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Abstract

We propose a bootstrap-based robust high-confidence level upper bound (Robust
H-CLUB) for assessing the risks of large portfolios. The proposed approach exploits
rank-based and quantile-based estimators, and can be viewed as a robust extension of
the H-CLUB method (Fan et al., 2015). Such an extension allows us to handle possi-
bly misspecified models and heavy-tailed data. Under mixing conditions, we analyze
the proposed approach and demonstrate its advantage over the H-CLUB. We further
provide thorough numerical results to back up the developed theory. We also apply
the proposed method to analyze a stock market dataset.

Keywords: High dimensionality; robust inference; rank statistics; quantile statistics; risk

management; covariance matrix.

1 Introduction

Let Ry,..., Ry be a stationary multivariate time series with R, € R representing the asset
returns at time ¢. Letting w € R? be a portfolio allocation vector, we define the risk of w as

Risk(w) := (Valr(w-'_R,t))l/2 _ (WTEW)I/Q,
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where 3 denotes the unknown volatility (or covariance) matrix of R;. i.e.,
Y :=E[(R,—ER\)(R,—ER,)"].

Assessing the risk of a portfolio includes two steps: First, we need a covariance matrix
estimator iest; Secondly, we construct a confidence interval for w' 3w based on ﬁest.

Assessing the risk Risk(w) is challenging when d is large. For example, given a pool
of 2,000 candidate assets, the volatility matrix 3 involves more than 2 million parameters.
However, for daily returns data, the sample size is in general no larger than 500 over one and
a half years. This is a typical “small n, large d” problem which leads to the accumulation
of estimation errors (Jagannathan and Ma, 2003; Pesaran and Zaffaroni, 2008; Fan et al.,
2012). To handle the curse of dimensionality, more structural regularization is imposed
in estimating ¥. For example, Fan et al. (2008) and Fan et al. (2013) impose the factor
model structure on the covariance matrix. The assumed factor structure reduces the effective
number of parameters that have to be estimated. In addition, Ledoit and Wolf (2003) propose
a shrinkage estimator of ¥. Moreover, Barndorff-Nielsen (2002), Zhang et al. (2005), and Fan
et al. (2012) consider estimating ¥ based on high-frequency data. Other literature includes
Chang and Tsay (2010), Gémez and Gallén (2011), Lai et al. (2011), Fan et al. (2011), Bai
and Liao (2012), and Fryzlewicz (2013).

However, most of these papers focus on risk estimation instead of uncertainty assessment.
To construct a confidence interval for w'Sw, Fan et al. (2012) propose to use ||w]|2||Zes —
3 ||max’ as an upper bound of [w T (Z —)w]|. However, this bound depends on the unknown
3 and has proven to be overly conservative in numerical studies. To handle this problem,
Fan et al. (2015) further exploit several sample covariance based estimators f]est of ¥ and
propose a high-confidence level upper bound (H-CLUB) of |w' (2 — X)w|: For a given
confidence level 1 —+, under certain moment and dependence assumptions on the time series,
the derived H-CLUB proves to dominate |WT(§]est — X)w| with probability approximating
1 —~ as both T and d increase to infinity.

This paper proposes new methods for uncertainty assessment of risks of large portfolios
for high dimensional heavy-tailed data. In particular, we derive confidence intervals for
w'Xw when the asset returns Rj,..., Ry are elliptically distributed. This setting has
been commonly adopted in financial econometrics (Cont, 2001). To handle heavy-tailed
data, we propose a new risk uncertainty assessment method named robust high-confidence
level upper bound (Robust H-CLUB). The Robust H-CLUB exploits a new block-bootstrap-
based approach for uncertainty assessment of Risk(w). More specifically, we decompose the

problem of assessing the risk w'Xw into two parts: (i) We propose a robust estimator S

"'We will provide the definitions of the vector £; norm (|| - [|1) and matrix £pax norm || - || max later.



of 33; (ii) We derive the variance of wT(f]est — X)w. For estimating 3, we exploit rank-
based Kendall’s tau estimators and quantile-based median absolute deviation estimators. For
estimating the variance of WT(fJest — ¥)w, we employ the circular block bootstrap method
(Politis and Romano, 1992).

Theoretically, when T, d — oo and d is possibly much larger than 7', we develop an
inferential theory of the robust risk estimators. In particular, we show that ﬁWT(ﬁest—E)W
is asymptotically normal with variance o2, and the block-bootstrap-based estimator 5%, of o2
is consistent. The theory holds even when d is nearly exponentially larger than T". Moreover,
it holds under any elliptical model. Thus we no longer need strong moment conditions (e.g.,
exponentially decaying rate on the tails of distributions) on the asset returns.

1.1 Other Related Work

There is a vast literature on estimating large sparse/factor-based covariance matrices. Under
the assumption that data points are mutually independent, many sample covariance based
regularization methods, including banding (Bickel and Levina, 2008b), tapering (Cai et al.,
2010), thresholding (Bickel and Levina, 2008a; Cai and Zhou, 2012), and factor structures
(Fan et al., 2008; Agarwal et al., 2012; Hsu et al., 2011), have been proposed. They are
further applied to study stationary time series data under vector autoregressive dependence
(Loh and Wainwright, 2012; Han and Liu, 2013c), mixing conditions (Pan and Yao, 2008;
Fan et al., 2011, 2013; Han and Liu, 2013b), and physical dependence (Xiao and Wu, 2012;
Chen et al., 2013).

This paper is also related to the literature on estimating large correlation/covariance
matrix under the misspecified or heavy-tailed model. For example, Han and Liu (2014b),
Han and Liu (2013a), Wegkamp and Zhao (2013), Mitra and Zhang (2014), and Fan et al.
(2014) exploit the rank statistics, while Qiu et al. (2014) focus on quantile statistics. None

of these works study the risk inference problem as in our paper.

1.2 Notation

Let v = (v1,...,v4)" be a d dimensional real vector and M = [Mj;] be a d by d real matrix.
For 0 < ¢ < o0, let the vector ¢, norm be ||v||, := (ijl [v;|9)/4 and the vector £,, norm
be [[V]|o := max}_, [v;]. For two subsets I,J € {1,...,d}, we denote v; and My ; as the
sub-vector of v with entries indexed by I and sub-matrix of M with rows and columns
indexed by I and J. We denote the matrix /i norm of M as |[|[M||pax = max;y | M.
Letting N = [N;;] € R¥? be another d by d real matrix, we denote by M o N = [M;;Ny]
the Hadamard product between M and N. Letting f : R — R be a real function, we
denote by f(M) = [f(M;x)] the matrix with f(Mj;) as its (j, k) entry. We write M =
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diag(My, ..., M) if M is block diagonal with diagonal matrices My, ..., M. For random
vectors X, Y € R, we write X LY if X and Y are identically distributed. Throughout the
paper, we use ¢, ¢, Cs, ..., and C,Cy, Cs, . .. to represent generic absolute positive constants,
for which the actual values may change at from one line to another. For any real positive
sequences {a,} and {b,}, we write a,, 2 b, if we have a,, > cb,, for some absolute constant
<b, if we have b,, 2 a,, and a, < b, if a,, < b, and

~Y ~J ~Y

c and all large enough n. We write a,,
ay 2 b,. For a € R, we define [a] and |a] to be the smallest integer larger than a and the

~Y

largest integer smaller than a respectively.

1.3 Paper Organization

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the Robust H-CLUB
estimator for assessing the uncertainty of the portfolio risk. We consider three settings: (i)
The marginal variances of the returns are known; (ii) The marginal variances are unknown,
but with additional information for helping determine the values; (iii) The marginal vari-
ances are unknown and there is no additional information available. Section 3 presents the
inferential theory for the risk estimators and justifies the use of Robust H-CLUB. Sections 4
and 5 present synthetic and real data analyses to back up the developed theory. Section 6

summarizes the results and discusses future work. Section 7 presents all the proofs.

2 Robust H-CLUB

This section introduces the Robust H-CLUB method. We consider a multivariate time
series of asset returns Ry,..., Ry with Ry = (Ry,...,Rg)" € R for t = 1,...,T. Let
3 := Cov(Ry) be the covariance matrix and D € R?? be a diagonal matrix with diagonals
21{2, cee 2(1122. It is easy to derive ¥ = DX’D, where X° is the correlation matrix of R,.
For a given portfolio allocation vector w € R?, we aim to construct a confidence interval for
w'Xw. Throughout this section, our interest is on analyzing heavy-tailed returns, which
are common in financial applications.

We exploit the elliptical distribution family to model heavy-tailed data. The ellipti-
cal distribution is routinely used in modeling financial data (Owen and Rabinovitch, 1983;
Hamada and Valdez, 2004; Frahm and Jaekel, 2007). More specifically, a random vector
Z < R follows an elliptical distribution with mean g € R% and positive definite covariance
matrix 3 € R4 if

Z <+ EAU,

where A € R%*? satisfies AAT = X, U € R? is uniformly distributed on the d-dimensional
sphere S%~! and ¢ is an unspecified nonnegative random variable independent of U satisfying
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E&? = d. We impose the following stationary assumption on { R}~ ;:

e (A0). Ry,..., Ry are continuous and identically distributed as an elliptical random
vector R with covariance and correlation matrices ¥ and 3°.

