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1. Introduction

Initially, we were interested in studying certain properties of the Pitman asymp-
totic relative efficiency (ARE) between Pearson’s, Kendall’s, and Spearman’s
correlation coefficients. As is well known (see e.g. [48]), the standard expression
for the Pitman ARE is applicable when the distributions of the corresponding
test statistics are close to normality uniformly over a neighborhood of the null
set of distributions. Such uniform closeness can usually be provided by Berry—
Esseen (BE) type of bounds on the rate of convergence to normality.

BE bounds, especially in the special case of linear statistics, constitute a well-
established area of research, which originated mainly in work by Scandinavian
authors, who were to a large degree concerned with applications in insurance
industry and published many of their results on the accuracy of the normal
approximation in actuarial journals. For a small sample of recent uses of BE
bounds in various areas of sciences and engineering (again for linear statistics),
see e.g. [43, 41, 80, 31, 40].

Kendall’s and Spearman’s correlation coefficients are instances of U-statistics,
for which BE bounds are well known; see e.g. [38]. As for the Pearson statistic
(say R), we have not been able to find a BE bound in the literature.

This may not be very surprising, considering that an optimal BE bound
for the somewhat similar (and, perhaps, somewhat simpler) Student’s statistic
was obtained only in 1996, by Bentkus and Gétze [6] for independent identically
distributed (i.i.d.) random variables (r.v.’s) and by Bentkus, Bloznelis and Gotze
[4] in the general, non-i.i.d. case. (A necessary and sufficient condition, in the
ii.d. case, for the Student statistic to be asymptotically standard normal was
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established only in 1997 by Giné, Gotze and Mason [22], and Hall and Wang
[26] derive the leading term in the convergence rate in this general setting.)

Employing such simple and standard tools as a delta-method type lineariza-
tion together with the Chebyshev and Rosenthal inequalities, we quickly ob-
tained (in the i.i.d. case) a uniform bound of the form O(n='/3) for the Pearson
statistic. Indeed, Pearson’s R can be expressed as f(V), a smooth nonlinear
function of the sample mean V = %Z?:l Vi, where the V;’s are independent
zero-mean random vectors constructed based on the observations of a random
sample; cf. (3.7). A natural approximation to f(V) — f(0), obtained by the
delta method, is the linear statistic L(V) = > | L(1V;), where L is the lin-
ear functional that is the first derivative of f at the origin. Since BE bounds
for linear statistics is a well-studied subject, we are left with estimating the
closeness between f(V) and L(V). Assuming f is smooth enough, one will have
|f(V)—L(V)| on the order of ||V|?, and so, demonstrating the smallness of this
remainder term becomes the main problem.

The reader is referred to [75] for a rather detailed description of the delta
method and its applications; see [39, 71] for a more modern treatment of the
delta method applied to infinite-dimensional random vectors.

While the mentioned uniform bound of the form O(n~'/3) (obtained under
the assumption E ||[V|® < oo) would have sufficed as far as the ARE is con-
cerned, we became interested in obtaining an optimal-rate BE bound for the
Pearson statistic, of the form O(n=1/2).

Such a bound is obtained in this paper. In fact, we present (in Section 2)
general optimal-rate BE bounds (both uniform and nonuniform) for the rate
of convergence to normality in the multivariate delta method. The results are
applicable almost as widely as the delta method itself — except that, quite nat-
urally, we generally need to require the condition E ||V;]|* < oo (or something
close to that) to hold, whereas the condition E ||V;]|? < oo (or something close
to that) is generally needed for the corresponding central limit theorems.

As applications of our general bounds, we provide (in Section 3) uniform and
nonuniform BE-type bounds for the Pearson statistic, the noncentral Student
and Hotelling statistics, various statistics commonly used in testing hypotheses
about a population covariance matrix, the largest eigenvalue of a certain linear
operator on an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space, and maximum likelihood es-
timators (MLEs). No such BE bounds appear to be previously known, except
for uniform BE bounds for MLEs. In fact, our BE bounds appear new even for
the one-dimensional delta method, that is, for smooth functions of the sample
mean of univariate r.v.’s. Moreover, for the Pearson statistic we obtain bounds
with explicit constant factors, which are also of moderate sizes.

Our general BE bounds in the multivariate delta method can of course be
used in applications other than the ones considered here; we mention a number
of other potential applications in Subsections 3.4 and 3.5. In fact, a result from
an earlier arXiv version of this paper, similar to Theorem 2.9, was already used
n [20]. Of course, our results cannot perfectly cover the entire variety of uses
of the delta method; they may require modification or use of different ideas; see
e.g. [77, pages 1198 and 1211].
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As for the requirement that the observations be identically distributed, it
may (and will) be dispensed in general; that is, V will in general be replaced
by a sum S of independent but not necessarily identically distributed random
vectors.

The paper is structured as follows:

Section 2 contains our main results. Theorems 2.2 and 2.5 present compar-
atively abstract versions of uniform and nonuniform BE-type bounds in
the delta method for smooth enough functions of sums of independent (not
necessarily identically distributed) random vectors. These bounds, which
are quite explicit, constitute the basis of all the subsequent results in the
paper. However, the generality of the conditions in which the bounds of
Theorems 2.2 and 2.5 hold and their rather abstract nature may make it
somewhat difficult to discern the behavior and quality of the bounds in
particular situations of interest. By specializing Theorems 2.2 and 2.5 to
the case when the summands are i.i.d. random vectors, we obtain The-
orems 2.9 and 2.11, where it becomes clear that the resulting BE-type
bounds are of the optimal order O(1/4/n) in n, whereas the nonuniform
versions of the bound also have the optimal order O(1/23) of decrease in z
assuming the finiteness of the third absolute moment, where z is the num-
ber of the asymptotic standard deviations of the nonlinear statistic from
its mean. In Theorem 2.10, the i.i.d. setting is specialized even further —
to the case when the summands are one-dimensional, that is, real-valued;
even in this special case, our results appear to be new.

In Section 3, Theorems 2.9 and 2.11 are applied in order to obtain optimal-
order BE-type bounds for several specific statistics, including the Student,
Pearson, and noncentral Hotelling statistics, test statistics for sphericity,
certain statistics arising in principal component analysis, and maximum
likelihood estimators.

Section 4 contains the proofs of all results from Section 2, as well as asso-
ciated lemmas and proofs.

More technical results and proofs are relegated to appendices found at the
end of the paper.

In Appendix A we state and prove Theorem A.2, which presents an explicit
nonuniform bound on the rate of convergence in the delta method in the
i.i.d. setting.

The nonuniform bound (2.25) in Theorem 2.9 holds only for z = O(y/n);
in Appendix B we prove that this condition cannot generally be relaxed.
In Appendix C we prove Corollary 3.8, which provides a simple uniform
bound on the distance to normality of Pearson’s R.

In Appendix D we analyze the asymptotic behavior of our uniform and
nonuniform bounds in the i.i.d. setting.

In Appendix E we provide a short, self-contained proof of the compactness
of the covariance operator for a random vector taking values in a separable
Hilbert space and possessing a finite second moment; this is used in one of
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our applications on the principal component of a certain linear operator.

e In Appendix F we outline the proof of the existence of the spectral de-
composition for the covariance operator of a random vector taking values
in an infinite-dimensional separable Hilbert space.

More details can be found in the online version [65] of this paper. One sig-
nificant distinction of [65] from the present paper is that there a more general
moment condition is considered: E||V1||? < oo for some p € (2, 3], in place of
E ||V1]|® < oo; of course, then the optimal BE bound is of the form O(n!'~?/2),
in place of O(n~/2). The case p = 3 is given the most attention in the existing
literature. The other significant difference between the present paper and [65] is
the presence there, in Subsection 4.2.1, of explicit uniform and nonuniform BE-
type bounds for the self-normalized sum, closely related to the centered Student
statistic; the corresponding proofs are rather technical and rely heavily on the
use of a computer algebra system.

1.1. Notation and conventions

Before moving on to the main results of the paper, let us adopt some conventions
and introduce notation that will be used throughout the paper. We use the
abbreviations a.s. for “almost surely”, d.f. for “distribution function”, and i.i.d.
for “independent and identically distributed”; r.v. shall always mean a real-
valued “random variable”, whereas the phrase “random vector” will not be
abbreviated.

The symbol X shall be used to denote a separable Banach space (equipped
with norm ||-]|) of type 2; recall that this means there exists D € (0,00) such
that

n 2 n
E(X eim) <D* 3 [l
i=1 i=1

for all vectors z1,...,z, in X, where 1,...,¢&, are i.i.d. r.v.’s with P(e; = 1) =
P(e; = —1) = 1/2. In particular, it is well known and easy to see that, if X
is a Hilbert space, then X is of type 2, and at that one may choose D = 1.
In particular, any finite-dimensional Euclidean space R? is a Hilbert space and
thus of type 2, with D = 1.

For any X-valued random vector ¢, we use the norm notation

1
<]l == (E[I<]1P) P for any real p > 1;

the set R of all real numbers will always be equipped with the canonical norm
|-

The symbols z Ay and xVy denote the minimum and maximum, respectively,
of the real numbers = and y; also, let z := 0V x denote the positive part of a
real number x.

The symbols ® and ¢ will denote, respectively, the distribution and density
functions of the standard normal distribution.
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2. General bounds on the convergence rate for smooth nonlinear
functions of sums of independent random vectors

In this section we provide general BE-type bounds on the rate of convergence
to normality in the delta method. The more general and abstract results here
are explicit bounds on

IP(f(S) < oz) —P(L(S) < 0z)],

where S is the sum of independent random vectors, f is a smooth enough real-
valued function, L is an appropriate linear approximation of f, o is the standard
deviation of L(5), and z is a real number. More specifically, Theorems 2.2 and
2.5 will present, respectively, uniform (in z) and nonuniform (that is, dependent
on z) bounds on |P(f(S) < 0z) — P(L(S) < 0z)|. The nonuniform bounds are
smaller, and thus better, than the uniform ones in tail zones, for large enough
values of z.

Once appropriate bounds on |P(f(S) < oz) — P(L(S) < oz)| are estab-
lished, one can combine them with any number of well-known BE bounds on
the distance |[P(L(S) < oz) — ®(z)| for the linear statistic L(S) (see e.g. in-
equality (2.19) in this paper), to immediately obtain bounds on |P(f(S) <
0z) —P(L(S) < 0z)|, that is, on the closeness of the nonlinear statistic f(.S) to
normality.

After Theorems 2.2 and 2.5 are stated and discussed, we shall let (in (2.20))
X; = V;/n, where the V;’s are i.i.d. random vectors, and the distribution of V;
should be thought of as fixed — that is, not depending on n. Then, accordingly,
one will have S = >, X; = V and f(S) = f(V). This scaling, X; = V;/n, is
precisely what is needed in the delta method, where a smooth function of the
sample mean is approximated in a neighborhood of the true mean by a linear
function of the sample mean.

Theorem 2.9 and its special case for one dimensional random summands pre-
sented in Theorem 2.10 state the existence of what we call non-explicit bounds
in the ii.d. setting; roughly, the uniform bound will be of the form €/+/n and
the nonuniform bound of the form €/(23/n). An explicit expression for € can
be obtained by careful analysis of the proofs in Section 4. An example of such
an explicit uniform bound is found in Theorem 2.11; such an explicit bound can
then be used to obtain relatively simple expressions for € that depend only on
universal constants and a few moments of V3 and L(V7) in specific applications
(such as Pearson’s R, as in Corollary 3.8).

The following smoothness condition is crucial. Take any Borel-measurable
functional f: X — R such that there exist ¢ € (0,00), M € (0,00), and a
continuous linear functional L: X — R such that

M. .
5 ||| for all z € X with ||z|| < e. (2.1)

|f(a) = L(z)| <

Thus, f(0) = 0 and L necessarily coincides with the first Fréchet derivative,
17(0), of the function f at 0. Moreover, given f(0) = 0, for the smoothness
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condition (2.1) to hold, it is enough that the second derivative f”(x) exist and
be bounded (in the operator norm) by M, over all z € X with ||z| <e.

Throughout the remainder of the paper, the use of the symbols f, L, €, and
M. shall refer to the smoothness condition (2.1).

Remark 2.1. A fact useful in applications is that the smoothness condition (2.1)
continues to hold over compositions of functions. Specifically, suppose that X,
2, and 3 are separable Banach spaces with respective norms ||-||x, |||y, and
IIll5, and let h: X — Q) and g: 2 — 3 be functions such that

[h(z) — Lu(2)|ly < 2= |23 for all z € X with ||z]/x < en (2.2)

and
lg(y) — Le()ll3 < 552 llyl13) for all y € Y with [[ylly < ¢ (2.3)

for some continuous linear operators Ly: X = 9), Ly: 2 — 3 and positive real
numbers My, €5, My, €;. Then the composition f := goh: X — 3 satisfies (2.1)
with 3 in place of R, L = LyoLy, M, = M| Ly||+Mym3, mp, == ||Lp||+Mpen /2,
and € = ¢, provided that €, is chosen small enough to ensure mpe;, < €4. Such a
statement can of course be generalized to the composition of any finite number
of functions. We shall prove this assertion in Section 4.

Next let X1,..., X, be independent random vectors in X with E X; = 0 for
1=1,...,n, and set

i=1
Assume that
o= [L(S)l]2 = /22, EL(X;)? (2.4)
is finite and nonzero, and let
L n
T:= —f(S) and W := —(S) => &, (2.5)
o a i=1
where
&=L(Xy) /o, i=1,...,n. (2.6)

For any real p > 1, let

» 1/p » 1/p
spi= (SilXillp) " and o= (Silleil) (2.7)
The assumption (made in Subsection 1.1) that X is of type 2 implies

IS]l> < Ds, (2.8)

for some D € (0,00) (cf. [30, 66]); we shall assume that D is chosen to be
minimal with respect to this property, so that D = 1 with the equality in (2.8)
whenever X is a Hilbert space. Take also an arbitrary ¢, € (0,1) and let § be
any real number such that

SLEIEI(O A &) > e (2.9)
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note that such a number § always exists (because the limit of the left-hand side
of (2.9) as 6 1 o0 is 1). Necessarily, § > 0.

We now have enough notation to present the following bound on the Kol-
mogorov distance between T' and its linear approximation W:

Theorem 2.2. Let X1,...,X, be independent zero-mean random vectors in X,
let f: X — R satisfy (2.1), and assume that o > 0; also, take any c, € (0,1).
Then for all z € R

|P(T > z) = P(W > 2)| < 21

Cx

(46 + (o3 + (8/m)/O)u+ a50) + P(IS]| > ),
(2.10)

where

M, /1 + D2\2/3 M.
u .= 20 ( 2 ) (S% + 22/383)7 0= E(S% + 2D83/282)7 (211)
and § is any real number satisfying (2.9).

Remark 2.3. As shown in [59, Theorem 1], (2.9) will hold with

foer if0<e <4,
6 = Ug’—(zc*—l)2/g1 Flce <1 (212)
4(1 —cy) 2=
provided that o3 < oco. For ¢, = %, this result follows from [11, Remark 2.1]. If

0 is chosen to be as in (2.12), then % 46 = 203 is constant over all ¢, € (0, 1],
and hence it may be assumed in Theorem 2.2 that c, € [%, 1). However, in
applications of Theorem 2.5 below, some choices of ¢, € (0,%) in (2.12) will

'3
turn out beneficial.
Remark 2.4. The term P(||S|| > €) in (2.10) can be bounded in a variety of
ways. For instance, using Chebyshev’s inequality, one can write
D?s3
>

S 2
P(|[S]] > ) < —”62”2 < (2.13)

€
Alternatively, one can write

15|13 o 1+ D? s3 + 253

P(HSH > 6) < 63 = 2 63 ’

using the Rosenthal-type inequality [67, (12)].

The hardest to obtain result of this section is the following nonuniform bound:

Theorem 2.5. Assume that the conditions of Theorem 2.2 are satisfied, and
take any positive real numbers 8, w, dy, 7, T2, w3, and w satisfying the addi-
tional restrictions

M.é?

50<w, 1 +7T2+7T3:17 and w < (214)

27‘(’1
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Then for all

z € [0,w/o] (2.15)
one has
IP(T > 2) —P(W > 2)| <7, + e 17m)=/0, (2.16)
where
n n 2moz
Y= IE”(& > 7T22) + > IF’(W &> 7r3z) ]P’({i > w) +1P’<||S|| > UM;)
i=1 i=1 €
(2.17)
T := c103b + cout + 30, (2.18)

u and v are as in (2.11), and ¢1, ca, and c3 are finite positive expressions defined
in (4.14)—(4.16), which depend only on c., 6, w, dy, max;||&||2, and os.

