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Abstract. We construct examples of degree-two U- and V-statistics of n i.i.d. heavy-tailed random vectors
in Rd(n), whose ν-th moments exist for ν > 2, and provide tight bounds on the error of approximating both
statistics by a quadratic form of Gaussians. In the case ν = 3, the error of approximation is Θ(n−1/12).
The proof adapts a result of Huang, Austern and Orbanz [12] to U- and V-statistics. The lower bound for
U-statistics is a simple example of the concept of variance domination used in [12].

1 Introduction

We consider distributional approximations of degree-two U- and V-statistics that are of the form

un(x1, . . . , xn) :=

∑
1≤i ̸=j≤n ku(xi, xj)

n(n− 1)
and vn(x1, . . . , xn) :=

∑
1≤i,j≤n kv(xi, xj)

n2 .

Here, x1, . . . , xn ∈ Rd(n) are elements of a high-dimensional Euclidean space, i.e. the dimension
d(n) may depend on n, and ku : Rd(n) ×Rd(n) → R and kv : Rd(n) ×Rd(n) → R are symmetric
functions. These statistics arise frequently in the estimation of two-way interactions. Applica-
tions include gene-set testing [6], change-point detection [21] and kernel-based tests in machine
learning [10].

Classically, with d(n) = d fixed, it is well-known that the distributions of both statistics ad-
mit either a Gaussian limit or a sum-of-chi-squares limit (up to reweighting and centering of the
sum), depending on a degeneracy condition [17]. Recently, the high-dimensional case, where
d(n) → ∞ as n → ∞, has gained attention due to its relevance in machine learning appli-
cations. Recent work investigates (variants of) U-statistics that admit a Gaussian limit despite
degeneracy [6, 7, 13, 18, 22], or a sum-of-chi-squares limit despite non-degeneracy [3, 11]. In all
cases, the error of Gaussian approximation for both U- and V-statistics is known to be O(n−1/2)
[5], and is not improvable [2]. The behavior of non-Gaussian approximation is more nuanced:
The known upper bounds depend on the number of non-zero eigenvalues of the Hilbert-Schmidt
operator associated with the kernel u of the U-statistic, ranging from O(n−1) for five non-zero
eigenvalues [9], O(n−1/12) for one non-zero eigenvalue [23] (and control of an 18/5th moment),
to O(n−1/14) without eigenvalue assumptions [11]. This note constructs a set of i.i.d. random
vectors X = (Xi)i≤n in Rd(n), whose ν-th moments exist for ν ∈ (2, 3], and functions ku and kv,
such that the following error bounds hold for the approximation by a quadratic form of Gaussians.

Theorem 1. Fix ν ∈ (2, 3]. Let χ2
1 be a chi-squared random variable with 1 degree of freedom,

ξ ∼ N (0, 1) be independent of χ2
1 and χ2

1 = χ2
1 − 1. There exist some constants c, C > 0,

N ∈ N and a sequence (σn)n∈N with σn → 0, where X , ku and kv depend on σn, such that for
all n > N and d(n) ∈ N,

cn− ν−2
4ν ≤ supt∈R

∣∣∣P(√n(n− 1)un(X) ≤ t
)
− P

(
σnξ + χ2

1 ≤ t
)∣∣∣ ≤ Cn− ν−2

4ν ,

cn− ν−2
4ν ≤ supt∈R

∣∣∣P(n vn(X) ≤ t
)
− P

(
σnξ + χ2

1 ≤ t
)∣∣∣ ≤ Cn− ν−2

4ν .
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Remark 1. (i) When ν = 3, Theorem 1 says that the approximation error is Θ(n− 1
12 ). (ii) In the

construction, we choose σn to decay as Θ
(
n− ν−2

2ν

)
. The approximation becomes a chi-squared

approximation in the limit n → ∞, but at a very slow rate. (iii) Since ξ can be obtained as the
limiting distribution of a partial sum of weighted and centred chi-squared variables, Theorem 1
can be read as a result on the approximation of un(X) and vn(X) by infinite sums of weighted
and shifted chi-squares. For further discussions on when a Gaussian component may emerge from
an infinite sum of weighted chi-squares, see [3].

