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We establish Cramér-type moderate deviation theorems for sums of lo-
cally dependent random variables and combinatorial central limit theorems.
Under some mild exponential moment conditions, optimal error bounds and
convergence ranges are obtained. Our main results are more general or shaper
than the existing results in the literature. The main results follows from a more
general Cramér-type moderate deviation theorem for dependent random vari-
ables without any boundedness assumptions, which is of independent interest.
The proofs couple Stein’s method with a recursive argument.

1. Introduction. Moderate deviations estimate the relative errors for distributional ap-
proximations. Since Cramér (1938) proved a moderate deviation result for tail probabilities of
sums of independent random variables, Cramér-type moderate deviation theorems have been
widely applied to estimate rare event probabilities. Specially, for independent and identically

distributed (i.i.d.) random variables X7, ..., X, with zero mean and unit variance satisfying
that Eetol X1l < ¢ for some to > 0, it follows that
P(W,, > x)

o) 1‘ <AnTYV2(1 427 for 0<z<an'/S

where W, = (X1 + --- 4+ X,,)/v/n, ®(z) is the standard normal distribution function, and
A and a are positive constants depending only on ¢y and ¢. We remark that the range 0 <
x < an'/% and the error term n~'/2(1 + 2°) are optimal for i.i.d. random variables. For other
results on Cramér-type moderate deviations, we refer the reader to Linnik (1961) and Petrov
(1975) .

Moderate deviation theorems for independent random variables have been well studied in
the literature. However, the data may not be independent in the era of big data. It is necessary
to develop the corresponding limit theory for dependent random variables.

In this paper, we focus on Cramér-type moderate deviations for sum of locally dependent
random variables (see Section 2) and combinatorial central limit theorems (see Section 3).
A family of locally dependent random variables means that certain subset of the random
variables are independent of those outside their respective neighborhoods, which is a gen-
eralization of m-dependence. Although absolute error bounds of normal approximation for
sums of locally dependent random variables have been well studied in the literature (see,
e.g., Baldi and Rinott, 1989; Baldi, Rinott and Stein, 1989; Rinott, 1994; Dembo and Rinott,
1996; Chen and Shao, 2004; Fang, 2019), few results for Cramér-type moderate deviation
theorem for locally dependent random fields have been proved even when assuming that the
random variables are bounded. Under certain dependence structures, Rai¢ (2007) proved a
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large deviation result with some sophisticated assumptions, which, however, seems to be too
restricted to apply to other applications. In Theorem 2.1, we provide a Cramér-type moderate
deviation result under local dependence and some mild exponential moment conditions.

Combinatorial central limit theorem is the central limit theorem for a family of permutation
statistics » ., Xin(y» wheren > 1, X == {X;;:1<4i,j <n}is ann x n array of random
variables, and 7 is a uniform random permutation of {1,2,...,n}, independent of X. Abso-
lute error bounds of normal approximation for Z?:l X (i) have also been well studied in the
literature (see Hoeffding, 1951; Ho and Chen, 1978; Goldstein, 2005; Chen, Fang and Shao,
2013; Chen and Fang, 2015). For relative error bounds, Frolov (2019) obtained a moderate
deviation result under some Bernstein-type conditions. However, he did not provide the error
bound. In Theorem 3.1, we prove a Cramér-type moderate deviation result for combinatorial
central limit theorems with best possible convergence rates and ranges.

Classical proofs of Cramér-type moderate deviations are based on the conjugate method
and Fourier transforms, which perform well when dealing with independent random vari-
ables. Nevertheless, it is not easy to apply the Fourier transform without independence as-
sumptions. Alternatively, Stein’s method is a powerful tool in dealing with dependent struc-
tures. Since introduced by Stein (1972), Stein’s method has been widely applied to prove
optimal Berry—Esseen bounds and I,; bounds with explicit constant factors for many distri-
butional approximations (Chen, Goldstein and Shao, 2011; Chatterjee, 2014), and moreover,
it turns out that Stein’s method can also be used to obtain moderate deviation theorems.
For examples, Chen, Fang and Shao (2013) first applied Stein’s method to prove Cramér-
type moderate deviation results for normal approximation via Stein identity, and recently,
Shao, Zhang and Zhang (2021) further obtain a Cramér-type moderate deviation result for
nonnormal approximations. In both papers, the authors made some boundedness assumptions
about the random variables of interest. To relax boundedness assumptions, Zhang (2019) ap-
plied Stein’s method using the exchangeable pair approach to develop a Cramér-type moder-
ate deviation result for unbounded case. However, Zhang (2019)’s result cannot be applied to
deal with locally dependent random variables.

In order to prove Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 3.1, we consider the Stein identity approach
of Stein’s method. Specifically, let W be a random variable, and assume that there exists
a random function & (u) and a random variable R such that for all absolutely continuous
functions f, the following identity holds:

(1.1) E{Wf(W)}:E{/_OO f’(W+u)K(u)du} +E{Rf(W)}.

The equality (1.1) is called Stein identity (see Section 2.5 of Chen, Goldstein and Shao
(2011)). Both L; bounds and Berry—Esseen bounds via Stein’s identity have been well stud-
ied in the literature, and we refer the readers to Chen, Goldstein and Shao (2011) for a de-
tailed survey. Based on (1.1), Chen, Fang and Shao (2013) proved a Cramér-type moderate
deviation theorem for W under the following conditions: there exists &g, 1,2 and 6 such
that

K(u) =0for |u| >0y, [E{K W} —1|<6&(1+|W)),
E{K;[W} <90, IE{RIW }| < 62(1+ [W]).

However, the conditions may be restricted to apply in some applications. First, the random
function K (u) is assumed to be positive and supported on a bounded interval [—dy, 6], where
the constant & is of order O(n_l/ 2) in some typical applications. Second, the conditional
expectations may not be easy to calculate if we know few on the distribution of W.

To improve Chen, Fang and Shao (2013)’s moderate deviation result, we establish a gen-
eral Cramér-type moderate deviation result (Theorem 4.1) without assuming that the random

(1.2)
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function K (u) is positive and supported on a bounded interval, which may be of independent
interest for other applications. There are several advantages of our result. First, optimal error
bounds and optimal ranges are obtained for moderate deviations of locally dependent sums
and combinatorial central limit theorems. Second, we relax the boundedness assumption and
thus our general theorem can be applied to a much wider class of statistics.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. We give the result for locally dependent
random variables in Section 2. Moderate deviation for combinatorial central limit theorems
are discussed in Section 3. Our general theorem is given in Section 4. We prove our general
result in Section 5. Finally, the proofs of our results in Sections 2 and 3 are presented in
Sections 6 and 7. Some supplementary materials are given in the appendix.

2. Moderate deviation for sums of locally dependent random variables. In this sec-
tion, we prove a Cramér-type moderate deviation theorem for sums of locally dependent
random variables.

We follow the notation in Chen and Shao (2004). Let 7 be an index setand let { X;,i € J }
be a field of random variables with zero means and finite variances. Let W =3 .. ; X; and
assume that Var(W) = 1. For A C J, write X4 ={X;,i€ A}, A={je€TJ:j¢ A} and
denote by |A| the cardinality of A.

We now introduce the following local dependence conditions:

(LD1) Foreachi € 7, there exists A; C J such that X; is independent of X A
(LD2) For each i € J, there exists B; C J such that B; D A; and X 4, is independent of

We note that local dependence satisfying (LD1) and (LD2) is a generalization of m-
dependence. These local dependence conditions were firstly introduced by Chen and Shao
(2004), and we refer the reader to other types of local dependence structures in Baldi and Rinott
(1989); Baldi, Rinott and Stein (1989); Rinott (1994); Dembo and Rinott (1996); Fang
(2019). Absolute error bounds such as I,; bounds and Berry—Esseen bounds for locally de-
pendent random variables have also been well studied in the literature. For example, in Sec-
tion 4.7 of Chen, Goldstein and Shao (2011), an L; bound was established under (LD1) and
(LD2). Chen and Shao (2004) proved several sharp Berry—Esseen bounds under different lo-
cal dependence conditions and some polynomial moment conditions. Although Cramér-type
moderate deviations have been proved for m-dependent random variables (see, e.g., Heinrich
(1982)), as far as we know, no Cramér-type moderate deviation results have been obtained
for locally dependent random variables even for bounded cases.

Let N; ={j € J: BN B; # @} and let k := max;c7|N;|. Let n = |7|. Assume that
there exist a,, > 1 and b > 1 such that for all ¢ € 7,

@.1) E{exp(an 3 \Xj|>} <b.
JEB;

We have the following theorem.

THEOREM 2.1. Under (LD1) and (LD2), and assume that (2.1) holds. Then

‘P[W>z]

2.2) =90

— 1‘ <O, (14 2%)

for0 <z < car? min{1, s /3(1 + 60,,)"2/3}, where C and c are absolute constants and

8 = r2a; (1 +6%) and 0,, = b'/?n'/%a; "



REMARK. When a,, is of order O(n'/?) and  and b are of order O(1), we have 6,, =
O(1) and 6, = O(n~'/2). Therefore, the error bound in (2.2) is of order (1 + 2%)/\/n and
the range is 0 < z < en'/S. Specifically, for i.i.d. random variables &, .., &, satisfying that
E& =0, Var(&;) = 1/n and EevV™&l < by for some by > 0, we have that (2.1) holds with
B; ={i}, a,, = v/n and b = by. Hence, Theorem 2.1 reduces to

PO &i>2) 1| <con12
1—®(z)
where ¢, C' are constants depending only on by. Thus, Theorem 2.1 is optimal in the sense
that it provides optimal error bounds and ranges for sum of i.i.d. random variables.

(1423 for0 <z < enl/S,

REMARK. We remark that there are some different dependence structures other than
(LDT) and (LD2) in the literature, e.g., decomposable random variables, dependency graphs,
and so on. For decomposable random variables, Rai¢ (2007) proved a large deviation result
with some sophisticated assumptions, which maybe too strict to apply to other applications.

To illustrate that our result gives optimal error bounds and ranges for other settings, we
consider the following corollary for m-dependent random fields. Let d > 1 and let Z? denote
the d-dimensional space of positive integers. For any i = (iy,...,i4),j = (j1,...,Jq) € Z%,
we define the distance by |i — j| == max;<j<4lix — ji|, and for A, B C Z%, we define the
distance between A and B by p(A, B) =inf{|i — j| : 1 € A,j € B}. Let J be a subset of
7%, and we say a field of random variables {X; : i € J} is an m-dependent random field if
{Xi,i € A} and {Xj, j € B} are independent whenever p(A, B) > m forany A,B C J. If
we choose A; ={jeJ:|i—j|<m}, Bi={jeJ:|i—j| <2m}, then (LD1) and (LD2)
are satisfied with £ = (8m + 1)4, and Theorem 2.1 reduces to the following corollary.

COROLLARY 2.2. Let {X;:i € J} be an m-dependent random field on Z¢ with
E{X;} =0, W =>,.;X; and Var(W) = 1. If (2.1) is satisfied, then (2.2) holds with
k= (8m+ 1)

REMARK. Under the conditions of Corollary 2.2 with d = 1, Corollary 4.1 of Heinrich
(1982) reduces to the following result:

PO X > 2)

- a2

—1| < Cna,*(1+2%)

for 0 < z < ca,n~"/? where C and c are constants depending only on m and b. Since EW? =
1, we have m Y. | EX? > 1. On the other hand, by (2.1), sup;;.,, EX? < Cba,,%. Thus,
na, 2> C,, for some constant Cy depend on m and d. Up this constant Cy, Heinrich’s result
is not better than ours and the moderate deviations for m-dependent random field on Z<
seems to be new.

3. Moderate deviation for combinatorial central limit theorems. Let n > 1, and let
X :={X,;:1<i,j5 <n}beann xn array of independent random variables with E{ X ;} =
a;,; and Var(X; ;) = ¢; ;. Moreover, assume that

(3.1) Zai,jzo forall1<j<n, Zai,jzo forall1<i<n,
i=1 j=1
and

62) DB BEED 3D B

i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1
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Let S, be the collection of all permutations over [n] := {1,2,...,n} and let 7 be a random
permutation chosen uniformly from §,, independent of X. Let

(3.3) W=> X
=1

Combinatorial central limit theorems for W := Z?Zlaiﬂr(i), which is a special case of

W, was firstly introduced by Hoeffding (1951). For the random variable W, Goldstein
(2005) proved a Berry—Esseen theorem for W by Stein’s method and zero-bias cou-
pling, and Chen, Fang and Shao (2013) also gives the moderate deviation result of the
normal approximation, where the convergence rate and range depend on max; j|a;;.
Hu, Robinson and Wang (2007) proved a moderate deviation result for the simple random
sample problem, which is an application of the combinatorial central limit theorems. The
Berry—Esseen bounds of combinatorial central limit theorems for W was firstly studied by
Ho and Chen (1978), who proved an error bound using the concentration inequality approach,
and Chen and Fang (2015) obtained a new error bound 451n~'>"" | 2?21 E|X; ;|? via ex-
changeable pair approach. Recently, Frolov (2019) gave a Cramér-type moderate deviation
result for general combinatorial central limit theorems under some Bernstein type conditions,
but the author did not provide the error bounds.
The following theorem provides a Cramér-type moderate deviation result for V.

THEOREM 3.1. Assume that there exist o, > 1 and b > 1 such that

(3.4) lgs,rénE{exp(an X))} <b.
Then

1—d(2)
for0<z< ca? min{1, b*1(9;1/2 +6,)"'}, where C and c are absolute constants, 0,, =
n'2a; " and 5, = b* (ot 4+ n12) (02 + 69).
REMARK. If max;<; j<, | X ;| is of order O(n~'/2), then we can choose o, = O(n'/?)
and b= O(1), and (3.5) reduces to

P(W > z)
1—d(2)

- 1‘ <Cn Y214 2%)
for 0 < z < en'/% for some constants ¢, C' > 0.

REMARK. In Chen, Fang and Shao (2013), the authors proved a moderate deviation
for the case where X;; = a;; is nonrandom. Specially, our result recovers (4.1) in
Chen, Fang and Shao (2013).

