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Abstract

Testing the significance of a variable or group of variables X for predicting a response Y,
given additional covariates Z, is a ubiquitous task in statistics. A simple but common
approach is to specify a linear model, and then test whether the regression coefficient for
X is non-zero. However, when the model is misspecified, the test may have poor power, for
example when X is involved in complex interactions, or lead to many false rejections. In this
work we study the problem of testing the model-free null of conditional mean independence,
i.e. that the conditional mean of Y given X and Z does not depend on X. We propose a
simple and general framework that can leverage flexible nonparametric or machine learning
methods, such as additive models or random forests, to yield both robust error control
and high power. The procedure involves using these methods to perform regressions, first
to estimate a form of projection of Y on X and Z using one half of the data, and then to
estimate the expected conditional covariance between this projection and Y on the remaining
half of the data. While the approach is general, we show that a version of our procedure using
spline regression achieves what we show is the minimax optimal rate in this nonparametric
testing problem. Numerical experiments demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach both
in terms of maintaining Type I error control, and power, compared to several existing
approaches.

1 Introduction

Understanding the relationship between a response and associated predictors is one of the most
common problems faced by data analysts across many diverse areas of science and industry.
Often a crucial step in this task is to determine which variables or groups of variables are
important in this relationship. To fix ideas, consider data formed of independent copies of a
triple (X,Y,Z), where Y € R is our response, and suppose we wish to assess the significance
of a group of predictors X € R after adjusting for confounding variables Z € R%2; we will
consider a more general setting later in this paper where X and Z can be potentially non-
FEuclidean. One simple but popular way of addressing this problem is to fit a linear regression
model Y = XT3+ Z T~ 4 ¢, where we assume that the random error ¢ satisfies E(c | X, Z) = 0,



and perform an F-test for the significance of X (i.e. test the null hypothesis that § = 0).
However, in the case that the linear model is not a sufficiently good approximation of the
ground truth, this can result in wrongly declaring X to be important or unimportant, and
other significance tests based on parametric models suffer from similar issues. The fact that
regressions based on parametric models are typically greatly outperformed by modern machine
learning methods such as deep learning (Goodfellow et al., 2016) and random forests (Breiman,
2001) in regression competitions such as those hosted by Kaggle (Bojer and Meldgaard, 2021),
suggests that such parametric models giving poor approximations to the truth is the norm
rather than the exception, at least in contemporary datasets of interest.

In this work we consider the model-free null hypothesis of conditional mean independence,
that isE(Y | X, Z) = E(Y | Z); in words, X does not feature in the regression function of Y on X
and Z. It is interesting to compare this to the conditional independence null Y 1 X | Z, which
has attracted much attention in recent years. The latter asks not just for the regression function
to be expressed as a function of Z alone, but in fact for the entire conditional distribution of Y’
given (X, Z) to equal the conditional distribution of Y given Z. Any valid test of conditional
mean independence may be used as a test for conditional independence as its size is no larger
than its size over the larger null hypothesis of conditional mean independence. The two nulls in
fact coincide when Y is binary, but more generally there are important differences. One attrac-
tive property of the conditional mean independence null is that the alternative of conditional
mean dependence may be characterised by the property that X can improve the prediction
of Y in a mean-squared error sense, given knowledge of Z. For example, consider the setting
where X is a binary treatment variable, Z contains all pre-treatment confounders and Y is
the observed outcome. Under assumptions (including the absence of unmeasured confounders)
that are standard in the causal inference literature (Neyman, 1923; Rubin, 1974), conditional
mean dependence is equivalent to the existence of a subgroup average treatment effect, that is a
(measurable) subset A C R where E{E(Y | Z,X =1)|Z c A} >E{E(Y | Z,X =0)| Z € A}.
On the other hand, rejection of the conditional independence null does not in general have an
immediate interpretation in terms of its predictive implications.

Despite the attractions of conditional mean independence, an important issue is that this
property is not testable without further restrictions on the null hypothesis: if (X,Y, Z) have a
density that is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure, then the power of any
test at any alternative is at most its size. This comes as a direct consequence of the untestability
of the smaller conditional independence null (Shah and Peters, 2020). The conclusion is that
in order to test conditional mean independence, one must further constrain the null hypothesis
in some way.

Given the success of machine learning methods in prediction problems, a natural and con-
venient way to specify these constraints is based on restricting the set of nulls to those where
user-chosen regression methods can estimate certain conditional expectations sufficiently well.
One strategy, as adopted in the Generalised Covariance Measure (GCM) of Shah and Peters
(2020), involves, in the case where X is univariate, regressing each of X and Y on Z, com-
puting the covariance between the resulting residuals and estimating a normalised version of
E{Cov(X,Y | Z)}, a quantity that is zero under conditional independence. A drawback of this
approach, however, is that it has no power against alternatives to conditional mean indepen-
dence where E{Cov(X,Y | Z)} = 0.

To gain greater power, Shah and Peters (2020) suggest to apply the above with X replaced



by each component of (qﬁl(X, Z)yoooy dm(X, Z)), where ¢1,...,¢m : RX*42 5 R are a fixed
user-chosen collection of transformations of the data. One may then base a final test on the
maximum absolute value of the resulting test statistics. It is however not clear how one should
choose these transformations, and if m is large, or indeed dx is large and we use the strategy
above but with the ¢; simply extracting the jth component of X, then performing all the
regressions involved may be impractical. A related approach to improve the power properties of
the GCM is introduced by Scheidegger et al. (2022), who propose a carefully-weighted version
of the GCM that, under conditions, can have power against alternatives where we do not have
Cov(X,Y | Z) = 0 almost surely; see also Ferndndez and Rivera (2024). Nevertheless, it is
perfectly possible to have Cov(X,Y |Z) = 0 under conditional mean dependence, and here
even the weighted GCM would be powerless: for example, consider the simple setting where
(X,Z,e) ~ N3(0,I) and Y = X2 + ¢. In this case, Cov(X,Y |Z) = Cov(X,Y) = 0 despite
X clearly being important for the prediction of Y. It is therefore of great interest to develop
methods for testing conditional mean independence whose validity, as in the case of the GCM
and its weighted version, relies primarily on the predictive properties of user-chosen regression
methods, but which have power against much wider classes of alternatives.

While there has a great deal of research effort on the problem of conditional independence
testing in recent years (we review the contributions most relevant to our work here in Sec-
tion 1.2), there has been comparatively little on testing conditional mean independence. One
compelling approach is based on an equivalent way of stating the null hypothesis: defining

r=E[{E(Y|X,2) - E(Y|2)}7], (1)

we have that 7 = 0 if and only if Y is conditionally mean independent of X given Z. This
suggests a potential strategy for assessing conditional mean independence via the estimation of
7. Such an approach was adopted by Williamson et al. (2021), who employed a plug-in estimator
of 7, and showed that, under conditions, it yields a semiparametric efficient estimator, provided
that 7 > 0. However, as highlighted by Williamson et al. (2021), under the null where 7 = 0,
semiparametric approaches such as this face a fundamental difficulty as the influence function
is identically zero, and as a consequence the test statistic has a degenerate distribution.

To circumvent this issue, Williamson et al. (2023) and independently Dai et al. (2024),
utilise an alternative representation of the target parameter 7 = E[{Y — E(Y | 2)}?] — E[{Y —
E(Y | X, Z)}?] and propose a testing procedure via sample splitting, where estimation of E[{Y —
E(Y | Z2)}?] and E[{Y — E(Y | X, Z)}?] is done on independent splits of the data. This restores
the asymptotic normality of the test statistic under the null, but estimating these population
quantities separately comes with a significant power loss. Indeed, even in simple parametric
settings, each of the population level quantities E[{Y — E(Y | 2)}?] and E{Y — E(Y | X, Z)}?]
can only be estimated at a 1/y/n rate, and so the difference of the two estimates each coming
from independent samples would also only converge to the true difference 7 at a 1//n rate. As
a result, the test becomes asymptotically powerless if \/nT — 0, even for a parametric linear
model where the optimal testing rate is known to be of order n~'. Moreover, the asymptotic
normality fails when Y is (close to) independent of (X, Z), which raises concerns about uniform
validity of the test. See Section S3 of the supplementary material for details on these issues.



1.1 Outline of our approach and contributions

In view of the considerations above, the goal of this paper is to propose a new framework for
testing conditional mean independence that has the following properties:

e Flexible Type I error control. The user should be able to leverage flexible regression
methods to ensure validity of the test uniformly over classes of distributions where these
methods perform sufficiently well.

e Rate-optimal power in diverse settings. The test should have minimax rate-optimal
power in both simple parametric models, as well as challenging nonparametric settings,
when used with appropriate regression methods.

e Computationally practical. The test should involve performing only a small number
of regressions.

Our approach is based on the following alternative characterisation of conditional mean inde-
pendence: Y is conditionally mean independent of X given Z if and only if

E{Y —E(Y |2Z)}f(X,2)] =E[Cov(Y, f(X,Z)| Z)] =0 (2)

for all functions f such that E(f(X,Z)?) < co. In words, the residuals Y — E(Y | Z) from
regressing Y on Z alone are uncorrelated with any square-integrable function of X and Z. On
the other hand, under an alternative, these residuals should not be pure noise but contain some
‘signal’ that can be exposed via an appropriate f such that the left-hand side of (2) is strictly
positive.

To motivate our specific strategy, consider an oracular test statistic that uses knowledge
of the conditional expectation E(Y | Z): given independent copies (X;,Y;, Z;)!, of (X,Y,Z)
and a function f, the random variables L} := {Y; — E(Y; | Z;)} f(X;, Z;) for i = 1,...,n are
independent and identically distributed, with zero mean under the null. Writing E;‘ ={Y; -
E(Y; | Xi, Z:)} f(Xi, Z;), we have that under regularity conditions, the studentised statistic
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converges to a standard normal distribution under the null, and may thus form the basis of a

T = (3)

test. Note that since E: = L7 under the null, we may alternatively studentise the test statistic
using the empirical standard deviation of the L}; however this version simplifies the derivation
to follow. Different choices of f would lead to different power properties under an alternative.
Ideally, we want to maximise the value of the test statistic under an alternative, so we would like

E(L})/+/ Var(i;?‘) to be as large as possible. It may be shown (see Proposition S11 in Section S2.2
of the supplementary material) that this is uniquely maximised, up to an arbitrary positive
scaling, by choosing f(X,Z) = h(X,Z)/v(X, Z), where h(X,Z) :=E(Y | X, Z) —E(Y | Z) and
v(X,Z) = Var(Y | X, Z). We therefore see that the optimal f is a version of the projection h
of Y onto the space of square-integrable functions of (X, Z) that are orthogonal to functions of
Z, inversely weighted by the conditional variance v.

The considerations above suggest the following approach: use one portion of the data to
obtain an estimate f of the projection f, and then use the remaining data to evaluate a test



statistic of the form (3), with the unknown conditional expectations there replaced with appro-
priate regression estimates. This forms the basis of our proposed test statistic, which we call
the Projected Covariance Measure (PCM). In fact, it turns out to be advantageous to modify
somewhat the basic blueprint described above, for instance by subtracting from f(X ,Z) an
estimate of its conditional expectation given Z, to reduce bias; a complete description of our
methodology is given in Section 2.

One important issue to be addressed is the fact that under the null, A is the zero function, and
as a consequence, both the numerator and denominator of T are zero. This is not immediately
problematic for the oracular statistic 7, as one can always decide not to reject the null when the
numerator is precisely 0. However, it might appear to be potentially disastrous for an empirical
version of 1%, where any bias terms in the numerator could be inflated by division with a
denominator that is close to zero. One of our main contributions in this work is to show that
by formulating our PCM test statistic appropriately, it has an asymptotic standard Gaussian
limit in settings ranging from low- and high-dimensional linear models to fully nonparametric
settings. Moreover, we demonstrate empirically that this limiting behaviour can be expected to
hold more generally when machine learning methods such as random forests (Breiman, 2001)
are used for the regressions involved.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. After reviewing some related literature in
Section 1.2, we present in Section 2 a full description of the PCM test in Algorithm 1. Since,
as described above, this is a randomised procedure, we also introduce a derandomised variant
in Algorithm 1P® that we recommend for practical use. In Section 3, we examine the simplest
instantiation of our general framework and study testing in the context of low-dimensional linear
models. An important revelation of this analysis is that in contrast to the equally general testing
frameworks of Williamson et al. (2023) and Dai et al. (2024), our approach has power against
local alternatives where 7 is of order n~'. We go on to show that, under conditions, the PCM
maintains Type I error control in high-dimensional linear models, even when using an essentially
arbitrary machine learning method to estimate the projection f. In Section 4, we present a
general theory of the PCM; this theory reveals that both Type I and II errors are controlled,
as long as prediction errors of the user-chosen regression procedures are sufficiently small. We
show in Section 5 how our general conditions for Type I error control may be satisfied in a fully
nonparametric regression setting when using series estimators for the relevant regressions. A
modification of the PCM that incorporates an additional sample split for theoretical tractability
enjoys what we show to be the minimax rate optimal separation rate, in terms of having power
converging to 1 over classes of alternatives for which 7 in (1) satisfies a lower bound.

In Section 6, we conduct several simulation experiments that demonstrate the effectiveness
of the PCM when used with generalised additive model-based regressions (Wood, 2017) and
random forests, in terms of both Type I error control and power. We conclude with a discussion
in Section 7 outlining potential future research directions suggested by our work.

All of the sections and results in supplementary material (Lundborg et al., 2024) are preceded
by an ‘S’. In Sections S1 and S2, we include the proofs of all our main results and related auxiliary
lemmas. In Section S3, we provide a detailed discussion of the test proposed by Williamson
et al. (2023), contrasting it with our method both theoretically and empirically. Section S4
provides a self-contained description of spline regression and related results that we use for our
analysis in Section 5. In Section S5, we give a more detailed analysis of our results for linear
projections in Section 3; in particular we derive an exact asymptotic power function of our test.



Section S6 contains the results from additional numerical experiments beyond those included
in Section 6.

1.2 Literature review

There is a relatively small body of literature that is explicitly concerned with conditional mean
independence. Early developments on this topic include the work of Fan and Li (1996), Lavergne
and Vuong (2000) and Ait-Sahalia et al. (2001) from the econometrics community. Jin et al.
(2018) propose an approach for testing conditional mean independence in cases where E(Y | Z)
is a linear function of Z, based on the martingale difference divergence proposed by Shao and
Zhang (2014).

Recent years have witnessed an increasing use of machine learning (ML) tools for statistical
inference. For example, Chernozhukov et al. (2018) introduce an ML-driven approach for esti-
mating causal parameters in the presence of complex nuisance parameters. Shah and Bithlmann
(2018) and Jankové et al. (2020) propose methods for goodness-of-fit testing in high-dimensional
(generalised) linear models that involve detecting remaining signal in residuals using ML meth-
ods. More closely related to this work, Williamson et al. (2023), and Dai et al. (2024), propose
model-free methods for assessing conditional mean independence that can take advantage of
existing ML algorithms. Williamson et al. (2023) derive a semiparametrically efficient estima-
tor 7, but recognise the difficulty of testing the null hypothesis that 7 = 0 caused by the fact
that the efficient influence function is identically zero under the null. This means that their
sample-splitting approach lacks validity when (X,Y, Z) are independent, and moreover it turns
out that the test may require larger values of 7 than necessary in order to achieve power; see
Section 3.1 for a more detailed discussion. Dai et al. (2024) alleviate the Type I error issue
by adding noise to their test statistic, but this comes at a further price in terms of power, as
pointed out by Verdinelli and Wasserman (2024). Cai et al. (2022) also propose model-free tests
of conditional mean independence; one of their test statistics has a similar form to the one of
Williamson et al. (2021) that compares the predictive performance of two regression models,
and they use a permutation approach to calculate a p-value. Another related work is that of
Zhang and Janson (2020), who provide a method for constructing confidence intervals for 7 in
the case where the conditional distribution of X given Z is (almost) known; see also Candes
et al. (2018) and Berrett et al. (2020), who employ similar assumptions in the context of testing
conditional independence.

Many existing tests, including ours, determine their critical values based on asymptotic
theory derived under the null. However, most work (implicitly) targets pointwise Type I error
control that holds only each fixed null. This type of pointwise analysis leaves room for the
existence of a sequence of null distributions for which the Type I error can be made arbitrarily
large. A classical example is the fact that the ¢-test that has pointwise asymptotic size a for
the class of distributions with finite variance, has uniform asymptotic size 1 for the same class
of distributions (Romano, 2004). While it is straightforward to introduce, for instance, moment
conditions to restore uniform size control in that problem, we argue that the issue is even more
pertinent in the context of testing conditional (mean) independence as there are no canonical
choices of restrictions to the null that can yield this form of error control. In this work, we
therefore put great emphasis on uniform Type I error control over classes of distributions in
order to present more practically-relevant error guarantees. This uniform analysis is in line with



recent work on conditional independence testing such as Shah and Peters (2020), Petersen and
Hansen (2021), Lundborg et al. (2022), Scheidegger et al. (2022) and Neykov et al. (2021).

Our work builds on a classical technique, namely sample splitting, that involves partitioning
the data into disjoint subsamples for different purposes: roughly speaking, a portion of the data
is used for seeking a good direction that potentially contains a high signal and the other portion
is used for conducting a test based on the data projected along the given direction. Cox (1975)
provides one of the earliest applications of sample splitting to testing problems. Since then,
many inference procedures have been developed by leveraging a similar technique to perform
variable selection in high-dimensional models (Wasserman and Roeder, 2009; Meinshausen et al.,
2009; Meinshausen and Bithlmann, 2010; Shah and Samworth, 2013), inference after model
selection (Rinaldo et al., 2019), changepoint detection (Wang and Samworth, 2018) and inference
based on maximum likelihood estimators (Wasserman et al., 2020), to name just a few. In a
similar vein, Kim and Ramdas (2024) introduce splitting-based procedures that address an
issue of degenerate U-statistics for high-dimensional inference. While our main focus is on
testing, sample splitting has also been considered for estimation problems, where it typically
works as a device to reduce a bias and thus help to obtain a fast (often optimal) convergence
rate (Chernozhukov et al., 2018; Newey and Robins, 2018; Wang and Shah, 2020). Some parts
of our work are motivated by Newey and Robins (2018), who propose cross-fit estimators of
functionals involving conditional expectations.

1.3 Preliminaries and notation

Throughout this paper, we adopt the convention that 0/0 := 0 and let sgn(-) denote the sign
function on R, with the convention that sgn(0) := 0. We let A y := min(z,y) and for n € N,
let [n] :={1,...,n}. For two sequences (a,) and (by,), we write a,, < b, and a,, < b, to mean
that there exist ¢,C' > 0 such that 0 < ¢ < |a,/b,| < C < oo for all n, and a, < Cb, for all n
respectively. For a vector € R" and p € [1, 00|, we denote its £, norm by ||z|/,. The operator

norm of a matrix A € R»*™

is denoted by || A||op and the maximum and minimum eigenvalues
of a symmetric matrix B € R™"*™ are denoted by Amax(B) and Apin(B), respectively. We use the
notation z, to denote the ath quantile of the standard normal distribution, whose distribution
function is denoted by ®.

In order to present our uniform results on testing, we require some conventions for probabilis-
tic notation used in what follows. Let (€2, F) be a measurable space equipped with a family of
probability measures (Pp) pep where P is a collection of distributions on a Euclidean space. We
will permit the family P to depend on n, to allow for settings where the number of parameters
grows with n, but will typically suppress this in the notation. Given a family of sequences of ran-
dom variables (Xpy,) pepnen on (£2, F) whose distributions are determined by P € P, we write
Xpn =o0p(l) if suppep Pp(|Xppn| > €) — 0 for every € > 0. Similarly, we write Xp,, = Op(1)
if, for any € > 0, there exist M., N. > 0 such that sup,>y. suppep Pp(|Xpn| > M) < e
In addition, for another family of sequences of random variables (Yp,)pepnen, we write
Xpn = op(Ypy,) if there exists Rp, with Xp, = Yp,Rp, and Rp, = op(1); likewise, we
write Xp,, = Op(Ypy) if Rp, = Op(1l) in this representation. We say that (Xp,)pepnen
converges uniformly in distribution to random variable X with distribution function F if for all



continuity points x of F', we have

lim sup |Pp(Xp, <) — F(z)| =0.
N0 pep
We will denote different independent datasets by Dy, Do, ..., each containing n independent

observations. We will frequently abuse notation and write conditional expectations condition-
ing on a random function, e.g. Ep (f(X 7)) | f, Z) where f is a function produced by some
regression estimator. By this we mean formally that we condition on the sample used to con-
struct the regression estimator and any additional randomness involved in the computation of
the regression function. We let (X,Y,Z) be random variables in X x R x Z, where X and
Z are measurable spaces, although we will at times think of X and Z being specific dx- and
dz-dimensional Euclidean spaces, respectively.

2 Projected covariance measure

In this section, we outline our PCM methodology in detail. We first provide further motivation
in Section 2.1, before presenting our final algorithm in Section 2.2. Given that our approach
involves sample splitting, it is convenient to assume here and also throughout Sections 3 and 4
that we have 2n independent and identically distributed observations (X;, Y;, Z;)#, rather than
the conventional n observations.

2.1 DMotivation

Recall that the approach sketched in Section 1.1 involves first computing an estimate fof the

weighted projection
MX,Z) EY|X,Z2)-EY|Z2)
X, 7) = =
f(X.2) (X, Z) Var(Y' | X, Z)

using one portion of the data, say Dy := (X;,Y], ZZ-)?;‘n+1 (we refer to the remaining data as
D;). We discuss how to construct the estimate ]?in Section 2.2. Next, given an estimate m(+)
of m(-) :==E(Y | Z = -), the oracular test statistic (3) suggests a numerator of our test statistic
of the form

;ﬁ SOV — W Z)}Y (Ko, Z). (4)
=1

We would like this to have mean close to zero under the null; however it is well-known (Cher-
nozhukov et al., 2018) that when using a nonparametric estimator m, the quantity above may
carry a substantial bias and we should instead consider an orthogonalised version of the form

~

\/15 ; Li with L :={Y; —m(Z:) {f(Xi, Zi) — m(Zi)},

~ ~

where ﬁmf is an estimate of mf() =E(f(X,Z)|Z =, f). Importantly, the bias term can then
be controlled by a product of the mean squared prediction error (MSPE) of m,

LS () - m(Z)) 5)
=1
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Figure 1: In-sample and out-of-sample errors for the model where (Z1,...,27) ~ N7(0,1I),
Y =sin(27Z1) + e with e ~ N(0, 1) independently of Z1, ..., Z7, and regressions are performed
using mgcv; see Section 6.1 for more details on this setup.

and that of m 7 a quantity that may be substantially smaller than the MSPE of m alone (which
would drive the bias in (4)).

Turning to the denominator of our test statistic, instead of studentising by a quantity re-
quiring an estimate of E(Y | X, Z) as suggested by (3), it is practically more convenient to
normalise using the empirical standard deviation of Ly, ..., L,. Thus we propose to take as our

test statistic . .
NG Zi:l L

T = .
VIS L2 (i, L)

For local alternatives, both versions are near-identical and so any differences in power properties

(6)

should be very slight, as we have also observed empirically.

We choose in practice to train m and m]? on D; rather than Dy. The errors such as (5)
that are required to be controlled are then in-sample errors, that is the regression methods
are trained on the same data on which they are evaluated, so the regression methods need
not extrapolate to unseen data points, for example. While from a theoretical perspective in-
sample errors and out-of-sample errors are often thought of similarly, in finite samples, these
can behave differently: for example Figure 1 demonstrates that when using additive models
(computed using the R package mgcv (Wood, 2017)) to estimate m in a setup considered in
Section 6.1, out-of-sample errors can be appreciably larger with non-negligible probability.

As the PCM may be thought of as the GCM applied to a transformed X, we would hope

to obtain a standard Gaussian limit for 7" as in the case of the regular GCM test statistic.



Given that the transformation is designed to result in large values of T under an alternative, we
would perform a one-sided test by rejecting when T exceeds the appropriate normal quantile.
Unfortunately however, the theory that guarantees asymptotic validity of the GCM test statistic
does not apply in our case: it would require Var({Y — m(Z)}{f(X7 Z) — mf(Z)} | f), i.e. the
(square of the) target of the denominator, to be bounded away from zero under the null. But
f is identically 0 under the null, so f and hence the above variance, and also both numerator
and denominator of our test statistic, should all converge to 0.

To see why we can expect a standard Gaussian limit for our test statistic despite this
apparent degeneracy, consider a linear model setting where (X,Y,Z) € R x R x R? are related
through

Y=8X+Z"v+e and X=Z'n+¢, (7)

with f = 0 and E(e|Z) = E({|Z) = 0. If we form estimates h and i using ordinary least
squares, and for simplicity set ¥ = 1 when forming f, then f(z,z) = /i\L(x, z) takes the form
Ba + 276 for some (3,8) € R x R?, where both 3 and 8[|y are Op(n~2/2).

Let us write 4 and 7 for the regression estimates of v and n respectively. The next step of
our procedure involves regressing each of (Y;)!" ; and (f(Xi, Zi))?zl onto (Z;)I"4. The residuals
from the latter regression take the form B\{Zl—r(n —n) + &}, so in our case

Li=B{Z] (v —A) +eH{Z (n — ) + &}
Thus, although L; and hence its standard deviation would be Op(n~'/2) due to the factor of B,
writing L, := L;/| B, we see that our test statistic is of the form sgn(3)T", where T is a version
of T in (6) with L; replaced by L. But L is an order 1 quantity (in contrast of L;), so under
mild conditions n—1/2 >y L will have a non-degenerate Gaussian limit, yielding a standard
Gaussian limit for 77. As B is independent of T”, having been constructed on Do, the final test
statistic T will also converge to a standard Gaussian.

While this argument provides a heuristic justification for the asymptotic validity of our
proposed test under a simple linear model, there remain challenges in extending the basic
intuition of this example to more general settings. In the above, it was possible to isolate the
randomness from f simply via the sign of B , which helps bypass the 0/0 issue. However, it is
by no means straightforward to deal with the limits of the form 0/0 in a nonparametric setting
where f is entangled with other sources of randomness in a complicated way. Moreover, in
nonparametric settings one needs to put more effort into ensuring that the convergence rates of
f, m and m jare fast enough that the bias term is asymptotically negligible. In this process, we
are obliged to handle a nested regression problem that has rarely been touched in the literature,
with a few exceptions (e.g. Kennedy, 2023).

