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Abstract

In this article, we obtain explicit bounds on the uniform distance between the cumulative
distribution function of a standardized sum S,, of n independent centered random variables
with moments of order four and its first-order Edgeworth expansion. Those bounds are
valid for any sample size with n~'/? rate under moment conditions only and n~! rate under
additional regularity constraints on the tail behavior of the characteristic function of S,,. In
both cases, the bounds are further sharpened if the variables involved in .S,, are unskewed.
We also derive new Berry-Esseen-type bounds from our results and discuss their links with
existing ones. We finally apply our results to illustrate the lack of finite-sample validity of

one-sided tests based on the normal approximation of the mean.
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1 Introduction

As the number of observations n in a statistical experiment goes to infinity, many statistics of
interest have the property to converge weakly to a A/(0, 1) distribution, once adequately centered
and scaled, see, e.g., van der Vaart (2000, Chapter 5) for a thorough introduction. Hence, when
little is known on the distribution of a statistic for a fixed sample size, a classical approach to
conduct inference on the parameters of the statistical model amounts to approximating that
distribution by its tractable Gaussian limit. A recurring theme in statistics and probability is
thus to quantify the distance between those two distributions for a given n.

In this article, we present some refined results in the canonical case of a standardized sum
of independent random variables. We consider independent but not necessarily identically dis-

tributed random variables to encompass a broader range of applications. For instance, certain
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bootstrap schemes such as the multiplier ones (see Chapter 9 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996)
or Chapter 10 in Kosorok (2006)) boil down to studying a sequence of mutually independent not
necessarily identically distributed (i.n.i.d.) random variables conditional on the initial sample.

More formally, let (X;)i=1,...,
ery i € {1,...,n}, E[X;] =0 and ~; := E[X}] < +00. We also define the standard deviation B,
of the sum of the X;’s, i.e., By, := /> ., E[X?], so that the standardized sum can be written as
Sp =3, Xi/B,. Finally, we define the average individual standard deviation B, :=B,/vyn
and the average standardized third raw moment Az, := 1 3" | E[X?] /Ei The main results of

this article are of the form

n be a sequence of i.n.i.d. random variables satisfying for ev-

)\3’”
sup |P(S,, <z) — P(x) — —=

= An,E

(1 —2?)p(z)| < 6, (1)

where @ is the cumulative distribution function of a standard Gaussian random variable, ¢
its density function and J, is a positive sequence that depends on the first four moments of
(Xi)i=1,..,n and tends to zero under some regularity conditions. In the following, we use the
notation Gy, (z) := ®(z) + A3, (6/n) "1 (1 — 2?)p(x).

This quantity G, () is usually called the one-term Edgeworth expansion of P (S,, < ), hence
the letter E in the notation A,, g. Controlling the uniform distance between P (S, < -) and G,,(+)
has a long tradition in statistics and probability, see for instance Esseen (1945) and the books
by Cramer (1962) and Bhattacharya and Ranga Rao (1976). As early as in the work of Esseen
(1945), it was acknowledged that in independent and identically distributed (i.4.d.) cases, A, g

1/2

was of the order n— in general and of the order n~! if (X;)i=1,...n has a nonzero continuous

component. These results were then extended in a wide variety of directions, often in connection
with bootstrap procedures, see for instance Hall (1992) and Lahiri (2003) for the dependent case.
A one-term Edgeworth expansion can be seen as a refinement of the so-called Berry-Esseen

inequality (Berry (1941), Esseen (1942)) which goal is to bound

An g = sup|P(S, < z) — O(z)].
z€R

The refinement stems from the fact that in A, g, the distance between P (S, <) and ® is
adjusted for the presence of nonasymptotic skewness in the distribution of S,. Contrary to
the literature on Edgeworth expansions, there is a substantial amount of work devoted to
explicit constants in the Berry-Esseen inequality and its extensions, see, e.g., Bentkus and
Gotze (1996), Bentkus (2003), Pinelis and Molzon (2016), Chernozhukov et al. (2017), Rai¢
(2018), Rai¢ (2019). The sharpest known result in the é.n.i.d. univariate framework is due to
Shevtsova (2013), which shows that for every n € N*, if E[|X;|3] < +oo for every i € {1,...,n},
then A, g < 0.5583 K3 ,,/v/n where K, ,, :=n=' Y7 | E[|X;|P]/(B,)P, for p € N*, denotes the
average standardized p-th absolute moment. K, ,, measures the tail thickness of the distribution,
with K> ,, normalized to 1 and K} ,, the kurtosis. An analogous result is given in Shevtsova (2013)
under the 4.i.d. assumption where 0.5583 is replaced with 0.4690. A close lower bound is due to
Esseen (1956): there exists a distribution such that A, 5 = (Cp/y/n) (nil P E[|Xi|3]/§i)
with Cp = 0.4098. Another line of research applies Edgeworth expansions in order to get a
bound on A,, p that contains higher-order terms, see Adell and Lekuona (2008), Boutsikas (2011)
and Zhilova (2020).

Despite the breadth of those theoretical advances, there remain some limits to take full

advantage of those results even in simple statistical applications, for instance, when conducting



inference on the expectation of a real random variable.! If we focus on Berry-Esseen inequalities,
Example 1.1 shows that even the sharpest upper bound to date on A, g can be uninformative
when conducting inference on an expectation even for n larger than 59,000. Therefore, it is
natural to wonder whether bounds derived from a one-term Edgeworth expansion could be
tighter in moderately large samples (such as a few thousands). In the i.i.d. case and under
some smoothness conditions, Senatov (2011) obtains such improved bounds. To our knowledge,
the question is nevertheless still open in the i.n.i.d. setup, as well as in the general setup when
no condition on the characteristic function is assumed. In particular, most articles that present
results of the form of (1) do not provide a fully explicit value for d,,, that is, J,, is defined up to
some “universal” but unknown constant.

In this article, we derive novel inequalities of the form of (1) that aim to be relevant in
practical applications. Such “user-friendly” bounds seek to achieve two goals. First, we provide
explicit values for §,,, which are implemented in the new R package BoundEdgeworth Derumigny
et al. (2022) using the function Bound_EE1 (the function Bound_BE provides a bound on A, ).
Second, the bounds ¢, should be small enough to be informative even with small (n & hundreds)
to moderate (n ~ thousands) sample sizes. We obtain these bounds in an i.i.d. setting and in a
more general i.n.i.d. case only assuming finite fourth moments.

We give improved bounds on A,, g under some regularity assumptions on the tail behavior
of the characteristic function fg, of S,,. Such conditions are related to the continuity of the dis-
tribution of S, and the differentiability of the corresponding density (with respect to Lebesgue’s
measure). These are well-known conditions required for the Edgeworth expansion to be a good

approximation of P(S,, < -) with fast rates. Our main results are summed up in Table 1.

In this article, we only give results for standardized sums of random variables, i.e., sums that are rescaled
by their standard deviation. In practice, the variance is unknown and has to be replaced with some empirical
counterpart, leading to what is usually called a self-normalized sum. This is an important question in practice
that we leave aside for future research. There exist numerous results on self-normalized sums in the fields
of Edgeworth expansions and Berry-Esseen inequalities (Hall (1987), de la Pefa et al. (2009)). However, the
practical limitations of existing results that we point out in our work still prevail.



Setup General case Under reqularity assumptions on fs,

0.3990K3 ,, 0.195 K4, + 0.038 A3 "
o 2 L O i 5
in.i.d. Vvn n

(Theorem 2.1) (Corollary 3.2)

+O(n=%/4 4 n~P/2)

1 K. 1 0.195 K4 ,, + 0.038 \2
- 0.1995(K5n + 1) +0(n™) = S
i.i.d. Vn n

(Theorem 2.1) (Corollary 3.3)

O(n=5/%)

Table 1: Summary of the new bounds on A, g under different scenarios. We use the notation O(n™%)
to indicate terms that are smaller than Cn~% for some constant C. All these terms are given with
explicit expressions for any sample size and most of them are significantly reduced when there is no
skewness. p > 0 is a constant depending on the tail decay of the characteristic function fs,. Note
that the corresponding term is dominant if p < 2 (see Section 3 for additional discussions). For this
application of Corollary 3.3, we impose an alternative tail decay condition, namely sup, k» < 1 (see

Section 3 for the definition of k).

In the rest of this section, we provide more details about the lack of information given by the
Berry-Esseen inequality in Example 1.1 and introduce notation used in the rest of the paper.
Section 2 presents our bounds on A,, 5 under moment conditions only in ¢.n.¢.d. or i.i.d. settings.
In Section 3, we develop tighter bounds under regularity assumptions on the characteristic
function of S,,. They rely on an alternative control of A, g that involves the integral of fg, ,
enabling us to use additional regularity assumptions on the tails of that function. In Section 4, we
apply our results to illustrate that one-sided tests based on the normal approximation of a sample
mean do not hold their nominal level in the presence of nonasymptotic skewness. All proofs are
postponed in the appendix. The proofs of the main results are gathered in Appendix A, relying

on the computations of Appendix B. Useful lemmas are given in Appendix C.

Example 1.1 (The lack of information conveyed by the Berry-Esseen inequality for inference
on an expectation). Let (Y;)i=1,..n be an i.i.d. sequence of random variable with expectation p,
known variance o2 and finite fourth moment with K, := E [(Yn — u)4] /ot the kurtosis of the dis-
tribution of Y,. We want to conduct a test of the null hypothesis Hy : p < po, for some fixed real
number g, against the alternative Hy : p > po with a type I error at most « € (0,1), and ideally
equal to a. The classical approach to this problem amounts to comparing S, = Z?:l Xi/m,
where X; :=Y; — pig, with the 1 — o quantile of the N'(0,1) distribution, qa(o,1)(1 — «), and re-
ject Hy if Sy is larger. The Berry-Esseen inequality enables to quantify the error of the normal
approximation:

0.4690E[|Y;, — p10*] _ 0.4690 K3/
‘P(Sn <avonl—a)) -1~ 04)‘ < N < Jn (2)

where the probability and expectation operators are to be understood under the most difficult

data-generating process within the null to distinguish between the two hypotheses Hy and Hi,
namely u = pg-.

For a given nominal level o, a bound on the left-hand term of (2) is said to be unin-
formative when this bound is larger than «. Indeed, in that case, we cannot exclude that



]P’(Sn < qno,(1 —a)) 18 arbitrarily close to 1, or equivalently, that the probability to reject
Hy is arbitrarily close to 0, and therefore that the test is arbitrarily conservative (type I error
arbitrarily smaller than the nominal level ). We denote by nmax() the largest sample size n
for which the bound is uninformative. We note that imposing K4 < 9 allows for a wide family of
distributions used in practice: any Gaussian, Gumbel, Laplace, Uniform, or Logistic distribution
satisfies it, as well as any Student with at least 5 degrees of freedom, any Gamma or Weibull with
shape parameter at least 1. Plugging K4 = 9 into (2), we remark that for « = 0.10, the bound is
uninformative for n < 593, namely Nmax(0.10) = 593. For a = 0.05, we obtain nyax (@) = 2,375.
Finally, the situation deteriorates strikingly for a = 0.01 where the bound is uninformative for
n < nmax(a) = 59, 389.

Additional notation. V (resp. A) denotes the maximum (resp. minimum) operator. For
a random variable X, we denote its probability distribution by Px. For a distribution P, let
fp denote its characteristic function; similarly, for a random variable X, we denote by fx its
characteristic function. We recall that far(o,1)(t) = e~t"/2. We denote the (extended) lower
incomplete Gamma function by v(a,z) := [; |u|*"te"du (for @ > 0 and = € R), the upper
0 ya-le=udy (for a > 0 and z > 0) and the
standard gamma function by I'(a) := I'(a,0) = f0+°o
(an), (by), we write a,, = O(b,) whenever there exists C > 0 such that a,, < Cb,; a, = o(b,)
whenever a,, /b, — 0; and a,, < b, whenever a,, = O(b,) and b, = O(a,). We denote by x;
the constant y; := sup,-ox 3| cos(z) — 1 + 2%/2| ~ 0.099 (Shevtsova, 2010), and by 67 the
unique root in (0,27) of the equation 6% + 26sin(6) + 6(cos(d) — 1) = 0. We also define ¢} :=
0% /(2m) ~ 0.64 (Shevtsova, 2010). For every ¢ € N*, we define the individual standard deviation
0; = \/IE[TE] . Henceforth, we reason for a fixed arbitrary sample size n € N*. Densities and

continuous distributions are always assumed implicitly to be with respect to Lebesgue’s measure.

incomplete Gamma function by I'(a,z) := [

ute7"du (for a > 0). For two sequences

2 Control of A,, g under moment conditions only

We start by introducing two versions of our basic assumptions on the distribution of the

variables (X;)i=1,... n-

Assumption 2.1 (Moment conditions in the i.n.i.d. framework). (X;);=1,... are independent
and centered random variables such that for everyi =1,...,n, the fourth raw individual moment

v; := E[X}] is positive and finite.

Assumption 2.2 (Moment conditions in the i.i.d. framework). (X;);=1.. ., are i.i.d. centered

.....

random variables such that the fourth raw moment v, = E[X2] is positive and finite.

Assumption 2.2 corresponds to the classical i.i.d. sampling with finite fourth moment while
Assumption 2.1 is its generalization in the i.n.i.d. framework. Those two assumptions primarily
ensure that enough moments of (X;);=1, ., exist to build a nonasymptotic upper bound on
Ap g. In some applications, such as the bootstrap, it is required to consider an array of ran-

dom variables (X; )i=1,...n instead of a sequence. For example, Efron (1979)’s nonparametric

bootstrap procedure consists in drawing n elements in the random sample (X1, ..., X;, ) with
replacement. Conditional on (X; ., )i=1,. n, the n values drawn with replacement can be seen as
a sequence of n 4.i.d. random variables with distribution %Z?:l d1x,..}» denoting by 04y the

Dirac measure at a given point a € R. Our results encompass these situations directly. Nonethe-



less, we do not use the array terminology here as our results hold nonasymptotically, i.e., for any
fixed sample size n.

To state our first theorem, remember that B, := 1/\f WDy 02, for p e N*, K,, =

n Y E[X; |?]/B, and let us introduce K3 ni=Ksn+ 13" ElX; |02/B and the terms

inid,skew inid,noskew iid,skew
1,n » T1n > '1ln

Equations (13), (14), (19), and (20) respectively. They only depend on n and the moments

11d noskew

and 7y The last four quantities are given explicitly in

Ks p, K35, A3, and Ky ,,. The following theorem is proved in Sections A.2 (“i.n.i.d.” case)
and A.3 (“i.i.d.” case).

Theorem 2.1 (Control of the one-term Edgeworth expansion with bounded moments of order

four). If Assumption 2.1 (resp. Assumption 2.2) holds and n > 3, we have the bound

0.1995 K., N 0.031 K3, +0.195 Ky, + 0.054 | A3 | K3, + 0.03757 A3,

An,E < + Tin, (3)
Vn n
A . th bl ind inid,skew inid,noskew iid,skew iid,noskew
where 1., is one of the four possible remainders ry,, s Tim s T or Ty, ,
depending on whether Assumption 2.1 (“i.n.i.d.” case) or 2.2 (“i.i.d.” case) is satisfied and
whether E[X?] =0 for everyi=1,...,n (“noskew” case) or not (“skew” case).
If Ky = O(1) as n — oo, the remainder terms can be bounded in the following way:
K _ inid,nosk _ fid, sk _ k _
1111;:15 ew O( 5/4), /rlln;:i,IIOS ew O(n 3/2); rlll(iis ew O(n 5/4); and r ud noskew __ O(n 2).

