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Preface

This book is an introduction to the theory of stochastic processes whose
randomness involves only a random permutation. Such randomnesses can
occur either by design (e.g., through a simple sampling without replacement
or a randomized controlled trial) or as a consequence of certain data analysis
operations (e.g., through ranking).

The book pursues three objectives. First, it aims to provide an exposition
on the theory of permutation statistics. The classical foundation of permu-
tation statistics was summarized in the book by Hajek et al. (1999). Permu-
tation inequalities and central limit theorems were well-established as early
as the 1970s. More recently, a deeper understanding of the connections be-
tween permutation statistics and Stein’s methods has emerged, accompanied
by the development of new tools and results, as partly outlined in works such
as Chen et al. (2010) and Chatterjee (2005). Part I of this book is dedicated
to giving an exposition to this foundational theory.

The second objective is to construct a theory of permutation processes
within the framework of the already established empirical process theory. In
empirical process theory, randomness stems from independent sampling from
a specific distribution, corresponding to a super-population perspective on
the sampling paradigm. Conversely, in permutation processes, randomness is
solely derived from a permutation, representing a finite-population view of
sampling. The classical theory of finite-population sampling was summarized
in Hájek (1981) and Fuller (2009). Part II of this book presents alternative
results that more closely align with the theory of stochastic processes, akin
to the approaches adopted in, e.g., the works of van der Vaart and Wellner
(1996) and Giné and Nickl (2015).

The third objective of this book is to apply the developed permutation
process theory to various statistical applications, for now merely focusing on
the theory of M- and Z-estimators and permutation tests. The inherent tri-
angular array nature of permutation randomness, as observed by numerous
researchers, calls for Lindeberg-Feller-type analyses of stochastic processes.
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They occasionally demand nuanced treatments compared to classical argu-
ments. On the other hand, the exploration of finite-population statistical
inference, as evidenced by the research endeavors of successive generations of
statisticians, holds promise for offering alternative perspectives on a range of
data analysis tasks, particularly those rooted in design-based inference, and
can deliver more accurate and robust uncertainty quantification. Part III of
this book represents the author’s initial efforts, inspired by his colleagues,
towards a more systematic treatment of permutation statistical inference.
Subsequent enrichment of this section is anticipated in the coming years.

Underlying philosophy

The author’s intent is to craft a simple and short book, featuring minimal
notation and concise proofs. The inherent elegance of uniform permutation
greatly facilitates this aim. As elucidated in Part II, by confining the sup-
port to a finite set, the typically intricate issue of measurability, which holds
significant sway in empirical process analyses, can be elegantly resolved in a
rigorous manner. Furthermore, the formidable results established by Bobkov
(Bobkov, 2004) and Tolstikhin (Tolstikhin, 2017) endow Talagrand-type in-
equalities with remarkable utility within the permutation framework.

Simplicity also entails the author’s deliberate selectivity regarding the in-
clusion of results. It is important to remark that this book exclusively focuses
on permutation objects of statistical relevance and is confined to a narrow
range of structures. Consequently, practitioners in fields like survey sampling
or causal inference may find themselves grappling with the absence of the pre-
cise results they require, particularly those involving more intricate sampling
methodologies. Conversely, researchers with a penchant for theoretical explo-
ration may observe that this book barely touches upon modern combinatorial
theories, such as those concerning graphs and other complex structures. How-
ever, despite these limitations, it is hoped that this book can still offer utility
to researchers whose interests align with the book’s scope.

Reading guide

This book is structured into three parts, each comprising several chapters.
Part I comprises three chapters and is aimed at laying the groundwork for the
subsequent discussions. Chapter 1 provides a brief overview of the permuta-
tion objects under examination in this work, alongside establishing essential
notation. Chapter 2 equips the reader with foundational knowledge in math-
ematical analysis, probability theory, and statistics, essential for understand-
ing the subsequent discussions. Additionally, it emphasizes the triangular
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array framework, accommodating scenarios where the data-generating distri-
bution varies with the sample size. Chapter 3 introduces Stein-type analyses
of permutation statistics, giving an exploration of weak convergence theorems
and moment inequalities.

Part II concerns stochastic processes stemmed from a permutation measure
and indexed by a class of functions. It is structured to align with their empir-
ical process counterparts. Chapter 4 introduces elementary empirical process
theory, covering Dudley’s metric entropy bounds (Chapter 4.2), Glivenko-
Cantelli theorems (Chapter 4.4), and Donsker theorems (Chapter 4.5). Chap-
ter 5 delves into the theory of permutation processes, corresponding to simple
samplings without replacement from a finite population. Within this chapter,
Chapter 5.1 outlines the stochastic structure of such samplings, while Chap-
ter 5.2 presents maximal inequalities essential for stochastic process analyses.
Chapters 5.4, 5.5, and 5.6 are dedicated to the permutational Talagrand in-
equality, Glivenko-Cantelli bounds, and Donsker bounds, respectively, consti-
tuting the foundational components of this book. Lastly, Chapter 6 focuses on
a special stochastic process, the spectrum of a combinatorial random matrix,
providing a specialized exploration within this domain.

Part III is currently a work in progress and comprises two chapters. Chap-
ter 7 concerns M- and Z-estimation theory in scenarios where data are sam-
pled without replacement from a finite population. The triangular array set-
ting introduces subtle differences from classical arguments, warranting careful
consideration. In Chapter 8, preliminary results on permutation tests within
a finite-population setting are presented.

Why writing this book

The author’s motivation to write this book is two-fold.
First, to his knowledge, in the literature there has not been a book that re-

lates probabilistic permutation theory, finite-population statistical inference,
and empirical process theory. It is believed that topics like Stein’s method,
combinatorial moment and Talagrand inequalities, permutation stochastic
process theory, and the connections between them to mathematical statis-
tics—particularly in the realm of hypothesis testing and confidence intervals
for complex statistical inference problems—are not adequately covered in any
book; their significance will only grow over time.

Second, the author wishes to give a more accessible introduction to the the-
ory of empirical processes, which holds a foundational position in statistics,
without sacrificing any mathematical rigor. The simplicity of permutation
objects, for the first time, makes it possible.
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Intended audience

This book has been used for a special topics course the author gave in the
Department of Statistics at the University of Washington, Seattle, in Spring
2024. Accordingly, it is initially designed as a textbook for one-quarter or
one-semester graduate-level study of finite-population statistical inference,
or, if more ambitious, empirical process theory from a finite-population per-
spective. In this regard, it aims at graduate students in regular statistics,
biostatistics, or econometrics programs.

This book could also be used for self-study and is suitable for any re-
searcher with half a year of graduate-level measure/probability theory and a
year of graduate-level mathematical statistics, who is interested in learning
statistical theory for inferring permutation objects. In this regard, we hope
that this book can clarify important concepts, provide useful theoretical jus-
tifications, and be beneficial to researchers in statistics, biostatistics, econo-
metrics, and any other field whose research involves quantifying randomness
stemming from permutations.



Notation

This section puts down the abbreviation and notation this book tries to keep
coherently throughout.

Abbreviations

CDF cumulative distribution function;
i.i.d. independent and identically distributed;
LLN the law of large numbers, either weak or strong;
CLT central limit theorem;

Symbols

Reserved symbols

π the uniform random permutation;
n the size of the sample;
N the size of the (finite) population;
Id the d-dimensional identity matrix.

Sets

∅ the empty set;
R the set of real numbers;

ix
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R≥0 the set of nonnegative real numbers;
R>0 the set of positive real numbers;
Rp the set of p-dimensional real vectors;
Z the set of integers;
N the set of natural numbers;
Q the set of rational numbers;
[N ] the set of integers from 1 to N : {1, 2, . . . , N}.

Functions

K, C, C′, ... the generic positive finite constants;
O(·), o(·) the big-O and small-o notation;
OPr(·) and oPr(·) the stochastic big-O and small-o notation in a proba-

bility space (Ω,A,Pr);
‖ · ‖2 the Euclidean norm;
| · | the cardinality of a set;
1(·) the indicator function;
diam(·; d) the diameter of a set in a metric space (T, d);
∨ and ∧ the maximum and the minimum between the two;
ψp(·) the function ex

p − 1 with domain [0,∞);
& and . asymptotically (up to a constant) greater and less

than;
Φ(·) the CDF of the standard Gaussian.

Fonts

X , S, ... Calligraphic font typically refers to sets.
x, z, ... Bold italic font typically refers to vectors.
X, A, ... Bold upright font typically refers to matrices.
x, x, ... Lowercase letters typically refers to non-random ob-

jects/vectors.
X , X, ... Uppercase letters typically refers to random vari-

ables/vectors.

Probabilities and Distributions

(Ω,A,Pr) the probability space;
E[·] the expected value of a random variable;
Var(·) the variance of a random variable;
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Cov(·) the covariance of two random variables;
Cor() the correlation of two random variables;
P, Q the laws of random variables;
Pn the empirical measure;
PN the finite-population measure;
Pπ,n the permutation measure.
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Chapter 1

Uniform Random Permutation

1.1 Uniform random permutation

The primary focus of this book is on uniform random permutation and per-
mutation statistics/processes as its functionals.

A uniform random permutation is a random mapping,

π(= πN ) : [N ] → [N ],

such that

Pr
(
π(1) = i1, π(2) = i2, . . . , π(N) = iN

)
=

1

N !

for any rearrangement (i1, . . . , iN ) of [N ] := {1, 2, . . . , N}. Define SN to be
the permutation group over [N ]. The random mapping π is a uniform distri-
bution over SN .

Some basic properties for π are listed below.

Proposition 1.1 For any k ∈ [N ], it holds true that

(i) for any i1, . . . , ik ∈ [N ],

Pr
(
π(1) = i1, . . . , π(k) = ik

)
=

(N − k)!

N !
1(i1 6= i2 6= · · · 6= ik);

(ii) for any q ∈ [N ],

Pr
(
π(1) ≤ q, π(2) ≤ q, . . . , π(k) ≤ q

)
=

q(q − 1) · · · (q − k + 1)

N(N − 1) · · · (N − k + 1)
1(q ≥ k);

(iii) we have

E
[
π(1)π(2) · · · π(k)

]
=

(N − k)!

N !

∑

i1 6=···6=ik
i1i2 · · · ik;

3
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in particular,

E
[
π(1)

]
=
N + 1

2
, Var

(
π(1)

)
=
N2 − 1

12
,

and Cor
(
π(1), π(2)

)
= − 1

N − 1
as N > 1;

(iv) for any real sequence a1, a2, . . . , aN , we have

E
[
aπ(1)aπ(2) · · · aπ(k)

]
=

(N − k)!

N !

∑

i1 6=···6=ik
ai1ai2 · · · aik ;

in particular,

E
[
aπ(1)

]
=

1

N

N∑

i=1

ai, Var
(
aπ(1)

)
=

1

N

N∑

i=1

a2i −
( 1

N

N∑

i=1

ai

)2

,

and Cor
(
aπ(1), aπ(2)

)
= − 1

N − 1
if Var

(
aπ(1)

)
> 0;

(v) defining

an,π = n−1
∑

π(i)≤n
ai,

it then holds true that

E
[
an,π

]
=

1

N

N∑

i=1

ai =: aN , Var
(
an,π

)
=
N − n

Nn
· 1

N − 1

N∑

i=1

(ai − aN )2,

and

E
[ 1

n− 1

∑

π(i)≤n
(ai − an,π)

2
]
=

1

N − 1

N∑

i=1

(ai − aN )2;

(vi) for any two real sequences {ai; i ∈ [N ]} and {bi; i ∈ [N ]} with bn,π and
bN similarly defined as above, we have

Cov(an,π, bn,π) =
N − n

Nn
· 1

N − 1

N∑

i=1

(ai − aN )(bi − bN )

and

E
[ 1

n− 1

∑

π(i)≤n
(ai − an,π)(bi − bn,π)

]
=

1

N − 1

N∑

i=1

(ai − aN )(bi − bN ).

Exercise 1.1 Prove Proposition 1.1.
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Proposition 1.2 The uniform random permutation π maximizes the en-
tropy

H(σ) := −
∑

s∈SN
Pr

(
σ = s

)
log

{
Pr

(
σ = s

)}

among all random permutations over SN if no constrain on the permutation
pattern is enforced.

Proof. Use the fact that, for the maximization problem

max
p

−
∑

i

pi log(pi)

subject to pi ≥ 0 and
∑

i

pi = 1,

the maximum is attained when all pi’s are equal. ⊓⊔

Remark 1.1 Hájek (Hájek, 1981, Chapter 3) advocated using the entropy
H(σ) as a measure of spread of a permutation distribution.

1.2 Statistical permutation

Survey statisticians perceive random permutations as the tool to sample data
without replacement. In the survey sampling literature, this is called simple
random sampling without replacement, although in this book we shall simply
call it the permutation sampling. The idea is simple: given a finite population

{
z1, z2, . . . , zN

}
,

we sample without replacement a subset of it based on whether, for each
i ∈ [N ], whether π(i) ≤ n. Here n is a pre-determined size of the sam-
ple. Statistical inference for data collected from the permutation sampling
paradigm belongs to the realm of design-based inference.

Permutation sampling is subtly different from independence sampling, with
which statisticians are much more familiar. In the independence sampling
paradigm, it is hypothesized that a researcher samples data points indepen-
dently from a superpopulation, which follows a certain unknown distribution.
Inference based on the independence sampling paradigm belongs to the realm
of the model-based inference.

The two frameworks (design v.s. model) are intrinsically related. First,
independence sampling can arise from a random permutation; this is charac-
terized by the following proposition.

Proposition 1.3 (permutation v.s. independence sampling) Suppose
that the finite population, {X1, . . . , XN}, are formed by points that are inde-
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pendently sampled from a superpopulation that is characterized by the law
P. We then have, for any n ∈ [N ], Xπ−1(1), . . . , Xπ−1(n) are independently
and identically distributed with the same law P.

Proof. Without loss of generality, let us assume that P has support over R.
We then have, by independence between Xi’s and π,

Pr(Xπ−1(1) ≤ t1, . . . , Xπ−1(n) ≤ tn)

=
(N − n)!

N !

∑

i1 6=i2 6=···6=in
Pr(Xi1 ≤ t1, . . . , Xin ≤ tn)

=
(N − n)!

N !

∑

i1 6=i2 6=···6=in
Pr(X1 ≤ t1) · · ·Pr(Xn ≤ tn)

=

n∏

i=1

Pr(Xi ≤ ti).

This yields the claim. ⊓⊔

Conversely, a uniform random permutation can arise from an independence
sampling through the concept of rank-based statistics. For any real sequence
of random variables X1, . . . , Xn, define the rank of each entry Xi, i ∈ [n], as

Ri = Ri({Xi; i ∈ [n]}) =
n∑

j=1

1(Xj ≤ Xi).

It is obvious then that {Ri; i ∈ [n]} is a subset of [n]. In particular, when
Xi’s are distinct, the mapping, i→ Ri, is a permutation in Sn.

The next proposition links ranking to permutation.

Proposition 1.4 (Interplay between permutation and ranking) Sup-
pose X1, . . . , Xn ∈ R are independently sampled from a continuous distribu-
tion P so that, with probability 1, there is no tie. Let {Ri, i ∈ [N ]} be the
rank of {Xi, i ∈ [N ]} such that

XR1 < XR2 < · · · < XRN .

The following then holds.

(i) The mapping π : i→ Ri is distributed uniformly over Sn;
(ii) Ri =

∑N
j=1 1(Xj ≤ Xi) = NF̂ (Xi), where F̂ (t) :=

1
N

∑N
i=1 1(Xi ≤ t) is

the empirical cumulative distribution function (empirical CDF);
(iii) Ri/N − F (Xi) converges to 0 almost surely1, where F (·) is the CDF of

the probability measure P;

1 We have not defined the meaning of “convergence almost surely; this will be done in the

next chapter.”
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(iv) letting Ũi = Ri/N and Ui = F (Xi), we then have

Cov(Ũ1, U1) =
n− 1

12n
and Cov(Ũ1, U2) = − 1

12n
.

Exercise 1.2 Please give a proof of Proposition 1.4.

1.3 Permutation statistics

A permutation statistic is a functional of the random permutation. Early
focus is on rank tests, e.g., measuring the disarray of two permutations, π
and σ, and the closeness of π to a uniform permutation.

Example 1.1 (Measure of disarray)

(i) Spearman’s footrule:

D(π, σ) =
∑N

i=1 |π(i)− σ(i)|;
(ii) Spearman’s rho: ρ(π, σ) =

∑N
i=1(π(i)− σ(i))2;

(iii) Kendall’s tau: τ(π, σ) =
∑

i,j sign(π(i) − π(j))sign(σ(i)− σ(j));

(iv) Chatterjee’s rank correlation: ξ(π, σ) =
∑N−1

i=1 |π([i+ 1])− π([i])|, where
the indices [i]’s satisfy σ([1]) < σ([2]) < · · · < σ([N ]).

Example 1.2 (Measure of uniformness)

(i) Wilcoxon rank sum: W (π) =
∑m
i=1 π(i), where m ∈ [N ] is a preset posi-

tive integer;
(ii) Mann-Whitney: U(π) =

∑m
i=1

∑n
j=1 1(π(i) < π(m+ j)), where m,n are

two positive integers.

In statistics, resampling methods constitute to one of the most exciting
and deep directions.

Example 1.3 (Two-sample permutation testing) Consider X1, . . . , Xm and
Y1, . . . , Yn to be two samples, and

θ̂m({Xi; i ∈ [m]}) and θ̂n({Yi; i ∈ [n]})

to be two statistics calculated using the two samples, respectively. Letting
Z1 = X1, . . . , Zm = Xm, Zm+1 = Y1, . . . , Zm+n = Yn, permutation testing
concerns using

θ̂m({Zi;π(i) ≤ m})− θ̂n({Zi;π(i) > m})

to infer
θ̂m({Xi; i ∈ [m]})− θ̂n({Yi; i ∈ [n]}).
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What plays the most important role in the scope of this book is the frame-
work of finite-population/design-based statistical inference, where a size-n
sample of points is drawn uniformly without replacement from a finite pop-
ulation.

Example 1.4 (Finite-population inference) Consider

{
zi = zN,i ∈ Z, i ∈ [N ]

}

to be a finite population, whose elements may not be distinct and can change
as N varies. The observed data can then be represented as

{
zi, i ∈ [N ], π(i) ≤ n

}

Any statistical method about inferring a functional of the finite population
using the above observed sample is a permutation functional.

Recent surge in design-based causal inference brings up new application
scenarios.

Example 1.5 (Design-based causal inference) In a classical design, there is
an unobserved finite population of size N ,

{
(xi, yi(0), yi(1)), i ∈ [N ]

}
,

where we sample without replacement a size-n subset:

{
(xi, yi(0), yi(1)), π(i) ≤ n

}
.

Here the (yi(0), yi(1))’s are potential outcomes in the causal inference termi-
nology, and can be interpreted as the outcomes of the i-th individual if being
treated (i.e., yi(1)) or not (i.e., yi(0)).

We next randomly assign m of the sample points to the case and the rest
to the control group, yielding the following observation:

{
(xi, yi, Di), π(i) ≤ n

}
, with Di = 1(π(i) > m) and yi = yi(Di), (1.1)

where Di indicates the treatment status (Di = 1 or 0 signifies being treated
or not, respectively). Inferences on the difference between yi(1)’s and yi(0)’s
using only the observed data, (1.1), constitute to permutation inference prob-
lems.
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1.4 Notes

The results in Proposition 1.1 can be found in standard survey sampling
books; see, e.g., Deming (1950, Chapter 4), Cochran (1977, Chapter 2),
Levy and Lemeshow (2008, Chapter 3), and Chaudhuri (2014, Chapter 2).
Scheaffer et al. (2011), Chaudhuri and Stenger (2005), Fuller (2009) cover
more designs beyond simple random sampling. Proposition 1.2 is a direct
consequence of the entropy argument; cf. Hájek (1981, Chapter 3).

Proposition 1.3 is well-known; e.g.,in commenting on a paper of Godambe
and Thompson, Baranrd (Baranrd, 1971) mentioned that “a simple random
sample of a simple random sample is itself a simple random sample”. Propo-
sition 1.4 is well-known as well.

Example 1.1 mentions four notable rank correlations. A classical reference
to rank correlations is Sir. Kendall’s book (Kendall, 1948). We adopt the
present version from Diaconis and Graham (1977). Chatterjee’s rank correla-
tion is a recent breakthrough in rank correlationmethods, proposed by Sourav
Chatterjee (Chatterjee, 2021); see, also, Shi et al. (2022b), Lin and Han
(2023), and Lin and Han (2022).

Example 1.2 mentions two popular two-sample rank tests. A classical ref-
erence is Hajek et al. (1999); see, also, Lehmann and D’Abrera (2006) and
Nikitin (1995). The present version is adopted from Zhao et al. (1997).

Example 1.3 is about permutation tests, for which good referencing books
include Good (2004), Bonnini et al. (2014), Berry et al. (2021); see, also,
Romano and Lehmann (2022, Chapter 17) and van der Vaart (2000, Chapter
13), and Chung and Romano (2013).

Example 1.4 concerns survey sampling, which we have given a brief review
in the first paragraph.

Example 1.5 concerns causal inference in a finite-population sampling
without replacement framework. This track of study was initiated by Neyman
in Splawa-Neyman et al. (1990). For more discussions, we refer readers to a
modern survey made by Li and Ding (Li and Ding, 2017) and Bai, Shaikh,
and Tabord-Meehan (Bai et al., 2024).





Chapter 2

Technical Preparation

2.1 Basic analysis

A topological space (Ω,O) contains a collection of subsets, O = {O ⊂ Ω},
such that

(i) both the empty set ∅ and the whole set Ω belong to O;
(ii) O is closed to finite intersection;
(iii) O is closed to arbitrary union.

Elements in O are called open sets. A set of B ⊂ Ω is called closed if its
complement, denoted by Bc, is open. The closure of a set D ⊂ Ω, denoted
by D, is the intersection of all closed sets that cover D. The interior of D,
denoted by D◦, is the union of all open subsets of D. A subset A of Ω is said
to be dense if A = Ω; in that case, Ω is called separable.

Any open set that contains ω ∈ Ω is called a neighborhood of ω. A sequence
of points {ωn} is said to converge to ω in (Ω,O), denoted as ωn → ω, if every
neighborhood of ω contains all but finitely many ωn’s. If distinct points in
Ω contain distinct neighborhoods, then (Ω,O) is said to be Hausdorff. A set
K ⊂ Ω is said to be compact if for arbitrary open union that covers K, it
contains a finite open union that still covers K. A compact set in a Hausdorff
topological space is closed.

A mapping f between two topological spaces is said to be continuous if
the inverse of any open set is open. If ωn → ω and f is continuous, then
f(ωn) → f(ω).

A metric space (T, d) contains a metric d : T × T → [0,∞) such that, for
any s, t, u ∈ T ,

(i) d(s, t) = d(t, s);
(ii) d(s, u) ≤ d(s, t) + d(t, u);
(iii) d(s, t) = 0 if and only s = t.

A pseudo-metric space (T, d) contains a pseudo-metric d that satisfies (i) and
(ii), but not (iii); it thus indues an equivalent class. A (pseudo-)metric space

11
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induces a topological space, where the open set is defined as arbitrary unions
of the open r-balls, B(t, r) := {s ∈ T ; d(s, t) < r} for some r ≥ 0. We can
accordingly define topological notions in a (pseudo-)metric space.

A Cauchy sequence {tn} in (T, d) is such that d(tn, tm) → 0 as n,m→ ∞.
The space (T, d) is said to be complete if every Cauchy sequence converges
to a limit in T . A separable complete metric space is called a Polish space.

A setK ⊂ T is said to be totally bounded if, for any r > 0,K can be covered
by finitely many open r-balls. If (T, d) is complete, then K is compact if and
only if K is totally bounded and closed.

A normed space (T, ‖ · ‖) contains a vector space T equipped with a norm
‖ · ‖ : T → [0,∞) such that, for any s, t ∈ T and α ∈ R,

(i) ‖s+ t‖ ≤ ‖s‖+ ‖t‖;
(ii) ‖αt‖ = |α| · ‖t‖;
(iii) ‖t‖ = 0 if and only if t = 0.

The space (T, ‖ · ‖) is called a pseudo-normed space if it satisfies everything
except for (iii) above. A normed space induces a metric space with d(s, t) =
‖s− t‖ for any s, t ∈ T . A complete normed spaced is called a Banach space.

Any real space Rd equipped with the Euclidean norm ‖x‖2 = (
∑d

j=1 x
2
j )

1/2

is a Banach space. Another Banach space that plays a special role in this book
is the set of all bounded real functions f : T → R equipped with the uniform
norm ‖f‖T = supt∈T |f(t)| (also written as ‖f‖∞), denoted as (ℓ∞(T ), ‖·‖T ).
This space is not separable unless T is countable, and (ℓ∞(T ), ‖ · ‖T ) is
generally not Polish.

A subspace of ℓ∞(T ), UC(T, d), contains all bounded functions that are
uniformly d-continuous, i.e.,

lim
δ→0

sup
d(s,t)≤δ

|f(s)− f(t)| = 0.

The space (UC(T, d), ‖ · ‖T ) is Polish.

2.2 Stochastic convergence

A collection of subsets of Ω, denoted by A, is a σ-algebra if

(i) ∅ ∈ A;
(ii) A is closed under complement;
(iii) A is closed under countable union.

A space (Ω,A) is said to be measurable if A is a σ-algebra. If (Ω,A) is
measurable and (Ω′,O′) is topological, then f : Ω → Ω′ is said to be a
measurable function if the inverse of any element in O′ belongs to A.

For arbitrary collection of subsets of Ω, denoted by B, we define σ(B) to be
the smallest σ-algebra that contains B; this is called the σ-algebra generated
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by B. For a topological space (Ω,O), σ(O) is called its Borel σ-algebra. A
map X between two topological spaces (Ω,O) and (Ω′,O′) is said to be Borel
measurable if X−1(O′) ⊂ σ(O).

For a measurable space (Ω,A), a map µ : A → [0,∞] is said to be a
measure if

(i) µ(∅) = 0;
(ii) µ is countably additive, i.e., µ(∪∞

i=1Ai) =
∑∞
i=1 µ(Ai) for any countably

disjoint sets Ai ∈ A.

We call such (Ω,A, µ) a measure space. In particular, if µ(Ω) = 1, the corre-
sponding space is said to be a probability space, written as (Ω,A,Pr).

An X -valued random variable X : Ω → X is a Borel measurable function
mapping from a probability space (Ω,A, µ) to a Polish space (X , d), the
latter of which can be infinite-dimensional. For any random variable X ∈
X , its law, written as PX , is defined to be the induced measure such that
PX(A) = Pr(X−1(A)) for any Borel measurable A in (X , d).

Consider a sequence of X -valued random variables {Xn;n = 1, 2, · · · }
defined over the same probability space (Ω,A,Pr).

Definition 2.1 The stochastic sequence Xn is said to converge in probability

to a random variable X , written as Xn
Pr→ X , if for any ǫ > 0,

lim
n→∞

Pr
{
d(Xn, X) > ǫ

}
= 0.

It is further said to be converging almost surely to X , written as Xn
a.s.→ X , if

Pr
{

lim
n→∞

d(Xn, X) > 0
}
= 0.

In particular, two random variables X = Y a.s. if and only if Pr(X = Y ) = 1.

Definition 2.2 Let (X , d) be a Polish space. A sequence of X -valued Borel
measurable random variables Xn is then said to weakly converge to another
X -valued Borel measurable random variable X , written as

Xn ⇒ X,

if for all bounded continuous function f : X → R, it holds true that

lim
n→∞

Ef(Xn) → Ef(X).

Exercise 2.1 Show that the notion of weak convergence generalizes that of
“convergence in distribution” — i.e., the CDF of Xn converges to the CDF
of X at every continuity point of FX — when we take (X , d) to be (Rp, ‖ · ‖),
the multivariate real space equipped with the Euclidean distance.
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The following proposition characterizes weak convergence; this is the fa-
mous Portmanteau lemma (van der Vaart, 2000, Lemma 2.2).

Proposition 2.1 (Portmanteau Lemma) Let (X , d) be a Polish space
and {Xn} be a sequence of X -valued random variables. The following are
then equivalent.

(i) Xn ⇒ X ;
(ii) Ef(Xn) → Ef(X) for any bounded and uniformly continuous f : X → R;
(iii) Ef(Xn) → Ef(X) for any bounded and Lipschitz continuous1 f : X → R;
(iv) for any closed set U ⊂ X ,

lim sup
n→∞

Pr(Xn ∈ U) ≤ Pr(X ∈ U);

(v) for any open set V ⊂ X ,

lim inf
n→∞

Pr(Xn ∈ V ) ≥ Pr(X ∈ V );

(vi) for any Borel set A ⊂ X such that the topological boundary of A, denoted
by ∂A, satisfies Pr(X ∈ ∂A) = 0, we have

lim
n→∞

Pr(Xn ∈ A) = Pr(X ∈ A);

(vii) Ef(Xn) → Ef(X) for any bounded, measurable, and continuous almost
everywhere with regard to PX , f : X → R.

Proof. (i)=⇒ (ii) =⇒ (iii): obvious.
(iii)=⇒ (iv): let’s introduce a function

f(x) := d(x, U) := inf
y∈U

d(x, y), for any x ∈ X .

It is then clear that, for any x, y ∈ X ,

f(x) ≤ d(x, y) + f(y),

so that, by symmetry, |f(x)− f(y)| ≤ d(x, y) and thus f ∈ [0,∞] is Lipschitz
continuous. As a consequence, introducing gk(x) := (1 − kf(x))+ being the
positive part of 1 − kf(x), we have: (a) gk(x) is Lipschitz continuous; (b)
gk(x) ∈ [0, 1]; (c) gk(x) ≥ 1(x ∈ U) for any x ∈ X ; (d) for any x ∈ X ,
limk→∞ gk(x) = 1(x ∈ U). Here we use the fact that, since U is closed,
f(x) = 0 if and only if x ∈ U .

Summarizing what we have obtained, by (iii),

lim sup
n→∞

Pr(Xn ∈ U) ≤ lim
k→∞

lim sup
n→∞

∫
gk(x)dPXn(x) = lim

k→∞

∫
gk(x)dPX(x)

1 A function f : X → R is Lipschitz continuous if there exists a universal constant L > 0

such that, for any x, y ∈ X , |f(x)− f(y)| ≤ Ld(x, y).
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=

∫
1(x ∈ U)dPX(x) = Pr(X ∈ U).

(iv)=⇒ (v): by symmetry.
(iv)+(v) =⇒ (vi): introduce U and V be the closure and interior of A. It is

then true that (a) U is closed; (b) V is open; (c) Pr(X ∈ U) = Pr(X ∈ V ) =
Pr(X ∈ A) since the difference between U and V is ∂A, whose PX-measure
is 0. Accordingly

Pr(X ∈ A) = Pr(X ∈ V ) ≤ lim inf Pr(Xn ∈ V ) ≤ lim inf Pr(Xn ∈ A) ≤
lim supPr(Xn ∈ A) ≤ lim supPr(Xn ∈ U) ≤ Pr(X ∈ U) = Pr(X ∈ A).

(vi) =⇒ (vii): without loss of generality, assume that f ∈ [0, 1] and let Df

be the set of all discontinuous points of f . We then have

lim
n→∞

Ef(Xn) = lim
n→∞

∫ 1

0

Pr(f(Xn) ≥ t)dt

=

∫ 1

0

Pr(f(X) ≥ t)dt

= Ef(X),

where in the second equality we used the dominated convergence theorem,

claim (vi), and the fact that ∂
{
x : f(x) ≥ t

}
has PX -measure 0 for Lebesgue

almost all t. The first equality, on the other hand, is due to Exercise 2.2
ahead.

(vii) =⇒ (i): obvious. ⊓⊔

A probability measure, Q, on a general metric space (X , dX ) is said to
be tight if for any ǫ > 0, there exists a compact set Kǫ ⊂ X such that
Q(Kǫ) ≥ 1− ǫ. A random variable X : Ω → X is said to be tight if its law is
tight. It is immediate that every Borel measurable X in the Polish space is
tight.

Theorem 2.1 (Prokhorov) If a sequence of probability measures on a
Polish space weakly converges, then this sequence is (uniformly) tight.

Proof. This is the second half of Prokhorov’s Theorem. For a proof, check
Theorem 5.2 in Billingsley (1999). ⊓⊔

Specializing to the case when (X , d) is (Rd, ‖ · ‖2), a random variable X is
a measurable map between (Ω,A,Pr) and the topological space induced by
the Euclidean norm ‖ · ‖2. For any X ∈ R, any probability measure Q over
(R,B(R)), and any p ≥ 1, we define the Lp(Q) norm of X as

‖X‖Lp(Q) =
(∫

|x|pdQ(x)
)1/p

.
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The subscript Q can be further suppressed when the law of X is explicit from
the context. In this case,

‖X‖Lp = (E|X |p)1/p =
( ∫

|x|pdPX(x)
)1/p

.

We further define

‖X‖L∞ = inf
{
K ∈ [0,∞]; Pr(|X | ≤ K) = 1

}
,

which is the essential supremum of X .

Exercise 2.2 For any random variable X such that E|X | <∞, we have

E|X | =
∫ ∞

0

Pr(|X | > t)dt.

Theorem 2.2 (Minkowski-Riesz-Fischer) The Lp space, containing all
X ’s such that ‖X‖Lp <∞, is a Banach space.

Proof. Theorem 19.1 in Billingsley (2008). ⊓⊔

Definition 2.3 The sequence Xn is said to converge in Lp norm to another

random variable X , written as Xn
Lp→ X , if

lim
n→∞

‖Xn −X‖Lp = 0.

Proposition 2.2 (Continuous mapping theorem) Let f : Rd → Rm

be continuous at a PX -measure 1 set. The following are then true.

(i) If Xn ⇒ X, then f(Xn) ⇒ f(X);

(ii) if Xn
Pr→ X, then f(Xn)

Pr→ f(X);

(iii) if Xn
a.s.→ X, then f(Xn)

a.s.→ f(X).

Exercise 2.3 Prove Proposition 2.2.

Exercise 2.4 Prove the Slutsky’s lemma, that is, for any random vectors
Xn,Yn,X ∈ Rd, if Xn ⇒ X and Yn ⇒ c for some constant c, then

(i) Xn + Yn ⇒ X + c;
(ii) Y ⊤

n Xn ⇒ c⊤X.

The distribution of an Rd-valued random vector X is uniquely determined
by its characteristic function.

Definition 2.4 (Moment generating function and characteristic func-
tion) For any Rd-valued random vector X, its moment generating function
(MGF) is defined to be
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mX(t) = E exp(t⊤X);

its characteristic function (cf) is defined to be

φX(t) = E exp(it⊤X),

where i is the imaginary number.

Theorem 2.3 (Lévy continuity theorem) A sequence of Rd-valued ran-
dom vectors Xn’s weakly converges to another random vector X if and only
φXn converges pointwisely to φX .

Proof. Theorem 6.6.3 in Chung (2000). ⊓⊔
Corollary 2.1 (Cramér-Wold device) Let Xn be a sequence of Rd-
valued random vectors and X be another random vector in Rd. Then Xn ⇒
X if and only if t⊤Xn ⇒ t⊤X for any t ∈ Rd.

Proof. If Xn ⇒ X, then for any bounded continuous function f , we have

Ef(Xn) → Ef(X) as n→ ∞.

In particular, for any t ∈ Rd,

Ef(t⊤Xn) → Ef(t⊤X) as n→ ∞.

Thusly, t⊤Xn ⇒ t⊤X.
On the other hand, if t⊤Xn ⇒ t⊤X for all t ∈ Rd, then

φXn(t) = E exp(it⊤Xn) → E exp(it⊤X) = φX(t).

Theorem 2.3 then yields Xn ⇒ X. ⊓⊔

The last theorem connects, regarding weak convergence, the pointwise con-
vergence to the uniform convergence.

Theorem 2.4 (Polyá’s Theorem) Suppose Xn ⇒ X ∈ Rd such that X
has a continuous CDF FX . Then, denoting FXn to be the CDF of Xn, we
have

sup
t∈Rd

∣∣∣FXn(t)− FX(t)
∣∣∣ = 0.

Exercise 2.5 Prove Theorem 2.4.

2.3 Weak convergence of stochastic processes

Let (Ω,A,Pr) be a probability space and (T, d) be a pseudo-metric space. A
stochastic process {X(t); t ∈ T } defined on (Ω,A,Pr) is a function
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X : T ×Ω → R

such that X(t, ω) is an R-valued random variable for any t ∈ T and ω ∈ Ω.
For any finite set F ⊂ T , ω → {X(t, ω); t ∈ F} is then measurable, and we
call the distribution of it a finite-dimensional distribution of X . Kolmogorov
existence theorem states then that a consistent family of finite distributions
of X defines a unique probability measure µ over the cylindrical σ-algebra C
of RT . Thusly, X is a process mapping from (Ω,A) to (RT , C) and admits
the law µ.

In general, µ cannot be further extended to a tight Borel probability mea-
sure with regard to the topological space induced by ‖ · ‖T . Accordingly, the
classical theory of weak convergence of stochastic processes in Polish spaces
has to be refined.

An important notion about X that we will repeatedly use is separable.

Definition 2.5 A process {X(t); t ∈ T }, indexed by a pseudo-metric space
(T, d), is said to be separable if there exists a countable subset S ⊂ T and a
null set N such that for any ω 6∈ N and t ∈ T , there exists a sequence sn ∈ S
satisfying d(sn, t) → 0 so that |X(sn, ω)−X(t, ω)| → 0 as n→ ∞.

By definition, if X is separable, then for any t ∈ T , there exists a sequence
sn ∈ S so that sn converges to t; this implies that (T, d) has to be also
separable. In addition, if X is separable, then

sup
t∈T

|X(t)| = sup
t∈S

|X(t)|, a.s..

Accordingly, the supremum of a separable stochastic process is always mea-
surable. We will appeal to this property in the following chapters.

Definition 2.6 A process Y is said to be a version of another process X if
they have the same finite distribution for any finite t1, . . . , tn ∈ T and any
n = 1, 2, . . ..

Definition 2.7 A process X is said to be sample bounded if it admits a
version X̃ satisfying supt∈T |X̃t| <∞ a.s.. It is said to be sample continuous

if it admits a version X̃ satisfying that, for almost all ω, {X(t, ω), t ∈ T } is
bounded and uniformly d-continuous.

A sample bounded X can be embedded into ℓ∞(T ) with the corresponding
σ-algebra Σ as the intersection between the cylindrical C and the Borel σ-
algebra generated by the ‖ · ‖T norm. This metric space, (ℓ∞(T ), ‖ · ‖T ),
will play a pivotal role in the definition of weak convergence of stochastic
processes.

Recall that X is usually not Borel measurable in (ℓ∞(T ), ‖ · ‖T ). However,
when X is indeed Borel measurable, the following proposition outlines the
relation between tightness and sample continuity of X .



2.3 Weak convergence of stochastic processes 19

Proposition 2.3 Let X ∈ ℓ∞(T ) be a Borel measurable stochastic process.
The following two are then equivalent.

(i) X is tight;

(ii) There exists a pseudo-metric d on T and a version X̃ of X such that

(T, d) is totally bounded and X̃ is uniformly d-continuous.

Proof. Proposition 2.1.7 in Giné and Nickl (2015) and Lemma 7.2 in Kosorok
(2008). ⊓⊔

Definition 2.8 (Weak convergence of stochastic processes) A se-
quence of (sample) bounded stochastic processes {Xn(t); t ∈ T } is said
to be weakly converging to a tight Borel measurable stochastic process
{X(t); t ∈ T } on ℓ∞(T ), written as Xn ⇒ X in ℓ∞(T ), if

(i) any finite-dimensional distribution ofXn(t), (Xn(t1), . . . , Xn(tm))⊤, weakly
converge to that of (X(t1), . . . , X(tm))⊤;

(ii) for any bounded continuous function H : ℓ∞(T ) → R, we have

E∗H(Xn) → EH(X̃),

as n→ ∞; here E∗ represents the outer expectation and X̃ is a separable
version of X .

In reality, verifying the second condition of Definition 2.8 is inessential,
and the real deal is the following theorem. It connects weak convergence
of bounded stochastic processes to another maximal inequality; this is the
famous stochastic equicontinuity.

Theorem 2.5 Consider a sequence of bounded stochastic processes {Xn(t); t ∈
T } in ℓ∞(T ). The following two are then equivalent.

(i) Any finite-dimensional distribution of {Xn(t); t ∈ T } weakly converges to
some distribution, and there exists a pseudo-metric space (T, d) such that
it is totally bounded and, for any ǫ > 0,

lim
δ→0

lim sup
n→∞

Pr∗
{

sup
d(s,t)≤δ

|Xn(t)−Xn(s)| > ǫ
}
= 0, (2.1)

where Pr∗ represents the outer probability.
(ii) There exists a tight Borel measurable stochastic process X such that Xn ⇒

X in ℓ∞(T ).

Proof. Theorem 3.7.23 in Giné and Nickl (2015). ⊓⊔

Theorem 2.5 reduces proving weak convergence of stochastic processes to
handling (a) weak convergence of any finite-dimensional realization, which is
usually a consequence of multivariate central limit theorems, and (b) a new
set of maximal inequalities in the form of (2.1).
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In statistics, weak convergence of stochastic processes is often used com-
bined with the following generalized version of the continuous mapping the-
orem that extends Proposition 2.2.