Theorem 1 is an instance of the broader theme of Gaussian universality: Consider a set of
i.i.d. random vectors Y = (Yi)i≤n in Rb and the collection of Gaussian vectors

Z = (Z1, . . . , Zn) where Zi
i.i.d.∼ N (E[Y1],Var[Y1]) .

The term Gaussian universality refers to the fact that, for a large class of functions f : (Rb)n → R,
f(Y ) is close to f(Z) in distribution as n → ∞. This phenomenon can be observed even when
the law of Y1 is allowed to vary in n, and has found applications in probability, statistics and
machine learning [1, 8, 14, 15, 19, 20]. Indeed, a crucial intermediate step in Theorem 1 is to
write un(X) = ũn(Y ) and vn(X) = ṽn(Y ) for some intermediate functions ũn and ṽn, and
approximate them by ũn(Z) and ṽn(Z) respectively. The lower bound of Theorem 1 adapts a
degree-m polynomial p∗m(X) constructed in our recent work [12]—inspired by Senatov [16]—
which has a slow universality approximation error on the order Ω(n− ν−2

2νm ). The upper bound of
Theorem 1 improves upon our generic universality result in [12] by using an argument specific
to p∗m(X), instead of applying Lindeberg’s technique. To extend these results to un and vn,
our proof also exploits a technique called variance domination in [12], which is summarised in
Proposition 2 in Section 3.

An open question from [12] was whether the slow n−1/12 universality approximation er-
ror holds also for degree-two U-statistics and V-statistics, which see more real-life applications.
Yanushkevichiene [23] conjectures that the n−1/12 rate is unimprovable for degree-two U-statistics
in view of the construction by Senatov [16]. Theorem 1 answers this question in the affirmative.
An implication is that, without additional structural assumptions on the data distribution or the
kernel functions ku and kv, the slow n−1/12 rate of quadratic-form-of-Gaussian approximation for
U-statistics and V-statistics is not improvable. In Section 2, we provide the explicit constructions
of ku, kv and X . All proofs are included in Section 4.

2 Construction of ku, kv and X

We first recall the lower bound construction from [12] in the case m = 2. The construction
involves a polynomial p∗n : (R2)n → R given by

p∗n(y1, . . . , yn) :=
1√
n

∑n

i=1
yi1 +

(
1√
n

∑n

i=1
yi2

)2
for yi = (yi1, yi2) ∈ R2 .

The collection of R2 random vectors Y = (Y1, . . . , Yn) are generated as follows. For a fixed
σ0 > 0 and ν ∈ (2, 3], write σn = min{σ0 n−(ν−2)/2ν , 1}. Note that this is the sequence
σn → 0 in Theorem 1. Let Uσn

be the discrete random variable supported at three points with

Uσn
=


−6−1/2σ

−2/(ν−2)
n with probability 2σ

2ν/(ν−2)
n ,

0 with probability 1− 3σ
2ν/(ν−2)
n ,

2× 6−1/2σ
−2/(ν−2)
n with probability σ

2ν/(ν−2)
n .
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Uσn
is constructed such that it becomes increasingly heavy-tailed as σn → 0. Now let U1;σn

, . . . , Un;σn

be i.i.d. copies of Uσn
. The i.i.d. random vectors Y = (Yi)i≤n are generated by

Yi;σn
:=

(
1√
2
Ui;σn

+
σn√
2
ξi1 , ξi2

)
where ξ11, ξ12, . . . , ξn1, ξn2

i.i.d.∼ N (0, 1) .

To adapt p∗n(Y ) to our setup, we first observe that p∗n can be rewritten as a V-statistic:

p∗n(y1, . . . , yn) =
1

n

∑n

i,j=1

(
yi1
2
√
n
+

yj1
2
√
n
+ yi2 yj2

)
= n ṽn(y1, . . . , yn) ,

where we have defined, for y1, . . . , yn ∈ R2 and a1, a2, b1, b2 ∈ R,

ṽn(y1, . . . , yn) :=
1

n2

∑n

i,j=1
k̃v(yi, yj) , k̃v((a1, a2), (b1, b2)) :=

a1

2
√
n
+

b1
2
√
n
+ a2b2 .

