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Abstract

Motivated by the application of saddlepoint approximations to resampling-
based statistical tests, we prove that the Lugannani-Rice formula has vanish-
ing relative error when applied to approximate conditional tail probabilities of
averages of conditionally independent random variables. In a departure from
existing work, this result is valid under only sub-exponential assumptions on
the summands, and does not require any assumptions on their smoothness or
lattice structure. The derived saddlepoint approximation result can be directly
applied to resampling-based hypothesis tests, including bootstrap, sign-flipping
and conditional randomization tests. We exemplify this by providing the first
rigorous justification of a saddlepoint approximation for the sign-flipping test of
symmetry about the origin, initially proposed in 1955. On the way to our main
result, we establish a conditional Berry-Esseen inequality for sums of condition-
ally independent random variables, which may be of independent interest.

1 Introduction

1.1 Saddlepoint approximations to resampling-based tests

Resampling-based hypothesis testing procedures often have superior finite-sample per-
formance to those of their asymptotic counterparts. Examples of these include the sign-
flipping test for symmetry around the origin in the one-sample problem (Fisher, 1935),
permutation tests for equality of distributions in the two-sample problem (Fisher, 1935;
Pitman, 1937), bootstrap-based tests (Efron and Tibshirani, 1994), and the conditional
randomization test for conditional independence (Candes et al., 2018). However, such
procedures entail a much greater computational burden. This is particularly the case in
modern applications where large numbers of hypotheses are tested simultaneously and
multiplicity corrections substantially decrease the p-value threshold for significance. If
M hypotheses are tested, then O(M) resamples are required per test for sufficiently
fine-grained p-values to meet the significance threshold, leading to a total computa-
tional cost of O(M?) resamples. In genome-wide association studies, for example, M
can be in the millions, making resampling-based tests computationally infeasible.

A promising direction for accelerating resampling-based hypothesis testing is via
closed-form approximations to tail probabilities of the resampling distribution, circum-
venting resampling while maintaining the finite-sample accuracy of the test. The most



common approach to obtaining such approximations is via the saddlepoint approxi-
mation (SPA), introduced by Daniels (1954) for approximating densities of sample
averages and extended to tail probabilities by Lugannani and Rice (1980). These
approximations are accurate for small sample sizes, even for approximating extreme
tail probabilities. They are derived by exponentially tilting the distribution of the
summands to match the observed value of the test statistic (requiring the solution
of a saddlepoint equation), and then applying a normal approximation to the tilted
distribution. In the context of resampling, the SPA has been applied to sign-flipping
tests (Daniels, 1955), permutation tests (Robinson, 1982; Abd-Elfattah and Butler,
2007; Abd-Elfattah, 2009; Zhou and Wright, 2013), and the bootstrap (Davison and
Hinkley, 1988; Jing et al., 1994; DiCiccio et al., 1994).

Despite the excellent empirical performance of SPAs for resampling-based tests,
their theoretical justification has three key weaknesses. First, existing theory ignores
the conditioning on the data inherent in resampling-based tests. Instead, the data are
treated as fixed, and results for unconditional SPAs are invoked. Furthermore, existing
results on saddlepoint approximations to p-values for resampling-based tests do not
account for the fact that the tail probability cutoff is a function of the data, rather than
fixed. Second, existing SPA theory requires assumptions on either the smoothness
(Daniels, 1954; Lugannani and Rice, 1980; Jensen, 1995; Jing et al., 1994) or lattice
structure (Jensen, 1995, Chapter 6.4 and Kolassa, 2006, Chapter 5) of the summands.
These assumptions need not be satisfied by the summands arising from resampling-
based tests. Existing works on SPAs for resampling-based procedures assume that
resampling distributions are “close enough” to being continuous (Davison and Hinkley,
1988; Daniels and Young, 1991; DiCiccio et al., 1994). Third, existing works on
SPAs for resampling-based tests assume without proof that the saddlepoint equation
has a solution (a requirement for the construction of the SPA). Taken together, these
limitations leave the application of SPAs to resampling-based tests on shaky theoretical
ground.

1.2 Our contributions

In this paper, we address all three of these limitations by establishing a sad-
dlepoint approximation for the conditional tail probability of averages of
conditionally independent random variables. In particular, we consider a trian-
gular array W, of random variables that are independent and mean-zero conditionally
on a og-algebra F,, for each n. We prove that the Lugannani-Rice approximation p,, to
the conditional tail probability

J— 1 .

has vanishing relative error:

fn] (1)

Pn = Dn - (1 + O]P’(l))v (2)

where w,, € F,, is a sequence of cutoft values such that w, 5 0at any rate (Theorem 1).
Showing that the relative rather than absolute error is small is particularly important,



giving accurate estimates even for very small p-values. We avoid assumptions
on the smoothness or lattice structure of the W;,, assuming just that these
random variables have light enough tails. Under these conditions, we also prove that
the saddlepoint equation has a unique solution with probability approaching one.

Consider a hypothesis test based on the statistic T, = %Zyzl X, and the re-
sampling distribution T;, = %ZLI Xin_for some resampling mechanism generating
Xin | 0(Xin, - -y Xpn). Setting Wy, = Xy, w, = Ty, and F, = 0(Xip, ..., Xon), we
find that the p-value of this test,

o1& 1<

matches the definition (1). Therefore, the result (2) lays a solid mathematical foun-
dation for applying the SPA to a range of resampling-based hypothesis tests with
independently resampled summands, including the sign-flipping test, bootstrap-based
tests, and the conditional randomization test (but not the permutation test). We
exemplify this by providing the first rigorous justification of an SPA for the
sign-flipping test of the kind originally proposed by Daniels (1955) (Theorem 2). In
addition to justifying existing SPAs for resampling methods, our result paves the way
for SPAs for newer resampling-based methods like the conditional randomization test,
a direction we pursue in a parallel work (Niu et al., 2024b). Beyond the context of
resampling-based tests, our result gives the first set of conditions for validity
of the SPA involving only tail assumptions on the summands. On the way
to our result, we prove a conditional Berry-Esseen inequality for the sum of condition-
ally independent random variables (Lemma 9), which may be of independent interest.
Finally, we prove the equivalence of two tail probability approximations (Lugannani
and Rice, 1980; Robinson, 1982) under general conditions (Proposition 1).

X1n7~--aXnn] ) (3)

1.3 Related work

The literature on SPAs is vast, and has several book-length reviews (Jensen, 1995;
Kolassa, 2006; Butler, 2007). We do not attempt to review this literature here, but
we at least point to several relevant strands of work. We note that SPAs have been
employed for conditional probabilities arising not just in resampling-based procedures
but also in the context of inference conditional on sufficient statistics for nuisance
parameters (Skovgaard, 1987; Jing and Robinson, 1994; Davison, 1998; Kolassa and
Robinson, 2007). This direction is related to our work, but distinct in the sense
that the summands are independent before conditioning, whereas in our work, the
summands are independent after conditioning. There has also been work on applying
the SPA to handle the null distributions of rank-based tests (Froda and Eeden, 2000;
Jin and Robinson, 2003), whose discreteness is a challenge as in resampling-based
tests. In this line of work, however, there is no conditioning involved. Finally, Daniels
(1954) discusses conditions under which the saddlepoint equation has a unique solution,
including when the summands W;,, have compact support and the cutoff w, falls within
the interior of that support.



1.4 Overview of the paper

The organization of the remaining sections is as follows. In Section 2, we state The-
orem 1, our main theoretical result. In Section 3, we apply Theorem 1 to the sign-
flipping test. Next, we sketch the proof of Theorem 1 in Section 4, deferring several
lemmas to the appendix. Finally, we conclude with a discussion in Section 5.

2 SPA for conditionally independent variables

Let {Wi,i<i<nn>1 be a triangular array of random variables on a probability space
(Q, F,P) and let F,, C F be a sequence of o-algebras so that E[W;,|F,] = 0 for each
(i,m) and {W;, }1<i<n are independent conditionally on F,, for each n. For a sequence
of cutoff values w,, € F,, we will consider SPAs for the conditional tail probability (1).
We will first introduce tail assumptions on W, (Section 2.1), which will prepare us to
introduce the saddlepoint approximation (Section 2.2) and state our main result on its
accuracy (Section 2.3). We close this section with a number of remarks (Section 2.4).

2.1 Tail assumptions on the summands

Let W be a random variable on (2, F,P) and let G C F be a o-algebra. In the
following two definitions, we extend the definitions of sub-exponential and compactly
supported random variables to the conditional setting.

Definition 1 (CSE distribution). Consider a random variable § € G such that § > 0
almost surely and a constant 8 > 0. We say W|G is conditionally sub-exponential
(CSE) with parameters (0, ) if, almost surely,

P|W|>t]| G] < Oexp(—pt), for all t > 0.

We denote this property via W|G ~ CSE(6, 5).

Definition 2 (CCS distribution). Consider a random variable v € G such that v > 0
almost surely. We say WG is conditionally compactly supported (CCS) on [—v,v] if

W € [-v,v] almost surely.
We denote this property via W |G ~ CCS(v).

Now, we impose assumptions on the triangular array {W;,}1<i<pn>1 in terms of
these definitions. We assume throughout that Assumption 1 or Assumption 2 holds.

Assumption 1 (CSE condition). There exist 0,, € F,, and > 0 such that
Win| Fn ~ CSE(0,, B) for alli,n, 6, < oo almost surely, 6, = Op(1).  (4)

Assumption 2 (CCS condition). There exist vy, € F,, such that
1 n
Win|Fn ~ CCS(Vin), Vin < 00 almost surely, and — Z vi = 0p(1). (5)
n
i=1
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2.2 The saddlepoint approximation

The saddlepoint approximation is usually based on the cumulant-generating functions
(CGF's) of the summands. For our purposes, we use conditional CGF's:

Kin(s) = logElexp(sW;,)|Fn] and K, (s) = %ZKm(s)

Either of the assumptions in the previous section guarantees the existence of these
CGF's and their derivatives in a neighborhood of the origin.

Lemma 1. Suppose Assumption 1 or Assumption 2 holds. Then, there exists a
probability-one event A and an € > 0 such that, on A,

Kin(s) < oo forany s € (—e,¢e) and for alli <n, n>1 (6)
and
]Ki(;)(sﬂ < oo foranys€ (—e,e)and foralli<n, n>1, r>1reN, (7)
where Ki(;;) denotes the r-th derivative of K, .

The first step of the saddlepoint approximation is to find the solution §,, to the
saddlepoint equation:

K/ (s) = w,. (8)
In particular, we restrict our attention to solutions in the interval [—¢/2,¢/2]:
S, ={s€[—¢/2,¢/2] : K| (s5) =w,}.

It is possible, for specific realizations of K/ (s) and w,, that the set S, is either empty
or contains multiple elements. To make the saddlepoint approximation well-defined in
these cases, we define §,, as follows:

(9)

S, = .
Ssgn(wy) otherwise.

. {the single element of S,, if |S,|=1;

Note that this definition ensures that §, € [—¢/2,¢/2].
With the solution to the saddlepoint equation in hand, we define the saddlepoint
approximation as follows. If we define

n) otherwise,

An 2 An n - Kn An f An n - Kn An 2 ;
An = 80/ K" (3,); o= {sgn(f )v/2n(5pw (3n)) if Spw (8n) 2 0 (10)
S

then the saddlepoint approximation is given by

~ 1 <&
Pir [;;Wm > Wy,

When w,, = 0, we have §,, = \,, = r,, = 0. In this case, we take by convention that 1/0—
1/0 = 0 in equation (14), so that Ppg = 1/2. We will also use the convention 0/0 = 1.

~

]—"n] = 1= B(ry) + d(rn) {Ain - i} | (11)

Tn

The approximation Prr (11) is a direct generalization of the classical Lugannani-Rice
formula (Lugannani and Rice, 1980) to the conditional setting.

bt



2.3 Statement of main results

In preparation for the theorem statement, recall the following definitions for a sequence
of random variables W,, and probability measures P,,:

W, = Op, (1) if for each § > 0 there is an M > 0 s.t. limsupP,[|W,| > M] < d;

n—o0

W, = Qp, (1) if for each § > 0 there is an n > 0 s.t. limsupP,[|[W,,| < n] < §;
n—oo

W, =op, (1) if P,[|[W,| >n] — 0 for all n > 0.

Theorem 1. Let W, be a triangular array of random variables that are mean-zero
and independent for each n, conditionally on F,. Suppose either Assumption 1 or
Assumption 2 holds, and that

—ZE W2 | Fu] = Qe(1). (12)

Let w, € F,, be a sequence with wy, Lo, Then, the saddlepoint equation (8) has a
unique and finite solution §, € [—e/2,¢/2] with probability approaching 1 asn — co:

Tim P[|.S,[ = 1] = 1. (13)

Furthermore, the saddlepoint approximation @LR to the conditional tail probability (1)
defined by equations (10) and (11) has vanishing relative error:

If we set F,, = {9, Q}, Theorem 1 reduces to the following variant of the classical
Lugannani and Rice (1980) result:

n| (14 0p(1)). (14)

Corollary 1. Let W;, be a triangular array of random wvariables that are mean-zero
and independent for each n. Suppose that each Wy, is sub-exponential with constants
0,6>0, ie.