For parameter estimation, we define the rank-based Kendall’s tau correlation coefficient
and quantile-based median absolute deviation estimators. In detail, given Ry, ..., Ry, the
sample and population Kendall’s tau matrices T = [7j;] and T = [;;] are defined as

2
Tip = =———— > sign(Ry; — Ry;)sign(Ry. — Ry
e = iy e Res)senF = R,
Tk = Esign(R; — R;)sign(Ry, — Ry), (2.1)

where R = (Ry,..., Ry)" and R = (él, o ,Ed)T are two independent copies of R;. Under
the elliptical model, the Kendall’s tau matrix T and correlation matrix X9 satisfy (Lindskog
et al., 2003):

T
¥ = SlIl(ETjk>. (2.2)
Next, we define the quantile-based median absolute deviation estimator of the scale
parameter. We start with some extra notation. Let X € R be a random variable and

{Xi,..., Xr} be T realizations of X. For any ¢ € [0,1], we define the population and
sample g-quantiles as

Q(X;q) := inf {x PX <x)> q},
~ t
QU{X:};q) == X where k = min{t L > q}. (2.3)
Here XM < X® < ... < XT) are the ordered sequence of Xi,..., X% We then define

the population and sample median absolute deviations for {X7,..., X7} as the population

and sample medians of absolute values of the centered data. The formal definitions are as

) =of{fx-a(xI}E).
ot = ({|x - a(xatey) [} 5) (2.4

They are robust alternatives to the population and sample standard deviations. In particular,
for an elliptically distributed random vector R = (Ry,..., Ry)", Han et al. (2014) prove that

UM(R1) _ UM(R2) L UM(Rd)
sd(Ry)  sd(R») sd(Rg)

2Let F and f be the distribution function and density function of X. We will use Q(X;q), Q(F;q), and
Q(f; q) exchangeably.

follows:

(2.5)




where for arbitrary random variable X, sd(X) represents the standard deviation of X.

Under the elliptical model and using the rank- and quantile-based estimators, we propose
three robust approaches to construct the confidence interval of w'Xw. Formally speaking,
for each proposed robust covariance matrix estimator f)est and any given v > 0, we aim to
find a ﬁest(fy) such that

~

P(WTEW € [WTiestW — Uest(7), WTiestW + ﬁest(V)D —1—7,

as T',d — oo. The proposed approaches correspond to three scenarios where D has different
structures.

Of note, a main strategy throughout the proposed three methods is to separately estimate
the marginal standard deviations and bivariate correlation coefficients. In this paper, we
focus on measuring the uncertainty introduced in estimating the correlation coefficients,
while assuming that the uncertainty introduced in estimating marginal standard deviations
is negligible®. For measuring the uncertainty in correlation coefficients estimation, we employ
a circular block bootstrap method.

In detail, suppose that we derive robust marginal standard deviation estimator IA)eSt of
D. We further derive the correlation matrix estimator igst of X% based on a d-dimensional
multivariate time series X7, ..., Xr. For any given portfolio allocation vector w, we propose
to estimate w' Xw by

@(w) = WTflestw, where f]est = f)estigstf)est. (2.6)
To estimate the asymptotic variance of the estimator WTiestW, we adopt a circular block
bootstrap procedure introduced in Politis and Romano (1992). First, we extend the sample
X, ..., X7 periodically by concatenating X;,.r = X; for « > 1. We then randomly select
a block of | = Iy < T'7“ consecutive observations from the extended sample for some
absolute constant €y < 1 (e.g., we can pick ¢y to be 0.9). As the financial time series admits
weakly dependence structure, the choice of block size [ is not very important. We repeat
this process b = |T'/1] times independently to obtain a sample X7, ..., X7, so that for each
k=0,....,b—1,

]P)*(X]:l_,’_l — Xj7"'7XEkk’+].)l - X]+l71) — 1/T’ fOr]: 1,...,T,

where P* is the resampling distribution conditional on Xi,..., X7. Based on each re-

sampled time series X7,..., X7, we calculate the correlation matrix estimator S0 Let

est*
Yl = Do 22, Dey; be the estimator of X based on the resampled data and Var*(-) be the

est

3This is mainly for the purpose of constructing the bootstrap-based inferential theory.



variance operator of the probability mass function P*. We estimate the asymptotic variance
of w'3.qw by

52, = Var'(VTw' S5, w).

est

2.1 Known Marginal Volatilities

In this section we consider the setting where the marginal standard deviations of R;, encoded
in D, are known. While this is an ideal assumption, a practical implementation is to fit a
parametric model such as the GARCH(1,1) model introduced in Bollerslev (1986) to each
individual return time series. Such estimates are much more accurate than the nonparametric
ones and can be ideally treated as known.

When D is known, estimating w' 3w reduces to estimating the correlation matrix X°.
Using (2.2), under the elliptical model, we focus on the covariance matrix estimator S with
3 := Dsin (WT/Q)D. We then estimate w' Sw via replacing Se by = in (2.6). Let 62 be
an estimator of the asymptotic variance o2 of wTSw. We calculate 52 based on the circular
block bootstrap method introduced earlier. Let ®(-) be the cumulative distribution function

of a standard Gaussian random variable. For any given confidence level 1 —~ € (0,1), we
define the Robust H-CLUB estimator U(vy) as

U(y) =& (1 —7/2)\/3*/T. (2.7)
The corresponding confidence interval for the risk is
[WSw —U(y),w Sw+U(7)]. (2.8)
In Section 3 we will show that, under mild conditions,

52 = 0*(1+0p(1)) and [P{|WT(§ ~ Swl < 177(7)} 51—,

as T and d go to infinity. Therefore [w'Sw—U(v), w' Sw+U(7)] is a valid level (1—7)100%
interval covering the true w'Xw.

2.2 Additional Data

This section considers the setting that there are available historical data for estimating D.
To adapt to the current market condition, we usually pick a short time series such that the
asset returns are approximately stationary. However, it is likely that each univariate time
series is stationary over a longer time scale than the multivariate time series, and hence we

can incorporate extra information into calculation of the marginal standard deviations.



Inspired by this, we consider a setting where historical information is available. We do not
assume the historical data to be multivariately stationary, but only marginally stationary.
Formally speaking, let Ry, ..., Ry be the observed stationary multivariate time series, and
H,, ..., Hy, be the available historical data with H, = (Hyy,..., Hy)" and

T = O(T}™), where § is an absolute constant. (2.9)

H,, ..., Hy, could have overlap with R, ..., Ry. However, H; is not necessarily identically
distributed to either Hy or Ry for any ¢t At € {1,...,T,}. Instead, we only assume that

Hlj g ng g s g HThj and Var(Hlj) = Var(le), fOI‘j S {1, c. ,d}

We then estimate w' Xw by separately estimating D and X°.

Formally, for estimating D, we use the historical data Hy, ..., Hy, and derive
~ ~ ~ ~ oh
D" = (D},,...,D},), where D! =57 1 (2.10)
OwM,1
and oy ; = om({Hy}i-,), for j = 1,...,d, is the median absolute deviation estimator of

{H;}L,, and o = (va\r({Hﬂ}tT:l)) "2 is the Pearson sample standard deviation of {Hy Y.
For estimating X%, we calculate the Kendall’s tau matrix T based on {R;, ..., Rr}.

Remark 2.1. In (2.10), to calculate D", we employ the term o1 /Gh, to approximate the
scaling factor between the median absolute deviation and the Pearson’s standard deviation.
This facilitates theoretical derivations. In practice, we can use, for example, the average
version ijl ar/ Z;lzl 01 to estimate the scaling factor.

0 by sin(7T/2), and e by " in
(2.6). For any given 1 — v € (0,1), we calculate the Robust H-CLUB estimator U”(y) as

U"(7) = @71 (1= 7/2),/5}/ T, (2.11)

where 7 is calculated by employing the circular block bootstrap method introduced earlier.

For estimating w'Xw, we replace f)est by f)h, 30

The corresponding confidence interval for the risk is

[WTihw —U"(y), w Shw + ﬁh(fy)} (2.12)

2.3 Unknown Marginal Volatilities

This section considers the setting that D is unknown with no additional data available.
More precisely, we use a data splitting strategy for separately estimating D and X°. More

precisely, we estimate D using the whole dataset:

]/j = (]/511, c. ,ﬁdd), with ﬁjj = a\'M’j/\O——l, (213)
OM,1



where Gy = ou({Ry}0,) for j = 1,...,d and 3, = (Var({Ru}T,))"* is the Pear-
son sample standard deviation of {R;}_,. For estimating X° we extract a subsequence
Rr_7.41,..., Ry from the time series Ry, ..., Ry, where T, < T'~° with § a small enough
absolute constant. Using this subsequence, we calculate the Kendall’s matrix Ts. Combining
it with f), we obtain a robust covariance matrix estimator

A~

% .= Dsin (g'/I\‘s> D.

We then estimate w'Ew via replacing Dest, 22, and S by D, sin(g’/f‘s), and 2% in (2.6).

est?

We then obtain a Robust H-CLUB estimator as

U(7) = @71 (1 - v/2)\/52/T., (2.14)

2 is calculated by employing the circular block bootstrap method. Accordingly, we

where o7

construct the confidence interval of the risk as
[wTisw —U*(y), w S + (73(7)} (2.15)

Remark 2.2. In (2.13), for estimating the scaling factor, we can employ a similar average
version as in Remark 2.1. We also note that the data splitting strategy is mainly proposed for
theoretical analysis. In practice, we can set 6 = 0 and use the entire data set in calculating

A~

3¥ and performing the block bootstrap.

3 Asymptotic Theory

In this section we prove that the confidence intervals of w' 3w corresponding to three settings
discussed in Section 2 have desired coverage probability. In other words, we prove that the
Robust H-CLUB estimators proposed in (2.7), (2.11), and (2.14) are asymptotic (1 —-)100%
confidence upper bound for the risk. It is clear that this problem reduces to calculating the
limiting distributions of WT(iest — X)w for f]est = f], f]h, and 3°. Tn the sequel, we adopt
the triangular array setting as in Fan and Peng (2004) and Greenshtein and Ritov (2004)
and allow the dimension d to increase with the sample size n.

We introduce several mixing conditions for measuring degree of dependence. We start

with an introduction of three mixing coefficients. For a d-dimensional stationary process
{R;}icz, let FP be the o-algebra generated by R,, ..., R, for a < b. We define the a-, -,



and ¢-mixing coefficients as follows:

a(n) == sup IP(AN B) — P(A)P(B)|,
BeF° _,AeF

B(n) := E{As;gmm(mfow) - P(A)\},

o(n) = sup IP(A|B) — P(A)|.
BeF0 _,A€F P(B)>0

n

For an arbitrary positive integer n, we have a(n) < f(n) < ¢(n) (Yoshihara, 1976).
Suppose that {Ry,..., Rr} is a subsequence of the stationary process {R;}icz. Let F
be the distribution function of R;. For a := Dw = (ay,...,aq)", let g : R x RY — R be a

kernel function

T T . :
g(Ri, Ry) = 5 Z ajay COS(§Tjk)Slgn(Rtj — Ryj)sign(Ry, — Ryw). (3.1)
ik

We further define the following 3 quantities which will be useful in the later sections:

5(R) = [ g(Ri, R)IF(Ry), (3.2
g = /g(Rl,RQ)dF(Rl)dF(Rg) - aT{cos(gT) o gT}a, (3.3)
o2 e 4<E91(R1)2 1o i{Egl(Rl)gl(RHh)}). (3.4)

In the following, we assume that the elliptical time series model in Section 2 holds.

