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Abstract

The paper studies a problem of constructing simultaneous likelihood-based
confidence sets. We consider a simultaneous multiplier bootstrap procedure
for estimating the quantiles of the joint distribution of the likelihood ratio
statistics, and for adjusting the confidence level for multiplicity. Theoretical
results state the bootstrap validity in the following setting: the sample size n
is fixed, the maximal parameter dimension pyax and the number of considered
parametric models K are s.t. (log K)'2p3 . /n is small. We also consider the
situation when the parametric models are misspecified. If the models’ misspec-
ification is significant, then the bootstrap critical values exceed the true ones
and the simultaneous bootstrap confidence set becomes conservative. Numeri-

cal experiments for local constant and local quadratic regressions illustrate the

theoretical results.
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1 Introduction

The problem of simultaneous confidence estimation appears in numerous practical ap-
plications when a confidence statement has to be made simultaneously for a collection
of objects, e.g. in safety analysis in clinical trials, gene expression analysis, population
biology, functional magnetic resonance imaging and many others. See e.g. Miller (1981);
Westfall (1993); Manly (2006); Benjamini (2010); Dickhaus (2014), and references therein.
This problem is also closely related to construction of simultaneous confidence bands in
curve estimation, which goes back to Working and Hotelling (1929). For an extensive
literature review about constructing the simultaneous confidence bands we refer to Hall
and Horowitz (2013), Liu (2010), and Wasserman (2006).

A simultaneous confidence set requires a probability bound to be constructed jointly
for several possibly dependent statistics. Therefore, the critical values of the corre-
sponding statistics should be chosen in such a way that the joint probability distribution
achieves a required family-wise confidence level. This choice can be made by multiplicity
correction of the marginal confidence levels. The Bonferroni correction method (Bonfer-
roni (1936)) uses a probability union bound, the corrected marginal significance levels are
taken equal to the total level divided by the number of models. This procedure can be
very conservative if the considered statistics are positively correlated and if their number
is large. The Sidak correction method (Siddk (1967)) is more powerful than Bonferroni
correction, however, it also becomes conservative in the case of large number of dependent

statistics.

Most of the existing results about simultaneous bootstrap confidence sets and resampling-
based multiple testing are asymptotic (with sample size tending to infinity), see e.g.
Beran (1988, 1990); Hall and Pittelkow (1990); Hérdle and Marron (1991); Shao and
Tu (1995); Hall and Horowitz (2013), and Westfall (1993); Dickhaus (2014). The results
based on asymptotic distribution of maximum of an approximating Gaussian process (see
Bickel and Rosenblatt (1973); Johnston (1982); Hardle (1989)) require a huge sample size
n, since they yield a coverage probability error of order (log(n))™' (see Hall (1991)).
Some papers considered an alternative approach in context of confidence band estima-
tion based on the approximation of the underlying empirical processes by its bootstrap
counterpart. In particular, Hall (1993) showed that such an approach leads to a signifi-
cant improvement of the error rate (see also Neumann and Polzehl (1998); Claeskens and
Van Keilegom (2003)). Chernozhukov et al. (2014a) constructed honest confidence bands
for nonparametric density estimators without requiring the existence of limit distribution
of the supremum of the studentized empirical process: instead, they used an approxima-

tion between sup-norms of an empirical and Gaussian processes, and anti-concentration
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property of suprema of Gaussian processes.

In many modern applications the sample size cannot be large, and/or can be smaller
than a parameter dimension, for example, in genomics, brain imaging, spatial epidemi-
ology and microarray data analysis, see Leek and Storey (2008); Kim and van de Wiel
(2008); Arlot et al. (2010); Cao and Kosorok (2011), and references therein.

For the recent results on resampling-based simultaneous confidence sets in high-
dimensional finite sample set-up we refer to the papers by Arlot et al. (2010) and Cher-
nozhukov et al. (2013a, 2014a,b). Arlot et al. (2010) considered i.i.d. observations of a
Gaussian vector with a dimension possibly much larger than the sample size, and with
unknown covariance matrix. They examined multiple testing problems for the mean
values of its coordinates and provided non-asymptotic control for the family-wise error
rate using resampling-type procedures. Chernozhukov et al. (2013a) presented a number
of non-asymptotic results on Gaussian approximation and multiplier bootstrap for max-
ima of sums of high-dimensional vectors (with a dimension possibly much larger than
a sample size) in a very general set-up. As an application the authors considered the
problem of multiple hypothesis testing in the framework of approximate means. They
derived non-asymptotic results for the general stepdown procedure by Romano and Wolf
(2005) with improved error rates and in high-dimensional setting. Chernozhukov et al.
(2014a) showed how this technique applies to the problem of constructing an honest con-
fidence set in nonparametric density estimation. Chernozhukov et al. (2014b) extended
the results from maxima to the class of sparsely convex sets.

The present paper studies simultaneous likelihood-based bootstrap confidence sets in

the following setting:
1. the sample size n is fixed;
2. the parametric models can be misspecified;
3. the number K of the parametric models can be exponentially large w.r.t. n;

4. the maximal dimension ppn.x of the considered parametric models can be depen-

dent on the sample size n.

This set-up, in contrast with the paper by Chernozhukov et al. (2014b), does not require
the sparsity condition , in particular the dimension py,...,px of each parametric family
may grow with the sample size. Moreover, the simultaneous likelihood-based confidence
sets are not necessarily convex, and the parametric assumption can be violated.

The considered simultaneous multiplier bootstrap procedure involves two main steps:
estimation of the quantile functions of the likelihood ratio statistics, and multiplicity

correction of the marginal confidence level. Theoretical results of the paper state the
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bootstrap validity in the setting 1-4 taking in account the multiplicity correction. The
resulting approximation bound requires the quantity (log K)'2p2 . /n to be small. The
log-factor here is suboptimal and can probably be improved. The paper particularly
focuses on the impact of the model misspecification. We distinguish between slight and
strong misspecifications. Under the so called small modeling bias condition (S?n\B) given
in Section 5.2 the bootstrap approximation is accurate. This condition roughly means
that all the parametric models are close to the true distribution. If the (S/m\B) condition
is not fulfilled, then the simultaneous bootstrap confidence set is still applicable, however,
it becomes conservative. This property is nicely confirmed by the numerical experiments

in Section 4.

Let the random data
Y ¥ (vi,...,v)T (1.1)

consist of independent observations Y;, and belong to the probability space (§2,F, IP).
The sample size n is fized. IP is an unknown probability distribution of the sample Y .

Consider K regular parametric families of probability distributions:

(Py(0)} “ {P(6) < 10,0 € O, C R™}, k=1,... K.

Each parametric family induces the quasi log-likelihood function for 8 € ©; C IRP*

Lu(v,0) & 1og (T )

=3 log <W(Yi)> :

dpio

(1.2)

It is important that we do not require that IP belongs to any of the known parametric

families {IP(0)}, that is why the term quasi log-likelihood is used here. Below in this

section we consider two popular examples of simultaneous confidence sets in terms of the

quasi log-likelihood functions (1.2). Namely, the simultaneous confidence band for local
constant regression, and multiple quantiles regression.

The target of estimation for the misspecified log-likelihood Lg(0) is such a parameter

i » that minimises the Kullback-Leibler distance between the unknown true measure IP

and the parametric family {IP;(0)}:

0; o argmax [E L (0). (1.3)
0cOy

The maximum likelihood estimator is defined as:

0y, & argmax L (0).
0cOy,
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The parametric sets @ have dimensions py, , therefore, 6k, 0, € RP* . For 1 <k,j<K
and k # j the numbers p; and p; can be unequal.

The likelihood-based confidence set for the target parameter 67, is

def

() X {a € Oy Li(0y) — Ly(0) < ;,2/2} C IRP. (1.4)

Let 3x(c) denote the (1 — «)-quantile of the corresponding square-root likelihood ratio

statistic:
su(@) © inf {5> 05 P (Le(Br) — Li(67) > 5%/2) <o} (15)
Together with (1.4) this implies for each k=1,..., K :
P(6 € & (3u(0)) > 1-a. (1.6)

Thus €(3) and the quantile function j3x(«) fully determine the marginal (1 — «)-
confidence set. The simultaneous confidence set requires a correction for multiplicity .

Let ¢(a) denote a maximal number ¢ € (0, ] s.t.

P (U:l{\/QLk('ék) —2L,(07) > 3k(c)}> < a. (1.7)

This is equivalent to

(@) def Sup{c € (0,a]: P <lg}€a<xK {\/QLk(ak) —2L4(07) — 3k(c)} > 0> < a}. (1.8)
Therefore, taking the marginal confidence sets with the same confidence levels 1 — ¢(«)
yields the simultaneous confidence bound of the total level 1—a . The value ¢(«) € (0, o]
is the correction for multiplicity. In order to construct the simultaneous confidence set
using this correction, one has to estimate the values ji(c(a)) for all k =1,..., K. By

its definition this problem splits into two subproblems:

1. Marginal step. Estimation of the marginal quantile functions 31(«), ..., 3x(a)

given in (1.5).

2. Correction for multiplicity. Estimation of the correction for multiplicity ¢(«)

given in (1.8).

If the 1-st problem is solved for any « € (0,1), the 2-nd problem can be treated by
calibrating the value a s.t. (1.8) holds. It is important to take into account the corre-
lation between the likelihood ratio statistics Ly(6}) — Li(0%), k=1,...,K, otherwise

the estimate of the correction ¢(a)) can be too conservative. For instance, the Bonferroni
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correction would lead to the marginal confidence level 1 — /K, which may be very
conservative if K is large and the statistics Lj(0) — Ly (07%) are highly correlated.

In Section 2 we suggest a multiplier bootstrap procedure, which performs the steps
1 and 2 described above. Theoretical justification of the procedure is given in Section
3. The proofs are based on several approximation bounds: non-asymptotic square-root
Wilks theorem, simultaneous Gaussian approximation for ¢5-norms, Gaussian compari-
son, and simultaneous Gaussian anti-concentration inequality.

Spokoiny and Zhilova (2014) considered the 1-st subproblem for the case of a single
parametric model ( K = 1): a multiplier bootstrap procedure was applied for construc-
tion of a likelihood-based confidence set, and justified theoretically for a fixed sample
size and for possibly misspecified parametric model. In the present paper we extend that
approach for the case of simultaneously many parametric models.

Below we illustrate the definitions (1.2)-(1.8) of the simultaneous likelihood-based
confidence sets with two popular examples.

Example 1 (Simultaneous confidence band for local constant regression):
Let Yi,...,Y, be independent random scalar observations and Xi,..., X, some deter-
ministic design points. Consider the following quadratic likelihood function reweighted

with the kernel functions K(-):

L(07x7 h) déf _% ZTZI(Y; - e)zwi(x7 h)7

wi(w,h) € K({z - X;}/h),

K(z) € [0,1], /IRK(x)d:c =1, K(z) = K(—x).

Here h > 0 denotes bandwidth, the local smoothing parameter. The target point and
the local MLE read as:

déf Zzlzl ’U)i($, h)EYZ 6($ h) déf Z?:l wi(xa h)YZ
S jwi(z,h) ’ Yo wi(z, h)

0(z,h) is also known as Nadaraya-Watson estimate. Fix a bandwidth h and consider

0" (z,h)

the range of points z1,...,xx. They yield K local constant models with the target

parameters 6 %ef 0*(x, h) and the likelihood functions L(60) & L(6,z,h) for k =

1,..., K. The confidence intervals for each model are defined as
def a 2
exs,h) < {0.€ 0 L@@y, h),wx,h) — L0, 01, k) < 32/2}

for the quintile functions 3x(a) and for the multiplicity correction ¢(a) from (1.5) and

(1.8) they form the following simultaneous confidence band:

P (N {8 < et @)} ) 2 1-a.
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In Section 4 we provide results of numerical experiments for this model.

Example 2 (Multiple quantiles regression): Quantile regression is an important
method of statistical analysis, widely used in various applications. It aims at estimat-
ing conditional quantile functions of a response variable, see Koenker (2005). Multiple
quantiles regression model considers simultaneously several quantile regression functions
based on a range of quantile indices, see e.g. Liu and Wu (2011); Qu (2008); He (1997).
Let Yi,...,Y, be independent random scalar observations and Xi,..., X, € IR? some
deterministic design points, as in Example 1. Consider the following quantile regression
models for k=1,...,K:

Yi = g(Xi) +epi, i=1,...,n,

where gi(x) : IR? — IR are unknown functions, the random values Ek1s---sEkn are

independent for each fixed k, and
P(e; <0)=1, forali=1,...,n.