P{|[Wi,| > t] < Oexp(—pt) for allt > 0. (15)

Furthermore, suppose that

1 n
liminf — S E[WZ2] > 0. 1
im in n; W2l >0 (16)

Given a sequence of cutoffs w, — 0 as n — oo, the saddlepoint equation (8) (based on
the unconditional CGF K,,) has a unique solution s, on [—¢/2,¢/2] for all sufficiently
large n. Furthermore, the unconditional saddlepoint approrimation @LR (based on the
unconditional CGF K,,) has vanishing relative error

i=1 =1

(1+ o(1)). (17)




2.4 Remarks on Theorem 1 and Corollary 1

Remark 1 (Generality and transparency of assumptions). While most of the existing
literature is fragmented based on whether the summands W;, are smooth or lattice,
Theorem 1 and Corollary 1 unify these two cases by not making any such assumptions.
The price we pay for this generality is that our guarantee (14) does not come with a
rate, as compared to most existing results. Nevertheless, we find it useful to have a
single result encompassing a broad range of settings. Our assumptions are not only
general but also transparent. Most existing results require complicated and difficult-to-
verify conditions, often stated in terms of transforms of W;,. By contrast, consider for
example the assumptions (15) (subexponential summands) and (16) (non-degenerate
variance) in Corollary 1. These are standard and easy to understand and verify.

Remark 2 (Assumptions on the threshold w,). The assumption w,, = op(1) in Theo-
rem 1 appears to be restrictive at the first glance. However, this assumption allows us
to guarantee the existence of a solution the saddlepoint equation beyond the case of
compact support (Daniels, 1954). On the other hand, the rate of convergence of w,, to-
wards zero can be arbitrary, accommodating for two statistically meaningful regimes:
(a) Moderate deviation regime: w, = Op(n~®),a € (0,1/2) and (b) CLT regime:
wy, = Op(1/4/n). We discuss this further in Remark 8 after Theorem 2.

Remark 3 (Relative error guarantee). Our results (14) and (17) give explicit relative
error guarantees. Even though informal statements of relative error bounds on tail
probabilities are common in the literature, bounds are often stated in terms of absolute
error instead, omitting rigorous statements of relative error bounds. Relative error
bounds are particularly desirable in statistical applications when the true conditional
probabilities are small.

Remark 4 (Technical challenges). The proof of Theorem 1 presents several technical
challenges, requiring us to significantly extend existing proof techniques. One of the
most significant challenges is the conditioning, which adds an extra layer of randomness
to the problem. For example, the saddlepoint equation (8) is a random equation,
with random solution §,, which we must show exists with probability approaching
1. Furthermore, the cutoff w, is random, and in particular we must handle cases
depending on the realization of the sign of this cutoff. A crucial step in our proof
(which follows the general structure of that of Robinson, 1982) is to use the Berry-
Esseen inequality, but the extra conditioning requires us to prove a new conditional
Berry-Esseen theorem. Another challenge is that we allow w, to decay to zero at an
arbitrary rate, which requires a delicate analysis of the convergence of the SPA formula
appearing in the RHS of the result (14).

Remark 5 (Form of tail probability approximation). As discussed above, our tail
probability approximation (11) is a conditional adaptation of the Lugannani-Rice for-
mula (Lugannani and Rice, 1980), which is the most common tail probability ap-
proximation in the literature. Aside from the Lugannani-Rice formula, another tail
probability estimate is proposed in Robinson, 1982. In fact, we present an extension of
Theorem 1 in Proposition 1 that employs a conditional variant of Robinson’s formula:

]-"n] —ep (272 )a-en) a9
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Proposition 1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1,

i=1 =1

Fn Fu| (14 0p(1)). (19)

In other words, Prg (11) is equivalent to Py (18) with relative error op(1), linking
Robinson’s formula to that of Lugannani and Rice. A similar result was proved in the
unconditional case by Kolassa (2007).

3 Application: Sign-flipping test

In this section, we apply Theorem 1 to derive and justify the validity of the Lugannani-
Rice SPA for the sign-flipping test.

3.1 The sign-flipping test

Suppose
ind

Xin = pn + Einy,  Ein ~ Fin, (20)
where the error distributions Fj, are symmetric, but potentially distinct and unknown.
We are interested in testing

Ho, i p, =0 versus Hy, @ piy >0 (21)

based on T,, = % > Xin. Note that the SPA cannot directly be applied to approxi-
mate tail probabilities of T}, because the error distributions Fj,, are unknown. Instead,
we can approximate the tail probability of 7}, by conditioning on the observed data
and resampling the signs of the data. In particular, define the resamples

11d

Xin = TinXin, =" Rad(0.5), (22)
where Rad(0.5) denotes the Rademacher distribution placing equal probability mass
on +1. Due to the assumed symmetry of the distributions Fj,, flipping the signs of
X, preserves their distributions under the null hypothesis, guaranteeing finite-sample
validity of the resampling-based p-value from equation (3) (Hemerik and Goeman,
2018; Hemerik et al., 2020). To circumvent the computationally costly resampling
inherent in the sign-flipping test, we can obtain an accurate approximation to the
p-value by applying the SPA to the tail probabilities of the resampling distribution

zgzxm_ Zwm n (23

Such approximations have been proposed before (Daniels, 1955; Robinson, 1982; Davi-
son and Hinkley, 1988), but have not been rigorously justified (see also Section 1.1).
We will now apply Theorem 1 to derive and justify the Lugananni-Rice SPA for the
sign-flipping test.



3.2 The SPA for the sign-flipping test

We derive the saddlepoint approximation @LR. Defining F,, = o(Xip, ..., Xun), we
first calculate the conditional cumulant-generating functions

exp(sXin) + exp(—sXip)
2

Kin(s) =logE [exp(s)?mﬂ}"n} = log ( > = log cosh(sX,)

and their first two derivatives

2X;
1+ exp(2sX;y,)

4X2 exp(2sX;,)

in(5) (1 + exp(25X))2

and K (s) =

(24)

Therefore, the saddlepoint equation (8) reduces to

1 o 1« . X;
“Y Ko (s)==) X; <<= - = 0. 25
n ; in(5) n ; Zzl 1+ exp(2sX;y) (25)

Given a solution §, to the saddlepoint equation (whose existence and uniqueness is
guaranteed by Theorem 2 below), we can define the quantities \,, and r, from equa-
tion (10):

n

AX2 exp(28, Xom
Mo = /0K () = b0y | S i D (28, X (26)

— (14 exp(28,Xin))?

and

n

7o = sgn(8,) v/ 2n (8w, — K, (5,)) = sgn(,), | 2 Z(&J(m — log cosh(8, X)), (27)

i=1

where we set r,, = sgn($,) when the quantity under the square root is negative. With
these definitions, the SPA for the tail probability of interest is

i=1 i=1

]—'n] = 1= D) + B(r) {i _ i} C(8)

Ao Th

3.3 Guarantees for the SPA for the sign-flipping test

The following theorem (proved in Appendix G) gives sufficient conditions for this
saddlepoint approximation to have vanishing relative error.

Theorem 2. Suppose X, are drawn from the probability model (20), such that

S
lim inf 2 E[e2] > 0; (29)
1 n
there exists 6 > 0 such that limsup — ZE[|€m|4+6] < 00; (30)
n—oo 1014
i=1
i = o(1). (31)



Then, the saddlepoint equation (25) has a unique solution §, € [—1, 1] with probabil-
ity approaching 1 as n — oo. Furthermore, the tail probability approzimation (28)
obtained from equations (26) and (27) has vanishing relative error:

1 e ~ 1 — ~
P nZsznZmen] = Prr
=1 =1

n n

i=1 =1

Fn| (L40p(1)). (32)

Remark 6. To our knowledge, this is the first rigorous result providing conditions
under which an SPA for the sign-flipping test has vanishing relative error, even though
SPAs for this test were first proposed almost seventy years ago (Daniels, 1955).

Remark 7. Conditions (29) and (30) in Theorem 2 are very mild. Condition (29)
requires the non-degeneracy of the average of the second moment of the noise distribu-
tion. Condition (30) imposes average 4+4§ moment condition on the noise distribution.
Therefore, the SPA for the sign-flipping test handles very general noise distributions;
in particular, no assumption is required on the cumulant generating functions of the
noise distributions.

Remark 8. Condition (31) implies that the alternative hypothesis must “converge” to
the null hypothesis. This is mainly required when proving the existence of the unique
solution to the saddlepoint equation (25). Under the moderation deviation regime
(t, = O(n™), a0 € (0,1/2)), the power of the test with p-value defined by the LHS of
(32) will converge to 1 under mild conditions. For the CLT regime (p,, = h/+\/n, h # 0),
it is known as contiguous local alternative in statistical testing literature. This is a
particularly interesting regime because the asymptotic power of the resampling-based
test is strictly between o and 1 where « is the prespecified significance level, under
mild conditions.

4 Proof of Theorem 1

The high-level structure of our proof is inspired by that of Robinson (1982): Expo-
nentially tilt the summands, then apply the Berry-Esseen inequality to get a normal
approximation after tilting, then tilt back. In this section, we sketch the proof our main
result with the help of a sequence of lemmas, whose proofs we defer to Appendix H.

4.1 Solving the saddlepoint equation

First, we state a lemma lower-bounding the second derivative K)/(s), which will help
us guarantee the existence and uniqueness of solutions to the saddlepoint equation (8).

Lemma 2. Under the assumptions in Theorem 1, the function K!(s) is nonnegative
on (—¢,¢):

K/'(s) >0 forall s € (—¢,e) almost surely. (33)

Furthermore, it is uniformly bounded away from zero on a neighborhood of the origin,
in the sense that for each § > 0, there exist n > 0,s* € (0,6/2) and N € N such that

P| inf K/!(s)>n|>1-6 foralln> N. (34)

SE[—8x,5x]
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This lemma guarantees that the function K7 (s) is nondecreasing on (—¢,¢) and in-
creasing at a positive rate near the origin. To better illustrate the intuition, we refer
the reader to Figure 1. Since w, 5 0, this implies that the saddlepoint equation (8)
will have a solution for large enough n.

................................................... Tslope>p M l” -

Figure 1: Tllustration of the function K/ (s) for n large. The derivative of the function
is nonnegative and strictly positive near the origin.

To be more precise, fix § > 0. By Lemma 2 and the fact that w, 5 0, let n > 0,
s« € (0,6/2) and N € N, be such that

P&, >1—06 foralln> N, where &, = { inf  K/(s) >n,|w,| < 5*77} .

SE[—8x,5x]

(35)

On the event &, N A, we can Taylor expand K/ (s) around s = 0 to obtain
K(s) = K,(0) + sK(5) = sK/(5) for 5] € (0,]s]), (36)

where we have used the fact that
1 1

K (0)=— K. (0)=— E Wi, | Fn) = 0. 37
CERISLAUEEIBLAED (37)

It follows from the Taylor expansion (36) that, for n > N, we have
K/ (—s4) < —8.n < wy,, < 8.0 < K (54).

By the continuity of K7 (s) on the event A (Lemma 1), the intermediate value theorem
implies that for each n > N, there exists a solution §, € (—s,, s.) to the saddlepoint
equation (8) on the event &, N.A. Furthermore, for each n > N, this solution is unique

11



on &, N A because K (s) is strictly increasing on [—s,, s.] and nondecreasing on the
entire interval [—¢/2,¢/2]. Hence, we have shown that, for arbitrary 6 > 0, we have

liminf P[|S,| = 1] > liminf P[, N A] > 1 — 4. (38)

n—o0

Letting § — 0 implies the first claim (13) of Theorem 1.
The following lemma records three properties of the saddlepoint §,, which will be
useful in the remainder of the proof:

Lemma 3. The saddlepoint s, satisfies the following properties:

sgn($,) = sgn(w,) almost surely; (39)
8, = 0; (40)
K!(5,) = Qp(1). (41)

4.2 Decomposing based on the sign of w,

Since w,, is random, it can have uncertainty on the sign. This is a technical challenge
since the uncertain sign of w, will also make the signs of \,,r, uncertain. We ob-
serve that the desired result (14) is implied by the following three statements, which
decompose the problem based on the sign of w,,:

15
1(w, > 0) Pl Win 2w | Pl %o, (42)
1_q)(rn)+¢<rn>{ﬁ_%}
15
B <0) | SlnZim W Zwn [ A ) 2y (43)
1_®(rn)+¢<rn){ﬁ_%}
1 p 1
P[E;mn20|fn]—>§. (44)

In the next two subsections, we verify statements (43) and (44), respectively. This will
leave just the statement (42).

4.2.1 Verifying statement (43)

Before verifying statement (43), we state a lemma on the properties of the quantities
A, and 7, that are necessary for proving the statement:

Lemma 4. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, r, and X\, are almost surely finite:
|rn| < 00, |An| < 00, a.s. (Finite)
Furthermore, the signs of wy,, r,, and X\, have the following relationships:

w, >0= X\, >0,r, >0, a.s.;

Plw, > 0 and \,r, = 0] — 0;

P[s, # 0 and A\,r, = 0] — 0;
r<0=MX,<0, N\, <0=r7,<0, a.s.

12



Finally, r,, and \, satisfy the following convergence statements:

Ain - % — op(1): (Ratel)

% 1= op(1); (Rate2)

T(ry > 0, A, > O)Ti (? - 1) — op(1): (Rate3)
1(\, # 0)>\i (:\n - 1) = op(1); (Rated4)

% = op(1). (Rate5)
Now we claim that if the statement (42) holds, then we can derive the statement (43)
by symmetry:

Lemma 5. Suppose the assumptions of Theorem 1 hold and imply statement (42).