2.2 PCM algorithm

Our PCM approach developed in Section 2.1 is set out in Algorithm 1, with some recommen-
dations for the constructions of h and v that we discuss in Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2 below. In
Section 2.2.3, we describe a derandomised variant of the PCM.

2.2.1 Choice of h

We would like h(X, Z) to be close to h(X,Z) = E(Y | X,Z) — E(Y | Z) in order to maximise

the power of the procedure. There are several ways of estimating h, with perhaps the most
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Algorithm 1 Projected Covariance Measure: single sample split

Input: Data (X;,Y;, Z;)#,, significance level o € (0,1), partition of [2n] = Z; U Z, into index
sets 71 and Zo, each of size n.
Options: Regression methods for each of the regressions.
Define: D; = (X;,Y}, Z;)iez; for j € [2].
1: Form h.
(i) Regress Y onto (X, Z) using D; to give fitted regression function g.

(ii) If g can be modified so that all components involving only Z are set to 0, let g be
this modified version of g. Alternatively, set g := g.

(iii) Regress g(X, Z) onto Z using Dy to give fitted regression function m, and then set
h(z,z) :=g(x,z) — m(z).

(iv) Compute

Z{Y 9(Xi, Z) + §(X4, Zi) — i Z0) Yh( X, Zi),
ZGIQ

and set h(z, z) := sgn(p)h(z, 2),
2: Form v.
(i) Regress {Y —g(X, Z)}? onto (X, Z) using Dy to give V.
(ii) Define a : [0, 00) — [0, 00| by

1 Y — 9(Xi, Z;)}?
D D
—~ max{v(X;, Z;),0} + ¢
i€Zo
If a(0) <1, set ¢ := 0; otherwise find ¢ by solving a(c) = 1. Set
v(z, z) := max{v(zx, z),0} + ¢.
3: Compute test statistic.
(i) Set J?(a:,z) = h(a: z)/v(x, z) and regress f(X Z) onto Z using Dy, giving
(ii) Regress Y onto Z using D; to give m.

(i) Fori € Ty set Ly := {Y; — m(Z) HF(Xi, Zi) — Mx(Z;)} and let

g

f 22611
\/ 21611 L2 (n 22621 Li )2

4: Reject Hy if T > z1_4.
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obvious being simply to take the difference of the estimated regression functions g and m from
regressing Y on each of (X,Z) and Z. An alternative approach is based on observing that
MX,Z) = g(X,Z) - E(g(X,Z)| Z) where g(X,Z) := E(Y | X, Z). This suggests subtracting
not m but the output of regressing g(X, Z) onto Z. An advantage of this latter approach is
that we are free to subtract any function r of Z from g(X, Z) prior to this second regression
onto Z, as we also have h(X,Z) = g(X,Z) —r(Z) —E(9(X,Z) —r(Z)| Z). Thus for example
if g(z,2) = gz(z) + g.(2), then we may form an estimate of h(X,Z) as the residuals from
regressing g,(X) onto Z. This second regression can then focus on removing any Z signal in
92(X), rather than also having to cancel out g,(Z). We do not make the claim that this always
makes a large improvement on the first approach, and indeed for certain regression methods
such as ordinary least squares (OLS), both approaches are identical and the ‘cancellation’ is
automatic. Nevertheless, we find the approach of Step 1 of Algorithm 1 to be a sensible default
choice.

In Step 1(iv) we make a final modification to the estimate thus constructed by potentially
flipping its sign. The rationale for this is as follows: under an alternative, we have that E[{Y —
E(Y|Z)}h(X,Z)] = 7 > 0. As a basic check then, we can see if an empirical version of
this inequality, with h taking place of h and an estimate of E(Y | Z) replacing the population
quantity, holds; if not, we can at least flip the sign of h. This does not require performing
any further regressions to estimate E(Y | Z): noting the identity E(Y |Z) = E{E(Y | X,Z) —
r(Z)| Z} +1r(Z), observe that m in Step 1(iii) is an estimate of the first of these quantities with
r(Z) = g9(X,Z) — g(X,Z), where g is defined in Step 1(ii). When using OLS for each of the
regressions, p is guaranteed to be non-negative, so no sign flip is performed.

In high-dimensional settings, we would typically use a sparsity-inducing regression method
such as the Lasso (Tibshirani, 1996). Considering the simple case where X is univariate, this can
result in the coefficient for X being set exactly to zero, and so the recommended construction
of h given above would simply produce the zero function. While not a problem for Type I
error control, as our convention (see Section 1.3) is not to reject the null when L; = 0 for all
1, it is wasteful in terms of power and a better approach here would be to leave the coefficient
for X unpenalised. More generally for multivariate X, we can additionally regress on the first
principal component of X for example, and leave this unpenalised.

2.2.2 Choice of ¥

A natural way to form v is to regress the square of the residuals from regressing Y onto (X, Z),
and this is what we recommend in Step 2(i) of Algorithm 1 to produce v. An issue is that while
v is clearly non-negative, and expected to be positive everywhere, v may in fact be negative.
Equally problematic is the possibility that v is very close to 0 at some (X;, Z;), as then taking
v = U, we would have f(Xz, Z;) very large and hence f(XZ, Z;) — f( ;) and L; may be greatly
inflated and dominate the test statistic. To mitigate these problems, we modify v by taking
the positive part of our initial estimate, and then adding a non-negative constant ¢. This
constant is chosen such that a(¢) (see Step 2(ii) of Algorithm 1) is at most 1, the rationale
coming from the population level identity E[{Y — E(Y | X, Z)}2?/v(X, Z)] = 1. We also note
that estimation of the conditional variance v is not critical for good power properties. For
example, in Section 5 we show that simply setting ¥ = 1 delivers minimax rate optimal power
in a fully nonparametric setting; however the power properties may improve empirically by a
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constant factor; see Section 3.1.

2.2.3 Derandomisation

The single sample split in Algorithm 1 crucially ensures independence between f and the re-
maining data Dj, but has the consequence of introducing unwanted additional randomness into
the test statistic. A drawback of randomised procedures such as this is that different random
seeds may deliver different conclusions. To mitigate this issue, as is very common for methods
involving sample splitting, it is recommended to derandomise Algorithm 1 by averaging the
test statistics T, ..., T®) constructed from multiple random sample splits, as summarised in
Algorithm 1PR. Letting ¢ denote the density function of N(0,1), the choice ¢ = a~ ¢ (21_q)
for the threshold for the averaged test statistic T is guaranteed to give an asymptotic Type
I error of at most a (see Corollary S13 in Section S2.2); when a = 0.05, the corresponding
threshold is 1.255z¢.95. However, our empirical experience is that the resulting test is typically
very conservative as it is designed to maintain validity even in pathological cases. Guo and
Shah (2023) give a data-driven choice of ¢ that yields an asymptotic size that approaches a
chosen level, along with theoretical guarantees; the procedure however is more computationally
involved. Following Wang and Shah (2020), we therefore use the choice ¢ = 21— in all of
our simulations. This is still expected to be conservative as by Jensen’s inequality, T is less
than or equal to T in the convex ordering, so for example Var(T) < Var(T); however it gives
a reasonable compromise between simplicity and statistical power. We refer the reader to Guo
and Shah (2023) and references therein for alternative derandomisation schemes that may be
used here.

Algorithm 1PR Projected Covariance Measure: DeRandomised
Input: Data (X;,Y;, Z;)?",, significance level o € (0,1), number of splits B.
Options: Regression methods for each of the regressions; threshold ¢ (default choice z1_4).

1: Form complementary pairs of index sets {(Igb),léb)) : b € [B]} each of size n, where
7" Uz = [2n].

2: For b € [B], apply Algorithm 1 with index sets Ifb),Iéb) to produce test statistic T(®).

3: Define T := Y27, T® /B and reject Hy if T > gq.

3 Linear models

In this section we study our PCM methodology in the context of a linear model for Y on X and
Z. We begin with the simplest version of this setup, where we assume that g(z, z) :=E(Y | X =
x,Z = z) is a linear function that we estimate using ordinary least squares. This is not the sort
of challenging setting where we would envision applying the PCM in practice, as clearly a t-test
(modified to account for potential heteroscedasticity) would suffice to test for the significance
of X. We nevertheless present it to show that in contrast to the general methodologies put
forward by Williamson et al. (2023) and Dai et al. (2024), here our method achieves the same
(optimal) separation rate in terms of power as that of the ¢-test. In Section 3.2 below, we
show that for both low- and high-dimensional Z, we retain Type I error control even under an
arbitrary model for X and when using an essentially arbitrary estimated projection f
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3.1 Linear projection function

We consider a family P of joint distributions P of (X,Y,Z) € R x R x R? satisfying the linear
model

Y =BpX +7pZ + Cp, (8)

where Bp € R and vp € R? are regression coefficients and (p is a random noise term with
Ep(Cp|X,Z) = 0. Here, Y and X are conditionally independent given Z if and only if Sp = 0.
We further impose the following moment conditions on P.

Assumption 1.

(a) There exist C,d > 0 such that

IsalelgmaX{EP(llzlliié),EP(\Y!“‘S),EP(IXI“‘S)} <C

(b) Ep(ZZT) € R¥4 is invertible, and writing np = Ep(ZZT)1'Ep(X2), &p = X —n}2Z,
Op := Ep(ZZ27¢%), and 87 := Ep(WW ) where W := (X, Z) € R x R?, there exists
¢ > 0 such that

Iijng) min{Varp({p | X, Z),Varp(gp),)\min(ﬁgz), Amin(®p)} > c.
€

Proposition 1. Let T be computed using Algorithm 1 but with ¥ = 1 and where OLS is used
for all remaining regressions. Let P denote a family of distributions satisfying Assumption 1

and (8) and define P1(k) :={P € P :|Bp| > k/\/n}. Given any a € (0,1), we have

lim lim inf Pp(T > z1_4) = 1.
K—00 N—00 PePy (k)

In this setting, 7p = BZEp(Varp(X | Z)). Proposition 1 gives the reassuring conclusion that
in the simplest of settings, our general PCM framework, when used with appropriately chosen
regression methods, can match up to a constant the power properties of a t-test tailored to this
setting. In fact it turns out that the context is simple enough for us to derive an asymptotic
power expression for our test. We present such an analysis in Section S5 for a version of our test
that uses ny and ng (with n; +mns = 2n) observations in D; and D respectively, rather than the
equal split that we consider here. This shows that the optimal splitting ratio depends on the
unknown signal strength, and therefore supports a default choice of n; = no = n for simplicity.
We also provide a simulation study in Section S3.3 where we compare the local power properties
of the PCM, the Williamson et al. (2023) test and the F-test with a robust variance estimator.

3.2 A general estimated projection

We next consider a situation where the model is unspecified under the alternative, whereas Y
has a linear relationship with Z under the null of conditional mean independence. In this case, it
is reasonable to employ a flexible regression method, such as neural networks or random forests,
to estimate the projection f. Our goal here is to identify conditions on estimators, including f,
under which the proposed test controls the Type I error. It turns out that, given a specified null
model, the problem of testing whether X is significant is closely connected to goodness-of-fit
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testing for the null model, and we are able to exploit this connection to study the asymptotic
Type I error of the proposed test.

Consider first the case of low-dimensional Z. Let Py denote a family of distributions
of (X,Y,Z) under the null where Z € R? has an arbitrary distribution and suppose that
Y = ~}LZ + ep, where Ep(ep | X, Z) = 0. Then mp(z) = v5Z and it is reasonable to use
a linear regression model for m. We will suppose that the regressions yielding m and fﬁf in
Algorithm 1 are performed using OLS, whereas we will leave the regression choices involved in
the construction of ]? arbitrary. We make the following assumptions on Py to ensure uniform

asymptotic normality of the test statistic.
Assumption 2.

(a) There exist § € (0,2], ¢,C' > 0 such that Ep(c% | X, Z) > ¢ and Ep(|ep|*™° | X, Z) < C for
all P e Py.

(b) For i € [n], let uy; = f(Xi, Z;) — fhf(ZZ) and vn; = uni/ (30, ugm»,)l/Q. Assume that
maX;ey) [Un,i| = 0p, (1) and Y7, 02 ; =1+ op,(1).

(c) Letting 4 denote the coefficient from the m regression, assume that max;cp | Zileo - 7 —
vpli = op (1)

Assumption 2(a) concerns conditional moments of ¢, and is used to establish the asymptotic
normality of a suitably normalised version of the numerator of 7. In contrast to prior work
on goodness-of-fit testing, e.g. Jankovd et al. (2020), we do not assume that the conditional
variance of € is constant. Assumption 2(b) asks for no individual |v, ;| to be significantly larger
than the others, and, for large enough n, that at least one of {u,; : i € [n]} is non-zero for all
P e Py, so f(X , Z) is not constant in X. The latter condition is important for establishing the
asymptotic normality of our test statistic, but is not crucial for Type I error control. Indeed,
when u,; = 0 for all ¢ € [n], the test statistic is zero, and we do not reject the null. Finally, in
settings where, for example each Z; has a uniformly bounded (2 + ¢)th moment for some ¢ > 0,
we have maxie(n) (| Zilloo S n'/(+9) and |5 — vp|l1 < n~'/? with high probability, and in that
case Assumption 2(c) is satisfied.

Proposition 2. Let T be computed using Algorithm 1, where OLS is used to construct both
m and ﬁ%f Suppose in the above setting that Assumption 2 holds and that all OLS estimators
exist almost surely. Then the test statistic converges to N(0,1) uniformly over Py; i.e.,

sup sup |Pp(T < t) — ®(t)| — 0.
PePy teR
Under the conditions of Proposition 2, the test that rejects the null when T > z;_, is
uniformly asymptotically of size «. We also note that the only requirement imposed on the
projection fis that it satisfies Assumption 2(b). Jankova et al. (2020) also consider this condi-
tion, providing supporting empirical evidence in general, and introducing a specific procedure
to guarantee that the condition holds.
We now extend these ideas and the setting described above Assumption 2 to the case where
the dimension of Z is potentially larger than the sample size. Here, the least squares estimator

is not necessarily well-defined, so we construct m and m 7 using the Lasso or one of its variants.
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Letting 4 denote the coefficients from the m regression, the motivation for this comes from the

decomposition
n n
~T
> YVi=3T Ziuni =Y epitini — Obias, (9)
i=1 i=1
where Opias = Yoy (¥ — ¥p)" Zittp;. This bias term is no longer exactly zero as for the

least squares estimators considered in Proposition 2, but Hoélder’s inequality will nevertheless
guarantee that it is sufficiently small for our purposes as long as

n
E ZiUn.
i—1

The next proposition is the analogue for high-dimensional Z of Proposition 2.

— op, (1). (10)

o0

H’AY - ’YPHI :

Proposition 3. Let T be computed using Algorithm 1, where Lasso regressions are used to
construct both m and ’ﬁlf. Suppose in the above setting that Assumption 2 and condition (10)
hold. Then

sup sup |Pp(T < t) — ®(t)| — 0.
PePy teR
In order to ensure that condition (10) holds, one can use the square-root Lasso (Belloni
et al., 2011; Sun and Zhang, 2012), as suggested by Jankova et al. (2020). In particular, for
Asq > 0, we set ﬁlf(z) = ﬁ;z where

n 1/2
ﬁsq 1= argmin { (1 Z(f(Xl, Z;) — nTZi)2> + )\Sq||77Hl}.
neRr? i

With this choice of 7, and by letting \sq = csqy/(logdz)/n for some constant csq > 0, the
Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions for the square-root Lasso guarantee that || Y 1" | Zivpllco <
csqV/1ogdz. Furthermore, under appropriate conditions, the Lasso estimator 4 has an error
bound || — vpll1 < sv/(logdz)/n with high probability, where s denotes the number of non-
zero coefficients of vp (e.g. Corollary 6.2 of Bithlmann and van de Geer, 2011). Therefore, in
this setting, condition (10) is satisfied provided that s(logdyz)/v/n — 0.

4 General theory

In this section, we present general conditions ensuring uniform asymptotic validity and power
of the test, primarily by imposing assumptions on the performance of the regressions involved.
The results here hold for Algorithm 1 under various different possible additional assumptions,
including that the estimator m satisfies a certain stability condition. Alternatively, they also
hold without this requirement for Algorithm 2, where we employ additional sample splitting to
ensure that m and m 7 are computed on independent data D3 and Dy.

Algorithm 2 could be made more data-efficient by exchanging the roles of Dy, D3 and Dy
and averaging the resulting test statistics, a process known as cross-fitting (Chernozhukov et al.,
2018). However, for the reasons discussed in Section 2.1 we do not recommend Algorithm 2 in
practice and thus do not pursue this idea further. With the exception of Theorem 7 in Section 5,
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Algorithm 2 Projected Covariance Measure: theoretical version
Input: Data (X;,Y;, Z;)#",, significance level a € (0, 1), partition of [4n] = Ty Uy, UZ3 U Ty
into index sets 7y, Zo, 73 and 7y, each of size n.

Options: Regression methods for each of the regressions.
Define: D; = (X;,Y;, Z;)iez; for j € [4].

Perform Algorithm 1 but in steps 3 (i) and 3 (ii), perform the regressions on D3 and Dy,
respectively, instead of on Dj.

our results for Algorithm 2 remain valid if D3 = D4 but we have omitted this special case for
brevity.

The following quantities relating to the performances of the regression methods m and m 7

will play a key role in our results. Let us introduce

~

epi =Y; —mp(Z;), Epi = f(Xi, Zi) —mp #(Zi), (11)
for ¢ € [n], and an analogous version of (11) without a subscript i. Further, define

0123 = Varp(fp\ﬂ, (12)

as well as
1l _ 5 R _ 5
Epy = - ZEl{mp(ZZ-) —m(Z;)}* and Epg:= 7710123 ZEl{mPf(Zi) — mf(Zi)} . (13)

The second MSPE Eps in the display above is normalised by the variance of the errors {p;
featuring in the corresponding regression. Under the null, we expect this variance to be small
as ]/‘\ is then estimating a zero function, and consequently £po may be inflated relative to the
unnormalised version of this quantity. On the other hand, as f is small, we can expect that
the unnormalised MSPE is particularly small. For example, writing P for the simple null linear
model considered in (7), we would have

IS ()~ MHZ)Y = Op(n) and 1/oh = Op(n),
=1

giving Epo = Op(n~1).
Throughout this section we will impose the following assumption:

Assumption 3. Assume that the class of distributions P of (X,Y,Z) on X x R x Z satisfies:
(a) Ep1 = op(1), Epo = op(1) and their product satisfies Ep1Epo = op(n71).

(b) The weighted MSPE satisfies
1 < -
—5 > Amp(Zi) — M(Z;)}2Eh,; = op(1).
nop =

(¢) There ezists C > 0 such that suppep Varp(Y | X, Z) < C.
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Assumption 3(a) should be regarded as the primary restriction on P, and along with Assump-
tion 3(b), relates directly to the performance of the user-chosen regression methods involved in
the construction of the PCM. As alluded to above, in a simple linear model setting, even under
the null we can expect Ep1Ep2 = Op(n~2), which certainly satisfies the condition. The rate
requirement on the product of MSPEs is however sufficiently slow to also accommodate non-
parametric models. It is well-known that an optimal convergence rate in terms of the squared
prediction error under Hélder smoothness s (Definition S24) is n=2%/(2s+42) (e.g., Nemirovski,
2000; Gyorfi et al., 2002). If we assume that m and Uglmf have Holder smoothness s, and
that m 7 is scale equivariant as in Theorem 5 below, then Assumption 3(a) is satisfied provided
that s > dz/2. We note that the deterministic condition suppep{Ep(Ep1)Ep(Ep2)} = o(n™t)
is sufficient to guarantee the product error condition in Assumption 3(a), as can be verified via
Markov’s inequality and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality. If in addition Varp(¢p | Z, 7 ) < Co?,
then Assumption 3(b) is guaranteed to hold. Assumption 3(c) is standard in nonparametric
regression (and is obviously satisfied when Y is bounded, for instance).

4.1 Type I error control

The following result pertains to Type I error control of the PCM test. One condition under
which Algorithm 1 guarantees Type I error control is where the estimator m does not change all
that much on average over the training observations when individual data points are removed.
To this end, we say that m is sufficiently stable if conditions (ii) and (iii) of Proposition S15
in Section S2 hold. Similar stability conditions have recently been used by, e.g. Soloff et al.
(2023) and Chen et al. (2022), and have been verified for classes of regularised empirical risk
minimisation (Bousquet and Elisseeff, 2002), stochastic gradient descent (Hardt et al., 2016)
and bagged estimators (Chen et al., 2022), for example.

Theorem 4. Let Py denote a class of null distributions, i.e. that satisfy Ep(Y | X, Z) =
Ep(Y |Z) for P € Py, and suppose that Assumption 3 holds for Py. Suppose in addition
that

(a) suppep, Pp(c%h =0) = o(1);
(b) there exists & € (0,2] such that Ep(|ep&p|*H? | ﬂ/a?f‘s = op, (n9/?);
(¢) there exists ¢ > 0 such that infpep, Ep(e% | X, Z) > ¢;
and any of the following hold:
(i) T is computed using Algorithm 2;
(ii) T is computed using Algorithm 1 andY 1 X |Z for all P € Py;
(iii) T is computed using Algorithm 1 and m is a linear smoother;
(iv) T is computed using Algorithm 1 and m is a sufficiently stable estimator.

Then

sup sup|Pp(T < t) — ®(t)| — 0.
PePy teR
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The proof of Theorem 4 can be found in Section S1.4, which formalises the brief explanation
of asymptotic normality laid out in Section 2.1.

Assumption (a) of Theorem 4 asks that asymptotically f(X , Z) is not exactly constant in
X (even though we may expect it not to vary too much with X, for the reasons explained in
the discussion in Section 2.1). Assumption (b) is a conditional Lyapunov condition, and is used
to apply the central limit theorem for triangular arrays. A sufficient condition for this to hold
when § < 2 is that suppep, Ep(|ep|+49/279) < oo and Ep(&5 | £)/oh = op,(n2/2+9)) which
can be verified by Holder’s inequality with conjugate exponents p = 4/(2—4) and ¢ = 4/(2+9).
The latter condition holds under an Lo—L4 norm equivalence (e.g. Mendelson and Zhivotovskiy,
2020) for £p, and is certainly satisfied if p is log-concave conditional on f(Lovzisz and Vempala,
2007, Thm. 5.22). Assumption (c) is mild, and ensures in particular that Y is not completely
determined by X and Z.

Theorem 4 indicates that the asymptotic normality of 7' (hence the validity of the PCM test)
is largely determined by the predictive performance of regression models used in the construction
of the test statistic. Moreover our numerical results in Sections 6 and Section S6 demonstrate
that Type I error when applying Algorithm 1 continues to be well-controlled even in settings
where X V' Y| Z, m is not a linear smoother and where it is unclear whether m is sufficiently
stable.

4.2 Power properties

The following is our main result on the power of the PCM test.

Theorem 5. Suppose that Assumption 3 holds over a class of alternative distributions Py. Let
(én)nen be a positive sequence and let

Pi(en) :={P €P1:7p > €,}.
Assume that
(a) T?Lf is scale equivariant in the sense that ’fr\La'f(Z) =a- fhf(Z) for all a > 0;
(b) suppep, hp(X,2) < C;
(c) €n-m — 00;

(d) There exists p > 0 such that

sup Pp(Corrp(hp(X, Z),¢ép | J/‘") < p) = o(1).
PePi(en)

Suppose further that either

(i) T is computed using Algorithm 2;

(ii) T is computed using Algorithm 1 and m is sufficiently stable.
Then for any o € (0,1),

inf Pp(T >2z_4)— 1.
Pe;gll(én) P( Zl )
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In addition to the primary restrictions on the MSPEs imposed by Assumption 3, we now
ask in part (d) of Theorem 5 for £p, the population residual from regressing our estimated
projection f onto Z, to be positively correlated with hp with high probability (there is no
need for the correlation to approach 1). To interpret this, it is helpful to consider a stronger
version of this condition with ]?(X Z ) replacing £p; this results in a stronger condition because
Ep(hp(X,Z )ep | F) =Ep(hp(X,2)f(X,2)| f andE(fp|f) Ep|Varp(f(X,2)]2.1)| f] <
E( f (X 7) \ﬂ This stronger assumption still permits f to be an inconsistent estimator of
the true fp(X, Z) = hp(X,Z)/Varp(Y | X, Z) in that it only requires them to be positively
correlated, with probability approaching one. The flexibility afforded by this assumption relies
on the regression method m 7 being scale equivariant in the sense of the assumption in part (a) of
Theorem 5; this is a mild condition, that is satisfied by many regression methods. Nevertheless,
in Section 5 below, we will see that condition (d) in Theorem 5 provides the main constraint
on the rate at which ¢, can converge to zero. Finally, we observe by a union bound that the

conclusion of Theorem 5 also holds for the derandomised version of the PCM in Algorithm 1PR.

5 Series estimators

Following the theory in the previous section for a general regression method, we now provide
more concrete results for a specific class of linear smoothers, namely spline estimators. In
particular, our interest is to identify conditions under which our test is uniformly asymptotically
valid and attains rate-optimal power in a nonparametric setting. Throughout this section, we
assume that (X, Z) € [0,1]%% x [0,1]9% and set d := dx + dz. In Section S4, we give a self-
contained description of spline spaces and their tensor product B-spline bases, containing all the
results that we require for our analysis. Given a spline order r € N (i.e. degree r—1) and N € Ny
equi-spaced interior knots in each dimension, we denote by Sz N the corresponding spline space
on [0,1]%, and by ¢Z its dz-tensor B-spline basis, which consists of Kz := (N + )92 basis
functions. Writing Sfi + for the corresponding spline space on [0, 1]9% with dx-tensor B-spline
basis ¢, having Kx := (N 4 )% basis functions, we can define the d-tensor product basis
o(z,2) = ¢*(z) @ ¢Z(2) for SdN, where u ® v := vec(uv '), having Kxz := KxKyz basis
functions. Further, we let 19 denote the tensor product B-spline basis for S 1N and write
K 7 = (N + 2r — 1)%2; the higher order of the spline basis functions that make up v affords
better approximation properties that turn out to be useful for our theory. In what follows,
when we write that a variable is regressed on a spline basis, we mean that OLS is used for the
regression. In Theorems 6 and 7 below, we use the terminology that T is computed using spline
regressions if the regressions (following the notation of Algorithm 1) are as follows:

e U =1 for simplicity;
e g is formed by regressing Y onto ¢ (X, Z);

e i is formed by regressing §(X,Z) onto ¢?(Z), or equivalently by regressing Y onto
¢”(2);

.T/ﬁf

In addition, we also omit discussion of the sign correction step (Algorithm 1, Step 1(iv)), since

and m are formed by regressing f(X ,Z) and Y, respectively, on ¥ (7).

p is always non-negative for the estimators given above.
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In Theorem 6 in Section 5.1 below, we demonstrate that the PCM computed using spline
regressions (Algorithm 1 or Algorithm 2) enjoys uniform asymptotic Type I error control under
appropriate regularity conditions, while Theorem 7 and Proposition 8 in Section 5.2 reveal that
the PCM (using Algorithm 2) achieves the optimal testing rate for this problem.