The range of quantile indices 71,...,7x € (0,1) is known and fixed. We are interested in
simultaneous parametric confidence sets for the functions ¢1(-),...,9x(-). Let fr(x, @) :
IR? x IRP* — IR be known regression functions. Using the quantile regression approach
by Koenker and Bassett Jr (1978), this problem can be treated with the quasi maximum
likelihood method and the following log-likelihood functions:

n

Lk(0> = - Zi:l Py, (Y; - fk(Xlae)) ;
pr. () = z(m, — I{x < 0}).

for k = 1,..., K. This quasi log-likelihood function corresponds to the Asymmetric
Laplace distribution with the density 75 (1 — 73,)e %% If 7 = 1/2, then p1/2(T) =
|z|/2 and L(0) = =", |Y; — fr(X;,0)| /2, which corresponds to the median regres-
sion.

The paper is organised as follows: Section 2 describes the multiplier bootstrap proce-
dure, Section 3 explains the ideas of the theoretical approach and provides main results
in Sections 3.1 and 3.2 correspondingly. All the necessary conditions are given in Section
5. In Section 5.3 and in statements of the main theoretical results we provide information
about dependence of the involved terms on the sample size and parametric dimensions
in the case of i.i.d. observations. Proofs of the main results are given in Section C.
Statements from Sections A and B are used for the proofs in Section C. Numerical ex-
periments are described in Section 4: we construct simultaneous confidence corridors

for local constant and local quadratic regressions using both bootstrap and Monte Carlo
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procedures. The quality of the bootstrap procedure is checked by computing the effective
simultaneous coverage probabilities of the bootstrap confidence sets. We also compare
the widths of the confidence bands and the values of multiplicity correction obtained
with bootstrap and with Monte Carlo procedures. The experiments confirm that the
multiplier bootstrap and the bootstrap multiplicity correction become conservative if the
local parametric model is considerably misspecified.

The results given here are valid on a random set of probability 1 — Ce™ for some
explicit constant C' > 0. The number x > 0 determines this dominating probability
level. For the case of the i.i.d. observations (see Secion 5.3) we take x = Clogn.
Throughout the text ||-| denotes the Euclidean norm for a vector and spectral norm for

a matrix. || - |lmax 1S the maximal absolute value of elements of a vector (or a matrix),

o + + 3 max
psum pl pK7 pmaX ISkSka .

2 The multiplier bootstrap procedure

Let ¢;,(0) denote the log-density from the k-th parametric distribution family evaluated

at the 7-th observation:

£,0(0) < log <d]5 ZEJG> (y;)) , (2.1)

then due to independence of Yi,...,Y,

Ly(0) = Z; 6r(0) VEk=1,... K.

Consider i.i.d. scalar random variables u; independent of the data Y, s.t. [Fu; = 1,
Varu; =1, Fexp(u;) < oo (e.g. u; ~N(1,1) or u; ~ exp(1l) or u; ~ 2Bernoulli(0.5) ).
Multiply the summands of the likelihood function Ly (0) with the new random variables:

L(0) « ijl Ci e (0)u, (2.2)

then it holds JE°L} () = Ly(0), where IE° stands for the conditional expectation given
Y.

Therefore, the quasi MLE for the Y -world is a target parameter for the bootstrap
world for each k=1,...,K:

argmaxgeg, IB° Ly, (0) = argmaxgcg, Li(0) = 0.
The corresponding bootstrap MLE is:

5,: o argmaxgcg, Ly (0).
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The k-th likelihood ratio statistic in the bootstrap world equals to L, (5,:) -L; (6),
where all the elements: the function L} (6) and the arguments 6; , 85 are known and
available for computation. This means, that given the data Y , one can estimate the
distribution or quantiles of the statistic L; (5,: )—Ly (5k) by generating many independent
samples of the bootstrap weights wui,...,u, and computing with them the bootstrap
likelihood ratio.

Let us introduce similarly to (1.5) the (1 — «)-quantile for the bootstrap square-root

likelihood ratio statistic:
) def . o o, H° o/
sn(e) Lt {32 0: P° (L3(0F) — L(0p) > 3%/2) < af, (2.3)

here IP° denotes probability measure conditional on the data Y, therefore, 3;(a) is a
random value dependent on Y .

Spokoiny and Zhilova (2014) considered the case of a single parametric model ( K =
1), and showed that the bootstrap quantile 3;(«) is close to the true one z;(«) under
a so called “Small Modeling Bias” (SmB) condition, which is fulfilled when the true
distribution is close to the parametric family or when the observations are i.i.d. When the
SmB condition does not hold, the bootstrap quantile is still valid, however, it becomes
conservative. Therefore, for each fixed k = 1,...,K the bootstrap quantiles 3, ()
are rather good estimates for the true unknown ones j3i(«), however, they are still
“pointwise” in k, i.e. the confidence bounds (1.6) hold for each k separately. Our
goal here is to estimate 3;(a),...,3x (o) and ¢(«) according to (1.7) and (1.8). Let us

introduce the bootstrap correction for multiplicity:

() % sup {c € (0,a] : P° <U;{\/2L;; (6y) — 2L2(By) > 37 (c)}> < a} . (24)

By its definition ¢°(«) depends on the random sample Y .
The multiplier bootstrap procedure below explains how to estimate the bootstrap

quantile functions 3, (¢°(«)) corrected for multiplicity.

The simultaneous bootstrap procedure:

Input: The data Y (asin (1.1)) and a fixed confidence level (1 —«) € (0,1).
Step 1: Generate B independent samples of i.i.d. bootstrap weights {ugb), . ,u%b)}

b=1,...,B. For the bootstrap likelihood processes

L%0) 3" tino)ul’. (2.5)

compute the bootstrap likelihood ratios L;(b)(e,‘;(”)) - Lz(b) (6,) . For each
fixed b the bootstrap likelihoods L;(b) 0),... ,L;((b)(O) are computed using
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the same bootstrap sample {ul(»b)} , s.t. the i-th summand ¢; ;(0) is always
multiplied with the i-th weight ugb) as in (2.5).

Step 2: Estimate the marginal quantile functions 3; (o) defined in (2.3) separately
for each k=1,..., K, using B bootstrap realisations of L; (5,:) - L7 (6)

from Step 1.

Step 3: Find by an iterative procedure the maximum value ¢ € (0,a] s.t.

P (U (Ve 2060 = 0 <o

Otput: The resulting critical values are 3; (¢), k=1,..., K.

Remark 2.1. The requirement in Step 1 to use the same bootstrap sample {ugb)} for
generation of the bootstrap likelihood ratios Lz(b)(ez(b))—LZ(b)(ék) , k=1,...,K allows
to preserve the correlation structure between the ratios and, therefore, to make a sharper

simultaneous adjustment in Step 3.

This procedure is justified theoretically in the next section.

3 Theoretical justification of the bootstrap procedure

Before stating the main results in Section 3.2 we introduce in Section 3.1 the basic
ingredients of the proofs. The general scheme of the theoretical approach here is taken
from Spokoiny and Zhilova (2014). In the present work we extend that approach for the

case of simultaneously many parametric models.

3.1 Overview of the theoretical approach

For justification of the described multiplier bootstrap procedure for simultaneous infer-
ence it has to be checked that the joint distributions of the sets of likelihood ratio statis-
tics {Lk(ak) — Ly(63) :k=1,... ,K} and {LZ(@Z) — LZ(ék) tk=1,.. .,K} are close

to each other. These joint distributions are approximated using several non-asymptotic
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steps given in the following scheme:

uniform joint Gauss.

sq-Wilks approx. &
theorem anti-concentr.™*

Voot \2Le00) - 2006~ el o~ &l
k O,
vn

simultaneous
3.1)

ﬂ &w Gauss. compar.** (
1<k<K

Q

pootst | ore(@y) —2L2(6,)  ~  lleR] €1l

world: ppe-Hlog K
Jn

) ) ) 3 1/8
* the accuracy of these approximating steps is C {pm% log?(K) log® (npsum)} :

** Gaussian cor/nparison step yields an approximation error proportional to
3 1/4 —
52 (p"%) Pmax 1082 (K) 1og>/* (npam) , where gfmb comes from condition (SmB),

smb

see also (3.4) below.

Here &, and &; denote normalized score vectors for the Y and bootstrap likelihood

processes:

def _ * o def Lo, %y def ~— %
£, Dy 'VeLi(6}), & = £1(67) = Dy 'VaLi(6}), (3:2)

D,% is the full Fisher information matrix for the corresponding k-th likelihood:

D} € —V3EL(6}).
& ~ N(0,Varg,) and EZ ~ N(0,Var® £;) denote approximating Gaussian vectors,

: . . =T T\ T
which have the same covariance matrices as & and £°. Moreover the vectors (E 1,--,& K)

—oT —oT\ T o . :
and (Eol ,...,€° K) are normally distributed and have the same covariance matrices

as the vectors (EIT, . ,5})T and ( °1T, ceey °IT<)T correspondingly. Var® and Cov®
denote variance and covariance operators w.r.t. the probability measure IP° conditional
on Y.

The first two approximating steps: square root Wilks and Gaussian approximations
are performed in parallel for both Y and bootstrap worlds, which is shown in the cor-
responding lines of the scheme (3.1). The two worlds are connected in the last step:
Gaussian comparison for fo-norms of Gaussian vectors. All the approximations are
performed simultaneously for K parametric models.

Let us consider each step in more details. Non-asymptotic square-root Wilks approx-

imation result had been obtained recently by Spokoiny (2012a, 2013). It says that for
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a fixed sample size and misspecified parametric assumption: P ¢ {IP;}, it holds with

exponentially high probablity:

Wz{mék) - 140D} - | < Auw = 2

here the index k is fixed, i.e. this statement is for one parametric model. The precise
statement of this result is given in Section B.1, and its simultaneous version — in Sec-
tion B.3. The approximating value ||&| is ¢2-norm of the score vector &, given in
(3.2). The next approximating step is between the joint distributions of ||&;]],. .., ||€x|l
and ||&,]],...,||€x|l. This is done in Section A.1 for general centered random vectors
under bounded exponential moments assumptions. The main tools for the simultaneous
Gaussian approximation are: Lindeberg’s telescopic sum, smooth maximum function and
three times differentiable approximation of the indicator function I{zx € IR : x > 0}.
The simultaneous anti-concentration inequality for the f5-norms of Gaussian vectors is
obtained in Section A.3. The result is based on approximation of the ¢s-norm with a
maximum over a finite grid on a hypersphere, and on the anti-concentration inequality
for maxima of a Gaussian random vector by Chernozhukov et al. (2014c). The same
approximating steps are performed for the bootstrap world, the square-root bootstrap
Wilks approximation is given in Sections B.2, B.3. The last step in the scheme (3.1)
is comparison of the joint distributions of the sets of ¢5-norms of Gaussian vectors:
1€, €]l and ||& |l,...,|I€x] by Slepian interpolation (see Section A.2 for the

result in a general setting). The error of approximation is proportional to

1§12{%ng HCOV<EIC17£/€2) - COVO (EZl7£ZQ>HmaX . (33)

It is shown, using Bernstein matrix inequality (Sections C.1 and C.3), that the value (3.3)

is bounded from above (up to a constant) on a random set of dominating probability with

—1p2rr—1 < 2
@?Kuﬂk BiH | < 6%, (3.4)
for
BE S B {Velu(00)} E{Vatia(6)) .

2 déf 2:;1 /) {Vg&’k(GZ)VG&,k(GZ)T} '

The value HH,;lB,%H,;IH is responsible for the modelling bias of the k-th model. If
the parametric family {IP;(0)} contains the true distribution /P or if the observations
Y; are iid., then B? equals to zero. Condition (S?n\B) assumes that all the values

HH/,C_IB/%H};1 H are rather small.
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3.2 Main results
The following theorem shows the closeness of the joint cumulative distribution functions
(c.dfs) of {\/2Lk('ék) —OLL(O1).k = 1,..., K} and {\/2L;;('é,:) —2L2(0,), k =

1,...,K } The approximating error term Aa equals to a sum of the errors from

all the steps in the scheme (3.1).

Theorem 3.1. Under the conditions of Section 5 it holds with probability > 1 — 12e™*
for z > Cy/pg, 1 <C <2

‘JP (Uf_l{\/nk(ék) —20,,(6}) > zk}>
_P° <Uszl{\/2L;; (6y) — 2L (B;) > zk}>

The approximating total error Aioar > 0 is deterministic and in the case of i.i.d. obser-
vations (see Section 5.3) it holds:

< Atotal .

3 1/8
Atotalgc<%7;’<) log”/ (K log™ ™ (np) { (& +83) (14+036) ", (36)

where the deterministic terms a%,a% and 5%(}() come from the conditions (Z), (Zg)
and (Sﬁ) . Atotal s defined in (C.5).