Moreover, since we have no restrictions on how d(n) depends on n, there are non-unique choices
of a function ϕd(n) : Rd(n) → R and a probability measure µd(n) on Rd(n) such that

X1 ∼ µd(n) ⇔ ϕd(n)(X1)
d
= Y1;σn

.

Our construction of the V-statistic is thus given by taking Xi
i.i.d.∼ µd(n) and kv(x1, x2) :=

k̃v(ϕd(n)(x1), ϕd(n)(x2)), which gives

vn(X) =
1

n2

∑
1≤i,j≤n

kv(Xi, Xj)
d
= ṽn(Y ) =

1

n
p∗n(Y ) ,

where d
= denotes equality in distribution. This makes the lower bound from [12] immediately

applicable. For the U-statistics construction, we observe that

p∗n(y1, . . . , yn) =
1√

n(n− 1)

∑n

i ̸=j

(
yi1

2
√
n− 1

+
yi2

2
√
n− 1

+
√
n− 1√
n

yi2yj2

)
+

1

n

∑n

i=1
y2i2

=
√

n(n− 1) ũn(y1, . . . , yn) +Rn(y1, . . . , yn) ,

where we have defined, for y1, . . . , yn ∈ R2 and a1, a2, b1, b2 ∈ R,

ũn(y1, . . . , yn) :=
1

n(n− 1)

∑
i ̸=j

k̃u(yi, yj) , Rn(y1, . . . , yn) :=
1

n

∑n

i=1
y2i2 ,

k̃u((a1, a2), (b1, b2)) :=
a1

2
√
n− 1

+
b1

2
√
n− 1

+
√
n− 1√
n

a2b2 .

Therefore, our construction of the U-statistic is to take ku(x1, x2) := k̃u(ϕd(n)(x1), ϕd(n)(x2)),
which gives

un(X) =
1

n(n− 1)

∑
1≤i ̸=j≤n

ku(Xi, Xj)
d
= ũn(Y ) = p∗n(Y )−Rn(Y ) .

The main technical task is thus to show that p∗n(Y ) approximates a chi-squared distribution and
that Rn(Y ) has negligible effect other than centering the chi-squared distribution.

3 Variance domination

One main technique used in the proofs is the idea of variance domination: When computing the
limit of a sum of two dependent, real-valued random variables X ′+Y ′, it suffices to ignore Y ′ in
the limit provided that the variance of Y ′ is negligible compared to that of X ′. The same idea is
used in [12] for extending their universality results to non-polynomial functions. The next result
summarises the technique.
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Proposition 2. Let X ′ and Y ′ be two R-valued, possibly dependent random variables with E[Y ′] =
0. Then for every t ∈ R,∣∣P(X ′ + Y ′ ≤ t)−P(X ′ ≤ t)

∣∣
≤ inf

ϵ>0

(
max

{
P(X ′ ∈ (t− ϵ, t]) , P(X ′ ∈ (t, t+ ϵ])

}
+

Var[Y ′]

ϵ2

)
.

If we further have σ2
X′ := Var[X ′] > 0, then∣∣P(σ−1

X′ (X
′ + Y ′) ≤ t

)
− P

(
σ−1
X′X

′ ≤ t
)∣∣

≤ inf
ϵ>0

(
max

{
P(σ−1

X′X
′ ∈ (t− ϵ, t]) , P(σ−1

X′X
′ ∈ (t, t+ ϵ])

}
+

Var[Y ′]

Var[X ′] ϵ2

)
.

Remark 2. Several adaptations are useful: (i) To swap the roles of X ′ + Y ′ and X ′, one may
replace X ′ and Y ′ above by X ′ + Y ′ and −Y ′ respectively; (ii) To replace σX′ by another nor-
malisation, e.g.

√
Var[X ′ + Y ′], one may rescale t and ϵ simultaneously.

