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BEYOND GAUSSIAN APPROXIMATION:
BOOTSTRAP FOR MAXIMA OF
SUMS OF INDEPENDENT RANDOM VECTORS

By HaNG DENG, AND CUN-HUI ZHANG"
Department of Statistics, Rutger University

The Bonferroni adjustment, or the union bound, is commonly
used to study rate optimality properties of statistical methods in
high-dimensional problems. However, in practice, the Bonferroni ad-
justment is overly conservative. The extreme value theory has been
proven to provide more accurate multiplicity adjustments in a num-
ber of settings, but only on ad hoc basis. Recently, Gaussian approx-
imation has been used to justify bootstrap adjustments in large scale
simultaneous inference in some general settings when n > (log 10)77
where p is the multiplicity of the inference problem and n is the
sample size. The thrust of this theory is the validity of the Gaussian
approximation for maxima of sums of independent random vectors in
high-dimension. In this paper, we reduce the sample size requirement
ton > (log p)5 for the consistency of the empirical bootstrap and the
multiplier /wild bootstrap in the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance, pos-
sibly in the regime where the Gaussian approximation is not available.
New comparison and anti-concentration theorems, which are of con-
siderable interest in and of themselves, are developed as existing ones
interweaved with Gaussian approximation are no longer applicable or
strong enough to produce desired results.

1. Introduction. Let X = (X1,..., X,,)T € R™P be a random matrix with independent rows
Xi= (X, .. ,Xi,p)T eRP, i =1,...n, where p = p, is allowed to depend on n. Let

o 1 n . _
Xn = E ZXZ = (Xn,ly- .. 7Xn,p)T'
i=1

We are interested in the consistency of the bootstrap for the maxima

(1) T, = max ﬂ(ymj - Eyn,j)
1<j<p
in the case of large p, including exponential growth of p at certain rate as n — oc.

The consistency of the bootstrap for the maxima 7, can be directly used to construct si-
multaneous confidence intervals in the many means problem, but the spectrum of its applica-
tion is much broader. Examples include sure screening (Fan and Lv, 2008), removing spurious
correlation (Fan and Zhou, 2016), testing the equality of two matrices (Cai, Liu and Xia, 2013;
Chang et al., 2017), detecting ridges and estimating level sets (Chen, Genovese and Wasserman,
2015, 2016), and many more. It can be also used in time series settings (Zhang and Wu, 2017a) and
high-dimensional regression (Zhang and Zhang, 2014; Belloni, Chernozhukov and Hansen, 2014;
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Belloni, Chernozhukov and Kato, 2015; Zhang and Cheng, 2017; Dezeure, Biihlmann and Zhang,
2017). In such modern applications, p = p,, is not fixed and can be much larger than n.

In closely related settings, Giné and Zinn (1990) proved the consistency of bootstrap for Donsker
classes of functions, Nagaev (1976), Senatov (1980), Sazonov (1981), Gotze (1991) and Bentkus
(1986, 2003) for convex sets when n > p™/2, and Zhilova (2016) for Euclidean balls. The set {7}, < t}
is convex but we are interested in potentially much larger p.

More recently, in a groundbreaking paper, Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato (2013) used
Gaussian approximation to prove the consistency of the bootstrap with a convergence rate of
((logp)”/n)*/® under certain moment and tail probability conditions on {X; ;}. This convergence
rate was improved upon in Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato (2017) to ((logp)7/n)/®, with
extensions to the uniform consistency for P{\/n(X, — EX,) € A} in certain classes of hyper-
rectangular and sparse convex sets A C RP.

In this paper, we improve the convergence rate to ((log p)®/n)'/% for the multiplier /wild bootstrap
with third moment match (Liu, 1988; Mammen, 1993) and the empirical bootstrap (Efron, 1979) of
T}, so that the sample size requirement is reduced from n > (logp)” to n > (log p)®. We establish
this sharper rate by exploiting the fact that under suitable conditions, the average third moment
tensor of X; is well approximated by its bootstrapped version,

n n
(2) n SR - B 2 Y E(X - EXG)
i=1 =1

in the supreme norm. Here and in the sequel, £ = (&, - &, )px...xp denotes the m dimensional
tensor/array generated by vector £ € RP. The benefit of the third and higher moment approximation
in bootstrap is well understood in the case of fixed p (Singh, 1981; Hall, 1988; Mammen, 1993;
Shao and Tu, 2012). However, the classical higher order results on bootstrap were established based
on the Edgeworth expansion associated with the central limit theorem, while we are interested in
high-dimensional regimes in which the consistency of the Gaussian approximation is in question to
begin with. Moreover, as existing approaches of studying the bootstrap in high-dimension are very
much interweaved with the approximation of the average second moment or the more restrictive
approximation of the moments of individual vectors

(3) E*(X; —E'X))*" ~E(X; - EX,)"™", m=2,3, Vi<n,

our analysis requires new comparison and anti-concentration theorems. These new comparison and
anti-concentration theorems, also proved in this paper, are of considerable interest in their own
right.

The difference between the existing and our analytical approaches can be briefly explained as fol-
lows. The first issue is the comparison between the expectation of smooth functions of the maxima
and its bootstrapped version. The comparison theorems in Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato
(2013, 2017) were derived with a combination of the Slepian (1962) smart path interpolation
and the Stein (1981) leave-one-out method. As this Slepian-Stein approach does not take advan-
tage of the bootstrap approximation of the third moment, we opt for the Lindeberg approach
(Lindeberg, 1922; Chatterjee, 2006). In fact, the original Lindeberg method was briefly considered
in Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato (2013) without an expansion for the third or higher mo-
ment match. As a direct application of the original Lindeberg method requires the more restrictive
condition (3), we develop a coherent Lindeberg interpolation to prove comparison theorems based
on (2). This coherent Lindeberg approach and the resulting comparison theorems are new to the
best of our knowledge. The second issue is the anti-concentration of the maxima, or an upper

2



bound for the modulus of continuity for the distribution of the maxima, without a valid Gaus-
sian approximation. We resolve this issue by applying the new comparison theorem to a mixed
multiplier bootstrap with a Gaussian component and a perfect match in the first three moments,
so that the anti-concentration of the Gaussian maxima can be utilized through the mixture. This
solution to the anti-concentration problem is again new to the best of our knowledge. For the
anti-concentration of the maximum of Gaussian vector (£1,...,&,)T with marginal distributions
& ~ N(uj,o ]) 1 < j < p, we sharpen the existing upper bound for the density of the maximum
from C(2 + v/2logp)/oq) [based on Klivans, O'Donnell and Servedio (2008)] to the potentially
much smaller (2 + v/2log p)/7, where

_ ) 24+ +/2logp
(4) 7= 2% '
1<j<p 1/o ) + (1 + v/2log 5) /o

and 0(2].) is the j-th smallest average variance among {a,% =n! o Var(X; ), 1 < k < p}.
Moreover, our anti-concentration bound is sharp up to explicit constants when &; are correlated
and/or non-central. As more weights are given to the smaller 1/0(;y in the denominator in (4),
7(1) ST S 0(p)

We organize the paper as follows. In Section 2, we state our bootstrap consistency theorems and
discuss their implications and applications. In Section 3, we present new comparison theorems based
on the coherent Lindeberg interpolation. In Section 4, we provide new anti-concentration theorems
based mixtures with Gaussian components. In Section 5, we present some simulation results. The
full proofs of all theorems, propositions and lemmas in this paper are relegated to the Supplement
Material.

We use the following notation. We assume n — oo and p = p,, to allow p — oo as n — oo. We
assume p > 1 for notational simplicity; our analysis remain true for p = 1 if we replace log p with
1V (logp). To shorten mathematical expressions, we write moments as tensors as in (2) and (3).
We also write partial derivative operators as tensors (0/9z)®™ = ((0/9;,) - - (a/axm))pwxp for

z = (x1,...,2,)7, s0 that (™) = (8/9x)®™ f(x) is a tensor for functions f(z) of input € RP, and
for two m-th order tensors f and g in RP* P the vectorized inner product is denoted by

P

P
<f7.g> = Z e Z fj1,...,jmgj1,...,jm

Jji=1 Jm=1

and |f| < |g| means |fj, .| < |gj,..jn| for all indices ji,. .., jm. We denote by || - || the ¢, norm
for vectors, ||-[|L, = || ||z, () the Ly(P) norm for random variables under probability P, and || - [|max
the £, norm for matrices and tensors after vectorization.

We define quantities My, M,,, M, 1 and IM,, 2 as follows for the average centered moments
of X;; under different ways of maximization: The maximum average centered moments and the
average moments of the maximum are respectively

m m m 1 g m
(5) My, = fgjafp n ZE’XZ] EXi;|™, 9, = " 2 Ellg%p | Xi; — EXi ™,

and the average of the maximum moment and the expected maximum average power are respectively
n

1 m
m m - m
(6) Mm > maiipE Xij —EXi;|™, ma=E max — E | X, —EX; ;™.



Clearly, My, <M, ; <My, 7 =1,2.

In what follows, we denote by Cy a numerical constant and Cj,qex @ constant depending on the
“index” only. For example, C, . is a constant depending on (a,b,c) only. To avoid cumbersome
calculation of explicit expressions of these constants, they will be allowed to take different values
from one appearance to the next in the proofs. Finally, we denote by ®(-) the standard normal
cumulative distribution function and ®~!(-) the corresponding quantile function.

2. Consistency of bootstrap. Let T}, be the maximum of normalized sum of n independent
random vectors X; € RP as defined in (1). In this section, we present our main theorems on the
consistency of bootstrap in approximating the distribution of 7;,. We consider this consistency in two
somewhat different perspectives. In simultaneous inference about the average mean EY " | X; ;/n,
we are interested in the performance of the bootstrapped quantile

ty, = inf [t (PH{Ty >t} < oz]

at a pre-specified significance level «, where T is the bootstrapped version of 7,, and P* is the
conditional expectation given the original data. As an approximation of the 1 — a quantile of T,
the performance of such ¢}, is measured by

(P{Tn >t - a(.

On the other hand, if we are interested in recovering the entire distribution function of 7, it is
natural to consider the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance

(T ) = sup [B(T, < 1} ~ BT < 1},

We shall consider Efron’s (1979) empirical bootstrap and the wild bootstrap in separate subsections.

It seems possible to extend our ideas and analysis to more general settings, for example the
bootstrap schemes in (Hall and Presnell, 1999) and (Prastgaard and Wellner, 1993) and the con-
sistency in rectangular sets (Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato, 2017). However, we would not
pursue these extensions here as they would make the paper more technical.

2.1. Empirical bootstrap. In the empirical bootstrap, we generate i.i.d.vectors X7,..., X}
from the empirical distribution of the centered data points X; — X, ..., X,, — X from the original
sample: Under the conditional probability P* given the original data X = (X1,...,X,,)7,

(7) P*{X; :Xk—Y} 1< <n X, =Xph k=1,...n, i=1,....n,
where X = >y Xi/n is the sample mean. The bootstrapped version of T}, is defined as

* 1 . *
(8) T, = max —ZXZ'J‘

1<j<p \/n pot

We state our main theorem on the consistency of empirical bootstrap as follows.



THEOREM 1. (Empirical Bootstrap) Let X = (X1,...,X,)T € R"™P be a random matriz with
independent rows X; € RP, X* the empirical bootstrapped X; as in (7), and T,, and Ty as in (1)
and (8) respectively. Let My and My be as in (5) , and & be as in (4). Define

@mﬂmwwW%g“.

n 0'4

9) i = (

Then, with M > My satisfying

nl/351/3 pp2/3 _ 1 .
(Ing)l/G(IOg(4np/5))1/2} =3 mm{ ,%s,M},

(10) P{IX ~ EX [ >

there exists a numerical constant Cy such that the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance between the dis-
tributions of T, and T} is bounded by

* * . * * * 1/5
(11) sup P{T, <t} —PHT; < t}‘ < Comin {75,]\/17 V5,04 [1 V (%5.m.,/9) / ]}
S

with at least probability 1 — §. Moreover, with M > My satisfying (10) for § =1,
(12) BT, <5} = (1= )] < Comin {55 a7, 7iom, }-

Note that the tail probability condition (10) is needed only when the first component on the
right-hand side of (11) and (12) is smaller. Theorem 1 asserts that under the fourth moment
and tail probability conditions, Efron’s empirical bootstrap provides a consistent estimate of the
distribution of T,, when

n > (logp)®.

This should be compared with the existing results on the Gaussian wild bootstrap and empirical
bootstrap where

n > (logp)”

is required (Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato, 2013, 2017). In practice, the significance of the
difference between (log p)® and (log p)” would depend on applications even if we ignore the constant
factors involved in different theorems. If the above conditions are viewed as sample size require-
ments, it would be fair to say that the difference could be quite significant, i.e. a (log p)? fold increase
in n, when data are not dirt cheap. More important, our results prove theoretical advantages of
bootstrap schemes with third moment match in high-dimension, compared with methods based on
Gaussian approximation, as supported by our simulation results in Section 5 for moderately large
p. Moreover, as we show in Corollary 1 below, our theory either requires just the fourth moment
My or provides the rate v < ((B,/7)?(log(np))°/n)'/? where B, is the maximum Orlicz norm of
Xij'

2.2. Wild bootstrap. In wild bootstrap (Wu, 1986), we generate

(13) X =Wi(X; — X),

(3



where X = Y"1 | X;/n is the sample mean, Wy, ..., W, are i.i.d. variables with
(14) EW; =0, EW?=1,

and the sequence {W;} is independent of the original data X = (X1,..., X,)T.

This general formulation of the wild bootstrap allows broad choices of the multiplier W; among
them the Gaussian W; ~ N(0,1) and Rademacher P{W; = +1} = 1/2 are the most obvious. Liu
(1988) suggested the use of multipliers satisfying

to allow the third moment match E(X;)®3 ~ EX®3 and explored the benefits of such schemes.
Mammen (1993) proposed a specific choice of the multiplier W; satisfying (15),

1i\/5}_\/5¢1
2 PN

and studied extensively the benefit of the third moment match in wild bootstrap. We note here
that while (15) holds for many choices of W;, the Gaussian and Rademacher multipliers do not
possess this property. In the following theorem, we assume the sub-Gaussian condition

(16) IP’{WZ- =

(17) E exp (tW;l) < exp (7'02152/2>, VteR,
in addition to the third moment condition (15).

THEOREM 2. (Wild Bootstrap) Let X = (X1,...,X,)T € R™P be a random matriz with in-
dependent rows X; € RP, and X} be generated by the wild bootstrap as in (13) with multipliers

satisfying the moment condition (15) and the sub-Gaussian condition (17) with a certain 9 < oo.
Let Ty, and T be as in (1) and (8) respectively. Define

. _ (Uogp)*(log(np))(log(np/d)*) Mg\"/*

(18) Vé,Mo - n —4 :
15

Then, with M > My satisfying

nl/351/3 \r2/3 <1 Lt
(log p) /5 (log (np)) /3 (log (4np/8)) /6 < gmin {695 .

(19) P{HX—EXHmax >

there exists a numerical constant Cr, such that the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance between the dis-
tributions of T, and T, is bounded by

* * : * * * 1 5

@) swlp(r <t - Pz <] < Comin D vimea 1V Gimeald)] )
€

with at least probability 1 — 0, where My o < My by its definition in (6). Moreover, with M > M,

satisfying (19) for 6 =1,

(21) [P(T, <3} = (1 - )| < Cpymin {91 ar, Vion,, |-



REMARK 1. A user friendly bound of 942
1
(22) i, < K (M) + 2LE mae | X ; — EXi ")

for some universal constant K can be found in Lemma 9 of Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato
(2015) and Lemma E.3 of Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato (2017).

Theorem 2 asserts that with the third moment condition (15) on the multiplier, the conclusions of
Theorem 1 are all valid for the wild bootstrap under weaker moment condition. Thus, the discussion
below Theorem 1 about its significance also applies to Theorem 2.

While the statements of Theorems 1 and 2 are almost identical, the smaller quantity 9, o is
used in (20) and (21) in Theorem 2, compared with the larger 9t in (11) and (12) in Theorem 1.
Theorem 2 can be further sharpened if Theorems 7 and 8 in Section 3 are applied in full strength.

As briefly discussed below Theorem 1, a key point in our theory is the benefit of the third
or higher moment match in both the empirical bootstrap and wild bootstrap. Efron’s empirical
bootstrap can always match moments but not exactly,

1< 1<
E{—E EXE - = E*(X;*)(@m}zo m=12,...
n n
i=1 i=1

An alternative wild bootstrap scheme, X = W;X;, which approximates (13) with negligible differ-
ence in our analysis under the assumption of EX; = 0, matches the moments of X; perfectly,

(23) E{EX?W - E*(X;)W} —0,

but only up to a certain order; m = 1,2 for the Gaussian and Rademacher wild bootstrap, and
m = 1,2,3 for Mammen’s and other wild bootstrap schemes satisfying (15). Thus, compared with
the proof of Theorem 2 which directly applies the exact moment match in (23), the proof of
Theorem 1 requires an additional analysis of the the difference in the moments, leading to the
stronger condition involving 4.

If X; € RP have symmetric distributions, condition (23) holds for all m for the Rademacher wild
bootstrap. In this case, the sample size condition n > (log p)* is sufficient for the consistency of the
bootstrap under sixth moment and tail probability conditions and an anti-concentration condition.