4. A general theorem via Stein identity. In this section, we proof a general theorem for
dependent random variables, which will be used to prove Theorems 2.1 and 3.1. The theorem
is based on Stein identity, and it is also of independent interest and can be applied to many
other applications. Let W be the random variable of interest satisfying the Stein identity (1.1)
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with a random function & (u) and a random variable R. To give our general theorem, we first
introduce the following notation. For ¢ > 0 and for v € R, let

@1 Ku) =E{K (W)}, K= / " R(w)du,

“2) Koy = / e R (u)|du,

4.3) K3y = / 2l (K(u) - K(u))2du,
ul<1

44) Rus= / e (K () — K (u))*du,
|ul<1

and

(4.5) M, = / el K ()| du.

Jul<1

Forany 8> 0andt > 0, let

et’u) + 1 lf w < /8’
4.6 v = >
(4.6) g(w) {zetﬁ — et L1 ifw > B

We remark that the function Wz, is a smoothed version of the truncated exponential function,
which plays an important role in relaxing the boundedness assumption in applications.
Our general result is based on the following conditions:

(A1) Assume that there exist constants mg > 0,p >0 and r; > 0,7; > 0 for j =0,1,...,4
such that for all g8, ¢ € [0, my],

4.7) E{|R|Ws: (W)} <ro(14+17)E{¥s,(W)},
(4.8) E{[E{K1[W} = 1[Ws(W)} <ri(1+7)E{Ws,(W)},
(4.9) E{Ky, U, (W)} <ro(1+172)E{Tg,(W)},
(4.10) E{Ks W5 (W)} <rs(1+17)E{Ws,(W)},
(4.11) E{K4,Us,(W)} <ry(1+t™)E{T s, (W)}
and

(4.12) sup M, < p.

0<t<mg

We now state our general result.
THEOREM 4.1.  Under condition (Al). Let T = max{to+ 1,71+ 2,7+ 3,73+ 1,74+ 1}
and let
(4.13) 20 = min{mo, O.OQB_T/Z(T(l)/(TO+1) + ri/(rﬁz) + T;/(72+3))_1}'
We have

(4.14) '% - 1' < <ﬁ +C(150 + ,0)672/2> §(2)
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for 0 < z < zy, where ®(z) is the standard normal distribution function and C'is an absolute
constant, and

(4.15) 6(2) =ro(14 2™ 4 r (14 272) 4 r (1 4+ 2™19)

(142 421 27,
We give some remarks on our general result.

REMARK. Chen, Fang and Shao (2013) proved a moderate deviation for Stein identities
under a boundedness assumption (1.2). On that basis, for 0 <t < 51, it can be shown that
(4.9) is satisfied with ro = 369,. Moreover, for all ¢, 3 € (0, 50_1), one can verify (see, e.g.,
(5.5) and (5.6) of Chen, Fang and Shao (2013)) that there exists a constant C' > 0 depending
only on 6 such that

E{|W|\IJ5,5(W)} SCA+t)E{Ws (W)}

Thus, we have that (4.7) and (4.8) are satisfied with 79 = C’do,71 = C’01 and 19 =71 =1,
where C’ > 0 is an absolute constant. Therefore, by Theorem 4.1, we have that (4.14) holds
Withmozéal,p:9,723,7'0:7'1 = 1,7’2:’7'3:7'4:0,7'0:0/52,7'1 20,51,T2:3960
and

rs=8 /MQO E{(K(u) — K(u)2ydu, 74 =8 / E{(K (1) — K (u))2du.

[u|<do

/

Note that this result involves two terms r3 and ri ? that did not appear in Chen, Fang and Shao

(2013). However, in many applications, both r3 and ri/ ? have the same order as do. This
shows that our result Theorem 4.1 covers Theorem 3.1 of Chen, Fang and Shao (2013) with
the cost of two additional terms.

5. Proof of Theorem 4.1. In this section, we provide the proof of Theorem 4.1. Our
proof is novel in two ways. On one hand, the proof of Theorem 4.1 is a combination of
Stein’s method and a recursive method. The recursive method has been applied to obtain op-
timal Berry—Esseen bounds for both univariate and multivariate normal approximations; see
Raic (2003); Raic (2019) and Chen, Réllin and Xia (2020) for examples. On the other hand,
use a truncated exponential function to control tail probabilities. It is known that exponential-
type tail probabilities play a crucial role in the proof of Cramér-type moderate deviations. In
Chen, Fang and Shao (2013) and Shao, Zhang and Zhang (2021), the authors used exponen-
tial functions directly to prove upper bounds for such tail probabilities. In the present paper,
a key observation is that the exponential function can be replaced by a smoothed truncated
exponential function W4, (defined in (4.6) in Section 4) when proving exponential-type tail
probabilities, and the function Wz, plays an important role in relaxing the boundedness as-
sumption when applying our general theorem.

This section is organized as follows. We first develop two preliminary lemmas, Lemmas 5.1
and 5.2, whose proofs are postponed to Section 5.3. In Lemma 5.1, we establish an upper
bound of the ratio for the expectation of a smoothed indicator function, and we provide
a Berry—Esseen bound under (1.1) in Lemma 5.2. The proof of Theorem 4.1 is given in
Section 5.2, where we apply Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2 and a smoothing inequality.



5.1. Preliminary lemmas. We first introduce some notation. Let Z ~ N(0,1), ¢(w) =
(1/+v/2m)e**/? and ®(w) = [¥ . #(t)dt. In what follows, we write Nh =E{h(Z)} for any
function h. For any z > 0 and € > 0, let

1 if w < z,
hy(w) =40 ifw>z+e,
l+el(z—w) ifz<w<z+e.
Let
PW>z-(1-®
5.1) Co= sup |PW > = (1~ 2())

0<z<zo|  0(2)(A—2(2)) |

where 0(z) is given in (4.15). The following lemma gives a relative error for the test function
hse.

LEMMA 5.1.  Assume that condition (Al) holds and zy in (4.13) satisfies zy > 8. Let z be
a fixed real number satisfying 8 < z < zy, and let £ == £(z) = 40e™/?ry(1 4 272). We have

|E{hz,e(W)} - Nh2’5| 1 iy s
S)I-3() = 0.75(Co + W> + (184 +2p)e™/? + (150¢7/2)".

We also need to develop a Berry—Esseen bound to prove Theorem 4.1. The following
lemma is a slight modification of Theorem 2.1 in Chen, R6llin and Xia (2020), because the
Stein identity (1.1) in our paper involves an additional error term E{Rf(W)} compared
with that in Chen, Rollin and Xia (2020). The proof is given in Section 5.3, where we used a
similar argument to the proof of Theorem 2.1 in Chen, Roéllin and Xia (2020).

(5.2)

LEMMA 5.2. Let W be a random variable satisfying EW = 0 and EW? = 1. Assume
that (1.1) and (A1) hold. Then,

sup|P(W < z) — ®(2)| < dro + 4ry + 28y + 203 + 131,

z€R

5.2. Proof of Theorem 4.1.

PROOF OF THEOREM 4.1. It follows from Lemma 5.2 that
P(W <z)— ®(2) 28
(5.3) su < .
022t0| 0(2)(1—B(2) |~ 1—(9)
It now suffices to prove (4.14) for the case 9 < z < zy. When zy > 8, from (4.13), we have
(5.4) 0.02¢~7/? min{ral/(mﬂ) 7,171/(71+2) 7,2—1/(72+3)} > 8

and one can verify that

(5.5) max{rg, 71,72} < 0.02¢~7/2.

Next, we use a smoothing inequality to prove the upper bound for the case 9 < z < 2. Let
e :=¢(z) = 40e™/?ry(1 4 272). By the following well-known inequalities:

(5.6)

T xd)(x) <1—=9(z) < éd)(x) forall x > 1,

we have

(5.7) Pz —e) e o(z) <e™(1+2)(1 - 0(2)).
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By (4.13), we have 2y < 0.026_7/2T2_1/(T2+3), in other word

(5.8) ry < (Myﬁs‘

20

It then follows that for z5 > 8,

206 < 40e™*ryzy + 4067/2T223+T2

—7/2\ T2+3 —7/2\ 1943
34067/2<0'026 ) 2 20—1—4067/2(0'026 ) 2 S

20 20
(5.9
_ 80e7/2(0.02¢~7/2)3
<0.03,
where we use the fact that 7 > 3. Thus, it follows that
(5.10) e*0¢ < 1.05.
Also, note that for 8 < z < z,
1
(5.11) (1427) <22 < 2—56z72+3§0.004(1+z72+3),
and by (5.8),
T2+3 —7/2\12+3 1+ 26-2+3 —7/2
(5.12) r2(1+42777) <(0.02e777) T ———5— < 0.04e” /7.
2y’
Then, by (5.11) and (5.12), we have for 8 < z < zy,
e(z) = 40e™%ry (1 4 27)
(5.13) <0.16e7/%ry(1 4 27 73)

<0.1.
Noting that 1 + 2z < 1.252, for all 8 < z < zg, by (5.7), (5.9) and (5.10) we have
O(z) —P(z—¢)<ep(z—¢)
<ee*(1+2)(1—P(2))
< 1.25zpe€™%(1 — ®(2))
<0.05(1 — ®(z)),
and thus,
(5.14) (1-=P(z—¢€))<(1—P(2) + (P(2) —P(z —¢)) < 1.05(1 — P(2)).
On the other hand, for 8 < z < z, we have
(5.15) (1+2)(1+2™) <1252 < %452{#3 <0.04(1 4 2™,
Then, by (5.10) and (5.15), we have
P(z) —P(z—¢) <e(l+2)e* (1 —P(z))
(5.16) <40r9e™ e (14 27) (1 + 2)(1 — ®(2))
< 2rpe™?(1 4 2213 (1 — ®(2)),
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and similarly,

(5.17) D(z+e) — D(2) < 2rpe™ (1 + 273 (1 — B(2)).

Recall that C is defined as in (5.1). By (5.2) and (5.17), we have for 8 < z < z,
PW < z] — ®(z)

(5.18) SE{h.e(W) = Nh. o} + ®(z +¢) — 0(2)

< (0.75(Co + 6(mg) 1) + (186 + 2p)e™? + (150e™/2)7)(2) (1 — B(2)).

Lete’ = 40e™?ry(1+ (z—€)™). By (5.2) with replacing z and £ by z — ¢ and £’, respectively,
and by (5.14), we have for 9 < z < z,

(5.19)
‘ E{hzfa,a/(w) - thféﬂf:"}‘

< (0.75(Co + 6(mg) ™) + (184 + 2p)e™? + (150e™/%)7)8(2) (1 — ®(2 — ¢))
< (0.8(Cy + 6(mg) ™) + (194 + 2.1p)e™? + 1.05(150e™/2)7) 5 (2) (1 — ()
Thus, by (5.16) and (5.19), we have for 9 < z < 2,

(5.20)
PW <z] — ®(z)

>E{h,—cer(W)} —=Nh,_co — (<I>(z) —P(z— e))
> —(0.8(Co + 8(mo) ™) + (196 + 2.1p)e™? + 1.05(150¢™/%)7)5(2) (1 — D(2)).
By (5.18) and (5.20), we have for 9 < z < 2z,

(5.21)
IP(W < z) — ®(2)|

< (0.8(Co + d(mg) ™) + (196 + 2.1p)e™? + 1.05(150e™/2)7)§(2) (1 — ®(2)).

Moving §(z)(1 — ®(z)) in (5.21) to the left-hand side (LHS) and taking the supremum over
9 < z < %z, and by (5.3), we have

28
(5.22)  Cy < (0.8(Co+ 6(mg) ™) + (530 + 2.1p)e™? + 1.05(150e™/%)7) + a0
Solving the recursive inequality (5.22), we obtain
Co < 48(mg) ' + C(1507 + p)e™ /2,
which proves (4.14). O

5.3. Proofs of Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2. In order to prove Lemma 5.1, we need to prove the
following lemmas. Recall that W, (w) is defined as in (4.6). The first lemma gives an upper
bound for the truncated exponential moment E{W g, (W)}.

LEMMA 5.3 (Exponential bound). Assume that conditions (4.7)—(4.9) hold and zy in
(4.13) satisfies zy > 8. We have
(5.23) E{Us,(W)} <42 for0<t< z,
where Vg (w) is defined in (4.6).
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PROOF. Since zy > 8, we have (5.5) holds. Let
S1(t) =ro(1+ ™) 41 (1 +72) + 1o (14+¢™73)  fort > 0.

Then, recalling that 7 > 3 and that z; is defined in (4.13), by a similar argument to that in
(5.12), we have 07 (zg) < 0.1e77/2 < 0.1. We prove a more general result as follows: for all
0 <t <my,

(5.24) E{Wg, (W)} < 2e"/24200(0)

which, together with the fact that 1 (zo) < 0.1, implies (5.23) immediately.
It now suffices to prove (5.24). For t > 0, let h(t) = E{Ws(W)}. As U, (w) < 267 +1,
then h(t) < oo for all 0 < ¢ < my. Write

/ 8 " 82
) = 5 Wgalw), j(w) =5 Vai(w)

By the definition of Wz (W),

0 we'? ifw< g,
5.25 —v = -
( ) ot 5,t(w) {26675,8 _ (26 _ w)et(Q,Bfw) if w> 5’
, ) te™ ifw<28,
(5.26) ,&t(w) - {tet(ggw) it w> B,
and
(5.27) " () = t2etv if w < B,
' B = _p2et(28-w) ifw>p.
Also,
9 /
(5.28) a\llm(w) <w(¥gi(w) —1), ﬂ’t(w) <tWg(w).
By (5.25) and the first inequality of (5.28), it follows that
0
(5.29) h’(t)—E{a\If@t(W)} <E{W(Tg, (W) —1)}.

By (1.1) and (5.28) and noting that EWW =0 and |Vg,(w) — 1| < Vg, (w) for all w € R, we
have

(5.30)
B(w (s, 9) -} &{

[ee]

\IIQH(W + u)f((u)du} + E{R(\I//gyt(W) — 1)}

:E{/w 'W(W)f((u)du} +E{R(Ws,(W)-1)}

—00

4 E{/w (W, (W +u) /’Byt(W))f((u)du}

—00

< th(t) + tE{| E{K\[W} — 1[¥s, (W)} + E{|[RUs, (W)}

- E{/Oo (W (W +u) — \I/'ﬂ’t(W))f((u)du}.