Remark 3.1. The obtained approximation bound is mainly of theoretical interest, al-
though it shows the impact of pmax, K and n on the quality of the bootstrap procedure.

For more details on the error term see Remark A.1.

The next theorem justifies the bootstrap procedure under the (S?n\B) condition. The
theorem says that the bootstrap quantile functions 5,:() with the bootstrap-corrected for
multiplicity confidence levels 1 —¢®() can be used for construction of the simultaneous

confidence set in the Y -world.

Theorem 3.2 (Bootstrap validity for a small modeling bias). Assume the conditions
of Theorem 3.1, and c(a),0.5¢° (@) > Ap, max , then for a < 1 —8e™* it holds with
probability 1 — 12e™*

IN

A;,, total

P <Uszl{\/2Lk(5k) — 2Ly (07) > 3 (¢ (@) — 24, maX)}> —a

K n o/ 0
P <Uk1{\/2Lk(0k) - 2Lk(elt) > 3k (C (Oé) + 2Afull, maX)}) —a 2> _Ag,totala

where Apgll max < C{(Pmax + X)3/n}1/8 in the case of i.i.d. observations (see Section

5.8), and A, toral < 3Aotal 5 their explicit definitions are given in (C.11) and (C.14).
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Moreover

CO (Oé) <c (a + Ac) + Afull, max»

co (Oé) > ¢ (Oé - Ac) - Afull, max

for 0 < A, < 2A¢0ta1, defined in (C.15).

The following theorem does not assume the (S?n\B) condition to be fulfilled. It turns
out that in this case the bootstrap procedure becomes conservative, and the bootstrap
critical values corrected for the multiplicity 3, (¢°(«)) are increased with the modelling
bias \/tr{DngzDgl} - \/tr{Dk_l(Hlf — B2)D, '}, therefore, the confidence set based

on the bootstrap estimates can be conservative.

Theorem 3.3 (Bootstrap conservativeness for a large modeling bias). Under the con-
ditions of Section 5 except for (S?n\B) it holds with probability > 1 — 14e™* for z, >
Cypr, 1<C<2

L <U::1{\/2Lk(5k) — 2Ly (0}) > Zk})

< P* (U:l{\/QLZ (62) B QLI: (ak) > zk}) + Ab,total-

The deterministic value Ay total € [0, Atotal] (see (3.6) in the case 5.3). Moreover, the
bootstrap-corrected for multiplicity confidence level 1 — ¢° () is conservative in compar-

ison with the true corrected confidence level:
1- c° (Oé) >1-c (Oé + Ab,c) - Afull,maxv
and it holds for all k=1,..., K and a <1 —8e™*

3;: (c° (a)) > Sk (C (a + Ab,c) + Afull,max)

+ \/tr{D,ng,fD,gl} — \/tr{D,gl(H,f — BY)D 'Y — Age i

for 0 < Ay < 2A40ta1 , defined in (C.18), and the positive value Ags 1y is bounded from
above with (a2 + a% ,)(v/8xpy + 6x) for the constants ai >0, a%, >0 from conditions
(Z), (ZB)-

The (STn\B) condition is automatically fulfilled if all the parametric models are
correct or in the case of i.i.d. observations. This condition is checked for generalised
linear model and linear quantile regression in Spokoiny and Zhilova (2014) (the version
of 2015).
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4 Numerical experiments

Here we check the performance of the bootstrap procedure by constructing simultaneous
confidence sets based on the local constant and local quadratic estimates, the former
one is also known as Nadaraya-Watson estimate Nadaraya (1964); Watson (1964). Let
Yi,...,Y, be independent random scalar observations and Xi,...,X,, some determin-
istic design points. In Sections 4.1-4.3 below we introduce the models and the data,

Sections 4.4-4.6 present the results of the experiments.

4.1 Local constant regression
Consider the following quadratic likelihood function reweighted with the kernel functions

L(Omh = —= 1Y 0)%w;(z, h),

wi(z,h) € K({x — X;}/h),

€ [0,1], /IRK(az)dx =1, K(z) = K(—x).

Here h > 0 denotes bandwidth, the local smoothing parameter. The target point and
the local MLE read as:

i wi(z, h)EY;  ~ i wi(w, h)Y;
0*($, h) d:ef Zz:}lw (‘T’ ) , 0(56, h) def szl w (CC ) ]
> i wilx, h)
Let us fix a bandwidth A and consider the range of points Z1,...,2x . They yield K
local constant models with the target parameters Ok 0*(xk, h) and the likelihood
functions L (0) « L(O,xk,h) for k=1,....K.
The bootstrap local likelihood function is defined similarly to the global one (2.2), by
reweighting L(0,z,h) with the bootstrap multipliers wui, ..., uy,:
o/ py def s o def 1 x—n
Lp(8) = L°(0,xp,h) = _izizl(Yi — 0)2w;(xy, h)u;,

9, 4t p° (z1, h) def > oiy wiwg, h)uY;
' o wig, h)u;

4.2 Local quadratic regression

Here the local likelihood function reads as

e ].
L(6,z,h) -3

0.7 c R, v (1,X,,x7)"

27‘171(}/; - Wi—ra)zwi(x’ h)7
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and

where
Ydéf (Yla"'ayn)—r7 wdéf (le"'awn)EJR?)Xﬂ?

Wz, h) & diag {wy (2, ), .., wn(z, )}
And similarly for the bootstrap objects
120,20 % — LS (v - 0T 0)wi(, hyu
s Ly 2 i=1 7 i 2\ Ly 79
—o —1
0° (z,h) & (wUW(x,h)wT> WUW (z,h)Y,
for U % diag {ui,...,up}.

4.3 Simulated data

In the numerical experiments we constructed two 90% simultaneous confidence bands:
using Monte Carlo (MC) samples and bootstrap procedure with Gaussian weights (u; ~
N(1,1)), in each case we used 10* {Y;} and 10* {u;} independent samples. The
sample size n = 400. K(z) is Epanechnikov’s kernel function. The independent random

observations Y; are generated as follows:

Y; = f(X;) + N(0,1), X, are equidistant on [0, 1], (4.1)
5, 2 € [0,0.25] U [0.65, 1];
f(x) =<5+38{1—100(x —0.35)2}, =z €[0.25,0.45); (4.2)

5 —3.8{1 —100(z — 0.55)2}, =z € [0.45,0.65).

The number of local models K = 71, the points x1,...,z71 are equidistant on [0,1].

For the bandwidth we considered two cases: h =0.12 and h =0.3.

4.4 Effect of the modeling bias on a width of a bootstrap confidence
band

The function f(z) defined in (4.2) should yield a considerable modeling bias for both
mean constant and mean quadratic estimators. Figures 4.1, 4.2 demonstrate that the

bootstrap confidence bands become conservative (i.e. wider than the MC confidence
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band) when the local model is misspecified. The top graphs on Figures 4.1, 4.2 show
the 90% confidence bands, the middle graphs show their width, and the bottom graphs
show the value of the modelling bias for K = 71 local models (see formulas (4.3) and
(4.4) below). For the local constant estimate (Figure 4.1) the width of the bootstrap
confidence sets is considerably increased by the modeling bias when x € [0.25,0.65] .
In this case case the expression for the modeling bias term for the k-th model (see

also (S?n\B) condition) reads as:

S {EY; — 0% (x)} w(xp, )

B = S (3~ 6 o) ol »
L <1 | Sy w (e ) {(F(X0) 9*<xk>}2>1' .
>oicy wyi (zk, h)
And for the local quadratic estimate it holds:
|t B = | - i {3 e e | (4.4)
where I, is the identity matrix of dimension p x p (here p =3), and
0 =3 0w HE {Y; - 0(n,)) -

=3 W W a, h) {f(X) = 0" @)Y + > B wd(ay, h).

Therefore, if max;<p<x {f(X;) — 6*(x1)}> = 0, then HHk_lB,%Hk_lH = 0. On the Figure
4.1 both the modelling bias and the difference between the widths of the bootstrap and
MC confidence bands are close to zero in the regions where the true function f(x) is
constant. On Figure 4.2 the modelling bias for h = 0.12 is overall smaller than the
corresponding value on Figure 4.1. For the bigger bandwidth h = 0.3 the modelling
biases on Figures 4.1 and 4.2 are comparable with each other.

Thus the numerical experiment is consistent with the theoretical results from Sec-
tion 3.2, and confirm that in the case when a (local) parametric model is close to the
true distribution the simultaneous bootstrap confidence set is valid. Otherwise the boot-
strap procedure is conservative: the modelling bias widens the simultaneous bootstrap

confidence set.

4.5 Effective coverage probability (local constant estimate)

In this part of the experiment we check the bootstrap validity by computing the effective
coverage probability values. This requires to perform many independent experiments:
for each of independent 5000 {Y;} ~ (4.1) samples we took 10* independent bootstrap
samples {u;} ~ N (1,1), and constructed simultaneous bootstrap confidence sets for a

range of confidence levels. The second row of Table 4.1 contains this range (1 — «a) =
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2: Local quadratic regression:

Confidence bands, their widths

Y

and the modeling bias

bandwidth =0.3

bandwidth =0.12

08

06 08 10 12 14 16 18

02 04

08

Legend for the top graphs:

90% bootstrap simultaneous confidence band

90% MC simultaneous confidence band

smoothed target function

the true function f(z)

local constant MLE

Legend for the middle and the bottom graphs:

width of the 90% bootstrap confidence bands from the upper graphs

———— width of the 90% MC confidence bands from the upper graphs

modeling bias from the expression (4.4)
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0.95,0.9,...,0.5. The third and the fourth rows of Table 4.1 show the frequencies of the

event

max {L4(B1) — L4(6) — 33 (@) } <0

among 5000 data samples, for the bandwidths A = 0.12,0.3, and for the range of (1—«).
The results show that the bootstrap procedure is rather conservative for both A = 0.12

and h = 0.3, however, the larger bandwidth yields bigger coverage probabilities.

Table 1: Effective coverage probabilities for the local constant regression

Confidence levels

h | 095 | 090 | 085 | 0.80 | 0.75 | 0.70 | 0.65 | 0.60 | 0.55 | 0.50
0.12 | 0.971 | 0.947 | 0.917 | 0.888 | 0.863 | 0.830 | 0.800 | 0.769 | 0.738 | 0.702
0.3 | 0.982 | 0.963 | 0.942 | 0.918 | 0.895 | 0.868 | 0.842 | 0.815 | 0.784 | 0.750

4.6 Correction for multiplicity

Here we compare the Y and the bootstrap corrections for multiplicity, i.e. the values
¢(a) and ¢°(a) defined in (1.8) and (2.4). The numerical results in Tables 2, 3 are
based on 10* {Y;} ~ (4.1) independent samples and 10* independent bootstrap sam-
ples {u;} ~ N (1,1). The second line in Tables 2, 3 contains the range of the nominal
confidence levels (1 — a) = 0.95,0.9,...,0.5 (similarly to the Table 1). The first col-
umn contains the values of the bandwidth A = 0.12,0.3, and the second column — the
resampling scheme: Monte Carlo (MC) or bootstrap (B). The Monte Carlo experiment
yields the corrected confidence levels 1 — ¢(a), and the bootstrap yields 1 —¢®(«). The
lines 3-6 contain the average values of 1 —¢(a) and 1 —¢®(a) over all the experiments.
The results show that for the smaller bandwidth both the MC and bootstrap corrections
are bigger than the ones for the larger bandwidth. In the case of a smaller bandwidth
the local models have less intersections with each other, and hence, the corrections for

multiplicity are closer to the Bonferroni’s bound.

Remark 4.1. The theoretical results of this paper can be extended to the case when a set
of considered local models has cardinality of the continuum, and the confidence bands
are uniform w.r.t. the local parameter. This extension would require some uniform
statements such as locally uniform square-root Wilks approximation (see e.g. Spokoiny
and Zhilova (2013)).