3.1 Theory for Known Volatilities

We make the following four assumptions which regulate the portfolio allocation vector w

and the stationary process { R }icz.

(A1) There exist absolute constants C; and Cy such that ||w||; <C) and ||| max < Co.
(A2) o is lower bounded by a positive absolute constant.

(A3) The process {R;}iez is ¢-mixing with ¢(n) < n=17¢ for some € > 0.

(A4) logd/(T?) = o(1).

Assumption (A1) regulates the portfolio allocation vector w to prevent extreme positions.

It is a common assumption made for stability of the portfolio (Jagannathan and Ma, 2003;
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Fan et al., 2012, 2015). Assumption (A2) guarantees that the portfolio risk can not be
diversified away. This is mild given that the returns are commonly assumed to follow a
factor model (Chamberlain, 1983; Fan et al., 2015). Assumption (A3) is routinely used in
analyzing time series to capture the serial dependence strength (Pan and Yao, 2008; Han
and Liu, 2013b). Lastly, Assumption (A4) allows d to grow nearly exponentially faster than
T and hence is mild.

In the setting of Section 2.1 and Assumptions (A1)-(A4), we derive the limiting distribu-
tion of WT(i —X)w. The following theorem shows that v/T" WT(E\] —X)w/o is asymptotically

normal.

Theorem 3.1 (CLT, known volatilities). Assuming that (A0) - (A4) hold and in the setting
of Section 2.1, we have

VTwW'(E = S)w/o 5 N(0,1),
as both T" and d go to infinity.

The following theorem verifies that 2 calculated using the circular block bootstrap ap-
proach is a consistent estimator of o2. This result, combined with Theorem 3.1 and Slutsky’s
theorem, confirms that vTw' (3 — 2)w /5 converges weakly to the standard Gaussian. Ac-
cordingly, the confidence interval in (2.8) gives a reliable coverage probaility.

Theorem 3.2 (bootstrap, known volatilities). Under Assumptions (AO0) - (A4), we have
o2 =0c*(1+o0p(1)),
and accordingly, for any given v € (0, 1), as T, d — oo, we have
IP’(WTEW € [WTi\]W - [7(7), w'Sw + [7(7)}) —1—7.

The above two theorems only assume that the marginal second moments exist. Therefore,
the Robust H-CLUB estimator naturally handles heavy-tailed data.

3.2 Theory with Additional Data

In this section we study the setting in Section 2.2. When D is unknown, we require additional
assumptions. First, the following three assumptions require that d does not grow too fast
compared to n and the given time series {X;}ez (either {R;}iez or {Hi}iez) is ¢-mixing
with an exponentially decaying serial dependence.

e (A5). max{+/logd/T? logd/(T/?)} = o(1).
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e (A6). The process { X }iez is ¢-mixing with ¢(n) < Cy exp(—Csn”) for some absolute
constants C7, Cy, 7 > 0.

e (A7). Letting a = max(1,1/r), we require that logd = o(T"/(¢+3)),

Recall that ¢ is defined in (2.9) for characterizing the length of historical data. Secondly, we
require that the returns’ (4 4 €;)-th moments exist for some absolute constant €; > 0, and
the density functions are bounded away from zero around the median:

e (AB). For any j € {1,...,d}, E|Xy;|*™ < Cj < oo for some constant €, Cy > 0.

e (A9). Let f; and f; be the density functions of X; and |X; — Q(X;;1/2)|. For any
Jj€{1,...,d}, werequire inf|,_g(s1/2)<x f(2) > 1 for some positive absolute constants
k and n, and any f € {f;, f;}-

Under (AO) - (A2) and (A5) - (A9), the next theorem shows that v7Tw'(E" — S)w is
asymptotically normal.

Theorem 3.3 (CLT, unknown volatilities with additional data). Assume that Assumptions
(A0) - (A2) hold. In addition, assume that Assumptions (A5) - (A7) hold for both { R, }c7
and the additional data { H;}cz, and Assumptions (A8) - (A9) hold for { H;}icz. Then in
the setting of Section 2.2, we have

VTwW' (E" = S)w/o % N(0, 1),
as both T" and d go to infinity.

2

The next theorem shows that &; is a consistent estimator of o and accordingly the

confidence interval in (2.12) is valid.

Theorem 3.4 (bootstrap, unknown volatilities with additional data). Under the assump-
tions of Theorem 3.3, we have

o7 = o*{1+op(1)},
and accordingly, for any given v € (0, 1), as T, d — oo, we have

]P’(WTEW € [WTihw —U"(y), w'Shw + ﬁh(’y)D —1—7.
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3.3 Theory with Unknown Marginal Volatilities

Lastly we study the setting in Section 2.3. Under this setting, we use a data splitting strategy
and make inference only on a subsequence of length 7'7%. The next theorem justifies the

use of such an approach.

Theorem 3.5 (CLT, unknown marginal volatilities). Assume that Assumptions (AO) -
(A2) hold and Assumptions (A5) - (A9) hold for {R;}icz. Then, under the setting of
Section 2.3, we have

VTow? Y)w/o 4N (0,1).
Furthermore, the bootstrap-based estimator 52 proves to be a consistent estimator of o2.

Theorem 3.6 (bootstrap, unknown marginal volatilities). Under the assumptions of Theo-
rem 3.5, we have

8? = 0'2{1 + OP(l)},
and accordingly, for any given v € (0, 1), as T, d — oo, we have
P(wTSw € [wIStw - 0°(1) w'Sw + 0°(1)]) 14

Remark 3.7. Compared to the method in Fan et al. (2015), the Robust H-CLUB estimator
gains substantial robustness since it only assumes that the (4 4 €;)-th moments exist for the
marginal returns. In comparison, Fan et al. (2015) require a strong exponentially decaying
rate in the tails (Check, for example, Assumption 3.4 therein). Such assumptions are often
too restrictive and rarely satisfied in real applications. The Robust H-CLUB estimator
attains the power for handling heavy-tailed data at the cost of a small T° efficiency. This is
due to the data splitting strategy, which is an artifact of the proof. In practice, we find that

the method introduced in Section 2.3 performs well.

The data splitting strategy allows the portfolio allocation vector to be random. More
specifically, suppose that w is calculated based on the data Ry, ..., Ry. The next theorem
shows that /T,w' (X% — X)W is asymptotically normal under assumptions outlined below.

Corollary 3.1. Under the assumptions in Theorem 3.5, let W = (i0y,...,wW4)" be an esti-
mator of w = (wy,...,wy)' satisfying that
P(|@;/w; — 1| > t) < 2exp(—CTt?) (3.5)

for some absolute constant C', any j € {1 ...,d},and any t > 0. We then have, as T', d — o0,

VI,& (2 — 2)w/o 5 N(0,1).
In this case, we can also employ a similar circular block bootstrap procedure for estimating
the asymptotic variance of /T,w' (X% — 3)w.
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4 Simulations on Synthetic Data

In this section we examine the finite-sample performance of the Robust H-CLUB estimators
on synthetically generated data with heavy tails and noise contamination. We calculate sev-
eral statistics of the estimators, following those used in Fan et al. (2015), to show the quality
of the estimators. Our analysis shows that the Robust H-CLUB estimator performs well in all
of the cases considered when compared to the full-confidence bound & = [|W||2]|Sest — = max.
We observe that 95% confidence intervals by our proposed method are much tighter than
the bound given by &7. We also demonstrate that the H-CLUB calculated based on the
robust estimators outperforms the H-CLUB based on the sample covariance matrix esti-
mator S proposed in Fan et al. (2012) in the presence of heavy-tailed data. In particular,
we show that the H-CLUB estimator does not achieve coverage proportions of 95% in the
heavy-tailed setting, while the performance of the Robust H-CLUB estimator is consistently
reliable. Lastly, we show that the Robust H-CLUB estimators also perform competitively
when applied to the Gaussian data.

4.1 Calibration and Parameter Selection

To calibrate the parameters governing data generation in our model, we use the daily re-
turns of the S&P 500’s top 100 stocks ranked by market capitalization (as of June 29th,
2012), and the 3-month Treasury bill rates, sourced from the COMPUSTAT database
(www.compustat.com) and the CSRP database (www.crsp.com), respectively. We consider
the excess returns {y;} over the period from July 1, 2008 to June 29, 2012. We extract the
following features:

1. {d1% with d equal to the sample standard deviation of the i-th stock.

2. 30T = {E?]-T 213-0:1, the sample correlation matrix of the observations y;.

From these, we extract the mean and variance of {d!}1%0 denoted respectively by jig+ and

U?ﬂ. We also compute the average and standard deviation of all pairwise correlations, denoted
respectively by psor and 0%, These parameters are used to generate correlation matrices
and marginal variances later on.

We also have several tuning parameters to select. We choose T, = [TY(1=)] with §, =
0.1 as the parameter determining the quantity of historical data available to the estimator f]h,
[ = |T' %] with ¢y = 0.8 as the parameter controlling the block size in the block bootstrap,
Npootstrap = D0 as the number of bootstrapped datasets generated, and T, = [T1_5J with
0 = 0.01 as the parameter controlling the data-splitting used in the estimator >
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4.2 Simulation

For each given gross exposure constraint ¢ := ||wl|;, we set 7' = 300 and allow d to range
from 50 to 500 in multiples of 50. For each value of d we conduct 200 iterations of the same
procedure: Generate a model, synthesize data from that model, and then calculate estimates
based on the synthesized data. We collate the outputs across these 200 iterations to allow
us to compare performance between different estimators.