We can apply the theorem to the triangular array Wm = —W,, and set of cutoffs
W, = —w, to obtain that

Pz 7)
1= 0(7) + o) { £ - &}

P

1(@, > 0) ~1] 5o,

where 7, = —ry and A, = —A,. Then under conditions (Finite), (Sign1), (Sign4) and
(Ratel), the following convergence statement holds:

P[%ZLlean\fn} P

1(w, < 0) -1] =o0. (45)
1= 0(r) + o) { £ - £}

4.2.2 Verifying statement (44)
To prove the statement (44), we first state a conditional central limit theorem:

Lemma 6 (Niu et al., 2024a). Consider a sequence of o-algebras F,, and probability
measures P,,. Let Wy, be a triangular array of random variables, such that for each n,
Wi, are independent conditionally on F,, under P,. Let

2 = ZVarpn in | Fnl-

If Varp, [Wy, | Fn] < oo almost surely for each i and n, and for some 6 > 0 we have

s SM ZEM ([Win = Be, [Winl 7ol P42 | o] 4 0, (46)
then
sup P, [,/52 Z in—E m|f])gzyfn]—q>(z)%o.

13



We can apply this result to the variables W, to get the following convergence state-
ments:

Lemma 7. Suppose the conditions in Theorem 1 hold. Then we have

P [, /K;?(O) % ; W, < t|fn] —®(t)

Moreover, for any sequence y, € F,, we know

sup 50. (47)

teR

n 1w P
P —— Win = Yn|Fn 0. 48
s o =l (9

Setting ¢t = 0 and 3, = 0 in Lemma 7, we obtain

1 n
—Zwmzoyfn] =1-P
n

i=1

1 n

i=1

1 n

which verifies (44).

4.3 Conditional Berry-Esseen bound on tilted summands

It remains to prove the statement (42) regarding the conditional tail probability
P [% Yoy Wi > wy, | ]-,J. This tail probability can be approximated using the con-
ditional central limit theorem (Lemma 6). However, the central limit theorem is in-
sufficiently accurate in the tails of the distribution. To overcome this challenge, we
apply a normal approximation after exponential tilting, as is common in saddlepoint
approximations (Robinson, 1982; Reid, 1988). The idea is to consider a probability
distribution P, over the space such that

Under such P, the distribution of 1 - Zz’:l Wi, can be approximated as a normal with
conditional mean w,, allowing us to avoid approximating extreme tail probabilities.
We can then undo the exponential tilting to approximate the desired tail probability
under the original measure P.

4.3.1 Exponential tilting

Given tilting parameter s, define a new probability measure P, ; on the measurable
space (€2, F) via

dP,, . - exp(sWiy,)
. | 50
dP H Elexp(sWin)|Fn] (50

We employ a variant of tilting measure (50) based on a random tilting parameter
sn € F, that satisfies the criterion P[s,, € (—¢,¢)] = 1. The following lemma presents
some properties of the tilted measure P, 4,

14



Lemma 8. First, events in F,, are preserved under P, ,, :
Pos.[An] =P[A,]  forall A, € F,. (51)

It follows that any random wvariable measurable with respect to F, has the same dis-
tribution under P, s, as under P. Second, the random variables {W;,}1<i<n are inde-
pendent conditionally on F,, under P, 5. . Third, on the event A, the conditional mean
and variance of Wy, under P, 5~ are given by the first two derivatives of the conditional
cumulant generating function K,:

Eps, [Win | Fn] = K}, (sn) and Var, s, [Wi, | Fol = K}, (sn) for alli <n,n>1 (52)
almost surely.

It follows from equation (52) that, almost surely,
1 n
- Ens VVzn fn :K/ n d V. n,s zn F KN nj):
”Zl snWin | Fu] = K (sn)  an Z arn,s, [Win | Fn] = K;(5n)

To ensure the property (49), it suffices to take P, = P, 5., where §, is the solution
to the saddlepoint equation (8) Therefore, our next step is to construct a normal
approximation for the average = ZZ 1 Win, under the sequence of tilted probability
measures P, ;.

4.3.2 Conditional Berry-Esseen

It turns out that rate of the normal approximation is important to obtain a relative
error bound, so we use the conditional Berry-Esseen theorem rather than the central
limit theorem on the tilted summands.

Lemma 9 (Conditional Berry-Esseen theorem). Suppose Wiy, ..., Wy, are indepen-
dent random variables conditional on F,,, under P,. If

2 1 .
52 - ;varpn[wm | Fl = Qp, (1) (53)
and
1 n
- > Ep, [[Win — Ep, [Winl| Fal P| 7] = O, (1), (54)
then
i — B, [Win| Fa]) < t|F, )| = Op, (1).
nstlelﬂlg [,/52 Z B [Win|Fn]) < ] ®(t)| = O, (1)

Now, we wish to apply the Lemma 9 to the triangular array {W;, }1<i<n.n>1 under
the sequence of tilted probability measures PP, ;,. The following lemma shows that the
requisite conditions are satisfied.

15



Lemma 10. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, the conditions (53) and (54) are
satisfied by the sequence of probability measures P, =P, 5 .

Noting from equation (52) that S? = K//(8,,), we conclude from the conditional Berry-
Esseen theorem that

[ n 1 « /o
P, [ m (E;Wm—Kn(Sn)) §t|~7:n] —®(t)

P, [ZL <t] }"n} - @(t)‘

V/nsup

teR

(55)

= y/nsup
teR

= OIPn(l)a

where we have denoted by Zn the quantity converging to the standard normal distri-
bution. Note that Z,, is not exactly the same as

n 1 <
VEIG) (E 2o “’”) | o0

since it is possible that K/ (8,) # w,. Since the probability of this event is tending to
zero (13), we find that

Zn

Vnsup [P, [Z, < t|F,] — ®(t)]

teR

= L(K,(8,) = wp)v/nsup

teR

+ 1(K, (5,) # wn)\/ﬁsuﬂlg P, [Z, < t|Fa] — @(t)]

Po[Z, < t|F,] — ®(t)

< Vnsup [P Z, < t|F.] — @(t)‘ + 1(K.(5,) # w,)Vn

teR

= Op,(1) + op,(1) = Op, (1).

By conclusion (51) from Lemma 8 and the measurability with respect to F,, of the
quantity /nsup,cg [Pu[Z, < t|F,] — ®(t)], it follows that

Vnsup P [Zn <t Fa] — @(1)] = Op(1). (57)

teR

Therefore, we have provided a normal approximation for the average % v Win under
the sequence of tilted probability measures P, ;.. Next, we undo the exponential tilting
to approximate the desired tail probability under the original measure IP.

4.4 Gaussian integral approximation after tilting back
4.4.1 Tilting back to the original measure

The following lemma helps connect the tilted measure to the original one, allowing us
to interchange the order of the tilting and the conditioning;:

16



Lemma 11.

1 & _dP
P|— >

where §,, is the solution to the saddlepoint equation (9) for each n.

n nsn

To evaluate the right-hand side of equation (58), we first note that

dP H Elexp (8, Win)|Fnl
dP,:, exp(8, Wi

i=1

1
= exp (—57" — \Z. )

recalling A, and r, from equation (10) and Z, (56) the quantity converging to nor-
mality (57). This allows us to rewrite the probability of interest as

1 n

1
=E,z, [H(Zn > 0) exp (—57"2 /\nZn) | }"n}

(59)
1
= exp (—57“2) E,z, [L(Z, > 0)exp (—A\nZn) | Ful -
Therefore, we have
P W 2w | Fa]  Eug [1(Zn>0)exp(=MZn) | Fal Dy
1—=®(r,) + o(ry) {ﬁ — %} exp (%r%) (1 — d(ry,) + &(ry, {ﬁ _ ri}) U,
(60)
Hence, we have simplified the desired statement (42) to
Dy,
1(w, > 0) (7 - 1) 50. (61)

4.4.2 Reduction to a Gaussian integral approximation

Next, we exploit the convergence of Z,, to normality (57) to replace the numerator D,
with a Gaussian integral:

Lemma 12. For sequences Z, and X, of random variables, we have

1A\, >0) |Ep, [1(Z, > 0)exp (= \nZy) | Ful — /000 exp(—A\,2)o(2)dz
< 21(\, > 0)sup [P, [Z, < t|F,] — P(t)].

teR

(62)

almost surely.

17



We would like to combine the result of this lemma with the convergence of Z, to
normality (57) to reduce the desired statement (61) to a Gaussian integral approxima-
tion. Before doing so, we first state a result that we will use to show that the difference
between D,, and the Gaussian integral [~ exp(—A,2)¢(z)dz is negligible, even after
dividing by U,,:

Lemma 13. Under conditions (Finite), (Sign4) and (Ratel), we have
rn, > 0= U, # 0 almost surely; P[r, <0 and U, = 0] — 0. (63)

Under conditions (Ratel), (Rate2) and (Rateb), we have

1(r, >0
Therefore, we have
D, [T exp(—An2)p(2)dz
1(w, > 0)|—= — =2
(wy, > )‘Un 0
> —An d

sﬂ&mz&%zOﬂgﬁ—k wml,dddz by (Sign1)

> > < _
< 21(r, > 0,\, > 0) suptrg |‘IF’n [(Z, <t | Fn] — ()] by Lemma 12

1(r, > 0)
= " 0On(1 b

= T /nl0] Op(1) y (57)
= op(1)Op(1) by (64)
= op(1),

Therefore, it suffices to show that

Jo” exp(—=An2)o(2)dz
Un

1@m>0)< —1):OMD. (65)

By statements (Signl), (Sign2), and (63), it follows that it suffices to show the Gaussian
integral approximation

L(ry > 0, A > 0) (fooo eXp(_(?"Z)¢(Z)dz - 1) — op(1), (66)

which is stated in the following lemma:

Lemma 14. Under conditions (Finite), (Ratel), (Rate2), and (Rate3), the Gaussian
integral approzimation (66) holds.

This completes the proof Theorem 1.
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5 Discussion

In this paper, we presented a general sufficient condition to guarantee the saddlepoint
equation to have a unique solution with probability tending 1, and for the Lugannani-
Rice saddlepoint approximation to be valid for conditionally independent but not nec-
essarily identically distributed random variables. This result is applicable for general
(conditional) distributions, placing no assumptions on their smoothness. Our results
lay a solid mathematical foundation for existing applications of the saddlepoint ap-
proximation to resampling-based tests, including those based on the bootstrap and
sign-flipping. Furthermore, they pave the way for applications of the saddlepoint ap-
proximation to new resampling-based tests, such as the conditional randomization test.
We pursue the latter application in a parallel work (Niu et al., 2024b).

The current work has several limitations, pointing the way to future work. First,
our results require conditionally independent summands, which excludes permutation
tests. Second, the requirement of our results for the cutoff w,, to converge to 0 excludes
the interesting case when the cutoff is bounded away from zero, i.e. w, = ,(1), which
is known as the large deviation regime. Third, our results apply only to the sample
average statistic but not to more complex statistics, such as studentized averages,
for which saddlepoint approximations have been explored (Daniels and Young, 1991;
Jing et al., 1994; Jing et al., 2004). Fourth, our results give approximations for tail
probabilities (corresponding to hypothesis tests) but not for quantiles (corresponding
to confidence interval construction). In future work, it would be interesting to extend
our results in these directions.
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A Preliminaries on regular conditional distribution

To better understand the argument involving conditional distribution, we briefly dis-
cuss the basic definition of regular conditional distribution. Let B(R™) be the Borel
o-algebra on R" and €2, F,, be the sample space and a sequence of o-algebras. For any
n € Ny, k, : Q@ x B(R") is a regular conditional distribution of W, = (Wi, ..., W) "
given F,, if

w — Ky (w, B) is measurable with respect to F,, for any fixed B € B(R");
B+ ky(w, B) is a probability measure on (R", B(R"));
Fn(w, B) = P[(Why, ..., Wyn) € B|F,](w), for almost all w € Q and all B € B(R").

The following lemma from Klenke, 2017, Theorem 8.37 ensures that the general exis-
tence of k,.

Lemma 15 (Theorem 8.37 in Klenke, 2017). Suppose (2, G, P) is the Probability triple.
Let F C G be a sub-c-algebra. LetY be a random variable with values in a Borel space
(E,&) (for example, E is Polish, E = R%). Then there exists a regular conditional
distribution Ky r of Y given F.

Result from Klenke, 2017, Theorem 8.38 guarantees that the conditional expectation
and the integral of measurable function with respect to regular conditional distribution
are almost surely same.

Lemma 16 (Modified version of Theorem 8.38 in Klenke, 2017). Let X be a random
variable (2, G,P) with values in a Borel space (E,E). Let F C G be a o-algebra and

let kxr be a version of regular conditional distribution of X given F. Further, let
f: E — R be measurable and E[|f(X)|] < co. Then we can define a version of the
conditional expectation of f(X) given F as:

E[f(X)|F)(w /f iy (. 7). Vo € O

B A version of conditional expectation

In this paper, we will use regular conditional distribution (RCD) to fix a version of
the conditional expectations used in the paper. Suppose ki, : Q x B(R) is a ver-
sion of the RCD of W;, given F,, and &, : Q x B(R") is a version of the RCD of

W, = Wi, ..., Wnn)T given F,. The conditional independent assumption can be
formulated as

Hﬁ-m , B=B; X ...x By, YBy,...,B, € B(R), Yw € Q.

Define the tilted RCD:

Yw € .

din,s(w, ) _ exp(sz) dips(w, x) H exp(sx)
dkin(w,z) — [exp(sz)dr,(w,z)” dk,(w,z) fexp sz )k (w, )’
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Consider the measure P, ; defined in (50) and define measure P;;, 4:

d]P)in,s o eXp(SWin)

dP Elexp(sWi,)|Fn]

For any measurable function f : R — R and g : R® — R, we define the conditional
expectation under original measure P, tilted measure P;, s and P, s respectively as

E[f(Win)|Ful( /f Ydkin(w, ), Yw € Q, (67)
Eins[f (Win) | Fol( /f fexpe;p(czi o x)d/@m(w,x), Vw € Q, (68)

B sg(Wa) | Fa) () = / 9(v) (H fexpe’q?(syf) ,>dﬁn<w,y>, VweQ (69)

where x € R,y € R". We refer the guarantee of existence of RCD and the validity of
the above definition for conditional expectation to Theorem 15 and 16.

