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We study the problem of independence testing given independent and
identically distributed pairs taking values in a o-finite, separable measure
space. Defining a natural measure of dependence D(f) as the squared L2-
distance between a joint density f and the product of its marginals, we first
show that there is no valid test of independence that is uniformly consis-
tent against alternatives of the form {f : D(f) > pz}. We therefore restrict
attention to alternatives that impose additional Sobolev-type smoothness con-
straints, and define a permutation test based on a basis expansion and a U-
statistic estimator of D(f) that we prove is minimax optimal in terms of its
separation rates in many instances. Finally, for the case of a Fourier basis on
[0, 1]2, we provide an approximation to the power function that offers several
additional insights. Our methodology is implemented in the R package USP.

1. Introduction. Independence is a fundamental concept in both probability and statis-
tics; it distinguishes the former from a mere branch of measure theory, and underpins both
statistical theory and the way practitioners think about modelling. For statisticians, it is fre-
quently important to ascertain whether or not assumptions of independence are realistic, both
to determine whether certain theoretical properties of procedures can be expected to hold,
and to assess the goodness-of-fit of a statistical model.

Classical approaches to independence testing have focused on the simple setting of univari-
ate Euclidean data, and have often only had power against restricted classes of alternatives.
These include tests based on Pearson’s correlation (e.g. Pearson, 1920), Spearman’s rank
correlation coefficient (Spearman, 1904), Kendall’s tau (Kendall, 1938) and Hoeffding’s D
(Hoeffding, 1948). However, motivated by a desire to handle the more general data types that
are ubiquitous in modern-day practice, as well as to have power against broader classes of
alternatives, the topic of independence testing has undergone a renaissance in recent years.
Since, in settings of interest, no uniformly most powerful test exists (see Theorem 1 below
and the surrounding discussion), several different perspectives and new tests have emerged,
such as those based on the Hilbert—Schmidt independence criterion (Gretton et al., 2005;
Pfister et al., 2018; Li and Yuan, 2019; Meynaoui et al., 2019), distance covariance (Székely
et al., 2007; Sejdinovic et al., 2013), optimal transport and multivariate ranks (Deb and Sen,
2019; Shi, Drton and Han, 2020), copula transforms (Kojadinovic and Holmes, 2009), sam-
ple space partitioning (Heller et al., 2016) and nearest neighbour methods (Berrett and Sam-
worth, 2019). For practical studies with discrete data, Pearson’s chi-squared independence
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test remains ubiquitous in the scientific literature, despite the drawback that its size guaran-
tees rely on pointwise asymptotic arguments that may fail to control the Type I error in finite
samples; see Section 7 below. Independence tests for continuous data are also common in
applications such as linguistics (Nguyen and Eisenstein, 2017), genetics (Steuer et al., 2002)
and public health (Reshef et al., 2011), and have also been applied to functional data arising
from credit card activity and geomagnetic records (Gabrys and Kokoszka, 2007).

This plethora of approaches gives rise to natural theoretical questions about the fundamen-
tal statistical difficulty of independence testing. In the setting where the marginal distributions
are both univariate, early asymptotic results on minimax separation rates over certain classes
of alternatives are given in Ingster (1989), Ermakov (1990) and Ingster (1996). There has
been recent work on multivariate settings (Li and Yuan, 2019; Meynaoui et al., 2019), but
many open questions remain.

Another issue with several of the tests mentioned above is that the asymptotic distribution
of the test statistic under the null hypothesis of independence depends on unknown features of
the relevant marginal distributions, so it is difficult to obtain an appropriate critical value. An
attractive approach, therefore, is to use a permutation test, which uses permutations to mimic
the null behaviour of the test statistic. Though the principle has been known for many decades
(e.g. Pitman, 1938; Fisher, 1935, Chapter 21), permutation tests are becoming increasingly
popular in modern statistics and machine learning (e.g. A/B testing), due to their ease of
use and their guaranteed finite-sample Type I error control across the entire null hypothe-
sis parameter space, assuming only that the data are exchangeable under the null. Besides
(unconditional) independence testing, they have also been studied in problems such as con-
ditional independence testing (Berrett et al., 2020), two-sample testing (Chung and Romano,
2013) and changepoint analysis (Antoch and Huskov4, 2001). We also highlight the work of
Chung and Romano (2016), who show how a permutation test based on a U -statistic can ex-
tend the scope of the two-sample Wilcoxon test to null hypotheses of the form 6( P, Q) = 6,
(where P and () are the two underlying distributions), providing pointwise asymptotic size
guarantees in general, and exact size guarantees when P = (). For an overview of the study of
permutation tests, see, for example, Lehmann and Romano (2005) and Pesarin and Salmaso
(2010).

In the context of permutation tests for independence, Romano (1989) considered a
class of plug-in test statistics of the form T, = n'/2§(P,, PXPY), where §(P,Q) =
supy ey |P(V) — Q(V)] for a Vapnik—Chervonenkis class of sets V, and where P,, P.X

and P are the empirical distributions of the data pairs and their marginals, respectively. Fix-
ing a sequence of alternatives (P, ), he showed that, under the condition that Pp_ (7, <t) —
H (t) for some continuous function H, the asymptotic power of his permutation test coincides
with that of the test that uses the true critical value. In the case of univariate marginals, Albert
(2015, Chapter 4) provides upper bounds on the minimax separation over Besov spaces using
a test based on aggregrating many permutation tests. See also Albert et al. (2015) and Berrett
and Samworth (2019). Despite these aforementioned works, however, there remains great
interest in understanding better the power properties of permutation tests in the context of
nonparametric independence testing. Indeed, shortly after an earlier version of this paper was
made publicly available, Kim, Balakrishnan and Wasserman (2020) posted a complemen-
tary study of the power properties of permutation tests, with a greater focus on concentration
inequalities for the test statistics as opposed to distributional results.

In this paper, we study the problem of independence testing in a general framework, where
our data consist of independent copies of a pair (X, Y) taking values in a separable measure
space X x ), equipped with a o-finite measure p. Assuming that the joint distribution of
(X,Y) has a density f with respect to u, we may define a measure of dependence D(f),
given by the squared L2 (1) distance between the joint density and the product of its marginal
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densities. This satisfies the natural requirement that D(f) = 0 if and only if X and Y are
independent. In fact, however, our hardness result in Theorem 1 reveals that it is not pos-
sible to construct a valid independence test with non-trivial power against all alternatives
satisfying a lower bound on D(f). This motivates us to introduce classes satisfying an ad-
ditional Sobolev-type smoothness condition as well as boundedness conditions on the joint
and marginal densities.

The first main goal of this work is to determine the minimax separation rate of indepen-
dence testing over these classes, and to this end, we define a new permutation test of inde-
pendence based on a U-statistic estimator of D( f). We refer to this test hereafter as the USP
test, short for U-Statistic Permutation test. Theorem 2 in Section 3 provides a very general
upper bound on the separation rate of independence testing; the framework is broad enough
to include both discrete and absolutely continuous data, as well as data that may take values
in infinite-dimensional spaces, for instance. We show how the bound can be simplified in
many special cases of interest, and, in Section 4, how to construct adaptive versions of our
tests that incur only a small loss in effective sample size. Moreover, in Section 5, we go on
to provide matching lower bounds in several instances, allowing us to conclude that our USP
test attains the minimax optimal separation rate for independence testing in such settings. In
Section 6, we elucidate an approximation to the power function of our test at local alterna-
tives, thereby providing a very detailed description of its properties. Numerical properties of
our procedure are studied in Section 7: we first show how an alternative representation of
our test statistic dramatically reduces the computational complexity of our procedure, and
then present a simulation study that reveals the strong empirical performance of our test in
different settings. Section 8 provides further discussion. Proofs of some of our main results
are given in Section 9; for other results, designated with (BKS(2020)), the proofs appear
in the supplementary material, where auxiliary results (labelled with an ‘S’ prefix) are also
given. Our methodology is implemented in the R package USP (Berrett, Kontoyiannis and
Samworth, 2020).

Further contributions of this paper are to introduce new sets of tools for studying both per-
mutation tests and U -statistics; we believe both will find application beyond the scope of this
work, in particular because many popular measures of dependence, such as distance covari-
ance and the Hilbert—Schmidt independence criterion, can be estimated using U -statistics.
Specifically, in the proof of Theorem 2, we develop moment bounds for U-statistics com-
puted on permuted data sets. Moreover, Proposition 18 provides normal approximation er-
ror bounds in Wasserstein distance for degenerate U-statistics computed on permuted data
sets (using Stein’s method, and extending earlier results for unpermuted data, e.g., de Jong
(1990); Rinott and Rotar (1997); Dobler and Peccati (2019)), and is the basis for our local
power function result (Theorem 16). Finally, our minimax lower bound (Lemma 11) may
also be of independent interest, in that it provides a general approach to constructing priors
over the alternative hypothesis class whose distance from the null can be explicitly bounded.

Notation: We write N={1,2,3,...}, Ng=NU{0} and, forn € N, let [n] :={1,...,n}.
We also write [0o] := N. We write a < b if there exists a universal constant C' > 0 such that
a < Cb, and write, e.g., a <; b if there exists C' > 0, depending only on z, such that a < Cb.
We similarly define a = b and a =, b, and write a < bif a < b and a 2 b, as well as a <, b if
a<zband a >, b.

Let S, denote the set of permutations of [n]. For a measure space (Z,C,v) define
L*(v) :={f:Z = R: [; f?dv < oo}, with corresponding inner product (f,g)2(,) :=
Jz fgdv and norm | f|| 12 = (f,f)lL/f(V). For a function f: Z — R we write || || :=
sup.ez | f(z)| € [0,00]; if it is also C-measurable, we write essinf.cz f(z) :=sup{y € R:

Z/(f_l(—oo,y)) = 0}.
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Let ® denote the standard normal distribution function and let ® := 1 — ®. Given a sample
of independent and identically distributed random variables (X1,Y7),...,(X,,Y,) and a
o(X1,Y1,...,X,,Y,)-measurable random variable W, we write Ep(1V) or E (W) for the
expectation of W when (X7, Y7) has distribution P or density function f. Given probability
measures ;¢ and v on Z, we write drv (i, V) :=supgee |(C) —v(C)| for their total variation
distance and, if both x and v are absolutely continuous with respect to another measure A,
then we write dy2 (p,v) = { [ (dd"y//’fj)gz d\—1} Y2 for the square root of their y2-divergence.
If Z =1, then we write

dw(pv)=  inf  EIX Y]

for the Wasserstein distance between p and v, where the infimum is taken over all pairs

(X,Y) defined on the same probability space with X ~ pand Y ~ v. When Z =R we will
also write

di (p,v) = igﬂg!u((—@@ﬂ]) —v((~00,2])|

for the Kolmogorov distance between p and v. If X ~ o and Y ~ v, we sometimes write
dw(X,Y) and dk(X,Y") as shorthand for dyw (u, ) and dk (1, V) respectively. We use A to
denote the symmetric difference operation on sets, so that AAB := (AN B¢) U (A°N B).

Finally, for x = (z1,...,24) € R and q € [1,00), we let ||z||, := (2?21 ]xj]q)l/q, with
| Az]]

1/2 . . .
and || Al|p := {Z?lzl 22:1 A?k} /? denote its operator and Frobenius norms respectively.

the shorthand ||z|| := ||=||2, and for a matrix A € R%*%_ we let || Al|op := SUDg: ||z <1

2. Problem set-up and preliminaries. Let (X, A, ux) and (), B, uy) be separable”,
o-finite measure spaces. In discrete settings, i.e. when X is countable, 1 x would typically be
counting measure on X’; more generally, it may be the relevant Lebesgue measure when X
is a Euclidean space, or an appropriate measure on basis coefficients in infinite-dimensional
examples such as Example 8 below. Both L?(ux) and L?(py) are then separable Hilbert
spaces’, so there exist orthonormal bases (ij )jes and (pi ke of L?(ux) and L2(uy)
respectively, where 7 and K are countable indexing sets. Writing p := px ® py for the
product measure on X x ), the product space L?(1) is also a separable Hilbert space*, and
has an orthonormal basis given by (p;i)je7 kek, Where pji(-, *) :ij()ka(*)

We may now define the subset F of L?(y) that consists of all density functions, that is

F = {feLQ(,u): essinf f(xz,y) >0, fduzl}.
(m,y)EXXy XxY

Given f € F, we may define the marginal density fx by

fx(a) = /y F() duy (),

and we may analogously define fy. From now on we will work over the restricted space
Fr={fe€F:fx €L?ux), fy € L*(uy)}, though we note that when px and uy are fi-
nite measures, we have 7* = F. For f € F*, j € J and k € K we may define the coefficients

ajn(f) = /X T aa(f) = /X X dux, awlf) = /y fvpY duy.

*Recall that we say a measure space (Z,C,v) is separable if, when equipped with the pseudo-metric
d(A, B) :== v(AAB), it has a countable dense subset.

TSince we were unable to find this precise statement in the literature, we provide a proof in Lemma S2.

Likewise, we prove this statement in Lemma S3.
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Then
f Zza]k p]ka ZGJO( p] ) fY_Zaok
JET ke jeT ke

We may therefore define the measure of dependence

D(f):= XXy{f(w) — Fx (@) fy ()} du(z, y)
= Z {ajk ajo )G.k(f)}2,
JjeT ke

which, for (X,Y") ~ f, has the property that D(f) =0 if and only if X Ll Y.

Given a sample (X1,Y1),...,(X,,Y,) of independent and identically distributed copies
of the pair (X,Y’), we wish to test the null hypothesis Hy : X Ll Y of independence. A
randomised independence test is measurable function 1 : (X x J)™ — [0, 1], with the inter-
pretation that, after observing (X1, Y1,..., X, Y,) = (21,91, ..., %n, Yn), Wwe reject Hy with
probability ¢ (z1,y1,. .., Tn,Yn). We write U for the set of all such randomised independence
tests. Further, define the null space P as the set of all distributions on X’ x ) of pairs (X,Y")
such that X 1L Y, and, for a given « € (0,1), define the set of valid size-« independence
tests

(D U(a):= {wE\IJ: sup ]Ep(?j})ga}.
PcP
The first part of Theorem 1 below provides a preliminary result on the hardness of the
independence testing problem when the alternative hypothesis H; consists of all densities f €
F* of (X,Y) that satisfy a lower bound constraint on D(f). In fact, the result can be stated
more generally, allowing in addition for the possibility of a constraint on the smoothness of
the alternatives that we consider. To this end, for an array 6 = (0;),c7 rek € [0, oo] T ¥k,

we define
=3 S0 {an() — aje(Hae(H)

JET kEK

Observe that when 6 = 0.7, any non-negative upper bound on Sp(f) becomes vacuous,
so that no smoothness constraint is imposed. This definition of smoothness is motivated by
the nonparametric statistics literature (e.g. Laurent, 1996). An attractive feature is that, in
contrast to some prior literature, smoothness is only imposed on the difference between the
joint density and the product of the marginals, rather than on the individual densities them-
selves; Meynaoui et al. (2019) also adopt a similar approach to ours in this respect. At a high
level, the first part of Theorem 1 is inspired by the work of Janssen (2000) and Shah and Pe-
ters (2020) on the hardness of goodness-of-fit testing and conditional independence testing
respectively, though the proofs are completely different. The second part complements the
first, as discussed below. Note that when i x is a probability measure, the constant function 1
belongs to L2(px), so can be included in our basis (as below).

THEOREM 1. Suppose that px and py are probability measures and that there exist
Jjo € J and ko € K such thatp%(:c) :p};o(y) =1forallze X andye ). Let n € N and

a €[0,1), and let ) € ¥ be such that By, , () < ov. Let § = (6;1) je 7 kekc € [0,00)7 K be
given and, for T € [0 oo), deﬁne

= {(4,k) € (T \ {jo}) x (K\ {ko}) : 01 <T}.
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Let 0 := infjc 7 ek Ok Then, for any € >0, any p € (0,1/sup; ; ||pjlloc] and any r €
(0p, 00), there exists f* € F with Sp(f*) <12 and D(f*) = p? such that

{(1+p7)" = 1}a]'?
Mo(r/p)l ]

Moreover, there exists a permutation test 1 - € V(o) such that given any 3 € (0,1 — ), we
can find C = C(«, B) > 0 with the property that E¢- (1) > 1 — 3 whenever n > C/p*.

Ef(¢) <a+4e+

As a first conclusion we can draw from Theorem 1, consider taking 6 = 07xx, so that
|IMo(r/p)l = (|T| —1)(|K| = 1). In this case, Theorem 1 shows that in infinite-dimensional
problems (where |7 x K| = 0o) with probability measures as base measures, there are no
valid tests of independence that have uniformly non-trivial power against alternatives of the
form {f € F : D(f) > p?}, at least for p > 0 sufficiently small. The second part of the theo-
rem then implies that in this setting there is no uniformly most powerful test. Thus, to develop
a theory of minimax separation rates for independence testing, it is necessary to make addi-
tional assumptions about the structure of the alternative hypothesis. More generally, under the
conditions of Theorem 1, whenever the set My(r/p) is infinite, there are no valid uniformly
non-trivial independence tests against alternatives f € F with Sp(f) <r? and D(f) > p>.
We will therefore assume the following in much of our subsequent work:

(A1) The sets {(j,k) € J x K:60;, <T} are finite for each 7" € (0, 00).

Motivated by Theorem 1 above, for Z := [0, c0]7 *X x (0,00) x [1,00), for £ = (0,7, A) € E
and for p > 0, we will consider the space of alternatives given by

Felp) = {1 € F:D(f) 2 0. So(f) < 1% max(|| oo, fx loos I fr lloc) <A}

Although we make assumptions about the smoothness of our alternatives, we will not make
any assumptions about the null distributions, and the fact that we are using a permutation test
will guarantee uniform, non-asymptotic control of the probability of Type I error. In other
words, we will prove that our test ¢ belongs to ¥(«) in (1).