Proposition 2 formalises the variance domination effect: If Var[Y ′]/Var[X ′] = o(1), by
choosing ϵ = (Var[Y ′]/Var[X ′])1/3, Proposition 2 implies that the c.d.f. difference

∣∣P(σ−1
X′ (X ′ +

Y ′) ≤ t) − P(σ−1
X′X ′ ≤ t)

∣∣ = o(1). Meanwhile, to get a finite-sample control, one needs an
anti-concentration bound on σ−1

X′X . By a triangle inequality, it also suffices if σ−1
X′X is well-

approximated in distribution by some random variable Z ′ with an anti-concentration bound. For
polynomials of a random vector following a log-concave probability measure, a celebrated anti-
concentration result is available due to [4]. This in particular applies to polynomials of Gaussian
random vectors.

Fact 3 (Carbery-Wright inequality, Theorem 8 of [4]). Let qm(x) be a degree-m polynomial of
x ∈ Rd taking values in R, and η be an Rd-valued random vector following a log-concave
probability measure. Then there exists a constant C independent of qm, d, m or η such that, for
every ϵ > 0,

P
(
|qm(η)| ≤ ϵ

)
≤ Cmϵ1/m(E[|qm(η)|2])−1/2m .

This immediately implies the following corollary of Proposition 2:

Corollary 4. Let X ′, Y ′ and σX′ > 0 be defined as in Proposition 2, and qm(η) be given as in
Fact 3. Suppose Var[qm(η)] = Var

[
σ−1
X′X ′] = 1. Then there is an absolute constant C > 0 such

that for every t ∈ R,

supt∈R
∣∣P(X ′ + Y ′ ≤ t

)
− P

(
X ′ ≤ t

)∣∣
≤ Cm

(
Var[Y ′]

Var[X ′]

) 1
2m+1

+ 2 supt∈R
∣∣P(σ−1

X′X
′ ≤ t

)
− P

(
qm(η) ≤ t

)∣∣ .
Proof of Corollary 4. The result follows from combining the second statement of Proposition 2
and Fact 3, noting that E[|qm(η)|2] ≥ Var[qm(η)] = 1, choosing ϵ = (Var[Y ′]/Var[X ′])m/(2m+1)

and taking a supremum over t ∈ R.

Remark 3. The generality of Proposition 2 comes at a cost: It does not provide the tightest
control on the c.d.f. difference in general, as the variance ratio term comes from the Markov’s
inequality. When one has more information about the tail behaviour of Y ′/

√
Var[X ′], the bound

can usually be improved.

4



4 Proofs

Throughout this section, we denote the collection of Gaussian vectors

Z = (Z1, . . . , Zn) where Zi
i.i.d.∼ N (E[Y1;σn

],Var[Y1;σn
]) = N

(
( 00 ),

(
σ2
n 0
0 1

))
.

We state three intermediate results used in the proof of Theorem 1. The first two results concerns
the Gaussian universality approximations of ṽn(Y ) and ũn(Y ). We improve the upper bound of
[12], n− ν−2

4ν+2 , by using an argument specific to the construction instead of the generic Lindeberg’s
technique used in [12]. Note that the σ0-dependence below arises because Y and Z are implicitly
parameterised by σ0.

Lemma 5. Fix ν ∈ (2, 3]. Then there exist some absolute constants c, C, σ0 > 0 and N ∈ N,
such that for all n ≥ N ,

cn− ν−2
4ν ≤ supt∈R

∣∣P(n ṽn(Y ) ≤ t)− P(n ṽn(Z) ≤ t)
∣∣ ≤ Cn− ν−2

4ν .

Lemma 6. Fix ν ∈ (2, 3] and let σ0 be given as in Lemma 5. Then there exist some absolute
constants c′, C ′ > 0 and N ′ ∈ N, such that for all n ≥ N ′,

c′n− ν−2
4ν ≤ sup

t∈R

∣∣∣P(√n(n− 1) ũn(Y ) ≤ t
)
− P

(√
n(n− 1) ũn(Z) ≤ t

)∣∣∣ ≤ C ′n− ν−2
4ν .

Now observe that the universality approximations can be expressed as

n ṽn(Z) =
1√
n

∑n

i=1
Zi1 +

1

n

∑n

i,j=1
Zi2Zj2

d
= σnξ + χ2

1 ,√
n(n− 1) ũn(Z) =

1√
n

∑n

i=1
Zi1 +

1

n

∑
i ̸=j

Zi2Zj2
d
= σnξ +

1

n

∑
i ̸=j

Zi2Zj2 .