Remark 2.6. The bound (2.16) is stated only for z > 0, which allows for one-
tail expressions such as P(§; > m2z) to be used in (2.17), as opposed to larger
two-tail expressions such as P(|§;| > m2|z|). In order to obtain a corresponding
bound for z < 0, all that is needed is to replace f with —f (and hence also L
with —L and & with —¢;).

Remark 2.7. The restriction (2.15) is of essence. Indeed, if z >> L (that is, if z
is much greater than 1) and the event {W > z} in (2.16) occurs, then, by (2.5),
L(S) >> 1 and hence ||S]| >> 1, and in this latter zone, of large deviations of S
from its zero mean, the linear approximation of f(S) by L(S) will usually break
down. This heuristics will be implicitly used in Appendix B, which shows that
the upper bound % on z in (2.15) is indeed the best possible up to a constant
factor, even when the Hilbert space X is one-dimensional. Note also that the
last inequality in (2.14) can be satisfied for any given w € (0, 00) by (say) taking
71 to be small enough.

Remark 2.8. If, in the conditions of Theorem 2.5, it is additionally assumed that
the &;’s are all symmetric(ally distributed), then, according to the main result
of [58], the expression ¢3*/? — 1 (found in the definition (4.15) of ¢z) may be
replaced by the smaller quantity sinh(3w/6). This sharpening of the inequality
(2.16) allows for smaller universal constants to be obtained in applications of
Theorem 2.5.

The bounds in (2.10) and (2.16) on the closeness of the distribution of the
linear approximation W to that of the original statistic T are to be comple-
mented by any number of well-known BE-type bounds on the closeness of the
distribution of the linear statistic W to the standard normal distribution; the
reader may be referred to Petrov’s monograph [50, Chapter V] or the paper [55].
For instance, for the linear statistic W as in (2.5) with i.i.d. &,...,&,, results
due to Shevtsova [74] and Michel [44] imply

30.2211])&, 3

[PV < 2) = 0(2)] < n(0.33554(¢1 I} + 0.415/|€13) A P

). (2.19)

While the expressions for the upper bounds given in Theorems 2.2 and 2.5
are quite explicit, they may seem complicated (especially as compared with the
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classical uniform and nonuniform BE bounds). This should hardly be surprising,
however, when one reflects upon the generality of the results. Indeed, there are
a whole host of players here: those associated with the function f and the space
X (namely, L, €, M., and D), the parameters we are free to choose (cx, 6, w, Jo,
71, T2, T3, and w), and more traditional terms (o3, s2, $3, and o) — each with
a significant and rather circumscribed role to play.

In applications to problems of the asymptotic relative efficiency of statistical
tests, usually it is the closeness of the distribution of the test statistic to a
normal distribution (on R) that is needed or most convenient; in fact, obtaining
uniform bounds on such closeness was our original motivation for this work. On
the other hand, there have been a number of deep results on the closeness of the
distribution of f(S), not to a normal distribution, but to that of f(N), where
N is a normal random vector with the mean and covariance matching those
of S. In particular, Gotze [25] provided an upper bound of the order O(1/+/n)
on the uniform distance between the d.f.’s of the r.v.’s f(S) and f(N) under
comparatively mild restrictions on the smoothness of f; however, the bound
increases to co with the dimension k of the space X (which is R¥ therein).
Chen and Fang [10, Theorem 3.5] recently showed the constant in this bound is
O(k'/?). One important feature of the bounds in Theorems 2.2 and 2.5 is that
they do not explicitly depend on the dimension of the space X but only on the
choice of the norm ||-|| on X.

One should also note here such results as the ones obtained by Gotze [24] (uni-
form bounds) and Zalesskii [78, 79] (nonuniform bounds), also on the closeness
of the distribution of f(.S) to that of f(N). There (in an i.i.d. case), X can be any
type 2 Banach space, but f is required to be at least thrice differentiable, with
certain conditions on the derivatives. Moreover, Bentkus and Gétze [5] provide
several examples showing that, in an infinite-dimensional space X, the existence
of the first three derivatives (and the associated smoothness conditions on such
derivatives) cannot be relaxed in general.

Another advantage of the bounds in (2.10) and (2.16) is that they do not
explicitly depend on n. Indeed, n is irrelevant when the X;’s are not identically
distributed (because one could e.g. introduce any number of additional zero
summands X;). In fact, (2.10) and (2.16) remain valid when S is the sum of
an infinite series of independent zero-mean random vectors, i.e. S = > 7, X;,
provided that the series converges in an appropriate sense; see e.g. Jain and
Marcus [33].

On the other hand, for i.i.d. random vectors X; our bounds have the correct
order of magnitude in n. Indeed, let

V,Vi,...,V, be iid. random vectors

in X, with EV = 0. Throughout the rest of this section and in Section 3, we
shall use

— 1<
Vi/n in place of X; and V := - Z Vi in place of S. (2.20)

i=1
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Further let
5 ILM)II
G = LV)llze vy = Vi, and gpi= == (2.21)

for any p > 1, so that (2.4), (2.6), and (2.7) yield
LV
0—%7 fi—&ﬁ7 Sp—m7

Theorem 2.9. Suppose that (2.1) holds, and let V,V1,Va, ..., V,, be i.i.d. zero-
mean random vectors with ¢ > 0 and vs < oo. Then for all z € R

_ S
ni/2—1/p

and o, = (2.22)

‘P(U/\Vr) < ) (P(z)‘ < % (2.23)

Moreover, for any w € (0,00) and for all
z € (0,wv/n] (2.24)

one has

B(L0L <o) o] < e(nr (v > ey + VL2 40

1 1
23n3/2 + ez\/ﬁ) (2.25)

+

< <
S 3yn’
Each instance of € above is a finite positive expression that depends only upon the
space X (through the constant D in (2.8)), the function f (through (2.1)), and

the moments G, 3, v3/2, V2, and v3, with € in (2.25) and (2.26) also depending

on w. Moreover, (2.23) and (2.25) both hold when P(v/nL(V)/5 < z) replaces
D(2).

(2.26)

The restriction (2.24) concerning (2.25) cannot be relaxed in general; see
Appendix B.

Theorem 2.10. Suppose that a function f: R — R is twice continuously differ-
entiable in a neighborhood of 0, with f(0) = 0 and f'(0) #0. Let Y, Y1, Ys,... be
a sequence of i.i.d. zero-mean unit-variance real-valued r.v.’s with |Y||3 < oo,
and letY,, = %Z?:l Y;. Then there exists a real number € > 0 such that for
alln € N and all z € R

‘]P’(|f/(()|/\/_ )—@(z)‘g%. (2.27)

Moreover, for any w € (0,00) there exists a real number € > 0 such that for all
n €N and all z as in (2.24)

f(¥)
P(FonvE <

(2.28)
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Theorem 2.10, a straightforward consequence of Theorem 2.9, is stated here to
provide an example of uniform and nonuniform BE bounds for the “classical”,
“univariate” delta method; even this very simple case appears to be new to
the literature. Just as with the BE bound for linear statistics, we see that the
moment restriction ||Y||s < oo is sufficient to obtain a bound on the order of
O(1/+/n). That bounds such as (2.27) are useful in applications was suggested to
us by E. MolavianJazi [45], who needed such a result in his research in electrical
engineering.

Theorem 2.11. Let X be a Hilbert space, let f satisfy (2.1) for some real e > 0,
and assume that EV =0, 6 > 0, and vs < co. Take any real number ¢, € [%, 1).
Then

‘IP’( (V) < ) B q)(z)‘ < fo+ Ried + (Rao + Ron6a) 3 + (Rso + Raics)vd + Ae

o/ T ) Vi
(2.29)

for all z € R and n € N, where

(2¢, — 1)2
:=0.13926 - ———~, K; :=0.33554+ ———
Ro 2e,(1—c,) + 2c,(1 —c,)’
M. 2\ 1/6 22/3 (8/m)M/6 2
(Ra0, Ra1, Rz0, R31) = s (2(;) V24 e T n1/2>7 (2.30)
2 3 4 23 /01/2
v 2u5 +v3/n
and R := 2,1/ /\ = .

Thus, Theorem 2.11 provides an explicit expression of the constant € in
(2.23), depending only on n, the moments &, ¢3, v, and vs, and a choice of the
parameters ¢, € (and hence M, ). However, in many applications the non-explicit
bounds presented in Theorem 2.9 will be enough; see e.g. [20].

An explicit counterpart to the nonuniform bounds in (2.25)-(2.26) is pre-
sented in Theorem A.2. It takes nearly three pages of notation just to state that
theorem (and many more to prove it). Therefore, we defer the proof of Theo-
rem A.2 to Appendix A. However, the very long expressions of the bounds in
Theorem A.2 can be greatly simplified in specific applications, as is illustrated
e.g. in the application to the central T statistic in [65]. Moreover, the corre-
sponding explicit constants in that application are rather moderate in size, and
indeed are comparable with the constant factor in the nonuniform BE inequality
(2.19) for linear statistics. Furthermore, the constant factor in the asymptotic
bound for general statistics deduced from Theorem A.2 is just the same as that
for sums of independent real-valued r.v.’s; see (D.3) in Appendix D.

3. Applications

Here we shall apply the results of Section 2 to present several novel bounds on
the rate of convergence to normality in some common applications of the delta
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method. Throughout this section, we shall use the i.i.d. notation as presented
in (2.20)—(2.22). Moreover, in most of our applications V' will take values in
the Euclidean space ¥ = RF for some natural number k; an exception to this
assumption is taken in Subsection 3.5, where we allow X to be an infinite-
dimensional Hilbert space.

The components of the zero-mean random vector V' will typically be some
functions of real-valued zero-mean r.v.’s denoted by Y and Z. E.g., in our ap-
plication to the Pearson statistic in Subsection 3.2, V will stand for the 5-
dimensional zero-mean random vector (Y, Z, Y2 —1,2? —1,YZ —~EY Z), where
Y and Z are zero-mean unit-variance r.v.’s.

The non-explicit bounds for the Student, Pearson, noncentral Hotelling, cer-
tain covariance statistics, principal component analysis, and maximum likeli-
hood estimators to be given in Theorems 3.1, 3.4, 3.9, 3.12, 3.15 and 3.16,
respectively, are more or less straightforward applications of Theorem 2.9.

In contrast, the explicit bounds, such as the one for the Pearson statistic given
in Corollary 3.8, are based on Theorem 2.11, and they require significantly more
work. As the proof of Corollary 3.8 is rather lengthy and technical, it is placed
in Appendix C.

3.1. Student’s T
Let Y,Y1,...,Y, beii.d. real-valued r.v.’s, with
p:=EY and VarY € (0,00).
Consider the statistic commonly referred to as Student’s T' (or simply T):

S SN2
= Sy/\/E_(W—?2>1/27

where

Y=L1yv, Y2=1%v7
_ 1/2 o\ 1/2
and Sy = (25,06 -7?2) " = (V2-¥7) 7,

let T := 0 when Y2 = Y. Note that Sy is defined here as the empirical stan-
dard deviation of the sample (Y;)!" ;, rather than the sample standard deviation
(2 (Y2 - ?2))1/ 2. Let us call T' “central” when y = 0 and “noncentral” when

p# 0.
As T is invariant under the transformation Y; — aY; for arbitrary a > 0, let
us assume without loss of generality (w.l.o.g.) that

VarY = 1.
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Now let X = R?, and for £ = (z1,22) € X such that 1 + x5 — 23 > 0, let
f: X — R be defined by
T+

T
V14 zo—a?

let f(x) := —p for all other « € X. Since

f(@) = fa1,20) =

min (1 + 29 —27) = (3.1)

24 2.2
11+;E2§6

: 1
l1-e if0<e<gy,
%—62 ife}%,

it is easy to see that f” is continuous (and hence uniformly bounded) on the
closed ball {x € X: ||z| < €} for any fixed € € (0,v/3/2). So, the smoothness
condition (2.1) is satisfied, with L(x) = 1 — pxa/2 for & = (x1,22) € X, and
upon letting

V=Y —p (Y —p?-1) (3:2)

we see that \/nf(V) =T — /nu. Then Theorem 2.9 immediately yields

Theorem 3.1. Assume that & > 0 and vs < oo, for & and v, defined in (2.21).
Then for alln € N and z € R

‘P(T_T*/T_”“‘ < z) - <I>(z)’ < \% (3.3)

where € is a finite expression depending only on the distribution of Y ; also, for
any w > 0 and for all real z > 0 and n € N satisfying (2.24),

p(C <) o] < 5

where € is a finite expression depending only on w and the distribution of Y .

(3.4)

Remark 3.2. If p = 0 then & # 0, and otherwise & = 0 only if Y has a 2-point
distribution, which depends only on p. Indeed, if © # 0 then 6 = 0 < L(V) =0
almost surely (a.s.) &Y —pu=(1+£+/1+ p?)/p a.s. That is, 6 = 0 if and only
if Y =2/p(1—-p)/(1—2p)+ B, as., where B, is a standardized Bernoulli(p)
r.v. with p € (0, 1) \ {%}

Remark 3.3. The upper bound in (3.3) is optimal in its dependence on n for the
noncentral 7. Indeed, suppose that a function f: R¥ — R is twice continuously
differentiable in a neighborhood of the origin (so that f satisfies the smoothness
condition (2.1)), and let L and H denote here the gradient vector and Hessian
matrix of f at 0. Further assume, in addition to the assumptions ¢ > 0 and vg <
oo, that V' satisfies the Cramér-type condition lim supj;_,|E €i*"V| < 1. Then
a calculation of the asymptotic distribution of v/nf(V)/& using [8, Theorem 2]

implies .
P((f/(?ﬁ <2) @) - A\/(%) _ 0(%) (3.5)

sup
z€R
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where .
E[(LTV)?
Az) = — [(% +a3) (2 = 1) + @] wl(2), (3.6)
=y (HX) = L(LTEL — ) tr(HY) + L tswsr
ay = 2% I y as = 4&3 (o I 2&3 s

3 denotes the covariance matrix of V| and ¢ is the standard normal density.
In the conditions of Theorem 3.1, take the simple case where Y is unit-
variance, symmetric about its non-zero mean p, and has an absolutely continu-
ous distribution; let vy, := E(Y —u)* denote the k" central moment of Y, so that
v = 0 for odd natural k. Then, for A(z) as in (3.6), A(1) = —% (1)

and 6 = 1+ “Tz(zq —1). That is, ¢ > 0 and A(1) # 0, and we see that the
dependence of the upper bound in (3.3) on n is optimal.

The bounds in (3.3) and (3.4) appear to be new for the noncentral T. It
was shown in [7] that, if ||Y|l4 < oo, then (after some standardization) T has
a limit distribution which is either the standard normal distribution or the y?2
distribution with one degree of freedom; the latter will be the case if and only
if Y has the two-point distribution described above in Remark 3.2 concerning
the degeneracy condition ¢ = 0.

The bounds in Theorem 3.1 apply to the central T" as well. In Subsection 4.2.1
of the arXiv version of this paper [65] we present several uniform and nonuniform
BE-type bounds for the self-normalized sum — which is a simple one-to-one
monotonic transformation of the central Student T', along with comparisons of
those bounds to existing ones in the literature. The reader is referred to [73] for
a survey of limit theorems concerning the self-normalized sums.

3.2. Pearson’s R

Let (Y,Z),(Y1,Z1),...,(Yn,Z,) be a sequence of i.i.d. random points in R2,
with
VarY € (0,00) and VarZ € (0,00).

Recall the definition of Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficient:
._ i (Yi = Y)(Zi - Z) _ YZ-YZ
VoL Y=Y Z- 72\ v E 7

R (3.7)

where

?::%ZiYi, Z::lZiZi W::%Zin, ﬁ::%ZiZE,

and YZ:=1 > YiZs;

T n

let R := 0 if the denominator in (3.7) is 0. Note that R is invariant under all
affine transformations of the form Y; — a 4 bY; and Z; — ¢+ dZ; with positive
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b and d; so, in what follows we may (and shall) assume that the r.v.’s Y and Z
are standardized:

EY=EZ=0 and EY?=EZ?=1, andweletp:=EYZ = Corr(Y,2).

Let X = R®, and for ¢ = (21,22, 23,74, 275) € X such that 1 + 23 — 22 > 0
and 1+ z4 — 22 > 0, let

Ty +p— T122
flx) = f(x1,x2, 23,24, T5) = —p; 3.8
(x) = f(z1,22, 23, T4, 5) N TN p— P (3.8)

let f(x) := —p for all other & € X. Recall (3.1) to see that f”(x) exists and is
continuous on the closed e-ball about the origin for any fixed € € (0,v/3/2); then
the smoothness condition (2.1) holds, with L(x) = f/(0)(x1,xe, 23,24, 75) =
—px3/2 — pxy/2 + w5. Letting V = (Y, Z,Y? = 1,Z2% — 1,YZ — p), so that
L(V) =YZ — £(Y? 4+ Z?), we see that f(V) = R — p. Then Theorem 2.9
immediately yields

Theorem 3.4. Assume that & > 0 and vs < oo, for & and v, defined in (2.21).
Then for alln € N and z € R

‘P(f/?/g < z) - @(z)’ < % (3.9)

where € is a finite expression depending only on the distribution of the random
point (Y, Z). Also, for any w > 0 and all real z > 0 and n € N satisfying (2.24),

’P(f/\/g <z) - 2(:)

where € is a finite expression depending only on w and the distribution of (Y, Z).