Theorem 2.6 (Continuous mapping, general) Let (X , dX ) and (W , dW)
be two pseudo-metric spaces and let f : X → W be continuous. Then, if
Xn ⇒ X in (X , dX ), we have g(Xn) ⇒ g(X) in (W , dW).

Proof. Theorem 7.7 in Kosorok (2008). ⊓⊔

2.4 Elementary probability inequalities

2.4.1 Markov’s inequality

Theorem 2.7 (Markov’s inequality) For any R-valued random variable
X ≥ 0 and any t > 0,

Pr(X ≥ t) ≤ EX

t
.

Example 2.1 (Longest increasing sequence of π) Consider π to be a uniform
random permutation in SN and let

LN be the length of the longest increasing subsequence of π

such that both i1 < · · · < ik and π(i1) < · · · < π(ik) holds. For example,
letting π([5]) = [2, 3, 1, 4, 5], we have LN = 4, corresponding to the sequence
1, 2, 4, 5.

The following is (a simplified version of) the famous Erdós–Szekeres the-
orem

Theorem 2.8 (Erdós–Szekeres) It holds true that

1 ≤ lim inf
N→∞

E[LN ]√
N

≤ lim sup
N→∞

E[LN ]√
N

≤ e.2

Proof. We first prove the upper bound using only Markov’s inequality. Note
that, for any ℓ > 0,

E[LN ] ≤ ℓPr(LN ≤ ℓ) +N · Pr(LN ≥ ℓ) ≤ ℓ+N · Pr(LN ≥ ℓ). (2.2)

Introduce XN to represent the number of increasing subsequences of length ℓ
in π. There are apparently

(
N
ℓ

)
many such subsequences, and, by symmetry

2 Baik et al. (1999) showed that E[LN ] = 2
√
N + cN1/6 + o(N1/6), where c ≈ −1.77. Fur-

thermore, (LN −2
√
N)/N1/6 weakly converges to the 2nd type Tracy-Widom distribution

(Tracy and Widom, 1994).
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(essentially the uniformness of π), each has probability 1/ℓ! to be increasing.
Accordingly

Pr(LN ≥ ℓ) = Pr(XN > 0) ≤ E[XN ] =
1

ℓ!

(
N

ℓ

)
≤

(e
√
N

ℓ

)2ℓ

.

Taking ℓ = (1 + δ)e
√
N , plugging the above inequality with the chosen ℓ to

(2.2), first letting N go to infinity and then push δ → 0 yields the upper
bound.

[Optional] We then move to the lower bound using a combinatorial argu-
ment due to Erdós and Szekeres. Introduce Dn to be the length of the longest
decreasing sequence in π. By symmetry,

E[LN ] = E
[LN +DN

2

]
≥ E[(LNDN )1/2].

It remains to lower bound the product of LN and DN . To this end, intro-

duce L
(k)
N and D

(k)
N to be the length of the longest increasing and decreasing

sequences ending at position k. The following two facts then hold:

(i) for any k ∈ [n], L
(k)
N ≤ LN and D

(k)
N ≤ DN ;

(ii) the set {(L(k)
N , D

(k)
N ); k ∈ [N ]} contains distinct pairs (by noticing that,

for any j > k, either L
(j)
N > L

(k)
N or D

(j)
N > D

(k)
N holds via separately

discussing the case that π(j) > π(k) or the converse).

Combining the above two and noticing that everything under consideration
is a natural number, we obtain

LNDN ≥
∣∣∣
{
(L

(k)
N , D

(k)
N ); k ∈ [N ]

}∣∣∣ = N

and thus E[LN ] ≥
√
N . ⊓⊔

2.4.2 Jensen’s inequality

Letting I be an interval in R, a function g : I → R is said to be convex if for
any x, y ∈ I and any t ∈ [0, 1],

g(tx+ (1− t)y) ≤ tg(x) + (1− t)g(y).

Theorem 2.9 (Jensen’s inequality) Suppose X ∈ I be an R-valued ran-
dom variable such that E[X ] and E[f(X)] both exist. It then holds true that

g(E[X ]) ≤ Eg(X).

Proof. Standard mathematical analysis gives that, for any x, y,
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g(x) ≥ g(y) + (x− y)g′r(y),

where g′r is g’s right derivative. This yields

g(X) ≥ g(EX) + (X − EX)g′r(EX).

so that E[g(X)] ≥ g(EX). ⊓⊔

A quite useful consequence of Jensen’s inequality is the monotonicity of
the Lp norms.

Corollary 2.2 For any 1 ≤ p ≤ q ≤ ∞, we have

‖X‖Lp ≤ ‖X‖Lq .

Exercise 2.6 Prove Corollary 2.2.

Exercise 2.7 (Young’s entropy inequality) For any random variable
U ≥ 0 such that EU = 1 and any random variable V ≥ 0, please show that

E[U logV ] ≤ log E[V ] + E[U logU ].

2.4.3 Maximal inequalities

A large fraction of this book concerns processes and their performance at the
worst case. To this end, we usually have to bound the supremum of a set of
random variables, i.e., to establish maximal inequalities. This point will be
made much more clearly when we move on to the second part of this book.

Let us start with the introduction to the Orlicz norm.

Definition 2.9 (Young’s function) A function ψ : [0,∞) → R≥0 is said
to be a Young’s function if it is convex strictly increasing, and satisfies

lim
t→∞

ψ(t) = ∞ and ψ(0) = 0.

Definition 2.10 (Orlicz norm) For any Young’s function ψ and any R-
valued random variable X , define

‖X‖ψ = inf
{
C > 0; Eψ

( |X |
C

)
≤ 1

}
.

Theorem 2.10 The space of all R-valued random variables Z such that
‖Z‖ψ <∞, denoted by Lψ, is a Banach space equipped with the norm ‖ · ‖ψ.

Proof. Chapter II.9 in Krasnoselsky and Rutitsky (1961). ⊓⊔
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Proposition 2.4 (i) As choosing ψ : x → xp for some p ≥ 1, the Orlicz
norm reduces to the Lp norm, ‖ · ‖Lp;

(ii) as choosing
ψ = ψp : x→ exp(xp)− 1

for some p ≥ 1, the corresponding Orlicz norm ‖X‖ψp ≥ ‖X‖Lp ≥ ‖X‖Lq
for any q ∈ [1, p];

(iii) for any 1 ≤ q ≤ p, we have ‖X‖ψq ≤ ‖X‖ψp(log 2)1/p−1/q;
(iv) for any p ≥ 1, we have ‖X‖Lp ≤ p!‖X‖ψ1;
(v) ‖X2‖ψ1 = ‖X‖2ψ2

;
(vi) for any t > 0 and a ≥ 0, we have

Pr(|X | > t) ≤ 1 + a

ψ(t/‖X‖ψ) + a
.

Exercise 2.8 Prove Proposition 2.4.

Some quite powerful maximal inequalities can be derived based on the
notion of Orlicz norm.

Lemma 2.1 For arbitrarily dependent R-valued random variables X1, . . . , Xm,
it holds true that

E max
i∈[m]

|Xi| ≤ max
i∈[m]

‖Xi‖ψ · ψ−1(m).

Proof. First of all, we have, for any i ∈ [m] and any measurable set A ⊂ Ω,

∫

A

|Xi|dPr = ‖Xi‖ψ
∫

A

ψ−1 ◦ ψ
( |Xi|
‖Xi‖ψ

)
dPr

≤ ‖Xi‖ψPr(A)ψ−1
( 1

Pr(A)

∫
ψ
( |Xi|
‖Xi‖ψ

)
dPr

)

= ‖Xi‖ψPr(A) · ψ−1
( 1

Pr(A)

)
,

where in the inequality we used the Jensen’s inequality.
Next, taking {Ωi; i ∈ [m]} to be a partition of Ω such that Xi =

maxℓ∈[m]Xℓ over Ωi. It then holds true that

E max
i∈[m]

|Xi| =
m∑

i=1

∫

Ωi

|Xi|dPr ≤ max
i∈[m]

‖Xi‖ψ ·
m∑

i=1

Pr(Ωi)ψ
−1

( 1

Pr(Ωi)

)

≤ max
i∈[m]

‖Xi‖ψ · ψ−1(m),

where in the last inequality we used Jensen’s inequality again. This completes
the proof. ⊓⊔
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Most of the random variables we are going to handle in this book are those
with either ψ2- or ψ1-Orlicz norm bounded. It is hence useful to discuss a
little bit more about these two special norms.

Definition 2.11 (subgaussian distribution) An R-valued random vari-
able X is said to be a subgaussian distribution if ‖X‖ψ2 <∞.

Definition 2.12 (subexponential distribution) An R-valued random
variable X is said to be a subexponential distribution if ‖X‖ψ1 <∞.

Lemma 2.2 The following hold true.

(i) X is subgaussian if and only if for all t ≥ 0, Pr(|X | ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp(−t2/K2
1 )

(for some constant K1 > 0), which, when EX = 0, is further equivalent
to assuming that, for all λ ∈ R, E exp{λX} ≤ exp(K2

2λ
2) (for some

constant K2 > 0).
(ii) X is subexponential if and only if for all t ≥ 0, Pr(|X | ≥ t) ≤

2 exp(−t/K1) (for some constant K1 > 0), which, when EX = 0, is
further equivalent to assuming that, for all |λ| ≤ 1/K2, E exp{λX} ≤
exp(K2

2λ
2) (for some constant K2 > 0).

Proof. (i) The last assertion (no need to assume EX = 0) implies that

Pr(X ≥ t) ≤ EeλX

eλt
≤ e−λt+K

2
2λ

2

.

Picking λ = t/(2K2
2), we obtain

Pr(X ≥ t) ≤ exp
(
− t2

4K2
2

)
,

yielding the second assertion.
If the second assertion is true, then for any C > 0 (no need to assume

EX = 0),

E exp(X2/C2) =

∫ ∞

1

Pr(eX
2/C2 ≥ t)dt

= 1 +

∫ ∞

1

Pr(X2 ≥ C2 log t)dt

≤ 1 + 2

∫ ∞

1

exp
(
− C2 log t

K2
1

)
dt

= 1 + 2

∫ ∞

1

t−C
2/K2

1dt.

Picking C2 = 3K2
1 , we have E exp(X2/(3K2

1)) ≤ 2, and thus ‖X‖ψ2 ≤
√
3K1.

Thirdly, if the first assertion is true and EX = 0, then using the numeric
inequality that ex ≤ x+ ex

2

, we have
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EeλX ≤ E[λX + eλ
2X2

] = E[eλ
2X2

] = E
[(
eX

2/‖X‖ψ2

)λ2‖X‖2
ψ2
]
≤ 2λ

2‖X‖2
ψ2 ,

whenever λ ≤ 1/‖X‖ψ2. If λ > 1/‖X‖ψ2, then using the numeric inequality
that

2λx ≤ 2‖X‖2ψ2
λ2 +

x2

2‖X‖2ψ2

,

we derive

EeλX ≤ e‖X‖2
ψ2
λ2 · EeX2/4‖X‖2

ψ2 ≤ e‖X‖2
ψ2
λ2 · 21/4 ≤ e2‖X‖2

ψ2
λ2

,

where in the second inequality we used Jensen and in the last inequality we

used the fact that e‖X‖2
ψ2
λ2

> e > 21/4 since λ > 1/‖X‖ψ2.
Lastly, if the first assertion is true and EX is not necessarily 0, Proposition

2.4(vi) directly implies the second assertion by choosing a = 1.
(ii) Left to the readers. ⊓⊔

Exercise 2.9 Prove Lemma 2.2, Part (ii).

Specializing to the Orlicz-ψp norms, the following lemma gives an alteran-
tive bound to Lemma 2.1.

Lemma 2.3 Suppose p ∈ [1,∞). Then, for arbitrarily dependence R-valued
random variables X1, . . . , Xm, it holds true that

∥∥∥max
i∈[m]

|Xi|
∥∥∥
ψp

≤ max
i∈[m]

∥∥∥X
∥∥∥
ψp

· ψ−1
p (m).

Proof. Notice first that, for any x, y ≥ 0,

ψp(x)ψp(y) =
(
ex
p − 1

)
·
(
ey
p − 1

)
= e(xy)

p − ex
p − ey

p

+ 1

≤ e(xy)
p − 1 = ψp(xy).

Accordingly, for any k, y > 0, we obtain

max
i∈[m]

ψp

( |Xi|
ky

)
· ψp(y) ≤ max

i∈[m]
ψp

( |Xi|
k

)
≤

m∑

i=1

ψp

( |Xi|
k

)
.

Taking expectations on both sides, we obtain

ψp(y) · Eψp
(maxi∈[m] |Xi|

ky

)
≤

m∑

i=1

Eψp

( |Xi|
k

)
.

Picking k = maxi ‖Xi‖ψp yields then

ψp(y) · Eψp
(maxi∈[m] |Xi|

ky

)
≤ m.
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Lastly, picking y = ψ−1
p (m), we obtain

Eψp

(maxi∈[m] |Xi|
ky

)
≤ 1.

In other words, we have proven that

∥∥∥max
i∈[m]

|Xi|
∥∥∥
ψp

≤ max
i∈[m]

∥∥∥X
∥∥∥
ψp

· ψ−1
p (m).

This completes the proof. ⊓⊔

Invoking Proposition 2.4, Lemma 2.3 gives an (up to constants) equivalent
bound to Lemma 2.3:

E max
i∈[m]

|Xi| ≤
1√
log 2

· max
i∈[m]

∥∥∥X
∥∥∥
ψp

· ψ−1
p (m).

Lastly, the following result connects random variables of a Bernstein tail
to the Orlicz-ψ1 norm.

Lemma 2.4 (Bernstein tails) Suppose that there exist two fixed con-
stants a, b > 0 such that the random variable X satisfies

Pr(|X | > t) ≤ 2 exp
(
− t2

b+ at

)
, for all t ≥ 0.

We then have

‖X‖ψ1 ≤ 6a+

√
6b

log 2
.

Proof. We have, when t ≤ b/a, Pr(|X | > t) ≤ 2 exp(−t2/(2b)); when t > b/a,
Pr(|X | > t) ≤ 2 exp(−t/(2a)). Accordingly,

Pr
{
|X |1(|X | ≤ b/a) > t

}
≤ 2 exp(−t2/(2b))

and Pr
{
|X |1(|X | > b/a) > t

}
≤ 2 exp(−t/(2a)).

Leveraging Lemma 2.2 (noticing that EX = 0 is not needed here), we then
obtain

∥∥∥|X |1(|X | ≤ b/a)
∥∥∥
ψ2

≤
√
6b and

∥∥∥|X |1(|X | > b/a)
∥∥∥
ψ1

≤ 6a.

Lastly, employing Proposition 2.4, we have

∥∥∥|X |1(|X | ≤ b/a)
∥∥∥
ψ1

≤ (log 2)−1/2
∥∥∥|X |1(|X | ≤ b/a)

∥∥∥
ψ2

,

and thus, using Theorem 2.10 completes the proof. ⊓⊔
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2.5 Independence sampling

Statisticians are inevitably familiar with the independence sampling paradigm,
which has produced fruitful results in both probability and mathematical
statistics. Below we briefly review some of the most fundamental ideas when
independence between observed points can be assumed.

Notably speaking, unless otherwise emphasized, in this book we always
take a triangular array perspective towards sampling. In other words, for
each positive integer n, what we observe is

Xn1, . . . ,Xnn that are mutually independent. (2.3)

Different n may generate totally different Xni’s. It is also worthwhile point-
ing out that, for each fixed n, we do not require {Xni}’s to be identically
distributed.

Needless to say, none of the results presented in this chapter can be directly
applied to analyzing statistics whose randomness comes solely from a random
permutation.

2.5.1 Law of large numbers

We start with the case that all Xi = Xni’s are random scalars. Introduce

µni = E[Xni], σ
2
ni = Var(Xni), and s

2
n =

n∑

i=1

Var(Xni).

Let Xn = n−1
∑n
i=1Xni be the sample mean.

Theorem 2.11 (Law of large numbers) Assume (2.3). It then holds true
that, for each t > 0,

Pr
(∣∣∣Xn − 1

n

n∑

i=1

µni

∣∣∣ > t
)
≤ s2n
n2t2

.

In particular,

(i) if sn/n→ 0 as n→ ∞, we have Xn − EXn
Pr→ 0;

(ii) furthermore, if it is assumed that

sup
n,i

E|Xni − µni|4 <∞,

then Xn − EXn
a.s.→ 0.

Proof. Use Markov’s inequality and the first lemma of Borel-Cantelli. ⊓⊔
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Example 2.2 (Number of circles in a permutation) Consider a permutation
in S5 such that π([5]) = [2, 3, 1, 5, 4]. Then one circle sends 1 to 2, 2 to 3, 3
to 1, and another circle sends 4 to 5 and 5 to 4. There are accordingly two
circles in this particular permutation. Letting SN be the number of circles in a
uniform random permutation π, the next theorem establishes the convergence
of SN to its mean.

Theorem 2.12 We have

SN − logN

logN

Pr→ 0.

Proof. Consider the sequence 1, π(1), π(π(1)), . . ., which will eventually get
back to 1. This then gives the first circle, written as (1, π(1), · · · , πk(1)) with
πk+1(1) = 1 for the first time. Then, picking the smallest integer that is not
in the first circle, say i, repeating the same process yields the second circle
(i, π(i), . . . , πℓ(i)) with πℓ+1(i) = i for the first time. This yields the circle
decomposition; e.g., when π([5]) = [2, 3, 1, 5, 4], its circle decomposition is
(1, 2, 3)(4, 5).

Let XN,k = 1(the k-th item in circle decomposition completes a circle);
e.g., when π([5]) = (1, 2, 3)(4, 5), X5,1 = X5,2 = X5,4 = 0 and X5,3 = X5,5 =

1. We then have that SN =
∑N
i=1XN,i. Furthermore, the following two facts

hold:

(i) for any N , XN,1, . . . , XN,N are independent (think about why);
(ii) for each N and any i ∈ [N ], XN,i is Bernoulli distributed with Pr(XN,i =

1) = (N − i+ 1)−1.

It then holds true that

ESN =
N∑

i=1

1

i
= logN(1+o(1)) and Var(SN ) =

N∑

i=1

1

i

(
1−1

i

)
= logN(1+o(1)).

Accordingly, by Markov’s inequality, for any fixed t > 0,

Pr
(
|SN − ESN | > t logN

)
≤ Var(SN )

t2(logN)2
→ 0,

and thus
SN − logN

logN

Pr→ 0.

This completes the proof. ⊓⊔
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2.5.2 Central limit theorems

Central limit theorems (CLTs), exemplified by the weak convergence of a
sequence of statistics (random variables) to a continuous limit distribution,
typically the Gaussian, not only play a pivotal role but also arguably serve as
the cornerstone in the domain of statistical inference. They are crucial in un-
certainty quantification, useful for hypothesis testing and building confidence
intervals.

This section endeavors to offer a concise review of this pivotal topic, setting
the stage for resonance in the subsequent chapters.

2.5.2.1 Lindeberg-Feller-Lyapunov CLT

Lindeberg-Feller CLT concerns the triangular array setting with independent
but possible non-identically distributed random variables. In this regard, it
is the most powerful result available to statisticians.

Theorem 2.13 (Lindeberg-Feller-Lyapunov CLT) Assume (2.3).

(i) Supposing that, for any ǫ > 0,

(Lindeberg condition) lim
n→∞

1

s2n

n∑

i=1

E
[
(Xni−µni)2·1(|Xnk−µnk| > ǫsn)

]
= 0,

then

lim
n→∞

sup
t∈R

∣∣∣Pr
(∑n

i=1(Xni − µni)

sn
≤ t

)
− Φ(t)

∣∣∣ = 0, (2.4)

where Φ(·) is the CDF of the standard Gaussian.
(ii) In particular, if there exists some δ > 0 such that

(Lyapunov condition) lim
n→∞

1

s2+δn

n∑

i=1

E|Xni − µni|2+δ = 0,

the above uniform convergence (2.4) holds.

Proof. The following telescoping lemma will be used in the proof.

Lemma 2.5 (Telescoping lemma) For any real sequences {ai, bi; i ∈ [n]}
such that supi∈[n] max{|ai|, |bi| ≤ 1, it holds true that

∣∣∣
n∏

i=1

ai −
n∏

i=1

bi

∣∣∣ ≤
n∑

i=1

|ai − bi|.
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[Proof of Part (i)]. By translation invariance, without loss of generality,
assume µni = 0 and s2n = 1 so that Linderberg condition translates to

lim
n→∞

n∑

i=1

E[X2
ni1(|Xni| > ǫ)] = 0

and we aim to prove
∑n
i=1Xni ⇒ N(0, 1).

Invoking Theorem 2.3, it suffices to consider

φSn(t) =
n∏

i=1

φXni(t).

Noting that, by Taylor expansion, for each n and i ∈ [n], we have

∣∣∣φXni(t)− 1 +
t2σ2

ni

2
=

∣∣∣E
(
eitXni − 1− itXni +

t2X2
ni

2

)∣∣∣

≤ Emin
{
t2X2

ni,
|t|3|Xni|3

6

}
,

so that, by telescoping,

∣∣∣φSn(t)−
n∏

i=1

(
1− t2σ2

ni

2

)∣∣∣ ≤
n∑

i=1

∣∣∣φXni(t)− 1 +
t2σ2

ni

2

∣∣∣

≤
n∑

i=1

Emin
{
t2X2

ni,
|t|3|Xni|3

6

}

≤ t2
n∑

i=1

E[X2
ni1(|Xni| > ǫ)] +

|t|3ǫ
6
,

where in the last inequality, we used the fact that

Emin
{
t2X2

ni,
|t|3|Xni|3

6

}
≤ E[t2X2

ni1(|Xni| ≥ ǫ)] +
|t|3ǫE|Xni|2

6

= t2E[X2
ni1(|Xni| ≥ ǫ)] +

|t|3ǫσ2
ni

6
.

By first employing Lindeberg condition and then pushing ǫ goes to 0, the
above derivation implies

lim
n→∞

∣∣∣φSn(t)−
n∏

i=1

(
1− t2σ2

ni

2

)∣∣∣ = 0.

On the other hand, by telescoping,
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∣∣∣e−t2/2 −
n∏

i=1

(
1− t2σ2

ni

2

)∣∣∣ ≤
n∑

i=1

{
e−t

2σ2
ni −

(
1− t2σ2

ni

2

)}

≤ 1

2

n∑

i=1

t4σ4
ni

≤ t4 maxi∈[n] σ
2
ni

2
,

where in the second inequality we used the fact that, for all x ≥ 0, |ex− (1−
x)| ≤ x2/2 and the last inequality is true since we have s2n = 1.

It remains to prove that

lim sup
n→∞

max
i∈[n]

σ2
ni = 0,

which is indeed true since

lim sup
n→∞

max
i∈[n]

σ2
ni = lim sup

n→∞
max
i∈[n]

{
E[X2

ni1(|Xni| ≤ ǫ)] + E[X2
ni1(|Xni| > ǫ)]

}

≤ ǫ2 + lim sup
n→∞

max
i∈[n]

E[X2
ni1(|Xni| > ǫ)]

= ǫ2

holds for arbitrarily small ǫ > 0.
Accordingly, piecing together, we obtain

lim
n→∞

∣∣∣φSn(t)− e−t
2/2

∣∣∣ = 0 for any t ∈ R,

and thus using Theorem 2.3 and then Theorem 2.4 completes the proof of
the first part.
[Proof of Part (ii)]. Notice that, for any δ > 0 and ǫ > 0,

(Xni − µni)
2
1(|Xni − µni| > ǫsn) ≤

|Xni − µni|2+δ
(ǫsn)δ

.

Therefore,

1

s2n

n∑

i=1

E
[
(Xni − µni)

2 · 1(|Xnk − µnk| > ǫsn)
]
≤ 1

s2n

n∑

i=1

E
|Xni − µni|2+δ

(ǫsn)δ
,

the right of which will go to zero under Lyapunov condition. ⊓⊔

Example 2.3 (Number of circles in a permutation, cont.) Let’s continue

Example 2.2. Recall that the number of circles in πN is SN =
∑N

i=1XNi

with

Pr(XNi = 1) = 1− Pr(XNi = 0) =
1

N − i+ 1
.
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Accordingly, verifying Lyapunov’s condition and recalling

s2N = logN(1 + o(1)) and

N∑

i=1

E|XNi − µNi|3 = O(logN),

we obtain that

(Goncharov)
SN − logN√

logN
⇒ N(0, 1).

Example 2.4 (Linear regression with a fixed design) Suppose we observe
{(Yni,xni) ∈ Rdn+1; i ∈ [n]} that satisfies a linear regression model

Yi = βn0 + β⊤
n1xni + ǫni,

where the design vectors xni’s are assumed to be fixed (a.k.a. a fixed design)
and the only randomness comes from noises ǫni’s that we assume to be i.i.d.,
of mean 0, variance σ2

n, and finite third moment. The following theorem is
due to Peter Huber.

Theorem 2.14 The ordinary least squares estimator, defined as

β̂n := (X⊤
nXn)

−1X⊤
nYn

with

Xn =

(
1 1 . . . 1

xn1 xn2 . . . xnn

)⊤
and Yn = (Yn1, . . . , Ynn)

⊤,

is an asymptotically normal estimator of βn = (βn0,β
⊤
n1)

⊤3 if, letting ani ∈
Rdn+1 denote the i-th column in (X⊤

nXn)
−1/2X⊤

n , we have

max
i∈[n]

‖ani‖2 → 0 as n→ ∞.

Proof. Write ǫn = (ǫn1, . . . , ǫnn)
⊤. Simple algebra yields

β̂n = βn + (X⊤
nXn)

−1X⊤
n ǫn.

so that
(X⊤

nXn)
1/2

(
β̂n − βn

)
= (X⊤

nXn)
−1/2X⊤

n ǫn.

It remains to prove that, for any tn ∈ Rdn+1\{0dn+1},

Tn :=
t⊤n (X

⊤
nXn)

−1/2X⊤
n ǫn√

Var(t⊤n (X⊤
nXn)−1/2X⊤

n ǫn)
=

∑n
i=1(t

⊤
n ani)ǫni√

Var(
∑n

i=1 t
⊤
nani)

3 In a high-dimensional setting when dn diverges, this means any normalized linear pro-

jection is asymptotically standard normal.
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is asymptotically normal. Notice that

σ2
ni := var

(
[t⊤n ani]ǫni

)
= [t⊤n ani]

2Var (ǫni) = [t⊤n ani]
2σ2
n

and

s2n :=

n∑

i=1

σ2
ni = σ2

n

n∑

i=1

[t⊤nani]
2

= σ2
nt

⊤
n (X

⊤
nXn)

−1/2X⊤
nXn(X

⊤
nXn)

−1/2tn = σ2
n‖tn‖22.

We obtain that

Tn =
n∑

i=1

Zni, with Zni :=
(t⊤n ani)ǫni

sn
and Var(Tn) = 1.

Now verifying Lyapunov’s CLT, we have

n∑

i=1

E|Zni|3 =

n∑

i=1

[t⊤nani]
3σ3
n

s3n
≤ σn‖tn‖2 max

i∈[n]
‖ani‖2 ·

∑n
i=1[t

⊤
nani]

2σ2
n

s3n

= max
i∈[n]

‖ani‖2 → 0,

which completes the proof. ⊓⊔
Next, consider multivariate Xni ∈ Rd with a fixed d. We can similarly

define

µni = E[Xni] and Σn =
n∑

i=1

Cov(Xni).

Theorem 2.15 (Multivariate Lindeberg-Feller-Lyapunov CLT) As-

sume (2.3). Denote Wni = Σ
−1/2
n (Xni − µni).

(i) Suppose for every ǫ > 0,

(Lindeberg condition)

n∑

i=1

E[‖Wni‖221(‖Wni‖2 ≥ ǫ)] → 0.

We then have
∑n
i=1 Wni ⇒ N(0, Ip).

(ii) In particular, if there exists some δ > 0 such that

(Lyapunov condition) lim
n→∞

n∑

i=1

E‖Wni‖2+δ2 = 0,

we have
∑n
i=1 Wni ⇒ N(0, Id).

Exercise 2.10 Prove Theorem 2.15 using Corollary 2.1.
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2.5.2.2 Bounds on CLTs

Lindeberg-Feller CLTs and its variants establish convergence of one sequence
of CDFs to its limit. However, in many applications it may also be of interest
to learn how fast the convergence can be. This question is resolved in the
next two theorems.

Theorem 2.16 (Berry–Esseen Theorem) Assume (2.3). There exists a
universal constant K > 0 such that for all n,

sup
t∈R

∣∣∣Pr
(∑n

i=1(Xni − µni)

sn
≤ t

)
− Φ(t)

∣∣∣ ≤ K
∑n

i=1 E|Xni − µni|3
s3n

.

Let’s prove a weaker version of Theorem 2.16, which can be wrapped up
in one page while also involving an important trick we will use later.

In this regard, we consider a simpler setting that

Xn1, . . . , Xnn are i.i.d..

We further drop the subscript n to save the notation. Without loss of gener-
ality then, let’s assume they are mean-zero, of unit variance and finite third
moment. Consider any smooth function φ such that the first three derivatives
are bounded. One could then establish that, for

Zn :=
1√
n

n∑

i=1

Xn,

there exists a universal constant K > 0 such that

∣∣∣Eφ(Zn)− Eφ(Y )
∣∣∣ ≤ ‖φ′′′‖∞ · KE|X |3√

n
,

where Y ∼ N(0, 1).
Indeed, let {Yi; i ∈ [n]} be i.i.d. standard Gaussian random variable so that

Eφ(Y ) = Eφ(
∑n

i=1 Yi/
√
n). Let’s then implement an individual swapping

trick and introduce

Zn,i :=
X1 + . . .+Xi + Yi+1 + . . .+ Yn√

n
for i = 0, . . . , n.

Accordingly, we have

∣∣∣Eφ(Zn)− Eφ(Y )
∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣
n−1∑

i=0

E
{
φ(Zn,i+1)− φ(Zn,i)

}∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣
n−1∑

i=0

E
{
φ′(Z̃n,i)

Xi+1√
n

+
1

2
φ′′(Z̃n,i)

X2
i+1

n
+Rn,i − φ′(Z̃n,i)

Yi+1√
n

− 1

2
φ′′(Z̃n,i)

Y 2
i+1

n
− R̃n,i

}∣∣∣
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≤
n−1∑

i=1

|ERn,i − ER̃n,i|

≤‖φ′′′‖∞ · KE|X |3√
n

,

where in the second equality, for each i, we Taylor expand both φ(Zn,i+1) and

φ(Zn,i) at Z̃n,i := (X1 + · · ·+Xi + Yi+2 + · · ·+ Yn)/
√
n, and the remainder

terms satisify

Rn,i = O(|Xi+1|3/n3/2)‖φ′′′‖∞ and R̃n,i = O(|Yi+1|3/n3/2)‖φ′′′‖∞.

As a direct consequence, by smoothing the indicator function 1(x ≤ t),
we obtain a smooth function φ that takes values 1 and 0 over (−∞, t) and
(t+ ǫ,∞), respectively. This function has the third derivative upper bounded
by O(ǫ−3). Optimizing over ǫ, it yields

∣∣∣Pr(Zn ≤ t)− Φ(t)
∣∣∣ ≤ Kn−1/8, (2.5)

for some K > 0.
This clever swapping idea is due to Lindeberg (Lindeberg, 1922), for which

we call it Lindeberg swapping method.

Exercise 2.11 Please complete the proof of (2.5) with all missing parts
filled.

Berry-Esseen bound can usually control the tail probabilities up to an
order of logarithmic-n, which falls in the regime of small deviations. The next
theorem, on the other hand, establishes tail probability bounds at an order of
polynomial-n. This type of theorems can thus handlemoderate deviations, the
research of which was initiated by Khinchin (Khintchine, 1929) and Cramér
(Cramér, 1994). The following gives such as a result that applies to triangular
arrays.

Theorem 2.17 (Cramer’s moderate deviation) Assume (2.3). Further
assume there exist universal constants c1, c2, t0 > 0 such that

inf
n
s2n/n ≥ c21 and sup

i,n
E
[
exp

(
t0
√
|Xni − µni|

)]
≤ c.

We then have

Pr
(∑n

i=1(Xni − µni)

sn
> t

)/
(1− Φ(t)) = 1 +Mn(1 + t3)/

√
n

holds for all t ∈ (0, (c1t
2
0)

1/3n1/6), where supn |Mn| is bounded by a constant
only depending on c1t

2
0 and c2.

Proof. Proposition 4.6 in Chen et al. (2013). ⊓⊔



36 2 Technical Preparation

2.5.3 Moment inequalities

Inequalities that bound the moments of a random variable can usually be
translated to those that bound the tail probabilities; cf. Lemma 2.2. In this
regard, although many useful ones exist, this book is only interested in the fol-
lowing two, namely, Hoeffding’s (Hoeffding, 1963) and Bernstein’s (Bernstein,
1924).

Theorem 2.18 (Hoeffding’s inequality) Assume (2.3). and suppose
Xni ∈ [ani, bni]. We then have,

log E exp
{
λ

n∑

i=1

(Xni − µni)
}
≤ λ2

8

n∑

i=1

(bni − ani)
2 for any λ ∈ R,

and thus, for any t ≥ 0,

Pr
( n∑

i=1

(Xni − µni) ≥ t
)
≤ exp

(
− 2t2∑n

i=1(bni − ani)2

)
.

Here we give a proof of the Hoeffding’s inequality with a slightly weaker
bound that yields a worse constant. However, the derivation is easier to under-
stand. Since the bound is location-invariant, we can always shift the random
variable Xni − EXni to be within [− bni−ani

2 , bni−ani2 ] so that

∥∥∥Xni − EXni

∥∥∥
ψ2

≤ bni − ani
2

.

Without loss of generality then, assume EXni = 0 for all i ∈ [n]. Using
Lemma 2.2, we have

E exp
(
λ

n∑

i=1

Xni

)
=

n∏

i=1

E exp
(
λXni

)
≤

n∏

i=1

exp
(
2λ2‖Xni‖2ψ2

)

= exp
(λ2 ∑n

i=1(bni − ani)
2

2

)
.

The tail probability can then be obtained via Markov’s inequality.

Example 2.5 (Symmetrized t-statistic) Assume (2.3). Further suppose Xni to
be symmetric around its mean and consider the following t-statistic

Tn =

∑n
i=1(Xni − µni)√∑n
i=1(Xni − µni)2

.

It may be a little bit surprising that, for any t > 0,

Pr(Tn > t) ≤ exp(−t2/2).
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The proof is based on Hoeffding’s inequality (Theorem 2.18) and the sym-
metrization trick, which we will heavily use in subsequent chapters. Without
loss of generality, let’s assume µni = 0 and thus

Pr(Tn > t) = Pr
( ∑n

i=1Xni√∑n
i=1X

2
ni

> t
)
= Pr

(∑n
i=1 ǫiXni√∑n
i=1X

2
ni

> t
)
,

where {ǫi; i ∈ [n]} are independent mean-zero symmetric Bernoulli taking
values in {−1, 1}. Then, by Hoeffding’s inequality, we obtain

Pr
(∑n

i=1 ǫiXni√∑n
i=1X

2
ni

> t | Xn1, . . . , Xnn

)
≤ exp(−t2/2),

so that

Pr(Tn > t) = E
{
P
(∑n

i=1 ǫiXni√∑n
i=1X

2
ni

> t | Xn1, . . . , Xnn

)}
≤ exp(−t2/2).

This quite clever bound is due to Bahadur and Eaton (Efron, 1969).

Theorem 2.19 (Bernstein’s inequality) Assume (2.3) and the existence
of a non-random constant Mn such that

sup
i∈[n]

∣∣∣Xni − µni

∣∣∣ ≤Mn.

We then have

Pr
( n∑

i=1

(Xni − µni) ≥ t
)
≤ exp

(
− t2/2

s2n +Mnt/3

)
.

Proof. Without loss of generality, let’s again assume µni = 0 for all i ∈ [n].
Taylor expanding eλx, for any λ ∈ (0, 1/M), then gives

EeλXni ≤ λ2σ2
ni

2
+

∞∑

i=3

λqσ2
niM

i−2
n

q!
≤ σ2

ni

2

∞∑

i=2

λiM i−2 =
σ2
niλ

2

2(1− λM)
,

implying that

Eeλ
∑n
i=1Xni ≤ λ2s2n

2(1− λM)
.

Optimizing λ over (0, 1/M) then yields the desired bound. ⊓⊔

Exercise 2.12 Please complete the proof of Theorem 2.19.

Exercise 2.13 An alternative version to the above Bernstein’s inequality is
the following. Assume (2.3). Then there exists a universal constant C > 0
such that for any t ≥ 0,
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Pr
( n∑

i=1

(Xni − µni) ≥ t
)
≤ exp

(
− Ct2

σ2
n + ant

)
,

where

σ2
n :=

n∑

i=1

∥∥∥Xni − µni

∥∥∥
2

ψ1

and an := max
i∈[n]

∥∥∥Xni − µni

∥∥∥
ψ1

.

Please prove it and specify a value of the constant C.

Example 2.6 (Hanson-Wright inequality) Let Xn = (Xn1, . . . , Xnn)
⊤ con-

tain mean-zero independent entries satisfying Kn := maxi∈[n] ‖Xi‖ψ2 < ∞
and let An ∈ Rn×n be an arbitrary non-zero deterministic matrix. There
then exists a universal constant C > 0 such that, for any t > 0,

Pr
{∣∣∣X⊤

nAnXn−E[X⊤
nAnXn]

∣∣∣ ≥ t
}
≤ 2 exp

(
− Ct2

K4
n‖An‖2F +K2

n‖An‖opt
)
.

Indeed, dropping the subscript n and letting A = [ai,j ], we have

X⊤AX − E[X⊤AX] =

n∑

i=1

ai,i(X
2
i − E[X2

i ]) +
∑

i6=j
ai,jXiXj .

For the diagonal term, noticing that

‖ai,i(X2
i − EX2

i )‖ψ1 . |ai,i| · ‖Xi‖2ψ2
≤ ‖A‖opK2,

Bernstein inequality in the form of Exercise 2.13 then shows

Pr
(∣∣∣

n∑

i=1

ai,i(X
2
i − E[X2

i ])
∣∣∣ > t

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− Ct2

K2‖A‖opt+K4‖A‖2F

)
. (2.6)

For the off-diagonal term, we need a quite deep decoupling technique, which
is due to De la Pena and Giné (1999, Theorem 3.1.1).

Theorem 2.20 For any p ≥ 1, we have

∥∥∥
∑

i6=j
ai,jXiXj

∥∥∥
Lp

≤
∥∥∥
∑

i6=j
ai,jXiX

′
j

∥∥∥
Lp
,

where X ′ = (X ′
1, . . . , X

′
n) is an independent copy of X.

Introducing Ao to be A with all diagonals replaced by 0 so that

∑

i6=j
ai,jXiXj = X⊤AoX.
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Using the above bound, we can now upper bound the MGF of X⊤AoX by
that of X⊤AoX ′, the latter of which is subgaussian conditional on either X
or X ′ such that

E[E[eλX
⊤
A
oX′ | X]] ≤ E[exp(Cλ2K2‖AoX ′‖2)]

= E[E exp(
√
2CKλ ·Z⊤AoX ′ | X ′)]

= E[E exp(
√
2CKλ ·Z⊤AoX ′ | Z)]

= E[exp(2C2K4λ2 · ‖AoZ‖2)]
≤ E[E exp(2CλK2 ·Z⊤AoZ ′ | Z ′)]

= E exp(2CλK2 ·Z⊤AoZ ′) for all λ ∈ R,

where Z,Z ′ are independent standard multivariate Gaussian independent of
X ′,X.

Lastly, to control the MGF of Z⊤AoZ ′, one uses the property of multi-
variate Gaussian, whose distribution is rotation invariant, and singular value
decomposing

Ao =

n∑

i=1

λiuiv
⊤
i

to deduce that,

E exp(λ ·Z⊤AoZ ′) = E exp
(
λ ·

n∑

i=1

λiZiZ
′
i

)
≤

n∏

i=1

E exp
(λ2
2

· λ2iZ2
i

)

≤ exp(λ2‖Ao‖2F) ≤ exp(λ2‖A‖2F), for all λ2 ≤ 1/(2‖A‖2op), (2.7)

where Z1, . . . , Zn, Z
′
1, . . . , Z

′
n are i.i.d. standard Gaussian and in the last in-

equality we used the property of chi-square distributions that

log E exp(λZ2
1 ) = −1

2
log(1− 2λ) ≤ 2λ for all λ < 1/4.

Combining (2.6) and (2.7) then completes the proof.

Exercise 2.14 Please specify a value of the constant C (no need to be sharp)
in the Hanson-Wright inequality.

2.6 Notes

Chapter 2.1. The standard reference to basic analysis is Rudin (1986) and
Rudin (1991). We took most of materials in this chapter from Chapter 6.1 in
Kosorok (2008), which provides a concise summary.
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Chapter 2.2. The standard reference to the topic of measure-theoretical
probability theory is Billingsley (2008), along with the books of Chung
(Chung, 2000) and Durret (Durret, 2019). van der Vaart (2000, Chapter 2)
gives a summary of stochastic convergence results, and the author learns the
concept of weak convergence on metric spaces from Gallen Shorack (Shorack,
2017, Chapter 14).

Chapter 2.3. Billingsley (1999) outlined the framework of weak con-
vergence of stochastic processes. The present version of weak convergence
for sample bounded stochastic processes was adapted from Giné and Nickl
(2015, Section 3.7). Part I of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) and Chapter
7 of Kosorok (2008) contain further results.

