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Abstract

Many scientific applications involve testing theories that are only partially
specified. This task often amounts to testing the goodness-of-fit of a candidate
distribution while allowing for reasonable deviations from it. The tolerant test-
ing framework provides a systematic way of constructing such tests. Rather than
testing the simple null hypothesis that data was drawn from a candidate distribu-
tion, a tolerant test assesses whether the data is consistent with any distribution
that lies within a given neighborhood of the candidate. As this neighborhood
grows, the tolerance to misspecification increases, while the power of the test de-
creases. In this work, we characterize the information-theoretic trade-off between
the size of the neighborhood and the power of the test, in several canonical mod-
els. On the one hand, we characterize the optimal trade-off for tolerant testing
in the Gaussian sequence model, under deviations measured in both smooth and
non-smooth norms. On the other hand, we study nonparametric analogues of
this problem in smooth regression and density models. Along the way, we estab-
lish the sub-optimality of the classical χ2-statistic for tolerant testing, and study
simple alternative hypothesis tests.
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1 Introduction

Evaluating whether data support or refute a hypothesis is a fundamental task in the
sciences. Statistical hypothesis testing provides a formal framework for this problem.
Typically, a researcher states a null hypothesis which represents the absence of a sci-
entific discovery, and designs a test to assess it. A rejection of the null hypothesis thus
suggests a discovery of the scientific phenomenon of interest.

This process conflates statistical and scientific discovery. To test a hypothesis, one
specifies a model representing no scientific discovery and checks whether the observed
data aligns with its predictions. If the model accurately reflects the underlying process,
statistical rejection implies scientific discovery. In practice, however, models are imper-
fect, and rejection simply indicates a discrepancy between the model and the data, not
necessarily a discovery.

To mitigate this issue, practitioners attempt to account for acceptable deviations
from the no discovery model, thus requiring stronger evidence for rejection. A promi-
nent example is the field of experimental high-energy physics, in which datasets are
collected from large-scale particle colliders with the aim of probing the Standard Model
of particle physics [van Dyk, 2014]. The Standard Model is a classification of elemen-
tary particles and the forces which act upon them, which leads to predictions of the
probability distribution P0 governing the kinematic behavior of particles within a col-
lider. Given a set of experimental observations X1, . . . , Xn ∼ P of such particles, a
sought-after goal is to test the goodness-of-fit hypothesis

H0 : P = P0, versus H1 : d(P, P0) > ϵ, (1)

where d is a divergence between probability distributions, and ϵ > 0 is a separation
parameter. A rejection of the null indicates a departure from the Standard Model, and
thus a discovery of new physics. One of the difficulties in testing this hypothesis lies in
the fact that P0 is unavailable in closed form, and is typically approximated through
simulators. These simulators themselves rely on parameters which are either inferred
from past analyses, or are computed mathematically, typically using approximations.
As a result of these various imperfections, physicists acknowledge that the putative null
distribution P0 may be slightly misspecified. The degree of misspecification is quanti-
fied through the notion of systematic uncertainties [Heinrich and Lyons, 2007], and an
important goal is to construct goodness-of-fit tests which are tolerant to deviations of
the null hypothesis within the confines of a systematic uncertainty set.

Motivated by such applications—which we return to in Section 6—the goal of our
work is to develop methods for testing imprecise goodness-of-fit hypotheses, and to
sharply characterize the information-theoretic trade-off between statistical power and
imprecision. We study these questions for several of canonical divergence functionals
and model classes, such as high-dimensional location families and smoothness classes.
Although each problem will involve different optimal tests, and different information
theoretic trade-offs, we identify a variety of common phenomena across these problems
which allow us to reason more broadly about null misspecification in goodness-of-fit
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testing.

To formalize our problem, we adopt a framework known as tolerant testing [Ingster,
2001, Parnas et al., 2006]. Unlike the goodness-of-fit problem (1), the tolerant testing
problem consists of the hypotheses

H0 : d(P, P0) ≤ ϵ0, versus H1 : d(P, P0) ≥ ϵ1, (2)

where ϵ0 > 0 is a tolerance or imprecision parameter, and ϵ1 − ϵ0 > 0 is a separation
parameter. By analogy with the physical applications described previously, one can
think of ϵ0 as defining a systematic uncertainty ball {P̃0 : d(P̃0, P0) ≤ ϵ0} centered at
P0, and the goal is to detect deviations not only from P0, but from any distribution
which lies in this ball.

We study tolerant testing via the minimax framework for hypothesis testing, which
has its roots in the foundational works of Mann and Wald [1942], Ingster [1982, 1993],
Ermakov [1990, 1991], and Lepski and Spokoiny [1999]. Given a tolerance parameter ϵ0,
the main figure of merit in the minimax framework is the notion of critical separation,
also called the critical separation radius, defined as the smallest distance ϵ1 − ϵ0 for
which the hypotheses can be tested with nontrivial power, uniformly over all elements
of the null and alternative classes; see Section 2 below for precise definitions. Any test
which achieves this condition is said to be minimax optimal.

The minimax criterion stands in contrast to more traditional frameworks to quanti-
fying the difficulty of hypothesis testing problems, which typically quantify the relative
efficiency of tests along contiguous alternatives. These two viewpoints both have their
strengths and drawbacks [Bickel et al., 2006]. The contiguous framework is well-suited
to problems where the set of alternatives is believed to lie in a small set of directions
that can accurately be captured by one-dimensional paths of alternatives. On the
other hand, analyzing power against such paths can be misleading in genuinely non-
parametric problems, as they typically cannot capture the full dimensionality of the
space of alternatives, and can therefore lead to conclusions which obscure the curse
of dimensionality [Arias-Castro et al., 2018]. We find the minimax framework to be
particularly illuminating for analyzing the tolerant testing problem, since it allows us
to quantify the interplay between the geometry and dimensionality of the composite
null and alternative classes as a function of the parameter ϵ0.

From a more technical lens, the minimax perspective on tolerant testing provides a
common framework for analyzing two seemingly-distinct but well-studied problems in
the minimax theory literature:

(a) Testing the goodness-of-fit hypothesis (1).

(b) Estimating the divergence functional d(P, P0).

It is clear that problem (a) is a special case of tolerant testing. To see the connection to
problem (b), notice that any estimator d̂n of the divergence functional d(P, P0) induces
a tolerant test, which rejects the null hypothesis when d̂n takes on values which are
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appreciably larger than ϵ0. In particular, if the minimax rate of estimating d(P, P0) is
δn, then there exists a tolerant test with nontrivial power whenever

ϵ1 − ϵ0 ≥ C · δn,

for a sufficiently large constant C > 0. This reduction is described in further detail
in Section 3.1.1, though is well-known, and forms a common strategy for certifying
lower bounds on the minimax estimation risk [Tsybakov, 2009]. In our context, this
reduction is typically sharp when ϵ0 takes on sufficiently large values, thus one can
generally interpret the critical separation as interpolating between the minimax testing
rate of problem (a) when ϵ0 is small, and the minimax estimation rate (b) when ϵ0 is
large. In between these two regimes, there sometimes appears an interpolation regime,
which is unique to tolerant testing. In what follows, we provide a more detailed view
into these phenomena, before drawing further comparisons to prior work.

Outline Section 1.1 provides an overview of our main results, while Section 2 intro-
duces the minimax framework for tolerant testing. In Section 3, we characterize the
critical separation in the Gaussian sequence model. In Sections 4 and 5, we characterize
the critical separation for the Gaussian white noise model and densities separated in
the L1 norm. Finally, in Section 6, we comment on the application of tolerant testing
for handling systematic uncertainties in high-energy physics.

Notation We write an ≲ bn if there exists a positive constant C such that an ≤ C · bn
for all n large enough. Analogously, an ≍ bn denotes that an ≲ bn and bn ≲ an.
Furthermore, given a distribution π, we useml(π) = Ep∼π[p

l] to denote its l-th moment.
Additionally, let δA(a) equal 1 if a ∈ A, and 0 otherwise. Similarly, we use the following
notation I(condition) to denote the indicator function that evaluates to one whenever
the condition is true and returns zero otherwise. Whenever clear from context, we omit
stating the random variable in expectations and variances: EP [T ] = EX∼P [T (X)] and
VP [T ] = VX∼P [T (X)].

1.1 Overview of main results

We study the minimax tolerant testing problem in the following three settings:

(i) The Gaussian sequence model, under the ℓp-metrics ( Section 3).

(ii) A smooth Gaussian white noise model, under the L1 metric ( Section 4).

(iii) A smooth density testing model, under the L1 metric ( Section 5).

We derive minimax upper bounds across these various problems, and we complement
them with matching minimax lower bounds in many cases. Along the way, we iden-
tify the suboptimality of certain classical goodness-of-fit tests for these problems, and
provide alternative tests which are both practical and minimax-optimal.
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Let us illustrate our results in the simplest case of the Gaussian sequence model
(i), which is a canonical model for the study of minimax hypothesis testing prob-
lems, and serves as a convenient benchmark for more general nonparametric regression
problems [Ingster and Suslina, 2003, Johnstone, 2019]. In this setting, one is given a
d-dimensional, homoscedastic observation of the form

X ∼ N (v, Id/n), (3)

for some v ∈ Rd and n, d ≥ 1. Let us first consider the ℓ1-tolerant testing problem:

H0 : ∥v∥1 ≤ ϵ0, versus H1 : ∥v∥1 ≥ ϵ1. (4)

It has been known since the work of Ingster [1993] that the classical χ2-test is minimax
optimal for this problem when ϵ0 = 0, with corresponding critical radius scaling as
d3/4/

√
n. Surprisingly, however, we will show that the χ2-test is generally suboptimal

for the tolerant testing problem, and we will instead show that a different test achieves
the following minimax hypothesis testing rate.

Theorem 1.1 (Informal version of Theorem 3.1 in Section 3.1). Given ϵ0 ≥ 0, let
λ =

√
nϵ0. Then, the hypotheses (4) can be tested with nontrivial power if and only if

ϵ1 − ϵ0 ≳
1√
n
·


d3/4, if 0 ≤ λ ≲

√
d, (Free tolerance regime)

d1/2 · λ1/2, if
√
d ≲ λ ≲ d, (Interpolation regime)

d, if λ ≍ d, (Functional estimation regime)

where we hide polylogarithmic factors in d.

A striking feature of the critical separation under the ℓ1-norm is the existence of
three regimes. When ϵ0 takes on small values, the critical separation remains constant,
and scales as d3/4/

√
n. Once again, this matches the well-known critical separation for

goodness-of-fit testing under the ℓ1 norm [Ingster, 1993]. We refer to this regime as the
free tolerance regime, since the goodness-of-fit rate persists even as ϵ0 increases. Let us
emphasize that the existence of this regime was already known from the work of Ingster
[2001]. When ϵ0 crosses the critical rate

√
d/n, we enter the interpolation regime, which

exhibits a new rate that is specific to tolerant testing, and decays polynomially in ϵ0.
Finally, a third regime occurs when ϵ0 ≍ d/

√
n, in which case, for the first time,

the critical separation ϵ1 − ϵ0 coincides with ϵ0. The convergence rate of this regime
coincides with the minimax rate of estimating the functional ∥v∥1, up to polylogarithmic
factors [Cai and Low, 2011]. Although we do not characterize the ℓ1 tolerant testing
rate for larger values of ϵ0, we shall do so for some other norms discussed below.

The existence of a free tolerance regime provides a means of quantifying the ro-
bustness of goodness-of-fit tests to null misspecification. Indeed, one can heuristically
define the tolerance of a goodness-of-fit test as the largest value of ϵ0 for which the
critical separation of the test stays constant—namely, the largest ϵ0 for which the test
remains powerful when ϵ1 equals the goodness-of-fit minimax critical separation. In the
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Gaussian sequence model, Theorem 1.1 shows that the maximal achievable tolerance
is d1/2/

√
n. Perhaps surprisingly, this tolerance is not achieved by certain well-known

goodness-of-fit tests: In Section 3, we will see that the test statistics

χ2 =
d∑
j=1

X2
j , and T =

d∑
j=1

|Xj|,

are both minimax-optimal for goodness-of-fit testing (i.e. for problem (4) with ϵ0 = 0),
however the χ2-test merely has tolerance d1/4/

√
n, whereas the plugin test T has optimal

tolerance d1/2/
√
n. Despite its popularity, the χ2-test thus has suboptimal tolerance,

and can be improved by a simple alternative test without sacrificing minimax optimality,
at least when measuring deviations under the ℓ1 norm.

Theorem 1.1 builds upon recent work by Canonne et al. [2022], which established
closely-related phenomena for tolerant testing in the setting of discrete distributions.
Concretely, given n observations from a discrete probability distribution P supported
on [d] = {1, . . . , d}, and a reference distribution P0, Canonne et al. [2022] study the
tolerant testing problem

H0 : V (P, P0) ≤ ϵ0 versus H1 : V (P, P0) ≥ ϵ1, (5)

where V denotes the total variation distance. They prove that for d ≲ n, the hypotheses
(5) can be tested with non-trivial power, up to polylogarithmic factors, if and only if

ϵ1 − ϵ0 ≳
1√
n
·


d1/4, if 0 ≤ λ ≲ 1, (Free tolerance regime)

d1/4 · λ1/2, if 1 ≲ λ ≲
√
d, (Interpolation regime)

d1/2, if λ ≍
√
d. (Functional estimation regime)

(6)

Here again, we can observe that the critical separation interpolates between the goodness-
of-fit rate [Paninski, 2008], which persists over a free tolerance region, and the risk of
estimating the total variation distance between the distributions [Jiao et al., 2018]. We
will later see that this same pattern also occurs in the infinite-dimensional models (ii)
and (iii).

Nevertheless, the interpolation regime does not always need to exist. To illustrate
this point, we now turn to a second setting considered in this paper, consisting of the
hypotheses

H0 : ∥v∥p ≤ ϵ0, versus H1 : ∥v∥p ≥ ϵ1, with p an even integer, (7)

where we continue to work under the Gaussian sequence model (3). Unlike the ℓ1 prob-
lem studied previously, the ℓp norms arising in problem (7) are smooth. It is well-known
that functional estimation and goodness-of-fit testing rates tend to coincide for smooth
functionals [Giné and Nickl, 2016]; for example, when p = 2, it is is known that both
the goodness-of-fit testing rate and the functional estimation rate are of the same order
d1/4/

√
n, in the Gaussian sequence model. It is therefore natural to expect the critical
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separation to remain constant for all ϵ0 ≤ d1/4/
√
n, absent any interpolation regime.

The following result proves that this is indeed the case, and additionally characterizes
the tolerant testing rate when ϵ0 exceeds the functional estimation rate.

Theorem 1.2 (Informal version of Lemma 3.4 in Section 3.3). Given ϵ0 ≥ 0, let
λ =

√
nϵ0. Then, the hypotheses (7) can be tested with nontrivial power if

ϵ1 − ϵ0 ≳
1√
n
·


d1/2p, if 0 ≤ λ ≲ d1/2p, (Free tolerance regime)

d1/2 · λ1−p, if d1/2p ≲ λ ≲ d1/p,

d1/p−1/2, if λ ≍ d1/p.

Theorem 1.2 confirms the absence of an interpolation regime for tolerant testing
under the smooth ℓp norms, and shows that the traditional goodness-of-fit critical sep-
aration radius d1/2p/

√
n [Ingster, 1993] persists until ϵ0 coincides with this rate. Once

again, the existence of this free tolerance regime was already known from the work
of Ingster [2001]. On the other hand, when ϵ0 exceeds this rate, we find that the crit-
ical separation begins to shrink, indicating that the tolerant testing problem becomes
easier. Nevertheless, this phenomenon is still linked to functional estimation, which we
explain in Section 3.3.

Since only moderate tolerance levels are relevant in practice—when testing provides
a clear advantage over estimation—we focus on the case where the tolerance parame-
ter ϵ0 lies between zero and the functional estimation rate, throughout what follows.
Beyond this point, an estimation-based test becomes preferable.

1.2 Related Work

The study of robust hypothesis testing within the minimax framework has a long his-
tory. Le Cam [1986] and Kraft [1955] studied the conditions for the distinguishability of
disjoint convex sets of distributions, see the left panel of Figure 1. Huber [1965] derived
minimax optimal tests when the distributions under the null and alternative hypothe-
ses form disjoint balls in the total variation metric. Huber and Strassen [1973], Rieder
[1977], Bednarski [1982] extended these results to general disjoint sets dominated by
capacities. Later works by Birgé [1979, 1983b,a, 2015] and Le Cam [1986] developed
analogous tests for Hellinger balls, with the aim of studying the convergence of estima-
tors [Le Cam, 1973]. In all cases, the disjointness of the sets ensures that the optimal
testing procedure is a likelihood ratio test between a pair of closest distributions lying
on the boundaries of each set. Together, these developments provide a strong general-
ization of binary hypothesis testing. However, they do not apply to tolerant testing (2),
where distributions under the alternative hypothesis surround the set of distributions
under the null hypothesis [Ingster and Suslina, 2003], see the right panel of Figure 1.

To the best of our knowledge, the first study of minimax tolerant testing is due to In-
gster [2001] for the Gaussian sequence and white noise models under general ℓp metrics,
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Kraft [1955], Huber [1965], Huber and Strassen [1973], 
Birgé [1979] and Le Cam [1986] Ingster [2001], Canonne et al. [2022], Ours

Robust Hypothesis Testing Tolerant Testing

Figure 1: Comparison between robust hypothesis testing and tolerant testing.

and by Batu et al. [2000] for discrete distributions under the ℓ1 distance. Both of these
works focused on the case where ϵ0 is small. In the Gaussian sequence model, Carpentier
and Verzelen [2019] subsequently analyzed tolerant testing under the ℓ0 divergence. The
discrete Multinomial model (5) has received comparatively more attention, including
further refinements in the small-ϵ0 regime under the ℓ1 norm [Paninski, 2008, Valiant,
2011, Valiant and Valiant, 2014, Diakonikolas et al., 2015], mild tolerance under ℓ1 and
ℓ2 [Batu et al., 2013, Chan et al., 2014, Acharya et al., 2015, Diakonikolas and Kane,
2016, Daskalakis et al., 2018, Bhattacharyya et al., 2025], intermediate tolerance under
ℓ1 [Canonne et al., 2022], and more general metrics [Chakraborty et al., 2022].

As mentioned in the previous section, when ϵ0 is of the same order as the risk of
estimating d(P, P0), testing becomes equally hard to estimating this divergence [Parnas
et al., 2006]. For smooth and non-smooth divergences, this estimation problem has been
studied extensively, in the discrete model [Valiant and Valiant, 2011, Han et al., 2015,
Jiao et al., 2018], the Gaussian sequence model [Cai and Low, 2011, Koltchinskii and
Zhilova, 2021a,b], and the Gaussian white noise model [Ibragimov et al., 1987, Lepski
et al., 1999, Han et al., 2020]. In many of these works, lower bounds on the critical
separation are established by creating pairs of distributions that share many moments
but remain significantly different in terms of the divergence of interest [Wu and Yang,
2016]. Explicit constructions are a central focus of the work by Ingster [2001], while
Canonne et al. [2022] relies on implicit constructions that are based on the duality
between moment-matching and polynomial approximation. There is also a wealth of
work on minimax estimation for smooth divergences in the various model classes stud-
ied in this paper (e.g. Bickel and Ritov [1988], Giné and Nickl [2008], Kerkyacharian
and Picard [1996], Robins et al. [2009], Birgé and Massart [1995], Laurent [1996], Tch-
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etgen et al. [2008]), for which minimax lower bounds are typically obtained through
reductions to goodness-of-fit testing problems [Ingster, 1993]. In the special case of
linear functionals, we emphasize that the celebrated work of Donoho and Liu [1991]
established a tight link between estimation and tolerant testing.

As discussed in Section 1, one key motivation for studying the tolerant testing prob-
lem comes from scientific applications that require testing goodness-of-fit hypotheses
under systematic or epistemic uncertainty. A common source of systematic uncertainty
occurs when the null distribution P0 is only approximately known due to simulation
error. This setting is often referred to as likelihood-free hypothesis testing, a problem
recently investigated within the minimax framework [Gerber and Polyanskiy, 2024,
Gerber et al., 2023a, Jia and Polyanskiy, 2025]. A related line of research in imprecise
probability [Walley, 1991] models epistemic uncertainty arising from a practitioner’s
partial knowledge. In this case, P0 is assumed to belong to Credal set, a convex set of
distributions, that captures this lack of complete information [Levi, 1980, Sale et al.,
2023]. Across these frameworks and related ones, tests based on the maximum mean
discrepancy [Gretton et al., 2006] have become prominent for their strong empirical
performance and theoretical tractability [Gerber et al., 2023b, Chau et al., 2025, Zhou
et al., 2025].