¢
< 5 7= 1
z23y/n (3.10)

Remark 3.5. Note that the degeneracy condition ¢ = 0 is equivalent to the
following: there exists some k € R such that the random point (Y, Z) lies a.s.
on the union of the two straight lines through the origin with slopes x and 1/x
(for k = 0, these two lines should be understood as the two coordinate axes in
the plane R?). Indeed, if & = 0, then YZ — g(Y2 + Z?) = 0 a.s.; solving this
equation for the slope Z/Y, one obtains two roots, whose product is 1. Vice
versa, if (Y, Z) lies a.s. on the union of the two lines through the origin with
slopes x and 1/k, then Y Z = £(Y?+Z?) a.s. for r := 2k/(k?+1) and, moreover,
r=E5(Y?*+2Z?)=EYZ =p.
For example, let the random point (Y, Z) equal (cz,kcx), (—cx, —kcx),

(key, cy), (—key, —cy) with probabilities £, £, 2, 2, respectively, where x # 0,
2

2 -2
y#07/€€R,c::\/x52—:_yl , P = x2iy27andq::1—p;then&:0(and

the r.v.’s Y and Z are standardized). In particular, one can take here x = y = 1,
so that p=¢q = %
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Remark 3.6. The condition v3 < oo in Theorem 3.4 is equivalent to ||Y]|¢ +
I Z]l6 < 0o, which might seem overly restrictive, since only the finiteness of the
third absolute moments is needed to have a BE-type bound of order O(1/4/n)
for linear statistics. However, the moments ||Y||¢ and ||Z||¢ do appear in an
asymptotic expansion (up to an order n~/ 2) of the distribution of R when
p # 0; for details, one can see [53]. When p = 0, the most restrictive moment
assumption for the existence of the asymptotic expansion is that ||V Z||3 < oc.

Remark 3.7. Recall the asymptotic distribution results of [8] as outlined in
Remark 3.3. In the conditions of Theorem 3.4, take the very simple case when
Y and Z are zero-mean, unit-variance, absolutely continuous r.v.’s independent
of each other. Then a straightforward calculation shows that a; = 0, ag = 0, and
hence A(z) = —f EY3E Z3(2? — 1)¢(2). So, the bound in (3.9) has an optimal
dependence on n whenever EY? # 0 and E Z3 # 0. Moreover, since A(z) is
real-analytic in z, L, H, and moments of V', we see that generally A(z) # 0 and
hence the bound in (3.9) is generally of the optimal order in n.

The bounds in (3.9) and (3.10) appear to be new. In fact, we have not been
able to find in the literature any uniform (or nonuniform) bound on the closeness
of the distribution of R to normality. Note that such bounds are important in
considerations of the asymptotic relative efficiency of statistical tests; see e.g.
Noether [48].

A simple and explicit bound for the Pearson statistic is given in the following
corollary.

Corollary 3.8 (to Theorem 2.11). Assume that EYZ =0 and & = ||[Y Z||2 > 0.
Then for alln € N and z € R

5.3
P57 <2) 06| < 22 gvig ez, e

where (By, Bs) is any ordered pair in the set

{(3.61,3.61), (1.12,8.94), (13.33,1.69), (0.56,14.97), (36.32,1.37)}.  (3.12)

The proof of Corollary 3.8 (given in Appendix C) provides a method by which
one may obtain a variety of values for the pair (By, Bs). The specific pairs listed
in (3.12) are obtained by trying to minimize ByV B3 /53 for & € {1,2,1/2,3,1/3}.

3.3. Noncentral Hotelling’s T? statistic

Let & > 2 be an integer, and let Y,Y7,...,Y, be ii.d. random vectors in R¥,
with finite

p:=EY and CovY =EYY' — uu' strictly positive definite.

Consider Hotelling’s T? statistic

-1

T2 =Y (83/n) Y =¥ (YVT-VY) Y, (3.13)
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where
V=1V, vvyT=1% vy
and SZ =13 (,-YV)(Yi-Y) =YYVT-VV;

the generalized inverse is often used in place of the inverse in (3.13), though here
we may just let 7% := 0 whenever S is singular. Also note that S is defined as
the empirical covariance matrix of the sample (Y;)?;, rather than the sample
covariance matrix —"-S5%. Call T? “central” when p = 0 and “noncentral”
otherwise.

For any nonsingular matrix B, T? is invariant under the invertible trans-
formation Y; — BY;, so let us assume w.l.o.g. that

CovY =1,

the k£ X k identity matrix.
Now let X = {($1,$2)Z z1 €RF 24 € Rka} be equipped with the norm

(@1, z2) |l == /llall? + |22 % (3.14)

where ||z2||F := \/tr(xazd) is the Frobenius norm. For = (z1,22) € X such

that I + x5 — xlx-lr is nonsingular, let

Fx) = (@1 +m) (I + 22— zaa]) (@1 +p) — 1 p,
and let f(x) := —u'"u for all other & € X. The Fréchet derivative of f at the
origin is the linear functional defined by L(z) = f'(0)(z1,x2) = 22t — p' zop.
Let us recall a couple of other useful facts (found in, say, the monograph [32]):
the spectral norm || B|| of any k x k matrix B does not exceed || B||r, and || B|| < 1
implies I — B is nonsingular and ||(I — B)~!|| < 1/(1 — || B|)). In particular,

lz12] — 22| < llwrz] — z2llp < |m12] |F + [Jz2llp = 21])* + [Jz2]lp < 1

for any « in the closed e-ball about the origin and any fixed € € (0,+/3/2) (which
again follows from (3.1)), so that the smoothness condition (2.1) holds. Upon
letting

V=Y —p Y- -—w -1,
we see that nf(V) = T? — nu" u. Then Theorem 2.9 immediately yields

Theorem 3.9. Assume that & > 0 and vs < oo, for & and v, defined in (2.21).
Then for alln € N and z € R

T2 —nu’ ¢
Pt <z) -0 < =,
avn Vn
where € is a finite expression depending only on the distribution of Y ; also, for
any w >0 and all real z > 0 and n € N satisfying (2.24),

T? —nu'p ¢
P <2) - o) < =
‘ ( Gy/n Z) @< =7 &

where € is a finite expression depending only on w and the distribution of Y.

(3.15)

(3.16)
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Remark 3.10. The non-degeneracy condition ¢ > 0 immediately implies that
p # 0, so that Theorem 3.9 is applicable only to the noncentral T?2. If u # 0,
then ¢ = 0 if and only if (Y — pu)Tp =1+ /1 + [|u]|? a.s., that is, if and only
ifP(YTu=m1)=1-PY "yu=uaxy)=p, where

oy =1+ pul® + V14 Il w2 =1+ luwl® = V14 [|ul?,
1 (1 1 )
p=5\l——F/—;
2V VIl

in other words, ¢ = 0 if and only if Y lies a.s. in the two hyperplanes defined
by YT = 1 or YT = 25. Note the similarity to the degeneracy condition of

Student’s T statistic described in Remark 3.2. Recalling the conditions EY = p
and CovY = I, we have ¢ = 0 if and only if

Y:§L+}7 a.s.,

il

where

2¢/p(1 —p)

1-2p

and 1:/ is a random vector in R* such that EY = 0, Eff’ =0, ?Tu =0 a.s., and
CovY is the orthoprojector onto the hyperplane {u}* := {z ¢ R*: Ty = 0}.

&= + B, for somep€(07%)7

Remark 3.11. Using again [8, Theorem 2] (cf. Remark 3.3), we can show that
generally the upper bound in (3.15) has an optimal dependence on n as well.
For instance, consider the simple case when Y = (Y7,Y3), where Y7 and Y3
have absolutely continuous distributions and are independent of one another;
further suppose that EY; = 0, EY; = p; # 0, and that Y] is symmetric, so that
E(Y1 — u1)™ = 0 for odd natural m. Then, for A(z) as in (3.6),

pi(vs+1)+2
2

A1) = - e(1) and &= |u1|y/(va — i +4,

with vy := E(Y; — 1)* > E*(Y; — p1)? = 1. So, & > 0 and A(1) # 0. Thus, the
dependence of the upper bound in (3.15) on n is optimal.

Again, the bounds in (3.15) and (3.16) appear to be new; we have found no
mention of BE bounds for T2 in the literature. A potential for application of
our result for the noncentral Hotelling statistic to certain problems in electrical
engineering was indicated in [35].

3.4. Covariance test statistics

For any natural k > 2, let Y, Y;,...,Y, be ii.d. random vectors in R* with
EY =0 and ¥:=CovY =EYY' >0.
Further let
a:=tr(D)/k, B:=det(Z)VF 5= /tr[(Z - al)?]/k (3.17)
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be the arithmetic mean, geometric mean, and standard deviation, respectively,
of the eigenvalues of ¥; the assumption that ¥ > 0 implies a > 0 and 8 > 0.
We consider here a few statistics used to test either the null hypothesis of
sphericity (Ho1: ¥ = 02 for some unknown o2 > 0) or the null hypothesis
of the identity covariance (Hpo: X = I). Each of these statistics is a smooth
function of the sample covariance matrix
S = W—??T, where Y :=1%"Y, and YYT = %EZY;Y;T

In turn, S is a smooth function of the zero-mean random vector
V=Y V=, YYT-3%), where V;:=(¥;,V;V;' —%).

Let X = RF x R¥*k 9) = R¥** and 3 = R, where X has the norm defined by
(3.14) and 9) is equipped with the spectral norm. Then the function h: X — 9
defined by the formula h(x1,z2) = 22 — a:le satisfies the smoothness condition
(2.2) with Ly (x1,22) = w2, M}, = 2, and any ¢, € (0,00). Moreover, h(V) =
S—3.

The likelihood-ratio tests of Hp ; and Hy o against their negations, based on
a normal population, reject for small values of the statistics

det(S) _det(S)
wE)r M =

respectively; see e.g. Muirhead [46, Theorems 8.3.2 and 8.4.2]; one can also
find in [46] asymptotic properties of these tests, including expansions of their
distributions under both null and nonnull distributions. Associate with A; the
functions g: 9 — 3 and Ly: P — 3 defined by

Ay =

det(z + X)
[tr(z + %) /K]

and Ly(z) = (g)k (27! — o).

B

g(z) = {tr(z) > —ka} — (a)k

Similarly, with the statistic As associate the functions g and L, defined by

N k k

g(x) = % — (e%) and Ly(z) = (e%) tr[(S7F — I)a).
It is clear that, for either of the two functions g defined above, L, = ¢'(0)
and g satisfies (2.3) for small enough €,. Hence f := g o h satisfies (2.1), for
both versions of the function g, and so, Theorem 2.9 may be applied to f(V) =
Ar — (B/a)* and f(V) = Ay — (8/e%)".

For the case when the dimension k is large, Nagao [47] proposes the test
statistics

U::%tr[(ﬁ_j)? and V::%tr[(S—I)ﬂ
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in place of the statistics A; and As, respectively. John [36] shows that the test
of Hyp based on U is locally most powerful (assuming a normal population).
Associate with U the functions

1 T+ 2 52
9() = k tr[(tr(a:JrE)/k _I) } a2
2
and Lg(z) = s tr[(E — o) (kal — E)x}
and with V the functions

g(x) = % tr{(x—!—Z —1)2} —0*—(1—a)® and L,(z)= % tr[(X — I)a].

It is straightforward to verify that either of the above functions g satisfies the
smoothness condition (2.3), and hence Theorem 2.9 may be applied to either of
the functions f(V) =U — 82/a2 or f(V) =V — 62 — (1 — a)2.

Yet one more variation on these tests we consider is the “large-dimensional”
case. Ledoit and Wolf [42] investigate the asymptotic behavior of both U and V/
when k/n — ¢ € (0,00) as n — oo, as opposed to the “fixed-dimensional” case
(where n — oo while k is assumed a constant). They show that the test of Hy 4
based on U remains consistent in the large-dimensional setting, whereas the test
of Hy 2 based on V is not necessarily consistent. By not dropping terms like k/n

in investigations of the asymptotics of ‘77 the authors propose the statistic
= krtr(9)q2 1 o1k rtr(S)72
wi=v - ([5] -) =puls - 257 -1 eas)

as an alternative to V in the test of Hyo. It is shown that W has the same

limiting distribution as V in the fixed-dimensional setting while also being con-
sistent in a large-dimensional framework. We see that f(V) = W — §2 — (1 —
a@)? + E(a? — 1) when f = goh and g is defined by

n

g(x) = % tr[(erEfI)Z} 7l<l:<<tr(xk+2))21> 7527(17a)2+%(a271);

moreover, g satisfies (2.3) with Ly(z) = 2 tr[( — I — £ al)z].

Theorem 3.12. Take any t € {A1, Ao, U, Y~/,W}, and let f = goh and L =
Lgo Ly for the functions g and Ly paired with the statistic t as described above.
Assume that & > 0 and vz < oo, for & and v, defined in (2.21). Then for all

ne€Nand z € R, -
A < &

where € is a finite expression depending only on the distribution of Y; also, for
any w > 0 and all real z > 0 and n € N satisfying (2.24),

(<o) -0l < s

where € is a finite expression depending only on w and the distribution of Y.

(3.19)

(3.20)
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Remark 3.13. The non-degeneracy condition ¢ > 0 immediately implies that
Theorem 3.12 — and the delta method itself — are applicable only to non-null
distributions of the statistics Ay, Ao, U, and V/, since Ly = 0 for any of these
statistics under the assumption of their respective null hypotheses. This should
hardly be surprising, as it is known that these statistics (or some normalizing
function of them) all have a limiting x? distribution under the null hypothesis.
However, one can fix the null-degeneracy of the statistics A;, Ay, U, or V and
thus make the delta method and our BE bounds applicable even to the null dis-
tributions by using essentially the same trick as in the definition of the statistic
W in (3.18), that is, by adding a term of the form « ([tr(s)] 1) for some
nonzero real a.

By diagonalization of X, we can simply characterize the degeneracy condition
6 = 0 for any of the above statistics in this subsection. Indeed, by the spectral
decomposition, ¥ = QT DQ, where D is the diagonal matrix with the eigenvalues
A1, ..., A\, of X on its diagonal and @ is an orthogonal matrix whose columns are
corresponding orthonormal eigenvectors of ¥. Let Z = (Zy,...,7Z;)" = QY.
Then, for the statistic Ay,

(5)°LV) = te[(5 —a (Y YT - 5)]

QT(D™' —a™'NQQT(2Z" - D)Q]
D' —a'1)(ZZ" - D)]
D' —a'DNZZT] —tr[l —a ' D]

Since ¢ = 0 means precisely that L(V) = 0 a.s., it follows that for any non-null
alternative, & = 0 for the statistic A; if and only if the support of the distribution
of the random vector Y degenerates so as to lie entirely on a certain quadratic
conical surface in RF. Similar work shows that for one of the statistics Ag, U,
V, and W we have ¢ = 0 if and only if the respective one of the random
(homogeneous or not) quadratic forms

i( D22, 30— a)(ka — A)(Z2 — &),

Jj=1 j=1

SO -DE-h) Sy -1- )z o)

equals 0 a.s. In particular, whenever the random vector Y is absolutely contin-
uous, one has & > 0 for all these statistics in the non-null case, and then 6 > 0
for the statistic W even in the null case provided that (1 — £)% # I.

Remark 3.14. Let ¥y be any given positive definite symmetric matrix. Then the
hypotheses ¥ = 02, (with an unknown o2 > 0) and ¥ = % on the common
covariance matrix ¥ of i.i.d. random vectors Y; are obviously equivalent to the
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respective hypotheses ¥ = 021 (with an unknown o2 > 0) and ¥ = I on the
common covariance matrix 3 of the i.i.d. random vectors Y; := Eal/QYi. So, the

results in this subsection can be obviously extended to the more general case of
the null hypotheses ¥ = 623 and ¥ = 3.

It appears certain that the bounds in Theorem 3.12 are all new to the liter-
ature; indeed, any of the results concerning these statistics that we have found
investigates their asymptotic properties under the assumption of a normal pop-
ulation, whereas our bounds have only mild moment restrictions on Y. We men-
tion here that Theorem 2.9 could be applied to several other popular statistics
which are smooth functions of the sample covariance matrix S. For instance, our
results can easily yield BE bounds for statistics proposed by Srivastava [76] or
Fisher et al. [18]; Chen et al. [12] propose a statistic for the sphericity test which
is a function of a U-statistic, for which the methods of this paper and [11] could
presumably be adapted. The reader is referred to [46] for other statistics used
in testing for the equality of population covariances or independence between
certain projections applied to Y.