The detailed procedure is described as follows:

1. Generate {d;}%_, independently from the Gamma distribution with mean pq+ and vari-
ance O'(QH. Define D as the diagonal matrix such that D;; = d;.

2. Generate entries {¥;;},2; of X° independently from the Gaussian distribution with
mean psoi and variance agof. We threshold these off-diagonal elements to be no
greater than 0.95 and set the diagonals of X% to be 1. If the matrix is not positive
definite, we use Higham’s algorithm (see, e.g. Higham (2002)) to make it so, while
keeping the diagonals fixed at 1.

3. Define the covariance matrix ¥ = DXD.

4. Generate {R;}_, independently from the multivariate ¢ distribution with 5 degrees of
freedom and covariance matrix X. Generate independent historical data {H,}", from
the multivariate ¢ distribution with 5 degrees of freedom and covariance matrix D?2.

5. Add noise contamination to the data by selecting a random 1% of the elements in
{R;}_, and multiplying each one by a random variable drawn independently from a
Unif(1, 15) distribution. Do the same to 1% of the elements in {H,}/”,. This step can

be regarded as the news arrivals on the firms that cause their returns to jump.

6. Calculate the covariance estimates given by the sample covariance matrix S and the

robust estimators f], f)h, and f]s, using the tuning parameters given in Section 4.1%.

7. Generate 500 portfolio allocation vectors w according to the method outlined in Fan
et al. (2015), which is approximately uniformly distributed on the manifold {w :
lwll; = ¢, wl'l = 1}.

4We find the following minor alteration to improve performance in practice: For the H-CLUB based on f)h,
we take block-bootstrapped samples of both {H;}/"; and {R;}7_, in estimating the variance of wTShw,
For this we use the block size parameter [, = LT}}_%J, entirely analogously to the block bootstrapping
performed on {R;}7 | with [ = [T1~0|. We use this modification throughout Sections 4 and 5.
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8. For each portfolio allocation, calculate the H-CLUB estimates corresponding to the
estimators listed in Step 6. As proof-of-concept, we also calculate the estimator with
X% _p, which is the estimator 3° with T, = T' (i.e., no data-splitting performed).

9. Over the 500 portfolios, compute the averages of the true risk R(w) := vVwTXw, as
well as A i= W (Bt — X)W, &r := ||[W||3[|Zest — Z|max, and U(0.05) = 24/52/T for
each of the estimators Y. considered.

We plot the averages of A, &, and U (0.05) against d for every estimator considered and for
c=1,c=1.6, and ¢ = 2 to observe the effects of gross exposure on risk assessment.

Next, for d = 200 and d = 500, we calculate the following quantities over the 100,000
portfolios (500 portfolios over 200 synthetic datasets) : The coverage proportion, defined
as the fraction of the sample in which the 95% confidence interval contains the true risk
R(w) = (Ww'Zw)"2, the ratio of bounds defined as

REl = —gT

2,/62/T’
=2
RE, : a2 /T

T owisw'
Again, we compute these for ¢ = 1, 1.6, and 2. The measure RE; compares the upper bound
with the half width of the 95% confidence interval, whereas RE, is the half width of 95%
confidence interval for the portfolio risk {w’ Xw}!/2 divided by the portfolio risk itself. The

former depicts how inefficiency the confidence upper bound is and the latter measures how

and the relative error defined as

informative the constructed confidence interval is.

Lastly, we repeat the previous calculations of coverage proportions, RE; and RE, in
a setting where the data are generated from a Gaussian distribution without any noise
contamination. This means we alter Step 4 of the procedure above (but substitute Gaussian
distribution for ¢ distribution) and remove Step 5. This allows us to examine the degree
of efficiency loss for robustness when data are normal. In this setting, we also calculate
the ratio U(0.05)/A as a measure of how tight the H-CLUB is relative to the theoretical

minimum bound.

4.3 Results

In Figures 1 and 2, we plot the average risk estimation errors along with the estimated error
bounds with gross exposure ¢ = 1, 1.6, and 2, using estimators Loy = X, 2", ¢, and 5
Note that ¢ = 1.6 results in an average 130% long positions and 30% short positions, which
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Figure 1: Averages of A = |wT (S — )w]| (blue curve), U(0.05) = 2\/@(WT§)MW)

(dashed curve), and &7 = ||[W||2]|Sest — =|/max (red curve) for ¢ = 1.0. Horizontal axis shows

From these plots, we see that

e The dashed curve lies above the solid blue line throughout, an indication of the validity
of the 95% bound given by U(0.05). It is interesting to note that this still holds for
the sample covariance matrix estimator S, but this is in the average sense. As we will

dimension of problem, i.e., portfolio size. Vertical axis shows the calculated averaged values.

is commonly used in practice. We also use the sample covariance matrix estimator S, for
which an H-CLUB estimator was derived in Fan et al. (2015), which is not robustified.

see in Table 1, however, S fails to attain 95% coverage.

e The crude bound &7 is much larger than either the true error A or the 95% confidence
bound U(0.05). This discrepancy increases with d, but also with ¢ as we can see by

comparing Figure 1 with Figure 2. This is quantified in Table 2.

e For large d the crude bound on the sample covariance matrix estimator is almost 100
times larger than on any of the robust estimators. This suggests inaccurate estimation

of the sample covariance in the presence of heavy tails and contamination.

Table 1 illustrates the coverage of each estimator, defined as the proportion of samples
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in which the 95% confidence interval captures the true variance w'Xw. It can be seen that
all the robust estimators have coverage proportions of approximately 95%. However, the
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Figure 2: Averages of A = |w' (e — X)w| (blue curve), U(0.05) = 2\/@(WT§MW)
(dashed curve) and &p = HWH%Hflest — ¥||max (red curve) for ¢ = 1.6 and ¢ = 2. Horizontal
axis shows dimension of problem, i.e., portfolio size. Vertical axis shows the calculated
averaged values.

sample covariance matrix estimator S has substantially lower coverage. It is not sufficiently
robust to give a valid bound under the current setting.

We make further comparisons between the robust estimators we have proposed. Table 2
illustrates averages and standard deviations of the ratio RE; = &7/ U (0.05): the ratio between
the full confidence bound and the H-CLUB. These serve to quantify some of our observations
made on Figures 1 and 2 — in particular, that the ratio {7/ U (0.05) increases strongly with
¢ and weakly with d.

We observe that:

e The value of RE; is considerably bigger than 1, reflecting the fact that the confidence
interval given by the Robust H-CLUB is much tighter than that given by the crude
bound. In almost all cases the value of RE; reflects a difference of scale of an order of
magnitude between the H-CLUB interval and the crude interval using &7.
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Table 1: Empirical coverage proportion for 95% confidence intervals in settings of data drawn
from t5 distribution with 1% noise contamination. Taken over 200 samples with 7" = 300.

d = 200 d = 500
c=10 ¢c=16 ¢c=20|c=10 ¢c=16 c¢=20
(S]overage 81.88% 72.20% 69.31% | 83.30% 82.24% 80.12%
%fverage 07.59% 95.26% 97.64% | 99.00% 97.09% 95.52%
%(;je?ge 06.38% 95.70% 97.49% | 98.18% 97.03% 95.03%
%Zverage 03.87% 93.19% 95.23% | 93.01% 92.84% 94.67%
%Overage 04.21% 95.54% 96.40% | 95.16% 93.41% 93.67%

e The ratio RE; increases with our ability to accurately estimate the marginal stan-
dard deviations. Note that RE;(X) > RE;(X") > RE{(2§,_;) > RE;(X*), which
corresponds to an ordering based on the amount of information used to estimate the

marginal standard deviations.

e The value of RE; increases strongly with ¢ and weakly with d. This suggests that
the accuracy benefits of using the H-CLUB over the crude bound are particularly

substantial for larger portfolios and those with higher gross exposure.

Table 3 summarizes the relative error (REy), which shows how informative our confidence
intervals for the true portfolio risks are. Similar to Table 2, we show the mean and standard
deviation of RE; calculated over 200 simulations with 500 randomly generated portfolios per
simulation (i.e. 100,000 portfolios total).

Here we see a similar pattern as before. Values are generally better (smaller, here) when
more information is available in our estimation of the marginal standard deviations. This
statement comes from the observation that RE,(3) < REy(Zh) < REQ(EISTS:T) < RE,(Z9).
We also observe that here the value of RE,; does not appear to vary much with either ¢ or
d. Tt is also substantially larger than the values seen in, e.g., Fan et al. (2015), presumably
due to the heavier tails and presence of noise in the data here which is not seen in those
settings. This difference can be immediately observed by comparing with Table 4. From the
last row of Table 3, the uninformative construction of the confidence interval is mainly due
to the inaccurate estimation of the marginal variances in presence of large random noises
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200 samples.

Table 2: Averages and standard deviations (in parentheses) of RE; := &7 /(2
d =200 d = 500

c=10 ¢=16 ¢c=20|c=10 ¢c=16 c=20
RE4 5.57 14.73 21.62 6.63 17.55 27.50
3 (1.94)  (5.51) (7.68) | (2.18) (6.13)  (9.95)
RE, 5.64 14.54 21.90 6.70 17.47 27.57
S5 0| (1.85)  (5.64)  (8.50) | (2.32) (6.61)  (9.39)
RE, 5.87 14.65 22.44 6.93 18.54 27.22
h (2.11)  (5.24)  (855) | (2.25)  (6.56)  (9.55)
RE, 9.88 2543  38.85 | 1229 3219  48.62
> (2.80)  (7.31) (10.89) | (3.13)  (9.10) (12.91)

02/T) over

Table 3: Averages and standard deviations (in parentheses) of REy = /52/T /2w’ Zw over

200 samples.

d = 200 d = 500

c=10 ¢c=16 ¢=20|c=10 ¢c=16 c¢=2.0
RE, 0.513 0.627 0.478 0.521 0.549 0.480
3 (0.609) (0.880) (0.534) | (0.586) (0.606) (0.540)
RE; 0.500 0.644 0.483 0.517 0.559 0.471
iSTS:T (0.594) (0.906) (0.554) | (0.595) (0.626) (0.531)
REs 0.462 0.571 0.575 0.492 0.471 0.494
S (0.485) (0.837) (0.691) | (0.604) (0.555) (0.573)
RE, 0.022 0.021 0.021 0.021 0.021 0.021
s (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) | (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
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and heavy tails.