The next result allows the quadratic part of
√

n(n− 1) ũn(Z) to be approximated by the centred
chi-squared variable χ2

1 plus a small Gaussian component σnξ.

Lemma 7. There exists some absolute constant C ′′ > 0 such that for all n ∈ N,

supt∈R

∣∣∣P(√n(n− 1) ũn(Z) ≤ t
)
− P

(
σnξ + χ2

1 ≤ t
)∣∣∣ ≤ C ′′n−1/5 .

4.1. Proof of Theorem 1

Recall that by construction, un(X)
d
= ũn(Y ), vn(X)

d
= ṽn(Y ) and nṽn(Z)

d
= σnξ + χ2

1. The
V-statistic bound then follows directly from Lemma 5: There exist some constants σ0, c1, C1 > 0
and N1 ∈ N such that for all n ≥ N1,

c1n
− ν−2

4ν ≤ supt∈R

∣∣∣P(n vn(X) ≤ t
)
− P

(
σnξ + χ2

1 ≤ t
)∣∣∣ ≤ C1n

− ν−2
4ν .

By using the triangle inequality to combine the U-statistic bounds from Lemma 6 and Lemma 7,
there is another absolute constant C2 > 0 such that

sup
t∈R

∣∣∣P(√n(n− 1)un(X) ≤ t
)
− P

(
σnξ + χ2

1 ≤ t
)∣∣∣ ≤ C1n

− ν−2
4ν + C2n

− 1
5 ,

sup
t∈R

∣∣∣P(√n(n− 1)un(X) ≤ t
)
− P

(
σnξ + χ2

1 ≤ t
)∣∣∣ ≥ c1n

− ν−2
4ν − C2n

− 1
5 .

Since ν−2
4ν ≤ 1

8 < 1
5 for ν ∈ (2, 3], the n−1/5 term can be ignored when n is large. In particular,

there exist c ∈ (0, c1], C > C1 and an integer N ≥ N1 such that for all n ≥ N ,

cn− ν−2
4ν ≤ supt∈R

∣∣∣P(n vn(X) ≤ t
)
− P

(
σnξ + χ2

1 ≤ t
)∣∣∣ ≤ Cn− ν−2

4ν .
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4.2. Proof of Proposition 2

The proof relies on the following result:

Lemma 8 (Lemma 25 of [12]). Let X ′ and Y ′ be two real-valued random variables. For any
a, b ∈ R and ϵ > 0, we have

P(a ≤ X ′ + Y ′ ≤ b) ≤ P(a− ϵ ≤ X ′ ≤ b+ ϵ) + P(|Y ′| ≥ ϵ) ,

P(a ≤ X ′ + Y ′ ≤ b) ≥ P(a+ ϵ ≤ X ′ ≤ b− ϵ)− P(|Y ′| ≥ ϵ) .

Proof of Proposition 2. By Lemma 8 followed by the Markov’s inequality, we get that for every
t ∈ R and ϵ > 0,

P(X ′ + Y ′ ≤ t) ≤ P(X ′ ≤ t+ ϵ) + P(|Y ′| ≥ ϵ) ≤ P(X ′ ≤ t+ ϵ) +
Var[Y ′]

ϵ2
,

P(X ′ + Y ′ ≤ t) ≥ P(X ′ ≤ t− ϵ)− Var[Y ′]

ϵ2
.

Subtracting P(X ′ ≤ t) from both sides, we get that∣∣P(X ′ + Y ′ ≤ t)− P(X ′ ≤ t)
∣∣ ≤ max

{
P(X ′ ∈ (t− ϵ, t]) , P(X ′ ∈ (t, t+ ϵ])

}
+

Var[Y ′]

ϵ2
,

and taking an infimum over ϵ > 0 gives the first bound. The second bound follows by rescaling t
and ϵ at the same time by σ′

X > 0.

4.3. Proof of Lemma 5

The lower bound follows directly from Theorem 2 of [12] by noting that nṽn = p∗n, so it suffices
to prove the upper bound. Denote

Sn :=
1√
n

∑n

i=1

(
1√
2
Ui;σn

+
σn√
2
ξi1

)
such that, for ξ ∼ N (0, 1) independent of all other variables,

nṽn(Y )
d
= Sn + χ2

1 and nṽn(Z)
d
= σnξ + χ2

1 .