3.5. Principal component analysis (PCA)

It is well known that any simple eigenvalue of a (say, symmetric real matrix)
and the orthoprojector onto the corresponding eigenspace are smooth functions
of the matrix. Therefore, the delta method is almost universally applicable to
PCA, and hence so are our results such as Theorem 2.9. The actual verification
of the smoothness condition (2.1) in PCA may involve operator perturbation
theory and related tools, based on a representation of analytic functions of a
linear operator as certain integrals of the resolvent. This representation largely
reduces the problem of the smoothness of a general analytic function of an
operator to the obvious smoothness of the map A — A~! on the set of all
bounded invertible linear operators A (cf. (F.5) and (F.6)). Whereas this idea
is rather transparent, its execution may in some cases be rather nontrivial, and
it may result in complicated expressions for € and M, in (2.1).

As an illustration of these general theses, let us consider here a statistic rather
recently introduced by Cupidon et al. [14, 13]. Let Y, Y3, ...,Y,, be ii.d. random
vectors taking values in a separable real Hilbert space H with inner product
(-,+) and the corresponding norm || - ||. Assume at this point that E[|Y]|? < oo,
EY =0, and the covariance operator

R:=CovY =E(Y®Y)

of Y is (strictly) positive definite. Here, as usual, ® denotes the tensor product
on H, so that Rz = E(x,Y)Y for all x € H. Given the condition E ||Y||? < oo,
the covariance operator R is known to be compact, which allows its spectral
decomposition — see e.g. [37, Theorem 2.10, page 260]; a short proof of the
compactness of R is presented in Appendix E for the readers’ convenience.
Next suppose that H = Hy & H,y, where Hy, Hy are closed orthogonal sub-
spaces of H; for j,k € {1,2}, let II; denote the orthoprojector onto H;, Rji :=
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II; R1I, and also let I; denote the identity operator on H;. Then, for any fixed
a > 0, the reqularized squared principal canonical correlation, RSPCC or p?, is
defined by the formula

p:=p*(a) := max {z, Bagy)® : (3.21)
zeH:1\{0} (z, (aly + Ri1)z)(y, (al2 + Ra2)y)
yEH2\{0}

that this is a well-defined quantity is proved in [14]. Define the sample RSPCC,
p?, by replacing Ry in (3.21) with S, where

Sjk:HjSHk, S::Y®Y—?®?, ?:%ZZY;,
and W::%Ziyﬂgyﬁ

thus, S is the sample covariance operator of the random vector Y. See e.g. [27, 17|
for discussion and results on the use of canonical correlations in functional data.
Next define the (bounded self-adjoint nonnegative-definite linear) operators

Ry :=(aly + Ri1)"Y2Ria(aly + Rao) "' Roy(aly + Ry )~Y2,

Rs 2:(a12 -+ R22)71/2R21(a11 + R11)71R12(Oz.[2 -+ R22)71/2’ (322)
and similarly let Rj denote the sample analogues of R; (obtained by replacing
Rji, with Sjx); under the assumption that E ||Y||? < co (which implies that R is
compact), we see that Ry and Ry are also compact. Moreover, by [13, Theorem
2.4], ||R1|| = ||Ra|| = p? and ||Ry| = ||R2|| = p?, where p? is as in (3.21) and
|| - || denotes the operator norm, so that ||R;|| is the largest eigenvalue of R;.

Fix any j € {1,2} and assume that p? is a simple nonzero eigenvalue of
R;, and then let P denote the orthoprojector onto the corresponding (one-
dimensional) eigenspace of R;. Let B(H) and B(H;) denote the Hilbert spaces
of all bounded linear operators on H and Hj, respectively, equipped with the
corresponding operator norms.

Let g(z) := ||+ R;|| — ||R;| for any = € B(Hj,), so that g(R; — R;) = p* — p*.
By formulas (3.6)—(3.8) on page 89, (2.32) on page 79, and (3.4) on page 88 in
37) (with n = 1, ¢ = 1, AG¥) = |l + By, A = [IRy]| = p% AD) = tx(aP),
TW =2, 7® =76 = ... =0,a = |z||, c = 0, and 0° := 1), the smoothness
condition (2.3) will be satisfied with e, = 8/m, 8 € (0,1), L(z) = AV = tr(zP),
and M, = 2%, where ¢ := max.cr|z — A[, m := max.cr |R;(2)], R;j(2) :=
(R;j — 2zI)™! is the resolvent of R;, and I is the boundary of any open disc D
in C such that A € D but the closure of D does not contain 0 or any eigenvalue
of R; other than A.

(The results from [37] referred to in the above paragraph were stated there for
the case when the Hilbert space H is finite-dimensional. All those results carry
verbatim to the “infinite-dimensional” case. Such information can be extracted
from other chapters in [37]. However, for readers’ convenience, in Appendix F we
provide the few necessary stepping stones to make the transition to the infinite
dimension.)
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By [21, Theorem 2.1], condition (2.2) holds for the function y — h,;(y) =
(al; + Rj; +y)~ Y% — (al; + Rj;)~"/? in place of h for some real €n; > 0 and all
y € Hj with ||y|| < ep;. So, in view of definitions (3.22) of R;, their counterparts
for ]%j, and Remark 2.1, one can set up a function h: H x B(H) — H; in a
straightforward manner so that condition (2.2) holds and h(V) = R; — R;, with
the zero-mean vector V = (Y, Y ® Y — R). Using Remark 2.1 once again, one
sees that the function f = go h satisfies the smoothness condition (2.1), and at
that f(V) = p? — p?. Thus, Theorem 2.9 yields

Theorem 3.15. Assume that ¢ > 0 and vz < oo, for & and v, defined in
(2.21). Then for alln € N and z € R,

2 2
pm=p ¢
1}»( < )f<I> ‘g—, 3.23

‘ G SF) TR s & (323)
where € is a finite expression depending only on the distribution of Y ; also, for
any w > 0 and all real z > 0 and n € N satisfying (2.24),

‘P(ﬁ;/?/p; < z) - @(z)‘ < %ﬁ (3.24)

where € is a finite expression depending only on w and the distribution of Y .

Expressions for & can be obtained from [14, (4.20), (5.1)]. We see the recurring
theme that ||Y||4 < oo is used to establish asymptotic normality of p? (cf. [14,
(2.1), Theorem 4.2]), while the moment restriction ||Y||g < oo (equivalent to
v3 < oo in Theorem 3.15) is needed here to bound the rate of convergence on
the order O(1/y/n). Again, it appears that the bounds in Theorem 3.15 are
entirely new to the literature.

In Subsection 3.4, we considered various smooth functions of the determinant
and trace of the sample covariance matrix for finite-dimensional random vectors
Y, and in the present subsection we have a function of the largest eigenvalue of
some smooth function of a sample covariance operator. Other statistics which
are functions of eigenvalues from a sample covariance operator (be it constructed
from a finite-dimensional or infinite-dimensional population) may of course lie
in the class of statistics to which Theorem 2.9 could be applied; the primary
problem to the practitioner is the demonstration of the smoothness condtion
(2.1). The use of perturbation theory, as was done above, appears to be valu-
able for many such potential applications; we mention here statistics proposed
in [34, 19], concerning the testing of equality of two covariance operators, as fur-
ther examples. Yet another potential application of our results would be to the
empirical Wasserstein distance, for which central limit theorems were recently
given in [70]; cf. [49, 16, 23] (as noted by Dudley in his review MR0752258 on
MathSciNet, the normality assumption is not actually needed there).

3.6. Maximum likelihood estimators (MLEs)

Bounds on the closeness of the distribution of the MLE to normality in the so-
called bounded Wasserstein distance, dyw, were recently obtained in [2] under
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certain regularity conditions. In [1], these bounds were improved in the rather
common case when the MLE 6 satisfies the condition

a0) =~ > g%, (3.25)
i=1

where ¢: ® — R is a twice continuously differentiable one-to-one mapping,
g: R — R is a Borel-measurable function, and the Y;’s are i.i.d. real-valued
r.v.’s.

It is noted in [2, Proposition 2.1] that for any r.v. Y and Z ~ N(0,1) one
has dko(Y,Z) < 2y/dpw(Y, Z), where dk, denotes the Kolmogorov distance.
This bound on dk, in terms of dpw is the best possible one, up a constant
factor. Indeed, for each real ¢ > 0, define a r.v. Y, as follows: Y. = ¢ if 0 <
Z < e and Y; = Z otherwise. Then for any Lip(1) function h: R — R one has
|EA(Y2)~Eh(Z)| <E|h(Ye)~h(Z)| S E|Y-~Z| = [ (e=2)p(2) dz < p(0)* /2.
So, dew(Yz, Z) < dw(Yz, Z) < ¢(0)e? /2, where dyy is the Wasserstein distance:
dw(X,Y) := sup{|Eh(X) — ER(Y)|: h € Lip(1), h bounded} for any r.v.’s X
and Y. On the other hand, dko(Y:,Z) 2 P(Z <¢e) —P(Y. <¢) =P(e) — 1/2 ~
©(0)e, so that do(Yz, Z) = /2¢(0) — o(1) /dow(Yz, Z) as € | 0.

Therefore, even though the bounds on dpw obtained in [2, 1] are of the optimal
order O(1/4/n), the resulting bounds on the Kolmogorov distance are only of
the order O(1/n'/*).

In this subsection, as an application of our general results, we shall obtain
bounds of the optimal order O(1/y/n) on the closeness of the distribution of the
MLE to normality in the Kolmogorov distance assuming a somewhat relaxed
version of the condition (3.25). In addition, we shall present a corresponding
nonuniform bound. At that, our regularity conditions appear simpler than those
in [2, 1].

Indeed, let here Y,Y¥7,Y5,... be r.v.’s mapping a measurable space (£2,.4)
to another measurable space (X,B) and let (Pg)pco be a parametric family
of probability measures on (£2,.4) such that the r.v.’s ¥7,Y5,... are i.i.d. with
respect to each of the probability measures Py with 8 € ©; here the parameter
space O is assumed to be a subset of R. As usual, let Eg denote the expectation
with respect to the probability measure Py. Suppose that for each 8 € © the
distribution Py Y ~! of the r.v. Y with respect to the probability measure Py has a
density pg with respect to a measure p on B. For each point = (z1,...,z,) €
X™ such that the likelihood function © 3 6 — L, (0) := []_, pe(z;) has a
unique maximizer, denote this maximizer by én(w), otherwise, assign to 6, (x)
any value in ©. Let us then refer to 6,(Y) as the MLE of §, where Y :=
(Y1,Ys,...). Clearly, this is a more general definition of the MLE than usual,
and we can even allow the function 6,, to be non-measurable. So, the MLE
0,(Y") does not have to be a r.v. Let 0y € © be the “true” value of the unknown
parameter 6, such that ©g := (6 — €,6y + €) C © for some real € > 0.

We assume the following relaxed version of the condition (3.25): for some real
constant C' > 0 and each natural n there exists a set E,, € B®" such that
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and for each point « = (x1,...,2,) € E, the value 0, (x) of the MLE belongs
to the neighborhood ©g of the point 6y and satisfies the condition

a(0u(@) = 1 3" g(a) (3.27)

for some measurable function g: X — R and some twice continuously differen-
tiable mapping ¢: ©9 — R with ¢'(0) # 0 for all § € Oy, so that the mapping ¢
is one-to-one. Suppose also that the MLE én(Y) is consistent at the point 6y,
that is, én(Y) n:))o 0o in probability with respect to the probability measure

Py, ; since the MLE én(Y) does not have to be a r.v., the precise meaning of this
consistency is that (Pg,)*(|0,(Y) — 0| > 6) — 0 for each real § > 0, where
n— oo

(Pp, )* denotes the outer measure induced by the probability measure Py,. Then,
under the condition Eg, |g(Y1)| < oo, it follows from (3.27) by the law of large
numbers that ¢(6y) = ug := Eg, g(Y1) or, equivalently, 6y = ¢~ (p14), where ¢~*
stands for the inverse of the function q.

Assuming further that o, := /Varg, g(¥1) € (0,00), let us introduce
v, = 900~ #
99
fori=1,...,n and

F) i=q " (g +0gv) — ¢ (1g) = ¢ (g + ogv) — o

for real v such that pg+o04v € ¢(©9) and f(v) = 0 (say) for the other real values
of v. Then, in view of (3.27), on the event {Y ¢ E,} one has f(V) = 6,,(Y) -6,
and at that f(0) =0, f/(0) = o4 (¢7") (1g) = 04/d' (a7 (1g)) = 04/4'(60), and
f is twice continuously differentiable in a neighborhood of 0. So, Theorem 2.10
immediately yields

Theorem 3.16. In addition to the conditions specified above, assume that
Eg, |g(Y1)|]? < co. Then for alln € N and z € R

oo, (" < )~ <

where C' is as in (3.26) and € is a finite expression depending only on the Py-
distributions of Y1 for 0 in a neighborhood of 6y. Also, if in (3.26) one can
replace /n by n?, then for any w > 0 and for all real z > 0 and n € N satisfying
(2.24),

(3.28)

7o, (" 2 < )~ )] < o

where € is a finite expression depending only on w and the Py-distributions of

Y1 for 6 in a neighborhood of 6.

(3.29)
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As was noted, the MLE 6,,(Y") does not have to be a r.v., and so, the Py, -
probability in (3.28) and (3.29) does not have to be defined. Thus, strictly
speaking, one should understand this probability as the corresponding outer or
inner probability, (Pg,)* or (P, )« — each one of the two versions will do in each
of the two inequalities, (3.28) and (3.29).

Let us show that, under certain mild and natural conditions, (3.27) is fulfilled
if the densities py form an exponential family with a natural parameter (cf. [1]),
so that

po(x) = 9@ —c®) (3.30)

for some function ¢: ® — R and all # € © and x € X. Here, as before, g: X — R
is a measurable function. The natural choice of the parameter space here is
©:={0 e R: £() := [, "9@ p(dz) < oo}, and then of course c(f) = In&(0)
for all § € ©. As before, assume that ©g := (6y — ,6p + ) C O for some
real ¢ > 0. In fact, by decreasing ¢ if necessary, we may and shall assume
that [fop —€,00 +¢] C ©. If u({z € X: g(z) # a}) = 0 for some real a, then
for all # € © one has £(0) = e%*u(X) < oo, whence pg(x) = 1/u(X) for
x € X, so that the densities pg are the same for all § € ©, and therefore
parameter 6 is not identifiable. Let us exclude this trivial case. Note that the
function ¢ is infinitely many times differentiable (and even real-analytic) on
O = (Bp—¢, 0p+¢). Moreover, its derivative ¢’ is (strictly) increasing and hence ¢
is strictly convex on ©g, because ¢’ (0) = (In€)”(0) = Varg g(Y1) > 0 for 6 € Oy,
since the trivial case of the non-identifiability of # has just been excluded. In

particular, it follows that the condition o4 := y/Varg, g(Y1) € (0,00) holds. At
that, pg := Eg, g(Y1) = ¢/(60).
Let now
n / 1 = /
E, = {aceX (0 —2) < — Zg(xi)<c(90+€))}. (3.31)
i=1

By Markov’s inequality,

o, (2 2000 < o0 - o)

=Py, (exp{ == D g(¥)} > exp{ —n=c (6 — 2)})

=1

<exp {ned (6o —€)} Eg, exp{ —€ ig(yz)}

=exp {ned (0o —€) + nc(p — ) —nc(fo) } = e ()
where 0(g) := ¢(0p)—c(6g—e)—c'(Bp—e)e > 0; the latter inequality holds because
(i) the function c is strictly convex and (ii) one has h(u+v) > h(u) + h'(u)v for
any strictly convex differentiable function h, any w, and any nonzero v. Quite
similarly, Py, (£ 327, (Vi) > /(6 +¢€)) < e™(=9), with §(—¢) > 0. So,

Py, (Y ¢ E,) < e ™) 4 g7nd(=2), (3.32)
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so that condition (3.26) holds, even with n? in place of \/n. On the other hand,
in view of (3.31) and because ¢’ is continuous and increasing on ©g, we see that
(3.27) holds for all @ € E,,, with ¢(6) = ¢/(0) for all § € ©y. Now the consistency
of the MLE at point 6y follows because (i) by (3.32), Py, (Y ¢ E,,) — 0 and
(i) by the law of large numbers, + 37" | g(Y;) — Eg, (Y1) = pg = ¢/ (6p) in
n—oo

Py, -probability.