Given n € N, a € (0,1), £ = (0,1, A) € E and p > 0 we define the minimax risk with
respect to F¢(p) as

R(n,a,6,p)i=a+ inf  sup Ep(1—v),
vew@ serep) |

with the convention that R(n, o, &, p) := a if F¢(p) = 0. If we are also given a desired prob-
ability of Type Il error 5 € (0,1 — «), then we can consider the minimax separation radius

p*(n, e, B,6) :==inf{p>0:R(n,a,& p) <+ S}

3. Upper bounds. We now introduce our USP test that will allow us to establish upper
bounds on the minimax separation p*. This is based on a U-statistic estimator of D(f) with
kernel

h((xla yl)v (anyQ)a (%3,y3), (x4,y4))

2

= Z {pik (@1, y0)pin(2,y2) — 20k (1, y1)pjn (T2, y3) + Pk (1, y2)pin (3, ya) },
(4,k)EM

where M C J x K is a truncation set to be chosen later. The motivation for this definition
comes from the observation that for any f € 7* and when M = 7 X IC, we have

3) Ez{h((X1,1),(X2,Y2),(X3,Y3),(X4,Ys)) } = D(f);
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moreover, as we will see in the proof of Theorem 2 below, whenever 11 is a uniformly random
element of S, that is independent of the data, we have

Er{h((X1,Yn), (X2, Yi2)), (X3, Yius)), (Xa, Yigy)) } = 0.

To reduce the effects of noise accumulation in the estimation of the summands, it will typ-
ically be necessary to choose M in (2) to be a proper subset of J x KC. The equality in (3)
then no longer holds exactly for every f € F*, but an appropriate choice of M allows us to
control the bias-variance trade-off.

Form > 2,1etZ,, :=={(i1,...,im) € [n|"™ :41,..., iy, all distinct}. For x = (z1,...,2,) €
X" andy = (y1,...,yn) € V", itis convenient to define

Tay = {(wi, i) - € [n]},

and for o € S, set 7;(2) = {(%4,Y53:)) : © € [n]}. Given independent pairs Txy :=
{(X;,Y;):i=1,...,n} with n > 4, we consider the test statistic

A 1
Dp=D)"(Txy) =5z >, h((Xi,Yi), o, (Xip, Vi)
4'(4) (i140myia) €Ly

To define the critical value for our test, let B € N and generate an independent sequence of
uniform random permutations IIy, ..., IIz taking values in S,,, independently of Tx y . It is
important to note that we can typically choose B to be much smaller than n! (the number of
distinct permutations in Sy, ); indeed, the choice B = 99 is common for permutation tests. For
each b € [B], we construct the null statistics

4) DY = DM(TEY).

)

Finally, we can define the p-value

B
X Lip <pty
- 1+ B ’

and reject the null hypothesis if P < «. Formally, this corresponds to the randomised test
Yo € VU, given by

&)

B
ValTow) = P<1 T2 L oy < (O B)O‘> !
b=1

where the only randomness here is in the permutations IIy, .. ., II 5. Then, on observing Tx vy,
we do indeed reject Hy with probability 4, (7x,y ). Under the null hypothesis, the sequence

of data sets Tx y, T)((HQ), T(HB is exchangeable, so every ordering of the components
of (DM (Tx,y), DM (T(H1 Yoo ,D%(T)gf ))) is equally likely if we break ties uniformly
at random. In particular, the rank of [)#(TXY) among these B + 1 observations, which
is a lower bound on the numerator in (5), is uniformly distributed on {1,...,B + 1}, so
Yo € ¥(a).

A naive implementation of the test has computational complexity O(n* B|M)|), due to the
need to calculate fourth order U -statistics. However, using an alternative representation of our
test statistic inspired by Song et al. (2012), we can reduce the complexity to O (n?B(|Jo| +
|IC0|) when M = 7y x Kg. See Section 7.1 for further details.

The following theorem provides a general upper bound on the minimax separation rate,
and is obtained using the above test.
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8 T. B. BERRETT, I. KONTOYIANNIS AND R. J. SAMWORTH

THEOREM 2. Fix o, € (0,1) such that o+ 5 < 1 and let § = (0,7, A) € =. Then there
exists C = C(a, 3, A) > 0 such that when n > 16, we have

r min([A[42, M) 1 }

* < inf
P (nvaalgaé-)—CMér}]XICmaX{inf{ejk.(j’k)g_/\/l}’ nl/2 777,1/2

An explicit upper bound showing the dependence of C' on its arguments is given in (29)
in the proof of Theorem 2. To give a heuristic explanation of the terms in the bound in
Theorem 2, observe that in order for our test to have high power, we want p? to dominate
the sum of the bias of the test statistic and its standard deviation under the null. The first
term represents this bias, which is induced by truncating the sum in (2) to indices that lie
in M. The second term arises from bounding the variance of our U-statistic in terms of the
symmetrised kernel h, defined formally in (16) below. More precisely, under the null, our
test statistic is a degenerate U-statistic, i.e. E{h((z,y), (X2, Y2),(X3,Y3),(X4,Ys))} =0
for all x € X,y € )V, so its variance can be bounded above by a constant multiple of
n~2Var{h((X1,Y1),(X2,Y2),(X3,Y3),(X4,Ys)) }. This latter expression can in turn be
bounded by min ||%||2,, |M][) /n?. The final term in the maximum represents the parametric
rate of convergence, and is generally unavoidable.

3.1. Discrete case. As a first application of Theorem 2, consider the relatively simple
problem of testing independence with discrete data, where for some J, K € NU {oo} we
have X = [J] and ) = [K] and we take px and py to be the counting measures on X’ and )
respectively. For j,z € [J] and k,y € [K] we can define the basis functions pJX(:c) =1
and pY (y) := L¢y—py- In this case we have ||h[|oo < 2 independently of M, and we may
take M = [J] x [K] so that there is in fact no truncation and our test statistic is an unbiased
estimator of D. Note here that, since px and py are not probability measures, Theorem 1
does not apply, and we will see that no structural assumptions are necessary on the alternative
hypothesis. Indeed, we take § = (0s)x[k], 1, 1) € Z, so that our alternative hypothesis class
is simply

R ={rer: ¥ UGk i 22}
JelJlke[K]
The following result is a straightforward corollary of Theorem 2, noting that the cases where
n < 16 can be handled using the fact that p*(n, o, 8,£) < 2%/2 for all n.

COROLLARY 3. Fix o, 8 € (0,1) such that o+ < 1. Then there exists C = C(a, 5) €
(0,00) such that

p*(n7 a’ B’ g) S Cn_1/2'

This behaviour should be contrasted with that found in Diakonikolas and Kane (2016),
where the strength of the dependence is measured by the L; distance rather than the Lo
distance, and where the minimax optimal separation rates depend on the alphabet sizes; in
fact, they are given by Jl/?f;“ max(1, JY/4/nt/4 K4 1/,

In fact, in this discrete setting, we can give a relatively simple, explicit form for the test.
To this end, for j € [J], k € [K], let Ny := > """ Lix,—jv,—k} let Nji := YK Ny, and
let Ny := Z}'le Nj. Then, omitting terms that only depend on N, and N (and hence
remain fixed under permutation, so are irrelevant for the test), our test statistic becomes

T, zz( T 322 N N

Jlkl jlkl
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INDEPENDENCE TESTING VIA PERMUTATION TESTS 9

Thus, the test statistic can be computed using only the contingency table counts, as opposed
to the original data. Moreover, the permutated data sets may also be generated using only

these counts: indeed, writing IV J(,i) for the (j, k)th cell count under an independent, uniformly
random permutation of the original data, we have

Wy _ (I Ny ) (TS Na)
P((N})) = ()| Txy) = Jﬂ!lH;]l H;fkl ;jk! ;

whenever (n,) is such that 25:1 njr = Ny forall j € [J] and Z}']:1 njr = Ny forall k €
[K]. This formula simplifies the computation of the permuted data sets, and one can sample

from this distribution using Patefield’s algorithm (Patefield, 1981), which is implemented in
the R function r2dtable.

3.2. Sobolev and infinite-dimensional examples. To apply Theorem 2 in general, when a
useful bound on ||h||« is not available, we instead control the right-hand side by controlling
|M|. We remark that, when there exist jo € J and ko € K such that pﬁ (x) = pzo (y) =1 for
all z,y, then a; 1 = ek, Qjk, = Aje, Ajoe = 1, e, = 1, s0 the j = jo and k = kg terms do not
contribute to the value of D(-) and Sg(-) does not depend on (0;,x)rex or (0;i,)jes- Thus
the choice of M in the definition of ﬁnM does not need to contain any (j, k) with j = jo
or k = ko. For notational convenience, we will adopt the convention that, in such cases,
0, = oo if either j = jo or k = ko. When (A1) holds it is possible to arrange {6, : 05, < oo}
in increasing order, so that there exists a bijection w : N — {(j,k) : 0, < oo} such that
O.(1) < 02y < ... Given t € (0,00), define’

mo(t) :==min{m € N: m1/26? ) > t}.

w(m

We can now simplify the conclusion of Theorem 2 under (A1):

COROLLARY 4. Fix o, € (0,1) such that o« + < 1 and let £ = (0,1, A) € =. Assume
(A1). Then there exists C = C(a, 3, A) > 0 such that when n > 16, we have

. . r mt/4 Cm(l)/4(nr2)
(6) pr(n,a,B,8) < C;lré%maX{ Gomy 112 } Sy

We now further specialise our upper bound by making a specific choice of J, K and
weights (01 : j € J,k € K); such a choice yields a concrete upper bound on the minimax
rate of independence testing for densities lying in a Sobolev space, as we illustrate in the ex-
ample that follows. See Example 13 and Proposition 14 below for a discussion of optimality
of this bound.

COROLLARY 5. Fixa, 8 € (0,1) suchthat o+ < 1, fixdx,dy € Nand sx,sy,r, A >
0. Writing J = Ngx, K= Ngy, set O = [|7|I7* V ||k|[T" whenever j # 014, and k #
O(4,] and 0j, = oo otherwise. Then, with ¢ = {01, : 5 € T,k € K}, there exists C =
C(dx,dy,a,,A) > 0 such that if n > 16 and nr? > 1, then

. rd \ 1/(4s+d)
p (naa)ﬁ>§) S C(ﬁ)

where d :=dx + dy, s:=d/(dx/sx +dy/sy) and £ = (0,1, A).

)

SHere and throughout, if w(m) = (4, k), we interpret Gw(m) as 6, and Peo(m) 8 Pjk-
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10 T. B. BERRETT, I. KONTOYIANNIS AND R. J. SAMWORTH

The upper bound in Corollary 5 is obtained using our U-statistic permutation test. Here,
Ous(m) Ssx,sy dxdy m*/4, so we can balance the two terms in the maximum in Corollary 4 by
taking M = {w(1),...,w(m)} withm =<, s, a, .y (nr?)2d/(4s+d) - A natural application of
(a minor variant of) this corollary is to absolutely continuous data, which for simplicity we
restrict to lie in [0, 1]4x x [0, 1] In this setting, the Fourier basis functions are an obvious
choice.

EXAMPLE 6. Let X = [0,1]% and Y = [0,1]%, equipped with dx-dimensional
Lebesgue measure px and dy-dimensional Lebesgue measure py respectively. Taking
J = {(a,m) 1 a € {0,1},m € NJ*} \ {(1,0,4))} and K := {(a,m) : a € {0,1},m €
N F\A{(1,004,1)}. we can define the orthonormal Fourier basis functions" for L* ([0, 1]%x)
given by péfo := 1 and form=(ma,...,may) # Ofq,),

dx
@) pé{m(ml, ey Ty ) = 21/2Re <e_‘””/2 H e_%im’~’”> .
/=1

The Fourier basis functions {p} , : (a,m) € K} for L*([0,1]%) are defined similarly, but
with dy replacing dx. For j = (ax,mx) € J, k= (ay,my) € K and sx,sy > 0, we can
then take ;5. — |lmox |3V my |37, 0= {054+ € T,k € K} and € = (0,7, A) € = 0 con-
clude from Corollary 4 that p*(n, o, 3,§) < C’(rd/nQS)l/(4s+d) when n > 16 and nr? > 1,
as in Corollary 5.

We mention here that Li and Yuan (2019) and Meynaoui et al. (2019) consider Gaus-
sian kernel-based Hilbert—Schmidt Independence Criterion tests of independence in similar
Sobolev settings to that in Example 6. Assuming the same level of Sobolev smoothness s for
both the joint and marginal distributions, Li and Yuan (2019) show that the critical consis-
tency level is of order n~25/(45+4) gver tests that have asymptotically nominal size. Meynaoui
et al. (2019) obtain the same rate in a non-asymptotic setting and only impose smoothness
conditions on the difference between the joint and marginal distributions, at the expense of
restricting the smoothness s to be at most 2, and having bounded null densities.

In fact, Corollary 4 also provides explicit upper bounds for certain infinite-dimensional
models. Corollary 7 below illustrates this for a particular choice of 7, K and weights (6, :
jeT, kek).

COROLLARY 7 (BKS(2020)). Let N5 :={m = (m1,ma,...) €Ny : 3202 Lipn, 201 <
o}, and let 7 =K :={(a,m) :a € {0,1},m € Ny} \ {(1,0)}. For m = (m1,ma,...) €
NG5, write |m| := maxpey £>my, and if j = (a,m) € J, write |j| :=|m|. Forj € J,k € K
with |j| A |k| >0, and sx, sy >0, set

Ojk = eXp(SX\j‘l/Q) v eXP(SY\k‘l/Q),

and if either |j| = 0 or |k| = 0 then set . = cc. Define the increasing function M : [0,00) —
[0,00) by

M(t) = exp <§:log<1 + {;J)) 1

(=1

YThe fact that these functions form an orthonormal basis for L2 ([O7 1}dx ) follows from a very similar (in fact,
slightly simpler) argument to that given in Lemma S4, which relates to Example 8 below. The main difference is
that in this example our functions are defined on finite-dimensional spaces.
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INDEPENDENCE TESTING VIA PERMUTATION TESTS 11

and write

4

(i) Fix a, 8 € (0,1) such that o« + 8 < 1 and fix r,sx, sy, A > 0. Then, with { = (0,7, A) € 2
there exists C = C(a, B, 5x, sy, A) > 0 such that when n. > 16 and nr? > C we have

m/4 (nr?)

C
* < 0,5x,8y
P (n)a7ﬁ7§) = ’I’Zl/2

(ii) Writing s :=2/(sy' + sy') and given ¢ € (0,4s), there exists C' = C'(sx,sy,€) > 0
such that when t > C' we have

2cg—¢ 2cq+te

t2eteo é m075X:SY (t) § t2=+e0 9
where cg =Y 00 {0712 — (£4+1)"Y2}log(1 +£) = 1.65.. ..

logQ(t/m1/2)>M<log2(t/m1/2)> < m}_

Mo,sx,sy (1) 1= min{mEN:M( —
45% 45%,

We will see in Proposition 15 below that the rate given in the first part of Corollary 7 is
optimal in regimes of n and r of interest in the context of Example 8 below. The second
part of the corollary shows that, if we ignore subpolynomial factors in nr?, then we have
p* (1,0, B,€) Safsx.sy.a (r%/n®)/ (2s+e0) By comparison with Corollary 5, we can there-
fore interpret cq as the ‘effective dimension’ of each of X and ), when 6 is selected in this
way.

EXAMPLE 8. As an application of Corollary 7, consider the infinite-dimensional setting
where X =Y = [0,1]Y := {(x1,29,...) : 7¢ € [0,1] for all £ € N}, equipped with the Borel
o-algebra in the product topology, and where px = uy is the distribution of an infinite
sequence (Uy,Us,...) of Unif|0, 1] random variables. It follows from an application of the
Stone—Weierstrass theorem (see Lemma S4) that an orthonormal basis for L? (ux) is then
given by {py,. () : (a,m) € T}, where péfo :=1 and for m # Oy,

o
P()L(,m(l“l, x9y...) = 21/2Re <e_am/2 H 6_2”"””"') .
/=1

We may take the same basis for L?(jiy ), so that pzim = pgfmfor alla € {0,1} and m € N§°.
Then Corollary 7 provides an upper bound on the minimax separation rate of independence
testing in this example.

4. Adaptation. The practical implementation of our USP tests requires a choice of the
truncation set M. The optimal choice of M, which yields the separation rates described in
the previous section, typically depends on both 6 and 7, which may be unknown in prac-
tice. In this section, we therefore describe adaptive versions of our tests, that do not require
knowledge of any unknown parameters and whose minimax risk can be shown in many cases
to be only slightly inflated compared with the optimal tests. Our initial setting is rather gen-
eral, but assumes that 7 x K has an ordering that is respected by every 6 considered. Since
this assumption does not hold in the setting of Corollary 5 unless sx = sy (as the relative
magnitudes of sx and sy affect the ordering of #), we also illustrate the way in which this
assumption can be relaxed, so that it remains possible to adapt to both of the unknown pa-
rameters separately in this Sobolev example.

To describe this initial setting, let w : N — J x K be injective, and, for a given 6y > 0, let
O(w, ) C [0,00]7*K denote the set of all & = (01.) je7 kex such that w is a bijection from
Nto {(j,k) € T x K:0j, < oo} and

90 §¢9w(1) §0w(2) <....
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12 T. B. BERRETT, I. KONTOYIANNIS AND R. J. SAMWORTH

Here w denotes an ordering of J x K that ranks the importance of departures from inde-
pendence in each direction. In our Sobolev example with sy = sy, we could take w to be
any ordering of (N&* \ {01g41}) x (Ndv \ {0(4,1}) such that, writing (jin, km) 1= w(m),
we have that max(||71[|1, [|k1]]1) < max(||j2/l1, [k2[l1) < .... Taking v := [2logyn], let
K, := {27 : j € [y]}. Our adaptive procedure can now be described as follows. Given a
desired Type II error probability 5 € (0,1 — «), for each m € K., carry out the permuta-

tion test from Section 3 with M = {w(1),...,w(m)} and B > 2(676 — 1) to yield p-values

pM, L pO)If min;e(y) P <« /7, then we reject Hy. As we have applied a standard Bon-
ferroni correction, the Type I error of this omnibus test is controlled at the level a.. The
following result concerns its power.