C Equivalent definition of CSE distribution

In this section, we prove the equivalence of the definition of the CSE distribution
(Definition 1) and a bound on CGF of the conditional distribution of W;,|F,.

Lemma 17 (Equivalence of the definition of CSE distribution). The following two
statements are equivalent:

1. there exists positive parameters (Xin,y) with Xy, € Fy, and constant \ such that

PIB] =1, B = {E[exp(smnﬂfn] < exp(Aims?), Vs € <—% %) } (70)

2. there exists positive parameters (0;,, 3) with 0;, € F,, and constant B such that

P[By] =1, By = A{P[|Win| > t|F,] < Oinexp(—pt), Vt >0} . (71)
In particular, the suppose condition (71) holds, then we can choose (Ai,7y) in (70) as

A VOIS +05) | 16(1+ 0in) 4
" up )

C.1 Proof of Lemma 17

Proof of Lemma 17. We prove two directions separately.
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1= 2: For any w € By, we know by definition (67) that

Elexp(sWi,) | Ful(w) = /exp(sx)d/@m(w,x) < o0, Vs € <—%, %) .

Then the Chernoftf bound gives

/m > O)dk(w, 7) < /exp <%) iy (w, ) oxp (-%) |

Applying a similar argument to 1(—z > t), we conclude

/ﬂ(m > )i (w, 1) < (/ exp (%) + exp (;—;"> d/im(w,a:)) exp <-%> |

Thus we know
P[Win| 2 t|F,] < (E [exp(Win/ (27)[Fn] + E lexp(=Win/(27))|Fn]) - exp(=t/(27)).

Thus P[Bs] = 1 with

Oin = B [exp(Win/(27))|Fu] + E [exp(—Win/ (22)|Fa] , B = %

2=-1: Fix a constant a > 0 and T" > 0. For any w € B, we have
E lexp(a|Win|)L(exp(a|Win|) < exp(aT))|Fn] (w)

= /exp(a|x|)]l(exp(a|x|) < exp(aTl))dk, (w, x)

< / min{exp(alz|), exp(aT) b (w, 7)
://Oeﬂ 1 (exp(ala]) > £)dtdr(w, 7)
_/OeaT/]l(exp(a|x|) > D)k (w, 2)dt
<1+ /1 / 1(Je| 2 log(t)/a)drun(w, 2)dt

where the second last equality is due to Fubini’s theorem. Then by the definition of
By, we obtain

E [exp(a|Wi,|)1(exp(a|Wi,|) < exp(aT))|F] (w) <1+ Hm(w)/ e~ (Blog(t)/aqy
1

aT

=1+ 0;n(w) / t=Plade.
1
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For a € [0, 3/2], we have

eaT

E [exp(a|Win )1 (exp(a|Win|) < exp(aT))|Fn] (w) = 1+ Qm(W)ﬁtl_ﬂ/“ 1

<1+ 0ipn(w) (1-— e(aT_BT))

1
Bla—1
<1+ 0in(w).
Then by Fatou’s lemma, we have for any a € [0, 5/2],
E [exp(a|Win|)| Fu] (w) = /eXp(aM)dﬂm(w’x)

< li%n inf/exp(a|x|)ﬂ(ea|x < e dkjp(w, ) < 14 i (w).
—00
(72)

Then by Taylor’s expansion, for any |s| < /4

Efexp(sWin)| Ful (@) = / exp(sz)dka (w, )

52 2 83])3
_ / Lo S S exp(y ()i, ), Jy(e)] < Jsal.

Then the assumption E[W;,|F,] = 0 implies for |s| < 3/4,

Elexp(sWin)| Ful](w) < 14 E[W2 /|x|3exp ))dkin(w, x)
<1+ SQE[ z;|~/—"n]( + ° P / |x|3exp(|sx|)d/<;m(w,x)
<14 SETLlA VE Elexp(2ls Wi )| 1))

1 Hm E i n 2
<1+ (ﬁ\/ h wl‘g Pl +1E[W;yfn](w)> "

- ((M T emw%mwmfnw CEV2IE M) - ) |

where the second inequality is due to |y(z)| < |sz|, the third inequality is due to
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the fourth inequality is due to conclusion (72) and the last
inequality is due to the inequality exp(z) > 1+ x for any = € R. Now by Fubini’s
theorem, we have

oo

Elexp(s|Win|)|Fn] = Z E[[Win|"|Fa], Vs € [0,8/2].

k=1
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Then by setting s = /3/4 and conclusion (72), we have

, 2142 2142
E[W,|Fa] < WE[GXP(ﬁ|mn|/4)|fn] < F(l + 0in),
614° 6146
Then choosing
VOt Os) | 16(1 4 Oin) o BVIT O/ EWEFa] | EWEIFG] 4
in T T e 2 24 2o 1T g
so that by bound (73), we obtain
, 11
Elexp(sWin)| Ful(w) < exp(Ain(w)s®), Vs € —;, ; .
L]

D Auxiliary lemmas

Lemma 18 (Niu et al., 2024a, Corollary 6). Let W, be a triangular array of random
variables, such that W;, are independent for each n. If for some k > 0 we have

R ;
5 > E[ Wi =0, (74)
=1

then
1 n
=2 (Wi~ E[W,,]) 5 0.
=1

Lemma 19 (Gaussian tail probability estimate). For x > 0, we have

1—®(x) — \/21_7m exp(—z?/2) (1 — %) =— h %dt.

Consequently, we have

'1-@(9:)—( 1 exp(—x2/2)<1_i)>‘§M

2mx

and

vo () 01— 0 - ] <

Lemma 20 (Lower bound on the Gaussian tail probability). For any x > 0, we have

1 —d(x) exp(—2°/2).

- 1 T
Vora?+1
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Before stating the next lemma, we will keep the way to define a version of condi-
tional expecation using regular conditional distribution as in (67).

Lemma 21. Consider the probability space (P, F) and the o-algebras F, C F.
Suppose the sequence of random variable W, satisfies there exists € > 0 such that

P[E[|[W,[P exp(sW,,)|F.] < o0, Vs € (—¢,¢), Yn,p e N| =1
Then defining H,(s) = Elexp(sW,,)|F.], we have
P[H,(s) has p-th order derivative at the open neighborhood (—¢,¢), ¥Yn,p € N] =1,
and
P [H}Lp)(s) = E[WP exp(sW,,)|F], Vs € (—¢,¢), Vn,pe N| = 1.

Lemma 22 (Chen et al., 2011, Theorem 3.6). Suppose n € N and &1, ..., &nn are
independent random variables, satisfying for any 1 < i <n

E[¢m] = 0, ZE
Then

sup
te€R

()| <943 Bl
i=1

E Proofs of lemmas in Appendix D

E.1 Proof of the Lemma 19
Proof of Lemma 19. Applying integration by parts, we can write

0= [ s

:/ t\/_exp( t2/2)dt

11 : o(1)
——;mexp —t/2) / —=dt
:@—k%%exp(—ﬁﬂ) — é&ﬁdt
o) s [Tow,

x a3 3t

Then we can bound for z > 0

¢()dt‘ oz )/:oidm@.

34 34 T a3

T
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E.2 Proof of Lemma 20
Proof of Lemma 20. Define

1

glx)=1—-®(z) — \/_Q_WaizL—f—l exp(—z7/2).

Computing the derivative we obtain

. 9 6712/2
Also notice ¢(0) = 1/2 > 0 and lim,_,o, g(z) = 0. This completes the proof. O

E.3 Proof of Lemma 21

Proof of Lemma 21. Consider the regular conditional distribution W, |F, to be Ky, .
We use induction to prove the existence of the p-th derivative of H,(s). Suppose

P [HP)(s) = E[WP exp(sW,)| Ful, Vs € (—e,e)] =1 (75)

and
P [E[|W,[P*! exp(sW,)|F] < 00, Vs € (—¢,6)] = 1. (76)

According to the definition of derivative, we write

() (p)
HP(s) = }Lin% Hy™ (s + h]z — Hy (5)
—

(77)
Then on the event in hypothesis (75), we have for any s € (—¢,¢)
HP)(s) = E[WP exp(sW,)| Fn] = /xp exp(sz)drw, (-, x).

Fix any so € (—¢,¢) and find 7 € (sg,¢) such that |rg| > |sg|. We find small enough
h such that |h| < min{|ro| — so, [ro| + So}. Thus we have

—e < —|7’0| = Sy — |T‘0| — 89 < S + h < So + |T(]| — 89 = |7”0| < €. (78)

Also we notice, |so| < |ro| so that sopx € (—|roz|,|rox|). Then the derivation in
(78) informs (so + h)z belong to the interval (—|rox|, [rox|). Therefore, both spz and
(so + h)x belong to (—|rox|, |rox|). Then we have

(so+h)z
/ e’dy
S0T

< |hz|  sup  exp(y)

y€[=|roz|,|roz|]

< |hzx|{exp(roz) + exp(—roz)}. (79)

|exp((so + h)zx) — exp(sox)| =
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By the definition (77), we have
,exp((so + h)W,,) — exp(soW,)

(p+1) — T
HE () = i |17 . 7
_ }lg% xpexp((so + h)i) - eXp(Soﬂlf)dKWn(_7 ).

Then we can bound by (79)

xpexp((SO + h)z) — exp(soz)

; < |z[PT exp(roz) + |z|Pt exp(—roz).

Notice the RHS is independent of h and integrable with respect to measure sy, (w, -)
for almost every w € €, by the induction hypothesis (76) since rq € (—¢,¢). By
dominated convergence theorem, we know on the event in hypothesis (76),

Hy(LpH)(So) _ /;lzin(l) xpexp((so + h):}i) - eXP(SO:C)dHJWn(-, 7)
_>

= /xp+1 eXp(Soﬂf)dHWn('a .CL’)
= E[WP™ exp(soW,, )| Fnl.

Then, by the arbitrary choice of sy € (—¢,¢), we know on the event in hypothesis (76),
H®+Y(s) is well-defined on the interval (—¢, ) and takes the form

H® (s) = EIWE exp(soW,) [ Fo)-

Thus we have proved for the case p+ 1 so that we complete the induction and conclude
the proof. O]

F  Proof of Proposition 1
From (14), it suffices to prove
1= () +0(ra) { £ = £}
exp (24572 (1 - @(\,)

On the event §,, = 0, we know the claim is correct. Therefore, we only need to consider
the event s, # 0. Equivalently, it suffices to show

exp (%) (1= @(ra)

= 1 —|— O[pv(l).

$ — =1(s hrn) — = op
10— O 1] = 165, £0) (hw 1) 1 (0
and
1(3, # O)exp(A%/Ag)(l Lo o) " 1(3, # O))\nh—(;\’;) = op(1). (81)

We prove the statements (80)-(81) subsequently.
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F.1 Proof of statement (80)
Since h(z) = exp(z?/2)(1 — ®(x)) is smooth, then by Taylor’s expansion, we have

h(ra) _ B + 1 () = M) _ ) W) (70— M)
h(\) h(\,) h(An)

where 7, is the point between 1, and \,. Now we intestigate h'(x). We compute

R (z) = xexp(2?/2)(1 — ®(x)) — Nirs

By Lemma 19, we know

Then since both event r, < 0, A, > 0 and event r,, > 0, \,, < 0 happen with probability
zero, we have 1/72 € [min{1/72,1/ 2}, max{1/r2,1/A2}]. Therefore, we have

B (Fp)(rn — An) 1 |rn— M\, 1 1\|r, =\, A2\ | 1— =
h(An) 72 | h(\n) 2 X2 )| h(\) 12 ) | k()

Thus in order to prove (80), it suffices to show, by the sign condition (Sign3),

AN
1(\, # 0) (HE) Anh&n) = op(1).

The following lemma shows that the above statement is correct:

Lemma 23. Under conditions (Rate2) and (Rated), we have

)\2 1 — In
1(\, #0) (1 + 73) X h(in) = op(1).

F.2 Proof of statement (81)
By the sign condition (Sign3), it suffices to prove

1 — 2n
1(\, # 0))\ h(;\") = op(1).

The following lemma shows that the above statement is correct:

Lemma 24. Under conditions (Ratel) and (Rate2), we have

— Ao

1(\, # 0) ,\nh(;Z) = op(1).
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G Proof of Theorem 2

The proof follows by applying Theorem 1 with
~ 1 &
Win = Xinu n — Xin7 Fn = Yn, = 2.
w - Z_: Gn, €

Thus it suffices to verify the assumptions required in Theorem 1 with these realizations.
In particular, we will verify W;,|F, in this case satisfies CCS condition. Notice

P[Win € [—| Xinl, | Xin]]|Fn] = 1, almost surely.
Then by Theorem 1, it suffices to verify the following lemma:

Lemma 25. Suppose the assumptions of Theorem 2 hold. Then

—]E W2 Z 1)’ %ix4 _
=1

The proof is postponed to Appendix G.1.

G.1 Proof of Lemma 25
Proof of Lemma 25. We will apply Lemma 18 to prove the claims.

Proof of Y ! X} /n = Op(1): We will apply Lemma 18 with W;, = X}, and
k = 0/4. If we can verify,

1 n
146/4) — 4+s
1+5/4 ZE e — it/ ZE“Xm| ] = 0.
i=1

then applying Lemma 18, we have

%DX?" ~E[X,]) = oz(1).