Note finally that the condition Eg, |g(Y1)|?> < oo in Theorem 3.16 holds as
well, since

Eg, exp{e[g(Y1)[} < Eg, exp{e g(Y1)} + Eg, exp{—cg(Y1)}
=c(fp+e)+c(fy—¢) < .

We have verified all the conditions needed in order to apply Theorem 3.16.
In addition to this, note that in the present context of exponential families,
q(0) =) = 753—;2 In pg(x) does not depend on x, whence for each § € O¢
one has ¢'(f) = —Ey 88—922 Inpg(Yy) = 1(0), the Fisher information contained in
Yi. Also, recall that o, = /Varg, g(Y1) = v/c"(6) = \/I(6p). Thus, we have

Corollary 3.17. Suppose that the conditions introduced above starting with the
exponential family condition (3.30) hold. Then for alln € N and z € R

z

‘]P’eo (én(Y) — b < m) -

@(z>‘ < (3.33)

where € is a finite expression depending only on the Pg-distributions of Y1 for
0 in a neighborhood of 0y. Also, for any w > 0 and for all real z > 0 and n € N
satisfying (2.24),

z

’PGO (én(Y) — 0 < m)

—®(2)

¢
< ———, 3.34
e (3.34)
where € is a finite expression depending only on w and the Py-distributions of
Y1 for 6 in a neighborhood of 6.

Example 3.18. Let here X = R and let B be the Borel o-algebra over R.
Let the measure p on B be defined by the formula u(dr) = (z 4+ 1) 3{z >
0} dz, and let g(z) = x for all real x. Let then py be as in (3.30), with © =
(=00,0]. It follows that ¢’ increases on ©, with ¢/(0—) = [ z(z + 1)~*dz/
fooo (x+1)73dx = 1 < 0o. On the other hand, for each natural n, with nonzero
Py-probability for each § € ©, ther.v. £ 3" | g(Y;) = 2 "7 | ¥; may take arbi-
trarily large values, in particular values exceeding 1 = ¢/(0—) = supycg ¢ (0). So,
the equality (3.25) will be violated with nonzero Py-probability for each 6 € ©
and for each natural n. However, Theorem 3.16 and Corollary 3.17 will hold in
this situation. This shows the usefulness of the relaxed version (3.26)—(3.27) of
the condition (3.25).

As shown in [64], with more effort one can utilize the “multivariate” Theo-
rem 2.9 (rather than the “univariate” Theorem 2.10, used in this subsection)
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to obtain bounds of optimal order O(1/4/n) on the Kolmogorov distance for
MLEs in general, without assuming (3.25) or (3.26)—(3.27). It is also shown in
[64] that, again without assuming (3.25) or (3.26)—(3.27), one can obtain the
corresponding nonuniform bounds of the optimal orders in n and z. All these
results can be extended to the more general case of M-estimators or, even more
generally, to the estimators that are zeros of estimating functions; see e.g. [28].
Indeed, the condition that py is a pdf for 6 # 6y is used in our proofs only in
order to state that Eg £ () = 0 and Eg ¢ (0)2 = —Eg £%(0) = I(0) € (0,0).
In the case of M-estimators or zeros of estimating functions, the corresponding
conditions will have to be just assumed, with some other expressions in place of
the Fisher information I(#), as it is done e.g. in [51, 52], where uniform (but not
nonuniform) bounds of optimal order O(1/+/n) for M-estimators were obtained
(via different, specialized methods): in [51] for a one-dimensional parameter
space O and in [52] in the multidimensional case.

4. Proofs

In the proofs of Theorems 2.2 and 2.5, we start with a linearization argument
mentioned in the Introduction, as is done in the delta method (which is allowed
here by the smoothness condition (2.1)), in a combination with the Stein-type
concentration method developed by Chen and Shao [11]. The idea of lineariza-
tion of nonlinear statistics has been used in large variety of papers. However,
few of them resulted in Berry—Esseen-type bounds. A notable exception in this
regard is work by Bolthausen and Gotze; see e.g. [9]. However, our context and
methods are rather different from those in [9]. Also, our goals here are differ-
ent in that we want to be able to pursue BE-type bounds with explicit and
moderately sized constants.

In order to obtain bounds of the optimal order and dependence on moments,
as well as possessing sufficient flexibility regarding a variety of specific appli-
cations, we first make a generalization, presented in Lemma 4.5, of Chen and
Shao’s uniform and nonuniform bounds. In doing so, we use a number of known
(but so far hardly ever used) and new probabilistic and analytical tools, several
of which were developed specifically for the needs of this paper. In particular,
to obtain small constants in the uniform bound in Theorem 2.2, we also use an
exact Rosenthal-type inequality from [63] and an exact bound on quantiles [59].

The proof of the nonuniform bound in Theorem 2.5 is understandably a
significantly more difficult task. Aside from the introduction of various param-
eters (such as in (2.14)), we use there bounds on exponential moments, first
found in [69], which will generally be much smaller than the more classical
bounds of Hoeflding [29] and Bennett [3]; on the other hand, effective use of
these bounds requires a much more delicate approach. We also use Cramér’s
tilt transform to bound a certain expectation; without this modification, our
bounds would depend on moments higher than the third. Again, in order to
obtain relatively small constant factors, we use several new exact bounds devel-
oped in [67, 56, 57, 58]. The last term in (2.17) is the nonuniform counterpart to
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the term P(||.S]| > €) of the uniform bound, and is the source of the restriction
(2.15); to ensure that this term can be bounded with a correct order and with
small constants, we employ results from [54, 55].

As mentioned before, Theorem 2.9 is applicable whenever the smoothness
condition (2.1) holds, together with only a few conditions on moments. In many
applications, the verification of the smoothness condition (2.1) is straightfor-
ward. However, sometimes this task is rather involved, as e.g. in Theorem 3.15,
whose proof relies in part on perturbation theory for linear operators [37]. In
the proof of Theorem 3.12 in the infinite-dimensional case we use various re-
sults from functional analysis. The explicit bounds found in the application to
Pearson’s R (Corollary 3.8) make use of computer algebra to search for pseudo-
optimal parameter choices and of a grid method to bound M, for arbitrary
values of e.

This section is organized in the following manner:

e In Subsection 4.1, we introduce several inequalities that will be used at
various points in the remainder of the section; these results are presented
in Lemmas 4.1-4.4.

e In Subsection 4.2, we state the aforementioned Lemma 4.5. We then link
these bounds to the smoothness condition (2.1), after which Theorems 2.2
and 2.5 are fairly quickly proved. We also prove Remark 2.1, concerning
the smoothness condition holding over compositions of functions.

e In Subsection 4.3, we prove Theorems 2.9 (non-explicit uniform and non-
uniform bounds in the i.i.d. setting) and 2.11 (explicit uniform bound in
the i.i.d. setting); these proofs use Theorems 2.2 and 2.5, along with a few
of the tools presented in Subsection 4.1.

e In Subsection 4.4, we prove Lemma 4.5, employing such tools as a Stein-
type concentration inequality from [11], Rosenthal-type inequalities (cf.
Lemma 4.1), bounds on an exponential moment of a sum (cf. Lemma 4.2),
a Cramér-type tilt transform, and exact lower bounds on the exponential
moment of a Winsorized r.v. (cf. Lemma 4.4).

4.1. Toolkit for proofs

Before moving on to the proofs of results from Section 2, we collect here for ease
of reference several inequalities which will be employed in the proofs. In this
subsection alone, we shall assume that

S =>,G, where (1,...,(, are independent real-valued r.v.’s. (4.1)
We first state bounds on the third absolute moment of S.

Lemma 4.1. If the {; in (4.1) are all zero-mean, then

3/2

IS5 < ZillGills + @ (lG:13) (42)
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Otherwise, if ES is finite, one has

3/2

IS —ES|3 < 1.316 32, 1GlI3 +2(3:116113) (4.3)

A result such as (4.2) is known as a Rosenthal-type inequality, since it was
first obtained by Rosenthal in [72, Theorem 3]; however, the constants there
were too large. The inequality in (4.2) follows from [63, Theorem 1.5] (take
X =0 a.s. in the notation there), and (4.3) follows from [67, Corollary 2] (take
g(x1,...,2y) = 1 + -+ + x, there, and cf. [67, Corollary 3] concerning the
constants 1.316 and 2).

Next, we shall need upper bounds on the exponential moment E e*® and the
tail probability P(S > x) when the (;’s are a.s. uniformly bounded from above.

Lemma 4.2. Take any real numbers y > 0, m, B > 0, and ¢ € [0,1], and
assume that

()3
PG >y) =0, ES<m, Y.E<B? and ETSLF <e. (44)
Then for any A >0
A, eM—1-Xy
Eexp{\(S—m)} < PUex(\,y, B, g) := exp{;B (1_E)+T B 5}.
(4.5)
Moreover,
PUep is nondecreasing in B and in €. (4.6)

Lemma 4.2 is implied by [69, Theorem 2] for € € [0, 1); that we may use the
inequalities in (4.4) (in lieu of the equalities used in [69]) follows from (4.6),
which in turn follows because e/ — 1 —t —¢2/2 > 0 for all ¢ > 0. That (4.5)
is true when ¢ = 1 is a result by Bennett [3] and Hoeffding [29], and we let
BHexp(A, Yy, B) := PUgyp(A,y, B,1). The bound PUe, can be much less than
BHexp when € is significantly less than 1.

Lemma 4.3. Under the assumptions of Lemma 4.2, let

U = 7(96 —m)+y and K := L — m)+.

B2 Yy
Then
P(S > x) < BHui(u, k) := exp [/{(1 - (1 + %) In(1+ u))} (4.7

foru >0, with BHyi1 (0, k) = 1 for any & > 0. Moreover, if the ;’s are X-valued
random vectors, (4.7) holds under the assumptions of (4.4) when S and ¢; are
replaced with ||S|| and |||, respectively.

The notation BHyy is used for the classical bounds of Bennett [3, (8b)] and
Hoeffding [29, (2.9)]. That Lemma 4.3 remains true for X-valued random vectors
is implied by [69, p. 343] (see also [68, Theorem 1]). In Lemma A.1, we present
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a smaller bound PU,; on the tail probability P(S > z), derived from (4.5) and
thus also depending on ¢ in (4.4).

Lastly, we shall also have cause to find a lower bound on the exponential
moment of a Winsorized r.v.

Lemma 4.4. Let  be a zero-mean real-valued r.v. with \/E(%2 < B for some
B € (0,00). Then for any ¢ > 0,
aaBeC + B2ecaen

2 2
%B+B

Eexp{c(l A (:)} > Lw (e, B) = , (4.8)

where ac g s the unique positive root of the function a — < (2(60“‘“ -1) —ac) —
B2,

Lemma 4.4 is proved in [56, Theorem 2.1]; in fact, as shown there, Ly (¢, B)
is the exact lower bound on Eexp{c(l A 5)} over all zero-mean r.v.’s £ with

VEE&? < B, and hence Ly (¢, B) is nonincreasing in B € (0, 00).

4.2. Proofs of bounds in general non-i.d. setting

The proofs of Theorems 2.2 and 2.5 were inspired by a pair of uniform and
nonuniform bounds first developed by Chen and Shao in [11], which bound
|P(T > z) — P(W > z)| for some nonlinear statistic 7" and a standardized linear
statistic W in terms of certain moments and tail probabilities associated with
W and A := |T — W|. However, the results in [11] were not general enough to
quite fit our needs in obtaining BE-type bounds with the correct dependence on
moments; we present modifications, suitable for our purposes, in the following
lemma.

Lemma 4.5. Let T and W = Z?:l & be real-valued r.v.’s defined on a common
probability space, where &1,...,&, are independent zero-mean r.v.’s such that
|Wll2 = 1. Take any r.v. A such that |A| > |T — W| a.s., and for each i =
1,...,n let A; be any r.v. such that the r.v. & and family (A;,(&: j # 1)) of
r.v.’s are independent. Then for all ¢, € (0,1) and z € R

1

Cx

[P(T < 2) = P(W < 2)| < 5 - (0 +EWA[+ T E&G(A - A)l),  (49)
where § satisfies (2.9). Also, for any positive numbers 0, w, &y, 1, T2, and 73
such that 5g < w and ™ + m + 73 =1,

P(T < z) = P(W < 2)| <7, + Fe”(mm)=/0 (4.10)

for all z > 0, where
P(E) := P(EN{|A| < miz}) for any P-measurable event E, (4.11)

Fe =0, P& > maz) + Y, P(W =& > m32) P(& > w), (4.12)
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7= c1 ) GBI A — Adllsye + c2l|Alls 2 + c39, (4.13)

and

¢ = L PUeXp(%,w L 61)650/0, (4.14)

. Cx ' /30

cy =101 ((1.316(1163’”/0)1/303 + (22/3a163w/0)1/2 + (63“’/9 - 1)/w), (4.15)

e = (202 + 2V2PUep (3w, J5,21) ) V (3 PUe (3w, 1)), (4.16)

3
e = A1, (4.17)
w

ay := 1/Lw (3w/0, max;||&;]l2/w). (4.18)

The proof of (4.9) is nearly identical to that of [11, (2.3)] (as suggested by
the similarity of those two inequalities). In contrast, the proof of (4.10) requires
significant changes to the proof of [11, (2.6)]; as the proof of Lemma 4.5 is
relatively lengthy, we defer it to Subsection 4.4.

Assume that the conditions of Theorem 2.2 and 2.5 are satisfied; particularly,
we have a nonlinear functional f satisfying the smoothness condition (2.1), along
with the statistics T and W defined in (2.5). Then let

Tim TSI < e} + W I{1S] > e} (4.19)
and
A= M. |S|I? and A; = M. S — X;||* foreachi=1,...,n. (4.20)
20 20
By (2.1),
T - W] =o' £(8) - LOIISI < < Aelis|=ar  (4.2)
moreover, & and (A;, (§;: j # ¢)) are independent for each i = 1, ..., n, and thus

the conditions of Lemma 4.5 are met. Theorems 2.2 and 2.5 are then fairly easily
proved by substituting the above T, A, and A, into the bounds of Lemma 4.5;
the following lemma (which will be proved at the end of this subsection) provides
some bounds which bridge the A and A; defined above to the expressions u and
v found in (2.11).

Lemma 4.6. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.2,
[Allsz < and 351G |51 — Aills/2 < o3 (4.22)
Proof of Theorem 2.2. By (4.19), (4.9), and Holder’s inequality,
|P(T < 2)—P(W < 2)| <P(I|IS]| > €) + [P(T < 2) — P(W < 2)|
< i(‘m +IWlslAlls2 + Zil&llsl1A = Aills/2) +P(IS] > €)
for all z € R. Next, |W|s < o3 + (8/7)"/%, by the Rosenthal-type inequal-

ity (4.2); recall here also the definition of o3 in (2.7). So, (2.10) follows by
Lemma 4.6, which completes the proof. O
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Proof of Theorem 2.5. First note that, by (4.20), (2.15), and the last inequality
in (2.14),

{lal < mz} = {|ISI < (2moz/M)'?} € {|IS]| < (2mw/Mo)?}

S {lISl < e}

Recalling now the respective definitions (4.19) and (4.11) of T and P, we have

IP(T < 2) —P(W < 2)| < [B(T < 2) = P(W < 2)| +P(|A] > m2)
5, +7e”(1mm)=/6 4 P(|A] > m2)
. +7’:67(177T1)Z/6

NN

for all z as in (2.15), with the last inequality following from (4.10) of Lemma 4.5
and the equality following from the definitions (2.17), (4.12), and (4.20) of .,
., and A, respectively. Since 7 < 7 by Lemma 4.6 (cf. the definitions (2.18) and
(4.13) of 7 and 7), the inequality in (2.16) follows and the proof is complete. O

Proof of Remark 2.1. In view of (2.2), there exists my, € (0,00) such that
[|h(x)||y < mpllzl|x for all z € X with ||z||x < ep; (4.23)

indeed, we may let my = || Lyl + Mpen/2. Assume that €, is chosen small
enough to ensure mpep < €.

Take any « € X with ||z||x < €,. Then, by (2.2), there is some y, € ) such
that [y, |l < 1 and A(z) = Ly (2)+ 3 My [oll3ye- By (423, [h(z)lly < mnen <
€4, and so, by (2.3), there is some z, € 3 such that ||z,||3 < 1 and

9(h(x)) = Ly(h(2)) + 5 M, n(@)[|3 2
= Lg(Ln(x)) + 3 Mal|z][3 Ly (ya) + 5 Mll1() ][5 2

Thus, by (4.23) (recall also [|y.||p <1 and ||2;]|3 < 1),

I(g o h)(@) = (Lg o Ln) (@) |3 < 5 (Mil| Lyl + Mgmi) 2%
for all z € X with ||z||x < en;

that is, (2.1) with 3 in place of R holds for f = go h with L = Ly o Ly,
M, = My||Lg|| + Mym3, and € = €. O

Proof of Lemma 4.6. By (4.20) and [67, (12)], we have

M,
Allss = =< |52 <
1Als72 = 5~ 15115 < 5

M. (1—|—D2

5 (s§+ 23%))2/3 <u,

where u is as in (2.11).
For each i = 1,...,n, (4.20) implies

A=A =181 = 118 = Xill*| = [IS1 = 118 = Xall[ (S]] + 115 — X))
<Xl (1) + 2118 = X)) = 107 + 2] XS — Xill.

