleoo + T 7P%) 40t 2V T

wpal uniformly for h € Hy. Consequently, the definition of the confidence set C,(«) with
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hy € Cp(«) gives for all J € Z,,:

n () Vs + nfl/Qsjl(Hh — hallr2x) + J*p/d’) + n’lsf\/j

n’lx/loglognsf\/j + n*1/2531(|lh — h|l2x) + J’p/dZ)

1Qs(h = hi)llZ2x) S
S
wpal uniformly for h € Hy by using Lemmas B.2, B.5 and B.4(ii). Consequently, inequality
(D.1) yields

< n~'yloglogn s;2V/J + J %/

h — hy|?
|| 1||L2(X) ~ 1— CBn_1/2$;1

wpal uniformly for h € Hy. Now using that n=1/2s;! = o(1) for all J € Z,, by Assump-
tion 4(i) we obtain ||h — hylr2x) S n~?(loglogn)'/*s;' JY4 + J~P/4= with probability
approaching one uniformly for h € Hy. We may choose J = J° € Z,, for n sufficiently large

and hence, the result follows. ]

E. Technical Results

Below, Apax(+) denotes the maximal eigenvalue of a matrix.

Lemma E.1. Let Assumptions 1(ii)-(iii) and 2 hold. Then, wpal uniformly for h € H.:

ﬁ > (¥ = T h(X5)) (Yo = T h(X0) )6 (Wi (A'A = AA) " (W)
i#i!

<nlvy+ nil/zsl}l(ﬂh — My P || p2ex) + J’p/dz).
Proof. Let I13; , := 1d — II3,. We establish an upper bound of
1 PR
5 (Vi = My h(XG0)) (Yo = Ty (X)) b (W) (A'A = A )b (W3

- E[H;Oh(X)bK(W)]'(A'A - fm) BT, h(X)bX (W)

+2( 37 (¥ = T (X)) 6 (9:) = BIITG, OB ()]} (44 = A 3) Bl OB (1)
+ (% D> (Y= T (X)) (Wi — B[IT, (XS (W) ) (44 — A'4)

< (5 32 (¥ = Iy h(CX))6E (W)~ I hCOB ()] )

)

uniformly for h € H. It is sufficient to bound the first summand on the right hand side.



We make use of the decomposition

BT, h(X)bX (W)’ (A'A - E’Zl) BT, h(X)bX (W)
— [T ACX)D (W) A'(A — A) B[, (X)W (W)
— B[, h(X 6™ (W))' (A — AY (A — A) E[lL5, h(X)bX (W)] =: 2T) — T,

We first consider the term 77 as follows:

Th = E[I;, h(X)b" (W) A'(
+ B[y, A(X)b™ (W) A'(

— A) E[I T, h(X)b™ (W)
— A) E[(IT;, h — Iy, h)(X)0" (W) == Ay + As. (E.1)

Dy )

We now consider the term A;. Recall that Q;II;A = II;h and §G*1(h,@/}J>L2(X) =
nt S0 T A(XG)bE (W;) we have:

(G, 29) Bl (XWX (W) G((G, /28); — (@;1/2§);€;;1/2G;/2) B[ TT3;, (X )05 (W)]

= (Qulgg, b, Ty b — () (G, V2 8)7 Gy 2 BT h(X)DE (W)]) 12
= (@uTth b Yo ) (G 28 G 2 DT (X 2" (W3) — Bl h(X)6* (W)
= (QuTTg b, Y0 (@287 (- DT A <Wi>—E[HJHﬁOh<X)EK<W>1)

+ <QJHi_loh’¢J>/L?(X)(Gb 1/2S)l o UZS’((G 1/2S)l Gb UZG;/Q B (Gb—l/zs)l,)

1 ~ ~
(3D T X (7,) — BIN I ACORS (W)]) = v+ Av
where we used the notation b%(-) = G;l/QbK(-). Consider A;; we have:

BlAul < 07 B [{QuTT by 07 (G 28) LT (B (W)
< 20 QT by v Y2 ) (G 12S) H T T T3, bl 172 v,
+ 207 |[(QuTTy hy ) 12 ) (G G, s H T T (Mg, b — T TT5 ) (1720
5”71H<QJH h, >L2(X 1/2 H

where the second bound is due to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the third bound is

due to Assumption 2(iv). Consider A we infer from Chen and Christensen [2018, Lemma



F.10(c)] and Assumption 2(ii) that

~ ~ o~ 2
[Aual? <[ QT bt Yo (G 2807 || 6528 (G 280 G 26y = (6, 290y ) |

x| %Z L TL;, (X005 (W3) — ]3[11(,11%()}1()(')1)}((W)]H2
< 4@k, v >L2<X>( , 7S H xnts; 2 log J) x n” !¢
< o QT 6 o (G

wpal uniformly for h € H. Next we consider the term A, of (E.1). Following the upper
bound of A5 we obtain wpal uniformly for h € H:
~ 2
| Bl (X6 (W) AG(A — A)E[(h — Ty,h — LT h)(X)B* (W)

1/2 ( 1/25) G\;l/QG;/Q _ (G;lﬂS)l—) H2

H2

1/2

=< H QJHHOh (G >L2(X)

x |[(T (T3, h — 11,115, 1), bK>L2(W)
< (@il by >L2(X)<G_1/2 _HZHHKT(HiOh — T Thg, 1) [| 72y X 0 's5%CG(log J)
5”_1" JHHOh»¢ >L2( _1/2 H

using that 2| TxT (M, h — T T )72y S gk — 1105 2ll72 ) by Assumption
2(iv) and (3(log J)||h — ]._.[Jh||2 x) = O(1) by Assumption 2(iii). Finally, we obtain |T7| <
|A1] 4 [A2] S n72{Q 115, h ¢J>L2 0 (Gy V2 S); || wpal uniformly for h € H.