Finally, we note that tolerant testing subsumes several other robustness frame-
works in the literature. These include the semiparametric framework of Liu and
Lindsay [2009], which examines deviations from a parametric model through the Kull-
back–Leibler divergence; and the equivalence testing framework [Wellek, 2002, Romano,
2005], which reverses the roles of the hypotheses in (2). Therefore, general results in tol-
erant testing provide unified tools for reasoning about these frameworks. In Appendix
A of the supplementary material, we illustrate this connection by examining how the
critical separation in tolerant testing relates to that in equivalence testing.

2 The minimax framework for tolerant testing

Our aim is to distinguish hypotheses (2) while controlling the probability of choosing
the wrong hypothesis. In this section, we define the smallest distance between the
hypotheses, called the critical separation, such that a test is able to reliably distinguish
them.

Given a set of distributions P , define the set of distributions that belong to the null
and alternative hypotheses:

P0 = {P ∈ P : d(P, P0) ≤ ϵ0} and P1 = {P ∈ P : d(P, P0) ≥ ϵ1} .

A test ψ maps the sample space to {0, 1}. It returns 0 if it considers that the data
supports the null hypothesis and 1 otherwise. The type-I error corresponds to the
probability of choosing the alternative hypothesis when the null hypothesis is true.
Henceforth, let Ψ denote the set of all tests that control the type-I error by α, known
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as valid tests,

Ψ(P0) =

{
ψ : sup

P∈P0

P (ψ(X) = 1) ≤ α

}
where X = (X1, . . . , Xn) is a vector of n observations. The type-II error is the proba-
bility of selecting the null when the alternative is true. The risk of a valid test is the
maximum type-II error under the alternative:

R(ϵ0, ϵ1,P , ψ) = sup
P∈P1

P (ψ(X) = 0) for ψ ∈ Ψ(P0).

Throughout the paper, we call a test powerful if its risk is bounded by β ∈ (0, 1− α).
Finally, the minimax risk quantifies the best possible performance over all valid tests:

R∗(ϵ0, ϵ1,P) = inf
ψ∈Ψ(P0)

R(ϵ0, ϵ1,P , ψ). (8)

We say that a valid test ψ is optimal if its risk R(ϵ0, ϵ1, ψ,P) equals the minimax
risk R∗(ϵ0, ϵ1,P) up to constants and logarithmic factors. For a fixed sample size n, a
powerful valid test may not exist when the gap between ϵ0 and ϵ1 is too small. Thus,
we define the critical separation as the smallest distance that admits a powerful valid
test:

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,P)− ϵ0 = inf{ϵ1 − ϵ0 : ϵ1 ≥ ϵ0 and R∗(ϵ0, ϵ1,P) < β}.

The critical separation is the detection threshold for the problem class P at sample size
n: below this threshold, no valid test can reliably distinguish the hypotheses in (2).

3 The Gaussian sequence model

As a starting point, we study the d-dimensional isotropic Gaussian sequence model,
since it provides the right intuition for later models studied in the paper:

X ∼ Pv where Pv = N
(
v, σ2 · Id

)
, σ ∈ (0, 1] and θ ∈ Rd. (9)

Given a real number p ≥ 1 and a tolerance parameter ϵ0 > 0, we consider the problem
of testing whether the mean of Pv lies near the origin under the ℓp norm:

H0 : ∥v∥p ≤ ϵ0 versus H1 : ∥v∥p ≥ ϵ1 . (10)

Let GS =
{
Pv : v ∈ Rd

}
denote the set of Gaussian distributions (9). Our goal is

to sharply characterize the critical separation s1(ϵ0,GS) for this problem. We begin
by discussing two special cases—where p = 1 or p = 2—which capture many of the
essential phenomena of our problem.
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3.1 Tolerant Testing under the ℓ1 norm

Consider testing the simple null hypothesis problem, ϵ0 = 0 in (10) with p = 1:

H0 : v = 0 versus H1 : ∥v∥1 ≥ ϵ1. (11)

A minimax test for (11) is the well-known Pearson chi-squared test:

ψ2(X, 0) = I (T2(X) ≥ q1−α (T2, P0)) where T2(X) = ∥X∥22 − EP0∥X∥22,

where q1−α (T2, P0) is the 1−α quantile of T2(X) forX ∼ P0. The test is known [Ingster,
1993] to consistently distinguish the hypotheses (11) as soon as ϵ1 ≳ σ · d3/4. We refer
to this rate as the simple null hypothesis testing rate. To understand its significance,
note that the testing rate is faster than the rate at which the functional ∥v∥1 can be
estimated, which is σ ·d/

√
log d and called the functional estimation rate [Cai and Low,

2011]. If we choose the natural scaling σ = n−1/2, this means that for
√
n ≲ d ≲ n2/3,

we can test the size of ∥v∥1 even though we cannot reliably estimate it.

Given that the chi-squared test is valid, it cannot reject distributions that are sta-
tistically indistinguishable from P0. Thus, one would expect that the null hypothesis
can be enlarged without affecting the test’s power. By slightly modifying the decision
threshold, it can be shown that the chi-squared test maintains the same power guaran-
tee (up to constants) for larger null hypotheses. The proof is deferred to Appendix C.1
of the supplementary material.

Lemma 1 (Suboptimality of the chi-squared test). For hypotheses (10) with p = 1,
there exists a decision threshold t∗, such that the chi-squared test ψ(X) = I(T2(X) ≥ t∗)
is valid. Futhermore, there exists positive constants C1 and C2 such that, the test is
powerful whenever

ϵ1 − ϵ0 ≳ σ · d3/4 for ϵ0 ≤ C1 · σ · d1/4. (12)

However, for ϵ1 − ϵ0 ≍ σ · d3/4 and C2 · σ · d1/4 ≤ ϵ0 ≲ σ · d3/4, there exists no
decision threshold t such that the chi-squared test ψ(X) = I(T2(X) ≥ t) is both valid
and powerful.

In other words, the chi-squared test tolerates some deviations from P0 for free, in
the sense that it maintains the same power guarantees as in goodness-of-fit testing,
although the null has size ϵ0 ≍ d1/4 · σ. However, the second part Lemma 1 states that
as soon as ϵ0 is larger than d1/4 · σ, this power guarantee is lost.

It is natural to wonder whether the tolerance stated in equation (12) is optimal: Is
it possible to tolerate larger deviations from P0 while maintaining the same power as
when testing a simple null? In a follow-up work, Ingster [2001] proved that the following
simple plug-in test achieves a better guarantee:

ψ1(X, ϵ0) = I

(
T1(X) ≥ sup

∥v∥1≤ϵ0
q1−α (T1, Pv)

)
where T1(X) = ∥X∥1−EP0∥X∥1. (13)
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The plug-in test is usually not employed for testing v = 0 due to the ℓ1 norm being non-
smooth, i.e., non-differentiable, which complicates studying its asymptotic distribution.
However, the ℓ1 norm naturally provides more robustness than the plug-in test. This
can be anticipated from the fact that VPv [T1] ≍ σ2 · d while VPv [T2] ≍ σ4 · d+ σ2 · ∥v∥22.
Thus, large deviations from P0, under the null hypothesis, affect the variance of T2 more
than T1, which is detrimental to the performance of the chi-squared test.

Proposition 1 (Ingster [2001], Optimal tolerant testing for small deviations). For
hypotheses (10) with p = 1, the plug-in test (13) is powerful whenever

ϵ1 − ϵ0 ≳ σ · d3/4 for ϵ0 ≲ σ ·
√
d. (Free tolerance regime) (14)

Furthermore, the above result is optimal. That is, for ϵ1− ϵ0 ≲ σ · d3/4 and ϵ0 ≲ σ ·
√
d,

there is no test that is both valid and powerful.

In what follows, we prove that the plug-in test remains optimal even when we allow
for larger values of ϵ0. Most interestingly, as soon as we leave the free tolerance regime,
the performance of the plug-in test depends on both the size of the null hypothesis,
dictated by the amount of tolerance allowed, and the cost of estimating the underlying
ℓ1 norm.

Theorem 3.1. Given ϵ0 ≥ 0, let λ = ϵ0/σ. Then, for hypotheses (10) with p = 1, the
critical separation is characterized up to logarithmic factors by

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS)− ϵ0 ≍ σ ·


d3/4, if 0 ≤ λ ≲

√
d, (Free tolerance regime)

d1/2 · λ1/2, if d1/2 ≲ λ ≲ d, (Interpolation regime)

d, if λ ≍ d. (Functional estimation regime)

Furthermore, the plug-in test (13) attains it.

The free tolerance regime in Theorem 3.1 simply restates Proposition 1. In the
following two subsections, we discuss upper bounds on the critical separation for the
interpolation and functional estimation regimes of Theorem 3.1, beginning with the
second. Then, in Section 3.2, we provide lower bounds on the critical separation for
both regimes. Together, these sections provide a proof of Theorem 3.1.

3.1.1 Reduction to functional estimation under the ℓ1 norm

Using an estimator to construct a test often leads to suboptimal performance for simple
null hypotheses. However, estimation becomes optimal for tolerant testing when the
required tolerance is larger than the estimator’s accuracy. The following lemma formal-
izes this intuition. It shows that any estimator of ∥v∥1 might be used to construct a
tolerant test insofar as a bound of its accuracy is available [Parnas et al., 2006]. Simi-
lar statements appear in Proposition 2.17 of Ingster and Suslina [2003] and Proposition
6.2.2 of Giné and Nickl [2016]; the proof is deferred to Appendix B of the supplementary
material.
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Lemma 2 (Testing by learning). For any estimator T such that

sup
v∈Rd

EX∼Pv [ T (X)− ∥v∥1 ]2 ≤ ϕ, (15)

the following estimation-based test is valid for hypotheses (10) with p = 1

ψ(X) = I
(
T (X) > ϵ0 +

√
ϕ/α

)
. (16)

Furthermore, it is powerful whenever ϵ1 − ϵ0 ≥ Cα ·
√
ϕ where Cα = α−1/2 + β−1/2.

Intuitively, the above result states that for tolerant testing, we cannot do worse than
estimating the underlying ℓ1 norm. For the plug-in statistic (13), the bias and variance
satisfy

∀v ∈ Rd |EPv [T1]− ∥v∥1| ≤ ∥v∥1 ∧ µ1 · σ · d and VPv [T1] ≤ σ2 · d, (17)

where µ1 =
√

2/π. Hence (15) holds with ϕ = (µ2
1 + 1) · σ2d2, since the bias dominates

the variance when v is unbounded. Consequently, the test (16) is valid and powerful
whenever:

ϵ1 − ϵ0 ≳ σ · d for ϵ0 ≥ 0. (18)

Proposition 1 proves that the above result is suboptimal when the tolerance parameter
is small. However, we should expect it to be optimal whenever the distance between
the hypotheses is larger than the approximation error of estimating the ℓ1 norm. In
Section 3.2.2, we argue that this is the case when ϵ0 ≍ σ · d. We can foresee that result
by noting that at ϵ0 = Cα ·

√
µ2
1 + 1σ ·d, (16) consistently distinguishes the hypotheses:

H0 : ∥v∥1 ≤ ϵ0 versus H1 : ∥v∥1 ≥ 2ϵ0, which we cannot expect to improve rate-wise.

Finally, we note that it is possible to improve over the plug-in estimator by approxi-
mating the absolute value function with a polynomial. Based on that strategy, Cai and
Low [2011] propose an estimator that guarantees (15) with ϕ = σ2 d2

log d
. Thus, (18) can

be improved by a polylogarithmic factor.

3.1.2 Interpolation regime under the ℓ1 norm

From the discussion in the previous section, we would expect that being able to con-
sistently test H0 : ∥v∥1 ≤ ϵ0 versus H1 : ∥v∥1 ≥ ϵ1 for ϵ1 = 2ϵ0 implies that we can
estimate ∥v∥1 up to error ϵ0. This is indeed the case for ϵ0 ≍ d · σ. However, we know
that this cannot be the case for ϵ0 ≍ d3/4 · σ, since Cai and Low [2011] proved that it
is not possible to estimate ∥v∥1 faster than d · σ. Thus, whenever ϵ1 ≍ d3/4 · σ, it must
be that ϵ0 is smaller. Indeed, in Section 3.1, we show that ϵ0 can be at most d1/2 · σ.
Consequently, for ϵ0 between d

1/2 ·σ and d·σ, we expect ϵ1 to interpolate between d3/4 ·σ
and d · σ, i.e. between the goodness-of-fit testing and functional estimation rates.

Lemma 3. Let λ = ϵ0/σ. For hypotheses (10) with p = 1, the plug-in test (13) is
powerful whenever

ϵ1 − ϵ0 ≳ σ ·
√
d · λ for

√
d ≲ λ ≲ d. (19)
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The proof is deferred to Appendix C.2 of the supplementary material. Note that
the upper bound on critical separation in this regime, called the interpolation regime,
depends on the functional estimation rate and the required tolerance. This mirrors the
aforementioned findings of Canonne et al. [2022] in the Multinomial model under the
ℓ1 metric.

Looking at (17), note that in the free tolerance regime (ϵ0 ≲ σ ·
√
d), the variance

of T1 dominates its bias. In the functional estimation regime (ϵ0 ≍ σ · d), the bias is
of the same order as the functional estimation rate σ · d. However, the interpolation
regime arises due to the bias dominating the variance but remaining smaller than the
functional estimation rate, thus allowing us to test the null hypothesis faster than we
can estimate the ℓ1 functional.

Intuitively, to derive (19), consider the case where ϵ0 ≫
√
d·σ and ϵ0 ≤ ϵ1 ≪ d·σ. In

this intermediate regime, we can establish that ∥v∥21 · (d · σ)−1 ≲ EPv [T1] ≤ ∥v∥1. Since
the variance of the statistic is negligible relative to its mean under both hypotheses, the
minimum separation required for the plug-in test (13) to distinguish them is driven by
the largest mean under the null hypothesis and the smallest mean under the alternative
hypothesis. Therefore, we must require that ϵ21 · (d · σ)−1 ≳ ϵ0, which leads to (19).

3.2 Lower-bounds via moment-matching distributions

To demonstrate the sharpness of the upper bounds on the critical separation in Sections
3.1,3.1.1 and 3.1.2, we next derive minimax lower bounds, showing that the plug-in test
is optimal up to logarithmic factors. In Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2, we derive lower bounds
for the free and functional estimation regimes by constructing mixtures under the null
and alternative that no test can reliably distinguish. In Section 3.2.3, we adapt this
approach to establish lower bounds in the interpolation regime.

3.2.1 Lower bound for the free tolerance regime

We introduce a variant of Le Cam’s two-point argument [Tsybakov, 2009], and match
the critical separation rate in the free tolerance regime (14). Henceforth, given a distri-
bution π, we let Pπ be the corresponding mixture distribution: Pπ(B) =

∫
Pv(B) dπ(v).

Let πd0 and π
d
1 be corresponding product measures, with marginals π0 and π1, supported

on the hypothesis sets:

V0 = {v : ∥v∥1 ≤ ϵ0} and V1 = {v : ∥v∥1 ≥ ϵ1}. (20)

If the total variation distance between the induced mixtures Pπ0 and Pπ1 is small, then
no test can reliably distinguish them. Therefore, the separation between the hypothesis
sets yields a lower bound on the critical separation.

Lemma 4. Consider distributions πd0 and πd1 supported on (20), i.e. πd0(V0) = πd1(V1) =
1. If the total variation between their induced mixtures satisfies V

(
P d
π0
, P d

π1

)
≤ Cα
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where Cα = 1− (α + β). Then, the critical separation is lower-bounded by:

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS)− ϵ0 ≥ ϵ1 − ϵ0 .

To construct a lower-bound for the free tolerance regime (14), consider the following
symmetric mixing distributions: π0 = δ0 and π1 =

1
2

(
δϵ/d + δ−ϵ/d

)
where ϵ = Cσ · d3/4

and C = [2 log (1 + (Cα)
2)]

1/4
. These distributions share their first moment, and their

separation is given by ϵ since

∥v∥1
a.s.
= 0 under π0 and ∥v∥1

a.s.
= ϵ under π1,

where the equalities hold almost surely. A simple computation shows that V
(
P d
π1
, P d

π0

)
≤

Cα, see Theorem C.10 in Appendix C.6 of the supplementary material. Thus, by Lemma
4, it follows that ϵ∗1(0,GS) ≥ ϵ. Furthermore, note that we can expand the null set V0
until it nearly touches V1, up to constants, without invalidating the construction. Con-
sequently, we have proved that the critical separation is lower-bounded by

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS)− ϵ0 ≥
C

2
σ · d3/4 for 0 ≤ ϵ0 ≤

C

2
σ · d3/4.

Since d3/4 ≥ d1/2, we match (14), which shows that the plug-in test is optimal in the
free tolerance region. A detailed version of this argument can be found in Appendix
C.7 of the supplementary material.

3.2.2 Lower bound for the functional estimation regime

The construction in the previous section relies on the fact that the mixing distributions
are centered and share the first moment. This structure facilitates bounding their
total variation. The following lemma extends this idea by providing general conditions
under which the total variation of Gaussian mixtures with moment-matching mixing
distributions can be bounded, a technique that has been employed to great success
across the estimation and testing literature [Lepski et al., 1999, Ingster, 2001, Cai and
Low, 2011, Wu and Yang, 2016, Han et al., 2020]. A proof of the statement can be
found in Appendix C.6 of the supplementary material.

Lemma 5 (Wu and Yang [2016]). There exists positive constant C depending only on
α and β such that for any δ ≥ 0 and L ≥ 1 that satisfy

δ2 ≤ C · σ2 · L

d1/(L+1)
, (21)

it holds that for any π0 and π1 centered distributions supported on [−δ, δ] that share
the first L moments, the total variation distance between the corresponding mixture
distributions is bounded by V

(
P d
π1
, P d

π0

)
≤ Cα = 1− (α + β).

Therefore, if we are given two mixing distribution π0 and π1 that match L moments,
are supported on [−δ, δ] and their respective product measures are supported on the
sets

V0 = {v : ∥v∥1 ≤ Ev∼πd
0
∥v∥1} and V1 = {v : ∥v∥1 ≥ Ev∼πd

1
∥v∥1} ,
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then by Lemma 4, the critical separation is lower-bounded by

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS)− ϵ0 ≥ Ev∼πd
1
∥v∥1 − Ev∼πd

0
∥v∥1 .

Hence, a sharp lower bound can be obtained if we optimize over all mixing distributions
satisfying the constraints. Theorem 3.2 formalizes this notion by lower-bounding the
critical separation by the maximum separation among all moment-matching distribu-
tions.

LetMp(L) denote the maximum functional separation achieved among distributions
that share their first L moments

Mp(L) = sup
π0,π1

Ev∼π1|v|p − Ev∼π0|v|p (22)

s.t. ml(π0) = ml(π1) for 1 ≤ l ≤ L

where the supremum is taken over all probability measures supported on [−1, 1]. Then,
Theorem 3.2 states that the critical separation can be lower-bounded by the moment-
matching problem insofar as the indistinguishability condition (21) is satisfied. The
proof is deferred to Appendix D.2 of the supplementary material.

Theorem 3.2. Choose δ ≥ 0 and L ≥ 1 satisfying (21). If M1(L) > 0, the critical
separation for hypotheses (10) with p = 1 is lower bounded by

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS)− ϵ0 ≳ ϵ0 for ϵ0 ≍ δ · d ·M1(L) and d1/2 ≳M−1
1 (L).

Moment-matching problems are challenging to solve directly. An effective approach
is to study their duals, which is the well-researched best polynomial approximation
problem.

Lemma 6 (Duality of the moment-matching problem [Wu and Yang, 2016]). Let PL be
the set of all L-order polynomials supported on [−1, 1], then it holds that the moment-
matching problem and the best polynomial approximation problem are equivalent up-to-
constants: Mp(L) = 2 · Ap(L) where Ap(L) = inff∈PL

sup|x|≤1 ||x|p − f(x)|.