20
M.
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AISO7 by (28), ||S — X,’Hg/g < ||S — Xi||2 < DSQ. It follows that

| Xi|[3+2Dss 1 X4]l3/2)-

20

HA*Az‘Hg/g < S (X3 420 Xlls /2 1S —Xills 2) < 5= (

Then Holder’s inequality yields

n n
S el 14— Al < 35 32 el (1608 + 2D Xills )
1= 1=

< 1;/[7 03 (Sg + 2D5253/2) = o3,

by the definition (2.11) of v. O

4.3. Proofs of bounds in i.i.d. setting

In this subsection we prove Theorems 2.11 and 2.9, concerning our BE-type
bounds in the i.i.d. setting. Recall the i.i.d. notation as introduced in (2.20) and
(2.21), along with the subsequent substitutions for o, &;, s,, and o, that can be
made (cf. (2.22)).

Theorem 2.11 follows nearly directly from Theorem 2.2:

Proof of Theorem 2.11. Concerning the bound in Theorem 2.2,

(i) let D =1 since X is assumed to be a Hilbert space;

(ii) use Remark 2.3, along with the inequality o1 = v/ng1 < /nge = /n, to
set

¢§ — (2¢, — 1)

41 —co)y/n '

(iii) use the inequality v3/o < v2 (recall also the definitions (2.11)) to assert

§= (4.24)

1 M./ v3 2/3 2 1 M. v3 9
uzﬁg(erQ 1)2) and O’30<%§§3(m+202>;

(4.25)
(iv) and use Remark 2.4 to see that P(||S]| > €) < K. (cf. the definition (2.30)).

Note also that in (2.19), we may make the substitutions n||& ||3 = ¢3//n and
n||&1]]3 = 1/4/n. Upon using the abovementioned substitutions and inequalities
in (2.10) and (2.19), (2.29) follows. O

The proof of Theorem 2.9 is also a fairly straightfoward application of The-
orems 2.2 and 2.5. Most of the work involves ensuring the last term of ~, in
(2.17), the presence of which stems in part from the use of the smoothness con-
dition (2.1) (cf. Remark 2.7), can be bounded on the order of 1/(23,/n) with the
moment assumption vz < oo. For this we use truncation of the V;’s in tandem
with Lemma 4.3. In Appendix A, we use a stronger bound on the tail probability
of |[V|, provided by Lemma A.1.



Convergence rate in delta method 1037

Proof of Theorem 2.9. The proof of (2.23) is virtually the same as that of (2.29)
in Theorem 2.11, only we do not assume that X is a Hilbert space, hence nor
D =1, when obtaining explicit expressions for €. It should be clear that (2.26)
follows from (2.25) after an application of the Markov inequality.

Throughout the rest of the proof, let us write a < b if |a| < €b for some € as

in Theorem 2.9.
To prove (2.25), set ¢, = &, w =080 = 1, m = (Mce?/(26w)) A 5, o = 73 =

2(1—=m), and § = 1 — ;. Then the conditions of Theorem 2.5 are met, with

ow replacing w there.
Choose § as in (4.24), and refer to (4.25) to see that

re~(Imm)z/0 o (4.26)

EE

Recall (2.6) and (2.22) to see that P(&; > z) < P(||V|| > zo+/n/||L]||) for any
x > 0; also apply the Markov inequality and the Rosenthal-type inequality (4.2)
of Lemma 4.1 to see that P(W — &; > m32) < 1/23. Then the definition (2.17)

of v, implies

nP(|V] > &y/n — 2m102\1/2
v, <nB(|V]| > €zvm) + ¢ “EU [3 \/_)+P<|V>( L ) )

M/n
(4.27)
Next, choose any k5 > 0, and let
. (2771)1/2 . . (&z>1/2 y To
x ) 2 = Cg| —= ) 2=,
M. vn "2 (4.28)

Vi =5 ;ViI{IIViII < nyat-

Then

(- G

P(|[V]| > 22)

]P’(maxiHViH > nyg) + P(||Vy2|| > xg)

nP(|V|| > ny2) + P(||[Vy, | > 22) (4.29)
nP([|V] > €zv/n) + P(|V | > 22),  (4.30)

NN N

with (4.30) following from (2.24) and nys > nys+/z/(wy/n) = €2/n.

We assert that

(GeM6 v3 )3
mo z/n/
Assume w.l.o.g. that the upper bound in (4.31) is no greater than 1, and choose
ko = 6. Then

P(||Vy, || > z2) < (4.31)

B[V y, || E[VI +E[IV = Vy,||
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<Vll2 + £ B[ Vi {IVill > nyo}

(%) ’02
=+
\/_

T2 v3 N2 12M, v3
_ T2 v ) + e U3
( T 2N o z\/ﬁ)
cm (M oy el iy
4 T 2N T 21N 2
where the equality above follows from the definitions of x5 and ys in (4.28).

Then Lemma 4.3 implies (use © = xo, y = y2, B = v2/y/n, and m = x5/2 in

(4.4))

7 2 2
P(||Vy2H > 372) < BHtaiI(x2y2/ ’332/ ) = BHta”( $2 @)

vi/n e 26203 /0" 2
2eko V3 K2/2
<(Z22)

3 n

with the last inequality following from BH(u,x) < (e/u)” whenever v > 0
(which in turn is easily verified by referring to (4.7)); (4.31) follows after recalling
ko = 6 and the definition (4.28) of x.

Referring to (4.26), (4.27), (4.30), and (4.31), (2.25) follows when ®(2) is
replaced by P(v/n|L(V)| > 5z) there. To obtain (2.25) as stated, note that

‘P< L(V)
a/\/n
for all z > 0; this follows by [55, Corollary 1.3] withv =w =1, p =3, ¢ =0, and

A =1 (in notation therein), using at that the inequalities 8, < p,/vP (displayed
right after [55, (1.2)]) and Py A--- A Ps < Py. O

nP(& > 1)
23

< z) - @(2)‘ +nIE”(§1 22) + (4.32)

4.-4. Proof of Lemma 4.5

The inequality in (4.9) is very similar to one proved by Chen and Shao in [11].
From the condition that |A| > |T" — W] follows the concentration inequality

—Pz— A< W <2) SP(T<2)—PW < 2) <Pz < W < 2+ |A]) (4.33)

for all z € R. Upon replacing [11, (2.2)] by the inequality (2.9) in the present
paper, the proof of (4.9) is then, mutatis mutandis, identical to the proof of [11,
(2.3)].

The differences between the proof of (4.10) and the analogous inequality in
[11, Theorem 2.2] are significant enough to warrant more details here; particu-
larly, aside from the use of the measure P and the introduction of various parame-
ters (e.g. cx, 0, w, §p, and 71;), we also employ a Cramér-tilt absolutely continuous
transformation of measure along with the previously mentioned Rosenthal-type
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and exponential bounds. For the ease of comparison between the two proofs, we
shall use notation similar to that in [11].
Introduce the Winsorized r.v.’s

& =& Aw  and their sum, W:= Y ¢,. (4.34)
i=1

In view of the definition (4.11) of the measure P,
P(z— A< W < 2)

< i (W= Q1-m)z&>w) +P(z— |[A| < W < z,max; & < w)
i=1
< Zn: P(& > 7722) + i P(W &2 71'32’) ]P’(fi > w)

=1 =1
+P(z— |A| < W < 2)
=5, +P(z - |A| < W < 2).
(4.35)

The second inequality above follows from the independence of W — &; and &;,
the assumption that 73 = 1 — m; — ma (recall (2.14)), and the definition (4.34)
of W, while the above equality follows from the definition (4.12) of 4,; compare
(4.35) with [11, Lemma 5.1].

We must next establish the inequality

P(z —|A| S W < 2) < Fe(mm)2/0, (4.36)
cf. [11, Lemma 5.2]. Consider two cases:
(i)0 >3 and (i)0<d<d<w

(recall the restriction on the number dp in (2.14)). In the first case, when § > do,
one has

]@’(z — Al < W L z) < IP’(W >(1- 71'1)2) < R eW/0—(1=m)z/0
< 9

- PUexp(%7w7 1’81)6—(1—7r1)z/9 < 6366—(1—7r1)z/9 < 7:6—(1—#1)2/9;

here (4.5) and (4.4) are used for the third inequality above (as well as the
definitions (4.17) and (2.7) of €; and o03), and the definitions (4.16) and (4.13)
of ¢z and 7 are used for the last two inequalities there. Thus, (4.36) is established
when § > .

Consider now the second case, when 0 < § < dg < w. Let

0 ifu<z—|Al =46,
fau) =R eu—z+|Al+6) ifz—|A|-6<u<z+9,
e ?(|A] + 26) ifuzz4+46
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be defined similarly to [11, (5.16)]. Then, by the independence of (A;, W — ;)
and &;,
E WfA(W) = G1 + Go, (437)

where
Gy = §E§i<fA(W)_fA(W_gi))> Ga = ZzlEgi(fA(W_Ei)_fAi (W=£,)).

Also, using an obvious modification of the arguments associated with [11, (5.17)—
(5.19)], one has
G2 G171 — GLQ, (438)

where
Gi1 = ceexp{5((1 —m)z — )}IP’ z—|Al < W < 2), (4.39)

G = ]E/ eW=9/0 11 (t) — EM ()| dt,
t1<5

M(t) = 3 Mi(t), and Mi(t) = & ({—F <t <0} — {0 < t < —&});
=1

in particular, the factor ¢, in the expression (4.39) for G, arises when one uses

the relations f|t\<6EM(t) dt =", E|&[(0 A |&]) = ¢, which in turn follow by

the condition 0 < dg < w of case (ii) and (2.9); cf. [11, (5.19)]. Further,

/ E(M(t) — EM(t) ZE M(t)zdt=zn:E§?(5Alil) <9,
[t| <o i=1

i=1 [t|<o

so that two applications of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yield

_ 1/2 ) 1/2
G < E( / e2(W=9)/8 dt> ( (M(t) — EM(t)) dt)
[t]<o [t|<6

< (25E62(W’5)/0)1/2\/5
1/2
< (2PUep (3,10, 1,21) ) €76 = V2PUeq (3,1, J,1)e %5, (4.40)
where the last inequality follows from (4.5) and (4.4), in view of the definitions
(4.34) and (4.17) of W and e;1; the equality in (4.40) follows from the easily
verified identity
PUexp()\,y7 B,s)a = PUexp ()\,y, ozl/ZB,E) for any a > 0. (4.41)

Next (cf. [11, (5.21)]),

Gal < X2 Efge™ 00 - A < ;er TR A = Al



Convergence rate in delta method 1041

EV2 3 W8 |lgi]5]1A — Aills/e

Il

@
Il
_

N
-

Uexp(%%%,ﬁl) ;H&||3||A—Ai||3/2~ (4.42)
Also,
EW fa(W) < E(|A] +26)[W[e"/? < (||Allsj2 +20) [We /0|, (4.43)

In the proof in [11], the term EW?2e" was bounded from above; in our case,
more work is required to bound the last factor in (4.43). Specifically, we apply
Cramér’s tilt transform to the &;’s, using at that results of [56, 57, 58].

Let £ := (&1,...,&,), and for any real ¢ > 0 let € =: (£y,...,&,) be a random
vector such that

A W
P(§ € E) = %{%E}

for all Borel sets £ C R™. Then the éi’s are necessarily independent r.v.’s;
moreover, if f: R™ — R is any nonnegative Borel function, then

_Ef(©e"

Ef(&) = =5 2% (4.44)

By [57, Proposition 2.6,(I)], E¢; is nondecreasing in ¢, so that E§; > E¢& = 0,
and so, by [57, Corollary 2.7],

w

-1 9
S EE =

e’ e —1

If the &;’s are assumed to have symmetric distributions, then [58, Theorem 1]
allows for the factor e — 1 above to be replaced by sinh(cw); cf. Remark 2.8.
Choose now

3
=3
Then, by [56, Theorem 2.1],

Eeczi = Eec(gi/\w) = Eecw(l/\ﬁi/w) W(Cw7 ||§1||2/w)
-1

>
> Lw (cw, max;||§illa/w) = ay™,

L
L

where a1 is as defined in (4.18); the last inequality above follows because

Lw(c,o) in [56, (2.9)] is nonincreasing in o; the condition ¢ = 2 was used

here in the above display only for the last equality. So,

E|¢;| e

El&|* = E oct,

< are® El§|”
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for a € {2,3}, with 3, E£? < a1 a consequence of this. Next,

< (1316 S, BIEP) P 4 2/3(S, BE2) 2 4 (€30 — 1) jw  (4.45)
< (1.316@163w/90§)1/3 + 21/3((1163111/9)1/2 + (e3w/9 _ 1)/11},

where (4.3) is used in the second inequality above. Letting f(z1,...,2z,) =
| >, i in (4.44) and using (4.5), (4.4), and (4.41) once more, one has

w/o| _ |13 _3W /6 1/3 _ 3W /6 £ 3 Y
eI, = (E’Eigl’ ‘ ) - (]Ee BI% ) ) (4.46)
< PUexp(%uwv %761)HZ’L£’LH3

Thus, recalling the case condition § < g, we have

P(z — |A] S W < 2,|A] < m2)
— Le—(l—ﬂl)z/Oeti/OG

Cx 1,1

L 6_(1_7“)2/065/9 (Gl,g + |G2| + Esz(W))

Cx

<
< (e Xill&lIsIIA = Aills ) + c2l|Alls/2 + 035)6_(1_7”)2/97

where the equality comes from the definition (4.39) of G 1, the first inequality
follows from (4.37) and (4.38), and the second inequality follows from (4.40),
(4.42), (4.43), (4.46), and (4.45), along with the definitions (4.14), (4.15), and
(4.16) of ¢4, ¢z, and c3. Thus, in view of the definition (4.13) of 7, the inequality
(4.36) is proved for the other case, § < dp.

Replace now P with P in (4.33), so that (4.35) and (4.36) imply

P(W < 2) = B(T < 2) < 7, 4 7e~17m)2/0,

In a similar fashion, one bounds P(T < z) — (W < z) from above, establishing
(4.10).

Appendix A: An explicit nonuniform bound in the multivariate
delta method

The bound PUep on the exponential moment of a sum of independent random
variables found in (4.5) can be used in conjunction with the Markov inequality
to obtain a bound, PUy,;j, on certain tail probabilities of the sum; the following
lemma quotes expressions found in [69, 54] for this bound. These expressions
will be needed in applications of Theorem A.2.

Lemma A.1l. For any real x, y > 0, B >0, m, and ¢ € (0,1], let

U= 7@ — )4y and K= -—"—
B2 Yy
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Further, let S = Z?:l (i, where (1,...,(, are independent real-valued r.v.’s
satisfying (4.4). Then

P(S > @) < PUgi(u, r,€) := inf e M=+ PU (A, y, B, €), (A1)

with
PUtai|(Oa "{7 6) = 17
PUgil (1, &, 1) = BHeil(u, k)

whenever u > 0 (where BHyy is as defined in (4.7)), and

PUtail(ua R, E) =

K u\ 12
e><p{72(1 — ((1 —6)2[1+W (1 ig expitg)} —(e+u)?—(1 —52))}
(A.2)
whenever u > 0 and € < 1; in (A.2), W is Lambert’s product-log function with
domain restricted to the positive real numbers (so that for positive w and z one
has W(z) = w if and only if z = we® ).
One also has the alternative identity

PUtail(ua K, 5) = 0<iI<1f<1 eXp [Ll \ LQ]v (A3)
where
€ a2 — a) )
Ly :=Li(o,u,k,e) =kl l—a—« — U,
! i ) ( l1—e 2(1-¢) (A.4)
with  Lq(a,u, Kk, 1) := —o0,
and

LQ::LQ(OK,U/,K}7E)::H<1—O[—(1-%+§)1n(1+(1-0{)g)), (A5)
with  L2(a,0,kK,¢) := 0.

Moreover, if the (;’s take values in a separable Banach space with norm ||-||,
then

(A.1) holds under (4.4) when S and (; are replaced by ||S|| and |||, (A.6)

respectively.