We next consider the term 75, using the decomposition:

Ty < 2 [T, h(X)b" (W) (A = AYG(A — A) E[ILTl3, h(X)b" (W)]
+ 2 B[ITH Ty, A (X)b5 (W) (A A — A) E[IT5 T3, h(X )65 (W)] =: 2Ty, + 2715

where 1T = id — II; is the projection. We first bound T3, using Assumption 2(ii):

TQl S ‘<HJH’}L.[Oh7¢J>ILQ(X) ((@;1/2§)l G 1/25 _[ ) (G 1/25>l Gb—l/Q

« (2 5L X ;) = BIL T h OB (7)) |

2
< [Ty 007 2o || 1S — SHH , %S S) Gz:m

| 37 T BB W) — BT ACOR ()|
SNy (h = g h) | z2eyn 2552/ log J x n= 2571 S n™ Y 2s 7 |TLy (h — Ty h) || 2
wpal uniformly for h € H. For Ty, we note that uniformly in h € H, || E[H}Hﬁoh(X)gK(W)] | =

I T (X103, h— T35, h) | 2wy S s5J 7P/ by Assumption 2(iv). Thus, following the upper
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bound derivations of T5;, we obtain Tpy < nil/Qsle*p/dl‘ wpal uniformly for h € H. [

Lemma E.2. Under Assumptions 2(i) it holds for h € {h, Iy, h} that

sup SUp Amax (En [(V = B(X))2DED WK (W)]) <72 < 0.
JEI, heH

Proof. We have for any v € RX where K = K(J) that

VB [(V = ROOZBE B Y]y < B [BA(Y = X)W (5 ()]
<TE | (B (W))’| =76 P E R )pE (W] 6,y = 7

uniformly for h € ‘H and J € Z,,, where the second inequality is due to Assumption 2(i). [

Proof of Theorem B.1. From the definition of @), given in (B.1) we infer
2
1Qu(h = T, )12 x) = | AERI(Y — T, A(XO))B™ (W)]|” = || Ea[V]]?

using the notation V.’ = (Y; — [y, h(X;))AbX (W;). The definition of D, implies

<

D (Tyh) = Qs (h = agyh) |32 ) = iiViri — En[Vis)?) (E.2)

=1 i
+n(nl_1) > (Vi = Mgy h(X)) (Yir — Ty h(Xir) )b (A’A —~ E’ﬁ) bE(Wi). (E.3)
i

Consider the summand in (E.2), we observe

> (ij,j—Eh[vlj]Q)\Z =35 (VigVis = BalVig12) (Vi Vs — EnlVig )

=1 i jg'=1 iti! il £
753

We distinguish three different cases. First: i,7',4i”,i"” are all different, second: either i = "

or i =4" or third: i = ¢ and i’ = ¢". We thus calculate for each 7,7’ > 1 that

Z Z ViiViry = En[Vi)2) (Vi Vo — B [Vijr]?)

i£i! i A
= > (VigVirs = BalVi;]?) (Vi Virrr = En[V15]?)
1,1/ ,4" i/ all different
+2 3 (VigViy = EalVig]?) (Virge Vi = EalVi )
1£4 #i!

+ ) (VigVij — En[Vi]?) (Vijr Virr = En[Vig]?).
£

The expectation of the first term on the right hand side vanishes due to independent

11



observations and thus, we have

Eh\ZZ ViiVas = ExlVAgl?)

J=1 i

2

J
=2n(n—1)(n —2) Z Ep [ Vi;Vaj — Ep[Vi;]?) (Vay Vay — Eh[vlj’]2)]

J’l

~~
I

+n(n—1) Y B, [(VUVQ]- — En[Viy]*) (Vigr Vayr — Eh[VU/]Q)] '

J/

-~

1
Now using [|(G, G, 2sG- /2)7|| = s;' together with the notation 7 = G2 we obtain
(@ (h — HH0h>,wJ>'Lz Gy P || = 14Quh = Thaggh), 07 ) ) (G 2SG2); |
< 55 {Qu(h = Tageh), 07 2o || S 55" (I1h = Mo hll gy + J77/%), (E.4)

where the last equation is due to Lemma B.1(i). To bound the term I we observe that

J
I="%" En[Vi] En[Viy] Covn(Vij, Viyr) = Ex[V/) Covn (V) Vi) En[V7]
ji=1
S /\maX(Varh((Y - HHoh )” _1/28G 1/2 Eh[‘/lJ] H2
! 2
<*|((G,*8)r Bal(y - HHOh<X>>bK<W>]) G(G;1/25>;H

72 (Q(h — Myoh), 07V ya ) (G 28); H < 572 (1 = Myggh[Zag + J722/%)

by the notation V) = (V; — Iy, h(X; ))(G;1/2SG_1/2)[EK(WZ-) and Lemma E.2. For term

I we observe

<

J
I1=") EuV;Vi;]* - (ZE \& )2 Z En[Vi;Viy]? = 5.