PROPOSITION 9.  Let w and 0y > 0 be as above, and suppose that o € (0,1),8 € (0,1 —
a),Ro >0 and A > 1. Assume further that f € F¢(p) for some & = (0,7, A) € Z with 0 €
O(w,bp) andr € (0, Ry]. Then there exists C = C(a, 8, Ro, 0o, A) > 0 such that we reject Hy
with probability at least 1 — 3 whenever n > C' and

10g1/4n 1/4 nr? logl/Qn
PZCmaX{ Sz Mo og7n ) i [

Comparing this result with the upper bound on the optimal separation in Corollary 4, we
see that the price we pay for adaptation is that our effective sample size is reduced from n to
n/log'/? n, at least provided that mg(nr2/log"/?n) > logn.

As mentioned above, in some applications, the set 7 x K will not be naturally ordered.
Nevertheless, it may be the case that J and K are ordered separately, and in these cases it
is still possible to adapt to unknown parameters. Consider the setting of Corollary 5, and
define vx := [(2/dx)logsn] and Kx := {27 : j € [yx]} (with 7y and Ky defined sim-
ilarly). Similarly to before, given a desired Type II error probability 5 € (0,1 — «), for
each (mx,my) € Kx x Ky, carry out the permutation test from Section 3 with M =
Moy ={(G,k) € NG¥ x Ng¥ : 1< [|j][1 <mx, 1 < [[k]1 <my}and B> 2(23- — 1)

to yield p-values {p(™x™¥) : (mx,my) € Kx x Ky }. This test again controls the Type I
error at level «, and the following result shows that the critical separation radius is inflated
by at most a logarithmic factor in n.

PROPOSITION 10. Assume the setting of Corollary 5. Given Ry > 0, suppose that r <
Ry. Then there exists C = C(«, 3, Ry, sx,Sy,dx,dy,A) > 0 such that we reject Hy with
probability at least 1 — 8 whenever n > C and

Td }I/Ms+d)

®) ”Zc{m/mw

We note that a similar procedure could be applied in the setting of Corollary 7 to obtain
an adaptive test there too. Finally in this section, we remark that in a more restricted setting
it may be possible to improve the logn dependence to loglogn dependence using the very
recent concentration results of Kim, Balakrishnan and Wasserman (2020).

5. Lower bounds. The goal of this section is to provide lower bounds to allow us to
study the optimality of our USP test in different contexts. Slightly more precisely, we wish
to determine the maximal departure from independence (measured in terms of our quantity
D(-)) that no valid independence test could reliably detect; equivalently, we seek the minimal
separation level at which a valid independence test could have non-trivial power, uniformly
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INDEPENDENCE TESTING VIA PERMUTATION TESTS 13

over the alternatives in our classes. To this end, we first prove a general lemma (Lemma 11
below), and then illustrate how it can be applied in different settings of interest.

Our lower bound results actually apply to a weaker notion of minimax risk, and will hold
in settings where our base measures on X and ) are probability measures, and where our
orthonormal bases contain the constant function 1, so that there exist jo € J and kg € K
such that pj)g(x) =1and p,(y) =1 forall x € X and y € ). Define

Rinp)i= it LB, (0)+ sup By(1-0)),
vew(n | fereln) |
which only controls the sum of the error probabilities, and only considers a simple null, and
further define

p*(n,v,€) :=inf{p>0: R(n, €, p) <~}

Then, for any n € N,;§ € Z, o, 8 € (0,1) with a4+ < 1, and p € (0,00), we have that
R(n, €, p) < R(n,a,&, p), and therefore also that 5*(n, a + §,€) < p*(n, o, 8,€). When our
upper and lower bounds match, in terms of the separation rates, the problems of indepen-
dence testing with simple and composite nulls are equivalent, and we have the same rates of
convergence if we control the sum of error probabilities or if we control the error probabilities
separately.

We are now in a position to state our main, general lower bound lemma. Recall that a
Rademacher random variable ¢ takes values 1 and —1, each with probability 1/2.

LEMMA 11. Suppose that px and py are probability measures and that there ex-
ist jo € J and ko € K such that pjg(:r:) = p};)(y) =1foral v € X and y € Y. Let
(@jk)jeq\{jo}.kek\{ko} e a deterministic square-summable array of real numbers, let
(&) je T\{jo),kek\{ko} be an independent and identically distributed array of Rademacher
random variables, and define a random element of L? (1) by

P = Djoke T > ajk€jkPik-
7€T\{do} kRN {ko}
Assume {p € F} is an event, and define f to be a random element of F that has the same

distribution as p|{p € F}. Writing EIP’??" for the resulting mixture distribution on (X x )"
and Py, - for the distribution on X x Y with density pj,r,, we have that

n+1)?
exp (5 2 e\ Lo} keK\ (o} %) 1
4P(p € F)? 4

iy (e, EPF") <

Pigko

Suppose that the f defined in Lemma 11 takes values in F¢(p) with probability one. Then
we have that
~ . Qn KXn
Rin&p)> int (B, (0)+ BB —9)} > 1= dry (B, EFS"),
which reduces the problem of finding lower bounds for the minimax risk ﬁ(n, &, p) to the
choice of an appropriate separation p and prior distribution over F¢(p).

The main challenge in applying Lemma 11 is in finding a suitable upper bound for P(p ¢
F). Provided p := sup;c 7 rex |Pjklloo < 00, we can ensure that P(p & F) = 0 by simply
imposing the constraint that ;e 7\ (5,3 kexc\ (o} |k < 1/D. If we do this then we can prove
the lower bound in Theorem 12 below.
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14 T. B. BERRETT, I. KONTOYIANNIS AND R. J. SAMWORTH

THEOREM 12. Suppose that ux and py are probability measures and that there exist
Jjo € J and ko € K such that pj)g(sc) = pkyo (y) =1 forall x € X and y € Y. Assume that
p < oo, and fix vy € (0,1) and § = (0,7, A) € = such that (Al) holds. Then there exists ¢ =
c(v,A) € (0,00) such that

N r mb/A 1
0" (n,7,&) > csup min , , - .
rn8) 2 mEIIiT 1 <0w(m) nl/? m1/2p>

Thinking of v = v+ f3, this lower bound matches the upper bound in Theorem 2 in certain
cases, up to terms depending only on «, 3 and A, as we now explain. Suppose that nr? > 62,
which means that mg(nr?) > 2, so we only rule out the case where the sample size is so small
that the optimal truncation level is to include only one basis function. Suppose further that
mo(nr?) < Cn?/3 /5*3 for some C = C(a, B, A), which amounts to asking that the optimal
truncation level does not grow too fast, or equivalently, that our alternatives are not too rough.
Then

i romYt 1 . {mo(nr?) —1}1/4 1
spmin g 7 735) 2 G 1y
2\1/4
9) Mmin(2_1/4,0_3/4).

nl/2

A comparison of Corollary 4 and (9) allows us to conclude that our U-statistic permutation
test attains the minimax optimal separation rate in wide generality (i.e. with few restrictions
on the underlying spaces and the sequence 6), provided that nr? is sufficiently large and
mo(nr?) < Cn?/3 /5*/3. The following example illustrates this latter condition in a specific
case.

EXAMPLE 13. Write ( = (sx,sy,dx,dy,a, 3, A). In our d-dimensional Sobolev set-
ting of Example 6, when t > 1, we have mq(t) <¢ t*¥/*s+4) and hence when n?s= > 131
we have that mo(nr?) Se n2/3. Since we may take p = 2'/2, it therefore follows that when
nr? > 1 and n*—¢ 2¢ 34 the lower bound (9) holds, and this matches the upper bound
from Corollary 4.

Despite the attractive conclusions that can be drawn from Theorem 12, it remains desir-
able to weaken further the smoothness requirements on our alternatives. It turns out that in
certain settings, we can use empirical process techniques to lower bound the P(p € F) term
in Lemma 11 without a bound on } . 7\ (.1 kexc\ (ko |@jk|- This allows us to substantially
widen the range of smoothnesses under which our upper and lower bounds match. We first
illustrate this approach in our Sobolev example.

PROPOSITION 14. In the context of Example 6, fix v € (0,1). Then there exist
c1,c2 € (0,00), each depending only on dx,dy,v,sx,sy and A, such that if nr®> > 2 and
(rd /n2s)1/Ustd) < ¢ [1og!/?(nr?), then

n25

o\ 1/(4s+d)
5 (n,7.6) z@( ) .

Thus, the lower bound of Proposition 14 matches the upper bound of Example 6 when
(rd/n2s)1/(4s+d) < ¢) /1og2(nr?), or equivalently when mq(nr2) < n?/log?(nr?). This
condition is rather weak, and holds whenever the minimax separation rate is polynomially
decreasing in 7%/n?5. Compared with Example 13, Proposition 14 extends the parameter
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INDEPENDENCE TESTING VIA PERMUTATION TESTS 15

regime over which the lower bound on the minimax separation rate for independence testing
matches the upper bound of Example 6, by also covering lower smoothness cases where
n25—d < T3d.

We remark that Proposition 14 generalises to more abstract settings. Assume that X’ and
Y are equipped with metrics 7y and 7y respectively, and write H (-, X') and H(-,)) for the
corresponding metric entropies. Suppose that there exist x1,x2 > 0 and functions ¢y, 05 :
(0,00) — (0,00) that are slowly varying at infinity such that H (u, X) = u=2/;(1/u) and
H(u,Y) = u=2%20y(1/u); thus, if X = [0,1]9x, then we may take x; = 0 and ¢ (u) =
dx logu. Suppose further that there exist o, a, 81, 82 > 0 such that

(@, y) = pi(@’, ¥ S¢ 117 7 (@, )%+ KIS 7y (y, )%

forall z,2' € X,y,y/ € V,j € J,k € K, where ¢ does not depend on n,r,z,2’,y,y,j, k.
In our Sobolev example, then, we may take oy = ag = 51 = S2 = 1. Finally assume that
p < oo. Then, taking £ = (0,7, A) € E and v € (0,1), writing 1 := m and o :=
m, and setting s = d(dx /sx + dy/sy)~!, similar calculations to those in the
proof of Proposition 14 reveal that

B T_d 1/(4s+d)
P (77/7775) ZC <7’L25>

2s(1—v1) _ 2s(1—v9)

whenever max(y1,72) < 1 and 7 S¢ e min(n d+dsyr T op d+dsye E) for some ¢ > 0. Thus,
we match the upper bound of Corollary 5 even in this more general setting.

Our final lower bound applies similar empirical process techniques to show that the rate
found by applying the first part of Corollary 7 to Example 8 for our infinite-dimensional
example is optimal in certain regimes of (n,r).

PROPOSITION 15 (BKS(2020)). Let XY, ux, py, (pjk), J and K be as in Corollary 7
and Example 8. Fix o, B € (0,1) such that o« + < 1 andr,sx,sy,A>0. Forj€ J, k€ K
let 05 = exp(sx|j|'/?) V exp(sy|k|'/?), and let & = (0,r, A) € E. Recalling the defini-
tions of s and co from Corollary 7, suppose that r2 < n*/(t©)=¢ for some € > 0. Then
there exist C = C(«, 8, 8x,8y,A,€) > 0and C' =C' (o, 8, sx, Sy, A, €) > 0 such that when
min(n,nr?) > C’ we have

1/4

* CmO Sx,Sy (77,7“2)
P (n7a>6)£) > 7?7,1’/2

6. Power function. In this section we provide an approximation to the power function
of our USP test from Section 3. For simplicity of exposition we will restrict attention to
the case where the X =)’ = [0, 1], and work with the Fourier basis (7) with respect to the
respective Lebesgue base measures ;1 x and py . Recall that in this case, J =K = ({0, 1} x

No)\{(1,0)}. We will consider test statistics D, with
M= ({0,1} x [M]) x ({0,1} x [M])

for a tuning parameter M € N which will typically be large so that D,, is approximately
normally distributed. When M is large and the dependence between X and Y is weak, we
will see that the variance of D,, can be approximately expressed in terms of

oM
ohx =0 x(f)=2M+1+ Z (2M + 1 —m){agmye(f)* + aqmye(f)*}

m=1

= M| fx 172,00
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16 T. B. BERRETT, I. KONTOYIANNIS AND R. J. SAMWORTH

as M — oo, and the corresponding quantity 012\4’3,, in which fx and px above are replaced
with fy and py respectively and ajq(f) for j € J is replaced with aex(f) for k € K.

Define Ayx = Aarx () == 1+ X2 (lagome(F)] + [a(me(£)]). with the corre-
sponding definition of A;y. We will see that the quantities Ay x and Ajsy, which when

f € F are both o(M 1/ 2) as M — oo by Lemma S5 in the supplement, will play a role in
controlling the normal approximation error of our test statistic and the corresponding null
statistics.

THEOREM 16 (BKS(2020)). In the above setting, let f € F with || flc < 00, let a €
(0,1) and let B € N. Write
ny\1/2 2
(2) Z(xk)eM{ajk(f) _ajO(f)aok(f)}
OM,XOM,Y
and, with s = [a(B+1)] — 1, let Bg_; s4+1 ~ Beta(B — s,s + 1). Let

AL2

A=

1/2 Ay x A 1/3
o 1/4 (M4 M, XAM)Y
_maX{M1/2 M1/2,D(f) ,( p ) T } .

Then there exists C' = C(]| f||co0, ) > 0 such that the p-value P in (5) satisfies
[PH(P<a) —E®(®~ (Bp_ss41) — As)| < Cmin{ B, (B~ v 5.%)}.

To understand the implications of this theorem, first consider the case where the null hy-
pothesis holds, so that A ¢ = 0, and further assume for simplicity that a(B + 1) is an integer.
Then the conclusion states that

IPy(P <) —a| < Cmin{ BY3,, (B3 v 6}/*)},

though in fact, we already know that P¢(P < o) = « in this special case. More generally,
Theorem 16 provides an approximation to the local power of our test when D(f) is small
and both n and M are large, with M2 /n small. It could be used by practitioners to guide the
choice of B in cases where computation is expensive: given an anticipated effect size A ¢, one
can compare E® (@1 (Bp_ss41) — Ay) to (@ (1 —a)— Ay) to understand the trade-off
between computation and power. Note also that ® (<I>_1(1 —a)—A f) is the limiting power
of the oracle test that has access to the marginal distributions.

To illustrate Theorem 16, we conducted some simulations to verify the accuracy of the
approximate power function. For a parameter p € [0, 1/2], we considered independent copies
of pairs (X,Y") with density function

(10) fo(x,y) =14 2psin(27z) sin(27y)

for x,y € [0,1], so that, marginally, X,Y ~ U[0, 1]. For these densities we have D(f,) =
and 0]2\4)( = 012\4’3, = 2M + 1. In our simulations we take n = 300,M = 7,8 =99 and

a = 0.1 so that
1/2
Aj, = (3(2)()) p2/15=p% x14.1....

Figure 1 plots the theoretical approximate power function, given by E® (<I>_1(B Bos,s+1) —
A f), and the empirical power function, which was computed by averaging over 700 inde-
pendent repetitions of the experiment for each value of p. The simulations reveal a good
agreement between our approximations and empirical performance.
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Fig 1: The theoretical approximate power function from Theorem 16 (black), and an empirical esti-
mate of the true power function (red); error bars show two standard deviations. Here, the data were
generated according to (10) with n =300, B=99,a=0.1,M =7.

The proof of Theorem 16 uses careful bounds for the error in normal approximations to
degenerate U-statistics, as well as corresponding bounds in the case where the U-statistic
is computed on a permuted data set. In the unpermuted case, such bounds have been well
studied, inspired by the work of Hall (1984) and de Jong (1990), who established asymptotic
normality results for degenerate U-statistics. This is interesting because, in the classical the-
ory, the asymptotic distribution of a degenerate U -statistic of order 2, for a fixed h, is given
by a weighted infinite sum of independent chi-squared random variables (e.g. Serfling, 1980,
p. 194). Indeed, from the form of the first term on the right-hand side of (11) below, it is not
clear that a normal approximation error will be small. However, if we allow h to depend on
the sample size n, then the weights in the infinite sum may become more diffuse, so that a
normal approximation may be more appropriate. In our setting, the truncation set M will typ-
ically depend on n, in which case we are in a situation where the U -statistic kernel depends
on the sample size. Rinott and Rotar (1997) derived error bounds in the normal approximation
with respect to classes of probability integral metrics that include the Kolmogorov distance.
Dobler and Peccati (2017, 2019) extended these results in two directions, first by working
with multivariate U-statistics, and second by controlling the normal approximation error in
the L;-Wasserstein distance. We present a consequence of Dobler and Peccati (2019, Theo-
rem 3.3) below, because it it will help to contextualise our (new) error bound in the permuted
case, which appears as Proposition 18.

PROPOSITION 17 (Dobler and Peccati (2019), Theorem 3.3). Forn > 2, let Z1,..., 72,
be independent and identically distributed random elements in a measurable space Z,
and let h : Z x Z — R be a symmetric measurable function that satisfies Eh(z,Z1) =0
for all z € Z and B{h(Z1,Z2)*} = 1. Write g(x,y) := E{h(z, Z1)h(y,Z1)} and U :=
%(3)71/2 > ier, M Ziy, Ziy). With W ~ N(0,1), there exists a universal constant C' > 0 such
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18 T. B. BERRETT, I. KONTOYIANNIS AND R. J. SAMWORTH

that for n > 2 we have

EY2{h*(Zy, Zo)}

—7 EY{g*(21, Z2)}|.

(11 dw (U, W) < C'max

As mentioned above, Proposition 18 below extends Proposition 17 to the case of a per-
muted data set, and therefore provides a useful stepping stone for analysing the power prop-
erties of permutation tests based on degenerate U -statistics.