Using this connection, we can derive a matching lower bound for the functional
tolerance regime (18). Bernstein [1912] proved that the best polynomial approximation
of the absolute value satisfies:

A1(L) = β1 · (1 + CL)/L (23)

where β1 ≈ 0.28 and CL → 0 as L → ∞. Consequently, combining Theorem 3.2,
Lemma 6, and (23), we obtain a sharp lower-bound by choosing δ ≍ σ ·

√
L and

L ≍ log d. This argument yields the following lower bound on the critical separation.

Corollary 1. For hypotheses (10) with p = 1, the critical separation is lower bounded
by

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS)− ϵ0 ≳ ϵ0 for ϵ0 ≍ σ · d√
log d

.

The above rate matches (18) up to polylogarithmic factors. Therefore, the plug-in
test (13) is optimal in the functional estimation regime.
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3.2.3 Lower bound for the interpolation regime

The lower bounds in Section 3.2.1 and Section 3.2.2 are driven by moment-matching
arguments. It is therefore natural to expect these arguments to extend to the inter-
polation setting. Note that in (22), we do not control how large Ev∼π0|v| can be. In
order to study the interpolation regime, we must guarantee that it does not exceed
ϵ0/(δ · d), while making sure that Ev∼π1|v| is above that threshold. Let Mp(ϵ, L) denote
the constrained moment-matching problem where we maximize the functional distance
among moment-matching distributions while constraining their mean

Mp(ϵ, L) = sup
π0,π1

Ev∼π1|v|p (24)

s.t. Ev∼π0|v|p ≤ ϵp and ml(π0) = ml(π1) for 1 ≤ l ≤ L

where the supremum is taken over all probability measures supported on [−1, 1]. Then,
analogously to Theorem 3.2, the constrained moment-matching problem can be used
to lower bound the critical separation. The proof is deferred to Appendix D.2 of the
supplementary material.

Theorem 3.3. Choose δ ≥ 0 and L ≥ 1 satisfying (21). The critical separation for
hypotheses (10) with p = 1 is lower bounded by

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS)− ϵ0 ≳ b1(ϵ0) where b1(ϵ0) = d · δ ·M1(ϵ̃0, L) and ϵ̃0 ≍
ϵ0
dδ

for 0 < ϵ0 ≲ b1(ϵ0) and d
1/2 ≳M−1

1 (ϵ̃0, L).

Thus, any lower bound on the constrained moment-matching problem (24) leads
to a lower bound of the critical separation in the interpolation regime. The major
contribution from Canonne et al. [2022] is proving such a lower bound.

Lemma 7 (Canonne et al. [2022]). MOneEpsilon For L large enough, it holds that

M1(ϵ, L) ≳

√
ϵ

L
for 0 < ϵ ≲ 1/L .

The proof is related to Lemma 6. Rather than directly solving the optimization
problem, Canonne et al. [2022] lower bounded the dual of M1(ϵ, L), which is a con-
strained best polynomial approximation problem. A presentation of their proof can be
found in Appendix D.2.2 of the supplementary material.

Finally, to match the upper bound on interpolation regime (19) up to constants
and logarithmic factors, it is enough to combine Theorem 3.3, Lemma 7 and choose
L ≍ log d and δ ≍ σ ·

√
L. This leads to the desired result.

Corollary 2. Let λ = ϵ/σ. For d ≳ 1 and hypotheses (10) with p = 1, the critical
separation is lower bounded by

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS)− ϵ0 ≳ σ ·

√
d√
log d

· λ for
√
d ≲ λ ≲

d√
log d

.
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3.3 Testing under general smooth ℓp norms

We next consider the tolerant testing problem (10) under the ℓp norms when p is an
even integer. As discussed in Section 1.1, these norms are analytic, and in this case the
testing problem is closely related to the corresponding functional estimation problem
for all choices of ϵ0.

In order to construct upper bounds, we consider a debiased plug-in statistic which
was first introduced by Ingster [2001]. Concretely, let T̃p = ∥X∥pp−EP0∥X∥pp, and notice
that for all even p > 2, its bias can be quantified exactly as

EPv

[
T̃p

]
= ∥v∥pp + EPv [rp(X)] (25)

with rp(X) =
k−1∑
j=1

(
p

2j

)
· µp−2j · σp ·

d∑
i=1

H2j

(
Xi

σ

)
,

where k = ⌊p/2⌋,
(
p
k

)
= p · (p− 1) . . . (p− k + 1)/k!, µp = EZ∼N (0,1)|Z|p, and Hj is the

j-th probabilistic Hermite polynomial. Thus, we construct a debiased plug-in test by
subtracting rp(X) from the plug-in test

Tp(X) =

{
T̃p(X) if p ≤ 2

T̃p(X)− rp(X) otherwise
, (26)

and calibrating the resulting statistic

ψp(X, ϵ0) = I

(
Tp(X) ≥ sup

∥v∥p≤ϵ0
q1−α (Tp, Pv)

)
. (27)

Since there is no bias–variance trade-off for any smooth ℓp norm, the debiased plug-
in test [Ingster, 2001] achieves fast goodness-of-fit testing when ϵ0 ≲ σ · d1/2p. For
ϵ0 ≳ σ · d1/2p, even faster rates can be achieved. The proof of the following lemma
appears in Appendix C.3 of the supplementary material.

Theorem 3.4. Let λ = ϵ0/σ. For hypotheses (10) with fixed p even integer, there
exist universal constants C1, C2 > 0 such that the debiased plug-in test (27) is powerful
whenever

ϵ1 − ϵ0 ≳ σ ·


d1/2p, if λ ≤ C1 · d1/2p, (Free tolerance regime)

d1/2 · λ1−p, if C1 · d1/2p ≤ λ ≤ C2 · d1/p,

d1/p−1/2, if λ ≥ C2 · d1/p.

Another pattern that can be observed above is that the dependence on the dimension
diminishes as p increases, resulting in faster testing rates. Intuitively, under ℓp, large
values of p diminish the influence of the tail entries of v because raising small values to
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the p-th power reduces their contribution. Consequently, only the largest entries of v
significantly impact the test, effectively lowering the problem’s dimensionality.

From a lower bound perspective, consider testing the simple null hypothesis H0 :
v = 0 versus H1 : ∥v∥p ≥ ϵ. Under the alternative hypothesis, an adversary allocates
mass across the d coordinates of v to maximize ∥v∥p while staying close to the origin.
Initially, the mass is spread uniformly. As p increases, each entry decays rapidly at a
d−p rate. To maintain some distance from the origin, the adversary must concentrate
most of the mass in a few entries. This shift enables faster testing rates because the
test can focus on deviations in the largest coordinates of v.

Relationship to functional estimation The rates observed in Lemma 3.4 are fun-
damentally linked to the performance of the debiased plug-in statistic (26) as an esti-
mator, meaning that estimation also becomes easier as the norm of the mean increases
if measured under the appropriate scale. The proof is deferred to Appendix C.4 of the
supplementary material.

Proposition 2. Let λ = ϵ0/σ, p be an even integer, and Tp be the debiased plug-in
statistic (26). It holds that

sup
∥v∥p≤ϵ0

EX∼Pv |T 1/p
p (X)− ∥v∥p| ≲ σ ·


d1/2p, if λ ≤ d1/2p,

d1/2 · λ1−p, if d1/2p ≤ λ ≤ d1/p,

d1/p−1/2, if λ ≥ d1/p.

Therefore, for smooth norms, tolerant testing and functional estimation coincide
across the whole tolerance spectrum.

Lower bound on the critical separation in the free tolerance regime We
recall that for the free tolerance regime, Ingster [2001] proved that the upper bound
in Lemma 3.4 is sharp up to constants. While Ingster [2001] constructed lower bounds
based on an explicit moment-matching distribution, we can use a similar argument as
in Section 3.2.2, to exploit implicitly moment-matching distributions and verify the
sharpness of the free tolerance region when ϵ0 ≍ σ · d1/2p.

First, we note that Theorem 3.2 can be easily generalized for any ℓp norm. That
is, any lower bound on the unconstrained moment-matching problem (22) leads to a
lower bound on the critical separation. The proof is deferred to Appendix D.2 of the
supplementary material.

Theorem 3.5. Choose δ ≥ 0 and L ≥ 1 satisfying (21). If Mp(L) > 0, the critical
separation for hypotheses (10) is lower bounded by

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS)− ϵ0 ≳ ϵ0 if ϵ0 ≍ δ · d1/p ·M1/p
p (L) and d1/2 ≳M−1

p (L).

As noted, ∥v∥pp can be estimated without bias when p is even, which leads to faster
testing rates. From the point of view of moment-matching distributions, this is re-
flected by the fact that we can construct two distributions that match at most p − 1
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moments rather than some multiple of log d, as we did for the ℓ1 norm in Section 3.2.2.
Meaning that under smooth norms, there is a fundamental limit regarding how close
two indistinguishable distributions can be.

Lemma 8 (Newman and Rivlin [1976], Equation (1) of Saibaba [2021]). Let p be an
even integer. For 1 ≤ L < p, it holds that (2e)−1 · g(p, L) ≤ Mp(L) ≤ 2 · g(p, L) where
g(p, L) = 2−(p−1) ·

∑p
j=⌊(p+L)/2⌋

(
p
j

)
. Furthermore, for L ≥ p, Mp(L) = 0.

Using Theorem 3.5 and Lemma 8, we can choose δ ≍ σ · d−1/2p and L = p − 1, in
which case Mp(L) behaves like a constant for fixed p. Thus, the following bound holds
for d large enough.

Corollary 3. For d ≳ 1, and hypotheses (10) with fixed even p, the critical separation
is lower bounded by

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS)− ϵ0 ≳ ϵ0 if ϵ0 ≍ σ · d1/2p.

3.4 Testing under general non-smooth ℓp norms

Let us finally comment on testing hypotheses (10) when p > 1 is not an even integer.
In this case, there is no unbiased estimator of ∥v∥pp, and the bias of the the plug-in
statistic (27) grows with the magnitude of ∥v∥p. Thus, we can expect the testing rates
to follow the same pattern as for ℓ1 norm in Theorem 3.1.

The next result establishes that, for p ∈ [1, 2), the smallest separation between
hypotheses at which the debiased plug-in test can reliably distinguish them interpolates
between the known testing rates for a simple null hypothesis [Ingster, 2001] and the
functional estimation rates [Lepski et al., 1999, Han et al., 2020]. The proof appears in
Section C.2 of the supplementary material.

Lemma 9. Let λ = ϵ0/σ. For hypotheses (10) with fixed p ∈ (1, 2), the debiased plug-in
test (27) is powerful whenever:

ϵ1−ϵ0 ≳ σ ·


d1/p−1/4, if λ ≲ d1/2p, (Free tolerance regime)(
d1/p

)1−p/2 · λp/2, if d1/2p ≲ λ ≲ d1/p, (Interpolation regime)

d1/p · σ, if λ ≍ d1/p. (Functional estimation regime)

However, for odd p > 2, the rates must change. This can be foreseen by analyzing
the mean of Tp (27). For 1 ≤ p < 2, EPv [Tp] behaves like ∥v∥pp as ∥v∥p → 0. However,
for p odd such that 2k < p < 2(k + 1), the EPv [Tp] behaves like ∥v∥2k2k · σp−2k as
∥v∥p → 0. Thus, for p > 2, testing H0 : ∥v∥p ≤ ϵ0 for small values of ϵ0 should lead to
a free tolerance regime that is similar to the one observed for smooth norms in Lemma
3.4. This observation leads to the following lemma, whose proof appears in Appendix
C.5 of the supplementary material.
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Lemma 10. Let λ = ϵ0/σ. For hypotheses (10) with fixed p such that 2k < p < 2(k+1)
where k ∈ Z+, the debiased plug-in test (27) is powerful whenever

ϵ1−ϵ0 ≳ σ·


d1/2p, if λ ≲ d1/p−1/4k, (Free tolerance regime)(
d1/p

)1−2k/p · λ2k/p, if d1/p−1/4k ≲ λ ≲ d1/p, (Interpolation regime)

d1/p, if λ ≍ d1/p. (Functional estimation regime)

Comparing the rates obtained in Lemma 10 with those in Lemma 3.4 for smooth
ℓp norms, we find that they are discontinuous (from the left) at every even p > 2.
This discontinuity, observed by Lepski and Spokoiny [1999] and Ingster [2001], arises
because the analysis treats p as fixed, and the debiased plug-in statistic only introduces
an additional debiasing term, through rp(X) in (25), at even values of p.

Lower bound on the critical separation in the functional estimation regime
We recall that Ingster [2001] proved that the upper bounds in the free tolerance regime
in Lemmas 9 and 10 are tight up to constants. Regarding the functional estimation
regime of Lemmas 9 and 10, they can be matched up to logarithmic factors using the
duality between moment-matching and polynomial approximation as done in Section
3.1.1.

Han et al. [2020] analyzed the minimax estimation of the Lp norm in the Gaus-
sian white noise model using moment-matching distributions. From their results, it is
possible to conclude that M

1/p
p (L) must decay linearly with the number of matched

moments. The proof is deferred to Appendix D.2.1 of the supplementary material.

Lemma 11. For fixed p ≥ 1 non-even and L ≥ 1, it holds that M
1/p
p (L) ≍ L−1.

Using Theorem 3.5 and Lemma 11, we can choose L ≍ log d and δ = σ ·
√
L, and

match the functional estimation regime up to polylogarithmic factors in Lemmas 9 and
10 for d large enough.

Corollary 4. For d ≳ 1, the critical separation for hypotheses (10) with fixed odd p ≥ 1
is lower-bounded by

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS)− ϵ0 ≳ ϵ0 if ϵ0 ≍ σ · d1/p√
log d

.

Finally, we conjecture that the interpolation rates in Lemmas 9 and 10 are also
tight up to polylogarithmic factors, but defer further comments to Appendix C.8 of the
supplementary material.

4 The smooth Gaussian white noise model

Let (X(t))t∈[0,1] denote a realization from the the Gaussian white noise model

dX(t) = f(t) dt+ σ · dW (t) for t ∈ [0, 1], (28)
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with respect to a signal f ∈ L2[0, 1]. In this section, our goal is to characterize the
minimax tolerant testing problem under deviations of f under the Lp[0, 1] norms:

∥f∥p =
(∫ 1

0

|f(t)|pdt
) 1

p

, 1 ≤ p <∞.

Ideally, we would like to test the Lp norm of the signal wihtout additional assump-
tions: H0 : ∥f∥p ≤ ϵ0 versus H1 : ∥f∥p ≥ ϵ1. However, without further restrictions
under the alternative, distinguishing these hypotheses becomes impossible since the set
of distribution under the null hypothesis is dense in the set of distribution under the
alternative [Janssen, 2000]. In other words, the critical separation remains constant;
see Theorem 2.3 of Ingster [1993].

We will do so under the assumption that f lies in a Besov body with smoothness
parameter s > 0 and integrability parameters 1 ≤ p, q ≤ ∞; we recall the definition
of the Besov norm ∥·∥s,p,q, in Appendix H of the supplementary material. Our goal is
to distinguish between a small signal under the null hypothesis, versus a large smooth
signal under the alternative:

H0 : f ∈ G0 versus H1 : f ∈ Gs1 (29)

where the null set is given by those signals that are close to the origin, and the alternative
set contains smooth signals that are far from the origin:

G0 = {f ∈ L2[0, 1] : ∥f∥p ≤ ϵ0} ,
and Gs1 = {f ∈ L2[0, 1] : ∥f∥p ≥ ϵ1 and ∥f∥s,p,q ≤ L} ,

for a fixed radius L > 0. Henceforth, let Pf denote the probability measure correspond-
ing to the Gaussian white noise model (28), and fix GW = {Pf : f ∈ Lp[0, 1] ∩ L2[0, 1]}
is the collection of all such processes. The next theorem shows that we can use results
for testing the Gaussian sequence model, to derive the critical separation for the smooth
Gaussian white noise model. The proof appears in Appendix E of the supplementary
material.

Theorem 4.1 (Equivalence between Gaussian white noise and sequence models). Let
ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GW) denote the critical separation for hypotheses (29), and ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,GS) the critical
separation for hypotheses (10). It holds that

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GW)− ϵ0 ≍ (ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,GS)− ϵ̃0) · d1/2−1/p where ϵ̃0 ≍ ϵ0 · d1/p−1/2

and d−s ≍ ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,GS) · d1/2−1/p, where the hidden constants depend on L, p and q.

The proof of the theorem leverages the fact that, under sufficient smoothness, a
Gaussian white noise model can be appropriately discretized into a Gaussian sequence
model without losing valuable information. The original argument for the free tolerance
region goes back to Ingster [2001].
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We illustrate Lemma 4.1 by considering the p = 1. Henceforth, assume that s > 0
and σ = n−1/2. Lemma 4.1 implies that the critical separation continuously interpo-
lates between known rates for testing simple null hypotheses [Ingster, 1982, 1994] and
functional estimation [Lepski et al., 1999].

Corollary 5. The critical separation for hypotheses (28) with p = 1 is characterized
up to polylogarithmic factors by

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GW)− ϵ0 ≍


n− 2s

4s+1 , if 0 ≤ ϵ0 ≲ n−1/2,[
n−1/2 · ϵ0

] 2s
4s+1 , if n−1/2 ≲ ϵ0 ≲ n− s

2s+1 ,

n− s
2s+1 , if ϵ0 ≍ n− s

2s+1 .

5 The smooth density model

Consider the case where we have access to n observation from an unknown density f :

X1, . . . , Xn
iid∼ f ∈ D =

{
f ∈ L2[0, 1] :

∫
f = 1 and f ≥ 0 almost everywhere

}
.

(30)
We aim to test whether f is close to a reference density g ∈ D under the Lp norm. As
in Section 4, testing requires smoothness assumptions under the alternative to ensure a
non-trivial critical separation. Given a reference density g, define the null set as those
distributions that are close to g

D0 = {f ∈ D : ∥f − g∥p ≤ ϵ0} ,

and the alternative set, as those densities that are far from g but which differ in a
smooth way

Ds
1 = {f ∈ D : ∥f − g∥p ≥ ϵ1 and ∥f − g∥s,p,q ≤ L}

where ∥·∥s,p,q denotes the Besov norm, defined in Appendix H of the supplementary
material. Then, we aim to test:

H0 : f ∈ D0 versus H1 : f ∈ Ds
1. (31)

Analogously to Lemma 4.1, density testing (31) can be reduced to Multinomial
testing (5) by using discretization arguments introduced by Ingster [2001] and Arias-
Castro et al. [2018], see also Balakrishnan and Wasserman [2019]. Henceforth, let PF
denote the d-dimensional Multinomial distribution whose probability mass function is
given by

F ∈ ∆d =

{
G ∈ [0, 1]d :

d∑
i=1

Gi = 1 and min
1≤i≤d

Gi ≥ 0

}
,

Given observations X1, . . . , Xn ∼ PF and reference distribution PG where F ∈ ∆d, we
define the tolerant testing for Multinomials under ℓp as:

H0 : ∥F −G∥p ≤ ϵ0 versus H1 : ∥F −G∥p ≥ ϵ1. (32)
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The next theorem proves the equivalence between (31) and (32). The proof can be
found in Appendix F of the supplementary material.

Theorem 5.1 (Equivalence between Density and Multinomial models). Let ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,D)
denote the the critical separation for hypotheses (31), and let ϵ∗1(ϵ0,Md) denote the
critical separation for hypotheses (32). Then, the following equivalence holds

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,D)− ϵ0 ≍ (ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,Md)− ϵ̃0) · d1−1/p where ϵ̃0 ≍ ϵ0 · d1/p−1

and d−s ≍ ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,Md) · d1−1/p, where the hidden constants depend on L, p and q.

To illustrate Lemma 5.1, we characterize the critical separation for hypotheses (31)
with p = 1. Note that rate-wise, the following equivalence between the critical sepa-
ration under the Gaussian sequence, see Theorem 3.1, and the Multinomial, see (6),
holds:

ϵ∗1(ϵ0 · d−1/2,Md) · d1/2 ≍ ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS) for σ = n−1/2 and 0 ≤ ϵ0 ≲ d · σ.

Together with Lemma 5.1, this implies that tolerant testing under the L1 norm is
equally hard in the density and Gaussian white noise models.