—0Q0
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By (5.27), for all w € R, we have
|\I/Qg7t(w +u) — \I/Q”(w)‘ < |ul sg‘p‘ !Wgyt(w + s)|
(5.31) < |u|t? sup Wg 4 (w + 5)
s<ul
< |ult?e Wy, (w).
By (4.2), (4.9) and (5.31), we have that the last term of (5.30) can be bounded by
‘E{/ (W (W + ) — \I/bi(W))IA((u)du}
(5.32) —0
SEPE{K U (W)} <rot?(1+7)E{Tp,(W)}.
Substituting (4.7), (4.8), (5.30) and (5.32) into (5.29) yields
B (t) < th(t) +ro(14+t™)h(t) +rit(1 4+t )h(t) + rot* (1 + ™) h(t).
Solving the differential inequality yields

t2 tTO"Fl t2 tT1+2 t3 t‘l‘2+3
5.33) h(t)<2 — t — — .
(3-33) h(t) < exp{2+ro<+7’0+1>+T1<2+7’1—|—2>+T2<3+7’2+3>}

Since 79, 71,72 > 0, by Young’s inequality, we have

t‘ro+1
- <21+ 17,

t+
To +

5.34 i +2
. J— < 1 tTl
(5.34) 5 + — (1+ )

t3 t72 +3

< (1473,
3+7'2+3_(+ )

Combining (5.33) and (5.34) yields (5.24), as desired. ]

The following lemma establish an error bound for differences between tail probabilities
of W and Z. This is one of the key observations in our proof, since we can give a bound
between P(W > z) and P(Z > z) for z slightly large than z,, which is very important in the
recursive argument.

LEMMA 5.4. Assume that the conditions in Lemma 5.1 hold. For 8 < z < z3, 0 <& <2,
lul <1landuN0<s<uVO0, we have
(5.35) IPW + s> 2] — P[Z + 5> ]| < 2e™/%e*"l§(2) (1 — @(2)) (Co + co)
and
(5.36) [P[W +s>z+e] —P[Z+5>z+e]| <27 2e"H5(2) (1 — ®(2)) (Co + o),
where Cy is defined as in (5.1), T is as in Theorem 4.1, and cy = 1/8(mg) + (150e7/2)7.

PROOF OF LEMMA 5.4. We first introduce some inequalities. For z > 8 and 0 < a < 3,
we have
1 eza
P(z—a) <
z—a z—a
(1+2%)e*

z(z—a)

1-—®(z—a)<

¢(2)
(5.37)
(1—®(2)) < 27(1 — B(2)).
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Moreover, noting that

(14 (2+3)) <1.1(243)" <11 x 13752 <e™?(142") forall1</<Tandz>8,
and by the definition of §(z) as in Theorem 4.1, we have

(5.38) 6(z+a) <e?5(z) forall0<a<3andz>8.

We first prove (5.35). To this end, we consider three cases.
(1). If s > 0, then by the definition of Cj in (5.1), by (5.37) and noting that |s| < |u| <1,
we have

|PW +s>z2] —P[Z+s>2z2]| <Cyd(z —s)(1 — (2 — s))
< 2CoeM5(2)(1 — @(2)).
(2).If s< 0and z — s < 2, by (5.38) and noting that |s| <1,
PW +s>z2] —P[Z+s>z2]| <Cyd(z —s)(1 — (2 — s))
< Coe™?5(2)(1 — ®(2)).

(3). If s <0 but z — s > z, it then follows that zp > z > 8 and |z — 2| < |s| < |u| < 1.
By (5.1), (5.37) and (5.38),

|PW + s>z —P[Z + s> z]| <P[W > 2] + P[Z > 2]
< (1 — ‘I)(Zo)) + 005(2’0)(1 — ‘I)(Zo)) +1-— ‘I)(Zo)
< 2e71(1 = ®(2)) (1 + 72Ci(2)).

(5.39)

(5.40)

By (4.13), we have
20 > 0.02e"7/? min{5067/2m0, %ral/(mﬂ), %rfl/(71+2), %751/(7#3)}.
Hence, by (4.15) and recalling that ¢g = 1/6(mg) + (150e7/2)", we have
L < ¢p.
4(20)
By (5.38) and the fact that z < 2y < 2z + 1, we now have

6(2) _ -2 1
1:% <e’/ 5(2)5(20)

< coe™?5(2).

Therefore, it follows that
(5.41) |P[W 4 5 > 2] — P[Z + 5 > 2]| < 2(Cp + co)e™ 25 (2) (1 — @(2)).
Combining (5.39)—(5.41) yields (5.35). The inequality (5.36) can be shown similarly. O

We next give the proof of Lemma 5.1, which couples Stein’s method with the recursive
method. The proof includes two parts. First, based on Stein’s method, we split the numerator
on the left hand side of (5.2) into several terms. Second, with the help of Lemmas 5.3 and 5.4,
we bound these parts by recursive arguments.

PROOF OF LEMMA 5.1. We first introduce some notation and inequalities. We fix 8 <
z < zp in this proof. Because zy > 8, we have that (5.5) holds. We also choose 5 := z; in the
function Wg,(w), and let € = 40e™/%r9(1 + 2™). By (5.10) and (5.13), we have % < 1.05
and € <0.1.
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Now, consider the Stein equation
(5.42) f/(w) —wf(w)= hzwf(w) - E{hzws(Z)}a

and let f := f, . beits solution. Let g(w) = w f(w) and let v(w) = (27) /2 [ se~(=+e==)*/24s,
Recall that Z ~ N(0,1), Nh, . =Eh, .(Z), ¢(-) is the standard normal probability density
function and ®(-) is the standard normal distribution function. It can be shown that (see, e.g.,
Lemma 5.3 of Chen and Shao (2004))

(5.43)  Nh..=®(z) +cv(l) = ®(2) + /Z+6<1 +Z - S)d)(s)ds,
M — ifw<z
(o) (1= Nh..) fw<z,
1—®(w) € Z—wy\ .
(5.44) Fw) = WN@,E—WU(HT) ifz<w<zte,
1 ;(‘I;(_;“) Nh.. ifw> 2 +e,
and
([ (1+w?)®(w) w B Fw < 2
(S s w) v s
O+t - d@w)
L < o(w) >Nh“
(45 g(w) = e(1+w?) —w w(z—w+e)
_ ) U<1_|_ >+ . ifz<w< 246,
(14 w?)(1 — ®(w)) .
< o —w>th,5 ifw>z+e.

Thus, by (1.1) and (5.42),
E{h. (W)} — Nh..|
B (W) — Wi (W)
_ ‘E{f/(W)} - E{ | s u>ff<u>du} - E{Rf(W)}'

< L[+ 2] + |15],

(5.46)

where

n=k{ [ POV ) - POV R @b, =BGV K) T =E(RAOV)),
For I, by (:42), we have

5.47) Iy =11 + Iio+ 13+ 114,

where

Iy _E{/OO (9(W +u) — Q(W))K(U)du},

—0Q
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Iy = E{/ (hoe(W +u) — hzyg(W))IA{(u)du},
|u[>1
I :E{/ (hae(W + u) —hz,E(W))K(u)du},
[u|<1

T = E{ /|u|<1(h“(w ) — hae(W)) (K () - K(u))du}.

In what follows, we prove the following inequalities:
(5.48)  |I11| <4lry(1+ 273 (1 — ®(2)),
(5.49) || <ro(1+ 2713 (1 - @(2)),
(5.50)  |I13] <0.31(Co+ ¢0)d(2) (1 — ®(2)) + (1 + 2pe™H)ry(1 + 27 3) (1 — B(2)),
(5.51)  |I4] < (0.44CH + 0.44¢o + 100e™/)5(2) (1 — D(2)),
(5.52) || <66r(1+2"2)(1—d(2)),
(5.53) |13 < 82rp(1 4+ 2™ (1 — &(2)).

Combining (5.48)—(5.53), we complete the proof of Lemma 5.1. It now suffices to prove
(5.48)—(5.53). We remark that we use a recursive method in the proofs of (5.50) and (5.51),
and the proofs for 11, I12, Is and I3 are routine.

(i) Proof of (5.48). For I11, we have

| < ‘E{/_Z /Oug’(W—l— s)fc(u)dsdu}

Ly = E{/: /Oug’(W+s)1(W+sso)f{(u)dsdu}

< I + L2 + 113,

where

)

L= E{/: /Oug’(W+s)1(0<W+s§z)f((u)dsdu}

)

I3 = E{/Z /Oug'(W—i-s)l(W—i-s>z)f{(u)dsdu}

We now bound these terms separately.

(1) Bound of 1,11. Observe that
(14 w?)®(w)
P(w)

and thus, by (5.45), |¢'(w)|1[w < 0] <2(1 — Nh,.). By (4.9) with ¢ = 0, noting that
Vg o(w) =2, we have

0< +w<2 forw<0,

(5.54) / " E{Juk (u)[}du < 2r».

—0o0

Moreover,

(5.55) 1—Nh..<1-3(z).
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Thus,

(5.56) Ii11 <2(1 = Nh.) E{/

[ee]

—0o0

\uf((u)\du} <2r9(1 — ®(2)).

(2) Bound of I15. Observe that
(1+w?)
p(w)

Forany 0 <a <b<zandforanyu A0 <s<wuVO0, wehave
E{(1+ (W +5)°)e" 2K (u)| 1(a < W + 5 < b)}
< (1 + b2)E{|K(u)|e(W+s)2/2—b(W+s)+b(W+s) ]_(CL <W4+s< b)}

(5.57) 0< +w <31 +w?)e”? for0<w< =

(5.58) ) R
< (1+bD)e P E{|K (u)][e"V+) 1(a < W + s < b)}

< (14 )02 PR E( R ()|, (W)}

Denote by | z| the greatest integer which is smaller than or equal to z. Noting that for u A
0<s<uVO0, by (5.45), (5.55) and (5.57) and applying (5.58) with a =5 — 1,b =7 and
a=|z|,b= z, respectively, we have

|E{qg' (W + S)K(u) 1(0<W+s<2)}
<3(1 = D) E{(1+ (W + 8)2)eVT*2|K(u)|1(0< W + s < 2)}
=]
<3(1—®(2) Y E{(1+ (W + )™ 2K (u)[1(j - 1< W +5 < j)}
j=1
+3(1—@(2)E{(1+ (W +5)2)eW 2K (u)|1(|2] <W +5 < 2)}
2]
<321 - 0(2)) Y (1 +52)e TP E{ K ()] e/, ; (W)}
j=1
+3¢' 21— 0(2)) (1 + 22)e *PE{|K (u)|e?" W, .(W)}.
Thus, by the definition of 1715, and by (4.9) and Lemma 5.3, we have for 0 < z < 2z,
2] i A
N <5(1—®(2)) > (14527 PE{Ky ;0. ;(W)}

Jj=1

+5(1— ®(2))(1+ 2%)e P E{ Ky, Vs, (W)}

2]
<20r5(1 — ®(2)) (Z(l +3A+ )+ 1+ 2%)(1+ z”)).

Jj=1
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For all £ > 0 and z > 8, it can be shown that
(2]

> (1+31+49
j=1
< 2 ¢ 240 2 2Pz < ¢ 240
5.59 < 1+9 j ] < Z 4+ 4z ] ]
(5.59) _]Z; + 52+ +7 _z+3+2+6+;(]+] )

[2]
S 0.512’€+3 + Z(]é +j2+€)
j=1

and for any m > 0 and n > 1 we have

J+1

n n—1
1 1 1
I B L Sl B e L] e oy
j=1 j=1"7J

m+1 m+1 n

Recalling that z > 8 and ¢ > 0, by (5.60) with n = [z] and m = £ or £ + 2, we have

z

11 1
(14 52)(1+ 59 < 0.512543 + (— + —)z"“ + ( + g)z“S

son o (+1 '8 +1
1 111
<(051 4+ ——+ — + _) b3 < 3,
—< teery e ties s =2

Then, forall £ > 0 and z > 8,

[2]
D 1+ A+ < (14219,

(5.62) j=1

(1+22)(1+ 24 < 2(1 + 6—14>z’—’+2 < %%” < 0.26(1 + 249).
Thus,
(5.63) T11g < 2675 (1 4 2™T3) (1 — ®(2)).

17

(3) Bound of I113. According to Egs. (4.5) and (4.6) in Chen and Shao (2004) , we have
|f(w)] <1and|f'(w)| <1 forw e R. Thus, recalling that g(w) = wf(w) and by the fact

that ¢ <1, we have

(5.64) g (w)] <|f(w) +wf(w)|<1+2+4e<4(z4+1) ifz+e>w>z2.

By (5.45) and (5.64) and the fact that

(1+w?)(1 - ®(w))
$(w)

(5.65) —w| <1 forw>8,

we have

(5.66) g (w)| <4(z+1) ifw>z.

For any ¢/ > 0 and z > 8, we have

(5.67) (14 2)2(14 2% <2 x 1.125%22 < 0.32(1 + 213).
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By (4.9), (5.6), (5.23), (5.66) and (5.67) and the Markov’s inequality,

T3 <4(1+2) E{/_Z /Oovu 1(W 45> z)|f((u)|du}

Au

<401+ 900 () B [ R0 (07 + ul)d

(5.68) <4(1+4z)e " E{ / " el \uk(u)\mw(W)du}

< 16(2m) (1 +2) (1 +27)(2)

<40.2r5(1+2)*(1+2™) (1 - (2))

< 13ro(1 4 2™3) (1 — @(2)).
Therefore, (5.48) follows from (5.56), (5.63) and (5.68).

(ii) Proof of (5.49). By the Markov inequality,

| < E{/u>1 LW +u> z)|f((u)|du}
4 E{/lu|>1 (W > z)\K(u)|du}

<B{ [ ule (0 + K )}

—0o0

+E{/OO |u|ezzq;ZO,Z(W)|f%(u)|du}

—00

<28{ [ e )l R ()l

<267 B{K>. V. (W)}
<8ry(1+2™)e /2,
where we used (4.9) and (5.23) in the last line. By (5.6), (5.10) and (5.15), we have
|T1a] < 8(2m)"2ra(1+ 27)8(2)
<21rp(1+2)(1+27)(1 — @(2))
<1427 (1-0(2)),
which proves (5.49).