Remark 4.2. The use of the bootstrap procedure in the problem of choosing an optimal
bandwidth is considered in Spokoiny and Willrich (2015).
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Table 2: Local constant regression:

MC vs Bootstrap confidence levels corrected for multiplicity

Confidence levels

| h | rm. | 095 | 090 | 085 | 0.80 | 0.75 | 0.70 | 0.65 | 0.60 | 0.55 | 0.50

0.12 MC | 0.997 | 0.994 | 0.989 | 0.985 | 0.980 | 0.975 | 0.969 | 0.963 | 0.956 | 0.949
B 0.998 | 0.995 | 0.991 | 0.988 | 0.984 | 0.979 | 0.975 | 0.969 | 0.963 | 0.957
MC | 0.993 | 0.983 | 0.973 | 0.962 | 0.949 | 0.936 | 0.922 | 0.906 | 0.891 | 0.873
03 B 0.994 | 0.986 | 0.977 | 0.968 | 0.958 | 0.947 | 0.935 | 0.922 | 0.908 | 0.893

Table 3: Local quadratic regression:

MC vs Bootstrap confidence levels corrected for multiplicity

Confidence levels

| h | rm. | 095 | 090 | 085 | 0.80 | 0.75 | 0.70 | 0.65 | 0.60

0.55 | 0.50

0.9 MC | 0.997 | 0.993 | 0.989 | 0.985 | 0.979 | 0.974 | 0.968 | 0.961 | 0.954 | 0.946
B 0.998 | 0.995 | 0.991 | 0.988 | 0.984 | 0.979 | 0.974 | 0.969 | 0.963 | 0.956
MC | 0.993 | 0.983 | 0.973 | 0.961 | 0.949 | 0.936 | 0.921 | 0.904 | 0.887 | 0.868
03 B 0.996 | 0.991 | 0.985 | 0.978 | 0.971 | 0.963 | 0.954 | 0.944 | 0.934 | 0.923

5 Conditions

Here we show necessary conditions for the main results. The conditions in Section 5.1
come from the general finite sample theory by Spokoiny (2012a), they are required for
the results of Sections B.1 and B.2. The conditions in Section 5.2 are necessary to prove

the statements on multiplier bootstrap validity.

5.1 Basic conditions

Introduce the stochastic part of the k-th likelihood process: ((0) def Li(0) — ELg(0),

and its marginal summand: (; 1(0) e Ui () — IEY; 1,(0) for ¢;;,(0) defined in (2.1).

(EDg) For each k=1,...,K there exist a positive-definite py X py symmetric matric
V2 and constants g > 0,vp > 1 such that Var {Ve((0})} < V2 and

v Vol (65)

log IF) A
crme “m{ Vi

bepvn Wze
YEIRPE

(ED2) For each k = 1,...,K there exist a constant wy > 0 and for each * > 0 a
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constant go (r) such that it holds for all 8 € O (r) and for j =1,2

A - -
sup log IF exp {vak 'V5¢:(0) Dy, 1’72} <UpA/2, A < gag().
v, ERPE Wk

||’7j||§1

(Lo) Foreach k=1,...,K and for each r > 0 there exists a constant di(r) > 0 such
that for r <rgy (ror come from condition (B.1) of Theorem B.1 in Section B.1)
d(r) <1/2, and for all 8 € Oy i (r) it holds

1Dy " D(0) Dy — I, || < (),

10 coy,:||DuO -0 <r}.

where D2(8) & —V2IEL(0) and Og(r)
(Z) There exist constants ai >0 forall k=1,..., K s.t.
aiDi > V2.
Denote a2 & maxj<p<k 0 -

(Lr) Foreach k=1,...,K and r > ry, there exists a value by(r) >0 s.t.
rb(r) = oo for r — oo and VO € Oy, : [|Dy(0 — 6})|| = r it holds

—2{IEL(0) — IEL,(8})} > r’by(r).

5.2 Conditions required for the bootstrap validity

(§n\B) There exists a constant B\Smb > 0 such that it holds for the matrices B,% and
H} defined in (3.5):

max || BRI < 8

1/8
n _ _
Sfmbsc( - ) log™"/3(K) log™%/® (npyum).

max

(ED2y,) Foreach k=1,...,K, r>0,i=1,...,n, j=1,2 and for all 6 € O (r)
it holds for the values wy >0 and ga(r) from the condition (ED2) :

A _ _ %
sup tog Eexp { 291 DIVBGUOD <L < o)
llv;l<1

(Lom) Foreach k=1,..., K, r>0,i=1,...,n and for all @ € Oy (r) there exists
a value Cp, i(r) >0 such that

1Dy 'V i 1 (8) Dy || < Cre(x)n ™",



24 SIMULTANEOUS BOOTSTRAP CONFIDENCE SETS

(Z) For each k=1,...,K there exists a constant CLQBJ€ >0 s.t.
ap,Di > By
Denote a% & max; << 0% -
(Sﬁ) There exists a constant 0 < 53* < CPgum/n such that it holds for all i =1,...,n
with exponentially high probability
Hﬁ‘l {gigiT ~-E [gigﬂ } ﬁ_lH < &,
where

€ * * T g
9: " (Volia(0)7,. . Volix(05)) € RP,

759 def n T

BN Elegl},
def

Psum ; pl++pK

(Eb) The i.i.d. bootstrap weights w; are independent of Y , and for all i =1,...,n it
holds for some constants gi > 0,v; > 1

Fu; =1, Varu; =1,

log Eexp {\(u; — 1)} <v5A?/2, [N <eg

5.3 Dependence of the involved terms on the sample size and cardinal-

ity of the parameters’ set

Here we consider the case of the i.i.d. observations Yi,...,Y, and x = Clogn in order
to specify the dependence of the non-asymptotic bounds on n and p. In the paper by
Spokoiny and Zhilova (2014) (the version of 2015) this is done in detail for the i.i.d. case,
generalized linear model and quantile regression.

Example 5.1 in Spokoiny (2012a) demonstrates that in this situation gy = Cy/n and
wi = C/y/n. then 3i(x) = Cy/px + x for some constant C > 1.85, for the function 3j(x)
given in (B.3) in Section B.1. Similarly it can be checked that gy ;(r) from condition

(ED3) is proportional to y/n: due to independence of the observations
A _ _
log IE exp {wk’YlTDk IVng(e)Dk 172}
n A 1 T 7-12 -1
= Zi:l 10g /) exp {\/ﬁu)k\/ﬁ’yl dk‘ VBC%k(a)dk Yo
2

n)\—C for [\ < g, x(T)Vn,
n k)

IN
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where G x(0) % £4(60) — B4 x(6), d2 ¥ —V3IE(1(0]) and D? = nd2 in the iid.

case. Function g, ;(r) denotes the marginal analog of gz x(r).

Let us show, that for the value dx(r) from the condition (Lg) it holds d(r)
Cr/y/n. Suppose for all @ € Oy j(r) and v € R : ||y|| =1 | D, 'y VELL(0)D; | <
C, then it holds for some 8 € O (r):

|D; ' D*(0)D; ' — I, || = ||, ' (0} — 6) ' Vo IELL(0) Dy |

= | D (6} — 6)" DD 'V3IELL(6)D, ||

IN

| D IID y TVEELL(6) D, Y| < Cx/v/n.

Similarly C, x(r) < Cr/y/n+ C in condition (Lom,) -

The next remark helps to check the global identifiability condition (£r) in many
situations. Suppose that the parameter domain ©; is compact and n is sufficiently
large, then the value bg(r) from condition (L£r) can be taken as C{1 —r/\/n} ~ C.
Indeed, for 0 : ||Dy(0 —07)|| =

~2{BLL(6) - EL«(6))} = x* {1 x| D} ||1D; 'y V3 EL(O)D; I}
> r?(1 —Cr/\/n).

Due to the obtained orders, the conditions (B.1) and (B.9) of Theorems B.1 and B.5 on
concentration of the MLEs 5k, 6,: require rgj > Cy/pi + Xx.

A Approximation of the joint distributions of /;-norms

Let us previously introduce some notations:
1%, )T e RE,
| || is the Euclidean norm for a vector and spectral norm for a matrix;
|| - [[max is the maximum of absolute values of elements of a vector or of a matrix;
|| - |1 is the sum of absolute values of elements of a vector or of a matrix.
Consider K random centered vectors ¢, € IRPk for k = 1,..., K. Each vector

equals to a sum of n centered independent vectors:

O =Pp1+ -+ Dp s

(A.1)
Introduce similarly the vectors 1, € IRPx for k=1,...,K:
Yp =P+t B
k k1 kn (A.2)

B, = Ev,; =0 V1<i<n,
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with the same independence properties as ¢y, ;, and also independent of all ¢y, .

The goal of this section is to compare the joint distributions of the ¢9-norms of the

sets of vectors ¢, and v, , k=1,..., K (i.e. the probability laws £ (||¢.|],--.,|Pxl)
and L (J|Yl],.. ., [|¥kll) ), assuming that their correlation structures are close to each
other.
Denote
def def
Pmax = IISI}caéXkaj Psum = P1 + -+ DK,
2 def 2 def
A ,max 12}35{]{”\/&1‘(9[)])”7 )‘w7max = 12}52{K||Var(¢])”7
def def .
Zmax = MAaX 2k, Zmin — Min 2z,
1<k<K 1<k<K
02 max d:ef max 5zk7 07 min déf min 6zk7
’ 1<k<K ’ 1<k<K
let also
act (Dhax )
A= (m) log”/ '8 (K) log?’/g(mosum)zl[ln/f1 (A.3)
n

X max { g max; )\¢,max}3/4 log*1/8(5n1/2).
The following conditions are necessary for the Proposition A.1
(C1) For some gi,vi, ¢, ¢p >0and forall i=1,...,n, k=1,...,K

sup log Eexp { \Wnyl di/cs} < AE/2, M| <,
’YkeRpk7
lvill=1

sup logEeXp{)\\/ﬁ'y;'t,bk’i/%} < N2, N < e,
Y ERPE,
lxll=1

where ¢y > CAgmax and ¢y > CAg max -

(C2) For some 6% >0

’COV(@W br,) — COV(¢k1,¢k2)Hmax < 6% (A4)

max ’
1<k, ko <K

Proposition A.1 (Approximation of the joint distributions of ¢ -norms). Consider the
centered random vectors ¢y, ..., ¢ and Yy, ..., P given in (A1), (A.2). Let the
conditions (C1) and (C2) be fulfilled, and the values zi, > \/p + Az and 6., >0 be s.t.
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Cmax{nil/Z, Srmax} < Ae < Czply, then it holds with dominating probability

max ’

Vv

P (UL, el > a3 ) = 2 (U, (el > - 6.3 ) = -2,
P (UL, G2l > 2) = P (UL, ol > 5 +8,3) < 4

for the deterministic non-negative value

3 1/8
AEQ < 12.5C <pmax> IOgQ/S (K) 10g3/8(npsum) max {)\qj,maxv )\w,max}3/4
n
1/4
> [ Piax / /24 2 3/4 7/2
+ 32C5Z T pmaxzmin IOg (K) lOg (npsum) max {>\¢,maxa Aw,max}

3 1/8
< 25C (“ﬂ) 108”8 (K)10g® (npam) max { g masxs Apmax > s
n

where the last inequality holds for

6% < 4C < 17; >1/8 log™"/3(K)1og /% (npam) (max {A\p.max; /\wmax})*ll/ﬁl.
max
Remark A.1. The approximating error term A, consists of three errors, which cor-
respond to: the Gaussian approximation result (Lemma A.2), Gaussian comparison
(Lemma A.7), and anti-concentration inequality (Lemma A.8). The bound on Ay,
above implies that the number K of the random vectors ¢q,...,¢x should satisfy
log K < (n/pd..)"? in order to keep the approximating error term Ay, small. This
condition can be relaxed by using a sharper Gaussian approximation result. For instance,
using in Lemma A.2 the Slepian-Stein technique plus induction argument from the recent
paper by Chernozhukov et al. (2014b) instead of the Lindeberg’s approach, would lead
to the improved bound: C (%) 1o multiplied by a logarithmic term.

A.1 Joint Gaussian approximation of /;-norm of sums of independent

vectors by Lindeberg’s method

Introduce the following random vectors from IRPsw» :

def T def L
o & <¢I,”.,¢}) : @i§:(¢1“.”,¢§ﬁ) Ci=1,....m,

n

o= & Ed = Fd; = 0.
1=

(A.5)
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Define their Gaussian analogs as follows:

Qsi d:f (¢Izv sy ¢;71> 3 o d:f (¢]—7 ceey ¢;> = i—1 ¢i7 (AG)
&; ~ N (0, Var @;), & ~ N(0, Var d), (A.7)
@i ~ N(0, Var ¢y, ), I o ijl @i ~ N(0, Var ¢y,). (A.8)

Lemma A.2 (Joint GAR with equal covariance matrices). Consider the sets of ran-
dom vectors ¢; and aj, j = 1,...,K defined in (A.1), and (A.5)— (A.8). If the
conditions of Lemmas A.4 are A.5 are fulfilled, then it holds for all A,3 > 0, z; >
max {A +/Djs 2.2510g(K)/B} with dominating probability

P <UJK:1 {H¢j|| > Zj}> <P (UJK:1 {H¢j|| >z —A— 3102gB(K)}> +63,4(A, B),

e (Ufl (] > zj}> > p (Ufl {chjn A+ ?’kf/gm}) g4, 5)

NEY

1/2
for d3.5(4,8) < € (ds + 5 + & ) { 2= log(K) log* (npan) } - given in (A.15).