For our last set of results on synthetic data, we show in Table 4 that the robust estimators
are still competitive with the sample covariance based estimator when the data are drawn
from a Gaussian distribution without noise contamination. In this table we present coverage
proportions, means of RE; and RE,, as well as the mean of the ratio between the 95% H-
CLUB and the value it is upper bounding, with this ratio given by U(0.05)/A. These are
calculated over 200 randomly generated models.

Table 4: Coverage proportion and means of RE;, RE, and U (0.05)/A for 200 samples when

returns are drawn from Gaussian distributions without noise contamination, using d = 500.

Coverage RE; RE U(0.05)/A
c 1.0 16 20 | 1.0 1.6 2.0 1.0 1.6 2.0 1.0 1.6 20
S 948 944 927 | 8.10 21.22 33.17 | 4.01% 3.97% 4.01% | 5.67 6.29 7.02
3 965 .954 950 | 8.57 2224 34.19 | 7.19% 7.13% 7.14% | 7.88 5.86 7.09

X7 _p 960 951 .950 | 8.58 22.46 33.98|7.17% 7.06% 7.20% |7.42 5.93 8.88

3h 960 953 .964 | 9.26 23.99 37.28 | 4.92% 5.01% 5.09% | 6.97 T7.14 547
b)) 0957 949 .923 | 11.65 30.65 48.75 | 2.01% 2.00% 2.00% |7.05 6.76 5.82

5 An Empirical Study

In this section we examine the behaviour of the Robust H-CLUB estimators when applied
to real-world data. We use the daily excess returns of 100 industrial portfolios formed
on size and book-to-market ratio, as available on the website of Kenneth French. We use
the subset of data spanning from July 1, 2008 to June 29, 2012. For each 21 day period
(nominal month), we use the preceding 21 days’ data to estimate the covariance matrix
via the Robust H-CLUB estimator with data-splitting (f]s), the Robust H-CLUB with no
data splitting (f];}S:T), and the Robust H-CLUB estimator with known history (f]h) For
the matrix of additional observations used in the latter estimator, we use the preceding 1.5
months (31 days) of returns data. Note that for all robust estimators in this section we
use the tuning parameter [ = [T%°] (i.e. ¢g = 0.5) for the block size in the bootstrapping
procedure. All other parameters are as in the previous section. Finally, we also estimate the
covariance via the sample covariance matrix estimator S for comparison.

We track the performance of the H-CLUB estimators on three portfolios: one portfolio
with equal weighting (w = (1/100,...,1/100)), and two portfolios of minimum variance
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with gross exposure ¢ = 1 and ¢ = 1.6, as given by

W = argmin WS W.
whl=1 [wl1=c

Note that on occasion the estimated covariance matrix is not positive definite, leading to
problems in solving for the portfolio of minimum variance. In these cases, we coerce the esti-
mated covariance matrix to be positive definite using Higham’s algorithm before calculating
the minimum variance portfolio.

The portfolios of minimum variance are calculated at the start of each nominal month.
The actual risk during the holding month for each w as defined above is then

21
N ~ ~ 1
R(w) = (WTEW)1/2 and Y = 51 ;ytyj,

where {y;}_, are the centralized daily returns over the holding month. This is calculated
for each month in the four year period of study.

For each estimator and portfolio strategy, we consider five quantities. These quantities
are summarized via their mean (calculated over the whole study period) in Table 5. We
compare the first two columns of Table 5 and provide several observations.

e The values of A are comparable among the four estimators considered. This suggests
that all estimators are similar in their estimations of the covariance matrix 3, and
that differences between them lie in their ability to accurately conduct inference on
St (i-e. construct a valid H-CLUB).

e The (non-robustified) sample covariance matrix estimator S fails to give a valid upper

~

bound, as U(0.05) is less than A throughout.

e For the robust estimators, U (0.05) is greater than A for all cases except one. This
is broadly consistent with the expectation that the value of U (0.05) for the robust
estimators is a 95% upper bound of the estimation error for portfolio variance. We
note that for the single discrepancy (f]h, on the minimum variance portfolio with
lwl; = 1.6), the value of U(0.05) still only falls below A by a small margin.

Lastly, the estimated risk error (7(0.05)/ AWT S w is an H-CLUB estimate for the true
risk error |(wTEw)!/2 — (wT S w)'/2| (we can see this simply by applying the delta method
to the results of, e.g. Theorem 3.6). The last two columns of Table 5 show that the robust
estimators hold true to this, with the estimated risk error uniformly bounding the true risk
error in all cases. However, the non-robustified sample covariance estimator does not yield a
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Table 5: Annualized true and estimated risk errors calculated on the 100 Fama-French

portfolios
Average of Average of Average of True Risk Estimated
Strategy A(x1074)  U(0.05)(x10™%) True Risk Error Risk Error
S (Sample Covariance Matriz Estimator)
Equal weighted 2.310 1.939 27.36% 8.32% 6.62%
Min. variance (¢ = 1) 1.289 0.743 19.52% 6.97% 4.19%
Min. variance (¢ = 1.6) 0.760 0.312 15.25% 6.38% 2.66%
3* (Robust Estimator)
Equal weighted 2.165 4.790 27.36% 8.35% 18.67%
Min. variance (¢ = 1) 1.470 2.696 21.06% 8.41% 17.67%
Min. variance (¢ = 1.6) 1.576 2.249 18.30% 13.05% 46.32%
X5 _r (Robust Estimator — no data-splitting)
Equal weighted 2.154 5.121 27.36% 8.32% 18.94%
Min. variance (¢ = 1) 1.459 2.826 21.02% 8.34% 20.41%
Min. variance (¢ = 1.6) 1.562 2.218 18.22% 12.86% 37.81%
3" (Robust Estimator — known history)
Equal weighted 2.100 3.325 27.36% 7.69% 12.85%
Min. variance (¢ = 1) 1.390 1.885 20.79% 7.63% 12.25%
Min. variance (¢ = 1.6) 1.358 1.200 17.52% 10.99% 17.40%

Note: A = W' (S — Z)w|, U(0.05) = 2 x (@(WTgestw))l/Q. True Risk is v/252 x
R(w). True Risk Error is /252 x |(W'ZeW)Y? — (W' Bw)Y2|, and Estimated Risk Error
is /252 x U(0.05)/\/4wTSeqw. The factor of /252 is present to convert the risks to

annualized values.

good upper bound, with the estimated risk error uniformly falling below the true risk error.
This is again an evidence for the strength of the proposed robust estimators in the presence

of heavy-tailed or noisy data.

6 Conclusion and Discussion

This paper considers the problem of assessing the risks of large portfolios in a robust manner.
We consider three different settings depending on whether D is known or not, and propose
three corresponding Robust H-CLUB approaches based on robust rank and quantile statis-
tics. For the first time in the literature, we provide an inferential theory of these robust risk
estimators. Compared to Fan et al. (2015), the proposed approaches do not require strong
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moment assumptions on the data. Both theoretical and empirical results verify that the
Robust H-CLUB approaches are more appropriate for studying heavy-tailed asset returns.

In the present paper, we do not impose any structural assumption on the covariance
matrix, such as the low rank plus sparse structure induced by the factor model. Fan et al.
(2015) propose methods based on factor-based covariance matrix estimators proposed in Fan
et al. (2008) and Fan et al. (2013). A natural extension to Fan et al. (2013) is to use &
(or f)h, f}"’), instead of the sample covariance S, as the pilot estimator and plug it into the
POET algorithm (Fan et al., 2013). This constructs another robust risk estimator. We plan
to investigate the theoretical properties of such robust risk estimators and their limiting
distributions in the future.

The results in this paper also raise a number of interesting questions for future research.
One example is on deriving the limiting distributions of functionals of 3 other than w'Sw.
For example, Han and Liu (2014a) study the limiting distribution of ||2||max as T, d — oo in
the setting that the observations are mutually independent. It is interesting to investigate
such asymptotic theory for a multivariate time series.

7 Proofs

In this section we provide the proofs of results in Section 3. In the sequel, using Assumption
(A1), we assume that [|[w|| =1 and ||X||max < 1 without loss of generality.

7.1 Supporting Lemmas

Lemma 7.1 (Kontorovich et al. (2008) and Mohri and Rostamizadeh (2010)). Let f : QT —
R be a measurable function that is c-Lipschitz with regard to the Hamming metric for some
c>0:

/
sup |f(z1,..., T, 27) —f(wl,...,xt,...,xgp)) <eg,
T, Tt T
and X, ..., Xt be a sequence of stationary ¢-mixing random variables. Then, for any € > 0,

the following inequality holds:
2¢?
TH1+23,, ¢(k)}

Lemma 7.2 (Yoshihara (1976)). Let {X;}ez be a stationary process with the distribution
function F. For T' > m, we define

UT(9)=<T>1 > (X, X

m . X
11<<lm

IP’{|f(X1,...,XT) Ef(Xy,.... Xr)| > e} < gexp[_
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be a U-statistic with order m and kernel function g. Let the function g;(-) be defined as
G(X1,. . X)) = /g(Xl, X AF(Xi) . dF (X o).
for 1 < i < m, and let parameters 6 and o? be defined as

9:/g(Xl,...,Xm)dF(Xl)...dF(Xm),
o? = 4<Eg1(X1)2 P2 i(Egl(Xl)gl(XHh) - 92)). (7.1)

Suppose there exists a constant 6 > 0 such that for r = 2 + ¢, the following conditions hold:
1. / ‘g(Xl, . ,Xm)|TdF(X1) . dF(X,,) < My < oo for some constant My;

2. E‘g(Xl, . ,Xm)r < M for some constant Mi;
3. {X,}iez is f-mixing with B(n) = O{n~+¥)/%"} for some 0 < &' < 4.
Assuming that the above conditions hold, we then have

VT{Ur(g) — 6} d

— Z, as'T — oo,
o

where Z ~ N(0,1) is a standard Gaussian random variable.