THEOREM 3.  (Rademacher wild Bootstrap) Let X = (X1,...,X,)T € R™P be a random matriz
with independent rows X; € RP. Suppose E(X; — EX;)®™ =0 form = 3 and m = 5. Let X} be
generated by the Rademacher wild bootstrap, with P{W; = £1} = 1/2 for the multiplier in (13).
Then, for any given constants cg, ¢1 and M > Mg,

1/2

(1) |PT<t}-0-a)+ <E§gg§ P{T, <t} —P*{T; < t}m

logp\ 7 log p\ /7 T
< Cco,cl m —I—SupP t—co W Sw/logpﬁét

teR

. log p\**/" — (Xi; —EX; ;)" 1/
* [E min {4’ Ceo.ex <W> 1252 gt T, X EXl>an) ’

where a, = clM\/logp(nl/‘l/logp) WO/T ond Ceo.er 15 a constant depending on {co,c1} only.
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The discussion below Theorem 1 about its significance also applies here, although (logp)® is
further improved to (logp)* and an anti-concentration condition is required in Theorem 3. In
Section 4, we prove that the anti-concentration condition

T,
Sup]P’{t —en < Vlogp— < t} =o(l) Ve, =0(1)
t M

holds when "7, X;/y/n is conditionally a Gaussian vector given a certain sigma field A, with
Var(3 i Xij/v/n|A) = 07 such that P{min; 07 > g*} — 1 for a certain constant o > 0.

The condition E(X; — EX;)®™ = 0 holds for the leading odd m € {3,5} when X; are symmetric
about its mean, i.e., P{X; —EX; € A} = P{EX, — X; € A} for all Boreal sets A C RP. In practice,
such conditions could be imposed by the application itself. If the validity of such conditions is
uncertain, we may also test the moment condition when X; are i.i.d. However, a theoretical analysis
of such tests and the validity of (24) for the Rademacher wild bootstrap after such tests is beyond
the scope of this paper.

2.3. Examples. In this subsection, we consider some specific examples in which the moment and
tail probability conditions of our theorems hold. These examples cover many practical problems and
applications as discussed in Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato (2013, 2017), and many publica-
tions citing their work (Dezeure, Bithlmann and Zhang, 2017; Ning and Liu, 2017; Zhang and Wu,
2017b; Chen et al., 2018; Blanchet, Kang and Murthy, 2019; Horowitz, 2019). Throughout this sub-
section, we assume the following,

Cond-1: 0 <7 < (24 +/2logp)/{1/oqy + (1 +2logj) /o }, Vi=1,...,p,
Cond-2: n~ '3 0 E|X;; —EX;;|* <M}, Vi=1,...,p,

where o(;) < -+ < 0(;,) are the ordered values of o; = (n_l S E(X — EXi,j)Q)l/z. Here 7 and
My are allowed to depend on n and to diverge to 0 or oo, but they can also be treated as constants
for simplicity. Under the above moment conditions, we consider three examples specified by certain
measure B, of the tail of {|X; ;|}, possibly with unbounded B,,.

2.3.1. Exponential tail. Here we impose one additional condition on the tail of X; ; in the form
of a uniform bound on their Orlicz norm with respect to ¢ (z) = e — 1:

E1: [ Xy, = inf{B :Ev1 (X, — EXi;|/B) < 1} < By, Vi,j, with inf( = oco.

COROLLARY 1. Suppose X; are independent. Let T,, and T, be as in (1) and (8) respectively
and By, be as in (E.1).
(1) Let X} be generated by the empirical bootstrap as in (7). Then, (11) and (12) hold with
: { <<logp>2<log<np/6>3 Mi‘) e <<logp><1og<np/5>>4>” "By }
Vo, p = MAX —1 ) — /-

n i n o

(11) Let X} be generated by the wild bootstrap as in (13). Suppose the multipliers W; satisfy the
moment condition (15) and the sub-Gaussian condition (17) with a 19 < co. Then, (20) and
(21) hold with

e e [ ((Uogp)* (og(np) (og(np/) M\ V° ( (log p) (0g(np)) (0 (np/6))° \ '* Bu
VoM = {( n E4> a( - ) = }

8




REMARK 2. As 2t < 5¢(x) for z > 0, we have M} < 5B but B,,/M, could be unbounded. We
may compare the above result under (E.1) with Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato (2017) for the
maxima. For the empirical bootstrap, Propositions 2.1 and 4.3 of Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato
(2017) yields the following Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance bound:

sup [B{T, < t} ~ B(Z; < t}] < Cic (B, (log(np))"/n} "

with probability at least 1 —¢§ when log(1/d) < K log(np), where B,, = max{Mf/U(zl), Bn/oy}is a
scale free version of their constant factor with the B,, in (E.1) and o(;) = minj<, 0. Corollary 1 (i)

improves the rate of their upper bound by at least a factor of log'/3(np)(/ o) )%/3. When M,/ oy =
O(1) and By /o1y < n™® with nontrivial xo € (0,1/2), the rate improvement is by at least the
following factor of polynomial order,

min {n“o/g log!/3 (np), n(1=2K0)/3 (log(np))7/6—5/2 }

Similarly, for the Gaussian wild bootstrap, the combination of Proposition 2.1 and Corollary 4.2
of Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato (2017) yields the following Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance
bound:

sup ‘P{Tn <t} —PHT,; < t}‘ < C’O{BZ log5(np) log2(np/5)/n}l/6
t

with probability at least 1 — §. With the third moment match in wild bootstrap, Corollary 1 (ii)
improves upon their rate by at least a factor of log"/ 3(np)(T/ 0(1))2/ 3 in general, and by at least
min {n“o/?’, n(1—2ﬂo)/3}polylog(np/5) when My /oy = O(1) and By, /o1y < n"™® with kg € (0,1/2).

We note that the product of sub-Gaussian variables satisfies the sub-exponential condition (E.1)
imposed in Corollary 1. For example, for testing the equality of the population covariance matrices
of two samples {Y;} and {Z;} in R?, we just need to set

X; = vec(V;VT — Z,Zf) with p = d(d+1)/2,
as in Cai, Liu and Xia (2013) and Chang et al. (2017).

2.3.2. Conditionally Gaussian vectors with Gaussian tail. Suppose

>, Xi/+/n is conditionally a Gaussian vector given a certain sigma field A,
(E2): (S0 Xig/Va)|A ~ N, 02),
1Xi sl = inf { B Ea(1Xi; — EXiyl/B) <1} < By, with v = exp(a®) - 1.

Under (E.2), Theorem 3 is applicable, and a corollary of it is stated as follows.

COROLLARY 2. Let X = (X1,...,X,)T € R™P be a random matriz with independent rows
X; € RP. Suppose E(X; — EX;)®™ = 0 for m = 3 and m = 5. Let X} be generated by the
Rademacher wild bootstrap, with P{W; = £1} = 1/2 for the multiplier in (13). Then, under (E.2),
we have

max{(P{Tn <th}-(1-a) (Esup P{T, <t} -P{T < t}‘2>1/2}

teR



< o] (logp YT Mg (1ogp\? Bny/log(np)
< 0 /4 — + /4 7o p )

o
where G is a constant upper bound for the soft minimum of {o1,...,0p} in (E.2) as in (4).

2.3.8. Moment conditions. Consider the following conditions on moments of the maxima,
(B.3): Mg =n"' 30, Emaxicjcp | Xij — Xy |7 < BY,
(BA): 0, = E maxicjep iy [Xiy — EXiyl*/n < By,
(B5): Mg, =E maxicjey iy [Xiy — EXiy[*/n < By,
Theorems 1, 2 and 3 respectively imply the following corollary.

COROLLARY 3. Suppose X; are independent. Let T,, and T, be as in (1) and (8) respectively.

(1) Let X} be generated by the empirical bootstrap as in (7). Then, under (E.3), (11) and (12)
hold with constant Cy, and

* * * ’7* Bn 1/q
75’M:max{’y5,M4, 1 (Bn) [1\/( 1(5 )) }}7

where

7 (Bn) =

n1/2—1/q T

( (log p)*/?(log(np/6)) By > q/(q+1)‘

Moreover, if (E.3) holds with ¢ = 4, then 75 gn, =5, in (11) and (12).
(11) Let X} be generated by the wild bootstrap as in (13) with multipliers satisfying the moment

condition (15) and the sub-Gaussian condition (17) with a certain 79 < oo. Then, under
(E.3), (20) and (21) hold with constant Cr, 4 and

x « « Vs (Bn)\ Y4
V5,m = max {75,1\/14, v2 (Bn) [1V< 2(5 )> }},

where

Y2 (Bn) =

(log p)1/2 (log(np))1/2 (10g(np/5))1/2 B, q/(g+1)
nl/2-1/q ? .

However, under (E.4), (20) and (21) hold with Vi oy, , =75 p, -

(iii) Suppose that X satisfies the conditions of Theorem 3 and (E.5), and that ;| X;/\/n satisfies
the conditional Gaussian condition in (E.2) with a constant lower bound & for the soft mini-
mum of the conditional standard deviation as in (4). Let X be generated by the Rademacher
wild bootstrap as in Theorem 3. Then,

BT <13} - (- )| + <E§g£ P{T <t} -P{T; < t}‘2>1/2

47 32/21
< CoKlogp) Bn\/log(np)+<logp> ]

nl/4 o/logp nl/4
10




REMARK 3. We compare the above result under (E.3) with Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato
(2017) for the maxima. For the empirical bootstrap, Corollary 3 (i) implies with at least probability
1 — ¢, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance in (11) is bounded by

€, max { <<1°gp>2<10g<np>>3 M} > v <<logp><log<np>>2 B_2> @ }

n o4 nl—2/q 72

(25)

when § is greater than the second component, and

C, max { <<1°gp>2<10g<np>>3 M > v ((logp)(log(np))2 B_2> Y 2}

(26) n ot nl=2/452/a G2

when ¢ is smaller. Note that log(np/d) =< log(np) as otherwise ¢ is extremely small so that the
second bound is effective but also trivial due to small n!=2/9§%/4, For the third-moment match wild
bootstrap, (ii) yields a slightly better result but the above bounds in (25) and (26) also apply. In
Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato (2017), the combination of Propositions 2.1 and 4.3 for the
empirical bootstrap and the combination of Proposition 2.1 and Corollary 4.2 for the Gaussian wild
bootstrap yield the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance bound as

Fiaogmp»?)l/ﬂ (Fiaog(np))?’)l/?»}

sup P{T, <t} — P{T; < t}| < Cgx max {( - M 2lag2)e

with at least probability 1 — §, where B, = max{M}? /O' By /oqy} with the B, in (E.3) and
o(1y = min; 0. It’s clear that the first component of the bound in (25) or (26) improves the first

rate above by at least a factor of (/o log(np))1/3 As q/(2(¢+ 1)) > 1/3 for all ¢ > 2 and the
bounds are trivial when ¢ < 2, the second components in (25) and (26) improves the second rate
above by at least a factor of

ni-2/4 &2 z‘(%m‘%f )
((logm(log(np))w_%) ord ==

In linear regression, we observe y; = ZZ-T B + &;. Suppose the design vectors are deterministic and
normalized to Y 1" | Z7 . 2 = n. Suppose we want to control the spurious correlation in sure screening
based on Y ', viZ; /\/ﬁ as in Fan and Lv (2008) and Fan and Zhou (2016). Let X; = y;Z;. We
have X; —EX; = ¢;Z; and

T, =

n
i=1
Suppose Eg; = 0 and Ee? =02, For 1 < ¢ < oo define

1 & 1/q 1 & 1/q
(E ZE|€z‘|q> < Me g, max (E Z |Zz',j|q> < Mz,
i=1 =1

J<p
Then, conditions (E.3) with ¢ = 4, (E.4) and (E.5) can be fulfilled with
E)Jt4 < M€,4MZ,007 E)Jz1’rL,2 < Me,quZ,mq/(l—q)a 1< q < 0,

11



where m = 4,6 in (E.4), (E.5) respectively. Dezeure, Bithlmann and Zhang (2017) studied boot-
strap simultaneous inference in high-dimensional linear regression under the sample size condition
n > (logp)” + s%(log p)® and the moment condition M. 4 + Mz~ = O(1).

2.4. Lévy-Prokhorov pre-distance and anti-concentration. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov dis-
tance between two distribution functions can be bounded from the above by a sum of upper bounds
for their Lévy-Prokhorov distance and the minimum of their modulus of continuity. For two random
elements T}, and T.* living in a common metric space equipped with a probability measure P, the
Lévy-Prokhorov distance is the smallest € > 0 satisfying

(27) max []P’{Tn € A} . P{T;; = A(e)},P{T; € A} . IP’{Tn = A(e)}] <e

for all Borel sets A, where A(e) = {y : mingead(x,y) < €} is the e-neighborhood of A. For
comparison of the distributions of two maxima 7,, and T} for simultaneous testing, it is typically
sufficient to consider one-sided intervals A = (o00,t] in (27). Choosing A = (o0, ] is also sufficient
for studying the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance between the distribution functions of 7;, and 7.
Thus, our analysis focuses on the following quantity

(28) m(e) = 0 (6T, 1) = supn® (e,t; T, T
teR

with 0 (e, T, T) = max [P{T}, <t — e} — P{T; < t},P{T; <t —e} —P{T, < t},0]. As the
Lévy-Prokhorov distance over all one-sided intervals is the smallest e satisfying n,(€) < ¢, we refer
to the quantity 7, (€) as Lévy-Prokhorov pre-distance for convenience. It does not define a distance
between T), and T)7, but satisfies a “pseudo-triangular inequality” in the sense of

(29) ng)(E;Tn,T;) < 777(1]?) (€1§Tnyfn) + U(P) (62§fn7T;)7 v Tna €1+e2 <€ €3 Nex > 0.

n

It is straightforward by the triangle inequality that the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance between
the cumulative distribution functions of 7, and T, equal to 7, (0+), is bounded by

(30)  sup ]P’{Tn < t} - P{T;; < tH = 1 (04) < 1 (€) + min {wn(e;Tn),wn(e;Tg)}, Ve >0,

where wy(e;715,) = wr(lp)(e;Tn) = supcp P{t —€ < T;, < t} and wy(eT)) = wgp)(e; T7) is defined
in the same way with 7T, replaced by T). The quantity wy,(€;T},), which is also called the Lévy
concentration function, is the modulus of continuity of the cumulative distribution function of T;,.

The Lévy-Prokhorov pre-distance characterizes the convergence in distribution. When T,, has a
fixed distribution function Hy, T, converges in distribution to Hy if and only if 7,(¢) — 0Ve > 0.
On the other hand, lim¢_,o+ wy(€; T),) = 0 if and only if Hy is continuous. Of course, if T, converges
in distribution to a continuous Hj, then the distribution function of T converges to Hj in the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance. Moreover, as 1, (€) is decreasing in ¢, the condition 7, (¢) — 0¥e > 0
is necessary for the convergence 7,(0+) — 0 in the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance.

Inequality (30) asserts that the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance is bounded by a sum of two quan-
tities, the Lévy-Prokhorov pre-distance which allows a shift € in the comparison of two distribution
functions and the Lévy concentration as an upper bound for the error introduced by the shift.
By allowing a shift, the Lévy-Prokhorov pre-distance can be further bounded by comparison of
the expectations of smooth functions of 7, and T} so that the Lindeberg interpolation can be
applied as discussed in detail in Section 3. Upper bounds for the Lévy concentration, called the

12



anti-concentration inequality, will be discussed in Section 4. The role of (30) is to explicitly spell
out the roles of the comparison and anti-concentration theorems and to facilitate the notation in
our analysis. We note that 7, (€) is decreasing but min {wn(e;Tn),wn(e;Tr’f)} is increasing in €. In
our analysis, we pick an ¢ = 1/b, to balance the rate of the two terms in (30). For example, as
wn(1/by; Tr) < by'\/Tog p by Theorem 12 in Section 4, b, ' = ((log p)?/n)'/¢ is used to achieve the
rate ((logp)®/n)'/® in Theorems 1 and 2.

In bootstrap, we are interested in approximating the distribution of 7}, under the marginal
probability P by the distribution of the bootstrap 7, under the conditional probability P* given
the original data. To streamline the notation, we write this comparison under a common probability
measure by introducing a copy TV of T}, independent of the original data X, so that IP’{T n <t} =
P{Ty < t|X} = P*{T < t}. This allows us to write

nF) (e,6; T, T7) = max [P{T0 <t — e} —P{T} < t},P{Tr <t—e} —P{T0 < t},0]
= max [P{T}, <t — e} —P{T; < t},P{T; <t—e} —P{T, <t},0].

The following lemma connects the consistency of bootstrap to the tail probability of the random
Lévy-Prokhorov pre-distance under P* and Lévy concentration function wy,(e;T},).

LEMMA 1. Let t¥, be the (1 — «)-quantile of T} under P*. Then, for all €, >0 and n > 0,
P{T, <t3} — (1~ Oé)‘ < SgpP{nﬁp*)(en,t;TS,Ti) > 0} 1+ wnlen; To),
and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance between ]P’{Tn < t} and ]P’*{T;; < t} s bounded by

sup ]P’{Tn < t} - P*{T;: < t}( <+ wB (e Ty)

P P
when 7 (en) < 0, where (€) = 0 (e T, T7) = suprepny (et T, T7).
We derive in the next two sections upper bounds for the Lévy-Prokhorov pre-distances n,,(€) and
75 (€) and the Lévy concentration function wy,(e€;T},) respectively.