(iii) Proof of (5.50). Observe that (see also (2.5) of Chen, Rollin and Xia (2020))

1 uV0
|h276(w+u)_hz,a(w)‘g_/ 1z <w+s<z4elds
(5.69) e Juno

<1(z—uVvVO0<w<z—uA0+e¢).
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Recall that 8 < 2z < 2y, and by (5.69) and Fubini’s theorem,
o< [ B0V ) b))
u|<1

1 uV0
(5.70) < _/ / Plz <W +s < z +¢]|K (u)|dsdu
€ Jlul<1 Juno

< Ii31 + i3z + 1133,

where

I3 :—/||<1(CI>(Z—O/\u+E)—<I>(z—0\/u))|K(u)|du,

9

1
Ii30 = —
(5.71) 182 7= 2

uV0
/ / (BIW + 5> 2] =P|Z + 5 > 2])| K (u)|dsdu
[ul<1 Jun0

uV0
/ / (PW+s>z+¢e| —PlZ+s>z+¢])|K(u)|dsdu
[u|<1 Jun0

1
I3z = —
€

One can easily verify that (1 + 2™)(1 + 2%)/(1 + 2™%3) is a decreasing function for z > 1
and 75 > 0, and
(1+27)(14 23)

. 3 <2.
(5.72) U S

Thus, for z > 8,

(5.73) (142) <1.1252 < 0.02(1 + 2%),

(5.74) (14 27)(1+2%) <2(1 4 2™13).

Moreover, if 5 =0, then 1 < ¥z, (w) < 3 for all w and ¢, and by (4.9) with 5 =0, we have

(5.75) / e K (w)|du < B{ Ky} < 3ra(1 4+ 7).
[ul<1

For 1131, by (5.6), (5.7) and (5.73), for z > 8 and |u| < 1,
P(z—0Au+e)—P(z—0Vu) <(Ju+e)p(z—0Vu)

< ([ul + £)e"lg(z2)

< (Jul + )1+ 2)(1 — @(2))

< (0.02]u| + 0.02¢) e (1 4 2%) (1 — ®(2)).

(5.76)

Then, recalling that & = 40e™/2r5(1 + 27), by (4.12), (5.74) and (5.75),

T < 0.02(1+ 2%)(1 — &(2)) / (Jul + )™ | K ()| du

lul<1
< (0.06 4 0.8pe™?)ro(1 4 23) (1 + 2™) (1 — ®(2))
< (0.1241.6pe™2)ry (1 + 273) (1 — &(2)).

(5.77)
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As for 130, by Lemma 5.4 and (5.75) and recalling that € = 4067/27’2(1 + 2™), we have
for 8 <z < zpand |u| <1,

Tiga < 267271 (Co + c0)3(2)(1 — B(2)) /| K
679 < 66 2re (Cy + c0)3(2) (1 — B(2)) (1 + 27)
< 0.15(Ch + ¢0)d(2)(1 — D(2)).
As for I133,as 8 < 2 < zpand 0 < e <1, by Lemma 5.4 and (5.10) again, we have
I133 <0.15€*°°(Co + ¢0)0(2) (1 — D(2))
<0.16(Co + ¢0)d(2)(1 — ®(2)).

By (5.71) and (5.77)—(5.79), we have

(5.79)

|I15] < 0.31(Co + ¢0)d(2)(1 — ®(2)) + (0.12 + 1.6pe™?)ry(1 4+ 27 F3) (1 — B(2)).

This proves (5.50).

(iv) Proof of (5.51). Without loss of generality, we assume that 74 > 0. Without this assump-
tion, the proof would be even easier. Note that by (5.69),

|Il4|§E{/|| 1[2—0\/u<W§z—0/\u+€]\f((u)—K(u)|du}.
u|<1

Recall Young’s inequality
2 b2
ab < a—+c— for a,b>0and c > 0.
2c 2
Applying Young’s inequality with a = 1[z —0Vu <W <z —0Au +¢],b = |K(u) —
K(u)|1(W >2z—0Vu) and

o=l

C= Soar2 (e7/%(4.1Cy + 4.1¢o + 1.6) + 7’4_1/2|u\),

we have

1
|Il4|§§/ Pz —0Vu<W<z—-0Au+eldu
lul<1

(5.80) +%E{/|| C(K(u)_K(u))zl[W>z—0\/u]dU}

=Tl + L.
Using a similar argument to (5.76), and by (5.74) and the fact that 74 > 0, we have
Pz—0Vu<Z<z—-0Au+¢]
(5.81) < Jule® (1 4 271 — B(2)) 4 0.8¢72ry (14 27) (1 + 2°) (1 — B(2))
< P lule! 6 (2) (1 — ®(2)) + 1.6¢7/25(2) (1 — B(2)).
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By (5.81) and Lemma 5.4, and noting that ¢*°° < 1.05 in (5.10),
Plz—0Vu<W<z—0Au+¢]
<Pz—0Vu<Z<z—0Au+e¢|
(5.82) +|PW >2z—-0Vu|—P[Z>2z—-0Vul|
+|PW>z—-0Au+e]—-P[Z>2—0Au+¢l|
< (e7(4.1C, + 4.1¢ + 1.6) + 1 P [u]) 6 (2) (1 — @(2)).
Then, we have
(5.83) T4t <99¢7/25(2)(1 — ®(2)).

Moreover, as z > 8, by the Markov inequality and by Lemma 5.3,

E{/|u|<1 ule! (K (u) — K(u))2 1(W>z-0V u)du}

<e*E || (K(u) —K(u))Z\IIZW(W)du
(5.84) {/'“'31 }
<ry(142™)e " E{W,, (W)}

<402m) " Pry(1+2) (14 2)(1 — @(2))
<21y (14 2™ (1 — @(2)),
where in the last line we used the inequality that
(1+2)(1+2™)<2(1+ 2™t forz > 8.

Similarly,

E{/ugl (K (u) = K(u)?1(W > 2 -0V u)du}

(5.85) <402m)Y2rg(1+ 2)(1+ 27) (1 — (2))

< 21r3(1 4 2T (1 — 0(2)).
Then, by (5.84) and (5.85), we have
e™/?(4.1Cy + 4.1¢co + 1.6)

Lo < 198¢7/2 x 21r3(1 4 2 (1 — ®(2))
217}/ )
(1427 (1 - 9(2))

<0.44(Co+¢0)d(2)(1 — ®(2)) +7r3(1 + 273“)(1 —®(2))
+r 2 (14 27 (1 0(2))
< (0.44Cy + 0.44cq + 1)8(2) (1 — D(2)).
Combining (5.83) and (5.86) yields (5.51).
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(v) Proof of (5.52). Note that (see, e.g., p. 2010 of Chen and Shao (2004))

1—d(2) if w<0,
' wd(w) —PD(z i w<z
(5.87) | (w)] < <¢(w) +1>(1 ®(z)) f0<w<z,

1 otherwise.
Observe that
L] SE{If/(W)(1 = E{K:[W}H)|1(W <0)}
+E{|f/ (W) —E{K:[W})|1(0 < W < 2)}
+E{|f(W)(1 - E{K\[W})|1(W > 2)}
= Io1 + Ipg + Ios.
For Iy, since —1 < w®(w)/¢(w) <0 for w < 0, and by (4.8) and (5.87), we have for z > 8
Iy < (1- (=) E{[E{K,|W} - 1]}
(5.88) <2ri(1—@(2))
<017 (1427 (1 — B(2)).
For 5, by (4.8) and (5.87), we have
(5.89) Iy < (2m)Y2(1 = @(2)) E{(WeV* 2 + 1)[E{K W} — 1| 1(0 < W < 2)}
<2.6(1 —P®(2)) 24+ 5.2r (1 — D(2)),
where
Ly =E{We"V* E{K W} —1]1(0 < W < 2)}
= [z]:E{WeWZ/Q\E{Kl\W} — 11 -1<W <)}
j=1
FE{WV RE{R W) —1]1([z] < W < 2)}
= Ia41 + Io42.
For I541, noting that
w/2—jw<(j—1)?%/2—4(G—1)=—4%/24+1/2 forj—1<w<j,
we have for z > 8, by (4.8) and (5.23),
Iy < iy’ E{e"*2IWHIWIR{K W} —1]1(j — 1 < W < j)}

j=1
SR .
<N je P RPE{E{K W - 1P, (W)}
(5.90) j=1
&
<4e2, Y G145
j=1

<13.2r (14 2™ 72),
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The last inequality is similar to that in (5.62). Similarly, for z > 8§,
(5.91) Doy < 4et?ri2(1 4+ 27) < 1.7r (14 27 +2).
By (5.90) and (5.91), we have
(5.92) Iy <157 (1 +2™%2)  forz > 8.
By (5.89) and (5.92), we have for z > 8,
Iop <3971 (1427 2) (1 — @(2)) + 5.2r1 (1 — @(2))
<407y (14 22)(1 - ©(2)).
As for I»3, by Lemma 5.3 and (4.8), (5.6) and (5.87) and recalling z > 8, we have
Ly < E{[E{K\[W} — 1|1(W > 2)}
< e T R{[E{K\ W} - 1|¥,, . (W)}

(5.93)

<dr(1+2)(1+2™)e #/?
<1017 (14 2)(1 4 2™)¢(2)
<1017 (14 2)2(1 + 2™)(1 — ®(2))
<2527 (14 2" 2) (1 — ®(2)).

By (5.88), (5.93) and (5.94), we have

(5.94)

(5.95) [I5] <667 (1+ 2" 2)(1 - &(2)).

(vi) Proof of (5.53). It is known that 0 < f(w) <1 (see p. 2010 of Chen and Shao (2004)).
Note that by (5.44) and (5.55),

3] < I3y + I3 + I33,
where
Iy = (1 - @(2)) E{|R[1(W <0)},
Isp = V271(1 — ®(2)) E{e"/2|R|1(0 < W < 2)},
Iss = E{|R[1(W > 2)}.
For I3, by (4.7) with t = 0, we have
I3 <ro(1+ 27 (1 —®(2)) forz>8.
For I35, similar to (5.93), we have
I32 <60ro(1+ 2™7)(1 = D(z)).
For I33, similar to (5.94), we have
I3z < 217p(1 + 2™ (1 — ©(2)).
Combining the foregoing inequalities, we have
I3] < 82rg(1+ 2™ (1 — &(2)).
This proves (5.53). 0
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Now, we prove Lemma 5.2.

PROOF OF LEMMA 5.2. In this proof, we develop a Berry—Esseen bound using the idea
in Chen, Rollin and Xia (2020). Let
vi= supUP(W <z)-— <I>(z)|,
z€R
and let € = /2. Consider the Stein equation (5.42), and denote by f. . the solution to (5.42),
which is given in (5.44). Let g, . (w) = wf, . (w). By Chen and Shao (2004), we have

(5.96) 0< foe <1, [fl <L

Note that

(5.97) v <sup|E{h, (W)} — Nh, .|+ 0.4e.
z€R

Now, we bound the first term on the right hand side of (5.97). By (1.1) and (5.42), we have
E{hZﬁ(W)} - thgs

— B (W)} — E{W £...(W))
—E{f (W)} E{Rf..(W))} - E{ | +u>f<<u>du}

=S+ Jo+ I3+ s+ s,

(5.98)

where
S =E{fL.(W)(1-K))},
J2 = _E{sz,e(w)}7

Jy = —E{ /|| (LW + ) — fé,E(W))ff(U)dU},
Ty = —E{ /|ul<1(f;,e(W fu)— f;,E(W))K(U)du},

5= -5 /Mgl L0V 40) = 2OV (R () = K )}

By (4.7)-(4.11) with ¢t = 0 and noting 1 < ¥ o(w) < 2, we have

E|R| < 2r, E|E{K|[W} — 1| < 2r,
(5.99) R ) .
EKsp < 279, EK3 < 2rs, EK4o <27y

Now, by (5.96) and (5.99), we have

(5.100) | <2ry, | Ja| <2, || < 2B{Kyp} < 4ry.
By Egs. (2.12), (2.15) and (2.16) of Chen, Rollin and Xia (2020), we have with a = 0.18,
4v+0.8
| 4| < 4rq + um’
(5.101) c

2
|J5| < ay +0.2ae + % + (2a + 0.4/@)7;1/2 + 57}1/2.

Combining (5.97), (5.98), (5.100) and (5.101) gives
v < 0.4y + 2rg + 211 + 16.8r5 + 11.2r5 + 7.6r,/%.

Solving the recursive inequality yields the desired result. O
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6. Proof of Theorem 2.1. We apply Theorem 4.1 to prove Theorem 2.1. To this end, we
first construct Stein identity. Then, we prove a preliminary lemma which help us to prove
Theorem 2.1. Denote by C, C, (5, ... absolute constants, which may take different values
in different places. For a,b € R, let a A b:= min{a, b} and a V b := max{a, b}.

Foreachie€ J,letY; =) X;. Further, define

JEA;
©.1) Ki(u)=X{1(-Y; <u<0)—1(0<u<-Y;)} ;71(
and define
(6.2) K;(u) = B{K;(u) )= Ki(u)

ieJ

Note that EX; = 0 and X; and W — Y} are independent, thus E{X; f (W —Y;)} = 0. There-
fore,

E{W f(W)} = E{X;(f(W)— f(W - 1))}

i€J
_E / POV + )R ()t
Hence, it follows that (1.1) holds with R = 0 and K (t) defined as in (6.1).

6.1. A preliminary lemma. Let Ky, Ky, K3, K,; and M, be as in (4.1)~(4.5) with
K(u) in (6.1) and h(t) = E{Wg,(W)}. The following lemma provides the upper bounds
of the terms in Condition (A1), whose proof is put in Appendix A.