J.j'=1 Jj=1 J:3'=1

Thus, the upper bounds derived for the terms I and I1 imply for all n > 2:

1h = Mgy b2y + T2/ LY

2
‘ n—l ZZ ‘/ZJV;'J VIJ] ) ~ ns2 _2- (E5)
j=1 i J
Thus equality (E.3) implies the result by employing Lemma B.2 and Lemma E.1. O]
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Proof of Lemma A.1. By Lemma E.1 and the decomposition (E.2-E.3) we obtain

nD ho 1 J
P, (% > 77J(Oé)> = Py, <m Z Z ViiVirg > nJ(a)> +0(1).

G=1 iz’

Using the martingale central limit theorem (see, e.g., Breunig [2020, Lemma A.3]) we obtain

Pho( V2v;(n —1) ZZVUV;’J>Z1 a) = a+o(1),

J=1 i

where z;_, denotes the (1 — «)-quantile of the standard normal distribution. Further,
Lemma B.4(i) implies v;/¥; = 1 wpal uniformly for h € H and since ny(a)/v2 = %

converges to z1_, as J tends to infinity, the result follows. [

Proof of Lemma B.1. Proof of (i): Using the notation b5 (-) := G, /*bX(-), we observe
for all h € H that

1Q(h — T, )|l 20x) = || (G, V2SG=Y2); BB (W) (h — Ty, h) (X))
< (G, 2SGY2) ;B[S (W)(ILh — 1T, h) (X)]||
+[[(Gy2SGTVA) T BR (W)((h — Ty h) (X) — (T1yh — T, h) (X)]]|
< ||k — Wy hl| 2 + 55 M T ((h — agoh) — (ILsh — T R))|| r2ow)
< ||k — My bl r2x) + O (J77/%)

by Assumption 2(iv).
Proof of (ii): We observe [|Q h — hl|r2(x) < [|Qs(h —TLsh)| r2(x) + [[Hsh — k|| 2(x). The
result thus follows by replacing I3,k with II;h in the derivation of (i). H

Proof of Lemma B.2. For any J x J matrix M it holds ||M||p < v/J||M|| and hence

2

- H (6, 2s6712)

TEL (Y — hEOFE VY] (65 se )

l

F
2

<[ (msa) | o~ noopm oy

The result now follows from ||(G, /2SG~Y/2)7|| = s;' and Lemma E.2. O

Proof of Lemma B.3. In the following, let e; be the unit vector with 1 at the j-th
position. Introduce a unitary matrix ) such that by Schur decomposition QQ’AG,A'Q) =
diag(s;?,...,57%). We make use of the notation V) = (Y — h(X,))Q AbX (W;). Now since

13



the Frobenius norm is invariant under unitary matrix multiplication we have

=S (E (X))e,Q AbS (W) ),

Jj=1

Z Ep[V1; V1)

Ji,3'=1

IIMK.

Consequently, using the lower bound inf,ecyy infrey Ex[(Y — A(X))|W = w] > o2 by
Assumption 1(i), we obtain uniformly for h € H:

J J
v > o' (BlQ A (WK (WY AQe)))* = o' > (¢,Q'AG,A'Qe;)
Jj=1 j=1
J J
— 42 ¢} diag(s; ,...,s}Q)Bj)2 > Q4Zsj_4,
j=1 j=1
which proves the result. O
Recall the definition Cj, = max,cgxe fol (1 + log N (EHFh,eHLQ(Z)’ Fhe LQ(Z)))I/2 de.

Lemma E.3. Let Assumptions 1(ii)-(ii1), 2(i), 4(i)(iii), and 5(ii) hold. Then, for J = J°,
we have wpal uniformly for h € Hi(0°r,):

n — 1 Z U hR hJ Qi — Eh [UZ(EI})UZ/(/]’Zﬁ)aJM/]

,Sn_1/23;16h(”h_HOHL2(X) +J—p/dz) +n_1S;2\/7,

where U;(¢) =Y; — ¢(X;) and ajz = b5 (W;) A’ AbS (Wy).

Proof. For simplicity of notation, we write J instead of J° throughout the proof. We
observe for all h € H;(0°r,) that

nn—1) Z Ui(h) Uy (1) g0 — B [Us(15)Usr (B )56

= m > Ui(Tlygy W)Uy (Wagyh)agiir — B [Us(Tlagy D) U (Mg h) g i
=

2 ~
Py — > Ui(Iyg,h) (Mg h — B3 (Xi ) — En [Us(Magoh) (Mg h — b)) (Xir)agii]
# !
1

+ n(n—1) Z(H’Hoh — W) (X)) (Mph — W5) (X )agr — En [(Mggoh — BY) (X)) Myh — b)) (X )ag ]
il

=T+ 215+ Ts.