Lemma 7.3 (Yoshihara (1976)). Let { X} }+cz be a d-dimensional stationary process with the
marginal distribution function F', and X, ..., X7 be a sequence of observations. Suppose
h(:) : R x RY — R is a kernel function such that for some constants ¢ > 0 and H > 0, we
have

/ / W(X1, Xo)[2CdF (X)) dF(X,) < H, (7.2)
/|h(X1,X1+k)|2+CdIP)(X1,X1+k) < H, for all £ > 0, ke Z, (73)

where P(X;,, X;,) is the joint distribution function of (X, X;,). For arbitrary random
vectors {X, Y}, we define

hl(X):/h(X,Y)dF(Y)—//h(X,Y)dF(X)dF(Y),

he(X,Y) = M(X,y) — hi(X) — hi(Y) — //h(X, Y)dF(X)dF(Y).
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If the process { X, }iez is f-mixing with mixing coefficient 3(n) = O{n=+<)/<'} for a con-
stant ¢’ € (0,(), then, for the U-statistic

2

ho) i= ———— ho( X, , X
UT( 2) T(T—]_) t§2 2( t1 tg)a

we have

E{TUr(hy)?} ﬁ S [E(Xu, Xk (X, X))

1<t <to<T 1<t3<t4<T
T

<Y [B(X Xo)ha(Xe, X)) = 0,

S5 B
where A ;= min (2(¢ — ¢)/{'(2+ ()}, 1).

Lemma 7.4. Let {X,;}ez be a d-dimensional stationary process with the marginal distri-
bution function F'; X;y,..., X be a sequence of observations, and X7,..., X} be a block
bootstrapped sample with block length [ =< T~ defined in Section 2.1. For a kernel function
h:RY x R? — R, define

2
Ur(h) = =T > WX, Xi,) and Uj(h) = _1 > X, X;)

t1<t2 t1<t2
to be the U-statistics based on the observed sample and bootstrap sample, respectively. Now
supposing that h satisfies (7.2) and (7.3), and the process { X }icz is f-mixing with mixing
coefficient B(n) = O{n=+<V/<'} for a constant ¢’ € (0,¢), we have

‘Var* (VTU:(h)} — Var {\/TUT(h)}] = op(1)
where Var® is the variance operator of the resampling distribution P* conditional on X7y, ..., X7p.

Proof. We define w := //h(X,Y)dF(X)dF(Y). Using Hoeffding’s decomposition, we

have

) =w+ — Zhl 5+ Uk (hy).

The fact that for two random variables X and Y, we have Var(X +Y) = Var(X)+ Var(Y) +
2Cov(X,Y) < Var(X) + Var(Y) + 2¢/Var(X)/Var(Y), yields

Var*{VTU;:(h)} < Var* {\/_Zhl }—i—Var {\/_UT(lw)}

+2 Var*{% ET: hl(X;‘)}\/ Var*{\/TU;:(hg)}. (7.4)

2
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Similarly, using the fact that Var(X +Y) = Var(X) + Var(Y') + 2 Cov(X,Y) > Var(X) +
Var(Y) — 24/ Var(X),/Var(Y), we have

Var* {\/_UT( )} > Var” {\/_Zhl }+Var {\/_UT(hQ)}

_ QJ Var* { ET: }\/Var {ﬁU;(hQ)}. (7.5)

=1

By Theorem 2.3 of Shao and Yu (1993), regarding h;, we have

‘Var*{% i hl(Xt*)} - Var{% ihl(Xt)}

On the other hand, by Lemma 7.3, we have Var{v/TUy(hs)} = o(1) and Var*{/TUz;(hs)} =
op(1). Combining them with (7.4) and (7.5), we have

%0 (7.6)

Var (VTUz(h)} = Var*{% S (X))} +op(1), (7.7)

Similar arguments yield that

Var{VTUr(h)} = Var{TzT: Xt}+o 1). (7.8)

Combining (7.7) and (7.8), we obtain

Var*{VTU;(h)} — Var{V/TUr(h)} = Var* { Zhl }—Var{ XT: }—i—oP 1).

Combining the above equation with (7.6) completes the proof. O

Lemma 7.5. Let {X,;}cz be a stationary sequence of ¢-mixing random vectors. Suppose
the ¢-mixing coefficient satisfies Assumption (A3). Then we have

[ET — Tax = O(1/T),

where T and T are sample and population Kendall’s tau matrix defined in (2.1).

Proof. For any two constant 1 < s <t < T, we have

P(Xy; — X5 > 0, Xy, — X, > 0) = P(Xy; > Xyj, Xow > X))
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Let
—o=a< -M<a; <...<ap1 <M <a,=0c

and
—co=by< —-M<b <...<bp_1<M<b, =00
be two pre-determined real sequences. Note that for ig = 1,. .., h, given {Xy; € [aiy—1, a4},
the event {X;; > X;} implies the event {X}; > a;,—1}. This yields
P(th > X5, Xopp > X)) < ZP(XU > Qig—1, Xtk > bjo—1 | X5 € [@io—1, ip), Xsk € [bjo—la bjo])'
10,J0

P(Xy € [aig—1, aig], Xk € [bjo-1,bjo])-
On the other hand, given {X,; € [aiy—1, ]}, the event {X;; > a; } implies the event
{Xy; > X,;}. Thus, we have

P(th > XSj7th > XS’C) > ZP(XU > aithk > bjo |X8j S [aio—la aio]vak € [bjo—h bjo])'
20,70

]P)(ij € [aio—baio]vak’ € [bjo—lvbjo])'
Now, we define 97 to be

Ui =Y P(Xy > i1, Xue > big )X € [aig1, 4], Xor € [bjo1, b)),
10,70
and similarly define 1} to be
wf[; = ZP(XH > aiontk > bio)P(XSj € [aiO*lvaioLXSk € [bjofhbj ])
0,70
Let 1, be either ¢!/ or ¢ with regard to the sign of P(X;; > Xy, X > Xa) — 0F:

b= 4 Ve APy > X, X > Xa) >
" Y Otherwise.

Without loss of generality, supposing that we have P(X,; > X,;, Xy > Xg) > ¢F, it follows
that

P(X > Xy Xuw > Xoe) = thn| = P(Xyy > Xy Xue > Xot) = vf

<> ‘P(th > ajo—1, Xog > bjo—1 | Xoj €[aig—1, aio], Xk € [bjo—1, bjo]) —P(Xyj > ajo, Xop > bjo) |
%0,J0
P(XSJ' S [aio—17aio]7Xsk S [bjo—h bj ])
§¢(t — 8) —+ m%X |]P)(Xt] > Ajo—1, th > bj0,1> — ]P)(th > Ajo s th > bj0)|.
i0,J0
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Now let o — oo, max=} |a; — a;_y| — 0, max'=} [b; — bi_1| — 0, and M — oco. By the

definition of ¢-mixing coefficient, we have
P(Xy; > X, X > X)) — /P(th > a, Xy, > 0)dP(X,; = a, Xgp =b)| < o(s—t). (7.9)

Moreover, letting X’ = (X7,..., X})T have the same distribution as X; and independent of
(X5, X;), we have

dP(Xg; = a, Xg = b) = dP(X} = a, X}, = b).
This yields
/ P(X,; > a, Xpe > b)dP(Xy; = a, Xy = b) = / P(X,; > a, X > D)dP(X| = a, X, = b).
Plugging the above equation into (7.9), we obtain
[B(Xy > Xoy, X > Xut) - / P(X,; > a, Xy, > DAP(X! = a, X, = b)| < 6(¢ — 5).
Note that by the definition of conditional probability, we have
/]P’(th > a, Xy > b)dP(X] = a, X, = b) = P(Xy; — X >0, Xy — X, > 0).
Thus, combining the above two equations, we have
’]P’(th — Xy > 0, Xy — Xop > 0) = P(Xyj — X! > 0, Xy — X} > 0)| < gt —s).  (7.10)
Using similar arguments, we can prove

P(Xy; — Xg <0, Xy — Xo < 0) —P(Xy; — X]'- <0, Xy — Xy <0)| <o(t—s), (7.11)

P(Xy — Xsj <0, Xp — X, > 0) —P(Xy; — X, <0, Xy, — X;, > 0)| < ot —s), (7.12)

J

P(Xy — Xoj > 0, Xop — X < 0) = P(Xyj — X} > 0, Xy — X}, < 0)| < @t —5). (7.13)

By definition, we have 7, = E{sign(Xy; — X})(Xu — X})}. Applying the definition of

expectation, we have

ik =P(Xyj — X >0, Xy, — X3, > 0) + P(Xy; — X <0, Xy, — X}, < 0)—
P(Xy — X} > 0, X — X}, < 0) — P(Xy; — X} < 0, Xy, — X, > 0). (7.14)
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By the same reason, we have

E{sign(th — ij)(th - Xsk)}
:P(th — ij > O,th — X;k > 0) -+ P(th — ij < O,th — Xsk < O)—
]P(th — ij > O,th — X < O) — ]P)(th — ij < O,th — X5 > 0) (715)

Now, by the definition of 7}, we have

~ 2 .
‘ETjk — Tjk :)E{m ZSlgl’l(th — ij)(th — Xsk)} — Tjk
s<t
2
<— = N7 Esign(Xy; — X)) (Xux — Xa) — Tine|-
<) O B = X)X = Xo) =7

Plugging (7.14) and (7.15) into the above equation, and applying (7.10) - (7.13), we obtain

< —T<T2_ 5 ;{4¢(t —5)} = 8Zt;1((TT__1?¢(t> = O(%). (7.16)

The last inequality is because by Assumption (A3), we have

‘ETjk — Tjk

T T T _ ¢ 00 1
Z<T —8)o(t) < Z Hlte < TZ fAre O(T).
t=1 t=1 t=1
This completes the proof. ]

Lemma 7.6. Let {X,},cz be a stationary sequence of ¢-mixing random vectors. Suppose
the ¢-mixing coefficient satisfies Assumption (A3). Then we have

log d)

IT = Tflax = Op () =2

where T and T are the sample and population Kendall’s tau matrix based on {X;}7 .

Proof. Consider the following function
2

fin(Xa, .., Xr) = 71 > sign(Xy; — Xyj)sign(Xoe — Xon) = T - T
t<t!