Note that it is possible to replace I~(37n by the simpler upper bound 2K3, under Assump-
tion 2.1 (respectively by K3 ,+1 under Assumption 2.2). This theorem displays a bound of order
n~1/2 on Ay g. The rate n~1/2 cannot be improved when only assuming moment conditions on
(Xi)i=1,....n (Esseen (1945), Cramer (1962)). Another nice aspect of those bounds is their de-
pendence on A3 ,. For many classes of distributions, A3, can, in fact, be exactly zero. This is
the case if for every i = 1,...,n, X; has a non-skewed distribution, such as any distribution that
is symmetric around its expectation. More generally, |A3 | can be substantially smaller than
K3 ,, decreasing the related terms.

As mentioned in the Introduction, we are not aware of explicit bounds on A, g under moment
conditions only. It is thus difficult to assess how our bounds compare to the literature. On
the other hand, there exist well-established bounds on A, g. Using Theorem 2.1, the bound
(1 —2%)p(x)/6 < »(0)/6 < 0.0665 for all x € R, and applying the triangle inequality, we can
control A,, g as well. More precisely, for every n > 3, we have

0.1995K5 ,, + 0.0665| A3 | .
A, g < : 40 . 4
,B > \/ﬁ + (n ) ( )

Under Assumption 2.1, Eg,n < 2K3 ,,. Combined with the refined inequality |As,,| < 0.621K3,

(Pinelis, 2011, Theorem 1), we can derive a simpler bound that involves only K3 ,,

0.1995K35 ,, + 0.0665|As_y,| _ 0.4403K3,,

vn RV
The bound A, 5 < 0.4403K3.,,/v/n + O(n~1) is already tighter than the sharpest known
Berry-Esseen inequality in the i.n.i.d. framework, A, p < 0.5583K3,/+/n, as soon as the
remainder term O(n~!) is smaller than the difference 0.118K3 ,,/+/n. This bound is also tighter
than the sharpest known Berry-Esseen inequality in the i.i.d. case, A, 5 < 0.4690K3 ,,/v/n, up

toa O(n™!) term. We recall that the sharpest existing bounds (Shevtsova, 2013) only require a



finite third moment while we use further regularity in the form of a finite fourth moment. We
refer to Example 2.2 and Figure 1 for a numerical comparison, showing improvements for n of the
order of a few thousands. The most striking improvement is obtained in the unskewed case when
E[X?] = 0 for every integer i. In this case, Theorem 2.1 and the inequality I~{37n < 2K3 , yield
App <0.3990K3,/v/n+ O(n~t). Note that this result does not contradict Esseen (1956)’s
lower bound 0.4098K3 ,,/+/n as the distribution he constructs does not satisfy E[X?] = 0 for

every i.

Under Assumption 2.2, K 3n < K3, +1 and we can combine this with (4) and the inequality
[As.n| < 0.621K35 ,, so that we obtain

0.1995(K3 , + 1) + 0.0665 x 0.621 K3 ,, 0.2408K3 , + 0.1995

App < : : < :
As in the 4.n.i.d. case discussed above, the numerical constant in front of K3, in the leading
term is smaller than the lower bound constant Cg := 0.4098 derived in Esseen (1956). The point

+0(n™Y) +0(n™).

is addressed in detail in Shevtsova (2012), where the author explains that the constant coming
from Esseen (1956) cannot be improved only if one seeks control of A,, g with a leading term of
the form CK3,,/+/n for some C > 0. In contrast, our bound on A,, g exhibits a leading term of
the form (CKs,, + ¢)/y/n for positive constants C' and c.

Example 2.2 (Implementation of our bounds on A, ). Theorem 2.1 provides new tools to
control A, g, and we compare them with existing results. To compute our bounds on A, p
as well as previous ones, we need numerical values for I?g’n, A3n, and Ky, or upper bounds
thereon. A bound on Ky, is in fact sufficient to control As ,, and Ks,: Pinelis (2011) ensures
[Asn| < 0.621K3,,, and a convexity argument yields Ks , < Ki’{f. Moreover, since the third
standardized absolute moment has no particular statistical meaning, it is not intuitive to find a
natural bound on Ks,. On the contrary, the fourth standardized moment Ky ,, is well-known
as the kurtosis of a distribution (the thickness of the tails compared to the central part of the
distribution). As explained in Ezample 1.1, in the i.i.d. framework, imposing Ky, < 9 is a
reasonable assumption. For the sake of comparison, we also impose K4, < 9 in the i.n.i.d.
case, so that we use K3, < KZ',/: < 93/%. Note that the remainder terms of Theorem 2.1 only
require knowledge of a bound on Ky ,. We consider the improved bounds that rely on Az, =0
as well.

The different bounds (including the remainder term 1, for which explicit expressions are
given in the proof of Theorem 2.1) are plotted as a function of n in Figure 1:

o Sheuvtsova (2013) i.n.i.d.: L‘Z&O’K&n

e
o Sheuvtsova (2013) i.i.d.: O'f‘/%‘OKgyn
e Thm. 2.1 i.n.i.d.: O'%?’K&n + i,

Thm. 2.1 in.i.d. (unskewed): %K&n +7rin

. 0.2408K35,,+0.1995
Thm. 2.1 i.4.d.: + +Trin

o Thm. 2.1 i.i.d. (unskewed): %fg‘"ﬂ) +7rip

As previously mentioned, our bound in the baseline i.n.i.d. case gets close to and even im-
proves upon the best known Berry-Esseen bound in the i.i.d. setup (Shevtsova, 2013) for n of the



order of tens of thousands. When A3, =0, our bounds are smaller, highlighting improvements
of the Berry-Esseen bounds for unskewed distributions. In parallel, the bounds are also reduced

in the i.i.d. framework.

1.000-
0.100-
Assumption
©
= inid
8 — inid unskewed
s — iid
2 iid unskewed
(2]
]
1
20.010- Source
—
3 — Thm23
== Existing
0.001-

1e+03 1e+05 1e+07
Number of observations

Figure 1: Comparison between existing (Shevtsova, 2013) and new (Theorem 2.1) Berry-Esseen upper
bounds on A, B = sup,cpg [P(Sn < ) — ®(x)| for different sample sizes under moment conditions only

(log-log scale).

3 Improved bounds on A, g under assumptions on the tail

behavior of fg_

In this section, we derive tighter bounds on A,, g under additional regularity conditions on the
tail behavior of the characteristic function of S,,. They follow from Theorem 3.1, which provides

an alternative upper bound on A,, g that involves the tail behavior of fg,. To state this theorem,

iid,noskew

inid sk inid, nosk iid sk . . .
oo Ny OSKEW DS and 1y ) which are given explicitly

2,n v '2n sy '2.n

in Equations (25), (26), (31), and (32) respectively and only depend on n and the moments Kj ,,,
IN(g,m7 As.n, and Ky ,,. Recall also that ¢ ~ 0.64 and let a,, := 2t’1k7r\/ﬁ/l~(3’n A 167r3n2/1~(§,n and
by, = 167r4n2/l?§,n. In practice, even for fairly small n, a, is equal to 2ti7y/n/Ks .

let us introduce the terms r



Theorem 3.1. If Assumption 2.1 (resp. Assumption 2.2) holds and n > 3, we have the bound

0.195 Ky, +0.038X2, 1.0253 [b» t
n,E S = n % + T / |fSn( )| dt + T2,n 5 (5)
inid,skew inid,noskew iid,skew iid,noskew

where o is one of the four possible remainders ry, s Tan s T o ,
depending on whether Assumption 2.1 (“i.n.i.d.” case) or 2.2 (“i.i.d.” case) is satisfied and

whether E[X3] =0 for every i =1,...,n (“noskew” case) or not (“skew” case).

If Ky = O(1), the remainder terms can be bounded in the following way:

Ti;;d,skew _ O(n_5/4), Ti2r,1;d,noskew _ O(n_3/2), riziil,skew _ O(n_5/4) and r;i’d’r;noskew _ O(n_Q).

This theorem is proved in Section A.4 under Assumption 2.1 (resp. in Section A.5 under
Assumption 2.2). The first term contains quantities that were already present in the term of
order 1/n in the bound of Theorem 2.1: 0.195K4,, and 0.038)3,,. On the contrary, the other
terms are encompassed in the integral term and in the remainder. Indeed, a careful reading of
the proofs (see notably Section A.l that outlines the structure of the proofs of all theorems)
shows that the leading term 0.1995 f(gn/\/ﬁ in the bound (3) comes from choosing a free tuning
parameter T of the order of y/n. Here, we make another choice for T such that this term is now
negligible. The cost of this change of T' is the introduction of the integral term involving fg,, .
The leading term of the bound thus depends on the tail behavior of fg .

Note that the result is obtained under the same conditions as Theorem 2.1, namely under
moment conditions only. Nonetheless, it is mainly interesting combined with some assumptions
on fg, over the interval [a,,by,], otherwise we do not have an explicit control on the integral
term involving fg . In the rest of this section, we present two possible assumptions on fg_ that
yield such a control.

Polynomial tail decay on |fs, |. As a first regularity condition on fg, , we can assume a
polynomial rate decrease. Corollary 3.2 presents the resulting bound in the 4.n.i.d. case. In fact,
a similar condition could be invoked with ¢.i.d. data by requesting a polynomial decrease of the
characteristic function of X, /o,,. However, we present in the next paragraph milder assumptions

in the 4.i.d. case that remain sufficient to obtain an explicit control of the tails of fg, .

Corollary 3.2. Let n > 3. If Assumption 2.1 holds and if there exist some positive constants
Co,p such that for all |t| > ay, |fs, (t)] < Colt|™P, then

0.195 Ky, +0.038 A3, N 1.0253 Cya,,?

n,E S T3,n
n s

where 13 5 1= 12, — 1.0253 Cob,, P /7.

Besides moment conditions, Corollary 3.2 requires a uniform control of fg  outside the in-
terval (—ap,a,). When [?3)71 = o(y/n), a, goes to infinity. In this case, the condition is a
tail control of the characteristic function of S,, in a neighborhood of infinity, thus making the
condition weaker to impose.

Placing restrictions on the tails of fg is not very common in statistical applications. However,
this notion is closely related to the smoothness of the underlying distribution of S,,. Proposi-
tion C.7 in the Appendix (which builds upon classical results such as (Ushakov, 2011, Theorem
1.2.6)) shows that the tail condition on fg_ is satisfied with p > 1 whenever Pg, has a density
gs, that is p—1 times differentiable and such that its (p—1)-th derivative is of bounded variation



with total variation V,, := Vari[gg’: 71)] uniformly bounded in n. In such situations, we can take

Co =1V sup, ey« V-
Although Corollary 3.2 is valid for every positive p, it is only an improvement on the results
of the previous section under the stricter condition p > 1, a situation in which Pg, admits a
density with respect to Lebesgue’s measure (second part of Proposition C.7). In particular when
p =2, a,? is exactly of the order n~! and we obtain
0.195 Ky, + 0.038 A3, + 1.0253 Comr !

An,E < n ’ —|—0(n71).

When p > 2, a,,” becomes negligible compared to n~! so that

0.195 Ky, 4+ 0.038 A2,

App < : +o(n*1).

n

Combining these bounds on A,, g with the expression of the Edgeworth expansion translates

into upper bounds on A, g of the form

- 0.0665 | A3, < 0.0413 K3 ,
- Vn - vn
As soon as the O(n™!) term gets smaller than 0.0413K3 ,,/1/n, the bound on A,, 5 becomes

much better than 0.5583K3 ,,/4/n or 0.4690Ks ,,/+/n. This can happen even for sample sizes n
of the order of a few thousands, assuming that K3, and K, , are reasonable (e.g. K4, < 9).

Anp +0(n™) +0(n™h).

When E[X?] = 0 for every i = 1,...,n, we remark that A, g = A, g, meaning that we obtain
a bound on A, g of order n~ .

We confirm these rates through a numerical application in Example 3.4 for the specific choices
Cy = 1 and p = 2. These choices are satisfied for common distributions such as the Laplace
distribution (for which these values of Cy and p are sharp) and the Gaussian distribution. This
actually opens the way for another restriction on the tails of fg, : we could impose |fs, (t)| <
maxi<r<n |pr(t)| for all [t| > a, and for (p,)r=1,... am a family of known characteristic functions.
This second suggestion boils down to a semiparametric assumption on Ps : fg, is assumed to
be controlled in a neighborhood of +o00 by the behavior of at least one of the M characteristic
functions (p,)r=1,....m, but fg, need not be exactly one of those M characteristic functions. This
semiparametric restriction becomes less and less stringent as n increases since we need to control
fs, on a region that vanishes as n goes to infinity. Since S, is centered and of variance 1 by
definition, the choice of possible p, is naturally restricted to the set of characteristic functions
that correspond to such standardized distributions.

Alternative control of |fs | in the i.i.d. case. We state a second corollary that deals

with the i.i.d. framework. We define the following quantity ., := supy. 4>, /vm [fx, /0, (t)| and
fs. ()] = Ky

let ¢, := b, /ap,. Under Assumption 2.2, we remark that sup,. [t1>an
Corollary 3.3. Let n > 3. Under Assumption 2.2,

0.195 Ky, +0.038 A3, | 10253 s log(c,)

nE < - - Ton -

Furthermore, ki, <1 as soon as Px, /5. has an absolutely continuous component.

Note that for any given s > 0 and any random variable Z, sup,,; >, [fz(t)| = 1 if and only
if Pz is a lattice distribution, i.e., concentrated on a set of the form {a 4+ nh,n € Z} (Ushakov,
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2011, Theorem 1.1.3). Therefore, x,, < 1 as soon as the distribution is not lattice, which is the
case for any distribution with an absolute continuous component.

In Corollary 3.3, the first term on the right-hand side of the inequality as well as rp,
are unchanged compared to Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.2. The second term on the right-
hand side of the inequality, (1.0253/7)x log(cy,), corresponds to an upper bound on the in-
tegral term of Equation (5) in Theorem 3.1. Imposing K4, = O(1), we can only claim that
1.0253 k7' log(cy,)/m = O(k] logn) which does not provide an explicit rate on A, 5. If we also

assume sup,,~3 K, < 1 then we can write

0.195 K45, +0.038 A3, .
n

ATLES

, o(n™"),
and

< 0.0665 | A3, < 0.0413 K3,
- Vn - Vn

When is the assumption sup,,»5 i, < 1 reasonable? First, it always holds in the i.i.d. setting

AR +0(n™) +0(n™h).

with a distribution of the (X;);=1,...,, independent of n and continuous. By definition of a,, and
by the fact that [N(gm > 1, an/+/n is larger than 2tiw for n large enough. Consequently, k.,
is upper bounded by r := supy.|y>ax [fx, /0, ()] for n large enough. In this case, if Py, /o,
has an absolutely continuous component, k < 1. For smaller n, we use the fact that x,, < 1
for every n as explained right after Corollary 3.3. The value of k depends on the distribution
Px, /o,- The closer to one k gets, the less regular Px, /5, is, in the sense that the latter becomes
hardly distinguishable from a lattice distribution.

Second, we could impose that the characteristic function fx, /. be controlled by some fi-
nite family of known characteristic functions pi,...,pa (independent of n) beyond a,/\/n.
This follows the suggestion mentioned after Corollary 3.2, except that we now obtain an ex-
ponential upper bound instead of a polynomial one. Indeed, for n large enough, x, < Kk :=
SUPy.|¢|>2¢r » MAX1<m<M |Pm(t)] and £ < 1 provided that (pm)m=1,..,m are characteristic func-
tions of continuous distributions.

In Example 3.4, we plot our bounds on A, g by imposing the restriction «,, < 0.99 which we
argue is a very reasonable choice. To justify this claim, we compare our restriction to the value
of K, we would get if X, /o,, were standard Laplace, a distribution whose characteristic function
has much fatter tails than the standard Gaussian or Logistic for instance. In fact, if we were to
compute supy.|¢>op:x |p(t)| with p the characteristic function of a standard Laplace distribution,
we would get k, < 0.11. Despite our fairly conservative bound on ,, we witness considerable

improvements of our bounds compared to those given in Section 2.