Chapter 2.4. Results in this chapter were scattered in many useful
textbooks. The author learnt Theorem 2.8 from Roch (2024); see, also,
the book by Baik, Deift, and Suidan (Baik et al., 2016). More in-depth
discussions on Orlicz norms and related properties can be found in, e.g.,
Ledoux and Talagrand (2011, Chapter 11), van der Vaart and Wellner (1996,
Chapter 2.2), and Vershynin (2018, Chapter 2).

Chapter 2.5. The standard reference to the probability of sums of in-
dependent random variables is Petrov (1975); Peña et al. (2009, Chapter
2.1) gives a concise summary. Examples 2.2 and 2.3, on the number of
circles in a permutation, are adapted from Durret (2019). Theorem 2.14
is due to Huber (1973). The author learnt the Lindeberg swapping trick,
used for proving Theorem 2.16, from Terrence Tao (Tao, 2023, Chapter
2.2). Lastly, a standard reference to moment and concentration inequali-
ties under independence is Boucheron et al. (2013). Hanson-Wright inequal-
ity is due to Hanson and Wright (1971) and the present form is developed in
Rudelson and Vershynin (2013); see, also, Vershynin (2018, Chapter 6).



Chapter 3

Combinatorial Probability

3.1 Overview

In permutation statistics, a classical object of interest is a deterministic N
by N real matrix A = AN ∈ RN×N , whose entries are written as {ai,j =
aNi,j ; i, j ∈ [N ]}. The matrix A = [ai,j ] changes with N . For reasons to be
explained later, A is often coupled with its normalized version,

D = [di,j ], with di,j = ai,j −
1

N

N∑

k=1

ak,j −
1

N

N∑

ℓ=1

ai,ℓ +
1

N2

N∑

k,ℓ=1

ak,ℓ.

It is straightforward to verify that

N∑

i=1

di,j =
N∑

j=1

di,j = 0 for any i, j ∈ [N ],

which may help explain why we call D a normalized version of A. Further-
more, let’s define three features of A that we will repeatedly use in the
subsequent sections:

µA :=
1

N

N∑

i,j=1

ai,j , σ2
A :=

1

N − 1

N∑

i,j=1

d2i,j , and BA := max
i,j∈[N ]

∣∣di,j
∣∣.

In permutation statistics, an analogy to the sample sum,
∑n

i=1Xi, in the
independence sampling paradigm (i.e., Section 2.5) is the following combina-
torial sum,

Y :=

N∑

i=1

ai,π(i),

where π = πN is uniformly distributed over SN .

41
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Example 3.1 (Spearman’s rho) Consider the Spearman’s rho statistic of the

form
∑N

i=1 iπ(i). It is then a combinatorial sum with the corresponding ma-
trix ai,j = ij.

Example 3.2 (Spearman’s footrule) Consider the Spearman’s footrule
∑N
i=1 |π(i)−

i|. It is then a combinatorial sum with the corresponding matrix ai,j = |i−j|.
Example 3.3 (Survey sample mean) Consider the survey sample mean that
is the average of a sample drawn uniformly without replacement from a finite
population {zi; i ∈ [N ]}. It is then a combinatorial sum with the correspond-
ing matrix ai,j = n−1zi1(j ≤ n).

3.2 Combinatorial law of large numbers

The mean and variance of a combinatorial sum, whose randomness only comes
from the random permutation, was calculated in Hoeffding (1951, Theorem
2) and we summarize the results below.

Proposition 3.1 (Mean and variance of Y ) We have

E[Y ] = µA and Var(Y ) = σ2
A.

Proof. Using Proposition 1.1(i), we have

E[Y ] = E
[ N∑

i=1

ai,π(i)

]
=

N∑

i=1

E[ai,π(i)] =

N∑

i,j=1

ai,jPr[π(i) = j] =
1

N

N∑

i,j=1

ai,j .

The variance calculation, on the other hand, is a little bit delicate. One
important feature of the combinatorial sum that we will use here and also
repeatedly in the future is the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1 It holds true that Y − EY =
∑N

i=1 di,π(i).

Using Lemma 3.1 and Proposition 1.1(i) again, one can obtain

E[di,π(i)] =
1

N

N∑

i,j=1

di,j = 0,Var(di,π(i)) = E[d2i,π(i)] =
1

N

N∑

j=1

d2i,j , and

(whenever i 6= j) E[di,π(i)dj,π(j)] =
1

N(N − 1)

∑

k 6=ℓ
di,kdj,ℓ = − 1

N(N − 1)

N∑

k=1

di,kdj,k.

Thusly, we obtain

Var(Y ) = E
[ N∑

i=1

d2i,π(i)

]
=

N∑

i=1

Ed2i,π(i) +
∑

i6=j
E[di,π(i)dj,π(j)]
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=
1

N

N∑

i,j=1

d2i,j −
1

N(N − 1)

N∑

k=1

∑

i6=j
di,kdj,k

=
1

N

N∑

i,j=1

d2i,j +
1

N(N − 1)

N∑

i,k=1

d2i,k =
1

N − 1

N∑

i,j=1

d2i,j .

The proof is thus complete. ⊓⊔

A direct consequence of Proposition 3.1 is the following (weak) law of large
numbers.

Corollary 3.1 (Combinatorial LLN) It holds true that

Y − µA
Pr→ 0

if σA → 0 as n→ ∞.

3.3 Combinatorial CLT

The following is the celebrated combinatorial central limit theorem that also
gives a Berry-Esseen-type bound.

Theorem 3.1 (Combinatorial CLT) There exists a universal constant
K > 0 such that

sup
t∈R

∣∣∣Pr
(Y − E[Y ]√

Var(Y )
≤ t

)
− Φ(t)

∣∣∣ ≤ K ·

∑
i,j∈[N ]

∣∣di,j
∣∣3

Nσ3
A

holds for all N ≥ 3. Here we remind that Φ(·) represents the CDF of the
standard Gaussian.

Proof. Theorem 6.2 in Chen et al. (2010); see also Section 3.3.1 ahead for a
proof of a weaker version. ⊓⊔

A direct consequence of Theorem 3.1 is the following corollary, which gives
an easier-to-check condition for asymptotic normality of Y .

Corollary 3.2 There exists a universal constant K > 0 such that

sup
t∈R

∣∣∣Pr
(Y − E[Y ]√

Var(Y )
≤ t

)
− Φ(t)

∣∣∣ ≤ K · BA
σA

holds for all N ≥ 3.
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Proof. We have

∑

i,j∈[N ]

∣∣di,j
∣∣3
/
(Nσ3

A) ≤
BA

∑
i,j∈[N ] d

2
i,j

Nσ3
A

≤ BA
σA

,

where the last inequality is due to
∑

i,j∈[N ] d
2
i,j = (N − 1)σ2

A. ⊓⊔

Example 3.4 (Spearman’s rho) Consider YN =
∑N
i=1 iπ(i), with a corre-

sponding matrix ai,j = ij. One could then use Proposition 3.1 to deduce

E[YN ] =
1

N

N∑

i,j=1

ij =
N(N + 1)2

2
and Var(YN ) =

N5

144
+O(N4).

Noting that BA = O(N2), we reach

BA

/
σA = O(N2)/

√
N5/144 → 0.

Thusly, invoking Corollary 3.2, YN is asymptotically normal.

Example 3.5 (Spearman’s footrule) Consider DN =
∑N

i=1 |π(i) − i|. It is
straightforward to verify

DN =

N∑

i=1

ai,π(i) with ai,j = |i − j|.

Accordingly, by Proposition 3.1,

E[DN ] =
1

N

N∑

i,j=1

|i− j| = N2 − 1

3
.

A similar but much lengthy derivation finds

Var(DN ) =
2

45
N3 +O(N2).

Noting that BA = O(N), we reach

BA/σA = O(N)/
√
2N3/45 → 0.

3.3.1 Stein’s method of exchangeable pairs

This section gives the proof of a weaker version of the combinatorial CLT.
Compared to the proof of Chen et al. (2010, Theorem 6.2), the following one
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is easier to parse and thus fits more to the philosophy of this book. For all
subsequence results this book is going to cover, this weaker result also suffices.

Let’s first introduce Stein’s identity that is due to Stein (1972).

Lemma 3.2 (Stein’s identity, Lemma 2.1 in Chen et al. (2010)) If
a random variable Z is standard Gaussian, then for all absolutely continuous
functions f : R → R with finite E|f ′(Z)|, we have

Ef ′(Z) = E[Zf(Z)].

Conversely, if the above identity holds for all bounded, continuous and piece-
wise continuously differentiable functions f with finite E|f ′(Z)|, then Z is
standard Gaussian distributed.

The idea of characterizing the Gaussian by checking the averaged difference
between f ′(Z) and Zf(Z) is ingenious, and also proves to be extremely useful
in bounding the distance between probability measures. It turns out to be
directly related to a information-theoretical metric, the Wasserstein distance.

In detail, for any two R-valued random variablesW and Z, the Wasserstein-
1 distance between W and Z is defined as

dW (W,Z) := sup
g∈L(1)

∣∣∣E[g(W )]− E[g(Z)]
∣∣∣,

where the supremum is over L(1), the set of all 1-Lipschitz functions g, that
is, functions satisfying |g(w) − g(z)| ≤ |w − z| for all w, z ∈ R.

Exercise 3.1 For any two R-valued random variables W,Z such that Z has
a bounded Lebesgue density, please show that

sup
t∈R

∣∣∣Pr(W ≤ t)− Pr(Z ≤ t)
∣∣∣ ≤ K

{
dW (W,Z)

}1/2
,

where the constant K > 0 only depends on the density of Z. Please also
specify an explicit K.

By Stein’s identity, the following lemma then holds; its proof is a little bit
technical and not quite related to the mainstream of this book, so we relegate
it to the end of this chapter.

Lemma 3.3 For Z ∼ N(0, 1) and any random variable W , we have

dW (W,Z) ≤ sup
f∈L′(1)

∣∣∣E
[
f ′(W )−Wf(W )

]∣∣∣,

where

L′(1) :=
{
f : R → R; ‖f‖∞ ≤ 1, ‖f ′‖∞ ≤

√
2

π
, ‖f ′′‖∞ ≤ 2

}
.
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With Lemma 3.3, the problem of quantifying the convergence rate of any
sequence of R-valued random variables Xn to its limit Z, if Gaussian, reduces
to bounding |E[f ′(W )−Wf(W )]| over L′(1).

Definition 3.1 (Exchangeable pair) For any random variable W , it
is said that (W,W ′) forms an exchangeable pair if (W,W ′) has the same
distribution as (W ′,W ).

The following theorem connects the Wasserstein distance between any ran-
dom variable W and Z ∼ N(0, 1) to, quite surprisingly, the structure of
(W,W ′). This is the celebrated Stein’s method of exchangeable pairs.

Lemma 3.4 Suppose that (W,W ′) forms an exchangeable pair such that

E(W ′ −W |W ) = −λW, for some λ ∈ (0, 1), (3.1)

which implies that E[W ] = 0. Further assume E[W 2] = 1. It is then true that

dW (W,Z) ≤
( 2

π
Var

[
E
{ 1

2λ
(W ′ −W )2 |W

}])1/2

+
1

3λ
E
∣∣∣W ′ −W

∣∣∣
3

.

Proof. Using Lemma 3.3, it suffices to uniformly bound

∣∣∣E
[
f ′(W )−Wf(W )

]∣∣∣

over those functions f such that ‖f‖∞ ≤ 1, ‖f ′‖∞ ≤
√
2/π, ‖f ′′‖∞ ≤ 2.

Since
E(W ′ −W |W ) = −λW,

we have

E
[
(W ′ −W )f(W )

]
= E

[
E[W ′ −W |W ]f(W )

]
= −λE[Wf(W )].

Next, introduce F (x) whose derivative is f(x). By Taylor expanding F (·)
at W , we have

E
[
F (W ′)− F (W )

]
= E

[
(W ′ −W )f(W )

]
+

1

2
E
[
(W ′ −W )2f ′(W )

]
+R,

where, using the property that ‖f ′′‖∞ < 2, we have |R| ≤ 1
3E|W ′ −W |3.

Accordingly,

E
[
(W ′ −W )f(W )

]
= E

[
F (W ′)− F (W )

]
− 1

2
E
[
(W ′ −W )2f ′(W )

]
−R

= −1

2
E
[
(W ′ −W )2f ′(W )

]
−R,

where in the second equality we used that (W,W ′) is an exchangeable pair
so that
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E
[
F (W ′)− F (W )

]
= 0.

Then, we have

E[Wf(W )] =
1

2λ
E
[
(W ′ −W )2f ′(W )

]
+
R

λ
,

and thus
∣∣∣E

[
f ′(W )−Wf(W )

]∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣E

[{ 1

2λ
(W ′ −W )2 − 1

}
f ′(W )

]
+
R

λ

∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣E

[{ 1

2λ
(W ′ −W )2 − 1

}
f ′(W )

]∣∣∣+ 1

3λ
E|W ′ −W |3

=
∣∣∣E

[
(U − 1)f ′(W )

]∣∣∣+ 1

3λ
E|W ′ −W |3

≤
√

2

π
E|U − 1|+ 1

3λ
E|W ′ −W |3,

where we define

U = E
{ 1

2λ
(W ′ −W )2 |W

}
.

It remains to control

E|U − 1| = ‖U − 1‖L1 ≤ ‖U − 1‖L2 =
√
Var(U),

where in the last equality we used the fact that EW 2 = 1 so that

E[U ] =
1

2λ
E(W ′ −W )2 =

2− 2E[WW ′]
2λ

=
−2E[(W ′ −W )W ]

2λ
= 1.

This shows that, for any f ∈ L′(1),

∣∣∣E
[
f ′(W )−Wf(W )

]∣∣∣ ≤
( 2

π
Var

[
E
{ 1

2λ
(W ′−W )2 |W

}])1/2

+
1

3λ
E
∣∣∣W ′−W

∣∣∣
3

.

Combining the above inequality with Lemma 3.3 then completes the proof.
⊓⊔

3.3.2 Proof of a weaker version of the combinatorial CLT

Using Lemma 3.4 yields the following weaker version of Theorem 3.1.

Theorem 3.2 (Combinatorial CLT, weaker version) There exists a
universal constant K > 0 such that, for any N ≥ 4,
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dW

(Y − E[Y ]√
Var(Y )

, Z
)
≤ K ·





N∑
i,j=1

∣∣di,j
∣∣3

Nσ3
A

+

√√√√√√

N∑
i,j=1

d4i,j

Nσ4
A





,

where Z ∼ N(0, 1).

Corollary 3.3 There exists a universal constant K > 0 such that, for any
N ≥ 4,

sup
t∈R

∣∣∣Pr
(Y − E[Y ]√

Var(Y )
≤ t

)
− Φ(t)

∣∣∣ ≤ K ·
√
BA
σA

.

Proof. Use Exercise 3.1. ⊓⊔

Proof of Theorem 3.2. The proof of Theorem 3.2 involves constructing an
specific exchangeable pair for the combinatorial sum. To this end, let’s intro-
duce a couple of π to be

π′ :=





π(i), if i 6= I, J,

π(J), if i = I,

π(I), if i = J,

with I, J uniformly and independently sampled from [N ].

Exercise 3.2 Please show that (π, π′) forms an exchangeable pair.

Using Exercise 3.2 and Lemma 3.1, it is natural to construct

W = Y − E[Y ] =

N∑

i=1

di,π(i) and W ′ =
N∑

i=1

di,π′(i)

and it is immediate that (W,W ′) also forms an exchangeable pair. In addition,
by proper standardization, without loss of generality, we can assume

σ2
A = 1.

Step 1. Let’s first verify Condition (3.1) in Lemma 3.4:

E[W ′ −W | π] = E
[
dI,π(J) + dJ,π(I) − dI,π(I) − dJ,π(J) | π

]

=
2

N2

N∑

i,j=1

di,π(j) −
2

N

N∑

i=1

di,π(i)

= − 2

N
W.
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Accordingly, E[W ′ −W |W ] = −λW with

λ =
2

N
∈ (0, 1) whenever N ≥ 3.

Step 2. Next, let’s bound

1

3λ
E|W ′ −W |3 =

N

6
E
∣∣∣dI,π(J) + dJ,π(I) − dI,π(I) − dJ,π(J)

∣∣∣
3

≤ 32N

6

(
E|dI,π(J)|3 + E|dI,π(I)|3

)

=
32N

6

( 1

N2

N∑

i,j=1

|di,j |3 +
1

N(N − 1)

N∑

i,j=1

|di,j |3
)

≤ 16

N

N∑

i,j=1

|di,j |3.

Step 3. Lastly, we calculate

E[(W ′ −W )2 | π] = E
[(
dI,π(J) + dJ,π(I) − dI,π(I) − dJ,π(J)

)2

| π
]

=
1

N2

N∑

i,j=1

(
di,π(j) + dj,π(i) − di,π(i) − dj,π(j)

)2

=:
1

N2

N∑

i,j=1

X2
ij .

It is then immediate that

Var
( 1

N2

N∑

i,j=1

X2
ij

)
=

1

N4

∑

i,j,k,ℓ

[
E[X2

ijX
2
kℓ]− E[X2

ij ]E[X
2
kℓ]

]
.

It remains to bound

∑

i,j,k,ℓ

[
E[X2

ijX
2
kℓ]− E[X2

ij ]E[X
2
kℓ]

]
.

Let’s first study the case when i 6= j 6= k 6= ℓ. For them, we have

E[X2
ijX

2
kℓ] =

1

N(N − 1)(N − 2)(N − 3)

∑

i1 6=i2 6=i3 6=i4
Aiji1i2Akℓi3i4

and

E[X2
ij ]E[X

2
kℓ] =

1

N2(N − 1)2

∑

i1 6=i2
Aiji1i2

∑

i3 6=i4
Ajki3i4 ,
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where

Aijkℓ :=
(
di,k + dj,ℓ − di,ℓ − dj,k

)2

.

Accordingly,

E[X2
ijX

2
kℓ]− E[X2

ij ]E[X
2
kℓ] ≤

C

N5

∑

i1 6=i2 6=i3 6=i4
Aiji1i2Akℓi3i4

≤ 4C

N5

∑

i1 6=i2 6=i3 6=i4

[
d4i,i1 + d4j,i2 + d4i,i2 + d4j,i1 + d4k,i3 + d4ℓ,i4 + d4k,i4 + d4ℓ,i3

]
,

so that

∑

i6=j 6=k 6=ℓ

{
E[X2

ijX
2
kℓ]− E[X2

ij ]E[X
2
kℓ]

}
≤ C′N

N∑

i,j=1

d4i,j . (3.2)

It remains to consider the case when i = k 6= j 6= ℓ. For this, we have

∑

i6=j 6=ℓ

{
E[X2

ijX
2
iℓ]− E[X2

ij ]E[X
2
iℓ]
}
≤

∑

i6=j 6=ℓ
E[X2

ijX
2
iℓ] ≤

1

2

∑

i6=j 6=ℓ
[EX4

ij + EX4
iℓ]

=N
∑

i6=j
EX4

ij =
1

N − 1

∑

i6=j

∑

i1 6=i2
A2
iji1i2 ≤ 8

N − 1

∑

i6=j

∑

i1 6=i2
(d4i,i1 + d4j,i2 + d4i,i2 + d4j,i1 )

≤16N

N∑

i,j=1

d4i,j . (3.3)

Combining (3.2) and (3.3), we obtain

Var
( 1

N2

N∑

i,j=1

X2
ij

)
≤ C′′

N3

N∑

i,j=1

d4i,j

so that

1

4λ2
Var

( 1

N2

N∑

i,j=1

X2
ij

)
≤ 16C′′

N

N∑

i,j=1

d4i,j .

In other words, we showed

Var
[
E
{ 1

2λ
(W ′ −W )2 | π

}]
≤ 16C′′

N

N∑

i,j=1

d4i,j . (3.4)

Step 4. Lastly, we use the following lemma.

Lemma 3.5 For any random variables X,Y, Z such that X is a measurable
function of Z, it holds true that
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Var(E[Y | X ]) ≤ Var(E[Y | Z]).

Combining the above lemma (by picking X to be W and Z to be π) with
(3.4), and plugging everything to Lemma 3.4 then complete the proof. ⊓⊔
Exercise 3.3 Prove Lemma 3.5.

3.4 A variant of the combinatorial CLT

To analyze Chatterjee’s rank correlation in Example 1.1, the classical com-
binatorial CLT is not helpful and we need a variant. To this end, let’s define
the oscillation sum as

W =

N∑

i=1

aπ(i),π(i+1) with the convention that π(N + 1) = π(1).

Some calculations give the mean and variance of W .

Proposition 3.2 We have

E[W ] =
1

N − 1

∑

i6=j∈[N ]

aij

and Var(W ) =
1

N − 2

∑

i,j∈[N ]

d2i,j −
1

(N − 1)(N − 2)

∑

i,j∈[N ]

di,jdj,i+

1

(N − 1)2(N − 2)

( ∑

i∈[N ]

di,i

)2

− N

(N − 1)(N − 2)

∑

i∈[N ]

d2i,i.

Exercise 3.4 Please prove Proposition 3.2.

Theorem 3.3 (Oscillation combinatorial CLT) Assume

n∑

i=1

d2ii = O(σ2
A).

Then there exists a universal constant K > 0 such that

sup
t∈R

∣∣∣Pr
(W − E[W ]√

Var(W )
≤ t

)
− Φ(t)

∣∣∣ ≤ K√
N

(
√ ∑
i,j∈[N ]

d4i,j

σ2
A

+

√ ∑
i,j∈[N ]

|di,j |3

σ
3/2
A

)
.

Proof. Proof of Theorem 1 in Chao et al. (1996). ⊓⊔
Corollary 3.4 The random variable W is asymptotically normal if the ratio
BA/σA → 0.
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Proof. We have

√
1
N

∑
i,j∈[N ]

d4i,j

σ2
A

+

√
1
N

∑
i,j∈[N ]

|di,j |3

σ
3/2
A

≤ BA
√
σ2
A

σ2
A

+
B

1/2
A

√
σ2
A

σ
3/2
A

=
BA
σA

+

√
BA
σA

,

which goes to 0 if BA/σA → 0. ⊓⊔

Example 3.6 (Chatterjee’s rank correlation) Let ξN =
∑N−1
i=1 |π(i + 1) −

π(i)|, with a corresponding matrix ai,j = |i − j|. Using a tedious revision of
Proposition 3.2, we could then derive

E[ξN ] =
N2 − 1

3

and

Var(ξN ) =
2

45
N3 +O(N2).

Invoking exactly the same argument of Example 3.5, we also have ξn is asymp-
totically normal.

3.5 Combinatorial moderate deviations

Theorem 3.4 (Combinatorial moderate deviations) There exists a
universal constant M > 0 such that

Pr
(Y − E[Y ]√

Var(Y )
≥ t

)/
(1− Φ(t)) = 1 +M(1 + t3)BA/σA

holds for all t ∈ [0, (σA/BA)
1/3].

The proof of this result is based on a zero-biased coupling technique.

Lemma 3.6 (Chen-Fang-Shao) Assume a zero-biased couple (X,X∗),
which satisfies

E[X ] =0, Var(X) = 1, and E[Xf(X)] = E[f ′(X∗)], for any bounded and

absolutely continuous function f with a bounded derivative f ′.

Further assume the existence of a constant δ such that

Pr(|X −X∗| ≤ δ) = 1.

We then have
Pr(X ≥ t)

1− Φ(t)
= 1 +O(1)(1 + t3)δ
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holds for all t ∈ [0, δ−1/3].

Proof. Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.1 of Chen et al. (2013). ⊓⊔

Get back to the proof of Theorem 3.4. Let the random variable X in
Lemma 3.6 take the value

Ỹ =
N∑

i=1

di,π(i)/σA.

Lemma 3.7 (Goldstein) There exists a zero-biased couple of Ỹ , denoted

by Ỹ ∗, such that
Pr(|Ỹ − Ỹ ∗| ≤ 8BA/σA) = 1.

Proof. Theorem 2.1 in Goldstein (2005). ⊓⊔

3.6 Combinatorial moment inequalities

3.6.1 Chatterjee’s method

This section aims to establish concentration inequalities for the combinatorial
sums. It turns out that such inequalities can be derived through a novel
use of Stein’s exchangeable method. The idea first appeared in the Ph.D.
thesis of Sourav Chatterjee, bearing the title “Concentration inequalities with
exchangeable pairs” (Chatterjee, 2005) and later published in the Annals of
Probability (Chatterjee, 2007).

To introduce Chatterjee’s ingenious approach, let’s consider a general set-
ting with X ∈ X to be a generic random variable, and f : X → R to be the
object of interest such that, without loss of generality,

E[f(X)] = 0.

Introduce X ′ so that (X,X ′) form an exchangeable pair; see Definition 3.1.
Now, seek a couple of f , denoted by

F : X 2 → R,

such that

F (X,X ′) = −F (X ′, X) and E[F (X,X ′) | X ] = f(X).

Define

v(x) :=
1

2
E
[∣∣∣(f(X)− f(X ′))F (X,X ′)

∣∣∣ | X = x
]
.
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Lastly, assume

E[f2(X)] <∞, E[F 2(X,X ′)] <∞, and Eetf(X) <∞ for all t ∈ R. (3.5)

Lemma 3.8 (Master lemma) Assume (3.5) and defineMλ := E[exp(λf(X))].
We then have

d

dλ
Mλ ≤ |λ|E

[
eλf(X)v(X)

]
, for all λ ∈ R.

Proof. We have, due to (3.5),

d

dλ
Mλ = E

[ d

dλ
eλf(X)

]
= E

[
f(X)eλf(X)

]
.

Notice that, for any square-integrable h : X → R,

E[h(X)f(X)] = E[h(X) · E[F (X,X ′) | X ]] = E[h(X)F (X,X ′)]

=
1

2
E[(h(X)− h(X ′))F (X,X ′)]. (3.6)

We can continue to write

d

dλ
Mλ =

1

2
E
[(
eλf(X) − eλf(X

′)
)
F (X,X ′)

]

≤ |λ|
4
E
[(
eλf(X) + eλf(X

′)
)∣∣∣(f(X)− f(X ′))F (X,X ′)

∣∣∣
]

≤ |λ|E
[
eλf(X)v(X)

]
,

where in the first inequality we use the fact that

∣∣∣e
x − ey

x− y

∣∣∣ ≤ 1

2
(ex + ey) for any x, y ∈ R.

This completes the proof. ⊓⊔

The following is Chatterjee’s first lemma, which gives a Hoeffding type
inequality for those f(X) with v(x) bounded almost surely.

Lemma 3.9 (Chatterjee’s first lemma) Assume (3.5) and suppose that
there exists a finite positive constant M such that P(|v(X)| ≤ M) = 1. It
then holds true that

E
[
exp(λf(X))

]
≤ exp(Mλ2/2), for all λ ∈ R

and thus
Pr(f(X) ≥ t) ≤ exp(−t2/2M), for all t ≥ 0.

Proof. Using Lemma 3.8, we can continue to write
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d

dλ
Mλ ≤ |λ|E

[
eλf(X)v(X)

]
≤M |λ|Mλ.

The above equation, combined with the initial condition that M0 = 1, yields
the conclusion. ⊓⊔

Lemma 3.10 (Chatterjee’s second lemma) Assume (3.5). Suppose fur-
ther that there exist finite positive constants A,B such that

Pr
{
v(X) ≤ Af(X) +B

}
= 1.

It then holds true that

E
[
exp(λf(X))

]
≤ exp

[ Bλ2

2(1−Aλ)

]
for all λ ∈ [0, 1/A),

and for all t ≥ 0,

Pr(f(X) ≥ t) ≤ exp
(
− t2

2B + 2At

)
.

Proof. Using Lemma 3.8, we obtain

d

dλ
Mλ ≤ |λ|E

[
eλf(X)v(X)

]
≤ |λ|E

[
eλf(X)(Af(X) +B)

]
= A|λ| d

dλ
Mλ +B|λ|Mλ.

which yields
d

dλ
logMλ ≤ Bλ

1−Aλ
for all λ ∈ [0, 1/A).

Combining the above with the initial condition that logM0 = 0 yields

logMλ ≤
∫ λ

0

Bs

1−As
ds ≤

∫ λ

0

Bs

1−Aλ
ds =

Bλ2

2(1−Aλ)
.

Lastly, invoking Exercise 2.12 gives the tail probability bound. ⊓⊔

Lemma 3.11 (Chatterjee’s third lemma) Assume (3.5) and introduce
the function

r(ψ) =
1

ψ
log Eeψv(X), for any ψ > 0.

It then holds true that

log Eeλf(X) ≤ λ2r(ψ)

2(1− λ2/ψ)
, for all ψ > 0 and 0 ≤ λ <

√
ψ,

and thus, for any t ≥ 0 and ψ > 0,

Pr
{
f(X) ≥ t

}
≤ exp

{
− t2

2r(ψ) + 2t/
√
ψ

}
.
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Proof. Using Lemma 3.8, we obtain

d

dλ
Mλ ≤ |λ|E

[
eλf(X)v(X)

]
≤ λMλ

ψ
E[ψv(X) ·Wλ],

where we introduce

Wλ :=
1

Mλ
· eλf(X),

whose expectation is one. Jensen’s inequality then yields, for any λ ≥ 0,

d

dλ
Mλ ≤ λMλ

ψ
E
[
Wλ · log eψv(X)

]

≤ λMλ

ψ
log E[eψv(X)] +

λMλ

ψ
E[Wλ logWλ],

where in the second inequality we invoke Exercise 2.7. Since

d

dλ
Mλ

∣∣∣
λ=0

= E[f(X)] = 0, M0 = 1, and Mλ is convex,

we derive Mλ ≥ 1 for all λ ∈ R. Consequently, logWλ ≤ λf(X) and thus

d

dλ
Mλ ≤ λMλr(ψ) +

λ2

ψ

d

dλ
Mλ,

yielding
d

dλ
Mλ ≤ r(ψ)λ

1− λ2/ψ
Mλ, for all 0 ≤ λ <

√
ψ.

This implies
d

dλ
logMλ ≤ r(ψ)λ

1− λ2/ψ

so that, combining with the fact that logM0 = 0,

logMλ ≤
∫ λ

0

r(ψ)s

1− s2/ψ
ds ≤

∫ λ

0

r(ψ)s

1− λ2/ψ
ds =

r(ψ)λ2

2(1− λ2/ψ)
,

which completes the proof. ⊓⊔

Lemma 3.12 (Chatterjee’s fourth lemma) For any positive integer k,

E[(f(X))2k] ≤ (2k − 1)kE[v(X)k].

Proof. Invoking (3.6) and choosing h(x) = x2k−1, we obtain

E[f(X)2k] =
1

2
E[(f(X)2k−1 − f(X ′)2k−1)F (X,X ′)]

≤ (2k − 1)E[f(X)2k−2v(X)]
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≤ (2k − 1){E[f(X)2k]}(k−1)/k{E[v(X)k]}1/k,

where the first inequality is due to

∣∣∣x2k−1 − y2k−1
∣∣∣ ≤ 2k − 1

2
(x2k−2 + y2k−2)|x − y| for any x, y ∈ R.

Rearranging the bound yields the conclusion. ⊓⊔

3.6.2 Combinatorial moment inequalities

Next, let’s apply Chatterjee’s method to studying the combinatorial sums.
To this end, we construct an exchangeable pair of Y . Like Theorem 3.2, we
introduce a couple of π to be

π′ := π ◦ (I, J) =





π(i), if i 6= I, J,

π(J), if i = I,

π(I), if i = J,

with I, J uniformly and independently sampled from [N ]. It is easy to check
that (π, π′) is an exchangeable pair. Recall Lemma 3.1 that

Y − E[Y ] =

N∑

i=1

di,π(i).

Now take

f(π) =

N∑

i=1

di,π(i) and F (π1, π2) =
N

2

( N∑

i=1

di,π1(i) −
N∑

i=1

di,π2(i)

)
.

The following lemma shows that the couple (f, F ) satisfies the conditions of
Chatterjee’s method.

Lemma 3.13 We have,

F (π, π′) = −F (π′, π) and E[F (π, π′) | π] = f(π).

In addition,

v(π) =
1

2
E
[∣∣∣(f(π) − f(π′))F (π, π′)

∣∣∣ | π
]

=
1

4N

∑

i,j∈[N ]

(
di,π(i) + dj,π(j) − di,π(j) − dj,π(i)

)2
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≤2
∑

i∈[N ]

d2i,π(i) + 2σ2
A. (3.7)

Proof. We have

2E[F (π, π′) | π] = NE[dI,π(I) + dJ,π(J) − dI,π(J) − dJ,π(I) | π]

= 2

N∑

i=1

di,π(i) −
2

N

∑

i,j∈[N ]

di,π(j)

= 2f(π).

Therefore, the couple (f, F ) satisfies the required conditions. It remains to
calculate and bound the corresponding v(·) function; for this, we have

v(π) =
N

4
E
[( N∑

i=1

di,π(i) −
N∑

i=1

di,π′(i)

)2

| π
]

=
1

4N

∑

i,j∈[N ]

(
di,π(i) + dj,π(j) − di,π(j) − dj,π(i)

)2

≤ 2
∑

i∈[N ]

d2i,π(i) + 2σ2
A.

This completes the proof. ⊓⊔

Theorem 3.5 (Combinatorial Hoeffding’s inequality, version I) We
have, for all t ≥ 0,

Pr(Y − E[Y ] ≥ t) ≤ exp
(
− t2

4NB2
A + 4σ2

A

)
.

Proof. Continue from (3.7) and use a crude bound

2
∑

i∈[N ]

d2i,π(i) + 2σ2
A ≤ 2NB2

A + 2σ2
A.

Invoking Lemma 3.9 then completes the proof. ⊓⊔

Theorem 3.6 (Combinatorial Hoeffding’s inequality, version II)
Suppose that A = [ai,j ] can be decomposed as ai,j = aibj . We then have, for
all t ≥ 0,

Pr(Y − E[Y ] ≥ t) ≤ exp
(
− t2

4σ2
A + 4σ2

A

)
,

where
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σ2
A = sup

s∈SN

N∑

i=1

(ai − aN )2(bs(i) − bN )2 ≤

√√√√
N∑

i=1

(ai − aN )4 ·

√√√√
N∑

i=1

(bi − bN )4

and σ2
A =

1

N − 1

N∑

i=1

(ai − aN )2
N∑

j=1

(bj − bN )2

with aN := N−1
∑N

i=1 ai and bN := N−1
∑N

i=1 bi.

Proof. Continuing from (3.7) and using the fact that, as ai,j = aibj ,

di,j = (ai − aN )(bj − bN ),

we obtain

2
∑

i∈[N ]

d2i,π(i) + 2σ2
A ≤ 2

N∑

i=1

(ai − aN )2(bπ(i) − bN )2 + 2σ2
A ≤ 2σ2

A + 2σ2
A,

which concludes the proof using Lemma 3.9. ⊓⊔

Theorem 3.7 (Combinatorial Bernstein’s inequality) We have, for
all t ≥ 0,

Pr(Y − E[Y ] ≥ t) ≤ exp
(
− t2

12σ2
A + 4

√
2BAt

)
.

Proof. Continuing (3.7), we obtain

v(π) ≤ 2
∑

i∈[N ]

d2i,π(i) +
2

N

∑

i,j∈[N ]

d2i,π(j) ≤W + 4σ2
A, (3.8)

where we introduce

W = 2
∑

i∈[N ]

d2i,π(i) −
2(N − 1)

N
σ2
A,

whose mean is easily verified to be 0.
Plugging it into Lemma 3.11, we obtain

r(ψ) =
1

ψ
log Eeψv(X) ≤ 1

ψ
log Eeψ(W+4σ2

A) ≤ 4σ2
A +

1

ψ
log EeψW .

It remains to bound log EeψW . To this end, let’s employ the Stein exchange-
able pair again, which gives

vW (π) =
1

N

∑

i,j∈[N ]

[d2i,π(i) + d2j,π(j) − d2i,π(j) − d2j,π(i)]
2
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≤ 4B2
A

N

∑

i,j∈[N ]

[d2i,π(i) + d2j,π(j) + d2i,π(j) + d2j,π(i)]

≤ 4B2
A(W + 4σ2

A).

Plugging the above bound into Lemma 3.10, we obtain

log EeψW ≤ 8B2
Aσ

2
Aψ

2

1− 4B2
Aψ

,

implying

r(ψ) ≤ 4σ2
A +

8B2
Aσ

2
Aψ

1− 4B2
Aψ

.

Sending the above bound into Lemma 3.11 and setting ψ = (8B2
A)

−1 com-
pletes the proof. ⊓⊔

3.7 Combinatorial multivariate CLT

Lastly, we extend the above results to multivariate ai,j ∈ Rp. We could then
similarly define

ai,• =
1

N

N∑

j=1

aij , a•,j =
1

N

N∑

i=1

aij , a•,• =
1

N2

N∑

i,j=1

ai,j ,

and di,j = ai,j − ai,• − a•,j + a•,•. It is easy to verify that
∑N
i=1 di,j =∑N

j=1 di,j = 0 for any i, j ∈ [N ]. Define

Y :=

N∑

i=1

ai,π(i), µA =
1

N

N∑

i,j=1

ai,j , and ΣA =
1

N − 1

∑

i,j∈[N ]

di,jd
⊤
i,j.

Proposition 3.3 (Mean and covariance matrix of Y ) We have

E[Y ] = µA and Cov(Y ) = ΣA.

Exercise 3.5 Please prove Proposition 3.3.

Proposition 3.4 (Multivariate combinatorial CLT) Suppose p is a
fixed positive integer and it further holds true that

1

N

N∑

i=1

N∑

j=1

∥∥∥Σ−1/2
A di,j

∥∥∥
3

2
→ 0. (3.9)
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We then have Σ
−1/2
A (Y − µA) ⇒ N(0, Ip).

Proof. Invoking the Cramer-Wold devise (Corollary 2.1), it suffices to show
that, for any v ∈ Rp such that ‖v‖2 = 1, we have

v⊤Σ−1/2
A (Y − µA) ⇒ N(0, 1).

Notice that

v⊤Σ−1/2
A (Y − µA) =

N∑

i=1

v⊤Σ−1/2
A di,π(i) =

N∑

i=1

wi,π(i)

with wi,j = v⊤Σ−1/2
A di,j and

Var
( n∑

i=1

wi,π(i)

)
=

1

N − 1

N∑

i,j=1

v⊤Σ−1/2
A di,jd

⊤
i,jΣ

−1/2
A v

= v⊤Σ−1/2
A

( 1

N − 1

N∑

i,j=1

di,jd
⊤
i,j

)
Σ

−1/2
A v

= v⊤Σ−1/2
A ΣAΣ

−1/2
A v = 1.

Invoking Theorem 3.1, we then obtain
∑N

i=1 wi,π(i) ⇒ N(0, 1) if

1

N

∑

i,j∈[N ]

|wi,j |3 ≤ 1

N

∑

i,j∈[N ]

∥∥∥Σ−1/2
A di,j

∥∥∥
3

2
→ 0.

This completes the proof. ⊓⊔

3.8 Hoeffding’s convex ordering inequality

We end this chapter with a useful result that compares linear statistics of en-
tries sampled without replacement to those with replacement. This inequal-
ity is due to Wassily Hoeffding’s pathbreaking 1963 paper (Hoeffding, 1963)
that also proposed another, maybe more famous, inequality named after him
(Theorem 2.18).

The observation that sampling without replacement would lead to more
accurate estimates than sampling with replacement is intuitive. In the case
of a linear statistics, the following argument of Debabrata Basu (Basu, 1958)
is well-known.

Lemma 3.14 Fix an arbitrary scalar set {z1, . . . , zN} that contains not nec-
essarily distinct elements. Then, for any n ∈ [N ], we have
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Var
( n∑

i=1

Yi

)
≤ Var

( n∑

i=1

Xi

)
,

where Y1, . . . , Yn are sampled uniformly without replacement from {z1, . . . , zN},
and X1, . . . , Xn are sampled uniformly with replacement (i.e., independently)
from {z1, . . . , zN}.
Remark 3.1 We note that the permutation sum

∑n
i=1 Yi can be easily written

in the form of a combinatorial sum:

n∑

i=1

Yi =

N∑

i=1

zi1(π(i) ≤ n).

Accordingly, any concentration inequalities for independent sums and derived
using Chernoff-type bounds can yield a couple for permutation sums.

Proof. It is immediate that, for each i ∈ [n], Yi and Xi are identically dis-
tributed, so that they have identical moments. Accordingly, we have

Var
( n∑

i=1

Xi

)
−Var

( n∑

i=1

Yi

)
= E

[ n∑

i=1

Xi

]2
− E

[ n∑

i=1

Yi

]2

=
∑

i6=j
E[XiXj ]−

∑

i6=j
E[YiYj ] = n(n− 1)

(
E[X1X2]− E[Y1Y2]

)

= n(n− 1)
( 1

n2

n∑

i,j=1

zizj −
1

n(n− 1)

∑

i6=j
zizj

)
=

1

n

{
(n− 1)

n∑

i=1

z2i −
∑

i6=j
zizj

}

=
1

n

{∑

i6=j

z2i + z2j
2

−
∑

i6=j
zizj

}
≥ 0.

The proof is thus complete. ⊓⊔
Wassily Hoeffding extended the above argument to a more general frame-

work that can potentially compare the stochastic ordering of vector-valued
linear functionals arising from the two types of samplings. The following is
his convex ordering inequality.