PROPOSITION 18 (BKS(2020)). For n >4, let (X1,Y1),...,(Xy,,Y,) be independent
and identically distributed random elements in a product space Z = X x Y and let 11 be
a uniformly random element of S, independent of (X;,Y;)" ;. Let h: Z x Z - R be a
symmetric measurable function that satisfies

Eh((z,y), (', Y1)) =Eh((2,y), (X1,y)) =0

for all z,2’ € X and y,y' € Y, and also satisfies Eh?((X1,Y2),(X3,Ys)) = 1. Write
9((z,y), (@, y)) == E{h((z,y), (X1,Y2))h((z",¥), (X1,Y2))} and

1 —1/2
U:= B <Z> Z h((Xiys Yiugi))s (Xias Yig,))) -

(11,52) €T,

Then, with W ~ N (0, 1), there exists a universal constant C > 0 such that

1
d (U W) < C'max |:1/2 %%XEl/Q{hZL((leYJ(l))? (X27Y0'(2)))}7

(12) EY2{g?((X1,Y2), (X3,Y2)) }, E[E{h((X1,Y2), (X3,Y1))| X3, Yo }||.

Comparing the bounds in Propositions 17 and 18, we see three differences caused by the
permutation. The first term in (12) is slightly inflated by the maximum over the 24 permu-
tations in Sy; the second term involves distinct indices, which is to be expected since most
permutations of S, have only a small number of fixed points; and finally, there is an addi-
tional third term, which vanishes if X; and Y; are independent.

In fact, for a full description of the power properties of our permutation test, we require
a multivariate normal approximation error bound for the random vector consisting of the
original test statistic and the B test statistics computed on the permuted data sets. Since
this statement is more complicated, we defer it to the online supplement (Lemma S1). Its
main message for our purposes, however, is that these B + 1 statistics are approximately
independent, which is what facilitates the power function approximation in Theorem 16.

7. Numerical results. In this section, we examine the empirical performance of our
USP test, comparing it with alternative approaches where appropriate. We consider discrete,
absolutely continuous and infinite-dimensional settings, following the main examples given
earlier. First, however, we show how our test statistic can be computed much more efficiently
than might initially appear to be the case.

7.1. Computational trick. Our test statistic D, can be rewritten similarly to the test
statistics in Song et al. (2012) to allow for quicker computation, in the case that M = Jy x K¢
for some Jy C J and Ko C K. Define matrices J = (Ji,i,)}, j,—1, K = (Ki,i,)}, j,—1 by

1112 . Z p] 21 p] 12) and Killé = Z pZ(Yil)p}:(Yzz),
]EJO kEKo
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and let J and K be the corresponding matrices with the diagonal entries set to zero. Then,
writing 1 € R” for the all-ones vector, we have that

. 1 2

(il,iQ)Ezz (i17i27i3)ez3
1
+ Yo JniKii,
n(n—1)(n—2)(n—3) irria i),
= : i jiﬂékiﬂé_?( i jilizkili“” o i jilléf{ilig)
n(n_l) 11,02=1 n(n_l)(n_2) i1,i2,i3=1 t1,02=1
1 SN s ~ =
+ Ji1i3Ki2i4 —4 Ji1i2Ki1i3 +2 JiligKi1i2>
1 2 2 -
— tr(JK
{n(n— 1) + n(n—1)(n—2) * n(n—1)(n—2)(n— 3)} "7K)
2 4 T 17117 K1
_ 17JK1
{n(n T m=2) "= -2)(n= 3)} =D =2)(n—3)
tr(JK) 21T JK1 17 J117K1

=3 nm-2)n—3)  nn-D(mn—2)n-3)
From this final expression, we can see that D,, can be computed in O (n?(|Jo| + |[Ko|)) op-
erations, with the most time-consuming part being the computation of the matrices Jand K.

7.2. Discrete settings. Here we study two different examples, to illustrate the effects of
sparse and dense dependence. The first is a 6 x 6 contingency table, so that J = K = 6, where
the cell probabilities are of the form

. 2—(+k)
k)= (=2 7)1 -2 K + €(Lgjmp=1) + Lyj=p=2}) — €(Lgj=1h=2) + L{j=2=1});

for j, k € [6]. Here, ¢ > 0 measures the strength of the dependence; in fact, D(f) = 4¢2. Our
second example has J = K = 8 and cell probabilities of the form

f(]ak) = J7K + (_1)j+k_167

for which D(f) = JK 2. Thus, the main difference between the examples is in the number of
cells affected by the perturbation: in the first case, only the summands in D( f) corresponding
to (7,k) € {1,2} x {1,2} are non-zero, whereas in the second example, all summands are
non-zero.

Figure 2 plots estimates, computed as sample averages over 10000 repetitions, of the
power of our USP test as a function of € in the two examples, with n = 100 in Figure 2(a)
and n = 50 in Figure 2(b). In both cases, we set &« = 0.05 and B = 99. For comparison, we
also plot corresponding power estimates for two versions of Pearson’s chi-squared test. The
first, corresponding to the more usual practice in applications, uses as a critical value for the
test the (1 — a)th quantile of the chi-squared distribution with (J — 1)(K — 1) degrees of
freedom; the second computes the critical value using a permutation procedure similar to that
employed for our USP test. The advantage of the second approach is that it controls the Type
I error at the nominal level. In both cases, our USP test has greater power than both versions
of Pearson’s test, particularly in the first example, which is especially striking given that the
chi-squared quantile version of Pearson’s test is anti-conservative there.

imsart—-aos ver. 2020/08/06 file: UStatRev2arXiv.tex date: November 9, 2020



20 T. B. BERRETT, I. KONTOYIANNIS AND R. J. SAMWORTH

(b)

Power
Power

T T T T T T T T T T T
0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.12 0.000 0.005 0.010 0.015

€ €

Fig 2: Estimated power functions in the two discrete settings for our U-statistic permutation test
(black), as well as Pearson’s chi-squared test with chi-squared quantile (red) and quantile obtained
from permutations (green). Error bars show three standard errors; other parameters: o = 0.05, B = 99,
n = 100 (left), n = 50 (right).

7.3. Sobolev example. In this subsection, we consider a setting originally studied by Se-
jdinovic et al. (2013). For w € N and (z,%) € [0,1]2, define the density function

fu(z,y) =1+ sin(2nwz) sin(2rwy).

Berrett and Samworth (2019) also consider this family of densities, and explain why it be-
comes increasingly difficult to detect the dependence as w increases, despite the fact that
the mutual information does not depend on w. In fact, we also have D(f,,) = 1/4 for every
w € N, so this measure of dependence does not depend on w either.

In Figure 3, we plot estimates of the power of our USP test, computed over 2000 rep-
etitions with n = 100, 200. The choice of M is made as in Section 6, with M = 2,4. As
alternative approaches, we also study the HSIC test of Gretton et al. (2005), which is imple-
mented in the R package dHSIC (Pfister and Peters, 2017), the MINTav test of Berrett and
Samworth (2019), implemented in the R package IndepTest (Berrett, Grose and Sam-
worth, 2018) with k € [5], a test based on the empirical copula process described by Kojadi-
novic and Holmes (2009) and implemented in the R package copula (Hofert et al., 2017)
and a test based on distance covariance implemented in the R package energy (Rizzo and
Szekely, 2017). For these comparison methods, we used the default tuning parameter values
recommended by the corresponding authors. The fact that the departures in this example are
aligned with a single basis function for each choice of w means that the power of our USP
test is constant for w < M, and it performs extremely well in these cases. Once w exceeds
M, the test has no better than nominal power, as expected. Thus, M determines the number
of directions of departure from independence that we can hope to detect with our USP test
(we have 4M? coefficients to estimate). Increasing the value of M would provide non-trivial
power for larger values of w, but would sacrifice some power for smaller values of w.

7.4. Infinite-dimensional example. Our final example concerns potentially correlated
Brownian motions on [0, 1], as an illustration of our USP test applied to functional data.
More precisely, our data come in the form of pairs (X,Y"), where X = (X);¢[o,1] is @ stan-
dard Brownian motion, and where, for some 7 € [0,1] and for another standard Brownian
motion Z = (Zy)c[o,1) that is independent of X, we have that Y = (Y;),¢[0,1] is given by

Y =rX;+ (1 —r)Y227,

Thus, marginally, Y is also distributed as a standard Brownian motion.
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(a) (b)

Power
Power

Fig 3: Estimated power functions in the Sobolev example for our U-statistic permutation test (black)
with M = 2,n = 100 (left) and M = 4, n = 200 (right), HSIC (red), distance covariance (blue), copula
(purple) and MINTav (green). Error bars show two standard errors; other parameters: o = 0.05, B =
99.

By the Wiener representation of Brownian motion (e.g., Kahane, 1997), we can write

12 sin((¢ —1/2)mt)
=2 Z —1/2r

where (1)72 , is a sequence of independent, standard normal random variables. For any W =
(Wi)iepp, € L?[0,1], we can compute the transformed coefficients

w (W) :=® (gl/z(g - 1/2)77/01 Wysin((€ — 1/2)7t) dt>

for £ € N. We can therefore consider testing the independence of the random vectors
(u1(X),...,ur(X)) and (w1 (Y),...,ur(Y)), for some suitably chosen truncation level L.
For /,m € N and = € L2[0,1], let p)X (z) := 21/ cos(2mmuy(x)), and define p}, (-) simi-
larly. The U-statistic kernel in this example can be written as

A(CIRTIRNNEINM) Z Z {pelml 21)Plymy (U1)PL i, (22)Dlym, (Y2)

21,62—1 my,Ma2= 1

X Y X Y
= 200, m, (1) P2y, (Y1)D0,m, (T2) D0, m, (U3)

D7y @D, )P, (22)PY o, (1)}

where L, M € N. In Figure 4, we plot the power functions of our USP test, estimated over
2000 repetitions, for three different sample sizes, namely n € {50, 100,200}, with L = 2 and
M = 1. As expected, the power of our test increases with both r and n.

8. Discussion and outlook. In this paper, we have introduced a new permutation test of
independence based on a U-statistic estimator of the squared L?-distance between a joint dis-
tribution and the product of its marginals. Our methodology extends naturally to the problem
of testing mutual independence of several random elements. We have further demonstrated its
minimax optimality in various settings; to the best of our knowledge, this is the first time that
minimax optimality results have been established for such permutation tests. We conclude
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Fig 4: Estimated power functions for testing the independence of two Brownian motions with n = 50
(black), n = 100 (red) and n = 200 (green). Error bars show two standard errors; other parameters:
a=0.05,B=99, L=2, M =1.

by explaining how closely related ideas can be used to provide new goodness-of-fit tests and
two-sample tests with desirable properties.

Consider Z1,...,Z, Ype ‘P, where P is a dominated class of distributions on a sep-
arable, o-finite measure space (Z,C,v). Suppose further that we wish to test Hy: P = Py
against Hy : P # Py, where Py € P. Then, writing f and fjy respectively for the Radon—
Nikodym derivatives of P and P with respect to v, we can construct a U-statistic estimator
of the squared L?(v) distance between f and f; in a very similar spirit to (4). Since the null
hypothesis is simple, there is no need for permutations, and we can obtain a critical value for
the test by sampling from Fj.

For two-sample tests, we can let ) = {0, 1}, so that testing the independence of X and Y’
amounts to testing the equality of the distributions X[{Y =0} and X|{Y =1}. A small
observation here is that the sample sizes from each conditional distribution are random (hav-
ing a binomial distribution), whereas these are often treated as fixed in the usual two-sample
testing formulation. Our methodology and theory apply directly to this problem, therefore
further extending its scope.

9. Proofs of main results.

PROOF OF THEOREM 1. Since 1) is bounded, we have that v € L? (®?:1 ,u). Given j €
J, k€K and I C [n] we write

bjl'k = <z/), ®{1{iel}pjk + ]l{igl}pjoko}> .
LA(Qi—i 1)

i=1
Since r > 0p, we have that My(r/p) # 0. For (j,k) € My(r/p) to be chosen later consider
F* = f% = Djoko + ppji. € F, which satisfies Sp(f*) = 6%,p* < 7% and D(f*) = p*. Then
by Cauchy—Schwarz,

Ef*(w): <¢,®f*> ’ :Ep.fok=o(w)+ Z pllleI'k
=1

L@, 1) P£IC[n]
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1/2
(13) §a+{(1+92)”—1}1/2{ > (bj-k)?} :

0£ICn]

Now, observe that

S G <16 = By ) <a

(J:k)eMo(r/p) 0A1C[n]

Hence, for any 1 > 0 we may choose (j, k) € My(r/p) such that

a
Y O <o
ooz S TG )
The first claim of Theorem 1 follows from this combined with (13).
For the second part, first note the definitions of =, F¢(p) and p*(n, «, 8, &) immediately
after (A1). For the choice of 7,k in the first part of the proof, let ' = (Gg,k,)j/ejjk,e;c be
given by

g .10 ifj/=jand ¥ =k
J'F" 7] 0o otherwise.

Now f* € Fg 4 .2)(p) for any ' > 0. Applying Theorem 2 with M = {(j,k)} then yields
that there exists C' = C'(«, ) > 0 such that p*(n,a, 3,§) < Cl/z/nl/z. In other words, there
exists - € ¥(«a) such that Ef.«(¢pp.) > 1 — 3 whenever n > C/p?. Finally, the proof of
Theorem 2 reveals that 1) may be taken to be a permutation test (in fact the permutation
test described in Section 3 with M = {(j4, k)}), as required. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 2. Consider the test of Section 3. Choose B > 2(% —1), and sup-
pose f € F* were such that

04 DUz max 2[5 (D, - DY) - D7) { Sy vary (D, - D}

Then, by two applications of Markov’s inequality, we would have that

B A /\(1)
Pf(P>Oé) :Pf <1+ E ]l{ﬁngbsbb)} > (1—|—B)a> < (1f+ B)a
b=1

A /\(1)
BVar¢(D,, — Dy,
! [1+ ar ( )]< ! <1+Bgﬂ)§6-

=W Bal " {m (b D)) Sar e\ T2

We may think of D, — f),&” as an estimator of D(f), so that (14) ensures that the strength of
the dependence D( f) outweighs the bias and standard deviation of the estimator so that we
can detect the dependence using our test, up to the given probabilities of error. The remainder
of the proof is dedicated to bounding the bias and variance for a given £ € =, which enables
us to choose p so that (14) holds for all f € F¢(p), and hence ensures that p*(n, a, 3,£) < p.
Henceforth we will write IT as shorthand for II;; moreover, for some p > 0 to be chosen
later, we fix f € F¢(p) and write D, ajj, e, Gk instead of D(f),a;i(f),aje(f), ter(f)
respectively.

. . . .. . . d
Given (i1,12) € Iy write 0,4, € Sy, for the transposition of i1 and i, and note that IT =

Il o 05,5, Thus (II(1),T1(2)) 4 (I1(1),II(3)), so for every (j, k) € M we have that

d
Pik(X1, Yra))pin (X2, Yie)) = pje(X1, Yy e (X2, Yigs))-
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.. d
Slmllarly, pjk(Xl, YH(l))pjk(X27 YH(3)) = pjk(Xh Yn(g))pjk(Xg, YH(4)), so that

E(DM) = Y E{pir(X1, Yia))pik(Xa, Yiz)
(4,k)eM

— 2pji (X1, Yy pje (X2, Yigs)) + pie (X1, Yie) )2 (X3, Yiay) } = 0.

Thus, using our Sobolev smoothness condition to bound the truncation error,

Z (a]k - ajoaok’)2 -D

(j,k)eM

|E(D,, — D) — D| = |E(D,,) — D| =

7“2

(15) = Z (@i — ajoaok)2 <
(]»k)e(jX/C)\M

We now turn to bounding Var(Dn - DS)). First write h for the symmetrised version of
h, given by

(16) h((z101), -, (24, 94)) =7 Z h((Zo() Yo@))s - s (Ta(a)s Yo(a))) -
0ESy

By, e.g. Serfling (1980, Lemma A, p. 183), we have that

Var(D,) = Var<4‘2 B ( Z h((Xi, Vi), -, (X, Y, )))

i1,..0,04) €Ly

o) EO6

where (. := Var(IE{l_z( X1,1),. (X4,Y4)) ’ (X1,Y1),. ,(XC,YC)}), and moreover
G<G<G< . ForeachjejwrltelCM {keK:(j,k) € M} and for each k € K
write JM = {j € J : (j, k) € M}. Then, using Cauchy-Schwarz,

(= Var(E{E((Xl,Yl), (X V) | (Xl,Yl)})

= iVar( Z (ajk — ajeter){Pjr(X1,Y1) —pi((Xﬁa.k - aj.ka(Y1)}>

(J,k)eEM
34 2 2
§4{ > (ajk — ajeaer)pjn | Y (ajh — ajeaer)p; aek
(j.k)eM L) G kyem L2(ux)
2
+ Z (ajk - ajoaok)ajopky }
(G, k)eM L2(py)
34 2 2
< T [D + Z{ Z ajk — aj.a.k)a.k} +Z{ Z (ajk - ij.a.k)aj.} ]
JeT “kekM kel > jegM
3AD 9A2D
(18) < == vl + Il agu) < =

Observe that we have

Ca=Var h((X1,Y1),...,(X4,Ys)) < Var h((X1, Y1), ..., (X4,Y2)).
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One possibility, therefore, is to simply apply the bound ¢4 < ||/h||%,. On the other hand, by
Cauchy-Schwarz, we can say that

< A4/ / B2 ((21,90), - (20, wn) dps(er,pn) - dpea, )
XxY XxY

2
<isat [ ]S i) | dute)duta )
XY JXXY (

j,k)eEM
(19) <184YM.