Indeed, (A.1) is essentially [54, Proposition 3.1], with the “boundary” case
¢ = 1 resulting in the Bennett—Hoeffding bound BHy(u, k). Next, (A.3) (for
€ < 1) is established in [69, Corollary 1] and, again, immediately follows for
e = 1 using BHgi(u, k). The verity of (A.6) is implied by the remark in [69,
p. 343] (see also [68, Theorem 1]).
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Theorem A.2. Let X be a Hilbert space, let [ satisfy (2.1) for some real € >
0, and assume that V. Vq,...,V, are i.i.d. X-valued random vectors such that
EV =0,6 = ||L(V)|2 > 0, and vs = ||V||3 < oco. Further, take any positive
real numbers

Ciy 0, w, O, m1, T2, T3, 20, W, K20, K30, K21, K31, K2, K3, O, Ex,
K17 KQ, and K3 (A?)
satisfying the constraints

M.e?

c*<1,50§w,m+7r2+7T3:1,w<2 ,
1

where M2 14 2 32
L MEw Ky (Mew
o (47751(2) K; ( 27y ) (A.9)
and
/%2 = (1 — ':)/)/4/2. (AlO)

Also introduce

. ma(2—a)(1—&)2(K2)1/27 =g K3 (M6”)3/27 (A.11)

Me(lfé'*) w 7;}/)[(3 271'1
L 27‘(1(1 - ’A}/) Kg 1/2
wo = Ty ( ~ ) , (A.12)
€1 := Kiw, and ay:=1/Lw(3w/0,&1), (A.13)

where Ly (¢, B) is as in (4.8); further let ¢1, ¢a, and ¢ be obtained from cy,
2, and cg in (4.14)—(4.16) by replacing there a1, €1, and o, by a1, 1 A &1, and
Kl_l/?’, respectively. Recall also the definition of PUwy in (A.1). Then for all

z€R and n € N such that w

20 <2< =, (A.14)
g
Kl(és I(Q’Ué1 Kgl}g
NG <1, 75/ <1, and P < (A.15)
one has
vV
‘P(f( ) <z) —<I>(z)’
a/vn
< £n163 + ((Rn21 V £n22)v3) V (Rn3103) + Rngovd
= 23y/n
n £Reo + Re165 + Rea¥3 + Re3v3 (A.16)

e(l—Trl)z/G\/ﬁ ’
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where

1
Rni = 30.2211 + —
.

2
ry? (r3 3/ 3

—— | =4+ su u’’“PU i(u,li ,—/\1)), A7
(ws)3 < K, u}ﬂ'%z%)/ng tail 3 K70 ( )

wexp{Az(l —a— =)} M.(1—¢,) 2 0 4
= - - te”", (A.18
Haz1 5 (ma(2 —a)(1— »y)2) supte,  (A18)

w Mcra 2 2 N
n22 = =l PUsail(u, Ro, €4), Al
Rn2o &3(2771(1_&)) sup u Utail (u, 2, €4) (A.19)
k2em2(1=2) /N )N 3/2 1 Q 1—a
Rz 1= -2 _ ( < ) sup —exp[—/% (1———|—t) ln(l—i— )],
o a3(1—4) \ 2m te(0,ts] ? 2 t
(A.20)
Ko \3 f Mw\3/2
g = (7) ( ) A21
wi=(2) (52 (a.21)
M.é, 1 223\ (2, —1)% _
— i B GO A.22
Feo 65 (,igowa ngjo) 1—c) @ (A.22)
- Mcq 1 2
= d(c, ~—(— —), A.23
et (e)és + 6 “§,1K1 * ’1371 ( )
R = L (261157 + 22/38,K5/5 A.24
2= 5= (20im2 + Caknlg ) (A.24)
P M, (61,%;/12 62/{2{5) (A.25)
e3 - — 35 K1 Kf/g ’ .
. if c. € (0, 3],
d: (0,1) = R is defined by d(c,) = ¢ 1 z'fc (1 2) (A.26)
I1—c.) if cx € (§a 1);

moreover, each of the expressions in (A.17)—(A.25) is finite.

Remark A.3. Suppose here that L(V) is symmetric. Then the statement of
Theorem A.2 holds when the replacement mentioned in Remark 2.8 is made in
the expression (4.15) for ¢y and, accordingly, in the expression for é; defined
right after (A.13). Also, one can take R,; in (A.16) to be defined as

1
R = 30.2211 + —=
! + 273

2
“3/2 ’%33/2 3/2 K3

PULai (1 g, = A1) )

2(wmz)? (2K1 +u>j§§/n3u i\t Kym329 )

because one can then use P(& > t) < ¢3/(2t3y/n) in place of P(& > t) <
¢3/(t*\/n) to improve bounds on the terms in 7., .
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Remark A.4. That all the expressions denoted by £ with indices and defined

by formulas (A.17)-(A.25) are finite is easily verifiable by inspection, except

perhaps for 8,1, Kn22, and K31, whose definitions in (A.17), (A.19), and (A.20)

involve comparatively complicated suprema. However, as shown in [65], condi-
3

tions k3 > 5 and A > 2 in (A.8) suffice for these three suprema, and hence for

Rnla ﬁngg, and ﬁn31, to be ﬁnite.

Proof of Theorem A.2. Take any z € R and n € N such that (A.14) and (A.15)
hold. The conditions of Theorem 2.5 are met, with X; = V;/n, so that (2.19)
and (2.16) imply

f(V) 30.2211¢3 —(1—m1)2/8
< — <L 70 T )2 ) )
\p(&/\/ﬁ\z) @(z)‘\ S e (A.27)
We shall first demonstrate that
1
T < NG (ﬁeo + Re165 + Repvis + ﬁeav?,), (A.28)

where Re,...,Re3 are as in (A.22)—(A.25). By the first inequality of (A.15)
(recall also (2.21), (4.17), and (A.13))

= K3, ey <é, and max Mz 1o @ 1
nl/6 Lo STy "w wyn - wyn o Kjw'

Q
w

|
N

Then, recalling that PUe (A, y, B,€) and Ly (¢, B) are nondecreasing with re-
spect to € and B, respectively, we see that a; < a; and ¢; < ¢; for j =1,2,3.
By Remark 2.3 and (4.24), we see that (2.9) is satisfied when
dle)sd — (26, — 12 /(4(1 - c,))

vn ’
where d is as in (A.26). Then (2.18) and (4.25) imply

6:

T <

LM [ v3 2\, . (Y3 2/: ~ (2¢. —1)3
(3 (o eng) e (v (e G0 )
ﬁ(25(01§3(K1+U2 +Co Kf/3+ vy ) | +és(d(cx)ss 10—

(A.29)

the inequalities vZ/v/n < v3/K; and vZ/n'/3 < v%/Kf/S were used above, with

these following from n > K%¢§ > K? (which follows from (A.15)). Finally, use

Young’s inequality to see that
3i

2
+ 2 kY203 for (ai) € {2,3) x {0,1}; (A.30)

Wl
=

Qw
w

applying (A.30) to the various terms in the bound of (A.29) yields the desired
inequality (4.26).
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Consider next the problem of bounding the terms in ~y,. First,
3
23\/_

Next, use truncation and Lemma A.1 (with = w32, y = 23/k3, B=1, m =0,
and e = o3 /(B%y)) to obtain

Z P(&z > 7722)

(A.31)

l\)(‘.o| =

P(W —¢&; >m32)
< IE"(maxlfZ > —) +P<Z & { < %} > 7T3,z>

J#i
32 7T32’2 O'g)
nIP’<€1 > _) + PUtail( y K3, A 1)
K3 7T32/I€3

1 K3 /2 K3
< —3< 33 + 33 sup u3/2 PUta“(U,fi;},i A 1))7
22 \ Kqms T3 u>n2z3/ks Kim3zg

note we have again used the first inequality of (A.15), the fact that PUqy is
nondecreasing in € (cf. (4.6)), and the assumption that z > zo (cf. (A.14)).

Then, since >, P(§ > w) < o3 /(w?y/n),

30.2211¢3 fn1Ss 3 3/2
T Ty (w\/ﬁ) +
_ Rn1§§’ + ﬁn32”§ +
B 23y/n
with the above inequality following from (4.29) and (A.14) (recall also the defi-
nition (A.17) of R,1), and the equality following from the definitions (4.28) and
(A.21) of yo and R,32, respectively.

Considering (A.27), (A.28), and (A.32), the proof will be complete once we
show that

PV gl > 2)

P(|[Vyoll > x2), (A.32)

((Bn21 V Rn22)v3) V (Rnz1v3)
23y/n '

P(|[Vy, | > 2) < (A.33)

Recalling the definitions in (4.28), we have

E|V,, | <E[V|+E[|V,, - V]
<Vl + L5, |V I{| Vil > ny2}|

3
(%) U3
< —=+
vn o n?ys
U2 n K53 )
o (52) 21/ )3/25/4

= x2
T2

3 (62
(032'3\/—)1/4(;_2_) "’ I;? 63;33\/5(%)3/2)

(
(
(

1 2 3
- Cr
Can(L(E) B g,

cx \ Ko K3
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where (A.14) and (A.15) are used to obtain the last inequality above, and the
definition (A.9) of 4 is used for the last equality. Then, since ¥ < 1 is assumed
in (A.8), invoke Lemma A.1 (with z = x5, y = y2, B = v2/4/n, m = Yz, and
e =v3/(n?B%y)) to see that

P(|[Vyoll > x2) < PUait(it, g, €2) (A.34)
where
. a(l-79) oz " N Kov3
u = T E n, Ro = (1 - 7)527 and E9 1= W A 1.
(A.35)

The inequality in (A.33) is proved by taking any €, € (0,1) and then consid-
ering two cases: (i) e2 € (€4, 1] and (ii) 2 € (0, €,]. Assume first that e € (e, 1].
By (A.35) and (A.3),

PU¢i (d, Ko, 52) < exp{L1(a,d, ka,e2)} Vexp{La(a, @, ka,e2)} (A.36)

for any o € (0,1). Now introduce

2 1 Ko ( v >1/2<0_z>1/2 - Kowl/? ( vs )1/2
2T AT 21—y \&Bn Jn) S a21-3)\&80n
(A.37)
1/2 1
RoW
<— 2 = (A38)
K, ?2(1-4)
and
P 52 o K3 v3 <£>3/2 < w2 v (A.39)
B4 T 31 -4) 6323yn \n S B(1-4) 5323yn '
2,,3/2
Ak = ts, (A.40)

< - s
c3(1—-9)K3

where (A.14) is used to establish the inequalities in (A.37) and (A.39), and
(A.15) and (A.11) are used for (A.38) and (A.40).
Next, in view of (A.38), (A.10), and (A.11), one has

Roa(2 — ) i
2(1—e9) = 2(1—ey) Ko

__ Rea(2—a) A(1-7) (K2)1/2

w

ma(2 —a)(l —4)? 1/2
= 8\246(1 z(i*) s (%>/ =l

So, the case condition €2 € (e, 1] together with the definitions of (A.4) and
(A.37) of Ly and 73 imply

A — 2
eLl g el‘i2(17&70¢€x«/(1*6*)) <M) <Sup t26t>7'3 < ﬁ A.41)

4
U3
~ n21 3 ) (
ko (2 — ) t>ts 23\/n
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where the last inequality follows by the definition (A.18) of £,21 and (A.37) (on

recalling also that A2 = (1 — 4)k2). Note that if o = 1 then, by the definition,

L; = —oo, which makes (A.41) trivial (using the convention exp{—oo} := 0).
Again by the case condition e € (&4, 1], now together with (A.5) and (A.40),

e < o200 (gup Lexp[ ity (1= %4¢) 1_a)D 3 v

e?<e (teb(l(l)gﬂtexp[ Rol 1 2+t In(1+ ; r3 < Rnal T

(A.42)

where the last inequality follows by the definition (A.20) of R,31 and (A.39).

Now, upon combining (A.36), (A.41), and (A.42), we obtain the result (A.33)

in the case 2 € (g4, 1].

Consider the remaining case, when 2 € (0, £,]. Then, by (4.6), (A.35), (A.37),

(A.38), and the definition (A.19) of Ko,

PUz < PUwil (@, A2, €2) < PUgail (@, R2,€4)

) < Vs (A.43)

< T%(SUP u? PUsi (U7 ’%276*) Rn22 m

u=uo

Thus, (A.43) yields (A.33) in the case g5 € (0,e.] as well. As was noted, the
demonstration of (A.33) completes the proof. O

Appendix B: Optimality of the restriction z = O(4/n) for the
nonuniform bound

Proposition B.1. Let X = R and f(z) = x + 22, so that (2.1) is satisfied
when L(x) =2, M. =2, and e = 1. Let V,V4,...,V,,’s be real-valued symmetric
ii.d. r..’s with density |v|~*In"?|v| for all |v| > vo, where the real number
vo > 1 and the density values on (—vg,vg) are chosen so that |V|2 = 1; note
that then ||[V|s < co. For any triple b := (b1, ba,b3) of positive real numbers,
let NZ(b) denote the set of all pairs (n,z) € N x (0,00) for which the inequality
(2.25) with by, ba, b3 in place of the three instances of € holds. Then there exists
a constant w(b) € (0,00) depending only on b such that (2.24) holds for all pairs
(n,z) € NZ.

Remark B.2. Let r € (0,3). Then an application of Chebyshev’s inequality to
the first two terms in the bound of (2.25) yields

(V)
’P(&/\/ﬁ <z)-20)
E|V]|"{||V Czy/n E|V]|I" ||V &y/n 1 1
ce(EMIHIVI € BV IV ey | 1 1y
(B.1)

for any z satisfying (2.24). The arguments of the proof of Proposition B.1 can
be used to demonstrate that the bound of (B.1) (larger than that in (2.25))
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generally fails to hold if z/4/n — cc. Using Chebyshev’s inequality when r = 3
yields

fV) ’ ¢
P < - < - ——.
‘ (a NG Z) @< =7
One might hope that a bound of the form in (B.2) could hold for all f satisfying

the smoothness condition (2.1) and for all z > 0. However, another modification
of the proof of Proposition B.1 demonstrates that (B.2) fails to be true whenever

(B.2)

— oo for any fixed o > §; (B.3)

z
Vnln“n
the extra log factor above is needed because the bound in (B.2) is worse than

that in (B.1).

Proof of Proposition B.1. Let S = V, so that ¢ = ||[L(S)||2 = 1/y/n, T =
f(8)/o = /n(S + 5%), and W = L(S)/o = /nS. To obtain a contradiction,
assume that Proposition B.1 is false. Then for some triple b € (0,00)® and each
value of w € N there is a pair (n,z) = (N, 2w) € NZ(b) such that z > wy/n.
Now, for the rest of the proof of Proposition B.1, let w — oo, so that

¢:=2/vn — o

further let
9= C1/2n _ 21/2n3/4,

so that ¥/n = (/2 — oo. Note that for v > v

* du 1
P(V>U):/v utln®u = v31n? v

as v — 0o, which follows by I’'Hospital’s rule.

So,
n In?(¢'/2n) n
P(||V] > € = =
n (” [ Zﬁ) z3n3/21n2(2’\/ﬁ) ¢3/2 ]nz(g‘n) 931 ¥
=o(nP(V > 1)),
p 2172
nPVIi>evn) __ n W) _n_ _py s ),
23 23n3/2In° /n (3/21n* /n 93100
1 In?(¢2n)  n
(zvn)? ~ 3n 93P o(n BV >9)),
1 CB/ZnB/Q 1112((1/271) n
evn eSvn P32y o(nP(V > 1),
and
1/2,,3/2112(1/2
L—p(e) = — =TT py s ). (BA)

2e?2/2 eC?n/2 93 1n2 9
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Then (2.25) and (4.32) imply that |P(T < z) — ®(2)| and |P(W < z) — O(z)]
are both o(nP(V > 9)). Now let A =T — W = \/nS?, so that

P(A > 22) <P(T > 2)+P(—W > 2) =P(T > 2)+P(W > 2) = o(nP(V > ¥)),
(B.5)
by (B.4).
On the other hand, by [15, Lemma 2.3],
P(A > 2z) = P(v/nS? > 22) = P(|3, Vi| > V209) > S (1 —e™)
for large enough n, where

) =nP(|V| > V29) = 2nP(V > v20).

Since ¥/n = ¢'/? — 0o, one has ¢ = o(n~2?) — 0, whence

P(A >22) > £ > 2 nP(V > 9)
for large enough n, which contradicts (B.5).
The statements of Remark B.2 are proved with only a few modifications to
the above arguments, using the relation

1

E|V|"K|V] > v} <X ———
IVITHIVI > vh < ==

as v — 00, for any r € (0,3). In order to show that (B.2) fails to hold simulta-
neously with (B.3), let V have density 1/(Jv|*In** |v]) for [v] > vy > 1 (and still
assume that V' is symmetric, with v and density on (—wvg, vg) chosen to ensure
that |V]2 = 1), ¢ == z/(vnIn%n), and ¢ := ¢(/2n = 21/2p3/4/ In*/? . After
these redefinitions, it is easy to verify that

1 In**(¢/2n) n In**(¢/2n)

Snl/z ¢3/2In**n 93 In** 9 - ¢3/21In3* n nP(V > 9) = o(nB(V > 9)),

from which (B.5) follows and the contradiction is derived as done previously. O

Appendix C: Proof of explicit Berry—Esseen bounds for the Pearson
statistic

Proof of Corollary 3.8. For a > 1, let
Yo i= Ve and 2o = | Z]la.