5.1 Type I error control

We start by stating our main distributional assumptions, which rely on the definitions of Holder
spaces H¢ and Hélder norms || - ||z, given in Definition S24.

Assumption 4. Let P be a class of distributions of (X, Y, Z) on [0,1]%% x R x [0, 1]%7, and for
PeP,let gp(x,z) =Ep(Y | X =x,Z = z). Assume that there exist C > 1 and ¢ € (0, 1] with
the following properties:

(a) Foreach P € P, wehave Ep(¢% | X, Z) > cand there exists § € (0, 2] such that Ep(|ep|**?| X, Z) <
C.

(b) For each P € P, the marginal distribution of (X, Z) is absolutely continuous with respect
to Lebesgue measure on [0,1]%, with density pp satisfying SUP(g 2)ef0,1)4 PP(2,2) < C and
inf(, .yep0,14 pp(z,z) > c.

(c) Let s € (0,7] and let px|z p(-|2) denote the conditional density of X given Z = 2. Assume
that for all P € P, we have px|z p(x|-) € HeZ for all z € [0,1]%X, and that mp € HIZ and
gp € HE, with

max{ sup prz,m-)um,Hmpuas,ugﬂms}sc.
z€[0,1]4x

Assumption 4 is closely related to other assumptions commonly used in spline regression
(e.g. Belloni et al., 2015; Ichimura and Newey, 2015; Newey and Robins, 2018). In order to
state our Type I error control result for spline regressions, it will be convenient to define the
projection IT : REx2z — RExZ by TI(z) = (x4, ..., 7Kk, ,) = T—10%, with & = (Z1,...,7k,)
given by 7y, == Ky' Zf:Xl T(p—1)K x4+ for k € [Kz]. Let BXZ € RXxz denote the coefficients
obtained when forming the g regression and similarly let ,3 , € REZ denote the coefficients from
the m regression. Using the fact that qbX forms a partition of unity (Proposition S23(a)), it
follows that if we write ,8 ,6 vz —1® ,6 4, where 1 € RXX denotes a vector of ones, then

f(xv Z) = /6 ¢(33> Z)'

Theorem 6. Suppose that Assumption 4 holds for a class of null distributions Py, i.e. a class
of distributions that also satisfies Ep(Y | X,Z) = Ep(Y | Z) for every P € Py. Assume that
suppep, Pp(|[TIB]loc = 0) = o(1) and that Ap :=Ep{Covp(d(X,Z)|Z)} satisfies

Amin(Ap) = min x Apz > (14)
zeREXZ Ta=a,|z|2=1 Kxz

for each P € Py, where ¢ € (0,1] is taken from Assumption 4. Finally, suppose that

n

~—28/dz féZ 2
nKXZ KZ + — —0 (15)
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and
K1+2/6

XZ
— 1

where ¢ is taken from Assumption 4. If T is computed using spline regressions according to
either Algorithm 1 or Algorithm 2, then

sup sup’}P’p(T <t)-— <I>(t)} — 0.
PePy teR
The proof of Theorem 6 amounts to the verification of the conditions of Theorem 4. In
addition to Assumption 4, Theorem 6 imposes several additional conditions. The assumption
that suppep, IF’p(HHB\HOO = 0) = o(1) simply avoids degeneracy of the test statistic and is used
to show that assumption (a) of Theorem 4 is satisfied. If this condition is not satisfied, then
since we defined 0/0 := 0 in our test statistic, it can be shown that
liminf inf Pp(|T| <t) > ®(t) — (1)
n—oo PePy
for all ¢ > 0 (i.e. |T| is asymptotically stochastically dominated by the absolute value of a
standard Gaussian random variable), so the test retains uniform asymptotic Type I error control
provided that o < 1/2.
Condition (14) can be regarded as a restricted minimum eigenvalue condition; for & € R¥xz
with ITz = 0, we have that " Apx = 0, but it turns out that we are able to restrict attention

to the orthogonal complement of this subspace. Motivation for the form of this condition is
provided by the fact that, writing Xp := Ep (¢(X, Z)p(X, Z)T) € RExzxKxz e have

xmin(-[XP) S 5\min(ZP) S )\max(zP) S CQdK)_(le

by Proposition S23(d). Moreover, Lemma S17 in Section S2.2 shows that the assumption holds
when X and Z are independent.

Condition (15) is used to show that parts (a) and (b) of Assumption 3 are satisfied while
Condition (16) is employed to verify assumption (b) of Theorem 4. These conditions control
the interplay between the growth rate of the number of basis functions, the smoothness s of
the regression functions and conditional densities and 6. When choosing the knot spacing to
minimise the mean-squared error of the involved regressions, we would choose K z and Ky of
order n?z/(2s+d2) and K of order ndx/(2s+dz)  Thus for (15) to hold, we need s > dz + dx /2
and for (16) to hold, we need § > 2(dx + dz)/(2s — dx). Both conditions could be weakened,
at the expense of additional notational complexity, by choosing different knot spacings Nx and
Ny for the dx- and dz-tensor B-spline bases ¢ and ¢Z for our spline spaces SZ )]{[X and SZ ?Vz'
Indeed, by taking Nx, and hence Ky, to be of constant order, while retaining the original
choices of Kz and Kz, we see that (15) holds when s > dz and (16) holds when & > dz/s (so
it would suffice for Assumption 4(a) to hold with § = 1, provided again that s > dz).

5.2 Power and minimax lower bound

Up until this point, when analysing Algorithm 2 it was not crucial that m and m 7 were formed
on separate auxiliary samples. However, this turns out to be helpful in demonstrating the
optimality of our test. To provide insight into the benefits of forming these estimators on
separate samples, consider two generic spline estimators g; and g» of unknown functions ¢g; and
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g2, respectively. Suppose that we would like to choose g1 and g» to minimise the empirical
cross-product error on observations Z1, ..., Z, that are independent of g; and gs, given by

Ecross = — Z{gl )}{92( ) (ZZ)}

A naive way of approaching this problem would be to construct g; and g» on the same dataset
and to choose the number of spline functions so as to minimise the mean-squared error of each
of g1 and gy. The Cauchy—Schwarz inequality then guarantees that the cross-product error is
small as long as the mean-squared errors are small. However, this indirect approach returns
a potentially suboptimal rate of convergence due to its “own observation” bias, which arises
from using the same datasets to form g; and go. When employing separate auxiliary samples to
construct g1 and g2, we can eliminate this bias; thus a more refined analysis of terms like Ecpogs
that does not directly employ the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality can result in faster convergence
rates; see for instance Proposition S35. Our main result in this section is as follows:

Theorem 7. Let P be a class of distributions satisfying Assumption 4, and let Py(e,) := {P €
P :71p > €y}, where
4s

€n - NI+ — 00, (17)

2d x ~
Further, assume that the tuning parameters are chosen such that Kx =< n4s+d and Kz < K7 =<

nfsdfd and that r > s > 3d/4. If T is computed using spline regressions according to Algorithm 2,
then
inf PP(T > Zl—a) — 1.
PeP1(en)

Theorem 7 reveals that when using spline regressions and Algorithm 2, the PCM has uniform
asymptotic power 1 over a class of alternatives that are sufficiently separated from the null, as
defined by P (ey).

We remark that in Theorem 7, we have operated in the context of a known smoothness
parameter s for theoretical purposes. It is possible to construct more involved tests that adapt
to unknown smoothness levels following the strategy of Lepskii (1991) and Ingster (2000), but
we do not pursue this direction further.

The separation rate (17) cannot be improved further from a minimax perspective, as illus-
trated by the following lower bound result.

Proposition 8. Consider a class of distributions, denoted by P, that satisfy Assumption 4,
let Pi(en) = {P £ P :7p > €} and let a € (0,1/2). There exists ¢ > 0 such that if
limsup,, . €n - n4s+d < ¢, then any test ¢ having uniform asymptotic size at most o satisfies

lim su inf P <a+1/2.
nﬁoop PePi(en) P(¢ ) /

Proposition 8 complements Theorem 7 by showing that when 7p is a small constant multi-
ple of niﬁ, no test can achieve uniform consistency under Holder smoothness. The proof of
Proposition 8, which can be found in Section S1.8, follows a fairly standard argument (e.g. Ing-
ster, 1987; Arias-Castro et al., 2018) that bounds the y?-divergence from a fixed null distribution
to a mixture of distributions in the alternative class Py (e,).
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It can be shown that under Assumption 4, it is possible to satisfy the conditions of As-
sumption 3 using spline regressions with Ky, Kz and K 7z, as well as r and s, as in Theorem 7.
Therefore, Theorem 7 and Proposition 8 reveal that assumption (d) of Theorem 5 can be the
primary restriction on the separation rate €,.

Despite the theoretical benefits described above, using Algorithm 2 instead of Algorithm 1
may degrade the practical performance of the algorithm, especially in small-sample scenarios.
We therefore recommend using the PCM as in Algorithm 1 (in conjunction with Algorithm 1°®
for derandomisation), and its finite-sample performance is investigated in the next section.

6 Numerical experiments

In this section, we present the results of several simulation experiments that investigate the
empirical performances of both the recommended derandomised version of the PCM (see Algo-
rithm 1PR) with B = 6 splits, and the version in Algorithm 1. We compare our tests to various
conditional (mean) independence tests in the literature listed below.

gam The test based on the default p-value for a smooth when fitting a generalised additive
model (GAM) using the mgcv-package in R (Wood, 2013, 2017).

wgsc The test resulting from applying the approach described in Williamson et al. (2023, Algo-
rithm 3) and employing sample splitting and cross-fitting as implemented in the cv_vim
function from the vimp-package in R (with K = 2, resulting in 4 folds).

kci The kernel conditional independence test (Zhang et al., 2011) as implemented in the KCI
function of the CondIndTests R package (Heinze-Deml et al., 2018); we use the Bayesian
hyperparameter tuning option for sample sizes of at most 500 for computational stability
reasons, and otherwise we use the default parameters.

gem The Generalised Covariance Measure (GCM) as described in Shah and Peters (2020).

wgem. fix The ‘fixed weight function’ variant of the Weighted Generalised Covariance Mea-
sure (wWGCM) (Scheidegger et al., 2022) as implemented in the wgem.fix function of the
weightedGCM R package; we use weight.num = 7 as in the simulations of the original

paper.
wgem. est The ‘estimated weight function’ variant of the wGCM as implemented in the wgcm. est

function of the weightedGCM R-package.

In all of our numerical simulations, rejection rates were estimated based on 2500 repetitions.
The code for all of our experiments (including those in the supplementary material) is available
on GitHub: https://github.com/ARLundborg/pcm_code/.

6.1 Additive models

We first investigate Type I error control in settings where both E(Y | Z) and E(X |Z) are
additive functions, and Z ~ N7(0,I). For the methods, including the PCM, requiring choices
of regression procedures, we use a generalised additive model fitted using mgcv. We employ
default parameters for the generalised additive models (as given in the smooth.terms and gam
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functions in the mgcv package) except that we choose | (N —1)/d] basis functions (where N and
d are the number of observations and predictors on which the model is trained, respectively).
Since this is the largest number of basis functions per coordinate that can be taken without
overparametrisation, this mitigates the risk of oversmoothing; as the fits are penalised, there is
little risk of overfitting (Wood, 2017). For the v regression in the PCM, we apply a generalised
additive model with logarithmic link function. We consider null settings consisting of n €
{250,500, 1000} independent and identically distributed copies of (X,Y, Z) where

X =sin(27Z;) + 0.1 and Y =sin(2nZ;) +«.

and errors € and ¢ are independent N (0, 1) random variables, independent of Z. Such a setup
is challenging for Type I error control as X and Y are highly correlated yet are conditionally
independent given Z. Indeed we see from the left panel of Figure 2 that several of the tests
are anti-conservative, most notably kci and gam, which we omit from further comparisons as
their power properties would be hard to interpret given the high rejection rates under the null.
The wgem.est test is also somewhat anti-conservative, but considerably less so. In contrast,
the derandomised PCM is conservative here. This is to be expected as the calibration following
the derandomisation involved in its construction (Section 2.2.3) is typically conservative; the
single split version appears to have rejection rates close to the nominal 5% mark for large n, as
suggested by our theory.

We investigate the power properties of the PCM in the following settings, where as before,
¢ and ¢ are independent and independent of Z, and moreover € ~ N(0, 1).

1. £~ N(0,1), X =sin(2rZ;) + € and Y = sin(27Z;) + 0.2X? + &.
2. £+ 1~Exp(l), X =sin(2rZ;) —sin(2721)¢ and Y = sin(27Z1) + 0.4X2 + .
3. £~ N(0,1), X =sin(2nZ;) + € and Y = sin(2727) + 0.4X2Z5 + €.

The settings are chosen such that in setting 1: E(Cov(X,Y | Z)) = 0 but Cov(X,Y | Z) # 0, in
setting 2: Cov(X,Y | Z) = 0 but 7 # 0 and in setting 3: like setting 1, E(Cov(X,Y|Z)) =0
and Cov(X,Y | Z) # 0, but there is only an interaction effect.

From the right-hand panels of Figure 2, we see that the PCM and wgsc exhibit good power
in settings 1 and 2. wgcm.est also shows appreciable power in setting 1, though as expected
has little power in setting 2 where Cov(X,Y | Z) = 0. It is initially somewhat surprising that
the PCM has some power in setting 3 as the alternative is not an additive model, so the g
regression is not able to correctly learn g. However, due to the estimation of v, we do in fact
see some power for sufficiently large n.

6.2 Non-additive models

In this section, we consider settings where the regression functions are non-additive and involve
complex interactions. We use random forests (Breiman, 2001) implemented in the ranger R
package (Wright and Ziegler, 2017) as our regression procedure for the methods considered. We
use 500 trees and set mtry equal to the number of predictors, with other tuning parameters set
to be the defaults for the ranger function; the choice of mtry was made as this tended to give

the smallest prediction errors in our preliminary experiments.
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Figure 2: Rejection rates in the various settings considered in Section 6.1 looking at additive
models for nominal 5%-level tests. Note that Alternative 3 has only an interaction effect, so we
cannot expect methods that fit additive models to have power.
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We consider null settings consisting of n € {10%,2-10%,4 - 10*} independent and identically
distributed copies of (X, Y, Z) where Z ~ N7(0,I) as before,

X =sin(rZ1)(1+ Z3)+ ¢ and Y =sin(nZ1)(1+ Z3) + v(X)e

with ¢ and ¢ independent N (0, 1) random variables independent of Z, and v(X) := 0.5+ 1x+0}
giving heteroscedastic errors for the Y regression model. The larger sample sizes considered here
reflect the difficulty of estimating the more complicated regression functions in these examples.
Note that here we do not have X 1L Y | Z, but the conditional mean independence E(Y | X, Z) =
E(Y | Z) does hold. The results are presented in Figure 3. We see that the derandomised version
of the PCM maintains Type I error control, and is in fact slightly conservative. The wgsc test is
highly conservative. All other approaches considered appear to be anti-conservative to varying
degrees, although this behaviour does appear to improve with increasing sample size.

Next we consider the following alternative settings, where as in Section 6.1, setting 1 has
E(Cov(X,Y | Z)) = 0, setting 2 has Cov(X,Y | Z) = 0, and setting 3 has E(Cov(X,Y | Z)) =0
while also involving a pure interaction effect:

1. £~ N(0,1), X =sin(nZ1)(1 + Z3) + & and Y = sin(721)(1 + Z3) + 0.04X2 + v(X)¢;

2. £ ~Exp(1), X =sin(nZ;)(1+ Z3) —sin(nZ1)(§ —1) and Y = sin(7Z1)(1+ Z3) +0.04 X2 +
v(X)e;

3. £~ N(0,1), X =sin(rZ1)(1+ Z3) + € and Y = sin(7Z1)(1 + Z3) + 0.04X2Z5 + v(X )e.

Among the methods considered, here only the PCM appear to have good power across the
settings considered. Despite the fact that the derandomised PCM is conservative, it still obtains
greater power in some settings than the slightly anti-conservative single-split version. The
wgem. est has reasonable power in setting 1, though this should be interpreted with some care
given that Type I error is not well controlled in the null settings. However in setting 2, wgcm. est
is powerless as expected.

7 Conclusion

In this work we have introduced a general test statistic called the PCM for testing conditional
mean independence that: (a) can leverage machine learning methods to yield provable uniform
Type I error control across a class of null distributions where these methods have sufficiently
good predictive ability; and (b) when used in conjunction with appropriate regression methods
attains rate-optimal power in both the parametric setting of the linear model and fully non-
parametric settings. We believe the PCM fills an important gap in the data analyst’s range of
existing tools, which are unable simultaneously to achieve these desiderata. However, our work
also offers several avenues for further work, some of which we mention below.

Verifying the general assumptions for other regression methods We have verified
Assumption 3 for linear regression in linear model settings, and nonparametric series estimators
in fully nonparametric settings. Since we used the penalised regression splines of mgcv in several
of our numerical experiments, it would be interesting to see for what classes P of distributions
Assumption 3 is satisfied in that context. Similarly, it would be very interesting to ask the same
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Figure 3: Rejection rates in the various settings considered in Section 6.2 on non-additive models
for nominal 5%-level tests.

question of random forests, which perform very well in our simulations; however this is likely
to be challenging given the complex nature of the random forest procedure.

Conditional independence testing Although the problem of testing conditional indepen-
dence has been studied more intensively than that of testing conditional mean independence,
there do not exist many practical conditional independence tests that achieve the two desiderata
mentioned at the beginning of this section. One starting point for constructing such a test may
be the fact that the conditional independence null Y I X | Z may be viewed as the intersec-
tion of conditional mean independence nulls E(w(Y)| X, Z) = E(w(Y)| Z) where function w
ranges over all monotone functions, for example. It might therefore be interesting to investigate

procedures that seek two ‘projections’: mappings (X, Z) — f(X,Z) and also Y — w(Y'), after
which one may apply the GCM.

Confidence intervals We have focused on the problem of testing conditional mean indepen-
dence, but the problem of deriving confidence intervals for a parameter such as 7 that is 0 under
our null is equally interesting. The pioneering work of Williamson et al. (2021) proposes an
asymptotically optimal approach for this in the case where 7 is bounded away from 0. It would
be interesting if the PCM could be used in conjunction with the proposal of Williamson et al.
(2021) to extend the latter to yield confidence intervals with uniform coverage for all 7.
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Supplementary material

In Sections S1 and S2 of the supplementary material, we include the proofs of all of our main
results and related auxiliary lemmas. In Section S3, we present a detailed discussion of the
test proposed by Williamson et al. (2023). In Section S4, we give a self-contained description
of spline regression and related results that we use for our analysis in Section 5. Section S5
contains an analysis of the linear projections in Section 3 under more general assumptions. We
also derive an exact asymptotic power function of our test in this setting. Section S6 contains
the results from additional numerical experiments beyond those included in Section 6.

Throughout the supplementary material, for a positive semi-definite matrix A, we write
A~ for its generalised inverse (i.e. its Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse).

S1 Proofs

In our proofs we often suppress the dependence of quantities on P for ease of notation.

S1.1 Proof of Proposition 1

There is no loss of generality in assuming that o < 1/2, because for o > 1/2, we have P(T >
21-a) 2 P(T > z1/9) = P(T > 0). We start by checking the assumptions of Lemma S10 for the
regressions of Y on X and Z (of which 3 is one component), Y on Z (yielding 5) and X on Z
(vielding 7). Let &' :=§/2.

Recalling that W = (X, Z), we see that condition (i) of Lemma S10 is satisfied for the Y on
X and Z regression by our assumption on X% and the fact that

Amin(E(WWT¢?)) > cApin(ZY7)

by our assumption that Var(Y | X, Z) > ¢. Condition (ii) is satisfied with ¢ = ¢’ by the Cauchy—
Schwarz inequality and Jensen’s inequality.

By Assumption 1, condition (i) of Lemma S10 is satisfied for the X on Z regression. To see
that condition (ii) is satisfied with § = ¢’, we note that by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality it
suffices to check that E(|¢]*+°) is bounded over P. Letting ¥ :=E(ZZ "), we have

E(€]*%) < 20 (B(X) + Ain ()"0 [E(X 2) 157 E(|Z157))

which is bounded under Assumption 1.
To see that condition (i) of Lemma S10 is satisfied for the Y on Z regression, define 6 :=
E(ZZT)'E(Y Z) € R? and note that
E(ZZT(Y -0"2)*) =E(ZZ"({+ BX — pn' Z)?)
=E(ZZ'¢*) + BPE(ZZT(X —n' Z)?),
so the minimum eigenvalue of E(ZZT(Y — 0'Z2)?) is bounded below by cAmin(E). Condi-
tion (ii) follows by similar arguments as those for the X on Z regression. We therefore de-

duce from Lemma S10 that (S53) holds with Jg given by the (1,1)th entry of the matrix
(SXH)TIEWW T (X)L, and that

Vil = nlla = Op(1) and v/n[|f - 6]|2 = Op(1). (S1)
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We now verify that the remaining parts of Assumption S1 are satisfied. First,

wa<H1§:&a
n
=1

2
PeP 2

1 1
)zz&mEmzm@f;waumar&mE@%—+@

so by Lemma S6 and (S1) we have that (S54) holds. Similar arguments show that (S55) is
satisfied.
Next, (S1) shows that

Vol — 1218 — 8lls = Op(n™Y2) = op(1).

Moreover, by (S31) in the proof of Lemma S10 and Assumption 1, we have

1 n
|- >z
=1

so (S56) is satisfied. The remaining conditions hold by similar arguments using the moment
bounds established earlier, (S1) and Lemma S9.
To verify the remaining conditions of Proposition S37, we note that

1TL
ng ZZT 2| +IZep = Op(1),
w2 =l = Op (1)

O

Var(e€) > E{ Var(e£| X, Z)} = E{¢*Var(Y | X, Z)} > *.

Finally, the moment bound condition in Proposition S37 follows by Cauchy—Schwarz and the
arguments above. The conclusion now follows from Proposition S37 together with the fact that
Yo is an increasing function of | 3], so that

2 2

RO RO
%,nz@(“)-@(zmu E)—l—@(—ﬂ)-@(za— g>—>1

o3 Oct op Oeg

as kK — 00, as required.

S1.2 Proof of Proposition 2

Throughout this proof we work on the event that at least one uy 1, ..., %, is non-zero which
is a set of uniform asymptotic probability 1 by Assumption 2(b). Let Z := (Z],...,Z])7,
P=Z(Z"2)'ZT, Y =(1,....Y) T ei=(e1,...,en) T, Fi= (F(X1, Z0), -, F( Xy Z0))
and I denote the dxd identity matrix. Since P is a matrix representing an orthogonal projection
such that Z' (I — P) is a zero vector, we have

S V-3 2 (X0 2) - mZ)y = F (I~ P)Y = F (I-P)e
i=1

n
= a{f(Xi, Zi) - m#(Zi)}-
i=1
Based on the above identity, we have that

1 n
v D =1 Eilin,i

T 2
ﬁ Zzn:l(yi - Zi)ngm - (n% Z?:l 5z“m)

T =

)
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where

vi= ZE (2| X;, Zi)u2 ; > 0.

Let F,, denote the o-algebra generated by f and (X3, Z; )) . Form the triangular array

Eiln,i

Wy =

v

for n € N and ¢ € [n], and note that this satisfies the first three assumptions of Lemma S8,
since uy,; is measurable with respect to F;,. Finally, the fourth assumption of this lemma is also
satisfied, because

1

d 9 é
e S E(Wal ) = /iZE (132 X, Z0) 2+
=1 =1

n

. ¢ S o2 <

— cl+9/2 < - e = 1+6/2
1=

by Assumptions 2(a) and (b) and Lemmas S3 and S7. Lemma S8 thus yields that the numerator

) max\vm] = op,(1)

of T' is uniformly asymptotically standard Gaussian.

For the denominator of T, the uniform version of Slutsky’s theorem (Bengs and Holzmann,
2019, Theorem 6.3) yields that = """ | €;un; = op,(1). For the first term in the denominator
of T', we consider the decomposition

n

1
AT T
ny2z Zl2%z:m2622 %z+722{7 ) ZiYup,

i=1

I, 10,

2 n
= T
) 3 —) ' Zigwus,,

i=1

I,

Similarly to our previous argument, define the triangular array Wm = Wﬁl for n € N and

i € [n], and note that (Wn,i)neN,ie[n] satisfies the conditions of Lemma S9 with u,, = 1 in that
result, so I, = 1+ op,(1). Now, by Holder’s inequality,

‘IITZ‘ < H7 ’YH ZHZ Hoo Ui = maXHZ H H’Y ’YH Zvnz = 7

by Assumption 2 and Lemma S3. Finally, the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality yields that

1 o,
[TIL, | < 2 Zez nia| s D A =T 2 =21 - V1L = op(1)
=1

by Lemmas S3 and S7. The result follows by the uniform version of Slutsky’s theorem.
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S1.3 Proof of Proposition 3

As in the proof of Proposition 2, we work on the event that at least one w, 1, ..., up p is non-zero,
which is a set of uniform asymptotic probability 1 by Assumption 2(b). Recall the definitions
of v from the proof of Proposition 2, and dpias from just after (9). Our test statistic can be
written as

1 n 1
T 21 €ilini = 7 Obias

~ 2’
é > i (Yi— 'VTZi)zurzz,i - (Flu e Eilln,i + %fsbiaS)

T =

Following the proof of Proposition 2, we know that ﬁ Yo €in,; converges uniformly to
N(0,1). Further, by Assumption 2(a) and Holder’s inequality, we have

n

> =1 Zivn,

=1

= 0730(1)

< —— < —||~5
= c1/2 = c1/2

Lo
\/ﬁy bias

under condition (10). A uniform version of Slutsky’s theorem (Bengs and Holzmann, 2019,

[e.o]

Theorem 6.3) now yields that the numerator of 7" is uniformly asymptotically standard Gaussian.
We can repeat the arguments of Proposition 2 to show that the denominator is 1+ o0p, (1) under
Assumption 2, so the uniform version of Slutsky’s theorem yields the desired result.