3. Comparison theorems. Let hy be a smooth decreasing function taking value 1 in (—oo, —1]
and 0 in [0, 00). As we will explicitly explain at the beginning of the proof of Theorem 5, it follows
directly from the definition of the Lévy-Prokhorov pre-distance in (28) that

Mn(1/by) < sup |Ehy (bnTn) - Eht(bnT;)
teR

, Vb, >0,

where hy(-) = ho(- — t) is the location shift of hy. In this section we develop comparison theorems
which provide expansions and bounds for

Ef(Xy,...,Xn) —E* f(X{,...,X})

in terms of average moments of {X;,i < n} and {X/,i < n}. Here f(z1,...,2,) is a smooth
function of n vectors x; € RP and E and E* may represent two arbitrary measures. The bootstrap
is treated as a special case where E* is the conditional expectation given X under E.
To make a connection between quantities of the form Eht(bnTn), which is Lipschitz smooth
in X; at the best, and Ef(Xy,...,X,), which is required to be more smooth in our analysis, we
13



approximate the maximum function 7, = max; > . ; X; ;/+/n of {X;} by the smooth max function
F3(Zy) as in Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato (2013), where Z,, = (X1 +--- + X,,)/n'/? and

p
(31) Fg(z):%log<26&j>, V2= (21, ..,2)".
j=1

For 3 > 0, the function Fp(z) is infinitely differentiable and
max (21, ..., 2y) < Fg(z) < max(z1,...,2,) + B 'logp.
It follows that, cf. Proof of Theorem 5 in the Appendix, for 5, = 2b,, log p,

(32) M (1/by) < sup (Ehy (26, F, (Zy)) — Ehe (26, F3,, (Z}))
teR

)

where Z = (X7 +---+ X}})/ n'/2. In the Appendix, we provide upper bounds for the derivatives
of Fg(z) and f = ho (b,Fj3) via the Faa di Bruno formula.

We shall put X and X* in the same probability space to better present our analysis. For this
purpose, we use slightly different notation between the general and bootstrap cases. In the general
case where both E and E* are treated as deterministic, the problem does not involve the joint
distribution between {X;} and {X;}. This allows us to assume without loss of generality that
(X;, X}) € RP*2 1 < i < n, are independent matrices under E, so that the problem concerns

Anlf) =B{f(X1,.., Xn) = FIXT, . X0}
In the bootstrap case, E* is the conditional expectation given X and we consider
(33) An(f) = E-{F(X0. . XO) — F(XF, X))} = EF(XL LX)~ EPF(XT LX)

where X0 = (X7,..., X9)7 is an independent copy of X. As (X?, X}) are still independent random
matrices under E*, we can conveniently write the mean squared approximation error as

E[E*{f(xlo,...,xg) —f(Xf,...,X;;)}r.

In either cases, we assume throughout this section that EX; = E*X" = 0, so that the average
centered moments are

(34) =~ ZEXi o=~ ZE* (X))
i=1 i=1
We consider in separate sections the Lindeberg method and comparison bounds for two general
measures, the maxima, the empirical bootstrap, and the wild bootstrap.

3.1. A coherent Lindeberg interpolation. Let (X;, X}) € RP*? be independent random
matrices under E, U; = (X1,..., X;-1,0, X/ ,,..., X)), and V; = (Xq,..., X3, X[ ,..., X). The
original Lindeberg (1922) proof of the central limit theorem begins with the decomposition

Bulf) = B{#(V.) — FOV0)} = SOB{5(Vi) — £V,
i=1
14



followed by a Taylor expansion of the increments f(V;) — f(V;—1) at U, so that

m*—1 1 n . . o
(35)  Auf) = mZ::l A + Rem, An,m:m;@f} (U, EXP™ — B(X])™),

where fi(m) (1,...,2p) = (0/0x;)®™" f(21,...,2,). To prove the central limit theorem, Lindeberg
(1922) took m* = 3 and Gaussian X with the same first two moments as X;, so that A, (f) = Rem.
In this approach, f(V;) can be viewed as an interpolation between f(V,) = f(X) and f(Vy) =
f(X*). The ideal has found much broader applications recently; See for example Chatterjee (2006).
However, the decomposition (35) may not yield the best bounds for A, (f) when E X™ —E(X})®™
are heterogeneous, for example in the case of the empirical bootstrap with heteroscedastic Xj.

We further develop the Lindeberg approach (35) as follows to bound the quantity A, (f) in terms
of the difference of the average moments of {X;} and {X},

1 < 1 <
36 N TEXE™ 2N T R(XF)O™
(36) n; ; n; (X;)er,

instead of the difference in the moments of individual X; and X as in a direct application of (35).
This improvement, which can be viewed as a “coherent” Lindeberg interpolation and facilitates our
analyses of the bootstrap for the maxima of the sums of X, is achieved by taking the average of
the Lindeberg interpolation over all permutations of the index 1.

Consider permutation invariant functions f(z1,...,x,) of z; € RP|1 < i < n, satisfying

f@,. o mn) = f(20y, .-, T0,)

for all permutations o = (o1,...,0,) of {1,...,n}. While A, (f) of (35) is invariant in the per-
mutation o, the individuals components A,, ,,, and the remainder term on the right-hand side are
not. Thus, the worst scenario bounds for |A,, ,,,| and |Rem| may not yield optimal results compared
with the coherent Lindeberg interpolation, which we formally describe as follows.
Suppose EX; = EX = 0. For permutations o = (01,...,0,) of {1,...,n}, let
Upi = (Xors ooy Xoy s X2 0o X0,

Ok+1’
As A, (f) invariant under permutation of the index 4, for each permutation o (35) yields

m*—1

An(f) = Z An,m,a + Rem07

m=2

with Ay me = (M)~ 30, <Ef£—2n) (Ugk, 0), EXE™ —E(X} )®™). This leads to the expansion

(37 An(f) = E{f(Xl,...,Xn) - f(X;,...,X;;)} = 3 As(Bumo) + As(Rem,),
m=2
where A, is the operator of averaging over all permutations o of {1,...,n}. The expansion in (37)

can be viewed as a coherent version of the original one in (35) as the fluctuation with respect to
the choice of o is removed by taking average over all permutations. The following lemma will be

15



used to approximate Ay (A, o) and A, (Rem,) by quantities of the same form with the difference
of the average moments (36) in place of EX™ — E(X})®™. Define

Cri = O Xi + (1 — 0p) X7,

where {d;} are Bernoulli variables independent of {X;, X/,i < n} under E with P{0;, = 1} =
k/(n+1). Let A, be the operator of taking the average over all permutations o and all k =1,...,n
and the expectation with respect to oy, conditionally on {X;, X/,i <n},

(38) Ao'7kh(0'7 ka Ck,ok Y X7 X*)
kh(o,k, Xo,, X(0),X0,)  (n+1=k)h(o,k, X5, X(0), X],) }

_liiz{ N 7
_nkzln! n+1 n+1

o

)

for all Borel functions h, where X, is the permutation over rows of X.

LEMMA 2. For all permutation invariant functions f(x1,...,x,),

Ay <I{0k:i}f(Ua,k, Cm))

does not depend on i. Consequently, for any function g;(-,-), 1 <i <mn,
* 1 - *
Ao‘,k<f(Ucr,k7 Ck,o‘k)v Yoy, (Xa X )> = <Ao,k (f(Ucr,ka Ck,ok))a ; Z gl(X7 X )>
i=1

Consider smooth functions with slightly stronger permutation invariance properties. Suppose

that for certain permutation invariant functions f(m0) (T1y... zp),
(39) Fr) @y, ano1,0) = f0 (2, 2,_1,0), m=0,2,...,m* —1,
where f,sm)(:nl, o Zn) = (0/02,)®™ f(x1,. .., zy) is as in (35). Such f0™0) exist if f(z1,...,2,) =
fo(x1,...,zp,0) for a permutation invariant fo(z1,...,%n, Tpt+1) involving n + 1 vectors, e.g. a
function of the sum z1 + - -+ + x,. In this case, we may pick

f(m,O) (X1, ) = (8/8mn+1)®mf0(x1, ey Xy Ty 1) -

It follows from (37), Lemma 2 and (39) that
(40)  Ag(Aumo) = nhgy((m) (B (U, 0) EXS™ ~ E(X;,)™))

~n Aa,k ((m!)_l <Ef(m70)(UU,k’ <k70k)’ E chm B E(X;k )®m>)

1o 1
- <%Am(Ef<m’0>(Ua,k, Chon) ) ; EXP™ — ~ ;E(X;>®m>,

so that A, (An,m,g) is small when the average moments between {X;} and {X} are close to each
other. Interestingly, a combination of Slepian’s (1962) smart path interpolation and Stein’s (1981)
leave-one-out method also allows comparison of the average of the second moment, but not the
third moment and beyond. The Edgeworth expansion, a classical tool for high-order analysis of the
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bootstrap, is not available in our analysis as we are interested in the regime where the Gaussian
approximation may fail to begin with.

3.2. A general comparison theorem. In this subsection, we present upper bounds for the
absolute value of A,,(f) in (37) for smooth permutation invariant functions f(x1,...,z,) in a general
setting, where (X;, X7) € RP X2 1 < i < n, are assumed to be independent random matrices under
E. Conditions up to the m*-th moment will be imposed, e.g. m* =4 in (37).

In addition to invariance condition (39), we assume the following stability condition on derivatives
of order m*. For integers mi > 2 and my > 0 with m; + mo < m*, define

f(ml’mz)(xl, ey T, X)) = ((G/Z?xn)®m2) ® f(ml’o)(azl, ey L1, Tp).

Here ((8/ axn)®m2) ® fm1.0) "3 product of two tensors, is treated as an m = mj + my dimensional
tensor with elements (9/0zy, j,) - - - (0/0n,j,,, )f(ml’ . Suppose that for my > 2 and mgy =

JImo+1,-- 7]m2+m
m* —my, e.g. (m1,ma) = (2,2) or (3,1) for m* =4,

< gl fun) )5 (@, @0, 0),
(xly sy Tp—1, tgl) < g(HEZH/un)ﬁT)’]m* (xly sy Tp—1, 0)

1 69
(41) PN s

J1seeorJm*

=1

forall 0 <t < 1and 1 <7 < n, where & is either X; or X. Suppose further that for some

permutation invariant f,g?;x)(xl, ce s Tp),

@) I @@ 0) gl ) (S aeng)  F=1

for the same &;. Define G, = (E{1/g(| Xk |l/un)}) A (E{1/g(|X;]l/un)}) and

@3)  pulm — ([max{z":Elelmg(lleH/un),Z”: IEIX;Img(IIX,jH/un)’

k=1 nG —1 nGy,
3 EX " B ) - EIXE™ B (1l ) H ”m>®m
k—1 nGk ’kzl nGk ’

When g(t) is increasing in t and P{ max;<i<y, <||XZH v ||XZ*H> < cup } =1 for a constant c,

"URIX™ N EIXG ™)\ Y O
it (e 2 25}

k=1 k=1

Let U, ) and (i ; be as in Lemma 2 and define

F(m) = %Amk (Ef(mp) (U0'7k7 Ck,Uk)) = Z mlnl Z Z ]Ef mo U’k’ <k7i)’

i=1 o,0=1

where A, j, is the operator defined in (38). Similarly, define

Fim) = %Amk (Eféln;i(Ua,k, Ck,ak)> = Z m,n, Z > B (Ugky Cri)-

=1 o,0,=1
17



THEOREM 4. Let (X;, X[) € RP*2 1 < i < n, be independent random matrices under expecta-
tion E. Let m* € {3,4}. Suppose (41) and (42) hold. Then,

m*—1
Ef(X1,..., Xo) —Ef(X5,. X0 = 3 <F<m>,u<m> - u(m)> + Rem,

m=2

where p™ ==t " EXP™ and v™ =7t S0 E(XF)®™ as in (34), and

‘Rem‘ < {2 - 4m§1 <7:;> }<Fgg)’:)7ﬂsgx)>
m=2

We may apply Theorem 4 directly to {X;} and {X/} or their truncated versions as we will show
in Theorems 5 and 6 in the next two subsections.

In Theorem 4, the difference between the left- and right-hand sides of (40) is absorbed in the
remainder term, which itself is expressed in terms of the average of moment-like quantities in (43),
under conditions (41) and (42).

3.3. Comparison theorem for the maxima of sums. As in (1) and (8), let

T, = , Ty =

o0

> Xi/vn
i=1

S Xi
=1

oo

For random matrices X = (X1,...,X,) and X* = ()A(:f, ..., X*) and by, > 0, define

1 . X —X» 1
R )

THEOREM 5. Let (X;,X[) € RP*2 1 < i < n, be independent random matrices under expecta-
tion E, m* € {3,4}, n,(€) be the Lévy-Prokhorov pre-distance in (28), and u, = \/n/(2by logp).
(i) Let u&iﬁi be given in (43) with g(t) = €™ t. Then,

"X — X,
Z nl/2

i=1

(44) Qo = {

m*—l * *
br(logp)™ m b (logp)™ 1 . .
(45) nn<1/bn>scm*< I
m=2

where ,u(fb) and v(m) are as in Theorem 4. B o
(11) Let X = (Xq,...,X,) and X* = (XF,...,X}). Suppose that (X;, X}) are independent matrices

under P, EX; = E)A(:Z* =0, and ]P’{HXHmaX Vv HX*HmaX < clun} =1 for a constant c1. Then,

*

(] m—1 . i
(46) Mel1/b2) < Oy S0 BECBDIE )
m=2
m* m*—1
+Cm*761wuﬁ(m*) max_|_]P>{QO} +]P>{QE§}7

nm*/2—1

where 1™ = =13 E)Af?m, pm) = p LS RB(XF)E™, and Qo and ¥ are as in (44).

18



We may consider X = ()A(:M)nxp = ()A(:l, ... ,)Z'n) as a truncated version of X given by

(47) Xij = Xijlx, j1<any — EXijlix, j1<an}-

In this case, the following lemma can be used to bound P{}.

LEMMA 3. Let My, be as in (5) withm > 2, X as in (47) with a, satisfying My {n/ log(p/en)}l/m <
an < @y = {c1n?/(by log(p/en))} with ¢1 > 0, and Qo as in (44). Then, for sufficiently large con-
stant Cpy, ., it implies by b (log(p/en))™ " M2 /n™/?~F < 1/Cppe, that

by (log(p/€n)™ " o
nm/2—1 m,2>

(48) P{Q} < e +P{Q} < en+ Cric

where Qo = {maxi<j<p [n 71230, Xiyjl{‘Xi,j‘>&n}‘ > 1/(8by)} and My, 5 is as in (6).
We note that the upper bound for a,, is no smaller than the lower bound due to the condition

by (log(p/ €)™ " My /0™~ < 1/Cip e,

3.4. Efron’s empirical bootstrap. We have already obtained upper bounds for the Lévy-
Prokhorov pre-distance (28) in terms of the average moments of X; and X; in Theorem 5. In
bootstrap, the Lévy-Prokhorov pre-distance is a random variable due to the involvement of P*,

(49) my(e) = 0 (6 T, Ty) = supn (e, T3, 7).
teR

where ny (e, t; T, T;) = max [P{T0 < t — e} — P*{T; < t},P*{T; <t — e} —P{T? < t},0]
as in Lemma 1, and T is the bootstrapped T},. Recall that P*{T? < t} = P{T;, < t} as T? is an
independent copy of T,,. In this subsection, we derive more explicit bounds for 7} (e) in terms of
the average moments of {X;} for Efron’s empirical bootstrap.

For the empirical bootstrap, the difference of the average moments between X; and X7 is

) m) —ZX X)® ——ZEX@””
SEICEVOR z( Jom((- D 20,

where (™) and (™ are as in (34) with the assumption u(!) = 0 and Sym(A) denotes the sym-
metrization of tensor A by taking the average over all permutations of the index of its elements. It
can be seen from the above expression that the quantities ||(™ — (™| yax in the right-hand side
of (45), and Hﬂsﬁé)ixumax as well, can be bounded by empirical process methods. However, as high
moments are involved, some level of truncation may still be needed to obtain sharp results when
| X||max is unbounded. Therefore, a direct application of the error bound (46) with truncation is
natural. This approach is taken here.
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THEOREM 6. Let X; € RP be independent random vectors and X, generated by the em-
pirical bootstrap. Let b, > 0, My be as in (5), {c1,c2} be fixed positive constants, and a, =
c1v/n/(bnlog(p/en)). Suppose log(p/en) < con. Then,

(50) Ta(1/bn) < Ce b2 (108(p/ ) MZ /12 4 26 + P{ [ X |max > i |

with at least probability 1 — (P{||X|lmax > @n} + 2€,), and with My as in (5),

61) P{(1/00) > o (60 + Bhlhok(p/en) P90 (s } <

3.5. Wild bootstrap. Let {W;} be a sequence of i.i.d. variables independent of X and satisfying
EW; = 0 and EW? = 1. The wild bootstrap (Wu, 1986; Liu, 1988; Mammen, 1993) is defined in (13).
Recall that we assume EX; = 0 without loss of generality in our analysis. As || Y1 Wi X //n HOO =
Op(l)HY‘ . s typically negligible in the analysis of the maxima of the sum of X} under mild
conditions, for simplicity we may study

(52) X =W;X;.
Suppose the moments of individual X matches that of X; under the joint expectation E,
(53) EX?’” =EW; X:)®™, m=1,...,m"—1,

where m™* represents the highest order of expansion involved in the comparison theorem. Condition
(53) holds for m* = 4 when EW? = 1 (Liu, 1988; Mammen, 1993), and all m* for the Rademacher
wild bootstrap when EXZ@’” = 0 for all positive odd m smaller than m*,

(54) (EW? =1 and m* =4} or {EW =1 and EX®™ =0V odd m € [1,m*)}.