We therefore have that

16¢1 N 26 _ 36A2D N 72min(||h||%, 18A% M)

@0) Var(Dn) < n nn—1)~ n n(n—1)

Next, with the same functions h and h as above, we may write

. 1 _
Dr(zl) = 1(n Z h((XimYH(il))v'--7(Xi47YH(i4)))'
4'(4) (i1,00yia)ETy

A simplifying property of h is that for every (z,y) € X x ),
(21) E{E((x7y)7<X17Y2)7(X37Y4)7(X57}/6))}:O-

Since we also have to deal with the uniformly random permutation 1I, we cannot directly
appeal to standard U -statistic theory for our bounds on Var(f)fml))

an analogue of (17) by writing

i Z Cov(ﬁ((X17YH(1))7"‘a(X47YH(4)))’
4'(4> (315e514)ETy

. However, we can develop

Var(D{V) =
B((Xilvyl—l(il))a R (Xi47YH(’i4))))

_ (41) 24: @ (Z - ;‘;) Cov (A((X1. Yir). - (X, Vi),

B((XLYH(I))v R (XC7YH(C))7 (X57YH(5))7 R (XS—C7YH(87C))>>

4
1 4\ (n—4\ +
@ =ma()i)e
c=0
For ¢ = 2, 3,4 we will use the crude bound
maX(52,53,54) < OI_Ié%XE{hz((XhYU(l))’ EEEE) (X47Y0'(4)))}
(23) < min(||A]%,, 18A%| M),

similarly to (19). To bound o and ¢; we must first bound two combinatorial probabilities.
First,

P(|[7] N {II(1),...,I(7)} > 1) < 7TP(II(1) € [7]) = 4;9.
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Now, similarly,

P(|[8] N {TI(1),...,TI(8)}] > 2) < @)P(H(l)v“@) € [8])
2

The first of these allows us to use (21), Cauchy—Schwarz and (23) to write
Cl COV< ((Xl’YH(l))a---7(X47YH(4)))7

B((Xl,Ynu))’(Xs,Yn )(X67YH(6))7(X77YH(7))))
<P([7) N {II(1), ..., TI(7)} =0) E{h((X1,Y3), (X2, Yo), (X3, Yi0), (X4, Y11))
((Xl, Y3), (X5, Y12), (X6, Y13), (X7,Y14)) }

= Esh?((X X4,Y,
n?%?sx h* (X1, Yo1))s s (X, 0(4)))}

49
(25) < —min(||h]|%, 184%|M]),
Finally, we may now use (21), Cauchy—Schwarz, (23) and (24) to similarly write

50 = COV(E((XLYH(I))? SR (X4a YH(4)))>B((X57YH(5))7 R (X87YH(8))))

1568
“n(n-—1)
From (22), (23), (25), (26) we have now established that

(26) min(||h||2,, 184%| M]).

@7) Var(DW) <& + 6g‘1+ max((2, G, () <

72
n(n—1) n(n—1)
Thus, from (20) and (27) we deduce that
72A%D 4992 min(||h||%,, 18 A8| M)

N, — D)
(28) Var(D,, — D,;’) < - n(n—1)

Now by substituting (15) and (28) into (14) we can see that if
212 115242 283min(HhHoo,5A4\M]1/2)}
it {02 () EMY naB T {n(n—1)aBy2  J’

then we have controlled the error probabilities as required.

(29)  D(f) Zmax{

- 2424min(||h|%, 1848 M|)

O]

PROOF OF COROLLARY 5. There exists C' = C(dx,dy) € (1,00) such that for any 7" >

0 we have
{G k) e T xK:0p <TH={jeT: i7" <THKkeK:[kI7" <T}|
< (T 4 1) (T 1) < o(T v )Y
From this we can infer that if m > C then 0,,(,,) > (m/C)*/?, and so

mo(TLT2) < maX{C, (nr2)2d/(4s+d)c4s/(4s+d)} < C{(n’I“Q) V 1}2d/(4s+d)‘
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It now follows from (6) that there exists C' = C(dx,dy, «, 3, A) > 0 such that if n > 16 and
nr? > 1 then

)

rd N\ 1/(4s+d)
n25)

p(n,0,8,€) < C(

as required. O

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 9. By (29) in the proof of Theorem 2, we see that we reject Hy
with probability at least 1 — /3, provided that n > 16 and
{ 2r?  1152A%y 1415A4%m!/2y1/2 }

93;(m+1)7 naf ' {n(n—1)aB}/2 ]’
Since my(t) < t2/604 + 1, there exists ng = ng(Ro, 0p) > 16 such that for all n > ny we have
mo(nr?/log"/?n) < 27 4 1. But then, for n > max(ng, ¢®),

{ 2r?  1152A4%y 1415A4m1/271/2}
62

p2 > min max

meK,

min max , ,
mekK. o(mt1) naf ' {n(n—1)aB}/2
2r2  1152A4%y 1415A%m!/2y1/2
<912 in max{ e 1, T 2}
me[27]\{1} 9w(m+1) naf ' {n(n—1)aB}/
< . { 2 logn m'Y?log'?n }
SAa,8 min maxq ——, ,
me{3,4,...,274+1} Hw(m) n n
logl/2 2 1
Smax{ognm(l)/2< nr )3 Ogn}’
n 10g1/2n n
and the result follows. ]

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 10. As in the proof of Proposition 9, by (29) in the proof of
Theorem 2, we see that we reject H with probability at least 1 — /3 provided that n > 16 and

2 . 212 1152A4%yx 7y 141544 Moy |2 (7x3v) /2
PP min e e T T il D12
meche Lmt v e

Since | My m | <dv a mxm® | if (mx,my) were not restricted to lie in Ky x Ky,
x,My X,0y X Y )
then we would maximise the right-hand side here by taking mi? = m‘;}y =a,B,dx.dy,A

(nr?/log n)427+d In fact, recalling that d/s = dx /sx + dy /sy, we have that

n

2
(nTQ/IOgn) sx{std) SR078X78Y7dX7dY (]ogn) T < n2/dx < 27x,

As in the proof of Proposition 9, then, we may choose (mx,my) € Kx X Ky so as to ensure
that the separation in (8) suffices to guarantee power at least 1 — 3. O

PROOF OF LEMMA 11. We will prove that

n? 4
d2 (P®n EP®") < exp(‘y ZjGJ\{jo}akeK\{ko} ajk) 1
TV Pigko’ f - 4P(p c f)? 4

in the case that n is even. If, on the other hand, n is odd then we will use the fact that

dry (VP v < dTv(Vi@ (nH), V? (n+l)) for any probability measures vy, v to complete
the proof.
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Let f(M, £ be independent copies of f and let p(*) p(®) be independent copies of p.
Then we have that

1 1 1
1+ diy (P, JEPE™) < 1+ fdi (Bgr EPE™)

/ / E{f 1’1,3/1) xn,yn)})2d,u(xn,yn)... dlLL(x17y1>
X><)) XxY

E{ bz u)ﬂ{zﬂ1> p<2>€f}} E{ 2)>22(u)}
41[»(() p e F) - 4P(pef)2 ’

and all that remains is to bound the numerator in this final expression. Let (¢; (1)) (fj( k)) be
independent copies of (;;;) and write

2) d
v= 3 aGglgls Y de
JjeT\{jo},keK\{ko} J€IT\{jo},keK\{ko}
The random variable Y has a distribution that is symmetric about the origin, so for odd
m we have E(Y"™) = 0. For m,r € N with r <m write A,,, :={a = (a1,...,a,) e N":
ar+...+a,=m}and 2m—1)1=(2m—-1)(2m—-3)...3= (2m ,22n for the double factorial.
It is also convenient to define the multinomial coefficient: for N € N and my,...,m, € Ny

withmy + ... +m, = N, we set

< N > N!
M1, M2, ..., My mylms!...m,!

Then, for every m € {0,1,...,n/2}, we have

2 2 2
E(Y m) = Z Ajifgy -+ ajgmkng(fjllﬁ s g]ém’%m)

jl,..-,ijJ\{jo}
Eieskam €K\ {ko}

m
_ 4oy 4o, 1 2m
a, k - k X —
Jika Jefir el \ 2001, 2009, . .., 200,
r= laeAnLT(Jhkl)? 7(]77k)
distinct

- i Z Z ater L gter x (m = Do, %)
~ Jika T ke T e (200 — DL (20 — DY

EAm.r (1,k1),,(Grskir)
distinct

m —_ 1\l m
E 2 : a4a1 a4ar % (2m 1)"(a1,...,a,.)
Juka T ks r!
r=1 Am r (]1,]431), ,( ,k )

distinct

= (2m—1)!!< > a§k>m.

€T \do} ke {ko}

It therefore follows that
n/2

B{6 5} ~B{0+ 7)) = Y (0 B0
m=0

1 [(n? A\ n? 4
< Z ooy <2 Z ajk) < exp<2 Z ajk)v

JeI\{jo},keK\{ko} F€IT\{do} ke \{ko}
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as required. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 12. For m € N, set

Cm = min< r Mloglﬂ(l +(1—7)?), (’4_1)2/\1>

Qi(m) " n+1 mp2

and

@ o= 0717{2/ml/2 for £ € [m]
w() - 0 otherwise.

Then, with the convention that 0o.0 = 0, we have

2 2 Cm - 2 2 9
JEIT\{Jo}, k€N {ko } =1

Moreover,
2
Y a= Sy les(l (1=,
JeI\{do} ke \{ko}
and
(31) > aji|pjklloe =m"?ey? P < (A= 1) AL,

F€T\{do} ke {ko}

Now, writing p = {3 T\ }keR [} a?k}l/ ?, observe that the random element p of L?(w)

defined in Lemma 11 has D(p) = p2 with probability one. Furthermore, from (30) and (31),
we have with probability one that p € F¢(p). Since only finitely many elements of the set
{aji:j€ T \{jo},k €K\ {ko}} are non-zero, {p € F} is an event, so by Lemma 11 and
the discussion immediately following it, we have
ﬁ(n7’77§)2 Z sup Z a’?k‘ = SUup Cm,
"N jeq\Uo} kek\key MY

and the result follows. O

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 14. For m = [nr?]2#/(4s+d) e set

r2 (2m)Y/?

Hi(m)’ n+1

rd )2/(4s+d)

dpy = min< log!/? (14 (1 - 7)2)> R,y dy (@

and
G = cl,lf/ml/2 for £ € [m]
w(f) - 0 otherwise.

The rest of this proof is dedicated to showing that, for the p constructed in the statement of
Lemma 11, we have

P(p¢f)=lP’< essinf p(x,y)<0><1_ 14 (1—79)?

z€X yey 14+4(1—~)%’
from which the result will follow from Lemma 11. We define the random function
F(z,y)=1-p(z,y)=— > aju&irpin(z,y)

€T \{jo}, ke \{ko}
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and aim to bound ]P’(ess SUp,ex yey F(2,y) > 1). The space X x ) can be equipped with
the pseudo-metric

1/2
e @)= X b P

F€T\{do} ke {ko}

which satisfies

1/2
§:= sup T((x,y),(z:g,yg))§4{ Z a?k} :4d717{2

EAWEY JET\ LG} HER\ (ko
for any (z0,y0) € X x Y. Now, for m = (my,...,mg,) € NI¥ and = = (21,...,24,) €
X, we write (m,x)y := Z?jl myxy; similarly, for m = (myq,...,mg, ) € Ng” and y =

(Y1,---,Ydy ) €Y, we write (m,y)y = Z?;l myeye. Then, for any z,2’ € X and y,y’ € ),

2 —2mi{mx,x—x') x —27mi{my,y—y’ 2
T((x7y>7(x/7y/)) §4 Z a?k{}e 2 < ’ > —1| —+ ‘@ 2 < Y y>)/ _1‘}
(ax,mx)€T\{jo}
(ay,my)eR\{ko}
< 327? Z as (LA (mx,z — )3 + 1A (my,y —)3)
(ax,mx)E€T\{jo}
(ay ,my)e\{ko}
<32t Y i {(mllle — 205 + (o e )
(ax,mx)eT\{jo}
(ay ,my)e\{ko}
(32) < 64m2r? max{||gg — x/Hi()sx/\l)’ lly — y'IIZéSYM)}.

For u,v > 0, let Hy(u,X) and Hoo(v,)) be the u- and v-metric entropies of X and ),
respectively, with respect to the appropriate supremum metric; thus, for example, there exists
Xy :={x1,...,xn}, where log N = H(u,X), such that given any « € X, there exists z ;- €
Xy with ||z — 2j+||oc < u. It follows from (32) that, if H(w, X’ x ) is the w-metric entropy
of (X x Y, 7) in the metric 7, then

H(w,Xxy)gHoo(( - )1/(5)(/\1)")() +Hoo<( w )1/(5)’/\1)’3})

871 871
1/(sxAl) 1/(sy Al)
<dxlog (1 + (—8W) > +dy log<1 + <—8W) )
w w
dx dy
< log(1 .
- (Sx/\1+8y/\1> Og( —|—87T’l°/w)

This choice of metric allows us to write, forany A € R,z,2’ € X and y,y' € ),

log EeMF)=F0) — 3 log cosh (Aaj{pj(2,y) — pjr(2’,y)})

Jje€IT\{jo}
kek\{ko}
A2 2 roN 2 A2 ’on) 2
(33) <% > ab{pin(,y) — pir(z’y)} =57y, @)
J€I\{Jo}
kE/C\{k’o}

We now apply a chaining argument. For each ¢t € N, let §; := 27, and let Z; denote a d;-net
of X x Y with respect to the pseudo-metric 7. Let zg = (¢, yo) be an arbitrary element of
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X x Y and Zy:={z}. Then, for each t € Ny, we can define a map IT; : X x Y — Z; such
that T(Z,Ht(z)) < d;. Noting that EF'(x0,y0) = 0 and writing F; := F o II;, we have for
every 1" € N that

E(esssup F(:U,y)) < E(esssup Fr(z,y)+ esssup |F(x,y) — FT(agy)])
reX,yeY zeX,yey zeX,yey

T
< ZE [ esssup { Fy(z,y) — Fy_1(z, y)}]
=1 LlzeXyey
+ > aji|pj(z,y) — pjx (M1 (z,y))|.
JEI\{do k€N {ko }
Now 7(I¢(z,y), ;-1 (z,y)) < 36 for all z € X,y € Y and t € N. Hence, by (33) and a

standard sub-Gaussian maximal inequality (e.g. Boucheron, Lugosi and Massart, 2013, The-
orem 2.5),

T
E(esssup F(x,y)) < 6Z5tH1/2(5t,X x Y) +mdr
T€EX ,yey =1

§/2
< 12/ HY?(u, X x Y) du + mérp.
0

Since this bound holds for every T' € N, we conclude that

5/2
E(esssup F(x,y)) < 12/ HY?(u, X x V) du
zeX yey 0

1/2

<
_967T(SX/\1+SYA1) r/o log"/2(1+ 1/v) dv

dx dy \1/2 47
<24d1/2( ) 21082+ 2, [log [ ) L.
- m Sx/\1+8y/\1 \/7?+ gt 8 d}?{Z

Now with { = (sx,sy,dx,dy,vy) we have d%Q =¢ (rd/nQS)l/(45+d), so that r/al},{2 =¢
(nr?)?s/(4s+d) and hence there exists ¢; = ¢1(¢) € (0,00) such that if (r¢/n?s)1/(4s+d) <
c1/1og"?(nr?), then Eess SUpex yey F(7,y) < 1/2.

Now, by e.g. Boucheron, Lugosi and Massart (2013, Theorem 12.1), the random variable
Sup,ex yey F'(7,y) is sub-Gaussian with variance proxy

Z a?kHijﬂzo <2d,,.
J€I\{do},keR\{ko}

By reducing ¢; = ¢1(¢) > 0 if necessary, and since nr? > 2, we may assume that

1+(1—7)2>.

d <—i10 1-—
(T 1+ 4(1—~)2

Hence, by a standard sub-Gaussian tail bound (e.g. Boucheron, Lugosi and Massart, 2013,
p. 25)

Plpg¢ F)< IP’( esssup F(z,y) —E esssup F(z,y) > 1/2)
rEX,yeY zeX,yey

imsart—-aos ver. 2020/08/06 file: UStatRev2arXiv.tex date: November 9, 2020



32 T. B. BERRETT, I. KONTOYIANNIS AND R. J. SAMWORTH

1+ (1—9)?

< e~ 1/(16dn) 1 _
= STV

as required. O
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S.1. Remaining proof from Section 3.

PROOF OF COROLLARY 7. For ¢t > 1, we have that
My, s (1) := [{(j, k) € T x K: 051, <t}| =AM (s3> log? t) M (sy> log?t).
Thus,
mo(t) >m < ml/zﬁi(m) <t <= Ms, s, (tl/Q/m1/4) >m.

If follows that mg(t) = min{m € N: My 4, (t'/2/m/*) < m}, and the result then follows
from Theorem 2 in the main text.

We now turn to the proof of the second part of the result. For ¢ > 16 set L := [t'/3]. We
then have

Zlog(l + [t/6%]) - cot?

=1
L(¢/L)z) L1, p ot 1
= Z log(1+Lt/ZQJ)—i—Z(KE)zJ—L<u+1>ZDlog(1+u)—COtE
{=1 u=1

L—-1 1

Z{<£>E B (uil);}log(l‘i‘u)—%t;
1

u=

tz log(1 +¢
<1108 HD oL+

2

 talog(1+1)

+2LlogL+t% w2 = (u+1)71? log(1 + u).
5 S = (e )72 log(1 4 w)

u=L

Thus, given ¢ > 0, there exists tg = ty(d) > 0 such that
‘til/z log(1+M(t)) —co| <6

whenever t > tg.
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2cq+e
Let € € (0,4s) be given, and consider m = t3+e0 for t sufficiently large that tm~Y/?2 =

2s—¢/2
tzre0 >exp(2(sx V sy )to(e/2)/?). For such t we have that
iM <log2(m2_1/2t) > " (log2 (m;”%))
m 4s5 4s3

4 ¢ 0021»6/2 " c02~:e/2 4 + aotf/z
SE{<7711/2> _1}{<m1/2> _1}§E<m> <1

2co+te
for ¢ sufficiently large. Thus, when ¢ is large enough we have mg s s, (t) < ¢+ . An anal-

2co—e

Zc0—¢< . .
ogous argument shows that we also have mg s s, (t) > t2=+< when ¢t is sufficiently large, as
required. O

S.2. Remaining proof from Section 5.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 15. Take
m:= mo(m‘2) —1= m07sx7sy(nr2) —1.
For this choice of m, set
(2m)1/ 2 1/2 2
Ay =~ Jog!2(14+ (1 — 4
= los (1+(1—7)%/4),
which by construction is bounded above by 2/ 03) (m)* Further, set

P d,qu{Q/ml/2 for £ € [m)]
w(®) - 0 otherwise.