By Lemmas 19 and 20 of [12], under the choice of σ0 and Ñ in Theorem 2 of [12], we have that
for all n ≥ Ñ ,

sup
x∈R

∣∣∣P(Sn < x)− P(σnξ < x)− A

n1/2σ
ν/(ν−2)
n

(
1− x2

σ2
n

)
e−x2/(2σ2

n)
∣∣∣ ≤ 2

nσ2ν/(ν−2)
,

∣∣P(Sn < x)− P(σnξ < x)
∣∣ ≤ B

(
1

n1/2σ
ν/(ν−2)
n

e−x2/16σ2
n +

1

n3/2x4σ
(8−ν)/(ν−2)
n

)

6



for some absolute constants A,B > 0. By splitting an integral and using these bounds,∣∣P(n ṽn(Y ) < t)− P(n ṽn(Z) < t)
∣∣

=
∣∣∣ ∫ ∞

−∞

(
P(Sn < t− y2)− P(σnξ < t− y2)

) e−y2/2

√
2π

dy
∣∣∣

≤
∫

|t−y2|<σn

∣∣P(Sn < t− y2)− P(σnξ < t− y2)
∣∣ e−y2/2

√
2π

dy

+
∫

|t−y2|≥σn

∣∣P(Sn < t− y2)− P(σnξ < t− y2)
∣∣ e−y2/2

√
2π

dy

≤ A
√
2π n1/2σ

ν/(ν−2)
n

∫
|t−y2|<σn

∣∣∣1− (t− y2)2

σ2
n

∣∣∣ e− (t−y2)2

2σ2
n

− y2

2 dy +
4
√
σn

nσ
2ν/(ν−2)
n

+
B

√
2π n1/2σ

ν/(ν−2)
n

∫
|t−y2|≥σn

e
− (t−y2)2

16σ2
n

− y2

2 dy

+
B

√
2π n3/2σ

(8−ν)/(ν−2)
n

∫
|t−y2|≥σn

1

(t− y2)4
e−

y2

2 dy

≤ 2A
√
σn√

2π n1/2σ
ν/(ν−2)
n

+
4
√
σn

nσ
2ν/(ν−2)
n

+
B
√
σn√

2π n1/2σ
ν/(ν−2)
n

∫
|σ−1

n t−y2|≥1
e−

(σ−1
n t−y2)2

16 dy

+
B
√
σn√

2π n3/2σ
(8−ν)/(ν−2)
n σ4

n

∫
|σ−1

n t−y2|≥1

1

(σ−1
n t− y2)4

dy .

In the last line, we have used a change-of-variable y 7→ √
σny and noted that e−y2/2 ≤ 1. Now

fix N ≥ Ñ such that σn = σ0n
−(ν−2)/(2ν) for all n ≥ N , which only depends on the absolute

constant σ0 > 0; in this case,
√
σn

n1/2σ
ν/(ν−2)
n

= σ
1
2
− ν

ν−2

0 n− ν−2
4ν ,

√
σn

n3/2σ
(8−ν)/(ν−2)
n σ4

n

= σ
1
2
− 3ν

ν−2

0 n− ν−2
4ν .

Then there exists some constant A′ that depends only on σ0 such that, for all n > N ,∣∣P(n ṽn(Y ) < t)− P(n ṽn(Z) < t)
∣∣

≤ A′n− ν−2
4ν

(
1 +

∫
|σ−1

n t−y2|≥1
e−

(σ−1
n t−y2)2

16 dy +
∫

|σ−1
n t−y2|≥1

1

(σ−1
n t− y2)4

dy
)

=: A′n− ν−2
4ν (1 + I1(σ

−1
n t) + I2(σ

−1
n t)) ,

where we write I1(τ) :=
∫
|τ−y2|≥1 e

−(τ−y2)2/16dy and I2(τ) :=
∫
|τ−y2|≥1(τ − y2)−4dy. To

handle I1(τ), we split the integral further and use a change-of-variable with z = y2 to obtain

I1(τ) ≤
∫
e−(τ−y2)2/16dy =

∫
y2<1

e−(τ−y2)2/16dy + 2
∫

y2≥1,y≥0
e−(τ−y2)2/16dy

≤ 2 + 2
∫

z≥1
e−(τ−z)2/16 1

2
√
z
dz

≤ 2 +
∫

z≥1
e−(τ−z)2/16 dz ≤ 2 +

√
2π × 8

∫
e−(τ−z)2/16

√
2π × 8

dz = 2 + 4
√
π .