We note that (53) always holds for m* = 3 due to the default conditions EW; = 0 and EW? = 1.
Under this moment condition and the sub-Gaussian condition (17) on W;, a modification of the
proof of Theorem 6 yields the following result.

THEOREM 7. Let X; € RP be independent random vectors and X generated by the wild bootstrap
as in (13). Suppose (53) holds with m* € {3,4} and (17) holds with 7o < co. Let My,» and M+ 2 be
as in (5) and (6) respectively. Let by, > 0, €, < &, and a, = c1v/n/{ (b, (log(p/e,))'/?(log(p/en))/?}.
Suppose logp < con with a constant co > 0 and M = M, (n/ log(p/En))l/m*_1/4. Then, for a suf-
ficiently large constant Cyyx 7o c1.c0s

(55) 15 (1/b) < O g 1,202 (log (p/€n)) 2 (log(p/en)) /n' 2 M? + &,
~ XijI{|x, ;|>a0)
n IP’{ lrél;mgp‘; > 1/(8bn)}

with at least probability 1 — (P{Com3b2 log(p/€n) maxi<j<p D iy ijl{‘xi7j|>an} >n}+2e,), and

(56) P{ngu/bn) > (e + b Qoa(p/en )™ (108 (p/ €n)) " o )} < en.

m*,70,C1,C2 € ,nm*/2—1 m*,2
n
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While (55) is comparable with (50) in Theorem 6, (56) requires the weaker moment 9t,,+ o than
the M- in (51).

In the rest of the subsection, we study the implication of a martingale structure in the original
Lindeberg expansion (35) for wild bootstrap. This would lead to a comparison theory more useful
for the high order m* > 4. Let

Ug = (ng XO 170 Z—l—l?“‘?X:L)? V? = (X?7 . Xzo7 :—I—l?“‘)X:L)?

Where X0 = (X9 ..., X9 is an independent copy of X. Let fi(m) = (0/0x;)™f and A (f) be as
n (33). The bootstrap version of the Lindeberg expansion (35) is

(57) A(f) = 3 Af-+Rem

with A;, = (ml) "1 S, (B £ (U0), B (X0)5m — E*(X7)*™m).
Consider the case where X7 are defined as in (52). By (53), E{E*(X?)®™ —E*(X})®™} = 0. As

E* fi(m) (UY) is a function of (Xit1,...,Xn), A}, ,, is a sum of martingale differences. This directly
leads to the comparison inequalities in Proposition 1 below. Consider functions f satisfying

(m*) Lt
(58) P{‘fi (xl"“’xl(—ni,:ff““”””l"”’m")‘ }:1, 0<t<1,
Sg(”gz”/un)fmax (‘Tla"'7‘T’i—1707xi+17”’7xn)

for & = X; or X, with real-valued g(t) and m*-tensor-valued fégbx) Let
1/2
Snmi = <(E*fi(m)(U?))®27E(Xf©m ~EXP™) (R Wim)2> ,2<m <m*,

* * * * | @m™* * * |®@m™* 1/2
S = ( (B £ (U0) 2, E (g X | fun)| X717 — Bg(17 ] fua) X715 ) )

R = *,Z<E*fmax U, Eg(IX ) X1 +E glX; /) X7 157,

PROPOSITION 1. Let X; and X be as in (52) and A},(f) as in (57). Suppose (53) and (58).
Then,

(59) E[A5(f)]

IN

m*—1 1 n 1/2
> E(zz@sw) +E(Tem ).

m* n

(i) < 5 L (Srtn) "+ (2(mm)) "

For Efron’s empirical bootstrap,

(60) (X% = a7t 3 (X - X
k=1

involves all data points, so that the martingale argument does not directly apply. An application of
the martingale Bernstein inequality (Steiger, 1969; Freedman, 1975) leads to the following theorem.
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THEOREM 8. Theorem 7 is still valid for general m* > 2 when €, is defined by
(61) en = by (log p){log(1/en) /n}'/2M? + kg yr (Me 1 /M) ™
provided that M > My 1 with the M, 1 in (6).

Consider m* = 6. When M% =< Mg 1 and Mb,, < /log p, the second term in (61) is of no greater
order than {b2 (log p)n~"/2M?}*, so that by Theorem 8

(logp)t/n =0 = €, — 0.

In this case, taking m* > 6 does not improve the order of ¢, in Theorem 8.
Next, we derive upper bounds for

(62) W (0) = sup [EnE ) e, 78,7}
teR

with the n(P )(e t: TV, T) in (49). The quantity n(q)( ) can be viewed as a weak Lévy-Prokhorov
pre-distance, as the supreme is taken outside the expectation. However, this weak version of the
Lévy-Prokhorov pre-distance is still stronger than the unconditional one. In fact, we have

() = supn (e, t: T, T7) < 0 (e) < |
teR

a(e)|

q=>1,

Ly(P)’

where ngp)(e,t;Tn,T;f) is as in (28). See (49) and the discussion below (28).
In addition to the average moments M,, defined in (5), we use quantities

" Eexp2m||[W; X; || oo /un ) |[W; X; ™ 1/m
(63) Moy = |30 pI(E I lloo /tn)| | 7
Py nE exp(—2m|| Xl oo /tn) 00
Z E|W; X;|™ L/m
M2 = E exp(—2m|| Xilloo /tn) ||og

to bound the n(q)( ) in (62). When P{|| X;||co < an} =1,

1/m

Mm,l < e2an/un <E|W1|mE€2m‘Wl‘an/u”) Mm, Mm,2 < e2an/Un (E|W1 |m) 1/mMm‘

In any case, controlling M,, 1 requires W; to have a finite moment generating function in the interval
[0, 2m™* ay, /uy].

THEOREM 9. Let a, = c1y/n/(bylogp), m* > 3 and n(q)( ) be as in (62).
(1) Let X be as in (52). Suppose (53) holds. Let by, > 0 and u, = v/n/(2b,logp) in (63). Then,

m*—1

m 07 (log p)™ bm*(logp) m*
(64) i (1/bn) <Z W = s M2m2+W et )
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(it) Let X} be as in (13). Suppose (54) and (17) hold. Then, for 1 < q <2,
(65)  ni (1/bn)

by, log p . b2 log p 1/q
< Cm*;rg,q( 172 ]\J4 1/‘1 ) + [Emln{lCm max ZX,][{|XZJ>¢M}}:|

n 1<5<p
b log p i
S Cm*77'0,01< 1/2 M4 /q )

. by (log p)™ ! Ve
+ [Emln{2 Cn~ 770701W1I2Ja§ Z | X 5™ I{|ij|>an} ’

m—lnl—m/2Mm

where Ky m = b)) (log p) . Moreover,

1
7(1/bn) q) < (1 @) {12 (1/0,) D),

(66) (E

Compared with the first term on the right-hand side of (50), the first term on the right-hand
side of (65) is of smaller order by at least a factor y/log(p/fn.4).

The proof of Theorem 9, given in the Appendix, involves two issues. The first one is to relate the
maxima 7T}, in (1) and 7 in (8) to smooth functions f(x1,...,2,) in Proposition 1. This is done
via the smooth max function in (31) as discussed at the beginning of this section. The second issue
involves heterogeneity among X;. When P{||X||max < u,} = 1, the quantities in (63) are bounded

under the condition M,,» = O(1) on the average moments. However, a direct application of (59)
requires the stronger condition

1 n
- E|X; 1
n;max | 7]’ O(1)

1<j<p
as in Theorem 8. This issue is again resolved through Lemma 2.

4. Anti-concentration of the maxima. As we have discussed at the end of Section 2, the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance between two distribution functions can be bounded from the above
by the sum of the Lévy-Prokhorov pre-distance and the minimum of the Lévy concentration of the
two distribution functions,

(67) ilelﬂlg ]P’{Tn < t} — ]P’{T;f < t}‘ < 1 (€) + min {wn(e;Tn),wn(e;T;)}

as in (30). The above two terms are also required if one wants to use Lemma 1 to derive an upper
bound for |P{T;, <t} — (1 —«a)|. As upper bounds for the Lévy-Prokhorov pre-distance 7, (€) and
its bootstrap version 7} (¢) have already been established in Section 3, the aim of this section is
to develop anti-concentration inequalities to bound the Lévy concentration function wy,(e;7},) from
the above. We note that once a comparison theorem becomes available as an upper bound for 7, (¢),
an anti-concentration inequality for 7;, can be established from one for T7¥, as

(68) wn(&;Tp) < w(e; T + 2sup ]P’{Tn < t} - IP{T;; < t}‘ < 3w (e; TF) + 2 (€)
teR

by the triangle inequality and (67), and vice versa.
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To study the consistency of the Gaussian wild bootstrap, say T %*"* for the approximation of
the distribution of T},, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance of interest is bounded by

sup [P{T, <t} — P{Tp6= < ¢}| < () + min {wP(6 Tr), (6 TG |,
teR

where 0} (e) = nﬁ? )(e; TO, T3 %% and w,gp)(e; T,) are as in (49) and (30) respectively. Thus, an anti-
concentration inequality for the Gaussian maxima Tj“*"* under P* suffices (Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato
2015). This approach has been taken in Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato (2013, 2017) among

others. However, the inequality (68) with T = 7989 which requires a small Lévy-Prokhorov

pre-distance n,,(€) = ngp) (e;Ty, Tn ’Gauss), is not helpful in our study as we are interested in scenarios

where the Gaussian approximation may not hold.
Our idea is to derive anti-concentration inequalities for the maxima T, of sums of possibly skewed
independent random vectors through a mixed wild bootstrap which has a Gaussian component and
also provides the third moment match as Liu (1988) and Mammen (1993) advocated. Compared
with the Gaussian wild bootstrap, such a mixed wild bootstrap enjoys both the anti-concentration
properties of the Gaussian component through conditioning and sharper approximation of the
distribution of T}, through the fourth order comparison theorems developed in Section 3.
The multiplier of the above mixed wild, bootstrap can be defined as
(69) Wi = agd; Z; + bo (1 — 6;) W}

]

where §;, Z;, Wio,z' = 1,...,n, are independent random variables, J; are Bernoulli variables with
P{6; =1} =po =1—P{6 =0}, Z; ~ N(0,1), and W? can be taken as Mammen’s bootstrap

(3
multiplier in (16). In this mixed wild bootstrap, ag, by and pg are positive constants satisfying

(70) 0<po<1, EW;*)=adpo+b3(1—po)=1, EW;*)>=0b3(1—po)=1.

For any pg € (0, 1), the values of ag and by are determined by

bo=(1—po)~ 3, ag= \/pgl(l — (1 —po)¥/3).

For example, ag = 0.6423387 and by = 1.259921 for py = 1/2.
Suppose EX; = 0 as in Section 3. Given the multiplier (69) and the original data X; =
(X, ,XLp)T,z' =1,...,n, the mixed wild bootstrap for T;, is defined through

(71) X =W"X;, Z)=(Z2,7,.. Z;;* = \/_ ZX;‘*, and T)" = lliljaéip Zy5.
We conveniently avoid the complication of subtracting the sample mean from X; as the primary
purpose of this mixed wild bootstrap is to provide a vehicle to derive anti-concentration inequalities
for the maxima T}, for the original data. Once an upper bound for wﬁl )(e T,) is established, the
consistency of the bootstrap can be studied through (67) and Lemma 1.

Let P** be the conditional probability given {X;,d;, WP i = 1,...,n}. We find that under P**,
Zy* is a Gaussian vector with individual mean and standard deviation

1/2
(72) =E*(Z;%) = Zl— WPXij, o =\ Var™(Z) —(“025)() .
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Anti-concentration inequalities for 77* under the marginal probability P can be derived from the
conditional one under P** via

(73) WP (6 Ty) SEwf (6T,
where wﬁlp**) (e; T;{*), a function of the random vector (,u;*, 0;5,1<j< p), is the Lévy concentration

function of T,7* under the conditional probability P** as in (30).
In what follows we present anti-concentration inequalities for the maxima of Gaussian vectors,
sums in the mixed wild bootstrap, and sums of general independent vectors with zero mean.

THEOREM 10. Let £ = (&1,... ,§p)T be a multivariate Gaussian vector with marginal distribu-
tions & ~ N(,uj,ajz), o1y < -+ <oy be the ordered values of o1, ...,0,. Then, for all ., > 1,

m—1
J T oz — 1/xy)
Il . < < —_— - ("
(74) sup deP’{ pax § < x} =532, { T(m) * kZ::l O k)

Consequently, with & = (2 + v/2logp)/{1/o(1) + maxi<m<p(l + v2logm)/o(m)} > o),

(75) ]P’{a < max ¢ < a+e} < ;(2+ \/2logp>, Ve>0, acR.

<j

Given {0}, there exist certain £; ~ N(0,0;) and constants a >0 and Coy < 27/(1 —1/4) such that

}zé(L\/m)

(76) ]P’{a <max ¢ <a+te o

1<<p ™

for all e satisfying 0 < (¢/7) (2+ \/210gp) < 1/8. Moreover, (76) also holds for certain independent
& ~ N(uj,04) with possibly different nonzero pj and the same {a,Cop}.

Anti-concentration of the maxima of Gaussian vectors have been considered in the literature; For
example, Nazarov (2003), Klivans, O’Donnell and Servedio (2008) and Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato
(2015). These results provides Co(2-++/21og p) /o1y as an upper bound for (74) or Co(2++/2Tog p)e/o (1)
for (75). A main advantage of Theorem 10 is the use of potentially much large 7 instead of o(y. For
example, when 1/0(1) > (1 4+ /2Togp)/o () for all 1 <m < p, we have 7 = (2 4 /2log p)(01)/2)
and therefore the right-hand side of (75) becomes 2¢/0(;). Moreover, Theorem 10 is sharp up to
the constant factor Cy. The anti-concentration inequality for general &; ~ N(pu;, UJZ) is needed to
study the mixed wild bootstrap 7,:* under the conditional probability P**, in view of (72).

THEOREM 11. Let X; = (Xi,l,...,Xi,p)T € RP be independent centered random wvectors with
p > 1 and T the mized wild bootstrap given by (69) and (71). Let UJZ = >, EXZj/n and
{0y, 1 <j <p,7} be as in (4). Suppose P{||X||max < an} =1 for certain constants a, satisfying

G (727/(ey/Togp))

< 2
() o L TEVRED) s,
()
Then, with the (ag, by, po) in (69)
(78) wSP)(e;T,’;*) = sup]P’{t <Tyr<t+ e} < C’ao,bo,poéx/logp.
teR
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If we use the mixed wild bootstrap (71) to approximate the distribution of T},, Theorem 11 and
the comparison theorems in Section 3 can be directly applied to establish the consistency of the
bootstrap via (49). However, for studying the consistency of bootstrap methods in general through
(67), we desire an anti-concentration inequality for the original data. This can be done by comparing
the distributions of 7,;* and T,,, resulting in the following theorem.

THEOREM 12. Let X; € RP be independent with p > 1, EX; = 0, M,, and & be as in (5) and
(4) respectively, by, > 0 and wSP))(e; T,) be as in (30) with the T, in (1). Let a, = c1/n/(b, logp)
for some constant ¢; > 0. Then, for a certain positive constant C.,,

- 1
8b, |-

We have derived comparison theorems up to a general order m* > 3 under the moment matching
condition (53). This includes m* > 4 for the Rademacher wild bootstrap for symmetric X;. However,
as the Rademacher multiplier does not have a Gaussian component, we settle for m* = 4 in the
above theorem. If the Gaussian wild bootstrap is used as a vehicle to prove Theorem 12, (53)
holds only for m* = 3 and the term C;, kp,4 = C, b (log p)3n~t M} will have to be replaced by
Ceyfing = Coy b3 (logp)®>n~2M3, leading to the condition logp < n'/7 for b, > /logp as in

Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato (2015).

n

3 Xigl{|x, ;|>an)

C
79 B)(1/b,:T,)) < —2\/1 Coikipg+ 2P
( ) wn ( / ) )— bnE ng+ IH 74+ max i:1 \/ﬁ

1<5<p

5. Simulation results. We study the performance of different bootstrap procedures in two
experiments. In both experiments, we generate vectors X; = (X;1,... ,Xi,p)T in a Gaussian copula
model, where F(X; ;) = ®(Y;;) and Y; = (Yi1,...,Yi,)T are i.i.d. N(0,X) with N(0,1) marginal
distributions, n = 200, p = 400, and F' represents the gamma distribution with unit scale and shape
parameter & = EX; ; € {1,3}. We pick ¥, = Cov(Y;;,Yixr) = p+ (1 — p)I{j—) in Experiment
I,and X, = pl =kl in Experiment II, with p € {0.2,0.8}. Four bootstrap methods are considered:
the Gaussian wild bootstrap with W; ~ N(0, 1), Mammen’s wild bootstrap, the Rademacher wild
bootstrap with P{W; = +1} = 1/2, and Efron’s empirical bootstrap. Note that the skewness for
Xijis 2/y/«, eg. 2 for « = 1 and 2/v/3 for o = 3. Thus, in this setting, the Gaussian multiplier
and Rademacher wild bootstrap methods do not match the third moment of the original data. Our
theorems in Section 2 therefore assert that Mammen’s wild bootstrap and empirical bootstrap have
better approximation properties. This theoretical claim is supported by our simulation results.

Since EX; is unknown, the wild bootstrap is defined as X} = W;(X; — X). We compare the
distribution of 7,, = max; . ,(X;; — EX; ;)/v/n against their bootstrapped versions. The true
distribution of T}, is evaluated based on 5000 simulations. The results for the four bootstrap schemes
are based on 500 copies of X, and 500 copies of X* for each observation of X.