As in the proof of Proposition 14 in the main text, our aim now is to give an upper bound for
P(esssup,ey yey F(2,y) > 1), where

F(z,y) = — > ajk&ikPik (T, Y)-
J€I\{Jo} ke \{ko}
Again we take
roN2 L 2 /N2
JEIT\{Jo},keRN{ko}

The main difference with the proof of Proposition 14 in the main text is in how we bound the
metric entropy of the space (X x ), 7). For m € N§* and z,2’ € X’ we have

9] . 00 ' ) 00 00 |l’g—x/|
[Le2mmere — [Tt < omS il — o) < 2pm) 3 220
=1 (=1 =1 =1
Thus, if we define the norm || - || on X =Y = [0, 1]N by ||(z1,22,...)|| = Y_poq £2|z¢|, then
we may write, for any z, 2’ € X and y,1y’ € ) that
1/2
. 2
((z,y), («,9)) 347{ > asp{lille — 2/l + [Ellly — /I } ]
J€IT\{jo},keK\{ko}
1/2
<sello-aIVIy-yl)| X PV
€T \{jo}, k€K \{ko}
8mr , ,
< (=2 Vy—¥]).
S ASy)Q(Hﬂc 2|V lly =yl
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Here, in the final inequality, we have used the fact that 22 < ¢® for £ > 0. We now bound the
metric entropy of the space (X, || - ||). For L € N define
x .= {x: (x1,22,...) EX:xg:OforallﬁzL—&—l}.

For any = = (x1,72,...) € X,L € Nwe have ||z — (z1,...,2£,0,0,...)[| <> 72, 7% <
1/L. Given § > 0, set L = |2/4 | and define

T={1,..., (/)72 x {1,...,[(6/9)72/4]} x ... x {1,...,|(6/4)2/L?|}.
For every 7 € Z, set
2@ = (i1(6/4)%,4i2(6/4)%,..., L*i1.(5/4)2,0,0,...) € X1,

We now show that the family {z()};c7 is a d-covering set of X. Let = (1, 29,...) € X
be given, and for each £ =1,..., L, define the quantity i} := argminie{l,...,L(f5/4)’2J}’xé —
¢%i(5/4)?|. Then, when § < 1/2 so that L > 8/(55) we have

(x1,...,21,0,0,...) — :c(i*)H
<1/L+ L6%*/16 <56/8 + /8 < 4.

2 i)

Hence,
L

2/6
Z (L+(€5/4)7%) < /O log(1+(x5/4)_2)d:n§§.

It follows that
64rr

u(sx A sy)?
u(sx Asy)?’

8mr

H(u,Xxy)§2H( ,)()g

Write § = 23/ Qd% % as in the proof of Proposition 14 in the main text. Then after reducing
e > 0 from the statement of Proposition 15 in the main text if necessary so that € € (0 4s/(s+

)) by the second part of Corollary 7 in the main text, there exists C' = C’ (s X,Sy,€(s+
co)) such that when nr? > C’ we have

8r2ml/2 82 gy Coteleten)/2

(7“(5)2 = 8dm7"2 S E— S 7(%7“ ) 2steo
n n
(4te)(steq) _ 2s—e(steg)/2 1o s )(4+ €)(steg)  2s—e(steg)/2 __e(s+eg)
=8r 2stc0 p 2s+cq S 8n 2 steo 2s+cq 2s+cq g 8n  2steo |

Hence, by the chaining argument in the proof of Proposition 14 in the main text and by
increasing C’' = C”(SX, sy, e) > 0 if necessary, we have when min(n,nr?) > C’ that

12-8 1/2 8/2 1/2 9621/2 1/2 1
B g Fla) < 2T [P0 02 1
TEX yEY sx Nsy Jo U sx N\ sy 2

From the second part of Corollary 7 in the main text, we see that by still further increasing
c'=c (sX, Sy, € ) > 0 if necessary, we may assume that when min(n, nr2) > " we have

1+(1—v)?

dyn < —15log (1 — T+4(1—7)?

main text, we have

P(esssup F(z,y) > 1) §P<esssup F(z,y) — E esssup F(z,y) > 1/2)

). Hence, as at the end of the proof of Proposition 14 in the

rEX ,yeY reX ,YeY TEX,YEY
)2

<o V/(6dn) g 1+(1-9) .

14+4(1—~)2
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36 T. B. BERRETT, I. KONTOYIANNIS AND R. J. SAMWORTH

Finally, by Lemma 11 in the main text, we conclude that, when nr2>C' =’ (sx,Sy,€),

(1,0, 3,62 > = 2T g2 <1 + <1—7>2>

n+1 4
> mo(nr?)!/? log 121 4 (1-7)? ’
n+1 4
as required. 0

S.3. Remaining proofs from Section 6.

PROOF OF THEOREM 16. As in the proof of Theorem 2, we write D, ajx,dje, o) In
place of D(f),ak(f),aje(f), aer(f) respectively.

The first step of the proof is to show that Dn,bﬁﬂ), .. ,lA),(IB) can be approximated by
appropriate second-order U -statistics that are degenerate. We then apply Lemma S1 to estab-
lish that they can be jointly be approximated in the dg,, metric by a multivariate Gaussian
distribution.

For j € J,k € K,z,x1,20 € X and y,y1,y2 € Y, it will be convenient to write

Dik(,y) == pjk(,y) — ajepy () — aerpy () — aj), + 2ajeaq), and

ha((z1,wn), (w2,92)) i= > B, y1)bik(r2, 12).
(4,k)emM

Recalling the definition of the symmetrised version h of A in (16), we begin by calculating
g((xla yl)(x27 yQ)) = E{E(('xla yl)) (1)2, 92), (Xl) }/1); (X2a YQ)) }

Z {pj(x1,91) — ajep). (Y1) — aerp; (¥1) — aji + 2 0001 }
(J,k)eM

X {pjk(fU% Y2) — ajoka(ZJQ) - a.kp])'((l"z) —aji + 2aj.aok}
1
+5 > (ajk — ajeaer){3pjk (w1, y1)+3pjr (w2, y2) —pjk (21, y2) —pj (w2, 91)
(J,k)eM
—2p7 (#1)aek — 2p} (w2)aek — 29}, (y1)aje — 2D} (Y2)aje + 4ajeaar }

1 2
= ghQ((xlayl)’ ($27y2)) + 3 Z (aje — aj-a.k)2
(J:k)eM

1 N . 5 -
(S1H  + 6 Z (ajk —ajeaek) {305k (@1, Y1)+ 3Dk (22, Y2) —Pik (21, y2) —Pjk(@2,y1) } -
(j,k)eM

Moreover, we let

g((z1,91), -, (24, 94))

=h((z1,91), -, (x4,9)) 1

- I Z h2((x0(1)7ya(1))a ($U(2)7ya(2)))'

Then, by Serfling (1980, Lemma A, p. 183), and calculations very similar to those in (18)
and (19) in the main text, we have that

Var (D~ 155 30 (6.3, (3,72

11<12
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V(s X A (i)

n
4) 4y <ip<iz<ia

1

S = Var (E{G((X1, Y1), .., (X4, Y2)) IX1,Y1})
+EVar(E{gi«Xl,m,...,<X4,n>)\X1,Y1,X2,Y2})

n %Var(g((XhYl)?--'7(X4’Y4))>

1 1 -
= Var<2 Z (ajr — aj.a.k)pjk(Xl,Yl)>

n
(J,k)em

+ %Var (9((X1»Y1)= (X2,Y2)) — éh2((X1,Y1)7 (X27Y2))>

. %Var(g((Xlayl)""’(X4’Y4))>

A2 AM? APMA,  ACM?
(S2) SY (4 ajeaa)’ + < L. .
(J,k)em

~ 2

n3 n n3

Having bounded the difference between D,, and an appropriate second-order degenerate U-
statistic, we now approximate the second moment of hy ((X 1, Y1), (Xo, Yg)), so that we may
standardise this U-statistic. For this we will first recall a basic fact about the trigonometric
basis. Extending the definitions of pflfm = p};m in (7) in the main text to hold for all a, m € Z,
we have for a1,as € {0,1}, mi,me €Z, Z € {X,Y} and = € [0, 1] that

1
A Z A Z
Pa,m, (x)pa,mg (l‘) = \ﬁ {pal +as,mi+ms (1‘) + Pai—ay,mi—mo (J}) } .

Henceforth, when there is no confusion, we will write (X,Y") for a random variable with
density f. We can now see that

Z Z E*{pju(X,Y )pjw (X,Y)}
(J,k)eM (5 ,k)eM
M

= > Z E2 (D s (OP s DY, s (VIPY: s (V)

ml,‘..,m4=1 ay,.. ,a4—0

= E Z E2 {0 ot tyomm P o (1yram (V)

ma=1lay,...,as=0

2M 1
>N @M A1-mi)2M + 1= m2)al,, ) (anms) + O(MA)

ml,mgz() al,azzo
=0} x0hy + O(MA+ M*A*D'/?).

Similarly, we have for example that

oY EH{pi(X Y (X)ae )

(J,k)EM (5, k") EM
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M 1
S A Z Z EQ{pi,mﬁr(fl)a?mg (X>p(}1/3,m3 (Y>}

my,ma,mz=1a,as,a3=0

2M M 1
<AMA DN > > BHpy o (0P, i, (V) } <2M A7

mi=1ms=1a;,a2=0
and Y- 1) (irkyem Crelar@eay < A Hence, we can check that
E{n3((X1,71),(X2,Y2)) b= D Y E{pn(X,V)pjw (X, Y)}
(Gk)EM (5K )M

(S3) =0} x0hy + O(MA* + M?A’D'?).

Our calculations so far allow us to bound two of the terms that will appear in the

E{h3((X1,Y1),(X2,Y2))}

T 1
NoN xO M,y

bound when we apply Lemma S1 below in our context, namely

E 2
{92(()217Y1)2(X2»Y2))} , where
Opm,x%M,y

92((z1,11), (22, 92)) :==E{ha((z1,11), (X, Y)) ha((z2,52),(X,Y)) }

= > Y bl u)biw (w2, y2)E{Hin(X, Y)piw (X,Y) }.
(J,k)eEM (57 k" )eM

Specifically, we note that
E{g3((X1,%1),(X2,Y2)) }

= Z E{5j, b (X, Y ) Dok (X, V) FEL ok, (X, Y )Pk, (X, V) }
(Jrrk1)yes(Jaska)EM
(S4) X B{Bjaks (XY )Djak (X, V) YE{Bjoh, (X, Y )Pk, (X, Y) |
Now, for a € {0,1}, m1,me € {1,..., M} and Z € {X, Y}, define the shorthand
Ge s = Doty 4ma — Pt —mas

and write My := ({0,1} x {—2M,—2M +1,... ,2M})2. Then

> B{pjik, (X5 Y )Djak, (X, Y) YEAD 1, (X, Y )k, (X, V) }
(J1,k1) 50, (Ja,ka) EM

X E{pjzkz (Xv Y)pj4k4 (X’ Y) }E{pjsks (X7 Y)pj4k4 (X? Y)}

M 1
D DD DI | S UATSINC o ' SN 9} L UATS . oS O}

ml,...,m4=1 al,...,a4=0
nl,...,n4:1 bl,...7b4:O

% E{day s (X) by ma s (V) YEAGal iy, (X) g m, (V)]

M 1
SJA Z Z ‘E{qg{hmhmz (X>qu,n17n2 (Y)}E{qa)gymlymii (X)qg;nl,ns (Y)} ‘

mi,ma,mz=1a;,a2=0
ny1,n2,n3=1 by,b5=0
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<SM*A Z Z \E{pahml Wy VYELDS o (X0)pY 0, (V)Y

my,ma=—2M ay,a2=
ny,no=—2M by,ba=

2 2
:M2A< > |ajk|> §M2A< > ]aj.a.k|—|—16MD1/2>.

(J,k)EM: (J,k)EM:
The other terms in the expansion of (S4) can be bounded similarly: in particular, by Parseval’s
identity,
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 9 4 4 8
Z aj1°a'k1 ajz'a.k2aj3°a'k3aj4'a’k4 = HfX HLz(HX) HfY ”L2(ILY) < A%
(jl,kl)z"'v(jélvk‘l)EM
It follows that

2
(S5) E{g%((Xl,Yl),(Xg,Yg))}§A8M2< > yaj.a.k\> + ASM*D
(j,k)EM

The fourth moment of k9 can similarly be bounded by writing

11
E{h%((Xl,Yl),(Xg,)@))}§A2/ / hs ((z1,31), (22, y2)) dz dy

= A7 (/ / Diuk (T, 9) -+ - Djaka (T, y)dsvdy)

(J1,k1),- 7(J477€4 )EM
M

10 6 410
(S6) SA Z L5, 4ot ja=0} L (ks kot kot ha=0} S M A
J1,k1,edaka=—M

The next step is to study the behaviour of the permuted statistics D(l) . Af)gB). Many
of the calculations are very similar to those already carried out in our study of D,,. First, for
(j,k) € J, define

~(1
pﬁ-k) (z,y) = pjk(x,y) — ajepi () — Qekp} () + Qjetak-

Further, define

B ((21,31), (22,32)) = > ﬁg}g)(xlayl)ﬁg‘?(xQJJQ)-

(j.k)EM
and
I ((@1,m),- - (24,9))
=h((z1,91),- -, (x4, 1)) Z WS (1) Yo (1)) (To(2) Vo)) -
0634

To approximate [)7(11)

¢ =E[50 (X1, Vi), - (Xa, Vi)

by a second-order U -statistic we first look at

X g(l) ((Xla YH(I))a ER) (Xca YH(C))? (X57YH(5))7 EN) (X8*C,YH(8—C)))1|
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for c=0,1,2,3,4. First, as in (23) in the main text, for ¢ = 3,4 we have the simple bound

that max(|¢S" |, [¢{"]) < ABM2. By the construction of §) and the null hypothesis version
of (S1), we have that

Eg(l)((xl,yl)a (z2,y2), (X1,Y2),(X3,Yy)) =0
for all 1, y1,x2,y2 € [0,1]. It now follows by calculations similar to those in (25) and (26)
in the main text that \Cc(l)\ < ABM?nc3 for ¢ =0, 1, 2. Hence,

EH[)S)—@) 3w X“,YHZl)),(XZ-Z,YH(i2)))}2]

7/1 <22

)" =,
T

As in the null hypothesis version of (S3), we have that
(S8) E{hS)((X1,Y2), (X3,Y1))*} = 03 xo%1y + O(MAY),
Now we bound

E[E{ny (X1, Ya), (X3, Y1)) [V, X3}

2
~(1)((Xi17YH(i1))7---a(XiuYH(u)))} ]

(S9) =E §AD1/2,

Z (@i — ajeter)Djr (X3, Y2)
(4,k)EM

where the final bound follows from Cauchy—Schwarz and (18) in the main text. Define

Qél)(($1,y1),($27y2)) = E{hgl)((xlayl),(X17Y2))h§1)((332,y2)7(X17Y2))}-
As in (S5) and (S6) we can also see that

2
E{gél) ((leyl)a(XQ’YQ))2} §A8M2< Z |aj.a.k|>
(4, k)EM:

(8100 maxE{R (X1, o). (X2, Vo)) '} S MOAY.

Using the inequality dg_(W,U) < E(||W — U||?) for dg,, defined just above Lemma S1, it
now follows from (82), (S3), (SS) (86), (S7), (S8), (89), (S10), Lemma S1 and the facts that
o2 = O'MXO'MY > M? and 02, < A2M? that

1/2
dg,, <(20)M(Dn —~ED,, DV, ..., DP)),(Z, Z1, .. .,ZB)>

sman{ (39)" (B2 api, atp2

M M

(G R)EM "
S11) gAmaX{(zf)m?(E)uz,Dl/{(B‘;J\ﬁym?]\i Z ,aj,a.k\}.
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All that remains is to use this bound to approximate the rejection probability of our test by
the probability of the corresponding event for the independent Gaussian random variables.
We do this by smoothing the indicator function of the rejection event; this is a relatively stan-
dard technique for obtaining Berry—Esseen type bounds (e.g. Bentkus, 2005; Chernozhukov,
Chetverikov and Kato, 2013), though the shapes of our rejection events can be complicated
(see (S12) below), so the analysis required some care. Define the function ¢ : R — R by

(1) = e Vtift >0
P90 otherwise,

write p(z) := cpp(1 — ||z||3) for z € RP+!, where cp is chosen so that [, p(z) dz =1,
and for € > 0 write p.(z) := e B~1p(z/¢). Given a Borel measurable ACRB*t ande>0
write x(z) := Lyzeay, write A := A + By(e) and write x¢() := [, pc(z — y) dy. Finally,
let B,(€) :={y e REFL: |jy|l2 < €}. If x € A then B,(e) C A6 and we have x.(z) =1, so
that x(z) < x.(z) for all z € RB+!. Moreover, if ¢ A% then y.(z) = 0 so we can only
have x(x) # x.(z) if x € A%\ A. Straightforward calculations show that

QCB

VXE(H?):G/l(A )Z@/(l_ HZHZ)dZ

2c
V2X6(x)—2B/_1(A ){IB_i_lgp/(l—Hz”Q)—QZZT l/( |Z|| }dz

€

To bound these derivatives, we will first observe that if we write C'p := fol (1—u)B2p(u) du,
then when B > $t21%8% _ 1 e have that

log(1/3)
Cs [yl —u)>p(u)du >1_f01u(1—u)35190(u)du
Cp1 NCE e go( ) du Jo (1 —w) 7 p(u) du
1 fip(-w) T e(w)du
T2 (1-uw) T pu)du

S 1 f11/2(1 —u) ;I(p(u)du S 1 p(1) (%) =R S 1
T2 [l -w) T edu 2 e(1/3)1 4

Hence, when B > $721984 "6 have
log(4/3)

2cp
Mix) < sup [Vxe(@)] < 28 / 2l (1 1211%) d
rERB+1 € JB,(1)

_ 2f01(1 —u)z ¢ (u) du _ Bfol(l —u)5 p(u)du _ BCp_ 4B

efol(l—u)%w(u)du - efol(l—u)%(p(u)du - eCp_y ~ €’

where we made the substitution v = 1 — ||z|? to obtain the first equality. Moreover, using the

fact that |¢” (u)| < 2u~*p(u) and integrating by parts, when B > 6+2(317§;1 we have

Ma(xe) < sup [|[VPxe()]lr
2ERB+1

2cp

S/B (1){(B+1)1/290’(1—HZ\|2)+HZHQI¢"(1— 121} d=

€2
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L2 rP{B+ 1)V (1 —?) + 2" (1 - r?)|} dr
€2 fol rByp(1—r?)dr

+

_ 2B D20 —w) 5 () +20 — )" u ()} du
- € [ (1 —u)"5" p(u) du
_ B Jo(l=w)"s p(u)du _ 7BCp_s _ 112B?