Proof of Lemma A.2.

r <U]K1 {ll®;l > Zj}> = I W(maxi<j<x {||o;]* - 2} > 0).

Let us approximate the maxj<;j<x function using the smooth maximum:

hg ({;}) — B~ log(K) < @%({%’} < hg({z;}). (A.9)

The indicator function I{z > 0} is approximated with the three times differentiable

function g(x) growing monotonously from 0 to 1:

0, <0,
1623/3, z €1[0,1/4],

9(x) ¥ {0542z —0.5) — 16(x — 0.5)3/3, =€ [1/4,3/4],
1+ 16(x —1)3/3, x € [3/4,1],
1, x> 1.

It holds for all x € IR and A >0

I{z > A} < g(z/A) < T{z/A > 0}.
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Therefore

P (ma {161 -} > 4)

1<G<K

|12 — 22
<oy {1251 0)
<< 2
||¢j”2 — 23
(mK {szA ’
1 K I;11* — =7
J

;117 — =3 log(K)
152&’%{ SR } 7 8A

< B1 ( e {H(ﬁj”z —2]2'} S _log(K)

1<j<K 225 I}
log( K
<P (1;1%{1@” — 5} > —157E )) , (A1)

where the last inequality holds for z; > 2.25log(K)/B. Denote
o (21,...,2K)T e R¥, zj > 0.

Introduce the function Fa (@, z) : RP x RE — IR:

12 — 22
Fa (2, 2) def g (Alﬂ log {Zj{l exp lﬁwj !zj z]] }) (A.12)

Then by (A.10) and (A.11)

P (@8@ {lsl =2} > A)

< EF, 5(®, 2) (A.13)
3log(K
<P (ax {lol - =) > - 255 ()

Lemma A.6 checks that Fa g (-, 2) admits applying the Lindeberg’s telescopic sum device
(see Lindeberg (1922)) in order to approximate IEFA g (®, z) with IEFA 3 (®,z) . Define

for ¢ =2,...,n—1 the following IRPs" -valued random sums:

n

q—1 n
Sq ngEH- Z b;, Si défzq% Sh o P,
i=1 =2 ;

i=q+1
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The difference Fx 5 (®,2) — Fa, g (5, z) can be represented as the telescopic sum:
— n —
Fap(D,2)— Fa g (®,2) = Zi:l {Fa,5(Si+ ®i,z) — Fa p(Si + ®i, 2) } .

The third order Taylor expansions of Fa 5(S; + @;,z) and Fa 3(S; + @;,z) w.r.t. the

first argument at S;, and Lemma A.6 imply for each i =1,...,n:

‘FA’ﬂ(SZ' + P;, z) — FAyg(Si + 52-, z) — V@FA’g(Si, Z)T(@Z’ — 51)

1 — _
—5(@i— D) ' VGFa p(Si, z)(Di + P;)
C3(4A, B) 3 3 — 131 I3
< 6 1%%)% {HSJJ =+ ¢j,i” } Hdsiumax + 1235% {HSJaZ + d)j,’iH } H@iHmax ’

where the value C3(A, ) is defined in Lemma A.6, and the random vectors S;; € IRPi

for j=1,...,K ares.t. forall i=1,...,n

By their construction S; and ®; — @; are independent, IEP; = IE$; = 0 and VarP; =
Var @; , therefore

|[EFA 3(P, 2) — IEFA, 3(, 2)|

n —
_ ‘Zizl {IEHA(S; + &5, 2) — EHA(S; +Q5i,z)}‘
C3(4, 8) 3 3 - 1B E.13
< T E;E 1%%)%{”51]71 + ¢],z|| } ||@i||max + 12;%)% {HSJKL + ¢j,7,” } ||¢iHmax .
1=
Lemma A.5 implies for all ¢ =1,...,n with probability > 1 — 2e™*

1/2
- |16 < 1/2¢ 4 y113
(1 gm0+ 631%) ) < v e | Var' (68, s TR s+ 65,

and the same bound holds for (IE maxi<j<k {[S;: + &, 6})1/2 . Denote

1 & =
5max,q§ d:ef 5 Z {ZE (||¢Z||?nax)}1/2 + {ZE (||¢Z||?nax)}l/2 .
=1

By Lemma A .4 it holds for ¢t = (x + log(psum))?’ (ﬂc¢yo)6 n~3 with probability > 1—e™*
[Dillvax <t [ Pillimax < ¢

max —

If x = Clogn, then the last bound on |IEFA g(®,2) — IEFA 3(®, z)| continues with
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probability > 1 — 6exp(—x) as follows

\JEFA 5(®,2) — IEFA (9, z)y

C3(A>B) 1
< =) /3 /2( 8 VI3
< B ToB (R ) b s i | Var' (@)
cr1 B B\ ot 1/2 3/2 1/2 3 (0,2.2\3/2
< 3 (A3+A2+A> pYP log™/“(K)log”“ (npsum) 1%‘%}% | Var~/=(¢,) |l (2V0C¢)
L 556(A, 8) (A.15)
The derived bounds imply:
K
P (UL 41> 5}
by (A.13)
< EFAﬂ(@,Z—AlK)
by (A.15) -
< [EFapp(9,z— Alk) +034(4,5) (A.16)
by (A.14) K o 3loe(K
<P (UL i@ 5 - a- PEE ) ),
j=1 20
and similarly
K
P (UL, (01> )
K - 3log(K)
> P <Uj1 {quju >zt =g+ A}) — 83.4(4, B).
O

The next lemma is formulated separately, since it is used for a proof of another result.
Lemma A.3 (Smooth uniform GAR). Under the conditions of Lemma A.2 it holds with

dominating probability for the function Fa g(-,z) given in (A.12):

re (U o> 5 ) 2 B (.24 2980800, 50,0

1
21 BFap @) < P (UL {loil> 5 - 250 1),

2.2. IEFp (®,2) > P <Uj; {llo;ll >z + A}> .
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Proof of Lemma A.3. The first inequality 1.1 is obtained in (A.16), the second inequality
1.2 follows similarly from (A.14) and (A.15). The inequalities 2.1 and 2.2 are given in
(A.13) and (A.14). O

Lemma A.4. Let for some c¢y,g1,v9 > 0and forall i =1,...,n, j=1,...,pun
log]Eexp{)\\/ﬁlqﬁgl/cd,} < N2/2, N <eg,

here qﬁg denotes the j -th coordinate of vector ¢, . Then it holds for all © =1,...,n and
m,t >0

. nt2/m
P ( max ‘(b,z‘m > t) S eXpy ——=5 &5 + log(psum) .

1<j<psum 2C§5V02

Proof of Lemma A.4. Let us bound the max; ]qbg] using the following bound for the

maximum:

max 7] < log { """ exp(16]]) } .

1 S] <psum j=

By the Lemma’s condition

IE exp { max Avn

I\ < 20272 4 loon. ) .
1<j<p C(b |¢Z|} - eXp( VO/ + ngbum)

Thus, the statement follows from the exponential Chebyshev’s inequality. 0

Lemma A.5. If for the centered random vectors ¢; € IRPi j=1,..., K

sup log IF exp )\’I;qu < VAN?)2, AN <g
e [ Var'/=(¢; )7
¥

for some constants vy >0 and g > V(;l maxi<j<k \/2pjlog(K), then

E max {[l¢;|} < Cro in%)i{HVal"l/Q(d)j)H\/meaXIOg<K)7

1<j<K 1<)

1/2
(1 s (10,11} ) < Con a1 Vo 2(6)*y 2 08K s +65).

1<<K
The second bound holds with probability > 1 — 2e™*.

Proof of Lemma A.5. Let us take for each j =1,..., K finite ¢;-grids G;(e) C IRP7 on
the (pj — 1)-spheres of radius 1 s.t

Vy € R st Iyl =1 3Fvg € Gj(e) = lv = oll <&, lIvoll = 1.
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Then

Il < (1 =€) max {47e,}.

€G;(g;5)

Hence, by inequality (A.9) and the imposed condition it holds for all
0 < p < g/maxi<j<g || Vart/?(¢;)||:

E N < E {T }
s AIgill} < max = max max (v ¢

IN

C;Elog Z Z exp (,wy—rq&j)

1§jSK’YEGj (Ej)

IN

C;log Z Z IE exp (M’YT(ﬁj)

1<j<K ~eG;(c;)

log(Kcard {Gj(e;)}) leg

< .
= C 2 T FO V@)l
log(K) | u1g
< ; -4 .
< Clrgr;fgg{{p;} PR @?%HV&I"(%)H
1/2
= o max {y/py} max | Var'/*(;)]v/2log(K)

for = Cyy' max {v/ps}v/2log(K)/ max | Var'/2(¢;)]].

1<G<K

For the second part of the statement we combine the first part with the result of Theorem
B.3 on deviation of a random quadratic form: it holds with dominating probability for

def
ng = Var ¢,

;11

IN

3q2f (X7 V¢j)

< te(Vg)) + 6xl|VE I < V3 1 (p + 6x).
O

Lemma A.6. Let I' € R, ~; € IRPI for j=1,...,K ares.t. I'= ('le, e ,fyIT()T,
and z ¥ (21,...,2K) " s.t. zj > \/Dj , then it holds for the function Fa g(-,2) defined
in (A.12):

[V3Fa5 (I 2)|], < Ca(A,8) max {|v[}, ca(4,8) € (Al + i) ,

1<j<K
3 3 af (1 B B
IViFas (1 2)], < 05(A,8) max {Ill°},  cs(4,8) = ¢ (m +a+5)
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Proof of Lemma A.6. Denote

I

eyt exp<6w> ha(s(D) = p log {s(I)}. (A7)
j=1 2z; ’ g : ’ .

then FpA(I',z) = g (A hg (s(I')). Let 7 denote the g-th coordinate of the vector
I' € IRPsm | Tt holds for ¢,0,b,r =1,..., Py :

d 1 _ d

LFallz) = g {4 1hﬁ<s<r>>}dfth5<s<r>>,
LF (Iz) = "{A h(s(I)} — ih (s(I)
dyadyl " AN Azg (s d'yq his(s d'yl B

g ia <s<r>>}d*2h (s(1)
a9 ¢ dyadyl PN

d d d

1
F F — " -1

e g arngsrny d =)L nastry)
Ve p dyadyb? dy!"’

9 2
+ aha(s(0) ha (D) + nybhﬁ<s<F>>Cm§ldyzhﬂ(S(”>}

3
+ 50 {4 WD)} grarmghals(T)).

Let for 1 < ¢ < pum Jj(g) denote an index from 1 to K s.t. the coordinate 7 of the
vector I = (’7?, e ,7;)T belongs to its sub-vector ;-

d 1 1 d 1 A4 7)1 = 25y
h S F - — —S F e —— ex - JNZJ ,
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d? 1 d? 1 1 d d
- - r I—s(I
dodyt ") = G dear* ) T Bamy et D!
1 v \?] 1 1717 = 25y
()} e 5
{Zj@ %(a) } s(l) 2%j()
2 2
B {7‘1 } 1750 I” — %)
- exp (25701~ 5@ ) q=1;
s*(I) L zi(q) 22j(q)
) B 175w I = %)
= 5 &XPp B
s() Zj@) 2%j()
ar ¥ I* =
- Q/BF fYQJ (25 s J(q ) j(q) () q7él7
s*(I7) i(q) 22j(q)
2 2 2 2
I3 fyqul ”’Yj(q)” ~ Zi(q) H'Yj(l)” ~ 0 ) .
———exp | B + 8 . Jla) # 5(0).
s* (1) 2j(q) (1) 2zj(q) 225q)

By definition (A.17) of s(I") it holds for all I" € IRPsm :

1 lv;1% — 22 S H%H2 — 22
s() P (B 22] Zl ) 22

Therefore,
3 3 -2y & )
sum d d 1 7‘7 ] ;
—hg(s(I")=——hs(s(I))]| < vl = =5 ;
Z dry a(s( ))d’yl (s( ))’ = ZS(F)Z]' exp <ﬁ 2 )Z,Y
q,l=1 = p
2
r
< | max [y, 2
1<G<K Z;
< nax v, for z; > /p;j
Similarly
Psum
<
; dnydfyl (s F))‘ 05121%(”%!!
Psum d2 d d3
¢ a & _
q%z_l dﬂchlfylh,B(S(F))d,ybh,B(S(F))+ dﬁyqdfyldpybhﬁ(s(r))‘ <c(6+p )1gng>§(lmll

A.2 Gaussian comparison

The following Lemma shows how to compare the expected values of a twice differentiable

function evaluated at the independent centered Gaussian vectors. This statement is used
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for the Gaussian comparison step in the scheme (3.1). The proof of the result is based on
the Gaussian interpolation method introduced by Stein (1981) and Slepian (1962) (see
also Rollin (2013) and Chernozhukov et al. (2013b) and references therein). The proof is

given here in order to keep the text self-contained.