Figures 1 plots the simulated relative frequency of the simultaneous coverage of 95% bootstrap
simultaneous confidence intervals for each bootstrap scheme in the four combinations of (p, x) in
Experiments I and II. This is closely related to the risk ‘P{Tn > th ) — a‘. The results for the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance are shown in Figure 2 which contains 8 boxplots of the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov distances between the true 7;, and bootstrapped Tr.

Corresponding to our theoretical results, this simulation study demonstrates that Mammen’s
wild bootstrap is the best among all four schemes, empirical bootstrap is a close second, while
Gaussian and Rademacher wild bootstrap methods are clearly worse. Because of the skewness of
the Gamma distribution, an explanation of the poor performance of the Gaussian and Rademacher
wild bootstrap methods is the lack of the third moment match as our theoretical results indicate. We
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Fic 1. Simulated relative frequency of the simultaneous coverage of 500 95% simultaneous confidence intervals for
each bootstrap scheme: G, M and R respectively represent the Gaussian, Mammen and Rademacher wild bootstrap,

while E represents Efron’s empirical bootstrap.
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Fic 2. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov distances of 500 runs for each bootstrap scheme: G, M, R and E respectively represent

the Gaussian, Mammen, Rademacher and empirical bootstrap schemes.
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would like to mention that the difference among bootstrap procedures in two settings (Experiment
I, p =08, « =3 or 1) are not as significant as the others, possibly due to the smaller effective
dimensionality caused by high correlation. Nevertheless, Mammen’s wild bootstrap and empirical
bootstrap still perform slightly better.

In addition to the plots, Table 1 provides the mean and standard deviation of the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov distance between the bootstrap estimates and the true cumulative distribution function
of T},, and Table 2 provides the mean and standard deviation of the coverage probabilities of 95%
simultaneous confidence intervals with each bootstrap scheme. These tables depicts the same picture
as the plots.

Setti Gaussian Mammen Rademacher Empirical
cting Mean Std Mean Std Mean Std Mean Std
=0.2,a= 0.08996 | 0.02907 | 0.04893 | 0.01883 | 0.09484 | 0.02916 | 0.05088 | 0.01873

p

p=02,=1 | 0.11660 | 0.03958 | 0.05964 | 0.02377 | 0.13428 | 0.04088 | 0.06457 | 0.02231
p=08a=3 | 0.04910 | 0.01610 | 0.04699 | 0.01510 | 0.05091 | 0.01587 | 0.04690 | 0.01503
p=08 a= 0.05861 | 0.02364 | 0.05443 | 0.02198 | 0.05880 | 0.02432 | 0.05452 | 0.02107
,p=02,a=3 | 011106 | 0.02299 | 0.04324 | 0.01443 | 0.12176 | 0.02254 | 0.05105 | 0.01397
p=0
p=0
p=0

2,0=1 1 0.14542 | 0.02451 | 0.04677 | 0.01622 | 0.18143 | 0.02654 | 0.07190 | 0.02053
8, =3 | 0.09558 | 0.02485 | 0.04575 | 0.01629 | 0.10335 | 0.02493 | 0.04667 | 0.01488
B,a=11 0.12780 | 0.03229 | 0.04998 | 0.01839 | 0.15043 | 0.03404 | 0.06249 | 0.02055
TABLE 1
The Kolmogorov-Smirnov distances between the bootstrapped T, and true T,

Settin Gaussian Mammen Rademacher Empirical
& Mean Std Mean Std Mean Std Mean Std
=02,a= 0.9232 | 0.01938 | 0.9446 | 0.01544 | 0.9072 | 0.2199 | 0.9527 | 0.01422

p

p=02,0=1 | 09251 | 0.02308 | 0.9517 | 0.01422 | 0.8975 | 0.02938 | 0.9646 | 0.01131
p=08a=3 | 09364 | 0.01876 | 0.9457 | 0.01706 | 0.9331 | 0.01912 | 0.9471 | 0.01649
p=08a=1 | 09303 | 0.02671 | 0.9458 | 0.02447 | 0.9251 | 0.02785 | 0.9486 | 0.02357
,p=02,a0=3 | 09323 | 0.01513 | 0.9527 | 0.00970 | 0.9124 | 0.01563 | 0.9628 | 0.00876
p
p
p

=0.2,0=1 | 0.9230 | 0.01613 | 0.9545 | 0.00955 | 0.8853 | 0.01890 | 0.9707 | 0.00721
=0.8,c=3 | 0.9291 | 0.01456 | 0.9479 | 0.01061 | 0.9129 | 0.01540 | 0.9562 | 0.00872
=08, =1 0.9196 | 0.01850 | 0.9524 | 0.01172 | 0.8894 | 0.02079 | 0.9673 | 0.01116
TABLE 2
Relative frequency of bootstrap coverage of 95% simultaneous confidence intervals

It’s worth mentioning that the empirical bootstrap does not always perform worse than Mam-
men’s wild bootstrap (Figure 1, Experiment I, p = 0.2, « = 3). Recall that we discuss in Section 2
that the empirical bootstrap doesn’t offer exact moments match, and the fluctuation of the differ-
ence between true moments and empirically bootstrapped ones leads to a slightly weaker consistency
statement in Theorem 1. However, the difference between the 4-th moments,

1 — 1 —
4) (4):_ EX®4—— EX*(X* ®4
p® —v n; ; n; (X7)®4,

for the empirical bootstrap can be much smaller than that for Mammen’s. This may provide an
explanation of the performance of the Mammen and empirical bootstraps in these two settings.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Supplement to “Beyond Gaussian Approximation: Bootstrap for Maxima of Sums
of Independent Random Vectors”
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(). This supplement contains proofs of all the theoretical results stated in the main body of the
paper.
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Supplement to “Beyond Gaussian Approximation:
Bootstrap for Maxima of Sums of Independent Random Vectors”

This supplement contains proofs of all the theoretical results stated in the main body of the paper.
A1l. Proofs of the results in Section 2.

A1.1. Proof of Lemma 1. Let t; be the 1 — a — n quantile of T},

]P’{Tn<t1}§1—a—n§]P’{Tn§t1}.

Let 0} (en,t) = nflp*)(en,t'TO 7). By the definition of wy,(e,;T),),

ryr—mir—-n

IP’{tl —en<Tp,<t1} = 61—i>%1+P{t1 —en+0< T, <ty 46} Swplen;Thn),

sothat 1 —a—n < P{Tn <ty — en} + wp(€n; Ty). It follows that

(1—a) -P{T, <t.}

(1 —a) —]P){Tn < tl —en,t:; > tl —en}

(1 —a) —]P){Tn <t —En} —I—]P){Tn <t —En,tz < 11 —En}
N+ wp(en; T) + P{t;, < t1 — €}

(VAN | VAN

It follows from the definition of 7 in (49) and Theorem 6 that

P{t:, +en < t1}
PIP'{T; <ti—en} > 1—a>P(T, <t} +1]

< Pluplensts) > 7).

IN

Hence, (1 —a) — P{T,, < t3} < n+ wnlen; Tn) + P{n} (en, t1) > n}.
Let to be the 1 — a + 1 quantile of T,,. When 1 — a +n < P{T,, < t2},

P{T, <t'} —wn(en;Tn) — (1 —a+n)

< Pl >tot+ et +P{T, <ta—en} —wnlen; T) — P{T,, < ta}
< ]P’{t?; >ty + en}

< ]P’[]P’*{T;{<t2+en}§1—a<]P’{Tn§t2}—n

< Plnenta+en) >

When 1 —a+n=P{T, <ts},

P{T, <ti} —wnlen;Tn) — (1 —a+n)

< P, >tot e} + P{Th <t2 — en} —wnlen; Th) — P{T;, < to}
< Pt >ta+ ey}

< ]P’[]P’*{T;<t2+en}<1—a:]P’{Tn§t2}—n

< Plnenta+en) >
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Thus, the conclusion holds in all cases. O

A1.2. Proof of Theorem 1. Without loss of generality, we assume EX; = 0 for all 1.
We first prove (11). It follows from Lemma 1 and the definition of 1} (e) in (49) that

(80) sup IP’{Tn < t} - P*{T;{ < t}( <n+w®(1/by; T,)

with probability at least P{n}(1/b,) < n}. We prove (11) in the following two steps.
Step 1. Let n be the right-hand side of (50) in Theorem 6. By (50) and Theorem 12,

(81) sup IP’{Tn < t} - P*{T;; < t}(

< Copeb(log(p/en) ™ M3 /02 + P X [ > an | + 26
Cl
+ L \/10g D + Cly i+ 2P{ [ X max > |
!/
< Cly b log(p/en)) 2 M3 /n'/? + f—%\/logp + 3P{ X lmax > n | + 26

with probability at least 1— (P{||X|/max > @ }+2€y), provided the condition log(p/e,) < can of The-
orem 6 holds. Note the a,, = ¢1/n/(b,, log p) in Theorem 12 is greater than a,, = c11/n/(b, log(p/e€n)
here.

We balance the first two quantities on the right-hand side of (81) by letting

b, M55 = ( n'/?/logp )1/3 _ n!/5(logp)'/S
! ~ \(log(p/en))??/ (log(p/en))/?’

It follows from (81), the b, M?/35'/3 above and M > M, that

ilelﬂlg ]P’{Tn < t} — IP’*{T; < t}‘

Cq -
Clex08(p/e0))Y M3 1 4 722 /10gp + B X s > n | + 26

log p)2(1 a)3) MO
(ng) (Zg(p/ff ) )¥> +3]P){||X||max >(~1n} +2€n

IN

(82) < C”<

with at least probability 1 — (26n + P{||X||max > dn}). Here we set ¢; = ¢ = 1. The condition
log(p/en) < con = n is then satisfied since the above bound is trivial otherwise. The constant C, .,
can then be replaced with a constant that doesn’t depend on ¢; or cs.

When § < v5,,, we let €, = §/4 so that log(p/e,) < log(4p/d). Otherwise, we let €, = 1/(4n),
which is smaller then v; o /4 and therefore 0/4, so that log(p/e,) < log(4np). In either case, we
have log(p/en) < log(4np/d). By (10),

nl/3 ) 2/351/3
(log p)'/6(log(p/e€n))/? }
nl/3\r2/351/3
(log p)1/6(log(4np/5))1/2 }
2 3 254N 1/6
min{éy}((logp) (log(np/d)) J\_4_4> }
2’2 n -
3

]P){”X”max > dn} = P{”X”max >

< P{IX x>

IN




so that with at least probability 1 — 9,

sup P{Tn <t} -P{T; < tH < Covan-
teR

Step 2. Let n be the lower bound of 7} (1/b,) in (51) of Theorem 6. By Theorem 6, Theorem 12
and the second inequality of (48) in Lemma 3, it also holds with at least probability 1 — § that

sup ]P’{Tn < t} - ]P’*{T;: < t}‘

teR
bt (lo 5))3omi C!
é 001:1,02:1 <5+ N( g(](;{‘l, )) 4> + ﬁ V lng+ C’c1=1/'{n,4
"\ Xigl (X, ;1> v/ (bn logp)} 1
+2[P’{1r£1]a%<p ; n ‘>@}
4 3 4 3
< s+ by, (log(p/0)) i+ \/lo§p +25n(10gp) mt
on bno n '
2 3 and\ 1/5
e [5+ ((logp) (log(p/9)) 932—5‘) }
omn o

< (y [5 + (7§,m4)6/5/51/5} :

This bound is effective when § < 75,y , making it dominated by the second term, (73‘7%4)6/ 5/§1/5,
When 4 is greater, we simply take the bound when § = 754y , yielding 75 gy, . The proof of (11) is
then complete.

Finally, we prove (12). It follows from Lemma 1 and the definition of 1} (¢) in (49) that
(83) P{T, < ta} = (1= )| S P{mi(1/ba) > n} + 0+ wa(1/bu; To).

By the 1 in the Step 1 above and ¢, = 1/n , (12) holds with ;' being the first component. The
second component follows from the 7 as in the Step 2 above and ¢, = § = 73‘7%4. We omit the
details. ([l

A1.3. Proof of Theorem 2. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 1 as the major difference
is just the replacement of the stronger maximum fourth moment condition 914 in Theorem 6 by
the weaker 91y o in Theorem 7 when p is large. In this application of Theorem 7, we pick €, =
min{d/4,€,} <€, = 1/n for the first component of 75, and e, = min{d, Vion, ,} < & = Y on,,
for the second component. We omit further details. (|

A1l.4. Proof of Theorem 3. For the Rademacher multiplier, (17) holds with 79 = 1. Let

m* =6 and n = {17,(12)(1 / bn)}2/ ® 1t follows from Lemma 1, (65) of Theorem 9 and the definitions
of wy(e,Ty) and ky, ¢ that

P(T, <5} = (1= )

< supP{nF) (/b 5T, 1) > b+ 1+ wn(1/6i T)
teR
< 2{771(12)(1/%)}2/3 + iglg]?{t —1/b, < T, <t}
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IN

b2 lo 2/3 VIogp T,
Cc1{< 1/%pM2> +/<;1/3}+sup]P’{t— gpgx/logp—gt}

teR bn M
b8 (log p)®—! 3
+2 [Emin{z(}cln(ogip) max Z | X I{XU>an}}:| 7

n3 1<j<p

“ H( e >2<10gp>2}2/3+ {< bNM ) <logp>8}1/3}
“ log p nl/4 log p nt/4
Viogp Ty
— </ g
+§1€1]II§]P){t M S logpM <t

. M \© (logp\® X5, Y3
—|—[Emm{4,001<\/@> <n1/4> 1<]<pz M6 {XU|>an}}] )

with a, = c1v/n/(bylogp) = clM\/logp(nl/‘l/logp) (\/logp/(bnM)). Let b, be the real number
satisfying v/Iog p/(bp M) = co(log p/n'/*)*/7, we have

BT <3}~ (1- )
. 1 (logp 2-8/7y 2/3 1 (logp 8—24/74 1/3
c % nl/4 + % nl/4
Ing 4 \/—Tn
+supP<t —cg i1 < logpMSt

teR
logp 8—24/7 Xﬁ 1/3
I%ZMG lpxistoad |

[Emm{
logp 1 (logp 32/21
61 4/3 _(2) nl/4
logp\ " Ty
Pt — < Vlogp — <t
- COW) < Vioe7 5 <
. Ce, (logp 82/7 & XZG,J' e
—i—[Emln{ s cg <n1/4 lrél]aSXpZ_; MGnI{‘Xi’j|>an} )

with a,, = clcOM\/logp(nl/‘l/logp) 1077,
Similarly by (30) and (66) of Theorem 9

S

IN

IN

IN

(Eigﬂg ]P’{Tn < t} - P*{T;: < t}‘2>1/2 < (3/2Y3) [P (1/b) V" + wn(1/bps T,).

This completes the proof. O
A1.5. Proof of Corollary 1. By (E.1),
/3 N r2/351/3
(log p)'/6(log(4np/5))!/? }

nl/3 )\ [2/351/3 )

PqIX — EX||max
{1~ EX > B, (log ) (log (4 3) 1

2(np) exp ( -

< min{6/2,1/(2n)} <4§/(2n)
holds with
MN2/3 My\2/3 (log p)*/®(log(4np/6))!/2 (log(4n®p/é)) B
(E) - max (O’) ’ nl/3 ENE

35



The proof of (i) is complete by inserting the above quantity to ~j ,,.
Similarly, we let

(A" { (20 (108 )"/* (0 (np))* log(4np/)'/* 05 (4n*p/9)) =

153 nl/3 T

o
in (if). 0

A1.6 Proof of Corollary 2. Observe that the third term on the right-hand side of (24) is

bounded by [4P{||X — EX|[/max > @n}] /3 Under the sub-Gaussian tail probability condition in
(£:2)

P{IX — EXlax > an} < 2(np) exp(—a2/B2) < 2/(np)

when a,, = clM\/@(nl/‘l/logp) 10/7 > Bn\/m. Thus, we are allowed to take
M = MgV [ Byy/210g(np) /{er/log p(n'/* /10g p) "} .