S1.4 Proof of Theorem 4

We first prove the result under (i), (ii) or (iii). For distinct i,j € [n], let R;; =
E(M;M; | ( Xy, Zi)5_,) — E(MiMj | (Z)5_,), where M; := m(Z;) — m(Z;), and assume that

2 Z‘E Rij&& | (Zin)ir— 17ﬂ‘ = op,(1 (S2)
i)

In Proposition S14, we show that this condition is satisfied if either (i), (ii) or (iii) hold. Define
2 .= Var(e£| f) and note that v? > co? by assumption (c). Throughout this proof we work on
the event Qo := {o > 0}, which satisfies P(£2§) = op, (1) by assumption (a). Define

T(N) — ﬁZ?:l L'L \/ Zz 1 Zz lL)

1% 1%

)

so that T TMN) /T®) We will show that T™) converges uniformly in distribution to N(0,1)
and |(T®)2 — 1| = op,(1), which yields the desired result by combining Lemma S7 and the
uniform version of Slutsky’s lemma (Bengs and Holzmann, 2019, Theorem 6.3).

Define M; := mf(ZZ') — T/I\?,J?(Zi) for i € [n] and note that

I &~~~ 1 G~ 1 o 1 o
7™ = MiM;+ —— > Mgei+—F— ) M&+— ii - S3
\/ﬁvg +\/ﬁyg 6+\/ﬁu; £+\/ﬁu;€£ (53)

an by Cn Un

By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

J N N B
an < m<ZM¢><02;Mi>=0P@(1),
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by Assumption 3(b).
To see that b, = op,(1), we note that

1 o~ 1 ~

b2 = — > MPed + — > MiMjeie;. (S4)
i=1 i#j

By Assumption 3(a) and (c) and assumption (c) of the theorem, the first term in (S4) satisfies

1 &<~

i=1

> M = op,(1)

nco? <
=1

(X, Zi )5y, | mf) <

so the same is true unconditionally by Lemma S6. Now, for i # j,
E(Y:Y; | Xi, Xj, Zi, Z;) = B(Y; | X, Z)E(Y; | X5, Z;) = m(Zi)m(Z;),
using the fact that m(Z) = E(Y | Z) = E(Y | X, Z) under Py. Hence,

E(eig; | Xi, X5, Zi, Z;) = B{(Yi — m(Z:)) (Y; — m(Z;)) | Xi, X, Zi, Zj }
=E(Y}Y;| X3, X, Zi, Z;) — m(Zi)m(Z;) = 0.

It follows that the second term in (S4) satisfies

(nu2 ZMM E€4iEj

7]

(%Z%Mm>

m/2 > M MjE(eie; | X, X;, Zi, Z5) = 0,
i#]

and we deduce by Lemmas S6 and S7 that b, = op,(1).
To see that ¢, = op,(1), we proceed as above and write

1 < 1
2 _ § : 2¢2 § A£.£.
Cp = nVQ g Mi éz + ny2 — MZMjé’Lé-ja

where we note that the first term is op, (1) by Assumption 3(b). Moreover,

E(—y ZMM@@ (Z)ir: F)

— ZE{E (MM | (Xir, Zio)o_1) &6 | (Za)o_y, F)
i£J

= 2ZE Z]élgj )z laf)a
1#]

where the last equality holds since

E{E(M;M; | (Zi)3_1)&i&5 | (Zo )3y, F} = E(MiM; | (Zi)3—1)E(& | Zi, FEE | Z5, f)
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Continuing, we have by (S2) that

22“‘3 Rijtit; | (Zo)i—1. ) <-

i#j i#j

(Rij€ni&i | (Zi)3—1, )] = opy (1).

Therefore, by Lemmas S6 and S7 we conclude that ¢, = op,(1) as desired.

To deal with the final term, we define the triangular array W, ; := vle& for n € N and
i € [n], and note that Wh,i satisfies all the conditions of Lemma S8 by assumptions (b) and (c)
(here we condition on f in applying this result). Hence, U, = n~'/2 > ie1 Whi, and therefore
TN, converges uniformly in distribution to N (0, 1).

We now show that |(TP))2 — 1| = op,(1), from which the desired result follows from

Lemma S7. Note that )
1 n 1 n
MOh2 — = 2 _ .
(T)? = — X;L < N Z;L> (S5)

Pn qdn

and that ¢, = ﬁT(N). We have just shown that T™) = Op (1), so ¢, = op,(1) and we are
therefore done if we can show that |p, — 1| = op,(1). Now

1 - 2¢2 1 - 2772 4 S ar 1 - 2.2
pnzwz;@éz +WZ;M1M1 +W21M1M15252+W21M151
1= 1= 1= 1=

/

I, I, 111, Ve

1 . 242 2 . 72 2 . 2771

(S6)

V5, Vo v

2 =~ 2 —

2 2
+ — Z Mz&zsz + — Z sz‘:zéz .
ny? 4 ny? 4

1=1 =1
VI, VIS,

Consider the triangular array W, ; := ng for n € N and 7 € [n], and note that it satisfies all

the conditions of Lemma S9 by assumptions (b) and (c¢) with u, = 1 (again conditioning on F
in that result), so |I, — 1| = op,(1). It remains to show that the remaining terms are op,(1).

1 (<& 1 o~
0<II, < — M2 =D M?) = 1
~ _CTL<; 7,><0_2; z) O'Po()

by Assumption 3(a). By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

Now

1/2

1 2r g &y \Y
11, | < 4<W Z e2¢? ) <W2 ZMEMZ?) = 411/211Y/2 = op, (1)
=1

i=1

by the above and Lemma S7. Now

1 &~
VL] < WZMfgg = op,(1)
=1
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by our argument for the first term in (S4). A similar argument shows that IV = op,(1) by
Assumption 3(b). By the triangle inequality and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

1 n N 1/2
Vel S?(WZM?ME) (2 ZM? 2) —AA(IVE) 2 = o, (1)
i=1

by the above and Lemma S7. A similar argument can be used for Vg. Finally, again by the
triangle inequality and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

1 & 1/2
vzl 2(s Dete) (e o )" = o = on
=1

by the above and Lemma S7; VIS, is handled similarly. This proves the desired result under (i),
(ii) or (iii).

To prove the result under (iv), we note that only the argument for the ¢, term needs
modification. That ¢, = op,(1) under the assumption that m is sufficiently stable follows
immediately from Proposition S15 and Assumption 3(b), with & in that result taken to be &;/o
here.

S1.5 Proof of Theorem 5

We first prove the result under assumption (i). Without loss of generality, we may assume that
a € (0,1/2), so that z;_o > 0. Let s denote the denominator in the definition of T. Suppose
there exists ¢ > 0 such that

1 n
Pespull()en)l[”(n Z L; < CT> — 0, (S7)

Note that, since 0/0 := 0 and 7 > 0, we have that

1 & S
P(T < z1_,) =P — L, <zi_f——
( = 21 a) <7’L; i > %1 a\/ﬁ)

1< s
< P(n;Ll < CT> +P<Zl_a\/ﬁ7_ > C).

Thus, from (S7) and (S8),
1 & Sn
sup P(T <z_,) < sup IP’( L; < CT) + P(zl_a > c) -0
PEP; (en) PEP; (en) n ; VnT

and hence the result will follow if we can prove (S7) and (S8).

Observe that if we define 12
. T ~

and let T' denote the test using f in place of f, then T = T, since we have assumed in (a) that
mg is scale equivariant. It follows that we may put f in place of f and assume without loss of

=E(E2|f) =T
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For both claims (S7) and (S8), we therefore work with f instead of f € = f(X,2) -
E(f(X,Z)|f,Z) instead of ¢ and similarly & instead of &; for i € [n].
To prove (S7), we write Y; = m(Z;) + h(Xi, Z;) + (i, and have

17’l
n;L thz,zsz Zg&

I 1l
+%Z{m(2i) Zi)}Yei+ Zh X, Z){mj(Z;) — i j(Z:)}
i=1
I, IV,
F 3 GAmp(Z) — gz} + Z{m (Z)Ymp(Z:) — mp(Z:)}
i=1
Ve Vi,

Defining the triangular array W, ; := h(X;, Z;)&; /7 for i € [n], note by assumption (b) that
nE(h(X,2)%8%|f) _C?n

SCE(Wil2| f) = = <="
=1

Therefore, defining p, := E(I, | f) (the numerator of Corr(h(X, Z),£€|f)), assumption (ii) of
Lemma S9 is satisfied with 6 = 1 on Pi(€,) by assumption (c). We deduce that

sup  P(|I, — pn| = n7) = 0(1)
P€7>1(En)

for any n > 0.
To deal with the II,, term, we first note that for i # j,

E(CiGj 1 Xi, Zi, X5, Z5) = B(Gi | Xi, Zi)E(( | X5, Z5) = 0.
Hence, using the fact that E(¢? | X;, Z;) = Var(Y; | X;, Z;) < C for all i € [n] by Assumption 3(c),

we have

5 1 n 5 1/2
B, (6 Z0t) <+ (OB X202
=1
o2 1 o 1/2

1/2

y C
E([,]] f) < yoRd

We conclude by Lemma S2 that II,, = Op, (en)(n_l/ 271/2). To deal with III,,, we first write

and therefore

1/2

07 = 0o S Em(Z) — AZ)Y + 1y 3 & m(Z) — wZoHm(Z) - (Z;))
i=1 i#j

and note that the first term is 0731(6n)(7'n_1) by Assumption 3(b). For the second term, note
similarly to II,, that

E(&&; | f,2i, Z;) = E(& | f, Z)E(& | f, Z5) = 0. (S10)



Thus, since m is formed on auxiliary data in Algorithm 2,

! c.¢ F ; ~

i#]

We deduce by Lemma S6 that I11,, = 0791(6n)(7'1/2n_1/2). Next, we note that
1 & ~ T < ~
- E{mf(Zi) —mp(Z)}? = ) Zl{mf(zi) — M i(Zi)}? = 0py (e (7), (511)

by Assumption 3(a). By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, Markov’s inequality for the first factor
and (S11) for the second factor, we have

n 1/2 n 1/2
Val < (3 300 20?) (5 o lmpl2) - mg20)?) = opy ()
=1 =1

For the V,, term, we note that by similar arguments as above,

n “
1=

h 01/2 1 % ~ 2 12 1/2 1/2
E(|Val| f, (Xi, Zi)iy) < 7 < § {mi(Zi) —mj(Z:)} > = 0p, () (T2 712). (S12)
=1

Hence by Lemma S2, we deduce that V, = op, )(7_1/2”—1/2). For the final term, by the

€n

Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

1" N 1/2 13 R 1/2
Vi< (3 Sz - az0y) (5 S tmpz) - gz
i=1 =1
= 0py (e, (71207 12)
using Assumptions 3(a) and (S11). Letting R,, := II,, +111,, + IV, + V,, + VI,,, we have therefore

shown that R,, = op,(c,)(7) by assumption (c). We conclude that

1 n
sip P(—3 Loi<pr/3) < sup P(un<pr)+ sup B(L— gl > pr/3)
PePi(en) n i—1 PePi(en) PePi(en)

+ s PR > pr/3),
PePi(en)

so (S7) is satisfied with ¢ := p/3 by assumption (d).
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To see that (S8) holds, note that

ZLQ 1/2 Y iih()(. Z‘)252 1/2
n1/2_ n2 n2 b ) S

i=1
I,
1> )2 1/2 ) 1/2
+<nQ;Q§i> < Z{m )}5>
i, 101,

1 n ) R ) 1/2
+ <ngz;h(Xi,Zi) {mi(Zi) —m(Zi)} >

WV,

n 1/2
(i otz -y

n 1/2
+ (2 > n(2) ~ )y (2) - Az |

Vi,

Now 1/
1 < C 1)
(I ‘f 1/2<nzlE gz‘f) :W7/7

so by Lemma S2 we see that I, = Opl(en)(nfl/ 271/2). The remaining terms are of the same
uniform stochastic order as the corresponding terms without tildes using the bounds above.
Thus, (S8) is satisfied by assumption (c), and the result follows.

If we assume as in (ii) that the test statistic is computed via Algorithm 1 and that m is
sufficiently stable, then the only changes to the above proof are when dealing with the IIL,, term.
But this remains 07;1(6”)(71/ 2,71/2) by the stability assumptions on 7 and Proposition S15.

S1.6 Proof of Theorem 6

It suffices to verify that Assumption 3 holds and to check assumptions (a)-(c) of Theorem 4 as
the conclusion then follows from Theorem 4.

To see that assumption (a) of Theorem 4 holds, note that by Proposition S31 with J? in
place of f in that result,

$=F(X,2)—E{f(X,2)| 2, ]} = (MB) {¢(X,2) —~E($(X,2)| Z)}.  (S13)
Thus, from the definition in (12),
=E(?|f) = (IB)"ATIB) > Auin(A)TIB|3 > cK 5 |T1B|3, (514)
where the last inequality holds by our assumption (14). Hence,

sup P(0? = 0) = sup Pp(||T1f] = 0) = o(1),
PePy PePy
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as desired.
Next, for any n > 1, we have by (S13) that

E(le"| 2, F) < 2"E(|(M1B) T (X, 2)|" | Z, F) < 27|18 (S15)

by Holder’s inequality and Proposition S23(a). By (S14), Assumption 4(a), (S15) with n = 2+4§
and (16), we have

E(ge /)  PCIMBIEY pavare  227°C pvare _ ooy
0-2—!—(5 — cZ-‘y—(S HHBH§+6 XZ — 02+5 XZ )

so assumption (b) of Theorem 4 is satisfied. Assumption (c¢) of Theorem 4 is also a hypothesis
of the result we seek to prove (see Assumption 4), so there is nothing to check.

To see that Assumption 3(a) holds, we first define M; := m(Z;) —m(Z;) and M; = mf(Zi) -
fﬁf(Zi) for i € D;. By Corollary S30 and (15),
Ep1 = ZW K197 4 Ky /n) = opy(1). (S16)

Now, suppose that gf = ,@} 7@ is the Lo(P)-best approximant of g over Sg - Then, by Propo-
sitions S31 and S23(b),

ITIBlco = TIBxzllco < 2[|Bx 200

~ 4 ; 4 (S17)
<2(Bxz — Bxzlloo +2¢5(r)%lg — 9" [l + 2¢5(r) |9l oo-
Hence, by Corollary S30, Propositions S26 and S27 and Assumption 4,
I3]0 = Op, (Kxzn % + 1) = Op, (1), (518)

where the last equality uses (16). Now m(Z) is in the span of ¥(Z), so the residuals my—mg
are identical to those resulting from a g(X, Z) on v (Z) regression. Thus, by Proposition S34,
(S14) and (15),

1 1312, ~—2s/d
gpgzi MZZ: ( Kxz K Z+Kz/n} = op, (1) (819)
no’ Z T3]3 i

Combining (S16) and (S19), we have
HHﬁH2
||H/3H2

by (15), so Assumption 3(a) holds.
To verify Assumption 3(b), note by Lemma S2 that, since E(e?|X,Z) <
E(e2+0| X, 2)?/(3+0) < 0?/(2+9)  we have

~ 1 f1¢ NT21R (22
Fo (X, Zi)i_y, f> = (ﬂ{nZ;MiE(si XZ-,ZZ-)}
2 ~ o "
~on <H MO e /dZ+Kz/n}):oPo<K§!§n 12) = op, (1)

13113
by (15) and (16). Assumption 3(c) is also the hypothesis of Assumption 4(a), and this completes

gp715p72 = O < K_Qs/dz + K /n} ) = 07:0(71_1),

the proof.
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S1.7 Proof of Theorem 7

Without loss of generality, we may assume that a € (0,1/2), so that z;_, > 0. Let s,, denote
the denominator in the definition of 1. Suppose we can show that

1 n
- ZLi =7(1+ Ry,), where R, = op,(,)(1) (S20)
i=1
s
7 = 1U,, where Uy, = op,(,)(1). (S21)

Note that, since 0/0 := 0 and 7 > 0, we have from (S20) and (S21) that

1 < S
P(T < z1-0) = P(n Z;L < zl_aﬁ> =P(z1-aUn — Rp > 1)

1 1
P(|U,| > P( R, > = ).
< ( !_221_a)+ (! | 2)

1 1
sup P(T <z_,)< sup ]P’(|Un\ > > + sup IP’(]R | > ) —0
PEP:(en) PEP:(en) 221-a/)  PePilen)

Thus, from (S20) and (S21),

and hence the result will follow if we can prove (S20) and (521).
To see that (S20) holds, we write

;ZL Zg,f X5, Zi) + Zaz{m m(Zi)}

In I,

n

4 % S F(Xi Z01G(X0, Z0) — 9(Xi, Z2)}

i=1

IIL,

+= Z{Y o(Xe, ZOHG(Xi 20) — (X, 20} = = S cam ()
1=1

N~

v, ng
+ ii&'{mf(zi) Zi)} +— Z{m Z)HmA(Z:) — mp(Z)}
i=1 . _
* % zn:{m(zi) — M Z)H (X, Zi) = mp(Zi)}
i=1 .

Using the fact that (52- f(X;, Zi))?zl are independent and identically distributed with mean 7,

we have that
1 25 1/2
<E — i 4)(i, Z;) —
) <={ (5 3z --) }

1 n
E{ |- if (Xi, Z;) —
<’n;af( )
02/(2+5)T)1/2

= #{V&r(Ef(X, Z))}1/2 < #{E(s%‘(}(, Z)Q)}l/Q < ( g

(S22)
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so I, — 7 = Op (72 /n'/?), by Lemma S2. Now note that for i # j,

E(Sia?j | ZZ', Z]) = E(&Z | ZZ)E(€] | Zj) =0. (823)
Hence, by Assumption 4(a), we have that
1/2
B |7, (Z0)1s) < (ZE 221 2) () - (2
C1/(2+9) n N ) 1/2
< oz <n Z{m(zz’) —m(Z;)} > :

i=1
Thus, by Corollary S30 and Lemma S2,

(45+d/2) (4s+dx)

I, = Op (K, —s/dz *1/2+K1/2 ) =0p(n~ TF 47 wEa ):Op(n_ﬁﬁ).

Since 7 = ]E(f(X, Z) ), we have by Proposition S36 that
111, = OP( 2S/d + KX(S/d 1/2) -1 1orl2y —1/2{1 + Ky (s/d 1/2)})
=0Op (rfm + Tl/Qn_l/Q).
Next, by Assumption 4(a) and (c),
E({Y - g(X, 2)}2| X, 2) —E({Y - m(Z)}*| X, Z) - 2m(Z)* + (X, Z)?
< CH ) 4 yo?

and for i # 7,

E({Y: — 9(Xi, Z)HY; — 9(X;5. Z)} | Xi, Zi, X;, Z;)

=E({Yi — 9(Xi, Z)} | Xi, Z)E({Y; — 9(X;, Zj)} | X, Z;) =
Therefore,

1/2
(ZE{Y 9(Xe Z)Y2 | Xos Z)(5(X0, Z) — (Xi,zi>}2)

| /\

(02/(2+6) +402 1/2 n

ni/2 < Z{g X, Zi) — 9(Xs, Zi)} >1/2'

By Corollary S30 and Lemma S2 we thus have

(45+d/2) 4s

IV, = Op (K% + K¥Y2n™1) = Op(n~ 5otd +n 551) = Op(n~544).

#2) =E(f(X,2) - f(X,2)| Zf), we have

—~ 1/(2+9) 1/2
E(Vol | (2 < © (Z (720~ 10 20F 2. )

Now, using (S23) and the fact that m

91/2(11/(2+9) n ~
= nl/z<nZE({g(Xini) —9(Xi, Z)Y? | Zi, f)
i=1

n

1/2
F LS B ((Z) - (20 2.1) )

i=1
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By Corollary S30 and Lemma S2, we deduce that
Vi =Op (K)_(Sz/d”_m + K;(/;n_l + K?/dzn—l/2 + Ké/gn_l) = Op (n*ﬁ)

As in the proof of Theorem 6, m(Z) is in the span of ¥ (Z), the residuals ms— m 7 are identical
to those resulting from a g(X, Z) on 4 (Z) regression. Moreover, by (S18),

I8l = Op(Kxzn "2 +1) = Op(1), (524)
where the final equality uses the fact that s > 3d/4. We deduce by Proposition S34 that

% S {me(Z) - MAZ)Y = Op(K;>/ + RynY). (S25)
=1

By a similar argument as for the II, term, but conditioning on f and T/fbf instead of m and

applying (S25), we conclude that
VI, = Op(n~©44).

We now intend to apply Proposition S35 to the VII,, term with (X,Y, Z) = (f(X, Z),Y, Z).
By (S24), we can choose 02 = max(||TI3||%,,C?) to fulfill Assumption (iii) of that result, and

n
Assumption (ii) is satisfied by Assumption 4(b). Assumption (i) is satisfied with (y = (; = s/dz
by Propositions S26 and S27, Lemma S33, (S24) and Assumption 4(c). We therefore have by
Proposition S35 that

VII,, = Op (IN(E%MZ + I}E/Qn_l + f(é‘s/dz log(IN(Z)n_Q)
__4s 74s+dX - (10s+2d—4dy) _ _4s
= Op(n T+ +n~ &+d +log(n)n +d ) =Op (n 4s+d)
using that s > 3d/4. For the final error term, similar to previous terms, for i # j,
E({f(Xi, Zi) = myZi) H{ (X5, Z;) —my(Z))} | £, Zi, Z;) =0,
so, by Holder’s inequality and the triangle inequality,

E(|VIIL| | £, 7, (Z:)i)

1 /< ~ N 1/2
S(DEWF(Xi Zi) = mAZ0)Y | £ Z) W Z) — m(Z0))
n —

W (2 Syo0 )
i=1

Combining Proposition S23(b), the argument leading to (S17), and (524) yields that [|g]|ec <
18xzllcc = Op(1). We can therefore apply Corollary S30 and Lemma S2 as for II,, to conclude
that

IN

1/2

VIIL, = Op(n~ 551).

Combining these bounds, we have

1 n
—> Li=7(1+ Ry),
" =1
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where
R, = Op (T—ln—ﬁid b2 12),
It follows that
Rn = Opl(en)( 17’L 45+d + 6 1/2 n—1/2)’

so by Lemma S4 and (17), (S20) holds.
To see that (S21) holds, note that

1 & 1/2
Z 2 1/2 2 2
1/2 = <n2 Li > <8 [<ng E & f(Xi, Zs) >
i=1

n 1/2
# ( oetmz) ~ oy

ﬁn

n

1 - )\ 2
+ <7ﬁ§f<XiaZi) {9(Xi, Zi) — 9(Xi, Zi)} >

I,

1 1/2
( SRV INERIR <Xi,zz->}2>

n2
Vo
n 1/2 n 1/2
+ <7112 Zs?mf(zi)2> + <7112 > ei{mp(Z) - mf(zi)}2>
=1 i=1
Va Vi,
1 & 1/2
<n2 S n(2) (2} mit ) - wg(2))?)
VL,
1 & 1/2
<n2 2 (%) = MEZ)PF 2) - f(zz)}2> ]
VIIL,

Combining the bound in (S22) with Lemma S2 yields that I, = Op(r/2/n1/2). All other
terms except VII, are of the same uniform stochastic order as the same expressions for the
corresponding terms without tildes. For the final term, then,

- ~ R 1 n R 1/2
ViL, < 02—l (£ Y20 - A Z0Y)
=1

Now m = ', and we can let m! = T4 denote the Ly (P)-best approximant of m over
Ser—l,L' Then by Proposition S23(b), Corollary S30, the fact that s > 3d/4, Propositions S26
and S27, we have
. ~ ~ ~_s/d
1 = mllso < 15 = Ylloo + m = mlloc = Op(Kzn™"* + K5*/%)

2d
= O/P(n 43-0)—(d +n 4s+d) — 07)(1)7
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SO - .
VII,, = op(n~7+a)

by (S25). We conclude that s, /n'/? = 7U,, where
U, = 07)(7'71/277/71/2 + T*ln_%j_d) = 0731(6”)(1),

and hence (S21) is satisfied. This completes the proof.

S1.8 Proof of Proposition 8

Recall that given two probability measures p and v on a measurable space (F, &) such that p
has density p with respect to v, we define the x?-divergence from v to u by

X, v) :Z/p2dv—1-
E

Let A :=[0,1]% x {=1,1} x [0,1]%, and let Py € P denote a fixed null distribution supported
on A. Further, for each n € N, let Q,, C P;(e,,) denote a finite family of alternative distributions
supported on A. Suppose that Q) € Q,, has density gg : A — [0,00) with respect to Py and

define Py := szm and
. ®n

QeEQ,

where ®n denotes the n-fold product of a measure with itself. Suppose that

lim sup x*(P*, P}Y) < 1. (526)

n—o0

Now, for all n € N and tests ¢,

inf Pp(p=1)< P
pemt p(p=1) Jnin Qo=

QEQn
- / 6AP < Ppy(é = 1) + dry (B, P)).

Defining qgn(xl, Y1y 215 - - s Ty Yns 2n) = | Lieq 9@ (@i, i, zi), we have by Jensen’s inequality that

1 1 2
dTV(P(?,Pf)Q:4</ @‘qun—lldﬂ}‘)
Arli=nl geg,

{ [ (o Zp 1) = ponm)

QeQn

\ /\

Thus

1
li inf P =1)<a+ -
i, P =D ety

for all asymptotically valid tests ¢, by (S26).
We now construct Py and Q,, such that (S26) holds. We let Py denote the uniform distri-
bution on A. Then

gp,(,2) =Ep, (Y| X =2,Z2=2)=Ep,(Y)=0=Ep, (Y | Z =2) =mp,(2),
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so 7p, = 0. We also note that g and m are constant functions and so g,m € H, with
llm||l2. = llglln, = 0. It is immediate from similar arguments that the remaining conditions of
Assumption 4 are satisfied for Py, so Py € P.