It suffices to show

lim sup — Z]E | < 00, limsup — ZE]XM‘H‘S] 00. (82)

n—oo TN N—00

By Lemma (31), it suffices to just show the 4 4+ § moment condition in (30). In fact,
using the inequality (|a| + 10])? < 2P(|al? + |b|P) for p > 0, we can bound

[ Xinl 0 = Jptn + €l T < 25 11|70 + 2 e [0

so that

D) < 2 S 3 e
=1

By condition (31) and condition (30), we know the claim is true. Therefore, we have

n

Z = Z —E[X;]) + % ZE[X;;] = Op(1).

=1
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Proof of " | X2 /n=Qp(1): We will apply Lemma 18 with W;,, = X2, and x = 1.
In other words, we need to verify

% > E[X;,
i=1

This is true by cliam (82) that limsup,_,. > ., E[X}]/n < co. Therefore applying
Lemma 18, we have

%Z(an —E[X}]) = op(1).

Thus in order to prove Y i | X2, /n = Qp(1), it suffices to show liminf, . > | E[X2]/n >
0. Indeed,

%ZR:E[an]: 2""2E lein] + — ZE 1> - Z]E e2]
=1

where the second inequality is true because E[g;,] = 0 due to the symmetric distribu-
tion assumption. By condition (29), we know

1 n
lim inf 2 E[X}] > lim inf - Z E[e2] > 0.
Therefore

l 2 l - 2 2 l - 271

H Proofs of supporting lemmas for Theorem 1

In this section, we first state two lemmas that reduce the condition of Theorem 1 to
several conditions on the CGF. Then we prove the supporting lemmas for Theorem 1
based on the reduced conditions.

Lemma 26. Suppose Assumption 1 or Assumption 2 holds. Then, the following state-
ments hold:

n

sup %Z(K;us))? - 0:1) (33)

s€(—e,e) i1

Z K/// _ ) (84)

sup
s€(—e,e)

Z K"(s | Op(1). (85)
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Lemma 27. Suppose Assumption 1 or Assumption 2 holds. Then condition (12)
implies

Z K" (0 (1). (86)
H.1 Proof of Lemma 1
We prove claim (6) and (7) separately.
Proof of claim (6): We consider two cases: CSE distribution and CCS distribution.

Case 1: CSE distribution By Lemma 17, we know

11
P | Kin(s) < M\ps?, Vs € (——, —)1 =1
et
where
L V(L6 | 16046, 4
T up R
Since 6#,, < oo almost surely, we know condition (6) holds with e = 1/(27y) = /8.

Case 2: CCS distribution By the definition of CCS distribution and the definition
of regular conditional distribution, we have

P [Supp(kin(w, ) € [—Vin(w), vin(w)]] = 1.
Then we have for almost every w € €2,

Elexp(sWin) | Fnl(w) = /exp(sx)dfim(w,x) < exp(vy) < 0o, Vs € (—1,1)

where the last inequality is due to the assumption v;, < oo almost surely. Therefore,
condition (6) holds with e = 1.

Proof of claim (7): By Lemma 21, it suffices to prove the following lemma.
Lemma 28. On the event A,
E[|[Win|P exp(sWin)| Fn] < 00, Vs € (—¢,¢), Vi€ {l,...,n},n>1 and p € N.

Proof of Lemma 28 is postponed to Appendix H.18.
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H.2 Proof of Lemma 2

The claim (33) holds because by equation (52), on the event A we have, for each
s € (—¢,8),

1 n 1 n
Kjl(s) =~ > K (s) = - > Var,, [Wi, | Fa] > 0.
=1 =1

Next, we verify claim (34). To this end, fix 6 > 0. By assumptions (86), (84),
and (85), there exist 7, M > 0 and N > 1 be such that for all n > N,

s€(—e,€)

P[K(0) < 2n] <§/3, P[|K!(0)| > M]<4§/3, P [ sup |K!"(s)| > M] < 9/3.

Define
Sx = mln(n/(QM)a \% U/M75/2)
On the event A, Lemma 1 guarantees that we can we Taylor expand K/(s) around

s = 0 to obtain

1
K"(s) = K'(0) + sK"'(0) + 5&1{,’{”(5)

for some |§| < |s|. Therefore, for all n > N, we have

1-0<P [«47 K3(0) = 2n, |K;(0)| < M, sup |K("(s)] < M

s€(—e,€)

SE[—8x,5x]

1
<P { inf  K/(s)>2n—s.M — §szM > n] ,
which verifies the claim (34) and completes the proof.

H.3 Proof of Lemma 3

Proof of (39): Suppose |S,| = 1. Because K/ is almost surely nondecreasing on
(—e,e) (33) and K/ (0) = 0 (37), the identity K/ (8,) = w, implies that sgn(s,) =
sgn(wy,). When |S,,| # 1, by the definition of §,, (9), we have sgn(s,,) = sgn(w,). This
completes the proof.

Proof of (40): Fix v, > 0. By Lemma 2, there n > 0, s, € (0,¢/2), and N € N,
such that

]P’{ [inf KZ(S)ZW]Zl—(S/Z for all n > N.
s€

—Sx,Sx]

By increasing N if necessary, the fact that w, 50 implies that
Pllw,| < nmin(y,s.)] >1—-4§/2 forall n> N.

Define the event

&= { [inf ]K;L’(s) >, |w,| < nmin(y, 5*)}
sE

—Ss,Sx
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On the event £ N A, the Taylor expansion (36) gives
|K!(s)] > |s|n forall s € [—s,, s, and alln > N.

Hence, |w,| < ns. < min(—Kj(—s.), K;,(s.)), implying w, € [K}(—s.), K, (s.)], so

the saddlepoint equation has a solution §, such that K/ (§,) = w, and |5,] < s..
Therefore, on the event £, N A, we have

[5nln < G (80)] = |wn| <y = 18] <7,
It follows that

P8, <] >PE NA >1—06 forall n>N,
which shows that s, L 0, as desired.

Proof of (41): By the argument following the statement of Lemma 2, for any § there
is an 7 > 0 and N € N, such that P[K//(s,) > n] > 1 — ¢ for all n > N. This shows
that K/(5,) = Qp(1), as desired.

H.4 Proof of Lemma 4

Proof of Lemma 4. We prove the claims separately.

Verification of (Finite). Since w, € (—o0,o0), together with Lemma 1 guaranteeing
that K, (s), K, (s), K\(s) € (—00,00),Vs € (—¢,¢) almost surely and definition of 5,
such that |$,| < €, we have

N = |ns, K" (5,)] < ne|K!(5,)| < oo, r2 <max {1, [2n(3,w, — K,(8,))|} < 0.

Verification of (Signl). This claim follows from conclusion (39) of Lemma 3 and
the definitions of r,, and A, in equation (10).

Verification of (Sign4). This is true by definition of r,, and A,,. This completes the
proof.

Verification of (Sign2), (Sign3), (Ratel), (Rate2), (Rate3), (Rate4) and (Rateb):
We present a useful lemma.
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Lemma 29 (Asymptotic estimate of A, and r,). Under the assumptions of Theorem

1, the followings are true

2
gn = op(1); (87)
An .
= 1+ 5,0p(1); (88)
= 14 8,08(1); (89)
1 1
= — (1)
= - = o) (90
I
L(r, > 0,\, > 0)7“_ (7"_ — 1) = op(1); (91)
10w £ 0)— (7% 2 1) = op(1): (92)
n )\n )\n = Op )
Plw, > 0 and A\,r, < 0] — 0. (93)
P[5, # 0 and A\,r, < 0] — 0. (94)
Verification of (Sign2): (93) verifies (Sign2).
Verification of (Sign3): (94) verifies (Sign3).
Verification of (Ratel): (90) verifies (Ratel).
Verification of (Rate2): Since $, 50, we know (88) implies
2= 1+ 01@(1)
which verifies (Rate2).
Verification of (Rate3): (91) verifies (Rate3).
Verification of (Rated): (92) verifies (Rate4).
Verification of (Rate5): (87) verifies (Rateb).
[
H.5 Proof of Lemma 5
We can apply the theorem to the triangular array Wm = —W;, and set of cutoffs
w, = —w,, since the theorem assumptions are invariant to the signs of W;, and z;,.

Therefore, we get the result

1(w, > 0)

-1
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where we claim that 7, = —r,, and Xn = —\,,. To see this, we define

~ —~ ~ 1 o ~ 1 &
Kin(s) =logE [exp(sz)|}"n , Kn(s) = - ;Km(s) = ;Km(—s) = K,(—s).
Then, consider the saddlepoint equation for w,:
K (s) = T (95)
Furthermore, we define
S, ={sel—¢/2,e/2]: K\(s) = T, }.
Then we write the solution s, to the saddlepoint equation (95) according to the defi-

nition of §,, as in (9)

- {the single element of S, if |S,| = 1;
Sp =

5sgn(zn) otherwise.
Then we argue that s,, = —§,,. This is because given §, uniquely solves (8), we know
—$,, uniquely solves (95). Similarly, whenever s, uniquely solves (95), we know —g,
uniquely solves (8). Therefore, we have s,, = —§,,. Then recall the definition

S = VRERIG, sen (320Gt — Ko(3,)) if Suii — Ka(3) > 0;
" sgn(sy) otherwise,

Since K/(—s) = K/(s), K,(—s) = K,(s) and ,, = —w,, we know \, = —\, and
7, = —7r,. Therefore, we have

[T s 015

1(w, > 0) —~1
1= () + o) {£ - £}
— 1(w, < 0) PLELWn<u | F]
1= ®(—ra) + olra) {& — &
0 L= 0(r) + 6(m) {5 = L} — P [L 0, Win > wa | ] 5,
’ (o) + (ra) {3+ - 1= |
(96)

Note the demoninator in (96) is not what we want and we would like to change it to

1—®(r,) + gb(rn){ﬁ — L}, Now, we need the following lemma to proceed.

Tn

Lemma 30. Suppose the assumptions of Theorem 1 hold. Then (Finite), (Signl),
(Sign4), (Ratel) conditions are true by Lemma 4. Furthermore, we have
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D(ra) + o) { £ - -}

L(wn <0) 1—®(r,) + ¢(rn) {AA N %}

1(w, < 0) Pl Win = wn | o] _ op(1). (98)

1= () + 6(ra) {5 = £}

Now, guaranteed by (97) in Lemma 30, we multiply both sides of the last statement
as in (96) by 1(w, < 0) RAGORRGY

n An

=0 (r)+o(r){ = —L }

and rearrange to obtain that

L= () +6(r) { £~}

This is almost what we want (43), except the inequality in the numerator is strict.
To address this, we note we have proved (98) in Lemma 30 that

P [ 2 i Win = wa | Fa Ly
1- q><7an) + ¢(rn) {ﬁ - %}

Putting together the preceding two displays, we conclude that

1(w, <0)

1(w, <0)

PLY0 Wi > w, | F

L(w, <0) 1
1= 0(r) + o) {5 — -}
= 1(w, < 0) P[%Z?lein>wn|fn] 4 P[%Z?lein:wn’fn]
L= () + o) {3 - ) 1= @) o) {5
5o.

H.6 Proof of Lemma 7
Proof of Lemma 7. We first prove the first claim.

Proof of (47): We apply Lemma 6 to prove the result. It suffices to show
1.

Var[W;, | F,.] < oc;

=S ElWan — EWalEIFIZ] = 05(1), K1(0) = 2:(0).
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For the first claim, we know
Var[W;,| Fn] = K (0) < oo

almost surely by Lemma 1. For the second claim, we claim it suffices to prove
- ZE [Win = E[Winl Fal |1 F2] = O(1), K;(0) = Qp(1).

This is because, intuitively, we can upper bound the lower moment by the higher
moment. We provide a formal result for such intuition.

Lemma 31 (Dominance of higher moment). For any 1 < p < q < oo, the following
inequality 1s true:

n n

S E(WallF) _ (Z?_lEuwmn])p“.

Applying Lemma 31 with p = 3,¢ = 4 we know the claim is true. By the expression
of the fourth central moment in terms of the second and fourth cumulant, we have

—ZE|Wm— (Wi Fol |1 Fn] = Z{K”” +3(K7(0)%} = Op(1)

guaranteed by assumptions (83) and (85). K//(0) = Qp(1) is guaranteed by assumption
(86). Thus by Lemma 6, we know

1 P
sup |P | ——= > Wi, <t|F, — 0.
teﬂg [\/nK”( Z | ] 2(0)
Proof of (48): Fix § > 0. Then we can bound
Win = Yn|Fn| <P Win € (Yn — 0, yn + 0] F
[WZ " ] [WZ ) ]
= P((yn — 0,yn +0])
where
PA) =P |—= > Wi, € AlF,|, ACR
(4) [ 5 Ve

Furthermore we have

P((yn - 5: Yn + 6]) < |P<(_Oovyn + 5]) - CI)(yn +5>| + |P((_Ooayn - 5]) - CI)(yn - 5)|
+ [@(yn + ) — ®(y, — 9)|.
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By (47) and the Lipschitz continuity of ®(z), we can bound

P((y, —0,y, +0]) <2sup |P | —— Wi, < t|F, + sup o(z)20
(g = 8,0+ 8]) < 2sup [ 0 2 Z | ] ()| +sup d(2)
= sup ¢(z)20 + op(1).
zeR
Since sup,cp ¢(z) < 1/4/27, we know
20

Win = ynlFn| < P((yn — 0,Yn + 90]) = op(l) + —.