From the proof of Theorem B.1 we conclude supycy,(sor.y Bn [Tt S n's;*v/J. Con-

sider Ty. Below, we let a = AbS(W;) = (Gb_l/QSG*I/Q)[ZK(VVi). By Assumption 5(ii)
SUDpen; (5°rm) Py, (CsChllh% — Tyyhllr2(xy > C) — 0 and consequently may assume that

14



/ﬁf} € Hos(h) == {l|¢ — y,hllr2(x) < [GCh]7H - ¢ € Ho,s}. We have for all h € Hq(6°r,)
that the absolute value of T3 is bounded by

o \n(nl_l) ; (U)o — BalU (Mgh)a”)) (Mgh = 0)(Xi)a — B [ (Thgyh — )(X)a] )|

N ‘l S (Ui(Tagh)a! — B [U (T h)a”)) B (g, — B5)(X)a”] )|

b ‘7 ( My, — 6)(Xi)a —E [(HHoh - ¢)(X)GJ])/ Eh[U(HHoh)aJ]‘ =: To1 + Ty + Th3.
Cf)GHo J h)

Below we let ay; = b5 (W;) A’AG, %¢;. Note that E ||a |2 < |[(G, /*SGY2)7||* = 57
for all k =1,..., K. We obtain uniformly for h € H;(6°r,) by van der Vaart and Wellner
[2000, Theorem 2.14.2] that

K
1
Ty <> B ‘*E: (Mg ) ag i — B [U (T b ‘
Ey, 21_k:1 hn i U( Ho )ak, h[U( Ho )ak]

X By sup | S (T h = ) (X )Be(Wir) = B [([agh = 6) ()b (W)
¢EHo,s(h) ' T 7

K

ChJZEh (10T, 1) 21 /2 A b (1 >2}J2Eh sup (Tl — 6)(X)bi (W)

k=1 dEHo, 7(h)

¢ -
;hUSJQ\FCJHH'HOh (I)JHL2(X) <n” Sy \/j

~

for some ®; € H s(h) and using that Ej[|U (T, h)[*|W] < % by Assumption 2(i). Further,

we evaluate uniformly for h € H;(6°r,):

Ep, Thy = En_l/Q\/E |(a7) B [(Tayh — 1) (X)a?] |

<on?s;? sup  [[HxT(Iah — O)|2avy S 0”25 (1 — Hollr2ex) + J77/%),
PEH, 5 (h)

where in the last equation, we used Assumption 2(iv) and ||h — Hy,hll2x) = ||h —
Hollz2(x). Consider Ths. Below, we make use of the relation E[U(Ily,h)a’)a] = (Q;(h —
Iy, h), zZ)J>L2 (G 1/QS)ZZ)K(I/Vi) and obtain uniformly for h € H;(0°r,):

Ej Tos < [[(Qs(h — HHoh)77/’J>IL2(X)(G1;1/QS)E_H

<E, sup  sup ]3 Z(HHOh — O)X)FE (WiY'e — B [(Thgyh — 6)(X)5 (W Ye]|
eeSK°—1 et s(h) '

S H(QJ (h — Tz, h), ¢J>L2(X)(G_1/2 ) || Can ™2y Mg b — ® gl 2 x)
S 25T (|h = Hollpo(xy + TP/,
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where we used that sup,, [b% (w)'e| < ¢, for all e € SX°. Consider T;. We have

s s [ > ((Mgh = 6)(X)a! B (T — )(X)a”] )
% ((Myeh = 6)(Xi)aj — E [(Tyyoh — 6)(X)a] )|
2 s \f ~ (k= )(Xa! — B[ - 6)(X)a’] ) E (b — 6)(X)a”)|
=: T31 + T39.

We evaluate for the first term on the right hand side that uniformly for h € H;(6°r,):

K
_ 1 o o 2
BTy <5230 (B sup &3 (M h — 6)(X0)5(Wi) — E [(Tagoh — 6) ()5 (W)]
k=1 ¢p€Ho,s(h) ' TV
Ci TK 2o Ch o 2
S—5E sup  |[[(Iyh = ¢)(X)0"(W)[° S —5 Gk — Pullizx) S
sy geto. (h) ns;y

&5

for some ®; € Hg s(h) and using that C? < v/J. Further, we have E[(ITy,h—¢)(X)a’]'a! =
(Q My h — @), 0 )LQ(X)(G_U?S)e bE (W) and thus, following the derivation of the bound

of Th3, we obtain
BT < sup  [(Qu(6 — hgh), ') 2 (G 25); |
#€Ho,7(h)

B sup sup |5 376~ T ) (X0)FE (WiY'e — B [(6 — Thygoh) (X5 (<]
e€SK° peHo, s (h) ' T

S 2 Ch (Il — Tl 2y + T P/%)

uniformly for h € #H;(6°r,), where the last equation is due to Assumption 5(ii). Finally,

the result follows from an application of Markov’s inequality. n
Lemma E.4. Let Assumptions 1(ii)-(i1i1), 2(i), 4(i)(iii), and 5(ii) hold. Then, for J = J°,

we have wpal uniformly for h € Hi(0°r,):

! 5 (V= B 00) (Y = By (X)p (i (404 = AA)v ()

n(n —1) 4
£

< n_l/ZSEICh(Hh . HOHL?(X) + J_p/dac) + n_13;2\/j.