On the other hand, by the anti-concentration inequality in Theorem 10 of Section 4,

lo 4/7 T, lo YT
Sup]P’{t —Co<ﬁ> < \/logpM < t‘A} < Cg (ﬁ) —.

teR g

The conclusion follows as the above term dominates other terms in the error bound and ¢y and ¢;
can be treated as numerical constants. ]

A1.7 Proof of Corollary 3. By (E.3),

nl/3 ) [2/351/3 }

(log p)'/6 (log(4np/5) )/
nl/3 ) r2/351/3 }

(log p)*/%(log(4np/5))"/?
~ . ( Bn(logp)/S(log(4np/5))"/*\ ¢

=" /30 [2/351/3 '

Let M be the smallest positive number satisfying both M > M, and

( Bullogp)!/*(log(dnp/6))'/2\" _ [0 1 ((logp)*(log(np/0))* M*\"/®
nl/3M2/351/3 - 272 n loi ’

P{IX ~ EX[ax >

< ZP{HXZ- —EXilloo >

i=1

that is,

M~N2/3 MyN2/3 1/q(logp)1/6(10g(4np/5))1/2 Bn

(37 = mac{ ()" g 2

21/ (log p)1~2(log(4np/8))* ) Lo (&)q/ (et
n24~7(log(np/5))? 6 '

)

It follows that

*
Vs, M

)

< max ((logp)z(log(np/@)?’%i‘)l/ﬁ (log p)'/2(log(np/3)) Bn
~ n ok ’ §l/apl/2=1/q e
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n1/2—1/q T

((logp)”z(log(np/é)) Bn> (G2 }

We omit the proof of (ii) as it’s similar. The proof is complete. O
A2. Proofs of the results in Section 3

A2.1. Proof of Lemma 2. Let @, ; = {(A,B) : AUB =(1:(i—-1)U((i+1):n),l|Al =
k—1,|Bl=n—k}and o ={(A,B): AUB=1:n,|Al =k,|B|=n—k}. Let X4 ={X;,i € A}
and X}, = {X/,i € B}. We have

n

SN iy f(UonsGei) = > Y e (Xa, X5, Gra)

k=1 o k=1 (A,B)E%kyi

where ¢,y = #{c:00€ A VL <k o, =i} = (k—1)/(n — k)!. We observe that

> f(Xa XE)
(A,B)E&fk
(A,B)egt i€ A (A,B)et, i€B
= Y fXaXE XD+ Y (X4 X5 XD keny-
(A,B)ed, ; (A,B)Ed41,

Let ¢, =0for k <1ork>n. As cpp1 41 = kep g for 1 <k <nand cpq1 441 = (0 —k)cy 11 for
0<k<n-—1,

n
$OOmLESL NS v X+ S p(xG X)

Pl 1 (A,B)Ect, ntl
" ke i, (n—k)enk
_ n, * ) B n,k+1 * *
= Do 2 JEAXR X)) e ) (XA X XD
k=1 (A,B)EQ{]@J k=0 (A,B)6<§7fk+1,i
= e 30 (g (X X0 4 T (X X X
k=1 (A,B)Eﬁkﬂ;
= Y Y E[f(Xa X, G| Xi Xi i <
k=1  (A,B)Ed,
- E[Z S (U Goa)| Xi, X711 < n]
k=1 O',O'k:i
= nlA, ([{crk:i}f(Uo,ka Ck,i))
The proof is complete as the left-hand side above does not depend on 1. O

A2.2. Properties of the smooth max function We study here

Fs(2) = B log (eﬁzl +-+ eﬁzp), 2= (21, 2) 7.
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The lemmas below are straightforward extensions of similar calculations in Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato
(2013) to higher order derivatives. For z = (z1, ..., 2p)7 let

Pz
mi(z) = SP_ e’

and for positive integers m define

am) — (0/02)%™ 34y e
ﬁm Ei:l eﬁzk

as m-dimensional diagonal tensors in RP**P, and

= diag (711 (2)y..., ﬂp(z))

Km:{(k17’km)kj20’kl+2k2++mk’m:m}’

where k; are integers. For m-dimensional tensors B in RP**P define

1
Sym(B) = (ﬁ Z Bj017...7j0m>

o pX:Xp

where the summation is taken over all permutations of {1,...,m}. The following lemma gives the
derivatives of Fjg and relates Fj(2) to | 2/sc-

LEMMA 4. Let Fﬁ(m)(z) = (0/02)®™Fp(z). For all z = (21, ...,2,)T integers m > 1,

—m ga(m I(k — 1)I(—1)~1 @) (2)\ ks
Bt mFﬁ( )(z) = Z mi( ) (k |) Sym<®1SjSm,kj>0 <7T]7,(Z)> >

Tl Fopy!
(k1veosbirm) € Ko ! m

where k = ki + -+ + km. Consequently, for Cpy =3, 1 ek, m(k — 1)1/ @, {k;1(GNk Y,
B mE )] <

In particular, with Fél) = Fﬁ(l)(z) and ™) = 7(m) (2)

FY = 70
ﬂ_lFéz) - @ _
ﬂ_2Fﬁ(3) = 70 372D L 9op(111)
ﬁ—3FB(4) = @y B _32(22) 4 19,211 _ gr(11L1)

with wkL-km) :Sym( ®1<j<m,k;>0 w(kﬂ')), and C1 =1, Co =2, C3 =06 and Cy = 26.

We omit the proof of Lemma 4 as it is an immediately consequence of the Faa di Bruno formula.
The Faa di Bruno formula also yields the following lemma. Let

m m!(k —1)! 70 (2)\ ®F
G(ﬁ )(z) = Z ﬁsym<®1§j§m,l@>0 (%) >

(k1,yrkm)EKm
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and for positive constants b and [ define

m ml||h®) || o0 g * G3 ()
ng,ﬁ)(z) — Z I P .H. - Sym<®1gjgm,kj>o <ﬁ7> >

1
(ko) €K J:

LEMMA 5. Let h(-) be a smooth function and z = > | x;/\/n. Then,

o \&m mIbFh®) (bFy (2 F (2)\ ks
nmﬁ(%) h(bFs(2) = Y klv..(.kﬁl( ))Sym<®1§j§m’kj>0< - > )

y|
(k1o )€K om I

where h¥) (t) = (d/dt)*h(t) and k = ky + - - - + kp,. Consequently,
|n"™2(0/02,) " h(bF3(2))| < HY' ()

and with Chm = Z(kl,...,km)eKm m!”h(k)”oo HT:1(Cj/j!)kj /kj!

m m!||h®) || bk M=k L /P B
HHIS,B)(Z)Hl < Z kyl- k! H ]—,] < Ch,m max (b b 1)'
(kly---ykm)EKm ,7:1

LEMMA 6. Let HEE’Z) be as in Lemma 5. We have

el F0) (- 4 ) < HU) (2) < PmI=B 0 (2 1),
PrROOF. We have

e(ZJ +i; )B ezjﬁ ezjﬁ

mi(z +1) = SV o) Zp PN s T < Sl e

maxo{(t5—4:)8) < (2MtloeBre ()

and similarly 7;(z) < e?lllf7; (> 4 ¢). As each element of Hé"g) is a positive weighted sum of
products of no more than m such 7;(z), the claim follows. O

A2.3. Proof of Theorem 4. It follows from (37) that

Anlf) = B{f(X1,., X0) = FIXT, o X0) | = ZA nama) + Aq (Rem,)

with A, (Rema) =1+ 11, where

1 _ \(m*=1)
_ (m*) (1 t) @m*
I ’I’LAmk <E/0 <f (Ua,ky thk), 7(7’1* — 1)' ng dt

1 _ \(m*=1)
o (E | <f (Ui tX3,), s (X2, ).
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Let (x; be as in Lemma 2. By (40) and the definition of F(m) the leading term can be written
as

m*—1 m*—1
Z AU (An,m,a) = Z % Aa,k <Ef(m’0) (Ucr,ka Ck,o’k)u M(m) - V(m)> + 111
m=1 m=2
m*—1
(84) - ¥ <F(m),u<m> - z/(m>> Y IIT
m=2
where
m*—1
_ n m,0 m,0 m * m
I = — 1;2 — Aok (£ (U p,Ch ) = EFO(Ugy, 0), EXS™ — (X7, )5™)

Hence, we could re-write A, (f) as

m*—1

An(f) = Z <F(m),,u(m) - V(m)> + Rem

m=2

with the remainder term Rem =1+ I1 + I11.

It remains to bound all three terms of the above Rem. By (41), (42), Lemma 2 and the indepen-

dence of U, and X, for each o,
(1—t)m™=1 @m*
e VT R

' F(m*) (1- t)(m b ®@m*
< nhgg B (U, 0), ———7ElXo, %™ g (1 Xo, [l/un) ) dt

=, (B Wek 0/9 (6o 1 /u) ) 1

" E{1/9(|[Cho|l/tim) } e

E‘ng@m*g(”Xak”/un)
m*!Gg,

- “LEIXG ™ g (|1 Xl un

= <nAa,k(Ef&2X><Ua,k,ck,ak)),Z il fg.' H/u)>

< < F(m*) (m*>> , .

max 7:u’max

1
17| < nAo,k<E/ <‘f(m*)(Ug,k7tXak)
0

E|Xo, [ g (1 Xo |l /11n)

IN

n Ao,k <E{f1§—17:;) (Ucr,ka Ck,ok)}v

The second and third inequalities above follows from (41) and (42) respectively, the second equality
follows from Lemma 2, and the last inequality follows from the Holder inequality. Similarly,

11 < <FI§1m*> <m*>>.

ax Humax
For the third term of Rem, we note that (;; is also centered, so that by Taylor’s expansion

111]

m*—1
n

> o (EFO (U, Gua) — EF ™ (Ug e, 0), EXP™ — E(X])°™ ) ‘

m=2
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IN

IN

<

n 1 *
E —,Aa,kE/ <f(m’m ) (Ugks 1),
m.

m=2 0
(1 — t)m*—l—m ®(m*—m) ®@m *\ ®@m
m(m ® <EXZ- -E(X;) ) dt
m*—1 %

m n 7(m*) ®(m*—m) ' ®m @M
mZ:; <m>m*!Aa,k <Ef (U, 0), E[¢, s 9(Ck.ill/un) | ® [EXE™ — E(X}) |>
bl (") 2 (L o) ElGe™ " 9 (1Gkall /un) | [EXP™ — BX)*|
= \m )m1"" 9UICk,ill /un) E{1/9(|[Cr.ill /un)}

L ®(m*—m) . @m _ *\@m

(m ) n*on,k<E £ Uy, Cri)s ELX; g(IXill/un) | ® [EX; E(X;)®™] >

m— m Jm=. GZ

m*—1 %
+ m> ZlAka<Efr(nTZ;)(UU,k7<k,i)7

m—9 m Jm=.

E|(X7)2™ =g (| X7 /un) | ® [EXP™ — E(X;)®™]
G;

m*—1 * n ®(m*—m) @m “om

m my 3 B g(1Xill/un) | @ [EXE™ —B(X})®m|

3 () (B3 oIl

m*—1 n *_

M\ /ey m ELE)E0 g (17 | fun) | © [EXE™ — B(X7)*™|

" Z:Q <m><FrglaX)’Z nG; >

m= i=1
m*—1 %

m (m*) g, (m*)

—= <m <Fmax 74/’LmaX > *

Again, the second and third inequalities above follows from (41) and (42) respectively, the last
equality follows from Lemma 2, and the last inequality follows from the Holder inequality. The
conclusion follows.

A2.4. Proof of Theorem 5. Let hy be a smooth decreasing function taking value 1 in (—oo, —1]
and 0 in [0,00). Let h(-) = ho(- — t) be the location shift of hy and 5, = 2b,logp. We have
ho, 1o (2bpt) = 1 for t < tg — 1/(2b,) and hap, 4, (2bpt) = 0 for t > tg. Let zmax = max(z1,...,2p)
and Fj be as in (31). Because zmax < F5(2) < Zmax + 85 1108 = 2max + 1/(2by,),

Hzmax < to— 1/bn} < I{Fp,(2) <to—1/(2bn)} < h(2b,Fp,(2)) < h(2bn2max) < I{zmax < to}

with h(t) = hap, 1, (t). Thus, by the definition of 7, (-) in (28)

m(1/by) = supmax [P{T;; <t- 1/bn} - P{Tn < t},IP’{Tn <t- 1/bn} - IP{T;: < t},O]

(85)

teR

< igﬂg{‘E(f(Xf,...,X;) - f(Xlo,...,Xg))( f=ho (2angn)}.

By the definition of F("™) and F{Y. and Lemmas 5 and 6, /2= F™)|, /(b5 1) and

n™ 2_1HF§E){H1/ (b, 8m71) are all bounded by constants depending on m only, so that (45) follows
directly from an application of Theorem 4 to the right-hand side of (85).
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For (46) we apply Theorem 4 to T,, = max; >.", X;;/v/n and T = max; Y., )Z'Z*]/\/ﬁ It
follows from (29) and the definition of {2y and €2 in (44) that

777(?) (1/bn§ TmT;)

< (1) (400)) = T To) + 0 (1/(200): T 1) + 0 (1) (4bn) = 1, T37)
(86) < P} + 0 (1/(20): T, T7) + PG}
Thus, (46) follows from (45) due to the boundedness of || X|lmax/tn and ||X* ||max/tn- O

A2.5. Proof of Lemma 3. We write X ; — )Z'” = X; 1+ X ;2 with
Xig1 = Xijlyx, j1>a0y = EXij I X, 1500y Xig2 = Xijlan<|x, 1<an} = BXiil{a,<|x, 51 <an}-
The second inequality in (48) follows from

8bn

P{QO} < Elrgfg(pnlmZ’X’]‘I{‘X”ba”}

1/2~1-m |X,y|
Cobun ™2 E(mZ )

™ (log(p/en))™™ 19% =m/2,

n

IN

(87) < Cpyerb

By the definition of {2y and Qo,

n

160,
iz Z Xij2
i=1

Because a,, > M,(n/log(p/e,))'/™, the variance of n= /23" | X; ;5 is bounded by

16b,,
PeYE) ZEX X s1>and| A

(88) max < > >1 in Q) Qo.

1<5<p

2

X m /. m— 1-2/m
Un,j = EZ I{an<\X”|<an} M /ar 2 < M2 [{log( /en)}/n] / .
=1

Thus, by the Bennett inequality,

16b,,
L s 2
1=

n'2p(u) /u
(16bn) (2ar)

)

2
> 1} < 2pli4,<a,} €XP [—

where u = {(2a,)n'/?/(16b,)}/{nM?, [{10g(p/en)}/n]1_2/m} and p(u) = (1 4+ w)log(l 4+ u) — u.
Because

L [n”zM%[{log@/en)}/n]1—2/m]m/z
- (2 /(16b,)

= (8/c1)™?b™(log(p/en))™ L M™ /n™/271

< (8/c1)™?/Chers

u is large for large Cp, ¢, . It follows that for sufficiently large Cj, ,

n'p(u)/u log(p/en)

(16b,)(2a,)  32¢; p(u)/u > log(2p/ey).
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Consequently,

(89) P{ max

Moreover,

}Sen.

16b,n2 M7 1667 (log(p/en )™ M _ 16/Ciney

(@p)m=1t c’ln_lnmﬂ_l T 1

164,
iz Z 0,5,
=1

16b,,

iz ZEX X >any | < <1

(G,

for a sufficiently large Cy, ¢,. Thus, (48) follows from (88), (89) and (87).

A2.4. Proof of Theorem 6
The following lemma is needed in the proof of Theorem 6.

LEMMA 7. Let My be as in (5) and ]\{4{71/log(p/en)}l/4 <ap, < a, = clnl/i/{bn log(p/en)
with ¢; > 0 . Let X be as in (47), X} and X be the empirical bootstrap of X; and X; respectively,
and Q4 as in (44). Suppose b (log(p/en))>Mi/n < 1/C., for a sufficiently large C.,. Then,

(91) P{P*{Q5} > en} < en + P{||X|lmax = @n}

Moreover, with My as in (5),

(92) P{P*{Q;;} > e0/2 4 C, bf‘(log(p/e"))?)mi} < 2,

€n - N
PROOF OF LEMMA 7. We write X, ; — X; ; = X; j1 + Xi o with
Xij1 = Xijlyx, j1>a,y — EXijlix, j1san Xig2 = Xijlia,<|x j1<an} — EXijl{a,<|x; ;|<an}-

Because (X* X?) are uniformly sampled from (X; —X;)— oo (X — X;)/n, we have X7, )Z'* =
X*] 1+X” 9, Where X*] i are sampled from X ; . — z =1 Xit g, x/n. We assume a,, < a, as otherw1se
X j2 = 0 and the proof would be simpler.

Under P*, X * jo are i.i.d. variables with zero mean and
n 2
- 9 .
E*(Xjj0)" Svpg=n"') (Xivjf{an<|xi,j\san} —Eme{amXi,nsan}) :
i=1

Let ¢y be a small positive number, and C,, is sufficiently large to satisfy 1/ Ccll/ 2 < ¢p. By the
definition of a,, and the condition b} (log(p/e,))>Mi/n < 1/C.,,

1/2 142 1/2
(93) E?}* M4 S {log(p/en)} M < 1/C01 < Co )
S nl/? b log(p/en) ~ b7 log(p/en)
By the Bennett inequality,
co (nco)p(u)/u
4 P Ev’ 7 < — 1 p
o Pl > B gt <o (- e o) o
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with u = {co/(b2 log(p/en))} (2, )?/(2My)* and p(u) = (1 + u)log(1 + u) — u.
As d,, = c1n'/? /{b,(log(p/en))},

1 Rlog(p/e)Mn)! _ bi(og(p/en) M} _ 4
u co(2an,)? B cocin = Ce 003

Thus, for sufficiently large C.,, u is large and

ncop(u)/u__ colog(p/en)p(u)/u
b7, log(p/€n)(2an)? dct

Consequently, by (93) and (94),

260
P — > < €.
(95) { &lféipv J b2 log(p/en)} =€

Consider maxi<;<p v, ; < 2cp/ {b2 log(p/e,)}. By the Bennett inequality,

L X 1 n'2p(u)/u log(p/en) plu)
P* w2 s L <9 =2 - =
{g?%{p ; nl/2 | = 8b, } peXp[ (Sby, )(2%)] peXp[ 16c1  u |’

with u = {(2a,)n'/?/(8b,)}/[n2co/{b? log(p/en)}] = c1/(8co). Thus, when ¢; is given and c¢q is
sufficiently small, u is large and

> log(p/en)-

n ~*

2¢co X0 1 €n
I : ]P)* vJ > - < e
1295, %9 = og(p/en) {1‘%% ; /2| = 8, [ =2
n )Z'.*. 1
* * €n * 1,,1
< — > .
(96) = P{Q} < 5 +P {fgfgp ; iz | = 8bn}

When || X||max < a@n, )N(Z-*,M are sampled from —; ; where

1 n
pig =BXi il x; j1>a0) — D EXind{ix, y>an)-
k=1

As max j |pi j| < 2a, and Y1, g7 /n < Mi/az < co/{b}; log(p/en)} by (93),
n v

I Zmel
1<i<p| = nl/2
1=

by a simpler version of the proof of (96). This and (95) and (96) yield (91).
Finally, because maxi<;j<y, | X/ | is uniformly sampled from maxi<j<n |Xij1 — Y5y Xuvj1/nl,

1
Z S, } S S X max<in)

by — b 1/2
max ’X,]‘[{|X”|>an} < Cy

My
1/2 < 1<j<p

< CoE—F>

with 0 = {E>"7 | maxi<j<, Xﬁj/n}l/‘l. Thus, as b,n'/?/a3 = b2 {log(p/en)}?/(c3n),

n ~*

Xija
Z 1/2
=1 n

P*{ max
1<j<p

4 3on4
L) < g, o)

_% €N
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with at least probablity 1 — €,. This and (96) give (92). O

PROOF OF THEOREM 6. Let a, = My(n/log(p/e,))/*. We assume without loss of generality
that b2 (log(p/en))> My /n < 1/C,, for a sufficiently large C., as the conclusion is trivial otherwise.
Note that it implies a, < a, and Lemma 7 is applicable.