V271

|

We can take § arbitrarily small so that we obtain

[WZWW yn|fn]:0p(1).

L]
H.7 Proof of Lemma 8
Proof of Lemma 8. To prove the statement (51), note that
[ - exp(s, Win)
P,s A =E
L] gEexpsn m)]f]]
I - eXp Sn zn)
=E 1(A,) Fn
ZﬂIEexpsn in |.7:]| ]
[ & Elexp(s,Win) | Fl
) U e 17 |
Next, we compute for each A, € F, and By, ..., B, C B(R) that
]P)n,sn [Wln S Bla sy Wnn S Bn; An]
[ - exp(s,Win)
=E :H-<W1n € Bh BRI Wnn € BnaAn)
i H Elexp(s,Win) | Fy] (99)

R HE WmEB)eXp(Sn zn)‘f]]’
=1

from which it follows that

n

E Wm € B; ) eXp(Sn m) ‘ -F]
H Elexp(s,Win) | Ful

P, [Win € By, ...,Wp, € B, | F

=1

This verifies the claim that under P, , (Win,. .., Wy,) are still independent condi-
tionally on F,,. Furthermore, this shows that the marginal distribution of each W, is
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exponentially tilted by s,, conditionally on F,. From this, we can derive the condi-
tional mean and variance of W, under the measure P, ;.. We write

_ E[Winexp(saWin) | Fil

ETLS mn
s Win | Fal Elexp(s,Win) | Fal

eXp Sn zn)
E | Wi,
H]Eexpsn m)]}"]u_—

Then by Lemma 35, we have,
P[T)=1, T ={K,,(5) = Eins[Win|Fu], Vs € (—¢,¢)}.

Then we know Vw € T N {|s,| < €},

K] n = Ezn s Wzn ]: P Sn$) d in
f(5,)(6) = By, [V o) i o.)
Ep s, [Win|F] (W),

so that by the assumption P[s, € (—¢,¢)] =1,
P K (sn) = Ens, [Win| Fa]] =
Similarly, we have

P [K:;z(sn) = Var, g, (Win| Full =

H.8 Proof of Lemma 9
Proof of Lemma 9. Define

Snl\/ﬁ Z(va — E[Wi,|Fn]) < tlfn] (W)

=1

F.tw)=P [
and

1/2

We prove the result by recalling the notion of regular conditional distribution defined
in Appendix A. Define W,, = (Wip, ..., Wy,). Suppose kw, 7, is a regular condi-
tional distribution of W,, given F,,. Then for every w € Q, we know sy, 7, (w,-) is a

probability measure. We draw (Wi, (w), . .., Won(@)) ~ kw, 7, (w, -). Define

n 1/2
= (% ZE[(’WM(M) - E[’va(w)]f]) , D, =15, > 0}.
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In order to apply Lemma 22 to almost every w € D,, C €2, we need to verify that for
those w it is true that Vi € {1,...,n},

ZE — E[Wi(w >]>]:1’E

W) - E[Wznw)}] —0 (100

S2(w)

and §n(w) > (. Both claims are true by applying Lemma 16, such that for almost
every w € €2, we have for any positive integer p,

E[W5|Fo)(w) = E[Wh, @), B[WinlP|Fa) (@) = E[Win(@)F), Vi € {1,...,n}, n> 1.

m

Together with the assumption imposed in the lemma, we know conditions in (100)
are statisfied for any w € D,, N N¢, where N is a null set with probability measure 0.
Then we apply Lemma 22 to obtain that for any fixed ¢t € R there exists a universal
constant, that is independent of w, such that Vw € D, N N¢

no1Ir WA 3
p | 2zt (Winw) — EWin(W))) _ a(t)| < o2zl E[|Win(w) — E[Win ()]’
Sn(w)v/n Si(w)n®/?
Then fixing any ¢t € R, we again appy Lemma 16 such that for almost every w € C,ND,,,

> it B[|[Win — E[Win| Fol P | Fa) (w)
e =C S () '

|[En(t,w) =

Fix k£ € N. By the continuity of the normal CDF, there exists points —oco = xy <
x1 -+ <z = oo with ®(z;) = i/k. By monotonicity, we have, for z; | <t < z;,

Fo(t,w) —®(t) < F(x;,w) — ®(z;-1) = Fp(zi,w) — O(x;) + %

and

F.(t,w) —®(t) > F(riq,w) — O(x;) = Fr(zi-1,w) — P(z-1) —

| =

Thus for fixed x € R, we can bound for almost every w € D,, that

1
|Fa(t,w) — @(t)| < sup [F (2, w) — ()] + z

2 it ElWin — B[Win| o] Pl Fn](w) | 1
< O :
=0 Sp(w)n3/? - k

Then taking the supremum on ¢ € R, we have almost every w € D,,

S E[[We, — EWa | Fal P| Fal(w) 1
— < = -
ilelﬂlé’|Fn(t>W) Fi)<C S3(w)nd/? T k

Letting k go to infinity, we have

L(w € Dy sup | Fy(1,) = F(1)] < Ch(w € D)2zt E“Wins—:)’gg%lfnﬂ Fal(w)

(101)
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Now we decompose

\/ﬁsup ‘Fn(t>w) - F(t)’

teR

=vnl(w ¢ D,) Stlellg |Fo(t,w) — F(t)] + vnl(w € D,) sup | F,(t,w) — F(t)].

teR
We first show that 1(w ¢ D,,) = op(1). We only need to prove

P[D¢] =P[S, < 0] — 0.
This is obvious since S, = Qp(1). Then we have 1(w ¢ D,,) = op(1) such that
Vnl(w ¢ D,)sup |F,(t,w) — F(t)] = op(1). (102)
teRr

By (101) and
n
we know there exists M > 0 such that for any m > M, we have

- O]}D(].),Sn - Q]p(l),

P [\/ﬁ]l(w € D,)sup |F,(t,w) — F(t)] > m} — 0.

teR

This, together with (102), implies for any m > M we have

P {\/ﬁsup IF,(t,w) — F(t)| > m} 0.

teR

H.9 Proof of Lemma 10

The statement (53) can be verified using a Taylor expansion, guaranteed by Lemma
1, of K/(s) around s=0:

- Zvarn 50 [Win | F] = K, (3n)
= K,(0) + 5, K,7(0) +

= (1)

= Qp(1),
where |5,| < |3,]. The statement K(0) = Qp(1) is by assumption (86), the statement
$,K]"(0) is by the convergence 3, 50 (40) and the finiteness of K!”(0) (7), and the

statement §2 K"(5,) = op(1) is by the convergence §, % 0 and the assumption (85).
To verify the moment condition (54), by Lemma 31 with p = 3, ¢ = 4, it suffices to
verify a stronger fourth moment statement

1 n
- Y Ens(Win = Eng, W) | Fo = O, (1) (103)
i=1

1 2

A K/l//
2 7"L n ( )
+op(1) + op(1)

To this end, we combine an expression for the fourth central moment of W, in terms
of the second and fourth cumulants and the assumptions (83) and (85):

1 - 4 //// " A
E;En,gn[(Wm—En,s[ Win))* | Ful = Z{K n) 3K (3,))%) = Op(1).
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H.10 Proof of Lemma 11

For any A, € F,,, we have
(1500 ) 200
(1 dP
[ (e s iz

(1 dP
=FE,; |[E, s |1]| — > 1(A
mn,Sn Mn,Sn (TL ; VVzn - wn) ( n)dIP)n7§n | Fn]]

E

[ (1 dP
=K, - |E. - (1] —= > 1(A
n,S5n n,5n (n;Wm_wn> d]P)n,gn ’Fn ( n)
1 & dP
o (nZW w)dpn7§n|f (An)

The equality is due to Lemma 8, since the random variable inside the expectation is
measurable with respect to F,.

H.11 Proof of Lemma 12

Proof of Lemma 12. Recall the notion of regular conditional distribution introduced in
Appendix A. We know Z,|F,, must admit the regular conditional distribution &, (w, B)
for B € B(R™). We define F,(-,w) to be the CDF of Z,|.F,, for the probability measure
Kn(w,-). We apply Lemma 16 and the integration by parts formula to obtain, for almost
every w € €,

L(A, > 0)E[L(Z, > 0)exp (=M Zy) | Fu] (w)
=1(\, > 0) /000 exp(—A\,2)dF,(z,w)
=—1(\, > 0)F,(0,w) + 1(A\, > 0) /OO An exp(—An2) Fr(z,w)dz. (104)

Similarly, apply integration by parts so that we have

1(\, >0) /000 exp(—A\,2)¢(z)dz = 1(\, > 0) (—@(0) + /000 An exp(—Anz)qD(z)dz) :
(105)
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Then combining (104) and (105), we can bound

1, > 0) ‘E (2, > 0) exp (=M Z) | Ful (@) — /0 " exp(—Anz)d(2)dz

=1(\, >0) ‘@(0) — F,(0,w) + /000 Anexp(—An2) (Fo(z,w) — ®(2))dz

< 1(\, > 0)sup |Fp(z,w) — ®(2))| (1 + /O Y exp(—)\nz)dz)

2>0

= 21(\, > 0)sup |Fy,(z,w) — P(2)]

2>0

< 21(A, > 0)sup |F,(z,w) — O(2)|

z€R

=21(\, > 0)sup |P[Z, < z|F,] (w) — @(2)

z€R

almost surely. For the last equality, we use Lemma 16 together with the density
argument to prove the equality. Indeed, fixing any k € N, by the continuity of the
normal CDF| there exists points —o0o = x¢ < x1 -+ < x = oo with ®(x;) = i/k. By
monotonicity, we have for x; | <t < x;

Fo(t,w) = ®(t) < Fo(zi,w) — ®(2i21) = P[Z, < 2 Fo](w) — ®(2) + %

and

Fu(t,w) — (t) > Fy(wi1,w) — 0(2) = P[Zn < 251 |Fal(w) — D(z51) — %

for almost every w € (2. Then we have for almost every w € (2

|F(t,w) — ®(t)] < Sl:p P[Z, < z;| Fo)(w) — ®(z;)| + %

< sup [B[Z, < 11F,](w) — ®(0)] + 1.

teR

Therefore by the arbitrary choice of k£ so that we have
sup | Fy,(t,w) — ®(t)| < sup |P[Z, < t|F](w) — P(t)]
teR teR

almost surely. By interchanging the F, (¢,w) and P[Z, < t|F,](w), we have shown the
desired result. O
H.12 Proof of Lemma 13

Proof of statement (63). We consider the events r, = 0 and r,, > 0 separately. First,
define U,, = {U,, # 0}.

On the event r, = 0: We further divide this case into two cases.
1. When A, = 0: this implies |U,| =1/2 > 0;
2. When )\, # 0: this implies |U,| = occ.

This implies U,, happens.
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On the event r, > 0: By (Sign4) condition, this implies A, > 0. We divide the
case to A\, > 0 and \, = 0.

1. When A, = 0: this implies |U,| = oo;

2. When )\, > 0: we discuss when r,, — \,, > 0,7, — A\, <0 and r,, — A\, = 0.

When r, — )\, > 0: By the formula of U,,, we have
r? 1 1 1
U, = 21 (1 —®(r, —_— = — —
o () -0+ = {1 - 1]
2
> exp () (1= 2(r).

By (Finite), we know r,, € (—o0, 00) almost surely, so that U,, > 0 almost surely.

When 7, — )\, < 0: In order to proceed the proof, we present a lemma to relate
the U,, with the Gaussian integral estimate via integration by parts.

Lemma 32. Suppose (Finite) condition is true. Define

An .2
R, = / yexp(y/2)(1 — B(y)) — - . (106)

Recall the definition of U, as in (60). If \,, 1, # 0 almost surely, then we have

R, = / exp(—A\y)o(y)dy — U, almost surely.
0

Since in this case, A, > r, > 0 and (Finite) is assumed in the lemma statement,
then by Lemma 32 we have

U, = / exp(—A\y)o(y)dy — R, almost surely.
0
By Lemma 19, we can write
A 00
" (1)
R, = - —=dt ) dy < 0,
ST DL
which implies U,, > 0. Thus U,, happens.

On the event r, < 0: By (Sign4) condition, we know A, < 0. We divide the case
to A\, <0 and )\, =0.

1. When \,, < 0: we can lower bound
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By (Ratel), we have

Thus we have

1
IP’[Z/lfLandrn<Oand)\n<0]SP{URZZandrn<O — 0.

2. When A, = 0: we know |U,| = co. Thus U,, happens. This completes the proof.

]

Proof of statement (64). We write

! L 1 € [0,1)

- - Tn 5 .
VnU, - VU,
Now we present an auxiliary lemma.

Lemma 33 (Convergence rate of 1/U,). Suppose (Ratel) and (Rate2) hold. Then
we have

1(r, > 0)

1(r, >1)
W2 oy (107)
I(ry € [0, 1))Uin — 0s(1). (108)

Intuition of Lemma 33: The intuition behind this is when r,, is small, we expect
|U,|, is lower bounded with high probability since 1/X,, — 1/r, = op(1) and thus the
dominant term is exp(r2/2)(1 — ®(r,)), which is lower bounded when 7, is small.
When r,, is large, |U,| will go to zero but with a rate that is slower than 1/r,. The
latter case needs a finer analysis with (Ratel) and (Rate2) conditions involved.

Then by Lemma 33, we know

1 1
1(r, > 1 — 0p(1), 1(r, €0,1))— = Op(1).
(a2 1) = Oe(1), 1 € [0.1) - = Oc(D)
Since r,/+/n = op(1), we conclude
1
I[(?“n > O) \/ﬁU = 0[p7<1).
This completes the proof. n
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H.13 Proof of Lemma 14
Proof of Lemma 14. Define

= TR

n

We first present an auxiliary lemma.