We now aim to construct Q,. To this end, define the bump function K : [0,1/2] — [0, 00)
by K(z) := e_m, let Iy = ( Ol/zK(u)Qdu)1/2 € (0,00) and define v : R — R by
v(x) == ﬁ K (7)1 gpep0,1/2y — ﬁ - K(r —1/2)14¢11/21)y and v(z) := 0 for z € R\ [0,1],
so that v is infinitely differentiable with v(0) = v(1) = 0, fol v(z)dr = 0 and fol v(z)?dr = 1.
Now define h : R — R by h(z1,...,zq) := H;lzl v(z;) and note that h is 0 outside [0, 1], h is
infinitely differentiable, fRd h?(z1,...,24)dxy...drg = 1 and fol h(zi,...,zj,...,xq)dz; =0
for j € [d].

Define p,, := LnﬁidJ and, for j € [p,]?, define h,, ; : RIX+42 — R by hy, j(z,2) := pZ/Qh(pn-

. C e d
(z,2z) —j+1), so that (hn,j) je[pn)e have disjoint support, [ jllz =1 and [ jllec = pn/QHhHOO.
Let v, = cl/2n_i§7m, where ¢ € (0, p,¢||h[|32) will be specified later. For n := (17)jelpn)e €
{—1,1}#%, define g, : R4tz 5 (—1,1) by
I (T, 2) == Z Nihn,j(@, 2).
j€lpn]?

To see that gy, € HY, we first note that for any multi-index a € N with || < s, we have

1D gnnlloc = mp 2 Dhlloc < ?  max  ||D%h|cc. (527)

aeNg:|a|<s

Now fix (z,2), (2/,2') € R&XT4z; let j € [p,]? denote the unique index such that hy, j(z,2) # 0
if it exists, and otherwise arbitrarily set j = (1,...,1)%. Similarly, let j' € [p,]? denote the
unique index such that hy, j/(2/,2') # 0 if it exists, and otherwise set j/ = (1,...,1)%. Then for
any a € N¢ with || = [s] — 1 =: 59, we have

| D% (2, 2) = D% gn (@', 2')]

< 'ynpﬁ/Q"'So{lDah(pn (x,2) —j+1) = D%(pn - (2, 2') — j + 1)

+[D%h(pn - (,2) = 5 +1) = D*h(pn - (2/,2) = j' +1)[}
< gl min (41D ,2 D pull ) ~ (&'

aeNg:|al=so

swf/?*fsomax(41!1?'*hr\oo,2~ max HD&hHoo>min(1,an(w,Z)—(x’,z’)\ll)
aeNg:|al<sp+1

< cl/2q4/2 max(4HD°‘hHoo,2 max HDahHOO) l(z, 2) — (2, 2")||°~%, (S28)

aeNg:|a|<sp+1

where the final inequality uses the fact that min(1,¢)Y < ¢Y for any ¢t > 0 and y € (0,1). Using
(S27) and (S28) and reducing ¢ > 0 such that

C

-1
cl/2<max<4\|pauoo,2 max  |[[D%|e, max HDahHOO) oL

aeNg:|a|<sp+1 aeNg:|a|<s

if necessary, we ensure that g, € HIx+dz with lgnmlln, <C.
Define now @, , such that (X, Z) is uniform on [0, 1]%% x [0,1]%2 and Y is Rademacher with

EQn,n(Y ’ X = x7Z = Z) = gn,n(xvz)-
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Note that by construction

Mpn(2) = / Gnm(z,z)de =0 for any n € {1, 1}”51,
[0,1)9x

S0 My € HYZ with lmnnll, = 0. Further,

2 __4s
Qum =B [{gnn(X, 2) = m(2)}7] = 72p% < *n”7ord,
and we deduce from the definition of €, that Q. € Pi(e,) for sufficiently large n. We let
Q= {Quy:me {~1,1}7}.
To see that (S26) is satisfied, we note that

1

X (P Fy) = _1+W > /nqgnqgﬁdpél
" Qe A
1

n
10,2 Z < AqQ m9Q,, 440

nm e{—1,1}7%

so it suffices to show that lim sup of the second term is at most 2 as n — co. But
GQun(@,9,2) = {1+ gun (2, 2)}T2(1 = g (2, 2)} 1792,
s0, for Qnm, Qny € Qn, we have

1
/Aan’"qQ"ﬂ?' dPO = §EP0 (an,n (X7 1a Z)QQn’n/ (X7 17 Z) | Y = 1)

1
+5Ep, (9Qun (X =1, 2)aq,,,(X, -1, 2)|Y = —1)
1
=SB ({14 90n (X 21 + gy (X, 2)})

+ %EPU ({1 - gn,’fl(X7 Z)}{l B gnﬁn/(X’ Z)})
=1+ EPO (gn,'r](Xv Z)gn/’l'(X’ Z))

=1+v > mn}/

j,j’G[pn]d [O’I]dx_‘—dz

hn:j(ajv Z)hmj’ (SU, Z) dzdz
=1+5m'n"

ooy Upa ) and W = (Wy,..., Wa ) be independent random vectors, each with
independent Rademacher components. Then

1 L | +
10,2 > </ACIQ‘JQ’ dP0> = 5300 > (+inT)"
" Q.QeQn "

nme{—1,1}%

Let U = (U3,

d
pd
< b Y emba SEEenRUTW) - []E(EmiY)
n
name{—1,1}°4 =1

d 2.4 d
= cosh(ny2)Pn < " MnPn/2,
Thus,

1 n
limsup = Z </ 904’ dP0> < limsup e Vn P /2 < exp(c2/2).
n—00 |Qn| Q,Q'cQ A n—00

Taking ¢ < y/2log 2, we have proved (S26) for Py and Q,,, and the result follows.
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S2 Auxiliary lemmas

S2.1 Uniform convergence results

Recall the ‘uniformly small in probability’ notation op(1) defined in Section 1.3. As above, we
sometimes omit the subscript P from quantities depending on P to simplify the presentation.
In what follows we collect several technical lemmas that are used in the proofs in Section S1 of
the supplementary material.

Lemma S1. Let (X,,)nen be a sequence of real-valued random variables. Let C' > 0 and suppose
that | X,| < C for alln € N and X, = op(1). Then suppcp Ep(|X,,|) = o(1).

Proof. For any given € > 0,
| Xn| = [ Xal 1y x, 5 + [XnlLfx,<a < Clyx,|>e + €

By the assumption that X,, = op(1), we can choose N € N such that suppcp Pp(|X,| > €) <
¢/C for n > N. It follows that for n > N,

sup Ep(|X,,]) < C sup Pp(|X,| > €) + € < 2e.
pPecP pPeP

Since € > 0 was arbitrary, the result follows. O

The following lemma derives uniform stochastic boundedness of a sequence (X,,) based on
a conditional moment condition.

Lemma S2. Let (X,)nen be a sequence of real-valued random variables on (2, F) and let
(Fn)nen be a sequence of sub-c-algebras of F. For a positive sequence (an)nen, possibly depend-
ing on P, suppose that Ep(|X,| | Fn) = Op(an). Then X, = Op(ay).

Proof. By hypothesis, given € > 0, there exist M, > 0, N, € N, both depending only on €, such
that

, (S29)

DN ™

sup sup Pp(A, p) <
n>N. PeP

where A, p := {Ep(]Xn\ | Fn) > Mean}. Then, by Markov’s inequality, for any K. > 0,

X
sup sup Pp(|X,| > Kcap) = sup sup IP)P<’ d NKe> Ke)
n>Ne PeP n>N, PeP Gn

1 X
< — sup supEp<| nl /\Ke)

e n>N, PeP Qp
@ 1 Ep(|X,||F
< — sup sup Ep(Pﬂan) /\K€>
€ n>N. PEP Gnp,
1 Ep(|X,||F,
< — sup sup EP{<P(|”||”) /\Ke>ﬂAnp}
e n>N. PeP Gp ’
1 Ep(|X,||F,
+ — sup supEp{<P(‘n||n) /\K€>ILAC }
K¢ n>N. pep an P

M, (2) e M,
K.’

IA

sup sup Pp(A, p) + =
n>Ne PeEP €

\V)
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where step (i) uses conditional Jensen’s inequality and step (ii) uses the inequality (S29). Then
the desired result follows by taking K. > 2M,/e. O

Lemma S3. Let (X,)nen and (Yn)nen be sequences of real-valued random variables. If X, =
op(1) and Y, = Op(1) then XY, = op(1).

Proof. Let € > 0 be given. Then for any M > 0

sup Pp(| X, Y5| > €) < sup Pp(|X,| > ¢/M) + sup Pp(|Y,| > M).
PeP PeP PP

Choose M > 0 and ng € N large enough that suppep Pp(|Y,| > M) < €/2 for all n > ng. By
increasing ng if necessary, we can ensure that suppep Pp(|X,| > €/M) < €/2 for all n > ny.
The result follows. O

Lemma S4. Let (X,)nen and (Ry)nen be sequences of real-valued random variables. Suppose
that Ry, > 0 for alln € N, X,, = Op(R,) and R,, = op(1). Then X, = op(1).

Proof. By hypothesis, for any € > 0, there exist constants M, > 0 and N, € N, both depending
only on €, such that

sup sup Pp(R,, >€/M.) <e/2 and sup sup Pp(|X,| > R, M) <¢€/2.

n>N, PEP n>N, PEP

Therefore,

sup sup Pp(|Xy| > €) < sup sup Pp(|X,| > €, Ry > €/M,)

n>N¢ PEP n>N¢ PEP

+ sup sup IP’p(|Xn| >¢ R, < e/Me)
n>N, PeP
< sup sup Pp(R,, > ¢/M.) + sup sup Pp(|X,| > R, M.) <,
n>N, PEP n>N, PEP

as required. O

Lemma S5. Let (Xp)nen and (Yn)nen be sequences of real-valued random wvariables. For
positive sequences (ap)nen, (bn)nen, suppose that X, = Op(a,) and Y, = Op(b,). Then
XnYn = Op(anby).

Proof. For any € > 0, there exist N. € N and M., K. > 0, all depending only on ¢, such that

sup sup Pp(|X,| > anMe) <e€/2 and sup sup Pp(|Y,| > b, K) <€/2.
n>N. PeP n>Ne PeP

Notice that if |X,Y,| > apb, MK, then either | X,,| > a, M, or |Y,| > b,K,. Therefore, by a
union bound,

sup sup Pp(|X,Y,| > anby M K.) < sup sup Pp(|X,| > a, M)
n>N. PeP n>N. PeP

+ sup sup Pp(|Yy| > boKo) < e,
n>N, PeP

as desired. O
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Lemma S6. Let (X,,)nen be a sequence of real-valued random wvariables on (0, F), and let
(Fn)nen be a sequence of sub-o-algebras of F. Suppose that | X,| = Yn + Z,. If Y, = op(1) and
Ep(Zy | Fn) = op(1), then X,, = op(1).

Proof. Let € € (0,1/2] be given. By Markov’s inequality,

1
sup Pp(| Xy | > €) = sup Pp(|Xa| A€ > €) < = sup Ep(|Xn| Ac)
PeP PepP € pep

1
< = sup Ep((€? + Zn) A€) + sup Pp(|Yy| > €%).
€ PeP pepP

The second term converges to 0 by assumption. For the first term, by Jensen’s inequality,

1 sup Ep((62 + Zn) A 6) = 1 sup Ep [Ep((e2 + Zy) A e]fn)]

€ pep € pep
1
< ~supEp [{62 +Ep(Z, ]Fn)} A 6:|
€ pep
< 2+ sup Pp([Ep(Z, | Fn)| > €2).
PeP
The result therefore follows by our hypothesis on Ep(Z, | ). O

Lemma S7. Let (X,,)nen be a sequence of real-valued random variables and let X be another
such variable. Assume that | X, — X| = op(1) and let h : R — R be a continuous function.
Suppose that at least one of the following conditions hold:

(i) h is uniformly continuous,
(11) X is uniformly tight, that is,

lim sup Pp(|X| > M) =0.
M—o0 pep

Then |h(X,) — h(X)| = op(1).
Proof. Let € > 0 be given. We need to show that

lim sup Pp(|h(X,) — h(X)| >¢€) =0.

n—0o0 pep
If A is uniformly continuous, then we can find § > 0 such that |h(x) — h(y)| < € whenever

|z —y| <. Thus,

sup Pp(|h(X,) — h(X)| > €) < sup Pp(|X, — X| > ) = 0
peP PeP

as n — 0o. On the other hand, suppose now that X is uniformly tight and let M > 0. Since
h is continuous, it is uniformly continuous on [—M, M], so we can choose § > 0 such that
|h(z) — h(y)| < € whenever z,y € [-M, M] satisfy |z —y| < ¢. Hence, for M > 4,

sup Pp(|h(Xn) — h(X)| > €) < sup Pp(|X, — X[ > )
PeP PeP
+ sup Pp(| X,V [X] > M, X, — X| < 5)
Pep
< sup Pp(|X,, — X| > 9) + sup Pp(|X| > M —6) — 0
PcP PeP

as n, M — oo. ]
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Lemma S8. Let (X i)nenicln] be a triangular array of real-valued random variables and let
(Fr)nen be a filtration on F. Assume that

(1) Xn1,...,Xnn are conditionally independent given Fy, for each n € N;
(11) Ep(Xy,i | Fn) =0 for alln € N,i € [n];
(iti) [n=" 30 Ep(X5 | Fa) — 1] = op(1);

(iv) there exists § > 0 such that

1 n
- > Ep(1Xnil*| Fn) = op(n/?).
=1

Then Sy, :=n""23"" _ X, m converges uniformly in distribution to N(0,1), i.e.

m=1

lim sup sup |Pp(S, < ) — ®(z)| =0.
n—=00 pcP zcR

Proof. We will make the dependence of X, ,,, and F,, on P clear by instead writing Xp,; and
Fp, throughout. By Kasy (2019, Lemma 1) it suffices to show that

1 < d
7 > Xp,ni - N(0,1)
=1

for any sequence (P, )nen in P. Define the triangular array W, ; := n_l/QXpmm for n € N and
i € [n], and let .7:"7” be the smallest o-algebra containing Fp, ,, that makes Xp, ,.1,...,Xp, n,
measurable (and ]}n,O = Fp,n) We claim that (W, ;, ]:"m) form a martingale difference array.

To see this, observe that W, ; is ]}n’i—measurable and

1

Ep, (Whi| Fri-1) = WEPn (XPynil FPom, XPynds - XPynii—1)
1
= WEPn(XPn,n,i | FPym) =0,

where we have used assumptions (i) and (ii) in the penultimate and final equalities, respectively,
and this establishes our claim. Now

n B 1 n P
Ep (W2, | Frnici)=—> Ep (X% . n) — 1
; Pn( n,i ‘ F , 1) n ; Pn( Po,n,i ’./T"Pm ) — 1,

by assumptions (i) and (iii), and

28| Fpon) 50,

n 5 1 n
D Er (IWail ™| Fuicr) = —575 DB (X
i=1 i=1

by assumptions (i) and (iv). It follows that for any ¢ > 0,

n B 1 n _
S R (Wil L, e | Frim1) < o5 D Ep, (IWaal** | Fuica) 50,
i=1 =1

so the conditional Lindeberg condition is satisfied. The result therefore follows by the
Lindeberg—Feller central limit theorem for martingales (e.g. Durrett, 2019, Theorem 8.2.4). [
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Lemma S9. Let (X )nenicn) be a triangular array of real-valued random variables and let
(Fr)nen be a filtration on F. Assume that

(1) Xn1,...,Xnn are conditionally independent given F,, for all n € N;

(i1) there exists § € (0,1] such that

n
> Ep(1Xnil" | Fn) = op(n' ).
i=1
Then S, :=n"! Yoy Xy and pupy, = n-1 St Ep(Xn,i | Fn) satisfy |Sn — ppn| = op(1); i.e.,
for any e > 0

lim sup Pp(|S, — ppn| >€) =0.
n—o0 pep

Proof. For n € N, i € [n], define W,,; := X,,; — up,. Note that

n n
ngéngp(an,z-!Hé | Fn) <20 (EE%ZEP(Xn,i\Hé | Fu) +nlupn

1+a>

< 26+1 (Sup ZEP(’Xn,iPJF(S ‘ fn)) — 07)(nl+6)7
pepP i—

by assumption (ii). We need to show that for any € > 0,

: 1 ¢
lim sup Pp(‘nz;wn,i > e> =0.
1=

n—oo Pcp
Define Wn<l = Whilgw, ,|<n) and Wn>l = Whil{w, ,|>n}- By the triangle inequality we can

write

1 @ €
— WS —Ep(WS | F)ll > =
LSS~ EeVE £ 2 )

i=1

1
supPp< i 26) §sup]P’p<
PeP

pPcP

11, 111,

and we will treat each term separately. Considering first I,,, we note that

n

1 € €
I, = sup Pp( |= Y [W;; — Ep(W,, fn‘/\2>
PGI;)D P<ni1[ n,i P( n,z| )] 3 3
9 1< 2 e
< — E *E W<4—]E W<' n N—
_6215;1611733 P<{ni:1[ .l p( W|}—)]} 9)
< supEs(E l§n:[w< R o P
_62P€I7)9 P P n n,t P n,% n n 9 )

i=1

where we have applied Markov’s inequality and the tower property combined with the mono-
tonicity of conditional expectations to move the minimum inside the conditional expectation.
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By assumption (i), the terms in the sum of squares are conditionally independent, so the cross
terms vanish, and we find

In_gsupEp<{ ZVarp )} 9>

/\

PeP
- 62 9
Now, for § € (0,1),
Ep{(WS)? | Fu) = / Po(We) >t ) dt = [ 2yPe( Wil >yl Fa) dy
0
1
S/ 2yPp(|Whi| >y | Fn)dy = n2/ 2uPp(|Whyi| > nu|F,)du
0 0
1
<70 </ 2u~° du)Il*:',p(H/Vm]H‘S | Fn) = 127671176EP<‘W”7¢|1+5 | Fn),
0 _

where we have used the substitutions y = v/t and u = (1/n)y, as well as the conditional version
of Markov’s inequality. We deduce that for any ¢ € (0, 1],

2 seo) 1 146 ¢
I, < 62 <1—(5 11{5 1} Sup Ep WZEP{OWTM’ + |]:n}/\§ — 0,
=1

by (S30) and Lemma S1.
We now deal with II,, and III,, by first noting that, using similar €/3-thresholding as above,

1 — € €
N Ep(WS | Fo)A=| > =
n; P( n,z| ) 3 —3>

A<
3

we obtain

III,, = sup ]P’p(
Pep

3 1 —
< = E — Ep(W
< Zsup P(‘n; p(

€ pep

by Markov’s inequality. Now, by construction, we can write

1 & 1 &
7§ Ep(W=. | F, :_*E Ep(W~
n o P( n,i | F ) n ra P(

and thus by the triangle inequality,

3 1 — € 3 €
ML, < = sup Ep( = ST [Ep(W7 [ F)|| A5 ) + = sup Ep(|Ral A 5 ).
n_fPeg P([n;‘ P( n’z| n)}] 3) EPeg F ‘ n| 3
The second term converges to 0 by Lemma S1, so it remains to show that the first term converges
to 0. Now II,, can be seen to also be upper bounded by the first term by a similar argument to
the one given above, so we are done if we can show that the first term converges to 0. Applying
conditional Holder’s inequality (Gut, 2013, Theorem 10.1.6) followed by conditional Markov’s
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inequality yields

3 1 &
— sup]Ep(|:n ZlEP(|Wn>’Z| |fn):| VAN ;)

€ pep

3 1 — 1 8 €
<2 E - E 11+6 n 1+5IP) p 1+6 A —
< sw P([n ;:1 P([Wail 770 | Fo) PR ([Wail > n | Fn) ] 3)

3 1 " €
< = E —E E WM-H‘; n — .
T € ;lég P<[”H6 i=1 P(| AT )} : 3>

Finally, combining the above with (S30) and Lemma S1 yields the desired result. O

Lemma S10. Let P denote a family of distributions of (Y, Z) taking values in R x R?. Define
S =3p:=Ep(ZZ") € R and suppose that this is invertible for all P € P. Let 3= Bp :=
EI_DIIEP(ZY), ce=ep:=Y — ,BITJZ and ® = Op := E(ZZ"<?). Suppose there exist C,c,d > 0
such that the following hold:

(i) inf pep min{ Anin(©), Amin(X)} > ¢
(ii) suppep max{Ep(| Ze|5), Ep(|Z]3°)} < C.

Given independent copies (Y1,21),...,(Yn, Zn) of (Y, Z), let B denote the ordinary least squares
estimator from regressing Y on Z. Then,

Vn®~ 238 - B)
converges uniformly to a standard d-variate Gaussian distribution.

Proof. Let & = (ﬁjk)ik:l =n"1Y" | Z,Z] and write ¥, for the (j, k)th entry of . We
first argue that
1% = Zpllop = op(1). (S31)

By the equivalence of finite-dimensional norms, it suffices to show that max; j.cq |§]Jk — 3| =
op(1), which is equivalent to 3, — X, = op(1) for all j,k € [d]. To show this final claim, let
Z;j denote the jth component of Z;. Then

~ 1 &
Sk = Sjk = Z;{Z,-jzik —Ep(ZijZin) }-
1=
Fix j, k € [d] and define the triangular array X, ; :== Z;; Z;;, — Ep(Z;;Z;;) for ¢ € [n] and n € N.
We aim to apply Lemma S9 to (Xy i)nen,icn), Wwhere we condition on the trivial o-algebra and
have pp,, = 0. Now, condition (i) of Lemma S9 is satisfied by hypothesis, and for condition (ii)
we have by Jensen’s inequality and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality that
1 n
= Y Ep(1 X0l ?) < 2R (12020l ) < 2 PE(|12)130) < 212
n
i=1
Thus (S31) follows.

We now argue that )

1= =2 lop = op(1). (532)
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It follows immediately our assumption on Apin(%) by Lemma S16 that for any € > 0, we have

1

Pe(|Z =3 Mlop 2 €) < Pp(|E = Bllop > ¢/2) + Bp(|E — Zllop = ’¢/2).

Thus taking suprema over P and applying (S31), we have shown (S32).
We now turn to proving the stated result. Defining U, := n~1/2 Yoy @‘1/221'51-, we have

J/n® 1253 - g) = @ 12535 e/2u,.

The summands in the definition of U,, are mean zero with identity covariance matrix and they
satisfy Lyapunov’s condition since

E(H@—1/2Z€”§+5) S Amin(e)_(1+6/2)E(”Z5||§+6) S C_(1+6/2)C.

The Lindeberg—Feller central limit theorem (van der Vaart, 1998, Proposition 2.27) therefore
yields that U, converges uniformly to a d-variate standard Gaussian. Combining this with
a uniform version of Slutsky’s theorem (Bengs and Holzmann, 2019, Theorem 6.3) and (S32)
yields the desired result. O

S2.2 Miscellaneous results

Proposition S11. Let X,Y,Z be random variables with Y € R, E(Y?*) < oo and
Var(Y | X, Z) > 0 almost surely. Then
(E[Y —E(Y | 2)}(X, 2)))?
is mazimised over f with 0 < E{f(X,Z)*} < oo by
EY |X,Z2)-EY |Z)
Var(Y | X, Z) ’
and up to positive scaling this is almost surely the unique mazximiser.

Proof. The denominator of (S33) may be written as E{Var(Y | X, Z) (X, Z)?}. Turning to the
numerator, we have by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality that

(933)

f(X,Z) x

(BLY ~E(V | 2)}£(X. 2)))? = (B{E(Y | X, 2) ~ E(Y | 2)}/(X. 2)])

{EY|X,Z) -E(Y]|Z)}?
Var(Y | X, Z) ]

<E{Var(Y | X,2)f(X,Z)*} E (S34)

Since the first factor in this final expression cancels with the denominator of (S33), and since we
have equality in (S34) if and only if f(X,Z) x {E(Y | X,Z) —E(Y |Z)}/Var(Y | X, Z) almost
surely, the result follows. O

Proposition S12. Let Zy, ..., Zp be arbitrarily dependent standard normal random variables.
For any o € (0,1) and B € N,

1 0(21-a)
11—«
P(B Zb_l = a> s @

where ¢ denotes the density function of N(0,1). Moreover,
-1
lim & PAF=a) #(21-a)
a—0 21—«

= 1.
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Proof. Denoting Z := B~1 25:1 Zy, observe that, for any ¢,a € R with ¢ > a,

P(Z > t) = P(max{Z — a,0} > t — a)
< E(max{Z — a,0}) - E(max{Z, — a,0})

I

t—a t—a

where the first inequality holds by Markov’s inequality and the second by Jensen’s inequality.
Using the identity max{z,0} = (z + |z|)/2 for x € R, as well as the mean formula for a folded
normal random variable, we compute the expectation above as

E(max{Z; — a,0}) = ¢(a) + a®(a) — a.
Therefore, taking t := a~{p(a) + a®(a) — a} + a > a, we have

P<ZZ o(a) +a<1>(62 - (1—a)a> o

Now the first claim follows by observing that

min{p(a) +ad(a) = (1 - a)a} = p(z1-a)-

For the second claim, we invoke the Mills ratio bounds

z 1-d(2) 1
< —
22 +1 ©o(2) z
for z > 0. Applying this bound at z = z1_,, yields
-1
_ 1
1@ gy 1
Zl—a Zl—oz
so the result follows. O

Corollary S13. Let (X%,n)neN,be[B] be sequences of real-valued random variables whose distri-
butions are determined by P € P. Suppose that for each b € [B],

lim sup sup |[Pp(X%, < z)— ®(z)| = 0. (S35)
N0 peP zeR ’

Then for any fized value of a € (0, 1),

B
1 _
lim sup sup Pp (B g X%n > M) < a.
b=1

n—oo PeP [0
Proof. We aim to prove that for any € > 0, there exists Ne > 0 such that

sup sup ]P)P(Xp,n > a_lgo(zl,a)) < a+e, (S36)
n>N, PeP

with Xp,, := B~! Zle X}’;n. Given € > 0, the asymptotic normality condition (S35) ensures
the existence of K. > 0 and N1 € N such that Ap,, . := {X}D,n —21—a < K, ... ,Xgn — 21 <
K.} satisfies

inf inf Pp(Apne) > 1—¢€/2.
nZNe,l PeP
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Then following the proof of Proposition S12 with t = a~!¢(21_4) +21_o and a@ = 2z1_,, we have

sup sup Pp(X,p > a 'p(21-a))
nZNe,l PEP

EP (max{X}gm — RZl—a; O}J]-{X},,H—Q—QSKE})

S sup su + sup sup Pp(Af
nzNF:,IPeI;: alo(z1—a) nzNIZJ pen (AP ne)
Ep(max{X}, - 21-a:0}1(x}, 2 <k}) e
< sup sup — +§.
n>Ne1 PEP ato(z1—a)

Observe that f : x = max{z — 21-4,0}1{;_., __<k.} is a bounded, upper semi-continuous
function. Therefore, Bengs and Holzmann (2019, Theorem 2.1 (5)) along with the asymptotic
normality condition (S35) guarantees the existence of N2 such that

Ep(max{Xp, — 21-a; 0}ﬂ{x},’n—zl_asm}>

sup sup

n>N. ., PEP a~to(21-a)
< E(maX{Z - ZlfayO}]l{Z—mfaSKe}) + € < a4+ E7
a~lp(z1-a) 2 2
where Z ~ N(0,1). The claim (S36) therefore follows with N := max{Ne1, Ne2}. -

We can further develop a more refined threshold than the one obtained in Proposition S12.
For Z ~ N(0,1), « € (0,1/2) and B > 2, define

Ho(z):=(B-1)@ ' (1—a+(B-1)z)+® (1 —2) forxe[0,a/B],

and

cn(a) = min{c € [0,0/B] : /Cg Ha(H)dt > <g _ C>Ha(c)}.
Write

B 'H, (CB(a)) if cp(a) > 0,

d1—a,B ‘=
a to(z1-4) if cp(a) = 0.