~Y

Proof. For simplicity of notation, we write J instead of J° throughout the proof. Following
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the proof of Lemma E.1 it is sufficient to control

Eal(h — RSOV ()] (A4~ A A) Enl(h — B5)(X) (W)

= 2B [(h — h5) (X )6 (W) A'(A = A) Ep[(h — BY)(X)b" (W)]
— B[(h — 15) (XS (W) (A — A) (A — A) By [(h — B5) (X )65 (W)] =: 211 — T,

We first consider the term 77 using the decomposition:
= A) Ex[ILy (h = ) (X0 (W)
= A)Ex[(h = 5 = TLy(h = B5) (X (W)]. (E.6)

Consider the first summand on the right hand side of equation (E.6). By Assumption
5(ii) SupPpew, (sorn) P (Q;Ch”/f;ﬁ — bl r2x) > C) — 0 and consequently may assume that
W5 € Hog(h) :={¢ € Ho : ||¢ — Huyhllr2(x) < [C4Ch] '} We calculate

s [(6 ) Bl - o) (x)p <W>])’G(<G;“2S>;—<é;”2§>f@;“20i/2>E[(h—qs)(X)’éK(W)]]

= s [Qulh— ), 6V, (Gy 7S (an O)(Xi)b" (W;) = EIILy (h — 6)(X)F¥ (W)] )
dEHo, 1 (h)

+ sup [(Qulh = @), e (G b1/25);Gb1/25((c;b1/25);G;1/2G;/2—(G,;”QS);)
#€Ho, s (h)

() B )| = i

Consider T3, which coincides with the term T3, in the proof of Lemma E.3 and thus, we

have E |T1;] < n’1/2331(3h(||h — Holl2x) + J’p/dﬂ”). To establish an upper bound for Ty
we infer from Chen and Christensen [2018, Lemma F.10(c)] that

Tl < sup @tk = 6), w7 )sa i) (Gy 28); |

¢E€Ho, s (h)
x ’Gb_l/QS((@;1/2§)l—@_1/2G1/2 —1/2 )H
<o [l st = 900 ) Bty — ) ow vl
0,J

< Qs (h — ¢), 7Y, )<Gb“2 7| x nts32¢3(log J) x n~'¢3C3
EHo, 5 (

S 07185 CR (I = Mg hll g )+ 7727/%)

wpal uniformly for h € H;(6°r,,), where the last equation is due to s;'¢24/(log J)/n = O(1)
from Assumption 4(i). Consider the second summand on the right hand side of equation
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(E.6). Following the upper bound of T}» we obtain

E[(h — 6) (X)W (W) AG(A ~ A Bl(h - 6 — TL(h — 6)) (X)X (W)

sup ‘

dEHo, s (h)
B B B o B RN

< swp H<QJ(h é), ¢ >L2 X)(G 1/2 z HQHGb 1/25’<(Gb 1/25)1 G 1/2G;/2 B (Gb 1/25)1 )H

(ZSEIH()”](h)

~ 2
x sup  |(T(h—¢—TLi(h—8)),b") 2|
¢p€Ho,s(h)

S s [[(Qu(h—6) Vo) Gy PSP sup KT (A — 6 — Ty (h = )|

¢€Ho,5(h) p€Ho,s(h)

x n~ts;2¢5(log J)
<nts A (lh - HHOhHLz y+J 2p/dx)

wpal uniformly for h € H;(8°r,), using that s 2| 11T (h — My h —I1;(h — HHOh))H%Q(W) <
172 = Ty h = TLy (R — Ty 1) |22 ) by Assumption 4(i) and (5(log J)||h — L h[|72 ) = O(1)
by Assumption 4(iii).
We now consider the term 75 using the decomposition
T <2 sup |ElL(h— @) (XS (W)'(A— AYG(A = A) B[ (h — 6)(X)b* (W)
#€Ho,5(h)

+2 s (BT (h = 9) (X0 ()] (A~ AYG(A - )BT (1~ 6) (X0 (1)

= 2T21 + 2T227

where I1+ = id — I1; is the projection. We bound Ty, as follows:

-~

T < sup [0 = 0).07) ) (G 28 G 28 — 1)) (68, Gy
¢€Ho, s (h)

(5 2= 6)(XF W) = Bl (b — 6) ()P (W)

o
< swp [[I(h - ), 87) oo |[IS - SI||(G, V28) G|
$€Ho,(h)

1 ) ;
| ST = ) CXB (W) = BT = ) ()5 ()|
S sup M= 0l x 2,2 log T x A

5 nil/zsjlch(ﬂh — H?—Loh”LQ(X) + pr/dz)'

wpal uniformly for h € H,(5°r,). For Tsy, we note that uniformly in h € H and ¢ € Ho s(h),