LEMMA 6.1.  Under (LD1) and (LD2), let mo = (ax/®/4) A (a,/16). For 0 < t, 3 <'my,
we have

(6.3)

E{|E{K,|W} — 1[Tg,(W)} < Cy(brna;, + b /261201 26 2) (1 + ) B{W s, (W)},
(6.4) E{ Ko, Vg, (W)} < Cobna, * B{Ws, (W)},
(6.5) E{K3,Us,(W)} < C3(kbna;,® + k%*n%a;?) (1 + ) E{T s (W)},
(6.6) E{fQ,t\IJ@t(W)} <Oy (Kb’l’LCL + K2b2n2a;6)(1 + t2) E{Us, (W)},
and
(6.7) sup M; < Cg,lma;?
0<t<myg

6.2. Proof of Theorem 2.1.

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.1. We apply Theorem 4.1 to prove Theorem 2.1. Recalling that
0,, = b"/?n'/%a-1, by Lemma 6.1, we have that condition (A1) is satisfied with 1o = 75 = 0
and

(6.8) r = C1k0, (9 + l)agl, =1,
(6.9) ry = Cy02a; !, =0,
Cg(li(92 + 1)2 71 T3 = 2,
= Cy(k02 +1)%a,?, =2,

(6.10) p=Cs502,
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where C1, Cy, C3, Cy and Cj are absolute constants. Recalling the definition of §(¢) in (4.15),
and that my = (a}/3/4) A (a,/16), we have
3(mo) = (ro + 1 + 12+ 15+ 1, ?) (1 +md)
> COpk(1+ 0, + k02 (a;t +a2 A1) > CO,k.

Combining (6.10) and (6.11) and noting that x > 1, we can see that the right hand side of
(4.14) is less than

6.11)

! 2 1 2 1/2 3
- < _
o) C(Ken +02+1)8(2) < 20(9n F62) (1 4oy i) (14 )

<C'65,(1+ 2%,

where 6, = k2a; (1 + 6%), C" is an absolute constant and we use the fact that 2% + 1/2 > 1
for z > 0 in the first inequality. On the other hand, by (6.8) and (6.9), we have

(6.13) r? 4ry? <CRYBa (1 4 6,)%2,
Applying Theorem 4.1 and by (6.12) and (6.13), we obtain the desired result. O

7. Proof of Theorem 3.1. In this section, we use the exchangeable pair to construct
Stein identity (1.1). For any k > 1 and k-fold index i € N¥, we denote by 1 its j-th ele-
ment. Let [n]y == {i = (i1,...,ix) € N¥: 1 <4y # ... # i <n} be aclass of k-fold indices.
Let I := (I1,I5) be chosen uniformly from [n]y and be independent of 7 and X, and let
W'=W — X1, xn) — Xia (o) + X1y x(12) + X1a,7(1,)- Then, it follows that (W, W) is an
exchangeable pair. Moreover, we have

1
E{W - W/|X77T} = m Z E{Xihﬂ'(il) + Xing(ig) - Xi177r(i2) - Xigﬁr(il)‘Xaﬂ—}
i€[n]2
2
= W—-R
n — 1 ( )’
where
1 n n
(7.1) R=—=% > X
i=1 j=1
By exchangeability, with A =2/(n — 1) and A = W — W', we have
(7.2)

0 =E{(W — W)(f(W)+ f(W')} = 2E{Af(W)} — E{A(F(W) — F(W — A))}
= 2AE{(W — R)f(W)} — E{A(f(W) - f(W — A))}.
Rearranging (7.2) yields
BOWSV)}=E [ JO0V + )R ()du+ E{RFOV)),
where

Ru) = %E{A(l(—A <u<0)—1(0<u<—A)X, 7}

(7.3) |
= Di iy (1(=Dj r5y v <0) = 1(0 <u< —Dj 1))
i€[n]2
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and Di; =X, j, + Xi, jo — Xy j, — Xiyjy for any i = (iy,42) and j = (j1, j2). Therefore,
the condition (1.1) is satisfied.

In what follows, denote by C,C4,C5,... absolute constants, which may take different
values in different places.

7.1. A preliminary lemma. The following lemma will be useful in the proof of Theorem 3.1,
and the proof of this lemma is put in Appendix B. Let K1, Ky, K3, K4 and M, be as in

(4.1)—(4.5) with K (u) defined as in (7.3) and h(t) = EW s, (W).

LEMMA 7.1. Forn>4and0<t,B < an'® /64, we have
(74) E{|R|Wg(W)} < Cobey, ' E{Wg (W)},
(1.5 E{|Ki —1|¥5,(W)} < Cib(nay,® +n'2a,? +n V) E{Ws,(W)},
(7.6) E{Ky,Vgs,(W)} < Cobne, *E{Ug, (W)},
(7.7) E{K3,Ugs,(W)} < Cab?(na;,® +n%a;®) (1 + ) E{Ts,(W)},
(7.8) E{Ky1, W, (W)} < Cyb?(nay,* +n’a;, ®) (14 ) E{Wg, (W)}
and
(7.9) sup M; < C’5bnoz;2

OStSmQ
7.2. Proof of Theorem 3.1.

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.1. We apply Theorem 4.1 to prove Theorem 3.1. Recalling that
6,, =n'/2a~", by Lemma 7.1, we have condition (A1) is satisfied with my = ol % /64,

(7.10)
T'():C()baﬁl, T():O, leclb((02+0 )ofl—i—n*l/Q) 1 :0, T'Q:Cgbei n 5 TQZO,
7“3:203132(97%—{—1)201;1, 7'3:2, T4—204b2(92 —|—1) , ’7'4:2, p:C5b9$L,

where C, Cy, C3, C4 and Cj are absolute constants. Recalhng the definition of §(¢) in (4.15),
. 1/3
and noting that my = «,/~ /64, we have

(7.11) §(mo) > ra(1+md) > romd > Cbh2.

Combining (7.10) and (7.11), we have that the right hand side of (4.14) is less than
(7. 12)

1/2
0(92 +02+1)d(2) <zc(92 +02) (ro+ 71+ 72+ g P (14 27) < OO, (14 2%),
where 6, = (a; ' +n"'/2)(0;% 4+ 05), and we used the fact that 22 + 1/22 > 1 for z > 0 in
the first inequaltiy. On the other hand, by (7.10), we have
7,(1]/(7'04‘1) S CbOé,;17

(7.13) P/ < B0, + 1)(1+60;12) a2,
7ﬂ;/(72+3) < 051/39721/304;1/3.
By (7.13),
(7.14) 1/(‘ro+1)+ /(Tl+2)+ 1/(12+3) SCb(l—i-Hn)(l—i-H;l/Q)a;l/?’,

Applying Theorem 4.1, and by (7.12) and (7.14), we obtain the desired result. U
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APPENDIX A: PROOF OF LEMMA 6.1

Throughout this section, we follow the notation and settings in Section 6. We write h(t) =
E{Ws(W)} and for any i, let Vi = >, p Xi, T = 3 ;. | Xi| and Wi = W — V;. In what
follows, we give two general lemmas, which will be used in the proof of Lemma 6.1. The
following lemmas give us some technical inequalities.

LEMMA A.1. Under (LD1) and (LD2), let (; = ((X a,) > 0 be a function of X ,. Then,
Jor 0 <t <my,

(A.1) E{Cie?)tTi\I/,Bt } < 81b1/4h E{C e3anTl/8}
(A.2) E{Cﬂ?e?’tTi\I/B } < Cli2b1/4h 1E{C2 3anT1/4} 1 Or%ra 4bh( 0,

where C > 0 is an absolute constant and T > 0 is any positive number.

PROOF OF LEMMA A.1. By Holder’s inequality, for any random variables Uy, Us, Us >
0, we have

(A3) E{U1UUs} < (E{U,US"T/* 1)/ 4 (B{U, U+ )1 0+2),

where € = 16mg/a,,. Then

(A.4) 0<e<1l, emd<1/3 and (1+¢&)mo/e<a,/8.

Applying (A.3) with Uy = ¢;,Us = e'?i and U3 = Wg,(W;), and by (A.4), we have
E{GWs:(Wi)e* '}
(E{C 3L+ /e})E/ (1+e) (E{Cz\l/ﬂt 1+5})1/(1+6)

(A.5) (E{C 3+ /6})5/(1+5 (E( )1/(1+6) (E{\I' )1+e})1/(1+€)
< E{C e3(1+5)tTl/a} (E{\I/g (W, )1+a})1/(1+6)
<E{Ce3“"Tl/8}E{\I//3t )1+5}7

where the equality in the third line follows from the fact that WW; is independent of (; and the
last inequality follows from (A.4) and W, > 1. Recalling the definition of ¥ ,;(w) in (4.6),
we have for any v and v,

(A.6) g y(u+v) <Wg (u)e'.

By (A.6) and Holder’s inequality,

(A7) E{Us,(W;)" ¢} <E{Wg, (W) T=e T} < Hy x H,,
where

H, = E{\I’ﬂ’t(W)(1+E)2 }’ Hy— (E{e(1+5)2tTi/a})E/(l+E).
Recalling the definition of ¥ ,(w), we have
s (w) <2™8 +1<3e™ for0< f,t<my,
which further implies that

(A.8) Wy (w) 97 < (3em0) 24" Wy, (w).

i
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By (A.4) and (A.8), we have

(A.9) Hy <27+ p (1) < 276365 h(t) < 81h(t).
For H,, by (A.4) and by Holder’s inequality again, we have

(A.10) Hy <Ee™Ti/t <pl/4,

Combining (A.5), (A.7), (A.9) and (A.10) yields (A.1).
We now prove (A.2). Expanding the square term of the left hand side of (A.2), we have for
all 7 >0,

E{GTP MW (Wi} =D > B{GIXGXale™ s, (W) }

JEB; keB;

<k Y E{GX7eM g, (W)}

(A.11) P

:‘<L2 ) RT
< ;E{giQGGtTZ\I’ﬂ’t(Wi)} + 7 Z E{X;Wﬂ’t(Wl)}

JEB;

For the first term of the right hand side of (A.11), by (A.1) with replacing ¢; by ¢? and 3t7T;
by 6tT;, we obtain

(A.12) E{C2eS W ,(W;)} < 816Y4h(t) E{¢ZePenTi/4}.

For the second term of the right hand side of (A.11), by (A.6), we have for any j € B;, with
Wij =W =3 yen,up, Xk

E{X]Ws,(W;)} <E{X eI Ws,(Wi;)}.
Similar to (A.1), we obtain
(A.13) E{X!e D0y, (W)} <810Y2(t) E{X e Ti/%).

Observing that | X ;| < T}, we have the expectation term of the right hand side of (A.13) can
be bounded by

(A.14) E{X;"etTJ} < oy B{(a,T;) e3> Ti/8) < Ca, * Be®Ti/2 < Ca, ' 2 h(2).
Substituting (A.12)—(A.14) into (A.11) yields (A.2). Ol
LEMMA A.2. Under (LD1) and (LD2), for eachi € 7, let & = (X a,) be a function of

X4, satisfying that E¢; = 0. Let S = Ziej &. For 0 <t,B <mg and any positive number
T, we have

E{S2\Ijﬂ7t(w)} < 81b1/4/€h(t) ZE{£?€3a7‘Ti/8}
i€eJ

+Cbl€2t2h(t)z Z E|£j|(7—_lE{§i2€3anTi/4}+7—a;4)-

i€J jeT\N;

(A.15)

PROOF OF LEMMA A.2. Expanding the left hand side of (A.15) yields
(A.16) E{S*Vg,(W)}:=1 + I,
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where

=S S B W)Y, B=Y Y E{G&Us (W)

i€J jJEN; 1€ jeJ\N;

We now give the bounds of /; and I, separately. Observe that

Recall that W; =W — > X;. For I, we have

JEB;
1
<5 > E{E@+&)0s(m)
zGJ ]eNz
1 1
=3 DD B (W)} + 3 DD (G U (W)}
(A.18) 1€ JEN; i€J JEN;
1 1
=52 > BV W)+ 5> > E{g (W)}
i€J jEN; JET iEN;
=3 B{GUs, (W)} <k B{EWs, (W)Y,
1€J jEN; eJ

where we used (A.17), (A.6) and | N;| < & in the last line. By Lemma A.1 with (; = £2, we
obtain

(A.19) E{§2\I/,3t tTZ} < 81b1/4h E{§2 3anTl/8}
Substituting (A.19) into (A.18), we have
(A.20) I < 816Y4kh(t) Y Efe2edenTi/5),

ieJ

Fori,j € J,letVij =3 ycpup, Xi Wis =W = Vi;, Ty = 3y pup, | Xkl 1tis casy to see
that |T;;| < T; + T}. In order bound I, for any i € J and j ¢ N;, by Taylor’s expansion, we
have

E{&&Vs. (W)}
1
=E{&& Vs, (Wi)} + E{&& ViV (W)} + /0 E{&& V2, (Wi + uVi) H(1 — u)du
=E{&& Vs, (Wi)} + E{&& ViV (Wij)}

[ B ViV ~ VO (Wi 00— Wi} 1~ )

1
+ / E{&ijzkl'g’t(wijLuVi)}du.

If j ¢ N;, then &; is independent of (§;, W;) and &, is independent of (&;, V;, W;;). Recalling
that E¢; = E&; = 0, we have E{&;{; W5 ,(W:) } = E{&:E; ViV ,(Wij)} = 0. By (5.27) and by
the monotonicity of Vg +(+), we have forany 0 <u <1,

IE{&:&Vi(Vig — Vi)W ,(Wij + u(W; — Wis)) }]
<P E{|&EVi(Vij = Vo) W5 (Wi + u(Wi = Wi))}
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<Y Y E{GGX X (Vs (W) + Vs, (W)}

leB; mij\Bi
< 2t? Z Z E{ &€ X1 X | g4 (Wij) e Tt}
leB; mEBj\Bi
and similarly,
E{&E VAV, (Wi +uVi)} <2023 N E{J6E X1 X | W (Wiy)e! T}
leB; meB;

Observe that

(T, +Tj)zet(TiJrTj) < 4(TZ-262tTi +Tj262tTj)‘
Hence, it follows that

L2y 30 30 D B XX W (Wiy)e )

1€J jeJ\N; leB; meB;UB;

<263 > E{&&G(T + 1) e, (W) )
i€J jeJ\N;

<8 > B{|GEGI(Te T + T7e™ )W, (Wig) }
i€J jET\N;

=16t2> > E{|&G&ITP M W5, (W)},
i€J jeT\N;
where we used (A.17) in the last line. If j € J \ IV;, then §; is independent of (&;, T;, W;;).
Therefore, by (A.2) in Lemma A.1, we obtain

L<168) Y EIGIE{|&GIT e s (W)}

i€J jeT\N;

<1662 > EIGIE{|&GIT e Wg, (W)}

i€J jeT\N;

§C’b/€2t2h(t)z Z E‘gj‘(T_lE{fizesanTi/4}+TCL;4).