Having this notation in place, Wang et al. (2013, Corollary 3.7) yields

B
1
P(B bz; Zy > Q1—a7B> <o

Notably, according to Wang et al. (2013, Corollary 3.7), this threshold is sharp in the sense that

B

1

Q—a,B = sup inf{séR:]P’(ZZb§8> Zl—oz}.
Zy~N(0,1),b€[B] B =

It is also worth noting that we have q1_n,2 = 21_q/2. Moreover, limp_;0c 1—a,B = a ty(z1a),
which illustrates that Proposition S12 is not improvable for large B.

Proposition S14. Consider the setting of Theorem 4, and suppose that Assumption 3 holds.
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(i) If Y 1L X | Z, then (S2) is satisfied.
(ii) If m is formed using a sample independent from D1, then (S2) is satisfied.
(i5i) If m is a linear smoother, then (S2) is satisfied.

Proof. As in the main proofs in Section S1 of the supplementary material, we suppress depen-
dence on P in what follows.

(i) Under conditional independence, R;; = 0 for i # j, so (52) is satisfied.

(ii) Define w(z1, z2) := E({m(z1) —m(z1)}{m(z2) —m(22)}) and M; := m(Z;) —m(Z;). Note
that since (Xj, Z;)_; AL m, we have

]E(MiMj ‘ (XZ'I, Zi’)?:l) = ’U)(ZZ‘,Z]') = E(MM ’ ( ) i 1)

by, e.g., Durrett (2019, Example 4.1.7). Thus RZJ =0 for i # j and (S2) is satisfied.
(iii) It suffices to show that E(R;;&&; | (Zi)5_y, ﬂ = 0 for i # j. Note that when m(-) =
> pqw(Zg, )Yy is a linear smoother,

E(m(Zi) | (X, Zir)i—1) Zw Zi, Z)E(Y | (Xir, Zi)j—1)

—Z (Zi, Z)E(Yi | (Zi)5—1)

Based on this identity, it can be seen that
R]—E{m T?L(Z)‘(XZ,Z i = 1} E{m ’ffl( / 1}

—Zw Ty Zi)w(Zks ZE(YE | (Xirs Zin)pon) — B(YE [ (Zir)fia) }

+ > Wi, Z)w(Zie, Z){E(YiYe | (X, Zi)i—y) — E(YiYi | (Zo)o_y) }

1 <kAk' <n
= ; w(Zy, Zi)w(Zk, Z)E(YE | Xk Zie) — E(YE | Z1) }-
Thus -
E(Rij&i&; | (Zi)p_1, f)
=:1w<zk,z> w(Zi, Z)E[{E(? | Xe Z) — E(VF | Z0)}6i&5 | (Zo)io F.

When i # j at least one of ¢ and j differs from &k € [n]. Without loss of generality, assume k # i,
so that

E[{E(2 | Xk, Z) — B(Y2| Z) }its | (ZYioy, ]
= E[{B(?| Xk, Z4) — B2 | 20} E(& | 20 F) & | (Zo)ioy, F] = 0.
=0
Therefore, we conclude that E(R;&&; | (Zi)h_,, ﬂ = 0 when m is a linear smoother and thus

(S2) is satisfied. O
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Proposition S15 below seeks to control an average product error between population resid-
uals & and regression errors m(Z;) — mp(Z;). To obtain the desired op(n~'/2) conclusion, a
naive application of the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality would require stronger assumptions on the
performance of our regression estimate than would be reasonable. Sample splitting provides
one way of restoring independence and allows the conclusion to hold, but the purpose of this
result is to show that sample splitting is not needed provided that our regression estimate is
sufficiently stable in the sense that conditions (ii) and (iii) below hold (in addition to other
standard conditions that would be required for the conclusion under sample splitting).

Proposition S15. Let (F,)nen be a sequence of o-algebras and let (Yi, Z;, &;)icin) be a sequence
of random variables taking values in R x Z x R that are independent and identically distributed
conditional on F,. Let m denote an estimate of the regression function mp : Z — R given by

mp(z) = Ep(Y | Z = z) formed by regressing (Yi)icn) on (Zi)icp)- For indices iy, ... iy € [n],
we define m~" % to be the estimate formed by regressing Y on Z with the same algorithm as
for m except we do not use the observations with indices i1, ...,1. Suppose that P is a class of

distributions for which

(i) 1 ; €2(mp(Z) — M(Z:))* = op(1).

(i) maxjep L S (9 (Z) — m(Z:))? = op(nY).

1=1

LY Py 2 _
(iii) max;ep,) = ;(m I(Z;) —m™I(Z;))” = op(n1).
i
(iv) For every n € N and i € [n] we have Ep(&; | Z;, Fr) = 0 for all P € P and there exists a
constant C > 0 such that suppep Ep(£2) < C.

Then n
% Y &i(mp(Zi) —m(Z:)) = op(n™ /).

i=1

Proof. As in the main proofs in Section S1, we suppress dependence on P in what follows.
Assumption (iii) implies that

n—1
IS @) M (2) < max S (@ 9(2) — 0 (20) = op(n ).
=1

T jen n :
which, by re-indexing implies,
Yo (@(Z) = m(Z:)” = op(n"). (S37)

By Markov’s inequality and (iv) we have

S @=0p0). (538)
=1
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To prove the desired result, we write
1 < R 1 & L I~ R
- > &G(m(z) —m(Zy)) = - > &i(m(Z) —m i Z) + - > G(mH(Z) — m(Zy)).
i=1 =1 i=1

By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, (S38) and (S37), we have

o ) nONYE L, ~ 172
;izlsi(m <zi>—m<zi>)'S(iZ€?> (5 o) —miz))

i=1 i=1

= 07>(n_1/2).

To deal with the first term in the initial decomposition, we write

n 2 n
<:L Zﬁz’ (m(Z;) — m—Z(Z,))> = % Zf? (m(Z:) — m~"(Z))”
i=1 =1
S e (2 — A (2) (m(Z) — @ (2)).
17

For the first term, we note that
1 — . 2 A N L
32 G (m(Z) = (2)" < 5> E{(m(Z) — m(Z)” + ((Zi) ' (Z:)°)
=1 !

< 53 cmz) - az)+ o1 ) (33200 - @) st
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by (S38), (i) and (S37). For the second term, we write

D26 (m(2) - (2) () - ()
i#]

== Z && (m w9 (2,)) (m(Z) — 9 (2;))
i#£]

22% T (Zi) =T (Z) (m(Z) = (Z)

i#]
X
2}:&@ T (Zi) — T (Z:) (T (2) — T (Z)
= 3
+ LS ez - mz) oz - )
7 .
— Z&é} (M(Z:) —m™(Z;)) (M(Z;) — M~ (Z;))
F 5
¥
Z&ﬁj o (Z) = T (Z)) (M Z5) — m(Zy)
= i
£ 2 6 () - 2 () - )
= VII
23 6 (020 - ) ((2) - (Z,)
- VIII

Using the fact that the triples (Y3, Z;, &;);c[n) are conditionally independent given J,, together
with (iv), for each of the summands in I we have

B (66 (m(2) — 77920 (m(25) — 779(2) 1 (N REATINIE

i i
—E<&

V)i 2oV 65, F )@( (Zp) — m9(2) (m(Z) — 9 2))
=E(& | Zi, Fo)& (m(Z;) — " (2;)) (m(Z;) — m =" (Z;)) = 0.

i’ #£i

Thus,
E(I|(Z)-y, Fn) = 0.

We can apply a similar argument to the summands of II and thus also conclude that

E(I1](Zi)i1, Fn) = 0.
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By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (S38) and (iii), we have

1 & Ny .
1| < ﬁzg(m W7 —m ()

i#j
< (5 208) (max s Y@ 920 - @ 79(2))") = opla )
j=1 i=1
1#£]

By Cauchy—Schwarz, (S38) and (ii), we have

Vl< 5 Y@z - m(z)’

i#]
1 1~ _ -
< (329) (a8 i) =orte”
i#j

By Cauchy—Schwarz, (S38) and (S37), we have

Vi< o Y@z - mi(#)’
i#]

<71L 3 g§> (:L S (@ i(Z) - m(zi))2> — op(nL).
j=1

=1

IN

By Cauchy—Schwarz and the bounds above we have

n ' 1/2 n o ' 1/2
V1| < 2(nl D& (m(2) - m<zj>)2) (nl PRACRCAR m-%zz-))?)
i#] i#]
=op(n~').

Similarly,

n ' 1/2 n o ) 1/2
1| < 2(;253 ((2;) - m—a@j)y) (;Zéf- (~"(2) - mﬂ(zz-))z)

i#] i#]
=op(n")

and

1n2A . 21/21n2/\7‘ R 21/2

Vi <2( 5 Y@@z -m2)?) (5@ - az)?)
i#j i#J
=op(n7h).

Combining the above with Lemma S6 yields the desired result. O

Lemma S16. Let A,B € RExE pe symmetric matrices and suppose that Amin(A) > ¢ and
|A— Bllop < ¢/2 for some ¢ > 0. Then B is invertible and

HA_l - B_1H0P < 20_2HA - BHop-
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Proof. By Weyl’s inequality and our assumptions, we have
Amin(B) > Amin(A) — [|A = Bllop > ¢/2,
so B is invertible. We can therefore write
||Ai1 - Bil”Op = ‘|A71(B - A)BAHOP
< (A7 = B Ylop + 1A lop) | A = Bllop [l A~ [lop-
Moreover since ||A — Blop||A ™ |op < 1/2, we deduce that

IA = Bllop||[ A3,
1A = Bllop || A™|op
<2|A - Bllop[A7THZ, < 2¢7%]A — Bllop,

|4 =By < —

2

as required. ]

Lemma S17. Consider the setting of Theorem 6 and assume that X and Z are independent
for all P € Py. Then (14) is satisfied for sufficiently small ¢ > 0.

Proof. Recalling the definitions of V and 1 € REX from Proposition S31, we note that for every
v € REZ we can define w := 1 ®v = (Ix, ®kron 1)v € V so that

w' (X, 2) =v'¢7(2),
by Proposition S31. Therefore
w' Apw =Ep(Varp(v' ¢?(2)| Z)) = 0.

Since {z € RExZ : TIx = 2} = V1 is (Kxz — Kz)-dimensional and A p is non-negative definite,
we conclude that
Amin(AP) = Ay Ky —1(AP),
where \;(Ap) denotes the kth largest eigenvalue of Ap. We can write
p=Ep(¢(X,2)(X,.2)") —Ep(Ep(d(X,2) | Z)E($(X.2)| Z)").

=p T'p

Denote the Kronecker product by ®kron and note that for « € REX and z € REz , we have
x®z= Ik, ®Kron T)Z.
Write Ap := Ik, Qkron Ep (qbX(X)) € RExKzxKz  Then, since X and Z are independent,
Ep(¢p(X,2)|Z) =Ep(¢¥ (X)) ® ¢%(Z) = Apgp?(Z).

Defining 37 p := Ep(¢z( ) (Z
deduce that rank(I'p) < rank(Xz p

T) € REzxKz it follows that T'p = ApEZpAP, SO we
< Kz. Hence, by Weyl’s inequality,

(2)
)
)‘sz—Kz—l(AP) > )\KXZ(EP) + )‘sz—Kz—l(_I‘P)

=AMy (BP) = Ak,41(Tp) = Ak, (Zp) > Cs(?“)dK)}lz( )lg[fo 1]UZPP(% z),

by Proposition S23(d). This proves the desired claim. ]
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Corollary S18. Consider the setting of Proposition S37. Assume that 8 = An~Y/2 and denote
r = ng/ni. Then, given any § > 0, we can choose Ao = Ao(«,0,0¢,0:¢) > 0 and 19 =
ro(Ao,d,08) > 0 such that

1
)
<5+
for all X > Xo and r € (0,ro]. Further, given 6 > 0, we can choose \i = Ai(a,,0¢,0.¢) > 0

and r1 = r1(A1,0,08) > 0 such that
P <a+d

for all A € (0, \1] and r > ry.

Proof. To prove the first claim, note that, for r < 1/2,

)\7'1/2 )\O'g
< 4B 2 — .
v<o () ol )

We can now choose Ao = \o(a, 6, 0¢,0¢¢) > 0 large enough that the second term is at most §/2
for A > Ao and then choose ry = r¢(Xo, 0, 08) > 0 small enough that the first term is less than
1/2+6/2 for r € (0,79

To prove the second claim, note that

o2 1/2
1/)§<I><za+ 05)+¢<—M )

Oet 95

We can now choose \; = \i(«, 0, 0¢, 0-¢) > 0 small enough that the first term is at most 6/2+«
for A € (0, A\1] and then choose r; = ri(A,d,03) > 0 large enough that the second term is less
than §/2 for r > ry. O

S3 A discussion of the test of Williamson et al. (2023)

Like our proposal, the test proposed by Williamson et al. (2023) relies on sample splitting.
However, their test suffers from two issues as we describe below. To this end, we start by
formalising their testing procedure. First split the data D = {(X;,Y;, Z;)}?*, randomly into D,
and Dy both of size n and let Z; and 7> denote the corresponding data indices. We write the
sample mean of Y for each split as Y := n~! Zz‘ezl Y; and Yy := n~! ZiGIQ Y, respectively.
Recall the definitions of g and m from Section 2.1 and let g and m denote generic estimators of
these, where ¢ is constructed on D7 and m is constructed on Dy. For notational convenience,
we define pg := Ep(Y), 012/ = Varp(Y), 7420 = Ep{(g(X, Z) —,uo)z} and 7, = Ep{(m(Z) —
u0)2}. Let us further define

A e (=Y - A (Y - (K 2
1:= %Z (Yz — ?1)2 5
o) im0 Vo = & S, (Vi = ()

n ZiEIQ (YZ - Y2)2

and denote their population counterparts by

Txz,0 72,0
v = and v 1= —3
Oy Oy
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As shown in Williamson et al. (2021, Lemma 1), the influence functions of v; and vy are given
by

2
or(y,2) i HY 9@ Z)}{g(x’z)aé pod + gl 2) —po)? {y—f:(Y) }

and

2{y — m(z mzf,uoquzf,qu y—Ep(Y 2

oo 2) o 2= M) ~ o} + )~ ol [y~ Eph)
oy Oy

respectively. Finally, by letting 7; and 72 be consistent estimators of 1, := Ep(p1(X,Y, Z)?)

and 1y := Ep(pa(Y, Z)?), the test statistic proposed by Williamson et al. (2023) is given as

61 _52
N GEEH)

The test statistic Ty is calibrated based on a normal approximation and the null of 7p = 0 is

Tw :=

rejected if Ty > 21-o. Having specified the test function, we are now ready to describe the
issues mentioned above.

S3.1 Lack of power

We shall see that the Williamson et al. (2023) test has the asymptotic power equal to its size
whenever /nTp — 0, under some regularity conditions. This property is true even for the

L To see

simple linear model where the optimal detection boundary is known to be 7p < n~
this, suppose that the assumptions of Williamson et al. (2021, Theorem 1) are satisfied for
v1 and 2. That is, v7 and vy are asymptotically linear with influence functions ¢ and o,
respectively, so that .
@\1—’[)12* 1Xi,Y;,Zi +op n_1/2
- ;‘1 e1( ) +op(n?)
and 1
Vg — Vg = — oY, Z;) 4+ op n=1/?%).
- ;22 2(Yi, Zi) + op(n™7?)
The asymptotic validity of the approach of Williamson et al. (2023) comes from the fact that
the individual influence functions ¢; and o are not necessarily degenerate under the null. In
particular, when n; and 7y are non-zero, the central limit theorem guarantees that Ty converges
in distribution to N(0,1) under the null (where v; = vy). Similarly, we can also establish the
asymptotic normality of Ty under the alternative in the case where 7; and 72 are non-zero.
This asymptotic normality allows us to describe the asymptotic power expression of the given
test. More formally, the central limit theorem yields

A d N d
Vn(vp —v1) = N(0,1m1) and /n(vy — v2) — N(0,n2).
Hence, by Slutsky’s theorem and the independence of ¥; and 7y, we conclude that

(U1 — U2) — (v1 — v2)
n=Y(m + 172)

4 N(0,1).
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This shows that

]P’p(TW > Zl—a) — (I)<Z’a +

V/ntp )
U%/\/ m+mn)

where we have used the fact that v; — vy = 7p/0-. Therefore, when o3, 71 and 7, are strictly
bounded below by some positive constant, the power converges to the nominal level o whenever

\/ﬁTP—>0.

S3.2 Asymptotic validity

The previous argument hinges on the condition that 7; and 7. are non-zero. As acknowledged
by Williamson et al. (2023), the asymptotic validity of their test is no longer guaranteed when
11 and 72 are zero. We illustrate this by considering a specific example.

Consider a simple linear model where Y = By + 81X + 322 + ¢ and (X, Z,¢) " follows a
multivariate normal distribution with zero mean and identity covariance matrix. Assume that
B1 = P2 = 0. In this scenario, @1 and o are the zero functions on their respective domains, so
m = n2 = 0. Letting (B(), Bl, Bl) denote the least squares estimator of (8o, 1, 82) based on Dy,
and letting Fy, , denote the F-distribution with (k1, k2) degrees of freedom, we have
e, (i Y)Y (Y- Bo — BiX; — BaZ:)? 2

vy = ~ Fyp1.
%ZZEL(Y;_YIP n—1

Similarly, writing (50, 52) for the least squares estimator of (f3y, 52) based on Ds, we have

5y = %Ziel'z (Yi —Y2)* — 5 ier, (Vi — Bo — B2Z:)? 1 R
— 23 -
Y ier,(Yi—Y)? n—1

Since Fp ;1 i) X% /2 and Fy 1 i X% where Xi denotes the chi-square distribution with &
degrees of freedom, we observe that

n(By — By) % 2U — 2V,

where U and V are independent (due to the sample splitting) with U ~ x2 and V ~ x3. It
turns out that the denominator of Tiy can also affect the limiting behaviour of Ty non-trivially
in this degenerate situation, and the exact form of the limiting distribution relies on the choice
of 71 and 7y. Nonetheless, we can still argue that the limiting distribution is not Gaussian. To
see this, note that

PP(TW < 0) — PP(U -V 0) = ]P)P(FQJ < 1/2) 75 (I)(O).

Therefore, when 771 = n3 = 0, the test based on Ty can be either conservative or anti-
conservative depending on the choice of a.

We remark that our result in Section S3.1 did not assume linear models, and it also applies
to the practical approach suggested by Williamson et al. (2023) using cross-fitting. Here, on
the other hand, we consider a linear model because it allows us to show explicitly that the
asymptotic distribution of Ty is non-Gaussian, so the test is not asymptotically valid. As
acknowledged in Williamson et al. (2023), we believe that the same validity issue arises when
nonparametric procedures are considered, potentially using cross-fitting. However, the argument
becomes unnecessarily complicated so we do not pursue this direction here.
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Figure S1: Power in the alternative settings considered in Section S3.3 for nominal 5%-level
tests.

S3.3 Linear model comparison

To provide an empirical comparison of the local power properties of the PCM with the approach
considered in Williamson et al. (2021, 2023) and the more conventional F-test with robust
standard error (White, 1980) (as implemented in the R package 1mtest (Zeileis and Hothorn,
2002)), we consider the following setup where Z and £ are independent N5(0, I') random vectors,
e ~ N(0,1) independently of Z and ¢, 8 = (1,2,3,4,5)/y/n and

X=Z+¢,
Y =BTX +2((14e70) g (142 e

We simulate n € {100, 400, 1600, 6400} observations from the above model. All regressions are
performed using OLS, except v which uses a random forest and we only apply Algorithm 1 for
simplicity (rather than the derandomised version). We apply the wgsc in two different ways.
The test labelled wgsc follows Williamson et al. (2023, Algorithm 3) as in the rest of the paper.
The test labelled wgsc_no_x is still employs sample-splitting to compute the test but no cross-
fitting is done to compute the regression estimators. The resulting test remains valid as the
Donsker conditions are satisfied.

The results can be seen in Figure S1. They confirm our theoretical observations in Section S3
on the power properties of the PCM and wgsc tests in this linear model setting.
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S4 Splines

This section is a self-contained description of spline spaces and some of their properties relevant
for the spline regressions in Section 5. The definitions given here are not standard in the spline
literature, in the sense that they are less general than the usual definitions, but they suffice
for the purposes of regression with splines. One particular simplification that we will adhere
to throughout is to restrict attention to splines with equi-spaced knots that are defined on the
unit hypercube.

We start by considering function spaces of piecewise polynomials with adjustable degrees of
smoothness and give a definition of uniform B-splines.

Definition S19. Let N € Ny, and let A = (Ag)é\sgl be the knots of an equi-spaced partition
of [0,1], with Ag := 0 and An4q := 1. For r € N, define the spline space S, y to be the set of
functions f : [0,1] — R, where the restriction of f to [As_1, ] is a polynomial of degree at
most 7 — 1 for £ € [N + 1] and where f is (r — 2)-times continuously differentiable when r > 2
(we interpret this as meaning ‘continuous’ when r = 2). We say that r is the order of S, .
Define the vector ¢ = (t1,...,tx12,) € [0, 1]V 2" by

t:= (Ao,...,Ao,Al,...,ANAN_H,...,AN_H).
N————

T T

For s € [r] and k € [N + 2r — 5|, define the functions By, s y recursively for z € [0,1) by

BkJ,N(x) = ]l[tlmtk-&—l)(x)’
and, for s € {2,...,71},

x —tg lhts — @

By s n(z) :
lits — tht1

By s—1n(z) + Biy1s-1,n(2)

 thgs—1 — bk

(with the convention that 0/0 := 0). We also define By, n(1) := lim, ~ By, n(x). The
K := N +r functions By, n,..., Bk, N are called B-splines.

It is standard in the spline literature to parametrise spline spaces in terms of the order
r of the polynomials rather than the degree (r — 1). The Curry—Schoenberg theorem gives a
relationship between the two definitions above.

Proposition S20 (Curry-Schoenberg). The set of B-splines {By, n}5_, is a basis for S, n.
Proof. See Schumaker (2007, Theorem 4.13). O
It is worth noting some properties of B-splines and the spline space S, n.

Proposition S21. (a) The B-splines {By, n}5_ are non-negative and form a partition of
unity; i.e.,

K
ZBkmN(x) =1.
k=1

for all x € [0,1].
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(b) For any f € S; N of the form f(x) = Zle BiBi.rn(z) with B = (B1,...,Bk) € RE, there
exists cs(r) > 0, depending only on r, such that

cs(r)EVP|Bllp < |1 fllp < 2Y/PE 128, (S39)
for all p € [1,00]. In particular,
cs(r)E P < || Byl < 2/PKHP
for all k € [K].

Proof. (a) This follows from Equations (4.5) and (4.10) of de Boor (1976).

(b) The conclusion of de Boor (1976, Theorem 5.2) yields the existence of ¢s(r) > 0 such
that
es((N +1)Y2IB, < |Ifllp < v~ VPN +1)712) ] ,. (540)

But (N +1)~Y/? > K=1/P since K = N + r, yielding the lower bound in (S39). For the upper
bound in (S39), we note that

K <2max(N,r) <2(N + 1)r (S41)
and rearranging yields the desired result. O

We will require splines on [0, 1]¢ instead of just [0, 1], and to that end we tensorise our earlier
spline constructions.

Definition S22. Recall Definition S19. Let d € N and define the d-tensor spline space
d
SZN = {f : [0, l]d — R,f(l’l, .. .,xd) = Hfj(mj) : fj S ST,N Vj S [d]}
j=1

Let ® denote the vectorised outer product operator, so that z ® y := vec(zy ') for Euclidean
vectors x and y, where vec denotes the vectorisation operator. Let B, y : [0,1] — RN have

T. Now redefine

kth component function By, n, so that B, y(x) = (BLT,N(H?), e ,BN_H,’T,N(&Z'))
K := (N +r)%; since ® is associative, we may define tensor-basis functions ¢ = ¢, y : [0,1]% —

RX by
¢(1’1,...,$d) = ((bl(xla" . ,[Bd),.. . 7¢K($17"'7$d))—r = BT‘,N(xl) Q- ®BT,N<xd>-

By properties of the tensor product and the Curry—Schoenberg theorem, the collection
{qﬁk}f:l forms a basis for the d-tensor spline space Sf,{ n under the usual pointwise addition
and scalar multiplication operations, and we refer to it as the d-tensor B-spline basis of Sf’ N-
In our subsequent asymptotic results, the first of which is Lemma S28, we will think of d and
r as fixed, but allow N (and consequently K) to depend on n. Proposition S23 below shows
that the properties of univariate B-splines given in Proposition S21 carry over to the d-tensor
splines.