Example 3.4 (Implementation of our bounds on A, g). We compare the bounds on A, p ob-
tained in Corollaries 8.2 and 3.3 to 0.5583K3.,,/+/n and 0.4690K3 ,,/+/n. As in previous exam-
ples, we fir K4, <9, thus K3, < Kfﬁ < 93/4,

o . 0.0413Ks,,, , 0195 Ky n+0.0147K2 | 10253 _2
Cor. 8.24n.4.d,p=2,Cy=1: A, p < Tt - e e T

Cor. 3.2 i.n.i.d. unskewed, p=2, Co=1: A, p < 0.195;1(4," + 1'07?53(152 +7r3n

. 0.0413 K 0.195 K4,,++0.0147 K3 1.0253 k™ log(c,
Cor. 3.3 4.4.d., kp, <0.99: A, g < NG 3n 4 L - 3n 4 K; og(cn) +rop

0.195 K4 1.0253 k,, log(cn)
n

T

Cor. 8.8 i.i.d. unskewed, k, <0.99: A, p <

+ + T2.n
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Figure 2 displays the different bounds that we obtain as a function of the sample size n, alongside
with the existing bounds (Shevtsova, 2013) that do not assume such regularity conditions. The
new bounds take advantage of these regularity conditions and are therefore tighter in all settings
for n larger than 10,000. In the unskewed case, the improvement arises for much smaller n and

the rate of convergence gets faster from 1/y/n to 1/n.

1e+00-
1e-02- )
Assumption
ke
g inid
8 = inid unskewed
c - iid
o o
o) iid unskewed
n
7]
u
> Source
5 1e-04-
7] — Cor3.2-3.3
== Existing
1e-06-

1e+03 1e+05 1e+07
Number of observations

Figure 2: Comparison between existing (Shevtsova, 2013) and new (Corollaries 3.2 and 3.3) Berry-
Esseen upper bounds on A, := sup, g [P(Sn < ) — ®(x)| for different sample sizes with additional
regularity assumption on fg, (log-log scale). Note that, compared to existing ones, the new bounds

make use of the regularity assumption.

4 Statistical applications

“Plug-in” approach. As seen in the previous examples, explicit values or bounds on some
functionals of Ps, are required to obtain our nonasymptotic bounds on a standardized sample
mean. The bound K4, <9 encompasses a wide range of standard distributions and provides a
bound on A3, K3, and I~(3n as well. Nonetheless, we may prefer to avoid such a restriction,
either because it is unlikely to be satisfied or, on the contrary, because it might be overly
conservative. An alternative would be to estimate the moments Az ,,, K3, and K4, using the
data. In the i.i.d. case, we suggest estimating them by their empirical counterparts (method

of moments estimation). We could then compute our bounds by replacing the unknown needed
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quantities with their estimates. We acknowledge that this type of “plug-in” approach is only
approximately valid.

Theorem 3.1, which underlies Corollaries 3.2 and 3.3, involves the integral f:: |fs, (t)]/tdt,
which depends on the a priori unknown characteristic function of S,,. They require a control
on the tail of the characteristic function through the quantities Cy and p in the i.n.i.d. case
(respectively Ky, in the i.i.d. case), which can be given using expert knowledge of the regularity
of the density of S, as discussed in Section 3. It is also possible to estimate the integral directly,

for instance using the empirical characteristic function (Ushakov, 2011, Chapter 3).

Non-asymptotic behavior of one-sided tests. We now examine some implications of our
theoretical results for the nonasymptotic validity of statistical tests based on the Gaussian ap-
proximation of the distribution of a sample mean using i.i.d. data. As an illustration, we
continue Example 1.1 to study the unilateral test Hy : E[Y;] < uo against Hy : E[Y,] > po, for
a fixed number o € R, whose rejection region is {S,, > qar(o,1)(1 — @)}. Our results enable us
to refine the non-asymptotic analysis of that test.

First, for different bounds, Table 2 indicates the largest sample size npax(a) (as defined
in Example 1.1) below which we cannot exclude that the test is arbitrarily conservative. Our
results take advantage of additional restrictions (finite fourth moment and additional regularity

assumptions) to significantly lower that threshold in some settings.

Bound on A, 5 a=010 a=0.05 «o=0.01
Existing 593 2,375 59,389
Thm. 2.1 2,339 6,705 55,894
Thm. 2.1 unskewed 443 1,229 17,934
Cor. 3.3 1,468 4,069 27,945
Cor. 3.3 unskewed 375 474 1,062

Table 2: nmax(a), with a € {0.10,0.05,0.01}, for different assumptions and Berry-Esseen bounds:
Shevtsova (2013)’s bound with finite third moment (Existing), our bound with finite fourth moment
(Thm. 2.1), our bound with additional regularity condition on fx, /», (Cor. 3.3). We impose the same

restrictions as in the previous figures, namely K4, <9 and « < 0.99.

Second, we explain below that our non-asymptotic bounds on the Edgeworth expansion can
be used to detect whether the test is conservative or liberal. This goes one step further than
merely checking whether it is arbitrarily conservative or not. Starting from Theorem 2.1 or

Corollary 3.3, we deduce the following upper and lower bounds for every x € R and n > 3,

A3,n 2 )\3,71

where ¢, is the corresponding bound on A, . Equation (6) shows that P(S,, < x) belongs to

(1 = 2%)p(z) + dn, (6)

the interval
Lo = [P(x) + A3n(1 = 2%)¢(2)/(6Vn) £ 6] ,
which is not centered at ®(z) whenever A3, # 0 and x # £+ 1. The length of the interval does

not depend on z and shrinks at speed J,. On the contrary, its location depends on z. For
given nonzero skewness A3, and sample size n, the middle point of Z,, , is all the more shifted
away from the asymptotic approximation ®(x) as (1 — z?)p(x) is large in absolute value. The
function x — (1 — 22)p(x) has global maximum at z = 0 and minima at the points x ~ +1.73.
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Consequently, irrespective of n, the largest gaps between P(S,, < ) and ®(z) may be expected
around z = 0 or = £ 1.73. ®(z) could even lie outside Z,, ,, in which case P(S,, < x) has to be
either strictly smaller or larger than ®(x). More precisely, P(S,, < x) is all the further from its
normal approximation ®(z) as the skewness A3 ,, is large in absolute value; whether P(S,, < z)

is strictly smaller or larger than ®(z) depends on the sign of 1 — 2 as developed in Table 3.

| P(S, < z) < ®(x) | P(S, < z) > ®(x)
If || < 1| Az < 6/, /((2% = 1)p(x)) <0 | A3 > 6y/ndy/((1—x?)p(x)) >0
If 2] > 1 | Agn > 63/ndn/((2? = 1)p(2)) >0 | Az < 6y/nd,/((1 = 2?)p(z)) <0

Table 3: Cases and conditions on the skewness A3, under which P(S,, < z) is either strictly smaller or

larger than its normal approximation ®(z) for any given sample size n > 3.

These observations allow us to quantify possible non-asymptotic distortions between the nom-
inal level and actual rejection rate of the one-sided test we consider. Let us set x = qa(o,1) (1—a)
(henceforth denoted ¢1_, to lighten notation), which implies that ®(x) = 1 — . Here, we focus
solely on the case |q1—o| > 1 to encompass all tests with nominal level a@ < 0.15, thus in partic-
ular the conventional levels 10%, 5%, and 1%. When A3, > 6y/nd,/((¢f_o — 1)e(qi—-a)), we
conclude that P (S, < ¢1—a) < 1 — a. Since the event {S, < g1_o} is the complement of the
rejection region, the probability of rejecting Hy under the null exceeds «; in other words, the test
cannot guarantee its stated control o on the type I error and is said liberal. Conversely, when
Asn < 616,/ ((1 = gi_,)¢(qi-a)), the probability P (S, < gi1—) has to be larger than 1 — «;
equivalently, the probability to reject under the null is below « so that the test is conservative.

The distortion can also be seen in terms of p-values. In the unilateral test we consider, the
p-value is pval := 1 —P(S,, < s,) with s, the observed value of S,, in the sample. In contrast,
the approximated p-value is ;&Ez :=1— ®(s,). Setting = s,, in Equation (6) yields

S (1 = sE)p(sn) = 8, < (1= pual) = (1 = o) € G2 (1 = 2)p(s,) + .
Therefore,
T )\3n 2 s A3 n 2
pual — ——=(1 = 87)p(sn) — 0n < pval < pval — —=(1 — s5)p(sn) + dn. (7)

6v/n Gv/n

In line with the explanations preceding Table 3, prz;gl is strictly smaller or larger than pval when
the skewness is sufficiently large in absolute value relative to d,,. Indeed, if A3, # 0, the interval
from Equation (7) that contains the true p-value pval is not centered at the approximated p-
value Z;EZ. Under additional regularity assumptions (see Corollary 3.3 in the i.i.d. case), the
remainder term §,, = O(n~') whereas the “bias” term involving )3, vanishes at rate n=/2. As
a result, the interval locates closer to pfvzl as n increases and its width shrinks to zero at an even
faster rate.

Finally, we stress that such distortions regarding rejection rates and p-values are specific
to one-sided tests. For bilateral or two-sided tests, the skewness of the distribution enters

symmetrically in the approximation error and cancels out thanks to the parity of z — (1 —

2?)¢(x).
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A Proof of the main theorems

A.1 Outline of the proofs of Theorems 2.1 and 3.1

We start by presenting a lemma derived in Prawitz (1975), which is central to prove our
theorems. This result helps control the distance between the cumulative distribution function
F of a random variable with skewness v and its first order Edgeworth expansion G,(z) :=

®(2) + (1 — 2?)p(x) in terms of their respective Fourier transforms.

Lemma A.1. Let F be an arbitrary cumulative distribution function with characteristic function
f and skewness v. Let 7,T > 0. Then we have

sup|F(m) — Gv(x)| < N (Tyu,7) + Qo(T) + Q3(T, v, 7) + QU(r AT/, T /7, T), (8)
z€eR
where
T/ 1 ) 2 |v|u?
o e U /2
(T, v,T) .—2/0 U(u/T) — o <1—|— 6 )du

1 +oo 7u2/2 3
+7/ <1+ [vlu >du
us 6

T/m 3
+2 u/T)’ el
TAT /7
T
o =2 || e

AT /7 1
Qs(T,v,7) = 2/0 T\Il

b
1
Q4(a,b,T) = 2/a T\I’(

and W(t) =1 (1 — |+ [(1 — [t]) cot(rt) + HEn®) D 1{¢| <1).

(/D) | w) = 02 (1 - 6“) .

u/T)‘ ‘f(u) - e_“Q/Q‘ du,

For the sake of completeness, we give a proof of this lemma in Section A.6. We also use the
following properties on the function ¥ ((Prawitz, 1975, Equations (1.29) and (1.30)))

1.0253
YOl < 5

1 1 2
and ‘\I/(t) - 2‘ <3 (1 ‘t|+ﬁt ) (9)

Lemma A.1 is valid for any positive values T and 7. The latter are free parameters whose

values determine which terms are the dominant ones among 2 to 4.

Theorem 2.1 written in the body of the article synthesizes Theorems A.2 and A.3 stated
and proven below respectively in the i.n.i.d. and the i.i.d. cases. Likewise, Theorem 3.1
corresponds to Theorems A.4 (i.n.i.d. case) and A.5 (i.i.d. case). The four proofs start by
applying Lemma A.1 with F' the cdf of S,, and thus v = A3, /+/n. Then, for specific values of T
and 7, we derive upper bounds on each of the four terms of Equation (8).

In all our theorems, we set

T =2e(n/Ky,)"4, (10)

where ¢ is a dimensionless free parameter. It is not obvious to optimize our bounds over that
parameter. Consequently, Theorems A.2 to A.5 are proven for any € € (0,1/3) and, in the body
of the article, we present the results with ¢ = 0.1, a sensible value according to our numerical

comparisons.
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Unlike 7, we vary the rate of T" across theorems. In Theorems A.2 and A.3, we choose
7o v
KS,n
The resulting bound is interesting under moment conditions only (Assumption 2.1 for 4.n.i.d.

cases and 2.2 for i.i.d. cases).

In Theorems A.4 and A.5, we make a different choice, namely

These last two theorems present alternative bounds, also valid under moment conditions only.
They improve on Theorems A.2 and A.3 under regularity conditions on the tail behavior of the
characteristic function fg, of S,. Examples of such conditions are to be found in Corollaries 3.2
(i.n.i.d. case) and 3.3 (i.i.d. case).

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2.1 under Assumption 2.1

In this section, we state and prove a more general theorem (Theorem A.2 below). We recover
Theorem 2.1 when we set € = 0.1.

Theorem A.2 (One-term Edgeworth expansion under Assumption 2.1). (i) Under Assump-
tion 2.1, for every e € (0,1/3) and every n > 1, we have the bound

0.1995 K5, 1 . 1 1
App< 0230 4 Z00031K2, +0327T Ky | —+——
R n{ B o\ T2 T A1 =302
+0.054 | Az | K. + 0~03761,n(6)A§,n} + Pt (e), (1)

where ey ,(€) is given in Equation (47) and rifj;d’Skew(s) is given in Equation (15).
(ii) If we further impose E[X3] = 0 for every i = 1,...,n, the upper bound reduces to

0.1995Ks, 1 ~ 1 1 inid,noskew
T + E {0.031[(3?’” + 0.327K4’n (12 + 4(136)2>} + T oske (E), (12)
inid,noskew

where 4y,

(€) is given in Equation (16).

(iii) Finally, when Ky, = O(1) as n — oo, we obtain rif,lild’Skew(e) = O(n=5*) and rilr,lild’no‘gkew(e) =
O(n=53/?).

Using Theorem A.2, we can finish the proof of Theorem 2.1 by plugging-in our choice € = 0.1
and computing the numerical constants. In particular, the computation of ey ,,(0.1) gives the
upper bound e; ,,(0.1) < 1.0157.

In the general case with skewness, using the computations for RZH (0.1) carried out in Sec-
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tion C.3.1, the rest rilr:;d’Skew(O.l) is bounded by the explicit expression

midakew (141961 + 67.0415) K, 4.3394 |3 | K3,
Ln o 1674n2 + 8m3n2
LO0435K;7  1.1101K,/2 +31.9921 |3 ,,| x Kap  0.6087TK,."  9.8197K3,,
nb/4 n3/2 + ni/4 n2
N Manl(D(3/2,V0:2(n/Kan)/* A2y/n/ K3 ) — T(3/2,2/n/K3.,))
NG
1.0253K3.,, _ ~
+ W{%IA 21 az0y ¥ [1(3/2,4A0/K3 )

—(3/2,2A(0.1(n/Ky0)"? A 20/ K3 )

+ Lia=0}

(2y/i/ s 0)* ~ (V020 /Ko o)/ N 23/ Koy )* } (13)
3 )

where A 1= (1 —4x1 — /Kan/n)/2.

In the no-skewness case, the rest r;'j;d’n“kew(o.l) is bounded by the explicit expression

inid,noskew ,__

_ (141961 + 67.0415) K}, . 0.6661K;"°  6.1361K7,

1.n ' 167m4n2 n3/2 n2

1.0253 K4, _ ~
+4’{0.5|A| *Liazoy x |7(2,4An/K3 )

6mn

—7(2,2A(0.1(n/Ky.0)"? A2n /K2 )

+ Iia=0}

v/ Ky = (V020 Kan) N 2/ K ) } (14)
4 )

where we use the expression of Ri;id(s) in Equation (62) and the computations when ¢ = 0.1
that follow Equation (62).