We have

fjk(Xl,...,Xi,...,XT)—fjk(Xl,...,X{,...,XT)‘

2

=g | D sty — X )sign(Xix — Xa) = D sign(X — Xoy)sign(Xox — Xor)
t#i t£i!

2
(2T - 1)} =4
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Thus, fjx is c-Lipschitz with respect to the Hamming metric. By Lemma 7.1, we have
2

P(Tl?jk — E| > E) < 2exp [_ST{l + 2622’21 ¢(l)}}’

for any € > 0. Here Y °, ¢(I) < oo is guaranteed by Assumption (A3). Thus, we have

d
~ ~ Te?
IP’( T - ET max26>§ P<?~k—]E?k Ze)ﬁQexp[Qlogd— — )
|| || j’kZ:1 | J J | 8{1"—22[:1 ¢(l)}
Setting € = \/[24{1 + 2,2, ¢(I)} log d]/T, we have
~ ~ log d
IT — ET|max = op( 7% )
Combining the above equation with Lemma 7.5 completes the proof. O]

Lemma 7.7. [Theorem 1 in Doukhan and Neumann (2007)] Suppose that Xi,..., Xy are
real-valued random variables with mean 0, defined on a common probability space (€2, A, P).
Let ¥ : N2 — N be one of the following functions:

We assume that there exist constants K, M, Ly, L, > 0, a,b > 0, and a non-increasing
sequence of real coefficients {p(n)},>o such that for any w-tuple (si,...,s,) and v-tuple
(t1,...,ty) with1 < s <--- <5, <t; <--- <t, <T, the following inequalities hold:

Cov (ﬁ Xs,, 12[1 Xt])
= j=

where for the sequence {p(n)},>0, we require that

< K2M T { (u 4 0)! 3P0 (u, v)p(t; — s4), (7.17)

[e.9]

D (s+1)"p(s) < LiL5(RY)®, Yk > 0. (7.18)

s=0

We also assume that the following moment condition holds:

E| X" < (k)’M*, forallt =1,...,T. (7.19)
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Let S = Zle X;. Then, for all x > 0, we have

72
P(Sr > x) < exp {_ClT + Cox(2at26+3)/(a+b+2) } ’ (7.20)

where C and C5 are constants depending on K, M, L, L, a, and b:
Oy = 22T KM L (K2 V 2), Co=2{MLy(K?Vv 2)}/(att+2) (7.21)

Lemma 7.8. Let {X,}icz be a d dimensional stationary ¢-mixing process satisfying As-
sumptions (A6), (A7), and (A9). Let R = diag(om,-..,0ma) be a diagonal matrix of
sample median absolute deviations based on { X} |, and R = diag{on(X11), ..., om(X1a)}

be its population counterpart. Then we have

logd>.

IR = Rl = Or () =2

Proof. We first focus on a marginal process {X;;}7_,. For notational brevity, we suppress
the index j and denote the process as {X;}7_;. Define X = X;. Let F be the distribution
function of X and Fr be the empirical distribution of {X;}L | and F;'(q) := Q{X,}; q) for
any ¢ € [0,1]. By the definition of Q(-) in (2.3), we have, for any € € [0, 1],

1
e < Fr{F;'(e)} <e+ T

This implies that

P{@({Xt}§ q) — Q(X;q) > U} = P{F:Fl(Q) —F'q) 2 U} < ]P’[q + % > Fr{u+F"'(q)}
By the definition of Fr, we further have
P{Q{X}i0) - Q(X:q) 2 uf < P[i I{X: < F7'(@) +u} < Tq+1]
ZPQT: [ X, < F7Yq) +u} + F{F'(q) + u}] > T[F{F—l(q) Yu)—q— %} )

t=1

Since { X }1ez is ¢-mixing, the process {—I{X; < F~1(¢)+u}+F{F'(q)+u}}iez is also ¢-
mixing. By Lemma 6 in Doukhan and Louhichi (1999), {—I{X, < F~(q)+u}+F{F'(q)+
u} ez satisfies (7.17) with K =2, M =1, b = 0, any of the four ¥ functions, and

p(n) = ¢(n) < Cyexp(—Can”).
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By Proposition 8 in Doukhan and Neumann (2007), (7.18) is satisfied with a = max(1,1/r)
and some constants L; and Lo. Since —I{X; < F~'(q) + u} + F{F~'(¢) + u} is bounded,
(7.19) is also satisfied with b = 0. Thus, applying Lemma 7.7, we have
~ 1
q) — q) >ub < — -1 —q— = .
P{OUXi}i0) — Q(X50) 2 u} Sexp(—0(F{F (@ +ub—a— 7)), (722)
for F{F~'(¢q) + u} —q—1/T > 0, where

. Tx?
Y(z) = O + CyT(@+1)/(a+2) p(2a+3)/(a+2)’

for x > 0, a = max(1,1/r), and some absolute constants C; and Cy. On the other hand, we
have

P{O({Xi}:0) - Q(X;0) < —u} =P{F; () — F~'(q) < —u} <Plg < Fr{F'(g) - u}

_p (XT: [I{Xt < FYq) —u} — F{FY(q) - u}} >T [q ~ F{FY(q) - u}} )

t=1

By similar arguments, we have
PlOUXY0) - Q%) < —uf <exp(—0 (0 - F{F o) - w})).  (7.23)
Combining (7.22) and (7.23), we have
{}@({Xt} 0~ Q(X:q)| = u}
exp(~0(FIF ) +u) —a— 7)) +ep(-v(a- FIF @ -u)),  (724)
)

for F{F~'(q) +u} —q—1/T > 0.

Next, we continue to derive exponential tail probabilities for oy ({X;}L ;). We write
m = Q({X,}X_,;1/2) and m := Q(X1;1/2) to be the sample and population medians. Let
Fy and F5 be the distribution functions of X and | X — Q(X;1/2)|. By the definition of gy,

we have

P (1X01) — on(%) > u} =P{Q({1x~ I} _:3) —Q(IX —mli3) > u}
<e{a({ - 1) 10~ mid) 1)
cela(fno ) ) -a(x-mid) > B er(aonot) o
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On the other hand, using the same technique, we have

P ((XT) — on(X) < —uj = B{Q({1X: - m|} 5) ~ QX -l 5) <~}
<P{Q({ixe-mi}_i5) - 10—l - Q(1x ~ i) < -}

<p{Q({1x - m|}t i ;) Q1 —m: 2) <} E(l-m > 3). (7.26)
Combining (7.25) and (7.26), we have

P{ 5w ({X 1) — oui(X)] > u
e{ja({i-m)L ) -o(x-miP)| > 5} r2e(imomi=2). e

Now applying Inequality (7.24), we have

#{a({ix w4 o -t > )
<o(of{s57(3) -} -3 2) von( 3 £ (3) - 23]
R ) o2

whenever Fp{F, *(1/2) +u/2} — 1/2 > 1/T. Here the last inequality is due to Assumption
(A9) and the fact that ¢ is non-decreasing. Similarly, we also have

p(m —m| > g)
<e(—w[n{F(5) + 5}~ 7) reo(~efy - A{A(5) - 3}))
con{o(2 1)} el ()} =

whenever Fi{F;'(1/2) +u/2} —1/2 > 1/T. Again the last inequality is due to Assumption
(A9) and the fact that f is nondecreasing. Here we recall that F; and F» are the distribution
functions of X and | X — Q(X;1/2)|. Combining Inequalities (7.27), (7.28), and (7.29), we

7)) rseni=v()}

{7 (050 ~on0] > o} speof (-1
ol o2 1)}
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whenever we have 0 < u/2 < k and nu/2 > 1/T. Now we switch the focus back to the entire

-

matrix R. By the sub-additivity of probability measures, we have

P(IR ~ Rllns > u) siﬂ»{]w (X)) = on(x))

1
<6exp{2logd — v (T2 - 7)) (7.30)
We recall that by the definition of the function (-), we have
u 2
2 T Cy 4 CyT(at+1)/(a+2) (% _ %)(2a+3)/(a+2)

To simplify the denominator on the right-hand side of the above equation, we require that

nu 1

(2a+3)/(a+2)
Cy > 02T<a+1>/<a+2>( —) . (7.31)
2 T
Then we have (nu/2 —1/T) > T/(2Cy)(nu/2 —1/T)?. Plugging this into (7.30), we obtain
~ T /mu  1\2
P(IR = Rfpox > u) < 6exp{2logd — o (L~ =) }. 7.32
IR~ Rl > ) < 6exp{2logd — 57 (%~ 1 (7.32)

Next we select a proper u to derive the rate of convergence. To this end, we set

T /mu  1\2
21 d——(———) — _logd.
BT oo\ o T T °8

2/ [6Clogd 1

Plugging the above equation into (7.31), we get

This leads to

Cy > (0920t 02{ (log d)?+3 }1/(2(1-&—4)'

T

Thus, (7.31) holds as long as we have logd = o[T"/(¢*3)]. By Assumption (A7), (7.31)
holds. Plugging (7.33) into (7.32), we get

{2 ) <

Thus, as T and d both go to infinity, we have

IR~ Rl = 05 (1 29).

This completes the proof. ]
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Lemma 7.9. Let {X;}., be a d dimensional stationary process satisfying Assumptions
(A6) - (A9). We then have

D — Dl = 05 (1 27,

where D is defined in Equation (2.13).