Proposition S23. (a) The basis functions {¢x}5_| are non-negative and form a partition of
unaty.
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(b) Forany f € S N of the form f(x) = Zle Beor(z) where B = (B, ..., Bx) € RE, and for

any p € [1,00],
es(r) K281, < (1)1, < 2YPK VP B,

where cs(r) > 0 is taken from Proposition S21(b). In particular, for all k € [K],

cs(r)AKTYP < gyl < 24P KVP

(¢) For any Z with distribution P on [0,1]%, the matriz Sp = Ep(¢(2)p(Z)7) €

satisfies
)\min(zP) S K_l

and
)\max(EP) Z K_Q-

RKXK

(d) Now suppose that P is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure on [0,1]%

with density p. If C' 1= sup,¢jo 13 p(2) < oo, then
Amax (Zp) < C27K 1,
If instead c :=inf (g 1ja p(2) > 0, then
Amin (Ep) > ceo(r) 4K,

where cs(r) > 0 is taken from (b).

Proof. (a) This follows from Proposition S21 (a) and the definition of the d-tensor B-spline basis.

(b) We will only prove the case d = 2, since the full result will then follow by induction on

d. For the lower bound, we can write

VK VK

VK
f(@1,22) = BreBrrv (@1)Beav (w2) =0 Y i(w2) Br v (z1).
k=1 (=1 k=1

For p € [1,00), we have by using (S40) twice that

17115 = Z% 22) Br n(21)

cs(r)?
d$1d$22 N+l ’;hk x2) [P dao

2p 2p
N+12Z§jme|p 2O ol > <)

k=1 (=1

as desired. For p = oo, we have by a similar argument that

VK
[flloc = sup Y (22) BN (1) > ¢5(r) sup  max [yk(z2)|
x1,22€[0,1] ; z2€[0,1] k€[VK]
> cs(r 2 max ﬁkf = Cs(T 2 :6 00
(r) [fl | = cs(r)718]

again as desired. For the upper bound, we argue very similarly, and use the fact that, with K

redefined as (N + )%, we have K < 24(N 4 1)%4 by (S41).
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(c) Note that

Kmin(Bp) < tr(Zp) = E(i ¢i(Z)> < E({i ¢k(Z)}2> =1,

and by Cauchy—Schwarz,

(1) 2 1(20) = 53 (2)) 2 }(E({f qsk(Z)}z) -
(d) We have

K 2
Amax(Zp) = sup  B'EpB=  sup E({Zﬁm(@})
k=1

BERK:||B]l2=1 BERK:||B]l2=1
K 2 d
2¢C
<C sup Zﬁk¢k < N
BERK:||Bll2=111}—¢ 2

where the final inequality uses (b). By a similar argument,

K 2
Ain(Ep) = inf  BTEpB=  inf E<{Zﬁk¢k(2)}>
k=1

BERK:|B|l2=1 BERK || B]l2=1
C
Z inf /B d)k Z )
BERK|Bl2=1 Z s (r) K
as required. -

We will now argue that splines are strong approximators over classes of sufficiently smooth
functions, as defined by Holder smoothness:

Definition S24. Given a multi-index a = (a1,...,q4) € N¢ with || = Z;l:l a; and an
|ae|-times differentiable function f : [0,1]¢ — R, we define
o™ 0%
D*f .= 1

ozt Q!
For s > 0, write so := [s] — 1 and define H, = H? to be the set f : [0,1]? — R that are so-times
differentiable and that satisfy

max |D*f(z) — D*f(%)] < Cl|lz — &5 Va,z € [0,1)¢ (S42)

aeNg:|lal=sg

and
max  [[D¥fllec <C (543)

aeNg:|lal=sg

for some C' > 0. If f € H,, then the infimum of the set of C' > 0 for which both (S42) and (S43)
hold is called the s-Holder norm, and is denoted by || f||,-

The following basic result shows that given normed space of real-valued functions on [0, 1]%
containing Sﬁf ~» we can find a best approximant within Sf,{ N
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Lemma S25. Let (V, ||-||) denote a normed space of real-valued functions on [0,1]¢ that contains
SdN as a subspace. Then given any f € V, there exists f* € SdN such that || f — f*|| =
mfges;{N lf =gl If || - || is strictly convex, then this best approximant is unique.

Proof. Since Sﬁ{ y is a finite-dimensional subspace of V, Powell (1981, Theorem 1.2) guarantees
the existence of the best approximant f*. The uniqueness property follows from Powell (1981,
Theorem 2.4) since S? p N 1S convex. O

The approximation properties of splines over Holder smoothness classes are characterised
below.

Proposition S26. Suppose f € He. Then there exists C(d,r) > 0 and f* € SﬁlN such that

C(d,r)
(N + 1)min(s,r)

C(d,r)

_ f* < R St A
Hf f HOO - (2 K)mln(sr /d

1fll7. < 111 - (S44)

Proof. Given g:[0,1]% = R, j € [d], h > 0 and k € N, we define the kth forward difference of g
in coordinate j with spacing h at x by

Ajhg(x) = Z(—l)k_e <]2>g(33 + lhej),

=0

where e; € R? denotes the jth standard basis vector. The kth modulus of smoothness of g in
coordinate j of radius t € (0,1/k] is then defined as

wh(git) == sup  sup |A¥, g(z)].
he(0,t] z€[0,1—kh]

By Lemma 525 and Schumaker (2007, Theorem 12.8), there exists f* € S;j{ ~ such that

d
1f = oo < C'(dr) D Wi (f;1/(N +1)),

J=1

for some C’(d,r) > 0 depending only on d and r. First consider the case r > s, and recall the
notation sg := [s] — 1. By Schumaker (2007, (2.119) and (2.117) in Theorem 2.59),
1

WH(f;1/(N+1)) < OS] Wi~ (D*% f;1/(N + 1))

Qr—50— 1 r—

<m J(Dsoejf 1/(N+1)) (N_|_1)

On the other hand, if r < s, then by Schumaker (2007, (2.120) in Theorem 2.59),

(111, -

Wi (f;1/(N+1)) < 1D™ flloo < [AlE

1
(N+ 1) (N+1)

Combining these bounds yields the first inequality in (S44) with C(d,r) := 2"~'dC’(d,r). The
final bound again follows from the fact that K < 2¢(N 4 1)%r9, O

Our next result provides a way of translating properties between population least squares
approximants and supremum norm approximants.
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Proposition S27. Let Z be a random vector taking values in [0,1]¢, and let F be a class of
functions f : [0,1]¢ — R with E(f(Z)Z) < oo for oll f € F. Then for each f € F, there exists
a unique f1 e ST‘,{N such that
E({f(2) - 1(2)y*) = f E({f(2)-9(2)}?).
gES’r,N
Now fix f € F and f* € SgN. Further, suppose that Z has a density p with respect to Lebesgue

measure on [0,1]? satisfying c := inf_ o172 P(2) > 0 and C = sup ¢y 1)a p(2) < 0o. Then there
exists M(c,C,d,r) > 0 such that

1f = fMlloe < M(e,Cod, )| f = F*[loo-

Proof. Let P denote the distribution of Z, and let Lo(P) denote the normed space of equivalence
classes of measurable functions g : [0,1]? — R satisfying

lgllz.p = {E(9(2)%)}'* <

under the binary relation where g ~ ¢° if g(Z) = ¢g°(Z) almost surely'. The existence of the
unique fT € Sﬁ{ y follows from Lemma S25 since the Ly(P) norm is strictly convex.

Now define § := f — f*, so the unique Ly(P)-best approximant §' to § in Sg N 1s given by
gt = fT — f*. We now verify that Conditions A.1, A.2 and A.3 of Huang (2003, Theorem A.1)
hold. Condition A.1 is satisfied by our hypotheses on ¢, C; Condition A.2 holds since the knots
of the splines in Sﬁ, ~ are equi-spaced; and Condition A.3 is satisfied by Proposition S23(b),
where we again use the bounds (N + 1)¢ < K < 24(N 4 1)%%. Thus, Huang (2003, Theorem
A.1) yields the existence of M’'(c,C,d,r) > 0 such that

1 llo0 < M(c, C.d, )Gl oo-
We conclude that
1F = FHlloo < N1glloe + 115" Nloo < (14 M'(e, C, d. 1)) Glloos
so the desired result holds with M(c,C,d,r) :=1+ M'(c,C,d,r). O

Lemma S28 below will ensure that, provided K increases slightly slower than n (so that
Klog(K)/n — 0), performing ordinary least squares with the d-tensor B-spline basis will yield
consistent estimators.

Lemma S28. Let P denote a family of distributions for a random vector Z taking values in
[0,1]¢, and let (Z,)nen be a sequence of independent and identically distributed copies of X.
Recall the notation ¢ = (¢1,...,¢K) ", where {#x}E_, denotes the d-tensor B-spline basis of
S,f{N. For P € P, define p := Ep(¢p(Z)p(Z)") € REXE and 3 i=n! St o Z)e(Zi)T.
Suppose that each P € P is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure on [0, 1]d,
with corresponding density pp satisfying C := suppcp SUP¢(o,1]¢ pp(z) < oo. Then

K|S -5, =0p Klog(eK) | [Klog(eK)\
op n n

We do not distinguish between a function with finite || - ||2,» norm and its equivalence class in what follows.
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If, in addition, ¢ := infpepinf.cjg1ja pp(2) > 0 and Klog(K)/n — 0, then

el T Klog(eK) Klog(eK)
KOS -2, = o (FREEE 4 | [EEEE))

and

~ B ~—1
1Zllop = Op(K™1),  |Z lop = Op(K). (S45)

Proof. For the first claim, by Markov’s inequality, it suffices to show that

sup KEp (|| —2p]|,) = 0<

Klog(eK) n Klog(eK)>
PeP

n n

as n — oo. By the Rudelson law of large numbers for matrices (Belloni et al., 2015, Lemma
6.2) (and Chebyshev’s inequality when K = 1), there exists a universal constant C, > 0 such

that
C.K1 K K21 K
sup KEp(||2 - 2e,,) < C.Klog(eK) IRV up /1% o

< C*Klog(eK) N Klog(eK)
n n

I

since ||¢(2)]]2 < [|¢(Z)|l1 = 1 and || Zp|lop < C2¢K L, by Proposition S23(a) and (d) respec-
tively.

For the second claim, note first that KApin(Xp) > ces(r) =: b > 0 by Proposition S23(d).
From the first claim of the lemma and the hypothesis that K log(K)/n — 0, given € > 0, we
can choose ng € N large enough that

N b €
sup Pp (KHE — 2pllop > 2> < 3
PeP

for n > ng. Then, by another application of the first claim of the lemma, by increasing ng if
necessary, we can find My > 0 such that

B2M ( Klog(eK Klog(eK
supPp<Kuz S pllop > 2{ BeK) | | /K log( )}>§

€
Pep n n 2

for all n > ng and M > My. It follows by Lemma S16 that for n > ng and M > M, we have

1 Kl K Kl K
sup ]P’p(HZ C S o > M{ og(eK) n og(e )})
PeP n n

~ B2M ( K log(eK Klog(eK
gsup]Pp<KHz:—2p|yopz 5 { og(eK) | Og(cﬁ})
PeP

n n
N b
+ sup Pp | K||Z - 2PHop > -] <
Pep 2

which establishes the second claim.
Finally, by the first part of Proposition S23(d),

KHEHOP < KHE - 2PHOp + KHEPHOP = OP(I)v
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and by the second part of Proposition S23(d),
A el _ e
K 1”2 HOPSK 1H2 _Epl“Op“‘K 1”2191”010:073(1)7
as required. O

Proposition S29 below provides estimation and both in-sample and out-of-sample prediction
bounds for spline regression. It is based on Belloni et al. (2015, Theorem 4.1), but here we
control the errors in a uniform fashion over a family of distributions, and those authors did not
require in-sample bounds.

Proposition S29. Let P be a family of distributions of (Y, Z) on R x [0,1]% with regression
function fp given by fp(z) :=Ep(Y |Z = z), and let (Y1,7Z1),...,(Yn, Zy) be independent and
identically distributed copies of (Y, Z). Suppose that

(i) The Lo(P)-best approxzimant f;r; of fp in Sg’N satisfies
sup [|fp — fhllee = O(K ™),
Pep
for some ¢ = ((d,r) > 0.

(ii) Bach P € P is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure on [0,1]¢,
with corresponding density pp satisfying C' := suppep SUp,¢o,1jd pp(z) < oo and ¢ =
infpep infz€[071]d pP(Z) > 0.

(iii) There exists a positive sequence (02 )nen such that Varp(Y | Z) < o2 for all P € P.

Let ¢ denote the d-tensor B-spline basis of S;{N and let B denote the ordinary least squares
estimate from regressing Yi,...,Yn onto ¢(Z1),...,¢(Z,). Assume that Klog(K)/n — 0.

Then
S (fp(Z) - B $(2))% = Op (K% + 62K /n).

=1

1
n
Letting Bp € RE be the unique solution to f;rg(z) = BL¢(z2), we have under the same assump-

tions that
1B = Bpll3 = Op (K~ *72 /n + o2 K*/n).

Further, if (Y*,Z*) is a new observation of (Y, Z) independent of the original sample, then
T .
Ep({/r(2) — B 62} | B) = Op (K% + 2K /n).

Proof. Let & := 15" o(Z)p(Z;)T and for i € [n], let h; == fp(Z;) — fh(Z) and &; =
Y; — fp(Z;). Then, recalling that f;rg(z) = ﬂ;qﬁ(z), we have

%Z(#(Zi) B #(2))* <2fp — 1% +2(B - Bp) S(B - Bp)
=1

.

=2l fhE +2(5 S+ e)a(z)) £ (1 S i+ 22
i=1 ‘

<2 fp — FLIZ + 28 lop | E7 (S46)

21/2< i:1(hi+5i)¢(Zi)>

op
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Now [[Z]lop][E 7|

5L mreem)| <

=1

= Op(1) by (S45) in Lemma S28. Moreover,

oo (e

In

w2 e)

IIn

To deal with I,,, let Zp :=Ep(¢(Z)p(Z2)") € RE*K and note that
Er(fh(2)$(2)") =Ep(Bpo(2)(2)")

op
2

2

2

2

S47
=Ep(fr(2)9(2)")E5'Ep(¢(2)p(2)") =Ep(fr(2)(2)"). (541
It follows that
sup Ep< lfjlzlczS(Z) 2) L sup Ep{tr((h)*¢(Z1)¢(Z1)")}
PeP n-= ' 2 n pep
< Lo lfp - FhI20e(Sp), (348)
n pep
SO n 9
Ll <|£ HOPH:L Y hi(Z)|| = Op(K GV /n) (S49)
2

i=1

by our assumption on suppcp ||fp — f]TDHOO, Proposition S23(d), (S45) in Lemma S28 and

Lemma S2. To deal with II,, we note that e1,...,¢, are conditionally independent given
Z1yeooy Ly, SO
1 ol w— 9 T N P 02K
Ep(Uy | 21, Zn) = —tr( 3 Y E(e] | Z)¢(Z)b(Z:) | < ~2tr(B8) < =2=. (850)
Putting things together, since ||fp — fIEHgO = O(K~2¢) by assumption, we have
1 - ~T 2 —2¢ 2
S (fe(2) = B #(2)° = Op (K% + 02K /n),
i=1
as desired.
For the second claim, observe that
~ ~—1 /1 & 2
18- Bpll = |57 (5 S0+ 00(20)
i=1 2
o1 1/2 2
< HopHE (n 2(11 + sz)d)(zl)) =Or (K== /5 4 62 K2 /),
1=
by (S45) in Lemma S28 and our results above.
Finally, we have following the argument in (S46), we have
* * 2 2
Ep({sr(2") B (2"} | B) < 2lfp — IEI% +2|Ze |, |8 - Bp|
=0Op (K72C + 02K /n),
by Proposition S23(d) and the second claim of the proposition. O
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Under standard smoothness assumptions, we can derive the following consequence of Propo-
sition S29:

Corollary S30. Let P be a family of distributions of (Y, Z) on Rx [0,1]%, and let fp denote the
regression function given by fp(z) :=Ep(Y | Z = z) for P € P. Suppose there exist C,c,s > 0
such that

(i) fp € Hs with ||fp|ln, < C forall P € P.

(i1) Each P € P is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure on [0,1]%, with
corresponding density pp satisfying

sup sup pp(z) <C and inf inf pp(z)>ec.
PeP zegl0,1]d P€EP z€(0,1]@

(i1i) Varp(Y | Z) < C for all P € P.

If Klog(K)/n — 0, then the conclusions of Proposition S29 hold for any r > s with { = s/d
and 02 = C.

Proof. Under Assumptions (i) and (i) of the corollary, we have that Assumption (i) of Propo-
sition S29 holds with ( = s/d when r > s by Propositions S26 and S27. Assumptions (%i)
and (7ii) of Proposition S29 also hold by hypothesis with 02 = C, so the conclusion follows. [

Now suppose that ¢~ and ¢Z are the dx- and dz-tensor B-spline bases of Sg )]{,X and S;{ ?Vz
respectively. It will be convenient to have the following decomposition of functions in the span

of X @ ¢?.

Proposition S31. Let ¢ := ¢~ @ ¢, and let Kx := (Nx + )%, Kz := (N + )% and
Kxyz = Kxyz. Let V denote the subspace of REXZ given by V := {1 ® v : v € RXZ} where 1
denotes the vector of ones in REX . Let V- denote the orthogonal complement of V in RExz,
and let TI : RExz — VL denote the projection onto V*. Let B = (B4, ... ,BKXZ)T e RExz  and
define f : [0,1]9x%42 R by f(x,2) := ¢(x,2)" B. Then, writing B = (B1,...,Pr,)" € REzZ,
where By, := K)_(l Zfle Bir—1)K x+¢> we have (I —T)B =1® B and

f(xv z) = ¢($7 Z)THB + ¢Z(Z)TB <S51)
Moreover, |T13]|c < 2||8||cc-

Proof. We claim that V+ = {u = (ulT,...,u;Z)T € RExz : 1Tuy, = 0 Vk € [Kz]}. To see
this, note that if w = (uy , ..., u}z)T € REx7 gatisfies 1 Tuy = 0 forall k € [Kz] and 1®v € V
for some v = (vy,...,vk,) € REZ then

Kz
A@v) u=>Y vl u) =0,
k=1

which establishes our claim. We can therefore write

B=1B+B-(1®0),
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where 1@ BV and B—(10B) eVt so I -IB=1®0 and II3 =B — (1® B). Hence,

Kx Kz
(a,2) (I ~TDB = vee(¢™ ()97 (2)") 'vec1B) = 37 3 7' (2) 9 (2) s
(=1 k=1
=¢7(2)'B,
by Proposition S23(a), from which (S51) follows. Finally, |TI8]|cc < [|Bllcc + |1 ® Bllc <
2(18/loo- O

Our next two lemmas will be used in the proof of Proposition S34, which is the analogue of
Corollary S30 for a key setting for us, namely where our response variable for spline regression
consists of fitted values from an earlier spline regression.

Lemma S32. Let P denote a distribution of (X,Z) on [0,1]9% x [0,1]%% that is absolutely
continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure, and let px|z denote the conditional density of X
given Z. Assume that px|z(x|-) € HiZ for every x € [0,1]9% and that there exists C > 0 such
that

sup |[lpx|z(x|)[ln, < C.
z€[0,1]9x

Let ¢ = (¢1,...,0K)" denote the dx -tensor B-spline basis ofSZ)]{,, let B=(B1,...,0k)" € RE
and define g : [0,1]%2 — R by

9(2) == B'E(¢(X)| Z = z) ZﬁkEgbk X)|Z = z).

Then g € Hi# and ||gllz. < C||B]lc-

Proof. Repeated application of Klenke (2020, Theorem 6.28) allows us to interchange derivatives
and integrals such that for any multi-index & = (a1, ..., q4,)" € Ngz with || < [s] —1 =: sp,
we have

Z/Bk/ (z) - Dpx|z(x | 2) dz

k=1 [0,1]x

Thus, by Holder’s inequality and the fact that the {¢k}£(:1 are non-negative and form a partition
of unity by Proposition S23(a), we have

1Dl < |8l sup /m Zm )|z 9)] d < €8]l
X

z€[0,1]9z
By a similar argument, when |a| = sp, we have
K
‘Dag(z) — Dag(z/)‘ < H’BH"O/Old Zqﬁk(a:)‘DapX'Z(ﬂz) — Dapx\Z(x‘Z,)‘ dz
X
< CllBllocllz — 2 HS *,

for all 2,2’ € [0,1]92, as required. O]
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Lemma S33. Let {¢x}X | denote the uniform d-tensor B-spline basis of Sqfl,N' For k € [K],
suppose that hy : [0,1]¢ — R can be written as hy = si, + 1, where s5, € SfN and rj, € H?, and
let M := maxye(k ||Tkl[#, . Define m: [0, 119 = R by

K

m(z) == ng(z)¢k(z)

k=1
Then there exist C(d,r) >0 and m* € 8§, x such that

MC(d,r)

—m* < ——m .
Hm m ”OO — (QTK)min(s,r)/d

Proof. Let

S:= span ({¢x (2)de(2) i rex]) S Sgr—l,N'
For k € [K], let r} denote a supremum norm approximant to r in S;% ~ (see Proposition S26),
so that m* := ZkK:1(Sk +r5)ér € S. Then by Hélder’s inequality, Proposition $23(a) and

Proposition 526, we have

K

> (k=) %

k=1

MC(d,r)
(Q,FK)min(s,r)/d ’

lm —mlee =

< —7r <
< max | = il <

as desired. ]

We are now in a position to state our main result on the performance of the spline on spline
regression procedure.

Proposition S34. Let r € N, let d = dx + dz and let ¢ denote the d-tensor B-spline basis
of SZN. Let P be a family of distributions of (X, Z) on [0,1]%% x [0,1]92. Suppose that each
P € P is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure on [0, 1]d. Further, suppose
that there exist C,c > 0 such that:

(i) There exists s € (0,7] such that the conditional density px|zp of X given Z, satisfies
px|z.p(z]-) € HiZ for every x € [0,1]% and sup,c (o yjax [Px|zp(z] )|, < C.

(i1) For every P € P, the density pz p of Z satisfies

sup sup pzp(z) <C and inf inf pyp(z)>ec
PEP z¢[0,1)4 PEP z€[0,1]7

Let (X1,74),...,(Xn, Zy) be independent and identically distributed copies of (X,Z). Forn €
N, let B = B, € RExz satisfy |T18||cc = O(1) where I1 is defined in Proposition S31, and
define f, € Sﬁ{N by fu(z,2) := B ¢(x,2). Further, define gpn ¢ [0,1]% — R by gpn(2) =
Ep(fn(X, )| Z = z), let ¢ denote the dz-tensor B-spline basis of SZer—l,N and let I?Z =
(2r — 1+ N)¥2. Let Y; := fu(Xi, Zi) for i € [n], and let 8 denote the ordinary least squares
estimate from regressing Y1,...,Y, onto ¥(Z1),...,¥(Zy,). If Ky log(I?Z)/n — 0, then

S (9pn(2) = 8 9(2:))* = Op(ITBIZAK, ™" + Kz /n}).

i=1

1
n
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Letting Op € REZ e the unique solution to g};n(z) = 0 51)(2), we have under the same assump-
tions that

16 — 652 = Op (|TB| 2 K2 /).

Finally, if (X*,Z*) is a new observation of (X, Z) independent of the original sample, then

Ep({gpn(2%) 8 $(2")) | 8) = Op(ITBIZAK, ™" + Kz /n}).

Proof. We check the conditions of Proposition S29 with P in that result taken to be the set of
distributions of (Y7, Z1). To this end, let ¢? and ¢X denote the dz- and dx-tensor B-spline
bases of 8% v and S;i’]{,, respectively, so that ¢(z, z) = ¢~ () ® ¢Z(z). By Proposition S31, we
can write

fn(x7 Z) = ¢(‘T7 Z)TH,B + ¢Z(Z)TB-
Thus,

Ky Kx
gra(5) =3 #(2) [me(k_lmﬁewm( )7 =2) w} Zm

k=1 (=1

By Lemma S32 and Assumption (i), we have for every k € [K 7] that the function 7y : [0,1]%7 —

R given by
Kx

ri(2) = Z(HB)(k—l)KX+ZE(¢5<<X> | Z = z)

(=1

belongs to H9% with ||rg|ls. < C||TIB| - Since the constant function z — 3y belongs to S%V,
we deduce from Proposition S27 and Lemma S33 that the Lo(P)-best approximant g}n to gpn

in SSTZ_LN satisfies for each P € P that

M(C,c,dz,2r — 1)C|I18||00
(27“Kz)s/dz

lgpn — g plloc < M(C,e,dz,2r = 1)|lgpn — gpullse <

2dZM(C ¢dz,2r = 1)C|TBlo0
(QTKz)S/dZ

Thus, Assumption (i) of Proposition S29 is satisfied with ( = s/dz. Assumption (ii) of Proposi-
tion S29 is true by hypothesis, and Assumption (iii) of Proposition S29 holds with o,, = ||I13||~
since

Var(Y1 | Z1) = Var(fu(X, Z) | Z) = Var(¢p(X, Z2) TTIB| Z) < || ¢(=, 2) T3, < TS,
by Proposition S23(b). The conclusions therefore follow from Proposition S29. O

Finally in this section, we present two results that control two different out-of-sample product
errors in a sharper way than would be obtained via a naive application of the Cauchy—Schwarz
inequality. The first can be regarded as a restated and uniform version of Theorem 8 and
Lemma A5 in Newey and Robins (2018).

Proposition S35. Let P be a family of distributions of (X,Y,Z) on R x R x [0,1]¢ with
corresponding regression functions fp,gp : [0,1]7 — R given by fp(z) := Ep(Y |Z = 2) and
gp(z) :=Ep(X | Z = z) satisfying:
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(i) There exist (y(d,r) = (y > 0 and (4(d,r) = (5 > 0 such that
sup || fp — fhlloe = OK™%7),  sup lgp — ghlloe = O(K %),
PeP PP

where f;rg and g} denote the Lo(P)-best approzimants of fp and gp respectively in S,C,{N.

(ii) Bach P € P is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure on [0,1]¢,
with corresponding density pp satisfying C' := suppep SUp,¢|o,1}d pp(z) < oo and ¢ =
infpep infz€[071]d pP(Z) > 0.

(iti) There exists a positive sequence (02)nen such that max{Var(Y | Z),Var(X |Z)} < o2 =
0(1).