Proof of Theorem A.2. We first prove (i). We apply Lemma A.1 with F' denoting the cdf of
S, and obtain

An,E < Ql(Ta 2},7') + QQ(T) + QB(Tava) + 94(7_ N T/7T7T/7T’T)'

Let T := 271'\/5/?(37”7 v = A3/ and T := v/2e(n/Ky,)"*. We combine now Lemma B.1
(control of ), Equation (40) (control of €2s), Lemma B.3 (control of §23), and Lemma B.4(i)
(control of Q4) so that we get

12533 0.3334|Ag,| 141961  4.3394 |\, |
+ + +

Apg <
B="r TVn T4 T3 /n
N A3 (D(3/2,7 AT /) = T(3/2,T/))
NG
L 670415 12187 0.327Ky, (1 1 1.306 €1 1, (£)[ Az |2
T4 T2 n 12 4(1 - 3¢)? 36n
1.0253 [7AT/7 - Ks.,
+ = /0 ue—u2/2Rznd(u,€)du+ 3%J2(3,T/\T/7T,T/7T,T/7T,T).
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—inid

Bounding (1.0253/7) x OT/\T/W ue="*/2Rnid(y )by R (¢) := (1.0253 /) x O+OO ue="*/2Rinid(y ¢),
bounding J, by Lemma C.5, and replacing T and 7 by their values, we obtain

1.2533 K. 3334 | M3 | K. 1.2187 K2, 397K 1 1

An,ES 533 3n+0333 |3,| 3,n+ 3,z+037 4,n — 4

2my/n 21 4mn n 12 4(1 — 3¢)?

1.306 elyn(e))‘g n inid,skew
T e e )
where

midskew, o (141961 +67.0415) Ki 43394 A3 | K3, inia
on (€)= 1674n? + 8m3n? R, (e)

N Azl (D(3/2, V2e(n/ Ky )4 N 2y/n/Ks ) —T(3/2,2y/n/K3.,))

Jn
1.0253K3,,

+ 671_\/ﬁ{0.5|A|3/211{A;,,so} X 7(3/2,4An/f{§1n)

—(3/2,2A(e(n/Kyn)? A 20/ K3 )

1y R (V0 K 2R } (15)

and A = (1 —4x1 — /Kan/n)/2.

We obtain the result of Equation (11) by computing all numerical constants; for instance,
1.0253/(27) =~ 0.19942 < 0.1995.

We now prove (ii). In the no-skewness case, namely when E[X?] = 0 for every i = 1,...,n,
the start of the proof is identical except that Lemma B.4(ii) is used in lieu of Lemma B.4(i) to
control 4. This yields

12533 14.1961  67.0415 1.2187  0.327 Ky, [ 1 1
+ + + + 7

A, g < —
= T4 T4 T2 n

12t i3
—inid

Kyp
+R,(e) + S%ZJQ (4,7 AT /7, T/x,T/7,T).

Bounding J; by Lemma C.5 and replacing T and 7 by their values, we obtain

1.2533 K4, 1.218TKZ2,  0.327K,, [ 1 1 i moskew
n dn 4, <+ >+7“1,nd’ kew )

App < YTEEEE Y]
B = "or/m dmn n 12 4(1—3¢)2
where
id noskeu 14.1961 + 67.0415) K3, i
rl’nd’ k (e) == ( )5, + R, (¢)

1674n2 "

1.0253K,,,,
+ -

5lA|721 2,4An/K?2
6711 {05| | {A#0} X ’7( ; n/ S,n)

—7(2,2A(e(n/Kan)? A 20/ K3 )

1y BV R = (VB0 KV 21 ) } (16)

We obtain the result of Equation (12) by computing all the numerical constants.
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We finally prove (iii). When Ky, = O(l.), we remark that As,, Ks,, and I~(3’n are
bounded as well. Given the detailed analysis of E:ld(s) carried out in Section C.3.1 (in particular
Equations (61) and (62)), boundedness of the former moments ensures that ﬁ:m (e) = O(n=5/%)
in general and E:id(s) = O(n=3/2) in the no-skewness case.

We can also see (remember that x; ~ 0.099) that A > 0 for n large enough when K4 , = O(1).

Consequently, for n large enough, we can write in the general case

1.0253K3.,,

67T\/ﬁ{0.5|A|i"*/zn{A;,éO} x |7(3/2,4An/ K3 ) —7(3/2,2A(e(n/K4.)* A 20/ K3 )

+ 1ia=0}

(2y/n/K3.0)? — (V2e(n/Ka,)V* A 2y/n) Ky ,)° }
3

| 1.0253K3,,
- 6myn

and, in the no-skewness case,

{T(3/2,2A(e(n/K10)"? A2n/K3,)) — T(3/2,4An/K3 )},

1.0253K,.,,

o {0.5|A|2]1{A¢0} x |(2,4An/K3 ) — (2, 2A(e(n/Kan)'? A 20/ K3 )
- : ; :

+1ia=oy 1

21/ Ksn)* = (V2(n/Ki )/ A 20/ K )’ }
1.0253K. ~ ~
= 67714’”@(2, 2A(e(n/Ku,)"* A2n/K2 ) — T(2,4An/K32 )}
0 . ;
This reasoning enables us to obtain a difference of Gamma functions and therefore apply the
asymptotic expansion I'(a,z) = 2% te™*(1 + O((a — 1)/z)) which is valid for every fixed a in
the regime x — oo, see Equation (6.5.32) in Abramowitz and Stegun (1972). We also use this

asymptotic expansion for the term
sl (T(3/2,V/2e(n)Kun)* A 2v/n)Ks3,) — T(3/2,2vn/K3.))
vn ’

illjild,skcw (5)

inid,skew (5) _

= O(n~°/*) in the general case and 1",

Consequently, we get the stated rate r
O(n=3/2) in the no-skewness case.

O

A.3 Proof of Theorem 2.1 under Assumption 2.2

We present and prove a more general result, Theorem A.3, and choose ¢ = 0.1 to recover
Theorem 2.1 under Assumption 2.2

Theorem A.3 (One-term Edgeworth expansion under Assumption 2.2). (i) Under Assump-
tion 2.2, for every e € (0,1/3) and every n > 3, we have the bound

0.1995K3.,,

A, g <
7E— \/ﬁ

1 ~ 1 1
Z20.031K2, +0.327K. —
+n{ Bt 4’"<1z+4(1—35)2>

+0.054| A3, | K3, + 0.037e5 (e)/\g)n} +r5 M), (1)
where 1555 (2) s given in Equation (21) and es(e) = e /6+7/(2(1=39))%

1,n
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(ii) If we further impose E[X3] = 0, the upper bound reduces to

0.1995K3, 1 ~, 1 1 tid.noskew
— 4+ —< 0.031K 0.327K —t ’ 18
\/ﬁ + ’I’L{ 3,n + 4,n 12 + 4(1 _ 35)2 + rl,n (5)7 ( )
where rilifin’nOSkew(s) is given in Equation (22).

(iii) Finally, when K4, = O(1) asn — 0o, we obtain Tili;lfkew(s) =0(n=5*) and rili"jl"“OSkeW(s) =
O(n™2).

We use this result to finish the proof of Theorem 2.1, which corresponds to the case € = 0.1,
by computing the numerical constants. In particular, the computation of e3(0.1) gives the upper
bound e3(0.1) < 1.0068. Note that in the statement of Theorem 2.1, to obtain a more concise
presentation, we control e3(0.1) from above by the slightly larger bound 1.0157 used in the
i.n.i.d. case to upper bound ey ,(0.1).

iid,skew iid’Skew(O.l)

In this case, we obtain the following bound 7, onry

ddskew (141961 +67.0415) K4, | 43394 Asnl K5, Hid ko

Ln ’ 1674n2 8m3n2 "
1.306(e2,,(0.1) — e3(0.1)) A2,
_|_ )
36n
N A3l (T(3/2,V/0.2(n/ Ky )4 A2/ K3 ) — T(3/2,2v/n/Ks.0))

NG

L L0253 x PP Ky, (r(3/2, {(VO2(n/Kyn)'/* N2Vn/ K30} /8)

3m/n

T3/, 4n/<8f<§,n>>), (19)

—iid,sk
where R, " is explicitly defined in Equation (64).
iid,noskew

In the no-skewness case, the rest ry,;

(0.1) is bounded by the explicit expression

(14.1961 4 67.0415) K2, _iid noskew

iid,noskew

Ln = 1674n? H
n % (r(z, (VO2(n/ Ky )" A2y K3, )2 /8) = T(2, 4n/(8[~(§7n))>,
(20)

where Eid’n%kew is defined in Equation (65).

Proof of Theorem A.3. The overall scheme of the proof is similar to that of Theorem A.2 except
for some improvements obtained in the i.i.d. set-up.

We first prove (i). We apply Lemma A.1 with F the cdf of S,, and obtain
Apg < NU(T,v,7)4+ 0((T)+ (T, v,7) + Ut AT/7,T/7,T).

Let T = 2wy/n/Ksn, v = A3.n/y/n and 7 = V2e(n/ Ky ,)Y/4. We combine Lemma B.1 (control
of Q1), Equation (40) (control of Qs), Lemma B.3 (control of Q3), Lemma B.4(iii) (control of
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04) to get
1.2533  0.3334 |3, = 14.1961 = 4.3394 |31,
< + oy + :

Anp < 77 Tn T4 T3\/n
N A3l (D(3/2,7 AT /) = T(3/2,T/)) L 670415 1.2187
vn T4 T2
| 0327 Ko < L1 > | 1306 e2.n (€)M 0
n 12 " 41— 3¢)2 36n

3\f J3(3, 7 ANT/m,T /7, T/m,T).

Bounding (1.0253/7) ><f(T/\T/7r _“2/2R,i,id(u,5) by Ri,i (e) := (1.0253/m) x 0+°O ue‘“2/2Ri,id(u,a),
bounding J3 by Lemma C.6, and replacing T and 7 by their values, we obtain

1. 2 T/\T/ﬂ'
4 0 53/ e~ U /2R11d(u s)dqu
m 0

1.2533K5,  0.3334|\gn| K3, 1.2187K3, | 0-327Kyp 1
A < 4 A = BT I
2m\/n 21 4mn n 12 4(1 - 3¢)
1~30663(5))‘§,n iid,skew
+ 3en +rin o (E),
where
- (14.1961 + 67.0415) K§,,  4.3394 | \3 | K3, i
Tin (5) = 167402 + {71302 + R, (8)
1 306(62 n(e) — e;;(s)))ém
36n
N A3.nl(T(3/2,V2e(n/Kun)Y* N2y/n/Ks) — T(3/2,2¢/n/Ks5.,))
NG
1.0253 x 2°/2 K4 1 ~ 12
n /4
4 T (r(3/2, (VE(n/ Ky )Y A2y Ry} 8)
-T2 40/(82,)) ). (21)

We obtain the result of Equation (17) by computing the numerical constants.

We now prove (ii). In the no-skewness case, namely when E[X?2] = 0, the start of the
proof is identical except that Lemma B.4(iv) is used in lieu of Lemma B.4(iii) to control 4.

This yields

A o 12583 141961 67.0415 12187 0327 Ky, (1 1
B =" T4 T4 T2 n 12 4(1—3¢)?
—iid K,
+R, (g)+ 5 J3(4, 7 AT /7, T /7, T/w,T).
Bounding J3 by Lemma C.6 and replacing 7" and 7 by their values, we obtain
1.2533 K5, 1.2187K3, 0.327Ks, [ 1 1 i nosk
A < s ,n B - iid,noskew
B =T oy R T n 2t 4(1 — 3¢)2 *Tn ()
where
i noskew (14.1961 + 67.0415) K5, —sa
1,n o (6) = 167T4TL2 . +Rn (8)
16 x 1.0253K ,, ~ .
40X o 4, (r(2,{\/%(n/K4,n)1/4/\2\/5/1(3m}2/8) —F(2,4n/(8K§’n))>.

(22)
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We obtain the result of Equation (18) by computing all the numerical constants.

We finally prove (iii). Following the line of proof as in Section A.2, we can prove that
Ky, = O(1) ensures the standardized moments A3 ,, Ks,, and I~(3n are bounded as well.
Given the detailed analysis of Rud( ) carried out in Sectlon C.3.2 (in particular Equatlon (63)),
boundedness of the former moments ensures that R, ( ) = O(n=3/?) in general and R1 (e) =

O(n™?) in the no-skewness case.

From the definitions of e;,, and ez in Equations (57) and (58), we note that the term

1.306 (€2, () — e3(£)) A2,

_ —5/4
T O(n ).

Applying the asymptotic expansion I'(a,z) = 2% te™®(1 + O((a — 1)/z)), we can claim

‘/\3,n| (F(3/27 \/%(n/[(&n)l/4 A 2\/5/1?3,70 - F(S/Q, 2\/5/[?3,70)
Jn

<r(3/2, {(V2e(n/Kyn)* N 2v/n/ K3} /8) —T(3/2, 4n/(8[~(§’n))>

N 1.0253 x 2°/2 K3,
3my/n

:0(’)175/4),
and
10X L0258 a1, VB K 2 R} 8) — (2.0 (853,) ) = of

As a result, we obtain ri’ibkew(a) = O(n~°/*) in general and ri‘in%kew( ) = O(n~?) in the

no-skewness case, as claimed.

A.4 Proof of Theorem 3.1 under Assumption 2.1

We use Theorem A.4, proved below, with the choice ¢ = 0.1. Recall that ¢; = 67/(27) ~ 0.64
where 0} is the unique root in (0, 27) of the equation 62 + 20 sin(6) + 6(cos(f) — 1) = 0. Recall
also that a, := 2tjm\/n/Ks, A16m°n?/K3 ., and by, := 167*n? /K3 .

Theorem A.4 (Alternative one-term Edgeworth expansion under Assumption 2.1). (i) Under

Assumption 2.1, for every e € (0,1/3) and every n > 1, we have the bound

1 1 1
Anp<—=9032TKyp | 5+ 25 | +0.037e1,(e)A3
b= { * (12 = 35)2> + c1n(€) 3’"}
1.0253 [P inid skew
T an t
where rgn;d skeW () is given in Equation (27).

(ii) If we further impose E[X?3] = 0, the upper bound reduces to

0.327K4, [ 1 1 1.0253 /b"
kb LN (N +
n 12 4(1 - 3¢)? T Ja,

where T;n;d noskew (o) s given in Equation (28).

fST;:( )|dt+ 12n;1d noskeW(g)’ (24)

(iii) Finally, when Ky, = O(1) as n — oo, we obtain rlgni,d skew () = O(n=5/%) and riM% nogkew(e) =
O(n=3/?).
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Using Theorem A.4, we can finish the proof of Theorem 2.1 by setting £ = 0.1, computing
the numerical constants and using the upper bounds on Rf‘d(o.l) computed in Section C.3.1.