Lemma A.7 (Gaussian comparison using Slepian interpolation). Let the IRPs™ -dimensional
random centered vectors & and W be independent and normally distributed, f(Z) :
IRPs — R s any twice differentiable function s.t. the expected values in the expression

below are bounded. Then it holds

|Ef(@) — Ef(@)| < %Hvara_vﬂumax sup | E2f (@vE+TVT=1) |

te[0,1] 1

Proof of Lemma A.7. Introduce for ¢ € [0,1] the Gaussian vector process Z; and the

deterministic scalar-valued function s«(t):

Z Y BVt +TT—t € RPw,

def

#(t) = Ef(Z(1)),

then IEf(®) = »(1), IEf(¥) = »(0) and

1
@)~ B )] = (1) = #(0) < [ |:(0)] .

Let us consider »/(t):

A(0) = LBf(z) = B [{Vf(Zt)}T jtz]

- L e{a'vz) -

—T
N Z Vf(Zt)} . (A.18)

1
="t
2¢/1 —1t
Further we use the Gaussian integration by parts formula (see e.g Section A.6 in Tala-
grand (2003)): if (z1,...,2Zp,.)  is a centered Gaussian vector and f(z1,...,Tp,.,) 18

s.t. the integrals below exist, then it holds for all j =1,..., pam:

Psum

d
E{z;if(x1, ..., Tpn)} = > Blxjz)E {dmkf(xl, ... g;p)} . (A.19)
k=1

Let Ej,@j denote the j-th coordinates of & and ¥. Let also d%f(Zt) denote the
partial derivative of the vectors f(Z;) w.r.t. the j-th coordinate of Z;. Then it holds
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due to (A.19):

1 R id R d d
IE {¢ Vf(Zt)} = ;E {Qsjdjf(zt)} = J%::lE (@]@q> E {def(zt)}

J,q=1

Similarly for the second term in (A.18):

E {@Wf(zt)} = V1t pz E (@j@q) E {d2f<zt>} :

ja=1 dqd
therefore
Psum Psum o - 2
(1) = izg (@) - & (@7} £ {5 )

IN

1 _ _
3 HVar@ — Var&PHmaX supl] H]EVQf(Zt)Hl.

A.3 Simultaneous anti-concentration for ¢, -norms of Gaussian vectors

_ _T\T
Lemma A.8 (Simultaneous Gaussian anti-concentration). Let <¢1T, e ,d)fz) € IRpPsum
be centered normally distributed random vector, and aj €eIRPi, j=1,...,K. It holds
forall z; > /pj and 0 < A; <z, j=1,...,K:

P (UL 181> 25} ) - P (UL (180> 2+ 4} ) < Aw(a).

where

Aac ({45}) < C {%\/1 Vlog(K/2) +C lg;a&{ﬂj}\/@% log(QZj/Aj)} :

and 3 < maxi<j<x{4;/zj} <1 is a deterministic positive constant. An explicit defi-
nition of Aac ({4;}) is given in (A.22).
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Proof of Lemma A.S.
K — K _
P szl {||¢g|| > Zj} — P szl {||¢]|| >z + Aj}
K o K o
<P (Ujl {H¢]sz 1> 0}) —IP (Ujl {H¢]sz 1_ 1> %}>

e (1253%}%{”@;41 - 1} > 0) ~P (15%{”@”2;1 - 1} > %>
<P <0 < max {Hajnzjfl - 1} < %> . (A.20)

1<G<K

It holds

&1 = su {+"4;}.
~eIRPT,
lvll=1

Let Gj(e;) C IRPi (for 1 < j < K') denote a finite ¢;j-net on (p; — 1)-sphere of radius
1:

Vy e R st Iyl =1 Fvo € Gjles) : [lv =voll <& llvoll = 1.
This implies for all j=1,..., K

(=)l < _max {376} <16

i\&j

Let us take €1,...,exg >0 st. Vj=1,..., K
ejlldllz;t < o, (A.21)

then

J— Ti
0 < max ;] — max max Y % < 7z,
1<j<K 2j 1<G<K v€Gj(ej) Zj

and the inequality (A.20) continues as
< G|zt - }<
P (0= max {18, -1} <)

Ti.
<P max  sup v -1 <ax].
1§7§K‘76Gj(5j) Z.]

The random values 'yTajzj_l ~ N(0, zj_Q Var{'yTaj}) . The anti-concentration inequal-

ity by Chernozhukov et al. (2014c) for the maximum of a centered high-dimensional
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Gaussian vector (see Theorem A.9 below), applied to maxi<j<k Supeq; (e;) {7T$j2j*1} ’

TiA
]P( max  sup {7 qb]}—l S%)

ISR yeq ey | %
def K )
< Aac = Cac%\/l \ IOg <%_1 Zj:l {2/5j}pj>> (A22)

implies

where the constant C,. depends on min and max of Var{’yTajzj_l} < E\@jHQZJ_2 <

1; the sum ZJK:1 {2/e;}¥7 is proportional to cardinality of the set {,YTaij—l’ v €
Pmin+1

Gj(gj), 5 =1,...,K}. If one takes ¢; = 2C{A;/(2z;)} »*" , then (A.21) holds with

exponentially high probability due to Gaussianity of the vectors aj and Theorem 1.2 in

Spokoiny (2012b), hence

1 K )
Age < Cacz\/l Vv Clog (22, X {2/5j}pj+1)
]:

< ac ] y y . .
<cC {%\/ 1Vlog(K/2)+C 12r;a<>§{{A]}\/lr<r;f?§{ log(QzJ/A])} (A.23)

O]

Theorem A.9 (Anti-concentration inequality for maxima of a Gaussian random vector,
Chernozhukov et al. (2014c)). Let (Xi,...,X,)" be a centered Gaussian random vector
with 0']2- d:ef EXJZ >0 fOT’ all 1 < j5<p. Let o déf minlgjgp 0, O déf maxi<;j<p0j -
Then for every ¢ >0

sup IP <‘ max X; — | < €> < CaceV/1Vlog(p/e),

zeR 1<j<p

where Cuc depends only on o and . When the variances are all equal, namely o =

o =0, log(p/e) on the right side can be replaced by logp .

A.4 Proof of Proposition A.1

Proof of Proposition A.1. Let & def

(¢1.- 6k) | € R for py  py 4o+ pyg
(as in (A.5)), and similarly ¥ o (¥, .. .,1#};)1— € IRPsm . Let also @ ~ N(0, Var @)
and ¥ ~ N(0, Var¥). Introduce the following value, which comes from Lemma A.7 on
Gaussian comparison:

84,8 Ca(A,5) max sup {IB;vE+ BT

1<j<Ktel01

< Co(A, B) 1%?%{ max {tr Var(¢;), tr Var(ep;) } . (A.24)
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It holds

(UL o)) > =)

by L.A.3

_ 1
> BHa g <q5,z+ 3log(f)

) —03,4(4,5)

25
by L.A.7,A.6 _ 3log(K 1
> [EHap <W z+ 2gﬁ()1z<> — 50%02(4, 8) = 03,4(4, B)

by L.A.3 _ 3log(K 1
T (UL {105 s 2 TR < fakana8) - bas(a s
by L. A.8

: — 1
2 P (UL > -6, - 4Y) - J340(4.5) - 50(8. 9

—2A, ({52].} +2A+ ?’logﬂ(K)> (A.25)
by LE'AVQ P (Uj; {1l > z — 5Zj}> — %62252(4 ) (A.26)

—33,6(A, B) = G3.5(4, B) — 244 ({@J} Y2A 310%;“) ,

where 934 (A, §) is defined similarly to d34(A, 5) in (A.15):

def CB(A ﬁ) pmax

3/2
1 log! 2 (K) 10g™? (npaun) (2/5€5 N ) !

I3.4(A,B) = (A.27)

By Lemma A.8 inequality (A.25) requires the following: 4., + 24 + 3log( ) < z; . The
bound in the inverse direction is derived similarly. Denote the approx1mat1ng error term

obtained in (A.26) as

B0, SR AB) + baol4,5) + Gaul4,) + 20 ({5} + 20+ TEED),

Consider this term in more details, by inequality (A.23)

(10 28+ PN < e (5, 004 2B
)

log!/2(K log(K
X {C()gz() + logl/2 (22max) — logl/2 <<5zj +2A + 30%”) } )
J
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Let us take 3 = logg{) , then

log'/2(K 3,
Zmin 1<G<K Zj

Aye < HCA

+C(bA+ 0 max) <10g1/2 (22max) + \/— log (0 min + 5A)> ,

log!/2(K 3,
L()—FC max —2 log'/?(K)
Zmin 1<G<K Zzj

< 5CA

+2C(5A + 62 max) \/— log (02,min + 54)

log!/?(K 5.
< 5cA ) L ax 2 10gl2(K) 1 90 (54 + 8z max) v/— 1og (54)
Zmin 1<K Zzj
< 5CA{W2(K) + 2.41og"/? (5n1/2)} + C max O log"/?(K)
- Zmin ’ 1<G<K 24
logl/Q(K) 1/2 1/2
< 6cA{ 52 1 0.410g (5n112) |, (A.28)

where the second inequality holds for 0, min + 54 < 1/(22max), and the last one holds
for 0, max <A and A > n~1/2.

by (A.27 5/2 3/2
Y(< ) Clog (K) pmax
= A3 /2

by (A.24)
5oon(A,8) < coploBlE)

53’¢(A, ,B) + (53#,(A, ,B) 10g3/2(npsu111) (>‘3,max + )‘fb,max) s (A29)

D VI IISI};?% max {tr Var(¢;), tr Var(ep;) }

log(K)
A2 Pmax Max {)‘é,maxa )‘i,max} :

< oL

After minimizing the sum of the expressions (A.28) and (A.29) w.r.t A, we have

3 1/8
AZQ < 12.5C <pmax> 10g9/8 (K) log3/8 (npsum) max {/\qb,maxa Aw,max}3/4
n

3 1/4
1/2 X
+ 3-206%pmaxzm/in (prza> 10g2 (K) 10g3/4 (npsum) max {)\¢>,maX7 A'LZJ,max}’?/2

3 1/8
< 25C <pmnax) 1Og9/8(K) 10g3/8 (npsum) max {)\qb,maxy A¢,max}3/4 5
where the last inequality holds for

3 —-1/8
5% < AP (pr;;) log™"/* (1) 10g™*/* (npaun) (max {Ag,max, Ap.max}) ™1

O]
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B Square-root Wilks approximations

This section’s goal is to derive square root Wilks approximations simultaneously for
K parametric models, for the Y and bootstrap worlds. This is done in Section B.3
below. Both of the results are used in the approximating scheme (3.1) for the bootstrap
justification. In order to make the text self-contained we recall in Section B.1 some results
from the general finite sample theory by Spokoiny (2012a,b, 2013). In Section B.2 we
recall similar finite sample results for the bootstrap world for a single parametric model,
obtained in Spokoiny and Zhilova (2014).

B.1 Finite sample theory

Let us use the notations given in the introduction: Lx(0), k = 1,..., K are the log-
likelihood processes, which depend on the data Y and correspond to the regular para-
metric families of probability distributions {IPy(0),0 € Oy C IRPk}. The general finite
sample approach by Spokoiny (2012a) does not require that the true distribution IP of
the data Y belongs to any of the parametric families {IP;(0)}. The target parameters
0} are defined as in (1.3) by projection of the true measure P on {IP;(0)}. Let D3
denote the full Fisher information pp X p, matrices, which are deterministic, symmetric

and positive-definite:

D} € —V3IEL(6}).

Centered pj -dimensional random vectors &;, denote the normalised scores:

def

€ = Dy VoLi(6}).

Introduce the following elliptic vicinities around the true points 6} :

def *
Oo,1(xr) = {0 € O - ||Dy(6 — 67)]| < r}.
Let 1 <k < K be fixed. The non-asymptotic Wilks approximating bound by Spokoiny
(2012a, 2013) requires that the maximum likelihood estimate 0, gets into the local
vicinity Og (rox) of some radius rp; > 0 with probability > 1 —3e™, x > 0. This is

guaranteed by the following concentration result:

Theorem B.1 (Concentration of the MLE, Spokoiny (2013)). Let the conditions (EDy) ,
(ED2), (Lo), (Z) and (Lx) be fulfilled. If for each k =1,...,K for the constants
ror > 0 and for the functions by(r) from (Lr) holds:

by (r)r > 2 { 34¢(x, By) + 6wpry 3x(x +log(2r/rok))}, T >Tok (B.1)
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where the functions 3i(x) and 3q¢(x,1By) are defined in (B.3) and (B.4) respectively,
then it holds for oll k=1,..., K

P (5k ¢ @o,k(ro,k)> <3e ™

The constants wk,v, and a come from the imposed conditions (EDg) —(Z) (from
Section 5). In the case 5.3 rop > Cy/pr +x.