Corollary 6. The critical separation for hypotheses (31) with p = 1 is characterized,
up to polylogarithmic factors, by

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,D) ≍ ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GW) for σ = n−1/2 and 0 ≤ ϵ0 ≲ n− s
2s+1 . (33)

Usually, equivalence between density and Gaussian white noise models is established
by proving that the Le Cam deficiency between the models vanishes asymptotically
under the assumption that the density is uniformly lower bounded [Nussbaum, 1996,
Carter, 2002, Mariucci, 2016, Ray and Schmidt-Hieber, 2018]. However, the equivalence
(33) does not require a lower bound on the density. This is because, proving that the Le
Cam deficiency vanishes is a stronger requirement that implies the indistinguishability
of the models under any divergence measure, while (33) only makes a claim regarding
distinguishability under the L1 distance.

6 Systematic uncertainties in high-energy physics

As mentioned in the introduction, scientific applications routinely give rise to goodness-
of-fit testing problems with imprecise null hypotheses [Gerber et al., 2023b, Liu and
Briol, 2024, Báıllo and Cárcamo, 2025]. In this section, we explore implications of the
tolerant testing framework for goodness-of-fit testing in high-energy physics.

In collider experiments, such as the Large Hadron Collider (LHC; ATLAS [2008]),
data often arise from an inhomogeneous Poisson point process with an unknown in-
tensity function [van Dyk, 2014, Kuusela and Panaretos, 2015]. A canonical problem
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in these applications is that of assessing whether data are consistent with the Stan-
dard Model (SM)—a theory describing the elementary particles and the forces which
act upon them. To test this goodness-of-fit hypothesis, physicists typically discretize
the observed Poisson point process into a Poisson sequence model, and test whether
the observed rates match those predicted by the SM. From a minimax perspective, the
Poisson sequence model and the Multinomial model are equivalent: tests developed in
one setting can be adapted to the other—we refer to Appendix G of the supplementary
material for a review of this well-known result [Neykov et al., 2021, Canonne, 2022,
Kim et al., 2023]. We can therefore think of an LHC experiment as giving rise to in-
dependent observations X1, . . . , Xn sampled from an unknown discrete distribution F
supported on d points. The goal is to assess if the data follows the Standard Model,
which defines a discrete distribution B:

H0 : F = B versus H1 : V (F,B) ≥ ϵ. (34)

In practice, however, the distribution B predicted by the SM is only available through
Monte Carlo simulation, and is only known up to nuisance parameters. Some of these
nuisance parameters are fully unspecified, while others are estimated from past stud-
ies, or approximated mathematically, and thus carry statistical or systematic uncer-
tainties [Heinrich and Lyons, 2007]. Taking these various sources of imprecision into
account, physicists define a plausible set of discrete distributions B, which is assumed
to contain the true SM distribution B. With this set in hand, their goal is to test the
following composite analogue of the hypotheses (34):

H0 : F ∈ B versus H1 : inf
B̃∈B

V (F, B̃) ≥ ϵ. (35)

We argue that the tolerant testing framework provides a rigorous framework for de-
termining efficient testing procedures in composite hypothesis testing problems of this
type. As an example, suppose that B is a total variation ball, centered at a prior
estimate B̂ of the SM distribution:

B =
{
B̃ : V (B̃, B̂) ≤ r

}
, (36)

where r > 0 is an approximation error. In this case, problem (35) coincides with the
tolerant testing problem for discrete distributions [Canonne et al., 2022], discussed in
Section 1.1. The optimal test that attains the rate in equation (6) is valid and powerful
for testing hypotheses (35) whenever

ϵ ≳ max

(
d1/4√
n
,
d1/4

n1/4
·
√
r

)
for 0 ≤ r ≲

√
d/n .

We can immediately conclude that if the uncertainty ball B shrinks at the parametric
rate, i.e. r ≲ 1/

√
n, replacing B by its approximation does not imply any loss of power.

This is expected, as no test can distinguish B̂ from B under that condition. However,
whenever r ≳ 1/

√
n, the smallest detectable deviation from the Standard Model grows

with
√
r.
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One can also imagine variants of this problem in which it is difficult to perfectly
specify the uncertainty set B, in which case the parameter r in equation (36) is unknown.
Even in such contexts, the tolerant testing framework provides a way to quantify the
tolerance of a goodness-of-fit when naively testing the null hypothesis H0 : F = B̂. In
particular, we argue that inverting tolerant tests helps assess the sensitivity of goodness-
of-fit p-values to the accuracy of B̂.

To elaborate, let ψαϵ be a level-α test for H0(ϵ) : d(F, B̂) ≤ ϵ where d is some
distance. A p-value is the smallest α at which we reject the null hypothesis α∗(X, ϵ) =
inf {α : ψαϵ (X) = 1}. Consider the case where we reject the simple null hypothesis
ψα0 (X) = 1, and we want to understand how sensitive our conclusion is with respect to
B̂. The natural idea is to find the largest null hypothesis H0(ϵ) that we can reject:

ϵ∗(X,α) = sup {ϵ : ψαϵ (X) = 1} .

We call ϵ∗(X,α) the tolerance factor, but note that it has appeared in related works
under other names, see the minimum distance in Báıllo and Cárcamo [2025] and the
minimum contamination level in del Barrio et al. [2020]. In fact, under mild assump-
tions, the tolerance factor serves as a lower confidence bound for the distance between B
and B̂ [Liu and Lindsay, 2009]. A larger tolerance factor suggests less concern about the
accuracy of B̂, i.e., the observed deviations from B̂ are large. Conversely, if ϵ∗(X) = 0
the results are highly dependent on B̂. Thus, one might use the p-value to make a
decision and ϵ∗(X,α) to analyze the sensitivity of such a decision.

7 Discussion

In this work, we study tolerant testing in the Gaussian sequence model. We characterize
the critical separation under the ℓ1 norm up to polylogarithmic factors, building on lower
bound techniques from Ingster [2001] and Canonne et al. [2022]. We provide partial
results for general smooth and non-smooth ℓp norms that reveal a trade-off between the
size of the null hypothesis and the difficulty of estimating the underlying norm. We
also explore extensions to smooth Gaussian white noise and density models.

We conclude by noting that tolerant testing opens the possibility of generically test-
ing composite hypotheses [Balakrishnan and Wasserman, 2018]. Consider the problem
of deciding whether P belongs to a class of distributions C, that is, testing the null
H0 : P ∈ C. A practical testing strategy splits the sample: use the first half to choose
a candidate, denoted by P̂0, under the null hypothesis, then use the second half of
the data to test the candidate’s proximity to the data distribution via tolerant test-
ing H0 : d(P, P̂0) ≤ ϵ0, where ϵ0 accounts for the cost of choosing the candidate. A
naive implementation offers no advantage over directly estimating the distance of P
to the class, denoted by d(P, C). However, in structured settings where the C is not
too large, this approach has yielded tests that require fewer observations to make a
reliable decision than estimating d(P, C) [Acharya et al., 2015, Canonne et al., 2018].
This motivates a central question: how large can C be so that this practical sample
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splitting procedure outperforms directly estimating d(P, C)? Our work gives a prereq-
uisite for this approach to be successful in a few canonical models: the cost of choosing
a candidate in C should not exceed the cost of estimating d(P, C).
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A Connection between tolerant and equivalence test-

ing

Bioequivalence (or equivalence) studies aim to show that two drugs yield similar ef-
fects [Wellek, 2002]. The standard design is a two-phase crossover trial: participants
are randomly assigned to two groups. In phase one, one group receives the standard
treatment, and the other receives an alternative treatment. After a washout period,
the groups switch the assigned treatment. This design produces bivariate observations
that capture each individual’s response across both phases:

Xg = ( Xg,1 , Xg,2 ) | G = g ∼ Pg ,

where P1 and P2 are the response distributions for the two groups. Bioequivalence is
established if P1 and P2 are indistinguishable under the alternative:

H0 : d(P1, P2) ≥ ϵ0 versus H1 : d(P1, P2) ≤ ϵ1. (A.1)

Many studies assume P1 and P2 are Gaussian [Dragalin et al., 2003, Chow, 2014] and
choose distances based on comparing means, variances, or combinations of both [Chow,
2014]. Others propose tests based on asymptotic normality [Romano, 2005]. In practice,
however, normality often fails, and nonparametric approaches are of interest [Freitag
et al., 2007]. For instance, Freitag et al. [2007] consider the 2-Wasserstein distance
since it approximates metrics recommended by regulatory guidelines [FDA, 2001] under
Gaussianity and extends to arbitrary distributions.

Rather than tackling equivalence testing (A.1) directly, we can connect it to tolerant
testing and leverage known results. To simplify the discussion, assume one of the
distributions in (A.1) is known. The next lemma shows that the critical separation in
equivalence and tolerant testing is the same up to constants.

Proposition A.3 (Correspondence between tolerant and equivalence testing). Define
the hypotheses sets H0(ϵ0) = {P : d(P, P0) ≤ ϵ0} and H1(ϵ1) = {P : d(P, P0) ≥ ϵ1}.
Furthermore, define a set of valid tests ψα(H) = {ψ : supP∈H P (ψ(X) = 1) ≤ α}. For
tolerant testing, the closest detectable alternative is

ϵ1(ϵ0, α, β) = inf

{
ϵ1 : ϵ1 ≥ ϵ0 and inf

ψ∈Ψα(H0(ϵ0))
sup

P∈H1(ϵ1)

P (ψ(X) = 0) ≤ β

}
,

and the critical separation is defined as s(ϵ0, T ) = ϵ1(ϵ0, α, β) − ϵ0. Analogously, for
equivalence testing, the closest detectable alternative is

ϵ0(ϵ1, α, β) = sup

{
ϵ0 : ϵ1 ≥ ϵ0 and inf

ψ∈Ψα(H1(ϵ1))
sup

P∈H0(ϵ0)

P (ψ(X) = 0) ≤ β

}
,

and the critical separation is defined as : s(ϵ1, E) = ϵ1 − ϵ0(ϵ1, α, β).

It follows that for any ϵ∗1 > 0, there exists ϵ∗0 ≤ ϵ∗1 such that s(ϵ∗1, E) ≲ s(ϵ∗0, T ).
Additionally, for any ϵ∗0 > 0, there exists ϵ∗1 ≥ ϵ∗0 such that s(ϵ∗0, T ) ≲ s(ϵ∗1, E).
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Proof. We prove only the first claim, since the second claim can be proved analogously.
Let ψαϵ0 be an optimal tolerant test, that is:

sup
P∈H0(ϵ0)

P (ψ(X) = 1) ≤ α and sup
P∈H1(ϵ1(ϵ0,α,β))

P (ψ(X) = 0) ≤ β.

Define the test

ψ̃ϵ
∗
1
α = 1− ψ

ϵ∗0
β where ϵ∗0 = sup{ϵ0 : ϵ∗1 = ϵ1(ϵ0, β, α)}.

Then, the test satisfies:

sup
P∈H1(ϵ∗1)

P (ψ(X) = 1) ≤ α and sup
P∈H0(ϵ∗0)

P (ψ(X) = 0) ≤ β.

Consequently, we have derived an upper-bound for the equivalence testing critical sep-
aration:

s(ϵ∗1, E) ≤ ϵ∗1 − ϵ∗0 = ϵ1(ϵ
∗
0, β, α)− ϵ∗0 ≍ ϵ1(ϵ

∗
0, α, β)− ϵ∗0 = s(ϵ∗0, T ).

The claim follows.

To apply Proposition A.3, one must express ϵ1 as a function of ϵ0 or vice versa to
convert a test for tolerant testing into one for equivalence testing. Since these functions
are typically known only up to constants, a more practical approach uses a test statistic
that is optimal for tolerant testing and recalibrates it for equivalence testing.

Proposition A.4. Let V0 and V1 be two sets of distributions. Consider a statistic T (X)
such that EX∼P [ T (X) − µ(P ) ]2 ≤ ϕ(P ). If the following inequality is satisfied

sup
P∈V0

µ(P ) +

√
ϕ(P )

α
≤ inf

P∈V1
µ(P )−

√
ϕ(P )

α
.

Then the test

ψ(X) = I(T (X) ≥ sup
P∈V0

µ(P ) +

√
ϕ(P )

α
)

controls the type-I and type-II errors by α for H0 : P ∈ V0 versus H1 : P ∈ V1.
Furthermore, the test

ψ(X) = I(T (X) ≤ inf
P∈V1

µ(P )−
√
ϕ(P )

α
)

controls the type-I and type-II errors by α for H0 : P ∈ V1 versus H1 : P ∈ V0.

Proof. The proof is analogous to that of Lemma B.12.
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B General arguments for upper bounding the crit-

ical separation

In this section, we recap a series of results used for upper-bounding the critical separa-
tion.

Lemma B.12. Let the hypotheses be

H0 : P ∈ V0 versus H1 : P ∈ V1 .

Consider the statistic T such that

EX∼P [ T (X) − µ(P ) ]2 ≤ ϕ(P ) . (B.2)

Then the test ψ(X) = I(T (X) > t) where

t ≥ t∗ = sup
P∈V0

q1−α (T, P ) (B.3)

controls the type-I error by α. In particular, any t such that

t ≥ tsup = sup
P∈V0

µ(P ) +

√
ϕ(P )

α
(B.4)

satisfies (B.3). Furthermore, if

t ≤ tinf = inf
P∈V1

µ(P )−

√
ϕ(P )

β
(B.5)

then the test controls type-II error by β.

Corollary B.7. Let the hypotheses be

H0 : P ∈ V0 versus H1 : P ∈ V1 .

Then the test ψ(X) = I(T (X) > t) where

t ≥ t∗ = sup
P∈V0

q1−α (T, P )

controls the type-I error by α. In particular, the above condition is satisfied by any t
such that

t ≥ tsup = sup
P∈V0

EX∼P [T (X)] +

√
VX∼P [T (X)]

α
.

Furthermore, if

t ≤ tinf = inf
P∈V1

EX∼P [T (X)]−

√
VX∼P [T (X)]

β

then the test controls the type-II error by β.
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Corollary B.8 (Testing by learning). Let the hypotheses be

H0 : P ∈ V0 versus H1 : P ∈ V1 .

Furthermore, let V = V0 ∪ V1 and consider a statistic T such that

sup
P∈V

EX∼P [ T (X)− µ(P ) ]2 ≤ ϕ

then the test

ψ(X) = I(T (X) > t) where t = sup
P∈V0

µ(P ) +

√
ϕ

α

controls the type-I error by α. Furthermore, it controls the type-II error by β whenever

inf
P∈V1

µ(P )− sup
P∈V0

µ(P ) ≥ C · ϕ1/2

where C = α−1/2 + β−1/2.

Proof of Lemma B.12. By definition of t∗, it holds that for any t ≥ t∗ the type-I error
is bounded by α:

sup
P∈V0

P (T (X) > t) ≤ sup
P∈V0

P (T (X) > t∗) ≤ α.

By Markov’s inequality, for any t ≥ tsup, it holds that the type-I error is bounded
by α:

sup
P∈V0

P (T (X) > t) = sup
P∈V0

P (T (X)− µ(P ) > t− µ(P ))

≤ sup
P∈V0

P (|T (X)− µ(P )| ≥ t− µ(P ))

≤ sup
P∈V0

E [T (X)− µ(P )]2

[t− µ(P )]2
since t ≥ sup

P∈V0
µ(P )

≤ sup
P∈V0

ϕ(P )

[t− µ(P )]2
by (B.2)

≤ α by (B.4)

Therefore, it must hold that
t ≥ tsup ≥ t∗.

Finally, by Markov’s inequality and condition (B.5), the type-II error is bounded by
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β:

sup
P∈V1

P (T (X) ≤ t) = sup
P∈V1

P (T (X)− µ(P ) ≤ t− µ(P ))

≤ sup
P∈V1

P (|T (X)− µ(P )| ≥ µ(P )− t)

≤ sup
P∈V1

E [T (X)− µ(P )]2

[t− µ(P )]2
since inf

P∈V1
µ(P ) ≥ t

≤ sup
P∈V1

ϕ(P )

[t− µ(P )]2
by (B.2)

≤ β by (B.5)

C Critical separation for the Gaussian sequence model

C.1 Suboptimality of the chi-squared test for testing hypothe-
ses separated under the ℓ1 norm

In the following, we provide a proof of Lemma 1. Next, we provide a proof of the
auxiliary result Proposition C.5.

Proof of Lemma 1. Existence of a valid and powerful chi-squared test. Under
the null hypothesis: H0 : ∥v∥1 ≤ ϵ0, it holds that ∥v∥2 ≤ ϵ0 by norm monotonicity.
Thus, the chi-squared test ψ2(X, ϵ0) (27) is valid under the null hypothesis. By (C.22)
in the proof of Lemma 3.4, it holds that the chi-squared test rejects with probability at
least 1− β whenever

∥v∥2 − ϵ0 ≥
C1

2
· σ · d1/4 if ϵ0 ≤

C1

2
· σ · d1/4 (C.6)

where C1 is a positive constant that depends on α and β. Under the alternative hypoth-
esis H1 : ∥v∥1 ≥ ϵ1, it holds that ∥v∥2 ≥ d−1/2 ·ϵ1. Thus, by (C.6), under the alternative
hypothesis, the chi-squared test rejects with probability at least 1− β whenever

ϵ1 − ϵ0 ≥ (
√
d− 1) · ϵ0 +

C1

2
· σ · d3/4 if ϵ0 ≤

C1

2
· σ · d1/4

Consequently, under the alternative hypothesis, the test rejects with probability at least
1− β whenever

ϵ1 − ϵ0 ≥ C1 · σ · d3/4 if ϵ0 ≤
C1

2
· σ · d1/4.

Limit on the power of any chi-squared test. In the following, we prove that
for hypotheses

H0 : ∥v∥1 ≤ ϵ0 versus H1 : ∥v∥1 ≥ ϵ1 ≍ d3/4 · σ where d1/4 · σ ≲ ϵ0 ≤ ϵ1,
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no valid chi-squared test uniformly controls the type-II error under the alternative
hypothesis.

Henceforth, let ϵ0 and ϵ1 satisfy

C0 · d1/4 · σ ≤ ϵ0 ≤
ϵ1
2

and ϵ1 = C1 · d3/4 · σ (C.7)

where C0 and C1 are positive constants that will be defined later. Consider any valid
chi-squared test

ψ(X) = (T2(X) ≥ t) . (C.8)

where t is called the decision threshold. Since the test is valid, it holds that

t ≥ sup
∥v∥1≤ϵ0

q1−α (T2, Pv)

where q1−α (T2, Pv) is the 1 − α quantile of T2(X) when X ∼ Pv = N (v, σ2 · Id).
Furthermore, by Proposition C.5, it holds that

q1−α (T2, Pv) ≥ EPv [T2]−
√

1− α

α
·
√
VPv [T2].

Thus, we have the following lower bound on the decision threshold

t ≥ sup
C0·d1/4·σ≤∥v∥1≤ϵ0

EPv [T2]−
√

1− α

α
·
√
VPv [T2].

For any v ∈ Rd, it holds that

EPv [T2] = ∥v∥22 and VPv [T2] = 2 · d · σ4 + 4 · ∥v∥22 · σ2.

Consequently, the following lower bound on the decision threshold holds

t ≥ sup
≤∥v∥1≤ϵ0

∥v∥22
2

= C · ϵ20 where C = 2−1 if C0 ≥ 4

(√
1− α

α
∨
√
2

)
. (C.9)

Henceforth, assume that C0 satisfies the inequality above.

Under the alternative hypothesis, let

vi =
ϵ1
d

for 1 ≤ i ≤ d,

so that ∥v∥1 = ϵ1 and ∥v∥2 = ϵ21/d. Our goal is to bound the probability that the
chi-squared test (C.8) rejects under the alternative hypothesis by an arbitrary constant
β. The probability of rejecting is:

Pv (T2(X) ≥ t) = Pv
(
T2(X)− ∥v∥22 ≥ t− ∥v∥22

)
= Pv

(
T2(X)− ∥v∥22 ≥ t− ϵ21

d

)
(C.10)
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Henceforth, we require that
ϵ21
d

≤ t

2

which, by (C.7) and (C.9) is satisfied whenever

C1 ≤ (C/2)−1/2 · C0.

By Chebyshev’s inequality and (C.10), it follows that the probability of rejecting under
the alternative hypothesis is bounded by

Pv (T2(X) ≥ t) ≤ VPvT2(X)

(t/2)2
≤ β

whenever
2β−1/2 ·

√
VPvT2(X) ≤ t. (C.11)

By (C.9), condition (C.11) is implied by

C−12 · β−1/2 ·
√

2 · d · σ4 + 4 · ϵ
2
1

d
· σ2 ≤ ϵ20,

which, by (C.7), is satisfied whenever

C1 ≤
√

(C2 · β/4) · C4
0 − 2

4
· d1/2 and C0 >

[
8

C2 · β

]1/4
.