Lemma 34 (Upper bound of Gaussian integral). Under conditions (Finite) and (Sign4),
the following inequality is true almost surely:

I, exp(—An2)o(2)dz

1
-1 <1(r, >0\, >0)|—
U, ‘— (r )‘Un

1(r, > 0,A, >0)

<Oy,

By Lemma 34, we can bound

Jo” exp(—=An2)o(2)dz

0)
1(r, > 0,\, >0 — 1 < |1(r, >0, )\, > 0)2
(rp > > 0) 0 ‘ ‘ (rp > > )Un

almost surely. Then we can further decompose

On  1(rn>1,X,>0) 0,
1(r, > 0,\, > O)Fn = A 1O + 1(r, € (0,1), A, > 0)7

n

By Lemma 33, we know

1 1
ST Op(1), 1(r, € (0, 1))m = Op(1).

1(r, > 1)

Thus it suffices to show

nOp = op(1) (109)

and

1(r, > 0, A, > 0)0,, = op(1). (110)

Proof of (109): We compute

1 A r2
WOp = —— 1= 22 14,
0= gl 1
Thus by (Rate2) we know
An r?
E — 1‘ == O[P(].), /\—?L == Op(l)

Thus we have 1(r,, > 1, A\, > 0)r,0,, = op(1).
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Proof of (110): We can write

O—M i+i —L ﬁ_l i 1_|_ﬁ
" V2T r2 A2 _\/27r Tn Tn A2
Then by (Rate3), we know
An 1
1(r, > 0, A\, > 0) ‘ <r— - 1) 2 = op(1)
and by (Rate2), we have r2/A2 = Op(1). Thus we have O,, = op(1). O

H.14 Proof of Lemma 23

Proof of Lemma 23. By the rate condition (Rate2), we know

)\2
1+ — = 0p(1).

n

Thus we only need to show

— I'n

1
1(\, # 0) Anh(ib = op(1).

We decompose the magnitude of |\,| to two parts: |\,| > 1 and |A,| € (0, 1]. It suffices
to prove

T'n I'n

1—
L0l € O )57 = or(L), 1MI> Dy =ee(t). (111)

For the first term in (111), we know h(x) is unformly lower bounded for x € [—1, 1]
so that h(\,) is uniformly lower bounded for |\,| € (0,1]. Then by the rate condition
(Rated), we know

T

1 _ I'n
1(|\,| € (0, 1])Anh(§:b> = op(1).

For the second term in (111), we have by Lemma 20 that for |A\,| > 1,
Mah(An)| = [Aal exp(A7/2)(1 = @(A)) = [Aal exp(A7/2)(1 = ©(|Au]))
1 X2 1
> > .
T2 A2 41 242

Then by the rate condition (Rate2), we know

-5

! o 2271 (|An| > 1) ‘1 - ;—"

WA > D mom) ;

= 01@(1).
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H.15 Proof of Lemma 24

Proof of Lemma 24. We decompose the magnitude of |\,| to two parts |A,| > 1 and
|An| € (0,1]. Tt suffices to prove

1— 2o 1—2n
LIl € (0,157 = oplD), LAl > Dy = o). (112

For the first term in (112), we know h(z) is uniformly bounded for = € [—1, 1] so that
h(\,) is uniformly bounded for |A,| € (0,1]. Then by the rate condition (Ratel), we
know

An 1

1A € . 1])23(%;” = ox(1).

1(|Aa] € (0, 11)m

For the second term in (112), we have by Lemma 20 that for |A\,| > 1,

Anh(A)] = [Aa] exp(A7/2)(1 = @(An)) > [An] exp(A7/2)(1 = (| \al))
1 X 1
- \/%AQ 17 221

Then by the rate condition (Rate2), we know
-2

1(| M| > 1)—|)\nh<)\n)|

= 01@(1).

n

An
< 2271 (|An] > 1) ‘1 -
"

H.16 Proof of Lemma 26

Proof of Lemma 26. The following lemma states how the derivatives of Kj,(s) are
related to the conditional moments of W;,|F,, under measure x;, .

Lemma 35. On the event A as in Lemma 1, we have
K[,(5) = Eins[Win| Ful, Vs € (—¢,e), (113)

K (s) = Vary, | (Win| Ful, Vs € (—¢,¢), (114)

K (5) = Bin o [(Win = Bin o[Win| F)A | F] = 3Var?, [WinlFl, Vs € (—¢,¢).  (115)

ZTLS[

We first show with Lemma 35, in order to show condition (83)-(85), it suffices to show
there exists € > 0 such that P[A] = 1 and for the given € > 0,

Sup ZEW = Op(1). (116)

Suppose P[A] = 1 and the assumption (116) holds. Now we verify condition (83)-(85)
subsequently.
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Verification of condition (83): By conclusion (114), Jensen’s inequality and state-
ment (116), we have

n n

swp =S (KL S s S (W)

s€(—e,e) i—1 s€(—ee) I i—1

~ s %i(/gﬂdmm(w m)>2

s€(—ee) 1

sup Z/m dkin s(w, )

(—e,e) T

= sup ZEW Wil F,

se(— ee)nz 1

= Op(1).

Verification of condition (84): It suffices to prove

ZK”’ %ZE[WE;L\FH] = Op(1).
=1

By Lemma 31 with p = 3, ¢ = 4, we can bound

LD DL R Sl UAEL AP e L LA

Then by statement (116), we have

n

Tll Z K///(O)

=1

(zz E| ;\mf“ _ 0s(1).

n
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Verification of condition (85): By conclusion (115) and (114),
1 n
sup
s€(—¢,€)

ST RGS)

i=1

n

3 1"
Sup ZEzns in m S[Mnlfn])4’fn] + sup — Z(Km(S))Z

se(—ee) T

= SuEe) - 2/ ($ — /xd/fms( ,$>)4d/€m75(',$) + OP(l):
< 865(1_1p )% zzn; (/ v dkip (-, ) + (/ SCd/im’S(',JJ))Zl) + Op(1)

2
< sup 3 Z/ 4d/£ms ,x) + Op(1)

= sup Z]Ems |]-" + Op(1)

—ee) N
= OP( )
where the third inequality is due to power inequality (|a| + |b])? < 2P(|al? + |b|P) and
the proved condition (83), the fourth inequality is due to Jensen’s inequality and the

last equality is due to statement (116). Now we show there exists ¢ > 0 such that
statement (116) holds for both cases.

Case 1: CSE distribution Consider the power-series expansion

Elexp(sWin)|Fn] = /exp(sx)d/{m(u},x)

©  _k
= / (1 + Z %xk> dkin(w, x)
k=1 "

1+ Z Pl /xkdfim(w, )
k=

=1+ EE[W’“ | F] (117)
k=2

where the second last inequality is due to Fubini’s theorem and the last inequality is

due to the definition of conditional expectation (67). We first can bound using Lemma
17 and Assumption 1 that

P [E[exp(sWin)| Fa] < exp(A,s°),Vs € (—8/4,8/4)] =1 (118)
where

_ V645(1+6,)  16(146,)
n 2432 + 32 )
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Then we can bound by setting s = /16 in the identity (117) and conclusion (118) so

that
1211612 3 1211612 A2
12 , < — n
E[W,2|F.] < e E [exp (16 m) |]:n] < m exp ( 556 > (119)

almost surely. Then we can bound for |s| < 3/8:
E[W exp(sWi,)|Fy]
Elexp(sWi, )| Fn)

B [zt exp(sx)dkin (-, x)
-~ [exp(sz)dkin (-, 7)

< / x* exp(sx)dk, (-, T)

= (/ xmd’fin('yx)>l/3 (/ exp (38733) dnm(.,x)y/g

= (BW2( 7)) (Blexp(3sWi /2)| Fu])*?

_ (12167 1/3 . An /32 . 3\, 3
X - eX
=\ B P\ 763 P 128

where the third and fourth inequality is due to Jensen’s inequality and Holder’s in-
equality, respectively and the last inequality is due to bound (119) and bound (118).
By the assumption A, = Op(1), we have

1211612\ /3 Pk 3\, 82
sup ZEms (W) exp ( 68 ) ~exp< 198 ) = Op(1).

Case 2: CCS distribution By Lemma 1, we know P[A] = 1 with ¢ = 1. Since
P[Supp(kin(w, ) € [—Vin(w), Vin(w)]] = 1, we can bound,

Eins[Wik | Ful =

exp(sz)

f exp(sx)dr, (-, x)
Vi, | exp(sz)dki (-, z)
[exp(sz)dkin (-, ) Vin
almost surely. Thus we have

SU.p Z]Ezns n} S %Zn:yfn -
=1

zns W4 |-F d/iin(',[lf)

Vs € (—g,e) = (—1,1)

H.17 Proof of Lemma 27

Proof of Lemma 27. By conclusion (114) in Lemma 35, we know on the event A,

Z K// % i E[W2
=1

By Lemma 1, we know P[A] = 1 and together with the condition (12), the claim is
true. O
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H.18 Proof of Lemma 28
Proof of Lemma 28. Define
Ain,s = E[|W2n|p exp(sz)|]:n]

Fix any sg € (—¢,¢) and suppose ag € (1,£/|sg|). We have by Holder’s inequality

pag (a0—1)/ao 1/a0
Ainsy < {E [|Winl075| F, | } {E [exp (aosoWin) [P}/
We first show that on the event A, all the conditional moments for W;,|F,, are finite
almost surely.

Lemma 36. On the event A,
E[|[Win|"|Fn] < 00, Vi€ {1,...,n}, Ym e N.

By Lemma 36, on the event A, we have E [|W;,|P®/(@0-D1|F 1 < co. We can show
apsy < € so that on the same event, E [exp (agsoWin) |Fn] < 0o. Therefore we have
proved on the event A,

E[|[Win|P exp(sWin)| Fn] < 00, Vs € (—¢,¢), Vie {l,...,n}, Vn,p € N.

H.19 Proof of Lemma 29

Proof of Lemma 29. We first present several auxiliary results.

Auxiliary results:

P [s,w, — K,(5,) <0 and s, # 0] — 0; (120)

P\, <0 and §, # 0] — 0; (121)

i = 2n(8,w, — Ko (3,)) = né; (K7(0) + 5,08(1)) ; (122)
A =8 K (5,) = n;, (K7(0) + 3,0p(1)) - (123)

Proofs of Auxiliary results:

Proof of (120) Guaranteed by Lemma 1, we Taylor expand, for s € (—¢, ¢),

1 3 4
Koa(s) = K (0) + sK7(0) + 35*K7(0) + %K;;’(O) + ;—4K;;”(§)

= 132}(”(0) + S—?’K”/(O) + S—4K”/’(§(s)). (124)
2 " 6 " 24"

where 5(s) € (—¢,¢) and the last equality is due to K,(0) = 0 and K/, (0) = 0.

Similarly, we obtain for s € (—¢,¢),

3 4
S (5) = sK(0) + K/(0)s” + SK(0) + =K (5)
" 2 83 " 84 "~
= K, (0)s” + EK” (0) + EK" (3(s)) (125)
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where §(s) € [—s, s] C (—¢,¢€). Then subtracting the expansion (125) from the expan-
sion (124) and setting s = §,, since §,, € [—¢/2,¢/2], we get

A K/ A _ K A — ﬁKU O iK”/ O % K//// ~(A _1 "=/
Sulin(3n) — Kn(8n) = 57 (0) + SHHG(0) + - { By"(3(30)) — 2 K7 (3(54)) |-

(126)

Notice (126) is similar to our target but still differs. To account such difference, we
consider

Spwpn — K (8,)
= (8200, (8n) — Kn(84)) LK (80) = wn) + (8pwn — K (8,)) 1K (8,) # w)

a2 a2 a3

= ZU(0) = RO L(E (50) 7 wn) + K (O) LK (3,) = w,)
o4
STL

+ E(Kgﬂ<§(§n)) — K" (5(30)) /) LK, (30) = wn) + (8pwn — K (3,)) LK, (5,) # wn)

a2

- %ﬂ "(0) + 83 M, (127)
where M,, is a random variable that is Op(1). This is true because the following claims
are true:

SO = w) = £0:0) (128)

S 6(68,0) — K (S(50) 1L (6) = w) = 80600 (129)
SO G £ ) = 8050 (130)

(8nwn — K (3,))1(E(35) # wa) = $,08(1). (131)

Now we prove the claims (128)-(131). For claim (128), by condition (84), we know it
is true. For claim (129), from condition (85) and 5(5,), 5(5,) € (—¢,¢), we have

[ (5(50)) = Op(1), [ K7 (5(50))| = Op(1).
Then together with 3, = op(1) For claim (130), we know it is true since 1(K] (s,) #
wy,) = op(1). Similar argument applies to (131). Now define the event
P =18, # 0} N{K/(0) < —25,M,}. (132)

By condition (86), we know there exists n > 0 such that P[K/(0) > n] — 1. For
such 7 since M,, = Op(1) and $, = op(1) by Lemma 3, we have P[—25, M, < n| — 1.
Together we conclude P[K(0) < —23,M,] — 0. This implies P[P,] — 0. Moreover,
on the event P, we know §,w, — K,(5,) < 0 and §, # 0 happen. Therefore we
conclude the proof.