In particular, r;f;d’SkeW(O.l) is bounded by the explicit expression

1.2533 K3,  0.3334K3,|\sn| 141961 K16,  4.3394|\s,| K32,

inid,skew —
2T T 162 167405/ (2m) 1608 (2) 120 13/2
N A3l (D(3/2,V02(n/ Ky ) /4 A 167°0 /K3 ,) — T(3/2,167°n% /K3 )
NG
LO435K,!  11101K,/? +8.2383|As.0| x Ky 0.6087K,  9.8197K7,
no/4 n3/2 ni/4 n2
1.0253K3.,, _ ~
+ W {05|A| S/QH{A;&()} X ")/(3/2, 287T6A7’L4/K387n)
—(3/2,A(0.2(n/Kyn)* A 287T6n4/l?§’n))’
(167302 /K2 )3 — (V0.2(n/Kyn)/* A 167302 /K2 )3
+ Lia=o} ’ : :
3
1.0253 ~ ~
+ (F (0, (4rn/K2,, A 14470t /KS ) (1 — dmxat]) /(2w2))
T (o, (432720 /K2, A4dnSn* /K5 )(1 — dmxat)) /2))
1.02 - - ~
4 10253 (F (0, (4nn/K2,, A 144750 /KS ) /(27r2)) T (o, 1447r6n4/K§,n)> , (25)

while rizrj;d’nOSkew(O.l) is bounded by

 1.2533K4, 141961 K1,

inid,noskew

2,n . 1671'4712 (27-‘-)16”8
1.0253K4 _ 7
+ W{05|A| 2]1{A7é0} X ’)/(2,287T6ATL4/K§7”)

— (2, A(0.2(n/Kq,) % A 287r6n4/f~<§,n))‘

(16702 /K4 )t — (VO2(n/Ky,)"* A 167°0% /K4 ) }

Tya
+ Lia=0} 1

1.0253
s

+

(r (o, (4n®n/ K2, A144n®n* /KS,)(1 — dmxat]) /(2#))

T (o, (42720 /K2, A14dnSn* /K5 ) (1 — dmxat)) /2))

1.0253
+
T

(r (0, (4nn/K3,, A 14470 /K3 ) /(27r2)) -T (0, 1447r6n4/f{§m)) .
(26)

Proof of Theorem A.4. We first prove (i). We apply Lemma A.1 with F' the cdf of S,, and

obtain
A’n,E S Ql(Ty v, 7-) + QQ<T) + 93(T7 v, T) + Q4(T A T/Tf', T/7T7 T)

Let T = 167r4n2/I~(§’n, v =A3./v/n and T = v/2e(n/ Ky ,)'/*. We combine Lemma B.1 (control
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of 1), Lemma B.3 (control of Q3), Lemma B.5 and then B.4(i) (control of Q4) to get

12533 0.3334|As,|  14.1961  4.3394 |3, |
+ + +

A, g <
= Tvn T4 T3/n

sl (T(3/2,7 AT /7) —=T(3/2,T/7))  1.0253 /T | fs, ()|

+ + du
\/E ™ T/m u
+0.327K4,n 1 1 1.306 €1, (€) A3,
n 12 4(1 —3¢)2 36n

1. 2 T/\T/Tr L

+ 0 53/ uefug/QR;?‘d(u,s)du
™ 0

+ ‘94(\/%(71/1(47”)1/4 AT /7, TV /2 AT/, T)’

1.0253
(r (o, TY2(1 — 4wX1t;)/(27r2)) T (o, #271/2(1 - 47TX17:;)/2))
™
1.0253 [T/™ 1.0253
+ = / |5, ()] du + IT(0,7%/27) — T(0,T%/2 /27%)|
™ t’1‘T1/4/\T/7r u 4
12533 03334 \a] | 141961 43304 ||
=TT TV T+ NG
N As,nl (D(3/2,7 AT /7) = T(3/2,T/7)) L 10253 /T fs. (@),
Vn T JuTiAaaT/e U
L0327 Kuy (1 1 1.306 1., ()72,
n 12 4(1—3e)? 36n
1.02 AT /7 . o
+ 0253 / ue*“z/QRl,?‘d(u,s)du
T 0
K.,
+ 3\% Jo (3,7 AT/m, T )z AT 7, T4, T)‘
1.0253
+ = (r (0, (TY2 AT?)(1 - 47rX1t’{)/(27T2)> T (o, (E2TY2 A T2 /72)(1 — 47TX1t;)/2))
1.0253
+ = (r (0, (T2 A T2)/(27r2)) T (0,T2/(27r2))) .

—inid

Bounding (1.0253/7) x OTAT/ﬂ ue="*/2Rid(y &) by B (e) := (1.0253/7) x O+OO ue="*/2Rinid(y ¢),
bounding Jy by Lemma C.5, and replacing T" and 7 by their values, we obtain

0.327K 4. ( 1 1 ) 1306 ern()A5,  1.0253 / " sl

AL g < —
B = n 36m s u

2 A1 -3

+ T_iznid,skew (5),

s
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where a,, 1= 2timy/n/Ksn A 167r3n2/f~(§’n and b, := 167r4n2/l~(§1’n,
rinid’skew( ) = 1.2533 Kgl’n 0.3334 Kg{n |Ag.n| 14.1961 K;Fn 4.3394 | A3, | K;Q,L
2,n 1674n2 167m4n5/2 (27)16n8 (27r)12n13/2
N sl (D(3/2,V2e(n/ Ky )4 A 167°02 /K3 ,) — T(3/2,167°n? /K3 ) L
Vn !

{0.5|A|_3/21l{A730} X ’Y(3/27 28776An4/l?§,n)

(€)

| L0253Ks,,
6m\/n

—7(3/2, A2e(n/Kun)? A 2%%4/1?3”))‘

+ 1ia=o}

(16702 /K4 ) — (vV2e(n/Kan)/* A 167302 /KL ,)? }
3

1.0253
+

(r (o, (4m2n/K2, A144n®n* /K )(1 - 471')(115’1‘)/(2772))
- , ,
T (0, (4832720 /K2, A4dnSn* /K5 )(1 — dmxat)) /2))
1.0253
+

™

(r (o, (4n2n/K2, A 14470t /K3 ) /(27T2)) T (o, 1447571 /f(gn)) :
(27)
and A = (1 —4y1 — /Ky, /n)/2.

We now prove (ii). The proof is exactly the same as the one we have used in (i) just above,
except that Lemma B.4(i) is replaced with Lemma B.4(ii). Consequently,

0327}(4 n 1 1 1.0253 bn |fS (u)| inid,noskew
An < . Ta - d ’ ’
B= Ty (12 T 35)2> Tt /u w T2 ()

n

where
C12533K4, 141961 KIS, i

- 167m4n2 (27r)16n8 n (E)

1.0253K 4.,

+7'
6m™n

7,,i2r’1ild,noskeW( ) .

{0.5|A|2]1{A7§0} x (2, 287T6An4/ki§,n)

— 7(27 A(26(n/K4,n)1/2 A 28776n4/k§,n)) ’

(167302 /K2 ,)* — (V2e(n/ Ky n) 4 A 167302/ K2, )4 }

Tgaz
T a=0 A

1.0253 ~ ~
+ (r (o, (4m2n/K2, A144rsnt/KE )(1 — dmxit)) /(27r2)>
- , ,
T (o, (42720 /K2, A14dnSn* /K ) (1 — dmxat]) /2))
1.02 ~ ~ ~
4 10253 (F (0, (4n2n/K2, A 1447r8n4/K§n)/(27r2)) T (0, 14470/ K8 n)) .
- , , ,

(28)

We finally prove (iii). The reasoning is completely analogous to the proof of Theo-
. P —_ 'd
rem A.2.(iii). Leading terms in 5% () (resp. r;?;d’nOSkCW(s)) stem from R, (). This term

2,n
ek ok —inid _ .
appeared in MR (o) and piridnoskew ) and we showed R, (€) = O(n~%/%) in the general
—inid .
case and R,, (g) = O(n=%/?) in the no-skewness case. O
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A.5 Proof of Theorem 3.1 under Assumption 2.2

We use Theorem A.5, proved below, with the choice e = 0.1. Recall that ¢ = 07 /(27) ~ 0.64
where 67 is the unique root in (0,27) of the equation 6% + 20 sin(6) + 6(cos(d) — 1) = 0. Recall
also that a, := 2t1m/n/Ks, A 167r3n2/f?§‘,n, and b, = 167r4n2/f~(§7n.

Theorem A.5 (Alternative one-term Edgeworth expansion under Assumption 2.2). (i) Under

Assumption 2.2, for every e € (0,1/3) and every n > 3, we have the bound

1 1

1
< —40. nl—+——"-—1]+0. - 2
Ang < n {0 327K, (12 4(1 — 38)2> 0 03763(5))\3’”}

1.0253 [ |fs, (t i
n 0 53/ \f&;( )|dt+rud,skeW(8)’ (29)

T 2,n

n

where riziﬂfkew(s) is given in Equation (33) and eg(e) = e /6+<7/(2(1=39))"

(ii) If we further impose E[X3] = 0, the upper bound reduces to

0327K4 n 1 1 1.0253 e fS (t)‘ iid,noskew
— (5 g ’
n (12 * 41— 35)2> T /a ; T 7om (©), (30)

n

A iid,noskew
where ry

(iii) Finally, when Ky, = O(1) as n — oo, we obtain r;ififkew(s) =0(n=5*) and r;ii’n%kew(a) =
O(n=2).

() is given in Equation (34).

We can use this result to wrap up the proof of Theorem 3.1. We set ¢ = 0.1, use the upper
—iid —iid,skew . —iid —iid,noskew .

bound R, (0.1) < R, in the general case (resp. R, (0.1) < R, """ in the no-skewness

case) and compute all the numerical constants depending on . This gives us explicit upper

ek
bounds on 7“’213;3 Y(0.1)

fdskew | 1:2533 K3, 0.3334K%, (A3, 141961 KIS, 4.3394|)\;,| K42
2 " 167min2 16m4n5/2 (27)16p8 (27)12n13/2
. A3l (D(3/2,V0:2(n/ Ky )4 A167°02 /K4 ,) — T(3/2,167°n% /K3 ) | ke
Vvn "
1.0253 x 25/2 K3, |1(3/2,257%n% /K5 ,,) — T(3/2,0.1y/n/(16Ky,,) A 2570 /K3 )|
N , :
3m\/n

1.306(e2,,,(0.1) — €3(0.1)) A3,
n :
36m

(F (O, (47r2n/[~(§7n A 1447r8n4/l?§’n)(1 - 471')(175’1*)/(2772))

1.0253
+

T (o, (4327 K3, A 144n5n* RS, ) (1 — dmxqt)) /2))
1.0253
+

(P (07 (4n’n/ K2, A 144780 /K3 ) /(27r2)) -T (0, 1447r6n4/f?§’n>> . (31)
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iid,noskew (0 1)

and ry

idmoskew _ 12533 K3, 141961 K, i mosken
2.n : 167m4n2 (27r)16n8 n
| 16 1.0253 K3, |0(2,2°7%0Y /K3 ) — T'(2,0.1,/n/(16Ky,,) A 2°7%n* /K3 )|
3™

(F (o, (4rn/K2,, A 14470t /KS ) (1 — dmxat]) /(27r2)>

1.0253

_|_

T (0, (42720 /K2, A14dnSn* /K5 ) (1 — dmxat)) /2))

1.0253
s

+

(r (0, (4n>n/ K3, A 14470 /K3 ) /(2772)) T (0, 14475 /f(gn)) .
(32)

Proof of Theorem A.5. We first prove (i). The proof is similar to that of Theorem A.4 except
that we use Lemma B.4(iii) instead of Lemma B.4(i) (and the second part of Lemma B.3). This

leads to
1.2533  0.3334|A\s,,|  14.1961  4.3394 A3,
A, g < ’ ’
BTt s T YT,
N As,nl (D(3/2,7 AT /m) = T(3/2,T/7)) N 1.0253 /T |f5n(u)\du
vn T JeTAaT/e U
0.327 Ky [ 1 1 1.306 €2, ()3,
SR LU + ’
n 12 4(1 — 3¢)? 36n

1.0253 [T T/ .
+ / ue‘“z/gRﬁd (u,e)du
0

s

- ;3/% J3(3, 7 ANT/m, T [ AT /m, T /7, T>‘
N 1.0253 (F (07 (T1/2 A TQ)(l _ 47TX175’{)/(27T2)) T (07 (t’{2T1/2 A T2/7r2)(1 — 477)@{)/2))
n 1.0;53 (F (O, (TY2 A TQ)/(27r2)) —T (0, T2/(27r2))) .

Using Lemma C.6 instead of Lemma C.5, we arrive at

0.327K,, [ 1 1 1.306e3()A3,,  1.0253 [P |fs, (u)]
App < — 50— > i d
B = n (12 4(1 — 35)2) + 36n L /a w
+ TiQif,;SkeW(E),
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where

C 1.2533K4,  0.3334K%, |As,| 141961 K35, 4.3394|\s,| K12,

iid,skew .
Tom (€) 167402 1674n5/2 (2m)16p8 (27r)12n13/2

Manl(D(3/2,V2e(n) Ky n) /4 AN167%02 /K4 ) — T(3/2,167°n%/K3,))  —iia

+ : —=+ R, (¢)

Jn

1.0253 x 25/2 3, |T(3/2, 257504 /K§ ) — T(3/2,/n/(16K4,,) A 2°n* /K3 )|

+

3my/n

1.306(627n(5) - 63(5)))‘§ n
n ,
36n

(r (o, (4r*n/K3,, A 14470 /K8 ) (1 — dmxat}) /(27r2)>

1.0253
+

-y (o, (42720 /K2, A 144n5n* /K3 ) (1 — dmyat]) /2))
1.0253

(F (O, (47r2n/f~(§,n A 1447r8n4/l~(§7n)/(2772)) -T (O, 14471'677,4/[?;11)) .
(33)

_|_

We now prove (ii). The proof is the same as that of Result (i), except that we use

Lemma B.4(iv) instead of Lemma B.4(iii). We conclude

0327[(4 n 1 1 1.0253 bn |fS (u)| iid,noskew
An < ’ Ta . d . 9
B= (12 4(135)2> L /an Wt )
where
ok ) 12533 K4, 141961 K16, o
2, ' 1674n?2 (27)16p8 "
16 x 1.0253 K3, |T(2,257%0% /K5 ,,) — D(2,61/n/(16K4,,) A 2500t /K§ )|
* 3mn
1.02 ~ ~
4 10253 (r (o, (4n2n/K2, A 14470 /KS )(1 — 47rX1t>;)/(27r2))
-T (o, (42720 /K2, N 144nSn* KS ) (1 — dmyat)) /2))
4 10253 (r (o (4m2n/K2, A 14470t /K ) /(2772)) T (o 1447504 /K3 ))
’ 3,n 3,n ) 3,n .
(34)
We finally prove (iii). Eid(s) is the leading term in both rizi:ifkew(s) and r;iﬂ;n%kew(a). In
the proof of Theorem A.3, Ezd(e) was shown to be of order n=°/% in general and n~2 in the

no-skewness case. O

A.6 Proof of Lemma A.1

Let us denote by “p.v. f ” Cauchy’s principal value, defined by
—x

p.v. ’ f(u)du := lim f(u)du—l—/a f(u)du,

z—0,2>0 /_
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where f is a measurable function on [—a,a]\{0} for a given a > 0. In the following, we use the

following inequalities, which are due to Prawitz (1972)

lim F(y) < 1—1— p.v. /T e_i””“l\I! (E) f(w)du,

Yy, y>a -2 _T T \T
1 R R
. > = —iTu
y—>la¥rg}<zF(y) = +p.v. /_Te T\I/ ( T ) f(u)du.

Note that these inequalities hold for every distribution F' with characteristic function f, without
any assumption. However, they only involve values of the characteristic function f on the interval
[T, T] (independently of the fact that f may be non-zero elsewhere).

Therefore,
T
F(z) — Gy(x) < % +p.v. LT 67””%\1/ (%) flw)du — Gy(x) (35)
r —u
F(z) — Gy(z) > % + p.v. [T 67”“%\1/ (T> fuw)du — G, (z). (36)

Note that the Gil-Pelaez inversion formula (see Gil-Pelaez (1951)) is valid for any bounded-

variation function. Formally, for every bounded-variation function G(z) = [ foo g(t)dt, denoting

the Fourier transform of a given function g by g := fj:; e g(u)du, we have
1 i e —iTU x
G(z) = = + —p.v. e " g(u)du. (37)
2 27 oo

Therefore, applying Equation (37) to the function G,(z) := ®(z) + v(1 — 2?)p(x)/6 whose

(generalized) density has the Fourier transform (1 — viz3/ 6)6*‘”2/ 2 we get

1 too d
Gy(z) = 3 + i p.v./ e (1 - %zu3) e_“2/2;u.