Theorem 3.8 (Hoeffding’s convex ordering inequality) Consider any
vector space Z and any z1, . . . , zN (not necessarily distinct) in Z. For any
convex function f : Z → R and any n ∈ [N ], we have

Ef
( n∑

i=1

Yi

)
≤ Ef

( n∑

i=1

Xi

)
,

where Y1, . . . , Yn are sampled uniformly without replacement from {z1, . . . , zN},
and X1, . . . , Xn are sampled uniformly with replacement (i.e., independently)
from {z1, . . . , zN}.
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Proof. Hoeffding’s original proof is hard to digest. In the following we used
a coupling argument that the author learnt from Ben-Hamou et al. (2018).

Let {J1, J2, . . .} be random integers sampled uniformly and independently
from [N ]. For each k ∈ [N ], let

Ik = JTk ,

where Tk indexes the k-th distinct item appearing in {J1, J2, . . .}. It is then
immediate that

n∑

i=1

Xi
d
=

n∑

i=1

zJi and
n∑

i=1

Yi
d
=

n∑

i=1

zIi ,

so it suffices to compare the two sums on the righthand sides. To this end,
we have that, for any distinct points i1, . . . , in ∈ [N ] and k ∈ [n],

E
[
zJk | {Iℓ}nℓ=1 = {iℓ}nℓ=1

]
=

n∑

j=1

Pr
(
Jk = ij | {Iℓ}nℓ=1 = {iℓ}nℓ=1

)
zij

=
n∑

j=1

1

n
zij =

1

n
E
[ n∑

i=1

Yi | {Iℓ}nℓ=1 = {iℓ}nℓ=1

]
,

so that

E
[ n∑

i=1

Xi | {Iℓ}nℓ=1

]
=

n∑

k=1

E
[
zJk | {Iℓ}nℓ=1

]
=

n∑

i=1

Yi.

Accordingly,

E
[ n∑

i=1

Xi |
n∑

i=1

Yi

]
= E

[
E
[ n∑

i=1

Xi | {Iℓ}nℓ=1

]
|
n∑

i=1

Yi

]
=

n∑

i=1

Yi.

Thusly, (
∑
Xi,

∑
Yi) forms a martingale coupling. In particular, we have, by

(finite form) Jensen’s inequality (Lemma 3.15),

Ef
( n∑

i=1

Yi

)
= E

[
f
(
E
[ n∑

i=1

Xi |
n∑

i=1

Yi

])]

≤ E
[
E
[
f
( n∑

i=1

Xi

)
|
n∑

i=1

Yi

]]

= E
[
f
( n∑

i=1

Xi

)]
.

This completes the proof. ⊓⊔
Lemma 3.15 (Finite-form Jensen’s inequality) Assume a function
f : Z → R to be convex, i.e., for any nonnegative real numbers λ1, λ2 such
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that λ1 + λ2 = 1, we have

f(λ1z1 + λ2z2) ≤ λ1f(z1) + λ2f(z2), for any z1, z2 ∈ Z.

We then have, for any finite positive integer n and any nonnegative real
numbers λ1, . . . , λn such that

∑n
i=1 λi = 1,

f
( n∑

i=1

λizi

)
≤

n∑

i=1

λif(zi).

Exercise 3.6 Please prove lemma 3.15.

3.9 Notes

Chapters 3.1-3.2. Study of combinatorial sums of the form
∑N

i=1 ai,π(i)
originated from Wald and Wolfowitz (Wald and Wolfowitz, 1944), who were
focused on a more special case of ai,j = aibj ; see, also, Noether (1949),
Erdos and Renyi (1959), and Hájek (1961). The current form of the com-
binatorial sum was pinned down by Hoeffding (Hoeffding, 1951); see, also,
Motoo (1956).

Chapters 3.3-3.5. Wald and Wolfowitz (Wald and Wolfowitz, 1944),
Noether (Noether, 1949), and Dwass (Dwass, 1955) proved CLTs for linear

statistics of the form
∑N

i=1 aibπ(i), for which Hájek (Hájek, 1961) gave a final
say: a necessary and sufficient condition. Hoeffding introduced and proved
the first CLT for the general permutation statistic

∑N
i=1 ai,π(i) in Hoeffding

(1951). A Lindeberg condition was later established in Motoo (1956).
Von Bahr (von Bahr, 1976) gave the first Berry-Esseen-type bound for

quantifying the convergence of combinatorial CLTs. Ho and Chen (Ho and Chen,
1978) are the first to introduce Stein’s method into analyzing the combinato-
rial sum. Using a more refined analysis based on Stein’s method, Bolthausen
(Bolthausen, 1984) gave the present theorem (Theorem 3.1).

Charles Stein introduced Stein’s method in his famous 1972 paper (Stein,
1972). A standard reference to his method is the monograph written by Stein
himself (Stein, 1986). Another popular and also systematic introduction to
his method is Chen et al. (2010). See, also, Ross (2011) and Chatterjee (2014)
for some concise surveys of the literature. In particular, the author learnt the
arguments made in Chapter 3.3 from Ross (2011).

Chapter 3.4 concerns an oscillation setting that was related to counting
Eulerian number and the number of runs (Barton and Mallows, 1965; Knuth,
1998). A related setting concerns double- and multiply-indexed permutation
statistics (Zhao et al., 1997; Shi et al., 2022a), which are U-statistics coun-
terpart to the combinatorial sum studied in this chapter.
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Chapters 3.6-3.8. The idea of using Stein’s method to derive sharp con-
centration bounds is due to Sourav Chatterjee in Chatterjee (2005), which we
followed closely in this chapter. Specializing to survey sample means, Serfling
(1974) introduced a set of concentration inequalities based on the martingale
method; see, also, Bardenet and Maillard (2015) and Greene (2016) for sur-
veys of related inequalities. We will give a relatively more detailed discussion
on this literature in Chapter 5.

Shi and Ding (2022, Appendix Section A) gave a set of Berry-Esseen
bounds for multivariate combinatorial CLT. See, also, Fraser (1956) for
an early attempt and Bolthausen and Gotze (1993), Chatterjee and Meckes
(2008), and Fang and Röllin (2015) for some more recent progress.

Hoeffding’s original convex ordering inequality, presented in Hoeffding
(1963, Theorem 4), only concerns real-valued random variables. The present
theorem, instead, can handle general vector-valued random objects including,
in particular, stochastic processes. This form was introduced in van der Vaart and Wellner
(1996, Proposition A.1.9). The present proof is due to Ben-Hamou et al.
(2018), which only concerned real-valued random variables but whose proof
idea can be easily generalized to analyzing vector-valued ones. This type of
the generalization is of particular usefulness in stochastic process analysis.

Appendix

Lemma 3.16 Suppose g ∈ L(1) and Z ∼ N(0, 1). Then the Stein’s equation
for g,

f ′(w)− wf(w) = g(w)− Eg(Z), (3.10)

has the solution

f(w) = −
∫ 1

0

1

2
√
t(1− t)

E
[
Zg

(√
tw +

√
1− tZ

)]
dt.

Exercise 3.7 Prove Lemma 3.16.

Lemma 3.17 The Stein solution to g in Lemma 3.16 satisfies

‖f‖∞ ≤ 1, ‖f ′‖∞ ≤
√

2

π
, and ‖f ′′‖∞ ≤ 2.

Proof. Part I. Let h(Z) = g
(√
tw +

√
1− tZ

)
. By Lemma 3.2,

E[Zh(Z)] = E[h′(Z)],

yielding
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E
[
Zg

(√
tw +

√
1− tZ

)]
=

√
1− tE

[
g′
(√
tw +

√
1− tZ

)]
.

Accordingly,

f(w) = −
∫ 1

0

1

2
√
t
E
[
g′
(√
tw +

√
1− tZ

)]
dt

and thus

‖f‖∞ ≤
∫ 1

0

1

2
√
t
dt = 1.

Part II. According to the form of f , we have

f ′(w) = −
∫ 1

0

1

2
√
1− t

E
[
Zg′

(√
tw +

√
1− tZ

)]
dt

so that

‖f ′‖∞ ≤ E|Z| =
√

2

π
.

Part III. Taking derivative to (3.10) yields

f ′′(w)− f(w) − wf ′(w) = g′(w)

so that
f ′′(w) = g′(w) + f(w) + w

[
wf(w) + g(w) − Eg(Z)

]
.

Some algebra gives

g(w)− Eg(Z) =

∫ w

−∞
g′(z)Φ(z)dz −

∫ ∞

w

g′(z)Φ(z)dz,

where Φ(z) := 1− Φ(z). Similarly, we can write

f(w) = −
√
2πew

2/2
[
Φ(w)

∫ w

−∞
g′(z)Φ(z)dz + Φ(w)

∫ ∞

w

g′(z)Φ(z)dz
]
.

Combining together reaches

f ′′(w) =g′(w) + w[g(w) − E[g(Z)]] + (1 + w2)f(w)

=g′(w) +
[
w −

√
2π(1 + w2)ew

2/2Φ(w)
] ∫ w

−∞
g′(z)Φ(z)dz+

[
− w −

√
2π(1 + w2)ew

2/2Φ(w)
] ∫ ∞

w

g′(z)Φ(z)dz,

so that
‖f ′′‖∞ ≤ 2.
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This completes the proof of the whole lemma. ⊓⊔

Proof of Lemma 3.3. According to Equation (3.10), for all g ∈ L(1),

E[g(W )− g(Z)] = E[f ′(W )−Wf(W )],

so that, by Lemma 3.17,

dW (W,Z) = sup
g∈L(1)

∣∣∣E[g(W )− g(Z)]
∣∣∣

≤ sup
f∈L′(1)

∣∣∣E[f ′(W )−Wf(W )]
∣∣∣.

This completes the proof. ⊓⊔
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Chapter 4

Empirical Process Theory

4.1 Glivenko, Cantelli, Doob, Donsker, Kolmogorov,

and Skorokhod

The story begins with a series of questions on (different notions of) conver-
gences of the empirical CDF to the CDF.

Assume X1, . . . , Xn to be R-valued random variables sampled indepen-
dently from a law P whose CDF is written as F . The empirical CDF is then
defined to be

Fn(t) :=
1

n

n∑

i=1

1(Xi ≤ t),

corresponding to a (random) probability measure, which we call the empirical
measure and denote as Pn.

Glivenko, Cantelli, and Kolmogorov independently proved, appearing to
be published in 1933 in the same journal of the same issue, the following
theorem. We now often call it the Glivenko-Cantelli theorem.

Theorem 4.1 (Glivenko-Cantelli-Kolmogorov) For any distribution
function F , as long as X1, . . . , Xn are independently sampled from F , it
holds true that

sup
t∈R

∣∣∣Fn(t)− F (t)
∣∣∣ a.s.→ 0.

Proof. By the standard quantile transformation trick (cf. Dudley (1999,
Proposition 1.2)), it suffices to consider F corresponding to the law of the
Lebesgue measure over [0, 1]. In this case, for any fixed ǫ > 0, take a suf-
ficiently large integer k such that k−1 < ǫ/2. By the strong law of large
numbers, we then have

sup
j=0,1,...,k

∣∣∣Fn
( j
k

)
− j

k

∣∣∣ a.s.→ 0.

71
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In other words, there exists a set A ∈ F such that Pr(A) = 1 and for all
ω ∈ A, there exists a sufficiently large n0 such that, for any n > n0,

sup
j=0,1,...,k

∣∣∣Fn
( j
k

)
− j

k

∣∣∣ < ǫ/2.

For each t ∈ [0, 1], choose jt such that (jt − 1)/k ≤ t ≤ jt/k. Then, for all
ω ∈ A,

jt − 1

k
− ǫ

2
< Fn

(jt − 1

k

)
≤ Fn(t) ≤ Fn

( jt
k

)
≤ jt
k
+
ǫ

2
,

so that, uniformly, ∣∣∣Fn(t)− t
∣∣∣ ≤ ǫ.

This implies uniform almost sure convergence for Fn to F . ⊓⊔

The next question is, of course, how fast does the empirical CDF (uni-
formly) converge to the CDF? Fixing any t ∈ R, the standard CLT (see, e.g.,
Theorem 2.13) informs us that

√
n(Fn(t)−F (t)) =

1

n

n∑

i=1

(
1(Xi ≤ t)−P(Xi ≤ t)

)
⇒ N

(
0, F (t)(1−F (t))

)
.

Therefore, the best rate we can expect to achieve is
√
n. It turns out to be

indeed the right rate, and that there is even more we could say about this
rate of convergence: it is actually exponentially fast.

Theorem 4.2 (Dvoretzky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz-Massart) For any distri-
bution F , as long as X1, . . . , Xn are independently sampled from F , it holds
true that

Pr
(√

n sup
t∈R

∣∣∣Fn(t)− F (t)
∣∣∣ > u

)
≤ 2 exp(−2u2), for any u > 0.

Proof. See Massart (1990). ⊓⊔

Lastly, a crown question remains: does there exist a weak convergence type
result for the stochastic process {√n(Fn(t)− F (t)); t ∈ R} to its limit, if the
latter exists?

Unlike the Glivenko-Cantelli and Dvoretzky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz-Massart the-
orems, the last question involves first a subtle question:

what do we mean weak convergence of a sequence of stochastic processes
— here it is {√n(Fn(t)−F (t)); t ∈ R} indexed by the sample size n —
to another stochastic process?

Donsker in his famous 1952 paper, Donsker (1952), gave a (not quite right)
uniform convergence argument. Weak convergence of stochastic processes was
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clarified later (Dudley, 1966; Billingsley, 1968). The exact form of Definition
2.8 is due to Hoffmann-Jørgensen (1984). Dudley (1978) devised Theorem 2.5
and the exact form we took is due to Giné and Zinn (1986).

Applying Theorem 2.5 to {√n(Fn(t)− F (t)); t ∈ R} yields the celebrated
Donsker’s theorem, due to Donsker (1952) combined with Skorokhod (1956)
and Kolmogorov (1956).

Theorem 4.3 (Donsker-Skorokhod-Kolmogorov) The stochastic pro-
cesses {√n(Fn(t) − F (t)); t ∈ R} weakly converges to a (scaled) Brownian
bridge process, whose arbitrary finite-dimensional distribution is Gaussian
with mean zero and variance

Cov(Z(s), Z(t)) = F (s ∧ t)− F (s)F (t), for any s, t ∈ R.

4.2 Dudley’s metric entropy bounds

Stochastic equicontinuity, in the form of (2.1), is nontrivial to handle. Dud-
ley’s ingenuous approach to it constitutes the metric entropy method.

Definition 4.1 (Covering and packing numbers) For any pseudo-
metric space (T, d), the covering number, denoted by N (T, d, ǫ), and the
packing number, denoted by D(T, d, ǫ), stand for the minimal number of
radius-ǫ balls to cover T and the largest number of ǫ-separated points in
T , respectively.

Exercise 4.1 Please show that, for any pseudo-metric space and any ǫ > 0,

N (T, d, ǫ) ≤ D(T, d, ǫ) ≤ N (T, d, ǫ/2).

Definition 4.2 The metric entropy of (T, d) is defined as logN (T, d, ǫ).

Example 4.1 For any set Θ ⊂ Rd, it is immediate that

N (Θ, ‖ · ‖, ǫ) ≤ Vol(Θ + ǫ
2B)

Vol( ǫ2B)
,

where B stands for the unit-ball under the metric ‖ · ‖. In particular, when
‖ · ‖ is the Euclidean norm, it holds true that

N (Θ, ‖ · ‖, ǫ) ≤ K
(diamΘ

ǫ

)d
,

where K only depends on Θ and d.

Lemma 4.1 (i) Both N (T, d, ǫ) and D(T, d, ǫ) are decreasing functions with
regard to ǫ.
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(ii) Consider two metrics d1, d2 over the same set T such that d1(t1, t2) ≤
d2(t1, t2) holds true for all t1, t2 ∈ T . We then have

N (T, d1, ǫ) ≤ N (T, d2, ǫ), for all ǫ > 0.

Exercise 4.2 Please prove Lemma 4.1.

Theorem 4.4 (Dudley) Recalling Definition 2.9, let ψ be a Young’s func-
tion and assume {X(t); t ∈ T } to be a separable stochastic process such that

‖X(t)‖ψ <∞ and ‖X(s)−X(t)‖ψ ≤ d(s, t), for any s, t ∈ T.

Let
diam(T ) = diam(T ; d) := sup

{
d(s, t); s, t ∈ T

}

be the diameter of (T, d). Then, it holds true that

E sup
s,t∈T

∣∣∣X(s)−X(t)
∣∣∣ ≤ 8

∫ diam(T )

0

ψ−1
(
N (T, d, ǫ)

)
dǫ.

Proof. We denote D = diam(T ). Without loss of generality, let’s assume

∫ D

0

ψ−1
(
N (T, d, ǫ)

)
dǫ <∞

since otherwise the bound trivially holds. Then, notice that

∫ D

0

ψ−1
(
N (T, d, ǫ)

)
dǫ ≥ ψ−1(1) ·D and ψ−1(1) > ψ−1(0) = 0,

we obtain that D is finite.
In addition, since by condition, d(s, t) = 0 implies Pr(X(s) = X(t)) = 1,

in the following we assume that d is a proper metric without loss of generality.
Step 1. We first assume T is finite. Take ℓ0 to be the largest integer

such that 2−ℓ > D and ℓ1 to be the smallest integer such that all open balls
B(t, 2−ℓ), of center t and radius 2−ℓ, contain only one point, which then
is of course t. It is immediate that ℓ1 ≥ ℓ0. For each integer ℓ between ℓ0
and ℓ1, let Tℓ ⊂ T be (one of) the smallest set of ball centers s such that
{B(s, 2−ℓ); s ∈ Tℓ} covers T . Since 2−ℓ0 > D, we have Tℓ0 contains only one
point, which we denote as t0. In addition, by the definition of N (T, d, ǫ), we
have

|Tℓ| = N (T, d, 2−ℓ).

Define
hℓ : Tℓ → Tℓ−1, ℓ0 < ℓ ≤ ℓ1

to be maps such that t ∈ B(hℓ(t), 2
−ℓ+1). Let kℓ = hℓ+1 ◦ · · · ◦ hℓ1 , with kℓ1

being the identity map, identify a chain starting from t. We then have, for
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any t ∈ T ,

X(t)−X(t0) =

ℓ1∑

ℓ=ℓ0+1

{
X(kℓ(t))−X(kℓ−1(t))

}

so that

sup
t∈T

∣∣∣X(t)−X(t0)
∣∣∣ ≤

ℓ1∑

ℓ=ℓ0+1

sup
t∈T

|X(kℓ(t))−X(kℓ−1(t))|,

and thus, by triangle inequality,

sup
s,t∈T

∣∣∣X(t)−X(s)
∣∣∣ ≤ 2

ℓ1∑

ℓ=ℓ0+1

sup
t∈T

|X(kℓ(t)) −X(kℓ−1(t))|.

Now, note that by definition,

∣∣∣
{
X(kℓ(t))−X(kℓ−1(t)); t ∈ T

}∣∣∣ ≤ N (T, d, 2−ℓ)

and

sup
t∈T

∥∥∥X(kℓ(t))−X(kℓ−1(t))
∥∥∥
ψ
≤ sup

t∈T
d
(
kℓ(t), kℓ−1(t)

)
≤ 2−ℓ+1.

Invoking Lemma 2.1 then yields

E sup
t∈T

∣∣∣X(kℓ(t))−X(kℓ−1(t))
∣∣∣ ≤ 2 · 2−ℓ+1 · ψ−1

(
N (T, d, 2−ℓ)

)
,

and accordingly,

E sup
s,t∈T

∣∣∣X(t)−X(s)
∣∣∣ ≤ 2

ℓ1∑

ℓ=ℓ0+1

2−ℓ+1ψ−1
(
N (T, d, 2−ℓ)

)

≤ 4
∑

ℓ≥ℓ0
2−ℓψ−1

(
N (T, d, 2−ℓ)

)

≤ 8
∑

ℓ>ℓ0

∫ 2−ℓ

2−ℓ−1

ψ−1
(
N (T, d, ǫ)

)
dǫ

≤ 8

∫ D

0

ψ−1
(
N (T, d, ǫ)

)
dǫ.

This completes the proof.
Step 2. Now, for general T , since {X(t); t ∈ T } is assumed separable,

there exists a countable subset T0 ⊂ T such that,
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E sup
s,t∈T

|X(s)−X(t)| = E sup
s,t∈T0

|X(s)−X(t)|.

Next, by countability of T0, there exists a sequence of finite subsets Tn ⊂ T0
that increases to T0. Accordingly, employing monotone convergence theorem,

E sup
s,t∈T0

|X(s)−X(t)| = E lim
n→∞

sup
s,t∈Tn

|X(s)−X(t)|

= lim
n→∞

E sup
s,t∈Tn

|X(s)−X(t)| ≤ 8

∫ D

0

ψ−1
(
N (T, d, ǫ)

)
dǫ.

This completes the proof. ⊓⊔

Theorem 4.5 Assume {X(t); t ∈ T } to be a separable stochastic process
such that

‖X(t)‖ψ <∞ and ‖X(s)−X(t)‖ψ ≤ d(s, t), for any s, t ∈ T.

Then, it holds true that, for any η, δ > 0,

E sup
d(s,t)≤δ

∣∣∣X(t)−X(s)
∣∣∣ ≤ 16

∫ η

0

ψ−1
(
N (T, d, ǫ)

)
dǫ+ δψ−1(N 2(T, d, η)).

Proof. Step 1. First, assume T is finite. Fix η and δ. In the proof of Theorem
4.4, choose to stop the chain not at ℓ0 but at some ℓη ∈ [ℓ0, ℓ1] such that
2−ℓη ≤ η. By following the proof of Theorem 4.4, it then holds true that

X(t)−X(kℓ(t)) =

ℓ1∑

ℓ=ℓη

{
X(kℓ(t))−X(kℓ−1(t))

}
,

so that

E sup
t∈T

∣∣∣X(t)−X(kℓ(t))
∣∣∣ ≤ 4

∫ η

0

ψ−1
(
N (T, d, ǫ)

)
dǫ.

Next, let’s chain the set

Dδ :=
{
(s, t) ∈ T × T ; d(s, t) ≤ δ

}
.

To this end, introduce the set

V =
{
(x, y) ∈ Tℓη × Tℓη ; there exists (u, v) ∈ Dδ such that kℓη (u) = x, kℓη (v) = y

}
.

Now, if (x, y) ∈ V , then let (ux,y, vx,y) be a fixed pair in Dδ such that
kℓη (ux,y) = x and kℓη (vx,y) = y.

For any (s, t) ∈ Dδ, set x = kℓη (s), y = kℓη (t). It is then immediate that
(x, y) ∈ V and we define (ux,y, vx,y) as above. Triangle inequality then implies
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|X(s)−X(t)| ≤|X(s)−X(kℓη(s))| + |X(kℓη(s))−X(ux,y)|+ |X(ux,y)−X(vx,y)|
+ |X(vx,y)−X(kℓη (t))|+ |X(kℓη(t)) −Xt|

≤4 sup
r∈T

∣∣∣X(r)−X(kℓη (r))
∣∣∣+ sup

(x,y)∈V

∣∣∣X(ux,y)−X(vx,y)
∣∣∣.

It remains to bound the last term. Notice that each (x, y) ∈ Tℓη × Tℓη is
bound to one (ux,y, vx,y), we have (a)

∣∣∣
{
(ux,y, vx,y); (x, y) ∈ V

}∣∣∣ ≤ |V | = N 2(T, d, η),

and (b) ∥∥∥X(ux,y)−X(vx,y)
∥∥∥
ψ
≤ d(ux,y, vx,y) ≤ δ.

Combining these two facts and invoking Lemma 2.1 yield

E sup
(x,y)∈V

∣∣∣X(ux,y)−X(vx,y)
∣∣∣ ≤ δψ−1(N 2(T, d, η)).

This completes the proof of the finite case.
Step 2. Using the same trick as in the proof of Step 2 of Theorem 4.4, we

deduce, for any countable subset T0 of T , we have

E sup
s,t∈T0:d(s,t)≤δ

∣∣∣X(t)−X(s)
∣∣∣ ≤ 16

∫ η

0

ψ−1
(
N (T, d, ǫ)

)
dǫ+δψ−1(N 2(T, d, η)).

Employing the separability assumption then finishes the proof. ⊓⊔

Specializing to the Orlicz-ψ2 norm, the following two corollaries gives
bounds that are implications of the above theorems.

Corollary 4.1 Assume {X(t); t ∈ T } to be a separable stochastic process
such that

‖X(t)‖ψ2 <∞ and ‖X(s)−X(t)‖ψ2 ≤ d(s, t), for any s, t ∈ T.

Then, it holds true that, for any δ > 0,

E sup
d(s,t)≤δ

∣∣∣X(t)−X(s)
∣∣∣ ≤ 18

∫ δ

0

√
log 2N (T, d, ǫ)dǫ.

Proof. Notice that ψ−1
2 (x) =

√
log(x + 1) ≤ √

log 2x for any x ≥ 1. We have,
by picking δ = η,

16

∫ η

0

ψ−1
2

(
N (T, d, ǫ)

)
dǫ+ δψ−1

2 (N 2(T, d, η))
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≤16

∫ δ

0

√
log 2N (T, d, ǫ)dǫ+ 2δ

√
log 2N (T, d, δ),

where

δ
√
log 2N (T, d, δ) ≤

∫ δ

0

√
log 2N (T, d, ǫ)dǫ.

This completes the proof. ⊓⊔

Corollary 4.2 Under the same conditions as Corollary 4.1, we have

∥∥∥ sup
s,t∈T

∣∣∣X(s)−X(t)
∣∣∣
∥∥∥
ψ2

≤ 8

∫ diam(T )

0

ψ−1
(
N (T, d, ǫ)

)
dǫ

and for any δ > 0,

∥∥∥ sup
d(s,t)≤δ

∣∣∣X(t)−X(s)
∣∣∣
∥∥∥
ψ2

≤ 18

∫ δ

0

√
log 2N (T, d, ǫ)dǫ.

Proof. In the proof of all the above arguments, replace the arguments involv-
ing Lemma 2.1 by Lemma 2.3. ⊓⊔

4.3 Empirical processes

Let X1, X2, . . . , Xn be i.i.d. X -valued random values following the same law
P. Consider a countable1 class of measurable functions, F ,

F =
{
f ∈ F ; f : X → R

}
,

for which a P-square-integrable envelope function F exists such that

F ≥ 1,

∫
F 2dP <∞, and |f(x)| ≤ F (x) for all x ∈ X and f ∈ F . (4.1)

This implies that all f ’s in F are also P-square-integrable.
Let

Pn =
1

n

n∑

i=1

δXi , with δx denoting the Dirac measure at x,

represent the (random) empirical measure generated by {Xi; i ∈ [n]}.
1 The assumption of countability is enforced, of course, for avoiding the measurability issue,

which is an unfortunate technical obstacle most statisticians may not be really interested

in. In Chapter 5, we will see how the finite population paradigm can offer an alternative

way to settling the measurability issue.
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In the following, we adopt a commonly used notation that, for arbitrary
signed measure Q and Q-integrable function g, we write

Qg = Q(g) :=

∫
gdQ.

Accordingly, (Pn − P)f could be understood as

Pnf − Pf =

∫
fdPn −

∫
fdP =

1

n

n∑

i=1

f(Xi)− EX∼P[f(X)].

Definition 4.3 The stochastic process {f 7→ Pnf ; f ∈ F}, indexed by f , is
called an empirical process.

Next, let’s define the largest deviation from the “sample mean” to the
“population mean” as

∥∥∥Pn − Pn

∥∥∥
F
:= sup

f∈F

∣∣∣(Pn − P)f
∣∣∣.

Due to the countability condition on F , the above extreme value is always
measurable.

If the function class is, say,

F =
{
ft(x) = 1(x ≤ t); t ∈ Q

}
,

we then obtain a Glivenko-Cantelli type statistic

∥∥∥Pn − P
∥∥∥
F
= sup

t∈Q

∣∣∣Fn(t)− F (t)
∣∣∣.

It is thus natural to call any function class F that satisfies a uniform conver-
gence like Theorem 4.1 a P-Glivenko-Cantelli class, with P highlighting the
role of the data generating process.

Definition 4.4 F is said to be a weakly or strongly P-Glivenko-Cantelli class
if E‖Pn − P‖F → 0 or if ‖Pn − P‖F → 0 almost surely, as n→ ∞.

We can similarly define the operator Gn(·) as

Gnf = Gn(f) :=
√
n(Pn − P)f =

1√
n

n∑

i=1

(
f(Xi)− Pf

)
.

The random variable Gnf gives a Donsker-type statistic; recall Theorem 4.3.
Indeed, by the finite-dimensional central limit theorem (e.g., Theorem 2.15),

1√
n

n∑

i=1

[
{f1(Xi)− Pf1(Xi)}, . . . , {fm(Xi)− Pfm(Xi)}

]
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⇒(GPf1, . . . ,GPfm), for any f1, . . . , fm ∈ F ,m ∈ N,

where GP(F) := {GP(f); f ∈ F} is a centered Gaussian process with the
same covariance structure as the process {Gn; f ∈ F}:

EGP(f)GP(g) = P(f − Pf)(g − Pf).

W may refer to GP(F) as the P-bridge process indexed by F ; again, recall
Theorem 4.3 and the Brownian bridge.

For weak convergence in L∞(F) to make any sense, we may have to first
require the corresponding Gaussian process GP(F) to be well-defined and
nice in a certain sense.

Definition 4.5 We say that F is P-pre-Gaussian if the P-bridge process
GP(F) admits a version (recall Definition 2.6) whose sample paths are all
bounded and uniformly continuous for its intrinsic L2-distance

d2P(f, g) := P(f − g)2 − {P(f − g)}2, f, g ∈ F ,

which further produces a pseudo-metric space (F , dP).

Definition 4.6 We say that the class F satisfying

sup
f∈F

∣∣∣f(x) − Pf
∣∣∣ <∞, for almost all x ∈ X (4.2)

is a P-Donsker class if F is P-pre-Gaussian and Gn(F) := {Gn(f); f ∈ F}
weakly converges in L∞(F) to the Gaussian process GP(F) as n→ ∞.

Theorem 2.5 then immediately translates the above definition to the fol-
lowing theorem, which states the Donsker theorem for a general (countable)
function class.

Theorem 4.6 Assume that F is countable and satisfies (4.1) and (4.2).
Then the following two conditions are equivalent:

(i) F is a P-Donsker class.
(ii) There exists a totally bounded pseudo-metric space (F , d) such that

lim
δ→0

lim sup
n→∞

P
{

sup
d(f,g)≤δ

∣∣∣Gnf −Gng
∣∣∣ ≥ ǫ

}
= 0,

for all ǫ > 0.

Now it is apparent that verifying either P-Glivenko-Cantelli or P-Donsker
reduces to proving a maximal inequality. Dudley’s metric entropy methods,
of course, provided an answer to this call.
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4.4 Glivenko-Cantelli bounds

This section discusses the weak and strong Glivenko-Cantell properties under
an entropy condition and some further boundedness condition of F .

Theorem 4.7 (P-Glivenko-Cantelli) Assume F is countable and admits
an envelope function F > 0 such that PF <∞. Suppose for any fixed ǫ > 0,
we have

P
(

lim
n→∞

logN (F , L1(Pn), ǫ‖F‖L1(Pn))

n
= 0

)
= 1.

It then holds true that F is both weakly and strongly P-Glivenko-Cantelli.

Proof. Step 1. In the first step, we employ the symmetrization trick to trans-
fer the study of ‖Pn − Pn‖F to that of a Rademacher process.

Lemma 4.2 (Symmetrization) For any countable and P-integrable func-
tion class {g ∈ G; g : X → R}, we have

E sup
g∈G

∣∣∣(Pn − P)g
∣∣∣ ≤ 2E sup

g∈G

∣∣∣ 1
n

n∑

i=1

ǫig(Xi)
∣∣∣.

Proof. Let Z1, . . . , Zn be an independent copy of X1, . . . , Xn. We then have,
for any g ∈ G,

E sup
g∈G

∣∣∣Png − Pg
∣∣∣ =E sup

g∈G

∣∣∣ 1
n

n∑

i=1

g(Xi)−
1

n
E
[
g(Zi)

]∣∣∣

=E sup
g∈G

∣∣∣ 1
n

n∑

i=1

{
g(Xi)− E

[
g(Zi) | X1, . . . , Xn

]}∣∣∣

=E sup
g∈G

∣∣∣E
( 1

n

n∑

i=1

{g(Xi)− g(Zi)} | X1, . . . , Xn

)∣∣∣

≤E
{
E
[
sup
g∈G

∣∣∣ 1
n

n∑

i=1

(g(Xi)− g(Zi))
∣∣∣ | X1, . . . , Xn

]}

=E sup
g∈G

∣∣∣ 1
n

n∑

i=1

(g(Xi)− g(Zi))
∣∣∣.

We then employ the Rademacher sequence ǫ1, . . . , ǫn to conclude

E sup
g∈G

∣∣∣ 1
n

n∑

i=1

(g(Xi)− g(Zi))
∣∣∣ = E sup

g∈G

∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

n∑

i=1

ǫi(g(Xi)− g(Zi))

∣∣∣∣∣

≤ 2E sup
g∈G

∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

n∑

i=1

ǫig(Xi)

∣∣∣∣∣ ,
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where the last inequality is via the triangle inequality. ⊓⊔

Step 2. For any constant M > 0, introduce a “truncated” function class

FM :=
{
f1(F ≤M); f ∈ F

}
.

Employing the symmetrization trick and by definition of FM , we have

E
∥∥∥Pn − P

∥∥∥
F

≤E sup
f∈F

∣∣∣ 1
n

n∑

i=1

f(Xi)1(F (Xi) ≤M)− Pf1(F ≤M)
∣∣∣+

E sup
f∈F

∣∣∣ 1
n

n∑

i=1

f(Xi)1(F (Xi) > M)− Pf1(F > M)
∣∣∣

≤E
∥∥∥Pn − P

∥∥∥
FM

+ 2PF1(F > M)

≤2E sup
g∈FM

∣∣∣ 1
n

n∑

i=1

ǫig(Xi)
∣∣∣+ 2PF1(F > M).

Now, for any g1, g2 ∈ FM such that ‖g1 − g2‖L1(Pn) = Pn|g1 − g2| ≤ ǫ, we
have

∣∣∣ 1
n

n∑

i=1

ǫig1(Xi)−
1

n

n∑

i=1

ǫig2(Xi)
∣∣∣ ≤ 1

n

n∑

i=1

∣∣∣g1(Xi)− g2(Xi)
∣∣∣ ≤ ǫ.

Thusly, letting Tǫ denote the set of centers in an ǫ-net in (FM , L1(Pn)), we
obtain

E
∥∥∥Pn − P

∥∥∥
F
≤ 2E sup

g∈Tǫ

∣∣∣ 1
n

n∑

i=1

ǫig(Xi)
∣∣∣+ 2ǫ+ 2PF1(F > M).

Step 3. Combining Hoeffding’s inequality (Theorem 2.18) with the in-
terplay between subgaussian distribution and tail probability inequalities
(Lemma 2.2) yields that, for any g ∈ FM , conditioning on X1, . . . , Xn,

∥∥∥ 1
n

n∑

i=1

ǫig(Xi)
∥∥∥
ψ2

≤ ·

√√√√ 6

n2

n∑

i=1

g2(Xi) ≤M

√
6

n
.

Noting that ψ−1
2 (x) =

√
log(x+ 1) ≤ √

log 2x for any x ≥ 1, Lemma 2.1
then yields, conditioning on X1, . . . , Xn,

Eǫ sup
g∈Tǫ

∣∣∣ 1
n

n∑

i=1

ǫig(Xi)
∣∣∣ ≤

√
log 2N (FM , L1(Pn), ǫ) ·M

√
6

n
.
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Step 4. Wrapping up all, we obtain, conditioning on X1, . . . , Xn,

Eǫ

∥∥∥Pn − P
∥∥∥
F
≤ 2M

{√6 log 2N (FM , L1(Pn), ǫ‖F‖L1(Pn))

n

}
+ 2ǫ‖F‖L1(Pn)

+2PF1(F > M).

By assumption, Eǫ‖Pn−P‖F is bounded by M . In addition, by assumption,

P
(

lim
n→∞

logN (F , L1(Pn), ǫ‖F‖L1(Pn))

n
= 0

)
= 1.

Invoking Lemma 4.1 and notice that, for any f, g ∈ F

Pn|f1(F ≤M)− g1(F ≤M)| ≤ Pn|f − g|,

we have

N (FM , L1(Pn), ǫ‖F‖L1(Pn)) ≤ N (F , L1(Pn), ǫ‖F‖L1(Pn))

so that logN (FM , L1(Pn), ǫ‖F‖L1(Pn))/n also goes to 0 almost surely. This
implies that the first term on the righthand side converges to 0 almost surely.
Reverse Fatou’s Lemma then implies, for any fixed M > 0 and ǫ > 0,

lim sup
n→∞

E
∥∥∥Pn−P

∥∥∥
F
≤ E

[
lim sup
n→∞

Eǫ

∥∥∥Pn−P
∥∥∥
F

]
≤ 2ǫ‖F‖L1(P)+2PF1(F > M).

Now, since PF < ∞, Markov inequality yields that 1(F > M) → 0 in
probability as M → ∞. Then, by dominated convergence theorem,

lim
M→∞

PF1(F > M) = 0.

Letting ǫ→ 0 and M → ∞ then finishes the proof of the first part.
Almost sure convergence, on the other hand, is established by showing that

‖Pn − P‖F is a reverse submartingale with regard to a particular filtration;
see van der Vaart and Wellner (1996, Lemma 2.4.5). ⊓⊔

To close this section, let’s add a remark that, assuming further that F
has a constant finite upper bound, the strong P-Glivenko-Cantelli property
can be proven using the following Talagrand’s inequality (Talagrand, 1996b;
Bousquet, 2002) combined with the first Borel-Cantelli lemma.

Theorem 4.8 (Talagrand’s inequality, Bousquet’s version) Assume

sup
f∈F

∥∥∥f − Pf
∥∥∥
L∞

≤M.

It then holds true that, for any t ≥ 0,
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Pr
(∥∥∥Pn − P

∥∥∥
F
≥ E

∥∥∥Pn − P
∥∥∥
F
+
√

2Vnt/n+
Mt

3n

)
≤ e−t,

where
Vn := 2M · E

∥∥∥Pn − P
∥∥∥
F
+ sup
f∈F2

P(f − Pf)2.

Proof. Theorem 3.3.9 in Giné and Nickl (2015). ⊓⊔

4.5 Donsker bounds

This section establishes bounds on

sup
f∈F

Gn(f) and sup
d(f,g)<δ

Gn(f − g)

based on the uniform entropy condition:

∫ 2

0

sup
Q

√
log 2N (F , L2(Q), ǫ‖F‖L2(Q))dǫ <∞, (4.3)

where the supremum is over all finitely discrete probability measures over
(X ,A).

The following is the master theorem.

Theorem 4.9 (Master theorem) Assume that 0 ∈ F is countable and
satisfies (4.1) and (4.3). Condition(4.2) then holds true and we further have

E sup
f∈F

∣∣∣Gnf
∣∣∣ ≤ 8

√
6‖F‖L2(P)

∫ 2

0

sup
Q

√
log 2N (F , L2(Q), ǫ‖F‖L2(Q))dǫ,

where the supremum is over all finitely discrete probability measures over
(X ,A).

Proof. We employ the same symmetrization trick as in the proof of Theorem
4.7 to transfer the study of Gn(F) to a Rademacher process. Then, for any
f, g ∈ F , conditioning on X1, . . . , Xn,

‖Gn(f − g)‖ψ2 ≤ ·

√√√√ 6

n

n∑

i=1

(f(Xi)− g(Xi))2 =
√
6‖f − g‖L2(Pn).

Noting that (a) ψ−1
2 (x) =

√
log(x+ 1) ≤

√
log(2x) whenever x ≥ 1 and (b)

the stochastic processes Gn(F) is trivially separable since F is countable,
Theorem 4.4 implies
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E
[
sup
f∈F

|Gnf | | X1, . . . , Xn

]
≤ 8

√
6

∫ diam(F)

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(Pn), ǫ)dǫ

≤ 8
√
6

∫ 2‖F‖L2(Pn)

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(Pn), ǫ)dǫ

= 8
√
6‖F‖L2(Pn)

∫ 2

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(Pn), ǫ‖F‖L2(Pn))dǫ

≤ 8
√
6‖F‖L2(Pn)

∫ 2

0

sup
Q

√
log 2N (F , L2(Q), ǫ‖F‖L2(Q))dǫ,

where in the last step the supremum is over all finitely discrete probability
measures, which always include the empirical measure Pn.

Lastly, by the law of total expectation,

E sup
f∈F

|Gng| = E
[
E
[
sup
f∈F

|Gng| | X1, . . . , Xn

]]

≤ 8
√
6‖F‖L2(P)

∫ 2

0

sup
Q

√
log 2N (F , L2(Q), ǫ‖F‖L2(Q))dǫ,

where in the last step we used Jensen’s inequality to derive E‖F‖L2(Pn) ≤
‖F‖L2(P). This completes the proof of the master theorem. ⊓⊔

A corollary of Theorem 4.9 gives a Donsker-type bound.

Corollary 4.3 Assume that F is countable and satisfies (4.1) and (4.3). We
then have

lim
δ→0

lim sup
n→∞

E sup
‖f−g‖L2(P)<δ

∣∣∣Gn(f − g)
∣∣∣ = 0

and F is P-Donsker.

Proof. Step 1. Let’s introduce two function classes

Fdiff =
{
f − g : f, g ∈ F} and Fδ :=

{
f − g : f, g ∈ F , ‖f − g‖L2(P) < δ}.