B[S (h — ¢)(X)WEW)]| = |[TkTTE(h = 6)ll 2wy S 55J77/% by Assumption 2(iv).
Thus, following the upper bound derivations of Ty, we obtain Thy < n~Y 23}1J —P/de wpal
uniformly for h € H;(6°r,). O
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Lemma E.5. Let Assumptions 1(i)-(iii), 2(i), and 4 be satisfied. Then, using the notation
SO = Gb_lﬂSG_l/z, we have for some constant C' > 0:

, AN A28 A o A o~

i) P (e { 30 @, 2566, 6 - (5o [} > ©) =ot)
2

g s3v/n

(i) P (I}le%):{g]\/logJ

Proof. The results can be established by following the same proof from Chen et al. [2021,
Lemma C.4] with their (77, v/J) replaced by our (s;',¢y). O

(G, 28G12) 6 PGy — (57 H} > 0) = o(1).

Lemma E.6. Let Assumptions 1(i)-(iii), 2(i) and 4(i) hold. Then, we have

1—00
Py (max N> —5) =

uniformly for h € Hoy, where U;(¢) = Y; — ¢(X;) and co is as in the proof of Theorem 4.1.

log1 —1/2 R
(Oiogf > " Ui(Tlg, h) Uy (g, h)B (W) (A A=A A) b5 (W,
“ v,

1#£4/

o(1

)

Proof. Let I, denote the J dimensional identity matrix multiplied by the vector Cy(sq, ..., s;)’

for some sufficiently large constant Cj, and where sfl 1 < 5 < J, are the nondecreasing
singular values of AGI/ 2 (G, V2sG-1/ ?);. There exists a unitary matrix @ such that

> " Uiy, ) Uy (T, h)DS (W) (A'A — AT A) b (W,
14/

< H ZU Ty, )5 (W,

—ZU Ty, h) Ul (T, h)b <W»’QI;?Q’5K<WZ-/>
£

1,QG*(AA 2’@6*2”@15]\\

L,Q'GA(AA - ANG QL ||

U; (I, h)bX (W, L,QGA(AA - AXGQL,||.

The fourth moment condition imposed in Assumption 2(i) implies uniformly for h € H,:

1 TK —1y2 TK 12 |2
B | 3 (10 (W B (WQIS I = B U (Mg B (W) QIS P)|

J
SRS DR VAL Dl 5 DFS Il IRETC SV

JeT, JeIl, j=1 JEL,

where the last inequality is due to Lemma B.3 and the definition of the index set Z,.

Consequently, due to the second moment condition imposed in Assumption 2(i) we obtain
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uniformly for J € Z,,
-1 7K —1)12 « =2,.—1 - V2 5 5
S = W A W)QI 2 < 76 (Do) <% o
% 7=1

with probability approaching one (under h € Hy), by making use of Lemma B.3. Further,
we obtain uniformly for h € H:

(loglog J)~'/2 ~1/2 P e e
Ph(?éaz“n n—1)v, ZU (45 1) Uir (TIg, h)0™ (W) (AA AA)b W) > — )
(loglog J)~'/* —1/2 Y =
~ h(%zﬂ n—l VJ ZU 'Ho Ho ) ( )QS Qb ( ) > 3 )

14/
+ Py (max (2,06, (44 - XDG; QL |) >

%)

+Ph(5n2%X( 20 %y g](loglogJ)—l/Q\\IsJQG;/2(A’A—A’K)G;/QQ’ISJ\\) S

T ) +o(1)

=T+ T, +T5+ 0(1)

Note that Tj is arbitrarily small for C sufficiently large by following step 1 in the proof of
Theorem 4.1. Consider T5. We make use of the inequality

11,,QG (A A-A'A)G,*Q L, || < 2||L,QGy* (A—-A) AG Q'L || +]|(A-A) Gy QL |

It is sufficient to consider the first summand on the right hand side. Note that ||AG11)/ *Q'1, L <

C;*. Consequently, from Lemma E.5(ii) we infer

p (gggf{g}\j%” L,QGy* (A - A) AG ¢ ]SJH} > C) =o(1).

Consequently, Assumption 4(i), i.e., s; 1¢2y/(log J)/n = O(1) uniformly for J € Z,, implies
T3 = 0(1) ]

Proof of Lemma B.4. It is sufficient to prove (ii). Let ¥ = E,[(Y —h(X))2XD (W)X (W]

and & = n 'y (Vi hJ( )) VED(WHOKD) (W), Then v; = HAZA’HF and v; =
HAEA’ H - Forall J € Z,, the triangular inequality implies
V=] < |ASA —ARA||, < 2f| (A= S, +[| (A= 2+ [ AE - 2) 4] .