Combining this expression of G, (z) with the bounds (35) and (36), we get

R I | u i V. 5 emu’/2
p.v./ e {T]l{u|<T}‘l! (f) flu)— Py (1 s ) " du

— 00

|F(z) = Gu(2)] <

o [ B ()0 £ - 5
e (B )

where we resort to the triangle inequality and to the fact that the principal value of the integral
of a positive function is the (usual) integral of that function. Combining ¥(—u) = ¥(u) and

f(—u) = f(u) with basic properties of conjugate and modulus, so that

1 —u 1 v, 3 e=(-w?*/2
7 Hl—ui<ny ¥ (T> flo) = g7 (1= Gitw’) ——

—Uu
= %ﬂ{\um}@ (%) Flu) + i (1 + %iu?’) 622/2
[Frveen (o (g
= %ﬂ{ww}‘l’ (%) flu) - i (1 - %uﬁ) E:/Q




Using this symmetry with respect to u, we obtain

Tl u i V. g e~v’/2

|F(x) — Gy(x)| = 2/0 T]l{ugT}‘I’ (T) flu) — Py (1 e ) " du.
By distinguishing the cases u < T and u > T, we obtain
[F(z) — Gu(z)]

u i v e~u’/2 tool v —u*/2
<9 u v (V.3 L V.3
< / —y <T) fu) 5 (1 u ) du—|—2/T - (1 qu ) du
I/ U i v emu/2 1 u

<9 A _ v. 3 To (Y v (V.3
= / T\I](T)f() 27r( 6’“) d“+2/T/7r T\IJ(T)f(u) zw(l GW)

—u?/2

7 (7) 100 g (1 gint) S awez [ [z (7)o
T u?/2
+2[;W

11 v\ e~ teoq |v] e=u’/2
- 177) d 14 W3 du.
T27r( 6 u u+/T 7r< T 6 > U u

We merge the last two terms together as they correspond to the same integrand, integrated from
T/ to +o0.

Lo () #0) - o (1= )

T 400 —u?/2

1 u 1 lv| 5\ e ™/
2 (L d Sl M)
+ /T/WT (T)f(u) u+/T/Tr7T<1+6u> —du

We use the triangle inequality to break the first integral into two parts
1 U 1 U v 2
7V (7) 0 =79 (F) (1 Gint) e
7)W= (g) (Brgi)e
T/m |1 u v 2 i vV, 3\ €
[ ) 0o ()
+ /0 7o \7)\Ftgh)e o U T T

T 400 —u?/2
1 u 1 [v] 5\ e
2 —y (L d Sl M)
" /T/Tr T (T)f(u) u+/T/7r 7T< " 6u> w

We successively split the first term into two integrals, and apply the triangle inequality to break

du

Fa) = Guta)| <2

T/m
F(x) - Gy ()] < 2 / "

the first integral into two parts

|F(z) — Go(2)] 32/;”/# %\p(%) <f( ) — <1+ I”g\ 3) uZ/Z)‘du

+2/Ti:;7r %qf (;ﬂ) <1+ |g‘ 3) —*/2 gy,
w2 7o () e

—u?/2
6 U

+oo q —u?/2
du+/ - (1 + |”|u3> £ du.
T/Tr ™ 6 u

T/m u
9 7\1,(7)
+/0 7 \T 271'

1
+2/ —U
T/m T

u

(7) 1
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B Control of ();_,

B.1 Control of the term 2,

The following lemma enables to control the term €2;. The same control is used in all cases

(i.4.d. and i.n.i.d. cases, Theorems 2.1 and 3.1).

Lemma B.1. For every T > 0, we have

1.2533  0.3334|\3,|  14.1961  4.3394|\; |
Q1 (T, | X3 ,T) < : ’

N A3l (T(3/2, 7 ANT/m) —T(3/2,T /7)) ‘

38
o (33)
Proof. We can decompose Q4 (T,v,7) as
L (T 1 o(T I 3(T I 4(T
O (1/m, T,v) ::%()—&-vx 1’225 )—l- 1’;& )—&-UX%—valm(T)
where
1/71' l 2
LA(T) = T/ 2U(t) — —| e TV /2qy,
’ 0 t
1/m i 5 t3
L o(T) :=T* 20(t) — — | e TV /2 gy
12(7) /0 ®) mt € 6
1 [t —(T1)?/2 T4 T2
L3(T) =T"= ———dt=—T(0, —
13(T) 71'/1/7T t 2m ( ’271'2)’
1 “+o00 5 t2 T3 o0 T3 3 T2
I 4(T) = T‘L/ e T2 gt = / e "Vudu = F<,)
14l T J1/n 6 3V2m Jr2/(2n2) v 3v2r \2'2n?
T/7 1 5 3
Ls(T,7):= 2/ —U(u/T)| e 25 gy
AT /7 6

To compute I; 3 and I 4, we used the change of variable u = (¢tT)?/2 and the incomplete
Gamma function I'(a,z) := f;oo u*le~%du which can be computed numerically using the
package expint (Goulet, 2016) in R. We estimate numerically the first two integrals using the
R package cubature (Narasimhan et al., 2020) and optimize using the optimize function with
the L-BFGS-B method, we find the following upper bounds:

sup I1 1 (T) < 1.2533, sup I1 »(T) < 0.3334,
T>0 T>0
sup I 5(T) < 14.1961, sup I 4(T) < 4.3394,
T>0 T>0

which can be used to bound the first four terms.

By Lemma C.4, we obtain

1
Ls(T,7)= §J1 (3,7 AT /7, T/m,T)
1.0253
372

as claimed. O

IN

(I‘(3/2,T ANT/m) — F(3/2,T/7r)),
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Note that
Lis(T,7)= %Jl (3,7 AT/m,T/m,T)

~ 37V2
- O(nl/%fsﬁ/\/ﬁ,n),

where we apply the asymptotic expansion I'(a,z) = 2% te=®(1 + O((a — 1)/x)) which is valid
for every fixed a in the regime x — oo, see Equation (6.5.32) in Abramowitz and Stegun (1972).

Note that the first term on the right-hand side of (38) is of leading order as soon as

=o(1) and T = T(n) = o(1). Our approach is related to the one used in Shevtsova

(2012), except that we do not upper bound €2 analytically, which allows us to get a sharper

control on this term. To further highlight the gains from using numerical approximations instead
. . 242

of direct analytical upper bounds, we remark that from |\Il( 27rt| < 3 (1 — |t + %) and

some integration steps, we get

1/7 242
(T < T/ (1 —|t] + 71;) e~ (TD*/2 g4
0

1 1 3 . 5/2
— /2 ( (T/ﬂ)_2>+T(€ T/ )2/2_1)4_9\sz v~nN (o) [UP1{0 < U < T/7}]
1 T2 2 7'&'5/2
< v/ — (e TP/ @27 _
< 27r+T<e 1)+9ﬂT2’

whose main term is approximately twice as large as the numerical bound 1.2533 that we obtained
before.

B.2 Control of the term 2,

In this section, we control Q(T") = 2 fll/w | (t)||fs, (Tt)|dt. The control used in Theorem 3.1
comes directly from the upper bound on the absolute value of ¥ (Equation (9)):

1
00(T) < 1.0253/ |fs,, (Tt)|dt.
T /x t

In Theorem 2.1, we derive a bound based on the following lemma.
Lemma B.2. Let t; = 0;/(2w) where 05 is the unique root in (0,27) of the equation 02 +
20sin(0) + 6(cos(0) — 1) = 0 and &, := Ks.,//n. We obtain

t t .
(i / (1) | s, (2t /6, dt < / ()~ (2ri/en)* (=1mxi0)/2g
1/7 1

/T

1
(i) (U(6)] | fs, (2mt/€0)|dt < [ |[W(t)]e™ (FmeosGmD)/&n gy,
29 t]

Proof of Lemma B.2: Applying Theorem 2.2 in Shevtsova (2012) with § = 1, we get for all
u € R

|fSn (u)l < exp (—1/J(U7 671)) ’
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where €, := n_1/2l?3,n, and, for any real u,e >0

u?/2 — x1elul®,  for |u| < 57t
1 — cos(eu
Wluye) = Loos(@w)

€2 ’

0, for |u| > 2me~ 1.

for 07! < |u| < 27e!

)

Therefore,

exp (/2 + xaalul®), for [u] < 07 /én,
fs. ()] < { exp (“;‘H) for 076, < |u] < 2 /¢, (39)
1, for |u| > 2m/&,.

Choosing u = 27t/&,,, multiplying by |¥|, integrating from 1/7 to 1 and separating the two cases

yields the claimed inequalities. (1

Recall that under moment conditions only, we choose T' = 2—” = 2};‘/5 Combining this with
n 3,n
the two inequalities (i) and (ii) of Lemma B.2 yields
1a(T) | 1s(T)

1
W(t Tt)|dt =
[ wlgs, o = 2 22

where

t]

2| w()e~ T O—dmalth gy,

L1 (T) := T4/

1/7

Lro(T) == T? /1 2 (t)]e~ " (1meos(2n0)/(47%) gy
1

Note that the difference in the two exponents of 7" in the above definitions may seem surprising

as these two integrals look similar. However they have very different behaviors since the first one

decays much faster than the second one. In line with Section B.1, we compute numerically these

integrals using the R package cubature (Narasimhan et al., 2020) and optimize them using the

optimize function with the L-BFGS-B method. This gives

sup Ip1(T) < 67.0415, and  sup I o(T) < 1.2187.
>0 T>0

Finally, we arrive at

0,1 =2 [ wio)|fs, (roja < T2, 18T (40)
1
B.3 Control of the term 3
We recall that 7 is defined as 7 = v/2e(n/K4,)"/* (see Equation (10)).
Lemma B.3. Under Assumption 2.1, we have for any € € (0,1/3) and any T > 0,
(T, X o/ Vi, 7) < 02 Bt (112 10 - 3€)z> .
+ 1'0:53 /OTAT/W ue™ /2R (y, ) du, (41)
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where the functions R™MY and ey ,, are defined in Equations (46) and (47) respectively.

Under Assumption 2.2, we have

0.327Kyn [ 1 1 1.306 5.1, (£) A n|?
Qa(T, Ay /1, 7) < o2t Bdm (2 : :
3T AoV 7) < = (12+4(1—35)2> 36n
1.02 AT /7 y
+ 0 53/ ue7"2/2R‘,1Ld(u,5)du, (42)
T 0

where the functions R4 and ey, are defined in Equations (56) and (57) respectively.

Proof of Lemma B.3:
First, assume that Assumption 2.1 holds. Lemma C.1 enables us to write

2 ; 3
fs,(Tt) — e~ (T1)?/2 <1 B M(?) >’dt

AT /7
(T, N /0, 7) = / w(t))

0

2

K4n 1 1 €1 n({f) |/\3n
< 2 —_t — 4 T/m, T : —_— T/m, T
" <12+4(1_3€)2>J1( ,0,7 A /ﬂ', )+ 36 " J1(6,0,T/\ /ﬂ', )

) AT /7

+ 7 (@ (/D) 2R (u,2)du,
0

where the function J; is defined in Equation (66). Using Equation (C.4), we obtain the bounds
J1(4,0,400,T) < 0.327 and J1(6,0,400,T) < 1.306. Besides, by the first inequality in (9), we
get

0.327K47n<1 1 > 1.306€1 () [Agn |

Q3(T, A3.n /v, 7) < -
3(T A/ V7)< n 12+4(1—35)2 36 n

1. 2 T/\T/Tr o
+ 0 53/ ue*UQ/QRg“d(u,s)du.
™ 0

showing Equation (41) as claimed.

Assume now that Assumption 2.2 holds. The integrand of I 1(T") can be upper bounded
thanks to Lemma C.2. We obtain

e2.n(€)| A3 n?

36n

L,
12 7 4(1 - 3¢)?

J1 (6,0, 7 AT /m,T)

Ky,
Qs3(T, Agn/vn,7) < = ( > J1 (4,0, 7 AT /7, T) +
n
) TAT /7 ) .
+ = / 1O (u/T)|e” /2R (u, £)du.
T Jo
This completes the proof of Equation (42). O

B.4 Control of the term 4

In this section, we bound the fourth term of Equation (8), which is

b
Qy(a,b,T) := 2/

1 —u?
P [ - et a,

for f = fs,. We prove a bound on Q4(v2e(n/Ky,)"* AT /7, T/x, T) under four different sets

of assumptions.

Lemma B.4. Let —co < a#b< +o0o andT > 0. Then
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(i) Under Assumption 2.1, we have

KB,n
|Q4(a,b,T)} S 3\/ﬁ

where Jy is defined in Equation (67).

Jo(3,a,b,2v/n/ K3, T)|,

(ii) Under Assumption 2.1 and assuming E[X?] = 0 for alli =1,...,n, we get the improved

bound
K4 n -~
|Q4(a, b7 T)| < 37;/ J2 (47 a, ba 2\/E/K3,na T)’v
(i1i) Under Assumption 2.2, we have
[Qu(a,b,7)] < D32 J5(8,a,b, 21/ K 0, T,
— 3\/ﬁ k)

where Js is defined in Equation (68).

(iv) Under Assumption 2.2 and assuming E[X?] =0 for all i = 1,...,n, we get the improved
bound
K
Qu(a,b,T)| < %

; J3(4,a,b,2v/n/ K3, T)|.

Remark that if a < b, the four inequalities hold without absolute values since 4 and J, are
then non-negative.
Proof of Lemma B.4(i). Let t € R. As in the proof of Lemma 2.7 in Shevtsova (2012) with

0 = 1, using the fact that for every i = 1,...,n, we have
207 207 3(E[| X;°] + E[| X;i]]o?
i U 01 s (222 ) ) (2 4 B ¥ BLIIO)
so that
07| 20} 2 xaltP XL (EIXi)] + E[Xi]]o?)
2 - t “5[2 2 "5 " 3
‘fsn(t)—e t/2‘<; fPXi(BTL)_e 282|282, 2 B

2o?|  xiltPKs, t20?

n v _

— =+
=S foi(Bi)—e 2B2 |, 2 vn  2BZ

i=1

By Equation (49), we have max;<;<, 0 < B2 x (K4,/n)'/? so that we obtain
202 12 xi|tPKs, 2 [Kin
o] o VTR PR v SR
fout) = e R <37 o () —e 2Pile v "
i=1 "\ By

Applying Lemma 2.8 in Shevtsova (2012), we get that for every variable X such that E[|X]?] is
finite, | f(t) — e=7*’| < E[|X|?] x |t|*/6. Therefore,

B VK[| X 3] 2 xtPKs 2 [K,
t) — t2/2’ < § 2 t oA TRen 7 )
Tsn(t) —e =~ Z. 6B3 [t exp | =5 + N

Kgn 3 tz X1|t‘3f€3n t2 K4n
¢ b — d . 43
6\/ﬁ| | exp( 2 vn 2V n (43)

38




Integrating the latter equation, we have

2 b
4(a,b, = — u s (u — e 2| gy,
Qo T)| = | [ 190/ |15, ()
K3,n / |Q(U/T)|uge + U3X1I?3,n + U2 K4,n d'LL
< | ——— il
ENGT Pl NG A
K., b 3 u? dux1 K3, Kin
= J W (u/T ——(1 : d
syt | /. [P/ Dlu exP( 2( Y em n )
Ks.,
= ﬁ J2(3,a,b,T)|, (44)
as claimed.