We apply (46) with the X in (47) and its empirical bootstrap X*. The main task is to find an
upper bound for

24: n'= m/2bm logp)m_lHﬁ(m) — ﬁ(m)‘

m=2

max

We have (™ = %Z?:l E)A(:?m and iV = 0. As 7(™ is the average moment tensor for X* under
P*,

n m ek . FOmk)
on 7= = 3 (5 4 3 (s (- X) S T
1=1 k=1 i=1

Because || Xi|joo < 2a, and n~! Yoy E)Z'f;” < (2a,) =D+ (2M4)*2M) it follows from Boole’s
and Bennett’s inequalities that

4
Z { ZXW —~ ﬁ(m)‘ > (Zan)mBmm}
= i=1 max
4
(2an)(2m—4)+ (2M4)4/\(2m) (2an)2mBn,m
T S G )
4
(98) — Z ( . n(M4/a )4/\(2m ((an/M4)4/\(2m) Bn,m))

where p(u) = (1 + u)log(1 + u) — u. We note that p(u) ~ ulogu if u is large and p(u) ~ u?/2 if u
is small. As we want to bound the left-hand side above by x,, 4, we pick B,, ,, to satisfy

(99) n(Ma/an)*" ™ p((an/Ma)"" ™) By, ) = log (4p™ /en).
As a,, = My(n/log(p/e,))* and log(p/en)/n < co, this implies
p(an /M) ™) By ) = {log(p/en) /m} ~ M < ey N0,

or equivalently

(100) B {<M4/an — {1og(p/ea) /n}"", m=1
n,m = (My/an)* = log(p/en)/n, m=2,3,4,

Let 7, = b, (log p)/n'/2. By (100) and the condition log(p/e,) < con.

anBn1 = My(My/an)? < M401/2,

A" By = MIM(Myfan) ™™ < MPe™™* 2 <m <4,
T'nlnp = b (Ing)/n1/2 < ¢,
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raMy < (My/an)er < crea/™.

It follows from (97), (98), (99) and (100) that

243 0t~ 2 0g p) ! [ — )|

max

4 m m
nr _ _
Cores 2 Tog. {a?Bn,mZ(aanvl)’fmax (M=, ar an,m_k)}
k=1

4 m
(rnan)™log(p/en) | n(raMy)™ 2k
s 2 { log p T gy kzzl(M4/an) }

< . (rnan)? log(p/en) N n(rnMy)?
’ logp log p
= 2C., c,b7(log p){log(p/en) /n}'/* M

with at least probability 1 — ¢,. Thus, it follows from (46) with m = m* = 4 that

IN

IA
Q

(1/a

a(1/b0) < Coy ey { V2 (log p){log(p/en) /m}/* M3 + i } +P{0} + {05}
with at least probability 1 — ¢,, where £y and §f are as in (44). Since 1} (1/b,) < 1,
Ho(/b) < Coueyb?(log p){lom(p/en) /} /203 + P{Q0} + P {05

with at least probability 1 — €,. The conclusion then follows from Lemmas 3 and 7 and a slight
inflation of log p to log(p/ey). O

A2.5. Proof of Theorem 7. The following lemma is needed.

LEMMA 8. Let X be as in (47), X asin (13), )ZZ* = Wi X; and % as in (44). Let M,, be as
in (5) with m > 2, and with 0 < ¢, <€, and ¢; >0

an = Mp{n/log(p/e)}*'™ and a, = c1n'/?/{b,(log(p/en))"*(log(p/en))"/*}.
Suppose log(p/en) < can for ey > 0 and b™(log(p/€,))™ >~ (log(p/en))™ 2 M Jn™/2~1 < 1/Crro e1,e0
for a sufficiently large Cp, 7y .c1.co- Then,
* * — 212 — 2
(101) IP’{]P’ {0} > en} < € —l—]P’{COTO by log(p/€n) 1%?§p;Xi7jI{|Xivj>&"} > n}
Moreover, with the My, 2 in (6),

(102) B{P {05} > & + Cp i 22 (CERLDCRPILIN™ e )] < o,

€n n m,2

PROOF OF LEMMA 8. As a,/a, < C;l%f'zlm/cl < 1 for a sufficiently large Cy, 7o.c1 ., We write
* ~>k _ 4 N* .
X=X = > k1 Xk with

=, 1 <&
gl = Wi<Xi7j~’{Xi,j|>an}—gZXkJI{Xk,jban})’
k=1
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=, 1<
Xijo = Wi <X¢7jf{an<|xi,jgan} - = ZXk,jI{an<Xk7j|§an}>a
k=1

~* 1 n ~
Xi,j,3 = (Mz,g Zﬂk,g) J =W <ﬁ ZXk,j>7
k=1

where p; ; = EX; jI{|x, ;|<a,}- Recall that )N(Z-,j = XijI{x; j|<an} — Hi,j- Define

o1y o1y o1y
Unga =~ > X0 sa) Uhaz = O Xl aiXol<an nga = D Mg
i=1 i=1 i=1

and vy, = (n™t>h )Zk,j)z. Therefore, E* Y"1 1()2' o W2 /vm < vy, ;- Because X7J4 =
oW S )Z']w-/n, it follows from (44) and (17) that

3
/212 — * — * < * * <E
(103) Cyryb {log(p/en) &lfgxpkg_l vy, .k T log(1/€n) llgja%(pvnd,él} <1 = PO} <&

Let Cry 7y ,c1,¢0 e large enough to satisty 1/0%7%,01,02 < co = 1/(4Ch). As a,, = M, (n/log(p/e,))/™
and €, < €,,
My 07_?%27/077%1702 Y

< Eouf L, < 1
UTLJ,3 — U”J72 - azl_2 - b% log(p/En) B b727, lOg(p/E”)’
Mm

nVar (v 52) < <o = M {log(p/en) /n} ' =4/,
a

n

Thus, by the Bennett inequality, for any fixed c¢g > 0,

(104) P{”Z,j,z + Unjz > L/En)} < exp [— (nCO)p(u)_/u~ }

73b2 log(p T8b2 log(p/€,)a

where p(u) = (14+u)log(1+u)—u and u = {co/(73b2 log(p/en)) Ya2 /M2 {log(p/€,) /n} ~*™]. This
u is large as

L_ 7 (0 loglp/En) O oglpen)) " MY 7

Uu CoC% nm/2-1 C(]C% M,T0,C1,C2°

Thus,

(nco)p(u)/u _ % log(p/en)p(u)/u > log(2p/e).

Tob2 log(p/e,)a2 T8c?
This and (104) give
(105) IP’{ 1H<IaX( ni2 t Unjs) > #} < €,/2.
<j<p 70 bZ log(p/€n)
For v}, ; 4, the Bernstein inequality gives

P{ s o0 > (Mo 2B e 1 + 0, lox(2p/er)/(30)) | < /2

1<5<p
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Because logp < con and €, < €,,

12108(1/2,) (Min /2108 @p]e0) [ + da log(2p/ )/ (3m))

Co (bnm(log(p/gn))m/z_l(10g(p/€n))m/2_lM$>2/m Klog(p/en)>2/m n log(p/en)]

IN

nm/2 n n
< C 07;247@1,02( 2m 1 )
< 1/(20473)

for sufficiently large Ciy ) c1,c;- Thus, P{C{7¢b? log(1/€,) maxi<;<p U ia 2 1/2} < €,/2. This and
the inequalities in (103) and (105) yield (101).
Finally, as we observe

« [ o . i . Zkz ,k 1
P{QO}SP{@%\Z j— > 5 NN@%JZ Sz gt

we bound the two quantities on the right-hand side. By the above analysis on vy, j 2, vy j,3 and vy j 4,
it yields that with at least probability 1 — €,

{1@%\22’” R

On the other hand with )’(ti’jJ = Xi,jI{|Xi,j|>an}a

R I . Z?lei,jl(W'—ZZ—lVVk/n) e S 2
€nT 1<j<p 1<j<p 1,5,1
Zz 1 ,], i=1

E max — ZX {101 <an )

IN
éQ

<

€n Qn,

b (log p) (log(p/€n))™*~* (log (p/€n))™ 1 10

S C7_07cl € . nm/2_1 m,27
n

where the first inequality comes from the sub-Gaussianity of W;’s. The second conclusion (102)
then follows from Markov’s inequality as

7,1
*{ max ‘Z j ‘
1<5<p
{ max D: J,
1<5<p

< €y

2b2

LN 2
L ng ‘ ed ‘
8by, } €nn 112?2(;; ; o }
8202 T, 2
w)/ (o | %)

v

IN
I\/
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PROOF OF THEOREM 7. Let 5(:2'7]' = Xivj'[ﬂXi,j'San} — EXivj'[ﬂXi,j‘San} with
an = My {n/log(p/e) '™ < M{n/log(p/e,)}"/*.
If m* =3, M = Ms(n/log(p/€,))"/12. If m* = 4, M = M. Nevertheless, we assume that
(106) by (log (p/&))™ />~ (log(p/en))™ P M n P71 < 1/ORIE

as otherwise the bounds in (55) and (56) are trivial. It immediately implies that a, < a, for a
sufficiently large Cyp 7, ¢, ,co- Let X * = W, X;. By (54) and the Bernstein inequality

bml ~m ~m
Z—ii’f/é’l [ =)
L b (log )™ EW) = [ com s om
= mZ::z m/2—1 n ZZ:;(X? _EX? >‘max

< Cun Y b%;aogp){ (b"n 13%p>m_2a?—2} (/™ M ogtp/en)fn + a2 1og<p/en>/n)
< Cm*,TO,:Zg(log(p/En))l/z(10g(p/6n))M2/n1/2-
with at least probability 1 — €,. Thus, by (46),
Mo (1/bn) < Choe iy bn(log(p/n))"/* (log(p/en)) M? /n'/? + P{Qo} + P* {5}

We apply Lemma 3 with its €, being €, and m = m*, yielding

(107) P{Q} <€n+]P’{Qo} < €n+C'clb “(log(p/en))™ 1 .

n m*,2s
where 50 = {maxlgjgp |’I’L_1/2 Z?:l Xi,jl{\Xi7j|>Fz’n}| > 1/(8bn)} and (Nlil = Cl\/ﬁ/(bn log(p/En)) 2

an due to €, < €,, so that

1<j<p

P{Q} < ]P’{ max |02 X T x e > 1/(8bn)}.
=1

The required condition in Lemma 3, a small enough b7 (log(p/€,))™ M™% /n™ /2=1 is fulfilled
with (106). On the other hand, due to the assumption in (106) and logp < con, Lemma 8 is also
applicable. It follows that ]P’*{Q } < €, holds with at least probability

_ 22 € 2 i
1 <en + P{Coryb;, log(p/€n) 1H<1?§p;XZ,]I{|Xi,j|>an} > n})

The conclusion in (55) therefore follows.
Alternatively, by the second inequality in (107) and (102) in Lemma 8,

™" (1 €n m*/2—11 . m* /2 .
P{n;(l/bn) > Crln*,ro,cl (En+ n (Og(p/E )) (Og(p/E )) m >} S €n.

€n - mm* /21 m*,2

The proof is complete. U
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A2.6. Proof of Proposition 1. Define

Dy = <E*f.(m) (UY), (X" — EXP™)E W.m>, 2 <m<m,
Do i = (B FSm(U0), B g (1 | /) | X7 5™ = B (1K /1) | X7 2.

max
Because D, ,,; are martingale differences,
n 2 n
(108) E{ > Dn,m,i} = Esl,., 2<m<m"
i=1 i=1

It follows from (53) and (58) that in the expansion (57), A% = —(m!)™!' 3" | Dy i and

1 _pym*—1 " . N
[Rem| = E(/O %Z«a/axi)@m F((1= 80?4 £V, (XD)5™ Yat

_/0 i <a/axz)®m FL=UP+ V), (X)E™ >dt>'

(m* —1)!

=

Z<E* s (U7) Eg(\IXOII/un)|X°|®m + E (|| X7 (] /un) | X7 |®m>

= Z Dn,m*,i + Rem.

*!

i=1

Thus, a direct application of (108) to the individual terms in (57) yields (59). O

A2.7. Proof of Theorem 8. Let X;; = X jI{|x, |<an} — EXijI{x, |<an} With

a, = min {M{n/ log(p/en)}/4, e1v/n/ log(p/en)/(bn\/logp)}.

Let {X°} be an independent copy of {X;} and X; = W;X;. Let T0 = max; » ;4 )Z'?]/\/ﬁ and
T = max; y ., )Z'Z*]/\/ﬁ Let 77,, € (0,1) and tp = —o0 < 3 < --- < tg, < tg,+1 = 0o such that

]P){tk_l < TVS < tk} < M P{tk_l —e< TVS <t — E} <7,, €=1/(2b,).

Such ¢, exists with k, < 2/7,. By the definition of ngp*)(e 6T, T%), for t € (tg_1,tx)

ytnstn

P{TO <t—e} —P{Tr <t} <P{TO <ty — e} —P{Tr < tp_1} < e th1;TO, T) + T,
P T <t—eb —P{T0 <t} <P{Tr <t —e} —P{TO<t) 1} <n% (e tp; IO, T3) + .

n»—-—n

Thus, by (86),

e (b T T7) < P{Q0} +nn" (1/(2bn): Ty, Ty) + P {25}
(109) < max ) (1/(2bn), t; Te, Tr) + T + P{Q0} + P {25}

Let f3,, = 4b, log p. By the argument leading to (85) in the proof of Theorem 5,

I{zmax <tp — 1/(2bn)} < h4bntk (4angn(z)) < I{Zmax < tk},
50



where Zmax = max(z1,...,2p) and hy(-) = ho(- — t) is the location shift of a smooth function hy.
Let fio (21, .., %n) = hap, i, (4bnFp,(2)) with z = (21 + ... + 2,)//n. We have

(110)  pFV(L/(2bn), i T, Ti) < |AL Fr)|s A (firy) = EX iy (X°) — fiy (X))

Let f = f(x) and U0 is the truncated version of U° corresponding to {XO, X*} As in the proof
of Proposition 1, the expansion (57) can be further specified as

m*—1
A = DA +Rem—z ZDnmz-l-Rem
m=2

i=1

n
Z Dy, o+ i + Rem.
=1

|Rem‘ <

*!
with martingale differences

Dy = (B (00, (X2 ~EXEMEW™), 2 <m<m’,
Do = (B £ (O0), B gy (1K 1) | X5 5™ = B (11X ) | K5I,

where u,, = v/n/(4b, log p), and

Rem = (B 50 (59), B g R0 e fun)| XOIE™ + B g1 X5 oo /)| K5 157 ).
1

m*! 4

The quadratic variations corresponding to {D, ,,,;} are given by

smn = (B2 (O) 2 B(XE™ ~E X2 2 @ W)Y 2 <m <

9 ~ ~ . ~ ~ N 1/2
Smas = (B 1) (O0) 2 BB g1 K7 low un)| X7 P = Bg(1 X5 oo /) | K157 ) 52

Moreover, it follows from Lemmas 5 and 6 that (41) and (42) hold for 2 < k& < m™, so that

|

By the definition of ap, || X} ||eo/tn < 2an /tun < 2¢1, H)Z'Z-@mﬂmax < (2a,)™,

E* £{m) (0?)