€ fol(l — )5 p(u) du e2Cpy — €

Therefore, there exists a universal constant ¢ > 0 such that, for all B € N and all € > 0 we
have c(¢/B)%x.(-) € Gp. For any random variable W taking values in R®*! and for Z a
standard (B + 1)-variate normal random vector we therefore have

P(W € A) — P(Z € A) = Ex(W) — Ex(Z)
. Bg, (W, 2)

<Ex.(W) —Ex(2) +P(Z € A\ A).

ce?
The rejection regions that we are interested in are of the form
(S12)  Aso = {(wo,wr,...,wp) ERFT: |{be [B]:wy >wo + 0} < (1+ B)a— 1}.
Now if (wo,w1,...,wg)T € As.o and (ug,u1, ... ,up)’ € By(2¢) then we have

Hbe [B]:wb+ub>w0+uo—i—(5+4e}‘ < Hbe [B] :wb>w0+5}‘

<(1+B)a-—1,
so that A%fa C Asi4eq- Thus, writing s = [a(B +1)] — 1 we can use the bounds
P(Z € A3\ Asa) SP(Z € Asiaca) — P(Z € As)

- /01{@(@—1(@ - 46) —<I>(c1>—1(u) . 5) }BB,S,SH(U) du < (2;1;/2.

By considering A§ =~ we can establish a matching lower bound and hence see that, for any
a€(0,1) and 6 € R we have

. [ B2%dg, (W, Z) de
_ < LR
[BOW € 450) ~ B(Z € As0)]| < 225{ @ (27r>1/2}
8 <32ng (W, Z) ) 1/3

(S13) < @i

C

The first claim now follows from (S11).
We now turn to the second claim in Theorem 16, for which we exploit ideas in Hoeffding
(1952). Write €, := B~3 Vv 63. We will use the shorthand

n1/2 7 n1/2 2 (b)
T, = G) Dy g, () TP
oM " OM
for b € [B], and F), p(z) := B~! Zszl Lo o,y Write C,,p for the [(B 4 1)(1 — «a)]th

smallest element of (Tél), . ,T,sB)), so that we reject Hy if and only if 7}, > C), p, and note
that

Cnp <z ifandonlyif F,p(z)>B '[(B+1)(1-a)]
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for all z € R. Now, we have by Proposition 18 in the main text, together with (S7), (S8), (S9)
and (S10) that when Z ~ N (0, 1),

sugEFn,B(z) —®(2)| =dx (T, 2)
zEe

1
S di;\//Q (Tr(bl), SN Z hé” ((Xiys Yiugy))s (XimYH(ig))))
oM (2) 11 <t2

1
+ d\lﬁ/,Q <nl/2 Z hgl) (X4, Yiian)s (Xiz’YH(ig)))vz)
UM(Q) 11 <t2

1/2
Se*/.

Moreover, approximating the sets A, := {(w1, w2, w3) € R3 : wy, w3 < 2z} for z € R by

smoothed indicator functions similarly to (S13) above, we also have that when 71, Zs, Z3 ~ id
N(0,1),

—1
igﬂ}g VarF, p(z) < itelg{B Var(]l{T7§1)§Z}) + COV(H{T,S,”gz}? 1{T£,2>§z})}

<B4 sup{P(T) <2, T < 2) — 0(2)* } 24k (T, 2)
z€R

<B4+ dy’ (T — BT, TV, T?), (24, 2o, Z3)) + dy (T, Z) S e

Here, the final bound follows from (S11). Using the shorthand z1_, = ®~1(1 — a), taking
¢ = ¢./° and using Proposition 17 in the main text, there therefore exists ¢ = c(a) > 0 such
that when ¢, < ¢ we have
P(P<a)— (@} (1—a) - Ay)]
<|P(T, > Cn,B) = P(T > 21-0) | + dx (T, — ET,,, Z)
< P(’Tn - zl—a‘ < 6) +P(|Cn,B - Zl—a’ > 6) + dK(Tn - ETTMZ)
21/2¢ 1
< 5 +3dk(Tn — BT, 2) + P(Fnp(z1-a+€) <B ' [(B+1)(1—-a)])
+P(Fnp(21-0 —€) 2 B [(B+1)(1 - a)])
21/2¢ Var F, g(21-q +€)
< +3dx (1, —ET),, Z ’
= xl/2 i )+ {EF, B(z1—a+€¢)—B71[(B+1)(1—«)]}?
Var F, p(21—a — €)
T BB - o) -EF, 5(a1a — )2

1/9 1/3 G gl 1/9
6

If, on the other hand, ¢, > ¢ then the bound
P(P<a)—®(21-0—A)| <256

is trivial.
The result follows upon noting that |%§>((I>_1(a:) — Ay)| < exp(®~1(x)?/2) and writing

[E® (@7 (Bp—s,s+1) = Af) = P(21-a — Af)|
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P<|BB oot — (1—a)|>a/2) + ez~ EBp_g 41 — (1 — )

IA
A

2 4 o¥ BBy 01— (1-0)

2 12 1 1 1/6
— zl—m/Z < .
<a >{B+1+(B+1)1/2}N6*

IN

O

As mentioned in the main text, Proposition 17 is a consequence of Ddbler and Peccati
(2019, Theorem 3.3). Nevertheless, we provide the proof below, both because the arguments
simplify when specialising that result (which holds for U-statistics of general order), and
because it will aid the understanding of the proof of Proposition 18 which follows.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 17. Let Gy denote the class of twice differentiable functions
G : R — R and define
G :={G € Go: max(||Glloc: |G loo) < 2. G" |0 < (2/m)"/2}.
The starting point of Stein’s method is the bound
(S14) dw (U, W) sété}é!E{G’(U)—UG(U)}!,

which is proved, for example, in Ross (2011, Theorem 3.1). For i € [n], write

o\ —1/2
V= <2> Z WZ;, Zy),

i A
and U; :=U — V;. Now

n -1/2
U1: (2) Z h(Zi7Zi')7

1<’

so that Uy is 0(Za, ..., Zy,)-measurable; more generally, U; is o(Z; : i’ # i) measurable, so
Ui and Z; are independent for each i € [n]. Thus, for all G € G and i € [n], we have

E{V,GU)} =" o > E[GUIE{W(Zi, Z:)|(Zir : 7 #4)}] =
2

it £
by the degeneracy of h. Moreover, Vi,...,V, have the same distribution and E(V}?) =
(Z)_l S B{h*(Z1,Z;)} =2/n.Since U =37 | V;/2, this allows us to write

E{G’(U) - ;zi: VZG(U)H

dw (U, W) < sup

Geg
1 n
= E({1-=) V2 G'(U Vi{GU U-U,))G'(U
e[ {13 3w o013 S ntow)-6w)-w-nic |
<2E11nV2 b E{|V;|?
= _2; 7 +23/27T1/221 {‘ ’L‘ }
(S15) S{nVar(I/12)+n(n—1)COV(V12,V22)}1/2+23/2 1/2]E{]V1] }
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It now remains to bound these moments of V7, ..., V,,. First,
n\ 2 - 4 4
2
= E h(Zy,Z; - —
Var(V2) <2> [{22 (21, )H -

< @_ {(n=DER(Z1, 22)] +3(n = 1) (n = E[R*(Z1, Z2)h* (21, Z)]}

12
(816) < —SE[h(Z1, Z)].

Now
n 2
(5) contz)

— Z E{h(Z1, Zi,)h(Z1, Zi,)h(Za, Ziy )(Z2, Zi,) } — (n— 1)?
i1,50#£1
i3,1472

=(n—2)(n—3)—(n—1)2+E{hYZ1, 2Z:)}
+4(n = 2)E [W(Z1, Z5) {121, Z2) + (21, Zs) H{h(Za, Z1) + W2, Z3) )|
+2(n—2)(n—3)E{h(Z1, Z3)(Z1, Zs)h(Z2, Z3)N(Z2, Z4) }
=-3n+5+2(n—2)(n—3)E{¢*(Z1,Z2)} + E{h*(Z1, Z>)}
+20(n — 2)E{h*(Z1, Zo)h(Z1, Z3)h(Za, Z3) }
+8(n—2)E{h*(Z1, Z2)h*(Z1, Z3) }
(S17)  <2n(n—1)E{g*(Z1,Z2)} + 28(n — 1)E{h*(Z1, Z2)}.
Finally, by Cauchy—Schwarz,
(S18) E(|Vi]?) < El/Q(Vlz)El/2(V14) < {2 <42 4 %E{h‘i(Zh Zg)}> }1/2.
n\n n
It now follows from (S15), (S16), (S17) and (S18) that

E{h*(Z1,Z5)}

1/2
dw (U, W) < (124 +8E{92(217Z2)}>

1/2

+ (14 3E{h*(Z1,Z5)}]

(nm)l/2

and the result is immediate. O

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 18. In the proof of this result we broadly follow the structure
of Proposition 17, though there are of course extra difficulties in accommodating the random
permutation II. We first show that we may effectively ignore those i € [n] that fall in short
cycles of II as they make up a small proportion of [n]. More precisely, for m € N, define
Crm =Cp(I1) := {i € [n] : ¢ falls in a cycle of length > m} and

1/n\ V2
V:=2(2> Z h((Xiys Yig,))s (Xiys Yig,))) -
i
11,12€Cm,

imsart—-aos ver. 2020/08/06 file: UStatRev2arXiv.tex date: November 9, 2020



46 T. B. BERRETT, I. KONTOYIANNIS AND R. J. SAMWORTH

It will suffice for our purposes to take m = 6. We now bound E{(W — V)2}. For a function
b:N—Rand o €S, write B(c) := ) .. b(|c[), where this sum is over the cycles of o
and |c| denotes the length of cycle c. Now, for z € C with |z| < 1, and for u > 0, define the

generating function

g(zu) =1+ ni_o: < > uB(">> %T

=1 “o€S,

We may partition S,, by the number m of cycles the permutations contain and the sizes

ki,...,kn of these cycles to write
n

— uB(
o(z0) 1+Z<§ JE

(k1)+...+b(km) n B B
_1+Zn,zm, 3 (klk )(k:1 DL (ke —1)!

m=1 kl? 7k77LEN

ki+...+km
o " "1 ubkr) b km)
—1—|—§ z — g Tk
m!
m=1 kyyodomeN L m
ki+..+kn=n

_ b(k) ;K o 2L (ubk) — 1)k
= —i—Tnz:lm‘(Z > _1—zeXp<Zk

k=1
By definition, this g has the property that

o
Z P> (B(0) )e}' (=1

! ogeS,,

for £ € Ny, so that the coefficient of 2" in this expansion is equal to ]E{ B(I1

With this choice of b, we have

m—1
(1—=2)g(z,u)= exp<z (ub — l)zk/k>
k=1
Moreover, by differentiation we can see that

)

)!/{B(II) — 31},
We will take b(k) = k1 ;<) so that this expectation coincides with E{|Cy, [!/(|CF,| — £)!}.

99
(1—2)5 (1) = > A
k=1
829 m—1 B 2 m—2 .
(1-2)55(1)= < z ) + k2t
du k=1 k=1
3 m—1 3 m—1 m—2 m—3
(1— @Tg(z, 1) = < zk> + 3( zk> k2P 4> " (k4 1)242
k=1 k=1 k=1 k=1
m—1 4 m—1 \ 2m—2 m—2 2
9 _ k k k+1 k+1
(1 z)a 1(2,1) = 2] +6 z kz"T" +3 Zkz
Y k=1 k=1 k=1 k=1

m—4
k=1 k=1
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Finding the coefficients of z” in the expansions of these functions yields the facts that, when
n>4(m—1),

E{IC, |} = (m— 1), E{|ccr<|c;|—1>}=§<m—1><3m—4>,

{ ('CC )} 1)(17m? — 49m + 36),

E{ ('C; ) } = é( 1)(38m® — 174m? + 271m — 144).

In particular, E{|CS, |2} = (m — 1)(3m — 2)/2 and E{|CS,|*} = (m — 1)(19m3 — 36m? +
20m — 3)/3. It now follows that

g 3 wnossisf
il,%Qeléfn
) [{zcj h((Xi,s Ya)s (meﬂm))ﬂ
inec

|CC - 1)2} %%XE{h2((Xla Ya(l))v (X27Y0'(2)))}

2(2)

+ 3—n]E(|CC ) ng}:E{hQ((XhYa(n), (X3,Y1)) }

(5)

28m*
g max E{R (X1, Vo)), (X2, Yor)) }-

(519) <

Now that we have bounded the difference between U and V, we aim to establish the
approximate normality of V. For i € C,,, write

—1/2
Z; = (;L) Z h((Xi, Yug)), (X, Yig)))-
i'eCm\ {1}

so that Ziecm Z; = 2V . With this definition, for ¢ € C,,, also define

—1/2
n
Vii=V = Zi — Zypag) + <2> h((Xi, Yg), (Xu-10), Ys))

) ~1/2
=3 <Z) > P((Xis Yinginy ) (X Yingio)))

i1,12€Cm \ {3,171 (i)}

il 7512
which is o (IT, { (X', Y;) : i’ # i} )-measurable. With G as in the proof of Proposition 17, for
any G € G we therefore have that for m > 3,

‘]E [VG(V) - i Y (V=V{G(V) - G(VD}] ‘

i€Cm

- ’E[VG(V)—; S ZG(V)

1€Cm
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G(V;
S S 00 (X, Vi) (X Vi) + (X1 Y0 (X, Vi)
)
i’ECm\{i Hfl(i)}

4( 1/2 1§{G (‘/i)}h((XMYH(i))v(XH—l(i)ay;‘)):|’

1/n —-1/2
T4 2>

n\ ~1/2
§n<> E[E{hn((X1,Y2),(X3,Y1))|Y2, X3}

B Y {2604) + G(V) = G (X V). (i1 10)|

1€Con

2

~1/2
(820) +Z(Z) EYV2{R (X1, Ya), (X3, 1)) }  E [max E{(V — Vi) |} 2],

We will now study the behaviour of E{(V — V;)2|II} for i € C,,. As long as m > 4, we have

for all ¢ € C,,, that
E(ZZ[10)

1
n
_<2> > E{A((Xi, Yiug)s (X, Yingip)) h (X, Yingy)s (X, Yingsy)) [T}
i1,35€Cm \ {4}

-1
= (Z) [(ICm| — 3)ER?((X1,Y2), (X3,Y1)) 4+ 2ER* ((X1,Y2), (X2, Y3))]

Moreover, as long as m > 5,
IE(ZZ-ZHA(Z»)|H)
-1
n
- <2> Z E{h (X6, Yae): (X, Yia))
i1 €Cn \{i}
i€C, \{II71(2)}
X h((Xﬂfl(i),Y;;), (Xl/27YH(Z’2))) ‘ H}

-1
:@ E{R*((X1.Y2), (X2.Y3)) }.

As a result, for any ¢ € C,,, and m > 5,
[E{(V — V;)?|IT} — 4/n|
< |E(ZF|M) — 2/n| + [E(ZE 1 () [TT) — 2/n]
n\ ! 9
+ | EQ2ZiZ-1 ) + 9 W2 (X, Yug), (Xn-1), Yi))
o\ ~L/2
- 2<2) (Zi + Zr-1)) W (X6, Yy (Xn-10), Ya)) ‘ H}‘

(S21) <2 — [Con| +2) (Z) o +5 <Z> _1E{h2((X1, Ya), (Xa,Y3)) ).

imsart-aos ver. 2020/08/06 file: UStatRev2arXiv.tex date: November 9,

2020



INDEPENDENCE TESTING VIA PERMUTATION TESTS 49

It further follows, using the fact that E|C,,,| =n — m + 1, that for any G € G,

E[; X0 -w{em) - -ow)|

iecf?l

szﬁ‘}lZ<V—vi>2—1'+}ge[z\<V—w>{G<V>—G<V> v -]

1€Cp, 1€Cm,

;E{Var1/2<Z(V_Vi)2 H>} (32m) 1/2 <Z’V V3>

1€C,
L Am = 1) 4 SE{R((X1,Y2), (X2,¥5)) }

n—1

(S22)

The main task in the rest of the proof is to bound the first two terms on the right-hand side
of (§22). To this end, for any ¢ € C,,, we have for m > 6 that

E{(V — Vi)* |11} < 9E(Z} 1)

+9E(Z14[1(i)\H)+(ng)2E{h4((Xi,YH()) (X11-1(5), Y3)) |11}
2

n —2 5 4 4
< 18<2> E{Qh (X1 Y2), (X2, Y3)) + (ICunl = 3)1* (X1, Ya), (X3, Y3))

+ 6% ((X1,Y2), (X2,Y3))h? (X1, Y2), (X4, Y7))
+12(|Cpn| = 3)W? (X1, Ya), (X2, Y3)) B? (X1, Y2), (X4, Y5))
+12(|Cn| — 3)B* (X1, Y2), (X3, Y1) h? (X1, Y2), (X4, Y5))

1 3(C] — 3)(1Con| — )R (X1, Ya), (X5, Y1) H2 (X1, Ya), <X5,Y6>)}

216
< (= BB (0, Vo), (X2, Yor) -

Consequently, similarly to (S18) in the proof of Proposition 17,

(Z V- V!3> <nE[maxE{(V V)Y 2E{(V - V) \H}l/ﬂ

1E€Cm,
An+2) 10 1/2
< [44— (:_1) +n_1E{h2((X1,Y2)7(X271%))}]
216n 1/2
(S23) [(n—l) gréafE{h (( Xl,Yo(l)),(Xg,Yg(g)))}} .