Theorem B.2 (Wilks approximation, Spokoiny (2013)). Under the conditions of The-
orem B.1 for some roy > 0 s.t. (B.1) is fulfilled, it holds for each k =1,..., K with
probability > 1 — be™™

2{L4(81) = LuOD | — 1€xl1?| < Ay e (ross ),

‘\/Q{Lk(ék) B Lk(alt)} - Hﬁk”‘ < Apw(rok, x)

for
Apw(r,x) % 3r {6(x) + 61k 3 (x)wi} (B.2)
of 2
A w2 (T, %) def 3 {2r + 3q¢(x, By)} Apw(r, x),
3n(x) € 2y/pk + V2% + dpi(xg 2 + Vgt (B.3)

In the case 5.5 it holds for r < rg} :

(pr + X)3_

Akyw(r,x) <C Pt %
n

SCT

The constants gy, and 6r(r) come from the imposed conditions (EDy) , (£o) (from Sec-

Ak,W2 (I‘, X) S C

tion 5). The function 3q¢(x, By), defined in (B.4), corresponds to the quantile function

of deviations of the approximating random value ||&;|| (see Theorem B.3 below).

The following theorem characterizes the tail behaviour of the approximating terms
l€]1? . Tt means that with bounded exponential moments of the vectors &, (conditions
(EDg), (I)) its squared Euclidean norms |[|£.[|> have three regimes of deviations:

sub-Gaussian, Poissonian and large-deviations’ zone.

Theorem B.3 (Deviation bound for a random quadratic form, Spokoiny (2012b)). Let
condition (EDg) be fulfilled, then for g > y/2tr(IBZ) it holds for each k=1,... K :

P (€)% > 32 (x, By)) < 2e7* 4 8.de ek,
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def _ . . .
where 1B} = D, 1Vk2Dk L X(By) is a mazimum eigenvalue of B2,

tr(BE) + /8 tr(Bl)x, x < /2tr(BE)/{18\(Bx)},

32(x, Br) € { te(IB2) + 6xA\(IBy), 2tr(BY)/{18MBy)} < x < %o, (BA)

|Ze ke + 2(x — XC,k)/gC,k’2 A(By), x> Xk,

def def

2%ck = 2% k(Br) = peziy, + logdet (I, — pcBi /A(IBy)), (B.5)
d f

zor = {gk/pi — tr (BY)/pe} /N(By),
def
gek = \/& — Hetr (IBY)/ v/ A(By),

R YEY

The matrices V2 come from condition (EDgo) and can be defined as

V2 ¥ Var (VoL (7)) .

By condition (I) tr(IB?) < a2pg, tr(B*Y) < aipy and N(By) < ai. In the case 5.3
gr = Cy/n, hence x.;, =Cn, and for x < x.j, it holds:

34e(x, By) < aj.(pg + 6x). (B.6)

B.2 Finite sample theory for the bootstrap world

Introduce for each £k =1,..., K the bootstrap score vectors at the point 8 € @y :
o def — o
£,(0) = Dy 'Ve(r(0)
= D 'Velin(0)(ui — 1),
i=1
Theorem B.4 (Bootstrap Wilks approximation, Spokoiny and Zhilova (2014)). Under

the conditions of Theorems B.1 and B.5 for each k=1,..., K and some rg,k >0 s.t.
(B.1) and (B.9) are fulfilled, it holds for each k with IP -probability > 1 — be™*

P°OﬂmQ{Lﬂw—liﬁw}—MH@MﬂSzﬁwﬂmh@>21—4eﬁ
0cOy

0cOy,

Q¢wp2 q@w}w&@mw§xw@wm021—%ﬂ
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where the error terms A} \(r,x), A r,x) are deterministic and

Z,WQ(

Ap (T, %) o 245 w(r,x) + 36v,rw & (T, %) 38(x),

o def 1 o o
Ap w2 (r,x) = = {12rAk7W(r,x) + Ak,W(r,x)Q} .
Apw(r,x) and 3i(x) are defined in (B.2) and (B.3) respectively and

def Crm k(T
wi (T, %) = wy g = m\/Ts )

where Cpy 1 (T),wk, v, come from the imposed conditions (Lom), (ED2) and (EDyg).

+ 2wkykv 2X, (BS)

For the case 5.3 and r < rqy it holds:

(r,x) <C (pi + %)* Vx.

n

A w(r,x) < c Lk + X\/;c, A

\/ﬁ
and wy k(r) < Cr/n+Cy/x/n.

Theorem B.5 (Concentration of the bootstrap MLE, Spokoiny and Zhilova (2014)).
Let the conditions of Theorems B.1 and B.7, (Lom) and (EDa2y,) be fulfilled. If the
following holds for each k =1,..., K, wk(r,x) defined in (B.8) and the IP-random
matrices Bi e D; M Var® {VoL; (6;)} D;* -

o
kW2

bi(r)r > 2 {Sqf(x, By,) + 3q¢(x, B) + 6vy, Bk(x)ka(ro,k)ro,k} (B.9)
+ 12vk (W + w1 k(r, %)) 3 (x + log(2r/To k) for r > 1ok,

then for each k 4t holds with IP -probability > 1 — 3e™*
1P° (85 ¢ Oo(xon)) < 3e7
Lemma B.6 below is implied straightforwardly by Lemma B.7 in Spokoiny and Zhilova
(2014).

Lemma B.6. Let the conditions of (Eb), (Lom) and (EDa2y,) be fulfilled, then for
each k=1,...,K it holds for r < rgyj with IP-probability > 1 —e™*

P* ( sup [|€5(60) — £ (03] < Ag,k<r,x)> >1—e,
eeeoyk(r)

where
o def
A o (r,x) = 6vg 3p(x)wrk(r, x)T

In the case 5.3 it holds for the bounding term

Ag (ro, x) < C]%\/—%X\/;c
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Theorem B.7 (Deviation bound for the bootstrap quadratic form, Spokoiny and Zhilova
(2014)). Let conditions (Eb), (I), (5/'131), (Zg) be fulfilled, then for each k =
1,....K and gi > \/2tx(B2) it holds:

P° (€20 < 3¢ (x, By)) = 1 —2¢7* — 8.de kB0,

where

BEE DIV O1)DY VEO]) E Var® VL (0),

3qe(x,-) and x.(-) are defined respectively in (B.4) and (B.5). Similarly to (B.6) it
holds for x < x.(Bx) :

3qe(x,Br) < ap?(pi + 6%)
) ef
for ap? € (1462 ,(x))(a} + ab ;)

and 512,7,6(}() defined in (C.1) (see Section C.1 on Bernstein matriz inequalities).

B.3 Simultaneous square-root Wilks approximations

The statements below follow from the results from Sections B.1 and B.2 by probability

union bound.
Lemma B.8 (Simultaneous concentration bounds).

1. Let conditions of Theorem B.1 be fulfilled and (B.1) hold for each k =1,..., K
with x = x1 + log(K) for some x1 >0, then

P (UkK1 {ék ¢ @o,k(ro,k)}> < 361,

2. Let conditions of Theorem B.5 be fulfilled and (B.9) hold for each k =1,..., K with
x =x1 + log(K) for some x1 > 0, then it holds with IP -probability > 1 — 3e™*!

P° <UZ{:1 {51: ¢ Qo,k(r07k)}) < 30,

Lemma B.9 (Simultaneous Wilks approximations).

1. Let the conditions of part 1 of Lemma B.§ be fulfilled for some rop > 0 and
x = x1 + log(K), then it holds

P (mfl {12{24(81) — L4(67) } — 1€4112] < Ay (0.1 + log(KC >>}> =B,

P (ﬂfl {\\/ 2{ Lx(81) = Le(8) } — lExll| < Aw (o, 1 + log(K))}> > 1- e,
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2. Let the conditions of parts 1,2 of Lemma B.§ be fulfilled for some ro; > 0 and
x = x1 + log(K), then it holds with IP -probability > 1 — 5e™*!

K
r* (ﬂ {‘ Sup {L,‘;(G) — Ly (6k)} 3 (5k)||2‘ < AL we(Toe x1 + 10g(K))}> >1—4de ™,

0Oy

( { \/ oup 2{ L5 (0) = L2 B0} — €@V < Al (rosem +1og<f<>>}) o1 gem,
1 0c6,

Lemma B.10. Let the conditions of Lemma B.6 be fulfilled, then it holds with IP -

—X

probability > 1 —e

) K ) o * o —x
P mk_ sup €5 (0) — £ (07)[| < Ag (r, x + log(K)) z1l—e.
=1 | 6€60,(x),
r<rok

C Proofs of the main results

Before proving the statements from Section 3.2 we formulate below the Bernstein matrix
inequality, which is necessary for the further proofs.

C.1 Bernstein matrix inequality

Here we restate the Theorem 1.4 by Tropp (2012) for the random py,, X pem ma-
trix V2 %< var (VgLT(B’{)T,...,V@L}}(B}()T)T from the bootstrap world. Matrix V2
equals to the sum of independent matrices Var®(Vgl;1(07) u, .. .,Vgéi,K(H})Tui)T.

Let us denote
g: ™ (Volin(67)", ..,vgei,K(e*K)T)T € RP,
e Z:;l E {gigj} )
oY A g0l ~ B gl |} A,
then

A =EV?, Y @ =HWHT -1,

Define also the deterministic scalar value
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Theorem C.1 (Bernstein inequality for V2 ). Let the condition (§D\1) be fulfilled, then
1t holds with probability > 1 —e™* :

HH_1V2H_1 - Ipsum” S 5]%(}{)7
where the error term is defined as
e — 2
53(x) = /252 {log(puun) + %} + 567 {10g(pun) + x} (C.1)

and 1s proportional to \/{log(psum) +x}/n in the case 5.5.

We omit here the proof of Theorem C.1, since it follows straightforwardly from The-
orem 1.4 by Tropp (2012), and is already given in Spokoiny and Zhilova (2014).

C.2 Bootstrap validity for the case of one parametric model

Here we state the results on bootstrap validity from Spokoiny and Zhilova (2014), they

will be used for some of the further proofs.

Theorem C.2. Let the conditions of Section 5 be fulfilled, then it holds for each k =
L,...,K, z, > max{2,/pr} + C(pr + x)/\/n with probability > 1 —12e7*:

P (Le(81) — Lu(87) > 22/2) = P° (L}(B}) — L} (Br) > 22/2)| < Anae-
The error term Apnx < C{(p +x)3/n}'/8 in the case of i.i.d. model; see Section 5.3.

Theorem C.3 (Validity of the bootstrap under a small modeling bias). Assume the
conditions of Theorem C.2. Then for a <1 —8e™*, it holds

P (Le(@)) — Le(6}) > G7(e))?/2) — o] < Ayrun:

The error term A g,k < C{(pr +x)3/n}'/8 in the case of i.i.d. model; see Section 5.3.

Theorem C.4 (Performance of the bootstrap for a large modeling bias). Under the
conditions of Section 5 except for (S/m\B) it holds for z, > max{2, /pr}+C(pr+x)/v/n
with probability > 1 — 14e™*

1. P (Lu(Br) — Le(87) > 22/2) < P° (L2 (B;) — L°(8) > 22/2) + Ak

2. (@) > k(o + Ap i, k)

e D D — (D (HE = BRDE' — Age

sn (@) < zp(a— Ay k)

/oD HED Y — oD (HE — BYDE 'Y + Ae o
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The term Ay, fun, k < C{(px +x)3/n}Y/® in the case of i.i.d. model; see Section 5.3. The
positive values Ags 1k, Aqe2k are bounded from above with (a% + a2B ) (V/8xpy, 4 6x) for

the constants a2 > 0, aQBJg >0 from conditions (Z), (Zg) .

C.3 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Lemma C.5 (Closeness of £ (|[&]],---,|€x]) and £° (|€7]],- .-, |€%I)). If the condi-

tions (EDo), (), (SmB), (Zg), (SD1) and (Eb) are fulfilled, then it holds with

probability > 1 —6e™ for all 6., >0 and zx > \/pr + Ac s.t. Cll<rza<xK{n_1/2,5zk} <
< . . . . . - =

A < ClglglgnK{l/zk} (A; is given in (A.3)):

P (UL, G > 5 ) - 2 (U, el > 5.3
P (UL, el > 53 ) -2 (U Uil > 5+ ,1) < A,

v

_AZW

for the deterministic nonnegative value

3 1/8
Ay, < 25C <p”;LaX> logg/S(K) log3/8(npsum) {(32 —1—323) (1 + 5%(}()) }3/8 .