€T jeT\N;

(A21)

Combining (A.20) and (A.21), we complete the proof. ]
Based on Lemmas A.1 and A.2, we are now ready to give the proof of Lemma 6.1.

PROOF OF LEMMA 6.1. Recall that K (u), K (u), K;(u) and K;(u) are defined as in (6.1)
and (6.2), and

(A.22) K _/ K(t)dt = ZXz‘Yz‘, Koy = Z/ |ulet! K; (u) du.
-0 ieJ ieg v T®
Since EW?2 = 1, it follows that EK 1 = 1. For (6.3), by Jensen’s and Holder’s inequalities,
we have
E{[E[K1[W] - EK1 |5, (W)} <B{| Ky — K [Wg,(W)}

(A.23) 1/2 > 12 1/2
< h(t) VHE{|K, — EK |2 Wg,(W)})2
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Recall that K; — EK; = > ic7(XiY; — EX;Y;). Then, applying Lemma A.2 with §; =
X,;Y; — E{X,Y;} and 7 = b'/?, we have

(A.24) E{|Ki —EK,|*V5,(W)} <Gy + G,

where

G1 =810 kh(t) Y E{eZe™T/5},
ieJ

Go=Cbrth(t) Y > EIG|(bPE{ge® T/} 45120, ").
1€J jeT\N;

Recalling that T; = ZjeBi | X;|, we have |§;| < T? + ET?, and thus, for 0 < s < 3/4,
E({XY; - EXiYi}2e ™) < B({adT} + Bal T} et T))
(A.25) < Cay (Bt Tr)st1/4
< C’bs+1/4a;4,
where we used the inequality that y4 < Ce¥/* for y > 0 and some C' > 0. Moreover,
(A.26) El¢| < 2ET? < Ca,?Ee™ /2 < Cb'/2a, 2.
Substituting (A.25) and (A.26) into (A.24) gives
E{|f(1 - 1|2\115,t(W)} < C’(b/ena;4 + bzfeznzaEG)h(t)(l + %),

which proves (6.3) together with (A.23).
We next prove (6.4). Recalling that K;(u) is defined as in (6.1), by (A.6) and applying
Lemma A.1 with &; = | K;(u)|, we have

| E{K(w) @ (W)} < E{ Ki(w)]e W, (W)}
< 816V R(t) E{ K (u)]e* /5.

Thus, by (A.22) and recalling that t < a,,/16 and | X;| < T}, |Y;| < T;, we have
E{| Ko Ws, (W)} <816 4h(t) 3 E{|X?Yj[e T/}

ieJ
< 816'*h(t) Y E{TPe"/?}
i€J
< Cbna,,*h(t).
We now move to prove (6.5) and (6.6) together. By definition,
(A.27) E{Ks,V5,(W)} = : 2B (K (u) — K (u))*05,(W) } du
u|<1
and
2 _ 2t|ul 2 2
(A.28) E{Ky g, (W)} = . jule E{ (K (u) = K (u)) \If,e,t(W)} du.
u|<1

For fixed u, applying Lemma A .2 with &; = K;(u) — K;(u) and 7 = b'/2a,,, we have
5 2
(A.29) E{(K(u) — K(u)) Vg (W)} = Hi(u) + Ha(u),
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where

Hy(u) = 811)1/4/£h(t) ZE{(K}(U) . Ki(u))2€3a"Ti/8},
icJ

Hy(u) = ObwPh(6) Y- D BIK; () = Kj(w)] (570 E{(Ki(u) — Ki() €74 4 5'/%a,%).
ieJ jeJ\N;

For H;(u), recalling that | X;| <T;,|Y;| <T; and t < a,,/16,

oo
/ th\u\ E{Ki(u)zega"n/s}du§E{|Xi2Yi|ea"Ti/2}

(A3O) < CCL;?) E{(anTi)SeanTi/Q}
< Cb3/4a;3,

and similarly,

(A.31) / M ELK; (u)2e®T/8 ) du < Cb*a®.

For Hy(u), note that | K;(u)|? < | X;|2, and we have

E{|Ki(u) e’} <E{| X[’ /"y <E{T?e**/*} < Cba,

and
E{|K;(u)|*e3/*} < Cba, 2.
Then,
(A.32) Hy(u) < CV2R*Ca, ()Y > EIK;(u) — K;(u)),

i€J jeT\N;
Similar to (A.30) and (A.31),
(A.33) / A EIK(u) — K;(u)|du < E{(|X,Y;| + E|X;Yi])e* T} < CbY2a,,2.

—00
Substituting (A.29)-(A.33) into (A.27) gives (6.5). The inequality (6.6) can be shown simi-
larly.
It now remains to prove (6.7). By definition,

sup Mt—/ e™o I K () |du
[u[<1

0<t<mo
gZE{/ |Ki(u)|em°“du}
[ul<1

(A.34) ey
<2 ZE{ |Xz‘Yz‘\€m°|m} < 2a,? ZE{‘ainz‘emoTi}
ieJ icr
< Cnay,b.
This completes the proof. -

APPENDIX B: PROOF OF LEMMA 7.1

This section includes three subsections. In Appendix B.1, we prove Lemma 7.1. Before
that, we give some preliminary lemmas, whose proofs are given in Appendices B.2 and B.3.
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B.1. Proof of Lemma 7.1. Forany i € [n];, we write i; be the [-th element of i and write
(i) = (7(i1),...,7(ix)), Let A(i) = {41,...,ir} be the set of elements in i. For any i,j €
[n]k and any matrix (xi7j)1§i7j§n’ let Tij= (xi7j RS A(l),] € A(J)) Let ﬂvj = Zf:l‘Xihjl |
For any two positive integers m < n, we write 1, := [[iX;(n — i+ 1) as the descending
factorial. Let h(t) = E{Wz,(W)}. The following preliminary lemmas are useful in the proof
of Lemma 7.1.

LEMMA B.1. Let 0 <m < 2 be an integer and assume that n > 4. Let o be a uniform

permutation on [n — m| which is independent of X and let S =731, .1 Xi o) For k =
1,2, and for any i,j € [n — m]y, let G5 := ((Xi;) be a positive function of X; ;. We have
(B.1) E{Gi o) Vs (S)} < 4D EW4,(S) max_ E{G.yeTiv},

ven—m|g
(B.2) E{Co1)4 ¥pe(9)} < 4V OET5,(5) max E{Gve},

ven—m|g
(B.3) E{C-1(5)06) V5. (S)} < 4b"/8 EWs,(S) Jmax E{Cuve!TivtTui)},

cln mk

PROOF. We only prove (B.1), because (B.2) and (B.3) can be shown similarly. For any
i€ n—mj,let SO = > igAG) Xiro(ir)- By definition, we have

1
E{GomPsi(S)}= s Z E{G;Vs,:(S)|o(i) =]}
(B.4) , J€m—m]i
- L otTi; () 3
<G 2 B eSOl =)

Since Xj; is conditionally independent of S given the event that o(i) =j, and Xjj is
independent of o, the last conditional expectation in (B.4) can be rewritten as

BS)  E{G;e0s,(SW)|o(i) =i} =E{Gje T E{T5,(SV)|o(i) = j}.

For the second term on the RHS of (B.5), note that ¥4, (w + z) < e!#1W 4, (w) and |S —

SO < Ty j given o(i) =j. With ¢ = a,, 223 , by Holder’s inequality, and noting that 7j  is
independent of o, we have

E{Ws:(SV)|o(i) = j}
(B.6) < E{eTaW5,4(5)|o (i) = j}
(E{e(l-‘re)tT,J/e})E/ (1+e) (E{\I/1+E } |U 1/(1+6)
Noting that 0 < t < 8 < auy / 64, we obtain
(B.7) O<e<l, (L+e)t/e<2t/e<an/32, =Bt<0.001.

For the first term in the RHS of (B.6), because k = 1,2 and i,j € [n — m]g, by (3.4), we
obtain

E (1+e)tT; ;5 /e < Ee®» T;,5/32 < E on|Xi,;]/16 < b1/16
(BS) {e } € ; ]Ig[lr?lxm] €

Noting that W5 ;(w) < 2¢'® 41 < 3¢'5, we have
Wg 4 (w)' " < (3e'?) W4 (w) < 4T g4 (w).
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Thus,
(B.9) E{Ws(S5) *|o(i) = j} < 4E{W5,4(S)|o(i) = j}.
Combining (B.4)-(B.6), (B.8) and (B.9), we have
E{Gue W (S9)|o (1) =1} <4/ max E{Gue T} E(W3,(S)lo(h) = 5},

Now, taking average over j € [n — m]; yields (B.1). Using a similar argument, we obtain
(B.2) and (B.3). O

LEMMA B.2. Fori,j, let &5 :=£(Xi5) be a function of X such that E; ;) = 0. For
anyi€ [nlyandi € [n]g), where [n ]g ={(k,l) €[n]a: k,l€[n]\ A1)}, we have
| E{é-l Tl'(l)gl,,ﬂ \Ijﬂ t(W)H

<Ch(1+)h(tn™ Y (B{lg| T Y B |60 g [} + B{ |60y 1T T TV E{|64]})

3’ €ln]2

+Cb(L+ (™ Y (o + 07"+ 1(Eyy)) B{I&] E{|&y |},

3 €lnl2

where E; 3 = {A(j) NA(J') # @}.
Recalling that D ; is defined in (7.3), we give the following lemmas.

LEMMA B.3. Fori,j € [n]s.let gij(u) = Dij(1(—Dij < u<0) —1(0 <u < —Dyj))
and gi j(u) = gij(u) — Eg; »)(u). We have

/Iu|<1 jule* E{ <Z Gin(i) (u)) Z\Pth(W) }du

<Cb2( 5T 4 na T+ (), forv=0,1.

(B.10)

LEMMA B.4.  Fori,j € [n]y, let Hij(u) = D}, and H;j(u) = Hij(u) — EH; ) (u). We
have

(B.11) ‘E{ < Z Him(i)>2xpﬂ,t(W)}‘ < Ch*(na;® +nlag ) (1 +tH)h(t).

i€[n]2

The proofs of Lemmas B.2 and B.3 are given in Appendix B.3. The proof of Lemma B.4
is similar to that of Lemma B.3 and thus we omit the details.
We are now ready to give the proof of Lemma 7.1.

PROOF OF LEMMA 7.1. We prove (7.4)—(7.9) one by one.
(i). Proof of (1.4). Let X, ; = X, ; — a; ;. By Holder’s inequality, we have

(B.12) E{| RV, (W)} < h'/2(6) (E{R* W5, (W) 1)
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By (3.1) and (7.1), we have

E{R*V; (W :i2 {

IS

=1 j=1

W (W )}

= % Z Z Z Z E{Xi,in',j"I’ﬂ,t(W)}-

i=1 j=1i'=14'=1

(B.13)

Now, for fixed ¢, 7,7, 7’ € [n],

E{X;; Xy jUs:(W)}

=EB{X; ; Xy jy U (W), m(i) = j,m(i') = '} + B{X; ;j Xir oV (W), (i) = j, w(i") # 5"}
+B{X ; Xir o U (W), m(i) # §,m(i') = 5"} + B{X; ; Xir oV, (W), m(i) # 5, m(i") # 5}

F'o'r the first term, with W) =W — 2 _ke{ii'y Xkm(k)» let consider the corresponding con-
ditional expectation,

[B{C,5 Ko W (W) = o) = )]
< S E((KZ, 4+ X35 ) W (W) (i) = . n() = '}
< S B((R, 4+ X3 )Xo XD (W0) e (5) = j, (i) = 77}
= SE((R; + X3, ) Pt a0y B (WO (i) = (i) = 5

where in the last line we used the fact that (X; j, Xi ;) and W) are conditionally inde-

pendent given 7 (i) = j and 7(¢') = j'. Recalling that that ¢ < a1/3/4 < &, /4 and by (3.4),
we have

E{X2e0i1} < Cap? Bf i, X, 5| 2enXesl /4y
. < Coy ?B{enXiil/2y < Ob1/20 2
Choosing ¢ = a, 213 and according to (3.4) and (B.7), we have
E{e0H+eIXusl+ X0 /=) < B{eon(Xaal+1Xe 5 D/2y < O,
and
E{Ws(W)m(i) = j, (i) = '}
<E{M g (W)l (i) = o w(i') = '}
< (BN X DIEy ) a5 (ELW A (W) (i) = . w() = )
< O E{ W5, (W)|m(i) = j,m(i') = j').
Therefore, we have
(B.15)  [E{X;; Xy jv (W)l (i) = j,w(i') = 5’}
< Cbag,  B{W s, (W)|(i) = j,m(i') = j'}.
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Moreover, noting that X,/ ;- is independent of (X; ;, W) given 7(i) = j and 7(3’) # j', we
have
(B.16)  E{X;; Xy U3, (W)|r(i) = j, (i) # 5’}
=E{ Xy ;s } E{X; ;U5 (W)|n(i) = j,m(i") # j'} = 0.
Similarly,
(B.17) B{Xi; Xir jy Wp (W) (i) # j,m(i') = j'} = 0.
Furthermore, if 7(7) # j and 7w (¢') # j', we have
E{X: ;X We s (W)lm(i) # j,m(i') # '}
=E{Xi; Xy j } E{ U (W)|7 (i) # j,m(i') # j'}
_JE{X? Y E{ W (W)l (d) # j,m (i) # '} ifi=14"and j =j,
0 otherwise.

By (B.14), we obtain

(B.18)  [E{X;; Xir js g (W)|r(i) # j,m(i) # 5’}
< Cbay, E{Wg(W)|m(i) # 5, 7(i') # '} 1((4,5) = (i',4")).
Substituting (B.15)—(B.18) to (B.13) and using (B.12) yields (7.4).

(ii). Proof of (7.5). Recalling the definition of K7 in (4.1) and K (u) in (7.3), we have

. 1 )
(B.19) Ki=1-> Dl

i€[n]2

By (3.2) and (B.19), one can verify (see, e.g., Eq. (3.10) in Chen and Fang (2015)) that
|EK; — 1| <2/4/n. Thus,

(B.20) MK—M%mwémm—mwmmm+%ﬂWMwn

For the first term of the R.H.S. of (B.20), recalling that h(t) = EVg,(W), by Holder’s in-
equality, we have

E{|K, —EK, |V, (W)}

(B.21) BL/2(t 9 1/2
= 4n( | (E{<Z (Diﬂn_EDiQ,w(i))) ‘I’m(W)}) :

i€[n]2

Applying Lemma B.4 to the expectation in the RHS of (B.21), we obtain
(B.22) E{|K, —EK, |V, (W)} < Cb(na,® +n'/?a;?)h(t).
Combining (B.20) and (B.22) yields (7.5).