It remains to bound the conditional variance term on the right-hand side of (S22). For r € N
and i € C,,, it is convenient to define the index set

I(i) == {117 (4),..., 071 (4),4,11(3), ..., II"(4) }.

We first observe that, if 1,45 € Cp, and io & I5(i1) (and if m > 5), then
\ 2
2 2
<2> Cov(22,22 | 11)|

imsart—-aos ver. 2020/08/06 file: UStatRev2arXiv.tex date: November 9, 2020



50 T. B. BERRETT, I. KONTOYIANNIS AND R. J. SAMWORTH

> Cov<h((Xi1>YH(i1))a(Xi/17YH(i’1)))h((Xi1aYH(il))v(XigaYH(i’Q)))a

01,5 €Cm \{i1 }
4 €Cm \ iz}

(X Yirin))s (X, i) ))P((Xi Yinin)): (X Vi) | 10)

| Cov (A((X1,¥2), (X3, Ya) h((X1,Y2). (X5.Y5)).
h((X7,Y5), (X3, Yo) Jh((X7. 18), (X5, 7)) )
+nmaxE{h*((X1, Vo)), (X2, Yo(2))) }
=nE{g?((X3, V1), (X5,Y5)) } + nmaxE{r*((X1,Y,1)), (X2, Y,2)) }-

€S,y

Similarly, if 41,42 € Cy, and i2 & I7(i1) and m > 6, then

2
n
<2> max{‘Cov(Zi,ZiQZH_l(iz) ‘ H) COV(Zile—l(il)vZiQZH—l(iz) ‘W)‘}

< nzré%xE{h4((X1, Yo’(l))? (XQ’YU(Q))) }

Y

Applying similar bounds to the remaining terms we have that

IE{ max  [Cov((V = V)% (V = V;,)? | 10) !}

11ECy,
iQGCm\b(il)
<n?E{g*((X3, Y1), (X5, Y5)) } +n73 %%XE{h4((X1, Y1), (X2, Y59)) }-
Thus,
\@«(Z (V - V;)? H) = Y Cov((V-Vi,)* (V—-V,)?|m)
1€Cp, 11,i2€Co,
Slcm\nelng{(V —-V)? ‘ H}+|Cm\2 max ‘COV((V — V)3 (V=V,,)? ] H)}
= 12 €C\ e (in)
1
(S24) g ﬁ %%XE{}#((XD Yo‘(l))7 (X27 Yo‘(?))) } + E{92 ((Xla Y2)7 (X37 }/4)) }

From (S14), (S19), (S20), (S21), (522), (S23) and (S24), and taking m = 6, we deduce that
dw (U, W)? < 2dw (U, V)? 4 2dw (V, W)?

2

S max B {2061, 2), (60, Y0) . (BIE(R((30, ), (30, 70)) X33}

E{h*((X1,Y,1)), (X2,Y5(2))) } EQ{hA‘((Xl,Yau))a(X27Ya(2)))}H‘

n n?

$25
(525) Eé%x{

An alternative, cruder, bound can be found by reasoning similarly to the calculations lead-
ing up to (27):

dw (U, W)? < (E|W| +E|U|)? < 4/ + 2E(U?)
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S 1+% > E{R((Xe, Yirg,))s (Xias Yigia) B (X Yirgiy))s (Xia Yigen)) }
=
S 1+ 02 [E{h((X1, Yna)), (X2, Yine))) (X3, Yis)), (X4, Yia)))
+n[E{A (X1, Yinw), (X2, Vi) (X1, Yo ), (X3, Yings)) H

+E{h? (X1, Yiin))s (X2, Yin))) }

1
S1+— - f,%%’jE{h ( X17Yo'(1)>ﬂ (X2,YU(2)))}

1 1/2f74
(826) 1+ maxBVA{R (X1, Vo), (X, Vo)) }
The result follows from (S25) and (S26) by separately considering the two cases in which
n~'maxges, B{h*((X1,Y,(1)), (X2,Y,2))) } is less than or greater than or equal to one.
O

Unfortunately, Propositions 17 and 18 are not quite strong enough for us to be able to apply
in the proof of Theorem 16 because they do not consider the joint asymptotic normality of
our test statistic computed on the original data set together with the null statistics computed
on the permuted data sets. Our next aim is to build on these propositions to provide such a
result.

For B € N, write Gp ; for the set of differentiable functions from RB+1 to R. For BeN
and g € Gp 1, define

Mi(g) i=su lg(@) =gl 4 Ma(g) = IVg(z) = Vgl

=sup
w2y z—yll oy |z =yl

Moreover, define
Gp:={g€Gp,1:max(||gllco, M1(g), Ma(g)) <1},
and, for random vectors W and Z taking values in RB+L, define

ng(WZ)—gseup Eg(W) —Eg(2)].

LEMMA S1. Let (X1,Y1),...,(Xn,Yn) be independent and identically distributed ran-
dom elements in a product space Z =X x Y, let B€ N, and let I11,...,Ilp be a sequence
of independent, uniformly random elements of S,, independent of (XZ,YZ) ‘.. Let h, h
Z x Z — R be symmetric measurable functions that satisfy Eh?((X1,Y1), (X2,Y2)) =
Eh2((X1,Y2),(X3,Yy)) =1, and

Eh((z,y), (X1,Y1)) = Ehp((2,y), (', 1)) = Ehp((2,9), (X1,9)) =0
forall (z,y),(2',y') € Z. Write
9((z.y), (@) = E{h((z,y), (X1, Y1) h((«,), (X1,Y1)) },
9o ((2,9), (@',9) = E{hp ((,9), (X1,Y2)) hp ((«',3/), (X1, Y2)) }.

Further, set

o\ —1/2
UO::;@ S (X0, Vi), (X0, Vi)

(i1 ,i2)€I2
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and, forb=1,..., B,

1/n 1/2
Up 1=2<2> Z B ((Xiy s Yin (i) (Xigs Y, (1)) -
(91,i2) €L

Then, letting W ~ Np11(0,1p11), there exists a universal constant C > 0 such that
dg,, (U, Uy,...,Up), W)

E'2{h*((X1, 1), (X2,Y2)) }
nl/2 ’

< Cmax [El/z{QZ((XhYl)? <X27Y2))}7

BEY2{g2((X1,Ya),(Xs,Y4)) }, BEV2|E{ hyy (X1, V2), (X3, Y1) X3, V2 }

Y

B2
W Eﬁg}g}jEl/2{hé((X1, Ya’(l))? (XZa YO'(Q))) }:| :

PROOF OF LEMMA S1. For each b=1,...,B and m € N define C\) := {i € [n] :

i falls in a cycle of length > m in IT} and

1/n -1/2
v ® ;:2<2> Z h((Xiys Y, ) (Xiys Yin, (i) -
ilji:élgfff)

Following the same arguments as in the proof of Proposition 18 leading up to (S19), we have

28m*

E{(U, — VP)2} < maxE{h?((X1,Yy)), (X2, Vo)) }

n—1o0es,

for each b=1,..., B. We will now recall and redefine various pieces of notation from the
proofs of Propositions 17 and 18. Write

—1/2
n
en]\{i}
and, forb=1,..., B andfori ¢ CS;), write
o o\ 172
z” = <2> Z ho (X, Yin, (3)) (X, Yin, i)

ireC\{i}

so that 7, Z; = 2Ug and 3, oo Z,”) =2V ®). Also define VO .= Up, V) .=V — Z,

and

—-1/2
b b b n
‘/l( ) = V(b) — Zz( ) — Zﬁlgl(z) + ( ) hp((XmYHb(i)), (anfl(l)v}/;))

1/n —-1/2
- 2(2) Z hp((Xil’YHb(il))7(Xizﬂynb(ig))))
i1,i2€C\ {3, 11,  (4)}
11702

so that VZ.(O) is o ({(Xy,Yy) : i’ #i})-measurable and, forb=1,..., B, we have that Vi(b) is
o (I, {(Xi,Yy) : ¢/ # i} )-measurable.
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Write G » for the set of twice differentiable functions G : REB+! 5 R, and for G € G B2,
write V2G = (Gy,p,) 1?1 p,—o for the Hessian matrix of G, and define

2 _ 72
MG sy IV C @) = W,
TH#Y ||.TU _yH

We will also write AG(z) = 25:0 Gpy(z) for the Laplacian of G. We now introduce the
function class

G ={GeGpa: Mi(G) <1,Mz(G) <1/2, M3(G) < (2m)"/?/4}.
Write V = (V@ v V(B) and for i = 1,...,n, define V; taking values in REZ*1 by
Vio:=V,Y andforb=1,...,B,
= JvPifiec®
PTlvoirigc®,

sothat V;is o ({Il,:b=1,..., B}, {(Xy,Ys) : i’ #i})-measurable. We now seek to apply
Rai¢ (2004, Lemma 1), which states that, given any g € Gp, there exists G € Gp o with
My(G) <1/2 and M3(G) < (2r)*/2 /4 such that

9(v) —Eg(W) = AG(v) = v VG(v)

for all v € RB*!. In fact, by examining the proof of this result, we see that from Rai&’s
construction, M7 (G) < 1, and hence G € G'. Writing VG = (G, Gy, ...,Gg)T, we deduce
that

dg, (V,W) < (s;ug/\E{AG(V) - VIvGa(v)}

E [GOO(V){1 - ;i(vm _ Viw))z}

= sup
Geg’

¢ 1
+ Zbe(V){l - Z (v _ V;(b))2}
b=1

iecy

B
-23Gu(1) Y O v v -y )
b=1

iectd

1 ’ ’
—5 2 Gw(v) Y (v v -y

1<b<b/<B iec¥ e

- ;Zn:{GO(V) — Go(Vy) = (V = V)TV Go(V)} (VO — 0y
=1

N iZ Y A{GHV) = Gy(Vi) = (V = V)T VG (V) (v ® — V)

b=1;cc®
B 1 ,
+ ZGb<V>{4 SO -y - V<b>}
b=1 iecV
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12 X G -vo) |

b=1jecy

where have used the fact that for each i € [n] we have E{G(V;)(V(® — Vi(o))} =
0. Compared with the proofs of Propositions 17 and 18, the only new terms that we
need to bound are the third and fourth terms involving the interactions between V(¥ —
Vi(b) and V) — Vi(bl) for b # b’ € {0,1,...,B}. The third term can be bounded by
very similar calculations to those leading up to (S24), with the main difference be-
ing that E{h((X1,Y1),(X2,Y2))hy((X1,Y50)), (X3,Y5(3))) } = 0 for any o € S, with
{o(1),0(3)} N{1,2,3} =0, so that the term that corresponds to E{¢*((X1,Y2), (X3,Y4))}
does not appear. We therefore have that

B
E{Z GOb(V) Z (V(b) _ Vz(b))(V(O) B VZ(O))}‘

sup
Geg’ b=1 icCy
<BE[ Y- (v -y O -y

iecty

1/2 1), 1) n\ " ’

ieck
B

5 n1/2 E1/4{h4((X17 YI); (X2; Y2)) } z%%)jEl/Zl{hé((Xl’ Ya(l))7 (Xg, Y0(2)>)}

Similarly, for the fourth term,

]E{ Z be/(V) Z (V(b) — Vz(b))(v(b/) _ Vz(b/)) }‘

sup
¢l hicbcr<n iec®nc)
) 1 . 1/2
S B <n {,g%fE{hp((XhYau))a(X2=Ya<2)))}> -
The result follows. ]

S.4. Auxiliary results.

LEMMA S2. Let (Z,C,v) be a separable measure space. Then LY(v) is separable for
q € [1,00).

PROOF. Since (Z,C,v) is separable, there exists a sequence (C,,) of sets in C such that,
given any A € C, we can find a subsequence of integers 1 <n; < no < ... with the property
that v(Cy, AA) — 0 as k — oo. Consider the countable set G of functions in L9(v) of
the form g = > ;" , ¢/1¢,, where m € N, ¢y € (Q U {oc0}) N[0, 00] for all £, and we have
ce € Qif v(Cp) >0 and ¢y, =0 if v(Cyp) = co. We claim that G is dense in the set of
non-negative functions in L9(v). To see this, first suppose that f = >} asla, € LI(v),
where ay € [0,00] and Ay € C. Then we must have ay < oo whenever v(Ay) >0 and ag =0
whenever v(A;) = oo. Given € > 0, foreach £ =1,...,m, find ¢, € (QU{o0}) N[0, 0] such
that

|ag — Cg‘qV(Ag) <

(2m)e°
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Here, we must have ¢, = 0 if v(Ay) = oo. Now, for each ¢ =1,...,m, choose Cy from our
countable set such that
€

@2m)i’

Here, we must have v(Cy) =0 if ¢; = 00. Then g => ;" , ¢/1¢, € G4 and

/Z!f —g|*dv

m m
—1
<2t 1S 0t -3 e,
Z2l=1 =1

< (2m)r 1 Z lag — co|fv(Ag) + (2m) 7! ZCZV(AgACg) <e.
=1 =1

C?V(AgACg) <

q
dv

q
dy + 2171 /
Z =

m m
D eela =) el
=1 (=1

Now suppose that f is any non-negative function in L4(v). Then, given € > 0, choose f, =
>ortqagla, € L(v) such that ag € [0,00], Ay €C, fi < fand v(fI) > v(f?) — €/29. Now,
by what we have proved above, we can find g € G such that [ |f. — g|9dv < €/29. Then

/Ifglqdu§2q‘1/ Iff*lqdu+2q‘1/ fe— gltdv
Z zZ Z

<201 f9) — p(f0)} + 20! / fu—gltdv <.
Z

Here, we have used the fact that 29 + y? < 1 for z,y > 0 with x + y = 1. This establishes
our claim for non-negative f € L4(v). Finally, if f € L?(v) is arbitrary, then we can write
f=f+—f-,where f, :=max(f,0), f- :=max(—f,0), and given € > 0, find g1,9— € G+
such that [ |fy —g4|7dv <e/2%and [;|f- —g_|9dv < €/29. Then, writing g := g4 —g_,

L1t =grav <ot [ (f—gravezt [ |f g prav<e

zZ zZ zZ

Noting that {g1 — g2 : 91,92 € G+ } is a countable subset of L?(v), the result follows. O
LEMMA S3. Let (X, A,ux) and (Y,B,uy) be separable, o-finite measure spaces.

Then, writing = ux ® py for the product measure on X X ), the space L4(u) is sepa-

rable for q € [1,00).

PROOF. From Lemma S2, we know that L9(ux ) and L?(uy ) are separable. We can there-
fore find countable orthonormal bases (p;( ) and (p}) for L9(pux) and L9(py ) respectively.

Then the set of functions of the form pj (-, *) = pJX()pZ(*) for j, k € N is countable. Sup-
pose that f € L9(y) is such that
| todu=o
XxY

for every j, k € N. Then, by Fubini’s theorem,

o= [ ( R duy@)) PX (@) dux (@),

so, for every k € N, the function x — fy f(x,y)p} (y) dpy (y) is zero px-almost every-
where. Now, for k € N, set

Q= {:veX:/yf(%y)p{(y)duy(y)#()}-
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Since p1x () = 0 for each k£ € N, we have that ;1 x (2) = 0, where Q := U2, Q. But for
reX\Q,

/y F(,y)pk (y) dpy (y) =0

for every k € N, so for such x, we have that y — f(x,y) is zero py -almost everywhere. Since
f € LY (n), we deduce that

/X = /X /y )| duy (y) dux (@)
- / / @)% day (y) dax () =0.
xoJy

Hence f is zero, u-almost everywhere, as required. O

LEMMA S4. Assume the setting of Example 8. Then the collection of functions B :=
{pX; () : (a,m) € T} is an orthonormal basis of L*(px).

PROOF OF LEMMA S4. By Tychonoff’s theorem, X" is a compact Hausdorff space as it is
a product of compact Hausdorff spaces. The linear span of B is closed under multiplication,
contains the constant functions and separates points, so by the Stone—Weierstrass theorem, it
is dense with respect to the supremum norm in the space of real-valued continuous functions
on X. The continuous functions on X are dense in L?(ux) and so, since the L? norm is
bounded above by the supremum norm on our probability space, it follows that the linear
span of B is dense in L?(px).

It now remains to prove that B is orthonormal. When m = (my,ma,...) € N(foo satisfies
|m| > 0 we may write

pg{m (.CE) — 21/2Re (6—27ri(m,a:>—a7ri/2) ,

with (m, z) := ;2 myxy. Thenif |m|,|m/| >0 and a,a’ € {0,1} we have
[ @ ) i )
— / {Re (6727ri<m+m’,z>7(a+a’)7ri/2) +Re (6727ri(m7m’,x)f(afa’)ﬂi/2) } d,UfX(CU)
X

= ]l{m:m/}Re(ei(aia/)m'/z) = :ﬂ-{(a,m):(a’,m’)}‘

Moreover, it is clear that [, pgo(2)pa,, (2) dpx (x) = 0 for any [m| > 0 and a € {0,1} and
that fxpéfo(x)z dux(z)=1. O

LEMMA S5.  Let (a;)72, be a sequence of real numbers such that we have Z;’il a? =1,
and for m € N write F(m) := .52 a?. Then, for any M € N, we have

J=m"73"
M M 1/2
Zlajls(zzF(j)”) :
j=1 Jj=1

PROOF OF LEMMA S5. The idea of the proof is to construct another sequence (b;) that
has a heavier tail than (a;) but that is still square-summable, and then to use Cauchy—
Schwarz. Indeed, for j € N define

bj = {F(j)"/* - F(j +1)"/?}/2,
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for which we have S°°° b2 = F(m)'/2. Then

j=m Y
<§|aj|>2§ éézg) (§b2> {(F(1)Y2 — F(M + 1)4/2 ij:jg

M M )12
<> =Y rare{ie T }<2ZF )72,

as required. O
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