Proof of Lemma B.4(ii). This second part of the proof mostly follows the reasoning of the first
one, with suitable modifications.
First, using a Taylor expansion of order 3 of fp,, around 0 (with explicit Lagrange remainder)

and the inequality |e=® — 1+ x| < 22/2, we can claim for every real ¢

4. 444 4,
Py ot
24 '8 6

Reasoning as in the proof of Lemma 2.7 in Shevtsova (2012) with 6 = 1, we obtain

2 = thy; t2 Xl\t|3f~(3n t? Ky,
fo, ()= e 12 < 30 Dty (L 2l K R
‘ 2~ 6B2 2 N oV n
K4n 4 t2 Xl‘ﬂSIA{Sn t2 K4n
< 77t - ) R ) .
= T6n eXp( et m T2V

Plugging this into the definition of I3 »(T), we can write

‘fpxi (t) _ e—tzof/Q‘ S

b
Q4(a,b,T) %/ | (u/T)| ’fsn(u),effm‘du’

K4n b 4 ’LL2 Xl‘UPIA{’Sn ’LL2 K4n
< : )\ T AT aen 7 J d
_3nT/a|(u/ Jlwhexp | =5+ = 2= |

Jo (4, a,b,T), (45)

< K4,n
- 3n

as claimed.

Proof of Lemma B./(iii). Under the i.i.d. assumption, we can prove that, for every real ¢,

_ K3 t2 X1|t|3[?3 t2
t) — 2/2| o D3n 3 g Al ey 7
o) =] < Gotupexp G4 MEZen 1 )

following the method of Lemma B.4(i). Multiplying by |¥(¢)| and integrating this, we get the
claimed inequality.

Proof of Lemma B.4(iv). This can be recovered using the same techniques as in the proof of
Lemma B.4(ii). O

In Section 3, we want to give improved bounds that uses the tail behavior of fg, via the
integral [ |fs, (u)|u~'du. Therefore, the following lemma is used to control €4 in Theorem 3.1.
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Lemma B.5. Let T = 167r4n2/f~(§’n. Then,

Ou(V2e(n) K1)V AT 7, T/, T) < ‘94(\/%(71/1(4,”)1/4 AT/m, TV )z AT/, T)’
1.0253
+

(r (o, (TY2 AT?)(1 - 47TX1t;)/(27r2)) T (0, (t2TY2 A T2 /7?)(1 — 4ﬂX1t’;)/z))

1.0253 /T/ m | fs,, (u)] "
t

1.0253
+
T

(F <07 (T2 A T2)/(27r2)) -T (O,T2/(2ﬂ-2>)) +— e U

Note that the first term of this inequality will be bounded by Lemma B.4. The second
and fourth terms decrease to zero faster than polynomially with n (see Abramowitz and Stegun
(1972) and the discussion at the end of Subsection B.1). Finally, the term containing the integral
of u™t|fs, (u)| is the dominant one and allows us to use the assumption on the tail behavior of

fs, to obtain Corollaries 3.2 (é.n.i.d. case) and 3.3 (i.i.d. case).

Proof of Lemma B.5: We decompose {1y in two parts

T/7 1

\Il(u/T)‘ ’fsn (u) — e 2| du

(V2= Ku) AT/ T/ T) =2 =

V2e(n)Kysn ) /ANT

< |U(V2e(n/Ky )Y AT /7, TV )2 AT )7, T)| + Qu(TY* )5 AT /7, T/7,T).

Note that the second term of this inequality can be bounded as

Q4(T1/4/7T A T/ﬂ-v T/TF, T) < J4(T) + J5(T) + ']1 (Oa T1/4/7T7 T/7T7 T)a

o [HTYIAT/m 9 tEAT3/4 [ " i
Ju(T) = (/T s, ()l du = 757 | W (o/ T3 | fs,, (TY/40) | do,

T T4 /7 ANT /70 /aNT3/4 /7
2 T/ﬂ'
5T =7 [ 9 (/T s, () o,
tyTYANT /7
2 [T/7 >
J(0,TY* )7, T /7, T) = = / |U(u/T)|e™™ /2du.
T TY4 /7 T /7

By the first inequality of Equation (39) and our choice of T, we know |fs, (T"/*v)| can be
upper bounded by exp(—T"/2v?(1 — 4mx1|v])/2) when v € [1/7,t;]. Using the properties of
u+— U(u) in Equation (9), the fact that 1 — 47y t; > 0 and a change of variable, we get

(W (v/T3 ) ez~ A-amall gy
JmANT3/4 /7

J4(T) <

) /tIAT3/4/7T _T1/2v2
- 4
T3/ 1

tAT3/4 I 12,2
< 10253/ U_le_TTv(l—MertI)dv
1

m JmANT3/4 /7
1.0253/ EEREETA)
= v e v
T 7r‘1‘/1—47rX1t;‘(T1/4/\T)

ute "du

™

1.0253 /(tT2T1/2/\T2/W2)(147TX1tI)/2
(

T2 AT2)(1—dmx1t])/(2n2)

- 1'0353 (F (0, (T2 AT?) (1~ 47r><1t’{)/(27r2)) - (07 (T2 AT /7)1~ 4”X1q>/2)) '
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To control J5(T), we use Equation (9) to write

1.0253 [T/™
J5(T) < / w s, ()| du.
t

m TTY/ANT /7

To control J;(0,T*/* /7, T/, T), we use Equation (9) and a change of variable

1.0253 [T/™
J1(0,TY* )7, T /7, T) < 0 53/ e 2y
0 TY4 /7 T/

1.02 T2/(27%)
_ 10 53/ u e du
m (TY/2AT2)/(272)

B 1.0:53 (F (0’ (TY2 A T2)/(27r2)) -T (0,T2/(27r2))) .
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C Technical lemmas
C.1 Control of the residual term in an Edgeworth expansion under
Assumption 2.1
For e € (0,1/3) and t > 0, let us define the following quantities:

Urin(t) + Ui an(t)

inid (4 ) .—
R (¢ e) 2(1—3¢)?
BER, (1 Pua(e) \* | [ PenlEan (1 Piale)
+61,n(5)< 52 <24+ 2(1—35)2> LTE <24+2(1—35)2> ’
(46)
144 + 48¢ + 4% + {96v/2¢ + 32 + 16v2%/2} 1{Fi € {1,...,n} : E[X}] # 0}
le(&) = 576 ’
1 2P (e
oo (2 (5 + 17255 “”

Uuinlt) = o (Kan )"y 2 (Kan
Lo U 242\ n )

L |t‘5 K4,n 5/ tﬁ K4,n 8/2 |t|7 K4,n 7/ . . 3
Ul,z,n(t)._<6 . T I 1{3ie{1,...,n} E[X}] #£0}.

(48)

We want to show the following lemma:

Lemma C.1. Under Assumption 2.1, for everye € (0,1/3) and t such that |t| < v/2e(n/Kyn)'4,
we have

_t2 Zt3>\3 42 t4K4 1 1 61(5)‘t|6|>\3 |2 ini
1) — 1— N < t°/2 O N inid t )
fsn(t) —e™2 ( 6y/n >‘—e { 8n <3+(1—35)2>+ 7o R (5e)

Proof of Lemma C.1: Remember that v; := E[X}], 0; := /E[X?], B, := y/>_i_; E[X}] and
Kypi=n"tY" E[X/ (n_lBTQL)Q. Applying Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we get

n
1/2 2 12
< AR . _
1glja<xn UJ - 1rélj'a§Xn ’YJ - (2;/7-7> BTL(K4an/n) ) (49)
3/4
< - B3 3/4
1Iilja<x ]EHX | } HlaX 7 <nyj) Bn(K4’n,/n) , (50)
and
n
< : = 4 .
1glja<xn i Z; Vi = BaKan/n (51)
J:

Combining (49), (50) and (51), we observe that for every ¢ € (0,1) and ¢ such that [¢| <

\/E(n/Kﬁl,n)l/Ll»

o?t?  E[|XP] x|ttt
J J J <
12550 { o5z © 6B3 + 24B4 ( = 5. (52)
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As we assume that X; has a moment of order four for every j = 1,...,n, the character-
istic functions ( fpx, )j=1,...n are four times differentiable on R. Applying a Taylor-Lagrange
expansion, we get the existence of a complex number 6, ; () such that |6y ;,(t)| < 1 and

ojt? EXFIE 01 ()t

t
Ujn(t) = t/By) —1=—J_ _ : 7
sn(t) = frx; (¢/Bn) 2B2 652 | 24B1

foreveryt € Rand j =1,...,n. Let log stand for the principal branch of the complex logarithm
function. For every ¢ € (0,1/3) and ¢ such that [t| < v2e(n/K4,)"*, Equation (52) shows
that |U;,(t)] < 3e < 1, so that we can use another Taylor-Lagrange expansion. This ensures
existence of a complex number 65 ; ,,(t) such that |05 ;,(t)] < 1 and

Ujn(t)?
lo t/By)) =log(1+U;n(t) =U,;n(t) — 3 .
g(foj( / )) g( s ( )) J ( ) 2(1 ¥ 927j,n(t)Uj,n(t))2
Summing over j = 1,...,n and exponentiating, we can claim that under the same conditions on

t and ¢,

B 2 Zt)\gn Oin)y < n(t)?
fs(t) =exp | =5 — Z 2484 Z 1+92,J, (OUjn(t))?

A third Taylor-Lagrange expansion guarantees existence of a complex number 603 ,,(¢) with mod-

1 t Kan |Ujn (1) h th
ulus at most exp | —z,; —1—2] 1 1502, w0, n@F | Suc that

2 it )\ 0 Z Ujn(t)?
) = t?/2 1 _ 3 3 n Y1,5m\") V5 Jm
fs. (B =e Z 2434 ; 2(1+ 03,0 (U (1))?

93,n(t) Zt )\3 n 91 J n ’}/j n t)2
L Z 2411 Z 1+92,J, OU;n(0)?

Using the triangle inequality and its reverse version, as well as the restriction on |¢| < v/2e(n/ Ky ,)'/4,

we can write

> i3\ > t4 Ky 1 =
e t2 (1 1 A3n < o—t/2 n U ()2
fSn,() e < 6\/% >e€ X 2n +2(1_3€)2;| J,n()

1 g2 1 - L3 Ns.n| 4K 1 - 2
Soxp (ot s > U () o = Uin®)I*) -
+yen (5 s 9) (0 ) x (1l £ + gy 0o Ui

(53)
We now control Z?=1 |Ujn(t)|?>. We first expand the squares, giving the decomposition
n 4 4 6\ 3712 8
Z|U' t)|2_t Z] 105 +t Zj:l |]E[XJH +t Z] 1%
£ [7om ABX 366 24238
Itl > 05 |E[XF]] N O oty 1T By (54)
683 24 B8 72B7

Using Equations (49)-(51), we can bound the right-hand side of Equation (54) in the following

manner

t4z_y 10—;1 < t4K4,n
4B = 4n 7
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. 17J+t8zy i e 8 (Kyn 3/2+£ Kyp
24B8 20285~ 24

and

[t 25—y o [BIXFN #0305 [BIXFIP 17320 [BIX Ty

6B5 3685 72B7

P [ Kan "t (Kan\Y?HT (Kan .

L ) R el i ’ 1{3ie1,. E[X
_<6 n T35\ n A {3ie{L,...n}: #0}
= U1727n(t). (55)

4
Moreover, we have Z?Zl Ujn(t)? < ”(%Pul(@ under our conditions on € and ¢. Combining
Equation (53), the decomposition (54) and the previous three bounds, and grouping similar
terms together, we conclude that for every ¢ € (0,1/3) and ¢ such that || < v/2e(n/Ky )",

2 i3\
ol - (1= 22|

6y/n
4 6 2
S e_t2/2 t K4,n 1 + 1 . + el,n(€)|t| ‘)\3,n| + Ul,l,n(t) + U1,22,n(t)
8n 3 (1-3¢) 2n 2(1—3e¢)

KL, (1 Puae) \* | [ PanlKan (1 Pinle)
+ew<€>< 202 (24+2(135)2> MTETE (24+2<13>> ’

where e ,(g) 1= exp (62 ( + %fl 35()5))) . Combining this with the definition of RIMd(¢, ¢) fin-

ishes the proof. [J

C.2 Control of the residual term in an Edgeworth expansion under
Assumption 2.2

Lemma C.1 can be improved in the i.i.d. framework. To do so, we introduce analogues of
Rinid(t ¢), Py ,,(¢), e1.n(€) and Uy 2, (¢) defined by

2
Ryd(t,e) := LPERION +e2,n(5)<ts (K4’" + ! + PQ’"(E)) )

2(1 — 3¢)2 8n2 \ 12 T 4(1—3¢)2 ' 576(1 — 3¢)2

|t|7|)‘3 nl (Kan 1 Py ()
: : : , (56
T T2 T aa =302 T a6l — 302 (56)

Py () := 96f|A3 nl 48 Ky, 1z 325)‘12%,7; 16\/§K‘1’/7?|)\3’”|63/2 + 462K4’n
el (K, 1/4 nl/4) i (Kypnn)t/? 3/ no
1 1 2P; n(e)
2 2,n
(6 e 1 , 57
e2.n(€) exp (5 <6 + 2(1 — 3¢)2 + 576(1 — 35)2>) (57)
Vaan(t) o TPl | OKin 100 7 Kanldsal | K,
22T s/ 24n2 " 36n2 72n5/2 576n3
Note that 2 (e)
2e Pgm £
20 = es0) o (7525
where

63(5‘) — 652/6+52/(2(1735))2' (58)
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Lemma C.2. Under Assumption 2.2, for everye € (0,1/3) and t such that |t| < v/2e(n/Kyn)'4,

2 it3>\3 2 t4K4 1 1
t)—e T (1- )| < e t/2 2o —
foul) =% (1T )| < o { o (5 )
() +ﬂ%@}

2n
Proof of Lemma C.2: This proof is very similar to that of Lemma C.1. We note that B, =
o+/n. As before, using two Taylor-Lagrange expansions successively, we can write that for every
€ € (0,1/3) and ¢ such that [t < \/Qe:n/Ki’/;L

Ul,n(t)2

IOg(fPXn (t/B”)) = Ul’n(t) N 2(1 + 92 n(t)Ul n(t))z’

where

2 idgnt® O, (0) Kyt
Uinlt) = - - Dol AnlORanl
2n  6n3/ 24n
and 6 ,,(¢t) and 65 ,(t) are two complex numbers with modulus bounded by 1. Using a third

Taylor-Lagrange expansion, we can write that for some complex 63 ,,(t) with modulus bounded
4 2
by exp <K4’"t + 2lbn @) ) , the following holds

24n 2(1-3¢)2
2 itz 1Ky 01.0(t Uy n(t)?
fo,(t) =e T (1 2%n | D04 1t nUn(t) 5
6vn 24n 21 + 0. ()Ur (1))
L O3.n(t) [ it*A3n i t* Ky nb1n(t) nU (1) ’
2 6v/n 24n 2(1 4 62, (t)Ur n(1))? '

Using the triangle inequality and its reverse version in addition to the condition |¢t| < v/2e(n/ Ky, )'/4,
we obtain

2 'tg)\ 2 t4K4 TLUl (t)Q
£ — et /2 1— 1 3,n < ot /2 n n
fsn(t) —e ( 6v/n )| =° 2dn | 2(1 - 30)

1 €2 n|Upn(t))? 3 Asm| 3 Ksn Ui (62
toew ( 6 Ta0-37) *\ovn T 2an T20-302) Jo Y
)? a

We can decompose nUy (1 2

nUyn(t)? = A L D T 0 (O A RN L O D B A o 8
’ 4n 6n3/2 24n? 36n2 72n5/2 576n3
=Usz,2,n(t)
t4 1 P2 n(E)
< — (= ! . 60
=% <4 BT (60)

Combining Equations (59) and (60) and grouping terms, we conclude that for every ¢ € (0,1/3)
and ¢ such that |t| < v/2e(n/K)'/4,

2 i3\
ol - (1222

o t22) B Ban (1 L\ en@fX,  Ussn()
- 3 72n 2(1 — 3¢)2

B (Kin 1 P 2
12 4(1 —32)2  576(1 — 3¢)?