(iii). Proof of (7.6). Recalling K (u) as in (7.3), we have

BR300} = [ Jule ™ B{R () 5,(7)}du

B.23
. < S B{IDy P (W)
= n i,m(i) Bt .

i€[n]2
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Then, applying Lemma B.1 with k =2, m =0, 0 =7, S = W, and ¢ j(u) = | D j|3e!IPsil,
we have for any i € [n]s,
E{| Ds gy P17 0105, (W)}
S Cb1/8h( )max }E{‘D ‘3 t| D; J‘+tTIJ}

j€[n]2

< CbBh(t)ar? max Y Eflan X PNl

J1 J2€
’ 16{11,12}36{31&}

(B.24)

< Cbay,*h(t),
where the last inequality follows from (3.4). Therefore, by (B.23) and (B.24), we have
E{Kz,t‘l’ﬂ,t(W)} < Cbna,®

(iv). Proofs of (71.7) and (7.8). Recall the definitions in (4.3), (4.4) and (7.3), and we have

(B.25) E{ K3, Vs (W)} = M E{(K (u) — K (u)*U,(W) }du.

lu|<1

By Lemma B.3 with v = 0, we complete the proof of (7.7). By Lemma B.3 with v = 1, the
inequality (7.8) follows similarly.

(v). Proofs of (7.9). Recalling the definition of K (u) in (7.3), by Fubini’s theorem we have

1
(B.26) sup M, < — Z E{eaﬂ\Di,m)\/64|Di7ﬂ(i)|2} < Cbna2
0<t<ar/*/64 " el
where the last inequality follows from the similar argument in (B.24).

B.2. Some useful lemmas. In order to prove Lemmas B.2 and B.3, we need to show
some preliminary lemmas. Recall that S,, is the collection of all permutations over [n].

LEMMA B.5. Forn>4, m=0,1,2, let S and o be defined as in Lemma B.1. For any
i,j € [n —m]|, we have

(B.27) |E{ X000 P, (S)H < Cn oyt + a, )21+ t2) EVg4(S),
(B.28) |E{ X105, V5, (9)} < C(n_lofl + o 021+ 12)EWs,(S),
(B.29) |E{X 010500 Vs (S)H < Cn oy, + 0, 2)bM 2 (1 + %) EWg,(S).

PROOF OF LEMMA B.5. We only prove (B.27), because (B.28) and (B.29) can be shown
similarly. Note that

T / ' .
E{Xi o) P54(9)} = P Z E{X;;V}5(S)|o(i) =7}
=
_— %E{Xm‘l’,,&t(s(i))\g(i) =7}
(B.30) n—m

* n _1 m i E{Xi,( 23775(5) - ,/H7t(S(i)))|O-(i) =7}

= Il + _[2.
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Denote by 7; ; the transposition of 7 and 7, and define
o ifo(i) =7,
04,5 = . . .
ooT o1 ifo(i)#j.

Then o; (i) = j. For any given distinct k1, ..., kp—pm—1 € [n—m]\{i}and l1,... ,l,_p_1 €
[n —m]\ {7}, denote by A the event that {o; (k) =l,,u=1,...,n —m —1}. Then,

n—m-—1
P(A)=P(A,0())=4)+ Y P(Ao(i)=l,0(k,)=j)
= ! +(n—m-—1) ! = !

~ (n—m)!

On the other hand, we have

[P(g(k;u):lu,uzl,...,n—m—1|J(i):j):m.

This proves that .Z(0; ;) = £(olo(i) = j). Moreover, with S© =5 — X, ), S;; =
Sy Xy o), and let S =5 5 — X, it follows that
2(8()) = 2(5Vo (i) = ).

Noting that X;; is independent of Ws,(S®™) conditional on o (i) = j, and recalling that

EX; ;= a;;, we have

Therefore, recalhng that Z n] Qij = 0, by assumption (3.1), we obtain

EV},(S) .
I = Z am+— ST a4 (B, (SY) —EW; ,(S))
(B.31) jeln—m] ™ jeln—m)
=111 + Iia,
where
ET,,(S)
Bt
I
jem\[n—m]
1 i
hp=—— 3" a;,j (EW},(S1)) —EW} ,(S)).
jE[n—m]

For I, by (3.4) and Jensen’s inequality,
max|a; ;| < maxE|X, | < a, ' maxE{|a, X; ;|}
7,7 2,7 ]

(B.32)
< a; ' maxlogEel*n il < o ~1logh.
l7‘7

Thus, by (5.28), noting that 0 < m < 2 and n — m > n/2, we have

tma;, tlogb
(B.33) L] < % 280 Ry, ,(8) < Cin~ta  log bEW4,(S).

—m
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For I;5, note that
S — 8 = (Xi o) + Xo-15 — Xo-1(3)0()) 10 () # ) + X, o 1(0 (i) = j)
<o)+ [ Xo-1G)3 ]+ [ Xo-1G).0) |
Moreover,
[W5,(S()) = W5, (S)]
<15 — 501! 5w ()
< 3005.(S) (1 Xi 009 €157 4 X5 515205 41X 15 o9 [€Fo 02001,

Applying Lemma B.1 with k = 1 and ¢; ; = | X, ;|e*!1X74], and noting that t < «,, /64, we
have

B0 (S15) — W5,(9)] < 366/ EW,(S) max E(1, e )

< 36a; 1b1/8tE\I//3t(S) max E{|C¥n i |€an|X7),]’|/16}
(B.34) i,j€[n]
< Ca;, "0 /2t EW4,(S) max E{eon Xl

i,j€[n]
< Coy ' b4 R, (S).
By (B.32) and (B.34), we obtain
(B.35) [I12] < Ca;%t(b* logb) EWg 4(S).
Combining (B.33) and (B.35) yields
(B.36) | <OV (n oyt + a2t EWg ,(S).
For I, observing that
E{X;j(W5,(5) = W (SO (i) = 5} < P E{|X e 105,(5)},
we have
L] S PE{|X; o5y P X 0o 10 g,(5)}.

Applying Lemma B.1 with k = 1 and ¢; j = | X ;|?/*il, we have

|I| < Ct2b'/8h(t) max B{| X, ; 262001y
(B37) 1,j€[n]
<OV A0 2 EW,,4(S).

Combining (B.36) and (B.37) yields (B.27). ]

Recall that 7; ; is the transposition of ¢ and j. For n > 4, m =0, 1, 2, and any permutation
o € S,,_m, define the transform

o if o(i) = o(j),
(B.38) Pija' = G0 To=1(j1),ix lf 0'(21) ?é j1 and 0'(22) = U(]Z),
’ 0 O To—1(js),ia if o(i1) = j1 and o' (iz) # o (j2),
OO0 T,— 1(]2)1107}, 1(1),i2 O Tiyio ifO’(Zl)?'éjl anda(22)7éa(]2)
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The transformation (B.38) was constructed by Goldstein (2005), and further applied by
Chen and Fang (2015) to prove a Berry—Esseen bound for combinatorial central limit the-
orems. In the following lemmas, we use this transformation to calculate the conditional ex-
pectations of functions of W given 7(i1) = j; and 7(i3) = jo.

LEMMA B.6. Let S and o be defined as in Lemma B.1. For any i = (i1,i2) € [n — m]s,
i=(n,J2) €n—mlyand 1 < p,q <2, we have

(B.39)  E{|Xo-1(,).00,)|P5.(5) 1(c(i1) = j1 or o(iz) = jo)} < Chtn "o,  E¥g,4(S).

PROOF OF LEMMA B.6. Let I'y = {0(i1) = jyoro(i2) = jo} and Iy, = {o(u) =
Jg,0(ip) = v}. By the law of total expectation, for any 1 < p, ¢ < 2, we have

E{|Xo-1(,).00i) | ¥s.(S) 1{T'1}}

= > E{|Xuu[¥5,(5)1(T1) | Tupw } P(Tu),
(B.40) u,vE[n—m)|

< D tE{ XMl (S™) 1) [ Do} P(T),

uvEln—m]

where we used (5.28) in the last line. Since (X, ,,, Xy,;,) is independent of (S (), ), we have
E{|X o5, (S0) 1(1) | T}
(B.A1) SB{| Xy [N eaaFE{g,(S™) 1(T1) [ T}
< Ob 3t " E{W5,(S™) 1(T1) | T}
By Holder’s inequality, we have
E{Ws,(S™)1(T1) | Tun}

B.42)  SE{eMwaalls(S)1(T) | Ty

< (B0 71 (P1) | T )04 (B{0E(8) 1) [ Ta})

By the property of conditional expectation and the fact that X is independent of o, we have
the right hand side of (B.42) is equal to
(B.43)

(tett+axesly) T B /9 (e (gi(s) | 1o me ) e

(Fl ‘Fu U)l/(l-i—e)

< OOV E{WEE(S) | Ti Ny} P(T1 [Ty,

where the inequality follows from (B.8) and (B.9) and the fact that W5, > 1. By the property
of conditional expectation,

(B.44) E{W5H5(S) | Ty Ny } P(T1|Tu0) = E{¥3,(S) 1(T1) | Tuo}-
Combining (B.40)—(B.44), we have
BA5)  E{|Xo 1,100, Vha(S) LT} < OB Moy, BT (8) 1(T)}-



42

For the expectation term on the right hand side of (B.45),
E{®s:(5)1(I'1)}
= > E{Ts,(8) 1(T)|o(ir) = v1,0(is) = va}
v1,v2€[n—m)|
(B46) X ]P(O’(Zl) :Ul,U(ig) :Ug)
= Z 1(v1 = j1 or va = ja) E{Wg,(S)|o(i1) = v1,0(i2) = v}
v1,v2€[n—m)|
X ]P(O’(Zl) = 1)170'(1.2) = 1)2).

For i = (il,iz), vV = (Ul,vg), let Oiv = 7)17\,0' and Si,v = Z:«L;lm Xngi,v(?«). By (3.14) of
Chen and Fang (2015) (see also Lemma 4.5 of Chen, Goldstein and Shao (2011)), we have

(B47) E{q}gﬂg(S) |O'(Zl) = V1, J(iz) = ’Uz} = E{q}g’t(si’v)}.
Moreover, by the construction of Sj v, it follows that

IS — Si,V| < |Xi1ﬂ)1| + |Xi2,1)2| + Z Z |XU*1(U),U(i)|

i€{i1,i2} ve{vi,v2}

+ Z |Xi,a(i)‘+ Z |XU*1(U),U|'

ie{i17i2} ve{v17v2}

(B.48)

By (A.6) and Holder’s inequality we have
E{Us,(Siv)} < E{e5 50, (5)}
< ({5 Su/e e/ 1 B, (5) 1),

By the similar argument to (B.8) and (B.9) again, we obtain

(B.49)

(B.50) E{Us,(Siv)} < CObY2E{Wg,(S)}.
Combining (B.46), (B.47) and (B.49), we obtain
(B.51)

E{W¥s.:(S)1(I'1)}

< CHPE{Wg,(5)} Z 1(v1 = j1 or vz = j2) P(0(i1) = v1,0(i2) = v2)
v1,02€[n—m]
<O E{Wg,(S)}.
By (B.45) and (B.51), we complete the proof. O

The following lemma, whose proof is based on Lemmas B.5 and B.6, plays an important
role in the proof of Lemma B.2.

LEMMA B.7. Let w, X and W be defined as in Theorem 3.1, and recall that P;j is
defined as in (B.38). Fori,j € [n]y, i € [n]g) and j' € [n]g), letT=(i,1), J = (j,j’), and

_ _ @ _
mij=Pigm, w9 =Piymy Wizl = > Xit oz (i)
ile[n]\{ilvi%i/lvié}

Then,
(B.52) |E{Ws (W)} — h(t)| < C* (™" + ;%) (1 + t2)h(t).
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PROOF. Recall that h(t) = EVg, (). To bound the difference between EW s, (W7 7)
and EWg (W), we consider the following three steps. In the first step, we construct an aux-

iliary random variable Sl(, ’J/) that is close to W and has the same distribution as WI( } In the
rest, we apply Taylor’s expansion to calculate the difference of the expectations.

Step 1. Constructing S . Note that 7 is a random permutation chosen uniformly
from S,,, and it follows frorn Eq (3.14) of Chen and Fang (2015) (see also Lemma 4.5 of
Chen, Goldstein and Shao (2011)) that

(B.53) L (mj) =2 (wlm(i) =J).

Write Wiy =3¢ Xirmy ;i) and Wi(’;) = > irga(i) Xirm 5(i1)> and it follows from (B.53)

that 2(Wij) =.2 (W (i) =) and L(W,})) = 2(WO|z (i) = j). To caleulate E¥ 5 ,(Wiy),
we introduce an auxiliary permutation o as follows. Let o be a uniform permutation from
[n] \ {i1,i2} to [n] \ {41, j2}, independent of everything else, and let

(B.54) S =3" Xiow

' ZA(1)
It also follows from Lemma 4.5 of Chen, Goldstein and Shao (2011) that
(B.55) 2wy = 2(s0).