It then holds true that

E
[
sup
h∈Fδ

|Gnh| | X1, . . . , Xn

]
≤ 8

√
6

∫ Dδ

0

√
log 2N (Fδ, L2(Pn), ǫ)dǫ,

where Dδ is the diameter of (Fδ, L2(Pn)).

Lemma 4.3 For any measure Q, any function class F , and any p ∈ [1,∞],
it holds true that

N (Fdiff , Lp(Q), ǫ) ≤ N 2(F , Lp(Q), ǫ/2),
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Step 2. Using Lemma 4.3, we can continue to write

E
[
sup
h∈Fδ

∣∣∣Gnh
∣∣∣ | X1, . . . , Xn

]
≤ 8

√
6

∫ Dδ

0

√
log 2N 2(F , L2(Pn), ǫ/2)dǫ

= 16
√
6

∫ Dδ/2

0

√
log 2N 2(F , L2(Pn), ǫ)dǫ

≤ 32
√
3

∫ Dδ/2

0

sup
Q

√
log 2N (F , L2(Q), ǫ)dǫ,

so that

E
[
sup
h∈Fδ

|Gnh|
]
≤ 32

√
3 · E

[ ∫ Dδ/2

0

sup
Q

√
log 2N (F , L2(Q), ǫ)dǫ

]
.

Step 3. The aim of this step is to establish that Dδ → 0 in probability as
δ → 0, so that the above integral on the righthand side goes to 0.

Lemma 4.4 The function class F2
δ := {h2;h ∈ Fδ} is P-Glivenko-Cantelli.

Proof of Lemma 4.4. Let’s check the conditions of Theorem 4.7. We have,
for any h2 = (f − g)2 ∈ F2

δ , we have h2 ≤ (2F )2 and P(2F )2 <∞ since F is
P-square-integrable. The first condition is thus checked.

Regarding the second condition, notice that for any h21, h
2
2 ∈ F2

δ ,

Pn|h21 − h22| =Pn

{
|h1 − h2| · |h1 + h2|

}
≤ ‖h1 − h2‖L2(Pn) · 4‖F‖L2(Pn).

Invoking Lemma 4.1, it then holds true that

N (F2
δ , L

1(Pn), ǫ‖4F 2‖L1(Pn)) ≤ N (Fδ, 4‖F‖L2(Pn)L
2(Pn), ǫ‖4F 2‖L1(Pn)).

Noticing that, since ‖F 2‖L1(Pn) = (‖F‖L2(Pn))
2, using Lemma 4.3,

N (Fδ, 4‖F‖L2(Pn)L
2(Pn), ǫ‖4F 2‖L1(Pn)) = N (Fδ, L2(Pn), ǫ‖F‖L2(Pn))

≤ N 2(F , L2(Pn), ǫ‖F‖L2(Pn)/2)

≤ sup
Q

N 2(F , L2(Q), ǫ‖F‖L2(Q)/2).

Now, by Condition (4.3), for any ǫ > 0, there exists a constant K = K(ǫ)
only depending on ǫ such that

sup
Q

log 2N (F , L2(Q), ǫ‖F‖L2(Q)) < K(ǫ).

Accordingly, for any fixed ǫ > 0,

sup
Q

logN 2(F , L2(Q), ǫ‖F‖L2(Q)/2)
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is bounded, and thus, Theorem 4.7 implies the result. ⊓⊔

Get back to the main proof. Now, by construction, suph∈Fδ Ph
2 < δ2.

Lemma 4.4 further implies

E sup
h∈Fδ

(Pn − P)h2 → 0

so that

D2
δ = sup

h1,h2∈Fδ
Pn(h1 − h2)

2 ≤ 4 sup
h∈Fδ

Pnh
2

≤ 4 sup
h∈Fδ

|(Pn − P)h2|+ 4 sup
h∈Fδ

Ph2 ≤ 4δ2 + oP(1).

Accordingly, by dominated convergence theorem,

lim
δ→0

lim sup
n→∞

E sup
h∈Fδ

|Gnh| = 0.

Step 4. In order to prove that F is P-Donsker, it remains to show
(F , L2(P)) is totally bounded. For any f, g ∈ F ,

P(f − g)2 ≤ Pn(f − g)2 + |(Pn − P)(f − g)2|.

The following two observations are true.
(a) By (4.3), N (F , L2(Pn), ǫ) is universally bounded.
(b) In addition, notice that Lemma 4.4 actually showed that there exists

a sequence of finitely discrete measures Pn such that

E‖(Pn − P)h2‖Fdiff → 0 as n→ ∞.

Fix an ǫ > 0. There then exists some n such that E‖(Pn − P)h2‖Fdiff ≤ ǫ2.
Wrapping both up, we have, for any fixed ǫ, for all n large enough,

N (F , L2(P), ǫ) ≤ N (F , L2(Pn),
√
2ǫ) ≤ sup

Q
N (F , L2(Q),

√
2ǫ) <∞,

so that (F , L2(P)) is totally bounded. This completes the proof. ⊓⊔
Exercise 4.3 Please give a proof of Lemma 4.3.

4.6 VC arguments

This section aims to give a bound on

∫ 2

0

sup
Q

√
log 2N (F , L2(Q), ǫ‖F‖L2(Q))dǫ (4.4)



88 4 Empirical Process Theory

using the VC argument.

4.6.1 Basic properties

Consider a class of sets C := {C ∈ C, C ⊂ X} and any sample xn1 =
{x1, . . . , xn} ⊂ X of size n. We define C’s growth function as follows.

Definition 4.7 The growth function ΠC(n) is defined as

ΠC(n) := max
xn1⊂X

|xn1 ∩ C|.

Definition 4.8 (shattering) C is said to shatter a class T ⊂ X if |T ∩C| =
2|T |.

Definition 4.9 (VC dimension) The VC dimension (or called VC index)
of C, written as ν(C), is the largest n such that there exists a set T ⊂ X ,
|T | = n, and C shatters it.

When the quantity ν(C) is finite, the class of sets C is said to be a VC-class.

Example 4.2 Consider the class Cleft := {(−∞, a]; a ∈ R}. We have ν(Cleft) =
1. On the other hand, it is easy to derive thatΠCleft

(n) ≤ n+1 = (n+1)ν(Cleft).

Example 4.3 Consider the class Ctwo := {(b, a]; a, b ∈ R}. We have ν(Ctwo) =
2. On the other hand, it is easy to derive that ΠCleft

(n) ≤ (n + 1)2 = (n +
1)ν(Ctwo).

The following result shows that, for any VC class, the cardinality of xn1 ∩C
can grow at most polynomially in n. This is named the Sauer’s Lemma.

Lemma 4.5 (Vapnik-Chervonenkis, Sauer, and Shelah) Consider
a set class C with ν(C) < ∞. Then, for any collection of points xn1 =
(x1, . . . , xn), we have

∣∣∣xn1 ∩ C
∣∣∣ ≤

ν(C)∑

i=0

(
n

i

)
≤ min

{
(n+ 1)ν(C),

( en

ν(C)
)ν(C)}

.

Proof. The first inequality could be established through the following more
general inequality. The second is a simple algebra and is left to the readers.

Lemma 4.6 Let A be a finite set and let U be a class of subsets of A. Then

|U| ≤
∣∣∣
{
B ⊂ A | B is shattered by U

}∣∣∣.
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To see how this lemma immediately proves Sauer’s lemma, note that B ⊂
A is shattered by C meaning that |B| ≤ ν(C). Consequently, if we let A = xn1
and set U = C ∩ A, then Lemma 4.6 yields

|xn1 ∩ C| = |C ∩ A| ≤
∣∣∣
{
B ⊂ A | B ≤ ν(C)

}∣∣∣ ≤
ν(C)∑

i=0

(
n

i

)
.

It remains to prove Lemma 4.6. For a given x ∈ A, let’s define an operator
on sets U ∈ U via

Tx(U) =

{
U \ {x} if x ∈ U and U \ {x} 6∈ U
U otherwise.

We let Tx(U) be the new class of sets defined by applying Tx to each member

of U , namely, Tx(U) :=
{
Tx(U) | U ∈ U

}
.

(1) We first show that Tx is a one-to-one map between U and Tx(U), and
hence |U| = |Tx(U)|. This is equivalent to proving that, for any sets U,U ′ ∈ U
such that Tx(U) = Tx(U

′), we must have U = U ′ (the reverse is simple). This
is by the following case-by-case investigation:

• Case 1: x 6∈ U and x 6∈ U ′. We then have U = Tx(U) = Tx(U
′) = U ′.

• Case 2: x 6∈ U and x ∈ U ′. In this case, we have U = Tx(U) = Tx(U
′), so

that x ∈ U ′ but x 6∈ Tx(U
′). But this means that Tx(U

′) = U ′ \ {x} 6∈ U ,
which contradicts the fact that Tx(U

′) = U ∈ U . By symmetry, the case
x ∈ U and x 6∈ U ′ is identical.

• Case 3: x ∈ U ∩ U ′. If both U \ {x} and U ′ \ {x} belong to U , then
U = Tx(U) = Tx(U

′) = U ′. If neither U \ {x} nor U \ {x} belongs to U ,
then we also have U\{x} = U ′\{x}, yielding U = U ′. Lastly, if U\{x} 6∈ U
but U ′ \ {x} ∈ U , then Tx(U) = U \ {x} 6∈ U but Tx(U

′) = U ′ ∈ U , which
is a contradiction.

(2) We secondly show that if Tx(U) shatters a set B, then so does U . If
x 6∈ B, then both U and Tx(U) pick out the same set of subsets of B, and
the claim must be true. Otherwise, if x ∈ B, since Tx(U) shatters B, for any
subset B′ ⊂ B \{x}, there is a subset T ∈ Tx(U) such that T ∩B = B′∪{x}.
Since T = Tx(U) for some subset U ∈ U and x ∈ T , we conclude that both
U and U \ {x} must belong to U , so that U also shatters B.

(3) We now conclude the lemma. Define the weight function ω(U) =∑
U∈U |U |. Note that applying a transformation Tx can only reduce this

weight function: ω(Tx(U)) ≤ ω(U). Consequently, by applying the trans-
formations {Tx} to U repeatedly, we can obtain a new class of sets U ′ such
that |U| = |U ′| and the weight ω(U ′) is minimal. Then, for any U ∈ U ′ and
any x ∈ U , we have U \ {x} ∈ U ′ (otherwise, we have ω(Tx(U ′)) < ω(U ′),
contradicting minimality). Therefore, the set class U ′ shatters any one of
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its elements. Noting that U shatters at least as many subsets as U ′, and
|U| = |U ′|, the proof is complete. ⊓⊔

4.6.2 VC stability

The property of having finite VC-dimension is preserved under a number
of basic operations, as summarized in the following (refer to, for example,
Lemma 9.7 in Kosorok (2008), Proposition 3.6.7 in Giné and Nickl (2015),
and Theorem 13.5 in Devroye et al. (1996)).

Theorem 4.10 (Stability) Let C and D be VC-classes on X with growth
functionsΠC(n) andΠD(n) and VC dimensions VC and VD. Let E be VC-class
on W with growth function ΠE(n) and VC dimension VE . We then have

(1) CC has VC-dimension VC and growth function ΠC(n);
(2) C ∩ D = {C ∩D;C ∈ C, D ∈ D} has growth function ≤ ΠC(n)ΠD(n);
(3) C ∪ D = {C ∪D;C ∈ C, D ∈ D} has growth function ≤ ΠC(n)ΠD(n);
(4) D × E has growth function ≤ ΠC(n)ΠD(n);
(5) φ(C) has VC-dimension VC if φ is one-to-one;
(6) ψ−1(C) has VC-dimension ≤ VC .

Remark 4.1 When you have an upper bound on the growth function of a
given class of sets, by the definition of VC dimension, you also obtain an
upper bound on that class by noticing that ν(C) is the largest n such that
2n = ΠC(n), and for any n ∈ N, ΠC(n) ≤ (n+ 1)ν(C).

Theorem 4.10 is a nice result, but we still need something to begin with.
Regarding any given real-valued function g : X → R, it defines a “classifica-
tion” function by the set

Sg :=
{
x ∈ X | g(x) ≤ 0

}
.

In this way, we can associate the function class G with the collection of subsets
S(G) := {Sg; g ∈ G}.

In case the function class G is a vector space, the following result upper
bounds the VC-dimension of the associated “classification” class S(G).

Proposition 4.1 Let G be a vector space of functions g : Rd → R with
dimension dim(G) < ∞. Then the class S(G) has VC-dimension at most
dim(G).

Proof. By definition of VC-dimension, we need to show that no collection of
n = dim(G) + 1 points in Rd can be shattered by S(G). To this end, fix a
collection xn1 of n points in Rd, and consider the following sets:



4.6 VC arguments 91

{
(g(x1), . . . , g(xn))

⊤, g ∈ G
}
.

We then have, the range of the above sets is a linear subspace of Rn with
dimension at most dim(G) = n − 1 < n. Therefore, there must exist a non-
zero vector a ∈ Rn such that 〈a, (g(x1), . . . , g(xn))⊤〉 = 0 for all g ∈ G. We
may assume, W.L.O.G., that at least one entry ai of a is positive, and then
write ∑

{i|ai>0}
aig(xi) =

∑

{i;ai<0}
(−ai)g(xi) for all g ∈ G.

Now suppose that there exists some g ∈ G such that the associate classifi-
cation class Sg = {x ∈ Rd; g(x) ≤ 0} includes only the subset {xi : ai ≤ 0}.
For such a function g, the LHS of the above equation would be strictly posi-
tive, while the RHS would be non-positive, which is a contradiction. We thus
proved that S(G) cannot shatter xn1 , and finish the proof. ⊓⊔

Example 4.4 (Linear functions in Rd) For a pair (a, b) ∈ Rd×R, consider the
function class fa,b(x) = a⊤x+ b, and consider the family Ld = {fa,b | (a, b) ∈
Rd × R}. The associated classification is the collection of all half-spaces of
the form Ha,b := {x ∈ Rd | a⊤x+ b ≤ 0}. Since the family Ld forms a vector
space of dimension d+ 1, we have S(Ld) has VC-dimension at most d+ 1.

Example 4.5 (Sphere in Rd) Consider the sphere Sa,b := {x ∈ Rd; ‖x−a‖2 ≤
b} where (a, b) ∈ Rd × R+. Let Sd denote the collection of all such spheres.
If we define the function

fa,b(x) := ‖x‖22 − 2

d∑

j=1

ajxj + ‖a‖22 − b2

Then we have Sa,b = {x ∈ Rd; fa,b(x) ≤ 0}, so that the sphere is a classifica-
tion set of the function fa,b. In order to leverage Proposition 4.1, we define a
feature map φ : Rd → Rd+1 via

φ(x) = (x1, . . . , xd, 1),

and then consider the functions of the form

gc(x) := c⊤φ(x) + ‖x‖22, where x ∈ Rd+1.

The family of functions {gc; c ∈ Rd+1} is a vector space of dimension d + 2,
and it contains the functions fa,b. We thus conclude ν(Sd) ≤ d+ 2.

Remark 4.2 The VC-dimension should never be confused with the degree of
freedom (or simply the number of parameters) in statistics. in fact, if you
have a nonlinear classification function class, it is very possible that you will
have a much higher VC-dimension than the number of parameters in your
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function. As an extreme case, the function class {1(sin ax > 0); a ∈ R} can
have infinite VC-dimension.

4.6.3 VC subgraph classes of functions

Definition 4.10 The subgraph of a real function f on X is the set

Gf :=
{
(x, t) : x ∈ X , t ∈ R, t ≤ f(x)

}
.

A class of functions F is VC subgraph of index (VC dimension) ν if the class
of sets C := {Gf ; f ∈ F} is VC of index ν.

Exercise 4.4 Suppose that C is a VC class of index ν(C). Show that the
class of functions F := {1C ;C ∈ C} is VC subgraph of index ν(C).

Example 4.6 Any finite-dimensional vector space F of measurable functions
f : X → R is VC-subgraph of index ≤ dim(F) + 1.

Proof. The proof resembles that of Proposition 4.1. Take any collection of
n = dim(F) + 2 points (x1, t1), . . . , (xn, tn) in X × R. Since F is a vector
space, we have

{(f(x1)− t1, . . . , f(xn)− tn)
⊤, f ∈ F}

are contained in a (dimF +1) = (n− 1)-dimensional subspace of Rn. Hence,
there exists a nondegenerate vector a 6= 0 such that

∑

ai>0

ai
(
f(xi)− ti

)
=

∑

ai<0

(−ai)(f(xi)− ti), for every f ∈ F ,

where by default the sum over an empty set is set to be 0. WLOG, we pick
out an a such that there exists at least one positive entry. For this vector, the
set {(xi, ti) : ai > 0} cannot be of the form {(xi, ti) : ti < f(xi)}, since if then
the LHS of the equation would be positive, and the RHS will be nonpositive.
This concludes that the F is VC-subgraph of index ≤ dimF + 1. ⊓⊔

We are now ready to state the main theorem in this chapter, which is due
to Dudley (1978) and Pollard (1982).

Theorem 4.11 (Dudley-Pollard Universality Theorem) Let F be
a non-empty VC subgraph class of index ν, and have an envelop F ∈
Lp(Ω,A,Q) for some 1 ≤ p <∞. Set

mv,w := max
{
m ∈ N : logm ≥ m1/ν−1/w

}
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for some w > ν. We then have

D(F , Lp(Q), ǫ‖F‖p,Q) ≤ mv,w ∨
[
2w/ν

(2p+1

ǫp

)w]
.

Proof. The proof uses probabilistic method tracing back to Paul Erdos and
many other mathematicians who worked on number theory via probabilistic
construction techniques. We omit Q in the norm when no confusion is made.

Let f1, . . . , fm be a maximal collection of functions in F satisfying

Q|fi − fj|p > ǫpQF p, for i 6= j,

so that m = D(F , Lp(Q), ǫ‖F‖p). For some k to be specified later, let
{(xi, ti); i ∈ [k]} be i.i.d. random vectors with law

Pr
{
(x, t) ∈ A× [a, b]

}
=

∫
A λ[(−F (x)) ∨ a, F (x) ∧ b]F p−1(x)dQ(x)

2QF p

for A ⊂ X , real numbers a < b, and Lebesgue measure λ. In other words, xi
is chosen according to the law PF (A) = Q(1AF

p)/QF p, and given xi, ti is
chosen uniformly on [−F (xi), F (xi)].

The probability that at least two graphs have the same intersection with
the sample {(xi, ti), i ∈ [k]} is at most

(
m

2

)
max
i6=j

Pr(Ci and Cj have the same intersection with the sample)

=

(
m

2

)
max
i6=j

k∏

r=1

Pr{(xr, tr) 6∈ Ci∆Cj}

=

(
m

2

)
max
i6=j

k∏

r=1

[
1− Pr

{
(xr , tr) ∈ Ci∆Cj

}]

=

(
m

2

)
max
i6=j

k∏

r=1

[
1− Pr

{
(xr , tr) : tr is between fi(sr), fj(sr)

}]

=

(
m

2

)
max
i6=j

[
1− 1

‖F‖pp

∫ |fi − fj |
2F

F pdQ
]k

≤
(
m

2

)
max
i6=j

[
1− 1

‖F‖pp

∫ |fi − fj |p
(2F )p

F pdQ
]k

≤
(
m

2

)[
1− ǫp

2p

]k

≤
(
m

2

)
exp(−ǫpk/2p),

where in the last equation we use 1− x ≤ exp(−x).
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Let k be such that this probability is less than 1. Then there exists a set
of k elements such that graphs Ci ∈ C, 1 ≤ i ≤ m, intersect different subsets
of this set, which implies that

∏
C(k) ≥ m. On the other hand, the smallest

k such that
(
m
2

)
exp(−ǫpk/2p) < 1 satisfies k ≤ (2p+1/ǫp) logm. Then, by

Sauer’s Lemma, we have

m ≤ 2kν ≤ 2
(2p+1

ǫp
logm

)ν
.

Some algebra then gives the desired bound. ⊓⊔
Example 4.7 Using the above corollary, it is immediate to prove that

E
√
n‖Pn − P‖G = O(1)

by noticing that G is a VC-subgraph of index 1 and
∫ 2

0

√
log(A/ǫ)dǫ <∞.

We close this section with the VC-subgraph stability result, which is left
for the students to verify.

Lemma 4.7 (VC-subgraph stability) Let F and G be VC-subgraph
classes of functions on a set X and g : X → R, φ : R → R, and ψ : Z → X
fixed functions. Then

(i) F ∧ G := {f ∧ g : f ∈ F , g ∈ G} is VC-subgraph;
(ii) F ∨ G is VC-subgraph;
(iii) {F > 0} := {{f > 0} : f ∈ F} is VC;
(iv) −F is VC-subgraph;
(v) F + g := {f + g : f ∈ F} is VC-subgraph;
(vi) F · g := {fg : f ∈ F} is VC-subgraph;
(vii) F ◦ ψ := {f(ψ) : f ∈ F} is VC-subgraph;
(viii) φ ◦ F is VC-subgraph for monotone φ.

Exercise 4.5 Please prove Lemma 4.7.

4.6.4 VC-hull and VC-major

This section briefly introduces the VC-hull and VC-major classes, without
touching too much detail due to the time limit. VC-hull and VC-major classes
generalize the VC-subgraph (sometimes just referred to as VC) classes of
functions.

Definition 4.11 (Convex hull) Given a class of functions F , co(F) is
defined as the convex hull of F , that is

co(F) =
{ ∑

f∈F
λff : f ∈ F ,

∑

f

λf = 1, λf > 0, λf 6= 0 only for finitely many f
}
,
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and co(F) is defined as the pointwise sequential closure of co(F), that is,
f ∈ co(F) if there exist fn ∈ co(F) such that fn(x) → f(x) for all x ∈ X as
n→ ∞.

Definition 4.12 (VC-hull) If the class F is VC-subgraph, then we say that
co(F) is a VC-hull class of functions.

Example 4.8 Let F be the class of all monotone nondecreasing functions
f : R → [0, 1]. Then F ∈ co(G), where G := {1(x,∞),1[x,∞) : x ∈ R}.
Proof. For any f : R → [0, 1], we could define

fn =
1

n

n−1∑

i=1

1{f>i/n} =
n−1∑

j=0

j

n
1{j/n<f≤(j+1)/n}.

It is immediate that
sup
x∈R

|fn(x) − f(x)| ≤ 1/n.

On the other hand, since f is monotone nondecreasing (with possible jumps),
we have the sets {f > i/n} are all half lines, rendering that 1{f>i/n} ∈ G. ⊓⊔
Definition 4.13 (VC-major) F is a VC-major class if the collection of set
{x : f(x) ≥ t}t∈R,f∈F is a VC-class.

Lemma 4.8 A bounded VC-major class is a scalar multiple of a VC-hull
class.

Proof. A given function f : X → [0, 1] is the uniform limit of the sequence

fm =

m∑

i=1

1

m
1(f > i/m).

Thus, a given class of functions f : X → [0, 1] is contained in the pointwise
sequential closure of the convex hull of {1(f > t) : f ∈ F , t ∈ R}, which is
VC-subgraph using Example 4.4 and the definition of VC-major class. This
then finishes the proof. ⊓⊔

The last result in this chapter, which we shall not prove, is the Universality
Theorem on VC-hull, and hence also on bounded VC-major classes.

Theorem 4.12 (Universality Theorem on VC-hull) Let Q be a proba-
bility measure on (X , σ(X )), and let F be a collection of measurable functions
with envelope F ∈ L2(Q) such that

N(F , L2(Q), ǫ‖F‖L2(Q)) ≤ Cǫ−w, for 0 < ǫ ≤ 1.

Then there exists a constant K depending only on C and w such that

logN(co(F), L2(Q), ǫ‖F‖L2(Q)) ≤ Kǫ−2w/(w+1), for 0 < ǫ ≤ 1.
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Proof. See Theorem 3.6.17 in Giné and Nickl (2015). ⊓⊔

4.7 Bracketing argument

The bracketing entropy argument gives a second bound of

∫ 2

0

sup
Q

√
log 2N (F , L2(Q), ǫ‖F‖L2(Q))dǫ.

Definition 4.14 (Bracketing brackets and numbers) Consider a normed
function class F equipped with a norm ‖ · ‖. An ǫ-bracket with upper and
lower bounds l, u (need not belong to F) contains all functions f ∈ F such
that

l ≤ f ≤ u and ‖u− l‖ ≤ ǫ.

The bracketing number, denoted by N[](F , ‖ · ‖, ǫ), stands for the minimum
number of ǫ-brackets to cover F .

Lemma 4.9 For any normed function space satisfying that

|f | ≤ |g| implies ‖f‖ ≤ ‖g‖,

it holds true that
N (F , ‖ · ‖, ǫ) ≤ N[](F , ‖ · ‖, 2ǫ)

Exercise 4.6 Please give a proof of Lemma 4.9.

For any real function f : X (⊂ Rd) → R and integer vector k =
(k1, . . . , kd)

⊤, let Dk be the classic differential operator so that

Dkf(x) =
∂k

∂x1 · · · ∂xk
f(x), with x = (x1, . . . , xd)

⊤ and k =

d∑

j=1

kj .

Considering the smoothness parameter α > 0, introduce

‖f‖α = max
k≤α

sup
x∈X

|Dkf |+max
k=α

sup
x,y∈int(X )

|Dkf(x)−Dkf(y)|
‖x− y‖α−α ,

where α is defined to the greatest integer strictly smaller than α, int(·) repre-
sents the interior of the input set, and we take the convention that 0/0 = 0.

Lastly define

CαM (X ) :=
{
f : X → R : ‖f‖α ≤M

}
.
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Proposition 4.2 Assume X to be a bounded convex subset of Rd with a
nonempty interior. It then holds true that

logN (Cα1 (X ), ‖ · ‖∞, ǫ) ≤ K
(1
ǫ

)d/α
,

and

sup
Q

logN[](X , Lp(Q), ǫ) ≤ K
(1
ǫ

)d/α
, for all p ≥ 1, ǫ > 0,

where K is a constant only depending on α, d, and X , and the supremum is
taken over all probability measures on Rd.

Proof. Theorem 2.7.1 and Corollary 2.7.2 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996).
⊓⊔

Proposition 4.3 The class of functions

FBV =
{
f : R → [−1, 1], f has bounded variation

}

satisfies

sup
Q

logN[](Fmon, Lp(Q), ǫ) ≤ K
(1
ǫ

)
, for all p ≥ 1, ǫ > 0,

where K only depends on p and the variation bound and the supremum is
over all probability measures on R.

Proof. Example 19.11 in van der Vaart (2000). ⊓⊔
Theorem 4.13 (Parametric class) LetF := {fθ, θ ∈ Θ} be a parametrized
class of functions indexed by a parameter set Θ. Let F and Θ be coupled
with norms ‖ · ‖F and ‖ · ‖Θ, respectively.
(i) Assuming the existence of a universal constant L > 0 such that

‖fθ(·)− fθ′(·)‖F ≤ L‖θ − θ′‖Θ,

we have
N (F , ǫ, ‖ · ‖F) ≤ N (Θ, ǫ/L, ‖ · ‖Θ).

(ii) Assume the existence of a function F such that ‖F‖F <∞ and

|fθ(x) − fθ′(x)| ≤ F (x)‖θ − θ′‖Θ, for all x ∈ X .

Then,
N[](F , ‖ · ‖F , 2ǫ‖F‖F) ≤ N (Θ, ‖ · ‖Θ, ǫ).

Proof. The first assertion is by definition. For proving the second assertion,
let θ1, . . . , θm be the center of m ǫ-radius balls that cover Θ. It is then true
that
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[
fθi − ǫF, fθi + ǫF

]
, i = 1, . . . ,m

form m brackets that also cover F . These brackets have size

‖fθi + ǫF − (fθi − ǫF )‖F = 2ǫ‖F‖F ,

which proves the assertion. ⊓⊔

4.8 Notes

Chapter 4.1. The contribution of Glivenko, Cantelli, and Kolmogorov to
the development of uniform law of large numbers and central limit theo-
rems concerning empirical CDF and CDF was mentioned in the main text.
Donsker’s original argument is flawed due to some measurability issues. Sko-
rohod (Skorokhod, 1956) introduced a special metric on the cadlag space
(functions that are right-contrinuous and left-hand limits) such that the lat-
ter is separable, and accordingly fixed the measurability problem. The proof
of Theorem 4.1 comes from Dudley (1999, Chapter 1).

A notable result we did not mention in the text is Komlós–Major–Tusnády
(KMT) approximation (Komlós et al., 1975), which gave the sharp rate of
convergence in Donsker’s theorem (Theorem 4.3); see, also, Bretagnolle and Massart
(1989) for some explicit constants in the KMT bound and Dudley (1999, Sec-
tion 1.4) for a proof of Bretagnolle and Massart’s result.

Chapter 4.2. Kolmogorov (Kolmogorov, 1955) introduced the entropy
concept, which was developed in more details in Kolmogorov and Tikhomirov
(1959). Lorentz (Lorentz, 1966) coined the name “metric entropy”. Dudley’s
metric entropy bounds, in the form of Theorems 4.4 and 4.5, are due to Dud-
ley (Dudley, 1967, 1973); the present versions and the proofs were adopted
from Ledoux and Talagrand (2011, Chapter 11). Corollary 4.2 is deduced
from van der Vaart and Wellner (1996, Theorem 2.2.4).

In this chapter we did not address the work of Talagrand that gave sharp
upper and lower bounds for stochastic processes, improving on Dudley’s
chaining; this is Talagrand’s generic chaining (Talagrand, 1992, 1996a, 2001,
2014). Chapter 5 will introduce a Bernstein-type generic chaining bound fol-
lowing Talagrand’s argument.

Chapter 4.3. Empirical process theory has been studied in depth in the
past half a century, and results were summarized in books such as, notably,
van der Vaart and Wellner (1996), Kosorok (2008), Giné and Nickl (2015),
which this chapter closely followed. The ending notes in Chapters 1 and 2
of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) as well as Giné and Nickl (2015, Section
3.8) sorted out the history of the development of the empirical process theory,
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which we refer the readers of interest to.

Chapter 4.4. The generalized Glivenko-Cantelli theorem was first dis-
cussed in Blum (1955). Vapnik and Chervonenkis (Vapnik and Chervonenkis,
1971) made attempts to related uniform convergence to L1-covering numbers.
The present version is adapted from van der Vaart and Wellner (1996, Chap-
ter 2.4).

The symmetrization trick was due to Kahane (1968) and Hoffmann-Jørgensen
(1974).

Talagrand’s inequality, with constants unspecified, is due to Talagrand
(1994), Talagrand (1995), and Talagrand (1996b). The present, simplified,
version of Talagrand’s upper tail inequality is due to Ledoux (1997); the
lower tail part, which was not presented in this book, was established in
Samson (2000).

Chapter 4.5. The study of uniform central limit theorems is initiated by
Dudley in Dudley (1978), followed by Pollard (1982) and Koltchinskii (1981).
The present uniform entropy version is due to Giné and Zinn (Giné and Zinn,
1984). The proofs were adapted from van der Vaart and Wellner (1996, Chap-
ter 2.5.1), essentially from Arcones and Giné (1993).

Chapter 4.6.All results in this chapter come from van der Vaart and Wellner
(1996), Kosorok (2008), and Giné and Nickl (2015). To name a few, Theo-
rem 4.11 is Theorem 3.6.9 in Giné and Nickl (2015); Lemma 4.7 is Lemma
2.6.18 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996); Example 4.8 is Example 3.6.14 in
Giné and Nickl (2015); Lemma 4.8 is Lemma 2.6.13 in van der Vaart and Wellner
(1996).

Chapter 4.7.All results in this chapter come from van der Vaart and Wellner
(1996) and van der Vaart (2000); see the references pointed in the text for
details.





Chapter 5

Permutation Process Theory

Let Z be a vector space. Consider the following finite population,

{
zi = zN,i ∈ Z, i ∈ [N ]

}
,

which is assumed non-random but contains not necessarily distinct points.
Here N stands for the population size. The finite population distribution is
denoted by PN and is defined as

PN =
1

N

N∑

i=1

δzi , with δz denoting the Dirac measure at z.

Let the sampling paradigm be uniform without replacement, yielding the
following random measure that we call the permutation measure:

Pπ,n :=
1

n

∑

π(i)≤n
δzi =

1

n

N∑

i=1

δzi1(π(i) ≤ n),

where π stands for the uniform permutation over [N ]. Here n stands for the
sample size.

Let F = {f : Z → R} be a class of functions. This chapter is focused
on the following combinatorial process that is a natural counterpart of the
empirical process:

{
Pπ,nf :=

1

n

∑

π(i)≤n
f(zi); f ∈ F

}
.

Each element in the above process has expectation

PNf =
1

N

N∑

i=1

f(zi).

101
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We define
∥∥∥Pπ,n − PN

∥∥∥
F
:= sup

f∈F

∣∣∣(Pπ,n − PN)f
∣∣∣ and Gπ,nf =

√
n(Pπ,n − PNf).

It is apparent that, in finite population, every random variable considered
is trivially measurable so that, starting from now on, we drop the countability
condition for F .

In addition, the asymptotic setting this chapter focuses on is n = nN → ∞
as N → ∞.

5.1 Rosen processes

Before addressing more complex permutation processes, let’s first establish an
elementary result characterizing the limiting behavior of the finite-population
sampling process. This result, originally due to Rosen (Rosén, 1964), is pre-
sented here in the form given by Billingsley (Billingsley, 1968, Theorem 24.1).

Consider here Z ⊂ R and for each t ∈ [0, 1], define

ZN (t) :=
∑

π(i)≤⌈Nt⌉
zi =

N∑

i=1

zi1(π(i) ≤ ⌈Nt⌉),

where ⌈·⌉ represents the ceiling of the input. The process

ZN =
{
ZN(t); t ∈ [0, 1]

}

then monitors the sampling process from the beginning (t = 0) to the end
when the pool is exhausted (t = 1).

The following theorem characterizes the stochastic behavior of ZN .

Theorem 5.1 (Rosen-Billingsley) Assume

N∑

i=1

zi = 0,

N∑

i=1

z2i = 1, and max
i∈[N ]

|zi| → 0.

It holds true then that

ZN ⇒ B(0, 1) in ℓ∞([0, 1]),

where B(0, 1) stands for the standard Brownian bridge, i.e., the Gaussian
process with mean zero and variance

Cov(B(s),B(t)) = s ∧ t− st, for any s, t ∈ R.
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Before proving this theorem, let’s first explore an “empirical process” type
proof under a strong assumption that lim supN→∞N

∑N
i=1 z

4
i ≤ K for some

finite universal constantK. To employ Theorem 2.5, it is first straightforward
to verify that

(ZN (t1), . . . , ZN (tm))⊤

weakly converges to the distribution of (B(t1), . . . ,B(tm))⊤ for any positive
integer m and any t1, . . . , tm ∈ [0, 1].

We next verify stochastic equicontinuity. Note that every function is mea-
surable in a discrete space. Accordingly, we can replace the outer probability
in Theorem 2.5 by the regular probability. In addition, for any δ > 0 and
s < t such that t− s < δ, we have

ZN(t)− ZN (s) =

N∑

i=1

zi1(⌈Ns⌉ < π(i) ≤ ⌈Nt⌉).

Applying Corollary 3.6 to the above combinatorial sum and noticing that

Var{ZN(t)− ZN (s)} . t− s and
√√√√

N∑

i=1

z4i ·

√√√√
N∑

j=1

(
1

(
j ∈ (⌈Ns⌉, ⌈Nt⌉]

)
− ⌈Nt⌉ − ⌈Ns⌉

N

)4

. (t− s)1/2,

we obtain, by Lemma 2.2, that there exists a universal constant K such that

‖ZN(t)− ZN (s)‖ψ2 ≤ K|t− s|1/4 for all t, s ∈ [0, 1].

Lastly, we have

(i) ([0, 1], | · |1/4) is a metric space;
(ii) for any ǫ ∈ (0, 1], N ([0, 1], | · |1/4, ǫ) ≤ 2/ǫ4 and accordingly is totally

bounded;
(iii) it holds true that

ZN(t)− ZN (s) =

N∑

i=1

zi1(⌈Ns⌉ < π(i) ≤ ⌈Nt⌉)

≤
√
⌈Nt⌉ − ⌈Ns⌉ ≤

√
2N ·

√
t− s,

and ZN is thusly separable in ([0, 1], | · |1/4).
Dudley’s entropy bound (Corollary 4.1) then yields

E sup
|s−t|1/4≤δ

∣∣∣ZN(t)− ZN (s)
∣∣∣ .

∫ δ

0

√
log

( 4

ǫ4

)
dǫ,
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which converges to 0 as δ → 0 by the dominated convergence theorem. Em-
ploying Markov’s inequality then proves stochastic equicontinuity. This fin-
ishes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. The above argument does not fully exploit the partial
sum structure in ZN , and thus ends up with an unnecessarily strong unifor-
mity requirement on zi’s. This highlights the limit of Dudley’s metric entropy
approach.

Instead, to prove stochastic equicontinuity, this time let’s fix some constant
δ > 0 such that, without loss of generality, 1/δ is an integer. It then holds
true that

Pr
(

sup
|s−t|≤δ

∣∣∣ZN (t)− ZN(s)
∣∣∣ > ǫ

)

≤Pr
(

max
0≤jδ<1

sup
jδ≤t≤(j+1)δ

∣∣∣ZN (t)− ZN(jδ)
∣∣∣ > ǫ/2

)
+

Pr
(

max
0<jδ≤1

sup
(j−1)δ≤s≤jδ

∣∣∣ZN (jδ)− ZN (s)
∣∣∣ > ǫ/2

)
.

For the first term, notice that for any ǫ > 0,

Pr
(

max
0≤jδ<1

sup
jδ≤t≤(j+1)δ

∣∣∣ZN(t)− ZN (jδ)
∣∣∣ > ǫ

)

≤1

δ
Pr

(
sup

jδ≤t≤(j+1)δ

∣∣∣ZN (t)− ZN(jδ)
∣∣∣ > ǫ

)
=

1

δ
Pr

(
sup

0≤t≤δ

∣∣∣ZN (t)
∣∣∣ > ǫ

)

=
1

δ
Pr

(
sup

0≤t≤δ

∣∣∣
∑

π(i)≤⌈Nt⌉
zi

∣∣∣ > ǫ
)
.

Next, we need a Levy-type inequality for partial sum processes of ex-
changeable entries. The following result is due to Pruss (1998).

Lemma 5.1 (Pruss’s inequality) Fix a constant γ > 1. AssumeX1, . . . , X⌈nγ⌉
are exchangeable. Then, for any k ∈ [n] and any t > 0,

Pr
(
max
ℓ∈[k]

∣∣∣
ℓ∑

i=1

Xi

∣∣∣ > t
)
≤ c · Pr

(∣∣∣
k∑

i=1

Xi

∣∣∣ > t

c

)
,

where c = c(γ) ∈ (0,∞) is a constant only depending on γ.

Using this lemma and invoking Theorem 3.7, it is then obvious that there
exists a constant K > 0 such that

Pr
(

sup
0≤t≤δ

∣∣∣
∑

π(i)≤⌈Nt⌉
zi

∣∣∣ > ǫ
)
≤ cPr

(∣∣∣
∑

π(i)≤⌈Nδ⌉
zi

∣∣∣ > ǫ/c
)

≤ 2c exp
(
− Kǫ2

⌈Nδ⌉/N + ǫ ·maxi∈[N ] |zi|
)
.
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Accordingly,

Pr
(

max
0≤jδ<1

sup
jδ≤t≤(j+1)δ

∣∣∣ZN (t)− ZN(jδ)
∣∣∣ > ǫ

)

≤1

δ
· 2c exp

(
− Kǫ2

⌈Nδ⌉/N + ǫ ·maxi∈[N ] |zi|
)
,

which will go to 0 as we first take N → ∞ and then δ ↓ 0. The same holds
true for the other half, and we thus complete the proof. ⊓⊔

5.2 Maximal inequalities

We first present the form of Pπ,nf as a combinatorial mean.

Lemma 5.2 The combinatorial mean

Pπ,nf =

N∑

i=1

afi,π(i) =

N∑

i=1

f(zi)

n
1(π(i) ≤ n),

and (Pπ,n − PN)f =

N∑

i=1

dfi,j =

N∑

i=1

f(zi)− PNf

n
·
{
1(π(i) ≤ n)− n/N

}
.

The following is then a direct implication of Lemma 5.2 combined with
Proposition 1.1.

Lemma 5.3 For any f, g ∈ F , we have

E
[
Gπ,nf

]
= 0, Var

[
Gπ,nf

]
=
N − n

N − 1
PN(f − PNf)

2,

and

Cov
[
Gπ,nf,Gπ,ng

]
=
N − n

N − 1
(PN (fg)− (PNf)(PNg)).

Exercise 5.1 Prove Lemma 5.2 and Lemma 5.3.

We next present a critical bound, the Bobkov’s inequality, that quantifies
the subgaussian property of Pπ,nf and set a bound that is only related to the
sampling ratio, n/N , and the variance under PN .

Theorem 5.2 (Bobkov’s inequality) It holds true that, for any f ∈ F ,

∥∥∥(Pπ,n − PN )f
∥∥∥
ψ2

≤
√

12

n

(
1 +

N

n

)∥∥∥f − PNf
∥∥∥
L2(PN )

,

and for any f, g ∈ F ,
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∥∥∥(Pπ,n − PN )(f − g)
∥∥∥
ψ2

≤
√

48

n

(
1 +

N

n

)∥∥∥f − g
∥∥∥
L2(PN )

.