Also adopt the notation of Theorem 3.4, with p = 0, so that V = (Y, Z,Y? —
1,22 -1,YZ), L(V) =Y Z, and 6 = ||Y Z||. Take any natural number Ny and
any real number b3 > 0, and consider the two cases: (i) n < Ny — 1 and (ii)
n = NQ.
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In the first case, when n < Nyo—1, note that 1 < (y$+28)/2 (since 1 = y2 < ys
and 1 = 25 < 25) and 6° < (ya24)® < vz < (y& + 28)/2 (which follows by
Holder’s and Young’s inequalities). Then

5 No—1 48+ 28 B:
|]P’(\/ER/0 <z)— <I>(z)’ <1< NG < yG\/ﬁZ6 (30,1 + %)7 (C.1)
where N
V4 1
(B()J,Bg’l) = m (1 b3) (CQ)

Suppose then that n > Ny. Take any € € (0,/3/2) and ¢, € [,1) so that
the conditions of Theorem 2.11 are satisfied (cf. the discussion following (3.8));
also introduce the parameter > 0. Recall the notation in (2.21), so that

s =YZ|3/6 <yez6/5, <3 <3(ys+20)/5°

2 2 2 _1)2 2 _1)2 2.21\3/2
L<ul <ol < sup (W +22+(y )° + (2 )2 +yz?) (

6 6
+ 2
(o) oR? T2+ 1— 2%+ yf+20 6 + %)

%(yg + Zg) 33/

<
3.3, 2 .3
< (vazs + 57z U3)

<
2 2
G3v3 < G305 < ysstg/

in the last two lines we use the following instance of Young’s inequality: ab <
a® +2(b/3)3/% for a > 0 and b > 0. Then (2.29) implies

‘P(% <z)-0(2)| < yg\}tﬁzf; (A0+A1+A2+A3) - yg‘jﬁzg (Bo,2+]§§2),
(C.3)

where

3/2
Agi= L (R), + LGN g

3TN, ; (R20 + R30)0,

3
2
Ay = %(ﬁgl + R31)0, Az:= %ﬁl, (C4)
with Ny replacing n in the expressions &1, ..., 831,
By = Ao+ % K32 A, + % Kk 3As, and Bs o= A3+ % K3A] + %/@3/2142.
Then (C.1) and (C.3) yield the desired inequality (3.11) if we let ()
Bo:=Bo1V By and Bs:= B3V Bso. (C.6)
We shall show that, for f as in (3.8),

(2.1) holds for any pair
(e, M) € {(0.06,1.094), (0.17,1.365), (0.25,1.688), (0.30,1.962)}. (C.7)
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Then, substituting the values of the parameters b3, Ny, €, c«, and x given in the
table below into the expressions for By and Bs in (C.6) (which depend on the
expressions in (C.2), (C.5), (C.4), and (2.30)), one will see that (3.11) holds for
any of the pairs (By, Bs) listed in (3.12).

bg ‘ No € Cx KR || BQ Bg
1 209  0.25 0.77 0.983 3.61  3.61
8 405 0.3  0.877 1.745 1.12 8.94
1/8 | 900 0.17 0.6115 0.4416 | 13.33 1.69
27 965 0.3  0.909 2.339 0.56  14.97
1/27 | 5674 0.06 0.5635 0.28273 || 36.32 1.37

To complete the proof of Corollary 3.8, it now remains to verify (C.7). Toward
that end, take any € € (0,v/3/2), and recall the definition (3.8) of f (with p = 0)
to see that

f(z1, 2,3, 24, 5) = f(—21, —T2, T3, Tq, T5)
= —f(=w1, 20,73, 24, —5)
= —f(x1, —x2, 73, T4, —T5)
= f(w2, 21,24, 23, 75)

for any & € R® such that ||| < e. The above identities then imply

M= o 1@l = e[ @) @ < BN B

here B, denotes the open e-ball about the origin and
RS .= [z € R®: Sgn(z1) = Sgn(z2) = Sgn(z5) and z3 < 4],

where Sgn(z) := I{z > 0} — I{z < 0}.
Next take any positive m € N, and let d. := ¢/m. For any u = (uy,...,us) €
72, let

':m

Cu = | [[ujde, (u; +1)8], and ey = ((u1 + 3)c, ..., (us + 1)dc);

j=1

that is, C is the cube of side length §. with its “southwest” corner at the point
d.u and center at c¢,,. Introduce also the set

U := {uEZSOR5:BEOCu7é®}
.5
= {u€Z5ﬁR5: S(uj+3—3 Sgn(uj))2 <m2}7
i=1

so that B. NR® C U Cy. Then

uelU

M7 < e sup [ @) < (107w + sup |1£7(@) = £ (e )
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1 66 "
< max( || (e)| +V5 5 sw |7 @)l,.). (C.8)

where

5 2\ /2
@l = 3 (al)?)
i,5,k=1

and fij, = 0%f/(0x;0x;0zy); here we assume that m is chosen large enough
(whence J. is small enough) so as to ensure f;;; exists and is continuous on cach
cube Cy, (i.e. mingey infgec, [(1+ 25 — 23) A (1 + 24 — 23)] > 0).

Take now any w € U, and then take any « € int Cy, so that x; # 0 for any
j€{1,...,5}. It is easy to see with a computer algebra system (CAS) that

333‘31‘4 ~
"
171 = 22 ),
- N - 1 1
where & := (.131,...,1‘5) = (xl,xg, 5 os 0 15 m —x%’%)’ (C.9)

and p is a polynomial, namely, the sum of 172 monomials with integer coeffi-
cients; note that Z3 and Z4 are both positive. Further, p(Z) can be bounded
from above by bounding each of the 172 monomials. To do that, for j € {1,2,5}
introduce

Tjq = (uj + % + % Sgn(uj))éé and Z;_1:= (uj + % — % Sgn(uj))ée,

so that |Z; _1| < |Z,| < |Z;1]; also, for j € {3,4} let

- 1 4 i 1
Tiq:= and z;_1:= — ,
U f g, — T2 94 PV (w4 1)6e — 2y
so that 0 < Z;, 1 < Z; < Z;,1. Then, for any nonnegative integers di,...,ds,

any integer a, and s := Sgn(a) Sgn(u1 )% Sgn(us)? Sgn(us)?

~dy ~do ~ds ~dy ~ds

aF{ B IS = slal|da | D - |3s|

~ d ~ d
< s|a||x1 MR |$5 5|
p— dl d2 da ~d4 ~d5
a’xl 51132 swd sx4 sxS s (C]'O)
which follows since Z; > 0 whenever u; > 0 (and Z; < 0 whenever u; < 0)

for j € {1,2,5}. Replacing each of the monomial summands in p(&) with their
upper bound in (C.10), we see from (C.9) that

" \/ 32E3 1%4,1
”f Psgn(u

(@115, @51, 1,215, 85,-1),  (C.11)

where p; and p_; are each polynomials in the 10 variables (in fact, p_; is a
polynomial in only the five variables Z; 1,...,251, as it turns out that s = 1 for
each of the monomials of p(Z) for w € U with u; < 0).

Thus, combining (C.8) and (C.11), one has

% €y 19731741 15333 1741
M < maX(Hf” \/pSgn ul) CI:l 15--

-755,1,f1,—1,~--,5?5,—1)~
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One can then write a program in a CAS which will give an algebraic number
for the latter upper bound (and then to bound that algebraic number with a
rational). In particular, upon letting m = 19 and implementing the bound above

17 2
for € € {185, 15, 2, 393, (C.7) follows. O

Appendix D: Asymptotic behavior of the uniform and nonuniform
Berry—Esseen bounds

The bounds in Theorems 2.11 and A.2 are complicated in appearance. How-
ever, in particular applications such as the one presented in Corollary 3.8, the
resulting bounds are of much simpler structure, with explicit numerical con-
stants, which are also rather moderate in size, especially in the uniform bounds.
The following corollary shows that the asymptotic behavior of the uniform and
nonuniform BE-type bounds given in Theorems 2.11 and A.2 is rather simple
as well (especially in the “nonuniform” case) and the corresponding constants
are again moderate in size.

Corollary D.1. Assume that the conditions of Theorem 2.11 hold, and also that
f" is twice continuously differentiable in a neighborhood of the origin. Then

lim sup sup v/n ]P’( (V) < z) - @(z)’

n—oo zER 5’/\/5 =
3 Y 1 3 3
< 0.63925 + 0.83554¢; + 53 (8 —1)(c§ —1+2y,) (D.1)
< 0.13925 + 1.3355445 + v, (D.2)

where
" 1 6
Yx = L &(0)” ((%) / §3)U§-

Also, for any positive increasing unbounded function g on N

lim sup sup 23\/5|P(;/(3)ﬁ < z) — ®(2)| < 30.221145. (D.3)
n—o0 g(n)<z<v/n/g(n)

In the case of a linear statistic, the simple expression in (D.2) obviously
further simplifies to 0.13925 + 1.33554c3.

It will be possible to replace the factor 30.2211 in (D.3) by any improved
constant factor that one will be able to obtain in place of 30.2211 in the nonuni-
form BE inequality (2.19) for linear statistics. A substantial improvement of
this constant factor appears quite possible; see e.g. [60, 61].

As one can see, in the expressions of the asymptotic uniform bounds in (D.1)
the higher moment w3 disappears, and in the asymptotic nonuniform bound
in (D.3) the moment vo disappears as well; however, Corollary D.1 inherits
the condition v3 < oo from Theorems 2.11 and A.2 — where, as seen from
Remark 3.6, this condition is essential in general.
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Proof of Corollary D.1. Let n — oo. Following the lines of the proof of (2.29),
one can see that the bound there equals

0.13925 + 0.33554¢3 N 4_6+£ N e
NG 2. /n o’

where € := (f20+82153)v3 + (R30+R3153)v3 is an upper bound on 5— ( E|WA| +

SLE|G(A = Ay)|) — cf. (4.9). Restricting ¢, to be in [§,1) and then letting ¢
be as in (4.24), so that 6 — 0, by [65, Remark 2.2] the term 44 in the bound
(D.4) may be replaced by

(D.4)

52 5 42 ¢
20 + — + 254 —
+ Cs + Cx + 4c2  \/n

So, the term & = 0.33554+5——— TR

~ 20.

) in (2.29) can be replaced by one asymptotic

(1 Cx
t0 0.33554 + - (1 and similarly the term £y may be replaced by 0.13925 —
(2¢.—1)?
e (I—cy)”

Let now € = €, = n~'/%; the assumed continuity of f” implies M, | ||f”(0)]|,
and from (2.30) we see that 8 | 0. Moreover, then (ﬁgo,ﬁgl,ﬁgo,ﬁgl) —

Hf// ((2/ )1/6’1’070).

2ca

Thus,
fV)
lim sup sup /n|P <
n—oo z€R ( /\F

2c, —1)? "
< 0.13925 + 0.33554¢3 + ° 46 ((1 =) + ”J;C( )l ((2)V + ¢3)v3.

2) - @(z)\

Since

min (M v 1+ +1 + V(@ - D@ —1+2p)
cvelt/2)\ dei(l —c) 2¢, D) .

the inequality (D.1) follows. As for (D.2), it follows because the square root
term above is no greater than ¢§ — 1 + y..

To prove (D.3), fix any real § > 0 and let 29 = g(n), w = &/g(n), K1 = /n/3,
Ky = 5323\/n/vy, and K3 = 6323/n/v3, so that conditions (A.14) and (A.15)
hold for all z € [g(n),/n/g(n)]. Then, for z > 2y and large enough n we have

3e=2/0 z3e7#0/% — 0. One can clearly choose values for the corresponding pa-
rameters so that (i) feo, - - . , Re3z be absolutely bounded; (ii) £21, Kn22, Rns1, and
Rn32 all vanish in the limit (since w | 0); and (iii) &y — 30.2211+75 . Moreover,
one can replace the factor ¢5 on the right-hand side of inequality (A.31) by the
asymptotically much smaller expression E (L(V ) H{L(V) > meozy/n} = o(s3).
Then the limit of the corresponding improved expression for K,; becomes just
30.2211, instead of 30.2211 + 7, *. Now (D.3) follows by Theorem A.2. O
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Appendix E: Compactness of the covariance operator

Here we give a short proof that the covariance operator of a random vector with
finite second moment is compact. Let X be a random vector taking values in
a separable Hilbert space H such that E[|X||? < oo and EX = u. Then the
covariance operator R: H — H is defined by

Rz :=E(z, X — p)(X — p) =E(X — i, 2)(X — p);

let us assume w.l.o.g. that 4 = 0. Note that R is both self-adjoint and non-
negative-definite: for all x,y € H

(Ra,y) = E(r, X)(X,y) = E(y, X) (X, r) = (Ry, ) = (v, Ry)

and
(Rz,z) = Bz, X)(X,z) = E||(z, X)||* > 0.

Now let (ej)jen be any orthonormal basis of H, so that X = > (X, ej)e;.
Further take any = € H, so that Rz = E(z, X) >_.(X, e;)e;. For n € N, define
the operator R, by R,z = E(z, X)Y."_,(X,e;)e;, and note that the range of
R, is finite-dimensional. Moreover, if \fx” < 1, then

(R — Ru)a|| = HE<x,X>J_:§:jH<X, es)es

<E|@X) 3 (X.e)e
Jj=n+1

SE[XI ) 22 (Xie5)? = 0

jenal n—

the limit holds by dominated convergence, since

> (X.e)? < ¢ > (X, ;)2 = |IX]|.

j=n+1
As x was arbitrary and the above majorant of ||(R — Ry,)z|| does not depend on

x, it follows that |R — R, || — 0; that is, R is the limit (in the operator norm)
of a sequence of finite-dimensional linear operators on H, and so is compact.

Appendix F: On the spectral decomposition of a covariance
operator of a random vector in an arbitrary separable
Hilbert space

Let X be a random vector in a separable Hilbert space (H, (-,-)) with E || X||? <
00. Let R be the covariance operator of X. So, R is self-adjoint. Obviously, any
self-adjoint operator is normal. Hence, by [37, Theorem 2.10, page 260],

R=) AP, (F.1)

A€EA



1058 I. Pinelis and R. Molzon

where A is the (necessarily at most countable) set of all (necessarily nonnegative)
eigenvalues of R; (in the case when the set A is infinite) the sum converges in the
operator norm; and, for each A € A, P, is the orthoprojector onto the eigenspace
(say E)) of A, which is necessarily of a finite dimension ny := dim E = tr Py, if
A # 0. At that,
Y Po=1, (F.2)
A€EA
the identity operator, and the eigenspaces E are pairwise mutually orthogonal:

PyPy=T{A = p}Py (F.3)

for all A and p in A.

Moreover, for each A € A, let By be any orthonormal basis of E), so that
B := U,ca Bx is an orthonormal basis of H. Then trR = ), \ Ay =
S aer Soocn (Ber€) = SoepElle, )P = EXcp (e, XP = EJX|? < o,
so that ) ., Ana < 00. So, the set A of all eigenvalues of R may have at most
one limit point, and any limit point of A must be 0.

The spectrum sp R of R is defined as the set of all z € C such that the linear
operator R — zI does not have a bounded inverse. It follows that sp R coincides
with A if dim H < oo and with A U {0} if dim H = co. The complementary set
res R := C\ sp R is called the resolvent set. Let B(H) denote the Banach space
of all bounded linear operators A: H — H.

One can now define the resolvent R: res R — B(H) by the formula

1
R = — 2zl -1 — Py; F4
()= (R—2D) =Y 1 Py (F.4)
AEA
the latter equality can be easily verified in view of (F.1), (F.3), and (F.2),
because R — zI = ), .y (A — 2) Py.

Take now any nonzero A € A, which is necessarily an isolated point of the
set A. So, there is an open disc D) in C such that A € D, but no other point
of the set AU {0} is in the closure of D). Let 'y be the boundary of D). Then,
by (F.4) and the Cauchy integral theorem,

1
Py =—-—— R(z)dz, (EF.5)

21 I

whence . )
A= —tI‘PA = —trRP)\ = —
SN ny

/ tr RR(z)dz. (F.6)
'

Formulas (F.5) and (F.6) are important, because it is comparatively easy to
analyze the resolvent.

2miny
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