Proof. Define R = diag(yi1,. . .,0mq), R = diag{ou(X11), ..., om(X1a)}, & = 51/5u1,
and M = /311 /o (X11). We have

[D — D|lmax = H/C\MR - CMRHmaX < ”EM(R — R)|[max + H(/C\M - CM)R”maX
< MR = Rl|max + C[EM — M. (7.34)

By Lemma 7.8, we have

logd>'

IR = Rl = On(1/ =2

(7.35)
Thus, specifically, we have
oM 4 om(X11). (7.36)

We can rewrite 57 as

T
/U\f = ﬁ Z(th - XT1)2 = ﬁ Zh(th,Xt/l),
t=1 t<t/

where X7, = Zthl X;/T, and h(Xy, Xp1) = (X — Xp1)?/2. Thus, 07 is a U-statistic
with kernel function h. Using Lemma 7.2 with Assumptions (A6) and (A8), we have
\/T(E% - 35) N 71 where Z; is a Gaussian random variable with mean 0. Using the delta
method, we have VT(5; — v/311) 4 7, for another mean 0 Gaussian random variable Zs.
Combining this with (7.36) and applying Slutsky’s theorem, we have v/T'(é™ — M) LN Z3 for
some Gaussian random variable Z3. Thus, we have

M — M| = 0p(1/VT). (7.37)

Combining (7.34), (7.35), and (7.37), we have the desired result. O
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7.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof. Denote a = Dw. Using Taylor expansion entry-wise on sin(7T/2) at sin(7T/2), we

have
TS o T Ty e (T
w (X-Y)w=a {51n(2T) SIH(QT)}G,
T T T~ T 1. . (IPPEN ~
=a {cos(§T) o E(T - T)}a—l— a {—E[Sln(ﬁjk)] o (E) (T—T)o(T— T)}a,
N ~ ~ _
where for each j, k € {1,...,d}, 6, lies between 7;;, and 7j;. Using Lemma 7.6 and assump-
tion (A4), we have
2 ~ log d o
Ay < T alfIT =TI, = Op (255) = 0r(—)- .
2 < < llalll nax = Or ( — or\ 77 (7.38)

Here the first inequality is due to the fact that for any vectors vi,vy € R? and matrix
M ¢ Rxd

[VIMVs| < [[vi][1[IMVa]loe < (M |max| [Vl [ Vel (7.39)

Next, we focus on A;. We can expand A; by

B 2 T T T
A= Zg(Rt, Ry) —a {cos(gT) o §T}a, (7.40)

T(T —1) &

N J/
-~

Ur

where ¢(-) is defined in Equation (3.1). Note that Ur is a U-statistic of order 2 and the
kernel function ¢g(-) satisfying

l9(Ry, Ry)

™ . . ™ ™
< % max|sign(Ry; — Re)sign(Ruc — Bor)|lall} < 51D i < 3.
Thus g(+) is a bounded kernel function. Assumption (A3) guarantees that {R;}ez is also
S-mixing with 3(n) < n~'7¢. Thus, by Lemma 7.2, we have

TA T(Ur—6
VTA _ VT(Ur ) <4 4 (7.41)

o o

where Z ~ N(0,1) is a standard Gaussian random variable. By Slutsky’s theorem, combining
the above equation with (7.38) leads to the desired result. O
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7.3 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Proof. Similar to the proof of Theorem 3.1, we can expand WT(i* — ¥)w by

2
Ag A3

WT(i*—Z)W:CLT{COS(gT) o g (T*— T)}a—i—aT{— % [sin(6;1,)] o (Z)2 (T*-T)o (T*—T)}a (7.42)

Let R* := w'(2* — )w and rewrite A7 as

Ap ZQ(RZ‘,RZ) —aT{cos(gT) o gT}a_
t<t/

Ur

2
- T(T—1)

Remind that g(-) is a bounded kernel function and Assumption (A3) implies that the process
{R;}cz is B-mixing with 8(n) < n~17¢. By Lemma 7.4 and Assumption (A2), we then have

Var*(VTU;) — Var(VTUr)| = op(0?),

where Uy is defined in Equation (7.40). Moreover, by (7.41), we have Var(v/TUyp) = 02{1 +
o(1)}. Thus, we have

Var* (VT A%) = Var*(VTUZ) = 0*{1 + op(1)}. (7.43)

Next, we focus on the asymptotics of Var*(v/T 43). Noting that by (7.39), we have

max-*

2
* T A*
A< T alf) T - T

By the circular block bootstrap procedure, the process { R;}icz is still a ¢-mixing process
with mixing coefficient ¢(n) < n~1F90=0) = O(n~1=2) for some e, > 0 as long as € >
€0/(1 — ). Thus, by Lemma 7.6, we have || T* — T||max = Op(y/logd/T). Thus, we have
A5 = Op(logd/T) and accordingly

Var' (VTAy) < TE(45) = 0p{ 12N = o, 02), (7.44)

where E* is the bootstrap expectation conditional on {R;}._,. Combining Equations (7.42),
(7.43), and (7.44), we have

Var' (VIR') = Var' { VT (4] + A3) } = Var' (VT A7) + Var' (VT 43) + 2 Cov (VT A}, VT A3)

< Var*(VTAY) 4 Var* (VT AS) + 2\/Var*(ﬁA’{)\/Var*(ﬁA§)
=o*{1+op(1)}. (7.45)
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On the other hand, we also have

Var*(VTR*) > Var* (VT AY) + Var* (VT AL) — 2\/Var*(ﬁA’{)\/Var*(\/TA§)
— 021 + op(1)}. (7.46)

Combining (7.45) and (7.46) completes the proof. O

7.4 Proof of Theorem 3.5

Proof. Denote a := Dw. We can write

WT(flS - E)W:aT{Sin(gTS)—sin(gT) }a—l—{WTf) sin(g'fs)f)w— w'D Sin(gTS)DW}. (7.47)

N (&
-~ -~

Bl B2

By the same arguments as in the proof of Theorem 3.1, we have

VT, B

o

<7z (7.48)

where Z ~ N(0,1) is a Gaussian random variable. It remains to show that Bs is ignorable
asymptotically. Using (7.39), we have

By| < [WwTDsin(T)(D - D)w| + |wT(D - D) sin(gTS)Dw]
< [[5in 5 T x| (D — D)w (| Dwl]y + [Dwl]1)
< |D — Dllmax(IDlmax + |Dlmax)-
Using Lemma 7.9 and Assumption (A5), we have |By| = Op(y\/logd/T) = op(c//Ts).

Together with (7.47) and (7.48), using Slutsky’s theorem, we have the desired result. O

7.5 Proof of Corollary 3.1

Proof. By (3.5), we have P(|w;/w; — 1| > t) < exp(—CTt*). Thus, we further have

P(max |@;/w; — 1| > t) < dP(|@;/w; — 1| > t) < exp(logd — CT*t?).
j

To simplify the rate of convergence, setting t = 1/(3logd)/(CT), we have

P(maxmj/wj TS 3logd/(CT)> <1/d.
J
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Thus, as (T, d) go to infinity, we have max; |w;/w; — 1| = Op(y/logd/T). This gives us an
upper bound of the convergence rate of |w — w||;:

d d ~ ~
N N W, W, log d
9 =Wl =3 @l = 3 gl - [ =1 < il ma| 2 —1] = 0p (y/537) - (749)
7j=1 7=1
Similar as in (7.47), we can decompose W' %W — w' Sw into
TS —w'Sw=B, +w'D sin(g’i‘s)ﬁvAv ~w'D sm(gTS)Dw, (7.50)

s

g

B3

where B is defined in (7.47). As in the proof of Theorem 3.5, we still have (7.48). Regarding
Bs, we have |Bs| < ||[Dw — Dw||;||Dw + Dw]||;. Using the triangle inequality, we have

1Bs| < (ID = W)l + (D = D)wily ) (IDI1 W] + D]l fiwll)

< (1Bl 1% = Wlls + 1D = Dl ) (1Dl 11 + 1D ).

Using (7.49) and Lemma 7.9, we can conclude |Bs| = Op(y/logd/T). Plugging it into (7.50)

and using the Slutsky’s theorem, we have the desired result. ]

7.6 Proof of Theorem 3.6

Proof. Let K& = sin(ﬂ’i‘s*/Q) and K = sin(7T/2). We can decompose ﬁ: — wDK* Dw
into two parts:
R = w'DK* Dw — w'DKDw + w'DK* Dw — w'DK* Dw . (7.51)

v~

By B3

By similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 3.2, we have
Var*(v/T,BY) = 0*{1 + op(1)}. (7.52)
Next, we show that Var*(v/T;B3) = op(c?). We can upper bound Var*(B3) by
Var*(B;) = Var*{wTﬁIA{S* (]3 —D)w + WT(ﬁ — D)IA{S*DW}

< Val“*{WT]/sz* (D — D)W} + Var*{wT(f) — D)IACS*DW}

+ 2\/Var*{WTf)IA{5* (f) - D)W} \/Var*{wT(f) — D)KS*DW}. (7.53)
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For any random matrix X := (Ry,..., R,,)"T € R™" and fixed vectors v; € R™, v, € R",
let V be a matrix with (j, k) entry vj Cov(R;, Rx)va. It is easy to verify that

Var(v{ Xvy) =v;| Var(Xvy)vy = v{ Vv, < ||[v{|? max vy Cov(Rj, Ry) v,
§||V1||f||V2||§thglléX | Cov (R k1, Rjak2)l- (7.54)
Now writing v; = ﬁw, vy = (]3 —D)w, and X = I/is*, we have
var {wDK" (D~ D)w} <[Dw|/{[|(D ~ D)w|}} max | Cov(F} s, 7s,)]

< WIHIDIaclD = Dl = DI ID = Dl (7.55)

Note that D only depends on {R;}L_, and is thus fixed under Var*(-). Using Lemma 7.9
and (7.55), we have

var*{\/inf)Rs*(ﬁ—D)w} op( loid) op(logd) = op(0?). (7.56)

Similarly, we also have
var*{\/in(ﬁ - D)Ks*Dw} = 0p(0?). (7.57)
Combining (7.53), (7.56), and (7.57), we have
Var*(\/T,B3) = op(c?). (7.58)
By (7.51), we have
Var'(VILRY) > Var' (T, B)) + Var' (VTLBy) — 24/ Var' (VL By Var* (v/TLB3),
and similarly
Var' (VILB) < Var' (VT B;) + Var' (VTLB3) + 24/ Var (VT2 B;)\/ Var' (v/T Bg).

Using the above two inequalities with (7.52) and (7.58), we can conclude that Var* (\/TS}A%*)
a?{1+op(1)}.

Ol

7.7 Proofs of Theorems 3.3 and 3.4

The proofs of Theorems 3.3 and 3.4 are close to those of Theorems 3.5 and 3.6. The main
difference is that now 7} plays the role of T', and T' plays the role of T;. We accordingly
omit the proofs.
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