Proof. Using Lemma 5.2, for any f, g ∈ F , we have

dfi,j − dgi,j =
1

n

(
1(j ≤ n)− n

N

)[
f(zi)− g(zi)− PN(f − g)

]
.

Now we will invoke Theorem 3.6. Notice that

1

n2
sup
s∈SN

N∑

i=1

(
f(zi)− g(zi)− PN(f − g)

)2(
1(s(i) ≤ n)− n

N

)2

≤ 1

n
· N
n

· 1

N

N∑

i=1

(
f(zi)− g(zi)− PN(f − g)

)2

≤ 1

n
· 4N
n

PN(f − g)2, (5.1)

where in the last inequality we use the Jensen’s inequality to derive

(PN (f − g))2 ≤ PN (f − g)2.

On the other hand,

1

N − 1

∑

i,j∈[N ]

∣∣∣dfi,j − dgi,j

∣∣∣
2

≤ 2

n2(N − 1)

∑

i,j∈[N ]

(
1(j ≤ n)− n

N

)2

[f(zi)− g(zi)]
2

+
2

n2(N − 1)

∑

i,j∈[N ]

(
1(j ≤ n)− n

N

)2

[PN (f − g)]2

≤ 1

n

{ 2

N

N∑

i=1

[f(zi)− g(zi)]
2 + 2[PN(f − g)]2

}

≤ 4

n
· PN(f − g)2, (5.2)

where in the last inequality we use the fact that

N∑

j=1

(
1(j ≤ n)− n

N

)2

=

n∑

j=1

(
1− n

N

)2

+

N∑

j=n+1

( n
N

)2

=
n(N − n)

N
.

Plugging (5.1) and (5.2) into Corollary 3.6 and applying Lemma 2.2 yields
the second claim. The first claim is similar, and is left for the readers to
verify. ⊓⊔
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The term N/n in the Orlicz ψ2 norm bound is a little bit unpleasant
if n is asymptotically ignorant compared to N . We may, however, remove
it by appealing to the Orlicz ψ1 norm combined with Theorem 3.7. This
is, however, at the cost of introducing an L∞ term. It results to a version
of the Bernstein-Serfling inequality; see, e.g., Bardenet and Maillard (2015,
Theorem 3.5).

Theorem 5.3 (Bernstein-Serfling inequality) It holds true that, for
any f ∈ F ,

∥∥∥(Pπ,n − PN)f
∥∥∥
ψ1

≤ 24
√
2

n

∥∥∥f − PNf
∥∥∥
L∞

+

√
72

n log 2

∥∥∥f − PNf
∥∥∥
L2(PN )

,

and for any f, g ∈ F ,

∥∥∥(Pπ,n − PN)(f − g)
∥∥∥
ψ1

≤ 48
√
2

n

∥∥∥f − g
∥∥∥
L∞

+

√
288

n log 2

∥∥∥f − g
∥∥∥
L2(PN )

.

Exercise 5.2 Please prove Theorem 5.3 using Theorem 3.7 and then Lemma
2.4.

Lastly, we highlight the following corollary that is a direct consequence of
Hoeffding’s convex ordering inequality (Theorem 3.8). This result turns out
to be quite useful in the subsequent sections.

Corollary 5.1 (Hoeffding’s convex ordering inequality, stochastic
process version) For any L fixed elements w1, . . . , wL ∈ W , any func-
tion class F = {f : W → R}, and any positive integer ℓ ∈ [L], we have

E
∥∥∥

ℓ∑

i=1

(δwπ−1(i)
−WL)

∥∥∥
F
≤ E

∥∥∥
ℓ∑

i=1

(δ
Ŵi

−WL)
∥∥∥
F
,

where π ∈ SL is a uniform permutation, WL := L−1
∑L

i=1 δwi , and Ŵ1, Ŵ2, . . . ,
are i.i.d. drawn from WL.

5.3 Permutation LLN and CLT

Theorem 5.4 (Permutation strong LLN) Suppose that f : Z → R

satisfies either

lim sup
N→∞

PN(f − PNf)
2 <∞ and lim inf

N→∞
(n/N) > 0

or
lim sup
N→∞

PN(f − PNf)
4 <∞.
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It then holds true that
(Pπ,n − PN)f

a.s.→ 0.

Proof. Case 1. To prove the assertion under the first condition, Lemma
5.2 shows that there exists a universal constant K > 0 such that, for all
sufficiently large n,

Pr
{∣∣∣(Pπ,n − PN)f

∣∣∣ > t
}
≤ 2 exp

(
− nt2

Kσ2
N

)
, for any t > 0.

Additionally, by condition,

σ2
N := PN (f − PNf)

2

satisfies that lim supσ2
N <∞. Thusly, we obtain, for any t > 0,

∞∑

n=1

Pr
{∣∣∣(Pπ,n − PN )f

∣∣∣ > t
}
≤ 2

∞∑

n=1

exp
(
− nt2

Kσ2
N

)
<∞.

Accordingly, invoking the first Borel-Cantelli lemma yields the conclusion.
Case 2. To prove the assertion under the second condition, note that, by

Theorem 3.8,

E
∣∣∣(Pπ,n − PN )f

∣∣∣
4

≤ E
∣∣∣(P̂n − PN)f

∣∣∣
4

,

where P̂n = n−1
∑n
i=1 δẐi and Ẑi’s are independently sampled from PN . The

left-hand side can be further simplified to be

E
∣∣∣n(P̂n − PN)f

∣∣∣
4

= nPN(f − PNf)
4 + 3(n2 − n){PN(f − PNf)

2}2

≤ 3n2PN (f − PNf)
4.

Markov’s inequality then yields

Pr
{∣∣∣(Pπ,n − PN)f

∣∣∣ > t
}
≤ 3PN(f − PNf)

4

n2t4

so that

∞∑

n=1

Pr
{∣∣∣(Pπ,n − PN )f

∣∣∣ > t
}
≤

∞∑

n=1

3PN(f − PNf)
4

n2t4
<∞.

This completes the proof. ⊓⊔

Theorem 5.5 (Permutation CLT) Suppose that

n = nN → ∞, PN ⇒ P, and lim
N→∞

n

N
= γ ∈ [0, 1).
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In addition, assume that the functions f1, . . . , fm : Z → R satisfy that

lim sup
N→∞

PN |fi − PNfi|3 <∞, PNf → Pf, and PN(fifj) → P(fifj)

for any i, j ∈ [m]. It then holds true that

Gπ,nf ⇒ N(0,Σ),

where f := (f1, f2, . . . , fm)
⊤ and [Σ]ij = (1− γ)P(fi − Pfi)(fj − Pfj).

Proof. Let’s employ the Cramer-Wold device and combine it with the com-
binatorial CLT (Theorem 3.1). In detail, for any v ∈ Rm with ‖v‖ = 1, we
have

[Gπ,nf ]
⊤v =

N∑

i=1

1√
n

m∑

j=1

vj(fj − PNfj)1(π(i) ≤ n).

Lemma 5.3 shows that the variance of the above combinatorial sum is

Var
(
[Gπ,nf ]

⊤v
)
= (1− γ)

m∑

i=1

m∑

j=1

vivjPN(fi − PNfi)(fj − PNfj)

→ (1− γ)

m∑

i=1

m∑

j=1

vivjP(fi − Pfi)(fj − Pfj) as N → ∞.

If
∑m
i=1

∑m
j=1 vivjP(fi − Pfi)(fj − Pfj) = 0, then Var([Gπ,nf ]

⊤v) → 0 so
that

[Gπ,nf ]
⊤v ⇒ 0

a.s.
= v⊤N(0,Σ).

Accordingly, in the following we only have to focus on those v’s such that

m∑

i=1

m∑

j=1

vivjP(fi − Pfi)(fj − Pfj) > 0.

For these v’s, we have

1

Nn3/2

∑

i,j∈[N ]

∣∣∣v⊤
(
1(j ≤ n)− n

N

)
·
(
f(zi)− PNf(zi)

)∣∣∣
3

≤ 1

Nn3/2

∑

i,j∈[N ]

∣∣∣1(j ≤ n)− n

N

∣∣∣
3

· ‖f(zi)− PNf(zi)‖3

≤ 2

Nn1/2

N∑

i=1

( m∑

j=1

|fj − PNfj |2
)3/2

= O(n−1/2),

where in the last equality we used (i) the fact that
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∑

j∈[N ]

∣∣∣1(j ≤ n)− n

N

∣∣∣
3

=
∑

j≤n

(
1− n

N

)3

+
∑

j>n

n3

N3
≤ n+

n3

N2
≤ 2n,

(ii) Jensen’s inequality that

( 1

m

m∑

j=1

|fj − PNfj |2
)3/2

≤ 1

m

m∑

j=1

|fj − PNfj|3,

and (iii) the condition that

lim sup
N→∞

PN |fj − PNfj |3 <∞.

Accordingly, when applied to the combinatorial sum [Gπ,nf ]
⊤v, the right-

hand side of Theorem 3.1 converges to 0, so that

[Gπ,nf ]
⊤v ⇒ N(0,v⊤Σv).

Invoking Corollary 2.1 then completes the proof. ⊓⊔

5.4 Combinatorial Talagrand’s inequality

We start with an introduction to Bobkov’s entropy argument on uniform
permutations. In the following, let

GN :=
{
(i1, i2, . . . , iN )⊤; {i1, i2, . . . , iN} = [N ]

}

contain all rearrangements of [N ]. Let

π = πN := (π−1(1), . . . , π−1(N))⊤ ∈ GN

be uniformly distributed over GN .

Definition 5.1 (Symmetric functions over GN) A function g : Gn → R

is said to be (n,N)-symmetric if f is permutationally invariant with regard
to the first n and the second N − n entries.

Definition 5.2 (Gradient magnitude of a function) For any (n,N)-
symmetric function g : Gn → R, we define its gradient magnitude to be

∣∣∣∇g(π)
∣∣∣
2

:=
∑

i∈I

∑

j∈J

(
g(π)− g(πi,j)

)2

,

where
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I := [n], J := [N ]/I, and πi,jk :=





π(k), if k 6= i, j,

π(j), if k = i,

π(i), if k = j.

The following result gives a log-Sobolev-type inequality.

Lemma 5.4 (Bobkov’s lemma) Let π be uniformly distributed over GN .
For any (n,N)-symmetric function g : Gn → R, it then holds true that,

(N + 2)Entπ(e
g) ≤ E(eg, g),

where
Entπ(e

g) := E
[
eg(π)g(π)

]
− E

[
eg(π)

]
log E

[
eg(π)

]

and
E(eg, g) := E

[∑

i∈I

∑

j∈J

(
g(π)− g(πi,j)

)(
eg(π) − eg(π

i,j)
)]
.

A direct consequence of Bobkov’s lemma is the following Hoeffding-type
inequality for (n,N)-symmetric functions.

Corollary 5.2 (Bobkov’s permutation inequality) Let π be uniformly
distributed over GN and Σ2 be a positive finite constant. Assume g to be an
(n,N)-symmetric function such that

P
(
|∇g(π)|2 ≤ Σ2

)
= 1.

It then holds true that, for any t ≥ 0,

Pr
{∣∣∣g(π)− Eg(π)

∣∣∣ ≥ t
}
≤ 2 exp

{
− (N + 2)t2

4Σ2

}
.

Specializing to such
g(π) = (Pπ,n − PN)f,

Corollary 5.2 gives a (up to constants) equivalent version of Theorem 5.2;
this explains why Theorem 5.2 is named after Sergey Bobkov.

Corollary 5.3 As taking g(π) = (Pπ,n − PN)f , we have

∣∣∣∇g(π)
∣∣∣
2

≤
(N
n

)2∥∥∥f − PNf
∥∥∥
2

L2(PN )

and thusly

∥∥∥(Pπ,n − PN )f
∥∥∥
ψ2

≤
√

12N

n2

∥∥∥f − PNf
∥∥∥
L2(PN )

.

Proof. By definition,
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∣∣∣∇g(π)
∣∣∣
2

=
1

n2

∑

i∈I

∑

j∈I
(f(zπi)− f(zπj ))

2 ≤ 1

n2

∑

1≤i<j≤N
(f(zi)− f(zj))

2

=
(N
n

)2

· 1

N

N∑

i=1

(
f(zi)−

1

N

N∑

j=1

f(zj)
)2

=
(N
n

)2∥∥∥f − PNf
∥∥∥
2

L2(PN )
.

The rest is straightforward. ⊓⊔

To establish a Talagrand’s inequality in the form of Theorem 4.8, on the
other hand, we need a refined version of Corollary 5.2. This is managed
through a clever trick due to Ilya Tolstikhin (Tolstikhin, 2017).

Corollary 5.4 (Bobkov’s permutation inequality, Tolstikhin’s ver-
sion) Let π be uniformly distributed over GN and Σ2 be a positive finite
constant. Assume g to be an (n,N)-symmetric function such that

P
(
|∇g(π)|2+ ≤ Σ2

)
= 1

with
∣∣∣∇g(π)

∣∣∣
2

+
:=

∑

i∈I

∑

j∈J

(
g(π)− g(πi,j)

)2

1

(
g(π) ≥ g(πi,j)

)
.

It then holds true that, for any t ≥ 0,

Pr
{∣∣∣g(π)− Eg(π)

∣∣∣ ≥ t
}
≤ 2 exp

{
− (N + 2)t2

8Σ2

}
.

Proof. Continuing from Bobkov’s lemma (Lemma 5.4), we obtain

E(eg, g)

=
1

N !

∑

σ∈GN

[∑

i∈I

∑

j∈J

(
g(σ)− g(σi,j)

)(
eg(σ) − eg(σ

i,j)
)]

=
2

N !

∑

σ∈GN

∑

i∈I

∑

j∈J

(
g(σ)− g(σi,j)

)(
eg(σ) − eg(σ

i,j)
)
1

(
g(σ) ≥ g(σi,j)

)
.

Notice that, for any a, b ∈ R, it holds true

(a− b)(ea − eb) ≤ ea + eb

2
(a− b)2.

We thus obtain

2

N !

∑

σ∈GN

∑

i∈I

∑

j∈J

(
g(σ)− g(σi,j)

)(
eg(σ) − eg(σ

i,j)
)
1

(
g(σ) ≥ g(σi,j)

)

≤ 2

N !

∑

σ∈GN

∑

i∈I

∑

j∈J

(
g(σ)− g(σi,j)

)2 eg(σ) + eg(σ
i,j)

2
1

(
g(σ) ≥ g(σi,j)

)
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=
2

N !

∑

σ∈GN

∑

i∈I

∑

j∈J

(
g(σ)− g(σi,j)

)2

1

(
g(σ) ≥ g(σi,j)

)
· eg(σ)

=2E
[∣∣∣∇g(π)

∣∣∣
2

+
eg(π)

]
.

Accordingly, Lemma 5.4 yields

(N + 2)Entπ(e
g) ≤ 2Σ2E

[
eg(π)

]
,

so that for any λ ∈ R,

(N + 2)Entπ(e
λg) ≤ 2λ2Σ2E

[
eλg

]
.

Introducing H(λ) := Eeλg, standard entropy arguments then yield, for any
λ ∈ R,

λH ′(λ)−H(λ) logH(λ) = Entπ(e
λg) ≤ 2λ2Σ2

N + 2
H(λ),

so that, by rewriting K(λ) := λ−1 logH(λ), we have

d

dλ
K(λ) ≤ 2Σ2

N + 2
.

Using the initial condition that K(0) = H ′(0)/H(0) = Eg, we obtain

K(λ) = K(0) +

∫ λ

0

K ′(t)dt ≤ Eg +
2Σ2λ

N + 2
,

so that

e−λEgH(λ) = Eeλ(g−Eg) ≤ exp
(2Σ2λ2

N + 2

)
,

which implies the Hoeffding-type inequality and thus completes the proof. ⊓⊔

We are now ready to introduce the main result of this section, a Talagrand-
type inequality for combinatorial processes.

Theorem 5.6 (Tolstikhin-Talagrand inequality) For any t ≥ 0, it holds
true that

Pr
{∥∥∥Pπ,n − PN

∥∥∥
F
− E

∥∥∥Pπ,n − PN

∥∥∥
F
≥ t

}
≤ exp

(
− n2t2

8NΣ2
F

)
,

where the constant Σ2
F is defined to be

Σ2
F := sup

f∈F

∥∥∥f − PNf
∥∥∥
2

L2(PN )
.
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Proof. Conditioning on π, let f = fπ be a function in the convex hull of F
such that

Q(π) :=
∥∥∥Pπ,n − PN

∥∥∥
F
= (Pπ,n − PN)f.

It then holds true that

∣∣∣∇Qn
∣∣∣
2

+
=

∑

i∈I

∑

j∈J

(
Q(π)−Q(πi,j)

)2

1

(
Q(π) ≥ Q(πi,j)

)

≤ 1

n2

∑

i∈I

∑

j∈J

( n∑

k=1

f(zπk)−
n∑

k=1

f(zπi,j
k
)
)2

=
1

n2

∑

i∈I

∑

j∈J

(
f(zπi)− f(zπj )

)2

≤ 1

n2

∑

1≤i<j≤N

(
f(zi)− f(zj)

)2

≤ N2

n2
Σ2

F ,

where in the first inequality we used the fact that, for any two functions
f, g : X → R such that supx∈X f(x) = f(x), we have

(
sup
x∈X

f(x)− sup
x∈X

g(x)
)2

1

(
sup
x∈X

f(x) ≥ sup
x∈X

g(x)
)
≤ (f(x)− g(x))2.

Employing Corollary 5.4 then completes the proof. ⊓⊔

5.5 Combinatorial Glivenko-Cantelli

Definition 5.3 ((PN , π)-Glivenko-Cantelli) A collection of functions {f, f ∈
F} is said to be weakly (PN , π)-Glivenko-Cantelli if

E sup
f∈F

∣∣∣(Pπ,n − PN )f
∣∣∣ → 0,

and strongly (PN , π)-Glivenko-Cantelli if

sup
f∈F

∣∣∣(Pπ,n − PN )f
∣∣∣ a.s.→ 0.

Theorem 5.7 (Bracketing, version I) Let F be an arbitrary class of
functions such that (a) it admits an envelope function F > 0 satisfying

lim sup
N→∞

N[](F , L1(PN), ǫ) <∞ for any ǫ > 0,
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and either (a) limN→∞ PNF
2/
√
n = 0, or (b) there exists some fixed con-

stant c > 0 such that lim supN→∞ PNF
1+c < ∞. We then have F is weakly

(PN , π)-Glivenko-Cantelli.

Proof. Using Corollary 5.1, we have

E sup
f∈F

∣∣∣(Pπ,n − PN )f
∣∣∣ = E

∥∥∥ 1
n

n∑

i=1

(δz
π−1(i)

− PN )
∥∥∥
F

≤ E
∥∥∥ 1
n

n∑

i=1

(δẐi − PN )
∥∥∥
F
,

where Ẑi’s are i.i.d. drawn from PN .
Now fix an ǫ > 0 and let [li, ui] be the ǫ-brackets such that their union

covers F and PN(ui − li) < ǫ. Let

Pn :=

n∑

i=1

δẐi .

We have, for every f ∈ F ,

(Pn −PN )f ≤ Pnui −PNf = (Pn −PN )ui +PN (ui − f) ≤ (Pn −PN )ui + ǫ.

Accordingly,
sup
f∈F

(Pn − PN)f ≤ max
i

(Pn − PN)ui + ǫ.

Case 1. Now, if condition (a) holds, then combining the condition that

lim sup
N→∞

N[](F , L1(PN ), ǫ) <∞

with Lemma 2.1 (by choosing ψ(x) = x2) yields

E sup
f∈F

(Pn − PN)f ≤
√
N[](F , L1(PN ), ǫ) ·max

i
‖(Pn − PN)ui‖L2 + ǫ

≤
√
N[](F , L1(PN ), ǫ) ·

√
PNF 2

n
+ ǫ,

so that, under theorem conditions,

lim sup
N→∞

E sup
f∈F

(Pn − PN )f ≤ ǫ.

Symmetrically, we have

lim inf
N→∞

E inf
f∈F

(PN − Pn)f ≥ −ǫ.
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Combining the above two finishes the proof under condition (a).
Case 2. Next, if condition (b) holds, then using Lemma 2.1 (by choosing

ψ(x) = x) yields

E sup
f∈F

(Pn − PN )f ≤ N[](F , L1(PN ), ǫ) ·max
i

E
∣∣∣(Pn − PN)ui

∣∣∣+ ǫ.

Picking a sufficiently large constant M > 0, we have

E
∣∣∣(Pn − PN)ui

∣∣∣ ≤ E
∣∣∣(Pn − PN)ui1(F ≤M)

∣∣∣+ E
∣∣∣(Pn − PN )ui1(F > M)

∣∣∣

≤
√
M2

n
+ 2PNF1(F > M),

where the second term can be controlled as

PNF1(F > M) ≤ PN

[F 1+c

F c
1(F > M)

]
≤ PNF

1+c

M c
.

This yields

lim sup
N→∞

E
∣∣∣(Pn − PN)ui

∣∣∣ ≤ 2

lim sup
N→∞

PNF
1+c

M c
,

the righthand side of which converges to 0 as M → ∞. Accordingly,

lim sup
M→∞

lim sup
N→∞

E sup
f∈F

(Pn − PN )f ≤ ǫ.

The other side is similar, and we thus finish the proof. ⊓⊔
Theorem 5.8 (Bracketing, version II) Let F be an arbitrary class of
functions such that (a) it admits an envelope F > 0 with lim supN→∞ PNF

2 <
∞, and (b) for any fixed ǫ > 0,

lim
N→∞

N log 2N[](F , L1(PN ), ǫ)

n2
= 0.

It then holds true that F is weakly (PN , π)-Glivenko-Cantelli.

Proof. Fix an ǫ > 0 and let [li, ui] be the ǫ-brackets such that their union
covers F and PN(ui − li) < ǫ. It then holds true that, for any f ∈ F ,

(Pπ,n − PN )f ≤ (Pπ,n − PN )ui + PN(ui − f) ≤ (Pπ,n − PN )ui + ǫ

so that, integrating Theorem 5.2 into Lemma 2.1,

E sup
f∈F

(Pπ,n − PN)f ≤ Emax
i

(Pπ,n − PN)ui + ǫ

≤
√
log 2N[](F , L1(PN ), ǫ) ·

√
12

n

(
1 +

N

n

)
max
i

‖ui − PNui‖L2(PN ) + ǫ
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≤‖2F‖L2(PN ) ·
√

24N · log 2N[](F , L1(PN ), ǫ)

n2
+ ǫ.

Similarly,

E sup
f∈F

(PN − Pπ,n)f ≤ Emax
i

(PN − Pπ,n)li + ǫ

≤
√
log 2N[](F , L1(PN ), ǫ) ·

√
12

n

(
1 +

N

n

)
max
i

‖li − PN li‖L2(PN) + ǫ

≤‖2F‖L2(PN ) ·
√

24N · log 2N[](F , L1(PN ), ǫ)

n2
+ ǫ.

Combining the above two inequalities and taking first N → ∞ and then
ǫ→ 0 thus complete the proof. ⊓⊔
Theorem 5.9 (Bracketing, version III) Let F be an arbitrary class of
functions satisfying (a) there exists some fixed constant c > 0 such that
lim supN→∞ PNF

1+c <∞, and (b) for any fixed ǫ > 0,

lim
N→∞

log 2N[](F , L1(PN ), ǫ)√
n

= 0.

It then holds true that F is weakly (PN , π)-Glivenko-Cantelli.

Proof. We use a truncation trick. Similar to the last proof, fix an ǫ > 0 and let
[li, ui] be the ǫ-brackets such that their union covers F and PN(ui − li) < ǫ.
Further fix an M > 0. It then holds true that, for any f ∈ F ,

(Pπ,n − PN )f1(F ≤M) ≤ (Pπ,n − PN )ui1(F ≤M) + PN (ui − f)1(F ≤M)

≤ (Pπ,n − PN )ui1(F ≤M) + ǫ.

Accordingly, employing Theorem 5.3 and plugging into Lemma 2.1, we obtain

E sup
f∈F

(Pπ,n − PN)f1(F ≤M) ≤ Emax
i

(Pπ,n − PN)ui1(F ≤M) + ǫ

≤ log 2N[](F , L1(PN ), ǫ) ·
(96

√
2M

n
+

√
288

n log 2
· 2M

)
+ ǫ,

which shall decay to ǫ as N goes to infinity.
On the other hand,

E sup
f∈F

(Pπ,n − PN)f1(F > M) ≤ 2PNF1(F > M).

By the same argument as in the proof of Theorem 5.7 Case 2, PNF1(F >
M) → 0 as M → ∞.

Combining the above two arguments and applying the same strategy to
the lower bound then complete the proof. ⊓⊔
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Theorem 5.10 Assume that (PN ,F) is P-pre-Glivenko-Cantelli. Suppose
further that (a) lim infN→∞(n/N) > 0, and (b) for any fixed ǫ > 0, we have

lim
N→∞

N logN (F , L1(PN ), ǫ‖F‖L1(PN ))

n2
= 0.

It then holds true that F is weakly (PN , π)-Glivenko-Cantelli.

Proof. Step 1. Similar to the proof of Theorem 4.7, for any constantM > 0,
let’s introduce

FM :=
{
f1(F ≤M); f ∈ F

}
.

It then holds true that

E
∥∥∥Pπ,n − PN

∥∥∥
F

≤E sup
f∈F

∣∣∣ 1
n

∑

π(i)≤n
f(zi)1(F (zi) ≤M)− PNf1(F ≤M)

∣∣∣+

E sup
f∈F

∣∣∣ 1
n

∑

π(i)≤n
f(zi)1(F (zi) > M)− PNf1(F > M)

∣∣∣

≤E
∥∥∥Pπ,n − PN

∥∥∥
FM

+ 2PNF1(F > M).

Step 2. Now, for any g1, g2 ∈ FM such that ‖g1 − g2‖L1(PN ) = PN |g1 −
g2| ≤ ǫ, we have

‖g1−g2‖L1(Pπ,n) =
1

n

N∑

i=1

∣∣∣g1(Xi)−g2(Xi)
∣∣∣1(π(i) ≤ n) ≤ N

n
·PN |g1−g2| ≤

Nǫ

n
,

and accordingly

‖g1 − PNg1 − (g2 − PNg2)‖L1(Pπ,n) ≤
(
1 +

N

n

)
ǫ,

where in the last inequality we used the fact that |PN (g1−g2)| ≤ PN |g1−g2|.
Thusly, letting Tǫ denote the set of centers in the ǫ-net of (FM , L1(PN )),

we obtain

E
∥∥∥Pπ,n − P

∥∥∥
F
≤ E sup

g∈Tǫ

∣∣∣(Pπ,n − PN)g
∣∣∣+

(
1 +

N

n

)
ǫ+ 2PNF1(F > M).

Step 3. Integrating Theorem 5.2 into Lemma 2.1, we have

E sup
g∈Tǫ

∣∣∣(Pπ,n − PN)g
∣∣∣ ≤ 2M ·

√
12

n

(
1 +

N

n

)
· log 2N (FM , L1(PN ), ǫ).
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Employing the same arguments as in the proof of Theorem 4.7 then com-
pletes the proof. ⊓⊔

Lastly, leveraging Theorem 5.6, the above results could all yield strong
Glivenko-Cantelli versions.

Theorem 5.11 Using the notation in Theorem 5.6. Suppose that PN satis-
fies that

lim inf
N→∞

n2

NΣ2
F logn

> 1.

Then all the above theorems also yield a version of strong Glivenkp-Cantelli.

Proof. Use Theorem 5.6 and the first Borel-Cantelli lemma. ⊓⊔

5.6 Combinatorial Donsker

Definition 5.4 ((PN , π)-Donsker) Remind that Gπ,nf =
√
n(Pπ,n−PNf).

A collection of functions {f, f ∈ F} is said to be (PN , π)-Donsker if

{
Gπ,nf, f ∈ F

}
⇒ G,

where G is a tight Borel probability measure in L∞(F).

Definition 5.5 (P-pre-Donsker) A pair (PN ,F) is said to be P-pre-
Donsker if there exists a probability measure P over a measurable space
(Z,A) such that (a) (F , L2(P)) is totally bounded; and (b) any f, g ∈ F are
A-measurable and satisfy

lim sup
N→∞

PN |f − PNf |3 <∞, PNf → Pf, and PN(fg) → P(fg).

Lemma 5.5 (Separability) The stochastic process {Gπ,nf ; f ∈ F} is
separable in (F , L2(PN )) and (F , L∞) if the latter pseudo-metric space itself
is separable.

Proof. We have, for any f, g ∈ F ,

∣∣∣Gπ,n(f − g)
∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣ 1√
n

N∑

i=1

[f(zi)− PNf − (g(zi)− PNg)]1(π(i) ≤ n)
∣∣∣

≤ 1√
n

N∑

i=1

|f(zi)− g(zi)|+
√
n|PN (f − g)|

≤ N + n√
n

‖f − g‖L2(PN )
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≤ N + n√
n

‖f − g‖L∞ .

Accordingly, Gπ,nf is continuous in (F , L2(PN ) and also (F , L∞) if the latter
space is separable, and thus also separable. ⊓⊔

Lemma 5.6 (Stochastic equicontinuity) Assume

∫ ∞

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(PN ), ǫ)dǫ <∞.

It then holds holds true that, for any δ > 0,

E sup
‖f−g‖L2(PN )≤δ

∣∣∣Gπ,n(f − g)
∣∣∣ ≤ 72

√
6N

n

∫ δ

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(PN), ǫ)dǫ.

Proof. By condition, for any ǫ > 0, we have log 2N (F , L2(PN), ǫ) < ∞.
Accordingly, the pseudo-metric space (F , L2(PN )) is separable.

In view of Theorem 5.2, for applying Corollary 4.1, it remains to show that
{Gπ,nf} is separable, which has been done in Lemma 5.5, Invoking Corollary
4.1 then completes the proof. ⊓⊔

Theorem 5.12 (Donsker, version I) Assume (a) limN→∞ n/N = γ ∈
(0, 1); (b) (PN ,F) is P-pre-Donsker; and (c)

lim sup
N→∞

∫ diam(F)

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(PN ), ǫ)dǫ <∞.

The class F is then (PN , π)-Donsker.

Proof. We use Theorem 2.5 and Lemma 5.6 to prove Theorem 5.12.
Step 1. Theorem 5.5 verified that, for any finitely many functions f1, . . . , fm ∈

F , denoting f = (f1, f2, . . . , fm)⊤, we have Gπ,nf is asymptotically normal.
Step 2. We then verify stochastic equicontinuity in (F , L2(P)). To this

end, fixing an ǫ > 0, let’s first construct balls B1, . . . , BN (F ,L2(PN ),ǫ) to cover
F in L2(PN ) metric, and then let Tǫ denote the union of centers of radius-ǫ
balls that cover balls Bj ’s in L2(P) norm. By condition, it then holds true
that

|Tǫ| ≤ N (F , L2(PN ), ǫ)×N (F , L2(P), ǫ) <∞.

We then have, for any f ∈ F , there exist fǫ ∈ Tǫ such that ‖f−fǫ‖L2(PN ) ≤ 2ǫ
and ‖f − fǫ‖L2(P) ≤ ǫ. Furthermore, for any f, g ∈ F ,

‖f − g‖L2(PN ) ≤ ‖f − fǫ‖L2(PN ) + ‖fǫ − gǫ‖L2(PN ) + ‖g − gǫ‖L2(PN )

≤ 4ǫ+ ‖fǫ − gǫ‖L2(PN ),

and similarly,
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‖f − g‖L2(P) ≥ ‖fǫ − gǫ‖L2(P) − ‖f − fǫ‖L2(P) − ‖g − gǫ‖L2(P)

≥ ‖fǫ − gǫ‖L2(P) − 2ǫ.

Accordingly,

sup
f,g∈F

{
‖f−g‖L2(PN)−‖f−g‖L2(P)

}
≤ 6ǫ+ sup

fǫ,gǫ∈Tǫ

{
‖fǫ−gǫ‖L2(PN )−‖fǫ−gǫ‖L2(P)

}
.

Now for any f, g ∈ F , we have

‖f−g‖2L2(PN ) = PNf
2+PNg

2−2PNfPNg → Pf2+Pg2−2PfPNg = ‖f−g‖2L2(P)

so that
‖fǫ − gǫ‖L2(PN ) − ‖fǫ − gǫ‖L2(P) → 0.

Accordingly,

lim
N→∞

sup
f,g∈F

{
‖f − g‖L2(PN ) − ‖f − g‖L2(P)

}
= 0,

and thus,

lim
δ↓0

lim sup
N→∞

E sup
‖f−g‖L2(P)≤δ

∣∣∣Gπ,n(f − g)
∣∣∣ ≤ lim

δ↓0
lim sup
N→∞

E sup
‖f−g‖L2(PN )≤2δ

∣∣∣Gπ,n(f − g)
∣∣∣.

By condition that

lim sup
N→∞

∫ diam(F)

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(PN ), ǫ)dǫ <∞

and the dominated convergence theorem, the righthand side limit goes to 0,
which then completes the proof. ⊓⊔
Corollary 5.5 (Uniform entropy argument) Assume the first two con-
ditions in Theorem 5.12 hold. If in addition F admits an envelope function
F > 0 such that lim supN→∞ PNF

2 <∞. We then have, if F further satisfies

∫ 2

0

sup
Q

√
log 2N (F , L2(Q), ǫ‖F‖L2(Q))dǫ <∞,

where the supremum is taken over all finitely discrete probability measure,
then F is (PN , π)-Donsker.

Proof. We have

lim sup
N→∞

∫ diam(F)

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(PN ), ǫ)dǫ

≤ lim sup
N→∞

∫ 2‖F‖L2(PN )

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(PN ), ǫ)dǫ
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= lim sup
N→∞

‖2F‖L2(PN )

∫ 2

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(PN ), ǫ‖F‖L2(PN ))dǫ

≤ lim sup
N→∞

2‖F‖L2(PN ) ·
∫ 2

0

sup
Q

√
log 2N (F , L2(Q), ǫ‖F‖L2(Q))dǫ

<∞,

which completes the proof. ⊓⊔

Theorem 5.13 (Donsker, version II) Assume that F admits an envelope
F > 0 such that (a) (PN ,F) is P-pre-Donsker; (b) limN→∞ n/N = γ ∈ [0, 1);
(c) it holds true that

∫ 2

0

sup
Q

√
logN (F , L2(Q), ǫ‖F‖L2(Q))dǫ <∞,

where the supremum is over all finitely discrete probability measures; and
(d) lim supN→∞ PNF

2 <∞. Then F is (PN , π)-Donsker.

Proof. Using Theorem 3.8, we obtain

lim
δ↓0

lim sup
N→∞

E sup
‖f−g‖L2(P)≤δ

∣∣∣Gπ,n(f − g)
∣∣∣

≤ lim
δ↓0

lim sup
N→∞

E sup
‖f−g‖L2(PN )≤2δ

∣∣∣Gπ,n(f − g)
∣∣∣

≤ lim
δ↓0

lim sup
N→∞

E sup
‖f−g‖L2(PN )≤2δ

∣∣∣Gn(f − g)
∣∣∣.

Here Gn :=
√
n(Pn − PN ), with Pn := n−1

∑n
i=1 δẐi and Ẑi’s i.i.d. drawn

from PN . Invoking Corollary 4.3 and noting that conditional on the data, the
Rademacher sequence in the proof of Theorem 4.9 is separable in L2(Pn), we
then complete the proof. ⊓⊔

Theorem 5.14 (Donsker, version III) Assume that F satisfies (a)
(PN ,F) is P-pre-Donsker; (b) limN→∞ n/N = γ ∈ [0, 1); (c)

lim sup
N→∞

∫ diam(F)

0

√
logN[](F , L2(PN ), ǫ)dǫ <∞;

and (d) lim supN→∞ PNF
2 <∞. Then F is (PN , π)-Donsker.

Proof. Combining the argument in the proof of Theorem 5.13 with the brack-
eting uniform central limit theorem in Theorem 2.5.6 of van der Vaart and Wellner
(1996). ⊓⊔
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5.7 Combinatorial generic chaining

This section aims to convey the results of Michel Talagrand that tightens the
entropy bounds of Dudley. This is through the use of generic chaining. We
further discuss how to use generic chaining to derive alternative bounds to
those in Chapter 5.6 with the assumption that lim inf n/N > 0 being waived.

First of all, define

N0 = 1, and Nn = 22
n

for n ≥ 1

to represent the size of partitions of a general pseudo-metric space (T, d).

Definition 5.6 For any pseudo-metric space (T, d), any t ∈ T , and any
Tn ⊂ T , define

d(t, Tn) = inf
s∈Tn

d(t, s) and en(T, d) = inf
Tn

sup
t
d(t, Tn),

where the infimum is taken over all |Tn| ≤ Nn.

Definition 5.7 For any pseudo-metric space (T, d) and any α > 0, define

γα(T, d) = inf sup
t∈T

∑

n≥0

2n/αdiam(An(t)),

where the infimum is taken over all increasing sequences An of partitions of
T such that |An| ≤ Nn, and An(t) denotes the unique element in An that
contains t.

Talagrand gave the following bound that improves on Dudley’s chaining
bound (i.e., Theorem 4.4).

Theorem 5.15 (Talagrand’s generic chaining bound) Suppose that
{X(t); t ∈ T } is a centered and separable stochastic process such that

‖X(t)‖ψ2 <∞ and ‖X(s)−X(t)‖ψ2 ≤ d(s, t), for any s, t ∈ T.

There then exists a universal constant K > 0 such that

E sup
t∈T

Xt ≤ Kγ2(T, d).

Proof. See the proof of Theorem 2.2.22 in Talagrand (2014). ⊓⊔

One of the truly marvelous insights delivered by Talagrand’s generic chain-
ing bound is that the corresponding bound, unlike Dudley’s, is actually sharp
(up to some constants, of course). This statement can be formalized rigor-
ously when {X(t); t ∈ T } is further assumed to be a Gaussian process.
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Theorem 5.16 (Majorizing measure theorem) Under the conditions of
Theorem 5.15, if we further assume that {X(t); t ∈ T } is Gaussian process,
then there exists a universal constant K > 0 such that

1

K
γ2(T, d) ≤ E sup

t∈T
Xt ≤ Kγ2(T, d).

Proof. See the proof of Theorem 2.4.1 in Talagrand (2014). ⊓⊔

Our interest in this section, however, is in employing the generic chaining
techniques for bounding the suprema of stochastic processes under Bernstein-
type tail conditions. This was stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 5.17 (Bernstein chaining) Consider T to be equipped with
two metrics d1, d2 such that the stochastic process {X(t); t ∈ T } is centered,
separable (in both (T, d1) and (T, d2)), and satisfies

P(|X(s)−X(t)| ≥ u) ≤ 2 exp
(
− u2/2

d2(s, t)2 + ud1(s, t)

)
, for all

s, t ∈ T and u > 0. (5.3)

There then exists a universal constant K > 0 such that

E sup
s,t∈T

|X(s)−X(t)| ≤ K
{
γ1(T, d1) + γ2(T, d2)

}
.

Proof. Theorem 2.2.23 in Talagrand (2014). ⊓⊔

A direct implication of the above theorem is the following Dudley-typer
metric entropy bounds with two tails being explicitly separated out.

Corollary 5.6 Consider the stochastic process {X(t); t ∈ T } that satisfies
the conditions of Theorem 5.17. It then holds true that

E sup
s,t∈T

|X(s)−X(t)| ≤ K
{∫ diam(T ;d2)

0

√
log 2N (T, d2, ǫ)dǫ+

∫ diam(T ;d1)

0

log 2N (T, d1, ǫ)dǫ
}
,

where K > 0 is a universal constant.

Proof. The proof is based on the following lemma that connects γα(T, d) to
en(T, d).

Lemma 5.7 (Corollary 2.3.2 in Talagrand (2014)) For any α > 0 and
any metric space (T, d), it holds true that

γα(T, d) ≤ K(α)
∑

n≥0

2n/αen(T, d).
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Using the above lemma, we could then separately bound γ1(T, d1) and
γ2(T, d2) in the following manner.

Bounding γ2(T, d2). Noticing that

en(T, d2) = inf
{
ǫ : N (T, d2, ǫ) ≤ Nn

}
,

we obtain
ǫ < en(T, d2) implies N (T, d2, ǫ) ≥ 1 +Nn.

Accordingly, we have

∫ en(T,d2)

en+1(T,d2)

√
logN (T, d2, ǫ)dǫ ≥

√
log(1 +Nn)(en(T, d2)− en+1(T, d2))

≥
√
log 2 · 2n/2(en(T, d2)− en+1(T, d2)),

where in the second inequality we used the fact that

log(1 +Nn) ≥ 2n log 2.

Summing over all n ≥ 0, we obtain

∫ e0(T,d2)

0

√
logN (T, d2, ǫ)dǫ ≥

√
log 2

∑

n≥0

2n/2(en(T, d2)− en+1(T, d2))

≥
(
1− 1√

2

)√
log 2

∑

n≥0

2n/2en(T, d2),

which gives the desired bound that

γ2(T, d2) ≤ K

∫ diam(T ;d2)

0

√
log 2N (T, d2, ǫ)dǫ.