Now suppose we are given three independent samples (Xf Yf Zf)l 1 (X2 Y2 Z9, and

)

(Xi,Y:, Z;)!,, each consisting of n independent and iden/t\zcally dz/ftrzbuted copies of (X,Y, 7).
Let ¢ denote the d-tensor B-spline basis of SgN. Let By and B, denote the ordinary least
squares estimates from regressing Ylf,...,YJ onto ¢(Z{),...,¢(Zf;) and X{,..., X3 onto
d(Z7),...,(Z}) respectively. Define fitted regression functions f and § by f(z) = B\;qb(z)
and g(z) = B;—(ﬁ(z) respectively. If Klog(K)/n — 0, then

SR - fr(Z0} (52 - ap(20)}
i=1

=Op (K—(CerCg) +

n n?

K1/2 N J2—max((r,Cg) logK)

Proof. Suppose without loss of generality that (y > ;. Define 8p ¢, Bp € RX so that f};(z) =
B;f(,i)(z) and g}r)(z) = ﬁ;gqﬁ(z). We start with the decomposition

%Z{f(zi) — fr(Zi)}{9(Z:) - Z{fp Z)Heb(Z) — gp(2:)}
=1
In
£ SR~ L2} ab(Z:) — 9 (7))
i=1
1T,

n %Z{ 5(Z) = (2 }{3(2Z:) - gb(Z0)}
=1

119,
%Z ~ 2 Ha(Z) - g (Zi)}
111,

By Assumption (3),

sup [I| < sup [|fp — fhllsollgp — ghlleo = O(K~©+40)),
PeP PepP
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Using (S47) in the proof of Proposition S29 (with gp and g}& in place of fp and f}_—, there), we
deduce that

Ep((11)?] f) = 1

- ,Bf —Bpy) EP({QL(Z) —gr(2)Y¢(2)p(2)7) (Bf —Bpy)

< Ugh — 9p IS pllplBy — B3 = Op (K~ 2),
by our hypothesis on ||g}; —gpP|loo, Proposition S23(d) and Proposition S29. Thus by Lemma S2,
I/ = Op(K~ %= 1/2p=1) = Op(KY/2n7Y).

Similarly,
19 = Op(K'/?n71).

To deal with the III, term, define ¥ := n~! S d(Z)d(Z)T, as well as flf =
n Y d(ZNe(Z)H)T and B, = n T @(Z29) (29T, Fori € [n], let &f =Y — fp(Z]),
= X9~ gp(29), hi == fp(2]) = fi(Z]) and b9 := gp(Z7) — gb(Z9). We write

II1,, = (B\f — /BP,f)Ti\](//B\g - /BRQ)

1 sis 3
- <n > cloz] >T>2f12<ﬂg ~Brg)
=1

11;6)
n
( th )if )5 (ithq&(Zf))
i=1
II;%)
1 — ~—laa~—1 "
- (nZh{d)(ZZ )T>zf %, (ngqs(zf))
i=1 i=1
m®

To deal with the ITI$" term, we have using the fact that Ep(el | Z{) = 0 and Varp(Y{ | Z{) =
E((e])?| Z{) < 02 that

Ep (D)2 | B, (Zi, 2]y <

7

(B, - Bp,) "S%, S5, 'S8, - Bp,)

~ ~—1 ~ _
IZ(12,11Z 5 llopllBg — Brgll = Op(En™2),

IN

by our hypothesis on o2, (S45) in Lemma S28 and Proposition S29. Hence, by another appli-

cation of Lemma S2,
1Y = Op(KY2n7Y).

To deal with the 11153) term, by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

_ | |
m®| < ||£; 788 2f1/2 thd) S Zhg
=1
By (S45) in Lemma S28,
1= 82, ), = 0p0).
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The same argument as in (S49) in the proof of Proposition S29 now yields that
12 = Op (K~ (CrH¢=Np =1y = Op (K~ Cr+)),
To deal with the IH&S) term we write
a1/ 1 &
1 ( Z W o(z! > )} (n Ze§¢(zg’)>
i=1
HIS”*”
+ (L Zn:hfgb(Zf)T (&, —=hsx! ! Zn:e-‘!(p(zg)
n pat ) 7 f P P 7 g i 7

(3 2)

111,
" <rlz Zh{qﬁ(z@‘fﬁ) S -=HBE, -5 (Tll Zag?qs(zg)) |
=1 —

e

(1)

For the first term, we have by an argument similar to the III;,” term that

2
Ep () |(2i, 2] 20)) < 72|

th¢ zl) H [P35 08 518 > 55 >3 7 lop:

By Lemma S2, our assumption on o, (S48) in the proof of Proposition S29, Proposition S23(d)
and (S45) in the proof of Lemma S28, we therefore have
IGY = Op(KY2 %=1 = Op(KY2nh).

Similarly,

Ep (322 | (2, 2] Zf)” )

~_1 ~_ 1 i
LYo 27 - 27 I 1527 5,58,

7”
n

(3,

b , together with the second result in Lemma S28,

(&) 1og /2
132 = 0p (K if/)f (K )> = Op(K'/?n71).
n

Hence, by the same arguments as for 111,

Finally, by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we have

n

o S ta(z)

n

SiS o 1
| < |2 opll 5 = 5 |2 — 55, 2Hn2hi—" o(2])

9

2

i=1 i=1
% 2-¢ 2-max(Cs.Cy)
K== log(eK _ Ke—max(&r8) Jog K
1112373) =Op <n2 ( )) =Op (K (Crt+<q) + — )
from our previous bounds. The result follows. ]
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Our second and final result controls a different type of product error and is loosely based
on Theorem 8 and Corollary 9 in a working version of Ichimura and Newey (2015).

Proposition S36. Let P be a family of distributions of (Y, Z) on R x [0,1]¢ with corresponding
regression function fp :[0,1]7 — R given by fp(2) := Ep(Y | Z = 2). Further, let (gp)pep be a
family of functions from [0,1]? to R with pp = Ep(gp(Z)Q) < oo and infpep pp > 0. Suppose
that

(i) There exist (¢(d,r) = (r > 0 and (4(d,r) = (4 > 0 such that

sup ||fp = fhlleo = O(K™),  sup lgp — gplloc = O(K ),
Pep Pep

where f;r; and g}; denote the La(P)-best approximants of fp and gp respectively in S;iN.

(ii) Bach P € P is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure on [0,1]¢,
with corresponding density pp satisfying C' := suppep Sup,¢|o,1jd pp(z) < oo and ¢ =
infpep infz€[071]d pP(Z) > 0.

(i4i) There exists a positive sequence (02 )nen such that Var(Y | Z) < o2 = O(1).

Now suppose we are given two independent samples (Yf Zf) ', and (Y;, Z;)?,, each consisting
of n mdependent and identically distributed copies of (Y, Z). Let ¢ denote the d-tensor B-spline
basis of S% - Let 6 denote the ordinary least squares estimate from regressmg Y; ,...,YJ onto

qb(Z{), .. .,¢(Z¥f). Define the fitted regression function f by f(z) = ,6’ ¢(2). If Klog(K)/n —
0, then

= ng — fp(Z)}
— Op (K~ Cr+6) 4 k=121 4 p;/%fl/z{l + K612y,

Proof. Define Bp ¢, Bp, € RE so that f;,(z) = B]ngc(ﬁ(z) and g}(z) = ,8;’9¢(z). By Proposi-
tion S23(b),

1Bpgllz < K2,(r){llgh = gplloc + llgpll2} < K 2es(r)™{llgh — grlloo + pif "™/},

Thus, by (i),
18pllz = Op(K~Ca=1/2) 4 g2 |1/2), (S52)

We can write

*ZQP —fr(Zi)}

*Z{QP )}{fp( )= fp(Zi)} + — ZQP {fP i) —fr(Zi)}
+ - Z{gp Zi) = 9p(Z)HF(Zi Zi)y+ ng — [h(Z)}.
111, IV

88



By assumption (i) again,
sup L] < sup [[fp — fhllsollgr — ghlloe = O (K~ H0)).
PeP PeP
From (S47) in the proof of Proposition S29,
Ep(9h(2){fr(2) — 1H(2)}) = Ep({fp(2) - 1H(2)}6(2)  Bp,) = O,
and therefore
1
Ep(I1) = ~BpEr({fp(2) = FHDY$(2)$(2)") B,
1
< —llfp = % 1B I3 P o

Thus
11, = Op (K_(Cf_gg)n_lm + p}D/QK—Cfn—l/2) = Op (K—Cf—gg + ,0}3/211_1/2).

The same argument as for the Hfl term in the proof of Proposition S35 yields that
1L, = Op (K~ o= 1/2p 1),
To deal with 1V,,, we write, with quantities defined as in the proof of Proposition S35,
IV, = BL,5(8 ~ Bry)

o 1 n o 1 n
=B, S8, (n Soelod )) +B£,gzzfl<n Sl )) .

=1 =1

v e

Since Ep(&{ | Z{) =0 and Varp(Ylf ] Z{) = Ep((&{)z | Z{) < 02, we have

o2 ccla ala

B (VD2 (22 20)1) < 2207, 55, 5,5, 'S8y,
2
g,

S aa-la a-la
< ED 23, BopllBryllz,
SO

VD = 0p (K% + p®)n=112) = Op(pg*n~1/?).

Finally, by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,
1 n
N Wz
=D hio(Z])

i=1

~a—1
VO < 118pgl21ZZ5 [lop

2

= Op (K- Cr+6o) 4 o} 2K~Cr=1/2-172),

The result follows.
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S5 Univariate linear model analysis

In this section we give a more detailed analysis of the setting considered in Section 3.1. In
contrast to the remainder of this paper, we let D1 contain ni observations and Ds contain ng
observations, and we let 2n = nj; 4 no for this subsection only. All limiting statements in this
section are interpreted as min{ni,no} — 0. This will facilitate a discussion of the effect of the
splitting ratio on the power, and to compare the power of the proposed test more precisely with
existing methods. To simplify our analysis, we set v = 1. We now formally write down the
assumption required for the main result of this section (Proposition S37).

Assumption S1. Suppose that the family P of joint distributions P of (X,Y, Z) satisfies the
linear model (8). Let np and @p denote the population least squares projections of X on Z and
Y on Z, respectively. Let ﬁ ,nand 6 denote estimators of Gp, 77 p and @p, respectively, where B is
trained on Dy and 1 and 0 are trained on D;1. Assume that 06 = lim,, ,» Varp (\ﬁ(ﬁ —Bp))

exists in (0, 00), and suppose that ﬂ , 0 and H 7 satisfy

sup sup [P (/20731 (B = fp) < 1) — (1)] = o(1), (853)
PeP teR
rlla - 6p]l- H b2z = op(u), (S54)
1611 2
Al - npla H S (- 03202 = op(D), (555)
lEIl 2
il =npls- 18— 0p2 - \ZzzT — op(1), (56)
€11
~ 1
16— 0013 3" (X~ np 201215 = om (1), ($57)
11’611
N 1
=l - 30 - 02212113 = op ), (S58)
i€y
7=l 18- 0p13 - S 17013 = 0p() (859)
zEIl

In Section 3.1 we consider a simpler but less general assumption (Assumption 1) that suffices
for the analysis when the estimators are OLS estimators. These more general assumptions allow
for settings where alternate estimators are used or the dimension is allowed to increase with n.

As mentioned before, we set the estimated weight function © = 1 in this analysis, which
yields L; = 5(Y; — §TZZ-) (X; =" Z;) =: BR, for i = 1,...,n;. The resulting PCM statistic is

S ier, R
= /N1 1€ ?
T = sgn () — 1 .
n1 ZZ€I1 R (n1 ZiGIl RZ)

To simplify our presentation, we write, {p := X — n;Z, ep:=Y — GITDZ, 012375 := Varp({p) and
U% £ = Varp(epép). The following result provides asymptotic size and power expressions for
the PCM test in this context.
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Proposition S37. Suppose that P is a family of distributions P of (X,Y,Z) for which the
estimators 8, n and @ satisfy Assumption S1. In addition, assume that there exist ¢,C,5 > 0
such that 012355 > c and Ep{‘&pépf—i_(s} < C forall P € P andn € N. Then, by letting

Vpam = @(Mﬂp)®<z + \/ﬁlﬂpa?g’g) +<I><—\/TTQ’BP><I><z - \/nilﬁpal%’ﬁ)
an s «a o a )

08p Opet Bp OPeg

the power of the PCM test satisfies

sup ‘IPP(T > 1) — Y/Jp’a,nl — 0, as min{ny,ny} — oo.

PeP
Furthermore, when o < 1/2, we have Ypqrn > o and, when O'2p’£/0'p75§ > 0, equality holds if
and only if Bp = 0.

Proposition S37 confirms that under Assumption S1 and the given moment conditions, our
proposed test is asymptotically valid uniformly over the null hypothesis Py := {P € P : Bp = 0}.
In terms of splitting ratio, a consequence of Proposition S37, as stated formally in Corollary S18
is that in this linear model setting one cannot hope to achieve high power against a local
alternative where 7p =< n~! unless n; =< ny. While limited to the linear model, this result
nevertheless instills confidence in our choice of balanced splitting ratio, and also reveals that
the choice of splitting ratio that maximises the asymptotic power depends on the underlying
(unknown) parameters. For this reason, we consider n; = ngy by default for simplicity.

For the specific class of linear alternatives considered in Proposition S37, the asymptotic

power of the GCM test (Shah and Peters, 2020) without sample splitting is

Vvni+ n2ﬁP0123,5 vni+ 712513012:75
() Za/z—i- + o Za/2_ .

O.P,Eg O-P,€£

Comparing this expression with ¥p ;,, one can see that the GCM test is typically more powerful
than the proposed test, but only by a constant factor when ny =< ns. However, as mentioned
earlier, the proposed test can have power against broader alternatives than the GCM test
depending on the choice of projection. In comparison with the tests of Williamson et al. (2023)
and Dai et al. (2024), the proposed test achieves higher power. In particular, their tests become
powerless whenever /n7p — 0, which is true for both parametric and nonparametric settings.
Moreover, as pointed out by Williamson et al. (2023) and further demonstrated in Section S2.2
of the supplementary material, their tests via sample splitting may not control the Type I error
when (X,Y, Z) are mutually independent. In contrast, our approach does not suffer from this
issue and can be powerful even when /n7p — 0, as demonstrated by Proposition S37. In the
next subsection, we provide the proof of Proposition S37.

S5.1 Proof of Proposition S37

Throughout this proof we suppress P subscripts from the notation as in the proofs in Section S1.
™ ~T o ™ . C e
As L; = B(Yi -6 Zz-) (Xi — nTZi) =: BR; for i € [ny], recall that our test statistic is

1 Zm R
A~ n =1""
T = sgn(f)
\/TT1 Zi:ll RZZ - (771 Zi:ll Ri)

(S60)
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Let

T e }11 Dty (R — ﬁgg)
R -— e )

and for now suppose that the following approximations hold:

sup sup [P(Tr < t) — ®(t)| = o(1) (S61)
PEP teR
and
2 1/2
{ Ly p2 J661 n 2} =1+ o0p(1). (S62)
nr it B = (5 X Ri)
Then, by (S62), we have
. _ J/iBo?
T = {sgnw)TR s sgnw)%f}(l v,
E

where V), is a remainder term satisfying V;, = op(1). Define for brevity sg := ,/nl,Bag [Oce.
Now, since (R;);%, and sgn(ﬁ) are formed on independent data and are thus independent, we

have

sup [P(T > 21-a) — Ya,nl

PeP
= sup P(sgn(ﬁ)TR > 2q — sgn(ﬁ)% — sgn(ﬁ)Vn(TR + 55)) — Yan

PeP
< sup IF’(E > O)IP’(TR > 21—a —Sg — Vo(Tr + 35)) — <I><Vn26>q)(2a + Sg)‘

Pep op

+ sup IP(E < 0)P<—TR >21—aqt+ S5+ Vi(Tr + 85)) — (I)<_\/7T2IB>CI)(ZOC — 85)’

pep o
+ sup ]P)(B =0).
PeP

The last term here is o(1) by (S53). The first two terms are dealt with similarly, so we only
show how to argue that the first term is o(1). To this end, we have

sup |P(3 > O)P(TR > Z1—a —Sg — Vo(TR + 85)) - ®<M><I>(za + 35)‘
Pep 0p
< sup|P(B > 0) — @(MN
PeP op

+ sup IP(TR > 21—a — 88 — Vo (TR + 55)) — <I>(za + 85) ‘
PeP

The first term above is o(1) by (S53). To deal with the second term, for an arbitrary e € (0, 1),
write

sup IP(TR > Z1—a — 88 — Vo(Tg + 85)) — CI)(Za + 35)‘
PeP
< sup IP’(TR > 21—a — 58 — Vo (Tr + s3), |[VaTRr| <€, |Vi| < e) — (20 + 55)‘
PeP

+ sup Pp(|Vy,| > €) + sup Pp(|V,,Tr| > €).
PeP PeP
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Since V,, = op(1) by (S62) and V,,Tr = op(1) by Lemma S3 and (S61), the last two terms are
o(1). Moreover,

sup ]P’(TR >21—a — 58 — Va(Tr + 58), [VaTRr| <€, [Va| < e) — ‘ID(za + 55)’
Pep

< sup max{P(TR > 21—q —Sg —€(1+ |55|)> — @ (24 + 5p),
pPecp

@(za + Sﬁ) —IP’(TR > 21—q —Sg+e(1+ \35]))}

< sup IP’(TR > 21—q —sg —€(1+ \55|)> — @ (20 + 55)‘ +
pPecp

In

sup <I>(za + 85) — ]P’(TR > 2zi—a —Sg+e(l+ ‘SBD)‘ .
PeP

-~

1L,

We only show that I,, is o(1) as II,, can be handled similarly. Now letting W ~ N(0, 1), we have

I, = sup IP’(TR > 21—q —sg —€(1+ |35\)) — IP’(W > 2o — 35))
PeP

< sup P(TR > Z—a —Sg —€(1+ |55\)) —P(W > 21— —sg — (1 + |85|))‘
PeP

+ sup IP’(W € (z1—a — s — (1 + [s5]), 21-a — 55]).
PecP

By the asymptotic normality of Tx in (S61), the first term is o(1). On the other hand, for the
second term

sup P(W € (zl_a —sg —€(1+|s8]), z21—a — 35]

pPeP

1
< sup min< ——(1 + |sg|)e, P(21—a — 58), P(2a + 55+ €(1 + |s .
sup i (14 fsl)e, (a1 = 55), B0+ 55+ e(1+ [ss)) |

We now analyse the upper bound depending on the sign of 5.
Case (i) Suppose that 5 > 0 and ®(21—o — s3) < €¢/v27. Then

€

1
min{(l + |sa])e, ®(21-a — 58), P(2a + sp + €(1 + |85|))} <

V2 V2r
On the other hand, if ®(z1_q — s3) > €/v27, then 0 < 55 < 21_¢ — @fl(}). Thus

21
min 4+ |s €, q) 21— S y (I) Za + 8 + € +|s
o B 11—« B « B B
€

sl ()

Case (ii) Next suppose that 8 < 0 and ®(zq + sg + €(1 + |sg])) < ¢/v2m. Then

€

Vor

min{\/%(l + |sa])e, ®(21-a — 53), ®(2a + 55+ €(1 + |85|))} <
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On the other hand, if ® (24 + 55 + €(1 + |s3])) > €/v2m, then

1 €
ot —Za—€p < s3<0.
1—6{ <\/27r> Fo E} o

Thus

min{

==

(1+|85])e P(z1-a — sp), <I>(za+35+e(1+\55|))}

<l ()]

21

Case (iii) When § = 0, we have

(1+[sa))e, (210 — 55), B(2a + 55+ €(1+ |85!))} <

, 1
ming —— .
{\/271' V2T
Combining the previous results we have for every g € R that
1
sup ming —=(1 + |sg|)e, P(z1—a — S5), P(2a + 55+ €(1 +|s
g min (14 sgle, ©(e1m = 55)s ©(en + s+ (14 [53)) )
€ € 1 €
< ——maxql, 1+ 21— —<I>_1< ),1—1—[2’ —|—e—<I>_1< )]}
V2T { e V2T 1—e|™ V2T

We further note that the bound P(W > z) < (1/2) - e=*/2 for x > 0 gives for € < (1/2) - v/2m

that

el <J627r) < e\/Q log<2(1_€1/\/271_)> 0,

as € — 0. We deduce that I,, = o(1), so the first claim of the proposition will follow once we

establish (S61) and (S62).
For the claim (S61), consider the decomposition

—1 ni
Z{Y 0'Z)(Xi—n' Z;) — Boi}
(1)
-1 ny -1 ny
_ ‘55 ZY 0T )Tz_ 55 Za aTz( lr]TZZ)
=1
T(2> T(3)
-1 n

\ﬁzé’ 0) 2.z (H—n).

T4)
By the assumption that E{ ‘ (Y-0"2)(X ‘2+6} < C, Shah and Peters (2020, Lemma 18)
yields that

sup sup ‘P(T(l) < t) — CID(t)‘ — 0.
PeP teR
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Moreover,
ni

Y (Y- 6"7)z;

=1

7] < ey/nalli = nll2 = op(1),

2

1
ni
by Cauchy-Schwarz, the assumption that op.e > ¢ and (S55). We can argue similarly that
T®) = op(1) using (S54). Finally,

ITW| < ey/nil|i —nll2]16 — 6]2 = op(1)

1 T
- 7.7

by similar arguments as above and (S56). Combining the above with the uniform version of
Slutsky’s theorem, we have the desired claim (S61).
To prove (S62), we let R, ; := Ry ; — Bag for i € [n1] and note that

1711 1n1 2 1n1~ 1711~ 2 1n1~
— R2—< R-> = — R2»—< R ) =— Y R2,+op(l),

where the second equality follows from the proof of (S61) above. To ease the notation further,

op

for i € [nq1], we write

Ryi=(Y; =07 Z)(X; —n" Z;) — Bo? - O-0)"7;(X;—n'Z;)
A I
~ (Y- 0"Z)A—n)Zi+(0-0)"ZZ (7 —m).

11, v,

Then
1 <X ~ 1 & 1 & 1 & 1 &
2 2 2 2 2
DLt Dl e DR L o) DL e SR
=1 =1 =1 =1 =1
2 n1 2 n1 9 ni
—ZNTLIL - =SS Lan + =S LIV,
mzz mzz Z+mzzvz
=1 =1 =1
2 ni 2 ni 2 ni
ZNTILIL - =S IV — =S CIILIV;.
+m;z ; n1; ; m; AV,

By the assumption that E{ ‘ (Y-0"2)(X-n"2) ‘2+6} < C, Shah and Peters (2020, Lemma 19)
yields that a;ﬁnfl S ™M 12 = 1+ op(1). Moreover, by Cauchy-Schwarz,

1=1"1

1 & ~ 1 &

— DN 12<60-0]3- = (X; —n'Z)*Z)|3,
nl; i< 12 n1;( n Zi)|Zill3

—2
so (S57) together with 035 > ¢ implies that U;—f S T2 = op(1). Similarly,

-2 ni

Teg 2
— IITZ = op(1
ny ; 7 73( )

by (S58). By two applications of Cauchy—Schwarz, we have
LS vz < 6 ol - ml3- - 3 !
ny &= i > 21im Ugnliﬂ ill2s
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—2
o (S59) combined with the lower bound on 0?32f yields that Uns—f S M IV? = op(1). Turning to
the cross-product terms, by Cauchy—Schwarz and the previous analysis,

1 & 1/2 1 & 1/2
< 02( ZI?) (m ZH%) = op(1).
i=1

=1

72 ni

;1 ZIII

=1

The other terms can be similarly analysed and shown to be op(1). We have thus established
by the uniform version of Slutsky’s theorem that

1 1 ni 1 ni 2
e R$—< Ri> }:1+0 1).
g{z 3 p(1)

Finally, (S62) follows by the above result combined with Lemma S7. This completes the proof
of the first claim in Proposition S37.

To prove the second claim, let us assume that 5 > 0 (the case 8 < 0 can be handled very
similarly), and denote

o o) e ) ) o

v (8) W1 (8) 1-V(8) W (8)
= Wa(B) + V(B){W1(B) — W2(B)}-

Then V(8) > 1/2 and W1 (8) = W2(8) > 0, 50 Yan > Wa(B)+{W1(8) —Wa(B)}/2 = Wi(B)/2+
Wa(B)/2.

Next observe that the function 6 — ®(z4 + 9)/2 + ®(24 — 9)/2 is continuous on R, and when
a < 1/2, it is decreasing when ¢ < 0 and increasing when § > 0. It follows that

mﬂa§> +1@(z - mﬁff?) -

Oct 2 Oct

1
wa,n Z E(b (Zoc +

and when ag /o<¢ > 0, we have equality in both inequalities if and only if 8 = 0.

S6 Additional simulations: GAMs with binary responses

Here we consider settings similar to those considered in Section 6.1, but with Y binary. Our

null settings use
P(Y =1|X, Z) = expit(sin(27Z,)),

and we consider three alternative settings mirroring those in Section 6.1:
1. P(Y = 1| X, Z) = expit(sin(21Z1) + 0.25X?2),
2. P(Y = 1| X,Z) = expit(sin(2r7Z;) + 0.5X?),
3. P(Y = 1| X, Z) = expit(sin(2nZ1) + 0.5X275).

For all regressions with binary responses, we fit a binomial generalised additive model with
logistic link, and we use additive models for all other regressions; we use the implementations
in the R package mgcv (Wood, 2017). We do not fit a new regression model for v but instead
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Null Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

wgem.fix

wgcem.est

wgsc
Rejection rate
1.00

0.75
gcm

Method

0.50
0.25
0.00

gam 0.974 0.97

pcm: derandomised
(Algorithm 1°R )

pcm: single split
(Algorithm 1)

250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000 250 500 1000

Figure S2: Rejection rates in the various settings considered in Section S6 for nominal 5%-level
tests.

utilize that Y is binary and set v(x, z) := g(x, 2)(1 — g(z, z)). The additive models are tuned
as in Section 6.1 while the binomial additive models use half as many basis functions i.e. | (N —
1)/(2d)] (where N and d are the number of observations and predictors on which the model
is trained, respectively) to avoid issues with convergence of the generalised additive model fits.
The results can be seen in Figure S2 and are broadly in line with those in Section 6.1 with the
PCM performing favourably though being powerless in Setting 3 with pure interactions (as to
be expected), and wgsc and most notably gam not maintaining Type I error control.
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