A similar strategy applied to I2(τ) gives

I2(τ) =
∫

|τ−y2|≥1,y2<1

1

(τ − y2)4
dy + 2

∫
|τ−y2|≥1,y2≥1,y≥0

1

(τ − y2)4
dy

≤ 2 + 2
∫

|τ−z|≥1,z≥1

1

(τ − z)4
1

2
√
z
dz

≤ 2 +
∫

|τ−z|≥1

1

(τ − z)4
dz = 2 +

∫
|z′|≥1

1

(z′)4
d(z′) =

8

3
.

7



Substituting these two bounds back and noting that the resulted bounds do not depend on t, we
get that there exist some constants C > 0 and N ∈ N that depend only on the absolute constant
σ0 > 0 such that for all n ≥ N ,

supt∈R
∣∣P(n ṽn(Y ) < t)− P(n ṽn(Z) < t)

∣∣ ≤ Cn− ν−2
4ν .

4.4. Proof of Lemma 6

Notice that √
n(n− 1)ũn = p∗n −Rn = nṽn −Rn ,

and we already have the universality approximation bound for nṽn from Lemma 5. It suffices to
apply variance domination to approximate

√
n(n− 1)ũn by nṽn, which requires us to compute

the relevant variances. Write Zi = (Zi1, Zi2), where Zi1 is the Gaussian component that match
the first two moments of Ui;σn

+ 2−1/2σnξi1 and Zi2 is the Gaussian component that matches
ξi2 ∼ N (0, 1) in distribution. Then by independence,

σ2
∗ := Var[p∗n(Y )] = Var[p∗n(Z)] = Var

[
1√
n

∑n

i=1
Zi1

]
+ Var

[(
1√
n

∑n

i=1
Zi2

)2]
≥ Var

[(
1√
n

∑n

i=1
Zi2

)2]
= Var[Z2

12] = 2 .

By independence again,

Var[Rn(Y )] = Var[Rn(Z)] = Var
[
1

n

∑n

i=1
Z2
i2

]
=

Var[Z2
i2]

n
=

2

n
,

and also note that

E[Rn(Y )] = E[Rn(Z)] = 1 .

We now prove the upper bound by combining the variance domination result in Corollary 4 and
the upper bound of Lemma 5. Let σ0 be given as in Lemma 5. Since√

n(n− 1) ũn(Y ) = (p∗n(Y )− 1)− (Rn − E[Rn(Y )]) ,

there are some absolute constants C̃ ′ > 0 and N ∈ N such that for all n ≥ N and every t ∈ R,∣∣P(√n(n− 1) ũn(Y ) ≤ t
)
− P

(
p∗n(Y )− 1 ≤ t

)∣∣
≤ C̃ ′

(
Var[Rn(Y )]

Var[p∗n(Y )]

) 1
5
+ 2 supτ∈R

∣∣P(σ−1
∗ (p∗n(Y )− 1) ≤ τ

)
− P

(
σ−1
∗ (p∗n(Z)− 1) ≤ τ

)∣∣
≤ C̃ ′n− 1

5 + 2Cn− ν−2
4ν ≤ C̃ ′

∗n
− ν−2

4ν

for some absolute constants C, C̃ ′
∗ > 0; in the last line, we have used that ν−2

4ν ≤ 1
8 < 1

5 for
ν ∈ (2, 3]. Similarly we have∣∣P(√n(n− 1) ũn(Z) ≤ t

)
− P

(
(p∗n(Z)− 1) ≤ t

)∣∣ ≤ C̃ ′
∗n

− ν−2
4ν .