‘1 < Cmbnm(logp)m_ln_m/2, 2 <m<m*.

|Dnmz| < Cpblt (logp) In m/z‘EWm‘a
< Cmm,cla by, (log p)n ™"
< Chmryebi(log p)n ™2 M?\/1/log(1/en),
n n 2
i < 3 (Cubl2 G0z py " n2) [E(XET — EXE)ER] 0 (W)

i=1 i=1

2
< Couy (0™ log p)" " 0 72) a2t
2
< C'm,To,c1 (bi(logp)n_:lm) M4,
‘Rem‘ S Cm*,To,cll‘{n,m* (mm*71/Mm*)m*7
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with the 9, 1 in (5). By the martingale Bernstein inequality (Steiger, 1969; Freedman, 1975),

|A;(f)| < Oy ,T0,C1 n(lng 1/2]\42\/10:?5 1/€n —|—|Rem‘
(111) < o, ,Tm{b (log p)n~Y2M2\/log(1/en) + Fnme ( m»x,l/M,,pﬁ)“”L*}

with at least probability 1 — €2.
Taking the maximum over f; in (109) and (110), we find by (111) that

nép*)(l/bn;Tn,Tﬁ) < O rger€n + 7 + P{QO} + P*{Qa}’

with at least probability 1 — k,e2 and k, < 2/7,,. We take 7,, = €,. We omit the rest of the proof
as it involves applications of Lemmas 3 and 8 to bound IP’{QO} and IP’*{Q } in the same way as in
the proof of Theorem 7. O

A2.8. Proof of Theorem 9. Let 3, = 2b,, log p. Similar to (110),
(112) F (1), to; TY, Tp) < AL, AL = E{F(X°) — f(X*)}

n’ n

where f(21,...,2,) = h(4b,Fp,(2)) with z = (z1 + ... + x,)/y/n and h is a smooth function. It
follows from Lemmas 5 and 6 that (41) and (42) hold for m* = k with ||z|| = ||2||cc,

FR) (). m,) = _k/2Hl§n7Bn

HHmen 2|, < CrbuBi~", g(t) = gr(t) = exp(2kt),
and u, = u, = /1/Bp. As E|W;| <EW? = 1 and e?#1#ItF is convex in ¢ for ¢ > 0,

E exp(=2k|[WiXi| /un) > Eexp(=2k|| Xi||/un),

(113) E{ exp (2] Xill /un) 1% } < B exp (2K WiX; | /un) Wi X[},
Let Ug’k =(X9,.... X0 X iro- -1 X5, ). As in the proof of Theorem 4, (37) and (40) yield
m*—1
(114) AL = As(Ah o) + As(Rem))
m=2

where ArL,m,cr = (m!)_l ZZ:l <E*f(m,0) (Ug,]m 0)7 E* (ng)®m - E*(X;k)®m>,

Bo(Bhmg) = mhgu((mt) ™ (B FmOUS,,0), B(X;, )™ — (X, )°™)),
A, (Rem?) = nAo,k<E*/0 <f<m*>( 0 X0, %(ng) >dt>

—nAa7k<E*/01<f( >(Uak,txgk),%(xgk) >dt>.

Note that we applied (53) to replace E*(X? )®™ by E(X7 )®™ in the expression for A, (A’

nmo)

Since <E*f(m70)(Ug7k, 0),E(X; )®™ —E*(X}, )®™) are martingale differences for fixed o,

2
”A ( nmo)”%Q(P) < A, E<Z<E*f(m0(Uok,o),E(X;k)®m—E*(X;k)®m>>
k=1
52



m m, 2 m
< n(EW)’ Uk<E{f( (U 4,00}, B(XG,)®C )>
E(X2, )®Em)

2 ®2 o
< n(EWP) A, (ELFEU0 "
= n( Wl) J,k< {fmax(Uo,k7<k,ak)} ’EGXP(—4m”XJk”oo(/ur)z)>

E(X7, )®em
= n(EW" o, E max Uo’ ) [ ®27A0' - >
(EW") < FE{ S (Us Chon) } kEexp(—élmHngHoo/un)
< Tl(EWlm) ‘ crkE{fmax(UUMCkak)} ‘
2m 2m—2
(115) < Cm(EWF)QMSi—Qm%z

Step 1: Proof of (64). Here we need to bound the Ly error 77” (1/b ). Let
Rem' = (n/m*1) Ag (B F) (U9, 0), BIXG, |77 e IX0l=/te g o, o 2 IG Iue)

Let (i; be as in Lemma 1. Similar to the proofs of Theorems 4 and 5, it follows from (41), (42),
Lemma 2, the independence of U, j and (X, , X;, ) under both P* and P, and (113) that
E|A;(Rem})| < ERem’

n
<

2E| X |8 2 IX5, lloo fun
1) -
5 (UG ks G ). E exp(—2m* [ Xo, [ /ur)
2 EFm™) — Zn: B|W; X;|®m" e2m" [WiXilloo /un
max 7., Eexp(—Zm*HXzH/un)

b (logp)™ —t .
nm*/2—1 m*,1-

1=

(116) Cone

Thus, by (112), (114), (115), (116) and the definition of 7" (¢) in (62),

m 1 bm* 1 m*—1 .
MLy + Cope 1 (log p) m

m*/2_1 m*,l'

~ ' (log p)
0 * m
Enn (1/bn7t07Tn7Tn <C Z EWy | nm/2—1/2

Step 2: Remainder term for bounded variables. Suppose in addition (17) holds and || X;|c < 2ay,
with a, < ¢1y/n/(by log p) = 2¢iuy,. Because || X ||oo/un < 4c1|W;|, (17) implies that

E|X;, (27 I < ey | X |27, Eexp(=2m* | Xiloo fun) 2 1/Con
for some Cpy+ 7, ¢, depending on (m*, 9, c1) only, so that
E(Rem')2
— E((n/m*!)AU,k <E* flm )(Ucrk7 ),E]ng@m*enxgk”m/“" +E*‘X;k’®m*ellxéklloo/Un>)2

2
< ;n*’TO’ClE<nAU,k (B Fm) (U3, 0), E|X,, [ >>
2
+07/n ,T0,C1 <nA07k <E* f( )(ng, )7|Xok|®m _E|Xcrk|®m >>
2
< ;;L*,To,clE<nAU’k <E>k frglax ( Uk’Ck Uk) E‘Xak’@)m >>

93



=1
= ey B (10 (B S (Ui 1ZE\X\®m >>
+ G o (BB F0 (U0} B (1%, — E| X, %))

m* -1 2 2m* 2m* —2
(1 17)< oM. < by, (log p) Mnn";b: > + o, by, (log p) M2
n

n 2
+ Ch s A E( (B Fm (U0, 0), 1 X, [*"" ~ E|X,, [ >>
A

m*,70,c1 m*/2—1 m*,70,c1 nmt—1 2m* >

for some C}7. . . depending on (m*, 7o, c1) only. It follows from the condition a,,b,(log p)/ nl/? < ¢

that b7 ~2(log p)™~2n~(M=2/2M2m < ™2 M2, Thus, by (112), (114), (115) and (117),

Hnn 1/b7L7t07T1’(37T:; HLQ(]P’)

b (log p)™ ! b (logp)™ ~' e

" 1

S C 77’0701 Z nnm/2_1/2 Mé?n + m*,To,cl & nm*/2_1 MrT:LL*
m=2

(118) < Coroen {bi(logp)n‘l/ M3 + b }

Step 3: Proof of (65). Let X; the centered truncation of X; in (47) and )N(Z* = W,;X; with the
truncation level a, = c1y/n/(b,logp). Let T, and T, be the maxima corresponding to {X;} and
{X}}. Because (54) also holds for the truncated variables, it follows from (86) and (118) that

i (1/ba) < 791/ (200) +P{Q0} + [[P{QG ], )

b2 1
< o (BgREME e )+ PL00) 5 (05}

where g and €2 are given in (44). Since the truncation level is a,, = ¢1v/n/(by, log p), we have

P{Q0} + [P {6} |, p) < Conroscrimms + E min {2, Cry b (log p)n fgfngX T 0 |

as in the proof of Lemmas 3 and 8. The conclusion follows.
Step 4: Proof of (66). Taking T,, = T, and Ty = T* in the proof of (109), we find that for any
positive number 7,,,

* — 0 * —

with certain tq,...,t

(E|m(1/60)

The proof is complete. O

and k,, < 2/7,. Thus, for (—1/¢)7,, (2/nn)1/q77 (1/b,)+1=0,

n

a\ /g B
) < @YD (W) T = (Lt @) a2 (1 /b)) D

A3. Proofs of the results in Section 4. We first state some properties of the standard
Gaussian hazard function in the following lemma.

LEMMA 9. Let h(t) = o(t)/®(—t) be the N(0,1) hazard function and h='(t) its inverse. Then,
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(a) t < h(t) <t+1/h(t) Vt>0;
(b) 0 <h'(t)<1VteR;
(c) t—1/t <h7L(t) <t, ¥Vt > h(0) =+/2/7.

PROOF OF LEMMA 9. For t > 0, it is well known that t®(t) < p(t) < (¢t + 1/t)®(t) so that
t < h(t) <t+1/t and h'(t) = —th(t) + h2(t) > 0. As 1/h(t) = [ e *"/>~t2dy,
t2h/ o) 00
lim A/(t) = lim L) = lim #? ze /21 gy — lim ye‘yz/(%z)_ydy =1

t—00 t—00 h2(t) t—00 0 t—oo /g

Moreover, as h”(t) = {2h(t) — t}h/(t) — h(t), h'(t) > 1 would imply h”(t) > h(t) — ¢ > 0 for all
t € R, so that h'(t) < limy_,o h'(t) = 1. This implies (b) as h'(t) > 0 for ¢ < 0 is trivial. Therefore,
(a) follows from h(t) —t = h'(t)/h(t) < 1/h(t), and (c) follows from (a). O

A3.1. Proof of Theorem 10. Let & = &;/0;, i = pj/oj and pjp = Cov(&}, &, ). 1t suffices to
consider fixed o; and p; . As the upper bound does not depend on p; ;, we assume without loss of
generality that the matrix (p;)pxp is of full rank and 0 < 01 < --- < 0, taking limits if necessary.
Let

g" = sup sup (d/da:)]P’{ max & < a;}
H1yeeosfbp T 1<5<p

As the location can be absorbed in the means,

g° = sup [(d/dw)]?{ max §; < x}]

ARy lsjsp =0

= sup EP:IP’{ max & < 0‘{- = O}M
preoip S L 1<k<p R ’ Z

P /
B , ;o 90(:“]')
= ulsupl ZIP’{ Kgr%%?(k#ﬁk <0l = 0} o
17"'7#;} ]:1

As &, — pj k&) are independent of £,

]P’{ L €< 0[] = 0}<I>(u3-)
= Pl - piug; <0, vk £ }P{¢ >0}
< /0 h P{&. — piaty < (1= pia)a, Yk # j bple — 1f)da
_ /:’p{g; <w, Vh# |6 = o }ole — p)ds

/ / /
g m . . > .
]P{ k;?;(gk <&8 2 O}

Thus, as z;’:l P{ maxy; & < £5,&5 > 0} = P{maxi<j<, &, > 0} <1, we find that

) w;
g- < sup sup{E ’ min<17 3,>:w]~20,§:w]—=1}

K 5ees by j=1 J J
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< sup inf {maXM+ZM}

: YA .
MI1>07---7U;;>0Jg[p] jed O-jq>( lu]) jeJe gj

Let h(t) = ¢(t)/®(—t) be the standard normal hazard function, and h~'(t) its inverse for ¢t > 0.
Let ¢; = h(y})/o; so that p; = h™"(oc;). Tt follows that

g < sup min { Z e(h O'kck)}7

1<5<p+1
c1>0,...,cp>0 1=)=p+ >

with ¢p+1 = 0 and op11 = 0p. As @(h™(okcr))/ok is decreasing in oy, for ¢ > 0, the above supreme
is attained when large ¢, is paired with small o;, ¢; > --- > ¢,. Thus,

c
g < sup min {CJ+Z<P (orer) }

c1>->cp>0 1<j<p+1

Let m be the smallest j < p + 1 satisfying c;jo; < ;. We have

) (! ()
¢ {Ei s S A D,
This gives (74) as h™1(zg) > 2 — 1/z > 0 for 7 > 1 by Lemma 9. Taking xj, = 1+ +v/21ogk, (75)
follows from > 27, p(xy — 1/z) < 1.

Finally, for (76) we set x,, = 1 + v/2logm and consider integer m satisfying z;/0; < zp,/0m,
for all 1 < j < p. Let &, k < j < m+ 1, be independent N(O,J]Z) variables. Set & = &0 /o)
for j <k and & = &mq105/omy1 for m < j < p+1, with opy1 = 0p. Let J = {k,...,m,p} and
Ty = > 1Ly ®(—x/0j). For m; € (0,1),

%P{ max &; < x} = Z plz/oj) H B(x)oy) > 7Tm(12— mz) h(x/om) S (1l — wx)‘

1<5<p - o B
jeJ T ey

Om 202,

As m®(—x,,/2) > 1/4 and 7, > m®P(—zx /o) for k =1, for m, <1/4 and z,,, < 4 we have

JEmUlﬂ'm(l - 7Tac) > xmﬂ'm(l - 7Tac) > 7Tm(1 — ﬂ-w)(Z + v 210gp)
402, - 160, - 165

d

—_— < >
(OB mas & < o) 2
For z,, > 4, m®(—x,,/2) > 2 and 7, > (m—k+1)®(—x/0y), so that (119) is still valid for m, < 1/4
and m —k+1>m(1/8), due to oy /o, > x/xm > 1/4 for such (k,m). As P{maxi<j<, & < x} >
1 — 7y, (76) follows from (74) with Cy < 27/(1 — 1/4). The proof for independent &; ~ N (u;, 0?)
follows from a nearly identical construction with the same ¢; for j € J and p; = —oo for j € J. O

A3.2. Proof of Theorem 11. Assume without loss of generality o1 < ... < g,. By (72) the

conditional variance of Z;*],

_1 Zn: a25 X2
=~ Ti
i=1
is an average of independent variables a05 X 2 with

0< a%&iXi%j < aal, E(a;*)2 = a%poajz-, Var((o} ) ) < azo aopo/n.
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Let €g = (¢/7)+/log p. By the Bernstein inequality,

]P’{‘(J;f*)z — agpoa]z‘ > \/2 log(j2/eo)a%ajzaépo/n + 2aia(2) log(j2/eo)/(3n)} < 9¢~ 108(5*/e0) < 2¢0j 2.

By (77), log (jz/eo) < ajzpon/(Sa%) for all j, so that the above inequality yields

\/2 log(j2/e0)a2o? aopo/n + 242 a2 log(j%/€0)/(3n) < a%poajz-/2 + a%poajz-/m < 3a(2)poaj2»/4.
It follows that with at least probability 1 — 2¢q Z§=1 572 under P,
J

(120) ‘(0**)2 _ agpoaf( < 3agpoo?/4 Y},

which implies 07" > 0,/Poao/2. Thus, by (75), (73) and the fact that 0 < W )(e;T;f*) <1,

- —p, €(1+2logp)
sup]P’{t<T <t+e} < 2¢ 2y < Cag o, \/logp,
teR ; BN

as €g = (¢/7)y/log p. O

A3.3. Proof of Theorem 12. Let o(;) = min; o as in (4). Suppose

2 1/4
(121)max { 2M4 ,M4< n ) / } <a, = Cl\/_ \/HU(])
o) log(p/#kn,4) bn logp 1<J<P 16+/log(j2 oby /v/log p)

Let X = ()Z'i,j)nxp = (X1,...,X,) be as in (47) and

n n

T, = max n~ /2 E Xij, T, = max n~1/2 E WX, ;, 5- E EX i
1<j<p : ’ 1<j<p —y ’ ’

1=

where W>** is as in (69) with pg = 1/2. It follows from (68) that
(122) W (16,3 T) < 3B (1/b,; T + 20 (1/00; T, )

We shall use Theorem 11 to bound the first term above. The variance of )N(” are bounded by

1 & 1< 2 M M. oM}
2 ~2 2 o 4 2
o) =57 =~ 2 BXLLx, san) + <g ZEXWI{Xi,j|>an}> =2t <—> <
=1 n

a a,
=1 n

By the first component of the first inequality in (121), 2M{ /a2 < 0(21)/2, so that 0]2-/2 < 5]2- < sz.
Thus, by the second inequality in (121), condition (77) of Theorem 11 holds for ¢;, pp = 1/2 and
e = 1/b,,. Moreover, because (ag, by) is determined by the condition py = 1/2, Theorem 11 yields

~ ~ C
SP))(l/bn;T;*) = Sup]P’{t <Tyr<t+ 1/bn} < —0_ log p.
teR bno
To bound nn (1/bn, Tn,T;f*) in (122), we apply Theorem 5 (ii) to X* = X* = X**. We assume

for a certain C7,, kp4 < 1/Cy,, as the conclusion is otherwise trivial. It follows from (46) that

S (1/bn; T, T) < Coyina +P{Q0}
o7



because (™ = (™ for m = 2,3 by (70) and P{Q} = 0 for X* = X**. Moreover, due to the
condition My (n/ log(p//{n74))1/4 < a, in (121), Lemma 3 with (@, €,) = (an, £n,4) gives

S 1
8b, |

The conclusion follows by inserting the above three displayed inequalities into (122).
It remains to verify (121) for Cp/logp/(b,) < 1. By the definition of 7 in (4),

max (2/0(1), V/1og j2/o(;)) < (2+ \/2logp) /7 < 5+/logp/T

for all 1 < j <p and p > 2. It follows that for sufficiently large Cy

c1v/n 164/log(j2 b,5/+/1og p) < 16¢1 <5x/logp N 5\/log(bn5/\/logp)> < 80c1 (1 + /Iog Cp)
b, logp Vnogj) ~logp\ b,T bno /\/1og p - Cologp

so that the second inequality in (121) holds. For the first one, we have

n

3 Xigl{|x, ;|>an)

P{Q} < kpa+ ]P’{ max NG

1<5<p

i=1

)

2M42 b, logp 2/‘?;/2 5"&/2 5Cc_11/2
( ) = ’ <t < <1
o(1) Cl\/ﬁ U(l)clbn\/ log p c1b, @ c1Cov/log p

for sufficiently large Cj and C,,, and

n 1/4 1 by, log p 1 Knalogp \V4 _ 1)
4<10g(p/ *””nA)) ( avn ) c1 (log(p/mn,4)) sa sl

as kn4 = b (logp)3n~tM}. This completes the proof of (121) and thus the entire theorem. [
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