In summary, for any C1 and C0 that satisfy

0 < C1 ≤

(√
(C2 · β/4) · C4

0 − 2

4
· d1/2

)
∧
(
(C/2)−1/2 · C0

)
and C0 >

[
8

C2 · β

]1/4
∨ 4

(√
1− α

α
∨
√
2

)
,

it holds that the probability that any chi-squared test (C.8) rejects under the alternative
hypothesis is upper bounded by β.

We conclude the section by proving a proof of Proposition C.5, which is a conse-
quence of Cantelli’s inequality.

Proposition C.5. Let P be a probability distribution on R, and let q1−α(T, P ) be the
1− α quantile of T (X) when X ∼ P . Then, it holds that

| q1−α(T, P )− EX∼P [T (X)] | ≤
√

1− α

α
·
√
VX∼P [T (X)]
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Proof. Cantelli’s inequality states that

P

(
T ≥ EX∼P [T (X)] +

√
1− α

α
·
√
VX∼P [T (X)]

)
≤ α.

Consequently, it must holds that

q1−α(T, P ) ≤ EX∼P [T (X)] +

√
1− α

α
·
√
VX∼P [T (X)].

Analogously, Cantelli’s inequality states that

P

(
T ≤ EX∼Pv [T (X)]−

√
1− α

α
·
√
VX∼P [T (X)]

)
≤ α.

Thus, it must hold that

q1−α(T, P ) ≥ EX∼P [T (X)]−
√

1− α

α
·
√
VX∼P [T (X)].

The claim follows.

C.2 Upper bound on the critical separation under ℓp for p ∈
[1, 2)

In the following, we provide a proof of Lemma 9. After it, we provide a proof of the
auxiliary result Corollary C.11.

Proof of Lemma 9. Free tolerance and interpolation regimes

It follows from Corollary B.7 that the debiased plug-in test (27) controls the type-II
by β error if

sup
∥v∥p≤ϵ0

E[Tp] +

√
V [Tp]

α
≤ inf

∥v∥p≥ϵ1
E[Tp]−

√
V [Tp]

β
. (C.12)

Using the bounds on the expectation and variance in Corollary C.11, (C.12) is implied
by

C1 ·
(
σp−2

d2/p−1
· ϵ21 ∧ ϵ

p
1

)
≥ ϵp0+C2 ·

[
σp · d1/2 + σ · d1/p−1/2 ·

(
ϵp−1
1 + ϵp−1

0

)
· I(p > 1)

]
where C1 ∈ (0, 1/8) and C2 is a positive constant that depends on p, α and β. There
are two cases, depending on which term on the LHS attains the minimum.

Case I. The following condition must be satisfied

C1 · ϵp1 ≥ ϵp0 + C2 ·
[
σp · d1/2 + σ · d1/p−1/2 ·

(
ϵp−1
1 + ϵp−1

0

)
· I(p > 1)

]
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which is implied by

ϵp1 ≥ C ·
(
ϵp0 + σp · d1/2 + σp · d1−p/2 · I(p > 1)

)
where C > 1. Note that for p ≥ 1, it holds that 1 − p/2 ≤ 1/2. Thus, the above
condition reduces to

ϵp1 ≥ C ·
(
ϵp0 + σp · d1/2

)
Case II. The following condition must be satisfied

C1 ·
σp−2

d2/p−1
· ϵ21 ≥ ϵp0 + C2 ·

[
σp · d1/2 + σ · d1/p−1/2 ·

(
ϵp−1
1 + ϵp−1

0

)
· I(p > 1)

]
which is implied by

ϵp1 ≥ C

([
[σp · d]2/p−1 · ϵp0

]p/2
+ σp · d1−p/4 + σp · d

3p
3−p

·(1/p−1/2) · I(1 < p)

)
where C > 1. Note that 1 − p/4 ≥ (3p/(3 − p))(1/p − 1/2) for 1 < p ≤ 2; hence the
above equation is implied by

ϵp1 ≥
[
[σp · d]2/p−1 · ϵp0

]p/2
+ σp · d1−p/4

Case I and II. Consider cases I and II together, (C.12) is satisfied whenever

ϵp1 ≥ 2C

(
ϵp0 + σp · d1/2 +

[
[σp · d]2/p−1 · ϵp0

]p/2
+ σp · d1−p/4

)
.

Noting that 1− p/4 ≥ 1/2 for p ≤ 2, the analysis above equation reduces to

ϵp1 ≥ 2C

(
ϵp0 + σp · d1/2 +

[
[σp · d]2/p−1 · ϵp0

]p/2)
. (C.13)

Summary. By (C.13), we have that the debiased plug-in test rejects with proba-
bility at least 1− β whenever

ϵp1 − ϵp0 ≳


σp · d1−p/4 if ϵp0 ≲ σp · d1/2[[
σp · d1/p

]2−p · ϵp0
]p/2

if σp · d1/2 ≲ ϵp0 ≲ σp · d

σp · d if ϵp0 ≍ σp · d

The claim of Lemma 9 follows by noting that

(ϵp1 − ϵp0)
1/p ≍ ϵ1 ≍ ϵ1 − ϵ0 for ϵ0 ≤

ϵ1
2
.
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We conclude the section by recaping Lemma 3.1 of Ingster [2001], and proving the
corresponding Corollary C.11 used in the proof of Lemma 9. They allows us to control
the mean and variance of the debiased plug-in statistic (27) for p ∈ (0, 2]. Before
providing a proof, we state some useful auxiliary results.

Proposition C.6 (Cr inequality, see theorem 2 of Clarkson [1936]). For p > 0

|a+ b|p ≤ Ap · (|a|p + |b|p) where Ap = 2(p−1)+

Corollary C.9. Let ã = a+ b and b̃ = −b, it follows that |a+ b|p ≥ |a|p
Ap

− |b|p.

Corollary C.10.

||Z + u|p − |u|p| ≤

{
|Z|p if 0 < p ≤ 1

p · Ap−1 · [|Z|p + |Z| · |u|p−1] if 1 < p

Proof. For p ≤ 1, the bound follows from Proposition C.6

|Z + u|p − |u|p ≤ (Ap − 1) · |u|p + Ap · |Z|p

For p > 1, by Taylor expansion we have that

||Z + u|p − |u|p| = p · |λZ + u|p−1 · |Z| where 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1

≤ p · Ap−1 ·
(
λp|Z|p + |Z| · |u|p−1

)
by Proposition C.6

≤ p · Ap−1 ·
(
|Z|p + |Z| · |u|p−1

)
since λ ≤ 1.

Using the above auxiliary results, we prove Lemma 3.1 of Ingster [2001] and Corol-
lary C.11.

Lemma C.13 (Lemma 3.1 of Ingster [2001]). Let 0 < p ≤ 2, let

fp(u) = E|Z + u|p and gp(u) = |u|p − fp(0)

and consider the following expectation and variance

h(u) = E[gp(Z + u)] and H(u) = V [gp(Z + u)] where Z ∼ N (0, 1)

It holds that
C1 ·

(
|u|p ∧ u2

)
≤ h(u) ≤ Cp · |u|p

and

H(u) ≤

{
µ2p if 0 < p ≤ 1

2p ·
[
µ2p + µ2 · |u|2(p−1)

]
if 1 < p ≤ 2

where

µp = E|Z|p =
√

2p

π
and Ap = 2(p−1)+ and 0 < C1 ≤

1

2Ap
and 0 < Cp ≤ 1.
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Proof. Lower bound on the expectation. h is infinitely differentiable at zero, it is
convex, and it achieves a minimum at zero. Thus, h(0) = 0, h′(0) = 0 and h′′(0) > 0.
Therefore, by Taylor expansion we get that

h(u) =
h′′(λ · u)

2
· u2 where 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1 (C.14)

Since h′′ is continuous and h′′(0) > 0, for any b, there exists a ≤ b such that

min
|u|≤a

h′′(u)

2
> 0

and consequently,

h(u) ≥ Ca · u2 for |u| ≤ a where Ca =

[
min
|u|≤a

h′′(u)

2

]
.

Using the convexity of h, it follows that

h(u) ≥ b

a
· h
(a
b
· u
)
≥ Cb · u2 for |u| ≤ b where Cb = Ca ·

a

b

Furthermore, by Corollary C.9, it holds that

h(u) ≥ |u|p

Ap
− 2µp ≥

[
1

Ap
− 2µp

bp

]
· |u|p for |u| ≥ b and b > [2µpAp]

1/p

Consequently, choosing bγ = γ · [2µpAp]1/p for γ > 1, one of the two lower-bounds must
always hold

h(u) ≥ Cbγ · u2 ∧
1

Ap
·
[
1− 1

γ

]
· |u|p for γ > 1

Note that Cbγ → 0 and 1− 1
γ
→ 1 as γ → ∞. Hence, choosing γ = 2, we get

h(u) ≥
[

1

2Ap
∧ Cb2

]
·
(
|u|p ∧ u2

)
Upper bound on the expectation. By Proposition C.6, it holds that

h(u) ≤ (Ap − 1) · µp + Ap · |u|p

≤

{
|u|p if 0 < p ≤ 1

2p · |u|p if 1 < p < 2 and |u| ≥ [(1− A−1
p )µp]

1/p

≤

{
|u|p if 0 < p ≤ 1

2p · |u|p if 1 < p < 2 and |u| ≥ 1

since (1 − 1/Ap)µp ≤ 1 for 1 < p < 2. Additionally, for 1 < p < 2, by the Taylor
expansion in (C.14) it holds that

h(u) ≤
[
max
|u|≤1

h′′(u)

2

]
· u2 ≤ C · |u|p for |u| ≤ 1
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where C = max|u|≤1
h′′(u)

2
≥ h′′(0)

2
> 0. Thus, it holds that

h(u) ≤ Cp · |u|p where Cp ≥ 2p ∨ C and 1 < p < 2.

Upper bound on the variance. For the variance, note that

H(u) = V [|Z + u|p] = V [|Z + u|p − |u|p] .

By Corollary C.10, the following upper-bound holds

H(u) ≤ E [|Z + u|p − |u|p]2

≤

{
µ2p if 0 < p ≤ 1

2p ·
[
µ2p + µ2 · |u|2(p−1)

]
if 1 < p ≤ 2

Corollary C.11. For 0 < p ≤ 2, it holds that the debiased plug-in statistic (27) satisfies

Tp(X) = σp ·
d∑
i=1

gp
(
σ−1 ·Xi

)
=

d∑
i=1

|Xi|p − σp · d · µp

where Xi ∼ N (vi, σ
2) and µp = E|Z|p such that Z ∼ N (0, 1). The expectation of Tp is

bounded as follows
Lp ≤ E[Tp(X)] ≤ ∥v∥pp

where

Lp =

{
C ·
(

σp−2

d2/p−1 · ∥v∥2p ∧ ∥v∥pp
)

if 0 < p < 2

∥v∥22 if p = 2

and C ∈ (0, 1/8). Furthermore, the variance of Tp is bounded by

V [Tp(X)] ≤


d · µ2p · σ2p if 0 < p ≤ 1

2p ·
[
d · µ2p · σ2p + µ2 · d

2
p
−1 · ∥v∥2(p−1)

p · σ2
]

if 1 < p < 2

2 · d · σ4 + 4 · ∥v∥22 · σ2 if p = 2

.

Finally, for 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, the bias is bounded:∣∣ ∥v∥pp − E[Tp(X)]
∣∣ ≤ ∥v∥pp ∧ d · σp · µp . (C.15)

Proof of Corollary C.11. It holds that

E[Tp] = σp ·
d∑
i=1

h(σ−p · vi) and V [Tp] = σ2p ·
d∑
i=1

H(σ−p · vi)

40



From Lemma C.13, the upper bounds on the expectation and variance follow imme-
diately. Regarding, the lower bound on the expectation, by Lemma C.13, we have
that

E[Tp] ≥ C1 ·

(∑
i̸∈I

|vi|p + σp−2 ·
∑
i∈I

v2i

)
where I = {i : |vi| ≤ σ}. Since

∥v∥pp =
∑
i̸∈I

|vi|p +
∑
i∈I

|vi|p ,

it must hold that

(A)
∑
i∈I

|vi|p ≥
∥v∥pp
2

or (B)
∑
i̸∈I

|vi|p ≥
∥v∥pp
2

Under (B), we have that

E[Tp] ≥ C1

∑
i̸∈I

|vi|p ≥
C1

2
· ∥v∥pp . (C.16)

Alternatively, under (A), it follows that

E[Tp] ≥ C1σ
p−2
∑
i∈I

v2i ≥ C1 ·
σp−2

|I|2/p−1
·

(∑
i∈I

vpi

)2/p

≥ C1

41/p
· σ

p−2

d2/p−1
· ∥v∥2p. (C.17)

Hence by (C.16) and (C.17), it holds that

E[Tp] ≥ C ·
(
σp−2

d2/p−1
· ∥v∥2p ∧ ∥v∥pp

)
(C.18)

where C = C1 ·
(
1
2
∧ 1

41/p

)
. Since 0 < C1 ≤ 1

2Ap
where Ap = 2(p−1)∨0, it follows that

0 < C < 1/8.

Bias. For 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, u → |u|p is convex. Thus, by Jensen’s inequality, we have
that

∥v∥pp − dσpµp =
d∑
i=1

|EXi| − dσpµp ≤ E[T ] .

Together with the fact that E[T ] ≤ ∥v∥pp, it holds that the bias of Tp is capped

|∥v∥pp − E[T ]| ≤ dσpµp

Using (C.18), it also holds that

|∥v∥pp − E[T ]| ≤ ∥v∥pp − C ·
(
σp−2

d2/p−1
· ∥v∥2p ∧ ∥v∥pp

)
≤ (1− C) · ∥v∥pp

Thus, (C.15) follows.
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C.3 Upper bound on the critical separation under ℓp for p even

In the following, we provide a proof of Lemma 3.4.

Proof of Lemma 3.4. It follows from Corollary B.7 and Corollary C.12 that the debiased
plug-in test (27) controls the type-II by β error whenever

sup
∥v∥p≤ϵ0

E[Tp] +

√
V [Tp]

α
≤ inf

∥v∥p≥ϵ1
E[Tp]−

√
V [Tp]

β
. (C.19)

where
EPv [Tp] = ∥v∥pp and VPv [Tp] ≤ C ·

(
d · σ2p + d2/p−1 · σ2 · ∥v∥2(p−1)

p

)
for some positive constant C that depends only on p. The RHS of (C.19) is non-negative
whenever

ϵ1 ≥ C0 · d1/2p · σ (C.20)

where C1 is a positive constant. Henceforth, assume that the above condition holds.
Then, it holds that (C.19) is implied by

ϵp1 − ϵp0 ≥ C ·
[
d1/2 · σp + d1/p−1/2 · σ ·

(
ϵp−1
0 + ϵp−1

1

)]
(C.21)

where C > 0, and it depends only on p, α and β.

Free tolerance regime. Note that (C.20) and (C.21) hold under the following
conditions

ϵ1 ≥ C1 · d1/2p · σ and ϵ0 ≤
ϵ1
2

for C1 large enough that, where C1 is a positive constant that depends on p, α and β.
Thus, it also holds for

ϵ1 − ϵ0 ≥
C1

2
· d1/2p · σ and ϵ0 ≤

C1

2
· d1/2p (C.22)

Beyond the free tolerance regime. Let ϵ0 > 0. Using the fact that

ϵp1 − ϵp0
ϵp−1
1 + ϵp−1

0

= (ϵ1 − ϵ0) ·
ϵp−1
1 + ϵp−2

1 ϵ0 + · · ·+ ϵ1ϵ
p−2
0 + ϵp−1

0

ϵp−1
1 + ϵp−1

0

≥ ϵ1 − ϵ0,

it follows that (C.20) and (C.21) are implied by

ϵ1 ≥ C0 · d1/2p · σ and ϵ1 − ϵ0 ≥ 2C · σ ·max

(
d1/2 · σ

p−1

ϵp−1
0

, d1/p−1/2

)
from which the last two regimes of the lemma follow.
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C.4 Upper bound on the estimation error under ℓp for p even

In this section, we prove Lemma 2, and after it, we provide a proof of the auxiliary
result Proposition C.7.

Proof of Lemma 2. Let

γp = (d1/2 · σp) ∨ (d1/p−1/2 · σ · ∥v∥p−1
p ).

By Corollary C.12, it holds that

EX∼Pv |Tp(X)− ∥v∥pp| ≤
√
VX∼Pv [Tp(X)] ≲ γp.

By Proposition C.7, it holds that

|a1/p − b1/p| ≤ |a− b|1/p since |a− b| ≤ |ap − bp|1/p.

Hence, the following bound on the estimation error holds

EX∼Pv |T 1/p
p (X)− ∥v∥p| ≤ EX∼Pv |Tp(X)− ∥v∥pp|1/p ≤

(
EX∼Pv |Tp(X)− ∥v∥pp|

)1/p
where we used Jensen’s inequality in the last step. Additionally, by the difference of
powers formula, we have the following relationship

a− b = (a1/p)p − (b1/p)p ≥ (a1/p − b1/p) · (a(p−1)/p + b(p−1)/p).

Thus, the following bound on the estimation error holds

EX∼Pv |T 1/p
p (X)− ∥v∥p| ≤ EX∼Pv

∣∣∣∣∣ Tp(X)− ∥v∥pp
T

(p−1)/p
p (X) + ∥v∥p−1

p

∣∣∣∣∣
In summary, the following bound holds on the estimation error

EX∼Pv |T 1/p
p (X)− ∥v∥p| ≲

γp

∥v∥p−1
p

∧ γ1/pp =

{
γ
1/p
p , if ∥v∥pp ≤ γp
γp

∥v∥p−1
p
, otherwise

The claim follows by a case-by-case analysis.

We proceed to prove Proposition C.7.

Proposition C.7. Let p be an integer, and a, b ≥ 0. It holds that

|a− b| ≤ |ap − bp|1/p

Proof. Let m = a ∧ b and u = |a− b|. By the Binomial theorem , it follows that

|ap − bp| = (m+ u)p −mp =

p∑
k=1

(
p

k

)
mp−k · uk ≥ up = |a− b|p
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C.5 Upper bound on the critical separation under ℓp for 2k <
p < 2(k + 1) where k ∈ Z+

In this section, we prove Lemma 10. After it, we provide a proof of the auxiliary result
Corollary C.12.

Proof of Lemma 10. It follows from Corollary B.7 and Corollary C.12 that the debiased
plug-in test (27) controls the type-II by β error whenever

ϵp1 ≥ C ·
(
ϵp0 + σp−2k · d1−2k/p · ϵ2k0 + σp · d1/2 + σ · d1/p−1/2 ·

[
ϵ
(p−1)
0 + ϵ

(p−1)
1

])
,

where C ≥ 1 and it depends on p, α and β. Using the fact that ϵ1 ≥ ϵ0, the above
equation is implied by

(ϵp1 − ϵp0)
1/p ≳ ϵ0 + σ1−2k/p · d1/p−2k/p2 · ϵ2k/p0 + σ · d1/2p + σ · d1/p−1/2.

Note that 1/p− 1/2 ≤ 1/2p for p ≥ 2; Hence,

(ϵp1 − ϵp0)
1/p ≳ ϵ0 + σ1−2k/p · d1/p−2k/p2 · ϵ2k/p0 + σ · d1/2p,

The claim of Lemma 10 follows by noting that

(ϵp1 − ϵp0)
1/p ≍ ϵ1 ≍ ϵ1 − ϵ0 for ϵ0 ≤

ϵ1
2
.

In the following, we recap Lemma 3.2 of Ingster [2001] and prove Corollary C.12,
which allows us to control the mean and variance of the debiased plug-in statistic (27).

Lemma C.14 (Lemma 3.2 of Ingster [2001]). Let 2k ≤ p < 2(k+1) s.t. k ∈ Z+ , and
let

fp(u) = E|Z + u|p and gp(u) = |u|p −
k−1∑
j=0

f
(2j)
p (0)

(2j)!
·H2j(u)

where f
(2j)
p (0) denotes the 2jth deriative of fp evaluated at zero, and H2j is the 2jth

Hermite polynomial. Consider the following expectation and variance

h(u) = E[gp(Z + u)] and H(u) = V [gp(Z + u)] where Z ∼ N (0, 1).