Bounding γ1(T, d1). The derivation is similar. We have

∫ en(T,d1)

en+1(T,d1)

logN (T, d1, ǫ)dǫ ≥ log(1 +Nn)(en(T, d1)− en+1(T, d1))

≥ log 2 · 2n(en(T, d1)− en+1(T, d1)),

implying

∫ e0(T,d1)

0

logN (T, d1, ǫ)dǫ ≥ log 2
∑

n≥0

2n(en(T, d1)− en+1(T, d1))

=
log 2

2

∑

n≥0

2nen(T, d1),
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so that

γ1(T, d1) ≤ K

∫ diam(T ;d1)

0

log 2N (T, d1, ǫ)dǫ.

Combining the γ2(T, d2) and γ1(T, d1) bounds then completes the proof.
⊓⊔

Corollary 5.7 Suppose F admits an envelope F ≥ 1 and a sequence of
positive numbers ǫN → ∞ such that

lim sup
N→∞

PNF
2 <∞, lim

N→∞

∫ 2ǫN
√
n

0 log 2N (F , L∞, ǫ)dǫ√
n

= 0,

and lim sup
N→∞

∫ 2

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(PN ), ǫ‖F‖L2(PN ))dǫ <∞.

We then have

lim
δ→0

lim sup
N→∞

E sup
‖f−g‖L2(PN )≤δ

∣∣∣Gπ,n(f − g)
∣∣∣ = 0.

If further the second condition in Theorem 5.12 holds, then F is (PN , π)-
Donsker.

Proof. Step 1. Introduce a small fixed constant δ > 0 and a large fixed
constant M > 0. Similar to the proof of Theorem 5.10, define

FM :=
{
f1(F ≤M); f ∈ F

}
and Fdiff

M :=
{
f−g; f, g ∈ FM , ‖f−g‖L2(PN ) ≤ δ

}
.

By applying a similar analysis as Lemma 5.3, we could then find two universal
constants K1,K2 > 0 such that

{
Gπ,nf ; f ∈ Fdiff

M

}

satisfies (5.3) with

d1(f, g) =
K1√
n
‖f − g‖∞ and d2(f, g) = K2‖f − g‖L2(PN ).

In addition, by a similar argument as made in Lemma 5.5, the process is
separable and also centered. Accordingly, all the conditions in Corollary 5.6
are satisfied.

Step 2. Combining the above arguments with Lemma 4.3, we obtain that
there exists a universal constant C > 0 such that

E sup
f∈Fdiff

M

|Gπ,nf |
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.PN |Gπ,nf0|+
∫ diam(Fdiff

M ;d2)

0

√
log 2N (Fdiff

M , d2, ǫ)dǫ+

∫ diam(Fdiff
M ;d1)

0

log 2N (Fdiff
M , d1, ǫ)dǫ

.δ +

∫ diam(Fdiff
M ;d2)

0

√
log 2N (FM , d2, ǫ/2)dǫ+

∫ diam(Fdiff
M ;d1)

0

log 2N (FM , d1, ǫ/2)dǫ

.δ +

∫ Cδ

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(PN ), ǫ)dǫ+

1√
n

∫ 2M

0

log 2N (FM , L∞, ǫ)dǫ

.δ + ‖F‖L2(PN )

∫ Cδ

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(PN), ǫ‖F‖L2(PN ))dǫ+

1√
n

∫ 2M

0

log 2N (FM , L∞, ǫ)dǫ.

Step 3. It remains to handle the part of F > M . Let’s then define

FM :=
{
f1(F > M); f ∈ F

}
and Fdiff

M :=
{
f−g; f, g ∈ FM , ‖f−g‖L2(PN ) ≤ δ

}
.

For them, we have

E sup
f∈Fdiff

M

|Gπ,nf | .
√
nPNF1(F > M) ≤ PNF

2 ·
√
n

M
.

Combining what we obtained and using the theorem conditions, the proof
is thus done. ⊓⊔

5.8 Examples

5.8.1 Example: Two-sample permutation processes

This section considers the two-sample problem in the finite-population set-
ting. Let {

xi = xi,N , i ∈ [m], yj = yj,N , j ∈ [n]
}

be N = m + n non-random Z-valued points with m = mN , n = nN , and
γN := m/N converges to some constant γ ∈ (0, 1) as N → ∞. Write

{
zk = xk1(k ≤ m) + yk−m1(k > m); k ∈ [N ]

}

to represent the whole set. Let

PN =
1

m

m∑

i=1

δxi , QN =
1

n

n∑

j=1

δyi , and HN =
1

N

N∑

k=1

δzi =
m

N
PN +

n

N
QN
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represent the probability measures of {xi; i ∈ [m]}, {yj; j ∈ [n]}, and {zk; k ∈
[N ]}, respectively.

Assume that there exist probability measures P and Q over the measurable
space (Z,Z) such that

PN ⇒ P and QN ⇒ Q.

We then immediately have HN ⇒ γP + (1 − γ)Q =: H. In statistics, H is
called the mixture probability measure or mixture distribution that mixes P
and Q.

Now let’s consider the permutation measures

Pπ,m :=
1

m

∑

π(i)≤m
δzi and Qπ,n :=

1

n

∑

π(i)>m

δzi .

The following corollary is a direct consequence of Theorem 5.12.

Corollary 5.8 (Two-sample permutation process) Assume

(i) limN→∞ γN = γ ∈ (0, 1);
(ii) (PN ,F) and (QN ,F) are P-pre-Donsker and Q-pre-Donsker, respectively;
(iii) it holds true that

lim sup
N→∞

∫ diam(F)

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(PN ), ǫ)dǫ <∞

and

lim sup
N→∞

∫ diam(F)

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(QN ), ǫ)dǫ <∞.

We then have
{√

m(Pπ,m −HN )f ; f ∈ F
}
⇒

√
1− γ · BH,

where BH is a mean-zero Brownian bridge satisfying that, for any f, g ∈ F ,

Cov(BH(f),BH(g)) = H(f −Hf)(g −Hg).

Exercise 5.3 Prove Corollary 5.8.

Corollary 5.8, combined with the continuous mapping theorem (Theorem
2.6), yields that

√
mn

m+ 1

∥∥∥Pπ,m −Qπ,n

∥∥∥
F
=

1√
1− γN

· √m
∥∥∥Pπ,m −HN

∥∥∥
F

weakly converges to ‖BH‖F . We thus recover the famous two-sample Kolmogorov-
Smirnov theorem in the finite population paradigm; see, e.g., Chapter 3.7 of
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van der Vaart and Wellner (1996). The finite-population paradigm this time,
again, avoids any use of outer measure and gives an elementary proof.

5.8.2 Example: Mean absolute deviation

Let’s study the mean absolute deviation estimator

M̂n =
1

n

∑

π(i)≤n

∣∣∣zi − Pπ,nz
∣∣∣

in the finite population paradigm with n/N → γ ∈ (0, 1) as N → ∞. Intro-
duce

MN := PN |z − PNz|.

Proposition 5.1 It holds true that

E|M̂n −MN | .
‖z − PNz‖L2(PN )√

n
.

Proof. By triangle inequality,

|M̂n −MN | ≤
∣∣∣Pπ,n

(
|z − Pπ,nz| − |z − PNz|

)∣∣∣+
∣∣∣(Pπ,n − PN )|z − PNz|

∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣(Pπ,n − PN )z

∣∣∣+
∣∣∣(Pπ,n − PN )|z − PNz|

∣∣∣.

Invoking Lemma 5.2, we obtain that the first term can be upper bounded as

E
∣∣∣(Pπ,n − PN)z

∣∣∣ . 1√
n
‖z − PNz‖L2(PN).

The second term can be similarly bounded, so that the proof is done. ⊓⊔

Now let’s examine the limiting distribution of M̂n. The asymptotic setting
in our mind is

lim
N→∞

n

N
= γ ∈ (0, 1), PN ⇒ P as N → ∞,

and P admits a Lebesgue density. Introduce the function class

F :=
{
ft(x) :=

∣∣∣x− t
∣∣∣; t ∈ [Pz − δ0,Pz + δ0]

}

for some fixed constant δ0 > 0. We can then decompose

√
n(M̂n −MN ) =

√
n(Pπ,nfPπ,nz − PNfPNz)

=
√
n(Pπ,n − PN )fPNz +

√
n(Pπ,n − PN)(fPπ,nz − fPNz)+
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√
nPN (fPπ,nz − fPNz).

Combining Theorem 5.12 with Proposition 4.2 and Proposition 2.1 implies
that

lim
N→∞

√
n(Pπ,n − PN )(fPπ,nz − fPnz) = 0.

For the third term, using the classic result on Riemann sum convergence
to the integral for bounded variation functions (cf. Babu and Singh (1985,
Theorem 1)), we can obtain

√
n
{
PN(fPπ,nz − fPNz)− P(fPπ,nz − fPNz)

}
.

√
n/N → 0.

Accordingly, we only have to consider

P(fPπ,nz − fPNz) = Ψ(Pπ,nz)− Ψ(PNz),

where Ψ(t) = P|Z − t|. Assume P has a Lebesgue density, then Ψ is differ-
entiable with derivative 2F (t)− 1, with F standing for the CDF of P. Delta
method then implies

Ψ(Pπ,nz)− Ψ(PNz) = (2F (PNz)− 1)(Pπ,n − PN )z + oPN (1/
√
n).

Accordingly,

√
n(M̂n −MN) =

√
n(Pπ,n − PN)(fPN ,z + (2F (PNz)− 1)z)

⇒ N(0, σ2
P),

with
σ2
P = (1 − γ)VarP

[∣∣∣z − Pz
∣∣∣+

{
2F (Pz)− 1

}
z
]
.

We thus give a finite-population version of the famous Example 19.25 in
van der Vaart (2000).

5.9 Notes

Chapter 5.1. Theorem 5.1 is due to Rosén (Rosén, 1964); see, also, Rosén
(1967b) and Rosén (1967a). We adopt the present form from Billingsley
(Billingsley, 1968), where Billingsley also extent results to more general ex-
changeable sequences. The proof of Theorem 5.1, which is a combination of a
Levy-type tail bound due to Pruss (1998) (see, also, Pozdnyakov and Steele
(2013) and references therein) and Chattejee’s combinatorial Bernstein in-
equality (Theorem 3.7), is new. Lastly, Corollary 5.1 is Proposition A.1.9 in
van der Vaart and Wellner (1996), which credited the general vector-valued
version to Marshall et al. (1979, Corollary A.2.e); Theorem 3.8 gave a differ-
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ent proof.

Chapter 5.2. Theorem 5.2 was first discovered in an implicit manner
by Bobkov (2004, Theorem 2.1) and later explicitly presented in Tolstikhin
(2017, Theorem 7 and Lemma 2). The present proof, using Chatterjee’s
method, is new yet quite straightforward. The highlight is that the resulting
concentration inequalities involve constants that only depend on the sampling
ratio (n/N) and the L2(PN ) norm.

To contrast, tail probability bounds for (Pπ,n−PN )f that involve an L∞-
term, as presented in Theorem 5.3, are numerous. Serfling (Serfling, 1974)
may be the first that gave an exponential concentration inequality of the
Hoeffding type. Using the same martingale approach, Bardenet and Maillard
(2015) obtained a set of exponential inequalities. Additionally, Greene and
Wellner (Greene and Wellner, 2017; Greene, 2016), employing Kemperman’s
majorizing hypergeometric argument (Kemperman, 1973, Section 4), derived
a set of hypergeometric tail inequalities that can be directly translated to tail
probability bounds for (Pπ,n − PN)f . Finally, Sourav Chatterjee introduced
new moment and concentration inequalities via Stein’s method, discussed
in depth in Chapter 3.6. More recent developments along this track include
Albert (2019), Lei and Ding (2021), Sambale and Sinulis (2022), Polaczyk
(2023), and Barber (2024).

Chapter 5.3. Results in this chapter can be partially found in some sur-
vey sampling reviews and books; see, e.g., Práŝková and Sen (2009), Cochran
(1977, Chapter 2) and also Lehmann and D’Abrera (2006, Appendix Section
4). The versions we choose to present, however, are not directly adopted from
any book.

Chapter 5.4. All results in this chapter come from the two papers of
Bobkov (2004) and Tolstikhin (2017). In particular, Lemma 5.4 and Corollary
5.2 are due to Bobkov (2004, Theorem 2.1), and the rest is due to Tolstikhin
(2017).

Chapters 5.5-5.8. Most results in these four chapters are genuinely new,
with connections to related works mentioned in the text.

One thing we did not mention is bootstrap in the finite population,
which may be developed in the future as a new chapter. For now, we
just point readers of interest here to the papers of Bickel and Freedman
(Bickel and Freedman, 1984), Rao and Wu (Rao and Wu, 1988), and Booth,
Butler, and Hall (Booth et al., 1994).

Another rather interesting track of study concerns empirical processes for
design-based inference from a super-population perspective. This corresponds
to the setting outlined in Proposition 1.3, but of course focuses on more com-
plex design. It has generated fruitful results in the recent years, including, e.g.,
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Saegusa and Wellner (2013), Boistard et al. (2017), and Han and Wellner
(2021) among others. We hope to cover them in the future.



Chapter 6

Combinatorial Random Matrix Theory

A rather special stochastic process, where “chaining is rarely the way to
go” (Talagrand, 2014, Page 304), is the spectral process involving terms like
{v⊤Xv; ‖v‖2 = 1}; hereX is understood to be a random matrix. This chapter
concerns spectral processes in the combinatorial domain.

6.1 Technical preparation

We start with an introduction to the matrix notation we will use in the
following sections.

Definition 6.1 (Matrix notation) Consider arbitrary d-dimensional real
symmetric matrices A and B.

(i) Write A⊤ as the transpose of A.
(ii) Write its trace as tr(A) and define tr(A) := d−1tr(A).
(iii) For any f : R → R, define

f(A) :=

d∑

i=1

f(λi)uiu
⊤
i ,

where A =
∑d

i=1 λiuiu
⊤
i is the eigen-decomposition of A.

(iv) Write λmin(A) and λmax(A) to represent the smallest and largest eigen-
values of A.

(v) Write its matrix spectral norm as ‖A‖op := max{|λmin(A)|, |λmax(A)|}.
(vi) Define dom(A) := [λmin(A), λmax(A)].
(vii) Write A � 0 if A is positive semidefinite.
(viii) Write B � A, or equivalently A � B if B−A � 0.

Some matrix inequalities that we will use in the following are put below.

133
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Lemma 6.1 (Basic trace inequalities) Consider arbitrary d-dimensional
real symmetric matrices A and B.

(i) If A � B, then tr(A) ≤ tr(B).
(ii) Assume f : R → R to be increasing and A,B to be commuting. Then

A � B yields f(A) � f(B).
(iii) Let f, g : R → R be two functions such that f(x) ≤ g(x) for all x ∈

dom(A). It then holds true that f(A) � g(A).
(iv) Supposing A � B and P � 0, then tr(AP) ≤ tr(BP).

Exercise 6.1 Please prove Lemma 6.1.

The following three lemmas will be used in the subsequent developments.

Lemma 6.2 (Lieb’s inequality) For any random symmetric matrix X
and fixed symmetric matrix A, we have

Etr exp(A+X) ≤ tr exp(A+ logEeX).

Lemma 6.3 (Mean value trace inequality) Let I be an interval in R,
g : I → R be an increasing function, and h : I → R be a function of a
convex derivative h′. Then, for any symmetric matrices A,B ∈ Rd×d such
that dom(A) ⊂ I and dom(B) ⊂ I, it holds true that

tr
[
(g(A)− g(B)) · (h(A)− g(B))

]

≤1

2
tr
[
(g(A)− g(B)) · (A−B) · (h′(A) + h′(B))

]
.

Lemma 6.4 (Young’s entropy inequality, matrix version) Assume
U ∈ Rd×d to be a positive semidefinite random matrix such that Etr[U] = 1
and V ∈ Rd×d to be a symmetric random matrix whose spectral norm is
almost surely bounded. We then have

Etr(VU) ≤ log EtreV + Etr(U logU).

6.2 Matrix moment inequalities under independence

To begin with, we first introduce two inequalities that bound the spectral
norm of the sum of independent random matrices; they are in parallel to the
Hoeffding’s and Bernstein’s inequalities (cf. Theorems 2.18 and 2.19) in the
random scalar setting.

Theorem 6.1 (Matrix Hoeffding’s inequality) Let X1, . . . ,Xn ∈ Rd×d

be n independent d-dimensional symmetric random matrices satisfying
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EXi = 0 and ‖Xi‖op ≤M.

It then holds true that, for any t ≥ 0,

P
(∥∥∥

n∑

i=1

Xi

∥∥∥
op

≥ t
)
≤ 2d · exp

(
− t2

2nM2

)
.

Theorem 6.2 (Matrix Bernstein’s inequality) Let X1, . . . ,Xn ∈ Rd×d

be n independent d-dimensional symmetric random matrices satisfying

EXi = 0 and ‖Xi‖op ≤M.

Further denote

σ2 =
∥∥∥

n∑

i=1

E[X2
i ]
∥∥∥
op
.

We then have, for any t ≥ 0,

Pr
(∥∥∥

n∑

i=1

Xi

∥∥∥
op

≥ t
)
≤ 2d · exp

(
− t2

3σ2 + 3Mt

)
.

We will be focused on the proof of the matrix Bernstein’s inequality, with
the Hoeffding counterpart left as an exercise to the readers of interest. We
follow the proof of Tropp (Tropp, 2012), which is concisely summarized in
Vershynin’s book (Vershynin, 2018).

Let’s start with a reduction step based on Lieb’s inequality. Note that this
step demands an independence structure.

Lemma 6.5 Supposing Xi’s are independent random symmetric matrices, it
then holds true that, for any λ ∈ R,

Etr exp
(
λ

n∑

i=1

Xi

)
≤ tr exp

( n∑

i=1

log EeλXi

)
.

Proof. This can be proven by repeatedly applying Lemma 6.2 to the sum∑n
i=1 Xi, at step m ∈ [n− 1] conditional on X1, . . . ,Xn−m. ⊓⊔

The next step is to bound the marginals. This is established based on the
following lemma.

Lemma 6.6 Suppose X is a random matrix satisfying

EX = 0 and ‖X‖op ≤M.

It then holds true that, for any |λ| < 3/M ,

E exp(λX) � exp
( λ2/2

1− |λ|M/3
· EX2

)
.
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Proof. This is by Taylor expansion. In particular, it holds true that,

ex ≤ 1 + x+
1

1− |x|/3
x2

2
, for any |x| < 3,

which yields that

eλx ≤ 1 + λx+ g(λ)x2, for any |x| ≤M and |λ| < 3/M,

where we introduce

g(λ) :=
λ2/2

1− |λ|M/3
.

This argument, when applied to matrices, yields the desired bound. ⊓⊔

Now we are ready to finish the proof.

Proof of Theorem 6.2. It suffices to bounding λmax(
∑n
i=1 Xi). To this end,

we have, for any λ ∈ R

E exp
{
λ · λmax

( n∑

i=1

Xi

)}
≤ Etr exp

(
λ

n∑

i=1

Xi

)
≤ tr exp

( n∑

i=1

log EeλXi

)
,

where the second inequality is Lemma 6.5. Now Lemma 6.6 implies

log E exp(λXi) � g(λ) · EX2
i ,

so that

tr exp
( n∑

i=1

log EeλXi

)
≤ tr exp

(
g(λ)

n∑

i=1

EX2
i

)
≤ d exp{g(λ)σ2}.

The remaining is then standard. This proved the bound for the largest eigen-
value. A similar bound can be established for the smallest eigenvalue by
applying the same technique to −Xi’s. ⊓⊔

6.3 Combinatorial matrix moment inequalities

Now let’s move on to the combinatorial counterpart of independent random
matrix sums. To this end, let’s introduce {Aj,k ∈ Rd×d; j, k ∈ [N ]} to be a
set of deterministic matrices.

The following two are the combinatorial matrix Hoeffding and Bernstein
inequalities. They are also the counterparts to the combinatorial scalar Ho-
effding and Bernstein inequalities, Theorem 3.5 and Theorem 3.7.
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Theorem 6.3 (Combinatorial matrix Hoeffding’s inequality) As-
sume

sup
i,j∈[N ]

∥∥∥Ai,j

∥∥∥
op

≤M and
∑

i,j∈[N ]

Ai,j = 0.

It then holds true that, for any t ≥ 0,

Pr
(∥∥∥

N∑

i=1

Ai,π(i)

∥∥∥
op

≥ t
)
≤ 2d · exp

(
− t2

24NM2

)
.

Theorem 6.4 (Combinatorial matrix Bernstein’s inequality) As-
sume

sup
i,j∈[N ]

∥∥∥Ai,j

∥∥∥
op

≤M and
∑

i,j∈[N ]

Ai,j = 0.

Denote

σ2 :=
1

N

∥∥∥
∑

i,j∈[N ]

A2
ij

∥∥∥
op
.

It then holds true that, for any t ≥ 0,

Pr
(∥∥∥

N∑

i=1

Ai,π(i)

∥∥∥
op

≥ t
)
≤ 2d · exp

(
− t2

12σ2 + 4
√
2Mt

)
.

6.3.1 Chatterjee’s method for matrices

This chapter presents the revised Chatterjee’s method, previously introduced
in Chapter 3.6.1, for handling matrices. This adaptation was carried out by
Mackey, Jordan, Chen, Farrell, and Tropp (Mackey et al., 2014), and in the
following we endeavor to give a summary of their ideas.

Similar to Chapter 3.6.1, let’s assume (X,X ′) to be an exchangeable pair
of margins living in the space X . Introduce

f : X → Rd×d

to be the objective matrix-valued function, which we coupled with a specifi-
cally chosen antisymmetric function, F (X,X ′) = α(f(X)− f(X ′)) for some
α > 0, such that

E[F (X,X ′) | X ] = f(X).

Note that this implies E[f(X)] = 0. Introduce further

v(x) :=
α

2
E
[(
f(X)− f(X ′)

)2

| X = x
]
.
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The following is the matrix analogue of Lemma 3.8.

Lemma 6.7 (Master lemma, matrix version) Assume that (X,X ′)
forms an exchangeable pair and ‖f(X)‖op is almost surely bounded. Define

Mλ := Etr
[
exp

{
λf(X)

}]
, for any λ ∈ R.

We then have

d

dλ
Mλ ≤ λ · Etr

[
v(X) exp{λf(X)}

]
, for any λ ≥ 0,

and
d

dλ
Mλ ≥ λ · Etr

[
v(X) exp{λf(X)}

]
, for any λ ≤ 0.

Proof. By the lemma condition, we can write

d

dλ
Mλ = Etr

[ d

dλ
exp

{
λf(X)

}]
= Etr

[
f(X)eλf(X)

]
.

Notice that (3.6) still holds true in the matrix case. For any λ > 0, we could
then continue to write

d

dλ
Mλ =

α

2
Etr

[(
f(X)− f(X ′)

)
·
(
eλf(X) − eλf(X

′)
)]

≤ αλ

4
Etr

[(
f(X)− f(X ′)

)2

· (eλf(X) + eλf(X
′))

]

=
αλ

2
Etr

[(
f(X)− f(X ′)

)2

· eλf(X)
]

= λEtr
[
v(X) exp{λf(X)}

]
,

where the inequality is due to Lemma 6.3. This completes the first half. The
second half is symmetric. ⊓⊔

Lemma 6.8 (Chatterjee’s second lemma, matrix version) Assume
the conditions in Lemma 6.7. Suppose further that there exist finite positive
constants A,B such that

Pr
{
v(X) � Af(X) +B · Id

}
= 1.

It then holds true that

Etr
[
exp(λf(X))

]
≤ d exp

{ Bλ2

2(1−Aλ)

}
, for all λ ∈ [0, 1/A),

and for all t ≥ 0,

Pr
(
λmax(f(X)) ≥ t

)
≤ d exp

(
− t2

2B + 2At

)
.
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Proof. The proof is essentially the same as that of Lemma 3.10 by invoking
Lemma 6.1 and realizing that the only difference from Lemma 3.10 is the
initial condition that, when d ≥ 1, M0 = Etr[Id] = d so that logM0 =
log d. ⊓⊔

Lemma 6.9 (Chatterjee’s thrid lemma, matrix version) Assume the
conditions in Lemma 6.7 and introduce the function

r(ψ) :=
1

ψ
log Etreψv(X), for any ψ > 0.

It holds true then that

log Etreλf(X) ≤ λ2r(ψ)

2(1− λ2/ψ)
, for all ψ > 0 and 0 ≤ λ <

√
ψ,

and thus, for any t ≥ 0 and ψ > 0,

Pr
{
λmax(f(X)) ≥ t

}
≤ d · exp

{
− t2

2r(ψ) + 2t/
√
ψ

}
.

Proof. Let’s introduce

mλ := Etreλf(X) = d−1Mλ and Wλ :=
1

mλ
· eλf(X).

Similar to the proof of Lemma 3.11, we have Etr(Wλ) = 1 and Wλ � 0.
Lemma 6.7 then yields, for any λ ≥ 0 and ψ > 0,

d

dλ
mλ ≤ λ · Etr

[
v(X)eλf(X)

]
≤ λmλ

ψ
· Etr

[
ψv(X) ·Wλ

]

≤λmλ

ψ
· log Etreψv(X) +

λmλ

ψ
· Etr(Wλ logWλ)

=λmλr(ψ) +
λmλ

ψ
· Etr(Wλ logWλ).

Now,
logWλ = λf(X)− logmλ · Id � λf(X),

where in the inequality we used the fact that

logmλ = logEtreλf(X) ≥ log treλEf(X) = 0.

Therefore,

d

dλ
mλ ≤λmλr(ψ) +

λmλ

ψ
· Etr

( λ

mλ
· eλf(X) · f(X)

)

=λmλr(ψ) +
λ2

ψ
· d

dλ
mλ.
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The rest is identical to Lemma 3.11. ⊓⊔

6.3.2 Proof of the combinatorial matrix Bernstein inequality

Now let’s apply the matrix version of the Chatterjee’s method to give a proof
of Theorem 6.4; the proof of Theorem 6.3 is left as an exercise to the readers
of interest.

Same as Chapter 3.6.2, let’s introduce a couple of π to be

π′ := π ◦ (I, J) =





π(i), if i 6= I, J,

π(J), if i = I,

π(I), if i = J,

with I, J uniformly and independently sampled from [N ]. Let

f(π) =

N∑

i=1

Ai,π(i) and F (π, π′) =
N

2

( N∑

i=1

Ai,π(i) −
N∑

i=1

Ai,π′(i)

)
.

Under the theorem condition, it is easy to verify that Ef(π) = 0. In addition,
similar to the derivation in Chapter 3.6.2, one could establish that

E[F (π, π′) | π] = N

2
E
[
AI,π(I) +AJ,π(J) −AI,π(J) −AJ,π(I) | π

]

=

N∑

i=1

di,π(i) −
1

N

∑

i,j∈[N ]

Ai,j

= f(π).

Additionally, similar to Lemma 3.13, we have

v(π) =
1

4N

∑

i,j∈[N ]

(
Ai,π(i) +Aj,π(j) −Ai,π(j) −Aj,π(i)

)2

� 1

N

∑

i,j∈[N ]

(
A2
i,π(i) +A2

j,π(j) +A2
i,π(j) +A2

j,π(i)

)

= 2
N∑

i=1

A2
i,π(i) +

2

N

N∑

i,j=1

A2
i,j .

Lemma 6.10 Under the conditions of Theorem 6.4, we have

r(ψ) :=
1

ψ
log Etreψv(X) ≤ 4σ2 +

8M2σ2ψ

1− 4M2ψ
, for any ψ ∈

[
0,

1

4M2

)
.
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Proof. Introduce

W := 2

N∑

i=1

A2
i,π(i) −

2

N

∑

i,j∈[N ]

A2
i,j ,

whose expectation is easily verified to be 0. We then have

v(π) � W +
4

N

N∑

i,j=1

A2
i,j

so that

r(ψ) ≤ 4σ2 +
1

ψ
log EtreψW.

It remains to bound log EtreψW. Again, leveraging the same idea as in Lemma
3.13, we obtain

vW(π) =
1

N

∑

i,j∈[N ]

(
A2
i,π(i) +A2

j,π(j) −A2
i,π(j) −A2

j,π(i)

)2

� 4

N

∑

i,j∈[N ]

(
A4
i,π(i) +A4

j,π(j) +A4
i,π(j) +A4

j,π(i)

)

� 4M2

N

∑

i,j∈[N ]

(
A2
i,π(i) +A2

j,π(j) +A2
i,π(j) +A2

j,π(i)

)

= 4M2 ·
(
W +

4

N

N∑

i,j=1

A2
i,j

)

� 4M2W + 16M2σ2 · Id.

Applying Lemma 6.8 then gives the desired bound for log EtreψW. The rest
is identical to the proof of Theorem 3.7. ⊓⊔

6.4 Example: Combinatorial nonparametric regression

In classical nonparametric regression problems, we have access to n inde-
pendent realizations, (Y1,X1), . . . , (Yn,Xn), of a pair (Y,X) ∈ R× Rd; here
Y is the response/outcome and X represents a set of covariates/predictors.
The goal of interest is to estimate the “best predictor”, i.e., the conditional
expectation of Y given X,

ψ(x) := E[Y | X = x],
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based only on the observed values {(Yi,Xi), i ∈ [n]}.
In a finite-population counterpart, it is assumed that there exists a finite

population
(y1,x1), (y2,x2), . . . , . . . , (yN ,xN ) ∈ R× Rd,

which are non-random. What we observed, on the other hand, is a randomly
sampled size-n subset of it. Using the permutation notation, the sample we
observed is {

(yi,xi), π(i) ≤ n
}
.

Since the population size is finite, the conditional expectation EPN (Y |
X = x) does not carry any statistical meaning. Instead, let’s directly com-
pare the nonparametric regression estimate with regard to the permutation
measure Pπ,n to that with regard to the population law PN .

In detail, consider

pK(x) = (p1K(x), . . . , pKK(x))⊤

to be a K-dimensional vector of basis functions

pjk(·) : Rd → R.

The series estimator based on the random sample {(yi,xi), π(i) ≤ n} is
defined to be the least square estimator (LSE) when projected to the linear
space spanned by the bases:

ψ̂K(x) = p⊤
K(x)β̂K ,

with β̂K ∈ argmin
b∈RK

1

n

∑

π(i)≤n

{
Yi − pK(xi)

⊤b
}2

.

The above LSE should approximate its population counterpart

ψK(x) = p⊤
K(x)βK , with βK ∈ argmin

b∈RK

1

N

N∑

i=1

{
Yi − p⊤

K(xi)b
}2

.

Let A− be the generalized inverse of the matrix A. It is clear then that

β̂K = Q̂− · P
⊤
π Y

n
, with Y := (y1, . . . , yN )⊤,

Pπ :=
(
pK(x1)1(π(1) ≤ n), . . . ,pK(xN )1(π(N) ≤ n)

)⊤
∈ RN×k,

and Q̂ := P⊤
πPπ/n =

1

n

∑

π(i)≤N
pK(xi)p

⊤
K(xi).

Symmetrically, we also have
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βK = Q− · P
⊤
NY

N
,

with PN := (pK(x1), . . . ,pK(xN ))⊤ and Q := P⊤
NPN/N = PN [pK(x)p⊤

K(x)].

Lastly, introduce

ζK := sup
x∈X

∥∥∥pK(x)
∥∥∥
2
.

This term satisfies ζK = O(K) for power series and ζK = O(K1/2) for fourier
series, splines, compact supported wavelets, and piecewise polynomial regres-
sion.

Theorem 6.5 Assume π is a uniform random permutation, λK := λmin(Q) >
0, and (1 + λ−1

K ζK)2 logK/n→ 0. We then have

PN(ψ̂K − ψK)2 = OPr

(
λ−1
K (A2

NγN +B2
N )

)
,

where AN := (1 + λ
−1/2
K ζK)

√
logK/n, γN := 2(B2

N + ‖P⊤
NY /N‖22), and

B2
N :=

1

n

K∑

j=1

PN

(
ypKj − PN

[
ypKj

])2

.

Proof. First, we have the following lemma that quantifies the deviation of Q̂.

Lemma 6.11 It holds true that E
∥∥∥Q−1/2Q̂Q−1/2 − IK

∥∥∥
op

. AN .

Proof of Lemma 6.11. Notice that

Q̂ =
1

n

N∑

i=1

pK(xi)pK(xi)
⊤
1(π(i) ≤ n).

It is immediate that

Q−1/2Q̂Q−1/2 − IK =
1

n

N∑

i=1

Q−1/2pK(xi)p
⊤
K(xi)Q

−1/2
1(π(i) ≤ n)− IK ,

which can be written as some
∑N
i=1 Ai,π(i) with

Ai,j :=
1

n
Q−1/2pK(xi)p

⊤
K(xi)Q

−1/2
1(j ≤ n)− 1

N
IK .

It can then be easily checked that
∑

i,j∈[N ] Ai,j = 0. Additionally, we have

∥∥∥Ai,j

∥∥∥
op

≤ 1

n

(
1 + λ−1

K ζ2K

)
and

1

N

∥∥∥
∑

i,j∈[N ]

A2
i,j

∥∥∥
op

≤ 1

n

(
1 + 3λ−1

K ζ2K

)
.
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This is because, since λK = λmin(Q) > 0, it holds true that

‖Q−1/2‖op = λ
−1/2
K <∞,

and thus

∥∥∥Q−1/2pK(xi)pK(xi)
⊤Q−1/2

∥∥∥
op

=
∥∥∥Q−1/2pK(xi)

∥∥∥
2

≤ λ−1
K ζ2K .

In addition, using the definition of Q, we obtain

∥∥∥PN
[
Q−1/2pK(xi)pK(xi)

⊤Q−1pK(xi)pK(xi)
⊤Q−1/2

]∥∥∥
op

≤λ−1
K ζ2K

∥∥∥PN
[
Q−1/2pK(xi)pK(xi)

⊤Q−1/2
]∥∥∥

=λ−1
K ζ2K .

Accordingly, invoking Theorem 6.4 yields the claim. ⊓⊔

Next, getting back to the proof of Theorem 6.5, define

An =
{
λmin(Q

−1/2Q̂Q−1/2) > 1/2
}
.

Under the event An, it then holds true that Q̂ is invertible. Accordingly,

1AnPN (ψ̂K − ψK)2

=1AnPN [p⊤
K β̂K − p⊤

KβK ]2

=1An(β̂K − βK)⊤Q(β̂K − βK)

=1An

∥∥∥Q1/2(β̂K − βK)
∥∥∥
2

2

≤21An

∥∥∥Q1/2
[
Q̂−1 −Q−1

]P⊤
π Y

n

∥∥∥
2

2
+ 21An

∥∥∥Q−1/2
[P⊤

π Y

n
− P⊤

NY

N

∥∥∥
2

2

=21An

∥∥∥
[
Q1/2Q̂−1Q1/2 − IK

]
Q−1/2P

⊤
π Y

n

∥∥∥
2

2
+ 21An

∥∥∥Q−1/2
[P⊤

π Y

n
− P⊤

NY

N

∥∥∥
2

2

≤21Anλ
−1
K

(∥∥∥Q1/2Q̂−1Q1/2 − IK

∥∥∥
2

op

∥∥∥P
⊤
π Y

n

∥∥∥
2

2
+
∥∥∥P

⊤
π Y

n
− P⊤

NY

N

∥∥∥
2

2

)
.

Lemma 6.12 For any symmetric real matrix A ∈ RK×K , if ‖A− IK‖op ≤
λ < 1, then ‖A−1 − IK‖op ≤ λ

1−λ .

Using the above lemma and noticing that

1An

(
Q−1/2Q̂Q−1/2

)−1

= 1AnQ
1/2Q̂−1Q1/2,

we obtain 1An‖Q1/2Q̂−1Q1/2 − IK‖op = OPr

{
(1 + λ

−1/2
K ζK)

√
logK/n

}
.
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Lemma 6.13 We have

E
∥∥∥P

⊤
π Y

n

∥∥∥
2

2
≤ 2(B2

N + ‖P⊤
NY /N‖22) = γN

and

E
∥∥∥P

⊤
π Y

n
− P⊤

NY

N

∥∥∥
2

2
≤ 1

n

K∑

j=1

PN

(
yipkj − PN

[
ypKj

])2

= B2
N .

Proof. We have

E
∥∥∥P

⊤
π Y

n
− P⊤

NY

N

∥∥∥
2

2
=E

∥∥∥ 1
n

N∑

i=1

(
yipK(xi)− PN [ypK ]

)
1(π(i) ≤ n)

∥∥∥
2

2

=

K∑

j=1

E
∣∣∣ 1
n

N∑

i=1

(
yipKj(xi)− PN [ypKj]

)
1(π(i) ≤ n)

∣∣∣
2

≤ 1

n

K∑

j=1

PN

(
yipkj − PN

[
ypKj

])2

.

Lastly, employing the fact that

∥∥∥P
⊤
π Y

n

∥∥∥
2

2
≤ 2

(∥∥∥P
⊤
π Y

n
− P⊤

NY

N

∥∥∥
2

2
+
∥∥∥P

⊤
NY

N

∥∥∥
2

2

)

completes the proof. ⊓⊔

Using the above lemma then yields the theorem statement. ⊓⊔

6.5 Notes

Chapter 6.1. Lemma 6.2 is due to Lieb (Lieb, 1973, Theorem 6); Tropp
(2015, Chapter 8) gave a self-contained proof. Lemma 6.3 comes from
Mackey et al. (2014, Lemma 3.4). Lemma 6.4 is adopted from Mackey et al.
(2014, Lemma A.3), which credits it to Carlen (2010).

Chapter 6.2. The results in this chapter are mostly rephrased from
Vershynin (2018, Chapter 5.4), with the exception of Theorem 6.1, whose
constants were sharpened to be optimal due to the work of Mackey, Jordan,
Chen, Farrell, and Tropp (Mackey et al., 2014, Corollary 4.2); cf. Theorem
1.3 in Tropp (2012).

Matrix Bernstein inequalities were first developed by Ahlswede and Win-
ter (Ahlswede and Winter, 2002) and later independently improved upon by
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Oliveira (Oliveira, 2009) (based on the Golden–Thompson inequality) and
Tropp (Tropp, 2012) (based on Lieb’s inequality).

Chapter 6.3. All results in this chapter are adopted from Mackey et al.
(2014), who established a set of matrix concentration inequalities applicable
to dependent settings. In a different context, Han and Li (Han and Li, 2020)
derived a similar matrix Bernstein inequality for matrix-valued time series,
based on earlier work by Banna, Merlevède, and Youssef (Banna et al., 2016).

Chapter 6.4. The standard references to the analysis of series esti-
mators are Newey (1997), Wasserman (2005), and Chen (2007), whose
theories are aimed at independently sampled data. Following this track,
Belloni et al. (2015) was the first to introduce matrix deviation inequali-
ties of Rudelson (Rudelson, 1999) and Bernstein type (discussed in Chapter
6.2) to the analysis of series estimators. This was followed by works such as
Chen and Christensen (2018) and Cattaneo and Farrell (2013), among many
others. In particular, Cattaneo et al. (2023, Section 4) concerns another com-
plex setting when the nonparametric regression covariates themselves are es-
timated from the same data.

Theorem 6.5 represents the first attempt at analyzing nonparametric re-
gressions in a finite population setting. The proof uses the combinatorial
Bernstein inequality introduced in Chapter 6.3 and is new, though we be-
lieve there is still substantial room to improve on the rate.



Part III

Statistical Applications





Chapter 7

Combinatorial M- and Z-estimators

7.1 General framework

Many things aboutM -estimators are beyond any particular sampling paradigm,
and it is better to present them first. To this end, let’s define {(Θ, dN );N =
1, 2, . . .} to be a sequence of metric spaces and

MN (θ) : Θ → R

to be a non-random objective function that could possibly change with N .
Let n = nN ∈ [N ] be indexed by N and is increasing to infinity along with
N . Let

M̂n(θ) : Θ → R

be a random function that is usually designed to approximate MN(·). Let

θN ∈ argmax
θ∈Θ

MN(θ) and M̂n(θ̂n) = sup
θ∈Θ

M̂n(θ)− oPr(1)

be the (approximate) maximizers of MN(·) and M̂n(·), the latter of which,

θ̂n, is called an M-estimator. The goal of interest is to estimate and infer the
unknown parameter θN using θ̂n.

7.1.1 M-estimators: consistency

The following is the consistency theorem.

Theorem 7.1 (M-estimator, consistency) Suppose that

(i) for any ǫ > 0, we have

149
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lim sup
N→∞

sup
dN (θ,θN)>ǫ

{
MN (θ)−MN(θN )

}
< 0;

(ii) it holds true that E supθ∈Θ |M̂n(θ) −MN(θ)| → 0.

We then have dN (θ̂n, θN )
Pr→ 0 as N → ∞.

Proof. By assumptions,

MN(θ̂n)−MN (θN )

=MN(θ̂n)− M̂n(θ̂n) + M̂n(θ̂n)− M̂n(θN ) + M̂n(θN )−MN(θN )

≥MN(θ̂n)− M̂n(θ̂n) + M̂n(θN )−MN (θN )− oPr(1)

≥− 2 sup
θ∈Θ

∣∣∣M̂n(θ)−MN (θ)
∣∣∣ − oPr(1)

≥− oPr(1).

Now for every ǫ > 0, the first condition implies that there exists some η =
ηǫ > 0 such that for all sufficiently large N ,

sup
θ:dN(θ,θN)>ǫ

{
MN(θ) −MN(θN )

}
< −η.

Thus, the event {dN (θ̂n, θN ) > ǫ} is contained in the event {MN(θ̂n) −
MN (θN ) < −η}, the latter of which has probability tending to 0 in view
of the above bounds. Accordingly, for any ǫ > 0,

Pr
{
dN (θ̂n, θN ) > ǫ

}
≤ Pr

{
MN(θ̂n)−MN(θN ) < −η

}
→ 0

and the proof is thus complete. ⊓⊔

7.1.2 M-estimators: rates of convergence

In the following, consider an increasing sequence rn → ∞ as N → ∞.