L)

Moreover, noting that {iy,is} N {i},75} = &, using (B.53) twice implies that

(B.56) L(rrg)=ZL(nn(Z)=JT).
Recalling (B.38), we define
O-i/’j/ = Pi/,jlo-’ S(l == Z X’L ,0; ) /(’L ), Si(,l:jl,) = Z Xi/7ai’,j’ (7,/)
i'€[n]\{i} i'e[n]\({i}u{i'})

Then, it follows by definition that . (WI(I}) =< (Sl(,lj:))

Step 2. Bounding |EW 5,,(S}'})) — h(t)|. We first bound [EW 5,,(S{),)) —EW5,,(SD)|, and
the bound of |[EW 3 ;(S®) — h(t)| can be obtained similarly. By Taylor’s expansion,

(B.57)
g i(w) =g (wo) + (w—wo) ¥, (wo) + %(w —wo)* B{V} ,(wo + U(w —wo))(1 - U)},

where U is a uniform random variable over the interval [0, 1] independent of all others. Ap-
plying Taylor’s expansion (B.57) with wy = S and w = S.(/lil,), we have

55 E{@s,(S55))} = B{@a, (ST} +E{ (S — SD) s, (5V)}
B.
+E{ (S — SO wy, (sD 1 U(syy) — sO)) 1 -0)}.
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Denote by B; j the event that {o(i1) = ji or o'(i) = j3} and denote by Bf; the complement
of B; ;. For the second term of (B.58), by the construction of Py j/, we have

|E{(S) — sO)yw),(SD)}
< |E{Xo-1(59),061) Y5 (S™) 1(By )}
+ | B{ X o1 (3).015) V.4 (S) 1(By y) }|
+ | B{ X o1 51).0i5) W4 (S 1B 1)}
+ 1 B{X o1 (),00) Vs (SV) 1(Bg

+ > |E{Xigg<if>%¢<5‘>}\+ Z IE{X,1(jr)+ V5, (SD)}

ire{i} iy} VESFIRVES

< DD E{IXe1gnemn W5 (SP) 1(Bry)}

HISURS FESHY,

+ 1 E{Xo-1(39),001) P, (S H A+ T E{ X1 00) W, (SV) Y
Y B XKo@ Pa SO+ Y [B{X 1 W, (SD)Y.

ire{i il VUSVIDS:

1

Applying Lemmas B.5 and B.6 with S = S() under a relabeling of indices, we obtain

B.59)  |E{(S{) — S (ST <O lay ! + 0, 2)b(1+ ) B (SD).
For the third term of (B.58), we have
(B.60)

E{(S$) — 52wy (5O + U (S —5D)) (1 - 1)}
<t2E{ (“ —S(i))Qetl(si(’ifji’)_S(i))l\I/mt(S(i))}

< 24¢? > ST E{IXo-r e P ot wemlp g (50))

kediniz,ih,i5} 1€{j1,J2,71.35}

+ Z E{ 1,0 (1) 24t|Xi’a<i>|\Ijﬂ7t(S(i))}

i€{i1,i2,31,i5}

D S L e
Jj€{i1.92,31,35}
Applying Lemma B.1 with S = S® and ¢; ; = | X; ;|2?41Xeil
and recalling that ¢ < «,, /64, we obtain

E{ |X0'71(l)70'(k) |2€24t\ngl(z),g(k)‘\I,ﬂ’t(s(i))}
< 4p'/8 EWg t(S(i)) max E{‘Xu v‘2624t|X“’UHt(|Xk,v\+|Xu,z\)}
= ) u,ve[n] R

under a relabeling of indices,

< Ch/8a;? E\I/W(S(i)) max E{(l + |CEnXu7U‘2)613(1"')(“*“'/32}

< COb a2 EWg,(SY) max E{enXurl/2}

u,v€n]

< Cba,?Eg,(SD),
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where we used (3.4) in the last line. Similarly, we obtain
E{Xizﬂ(i)624t|Xi,7r(i)‘\Ijﬂyt(s(i))} < Cha;? E\I//gyt(S(i)),

E{X2 ., * 10010, ,(SD)} < Cba 2 B4, (SD).

T=1(5)J

Hence, we have
R.H.S. of (B.60) < Cba;,%(1+t3) EWg,(SW).

Together with (B.58) and (B.59), we have
(B.61) |E{Us (W)} —EWs,(SD)| < Cb(n ' + 0, %) (1 + 2) EWg,(SD).
A similar argument yields
(B.62) |EW5,(SD) — h(t)] < Cb(n™ + o, 2) (1 + t2)h(t).
Then applying Lemma B.1 to the last expectation of (B.61) and similar to (B.60), we have
(B.63) EWs,(S©) = EW g (W) < B{W,(W)eMid W1y < Cbh().
Combining (B.61)—(B.63) and recalling that ¢ < «a, /64, we obtain

E{@,(Wrg)} = h(t) < OV (" + ) (14 1) (o).

This completes the proof. O

B.3. Proofs of Lemma B.2 and B.3. First, we apply Lemmas B.1 and B.7 to prove
Lemma B.2.

PROOF OF LEMMA B.2. Applying the Taylor expansion (B.57) to ¥, (W) yields
E{¢; n(i)Ei' i) ¥Ys (W)}

(B.64) Z S Bl You(W)|n(T) = T}
Jelnlz jrems’
= Ql + QQ + Q3,
where

SN Efés Vs WD)R(T) = T},

( ) JE[n]QJ E[n]m
1 /
Q2= 7 Z Z E{& & i Vro Vs, (WD) |n(T) =T},
jE[n]lee[n]é-n
1 /i
Qs=ys 2= D &by V2V, (WO + UW = W) (1 - V)In(T) = T},

jE[n]lee[n]gj)

and where 7 = (i1>i2ai/1’i/2)’ j = (jlaj?aji’jé)’ W(I) = Zie[n]\A(I) Xiﬂ'(i)’ Vl—,j =
Xiyjo + Xiygo + X jo + Xiy 5 and U is a uniform random variable on [0, 1] independent
of X and 7.
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For Qy, as (&,& ) is conditionally independent of W& given 7(Z) = 7, and as
(&.j,&v j) is also independent of 7, we have

(B.65)  E{& iy Vpus(WD)|m(T) = T} = E{&iér g} E{W (WP |7 (T) = T}
Let Wz 7 be defined as in Lemma B.7. By (B.56), we have

E{Us, (WD) |n(T) =T} =E{¥s,(Ws))}

= h(t) + [E{@ s, (W)} — h(t)].

Taking average over j € [n]2,j’ € [n]g) on both sides of (B.65) and applying Lemma B.7
gives
h(t
Q] < n(—)) Z S (B&iE&y)
etz yep
1 7)
o 2 2 (EleulBleng B, (WE5)} = ht))
,]G[n]gj G[n]g‘”

(B.66)

S% Z Z E& ; B j

jE[n]g j/E[n];j)

+Cb2n*4(n*1+a 1+t2 Z Z E|€IJ|E‘§I |)

JE[TL]QJ € ](J)

For the first term of the right hand side of (B.66), since E&y .y = 0, it follows that
> jen], B& j» = 0. Therefore,

(B.67) ‘ > E&y _'— Y By < Y 1B Eléryl,

jems j'enl2\[n)y’ J'€lnl2

where Ej 3 = {A(j) N A(j’) # @}. Hence, we have
(B.68) QU S Ch(L+ ) h(t) > (1(Ejy) + 0,2 +n7) (BI& | El& y).-
J.J'€lnl2

We now consider (0. Since &; ;& 7 Vz 7 is independent of W@ conditional on m(Z)=J,
we have

Z Z E{Ewﬁl ,J’VI J}E{‘I'ﬂ t( (I))|7T(I) = j}

JE]2 j el ](D

~ ( )

(B.69) - ) S S Bty Ve EL, (W)}
Je€Mlz2 yr e
= Q21 + Q22+ Q23,
where

QQJ_(L Z E{é-l_]gl'.llvy.]}E{\I/ﬂt( )}
JEMl2 jrefn) P
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1

Q22 = (— Z Z E{&J&/J’V;/J’}E{\Ijﬁt( )},
]ZJ €n ](J)
1
Qo= 2 - E{GiGy Vig BV OV + UWyry = W)Wry—W)},
Jelnl
and Vi; =X, 5, + XZ-M-Q, Vi y = Xiy 1 + Xy j; - Similar to (B.67), we have
|Qaa| <Cnth(t) Y 1(Ep)|E{& Vi B{& ),
J.J’€lnlz
(B.70)
Q2o <On~'th(t) Y 1(Ejy)E{&} E{&r s Vo }-
JJ'€lnl2

We next consider (2 3. By (5.27) and using a similar argument for (B.60),
T 7)
W5 (W +U(Wry = W)Wy = W)}

B.71) <CE{W, (W) M2 W — W)
< Cba, (14 t2)h(t).
Therefore,
|Qa,3] < Cb(1 +t*)h(t )”74071< Z | E{& 3 Vit E{& g} + Z |E{§i,j}E{fi/,j/Vi/,j/}|>-
JJ’€lnlz J.J'€ln2
(B.72)

By (B.69), (B.70) and (B.72), we have

(B.73)
|Q2| < Cb(l + tz)h(t)n_4 Z ( . + 1( )) (|E{£I,J ,J}E{gl J }| + |E{£l',J'V',J'}E{£I,J}|)
JJ'€lnl2
<Cb(1+ )ty > (BT E(G 3|} + E{|&w 5 |T3  } E{|&51})
JJ'€lnl2
+ O+t Y (g + 1(Ey)) B{& I E{lgr 1}
JJ'€ln]2

where the second inequality follows from Cauchy’s inequality and the fact that |V} ;| < T;;
for any i, j. Finally, for @3, by (5.27) again, and noting that V7 7 = Vi ; + Vi 5, we have

IB{& 36 3 VE 7 U5, (WD +UW - WD))(1 - U)\w(i) =jin(i)=j}
< tz E{|€IJ§I',J"VI J\II,B t(W(I ) vz, jl‘ﬂ( ) (i/) :j/}‘
(B.74) = B{|& & g/ |VZ 7"V T Ty B{U 5 (WD) (i )—j;ﬂ(i’) =3}
= B |6 360y |V2 eV Y {5, (W)}
- () _
<22 B{|&3&0 g (T3l + 17 4 2T s )} B{W g, (W) 7 =T

where we use |V} ;| < T;; for any i,j. Then applying Lemma B.1 to the second expectation
in the last line of (B.74) and similar to (B.60), we have

(B.75) E{U 5, (W)elV27~WIL < Cbh(t).
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By (B.74) and (B.75), we have
(B.76)

Qs| < Con*#h(t) Y (B{|& 175> 5 Y Bl | + B & 5113 eV Bl 4).
Ji’€ln]2

Combining (B.64), (B.68), (B.73) and (B.76) yields the desired result. O
We finish our paper by proving Lemma B.3, which is based on Lemmas B.1 and B.2.

PROOF OF LEMMA B.3. First, for v = 0, expanding the square term in (B.10) yields
- 2
B.77) B3 Giny () W (W) } = Hi(w) + Ha(u),
ie['ﬂ]z

where

1 ’LL

16n2 Yo D EGiaw @i (WPs(W)},

i€[nlz /¢ n)y\ [n)

2 u 16%2 Z Z E{glﬂl gl’ (i) ( )\I/,B,t(W)}'

ie[n]2 reln, ]( Q2

For Hy(u), by Young’s inequality,

< 16n2 Z > B{gm W) + g5 i () T (W)}

€lnlz yreln]o\[n] "

ZE{Qm(l) u)Wps (W)}

i€[n]2

(B.78)

Taking integration on both sides of (B.78) implies

i< 62t|u| E{giﬂ(l)(u)\pﬂ,t(W)}du
(B.79) =

< Cn_l E{\I/ﬁﬂj(W) (|Di,7r(i) |3€2t\Di,w<i>\ + E‘Di,w(i) ‘362t|Di,7r(i)|> }

Applying Lemma B.1 with k = 2,m = 0,0 = 7 and G = | D; j|>e*IPi:], we have
E{|Ds x| 1Prr ol (W)}
SCbE{\IJﬁt( )} maX E{|D |3 275‘D1 v‘ tlzr 1er vr‘}

(B.80) ,
< OV P E{Ws (W)} mﬁ( E{|ay, D; |2eXIPivl gty Xiror )
ven|2
< Cboy, " E{ W, (W)},
and similarly,
(B.81) E|D; x5y [*e*!Prm0] < Cba, 3.
By (B.78)—(B.81), we have

(B.82) / A H (u)du < Chney, P B{W 5,(W)}.
Jul<1
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For Hy(u), by Lemma B.2, with & j = ¢; j(u), we have any i € [n],,i € [n]g), and j,j’ € [n]2,
(B.83)

E{Gi r (i) (@) i r(iry (w) W3, (W) }
<CbL+tHh(tn™ Y BY|gij(w)|T5e* S Y E g g (u)]}

jJj'€ln]2

+Cb(1+ (™ Y E{|gig (w)| T35 T 51} E{|gi5(w)]}
JJj'€ln]2

+Cb(L+ )Rt Y (ot + 1By ) B{|gi ()|} E{|gi g ()]}
JJ’€ln]2

= H21 (U) + HQQ(U) + Hgg(u).
First we consider Ha(u). Since E{|g; ;(u)|} < 2E|D;;|, by Fubini’s theorem, we have for

any i € [n]y, i €[]}, and j,3' € [n]a.

[ B ) T B g )]
|ul<1

(B.84) <9

/||<1 e*1 E{|gi(w)| T T} E{| Dy g [} du

< ZE{ <‘Di7j‘2e2t‘DiJ‘ + E{ | Ds xs) |2€2t|Di,w(i)\ })ﬂ?jthlTi,jl } E{|Dy 31},

where use the same notation as in Lemma B.2. Then, by (3.4) and Young’s inequality, we
have

E{| Dy *e* Pl T il | B{| Dy g )
(B.85) < Cay, " E{|oy, " Dy PPl (0, M T4 )2 T} Bl o Y| Dy g [}
< Cbha,,”.
Similar to (B.85),
(B.86) E{ | Dy 5[2€!1Psl } E{TfjeZtlTwl } E{|Dy y|} < Cbas®.

Using (B.84)—(B.86), we have

(B.87) ‘/ * M E{ |7 5 (u) | T2 15 Y|y g (w) [ }du| < Cba,®.
ul<1

Furthermore, we have,

(B.88) < Cb(1+tH)a,°h(t)

/| - U Hyy (u)du

Moreover, by the same argument, we have

/<1 e Hoo (u)du

/ o e Hyg (w)du

< Ob(1+ %), h(t)

(B.89)
< Ob(1+ %) (e, +na,®)h(t)




50

By (B.88) and (B.89), we have we have
(B.90) / eZt‘"‘Hz(u)du <OV (n*a;,® + na?) (1 +17) E{Wgz.(W)}.
Jul<1

By (B.82) and (B.90), we complete the proof (B.10) for v = 0. The inequality (B.10) for the
case v = 1 can be shown similarly. O
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