It holds that

C1 · |u|p ≤ h(u) ≤ C2 ·
(
|u|p + u2k

)
and H(u) ≤ C3 · (1 + |u|2(p−1))

where C1 and C3 are positive constants that depends only on p, and

C2 = 2 · d2k
(2k)!

· Ap−2k · (µp−2k + 2p−2k) s.t. dj = p · (p− 1) . . . (p− j + 1).

For the particular case of p even, it holds that h(u) = up.
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Proof. Upper and lower bound on the expectation. By propagating the expec-
tation, we have that

h(u) = fp(u)− rk−1(u) where rk−1(u) =
k−1∑
j=0

f
(2j)
p (0)

(2j)!
· u2j.

Note that h(u) is an even infinite differentiable function, and it is convex. It follows
that h(j)(0) = 0 for j ∈ {0, . . . , 2k − 1} by definition and evenness. Additionally, h is
convex.

By Taylor expansion, it holds that

h(u) =
h(2k)(λ · u)

(2k)!
· u2k = f

(2k)
p (λ · u)
(2k)!

· u2k where 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1

Since |Z+u|p is integrable on R for |u| ≤ ϵ with ϵ > 0, ∂
2k|Z+u|p
∂u2k

exists on R×[−ϵ, ϵ], and
|∂

2k|Z+u|p
∂u2k

| is upper-bounded by the integrable function d2k ·Ap−2k ·(|Z|p−2k+ |u|p−2k), by
the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem [Bartle, 1995][Corollary 5.9], it follows
that

f (2k)
p (u) = E

[
∂2k|Z + u|p

∂u2k

]
= d2k · E|Z + u|p−2k

Furthermore f
(2k+1)
p (0) = 0 since fp is an even function. Consequently

h(u) =
d2k
(2k)!

· E|Z + λu|p−2k · u2k

For |u| ≤ b with b > 0, it follows that

d2k
(2k)!

· µp−2k · u2k ≤ h(u) ≤ d2k
(2k)!

· Ap−2k · (µp−2k + bp−2k) · u2k

Note that from the lower-bound, it follows that

d2k
(2k)!

· µp−2k · |u|p ≤ h(u) for |u| ≤ 1

using the convexity of h, we get for arbitrary b that

d2k
(2k)!

· µp−2k · b1−p · |u|p ≤ b · h
(u
b

)
≤ h(u) for |u| ≤ b.

For |u| ≥ b and b ≥ 2, by Corollary C.9, it follows that

h(u) ≥ |u|p

Ap−1

−µp−|rk−1(u)| ≥ Cb ·
(
|u|p − 1− u2(k−1)

)
≥ Cb ·(1−2−p−22(k−1)−p)·|u|p,

and for the upper-bound, we have that

h(u) ≤ d2k · Ap−2k

(2k)!
· (µp−2k + |u|p−2k) · u2k ≤ 2 · d2k · Ap−2k

(2k)!
· |u|p.
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In summary, choosing b = 2, it holds that

C · |u|p ≤ h(u) ≤ 2 · d2k · Ap−2k

(2k)!
· |u|p + d2k · Ap−2k

(2k)!
· (µp−2k + 2p−2k) · u2k

where C > 0.

Upper bound on the variance. Note that the following chain of inequalities
holds

H(u) = V [|Z + u|p − qk−1(Z + u)2] where qk−1 is a k − 1 polynomial

= V [|Z + u|p − |u|p − qk−1(Z + u)]

≤ 2 · E [|Z + u|p − |u|p]2 + 2 · E
[
qk−1(Z + u)2

]2
≤ 2 · E [|Z + u|p − |u|p]2 + C · E[Z + u]4(k−1)

≤ Cp ·
(
1 + |u|2(p−1)

)
+ C ′

p ·
(
1 + |u|4(k−1)

)
≤ C ′′

p · (1 + |u|2(p−1) + |u|4(k−1))

For |u| ≤ 1 the first term dominates, while for |u| ≥ 1 the second term dominates since
2(p− 1) > 4(k − 1). Thus,

H(u) ≤ Cp · (1 + |u|2(p−1)).

Expectation when p is an even integer. By the Binomial theorem, the following
equality holds

E[Z + u]p = E

[
p∑
j=0

(
p

j

)
· Zp−2j · uj

]
.

Then, using the fact that the odd moments of a standard Gaussian vanish, it follows
that

E[Z + u]p =

p/2∑
j=0

(
p

2j

)
· µp−2j · u2j

= up +

p/2−1∑
j=0

d2j
(2j)!

· µp−2j · u2j since
dj
j!

=

(
p

j

)

= up +

p/2−1∑
j=0

f
(2j)
p (0)

(2j)!
· u2j since f (2j)

p (0) = d2j · µp−2j.

Hence,

h(u) = E[Z + u]p −
p/2−1∑
j=0

f
(2j)
p (0)

(2j)!
· u2j = up.
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Corollary C.12. For 2k ≤ p < 2(k + 1) s.t. k ∈ Z+, the debiased plug-in statistic
satisfies

Tp(X) = σp ·
d∑
i=1

gp
(
σ−1 ·Xi

)
where Xi ∼ N (vi, σ

2).

Hence it follows that

E[Tp] = σp ·
d∑
i=1

h(σ−1vi) and V [Tp] = σ2p ·
d∑
i=1

H(σ−1vi).

Consequently, the following bounds on the expectation and variance hold:

C1 · ∥v∥pp ≤ E[Tp] ≤ C2 ·
(
∥v∥pp + d1−2k/p · σp−2k · ∥v∥2kp

)
and V [Tp] ≤ C3 ·

(
d · σ2p + d2/p−1 · σ2 · ∥v∥2(p−1)

p

)
Furthermore, for p even, it holds that E[Tp] = ∥v∥pp.

C.6 Bounding the chi-squared distance by moment differences

In this section, we recap known results for bounding the chi-squared distance between
Gaussian mixtures by moment differences between their mixing distributions.

Lemma C.15 (Wu and Yang [2016]). Let π0 be a centered distribution, i.e. m1(π0) = 0,
supported on [−δ, δ] that matches L moments of π1

ml(π0) = ml(π1) for 1 ≤ l ≤ L .

The chi-squared distance between their mixture distributions is bounded by the moment
difference of the mixing distributions

χ2 (Pπ1 , Pπ0) ≤ e
δ2

2σ2 ·
∑
j≥L+1

∆2
j

j!σ2j

where ∆j = mj(π1)−mj(π0).

Proof of Lemma C.15. Let ϕ be the density of N (0, 1)

ϕ(x) =

√
1

2π
e−

x2

2 ,

and let Hk be the k-th probabilist Hermite polynomial, it holds that

EX∼N(0,σ2) [Hk(X/σ)Hj(X/σ)] =

∫ ∞

−∞
Hk(x/σ)Hj(x/σ)ϕ(

x

σ
)
1

σ
dx = k!δk,j

and ∑
j≥0

Hj(x/σ) ·
uj

j!σj
= e−

u2

2σ2+
ux
σ2 =

ϕ(x−u
σ
)

ϕ(x
σ
)
.
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Thus

dPπ(x) =

∫
1

σ
ϕ(
x− v

σ
) dπ(v) =

1

σ
ϕ(
x

σ
) ·
∑
j≥0

Hj(x/σ) ·
mj(π)

j!σj

Finally, if a mixing distribution is supported on [−δ, δ] and is centered, its density is
bounded away from zero

dPπ(x) =

∫
1

σ
ϕ(
x− v

σ
) dπ(v)

=
1

σ
ϕ(
x

σ
) ·
∫
e−

v2

2σ2+
xv
σ2 dπ(v)

≥ 1

σ
ϕ(
x

σ
) · eEv∼π

[
− v2

2σ2+
xv
σ2

]
by Jensen’s inequality

=
1

σ
ϕ(
x

σ
) · e−

δ2

2σ2 since m1(π) = 0 and supp(π) ⊆ [−δ, δ]

It follows that

χ2 (Pπ1 , Pπ0) =

∫
(dPπ1(x)− dPπ0(x))

2

dPπ0(x)

=

∫
1

σ2
ϕ2(

x

σ
)

(∑
j≥0Hj(x/σ) · ∆j

j!σj

)2
dPπ0(x)

≤ e
δ2

2σ2 ·
∫

1

σ
ϕ(
x

σ
)

(∑
j≥0

Hj(x/σ) ·
∆j

j!σj

)2

= e
δ2

2σ2 ·
∑
j≥0

∆2
j

j!σ2j
by orthogonality

= e
δ2

2σ2 ·
∑
j≥L+1

∆2
j

j!σ2j
matching L moments

Corollary C.13. Let π0 = δ0, and π1 be a symmetric mixing distribution supported on
[−δ, δ]. Then it follows that

χ2
(
P d
π1
, P d

0

)
≤ exp

{
d

2
·
(
δ

σ

)4
}

− 1 .
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Proof of Corollary C.13.

χ2 (Pπ1 , P0) ≤ e
0

2σ2 ·
∑
j≥2

mj(π1)
2

σ2j · j!
by lemma C.15

=
∑
j≥1

m2j(π1)
2

σ4j · (2j)!
by symmetry, all odd moments vanish

≤
∑
j≥1

(δ2/σ2)2j

(2j)!
since supp(π1) ⊆ [−δ, δ]

= cosh
(
δ2/σ2

)
− 1

≤ e(
δ
σ )

4
· 1
2 − 1.

By tensorization, it follows that

χ2
(
P d
π1
, P d

0

)
=
(
1 + χ2 (Pπ1 , P0)

)d − 1 ≤ e
d
2
·( δ

σ )
4

− 1.

Lemma C.16. For 0 < η < 1, and any δ ≥ 0 and L ≥ 1 that satisfy

δ2 ≤ Cη · σ2 · L

d1/(L+1)
,

where Cη is a universal positive constant that depends only on η. If π0 and π1 are
centered distributions supported on [−δ, δ] that share the first L moments, then the
chi-squared distance between their corresponding mixtures is bounded χ2

(
P d
π1
, P d

π0

)
≤ η.

Proof of Lemma C.16. Note that

χ2 (Pπ1 , Pπ0) ≤ e
δ2

2
·σ−2 ·

∑
j≥L+1

∆2
j · σ−2j

j!
by LemmaC.15

≤ e
δ2

2
·σ−2 ·

∑
j≥L+1

(4δ2σ−2)j

j!
since supp(π1) ∪ supp(π0) ⊆ [−δ, δ]

≤ e
δ2

2
·σ−2 · e4δ2·σ−2 · (4δ

2σ−2)L+1

(L+ 1)!

≤ C · e
δ2

σ2 ·
(
δ2

Lσ2

)L+1

for some universal positive constant C ≥ 1. Recall that

χ2
(
P d
π1
, P d

π0

)
= (1 + χ2 (Pπ1 , Pπ0))

d − 1 ≤ exp
{
χ2 (Pπ1 , Pπ0) · d

}
− 1.

Thus, χ2
(
P d
π1
, P d

π0

)
≤ η whenever

χ2 (Pπ1 , Pπ0) ≤
η̃

d
,
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where η̃ = log(1 + η). It is sufficient to choose δ and L such that

C · e
δ2

σ2 ·
(
δ2

σ2L

)L+1

≤ η̃

d

which is implied by

e
δ2

σ2L · δ2

σ2L
≤
(
η̃

C

)1/(L+1)

· d−1/(L+1).

That condition is satisfied whenever

δ2

σ2L
≤ 1 ∧

(
η̃

C

)1/(L+1)

· d−1/(L+1),

which is satisfied by the assumptions since
(
η̃
C

)1/(L+1) · d−1/(L+1) ≤ 1.

C.7 Lower bound on the critical separation under ℓp norms for
p ∈ (0, 2] in the free tolerance regime

In this section, we present a simple lower bound on the critical separation in the free-
tolerance regime.

Proposition C.8. For 0 < p ≤ 2, the critical separation for hypotheses (10) is lower-
bounded by

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS)− ϵ0 ≳ d1/p−1/4 · σ for 0 ≤ ϵ0 ≲ d1/2p · σ.

Proof of Proposition C.8. Consider the following symmetric mixing distributions

π0 = δ0 and π1 =
1

2
(δϵ·d−1/p + δ−ϵ·d−1/p)

Note that they share their first moment, and their separation is given by ϵ

∥X∥pp = 0 a.s. under π0 and ∥X∥pp = ϵp a.s. under π1.

By Corollary C.13, it holds that

χ2
(
P d
π1
, P d

π0

)
≤ exp

[
1

2
·
( ϵ

σ · d1/p−1/4

)4]
− 1.

Thus, choosing

ϵp = Cp · d1−p/4 · σp where Cp =
[
2 log

(
1 + (Cα/2)

2
)]p/4

,

the chi-squared distance is bounded: χ2
(
P d
π1
, P d

π0

)
≤ (Cα/2)

2. Hence by Lemma D.17,
it follows that

ϵ∗1(ϵ,GS)− ϵ0 ≳ d1/p−1/4 · σ for 0 ≤ ϵ0 ≲ d1/p−1/4 · σp ,

which implies the statement of Proposition C.8 since d1/p−1/4 ≥ d1/2p for p ≤ 2.
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C.8 Conjecture for the lower bound on the critical separation
under non-smooth ℓp norms in the interpolation regime

Theorem 3.5 can be generalized such that any lower bound on the constrained moment-
matching problem (24) leads to a lower bound on the critical separation. We defer the
proof to Theorem D.1 in Section D.2.

Theorem C.1. Choose δ ≥ 0 and L ≥ 1 satisfying (21). The critical separation for
hypotheses (10) is lower bounded by

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS)− ϵ0 ≳ bp(ϵ0) where bp(ϵ0) = d1/pδ ·M1/p
p (ϵ̃0, L) and ϵ̃0 ≍

ϵ0
d1/pδ

for 0 < ϵ0 ≲ bp(ϵ0) and d1/2 ≳M−1
p (ϵ̃0, L).

We conjecture that the constrained moment-matching problem satisfies the following
lower bound whenever ϵ is not too large.

Conjecture 1. For 0 < ϵ ≲ 1/L, it holds that:

M1/p
p (ϵ, L) ≳


ϵp/2

L1−p/2 if 1 ≤ p < 2

ϵ2k/p

L1−2k/p
if 2k < p < 2(k + 1) with k ∈ Z+

Under the above conjecture, the following lower-bound on the critical separation
would hold via Theorem C.1:

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS)− ϵ0 ≳


(
d1/p · δ

L

)1−p/2

· ϵp/20 if 1 ≤ p < 2(
d1/p · δ

L

)1−2k/p

· ϵ2k/p0 if 2k < p < 2(k + 1) with k ∈ Z+

Thus, matching rates for the interpolation regimes in Lemma 9 and Lemma 10, would
follow for any d large enough by choosing L ≍ log d and δ ≍ σ ·

√
L.

D General arguments for lower bounding the criti-

cal separation

D.1 Two fuzzy hypotheses

The following is a variant of the well-known fuzzy hypotheses techniques [Tsybakov,
2009].
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Lemma D.17 (Indistinguishable fuzzy hypotheses [Tsybakov, 2009].). Let the hypoth-
esis sets be

V0 = {v : ∥v∥p ≤ ϵ0} and V1 = {v : ∥v∥p ≥ ϵ1}
and Cα = 1− (α + β). Consider mixing distributions concentrated in such sets

πd0(V0) ≥ 1− Cα
4

and πd1(V1) ≥ 1− Cα
4

whose induced mixtures are close in total variation or chi-squared distance

V (P d
π0
, P d

π1
) <

Cα
2

or χ2(P d
π0
, P d

π1
) <

[
Cα
2

]2
.

Then, the minimax risk (8) is lower bounded by β:

R∗(ϵ0, ϵ1,GS) > β.

Proof of lemma D.17. Let β0 = β1 = Cα/4. Consider the restriction of the priors to
their hypothesis sets

π̃i(B) =
πi(B ∩ Vi)
πi(Vi)

.

The risk of any valid test is at least

R(ϵ0, ϵ1, ψ,GS) = sup
v∈V1

EP d
v
[1− ψ]

≥ sup
v∈V0

EP d
v
[ψ] + sup

v∈V1
EP d

v
[1− ψ]− α

≥
∫
EP d

v
[ψ] dπ̃d0 +

∫
EP d

v
[1− ψ] dπ̃d1 − α

=

∫
ψ dP d

π̃0
+

∫
[1− ψ] dP d

π̃1
− α

≥
∫
[ψ + 1− ψ] d(P d

π̃0
∧ P d

π̃1
)− α

= 1− V (P d
π̃0
, P d

π̃1
)− α

where the last equality is by Sheffe’s theorem. Furthermore, by the triangle inequality
and the data processing inequality, it follows by the triangle inequality

V (P d
π̃0
, P d

π̃1
) ≤ V (P d

π̃0
, P d

π0
) + V (P d

π̃1
, P d

π1
) + V (P d

π0
, P d

π1
).

Furthermore, by the data processing inequality, we have that

V (P d
π̃0
, P d

π̃1
) ≤ V (π̃d0 , π

d
0) + V (π̃d1 , π

d
1) + V (P d

π0
, P d

π1
)

≤ V (P d
π0
, P d

π1
) + β0 + β1,

where in the last step, we used the fact that

V (π̃d0 , π
d
0) = πd0(V

c
0 ) = 1− πd0(V0) ≤ β0.
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Consequently, the risk of any valid test is lower-bounded by β

R∗(ϵ0, ϵ1,GS) = inf
ψ
R(ϵ0, ϵ1, ψ,GS) ≥ 1− V (P d

π0
, P d

π1
)− (β0 + β1)− α > β.

Thus, the statement of the lemma follows.

Lemma D.18 (Difference in means lower bounds critical separation). Let spp(ϵ0,GS)
denote a critical separation for hypotheses (10)

spp(ϵ0,GS) = inf {ϵp1 − ϵp0 : ϵ1 ≥ ϵ0 and R∗(ϵ0, ϵ,GS) < β} . (D.23)

Let π0 be a distribution that satisfies

Ev∼πd
0
∥v∥pp ≤ C0 · ϵp0, (D.24)

where C0 = Cα/4 and Cα = 1 − (α + β). Furthermore, let π1 be a distribution that
satisfies

Ev∼πd
1
∥v∥pp ≥ C

−1/2
0 (1− C1)

−1 ·
√
Vv∼πd

1
∥v∥pp (D.25)

for some C1 ∈ (0, 1) and whose mixture measure Pπ1 is close in total variation or
chi-squared distance to Pπ0: V (P d

π0
, P d

π1
) < Cα/2 or χ2(P d

π0
, P d

π1
) < [Cα/2]

2.

Define the hypotheses

H0 : v ∈ V0 versus H1 : v ∈ V1

where
V0 = {v : ∥v∥p ≤ ϵ0}, V1 = {v : ∥v∥p ≥ ϵ1} and ϵp1 = C1 · Eπd

1
∥v∥pp

It follows that spp(ϵ0,GS) is lower bounded

spp(ϵ0,GS) ≥ ϵp1 − ϵp0 ≥ (C1 − C̃1) ·Ev∼πd
1
∥v∥pp ≥ (C1 − C̃1) ·

(
Ev∼πd

1
∥v∥pp − Ev∼πd

0
∥v∥pp

)
for C−1

0 · Ev∼πd
0
∥v∥pp ≤ ϵp0 ≤ C̃1 · Ev∼πd

1
∥v∥pp where 0 ≤ C̃1 < C1.

Proof. The probability that π0 is supported on V0 is bounded from below:

πd0(V0) = πd0(∥v∥p ≤ ϵ0)

= πd0(∥v∥pp ≤ ϵp0)

≥ 1−
Eπd

0
∥v∥pp
ϵp0

By Markov’s inequality

≥ 1− C0 by (D.24)

≥ 1− Cα
4
.
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Additionally, the probability that π1 is supported on V1 is also bounded from below

πd1(V1) = πd1(∥v∥p ≥ ϵ1)

= πd1(∥v∥pp ≥ ϵp1)

= 1− πd1(∥v∥pp ≤ ϵp1)

= 1− πd1(∥v∥pp − Eπd∥v∥pp ≤ ϵp1 − Eπd
1
∥v∥pp)

≥ 1− πd1(|∥v∥pp − Eπd
1
∥v∥pp| ≥ Eπd

1
∥v∥pp − ϵp1)

= 1− πd1(|∥v∥pp − Eπd
1
∥v∥pp| ≥ (1− C1) · Eπd

1
∥v∥pp) since ϵp1 = C1 · Eπd

1
∥v∥pp

≥ 1−
Vπd

1
∥v∥pp(

(1− C1) · Eπd
1
∥v∥pp

)2 by Markov’s inequality

≥ 1− Cα
4

by (D.25)

The claim of Lemma D.18 follows by Lemma D.17.