A more explicit bound on Ay, is given in Proposition A.1, see also Remark A.1.

Proof of Lemma C.5. The statement follows from Proposition A.1 and Theorem C.1. Let
us take ¢y, =&, and 1, = &, . Define similarly to @ in (A.5)

— def T —o def o o T
::(5{,...,5}) 5 :(J,..., KT) . (C.2)
Condition (A.4) rewrites for (C.2) as

|[Var £ — Var® Z°| < 6%

max

for some 522 > 0. Denote
2 def . 2 2
D* = dlag{Dl,...,DK},
V2 Y Var (VoLi(07)T 7))
= 0l1(07) ,...,VoLk(0%)

D% isa block-diagonal matrix and V2 is a block matrix. Both of them are symmetric,

positive definite and have the dimension pym, X P - Let also

—~ e ° 0/ % ) * T
V2 4 Var <V9L1(91)T,--~7V0LK(9K)T) J

€ * * T .
9: % (Volia(0))7,.... Volix(05)) € RP,

Y Zn E {gigiT} ’ B Zj:l E{gi}E{gi}T'

i=1
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It holds
VarZ = D~'W2D~!, Var® =° =D W?D!,
H*=EV?, V?=H?-B%
Therefore

|[Var = — Var® Z°||

< |7 = V3D, + D7 BED
< 6300 | DTHHED | + [|DTMB2D
S { \% srnb} +aB 5%

max

(C.3)

(C.4)

Here inequality (C.3) follows from the matrix Bernstein inequality by Tropp (2012) (see
Section C.1). Inequality (C.4) is implied by conditions (Zg) and (S?n\B) , and Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality.

Condition (C1) of Proposition A.1 is fulfilled for the vectors §;; and &, due to
conditions (EDo), (Z) and (SDi), (Eb), (SmB), (Zp) for ¢y :=a and ¢ =

(62 +a%) {512}* + maxi<i<n ||ﬁ_1E [gigﬂ ﬁ—l”2} .

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Let us denote xo e et log(K). It holds with probability >

112
( fl{\/zL @5) — 2L2(0),) > zk})
2 (U {16001 2 5+ A% aton )}
L.glo P° (UkK 1{”5k (00l > 2k + Ay k(Toks x2) + AL 1 (x0, k,x2)}>
L

&kl > 21 — wk(ro,k7x2)}> — Aotal

A
' (Uf A

\/2Lk 6)) — 2Ly (6y) > Zk}) — Atotal;
for

def
Atotal — Afzu

sy 1= Ao x + log(K)) + A% (£, x + log(K)

+ A o (ror, x + log(K))

pr + x + log(K)
NG

C

IN

x +log(K) in the case 5.3.

(C.5)

(C.6)

(C.7)
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Definition of Ay, is given in Proposition A.1, see also Remark A.1. The bound from

Lemma C.5 says:
3 1/8 S 38
Ay, < 25C (j;) log™® (K) log™® (np.un) { (4 +83) (14 63(x))}7" .

. ) o . _1/2 < < .
For 6., bounded as in (C.7) the conditions C lg}gaSXK{n 0, <A <C 1£ilglgllK{1/Zk}
are fulfilled. ]

C.4 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Proof of Theorem 3.2. For the pointwise quantile functions jx(a) and 3, («) it holds for
each k=1,..., K with dominating probability:

513 (a4 Apa, k) < 3k (), ©8)
3 (@) >3k (a4 Apn k) — €

here Ap, i < {(pr + x)3/\/ﬁ}1/8 , it comes from Theorem C.2, and e < C(px+x)/v/n,

_, def 0, ifc.d.f. of Lk(gk) — L(63) is continuous in i (o + Apa, 1)
k, =
Clpr +x)/v/n s.t. (C.9) is fulfilled,  otherwise.

P <\/2{Lk(§k) — Li(65)} > 31(a + Ap, k) — 5k> > a4 A, k- (C.9)

Indeed, due to Theorem C.2 and definition (1.5)

P° <\/2{L;;(’é;) - L;;(’ék)} > 3k(a)>

< P(\/Q{Lk(ak) — Ly(67)} > 3k(a)> + Apan i < o4 Apait ks

therefore, by definition (2.3) 3, (a+Asun, k) < 3k() . The lower bound is derived similarly.
If there exist the inverse functions ¢~!(-) and ¢®~!(-), then it holds for 3 € (0,1):

P (UL, {V2@0 - 260 2 0} ) < 9),

. _ _ (C.10)
P (UL {Veri@ 22200 2 52 9)}) <9,
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Therefore, it holds

0 1([3 + Afull max)

o< \/2L (6)) — 2L2(6y) > (B—i—Afuu,k)})

&

P (U (V28260 22560 2 0. 9)})

by Th.3.1
YTZ 3.1 P ( {\/QLk Ok — 2Lk(0k) > 3k (ﬁ)}) — Atotal

C_I(B) - Atotal - Aac,LR,

here Aucir < Atotal (by Lemma C.6) and

def

Apll, max = max_ Ap k (C.11)
1<k<K
< C{(Pmax + x)°/n}/® in the case 5.3.
Thus
co_l(ﬁ + Afull, max) > c_l(/B) - Atotal - Aac,LIh
co (a) < C(a + Atotal + AaC,LR) + Afull, max- (0‘12)

Hence it holds

o

P (UL {V20@0 200000 = 529}
by (C.8)

< P (Uszl{\/2Lk(5k) —2Lk(0},) > 31 (B + At k) — 5k>

by L.C.6
and (C.10)

< C_I(B + Afull, max) + AaC,LR-

Therefore, if ¢(a) > Agll, max , then

P (UkKl{\/2Lk(§k) — 2L1(65) > 3p(c(a) — A, max)}> < a+ Aacrr-

And by (C.12) for ¢®(a) > 2Ag11, max it holds

P (U;{\/ 2L (B) — 2L4(60}) = 57 (c° (@) — 24, max)}) ~a

< Atotal + 2Aac,LR-
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Similarly for the inverse direction:

¢°~1(B) < IP° <Ufl{\/2L;;(é,:) —2L;(6)) = 5 (6)} - 61,k>

< P° <Uf:1{\/2LZ 67) — 2L2(8x) = 51 (B + At k) — 1 — gk}>

g

K -
< <Uk:1{\/2Lk(9k) — 2Lk(0%) = 31 (6 + A, k)}) + Agotal + Aac,ir
Cil(ﬁ + Afull, max) + Atotal + Aac,LRv

where 0 < ey < C(pg + x)//n. This implies

CO?l(B) < Cil(ﬁ + Afull, max) + Atotal + Aac,LRv

c° (a) > ¢ (Oé - Atotal - Aac,LR) - Afull, max - (013)

P <UK V21460 - 214(67) > 575 + Afum})

k=1

by (C.8)

> P <UkKl{\/2Lk(§k) — 2L4(0%) > 31 (6))

Z Cil(ﬁ) - AaqLR-

P (Ufl{\/nk(ék) — 2L1(8}) > 57 (cl) + Aga, max>}> 2 &= Sacpn

And by (C.13)

P (Uf:l{\/sz('ék) —2Lk(07) > 35 (c° (o) + 2Afuu,max)}> —a

> _Atotal - 2Aac,LR‘

for

def
Ag,total = Atotal + 2Aac,LR < 3Atotal- (C.14)

Conditions of Theorem 3.1 include z; > C./pg , therefore, it has to be checked that
sp(a) > C\/pi. It holds by Theorem B.4, Proposition A.1, Lemmas B.6 and C.7 with
probability > 1 — 12e™*:

P (\2{L20) - L300} > o/ — /B + Gl +20/ i

>1-—877%,
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Taking 1 —8e™* > o, we have
sn(a) > Cm + C2(pr, + x)/v/n.
Inequalities for ¢°(a) had been already derived in (C.12) and (C.13) with
Ac Y Agogar + Aacir- (C.15)
O

Lemma C.6. Let the conditions from Section 5.1 be fulfilled, and the values zr > \/Pk
_1/2 . . . . -
and &, >0 be s.t. Clg}%XK{n 05 <A <L ClgllclgnK{l/zk} (A: is given in (A.3)),

then it holds with probability > 1 — 12e™*

o (UL Vo s = <)

K —
- (Ukl{\/ 2L5(0r) — 2Lk (67) = 2 + 62k> < Aucins

where

3 1/8
Aac,LR S 125c <pnlax> 1Og9/8(K) 10g3/8(npsum)a3/4'
n

Proof of Lemma C.6. This statement’s proof is similar to the one of Theorem 3.1 (see
Section C.3). Here instead of the bootstrap statistics we consider only the values from

the Y -world. Let us denote xo e log(K) . It holds with probability > 1 — 12e™*
K =
P <Uk1{\/2Lk(0k) — 2Lk(02) > Zk}>
.B.9 K
< r(UL

1€kl > 21 — AW,k(ro,lmXQ)})

PP'SA'l P (U::1{”£k” > 2+ 0, + Aw7k(r07k,x2)}> + Aacir
= P (UkKl{\/ 2L1(By) — 2Li(6}) > 21 + 5}> + Aae,in

where
Ancan < 12.5C (Pihae/n) " 10g” (K log™® (npo )&%/,

Similarly to (C.5) and (C.6) the term A,z is equal to Ap, from Proposition A.1 with
AL =0, 0, =0, + 24w k(Tok, x + log(K)). O
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Lemma C.7 (Lower bound for deviations of a Gaussian quadratic form). Let ¢ ~
N(0,I,) and X is any symmetric non-negative definite matriz, then it holds for any
x>0

P (trE —|ZV20)2 > 2 xtr(22)> < exp(—x).

Proof of Lemma C.7. 1t is sufficient to consider w.l.o.g. only the case of diagonal matrix
X, since it can be represented as X = U diag{ai,...,a,}U for an orthogonal matrix
U and the eigenvalues a1 > -+ > a,; U¢p ~ N(0,1,).

By the exponential Chebyshev inequality it holds for 4 >0, A >0

P (602~ |329]2 = A) < exp(—pd/2) Eexp (u{tr 2~ | 21202} /2).

log B exp (u{tr 2 — || Z/2¢|12} /2) < Z{u% log(1 + aju)}
J

therefore
P(trZ—H21/2¢H22A) <e < %[MAJFZ {log(1 + a;ju) — uag}D
<e p( % pA — M2Z D
<o (-2 {4} 3}).

If x —AQ/{KLEZ 1 ]} then A=2,/x3"_, ] O

C.5 Proof of Theorem 3.3

Proof of Theorem 3.3. Let us denote xo o et log(K). By Lemmas B.9, B.10 and C.5
it holds with probability > 1 — 12e™*

( {\/2L (0y) — 2L2 () > zk}>

o K o * o [

> P (U, {1€260)1 > 2+ A% (o, x2) + A (rop x2) |
K ~

> P (Ukl{HﬁkH > 2k — Aw,k(ro,ijz)}) — Ay total (C.16)
K

2 P <Uk:1{H£k” > 2k — AW,k(r(),ka XQ)}) - Ab, total (C17)
K —

2P (Ukzl{V 2L (6k) — 2L4(67) > zk}> — Abtotat
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YH2D )1/2(Var &) 1/2£k, and Ay total is given below. Using the same

here Ek « (
notations as in the proof of Lemma C.5, we have

of [~ ~T
df(élw-.u&K)
(D' H2D ) (Var 2)71/22,

[I]z

and by Theorem C.1 and by conditions (Z), (Zp), it holds with probability > 1 —e™*
52\ -1
= [DH(H2 = V) D

)| D~ H D
max

HVar:: — Var® =° H
max
< 8(x
< 5%(}()(32 —I—ﬁQB).

Thus, inequality (C.16) follows from Proposition A.1 applied to the sets of vectors
€k - The error term Ay tota1 is equal to Agprar from

75;((0;(’) and Ela .

£1(67),- -
Theorem C.3 (see (C.5), (C.6)) with ¢5, := 0, thus
3 1/8 3/8
Aptotal < 25C < max) log9/8(K) log?’/g(npsum) {( 2 ) (1 + 52( ))}
Inequality (C.17) is implied by definitions of Ek and matrices Hf, V), indeed:
—1/2 _ _1\—1/2
(D D) P Var gy (D BED ) T
1 2 1 2
H CHEDEY Y (DG VEH 2D, (D HED Y)Y H
therefore, [|€4]| > |1 -
The second inequality in the statement is proven similarly to (C.12). It implies
together with Theorem C.4 the rest part of the statement having
def
Ab [ Ab total + Aac LR (018)
O
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