In the remainder of this proof, it is sufficient to consider [|[(A—A)S A'|| p+[|A(E-X) A’ p =
T, +T5. Consider 7). By Lemma E.2 we have the upper bound |\G;1/22G;1/2H < 7. Below
we make use of the inequality ||mima|[r < [[mi||||ma||F for matrices m; and my. Since the
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Frobenius norm is invariant under rotation, we calculate uniformly for J € Z,, that
Ty = (G,*SG'*) (A - )8 446,

J
- -~ _ B log(J 1/2
< |Gy s6 ) - A6yl 56 PGy s 6 e £ 4 (AL 3 )
Jj=1

wpal uniformly or A € H, by making use of Lemma E.5(i) and the Schur decomposition
as in the proof of Lemma B.3. From Assumption 4(i), i.e., s;'¢2/(logJ)/n = O(1),
uniformly for J € Z,, we infer Ty/v; = J_I/Q(Zj L5 )1/2/VJ — 0 wpal uniformly or
h € H, where the last equation is due to Lemma B.3. Consider T5. Again using Lemma
B.3 we obtain T, < g*2||Gb_1/2(§] - E)Gb_l/QH by using the upper bound as derived for 77.

Further, evaluate

1G5 28 = )G, 2 = | 37 (% = BaX))? = (¥ — (X)) B (W5 (17

7

< H% Z (ﬁJ(Xz) — h(X;))

27

O (Wb (Wi

2] 37 (R(X0) = BX0) (Y = AT VR (W =

Consider T5;. The definition of the unrestricted sieve NPIV estimator in (2.6) implies
uniformly for J € Z,,

Tor < |+ 37 (Ro(X0) = Qub(X0) B VB W) | +]| - 3 (@uh(X0) = h(X0)) T (Wb w2y
<gl|a S v ) = AR x| e e ()
+ chf (Quh(X) = h(xX)*|| S G5~ + max {CHIQuh — hll2x) }

wpal uniformly for A € H, where the right hand side tends to zero. This follows by the
rate condition imposed in Assumption 4(i) and that ||Qsh— h| z2(x) = O(J /%) uniformly
for J € Z,, and h € H by Lemma B.1(ii). Analogously, we obtain that max jez, To2 vanishes
wpal uniformly for h € H. m

Proof of Lemma B.5. We first prove the lower bound. By the definition of the RES
index set fn we have that any element J € fn, tends slowly to infinity as n — oo. Let
;max < Jmax be the largest integer such that J2/max < jmax. Consequently, the definition of

the RES index set implies for all J € fn that

log(J) < 10g(L2™) = Jmax 108(2) +108(L) < Jmax + 1 = #(Z)
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for n sufficiently large. From the lower bounds for quantiles of the chi-squared distribution
established in Inglot [2010, Theorem 5.2] we deduce for all J € Z, and n sufficiently large:

q(e/#(T), J) — J _ a(o/(logJ). J) — J

n(a) = NG = VI
N \/log ((log J)/a) N 2log ((log J) /) \/10g10g (J) — log(a)
= 1 VI - 4

using the lower bounds for quantiles of the chi-squared distribution established in Inglot
[2010, Theorem 5.2]. We now consider the upper bound. From the definition of #( n) wWe
infer #(Z,) = Jmax + 1 < [logy(n'/3/J)] + 1 < log(n!/3/J) + 1 and thus #(Z,) < log(n).

Consequently, we calculate for all J & Z, and n sufficiently large:

a/(logn), J) —J log ((logn)/a
a(a/( g\/j) ) §2\/10g((logn)/a)+2 g((\/; /)

< 2\/log ((logn)/a)(1+ o(1)) < 4y/loglog(n) — log(a),

n(a) <

where the second inequality is due to Laurent and Massart [2000, Lemma 1]. O

Proof of Lemma B.6. Result B.6(i) directly follows from Houdré and Reynaud-Bouret
[2003, Theorem 3.4]; see also Gine and Nickl [2016, Theorem 3.4.8]. We next prove the
bounds on Ay, Ay, Az, Ay for Result B.6(ii).

For the bound on A;, we recall the notation V) = U; AbX (W) with U; = Y; — h(X;) for
h € Hy. Then, under Hy we have:

E[R2(Z1, Z2)] < Ep |Un05 (Wh) A" Ab" (Wo)Us |* = By, [(V7) By [V (V7 Y]V]

J
= Y EWVViP =]
Gg=1
For the bound on A,, for any function v and s with ||v||2z) < 1 and ||&||r2z) < 1,
respectively, we obtain
B[Ry (20, Zo)(Z0)k(Zs)]] < ‘ B [UTarb™ (W) v(Z)] A A Eh[U]leK(W)/{(Z)]‘
<[ ABA U Lab" (W)K(Z)][| [AER[U 1" (W)r(Z)]]

<G 12\/E [|EalU Lags(2)W2] % /B [| BalU 1ar0(2) W2

Now observe E [| E,[U1yk(Z)|W]|*] < E [E [U%|W]k*(Z)] < &* by Assumption 2(i) and
‘ -1

using that ||x||z2(z) < 1, which yields the upper bound by using HAG S
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For the bound on As, observe that for any z = (u, w)

2
| ElR3(Z, )| < By [UL{|U] < M J6* (W) A" AV (w)ui {lu] < M,}
< AV (wyun{fu] < My }|* B [|ADS (W)U |* < 7°M; G | AG, 1,

again by using Assumption 2(i) and hence the upper bound on A3 follows.