D.2 Moment-matching lower-bounds

The following theorem enables using a lower bound for a moment-matching problem to
derive a lower bound on the critical separation. The theorem depends on Lemma D.19
and Corollary D.14, which are stated and proved at the end of the section.

Theorem D.1 (Moment-matching problems lower bound critical separation). Let spp(ϵ0,GS)
denote a critical separation for hypotheses (10), see (D.23) for a definition.

Choose δ ≥ 0 and L ≥ 1 such that for any centered distributions π0 and π1 supported
on [−δ, δ] that share the first L moments, the total variation between their mixtures is
bounded V (P d

π0
, P d

π1
) ≤ Cα. It holds that

spp(ϵ0,GS) ≳ dδp ·Mp(ϵ̃0, L) where ϵ̃0 ≍
ϵ0

d1/pδ
(D.26)

for 0 < ϵp0 ≲ dδp ·Mp(ϵ̃0, L) and d
1/2 ≳M−1

p (ϵ̃0, L). Furthermore, if Mp(L) > 0, then

spp(ϵ0,GS) ≳ δpd ·Mp(L) (D.27)

for ϵp0 ≍ δp · d ·Mp(L) and d
1/2 ≳M−1

p (L). Finally, we remark that for hypotheses (10)
it holds that

spp(ϵ0,GS) ≍ (ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS))p ≍ (ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS)− ϵ0)
p for ϵ0 ≤

ϵ1
2
.

Therefore we can replace spp(ϵ0,GS) for (ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GS)− ϵ0)
p in (D.26) and (D.27).

Proof. Constrained moment-matching. Let π0 and π1 be the solutions of M̃p(ϵ̃0, L, δ)

(D.29) where ϵ̃0 = ϵ0 · C1/p
0 . Let C̃1 = C1/2 for some 0 < C1 < 1. Using the facts that
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M̃p(ϵ̃0, L, δ) = Eπd
1
∥v∥pp and Vπd

1
∥v∥pp ≤ δ2p · d, Lemma D.18 implies

spp(ϵ0,GS) ≥ C1

2
· M̃p(ϵ̃0, L, δ)

for

ϵp0 ≤
C1

2
· M̃p(ϵ̃0, L, δ)

and
M̃p(ϵ̃0, L, δ) ≥ C

−1/2
0 (1− C1)

−1 · d1/2δp

The statement follows by Corollary D.14.

Unconstrained moment-matching. Let π0 and π1 be the solutions of M̃p(L, δ)
(D.30). If M̃p(L, δ) > 0, since M̃p(L, δ) = Eπd

1
∥v∥pp − Eπd

0
∥v∥pp, it follows that

∃ 0 < C < 1 s.t. Eπd
0
∥v∥pp = C · Eπd

1
∥v∥pp .

Let C̃1 = C and C1 = C + γ for some 0 < γ < 1− C. Using the facts that M̃p(L, δ) ≤
Eπd

1
∥v∥pp and Vπd

1
∥v∥pp ≤ δ2p · d, Lemma D.18 implies

spp(ϵ0,GS) ≥ γ · M̃p(L, δ)

for
ϵp0 = C−1

0 · Eπd
0
∥v∥pp = C−1

0 · C · (1− C)−1 · M̃p(L, δ)

and
M̃p(L, δ) ≥ C

−1/2
0 (1− C1)

−1 · d1/2δp.
The statement follows by Corollary D.14.

We finish the section by proving the auxiliary Lemma D.19 and Corollary D.14.

Lemma D.19 (Centered moment-matching problems). Define the centered versions of
problem (24)

M̃p(ϵ, L) = sup
π0,π1

Eπ1 |v|p s.t. Eπ0|v|p ≤ ϵp (D.28)

m1(π0) = m1(π1) = 0

ml(π0) = ml(π1) for 1 ≤ l ≤ L

π0 and π1 are prob. measures supp. on [−1, 1]

and (22)

M̃p(L) = sup
π0,π1

Eπ1|v|p − Eπ0|v|p s.t. m1(π0) = m1(π1) = 0

ml(π0) = ml(π1) for 1 ≤ l ≤ L

π0 and π1 are prob. measures supp. on [−1, 1]

It holds that
M̃p(ϵ, L) =Mp(ϵ, L) and M̃p(L) =Mp(L)
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Proof of Lemma D.19. We do the proof for Mp(ϵ, L), since the proof for Mp(L) is anal-
ogous. The solution of (D.28) is upper bounded by (24)

M̃p(ϵ, L) ≤Mp(ϵ, L)

since we are removing a constraint.

Let (π0, π1) be any feasible solution of (24), we can define the symmetrized measures
(π̃0, π̃1) as

Xi · ϵi ∼ π̃i where Xi ∼ πi and ϵi ∼ Unif{−1, 1}

Note that due to the symmetrization, (π̃0, π̃1) are centred, and consequently, all their
odd moments vanish. Furthermore, all the absolute and even moments remain un-
touched

EπiX
2k = Eπ̃iX

2k for k ∈ Z+ and Eπi |X|p = Eπ̃i |X|p

Thus, any feasible solution of (24) can be transformed into a feasible solution of (D.28).
Ergo,

Mp(ϵ, L) ≤ M̃p(ϵ, L)

and the lemma is proved.

Corollary D.14. Define the high-dimensional, centered, and scaled versions of prob-
lems (24) and (22).

M̃p(ϵ, L, δ) = sup
π0,π1

Eπd
1
∥v∥pp (D.29)

s.t. Eπd
0
∥v∥pp ≤ ϵp

m1(π0) = m1(π1) = 0

ml(π0) = ml(π1) for 1 ≤ l ≤ L

π0 and π1 are probability measures supported on [−δ, δ]

M̃p(L, δ) = sup
π0,π1

Eπd
1
∥v∥pp − Eπd

0
∥v∥pp (D.30)

s.t. m1(π0) = m1(π1) = 0

ml(π0) = ml(π1) for 1 ≤ l ≤ L

π0 and π1 are probability measures supported on [−δ, δ]

It holds that

M̃p(ϵ, L, δ) = d · δp ·Mp

( ϵ

d1/pδ
, L
)

and M̃p (L, δ) = d · δp ·Mp(L)

Proof. The statement follows by re-scaling the measures in Lemma D.19 and using the
fact that every dimension has the same distribution.
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D.2.1 Unconstrained moment-matching bounds

In the following, we prove Lemma 11, which follows from section 5.3.2 of Han et al.
[2020].

Lemma (Restated Lemma 11). Let p ≥ 1 non-even and L ≥ 1, then

Cp · L−p ≤Mp(L) ≤ C̃p · L−p

where Cp and C̃p are positive constants that depends only on p.

Proof of Lemma 11. Upper bound. The upper bound follows directly as a corollary
of the duality between moment matching and polynomial approximation in Lemma 6
together with the following result on polynomial approximation.

Lemma (Bernstein [1912],Varga and Carpenter [1985]). Let p > 0 and L ≥ 1, it holds
that Ap(L) ≤ βp · L−p, where βp is a positive constant that depends only on p.

Lower bound. By Lemma 5.6 of Han et al. [2020], there exists (ν0, ν1) non-negative
measures that match ⌈L⌉ + q moments, where q = ⌈p/2⌉, are supported on [c/n2, 1],
and they satisfy∫

f(x) dν1(x)−
∫
f(x) dν0(x) ≥ c′ · L2q−p for f(x) = x−q+r/2,

where c ∈ (0, 1) and c′ are positive constants that depend only on (q, p).

Define the measures

ṽi(dx) =
(
1− Evi

[ c

L2 ·X

]q)
· δ0(dx) +

[ c

L2 · x

]q
· vi(dx)

(ṽ0, ṽ1) are probability measures supported on [0, 1] since

Evi

[ c

L2 ·X

]q
≤ 1

due to X ≥ c/⌈L⌉2 almost surely for X ∼ vi. Furthermore, the distributions match
moments

ml(ṽ1) =
cq

L2q
· EX∼vi [X

l−q] = ml(ṽ0) for 1 ≤ l ≤ ⌈L⌉+ q.

They are far away when measured by f

Eṽ1 [X
p/2]− Eṽ0 [X

p/2] =
cq

L2q
· (Ev1 [f(X)]− Ev0 [f(X)]) ≥ cqc′

Lp
,

and they have bounded q-moments

mq(ṽi) =
cq

L2q
·m0(vi) =

cq

L2q
.
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We symmetrize and scale the measures. Let µi be such that

ϵi ·X1/2
i ∼ µi where Xi ∼ ṽi and ϵi ∼ Unif{−1, 1}

Then (µ1, µ2) are symmetric probability distributions supported on the [−1, 1] interval.
It follows that all their odd moments vanish, and their even moments match up to
⌈L⌉+ q

ml(µ1) = ml/2(ṽi) = ml(µ0) for 1 ≤ l/2 ≤ ⌈L⌉+ q and l even.

They are far away when measured by x→ |x|p

Eµ1|X|p − Eµ0|X|p =
(
Eṽ1X

p/2 − Eṽ0X
p/2
)
≥ cqc′ · L−p .

Thus, the statement of Lemma 11 follows.

D.2.2 Constrained moment-matching bounds

In this section, we provide a simplified proof of Canonne et al. [2022]’s main contribu-
tion.

Proof of Lemma 7. The dual of M1(ϵ0, L). Consider the dual of M1(ϵ0, L) (24)

inf
α,z1,z2,,λ

ϵ0 · α + z1 + z2 s.t. z1 +
L∑
l=1

λlx
l ≥ |x| for |x| ≤ 1

α|x| ≥
L∑
l=1

λlx
l − z2 for |x| ≤ 1

α ≥ 0

where the λ’s correspond the moment-matching restrictions, the z’s guarantee that the
(π0, π1) integrate to one, and α corresponds to the upper-bound on π0. Lemma 3.8 of
Canonne et al. [2022] states that the above dual and the primal have the same value.
We rewrite the dual for simplicity as

inf
α≥0,z1,z2,λ

ϵ0 · α + z1 + z2 s.t. α|x| ≥
L∑
l=1

λlx
l − z2 ≥ |x| − (z1 + z2) for |x| ≤ 1.

The condition of the dual indicates that z1 + z2 ≥ 0. We can further lower-bound the
problem by considering all polynomials of order L.

inf
α≥0,z≥0,p∈PL

ϵ0 · α + z s.t. α|x| ≥ p(x) ≥ |x| − z for |x| ≤ 1. (D.31)

Let (α∗, z∗, p∗) denote the optimal solution of the above optimization. Note that

(α̃, z̃, p∗) where α̃ϵ0 = z̃ = α∗ϵ0 ∨ z∗

58



is a feasible solution whose achieved value is at most 2 times the optimal solution of
(D.31)

ϵ0 · α̃+ z̃ = 2 · z̃ ≤ 2 · [ϵ0 · α∗ + z∗] .

Consequently, the optimal solution of the following restricted optimization

inf
α≥0,p∈PL(α)

αϵ0 where PL(α) = {p ∈ PL : |x| − αϵ0 ≤ p(x) ≤ α|x| for |x| ≤ 1}(D.32)

is at most 2 times the optimal solution of (D.31) since

α′ϵ0 ≤ α̃ϵ0

where (α′, p′) be the optimal solution of (D.32). Putting it all together, the restricted
dual problem (D.32) is at most 2 times the value of the solution to the original primal
problem M1(ϵ0, L) (24) .

α ≥ 1+C/L for C small enough. Let (α, p) be the solution of (D.32). Note that
under the assumption ϵ0 ≤ C/L it must hold that α is strictly positive since by the
constraints of the dual we have that

α ≥ sup
|x|≤1

|x|
|x|+ ϵ0

=
1

1 + ϵ0
≥ 1

1 + C/L

Furthermore, consider L ≥ C, then evaluating the ratio at x = ϵ0 · L−CC , we get

α ≥ 1− C/L (D.33)

Consider any 0 < C ≤ β̄/(1 + β̄) where

β̄ = inf

{
β : inf

p∈PL

sup
|x|≤1

|p(x)− |x|| ≤ β

L

}
,

it follows that α ≥ 1 + β̄/L. We argue by contradiction, that α ̸∈ (1− β̄/L, 1 + β̄/L).
If there exists α ∈ (1− β̄/L, 1 + β̄/L) optimal solution, then there exists

p ∈ PL(α) =⇒ sup
|x|≤1

|p(x)− |x|| ≤ αϵ0 ∨ |α− 1| <
(
1 +

β̄

L

)
ϵ0 ∨

β̄

L

=⇒ sup
|x|≤1

|p(x)− |x|| < β̄

L
(D.34)

where in the last line we used the fact that ϵ0 ≤ β̄
1+β̄/L

· 1
L
. However, (D.34) is absurd

since no polynomial of order L can achieve an error smaller than β̄
L
.

Canonne et al. [2022]’s proof. Let (α, p) be the solution of (D.32). It’s easy to
see that p(±2αϵ0) ≥ αϵ0. Thus, if we find c such that

|x| ≤ c =⇒ p(x) < αϵ0,
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that would imply that 2αϵ0 ≥ c. In order to get that result, one does a local expansion
of p around zero. In the following, we cancel the zeroth and first derivatives of p in
order to get the right rate.

From the restrictions of p, it follows that −ϵ0 ≤ λ0 ≤ 0 and

|x| − αϵ0 − λ1 · x ≤ |x| − αϵ0 − λ0 − λ1 · x ≤ g(x) ≤ α|x|+ αϵ0 − λ1 · x for |x| ≤ 1

where g(x) =
∑L

l=2 λl · xl. Consequently, g(±2αϵ0) ≥ αϵ0 ∓ λ1 · 2αϵ0, that is,

2αϵ0 ∈ {|x| : g(x) ≥ ℓ} where ℓ = αϵ0 · (1 + 2|λ1|). (D.35)

We proceed to find c such that

|x| ≤ c =⇒ g(x) < ℓ.

Since the first two derivatives of g are zero, we expect |g(x)| ≍ x2 when x is close to
zero. The following argument exploits this property.

Let’s upper bound |g|

|g(x)| ≤ R · |x|+ αϵ0 where R = α ∨ 1 + |λ1|.

Hence, we have that

|g(x)| ≤ R · |x|+ αϵ0 , g ∈ PL and g(0) = g′(0) = 0.

By Lemma D.21, we get

g(x) ≤ |g(x)| ≤ C ·R · |x| for |x| ≤ C

L
and ϵ0 <

R

α
· C
L
.

Furthermore, by Lemma D.20, it follows that

g(x) ≤ |g(x)| ≤ C ·R · L · x2 for |x| ≤ C

L
and ϵ0 <

α

R
· C
L
.

Thus,

g(x) < ℓ for |x| ≤ C ·
√
α(1 + 2|λ1|)

R
· ϵ0
L

and ϵ0 ≤
R

α
· C
L
.

Using the fact that α ≥ 1− C/L, see (D.33), we get that

α(1 + 2|λ1|)
R

=
α(1 + 2|λ1|)
α ∨ 1 + |λ1|

≥ 1− C/L and
R

α
=
α ∨ 1 + |λ1|

α
≥ 1.

Furthermore, the above condition reduces to

g(x) < ℓ for |x| ≤ C ·
√
ϵ0
L

and ϵ0 ≤
C

L
.
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Consequently by (D.35)

αϵ0 ≥ C ′ ·
√
ϵ0
L

for ϵ0 < C/L

This implies that the solutions of the primal problem M1(ϵ0, L) (24) satisfy

Eπ1|X| ≥ C ′ ·
√
ϵ0
L

≥ C ′ · ϵ0 ≥ Eπ0 |X| if ϵ0 < C ′′/L

in addition to match L moments and be supported on [−1, 1].

We now prove the auxiliary results needed for Lemma 7.

Theorem D.2 (Generalized Bernstein’s inequality. Theorem 8.1 of Totik [2022]. Equa-
tion 37 of Kalmykov et al. [2021]). Let g ∈ PL be a Lth order polynomial, and let ∥g∥C
denote its maximum value over the C set:

∥g∥C = sup
x∈C

|g(x)|.

It follows that it kth derivative is bounded by.

|g(k)(x)| ≤ CL(x) ·
[

L

1− x2

]k
· ∥g∥[−1,1] for x ∈ (−1, 1)

where
lim
L→∞

sup
x∈(−1,1)

CL(x) = 1.

Consequently

∥g(k)∥[−δ/√2,δ/
√
2] ≤ (1 + o(1)) · 4k ·

[
L

δ

]k
· ∥g∥[−δ,δ].

Lemma D.20 (Canonne et al. [2022]). Let g ∈ PL be a Lth order polynomial such that

g(0) = g′(0) = 0 and |g(x)| ≤ α|x| for |x| ≤ δ.

It holds that

|g(x)| ≤ C · α · L
δ
· x2 for |x| ≤ C · δ

L

Proof. Since g(0) = g′(0) = 0, g admits the following representation

g(x) = x · h(x) where h(x) =
L−1∑
l=1

λl · xl
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where h ∈ PL−1 , h(0) = 0 and

max
|x|≤δ

|h(x)| ≤ max
|c|≤δ,x̸=0

|h(x)| since h(0) = 0

= max
|x|≤δ,x̸=0

|g(x)/x|

≤ α for |x| ≤ δ since |g(x)| ≤ α|x|

By Taylor expansion, it holds

|g(x)| ≤ x2 · max
|c|≤|x|

|g(2)(c)| since g(0) = g′(0) = 0

Note that
|g2(x)| = |x · h(2)(x) + 2h(1)(x)|

Thus for |x| ≤ δ/
√
2 and Bernstein’s inequality (Theorem D.2)

max
|x|≤δ/

√
2
|g2(x)| ≤ C ·

[
|x| · L

2

δ2
+
L

δ

]
·max
|x|≤δ

|h(x)| ≤ C · L
δ
·α for |x| ≤ C ·

[
δ√
2
∧ δ

L

]
Consequently

|g(x)| ≤ C · x2 · L
δ
· α for |x| ≤ C ′ · δ/L and L > C ′′.

Lemma D.21 (Canonne et al. [2022]). Let g ∈ PL and α > 1 be a Lth order polynomial
such that

g(0) = g′(0) = 0 and |g(x)| ≤ α|x|+ β for |x| ≤ δ

It holds that

|g(x)| ≤ 2α|x| for |x| ≤ δ/L if β < C · α · δ
L

Proof. The claim is trivial if |x| > β
α
. The claim is also true for x = 0 since g(0) = 0.

Henceforth, we implicitly assume that x ̸= 0 to simplify the notation. For |x| ≤ β
α
,

assume that the claim is not true. Then

∃y s.t. |y| ≤ β

α
and |g(y)| > 2α|y|

Define

r = max
|x|≤ β

α

|g(x)|
2α|x|

and g̃(x) =
g(x)

r

It holds that r > 1 and g̃ ∈ PL, additionally

|g̃(x)| = |g(x)|
2α|x|

· 1
r
· 2α|x| ≤ 2α|x| for |x| ≤ β

α
since

|g(x)|
2α|x|

· 1
r
≤ 1 for |x| ≤ β

α
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Furthermore, since |g(x)|
2α|x| is a continuous function, it achieves a maximum in the closed

interval |x| ≤ α
β
. Thus,

∃z s.t. |z| ≤ α

β
and |g̃(z)| = 2α|z|

However, we show that such z cannot exists leading to a contradiction.

We have established that

g̃(x) ∈ PL and g̃(0) = g̃′(0) = 0 and g̃(x) ≤ 2α|x| for |x| ≤ β

α

By assumption β
α
< C · δ

2
and lemma D.20, it follow that

|g̃(x)| ≤ 4
√
2αL

δ
· x2 for |x| ≤ δ/L

The desired contraction immediately follows

for |x| ≤ β

α
|g̃(x)| < 2α|x| ⇐= C · L

δ
· |x| < 1 ⇐=

β

α
< C · δ

L

Corollary D.15 (Of Lemma D.21 and Lemma D.20). Let g ∈ PL and α > 1 such that

g(0) = g′(0) = 0 and |g(x)| ≤ α · |x|+ β for |x| ≤ δ

It holds that

|g(x)| ≤ 4
√
2 · α · L

δ
· x2 for |x| ≤ δ√

2
and β <

α

2
√
2
· δ
L
.