Proof of (121) We compute

\ {\§nl\/nK;{(§n)\/2n(§nwn —Ko(50) if $awy — Ku(3,) > 0
TnAn =

) |8n| /K (3,) otherwise.
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Lemma 10 implies that K/(s,) =
0 and §, # 0] — 0. Moreover, K/(§
Collecting all these, we reach

Qp(1). By (120), we know P[8,w, — K,
) pum— pu—

) Sn) <
Qp( ) can further imply P[K//(s,) —0

(
0] —

Plr, A, <0 and §, # 0] = Plr,A\, =0 and s, # 0]

P[{K(3,) = 0 or 8,w, — K,(3,) = 0} and {3, # 0}]

P[K} (3,) = 0 and 8, # 0] + P[3,w, — K, (3,) = 0 and ,, # 0]
0

1 IA

Proof of (122) For 72, we can write, according to (127),

1
r2 = 2n(8,w, — K,(5,)) = 2n (2

32K"(0) + §;§Mn) =ns2K(0) +n&0p(1). (133)
Proof of (123) We expand K/ (s) in the neighborhood (—¢,¢):
2
K1(s) = K7/(0) + sKJ/(0) + KL (3(5)), 3(s) € (=<.2).

Then plugging §,, into above formula and observing K (5(s,)) = Op(1) ensured by
condition (85) and $(5,) € (—¢,¢), we obtain

o4
A2 = n&2 K" (5,) = nd2 K" (0) + n&s K" (0) + n%"K;;"(s'(gn))

=ns2 K" (0) +ns>Op(1). (134)

Proof of main results in Lemma 29: Now we come to prove the main results in
Lemma 29 using the auxiliary results proved above.

Proof of (87) This can be directly obtained by (122) that

2
%" = $2K7(0) + 83 0p(1) = 0p(1)

since §,, = op(1) and by condition (83) and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

" 1/2
K// ZK// (1 Z(Ku (0)) ) _ Op(l).

=1

Proof of (88) Since \,,r, € (—00,00), we need to divide the proof into several
cases. When §, = 0, we know A, = r, = 0 so that A\, /r,, = 1 by convention. Now we
consider when §,, # 0.

e When \,r, < 0: observe that
1(8, # 0 and \,r, <0)

[3n]

An

T'n

P -1 >4

< P[A\,rn, <0 and §, # 0]

—0
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so that

1(8, # 0 and A\,r, <0)

M _ 1’ = 5,0p(1).

T'n

e When \,r, > 0: It requires to compute A2 /r2. By (133) and (134), we get
A ~ §4 N

Na _ S IG0) + SET(0) + G (5(30))

2 2K7(0) + 2 M,

K7'(0) = 8a M + 5 K" (5(50))
K(0) + 8,M,

=1+5,

=145, - F,.

Thus we know
AQ
I(r,A, >0 and 8, # 0) <—; — 1) = 1(rp,A\, > 0 and 8, # 0)8, - F,.
rn
To further proceed the proof, we observe
F, = 0p(1)

since §, = op(1), M,, = Op(1l) and conditions (86), (84) and (85) guarantee
respectively K//(0) = Qp(1), K!”(0) = Op(1) and K"(5(5,)) = Op(1). Thus

1(r,A, > 0 and §, # 0) ﬁ—l' < 1(r,A, > 0 and §, #0) ﬁ—l ﬁJrl'
n Tn Tn
AQ
= 1(r,\, > 0 and §,, # 0) r_;_l‘
< I(rpA, > 0 and §, # 0)|5,Fy|
= $,0p(1)

Collecting all the results, we have

M _ 1‘ = 4,0p(1).

Tn

Proof of (89) The proof is similar to (88) so we omit the proof.

Proof of (90) When §, = 0, we know A, =, = 0 so that 1/\, —1/r, = 0 by the
convetion 1/0 —1/0 = 1. Now we consider the case when §, # 0. We divide the proof
into serveral cases. By result (88) and claim (134),

RIS I R B YR (0 0) I o) BT
o A A2\, T ns2KL(0) +ns20p(1)  nKJ(0) +ns,0p(1)
where the last equality is due to §,, = op(1) and K//(0) = Qp(1).
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Proof of (91) On the event r, > 0,\, > 0, we know §, > 0. Then by (88) and
(133) we can compute

INVOW 2
1(r, > 0and A\, > 0)— (——1) =

2
[~ Tn

1(r, > 0 and A, > 0)820p(1)
ns2 K['(0) +ns30p(1)

1(r, >0 and A\, > 0)Op(1)
nK!(0) + ns,0p(1)

Then since §, = op(1) and K (0) = Qp(1), we know

I(r, > 0 and A, > 0)— (ﬁ _ 1> — op(1).

Tn Tn
Proof of (92) The proof is similar to the proof of (91) so we omit it.

Proof of (93) Since P[$,, > 0 and \,r, < 0] — 0 by (121) and sgn(w,) = sgn(s,),
we have

Plw, > 0 and \,r, < 0] = Plw, > 0 and §, > 0 and A\,r, <0] — 0

Proof of (94) Since P[$,, # 0 and A,r, < 0] — 0 by (121), we have

P[8, # 0 and \,r, = 0] < P[§, # 0 and \,r, < 0] — 0.

0
H.20 Proof of Lemma 30
Proof of Lemma 30. We prove the statements (97)-(98) in order.
Proof of (97): It suffices to prove that for any x > 0,
O(ra) + o(ra) {£ = £}
P {1(w, <0) €[0,1+ k)
1—- @(Tn) + gb(rn) {ﬁ - %}
=P[1(w, <0)A(rn, A\n) € 0,1+ k)]
= 1. (135)

We decompose
L(w, < 0)A(r,, \y) = L(w, < 0,1, > 0)A(r,, A\n) + L(w, < 0,7, <0)A(r,, A\pn)-

By condition (Signl), we know 1(w,, < 0,7, > 0) = 0. Moreover, by the statement of
(63) in Lemma 13, we know

P 1—CI>(rn)+qb(rn){/\in—i} _0} S0,

T'n
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Therefore, for any 6 > 0,

P{|1(w, < 0,7y > 0)A(rn, An)| > 8] < P {1 — B(ry) + () {A—ln - %} _ 0] .

Thus we know 1(w, < 0,7, > 0)A(r,, A\,) = op(1). Then we only need to consider
behavior of 1(w, < 0,7, <0)A(r,, A\,). Then we know 1 — ®(r,,) > 1/2 when r,, <O0.
Then by condition (Ratel), we know

M=o {5 - -} <

Fix n > 0,9 € (0,0.1). Then for large enough n,P[|M,| < 6] > 1 —n. Then on the
event |M,| < ¢, we have

5 1 1
0< —— =—— — 1< A(rp, A\y) = —1  (136)

L=0 19 1= 0(r) + or) {5 — -}

1 1

)\n . = OP(l).

Thus we know

liminf P [1(w, < 0,7, < 0)A(r,, \,) € [0,1+46)] > liminf P[|M,,| < 6] > 1 —n.
n—o0

n—oo

Then by the arbitrary choice of n, we have
lim P[1(w, < 0)A(r,, \,) € [0,1 4 40)]

n—o0

= lim P[1(w, < 0 and 7, < 0)A(r,, \n) € [0,1440)] = 1. (137)

n—oo

Thus we complete the proof for claim (135) by choosing xk = 49.

Proof of (98): We have
1—®(ry,) + ¢(Tn){ﬁ - %

1(w, <0)

1 — 1
K= | 1=ota) + o) {3 - £}
o _
=P|= = (1 Alr, )\ 1
nZWm wy | Fo| - (L(w, < 0)A(r,, \n) + L(w, < 0))

i=1

1 n
SIETAEARCD

where the second equality is due to the decomposition of A(r,, \,) in (136) and the
last equality is due to result (137) that 1(w, < 0)A(rn, A\,) = Op(1). Now applying
claim (48) with y, = w,+/n/K!(0), we know

1 n
]P _— . pr— p— 1 .
[TL ;:1 ”m Wp, ’ Fn] OIP’( )
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Therefore we conclude

P [} 555 Win = wn | ]

o < O ) T o) (L — L

= O]p(l).

H.21 Proof of Lemma 31
By Holder’s inequality, we have

n P/q
> i E[[Win|P| Fa] _ 1 / -
i= < = ENW.. |P qa/p 1-p/q
- <~ D (ElWal’| 7)) n

=1

= (Z?:l (E[mef'n])q/p>l7/q |

We invoke Jensen’s inequality for conditional expectation to conclude the proof.

Lemma 37 (Conditional Jensen inequality, Davidson, 1994, Theorem 10.18). Let W
be a random wvariable and let ¢ be a conver function, such that W and ¢(W) are
integrable. For any o-algebra F, we have the inequality

EW | F]) < E[p(W) | F].

Applying Lemma 37 with ¢(x) = 29/?, we obtain

n - n n

n p n P a/p\ P/ n g p/a
S BIWa 1A _ (z (Wi 1)) ) < (ZLELIE) "

H.22 Proof of Lemma 32

Proof of Lemma 32. We apply integration by parts to the following integral on the
event \,,r, € (—o0,00),

/0 " ()b (y)dy
= exp(A2/2)(1 - B(A,))

~ exp (;) (1= () +

An

yesp(u?/2)(1 = B(1)) — ——dy

T

dy + R,

= exp (g) (1—=®(r,)) + L (i — l) + R,.

This completes the proof. O
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H.23 Proof of Lemma 33

Proof of Lemma 33. We prove the two claims separately.

Proof of (107): We can write (107) as

1(r, > 1) 1(r, > 1)

U, 1(rn > Dryexp(3r2)(1— @(r,)) + L{T—’; -1}

Notice by (Rate2),

Then it suffices to prove there exists a universal constant C' > 0 such that

2

1(r, > 1)r, exp (%") (1—=2(rn)) > Cl(r, 2 1).

To prove this, we apply Lemma 20 such that

2 1 2 1
T, €XP (%") (1—=®(r,)) > _ZWT%T—T— . > Y when r,, > 1
Thus we have
2 1(r, >1
1(r, > 1)r, exp (%”) (1—=(ry)) > (rn2_ )
Therefore we have proved (107).
Proof of (108): Similarly, we can write (108) as
1 1(r, € [0,1))
1(r, €10,1))— = :
Un  LUr €[0,1)) exp(3r2) (1 — @(ra)) + =15 — 7o
By (Ratel),
1 1 1
= = = = o(1).
V 2m )\n T'n HD( )

We only need to prove there exists a universal constant C' > 0 such that

1(r, € [0,1)) exp (%) (1— ®(r,)) > CL(r, € [0,1)).

Indeed, we can set C' to be

inf exp (%2) (1 - 3(2)).

z€[0,1]

Therefore we proved claim (108).
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H.24 Proof of Lemma 34

Proof of Lemma 3/. Using Lemma 32, we obtain for any A,,r, > 0,

/0 " exp(—Ay)ély)dy = R, + U, (138)

almost surely. By statement (63) of Lemma 13, we know 1(r, > 0)/U, € (—o0,0)
almost surely and thus 1(r,, > 0, A, > 0)/U,, € (—o0, 00) almost surely. Then multi-
plying both sides in (138) with 1(r, > 0, A, > 0)/U,, we obtain

Jo” exp(=Any)o(y)dy

1(r, > 0,A, >0) i

= 1(r > 0, A\, > 0)(1 + R, /U,,)

almost surely. This implies

- —An d
L(ry > 0, A > 0) S exp(Any)ey)dy | Ly > 0, A > 0) || - |Ry|
U, Un
almost surely. Thus it suffcies to bound 1(r, > 0,\, > 0)| R, /U,|. Define
Ruin = min{r,, \n}, Rmax = max{r,, \,}.
Therefore the absolute value of R,, can be bounded as, using Lemma 19,
L(ry, > 0, A, > 0)|R,|
=1(\, > 0,7, > 0)|R,]|
1—y2
< I\ > 0,7, > 0)|ry — Ay sup yexp(y?/2)(1 — d(y)) —
ye[RminyRmax] V 27T

< 1(\, > 0,7, > 0)|ry, sup  —

M| —
" \% 27T ye[Rmianmax} y2
< LA, > 0,7, > 0)|r, — A\ <i i)
B V2T r2 N2 )

Then we have

1
1(r, > 0, Ay > 0)|Ra| <

(rn, >0, A, > 0)|rn — A <i n i)
V2T '

2 2
T /\n

Then this implies

R, 1| 1(r,>0,A >0)|r, — A\ [ 1 1
1(rp, > 0,0, >0) |—| < || —+ —
(o2 02> )‘Un U, Var ARy
almost surely. Therefore we complete the proof. O]
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H.25 Proof of Lemma 35
Proof of Lemma 35. Then by Lemma 21 and Lemma 28, we have,

B B ;o E[Wi, exp(sWin)| Fr]
P[T]=1,T= {Km(s) = ElepWi) [l Vs € (—5,5)}.

Then we know,

E[Wi,, exp(sWipn) | Fnl
E[exp(sWin)|Fn)

K, (s)(w) = (W) = B s [Win| Ful (w), Yw € T.

so that P [K[,(s) = E, s[Win|Fn], Vs € (—¢,¢)] = 1. The other two claims follow sim-
ilarly. O]

H.26 Proof of Lemma 36

Proof of Lemma 36. We use the definition of conditional expectation (67) to prove the
claim:

— E[[W;,
Z | ’ ‘ ‘m_z / md/-im Lz

_ _ / ;}%xmd/{m(-,x)
:/exp(sx)df@m(‘?x)

where the second equality is due to Fubini’s theorem. Thus we have proved the claim.
Then for the inequality Elexp(|sWi,|)|Fn] < oo, we can bound, on the event A,

Elexp(|sWin|)|Fn] < Elexp(sWi,)|Fn] + Elexp(—sWip,) | Fn] < 00,Vs € (—¢,¢€).

Thus we have proved the claim. ]
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