For the bound on Ay, observe that for any z; = (uy,w;) and z5 = (ug, wy) we get

‘31(21,22)‘ S U11{|U1| S Mn}bK(wl),A,AbK(wg)Uaﬂ{|U2| S Mn}

2
< sup || A (wyui{u| < M }|* < M2 | AG |1,

which completes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma B.7. It suffices to prove (ii) for a simple null Ho = {ho}. For any h €
Hu(r,), we denote By = (| EnlV)] ~ [1b — hlzax))?. Applying | Eh[W*]n? Q-
ho)ll72(xy and Lemma B.1(i) we obtain: By = ([|Qs-(h — ho)llz2(x) — [Ih — hol| 2 ))2 <
Cpr? for some constant Cg. By the inequality || E,[V/]||? > ||k — hoH x)/2 — By we
have uniformly for h € H,(6°7, ;)

D * = * 2c1+/loglog n v+
Py (nDJ*(hO) < 2¢1\/loglogn VJ*) =Py (HEh[VJ 11?2 = Dy« (ho) > | En[V7 ]| - 1\/gnig J >

ig Viljg — Vlj] )’ >Ph>

=1 z<z’

<n(

+Ph<‘n(n—1)Z<ZZ,(YZ - h0<Xi))(Yi’ - ho(Xi/)bK (W) (A A_ A/A)bK )

> ph) =T\ + T,

where py = ||h — hol|72(x)/2 — 2ain™'/loglognv,y. — By.. To bound term T, we apply
inequality (E.5) and Markov’s inequality:

Ty S ntsy 22 (1= holl iy + () 7/%) 402V p, 2. (E.7)

In the following, we distinguish between two cases. First, consider the case where n=2v2. p, 2
dominates the right hand side. For any h € H(6°r,) we have ||h — ho||r2x) > 0°r, and

hence, we obtain the lower bound

pn = ||h — h0||%2(X)/2 —2cin /loglognvy: — By > Kor? (E.8)

where kg := (6°)?/2 — C' — Cp for some constant C' > 0 and kg > 0 whenever §° >
V/2(C + Cp). From inequality (E.7) we infer T} < n=2v%.(J*)%®/4: = o(1). Second, con-
sider the case where n=1s2p, (||h—h0||%2(X)+(J*)*2p/dz) dominates. For any h € H;(0°r,)
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we have ||h — h0||L2(X) (6°)%r2 > 5cyn~tvy/Toglogn for §° sufficiently large and hence,
we obtain pp, > Ky ||h — h0||L2(X) for some constant ; := 1/5 — C/(6°)? which is positive
for any 6° > 1/5Cp. Hence, inequality (E.7) yields uniformly for h € H;(6°r,) that

Ty Sntsy? (||h holl 2y + 17— holl L2 ()™ 2P/d> <Snlsyrn? =o(1).

Finally, T = o(1) uniformly for h € H;(6°r,) by making use of Lemma E.1. O

Proof of Lemma B.8. Recall the definition of J = sup{J : ¢*(J)y/(log J)/n < s}
Following the proof of Chen et al. [2021, Lemma C.6], using Weyl’s inequality (see e.g.
Chen and Christensen [2018, Lemma F.1]) together with Chen and Christensen [2018,
Lemma F.7] we obtain that [s; — s;| < ¢gs; uniformly in J € Z, for some 0 < ¢y < 1 with
probability approaching one uniformly for A € H.

Proof of (i). By making use of the definition of Jmax given in (2.12), we obtain uniformly
for h € H:

P (T > ) < P (GO lor)/n < 557) < P (O low@)/n < 51+ s ) +ol1)

The upper bound imposed on the growth of .J is determined by a sufficiently large constant
¢ > 0 and hence, there exists a constant ¢ > 3(1 4+ ¢)/2 such that sglgz(j)\/log(j)/n > c.

Consequently, we obtain
7 = 12,7 = 3
Py, (Jmax > J) <P, (sJ C(Dlog(T)/n < 51+ co)) +o(1) = o(1).

Proof of (ii). From the definition of J° given in (4.3) we infer as above for some constant
0 < ¢g < 1 and uniformly for h € H:

P, (JO > fmax> <P, ((1 — co)n~t/Tog log n J2/d=+1/2 < sjmax) +o(1).
Consider the case ((J) = v/J. The definition of Jomax i1 (2.12) yields uniformly for h € H:
P (J° > T ) < P (1= o) Vioglogn 277 < (1og 7)) + o(1)
_p, ((1 s, i< ng;(J%)U(zp/dz—w)) +o(1)
<p, <(1 o)/ < ;\/@(\/%y/@p/dx—WZ)) o)

(1 — 60)2— 2 ]ogj 1/(2p/d=—3/2)
<Pp|——J <o ——— 1
- h< c - 3(\/loglogn) +oll),

where the last inequality follows from the definition of J, i.e., s7 > ¢ '.J4/log(J)/n. From
Assumption 4(iii), i.e., p > 3d,/4, we infer P,(J° > jmax) = o(1) and, in particular,
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Pn(2J° > jmax) = 0(1) uniformly for h € H. The proof of ((J) = J follows analogously
using the condition p > 7d, /4. O
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