E Critical separation for the Gaussian white noise

model

In the following we prove Lemma 4.1, which provides lower and upper bounds on the
critical separation for the Gaussian white noise model. The arguments are based on
sections 4.1 and 4.2 of Ingster [2001]. Finally, we note that the lower bound depends
on Lemma E.22, which is stated and proved at the end of this section.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. Upper bound. Assume that we observe a realization of a Gaus-
sian white noise model (28)

dX(t) = f(t) dt+ σ · dW (t) for t ∈ [0, 1].

Our goal is to test the hypotheses (29)

H0 : f ∈ G0 versus H1 : f ∈ Gs1,
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by using a tolerant test designed fora Gaussian sequence model (10).

We note that observing the Gaussian white noise model (28) corresponds to having
access to any projection in L2[0, 1]:

X(g) = v(g) + σ ·W (g) ∀ g ∈ L2[0, 1]

where

v(g) =

∫ 1

0

g(t) · f(t) dt and W (g) =

∫ 1

0

g(t) dW (t) ∼ N (0, ∥g∥22).

Let ∆d be a uniform partition of [0, 1] into d intervals of length 1/d

Ii =

[
i− 1

d
,
i

d

]
for 1 ≤ i ≤ d

and define
φi = d1/2 · δIi .

It follows that φ = {φi}di=1 is an orthonormal basis in in L2[0, 1]:

⟨φi, φj⟩L2[0,1] = d

∫
δIi · δIj = δi=j .

Define the following d observation by projecting onto the orthonormal basis:

Xi = X(φi) ∼ N (vi, σ
2) for 1 ≤ i ≤ d.

For any f ∈ L2[0, 1], let fφ be its projection onto the above basis:

fφ =
d∑
i=1

φi · vi where vi = ⟨f, φi⟩L2[0,1].

Since φ = {φi}di=1 is a basis, under the null hypothesis, H0 : ∥f∥p ≤ ϵ0, it holds that

ϵ0 ≥ ∥f∥p ≥ ∥fφ∥p = h(0, p) · ∥v∥p

where h(0, p) = d1/2−1/p. Consequently,

∥v∥p ≤ ϵ̃0 where ϵ̃0 = h(0, p)−1 · ϵ0.

Under the alternative hypothesis H1 : ϵ1 ≤ ∥f∥p and ∥f∥s,p,q ≤ L, it follows by
Lemma H.24 that

∥fφ∥p ≥ C2 · ϵ1 − C3 · C · d−s = C2

2
ϵ1 for d =

[
C3C

C2/2

]1/s
· ϵ−1/s

1 .

Finally, by Equation 4.2 of Ingster [2001], it holds that

∥v∥p ≥ ϵ̃1 where ϵ̃1 =
C0C2

2
· h(0, p)−1 · ϵ1.
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Consequently, we have reduced the Gaussian white noise problem to the following
Gaussian sequence:

Given Xi ∼ N (vi, σ
2) for 1 ≤ i ≤ d (E.36)

Test H0 : ∥v∥p ≤ ϵ̃0 versus H1 : ∥v∥p ≥ ϵ̃1.

Let ψ be the minimax test statistic for (E.36). We define the following test for
hypotheses (29)

ψ(X, ϵ0) = ψ(X̃, ϵ̃0) where X̃ = {Xi}di=1 .

It follows that the hypotheses (29) can be consistently distinguished for any

ϵ1 s.t. ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,GS)− ϵ̃0 ≤ ϵ̃1 − ϵ̃0 ≍ h(0, p)−1 · (ϵ1 − ϵ0)

where d ≍ ϵ
−1/s
1 . Hence, we have that

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GW)− ϵ0 ≲ (ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,GS)− ϵ̃0) · h(0, p)

where d−s ≍ ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,GS) · h(0, p).
Lower bound. Using the null and alternative hypotheses sets in Lemma E.22,

tolerant testing under the Gaussian white noise model (29) is at least as hard as tolerant
testing under the following Gaussian sequence model:

Given Xi = X(φi) ∼ N (vi, σ
2) for 1 ≤ i ≤ d

Test H0 : ∥v∥p ≤ ϵ̃0 versus H1 : ∥v∥p = ϵ̃1

where

ϵ̃0 = C0 · h(0, p)−1 · ϵ0, ϵ̃1 = C1 · h(0, p)−1 · ϵ1, d =

[
C0

C1

· L
]1/s

· ϵ−1/s
1 ,

and C0 and C1 are positive constants.

Fixing ϵ0, the hypotheses cannot be consistently distinguished for any

ϵ1 s.t. ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,GS)− ϵ̃0 ≥ ϵ̃1 − ϵ̃0 ≍ h(0, p)−1 · (ϵ1 − ϵ0)

where d ≍ ϵ
−1/s
1 . Hence, we have that

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,GW)− ϵ0 ≳ (ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,GS)− ϵ̃0) · h(0, p)

where d−s ≍ ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,GS) · h(0, p).

We conclude the section by proving Lemma E.22.

65



Lemma E.22. Let φ be any (s + 2)-continuously differentiable function supported on
(0, 1) with ∥φ∥2 = 1, and define the following orthonormal system in L2[0, 1] with
disjoint supports

φi(t) = d1/2 · φ(d · t− i+ 1) · δIi where Ii =

[
i− 1

d
,
i

d

]
for 1 ≤ i ≤ d.

Henceforth, for any v ∈ Rd, let

fφ,v =
d∑
i=1

φi · vi .

For s ≥ 0, ϵ1 ≥ ϵ0 ≥ 0, define the sets

G̃0 =
{
fφ,v : v ∈ Rd and ∥v∥p ≤ ϵ̃0

}
G̃s1 =

{
fφ,v : v ∈ Rd and ∥v∥p = ϵ̃1

}
where

ϵ̃0 = C0 · d1/p−1/2 · ϵ0 , ϵ̃1 = C1 · d1/p−1/2 · ϵ1 and d =

[
C0

C1

· L
]1/s

· ϵ−1/s
1 ,

and C0 and C1 are positive constants.

Finally, consider hypotheses (29), it follows that

G̃0 ⊆ G0 and G̃s1 ⊆ Gs1

Proof. Let h(s, p) = ds+1/2−1/p, then Equation (4.2) of Ingster [2001] states that

C0 · ∥fφ,v∥p ≤ ∥v∥p · h(0, p) ≤ C1 · ∥fφ,v∥p.

Thus, it holds that
∥v∥p ≤ ϵ̃0 =⇒ ∥fφ,v∥p ≤ ϵ0,

which implies that G̃0 ⊆ G0. Furthermore, we have that

∥v∥p ≥ ϵ̃1 =⇒ ∥fφ,v∥p ≥ ϵ1 .

By Equation (4.1) of Ingster [2001], it holds that

C0 · ∥fφ,v∥s,p,q ≤ ∥v∥p · h(s, p) ≤ C1 · ∥fφ,v∥s,p,q .

Thus, we guarantee that ∥fφ,v∥s,p,q ≤ L and G̃s1 ⊆ Gs1 whenever

∥v∥p ≤ ϵ̃1 = CC0 · h(s, p)−1,

which is implied by
C1 · h(0, p)−1 · ϵ1 = C0C · h(s, p)−1,

or equivalently

ds =
C0

C1

· L · ϵ−1
1 .
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F Critical separation for the Density model

In this section, we prove Lemma 5.1, which provides upper and lower bounds for the
critical separation of the density model. The proof of the lower bound depends on
Lemma F.23, which is stated and proved at the end of this section.

Proof of Lemma 5.1. Upper bound. Assume that we have access to n observations
from a density (30)

X1, . . . , Xn
iid∼ f where f ∈ D.

Our goal is to test the hypotheses (31)

H0 : f ∈ D0 versus H1 : f ∈ Ds
1,

by using a tolerant test for Multinomial distributions.

Let {Ii}di=1 be a uniform partition of [0, 1] into d intervals of length 1/d:

Ii =

[
i− 1

d
,
i

d

]
for 1 ≤ i ≤ d

and define the functions
φi = d1/2 · δIi for 1 ≤ i ≤ d.

It follows that {φi}di=1 is an orthonormal basis in L2[0, 1]:

⟨φi, φj⟩L2[0,1] = d

∫
δIi · δIj = δi=j

Define the following d observations:

Yi =
n∑
j=1

δIi(Xj) 1 ≤ i ≤ d

For any f ∈ L2[0, 1], let fφ be its projection into {φ}di=1. Namely,

fφ =
d∑
i=1

φi · vi(f) where vi(f) = ⟨f, φi⟩L2[0,1] = d1/2 · Fi and Fi =

∫
Ii

f(u) du.

Consequently, we have that

(Y1, . . . , Yd) ∼ Md(n, F ).

Since φ = {φi}di=1 is a basis, under the null hypothesis H0 : ∥f − g∥p ≤ ϵ0, it holds that

ϵ0 ≥ ∥f − g∥p ≥ ∥fφ − gφ∥p = h(0, p) · ∥v(f)− v(g)∥p = h(0, p) · d1/2 · ∥F −G∥p.

where h(0, p) = d1/2−1/p. Thus, under the null hypothesis, it holds that

∥F −G∥p ≤ ϵ̃0 where ϵ̃0 = d−1/2 · h(0, p)−1 · ϵ0
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Under the alternative hypothesis H1 : ϵ1 ≤ ∥f − g∥p and ∥f − g∥s,p,q ≤ L. By
Lemma H.24, it follows that

∥fφ − gφ∥p ≥ C2 · ϵ1 − C3 · L · d−s = C2

2
ϵ1 for d =

[
C3

C2/2
· L · 1

ϵ1

]1/s
Furthermore, by Equation (4.2) of Ingster [2001], it holds that

C0 · ∥fφ − fφ∥p ≤ d1/2 · ∥F −G∥p · h(0, p).

Consequently, under the alternative hypothesis, it holds that

∥F −G∥p ≥ ϵ̃1 where ϵ̃1 =
C0C2

2
· d−1/2 · h(0, p)−1 · ϵ1.

In summary, we have reduced the tolerant testing under the density model to toler-
ant testing under the Multinomial model

Given Y ∼ Md(n, F ) (F.37)

Test H0 : ∥F −G∥p ≤ ϵ̃0 versus H1 : ∥F −G∥p ≥ ϵ̃1

Let ψ̃ be the minimax test statistic for (F.37). We define the following test for
hypotheses (31)

ψ(X, ϵ0) = ψ̃(Y, ϵ̃0)

It follows that the hypotheses (31) can be consistently distinguished for

ϵ1 s.t. ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,Md)− ϵ̃0 ≤ ϵ̃1 − ϵ̃0 ≍ d−1/2 · h(0, p)−1 · (ϵ1 − ϵ0)

where d ≍ ϵ
−1/s
1 . Hence, we have that

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,D)− ϵ0 ≲ (ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,Md)− ϵ0) · h(0, p) · d1/2

where d−s ≍ ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,Md) · d1/2 · h(0, p).
Lower bound. Using the null and alternative hypotheses sets in Lemma F.23,

tolerant testing under the density model (31) is at least as hard as tolerant testing
under the following Multinomial model:

Given (Y1, . . . , Yd) ∼ Md(n, F )

Test H0 : ∥F −G∥p ≤ ϵ̃0 versus H1 : ∥F −G∥p = ϵ̃1

where

ϵ̃0 = C0 · h(0, p)−1 · ϵ0 , ϵ̃1 = C1 · h(0, p)−1 · d−1/2 · ϵ1 and d =

[
C0

C1

· L
]1/s

· ϵ−1/s
1 ,

h(0, p) = d1/2−1/p, and C0 and C1 are positive constants. Fixing ϵ0, the hypotheses
cannot be consistently distinguished for any

ϵ1 s.t. ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,Md)− ϵ̃0 ≥ ϵ̃1 − ϵ̃0 ≍ h(0, p)−1 · d−1/2 · (ϵ1 − ϵ0)
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where d ≍ ϵ
−1/s
1 . Hence, we have that

ϵ∗1(ϵ0,D)− ϵ0 ≳ (ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,Md)− ϵ̃0) · h(0, p)

where d−s ≍ ϵ∗1(ϵ̃0,Md) · h(0, p) · d1/2.

We conclude this section by proving Lemma F.23.

Lemma F.23. Let φ be any (s + 2)-continuously differentiable function supported on
(0, 1) with ∥φ∥2 = 1 and ∥φ∥1 = 1, and define the following orthonormal system in
L2[0, 1] with disjoint supports

φ̃i(t) = d1/2 · φ(d · t− i+ 1) · δIi(t) where Ii =

[
i− 1

d
,
i

d

]
for 1 ≤ i ≤ d.

Henceforth, for any F,G ∈ ∆d, let

fφ =
d∑
i=1

φi · Fi and gφ =
d∑
i=1

φi ·Gi where φi = φ̃i · d1/2.

For s ≥ 0, ϵ1 ≥ ϵ0 ≥ 0, define the sets

D̃0 =
{
fφ ∈ D : F ∈ ∆d and ∥F −G∥p ≤ ϵ̃0

}
and D̃s

1 =
{
fφ ∈ D : F ∈ ∆d and ∥F −G∥p = ϵ̃1

}
where

ϵ̃0 = C0 · d1/p−1 · ϵ0, ϵ̃1 = C1 · d1/p−1 · ϵ1, and d =

[
C0

C1

· L
]1/s

· ϵ−1/s
1 ,

and C0 and C1 are positive constants. Consider hypotheses (31), it follows that

D̃0 ⊆ D0 and D̃s
1 ⊆ Ds

1.

Proof. Note that∫
fφ = 1 ⇐= 1 =

d∑
i=1

φd · Fi

⇐= F ∈ ∆d and

∫
Ii

φi(t) dt = 1

⇐= F ∈ ∆d and

∫
Ii

φ(d · t− i+ 1) dt =
1

d

⇐= F ∈ ∆d and

∫ 1

0

|φ(t)| dt = 1 .

Analogously, we have that
∫
gφ = 1. Following a similar argument to the proof of

Lemma E.22, it follows that ∥fφ−gφ∥p ≤ ϵ0 for fφ ∈ D̃0. Thus, D̃0 ⊆ D0. Furthermore,
∥fφ − gφ∥p = ϵ1 and ∥fφ − gφ∥s,p,q ≤ L for fφ ∈ D̃s

1. Thus, D̃s
1 ⊆ Ds

1.
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G Critical separation for the Poisson sequence model

This section reviews the known fact that Multinomial and Poisson sequence models are
equivalent when restricted to the simplex. The equivalence is based on the Poissoniza-
tion trick [Canonne, 2022, Kim et al., 2023], and the testing algorithm proposed by
Neykov et al. [2021].

Henceforth, restrict λ and λ0 to be a positive d-dimensional probability vectors

λ, λ0 ∈ ∆d, min
1≤i≤d

λi > 0 and min
1≤i≤d

λ0,i > 0.

Furthermore, let ϵ∗1(n,Poid) denote the critical separation for tolerant testing under the
Poisson sequence model

Given Xi ∼ Poi(n · λi) for 1 ≤ i ≤ d (G.38)

Test H0 : (λ− λ0) ∈ V0 versus H1 : (λ− λ0) ∈ V1

and let ϵ∗1(n,Md) denote the critical separation for tolerant testing under the Multino-
mial model

Given X1, . . . , Xn
iid∼M(1, λ) where M(1, λ) =

d∑
i=1

δi · λi (G.39)

Test H0 : (λ− λ0) ∈ V0 versus H1 : (λ− λ0) ∈ V1.

It holds that
ϵ∗1(n,Poid) ≍ ϵ∗1(n,Md)

From Multinomial to Poisson. Let ψn be a test for problem (G.38) that controls
type-I and type-II error by α and β respectively. Furthermore, for k ≤ n, define

Xk =
k∑
i=1

Xi ∼ M(k, λ),

and note that

X ñ|ñ ∼ M(ñ, λ) and X ñ ∼ Poi(n · λ) for ñ ∼ Poi(n/2).

We proceed as follows: sample ñ ∼ Poi(n/2), ñ > n, accept the null hypothesis.
Otherwise, return ψñ(X

ñ). That is, we construct the following randomized test

ψ(X) = ψñ(X
ñ) · I(ñ ≤ n) where ñ ∼ Poi(n/2).

First note that the type-I error is bounded by α:

PX,ñ(ψ̃(X) = 1) ≤ PXñ∼Poi(n·λ)(ψñ(X
ñ) = 1) ≤ α

where the last inequality follows from the facts that X ñ ∼ Poi(n · λ) and ψñ is a valid
test. Furthermore, the type-II error is bounded by 2β. To see that, first note that by
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the concentration of measure of Poisson random variables, and the fact that ψñ is a
powerful test, we have that

PX,ñ(ψ̃(X) = 0) = PXñ∼Poi(n·λ)(ψñ(X
ñ) = 0) + Pñ∼Poi(n/2)(ñ > n) ≤ β + e−n/8.

Consequently,
PX,ñ(ψ̃(X) = 0) ≤ 2β for n ≥ 8 log(1/β).

In summary, we have that

ϵ∗1(n,Md) ≳ ϵ∗1(n,Poid) for n ≳ 1.

From Poisson to Multinomial. Let X = (X1, . . . , Xd), it holds that

X|K ∼ M(K,λ) where K =
d∑
i=1

Xi ∼ Poi(n).

Let ψk be a test that controls type-I and II errors in (G.39) for n = k, and define the
test

ψ(X) = ψK(X) · I(A) where A =

{
n

2
≤ K ≤ 3

2
n

}
.

For type-I error, it follows that

PX(ψ̃(X) = 1) ≤ EK
[
I(A) · EX|K [ψK(X)]

]
≤ α,

where in the last inequality we used the fact that X|K ∼ M(K,λ) and ψK(X) is a
valid test. Finally, the type-II error is at most doubled

PX(ψ(X) = 0) = PX(ψ(X) = 1|A) + P (Ac)

≤ EK
[
I(A) · EX|K [1− ψK(X)]

]
+ 2 exp(−n/12)

≤ 2β for n ≥ 12 · log(2/β),

where we used the concentration of measure for the Poisson random variable K and
the fact that ψK(X) is powerful.

Note that we have mapped one Poisson hypothesis testing problem to a set of
Multinomial hypothesis testing problems. Thus, the overall difficulty is dominated by
the hardest of the problems. Namely,

ϵ∗1(n,Poi) ≳ max
n
2
≤k≤ 3

2
n
ϵ∗1(k,Md) = ϵ∗1(

n

2
,Md) for n ≳ 1

H Besov norm

We refer the reader to section 4.3 of Giné and Nickl [2016] for an introduction to the
Besov norm. In the following, we state the definition of the Besov norm, followed up by
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a lemma that indicates that projections of functions in a Besov ball are well behaved,
which is needed for our lower-bound arguments for the Gaussian white-noise model, see
Section E, and the density model, see Section F.

The Besov norm is defined as

∥f∥s,p,q = ∥f∥p +


[∫∞

0

(
wr,p(f,u)

us

)q
du
u

]1/q
if 1 ≤ q <∞

sup0<u<1
wr,p(f,u)

us
if q = ∞

where ∥f∥p is the norm in Lp(0, 1) and wr,p(f, u) is the Lp norm of the rth difference
of f :

wr,p(f, u) =

∫ 1−ru

0

|
(
∆(r)
u f
)
(t)|p dt where

(
∆(r)
u f
)
(t) =

r∑
k=0

Ck
r (−1)kf(t+ ku).

The previous definitions allow us to state that low-frequency projections of functions
that live in a Besov space preserve the size of the Lp norm. The following lemma can be
found in inequality 5.16 of part III of Ingster [1993] or inequality 4.10 of Ingster [2001].
A simple proof is provided in proposition 2.16 of Ingster and Suslina [2003].

Lemma H.24 (Projection of functions on a Besov ball). Let p ≥ 1 and s > 0. For any
f ∈ L2(0, 1) such that ∥f∥s,p,q ≤ L. Furthermore, let φ = {φi}di=1 be an d-dimensional
orthonormal system in L2[0, 1], and define the L2 projection of f onto φ:

fφ =
d∑
i=1

φi · vi where vi = ⟨f, φi⟩L2[0,1].

It holds that
∥fφ∥p ≥ C2 · ∥f∥p − C3 · L · d−s (H.40)

where C2 and C3 are positive constants that depend only on (p, s).

Note that (H.40) is weaker than guaranteeing a bound on the approximation error

∥f − fφ∥p ≤ C ′ · L · d−s

which doesn’t hold for s > 1. In other words, fφ might be a bad approximation for f
but still have good projection properties, which allow us to construct consistent tests.
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