Theorem 7.2 (M-estimator, rate of convergence) Suppose that

(i) there exists some fixed constant ǫ > 0 such that

lim sup
N→∞

sup
dN (θ,θN)≤ǫ

MN (θ)−MN(θN )

d2N (θ, θN )
< 0;

(ii) there exists some function φ : R>0 → R>0 and a universal constantK > 0
such that for all sufficiently small δ > 0 and all N = 1, 2, . . .,
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E sup
dN (θ,θN)<δ

∣∣∣(M̂n −MN)(θ) − (M̂n −MN )(θN )
∣∣∣ ≤ Kφ(δ)√

n
;

(iii) the function φ satisfies that δ 7→ φ(δ)/δα is decreasing for some fixed
constant α < 2, and

r2nφ
( 1

rn

)
≤ √

n for all n = 1, 2, . . . ;

(iv) the sequence of random values θ̂n satisfies

M̂n(θ̂n) ≥ sup
θ∈Θ

M̂n(θ)−OPr(r
−2
n ) and dN (θ̂n, θN )

Pr→ 0.

It then holds true that rndN (θ̂n, θN ) = OPr(1).

Proof. For simplicity, let’s assume that θ̂n maximizes M̂n(·). For any N , let’s
partition Θ to the cells

Sj,N :=
{
θ ∈ Θ; rndN (θ, θN ) ∈

(
2j−1, 2j

]}
, with j = . . . ,−1, 0, 1, . . . .

Fix an integer M . If rndN (θ̂n, θN ) > 2M , then θ̂n is in one Sj,N with j > M
such that

sup
θ∈Sj,N

M̂n(θ) ≥ M̂n(θN ).

In addition, for any η > 0, we have, if θ̂N is in one cell Sj,N with 2j > ηrn,
then

rndN (θ̂n, θN) ≥ 2j−1 > ηrn/2

so that 2dN (θ̂n, θN ) > η, and vise versa. Combining the above two facts, we
obtain

Pr(rndN (θ̂n, θN) > 2M )

=
∑

j>M,2j≤ηrn
Pr

(
θ̂n ∈ Sj,N

)
+

∑

2j>ηrn

Pr
(
θ̂n ∈ Sj,N

)

≤
∑

j>M,2j≤ηrn
Pr

(
sup

θ∈Sj,N
M̂n(θ) ≥ M̂n(θN )

)
+ Pr

(
2dN(θ̂n, θN ) > η

)
.

Now, choose η < ǫ so that for any κ > 0, there exists some Nκ such that for
all N ≥ Nκ,

sup
dN (θ,θN)≤η

MN(θ)−MN (θN )

d2N (θ, θN )
< κ.

In addition, choose δ > η so that
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E sup
dN (θ,θ0)<η

∣∣∣(M̂n −MN)(θ) − (M̂n −MN )(θN )
∣∣∣ ≤ Kφ(δ)√

n
.

Then, for any j > M and 2j ≤ ηrn, and all sufficiently large N ,

sup
θ∈Sj,N

M̂n(θ) − M̂n(θN )

≤ sup
dN (θ,θ0)≤ 2j

rn

∣∣∣(M̂n −MN)(θ) − (M̂n −MN )(θN )
∣∣∣+ sup

θ∈Sj,N
MN(θ) −MN(θN )

≤ sup
dN (θ,θ0)≤ 2j

rn

∣∣∣(M̂n −MN)(θ) − (M̂n −MN )(θN )
∣∣∣− κ sup

θ∈Sj,N
d2N (θ, θN )

≤ sup
dN (θ,θ0)≤ 2j

rn

∣∣∣(M̂n −MN)(θ) − (M̂n −MN )(θN )
∣∣∣− κ

22j−2

r2n
.

Accordingly,

Pr(rndN (θ̂n, θN ) > 2M )

≤
∑

j>M,2j≤ηrn
Pr

(
sup

θ∈Sj,N
M̂n(θ) ≥ M̂n(θN )

)
+ Pr

(
2dN (θ̂n, θN ) > η

)

≤
∑

j>M,2j≤ηrn
Pr

(
sup

dN (θ,θ0)≤ 2j

rn

∣∣∣(M̂n −MN )(θ)− (M̂n −MN)(θN )
∣∣∣ ≥ κ

22j−2

r2n

)
+ oPr(1)

≤4K

κ
·
∑

j>M

φ(2j/rn)r
2
n√

n22j
+ oPr(1).

Now, since δ 7→ φ(δ)/δα is decreasing, we have, for any c > 1,

φ(cδ)

(cδ)α
≤ φ(δ)

δα

so that φ(cδ) ≤ cαφ(δ). Accordingly, setting M to be positive, we have

φ(2j/rn) ≤ 2jαφ(1/rn)

so that

∑

j>M

φ(2j/rn)r
2
n√

n22j
≤

∑

j>M

2jα−2j r
2
nφ(1/rn)√

n
≤

∑

j>M

2jα−2j <∞

since we set α < 2. Accordingly, letting M =MN → ∞, we obtain

lim
N→∞

Pr
{
rndN (θ̂n, θN ) > 2MN

}
→ 0.
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This proves the assertion. ⊓⊔

7.1.3 M-estimators: limiting distribution

The last theorem in this section concerns weak convergence of rn(θ̂n − θN),

assuming that rn(θ̂n − θN ) = OPr(1).

Theorem 7.3 (M-estimator, linearization) Suppose that

(i) Θ is a subset of Rd equipped with the Euclidean metric ‖ · ‖2 such that
all θN is bounded away from its boundary;

(ii) the mapping MN : Θ → R is twice continuously differentiable at θN such
that the Hessian matrix at θN , denoted as VN , satisfies

lim sup
N→∞

λmax(VN ) < 0;

(iii) there exists a uniformly tight sequence of random vectors ZN such that,
for any K > 0,

sup
K

∣∣∣rn(M̂n−MN )(θ̃n)−rn(M̂n−MN)(θN )−(θ̃n−θN )⊤ZN
∣∣∣ = oPr(r

−1
n ),

where the supremum is taken over all sequences θ̃n such that

lim sup
N→∞

rn

∥∥∥θ̃n − θN

∥∥∥
2
≤ K;

(iv) θ̂n satisfies that rn‖θ̂n − θN‖2 = OPr(1) and

M̂n(θ̂n) ≥ sup
θ∈Θ

M̂n(θ)− oPr(r
−2
n ).

It then holds true that

rn(θ̂n − θN) +V−1
N Zn

Pr→ 0.

Proof. By Taylor expansion, we have, for every sequence hn = OPr(r
−1
n ),

MN (θN + hn)−MN(θN ) =
1

2
h⊤
nVNhn + oPr(r

−2
n ).

The asymptotic equicontinuity condition then ensures that

M̂n(θN + hn)− M̂n(θN ) =
1

2
h⊤
nVNhn + r−1

n h⊤
nZN + oPr(r

−2
n ).



154 7 Combinatorial M- and Z-estimators

Substituting hn by θ̂n− θN and −r−1
n V −1

N ZN , which by conditions are both
OPr(r

−1
n ), we have

M̂n(θ̂n)− M̂n(θN )

=
1

2
(θ̂n − θN )⊤VN (θ̂n − θN) + r−1

n (θ̂n − θN)
⊤ZN + oPr(r

−2
n )

and

M̂N(θ̂n − r−1
n V−1

N ZN )− M̂n(θN ) = −1

2
r−2
n Z⊤

NV−1
N ZN + oPr(r

−2
n ).

Subtracting the second from the first and recalling that M̂n(θ̂n) ≥ supθ∈Θ M̂n(θ)−
oPr(r

−2
n ), we obtain

1

2
(θ̂n − θN + r−1

n V−1
N ZN )⊤VN (θ̂n − θN + r−1

n V−1
N ZN ) ≥ −oPr(r

−2
n ).

Using the fact that lim supλmax(VN ) < 0, we arrive at the desired result
that ∥∥∥θ̂n − θN + r−1

n V−1
N ZN

∥∥∥
2

2
= oPr(r

−2
n ),

so that rn(θ̂n − θN ) +V−1
N ZN

Pr→ 0. ⊓⊔

7.1.4 Z-estimators

In practice there are settings where our task is not to maximize an objective
function, but to solve an estimating equation. This leads to the Z-estimators.
In this section, consider a deterministic function

ΨN : Θ → Rm

coupled with a random function Ψ̂n : Θ → Rm that is usually designed to
approximate ΨN . Let

ΨN (θN ) = 0 and Ψ̂n(θ̂n) = 0.

To approach the above Z-estimation problem, let us first consider a slightly
more general setting, where a deterministic perturbation theorem is intro-
duced.

Theorem 7.4 (Master theorem, Z-estimation) Consider θ0 ∈ Rd to be

an arbitrary point of Θ and ψ(·) and ψ̃(·) : Θ → Rm to be two non-random
continuous functions. Assume further that



7.1 General framework 155

(i) there exist four constants ǫ, κ1, κ2, κ3 > 0 and a matrix D̃ ∈ Rd×d such
that ∥∥∥ψ̃(θ0 + u)− ψ̃(θ0)− D̃u

∥∥∥
2
≤ κ1 + κ2‖u‖2 + κ3‖u‖22

holds true for all ‖u‖2 ≤ ǫ;
(ii) There exists an invertible matrixD ∈ Rd×d and three constants ξ, δ1, δ2 >

0 such that

‖D−1‖op ≤ ξ, ‖ψ̃(θ0)− ψ(θ0)‖2 ≤ δ1, and ‖D̃−D‖op ≤ δ2.

(iii) We have

2ξ(δ1 + κ1) ≤ ǫ, ξ2κ3(δ1 + κ1) ≤ 1/8, and ξ(δ2 + κ2) ≤ 1/4.

The following two statements are then true.

(i) Define ρ := 2ξ(δ1 + κ1). There then exists some ũ ∈ B(0, ρ) such that

ψ̃(θ0 + ũ) = ψ(θ0);

(ii) ‖ũ+D−1(ψ̃(θ0)−ψ(θ0))‖2 ≤ ξκ1+2ξ2(δ1+κ1)(δ2+κ2)+4ξ3κ3(δ1+κ1)
2.

Proof. Claim 1. Let us define the mapping

G(·) : u 7→ D−1(ψ̃(θ0 + u)− ψ(θ0)).

We then have

G(u) = D−1(ψ̃(θ0)− ψ(θ0)) +D−1(ψ̃(θ0 + u)− ψ̃(θ0))

=D−1(ψ̃(θ0)− ψ(θ0)) +D−1D̃u+D−1(ψ̃(θ0 + u)− ψ̃(θ0)− D̃u)

=D−1(ψ̃(θ0)− ψ(θ0)) + u+D−1(D̃−D)u+D−1(ψ̃(θ0 + u)− ψ̃(θ0)− D̃u).

By theorem conditions, we have, for any ‖u‖2 ≤ ǫ

∥∥∥D−1(ψ̃(θ0)− ψ(θ0))
∥∥∥
2
≤ ξδ1,

∥∥∥D−1(D̃−D)u
∥∥∥
2
≤ ξδ2‖u‖2,

and
∥∥∥D−1(ψ̃(θ0 + u)− ψ̃(θ0)− D̃u)

∥∥∥
2
≤ ξ(κ1 + κ2‖u‖2 + κ3‖u‖22). (7.1)

Adding up, we reach that, for any ‖u‖ ≤ ρ,

‖G(u)− u‖2 ≤ ξ(δ1 + κ1) + ξ(δ2 + κ2 + κ3ρ)‖u‖2 ≤ ρ.

Brouwer’s fixed point theorem then yields the existence of some ũ ∈ B(0, ρ)
such that ũ − G(ũ) = ũ, i.e., G(ũ) = 0. By the invertibility of D, we then
obtain

ψ̃(θ0 + ũ) = ψ(θ0),

which proves the first assertion.
Claim 2. Taking further, since ‖ũ‖2 ≤ ρ = 2ξ(δ1 + κ1) and noticing
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D−1(ψ̃(θ0)−ψ(θ0))+ ũ+D−1(D̃−D)ũ+D−1(ψ̃(θ0+ ũ)− ψ̃(θ0)−D̃ũ) = 0,

employing Equation (7.1) implies

‖ũ+D−1(ψ̃(θ0)− ψ(θ0))‖2 ≤ ξδ2‖ũ‖2 + ξ(κ1 + κ2‖ũ‖2 + κ3‖ũ‖22)
≤ ξκ1 + 2ξ2(δ1 + κ1)(δ2 + κ2) + 4ξ3κ3(δ1 + κ1)

2.

This completes the proof. ⊓⊔

When taking

ψ = ΨN , ψ̃ = Ψ̂n, D = Ψ̇N (θN ), and D̃ =
˙̂
Ψn(θN ),

where the upper dot represents the function Jacobian, we recover the Z-
estimation problem discussed earlier.

Corollary 7.1 (Z-estimator) Suppose the existence of a fixed constant
ǫ > 0 such that

(i) Θ is a subset of Rd equipped with the Euclidean metric ‖ · ‖2;
(ii) it holds true that

lim
ǫ↓0

lim sup
N→∞

sup
‖θ−θN‖2≤ǫ

‖ΨN(θ)− ΨN (θN )− Ψ̇N (θN)(θ − θN)‖2
‖θ − θN‖2

= 0;

(iii) we have

lim
ǫ↓0

lim sup
N→∞

E sup
‖θ−θN‖2≤ǫ

‖Ψ̂n(θ)− Ψ̂n(θN )− (ΨN (θ)− ΨN (θN ))‖2
‖θ − θN‖2

= 0;

(iv) we have

√
n
∥∥∥Ψ̂n(θN )−ΨN (θN )

∥∥∥
2
= OP(1) and

√
n
∥∥∥ ˙̂
Ψn(θN )−Ψ̇N(θN )

∥∥∥
op

= OPr(1);

(v) we further have that Ψ̇N (θN ) is invertible such that

lim sup
N→∞

∥∥∥
[
Ψ̇N(θN )

]−1∥∥∥
op
<∞.

There then exists a root θ̂n of Ψ̂n such that

(i)
√
n(θ̂n − θN) = OPr(1);

(ii) (θ̂n − θN) + [Ψ̇−1
N (θN )]−1(Ψ̂n − ΨN )(θN ) = oPr(n

−1/2).

Exercise 7.1 Prove Corollary 7.1 using Theorem 7.4.
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7.2 Combinatorial M- and Z-estimators

Let {mθ : Z → R; θ ∈ Θ ⊂ Rd} to be a collection of objective functions. In
a finite-population setting, the aim is to estimate

θN ∈ argmax
θ∈Θ

PNmθ

using θ̂n that maximizes Pπ,nmθ over all possible θ ∈ Θ.
The following three corollaries are specialized to the above setting.

7.2.1 Combinatorial M-estimators: consistency

Corollary 7.2 (Combinatorial M-estimators, consistency) Suppose
that

(i) mθ is twice continuously differentiable in Θ and satisfies the existence of
a fixed constant ǫ > 0 such that

lim sup
N→∞

sup
‖θ−θN‖2≤ǫ

λmax(PN m̈θ) < 0;

(ii) the function class {mθ; θ ∈ Θ} is (PN , π)-Glivenko-Cantelli.

There then exists a θ̂n ∈ argmaxPπ,nmθ such that ‖θ̂n − θN‖2 = oPr(1).

Proof. Let’s verify the conditions of Theorem 7.1 by choosing

dN (θ1, θ2) = ‖θ1 − θ2‖2, for any θ1, θ2 ∈ Θ.

The second condition holds by the definition of (PN , π)-Glivenko-Cantelli. For
the first condition, by conditions of the theorem, we only have to consider
those θ that is sufficiently close to θN , for which there exists some θ̃N between
θ and θN such that

PNmθ − PNmθN =
1

2
(θ − θN )⊤PNm̈θ̃N

(θ − θN)

and λmax(PNm̈θ̃N
) ≤ (some constant) δ < 0 for all sufficiently large N . Ac-

cordingly,

PNmθ − PNmθN ≤ 1

2
δ‖θ − θN‖22 < 0

for all sufficiently large N . This completes the proof. ⊓⊔



158 7 Combinatorial M- and Z-estimators

7.2.2 Combinatorial M-estimators: rates of convergence

Corollary 7.3 (Combinatorial M-estimators, root-n-consistency)
Suppose that lim supN/n <∞ and

(i) Θ is bounded subset of R;
(ii) mθ is twice continuously differentiable in Θ and satisfies the existence of

a fixed constant ǫ > 0 such that

lim sup
N→∞

sup
‖θ−θN‖2≤ǫ

λmax(PN m̈θ) < 0 and lim sup
N→∞

sup
‖θ−θN‖2≤ǫ

PN(ṁθ)
2 <∞;

(iii) there exists a function F ≥ 1 such that lim supN→∞ ‖F‖L2(PN ) <∞ and
the function class {mθ; θ ∈ Θ} satisfies

∣∣∣mθ(z)−mθ(z
′)
∣∣∣ ≤ F (z)‖θ − θ′‖2, for all z ∈ Z.

There then exists a θ̂n ∈ argmaxPπ,nmθ such that ‖θ̂n−θN‖2 = OP(n
−1/2).

Proof. Let’s pick
dN (θ, θ′) = ‖θ − θ′‖2.

We first examine Condition (i) in Theorem 7.2. By Taylor expansion and
using a similar argument as in the last proof, we have

PN(mθ −mθN ) =
1

2
(θ − θN)

⊤PNm̈θ̃
(θ − θN ) ≤ δ‖θ − θN‖22

for all sufficiently large N , for which

sup
‖θ−θN‖≤ǫ

PN(mθ −mθN )

‖θ − θN‖22
≤ δ < 0.

This verifies the first condition. Lastly, we need to establish a bound on
the continuity modulus of Gπ,n(mθ − mθN ). To this end, we first have the
existence of a fixed constant K > 0 such that for all θ sufficiently close to
θN ,

∥∥∥mθ −mθN

∥∥∥
2

L2(PN )
= PN(mθ −mθN )

2 = (PNṁ
2
θ̃
)‖θ − θN‖22 ≤ K2‖θ − θN‖22.

Accordingly, invoking Lemma 5.6,

E sup
‖θ−θN‖<δ

∣∣∣Gπ,n(mθ −mθN )
∣∣∣ ≤ E sup

m∈Mδ

∣∣∣Gπ,nm
∣∣∣

. ‖Fδ‖L2(PN )

∫ 2

0

√
log 2N (Mδ, L2(PN ), ǫ‖Fδ‖L2(PN ))dǫ,
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where Mδ := {mθ −mθN ; ‖θ − θN‖2 < δ} and Fδ = 2δF is an envelope of
Mδ by the theorem condition since, for any θ, θ′ ∈ B(θN , δ),

∣∣∣mθ(z)−mθN (z)−(mθ′(z)−mθN (z))
∣∣∣ ≤ 2F (z)‖θ−θN‖2 ≤ 2δF (z), for any z ∈ Z.

Next, Theorem 4.13 implies that

N[](Mδ, L
2(PN ), 2ǫ‖Fδ‖L2(PN )) ≤ N (Θ, ‖ · ‖, ǫ) .

(1
ǫ

)d
.

Thusly, we can continue to bound

E sup
‖θ−θN‖<δ

∣∣∣Gπ,n(mθ −mθN )
∣∣∣ . δ‖F‖L2(PN )

∫ 2

0

√
log

(2
ǫ

)
dǫ . δ.

Then, as long as we can show M is (Pπ,n)-Glivenko-Cantelli, picking rn =
1/

√
n and φ(δ) = δ completes the proof. Glivenk-Cantelli is proved by directly

employing Theorem 5.8. ⊓⊔

7.2.3 Combinatorial M-estimators: CLT

Corollary 7.4 (Combinatorial M-estimators, CLT) Assume the con-
ditions in Corollary 7.3 and further that all θN is bounded away from the
boundary of Θ. In addition, assume the existence of a fixed constant ǫ > 0
such that, uniformly for all ‖θ − θN‖2 ≤ ǫ so that θ → θN , we have

lim
N→∞

PN [mθ −mθN − (θ − θN)
⊤ṁθN ]

2

‖θ − θN‖22
= 0.

We then have the existence of a θ̂n ∈ argmaxPπ,nmθ such that

√
n(θ̂n − θN) + [PNm̈θN ]

−1Gπ,nṁθN = oP(1).

Proof. To apply Theorem 7.3, it remains to verify Condition (iii) therein. It
suffices to bound

sup
‖h‖≤K

∣∣∣Gπ,n
{√

n(mθN+h/
√
n −mθN )− h⊤ṁθN

}∣∣∣.

Consider the function class

MK :=
{√

n(mθN+h/
√
n −mθN )− h⊤ṁθN ; ‖h‖2 ≤ K

}
.

We have the following facts.
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(i) MK admits the envelope FK := KF (z)+
√
K‖ṁθN‖2 since for any z ∈ Z

∣∣∣
√
n(mθN+h/

√
n(z)−mθN (z))− h⊤ṁθN (z)

∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣
√
n(mθN+h/

√
n(z)−mθN (z))

∣∣∣+
∣∣∣h⊤ṁθN (z)

∣∣∣
≤F (z)‖h‖2 + ‖h‖2 · ‖ṁθN‖2 ≤ FK .

In addition, by assumption ‖FK‖L2(PN ) ≤ K‖F‖L2(PN )+
√
KPN‖ṁθN‖2

so that lim supN→∞ ‖FK‖L2(PN ) <∞.
(ii) For any h,h′ ∈ B(0,K),

∣∣∣
√
n(mθN+h/

√
n −mθN )− h⊤ṁθN −

{√
n(mθN+h′/

√
n −mθN )− h′⊤ṁθN

}∣∣∣

=
√
n
∣∣∣mθN+h/

√
n −mθN+h′/

√
n

∣∣∣
≤F · ‖h− h′‖2.

Combining the above two facts and employing Theorem 4.13, we obtain

Gπ,n

{√
n(mθN+h/

√
n − mθN ) − h⊤ṁθN

}
satisfies the stochastic equiconti-

nuity condition. Additionally, for any fixed h ∈ B(0,K), by the theorem
condition,

PN

[√
n(mθN+h/

√
n −mθN )− h⊤ṁθN

]2
→ 0.

Thusly, Theorem 2.5 implies that

Gπ,n

{√
n(mθN+h/

√
n −mθN )− h⊤ṁθN

}
⇒ 0 in ℓ∞(B(0,K)),

so that, by Theorem 2.6,

sup
‖h‖2≤K

∣∣∣Gπ,n
{√

n(mθN+h/
√
n −mθN )− h⊤ṁθN

}∣∣∣ P→ 0.

This completes the proof. ⊓⊔

7.2.4 Combinatorial Z-estimators

In permutation sampling, letting ψθ(·) : Θ × Z → Rm be a vector-valued
function, we estimate the root of PNψθ,

θN ∈
{
θ ∈ Θ; PNψθ = 0

}
,

using the root of Pπ,nψθ,
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θ̂n ∈
{
θ ∈ Θ;Pπ,nψθ = 0

}
.

The following is the main result, which is a direct consequence of Corollary
7.1, and is left to the readers for verification.

Corollary 7.5 (Combinatorial Z-estimator) Assume that lim supN/n <
∞ and the existence of a fixed constant ǫ > 0 such that

(i) Θ is a subset of Rd equipped with the Euclidean metric ‖ · ‖2;
(ii) it holds true that

lim
ǫ↓0

lim sup
N→∞

sup
‖θ−θN‖2≤ǫ

‖PNψθ − PNψθN − [PN ψ̇θN ](θ − θN)‖2
‖θ − θN‖2

= 0;

(iii) There exists a function F > 0 such that lim supN→∞ PNF <∞ and

∥∥∥ψ̇θ(z)−ψ̇θN (z)
∥∥∥
op

≤ F (z)‖θ−θN‖2, for all ‖θ−θN‖2 ≤ ǫ and z ∈ Z;

(iv) we have

lim sup
N→∞

P‖ψθN − PNψθN ‖22 <∞ and lim sup
N→∞

P‖ψ̇θN − PN ψ̇θN‖2op <∞

(v) we further have that PN ψ̇(θN ) is invertible such that

lim sup
N→∞

∥∥∥
[
PN ψ̇(θN )

]−1∥∥∥
op
<∞.

There then exists a root θ̂n of Ψ̂n such that

(i)
√
n(θ̂n − θN) = OPr(1);

(ii) (θ̂n − θN) + [PN ψ̇(θN )]−1(Pπ,n − PN )ψθN = oPr(n
−1/2).

Exercise 7.2 Prove Corollary 7.5 using Corollary 7.1.

7.3 Notes

Chapter 7.1. The standard reference to M- and Z-estimation theory is
van der Vaart (2000, Chapter 5), van der Vaart and Wellner (1996, Part 3),
Kosorok (2008, Chapters 13 and 14), and Newey and McFadden (1994). The-
orem 7.1 is a rephrased version of Theorem 5.7 in van der Vaart (2000). The-
orem 7.2 is adapted from Theorem 3.2.5 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996).
Theorem 7.3 comes from Theorem 3.2.16 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996).
Here there exists some subtlety in handling a triangular array setting, which
is, however, relatively straightforward. The author learnt Theorem 7.4 from
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Lutz Dümbgen (Dümbgen, 1998), which devised this result implicitly in the
analysis of Tyler’s M-estimator.

Chapter 7.2. Results in this section is genuinely new, although the proof
techniques are of course related to those presented in, e.g., van der Vaart and Wellner
(1996). It appears that there is some recent interest in such topics stemming
from the econometric literature; cf. the works and references in Abadie et al.
(2014), Abadie et al. (2020), and Xu (2021).



Chapter 8

Permutation Tests

This chapter is focused on two-sample inference using permutation meth-
ods. The general setup is as follows: suppose that we have two random data
independently and uniformly sampled without replacement from two finite
populations, and we aim to compare the difference, characterized by some
functions, between these two finite populations using the sampled data..

8.1 General setup

Let’s start with a description of the sampling paradigm. Suppose that we
have two finite populations of size M and N , respectively:

x1, x2, . . . , xM ∈ Z, and y1, y2, . . . , yN ∈ Z.

Our interest is, again, in those data that are uniformly sampled without
replacement from these two finite populations.

Let σ1 ∈ SM , σ2 ∈ SN be two independent uniform permutations. The
observed data can then be described as

xσ−1
1 (1), xσ−1

1 (2), . . . , xσ−1
1 (m) and yσ−1

2 (1), yσ−1
2 (2), . . . , yσ−1

2 (n).

For any k ∈ [m+ n], denote

zk = xσ−1
1 (k)1(k ≤ m) + yσ−1

2 (k−m)1(k > m),

so that the observed sample can also be written as

z1, . . . , zm, zm+1, . . . , zm+n.

Write the corresponding distributions of the first, the second, and the whole
populations and samples to be

163
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PM :=
1

M

M∑

i=1

δxi , QN :=
1

N

N∑

i=1

δyi , and HM+N :=
M

M +N
PM +

N

M +N
QN ;

Pσ1,m :=
1

m

m∑

i=1

δx
σ
−1
1 (i)

, Qσ2,n :=
1

n

n∑

i=1

δy
σ
−1
2 (i)

, and

Hm+n :=
m

m+ n
Pσ1,m +

n

m+ n
Qσ2,n.

Lastly, introduce a second-layer uniform permutation π ∈ Sm+n. Define the
permutation distribution as

P̃π,m :=
1

m

m∑

i=1

δzπ−1(i)
and Q̃π,n :=

1

n

n∑

i=m+1

δzπ−1(i)
,

corresponding to the permuted first and second samples.

8.2 Two-sample testing in the sample domain

Assume PM ⇒ P and QN ⇒ Q for some well-defined probability measures P
and Q, and there exists three constants γ ∈ (0, 1) such that

lim
N→∞

m

m+ n
= γ.

Here we assume M = MN ,m = mN , n = nN all increase to infinity as
N → ∞.

The first result in this section is a direct implication of Theorem 5.12.

Proposition 8.1 Assume

(i) limN→∞ m
m+n = γ ∈ (0, 1), limN→∞m/M = γ1 ∈ (0, 1) and limN→∞ n/N =

γ2 ∈ (0, 1);
(ii) there exist two probability measures P and Q over a measurable space

(Z,A) such that (PM ,F) and (QN ,F) are P-pre-Donsker and Q-pre-
Donsker, respectively.

(iii) it holds true that

lim sup
N→∞

∫ diam(F ;L2(PM))

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(PM ), ǫ)dǫ <∞ and

lim sup
N→∞

∫ diam(F ;L2(QN ))

0

√
log 2N (F , L2(QN ), ǫ)dǫ <∞.

We then have
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{√
m+ n(Pσ1,m−Qσ2,n−(PM−QN ))f ; f ∈ F

}
⇒

√
1− γ1
γ

BP+

√
1− γ2
1− γ

BQ,

where BP and BQ are two independent mean-zero Gaussian processes such
that for any f, g ∈ F ,

Cov(BP(f),BP(g)) = P(f − Pf)(g − Pg)

and Cov(BQ(f),BQ(g)) = Q(f −Qf)(g −Qg).

Exercise 8.1 Please prove Proposition 8.1.

8.3 Two-sample testing in the sample-permutation

domain

The following is the main theorem of this section.

Theorem 8.1 Assume that F admits an envelope function F > 0 such that
(a) (PM ,F) and (QN ,F) are P-pre-Donsker and Q-pre-Donsker, respectively;
(b) lim supM→∞ supf∈F ‖f‖L8(PM ) <∞ and lim supN→∞ supf∈F ‖f‖L8(QN ) <
∞; (c) either

∫ 2

0

sup
Q̃

√
logN (F , L2(Q̃), ǫ‖F‖L2(Q̃))dǫ <∞

or

lim sup
M→∞

∫ diam(F ;L2(PM ))

0

√
logN[](F , L2(PM ), ǫ)dǫ <∞

and lim sup
N→∞

∫ diam(F ;L2(QN ))

0

√
logN[](F , L2(QN ), ǫ)dǫ <∞.

We then have
{√

m(P̃π,m −Hm+n)f ; f ∈ F
}
⇒

√
1− γBH̃,

where BH̃ is a mean-zero Gaussian process such that for any f, g ∈ F ,

Cov(BH̃(f),BH̃(g)) = H̃(f − H̃f)(g − H̃g),

and H̃ := γPM + (1− γ)QN .
If we additionally assume Proposition 8.1(i) holds true, then the above

weak convergence is true given almost every σ1, σ2.
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Corollary 8.1 (two-sample testing) Assume the conditions in Theorem 8.1
hold. It then holds true that

{√ mn

m+ n

(
P̃π,m − Q̃π,n

)
f ; f ∈ F

}
⇒ BH̃,

both unconditionally and conditionally given almost every σ1, σ2.

8.4 Proofs

The proof of Theorem 8.1 is lengthy, so we break it to several parts. First,
we introduce some instrumental lemmas.

Lemma 8.1 Under the setup of Corollary 5.1, we have, for any function
class F = {f : W → R},

E
∥∥∥

ℓ∑

i=1

(δ
Ŵi

−WL)
∥∥∥
F
≤ 4E

∥∥∥
L∑

i=1

Ñiδwi

∥∥∥
F
,

where Ñi = Ni−N ′
i with Ni, N

′
i i.i.d. drawn from a Poisson distribution with

mean ℓ/(2L), denoted as Pois(ℓ/(2L)).

Proof. The studied summations all contain i.i.d. entries, so that standard
empirical process techniques can be used. In particular, employing the sym-
metrization trick yields

E
∥∥∥

ℓ∑

i=1

(δ
Ŵi

−WL)
∥∥∥
F
≤ 2E

∥∥∥
ℓ∑

i=1

ǫiδŴi

∥∥∥
F
,

where ǫ1, ǫ2, . . . is the Rademacher sequence. Next, we argue that

E
∥∥∥

ℓ∑

i=1

ǫiδŴi

∥∥∥
F
≤ 2E

∥∥∥
N0∑

i=1

ǫiδŴi

∥∥∥
F
,

where N0 ∼ Pois(ℓ). Introducing Y1, Y2, . . . to be i.i.d. Pois(1), we have

(
1− 1

e

)
E
∥∥∥

ℓ∑

i=1

ǫiδŴi

∥∥∥
F
= E(Y1 ∨ 1)E

∥∥∥
ℓ∑

i=1

ǫiδŴi

∥∥∥
F
= E

∥∥∥EY
ℓ∑

i=1

(Yi ∨ 1)ǫiδŴi

∥∥∥
F

≤E
∥∥∥

ℓ∑

i=1

(Yi ∨ 1)ǫiδŴi

∥∥∥
F
≤ E

∥∥∥
ℓ∑

i=1

Yi∑

j=1

ǫi,jδŴi,j

∥∥∥
F
,
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where {ǫi,j}’s are i.i.d. copies of ǫ1 and Ŵi,j ’s are independently drawn from
WL, both independent of Yi’s. Then, by the thinning property of Poisson
processes, we have

ℓ∑

i=1

Yi∑

j=1

ǫi,jδŴi,j

d
=

N0∑

i=1

ǫiδŴi
,

where it is noted that

N0
d
=

ℓ∑

i=1

Yi.

We thus obtain

E
∥∥∥

ℓ∑

i=1

(δ
Ŵi

−WL)
∥∥∥
F
≤ 4E

∥∥∥
N0∑

i=1

ǫiδŴi

∥∥∥
F
.

Lastly, we delete the randomness in ǫi’s and Ŵi’s. To this end, introduce

Nk :=
∣∣∣
{
i ≤ N0 : Ŵi = wk, ǫi = 1

}∣∣∣ and N ′
k :=

∣∣∣
{
i ≤ N0 : Ŵi = wk, ǫi = −1

}∣∣∣.

By construction, we then have

N0∑

i=1

ǫiδŴi
=

L∑

i=1

(Ni −N ′
i)δwi .

It remains to decipher the joint distribution of Ni, N
′
i ’s. Conditional on

N0 = m, (N1, N1, N2, N
′
2, . . . , NL, N

′
L) are multinomially distributed with

parameters (m, 1/(2L), . . . , 1/(2L)). Accordingly, unconditionally, we have
that (N1, N1, N2, N

′
2, . . . , NL, N

′
L) are i.i.d. Pois(ℓ/(2L)). This completes the

proof. ⊓⊔

Lemma 8.2 (Multiplier inequality) Let Z1, . . . , Zn be a sequence of
i.i.d. random values whose support is finite, and ξ1, . . . , ξn be i.i.d. mean-zero
random variables independent of Z1, . . . , Zn. We then have

E
∥∥∥ 1√

n

n∑

i=1

ξiδZi

∥∥∥
F
≤ 2

√
2‖ξ1‖2,1 · max

k∈[n]
E
∥∥∥ 1√

k

k∑

i=1

ǫiδZi

∥∥∥
F
,

where ǫj ’s form a Rademacher sequence and, for any random variable X ,

‖X‖2,1 :=
∫ ∞

0

√
Pr(|X | > t)dt.

Proof. Step 1. First, assume that ξi’s are symmetrically distributed so that

(ǫ1|ξ1|, . . . , ǫn|ξn|)⊤ d
= (ξ1, . . . , ξn)

⊤.
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Accordingly, we have

E
∥∥∥

n∑

i=1

ξiδZi

∥∥∥
F
= E

∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ǫi|ξi|δZi
∥∥∥
F
= E

∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ǫiξ̃iδZi

∥∥∥
F
,

where ξ̃1 ≥ ξ̃2 ≥ · · · ≥ ξ̃n ≥ ξ̃n+1 := 0 are the reordered version of
|ξ1|, . . . , |ξn|. Noting that

ξ̃i =

n∑

k=i

(ξ̃k − ξ̃k+1),

we can continue writing

E
∥∥∥

n∑

i=1

ǫiξ̃iδZi

∥∥∥
F
= E

∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

ǫiδZi

n∑

k=i

(ξ̃k − ξ̃k+1)
∥∥∥
F

= E
∥∥∥

n∑

k=1

(ξ̃k − ξ̃k+1)
k∑

i=1

ǫiδZi

∥∥∥
F

≤ E

n∑

k=1

√
k(ξ̃k − ξ̃k+1) max

k∈[n]
E
∥∥∥ 1√

k

k∑

i=1

ǫiδZi

∥∥∥
F
.

Lastly, we bound

E

n∑

k=1

√
k(ξ̃k − ξ̃k+1) = E

n∑

k=1

∫ ξ̃k

ξ̃k+1

√
kdt ≤

∫ ∞

0

E
√
|{i : |ξi| ≥ t}|dt,

where in the inequality we used the fact that

k =
∣∣∣
{
i : |ξi| > t

}∣∣∣ for t ∈ (ξ̃k+1, ξ̃k].

Then,

∫ ∞

0

E
√
|{i : |ξi| ≥ t}|dt ≤

∫ ∞

0

√
E|{i : |ξi| ≥ t}|dt =

∫ ∞

0

√
nPr(|ξi| ≥ t)dt

so that

E
∥∥∥ 1√

n

n∑

i=1

ξiδZi

∥∥∥
F
≤ ‖ξ1‖2,1 · max

k∈[n]
E
∥∥∥ 1√

k

k∑

i=1

ǫiδZi

∥∥∥
F
.

Step 2. For possibly asymmetric ξi’s, we employ the symmetrization trick
and introduce ηi’s as an independent copy of ξi’s. Accordingly, since Eξi = 0,
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E
∥∥∥ 1√

n

n∑

i=1

ξiδZi

∥∥∥
F
= E

∥∥∥ 1√
n

n∑

i=1

(ξi − Eξi)δZi

∥∥∥
F

= E
∥∥∥ 1√

n

n∑

i=1

(ξi − Eηi)δZi

∥∥∥
F

≤ E
∥∥∥ 1√

n

n∑

i=1

(ξi − ηi)δZi

∥∥∥
F
.

Now, applying the symmetric version of the multiplier inequality to (ξi−ηi)’s
and using Exercise 8.2 (ahead) complete the proof. ⊓⊔

Exercise 8.2 (1) For any random variable X and any p > 2,

1

2
‖X‖2 ≤ ‖X‖2,1 ≤

p

p− 2
‖X‖p.

(2) For any random variables X,Y ,

‖X + Y ‖22,1 ≤ 4‖X‖22,1 + 4‖Y ‖22,1.

Proof of Theorem 8.1. Step 1. We first establish a finite-dimensional CLT.
By Cramer-Wold device, it suffices to consider the marginal case. To this end,
notice that, for any f ∈ F , using Corollary 5.8 and the permutation SLLN
(Theorem 5.4), the random variable

√
m(P̃π,m−Hm+n)f ⇒

√
1− γH̃(f− H̃f)2, conditional on almost all σ1, σ2.

This completes the first step.
Step 2. Next, let’s verify stochastic equi-continuity. Using first Corollary

5.1 followed by Lemma 8.1, we obtain

E
∥∥∥
√
m(P̃π,m −Hm+n)

∥∥∥
Fδ

≤ 4E
∥∥∥
m+n∑

i=1

Ñiδzi

∥∥∥
Fδ
,

where Ñi = Ni−N ′
i and Ni, N

′
i are i.i.d. drawn from Pois(m/(m+n)). Next,

by triangle inequality and using Corollary 5.1 again, we obtain

E
∥∥∥
m+n∑

i=1

Ñiδzi

∥∥∥
Fδ

≤ E
∥∥∥

m∑

i=1

Ñiδx
σ
−1
1 (i)

∥∥∥
Fδ

+ E
∥∥∥

n∑

i=1

Ñm+iδy
σ
−1
2 (i)

∥∥∥
Fδ

≤ E
∥∥∥

m∑

i=1

ÑiδX̂i

∥∥∥
Fδ

+ E
∥∥∥

n∑

i=1

Ñm+iδŶi

∥∥∥
Fδ
,

where X̂i’s and Ŷi’s are independent and i.i.d. drawn from PM and QN ,
respectively. Lastly, employing Lemma 8.2 yields
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E
∥∥∥

m∑

i=1

ÑiδX̂i

∥∥∥
Fδ

+ E
∥∥∥

n∑

i=1

Ñm+iδŶi

∥∥∥
Fδ

≤O(1) ·
(
max
k∈[m]

E
∥∥∥ 1√

k

k∑

i=1

ǫiδX̂i

∥∥∥
Fδ

+ max
k∈[n]

E
∥∥∥ 1√

k

k∑

i=1

ǫiδŶi

∥∥∥
Fδ

)
.

Applying the standard empirical processes Donsker’s theorem (noticing that
now everything is measurable) to the laws PM and QN then completes the
proof of the first part.

The conditional part is also true by appealing to Theorems 5.6 and 5.11,
and repeat the above calculation conditional on σ1 and σ2. ⊓⊔

8.5 Notes

This chapter is adapted mostly from Chapters 3.6 and 3.7 of van der Vaart and Wellner
(1996), and is currently still under construction. For example, the cur-
rent focus lacks results on comparing, e.g., the stochastic behavior of some
functionals of the samples. We hope to enrich this chapter in the fol-
lowing months, aligning this chapter more closely with results made in,
e.g., van der Vaart and Wellner (1996, Chapter 3.7), Romano and Lehmann
(2022, Chapter 17), and Bickel (1969) and Chung and Romano (2013).
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bilités. In Collected Works II, pages 895–913. Springer.
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Giné, E. and Zinn, J. (1984). Some limit theorems for empirical processes.
The Annals of Probability, 12(4):929–989.
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