Combining both bounds with the upper bound of Lemma 5 by a triangle inequality, we get the
desired upper bound that for some absolute constant C ′ > 0 and all n ≥ N ,

supt∈R

∣∣∣P(√n(n− 1) ũn(Y ) ≤ t
)
− P

(√
n(n− 1) ũn(Z) ≤ t

)∣∣∣ ≤ C ′n− ν−2
4ν .
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For the lower bound, we apply Lemma 21 of [12]: There exist some constants c∗ > 0 and Ñ ∈ N
depending only on the fixed constant σ0—which is chosen to be the one used in Theorem 2 of
[12] and also Lemma 5—such that for any n ≥ Ñ ,

P
(
p∗n(Z) < −2σn

)
− P

(
p∗n(Y ) < −2σn

)
≥ c∗ n

− ν−2
4ν .

To exploit this lower bound, we shall apply Lemma 8 directly: For any ϵ > 0,

P
(√

n(n− 1) ũn(Z) < −2σn − σ∗ϵ− 1
)
− P

(√
n(n− 1) ũn(Y ) < −2σn − σ∗ϵ− 1

)
= P

(√
n(n− 1) ũn(Z) < −2σn − σ∗ϵ− 1

)
− P

(
p∗n(Z)− 1 < −2σn − 2σ∗ϵ− 1

)
− P

(
− 2σn − 2σ∗ϵ ≤ p∗n(Z) < −2σn

)
+ P

(
p∗n(Z) < −2σn

)
− P

(
p∗n(Y ) < −2σn

)
+ P

(
p∗n(Y )− 1 < −2σn − 1

)
− P

(√
n(n− 1) ũn(Y ) < −2σn − σ∗ϵ− 1

)
≥ − 2P

(∣∣Rn(Y )− 1
∣∣ ≥ σ∗ϵ

)
− P

(
|p∗n(Z) + 2σn + σ∗ϵ| ≤ σ∗ϵ

)
+ c∗ n

− ν−2
4ν

(a)

≥ − 2Var[Rn(Y )]

σ2
∗ϵ2

− c̃′∗(σ∗ϵ)
1/2

(E[|p∗n(Z) + 2σn + σ∗ϵ|2])1/4
+ c∗ n

− ν−2
4ν

(b)

≥ − 2

ϵ2n
− c̃′∗ϵ

1/2 + c∗ n
− ν−2

4ν

for some absolute constant c̃′∗ > 0. In (a), we have used the Markov’s inequality and the Carbery-
Wright inequality (Fact 3); in (b), we have plugged in the bounds on Var[Rn(Y )] and σ∗, and
noted that E[|p∗n(Z) + 2σn + σ∗ϵ|2] ≥ Var[p∗n(Z)] = σ2

∗ . Taking ϵ = n−2/5 gives

sup
t∈R

∣∣∣P(√n(n− 1) ũn(Y ) ≤ t
)
− P

(√
n(n− 1) ũn(Z) ≤ t

)∣∣∣ ≥ c∗ n
− ν−2

4ν −
(
4

5
+ c̃′∗

)
n− 1

5 ,

Since ν−2
4ν ≤ 1

8 < 1
5 , there are some absolute constants c′ > 0 and N ′ ≥ Ñ such that the desired

lower bound holds for all n ≥ N ′.

4.5. Proof of Lemma 7

Recall from the proof of Lemma 6 that E[Rn(Z)] = 1, Var[Rn(Z)] = 2
n and that Var[nṽn(Z)] =

Var[p∗n(Z)] ≥ 2. Since√
n(n− 1) ũn(Z) = nṽn(Z)− 1

n

∑n

i=1
Z2
i2 =

(
nṽn(Z)− 1

)
−
(
1

n

∑n

i=1
Z2
i2 − 1

)
,

we can again apply variance domination (Corollary 4) to obtain that

sup
t∈R

∣∣∣P(√n(n− 1) ũn(Z) ≤ t
)
− P

(
nṽn(Z)− 1 ≤ t

)∣∣∣ ≤ C

(
Var[Rn(Z)]

Var[nṽn(Z)− 1]

) 1
5

= Cn− 1
5

for some absolute constant C > 0. Noting that nṽn(Z)− 1
d
= σnξ + χ2

1 finishes the proof.
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