7 s K4,n + 1 + PQ,TL({':)
12032 \ 12 T 4(1—3¢)2 " 576(1—32)2 ) | [
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C.3 Bound on integrated R and R4
C.3.1 Bound on integrated R4

Our goal in this section is to compute a bound on

—ini 1.0253 [ .
Rn d(a) = / ueiu2/2Rlﬁlld(u, E)du = Al (TL, 5) +-+ A7(n7 5)7
0

™
where
1.0253 [ Kin\*?
Aq(n,e) = W/ ue™ /234 < :; ) du,
3027 J,
1.0253 [ _apud (Kin\?
Az(n,e) := m/@ ue™"/ BYP) ( " du,
1.0253 © s’ (Kyn ‘ ;
As(n,€) :2(1—36)27T/0 we U /2 < ; > u><]l{EIZE{l,...,n}:E[X?];éO},
1.0253 2 epul (K,
Ay(n,e) ::m/o ue /2 ( > dux 1{3i€{1,..,n}:E[X}]#0},
As(n, c) = ﬂ/mue u /2“ K4" 7/4du>< 1{3i € {1,...,n} : E[X?] #0}
VST 50 = 3e)2n s ’
1.0253¢1 1 (e) / o 8K4 " Pia(e) \
Ag(n,e) 1= ——oodnlE) w2 ) d
() . o 2n? 24 T —sez) M
1.0253e1 ., (¢) /°° w2 oW A Kap (1 Py n(e)
A ittt LA A wr/22 128nl24n 2 TLnlE) ) g
7(n,¢) 7 o 6n3Z  \21 2132 )"
where
(e 144 + 48e + 46 + {96v/2¢ + 32¢ + 16v2e%/2} 1 {3i € {1,...,n} : E[X?] # 0}
1,n\E) = ’

576
e1n() 1= exp <s2 <é + m» .

Lemma C.3. For any p > 0, f0+°° wPe—%" /2y = 2(p_1)/2F((p + 1)/2),

Proof. We use the change of variable v = u?/2, u = v/2v, dv = udu, du = dv/+/2v, so that
+o0 +oo too
/ WPy :/ o(P=1)/2,)(P=1)/2 =0 gy 2<p—1)/2/ WP=D2e=0 gy,
0 0 0

and, by definition of I'(*), this is equal to 2(P~Y/2D'((p + 1)/2) as claimed.

By Lemma C.3, we get the following equalities

1.0253 Kin\*? _
A = . 27=1/2p(8/2
1(n¢) 48(1 — 3¢)2nm ( n ) % (8/2),
1.0253 Kin\* 012
Az(n.8) = S o0 —aer ( n ) 2 r(10/2),
C L0253 (Kaa " 61 ) us
Az(n,e) = 201 — 3% < " > 2 [(7/2) x 1{3i € {1,...,n} : E[X]] # 0},
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_1.0253 Kin " o1)2 . o3
Ag(n,e) = (1 3) < " > 2 I'(8/2) x 1{3i € {1,...,n} : E[X]] # 0},

1.0253 Kin\"" 512 . 5

= = 2 F . . ;
As(n,e) (1 3% ( m ) 2 (9/2) x 1{3i € {1,...,n} : E[X]] #£0},

1.0253¢1.,,(¢) ( Kan 1 Pia(e) \°. (o
A — 5 s 7 _ - Ln\~) 2(9 1)/21‘\ 1 2
6(,¢) o n 24 T 2(1—3¢)2 (10/2),

1.0253e1 1 (€) Aan|Kan (1 | Piale)
o n32 \24 " 2(1 - 3¢)2

Az(n,e) = >2(9—1)/21“(10/2).

When skewness is not ruled out, RZ“ (€) can be written as a polynomial in n with coefficients
ar,n that still depend on n but only through the moments A3, and K4, (and are therefore

constant when the distribution of the observations is fixed with the sample size)

Einid _ain(e) | aza(e) | azn(e) | asn(e)
n (8)= nb/4 n3/2 n7/4 n2

1.0253 x 2(6=D/21(7/2) 54

an(e) = 12(1 — 3¢)% 4n
a1 n(e) "R 10435 K51
1.0253K"7 1.0253K3/?
n_ o(7-1)/2 mTTT AN o5(7-1)/2
agn(e) = 8039 2 r'(8/2) + 72( — )27r2 ['(8/2)
1.0253e; 1, (€)| A3, | Kam Py (e) (9-1)/2
: |24, : 2 I'(10/2
+ 6 24 " 2(1 — 3¢)2 (10/2)
asn(e) "R L1101K/? 4 8.2383| Mg | X Ko
1.0253K,/%
N — 7T AR 5(8-1)/2p(9/9
9T 11— 30)2n /2)
azn(e) R 0.6087K I/
1.0253 K7 1.0253¢e1 ,(e) K2, / 1 Py ()
= n__90=1/2p(10/2 : n n
14n(€) = 3 51— 3e)m (10/2) + o 24 " 2(1-3¢)2

ain(e) RS9

(61)

2
) 200=D/2p(10/2)

When E[X?] = 0 for every i, which implies A3, = 0, simplifications occur so that we get

—inid al,n(g) GQ,H(E)
Rn (5) = 77,3/2 + ’/l2
1.0253 /2
() = 1023 sz o1 (g
©wnl®) = J1-3eym (372,
a1 (e) "R 0.6661K3/7
1.0253
a27n(€) — Ki7n2(9—1)/21-\(10/2)

242 x 2(1 — 3e)?w

1.0253e10(e) .y (1 Pin(e) \° (9-1
2U29Cn(E) o (1 TAmlE) ) 5(9-1)/21(1(/9
+ o 24 2(1 — 3¢)2 (10/2)

azn(e) TR 6.1361K2,,
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C.3.2 Bound on integrated Ri,id

Our goal in this section is to compute a bound on

Eirild(f) = 1'07353 /000 we 2RIy, e)du = Ay(n,e) + - - + Az(n,e),
where
Ai(nye) = % /OOO ue—""/2 122\;/721 du,
Zz(n,e) = % /0C>O w212 U;f;n du.
As(n,e) := % /O00 ue—u"‘/zugé\j;du,
Ai(n,9)i= g | T et iabanly,
Aolme) = 1.07353 /O°° ue_u2/2€2’"(6)8u% <K14; * 4(1 _135)2 + 57521’7:(8?35)926[“’
= B [t el (S s )

By Lemma C.3, we get

_ 10253 Azl om0
Ai(n,e) = 2(1 — 3e)2m Gnarz > L@/2),

Ayn.e) = 5 ffm?i?;% ;6%;2(7_1)/2”8/2)’
As(n,e) 10253 K%, 200-1/21(10/2),

= 2(1 — 3¢)27 576n3

. 1.0253 1 (K, 1 Pon(e) \° o
i _ . : : 20-1/2p(10/2
6(,¢) = eenlEgs ( 12 T a1—397 T 576(1 — 30)2 (10/2),

~ 1.0253 ‘)\3n| K4 n 1 PQAn(E) _
A = n : ’ ' 28-1/21(9/2). (63
rnie) = ——e2nle) 5,57 ( 12 T A(1—32)2 576(1—32)° (9/2). (63)

. . s —iid
When skewness is not ruled out and K, = O(1), the previous equalities show that R, (¢)

is of order n=3/2 for any ¢ € (0,1/3). When A3, = 0, we get an improved rate equal to n~2.

In our main theorems, we set ¢ = 0.1. In that case, we can get two explicit bounds? on
iid . —iid,sk .
R,°(0.1). When skewness is not ruled out, the bound R, " can be written as:

—iidskew  0.06957[ A3 | 0.6661Ky, = 0.4441X3,  0.6087|\3,| x Ky, = 0.2221K7,
R, T nlb + 2 + 2 + n2-5 + n3

0.1088K%, 13321K,, 03972s,| x K075 0.04441K}3
+ + n2-25 + n25

+ e (e, n) x (

n? n2

2Bounds instead of equalities in the sense that we round up to the fourth digit the obtained numerical constants.
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0.02961K%-5 x A2 0.006620|As.,,| x K125  0.0003701K2,  4.0779
+ : oy U S

n25 n2-75 n3 n2
24316\ A3 0| x K0 02719K95  0.1813K,0° x A, 0.1216[A3,| x K925
+ n2.25 + n2.5 + Tl2'5 + n2.75
0.002266K 4,  0.3625/X3.,|2 x K; 0% 0.05404|\3.,| x K; 207 x A3, 0.01209|\3.,]> x K9,
+ 3 -+ ’ 2.5 : + 2.75 : -+ 3 :
n n- n- n
0.002027| A3, | X K37 0.004531K4, 0.006042K9, x A2,  7.552 x 107°K}3
+ 3.25 : + 3 -+ 3’ —+ 3.5 7
ne- n n ne
0.002014K, ) x Af,  0.0009006|As.p| x K, 2 ?° x A3, 5.035 x 107°K9-5 x A3,
+ TL3 + n3‘25 + n3.5
0.0001007| A3 |? X K95 1.126 x 1075| X3 | x Kf2° 3147 x 1077KZ,,  0.2983|\3.| X K4
+ n3‘5 + n3.75 + n4 + n1‘5
1.8261|A3,,|  0.5445|A3 [ x K% 0.06087|As | X K§5  0.04058| A3, | x Ky x A,
1.5 : + 1.75 7 + 2 —+ 2 : :
n- n- n n
0.009074|A3 5 |* x K§-2° 0.0005073| A3, | X Ky.n
+ n2-25 + n2-5 ’ (64)

—iid,noskew

Absent skewness, the bound R, is defined below.

R

n

—iidnoskew  0.6661K,,  0.2221K7 0.1088K3%,  1.3321K,, 0.04441K}3
= — + — + ez n(e,n) X — + — + 2

n2 n3 n2 n2 n25

N 0.0003701K7 ,, N 4.0779  0.27T19K{7 N 0.002266 K4 ,

n3 n2 n25 n3
0.004531K,, 7.552 x 105K} 3147 x 10~ 7K2,
+ i et — ). (65)
n ne: n

The quantity ez, (0.1) that appears in the two previous expressions can be upper bounded
by
e2,,(0.1) < exp (0.0119 + 0.000071 x P, ,,(0.1)),

where P»,,(0.1) itself satisfies

Py, (0.1) <

42.9326\5.0] |, o (K V23263, 0.7156Ki7/f\)\37n|+0_04}{47n
iy T e T .

C.4 Bounding incomplete Gamma-like integrals

For every p > 1,0 <1[l,m < q and T > 0, we define Jy, Jo, and J3 by

1 M 2
Kot )= 1 [ /D) we (66)
1
1 m U,2 4X1 K4n
T)i=— | |W(u/T)u? S N S S A .
Bt . T)i= 1. [ 190/ Tl exp< g (1 B ) o
1 /m u? 4y 1
T)i== [ |W(u/T)u? Y . c By .
It .7 = 1. [ 190/ exp< 5 (1 n))du (69)

We show now that all these integrals can be bounded by differences of incomplete Gamma

functions.
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Lemma C.4. We have
1.0253 x 2P/272|T(p/2,m?/2) — T(p/2,1%/2)|

™

|J1(palam7T)| <

Proof of Lemma C.4. Without loss of generality, we assume [ < m. By the first inequality in (9),

we get

2
1.0253 [™ > 1.0253 (™2 —po1 _ dv
Ji(p,l,m,T) < wP e Py = V22U eTl'—
i )< 21 /l 27 12/2 V2v

2-2 ,m?/2
~1.0253 x 2v/ / / P2y,
l

™ 2/2

where we used the change of variable v = u?/2, dv = udu, so that du = dv/+/2v. The proof is
completed by recognizing that the last integral can be written as a difference of two incomplete

Gamma functions. O

Lemma C.5. Let A := (1 —4x1 — \/K4,/n)/2 and y(a,z) := [ [v|*"! exp(—v)dv. We have

1.0253 IAI7P/2|y(p/2, Am?) — v(p/2,AI?)|  if A#0
|J2(p7l>m7q’T)‘ S X
4 (2/p) - (mP —17) if A=0

Proof of Lemma C.5. Without loss of generality, we assume [ < m. Using the first inequality
in (9) and the fact that 0 < u/q < 1 when u € [I,m], we get

1.02 m 2 Kan
JQ(]),Z,’ITL,(],T) < 0 53/ uplexp<u<14X1 4, >>du
27 ! 2 n
We can then write

1.02 m 1.02 m
Jo(p,l,m,q,T) < (2)7T53/l upflexp(fUQA)du: (2)7T53/z upflexp(7u2|A|sign(A))du.

If A # 0, we do the change of variable v = u?A, dv = 2Audu, u = \/v/A, du = (2vvA) " Ldv,
and get

IN

1.02
T, 7) < 252 [ (0/8)7 D exp (—v) (2vol) Hdw
m (A2, Am?2]

1.0253 _ _
= / (Iol/|A)#= D 2 exp (= o) (v/IelJA]) " do
0 [Al2, Am?]

1.0253
= |A|_p/27/ [u|P/2 e dv,
4 [AI2 , Am?]

where we remarked that v/A > 0 in the sense that either A > 0 and in this case v > 0 as well;
or A <0 and v <0 as well. Finally, we get

2
|A|7P/2 x fAAlZL lv[P/2~te=vdv if A >0
A[7P/2 5 [AE [pfp/2=le=vdy if A <0
2 [["vP~tdv ifA=0

1.0253
X
47

JQ(pa l7 m,q, T) <
If A # 0, the bound can be rewritten as

—p)2 1.0253
47

J2(p,1,m,q,T) < |A| [v(p/2,Am?) — v(p/2, AI%)|. O
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Lemma C.6. Ifn > 3, then

1.0253 x 2%7/272|T(p/2,m?/8) — I'(p/2,1%/8)|

|J3(p,1,m,q,T)| < .
s

Proof of Lemma C.6. Without loss of generality, we assume [ < m. Using the first inequality
in (9), we get

1.0253 [™ 27y .
JS(p7lam7q7T) < 0 53/ uplexp<u2(1><1u)>du
l n

2T

We bound u/q, by 1, so that

1.0253 [™ 2 1
Js(p,l,m,q,T) < / up_lexp<—u(l—4)<1—)>du.
2 1 2 n

Note that 1 — 4x; — 1/n > 1/4 when n > 3. When this is the case, using the same change of

variable and computations, we get the same result as for the previous lemma. [

C.5 Statement and proof of Proposition C.7

A bound on the tail of the characteristic function is nearly equivalent to a regularity condition
on the density. We detail this in the following proposition. The first part of this proposition is
taken from (Ushakov, 2011, Theorem 2.5.4) (see also Ushakov and Ushakov (1999)).

Proposition C.7. Let p > 1 be an integer, () be a probability measure that admits a density q

with respect to Lebesgue’s measure, and fq its corresponding characteristic function.

1. If q is (p — 1) times differentiable and ¢P=Y) is a function with bounded variation, then

Vari[g®?— 1]
< —
(] < VLT,

where Vari[y] denotes the total variation of a function 1.

2. If t — [t~ fo(t)] is integrable on a neighborhood of +oc, then q is (p — 1) times differ-

entiable.

Remark that the existence of C' > 0 and 8 > 1 such that |fo(t)] < C/(]t|Plog([t|)?) is
sufficient to satisfy the integrability condition in the second part of Proposition C.7.

Proof of Proposition C.7.2. The assumed integrability condition implies that fg is absolutely
integrable, and therefore we can apply the inversion formula (Ushakov, 2011, Theorem 1.2.6) so
that for any z € R,

“+oo

o(z) = / r(z, t)dt.

— 0o

1 .
where r(x,t) := 2—6_“*”fp (t). Note that r is infinitely differentiable with respect to z, and that
T

)

or(z,t)
Qxp—1

’;ﬂ(—it)p_le_ime(ﬂ‘ — %|t|p_1|fQ(t)

which is integrable with respect to ¢, by assumption. This concludes the proof that ¢ is (p — 1)

times differentiable, as r is measurable.
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